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3!FORE :a::: PUELIC U!::':!:ES COMM:SSION OF ::EE S!A':E OF CALIFORN!A 

A??lica:io~ of ?AC:F:C GAS ~~D 
ELEC~R!C CO~PANY !O~ a~~ho~i~y, 
a:loc.g other things, t.o increase 
its rates ~e charges for elect.ric 
allC gas service. 

(Elect.ric and Gas) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

------------------------------) 

A.pplication 82-.12-~8 
(Filed December 20, 1982) 

(For ap~~arallces see D.83-i2-068.) 

Request for Award of 
PubliC Utility Regulatory 
Policies Act of 1SiS 
(PUR?A) Co:~e=sation 

o ? ! N ! 0 N -------

Oll February 29, 1984, Toward Utility Rate Nor~!i=ation 
(TURN) filed its "Request !orAwarc. of ?'D'R?A CO::l:pe~sation" 

(:pet.it.ion) in t~e aoove-entitlec. ?roceec.ing ~ursuant to Rule is.06 of 
the Co:cission's Rules of Practice and Procedure (Rules). 

The a:ount of co=~ensatio::. reql.!€:stec. is in t~e range of 
f~o= S28,89i.ii to Si2,244.43, de~encing u~on the CO::15sion's 
~val;:.ation of the extent to which !\JRN's participation substa::.tially 
cont~ibuted to Decision 83-12-068 (Decision) in this case. The fees 

'. 

ane expenses for which co=~ensa:ion is so~Sh~ reflect. ~ork on-
!.ce~~=-fiec. ?mt?A issues on:'y_ :his filing :'s ~he:,efore in ac.cition 
:Oy a:t aoes no~ ove~:ap ~ith. TURN's Req~es: for Co=?e~satio:l filec 
:eb~~ary 3. i984 ~:lc.er Rule 76.25. 

3y D.83-0S-048 in this ~~oeeec:'=g :CEN has b~e~ fo~ne :0 be 
eligible for ~eeeivi=g co=~ensat.ion. :he~eforey in accordance with 
Eule= 76.06 ant 76.06, t~e iss~es to be acc:'essec a:'e the s~osta~tia: 
con~ributio:s :lace by :\j~N anc t~e a.:o~nt of co=.~en$a:!.on to be 
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Subs~an~ial Con~ribu~ion 

Rule 70.00 se~s !or~h ~he !ol:owing re~uire~ents !or a 
showi~g o~ substan~ial con:~ibu~io~: 

"The reCi.ues~ shall also ciescr-ibe hoW' the consu:::er 
has Sub$~an:ially contributeci ~o ~he ado?~ion, in 
whole or in part, i~ a Co::ission or-der- or 
cecision, o! a ?UP.?A ?ositio~ aevocated by the 
co~su:er related to a ?UR?A sta~dare. 
'Substant~al eon~r~but~onf shall be that 
contribution which, i~ the judg=ent of the 
Coc:issio~, substa~tially assists the CO::ission 
to ?romote a ?UR?A purpose in a :::anner relating 
to a ?GR?A sta~dar~ by the adop~ion, at leas~ ~n 
part, of the co:su:er's posi~ion. A showing of 
subs~a~tial contribution shall include, but not 
be :i:itee to, a de:o~stratio~ that the 
Co~ission's ord~r or deciSion has adop~ed 
factual contention(s), legal con~en~ion(s), 
and/or specific recocmendation(s) pr-esentec by 
the consu:::.er." 

:"elatec. to two 0:· ~he ?CP.?A standards--cost of se!"Vice (Section 
••• (,.1)(.)) ... ..! .. ~ ~..! ..... CS .. ~o • ...... C·..!)C ... ,)) ....... 1,0 I ,a_1,o ... :.::le-o.-I,oay _ a ... es ec ... _ n ••• 1,0 ~ .. These 
co~tributions are c.iscussed in detail 'i~ the !ollowing su:se-ctions. 
Cost of Service 

A :::ajor ~ocus of TURN's ?articipation in this case was ~he 

?UP.?A cost ¢f service s:andard for elec~ric ra~e design. 
issue TORN presentee. the testimony of Dr. Frederick ~ells 

0: this 

so ane 81). Also, TUR~ cross-exa::ined nU:le:-o'C.s other wi~nesses, ace 
prepared leng~::'y anc. detaile~ b:-!.e!'s. ':'UBN a~d:-essec. all ~=.ree 
aSl'ects of the rate des:!.g:l issue--c:argina~ cost. develol'::e:lt, class 
:"eve:lue allocat:!.oc, a~c. rat.e st:"uct.u:-e . 
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:URN :ub~~~s that ~i~h respect ;0 the area o~ cargi~al 

cos-:.:.ng methodology, TO'RX ~roposed. that "sho:-tage costs" oe ::easured. 
di:-ectly thro~gh the develop=e~-:. of =ar~et cleari~g ~rices. 30th the 
theot'etical oasiS a~ci speci!ic calculations were 'l"ese~ted by its 
..... itness. 

Co::ission aecressec its pt'oposal 
:wo places i~ the ~ecision: 

"TaRN takes a di~fere~t approach to evaluati~g 
:arginal costs. Rather than calculating each 
i::divid~al co:pone::-:., :mm aevocates that the 
value o~ :arginal utility seneratio~ be :easured 
oy :eans o~ the ~~rket Clearing Price (MC?). 
~~ile TCR~'s :ethodology has so::e conceptual 
acvantages, proble::: regard.ing its i::plemen-:.ation 
re:ain ..... hich prevent our adopting it at thiS 
tice. iVe ;;ou:'c like ?G&E and the sta!'!' to 
pe!'"!or: az: in-depth ~alysis o! the :URN 
:ethocology anc to use it in the n~xt general 
rate ease along ..... ith ..... hatever ~ethodology they 
consicer to be the cost appropriate." (Decision, 
p. 333.) 

* * * 
"Because ~e ~ant the :arginal costs acop~ed in 
this proceeding to be used. ~or ~ay:ents to QFs 
a~d for cost-effectiveness· tes-:.ing as ~el:' as !or 
allocatio~ o~ the reve~ue re~uire=~~~ and ~ate 
desig~, · .... e rejec: fot' :he :.i:e b~:!.~g :URN' s 
::-eco=enced MC? ':his does no: :ea::. :ha: ~e have 
to:al!y t'ejec:ed :he Me? conce~t. :~ D.9388i we 
~e~uestec tha: ?G&E at:e:pt to calculate sho~:age 
cost di::-ectly ::-a:.he~ tb.a~ use a proxy. ':0 date 
the :uR~ proposa: co=~s closest ~o ~ul~illing 
:b.is re~uest. Ae di::-ec:. both PG&E and ~b.e sta~f 
:0 do a :ore co:plete analysis o~ the ~C? :ethoG 
o~ calculating :a::-sinal C05-:'S. :n ?G&E's next 
gene::-al rate case -..:e exp~ct to see a calculation 
o~ :arsina: COSt usi~g the MC? :etcoe. :his ~il1 
not p~ecluc~ ?G&E 0::- s:aff ~ro= ~rovicins direc~ 
calculations o~ :arginal costs i~ ei:he~ oelieves 
that :ethcd.oloo1 is :o::-e accurate." (Decision, 
? 35i.) 
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TURN, while ag:-eei~g ~ha~ the above :-esolution o! the 
::at;e:- is less ~!:an i ~ h.ac. soug='t, nc,tes that the COc::lission 
ex~:-essec. coc.sic.e:-able in::e:-est i~ th,e Me? theo!"y and e.i:-ec tee. ?G&E 
anc. sta~f to apply it in the co::pany's next case. 
abse::.t its ;>a:oticipa':.io::., no st.:.ch ci:-eetive ;;ot.:.lc have oeen issuec. 
Acco:-cingly, :'UR~ c,on tencs t=.a t i~ t=.e Co=ission e.id no~ pe:-cei ve 
::e:-it in i~s p!"o~osal, no st~c.ies ~oulc have been !"e~~ested. Unc.e!" 
t!:e ci:-c~s~ances, TURN ·sub~it$ t!:at i~ did p:-evail in pa:-t on this 
as~ect o! the cost of se:-vice issue. 

exactly t=.e sa::e showing on ::a!"ginal costs in this case but :-e~uestec 
only that the Co~ission di:-ect ?G&E anc staff to stuc.y its p:-oposal, 
TURN t!:en coulc. ela:': total victo:-y f:-o:: the Decision. TURN submits 
that while pa:-ties do not no~ly w~nde:--~leadw thei:- cases in this 
!'ashion, such could beco::e the inCf~n ti ve fo:, pa:-ties that =.ope to 

( ':'-'';' ) _u ... :-eliaoility standa:-c :-e1atec. to :a:-gi::.a1 costs, TuRN sub::its 
t=.at it :ace substantial cont:-ibutions to t=.e Decision. Fo:- exa::ple, 
:'URN notes t=.at it pointed out the cisc:-e;ancy c:-eatec by ?G&E's use 
of ~ unse:-vec. ene:-gy :easu:-e in co:bination with a loss-o!-load 

:-eliability c:-ite:-ion :'0:- developing its E~! 
adjust::ent ~acto:-, anc. suggested t=.at an unse:-ved ene:-gy !"'eliability 
stan<ia:-c. -..:ot.:.!'c. neee to be estab!.iscee (:URZ\ E!"'ief, p. i 9-20). :URN 

notes that the Coc::ission ac.c!"'essee t~is issue: 

" Si~ce t~e EUS co~:-esponci~g ~o t~e utili~y­
sta~cQ~c LOL? of o~e-o~tage-i~-ten yea:-s c~nges 
e'\:e~y ti:.e a c~:pu~e~ :-1.:: ~s ::ace, a:lo=.alous 
~esul~s zo:eti=.es occu!" i:l co=.~a~iso~s 0:' ER! 
~ac:o~s ca!.c~la':.ee ~~o= ai~~e~e~t co=pt.:.':.e~ 
,.., .... <! ..... _-'. 

"!t!s p~oble=. a:-ises because ?G&E ~as not ac.o~tec. 
a~ EvE :-eliaoility c:-ite:-ion compa~ble to the 
~tility-sta~Ga!"'d LCL? oce-outage-in-ten yea:-s . 

, . .. 
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:~ ~ch an EOE c~i~e~ion we~e used~ ~hen ~he~e 
would be no need to choose a futu~e base year- and. 
~?! ~aeto~s woulc be cons~stent ~ega~cless o~ 
!utu~e ~esour-ce ass~ptions. 

"Since :~s ~~~tect :atch between the LOt? and 
BUB =easu~es coes not cr-eate a syste:atic bias in 
:he £R: !ae:o~s, we do not believe ~ejection o~ 
the ER! concept ~s wa~raot~e at this ti:e. 
However-, we i~struct PG&E, pre~er'ably in 
coope~at~on with other electric utilities and. the 
sta~f, to cevelop an BuE reliability cri~erion 
co:parable to :he LOL? cri:erion i~ it presen~s 
EP.! ~actors for use in subsequent proceecings to 
calculate annual sho~tage costS be~ore this 
Co==ission.~ (Decision, p. 3~~.) 

":arginal custo=e~ cos~~ is a conceptually invalid COnstruct that 
should play no ?ar~ i!l the ci-eter--inatio.:l of cargi:lal costs for­
ratesetting (!uR~ 3rie~, p. 37-38). According to !URN, PG&E and 
sta!~ cie no~ utilize such nu:loers for any purpose, bu:. nonetheless 

the ~evenue allocation. 
adopte~ :URN·s view on the :atter: 

"~';hi:e ·"..e will no:. preclude pa~ties fro: 
calculating ~tatever costs they dee: a~p~op~:a~e, 
Ne ~eitera:.e ~hat t~e use of =a~g:~al c~sto:e~ 
costs :s co~ceptually inconsiste~t wi:.h c~rre~t 
applicatio~s o~ =argi~al costs." (Decis~on, 
~. 353.) 

approach be adopted. 
exte~sive test:=o~y a~d a~gu:e~t were presentee, cietaili~g the 

baseli~e a~d. aeop~io~ o~ a "~otal e!fective ~ate~ (as opposed ~o ~as~ 
~atf. o:ly) reve:~e allocatioc i~ :.ne sa:e rate case. :~ addition, 
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e:URN ~oi~tee o~t that a "full EPMC" alloeat~on would be ineonsiste~t 

e 

with. :-ate histo:"y suosequen·t to the enac-c::ent ot the Mille:--'itarr-en 
Ener-gy L~teline Act (:CR~ Br-ie!, ~. 54-60). 

TURN ~ubr::i t~ tha:. a.s is often the case, the Coc:zission dic·. 
not adopt any one par-ty~s p:-oposal in toto. Rather-, t~e str-uctur-e of' 
staff's Weighted. Aver-age (WA) was selectee, · .... i'th · .... eigh-ting. fa.ctor-s 
that gave r-eeognition to the custo:e:- i~pact ar-gu:ents r-aised. by 
:ORN: 

"lie believe teat sta:"t's pr-oposed. Weigc.ted Aver-age 
appr-oaeh. rep:-ese~ts a clear- i:p:-oveoent over- the 
E?D allocatio:'! ::ethod. and. :'s consisten't with tee 
policies establish.ee in Decision 83-i2-113. At 
the sa::e ti:e, we sr-e conce:-nee that the 
co:oination of' a~ over-all :-ate case r-eve~ue 
inc:-ease ace i:ple:entatioe of the changeove:­
fr-o: lifeline to oaseline will produce 
significant, ane eisp:-opo:-tionate inc:-eases in 
elect:"ic bills fo:- ce:-tain :-esid.ential users. 
According!y, we ar-e :-eluctant to :ove 
significantly in the ei:-ection of' E?XC at this 
time. :u~the~=o:-e, ou:- goal is not :'!ecessa~~ly 
to ac~!eve ~ull E?MC fo~ ~he ~esiee~tial class. 
~i~t each :-a:.e a~jus~~e~t ~e :us~ cont~~ue to be 
se~sitive to the effect of ~hese changes on the 
bills of incividual ~esicential custo:e~s. !n 
each subsequent ~ate p:-oceecing, it is our 
in:e~tion ~o exa:ine clo~ely ane ca~efully the 
~pac~ o~ :ovi:g t¢wa~cs E?MC on incividual 
:-esidential cus~o~e:-s. Upon o~:- ex~i:ation we 
~ill the~ ce;e~ine to ~cat exte~t we !i:c it 
reasonable to continue towa~cs full E?MC for the 
~e~ieential class. 

~~e H~ll aeopt a 95~ SA?C - 5~ Z?XC allocation 
:ethoc in o~ee:- to :itigate these i::pacts, as 
~~o'-'~ ~~ ~~~~~ ~r~-7 =u"-~P~ as -~sc"~se- ~~ ~_ ft~ ____ ~_~"_ • _ .~ __ ., ~_ ~~ ~ __ 

Section V!:~ E:ect~ic ?a:.e ~esig~, we ~ill adopt 
baseline quantities a:e tier- st~uctu:-es designed 
to =i~igate the bill i:~acts o~ speci!ic 
~esice:tial ~se:-s :-esulting f:-o: a t~a:sition to· 
baseline.~ (Decision, p. 366.) 

• 
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aco~ti~g a 95~-5~, 
tne Decis~o~ note: 

~at~e~ than 50%-50%, 
in the ciscus$ioc of 

tne acoptec. .cost allocat~on "will :::litigate any harsh i::pacts caused. 
by i::ple::e=.tation of t.he She:- Bill as proposed. by tne sta!;!." 
(Decision p. 377). 
enough to p~ocuce an allocation witt. lesse!" :-esicential i:::?ac-:s than 
the staff p:-oposal. 
7i:::le-of-Ose ?4t~s 

TuRN points out that it also acd~essed through C:"055-

eX3.!:li~atio~ a:d. b~iefing the e~uity a~d cos-:.-effective!'less ot PG&E's 
proposec. eXk>ansion of the :-esident.ial ":i::e-of-use ('tOO) !'"ate sc'b.ec.ule . 
D-7. Noting the p~og:-a='s ext:-e::e lack of cost-effectiveness f~o= 
the con-participants' ~erspective, !C?~ a~guec. that D-7 ~s c~eating • 
a :::lassive c~oss-subsid.y to the ~ealtcie~-than-average residential 
custO:::le:-s "..;co took advantage of rou ~ates C':URN E:"ief, Pl'. 74-91.) 

!U?~ sub:i":5- that while the Decision allo~ed the 
residential 'tOv o~tion to continue on an expe:-i::ental baSiS, the 
Co~ission accepted :any of !U~~'s a~5U:::lents :"ega:-ding the progra:: 

"As we notec. in Section V.A. on conserva~!.on cost­
effectiveness, the nonpa:-ticipant test, while not 
binc.ing, p:-ovides valuable insight into the 
i::~act on custo=~~s ~~o !o~ whateve:- reaso~ ~o 
~o: ~a~:ici,ate i~ utility p~ogra=s. he concluce 
that the nonpartici?ant :es: is even :o:"e 
i:po:-tan: fo~ those loac :anage:en: prog~a:s for 
which i: is :he o~:y one~ ~s c~r~en:ly 
const~ucte~, :~at ~ncludes :he cost o~ ~ncen:~ve 
pay::en:s." (Decision, p. 30i.) 

* * * 
~!he incre:e:tal =ete~ing cos:s associated. with 
TOa :e:e!"s shoul~ also ~e ~ecognized in the 

7 
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ta~i!~ des~gn. :tis shoul~ ~nc~ease the eos:­
e~tect~veness of the p~og~a:. ~URNts po~nt that 
incent~ves should cot be necessa~y a:d are cot 
appropriat~ to ind~ce custo:ers to pa~ticipate in 
rate options is ~ell ta%ec." (Decision, 
p. 308.) 

* * * 
~~~e ~~~"e o~ ~a·e ~e~~-~ "~s ~a-se~ p~~~a~~~v kV _... _1IIitJ_~ .. - ~ '.... "'''6''' rIIfIoWoo • .. ~ .... ".. .. ".J i.J. 

!C?N, which cha~acte~izes the progra=, as 
p~esent:y structured, as a p~og~a= for the ~e::­
to-do. :~~N places great e:phasis on the issue 
of ~even~e t~ans~er bet~een ~esicentia: custo:e~s 
caused by tte cur~ent ~ate st~ucture o~ this 
p~ogra=. :his can be restated as a c~oss­
subsidization issue. 
~:CRN cor~ectly points out that the cu~rect ~ate 
st~uc:ure does provide revenue transter to the 
participating custo:ers. ?G&E tavors continuing 
this str~cture in order to att~act custo:ers to 
the TOG prog~a:. ::e revenue t~anste~ or ~even1,;e 
neutrality issue ~eters to ~hethe~ :oc custo:e~s 
shoulc. gene~ate t~e sa:e ~evecue as they would on 
t~e oas~c ~esieen:ia: sc~ee~:e ~~less ~~ey s~~~~ 
so:e loae. ?G&£ ac%no~ledges that its pro~osa: 
~eta~ns the ~eve~~e t~a~ste~ of ~~ich :J?~ ~o 
stroegly eo:pla~~s; ~oHeve~, i~ a~sues ~~a: the 
prog~a: ~s st~:l eost-et~ec:~ve t~o: :he all­
~a:epa1e~ (~:ilit1) pers~eetiv~ a~d ~~ll p~ovi~e 
a :ajor !.::ce::.'~i·/e to pa~:ic:!.pa:e i:: the ;i~og!"a::.." 
(Dec!.~!.o::, ~. 38i.) 

* ... * 
" •• • j!lle ag~ee ..... : .. ::: :UR!: ane ~GC -:.ha:. !'a te 
ceu;rality sco~ld be achievee as sooc as 
~oss!'ble- We icstr~ct ?G&Z to ~~/elop, i~ 
consultation ~ith s:at~, ceH !OC ~a:e s~~uctures 
~!.th this result ace :0 ~ile the: b1 acvice 
let:er so :cat they cac oe i:ple:e::tee by r~1 ie, 
i9c4 ~hec the s~i:ch is :ace ;0 baselice ~a:es. 

~"'ie are cot p~e~a~ed at this ~!.!:e ':.0 ~ictate t~e 
s~~uc~u~e o! :ce ~e~e:~e ~eu~~a: ~3~e$. S~~ce ~e 
view :~e cex: t~o years as a pe~iod ot 
expe~i=e:::a:io~, seve~al ci~~e~e::: ~a;e 
s:~uctures shoulc be ~es:e~. Eo~ev~r, a:: 
ex"<c-- 01 ... - ~OC c'·.,.-o-e .... <c- S~OU1c.· be - ... a--""~e;:-;;-ec· ·0 a -~~--2 - ~_w -.~ - - w. - __ •• w 
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...a ... e' ..... _· ... e ~ ...... ~ie-... e ... ~a~- .. _· 0 ...... " C ~ec.f Sof 0"" :"" 384 ~ ~ ~ - ~- ~- -- .. -, ,. , 
e:;>hasis a~~ec.) 
':'U?N suo:i~s t~at its ~a~tic~;>atioc on the ~esicential TOU 

~ate issue ~rovieed a substantial eont~ioution to the Oecisio~ to 
11:1t ex~acsion o~ that p~ogra: acd to re~u1re t~t future TOU ra~s 
be revenue neutral with respect to their i=pacts on nonparticipants. 
Su:::::a:"v of Cos~s . 

!= accordance with Rule 76.06, !URN ;>rovided a detailed 
ite::ization o! :i::e and costs in its ~il~!lg. ':'hese are !':u=ar"i:::ec. oy 
issue as follows: 

Cos: of Se:",vice 

M. F:or10 - Attorney Fees: 
331 !lOl.':!'"S x $100 

F. Wells - Witness Fees: 
32B.67 bours x $100 

Out-of-?ocket ~x;>~cses: 
-Vii:.ness !ra"lel ane Expenses 
Atto:"'ney Ex~enses 
LO!lS Distance !elephone 
Copying Costs 
Postage ~x;>enses 
Outside ':'yping Services 

0'4.58 
47.75 

424.42 
996.47 
486.03 
260.00 

7i:e-of-Use Rates 

M. ::o~io - A~to~~ey Fees: 
33 hours x SiCa 

Ou~-o~-?ocke~ ~xpe~ses: 

Copying Cos:s 
?os:age ~x?e::se 

:ota! 

- 9 -

= 
= 

= 

= 
= 

= 

= 

I 

$33,100.00 

S32,867 .• 00 

2.829.25 

$68,795.25 

S 3',300."00 

98.13 
50.05 

S .. I, I ... · ... ~ 
, ..... 0. jl,J" 
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• TURN :-espec-:!ullj :-eC!.~es-:s t=..a.t at least: 40~ o! the enti!'e 
-cost: o! pa:tlcipation de't:ailed above should be ::ei:ou::sed. 

• 

• 

conside::a.tion is given to the !s.ct that rate desig=. issues are 
overla~ping ~d o~ld upon each othe:-~ both in theo~ ~d in 
~ractice~ then the pe:-centase should :-easonab17 be :uch hi~e::. 
?G&3·s ?osi-::ion 

?Gee "..ras the o~ly ~a:-ty to !:'le co::u:ents on ~UP.N' s ::equest 
!o:- co:,ensatio~. 

?G&E does not: deny that: ~U?3 ~as ~ active partic:'pant on 
the ?U??A :'ssues o! cos": o! se:vice ~d ti:e-o!-use :-ates~ o-.;.t points 
out co:-::eetlj that the s-:a:lda:-d in Rule 76.06 is substa::.tial 
con't:::ibution~ not active ~a::ticipation. 
s~da::d, ?GP~ contends that TUP~: clearly ~xagge!'ates its e!!orts. 
?G&:3 no't:es that ~'O'?.N' concedes tha.t the Co::i.ssion did not !1.:.117 a.dopt 
zr..y of its ~jo:- positions. 
believes t:hat TURN's :-eC!.~est 

co:pensation at all. 

(~N ~e-~·~o~ ~ 9' ...1,,1"':' • Io_~ ... -~,Y. / 

?G&3 a:g..:.es tha't: despite t:he ~a.ct that: TUPS devotee ::lost of 
its e~ort:s to pro:::.oting tb.e ::a.::ket clea:-in.g price (MC?) cO'!lcept, the 
best it could get :':-0: -:he Co:::ission ~a.s an o:-der tb.at ?G&3 study 
that: conce~)':. 

?i:"'st, ?G&3 S1;.ol:lits that a Co:::issior.. :-~uest that a :la-:-:e:-
oe !~'t:he:- ~a:y:ed :'alls ~a:- sho~'t: o~ Co:cissio~ accept~ee. 

~act:, ?G&3 ooserves t~a~ acce~t~ce :ay ~eve~ occ::, es~eciallJ since 
~he Co:::issio:l :lo~ec. -:?!o:~ i::::ple::.e::.:;a't:ion p:-oole::.s need to oe :-esolved 

C2.se rl"',~c') -1 ..... - """:' .c .. i=> ...... e ... e~ --"'e 100 )0 G~C ~"*O'" --"'e 10 82 G~C-\ \;f.... JIA~1It ~ ... " .." ... v • \.i........ ..,~ .... _ ...... ttl.. wi .. It-" 
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Secone, ?G&E cont.enc.s t.hat. TURN is reCi.1.:.est.ing too much 
s~nce TuRN Cas already been co:pensat.ed for sponsoring MC? 
t.esti:ony. Following t.he 1982 GRe, TURN reCi.uest.ec. compensat.ion ~or 
t.his sa:e issue ane t.he Com:ission a~arded the full a:ount of its 
req:;es~. (D.o2-08-0S5, cateci August. 18·, 1982, ;>. 5). ?G&E point.s 
Ol.:t. t:::'at. TURN no ..... clai:ls it should receive ac.di tional co:pen'sation 
~or t.his st.:!.ll 1.:.:.resolvec. anc unadopt.ec. :at.t.e:-. ?G&E believes t.hat. 
TURN is ca:-r:ring t.he a~gu::e:lt. for co:pensat.1on for "less-tban­
co:plet.e-acioption" t.oo fa~. 

?G&E cioes recognize t.hat. c.et.er:ining a "subst.ant.ial 
cont.:-1'o1.:.t.1o:." is not. al~ays clearcut.. Eo-weve:-, ?G&:E S1.lbt:lit.s that. 

:et.hoc.ology ste::.s solely [:-0:1 TURN's effo:-t.s, t.hen t.he Co=ission 
snould a~~:-ci TORN a port.ion o~ it.s request.. 

:?C&E nO-:'es t.hat. t.be :-equest.ec. ·~it.ness fees for D~. Wells 
alone are S32,B6i and Dr. ~el1s' hou~ly rat.e of SiCO/ho1.:.:- :-e~:-esents 

an inc:-ease of 43 pe:-cent. over t.he 1982 GRC. Thus, ?G&E a:-gues, a:y 
:-equest :1.:.st. be :-ec.ucec. by a fact.o:- :-eflect.ing the fact t.hat. ~C? was 
not. ac.opted, t.hat Dr: Wells' fee is inflated, anc. t.his sa:e issue was 
a!ready ':one subject. of an a-.... arc. in :he i 982 GRC. w"'hile TURN :-e~uests 

$68,796.25, ?G&E believes 25%, 0:- $17,i99.06, fOr" t~e cost of se:"vice 
and :a:"si~al cost ~o:-t.ion would be :o:"e th~~ :-easo~ble. 

~eliabilit.y s~a:card, ?G&E a:-gues t.hat 7URN's ~ork was ~ot uni~ue and 
co:?ensat~o~ s~o1.:.1e be cenied. Acco:"ding:o PG&E, :URN was ~ei~he~ 
alo~e ~o:" :he ~i:"st pa:-:y to acc:-ess the proble:s associated ~t.h the 
use of an u~se:-vee e::.e~gy :easure in tande: 0,oj:" t.h a tOt.? :-eliabili-:.:r 
cr-it.er-ion. 

T!l ~ .. "'as.vs" ... "'_"'s _~ ... "'co .. "'po .. "'a~"'''' ("'u".~"'. a~y~':"..e_-·) a ...... 0 ........ Co' p ...... ~l I""eo ..... e· ... ""a' v__ ~ _~~ _ _ __ _~ ~~ ___ ... G ~ ... _ .. __ 

-"'co"""o"'a"'e'" t.T"""'asys"e-'" .., ... ~pJl' "" 31 35· ~p"""y -= ... .fe.r "" "'") a ... .. .:.... '", ~ - ..... W. \.V~¥. .; ~ .:> .. ___ ,~. - " •• -l!'~ .*J-. ~ .. ,. y .. "+-~ " .... \.i, 
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PG&E (F~s~e7 T~. 2046-2050, 2089-2iOO). Given the substantial . 
pa~ticipation a~c te$~i:o~J by ?G&E acd these othe~ pa~ties, ?G&E 
conteecs, it is ca~c to believe that TURN's ~ew state:ents in its 
Opening B~ief (p- 20) played a ~ajo~ ~ole in the Commissio~rs 
inst:-t.:.ction toPG&E "to cevelop an EUE :-eliability cr::''te~ion 
compa:-aole 'to the LOLP c~iter-ion" (DeCision, ;>.334). 

~ext, ?G&E a:-gues :hat ':URN joinee. ?G&E ace. sta!"f in 
:-ecognizing t~t the :ar-sinal eusto:e:- cost concept does not b~long 
in ce~er=ining :arginal costs !"o~ rates and ther-efor-e 7C?N deserves 
no co:npensa:ion. 

On this =atte~, ?G&E ane. the Com:ission 
staf!" Cot:: ~eachee :::is conclusion long be~o~e TURN filec it~ 
test~ony. .A.cco~c:;'ng to ?G&E the Decision con!'ircs tb.is point 
s:at.:'::.g: 

"Both the Sta!"f and ?GancE have ca~ct.:.lated 
:a~ginal c~sto=er costs !"or intor-:ational 
purposes only ane. ~~ve not incluced the: in the 
total =a~ginal costs. We agree with 
~~a"""'- ~"a"'~ a ...... --~,. a,.. ... ·-t' .. "'ot • 'W .... \.i.L.,. .,.,., .... ., .... 'W.. \.1&\. •• , .... \.i. -.,........... ... 

incl1.:.ce t:.a.rginal custome:- cos~s in t.ne 
co=,u:aeio: ot =arg!nal costs. W (E=phasis 
ac.cec.) (Decision, ~. 353.) 

~ ... ...... 

~herefore, ?G&E s1.:.b:its :~at 0: ~:is ~oin: rcrp.N~s clai: of 
a s~bsta::ial con:rib~:ion scou:c be cO=~letely ce:iec. 

0: the issue o~ :--eve:ue alloca::'on, PG&E argues ~c.a~ 7iJ?r; 

shoulc :--eceive :10 co:pensa:ion !"or !:s wo~~ on ::-evenue alloca.<;ion 
because :he Co::!ss!cn co:pletely rejectec TURN's proposals • 



• PG&E a:-gues tl':.at 7U'RN w:-ongly :-e~uests co=~ensation fo:- the 
7his issue l':.as two 

ele:ents: i) the choice o.f anallo.cation :echanis: anc 2) the 
application of this :ecl':.anis=. Acco:-cing to PG&E, in neithe:- pa:-t 
can 7U'RK les:!..'~i=ately claim to !:.ave made a ~substantial cont:-i'Oution." 

PG&E notes that ~itb. :-espeCt to. the =ec~aniS::l, the 
Co::ission acoptec the staff's WA :etho.c whiCh combines the E?~C anc 
the SA?C =etho~s (Decisioc~ p. 359-368). !~ co~~~ast, :UR~ i~it1ally 

~avo.:-ed the Class ~4:-sinal Rate - Class ~4:-ginal Cost :etho.c but 
late:" settled fo.r- a "~o.ci!"ied EPXC" :echa:.is:. (Ex~ibit 80, p. 73-
76.) Since this ~Moci!'ied E?MC" ap?:"oach is si=ila:" to PG&E's o.wn 
modified E?MC ;r-opo.sal (Exhibit 20A, p. 10-11, 14), ?G&E conte=es 
t.ha t ':'iJR~P s pa:-ticipatio.n :ade little, if any cifference on tb.is 
::a::e:-. Fu:-the:-, PG&E a:-gues that TU~~ specifically labelled the WA 
:etho.d as "no.t :-easona'Ole". ( - .... ? .... , ~ ... ~ ~ .. \J •• >; S iJ .. _e., p.61.) The:-efc:r-e, ?G&E 
sub::its tl':.at TURN st:-etches all o:"ecibility by now atte:pting to take 

• c:"ec.i:: 
?G&E contends that .-I .. \ioo. 

...... w ... :-espect to the applicat.io.n of WA, 

• 

the Co.:::issio.n applied weights of 95 pe:-cent SAPC-5 pe:"c~nt. E?MC anc 
used PG&E's :a:-ginal co.st.s insteac o.f TURN's in t.he EPMC co:putatio.n 

ci!"!"e:-ed ~:-o.: the st.a!"~'s p::-o.posal o~ 50 pe::-cent SA?C-50 p~:-cent 

EPMC, PG&E points out that sta~f • ... "itness Klapow's Exhibit 62 included 
calculatio.ns illust::-at.ing the ::-evenue anc :-ate ~pacts o.f alte:-native 
·".reis=.ts (s?ec:'fically :-anging f:-o.::. 0 ~er-cen~ SA.?C-1 00 per-cent EPXC to. 
100 pe:-cen-: SA?C-O pe:-cent E?MC). Acco:-c.i~g to :O&=:, t=.e 
Co:::::'se:'on's c=.o.::.ce of °".reighte :--ei'::'ects :. ts o· ... -n inc.epencent a??:-aisal 
of the co.:lse~uences that alte:-nate schect:.les ;.;o.t:.lc have on 

staff. By co~~~as:, PG&E 
'Oased on calcula. tio.ns per-t'o.:-:::ed by its 0. .... ":1 

notes, TURN p:-o.po.sec no ;.;eigh:ing fo:-:ula 
at all. Acco:-cingly, PG&E co:.cludes that in su.:, :U'RK's 
?articipatio:. was not ~ate:-ial to t~e Decision • 

- 13 -
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• 

• 

Refe~r-ing ~o the issue of TOe r-ates, ?C&E contenes tha: 
TURN~s ~ffor:s on :OU ~a~es lagged way ben~nd t~e work of othe~ 
?arti~s ane t~er-efore its req~est ~or co:?ensation on Tau r-ates is 
not justifiee OJ its showi~. According to PG&E~ once again TURN 
clai:s too :ue: creeit for its ef~orts. ?G&E r-ecognizes that the 
Coc:ission ado?ted :any of the findings ane conclusions aevocatec oy 
:V?N concer~!ng D-i; ~oweve't', accor-eing to ?G&E :~R~ was not tbe only 
voice on ~hese :atter-s. 

?G&E contenes tha~ staff ~itness ~. Ahern, Director of the 
Utilities Division, provided the :ost significant i:petus for the 
Co=::'ssioc.'s DeCision to j.i:it progra:: ex~a.r:.sion.. Accoreing to ?G&E, 
staff's test~ony createe the contr-oversy which ultimately lee to the 
Co::ission's drastic cutoack of PG&E's request to expand the 
?rogra:. 
testi:oc.y not 

PG&E poin~s 
o~~ that TaRN initially favor-ee eli:::'nating the a li::.itee 
?rogra: was Tu?'N's fallbac~ pOSition. 

According ~o ?G&E, the Local Govern:ent Co::ission (LGC) 

several a::'.';e~:lat:"le :"a':'.e de~igns ~b.:!.ch addressee tb.e c:"oss-s~os:!.c.y 

Accor-ei~g to ?G&E, ~his showit.g shar-~ly contr-as~s with 
rtJ?N' s. 

Finally, ?G&E ~oints ou~ that !U?~ was ~o: alone in 
ac.c:"ess:!.ng ::e':e:o cha:-ges· :"::l :-a ... e c~sig.::.. PG&E' s o· .... n rate pro?osal 
(Ex~ioi':'. 20, Table 2-9; p. 12 to 2-i3) incl~eec this :a~:e:". 

coctr:"bu-:ions ~o t!:.e Dec:'sion. Eased on its at.alysis o~ ':'URN's 
showing, ?G&E oelieves that !URN's ~o:"k o~ XC? ::.e:"!.ts a~ :he max:!.:t.= 

. .. , .. 



• 

'!or the Cost of 
service iss~e or S17.199·06. Accordi~g ~o PG&E, i~ no other instance 
!ot" which T'U:L'\ seeks co:?ensation 'N8.S i~s showing ".l.."liG.~e a:ld. hence 
deservi~g o'! ratep~er ,!~~ds. 
DisC".J.ssion 

Deter:i~ation o'! co=~ensa~ion in this inst~"lce is 
ci!!i~lt. ~o~ever, there is no q~es~ion that ~v:L~ active~ ~"ld. 
co:petentlj represen~ed the cons~er's position. 

We note that ~~~, while co:ceding t~t its "success on 

"the 

a contrio~tion on so:e ?v?~A issues ~d. no~ on others. Rather ~e 
situation is o~e in·w~ich ~rtial adoption o! our position was 
achieved on each iss~e". 

Rule 76.06 (s~t '!o:-th. 2:: pa.ge 2 o'! t·hi3 opinion) is s~bsta.ntial. 



';;'.82-12-48 

• ~e a:e face<:. wiUl the d.ifficult ta.sk of dete::n:"n.i:lg tb.e 
proper level 0: i:~e--ve~o= compensation in areas where the Commission 
c.ie not co:plete1y adopt· any 0: '!'"CR.'" s prbary positions. The 

question becomes to w~~t a~tent ~~'s p~rticipation resulted in a 

"substantial contribu~ion" to the Decision, as c.efi?ee in Rule 76.06. 
~esa:e~g T~'s shorta~e cost concept, we note ~~t we 

requestee ·~at ?G&~ calculate shortage costs directly in O.93aS7 
issuee in Cec~r 19a1 in its prior ge:eral rate case, based on ou: 
agreement wi~ ~~~ at ~~3t ti~e that such a direct a?proac~ should 
~ taken. ?G&Z, for tme."'Cplai:lee. reasons, ~s :ot done so. 

shortage co~t :ethoeology. ~=. Wells refined his ea.rlier concept of 
basi:g sho~wage costs on a =arket clearing price, and for the first 
ti:le eal=la.tee shortaqe costs us±ng ,a, ::ange of p=ice elasticities. 

:~! =eeoI:l:ne!lcee. that ~e Co:rmission select t=:e c~lC".:latio:c. "w~os.e 
assU:lptions most closely =ateh those dete~:ee to beap?=op=iate: 

• 
( ~_,,,, ~ O~e""';"'''' ~-';e-= .... "1) a ... ..;, e'~-··"'"e·e ~2"'· ";"\..,.j.."". .. • ......... ~ iJ ... -. .. , ~.., , .. \.I.. ... ~ ...... _ w. 

"T~~ reaeily ag=ees that ~e eata should. be ~efinee 
~=o~~h :~~e= stuey. Sei~g in possession 0: the 

• 

relev~t info~tio~, PG&E is i~ a fa: ~tte~ ?Ositio~ 
tha~ ~~ to ~=:o== ~ch a:alvsis. We therefo=e 
su~qest ~e :ollowi~g oreerinq-pa=aqra?h: 

'PC~Z shall ~=fo~ a ~=ice elasticitv st~~v 
to refine tbe ~ket elea=i~g price ;et~oeology 
ac.optee i:l this c.ecision. ;.., ?=ogress =eport. 
shoulc. be s~:l.i ttec. i: ~e CO::l'oa.:lV' s ::.ext zc;..c 
reasona~le~ess review?=oceec:i;g.;" 

(:~~ O?e.~i:lg 3rief, p_ 19.) 

~'::'ile we eie :lot ado?'t ':C:t.~. s ::Iarket clear i~g 1'= icemet.'lo:.oe.ology , 
we did adop't ~tr.L~'s seconda--y reco~e:leation t~at ?G&E ~e =equiree ~o 
perfor::t o-e=e= s't't:d:Les to refi~e :CR..~'s calculations. Because 0: t!lis, 
~c. ~cause of :~~~'s ~siste~ce after ?G&Z'S ~onre~nsiv~ess to . . . 

prior Co~ission r~ests; we co~cluee that :~ ~de a substantial 

cO::lt=i~utio: i: tllis area a~d. should receive fees • 

- lSa -
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• PG&E is co~=eet tbat ~ was not the only party that 
e=iticizee ~G&E's Zne=~ Reliabili~y Index (ERI) ~ethodology ~ecause 

i~s results are depencent on fut~e eve~ts. Eowever, the record 
reveals ~~t ~ ·N.aS ~e only party which went so fa: as to suggest 
a solution, ·h~t is, t!'!at a!'l Expected O'nse:7ed. Ene:::'gy :-eliability 
criterion ~.adoptee. T~s con~ibution led the C~ssion to order 
PG&E to adopt ~ch a ~eliability c~iterion if it presents ERr factors 

:or use in s~sequent proceedings. 
' .• ;iOJR...'=, PG&E, a:ld staff all took t!le ?Osition -:...""lat =.argi:lal 

custo:er costs shoule ~t be included i~ ma=ginal costs used for rate 
setting. We a<;=ee .",-i t=. PG&E 't!la. t ":CR.,'i ::lade no s~sta..'"ltial eont:'~utio::. 
i~ uis a:ea. 

?G«E is also correc~ t.""lat we rejected =mt.~. s Y..odified E'?~C 
:nethoe of reve::.ue allocation, a.:::.d t:a~ PG&E itself had presented a 
~odified ZPMC concept ~ite si:ilar 
PG&::: o::l.its seve:al :':":X>rtant ":X>i=.ts . ~ . 

to ''::'Ca.~·s proposal. :!owever, 
:.n i ts argU::l~t. PG&E die not 

• 
support t."'le :-!oe.ified ZP!1C :ne~odology it presented., ~ut continued to 
=e~est a revenue allocation usi:g full Z?MC. :-.::=the=, staff 
reco=:ended ··~t, in its Weightee Average approach, at least a SO~ 

weight should ~ given to ~MC in t~~s ~roeeeCing (~it 62, p. S-5)~ 
a~e ~e s~== :-'rie: continued to reco::l:e::.d a weighting 0: 5-0% $P!t.C -
50% Sys~e: Average Percent C~a~qe wit=. i~s explicit goal ~ing =ove:ne~~ 
to full E?~C by 1986 (Sta:f Ope~:~g 3rie:, ~. 279). 

":":::::s, bo~ staff ~ sane PG&E' S =oco::oendee alloca.~io::.s 0: Ule 
acopted =evenue r~~ire:ne~ts woule have resulted in a resice:tial rate 

~~ile ~e C~ssion 

0: ~~'s e=i~icisos 0: PG&Z·s a~e s~f:~s positions. .:-'\0. • , 
t\ •• ::..e, as PG&Z 

?a:tici~ation, we concluee that ~~~ ~aee a signi:iean~ cor.t:i~u~or. to 

our cecision to reject ~e o~er ?artiest positions. 
PG&Z "recogni:es ·~t the Co==ission aeoptee :any of -::'e 

~~inei~gS a:d conclusions aevoeated by ~" concerning ti=e-o:-~se rates, 

- lSb -
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~ ~ut argues that other parties 

progra..-n as proposed by PG&E. 

joined ~~ in its opposition to the 

We agree that other parties separately 

• 

• 

addressed indi vidu.al aspects of the ':OU proposal, e. CJ ., LGC recommended 

that the rates 'be made re'V'enue neutral (but supported. rapid program 

expansion), and staff witness Ahern advised in gene:al against large . . 

scale implementation of load managecent progr~s until su.ch capacity 

is needed. Ne'V'ertheless, the adopted 'rOO program is most closely 

aligned with TORN's overall position. Therefore," we conclude that 

TURN's contribution in this area was substantial enough to warrant 

an award of feesa 

Conclusion 

'TUm''''s sho~in9, p,;).rticipa~ion, and recommendations ':r~,~:tnis .. 
pr,~eedino have convinced us not :to ,adopt the posi tioris r'ecornmended 

by either ?G&E or our staff. This constituies a substantiai contri~ 
bution to our d~ision in this matter. We '/:urn now to an assessmen;.t 

of the worth of TORN's participation • 

." 

- lSc -
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o'U.:- 1i:.i ~ee ac.o'O":io:' o~ :.:U~' S 'Oos!. tior:. on the Cost o~ Se:-J'ice .. -
iS3ue. !n adc.itior:., 80,% 0: tee hou:"s billed !or atto~:.e7 !ees ~d 
,00% o! O~t-of-?ocket expense ~e!lect ,,:he g:eate:- c.e~ee o! :-elianee 
"Ire placed 0::' TU?.N's p.a:--:ieipation. :-ega.:-c.ing ti::.e-o~-~e :-ates. :he 
Coc:ission has p~evious:7 concl~ee th~t a :"ate o! S~OO pe:- hou:- is 

should ::.ot be allo."ed !o~ co:peter:.,,: expe:"t ."itnesses as "lrell. 0::. 
this basis the ac.optee. total co:pensation a:ounts to: 

(.6i X 331 x ~OO) • (.67 x 328 .. 6i x 100) .,. 2829.25 .... 
(.8 x 33 x 100) + 148.18 

= 22,177 + 22,020.89 + 2,829.25 + 2,640.00 + ~48.18 
$49,815·32 

i. ~~ ~e~uests ~ a."a=c i~ the :-ange o~ S28~a97.7i ~o 
S72,244-43 ~o:- "lro:-~ on ic.ehti!ied ?U?2A issues o! Cost o! S~~vice and 

2.. ~vP.N"«as p~eViol;.S::'7 ~ou:ld ~:'igible !o:" co=?ensa::io:: 'oj 
D .83-05-048 in tllis proeee,dir:.g .. 

the Cost o! Se:--nce ~e Ti:e-o!-vse rates iss~es. 
4- A rate 0: $100 'Oe~ hou:- for at-:o:"ne~ !ees and eX'Oert .. ~ .. 

"lritness !ees is :"easo~ble. 
:;.. A:J. a."a:-c. o~ eo::?e::.sation to ~U?S ir:. 'the a:ou::.t o! 

549,81;·32 is reaso:able. 
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Conclusions of L~w 

1. TURN's 3howing~ participation~ and recommendations in this 
proceeding have convinced us not to adopt the positions recommended 
by either PG&E or our staff. This constitutes a substantial . .. contribution to our decision in this matter. • 

2. TURN has complied with the requirements of Article 18.5p 
Rules for Implementation of ?UR?A Section 122(a)(2) and should be 
awardee compensation in the amount noted in the following order. 

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

Pacific (Tag and Electric Company (PG&E) shall pay Toward Utility Rate 
Normalization $49,815.32. 

2. In its first attrition request f~llowing this DeCision, 
?G&E shall include in, its intrastate revenue requirement an amount of 
$49,815.32 to reimburse it ~or this award of compensation • 

This oreer is effective tOday. 
,,' 

Dated August 1 ~ 1~84p at San Francisco p California.. 

LEONARD M. (TRlMES, JR. 
President 

VICTOR CALVO 
DONALD VIAL 

Commissione'rs 

Comcissioner Priscilla C. Grew, 
being necessarily absent p did not 
participate. 

Commissioner William T. Eagley, 
being necessarily absent, did not 
participate. 
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. e.:>t:.-: a:'~es "r-at other pa:ties joined. TOR."'-: i:::. its opposition ~o ~"':.e 
?r09'=a:n as proposed by ?G&E. ·~e aqree tr..at ot.!:.er parties sepa=ately 

ae.e.resseC. i:lt!ivic:u~l aspec-es 0: the ';.'00' proposal, e,.;;"., LGC reco=eneee 
/ 

t~~t ~e rates ~e =ace reve:::.ue neu-:ral (but s~??o=ted rapid p=og=~ 
expa:lsio:::'), a:lC. s~:': "Ni =ess A..~err.. ac.vised. i:/g'e:::.eral aqai:::.st large 

scale i=ple:e:::.-:atio:::. of loae. ~anaqe:er..t pr~~s u.~til s~ch capacity 
is r..eee.ec. ~revert!leless, ~"':.e ac.o'Otee ,:o~r""""r~ is ::ost closely 

.. / ... --:I 

~';g~~~ ".~ .. ~ ~·'s one-~" ~s;";o~ ~~~e~o-e we co~c'uee ~a" .... _ ....... ~ n ........ I.J;::.,;,..... 'f/ ........ ~ ....... ..... • ... '-......... r ... .... .. 

Conelusio:l 

!::l :::ost of t.!:.e issues ,or ·Nhic::' ~~ req-.::.es'ts ?OP.?A coo.?ensatior.., 

::o~e. tba-:, w:~le eon;eibuti:::.q to SQQe e~te~t to our Oecision, 
'':IoL?_'\; e.ie ::.ot receive full su~rt for its pri:na..-y positions. .A<:core:""Jgly, 

"Ne ::t:.st ::ake a jt:.eg:e:::.~l 
I.. . 
sess:en .. 0: t1:e ·""orcl:. of '!'U?::~ '5 participation. 

• 

~ lSe ... 

• 
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Co~clusio~ o~ Law 
~mu,,;, has co::pliec. wi ~h. ~h.e :-eClui:-e::e:lts of A:-"t:icle 18.5, 

E~es fo:- I=?le:e:l"t:3otio:l o~ ?U?2A Sectio:l 122(30)(2) anc. sh.o~ld b~ 

a·~a:-c.ec. co=?e~a~io:l i:l. ~i:.e a::ou.nt ":loted i:l "t:b.e" f'ollowi:lg o:'de:-. 

o ? DE? 

. IT IS ORDE?~ tha~: 

Pacific Gas ~c, 31eet:-ic Co=?3o~ 
No:':alization S49,815.~2. 

1 paj Towa:-c' Utilitj Rate 

2. In its fi:-st att:,i~io~ :-e.~est followi:lg this Decision, 
?G&3 shall include i:l its int:-as 
S~9,Sj5.32 ~o :'ei:bu:-se of co:pensatio~. 

T::'is o:-de:- is 
1984", 3o~ Sa:l ?:-a:lciseo~ California. 

Crew. 
b~!.ng neeessa:-11y abson't. ~!d 
:lO~ ~.:I.::'t!.C!~t.o 

C?=1s::1o:c.er Willi;x:: T. Bagley 
. :'tte!ng noc&s::a:-ily ahsent. 4i4 
.:I.ot. ,part.l.d,Pa!.O. 

LZONA...~ M. GRIMES. JR. 
Presiee:c.t. 

VICTOR C~VO 
~NALD VIAL 

~1s~1o::.~r3 


