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Decision 54 08 033 . AUG-‘HT 1584

3EFC0RE THEZ PU3LIC UTILITIZS COMMISSION COF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Applicazion of PaA :?:C GAS AND
ZLECTRIC COMPANV for authoricy,
anong other th nsv, TO increase
its rates a“d ¢aarges for eleciri
and gas service.

Application 82-12-L48
(FPiled December 20, 1682)

Slectric azd Gas)

(For appearances see D.83-12-068.)

Q2
Request for Award of
Public Utilicy Regulatory
licies ncv of 1678
(°U?° ) Compensati

Toward Utility Rate Normalization
URP CozpeansationT
itled proceeding pursuant %0 Rule T5.06 of
ommissicn's Rules of Practice and Procedure {Rules). ‘
ne azount of compensation reqguested Ls b nse”of
~o= 828, 89(.( to $72,284.L3, depending upoz the sion's
svaluaticn ©f the exteat 0 whier TURN's parcticipation subs:anti 1l
gontriduted so Decision 83-12-068 (Decision) in this case. The fees
and expeases for whiecr cozpensation is sought reflec: work o::i
icdentified 2PURPA Lsst
e

L9, ané Coss noT oV

-
-

-

-

es ozl b Therefore in acddition
- od

ap s URI T for Compensation
Fedbruary 3, 1684 under Rule

lec

.85=05=-0L% ia tkis proceedin N 2as been found =0 bLe
receiving compensation. Ther iz accordance witha

and 76.08&, the issues $0 bYe addressed are sSae substantial

W Chns o e Ch win

S macde by TURN and the amount of ¢ompensation to be
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. Substantial Contridution

Rule T6.06 sets forta the following requirements for a
showizng of substantial coztridbution:

"Ihe reguesst shall also desceribe how the ¢ o*sumer
has substantially coatriduted to the adoption, in
waole or in pa.., iz 2 Commission order or
cdecision, of a PURPA position advocated by =i
consuzer related uo a ’”RPA standard.
rSubstantial ¢oatridbution' shall be that
¢ontribution which, iz vhe Judgmen‘ fen
Commissiozn, substantially assists the Comnmission
to promote a PURPA purpose in a manner relatizg
T0 2 PURPA stazndarc by the adoption, at leas: in
part, of :he ¢onsuzmer's position. A siowing of
substantial coatridbution s'a’l ingclucde, but not
ve Lizived to, a dexonsctrat that th
Commission's order or dec-s_ 2 has adopted
factual contention(s), legal contention(s),
and/or specific recommencation(s) presented bdy
the consumer.™

anti
oztributed the adoption, iz wiole or iz part, of PURPA positions
elavec 0 tze PURPA standards--cost ofF service (Section
TIZ(E) (1)), and time-of~day rates (Section III(¢)(3)). These
contridbutions are discussed in detail in the followizng subsections.
Cost of Service

TURN subzmits that in this proceeding it substantially

"

A zajor focus of TURN's participation iz this case was the
PURPA cost of service standard for electric rate desiga. 0
ssue TURN p*e*e::ec

-tnd

"y
L Y Y
-
-

e testizony of Dr. Frederick wells (Exzivits

T2
80 azé 81). Also, TURN cross-exanmined aumerous otier witzesses, and
prepared lezgihy and detailec briefs. TURN acdressed all three
aspects 0f the rave design lssue--marginal cost developmeznt, class

-y

revente alloecation, and
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. TURN submits that with

=it with respect 10 the area of marginal
costing methodology, TURN proposed that "shortage ¢osts" be measured
¢irectly througa tie developzexnt of market ¢learing prices. 3oth th
thegretical basis aad specific caleulations were presented by it
witness. .

TURN zotes that the Commission addressed 1:ts proposal in
TWw0 places ia the Decision:

"ZCRN takes a ¢ifferent approach o evaluatia

[y
zargizal cos:s. Rather than calculating eack
Individual ¢ ozpozext, ZURXN advocates that th
value of argin L utility generation be zeasured
by =eazs of tz Yarket Clearing Price (MC? )
Walle TURN's metrodology 2as soze conceptual
acvantvages, problems regardizng its izplenmentatioz
rexain which p*eve..u our acopsing it at this
time. We would like PG&Z and the staff ¢
perform ar Ia~depth azalysis of the TURN

ethoCcology and to use 1t iz the next general
rate ¢case along with whatever methodology they
consider tO Ve tize most appropriate.m™ (Decisioen

p- 333.)
®

"3ecause we wazt the ma*g_ﬁa- Costs adopted in
T2l p*oceedizg .o be used for payzezts o0 s
and for coste-eflectiiveness testing as well as for
allocation of the reveznue requirezment and
cdesign, we reject for the time belipng TURN's
reconmenced MCP?. This does 20T zean that we have
totally reiected the MC? concept. Iz D.63887 we
requestec that PG&Z attezpt to calculate shortage
COst Cirectly rather than use a proxy. 7To date
tze TURN proposal comes ¢losest o fulfilling
Tzis request. We direct botz PGEI and the staff
T0 Q0 & zore coxmplete analysis 0F the MCP metkod
0f calerlating z=argiznal costs. In .G&"s “ex*
general raté CaSe we expect to see 2 calculation
£ margiznal ¢ost using the ) C° zetnod. This wiil
10t p”ec-ude PG&Z or stafl Jrox providing direct
ca’ riasions OF =marginal costs 1T elther believes
nat zet “odology <s 2ore agecurasze.” (Deeisioz,

337.)

P- 391 .
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. ZURYN, while agreeiag that the adbove resolution o the
zatter i1s less tran it had sought, nctes that the Commission
expressed cornsideradble interest iz the MC? theory and directed D2G&Z
and staff <o apply it iz the comparny's znext case. TURYN argues tiaat
abseznt its par:icipa:ion, no suegk diregtive would have been fssued.
Aaccordingly, TURN contends that L the Commission did not perceive
zerit iz its proposal, 20 studies would have been requested. Under
the c¢circumstances, TURN'submits chat it did prevall in part on thi

aspect ©f the cost of service issue.

urtier, TURN observes iz this contexs that LS it had zmace

exactly the same szowing on marginal ¢osts in tiis case but regquested

only that tze Commissioz direct 2G&Z and stalff To study its proposal,
3N subai
taat waile parties <o zot zorzmally "under-plead™ their cases in ths

faszion, such could becoze the incentive for parties that hope o

<
" TURN trzez could claim total victory from the Decision. T

<

L3
-

Cﬂ (&)

receive reimbursezent of their costs of participation.

. Moving on to the area of the Zxpectecd Uzserved Zrergy
(EUE) reliabilicy standand related ©o zargiznal costs, TURN subzmis

That it zade substantial cozntributions £0 the Decision. TFor exazmple,
ZURN zotes that it poizted out tihe cdiscrepancy created by PG&Z"s use
0f an unmserved energy xeasure in cozmbization with 2 loss-of-load
prcbabil;t (LeL?) :e;-abili:y criterion for developing Lts ERZ
adjus nt factor, and suggested that an uzserved energy reliabilisy |
stazndard wourlc zneed O be establishec (TURK Srief, p. 19=20). TURN \
notes that the Commission addressed this issue:

... ince the ZUZ c¢orrespondin ° Lo the ut'li.y-

standard LOL? of one-outage-in-ten years ciaanges

every tize a2 c¢omputer ruz IS made, anozalous

results sometizes ochr iz ¢con ar;so s 0F ZRI

facstors caleulated from different computer

runs. '

"Tais prodlez arises because PG&Z ras 2ot acdopted

an ZIUE reliability eriterion comparable %0 t2
: ity=standare LOL? oze- outage-Iin~-ten years.

-
x 7
-

r)

-
L]

4
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I8 suehr an ZUZ eriverion were used, then tirere
would be no zeed Lo choose a future base year and
"‘ﬁ"

2RI factors would be consistent regardless of
future resgource assuzptioas.

S nce this Izmperfect matez bhetween the LOL? and
ZUZ zeasures coes 0t ¢reate a systematic bias in
the ERI ’ac.o.a, we ¢o nov believe rejection of

the EZRI cqoncept is "a ranted av thi ‘ue.
Sowever, we iastruct PG&E, preferably L

cooperation witz ot e' elecstric u*‘li:ies 2d stk
ssaff, to develop an EUZ reliabilisy cricerd n
cozparadle o the LOLP eriterion 4if i: p“ sexn

SRZ factors for use in subsequent proceecings to
caleuliate a aual skortage costs velore :ciu

Co mission (Deeisiozn, p. 3&i.)

Likewise, TURN submites that Lt to0ox the position that
"marginal customer cost"™ ls a concepttally invalicd construct that
should play 20 part iz the deterzination of marginal costs for
ratesetsiag (TURN 3rief, p. 37-38). According <o TURN, PG&E and
stafl did utilize such numbers for any purpose, but nonetheless
presented :

L

ir exhidits, taeredby stizmulating cerstain other
parties to reargue the oftex-rejectec icea of izclucizng suchk cata in
The reveauve alloecavi oc. TURYN contends that the Commission basicall
adopred TURN's view on the matter:

"walle we will not preclude parties from

caleulating whatever ¢osts ““ey deex aaprop"iave,

we reiterate tihat the use ol zmarginal qustoner

costs is coxnceptuall incozsistent with curreas

applicasions of zarginal costs.” (Decision,

». 353.)

legarding tae reveaue al T the cest of
service standard, TURN notes that I ca "Modified TPMCT
approaca e adopred. TURN argues thas
extensive testimony and argumest were presented, detalling the

alarzing customer AmPacts that would result froz implementation of

o W oo

baselize and adoption of a "wosal effective rate" (as opposed o hase

-

rate only) revenue allocation iz the same rate case. In addition,




. TURN point
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inted out that a "full ZPMCT™ allocation would be inconsistez
with rate zistory sudsequent to the enacuzent of the MI ler—war*e.
Trergy Lifeline Act (TURN Brief, p. 54-60Q). ,

cURN subzits that 23 is often the case, the Commission id
not 2dopt any one party's proposal iz toto. Rather, the Structure‘of
staff's wWeighted Average (WA) was selected, with welighting factors
Ras zave recognition to the customer impact arguzments raisec by

TURN:

"he helieve that stalff's proposedc Weighted Average
approaga rep“ese-ts a clear Izprovement over the
Z20 allocation metnod aznd ig consistent with ¢

olicies esvab-ished in Decision 83-12-713. AL
:he saze :ize, we are goncerned tzat the
combirnacion ©f an overall rate case revenue
_ac*ease and implemerntatiorn of the chazngeover

rom lifelise %o baseline will produce
°‘gni‘;cau,, and di spropo*“* nate increases iz
electric Yills for certain .es‘den., 1l users.
ACCOrCingly, we are re’"c.a“. 0 move
signif;ea:';y in the direction of EPMC at thi
time. TFurtherzore, our goal i1s 20U necessarily
0 acnieve full ZPML for the resigeztial class.
With each rate adjustment we zust continue o Dde
sensitive %0 the effecz 0f these c¢ranges on the
bills of individual residential customers. Iz
each suhsegquent rate proceed-“ , L% is our

5 -

intention to examine closely anc carefull

A e e Vbt
izpact of *ov**g :owa-ds S2MC on indivicuval
residenz; I cus re. Upon our exazmization we
will then des rm_: to what exteas we find it

reasoen ao_e o ¢coantinue sowards full ZPMC for
resicential ¢lass.

"We will adopt a 95% SAPC - 5% ZPMC z2llocation
zethod Iin order O mi.-sa‘e these Iimpacts, as

shown in Table VI-T. ursher, as cl scuused in
Seesion VII, Zilectri .a.e Desizn, Wwe will adopt
baseline guantities a=z ier structures designed

%0 :i:iga:e :he bill ‘*pac:s on specifsi

rasidential users resultizng from a trazsition o
baseline."” (Deceision, p. 366.)
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|
TURN submits thas its participation mace a substantial
contridbution to %he reveaue allocation Ll:i:ately'adopted; The
arguzments presentecd by TURN were relied upozn by the uo~"‘ss_on in
acopring a 95%-5%, rather thaz 50%-50%, weighting sys.em.} Furth

L™
Whi'wa §

\ .
the Decision znotes in the ciscussion of residential rate design that

thae scopted cost allocatlion "will altigate axzy harshk izpacts caused
by izplezentation of the Sher ZLll as proposed by the st e

) Efiadid
{(Decision p. 3TT). Accordizg to TURN, its showizng was_sign*"caaz

-l ot do wim

enougn To procuce an allocation with lesser residential ‘"pac.s taan

te stall proposal. :
Time=-0f=Use ZFates

TUAN peints out that it also addressed through cross-
exaniznation azd briefiang the equity and cost-effectiveness of PG&E's
proposed expansion of th residea%ial tizewof-use (TOU) rate schedule
D=T. ©Noting the program's extreze lack 0F cost-effectiveness froz
vhae noa-participants’ perspective, TURN argued tzat D=7 was creati: .
2 2assSive Ccross-subsidy to the wealtiier-than-average residential
cusSTomers wio tooK acva-tage of TOU rates (TTURN 3Brief, pp. T&-971.)

2ri
TURN sudbmits that while the Tecision allowed the
resicea:ial Z0T optior to coztizue on an experimental basis, the
Commission accepted zzay of TURN's arguments regarcing the progran:
TAS we noted in Sect o* V.A. on c¢onservatlon cost-

effectiveness, ta mpartigirant test, while nos
bianding, provides valuable iasight izto tre

lopact oz customers wao for whastever reason €o
ZOT participate in utilicty p*ogra:s. ae concluce
That the znonparticipans test is even zore
important for tzose loac ~aﬂagezen. p*o;r 2s for
waica i: is tze only ozne, as curreatly
constr"c.ed Taat inclucdes the cost of incentive
payzeats."” (Decisioz, p. 301.)

% % *

"Zhe increzeztal met eri:g cosTS aseoc‘a:ed wita
700 meters should also be recognized L

--U

-1
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. arif:’ design. This should in¢rease the cost-
ffectiveness of the program. TURN's int thav

_“cent‘ves sthould not be znecessary and are 0%

appropri _e S0 induce customers %o participate in

rate options is well saxen." (Decisien,

>. 308.)

* * *

"Tne iLssue of rate design was raised prizarily by
TUZN, which characterizes the prograz, as
; presea:ly s:ruczured as a prograc for the well-
to=do. VAN plages great emphasis oz the issue
of reve:ue sransfer betweern residezntsial cusiozers
caused by the current rate strugture of this
progran. ThiIs can be restated as 2 ¢ross~-
subsidization issu

TTCEN correqtiy polints out That the current rate
structure does provide revence ..ansfer %0 n
participating custozers. 2G4 favoers cozsinuin
t2is strueture iz orde* L0 aLIract custezmers Lo
the 70U prograz. e revenue transler or revenue
segsrallty issue 'e‘e“s L0 woetzer Z0U cus vozers
saguld generate the sane reva""e as :ney would oz
the basic residential schedu urless they shifs

. soze :.oac. 2G&I 2cKknon "ocg t“ < :.':s proposal
retain he revenye transfer of waica TURN =0
s:robg-y coap_a-“s, aowever, 1t zrgues tT2al tle
program Ls still covv—effeC“‘ve froxm the 2ll=-
rasepayer (usilisy) pe*spec ive and will provide
a2 major iLnceztive o participate in the prograz.”
CDecisi 2, ». 381.)

* % #

"...we agree with TURN and LGC that rate
seusrasity saould de ackieved as seon 25
p0ssible. We Iinstruct PG&Z to develop, In
génsuisasion wisa s*a.., sew T0U rate struetures
with tals result and %o file trem Dy advicge
letter so tnat taey ca: Se implemented by May i¢,
1884 whexn the switez is made o baseline rates.

"TWe are not prepared ar this time to dlctate lh
strugture 0F the revenuée zneutral rates inge we
view th “ex* WO years 235 a pe*-od o~
experiz u.a n, severzl different rate

Trucsures ould be :eSte-. éowever

y —
exiseing “O“ cusTozers sacule be wrazsferred w0 2
revenue=neutra., rate s:rucu-.e aT tne Time o
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saselize izplementation.”
exprasis acced.)

TUAN subnmicts ivs parti
rate issue provided a substantial
expaasion oF
be revezue zneutra
Suzmmary of Costs

-
that

Tdmad =
- sinde w2

-1 accordance

(Zecision, .

1 eontributi

program aznd o require that fusure TOU

384,

{pation oz the residential

won o the Deeision

Z0U0
Lo

rates
iIpacts o zoxzparticipants.

provicded a detailed
These are sumzmarized by
|

—ﬁ

B o e om oy
o -

10 = Atiorney Fees:
3;1 hours x $100

. Wells - Witness FTees:

328.67 hours x $100
Qut=-0f-Pocket Ixpenses:

w_,ne Travel anc Zxpe
ASY ey Zxpenses

-ong Distance Telephon
Copying Coset

Postage Zxpenses
Qutsicde Typing Services

nses

Line~0r=Use

$33,100.00

332,667.00

2.826.25
368,796;25

2aces

M.

A aw -

FLOTLO =~ Atiorney Tees:
33 zours x $iCO

Qut=0r-P0cket Zxpenses:
Copring Costs
Postagze Ixpexnse

Total

$ 3,300.00




A82=12-48 ALJ/r=/o8 /ec

TURN respectiully recuests that at least 408 of the envire
cost of participation detalled 2bove szhould ve reizbursed. Accordia g
vo U2V tzis figure Tepresents its assesszent of the ziaimurm frazctio
o TURN's <otal 2URPA effort whick was successful. TURN sudaiss shas
iZ consideration is given %o the fact that rate design issues are
overlapping and duild upon each other, both in sheory and in
dractice, then Tize perceavage should reasonadly be zuch algrer.
2G&3's Position

2GZT was the only party 0 file comments on 2URN's reguest
Zor compensatioz.

2G&Z does noT dexy URN was an active parcticipant

Q
URPA

*£ -
SUR2A Lssves of cost 0L service and time-0f-use Ta% es, Ut »o0ints

1% correctly <what the svaxndard in Rule 76.06 is substanti
contribution, zZot active participation. ADplying Ttals proper
ssaxndard, 2G&Z contends that ITURYN ¢learly exaggerates its efforts
2GEZ noves that TURN concedes shat the Comzmission did nes Sully a2cdops
any of its zmejor positions. (IURN Petition, ». 9) Therefore, 2GZE
believes taat TURYN's recuess is overstated, if indeed TURN deserves-
cozpensation av all.

2G&S argues that despite Tae fact trav TURN devoted most of

TIS 0 promoving tke market clearing srice (MC?) concedt, the
it could get from ke Commission was an order thals 2G&Z study
T concens.

Dirst, 2G&E suomits that a Coxzission reguest tThat a matter
ve furtirer analyzed falls far shorst of Commission acceptaznce. In
facs, 2G&EZ ovserves thav a2ccevvance nay never oceunr, esyecially si

the Cozmnission noted trat implementation prodvlexms “eed %0 Ye reso -ved
before vze Commissiozn couwld adon=w &C’ (Decision, . 333). Thus 2G&E
20in%s out, tke isste will znow carry over %o the 1986 Gemeral Rate
Caese (GRC) just as iv entered the 1984 GRC Zrom she 1682 GRC.
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Second, 2G&E contends that TURN is requesting too zmuch
since TURN has already been cozmpeansated for spoasoring MCP
testinoay. Tollowing the 1982 GRC, TURN requested cozmpeasation for
vais sazme issue and the Commission awarded the full amouant of Its
request. (D.82-08-085, catec August 18, 1982, p. 5). D2G&E points
out tkat TURN now claims it should receive additional compensation
for tais sTill umresolved azd unadopted matter. DPG&E believes that
TURN is carrying the argument for compensation for "less-than-
cozplete=adoption” to¢ far.

PCG&Z coes recognize that deterz

o:cributio:é is not always clearcut. EZowev

e Commission believes that its continuing
zethodology stexs solely froz TUEAN's e"o..s, tae

saould award TURN a portiozn of its requess

2G&Z notes that the requested wistness fees for Dr. Wells

aloze are $32,867 and Dr. Wells' zourly rate of $100/aour represents

2 iaecrease 0F 43 percent over tize 1982 GRC. Thus, PG&E argues, any
regquest 2ust be recduced by a factor reflecting the fact thatr MCP?

2ot adopred, tiaat Dr. Wells' fee is inflated, and this sazme issue was
already the sublect of an award ia the 71632 GRC. Wnile TURN requests
$68,796.25, PG&Z believes 25%, or $17,18¢.06, for the cost of service
a¢ marginal ¢ost portion would be zore trazn reasonabdle

Regarcing the zeed for the developzent of an

reliablliivy stazncard, PG&E argues that TUARN's work was not unigu
compensation shkould be denied. According o PG&-, TURN was neit
alone zor the first party o0 2cddress

use 0f an uznserved ezergy zZeasure iz tandezm wi

Cricterion. PG&E submits that others who precedec TURYN ia ralss

o A i

O.6—DA:> ’

4

Ulirasysteas Izncorporatec (Ulirasystezs) azd Qceidental Geothermal

= eh

Incorporated {(Ulirasysstems 3rief, p. 31-35; Reply Zrief, p. 4-T7), and

discussing the concept include the staff (Exzidbit 152,

-
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PG&E (Fiske, Tr. 2036-2050, 2086-21700). ivez the substantial Z
particirpation aznd .es'**ony by PG&Z and these other pa**‘es, PG&E
coatends, It Is rzard to telieve that TURN'S few statemens iz its
Opening Brief (p. 20) played a major role iz the Comm*ss_o

ey ap v
i nsTru

vruetion o PG&E "wo develop an EUE *e**ability eriter

comparable to the LOLP eriterioa™ (Decision, ». 33%).
Next, PGLE argues tihat TURN joined PG&E and staff in

recogaizing that the zmarginal customer ¢osst conceps does not daelong
in deterziniag marginal ¢osts for rates and cherefore TUAN ceserves
O compensation. PG&E submiss ¢

methodology 2ad the HU“'reliabilizy stancare, TURN ¢laizms $00 nueh
crecit Tor its efforts. Oz tais matter, 2G&Z and the Commission
starl botk reached tikis conelusiozn loag before TURN filed i

vestiimony. According to PG&Z the Decision eonfirms this point

i3

hat as iz the zase of the MCP

2 -
- e

ssating:

"30th the Staff and PGandi nave cateoulated
zargizal custozmer ¢osts for inf rmational
pu*poseu only and have not iacluded whex in the
total zargiznal cowus. + - . We agree wish

uanda, stall, azd TURY, azd will =ot

clucde margi: L cu tomer COsts in tz

L 2 LI
cc::puza::‘.on of marginal costs.™ (Zzprasis
addec.) (Decision, p. 353.)

Therefore, PG&Z submiss that oz <kis point TURN's elain

vkl o of
& sudbstazntial coztridution should be cozple vely denied.

Cn the issue of revezue allocaz~on; 2G&Z z2rgues that TURN
foulc receive no compensatiorn for Lts work on revenue alloezzs

decause the Comxissicn cozpletely rejectec TURN's proposals.
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. PG&Z argues that TURN wrongly requests compensation for %
revenue allocation acdopted tae Decision. Tals Iissue has two
elemeznts: 1) the choice of azn zllocation mechanis T anc 2)
application of tais mechanisz. According t¢ PG&E, in neither part
can TURN legitimately claiz to zave zade a "substaztial coatridut

2G&Z znotes that with respect to the mec“an-s., the

Commission acopted the staff's WA method whick combin Tz

the SAPC zetnrods (Decision, p. 359-368). In coztrast, TURN

favoraed tze Class Marginal Rate - Ciass Marginal Cost zmethod bdut
~ater for a "Modified Z2MCT mechanism. Sxhivic 80, p. T3~
76.) Siznce this "Modified ZPMC" approack is similar to PG&E's owz
mecified ZPMC proposal (Exhibic 204, p. 10=17, 1&) ?G&Z contends
that TURN's participation zacde listtle, if any difference on thi
zaster. Further, PG&E argues that TURN specifically labelled the WA
etnod as "not reasozablem. (TURN's Brief, p. 61.) Therefore, PG&E
subzmits that TURN stretcizes all credidbilicty by now attexpting to take
erediz for adoption of WA.

2G&Z contends iz £ respect To the application of Wi,

the Commission applied weights of G5 percent SiP?
usecd 2G&E's margizal costs izsteac of TURN's

(Decision, p. 354-355). Referrizg TURN's
partcicipation was the main reason the Commissiorn

iffered from the st 50 percens SAPC-50 percent
ZPMC, 2G&Z points ; witness Xlapow's Sxhibit 62 included
¢caleulations illustrating the revenue and rate Iimpacts of alterzative
weignts (specifically raznging from 0 percent SAZC-100 percent

100 percent SA2C-0 perce : According to PG&E, th
Commicsion™s cznolice of wel efleets Lts own independeat appraisal
£ the ¢oaseguences thas alterzate schedules would nave on
resicdeatial rates azé was based oz caleulactions performed by its own
staff. 3y coztrast, PG4I notes, TURN proposed 2o weightizng forzula

at all. Accordingly, PG&E conciudes tThat in sum, TURN's

b 3

participation was 2ot zaterial to tize Decisilon.
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Referring to the issue of Z0U rates, PC&Z contends thas
TURAN's efforts on 70U rates lagged way behind the work of other

parcties aad tz fore its request for compensatiozn on TOU rates is
=0T jus:ified by its showing. According to PG&E, oznce again TURN
elal 00 zuern credlt for its efforts. 2PG&T recognizes that the

Commission adopted many of the findings and conclusions advocated by
TURN conceraling D-T; zZowever, according to PG&Z TURN was not the only
voice Oz Taese matters. .
PG&Z contends tzat s5taff witaess W. Ahern, Director of the
Usilivies Division, provicded tze zost significan: Izpetus for Ttk
Cozmission's Decision to limisc prograzm expansion. According to PG&E,
staff's testizony created the controversy waica ultimately led to the
Comzission's drastic cutdack of PG&I's request w0 expand the
program. Iz faet, the Decision zmentions staffl witness Anern's
testizony in the saze Yreath as it anaounces tzat it is "prudent 2
0 allow widespread expazsion of this program™ (p. 308). PGEE pol
ouv that TU2N i:i:ially favered eliminating the prograz; 2 lizited
rogran was TUEN's fallback position.
aceording to PG&E, the Local Goverzzment Commission (LGC)
flered the nmost comprekensive izput uaderlyin he Comnission's
Decision %o eliminate cross subsicdies in the rates. LGC introduced
several aliernative rate designs which addressed the cross~-subsidy
problem.  Accorcing to PG&E, this skowing sharply contrassis with
Z02N"s.

@
%]
g

Finally, 2G&Z poiats out tzat TURN was not alone in
adgressing meter charges ia rate design. PG&S'S owWn rate proposal
Ixhivic 20, Table 2-%; p. 12 %0 2-13) izncluded £his matter
2 sum, 2G&T con¢ludes trat TURN exagserates 2
contributions TO tre Tec¢lision. 3ased oz its.

3
PGEZ believes that TURN's work on MC? merits at the maxizux
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an awaTd 0 25% 0f $63,796.25, the amount requested for kre Cosst of
service issue or S17 109.06. According TO PGXE, in no other insstance

for waick ITRN seeks compensation was Its sizowing unigue andé hence
deserving of ratepayer fu:ds. '

Determination of compensation in vais iastance is
Zowever, there is 1o gues+tion that TURN actively
coapetently redresented the coxnsuzer's position

We nove that IURN, while conceding what its "success on
S was partial and noT complevte”™, voints out +that: "sh
virety ol TURN's particization on DPURPA issues was reguired %o
Droduce the ultimate end result. 2zis is 20t 2 case where TURY made
tridbution on some 2TRPA ifssues and 20T on o%Lers. Rather <the
. . -

ne Iin .which partial adoption of our position was
aczieveld on each issue”.

n the otzer hand, 2G&I reminds us that "The standard iz
Rule T6.06 (ses forvh 2T yage 2 of +his opinion) is sudbstantial
contribution not zctive darticipation”.
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proper level ¢f intexvenor compensation in areas where the Commission
did not completely adopt ' any of TURN's primary positions. Th

we are faced with the difficult task of determining the

crestion becomes 40 what extent TURN's participation resulted in 2
"substantial coatribution” to the Decision, as defined in Rule 76.06.

Regarding TURN's shortage cost concept, we note that we
recuested that PGLE calculate shortage costs directly in D.93887
issved in Tecember 1981 in its prior general rate case, based oa our
agreement with TURN at that time that such a éirect approach should
be taken. 2G&Z, for umexplained reasons, has not done so.

In this mroceeding, TURN again presented a witness on its
shoztage cost methodology. Dr. Wells refined his earlier concept of
basing shortage ¢costs on a darket cliearing price, and for the first
time calctlated shortage costs using a range of price elasticities.
TTRY recommended that the Commission select the caleulation "whkose
assuemptions most closely match those determined to be appropriate’

' (TURN Opening 3wief, ». 21), and elsewhere that:

"TURN reacdily agrees that the data sbkould be rcefined
**-ough Suriher s*Ldv Being in possession of the
relevant information, PG&E is iz a far better position
<han TURY <o pe:fo:m suck analysis. We therefore
suggest the following oxdering paragraph:

'PGSE shall perform a drice elasticity study

to refine the market clearing price met ocologv
adopted in tkisg decisioz. A p:og*ess rempor
should be submitted in the companyv's next -CAC
*easonab eness review 3*oceed_“ o

{TTRX Oben;ng Brief, ». 19.)

While we Aid not adodt TURN's marke:t clearing price methodology,
we did adopt TTRN's secondary recommexndaition that PG&T be recquired
Derform other studies to refine TUTRN's calculations. 32Recause of <his
ané because of TURN's persistence after PGEZ's nonrespoasivezess ©
Prior Commission recuests, we conclude that TURY made a substantial
conzribusior in this area and should receive Zees.
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. PG&E is coxrrect that TURN was zot the only party that
iticized PG&E's Znexgy Reliability Index (ERI) methodology because
results ave dependent on future events. However, the record

reveals that TURYN was the onrly party which went so far as to suggest
a solu:ion, +hat is, that an Ixpected Unsexved Energy reliability
riterion bhe adopted. This coantribution led the Commission to orderxr
PG&E €0 adopt such a reliability cxiterion if it presents IRI factors
for use in subsecuent proceedings.

TURY, PG&E, and staff all took the position that marginal

customer ¢osts should not be Included iz mar-ginal costs used for rase
setting. We agree with PGEE that TURY made no substantial contribution
in this area.

PG&E is also cozxect chat we rejected TURN's Yodified EPMC

method of reveate allocatioa, and that PGLE itself xad p*esented a2
Modified EZPMC concert cuite similar +o0 TTRN's pronosal. Zowever,
PGS omits sevezral important points Iz its argument. PG&E 4&id not
suppozt the Modified ZIPMC methodology it presented, but continued ©
recuest a revenue allocation using full EPMC. Further, stafsl
recommended +«hat, in its Weighted Average approack, at least a 50%
weight should be given 4o IPMC in this proceeding (Exhibis 62, p. 5-5),
azd the staff brief contiaved to recoimmend a weighting of 50% ZPMC -
S0% Systexm Average Pexcent Change with its explicit goal being movement
20 £ull Z2YC Dy 1986 (StaZff Opening 32rief, ». 279).

Taus, bot: staff's

e dedn

ané PG&E's recommended allocations O£ the
adouted revente reguirements woulé have resulted in a residextial rate

el aphe - oy

s ke w

did not a2dopt TTRN's Mocdified EZPMC method, we chose a position between

o kg

increase substantially higher +thaxn that 2dopted. While the Commission

TURN, on the one hand, and PGLE azmd staff. TFurther we agreed with many
Qf TURN's crisicisms 0f PG&Z's and staff's positions. While, as PG&E
rgrues, we ight have reacked the same conclusions absent T“TRN's
participation, we coxclude that TURN nacde a significant contridbution *o
our decision to reject the other parties' positions.
PG4T "recognizes that the Commission adopted mazny of £
.:"n ngs and coaclusions advocated by TURN" concerning <time-of-use rates,

- 15b -
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but argques that other parties joined TURN in its opposition to the
program as proposed by PGEE. We agree that other parties separately
addressed individual aspects of the TOU proposal, e.g., LGC recommended
that the rates be made revenue neutral (but supported rapid program
expansion), and staff witness Ahern advised in general against Lérge
scale implementation of load management pPrograns unéil such capacity
is needed. Nevertheless, the adopted TOU program is most closely
aligned with TURN's overall position. Therefore, we conclude that
TURN's contribution in this area was substantial enough to warrant
an award of fees. ' '
Conclusion

" TURN's showing, participation, and recommendations in this
proceeding have convinced us not to adopt the positions recommended
by either PG&E or our staff. THis constituces a substantial contri-
bution to our decision in this matter. We turn now to an assessment
of the worth of TURN's participation. . N
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. We consiler Two~thirds of

thir ~ae hours villed For astorney
~ees and wiltness fees sogether with 1008 of <he Out-of-Dockes
expense, reasonedly reflects our relilance on TURN's presentation Zor
our lizmited adoptioz of TURN'S position on <ze Cost of Sexvice
iszue. In addiction, 80% of she aours villed <or Ttorney fees and
, 100% of Ous-of-Pocket expense reflect The greater degree 02 reliance
we placed on QURN's parvicipation regarding time-of-use ra=es. Th

Comzission zas previously concluded %hat e rase of $100 per zour

is
reagsonadble for 2ttorney fees. We see no reason why tie same raze
szould 20t Ye allowed for compesent expers witnesses as well. On

T2is dasis the adopted Totel compensation amouats So:

e

(.67 % 331 x 100) + (.67 x 328.67 % 100) - 2829.25.
(.8 x 33 x TOO) + 148.18

22,177 + 22,020.89 + 2,829.25 + 2,640.00 + 148.18
349,815.32
2indings o0F Pacs
1. TURW requests az award in the range of $28,897.77 o
. 872,244 .43 Zor workz oz idenrtified PURPA issues of Cost of Service aznd
2ize-0f-Use ratzes.

2. CLURN was previously found eligidle for coxpens L7
D.835-05~048 in %ais proceeding.

5. TU2N 2as =ade a2 substantial ¢ n:ribu n %0 tk
izplezentation of PURRA in tais proceeding. ne contrivution was oz

t2e Cost of Service and Time—0f-TUse rates issues.

4. A rate of $100 per nour Tor avvorney fees and exper
witness fees is reasonadle.

5. An awerd of coxzpensation <0 TURN iz The azount of
$49,815.32 is reasonadle.

-N

(039
i
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Conclusions of Law |

1. TURN's showing, participation, and recommendations in this
, proceedzng have coavinced us not to adopt the positions recommended
by either PGEE or our s%aff. This constitutes a substantisal
; contridution to our decision in this matter. Tt
2. TURN hes complied with the *equiremen*s‘of Article 18.5, t
Rules for Implementation of PURPA Section 122(2)(2) and should be
awarded compensation in the amount noted in the follow;ng order.

G — A v—

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. Within 30 days from the effective date of this order

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) shall pay ;oward Utzlity Raete
Normalization $49,815.32.

2. In its first attrition request following this Decision,
PG&E shall include in its intrastate revenue requirenent an amount of
$49,815.32 to reimdurse it for this award of compensation.
. This order is effective today.
3 Dated August 1, 13é4, at San Prancisco, California.

LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR.
President

) VICTOR CALVO
s DONALD TIAT

vommiSGioners

Commissioner Prisecilla C. Grew,
being necessarily absent, did not
parvicipate.

Conmissioner William 7. Baglny,

being necessarily absent, did not
participate.

f__'“?‘_'ff*v’ T '*_*'*rq D“c:s;,or»

R
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Program as proposed by PG&E. We agree that other parties separately

adéressed individual aspects of the 70U proposal, e,g;, LGC recoxmended

that the rates be made revente neutral (but suppofééd rapid prograxm -
expansion), and staiff witness Ahern azdvised 3; general against large i

‘.:'c.t axgues +that other parties joined TURN i it¢s opposition %o th

scale implementation of load management progranms until suweh capaciity
is needed. Yevertheless, the adopted ”O progran is nmost closely
aligned with TURN's overall position. -"e*e ore, we conclude Tt
TURN's conuvibution Iin this area was/Substantial enough %o warrani
az awaxd of fees.

Conelusion

In most ¢of the issves For which TURN zecuests PURPA compensatiox,
we have Zfound that, while contributing to some extent to our Decision,
TURY did nmot receive full supbort for iss primary positions. Mcordingly,
we must mare a judgmental a‘%essre“. of the worzh of TURN's participation.
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Conclusion of L=

& W o

TURN has cozmplied with the reqguirements oI Ariicle 18.5,
2ules for Izplezentation of PURPA Section 122(a)(2) and should de
arded compensation in the axount noted in the following order

- 2T IS QRDERZD <khav:

1. Witain 30 days £ron the effective daté o* tais ord
Pacific Gas andé 31ectrzc Comvany (2G&Z) s s2y Toward Ui
Yorzalization 849,8:5.32.

2. In i Sirss

n its fi seglest *o;’ow-“g tais Decision,
2G&Z shall ifaclude : *

er
1ity Rate

$£9,815.32 to reimburse ¥ tkis award of
This order is efldcetive woday.-

Dated August Prancisco, Calilorala.

oomissioner ?Tisc.‘-ll& C. GCrovw, ILEONARD M. GRIMES m.
Yeing necesaarily absent, &id Pros .{ dent
JOLT particinpate VICTOR CALVO

DO\AﬂD VIAL
Cozmissioner Williax T. Bagley Coxnissiconers
. Peling necessarily absent, did
20T pariicipatoe.




