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Decision No. 86281 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Amended Application of Pacific Gas 1 
and Electric Company for authority, 
among other things, to increase its 
rates and charges £or electric 
service. (Electric) 1 
Amended Application of Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company ~or authority, ) 
among other things, to increase its ) 
rates and charges tor gas ~ 
service. (Gas) 

----

Application No. 55509 
(Filed February 25, 1975~ 
amencied October 16, 1975) 

Application No. 55510 
(Filed February,~5, 1975i 
amended October '167 197.5) 

(Appearances are lis'Ced in Appendix A.) 

INTERIM OPINION 

Proeeeding 

Pacific Gas. and Electric Company (PG&.E) filed Applications 
Nos. 55509 and 55510 on February 25, 1975 Which, respectively, request 
aut ho ri ty to increa.~e 1 ts rates and charges for electric and gas 

service. The rates were clesigned to· increase gross operating electric 
revenues by appro:x:imately 25.4 percent, or $37;,724,000 a:onually, and 
gross operating gas revenues 'by approximately 12.9 percent, or 
$122, S31, 000 annually, on a 1976 test year basis. These applications 
were tiled while hearings were in progress on PG&E's general electrie~ 
gas, and steam rate increase requests, Applications Nos. 54279, 542S0,. 
ana. 54281, and 105 <iays before the latter mo.-tters were submitted tor 
deciSion on September l6, 1975. These proceedings are assigned to 
CommiSSioner D. W. Holmes, President, and referred to Examiner 
C. Towers Coffey for hearing. 
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On September 30, 1975~ PG&E was directed to £ile 
Applications Nos. 55509 and 55510 to re£1ee~ the rates and charges 
.authorized. 'by Decision No. 84902 dated September 16, 1975 as 
pres eribed 'by Commission Rule 23( b ). PG&E~ unrealistically had 

assumed for the purpose of these applications that present rates 
would be the rates requested in Applications Nos. 54279- and 542$0 •. 

Apparently Pc:&:E planned to amend or update its application 
during the proceedi:cgs. Such an optimistic approach would result in 
the CommiSSion and its staf~~ public agencies, potential parties to 
the proceedings, and the public ~t being informed timely or the 
amounts or increases being requested, PG&E's Showing in support. of its 

request or the rates 'being proposed, and comparisons be~~een present 
and. proposed rates. On October 16, 1975, PG&E amended its applications 
as directed. 

en October 10,1975, PG&Ewas directed to £i1e with the 
COmmiSSion ana distribute to all known parties on or before 
October 30, 197;, all or its- prepared testimony and exhibits on 

which it relied to support its application. PG&E timely complied 'With 
this directive. 

Arter a noticed prehearing conf'erence on October 16, 1975, 
hearings on these applications on a consolidated record. began on 
December 3, 1975. During the course of the proceediDgs, it became 
apparent that the question of rate deSign in the present caSe was 
dependent to some extent upon determinations that the CommiSsion would 
make in other proceedings ~ciing before i t~ principally Case No. 99ee, 
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the Ccmmission's investigation into "lireline" rates. It also became 
apparent that the conservation issue, centering upon the ef£ectiveness 
of . PG&E' s conservAtion programs,. could be more adequ.a:tely examined 1£ 

this issue were def'en-ed to a second phase of' the case. Consequently,. 
this proceeding has been divided into two phases. Issues related to 

operating revenues, operating revenue deductions,. rate base,. and ra-te 
of return have been heard during phase one. Presentation on 
conservation,. cost allocation, and rate spread issues will be 
considered in phase two. This interim deciSion deals with the phase 
one. iSSUes,. Will determine the appropriate am.ount of rate relief to be 

granted, and will authorize interim rates which,. to the extent 
permitted 'by la.w 9 will preserve existing 1nte:- and intra-schedule 
relationsbips. 

Subsequent to thiS interim decision it is expected that 
PG&E and our staf! Will prepare and distribute to appearances proposed 
rate schedules reflecting the then-current Commission. policy on rate 
structure,. conservation, fuel cost adjU$~ent surcharge,. and lifeline 
usage. Thereafter f'urther hearings will be held as indicated above 
on the issues of conservation,. cost allocation, rate or return 
adjustment for conservation activity, and rate spread. Included in 
rate spread are the issues of employee discounts and street 1ighti:cg 
charges on which substantial showings were made during 'the phase one 
hearings. At the conclusion of phase two· hearings a·final decision 
in this proceed.i:o.g will modify as appropriate the interlJn rateS 
prescribed herein. 
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Atter 42 days of hear1ng be£ore Examiner Cof!~,}/ 75 
exhibits, 3,362 pages of transcript, and th.e receipt of concurrent 
orie!s, phase one ot this proceeding was submitted for decision on' 
June 1.5, 1976. 
Motion for Partial Relie! 

On March. S, 1976, PG&E .filed. a motion for partial electr1c 
and. gas general rate increases to be err ecti va ixcmeQiately. The 
requested increases are based upon the staff's estimate of 1976 test 
year revenues, expe%lSe, and rate base and would have increased electric 
revenues by $$2,,517,000 annually and gas department revenues by 

$SO, 665,000 annually. The requested increases would have provided 
PG&E with the l~ percent rate of return on common equity last found 
£air and reasonable for PG&E in Decision No. 84902, based upon a 1975 
test year. The motion for partial relief was argued. by the partieipatts 
in the proceeding on March 19, 1976. Subsequent to the detemi:oation 
that the proceediIlg would be divided into two phases, PG&E was advised 

that it could renew its motion for partial relief upon submission of 
the phase one case. On the last day of hearing, PG&E indicated that 

it did. not intend to renew its motion for partial relief at that time 
Wi thout waiving its right to renew the motion at some later time. 
Publi e Hea.rings 

Notice of public hearings in this proceeding was mailed to 

all of PG&E' $ electric and gas customers. The notice set forth the 
present and proposed rate schedule applicable to the service of' each 
customer. Bill computation inStructions and sample calculations were 
included. to assist cUstomers in det.emin:i ng the individual impact of 
the proposed. rate increases. 

11 On several occasions of short duration, Exami ner Gillanders or 
Examiner Thompson presided. when' Exam:5ner Coffey was on sick· leave. 
All rulings by Exam:iners Gillanders and Thocpson have been ratified. 
by Exami~er Coffey. . 
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Five evenillg he~...ngs were held in Red Bluft, Stockton, 
Fresno, and San Francisco for the purpose o£ receiving sta.tements 
from public Witnesses. Approxi.ma:tely 1,3.50 members of tho public 
attended these evening heari:ngs. Of those present over 1,200 were 
PC&E employees and. their sympathizers who were protesti:cg tbe intent:f.on 
of the Commission announced in Decision No. 84902 to phaee out 
employee discounts. About 70 presentations were made on tbis issue. 
Since this issue relates to the spread of rates to be considered' in 

. phase two of this proceeding, we shall. de! er cO%lSideration of the many 
public Witness presentatiOns and PG&E's evidence until the fi:oal 
order in tbis proceeding. 

Twenty-one public witnesses spoke in opposition to tbe 
proposed rate increases, two supported applicant and one urged 
consideration of an employee stock ownership plan as a possible 
solution of the problem of financing future capital requirements. 

A number of witnesses addressed rate-spread issues of 
lifeline usage, lifeline's impact on agriculture, lif'e11ne'3 impact 

on mobile home park operators, and the impact- of increased street 
lighting rates on the escalating cost of city government and related 
tax lim1 tations. Again, these rate-spread issues will be considered 
in the second. phase of this proceeding. 

BegiDning February 3, 1976, the presentations on results of 
operation issues were made by PC&E, the staf!, and the Secretary of 
Derense !'or the executive agencies of the Un:1.ted States (Dept.. of 
Defense).- It is anticipated that other parties Will make.extensive 
presentations on conservation, cost allocation, and rate-spread 
issues in the second phase or tbis proceed; ng. 
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Requested Rate Inereases 

Amended Applications Nos. 55509 and ;;;10 request '.authori
zation to increase gross electric operating revenues by approxi.ma:tely 
23·3 percent, or $341,79S,OOO 8zlImaJly, and gross ga:> operating 
revenues by approximately 10.5 percent, or Sl24, 013, 000 annually, on 
a 1976 test year basis. The combined a:c.rnlaJ revenue increases in 
the amended electric and gas applications amount to $465,Sll,OOO, 
compared with the $496,555,000 of the original applicatio:c.s. The 
p~ differenees betWeen the amended applications and the original 
applications are tbat the amended applications reflect (1) revenues 
a.t present rates and the lifeline concept as author.i..zed by Decisions 
Nos. 84902 and 84959, ef'fective October 7, 1975, (2) an August l, 1976, 
operative elate for Diablo Nuclear Unit 1 rather than May l, 1976, 
(:3) PG&E's election to flow-through the benefits of the increased 
investment tax credit of the Tax Reduction Act of 1975, (4) removal 
of an estimated 4- percent wage increase on July 1, 1975 that did 
not occur, ana (5) higher gas sales and. revenues resulting, from 
higher gas supply and higher unit cost of gas purchase. The following 
tabulation is a comparison or the amounts or revenue PG&E propos~d 
to obtain from the various classes or electric customers: 

'. 
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ELECTRIC DE? AR!MENT REVENUES* 
YEAR 1976 ESTDaTED 

Revenues 
Present** Proposed Increase 

Class of Service Rates Rates .Amount iZKwhr ~erccnt 
(000 Omitted) 

CPUC Jurisdictional 

Residential $ 516,592 $ 593,402 $ 76,810 0.43 14 .. 9 
Light and Power 

Small 197,219 233,686 ';,6,4/:>7. 0.74 1$.$ 
Mecii'Um 33l,912 429,121 97,209 0.75 29.:; 
Large 264.z622 227, 862 2~z20S 0.6$ 35.2 

Total 793,7$6 1,020,670 226,884 0 .. 72 2$.6 
Public Authority 10,117 ll,32; l,208 0.06 11.9 
Agricultural 93,969 120,94S 26,979 0.73 2$.7 
Street Lighting 22,502 29.6a5 7,1$.3 1·59 31 .. 9 
Railway 4.,6$9 ;,$40 1,1;1 0.40 24.5 
InterdeEartmental 

Construction 9ll 1,156 245 0.72 26 .. 9 
Operation 2::221 .2::241 Z26 0.72 2S.$ 

Total 3,4.32 4,403 971 CJ.72 2$·3 
Subtotal 1,44;,0$7 1,786,273 341,1$6 0 .. 61 23·.6 

Other Oper. Rev. 2l:z~S, 22,0!±0 61Z 2·5 
Total 1,469,515- 1, Sll,313 341,79$ 0.61 ~·3 

FPC Jurisdietional 
Resale 4S,027 4$,027 
Other Oper. Rev. 7,422 1,422 -

Total 55,519 55,519 
Total System 1,525,0.34 1,$66,832 341,79$ 22.4. 

* Revenue estimates by PG&E in support o£ its amended 
application prior to PG&E adoption or starf estimates. 

** Present rates are: 
1. CPUC Rates in ef:rect on October 7, 1975. 
2. FPC Rates effective October l., 1975. 
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The following tabulation is a comparison o£,the amounts or 
revenue PG&E proposed to' obtain from various classes or gas 
customers: 

GAS DEP~ REVENUES 
YEAR 1976 ESTIMATED 

Revenues 

Class of Service 
Present* Proposed Increase 
Rates Rates Amoun-e ¢/Therm ~ 

(000 Oiiiitted) 

Firm Service 
Genetal Service 

Residential $ 410,636 $ 432,100 $ 21,464 0.82 ;.2 
Com'l and Ind'l 167,$;3 192,575 24,722 2.l$ 14-7 Interdepartmental 2:21 1.100 162 2.28 18.2 

Total Genl. Serv. 579,420 62;,775 46,355 l·23 S.O 
Resale 12z2~ 14z021 1:012 1 .. 15 $ .. 3 

Total. Firm Service 592,366 639,796 47,430 1·23 S.O 
Interru~tible Service 

Com!l and Inc!" 1** 4$2,947 545,,318 62,371 1.$5 12 .. 9 
Resale 451 492 41 1.15 9.1 
Steam Electric Plants 19zz7:22 122z2Q2 14:171 1 .. $5 12.9 

Total Interruptible 593,130 669,713 76,5$3 1.$5 12.9 
Total. SaJ.es 1,1$5,496 1,309,509 124,01.3 1 .. 55 10 .. 5 
Other Gas Revenues $43 $43 
Total Operating Revenues 1,1$6,339 1,310,352 124,013: 10.5 

* Includes Sales to Steam Dept. or 1,936,000 decather.ms .. 
** Present rates are the rates effective October 1, 1975. 
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Present % Proposed z and Authorized Rates 
General 

The rates authorized by this interim decision will be 
revised after conclusion of the second phase of this proceeding 
during which showings by all interested parties on the issues of 
conservation, cost allocatiOtL, and rate spread will be received. 

These interim rates will be increased for electric service 
by authorizing a uniform percentage increase to each customer class 
(as uniform as practical within the confines of the rate structures) 
above the rates in effect on the date of this decision. The revenue 
spread among the various rate schedules within a customer class 
will be spread on a uniform cencs-per-kwhr. Rate schedules with 
demand charges will have such charges increased by the same 
percentage as class revenues were increased. "!be class percentage 
increase shall be applied co street lighting rates. 
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For gas rates the following method of interim spreading 
is authorized: 

a. The tail block rates of Schedules C-l 
through G-5 and the 1nterrruptible rates 
should be raised to equal the tail block 
rates for Schedule G .. 7. Then, sequentially) 
rates in each schedule should be increased 
on a uniform cents-per-tbe~ basis until 
the tail block rate of the next highest 
scbedule is reacbed. This procedure should 
be continued witb a.ll scbedules unt11 all 
tail block rates for all schedules are the 
same. 

b. Any additional revenue increase should be 
on a uniform cents~per-tberm basis for all 
scbedules. 

The above methO<ls of spreading interim rates are reasonable 
for this ·proceeding and will be adopted. The interim authorized 

rates will also incorporate the effects of tbe Commission's lifeline 
order Decision No. 86087 dated July 13, 1976. Decision No. 86087 
will result: in the transfer of electric master meter customers 
from the general service schedules to the DMand DS schedules. 
The following tabulation sets forth the authorized revenue by 

customer class and the effect on certain ela.sses of the lifeline 
decision: 
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Revenue Revenue Increase Customer Under 10/7/75 
Class 

Under 10/7/75 Over B 
Rates Rates & D 86087 Amount, 

(A) (B) (C) 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Residential 
309,98#' Lifeline $ 294,674 $ $ Non-Lifeline 214~ 712 22l z959=-/ 22 z892 

Subtotal 509~386 531,~~ 22,892 
Small L & P 189,010 177,267T/ 18,002 Medium L & P 316,550 300,7S~ 30,875 Large L & P 248,909 248,909 25,963-
Public 'Authority 10,117 10,117 321 Agricultura.1 94,973 94,,973 9,639 St:reet Lighting 22,502 22,502 2,234-
Railway 4,689- 4,689 509 Interdepartmental 3,432 3,432 352 Other 26:t094 26 z094 222' 

Total CPUC 1,425,662 1,420,68()!1 111,009 

1/ Revenue shift due to master meter customers on 
general service schedules transferring to DM and 
DS schedules. Because of different rates, 
$4,982,000 less revenue collected at present 
rates. 

An energy cost adjustment clause increase granted PG&E 

'?. 
*(D5' 

10 .. 3 
4.3 

10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
3.2 

10.1 
9.9 

10.9 
10.3 

.9 
7.8 

in June of 1976 results in test year revenues at current rates. The 
effects of Decision No. 86087 and corresponding percentage increases 
to' each customer class are as follows: 
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Customer 
Class 

Residential 
Lifeline 
Non-Lifeline 

Subtotal 
Small L & P 
Med.ium L &. P 
Large L & P , 
PUblic Authority 
Agricultural 
Street Ligbting 
Railway . 
Interdepartmental 
Other 

Total CPUC 

Revenues 
at Current Ine7:ease 

Rates Amount 
(A) (5) 
(Dollars in thousands) 

$ 306,.175 $ 
238 z468 22.z892 
544,643 22,897" 
185.,095 18,002 
321,807 30,875 
271,386. 25,963 

10,561 321 
101,682 9',639', 
23,311 2,234 

5,.205 509' 
3,674 352 

27:t307 222 
1,494,671 111,009 

1/ No increase given to State'W'ater Project or 
City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) 
contracts .. 

1-
(C) 

9 .. 6 
4.2 
9.7 
9.6 
9.61/ 
3 .. 0=-
9.$ 
9.6. 
9.8 
9·~1 o. 
7.4 

~/ Increase given only to street lighting and 
wheeling charges per CCSF contracts. No 
increase to other nonelectric sales revenues. 

Electric Rates 

Exhibits A and C of amended Application No. 55509 set: 
forth in detail all of PG&E's present and proposed electric rate 
increases. Exhibit A is composed of the tariff sbeets in effect On 
the filing date of the amended application,. October 16, 1975.. The 

following tabulations cocpare residential and general service present 
and proposed electric rates with those hereafter authorized: 
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ELECTRIC RA!E COMPARISONS 

Residential Service* 

Customer Charge ......... . 
First 300 kwhr, per kwhr. • • .. 
Over 300 kwbr, per kwbr.. .. .. • 

. .. .. . .. . 

.. . .. 

Customer charge • • .. • • .. .. .. .. .. • 
F1rst300 kwbr, per kwbr ........ .. 
Over 300 kwbr, per kwbr. .. .. • .. .. • 

Cus tomer charge • .. • • • .. • • • .. .. 
First 300 kwhr, per kwbr. • • .. .. .. • 
Over 300 kwhr, per kwbr.. • • .. • • ", 

Customer charge .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. • • 
First 400 kwbr, per kwhr. . . . . 
Over 400 kwhr, per, kwhr. • .. .. .. • .. 

Customer charge .. . .. • .. 
First SOO kwbr, per kwbr .. 
Over 500 kwhr, per kwbr .. 

· . . . · . . . . . · . . . . . 

Present 
'$OI.SO 

.0200 

.0l84 

Schedule D-l 
propo~eaAuthorizea 
$1:-50 ... $1 .. SO 

.. 0200' .. 02249 

.0271 .02089 

Schedule D-2 
Z;:esene. J?:.t:oposed Auehoriiea' 
~ __ 60 ~ .. "60 " $1 .. 60 

.0220 .. 0220 .. 02449 

.0184 .0211 .02089 

Schedule D ... 3 
Present Pr:78sea ,AuthoriZea 
$1.70 ,$~'. $1.76 

..0230 .0230: .02549 

.0184 .0271 .. 0208~ 

present 
~1 .. 80 

.0230 

.0l84 

present 
n.OO 

.0240 

..0184 

Sehedule'D-4, 
Pi':1Osed, •. AUtboriZea 
$1. "SI.80 , 

.0230 .02549 

.027'1 .02089 

Schedule 1)-5 . 
Pi:sosea Authorized 
~., $2.00 

..0240, .02649 

..0271 .. 02089 

* The present rate for residential service' shown 
above is the lifeline rate for lifeline usages 
authorized by Decision No. 86087 dated 3uly 13, 1916. 
The authorized rate for residential service sbown 
above is the non-lifeline rate for all energy used 
in excess of the lifeline allowances. For e~ple, 
a D-l customer with a basic lifeline allowance of 
240 kwhr would be billed as follows: 

First 240 kwhr at $.0200 per kwbr 
Next 60 kwhr at $.02249 ~r kwhr 
Excess kwhr at $-. O~089 per kwhr 
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General Service (Nonresidential) 

Customer charge .. .. .. .. .. • .. 
First 800 kwhr, per kwhr ....... .. 
Next 1,200 kwhr'., per kwhr • • .. '. .. .. 
Over 2,000 kwhr, per kwhr • .. .. .. • .. 

Customer charge • • • • • .. • • ..... 
First 800 kwbr, per kwhr • • • • .. • 
Next 1,200 kwbr, per kwhr .. • • .. 
Over 2,000 kwhr, per kwbr .. • .. .. 

Customer charge .. .. .. • .. .. • .. • • .. 
First 800 kwh%', per kwbr .. • .. .. • • 
Next 1,200 kwhr, per kwbr.. .. .. .' .. • 
Oo1er 2,000 kwhr, per kwbr·.. • .. .. • • .. 

Customer charge • • .. • • .. • • • 
First 800 kwhr, per kwbr ....... 
Next 1 ,200 kwbr, per kwhr • .. • .. • .. 
Over 2,000 kwh%', per kwhr .. .. • .. 

Cus tomer charge .. .. • • .. .. .. • .. 
First 800 kwbr ,per kwbr ....... 
Next 1,200 kwh%', per kwbr • .. .. • • • 
Over 2,000 kwhr, per kwhr .. .. .. .. 

Polyphase Service: All Scbedules 
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present 
~l .. SO 

.035 

.032 

.. 027 

Present 
$1.60 

.037' 

.034 ' 

.027 

present 
$I.70 

.040' 

.035 

.027 

Present 
~I.80 

.044 

.036 

.027 

present 
~2 .. o0 

.055 

.042 

.027 

$1.25 

Scbedule A-l 
Piosgsed Author~zea 
$I. ' $l .. SO 

.. 04221 .0391 

.03921 .0361 

.0342'1' .0311 

Schedule-'A-2 
Pr~sea AuthOrized 
~~ $1 .. 60 

.04421 .0411 

.04121, .. 0381 

.03421 .0311 

Sehedule'A-3 
Pr~sea " AutSorScr 
$l~ ' .. $1 .. 70 . " 

..04721 .. 0411, 

.04221 .0391', 

.. 03421 " .0311 

Sc~duU. A-4 
pr~sea Authorized 
$~'" ',' $1.80, 

.051.21. .0481 

.. 04321 .. 0401 

.0342'1 .. 0311 

Schedule A-S 
PioSOsed.' AUt:horized 
~Z. '" $2.06 

• 0622,1' .0591 
.0492,1' .046l 
.03421 .03:11 

$1.25 ' $1.25 
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General Service - Demand Metering 

Schedule 1..-12 
Present: Pirnsed: Authorized 

Demand charge: 
First 50 kw of billing demand or less $100 .. 00 $125.00 $110.00 
Over 50 lew of demand, per kw. • ... 1 .. 75 2.25 1.92 

Energy charge: 
First 5,000 kwbr, per kwbr •••.•• 
All excess- over 5,000 kwbr: 

First 100 lewbr/kw, per kwbr ...... 
Next 200 kwbr /lew, per kwbr • .. .. .. 
Over 300 kwbr flew, per kwbr • • • .. 

.0167 

.0167 

.Ol19, 

.0087 

.0225 

..0225 

.0177 

.0145 

Schedule A-13 

.01875 

.0181S 

.01395' 

.0107$ 

Demand charge: 
Present Proposed ,- Authorized 

First 1,000 lew of billing demand .... $2,250.00 $2,750.00 $2,465.00 
Over 1,000 kw of billing demand, 

per kw .. .. .. • .. .. .. • • .. .. • • • 1.60 2.10 1.75 ' 
Energy charge: 

First 100 kwhr flew, per kwbr • .. .. • • 
Next 200 !Q,07hr fkw 7 per kwbr 
Over 300 kwhr fkw, per kwhr • • .. • • 

· . . .01434 
.00974 
.00774 

.. 0201 

.0155 

.0135 

General Service - Direct CUrrent 

Schedule A-lS 

.01598 

.01138-

.0093&' 

Present Pro:e2sea: AU'thor1zed 
Customer charge • · · • · . · " · .. $0.75 $O~9S $0.75 First 50 kwbr. · • • · • · · .0756 .0945 .0782 Next 150 kwhr. .. .. oo' .. .. .. . · · .. · .0686 ..0858 .0712 ' Next 800 kwhr. · . · · · · .. .. · .0606 .0758 .. 0632' Next 2 ,000 kwhr .. · . · · .. · .. • .. · · .0536 .. 0670 .0562-Next 12 ,000 kwbr. .. .. · .. .. • .. .0436 .0545 .0462 Allover 15,000 kwhr: 

.0392-First 50 kwhr, per kw of billing demand .. 0366 .0458-
Next 150 kwbr, per kw of billing demand .. 0276 .0345 .0302., 
All excess per kwbr • .. • • .. .. • • • .. .0196 .0245 .0222' 

... 15 ... 
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A fuel cost adj~s:mene of $.00595 per kilowatt-hoUr is 
added to lifeline amounts determined from FG&E's rate schedules and 
~n energy cost adjustment of $.00816 per kwhr is added to all 
non-lifeline amounts. A fuel collection balance adjustment of 
$.00042 per kilowatt-hour must be deducted and tbe State Energy 
Resources Tax of $.0001 per kilowatt-hour must be added to amounts 
determined from present, proposed, and authorized electric rate 
schedules. 

Gas Rates 
Exhibits A and C of amended Application No. 55510 set 

forth in detail all of :EC&E's present and proposed gas rate increases. 
Exhibit A is composed of the tariff sheets in effect on the filing 
date of the amended application, October 16, 1975. The following 
tabulations compare residential and nonresidential present and 
proposed gas rates with those hereafter a~tborized: 
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* 

GAS RATE COM? )JUSONS 

Residential Service* 

First 2 ther.ms or less ••••••••• 
Next 23 'therms, per them •••• ,_. 
Next 50 thexms" per them. _ .... ' •• 
Over 75 thexms" per there ........ .. 

First 2 tberms or less ......... . 
Next 23 therms, per them ••• " •• 
Next 50 ther.ms, per ther.m •••••• 
Over 7S therms, per ther.m •••••• 

First 2 ther.ms or less ••••••••• 
Next 23 therms, per ther.m •••••• 
Next, 50 thexms, per therm ....... .. 
Over 75 therms, per therm ......... .. 

First 2 ther.ms or less .......... . 
Next 23 thexms, per therm ....... . 
Next 50 therms, per them •••••• 
Over 75 thexms, per them ......... . 

First 2 thexms or le:ss ........... . 
Next 23 ther.ms, per them •••••• 
Next 50 therms, per tbem ..... .. 
Over 75 thenus, per them .......... .. 

ffisent 
U.lJS964 

.13952 

.13472 

.14472 

Present 
$1.57464 

.1;3952 

.l3472 

.lJ...472 

Present.. 
sl.{)8254 

.14372 

.13702. 

.14622 

Present 
$!.84464 

.14$02 

.l3922 

.14772 

Schedule G-1R 
proi6sed Authorized 
$1. 964. -$1.46893 

.13952 .13919 

.l3472 .13439 

.16759 .15662 

Schedule G-2R 
Pl"'O~Sed Authorized. 
$1. 464 $1.57398 

.13952' • 139l9' 

.1~472 .13439 

.10759 .15662 

Schedule· Ci-3R 
Pl"'O~Sed Authorized 
$1. 8264 $1.68198' 

• U-372 .14339, 
.13702 .13669 
.16909 .15662 

Sehedu.1e G-4R 
pro~ed AuthOrized 
$i. 4.4.()4, $1. 843§iS 

.14S02 .l4769 

.13922 .13889 

.17059 .15662 

The present rate for residential gas service shown above are the 
lU'eline rates e1"1"ective October l, 1975. The autborized rat.es 
shown above are the lifeline rates for all gas used'in l'ifeline 
allowances'authorized by Decision No. $6087 dated July 13, 1970. 
Where authorized rates are lower than present and proposed rates 
up to 75 therms, the difference is due to an April l) 1976 monetary 
exchange (U.S.-Canadian) authorization rate reduction of .0334 
per therm. 
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Schedule G-
resent sed Authori zed sr. 89861.. ~. ~~4 $1. §§798 First 2 therms or less ••••••••• 

Next 23" therms, per them,. •••••• 
Next SO therms, per ther.m •••••• 
Over' 75 ther.ms, per ther.m •••••• 

.16112 • 16l1Z .16079 

.l$5l2 .155l2 .15479 
• 16;l2 .l8799 .. 16479 

Present 
First 2 therms or less ••••••••• $2.32664 
Next. 2:3 'therms, per them ....... .l731Z 
Next 50 therms,. per them ........ .16232 
Over 75 therms, per tbem ........ .17~2 . 

First 2 the:rms or less ••••••••• 
Next 2:3 therms, per them ...... . 
Next SO ther.ms, per therm •••••• 
Over 75 therms, per them •••••• 

First 2 the%mS or less ••••••••• 
Next 2:> thEmns, per them •••••• 
Next 50 the%mS, per thcxm •••••• 
Over 75 therms, per the~ •••••• 

Present 
$2.70104-

..1$042 

.l6692 

.l7692 

Present 
S).6m4 

.20ll2 

.18032 

.190:32 
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Schedule G-llR 
proposed Authorized 
$2.j~4 $Z.~S9g 

.l7312 .l7279 

.l6232 .16199', 

.l9519 • 17199 

Schedule G-12R 
Pro'OOsed. Autl".ori zed 
SZ.70lo4 -$2 .. 70698 

.lS042 .. l8009 

.16692 " 16659 

.19979 .17659 

Schedule G-l;R 
~roPOSed Authorized 
3.02254' $3.02198 

.201l2 .20079 

.18032 .17999 
• 21319 ' .18999 
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GAS RATE COMPARISONS 

General Service (Nonresidential) 

Schedule G-1N 
Present. ' ?rol22.sed , , Authon zed. 

First 2 therms ••••••••••••••••• sl.L6§b4 !1.51;3a $l.49084 
Next 23 therms ............ •••••• .13952 .16239 .l5012' 
Next ;0 therms ••• .o.o..... .......... .l3472' .l5759 .l4532 
Over 75 thems ••• ~.o............ .J.44.72' .16759 .l769,6 

First 2 tberms ••••••••••••••••• 
Next 23 therms •• ~ •••••••••••••• 
Next 50 ther.ms ••••••••••••••••• 
Over 75 ther.ms ••••••••••••••••• 

First 2 therms ••••••••••••••••• 
Next 2) therms ••••••••••••••••• 
Next 50 ther.ms ••••••••••••••••• 
Over 75 thexms, ..................... . 

Schedule 'G-2N 
Present ?ro~se<1, Authorized 
fl.;7404 s1. oj $l.S~584 

.l3952 .16239 .15012 

.l3472, .l5759· .14532~, 

.14472 .16759 .17696 

Schedule G-3N 
Present pro~a AuthOrized 
sI.68a54 ~l. 8 $1.70384, ' 

.14372 .16659 .15432 

.13702 .15989' .. 14762 

.0l4622 .16909' .17696 

Schedule G-4N 
Present Pro~!?d' Authori zed. 

First 2 therms ••••••••••••••••• !l.S4464 $l.89~t' $1.86584 
Next 23 therms ................... .14802 .170$9 .15862'-
Next ;0 thems •• .o............... .l3922 .. 16209 . l4982 , 
Over 75 therms.o.................... .14772 .. 17059 .17696 

Schedule G-5N 
Present Proposed Authorized. 
~.n264 $l.l5~8 $2.13384 

.l;;72 .17859 .16632 

.14382 .16669 .. 15442 

.14922 .17209 .. 1769~' 

First 2 therms ••••••••••••••••• 
Next 23 therms ................. . 
Next 50 therms ••••••••••••••••• 
Over 75 therms .................. ' .... . 

Presen~ Promd' Authorized 
First 2 therms ••••••••••••••••• ~.~S54 $1. ~~' $1 .. 91984, 
Next 23' therms .................. ••• .l6ll2 .. l8399 .17696 

Schedule ~ G-1N 

Next 50 therms .......................... .1;512 .17799' .17696 _ ' 
Over 75 thexms ....... 1'....... ........ .16512, .1$799 .1769&', 
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Present propo~a . Auth<5rliea 
First 2 thems ................... $2.32664 $~. 37Zg, $2 .. 34 784 
Next 23 tber.ms ••••••••••••••••• .17312 .19599 .l7696 
Next 50 therms ..................... .16232 .18519, .17696 
Over 75 the:rms .................. .17232 .19519 .l7696 

Firs~ 2 ther.ns •••••••••••••••• 
Next 23' the:rm.s· .................... .. 
Next 50 tberms ••••••••••••••••• 
Over 75 therms ••••••••••••••••• 

First 2 therms· ................... . 
Next 23 the~ ••••••••••••••••• 
Ne~ 50 therms ••••••••••••••••• 
Over 75 therms ••••••••••••••••• 

Results of Operations 

Se hedule G-12N 
Present Propo$!)d· A.uthori zed 
$2. 70104 'St .. 7J+7J/S $2 .. 7T.lW 

.18042 .20329 . ..18009 

.16692 .l~ .17696 

.17692 .19979 .17696· 

Schedule G-13N 
Present ~ropos~ Authol&zed 
$~.6~54 $3.~ $~.b?;JSZ; 

• 20112 .22399 .20079 
.1803'2 .203l9 .. 17999 
.19032 .21319 .18999 

Page 1 of Appendix B and Appendix C to this decision shows 
for the electric and gas operations, respectively, PG&E's original 
1976 estimated results of operations (Column A), the staft's final 

1976 estimated results or operations (Coltmm B), PG&.E's final 1976 
estimated results or operations (Column C), and the dollar dii"£erences 
between PG&E and the stat! (Col'umn D). Notes on ~he rollowing pages 
or each or the two appendices describe the differences by accounts. 
Page 7 or Appendix B shows PG&:E's electric CPUC jurisdictional results 
or operations for the 1976 test year. Both PG&E and the staff 
estimated electric results or operations on a total electriC system 
'basis and then separated. those portions of the total electric system 
results or operations which pro'Vi.de electric service subje~ to the' 
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jurisdiction of the CPUC from those subject to the jurisdiction of the 
FPC. There is no dispute concerning this allocation. It is the 
CPUC jurisdictional results of operations shown on page 7 of Append1xB 
that provicie the basis· for the proposed electric rate increase. 

The rates of return which PG&E now estimates will be achieved 
by its electric and gas operat1ons, as shown :in Appendices B and C, 
are higher than the rates of return that PG&E. estimated at present 
rates in its amendeci applications because changes occurred betWeen the 
filing or the amended applications and the conclusion of hearingS. 
For example, when the amended applications were filed Diablo Unit 1 
was expected to become operative on August 1, 1976.; and it was 
included in rate base on that basis. Now PG&E recognizes that 
Diablo Unit 1. may well not be operative during the 1976 test year 
and as a cOllSeque:o.ce has excluded it from the test year. The 
intervening period bas also provided more recent data that has 

resuJ. ted in revised. estimates. PC&E has accepted certain sta£f 
estimates in order to eliminate issues. As a consequence, lesser 
revenue increases than PG&:E originally anticipated would be required 
for the electric and gas operations to provicle PG&:E with the 10.1 
percent rate of return, with its corresponding l;· percent rate of 
return on common equity, that PG&E advocates as a fair and reasonable 
rate of return on a 1976 test year basis. 

On the oasis ot PQ&E9 s present electric and gas results ot 
operatiOns, PG&E wouJ.d require a 23.4- percent increase exclUding fuel 
clause revenue of $260,733,000 in a.nnual electric CPUC jurisdic.tional 
revenues to be able to earn a °10.l percent rate of reeurn instead'of 
the $34l,798,OOO reflected in the amended application and a·~.8 
percent increase of $96,781,000 in annual gas revenues instead of the 
$124 ,013,000 reflec:~ed in tbe ameadecl appliea.tion. It should be -: .... :- . 
noted that the significant decrease in electric revenues and 
production expenses shown in Appendix :8" pages 1 and 7"7"' in goinS--
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from Column A to ColUl:ln C, results primarily from. the inclusion of 
fuel cost .ldjustmcnt: revenues and expenses in Column A and their 
elimination in Column C in 4ccordance with Commission Decision 
No. 85731 authorizing an energy cost adjustment clause •. 
Issues 

The issues that exist betWeen PC&E and staf! ncrll appear 
to be in the !ollowiDg areas: 

Rate or Return (Electric and Gas) 

Administrative and General Expense (Electric alld Gas) 
Customer Accounts Expense (Electric and GaS) 
Sales Expense (Electric and Gas) 

Production Expense (Electric) 
Distribution Expense (Electric) 
Distribution Exponse (Gas) 
Transmission Expense (Gas) 

Construction Work in Progrese in Rate Base 
(Electric and Gas.) 

Based upon direct presGntations, the o:c.ly issue between 
PG&E and third. parties is that raised by the tr. s. Govt. wi tne.ss who 

estimated higher electric sale.s to various classes of customers Wi tb 
correspondingly higher revonues. 

These issues will each be considered hereinafter. 
Rate of Return 

Exhibits and testimony relating to rate o! return were 
presented by two witnesses. PG&E's financial vice-president urged 
the adoption of a lO.lO percen~ rate of return. A staff member of 

the Finance and Accounts Division recommended a return in the range 
of $.90 percent to 9.20 percent and specifically chose 9.00 percent 
tor the purpose of setting rates. Their estimates ofeapital 

structure and imbedded. costs or senior securities for the 1976 test 
year varied slightly but the conclusions of each witness as to the 
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appropriate earnings allowance for common equity ei!.fereci signiticantly 

as illustrated in the following summary: 

Com:eany Stat!' 

Capital Weighted Capital Weighted 
Ratios Cost Total Ratios Cost. Total - -Long-term debt 50.l6% 7.15% 3.59% .50.00% 7.04~ 3.52% 

Preferred Stock l2.42 7.26 ·90 12.97 7.24- .94-
Common Equ1 ty .2Z·~ 15·00 5.61 2Z~QJ 12~26 ~ 

Total 100.00 10.10 lOO~OO' 9.00 

The applicant's original estima1"...es or outstanding debt at 
the end or 1976 provid.e~ tor t"..ro bond issues, one a $175 million ., .. ' 
issue in mici-year and another $200 million sale later in tbe year, 
both at a cost or 10.02 lX'rce%lt. Estimates of additional pref'erreci 
stock issues included an aggregate par value of' $75 million in 1975 
at 10.50 percent and $75 million in 1976 at 10.00 percent. 

Using more current information, the staff esti=ated that 
$3.50 million of' n~ bonds wotIJ.d be sold. at. an average cost of' 9.12 
percent and $1S7.5 million or preferred stock would be issued at an 
average cost of 9.49 percent- The actual average cost of the Dew 
preferred was 9 .. 72 percent, thus increasing; the imbedded cost of 

outstanding preferred stock 'to 7 .. 30 percent compared to the original 
estimate of 7.24 percent. The staff's co~on equity ratio is 
slightly below the appliean't's because the sta1"f"s estimate of net 
income retained in 1976 is about $4l million lower. 

RecogxU.zing that. long-term interest rates for securities 
similar in quality to PG&:E have been generally fluctuating between 
9.00 percent and 10.00 percent and considering the changes wbich bave 
occurreel in the cost anel mix of sec:uri ties already sold and to be 
issued later in the year, we will adopt the starr's capital structure, 
including outstanding d.ebt and. preferred. stock at. respective costs 

or 7.04 percen'!; and 7.30 percent, respectively .. 
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Throughout these proceedings, PG&E has emphasized the 
ne,ce~Si tyo£ preventing £urcher impairment of i 1;$ financial integrity, 
pointing, to recent downgra.d.ings or its senior seeuri ties by one or 
the. rating agencies. Applicant· s rate or return Wi. tness tes,titied 

t~t t~e granting or a 10.10 percent rate of return would provide the 
minimum coverage needed to hold its bond and preferred stock ratings 
at pres~nt levels, stating that interest coverage after ineometaxes 
for PG&E's bonds would be 2.81 times and that comb:i.ned interest and 
preferred ciividend ,coverage would be 2.25 times. The related 
all~ance tor common equity would be 15.00 percent, a return considered 
vi tal by the witness in order to raise the market price of the PQ&E' 

common stock to a level equivalent to or above 'book value, and to 

prevent a further deterioration of the applicant's financial position. 
In support of his recommendation, the witness limited his 

comparisons with other utilities principally to yields of new Aa-rated 
bond issues and new AA-rated preferred stock issues during 1974 and 
1975. He smnmarized. downgradings of semor seeuri ties experienced 
by fifty of the largest electric and combination utilities tor the 
1970-75 period, and he presented data on common equity retu:rns 
realized by the fifty largest utili ties and f1£t'1 industrial companies 
for the years 1968 through 1974. The witness ref'erred to the 
increasing magnitude of capital requirements which for the year 1974 
amounted to $9$0 million compared to a !igure of $274 million in 1964., 
pointing out that 60 percent o! such requirements were internally 

generated in 196~ compared to 33 percent in 1974. According to 

company estimates, capital requirements for 1975 and 1976 will total 

$1.6 billion and 4l percent. of: that. sum will be obt.ained from internal. 
sources; the remainder, of course, must be obtained from external 
sources through sales of add.i tional bonds and equity securi'ties. To 
attract the necessary capital at reasonable costs and to compensate its 

investors for the riskS assumed, the applicant urges the CommiSsion to 
grant its request for a 10.10 percent rate of ret~ 
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A supplemental exhibit and testimony were introduced by 
PG&E's rate or return witness regarding the substantial gains realized 
in past years on the purchase of longer-li vcd deep d1Scount bonds 
for the purpose of satis!ying sinking .fund requirements. The gains 
are non-cash i~ nature and although cash f'10W' is not improved upon 

their realization, PC&E's ear.nings per share are increased and a 
portion of its debt is, in effect, transferred to common equity. 
Because maturing bO'Ads Will be re!unded in varying amounts a:mua.lly 
over the next ten years and in view' of existiIlg pressures on external 
financing, the witness testified that PG&E's future policy will be 

to purchase those bonds maturing in the near future in order 'to 

reduce immediate ref'uncting ob11gatioZlS. As a result of this cha.nge 
in policy, the Witness anticipated that gains on reacquired bonds would 

decline from $15 million realized in 1975 to $5 million by 1977; 
thereafter, he expects such gai!lS would be eliminated depending on 
the level of interest rates and market availability of specific issues. 

A:rJ. exhibit and testimony pertaining to eredi t ratillgS and 

capital markets were SUbmitted on behalf of PG&E by a vice-president 
of Kidder, Peabody & Co., Inc. tor the purpose or demonstrating the 
impact on ratepayers of bond downgradings. The wi~ness presented 
cost of money calculations assumiDg various coverages required to 
maintain given levels of bond ratings, indicating that as quality 
declines the cost of bonds increases as the debt ratio expands and 
the cost of equity, particularly common stock, rises because or the 
preponderance of fixed charge securities in the capital structure. 
He concluded that a downrating of PG&E's bonds to an A level would 
benefit ratepayers for a few years but would eventually increase their 
bills over the long run. We are not satisfied that the assumptions 
of the study leading to this conclusion are entirely valid. TbiS is 

the first study presented to us or the popular concept that high 

'bond ra.tings automatically result in lower costs· to ratepayere. ThiS 
subject merits £urthe~ study in depth. 

-25-



e 
A.55SQ9, 55510 kW 

His exhibit su=marizes the changes which' occurred in the 
financing plans of many utilities ~uring the chaotic days of 197~ 
and analyzes the Duoerous downgradings since 1970, citing soce of the 
reasons mentioned by the rating agencies. The wi t:1eS$ also presented 
comparisons or bond yieldS and market-to-book rel~tionships. or 
selected utility common stocks a:::.d cr.d~avo~·ed to c!emonstrs.te 
mathematically that PG&E required at least a 1;.20 percent ret~-n o~ 
.CO:.::mlon equity in order to p:rcxiuce a market price equivalent to 
125 percent or book value. 

The staff's rate or return witness presented, among other 
things, comparisons of' PG&E's operating results ~~th !1v~ear averages 
experiencea during 1970-74 by thirty utilities clasSified in groups 
of ten by canbination companies, electric utilities, and gas 
distributors. The 12.26 percent return derl ved from his recamnendation 
would provide a coverage after income taxes of 2.56 ~imes fo~ interest 
on debt and a combined coverage or 2.02 t~es including dividends on 
preferred stock. The witness testified that his recommondation ~s 
not predica~ed on the coverages purportedly required. to maintain the 
applicant'S bond ratings; rather, his recommendation embraces the 
principle of fairness in the trea'tment accorded to cOllSumers .o.1"ter 
giving consideration to the cost or capital. According to the witness, 
PG&E's objective or keeping its dect ra~io close to SO percent is a 
prudent one, notwithstanding tbe bigher costs associatecl 'With selling 
more equity because too much debt could make the company more 
vulnerable to unforeseen changes in the economic c.ycle. He woulG 
view a downgrading of PCi&E9 s 'bonds as serious but not necessarily 
indicative that the company's financial poSition would be in jeopardy. 

The sta£r witness testified. tha:e the applicant is a 
rinancially strong, a well-managed and an aggressive utility, pointing 
out that during the ten years ended in 1974, the applicant has 
realized. moderate growth in earnings and book value despite the many 

economic problems- encountered. Over the ten-year periodp PG&E's book 
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value increased oY $973 million, one quarter of which was obtained 
.from the sale or common stock; earnings available t.o common equity 
totaled $1.6 billion; c1ividends paid to common shareholders amounted 
to about $928 million; and the volume of external 1"inancing aggregate4 
$2.6 billion in a period. when PG&E' $ common equi t.y return ranged 
between 10.22 percent and 12.06 percent, averaging 11.26 percent for 
the 'ten years. Thus, the sta£! witness concluded that. his recommended. 
return of 12.26 percent for common equity would be sur£icient to 

assure continued conf"idence in PG&E·s financial integrity, thereby 
enabling the applicant to maintain its credit and attract capital. 

!n DeciSion No. 84902, the Commission generally discussed 
the proviSions or PG&E·s bond incienture and the relationship to g3.i~ 

realized on bonds reacquired to setis!y sink1ng!und requ!rements. 
The deciSion continued the poli~ of recognizing such gains as" other 
income but the star£' was directed to study the matter :f'ur'~her and to 
present recommendations on proper regulatory treatment of this i'tell. 

Several alternatives were considered by the staff witness in 
these proceedings; one was amortization of the ga1ns over the 
remaining lite or the various series of outstanding bonds a:£'£'eeted 
by Sinking fund retirements. Under this method the gai:os previously 
recorded as other income would be reclassi!ied as deferred credits 
to be amortized annually by credits to interest expense, thus loweri%lg 
the imbedded cost of debt. The e:f"1"ect would be a disallowance of a 
portion ot cash interest payments on debt previously autborized by 
the CommiSSion. 

InclUSion or the gains in operating revenues was another 
al ternati va which, in the opinion of the sta££' witness, would .f'urtber 
aggravate the company's cash flow problem because the gains do not 
generate any cash. The witness also considered the al ternati ve 01" 
reducing rate base by the amount of gains re.alized and concluded that 

this method would also- have a negative effect on cash flew but to 

a leSser extent. 
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All of these 41ternatives would reduce current-year net 
income; similarly, ,the company's cO'OrIlon equity would be reduced by tb~ 
amount of gains accumulated over a period of years and the proportion 
of senior securities in the applic:ant' s capital structure would be 

increased.. 
In arriving at an allowance of 12.26 percent for common 

equity, the scaff witness treated the gains as other income which 
would be available to bolster earnings and interest coverage,and. be 
recommended that the Commission continue this policy. If an alter
native treatment is chosen, the witness indicated that the return for 
common equity should be increased appropriately to reflect the added 
risks associated with reduced ea~ings and a lower common equity ratio. 

We can find no basis for continuing to treat these gains 
as non-operating income. The gains occur because of economic circum
stances, not management ability. The high interest costs that create 
these gains are paid by ratepayers as part of the embedded cost of 
debt. The benefit shou.ld be shared by the ratepayers. 

We will recognize the anticipated ·$10 million gain OIl 

reacquired bonds in 1976 as deferred income and interest-free capital 
to be amortized over the remaining life of the individual bond issues 
affected by sinking fund retirements. Similar ratemaking treatment 
will be accorded to any such gains realized in,the future. 

The record shows that iC&E must continue to finance a la.rge 
part of its futu.:e capital requirements with funds to be obtained 
from external sources through sales of its securities. As previously 
observed~ tbe company's plans for 1976 call for issuing $350 million 
of its bonds~ and it bas already sold $187.5 million aggregate par 
value of preferred stock at rates exceeding the embedded cost of senior 
securities presen~ly outstanding. Tbe applicant also expects to 
receive about $150 million from the sale of additional common stock, 
which has :ecently been priced at about 75 percent of book value. 

'!'be quality of lGSE I s securities depends largely on the 
proportion of common equity in its capital structure and the earnings 
realized thereon; these factors, in turn, influence the coverage for 
payment of interest and dividends on senior securities and the grow:h 
potential for future earnings and dividends on the common stockF 
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A review or the !'i ve-year averages developed in th4!sta!',!,' s 

exhibit discloses that P0&3' s cc,=O:l e:;,,;.ity ra.~io, for th.3,1970:-?4 
period was 35.57 percent and that the return on common oquity was 
ll.4$ percent, resul tiIlg in an interest coverage or 2~6.i<t~es. For 

, # 

the year 1975. PQ&E's a:l:lual %"e?Ort to the Co::r::lission indi~tes tl:lat 
the common equity ratio was virtu.'lJ.ly the s3!!le, but, 'the return tor 
c~on equity and interest coverage declined to 9.69 percent and 2.23 
times, respectively. Based on present r~tes, the applicant estimates 
that its overall rate or return for the 1976 test year will d~c1ine 
r"Il..¥Other to 6.25 percent, yielding about 4- 70 percent on common equi t;y 

and producing an int¢~st covc:I,"32;G of 1.74 times. Thus, PG&E expresses 
genuine concern about maintaining the Ci::;~i ty or its ,seeuri ties and 
oneourag1ng further market acceptance or its future offerings. 

We are fully cognizant or tbis serious situation, 'but our 
ultimate judgment on the reasonable allo\Olance for common equity 
must necessarily be temp~red with f:>.irnc:3s. 

It is clear £rc~ ~e evieenee before us that PG&E's requo~ted 
return for eCCimon equity is fo-.".ndcd 'basi,=ally on 'broad interpret~~ioDS 
o! returns and seeuri ty ratings allegedly required by investors as 
an indueement for furnishing large sums or eapi tal in the future. 
Aftc!"-tax interest cove:-~3e consic!~::-ed ~ vi tal by the applicant to 
s~tain double A ratings for its 'bc:..c.s is 2. $1 tit:es compared to 
2.55 times derl ved from the starf' s recommene.ation. Although the 
d:i.fference appears moderate, the l5.00 percent common equity allowance 
requested 'by the. company is considerably bigher than the 12.26 percent 

recommendation of the staff. 
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It bas been our experience that investors expect bigher 

returns on equity from flow-through utilities. We have considered 
the fact that PG&E is a flow-through utility in determining the 
reasonable rate of return. 

The various earning comparisons and other information 
considered by the witnesses in develop~ their recommendations are 
helpful guides in finally establishing'an appropriate return for 
common equity in these proceedings. It is axiomatic, however, that 
inflationary surges accompanied by increases in interest rates and 
declines in market prices of securities are all components of risk 
present in any investment. Notwithstanding numerous bond and 
preferred stock downgradings and declines of common stock prices to 
levels below book value, many utilities of l?G&E's: stature have been 
able to sell new security issues during times when their returns 
on common equity were much. less than lS.00 percent. 

After considering all of the evidence, we have concluded 
tha't a reasonable rate of return for PG&E is 9.20 percent,"' which 
provides an allowance of 12.83 percent for common equity; interest 
coverage after income taxes is 2.61 times; and combined coverage for 
interest and preferred stoek dividends is 2.06 times. 

This autborized rate of return reflects that on a comparable 
risk basis PG&£ is entitled to a higher rate of return than a company 
which does not flow-tbrough its tax savi.ngs.. We have set this rate 
of return at the highest point of the staff recommendation on an 
interim basis only. In ~he future, it will be our practice to require 
an affirmative showing of vigorous and successful conservation efforts 
for any increase in return on equity.. In this case, because it is the 
first in which the Commission bas considered the relationship between 
conservation efforts and rate of return, we have postponed that consid
eration until the second phase. In view of our choice of the highest 
range of the staff recommendation, we explicitly leave open the 
possibility of a reduction in the rate of return depending on the 
evidence forthcoming in Phase II. 

Before leaving this very important subject, we suggest to 
the applicant and other California utilities that the time is ripe 
for more innova ti ve thinldilg in, regard to methocis of fica.ncing 
the unprecedented capital expenditures projec~ed for the future. 
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Estimates of Operating ~nses 
BG&E and the staff differ in some of their estimates 

of operating expenses common to both electric and gas operations, 
namely, in administrative and general expense, customer accounts 
expense, and sales expense. "''!'hey also differ in their estimates of 
electric production and distribution expenses, and in gas trans
mission and distribution expenses. As shown on page 7 of Appendix B, 
tbe CPO'C jw:isdictional electric operating expense issues excluding 
taxes and depreciation between PG&E and the staff amount to 
$13,762 ,000. As shown on page 1 of Appendix C, the gas operating 
expense differences amount to $3,051,000. PG&E revised various of 
its original estimates downward to the extent it believed justified 
by later data to eliminate issues. Such revisions do not 
necessarily indicate acceptance by PG&E of tbe staff's estimating 
methods. Where differences still exist, :tC&E argues that s'taff 
prOjections should be rejected because they are based upon arbitrary 
disallowances and judgments unsupported by fact or logic, .&nd :EC&E's 
estimates should be adopted because they are reasonable projections 
based upon historical data and accepted estimatinsmethoes. 

TURN opposes expense allowances for institutional 
advertising, public relations, and legislative advocacy and advocates 
that exeeu~1ve salaries and service advertising costs be limited. 
Our consideration and decision on each of the issues will be 
indicated hereinafter. 
Administrative and General E!Pense 

PG&E's 1976 test year estimates of administrative and 
general expense are $75,156,000 for total system elect:ic operation 
and $35,275,000 for gas operation. The staff estimates are lower 
by $3,939,000 and $1,726,000" respectively. 
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The issues between PG&E and the staff occur in Accounts 
Nos. 920, 921, 922 of Administrative and General Salaries and 

Expenses; Account No. 923, Outside Services Employed; Account No. 925, 
Injuries and Datnages; and Account No. 930, Miscellaneous General 

Expenses. We shall discuSs each of these issues in the following 
paragraphs. 

Administrative and General Salaries and Expenses, 
Accounts Nos. 920, 921, and 922 
The staff's estimate of Accounts Nos. 920, 921, and 922 are 

lower than ?G&E's by $1,810,000 (electric) and $948,000 (gas) because 
of ~he staff's (a) assumptions concerning the effect of FG&E's 
hiring freeze (method of est~ting), (b) disallowance of executive 
salaries in excess of $100,000, (c) d1sa 1 lowanceof salaries and 

expenses representing the non-lobbying functions of PG&E's Department 

of Governmental and Public Affairs in Sacramento and in Washington, 
D .. C .. , disallowance of 25 percent of that department's other salaries 
and expenses reflecting time spent by its personnel on suff 
disallowed PG&E employee programs, and disallowance of 20 percent 
of the salaries and expenses of those :EG&E employees who spent time 
on United Bay Area Crusade and staff disallowed public relations 
programs. 

Method of Estimating.. From the year 1974 to 1975 PG&E 
decreased t~e number of general office employees. PG&E based its 
estimates on the average growth from year 1970 through 1974. Such 
a mctnoe of es~ima~ing does not. reflect the change in gr~~ which 

occurred between 1974 and 1975. This record indicates that 1975 levels 
of employment will be continued into 1976. PG&E' s argument that 

"Account No. 920 does not contain all General Office salaries" is 

not convincingly demonstrated by PG&E in this record. The invcstiga-
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tion of the staff witness did not disclose support for PG&E's 
argument. We find the staff method of esticating general and 
administrative salaries and expenses reasonable. 

Executive Salaries. In Decision No. 84902 dated 
September 16, 1975 the Commission disallowed executive salaries to 
the extent they exceeded $100,000 per year. Based on this recent 
decision the staff eseimaus are $88,000 less than PG&E's. PG&E 

made an extensive:Juneontroverted, presentation in support of the 
reasonableness of the salaries it pays executives. We are convinced 
by applicant's showing and arguments and will not .adopt the staff' s 
adjustment of executive salaries. 

Legislative Advoee~. In the discussion in Decision 
No. 84902 of the issue of legislative advocacy we conSidered the 
"legislative advocacy and non-legislative ado.roc.lcy" of J:G&E's 
"executive representatives", or lobbyis'ts in'i:eshingtoD. .lDd 

Sacramento. thereafter, we excluGed allowances for legislative 
ad vocacy in our adopted /-:H; cY.?ense. 

In this proceeding the wo:ds have changed, but the tune 
is the same. This time PG&E changes the phrase "non-legislative 
advocacy" 'to "non-lobbyiT.!g functions" and argues that sO-e:llled 
above-the-line, non-lobbying activities should not be excluded. 
PG&E from its presentation and arguments apparently does not under
stand that we will not include any allowance for legislative 
advocacy or lobbying whether charged or not charged by PG&E as an 
operating expense, or classified by PG&E as a lobbying or a non
lobbying function unless PG&E demonstrates that such activities 
are clearly in tbe interest of its customers. 

The staff has excluded $l63,OOO as representing salaries 
and expenses related to so-called non-lobbying functions. We will 
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adopt the staff adjustment'for legislative advocacy inasmueh,as 
:FG&E has not demonstrated which of such activities are in the 
interest of its customers. 

Political Action Programs. The staff excluded $134,000 
for political action and citizenship employee programs and other 
activities of tae Governmental and Public Affairs Department for 
which reasonable need was not apparent. PG&E objects in generalities 
to the sta f£ exclusion. PG&E clid not clearly demonstrate the purpose 
and content of the programs it sponsors and it did not demonstrate 
how the programs benefit customers. We will adopt: tbe staff 
ad-iustDlent • .. 

Contribution of Employee Time to Charitr_ The staff 
excluded $19,000 for full-time work by employees on the United Bay 
Area Crusade. We see no distinction from the customers f viewpoint 
between monies paid PG&E employees for working on such programs 
and contributions made by l?G&E to such programs. We will adopt the 
staff adj U.stment .. 

Public Relations. In Decision No. 84902 we said tbe 
following on the issue of how much pUblic relations expense should 
be allowed: 

". •• PG&E is placed on notice that: it shall be 
the pollcy of this Commission henceforth to 
exclude from operating expenses for rat:e fixing 
purposes .all amounts claimed for public relations 
expense for which i: cannot be shown: 

"oil. Provides normal liaison with, and channels 
of communication for, representatives of 
the press, radio, television, and ot:her 
media .. 

lib. R.esults in reduction of operating costs 
and more efficient service to the 
ratepayers. 
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"c. Encourages 1:be more efficient opera1:ion 
of the u1:ility's plan1:, the more efficient 
use of the utility's services 9 or the 
conservation of energy or natural resources, 
or presents accurate information on tbe 
economical purchase, maintenance, or effec
tive use of electrical or gas appliances 
or devices. 

"d. Presents factual discussion of specific 
topics dealing with plant siting, safety, 
and environmental impact. 

"In future proceedings involving this and other 
utilities, we shall expect the utility to justify, 
and our staff to verify, public relations costs in 
detail and to supply, for the record, information 
on each aspect of tbe utility's public relations 
program so that we may make j udgxootlts rega:ding the 
reasonableness of each actiVi:y and. of appropriate 
reasonable allowances." 
PG&E, despite an extensive presentation ~nd argument on 

this issue, has not demonstrated that its p~lic relations expense 
does or will meet the criteria quoted. above. !be ztaff 

estimates exclude $467,000 for those public relations 
expenses not meeting the criteria. We shall a.dopt the staff 

exclusions. 
Outside Services Employed 
The s~ff estimate of Account No. 923, Outside Services 

Employed" is $34~,OOO lower than PG&E' s. The toea1 estimate provides 
for continuing operations at what the staff witness considered to be 

a reasonable operational level slightly higher than the 1974 recorded 
expenses. The suff eliminated allowances for types of outside 
services which after analysis were determined to be duplications of 
services available to PG&E internally, or in-house, or were determined 
to be of such nature or frequency they could be consi~ered to be 

one-time charges or expenses. PG&E presented no analysis of the 
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nature of the outside services involved or demonstration of the need 

for outside assistance. The only services explained in ::my detail 
were that of a law fie th3.t aided PG&E in the defense' of 8. liboel 
suit and in PG&E's recent opposition to efforts to take over the 

power system in Berkeley. It does appear that the staff position 
is well-founded in the examples eXRmined. Ce~inly PG&E bas a well 
staffed and competent law department,ana certainly it can be 

anticipated that PG&E will be infrequently defending libel suits 
and condemnation actions. Even if we should conclude that such 
actions are of such frequency they should ,be used to project estimates 
of future expenses, it would not be appropriate to cause customers 
to bear the burden of the cost of legal and political defenses 
clearly only in the interest of stockholders. 'We will adopt the 
suff estimate. 

Injuries and Damages 
The staff's estimate in Account No. 925,. Injuries and 

Damages, is lower than PG&E's by $1,388,000. The staff witness 
assum.ed that workers r compensation and supplemental benefits could 
be held at 1974 levels and normalized casualty payments although 
these items of expense have increased every year for the past six 
years. The staff baSis for ~be lower test year estimate 1$ that 
PG&E should enforce more rigidly its safety programs and that workers' 
compensation and supplemental benefits can reasonably be held to 1974 
expense levels. After considering the following comparison of esti ... 
mates with the recorded totals in 1974 and 1975 of $5,.611,000 and 
$9,120,000, respectively, we will adopt :EG&E' s estimate for Account 
No. 925: 
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Year- 12Z~ Year 192.6 
Star! FG&E Recorded Statr Y'~ 

-W 00 . (C) CD) 00-
(000·5 omitted) 

Worker,' Compensation $ 1,470 $ 1,638 $ 2,064 $ 1,470 $ 1,869 
Su.pplemental 800 945 1,289 soo 1,l6O 
Other Cazualty Payment, 2z1.4.1 0.z122 .....2 z 76'1 .2.z612 6z2~ 

Gro,:J Total 7,m e,782 9,120 7.,seS 9.,9$ll 
Les~ Co~truction (2,4l5) (2,862) (3,108) (2~570)· (3,245) 

(Red. Figure) 
The staff witness speaks of eliminating extraordinary 

expenses but does not disclose the nature of the exclusions. 
MIscellaneous General Expenses 

In Account No .. 930, Miscella.neous Gener.al Expenses, the 
staff's estimate is lower than PG&E's by $1,176,000. The s~,fffS 
estimate is lower because it has disallowed expenses for institutional 
or informational advertising including electric companies' advertising 
program (ECA.P), tour expenses, and scholarships. The ECAP advertising, 
according to the staff, duplicates in substance the type of ~ 

advertising excluded because it did not meet the requirements set forth 
in Decision No. 84902. We'are not impressed with PG&E's efforts 
to have the Commission reverse the views expressed in Decision 
No. 84902 and will adopt the staff's estimate. 
Customer Accounts Expense 

PG&E's 1976 test year estimates for customer accounts 
expense are $39,19&)000 for elec~ric and $31,032,000 for ga~. The 

staff estimates are lower than l?G&E' s by $775,000 and by $730,000, 
respectively. The c1ifference occurs in Account No. 903 and results 
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from (a) the staff's exel\1sion of expenses for initial new business 
work, (b) the staff's exclusion of advertising expense charged to 
this account, and (c) differences in estimatiDg procedures and (d) a 
staff reduction related to a bulk ~11ing discount. 

The S1:ao~f' s exclusion of expenses for initial n~", business 
contacts appears b-:,;sed upon the understanding that these expenses 
represent little,.mc;re than the costs to J:G&E of obtaining. plans and 
drawings from neW customers and that the expense could be elim;nated 
simply by requiring new custO'lllers to bring plans and drawings 1:0 

PG&E.. PG&E • s 'witness pointed out that 4 considerable amount of time 
is spent in t~ new business area by :ro&E personnel obtaining new 
b1.ls1ness re~uirements or data that are necessary for efficient system 
oPerations.:' New b~i:>io.ess conUcts involve more than obtaining plans 
a°.n.d drawings from nC':11' customers. This activity involves all of the 

I, " • 

time spent by the applicable persoo.nel from the. time the initial 
contact is made unti; tbe personnel involved complete the requests 
for engineering work orders and forward them to the engineering 
department. During . ~his period of time, field checks of jobs may 
be required for load' and location data and right-of-way particulars, 
necessary applications and record forms cust be completed, and a 
continuing liaison ~etween the new customer and PG&E personnel 

on matters concernuLg rates, rules, and conservation ma:£.nea::i.ned. We 
are not persuaded by the staff argument that other utilities spend 
less than PG&E without a showing that similar work is not per£orrced 
or is not charged to other accounts. Our adopted results will 
ir'crease the staff electric estimates by $270,000 and the gas estimates 

by $230,000 for this item. 
The staff further reduced this account by $173,000 for 

electric and $122,000 for gas by el;m1nating advertising expense 
which PG&E charges to the. aceount. As a basis for this exclusion 
the staff indicated ·that its "perusal of the advertisements indicated 
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that more than 70 percent of the material containecl in them pertained 
to energy eonservati,Qtl and, therefore, is chargeable to Account No .. 916, 
Sales Expense". The staff witness, however, did not include the 
excluded amount in sales expense as conservation advertising since 
the $1,770,000 provided for this function appeared adequate. We wish 
to encourage l?G&E to increase its conservation efforts. We will 
not adopt the staff ,adjustments. 

The staf£furtber reduced this account to $230,000 for 
electric and $290,000 for gas by using a different estimating method 

, 

from that employed by l?G&E. PG&E argues that when estimates for year 
1975 are compared with the recorded expense for that year it appea=s 
that PG&E's year 1976 estimate should be adopted. PG&E's 1975 electric 
estimate is $131,000 less tb.a.n tbe recorded number, whereas the 
staff's 1975 estimate is $303,000 below recorded. lbe results in 
the gas department are similar: PG&E's gas estimate is $143,000 
less than the recorded 1975 estimate, whereas the staff estimate is 
$358,000 less. Considering other increases we have made in the 
staff estimates for this account, PG&E' s argument does not now appear 
valid ahd we will adopt the staff adjustments for this item. 

Since the staff in its brief accepted as reasonable 
PG&E's estimate of the expense of mailing customer bills, we will 
not include the staff electric adjustment of $102,000 and gas 
adjustment of $88,000 for the effective date of the bulk mailing 
discount~ 

Sales Expense 
PGSE's 1976, test year estimate of sales expense is 

$5,004,000 for the electric department. !be staff estimate is lower 
than PG&E' s by $246,000, as a result of the exclusion of expenses 
for curtailment contacts in Account No. 912, Demonstration and 
Selling. The staff did not expect t:hat there would be any electric 

-40-



e 
A.55509, A.55510 vg 

energy cureai~n~ during the ~est year 1976 or the year following. 
The activities represented by this expense also include customer 
originated contacts regarding rate increases and service related 
problems and PG&E originated contacts regarding rates and new rate 
designs. In 1974, for example, these activities included handling 
inquiries pertaining to, and administration of, the Com:nission 
ordered Rule 14.1, "Prohibitions and Curtailment Provisions" of PG&E's 
electric rules. Based on the number of custocer service and rate 
inquiries during the last six months of 1975, it is estimated that 
more than 90,000 similar inquiries will be made to PGOE persocnel 
during 1976. PG&E agrees that curtailment inquiries have lessened; 
however, service and rate inquiries are expected to increase. 

We will not adopt the staff's acljust::lCnt of sales expense .. 
Electric Customers, Sa les. and Revenues 

PG&E's data regarding electric customers, sales, and 
revenues, 1974 recorded and adjusted, 1975 and 1976 ~stimated, appear 
in E~~bit No.6. After PG&E had filed the original application on 
February 25, 1975, it subsequently filed its amended application 
on October 16, 1975. Thereafter staff made its estimates for the 
test year, using recorded data through October 197$ (Exhibit No. 31) .. 
Staff arrived at estimates of electric sales and, consequently, 
revenues, which were 'below those of the utility. PG&E has accepted 
the staff's estimates of customers, sales, and revenues. Dept .. of 
Defense presented test~ony in support of higher test year sales 
and revenues ·for domestic service and for small, medium, and large 
light and power service. 

The Dept. of Defense witness testified that conservation 
efforts are being abandoned by the domestic class and that domestic 
clz.ss revenues will be $17,366,000 higher than that estimated by 
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the staff. In estimating domestic sales, the ~tness increased 
the staff's domestic sales e:ttil:3ate, which already embodies 
more than 5 percent for growth over 1975, by an additional 4 
percent for growth. The additional 4 percent appears to have 
been based. 00. suff testimony that "after review of the latest data 

in the residential class, the staff believes additional conservation 
efforts are required by the residential customers to obtain sales 
levels estimated by the staff" and that if ebe staff estimate bad 

been redone on April 9, 1976, tbe average residential use per month 
per kilowatt-hour and toeal residential sales would be 4 percent 
higher. For small light and power (Schedules A-l tbro~gh A-5) the 
Dept. of Defense urges that PG&E's original estimate is more app:,o,ri
ate than the staff's.. For medium .and large light and power, the 
Dept. of Defense urges that amounts halfway between the PG&E and 
staff esttmates be adopted. 

We bave reviewed carefully the testimony and cross
examination of witnesses Russell, Reed, and Kirchem.. Particularly 
ill\lminating are the trend charts of customer months, customers, 
kilowatt-hours per customer, and sales contained in Exhibits 69 
and 75. Such information is always helpful in evaluating the 
estimates of experts based on varying assumptions. For inst.ance,· 
the domestic trend chart in Exhibit 69 clearly demonstrates that 

while average number of customer months and average customers has 
steadily increased since 1971, a sharp drop in the measure of usage 
(kilowatt-hour per customer month) occurred in 1973-1974 with some 
recovery and leveling off in the past year. Whether this decrease 
in usage is due to conservatiO'Q., price changes, inflation, or other 
factors cannot be determined from this record. Despite the small 
scale of the erend chart, the 1976 first quarter increase in domestic 
use cited by Dept. of Defense in support of its estimates is apparent. 
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Nevertheless, our evaluat(oQ of tbe 1975 and 1976 <lata depicted on 

the trend charts in Exhibits Nos. 69 and 75 persuades us that the staff 
estimates of electric sales and revenues are reasonable and will be 
adopted. 

Power Plant Production ~nse 

PG&E's 1976 test year electric production expense estimate 
is $292,322,000.. The staff estimate is $1,399,000 l~r tha:a. l?C&E's 
as a consequence of lower staff estimates in operation an.;i maintenance 
expenses for potrero Generating Units Nos. 1 and 2 and for Ke~ 
Power Plant. This issue appears moot by virtue of !)ec:ision.No. 85731 
on tbe energy cost adjustment. We will adopt PC&E's estimate .. 
Electric Distribution E~nses 

PG&E's 1976 test year estimate of electric distribution 
expense is $103,333,000. The staff estimate is $7,552,000 lower than 

:EG&E's because of lower staff estimates of Account No. 586.0, Meter 
Expenses ($3,055,000); Account No. 587.8, Radio and T.V. Interference 
($66,000); Account No .. 588, Miscellaneous Distribution Expenses 
($1,860,000); Account No. 588.6, Distribution Maps and Records 
($214,000); Account No. 593.70, Maintenance of Line Equipment 
($212 ,000); Account No .. 593 .. 73, Tree Tr1mr:zing ($490,000); Account 

No-. 593.74; Vegetation Control ($72,000); and Account No. 594.0, 
Maintenance of Underground Lines ($1,583,000). 

Meter Expenses 
The staff investigated meter expense and made cost compar

isons with other large electric utilities in California. Analysis 
of meter expenses for other utilities revealed that the amounts 
requested by utilities for the test year 1976 were as follows: 
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Utility 
SDG&E· 
SCE 
rG&E 

Arplication No. 
55627 
54946 
55509 

$/Meter/Yea7: 
$l .. 56 
l.62 
2 .. 75, 

The table above indicates that PG&E projeets meter expenses higher 
than the otber utilities. The staff report states that the utility 
contends that the recent high expenses were caused by the cost of 
conversion from manual record keeping to automatic data processing. 

The staff maintains that the cO'Cversion cost cannot be treated as a 
perpetual one, as is indicated by the utility's ttending method, and 
that the estimate should reflect other utilities' experience. 
It is the seaf£'s position that the utility be allowed a maximuo of 
$1.75 per meter for the test year 1976. 

.. 
'., 

PG&E has not convincingly demonstrated why its meter expenses 
are reasonable. We shall adopt the staff estimate. 

Radio and TV Interference 
PG&E should minimize radio and TV interference from its 

transmission and distribution system. The scaff recommendation 
would tend to decrease this service to custO'lXlerS.. We will adopt the 
PG&E estimate. 

Mascellaneous Distribution Expenses 
The st.."'lff witness testified that miscellaneous expense 

has shown a phenomenal growth between the year 1970 and projected 
year 1976. The staff did not accept the utility's trend 
because this account, at its present level and nature~ needed .9. 

more rigorous analysis. The staff W1tness did analyze the account 
and is of the opinion that, unlike other accoun~s, it does not 
relate significantly to system grO<o1th. The utility.did not offer 
any plausible reason why the account has increased dramatically other 
than to suggest labor increases.. The staff witness notes. that other 
utilities' expenses for this account are significantly less than 
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PG&E I S for the 1=est year 1976. !he staff witness is of the opinion 

that liberal use of tois aecount for imp~ting expenses could result 
in abuse. No convine:l.c.g sbowing was made of the rea.sonableness 
of the recorded expenses other than they were largely labor. Yhat 

was not demonstrated was the function of the labor recorded. We 

will adopt the staff adjustment. 
Distribution Maps and Records 

The scaff witness estimated expense of distribution maps 
and records 4t a lower level than PG&E to reflect his opinion of the 
need and ~he feasibility of automating the process of map updating in the 
opera ting eli visions. It appears appropriate that PG&E should review 

this recommenda. tion, timely implement it prior to the next: gener.al 
rate ease, or be prepare<! to demonstrate the reasonableness and 

economy of its operations. We shall not adopt the staff adjustment 
for this item at this time. 

Maintenance of Line Bquipment 
the staff witness testified that maintenance of line 

equipment expense has shown a marked increase during the past five 
years and that no plausible explanation was offered by the utility 
of why t~e increases are significant. The staff bas normalized 

the recorded amount and trended it. Again~ PG&E bas not conVincingly 

demonstrated. that past recorded expenses are reasonable, essential 
to public service,. and representative of expenditures that necessarily 
must be made 1n the future. We will adopt the staff estimate. 

Tree Trimming 
Tree trimming is usually let out on a. contract to The 

staff witness recommends that the utility direct the eontractor to 
apply growth retardant chemicals wherever any catting is done, and. 

perform as many small trimming jobs as possible ~th its own labor 
force. 'I'be staff reduction in expenses reflects the imple.mentaticm 
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of the above considerations. ~e are not prepared to require the use 
of growth retardant chemicals without an adequate record on the 
impact: on the environment. We will not adopt this staff 
recommendation. 

Veg~tation Control 
Vegetation control reflects a considerable amount of or,.~rk 

which is usually let out on a contract basis to independent con
tractors. In recent years, the price of these contracts bas been 

going up substantially; and, in view of the fact tbclt the t)1pe of 
work involved is not overly specialized and could be performed by 

PG&E personnel, and of the ,fac:t that up to 40 percent of this price 
represents contractors' overhead, taxes, and profits, the staff 
witn~s$ is of the opinion that this work eo~ld and should be done 
more economically by l?G&E personnel. Without further stucly of the 
staffing and economics of the proposed in-house work we are not 
inclined to accept this proposed adjustment. Before the next major 
rate case, PG&E should make an adequate study of tbis staff proposal 
and be prepared to justify its estimate of expense for this item. 

Maintenance of Underground Lines 
An analYSis by the staff was made for maintenance of 

underground lines and services. The amounts 
for the test year 1976 were as follows: 

Utility Application No. 
SCE 54946 
~ 55Q7 
PG&E 55509 

requested by utilities 

$/KM of UG Line/Yr. 
$4l4 
418 
696 

Again, PGSE's expenses are higher than the other utilities, and no 
adequate explanation was offered. of why this is eo. 'The staff is 
of the opinion that the utility should be alloWed $418 per KM of 
underground. line for the test year 1976. 

-46-



e 
A.55509, A.55S10 vglbl" 

At the request of PC&E tbe' staff witn<'!ss also made the 
following comparison shown in Exhibit No. 70: 
. : : .. 
:Utilit :00. Line~ 

PG&E San Franc1~o 

Stc&E San Diego 
SCE ** Long Beach 

4')4- 3,242 
'n.4 100.0 540 
151 34-7 l40 9Z7 
*Trench mile,. 

**.Arl. 'u:c.u=ual system of 'J:X)'IJ/20Sv 
with higher a.verage ma:1.n~e 
C05tZ than other :sy'S't.em$ in 
SCE·$ ~ervice area. 

32,423 
~,600 

4,0;5 

10.0 

7.J.J. 

4-35 

EG&E argues that the systems are not comparable. In 
support of this thesis, a PG&E witness testified that one 
utility includes empty conduit in tabulating conduit bank miles 
while PG&E does not. No showing was 'ClBde of the magnitude of this 

factor. Such generalized arguments are not persuasive when considering 
differences of tbe magnitudes tabulated above. We will adopt the 
staff estimate. 

Gas Transmission Expense 

PG&E's 1976 test year gas transmission expense estimate is 
$19 ) 742 ) 000. 'Tbp. staff estimate is lower than PG&E' s by $124,000. 
This difference exists because of the differences between PG&E 

and the seaff in estimating the expense in Account No: 864,. 
Maintenance of Compressor Equipment. PG&E based its es:~te 
on a five-year historical aver8g~,. whereas the staff estil:la.tc<l 
part of the account: using a seven-y~r historical .average 
and another part of the account USing a ten-year historical average. 
We are not persuaded by expert witnesses who support their choice of 
periods by little more than Ujudgmentff • l?G&E bas not pl~ced in this 
record the recorded data for tbe periods under consideration, explained 
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varia tions from. year to ytar, and convincingly demonstrate<! why . 

its choice is most represel'1tative of the future. It appears the 
staff witness made a more detailed analysis. We shall adOpt the 
staff estimate. 

~s Distribution Expense 

The staff estimate of gas distribution expense is lower than 
PG&E's by $471,000. The primary reason for the difference between 

PG&E and the staff witness is the staff witness' expectation of a 

reduction in the expense o~ maintenance as a consequence of PGOE's 
catbodic protection pro,gram. The staff relied on the 1975 recorded 
decrease in expenditures for corrosion leak repairs amounting to 
$485,000 and the current cathodic protection program being equal or 
more than the year 1975 to support l.ts estimate. We are reluctant to 
accept the explanation for the decrease in expenditures .as flowing 
from :EG&E' s increasing the nur:ber of miles of pipeline system under 
cathodiC protection each year. The benefits of a cathodic protection 
program are spread over an extended period of time to combat the 

insidious electrolytic effects of ground currents. Without a more 
definite showing, a more plausible explanation is that a change 
occurred in maintenance techni~ues and practices. This record does 
not contain an adequate showing of past recorded expenses so that 
we can j uc1ge the trend) nor does it include an adequate explanation 
for the decrease. Nevertheless, based on 1975 recorded X'esults, 
which may most nearly reflect future operations, we shall 'adopt the 
s·eaff estimate. 
Construction Work in' Progress 

In these applications PG&E proposes to include $400 million 
of nonoperat1ve construction work in progress (CWIP) in electriC rate 
base 7 $3 million of CWIp in gas rate base, and $5 million of C'np in 

common utility plant, for total additions of $408 million to 1976 test 
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year rate base, and to discontinue the current practice of ~dding an 
allowance for funds used daring construction (AFDC)·.. In s~pport: of 
its proposal to include CWIP in ra~e base, PG6E offered ~cstioony 
that inclusion of CWIP in ~ate base would (8) provide addi.~ioo.a.l cash 
in current earnings, (b) improve the "quality" of earnings, and 
(c) reduce external financing requirements. 

There was no disagreement between applicant and staff about 
the benefits of including CWIP in rate base. In Exhibit No. 38 the 
staff finaneial witness agreed that the adc1ed case flow resulting 
£rom CWIP in rate base would improve quality of earnings, reduee the 
amount of finaneing r~uired, improve bond interest eoverage, elim'tnc.te 

2/ ' 
phantom ineome taxes- that result from the present practice of 
alloea.'ting bond interest "above .and below the line", and belp to 
maintain security ratings. 

The primary question, then, is not whether inclusion of 
CWIP in rate base would benefit applieant but: . 

(a) Whether the benefits for the utility arc significant 
when compared to the added costs for ratepayers, 
and 

(b) Whether PG&E has demonstrated a real need 
to adopt this method of financing .. 

Inclusion of $408 million of CWIP in 1976 test year rate 
base at applicant's requested rate of return of 10.1 pereene would 

require ac1ditiOtlAl gross revenues of $87.7 million and would produce 

an additional cash flow of $41.2 ~llion for the utility. When tbis 
additional cash flow of $41.2 million is cocpared with its extern.nl 

2/ Phantom income taxes are allowances in l.l.tiliey rate proceedings 
-for income taxes that are never paid to state and federal 

govercmen.ts. 
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fi~ueine requirements of $389 million for 1976, and $252 million for 
197~ 1c is evident :hat inclusion of CWIP would impose a substantial 
additional burden on the customers, but that it would result in only 
a minor reduction in applicant's external financing re<:Iuirements.~1 

Exhibit 38, Table II,shows that internally generated funds 
as a percentage of construetioc. expenditures will increa.se from. 
31.9 percent in 1975 to 38.3 in 1976, and to 56.9 in 1977 wichoue 
inclusion of CWIP in rate base. l'bese percentages compare favorably 
with internally generated funds in immediately prior years, which 

ranged from 39.9 percent in 1971 to 31.6 percent in 1974. It is clear, 
therefore, 'Chat applicant has made no convincing showing of a need 
to u~i1ize CWIP in rate base as a :ethod of increasing inte~lly 
generated cash flow. Accordingly, applicant' s request to include 
$408 million of CWIP in 1976 in test year rate base will not- be 

granted. 
!be staff offered two different suggestions for inclusion 

of MoP in rate base if the Commission should wish to depart from its ., 
long-standing practice of compensating applicant for the financing 
costs of plant uncler construction through an allowance for funds 
during coc.struction. 

Tbe Utilities Division recommended that in such circumstances 
the definition of "usee and usefuln pla:nt be expanded to include 
distribution, general,and common plant with construction periods of 

less than two years, and environmentally required additions to 
production plant.. !he tot:al dollar amount of CWIP to be included in 

rate base under this alternative would be $77.6 million of electric 
plant and $12 .. 8 million of gas plant. 

3/ Exhibit 38, Table V, sbO'Ws that there would be less than a 2 percent 
- change in the percentage of internally generated funds to construc

tion e~nditures in 1976, 5.12 percent in 1977,·and 1.l4 percent 
in 1978. 
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The Finance and Accounts Division t~commen~ed that if, 
contrary to its recommenda~ion, CWIP is included in ~at~ base for 
test year 1976 to tmprove cash flow and interest coverage, that the 

, . 

amount be limited to $300 million, so as to assure tbBt CWIP in rate 
base would not exceed plant construction levels in fut~e years. 
The staff financial witness further suggested that under the. 

circumstances the rate of return on CWIP in rate base be limited 
to tbe AFDC percentage that the utility otberwise would be ~rmitted 
to capitalize, to provide incentive for applicant to complete 
construction projects as expeditiously as possible. 

We see no logic in a proposal to expand the definition of 
"used and useful" plant to inclucle CWIP in rate base. We agree 
that if CWIP were to be included that tbe amount should be 

large enougb to- result in a significant reduction in the need for 
external financing. We a.lso see lXIerit to the proposal to allow a 
rate on CWIP somewhat less than tbe authorized rate c£ return, in 
order to give some recognition to the difference between plant under 
construction and plane in service, ana to provide added incentive 
for ~ift completion of construction projects. We add these remarks 
because, although applicant bas not persuaded· us that: CWIP should 
be included in rate base at this time, the sheer magnitude of 
applicant's cons~ruction program may make this practice desirable 
in future years_ 

While cIenying CWIP in rate base, we recogniZe that timely 

inclusion in rate base of significant additions to plant is a subject 
that is not well suited to current ratemak1ng procedures. Accordingly, 
we propose to consider the addition of Diablo canyon in conj~ction 
with an. ECAC proceeding 4t the proper time. We invite interested 
parties to comment as to hO'W we might devise a procedure appropriate 
for all utilities. 
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We are disturbed by tbis example of bow various presenta
tions of the results of operations can cause wide variations in the 
estimates of the effects of present and proposed rates and upon 
which we and the courts rely to test the reasonableness of rates 
charged for utility service. It is essential that results of 
operations accurately reflect, to the best of all of our abilities, 
what most probably will be the actual future revenues, operating 
expen.ses:J taxes, and cost of capital. This problem is always ".n.tb 
us in regulation, but the format and contents of the results of 
operations merit intensive study_ 

Because of differences am¢~ utilities in their fi~ncial 
structures, percentages of internally gc~erated funds, access to 
capital markets, and. other circumstances, we do- not intend to imply 

that denial of CWIP in rate base for applic~ct at this time is 
necessarily applicable to other utilities. 

We recognize that with the unprecedented demands for new 
capital presently confronting utilities that tbey are obliged to 
seek new and different methods of financing, including customer 
participation in raiSing funds for plant construction. At ~be same 
time, we have a c:oneinuing concern that because of the impact of 
income taxes that proposals such as inclusion of CWIP in rate base 
require more than $2 of added revcnw:s fx-om customers for each dollar 
of additional cash flow finally made available to the utility _ We 
urge applicant to carefully explore all methods of customer 
participation in meeting financing needs that will elioinate this 
"two-to-oneU tax effect. 
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Accounting Recommendations 
The staff made a number of accounting recommendations which 

have been reviewed by'2G&E. EJr.bibit No .. 63 sets forth PG&E's 
accepeance of the staff recommendation or counterproposals which 
are aeceptable to the staff. We shall require PG&E to comply with 
the accounting agreements set forth in Exhibit: No. 63. 
Findings 

l. A reasonable rate of return to be applied to the rate 
bases of PG&E's electric department (California jurisdictional) 
and gas department is 9.20 percent. 

2. A 9.20 percent: rate of return on that portion of PG&E' s 
rate base ascribed to this Commission's jurisdiction would yield 
12.83 percent on common equity and provide interest coverage of 
2.61 times after income taxes. 

3. At present rates and rates authorized herein, reason.:~ble 
estimates of PG&E' s electric department results of eperat:ions, which 
the Commission adopts for the 1916 tes'C year, are as follows: 
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.AIX:lPrED ~C REStlLTS OF OPERATION 
YEAR 1976 ESTIMA. TEO 

Item -
operat~ ReveDUes 

QperstWg ExpeMe~ 
Production 
Tran:smiss1on 
Distribution 
~tomer Aeeounts 
Sales 
Adm n:i strati vo & Gen
Franchise Requ.irement 
Wage AdjU$tment 
Depreciation 
Taxe, Other 'l'han Incocne 
Income 1'axes 

Total Oper. Exp. 

Net Revenue 

Rate ~ 

Rate or Return 

Autllorized 
Present Rates Rate~ 

cpuc. CPOC 
Jurisdiction Jur1~ct.ion 

(Dolla..."'"3 ~ ~) 

$l,147,69l Sl,ll;3', SOO $l,219.,SZl 

292,:322 279,8')6 Z"/9,S$6 
17,080 l'j,W 1;3,4Z'/ 
96,623 96,356 96,,:;;6 ,~ 
4J,.,770 . 41,761 1+1,999" 

'),004 .. S,004 $,004 
72,.2l4 70,929' 70,929 
7,29l 7,l79' 7~79S 

(2.,J./:JO) (2,424) '(2,.424) 
l,)2,033 l4S,:3Qb l48,;300 
10:;,169 99',961 99,961 
~z222 £t21~2 1°.2z222 

8:;:;,639 SlO,ZJ7 e66,JJ>s 
;314,.052 m,m 35;3,059 

3,990,169 3,846,63$ ;3,8$7,676 
7.87% 7.881. 9~ 

(Red~) 

4. At present rates and rates autborized herein, reasonable 
estimates of PG&E' s gas department results of opera.tion, which the 
Commission adopts for the 1976 test year, .axe as follows: 

\ 
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ADOP'I'E]) GAS RESULTS OF OPERATION 
YEAR 1976 ES'I'IMAl'ED 

Item 

Opera t1ng Revenues 

Operating Expenses 
PrOduction· 
Storage 
Transmission 
Distribution 
Customer Acct ... 
Marketing 
Administrative & General 
Wage· Adjustment 
Depreciation' . 
Taxes Other Than Income 
State Corp. Franchise Tax 
Federal Income· Tax 

'total ~rae1ng Expenses 
Net Revenues 
Rate'Base 
Rate of Return 

(Red Figure) 

Present Authorized 
Rates Rates 

(Dol~s in Thousands) 
$1,239~570 $1,310,005 

922,454 
1~9~ 

19,618 
5O',3S4 
33,232 

3,610 
41,962 
(1,325) 
47.,416' 
35,208 
2,590· 
5,347 

1,162,434-
77,136 

1~OO,132. 

6.431. 

922',454 
1968: , . 

19,618 
50,354 
33,940 
3,610 

42',l79 
(1,325) 
47 416-
35;20S 
8,846 . 

35,.709" 
1,1~,977 

110,028 
1,,196,026 

9.21. 

5. The electric rate increases authorized berein will increase 
electric gross operating revenues in the test year by $106,027,000, or 
9.5 percent, excluding fuel clause revenues .. 

6. The ele~tric rate increases ~uthorized herein will 
increase test year electric gross operating revenues $154,706,000 
leS$ thau the $260,733,000 requested by PG&E at the conclusion of 
the first phase of this proceeding. 
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7. The gas rate increases authorized herein will increase 
gas gross operating revenues in t:he 'tes't year by $70,,435,000, or 
5.7 percent. 

S. The gas rate increases authorized herein will increase 
test year gas gross operating revenues $26,,346,000 less than the 
$96,781,000 requested by PG&E at the conclusion of the first phase 
of this proceeding. 

9. The elect~ic and gas rate increases authorized herein will 
produce under test year assumptions 49 percent of the gross revenue 
increase requested by PG&E at the conclusion of tbe first phase of 
this proceeding and 38 percent of the gross revenue increase 
requested by PG&E with the filing of the amended applications. 

10. It is not reasonable to grant PG&E' s request: to include 
in the electric and gas rate bases non operative construction work 
in progress. 

ll. It is reasonable for this interim decision to include in 
base rates an allowance for fuel and purchased energy in the amount 
of .408 cents per kilowatt-hour of sales" as contained in PG&E's 
Energy Cost Adjustment Clause filed in accordance with Decision 
No. 85731 in case No. 9886. MOdification of base energy costs to 
be included in b.lse rates will be considered in the second phase. 

l2. The interim increases in rates and charges authorized by 
. this decision are justified and reasonable; the present rates and 

charges, insofar as they differ from those prescribed by ehis decision, 
are) for the future, unjust and unreasoc.ab1c'., 

l3.. It is reasonable that ~ comply with the staff accounting 
recommendation set forth in Exhibit No.. 27 and as modified by 
Exb.ibit No. 63. 
Conclusions 

1.'PG&E's requests for increased electric and gas rates 
should be authorized to the cxeene bereaf~ o:dered. 
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2.. PG&E shall be required to comply with staff accounting 
recommenda tions, as modified .. 

INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company is authorized to file 

with this Commission on or after the effective date of this order, 
in conformity with the provisions of General Order No .. 96-A, 

revised tariff schedules with rates, charges, and conditions modified 
as set forth in Appendices D, E, and F attached to tbis order and, on 
not less than throe days' notice to the pu1>lic and to the Commission, 
to make the revised tariffs effective .. 

2.. Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall comply witb the 
accounting recommendations as set forth in the above f1nd1ngs.. Such . , 

compliance shall be effected by December 31, 1976 and a report of 
compliance be filed with tbe Commission by December 3l, 1970. 

The effective date of this order is the elate 
he:eof. 

Da ted at &n Frandsco , California, this ,.:z. <,Lt'/-, 
day' of f !!JGBST , 1976. 
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APPENDIX A 

I.1ST OF APPEARANCES 

Applicant: Malcolm H. Furbush~ Robert Ohlba.ch, and Kermit R. Kubitz, 
Attorneys at Law, tor Pact:ric GaS and Elec~r1c Company. 

Protestants: Gcorfe Ro. Gilmour, Attorney at Law, and Sylvia M. Siegel"" 
for Tow3.rd Utrrty Rate Normalization; N. $ .. waltenspiel, for 
Windsor land Mobile Park and Russian River dis company; Jeffrey; 
M. Ha.ne~, Deputy City Attorney, for ~he City of ()akl.a.nd; urol L. 
vUkaa, or Cco.tra Costa County; and G. Sarkar, for the Ci~y 0 san Jose. 

Intcrcsted Parties: Frank J. Dorse! and Robe:t L. Les lie, Attorneys . 
at taw, for Consumer Interests 0 the Executive Agencies of 
United States; Thomas .J. Graff, Attorney at taw, for Environmental 
Defense Fund; Norman Elliot and John W. McClure, Attorneys at 
taw, for Commi ttce to Protect California Economy; Brobeck, 
Phleger & Harrison, by Gordon E .. Davis and tJilliam H. Booth, 
Attorneys at Law, for california ManUfacturers ASsociation; 
William R. Edwa.rds and William L. Knecht, Attorneys at Law, for 
caJ.ifoxnia Farm Burea.u Federation; Thomas M. O'Connor, City 
Attorney and Robert R. Lau~ead, for the City and County 
of San F%anc1sco; MOrrison Foerster, by Charles R. 'Farrar 'I. J"f., 
and Thomas R. Cochran, Attorneys at Law, for Rc:w:r-HcGee cne::nic.:.l 
Corporation; xran Bruce, for the Town of San Anselmo; li: W. Clp".e'k, 
for the City of &kIana; Vaughan, Paul & Lyons, by ;e:':'t G. 1..yoz~9-, 
Attorney at Law, for Stuart Morshead; .james F. Sor~~en, 1:0: 
Friant Water Users Association, North san Joaquin Water 
Conser.ration District; Silver, Rosen, Fischer & Steeher, by . 
John Paul Fischer, Attorney at Law, Edward Mrizek, Edward AgNay::tn, 
George Thacher, and Robert T. Kyle, for the city of palo Alto; 
Vernon Bow;;, Attorney at Qiw, for May 1st Workers ():'ganization; 
Athearn, Cnandler & Hoffman,. by Donald H. Maffl!, Attorney at taw, 
for Judson Steel Corporation; GaI! Hamaker, for Santa. Clara 
Va.lley Coalition; A. A. Zavala., Attorney at Law, for Depart.ment 
of Consumers Affairs; Edward v. Shel:'rY, for Ai~. P:roduc1:S & 
Chemicals, Inc.; Daniel J. Reed, for Deparement of Defense; 
David N. Valken.aa.r, for the tity of Campbell; Kenneth J. Hedstrom, 
for State of caIifornia Department of 'Wa.ter Resources; and 
carl H. Mandler, for himself. 

Commission Staff: Elinore C. Morgan. AttI'Jrney ae Law, K. K. Chew, 
and Donald Houck. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND :&.ECTRIC COMPAN'! 
~C:DEP~'T 

RESULTS OF OPERAl'IONS - ESTIMAl'ZO ':!EA& 1976 
COMPARISON OF PG«E PJm CPtrC STPn ESTIMATES 

(000', Omitted) 

Grosz Oper~ti:og Revenu",~ 

cmeratHlg Expense~ 
PrOduetioll 
Trat2smi~si01l 
Di3tribution 
~stomer's Acc~ts 
UncolJ.eet.i'b1e~ 
Sales 
Adm~nistra.tive & General 
Frac.chise Reql.lirement.5 
Wage Increase 

Total :t:xp. Ex.cludillg 
'I'axe5 8rId. Depr. 

Taxes 
Property 
P~ll and &1:siness 
Sttl.te Corp. Fr8n~ 
Federel Income 

Total T~s 
Deprecia.tion 

Total ¢per. Exp .. 

Net !or Return 

Rate Base 

Rat.eo!Retum 

PG&E 
Original 
Exbj.'b1t. 6 
Page l2:3 

(A) 

$1,525,0:34, 

707,2£7 
17,6'2fJ 

104,950 
/A,O'X) 
;3,806 
5,004. 

75,130 
9,$94 

963,691 

9S,7Z'/ 
10,295 
3,585 

(10,907) 

ge,700 
160:348 

1,222,739 
302,2<)5 

4,657,fi7l 
6.4W, 

Sta!! 
ExhiQit 61 
Table 13-A 

(2nd Revi~on)(3) 
(2) 

$1,147,691 

290,923(a.) 
17,080 
9$,781 
;3e,421 
2,531(a) 
4,758 

7l,217 
6,580(a) 

(27460) (a) 

89,299· 
ll,S7S . 
14,622(a} 
4Or292(a) 

155,791 
152:0n(a) 

$32,6;; 
:315,~6. 

;3-, 98s-,453( a) 
7.~ 

(Red Figure) 

PG&E 
Revised 

(C) 

$1,147,691 

292,322 
l7,OSO 
1~,:3~3 
39,196 
2,;31 
5,004 

75,l;6 
6, $SO 

(2,460) 

53$,742· 

$9,299 
ll,;78 
l2,092 
28x016 

140,985 

1$27032 
~1,76IJ 

:315,<nl 
4,:391,1.3l 

7.19'$ 

J?C&E Rev.1.zed 
Exeeecb SUI.!: 
(2nd Revi~ion) 
(D)-(C)-CB) 

$ 

-
7,552(<:) 

775(4) 
-

246(~) 
3,939(£) 

13,9ll 

(895) 

895 
403,278(h) 

(.71)~ 
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(a) Modified to include (1) base cost of energy, !ranchises, and 
uncollectibles in accordance with Energy Cost Adjustment Clause 
procedures e:;tablished by Advice Letter No. 536-E, e!!ective 
May 4, 1976, pursuant to Decision No. $'5731 dated April 27, 1976, 
(2) provision for an st percent wage increase, (3) income taxes 
tor 1 and 2 and for an additional amount of repair allowance 
in accordance with Internal Revenue News Release IR-15$0, 
Y~ch 24, 1976, 'Which increased statutory limits for repair 
allowance, (4) correction tor Diablo Canyon Book depreciation 
exclUSion, and (5) rate base for a change in deferred investment 
tax credit resulting .from 3. The CPUC star.f has indicated it 
concurs with these reviSions which result from circumstances 
subsequent to direct and cross-examination testimony of Company 
and CPUC staff witnesses. A wage increase of 10 percent or 
$16,399,000 was included by both PG&E and the CPUC staff in the 
preparation of their respective estimates. The staff originally 
then made a lump sum elimination of the wage increase. With this 
exhibit, 1t percent wage increase or $2,460,000 is eliminated and 
the balance of st percent or $13,939,000 is included. Both PG&E 
and sta£f concur in this inclusion. PG&E has offered to its 
union represented employees revis~ contracts which include this 
~ percent wage increase retroactive to January 17 1976. The 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IEEl'l)-Clerical 
Uni t has ratified the contract. The IBEW-Physical Unit has 
rejected the Company·s offer out PG&E has asked it to reconsider 
itz rejection. The Engineers and Scientists of California 
(ESC) oargaining committees have not brought a contract to their 
membership for ratification. The IBZW-Physical Unit members· 
and ESC members- portions at ~ percent amount to SSp2SSpOOO for 
electric operation. In any event, PG&E will continue to advise 
the Commission and Examiner Coffey of the status of ratification. 
EaCh one-half percentage point change in wage increase for elec
tric operation is equal to $408',000 and $80,000 for th.e IBE"~ 
Physical Unit and ESC tTni t, respecti vely. 

(b) The staff maintenance and operation production eXpense estimate 
is lower by $1,399,000. The reasons are: 
(1) $1,014.,000 - Potrero Power Plant U:l1ts Nos .. 1 and 2 

retirecent, Transcript pages 1330-1333~ 
22S9, and 2290 .. 

(2) $3$5,000 - Kern Power Plant to cold standby, l'ransc::1Pt 
pages 1336-133S, 2292p and 2293. 
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(c) The starf's distribution expense estimate is $7,552,000 lower 
than PG&E's.. The reasons are: 
(1) $3,055,000 - CPUC Account No .. 586; Meter Expenses. 

Reason: Difference is c.ue to sta.!f' , s 
ut~lization or comparison with other California 
utilities to estimate PG&E's expenses. 
Exhibit No. 31, page 5-2. 
Transcript pages 2319-~27. 

(2) $66,000 - CPUC Account No •. 5$7 .8; Service CoQplaints -
Radio and TV Interference. 
Reason: Due to difference between staff 
and PG&E methods of estimating. 
Transcript pages 2314-231e. 

(3) $1,860,000 - CPUC Account No. 58$; Miscellaneous Distribution 
Expenses. . 
Reason: Due to di!!erence between staff and. 
PC&; methods of estimating. 
Exhibit No. 3l, page 5-3. 
Transcript page 2327. 

(4) $214,000 - CPUC Account No. 588.6; Distribution ~~ps and 
Records. 
Reason: Due to difference between sta£f and 
PG&E methods of estimating. 
Exhibit No. 31, p~e5-1. 
Transcript pages ~18 and 2319. 

(5) $212,000 - CPUC Account No. 593.70; Maintenance of Line 
Equipment. 
Reason: Due to difference between staff and 
~ methods of estimating. 
Exhibit No. 3l, page 5-3. 

(6) $490,000 - CPUC Account No. 593.73; Tree Trimm:tng. 
Reason: Due to difference between staff and 
~ methods of estimating. 
~i1bit No. 3l, page 5-4. 
Transcript pages 2327-2.334. 

(7) $72,000 - cree Account No. 593.74; Vegetation Control. 
Reason: Due to di£ference between sta£f and 
PG&t methods or estimating. 
Transcript pages 2327-2334._ 
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(S) $1,5$3,000 - CPUC Account No. 594 (PG&E 654); r·1aintenance 
or Underground Lines. 
Reason: Same as (1) aoove. 
EX.f.J:bl.t No. )1, page 5-2. 

The sta!!'s customers accounts expense estimate is lower by 
$775,000. The reasons are: 

(1) $67),000 - CPUC· Account 903; Customer Contracts and Order=. 
$270,000 - Exclusion of expenses for im tial 
new business contacts. 
~anscri?t pages 1381-$>, l733-34, 2205. 
$173,000 - Exclusion of advertising expense. 
Transcript pages 2360-68. 
$230,000 - Difference in estimating procedures. 
Exhibit. No. 31, page 6-1. 

(2) $102,000 - CPUC Account 903 Y~ling Customer Bills. 
Difference in effective date of Customer Bills 
bulk mailing discount. 
Transcript pages 236S-70. 

The stai'!' s sales expense est.imate is $246,000 lower than PG&E's. 
'!'he reason is: 

$2.46,000 - CPUC Account No. 912; Demonstrating and. 
Selling. Staff disallowed part of Marketing 
Service Expense. Exhibit No. 31, page 7-2. 

The staff's administrative and general expense estimate is 
$3 ,939,000 lower than PG&E' s. The reasons are: 
(1) $1,810,000 - CPUC Accounts Nos. 920, 921, and 922; Ad.minis

tra'ti ve and General Sa.laries and Expenses. 
Reasons 

a. $1,233,000 - Due to dif£erence between staff and PG&E 
methods of estimating. 
Transcript pages 690, 693, 697-708, 720-
735, 2465-7l. 

b. $309,000 - Due to sta££ exclusion of Public Relations 
Expenses. 
Exhibit No. 31, page S-Z. 
Transcript pages 2476-24$1. 
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- Due to starr exclusion of Governmental 
and Public Affairs Department Expenses. 
Exhibit No. 31, page $-2. 
Transcript pages 2471-2476. 

- Due to staff exclusion of Sponsored 
Executive Program (UBAC)O' 
Exhibit No. 31, page $-2 .. 

- Due to starf exclusion of Executive 
Salaries. 
Transcript pages 554-55S, 586-604. 

fO' S10e,OOO - Due to sta££ exclusion of I.egislati ve 
Advoca~ Expenses. . 
Transcript pages 521-553, 2472, 2960-2981. 

(2) $227,000 - CPUC Account No. 923; Outside Services Employed. 

Reasons 

a. $1$7,000 - Due to staff contention of duplication. 
Transcript pages 2913-21. 

o. S40,000 - Due to starf method of normalizing. 
Transcript pages 2913-21. 

(3) $997,000 - CPUC Account No. 925; Injuries and Damages. 

Reasons 

a. $6.32,000 - Due to difference between sta£f' and PG&E 
estimating techniques for Casualty Payments. 
Exhibit No. 31, page 8-3 .. 

b. $36;,000 - Due to diff'erence in assumptions about 
Workers' Compensation payments. 
Exhibit No. 31, p~~ $-.3. 
'l'ranscript pages 2924-32. 

(4) $90;,000 - CPUC Account No. 930; Miscellaneous General 
Expenses. 

Reasons 

a. $461,000 - Due to staff exclusion of Institutional 
Advertising Expenses. 
Transcript pages S02, $1;..;.6, 2479, 29.38-57. 

b. $77,000 - Due to starr exclusion of ECAP. 
Transcript pages 1$47, 247$. 
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- Due to staff exclusion of Scholarships. 
Transcript page 2477. 

d. $297,000 - Due to sta:£'! exclusion of Inspection or 
Company Projects Expenses. 
Transcript pages 780, ell. 

The staff's income tax expense estimates are $2,530,000 and 
$12,276,000 for state and federal, respectively, higher than 
PG&,E's. The reasons are: 

Expense 
tine 11 

.Bond Intere~t 
On Non-Op. 

CWIP in Rate Base Total -
~e Deduction $13,9ll,000 $14,195,000 $ 28,106,ooo 
State Tax at 9% (1%2;2,000) (11278:000) (2,530%000) 
Federal Tax Deduction $12,659,000 $l2,917,000 $ 25,576,000 
Federal at ~ $(6,076,000) $(6,200,000) $(12,276,000) 

(h) The starr's rate base is $403,27e,000 lower than PG&E's. The 
reason is the staff's exclusion of non-operative construction 
'WOrk in progress in Rate Base, Exbibi t No.4, page 1-5, et seq.; 
and page 2-4, Exhibits Nos. 36, 3e, ~d. 39. 
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PACIFIC CAS AND m.ECTRIC COMPAN'! 

·e 

ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT - CPOC JORISDICTIONAL 
RESULTS OF OPERATIONS - ESTIMATED mAR 1976 
COMPARISON OF PC&E AND CPtTC sr;.n ESTIMATES 

(000' s Omitted) 

PG&E Stat! 
~ ~it 61 
Exhibit 6 T3b1e 2-A FG&E 
'Page 12:4- (2nd Revision) Revi~d.. 

.(A). (.8) (el 
Grosz Operati.'og Revenues $1,469,515 $1,ll3,;oo $l,ll:3,SOO 
O~rat'i.np: ExJ:,enses 

Production 67l,285 zn,654 278,99l 
'l'ran$l'O ssion 1:3,851 1:3,427 1'j,kZ'/ 
Di::tribution lO4,~ 95,5l4 lO3,o66 
Cu.s:tomerf·s Accounts 39,991 3S',4l2 39,lR/l 
Uncollectible:! :3,806 2,$31 2,5:3l 
Sales 5,004- 4,758 ;,004. Mm n; strati ve & General 7:3,79:3 69,966 73,8'.l.S 
Franchise Requirements 9,782 6,468 6,468-
Wage Increase ~Zz~ ~2z424) 

Total Exp. Exc1udirJg 
Taxes and. Depr. 922,195 506,')06· ;20,068 

Taxes. 
Property 92,595 86,556· 86,.556-
Payroll and. Bu3:i.ness lO,l:30 1l,21S ll,21S' 
State Corp. :Franchise :3,8;34. 14,6S3· 12,24l 
Federal Income (SzlE) £~278 32:,'m. 

Total Taxes 97,7~ l54,0:35 l)9,787 
'Depreciation 1,26,417 l4S:~~ 14Sz!t~ 

Total Ope%". Exp .. 1,l76,:399 S08,799 8QS','jlJ 
Net tor Return m·,n6 304,701 ;30;,187 
Rate Ba$e. 4,490,149 :3,$44,9$3 4,2:3:3,629-
Rateo!Retum 6 .. 5:3% 7.9Zf, 7.21% 

(Red. Figure) 

P"'.,,&E. &evized. 
Exeeec1s Stat! 
~2nd Revi~2 

CO).(C)~(B) 
$ 

1,:3:37 

7,552 
775 -
246· 

:3J8SZ 

1:3,762 

(2,442) 
(11 z 806) 
(14,248) 

(486) 

4J36 
38S,6lJ> 

(.71~ 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ~C COMPAltl 
GAS DEPAR1'MENT 

RESULTS OF OP.ER.Al'IO~ - ES'l'IMA.'l'ED ):EAR 1976 
COMPARISON OF ro&E AND CPOC s-rm ESTIMA.TES 

(000' s Omitted) 

At Present Rate~ 
PG&:E Stat!' 

~XlaJ Exhib1t 6l PGO:E Revised. 
Exhibit l:3 Table l4-A PG&£ Exceeds SW! 
p~ 1Z-2 (2nd Revisionl~32 Revised (2nd. Revisionl· 

A) (B) (C) (D)-(C)-(B) 
Gro~s Operating Revenue~ $1,lB6,339 $1,.239,;70 $1,239',570 $ 
Operat~~s 

Production 
Natural ~ Purc:ha3ed 895,538 929,4'35 929,4'35 
Natural Gas 'tr~ b'oJ 

(9,267) (a) (9,267) Gas' Department (9,250) 
Other Produetion 

Expenses 2z286 2z2S6, 2z2B6 
Total ~ction 88$,574 922,454 922,454 

Storage 1,.976 1,96S 1,96S 
124(l>l TrO%l!imission. 2O,ZZl 19,618 19',742 

Distribution 5,},448 50,'354 50,82; ~~~ . ~tomer Accounts 31,750 :30,302 3l,032 
Uncollectl'oles 2,:372 2,490 2,49(1 
Salo$ Expense ,3,610 3~610 3,610 

1,726(0) Ac1min- and GeDl. 36,915 3:3,549 :35~275, 
F':l:anehise Requirements 7.,6JJ., 8,022 8,022 
~';age Inere8.$e (lz222)(a) ~lz2~ 

Tot3l Exp. Exeludil:lg 
Taxes and Depr. 1,046,516 1,07l,042 1,074,m :3,051 

Taxes 
Property 30,$29 29 (};49 2S.,:349 
Payl'Oll 5,209 5,859 5,859 
State Corp_ Francbise (168) 2,66~a~ 2,375 (290)~!) 
Federal Income Tax ~Sz~) 2zZ! A 4z2Q2 ~lz40~ :r) 

Total ,'l'.axes Z(,756 43~5S3 41,S8$: (1,695) 
Depreciation 4Zz411 !t.7zU6 !tZz£6 

Total Opcr. Exp. 1,l2J., 743 1,162,041 1,16:3 .. 391 1,356 
Net :tor Return 64,596- 77,529 76,17) (1,;356) 
Rate Ba.8e 1,215,227 1, 19S, 734(a) 17 20,3,431 4,697Cs) 
Rateo!Retum 5-32'% 6./.{~ 6 • .3~ (0.14)%. 

(Red Figure) 
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(a) Modified to include (1) correction to natural gas used by Gas 
Department, (2) provision tor an st percent wage increase, 
(3) income taxes for 1 and 2 and for repair allowance treatment 
consistent with the Electric Department, and (4) rate base for 
a change in deferred investment tax credit resulting from ,. 
The CPUC staff has indicated it concurs with these revisions 
which result from circumstances subsequent to direct and cross
examination testimony of Company and CPUC sta££ witnesses. A 
wage increase of 10 percent or SS,$36,000 was included by both 
PG&E and the CPUC staff in the preparation of their respective 
estimates. The staff originally then made a lump sum elim;~ation 
of the wage increase. With this ~~bit, 1t percent wage increase 
or $1,32$,000 is eliminated and the balance of at percent or 
$7,511,000 is included. Both PG&E and staff concur in this 
inclusion. PG&E has offered to its union represented employees 
revised contracts which include this 8t percent wage increase 
retroactive to January 1, 1976. The International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers (IBEW)-Clerical Unit has ratified the 
contract. The IBEW-Pbysical Unit has rejected the Company·s 
orfer but PG&E has asked it to reconsider its rejection. 
The Engineers and Scientists of California (ESC) bargaining 
committees have not brought a contract to their membership' for 
ratification. The IBE'Vl-Physical Unit members' and ESC members· 
portions at Sk :percent a::lount to $4,466,000 for gas operation .. 
In any event, PG&E will continue to aevise the Cozm:ti.ssion and 
Examiner Coffey of the status of ratification. Each one-half 
percentage point change in wage increase for electric operation 
is equal to $220,000 ane! $43,000 for the IBEW-Physical Unit and 
ESC unit, respectively. 

(0) The starf's transmission expense estimate is lower by $124,000. 
The reasons are: 
(1) $110,000 - croc Account No. 864; Compressor Station 

Equipment. 
Starr used 7-year average and PG&E. used 5-year 
average for a portion or the account, 
Transcript page 3414.. 

(2) $l4,000 - CPUC Account No. 864; Compressor Station 
Equipment. 
Staff used 10-year average and PG&E used as-year 
average of a portion of the account, Transcript 
page 21$2-2192. . 
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The sta£f's distribution expense estimate is $471,000 lower. than 
PG&E's.. The reason is: 

CPUC Account No. SS7; lIJ.Sins-Other. 
Reason: Due to difference oetween sta£f and PG&E methods 
o£ estimating, TratlScript page 2204. 

The sta£1'" customer accounts expense estimate is lower by 
$730,000. The reasons are: 

(1) $642,000 - CPUC Account 90,3; Customer Contract and Orders. 
$230,000 - Exclusion of expenses for initial 
new business contracts. 
Transcript pages 13$1-83, 17.3;3-;34, 220,5. 
$122,000 - Exclusion of advertising expenses. 
Transcript pages 2360-68. 
$290,000 - Difference in estimating procedures .. 
Exhibit No .. 32, pages 7-1, 7-2. 

(2) $88,000 - CPUC Account 90.3; Mailing Customer Bills. 
Difference in effective date of cust~mer o111s 
bulk mailing discount. 
Transcript page 2,369-70. 

The sta1:f's ad:ninistrati ve and. general eX'Oense esti:nate is 
$1,726,000 lower than PG&E's. The reasonS are: 
(l) 'S94S,OOO - CPUC Accounts Nos. 920, 92l, and 922; 

Administrative and General Salaries and Expenses. 

Reasons 
a. $654,000 - Due to d1!ference between statf and PG&E 

methods of estimating .. 
Transcrip~. pages 690, 69.3, 697-708, 
720-7,35, 2465-71. 

b. $15e,000 - Due to staff exclusion of Public Relations 
Expenses. 
Exhibit No • .32, page 9-2. 
Transcript pages 247~248l. 

c. $4$ ;000 - Due to stat'f exclusion of Governmental 
and Public Affairs Department Expenses. 
Exhibit No. 32, page 9-2. 
Transcript pages 247l-2476. 

d.. $6,000 - Due to sta£f exclusion of Sponsored 
Executives Program (UBAC). 
Exhibit No • .32, page ~2. 
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e. $.30,000 - Due to sta££ exclusion of Executive 
Salaries. 
Transcript pages 554-55$, 586-604. 

f. $55,000 - Due to sta££ exclusion of Legislative 
Advo~a~ Expenses. 
Transcript pages 527-55.3, 2472, 2960-2981. 

(2) $116,000 -' CPUC Accounz No. 923; Outside Services Employed. 

a. $96,000 - Due to stat£ contention of Quplication. 
Transcrip~ pages 291.3-21. 

b. $20,000 - Due to st.a£f method. of normalizing. 
Transcript pages 291.3-2l. 

(3) $391,000 - CPUC Account No. 925; Injuries and Damages. 

Reasons 
a. $24$,000 - Due to difference between sta£fand PG&E. 

est1cating techniques for casualty payments. 
Exhibit No • .32, page 9-.3. 

b. $14.3,000 - Due to difference in assumptions about 
Workers t Compensation payments. 
Exhibit No. ,32, page 9-.3. 
Transcript pages 2924-)2. 

(4) $271,000 - CPUC Account NQ. 930; Miscellaneous General 
Expenses. 

Reasons 
a. $2,35,000 - Due to staff exclusion of Institutional 

Advertising Expenses. 
Transcript pages 802, 8l5-16, 2479, 29.3S-57. 

b. $,36,000 - Due to starf exclusion of Scholarships. 
Transcript pages 695, 2477. 

(f) The stafr's income tax estimates are $290,.000 and $1,405,000 
for state and federal, respectively, higher than PG&E.s. 
The reasons are: 
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State Tax at % 
Federal Tax Deduction 
Federal a.t J4 

APPENDIX C 
Page 5 of 5 

3oZ24 Intero~ 
On Non-Op .. 

CWIP ill Rate BS5e 
$ 3,O.$l,OOO 

(275,000) 

$ 2, 776,CIX) 

$(l,S33,OOO) 
(Red Figure) 

$165,000 
(15,000) 

$150,000 

$(72,000) 

Total 

$ 3,216,000 
<290:0(0) 

$ 2,926,000 

$(1,405,000) 

The sta:££'s rate base is $4,697,000 lower ~ll.Q1l PG&E~s. The 
re~on is the staff's exelusion of non-operative eonstruction 
work in progress in rate oase. Exhibit No. 11, pages 1;"5, 
et seq .. ; page 2-4, Exhibits Nos .. 36, 38, and 39.. ' 
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RA.TE$ - PACIFIC GAS AND EUmRIC COMPANYp ELECTRIC DEPARl'MENT 

OOMi!'STIC SERVICE 

APPLlCABILI'I"f 

No change. 

TERRITORY 

Wit.l:W1 the Rate Areas or: 
.... Climatic b~ are indicate<! by the letter in parentlle3e~. 

RATES D-l 
Per Meter·P.~r Moo.th 

Lifeline Non-Welixle 
Rates Ra:tes 

Cu~er Charge •••••••••••••••••••••• _ •••••• ~... $1.50 $1.50. 
EI:lerg:; Charge (in ad.d.itiorl to the ~r Charge): 

First 300 kw~ per kwhr •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Over ~ kwn;per kwhr •••••••••••••••••••••• 

Energy Co~ AdjU3tment, all kwh:; per lcwhr ••••••• 

.0200 

..OlS4 

.00595 
D-2 

Per Meter-Per MOnth 
I.i!el1ne Non-illel1ne 

Rates Rates 

Cu~tomer ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $1.60 $1.60 
Energy Charge (in addition to the Custocner Charge): 

First 300 kw~per kwhr •••••••••••••••••••••• .0220 
Over 300 kw~ per kwbr •••••••••••••••••••••• .0184 

Energy Cost Adjustment, all kwh, per kwh%" ........ .0059S 

( Cont1nued.) 

.02449 

.02089 

.008l.6 
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RA'nS - PACIFIC GAS AND El:.ECTRIC COMPANY, :EtECTRIC DE?ARTMEr.."T 

OOME$TIC SERVICE 
(Coll'timled.) 

RATES (Continued) 

Cu5tomer Charge ••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •• _ •••• 

Energy C~e (i:D. addition to the CUstomer 
Cb.3rge): 
First 3QO kwhr, per kwhr •••••••••••••••••• 
Over 300 kw:r, per ~~hr •••••••••••••••••• 
Energy Co$t Adjustment, all .1C'~br, per kwhr. 

Cu~tomer Charge ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Energy Clj,arge (in addi ti.on to the CUstomer 

Charge): 

First 400 kwhr, per kwhr ••••••••••••••••••• 
Over 4OOkwhr,per kwbr ••••••••••••••••••• 

Enera Cost Adjustment, all kwbr, per kwhr ••• 

Cu~tomer Charge ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Energy Charge: 

First 500 ~per kwhr ••••••••••••••••••• 
Over 500 kwhr,per kwhr ••••••••••••••••••• 

Ener81 Co~t Adjustment, .all kwhr, per kwhr •• 

2:2 
Per i~ter Per Month 

L1!el1ne Non-i oiteline 
Rates RAtes 

$1.70 

.0230 

.Ol84 

.00595 
D-4 

$1.70. 

.02549 

.020S9 

.00816 

Per MeterPer Month 
Li!"el:Ule Non-LU'eJ.1ne 

Rates R:ltes 

$l.8O 

·0230 
• olSl.. 

.00595 
D-5 

$l.SO 

.02549 

.020e9 . 

.008l6 

Per Meter Per Month 
Li£el:i.Xle .NOn-L1!el1:c.e 

Rates Rates 

$2.00 $2.00 

.ow 

.0l84 

.00595 
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RA1'ES - PACIFIC GAS k"fD ELECTRIC COMPPlf!, ELEC'l'BIC DEP~ 

RATES (Cont1n'lJed) 

'Zr.ergy Cost Adjustment: 

DOMESTIC SERVICE 
(Collt1n1Jee) 

The Energy Cost At!justment,7 8.S s:pecU'ied ill Pa..-t ~ ¢~ the Prel1m1%l8.%'j" 
Ste.temetrt-, w1ll 'be 1llcJ:aded 1%1 each bill tar serv1ee, 1nclud.1%lg bills tor 
1Il1n1mum cherges .. 

Fuel Collection Be.l.e.nce Adj~ment: 

A Fuel Collection :B8l.ance Adjustmellt.7 .o.s s~c~ied in Part ~ of: tbe 
Preli:n1:car.r Statement, will be deducted trom ee.ch bill tar service, 
1ncludiDg bills tor :l1nimmn cbcrges. The Fuel Collection ~ce 
Adjustment amount sb.&ll be tbe produet ot tl:le kilowatt-hours tor ..,b1cb 
the bill is rendered· :IU.ltipl1ed "rq $0.00042 :per k1lowa.tt-hour. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1.. AImua.l Contract: For custo=ers 'Who U!le service 'tor. oXll:y ~ or the yeer 
tb1s schedule is ~:ppl!cable only on an .e.::Illue.J. eontrs..et. 

2. LUel1ne Ra.tes: LUeliDe rates ere applicable o~ to separately l%le'tered 
re:1dential usage. ~ utility may require the cuct¢:oer to complete Slld tile 'Witb 
it an appropr1s.te Decaat10n ot Eligibility tor L1!el1ne Re.tes .. 
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DOMESTIC SERVICE 
(Cont1n~d.) 

3· Li1:eline Usage: I'he 'tollowing quantit1es 01: e1eetr1c1ty are to be billed 
at the rates tor 11.t'el1re usage: 

Mont~ Kwbr AllOWye 
For Cl1mntie :Bs.Dds...r. 

EM Use ~ E X Y Z -
" 

:se.s:tc AllO'Janc~ :B 240 240 240 240 

:8a.s1c plus Water Zea.t1%lg W 490 490 490 490 

Basic plus Spaee Heat1r.lg 
Summer (%I.ay 1 to Oct. 31) :e: 240 240 240 240 
W1nter (Nov. 1 -:0 A'F' 30) R 790 1,040 1,360 1,660 

Bc.s1e :plus Space 8.%ld. Water Heat:t:Jg 
Stlmmer (May 1 to Oct. 31) c 490. 490 490 490 
W1nter (Nov.. 1 to A'F. 30) C 1,040 1,290 1,610 1,,910 

Non-l1t'e1in~ N 0 0 0 0 

Ellerey used :tn excess ot the l1tel1oe allowances will be b1lled at the %lO:l-

111:el1Ile rates, cont1nU1t1g 'trom the quant1ty reached by the 11te1:tne allow.nee. 

* Cl1mat:tc Be.nt!s ere d.escr1"bed in tbe Preli:oinary St8.~. 
** Includes 1igb.t1~, cook1Dg and re!r1gero.tion •. 

4.. Seasor..e.l Rate Changes: ~ 11te11Ile sllO'W'8.%lCes 'tor spe.ee beating will 
be :Prorated in the 21.ay aM. November bUling ~1oe.s based. on the ratio or tbe 
number ot days prior to V..a.y 1 and. subsequent to Oeto'ber 3l, respectively, to the 
total n\U!lber ot d.ays in tbe 'bill1t1g period .. 

Y 0nJ.y the cli:latic bands applicable to a spec1t'1c rate schedule wo'Uld be :Jhovn 
on that scbedule, i .. e." Ba.nd. X only 'Will be shown on Schedule D-l. ' 
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RATES - PACIP'IC GAS AND Et.EC'!RIC COMPANY, ELECTRIC DEPARl'MEN'l' 

Schedule No.. DM 

MUlTI-FAMIlY SEfmCE 

APPtICABILIT'! 

This schedule is applicable to ~rvice tor domestic lighti:og, heatir-e, 
coold.ng, ar.d single-pwe power service supplied to multi-family' .'l.ceomcodationz 
through one meter ona single premises. 

TERRITORY 

The entire territory ~rved. 

RATES 
AI 

The rate of the single family domestic =ervice 3chedule, ap'Plieable :in the 
territory in which the :nulti-i"am1Jyacco:r=od&tion is loco:~.ed, mocli1'ied as i'ollcr.':s: 

Customer Charge: 

No change. 

Enerro" Charge (in addition to the Customer Charge): 

The Jd.lowatt-hour~ for all blocks shall be mW.tiplied by the :cumber ot 
residential d'liellirlg ur.its and/or mobile home spaces w:tred. tor :service. 

Energy Cost Adjustment: 

A:tl EllereY' Cost Adjustment, as speeit'1ed in Part B of the PreJ ~1ll:ifl8ry 
Statement, will 'be i..'"leluded in each bill .for :JeX"V'iee. 

Fuel Collection Balance Adj'J&tment: 

A Fuel Collection Balance Adjustment, ~ ~peciried :in Part B of the 
Prel.iJnirJs.ry Statement, will be deduc:tcd from. each bill tor service,. including 
bills tor minimum charges. The Fuel Collection Balance Adjustment amount. 
shall Ce the ,roduet. or the l-:ilO"llatt-hours for which the bill is :rend~ 
multiplied by $O.OOO~.2 per ld.lowa.tt-hour. 
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Schedule No. DM 

MUtTI-FA..\tll.,y SERVICE 
( Continued) 

l.. Multiplier: 'In determination 01" the croltiplier it is the responsibility 
or the cu.stomer to advise the Utility witltin l5 da.ys 1"01l0'~ arty' change :in the 
n'lJlll'oer 01" residential dwelling units and mobile homes " .. ired tor ~er-v-t..ee. 

2. Miscellaneous Loads: ~!iscellaneous electrical loads'such as general 
lighting, laundry rooms, eeneraJ. m.o.lnten:mce, a:ld other ::rl milar, usage incidental 
to the o:?eration 01" the premi=es a:; a. multi.-1".o.m:i..ly aeeo::nod:ltion ... lill 'be con::;ic1ered 
as domestic usage. 

3. Non-lifeline Enerey: Electric enerf!:! ror non-dooestic en~s sucb 
as rooming houses, boarding h~s, domitories, rezt. homes, military 'barra.cks, 
st.ores, restaurants, service statiOns, and other s:!m1' ar esta~lishments will be 
!lep:lrate~ meterod and, billed under the 3.l'!'lieable gener31 service schedules. 

l.,. Annual Contract: For cuztomers who use zerviee 1"or only part of the year, 
this sched\lle is applicable only on an annual contract. 

S. L~eline Rates: Lireline rates .are applicable ooly to separately oetered 
residential usage. The utility may rec:uire the euzt¢mcr to complete and tile with 
it an a:pprop~te Declara.tion 01" Eligibility tor tii'el1lle Rates. 

I . 
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SPECIAl. CO~"DI'I'!ONS (Cotlt:i.nued) 

Schedule No. :O~: 

M"JLTI-FAMILY SERQ'ICE 
( Conti."lUed) 

6. Lifeline Uzaee: The tollO\'rirJs c:usr.tities of electricity are to 'be billed 
at the rate~ for lifeline usaee: 

Ene! Use 
}'.ont~ I{Wbr Allow8llCe 

For ClimD.tie '&.nd~ , 
Cocl.e ~I " Y Z A 

Per Re~identia1 Unit -
Basic All0\1ance ** 190 190 B 190 190 
Basic pluz Water Heatine; 1'l 390 :390 390 390 
Basic p1u3 Space Heating 

S'Jmmcr P1ay 1 to Oct. 31) H 190 190 190 190 Winter Nov.. 1 to A-pr.. 30) H 520 670 865 1,040 
Basic plu:. Space 3l'lri i't.a.~ Heating 

Summer p~ 1 toOet.. 31) C 390 390 390 390 
~'lint.er Nov. 1 to Apr- 30) c 720 S?O 1,06$ 1,240 

Non-li!ellne N 0 0 0 0 

Energy used i.."1 exce~s or the lite1:1ne allowance~ tdll be bllle4at the 
nor .... lifeline ra.te~, continuine !rom the ~ity :::"e.lchecl 'by the 114"eline allowance:; • 

.... C"'...imatic Band~ are described 1."1 the Prellminary Statement • 
..... Includes lizhting, cooki.ng aM rei'riseration. 

7. Seasonal Rate Cbanges: The litel:L"le illOt.l3nCeS for space heating wiJl be 
prorated in the !>!ay and Noveober billine perloes based on the ratio 01' the ~ber 
of days prior to Yoay 1 and su'bseC?,Uent to October 31, respectively, to the total 
number or days :'i.n the bilJj,ng period. 

C. Three Phase Service: 'l'hree phase load "(:ill be suWli~ ~ervice -mlder 
t~ schedule for mult~ra:nily re::idential eustomer~ who were ~pplied three phe.ze 
service on a eeneral :service ~heC.ule on 1976. 

'.'1 
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RATES - PACIFIC GAS 1.J:m ELEC1'RIC CCMI?ANY, ELECTRIC DEPARl'MENT 

Schedule No. IS 

SUB-~ MULTI-FAMILY SERV'lCE 

T1li.:: schedule is applicable to service 'lor doa:.estic lighting" heaticg, 
co~kin@;" and sicgle-pbaze power service s1.l~plied to multi-!tunily aceoc::odationt 
tbroug.h one meter on a single precise: Illld. su.'bmetered to all indiVidual. tens::.ts. 

TERRITORY 

The ec.ti.""e territory served. 

The rate ot the single tamily domestic service schedule, applic:o.ble in the 
territory' in wb.icll tile mult1-tacUy tl.ce=o4a.t!.Ol: is loea:~ee:., les~ l~ d1ce?U:lt 
on the rates applicable to lifeline usage. 

Customer Charge: 

No cb.a.c.ge. 

E:lergy Charge (:tn addition to the Customer Cbarge): 

'!be t..llowo.tt-hoUl's tor all blocks shall 'be multil'lied by the number 
of residential dwell1c.g units and/or Qobile h~e zpaees wired tor service. 

Energ:y Cost Adjuztment: 

An Ene:gy Cozt Adjustment, as .::peeitied in Part B of the Prelimica%'y 
Statement, will be included in ~aeb. bill 'lor service. 

Fuel Collection Balance AdJ u:;tment: 

A Fuel Collection BaJ.ance Adj IlSte'lent, as specified in Part B of tbe 
PrelimiMry Statement" will be ded.\.l.cted i'r0lll each bill tor service, inelud
!.llg bills tor minimum charges. The Fuel Collection Balance Adjustment 
8.l':lO\.Ult sball be the product ot the t.ilowatt-hours tor which. the "oill is 
rendered mUltiplied by $0.00042 ?er kil~~tt-hOUl'. 
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RATES - PACIFIC CAS Aml EI.EC'.llUC COMP~, ~C DEP~ 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Scbedule ~o. DS 

SOB .. Merh.i{£D MGtT!-FAMItY SERVICE 
(Continued) 

1. Mul.tipl1er: In d.~rminatioc. of the multiplier it 1: the :re~potlSi'bility 
01: the customer to advise the utility within l5 dar.; tollow1Ilg 8:tJ.Y change i%:. the 
number of :residential d';;relling un1 ts nnd lnobile homes wired tor service. 

2. Miscellaneous loads: Miscellaneous electrical loads sucb. as general. 
light1l:lg, laundry rooms, ;cnere.l mainte:o.ance, and other silD;' aT UMge incide:ltal 
to the operation ot the 2recises as a cul~i .. tam1ly ~cco=modation ~~ be c~ns1~c:rcd 
as domestic usage. 

3. Non-lifeline Energy:. Electric energ:r tor noc.-d~estic ente:rpr1:ies sucb. 
a::: r~ hou.:es, boarding hou.:::es., do:rmitories, :-est nomes, milito.r.r barrae}'..::, 
stores, restaurants, service stations) and other simiJ.ar establishments will be 
separa.tely metered ttnd billed. under the e.p!,l1eable general ~ervice schedules. 

4. Annu.eJ. Contract: For custOClers who use service tor ~cly part o! the 
year, thio schedule is a.p,lleable oely on an annuaJ. eontra.et. 

5. Lifeline Rates:. Lifel1:le rates are applicable ¢tlly to sep8%'Qtely' 
metered residential U&8ge. ~he utilitY' 't:lS.Y' reqll1re the C1;IStomer to complete and 
tUe with it an appropnate Declaration ot Eligibility tor Lifeline Re.tes. 
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Schedule No. DS 

St~"'~.::l:ERED MiJLT! -PAMILY SER"JlCE 
(Cont1%!ueo.) 

SrECIAL C"NDITIONS (Continued) 

6. Litel1rJ.e Usage: ~I:le tollowing c;,unnt1t1es o~ electricity are to 1>e 
billed at tbe rate: for lifeline usage: 

Monthly I<:whr Allowance 
End U:e For Climatic Bands* 

Code w v y ..L h - - - -Per Residenti8~ Unit 

l3a:ie Allowance'** :s 240 240 240. 240 

Bazic ~lus Water Heating "f1 490 490 490 490 
Basic plu:; S~ace Heeting 

Summer (May 1 to Oct. 31) 11 240 240 240 240 
W1rJ.ter (Nov. 1 to A'f)r. 30) H 790 l~o4O 1>360 l>660 

Basic plus Space and Water 
Heat~ 
Summer (May 1 to Oct.. 31) C 490 490 490 490 
W1nter (Nov. 1 to Apr. 30) C 1,,040 1,,290 1 1610 l,9l0 

Non-liteJ.1ne N 0 0 0 0 

Energy used in excess of tnt! litelitle allO'tTanees will be billed at the 
non-lifeline rates,continuing trom the quantity reached by the l1tel1oe 
allowances •. 

* Climatic ::Band:; Ilre deccribed. in the ~J.1m~co..ry St.atement. 
** Include:. light1r1g> eook1.cg and retngerat1on. 

7. Se~oMl Rate Cb&nges: ~e 1Ueline &l1OWMCCS '£O'l' Gpo.ee hea.t1Ilg Will 
be prorated in the May aM November "oillitlg pe:riod: ~ on the ra.ti0 or the 
nUDiber or days prior to r.'.ay 1 aM subsequent to October 31, re:peetively', to 
tce total number of days in the b1111tlg -period.. 

8. (See Spee18.l Condition 8 on DM.) 
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RA'l'ES - PACIFIC GAS ANJ) Et.ECTRIC COM?~"'! 9 m.EC'l'RIC DEPARl'MEN'l' 

Applicant· ~ electric rate~? charges, and eond1tion:s .are changed to the 
level or extent ~et !orth in tlUs appendj x. 

SCHEDULES NOS. A-l THROOOH A-5 

RATES Per Meter Per Month 
A-l -

Custo~er Charge •••••••••••••••••• $l.$O 

Energy Charge: 

First BOO kwhr, per kwhr ••••• 3.91 
Next 1,200, kw:br, per kwhr ••••• 3.61 
All excess, per kwbr ........... 3.ll 

A-2 -
$1.60 

4.11 
3.81 
3·ll 

A-; A:Z 
Sl.70 $1.80 

4.11 4.81 
3.91 4-01 
~.U 3·11 

SCHEDULE NO .. A-12 

RATES Per M~ter Per Y~nth 

Demand Cb.arge: 

F'ir$t 50 kw 0: 0" ling demand Or less ••• 
Over 50 kw ot demam:l, per kw ••••••••••• 

Energy' Charge: 

~ 5,000 kwhr, per kwhr •••••••••••••• 
All Excess kwbr: 

suo. 00 
1.92 

~ 100 kwhr per kw, per kwhr ••••••••• 1.875 
Next 200 Jltwhr per kw. per kwhr ••••••••• 1.395 
All excess, perkwhr •••••••••••••••••••• 1.075 

a 
S2.oo 

5.91 
4..61 
:3.11. 
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RATES - PACIFIC CAS A4'"ID :EtEC'l'RIC COMPANY, Et.ECTRIC DE?AR1'MEN'l' 

SCHEDOLE NO. A-13 

RATES 

Demlmc1. Charge: 

Per Meter 
Per. !Io:onth 

First l,ooo kw of biDing demand ............... S2,J.;.6S.00 
Over 1,000 lot or 011li,ng demand, per kw ........ l.75 

Energy' Charge: 

First 100 kwhr per kw, per kwhr ................. .. 
Next 200 kwbr per kw, per kwhr .................. .. 
All exces~, per"kwbr ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

SCHEDULE NO. A-12 

RATES 

Customer Char~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • 

Energy' C::.arge: ' 

First ;0 kwhr, per ~ •••••••••••••••••••• 
Next l50 kwbr, per kwhr •••••••••••••••••••• 
Next 800 kwbr, per kwhr •• ••••••••••••••••• 
Next 2,000 kwhr, per kwhr •....••••••••.....•• 
Next l2,000 kwhr, per kwhr •••••••••••••••••••• 

All over 15,000 kwhr per meter per month: 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$0.75: 

7.82 
7.12 
6.32 
5.62 
4.62 

Pint 50 kwhr per kw, per kwhr............ .... ••• 3.92 
Next 150 kwhr per kw, per kwhr................ :3.02 
All exee~~, per kwhr............................... 2.22' 
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RAn'S - PACIl.!.C GAS AND ELEC'l'RIC COMPANY, aECTRIC DEPAR'l'MZNT 

SCHEDULE NO. A-16 

FATES Per Meter Per Month 
Energy Charge: 

First 150 kWhr, per kwhr •••••••••••••••• 
Next l50 kwhr, per kwhr ••••••••••••••• 
All excess, per kwhr •••••••••••••••••••• 

SCHEDOLE NO. A-1S' 

RATES 

Demand Charge: 

(a) Sl.31 per lew per month of maximum d.emGlld at. time3 other than 
tho5e specified. ~ orr-peak period, but. not1~$ than $60,000 
per eontr~et. year. 

(b) $0.33 per kw per month or ~ <!CIll3nd at times $peci1"iec! 3Z 
ot!·peak period in excess or (a.). 

Energy Cbarge (1n addition to the Dematld. Charge): 

Base Rate: $O.oo<na per kwhr. 

SCHEDULE NO. H-l 

'RATES 

First 150 kwhr, per kwhr ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Next 850 kwhr, per kwhr ............................... .. 
All exte~s, perkwhr ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Per Meter 
Per Y.onth 
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RATES - PACIFIC GAS' ~'D ELECTP..IC COMPANX, aECmC DEPAR'l'MEN'r 

SCHEDOLE NO. P-l 

RATES 

A - Monthly Basi:5: 
Energy' Charge: 

COmleeted Hp 

2 - 9.9: hp 
10 - 24.9 bp 
25 hp-aad over 

SCFlED'O'LE: NO. '?-3 

RATES 

BilliDg Demand 
Kw 

o -1~ 
19 - 37 
:3e - 74 
75 and.'over 

Rate per Kwhr tor Monthly Co1WlP3?tion of 
lst 50 Next SO, Next. l50 Over 250 
Kwhr!Hp Kwhr/Hp', Kwhr!Hp Kwhr/Hp 

24047¢ 
2.27: 
2 .. 17 ' 

Rate per Kwh%" for Monthly COnzumption 
~ Kw or Bill~ Demand 

F1r$t. lOO ext. 100 NeXiM All over jOI5 
Kwh:- Kwhr Kwh:- Kwhr 

per Kw t>er Kw, perKw 1'er !~ 

$O·05lS 
0.046:3 
0.04:3:3 
O .. OS~ 

$O.O~ 
0.0253 
0.022:3 
0.0-'4'03 

$O.021.S 
0.0193 
0 .. 0193 
0.0183: 

$O.O!.9~ 
O.Ol~ 
0.0163' 
0.01;3 
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RATES - PACIFIC GAS .AND Et.ECTRIC COMPANY, :E'LEC'l'RIC DEPA.R'l'MEr:! 

SCHEDtJLE NO. ?-5 

AA'l'ES 

EZlergr Charge: 

CoMeeted toad in Hp 

2 -9.9 
lO - 24.9: 
2.5 - 49.9 
.50 - 99.9 

100 8nc1 (¥Ver 

5:HEDUL:E: NO. P-60 

RATES -
Etlergy Charge: 

Connected Load in H-R 

2- 4..9 
5 - 9'.9 

10 ~ 24..9 
25 - 49.9 
50 - 99'.9 

100 and (¥Ver 

Rate per Kwhr !or Mont.hly CoMllmption of 
~ 50 NeXt. 50 Next. l50 All over 

kwhr kwbr kwbr ~ 
per hp per hp per h" , per bp 

$O .. 0S47 $0.0477 $0.0307 $O.~, 

0.0747 0.0461 0.021?:7 0.0ZJ7.' 
0.0647 0.0447 0.0267 ' o.ozzr ' 
0.0567 O.OIlYl' 0.0207' O.02fYI 
O.om 0.0367 0.0237 0.0197 

aate 'eer K'Whr for Mont.hly' CoMUfnt)tion of 
F1rst. 56 Next. 50 .Next '150 All over, 

kwhr kwh%" kwbr','· 250 kwhr 
per hp ~r hp , per 'hp pr' hp' 

, 

$0.0597 $0.0367 $0.0247 $0.02:)7 
0.0.567 0.0357 0.0'247' O.()2fJ7' 
O.05Z7 0.03'ft O.02Z! O.0z:t7 
0.041>7 0.0297 ' 0.0ZJ..7 0.0197 
0.04'37 0.0287 O.0Zl.7 0.0197 
0.OU7 0.0Z'l7 O.0ZJ..1 0.0197 
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RAmS - PACIFIC GAS AND Et.ECTRIC COMPANr, Et.EC'rRIC DEPAlttMEN'l' 

SCHEDOtE »:). p..g 

Electric Rate I 

Demct! Charge: 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

First 1,000 kw or bi"ing demand •••••••••••••••••••• 
Over 1,000 kw ot bi"ing demand, per kw •••••••••••• 

Eo.erg,y Charge (in. addition ~ the Demand Charge): 

First 100 kwhr per kw or bi1ling demand, per kwh%'.... $0.01590 
Next 200 kwhr per kw of b~"; ng demand, per kwh%" .... 0.01l~ 
ill excess·, per kwh:- ................................. O.~ 

SCHEDULE NO. PA-l 

RATES 

A - Connected' Load Basi:5 

B - !'.axim'.lm Dema1ld Basis 

Connecte<1 toad. in hp 
or 

Billing Demand in Jew 

2 - 4-9 
.5 - 14 .. 9 

15 - 49.9 
50 - 99.9 

100 - 249.9 
250 - 499.9 
500 an.d.~ 

Monthly Service Charge 

$ 0.00 plus $0.82 per hpor kw 
0.55 plus 0.:71 per hp .or lew 
1.30 plu:5' 0.66 per hp Or kw 
6.80 plus 0 .. 55 per hp' or'kw 
8.80 plus 0 • .53 per hp or kw 

16.30' ~ 0.50 per hp.orkw 
31.30 plus 0'.47 per hi> or .. lew 

( Continued) 
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RATES· - PACIFIC GAS AND Et.ECTRIC COMPANY, ELECT.RIC DEP'ARl'MEN'l' 

SCHEDULE NO. PA-l (Contimted) 

RATES (ContirD.led) 

Connected Load. in hp 
or 

Billing Dem.and in kw 

2 - 4.9 
5 - 14.9 

l5 - 49.9 
50 - 99·9 

100 - 249.9 
250 - 499.9' 
SOO and over 

Energy" Charge in A~tion 'to the Service Charge 
, Rate tier kwhr per hp or k'W' ~r Ye:J:r 
First. Next. All over 

1,000 kwhr 1,000 kwhr 2,000 kwhr 
-oel'" hn or kw per hp or lew per h'O or kw 

so.om 
O ... OZI.l 
0.021:. 
0.0197 
O.OlS9 
0.0185 
0.0179 

$0.0149 
0.0l44 
0.0144 
0.0l44 
0.0l44 
0.0l44 
0.0l44 

SO.OlO$ 
0.010$ 
0.0105 
0.0105 
0.0105 
0.010$ 
0.0105 
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RATES - PACIFIC OAS .AND EtoECmc COKPAN"!~ EtoECmC DE:P~'T 
_. 

SCEEDOtE ·me ts-l 

RATES 

· · · · : ClM3 

Operati:lg Schedule 
Nominal Lamp- Ratillg 
Ineandescent Lam~ 

600 lumens or 1e~ .................. 
1,000 lum~ •••• ~ •••••••••••••••••• 
2,SOO lumens ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
~OOO lumens ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
6,COO'lum~ ••• _ ••••••••••••••••••• 
lO,OOO'l~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Mercury Vapor I..amps 
A.verage 

Lamp Imt1al 
Watts Lumens 

100 ,3,·500 •••••••••••••••••••••••• __ 
175 7,500' •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
2SC> ll,OOO· •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
@ 2J.,000 •••••••••••••••••••• , ..... 
700 ~7,OOO •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1.000 57.000 ••••••••••••••••••• _ •••• 
High Pressure 
Sodium Vapor Lalnps 

Average' 
Laml>. I%li tial 
Watts ~ 

2$,5CX), - - ....................... . 
46.,CiX) •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

:_..:Ra=te;.;:..:P:..:e::.:r:...L:;;amp:;;,.:;::;..:.P.;:;.:er~Mo~nt~h:;-_: 
:HaJ.t-Hour : . . . ... 

: A. : B : Adjustment: 

All-Night All-Night 

$ :3.028 $ 
~.406 
5.29S 4·m 
6.605 5.618 
7.983 6.997 

10.999- 10.012-

$0 .. 0:38-
0.048 
0.075 
0.109 
O.lk7 
O.Z!O 

0.057 
0·093 
0.119-
0.186 
0.286 
0-:379 

0.144 
0.2l2 
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RATES - PACIFIC GAS AND El:.ECTRIC COMPANY, E!..ECTR.IC DEP.ARTMENT 

SCHEDOLE NO. LS-2 

RATES 

: Rate per Lamp per Month : 
· : A : B : C : : · · · · · : 
: 
· · 
: Class 
Operating Schedule. 

Nominal Lamp Ratizlg: 

: O't.1lity :Utility =upplie~:Ut1lity ~pplies the: : 
: supplie~: the energy :energy-, switch1%lg*, : : 
:energy and: swite~, and: and maintenance : Halt-Hour : 
:switchizlg"':maintenance ser-: ~ervice tor ent1re :Ad.ju.::Jtment : 
: service : vice tor lamps: ~stem :illclud.i:cg :Add to Rate : 
: only : and glassw3re : lamps and glMsware : A : B or C : 
All-N1ght All-Night All-Night . 

Ineande~ent Lamps 
1,000 lumens or le~s $ 1.072 $ 2.145 

3.485· 
4.742 
6.065 
8..424 

$0.02; $0.043 
0.055 0.086 
0.09Z 0.1l9 
o.l26 0.143 
0 .. 189 0.220 
0.265 0.302 

2,;00 lum~ 2.280 
/.0.,000 l'llmen:s 3.4$2 
6,000 1l,lme%l.S 4-695 

10,000 lumem 6.999 
15,000 1um~ 9.547 
Low Preseu.re 
Sodium Vapor Lamp~ 
10,000 lumens 
Higlt . .Pres~re 
Sodium Vapor lamps 

A.verage 
Lamp Ini tiel 
Watts Lumens 

250 2$,500 
400 40,000 

Met31·Hal.ide ~ 
A.verage 

Lamp· Init1.al 
Watts.. Lumens 

1JX) 30,000 
1,000 90,000 

6.04.8 
6.942 

( Continued) 

1l .. 0Sl. 

6.650 
7.544. 

0.067 

0.090 0.1\17 
0 .. 130 0.153 
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RATES - PACIFIC GAS AND J:l.ECTRIC COMPAN'!, ~C IlEP.ARJ:MENT 

SCHEDotE NO. ts-2 (Centinued) 

RATES (Cont.inued.) 

.. .. . . 
: .. .. 
: 
.. .. 
.. .. 
: Class 

Ope::,at~ Schedule 

NomillaJ. LIlmP Rating: 
Mereur;r Vapor Lamps 

Aversse 
tamp !rJiti31 
Watts Lumens -

100 ;,500 
175 7,')00 
250 ll,OOO 
JP:) 21,000' 
700 37,000' 

1,000 57,000 

: Rate per L!!!8 per Month : 
: A: B : C : : 
: Utility :Utility $lpplies:Utility :supplies tbe: : 
: supplies: the energ:r, :e:n.ergr, ,.~t.cbing*,: : 
:energy and:swite.hiDgl", and : a%ld maintenance : Halt-Hour: 
: 3Wi tchi:cg*:m.a.i.nt.en.ance ser-: serviee for entire: Adjustment : 
: service : vice tor lam~: ~ iz:lcluding :Add to Rate : 
: only : And 81nssware :lamps and gl~sware: A : B or C : 

All-Night All-N1gb.t All-Night 

$ 1.826 $ 2.264 $ 2.867 $0.0£.,2 $0.057 
2.711 3.1$0 'j.75Z: 0.066 0.076 
).643 4.19l 4.m 0.087 0.103 
$.335 S.8S3 6.485 0.132 0.148 
8.6<)1 9.7;J2 10.);$ 0 .. 236 0.Z79 

1.2.194- 1).290 13·893 O.~ 0.:385 
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RATES - PACIFIC GAS AND EtEC'l'RIC COMPANY, EtEC1'RIC Dm>~ 

$9!EOUI.E NO. ts-3 

RATES 

Energr Charge: 

For the tir:Jt 20 lew .or le~:J .of eomleet«l load: 

pfJr Meter 
Per Month 

First 150 kwhr per 'mOnth per kw eoxmeeted ............... "............... $.05Ol 
All exees&, per kWhr ••••••••••••••••• _ •••• ~ •••••••••••••••• _ .0151 

For e.ll eonne~ load 1n ,exeeo~ ot the first 20 kw: 

fu3t 1$0 kwhr per month per kw eoImected..................................... .. 042l 
All exc~', per kwbr •••••••••••••••••••• ~.~................. .0151 

SCHEDULE NO.. tS:4 

RATES 

Enorgy Charge: 

For the ~t 20 lew' 0:- leM .or connected load: 

Per Me1;er 
Per Month 

~t 1$0 kwhr per month per kw' eonneet.ed................................... $.0501 
All excess, per kWnr •••••••••••••• ~ •• _ ••••••••••••••••••• _.. .0151 

For all eono.ected load 1n exeess of. the first 20 kw: 

~ l50 kwhr per month ;per kw connected..................................... ..0421 
All t!OCeess.,. per lM.r .•• ,. ...... - ••••••••• e· ........ ., •••• ., • • • • • • • • .0151 
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RATES - PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, ELEC'l'RIC DEPAmMENT 

SCHEDULE NO. IS-6O 

RATES --

~ Lamp R3.ting: 
Ineande~eent. ~: 

2,.500: ltallens • •.• ' ••••••••••• ., ........... . 
4,000 1'tanen:5 •••• • ' ••• _ •• _.",. _ ••• ., •••• _. 

SCHEl)UI.E NO. ts-61 

RATES 

A 
Lamp Rat1Dg, 

B 

4,000 lumens, Incandeseent •••••••••••• 
10,000 lum~, Mereur.yVapor ••••••••••• 

Latlp Rat.ing 
4,000 ltml.e%lS, Incande~c:ent· ............ ~ •• 

SCHEDULE NO. OL-l 

RATES 

175 watt.mercur.r vapor lamp ............... . 
400 wat.t mereur:y vapor lamp ............... . 

Rau Per Lamp, Per Month 
All-Night Serviee 

$4 .. 033 
S.lSO 

Rat. Per Lamp PerY.onth 
All-Night Serviee 

$6.002 
S.13S 

$2.879 

Per Lamp 
Per Month 

$6.054-
9 .. 173 
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RATES - PACIFIC GAS .AND ELEC'I'RIC COMPANY, ELEC'l'RIC DEPARrME:NT 

SCHEDUtE NO. TC-l 

~rviee Clll'.:"ge: 
:or f1(:o,c:h St~l'V'iee COnneetion •••••••••••••••• 

Et~-eY' C;l.'l.%"ge: 

~~_NO. S-l 

RATES 

.m ~ .. " pe-r ~ ••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••• 

SUmdby Charge: 

~t 25 kW or contra.ct eapa.d. ty 7 per kw' 
Next. 100 k\or or contra.ct capacity, per lew' 
~r 125 kw or eontra.et capacity, per kW' 

Per M~~ 
Per M"T~'th --

$2.74 
2 .. 08' 
1.64 
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SPECIAl CONTRACTS - sue & A.'-mS 

The special· contra.et rates tor interruptible ~Gr"'lice t.o-. USAEC" St.an!ord 
Linear Accelerator Center 8.Ild NASA" Ames, ta:oorato17, Ko!':t:'ett Field. are 3.3. tollo'W':J: 

On-Peak· per kw per menth....................... $1.01 
Ott-Peak per ~per month~..................... 0.33 

Energr Charge: 

FV~t 300 kwh%' per kw, per kwhr....................... $ .. 008;3: 
All over 300 k"whr per kw'" per kwhr............... .0071 

Energr Component of m~n~"mm charge. 
per kwhr 1/ ............................... _.... $ .0090 

SPECIAL CONTRACT _. BARr 

1he speeial contraet rates tor tra.ction" station, ~ miscellaneous power to 
Bay Area. Rapid Transit District are ~ follows: 

Traction Po'W'er 
Demand ~ per ~................................ $1.71 
Energr ~ per kwbr.............................. 0.0069 

Demand ~ per kw. __ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• #.. $l.9$ 
Energy ~ per kwhr.............................. 0.0069 

11 SI.A.C onl;r 
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RATES - PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMP»r!~ ELECTRIC DEPA.R.'nmtt 

SPECIAL CONTRACT - STREET UCHMNC SERVICE TO 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Charges for said service are increased 'by $63~OOO and shall 'be 
billed. in un1!orm «l,uaJ. amctalts per month" or otherwise &5 Appl;Leant 
aJld City shall h~ agree" to ra.te!J and. eha.rges. tor each size 
and. type or lamp for Wich service is !'ur.cished" to fu rates tor 
IDe conditions. of service by 1ncreas1ng c:harge3 by' the ~e increase 
appl1e<! to other :sehec1u1o:s. 

PRELIMINARY STA.~ PART A 

Revise Section 1 of Part A ot the PreHm1lJAU7 Statement to road: 

1.. Tern.tory ~rved by the Com',l)ll%lY': 

Tbe Paei....4"ie GM and. Eleetrie Company supplies electric ~ervice 
in all or portiOns or the forty-seven eounti~ in the nortbcm 
and. eentral part or the State or CaJ,j.torn1a" the territory in 
'Which each schedule i3 applicable being 1llOre $pee-".&.fi~ d.escriW 
on the sched.ule:s ~ ana a.:s to eerta1n areas, in Section 6 or Part. A 
of this Pre1iwna:y S~ent. 

The cl:1matie barAs required by D~io!l. No. el:I:!i!n (Case No. 99e8)" 
datec1 J~- 13" 1976~ and US«t in the rate sebedule3 are :shown below 
tor each CQ~tY'. 

'. ..-1\-_ .. 
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l'REt,nttNARY STA'tEMENr (COtltin1J.~' 

· . Elevat10n ~e : · . 
· : Balld W . S:nd X : Band Y . :a&ndZ · · •. . · 
: Cot.:ntl, : 2500 DD : 2501-4500 DD : 4501-7000 DD : 7000 DD · · 
Alameeo. All 
Alpine-'" All 
A~r Under 3,000· 3,ool-6,000' OVer 6,000' 
:BlJ,tte Under 3,000" 3,001.4,800' Over 4,800' 
Cs.l&veras U'neer 3,000' 3,001-6,000' Over, 6,000' 
Colusa. All 
Contra. Costa. All 
ElDorado'*' 'Onder 3,000' 3,001-6,,,000' Over 6,000' 
Freso* Under 3,500' 3,501-61500' Over 6,500' 
Glenn . Under 3,000' Over 3,000' 
Hu:nbolet All 
Kern* Under 1,000' Over 1,000 7 

K1ngs* All 
take All 
tassen* Ulldn 4,800' over 4,800' 
Madera." Under 4,000' 4,001-6,50(>' Over 6,500' 
Marin All 
Maril'Osa Under 3,500' 3,5Ol-6,000' Over 6,000' 
Mend~1no All 
Merc~ All 
Monterey All 
Na.pa. All 
New4a. Under 3,000' 3,ool-5,5OO' Over.5,5OC' 
Pl8.eer Under 3,000' 3,001-5,500' Over 5,.500' 
Pltlm8.S* Under 4,800' Over 4,800' 
Sacramento All 
San Benito All 
San :Fre.c.ciseo All 
San Joaquin All 
San L~s O'b1spo All 
Sa:c. Mateo All 
Santa. Barbara.* All 
Santa. Cl..c.ra· All 
Santa Cruz All 
Shasta Under 2,000' 2,001-4,500' Over 4,500' 
Sierra.* U.cder 5,500' Over 5,500' 
Sisld.you* UJ3der 4,500' OVer 4,500' 
Solano All 
Sonoma. All 
St8Zlisla.us All 
Sutter .All 
'rebamtl. Under 2,500' 2,501-4,800' Over 4,800' 
Trinity Under 2,000' 2 001-4 500' Over 4,500' 
~ula.re*' Under 1,000· 1,~1-3,.500' 3',501-6,500 ' Over 6,500' 
T'tlol'lltllrle* Uncler 3,500' 3,50l-6,OOO~ OVer 6,ooo~ 

Yolo All 
Yu.b& All 

"" Perts.:i.n.: to llG&E electriC' service a.ree. only. 
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Gnl'ERAL NAT'ORAL GAS SERVICE - BASIC ZONES 

RA.TES 

First 2 the~, or less 
Next 23 the~, per tbe:rm 
Next 50 '.;herms" l>er them 
Over 75 therm.s" per them 

Cocmodit~ ChArge: 

First 2 tnerms, or less 
Next 23 the~, ~ the:rm 
N~ 50 'ch~%'Q'l:;~ :per them. 
Over 75 J.;herms ~ ~r them 

: Per Meter Per Month : 
: C-l : Ci-2 : G-3 : 
: : Non- : : Non~ : : Non.. : 
:L1tcline:L1feline:tite1ine:titeline:L1felinc:Liteline: 

$1.84398 
.14769 
.13889 
.15662 

~·1ll98. 
.15539 
.14349. 
.1%62 

$2.13384 
.16632 
.l5442 
.17696 
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GENERAL NA.TO'RA.L GAS SERVICE - stmZO~"ES 

PATES 

C~odity Cbar~e: 

First 2 therms, or less 
Next 23 '~herm.s, :per therm 
Next 50 therms, :per them 
Over 75 'i:he:rms, per ther.n 

: 

: . . " . 
• 

." . '- .. 

.. .. .. .. . ... . ... ... . .. . ... 

•• 

Commodity Cha.r~: 
: : NO::l- : N=.- : 
: Lifeline : Lite:ine : Lite11n~ : LiteJ.1:le : 

First 2 therms, or less 
Next 23 therms, per them 
Next 50 therms, per therm 
Over 75 the:t"m:S, :oer them 

'!001": :.0:: 
: ... . .. 
.... 

~J.nic:tlCl Charge: The charge for the tir:1; two ther:z:s. 

• ..0 .. • 
•• • • .. .. 
; ... ., .... 
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PUBLIC OUTDOOR LIGHnNG NA1'T.JRAL GAS SERVICE 

RATES 

Fir~c lO lights or less 
For each additional gas light 
F'or ea.eh cu.bie foot per hour of to'cal rated 

c~paeity for the group in ~~cess or either 
1.5 cl.4"oic :feet per hour per lighlc, or 
15.0 cUbic teet per hour for t~e gro~, 
whichever is greater 

Commodity Charge: 

. 

Per Grol,lp ot 
Light3 PI!!rMo.llth 

G-30 

$l.283 

-Per Meter 
PI!!r Month 

17.696¢ 

Minimum ChArge: the charge to. the first 5,000 thel'!:lS :per meter ~ month 
aceuau.:lo.ti ve am:.aa.lly. 
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RE3ALE NA.TOP.A.L GAS SERVICE 

RATES 

.AWZr;IDJ:( E 
Page 4 of 4 

G-6o -
?er Month 

G~61 a-62 - -

:Based on the maximum billi:lg 
month consumption, :per them, 
firm cervice 9.8¢ 8.6¢ 8.6¢ 
For all interruptible gas 
deliveries, ~ therm 

commoe.:tt;r cp.a.rge: 

To be &dded to the Demand 
Charge: For all gas 
deli'/erie::, per tberm 

Minimam Cl?::l$.~: 

The m.1niJ:lum charge sball. be 
the Clont~ demand charge .. 

2.7 2.7 

tirS"G 33.7f, First 59.8~ First 44.~ First 
of firm. or t'irm or :im 35.9$ of 
sales ll.673¢ sales ll.5141 cales ll .. 376¢ fin 

Over 33-70/0 
of :!'im 

OVer 59.~ 
0'1: firm 

Over 44.~ 
01£ firm 
so.les 
l3.19O¢ 

Int~ 
tib1e 
13.249¢ 

sales 
1l.609¢ 

Over 
35-9$ or 
. firm 
sales 
13.l;23¢ 

Inter
rupt!ble 
l3J&¢. 
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RATES· - PACIFIC GAS KND ELECTRIC COI-tPANY - GAS DEPARl'MENT 

GAS 
PROPOSED ADDITION TO PR&.IMINA..ttY STA~"T 

FOR APPLICATION OF 'l'EMPERA.'Z'ORE :BANDS 

PRELIMINARX' STA'l'EMtllT 
PARr A 

No. 1 - Territory Served by the Company: 

The PtlCitic Cas and. Electric Company supplies gas ,ervice 
in all or portion:s ot thirty-,even cO'"mties in the northern 
and. central -part. o! the State ot Cali!"oI'llia, the territory in 
which each schedule is applicable beiDg more specifically d.es
cribed in the schedules. '!'he C"'.in:at1c ~ requj.red.·"by 
Decision No. 86oe:7 (Case No. 9988), ciated. July 1~, 1976, &ld. 
us.ed in the rate schedules are sbown below tor each county. 
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PRELIMJlu.u:cc S':t:AT~ (Continued) 

· : Elew.t1oc Ra.zlge · · : Bancl W : .Band X : BcJ:dX · : 
: Count;:! : 2500 DD : 2501 .. 4500 DD : 4501-7000 DD '! 

Ala.tnede. All 
Ama.dor Under 3~OOO' 
Butte Under 3,000' 
Cela.veras Under 3~OOO' 
Colusa. All 
COntra. Costa. All 
Frer:nofft Under .3~500' 
Glexm All 
HQnDoldt 
Kern!;' Under 1,.000' Ov~ 1,.000' 
Kings)'· All ". 
Mad~ Under 4,000' 
Marin. All 
Mendocino All 
Mereed All 
Moc.terey All 
Ns.:pa All 
Nevada. Un~er 3,000' 
PlAcer Under 3~OOO' 
Sacramento All 
San Berna:riJ:ino# Under 17800' Over 1,800' 
San Ben1to All 
San Fra.ncisco All 
san Joc..quin All 
S&l Luis Obisr;o#: All 
San Y.e.teo All 
Santa. Clara. AU 
Santa. Cruz All 
~. Under 2,000' 
Solano All 
30noc.n. All 
Stanislaus All 
Sutter All 
Tellama. U't:l.d.er 2,500' 
Trinity Un4~ 2,000' 
Yolo All 
YI.lb& All 

If Pertains to PG&E gas service ues. ol'lly. 
'"" No Sa.:; zex-viee in these el1mo.-::'ie bands. 

* 
* ... 

.ljo 

All 

*' 
*' 

.. 
*' 

2,000-4,500' 

... 
2,.000-4,500' 

· · BandZ · · 
7000 DD · · 

* 
* .. 

*' 

* 

*' 
*' 

Over 4,500' 

.. 
'* 



STA~~ OF COMMISSIONER LEONARD ROSS 

Subsequent to the signing of this decision, I 

have been assigned as co-Commissioner to this case. 

I will, therefore, withhold any co:mment on the 

inter1m decision, other than to indicate that I 

dissented because I did not believe that the rate 

of return ~uestion should have been decided in 

the f1rst phase. 

Leonard. Ross 
CoIlml1ssioner 

San Francisco, California 

November 1, 1976 


