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Introduction

Many of the revenue requirement items normally litigated
in a general rate proceeding were agreed to in a Stipulation and
Agreement and adopted in Decision (D.) 88-09-063. Additionally,
cost of capital issues were bifurcated and consolidated with othex
energy utilities in a genmeric cost of capital proceeding. SDG&E’S
change in revenue requirement associated with our decision issued -
in that proceeding is reflected in Appendices A and ¢. Appendix C
also lists a number of rate changes authorized in SDG&E’S SONGS and '
ECAC proceedings. The revenue requirement changes contained in' -
Appendix C are included in the adopted rates shown in Append;ces F,
G and H. These xates will become effectlve January; 1, 1989.

D. 88-09-063 provided for revisions to the adopted
Stipulation and Ag:eement as. a result of moxe recent information.
Accordingly, we will revise the St;pulation.and Agreement for the
£ollowing-

1. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) fees, o
($72,000)

Labor and*non—laber esealation’rates‘

3 Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)
dues, . (396 000)

4 'Women/minority business enterprise (W/MBE)
program costa, $200,000. -

Twonstudies,were reqpi:ed by D. 87-12-069, rel;ability of ‘V:fff

sexvice and a comparison of rates-with other utilities. wWhile the‘-
reliability of service study was. submitted, the comparison study
has not been completed. SDG&E is wo:king with Pacific Gas & .
" Electric Company (PG&E) and Southern California Edison Company
(Edison). on'the comparisoneatudy-and by lettex dated Septembe: 28,
1988 notified Administrative Law Judgel(ALJ) Ferraro that the study
should be completed by June 1, 1989- This proceed;ng w:ll rema;n
open to receive the joint comparison.study..

On December 1,. 1987 SDG&E £iled A.87- 12-003 requesting f

1\

authority to reduce xates for ;ts electric department and increase .

rates for its- gas and steam departmen:s fo: test yeax 1989. SDG&ELH'

-3 -
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also requested attrition increases in 1990 and 1991 for all three
departments. On January 7, 1988 a prehearing conference was held
in San Diego. In March, 1988 there were two days of public
participation hearings and between April and September, 1988 there
were 21 days of evidentiary hearings.

Two interim decisions have been issued. D.88-07-023
replaced the $4.80/month residential customer charge for electric .
customers with a $5.00/month minimum bill and D.88~-09-063 adopted i
the Stipulation and Agreement signed by SDG&E, Division of
Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), Utllity‘Consumers Action: Network (UCAN),
the City of San Diego, and Pederal Executive Agencies (FEA) as
resolution of most of the revenue requirement issues.

On June 14, 1988 a comparison exhibit was submitted wh;ch
detailed the revenue requirement issues in the proceeding. ‘An f,
addendum to the oomparison ‘exhibit which addressed attrition ;ssnes
‘was submitted on June’ 24, 1988. These items have been recexved as
Exhibit 137. : '
M .
In accoxdance with PU Section 31l the proposed decisxonj-«
of Administrative Law Judge Ferraro was mailed on November 18,
1988. Timely comments on the proposed decision wexe filed by the‘u““
following parties: SDG&E, DRA, Independent Power oorporation
(IPC), PG&E, and Edison. ‘These comments have‘been reviewed and
caxefully considered. by'the Commission. Any‘changes-requ;red by
the comments have been,incorpornted in the final dec;smon.

~All expenses associnted with oonservatzon and load
management programs are included in the adopted test yeax 1989 S
expenses. This will eliminate the need for CLMAC and' requires. the ‘
amortization of: the: current balance. SDGLE estimates that as of

Decembex 31, 1988 CLMAC will haverovercollected electric revennes ;"Lﬁ;kg

by $10.5 million and gas revenues by $4.0 million and recommends

that the overcollections be amortized ovex th:ee years, consxstent‘A g

with its general rate case cycle. :
We will adopt- SDGEE’S. recommendation and reduce its hﬁ;
electxic revenue requirement by $3. 5—million annunlly'and its gas
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revenue requirement by $1.3 million annually. In its 1590
attrition veaxr filing SDG&E should amortize any difference between
the estimated and actual CLMAC balance over two years.
Depreciation

Depreciation calculations as governed by DRA’s (formerly
Utilities Division) Standard Practice U-4: Determination of
Straight-Line Remaining Life Accruals (U-4) have consistently been -
adopted by thisﬁCommission for ratemaking. U=-4 provides a _ 3
formalization of the theory of deprecfetion‘and‘the'guidelines for
performing the etatistical'enalyses'on which depreciation f
computations are based. An objective of this methodology is to. |
recover a utility’s oxiginal cost of depreciable fixed capital less.
net salvage value over the useful life of the asset. To achieve '
this objective the remaining life expectancy of depreciable plant
must be periodically reviewed and when
appropriate,. adjusted. U-4. states:

"Depreciation charges even in the simplest

project should be re-examined £from time to

time.’ It is obvious that, until final '

retirement, those charges involve estimates of

future life and salvage. . . . The remaining .

life method requires reappraisals and reviews

of the estimates used from time to time." (U-4

at . 42.)

SDG&E proposes that the remazn;ng lives for 17 electr;c _
department plan- accounts be adjusted by using a method referxred toj.f
as QAU. This method was. developed by SDG&E ‘and adopted for the s
first time in its 1982'genera1 rate case, D.93892. The QAU |
methodology'haswalso been adopted in recent general rate cases for L
Edison and PGiE. Edison took a position in support of QAU in this=ﬁ'
proceeding. "

_ DRA, FEA, UCAN, and the City of Sen.Diego, collectxvely
Opponents, oppose the use of QAU and: as; a result recommend a "
depreciation expense-level ‘which is $6 6~million 1ower than "
SDG&E’s. UCAN, DRA, and the City of San: Diego-also\recommend that‘"
three life extending programs be: conside:ed in developing the
remeining lives for certain. plant. This would. lower SDG&E’S . '

requested depreciation.expense by‘an add;tional Sl. 3 million.

Cos-
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SDGEE’s._Positi
SDG&E states that QAU simply provides a rational
structure for systematically evaluating the need to shorten
depreciable plant life by formalizing adjustments that would be
made in the absence of the QAU technique. To implement the QAU
technique, SDGLE depreciation analysts intexrview SDG&E experts who
are best informed concerning uncertainties (technological,
economic, political, etc.) which are independent of past retirement
experience.
The experts are first given explanations regarding the
key parameters of the QAU technlque-and ‘then asked to comment on
new events that mlght occur whach.could shorten plant lives.
Durxng the interview the experts are’ asked to. comment -on when the
events ‘could occur, the portion of plant which is expected to be
retired, and the time interval for and likelihood of the event.
After the interviews the depreciation analysts transform the 1nput
from the experts into nunerical. valuesuwhzch are processed through
the QAU formula to reduce the remalning llves of’ certaln electr;c >
plant. | oo
In support of QAU SDG&E lists the following benefits from'
its use: o : , o |
- 1. Direct: 1nput from experts who~know ‘the most

about. uncerta;ntxes in the publrc utility
industry.

An. adjustment procedure for remaxnxng lives
that is clear and subject to»objectxve
review.. -

An exact and permanent record or the basis
for making adjustments to remaining lives.

Increased awareness- of further
uncertainties for plant accounts by SDG&E's
depreczatlon\personnel.

~In response to the critmclsm of other partaes SDG&E-
argues that:
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Although QAU only considers life shortening
uncertainties, a rational technique could
be developed for lengthening life
expectanczes.

While QAU does not eliminate the
appllcatlon of judgement to depreciation
calculations, it provzdes a framework for
lncludzng the oplnmon of experts.

it is wllllng to provide the necessary
support for the assumptions developed from
the QAU interviews.

QAU does not speed—up~cap1tal recovery, but
only formalizes adjustments that would
otherw:se be made.

Concerns .over the interview process are not
unique to QAU. With or without QAU, it is
appropriate for depreclatlon analysts to
interview experts. o
DRA’S mﬁjsi on '
QAU has been used’ by SDG&E-in calculating zts
deprec1atlon -expense since its’ test year 1982 general rate case. ,
In that and subsequent. general: rate cases, its use has ef:ectmvely ‘

been unchallenged. - Additionally, other California utilities have

adopted QAU adjustments,ror calculatlng their depreclatlon expense‘j"”

In all of these situations the use of QAU was . done wzthout ‘ iy

challenge, in large measuxe due to the relatmvely 1ns;gn1£1cant LR “1

sums then represented and the large number o! 1ssue5-requ1:1ng
treatment in a general. rate case. .

Acceptance of QAU was expllcztly done only once, xn the‘“f

test year 1982 SDGLE general rate case. No other jurxsdlctlon bas: gfﬂf

accepted QAU, although the mattex is currently'pendlng in an Edlson
proceeding before the Federal Energy Regqulatory COEELSSLOD (FERCM

~ In this proceeding DRA.made ankin-depth analysxs of the'
QAU adjustment mechanism. As a result of . its detazled examlnatzon
DRA. is oppoeed to SDG&E's QAU methodology and’ takes the positlon‘ﬁ-m
that theare. is no bas;s :or applying an adjustment such as.QAU untll
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events have progressed to a point where they are impacting the
remaining lives of plant. The basis for DRA’s opposition is
summarized below:

1. SDG&E’s QAU process relies on gross

speculation that is misleadingly labeled as
judgement.

The data gathering method of SDG&E has no
controls to ensure credxbml;ty or integrity
of the information and is inherently flawed
by ensuring bias in the survey process.

DRA was not able to evaluate the judgments
relied upon by SDG&E, because of the
nonym;ty of the xntervzewees-

QAU is a poor means of dealing with the
problem of potential early obsolescence.

QAU‘£orcesvcufrent,fetepayers to pay higher

rates in anticipation of events that will

only benef;t future ratepayers.

DRA‘s major concern is that making judgments about the

impact of uncertain events on’ remainan lives of utility plant is f
the height of speculat;on. By derlnxtlon these events,have not: |
occurred. Addztlonally, SDG&E has no written documentataon that
shows the relat;ve weight accorded the various events and has not
provzded an explanatlon of why the events were. selected or how

their probabilities of occurrence were determined. DRA also c;tesj~:~y

examples where double counting may exist and the time hoxizoms im:
which the events could occur have remained unchanged since SDG&E’ ;
1982 general rate case. Because of these problems, DRA‘belxeves “
that SDG&E’s deprecxation rates have been too»hmgh.

Finally, DRA recommends ‘that the zollowzng ma;ntenance
prograns which are expected to extend the lives or‘var;ous-plemt
and equipment be consxdered in setting the remaining lives for
depreciation. These programs are:
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Pole Butt Treatment - This involves
chemically treating wood poles with an
environmentally safe solution which kills
insects and arrests decay. It is expected
to increase the life expectancy of treated
poles by five to ten years.

Underground-SwitCh Maintenance Program — A

one time program replacing switch legs and
improving oil quality.

Padmount Palnting Program - A new palntzng
program to minimize rust and corxrosion
which will, according to SDG&E, extend the
life of padmount transformer equ;pment by
at least txve years.

The adjustment to the remaining lives due to-these programs
decreases depreciation expense for test year 1989 by $l.2 mzllzon
with QAU and $1.3 m;ll;on without QAU.

In its last three general rate case decisions Edzson'
adopted depreczatlon rates were developed using. QAU-.‘Ed;son
strongly supports the cont;nued use of QAU for the followzng

reasons:o.

1. QAU provides a systematxcfapproach and
quantifiable support for the application of
judgment rather than an ad ho¢ approach.

QAU allows for expert input by personnel
‘directly familiar with the particular plant
involved rather than relying solely on the
Judgment of the: depreclat;on analyst. '

It is approprzate for DRA to. anestxgate
double-counting, but this is not a reason
for eliminatmng QAU. _

QAU helps to improve the tcrecast of
remaining life by assigning a probabllxty
that a zuture event wall oceur. .

The QAU 1nterv13w process 1s used by Edison
to obtain information about life
lengthening events. -
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Remaining lives should take inte
consideration future events to assure that
ratepayers pay for plant from which they
benefit.

FEA arques that SDG&E has maintained the anonymity of its
interviewees and that this has prohibited DRA and other parties
from testing the reasonableness of their judgment. In contrast,
the depreciation analysts, who make determinations regarding ,
depreciation in the absence of the QAU technique, are accountablej
for their judgments,and know the impact of their decisions on both :
the depreciation expense and revenue requirements.

Flnally, FEA polnts out’ that no other jurlsdlctlon has - ‘
adopted QAU, it is not supported by other depreciation experts, andnd
SDG&E has not demonstrated that the accrual rates developed using

QAU have been.more appropriate than those developed without QKU.._X'~ L

- The City of San Diego is also opposed to the use ot QKU
emphasizing that SDG&B's.nethodology results in a double coun:lng
and does not’ provzde an opportunlty to cross-exanlne the ba515.o:

the interviewees’ judgment. The cmty of San Daego recommends that j‘lff“

QAU not be adopted and that the life. extensmon programs dlscussed

earlier be reflected in calculating SDG&E's remalnlng lives for the‘-"'

' affected plant.

UCAN. endorses the positlon of DRA concernlng the use of
QAU and states that ' SDG&E’s QAU‘nethodology is contradictory and
unacceptably subjective. Additionally, UCAN submltted testlmony

that the remaining lives for plant- assoclated with the wood poleﬁnoa}pfv}
treatment, underground switch maintenance, ‘and padmount transfornerfﬁf“

painting progranslshould be increased- Iz adjustments-are not madeff;
for these three programs UCAN recommends that the cost of the )
programs be removed !rom the rate case.
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Dj .

For ratemaking, we have consistently adopted a policy of
using straight-line remaining life depreciation as detailed in U-4
for the computation of depreciation rates. Remaining life recovers
the cost of the plant less net salvage value and depreciation
reserve over the average remaining life of the class of plant.

Depending on the information available to the analyst, average
remaining life can increase or decrease to reflect past and
expected retirements. This information is periodically updated by
the analyst when computing the remaining- life of the various plant-
categories.

A major factor in the development of remaining lives is-
the depreciation analyst’s use of judgment. In fact, U-4
explicitly directs analysts to exercise,judgmentrin perforning
their analyses. The primary information that a depreciation
analyst relies on is mortality and other historic data. This is o
essentially recorded information on how long-various‘types“or"plant~~ﬂ"
(poles, transformers, meters, etc. ) have remained in service prior
to retirement. Retirements may be. due to physical degradation,
obsolescence, economic,;and.other causes.. Analysts undex U-4 are““
not limited to historical data. Inrormation on product life from ﬂ”
manufacturers or known changes‘in,plant are also appropriate ror
analysts to consider.

SDG&E’s QAU methodology expands-the depreciation , o
analyst’s use of judgment. First, it provides the analyst with a - S
structured'approach.toAreceive”direct“input'from experts. Second;ﬁ
it identifies information on: uncertain events, not’ reflected in |
recorded data, that would shorten ‘the remaining 1ives of certain
plant accounts. ' Finally, it adjusts the" remaining lives based on .
the probability of these events occurring. : '

Opponents of SDG&E's QAT methodology‘are critical of. both
the process and the concept- While all parties agree that analysts
should take into consideration the best information available, ’
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Opponents argue that the information, its source, and its effect
should be clearly identified and availakle. Additionally,
Opponents state that the concept of quantifying uncertainties is a
contradiction and only events that affect plant lives should be
considered.

We agree with these criticisms. Whatever method is used,
depreciation analysts must clearly identify all information that |
adjusts average plant remaining lives and the source of the
information. We also expect the analyst's workpapers to detail the
weight given to each event and how it impacts the calculation of
. average plant remaining lives. Finally, the data gathering. proces$,
should be impartial. SDG&E’s methodology was only designed to ‘
receive input which would shorten life expectanc;es and as a result
it is inherently biased. ‘ '

On a brighter note, we applaud SDG&E's eftort to
formalize the input of experts in evaluating remaining lives of
plant accounts. . However, the. credlbility Of SDG&E’s intexview )
process would be greatly enhanced if it were expanded to.znclude '
experts outside the company .

This leaves us with the main issue: Should we adjust |
remaxn;ng lives for uncertaxn'events that are not reflected in - ..
historic data? Uncertain is the key word in this question. Since
no event can actually be guaranteed to occur, plant lives ¢could not 
be estlmated if the definition of uncerta;n were adhered to ‘
literally. Even our use of historical data. to estimate the
remaining lives of plant accounts does not ensure that past events
will recur. » ‘

our objective now, as in the past, is to use our best
judgment after weighing all the pertinent information to arrive at’

a reasonable depreciation rate. A reasonable depreczatlon rate i*“ ';f
one that allows a utility to recover its investment over the useful,‘f]7

life of the asset. At sonme’ po;nt during this.process the

depreciation analyst must’ use. judgment to determ;ne the~use:ulness s
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of the available information. To do this the analyst must not only
Xnow the information, but also the basis for the information.

In SDG&E’s QAU methodology the analyst applies judgment
to develop the inputs to the QAU formula. The results of the QAU
formula are used to adjust the remaining life of various plant
accounts. This adjustment is in addition to the depreciation
analyst's use of judgment to determine the average service lives o:
the plant accounts. Since remaining lives are derived from average -
service lives, a possibility for double counting the impact of ‘
future events is created. SDG&E believes this does not occur
because the input'to the QAU formula is based on events which are
not considered in the determination of average service. lives.

SDG&E’s process‘requxres the zndependent applzcat;on oL
judgment twice in its Qepreciation study. First, it is'used to
reflect the impact of past. and ‘present -events on‘retirenentc.

Then, it is used to do the same for future events which could -
shorten plant lives. -Finally,. the .record is unclear. where in the.l, .
depreciation. study SDG&E recommends that judgment be applled for
future events which could lengthen plant lives.

We are not convznced that SDG&E’s methodology provzdes
the best approach to the determinatxon of remaxning plant lzves.
While many models are used in the regulatlon of utilities, the ‘
assumptions used in- these models are usually‘based on recorded data
or forecasts developed from recorded data. SDG&E‘’s QAU medel .
assumptions are.all speculat;ve based on the opinion of experts
fWe do not believe it ls appropriate to use a model with purely
speculative essumptlons for determining deprec;atmon rates.

This does not mean that consideration of future events
not reflected in historical data should be excluded, but that the
depreciation analyst should consider all . events wh;ch could a:fect
plant lives at the same time and adjust average service lives
accordingly. By domng this the 1nteraction between historical,

current, and :uture events.can be considered in mek;ng edjustmentu.‘leﬁ




Ouxr rejection of SDGLE’s QAU methodeology is not intended - »/f
to signal utilities that depreciation analysts should isolate |
themselves from the input of experts. On the contrary, we prefex a.
process which solicits information from experts, provides their
identity, describes their input, and indicates how the information .
was applied.

For telecommunications utilities the Federal \
Communications Commission (FCC) represcribes depreciation rates at |
three-year intervals. A telecommunications utility first submits
proposed changes, including adjustments to average service lives, =
to DRA and FCC staff. After a detailed review of the initial ‘
proposal any changes recommended by DRA and FCC staff are discussed
in a joint meeting at which subject matter experts are heard. If
agreement is reached, the utility and DRA jointly'recommend that
the agrxeed upon depreciation factors "be adopted. If agreement can
not be reached, the telecommunications’ utility must file an ‘
application requesting approval of its depreciation study. This -
process is refexred to as represcription.-

Since depreciation’ rates for enexgy utilities axe '
detormined on a three-yeaxr cycle in genexal rate proceedings, it -f‘
seems reasonable to adopt a procedure similar to represcription for :
them. Accordingly, we will require depreciation workshops - to be
held in SDG&E‘s future general rate cases. The workshops: should be
conducted after DRA has issued a report which analyzes SDGLE’S’
depreciation proposal. We encourage SDG&E . to bring subject matter
experts to the workshops to justify adjustments which differ frOm.ﬁ_
those shown in DRA’s: report. Additionally, all interested parties
should be invited to attend and participate in the workshop. S
Differences which remain after ‘the woxrkshops are concluded should V
be addressed in the general rate case hearings- _ o

| This.procedure should provide for a more open.process o
with direct input from. expertsfin areas of - dispute. It is also
consistent with the represcription procedure used for
telecommunications utilities. Finally, other major energy
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utilities should explore the use of this procedure in their general
rate proceedings.

In D.84-06-111 for Pacific Bell technical updates that
provide for automatic adjustment of depreciation rates to account
for changes in the composition of utility plant and relative growth
or decline in depreciation reserve were first adopted. The purpose
of the updates is to provide a smooth transition to new levels of
depreciation expense which is more in line with the actual ‘
consumption of assets. This is necessary because changes.due‘to
represcription occur only once every three years. Since
depreciation rates for major enerqgy utilities are also reviewed on“
a three-year cycle, we believe it is equally appropriate to provide.
them with technical deprecxat;on updates_ Therefore, we will

direct SDG&E and DRA to address the issue of technical depreciation ;'

updates in SDG&E’s next general rate proceeding. We also invite
other major energy ut;lxties to address this issue in thexr general"
rate proceedings.- _ : \ S

Finally, we. w;ll adopt the recommendation of TCAN, DRA, __'

and the City of San Diego that three life extension programs shculdn‘

be consldered in determ;n;ng the average remamnxng lives for the . ‘
affected plant. The adjustment to the remaining lives due to these:
programs decreases SDG&E’s deprec;ation expense for test year 1989.3'
by $1.3 million. The sunmary of earn;ngs attached as: Append;x‘h '
reflects this adjustment and the exclusion of QAU.
W/MBE ‘

SDG&E, DRA., and Anerlcan G.I. Forum, ueague of United
Latin American’ Citizens, and F;lmpino American Political “_
Association (Public Advocates) were the only parties to. act;vely
participate in,W/MBE lssues1' DRA’s participation: prlnczpally
addressed the costs for- SDG&E's WYMBE program. These costs were
included in the Stipulatxon and- Agreement adopted in D. 88-09-063.
The St;pulation and Agreement also provndes up to $200, 000 zor !
increased W/MBE Program c°sts to- retlect add;tlonal requlrements
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G.0. 156 did not identify Filipino-~
Americans as a separate category for goal
setting. ~

A clearinghouse process was established by
G.0. 156 for verification of W/MBEs.

Internal incentives will be expanded as a
result of 6.0. 156, if given an
opportunity.
our decisions in R.87-02-026 resulted in the adoption of
G.0. 156, Rules Governing the Development of Programs to Increase
Part;c;patlcn of Female and Minority Bus;ness Enterprlses in
Procurement of Contracts from Utilities as Requlred by Public
Utilities Code Sections 8281—8285.” Since most of the concerns ,
raised by Public Advocates are addressed in G.O. 156 we will cnly
discuss those which are not. ' -
Public Advocates’ recomnendat;on to encourage WIMBE jclnt
ventures and.technical ass;stance in: meetlng financlng and-

insurance’ requlrements is conpatlble -with G.0. 156... Add;taonally,‘n”p 4'}

in Edlson's recent general rate case dec;s;on we stated:

”We agree with Public Advocates that more ¢an be .
done to assist F/MBEs in successfully competzng
for Edison contracts. To~accompllsh this :
Edison should develop.a program which
encourages. and facilitates even greater
participation of F/MBEs in Edison contracts
through join ventures and through assistance to
F/MBEs in meeting financing and insurance -
coverage at rates competitive with Edison’s’ .
ncn-F/MBE contractors., (D.87 12-066, P 110. )

We belxeve thls quote is equally applicable to. SDG&E and‘ o

will require SDG&E to encourage<w7MBE joxnt ventures and prov;de
technical assistance in meeting financing and Lnsurance

requirements at competltive rates.: Flnally; we will prov;de-SDG&E

‘the opportunity’ to- establish management incentives to achaeve the }}ff .

WIMBE goals in G.O. 156.




A.87-12-003, 1.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltq

s

With the exception of plant additions, SDG&E and DRA
agree on the principles to be used in preparing SDG&E’s attrition
filings for years 1990 and 1991. No other party participated in
attrition issues. The adopted attrition methodolegy is consistent
with what was adopted for PG&E and Edison in their last general
rate case decision.

Currently, the attrition mechanism adjusts the utility’s
revenue requirement to reflectvchanges from the adopted test year’s
plant and expenses. Test year expenses, adjusted for actual and g
estimated inflation rates, are used for the attr;tzon years. These
are updated to reflect changes in inflation rates at the time of
the attrition filing. Except for SDG&E, attrition year plant
additions are developed prospectively without later adjustment.
SDG&E is the only utility which revises plant additions in Lts
attrition filing for changes in inflation rates.

SDGSE proposes- to- estimate-nuclear-and- non-nuclear plant
additions for attrition using a four-year average of recorded and

estimated plant addltzons.‘ DRA agrees. with SDGSE’s methodology zoé'*
non-nuclear plant, but recommends that projects which are non~
recurring be removed from the average. N For nucleaxr plant DRA
recommends the use. of Edlson s budget ln place of. the four-year
average. ‘

‘The major projects whzch were excluded by DRA.are the
upgrading of the Moreneo-compressor station, underground storage |
tank compl:.ancer integrated voice and data network and land zor ﬂ
the corporate support center. - DRA.relt that projects of this kind .’
would not occur: in the attrition years and untalrly distort the “"
four-year average. Certain large deollar. ;tems, considered non- "‘
recurrlng but not- unusual, were’ 1e£t in- the four-year average- One

item was the district servxce center land. Since this oceurs w1th o

suft;c;ent £requency, DRA.included it in the rour—year average to
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compensate for projects which will occur in the attrition years,
but are not included in the four-year average.

Finally, DRA recommends that under any circumstances the
underground storage tank compliance project should be removed
because it is a hazardous waste project. DRA argues that anlus;on
of hazardous waste projects in the four-year average would result
in future hazardous waste projects reflected in rates twice, once .
in the four-year average of plant‘additions and again in.separate ;
hazardous waste filings. ‘ ‘

SDG&E opposes DRA’s excluslon of speclec projects for
the following reasons:

1. DRA’s approach is inconsistent with the
approved attrmtlon methodoloqy

2. Speczt;c pxojectsttor land acqu;s;tlons .and
voice radio. network wnll be made in the
attr;tzon years. ‘

DRA. does ‘not give consxderatzon o mon= = «wo e
recurring plant additions that would occur
in the attrit;on years.w

It is dizticult to define a non-recurring
project.

The dollars associated with the excluded

projects are insignificant in relation to
SDG&E’s $250 millxon a year capital
program. - :

DRA adjustments do not reflect the impact
to deferred taxes and ad valorem taxes in
the attrition years.

SDG&E propcses ‘& :our-year average -of plant- addltlons
without revxewing the reasonableness of the data. While we axe .
concerned w;th the appropr;ateness of the ‘items which are excludedf
in estimatlng plant additions, we will not adopt SDG&E’s simple yj- R
average approach. - We consider DRA’s adjustments for projects that j"
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are not expected to occur in the attrition years or otherwise
recovered in rates reasonable and will adopt its methodology.

DRA’s methodology has been adopted for Edison and is a
manageable alternative to the development and review of plant
additions on a project by project basis. However, we will inglude
the voice data network project in the four-year average of plant
additions because it appears to reoccur in the attrition years.
Since DRA has included the district service center land, we will
not include an additional allowance for land acquisitions in the
four-year average. ' o .

Our adopted -attrition methodology takes into
consideration SDG&E’s concern that: deferred and ad valorem.taxes
reflect the adopted level of plant add;tzons.‘ Since- SDG&E’S o
concern is addressed, neo change is necessary due to our adoption ozﬁr
DRA’s adjustments. : . . )

Although SDG&E maintains that a four-year average of
plant additions should be used to estimate nuclear plant for the
attrition years, it recognizes that nuclear plant additions have
received unique treatment. SDGAE also acknowledges that DRA’s '
proposal for handl;ng nuclear plant addit;ons is a ralrly ‘
reasonable a.lternat:we. ‘ :

Flnally, SDG&E recommends an 1mprovement to~DRA’
methodology if adopted. Edison’s most recent budget for nuclear
plant addztlons should be used at the time of SDG&E's attrition
flllng.. SDG&E believes this is necessary because nuclear: plant
addit:ons are s;gniticantly affected by the retuelzng schedule..

We will adopt. DRA's recommended use of Edison’s. budget
for nuclear plant addltions, ‘which was. subject to review by DRA'

during the. proceeding, as. providing the best estzmate for the 1990 “"

attrztlon year. For SDG&E’s 1991 attrltion yeer flllng, we w1ll
rezlect the est;mate of nucleax: plant additions adopted in Edlson’s

test yeer 1991 general rate case decxs;on. Thzs will provzde SDG&E-_’
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with the most recent forecast of nuclear plant additions which has
been subject to review.

To avoid relitigating SONGS expenses we authorized SDG&E
in D.87-12-066, Edison‘’s test year 1988 general rate case decision,
to use Edison’s adopted level of SONGS expenses as the basis for
SDG&E’s 1989 test year and subsequent attrition filings.
Litigating SONGS expenses in only one proceeding is an efficient
and reasonable ratemaking approach. We will adopt Edison’s
authorized SONGS expenses for 1990 and 1991 as the basis for
SDG&E’s nucleaxr. expenses for attr;tlon years 1990 and 19591.

Finally, SDG&E believes that we should continue the
practice of updating estimated plant additions for revised
escalation rates. While SDG&E’s current methodology is
conceptually simple, the interaction of plant additions with
depreciation and various taxes makes it cumbersome. Our adopted
attrition methodology, which is consistent with PG&E’s and _
Edison’s, 15731mpler to- 1mp1ementwand easier for-partzes to-ver;fy.
Since our experience lndxcates that equally reliable results can be:‘
achieved with both procedures, ‘we. 'will not continue SDGLE’S currentf '
practice of rev;smng plant addition est;mates in its attrlt;on
rxlings.

Marginal costs are the measure of change in afutility’s“ _
total costs resulting from a change in output. A change in output.
is generally measured as a change in: (1) the level of energy'overf;

a period of time, (2) peak” energy demand ‘at an instant 1n,t1me, and}‘“ 
(3) customer access to the utility system- Marginal costs are used,f"

for revenue allocatxon, rate design: and to evaluate the cost
effectiveness of such things as conservatlon prograns;. research,,‘

development, and demonstration programs, and a utility’s resource
plan. ' : ' ‘

For a number or years we have moved toward revenue o
allocatzons based only on,the utility's marg;nal costs. Recentlyﬂ L
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this objective was accomplished in PG&E’s and Edison’s last general
rate decisions and SDG&E’s last ECAC decision. However, we expect
that there will be a need from time to time to refine our adopted
marginal cost methodology. Such is the case in this proceeding.
While all the parties recommend the continued use of a marginal
cost methodology, there are significant differences in their
recommended approach for the development of marginal customexr
costs. Both the areas of agreement and the differences among the
parties will be discussed below.
Marginal Epexqy. Costs
- SDG&E’S marginal enexgy costs were not controversial.
All parties agreed to use DRA’S marginal enexrgy cost- estimates.
These estimates, revmsed to reflect the approprlate revenue related
tax factor, are shown in Appendlx E.
Marginal T 1 cost: .
Marginal demand costs are divided intolthreevcategories:vt
generation, transmission,. and .distribution.._ Although there is no
disagreement among the parties concerning the methodology used to
estimate marginal demand costs, there is afdifference in the ,
calculation of the customer componeut'o!;distribution‘deuand~costs f'
and primary distribution costs. |
Dist:ibution-demand‘costs'are comprised of a customer
component and a demand component. The demand component is
calculated as the resldual of total marglnal dlstrlbutlon demand

~ costs less marginal customer costs. Because marginal dlstrzbutmonjf!'. "
demand lslcalculated resxdually, ditferences are the direct resultnw“"

of the parties’ calculation of marginal customer costs. ‘This 1ssue
is discussed below. :

‘ For customers served at. prinary dlstrlbutlon, SDG&E had
originally proposed tO—calculate marginal dxstrlbut;on demand costs
as 90. 05% of the marginal d;stribution demand costs for customers. V
served at secondary distribution lovol. Attor DRA’S marginal cost‘
study recommended that the same unit costs‘be used for both "ﬁ_
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services, SDG&E stipulated to DRA’s position. UCAN opposed SDG&E’S
initial proposal stating that it: (1) reflects a 1986 cost of
service study which considered some secondary distribution costs to
be demand-related and (2) is inconsistent with the current
positions of SDG&E and DRA that secondary distribution equipment
does not have a demand-related component. Since SDG&E’S
distribution demand unit costs for primary and secondary service as
shown in Exhibit 90 are the same amount, UCAN’s concerns have been
resolved. o , |
The adopted marginal demand costs and a summary of
marginal costs are shown in Appendix E.
Maxginal cCustomer Costs

Introduction B

Marginal'customer costs incurred to establish and
maintain customers-on the electric systenm, 1nclude*
(1) investments in distribution access equipment, (2) operat;on and
maintenance cost relating-to access. equipment, and (3). customer _.
accounting costs associated with meter-reading, billing, and
bookkeeping functions. There are substantial differences among
SDG&E, DRA, UCAN, and FEA.wmth respect to-these costs as
represented by the following . table: ~

DR SDGEE FEB UCAN
(Dollars/Customer/Year) Incremental/ _ S
' Decremental :ncremental

Residential: 95.59 = 170.22  132.48 71.98 35,31?; ”
Schedule A: 163.42 . 238.05  169.38 123.78 152.90
Schedule AD: 531.03 605.67  447.05 406.97 - 501.85
Schedule AL:  3,196.57  3,271.21 1,757.55  2,151.17  2,954.6% .
Schedule A-6 11,897.21 11,971.84 8,554. 60* 11,647.02 12, 959-4&;
Agricultural: 563.02 ~ 637.65  413.36  424.65 537-39

System Average:  115.31  189.95 143.58 86.73 ;b;;4e

i
Al
L
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The basic difference in the costs shown above results
from the classification of certain distribution facilities as
demand or customer-related and the methodology used to develop
investment costs for customer access equipment. The more
distribution facilities classified as demand related the lower the
customer costs to small customers, i.e., residential and small
commercial. cConversely, the more distribution facilities
classified as customer related the lower the customer costs to
large customers, i.e., industrial and large commercial.

The marginal customer costs presented by SDG&E reflect an.
escalation to 1989 dollars of the costs SDG&E presented in its 19375
(ECAC), A.87~07-009. These costs are comprised of three elements: ..
(1) directly assignable costs derived by the transformers,vserv1ce;'
and meters (TSM) method, (2) non-dedicated dxstr;butmon system
access equipment costs or common distribution costs, ‘and (3)
customer accounting and collection costs. Eech:of these will be
discussed below. - | o

. DRA recommends the methodology edopted by D. 87-12—069, in
SDG&E’s A.87—07-009, with some modifications, as the best x
representatlon of marginal customer costs. These modifications

clude common’ distribution costs, and apply'an unadjusted annual
rental charge to the cuxrent cost: of cuetomer access equmpment. ﬂ .

DRA is- opposed’ to-. SDG&E’s estimate of marglnel customer: . -
costs because. SDG4E’s estimate of customer—related equipment is- ‘“
based on- judgment and not subject to veriticat;on., Addzt;onally,

DRA criticizes SDG&E's-approach due to its inconsistent use of the
minimun intercept concept across the d;strxbutzon system. DRA | Ty
believes that if the minimum intercept concept was consistently e
applied, customer—related costs in the TSM‘component‘would be
significantly lower. . :

_ Although DRA and SDG&E dizter over: wh;ch equ;pment is i
dedzcated to~prov1ding access, they both support the use of a real
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. or econemic carrying charge rate for estimating annual charges on
capitalized equipment. DRA. states that:

~The real economic carrying charge amortizes
capital investments in a level stream of
constant value dollars over the expected
service life of capltallzed equipment. It is a
reasonable model for marginal cost pricing
because the amortization of capital is directly
related to the useful output of the asset,
which in turn determines the revenues which
flow to producers in a competitive market. For
access equipment, the output and consequent
market revenues assocxated with their use
should not vary in real terms over tinme.

Except under condition of- sxgnlrlcant
oversupply, where producers in a competitive
market would not receive sufficient returns to
maintain the stock of productive equipment, the
full economic carrying charge rate applied to
current unit investment costs yields the
theoretically correct marginal ‘cost-price.”

(DR? Opening Brief dated 7/3/88, pp. 1l and-

12

UCAN'identiziedva-number of p:oblems with SDGSE’s

calculations of costs for TSM investnent"customer accounts, and

customer collection. Additxonally, UCAN proposes to reduce SDG&E'
lculatlon,of custome: investments by 27% to-reflect ies’

;ncremental/decremental methodoloqy. .

FEA presented. its own margzﬁal cost study based on a
minimum distribution system approach. This approach.consxders all
costs of the distribution system which are requzred Just tonbrxng
power to a customer to be customer-related.\ The remaining portzon
of the distribution system is considered demand-related. Because-
of inconsistencies that FEA believes are conta;ned in UCAN‘s. and
DRA’s studies, FEA recommends that lts-minxmwm d;strlbutlon system
approach be adopted- Alternatively, FEA recommends that, if UCAN's
and DRA’s proposed assignment of all TSM costs as customer—related
is adopted, SDG&E’s concept of. separatlng the primary system 1nto g
customer- and demand-related components should be adopted. K
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Directly Assignable Costs

Directly assignable costs are investments which are
identified as relating to customer access. SDG&E, DRA, and UCAN
derived these costs by the TSM method. For each customer class
except large time-of-use (TOU) and agricultural, TSM costs were
determined by work orders from the operating districts.

Engineering estimates for typical customer installations were used
to derive costs for the large TOU and’ agricultural classes.

UCAN had a considerable number of recommendations.
concexrning the development of directly assignable costs., Three of
these were agreed to by SDG&E: - (1) TSM costs forx residential and
Schedule A should not reflect a contingency factor, (2) 4% should
be used for purchasing and warehousing costs for transformers, and
(3). a weighted average -of single—family and multi-family units
should be used to determine TSM costs for customers on schedule DR.
UCAN's recommendations wh;ch.were not agxeed to axe . discussed o
below. ‘ : : b
' There are two issues concerning the weighting ofisinglenx
family and multi-family units for dete:mining TSM costs. Flrst,u’
UCAN recommends that the weighting should be based on- lncrementnl
customers :ather than DRA's use of average customers. Second, UCKN
believes consideratlon should be given to-cost—decreasing o
characteristics such as the number‘of overhead versus underground
units and the numbex of coastal customers with. lower' usage.

For the single—family/multi—family-DR schedule SDG&E .
agrees in principle with UCAN’s positlon that a welghted average of -
single-family and multi-family units should ‘be used to'detexmlne'*"
TSM costs. However, SDG&E recommends that DRA's calculatlon of
65.5% s;ngle-family units and 33.5% multi-fomily units based on ”V-'
test period housing stock,be used- SDG&E argues. that UCAN’S
weighted average of single-family and’ multi-fAmdly'unlts-does nOt\
reflect schedule DT (mobilehome) and DS (multi-famiky) customers,
DRA recommends use of 17 units: -per custome: for schedule DM, DS, m

and DT.. DRA’sS estinates wexe unchallenged, and we will adopt DRA
estimates.

-.26 -
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Since we are developing marginal customer costs for an
existing system, it would be .inappropriate to use a weighting of
incremental customers, as sugéested‘by'UCAN. We will adopt DRA’s
weighted average of single-family and multi-family units. For itsf
second recommendation, UCAN did not present a methodology or sound
theoretical basis for reflecting the characteristics it identified
as cost-decreasing. We will not adopt this recommendation.

UCAN claims that there is an inconsistency between the -
129% labor overhead rate SDG&E used for metex installations andsthe,_.
111% labor overhead rate used on work orders for customer costs.
Additionally, UCAN argues that SDG&E did not expla;n the | e
inconsistency and only one overhead £actor should be in effect at a
time. As a result, UCAN recommends that the 1lll% rate be used.

SDG&E disagrees that laboxr overhead: associated with
indirect labor should be reduced form 129% to 111% and provided an f

exhibit detailing the. calculations of its 129% lLabor overhead rate.ff

However, SDGSE did not give.an explanation.for the difference :
between the two labor overhead rates. Without th;s explanatlon.we _'
are unwilling to adopt the higher Labor overhead rate. UCAN‘s
recommended labor overhead rate of 111% will be adopted-

UCAN believes that SDG&E overestimated the cost of
purchasing transformers and” xrecommends that TCAN’S lower est;mates«
developed from SDGSE’s puxchaae con:racts-be used. SDG&E is.
opposed to UCAN’s estimate of transformexr costs.and recommends that
a moving average inventory~price be used.

A moving avexrage of. invenzory is an approprxate‘method
for determining the plant investment<assoc£ated with transfo:merSw‘
being placed in service, but does not” strictly adhere to marginal

cost. PrinCiples. Since SDG&E did not dispute the transformer costz.fl’e

represented by its purchase contracts, we will adopt these as

representative of the incremental cost of transformexs. '
SDG&E calculated a :eal fixed rate of 10.38% which it

used to annnalize TSM investments. UCAN.recommends a'S -78% rate.'
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This rate was calculated by excluding three FERC accounts which
UCAN considers unrelated to TSM investments. DRA calculated a 10%
rate after excluding two of the three FERC accounts UCAN
questioned. DRA considers the third FERC account, which covers
protective devices and capacitors, to be related to TSM investments
and included it in its calculation. During the proceeding SDG&E:
changed its position and now supports DRA’s. 10% real fixed rate. -
We find DRA‘s arqument that protective devices and .
capacitors are related to TSM‘anestments persuasive and will adopt
its recommended real fixed rate of L0%.
Common Distribution Costs ‘ ]
The classification of common distribution costs as eithex .
demand or customer-related was a major area of controversy. SDG&E

estimated the customer-related portion of common distribution costs  2

using a proxy for the “minimum distributzon system” method. This
method assumes that 50% of non-emergized facilities and 25% of -
energized facilities required to provide customers with access
through the distribution syatem are customer—related. _

In suppoxrt of its methodology‘SDG&E argues that:

1. Although the. estimates of common
' distribution costs are judgmental and nct
subject to independent verification, many
marginal costs are not subject to precise.
calculation. Achieving a result that is
approximately ‘correct is superxrior to
ignoring a marginal cost principle.

1SM costs. are classified as ‘customer .
‘related because they can be directly
identified with facilities dedicated to
aerving indivzdual customers.‘

The‘proxy,fox-the minimum distribution
system” is intended. to represent common

- distribution costs which are dedicated:to
the service of customers as: distinguxshed
£rom meeting their demands.,
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4. For the common distribution element of
customer-related costs, data is taken from
FERC accounts over a 12 year period in
constant dollars then divided by the number
of customers to derive a proxy for common
distribution costs. SDG&E’S methodology
does not double count by taking a
percentage of FERC accounts from any
particular year ox set of work oxders.

Since UCAN, DRA, and SDG&E have accepted secondary
distribution lines as a customer-related component of marginal
customer costs, UCAN believes that only the TSM costs recommended
by DRA should be included as customer costs. Additionally, UCAN
opposes SDG&E’s inclusion of common distxibution costs because itz
(1) results in double-counting of some costs, (2) is based on
embedded cost data, and (3) allecates. costs by numbex of customers .
rxather than demand. Finally, UCAN states that Exhibit 85, which

eliminates double-counting from.SDG&E '+ common distribution costs,&ﬁ-e' t*”’f

is not based on the same allocation pezcentages used in SDG&E’S
oraginal testimony.

We prefer “the" approach of identmfyzng spec;fic eqpapment ﬂﬂ

as access related and assigning the investment costs directly to

the appropriate customer class. While there is not a clear line ofﬁ
distinction between demand and customer related eqnipment, we. .
believe the TSM method provides us with the best approxamataone
Accordingly, we will treat the remaining-ﬂommon distribution costs
as demand-related.

SDG&E. -estimated customet accounting costs for the
forecast period and then allocated then to«customer classes using
weighting factors. for each FERC account.. UCAN recommended three
adjustments to the customer accounts and. collections costs included
in SDG&E’s marginal cost: study.. First, UCAN identified a
discrepancy between customer accounts and collections costs in
SDGSE’s marginal cost study and the costs in SDG&E’S results of




A.87-12-003, I1.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltg *

operation showing. UCAN acknowledges that this discrepancy was
corrected by both SDG&E and DRA.

Second, UCAN maintains that SDG&E has failed to consider
the significant differences in the cost ¢f reading meters among
various customer classes. UCAN recommends that meter reading
weighting factoxs that SDGLE developed and used in the past be
adopted in this proceeding. :

Finally, UCAN states the Commission has a long-standxng
policy to exclude consexvation and marketing programs from marglnalﬁ
customex costs,and recommends that they be excluded in this
proceeding.

In response £o. UCAN‘s- proposed correctzons, SDG&E states

1. The laxgest correction, which addresses the
inconsistency between SDG&E’s marginal- cost
calculation and the xresults of operation
ggigulation, has - been corrected: Exhibit

-A. .

No-co:rectionuis.warranted for
consexrvation-related expenses and '
residential metex reading. Consexvation
expenses are customer-related and should be
reflected in customex accounting costs.
Reductions in residential meter reading
costs are undocumen:ed and should not be
adopted. I

Obviously there is a difference in.the~cost of reading
meters for the various-customex: classes. ' Since SDG&E.appaxentky X
developed weighting factors in the past which represented the cost‘
differential of reading meters for each c*ass, we will use these i
weights. UCAN is also corxect that we have a 1ong-standing polzqy
of excludinq conservation.and marketing programs from marginal )

[T
It

customer costs. SDGEE bas not attempted to justify a change im | - .|

this policy. we-will adopt both UCAN adjustments for customer SR
accounting costs. : ‘
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UCAN states that one of the fundamental premises of
merginal cost pricing is that it can simulate a competitive market
where none exists. Ideally, UCAN would simulate a competitive
macket for determining the costs of customer access equipment by
collecting customer investment costs through a hookup charge for |
new customers or through simulated purchases of access equipment by
all customers. In this proceeding UCAN proposes an o
incremental/decremental methodology. that reflects a hookup-charge_ ;
for new customers and decremental costs for exist;ng customers. L
UCAN believes that this methodology, which reduces customer
investments by 27%, provides a nore accurate -estimation of costs.
imposed by existing and new customers than the proposals o£ othex
parties- ‘ :
Under UCAN's'propoSal.hookupacharges'for new customerS‘
would be assigned'to the appropriate customexr class for revenue _
allocation. Once a hookup chaxge is collected through rates there
would be no furthexr revenue responsibility for that access
equipment. The access. equipment investment costs for existing
customers would be based onlthe cost to the utility if the
customers were to leave the system. ' :

In xesponse to DRA’s rental market approach, UCAN argues
that it does not properly reflect a. £ully*competitiveﬂmarket in’ ‘
which customer ownership of ‘access eqnipment would prevail because
it is cheaper to buy’ equipment than rent it. . S

~ SDG&E is opposed to the UCAN‘s 1ncremental/decremental
approach to-marginal customer costs as proposed by UCAN for the
following reasons. UCAN's approach assumes. that.

1. Customers would: be able tofbuy new access

‘equipment at .an annual ‘cost beloW'SDG&E’s
,charges. .

Existing access equipment is worth less to -
customers than new equipment.
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SDG&E would not sell new access equipment.

Customers would finance access equipment
only at fixed interest rates. Renters are
not taken into consideration.

Based on judgment, a 25% salvage value is
appropriate for SDG&E’s access equipment.
DRA believes the objective of marginal cost pricing is to
simulate competitive market results and that UCAN‘s
incremental /decremental method is not a market-related
theory. In opposition to UCAN’s method DRA argues that:
1. It has significant reservations concerning
. safety, liability, and general customer

interest in an outright customer purchase
option.

Most customers. are likely to remain as
renters of access equipment in the
,foreseeable future..

Its rental maxket approech would exclude
residential customers who purchase access
equipment. This is cuxrently'done for
other customer classes. ,

It is extremely-unlikeky'that competitive
providers could furnish access equipment at -
only 25% of SDG&E’s. estimated costs; This
is a basic assumption.in UCAN s ‘ -
methodology. \

UCAN agrees that DRA’s rental merket approach‘would
result in prices that equal the incremental customexr cost if it R
represents a truly competitive marketplace. UCAN arques. that in & f,f"f'

. truly competitive market customers_would have the option of

purchasing ox rentiné-eccesa equipment} but'thnt‘DRA's approach
only assumes a rental option. Because of the deductibilxty~of
mortgage and business interest, UCAN‘believes that puxchas;ng co
equipment is cheaper than renting and that 'in a competit;ve market ﬂ:i
pu:chases would" prevail and rentals would be scarcem ‘Thus UCAN
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concludes that a xental market approach does not represent a
competitive market and should not be used in determining marginal
customexr costs.

In evaluating UCAN’s criticism, we conclude that its own
proposal does not correctly represent the cost of customer
ownexship. We believe it is unxealistic to expect competitive
providers of access equipment to be able to undercut SDGEE’s:
investment costs by 75%. We are also not convinced that a ‘
substantial number of customers would choose to puxchase this kind J
of equipment. Aside from potential operational and safety
concerns, many customers would likely choose to xent rather than
buy for convenience and reliability. ' -

 If expanded customer ownership is shown to be practical, -
DRA‘s proposal to exclude such customers from the allocation of ‘
- access equipment is a logical and reasonable solution. This is
currently the practice £or industrial and large commercial
customers which purchase access eqnipment. ‘

Pinnlly, we believe the most.appropriate methodology for
determining the cost of access equipment is DRA‘s renzal maxket
approach.. We recognize that our rejection of the
incremental/decremental methodology-contradicts‘the discuss;on
contained in D.86-08-083, PG&E"s- 1986 ECAC proceeding. However,
the proceedings over the last two years have given us an
opportunity to understand the’ marginal cost principles involved
with marginal customer costs better than we did two years ago.
Accordingly, it is now clear that the incremental/deoremenmal
methodology is not.oonsistent with ouxr marginal ‘cost principles as
diacussed abovo.‘

_ Marginal revenue determ;nation is a ‘critical’ aspect of +
the marginal cost and revenue allocation process. Marginal costs
are mult&plied by marginal revenue dete:minants o dete:mine
marginal cost revenues. These are the revenues the util;ty-would
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collect if all customers were chﬁrged their marginal costs instead
of rates adjusted for the utility’s revenue requirement. Marginal
revenue determinants are developed for energy, customer and demand.
Marginal revenue determinants for demand are further divided into
generation, transmission, and distribution. Most of the
differences among the parties centered around marginal revenue
determinants for demand. We will discuss each of the marginal
revenue determinants below. '

SDG&E and FEA agreed .to DRA’S marg;nal enexrgy revenues,
as shown in Exhibit 63. However, duxing the hearings DRA xevised
the marginal enexgy revenues in Exhibit 63 to reflect a revenue-
related tax factor which was inadvertently omitted. We will adopt}
DRA’s maxrginal energy revenues xrevised to reflect the appropr;ate |
revenue-related tax factor. ’

The parties do not agree on the approprxate marginal

demand revenue determinants to be used for revenue allocation.
There are four areas of disagreement- (1) annual demands versus
demands by time period, (2). rel;ability adjustment fox generatxon
demand, (3) diversity factors for the residential and small '
commercial classes, and (4) demand loss factors.

SDG&E used load research data to determine demand levels'
by class and TOU period, and coincident and non-coincident non-‘:‘f
diversified demands by'voltage level. The‘weightzng factors for
each marginal demand revenue component were derived follow:ng the

method used in the Edison general rate- case decision, D.87= 12-066. *'7iﬂ*
The annval marginal demand revenue component. was calculated for '“w“‘

Th
each class by multiplying the appropriate TOU perlod demand’ by each
marginal demand cost. The results were summed acxoss all time
periods and demand. types.for that class-

DRA’s methodology differs from SDG&E’s in that: |
(1) average annual demands are used instead of demands by TOU ’,,”
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period, (2) a reliability adjustment is applied to generation
demand, and (3) a diversity factor is used to determine
transmission, and distribution demand. With the exception of
distribution demand, UCAN adopted DRA’S marginal revenue
determinants to calculate its marginal cost revenues. FEA only
took issue with DRA‘’s and UCAN’s transmission and distribution
demands . ‘

Except for DRA‘s reliability adjustment and diversity .
factor for residential class transmission and distribution demands, .
we will adopt DRA‘s methodology, weighting factors, and demand
determinants for calculating marginal cost revenues.  Below, each

of the issues inveolving marginal revenue determinants is d:.scussod.*’;' ;

Annual_Versus TOU Demand * ‘
DRA asserts that although it .f.s appropriate to calculate 3
marginal enexgy costs by time . periods, it is inappropriate to do so(

for margino.l demand cost revenues. DRA states that investments :.n f -

generation, transmission, and distribution systems do not vary by .
time pexiod. Addit.{.omlly, DRA claims that the use of time pez::.ods
to calculate demands is unnecessaxy and: would amount to sizing 2
SDG&E’s system for average demand. While FEA and UCAN support .
DRA’s use of annual demands, SDG&E recommends that demand cost .
revenues be calculated by time period. We .recognize that ma::gina.l“‘f C
demand costs by TOU period are used for rate desxgn, however, SDG&E"
has not convinced us that they are also needed fox xevenue

allocation. We will use annual demnds to ca.loulate marginal
demand cost revenues. - :

DRA. calculated generation demand- cost revenues by tak:z.ng {_7 o
the sum of loss of load proba.bility—weighted (LOI.P—wexghted)

demands fox each class and multiplying them by the generat;on levol':",',

maxginal costs. DRA states that a. sim.i.lar methodology was adopted
in Edison’s last general rate ca.se decision. SDG&E. is opposed to

. ,‘/‘, ,‘
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DRA’s use of LOLP-weighced demands. It states that DRA’s LOLP-
weighted generation demand of 1992 megawatts (MW) is too low.
SDG&E and FEA recommend the use of a coincident peak. SDGE&E based
its coincident peak on the 1986 recorded system peak of 2376 MW.
UCAN recommends the use of LOLP-weighted generation demand based on
the 1989 forecasted demand of 2766 MW. |
Consistent with the genexation marginal demand cost ‘
methodology adopted for Edison and PG&E we will use a. LOLP-welghted .
generation demand, however, in this proceeding DRA’s generation !
demand is much lower than recorded 1986. From the recorxd it is. not
clear why this occurred, but it could be a problem with the
available data. Accordingly, we will scale up DRA’s I.OI.P-we:.ghted
generation demands to the recorded system peak of 2376 MW.

All partles used DRA's methodology for the calculat:.on of
transmission and distribution demands. DRA’s methodology is based 'fj“
on the hypothesis that the demand seen by the transmission system
is a weighted average of coincident and non-co:.ncident demand for :
each rate class. S:Lmlla:rly, ‘the demand seen by the distributlon
system is also a weighted average of these demands. The
differences between the parties focused: around- (1) weight.ing
factors for calculating transmission and distribution demand and
(2) coincident and- non—coincident demands used for calculating
transmission and distribution loads. :

Although all parties used DRA’s methodology £or ,
calculating weighting. facto::s, SDG&E and FEA used different data a.n
deriving their weighting factors. ‘We will adopt welght.a.ng f.actors
which axe consistent with the adopted dema.nd detemnants.

SDG&E believes that ‘the proper non—coincs.dent demand ‘to lsj'
use for all classes is non-diversified. _ DRA uses non-dlve:csified,
non-coincident demand to measure t:he load placed on the o
distribution system by customers . in all but’ the ::esidontia.l and
small commerclal claues. DRA. uses diversiﬁed. non-coinc:.dem:
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demand for the residential class and an average of diversified and

non-divexsified, non-coincident demand for the small commercial

class. FEA used an average of diversified and non-diversified
demands for both the residential and small commexcial classes,

" while UCAN essentially used DRA’s methodology.

DRA believes that a diversified demand is appropriate for
the residential and small commercial classes because the final line
transformer serves multiple customers. While DRA was unable to
acquire specific data from SDG&E concerning the number of
residential customers served by each transformer, it assumed an
average of 20 customers were connected to each transformer. DRA
based its essumption on tnlk:ﬁng with load research experts and dntn;
from other utilities. Assuming 20 customers axe comnected to each’ |
transformexr, DRA calculated a divexsity factor of 23% of non- |
diversified, non-coincident residential load. A 25% da.vers:.ty
factor assumes that no moxe than 25% of the maximun . Load of all x
individual customers connected to- any residential trnnsfo:mer w;LJ.l
occur at the same time.

Although SDG&E did not prov':.de da.ta. to suppozt its
argument that DRA’S assumption of 20 customers connected to each,
transformer is too h.i.gb., it asserts that fewer than 10 customers
are likely to be connected to: a new t.ransfox:mer., ‘As a result,
SDGLE considers DRA‘s 25% diversity factor to be unrealistic.
Add:.tionally, SDGSE states that its. distribution planning manual ‘
instructs planning engineers to use a dj.versity factor: between 55«%
and 75% when 10 customers are connected to one transformer.
Finally, although UCAN did not develop a diverszty factor, its
witness testified that the appropria.te di.versity factor is probnbly .
between 50% and 75%. '

Additiondlly, FEA takes exception to UCAN s and DRA‘s

trnnsmission and distribution demands. FEA atntes that the peak‘ L

load on the transmission. system must be equal to .Or greater than
" the syntem peak, but thnt DRA uses only 2, 650 MW :Eo:r: trnnsmssion
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demand while test year 1989 peak demand is 2,778 MW. FEA also
criticizes DRA’s and UCAN’s use of 3,385 MW and 3,174 MW,
respectively, for distribution demand. FEA recommends a
distribution demand of 4,400 MW based on the average substation
peak which includes average class peaks and individual customer
peaks. Since DRA’s and UCAN’s estimates do not reflect individual -
customex peaks, which play a major role in sizing various elements
of the distribution system, FEA concluded that they do not
appropriately represent distribution demand.

UCAN argues that: (1) FEA’s demand allocators do not
adequately xreflect the divers:.ty ‘among classes with small ‘
customers, (2) FEA‘s witness conceded that the class non-co:.ncident
peak does not affect the design of the distribution system, and
(3) SDGE&E and FEA uxge the use of the same method. Pn.nally, UC:AN
concludes that DRA’s method is reasonable.

We believe it is appropria.te to consider a d.wers:.ty
factor for residential and small commercial classes. However, !
without data on the average number: of customers served from each ofv -
SDG&E’S t.ra.nsformers, we are unwilling to adopt DRA’s 25% d.wersrty‘ \
factor. Based on SDG&E’s planning manuals and UCAN’s test.mony,
consider a 50% diversity factor for the residential class o
reasonable for this proceeding. Since the only dispute with the “
diversity factor for the smnll commercial c:lass was its use, we
will adopt DRA’s diversity factor for this class.

Demand Loss Factors
' DRA. pointed out that the dema.nd los.s "foctors used by |
SDG&E were less than the on-peak energy loss factors and in error‘.‘;‘-
In response to DRA, SDG&E. agreed: to conduct a new study of demand 3"
and energy loss factors to a.ddress DRA’sS concerns.

Some part:f.es are- concerned tb.at there may not be s
conaistency among the demand deteminants used for marginal cost,
weighti.ng factors. for transmission and d.istribution demand, and
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marginal revenues. Although DRA, UCAN, and FEA agree that there
should be consistency among the demand determinants, DRA and UCAN
only appear to be concerned if a lack of consistency causes a
significant difference in the final revenue allocation. We agree
with DRA’s and UCAN’s position and will endeavor to use consistent
demand determinants in the marginal cost and marginal revenue
calculations.

SDG&E and DRA stipulated tovthe number of customers in
each class and no other party took issue with their agreement.
Differences in total marglnal customer-related revenues are only
due to differences: in unit marginal customer-related costs. We _
will adopt SDG&E” & and DRA’S stipulation on the number of customers
in each customer class. _ , , "

Revenue allocation is the process by which SDG&E’s
adopted revenue requirement is allocated to the various customer
clasges. In recent years we have~followed a policy of usxng
marginal cost principles in revenue allocation and as a guideline -
for rate design. Economic theory dictates that marginal cost
pricing allows. the customer to trade-off usage of electric;ty wzth
consumption of other resouxces or to increase or decrease usage.
based on the incremental cost of producing electricxty. Marginal‘fu
cost pricing also provides equity in rates,. by relatlng costs
imposed on the electric system.with the customers who axe '
responsible for those costs.

Since revenues based on marglnal costs are not usually
equal to the utility’s revenue requixement, a method must be used.
that allows us to reflect marginal cost principles while still
collecting the authorized revenue reqnirement.' The method used in
recent years to reconcile marginal costs with revenue- xequlrement ﬁ_ﬂ

is EPMC. This approach dllocates revenues so. that each’ class is an .

ot
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equal pexcent of its marginal cost revenues. This is referred to
as full or 100% EPMC.

D.87~12-069 in SDG&E’s most recent ECAC proceeding
adopted EPMC with the constraint that each customer class rxeceive a
minimum 5% rate decrease. Although xesidential and agricultural
revenues were below the EPMC allocation for their respective class,
we lowered all rates in the context of a $141.2 million decrease.
In that decision we stated:

“We believe that SDGLE’S rates must be

restructured and moved towaxds marginal costs

in a deliberate and careful manner. Our

adopted revenue allocation makes significant.

movement towards the adopted marginal costs and

allows time for the refinement of marginal - cost

studies in future proceedinga. (p- 2,

D. 87-12-069 ) _ ‘

DRA and FEA.recommend a full EPMC revenue allocation
without constraints, while SDG&E and UCAN recommend a capped EPMC |
allocation. Below is a discussion of edch‘party s recommendationj’
for revenue. allocation with the exception of street lighting. :
Revenue allocation for the street’ lighting olass will be addressedvﬂ ,
in the rate design section. | . e

§D§§E£!.22§i§193 . '

SDG&E’s prefexred revenue allocation wh;ch assumes a
decrease in electric revenues of '$49.4 million ox 3.9% would .
decrease revenues to the. residential class by $30.0 million ox ‘
5.4%. Other classes would be deoreased by 0.9% for laxge TOU, 2. 0%
for very large TOU, 8.9% for agricultu:al ‘and 3.9% for all others.

SDG&E also proposed a-revenue allocation based on DRA'
‘recommended decrease of $88.9 million. If DRA‘s $88.9 million
decrease is adopted, SDG&E recommends decreases of 6.8% for
residential, 8.1% for very ldrge TOU, 12. 1% for agricultural, and
7.1% for others.

SDG&E’s guiding prinoiples for placing constraints on an :o}ﬂf

. EPMC revenue allocation.are as’ follows. (1) employ as £ew
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constraints as possible, (2) give all classes a decrease, and (3)

for rate stability, change no c¢lass more than plus or minus 5% of

the system average percent change (SAPC). Application of these

principles provides for rate decreases from 2.0% to 8.9%, which

SDG&E states allows for steady but moderate movement toward full

EPMC rates. |
me 'E m!!’t!‘gg

DRA recommends a full EPMC revenue allocation which it
states is consistent with our general policy of marginal cost-bo.sed
rates. DRA believes that SDG&E's method of determ:x.ning caps for -
various rate classes is arbitrary because there is no comsistency - ‘
between SDG&E’s- recommended decreases for the residential class at —
different system average pe::cent decreases.

FEA supports the movemem:' toward full 'EPMC revenue’ . ‘ T
allocation, and opposes SDG&E”s ‘proposal because it does not -result'_.- )
in significant movement towaxd this objective. FEA believes that .
full EPMC is substantially easier in this p::oceeding because there f
is an overall revenue decreaae. !

- ucan proposes an EPMC allocation capped at 5% above SAPC
Based on UCAN’s revenue alloco.tion the cap applies to rate
schedules AD and AL. If the overall decrease is. between 4% and 6%,
UCAN would deviate from the 5% cap by recommending no rate <hange fi
in classes where rate continuity can be provided. B

Additionally, UCAN states. that there .is a higher value of .
service and outage costs to commexcial- and’ indust:‘ial customers a.nd '
that this is not reflected through t:aditional EPMC methodoloqy.
Accordingly, UCAN recommends that the: la:r:ge customer classes be
charged fox higher generation reserve margins a.nd g::eater
distribution system costs.
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Discussion

_ The adopted electric base rate decrease of $89.3 million
plus $31.7 million from SDG&E’s SONGS and ECAC proceedings affords
us the opportunity to implement a full EPMC revenue allocation
methodology. We believe DRA’s and FEA’s EPMC revenue allocation
proposals are the only ones that are consistent with our goal of
providing customers with rates based on the cost of providing
electric sexrvice. Their methodology is consistent with our goal of.
full EPMC revenue allocation as stated in Edison’s and PGSE’s
recent general rate case decisions and.adopted,for SDG&E in
D.87-12-069. ' S

The spread from the SAPC decrease of lO% using full EPMC

revenue allocation, ranges from a 8% decrease fox reszdentlal ' ‘l
customexrs to an 19% decrease for agricultural customers. Since QV

most customer classes are clnStered‘within,plus or minus 5% of‘SA?é“;,

and no class has a decrease greater than 19%, we wmll not cap our
adopted EPMC revenue allocation.

. We also will not adjuat the adopted EPMC zevenue - :
allocation for UCAN‘s recommendation that large customer clasaes be
chaxged for higher generation.reserve margins and greater
distribution system costs. for the following reasons:

1. We are not convinced that SDG&E’S
~generation reserve margins or its
distxibution system are designed to~provide
customer classes with,varying degrees of -
reliability.

UCAN has not developed a methodology for
:melementing its: recommendation.‘

UCAN‘s. adjustment is not appropriate for
revenue allocation and'should be addressed
in the calculation of marginal demand
costs. _

Our adopted revenue allocation by class is shown in AEE
Appendix D. It reflects the general rate case revenne decrease and\" :
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the revenue changes from SDG&E’s SONGS and ECAC proceedings as
shown in Appendix C.
Electxic Rate Desjiqgn
The following sections will discuss residential,
commercial, industrial, agricultural, and street lightingrrate
design issues. For these classes the most heavily contested
matters were rate schedules AD, AL-TOU, and A6-T0U, SDG&E's power
factor adjustment, standby service, and street lighting.
D.88-07-023, dated July 11, 1988, replaced the $4. 80
customexr charge for residential customers with a $5.00 minimom .
charge and included the minimum bill i{n the baseline rate

| Lo :
‘ \/Ml S
' 1}

»” :

calculation. This matter w1ll not be readdressed in this decision.iﬂ

The realignment of baseline and non-baseline residential rates in
compliance with Senate Bill (sB) 987 (Ch. 212, Stats. 1988) is
being addressed in Order Instituting- Investigation (X.) 88-07-009
and is not at issue in this proceeding.' Oux’ adopted gas and

electric residential rates reflect D.88-10-062 in I.88-07-009: 'l'he

two-month undercollection of electric ratee~authorized in that
proceeding is terminated”effective-with'this‘decision,
Residential -
 While SDGSE's application,conrained a number of

controversial proposals, SDG&E has either withdrawn its proposals 3ij

or the parties have reached ‘agreement on’ all. but tWO‘LtemS’
baseline allowances and an increase in the returned check charge.

The only disagreement concerning baseline allowances is- '?_
DRA’s recommended continued: phase-in to capture changes in average

aggregate consumption.‘ This procednre'was adopted in SDG&E’s - last
genexal rate case and DRA believes that Public Utilities Code (PU)
§ 739 requires its continuation. SDG&E argues that changes in ”,,
baseline allowances will create an wpwaxd: pressure on residential

bills and, if changes are adopted, they: should not be'implemenred
until May 1, 1989, when seasonal baseline changes occur.
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We agxee with DRA that continued phase-in of electric
baseline allowances meets the requirements of PU §$ 739 and we will
adopt its recommendation. Baseline quantities will be reduced over
a one to three-year period starting May 1, 1989. The adopted
baseline allowances are shown in Appendix F.

The second issue is SDG&E’s request to increase the ‘
curxent charge of $6 for a customer’s returned check to $10. SDGEE
based its request on bank charges which make up 59% of SDG&E’s ‘
proposed $10 charge, the cost of processing, collection, and
prepaxation of checks to be redeemed; and the cost of key punch;ng
for redeemed checks, matexials, and postage.

UCAN opposes an increase in the charge for returned.
checks stating that SDG&E: (1) did not justify which costs have
increased since the $6. charge was‘xmplemented, (2) d;d not ;dentlﬁy
what measures it has takeneto reduce bank fees, and (3) may not
monitor returned check pol;cies properly; o

Although SDG&E has provided an- itemized list of the 1tems i
which comprise its returned check charge, SDG&E has failed to
provide convincing evidence that it is unable to negot;ate lower
bank fees foxr returned checks.. Without aasurance that lower bank
fees are unattainnble we can not be certain’ that an increase in the“'
returned check charge is reasonable. We wmll not approve an
xncrease in the returned check charge.

The agreements’ among the parties on the following mattersfﬁ ef‘

appear reasonable~and will be adopted.

1. SDG&E, WMA, and DRA. ag:ee that the discount
. for mobilehome parks on schedule DT should
be be $9. 50/unit/month or $0 312 on a daily
sis.

SDG&E and DRA agree that the discount for
apartment buildings on schedule DS should.
be $4 04/apa:tment/month or $0.110 on a
daily basis.

- DRA,. SDG&E, and UCAN. agree- with the DR=-T0U
rate design in Exhibit 96.
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DRA agrees with SDG&E’s proposal for
experimental schedules DA~TOU and DU-TOU.
These schedules are designed in relation to
schedule DR-TOU with a 2:1 peak to off-peak
ratio.

SDG&E has withdrawn the followzng'
residential rate design proposals:
(1) late payment charge, (2) telephone
charge with respect to bill collections,
(3) customer charge, and (4) reconnection
charge for the period when service 15
disconnected. :
For the recomnection charge SDGSE had proposed to require.
a customer who leaves and xeturns to the system within a short
period to pay the customer cha:ge that would have been assessed ifl
the customer had remained on the system. Centex for Public
Interest Law: (CPIL) mailed testimony to all parties, except SDG&E,‘
opposing SDG&E’s proposal on April 15, 1988. SDG&E was band o
delivered CPIL's testimony on April 25, 1988. Omn April 27, 1988
SDG&E recommended that the customexr charge'be eliminated for
residential cuatomera-and withdrew its proposal to to- assess
customer charges for the time customers were off the system.
The principal small and mediun commercial schedules are AQ»
and AD. No structural changea are proposed for schedule A.-

Schedule AD was cloaed to—new‘customers on July 1, 1987. Existxng  , .

customers on this schedule have. the- option‘to'remnln\on the
schedule ox move to the'AL—TOU‘schedule. AL=TOU iz a time-of-use .

rate schedule with rates which more closely reflect SDGSE’S. COStS.yt  ‘-
SDG&E‘proposes to modify‘the AD. schedule by'establxsh;ng_ i

a two tier declining block: enerqy*rate. The first tier rate is:

charged. for the £Irst 300 kilowatt,(kW) hours consumpt;on per kW ofJ :f”?

demand. The lower second tiex is charged for usage in excess of

that amount. SDG&E‘has designed: the ‘energy. rates. for this. scheduleia- i

to be similar to Edison's GS-2 schedule, which sexves equ;valent 9%_"
customexs. L
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SDG&E makes this two tier AD energy rate proposal for the
following reasons. ' First, it provides an incentive for customers .
to improve theixr load factors by controlling their demand. Second,
the rate structure recognizes the level of customer demands placed
on the system. Third, it emulates TOU rates without the expense of
TOU meters. Fourth, it brings the tail block or tiexr II rate
cleser to, but not below, marginal cost. .

In response to concerns expressed by othex part;es, SDG&E
arques that: (1) its proposal will not increase enerqgy ¥
consumption, because therxe is no ratchet provision, and (2) standby:
rates should only be available to TOU customers, but any customer . -
with a demand above 20 kW can move. tOxthe'AL—TOU‘rate~schedule.
Finally, SDG&E states.that DRA’s proposal is an acceptable
alternative, if the two tiered energy rate structure is not
adopted. - E

DRA recommends that the monxhly1demand*charge on the AD |
schedule be increased from $5.00/kW to $5.50/kW to reflect’marginalv -
capacity costs moxe closely. DRA. is opposed to SDG&E’s two-tiered ! f;.,g~
‘proposal,. because it cannot reconcile SDG&B's declining block~rates;'i ‘
with cost—based ‘rate design principles. Although SDG&E’s rate __p
design pu:ports to collect capacity costs in higher tiex X rates,‘f
DRA believes that the customer perceives: declxning block.rates as d '
signal that the more enexgy used the less it costs. ~‘ .

In addition to DRA, IrC,. Department of General Serv1ces \/f,
of the State of Californla (General . Services), Small Cogenerators .
of Califormia (SCC)., oway-Unified School Distxict - (Poway)., San’ o
Diego Minexal Products,Industry'Coelxtxon, and UCAN are opposed to
SDG&E’s declining blockpenergy rates. Many of the concerns of -
these parties axe similar-‘ - ' '

Generally, they argue that._
1.' Two-tiered rate designs are not in

conformance with- cost—based rate design
principles.(
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Declining block rate structures are
Anconsistent with conservation policies.

AD customers which take all their enerxgy

off-peak would not be able to emulate TOU
rates.

Lowering the effective rate for higher load

factor customers will discourage migration
to a TOU rate schedule.

5. SDG&E’s AD schedule is not cost-based,

6. SDG&E’s proposal will have a significant
adverse impact on the economics for small
scale cogeneration. -

These parties are also concexned with DRA‘s proposal toxi'
increase the demand charge on the AD schedule, because: (1) many
AD customers have low load factors and will see overall rate ‘
increases, and (2) the AL-TOU schedule offers a0 relief for these‘\
customers from increased rates. Finally; IPC recommended that, if

a declining block.rute structuxe is adopted, a speCial condition beiﬂ*"

added that allows customers which have the ability'to-self-generate‘
to displace the higher, £irst-tier rate.;

' Although.we support SDG&E'a rate design principles for
its two-tier AD rate, we consider its-proposal inconsistent with j{‘
them. SDG&E’s proposal would create an inequity for AD. customers'
which use more off-peak energy than the schedule’s averuge'and/or
do not have second tier usage.  This occuxrs becuuse ‘greater off- f"

peak usage for these customers will not result in the emulation of |

TOU rates, and customers with ouly'first tier usage will not have
their incremental consumption priced at marginal cost. These
inequities coupled with the concexns expressed by the parties are .
sufficient justification £or not apprOVing SDG&E’s proposed changes.-
to the AD rate schedule. '
- DRA states that its proposal to~raise the AD demand
charge from 35%00/kw to $5. SO/kW, while not cost-based, moves. iu

-that direction. Since this is consistent w1th_our‘objective of -
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cost-based rates, we will adopt DRA‘s recommended increase in the
demand charge for the AD schedule.

Finally, IPC recommends that all schedule A and AD
customers have the option of TOU rates. Since SDGESE’s witness
testified that it was reasonable to provide a TOU option té these
customers, we will allow schedule A and AD customers to move to a
T0U schedule.

Laxge Commercial/Industzial

AL~TOQU_and A6-TOU

D.87-12-069 in SDG&E’s 1987 ECAC proceeding adopted major
changes for commercial and industrial customers served under rate
schedules AL-TOU and A6-TOU. These changes, which provide for
higher demand chaxges and lower. energy rates, were the result of a
stipulation in that proceeding. o

The AL~TQU tariff consists of a customer charge, a non-'ﬁ
coincident or non-time-related demand charge subject to a 50% |
ratchet, summer and winter: peak demand chaxrges, and enorgy"chargesj
differentiated by‘voltage levels for summer and winter. A6-T0U is
a variation of. AL~-TOU. It includes the same non-coincident demand?
and: energy"charges, but a higher customer charge and higher peak
demand chaxges for summer and winter to~reflect customer demands at
the time of each month’s system. peak. A rate limiter of $0. 16/kWh

also applies to both schedules. The stipulation referenced above
included two levels of demand charges. D. 87-12-069 adopted the ;y
lower level statingz '

“We adopt the lower set of demand charges
proposed by all parties othexr than SDG&E
because we prefer to move gradually towards the
complete recovery of SDG&E's estimated fixed
costs in fixed charges. These costs will be
more closely examined in the general rate
case.”  (p. 26, D. 87-12—069 )
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SDG&E requests that the higher level of demand charges
contained in the stipulation be adopted, because the AL-TOU and Ab6-
TOU schedules recover less than the marginal costs associated with
those services. Additionally, SDG&E recommends that the enexgy
rates be derived using the same model employed in the stipulation.
No changes are recommended by SDG&E or other parties t¢ the rate
limiter or ratchet pexcentage. '

DRA states that its AL-TOU and A6-TOU rate design
including the relationships between on-, mid-, and off-peak erergy .
rates maintains the structure adopted in D. 87-—12 -069. DRA axgues
that an increase in demand charges is unwarranted because'marginal,
capacity costs are less than those used in the AL-TOU and A6=TOU
negotiatxona. .

FEA supports DRA’s position stating that D.87-12-069
significantly increased the demand charges foxr these rate schedulee
and introduced a new maximum demand charge. Although FEA B
recognizes that additional movement is necessary to fulxy ;mplemenﬁ'
EPMC at the schedule level, it recommends maintaining the current’ ‘
level of demand charges and. decreasing ‘the energy charges to
reflect the decrease in revenue requirement. o

 Gemeral Sexvices, while not a signatory, did suppo:t the"
stipulation adopted in D. 87-12-069. General Services states that
its support for the atxpulation was based on a revenue reduction ofv.
between $63 and $83 million, but a decrease of $141.2 million was
adopted. Because of the amount of the decrease adopted in j
D.87-12-069 and- the possibility'of & significant decrease in this =
proceeding, General Sexvices recommends a proportxonate decrease ;n
demand and energy charges. -

SCC also recommends a p:oportionate reduct;on in demand

“and enerQy charges. sce belleves this will. avozd peak—clipp;ng andd iJ?f

allow lower load factor customers. _
anally, Poway recommends a: change from the on-peek
period of 11:00. a.m. to 6:00° p.m. in summex t0112 00 neon: to
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6:00 p.m. Poway states that the current on-peak summer pexiod
causes a financial hardship on school districts which normally end
summer classes by 12:00 noon, but pay on-peak demand charges as if
they operated during the entire on-peak period. As a result of
Poway’s concerns DRA and SDG&E have addressed this issue in more
detail in SDG&E‘s current ECAC proceeding A.88-07-003. We will
defer resolution of this matter to that proceeding. _
Since considerable movement towaxrd cost-based demand
charges was made in D.87-12-069, we are reluctant to make |
additional changes now. We believe DRA's proposal of only
adjusting energy charges to reflect changes in revenue requirement)f
which is supported by FEA, is a more reasonable approach to_£6110w4 F
This will allow continued, but moderate, movement toward cost-based
rates. o ' . o
We also consider it more appropriate to maintain the
current relationship of the offA ‘mid—r‘and'on-peak enexrgy rates
than use SDG&E’s model which developed this relationship for the
stipulation. While the parties to the stipulat;on may be aware. of

the workings of the model, most commercial and Lndustrmal customexsv

are not. Maintaininq the existing relationshlps should foster a
clearer understanding and increese the acceptance of the adopted
rates.

AO-TOU and A06-TOU are. Optional rate schedules wh;ch were?u'w"

closed to new customers as of July 1, 1988. SDG&E proposes that _g
the customer and demand" ‘charges for these schedules be mein:azned
at their current levels and’ che enexgy ‘zates for each time’ period
be reduced by an equal percent., No—pexty-opposesASDG&E's proposal
- We will adopt SDG&E‘s. recommendation for the AO-TOU and
AQ6~TOU schedules. Since these were established as optmonnl .
schedules in 1986 and are closed to new customers, we will requ;re
SDG&E. to address their continued app:opriateness in its next
genernL rate proceeding. We will also-requirevSDG&E, ‘after its
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rate design exhibits are filed in the next general rate proceeding,
to notify all customers on these schedules that the continuation of
the schedules will be an issue in the proceeding.
Int tible Servi

Interruptible service schedules provide customers with a.
credit for interruptible demand that is in excess of their
contracted level of firxm service. These credits are based on
schedule AL-TOU peak period demand charges. DRA and SDG&E agxee

that the interruptible credits should be revised to reflect chnngesh__"lg'?

in the demand structure of the AL-TOU schedule. SDG&E proposes to
modify the credits by mnintnlning the relationship between the
credits and the on-peak demand charges. DRA contends that the .
credits should be based: on SDG&E"s’ msrglnnl cnpaclty costs becnnse C .
demand charges may contain more' than coincident capacity costs.
Although there is only a small difference between DRA’s _
and SDG&E’s recommended interruptible credits, we conceptually
- prefer DRA’s approach and will adopt its methodology

AE-1, R-TOU-1, ‘and’ R-TOU—Z are experimental real time
pricing schedules established in 1986 with a termination date of
January 1, 1992. The structure of these rate schedules differs ‘ i
from other TOU rates in that on—peak charges only take‘effect when j _
the system load reaches a predetermined level. The predete:m;ned S
level or trigger point is adjusted annuslly'by an advice letter
£iling.

SDG&E proposes to‘retain the existing rate strncture'nnd N
adjust only the mid- and off-peak.energy rates. Although prevxous \ .
adjustments were not always consistent with the orzglnslly adopted f,s
design philosophy, SDGSE pxoposes to~mn1ntain the original .
philosophy by reducing the'mid- and off-peak enerqy'rstes and
equating the off-peak energy rates for the three schedules. S

To maintain these schedules as viable and cost-effectxve
alternatives, DRA.recommends three adjustments to the rate
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structure. First, the mid-peak demand charge should be replaced by
the maximum demand charge adopted for AL-TOU and A6-TOU. Second,
the on-peak energy rate on AE-1l should be reduced significantly to
accurately reflect marginal costs. Finally, the contract minimum
demand charge should be reduced in response to changes in marginal,
capacity costs. :

DRA argues that these rate schedules were designed to .
test real time pricing using the AL-TOU and A6-TOU rate structures
that existed at the time. Since AL=-TOU and A6-TOU undexwent majd:‘.
changes in D.87-12-069, DRA believes that the real time pricing
schedules should befrevised'to reflect the adopted changes.

Additionally, DRA recommends-that customers on AE-l, R-

TOU-1, and R-TOU=2 be permitted to switch schedules without
restriction until July 1, 1989 and that the expiration date for
these schedules be extended until ‘January 1, 1993. This would:
(1) allow for review of these schedules in SDG&E‘s next general
rate proceeding, (2)_prov£de customers the l2-month notice of .
termination called for in special condition 14, and (3) permit
customers to react to recent and proposed rate changes.

While there is no price certainty implied- in these rate
schedules, we believe it is reasonable for customers to expect somet”
consistency in the,degign criteria duxing the experiment. However;
we agree with.DRA.that‘real time pricing schedules should reflect .
the rate structure of AL-TOU and A6-TOU, otherwise it would be
unclear whether customer actions were influenced by the existing
rate structure or real time p:icing.' Accerdingly¢ AE-1, R—‘.!.‘C)t:!—.‘!.,““i
and R-TOU-2 will be closed to new-customers on the effective date
of this decxsion. DRA’sfxecommendatlon to reflect the rate o
structure changes to schedules AL-TOU :and A6-TOU will be'adopted o
for establishing new real time priczng schedules. :

SDG&E is‘cﬁrrentry,autherized‘tovassess»customers an L
extra chaxge if'they'operate equipment at a low power factor. Sueh*
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equipment uses reactive power, measured in kilovars (kVARs), and
requires SDG&E to install capacitors to maintain system capacity.
Although SDG&E’s rate schedules allow a charge of $0.21/kVAR/month
when a customer’s power factor is below 75% of their kilowatt
demand, its electric rule 2(G) authorizes a charde for power
factors below 90%.

SDG&E proposes to require customers on schedules AD, AL~
TOU, A6-TOU, AE-1, R=TOU-1, R-TOU-2, and PA-T-1 with demands which
bave exceeded 300 kW in the last 12 months to maintain a minimum
powexr factor of 90% at their own expense. If the customer fails to‘ .
install the necessary equipment, SDG&E will install it at the '
customer’s expense. Based on 1987 costs for this equipment, SDG&E .
proposes to increase the charge to $0. 28/kV1R/month. SDG&E states .
that high reactive demands axe not imposed by all customers and :
only customexs which use kVARs should pay for XKVARs. | o

DRA has reviewed SDGSE’s requested changes. to the power .

factor adjustment and the. basis for the $0. 28/kWAR/monrh charge andp“

supports SDG&E’s proposal.. However, DRA is concerned that the -

treatment of the revenues from.this charge~was not addressed and

recommends that.they be consrdered in the currenr 3R’s proceeding
I.86-10-001.

UCAN argues that SDG&E has not provided an estimete o£
the revenue which its power factor charge would generate or how:
such revenue would be treated. UCAN recommends that SDGSE’s
proposal be rejected or, alternatively; any-power factox: revenues ['i
ve tracked and used to offset expenses. :

General Services states that SDG&E's proposed .change rn

its powex factor charge should be rejected. General: Serv;ces.makeshpTit,
this recommendation based on the lackcof evidence to-mnd;cate there]ﬁ;ff‘
is a reactive powexr problem and the failure of SDGSE to estimate ﬂ“"f

the amount. of money the charge would,generate. If a'90% S
powex factor charge is adopted, General Services recommends that.;
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Implementation be delayed by six months to
permit customers the opportunity to correct
their own power factoxs.

Revenues be estimated and credited to each
affected class or treated like standby
revenues.

gggtomers be paid for power factors above

4. The lowest cost capscitora be used to

develop a reactive charge.

SCC rxecommends. rejection of SDG&E's powex factor proposalj‘
to avoid discrimination against self-generation facilities.

We agree with SDG&E that customers with high reactzve
demands should pay for the kVARs they use, but SDGSE has not
adequately demonstrated that it used the least cost equipment to
develop its reactive charge. Without adequate support we will not f
anreuse SDG&E’s. _present pex kVAR:charge.

Since most customers are not. aware of SDG&B's present
reactive chsrge, we will allow them sixsmonths to correct their
power factors before being assessed the~kVAR.charge. To provlde' ‘
consistent treatment for special charges, revenues genersted by'the
XVAR chaxge will be recorded in the same mannexr as standby
rxevenues. Lo e
Finally, General Services has not suffic;ently supported 3
its claim that customers with’ high power factors benefit SDG&E’S .-
electric system. Accord;ngky, we~will not. adopt Genexal . Servmces
recommendation.that SDG&E pay customers with power factors above
90%. With the above modificstions, we will udoPt SDG&B’s power
factor proposal.,

mﬂgm Em gg'.’
Rate schedules s and S-I provide standby service to

demand-metered customers where SDG&E does not supply'all or part of‘f‘vvu

their regqular electric requ;rements-‘ These schedules were ,
substantially modified by D. 87-12—069_to::ef1ect changes in the -
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AL-TOU schedule. Under schedule S, 80% of the contracted maximum
demand is billed at the AL-TQU non~coincident demand charge. '
Schedule S-I has no associated charge, is limited to customers with
demands exceeding S00 kw, and does not require SDG&E to provide
service when its system is at full capacity. Under the curxent
structure, standby customers which take energy during on-peak hou:s-
pay regulaxr on-peak demand charges and associated energy rates,
subject to a rate limiter of $0.67/kilowatt hour (kWh) in the
summer and $0.26/kWh in the winter.

SDG&E believes more time is needed to-acclimate customers
to the present rate structure for standby service and does not ‘
recommend any changes. However, SDG&E does propose two new-special‘
conditions. First, SDG&E requests the option of prov;ding standby
service only to customers taking: service~through a s;ngle meter. |
This condition is intended to prevent arbitrage, a customer could
take standby service during off-peak periods undexr AL-TOU‘and
on-peak sexvice through another meter on a different schedule.
Second, SDG4E requests that standby sexvice for customers with
contract capacity exceeding 20 MW be provided by a Commission-
approved contract. Such.contracts, ‘SDG&E: arques, would provide*the
time and certainty needed to prepare for large standby sexvice.

DRA proposes that the current rate structure be: replaced“‘ ‘
by an on-going reservation charge equal to 2% of the coincident or‘ﬁf”
on-peak demand charge applied to contracted standby demand. "
Additionally, when customers take service for forced outages, the:

on-peak demand charge would apply, but it would be prorated da;xymfv‘.ua

In response to‘DRA's proposal SDG&E axgues that:

1. Prorating theron-peak.standby charge does-
not compensate. SDG&E for the cost of the
facilities it must hnve'available-

It is unlikaly that standby“customars would
be able to provide same day notice of
forced outages as required by DRA'S
proposal.
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3. Standby service which is billed by hand

would become more complicated.

FEA supports DRA’s standby proposal, but recommends that
customers only pay the greater of the prorated on-peak demand
charge or the 2% reservation chaxge. FEA states that DRA‘s
reservation charge is justified on the grounds that standby
customers have different load characteristics than full
requirements customers. FEA also contends that there should be no
' limitation on size regarding a cost-based standby rate and. ,
customers with multiple meters should be allowed to take standby |
sexvice if all sexvice is under one schedule. .

General Services also supports-DRA’s proposal, but ‘
recommends four changes. First, the daily on-peak demand charge o
should be prorated on an hourly basis. Second, rate limiters
should be retainmed. Third, the 2% reservation charge should be
credited to any on-peak demand charges incurred during the month.

Finally, AD customers should be allowed to take standby SGIV1CQ andp_ZQJ?

receive a credit for non-coincident demand charges on - contracted - o
standby load. Additionalky, General Services suggests that a rate
limiter be created for AD customers taking: standby-service. ‘“,_

SCC recommends that DRA’s proposed. standby rate stxucture:.
be adopted with the retention of rate limiters and a provxs;on for
AD customers to take standby'service-

. IPC proposes a standby rate based on the marginal costs

of facilities to serve all loads discounted to reflect the- ex :“g]-ff

forced outage rate of self-generation facilities. The discount
represents the probability that the standby-serVice will be needed.

This approach was developed by IPC to insure that standby customers@;*ii:

are chaxged based on their use, not their potential for use..
IPC contends. that a’standby load can be expected to-
- appear on the utility system randomly; during any time period and .

any season, and the fprced_ou:age rate“meagqreshthe,probability,o:_&vifﬂ‘
this occurrence. IPC equates its methodology with that used to set . . .
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rates for full requirements customers. Since all potential loads
for full requirements customers do not occuxr on the utility system
simultaneously, their rates are based on peak loads, which are a
percentage of all potential loads. Similarly, IPC believes that
standby rates should be based on forced outage rates, which are a -
perxcentage of the contracted standby loads. |

IPC uses the California Enexgy Commission staff’s foxced:
outage rate for gas-fired cogemeration projects of 9% as '
representative of the self-generators in SDG&E’s service texrritory.
The 9% factor is multiplied by the adopted monthly marginal costs f
for generation, transmission, and distribution to derive the ’
monthly per kW charge for standby service. The generatmon costs
include a 15% reserve margin to reflect SDG&E’s system relxab;lmty.

Using the marginal costs ‘proposed by DRA this method produces a

monthly standby charge of $1. 40/kW. .
Undexr IPC’s proposal standby customers would pay

$1.40/xW/month whether or not service is taken. Standby customers ;‘ e

that take service would also pay the enexgy charges from the rate .
schedule that would otherwise apply. No additional demand charges“[
would be required, because all £ixed costs that are recovered in
the demand chaxges are included inethe monthly standby'rate.
Riscussion .
In D. 86—12—091 for PG&E.we established a policy for

standby service that has been used as a gquide to establish Edison’ ﬂ

and SDGSE’s current standby rates. Thst policy states that when
standby customexrs take service, they-impose costs in the same
mannex as full requirements customers, and should be charged the
same rates. Fox periods when service is not taken, standby .
customers should pay the cost of customer—related services and
dedicated facilities. '

DRA’s proposal with a 2% reservation charge is not .
consistent with this policy. First, the 2%Acharge is not related

to. facilities that are dedicated to standby customers. Second, _-ﬁi””‘“”
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when standby customers take service they would only be required to
pay a daily prorxation of the on~-peak demand charge compared to an
entire month for full requirements customers. We consider it
inequitable to provide standby customexrs with daily proxation
without providing it to full requirements customers. '

IPC recommends a new approach for developing standby
charges which, except for the concerns expressed below, appears to
be a fundamentally sound methodology. As with DRA’s proposal,
IPC’s methodology does not recognize that cexrtain facilities axe
dedicated to serxve standby customers and assumes that all
transmission and distribution facilities are fully diversified.
For generation costs which are recovered in coincident demand _
charges, IPC’s approach indirectly results in a proration of on~
peak demand charges. ' We believe an appropriate standby charge must;
address both of these concerns. In its next: general rate. case |
filing SDGSE should provide sufficient data to permit the
determination of facilities dedicated to standby service ;nclud;ng
transmission and distribution £acilities that axe not fully
diversified.

We also disagree with SDGLE’s two-proposed special
conditions. FPirst, customers should not be excluded: from standby s
service because they take service from more than one meter. To ﬁﬁg"
avoid the possibility of arbitrage»we will require that standby o
customers take all service undex the same rate schedule. Second,
SDG&E has not provided adequate justification for requiring a
Commission-approved contract’ before customers with contract
capacity exceeding 20 MW can receive standby service.

Finally, we will maintain’ the existing standby rate ,
structure as the best representation of our standbyvpolicy at th;s
time. Additionalky, we 8o no reason why'AD customers. which. elec*

standby service should be treated differentxy than TOU customexs ' on,?if
standby . service. Accordingmy, as recommended by General Services,,.;f;
AD customexs will be allowed to take 5tandby'sexv1ce and receive a o
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credit for nmon-coincident demand charges on their contracted
standby load. Although the AD schedule incorporates on-peak demand
charges in the energy rates, which simulates a rate limiter, we
will apply the current standby rate limiter to establish an average
. rate ceiling for AD customexs.

In DRA’s and IPC’s comments reference is made to the need
fox differentiating standby sexrvice by type of service; backup,
maintenance, and supplementary. We disagree with these comments. .
We believe our adopted standby rate design with rate limiters to
minimize bill impacts is consistent with the rates charged other
customexrs and conforms to the FERC rules-implementlng the Public
Utility Regulatory Policy Act of 1978.

EG and PG-QOF

PG-QF was designed for cogeneration customexrs with.output ER

of 100 kW or less. D.87~12-069 closed this schedule to new.
cogeneration facilities aboverzo kW by June 30, 1989. PG is an
experimental schedule available to customers with generation
facilities connected in parallel to SDG&E’S system where no other
schedule is available. Customers under either schedule cu:rently

pay no standby charge and are allowed to credit excess electricity '

produced against consumption duxing othex pe:iods. Under PG-QF

excess generntion is puzchased by~SDG&E at its current standard
price offer.

SDG&E recommends that as of July 1, 1989 the energy

netting provision of PG be closed to all customers and the scheduie;”,"

be closed to new customers. . SDGSE claims - that the lack of standby

charges and the energy netting pxovision allows customera on these” @g,,ﬁ

schedules to avoid: paying the- full cost of service. }p

scC requests that the intended. closure of PG-QF by
D.87-12-069 be made clear. SCC argues that D.87- 12-069 closed
PG~-QF only to new custome:s above 20 kW as of June 30, 1989 and
that existing customers, on the schedule prior to that date,

retained the right to credit excess electricity produced against. J‘l' 3

el s ot i i i o A e e 4 e o & e
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consumption during other periods. If a definite date is desired
for complete elimination of the energy netting provision, SCC
suggests 10 years would provide the length of time necessary to
retire the financing on cogeneration projects. No party opposed
SCC’s request to clarxify D.87-12-069.

Since there appears to be no opposition to SDG&E’s
proposal for schedule PG, we will close PG to new customers and
eliminate the energy netting provision. We also reaffirm the
intent of D.87-12-069 to close schedule PG-QF only to new customers

with generation facilities above 20 XKW and to eliminate the’ energy_,

netting provision oaly to new customers by June 30, 1989. Fox
customers on PG-QF priox to June 30, 1989 the energy netting
provision should remain in effect until texmination of the

cogenerat;on project or June 30, 1999, whichever occurs first. mo‘
provide consistent treatment for both schedules the adopted changes o

will become effective on June 30, 1989.

Special Contracts

' ' The movement toward an increasingly competxtive
environment in the electric utility industry has genernted concern
over the loss of utility market share. We have addressed this "
concern by*adopting mnrginal cost. principles for revenue sllocntion
and rate design. This is 1ntended to prevent a bias for either |
utility or alternate energy sources.} Although we have zmplemented
marginal cost. principles, our goal: of'msrginsl cost-based rates has
been hampexed by: (1) differences between marginal cost revennes i
and the utilxty's revenne requirement and (2) the mngnitnde of
customer bill impacts. This has resulted in the approval of
special contracts to avoid uneconomic. bypsss during a period of
excess capacity. Rates for. selected customers with special

contracts have been as loW'as Standaxd Offer #1 price levels.
D. 88-03-008-states: >

- *The te:m of a.special contract conforming to
the guidelines should not extend into any yeax
when foxecssts indicate that additionsl
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capacity will be needed to meet target reserve
maxgins. The purpose of allowing special
contracts is to take advantage of existing
excess capacity. Considerable justification
will be required to demonstrate the benefits of
extending discounted rates into a period.when
increased demand creates a need for additional
capacity."” (P.l6, D.88-03-008)

-

Exhibit 11, SDG&E’s Report on Electric Resource Plan,
Decembex, 1987, indicates there is a olear need for new capacity ,
beginning in 1989. This need for capacity has led IPC to recommendﬁ:
that: (1) SDG&E not offexr rate discounts or. discourage self-
generation facilities and (2) the adopted rate schedules should not
create economically'unjustified barrzers to self-generataon.

We agree with IPC’s position ‘and” believe our adopted rate
schedules will not prevent the installat;on of economically
justified self-generation facilities. We also share IPC’s concern
for special contracts and reemphasize our discussion in
D.88-03-008 by the following: '

SDGSE should not enter into-special contracts

which provide customers with reduced rates:

in a year when forecasts indicate a need for

additional capacity without substantial

justification demonstrating the benefits fo:

all other SDG&E ratepayers.

| DRA.and“SDG&E were the only parties that made _
agricultural rate proposals. DRA endorses SDG&E’s agricultrudl
rate structure proposal as d;scussed below.

1. Maintaining the present customer charges of
$8.00/month with an- additional $10.00 monmh
fox TOU‘meters on PA-TOU schedules.

Main:ain the 37401 al relationship,between

on~ and off-peak energy-rates on the PA-TOU
schedule.
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Offer schedule PA-T~1 with a $20.00/month
customer charge and presexrve the existing
relationship between agricultural and

industrial TOU demand and energy charges.

4. Eliminate the current minimum charges for

agricultural schedules.

No party opposed SDG&E’s recommended agricultural rate
structure and the Association of California Water Agencies by
letter to the ALJ supported SDGSE’s proposal. We will adopt
SDG&E’s recommended agricultural rate proposal. :

Additionally, PA-TOU is an experimental TOU rate schedule
similar to PA-T-l. However, PA-TOU is available to all

agricultural customers, without the applicability restrictions of

schedule PA-T-1l. Since the Legislature has directed that TOU rate
options be made available to agricultural customers and PA-TOU is'
the only rate schedule designed for all agricultural customers, it
is appropriate to-make this schedule a permanent option in addition
to PA-T-1. '

Late Pavment Chaxge

SDG&E proposes to institute a late paymeﬁt charge of 1.5% -

on all non-residential bills not paid within 25 days of the biiling
date. The City of San Diego- recommends that the interest rate for'
the late. payment charge be limited to SDG&E’s balancing account
rate. General Services objects to imposition of a late penalty
charge against governmental facilities, the level of the charge,‘f
and the time allowed for payment of the charge-f According to.
General Services, Government Code Section 926.17(b)(1) limits the’
amount of Interest governmental facilities ¢an be charged to 1%

above the Pooled Money Investment Account, but not to exceed 15%afx
Additionally, General Services suggests that the time allowed forf R
payment of the'bill without penalty should be 50 days from the =

postmark date of mailing. :
We will authorize SDG&E-to establish a late~payment

L

charge for non-residential customers. \The charge will only'appr';
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to balances that have not been paid within 25 days from the billing"
date. The monthly late payment charge should be calculated by
applying SDG&E’s authorized annual return on rate base rounded to
the nearest one percent. In no event should governmental
facilities be charged a late payment fee that exceeds the amount
authorized by the Government Code. :
SDG&E should not implement the late payment fee until
Maxrch 1, 1989. This should provide adequate time for SDG&E to
notify customers of the new charge and allow them to adjust theixr
payment procedures, if warranted. |
SDG&E,. DRA, California City-County Street Light
Association (CAL-SLA), and the City of San Diego actively
participated in'this parxt of the proceeding-. Street lighting rates
are deveioped.in two steps. Revenues are first allocated to the
strxeet lighting class. The class revenues are then used to
determine individual rate schedules. The issues concerning this
process arxe discussed below. o
All parties except SDGSE.recommend a full EPMC revemue =
allocation, excluding facilities charges. Facilities charges are -
costs associated‘with'énd-use‘equipment, 1amp'poles,‘luminaires,M
etc. Facilities cha:ges.axé-typicalry removed=£rom marginal cost 'f
revenue allocation‘methbdoldgies because utilities do mot provide |
end-use equipment to all classes. | : L
, SDG&E proposes that SAPC be used’ to allocate revenues to ﬁ ‘-‘f5
the street lighting class. SDGSE based_itg proposal on the '
followingz - . o o

1. SAPC was used in’ its 1987 ECAC dec;sxon,
D. 87-12-069. .
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D.85-12-108, SDG&E’s last general rate case
decision, stated that the street lighting
class should not experience a rate increase
if the class revenues are in excess of
marginal costs.

3. Curxent methodologies for determining
street lighting marginal costs are not
reliable. ‘ .
Although DRA and CAL-SLA recommend the use of full EPMC,
excluding facilities‘charges,.CAL-SLA.believes,that DRA’s marginal
demand costs are too high. Since DRA and CAL-SLA propose similar

revenues for marginal energy and customer costs, similar facilities o

chaxges, and similar EPMC multipliers, this represents their only |
difference for revenue allocation. The City’of San Diego-suppo:tsw
CAL-SLA’sS position. ' : '

CAL~SLA uses SDG&E’S demand allocatxon factors which it
believes accurately'meaaure the demand streot lights place on
SDG&E's electric aystem. DRA uses coincident and non-coincident
demands and eatimates,substation loadings as a function of total
system demands to—develop its allocation factors. This methodologyT
assumes the maximum non-coincident demand’ billing determinants a:e
equal to the sum of individual. maximum,demands‘for the class and
determines coincident demands uaing LOLP—weightings which is
consistent with DRA‘s methodology for other customer classes.

CAL-SLA argues that DRA’s demand allocation process is o
inappropriate fox street lighting because:

1. There is no need to estimate»substataon

loadings since SDG&E presents loadings
developed from load reseaxch. -

There is no-difference between maximum ‘
demand for the street lighting class and
the sum of maximum demands for individual
customers. All street lights: come on and
go off at the same~t;me. .

The load: curve for the stxeet lightlng
class is £lat. g ‘
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We will adopt DRA’s revenue allocation methodology for
'stxeet lighting, since it determines maximum demands from the sum
of individual demands and is consistent with the revenue allocation
methodology adopted for other customer classes.

Rate Desiqan _

SDG&E proposes that changes for individual street
lighting rates be limited to plus or minus 5% from SAPC. In
response to concerns for unbundled street lighting rates, SDG&E
also developed an unbundled EPMC street lighting xate design.
Additionally, SDG&E pxoposes a $6. Oofpole/year attachment fee for
LS~2 customexs. SDG&E’s pole attachment fee is based on an
agreement it reached with the City of san Diego. ?;nally, SDG&E .
proposes that joint ownership of lighting facilities be eliminated
and a service fee for de-energizing lights fox non-paymen: be
approved.

CAL-SLA states that there are inconsistenc;es in SDG&E’s
~ proposed EPMC rate design, which result in intra-class |
subaidization without economic: juatification. Accordingly, CAL-SLAj
xecommends its unbundled rate design which focuses on the cost |

components. that provide informntion on which se:vicerto-pu:chase,:k..‘;

CAL-SLA alsovobjects to SDG&E's requested pole attachment fee
arguing thats _
l. Revenues are already collected to
cogpensate~for the epace onedistribution
poles. ‘

The p:oposed fee is not cost-based-

' No estimate of pole attachment fee revenues
was. made. _

Pole attachment fees were not reilected in
miscellaneous Xevenues.

Ls-z customers would- have to-pay twice to
amortize distribution poles. '
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DRA accepts the pole attachment fee negotiated by SDGSE
and the City of San Diego and agrees with SDG&E’s proposed
elimination of jointly owned equipment.

Obviously, there is some benefit being derived £from the
use of SDGEE’'s poles for attaching street lights and cable
television wires. If this benefit accrued to all SDGSE ratepayers
there would be no need establish a pole attachment fee. Since all
SDGSE ratepayers are not likely to be cable television subscribers,:
it is clear that all SDG&E ratepayers do not share in the benefits .
from attaching cable television wires to SDGLE’S poles.. ‘
Accordingly, we support the cuxxent policy of assessing pole
attachment fees to cable television companies with the benefits
passed on directly to all ratepayers.‘

In contrast to cable television wires, street lights
generally benefit all SDG&E ratepayers. Street lights provide
security and increased safety for the public by lighting streets,,i
sidewalks, and othex property. Bacause these benefits: accrue to - ¢
society as a whole and SDG&E ratepayers in particular, worconcludefxr
that there is no need for a. pole attachment fee for street lights.q'

Finally, we will adopt CAL-SLA’s EPMC unbundled rate |
design because it focuses on the cost. components that proVide
information on which service to purchase.

Gag_Rate Desidn : :

Gas marginal costs, cost‘allocation, and rate design are

not addressed in this proceeding because the structure of gas- ratesi~' 3
was determined by D. 86-12-010, D.86-12- 009, and D.87-12-039. 'I.'hese

decisions adopted a rate structure which is not subject to change

fox two years. Acoordingly, SDG&E - states that the‘only issues to
be addressed are:

. 1. When SDG&E’S authorized change in gas
- margin can be reflected in xates.

2. Baseline allowances.

3. Mhster meter unit discounts. :
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SDG&E points out that the agreement adopted by D.87-12-
039 does not require all gas rate adjustments to be coincident with
ACAP. Based on this interpretation, SDG&E requests that changes in
its gas marxgin not be delayed until ACAFP which has a scheduled
effective date of July 1, 1989. DRA reads D.87-12-039 to limit
rate changes to ACAP proceedings for two years. :

without a rate revision prior to ACAPY, the margin change:
allocable to coxe customers would be placed in a balancing account,'
while the maxrgin change allocable to non-core custemers would not
be recoverable. This dlscrepancy between customer groups is caused
by the elimination of the supply adjustment balancing accourt for N
non-core customers. Margin recovery~for;non-core is‘now=authorized‘
prospectively. | | ' ‘ '

- To provide equitable treatment, we will authorlze SDG&E _

to revise non-core rates, effectlve January 1, 1989. The revised . S
non-core rates should reflect the change in margin adopted in‘thislh:
decision, but in all other respects the current revenue allocation
and rate design methodology should remain unchanged. Since there '
is a balancing account for core customers, thexe is no-compelling

reason to reflect the increase authorized by‘this decislon in rates [

at this time. We will adopt DRA’s recommendation and not revise

core customer rates until SDG&E’s ACAP proceedlng. Oux adopted gas
rates for non-core customers axe shown in Appendix G.

~ This leads to a problem that’ exists with the level of
detail contained in the Stipulation and Agreement adopted - by
D.88~09-063. To allocate costs between core-and non-core customers
specific detail for key cost data is’ required. D.88-09-063 "
combined with. this decislon set. the level of costs ‘to be used for
revenue allocation in SDG&E’s 1989 ACAP'proceedlng- Since the
necessary level of detail for these costs’ is deficient, we wmll ‘
direct DRA and SDG&E to conduct workshops with the signatories to

~the Stipulation and’ Agreement.; These workshops should ldenmify'theffju

cost detail requixed for revenue allocation LnASDG&E's 1989 ACAP
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proceeding. The results of’these workshops should be serxved on all
parties to this proceeding and SDGEE’s last consolidated adjustment
mechanism proceeding prior to SDG&E’s ACAP £iling.

Consistent with its recommendation for electric baseline
allowances, DRA recommends that gas baseline allowances which
conform with PU § 739 continue to be phased-in. SDG&E argues that .
changes in baseline allowances will create an upward pressure on
residential bills and, if changes are adopted, they should not be
implemented until May 1, 1989, when seasonal baseline changes
occur. - ‘

As with electric baseline allowances, wer agree wmth DRA
that continued phase-in of ‘gas baseline allowances meets the
requirements of PU § 739 and will adopt its recommendation. .
Baseline allowances for gas customers will be reduced over a one to
three year period starting May 1, 1989. The adopted baseline
allowances are shown in Appendix G.'

, SDG&E, WMA, and DRA have agreed that the discount for
mobilehome parks on schedule GT should be ss/hnit/month or .
$0.197/unit/day. For apartment buildings on schedule GS, no party' :
opposes SDG&E’S proposed discount of $1.90/unit/month or
$0.062/unit/day. These discounts appear: reasonable~and will be
Adopted- B

' SDG&E provides steam service under two rate schedules
which are closed to new customers. SDG&E’S two steam schedules
(1 and 2) differ only in that schedule 2 has one percent hmgher -
rates than schedule 1 to reflect an additional franchise fee i '
requixement. Both consist of a service charge—and a commod;ty
charge per 1,000 pounds of: steam provided- 3 ,

SDG&E proposes that the service'charge~for each schedule f
be doubled to allow it to. recover about 50% of its service costs.
The schedule 1 customer chaxge- would be $30. Oo/month and the
schedule 2 customer charge would be $30-. 30/monmh. The commod;ty
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charge would recover the remaining revenue recquirement. DRA agrees
with SDG&E’s proposal and notes that 'SDG&E’s remaining steam
customers have been notified of the proposed increases, but have
made no response. We will adopt SDG&E’s proposed xate changes for .
its steam schedules, as reflected in Appendix H.
Intexvenox Funding

Pursuant to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and.
Procedure Rule 76.54, Public Advocates, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate
Watchers have filed requests for a finding of eligibility for
compensation under Rule 76.56. Additionally, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate
Watchers have filed requests for. compensat;on. We will discuss . “
each of these xequests below.

Public Advocates

Public Advocates filed a request for findinglof
eligibility of attorneys* fees and other reasonable costs
restricted to the issue of W/MBE contracts. Public Advocates
states that it represents the following non-proflt organ;zatlons onf‘
W/MBE issues: American G.I. Forum, League of United Latin American|
Citizens, and Filipino American Political Association. These i
organizations have annual budgets ranging from $25,000 to $50, 000 L
with the majority of funds going to education. All officers of thevd
organizations are volunteers and there are no'salarles or legal - -
expenses. o

Additionally, Public Adwocates indicates that ind;vzdnal
members of the oxrganizations are SDG&E ratepayers and it is

impractical and economically" Lnfeasible«for indivmdual minority and“?= iy

female ratepayexs to represent their 1nterests adequately before’

the Commission. Moreover, none of the organ;zatxons involved has a ‘:“

financial benefit at stake. The benefit will go to those

businesses and indiv;duals who. contract their services to :
utilities. Although‘the organizations muy*receive some benefxt )
through the improved efficiency'of SDGSE this would ‘be common to"
all ratepayers and’ certainly not significant compa:ed to—the cost
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of representing W/MBE interests. Public Advocates estimates that
its cost of participation will be approximately $6,000.

' Finally, Public advocates argques that it has:
(1) diligently and efficiently pursued the issue affecting minoxity
and women-owned businesses, (2) particular expertise in the field
of W/MBE contracts, and (3) been involved with representing W/MBE
rights in numerous ratemaking proceedings.

We conclude from Public Advecates’ f£iling that: (1) it
represents an interest“neceSSary for a fair determination of the =
proceeding, which is not othexwise adequately xepresented, (2) the‘f
economic interest of the individual ‘members of the organizations it*
represents is small in comparison torthe cost of effective L
participation, and (3) it is eligible for compensation undexr Rule
76.54. :

UCAN

UCAN states it was previously found elxg;ble for

compensation by .D. 88-03-023, which satisfies the requirement for

financial hardship under-Rule 76.54. Additionally, UCAN has
provided an estimate of its. cost of participation and a statement
of the issues it addxessed in the proceeding. -Based on UCAN’s
£iling and D. 88-03—023 we conclude that UCAN is. eligible for
'compensation.

UCAN has also reqpested inxervenor'compensation in the .

amount of $77,067. Of the reqnested amount, $25,000 is assoczated :31§Lff

with the Stipulation and Agreement adopted . by D.88-09~063 with the

remainder for issues Involving marginal cost, revenue &llOCdtlonnwbu”’

rate design, and depreciation. The followmng is a summary of “\ﬂQ‘
UCAN’S request: ‘ - ‘ ‘
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stipulats i I
Attoxmey Fees & Expenses
Demand Side Management (42.3 hours)
Procedural Issues (39.9 hours)

Rate Base & Working Cash (24.85 hours)
Settlement Conferences (23.1 hours)

Total Attorney Fees @€ $125/hour $16,269,

Air Travel (5927)

Hotel & Meals ($244)

Parking ($62)

Copying, Telephone, Postage, & Misc. ($1,668)

Total Expenses ' $2,901:_ 0

Total Axtorney‘rees & Expenses $19,170

Demand Side Managemen: $7,000 -

- 88 houxrs @ $50/hour L

- Expert Assistance Review- ($2 000) ]

Secretaxial -Support .50 hours $12/houx e
Rate Base & Working Cash - $2 141

35.8 hours @ $55/hour
5 hours € $35/houx

Other Results of Operation Issues $3 930‘f if,

44.3 hours- @ $55/houxr
24.5 hours @ $45/hour
11.3 hours @ $35/hour

Review of Operation & Maintenance : $900'ft* :

6 hours. @ $150/hour

| Copying, Telephone, Postage, & Misc. | $655;”ﬂQE?

Total Expert Fees & Expenses ' “ $14,62i§j.

Total Fees & E;penses"' ' - | 333;7§i;;‘ 

Total Stipulation and‘Agreement” ' SR
Compensation Request S ' ©$25,000- " -

* Corrected for Calculation Erxors
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Attorney Fees & Expenses

Maxginal Cost (72.2 hours)

Rate Design (82.25 hours)

Depreciation (20.25 hours)

Revenue Allocation (9.5 hours) ,
Resource Planning (5.0 hours)

Marginal Cost & Rate Design Unallocable (18.25 hours),
Preparation of Brief (68.3 hours) ‘
Preparation of Compensation Request (13.7 houxrs)

Total Attorney Fees @ $125/hou: $36,181

Air Travel ($824)

Hotel & Meals ($167)

Parking ($44).

Copying, Telephone, Postage, & Misc. ($1,691)

Total Expenses ‘ , $2,726 ,
Total Attorney Fees & Expenses o $33z9°7 ,"

. Expert Costs

Marginal Costs
94 hours @ sss/nou:
18.2 hours @ $45/hour
14.3 hours @ $35/hour
Rate Design.
""32.8 hours ¢ $55/hour
3.2 hours @ $45/hour :
12.5 hours @ $35/hour.
.Revenue Allocation :

39.6° hour; ¢ $55/hour

1.7 hours @ $45/hour

1.5 hours @ sBS/hour ‘
Depreciation 9.5 hours @ $55/hour

COpying; Teiephone; Pestage, & Misc. 31,055 :”‘,

Total’ Expert Fees & Expenses o ) . 313’159‘QCJQ

Total Contested Matters CQmpensation Request \ ' 352,06275ﬂw‘»

e
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UCAN requests compensation for its work in demand-side
management, rate base, working cash, settlement conferences, and
procedural matters. Although these issues are part of the
Stipulation and Agreement adopted by D.88-09-063), UCAN states that
it made a substantial contribution to the decision.

For demand-side management UCAN points out that it
submitted a 97 page report and that many of its recommendations
wexe agreed to by DRA and SDG&E. UCAN also submitted a 127 page
report on rate base and working cash and argues that its :
contribution to these lssues, although not expressly acknowledged .
on the record, was substantial and compensable. Finally, UCAN wasl
involved in a number public hearxings, workshops, and settlemenr
conferences for which it requests compensation and cites
D.87=07-033 as’ precedent when the informality of a proceeding
prevents precise assignment of contribution.

We agree with UCAN that it ‘would be 1nappropr;ate o
encourage intervenor part;cipatxon in workshops and settlement
conferences and deny compensation.because there 1is no clear
assignment of contribution.l In this proceeding we are persuaded
that UCAN was not only a signatory to the Stipulation and 1
Agreement, but actively participated in the settlement process. Wer
also recognize that UCAN has made a sincexe effort by only L
requesting compensation.for 74% of its total expenses related to |
the Stipulation and Agreement. Aocordingky, we will award UCAN s
$25,000 for its contribution to the Stipulation and Agreement
adopted in D.88-09-063.

As discussed in the mnrginal cost seotzon of this

decision UCAN made a numbex of recommendatxons that resulted ln a: .

substantial contribution to this decision, especrally'for dxrectlyﬁ

assignable and customer accounting costs. In contrast, certain AR

UCAN recommendstions for directly'assignable costsrand its
incremental/decremental methodology for marginal customer costs.
were not adopted. After: weighting the issues on which UCAN
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prevailed versus those on which it did not, we conclude that UCAN
should be compensated for 75% of its marginal cost request.
UCAN’s opposition to SDG&E‘’s proposals to impose late
charges, telephone collection charges, and an increase in returmed
check charges on residential customers appears to have
significantly influenced SDG&E’s decision to drop the first two
proposals. UCAN was the only party to actively oppose the returned
check charge increase and clearly contributed to our denial of
SDG&E’s request. While UCAN participated in a numbexr of othexr xate
design issues, as detailed in the rate design discuss;on, its
contribution did not snbstentialky impact their final resolution-

We conclude that UCAN should be awarded 33% of its reqnest for its
contribution to rate design issues.

For revenue allocation we predominantly adopted DRA‘S
methodology. Since a considerxable portion.of UCAN’s.

recommendations. were either rejected or duplicated the work of
other parties, we will only grant 10% of UCAN s requested

compensation for this issue.

Finally, UCAN's recommendation concern;ng three life
lengthening maintenance programs was' adopted. This is discussed in
the section on depreciation. Accord;ngly; UCAN will be provided
100% of its request for depreciation. . ,

UCAN’s total request for issues not related to the
Stipulation and Agreement is $52,067. Based. on the foregoing |
discussion we will award UCAN $28,118 for its contr;butzon to th;s
decision.. Direct expenses and unallocable costs were prorated to
conform with our discussion and UCAN’s recommended allocation: forr
briefzng and petitioning costs: marginal cost 55%, revenue -
allocation 25%, rate design 10%, depreclation 5%, and other 5%. H
This {s consistent with oux treatment’ of out~of~pocket expenses in
D.88-08-055. = Since D.88-03-023 found UCAN’ s $125/hour rate for
attorney fees reasonable, we hnve adopted it for this dec;s;on.

[

"
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CRIX

On August 4, 1988 CPIL filed a request that it be found
eligible for compensation and awarded $7,569. Additionally, CPIL
moves that its request for a finding of eligibility be deemed
timely filed under Rule 76.54(c).

Under Rule 76.54(a) a request for finding of. elrgrbrlrty ‘
for compensation must be filed within 30 days of the first
prehearing conference, or within 45 days aftexr the close of the
evidentiary record. CPIL argues that its entry into this

proceeding was for a limited purpose which occurred while the
' opening window was closed.

‘Although CPIL’s participation began late in the
proceeding, it was not.precluded from filing a requestﬂfor
eligibility within 4S'daya.a£ter‘the close of the evidentiary
recoxrd. Instead CPIL filed between the two windows. We realize

that it is often difficult to precisely follow-the rules governing s

intervenox compensation/requests.' It is not the intent of these:
rules to limit intervenox participation, but to'provide an orderly
process for requesting compensation. Since CPIL has made a
reascnable effort toiconform.to»these rules, {ts £filing will be
considered timely.

CPIL is a non-proiit public inrerest group-whlch

represents the interest of customers: ‘who would ‘have been subject toi' o

SDG&E’s customer charge when 3ervice is temporarily-drsconnected.
CrIL represenrs the inrerests of the unorganized and’
underrepresented in State regulatory-proceedings, provides an
-academic centex of learnrng rn.adminlstrative law, and teaches
direct clinic skills in public intereat’ regulatory law. CPIL
obtains’ financial support through grants,: subscrrptions to the
California Regulatory . LaW*Reporter, and- legal advocate fees.
CPIL states. that the- customers that would- have been

imPﬂCted by SDG&E*s proposed charge axe not adequately represented -
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SDG&E estimated that its proposed charge of $4.80/month for each
month serxrvice is temporarily disconnected would generate $50,000
from 2000 customers. CPIL argues that this could hardly support
intervention by individual customers and that CPIL’s cost of $7,569
was cost-effective for the affected customers. Based on CPIL’s |
representations we agree that it has met the requirements of Rule .
76.54 and should be found eligible for compensation.

The following is a summary of CPIL’s compensation
request: '

Attormey Fees & Expenses
8.1 hours @ $200/hour | $1,620

30.3 hours @ $125/hour $3,781
55.5 hours @ $30/houx $1,665

Postage o ' $503
Total cOmpensatioh ReQuest : - : $7,569
CPIL’s requested award is for the preparation of
testimony, its compensation request, and participation during the

proceeding.  Through its testimony-and participation CPIL‘claims to
have made a substantial contribution to D.88=07-023. Although

SDG&E withdrew its proposal to~require residential customexrs tOrpayijf»Lf

a reconnection charge. for the period when service is disconnected,'
CPIL axgues that: SDG&E’s withdrawal was in' the face of CPIL’S

opposition. Additionally, CPIL states that D.88-07-023 confirmed‘_ s

CPIL's position opposing SDG&E’s proposed chaxge.
: SDG&E is opposed toACPIL's intervenor compensation ‘
request stating that CPIL did not make a significant contribution

to D.88-07-023 and did not provide sufficient detail of. its K -y _-”'f

services and expenses. .

A superficial look at D. 88—07-023 might lead SDG&E to
conclude that CPIL did not ‘contribute to-the decision. In .
D.88-07-023 we credit CPIL for its opposition to SDG&E’s proposed
charge, othexwise, the decision is silenz with respect to SDG&E’




A.87-12-003, X.88~01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltg *

proposal. There are two reasons for this. First, SDG&E withdrew
its proposal. ‘Second, the elimination of the customer charge for
all residential customers made SDG&E’s proposal moot. '
In this proceeding SDG&E presented a number of

controversial proposals that were eventually withdrawn. While :
SDG&E should be commended for its willingness to rethink positions,
this approach could cause intervenors to spend their limited |
resources without compensation. Fortunately, CPIL was the only
party to aggressively oppose SDG&E’s proposal. Fxom this we
conclude that withdrawal of the proposal was substantially «
:S.nfluenced by CPIL’s pa.rticipation in the proceedmg and that cpn. '].
should be compensated for its effort.

~ Although CPIL should be awarded compensa.tion, we are’ not
satisfied with the description of serv:f.ces and expenditures it .
provided -~ Rule 76.56 requires that a claimant submit a detailed
description of sexrvices and expendituxea. A summary of total b.ours
by individual does not meet this requirement. CPIL should have-.
provided a precise description of the act:l.v:{ties performed ‘and the
amount of time each person devoted to each activ:i’.ty. TR

Additionally, our ‘review of UCAN’ s compensation request, ‘

which provides considerable detail, indicates CPIL’s xequest is '
excessively high in relation to the complex.ity and thé l.mited L
litigation of the issue. For exnmple, both xevenue alloca.tion and
depreciation issues were fax mo::e complex and extensively
litigated, but UCAN’s combined costs for these issues is less tha.n
$10,000. Accordingly, we w:!.ll award CPIL 50% of its request as
reasonable compensa.t;on. :

Finally, we are not satisf:.ed with CPII.'s bas.z.s for

_cha.rging- $200/hour fox- Robert Fellmeth's legal work. CPIL’s soleij R

reason for increasing Robert Fellmeth’s $150- -hourly rate, adopted
in D.§7-05-030, was that his cuxxent rate is $200/houx. Without. '
adequate justificntion for an :an::ease, we will use $150 /hou:: as”
Robert Fellmeth’s: hou:r:ly rate. '-: This rate is consistent with the
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hourly rates we have adopted in recent intervenor compensation
awards and CIPL’s request for sanctions in I.88-08-046.

The above adjustments to CPIL‘s compensation request
result in an award of $3,582.

Rate Watchexs

Rate Watchers is a newly formed advocacy group of SDGLE
ratepayers which on August 18, 1988 filed a request for a finding
of eligibility for compensation and an award of $5,163. Rate
Watchers states that it receives no grants, is: supported only by
the limited resources of its members and claims the economic
interests of its individual members is small in comparison to the
cost of part;c;pation. o

As with CPIL, Rate Watchers filed it request for finding |
of eligibility moxe than 30 days after the first preheaxing. _
conference and prior to 45 days from the close of the evidentiary
xecorxd. Consistent with our treatment of CPIL’s request, we will
consider Rate Watchexs’ eligibility request to be timely filed.
However, in- future proceedings we. suggest that Rute-watchers file
eligibility xequests,within 30 . days of the first prehearlng
conference. This procedure:would allow us to point out similar
positions of other parties, areas of potential duplication, ‘and’
unxealistic expectations for compensation.

-
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The following is a summary of Rate Watchers compensation
recuest: '

Expert Costs

Parade Activities $580
20 hours @ $22/hour |
2 hours €@ $55/hour-
3 hours @ $10/hour -
Public Hearings Participation $2,156
28 hours & $22/hour
28 hours @ $55/bour N
Preparation for Evidentiary Hearxngs. - 8121
3 houxs @ $22/houx L
1 hour € $55/hour o
Attend Evidentiary Hearings $1,3200
24 houxs @ $55/hour e
Comments on Interim Ordexr _ $265/
4 hours @ $45/hour : -
1 houxr & $55/hour
3 houxrs & $10/hour :

Postage & Misc. Office Supplzes $7§f‘~‘.~.
Telephone $135 . -

Transportation s " ' $61
Paxking $40 -
Printed Flyers ‘ $210

Stickers & Signs - : : | 5106 S
Bullhorn Rental . s94°

Total Compensation Request o ' SS;IG#f: o

D.88~07=023 repealed'the‘$4;80 customer'charge for
residential customers and reestablished the $5.00 minimum bill.
Rate Watchers asserts that it substantially*contrlbuted to that
decision through organizing a ‘prehearing parade and demonstrat;on, o
and othexr activities in:ended to increase the extent of opposit;on :
to the customer charge expressed at the public hearings. Rate
watchexs also claims.responsibilqu for provid;ng witnesses and o
evidence from which D-. 88—07-023 concluded. a climate: of distxust and_
pexceived unfairness conxributed to the lack- of customexr I
understanding of the customer charge- While TCAN and’ CPrL and DRA"
represented the interest’ o£ residential ratepayers, onxy Rate’ e
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Watchers adequately represented the narrow issue of the customerx
chaxge impact on customers.

SDG&E opposes Rate Watchers request for compensation on
the basis that Rate Watchers activities are not compensable.

Rate Watchers’ participation in the public and
evidentiary hearings clearly defined the scope of customer
dissatisfaction with SDG&E’s customer charge and contributed to its.
repeal in D.88-07-023. Although we conclude that Rate Watchers
should be awarded compensation, a considerable amount or their
request is not compensable. Rate Watchers will only be awarded
compensation for its participation in.the public and evmden:;ary
hearings, and comments on the ALJ’s proposed decision relatxng to
the customer charge. Additionally, we will reduce the nnmber of
hours for public hearings by half to reflect the actual amount of-
hearing time. We will not award compensation for parade
activities, printed flyers, stickers, signs, and bullhorn rental.

Finally, we believe the level of regulatory expextise |
exhibited by Rate Watchers to be comparable to that of CPIL’s law
clerks‘nnd'paxalegals; Accordingly we. will limit Rate Watchexs”
hourly xrate to that charged by CPIL for similar regulatory
expexrtise, $30/hour. -

The above adjustmenzs result in a total compensatzon
awaxd for Rate Watchers of $2,038.

1. On December 1, 1987 SDG&E filed A.87-12-003 requesting . = .-
authority to xeduce rates. for its electric depaztment and increase |
rates for its gas and steam depaxtments fox test,year 1989.\ :
2. SDG&E’S A.87-12-003 reqnests attrition increases in 1990“f
and 1991.

3. Two days of public-participation hearings.were held in

March, 1988 and 2) .days of evmdentiary hearings were held between
April and September, 1988.
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4. Except for depreciation and cost of capital, revenue
requirerents items normally litigated in SDG&E’s general rate
proceeding were agreed to in a Stipulation and Agreement and
adopted in D.88-09-063.

5. Cost of capital issues were bifurcated and consolidated
with other enexgy utilities in a generic cost of capital
proceeding.

6. D.88-09-063 provided for revisions to the adopted
Stipulation and Agreement for NRC fees, labor and non-labor
escalation rates, EPRI dues, and W/MBE program COSts.

7. SDG&E submitted a reliability~of sexvice study in
compliance with D.87-12-069. :

8. SDG&E, PG&E, and Edison expect to submit a comparxson of
rates study by June 1, 1989. \

9. SDG&E estimates that as of December 31, 1988 CIJD.C will
have overcollected electric revenues by $10.5 million and gas
revenues by $4.0 million.

10. DRA’s Standard Practice U-4 has consistently“been adopted
for ratemaking depreciation.
1l. U-4 provides a formalization of- the-theory of

depreciation and gquidelines for performing the statistical anelyses

on which depreclation computations are- based,

12. U-4’s remaining life methodology recovers the original
cost of depreciable fixed capital less net salvage value over the
useful life of the asset.

L/,‘l

13. SDG&E'proposes that the remaining lives foxr 17 electrzc ff--‘“d

department plant accounts be adjusted by-uaing a method referred to
as QAU.

4. SDG&E has included in £ts requested level of O&aM expenself”’

three programs, wood pole treatment, underg:ound switch ‘
maintenance, and padmount transformer pamnting, that a:e expected
to extend the lives of various plant and equipment.
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15. SDG&E’s QAU methodology only considers life shortening
uncertainties:

16. SDG&E has not provided the support for the assumptions
developed from its QAU interviews.

17. U=-4 methodology can increase or decrease the average
remaining lives of plant accounts to reflect past and expected
retirements.

18. Depreciation analysts use judgment in the development of .
average remaining plant lives. .

19. Mortality and other historic data axe the primary inputs &
used for the development of airerage remaining lives. .

20. U=4 does not limit depreciation analysts to the use of .
historical data, information on product life from manufacturers oreV‘
known changes in plant c¢an alao be used to develop-average ‘
remaining lives. : : ‘

21. FCC :eprescribes depreciation rates at three-year
intexvals for telecommunication utilities. - o

22. Under FCC’s repreecription proceduxe a telecommunication
utility submits p:oposed chnnges in depreciation to DRA and FCC.
staff, DRA and FCC staff develop' recommendntions, and axeas of
disagreement are discussed in a joint meeting with all three. :

23. Depreciation rates for ‘energy utilities are dete:mined on
a three-year cycle in.general rate proceedings. '

24. D.84-06-111 adopted technical updates for Pacific Bell
that provide for automatic adjustment‘of depreciation rates to
 account for changes in the compoeition of utility plant and’
relative growth or decline in depreciation resexve. o

25. G.O0. 156 requixes SDG&E to pa:ticipate in a clearinghouse
for vexrification of W/MBEs.

26. The Stipulation and Agreement adopted in D. 88-09-063 =
provides for inc:eased W/MBE funding up to $200,000 for additionalﬂ-
W/MBE activities such as a clearinghouse for: W/MBEs.. ‘
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27. G.0. 156 establishes goals for SDG&E s W/MBE program and
verification of W/MBEs.

28. D.87-12-066 ordered Edison to encourage W/MBE joint
ventures and provide technical assistance in meeting financing and
insurance requirements at competitive rates.

29. SDG&E and DRA agree on the principles to be used in
preparing SDG&E’s 1990 and 1991 attrition filings.

30. SDG&E’S current attrition mechanism adjusts estimated
plant additions for changes in escalation factors.:

31. DRA excludes non-recurring and hazaxdous waste projects
from the four-year average of plant addltions used to estimate
- plant additions for attrition.

32. The integrated voice and data network project excluded

from DRA’s average of planz additions for attrition.ls expected to fh -

reoccur in attrition years 1990 and 1991.

33. PG&E’s and Edison’s adopted attrition methodology does
not adjust estimated plant additions for chenges in.escalotion
rates.

34. Edison‘s budget for 1990 nuclear plan: additions has been
subject to review by DRA. ‘ «

35.. SDG&E’s nuclear O&M expenaes for 1989 and 1990 were
adopted in D. 87-12-066, Edison’s. 1988 general rate' case decisdon.r
' 36. All parties agreed. to use DRA’S. mnrglnal enexgy cost .
estimates.. ,

‘ 37. There is no disegreemen: with the use of DRA’S marginal
demand cost methodology. \ .

38. SDG&B agreed to ‘the following UCAN recommendatxons. (L)
no contingency factor for TSM’costs, (2) ‘4% for purchasing and
warehousing transforxmex costs, and‘ (3) a weighted average. of
single-family and mnlti—family'units for customers on schedule DR. f

39. DRA’s weighting of single-fdmily‘and multi-famlly un;ts ‘
is based on test period houslng stock.
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40. UCAN’s weighting of s;ngle-family and multi-family units
is based on the weighting ¢f incremental customers.

4l. SDG&E did not provide an explanation for the difference
between its labor overhead rate of 129% for meter installations and:

its 111% laboxr overhead rate used on work orders for customer
costs.

42. SDG&E’s estimate of transformer costs was developed from
a moving average inventory price.

43. UCAN’s estimate of transformexr costs was based on the
incremental cost of SDG&E’s transformer purchase contracts.

44. To annualize TSM investments, UCAN: excluded three FERC
accounts that it felt were not related to TSM investments from
SDG4E’s real fixed rate.

45. DRA's real fixed rate for annualizing TSM costs was
calculated using. the same method as UCAN, but only two FERC
accounts were excluded. The third account, which relatesrto
protective devices and capacitorsr DRA believes is assocxated with :
TSM investments.‘ : » ‘\

46. SDG&E’s common distribution cost . methodology-uses a proxy}
for the minimum distribution system to represent common oy
distribution costs which are dedicated to the service of customers
as distinguished from.meeting their demands.. :

47. DRA’s common distribution cost methodology identifies
specific equipment as access related and" assigns the. investment
costs directly to the appropriate customer class. ‘ ‘

48. SDG&E has corrected its customer accounting costs for
inconsistencies between its marginal cost calculation and its
results ,of operation calculation.

49. SDG&E did.not reflect differences in the cost of reading
metexrs in its customer accounting costs. '_ Lk

50. SDG&E included conservation expenses in its customer o
accounting costs. : -
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51. UCAN’s incremental/decremental methodology reflects a _
hookup charge for new customers and decremental costs for existing
customers.

52. UCAN's incremental/decremental methodology assumes that
competitive providers of access equipment would be able. to undercut
SDG&E’s investment costs by 75%. : .

53. DRA’S market rental approach for marginal customer costs
assumes that customers rent access equipment. Where customex
ownexrship of access equipment exists customers are excluded from'
the allocation process. , : :

54. SDG&E agreed to DRA's marglnal energy revenues prior to.
revision for a revenue-related tax factor which was ;nadvertently
omitted. ' , : :

55. DRA calculated‘gener&tionﬁdemand*for test year 19589 at
1992 MW using LOLP-weighted demands. = .

56. Recorded 1986 generation demand. was 2376 MW.

57. SDG&E, UCAN, and FEA used DRA’s methodology for the
calculation of distribution demand--_ o ‘

53. DRA assumed that on average 20 customers are comnected towf,
each residential transformer and that no more than 25% of the
maximum load of all individual customers connected to amy
residential transformer will occur at the same time. ,

59. SDG&E’s distribution plann;ng manual instructs plann;ng _
engineers to use a diversity. factor between 55% and 75% when 10 .‘~‘4
customers are connected to one’ transformer. - s

60. SDGEE did not prov;de supporting data foxr the average |
number of residential customers connected to each transformer, but
argues that less than 10 are likely-to-be comnected to a new .
transformer. .

6l. . Full EPMC revenue allocation is‘consistent with our
general policy of marginal cost-based rates.
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62. Most customer classes under full EPMC revenue allocation
receive decreases within plus or minus 4% of SAPC, with the largest
decrease to the agricultural class, 18%, and the smallest to the
residential class, 6%.

63. D.88-07-023 replaced the $4.80/month residential customex-
charge with a $5.00/month minimam bill.

64. D.88-10-062 addresses the realignment of baseline and
nonbaseline rates in compliance with SB 987.

65. D. 85-12-108’in SDG&E’s last general rate p:oceedlng
adopted a phase-in of baseline allowances.

66. Some SDG&E gas and electric baseline allowances are not
in conformance with PU § 739.

67. SDG&E failed to provide convxncing testlmony that it is
unable to negotiate lower bank. fees for returned checks.

68. SDGSE, WMA, and DRA agree that the mobilehome park
discount should'be $9. 50/unit/month on schedule DT and
$6. Oo/unit/month on schedule GT, to be prorated and billed on a
daily basis.

69. SDG&E and DRA agree thnt the discount for apartment
buildings should be $4. 04/unit/month on schedule DS and $1.90 on
schedule GS, to be prorated and- billed on a: dniky basis. N

70. SDG&E, DRA, and UCAN‘agree on the~design of re31dent1al 3,‘l
TOU schedules. | '

71. SDG&E withdrew the following residentlal rate design
,proposals- (l) late payment chaxge, (2)- telephone chaxge wzth
respect to bill collections, (3) customer charge, and- (4)
reconnectxon.charge for the period when service is disconnected.

72.  SDGSE proposes a’ two tlered decllninq block energy rate ;,
fox schedule AD. ‘

73.. The schedule AD demand charge is below SDGSE’s mnxglnnl ]
capacity cost. __‘ : C

74. SDGSE’S witness testified that it s was reasonable to ‘
provide~a TOU option to schedule A and AD customers.
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75. D.87=12-069 in SDG&E’s 1987 ECAC proceeding adopted major
changes for schedules AL-TOU and A6-TOU. These changes prxovide for
higher demand charges and lower energy xates.

76. Marginal capacity costs in this proceeding are less than
those used to design the AL-TOU and A6-TOU schedules adopted in
D.87-12~069. o

77. SDG&E and DRA have addressed Poway’s concerns for the
staxrt of the on-peak period for TOU schedules in A.88-07-003.

78. Schedules AO-TOU and AQ6-TOU are optional rate schedules
which were closed to new customers as of July 1, 1988. 'No party.
opposed SDG&E’s xecommendation to maintain demand charges at the;r
existing level and decrease. all energy charges by an equal percent.

79. Interruptible service schedules do not reflect the
changes in the AL-TOU demand structure adopted in D. 87-12-069. «

80. Coincident demand charges on. schedule AL-T0U may conma;n ‘
more than coincident, capacity costs.

8l. Schedules AE-l, R=-TOU-1, and, R-TOsz are experimental
real time. pricing schedules which are optional for AL-TOU and
A6-TOU customers, te:minate on January'l, 1992, and provide for a-
12-month termination notice.

82. SDG&E’S AE-1,. R-TOU-1 and R-TOU-Z schedules do not
reflect the changes to schedules AL-TOU and AG-TOU adopted in
D.87-12~069. .

83. SDG&E’s electric rule 2(G) authorizes a charge for. power B

factors below 90% of their kilowatt demand- SDG&E’s present rate:

authorizes it to charge S0 21/kVAR/month when a' customexr’s powexr g) jg‘}

factor is below 75%. ‘ :
84. Customers which have low power factors ‘cause SDG&E to
install capacitors to maintain 5ystem capaciQy.,

85. Standby customers which take service under moxe than one L

rate schedule could bypass. certain rates by taking service under | —
one -schedule. during onrpeak periods and a different schedule dur;ng RS
off-peak periods : 2 '
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86. SDG&E has not provided adequate justification for
requiring a Commission-approved contxact before customexs with
contract capacity exceeding 20 MW can receive standby service. ,

87. SDG&E’s current standby rate structure was designed to be
consistent with our standby policy adopted in D.86-12-091. ‘

88. No party has demonstrated a need to change the standby’
policy adopted in D.86-12-091. ‘

89. SDGLE’s standby rate schedule requires,customers to-pcy a.
non-coincident demand chaxrge based on 80% of theirx contract load..

90. Schedule AD customers pay a combined coincident and non- :
coincident demand charge. o

91. PG is an experimental schedule for cuscomers with
generation facilities. This schedule has. no~standby charge and
customers are allowed to credit excess.electrxcrty produced aga;nsti
consumption during other periods. ‘ ‘.

92. Schedule PG does not.recover SDGSE’s full cost of servxcef
because of the lack of standby-charges and the energy'netting |
provision. :

93. D.87-12-069 closed schedule PG-QF to new-cogeneration
facilities above 20 kW by June 30, 1989. ,

94. DRA and the Association of California Wuter Agencres
support SDGSE’s agricultural proposal as described Ln the rate
design section of. this decision. - -

95. Costs associated with late payments by non-res;dentxal
customers are paid by'all customers.

96. SDG&E's,Report on. Electric Resource Plan, December, 1987
indicates there is a clear need for new- capacity beginning in 1989.

97. DRA and SDGSE subm:l‘.tted a joint exhibit (Exhibit 43) th.a.t‘_‘ |

sets forth guidelines on the manner in which SDG&B will conduct ;ts
next standard offex proceeding. - . :

98. . ‘Exhibit 43 set. forth criteria and - considerat;ons for
SDG&E to include in undertaking its- periodic resource planning
activities. :




A.87-12-003, 1.88-01~-006 ALJ/FSF/ltq *

99. DRA’s full EPMC revenue allocation methodology for the
street lighting c¢class determines maximum demands from the sum of
individual demands and is consistent with the revenue allocation
methodology used for other customer classes.

100. CAL-SLA‘s EPMC unbundled street light rate design focuse°
on the cost components that provide Lnformation on which services
to purchase.

101. Gas marginal costs, cost allocation, and rate design are N
not addressed in this proceeding because the structure of gas rates’
was determined by D.86-12-~010, D.86-12-009, and D.87-12-039. These
decisions adopted a rate structure that is not subject to~change._7
for two years. : “‘

102. Margin rate changes for core gas customers are subject to
balancing account treatment. A . .

103. Maxgin recovery for non-core gas customers is author;zed“'
prespectively~and not subject to balancing. account treatment.

104. Adequate detail of the costs necessary for revenue

allocation in SDG&E’s '1989: ACAP‘was not provided in the Stapulat;on!f»'ﬁ

and Agreement.adopted in D. 88-09-063.
105. DRA supports SDG&E‘s: steam xate design proposal.‘

106. Public Advocates,: UCAN, CPIL, and Rate Watchers request a‘t"

finding of eligibility for compensation pursuant to- Rule 76.54.
107. Public Advocates, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate Watchers each.

(1) participated in: onevor more issues that was otherwase not

adequately represented, (2) represen:ed organizations or SDG&B

- ratepayers which have an economie Ainterest that is small in- ;

comparison to the cost of effective participation, and (3) would -

experience’ financial hardship for their cost of part;cipat;on o

without an award. :
108. UCAN is a signatory to\the Stipulatxon and Agreement L

adopted in D.88-09-063 and only requests compensation fox 74% of

its total expenses related to the Stipulation and Agreement. S
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109. UCAN made a number of recommendations that resulted in a
substantial contribution to the marginal cost section of this
decision.

110. UCAN ninimumly contributed to the adopted revenue
allocation methodology, but UCAN’s recommendation concerning three

life lengthening maintenance programs for deprec;ataon expense was
adopted in its entirety.

111l. Some of UCAN’s rate design proposals contributed to this =

decision. .

112. CPIL substantially influenced SDG&E’s withdrawal of the
pxoposal to require residential customers to pay a recomnection
charge for the period when service is disconnected.

13

113. CPIL did not submit a detailed description of sexvices -

and expenditures and did not adequately‘justify increasing Robert -

Fellmeth’s hourly rate for legal work from $150 to $200.
114. UCAN’s ¢combined: compensation request for revenue

allocation and depreciation, which were each more complex than.the‘ '

issue CPIL addressed, was less than $10 000 as compared to CPIL’s
request of $7,569.. ’

'115.. Rate Watchers’ participation in the'public and
evidentiary'hearings cleaxrly defined the’ scope of customex

dissatisfaction with SDG&E's customer charge and contrabuted to ;ts.ﬂ-'”'

appeal.

compensable. '
117. The level of regulatory*expertise exhiblted by Rate

Watchers is comparable to that of CPIL's law-clerks and paralegals.v,

Conclusions of Law

1. D.88-09-~063 should be - revised to-reflect changes in NRC Vfu'

fees, laboxr and non-labor oscalation rates, EPRI dues, and W/MBE
program costs. ' :

2. Consistent with its rate case cycle SDG&E’s estimate of
CIMAC overcollections should be amortized over three years.

116. A considerable amount of Rate Watchers' request is not fﬁ |
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3. In its 1990 attrition year £iling SDG&E should amortize
any differxence between the estimated and actual CLMAC balance over
two years.

4. SDG&E’s QAU methodology expands the depreciation
analysts’s use of judgment.

5. Depreciation analysts should clearly identify all
information that adjusts average remaining plant lives and the
source of the information. :

6. Depreciation analysts should detail the weight given to
each event and how it impacts the calculation of average remaining
plant lives.

7. SDGSE’s QAU methodology was only'designed to receive
input which would shoxten life expectancies and as a result is
inherently biased. : .

8. SDG&E’s depreciation methodology requires the independent“
application of judgment twice.

9. SDG&E’s QAU model is based on speculative assumptions andV
not recoxrded data. :

10. The depreciat_on analyat should consider all events which“
could affect plant lives at the same time and adjust average
sexrvice lives accordingly. Z ‘

11. A.reasonable approach to. determine average service plant -
lives should solicit information from experts, provide their S
identity, describe their input, -and- indicate hOW'the information o
was applied. . ff

12. A,procedure similar to represcription is reasonable and
should be adopted for SDGSE. V

13. Depreciation workshops as previously described should be
adopted for SDG&E’s future general rate proceedings. '

l4. DRA’s recommended depreciation expense and accruals,
which exclude QAU, should be adopted. : ‘

15. SDG&E and. DRA‘should address the issue of techmical
depreciation updates in SDG&E’s next general rate proceeding.
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16. SDG&E’s life extending programs, pole butt treatment,
undexground switch maintenance, and padmount painting should be
considered in determining the average remaining lives for the
affected plant. ‘

17. SDGSE should be provided an addit;onal $200,000 in W/MBE
funding for its participation in the clear;nghouse foxr verifying
W/MBEs. :

18. SDG&E should encourage W/MBE Joint ventures and provide
technical assistance in meeting financing and insurance
requirements at competitive rates.

19. SDGaE’s attrition mechanism should use a four-year
average excluding non-recurring and hazardous waste projécts to
estimate plant additicns.

20. The integrated voice. and data network project is expected
to reoccur in attrition years 1950 and 1991 and should be xncluded
in the four-year average of plant additions.

2]l. SDG&E’s estimated plant additions for attrition years
should not be adjusted for changes in escalation rates.

22. Edison's budget for 1990 nuclear plant additions should
be adopted for use in SDG&E’s attxition year 1990 filing. .

23. The nuclear Os&M expenses and plant estimates adopted in ‘
Edison’s 1991 test year general rate proceeding should be used for - -
SDG&E’S attrition.year 1991 £iling. o

' 24. DRA’s marginal energy costs rev;sed to reflect the
appropriate revenue-related tax factor,. and marginal demand costs
as shown in Appendix E should be adopted.

25. For directly assignable costs. the follow1ng TCAN R
recommendations should be adopted: (1) no-con:xngency-factor for . .

_ residential or small commercial TSM coats, (2) 4% fox purchasxng '\//

and warehousing txansformex costs, (3) a weighted average of
s;ngle-family'and multi-family units- fox customexs on. schedule DR,

(4) an overhead rate o£ 1lly, and’ (S) transformer costs based on .
SDG&E’s incremenxal cost. :
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26. DRA’s weighting of single~family and multi-family units
and 10% real fixed rate for annualizing TSM costs should be adopted
for determining directly assignable costs.

27. DRA’s common distribution cost methodology should be
adopted.’ ‘ '

: 28. TUCAN‘s recommendations that customer accounting costs
reflect the differences in the cost of reading meters and exclude
conservation expenses should be adopted.

29. DRA’s market rental approach.should be adopted for
determining marginal customer costs. - ‘

30. DRA’s revised marginal energy revenue determinants should'
be adopted. | |

31. Except for its reliabilxty adjustment and diversity

factor for residential class transmissmon and distr;bution.demands,‘l"

DRA’s methodology, weighting factors, and demand determinants for
calculating marginal cost revenues.should be adopted-

32. A system peak of 2376—MW‘ahould be uaed for 1989
generation demand.

33. DRA’s distribution and transmission demand adjusted fora .

50% diversity factor for the residential class should be adopted.
*34. The Full EPMC revenue allocation shown in Appendax D

should be adopted. o
35. The phased-in electric and gas baseline allowances shown

in Appendices F and G aze in conformance with: PU S 739 and should
be adopted.

36. A mobilehome park discount of of $9. So/unat/month for

schedule DT and- $6. 00/un1t/nonth, both to be prorated and bmlled on f{“’-

a daily basis, for schedule GT should be adopted.

37. A discount for apartment buildings of $4 04/un1t/month
for schedule DS and $l. 90/unit/month, both to be prorated and
billed on a daily basis, for schedule Gs ahould be adopted.

38. Declining block energy rates encourage energy-use and areljg _f

not consistent with our’ conservation policies. _
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39. DRA!s recommended $5. So/kW demand charge for schedule AD
should be adopted.

40. Schedule A and AD customers should be allowed to move to
a TOU schedule.

41. Maintaining the existing off-, mid-, and on-peak energy
relationships should provide customers on schedules AL-TOU and
A6-TCU with a better understanding of the adopted rates.

42. The off- and mid-peak enexgy rates for SDGLE’S
experimental schedules AE-1, R—TOUhl, and R=-TOU-2 should be
adjusted to reflect the adopted revenue requirement, but the
schedules should be closed to new customers.

43. Three new real time pricing schedules which incorporate
the rate, structure changes to schedules AL—TOU and AS—TOU; should
be adopted. ‘

44. DRA’s, recommended interruptible sexvice schedules shouldjr
be adopted. -

45. Customexs with power factors below 90% should be assessed}o1‘gf

SDG&E’s current charge of $0.21/kVAR,month.

46. Customers should be’ provided six months to correct their‘3
power factors. before being assessed a kVAR chaxge. i

47. Revenues from power £actor charges should be treated inm ' = -

the same mannexr as standby revenues-

48. ' The proposala to-change SDG&E’s current standby rate
structure are not consistent with the stundby policy- adopted in
D.86=12-091..

49. SDG&E should provide in its next,general rate'case-filingﬁ

sufficient data to permit the determinution of facilities dedicated_i‘:ff

to standby sexvice including transmission and" distribution
facilities that are not fully leGISlfied..‘~. .
50. Schedule AD customers: should be allowed .to take standby

service and. receive credit for the non-coincident demand charges,ony"'”‘

their contracted standby'load. '
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51. The energy netting provision of schedule PG should be
closed to all customers and the ‘schedule should be closed to new
customers on June 30, 1989.

52. Consistent with D.87=12-069 schedule PG~QF should be
closed to new cogemeration facilities above 20 kW by June 30, 1989.
For customexrs on PG-QF prior to June 30, 1989 the enexqgy netting
provision should remain in effect until termination of the
cogeneration project or June 30, 1999, whlchever occurs first.

53. SDG&E’s agricultural rate design as shown in Appendix F
should be adopted.

54. On or after March 1, 1989 SDG&E should be authorized to
establish a late payment charge for non—resxdentral customers. Thez

c¢haxge should only apply to balances that have not been paid w1thrnf‘f

25 days from the billing date and be calculated by applying SDGGE’S.
authorized annual xeturn on rate base rounded to the nearest one -
percent. Governmental facilities should not be charged a late -
payment fee that exceeds the amount authorized by the Governmenr
Code. :
55. SDG&E should‘not enter special contracts which prov;de L
customers with reduced rates in a year when forecasts indicate the |
need for additional capacity'without substantral justrficatlon ‘
demonstrating the benefits for all SDG&E ratepayers. ‘

'~ 56. Exhibit 43 on the resouxce’ plan submitted by DRA and
SDG&E establishes guidelines and criteria for resource plannlng
that are reasonable and should be " implemented.

57. DRA’s EPMC revenue allocation for the street lighting
class should be adopted- ‘

58. CAL-SLA's EPMC unbundled street lighting rate design
should be adopted because it focuses on the cost components that
provide information on which service to purchase.. o -

59. SDG&E should be authorized to-revise non-core gas rates, -

effective January 1, 1989, ~to xeflect the. change in. margin adopted- ﬁvyj];

in this decision. The current ‘revenue allocation and rate design




A.87-22-003, I.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltqg **

methodology should remain unchanged. The margin change allocable
to the core gas customers of $9.644 million as shown in Appendix G,
should be reflected in the core balancing account to be addressed
in SDG&E’s ACAP.

60. The non-core gas rates in Appendix G should be adopted.

61. SDG&E should be authorized to increase its electric, gas,
and steam margins to reflect the revenue requirement shown in
Appendix A. '

62. DRA and SDG&E should conduct workshops with the
signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to idont:.:y the cost
detail required for revenue allocation in SDGEE’S 1989 ACAP. The -
results of these workshops should be served on all parties to this |
proceeding and SDGSE’s last gas offset proceodj.ng' prioxr to-*SDG&E's ‘
1989 ACAP filing. )

63. SDG&E’s propoud steanm rate design ‘as shown in Append:.x 33 :
should be adopted. ' o

64. Public Advocates, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate Watchers should be
found eligible for compensation under Rule 76.54 ' -

65. CPIL should be awarded $3 582 in compensation -for its
contribution to. D.88=07-023. U

66. Rate Watchers should be awarded: $2,038 :Ln. compensation i -
for its contribution to D.88-07-023. ‘

67. Interest should be paid on CPIL’s and Rate Watchers’ o
awvard from the 76th day after: ‘their request was filed um:il the

payment of the award is made. The interest should be calculated in = -
the same manner as the deferred account ostablished in D. 36-06—079. R

68. TUCAN should be awardod $53,11.3 tor its contx:.but;on to ;
D.88-09-063 and this decision.

69. Effective January 1, 1989 SDG&E should be directed to . f: Lo

decrease its oloctric ratos ‘by $94. 9 nill:f.on or 7.6% and authorized”
to increase its gas rates tor non-core customors by $1.5 million or3
0.7% and steam ratos by $0. 6 million or 51 3%. ‘
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8. SDG&E shall encourage joint ventures with women- and
minority-owned business and shall provide technical assistance in
meoting financing and insurance requirements at competitive rates.

9. For its attrition year 1991 filing SDG&E is authorized to-
use the nuclear Q&M expenses and plant estimates adopted in
Southern California Edison Company’s 1991 test year general rxate
proceeding. _

10. DRA and SDG&E shall conduct workshops with the
signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to identify the cost :
detail required for revenue allocation in SDGEE’s 1989 ACAP. The -
results of these workshops shall be served on all paxties to this
proceeding and SDG&E’s last gas offset proceed;ng prior to SDG&E’s
1989 ACAP filing.

1l. The guidelines and criteria fox the. resource—planning B
activities set forth in Exhibit 43 shall be implemented in the next
SDG&E standard offexr proceeding and in carryzng out SDG&E’s
resource planning activities. _

12. Experimental schedules AE-l, R—TOU—I, and R=-TOU-2 shall
be closed to new customers. on the effective date of this- dec:.s:x.on.
13. On June 30, 1989 achedule PG~shall be closed to new
customers and the schedule’ 8 energy netting provxsion shall be

closed to all customers.

14. On June 30, 1989 schedule PG-QF shall be closed to new
cogeneration facilities above 20 kw. - The energy'netting provision
PG=QF shall remain in effect for existing customexs, on the
schedule prior to Jume 30, 1989, until termination of the
cogeneration project or Jume 30,1999, whichever . occurs £irst. ,

15. In its next general rate case filing SDG&E shall prov;de
sufficient data to permit the determination of facilities ded;cated
to standby‘service including transmission and’ distrzbutzon
facilities that are not :Eully divers:.fied. ‘
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methodology should remain unchan‘ged. The margin change allocable
to the core gas custoners of $9.644 million as shown in Appendix G,
should be reflected in the core balancing account to be addressed
in SDG&E’S ACAP.

60. The non~core gas rates in Appendix G should be adopted.

6l. SDG&E should be authorized to increase its electric, gas,
and steam margins to reflect the revenue requirement shown in
Appendix A. |

62. DRA and SDG4E should conduct workshops with the
signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to identify the cost
detail required for revenue allocation in SDG&E’s 1989 ACAP. The
raesults of these workshops should be served on all parties to this “

proceeding and SDGEE’s last gas offset proceeding prior to SDG&E's e

1989 ACAP filing.

63. SDG&E’s proposed steam rate design as shown in Append:.x H
should be adopted. : ‘
64. Public Advocates, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate Watchexs should bek
found eligible for compensation under Rule: 76.54 ‘
65. CPIL ehould be nwarded $3, 582 in compensation for its
contribution to D. 88-07-023..

66. Rate Watchers should be awvarded 32,038 in compensation
for its contribution to D.88=07-023.

67. IXInterest should be paid on CPIL’s and Rate Watchers'
award from the 76th dey after their request was filed until the

payment of the award is made. The interest should be calculated inio s

the same manner as the deferred account established in D. 86—06—079.‘@‘?
68. UCAN should be ewa:r:ded $53,118 for its contribution to
D.88-09-063 and this decision. :
69. Effective January 1, 1989 SDG&E should be directed to o
decrease its electric rates by $94.9 million’ ox’ 7.6% and authorized

to increase its gas rates for non-core customers by $1.5 mll:.on or N

0.7% and steam rates by $0.6 million or 51 3&.,
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70. The electric, gas, and steam rates shown in Appendices E, ' .
F, and G are reasonable and should be adopted.

71. The decreases and increases in rates and charges
authorized by this decision are justified, and are just and
reasonable.

IRTERIM_ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) is authorized
and directed to file with this. Commission, on or after the
effective date of this ordexr, and not later than December 28, 1988,
revised tariff schedules for electric, gas, and steam rates as set. "'
forth in Appendices ¥, G, and H. 3:

2. The revised tariff schedules shall become effective on or
after January 1, 1989 and shall comply with Gemeral Crdex 96-A. :
The revised tariffs shall apply to service rendered on or after
their effective date. R

3. SDGLE is authorized to .f.ncrease its. elect::;c, qas, and .
steam margins to reflect the adopted revenue requ.i.rement shown in = .
Appendix A, and to reflect the split of core and: non-core gas
margin shown in Apendix G, page 2.

4. SDGLE is authorized to file. s.ttrition adjustments foz- the
years 1990 and 1991 based on. the methodology and revenue
requirement set forth in Appendix B. = : .

5. In its 1990 attrition year filing SDGSE shall amortize

any difference between the estimated and actual cMac balance over
6. SDG&E and: the Division of Rntepsyer Advocates (DRA) shall L
conduct depreciation workshops as discussed :f.n this decision for ‘ '
SDG&E’s future general rate. proceedings. ( .

7. SDG&E and DRA shall address “the issue of technical
depreciation updates in-SDGEE’s next general rate proceeding. '
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8.' SDG&E shall encourage joint ventures with women~—~ and
minority-owned business and shall provide technical assistance in
meeting financing and insurance requirements at competitive rates.

9. For its attrition year 1991 filing SDG&E is authorized to
use the nuclear 0&M expenses and plant estimates adopted in
Southern California Edison Company’s 1991 test year general rate
proceeding. _

10. DRA and SDG&E shall conduct workshops with the
signaﬁories to the Stipulation and Agreement to identify the cost
detail required for revenue allocation in SDGSE’s 1989 ACAP. The
xesults of these workshops shall be sexved on all parties to this .
proceeding and SDG&E’S last gas offset proceeding prior to SDG&E’S
1989 ACAP filing.

1l." The guidelines and critexia. for the resource plann;nq S
activities set forth in Exhibit 43 shall be implemented in the nexz
SDG&E standard offer proceeding and in car:ying out SDG&E’s
resource planning activities. .

12. Experimental schedules AE-1, R—TOU-l, and R=TOU-2 shall
be closed to new'customers on the effective date of this dec;s;on.,
13. On June. 30, 1989 schedule PG shall be closed to new
customers and the schedule s energy netting prevision shall be
closed to all customers. -

14. On June 30, 1989 schedulevPG-QF shall be closed te new:
cogeneration facilities. above 20" kW. - The ene:gy netting prcv;sion
PG~-QF shall xemain in effect for existing customers, on the
schedule prior to June 30, 1989, until termination of the
cogeneration project oxr June 30, 1999, whichever occuxs first.

15. In its next general rate case filing SDG&E shall provide ﬁhgy ‘f?3

sufficient data to. permit the detexrmination.of facilities ded;cated
to standby service, including- transmission -and distribut;on o L
£ac;lxtiee that are not. £ully diversified. |
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16. On orxr after March 1, 1989, SDG&E is authorized to \/
establish a late payment charge for non-residential customers. The
charge shall only apply to balances that have not been paid within
25 days from the billing date and be calculated by applying SDG&E’s
authorized annual xeturn on rate base rounded to the nearest ome
percent. Governmental facilities shall not be charged a late
payment fee that exceeds the amount authorized by the Government
Code. . , -
17. SDG&E shall pay Center for Public Interest Law (CPIL)
$3,582 and Rate Watchers. $2,038 within 15 days from today in
compensation for their contribution to D.88-07-023. _

18. Interest shall be paid on CPIL‘s and Rate Watchers’ award-
from the 76th day after their request was filed until the payment
of the award is made and shall be calculated in the same manner as
the deferred account established in D.86-06~079.

19. SDG&E shall pay Utility Consumers Action Network (UCAN)
$53,118 within 15 days.from.today in compensation for its
contribution to D.88-09-063 and this decision.

20. Public Advocates is eligible to request intervenor
compensation for its contribution to this decision.

21. CPIL, Rate Watchers, Public Adwocates, and UCAN are
placed on notice that they may be subject to audit or review by-the e
Commission Advisory-and Compliance Division pursuant to. Rule 76. 57-& R
therefore, they shall maintain and retain. adequate‘accounting i
records and other necessary~documentation supporting all’ claxms fo*f_ftf*
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intervenor compensation. They sh&ll maintain such records in a
manner that identifies specific issues for which compensation will
be requested, the actual time spent by each employee, fees paid to
consultants, and any other compensable costs incurred.

This order is effective today.

Dated _DE,C_J,_Q_]SBﬁ_, at San Francisco, California.
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Electric Department
SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT ADOPTED PRESENT RATE
REVENUES AND EXPENSES
(Thousands Of 1989 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indicated)
Test Year 1989

Description

Operating Revenues

Sales to customers
Non=Jurisdictional
Miscellaneous

Total Opcrating Ravenues

Oporating Expenses

Operation &. Haintennnce
Nuclear refueling
Uncollectibles
Franchise Requirements

Subtotal (1986 Dollars)
Labor,Escalation Amount’

Non-Labo:,Escalationqhmount‘~

Subtotal (1989 Dollars)

Depreciation & Amorfization 

Nuclear Decommissioning
Taxes Other Than On Income

CA Corporation Franchisa Tax -

Federal Income Tax
Total 0perating Expcnsas

Net 0pcrntingzrncome.'
Weighted Average Rate. Base

- AUTHORIZED RATE OF RETURN

Adopted

$778,637
1, 445

$797,087'

217,499
4,319
15,238
1,643

$238,699

12,903
10,719

$262,321

128,580 -
22,038

37,666
23,560

85,471

$559,635

$237,451.
$2,178,451
10.90%

Adopted Revanuos at Adopted Rates . $797,087 RO
Less: Stipulated Rev. at Present Rates  $888,468 . = .
Less:  Amort. of- Conservation/Load Mgmt. o

balancing account overcollaction . $3,487

ASTHORIZED INCR.‘IN REVENUE REQUIREMENT‘ (594{868)
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Gas Department
SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT ADOPTED PRESENT RATE
REVENUES AND EXPENSES
(Thousands o: 1989 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indicated)
Test Year 1989

Description Adopted

Operating Revenues

Sales to customers $114,259
Interdepartmental , 14,051
Miscellaneous 3,152

Total Operating Revenues
Operating Expenses
Operation & M&intehance‘

Uncollectibles
Franchise Requirenents

Subtotal (1986 Dollars) .

Labor Escalation Amount
Non-Labor Escalation Amount

Subtotal (1989 Dollars)

Dopriciatlon~& Amorﬁization
Taxes Other Than On Income

CA Corporation Franchise Tax

Foderal Incomc Tax
Total Operating Expenses
Net Opcrating.Income

Weighted Average Rate Base
AUTHORIZED RA?EIOF”REQURN‘

$131,462

48,577

2,838

241

$51,353
3,301
1,995

$56,649

23,056
5,516
3,833

12,515

$101,569
$29,893
$274,248

| 10-90% .

Adopted Revenues at Adopted Rates : $131,462

- Less: Stipulataed Rev. at Present Rates $121,823
Less: Amort. of Conservation/Load Mgmt. S
balancing acccunt overcollection ' $1,323

AUTHORIZED INCR.. IN REVENUE REQUIREMENT - $8,316
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APPENDIX A

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

Steam Department

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT ADOPTED PRESENT RATE

REVENUES AND EXPENSES

(Thousands Of 1989 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indicated)

. Test Year 1989

Description

Operating Revenues

Sales to customers .
Miscellaneous

Total Operating Revenues

Operxating Expenses

Operation & Maintenance
Uncollectibles
Franchise Requirements

Subtotal (1986 Dollars)

Labor Escalation Amount
Non-Labor Escalation Amount

sﬁbtotal“(1989‘bo11ars}

Depreciation & Amortization
Taxes Other Than On Income
CA Corporation Franchise ‘Tax
Federal Income Tax -

Total Operating Expenses

‘Nat Cperating Income .
Waighted Average Rate Base
AUTHORIZED RATE OF RETURN

Adopted

28 .
o

$1,210

80"
62

$1,352

39
46
(3)
- (6) -

$1,42 a.

$25
$233
20.90%

Adopted Revenues at Adopted Rates
Loss-

AUTHORIZED INCR. IN'REVENUE REQUIREMENT

Stipulatad Rev., at Present Rates

$1,454
9954
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Electric Department -~ BASE RATE REVENUES
Gas Department - BASE COST AMOUNT
Stean Department - BASE RATE REVENUES
(Thousands Of 193% Dollars Unless Otherwise Indicated)

Test Year 1989

Electric Department

Adopted Revenues at Adopted Rates
Less: Non=Jurisdictional Revenues

lLess: Miscellanecous Revenues

Less: Amort. of Conservation/Load Mgnmt.
balancing account overcollection

AUTHORIZED BASE RATE REVENUES

Less: Auth. Base Rate Reav. eff. 4/1/88
ADOPTED'INCREASE‘INVBASE RATE REVENUES

% INCREASE IN BASE RATE REVENUES

$797,087
1,445
17,005

3,487

- $775,150

764,70

$10,448
1.37%

Gas Department

Adopted Revenues at Adéptod-nated‘ :
Less: ' Amort. of Conservation/lLoad Mgmt.
balancing account overcollection

AUTHORIZED BASE " COST‘AHOUNT‘

Less- Base Cost Amount eff. 1/1/88
ADOPTED INCREASE IN BASE COST AMOUNT

% INCREASE IN BASE COST AMOUNT .

$131,462
1,323

$130,139"

118,448

$11,690

9.87%

Steam Department

AUTHORIZED BASE RAIE 'REVENUES

Lass: Auth. Base Rate Rcv. eff. 1/1/83
ADOPTED INCREASE IN BASE-RATE-REVENUES

L ¥ INCREASE-IN BASE RATE REVENUES

$1,454 - |
1,831

($377)
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
ESCALATION FACTORS - Total Company
’ COST OF CAPITAL = CPUC Jurisdiction
NET=TO~=GROSS MULTIPLIERS
Test Year 1989
Description Adopted
LABOR > 1987 3.970%
ESCALATION FACTORS 1988 3.805%
1989 4.201%
1990 4.816%
1991 4.932%
NON=LABOR ======== > 1987 2.625% -
ESCALATION FACTORS 1988 4.986%
‘ 1989 4.719%
1990 5.086%
1991 5.334%
OTHER ' > ALL YEARS 0.000%
COMPOSITE ESCALATION FACTORS
LABOR 1986 TO 1989 12.460%
NON=-LABOR 1986 TO 1989 12.826%
.{ OTHER 1986 TO 1989 0.000%
Electric ~ Gas Steam -
Dept. Dept. Dept.
Uncollectibles 0.019570 0.022190°  0.019570
Franchise Fee 0.002110 0.002110  0.000000"
State Inc. Tax 0.093000 0.093000 0.093000
Fed. Inc. Tax 0.340000- 0.340000°  0.340000
FF&U Factor 1.022117 . 1.024856 1.019961
Inc.Tax Factor 1.670509 . 1.670509 1.670509"
N-T-G Multipli 1.707456. 1.712031 1.703853"
'COST'  CAPITALIZATION = WID. COST.
Debt - 9.23%  45.75% 4.22%
Pref. Stock 6.97% T 6.25% 0.44%
Common equity 13.00% . 48.00% - 6.24%
Auth. Return on Rate Base (CPUC Jurisdiction) :

10.90%

| (END OF APPENDIX A)
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Electric Department
ATTRITION YEAR 1990

Transfer
of Other

Expenses Expenses
for AY1990 for AY1990
in 000's in 000's
of 1989$ of 1989%
(Calif.)

Expenses
for AX1960

Expenses in 000's
to Labor/ of 1985%
Non~Labor for Attrition

purposes
GRC '

ADOPTED IN

Oper. & Maint. Expenses (Juris. Alloc.

Factor =

1.0000 ) .

Labor
Non Labor
Qther

‘116,113
89,761
34,694

89,761
34,694

116,113

0

21,290
(21,190)

116,113
110,951 .’

240,568 240,568

Uncollectibles (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

0

240,568
1.0000 )

Labox - ‘ o o ' 0
Non Labor

Othexr 15,238

o 0.
~ 15,238

. o" )
15,238

15,238
Franchise Fees (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

15,238

15,238 .

Labor 0 ' 0.
0.

Non Labor ‘ : (o 2

Other 1,643 1,643

1.0000%) . .

1,643 1,643

TOTAL O&M EXPENSES'

.
Non Labor
Other -

316,113
89,761
51,575

89,761
51" 575“

116,113

: o
21,190

(21,190)

116,113
.110,951"'

30,385

257,449 257,449

.0

257,449
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Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1989% (Adopted in GRC)

1989 Labor Escalation
1988 YLabor Escalation

(estimated in GRC)
(estimated in GRQ)

1987 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC)

1987 Labor Escalation
1988 Labor Escalation
1989 Labor Escalation
1990 Labor Escalation

(use recorded)
(use recorded)
(use updated estimate)
(use updated estimate)

Page 2

$116,113
4.20%
3.81%
3.97%
3.97%
3.81%
4.20%
4.82%

Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990§

Labor Escalation for AY 1990 in 1990$
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

121,705

5,592
1.022117

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Non-Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1989$ (Adopted in GRC

1989 Non~Labor Escalation
1988 Non-Labor Escalation
1987 Non=Labor Escalation
1987 Non=Labor Escalation
1988 Non-Labor Escalation
1989 Non-Labor Escalation
1990 Non-Labor Escalation

(estimated in GRC) -
(estimated in GRE)
(estimated in GRC)
(recorded)

(recordad) :
(use updated estimate)
(use updated estimate)

Non-Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990%

Non-Labor Escalation for AY 1990 in 1990%
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor Ghdopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Nuclear Refuelinq Exp;

(Juris. Alloc. Factor =

$,716

110,951 -
4.72% "

4*99* o
2.63% .. .

2.63% 1

4.99% .

5.09%

116,594
5,643

1.022117 ..

5,768

t
ol

' 1.0000 9.

Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1989% (Adopted in GRC)

1989 Labor Escalation
1988 Labor Escalation
1987 Labor Escalation

(estimated in GRC)
(estimated in GRQC)
(estimated in GRC)

1987 Laboxr Escalation: (use recorded)
1988 Labor Escalation (use recoxded)

1989 Labor Escalation

‘(use updated estimete)

1990 lLabor Escalation (use updated estimate)

Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990$

Labor Escalation :or AI’1990 in 1990%
Uncell. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) -

1. 022117

Increese in Revenue Requirement
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Addl. Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1986$ (use updated
1987 Labor Escalation (use recorded)

1988 Labor Escalation (use recorded)

1989 labor Escalation (use updated estimate)

1990 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)

Page 3

(10)
3.97%
3.81%
4.20%
4.82%

Additional Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990$
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

(12)
1.022117

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Non-Labor Base for AY 1590 in 19895 (Adopted in GRC
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC)

' 1988 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) -

1987 Non=-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC)

1987 Non-Laboxr Escalation (recorded)

1988 Non=Labor Escalation (recorded).

1989 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)

1990 Non~lLabor Escalation (use updated estimate)

(12)

4,530
4.99%
2.63%
2-63%

- 4.99%
4.72%
5.09%

Non-Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990%

Non-Labor Escalation for AY 1990 in 1990$
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) -

4,762

230
1.022117

Increase in Revenue Raquirement

Addl. Non-Lakor Base for AY 1990 in 1986$ (use upda.
1987 Non-Labor Escalation (recorded)

1988 Non=Labor Escalation (rxecorded)

1989 Non=-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate).

Additional Non-Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990$
Uncoll. & Franchise Feae Pactor (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Depr. + Nucl. Decomm. Exp. (Juris.,Alloe; Factor -

236:

1,893
2.63%
4.99%
4.72%
5.09%

2,244
1.022117.

2,294 ¢

1.0000 ).

System avg. Depreciation Rate- (Adopted in GRC)
Increase in Wtd. Avg. Plant in Service >
for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)

3.7262%

179,924"

Increese inhDepreciation oxpense'

Increase in Depreciation.expense (Calir ).
Net-to~Gross Multiplier (Adopted InKGRCJ

6,704

6,706
1.707456 -

Increase in Revenue Requirement

11,447 (1)
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

Page 4

1.0000 )

System avg. Ad Valorem Tax Rate (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service fronm
TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd-to-net
ratio of 0.4495 (Adopted in GRC)

0.9350%

165,775

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes (Calif.)
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

1,550

1,550
1.022117

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Accel. Amort. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

1,584

1.0000

Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Test Year 1989  (Adopted in GRC)

-0
o‘

Increase in Accel. Amortization

Increase in Accel. Amortization (Calif.)
Net=-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRQ)

o]

. o
1.707456 .

Increase in.Revenue Requizement

State Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

1.0000) )

State Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from
TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd-to-net
ratio of 0.4495 (Adopted in GRC)

3.7971% .

165,775

Increase in.State Tax'Depreciation
Increasea. in State Tax Dapraciation CCallf )

Increase in CCFT ( Tax Rate = : 9 3000*
Increase in FIT ( Tax Rate = 34.0000%

o295
6,295 }‘
C585)
199"

Increase .in State & Federal Taxes

(3369

1.707456".

Net-to-cross;nultiplie; (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in,Revénue;ReQuirement:

;(660) (mo)
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Allec. Factor =

Page 5

1.0000 )

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from
TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd=to-net
ratio of 0.4495 (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation
Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.)

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate
Net~to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

34.0000%
Increase in Revenue Requirement

ITC Normalized (Juris. Alloc. Factor =
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f)(2) utilities only.)

2.7280%

165,775

4,522
4,522

(1,538)
1.707456

(2,625) (1) .+

1.0000 )

Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted- in GRC)
Test Year 1989 (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in ITC normalized

Increase in ITC normalized (Calif.)
Net-to—Gross Multiplier (Adopted.in‘GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Interest Synchro. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f) (2). utilities only.)

(4,681)
(4,681)

0

0
1.707456

ITC Normalized in TY1989 .(from above) :
wtd. cost ot Long. Term Debt CAdopted in AY1990)

Increase in CCFT intcrcst

Increase in CCFT ( Tax Rate =

Increase in FIT ( Tax Rate = 34.0000%

9.3000%

(a8 .
6.,

Increase in State'& Federal Taxes

Increase in State & rederal Taxes (Califr.)
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adoptad in GRC)

,(1z)l; a
(a2

1.707456. .

Increase in Revenue Raquirement_

ol
'
i

22) a3y
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 )

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for TY1989 (Adopted in GRC 2,178,451

Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989 (84,576)
Net Additions for TY1989 189,984
wtd. avg. Additions for AY19950 74,516

PHFU (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989
Net Additions for TY1S589
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990

Depreciation Reserve (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for TY1989 990,633
wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve f£or AY1l990 , (1,114,496)

Taxes Deferred - ACRS (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - MACRS for TY1989 207,459 . .
Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - MACRS for AY1990- : (229,244)

Amortization & Other Reservas (Adoptcd in GRC)

Weighted average for TYL989 . . S 9,593""17
Weighted average for AY1990. : (1%,950)

Wed. avg. Depr Rate Base for AY1990 : 2,210,370

Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC 2,178,451“
wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Basa in AY1990 ‘(Adopted- :Ln GRC 2,210,3»70’.‘ .
Wed. avg. Depr. Rate Base in TY 1989 (Calif.) 2,178,451
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in A!‘199O (Calif ) . 2,210,370

Long=-term Debt

Return on Debt in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC) | 9.23%
Debt capitalization in TY 1989 (Mopted in GRC) . 45.75% -

Wtd. cost of Debt for Test Yoar 1989 4.2t

Return on Debt in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1989) 9.23%
Debt capitalization in AY 1990 (Adopted in A¥1989) 45.75% |

Wtd. cost of Debt for Attrition Year 3.990 4.22%

Increase in Debt cost in Attrition: Year 1990 1,347
Uncoll. & Franchiu Fee Factor (Adoptad :Ln GRC) ©1.022117

Increase in Revenue Raquiremant ' - | o 1,377‘*".1““(‘;143'
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Preferred Stock

Return on Pref. Stock in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC)
Pref.Stk. capitalization in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1989

Return on Pref. Stock in AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990)
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990)

wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Att. Year 1990

Increase in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 1990
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Common Equity

Return on Common Equity in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC)
Com. Equity capitalization TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. cost of Common Equity‘tdr Test Year 1989

Return on Common Equity AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990)

Com. Eq. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990)
Wtd. cost of Commen nquity for Att. Year 1950

Increase in Common Equity cost in Att. Year 1990
Net-to~-Groas Multipliex (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

RD&D expense (CIEE funding)

Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Test Year 1989*(Adopted‘in GRC)

Increase in RD&D' expense '
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adoptcd in GRC)

Increase in,Rcvenue Requircment

RATEBASE MONITORING

wtd. avg. Depr.RatcBasc in<TYl989“(Adopted in GRC)
wtd. avg. Depr-RateBasc in TY1989 (use updatcd est.

Wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in A¥1990~(Adopted~in'GRC)v
Wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in"AY1990 (use updated est.

6.97%
6.25%

0.44%

6.97%
6.25%

0.44%

140
1.707456

240"

13.00%
48.00%

6.24%

13.00%

48 -00* ..‘ ‘

6.24%

1,992
1.707456

3,401

228
100

125
1.022117

- 128

2,178,451 .
2,178,451
2,210,370
2,210,370
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Electric Department
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 1990
Thousands Of 1990%

ATTRITION
ITEM YEAR
1590

O & M EXPENSES =

Labor Escalation
Non=Labor Escalation

Total O&M Expenses
NUCLEAR REFUELING EXPENSES :

Labor Escalation
Additional Labor Base
Non-Labor Escalation -
Additional Non-Labor Base

Total Nuclear Refueling Expenses
CAPITAL RELATED ITEMS : |

Book.Deprcciation‘Expenses
Ad Valorem Taxes
Accelerated Amortization
State Tax Depreciation
Federal Tax Depreciation
ITC normalized

Interest Synchronization
Debt cost

Preferred Stock cost
Common Equity cost

Total Capital Related Items
OTHER AUTHORIZED ITEMS :

RD&D expense (CIEE funding) . - 128
Retirement of debt (Adopted in AY 1990) () ‘
Book Depreciation exp. adj. (Adopted in A¥1990)

Incr. in Non=-Jurisdictional Rev. (Adopted in GRC 0.
Amort. of CIMAC bal. account . (Adopted in AY1990) )
SONGS 2&3 post-COD disallowance (Adopted in D.88-12-033) (0)- |
SONGS2&3 pre-COD AFUDCAisallowance (Adopted in D.88-12-033) (0)

Total Other Authorized Items R - 128 :

ADD'L REVENUE REQUIREMENTS. ' ' $28,889
) Exclude 2 attributable to Large Light & Power: '
., (To be adopted :Ln OIR 86-=10-001) : 0.00%

TOTAL ADD'L REVENUE REQUIREMENTS»f-F-> ‘ 28,889 -
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

Electric Department
ATTRITION YEAR 1991

Labor Base

Total Labor Base for AY1l991 (adopted in AY 1990)
1990 Labox Escalation (estimated in AY1990)

1989 Labor Escalation (estimated in AY1990)

1989 Labor Escalation (use recorded)

1990 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)
1991 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)

~ Labor Base for Ax 1991 in 1991$

Labor Escalation for AY 1991 in 1991$
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Non=Labor Base

Non-Labor Base for AY 1990 (adopted in AY1990) -
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in AY1990)-
1989 Non=lLabor Escalation (estimated in A31990)
1989 Non=lLabor Escalation’(use recorded).

1990 Non-=Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)‘
1991 Non-Labor Escalation (use-updated -estimate) - -

Nen-Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1991$

Non-Labor Escalation for AY 1991 in 1991$
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Nuclear Refueling Exp;_(suris- Alloc. Factor =

121,705
4.82%
4.20%
4.20%
4.93%

127,707

6,002
1.022117

6,135

$116,594
4.72% .
4.72%
5.09%.;;

122,813

6,219
1.022117

6,357

2.0000. )

Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1990$ (Adopted in AY1990)

1990 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) -
1989 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC)
1989 Labor Escalation (use. recorded)

1990 Labor Escalation (use updated- estinate)
1991 Labox Escalation (use updated estimate)

Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1991%.

Labor Escalation for AY 1991 in 1991§
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requlrament

347 .
4.82%
4‘-120%:‘3‘

4.208
4.82%

§.93%

366,

17

2.022117 |

17
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Addl. Labor Base for AY 1991 in 19865 (Adopted

in AY 1991)
1987 Labor Escalation

1988 Labor Escalation
1989 Labor Escalation
1990 Labor Escalation
1991 Labor Escalation

(use recorded)

(use recorded)

(use updated estimate)
(use updated estimate)
(use updated estimate of

7
3.97%
3.81%
4.20%
4.82%
4.93%

Additional Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1991$
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

9
1.022117

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Non-Labor Base for AY 1991 in 19905 (Adopted in GRC
1990 Non-lLabor Escalation (estimated in GRC)

1989 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC)

1989 Non-Labor Escalation (use recorded) ~

1990 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated. estimate)
1991 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate of

9.

7 005
5.09%

4.72%

4.72%
 5.09% .
5.33% .

Non-Labor'Base'for AY 1991 in 1991$

Non-Labor Escalation for AY 1991 in 1991$%
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

7,378

. 374
1.022117

Tncrease in Revenue Requirement

Addl. Non-Labor'Base'ror Ax 1991 in 1986$7(Adopted~;u

in AY 1991)
(use recorded):
(use recorded)
(use updated estimate)
(use updated estimate)
(use updated estimate)

1987 Non=Labor Escalation
1988 Non-Labor Escalation
1989 Non~Labkor Escalation
1990 Non-~Labor Escalation
1991 Non-Labor Escalation

Additional Non-Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990%
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Depr. + Nucl. Decomm. Exp_,(Juris;‘Alloc-‘Factor -

382

(2,226)' .

2.63%

4.99% "

5.09%
. 5‘.3’3* '

(2, 730)?1
1.022117 .

(2,342)

1.0000 )

System avg. Depreciation Rate (Adopted in GRC)
Increase in Wtd. Avg. Plant in: Service
for AY1991 (Updated in AY 1991)

3.7262%

Increase in,Depreciation expense

Increase in Depreciation.expense (Calif.)
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

ol
R

6,754 |

6,756 ..
1707456

Increase in Revenue Requirement

11;5311!
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Ad Vvalorem Taxes (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 )

Systex avg. Ad Valorem Tax Rate (Adopted in GRC) 0.9350%
Increase in AY1991 EQY Plant in Service from

AY1990 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd-to-net

ratio of 0.45798 (Updated in AY1991) 196,491

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes | 1,837

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes (Calif.) 1,837
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 1.022117

Increase in Revenue Requirement ' 1,878 ‘(25);.5f3

Accel. Amort. (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 )

Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in GRC)
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC)

Increase in Accel. Amortization‘

Increase in Accel. Amortization. (Calif.)
Net-to~-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 1. 707456

Increase in Revenue: Requirement e e

State Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor = . 1.oooovm_‘

State Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) 3.7971%
Increase in AY1591 EOY Plant in Service: zrom .
AY1990 EOY Plant in Service at a wta-to-net D
ratio of 0.45798 (Updated in AY1991) ‘ . 196,491 -

Increase in'StatevTaxrbepréciation 7,461
Increase in State Tax Depreciation (Calzt ) 7,461}f

Increase in CCFT ( Tax Rate = 19.3000% (694) "
Increase in FIT ( Tax Rate = © 34.0000% 236-“

Increasae in State & Federal Taxes ' (453)
Net-to—cross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) ‘ 1. 707456v

Increase in Revenue Requirenant : . (782) (27)
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 )

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) 2.7280%
Increase in AY1991 EQCY Plant in Service from

AY1990 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd=-to=-net

ratio of 0.45798 (Updated in AY1991) 196,491

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation 5,360

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.) 5,360

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate 34.0000% (1,822)
Net-to~Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 1.707456

Increase in Revenue Req‘uirement (3,112) : (28).:;.,\. ,

ITC Normalized (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 ):"
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f)(2) utilities only.) o

Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in GRC) (4,681) '
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC) (4,681)

Increase in ITC normalized : o '

Increase in ITC normalized (Calif.) o
Net~to-Gross. Hultiplier (Adopted in GRC:) 1.707456

Increase in Revenue Requirement .0
INTEREST SYNCHRO. (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 ) .
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f£)(2) utilities only.) ) o

ITC Normalized in AY1991 (from above) = : .- 4,681 .
Wtd. cost of Long Term Debt. (Adopted in AY1991) 4.22%. ¢

Increase- :in CCFT intarest ' . | 198

Increase in CCFT ( Tax Rate = .9.3000% 18y
Incroasc in FIT ( Tax Rate = ' 34.0000% .

Increase in State & Federal Taxes | o @2y ;

Increase in State & Federal Taxes (Calif.) ' (12)
Nat—to-cross Multiplier. (Adopted Ain- GRC) , .707456‘

Increaae :Ln Revenue Require:nent ‘ | . (21)13- C3°)

'
'
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

Page 13

1.0000 )

wWtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC

Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Net Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRCE)
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1991 (Adopted in AY1991)

PHFU (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Net Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Wtd. avg. Additions for AY1991 (Adopted in AY1991)

Depreciation Reserve

Wtd. avg. Depr. Regerve for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rsrv. for AY1991 (Updated in AY1991

Taxes Deferred - ACRS

Wtd. avg. Def. Taxes - MACRS for AY1990. (Adopted in

wtd. avg. Def. Taxes - MACRS for AY1991 (Updated in-

Anortization & othdrrnaaerves-{Adoptedﬂin GRC)

Weighted average for AY1990
Weighted averago-tor AY1991

2,210,370

(74,516)
165,775
89,989

1,114,496
(1,244,786)

229,244
(250, 237)

11,950
(14,204)

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Basa for Axl991

Depr. Rate Base in Attrition Year 1990
Depr. Rate Base in Attrition Year 1991

wtd. avg.
wtd. avg.

wta.
wed.

avg.
avg.

Depr.

Rate Base in AY 1990 (Calif.)
Depr.

Rate Base in AY 1991 (Calif.)

Long=texrm Dabt:

Return on Debt in AY 1990 (Adopted in A¥1990)
Debt capitalization in,A¥'1990 (Adopted in AYL990)

2,238,031
2,210,370 -
2,238,031 -

2,210,370
‘2’2‘38" 031 ) 1

9.23%
45.75% .

wtd. cost o: Debt tor Axtxition Yonr 1990
Return on Debt in,Ax 1991 (Adoptad in Ax1991)

A2y

9.23%
45.75%

Debt capitalization in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991)
Wtd. cost of Debt for Attrition Year 1991

Increase in Debt cost in Attrition Year 1991
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor . (Adopted in GRC)

. 4.22tf\r

1,167
1.022117 .|

Increase in Revenue Requiranent

1,193 (3
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Preferred Stock

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1950 (Adopted in AY1990
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990

wWtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1990

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991
Pref.5tk. capitalization AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991

Wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Att. Year 1991

Increase in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 1991
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Common Equity

Return on Com. Eq. in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990)
Com. Eg. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990)

Wtd. cost of Common Equity for Tcst‘Ycaf 1990
Return on Com. Eq. in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991)

Com. Eg. capitalization AY 1991 (Adopted in 531991)'

6.97%
6.25%

0.44%

6.97%

0.44%

122
1.707456

.

208

13.00%
48-00& K

6- 24* 1
13.00% |

48.00% -

Wta. cost of Common Equity for Att- Year 1991

Increase in cOmmon Equity cost in Att. Ycar 1991
Net-to-Gross: Hultiplior (Adopted in GRC)

6.24%

1,726 .

1.707456

Incraase in Revenua Raquirement

RD&D expense (CIEE runding)

Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in GRC)
Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted in' GRC)

2,947 |

350
225*“ﬂ

Increase in RD&D expense
Uncoll. & Franchise. Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

125 .
1.022117

Increase in Revenue Requirament

Retirement of debt

 Increase iniRevenua Requirement (Adopted in AY1991)
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RATEBASE TRACKING

wed.

wtd.

wed.
wetd.

wtd.

wed.
wed.

avyg.
avg.

avg.

avg.
avg.

avg.

avg.
avg.

Depr.Rate Base in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)

Depr.Rate Base in TY1989 (estimated at
the time of f£iling for AY 1990)

Depr.Rate Base in TY1989 (recorded)

Depr.RateBase in AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)

Depr.RateBase in AY1990 (estimated at
the time of filing for AY 1990)

Depr.RateBase in AY1990 (use updated est.

Depr.RateBase in AY1991 (Adopted in GRC)
Depr.RateBase in AY1991 (use updated est.

2,178,451

2,178,452
2,178,452

2,210,370
2,210,370

2,210,370

2,238,031
2,238,031
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Electric Department
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 1951
Thousands Of 1991$

ATTRITION
ITEM YEAR
1991

O & M EXPENSES :

Labor Escalation
Non-Labor Escalation

Total O&M Expenses
NUCLEAR REFUELING EXPENSES :

Labor Escalation 17 . (20 ¢
Additional Labor Base ‘ 9 (21).
Non-Labor Escalation « g2 (22)F
Additional Non-Labor Base (2,842) ' (23)°

Total Nuclear Refueling Expenses | (2,433)
CAPITAL RELATED ITEMS : |

. Book Depreciation Expenses
6 AQ Valoraenm Taxes

Accelerated Amortization
State Tax Depreciation
Federal Tax Depreciation
ITC normalized

Interest Synchronization
Debt cost ‘

Preferred. Stock cost
Common Equity cost

'.l‘otal Capital Rolated Itens
OTHER NJTHORIZED ITEHS

RD&D expense (CIEE funding) - o
Retirement of. debt (Adopted in AY 1991) _ 0y

Book Depreciation exp. adj. (Adopted in AY1991) o .

Incr. in Non-Jurisdictional Rev. (Adopted in GRC 0 .
Amort. of CIMAC bal. account (Adopted in AY1990) o)y .
SONGS 2&3 post-COD disallowance (Adopted in D. 88-12-033) 0y ..
SONGS2&3 pre-COD M‘UDCdisallowance (Adoptcd in D.88-12~033) (0) "

Total Other Authorized Ttams' ‘ o 128 i

o

ADD'L REVENUE REQUIREMENTS -- ' $24,029
Exclude % attributablc to' I.arqe I.iqht & Power ‘ ok
I- (To be adopted in OIR: 86-10-001) - 0.00%.,

TOTAL ADD'L REVENUE REQUIREMENTS me=w=> 24,029
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Gas Department
ATTRITION YEAR 1990

Expenses Expenses
for AY1990 for AYL990
in 000's in 000's
of 1989% of 19895
(Calif.)

Transfer

Expenses

of Other for AY1990

Expenses
to labor/

in 000's
of 1989%

Non~Labor for Attrition

purposes

ADOPTED

IN GRC

Oper. & Maint. Expenses (Juris. Allec.

Factor =

Labor 29,790 29,790
Non Lakhor 17,552 17,552
Other 6,531 6,531

o.
5,034
(5,034)

1.0000.)

29,790
22,586
1,497

53,873 ’ 53,873
Uncollectibles (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

0

53,873

1.0000

Labor 0 )
Non Laboxr 0 o
Other 2,535 2,53%

O*" '. ‘/j‘ -
N
+ 2,535

2,535 2,535

Franchise Fees (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

2,535
1.0000 ) .

Labor B+ S 0o

Non Labor ‘ o

Other S 240

o\
o

241 .

241
TOTAL O&M EXPENSES

241

Labor T - 29,790

Non Labor 17,552

Other 9,308

29'790".1 ’1‘

22,586
4,274

56,649
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Labor Base for AY 15950 in 1989$ (Adopted in GRC) $29,790

1989 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 4.20%
1988 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 3.81%
1987 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 3.97%
1987 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 3.97%
1988 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 3.81%
1989 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 4.20%
1990 lLabor Escalation (use updated estimate) 4.84%

Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990% 31,232

Labor Escalation foxr AY 1990 in 1990$ 1,442
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 1.024856

Increase in Revenue Requirement 1,478

Non~Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1989$ (Adopted in GRC 22,586

1989 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 4.72%

1988 Non-lLabor Escalation (estimated in GRC) . 4.99%
1987 Non-=Labor Escalation (estimated in. GRC) 2.63%
1987 Non-Labor Escalation (recorded) 2.63% .
1988 Non~Laboxr Escalation (recorded) 4.99%
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 4.72%
1990 Non=Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 4.87% .

Non-Labor Base for AY 1950 in 1990 | 23,685

Non=Labor Escalation for AY 1990 in 1590% 1,099 $ '
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 1.024856

Increase in.Revenue,Requiranant , 1,126jf

Depreciation Exp. (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 )

System avg. Depreciation Rate (Adopted in GRC) 4. 2481t
Increase in Wtd. Avg. Plant in Service
for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC) ) 33,795,1,‘

Increase in Depreciation expense . : 1r643'f

Increase in- Depreciation: eﬁpense (cﬁliz ) _ 1,648

v

Net-to=Gross . Mult;plier (Adoptad in GRC) 1.72203%

Increase in Revenua Requirement : 2,822
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Allo¢c. Factor =

Page 19

1.0000 )

System avg. Ad Valorem Tax Rate (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Servige from
TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at wtd=-to-net
ratio of 0.44303 (Adopted in GRC)

0.7552%

41,882

Increase in Ad Valorenm Taxes

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes'CCalir.)
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

316

316 .
1.024856

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Accel. Amort. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

324

1.0000

Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Test Year 1989 (Adopted in GRC)

o
0

Increase in Accel. Amortization

Increase in Accel. Amortization.(calir.)
Net-to=Gross Multipliexr (Adopted in GRC)

o

o
1-712031

Increase in Revenue Requirement

State Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

1.0000°) .

State Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC)
Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from-
'TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net

ratio of 0.44303 (Adopted in GRC)

2.9569%

41,882

Increase in State Tax Depreciation
Increase in State Tax Depréciation1(Cali£-)

' 9.3000%
34.0000%

Inc:ease'in'ccrr‘( Tax Rate =
Increase in FIT ( Tax Rate =

1,238 |

1,238 |
(11sy -
39

Increase in State & Federal Taxes
Net-to—Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

76y,
1.71203%°

Increase in Revenua;Requiremént'

(1;oxP“f46y°’

0 (@9 . L
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =
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1.0000 )

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC)
Increase in AY1990 EQY Plant in Service fronm
TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at wtd=to-net

ratio of 0.44303 (Adopted in GRC)

2.8582%

41,882

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.)

1,197

1,187

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate 34.0000%
Net-to~Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

(407)
1.712031

Increase in Revenue Requirement

ITC Normalizod (Juris. Alloc. Factor -
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f) (2) utilities only )

(697) - (43) 1

1.0000 )

Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Test Year 1989 (Adopted in GRC)

(345)
(345)

Increase in ITC normalized

Increase in ITC normalized (Calif.)
Nat-to-cross-nultiplﬁgr-(Adopted.in GRC)

o

o
1.712031. -

Increase in Revcnué-chuiremont

Interest Synchronization (Juris. Alloc. Factor =
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f) (2) utilities only.)

o (42),

1.0000 )" . .

ITC Normalized in TY1989 (from above)
wtd. cost of Long Term Debt (Adopted in Ax1990)

345
S 4.22% 0

Increase in- CCFT interest

Increasa in: CCFT-( Tax Rate = 9.3000%
Increase in FIT ( Tax Rate = - " .34.0000%

.
O~f;~ T

Increase in State &;Fedéral Taxes

Increase in State &'Fedgral-raxés'(CAlirQ)
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

(m)j_>,

(1)
1. 712031

Increase in Revenue Requirement

(2 ) (43)

s
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

Page 22

1.0000

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for TY1989 (Adopted in GRC

Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989
Net Additions for TY1989
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1590

PHFU (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989
Net Additions for TY1989
wtd. avg. Additions for AY195950

Depreciation Reserve (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for TY1989
Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for AY1990

Taxes Deferred - ACRS (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - MACRS for TY1989
Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes -~ MACRS for AY1990

Amortization & Other Reserves (Adopted in GRC)

Weighted average for TY1989
Weighted average' for AY1990

274,248

(16,767)
37,007
18,555

197,332
(218,626)

9,503
(11,142)

1,225
(1,444)

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for AY1990

Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in TY1389 (Adopted in GRC

- Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in AY1990 (Adopted in GRC -

Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in TY 1989 (Calit-j

Long-term Debt

Return on Debt in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC)
Debt capltalization in TY 1989 (Adopted in,GRC)

289,891 .

274,248
289,891 -

274,248 . . .-
289,891 .

9.23%

4s5.75% L

wtd. cost o: Debt zor Tast Year 1989

Return on Debt in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1989)
Debt capitalization in AY 1990 CAAOptcd in A!1989)

4_22;H¥""

9.23% . U
45.75% |

wtd. cost of Debt tor A:tritlon‘Ycar 19900

Increase in Debt cost in Attrition Year 1990
Unecoll. &. Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted. in GRC)

4.2ztﬂﬂ

1. 024856

Increase in,Ravenue chuirement

'677 (44) o
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Preferred Stock

Return on Pref. Stock in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC)
Pref.Stk. capitalization in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. cost of Preferred S$tock for Test Year 1989

Return on Pref. Stock in AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990)
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990)

Wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Att. Year 19850

Increase in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 1990
Net-to~-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

- Common Equity

Return on Common Equity in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC)

Com. Equity capitalization TY 1989 (Adoptad’ in GRC) .

Wtd. cost of Common Equity for Test Year 1989
Return on Common Equity AY 1990 (Adoptod in A¥1990)

Com. Eq. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990).

Wwtd. ‘cost of ‘_c°mon-'i:quity? for Att. Yeaxr 1990

Increase in Common Equity ‘costin”.Att.. Yeax 1990
Net=-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

' Increase in Revenue Réquirement-

Retirement of debt

Increase in Revcnu‘e‘chuircmcnt- (Adéptod in AY1990) |

RATERASE MONITORING

wed. avg. bepr_.Ra.taBAu in TY1989 '(Adopi:ed. in GRC)

wtd. avg. Depr.Ra.toBa.sa in m989' (use updated.’ est. .

wtd. avg. Depr.RataBase in AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)
wtd. avg. Depr.Ra.teBase in AYJ.990 (use updated est-

6.97%
6.25%

0.44%

6.97%
6.25%

0.44%

€9
1.712031

118

13.00%
48.00% "

6.24%

13.00%
48.00%

6-24%ff7

976
1.712031

1,671

274,248 0

289,891
289,891




A.87=12-003, I1.88-01-006% APPENDIX B

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Gas Department
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 19950
Thousands Of 19905

O & M EXPENSES :

Labor Escalation
Non=Labor Escalation

Total O&M Expenses

CAPITAL RELATED ITEMS :

Book Depreciation Expenses
Ad Valorem Taxes
Accelerated Amortization
State Tax Depreciation
Fedaral Tax Depreciation
ITC normalized

Interest Synchronization
Debt cost . B
Preferred Stock cost
Common Equity cost

Total Capital Related Items

OTHER KUTHORIZEDOITEMS s

Retirement of debt (Adopted in AY 1990) .
Book Depreciation exp. adj. (Adopted in AY1990)
Amort. of CIMAC ba;.‘account‘(Adopted-in AY1990)

Total Other Authorized Items

TOTAL ADD'L. REVENUE' REQUIREMENTS. ====3
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. SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Gas Department
ATTRITION YEAR 1991

Labor Base

Total Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1990% 31,232
1990 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 4.84%
1989 Labor Escalation (estimated in AY1990) 4.20%
1989 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 4.20%
2990 lLabor Escalation (use updated estimate) 4.84%
1991 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 5.04%

Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1991$% 32,807

Labor Escalation for AY 1991 in 1991$S 1,575
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 1.024856"

Increase in Revenue Requzrement ' . 1,624

Non~-Labor Base

Non-Laboxr Base for AY 1590 (Adopted in AY1990) $23,685% |
1990 Non=-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 4.87%
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in AY1989) C4.72%
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (use recorded) . 4.72% |
1990 Non~Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) - 4.87% .
1991 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 5.21%

Non-Labox Base for AY 1991 in 1991$ | | 24,919

Non~Labor Escalation for AY 1991vi#'19915 1,254 g
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 1.024886

Increase in«Ravenua‘Requirémgnt' - j 1.265'f

Depreciation\zip. (Juris. Alloc. Factor = ' 1.0000 )

System avg. Depraciation Rate (Adopted in GRC) 4. 2481&
Increase in Wtd. Avg. Plant in Service ,
for AY1991 (Adopted in GRC) - o [ 43,203

Incroasa in Dapreciation expensa g _ ‘ 1,835’

Increase in Depreciation expense’- (Cali! ) , _ ,835
Net~to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) : ‘ - B 712031‘

Increasa in Revenue Requzrement : ' 3,142H (49)'
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Allec. Factor =

Page 25

1.0000 )

System avg. Ad Valorem Tax Rate (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in AY1591 EOY Plant in Service from
TY1990 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net
ratio of 0.43688 (Adopted in GRC)

0.7552%

45,495

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes (Calif.)
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Accel. Amort. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

344

344
2.024856

352

1.0000

Attrition Year 19951 (Adopted in GRC)
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC)

Increase in Accel. Amortization'

Increase in Accel. Amortization (Calif.)
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirenment

State Tax Depr. (Juris. Ailoc.;ractor‘-

°:

(o}

o,
1.712031

1.0000 ) -

State Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC)
Increase in AY1691 EOY Plant in Service !rom
TY1990 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net
ratio of 0.43688 (Adopted in GRC) :

2.9569%

45,495

Increase in State Tax Depreciation:
Increase in State Tax Depreciation (Calif.)

Increase in CCFT ( Tax Rate = 9.3000%
Increase in FIT ( Tax Rate = ‘ 34.0000%

1,345
1,345

uzs) o

Increase in State & Federal Taxes
Net=-to~Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

(83)
1.712031 .

Indrease,in.Raveque Requirement

(141) (525
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

Page 26

1.0000 )

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC)
Increase in AY1l991 EOY Plant in Service from
TY1990 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net

ratio of 0.43688 (Adopted in GRQ)

2.8582%

45,495

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.)

1,300

1,300

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate 34.0000%
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adeopted in GRC)

(442)
1.712031

Increase in Revenue Requirement

ITC Normalized (Juris.‘nlléc. Factor = :
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f)(2) utilities only.)

STy sy

1.0000- )

Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted: in GRC)
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC)

(345)
(345)

Increase in ITC normalized-

Increase in ITC normaiizcdﬁ(Califi)‘
Net=-to=-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

0
1.712031 |

Increase in Revenue Requirement

INTEREST SYNCHRO. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f)(2) utilities only.) )

o

1;OOoo:f'

ITC Normalized in AY1991 (from above). S
wtd. cost or Long Term Debt (Adopted in AXl99l)

345,‘
.22%‘

Increase in CCFT interest

Increase in CCFT ( Tax Rate = . ,9.3000%
Increase‘in FIT ( Tax Rate = ‘ 34.0000%

Increase in State & Fedérgi Taxes

Increase in State & Faderal Taxes (Calif.)
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

<1) ]
1. 712031

Increase in Revenue Roquircmeht 

' .

(2 ) (55)
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Rate Base (Juris. Allog. Factor = 1.0000 )

wWtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC 289,891
Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990 (18,555)
Net Additions for AY1990 41,882
Wtd. avg. Additions for AY1991 19,876

PHFU (Adopted in GRC)

Wwtd. avg. Additions for AY1990
Net Additions for AY1990
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1991

Depreciation Reserve (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for AY1990 218,626
Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for AY1991 (241,615)

Taxes Deferred - ACRS (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - MACRS for AY1990 , 11,142
wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes =~ MACRS'tor AY1991 . (12,760)

Anortization.&‘Othor,nna.rvas:(Adopfcd-in'GRC) ‘

Weighted average fox AY1990 i . 1,444
Weighted average for AY199l1 : , (1,663)

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for AY1991 | 308,268
wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in Attrition Year 1990 289,891
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in Attrition Yeaxr 1991 308,268

wtd. avg. Depr. Rato Base in AY 19950 (Calit ) 289,891 .
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in AY 1991 (Calif.) 308,268

‘.

Long~-term Debt

Return on Debt‘in.AY 1990 (Adoptad in AY1990) - 9.23%
Debt capltalization in A¥'1990-0Adopted in A21990). 45.75%

wtd. cost o: Debt for Attrition Year 1990 < 4.22%

Return on Dabt in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991) - opug
Debt capitalization in'AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991) 45.75¢

Wtd. cost of Debt for axtx;tion.xear 1991 ) B

Increase in Debt cost in Attrition Year 1991 77&*\ g
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factoxr (Adoptad in. cRc) _ 1.024856 -

Increase in Revenue chuiram.nt
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Preferred Stock

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990

Wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1990

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1991 (Adepted in AYL991
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991

Wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Att. Year 1991

Increasae in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 1991
Net-to-Gross Multipliexr (Adopted in GRC) .

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Common Equity

Return on Com. Eg. in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990)
Com. Eq. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990)

Wtd. cost of Common Equity for Test Year 1990

Return on Com. EqQ. in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991)
Com. Eq. capitalization AY 1991 (Adoptcd-in AY1991)

wtd. cost of Common Equity for Att. Year 1991

Increase in cOnnon Equity cost in Att. Year 1991
th—to-cross»nultiplicr (Adopted in GRC)

' Increase in Revenue Requirement

Retirement of debt

Increase in Revenue Requiremcnt (Adopted in 3!1991)

RATEBASE TRACKING

Wtd. avg. Depr.Rate Base in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)
wtd. avg. Depr.Ratc Base in TY1989 (estimated at

the tinme of filing for AY 1990)

wWtd. avg. Depr.hate Base in: TY1989 (recorded)

Wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in A¥1990 (Adopted in GRC):
wetd. avg.‘Depr.Rntenasa in AY1990: (estimated at

' : the time of f£iling for AY 1990)
Wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase’ in Ax199o (use'updated est.

Wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in’ Ax1991 (Adopted. in GRC)
wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in AY1991. (use. updated est.

6.97%
6.25%

0.44%

6.97%
6.25%

0.44%

81
1.73203L°

13g

48‘°°*ff-

6-‘,4*“‘: )

13.00%
48.00%

6.24%

1,147 |
1.732031

1,963

274,248 -

274,248
274, 248

289, 891
=289, 891

‘239 891‘

303,26&¢-i~
308,268

!

($8¥
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Gas Department
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 1991
Thousands Of 1991$

O & M EXPENSES =

Labor Escalation
Non=Labor Escalation

Total O&M Expenses

CAPITAL RELATED ITEMS :

Book Depreciation Expenses
Ad Valorem Taxes
Accelerated Amortization
State Tax Depreciation
Federal Tax Depreciation
ITC normalized -

Interest Synchronization
Debt cost

Preferred Stock cost
Common Equity cost

Total Capital Related Items

OTHER AUTHORIZED ITEMS :

Retirement of debt (Adoptcd in AY 1991)
Book Depreciation exp. adj. (Adopted in Ax1991)
Amort. of CIMAC bal. account (Adopted in Ax1990)

Total other Authorized Itenms

TOTALAADD'LfREVENUEﬂREQUIREMENTSV-->
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Stean Department
ATTRITION YEAR 1990
-
Expenses Expenses Transfer Expenses
for AY1990 for AY1S590 of Other  for AY1990
in 000's in 000's Expenses in 000's
of 1989% of 1989$% to Labor/ of 1989%
(Calif.) Non-Labor for Attrition

purposes

ADOPTED IN GRC

Oper. & Maint. Expenses (Suris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000

Labor ' 725 728 o 728
Non Labox 542 542 54 596 .
other ' 57 57 (54) 3

1,324 1,324 o 1,324
Tncollectibles (Juris. Alléc. Factor = o 1.0000

Lakor o , 0 o
. Non. Labor o] o] ' ‘ 0
Other .28 28

28 28
Franchise Fees (.‘.ruris.f‘Alloc.v Factor =

Labor 4]
Non lLabor 0o
Other : 2

(4]

TOTAL O&M EXPENSES '

Laborx 728
Non Labor 542
Other 85

1,352

(N S S O Y A A 1 SN AN ) SO0 SN A N D O O g
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Labor Base for AY 1950 in 1989$ (Adopted in GRC)
1989 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC)

1988 Lawor Escalation (estimated in GRC)

1987 Laboxr Escalation (estimated in GRC)

1987 Lador Escalation (use recorded)

1988 Labor Escalation (use recorxded)

1989 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)
1950 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)

Page 31

$725

4.20%
3.81%
3.97%
3.97%
3.81%
4.20%
4.84%

Labor Base fox AY 1990 in 19905

Labor Escalation for AY 1990 in 1990%
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

760

3s
1.019961

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Non-Laboxr Base for AY 1990 in 1989$% (Adopted in GRC
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC)
1988 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC)
1987 Non~Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC)
1987 Non-Labor Escalation (recorded)

1988 Non=Labor Escalation (recorded)

1989 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)

36

596
4.72%
4.99%
2\-63&

4 .99* ‘j’
4.72%
4.87%

Non-Labor Base £or-AY 1990 in-1990%
Non~Labor Escalation for AY 1990 in 1990%

625

29

1.019961

Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Depreciation Exp. (dﬁris. Alloc. Factor =

30

60y

11.0000 )’

System avg. Depreciation Rate (Adopted in GRC)
Increase in Wtd. Avg. Plant in Service:
fO: AY1990 (Adopted in GRC) '

0.7244%

Increase in Depreciation éxpense

Increase in Depreclation expense (Calif.)
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

0.

e
1.703853 .

Increase in Revenue Requirement
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Allec. Factor =

Page 32

1.0000 )

System avg. Ad Valorem Tax Rate (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from
TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net
ratio of 0.3081 (Adepted in GRC)

0.1483%

57

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes

Increase in Ad Valorenm Taxes (Calif.)
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Accel. Amort. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

(o3

o]
1.019961

o céz)* 1P

1.0000 )

Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Test Year 1989 (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in’Accel.fAmbrtization

Increase in Accel. Amortization (Calif.)
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC).

Increase in Revenue Réqﬁiremantw;

state Tax Depr. (Juris. Allec. Factori-

o
0

0
o.

1.703853

1.0000)

State Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) - .
Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from
TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net-

ratio of 0.3081 (Adopted in GRC)

1.4362%

57 .

Increase in State Tax‘Depreciatidn
Increase in State Tax,Depreciation CCaliz.)

Increase in CCFT ¢ ‘Tax Rate =

9.3000%
Increase in FIT ( Tax‘Rate -

34.0000%

1.
L
0y

Increagse in- State & Federal Taxes-
Net=to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)-

(0) .
1.703853

Increase in Revenue Requirémeﬁt o
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 )

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) 1.2185%
Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from

TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to=-net

ratio of 0.3081 (Adopted in GRC) . 57

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation 1

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.) ' 1

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate 34.0000% (0) -
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 1.703853 .

Increase in Revenue Requirement . ‘ (0)1ﬂ(65);W"f4

ITC Normalized'(aﬁris. Alloc. fadtor‘- 1.0000 Yf 
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f) (2) utilities only.) o

Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Test Year 1989 (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in INC normalized

Increase in ITC normalized (Calif.)
Net-to~Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

. Increase in.Revenue Requirement

Interest Syhch:onization.(Juris.‘Alloc» Factor =
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f)(2) utilities’ only.)

ITC Normalized in TY1989 (from above)
Wtd. cost of Long Term Debt (Adopted 4in. Ax1990)

Increase in CCFT interest

Increase im CCFT ( Tax Rate = . 9.3000%
Increase in FPIT ( Tax Rate = . 34.0000%

Increase in State & Federal Taxes

Increase in State & Pederalaraxesf(Calif.}“
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) "

Increase in Revenue ReduirementJ:
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 )

wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for TY1989 (Adopted in GRC 233
Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989 (3)
Net Additions for TY1989
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990

PHFU (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989
Net Additions for TY1989
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990

Depreciation Reserve (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for TY1989
Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for AY1990

Taxes Deferred - ACRS (Adopted in GRC)

wed. avg. Deferred Taxes — MACRS for TY1989
Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes -~ MACRS for Ax1990

Taxas Deferred = Amort & Otherx - (Adoptad in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes -~ Amort & Othexr fox TY1989
wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - Amort & Other for AY1990

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for AY1990

wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in'A¥1990‘(Adopted_in_GRC
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in TY 1989 (Calif.)
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in AY 1990 (Calif.)

Long-term Debt

Return on Debt in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC) | " 9.24%
Debt capitalization in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC) 40.50%

Wtd. cost of Debt for Test Year 1989 3;74t{

Return on Debt in AY 1990 (Adopted in- A¥1989) I 9. 24&
Debt capitalization in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1989) 40*50&

wtd. cost dr Debt for,Attriéioh Year 1990* ' '3-74twl

Increase in Debt cost in Attrition Year 1990 ) "
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor CAdopted inAGRC) _ 1.019961"

Increase in Revenue Requirement . =~ L (1)\i(6§ﬁ
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Preferred Stock

Return on Pref. Stock in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC)
Pref.Stk. capitalization in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)

7.28%
8.50%

wtd. cost of Preferred stock for Test Year 1989

Return on Pref. Stock in AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990)
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990)

0.62%

7.28%
8.50%

Wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Att. Year 1990

Increase in Pref. Stoék cost in Att. Year 1990
Net=to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

0.62%

| (0)
1.703853

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Commen Equity

Return on Commen Equity in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC)
Com. Equity capitalization TY 1989‘(Adoptedﬂin'GRC)

(0)

12.75%
51.00%

Wtd. cost of Common Equity for Test Year 1989

Return on Common Equity AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990)

Com. Eq. capitalization AY 1990 “(Adopted in- Axi990y--

wed. cost of cOmmon Equity zor Att. Yeax: 1990

Increase in Common Equity cost in-Att. Yeax 1990
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Retirement of debt-

Incraase'in Revenue Requirement’(hdopted in AY1990)

RATEBASE MONITORING

Wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)
Wwtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in.TY1989 (use updated est.

wtd. avg. Depr. RateBase in AY1990 (Adopted in. GRC)

Wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in AY1990 (use updated est. .

6.50%

12.75%
" 51.00%

6.50%

1.703853

@)

¢ R
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Steam Department
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 19950
Thousands 0f 1990%

ATTRITION
YEAR
1990

¢ & M EXPENSES :

Labor Escalation
Non-Laboxr Escalation

Total O&M Expenses

CAPITAL RELATED ITEMS :

Book Depreciation Expenses
Ad Valorem Taxes
Accelerated Amortization
State Tax Depreciation
Federal Tax Depreciation
ITC noxmalized = . ,
Interest Synchronization .
Debt cost _

Prefaerred Stock cost
Common Equity cost

Total Capital Related Itanms

OTHER AUTHORIZED ITEMS :

Retirement of debt- (Adopted‘in Arw19901\ .
Book,Depreciation:exp‘ adj.. (Adoptad in A¥1990)

Total Other Authorized Items
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Steam: Department
ATTRITION YEAR 1991

S

Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1990$ (Adopted in A¥1950)
1990 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC)

1989 lLabor Escalation (estimated in AY1990)

1989 Labor Escalation (use recorded)

1990 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate)

1991 labor Escalation (use updated estinmate)

Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1991$

ILabor Escalation for AY 1991 in 1991$
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Non-Labor Base

Non-Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990$. (Adopted in AYl

11990 Non-Labor. Escalation (estimated in GRC)

1989 Non=-Labor Escalation (estimated Iin 531989)

1989 Non-Labor Escalation (use recorded): _

1990 Non-Labox Escalation (use updated estimate)

1991 Non-Labor Escalation (use. updeted estimate)
Non-Labor Base tor AY 1991 in 1991%

Non-Labor Escalation for AY 1991,inr1991$
Uncel;e'& Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

Increase iniﬁevehﬁe Requirement -

Depreciation Exp. (Juris. Alloée Factor =

760
4.84%
4.20%
4.84%
5.04%

799

38
1.019961

39

$625
4.87% .
4.72%
4.72%

4.87% .

sezltf”

658

33

1.019961 - .

33

1.0000 )

System avg. Depreciation Rate (Adopted in GRC)
Increase in Wtd. Avg. Plant in Service

for A!1991 (Adopted in GRC) '

Increese in Depreciation expense

Increese in Depreciation expense (calif.)
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in. GRC). .

Increase in Revenue Requirement -

0- 7244&
55

1.703853 | .

l“ o
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Alleo¢. Factor = 1.0000 )

System avg. Ad Valorem Tax Rate (Adopted in GRC) 0.1483%
Increase in AY1591 EQY Plant in Service from

TY1590 EQY Plant in Service at wtd=-to-net

ratio of 0.294 (Adopted in GRC) s3

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes ’ o]

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes (Calif.) . Q
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 1.019962

Increase in Revenue Requirement 0 f74)

Accel. Amort. (Juris. Allec. Factor = 1.0000 )

attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in GRC) 0
Attrition Year 1990 (adoptedzin GRC) o o}

Increase - in Accel Amortizatioa , 0

Increase in Accel. Amortization (Calif.) 0 
Net~to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) ‘ 1.703853

Increase in Revenue‘Réquirement. ' 0 (75)f;

State Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =  1.0000 ).

State Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) : _ 1.4362% -
Increase in AY1991 EOY Plant in Service from '
TY1990 EOY Plant in‘Service,at ‘wtd=to—-net - :
ratio of 0.294 (Adopted in GRC) = ‘ 53

Increase in stite‘Tax Depracidtidn N o
Increase in,stata Tax Depreciation (Calit ) -5

Increase in CCFT ( Tax Rate = ‘ 9.3000%
Increase 1n FIT ( Tax Rate - _ 34.0000%

Increase in State & Federal Taxes ' o)
Net-to~Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) . 1.703853. .

Increase in Revenue Réquirehenti  o | ' .‘(01;ﬁt76$ffrw
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 )

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) 1.2185%
Increase in AY1591 EOY Plant in Service from

TY1990 EOY Plant in Service at wtd=-to=-net

xatio of 0.294 (Adopted in GRC) 53

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation 1

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.) 1

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate 34.0000% | (0)
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) _ 1.703853.

Increase in Revenue Requirement (0) (77)

ITC Normalized (Juris. Alloc. Factor = ~ 1.0000 ) -
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(Zf) (2) utilities only.) .

Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in’ GRC)
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC)

Increase in ITC normalized

Increase in ITC norhalized.(Calir-) -
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) - 1.703853 "

Increase in Revenue Requirementr

INTEREST SYNCHRO. (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 ) -
(Applicable to IRC Sec.. 46(2)(2). utilities only.) ) -

ITC Normalized in AY1991 (from above) -
Wtd. cost of Long Term Debt (Adopted in A!1991)

W

'
2o
7

Increase in CCFTVinterest

Increase in CCFT C Tax Rate -‘ 9.3000%
Increase in FIT ( Tax Rate = : 34.0000%

Increase in State & Federaifraxes

Increase in State & Federal Taxes (Calif.) a
Net-to-Gross Mnltiplier cAdopted in GRC) 1.7038S

Tncrease in Revenue Requirement

"ojlwo oloo o
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

Page 40

1.0000 )

wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC

Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC)

wWetd. avg. Additions for AY1990
Net Additions for AY1990
wed. avg. Additions for AY199l

PHFU (Adopted in GRC)

Wwtd. avg. Additions for AY1990
Net Additions for AY1990
Wtd. avg. Additions for AY199l

Depreciation Reserve'(Adopted in GRC)

Wed. avg. Depreciation Resexrve for AY1990
wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for AY1951

Taxes Deferred - ACRS (Adcpted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes — MACRS for AY1950
wWtd. avg. Deferred Taxes = MACRS for AY1S591

Taxes Deferred - Amort &gotherLLAdopted"in‘GRC)

Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - Amort & Other for AY1990

Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - Amort & Othexr for AY199l
Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for AY1991
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in Attrition Yeaxr 1990
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in Attrition Year 1991
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in AY 1990 (Calif.)
wWtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in AY 1991 (Calif.)

Long-term Debt

Return on Debt in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990) -
Debt capitalization in AY 1990 (Adopted in A¥1990)

214

(18)
57
16

40.50%

wtd. cost of Debt for Attrition Year 1990

Return on Debt in AY 1991 (Adopted in AYl991)
Debt capitalization in AY 1991 (Adopted 1nmax1991)

3.74%

9.24%

40.50%

wed. cost of Debt for Attrition Year 1991

Increase in Debt cost in Attritien Year 1991
Uncell. & Frenchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

3.74%

1.019961 -

Increase in Revenue Requirement

v° 

(80)
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Preferred Stock

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1590 (Adopted in AY1990
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1S590

Page 41

7-28*
8.50%

Wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1990

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1S59L

7.28%

wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Att. Year 1991

Increase in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 1991
Net~-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Recquirement

Common Ecuity

Return on Com. Eg. in AY 1990 (Adopted in Axlsso)
Com. Eg. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990)

Wtd. cost of Common Equity for Test Year 19903

Return on Com. Eq. in ay 1991 (Adopted in Ax1991)

Cor. Eg. capitalization AY 1991 (Adopted in A¥1991)’

Wtd. cost of Common. Equity for Att. Year 1991

Increase in Common Equity cost in Att. Year*1991
Net—to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Retirement of debt .

Increase in Revenue Requirement (Adoptedvin AY1S99))

RATEBASE TRACKING

Wtd. avg. Depr.Rate Base in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Depx.Rate Base in TY1989 (estimated at
.. -the time of f£iling for AY 1990)

wtd. avg. Dapr.Rate Base An TY1989 (recorded) ‘

wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in A¥1990 (Adopted in- GRC)
wtd. avg. Depr RateBase in AY1990 (estimated at

: the time of filing for AY 1990)
wtd. avg. Depr. teBase mn A¥1990 (use updatad est.

wed.. avg._Dapr.RateBase in Ay1991 (Adopted in GRC)
Wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in A¥1991 (use updated est.

0.62%

0
1.703853

[0}

12.75%
51-00* e

6.50%

12.75% .

51.00%

6.50%
0

1.703853
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Steam Department
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 19591
Thousands Of 1991$

N

O & M EXPENSES :

Labor Escalation
Non=Labor Escalation

Total O&M Expenses

CAPITAL RELATED XITEMS =

Book Depreciation Expenses
Ad Valorem Taxes
Accelerated Amortization
State Tax Depreciation
Federal Tax Depreciation
ITC normalized

Interest Synchronization
Debt cost "
Preferred Stock cost .
Common Equity cost

Total Capithl Related Items

OTHER AUTHORIZED ITEMS :

Retirement of debt (Adopted in AY 1991)
Book.Depreciation exp.. adj. (Adopted in AY1591)

Total Other Authorized Items

TOTAL ADD'L REVENUE REQUIREMENTS ====>

(END OF APPENDIX B)
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EACD/RR/12

"SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
Electric Department - California Jurisdiction
SUMMARY OF REVENUE CMANGES
Test Year 1989

Present Reverwe Adopted Averasge
rate change Reverue &6/ Rete &/
revenves 6/
C000*'s of 33 (000's of $) (000*s of %) (centa/Xwh)

1 (o) KL ({-}) ()

2 Rase Rate Revenues .
Base Rete Revenues 870,018 (391,381) 778,637 6046 1787
SONGS. 283 post-C00: dfnal lowance 0 €1,502) . €1,502) €0.012)2/
SONGS 283 pre=COD- AFUDC digallowance 0 €1,19%) €1,193). €0.00932/7
Amortization of overcollection in. the . ' )
CLMAC balancing account [+ I (3,487 (3,487 €0.027.

rhsssssesspeTaee

Total Base Rate Reverves. . 870,018 o7,563) 772,455 5.998 .
10 o .
11 Major Additions Adjustment Clause (MAAC) ‘ .
12 SONGS 213 pre-00D- interim rate . 0. : 0 0 0.000 3/
13 SONGS 283 pre-CO0- smortfzation. -~ €19,680) 6,753 €26,493)  (0.204)2/4/
14. SONGS 243 post-COD- interim rate - 14,631 C‘Ilo,&‘l)_ o 0.000 2/3/
15 SONGS 283 post-COD- amortization 1,58 11,5253 0.009 /77 .
16 . y PO—— : :
17 Total MAAC ' ¢5,050) 9,840) . (14,890 €0.113).
18 ‘ ‘
19 Consarvation. & Load Mgwt. Programs ‘
20-Adjustment Clause (CALPAC) rate _ 0 0 0 0.000-
21 Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC) 361,073 3,567 364,640 281697
22 Anrwal Energy Rate CAER) ' ‘ . 3,198 120 32,318 " 0.250 97
Z Electrical’ Revenus Adjustment Mechanfsm ‘
26 CERAM) balancing account rate . (e, 3T €30,500)  (34,379) €0.26m9/
b3 _ cussnas . wreo [,
26 subtotal - Reverus from retaél sales 31,253,860 (3134,216) ' 31,119,645 8,480
28 Niscellanecus Revenues 17,005 . 0 17,005,
29 Mon-Jurisdictional Revenuss 1,443 0 1,443
3 --. . .
31  YOTALS FOR ELECTRIC DB’MT $1,272,310 (3134".216) $1,138,095 8.790

17 Includes reverue 1mct orf SONGS 283 poct-cm cxpnnditum before diullmn ordondu
in 0.88-12-038.

2/ See D B8-12-053.

3/ $ee D.B7-12-065. ‘ .

4/ Amortization-of pro-cw MAAC account balence Incl.uding the effects of diuuoaod plant
experxdfcures, ARUDC sllocatfon, and fnterest on lnccn taxes ptr 0.88-12-053.

S/ Terminatfon of SONGS 283 post=COD- {nterim rate.

6/ Basad on adopted GRC sales Cafter wployes discounts). of 12,9%7.5 Guh.

77 Amortization of post-COD- MAAC account belance Including the effects of dfnuond plant
expend{tures and interest. on- income taxes per D.88-12-033,

8/ Reflects the rates of returm. sdopted in. o.u-1z-094.

9/ Adopted: rovomu from 0.88-12-085.
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SAN DIECO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

SUMMARY QF REVENUE CHANCES
Teat Year 1989

GAS- DEPARTMENT

Present Reverwe Adopted: Average
rate charge Reverwe 2/ Rate 2/
revenues. 2/
€000¢s of $) (000*s of 3) (000's of 3) (conta/therm)

1 Ca). - (5 o

2 Base Cost AMOUNT '

3 Base Cost Amount 321,823 29,439 $131,482 12.451 3/
4 Amortization of overcollection in the

5 CLMAC belancing account o 33 O3 0125

é BesRssSsesRsrrEstEREsnTRRERES

7  subtotal S 83 33,316  3130,139 12.326

8 Less: Niscellansous sales 3,152 0 ' 3,132

9 LAl -
10 Subtotal - Reverue from sales $118,6N 38,316 $126,987 12.027
11 Wiscellaneous seles - 3,152 0 3,152 '

12 Other including fuel offsat reverues 33,197 . 0 33,197 - 1/

13 - ' - -

14 YOTALS FOR GAS- DEPARTMENT $445,020 ' 18,316 S4L53, 336 1 42,937

17 Other previcusly suthorfzed revenuss
2/ Based on adopted-GRC sales of 1,03%,821,000 therms..
3/ Retlects the rates of return. adopted in D.88-12-004,.

STEAN DEPARTRENT

Present Revenus Adopted. Average

rate change Revenus ZI luto r74
reverves 2/ :

€000*s of 3) (000*s of $). (000*s of $) CSﬂOOO (be.)

it . » ey >

. 16 Base Rate Revenues S .
17 vrcunt rate Base Rate Rmmu 954 $500 1,454 25.381 37
18 :

19 Znargy Cost Adjustment Cleuse CECAC)

20 and Steam lm'Mjut-nt'lochunfu" ‘

21 (SRAM) belancing account rate 2ro 28

n . i - - -

3 nbtotal - Revenues from sales C M2 - 28

26. : ! ' :

TOTALS FOR STEAN DEPARTMENT 31,26 628

2/ Resed on adopted GRC sales of 56,840,000 (ba.
3/ Retlects the rates of return.sdopted. {n. D.88-12:004.

O "1/ Per Mvice Letter #1560-N, requesting changes to bc ot 1/1/89.

(END OF APPENDIX &)
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PACE 1 ,
SAN DIECO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 1/
ADOPTED: EPMC REVENUE ALLOCATION
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 1989

SALES PRESENT TOTAL WC FULL
e/ RATE REV 3/ REVS &/ EPMC
(-7} €300078) €30007n) (30007s)

RESIOENTIAL 5,136 550,308 529,309 509,838 (®)

SH/NED POVER

GENERAL SERVICE 1,504 17,703 47,59 W22 0D

GS-DEMAND METERED>20 kv 2,020 181,511 166,%5 160,810 (11)

LARGE POVER

LARGE YoU > 20 IV 3,110 255,67 236,276 2793 (1) 0.073
VERT LARCE TOU > 500 kW 910 67723 59,492 57306 (15)  0.063
AGRICULTURE 18 T2 W62 14,095 (19 0.077

STYREETLIGNTING. S 9,493 4,920 7,811 18) 0.104

TOTAL 12,6‘7 1,253,860 1,159,150 1,119,643 (11) 0;006

17 Although. facilities charges and optional TOU meter charges have been excluded from the revenve -
allocation process, these amounts have been added to-the figures in this table in-order to
obtain. the correct percentege incresses and. average rate calculations. fFacilities charges
are 13.072 million for street Lights. Optional TOU meter charges are 520,000 for sgriculture:
and 31,000 for residential. ‘
Reflects revenue requfirement from Appendix G.

2/ Sales figures reflect genersl rate case stipulation. Sales have not been adjusted . .
for ewployes discounts. Adjusted sales are 12,957.3 gWh. (5,126.4 gvh. residential).

3/ Present rate revenues reflect authorized residential undercollection. to- coordinate baseline
changes in.D.88-10-062 with- this general rate case. Thia decision. terminstes
the undercotllection, end completes {mpleamentation of baseline rate chanpes
ordered in D.88-10-0482.

4/ Gased on Marginal Coats m modified by this deciaion, ‘
~
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SAN DIEGO GAS AMD: ELECTRIC COMPANY 1/
ALLOCABLE REVENUE REQUIREMENT

REVENUE FACILITIES ECAC AER MAAC ERAM BASE
REQ CRARGES
€300078) ($000”8) <30007s) (300078) (300078)  (3000%s) (3000%8)

RESIDENTIAL $,926.4  509,858.2 1.0 144,302 12,8161  (5,900.2) (13,79%0,1) 372,373
SH/MED PONER
A 1,506.0 142,179 42,3526 3,760.0-  (1,731.0) (4,045.8)  101,836.1
20 2,029.00  160,809.9 57,136.6  5,072.3  (2,335.2) (5,4358.0)  106,3%.0
CROUP TOTAL  3,533.0  302,981.8 ‘ 9,409.3  B,852.5  (4,006.2) (9,303.8)  208,230.1
LARGE POVER . : ‘
AL-TOU 35,1100 227,593.0 O aPSTT.e TS0 (3,5T0.4)  (8,365.9)  144,185.7
AS~TOU £10.0 $7,305.7 25,625.6  2,273.0¢  (1,067.3) (TMT.9 32,9004
GROUP TOTAL  4,020.0-  204,898.7 113,203.2  10,050.0°  (4,626.8) (10,813.8) 177,086.1
AGRICULTURE S : : co
PA. 175.4 13,517.0- 4,939.3 4385 (1.9 M8 8,813.0
PA-TOU TS 570 ' 2M.2 18.8 (8.6) (0.2 . 35%.8
GROUP TOTAL 14,095.0 5,150.5- SBT3 @105 G820 9,19.8

STREETLIGNTING : 7.811.2  3,072.0 2,112.0° wr.s #3018 2,778

TOTAL 12,9373 1,119,645.0 3,075.00 364,315.1 32,33 (14,890.0) . (34,801.4) 769,605.0

1/ Allocable revenue requirement equals revenue requirement from Apperdix C Less fndll-tin charges.
GRC sales applied to rates for ECAC, AER and ERAN: componenta in- A.88-07-003..

2/ sales sdjusted for esployee discounts.
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APPENDIX D
PACE 3
SAN DIECO CAS. AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADGPTED MARGINAL COST REVENUE RESPONSIBILITY
TEST YEAR 1989
(MILLIONS OF %)

DEMAND

ENERGY GENERATION TRANSMIS. OISTRIBUTION

Res{dential

General service
CS=Demand Meter >20
TOU over 20 mw-

TOU over 500 mw
Agriculture |

Streot Lighting

165.8 7.5 29.3 5.8
.8 7.8 0.3
6.0 3.9 53.2
9.4 8 eny
28.7 1.9

5.7 2.1

2.3 0.3

(END OF APPENDIX D)
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SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
O DEMAND DETERMINANTS
TEST YEAR 1989 1/ 2/ 3/

X OF SERVICE AT VOLTAGE LEVEL &4/

COINCIDENT
() TRANSMIS. PRIMARY  SECONDARY

Res{dencial. v d
General service X35
CS=Demand Meter >20 ki 408
TOU -over 20 kW 585
TOU over 500 kW 147
Agriculture -3
Street Lighting 5

RARARARARA

ToTAL o 4305

1/ Customer class generation demand equals class cofncident demend.
2/ Customer class transmizafon-demend equals 76X of coincident demand plus zt.x of non-coﬁncid-nt damand...
, 3/ Customer class distribution demend. equals 26X of coincident demend plus 74X of mon=coincident demand.
/4t Voltage Loss factors equal on-pssk snergy Line.loss factors shown. in. App-ndix £.
To obtain correct marginal demend cost revenues, marginal demands are .
mltiplied by nrg(nnl demand - Costs and voltage l.oual-

CEND APPENODIX D)
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" SAN DIEGO CAS AND- ELECTRIC COMPANY
DEVELOPMENT OF ADCPTED MARGINAL DEMAND=-RELATED GENERATION COSTS
' Test Year 1989
19893/X0/YEAR

COMBUSTION TURBINE INVESTMENT | $519.00

General Plant Loading ‘ 3.82
L1 * 1. T0%)

working Capital Losding
CCLY = L2) ¥ 1,63%)

subtotal (L1 through L)

ANNUALIZED COSY
(Lo ™ 10.65%)

Adninistrative and Gerersl Loading’
CLT » L2) * 0,2544%)

Anrual Fuel Inventory .

Operation & Mai ntenance Loadi'ng

" TOTAL ANNUAL MARGINAL DEMAND-RELATED GENERATION' COSTS

(&) Unadjusted: for Revenwe Taxes
(LS through L&)

() Adjusted for Revenue Taxes
<L 9a = 1.00929) .

(c) Adjusted for 15X Reserve Margin
(L 9b- " T1.15)
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APPENDIX E
PAGE 3

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DEVELOPMENT OF ADOPTED MARGINAL DEMAND=RELATED: TRANSMISSION COSTS
Test Year 1989
1989%/XM/YEAR

TRANSMISSION INVESTMENT $171.39

General Plant Loading 2.9
LY * 1,70%)

Working Capital Loadimg -
COLT = L2) ™ 1.45%)

subtotal ¢L1 through L3) : 176.83

ANNUALIZED COST ) 17.52
LS * 9.91%)

Administrative and General Loading_
CELT » L2) *.0.2544%)

Operation & Maintenance Loading
(OBM == 33.05 + 37.6X ALG Adder)

TOYAL ANNUAL MARGINAL DEMAND-REE‘TED' TRANSMISSION GOSTS:

(a) Unadjusted for Reverue Taxes
(LS through L7)

(b) Adjusted: for Reverwe Taxes
CL 8a * 1.00920)
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APPENDIX €
PACE 4

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

DEVELOPMENT OF ADOPTED MARGINAL DEMAND=RELATED- DISTRIBUTION COSTS
Test Year 1989

1989%/Ku/

DISTRIBUTION INVESTMENT 482,71

General Plant Loading 11.61
L1 * 1.70%

Vorking Capital Loading : - 10.07
LY = L2 * 1.45%)

subtotal (L1 through L) T 704,38

ANNUALIZED COST . : ' 71.21
(Lo * 10.11%) ‘

Administrative and General Loading
CELY = L2) ™ 0.2544%)

Operation & Maintenance -Loading .
(OEM dollars. of $9.67 plus I7.6% ALG adder)

TOTAL ANNUAL MARGINAL DEMAND=RELATED- TRANSMISSION ‘COSTS‘

¢a) Unadjusted for Reverue Ta;ws
LS through L7 S

(b) Adjusted for Revenuo Tnxo's
L 8a * 1.00929)
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SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED MARGINAL ENERGY COSTS
Test Year 1989

!
Summer ' ] winger
I

MARGINAL ENERCY COSTS

Mide ott- |on- Mid=  Offe
Peak . Peak . |Peak Peak Peak

Fuel Price (S/MBTU) TO1.95% 1.954

Generation Marginal Emergy Cost (c/kWh)| 3.0060 37001
Cincluces variable OEM (c/kwh))

X Revenue Relsted Tax Factor | 1.0093 : : - 1.0093.
(Wt Avg Framchise Fee, inc, City SD) o

GEKERATION MARGINAL ENERGY COST (c/kwh)| 3.1248 3.1289
(Includes variable CWM (c/kWh)-& Ad). )
for Revenue Related Tax Factor)

Transmission

Energy Loss Factor : : 1 10389 |
MARGINAL ENERGY COST = LOSSES (c/kWh). - 2.7858 |
(Includes variable OWM (e/kwh)) | : ‘

Primary Level

Enorgy Loas Factor

MARGINAL ENERGY COST « LOSSES (c/kWh)
CIncludes variable OBM: (c/kWh)).

Energy Lots Factor 1.0282
MARGINAL ENERGY COST + LOSSES (c/kwh) J.2558
Clncluces variable OIM (c/kwh)) )

(END OF APPENDIX T)
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APPENDIX F
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

ELECTRIC RATE DESIGN APPENDIX

o Residential rates
(Includes revised baseline allowances)

o Small and medium~power-ratés
=3 I.argé power rates -

¢ Standby rates

o Agricultural rates

© Parallel generation, experimental
rate schedules, billing rule change

o Street l‘ight‘ rates

NOTE: This rate appendix does not include PUC‘surcharge
of $.00012/kwWwh. SDGLE assesses the surcharge
separately, in accordance with its tariffs.




AST-12-003, 1.88-014006 ALJ/FSE CACO/st/2

APPENDIX F
PAGE 1
SAN DIEGO GAS AND- ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED- RESIDENTIAL RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-29
C3/XuH)-

NINIMUM BASE RATE CHARGE (3/DAY)

o

ON=PEAK ENERGY RATE
BASELINE
NON=BASELINE

OFF=PEAK ENERGY RATE
BASELINE
NOM-BASZLINE

METER CHARGE (S/DAY)

a/ The baseline energy rate is 94.2X of the fyatem Average Rate (3AR),
where the SAR fs total reverus requirement from sales divided by total
sales (31,119.6‘54! / 12,9%7 m w 0.08648 $/0). Baseline rate uas’
set wo.aa-w-uz. ‘ : ’

RESIDENTIAL SCHEDULES WITH. REVISED: DISCOUNTS:.

0s .11 p-rmn-ntpnr&y
T $.312p-rmbil.chanm1t pordny
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PAGE 2
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADQPTED- RESIDENTIAL RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-89
CS/uHYy

SCHEDULE

SEASON.

CUSTOMER CHARGE (’/m’ﬂ‘)'

MINIMUM BASE RATE CHARGE (S/DAY)

ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (3/KM) o sas

BASELINE . ‘ ‘0'.07";’15

NON=BASELINE . $0.11613%

ON-PEAK ENERGY RATE - | 2035038 - 30,1012

OFF-PEAK ENERGY RATE - 20.10220 . $0.10220

. (Y4 . . . .
DR=TOU BASELINE CREDIT. . : ' T $0.04750 $0.04750

METER CHARGE CS/MONTH)- : _ , w328 .28

8/ DR=TOU energy rates are reduced by baseline credit for u'\-'mm'ogunl" {3
their otheruise applicable baseline allovance, but no more then their
actual kwh- usage. s ' ‘
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Page 3
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

ADOPTED EXLECTRIC BASELINE ALLOWANCES, EXCEPT DM

Phasa=In Schecule cobomreve

Sategory Sesson Yesr Adopted Cange
All-ZlecT. Surmar & ns 25
‘300 -5

600 ~50

400

833 233 2

Schedule DM
Phagse=-{n sdﬂmL. . swsesessss

Yaar . Adopted Ciange

3

All-ElecT.

233 239 =283 3 %
456 HEY NUE § ¢

2383
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APPENDIX F
PACE &
SAN DIEGO GAS- ANO- ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED SMALL AND-MEDIUM POWER RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-89
C3/3N)-

$10/MONTH

DEMAND- CHARGE {3/X0/MONTH) ' | 35.50

FLAT ENERGY RATE

SCHEDULY CHANGES:

€1) A and AD- customers may. take uMcn under AL=TOU. Appu:abiuty

restrictions deleted. . ‘

€2) AD- customers may- take standby service. The on-pesk summer and- ufnt-r rates for
such. customers {s Limited: to $.67 and 3.26 per kuh. respectively. -
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. APPENOIX F
PAGE 5
SAN DIZGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED LARGE POWER RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-89
(3/%umy:

SCHEDULE AS=TOU-

VOLTAGE PRIMARY TRANSMIS

CUSTONER CRARGE. CS/MONTN) $20.00 ‘ 3600.00  3600.00 |

PEAX DEMAND- CHARGE C3/KM/MONTH) _ 8
SR $16.42 07 718 1101
VINTER 13.36 _ %01 9Ny .

NON=TINE RELATED DENAND CHARGE CB/KM/MONTH): : 2,42 ; s2.42 sz |

SUMMER ENERGY CHARGE: : R
ON-PEAK 0 . $0,07000- $0.07090- 3006877
NID-PEAX ‘ 3004667 30.04867  $0.04527:
OFF-PEAK ‘ T 0.03668 30.03468  30.05364

VINTER ENERGY CMARGE: L : L
ON-PEA ' » 0 - 30,06%35 $0.06355 30,0616 !
SENI-PEAX 003979 30.03979 30,0389 |
OFF=PEAX 08605  30.03281 3003281  30.05182 |

RATE LINITER: A | - B
. AVERAGE %6 0.6 y 20.16 0.8
SCHEDULE CHANGES: |

€1) Applicabfl{ty of AL-TOU {s upandod to- {nclude’ custe-n q.nl.ﬂyim for
service under schedule A or AD.

€2) Optional time perfod and rates added to AL=TOU- ond AS=TOU. See folle pege
for detafls. )

SPECTAL MITIN CMANGES - CAL-TOV s’ AG-TW). .

The utility mey Limit the ramber of customers electing tho optionsl time period to ten s year.
Customers electing- the optional time p.ﬂod are prohib{tad from suitching to the regular

time pariod for 12 months.

INTERRUPTIBLE CREDITS :
DEMAMD- CHARGE CREDIT
" CB/I/MONTHY

8.27 -
12.18

‘8.27
2.8

ONE~YEAR CREDIT FIVE-YEAR dmu
C3/WU/MONTH) (3/X0/MONTH)-

1-2: OPTION A $3.33 : T2
oPTION B - : . $4,90- ' 8836
OPYION C £3.95 TS99
oPYION D ' .62 ‘ .57

NOTE: ALl I-2 customers receive 3.27 credit por ini«nptfmp-r‘hi*.
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APPENDIX F
PAGE &
SAN DIEGO: GAS- AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED LARGE POWER RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-89
CS$/KMNHY

AL=TOU' COPTIONAL TIME PERICD) AS=TOU C(OPTIONAL TIME mrcb}’ o

SECONDARY  PRIMARY = TRANSHIS PRIMARY TRANSMHIS

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)

PEAK DEMAND- CHARGE C3/KW/MONTH)
SUMMER
WINTER

NON-TIME RELATED DEMAND- CHARGE (S/XW/MONTH)-

SUMMER ENERGY CHARGE:

. WP .
MID=PEAK

OFF=PEAX

WINTER ENERGY CMARGE:
CM=PEAX
SEMI-PEAK
OFF=PEAK

RATE LIMITER:
AVERAGE

SCHEDULE CNANGES:

Optional susmer time perfod ia:

Dates May 1-Septesber 30 _

On-pesk 12 PM. = 6 PN Weekdays

Semi-peak 6 AN - 12 PN, Weskdays
6 PN, = 10' P.K. Veekdays

Oft-pesk. 10 P.N. = 6 AN Weekdays. .
plus weekends and -holidays:

$16.19 ' $10.19
3,36 $1.34

53.05 . $1.02
3002510  $0.07963

$0.03503 20.03241
$0.03706- $0.03468

SPECIAL CONOITION ADOIT!NS APPLICABLE TO: OﬂML TINE PERICD: wsmas-v

¢1) The utility mey Limit the nusber of customers electing:the’ epuon-L ti- perfod to ton a year,

(2) Customers electing the optional time’ poriod an prohlb(tod from witd\im to tho rnuur

.s«-via will be provided in the order requIsTs afe. received. .

time pariod for 12 months. °
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APPENDIX F
PAGE 7
SAN DIEGO GAS ANO' ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADQPTED: LARGE POWER RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-89
3/

CUSTOMER. CHARGE

PEAK DEMAND  CRARGE (3/XW/MONTH):
SMMER ‘ $13.00
WINTER $3.50

NON~TINE RELATED DENANO: CHARGE (3/KU/MONTH)  $7.31

ON-PEAX ENERGY RATE - $0.04275
SENI-PEAK ENERGY. RATE 30,03577
OFF-PEAX EMERGY RATE 30.03196
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APPENDIX F
PAGE 3
SAN DIEGO- GAS- AND- ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED- STANOY RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-89
£3/uM)-

PRIMARY TRANSWMISSION

CONTRACT DEMAND: CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) * $2.44

RATE LINITER:

SUMER ON-PEAX.
VINTER ON-PEAX

SCHEDULE CHANGE: AD- customers are eligible to-receive standdy service.

Special. condition change: Customers oloctinu to receive lun:br uMco are
restricted to a single rate schedule. .

e
'
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. APPENOIX F

PAGE 9
SAN DIEGO GAS AND- ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES

CHARGE ‘ CS/KuN)
ON-PEAK
CS/MONTH) 3/ FLAT

0.07478

ON=PEAX . SEMI-PEAX OFF-PEAX

"0.13293 0.06073

0.08063  0.05926  0.03802

— e — - han — — — — O—— p— —

a/ On-peek demand charge {s spplied to contribution to monthly peak.

SPECIAL CONDITION CMANGES:
<1 Expiration date removed from sdndulc PA=TOU.
(2) Epiration date removed. from Schecule PA-T-1. _
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APPENDIX F
@ o
SAN DIEGO GAS AND- ELECTRIC COMPANY

ADOPTED EXPERIMENTAL RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-39
{3/KuM)

R=-TOU=2- y R~TOU=3 R=TOU=4&

Cclosed) . Crew) Crhewd-

CUSTOMER CHARGE : $600.00-
NAXIMUM. DEMAND CHARGE (3/KM/MONTH).

SECONDARY

PRIMARY

TRANSHISSION
MINIMUM: CONTRACT DEMAND: ($/KW/MONTH)

SEMI-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH)

ENERGY CHARGE:
SUPER=-PEAX

N ON-PEAK
HID=PEAK

OFF~PEAK

SCNEDULES AE-1, R=TOU=1 AMD- R=TOU=2 ARE CLOSED TQ- NEW CUSTOMERS BY TNIS DECISION.

SCNEDULE CHANGES YO PG-QF: :
Clossd to new customers with mntfcn mnmu lbovo 20 kv on July 1, 1989,
Spacial condition changes:
Conditions related to energy netting. to- be cuniutcd for all utm
upon: termination of the cogeneration project or June 30, 1999, vhichever comes first.

SCHEDULE CHANGES TO PG !
Closed: o e customers on. June 30, 1989.
Special condition. changa: ) : :
Conditions related to cmrw mtfnu to- be elimineted for all customers on June 30, 1989.

ADDITION YO RULE $=<BILLING (BECOMES EFFECTIVE NO: EARLIER THAN MARCH 1, 1989). .-

A mnthly late peyment charge, squal. to SOGLE’s suthorixed return on. rate base divided by 12 and: rounded - :
1o the nearest one-tenth of one percent, may be sasessed on.nonedomest{c accounts with billing {n arrears {f not ncﬂ\nd .
at the oftfce of the utility, or by a duly authorized sgent of the utility, by the “late charge date” as shoun on -

the bill. The "late charge date” uill by at Lesst 25 duys 'from the-date mefled. Payments applied shall uﬁ-fy -
the oldest portion of the BiLL ffrst, sny other b(l.l.imucmd and’ ﬂn current bﬂl(na last. The charge. - ‘ j;j. o
. mey then. be applied to any remafning unpeid belance. ‘

The monthly Late peyment charge for state sgencies shall be the Lowest of ﬂn folloufnn.

1.2 percent; 1 percent above the Pooled Money Investment Aocomt rate divided by 12 and rounded to the mmt
one=tenth of one percent] or SDGRE’s authorized' mmntoboudivid.dbrﬂmd romdodtothc
nearest one-tenth of one por«nt.

o
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SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED STREET LIGHTING RAITES
Effective 1/1/89

{Rate Schedule Rate
Vatts Lumens |$/Lamp)

LS-1, Mercury Vapoer, Class A
175 7,000 $9.57
50 10,000 $12.65
400 20,000 $17.22
J00 35,000 : $32.53
LS-1, Mercury Vapor, Class €, l-lamp ]
175 7.000 $18.05
50 10,000 ' $23.94
400 20,000 I 73 )0
15-1, Mercury Vapor, Class C, 2-Lamp. L
175 7.000 $27.36
400 20,000 $46.32
15-1, EPSV, Class ) _ :
- 70 5,800 $6.29
100. 9,500 $7.28
150 16,000 ' $8.55
200 22,000 ' $10.26
250 -30,000 - $12.94
400 50,000 $16.05.
1,000~ - 140,000 - $3).27
1S-1, HPSV, Class B, - o
0 5800 $6.96
100 9,50 .92
150 16,000 - $9.22
00 22,000 . $11.12
250 30,000 51381
400 50,000 $17.01
1,000 140,000 $34.20
LS-1, HPSV, Class B,. : ‘
.70 5,800 , $12.08
100 9,500 $13.99
150 16,000 $16.60:
200 22,000 . $20.28:
X0 30,000. . $25.64
400 50,000 2178
1,000 140,000 ‘ $66.33
LS-1, HPSV, Class C, - SRR
- 70 5,800 U7
100 $.500 S 1L A
150 16,000 817,08
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SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC coxPANY RGE 12
ADOPTED STRETT LIGETING RATES
Effective 1/1/89

{Rate Schedule Rate
iVatts lLumens ($/Lamp}

200 22,000 $21.55
250 . 30,000 $2U.23
400 50,000 $28.77
1,000 140,000 $46.94
Ls-1, HBSV, Class C, ‘
70 5,800 $20.80
100 9,500 8L
150 16,000 5.3
200 22,000 $32.38
L} 30,000- xrie
400 50,000 $42.90
1,000 140,000 S8
LS-1, LPSV, Class A S
35 -4,800 - $7.77
55 8,000 ' $8.37
90 13,500 : $10.28
135 22,500 . 812.66
180 3000 s
Ls-1, LPSV, Class B, , : :
35 4,800 o $nuas
55 8,000 8906
90 13,500 ‘ $1.07
135 22,500 $13.64
180 93,000 U7
1S-1, LPSV, Class B, 2-Lamp ‘
i 4,400 $15.05.
LLY 8,000 ‘ 816,27
90 13,500 $20.19"
0w $25.20 -
130 33,000 ' $27.36
Ls-1, L5V, Class C, B
kES 4,300 S $16.25
55 8,000 81697
90 13,500 - $18.90
135 22,500 - $24.06
110 33.000 $25.14
L1s-1, LPSV, Class C, - ’
3. 4,800 ' $23.76.
L1 3,000 $25.08.
90 13,500 ' $28.92
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ADOPTED STREET LIGETING RATES
Effective 1/1/89

!
IRate Schedule Rate
Vatts Lumens © [$/Tam)

135 22,500 $37.30
180 33,000 $39.46
LS-1, Facilities and Rates, Class A
Center Suspension $4.69
Non-Standard Vood Pole
J0-foot $2.35
3s-foot $2.64.
Recator Ballast Discount . .
175 ($0.96)
50 (50,30
1S-1, Facilities and Rates, Class B¢ C '
Other app. inst. : $0.00

ttitmﬁﬁmmtit'"t"i"!'"t't”ﬁilt
LS-2, Nercury Vapor, Rate X . : _
s 7.000 - .08
250 10,000 $6.78
400 © 20,000 $10.6
700 35,000 T 818,12
1,000 55,000 $25.60
1S-2, Mercury Vapor. Rate B, Energy & Limt Matee
175 7,000 - 547
250 10,000 : $7.37
400 20,000 ' , $10.65 -
1S-2, Mercury Vapor, Surcharge for series service
175 7.000 K . $0.39
%0 10,000 30.49.
400 - 20,000 $0.70
700 35,000 ‘ 1.9
1S=2, HPSV, Rate A : o
50 3,300 B S %L1
70 5.800 . 82,35
100 9,500 .27
15 16,000 TR
200- 22,000 $5.71
25 30,000 $7.27
30 37,000 $8.90
400 50,000~ $11.06
1,000 © 140,000 52560
LS-2, HPSV, Rate B, Energy & Limited Xaintenance
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SAN DIBGO GAS AND ELECTRIC coiomyy FAGE 14
ADOPTED STREET LIGETING RATES
Effective 1/1/89

Rate Schedule Rate
Vatts Luzmens ($/Lamp)

50 3,300 82,02
70 5,800 $3.01
100 9,500 $3.93
150 16,000 $5.16
200 22,000 $6.39
250 30,000 $7.95
310 37,000 $9.58.
400 50,000 $ll.74
1,000 140,000 $26.44
LS-2, HPSV. Reduction for 120-volt Reactor Ballast -
70 5,500 {$0.39)
100 9,500 {$0.52)
150 16,000 ($0.48)
1S-1, HPSV, Surcharge for Series Service - .
50 3,300 $0.44
70 5,800 {30.21)
100 9,500 {$0.22) .
150 16,000 $0.02
00 22,000 _ $0.47
15-2, LPSY, Rate } -
k1 4,00 I Y85
55 $.000 $1.58
90 13,500 $.27
135 22,500 .65
180 33,000~ $5.30
LS-2, LSV, Surcharge for series service o
I 00 {$0.22)
55 $.000 {$0.13})
90 13,500 - 80.44
135 22,500 _ $0.78
180 - 33,000 "~ 30,50
1S-2, Incandescent Lamps, Rate A, Energy Oaly
1,000 $1.65
2,500 83,65
4,000 ‘ $5.52.
6,000. $8.11
10,000 U 3Byt
LS-2, Incdsat Lamps, Rate B, Dmergy and Latd Mntce
4,000 . $7.42 .
6,000 : $10.03
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SAN DITGO GaS XD ELECIRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED STRZET LIGHTING RATES '
,Ettective 1/1/89

!
!
1

|
1Rate Scheduls
iVatts Lumns
0L-1, Megcury Vapor, Rm 1, St Light Luminaipe
17¢ . 7,000 $9.16
400 20,000 $19.05
OL-1, HPSV, Rate A, Street Light Luminaire
100 9,500 8.0
150 16,000 U T
250 30,000 sl
00 - 50,000 : $7.07
1,000 140,000 . $4.986
0L-1, BESV, Rate B, Directicnal fLuminaire '
%0 30,000 $17.38°
00 50,000 $2L.42
1,000 140,000 83787
0L-}, LPSV, Rate A, Street nqnt Lomingire
55 8,000 A7
0 13,500 ' 004
13%. 72,500 ‘ $12.42
180 - 33,000 s13L
0L1, Pole. "
30 2t vood pole B P00
38 £t wood pole

DVL. tacilities Charges
& of Util invst,

DVL, Energy and lamp )mnmnm Charge :
%0 Vatt HPSV ' , .08
100 Vatt BPSV. $0.00
100 Vatt )X, Vapor , $000 -

DVL. Min. Charge . . LSl

s ‘ : _

Bnergy Charge ‘ $0.07614
' ‘ © $5.81

nmﬂmmmmmmmm

(E‘JD oF APPENDI)C F)
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SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADQPTED PHASE-IN SCHEDULE FOR
RESIDENTIAL GAS BASELINE ALLOWANCES
AND REVISED DISCOUNTS FOR ‘
SCHEDULES- GS. AND GT

Summer Baseline (at 60%) Winter Baselime (at 70%)
(Thern/mo) B ' (Therx/mo)

.m“d“le Curzent 1983 . 1390 1991 Current 1989 9%  IS9T -

GR : 20 '19.00 18.00 17.00 . S5.00 51.00 47.00 42.00. .

15 13.20 12.60 11.80 33.50 35.70 32.90 20.13 .
20 "19.60 18.00 17.00 55.00 51.00 '47.00 43.00

20 15.30 18.00  17.00 $5.00 51.00 47.00

RESIDENTIAL SCHEDULES WITH
REVISED DISCOUNTS:

GS = $.062 per apartment per day
GT - $0.197 per mobilehome unit per day
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SAN DTEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED GAS REVENUE ALLOCATION 1/ 2/
Test Year 1989
REVENUE CMANGES
REVENUE AT PRESENT RATES REVENUE AT ADOPTED: RATES TQ BE REFLECTED IN RATES

BASE TOTAL ¢ BASE TOTAL : AMT (3 Thoussnds) : % INC
(3000’s)  (3000/8) @ (3000‘s)- (3000°s) : BASE  : TOTAL : TOTAL.

[T T Ry TR TSTE 3 o

.

Tranemission:

= Cogen 95500 - 10048
= Qther 32563 : 096
=788

WACOG 128063

o  UTILITY ELECTRIC GENERATION
Traramiss 504117 TS .
HACOG 304117 ‘ : 99363 e 99563

/ .
o’ woncoRE TOTAL 20573 201188 21%8 20263 - 1453 uss |

17 CORE REVENUE ALLOCATION. There {s no-change in core (residential and commercial) rates. The margin change .
allocable to core customers s to be reflected in core balancing account to be addressed- {n. SOGEE’s next ACAP. = -
The* adopted incresse in authorized mergin (Base Cost Amount) is 311.690-million. 3ee Appendix A for detafl. The core/ -
roncore split {s 82.5% to core sand 17.5% to noncore, as reflected fn SOGRE’s May 1, 1983 eupl.fm filing. lucd on thcu

allocation. factors, core and noncore customer’s suthorized: fncmu fn mim are:

" CThousards of DoLurs) i mam of nou.u-n
CORE = 96bds 2% " NONCORE = 5 75

Z/' NONCORE REVENUE ALLOCATION sasumes. lLloutfcn factors used 1n. M'l May 1, 1988 compliance f{ling for 1nithl

allocarion. Cogeneration.snd UEG rates sre then eqamliXed as required by b. 87-12-039 resulting {n ¢inal revenus .

silocation to these classes. (Noncore’s My 1 sllocation. share is 17.5%: UEG, 8% aooomntion, 35X other, s.m. .
Dioncore change in margin. of $2.046 mfLL{on. Includes $1.455 millfon: dunoo in rates over present ntu (nuuing

Gll::}tipul.nud sales), and remaining 3591 thmwd ‘revenue dllnlt (2046-1455) due to incressed sales {n test

yoor

3/ Adopted gerwrsl rate case sales sre 1,055,5271,000 thor-.,




A87-12-003,1.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF P&
CACD/Lig/é APPENDIX G
PAGE 3

SAN DIECO GAS- AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED: NONCURE GAS RATES
EFFECTIVE 01-01-29 )

SCHEDULE

UEG/INTERDEPT
SCHEDULE GYUEG
{Thousands of Dollars)

Monthly Demand Charges: Jan 2530
Fab- . A3
Nar 47
April 2431
May 3814

June 3768

VYolumetric Charges: Tier I
Tier 11

COGENERATION -
SCHEDULE GTCR
Customer Charge No Change

o (Conts/Therm)
Yolumetric Demend Charge 11.396 17

OTHER NONCORE TRANSMISSION
SCHEDULE GTNC
Customer Charge
Defeult Rates:
Aversge Demend Charge (D-1)
Seascral Pesk Demand Charge (D-Z)Q‘

Summer
winter. , : 7.330 .

Volumetric Charg . : T.295

1/ Actual volumetric demend charge for m«m varies -:nuuy boud on recorded UEG data
besed on.D. 87-12-039.

(B OF APPEIDIX G)
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APPENDIX N

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED STEAM REVENUE ALLOCATION AND RATE DESIGN
Test Year 1989
REVENUE ALLOCATION

SALES 1/ PRESENT RATE
SCHEDULE C1000 LB) & REVEWUES
QUST NO- (300078)

SCHEDULE 1
Service (3/M0) 285
Commodity (371000 LS) 50214

Subtotal

SCNEDULE 2
Service (3/M0)
Commod{ty ($/1000 LB).

Subtotal

TOTAL

1/ GAC stipulated sales
2/ Zaro only when. rourded,

RATE DESIGN

SCHEDULE

SCHEDULE 1
Service (3/M0)
Commod{ty (3/1000 i8)

SCNEDULE 2
Service (3/M0)
Commod{ty (3/1000 L8)
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APPENDIX I
LIST OF ACRONYMS

Application

Annual Cost Adjustment Proceeding

Annual Enerqgy Rate

Allowance For Funds Used During Construction
Adninistrative Law Judge

Conservation and Load Manngement Programs
: Adjustment Clause

Californ;a City - County Street Light Assoc;ation'.‘

Conservation Load Management Adjustment Clause
- Commercial. 0pe:ating Date ‘ )

Center For Public Intgrest Law

Decision

Division of Ratepayer‘hdbocates
- Electric Cost Adjustménﬁ Clause

Southerm CAlirorhiﬁyzdison Company -

Equal Percent of Marginal Cost

Electric Power Reseﬁrch Institute
Electric.Revenue Adjustment Mechanism
Federal Executive Agencies

- Federal Ena;gy'negulatétf-COﬁmission

Federal Communicatidns Commission
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GRC

General Services

I.
IPC

ic Advocates

APPENDIX X

LIST OF ACRONXMD

General Rate Case

Department of General Services of the
State of California

Order Instituting Inyestigation
Independent Power Corporation

Kilowatt:

Kilowatt hour

Kilovaxs |

Loss of'Load_?robability

Majéi Additiong Adjustment Clause
megawatt

Nuclear Regulatofy cémmission

Paci:ic Gas and Electric COmpany

Poway Unitied School District

State of Calzrornia Public Utilitzes Code
Americial G.I. Forum, League of Unified Latin
%g;itggglcigiggggéiggg Filipino American
Quantifying Added Uncertainty
O:Qer'xnsti;ﬁtihq:Rulemaking,

System»Averagef?ercént‘éhange
Senate Bill ~

Small COgenerators of California
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LIST _OF ACRONYMS

San 'Diego Gas & Electric Company
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Sta.tion.
Steam Revneue Adjustment Mechani.sm
Tinme~of=Use |

_ Tﬁ:anstormers, Services, and Meters

DRA ‘Stand:ard‘»‘Practice U-4: Determination
Straight-Line Remaining Life Accruals

Utility cOnsu;i;ers Aci:ion. Network
Women/Minority Business Enterprises

(END OF APPENDIX I)
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INTERTM_OPINION

. . .

This decision orders San Diego Gas & Electric Company
(SDG&E) to reduce electric rates by $89.3 million or 7.0% and
authorizes SDG&E to increase gas rates for non-core customers by
$1.6 million or 0.8% and steam rates by $0.5 million or 40.9%.

Additionally, revenue requirement changes from the
Application (A.) 87-07-044, San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station =
Units 2 & 3 (SONGS) pre-commercial operating date (COD)
amortization and post-COD interim rate, and A.88-07-003, SDG&E’S
1988 energy cost adjustment (ECAC) proceeding, are included in the’
adopted rates. These revenue changes only impact SDG&E's electric
department revenue requirement and result in-a total decrease in o
SDG&E’s electric rates of $121.0 million or 9.5%. The adopted
rates are to become effective Januaxy 1, 1989 and will result in a
net decrease for the typecal residential customer using 425 | f;
XWh/month of $2.83 or 6.2%. Although SDGAE is. authorized a total
rate increase of $9.2 million or 2.1% for the gas department, rateﬂi
changes for residential and other core.gas customers will be ’
deferred until SDG&E's‘annual cost adjustment proceeding (ACAP). o

By this decision we. continue our movement toward cost- .-
based rates. Marginal energy, demand, and customer costs are .
developed and used in the revenue allocation process.. Revenue L
allocation is based on an equal percent of marglnal cost CEPMC)
methodology aimed at providing accurate, prxce signals . related to-
energy consumpt;on and discouraging uneconomic bypass.

Finally, this decision rejects the quantifying added
uncertainty (QAU) methOdology for deprecxatlon, establishes a-
depreciation review procedure sxm;lar to represcrmpt;on, reJects
the incremental/decremantal methodology tor marginal customer
costs, and awards intervenor funding.
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INTERIM ORINION

S £ Decisi
This decision oxders San Diego Gas & Electydc Company
(SDG&E) to reduce electric rates by $94.9 million 7.5% and
authorizes SDG&E to  increase gas rates for non-cofe customers by
$__ million or _% and steam rates by $0.6 mi)}lion or 61.3%.
Additionally, revenue requirement chénges from the

Application (A.) 87-07-044, San Onofre Nucl Generating Station

Units 2 & 3 (SONGS) pre-commercial operatifig date (COD)

amortization and post-COD intexim rate, gnd A.88-07-003, SDG&E’S B

1988 enexgy cost adjustment (ECAC) pro eding, are included in the
adopted rates. These revenue changesg/only impact SDG&E s electric
department revenue requirement and xYesult in a total decxease in-
SDG&E’s electric rates of $134.2 yAllion or 10.5%. The adoPted

rates are to become effective J uury 1, 1989 and will result in,a

net decrease for the typical rgsjidential customer using 425

kWh/month of $3.22 or 7.3%. Although SDG&E. is authorized a- total‘

rate increase of $8.3 milligh or 1.9% for the gas department, rate:
changes for residential . other coxe gas. customers will be ',,
deferred until SDG&E’s ajnual cost adjustment’pxoceeding (ACAP).

By this deci on we. continue oux. movement toward cost- :f

based rates. Marg : energy, demnnd, and customer costs are.
developed and used j}h the revenue allocation process. Revenue:
allocation is based on an equal percent of marginal cost (EPMC)

methodology aime at providing accurate price signals related to'ff

enexgy consumptAon and discouragzng uneconomic bypess.
indlly, th;s decision rejects the quantifying added ‘
uncertainty/ (QAU) methodolegy £ox dep:eciation, establishes a
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Intreduction
Many of the revenue requirement items normally litigated
in a general rate proceeding were agreed to in a Stipulation and
Agreement and adopted in Decision (D.) 88-09-063. Additionally,
cost of capital issues were bifurcated and consolidated with other
energy utilities in a generic cost of capital proceeding. Appendix
€ listz a number of rate changes authorized in SDG&E’s SONGS and
ECAC proceedings. These changes are included in our adopted
electric rates which will become effective January, 1, 1989.
D.88-09-063 provided for revisions to the adopted
Stipulation and Agreement as a result of more recent information. f‘
Accordingly, we will revise the Stipulation and Agreement for the R
following:
1. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) fees,
($72,000) |
Labor and non-labor escalation fates
Electr;c Power Research Institute (EPRT)
dues, (596,000) . ‘

Women/minority‘bus;ness enterprzse (W/MBE)
proqrem costs, $200 000. ‘

Two studies were requxred by D. 87-12-069, relzab;l;ty of
service and a comparmson of rates with other utilities. While the
reliability of service study was submztted ‘the comparison study
has not been completed. SDGLE is working. with Pacitic Gas &
Electric Company (PG&E). and Southern cdlszrnxa Edzson,COmpany
(Edison) on the comparison study and by letter dated Septenber 28,
1988 notified Administrative LaW'Judge (ALT) Ferraro that the study
should be completed by June 1,.1989. Thxs,proceedxng w;ll rema;n
open to receive the jomnt comparlson study. ‘

On December 1, 1987 SDG&E leed A.87=12-003 requestxng
authorlty to reduce rates for its electr;c department and lncrease |
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rates for its gas and steam departments for test year 1989. SDGLE
also requested attrition increases in 1990 and 1991 for all three
departments. On January 7, 1988 a prehearing conference was held
in San Diego. In March, 1988 there were twe days of public
participation hearings and between April and September, 1988 there’
were 21 days of evidentiary hearings.

Two interim decisions have been issued. D.88-07-023
replaced the $4.80/month residential customer charge for electric j
customers with a $5.00/month minimum bill and D.88-09-063 adopted
the Stipulation and Agreement s;gned by SDG&E, Division of 3
Ratepayer Adavocates (DRA), Utility Consumers Action Network (UCAN),
the City of San Diego, andﬁ' Fedexal Executive Agencies (FEA) as.
resolution of most of the revenue requ;rement issues.

On June 14, 1988 a comparison exh;bit was submitted wh;ch ,

detailed the revenue requzrement issues in the proceedzng- An
addendum. to the comparison exhibit which addressed attrition 1ssues;
was subm;tted on June- 24 1988.. _These items have been rece;ved_as‘!

ALl expenses assoc;ated with conservation and load’
management programs are 1ncluded in the adopted test year 1989 o
expenses. This will eliminate the need for CLMAC and requires theg
amortization of the current balance. SDG&E estlmates that as of -
December 31, 1988”CBMAC'will have overcollected electric revenues“
by $10.7 million and gas revenues by $3.6 million and recommends o
that the overcollectlons be amortized over three years, cons;stentj‘
with its general rate case cycle. |

We w1ll adopt SDG&E's recommendat;on and reduce ;ts :
electric revenue regquirement by'$3 6 million’ annually and its gas f
revenue requirement by $1.2 mxllxon.annually.n In its 1990 - S
attrition year filing SDGLE shculd amortize any difference between. o
the estimated and actual CLMAC balance over two-years. B
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Depreciation calculations as governed by DRA’s (formerly
Utilities Division) Standard Practice U=4: Determination of
Straight-Line Remaining Life Accruals (U~4) have consistently been
adopted by this Commission for ratemaking. U=-4 provides a
formalization of the theory of depreciation and the guidelines for
performing the statistical analyses on which depreciation
computations are based. An objective of this methodology is to
recover a utility’s original cost of depreciable fixed capital less.
net salvage value over the useful life of the asset. ‘To achieve
this object;ve the remaining life expectancy of depreciable plant
mast be perxod:xcally reviewed and when
appropriate, adjusted. U-4 states: '_

”Depreciation charges even in the s;mplest

pro:ect should be re-examined from time to

time. It is obvious that, until final

retirement, those charges involve estimates of

future llfe and salvage. . . . The remaining

life method requires reappraisals and reviews

of the estimates used from time to time.” (U=4

at 42.)

SDG&E propeoses that the rema;n;ng lives for 17 electrxc
department plant accounts be adjusted by using a method referred to<
as QAU. This method was developed by SDG&E and adopted for the
first time in its 1982 general rate case, D.93892. The QAU _
‘methodology has also been adopted: in recent general rate cases rori
Edison and PG&E. Edison took;a posltionlln support_of QAU in thzsf
proceeding. : : "

DRA, FEA, UCAN, and the c;ty of San Dmego, collectzvely i
Opponents, oppose the use of QAU and as a result ‘recommend a-
deprec;atlon expense. level which is $6.6 mlllxon lower than
SDGSE’s. UCAN, DRA, and the City of San D;ego-also recommend thatﬁ.
three life extending prograns be considered in developing the )
remaining lives for certain plant. ‘This would lower SDG&E’s
requested-depreclation expense by an additional $1.3 million.
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.

our rejection of QAU is not intended to¢ signal utilities
that depreciation analysts should isolate themselves from the input
of experts. On the contrary, we prefer a process which solicits
information from experts, provides their identity, describes their
input, and indicates how the information was applied.

For telecommunications utilities the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) represcribes depreciation rates at
three-year intervals. A telecommunications utility first submits
proposed changes, including adjustments to average service lives,
to DRA and FCC staff. After a detailed review of the initial
proposal any changes recommended by DRA-and FCC staff are discussed
in a joint meeting at which subject matter experts are heard. If .
agreement is reached, the utility and DRA jointly recommend that
the agreed upon depreciation factors be adopted. If agreement can.
‘not be reached, the- telecommunzcatzons utxllty-must file an
application requesting approval of its depreczation study. This
process is referxed to as represcr;ptxon.m.

‘since depreciatzon rates for energy utilities are
determined on a th:ee-year'cycle in general rate proceedings, it
seems reasonable to adopt a procedure similar to repfescription“ro:
thenm. Accordxngly, we will requzre depreciation workshops to be ;
beld in SDG&E’s future general rate cases. . The workshops should be
conducted atter DRA has issued a report which -analyzes SDG&E’s
deprecxatxon.proposal. We encourage SDG&E to br;ng subject matter ‘
experts to the workshops to justify adjustmentsAwhxch differ from: |

those shown in DRA’s report. Addltxonally, all znterested partles f,;\f

should be 1nv1ted to. attend and participate ;n the workshop. ‘
Differences which. remain attor the workshops are concluded should
be addressed in the general rate case hearlngs. o ‘ S fﬂ
Th;s.procedure should prov;de for a more open process W
with direct input from expertsomn areas of dispute. It is also o
consistent with the represcription procedure used for
telecommunications utilities. Finally, othexr major energy
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from our Order Instituting Rulemaking (R.) 87-02-026. Since R.87-
02-026 resulted in General Order (G.0.) 156 which established a
clearinghouse for the verification of W/MBES, SDG&E requests
authorization of the full $200,000. The remaining issues focuse
on the design and administration of SDG&E’s W/MBE program.
Advocates believes the participation of women and minorities/in
SDG&E’s procurement contracts is inadecuate and

recommends that SDC&E:

1. Separately state goals for Filipino-
Americans.

2. Consider adopting the major recommengations
in Pacific Bell’s Task Force Manorl
Report.

Employ an outsade expert who4can address
SDG&E’s failure regardlng Blac and
Asians.

Independently verzry W/MBE

Develop greater. managemen incentives for
the ach;.evement of W/MBE goals.

Increase the number ot/wonen and manor;txes
in senior management.

Encourage joint ve es with W/MBEs and
provide W/MBEs wi technical assistance in
meeting fLinancin ‘and insurance
requirements at/rates competitive with
SDG&E’s non=W/)BE contractors. :

SDG&E is oppose to'Publac Advocates’ recommendations o

stating that it has demgfistrated. a commitment to furthering, in a- 3‘
' way, W/MBE. purchases over the next five
years. SDG&E believgs this is exenpl;:ied by its’ agreement in
R.87=02-026 to ace plish a significant increase in the current
level of contractf and puxchases from women and- minorzty—owned
businesses. A ltionally, 'SDG&E argues that:
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53 tly Assiqnable Cost
Directly assignable costs are investments which are
identified as relating to customer access. SDG&E, DRA, and UCAN
derived these costs by the TSM method. For each customer class
except large time-of-use (TOU) and agricultural, TSM costs were
determined by work orders from the operating districts.
Engineering estimates for typical customer installations were used
to derive costs for the large TOU and agricultural classes.
UCAN had a considerable numbexr 61_ recommendations ‘
- concerning the development of directly assignable costs. Three of
these were agreed to by SDG&E: (1) TSM costs should not reflect'af'
contingency factor, (2) 4% should be used for purchasing and ‘
warehousing costs for transformers, and (3) a weighted average of
single-fanily and multi-family units should be used to determine
TSM costs for customers on schedule DR. UCAN’s recommendations
which were not agreed to are discussed below. |
There are. two issues concerning the weighting of single-
family and multi-family units for determining TSM costs. First, !
UCAN recommends that the weighting should be based on incremental
_customers ‘rather than DRA’s use of average customers.. Second, UCAL*w
believes consideration should be given to cost—decreas;ng ‘
characteristics such as the number of overhead versus underground
units and the number of coastal customers with lower usage. '
For the single-family/multi-family DR schedule SDG&E .
agrees in principle with UCAN’s position that a weighted average of"
single~family and multi-family. units should be used to determine
TSM costs. However, SDG&E recommends that,DRA’s calculation of
65.5% single-family units and 33. 5% multi-tamily units based on
test period housing stock,be used. SDG&E argues that UCAN’s

weighted average of . szngle-family and- multi-ramily wnits does not,,,‘

reflect schedule DT'(mobilehome) and. DS\(multi-zamily) customers.;l"
Since we are developing marginal customer costs for an f
existing system, it would be inappropriate to use a weighting of
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incremental customers, as suggested by UCAN. We will adopt DRA’s
weighted average of single-family and multi-family units. For its
second recommendation, UCAN did not present a methodology or sound
theoretical basis for reflecting the characteristics it identified
as cost-decreasing. We will not adept this recommendation. :

UCAN claims that there is an inconsistency between the . |
129% labor overhead rate SDG&E used for meter installations and the
111% laber overhead rate used on work orders for customer CoOsts.
Addltlonally, UCAN. argues that SDG&E did not explain the ‘ _
inconsistency and only one overhead factor should be in effect at 2 '
time. As a result, UCAN recommends that. the 111% rate be used.

- SDG&E dmsagrees that labor overhead associated with:
indirect labor should be reduced form 129% to 111% and. provided an.

exhibit detailing the calculations of its 129% labor overhead rate.-.‘:?‘d

However, SDG&E digd. not give. an explanation for the difference S
between the two labor overhead rates. Without this explanatlon we -
are unwilling to adopt the.hegher~labor—overhead rate. . UCAN‘s WTk_a,
recomnended labor overhead rate of 111l% will be adopted. N
UCAN believes-that.SDG&E overestimated the cost of _
purchasing transformers and recommends that UCAN’S lower estxmates -
developed from SDG&E’S purchase ‘contracts be used. SDG&E is
opposed to UCAN's estimate of transtormer costs and recommends that
a movmng average inventory price be used. .
A movzng average of inwentory is an appropr;ate method f
for determxning the plant investment assocmated with transrormers
being placed in service, but does not strictly adhere to-marglnal ’
cost principles. Since’ SDG&E d;d not dlspute the transformer costs
represented by its puxchase contracts, we' ‘will adopt these as -(
representatlve of the incremental cost of transformers. dj_
SDG&E calculated a real fixed rate- of 10.38% wh;ch it
used to annualize TSM investments. UCAN recommends a 9.78% rate.fe,‘
This rate was calculated by excluding three FERC accounts wh;ch [‘
UCAN‘consLders unrelated to TsM lnvestments.‘ DRA calculated a 10% )
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rate after excluding two of the three FERC accounts UCAN
questioned. DRA considers the third FERC account, which covers
protective devices and capacitors, to be related to TSM investments
and included it in its calculation. During the proceeding SDG&E
changed its position and now supports DRA’s 10% real fixed rate.

We find DRA’s arqument that protective devices and
capacitors are related to TSM investments persuasive and will adopt
its recommended real fixed rate of 10%. |

c Distributi cost |

The classification of common distribution costs as either
demand or customer-related was a major area of controversy. SDGEE
estimated the customer-related portion of common distribution costsL‘
using a proxy for the ”minimum distribution system” method. This
method assumes that 50% of non-energized facilities and 25% of -
energized facilities required to provide customers with access
through the distribution system are customer-related.

In suppert of its methodolbgy‘SDG&E argues that:

1. Although the estimates of common

distribution costs are judgmental and not
subject to independent verification, many
marginal costs are not subject to precise
calculation. Achieving a result that is
approximately correct is superior to
gnorlng 2 marginal cost prlnc1p1e. ‘

TSM costs are class;:;ed as customer
related because they can be directly
identified with facilities dedicated to
serving individual customers.

The proxy for the ~“minimum distribution
ystem” 1s intended to represent common
distribution costs which are dedicated to

the service of customers as distxngu;shed

Lrom neeting the;r demands-

For the_commonrdxstrzbution.element‘ot
customer=-related costs, data is taken from
FERC accounts over a 12 year period in
constant dollars then divided by the number
of customers to derive a proxy for common
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distribution costs. SDG&E’s methodology
does not double count by taking a
percentage of FERC accounts from any
particular year or set of work orders.

Since UCAN, DRA, and SDG&E have accepted secondary
distribution lines as a customer-related component of marginal
customer costs, UCAN believes that only the TSM costs recommended
by DRA should be included as customer costs. Additienally, UCAN
opposes SDG&E’s inclusion of common distribution costs because it:
(1) results in double-counting'ot sone costs, (2) is based on _“.
embedded cost data, and (3) allocates costs by number of customers
rather than demand. Finally, UCAN states that Exhibit 89, which
eliminates double-counting from SDG&E’s common distribution costs
is not based on the same allocation percentages used in SDG&E’S
original testimony. :

We prefer the approach of identitying specific equzpment'
as access related and’ assigning the investnent costs directly to f .
the appropriate customer class. While there is not a clear line of
distinction between demand and customer related equipment, we
believe the TSM method provides us with the best approximation.
Accordingly, we will treat common distribution costs as‘domand-
related. o ‘ ' |

Customexr Accounting Costs .
~ SDG&E estimated customer accounting costs for the .
forecast period and then allocated them to customer classeswusing'
weighting factors for each FERC account. UCAN recommended three

adjustments to the customer accounts and collections costs anluded"f\

in SDG&E’s marginal cost study. First, UCAN identified a _
discrepancy between customer\accounts and collectxons costs in -
SDG&E’s marginal cost study and the costs in SDG&E’s results oz
operation shownng. UCAN acknowledges that this d;screpancy was
oorrected by both SDGLE. and DRA.

Second, UCAN maintains that SDG&E nas failed to consider ‘s "

the significant differences in the cost of reading meters among
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various customer classes. UCAN recommends that meter reading
weighting factors that SDG&E developed and used in the past be
adopted in this proceeding.

Finally, UCAN states the Commission has a long-standing
policy to exclude conservation and marketing programs from marginal
customer costs and recommends that they be excluded in this
proceeding.

In response to UCAN’s proposed corrections, SDG&E states
that: ‘

1. The largest correction, which addresses the
inconsistency between SDG&E’s marginal cost
calculation and the results of operation
calculation, has been corrected in Exhibit
63-3=A.

No coxrection is warranted for ‘
conservation-related expenses and
residential meter reading. Conservatlon
expenses are customer-related and should be
reflected in customer. accounting.costs.. ...
Reductions in residential meter reading
costs are undocumented ‘and should not be
adopted. o ‘

Obviously there is a difrerence in the cost' of -reading
meters for the various customer c¢lasses. Since SDG&E apparently

developed we;ghtlng factors in the past whlch.represented the cost -
differential of readmng meters for each class, we will use these '

weights. UCAN is also correct that we have 2 1ong-stand1ng policy o

of excluding conservation and: marketzng programs Lrom margxnal , ﬂ“
customer costs. SDG&E has-not attempted to justify a change in '

this policy. We wlll adopt both UCAN'adjustments for customer
accounting costs.

UCAN states that one. of the rundamental prem;ses of

margxnal cost pricing is that it can smmulate a competitzve market'f‘?”

where none exists.. Ideally,. UCAN" would simulate a. competltzve'
market for determxning the costs of customer access equipment by
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collecting customer investment costs through a hookup charge for
new customers or through simulated purchases of access equipment by
all customers. In this proceeding UCAN proposes an

incremental /decremental methodology that reflects a hookup charge
for new customers and decremental costs for existing customers.
UCAN believes that this methodology, which reduces customer
investments by 27%, provides a more accurate estimation of costs:
imposed by existing and new customers than the proposals of other
parties. . o ‘
Under UCAN’s proposal hookup charges for new customers
would be assigned to the appropriate customer class for revenue

allocation. Once a hookup charge is”caliected through rates there{t' 

would be no further revenue responsibility for that access
equipment. The. access equipment investment costs for existing'
customers would be based on the cost to-the utlllty if the
customers were to leave the system. ‘

In response. to DRA’s.rental market approach, UCAN‘argues
that it does not properly re:lect a :ully'competitive market in
which customer ownership of access equipment would ‘prevail becauae
it is cheaper to buy. equ;pment than rent it. »

SDG&E. is opposed to the UCAN’s 1ncremental/decremental
approach to marginal customer costs as proposed by UCAN :or the
following reasons. UCAN's approach assunes that-

1. Customers would be able to buy new access

equipment at an annual cost below SDGLE’S
charges.

Exlstlng access equxpment is worth less to
customers than new equipment.

SDG&E wou1d not”seli-new accéss equipment.

Customers would finﬁnce‘iccesé5équipment
only at fixed interest rates. Renters are;
not. taken into cons;deration.

Based on judgment, a 25% salvage value is
appropriate for SDG&E’s. access equ;pment-
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DRA believes the objective of marginal cost pricing is to
sinulate competitive market . results and that UCAN’s
incremental/decremental method is not a market-related
theory. In opposition to UCAN‘s method DRA argues that:

1. It has signifjcant reservations concerning

safety, l;ablllty, and general custonmer

interest in an outright customer purchase
option.

Most customers are likely to remain as
renters of access equipment in the
foreseeable future.

Its rental market approach would exclude
residential customers who purchase access
equipment. This is currently done for
other customer classes.

It is extremely unlikely that competitive
providers could furnish access equipment at
only 25% of SDG&E’s estimated costs. This
is a basic assumption in UCAN’s

methodology.

. UCAN agrees that DRA’s rental market approach would
result in prices that equal the incremental customer cost if it
represents a truly competitive markeﬁplace.‘ UCAN argues that in a'f"
truly competitive market customers would have the: option of
purchasing or renting access equlpment, but- that DRA’s appreoach
oenly assumes a rental option.' Because of the deductibility of
mortgage and business interest, UCAN believes that purchasxng -
equipment 1s.cheaper than rentlnq and that in- a competitive marketv.
purchases would prevail and rentals would be scarce. Thus UCAN
concludes that a rental market approach does not’ represent a
competitive market and should not be used. znAdetermznlnq marg;nal
customer costs. .

' In evaluating UCAN’s. critxcmsm, ‘we conclude that lts own_*
propesal does not correctly represent the cost of customer
ownership. We believe it zsﬁunreallstic to expect. compet;tlve
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providers of access equipment to be able to undercut SDG&E’sS
investment costs by 75%. We are also not convinced that a
substantial number of customers would choose to purchase this kind
of equipment. Aside from‘potential operational and safety
concerns, many customers would likely choose to rent rather than
buy for convenience and reliability.

. If expanded customer ownership is shown to be pract;cal,
PRA’S proposal to exclude such customers from the allocation of
access equipment is a logical and reasonable solution. This is
currently the practice for industrial and large commercial
customers which purchase access equlpment.

Finally, we believe the most appropriate methodology for
determining the cost of access equipment is DRA’s rental market
approach. We recognize that our rejection of the
incremental /decremental methodology contradicts the discussion
contained in D.86-08-083, PG&E’s 1986 ECAC proceeding. However,

" the proceedings over the last two years have given us an ,
opportunity to-understand_the‘marginal cost principles involved
with marginal customer costs better than we did two years ago.
Accordingly, it is now clear that the ;ncremental/decremental
methodology is not cons:xstent with our marginal cost principles as
discussed above. *
Margipal Revenue Determinants

' Marginal . revenue: determlnatlon is a critical aspect of
the margxnal cost and revenue allocation process. Marginal costs‘
are multapl;ed by marglnal revenue determinants to determine.
marginal cost revenues. These are the revenues the utility would
collect if all customers were charged their marginal costs instead :
of rates adjusted for the utility’s revenue requirement. Margznal‘ :
revenue determinants are developed for. enerqy, customer and demand.
Marginal revenue determinants for demand: are further divided 1nto '
generation, transmassion, and distribution. Most of the
differences among the parties centered around margmnal revenue
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deternminants for demand. We will discuss each of the marginal
revenue determinants below. . '

SDG&E and FEA agreed to‘DRA's marginal energy revenues,
as shown in Exhibit 63. However, during the hearings DRA revised
the marginal energy revenues in Exhibit 63 to reflect a revenue-
related tax factor which was inadvertently omitted. We will adopt
DRA’s marginal energy revenues revised to reflect the appropriate
revenue-related tax factor. ‘

The parties do not agree on the appropriate marginal
demand revenue determinants to be used for revenue allocation.
There are four areas of disagreement? (1) annual demands versus
demands by time period, (2) reliability adjustment for generation i
demand, (3) diversity factors for the residential and small
commercial classes, and (4) demand loss factors.

'SDG&E used load research data to determine demand levels
by class and TOU‘period and coincident and non-coincident non-_-”f
diversified demands by voltage level. The weighting factors for ‘f
each_marginal:demand'revenue-component were derived following thegf
method used in the Edison general rate case decision, D. 87—12-06‘6‘.'?‘
The annual marginal demand revenue component was calculated for -
each class by'multiplying the appropriate TOU period demand by each
marginal demand cost. The results were summed. across all time
periods and demand types for that class.

- DRA’s methodology di!fers from SDG&E’s in that:
(1) average annual demands are used - instead of demands by'TOU
period, (2) a reliability adjustment is applied to generation
demand, and (3) a diversity ractor is used to determine
transmission, and distribution demand. - With the exception oz
distribution demand,. UCAN adopted DRA's marginal revenue
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determinants to calculate its marginal cost revenues. FEA only
took issue with DRA’s and UCAN’s transmission and distribution
demands.

Except for DRA’s reliability adjustment and diversity
factor for residential class transmission and distribution demands,
we will adopt DRA’s methodology, weighting factors, and demand
determinants for calculating marginal cost revenues. Below, each
of the issues involving marginal revenue determinants is discussed.

Appual Vexsus TOU Demand |

DRA asserts that although it is approprzate to-calculate :
marginal enexgy costs by time periods, it is inappropriate to do so
for marginal demand cost revenues. DRA states that investments :x.n‘3
generation, transmission, and. distribution‘systems do not.vary bY. .

time period. Aadditionally, DRA.claims that the use of time perzods .'h

to calculate demands is unnecessary and would amount to sizing
SDG&E’s system for average demand. While FEA and UGAN support
DRA’s use of annual demands, -SDG&E recommends that .demand cost
revenues be calculated by time period. We recognize that marg;nal
demand costs by TOU period are used for rate design, however, SDG&Ee
has not convinced us that they are also needed for revenue

allocation. We will use annual demands to—calculate marg;nal
demand cost revenues. o

DRA made a reliability adjustment tor generatzon demand‘
cost revenues by taklng the sum of loss of load probabllity-
weighted (LOLP-weighted) demands for each class. and‘multzplying
thenm by the generation level marginal costs. DRA states that ‘
reliability adjustments are used for the calculation of marginal
demand cost revenues and avoxded cost payments and that a similar. _
adjustment was adopted in Edison's last general rate case decaslon.ﬁ
SDG&E is opposed to DRA's rellability~adjustment. It states that |

g




A.87=-12-003, I.88-01~006 ALJ/FSF/ltqg

DRA’s ILOLP-weighted generation demand of 1992 megawatts (MW) is too

low and recommends that the 1986 recorded system peak of 2376 MW be
used.

We are not opposed to the use of a reliability adjustment
factor, however, in this proceeding DRA’s generation demand is much
lower than recorded 1986. From the record it is not clear why th;s
occurred, but it could be a problem with the available data.
Accordingly, we will adopt the recorded system peak of 2376 MW as
the best representation of generation‘demand for 1989.

All partles used DRA'S-methodology !or the calculation of
transmission and distribution demands. _DRA’s methodology is based
on the hypothesis that the demand seen by the transmission system
is a weighted average of coanc;dent and non-coincident demand for
each rate class. Similarly, the. demand seenkby the distribution
system is also a weighted average of these demands. The
differences between the parties focused around: (1) we;ghtlng
factors for calculatxng transmission and distribution demand and
(2) coincident and non-coincident demands used for calculatlng
transmission and distribution loads.

Although all parties’ used DRA’S methodoloqy for ;
calculating weighting factors, SDGLE and FEA used different data in
deriving their weighting factors. We will adopt DRA's weighting
factors which are consistent with the adopted demand deternxnants.

SDG&E believes that the proper non-coincident demand to . |
use for all classes is non—dmverslrled.‘ DRA uses non—d;vers;fxed
non-coincident demand to measure the load placed en the
distribution system by customers in all but the residential and
small commercial classes. - DRA uses diversified non-coincident
depand for the residential class and an average of diversified and
non-diversified, non-coincident demand for the small commerczal
class. FEA used an average of diversified and non-diversified .
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demands for both the residential and small commercial classes,
while UCAN essentially used DRA’s methodology.

DRA believes that a diversified demand is appropriate for
the residential and small commercial classes because the final line
transformer serves multiple customers. While DRA was unable to
acquire specific data from SDG&E concerning the number of
residential customers served by each transformer, it assumed an
average of 20 customers were connected to each transformer. DRA
based its assumption on talkxng with load research experts and data
from other utilities. Assuming 20 customers-are connected to each
transformer, DRA calculated a d;versxty factor of 25% of non-
diversified, non—co;nc;dent residential load. A 25% d;vers;ty
factor assumes that no more than 25% of the. mex;mum load of all
individual customers connected to any resident;al transformer wzll
occur at the same tinme. ' '

Although SDG&E d;d not provide data to support its
argument that DRA’s assumptron of 20. customers connected to each
transformer is too high, it asserts that !ewer than 10 customers
are likely to be connected to a- new.transformer. As ‘a result,
SDG&E considers DRA’s 25% diversity factor to be unrealistic.
Additionally, SDG&E states that its distribution'planning‘menual
instructs planning- englneers toruse a dlversity factor between 55% -
and 75% when 10 customers are connected to-one transtormer. '
Finally, although UCAN did not develop a diversity factor, its

witness testified that the appropr;ate d;versity~factor is prob&bly:' r“

between 50% and 75%. . L
Additionally, FEA takes exceptlon to UCAN’s and DRA's f¢
transmission and dlstrlbution demands.‘ FEA states that the peek |
load on the transmission,system must be. equal to or greater ‘than
the system peak, but that DRA. uses only‘z 650 MW for transm;sszon ‘
demand while test year 1989 peak demand is 2, 778 MW. FEA also -
criticizes DRA’s and UCAN’s use of 3, 3as-uw and 3,174 MW,
respectively, for dlstrlbution demand.- FEA recommends a
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distribution demand ©f 4,400 MW based on the average substation
peak which includes average class peaks and individual customer
peaks. Since DRA’s and UCAN’s estimates do not reflect individual
customer peaks, which play a major role in sizing various elements
of the distribution system, FEA concluded that they do not |
appropriately represent distribution demand. |

UCAN argues that: (1) FEA’s demand allocators do not
adequately reflect the diversity among classes with small
customers, (2) FEA’s witness conceded that the class non-coincident.
peak does not affect the design of the distribution system, and
(3) SDG&E and FEA urge the use of the same method. Finally, UCAN
concludes that DRA’s method is reasonable. i

We believe-it'isiapprcpriate‘towconsider a diversity
factor for residential and small commercial classes. However,

without data on the average number of customers served from each of

SDG&E’Ss transformers, we are unwilling to adopt DRA’S 25% dlversxty'j

factor. Based on SDGLE’s: planning Mmanuals . and UCAN’s testlmony, we”f‘M

consider a 50% diversity factor for the residential class

reasonable for this proceeding. Since the only dispute with the )

diversity factor for the small commercial class was its use, we ”

will adopt DRA’s diversity ractor for th;s class.
Denand Loss Factors

DRA pointed out that the’ demand loss factors. used by o ,
SDG&E were less than the on-peak energy loss factors and in error- f
In response to DRA, SDG&EAagreed to conduct a new study of demand
and energy loss factors to address DRA’s concerns. ~

. istent I 3 petermi ! ‘

Some parties are concerned that there nmay not be
consistency among the demand determinants used: :or‘narglnal cost,
weighting factors for transmission and dxstrlbutaon demand, and".
revenue allocation. Although DRA, UCAN, and FEA agree that there _
should be conszstency anong the demand. dete:minants, DRA and UCAN f
only appear to be concerned if a lack of consxstency causes a -
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significant difference in the final revenue allocation. We agree
with DRA’s and UCAN’s position and will endeavor to use consistent
demand determinants in the marginal cost and revenue allecation
calculations.

" ipal Cust F et . :

SDG&E and DRA stipulated to the number of customers in
each class and no other party took issue with their agreement.
Differences in total marginal customer-related revenues are only
due to differences in unit marginal customer-related costs. We
will adopt SDG&E’s and DRA’s stipulation on the number of customers
in each customer class.

Revenue Allocation

Revenue allocation is the process by which SDG&E’Ss
adopted revenue requirement is allocated to the various customer
classes.  In recent years we have followed a policy of using
marginal cost principles in revenue allocation and as a gu;delxne
for rate des;gn. Economic. theory dictates that marg;nal cost
pr;cxng allows the customer to trade-off usage of electrzcxty w&th
consumption of other resources or to increase or decrease usage-
based on the incremental cost of produc;ng electrlclty. Ma:g;nal
cost pricing also-provxdes,equzty in rates, by relet;ng costs
imposed on the electric system with the customers who axre-
responslble for those costs.

Since revenues based on margznal costs are not usually :
equal to the utility’s revenue requlrement, a method: must be used
that allows us to reflect. margxnal cost prxncmples wh;le still
collecting the authorized revenue requ;rement- The method used 1n
recent years to reconcile marginal costs with revenue requirement'
is EPMC. This approach allocates revenues so—that each class is an
equal percent of its marginal cost revenues- Thls is referred to |
as full or 100% EPMC. _ :

D.87-12-069 in SDG&E'slmost recent ECAC. proceedxng _
adopted EPMC with the constralnt that each customer class-recexve a
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ninimum 5% rate decrease. Although residential and agricultural
revenues were below the EPMC allocation for their respective class,
we lowered all rates in the context of a $141.2 million decrease.
In that decision we stated:

*We believe that SDG&E’s rates must be

restructured and moved. towards marginal costs

in a deliberate and careful manner. Our

adopted revenue allocation makes significant

movement towards the adopted nmarginal costs and

allows time for the refinement of marginal cost

studies in future proceedings.” (p. 2,

D.87-12-069.) ' ‘

DRA and FEA recommend- a full EPMC revenue allocatlon
without constraints, while SDG&E and UCAN recommend a capped EPMC
allocation. Below is a discussion ot each party’s: recommendatlon
for revenue allocation wlth the exoeptlon of street llghtlng. _ .;
Revenue allocation for the street lighting class will be addressed
in the rate design section.

mmrﬁ m:’;im X

SDG&E’s preferred revenue allocation which assumes a
decrease in electrlc revenues of $49.4 million or 3.9% would _
decrease: revenues to the residential class by $30.0 million or
5.4%. Other classes would be decreased by 0.9% for large TOU, 2. 0%;
for very large TOU, 8.9% for agricultural and 3.9% for all others.‘

SDG&E also proposed a revenue allocatlon ‘based on DRA's
recommended decrease of $88.9 million. 12 DRA’s $88.9 mllllon
~decrease is adopted, SDG&E recommends decreases of 6.8% for o

residential, 8.1% for very‘large TOU, 1l2. l& for agrlcultural, and _ e~'”
7.1% for others. \ -

SDG&E’s. guiding principles for. placing constralnts on’ an
EPMC revenue‘allocation are as zollows.- (1). employ as few ;
constraints as possible, (2) give all. classes a decrease, and (3)
for rate- stability, change no-class,more than plus or minus 5% of -

the system average percent change (SAPC). Application of these fﬁ)'fﬁ””
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principles provides for rate decreases from 2.0% to 8.9%, which
SDGAE states allows for steady but moderate movement toward full
EPMC rates.
RA’s. Positi

DRA recommends a full EPMC revenue allocation which it
states is comsistent with our general policy of marginal cost-based
rates. DRA believes that SDG&E’s method of determining caps for
various rate classes is arbitrary because there is no consistency .
between SDG&E’s recommended decreases for the residential class at ‘
different system average percent decreases.

FEA’S Positi

FEA supports the movement toward full EPMC revenue . &
allocation, and opposes SDG&E’s proposal because it does not result
in significant movement toward this objective. FEA.bel;eves that'. _
full EPMC is substantially easier in this proceed;ng because there‘-'
is an overall revenue decrease.

UCAN’s Position . - - ;

TUCaN proposes an EPMC allocatxon capped at 5% above SAPC o
Based on UCAN’s revenue allocation the cap applies to rate “m"
schedules AD and AL. If the overall decrease is: between 4% and 6%,
UCAN would deviate frxrom the 5% cap by recommend;ng no rate change
in classes where rate continuity'can be provided.

Additionally, UCAN states. that there is a higher value o£~fﬁ"

service and outage costs to commercial and industrzal customers and”v'
that this is not reflected through traditional EFMC methodology-~».
Accordingly, UCAN recommends that. the large customer classes be |
charged for ‘higher generation resexve margins and greater
distribution system costs.
Discussion : \
The adopted electric base rate decrease- oz $89 3 m;llzon

plus $31.7 million from SDGSE’S SONGS and ECAC proceedings afford»"‘

us the opportunity to implement a full EPMC revenue-allocat;on JVM;
methodology' We believe DRA’sS and- FEA’s EPMC revenue allocatzon
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proposals are the only ones that are consistent with our goal of
providing customers with rates based on the cost of providing
electric service. Theixr methodology is consistent with our goal of
full EPMC revenue allocation as stated in Edison’s and PG&E’sS
recent general rate case decisions and adopted for SDG&E in
D.87-12-069.

The spread from the SAPC decrease of 10% using full EPMC 
revenue allocation, ranges from a 6% decrease for residential
customers to an 18% decrease for agricultural customers. Since
most customer classes are clustered within plus or minus 4% of SAPC
and no class has a decrease'greater than 18%, we will not cap our
adopted EPMC revenue allocation.

We also will not adjust the adopted EPMC revenue
allocation for UCAN’s recommendation that large customer classes be‘
charged for higher generation reserve: margzns and greater:
distribution system costs for the following reasons:

1. We are not convinced that SDGSE’s

generation reserve margins or its:
distribution system are designed to provide

customer classes with varying degrees of
reliability.

- UCAN has not-déveloped a2 methodology for
implementing its recommendation.

UCAN's,adjustmént is-not,appropriatenror
revenue allocation and should be addressed
in the calculation of marglnal demand
costs. - _

our adopted revenue allocation’by*class‘is shown in P
Appendix D. It reflects the- general rate case revenue decrease and .

the revenue changes from SDG&E’S SONGS and ECAC proceed;ngs as
shown in Appendix C.

The following sections will discussfresidgntial,
commercial, industrial, agricultural, and street lighting rate
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design issues. For these classes the most heavily contested
matters were rate schedules AD, AL-TOU, and A6-T0U, SDG&E’s power
factor adjustment, standby service, and street lighting.

D.88-07=-023, dated July 11, 1988, replaced the $4.80
customer charge for residential customers with a $5.00 minimum
charge. This matter will not be readdressed in this decision.
realignment of baseline and non-baseline residential rates in
compliance with Senate Bill (SB) 987 (Ch. 212, Stats. 1988) is
being addressed in Order Instituting Investigation (I.) 88=07-009
and is not at issue in this proceeding. Our adepted gas and
electric residential rates reflect D.88-10-062 in I.88-07-009. The
two-month undercollection of electric rates authorized in that
proceeding is terminated effective with this decision.

E 3 : ! - ] . .

While SDG&E’s appl;cat;on contained a number of
controversial proposals, SDG&E has erther withdrawn 1ts«proposals
or the parties have reached agreement on all but two items: f
paseline allowances and an increase in the returned check charge.

The only disagreement concerning baseline allowances is
DRA’s recommended cont;nued phase-;n to capture changes in average
aggregate consumption. This procedure was adopted in SDGSE’S last‘ .
general rate case and DRA believes that: Publ;c Utilities Code’ (PU),Z'
§ 739 requires its continuation. SDG&E argues that changes in “Y
baseline allowances will create an upward pressure on residential .
bills and, if changes are adopted, they should not be melemented"

until May 1, 1989, when: seasonal ‘baseline changes occur. ‘}"'

' We agree with DRA that continued ‘phase-in of electric o
baseline allowances. meets the requlrements oz PU § 739 and we will

adopt its recomnendatzon. Baselrne quantlties will be reduced overf‘*

a one to three-year period starting May 1, 1989. The adopted
baseline allowances are shown in Appendix F.
The second issue is. SDG&E's request to increase the

current charge of $6 for a customer’s returned check to $10. . SDGéEf;‘7L
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based its recquest on bank charges which make up 59% of SDG&E’s
proposed $10 charge, the cost of processing, collection, and
preparation of checks to be redeemed; and the cost of key punching
for redeemed checks, materials, and postage.

UCAN opposes an increase in the charge for returned
checks stating that SDG&E: (1) did not justify which costs have
increased since the $6 charge was implemented, (2) did not identify.
what measures it has taken to reduce bank fees, and (3) may not ‘
moniter returned check pollcxes-properly.

Although SDG&E has provided an itemized list of the ltems‘_;

which comprise its returned check charge, SDG&E has failed to ‘
convince us that it is unable to negotlate lower bank fees for
returned checks. Without SDG&E’s assurance we can not be certa;n :
that an increase in the. returned check charge is reasonable.~ We t"
will not approve an increase. in the returned check charge- |

The agreements among the ‘parties on the following matters*”
appear reasonable and .will be adopted:

' 1. SDGSE, WMA, and DRA agree that the discount
for mobilehome parks on schedule DT should
be 29 50/un1t/month or $O 312'on a daily
basis. .

SDGSE and DRA agree that the discount for
apartment buildings on schedule DS shoulad
be -04/apartment/month or $0 110 on a
daxly'besis.

DRA, SDG&E, and UCAN agree with,the DR-TOU
rate'design in Exhibkit 96. '

DRA. agrees with SDG&E’s proposal for
experimental schedules DA-TOU and DU=TOU.
These schedules are des;gned in relation to
schgdule DR-TOU with a 2:1 peak to off-peak
ratio. , .

SDG&Evhes.withdrawn the following
residential rate design proposals:.

(1). late payment charge, (2) telephone
charge with: respect tovbil‘ collections,
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(3) customer charge, and (4) reconnection
charge for the period when service is
disconnected.

For the reconnection charge SDG&E had proposed to require
a customer who leaves and returns to the system within a2 short
period to pay the customer charge that would have been assessed if
the customer had remained on the system. Center for Public '
Interest Law (CPIL) mailed testimony to all parties, except SDG&E,
opposing SDG&E’s proposal on April 15, 1988. SDG&E was hand
delivered CPIL’s testimony on April 25, 1988. On April 27, 1988
SDG&E recommended that the customer charge be eliminated for
residential customers and withdrew its proposal to to assess
customer charges for the time customers were off the system.

The principal small and medium commercial schedules are A -
and AD. No structural changes are proposed for schedule A.  ‘
Schedule AD was closed to new customers-on July*l, 1987. Exlstlng P
customers on this schedule have the optlon to remain on the S
schedule or move to the AL-TOU schedule. AL-TOU is a time-of-use '
rate schedule with rates which more closely reflect SDG&E’s costs. |

SDG&E proposes to modify the AD schedule by establishing f
a two tier declining block energy rate. The first tier rate is ._V'

charged for the first 300 kilowatt (kW) hours consumption per XKW ot‘i,_ff

demand. The lower second tier is charged for usage in excess of

that amount. SDG&E has designed the energy rates for this schedu.er7‘

to be similar to Ed;son s GS=2 schedule, which serves equ;valent
custonmers. '

SDG&E makes this two tiex AD-energy‘rate proposal for theT
following reasons. First, it provides an incentive for customers .
to improve their load factors by controlling their demand. Second”
the rate structure recognizes the level of customer demands placed
on the system. Third, it emulates TOU rates w1thout the expense o£
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TOU meters. Fourth, it brings the tail bleck or tier II rate
closer to, but not below, marginal cost.

In response to concerns expressed by other parties, SDG&E
argues that: (1) its proposal will not increase energy
consunption, because there is no ratchet provision, and (2) standby
rates should only be available to TOU customers, but any customer
with a demand above 20 kw can move to the AL-TOU rate schedule.
Finally, SDG&E states that DRA’s proposal is an acceptable
alternative, if the two tiered energy rate structure is not
adopted.

DRA recommends that the monthly demand charge on the AD
schedule be increased from $5.00/kw to $5.50/XW to reflect marglnal
capacity costs more closely. DRA is opposed to SDG&E’s two-tiered - o
proposai, because it cannot reconcile SDG&E’s declining block rates /el"'“
with cost-based rate design principles. Although SDG&E’s rate ﬁ :
design purports to collect capacity costs in higher tier I rates, ' :
DRA believes that the customer ‘perceives declining block rates as. a“‘7”

signal that the more energy used the less it costs. . .

In addition to DRA, Independent Power COrporatlon (IPC),
Department of General Servzces of the State oz California (General
Services), Small Cogenerators of Calxtornla (SCC) , Poway Unified
School District (Poway), San Diego-nineral Products Industry g
Coalition, and UCAN are opposed to SDGEE’Ss declining block energy
rates. Many of the concerns of these parties are similar.
Generally, they argue thgt-

1. Two-tiered rate designs are not in

conformance with cost=based rate desmgn
prxnciples.

Declinxng block rate structures are _
1nconsistent with conservation pol;czes.

' AD customers which take all their energy
off-peak would not be able to-emulate TOU
rates.
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Lowering the effective rate for higher load
factor customers will discourage migration
to a TOU rate schedule.

SDG&E’s AD schedule is not cost-based.

SDG&E’s proposal will have a significant
adverse impact on the economics for small
scale cogeneration.

These parties are also~concerned‘with DRA’s proposal to
increase the demand charge on the AD schedule, because: (1) many
AD customers have low load factors and will see’ overall rate
increases, and (2) the AL-TOU schedule offers no relief for these
customers from anreased rates.  Finally, IPC recommended that, 1:
a declining block rate structure is adopted, a special condition bef

added that allows customers which have the ability to selr-generatej“‘ﬂ‘

to displace the h;gher, zzrst-tler rate. -

Although we support ‘SDG&E’s rate. des;gn pr;nc;ples ror
its two-tier AD rate, we consider its proposal inconsistent with .
them. SDG&E’s proposal would ‘create an 1nequity for AD customers
which use more off-peak energy than the schedule’s average and/or
do not have second tier usage. This occurs because greater oOff-.
peak usage for these customers will not result in the emulatron o: .[

TOU rates, and customers with,only first tier usage will not have _p'

their incremental consumption pr;ced at marginal cost. These o
inequities coupled with the concerns expressed by the partmes are ‘
sufficient justification for not approvzng SDG&E's proposed changes

to the AD rate schedule-

DRA states that 1ts,proposal to ra;se the AD demand |
charge from $5. OO/kw~to $5.50/kw; whlle not’ cost—besed moves rn
that direction. Since this is cons;stent with our obgectzve oL
cost-based rates, we will edopt DRA's recommended rncrease ln the :
demand charge for ‘the AD schedule- ‘

Finally, IPC recomnends.that all schedule A.and AD
customers have the: option of TOU rates. ‘Since SDG&E’s.wztness
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testified that it was reasonable to provide a TOU option to these
customers, we will allow schedule A and AD customers to move to a
TOU schedule. '

ALZIQU and AG=TOU \

D.87-12=-069 in SDG&E’s 1987 ECAC proceeding adopted major
changes for commercial and industrial customers served under rate
schedules AL~TOU and A6-TOU. These changes, which provide for
higher demand charges and lower energy rates, were the result of a.
stipulation in that proceeding.

The AL-TOU tariff.consists of a customer charge, a non-
coznc;dent or non-time-related demand charge subject to a 50%
ratchet, summer and winter peak demand charges, and enerqgy charges
differentiated by voltage levels for summexr and winter. A6~TOU ls‘_
a variation of AL-TOU. It includes the same non-coincident demand!
and energy charges, but a h;gher‘customer charge and higher peak -

demand charges. for summer and winter to reflect customer demands;at ”ﬂ~"e“

the time of each month’s system peak. A rate limiter of $0.16/kWh|

also applies to both schedules. The stipulation referenced above ﬁf
included two levels of demand charges. D.87-12—069 adopted the
lower level stating:

"We adopt the lower set of demand: charges
proposed by all parties other than SDG&E
because we prefer to move gradually towards the
complete recovery of SDG&E’S estimated fixed
costs in fixed charges. These costs will be
more closely examined in the. general rate
case.” (p. 26, D. 87-12-069 Y

SDG&E requests that the higher level of demand charges
contained in the stipulatzon be adopted, because the AL-TOU and AG-*
TOU schedules recover less than the marginal costs associated with

those services. Additionally, SDG&E recommends that the enexgy -
rates be derived using the same model employed in the st;pulatzon.w
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No changes are recommended by SDG&E or other parties to the rate
limiter or ratchet percentage.

DRA states that its AL-TOU and A6-TOU rate desigm
including the relationships between on-, mid-, and off-peak energy
rates maintains the structure adopted in D.87-12-069. DRA arques
that an increase in demand charges is unwarranted because marginal
capacity costs are less than those used in the AL-TOU and A6-TOU
negotiations.

FEA supports DRA’s position stating that D.87-12-069
significantly increased the demand charges for these rate schedules
and introduced a new maximum demand charge. Although FEA
recognizes that additional movement is necessary to fully implement:
EPMC at the schedule level, it recommends maintaining the current
level of demand charges and decreasing the energy charges to
reflect the decrease in revepue requirement. L

General Services, while not a szgnatory, did support the 3
stipulation adopted in D.87-12-069. General Services states that
its support for the stipulation was based on a revenue reduction of
between $63 and $83 million, but a decrease of $141.2 million was
adopted. Because of the amount of the decrease adopted in i
D.87-12-069 and the pbssibility of a significant decrease in this f:
proceeding, General Sexvices recommends a proport;onate decrease ;n;
demand and enexrgy charges. L

SCC also recommends a proportionate reduction in demand
and energy. charges.‘ scc believes this will avozd peak—cllppzng and
allow lower load factor customers.

Finally, Poway recommends a change from the. on—peak
period of 11:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. in summer to 12: 00 noon to
6:00 p.m. Poway states that the current on—peak summer perxod :
causes a financial hardship on school districts wh;ch normally end
sumner classes by 12:00 noon, but pay on—peakndemand charges as ;zﬁ“
they operated during the entire on-peak period. As a result of
Poway’s concerns DRA and SDG&E have addiessed_this¥issue in more
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.

detail in SDC&E’s current ECAC proceeding A.88~07-~003. We will
defer resolution of this matter to that proceeding.

Since considerable movement toward cost-based demand
charges was made in D.87-12-069, we are reluctant to make
additional changes now. We believe DRA’s proposal of only
adjusting energy charges to reflect changes in revenue requirement,
which is supported by FEA, is a more reasomable approach to follow.
This will allow continued, but moderate, movement toward cost-based
rates. ' .

We also consider it more appropriate to maintain the
current relationship of the off-, mid-, and on-peak energy rates
than use SDG4E’s model which developed this relationship for the.
stipulation. While the parties to the stipulation may be aware of|
the workings of the model, most: commercial and industrial customers s
are not. Maintaining the existzng relatzonsh;ps should foster a.
clearer understanding and increase the acceptance of the adopted
rates. _ _ o -

AO=TOU and AQ6=TOU i

AO-TOU and AO6-TOU are optional rate schedules which‘we:ej[
closed to new customers as of July 1, 1988. SDG&E proposes that’
the customer and demand ‘charges for these schedules be mazntained
at their current levels and the energy'rates for each time perzod .
be reduced by an equal pexcent. No- party‘opposes SDG&E’S proposal.F

We will adopt SDG&E’s recommendatlon for the AO-TOU and
AO6-TOU schedules. Since these were established. as optional -
schedules in 1986 and are closed to new'customers, we will requxre
SDG&E to address their continued appropriateness»zn its next
general rate proceeding. We will also~require SDG&E, after its \
rate desxgn exhibits are ziled in the next- general rate: proceedxng,.

to-notity~all customers on these  schedules that the contznuataon of-7

the schedules will be an issue in the proceeding.

!
. i
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Int ib] .

Interruptible service schedules provide customers with a
credit for interruptible demand that is in excess of their
contracted level of firm service. These credits are based on
schedule AL-TOU peak period demand charges. DRA and SDG&E agree ‘
that the interruptible credits should be revised to reflect changes -
in the demand structure of the AL-TOU schedule. SDG&E proposes to '
modify the credits by maintaining the relationship between the
credits and the on-peak demand charges. DRA contends that the’ |
credits should be based on SDG&E’s marginal capacity costs because
demand charges may eontain‘more thanjcoincident capacity costs.

Although there is only a small difference between DRA’S
and SDG&E’S recommended interruptible credits, we conceptually
prefer DRA’s approach and will adopt its methodology.

AE-1, R-TOU-1, and R-TOU-2 are experimental real time
pricing schedules established 'in 1986 with'a termination date of =
January 1, '1992'.5. The structure of these rate schedules differs
from other TOU rates in that on-peak charges only take;e:tect’whenf‘
the system load reaches a-predeterminedrlevel. The predetermined
level or trigger point is adjusted annually by an edw;ce letter o
filing. '

SDG&E proposes to retain the existing rate structure andﬂ},
adjust only the mid- and ofz-peak energy'rates. Although prev:ousW
adjustments were not always consistent with the originally adopted»

design philesophy, SDG&E proposes to maintain the original
philosophy by reducmng the mid- and off~peak energy rates and
equating the off-peak energy rates for the three’ schedules.‘
To maintain these schedules as viable and cost—eftectmve
alternatzves, DRA. recommends three’ adjustments o the rate
structure. First, the mid-peak demand- charge 'should be replaced by'
the maximum demand- charge adopted for AL-TOU and A6-TOU. Second,.
the on-peak energy'rate on AB—l should be~reduced szqnztmcantly to
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accurately reflect marginal costs. Finally, the contract minimum
demand charge should be reduced in response to changes in marginal
capacity costs.

DRA argues that these rate schedules were designed to
test real time pricing using the AL-TOU and A6-TOU rate structures
that existed at the time. Since AL-TOU and A6-TOU underwent major
changes in D.87=-12-069, DRA believes that the real time pricing
schedules should be revised to reflect the adopted changes. '

Additionally, DRA recommends that customers on AE-1, R-
TOU-1, and R-T0U~2 be permitted to switch schedules without |
restriction until July 1, 1989 and that the expiration date for
these schedules be extended'until-January 1, 1993. This would:
(1) allow for review of these schedules in SDG&E’s next general
rate proceeding, (2) provide customers the l2-month notice of
termination called for in special condition 14, and (3) permit
customers to react to recent and proposed rate changes.

While there is no price certainty implied in these rate

schedules, we believe it*ls reasonable for customers to expect soae-“

consistency in the design criteria during ‘the experiment. . Howevef,
we agree with DRA that real time pricing schedules should reflect
the “rate structure of AL-TOU and A6-TOU, otherwise it would be
unclear whether customer actions were influenced by the exlstlng
rate structure or real time pricing. Accordlngly; AE-1, R—TOU-l,j‘
and R=-TOU=-2 will be closed to new customers on the effective date‘
of this decision. When these schedules are no longer used to-
provide service to customers they should be canceled by SDGSE.
DRA’s recommendation to reflect the rate structure changes to ‘
schedules AL-TOU and A6-TOU will be adopted for establishing new = .
real time-pricing schedules.

Pover Factor Adjustment

SDG&E is currently authorized to assess customers an

extra charge 1! they operate equipment at a low power factor. Such
equipment uses reactive power ;. measured in kilovars (XVARS), and




A.87-12~-003, I1.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltqg

requires SDG&E to install capacitors to maintain system capacity.
Although SDG&E’s rate schedules allow a charge of $0. 21/kVAR/month
when a custoner’s power ractor is below 75% of their kilowatt
demand, its electric rule 2(6) authorizes a charge for power
factors below 90%.

SDG&E proposes to require customers on schedules AD, AL~
TOU, A6-TOU, AE-l, R-TOU-1, R-TOU-2, and PA=T-l1 with demands which .
have exceeded 300 kw in the last 12 months to maintain a minimum
power factor of 90% at their own expense. If the customer fails to
install the necessary equipment, SDG&E will install it at the .
customer’s expense. Based on 1987 costs for this equipment,«SDG&E7
proposes to increase the charge to $0.28/XVAR/month. SDG&E stdtes :
that high reactive demands are not imposed by all customers and
only customers which use KVARs should pay for KVARs. |

DRA has revxewed SDG&E’s requested. changes‘to-the power
factor adjustment and the basis for the $0.28/kVAR/month charge and ‘
supports SDG&E’s proposal.  However, DRA-is concerned-that the

treatment of the revenues from this cﬁarge-was‘not.addressed‘and‘ﬁ”

recommends that they be cons;dered in the current 3R’s proceedzng
I. 86-10-001. : ' :
UCAN argues that SDG&E has not provided an estlmate o: ‘
the revenue which its power factor charge would generate or how ‘Q,.‘
such revenue would be treated. TUCAN recommends that SDGLE’S _
proposal be rejected or, alternat;vely, any power factor revenues‘
be tracked and used to offset expenses.

General Services states that SDGLE’s proposed change ;n
its power factor charge should be rejected. General Services maxes~

this recommendation based on the lack of evidence tofindicate,there}V” :

is a reactive power problem and the failure of SDG&E‘rofestimateﬂf

the amount of money the charge would generate- If a 90% ;

power factor charge is adopted General Serv:ces recommends thatﬂ
1. Implementation be delayed by six monrhs.to

 permit. customers the opportunity to correct
their own power factors.
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Revenues be estimated and credited to each
affected class or treated like standby
revenues.

Customers be paid for power factors above
90%.

4. The lowest cost capacitors be used to'

develop a reactive charge.

SCC recommends rejectxon of SDG&E’s power factor proposal
to avoid discrimination against self-generatxon facilities.

We agree with SDG&E that customers with high reactive
demands should pay for the KVARs they use, but SDG&E has not
adequately demonstrated that it usedzthe'least cost equipment to
develop its reactive charge. Without adequate‘support we will notg,
increase SDG&E'’s present per KVAR charge. ‘“

Since most customers are not aware of SDG&E’s present S
reactive charge, we will allow them six months to correct their l
power factors before being- assessed the KVAR charge. To-prov:de
consistent treatment for special charges, revenues generated by the:
KVAR cbarge will be recorded in the same manner as standby
revenues. , | , _ '

Einally;'General‘Servioes.has not sufficiently supportedf*
.its claim that customers with‘high'power“factors benefit SDG&E’s"ﬁ
electric system. Accordingly, we will not adopt General. Servaces
recommendation that SDG&E pay customers with power factors above
90%. With the above. modificatzons, we w111 adopt SDG&E’S power
factor proposal.

- Standby Service :

Rate schedules S and S-I provide standby serv1ce to

demand-metered customers where SDG&E does not supply all or part. of;f. AR

their regular electric requmrements- _These schedules werxe
substantially nodified by D. 87-12-069 to~reflect-change5=1n'the4

AL-TOU schedule. Undex schedule's, 80%. of the contracted‘ﬁaxinuni& J

demand is billed at the AL-TOU non-eoincident demand charge.
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Schedule S-I has no associated charge, is limited to customers with
demands exceeding 500 kw, and does not require SDG&E to provide
service when its system is at full capacity. Under the current
structure, standby customers which take energy during on~peak hours
pay regular on-peak demand charges and associated energy rates,
subject to a rate limiter of $0.67/kilowatt hour (kwh) in the
summer and $0.26/kWh’ in the winter.

SDG&E believes more time is needed to acclimate customers
to the present rate structure for standby service and does not ‘
recommend any changes. However, SDG&E does propose. two new special
conditions. First, SDGA&E requests the option of providing standby
sexvice only to customers taking service throughta‘single'meter; |
This condition is intended to prevent arbitrage, a customer could
take standby service‘during off-peak periods’ under AL-TOU and
on-peak service through another meter on a different schedule.
Second, SDG&E requests that standby service for customers with
contract capacity exceeding 20 MW be provided by a Commission-
approved contract. Such contracts, SDGSE argques, would provide the
time and certainty needed to prepare for large standby service. =

DRA proposes that the current rate structure be replacedﬂ“
by an on-go;ng reservation charge equal to 2% of the coxnczdent or?
on~peak demand charge applied to-contracted ‘standby demand. :
Additionally, when customers take service for forced outages, the &
on-peak demand charge would apply, but it would be prorated da;ly.ﬁ

In response to DRA's proposal SDG&E arques that: !

l. Prorating the ‘on-peak standby charge does

not compensate SDG&E for the cost of the
facilities it must have available.

It is unlikely that standby customers would
be able to provide same day notice of
forced outages as requxred by DRA’s
proposal. :

Standby service which is billed . by hand
would become more complicated.
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FEA supports DRA’s standby proposal, but recommends that
customers only pay the greater of the prorated on-peak demand
charge or the 2% reservation charge. FEA states that DRA’s
reservation charge is justified on the grounds that standby
customers have different load characteristics than full
requirements customers. FEA also contends that there should be no
limitation on size regarding a cost-based standby rate and |
customers with multiple meters should be allowed to take standby
service if all service is under one schedule.

‘ General Services also supports DRA’S proposal, but
recommends four changes. First, the daily on-peak demand charge
should be prorated on an hourly_bas;s.‘ Second, rate limiters -
should be retained. Third, the 2% reservation charge should de |
credited to any on-peak demand charges incurred during the month. .
Finally; AD customers should be allowed to take standby serVice and
receive a credit for non-coincident demand: charges on contracted '
standby load. Additionally, General Services suggests that a rate’ .
limiter be created for AD custonrers taking standby service.

SCC recommends that DRA’s proposed standby rate structure
be adopted with the retention of rate limiters and a provision zor
AD customers to take standby service. : :

IPC proposes a standby rate based on the ‘marginal costs

of facilities to serve all loads discounted to reflect the expected“"

forced outage rate: o!‘self-generation’facilities- The discount
represents the probability that the standby service will ke needed. =
This approach was developed by IPC to‘insure that standby customersq'
are charged based on their use, not their potential for use. -¢

IPC contends that a standby load can be expected to i
appear on the utility systen randomly, during any time period and‘
any season, and the forced outage rate measures the probability-of

this occurrence. Ipc equates its methodology with that used to setﬂf‘ff

rates for full'requirements customers. Since all potential loads.'

for full requirements customers do not occur on the utility system'.'
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simultaneously, their rates are based on peak loads, which are a
percentage of all potential loads. Similarly, IPC believes that
standby rates should be based on forced outage rates, which are a
percentage of the contracted standby loads.

IPC uses the California Energy Commission staff’s :orced
outage rate for gas-fired cogeneration projects of 9% as |
representative of the self-generators in SDG&E’s sexvice territory.
The 9% factor is multiplied by the adopted monthly marginal costs '
for generation, transmission, and distribution to derive the ‘
monthly per kw charge for standby service. The generation costs .
include a 15% reserve maxgin tovretlect SDG&E’s systenm rel;abml;ty.
Using the marginal costs proposed by DRA this method produces a
monthly standby charge of $1.40/kw.

Under IPC’s proposal standby customers would pay
$1.40/kw/month whether or not service is taken. Standby customers .
that take service would also pay the energy charges from the rateﬁ"

schedule that would.otherwise»applyt' No additional demamdochargesﬁa,r‘

would be required, because all fixed costs that are recovered in:
the demand charges are included in the monthly standby rate..
~ InD. 86—12-091 for PG&E we established a pol;cy for

standby service that has been used- as a. gquide to establish Ed;son Siff”ﬁ'

and SDG&E'sAcurrent standby rates. That: polmcy states that when
standby~customers take service, they impose costs. in the same- ‘u,
manner as full requirements customers, and should: be charged the
same rates. For periods when service is not taken,- standby | '
customers should pay the cost of customer-related servmces and
dedicated facilities. :

DRA‘S proposal with a 2% reservatzon charge is net
consistent with this policy.  First, the 2% charge is net related
to facilities that are dedicated to. standby customers. “Second, S
when standby customers take service they would only be requ;red tom”
pay a daily prorat;on.ot the on—peak demand charge compared to‘an
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entire month for full recquirements customers. We consider it
inegquitable to provide standby customers with daily proration
without providing it to full requirements customers.

IPC recommends a new approach for developing standby
charges which,:- except for the concerns expressed below, appears to
be a fundamentally sound methodology. As with DRA’s proposal,
IPC’s methodology does not recognize that certain fagilities are
dedicated to serve standby customers and assumes that all
transmission and distribution facilities are fully diversified.
For generation costs which are recovered in coincident demand
charges, IPC’s approach indirectly results in a proration of on-
peak demand charges. We believe an appropriate standby charge must~
address both of these concerns.

We also disagree with SDG&E’s two proposed. special
conditions. First, customers should not be excluded from standby f
service because they take service from more than one meter. To
 avoid the possibility of arbitrage we will require -that standby :
customers take all service undexr the same rate schedule. Second, ‘
SDG&E has not provided adequate justzt;catxon for requiring a
Comm;ssmon—approved contract before customers with contract
capacity exceeding 20 MW can receive staﬂde‘serVice;

Finally, we will maxntaxn the existing standby rate '
structure as the best representatxon of our standby policy at thls
time. Addltlonally, we see no reason why AD customers which elect
standby service should be’ treated- d;t:erently~than TOU customers: on
standby service. Accordingly, as recomnended by General Serv;ces, _
AD customers will be allowed to take standby service and receive agux
credit for non-coincident demand charges on their contracted. '
standby load. The current standby rate limiters, which establlsh a

ceiling for the average on—peak.rates, will also apply to AD
customers.
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PG_and PG=OF

PG-QF was designed for cogeneration customers with output
of 100 XW or less. D.87-12-069 closed this schedule to new
cogeneration facilities above 20 kw by June 30, 1989. PG is an
experimental schedule available to customers with generxation
facilities cormnected in parallel to SDG&E’s system where ne other
schedule is available. Customers under either schedule currently
pay no standby charge and are allowed to credit excess electricity
produced against consumption during other periods. Under PG-QF
excess generation is purchased by SDG&E at its current standard
price offer.

SDG&E recommends that as of July 1, 1989 the energy .

netting provision of PG be closed to all customers and the schedule
be closed to new customers. SDG&E claims that the lack of standby,_
charges and the enexgy netting provision allows customers on these’
schedules to avoid paying: the full cost of service.

Since there appears to be no oppos;tion to SDG&E’S
proposal we will close the PG schedule to new customers and
eliminate the energy netting prov;sion. We also reaffirm the
intent of D.87-12-069 to close the PG-QF‘to new customers with
generation facilities above 20 kW. and to.eliminate the energy
netting provision by June 30, 1989. To provide consistent
treatment for both schedules the adopted changes will become
effective on June 30, 1989."

Special Contxacts

The movement toward an increasingly competztlve
environment in the electric utility industry has generated concern:
over the loss of utility market share. We have addressed this :
concern by adopting: ma:ginal cost principles for. revenue~allocatxon
and rate design. This is intended to prevent a ‘bias for either
utility-or alternate enerxrqgy sources. Although we have 1mplemented
marginal cost principles, our goal of marginal cost-based rates has
been hampered by: (1) differences between marginal cost revenuegﬁkf'
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and the utility’s revenue reguirement and (2) the magnitude of
customer bill impacts. This has resulted in the approval of
special contracts to avoid uneconomic bypass during a period of
excess capacity. Rates for selected customers with special

contracts have been as low as Standard Offer #1 price levels.
D.88-03-008 states:

~#The term of a special contract conzorn;ng to
the quidelines should not extend into any vear
when forecasts indicate that additional
capacmty will be needed to meet target reserve
margins. The purpose of allowing special
contracts is to take advantage of existing
excess capacity. Considerable justification
will be required to demonstrate the benefits of
extending discounted rates into a perxod when.
increased demand creates a need for additional
capacity.” V(P.ls D.88~03-008)

Exhibit 11, SDG&E’s Report on Electric Resource Plan,
December, 1987, indicates there is a clear need for new. capacity
beginning in 1989. This need for capacity has led IPC to recommend
that: (1) SDG&E not offer rate discounts or discourage self- :

genexration fac;l;tmes and (2) the adopted rate schedules should not
Create economlcally'unjustirzed barriers to self~generation. S

We agree with . IPC's position and believe oux adopted rate
schedules will not prevent the installation of econcmically
Justified selt-generatzon facilities. We also share IPC’s concern o
for special contracts and reemphaslze our. discusszon in
D. 88-03-008 by the following:

1. SDG&E should not enter into-spec;al
contracts, which provide customers with
reduced rates in a year when forecasts
1nd;cate a need for additional capaclty.

Such.contracts should ;nclude considerable
- justification demonstrating the benefzts
for all other SDG&E ratepayers.
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Agricultural
DRA and SDGAE were the only parties that made
agricultural rate proposals. DRA endorses SDG&E’s agricultrual
rate structure proposal as discussed below:
1. Maintaining the present customer charges of

$8.00/month with an additional $10.00/month
for TOU meters on PA=-TOU schedules.

Maintain the 3.401:1 relationship between
on~ and o:!—peak energy rates on the PA-TOU
schedule.

Offer schedule PA-T-1 with a $20. OO/month
customer charge and preserve the existing
relationship between agricultural and

industrial TOU demand and energy~charges.

4. Eliminate the current minimum charges zor‘

agricultural schedules.

No party: opposed SDG&E’s recommended agricultural rate |
structure and the Association of California Water Agencies by
letter to the ALY supported SDG&E’s proposal. We will adopt
SDGSE’s recommended agricultural rate proposal. | '

Iate Payment charge S

SDGLE proposes to institute a late payment charge of 1.5%
on all non-residential bills not paid within 25 days of the billiﬁg
date. The City of san Diego reconmends that the interest rate :or"
the 1ate payment charge be lim;ted to SDG&E’s balanczng account
rate. General Services objects-to 1mposit1on of a late penalty -
charge against governmental tacxlxt;es, the level of the charge,
and the time allowed for payment of the charge. According to ;
General Serv1ces, Government Code Section 926.17 (D) (1) limits the
amount of interest governmental racilxtles can be.charged to 1%
above the<Pooled Money Investment Account, but not to exceed 15%. ;
Additionally, General Services suggests that- the time allowed for
payment of the bill without penalty'should be 50. days from the
postmnrk.date of mailing. :
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We will authorize SDG&E to establish a late payment
charge for non-residential customers. The charge will only apply
to balances that have not been paid within 30 days from the billing
date. The monthly late payment charge should be calculated by
dividing SDG&E’s authorized return on rate base by 12 and rounding
the quotient to the nearest one tenth of one percent. In noe event
should governmental facilities be charged a late payment fee that |
exceeds the amount authorized by the Government Code.

SDG&E should not implement the late payment fee until
March 1, 1989. This should provide adequate time for SDG&E to
notify customers of the new charge and allow them to adjust their
payment procedures, if warranted. '

Street Lighting

SDG&E, DRA, California City—County Street Light
Association (CAL-SLA), and the City of San Diego actively . )
participated in this part of the_proceedmnq. Street lighting rates
are developed-in-twofsteps-»-Revehue5~are first allocated to the. .
street lighting class. The class revenues are then used to
determine individual rate schedules. The issues concexrning this
process are discussed below. ' '

Revenue Allocation |

All parties except SDG&E recqmmendiavfull EPMC revenue
allocation, excluding facilities charges.  Facilities charges are’
costs associated‘with.end-use equibment, lamp poles, luminaires, |
etc. Facilities charges are typically removed from marxginal- cost‘L
revenue allocatzon methodologies because utmlxt;es do not provmde"V

end-use equipment to all classes. |

SDG&E proposes that SAPC be used to allocate revenues to
the street lxghting class. _SDG&E.based its proposal on the
following: : |

1. SAPC was used in its 1987 ECAC‘deczsxon,
D.87=12~069.




A.87-12-003, 1.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltq

D.85~-12-108, SDG&E’s last general rate case
decision, stated that the street lighting
class should not experience a rate increase
if the class revenues are in excess of
marginal costs.

Current methodologles for determining
street lighting maxglnal costs are not
reliable.

Although DRA and CAL-SLA recommend the use of full EPMC,.
excluding facilities charges, CAL-SLA believes that DRA’S marginal
demand costs are too high. Since DRA and CAL-SLA propose similar |
revenues for marginal energy and customer costs, similar facmlltzes
charges, and similar EPMC maltipliers, thls represents their only
difference for revenue allocatlon. The c;ty of San Dlego-supports
CAL-SLA’s position.

CAL-SLA uses SDG&E’s demand allocation factors which zt
believes accurately measure the demandvstreet'lxghts place on
SDG&E’s electric system. -. DRA.usés coincident and non-coincident
demands and estimates substatlon.load;ngs as a function of total

system demands to develop its allocation factors. This. methodology'
assumes the maximum non-coincident demand billing determinants are
ecqual to the sum of individual naximun demands for the class and -
determines coincident demands using LoLP—wexghtzngs which is
consistent with DRA’s methodology for other customer classes. ‘
CAL-SLA argues that DRA’s demand allocation process is f
inappropriate for street lighting—because:‘ | ‘

1. There is no need to estimate substation
loadings since SDG&E presents loadings
developed from load research. .

There is no difference between maximym

demand for the street lighting class and

the sum of maximum demands for individual
customers. All street 11ghts come on and
go off at the same time.

The load curve Zor the street light;ng
class is flat..
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We will adopt DRA‘s revenue allocation methodology fox
street lighting, since it determines maximum demands from the sum
of imdividual demands and is consistent with the revenue allocation
methodology adopted for other customer classes.

Rate Desian ,

SDG&E proposes that changes for individual street
lighting rates be limited to plus or minus 5% from SAPC. In
response to concerns for unbundled street lighting rates, SDG&E
also developed an unbundled EPMC street lighting rate design.
Additionally, SDG&E proposes a $6.00/pole/year attachment fee for
1S-2 customers. SDG&E’s pole attachmentuteevis‘based on an
agreement it reached with the City of Son Diego. Finally, SDG&E
proposes that joint ownership of lighting facilities be eliminated |
and a service fee for de-energizing lights for non-payment be |
approved. ‘

CAL~-SLA states that there are inconsistencies in SDG&E'
proposed EPMC rate design, which result in lntra-class :
subsidization without economic justification. Accordzngly, CAL—SLA}
recommends its unbundled rate design which focuses on the COSt :
components-that provide information on which service to purchase.
CAL-SLA also objects to SDGSE’s requested pole attachment fee
arguing that: -

1- Revenues are already collected to |

compensate for the space on distribution
. poles.

The proposed ree 1s not cost-based.

No estimate: oz pole attachment fee revenues
was made. :

Pole attachment fees were not'fezlected-in
miscellaneous revenues.

Ls=2 customets{would1have.to-pay twice to
amortize distribution poles.
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DRA accepts the pole attachment fee negotiated by SDG&E
and the City of San Diego and agrees with SDG&E’s proposed
elimination of jointly owned equipment.

Obviously, there is some benefit being derived from the
use of SDG4E’s poles for attaching street lights and cable
television wires. If this benefit accrued to all SDG&E ratepayers
there would be no need establish a pole attachment fee. Since all
SDGLE ratepayers are not likely to be cable television subscribero,
it is clear that all SDG&E ratepayers do not share in the benetlts
from attaching cable telev;szon wires to SDG&E’s poles.
Accoxrdingly, we support the current policy of assessing pole
attachment fees to cable television companies with the benefits
passed on directly to all ratepayexrs.

In contrast to cable television wires, street lights
generally benefit all SDG&E ratepayers. Street lights provide
security and increased satety for the publlc by lighting streets,
sidewalks, and other- property - Because-these -benefits accrue to ?
society as a whole and SDG&E ratepayers in particular, we conclude
that there is no need for a pole attachment fee for street l;ghts-

Finally, we will adopt CAL-SLA’s EPMC unbundled rate
design because it focuses on the cost,componentf that provide .
information on which service to purchase. -
cas Rate Desicn Q.

Gas marginal costs, cost allocation, and. rate desmgn are

not addressed in this proceeding because the. structure of gas rates.rxw”w
was determined by D.86-12-010, D.86-12-009, and D.87-12-039. ‘Ihese‘ A

decisions adopted a rate structure which is not subject to change
for two years. Accordlngly, SDG&E states that the only issues to
be addressed are: . fﬁ*r”

1. When SDG&E's authorized change in gas
margin can be reflected in rates.

2. Baseline allowances.

3. Master‘meter unit discounts.
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SDG&E points out that the agreement adopted by D.87=12-
039 does not require all gas rate adjustments to be coincident with
ACAP. Based on this interpretation, SDG&E regquests that changes in
its gas margin not be delayed until ACAP which has a scheduled
effective date of July 1, 1989. DRA reads D. 87-12-039 to limit
rate changes to ACAP proceedings for two years.

Without a rate revision prior to ACAP, the margin change .
allocable to core customers would be placed in a balancing account)
while the margin change allocable to non-core customers would not
be recoverable. This discrepancy between customer groups is éause¢
by the elimination of the supply adjustment balancing account for .
non-core custemers. Margin recovery for non-core is now authorizeg
prospectively. ) ‘ o

To provide equitable treatment, we will authorize SDG&E
to revise non-core rates, effective January 1, 1989. The revised
non-core rates should reflect the change in margxn adopted in th;s ,
decision, but in all other respects the current revenue allocatzon*'
and rate design methodology should remain unchanged. Since there ..
is a balancing account for core customers, there is no compelliﬁg ;
reason to reflect the increase authorized by this decision in rates
at this time. We will adopt DRA’s recommendation and not revise

core customer rates. until SDG&E’s ACAP'proceedxng. Our adopted gas_"‘ =

rates for non—core~customer$'qre shown. in Appendix G. :

This leads to a problem that exists with the level of
detail contained in.the'Stipulation and5Agreement‘adopted by . ‘
D.88=09-063. To allocate costs between core and non-core custoners .
specific detail for Xey cost data is required. D. 88~09-063 | ‘
combined with this decision set the level of costs to be used :or |
revenue allocation in SDG&E’s ACAP—proceedxng. Since the necessary_
level of detail for these costs is deficient, we will direct DRA
and SDG4E to conduct workshops with the. ‘signatories to the
Stipulation and Agreement. These workshops should identify: the
cost detail’requiredv:or\revenue.allocation in SDG&E’s ACAP
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proceeding. The results of these workshops should be served on all
parties to this proceeding and SDG&E’s last consolidated adjustment
mechanism proceeding prior to SDG&E’s ACAP filing.

Consistent with its recommendation for electric baselzne
allowances, DRA recommends that' gas baseline allowances which ‘
conform with PU § 739 continue to be phased-in. SDG&E argues that
changes in baseline allowances will create an upward pressure on
residential bills and, if changes are adopted, they should not be

implemented until May 1, 1989, when seasonal baseline changes
occur. -

As with electric baseline allowances, we agree with DRA'
that continued phase-in of gas baseline allowances ‘meets the
requirements of PU § .739 and will adopt lts,recommendatlon. S
Baseline allowances for gas customers will be reduced over a one to«“':
three year perlod starting. May 1, 1989. The adopted basellne
allowances are shown in Appendix G.

SDG&E, WMA, and DRA have agreed that the discount for

mobilehome parks on schedule GT should be $6/unit/month or

$o lQ?/unit/day. For apartment bulldlngs on schedule~GS, ne party e

opposes SDG&E’s proposed discount of $l. 90/unlt/month or i
$0.062/unit/day. These discounts appear reasonable and w1ll‘be"
adopted. , ' ‘

SDG&E provides steam service under two rate schedules
which are closed to new customers. SDG4E’S two steam schedules =
(1 and 2) differ only in that schedule 2 has one percent hagher
rates than schedule 1 to- retlect an additional franchise fee
requirement. Both consist of a service charge and a coxmodity
charge per 1,000 pounds of steam provxded., ' i

SDG&E'proposes ‘that the service: charge—:or each schedule

be doubled to allow it to recover about 50% of its service costs.‘,a-‘”

The schedule 1 customer charge would be $30. OO/month and the
schedule 2 customer charge would be $30.30/month. The commodlty
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charge would recover the remaining revenue requirement. DRA agrees
with SDG&E’s proposal and notes that SDG&E’S remaining steam
customers have been notified of the proposed increases, but have
made no response. We will adopt SDG&E’s propeosed rate changes for
its steam schedules, as reflected in Appendix H.

Pursuant to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure Rule 76.54, Public Advocates, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate
Watchers have filed requests for a finding of eligibility for
compensation under Rule 76.56. Additionally, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate'
wWatchers have filed requests for compensatlon. We will discuss
each of these requests below.

Rublic Advocates

Public Advocates filed a request for finding of
eligibility of attorheys' fees and other reasonable costs
restricted to the issue of W/MBE contracts. ?ublmc Advocates

states that it represents the-following non-profit organizations on.;wff 

W/MBE issues:  American G.I. Forum, League ¢f United Latin Anerlcan'
Citizens, and Filipino American Politxcal Ascociation. These
organizations have annual budgets rang;ng from $25,000 to $50,000 @
with the majority of funds going to education. All officers of. the’
organizations are volunteers and there are no salaries or legal |
expenses. ' '

n

Additionally, Public Advocates indicates that individual
members of the organizations are SDG&E ratepayers and it is .‘
impractical and ecanomzcally infeasible for indzv;dual minority and
female ratepayers ,to represent their 1nterests-adequate1y before ,
the Commission. Moreover, none of the organ;zatzons involved has a 1
financial benefit at stake. The bemefit will go to those | |
businesses and 1nd1v1duals.who contract: thelr servmces,to
utilities. Although the organizations may recelve some benefit :
through the improved efficiency of SDG&E, this would be common to
all ratepayers and cextalnly not s;gnlficant conmpared to the cost
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of representing W/MBE interests. Public Advocates estimates that
its cost of participation will be approximately $6,000.

Finally, Public advocates argues that it has:

(1) diligently and efficiently pursued the issue affecting ninority
and women-owned businesses, (2) particular expertise in the field
of W/MBE contracts, and (3) been involved with representing W/MBE
rights in numerous ratemaking proceedings.

We conclude from Public Advocates’ filing that: (1) it
represents an interest necessary for a fair determination of the
proceeding, which is not otherwise adequately represented, (2) the
economic interest of the individual members of the organizatioms it
represents is small in comparison to the cost of effective |
participation, and (3)'it is eligible for compensation under Rule .
76.54. ‘

DCAN :

UCAN states it was prevxously found eligible for
compensation by D.88-03-023, which satisfies the requirement for-
financial hardship under Rule 76.54. Additionally, UCAN has
provided an estimate of its cost of partxc;patxon and a statement
of the issues it addressed in the proceedinq.‘ Based on UCAN’s
f£iling and D.88-03- 023 we conclude that UCAN is eligible for
compensatxon. . _
UCAN has also requested intervenor compensation in the 71,,
amount of $77,067. Of the requested amount, $25,000 is associated|
with the Stipulation and Agreement adopted- by‘D 88-09-063 with the'
remainder for issues involving marg;nal cost, revenue allocatxon,
rate design, and deprec;ation. The. rollowxng is a summary of
UCAN’s request: .
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Demand Side Management (42.3 hours)
Procedural Issues (39.9 hours)

Rate Base & Working Cash (24.85 hours)
Settlement Conferences (23.1 hours)

Total Attormey Fees € $125/hour $16,269
air Travel ($927) | |
Hotel & Meals ($244)

Parking ($62)
Copying, Telephone, Postage, & Misc. (Sl 668)

Total Expenses _ $2,901
Total Attorney Fees & Expenses' ‘ ‘ $19,l7dfe
Demand Side Management \ B '57,0003“"‘7"x
. 88 hours @ $50/hour o

Expert Assistance Review ($2,000)
Secretarial Support 50 hours @ $12/hour

Rate Base & Working cash $2,141 Ny
35.8 hours @ $55/hourx o '

5 hours @ $35/hour ' ST

Other Results of Operation Issues $3,930 .

‘ 44.3 hours @ $55/hour : 4 . KA
24.5 hours € $45/hour
11.3 . hours @ $35/hour - S : L

Revxew of Operation & Maintenance : $90Q.

6 hours SlSO/hour .

‘ COpying, Telephone, Postage, & Misc. o : 3555&%'.
Total Expert: Fees & Expenses o 514 521*WT .
Total Fees & Expenses o : ‘ $33, 791*”~fl

Total Stlpulation and Agreement , . SRR
Compensation: Request o - - : 5257099”‘“”ﬂ”

* Corrected :o:'Calculatien'Errors
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contested Matters
Attorney Fees & Expenses

Marginal Cost (72.2 hours)

Rate Desxgn (82.25 hours)

Depreciation (20.25 hours)

Revenue Allocation (9.5 hours)

Resource Planning (5.0 hours)

Marginal Cost & Rate Design Unallocable (18. 25»hours)
Preparation of Brief (68.3 hours)

Preparation of Compensatmon Request (13.7 hours)

Total Attorney Fees € $125/hour s36,18%
Adr Travel ($824) ‘ ‘
Hotel & Meals (5167)

Parking ($44).

Copying,’ Telephone, Postage, & Misc. (S1, 691) ‘
Total_Expenses ‘ _ ' $2,7zqe

Total Attorney Fees & Expenses ' | 533,907J--"5

. Expert Costs

Marginal Costs
94 hours @ $55/hour
18.2 hours @ $45/hour
14.3 hours @ Sas/hour
Rate Design
32.8 hours @ $55/hour
3.2 hours @ S$45/hour
12.5 hours @ $35/hour
. Revenue Allocation . -
39.6 hours @ $55/hour
1.7 bhours € $45/hour
1.5 hours @ $35/hour
Depreciatxon 9.5 hours @ $55/hour

Copymng, Telephone, Postage, & Mise. $1, OSS" .
Total Expert Fees & ExpensesA ‘ : $13 159
Total Contested Matters Compensation Request . ssz 067
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UCAN requests compensation for its work in demand-side
management, rate base, working cash, settlement conferences, and
procedural matters. Although these issues are part of the
Stipulation and Agreement adopted by D.88-09-063, UCAN states that
it made a substantial contribution to the decision.

For demand=-side management UCAN points out that it
submitted a 97 page report and that many of its recommendations
were agreed to bY DRA and SDG&E. TUCAN also submitted a 127 page
report on rate base and working cash and aréues that its
contribution to these issues, although not expressly acknowledged t
on the record, was substant1a1 and compensable. Finally, UCAN was
invelved in a numbex publlc hearlngs, workshops, and settlement
conferences foxr which it requests compensatmon and cites
D.87-07-033 as precedent when' the informality of a proceed;ng
. prevents precise assignment of contribution.

We agree with UCAN that it would be inappropriate to
encourage intervenor-participation-inaworkshopsvand-séttlement»lH.T
conferences and deny compensation because there is no clear |
assignment'of contribution. In this proceeding we are persuaded‘7
that UCAN was not only*a signatory to the Stipulation and )
Agreement, but actively participated in the settlement process. We
also—recognzze that UCAN has made a sincere effort by only
requesting compensation for 74% of its total expenses related to
the Stipulation and Agreement.. Accordingly, we will award UCAN
$25,000 for its contribution to the Stipulation and Agreement
adopted in D.88=09-063. ‘ -

As discussed in the marginal cost sect;on ot this
decision UCAN made a number of reconmendat;ons that resulted in a

substantial contribution to this decisien, especxally for: d;rectly o

assignable and customex accounting costs. In contrast, UCAN’s
recommendations for common‘dlstributlon,costs‘and its
incremental/decremental‘mefhodology for marginal customer costs
were not adopted. After weighting the issues on which UCAN
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prevailed versus those on which it did not, we conclude that UCAN
should be compensated for 50% of its marginal cost request.

UCAN’s opposition to SDG&E’s proposals to impose late
charges, telephone collection ¢harges, and an increase in returned
check charges on residential customers appears to have
significantly influenced SDG&E’s decision to drop the first two
proposals. UCAN was the only party to actively oppose the returned.
check charge increase and clearly contributed to our denial of
SDGSE’s request. While UCAN participated in a numbexr of other rate
design issues, as detailed in the rate design discussion, its :
contribution did not substantially impact their final resolution. f‘
We conclude that UCAN should he awarded 25% of its request for 1ts
contribution to rate design issues. ‘

For revenue allocation we adopted DRA's methodology and
will not grant UCAN’s requested compensation for this issue.

Finally, UCAN’s recommendatzon concerning three life -
lengthening maintenance programs was adopted. This is discussed xn*
the section on depreczat;on.v Accordlngly; UCAN will be prov;ded
100% of its request for deprec;ation. : :

UCAN’s total request for lssues not related to the
Stlpulatxon and Agreement is $52,067. Based on the forego;ng
discussion we will award UCAN $19, 907 for its contribution to-th;s
decision. Direct expenses and unallocable €osts were prorated to
conform with our discussion: and UCAN’s recommended allocation for
briefing and petitxonlng costs: marginal cost 55%, revenue' . 3
allocation 25%, rate design 1.0%, depreciation 5%, and‘other 5%,
This is consistent with ouxr treatment of out~-of-pocket expenses ln
D.88-08-055. Since D 88~03-023 found UCAN’s $125/hour rate for ‘
attorney fees reasonable, we -have adopted it for this decision.

CRIL |

On August 4, 1988 CPIL .‘filed-a request that it be found
eligible for compensation and awarded $7,569. Additionally,chILﬂj;
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moves that its request for a finding of eligibility be deemed
timely filed under Rule 76.54(¢c).

Under Rule 76.54(a) a request for finding of eligibility
for compensation must be filed within 30 days of the first ‘
prehearing conference, or within 45 days after the close of the
evidentiary record. CPIL argues that its entry into this
proceeding was for a linmited purpose which occurred while the
opening window was closed.

Although CPIL’s participation began late in the
proceeding, it was not precluded from filing a request for
eligibility within 45 days after the close of the evidentiarxy
record. Instead CPIL filed between the two windows. We realize

that it is often difficult to precxsely follow the rules govern;ng‘f“

intervenor compensation requests. It is not the 1ntent of these g
rules to limit intervenor participation, but to provide an orderly
process for requesting compensation. Since CPIL has' made a
reasonable effort to con:orm to~these—rules, its fllzng w111 be
considered timely. :

CPIL is a non-profit public interest group which ,
represents the_xnterest‘ot;customers who would have been subject to '
SDG&E’s customer charge when service isltemporarily disconnected. |
CPIL represents the interests of:the unorganized and | $
underrepresented in State regulatory proceedings, prov;des an
acadenic center of learning in- administrative law, and teaches
direct clinic skills in pubiic interest regulatory law. CPIL
obtains financial support through grants, subscriptions to-the
California’ Requlatory Law Reporter, and legal advocate fees..

CPIL states that the customers that would have been
impacted by SDG&E’s proposed charge are not adequately represented o
by any other party and their indrv;dual economlc interest is small.ﬁ
SDG&E estimated that its proposed charge of $4. 80/month for each-
month service is temporarily disconnected would. generate $50,000 .
from zooo,customers. CPIL argues that th;s could ‘hardly support
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intervention by individual customers and that CPIL’s cost of 57,569
was cost-effective for the affected customers. Based on CPIL’s
representations we agree that it has met the requirements of Rule
76.54 and should be found eligible for compensation.

The following is a summary of CPIL’s compensation
request:

Attorney Fees & Lxpenses

8.1 hours @ $200/hour $1,620
30.3 hours @ $125/hour $3,781
55.5 hours @ $30/hour $1,665

Postage $503
Total Compensation Request $7,569

CPIL’s requested award is for the preparation of ;
testimony, its compensation request, and participation during the*'
proceeding. Through its testimony and part;c;pation CPIL claims to
have made a2 substantial ‘contribution to- D.88-07-023. . Although
SDGSE withdrew its proposal to require residential customers to pay
a reconnection charge for the period when service ls~disconnected
CPIL argues that SDG&E’s withdrawal was, in the face of CPIL’s
opposition. Add;tzonally, CPIL states that D.88-07-023 cont;rmed
CPIL’s position oppos;ng SDG&E’Ss proposed charge. :

SDG&E is opposed to CPIL’sS intervenor compensation.
request stating that CPIL did not make a significant contribution:
to D.88-07-023 and did not provide sufficient detail of its ‘
services and expenses. :

A superficial look at D.88-07-023 might lead SDGSE to
conclude that CPIL did not contribute to the decision. In .
D.88-07-023 we credit CPIL for its opposition to SDG&E’s proposed
charge, otherwise, the decision is silent with respect to~SDG&E’s’
proposal. . There are two reasons for this. First, SDG&E wnthd:ew
its proposal. Second, the elimination of the customer charge tor
all residential customers made SDG&E's,proposal moot.
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In this proceeding SDG&E presented a number of
controversial proposals that were eventually withdrawn. While
SDG&E should be commended for its willingness to rethink positions,
this approach could cause intervenors to spend their limited
resources without compensation. Fortunately, CPIL was the only
party to aggressively oppose SDG&E’s proposal. From this we
conclude that withdrawal of the proposal was substantially
influenced by CPIL’s participation in the proceeding and that CPIL
should be compensated for its effort.

Although CPIL should be awarded compensation, we are not
satisfied with the description of services and expenditures it
provided. Rule 76.56 requires that a claimant submit a detailed
description of services and‘expenditures. A summary of total hQur$
by individual does not meet this requirement. CPIL should have .

provided a precise description of the activities performed and the o

amount ot time each person devoted to each act;v1ty. "

Add;t;onally, our -review of UCAN’s compensatlon recuest,.
which provides considerable detail, indicates CPIL’s request'is
excessively high in relation to the complexity and the linated
litigation of the xssue.\ For example, both revenue allocatlon andf'
depreciation issues were far more complex and extens;vely S
litigated, but UCAN’s. combined costs for these issues is less thanf“‘
$10,000. Accordingly, we will award CPIL 50* of its request as 'g'
reasonable compensation. B

Finally, we are not sat;s!;ed with CPIL's pasis for
charglng $200/hour for Robert Fellmeth’s legal work. CPIL’s sole
reason for 1ncreasxng Robert Fellmeth’s $150 hourly rate, adopted
in D.87-05-030, was tkat his current rate is $200/hour. without<
adequate justlfication for an increase, we will use $150/hour as: |
Robert Fellmeth’s hourly rate. Th;s rate is consistent with the “
hourly rates we have .adopted in recent intervenox compensation B
awards and CIPL’s request for sanctions in'I. . 88~08~046.
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The above adjustments to CPIL’s compensation request

result in an award of $3,582.
Rate Watchers

Rate Watchers is a newly formed advocacy group of SDGLE
ratepayers which on August 18, 1988 filed a regquest for a finding
of eligibility for compensation and an award of $5,163. Rate
Watchers states that it receives no grants, is supported only by
the limited resources ¢f its members and claims the economic
interests of its individual members is small in comparison to the(
cost of partxcxpatlon.

As with CPIL, Rate Watchers filed it request for f;nd;ng
o: eligibility more than 30 days after the first prehearing
conference and prior to 45 days from the close of the ev;dentzary
recoxd. Consistent with our treatment of CPIL’s request, we wzllﬁw
consider Rate Watchers’ eligibility raquest to be timely filed.
However, in future proceedings we. suggest that Rate Watchexs :llef'
eligibility requests within 30 days of the first prehearxng
conference. This procedure would allow us to poznt out s;m;lar

positions of other parties, areas of potential dupl;cat;on, and
unrealistic expectations for compansat;on-‘ :
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The following is a summary of Rate Watchers compensation
regquest: .

Expert Costs

Parade Activities
20 hours @ $22/hour
2 hours @ $5S5/hour
3 hours € $10/hour
Public Hearings-Participetion
28 hours @ $22/hour
28 hours @ $55/hour
Preparation ror Evidentiary Hearings
3 hours @ $22/hour
1l hour @ $55/hour
Attend Evidentiary Hearings
24 hours @ $55/hour
Comments on Interim Order
4 hours @ $4S5/hour
1 hour, € $55/hour
3 hours @ $10/hour

Postage & Misc. Office Supplles | $75:
Telephone : S$135

Transportation L $61

Parking : S0
Printed Flyers ’ $2L0-

Stickers & Signs $106‘f_e‘7
Bullhorn Rental o 5&4;~”

Total COmpensation.Request : : _55,1§§”

D.88=07=023 repealed the‘$4 80 customer charge for
residential customers and reestablished the $5.00 minimum bill.
Rate Watchers asserts that it substantlally'contr;buted to that
decision through organizing a prehearing paradeland demonstxa:;on,‘f
and other activities intended to increase the extent of opposmtion :
to the customer charge expressed at the publlc bearings. Rate . ;
Watchers also claims responsmbility for providing witnesses and

evidence from which D.88=07-023 concluded a climate of distrust and 5

perceived unfairness contributed to the lack of customex .
understanding of the customer charge-_ While UCAN and CPIL and DRA I
represented the interest of residential ratepayers, only Rate
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Watchers adecquately represented the narrow issue of the customer
charge impact on customers.’

SDG&E opposes Rate Watchers request for compensation on
the basis that Rate Watchers activities are not compensable.

Rate Watchers’ participation in the public¢c and
evidentiary hearings clearly defined the scope of customer
dissatisfaction with SDG&E’s customer charge and contributed to its:
repeal in D.88-07-023. Although we conclude that Rate Watchers
should be awarded compensation, a considerable amount or their
request is not conpensable. Rate Watchers will only be awarded
compensation for its participation in the public and evidentiary
hearings, and comments on the ALJ’s proposed decision relating‘to
the customer charge. Additionally, we will reduce the nunber of .
hours for public hearings by half to reflect the actual amount of
hearing time. We will not award compensatlon for parade
activities, printed flyers, st;ckers, 51gns, and bullhorn rental.

Finally, we believe the level of- regqulatory expertise
exhibited by Rate Watchers to be comparable to that of CPIL’s law
clerks and paralegals. Accordingly we will limit Rate Watchers’
hourly rate to that charged by CPIL for similar regulatory
expertise, $30/hbur. :

The above adjustments result in a total compensation
award for Rate Watchers of $2,038.

1. On December 1, 1987 SDG&E riled‘A 87-12-003 requesting‘
authority to reduce rates for its electric department and increase f .
rates for its gas and steam departments for test year 1989. .

2. SDG&E’s A.87-12-003 requests attrition increases in 1990
and 1991.

3. Two days of public part;cipation hearlngs were held in
March, 1988 and 21 days of ev;dentmary'hearlngs were held between
April and September, 1988. -
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4. Except for depreciation and cost of capital, revenue
requirements items normally litigated in SDG&E’s general rate
proceeding were agreed to in a Stipulation and Agreement and
adopted in D.88-09-063.

5. Cost of capital issues were bifurcated and consolidated
with other energy utilities in a generic cost of capital ‘
proceeding.

6. D.88-09-063 provided for revisions to the adopted
Stipulation and Agreement for NRC fees, labor and non-labor
escalation rates, EPRI dues, and W/MBE program costs.

7. SDG&E submitted a reliability of sexvice study in
compliance with D.87-12-069.

8. SDG&E, PG&E, and Edison expect to submlt a comparison of
rates ‘study by June 1, 1989. -

9. SDG&E estimates that as of December 31, 1988 CIMAC will
have overcollected electric revenues by $10.7‘m1111on and gas
revenues by $3.6 million. . ‘

10. DRA’s Standard Practice U=-4 has consistently been adopted
for ratemaking depreczatlon. -

11. U-4 provides a formalization of the theory of
depreciation and guxdelxnes for performing the statistical analyses
on which depreczat;on computat;ons are based. - ,

12. U=-4’s remaznan life methodology recovers the orxgzna_
cost of depreciable rixed capxtal less net salvage value over the
useful life of the asset. : g

13. SDGLE proposes that the remainlng lives for 17 electrzc
department plant accounts be adjusted by“using a method rererred to
as QAU. ‘
14. SDGSE has included in its requested level of o&u expense
three programs, wood: pole treatment, underground switch .
maintenance, and padmount transformer painting, that are expected

to extend the lives of various plant and equipment- : ,Q'-"*\
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15. SDG&E’s QAU methodology only considers life shortening
uncertainties.

16. SDGAE has not provided the support for the assumptions
developed from its QAU interviews.

17. U=4 methodology can increase or decrease the average
remaining lives of plant accounts to reflect past and expected
retirements. :

18. Depreciation analysts use judgment in the development of
average remaining plant lives. :

19. Mortality and other historic data are the primary znputs
used for the development of average remaining lives. :

20. U=4 does not limit depreciation analysts to the use ot
historical data, 1n£ornat1on on product laze from manufacturers or.
known changes in plant can also-be used to-develop average |
remaining lives.: ‘

21. FCC represcribes deprecmation rates at three-year
intervals for telecommunication utilities. - :

22. Under FCC’s represcrzption procedure a telecommun;cataon
utility subnlts ‘proposed changes in- deprec;at;on to DRA and rcc ‘
- staff, DRA.and FCC stafe develop recommendatxons, and areas of
dlsagreement are discussed in a jOlnt meeting with all three.

23. Depreciation rates for energy utilit;es are determ;ned on
a three-year cycle in generxal rate proceedings. 4m,

24. D. 84-06-111 adopted technical updates for Pac;:xc Bell
that provide for automatic adjustment of depreciation rates to
account for changes in the compositxon.or utllzty plant and
relative growth or declzne in deprec;ation resexve.

25. G.o. 156 requires SDGLE to partxoipate in a clearinghouseﬂfgﬂ,

for verlfication of W/MBEs.

26. The Stxpulatlon,and Agreement adopted in D.88-o9—063 A
provides for ‘increased- W/MBE'runding up: to-szoo 000" tor addztional
W/MBE activities such as a clear;nghouse :or W/MBEs. '
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40. UCAN’s weighting of single-family and multi-family units
is based on the weighting of incremental customers.

41. SDGE&E did not provide an explanation for the difference
between its labor overhead rate of 129% for meter installations and
its 111% labor overhead rate used on work orders for custoner
costs.

42. SDG&E’s estimate of transformer costs was developed from
a moving average inventory price.

43. UCAN’s estimate of transformer costs was based on the
incremental cost of SDG&E’s transformer purchase contracts.

44. To annualize TSM investments, UCAN excluded three FERC
accounts that it felt were not related to TSM 1nvestmentf from
SDG&E’s real fixed rate.

45. DRA’s real fixed rate for annualizing TSM costs was
calculated using the same method as UCAN, but only two FERC
accounts were excluded. The third account, which relates to o
protective devices and capacxtors, DRA,believes is associated. wzth
TSM investments.

46. SDG&E’s common aistribution cost methodology uses a proxy.‘ SR

ror the minimum distribution system to represent common

distribution costs which are dedicated to the service of customers_.A“<7“*f

as distinguished from meeting their demands.

47. DRA’s common distribution cost methodology identifies
specific equipment as access related and assigns the investment
costs directly to the appropriate customer class.

48. SDG&E has corrected its customer accountlng costs for
inconsistencies between its marginal cost calculation and its
results of operation calculation.

49. SDG&E did not reflect dirferences in the cost of readzngg"
meters in its customer accounting costs.

50. SDG&E included conservatlon expenses in- xts customer
accounting costs.
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51. UCAN’s incremental/decremental methodology reflects a
hookup charge for new customers and decremental costs for existing
customers.

52. UCAN’s incremental/decremental methodology assumes that

competitive providers of access equipment would be able to undercut
SDG&E’s investument costs by 75%.

53. DRA’s market rental approach ror marginal customer costs
assumes that customers rent access equipment. Where customer
ownership of access equipment exists customers are excluded from
the allocation process. '

54. SDG&E agreed to DRA’s marginal energy revenues pr;or to
revision for a revenue-related tax factor which was 1nadvertently
omitted. o

S5. DRA.calculated generat;on demand for test year 1989 at .
1992 MW usxng LOLP-weighted demands.

56. Recorded 1986 generation demand was 2376 MW.

57. SDGSE, UCAN, and.FEA used DRA’S methodology for the.
calculation of distridbution demand. : - o

58. DRA’s weightzng factors for calculat;ng dlstrlbutlon and
transmission demands are consistent with its demand determ;nants. h~

$9. DRA assumed that on average 20 customers are connected. ﬁo -

each residential transformer and that no more than 25% of the
maximum load of all individual‘customers connected'to any
res;dential transformer will occur at the same time. :

' 60. SDG&E’s-dzstribution planning: manual lnstructs plannlng
englneers to use a diversity factor between 55& and 75% when 10
customers are connected to one transformer. :

6l. SDG&E did not provide support;ng data for the average
nunber of residential ‘customers connected to each trans!ormer, bu: B
argues that less than 10 are likely to»be .conmected to a new ..
transformer. C

62. Full EPMC revenue allocation is cons;stent wlth our
general policy of marginal cost—based_rates-
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63. Most customer classes under full EPMC revenue allocation
receive decreases within plus or minus 4% of SAPC, with the largest
decrease to the agricultural class, 18%, and the smallest to the
residential class, 6%.

64. D.88=-07-023 replaced the $4.80/month residential customer
charge with a $5.00/month minimum bill.

65. D.88-10-062 addresses the realignment of baseline and
nonbaseline rates in compliance with SB 987.

66. D.85-12-108 in SDG&E’s last geheral rate proceeding
adopted a phase-in of baseline allowances.. :

67. Some SDG&E. gas and- electrlc paseline allowances are not
in conformance with PU § 739. : ‘

68. SDGSE failed to provzde convxnclng test_mony that it ls}»
unable to ‘negotiate lower bank fees for returned checks.

69. SDG&E, WMA, and DRA agree that the. mobllehome park
discount should be $5. SO/unlt/month on schedule DT and ‘
$6.00/unit/month on schedule GI, to be prorated and billed on a
daily basis.

70. SDG&E and DRA. agree. that the discount for apartment
buildings should be $4 04/unit/month on. schedule ‘DS and. $1.9o on

chedule GS, to be prorated and billed on a damly*bas;s- ‘
7L. SDGEE, DRA, and UCAN agree on the desxgn of resxdentlal
TOU schedules. . ‘

72. SDG4E withdrew the followmng resxdentzal rate des&gn
proposals' (1) late payment charge, (2) telephone charge with -

' respect to bill collections, (3). custonmer charge, and (4)
reconnection charge fox" the’ period when' service ls,dlsconnected.

73. SDG&E proposes a two-tiered declining block energy rate
for schedule AD. ' : .

74. The schedule AD demand charge is' below SDG&E’s marglnal
capaclty cost.e"‘ ‘ : |

75. SDG&E’S witness testitied that it was reasonable to-'

~ provide a TOU- option to: schedule A,and AD customers.
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76. D.87-12-069 in SDG&E’s 1987 ECAC proceeding adopted major
changes for schedules AL-TOU and A6-TOU. These changes provide for
higher demand charges and lower energy rates.

77. Marginal capacity costs in this proceeding are less than
those used to design the AL-TOU and A6-TOU schedules adopted in
D.87-12-069.

78. SDG&E and DRA have addressed Poway’s concerns for the
start of the on-peak period for TOU schedules in A.88-07-003.

79. Schedules AO-TOU and A06-TOU are optional rate schedules
which were closed to new customers as of July 1, 1988. No party

opposed SDG&E’s recommendatxon to maintain. demand charges at their o

existing level and decrease all energy charges by an equal percen:.ﬂ

80. Interxuptible service . schedules do not reflect the
changes in the AL-TOU demand structure adopted in D.87=-12-069. :

8l. Coincident demand charges on schedule AL-TOU may'contazn j
more than coincident capacity costs. :

82. Schedules AE-1, R—TOU-l, and R—TOU-z are exper;mental
real time pr;c;ng schedules wh;ch are: optlonal for AL~TOU and
A6-TOU customers, terminate on January'l, 1992 and provide for a
12-month termination notice.

83. SDG&E’s AE-l, R-TOU-1 and R-TOU-2 schedules do not
reflect the changes to schedules AL-TOU and A6-TOU adopted in’
D.87-12-069.

- SDG&E’s electrzc rule 2(G) authorxzes a charge for power. -"‘._
_zactors below 90% of their kilowatt demand. SDG&Ers present rate |

authorizes it to charge $0. 21/kWAR/month when a customer’s power o
factor is below '75%. : . ‘
85. Customers which - have low power. tactors cause SDG&E: to

install capac;tors to maintain system capacity. ‘
86. Standby customers which take service under more than’ one
rate schedule could bypass Certain rates by taking sexvice undexr

one schedule during on-peak periods and.a dlrferent schedule durzhée“' |

off-peak perlods.

- 86 -
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87. SDG&E has not provided adequate justification for
requiring a Commission~-approved contract before customers with
contract capacity exceeding 20 MW can receive standby service.

88. SDG&E’s current standby rate structure was designed to be
consistent with our standby policy adopted in D.86-~12=-091.

89. No party has demonstrated 2 need to change the standby
policy adopted in D.86-12-091.

90. SDG&E’s standby rate schedule requires customers to pay a
non-coincident demand charge based on 80% of their contract load.

91. Schedule AD customers pay a combined coincident and non=
coincident demand charge. _

92. PG is an experimental schedule for customers with
generation facilities. This schedule has no standby charge and

customers are allowed to credit excess electr;clty produced agalnst»'

conswnption during other periods. .

93. Schedule PG does not recover SDG&E’s full cost of service
because of the lack of standby charges and the enexrgy netting
provision.

94.. D.87-12-069 closed schedule PG-QF to new cogenmeration
facilities above 20 kw by June 30, 1989. |

95. DRA and the Association of California Water Agencies
support SDG&E’s agricultural proposal as described in the rate
design section of this decision. , :

96. Costs associated with late payments by non—resmdentlal
customers are paid by all customers.

97. SDG&E’s<Report on Electric Resource Plan, December, 1987
indicates there is a clear need £or new capacxty beginning in 1989.

98. DRA’s full EPMC revenue allocation methodology for the
street lmghtzng class determines max;mum demands from the sum of -
individual cdemands and Ls‘con31stent with the revenue allocatzon=m
methodology used for other customer classes.
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99. CAL-SLA’s EPMC unbundled street light rate design focuses
on the cost components that provide information on which services
to purchase.

100. Gas marginal costs, cost allocation, and rate design are.
not addressed in this proceeding because the structure of gas rate$
was determined by D.86-12~010, D.86-12-009, and D.87-12-039. These
decisions adopted a rate structure that is not subject to change
for two years.

101. Margin rate changes £or core gas customers axe subject to
balancing account treatment. ' _ ‘

102. Margin recovery for non-core gas customers is authorlzed
prospectively and not subject to balancing account treatment.

103. Adequate detail of the costs necessary for revenue
allocation in SDG&E’s ACAP was not provmded in the Stlpulatzon and
Agreement adopted in D.88-09-063.

104. DRA supports SDG&E’s steam rate desxgn proposal. , ‘

105. Public Advocates, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate Watchers request a
finding of eligibility for compensation pursuant to Rule 76.54.

106. Public Advocates, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate Watchers each:

(L) partmcxpated in one or more issues that was otherwise not

' adequately represented, (2) represented organ;zatxons or SDG&E
ratepayexs which have an economic interest that is small in
comparmson to the cost of effectlve part;c;patxon, and (3) would
experience financial hardsh1p~£or their cost of participation
without an award. «

107. UCAN is a signatory to the. Stzpulat;on and Agreement
adopted in D.88-09=063 and only requests compensatxon for 74% of
its total expenses related to the St;pulatzon and Agreement. . ‘

108. UCAN made a number of recommendations that resulted in a .
substantlal con:rlbutmon to the margznal cost section of this
decision.
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109. UCAN did not significantly contribute to the adopted
revenue allocation methodology, but its recommendation concexming
three life lengthening maintenance programs was adopted for
depreciation expense.

110. Some of UCAN’s rate design proposals contributed to this
decision.

111. CPIL substantially influenced SDG&Z’s withdrawal of the
proposal to require residential customers to pay a reconnection
charge for the period when service is disconnected.

112. CPIL did not submit a detailed description of serv1ces
and expenditures and did- not_adequately“justzfy increasing Robert
Fellmeth’s hourly rate for legal work from $150 to $200.

113. UCAN‘s combined compensatlon request for revenue o
allocation and deprecxatmon, wh;ch were each more complex than the
issue CPIL addressed, was less than 510 000 as compared toACPIL'
request of $7,569.

114. Rate Watchers’ partxcxpatlon in the publmc and
evidentiary bearings clearly defined the scope of customer ‘
dissatisfaction with SDG&E's.customer charge and contr;buted to-;ts
appeal. ' :

115. A cons;derable amount of Rate watchers' request is not
compensable. ' ' ' :

116.. The level of regulatory expert;se exh;b;ted by Rate .
Watchers is comparable to that of CPIL's law clerks and paralegals.;'

lusi r 1 _ .

1. D‘88-09-063 should be'fevised to-retlect'changes in NRC. .
faes, labor and non-labor escalation rates, EPRI dues, and W/MBE
program costs. :

2. Consistent with its rate case cycle SDG&E’s estlmate of
CIMAC overcollections should be amortlzed over three years. .

3. In its 1990 att:xt;on year :iling SDG&E should. amort;ze :
any difference between the estlmated and’ actual CIMAC balance over“‘r-.k
two years. ‘ : '
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4. SDG&E’s QAU methodology expands the depreciation
analysts‘’s use of judgment.

S. Depreciation analysts should clearly identify all
information that adjusts average remaining plant lives and the
source of the information.

6. Depreciation analysts should detail the weight given to
each event and how it impacts the calculation of average remaining*
plant lives.

7. SDG&E’S QAU methodology was only designed to receive

input which would shorten life expectanc;es and as a result is
inherently biased.

8. SDG&E’s depreciation methodology requires the ;ndependent, ;'”'

appllcatlon of judgment twice.
9. SDG&E’s QAU model -is based on speculat;ve assunmptions and
not recorded data. : :

10. The depreciation analyst should consxder all events-whlch,-7
could affect plant lives at the same time and adjust average
service lives accordingly. ' :

1l. A reasocnable approach.to‘determxne average servzce'plant
lives should solicit 1nformatxon from experts, provide their
ident;ty, describe their input, and indicate how the’ 1n£ormatlon
was applied. : :

12. Avprocedure szm;lar to represcrlptlon is reasonable and
should be adopted for SDG&E._ | - -

13. Deprecxatzon workshops as prevmously descr;bed should be '
adopted for SDG&E’s future general rate proceedlngs. ‘ '

14. DRA’s recommended deprecxation expense and accruals,
which exclude QAU, should be adopted. :

15. SDG&E and DRA should address. the 1ssue of technical
depreciation updates in SDG&E’S qext_general rate proceeding.




A.87=12=-003, X1.88=01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltqg

16. SDG&E’s life extending programs, pole butt treatnent,
underground switch maintenance, and padmount painting should be
considered in determining the average remaining lives for the
affected plant.

17. SDG&E should be provided an additional $200,000 in W/MBE
funding for its participation in the clearinghouse for verifying
W/MBEs.

18. SDG&E should encourage W/MBE joint ventures and provide
technical assistance in meeting financing and insurance
requirements at competitive rates.

19. SDG&E’s attrition mechanism should use a four-year
average excluding non-recurxing and‘hazardous waste projects to.
estimate plant additions.

20. The integrated voice and data. network\prOJect is expected.
to reoccur in attrition years 1990 ‘and 1991 and should be ;ncluded
in the four-year average of plant additions.

2l. SDG&E’s estimated plant addit;ons for attrition years
should not be adjusted for changes in escalation rates.

22. Edison’s budget for 1990 nuclear plant additions shauld
be adopted for use in SDG&E’s attrition year 1990 z;llng.

23. The nuclear O&M expenses and plant estimates adopted in ;
Edison’s 1991 test year general rate proceedlng should be used for:
SDG&E’s attrition year 1991 filing. : S

24. DRA’s marginal energy costs revised to reflect the
appropriate revenue-related tax factor, and marglnal demand costs j
as shown in Appendix E should be adopted. . :

25. For directly ass;gnable costs the :ollow;ng TCAN |
recommendations should be: adopted~ (1) no cont;ngency factor for -

TSM costs, (2) 4% for purchas;ng and warehouszng transforner costs,}“
(3) a weighted average of single-ramxly and multm-famlly units for o
customers on schedule DR, (4) an overhead: rate oIl 111%, and (5) '
transformer cCosts based on SDG&E's incremental cost.
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26. DRA’s weighting of single-~family and multi-family units
and 10% real fixed rate for annualizing TSM costs should be adopted
for determining directly assignable costs.

27. DRA’s common distribution cost methodelogy should be
adopted.

28. UCAN’s recommendations that customer accounting ¢osts
reflect the differences in the cost of reading meters and exclude
conservation expenses should be adopted.

29. DRA’s market rental approach should be adopted for
determining marginal customer costs.

30. DRA’s revised marginal energy revenue determlnants should
be adopted.

31. Except for its reliability adjustment and diversity
factor for residential class transmission and dlstr;butlon demands

DRA’s methodology, weighting factors, and demand detexminants for

calculating marginal cost revenues should be adopted.
32. A system peak of 2376 MW should be used for 1989
generation demand. ' .
33. DRA’s distribution and transm;ss;on demand adjusted tor a
50% diverslty factor for the residential class should be adopted.:

34. The Full EPMC revenue allocation shown in Append;x D
should be adopted-

35. The phased-in electric and gas baselxne allowances shown

in Appendices F and G are in conformance with PU § 739 and should ' ,le

be adopted. o
36. A mobilehome park discount of of $9.50/unit/month for ,j

schedule DT and $6. OO/unit/montn both to be prorated and. bzlled on o

a daily basis, for schedule GT should be adopted. -
.~ 37. A discount for apartment buildings of $4.04/unit/montk i
for schedule DS and $1.90/unit/month, both to be prorated and:
billed on a daily basis, for schedule: GS should be adopted. ‘
38. Decl;ning block energy rates encourage enexgy use and axe_

not cons;stent with our conservat;on polmcxes.
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39. DRA’s recommended $5.50/kw demand charge for schedule AD
should be adopted.

40. Schedule A and AD customers should be allowed to move to
a TOU schedule.

41. Maintaining the existing off-, mid-, and on-peak energy
relationships should provide customers on schedules AL-TOU and
A6-TOU with a better understanding of the adopted rates.

42. The off- and mid-peak energy rates for SDGSE’S
experimental schedules AE-1, R~-TOU-1l, and R-TOU-2 should be
adjusted to reflect the adopted revenue recuirement, but the
schedules should be closed to new customers. :

43. Three new real time pricing schedules which incorporate‘f-
the rate structure changes to schedules AL-TOU and A6-TOU, should
be adopted. ‘

44. DRA’s recommended 1nterrupt1ble service schedules: snould
be adopted. , ,

45. Customers with power factors below 90% should be assessed
SDG&E’s current charge of $0. 21/kVAR:month. o

46. Customers should be. provxded six months to correct the;r
power factors before belng assessed a KVAR charge.

47. Revenues from power factor charges should be treated Ln
the same manner as standby revenues.

48. The proposals to change SDG&E’s current standby rate ‘
structure are not.consxstent_wntn the standby pollcy adoptedfin'~f
D.86~12-091. I | ‘;

49. Schedule AD custémers should be allowed to take standby |
service and receive credit for the non-coincident demand,charges on
their contracted standby load. : o

50. The energy netting provisxon of-schedule PG should be
closed to all customers and the schedule should be closed to new’
customers on June 30, 1989. -

51. Consistent with D. 7-12=069 schedule PG-QF'should be ‘ .
closed to new cogene:ation.zaczlitxes apove 20 kw by June 30, 1989.
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52. SDG&E’s agricultural rate design as shown in Appendix F
should be adopted. :

53. On or after March 1, 1989 SDG&E should be authorized to
establish a late payment charge for non-residential customers. The
charge should only apply to balances that have not been paid within
30 days from the billing date and be calculated by dividing SDG&E’s
authorized return on rate base by 12 and rounding the gquotient to
the nearest one tenth of one percent. Governmental facilities
should not be charged a late payment fee that exceeds the amount
authorized by the Government Code.

54. SDG&E should not enter special contracts which provide
customers with reduced rates in‘a'year-when forecasts indicate the |
need for additional capacity. Such contracts should include ;_
considerable justification demonstrating the benefits for all SDG&B_Q
ratepayers. ' ' _“
, 55.. DRA’s EPMC revenue allocation for the street llghtlng ,
class should be adopted.-

56.. CAL-SIA’S EPMC‘unbundled street lightxng rate design
should be adopted because it focuses on the cost components that
provide information on which service to purchase.

57. SDG&E should be authorized to revise non-core gas rates,(

effective Janvary 1, 1989, to reflect the change in margin adopted R

in this decision. The current revenue allocation and rate deszgn
methodology should remaxn unchanged. The margln change: allocable
to the core gas customers of. $10.335 million as shown 1n Append;x
G, should be reflected in the core balancmng account to be
addressed in SDG&E’S ACAP. ‘ ‘

58. The non-core gas rates in: Appendxx G should be adopted.;_

59. SDG&E should be authorized to increase its electrlc, gas, :
and steam margxns to-rerlect the revenue requlrement shown in '
Appendix A.
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60. DRA and SDG&E should conduct workshops with the
signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to identify the cost
detail recquired for revenue allocation in SDG&E’s ACAP. The
results of these workshops should be served on all parties to this
proceeding and SDG&E’s last gas offset proceeding priox to SDGSE’S
ACAP filing. ,

61. SDG&E’s proposed steam rate design as shown in Append;x h
should be adopted.

62. Public Advocates, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate Watchers should be‘

:ound eligible for compensation under Rule 76.54
63. CPIL should be awarded $3,582 in compensation for its
contribution to D.88=-07-023. ' ‘ :
64. Rate Watchers should be awarded $2,038 in compensation
for its contrlbutxon to D.88-07~023.

65. Interest should be paid on CPIL’s and Rate Watchers’
award from the 76th day after their request was filed until the o T
payment of the award is made. The interest should be calculated in . -
the same manner as the deferred account established in D. 86—06-079Q

66. UCAN should be awarded $44,907 for its cantr;but;on to
D.88-09-063 and this decision.

67. Effective January 1, 1989 SDG&E should be dlrected o

decrease its electric rates by $89.3 mlll;on or 7.0% and authorxzed‘ff.u
to increase its gas rates tor non-core customers by $1. 6 million ox -

0.8% and steam rates by $0. 5 million or 10.9%. ' o

' 68. The electric,. qas, and steam rates shown LnAAppendlces Ef?h

F, and G are reasonable and’ should be adopted-‘

69. The decreases and- increases in rates and charges
authorized by this decision are justlfied and are just and
reasonable. - ' '
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INTERIM_ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

i. San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) is authorized
and directed to file with this Commission, on oxr after the
effective date of this order, and not later than December 28,

1988, revised tariff schedules for electric, gas, and steam rates
as set forth in Appendices F, G, and H. : _

2. The revised tariff schedules shall become effective on orf
after January 1, 1989 and shall comply with General Oxder 96-A.
The revised tariffs shall apply to service rendered on or efter‘
their effective date.

3. SDG&E is authorized to increase its electrxc, gas, and
steam margins to reflect the adopted revenue requ;rement.shown ;n
Appendix A, and to reflect the split ¢of core and non-core gas
margin shown in Apendix G, page. 2. , o

4. SDG&E is authorized to file attrition adjustments for the
years 1990 and 1991 based on the methodology and revenue ‘
requirement set forth in Appendix B. L

5. In its 1990 attritionoyear'rlllng SDG&E shall amortlze ﬂ-
any difference between the estzmated and actual CLMAC balance over
tWo years.

6. SDG&E and the Dzvis;on of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA) sha]lfdf*ﬂ

conduct depreciatxon workshops as d;scussed in this dec;s;on for .
SDG&E’S future: .general rate proceedxngs. '. :

7. SDG&E and DRA shall address the issue of technlcal
deprec;atmon updates in SDG&E’s next . general rate proceeding.

8. SDGSE shall ‘encourage’ jomnt ventures with women- and .
m;norxty—owned busxness -and’ shall provide technlcal assistance ;n

meeting financing and* insuranoe.requirements at competitive rates, 1:;$*
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methodology should remain unchanged. The maxrgin change allocable
to the core gas customers of $ million as shown in Appendix
G, should be reflected in the core balancing account to be
addressed in SDG&E’s ACAP.

60. The non-core gas rates in Appendix G should be a pted.

61. SDG&E should be authorized to increase its ele
and steam margins to reflect the revenue requirement sown in
Appendix A.

62. DRA and SDGSE should conduct workshops
signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to Adentify the cost . o
detail required for revenue allocation in S ‘s 1989 ACAP. The ‘\//Efga;i
results of these workshops should be serveddn all parties to this' '
proceeding and SDG&E’s last gas offset pr eeding prior to SDG&E’S’ \//j“
1989 ACAP filing. : :

63. SDG&E’s proposed steam rate eSign as shown in Appendixyﬂ
should be adopted. we DI
' 64. Public Advocates, UCAN, IL, and Rate Watchers should be ‘
found eligible for compensation der Rule 76.54 '

65. CPIL should be award .33,582‘in compensation for its
contribution to D.88-07-023. / L

66. Rate Watchers sho d be awarded 32,038 in compensation
for its contxibution to D. ‘ ; ,

67. Interest shoul be<paid on CPIL’s and Rate watchers' o
award from the 76th day/after theixr request was filed until the & '
payment of the award ¥ made. The interest should be calculated in - "
the same manner as the defexxed, account. established in D. 86—06-07%.i7fu;j

68. TUCAN shoylid be awarded 353,118 for its contribution to |
D.88-09-063 and tjis i

69. Effective January 1, 1989 SDG&E should be directed to )
decxease its electric rates by $94.9 million or 7.6% and. authorizedj--i
to increase iys gas rates for non-core customexrs by s___,million orif’jh_

. rates by $0.6 million or 51.3%. I3
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9. For its attrition year 1991 f£iling SDG&E is authorized %o
use the nuclear O&M expenses and plant estimates adopted in
Southern California Edison Company’s 1991 test year general rate
proceeding.

10. DRA and SDG4&E shall conduct workshops with the
signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to identify the cost
detail required for revenue allocation in SDG&E’s ACAP. The
results of these workshops shall be served on all parties to this
proceeding and SDG&E’s last gas offset proceeding prior to SDG&E's
ACAP filing.

1l. Experimental schedules AE-1l, R-TOU-1l, and R-TOU-2 shall
be closed to new customers on the effective date of this dec;szon.
12. On June 30, 1989 schedule PG shall be closed to new

customers and the schedule’s energy netting provision shall be
closed to all customers. ' .

13. On June 30, 1989 schedule PG-QF shall be closed to new |
cogeneration facilities above 20 kW.

14. On or after SDG&E is authorized to establish a late
payment charge‘for non-residential customers. The charge shall
only apply to balances that have not been paid within 30 days from
the billing date and be calculated by d1v1d1ng SDG&E’s authorized -
return on rate base by 12 and round;ng the qnotlen: to~the nearest
one tenth of one percent. Governmental facilities shall not be
charged a late payment fee that exceeds the amount autborized by .
the Government Code. » :

15. SDGLE shall pay Center for Publlc Interest Law: (CPIL)
$3,582 and Rate Watchers $2,038 within 15 days from today in
compensation for their contributxon to D.88=07-023.

16. Interest shall be paid on CPIL’s and Rate Watchers' award{
from the 76th day after their request was filed until the paymen:
of the award is made and shall be calculated in the same manner aa
the deferred account establ;shed in D.86~06-079.
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17. SDG4E shall pay Utility Consumers Action Network (UCAN)
$44,907 within 15 days from today in compensation for its
contribution to D.88-09-063 and this decision.

18. Public Advocates is eligible to request intervenor
compensation for its contribution to this decision.

19. CPIL, Rate Watchers, and UCAN are placed on notice that
they may be subject to audit or review by the Commission advisory
and Compliance Division pursuant o Rule 76.57; therefore, they
shall maintain and retain adequate accounting records and other
necessary decumentation supporting all claims for intervenor
compensation. They shall maintain such recordg in 2 manner that
identifies specific issues for which compensatlon will be
requested, the actual time spent by each employee, fees pa;d to
consultants, and any other compensable costs incurred.

This order 1s-e££ect1ve today.

Dated DECJ 9 1933 ’ at San Franczsco, Cal:.fozn:.a.

STANLEY W. HULETT
an&um
DOVAED\HKL
FREDERKﬁCRLDUDA
G. MITCHELL WILX .
JOHN. B.. OHANIAN
~+ Commissioners
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Electric¢ Department
SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT ADOPTED PRESENT RATE
REVENUES AND EXPENSES
(Thousands Of 1989 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indicated)
Test Year 1989

Description

Operating Revenues

Sales to customers
Non-Jurisdictional
Miscellaneous

Total Operating‘Revenues

Operating Expenses

Operation & Maantenance
Nuclear refueling
Uncollectibles

'~ Franchise: Requiremen

Subtotal (1986 Do lars)

Dollars)

- Amortization

Adopted

$784,259
1f44$

$802,709

217,499
4,319
15,348

‘1,655

- $238,821 .

12,903
10,719

- S ———

$262,442

128,580
22,038
37,666
24,993

$236,580
$2,178,451

opted Ravenues at Adopted” Ratas ‘ $802,709 -
ss: Stipulated Rev. at Present Rates $888,468

Less: Amort. of Conservation/Load Mgmt. T
L balancing account overcollection. - 83,877

Anwaonxzzo INCR. IN REVENUE REQUIREMENT  ($89,336) .
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Gas Department
SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT ADOPTED PRESENT RATE
REVENUES AND EXPENSES
(Thousands Of 1989 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indigated)
Test Year 1989

Description -

Operating Revenues

Salaes to customers
Interdepartumental
Miscellaneous

$114,971
14,051
3,152

Total Operating Revenues - ' . S132,174.

0peratingtnxpeh3as '

Operation & Maintenance/. _ 48,577 .
Uncollectibles « ‘ ‘ 2,551
Franchise Requirements - 243
Subtotal (1986 Dollars) ; $51,371
Labor Escalation/Amount 3,301
Non-Labox -Esca. ‘tion Anount : 1,995

Subtotal (X989 Dollars) S $56,667

23,056
5,516
4,015
Income Tax

l‘0perating Expeﬁégs , $102,391

Net’oPeratihg'income ' $29,583v ‘ o
eighted Average Rate Base ' $274,248- = -
AUTHORIZED RATE OF RETURN 10;86%';ﬁ,'

Adopted Ravenues at Adopted Rates $132,174 .

Less: Stipulated Rev. at Present Rates $121,823

Less: Amort. of Conservation/Load Mont. L
balancing account overcollection $1,198

AUTHORIZED INCR. IN REVENUE REQUIREMENT  $9,153
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Steanm Department
SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT ADOPTED PRESENT RATE
REVENUES AND EXPENSES
(Thousands Of 1989 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indirdated)
] Test Year 1989

Description Adopted

Operating Revenues

Sales to customers
Miscellaneous

Total’0perating~na03nues

Operating Expenses

Operation & Maintenance
Uncollectibles .
Franchise Requirement

Subtotal (1986fDo ars)

Adopted Revenues at Adopted Rates _
Less: Stipulated Rev. at Present Rates

AUTHORTZED INCR. IN REVENUE REQUIREMENT
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Electric Department - BASE RATE REVENUVES
Gas Department = BASE COST AMOUNT
Steam Department = BASE RATE
(Thousands Of 1989 Dollars Unless Otherwise ndicated)

AUTHORTZED BASE RATE REVENUES

Test Year 1989

Electric Department

Adopted Revenues at Adopted Rateg
TLegss: Non=Jurisdictional Revenfes
Less: Miscellaneous Revenues / -

Less: Amort. of Conservatiop/Load Mgmt.

balancing account ovgrcollection

AUTHORIZED BASE RATE RE T
Less: Auth. Base Rate Bév. eff. 4/1/88

% INCREASE IN BASE.

$802,709
1,445
17,005

3,577

$780,682
764,701

2.09%

Gas Department

Adopted Revenyes at Adopted Rates
Less: Amort/ of Conservation/Load Mgmt.
balaylcing account overcollection:

Ve
AUTHORIZEP BASE COST_AMOUNT
Less: Bage Cost Amount eff. 1/1/88

INCREASE IN BASE COST AMOUNT
E IN BASE COST AMOUNT

L. $132,174°

1,198

$130,976
118,448

$12,528
10.58%

S¥eam Departmentr

Less: Auth. Base Rate Rev. eff. 1/1/88

ADOPTED INCREASE IN BASE RATE REVENUES
% INCREASE IN BASE RATE REVENUES

$1,455%

($376)

 =20.54%
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
ESCALATION FACTORS ~ Total Company
COST OF CAPITAL - CPUC Jurisdiction

NET-T0-GROSS MULTIPLIERS
Test Year 1989

Description Adopted

LABOR >
ESCALATION FACTORS

1987
1988
1989
1990
1991

3.970

3.505%
4L201%
4.816%

1987
1988

- 1989
1990.
1991

NON=LABOR ====mm=m=>
ESCALATION FACTORS

2.625%
4.986%
4.719%
5.086%
5.334%

OTHER >

ALL YEARS, 0.000%

COMPOSITE ESCALATION FACIORS

12.460%
12.826%
0.000%

1986/T0 1989
- 198€. 70 1989
1986 TO 1989

LABOR °
NON-LABOR
OTHER

Gas - Stean
Dept. Dept.

Uncollectibles

Franchise Fee
State Inc. Tax
Fed. Inc. Tax

0.340000"

0.022150
0.002110

0.093000"

0.340000

0.019570
0-000000
0.093000
0.340000

FF&U Factor
Inc.Tax Factor
N=-T-G Multipli

1.022117

1.670509
1.707456

1.024856

‘L.670509
- 1.712031:

1.019961
1.670509
1.703853

COST" CAPITALIZATION = WID. COST

3.74%
0-62* o
6;50&‘;g

L 40.50%
 8.50%
51.00%

9.24%

Commop equity 12.75%

Autf. Return om Rate Base (CPUC Jurisdiction) =

(END OF APPENDIX A)

10.86%
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Electric Department
ATTRITION YEAR 1590

Expenses Expenses Transfer
foxr AY1990 foxr AY1990 of Othex
in 000's in 000's Expenses
of 1989S of 15895 to lLabor/
(Calizf.) Non=Labor foy/ Attrition

ADOPTED IN G/x{c'

Oper. & Maint. Expenses (Juris. Alloc. Factor;7/  , o 1.0000 )
Labor . 116,113 116,113 0 116,113
Non Labor 89,761 . 89,761 21,190 110,951
othexr 34,694 34,694 / (21,190) 13,504
240,568 240,568 0 240,568 . 1M
Uncollectibles (Juris. Alloc. Factor/= ' 1.oooory“ ’
Labor - ) 0 o .
Non Labor 0 (o] R %
. Other 15,348 o 15,348
| 15,348 15,348 0 15,348
Franchise Fees (Juris. Alldc. Factor = . 1.0000 )
Labor o o 0 0
Non Labor 0 0. o o
Other »655 1,655 0 1,655
1,655 2,655 o 1,655
TOTAL O&M EXPENS | | ‘
Laboxr | 126,113 116,113 o - 116,113 -
Non Labor 89,761 89,761 21,190 110,951
Other 51,697 - 51,697  (21,190) 30,507
257,571 257,571 0o 257,571
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

Page 5

1.9000 )

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in AY1990 EQY Plant in Service from
TY1989 EQY Plant in Service at a wtd-to-net
ratio of 0.4495 (Adopted in GRC)

-7280%

165,775

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.)

4,522

4,522

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

34 L000%

(1,538)
1.707456

Increase in Revenue Requirement

ITC Normalized (Juris. Alloc. Factor =
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f).(2) utilifies only.)

(2,625 (1)

1.0000 )

Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Test Year 1989 (Adopted in GRC)

(4,631)
(4,681)

Increase in-ITC‘nérmalizad'

Increase in ITC normalized (CAlif.) -
Net-to~-Gross Multiplier (Adoptédd in GRC)

.
°. “ .
1.707456

Increase in Revenue Requir

Interest Synchro. (Juris.

(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f)(2) utilities only.)

o

1.0000 ) -

ITC Normalized . in TY19

(from above)’
Wtd. cost of Long Te

Debt (Adopted in AY1990)

4,681

Increase in CCFT in rést

Increase in CCFT/( Tax Rate =
Increase in FIT/( Tax Rate =

9.3000%
34.0000%

175

a6y
6

Increase in Statle & Federal Taxes

Increase in Sthte & Federal Taxes (Calif.)-
Net-to-Gross

(1)

()
1.707456

Increase in/Revenue Raquiremeﬁt.

(18)
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000 )

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for TY1989 (Adopted in GRC 2,178,451
Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989
Net 2dditions for TY1989
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990

PHFU (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989
Net Additions for TY1989 :
Wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990

Depraciation Reserve (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for TV : 9907633"‘
Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for AYL990 (1,214,496)

Taxes Deferred - ACRS (Adopted in/GRC)

Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes = MACRY for TY1989 207,459
Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - MA . for AY1990 (229,244)

Taxes Deferred - Amort & Opfier (Adopted in GRC)

avg. Deferred Taxes / Amort & Othexr for TY1989 ‘9,593
wtd. . avg. Dererred Taxeg/~ Amort & Other for AY¥1989  (11,950) =

Wwed. avg. B - . 2,220,370

wtd. avg. Yo Base in TVY1989 (Adopted in GRC 2,178,451 .
wtd. avg. . o te Base in A¥1990 (Adopted in GRC 2,210,370
wtd. avg. Dep: | 2,178,45L
Wtd. &Vg. : 2 '210'3‘70' “

Long=tern

40.50% 1. |

a. 74%”f"'

on Debt in AY 1990 (Adcpted in AY1989) L suzex
capitalization in AY 1990:(Adopted-in'A¥1989) - 40. 50&

wed. cost of Debt for Attrition Year 1990 j 3 74%

Increase in Debt cost in Attrition Year 1990 1 194
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) ) 1. 022117

Increase inARevenue Requirement ‘ o 1, 220 C14),
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Preferred Stock

Return on Pref. Stock in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC)
Pref.Stk. capitalization in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1989

Return on Pref. Stock in AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990)
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990)

Wed. cost of Preferred Stock for Att. Year 199

Increase in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 1990
Net-to~Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 1.707456

Increase in Revenue‘Requirement A 338

Common Equity

Return on Common Equity in TY 1989 (Adoptea‘in‘GRC) 12.75%‘
Com. Equity capitalization TY 19 (Adopted in GRC) 51.00%

Wtd. cost of Common Equity fgf Test Year 1989 6.50%

Return on Common Equity AY 190 (Adopted. in AY1990) .. . . 12.75%
Com. Eq. capitalization AY £990 (Adopted-in AY1990) 51.00% .

Wtd. cost of Common Equity for Att. Year 1990 . 6.50% ..

y cost in Att. mr- 1990 2,075
Net-to-Gross Multipl x cAdopted in GRC) | 1.707456

Increase in Revenu Requirement ‘ ‘ _ ' 3;543”

‘ 225
Test Year 1 9nCAdopted4in GRC) _ ' , 100

Increas¢’ in RD&D expense - . 1285
Franchise Fee- Factor (Adopted ln.GRC) ‘ 1.022117-

Increage in'Revenue Requirement “ 128

E MONITORING

avg. Depr.RateBase | © (Adopted in GRC) = 2,178,451
avg. Depr.RateBase in (use updated est. 2,178,451

avg. Depr.RateBase 0 (Adopted in GRC) 2,210,370 -
avg. Depr.RateBase - - (use updated est. 2,210,370
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
. Electric Department
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 1990
Thousands Of 1990%

ITEM

O & M EXPENSES :

Labor Escalation
Non~-Labor Escalation

Total Q&M Expenses
NUCLEAR REFUELING EXPENSES :

Labor Escalation
Additional Labor Base
Non-Labor Escalation
Additional Non=Labor Base

Total Nuclear Retuéling
CAPITAL RELATED -ITEMS :
. Book Depreciation Expensgks

Ad Valorem Taxes :
Accelera.ted Anmortiza

'« (Adopted in AY1990)
in Non=Jurisdictional Rev. (Adopted in GRC
- of CIMAC bal. account (Adopted in AY1990)

otal Other Authorized Items

D'L REVENUE REQUIREMENTS ===—=> $28,974
. clude % attributable to Large Light & Power S

(To be adopted in OIR 86—10-001) 0.00% |

TOTAL ADD'L R.'BVENUE RBQUIRE!‘EBNTS —————— ' _ 28,974
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Allec. Factor =

Page 12

1.0000 )

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in AY1991 EOY Plant in Service from
AY1990 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd-to-net
ratio of 0.45798 (Updated in AY1991)

2.7280%

196,451

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation

Increase in Federal Tax Depreeiation (Calizf.)

5" O

»360

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate
Net-to=-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

ITC Normalized (Jurlis. Alloc. Factox -
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f) (2) utilities o

34.0000% (1,822)
1.707456

(3,112)

1.0000 )

Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in GRC)
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted!in GRC)

(4,681)

@8y

(4,681)

Increase in ITc'porhalized

Increase in ITC normalized (Calif,y” =~
Net=to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted‘; GRC) -

.o“ ot ‘

L0

Increase in Revenue'Requireneht'

INTEREST SYNCHRO. (Juris. Al

- Factor -
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(

) (2) utilities only.) )

 Of

1.707456

@9

1.0000 ) ‘e

ITC Normalized in AY199) (from above) .
wed. cost of Long. Term t (Adopted in.A!1991)

- 4,681

Increase in ccrr*inte est

Increase in Ccecry

: 9.3000%
Increasae in FIT

34.0000% .

178

3.74% .

ae
.6

Increase in Sta:e & Pederal Taxes

Increase in

ate & Federal Taxes CCalit )
Net—to-Gross

ltiplier (Adopted in GRC).

ayy

an

1.707456 =

Increase ' Revenue Requirenent

as
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

wtd. avyg. Depr Rate Base for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC

Plant in Service (Adoepted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Net Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Wtd. avg. Additions for AY1991 (Adopted in AY1991)

PHFU (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Net Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1991 (Adopted in A 991)

Depreciation Reserve

Wtd. avg. Depr. Reserve for AY1990 (Adopfed in GRC)
Wtd. avg. Depr. Rsrv. for AY199l (Upda d in’ Ax1991

Taxes Deferred .- ACRS

Wtd. avg. Def. Taxes - MACRS for AY1990 (Adopted in
wtd. avg. Def. Taxes = MACRS for AY1991 (Updated in

Taxes Deferred - Amort & Othey (hhoptéd in GRC)

Wetd. avg. Deferred Taxes - Axort & Other for TY1989
wed. avg. Deferred Taxes = ort & Other tor A21989

1,114,496

(1,244,786)

229,244 . - .-
(250,287) -

11,950
(14,204)

wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for Ax1991

Wtd. avg. Depr. Ratd Base innhttrition Year 15950
wtad. avg.’ e Base in Attrition Year 1991
wtd. avg. te Base in AY 1990 (Califu)
Wtd. avg. Depr.,/Rate Base in AY 1991 (Calif.)

Long=term Deb

Return on Dbt in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY¥1990)
Debt capi 1ization in AY 1990 (Adopted in: A¥1990)

2,238,031

2,210,370
2,238,031

2,210,370 -
2,238,031

9.24% |

40.50%

st o: Debt tor Aztrition,Year 1990

on Debt in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991) -
Debt capitalization in A!'1991 (Adopted in Ax:991)

3. 74tﬂt‘f

9. 24%{ﬁ[ |
40.50% "

td. cost o! Debt tor Attrition Yaar 1991

Increase in Debt cost in Attriticn Year 1991
/Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor: (Adopted in GRC)-

3.74%

. 1,035 -
1.022117

Increase in Revenue Requirement s

1,057

e
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Prefexrred Stock

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990

wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1990

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991

0.62%

7.28%
8.50%

Wed. cost of Preferred Stock for Att. Year 199

Increase in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 1951
Net-to=-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRQ)

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Common Equity

Return on Com. Eq. in AY 1990 (Adopyed in AY1990)
Com. Eq. capitalization AY 1990 ¢(

wtd. cost of Common Equity fox Test Year 1990

Return on Com. Eq. in AY 199

(Adopted in.A¥1991)
Com. Eq. capitalizationvA!

Wtd. cost of Common E ty for Att. Year 1991

TIncrease in Common Equ y-cost in Att. Year 1951
Net=to=Gross Multipli (Adopted in GRc)

Increase in Revenue/Requirement

Attrition Yejr 1990~(Adopted in GRC)

Increase/in RD&D expense
Uncoll. anchise Fee Factor CAdopted in GRC)

Increas¢ in Reveaue Requirement

Retiyement of dedbt

Inctease in: Revenue Requirement (Adopted in AY1991)

171
1.707456

293

12.75%

51.00%

91 (Adopted in AY1991)

6.50% .
12.75* N ,1

| 51.00% .

6.50%

1,798
1.707456

3,070 . (

350
225

125
1.022117

2
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Electric Department
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 1991
Thousands Of 1991$%

ITEM

O & M EXPENSES :

Labhor Escalation
Non-Labor Escalation

Total O&M“Ekpenses

NUCLEAR REFUELING EXPENSES :

Laboxr Escalation , 17
Additional Labor Base - 9
Non~Labor Escalation o ' 382
Additional Non-Labor Base 3 (2,842)

Total Nuclear Refueling Expensey (2,433)
CAPITAL RELATED ITEMS :

Book Depreciation Expenses
Ad Valorem Taxes
Accelerated Amortization
State Tax Depreciation
Federal Tax Depreciatioc
ITC normalized

Interest Synchronizat n
Debt cost

- Total Capital Related Items

NonrJurisdictionaI Rev. (Adop tad in GRC
of CLMAC bal. account. (Adopted in Ax1990)

Total Other Authorized Items

Q ' $24,104
Exglude % attributable to Large Light & Power - h
(To-be adopted in OIR 86-10-001) ‘ - 0.00% .

OTAL ADD'L REVENUE REQUIREMENTS —— ) ‘ 24,104
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Gas Department
ATTRITION YEAR 1990

Expenses Expenses Transfer

for AY1990 for AY1990 of Other

in 000's in 000's Expenses
of 1985%% of 198%§% of 1989S
(Calif.) for Attrition

ADOPTETD

Oper. & Maint. Expenses (Juris. Alloc. > ' _ ©1.0000 )

Labor 29,790 29,790 - 29,790
Non Labor 17,552 17,55% & 22,586
Other 6,531 6,5 o : 1,497

53,873 53/873 0 53,873
Uncollectibles (Juris. Alloc. FpCtor = 1.0000 )

Labor - o : S0
Non Labor ‘ / o < o
Other . 2,551 L - 2,551

2;5s§ S 2,851 ; . 2,551

Franchise Fees (Juris. Alloé;‘ractor'- : , : 1.0000

Laboxr o SRR 2
~ Non Labor . 0 . 0

(5,034)

o i




A.87-12-003, I.88-01-006 APPENDIX B

Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

Page 20

1.0000 )

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC)
Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from
TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net

ratio of 0.44303 (Adopted in GRC)

2.8582%

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation
Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.)

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate
Net=-to=-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

34.0000%
Increase in Revenue Requirement

ITC Normalized (Juris. Alloc. Factor =
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f) (2) utilities only.)

1,157
1,197

(407)
1.712031

(657) (41)

1.0000 )

Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted in GRC)
Test Yeaxr 1989 (Adopted in GRC)

Increase in ITC normalized

Increase in ITC normalized (Calif.)
Net~to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted/in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requiremen

Interest Synchronization ( is. Alloc. Factor =
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 4§¢(f)(2) utilities: only.)

(345)
(345)

o ‘

0
1.712031

S f(42){f9

1.0000 ) | .

ITC Normalized in TY1989 (from above) '
Wtd. cost of Long Tern/Debt (Adopted in Ax1990)

Increase in CCFT in rest

9.3000%
34.0000%

( Tax Rate =
( Tax Rate =

Increase in CC
Increase in FI

345
3.74% 5 ‘

13
(1) *
0 .

Increase in St te & Fedefel Taxes

Increase in gtate & Federal Taxes (Calif. )
Net-to—Gros Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

(1

(%) :’f‘
1.712031 -

Increase Revenue Requirement

et ) (43)
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor = 1.0000

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for TY1989 (Adopted in GRC 274,248
Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989 (16,767)
Net Additions for TY1989 37,007
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990 18,555

PEYU (Adcptaed in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989
Net Additions for TY1989
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990

Depreciation Reserve' (Adopted in GRC)

Wed. avg. Depreciation Reserve for TY1989 197,332
wWtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for AY1S5950 (228,626)

T&xes Deferred -~ ACRS (Adoptéd in GRC)

wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - MACRS for TY1989 9,503
wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - MACRS for AY1990 (11,142)

Taxes Deferred - Amort & other (Adoptéu in GRC)

wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - Amort & Other for TY1989 1,2251T_ﬁ
Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes = Amort & er for AY1990 (2,444)

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for AY1940 _ 289,891

wed. avg. Rate Base in 741989 (Adopted in GRC 274,248
wtd. avg.. . Rate Base AY1990 (Adopted in GRC 289,891

wtd.. avg. Rate BaseAn TY 1989 (Calif.) 274,248
wtd. avg. Rate Bas¢ in AY 1990 (Calif.). 289,891 °

Long-term

Return on 1989 (Adopted in GRC) - 9.24%
Debt capitalizati in in TY 1989 (Adopted in GrRC) S 40.50%

Wed. cost of Debt tor Test Year 1989 : T 3.74%"

in AY 1990 (Adopted in Ax1939) 9.24% -
Debt capita ization in AY 1990 (Adopted in 321989) 40.50%

wed. co‘t of Debt for Aztrition Year 1990 o ‘ 3.74%

Incredse in Debt cost in Attrition Year 1950 sgs .
TUncolll & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC). 1.02485§‘ 

ase in Revenue Requitément : 600 ‘f4@ff‘lﬁ
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Preferred Stock

Return on Pref. Stock in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC)
Pref.Stk. capitalization in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1989

Return on Pref. Stock in AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990)
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990)

wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Att. Yeaxr 1990

Increase in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 1990
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

~712031

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Common Equity

Return on Common Equity in TY 1989 (Adopted/in GRC)

166

12.75%
51.00%

6.50%
12.75%
51.00%

Net—to—Gross-Multiplier (Ad ted in GRC)

Increase in-Revenue Requ' emept

'Retirement of" debt

Increase in Revenu Requirement (Adopted in.A¥1990)

r.RateBase in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)
pr.RateBase in TY1989 (use updated est.

avg,/Depr.RateBase in AY1990 (Adopted in GRC) -
avg. Depr.RateBase in AY1990 (use updated est.

6.50%

1,017
1.712031

1,741

274,248
274,248

289,891

289,891
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SAN DIEGO GAS & EXLECTRIC COMPANY
Gas Department
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 1590
Thousands Of 1950%

O & M EXPENSES :

Labor Escalation
Non=Labor Escalation

Total O&M Expenses

CAPITAL RELATED ITEMS

Book Depreciation Expenses
Ad Valorem Taxes
Accelerated Amortization
State Tax Depreciation
Federal Tax Depreciation
ITC normalized .

Interest 5ynchronization
Debt cost .

Preferred Stock cost
Common Ecquity cost

Total Capital Relatgd Ttems

OTHER AUTHORIZED IT

Retirement of debf. (Adopted in AY 1990) .
Book Depreciatiof exp. adj. (Adopted in AY1950)
Amort. of CLMAC/bal. account (Adopted in A¥1990)

Total other uthor;zed Itens:

TOTAL ADD'L RYVENUE REQUIREMENTS —-==>
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

Page 26

1.0000 )

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adocpted in GRC)
Increase in AY19591 EOY Plant in Service from
TY1990 EOY Plant in Sexrvice at wtd-=to—-net

ratio of 0.43688 (Adopted in GRC)

2.8582%

45,495

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.)

1,300

1,360

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate
Net=to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

34.0000%

‘J/%;GZ)
1712031

Increase in Revenue Requirement

ITC Normalized (Juris. Alloc. Factor =
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f) (2) utilities only.

(757)

1.0000 )

Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in GRC)
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC)

" (345)
(348)

Increase in ITC normalized

Increase in ITc\normaliiad'(Calit.)
Net=to=-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in'G

o

o
1.712031

Increase in Revenue Requiramént 

Factor =
) utilities only.)

INTEREST SYNCHRO. (Jukis. All
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f)

)

o

1.0000 )

ITC Normalized in AY1991 (

om' above)
wtd. cost of Lonngerm-D

(Adopted in AY1991)

345
' 3.74%

Increasa in CCFT intex t‘

Increasa in ccFr ( /Lax Rate -
Increase in FIT (/Tax Rate =

9.3000%
34.0000%

@,
Qo

Increase in Stat '&'Federaiymaxes

e & Federal Taxes (Calif.)
ltipligerAdopted in GRC)

Increase in S
Net-to-Gross:

1)

Sy
1.712031

) (s

'CSs)ﬂ“lﬁézf



A.87-12~003, I1.88=01-006 APPENDIX B

Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor =

Page 27

1.0000 )

wWtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC

Plant in Service (Adopted in GRQ)

wWtd. avg. Additions foxr AY1990
Net Additions for AY1990
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1991

PHXU (Adopted in GRC)

wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990
Net Additiens for AY1990
Wwtd. avg. Additions for AY1991

‘Depreciation Reserve (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for AY1990 .
wtd. avg. Depreciation Resarve for AY1951

Taxes Deferred - ACRS (Adopted in GRC)

Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes -~ MACRS for
wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - MACRS~£or AY1991

Taxes Deferred ~ Amert & Other ( opted in GRC)

Wwtd. avg. Deferred Taxes ~ Amo
wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes =~ Amo

_&:other:tor‘hxl990
& Other for AY1991

289,891

218,626
(241,615)

11,142
(12,760)

1,444
(1,663)

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base Lor/AY1991

» in Attrition Year 1990
- din Attrit;on Year 1991

wtd. avg. Depr.
wtd. avg. Depr.

wtd. avg. Depr;

in AY 1990 (Cali!.)
wtd. avg. Depr.

An AY 1991 (Calif.)

Long-term Debt

« in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990)
Debt capita)ization in AY 1990 (Adopted in A¥1990)

308,268"‘

289,891
308,268

289,891
308,268

9.24% .

40.50%

wtd. cofgt of Debt tor Attrltion Year 1990

Return 4n Debt in A!‘1991 (Adopted in A¥1991)
pitalization in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991)

9.24% .

40.50%

d. cost of Debt ror Attrition Year 1991

Increase in Debt cost in- Attrition Year 1991
coll- & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC)

3.74% )

687"
1.024856 '

Increase in,Revenue Requirement

704
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Preferred Stock

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1950

wetd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1990

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991

wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Att. Year 1991

Increase in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 1991
Net~to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC)

1.712031

Increase in Revenue Requirement

Common Equity

Return on Com. Eq- in AY 1950 (Adopted iy AY1990)
Com. Eg. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1950)

Wed. cost ot‘Common Equity for Tesy Year 1990
Retuxn on Com. EgQ. in A! 1991 (Adoyted in AY1991).

Com. Eq. capitalization AY 1951 (Kdopted in A¥1991)

Wed. cost of Common Equity-t 'Att. Year i991

Increase in Common Equity cogt in Att. Year 19951
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adgpted in GRC)

Increase in Revenue Requi emeht

Retirement of debt

Increase in Revenue Kequirement (Adopted in AY1991)

te Base in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC)

the time of filing foxr AY 1990)
r.Rate Base in TY1989 (recordad)

in AY1990 (Adopted in GRC)
epr.RateBase in AY1990 (estimated at
- the time of filing for AY 1990)
Depr.RateBase in AY1990 (use updated est.

. Depr.RateBase in AY1991 (Adopted in GRC)
. Depr.RateBase in AY1991 (use updated est.

195

12.75%

(57)"H

51.00%

6.50t“f

12.75% .

51.00% .

6.50%

1,195 v
1.712031

2,045

274,248

274,248
274,248

289,891 |
289,891

289,891 -

{cs&x;f?”

308,268 .

308,268
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Gas Department
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 1991
Thousands Of 1991S

N Y N L N A

© & M EXPENSES :

Labor Escalation
Non-Labor Escalation

Total O&M Expenses

CAPITAL RELATED ITEMS =

Book Depreciation. Expenses
Ad Valorem Taxes
Accelerated Amortization
State Tax Depreciation
Federal Tax Depreciation
ITC normalized-

Interest Synchronization '
Debt cost

Preferred Stock cost
Common Equity cost

Tota)l Capital Related

OTHER AUTHORIZED ITEMS

Retirement of debt/ (Adopted in AY 1991)
Book Depreciatioy exp. adj. (Adopted in AY1991)
Amort. of CIMAC/bal. account (Adopted in A¥1990)

Total Othe Anthorized Items

TOTAL A.DD'T,/REVENUB REQUIREMENTS. ====>

-~ - -
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APPENDIX C
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Electric Department » California Jurisdiction
SUMMARY OF REVENUE CHANGES
Test Year 1989

Revenue Element

Prenent
rate
revenues 6/

Revenue
change

Adopted
Reverue 6/

Average
Rate &/

COCO's of 33 C000*s of %) (000*s of 3) (centa/Kuwh)

Base Rate Revernues
Base Rate Revenucs
SONGS 283 post-CO0 disallowance
SONCS 283 pre-CO0 AFUDC disallowance
Amorzization of overcollection. in. the
CLMAC balancing account

¢a) (4]

870,018 (383,759
0 (1,438)
0 N

0 3,57

T Y T YL LT R TP Y L

1{ (-]

2784,259
€1,638)

1080 18710/
0.011)9/
€0.006)2/

€0.028)

tersrsssnERSES

<

Total Base Rate Revenues 370,018 (91,573)

10

11 Major Additions Adjustment Clluu (MAAC)

12 SONGS. 2L pre-CO0- {nterim rate 0 o}
13 SONGS 28% pre-CO0 smortization €19,680). 19,680y -
14  SONGS 283 post+CO0 interim rate 16,637 : o]
15  SONGS 283 post-CO0- amortization 10,876
16

17 Total MAAC

8

19 Conservation & Load Mgmt. Programs ,
20 Adjustment Clause (CALPAC) rate ' ‘ 0 ]
27 Energy Cost Adjustment Clause C(ECAC) 991 4,586 367,577
22 Annual Energy Rete CAER) - - - - 32,349 K T.v 4 32,556
23 Electrical Revenue Adjuatment Mechanism : ' .
24 CERAM) balancing account rate ¢4,402) €30,475)- 36,87 €0.26M11/
25 casesssssssressrserseosnsRnsRaRaREeREEEEEEEEE e b
26 Subtotal « Reverue from.retafl sal $1,255,926. ($121,030) 371,134,896 3.798
27 ) ‘

28 Miscellaneous Revenues

29 Non-Jurisdictional Reverues

30 ceccconeee cecessen

31 TOTALS FOR ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT

. 0.000 3/
€0.152)%/
0.000 5/
0.08% 7/
€5,050) '(8,804).

(3,755 <0.008)

0.000
2.839 11/
0281 17

17,005 o 17,005

D L L T T Y Y T Y Y Y T T cereranns

$1,274,576  (31271,030). 31,153,346 8.908

17 ct of forecasted SONGS 203 post-C00 expenditures rather than the
rate of 0.103 cents/Kuh as. adopted fn D.B8«SONGS.

2/ Estimate of SONGE 243 pro-coo ArUOC dfuLLou-nc- s per b.aa-soucs.

3/ See D.BT-12-

&/ of MAAC nccounr balance fncluding- the ettects of disallowed: SONGS 283

t expenditures. Estimate of the effects of (a) AFUDC stlocation, and
t overcharged as. per D.88=5ONGS. :
5/
6/
7/ Amoptizationm of MAAC sccount balance including the effects of dizsallowed SONCS 283
t=CO0 plant cxpondf tures. Estimates of the effects of {nterest wcrcharqod'u per
B8+SONCS. )
"[Assumes a return on equity of 12.75X and s return on- rote bcu of’ 10.86%.
Eatimate of SONGS 283 postT-COO: disallowance from.GRC revenues as per D.38-SONCS.
0/ Reflects the removal of ERAM and MAAC revenuss and the correction for bi Lung
determinants previously included.
11/ Eatimate. Refer D.88-ECAC. .
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SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
Cas Department
Steam Department
SUMMARY QF REVENUE CHANCES
Test Yesr 1989

Present Reverve Adopted. Aversg
rate change Reverve 2/ . 2
Reverue Element revenues 2/

CO00's of $). (000's of 33 (000*s of 3) (cphts/therm)

) ) ) ¢

1 Base Cost Amount . .

2 Base Cost Amount 121,823 $10,357 . AT 12.531% 3/
3 amortization of overcollection in the ‘

4  CLMAC balancimg account ‘ o 1,198 '/ 1198 €0.113%)

5 .

é

subtotal - n8m w05 a0 12408
7 Less: Wincellaneous sales - 382 o - 3,52
.8 ) ssnssmanFRERRCEREABRS l-‘bll..l'tl--.--....-....-l’..’
9 subtotal * Revenue from sales 118,67 ‘ 39,155 $127,82¢ 12.107
10 Miscellanecus aales \ 3,152 o 5,182 ‘
11 Other including fuel offset reverues - saer /00 3BT : 1/

12 -- - . ' - PR P e

13 TOTALS POR GAS. DEPARTMENT : ' ' 39,155 $456,173 43.016

1/ ltems not addressed in 1988.
2/ Basad on sdopted GRC sales of 1 ,055,821 00 th-m.
X/ Assumes a return. on equity of 12.79% & return on rate bese of 10.86%.

Present Reverwe Adopted Aversge .
rate change Revenue ‘5/; Rlcc‘Sf
revenues 5/
€000's -of S) C000°*s of %) (OOO‘I of 3) (3/1000 (besd

. . [ TR R )

14 Sase Rate Revenues SRR : L

1S  Present rate Hase Rafle Reverwes 3056 $501 31,455 5.598 &/

16 : ‘ !

17 Energy Cost Adjus!

18 and Steam- R Adjustment Mechan{sm . ] . ‘

19 (SRAM) balancing’ account rate 270 . 0. . 2 LT

1,226 3501 31,725 3038 -

Y I AN S Y P Y Y LY A S Y PR LY P P L P Ly Il DL LT LI et Ll

R STEAM: DEPARTMENT sz 50T 3T 30348

. SDCLE {ntencs to file an AcMco Letter requesting. changu to be eff, 1/1/89.
sed. on ndoptod cRe: ‘sales of 56,840,000 Lbs.
6/ Assumes 8 return on equity of 12.75% end & nwm ‘o rate base of 10.36%.

(END: OF APPENDIX C)
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PAGE 1
SAN DIECO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PROPOSED EPMC REVENUE ALLOCATION
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 1920

SALES PRESENT TaTAL MG FULL
2 RATE REV 3/ REVS &/ EPMC
CUSTOMER GROUP (CWK) (3000'%} (3000s) ¢$00078)

RESIDENTIAL 5,03 551,147 533,596
SM/MED. POWER

CENERAL SERVICE 1,506 17,952 149,556
GS-DEMAND METERED>20 k¥ 2,029 181,830 168,786
LARGE POVER

LARGE TOU > 20 k¥ 5,110 256,159 258,960
VERY LARCE TOU'> 500 kN 910 67,861
AGRICULTURE ET ST WYY

STREETLIGHTING b

TOTAL 2,%7

17 Although facilitfes charges and opti (
sllocation process, These amounts. hive been added.to the ¢igures in this table in order to
obtain the correct percentage inc/eases snd aversge rete calculations. Facilities charges .
are $3.072 million for strest LiGhts. Optional TOU meter charges are 320,000 for agriculture ... ...
and 31,000 for res{dential. ' _ ' ‘
Retflects revenue requiremeny from. Appendix C.

2/ Salen figures Mloct gereral rate ca_u‘-tipulntion. Sales have not been adjusted
for employee discounts/

3/ Present rate  reflect suthorfzed resfdential undercollection to coordinate beseline
changes {n. D.88-18~042 with. this genersl rate case. This decisfon terwinates
the undercollection, and completes implementation of baseline rate changes’

4/ Based on Werginal Costs as modiffed by this decisfon.
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PAGE 2
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 1/

ALLOCABLE REVENUE REQUIRCMENT

REVENLVE
REQ
($00078)

FACILITIES
CMARGES
($000%8)

ECAC

€$000’s)

AER

(3000%8)

MAAC

(30007s)

ERAM

{3000%s)

BASE

(3000’s)

RESIDENTIAL

SH/MED: POMER
A
AD

GROUP TOYAL
LARGE POMER
AL=TOU
AS-TOU
GROUP TOTAL
AGRICULTURE

PA
PA-TOU

CROUP TOTAL |

STREETLIGKTING

5,126% $135,028.4

1,504.0
2,029.0

164,575
143,165.3

3,533.0- 307,761.3

3.110.0 231,002.7
910.0 58,098.7

4,020.0: 289,101.4

175.4 13,775.8.

15 589.0
14,3649

7.860.1

3,072.0

145,652.7

42,731.8
57,848.2

100,380.1

114,216.8.

i

' 4,908.5
213.1

5,196.6

2,1%0.9

12,900.3
3, 7%.7
5,105.9

8,890.6

7,826.1

' 10,1161

1.4
18.9

403

188.7

(3,488.6)

€1,023.5)

€1,380.8)

€2,404.2)

{2,116.4)
{619.5)
L135.7)

119.4)
R N )

¢124,5)

51.0)

€13,820.0)

€4,054.3)
(5,469.9)

(9,524.,4).

(8,384.1).

(2,453.2)

€10,837.3)

N (472.9)

374,583.0
103,137.3
107,262.0
210,399.3
145,315.3

33,026.2

178,341.5

TOTAL

12,937.3  1,134,0806.0

3,073.0

367,577.0-

32,356.0:

(8,804.0)

3,877.0)

1/ Altocable revenue roquireswnt equals revenue requirement from Appendix C Less “ﬁcﬂiﬂu charges.
GRC sales applied to rates for ECAC, AER and ERAN components in-A.88-07-003. -

2/ Sales adjusted for employee discounta.

900-10-88'1 '€00-21-L8'V
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APPENDIX F
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ELECTRIC RATE DESIGN APPENDI

Residential rates
(Includes revised baseling/allowances)

- Small and medium power rxtes
Large power rates
Standby rates

Agricultural rate

Parallel generafion and experimenta

Street light/rates

NOTE: This/rate appendix includes PUC surcharge of
$.00012/%fh’ which is added after rate design.

Residefitial rates are designed based on latest
. total/ revenue requirement of $1,134,896,000, and
sponding residential revenue requirement of
»828,000. ‘ ' :

ofher rates are designed based on prior total revenue

equirement of $1,135,534,000. All rates will be
designed based on single adopted revenue requirement in
. f£inal decision. o ,
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APPENDIX F
PAGE 1
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED RESIDENTIAL RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-89
(S/XuN)

SCHEDULE

MNINIMUM. BASE RATE CHARGE (3/DAY)

o/ ‘
BASELINE ' $0.08160
NOW=-BASELINE 2012926

ON=-PEAX ENERGY. RATE
BASELINE .
NON=BASELINE

QFF=PEAX ENERGY RATE
BASELINE
NON=BASELINE

METER CMARGE (S/DAY)

a/ The baseline ene rate is 92.9% of the System Average Rate (SAR),
total. revenue requirement from sales divided by total
MM,/ 12,947 MAKUN = 0.0877T S/KWN). Baseline rate was
set by D.88-40-062. - ~

RESIDENTIAL/SCHEDULES WITH REVISED. OISCOUNTS:

0S $.11 ger apartment per day
DT 3317 per mobile home unit per day
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APPENDIX ¥
PAGE 4
SAN DIEGQ GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED SMALL. AND- MEDIUW POWER RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-2¢
C3/%Xwn

SCHEDULE

CUSTOMER CHARGE
DEMAND: CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH)
FLAT ENERGY RATE

SCHEDULE CHANGES: ~ ‘ T

€1) A and AD- customers may ke service under AL-TOU. Applicability

restrictions deleted. ' _ ‘ ‘

¢2) AD customers may takyd standby service. The on-pesk sumwer end winter rates for
such customers fs Limf to $,67016 and 3,26016 per kwh respectively.
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APPENDIX P
PAGE 5
SAN DIEGO- GAS AKD- ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED LARGE POWER RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-89
C3/KH)-

SCHEDULE
VOLTAGE

CUSTONER CHARGE

PEAK DEMAND- CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) : ‘ )
SUMMER ' $9.07
WINTER i ) 31.34.

NON-TIME RELATED DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) : ‘ $1.02

.nn ENERGY CHARGE: - : '
ON-FEAX 3 $0.07170-

WID-PEAX i L 30,0472
OFF-0EAK 8003514

" WINTER. LNZRGY CHARGE:
ON-PIAC
SEMD=PEAK
OFF~PEAX

RATE LIMITER: : _
AVERAGE " $0.16012

SCHEDULE CNANGE:  Applicability of AI.-TGJ { cxpondod to- fncludo cu-tm qualiftying for service
under uhmto A or AD.

INTERRUPTIBLE CREDITS - . '
. DEMAND- CHARGE CREDIT
(3/K/MONTH)/

I=T: CPTION A .40
PTION B ' 2.7
OPTION C

$3.40
OWER INTERRUPTIPLE DEMAND 32.27 -

ONE-YEAR CREDIT . FIVESYEAR CREDIT
C3/KX/MONTH)  ¢8/XM/MONTH):

35.55 B X 4

£5.09 _ : $4.41
.17 , $5.19
3.7 %75

NOTEz ALl I-2 customers receive $,28 credit per 1nurﬁption-pcr kW,
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. PAGE
SAN DIEGO GAS- AND: E
ADOPTED LARGY POVER RATES

EFPECTIVE 01-01~89

SCHEDULE

CUSTOMER CHARGE . . $50/MONTH

PEAX DEMAND CHARGE (3/XW/NONTH): .
SUMMER . . 1300
WINTER : 13.50

MON=TIME RELATED DEMAND: CNARGE (S/XW/MONTN) . S7.31

. 30.04537
SENT-PEAK ENJRGY: RATE 30.05708 .-
OFF-PEAK EWERGY RATE 3003254
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APPENDIX F
PAGE 7
SAN DIEGO- GAS AND ELECTRIC
ADOPTED" STANDY RATES

EFPECTIVE 01-01-89

VAR

CONTRACT OEMAND CMARGE (3/KW

RATE LIMITER:

SUMMER ON~PEAX : . 30.67012° 30.67072 -
WINTER ON=PEAK ' $0.26012  30.26012"

30.67012
30.26012
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APPENOIX F
PAGE 8
SAN DIEGO GAS AND- ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES

RATE SCHEDULE CUSTOMER
CHARGE

| ENERGY CMARGE
! B/
ON=PEAK SEMI-PEAX |
!

CS/MONTH) CS/MONTH) ($/KV)- (3/xM) FLAT

$8.00 . ' 0.07637

ON=PEAKX SEMI=PEAK OFF=PEAK

0.13620- © o 0.06193

0.07913. 0.05855  0.03%09

- J
>
[}
=
1
-

——— — . — . — —— —— — —

|
l
[
}
I
[
L
|
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SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED- EXPERIMENTAL RATES

EFFECTIVE 01-01-89
C3/XWH)

CUSTOMER CHARGE

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH)
SECONDARY
PRIMARY
TRANSMISSION

MINIMUN CONTRACT DEMAND (3/XKW/MONTHY

.nncv CHARGE: '
SUPER=-PEAK - 3049492

ON=PEAK $8.29143 $0.13571 £3.86426
WID=PEAK $0.0517% 30.03451 30.06459
OFF=-PEAX 30.05100 / 30.03100 30.03411

SCHEDULES AE-1, R=TOU=1 AND R=TOU=2 ARE CL TO NEW CUSTOMERS BY THIS DECISION.

SOMEDULE CHANGES TO PG-OF: .
Closed to new customers with. generafion. facilities sbove 20 kW on July 1, 1989.
Spacial condition changes: ‘
- Conditions related to “natting to be eliminated for all customers
on July 1, 1989,

3600.00

53.05
2462
31.02

$£12.15

21.05638

$0.0M59
30.04694
20.03411

<r_w>

$600.00°
535,08
L2
$1.02 -

$12.15.

3043719

3007451
30,0629
3003417
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SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED STREET LIGHTING RAIES
Effective 1/1/89 Rote

‘Rate Schedule L {¢/Lanp)
Watts Lusens | {2)
SREFSEEAEFRINEINARVRANCARENR LA VYL ANANEE R LI NEINUTSRLNY
LS=1, Mercury Vapor, Class A
s 7,000 $9.54
250 10,000 $12.6h
400 20,000
700 38,000
L5=L, Mercury Yaper, Class C, i~Lanp
s 7,000
250 10,000
400 20,000
LS=1, Marcury Vapor, Clies C, 2-Lang
. ,zb.ﬁz
_ 400 2 ' $43.80
LS-1, KPSV, Class A :
$6.14
.16
R34
W
#3100
$16.47
" 1,000 140,000 $34.48
LS=1, HPSV, Class B, JAamp , o
70 - 35,800 875
100 9,400 .77
1% 16,000 19.46
200 22,000 . 818,06
20 30,000 139
. 400 50,000 417,38
s 1,000 140,000 ©  $35.42
Vo Class 8, 2-Lasp - R
‘ 0 5,800 '$11.82
1% 16,000 316,67
00 24,0000 $20.37
250 50,000 $23.77
400 30,000 92,57
3,000 140,000 ‘%8.77

LS~L, NPSV,, Class C, ~Lamp

70 5,800 41392
100 9,500 - s14.94
130 16,000 $16. 34
200 22,000 120066
230 30,000 $23.36
. 400. 50,000 $28.1)
o 1,000- 140,000 -~ #4703

. L8=1, HPSV, Clase C, 2-Laap N
70 5800 $19.8L
100 9,500 - $21.8%
150 16,000 - $24.43
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SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED STREET LIGHTING RATES

Bffective 1/1/89

! 7 Rete

‘Rate Schedule {$/Lasp)

iRatts Lusens {2}

| 143 ENCETILE
200 22,000 834,48
250 30,000 $36.89
400 30,000 $42.78
1,000.140,000 $80.1%

L8=1, LFSV, Class A
35 4,800 $7.36
38,000 $7.59
99 13,300 $9.94
139 22,500 L1234
- 180 33,000 $13.45
LS=1, (PSV. Class B, l-Lanp ‘ ‘
33 4,800 47.9%
5 8,000 $8.7L
90 13,500 810,67
135 22,500 $13.24
180 33,000 $14.33
15~1y LP3Y, Class B, 2-Lanp o
' 35 4,800 . 6144
WO8,000 R AT
90 13,%0 " 9.5
By 22,%0 124,5%
_ 1807 3,000 / $26.7%
LS~t, LPSY, Class C, l-Laap S o
35 4,800 $15.15
3% 8,00 s13.88.
% 134800 . 917,85
130 2,50 $22.80
180 /33,000 $23.90
{5=4, LPSY, Class C, 2=Lasp A -
. : 4,000 $22.28
557 8,000  427.44
. %0 13,500 $27.56
138 22,%90 $35.48
180 35,0000 #3.Be:
LS=l, Facilities snd Rétes, [lass A '
Center Suspension R $4,30
Kon=§tandard Wood, ule , S
Sboetoot. _ , ‘ B 7S U
Jo=foot - : 12,42
Recator mx (3 stcmt '
173 C(%0.88)
% {40,358} -
LS=1, Facitities and Rates. Clans D & C T
Other aghe smat. $0.00

ttmxmmmtmmmumnmtmmttttmtmn ‘
L6=2, Mercury U.lpor, Rate &
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GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
SAN DxeigOPTED STREETLIGHTING RATES

Effective 1/1/8%

t
'
]
+

v Rate

Rate Schedule i {$/Lamp)

Natts Lusens | (2)

[(CT TP NeRSnSTan ugEw
175 7,000 0.2
20 10,000 $7.26
400 20,000 $11.44
700- 35,000 $19.39

1,000 33,000 $27.39

L5=2, Mercury Vapor, Rate B, Energy & Lat Maintonance
175 2,000 $5.74
20 10,000 | ¢7.80
400 20,000 $10.3L

\S-2, Hereury Vaper, Surcharge fnr series service
175 7,000 $0,3¢6
%6 10,000 - $0.45
400 20,000 30,49 -
700 33,000 . $14¢

L5=2, HPSY, Rate A \
0 3300 .58
708,800 1251
100 9,500 3.5
130 14,000 14,80
200 ' .12
20 , s/
30 : $9.3¢
400 BTV AN
1,000 140.000‘-.» 27.39
L8<2, HPSV, Rate ky Energy & th Naintenance '
. _ 0 3,300 12,04
70 3,800 3.12
100 ) 4,11
$35.42
“l‘7‘ |
’3.40 .
510.13
12.44
1,00 140,000 t28 7
LS-2, HPSV Reductmn 1or 120kvolt Reactor Balias .
70 J,QW'. (’0.36)
160 9,300 (30.48).
‘ {80.44)
152, KPSV, Surcharge .
$0.40-
{$0,20)
{¢0.21)
#0.02
$0.47
.42
2z
$3.3¢




A.87-1.2-003, I1.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF QACD/sl

APPENDIX F
PAGE 13

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED STREET LIGHTING RATES
; Effective 1/1/89
4 Rate
tRate Schedule (%/Lanp)
Matts Lusens ()
RNERERY! vEELR 2 3
15 22 J00 $4.97
180 X,000 $3.67
L2-2, LPSV, Surcharge tor series service
I 4,800 (40,21}
Wo8,000 (40,12
9 13,300 $0.40
33 22,%0 40,72
180 33,000 $0.44
L3-2, Incandescent Lanps, Rate f, Energy Only .
' 3,000 sL76
2.500 $3.91
4,000 $5.91
6,000 18,49
10,000 14,6
15=2, Incandescent Lamps, Rats Uy Energy and Lisiteg/Ma
4,000 -85
5,000 10,45

Rt eeette Rt aqite et eesssNtteessedahosty: tttttt!fllt i
L3 ‘.
Energy Charge $0.073
Minisua Charge $5.88

2212223800 0028¢4007430229979055 IDARTFIRLTILILLILLLLLILL
-1, Mercury Vagor, Rate A /AL Lustnaire
N a5 1,000 19,37
400 26,000 $19.12
L=, WPSV, Rate A, Stpéet Light Lusinajre
100 9,30 $7.R7
0 16,000 $9.24
20 30,000 $14.16
00 30,000 4T
4,000 140,000 $346.00
0L 1, HPSV, Kats B, Directional Lmnnrr
250 30,000 $17.06
400 so,ooof 21,58
1,000 140,000 #3958
Ot=1,/Mole ' -
30 At wood pole 82,85
<X 1t wood pole 13,20

mumxmxm:um:mxtmmmttmxmmmm
DML, tacilitiec Charges

b of (tal tnvat. 06,0228
DeL, Energy and Lamp-Maintance murql )
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SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED STREET LIGHTING RATES.

- e

Effective.1/1/89

' Rate -
Rate Sthedule P8/ Lanp)
Hatts Lusensg | (2
50 Watt HPSV $3.0%
100 ¥att HPSY $0.00
100 ¥att M. Vapor 0,00
MWL, Mn, Charge $134.42

(END OF APPENDIX F)
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SAN DIECO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED- GAS REVENUE ALLOCATION 1/ 2/
Test Year 1989

REVENUE CNANGES
REVENUE AT PRESENT RATES REVENUE AT RATES TO BE REFLECTED: IN RATES

SALES : BASE TOTAL : TOTAL Amt (3 Thousandcs). & X INC

CUSTOMER CLASS (M THERMS) €300078) (300078) (3$0007w) BASE s TOTAL

1 CORE: Y/ A23641 98206 260678 : T 240673

NONCORE: 2/

o RETAIL
Tranam{ssion:
« Cogen. 95500
- Other 32563

WACDG 128063

o UTILITY ELECTRIC GENERATION

Tranemiss 50611?’

WACOG 504117

NONCORE TOTAL

1/ CORE REVEMUE ALLOCATION. /There {8 no change in core (residential and commercial) rates. The margin. charge
allocable to core customers {4 to be reflected {n.core balancing-account to be addressed fn. SOGRE’s next ACAP.
The adopted increese In sutforized margin. (lnu Cost Anomt) s 312.5'& million. Apptndfx A for dcuﬂ. The OON/

NONCORE: - 2192.40

2/ NONCORE REVENUE/ALLOCATION sssunes allocation factors used in SOGLE’s May 1, 1988 compliance filing for inftial
allocatfon. Cogeneration and UEC rates are then equalized-as required-by D.: 87-12-039.. resulting in final reverve ff .
.ouocndm o these classes.. (Noncoro'n Kay 1 allocation. share 1: 17.5%. uec,.ax cogom.cfon, 5.8:- other, 3.7!»
[Noncore ohange in ﬁrgfn of $2.192 mitLion includes. 31,602 nf LLfon. change. in. utn ov-r presant . rates (uqun(m—: '
GRC stipulated sales), and rmtn(ng 3590 thousand.- I‘MM chmo (2192-1602) due T fncr-aud salen 1n ult
your,) . '
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SAN DIEGO' GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED' NONCORE GAS- RATES
EFFECTIVE 01-01-39

SCHEDULE

VEC/INTERDEPY
SCHEDULE GTUEG

Nonthly Demand. Charges:

Volumetric Charges: Tier 1

Tier 11

COGENERATION
SCHEDULE GTCG

Customer Charge

Volumetric Dewand  Charge

OTHER NONCORE TRANSMISSION
SCHEDULE GYNC

Customer Charge
Default Rates:

Average Desand Charge (D-1)

(Thousands of Dollars)

Jan.
Fed
Mar
April
May -
June

(Centa/Therm)

6.168
3.047

Change

{Conta/Therm).
11,415 1/

(Centa/Tharm) '

Saasonal Peak DG\A Charge (572):

Wi eenccecsrrsssranrosssnsanmarsrarssnn

Yolumetric charﬁo

1/ Actusl volumtric demend. charge for cogenerators varies monthly based on. recorded UEG data

based on D. 37-12-039.

(END OF APPENDIX G) -
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7360
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APPENDIX

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADORTED STEAM REVENUE ALLOCATION AND RATE DESIGN
Teat Year 1989
REVENUE ALLOCATION

SALES 1/ PRESENT RATE
SCHEDULE <1000 LB) & REVEMUES
= (3000’s)

SCHEDULE 1
service (3/%W0) 285
Commodity (/1000 LB)

Subtotal
SCHEDULE 2

Service (i/HO)'
Commodity (371000 LB)

Subtotal

. ToTAL

1/ GRC stipulated sales -
2/ Zaro only when rounded.

RAYE DESIGN

SALES
SCHEDULE ¢1000-LB) ¢
CQUST MO-

SCHEDULE 1
s
21.428

15.15
21642

(END OF APPENDIX H)




