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Intrgduction 
Many of the revenue requirement items normally litiqated 

in a general rate proceeding were agreed to- in a Stipulation and 
A9-reement 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. SOG&E's 
change in revenue reqnirement associated with our decision issued 
in that proceeding is, reflected in Appendices A and C., Append.:tx C, 
also- lists a number of rate changes authorized in SDG&E's SONGS and.i \ 

ECAC proceedings. The revenue requirement changes contained in' 
Appendix C are included in the adopted rates. shown. in Appendices F; 
G and H. These rates will become effective January, 1, 1989. 

D.8S-09-06.3. provided' for revisions. to- the adopted 
Stipulation and Aqreementas, a,reault of mor& recent information. 
Accordingly, we will revise the' Stipulation' and Agreement for· the' 
following=-

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

2 Labor and non-labor escalation rates 

3 Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) 
dues, ($96,000') 

4 women/minoritybua1ness enterprise (W/MBE) 
program, costs, $200,000. 

~ studies, ,were reqnired' by D.87-12-069:, reliability of,': 
" , 

aervice and a compariaon of rates. with other 1l:tilities. Whi!e the:, ' 
reliability of service study was submitted, the" comparison study 
has not been completed. SOO&&i,8- working with Pacific Gas & ." , 

Electric Company'(PG&E) and: Southern California Edison Company 
(Ed.iaon) on' the' comparison study e.nd by letter dated September2S~' 
1988 notified Adm1n:!$trative~w' Judge (ALJ) 'Ferraro that . the 'study 
ahould be completed by.June 1,' 1989·. This'p:roc~9'will' rem.a.ill: 
open to receive the joint comparison study~ '. 

Procedural Baclcgrognd 
On December 1" 19a7, SOG&:l: filed A;.S7-12-00,3:requesting 

, 

authority to r~uce rates for its electric d.epartment and incre4Se: 
rates for its 9'AS and steam d.epartments for test year ,1989. SDG&E: 

- 3 -



• 

• 

• 

A.87-12-003, I.88-01-006 ALJ/rSr/ltq w 

also requested attrition increases in 1990 and 1991 for all three 
departments. On January 7, 1988 a prehear1ng conference was hela 
in San Diego. In March, 1988 there wer~' two days of public 
participation hearings and between April and September, 1988 there 
were 21 days of evidentiary hearings. 

':wo interim. deciSions have been issued. 0·.88-07-023-
replacea the $4. SO /month res·iaential customer ch4rg-e for electric 
customers witna $5..00/month minimum bill and 0 •. 88-09-0&3' adopted 
the Sti.pulation .and Agreement signed' by SDG&E, Division of 
Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), tTtility Consumers Action' Network (tTCAN}:~' 
the City of San Diego·, and Federal Executive AgenCies (FEA) as 
resolution of· most of the revenue requirement issues. 

On June 14, 1988: a comparison exhibit was submitted which 
detailed the revenue requirement issues in the proceeding. An 

. ! . 
addendum to· the comparison 'exhibit which addressed attrition issues' . ; 

was submitted on June 24, 19S8:~' 'rhese items have been received as· 

Exhibit l37 • . 
Ca.ents 

In accordance with PtT Section 31l. the proposed. decision:. 
of Administrative Law, Judge Fer:ruo< was mailed on November 18, 

• I 

1988-. Timely comments, on the proposed . decision were' filed by the! 
follOwing parties::' SDG&E, ORA, Independent: Power Corporation 
(IPC), PG&E,ancl Ed..ison. These comments hAve- . been reviewed .and 
carefully considered by the; Commission. Any' changes. requirecl by" 
the comments have been incorporated in the final decision .. , . 
conseX'!'a3=ion/Load Management· Ac:lj'Q,!tIQent Clallse (t:r.'MAC) 

All expenses associated wi thconservation and: load 
management programs are incl-udecl in the adopte<:l test' year .1989 
expenses. This ,will eliminate the n.eed for, cum.C ,and re<:inil:es ,the' 
amortization of 'the eurrentbalance.' SDG&E estimates, that Mof.,:·., 

, , 

December 3l,. 1988 CLMAC' will have overcollectecl electric revenues, .• 
> • >" • ' , 'I:' 

by $·10.5 mill'ion and· gas revenues by $4 •. 0 mill·ion and recommends ,:' 
that the overcollections be amortized over three years, consis.tent 

• ',' I' 

with its general.rate case cycle'. 
, , 

We-. will adopt SDG&E'IS. recommendation and: reduce its " I 
electric revenue requ1rementby $3.S million annually' and i uga:s . 

- 4 -
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revenue ~equirement by $1.3 million annually. In its 1990 
attrition year filing SDG&E should amortize any difference between 
the estimated anu actual CLMACbalance over two years. 
Depreciation 

Dep~eciation calculations as gove~ed by ORA's (formerly 
Utilities Division) Standard Practice 0'-4: Determination of 
Straight-Line Remaining Life Accruals ('0-4) have consistently been 
adopted by this Commission for ratemaking.. '0-4 provides a 
formalization of:. the theory of depreciation and the guidelines for 
performing the !:tatistical' analyses on which depreciation 
computations ar~ based.. An objective of. this· methodolO9Y is. to 
recove~ a utility'S original cost of depreciable fixed capital less: 
net salvage value over the useful life of the-asset. 'rQ achieve 
this objective the remaining. life expectAncy of depreciable plant. 

must be periodically reviewed: and when 
appropriate,. adjusted:.. 0'-4 states: 

"Depreciation charges eve~ in the simplest 
project should be- re-examined fromt1me to 
time .. : It is. obvious. that,und.l· final 
~et1rement, thos&.charges involve estimates of 
future life. and· salvage.. .. .. .. The- remAin.i.nq 
life method requires: reappraisals. and ~eviews 
of the'estimates used·from· time-to, time .... ('0-4 
at, 42., 

SOG&.E proposes that the remaining lives for 17 electric 
department plan:: accounts be adjusted ,by using a method. referred to,' 
as OAU. This method was developed bySDG&E: 'and adopted for the ." 
first· time in iis i982". gene~al ~ate case, 0,.93892..; 'rhe OAO' 
methodology haS::; also been. .adopted in recent 9'eneral rate eases for ' 

. " 

Edison and PG&E.Edison took a position in'support of QAU in this" 
proceeding. 

ORA, FEA,· UCAN, and:- the ,City of SanOieqo" collectively" 
, " . 

Opponents,. oppose the use of QA'O and as a result. recommend a 
depreeiationexpense levelwh!chi8$6.&m.iJ:lion lower than; 

SDG&E's. ,UCAN" ORA, and ,the City of S4n,. 01e9'9- a.lso ~eeommendthat, 
three life extending- proqra.m.a· be,', consiCle:ed .. :en developing.; the ' , 
remaining lives for certain~ plant. . This would· lower SDG&E's 
requested· deprecia.tion expense by an additional $1.3 million. 

,- s -

j 



• 

• 

• 

A.87-12-003, I.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltq 

SDGiE's .Position 
SDG&E states that.QAtr simply provides a rational 

structure tor systematically evaluating the need tc shorten 
depreciable plant life by tormalizing adjustments that would be 
made in the absence of the QAU technique. '1'0· implement the QAU 
technique, SDG&E depreciation analysts interview SOG&E experts who 
are best intormed concerning uncertainties (technological,. 
economic,. political r etc.) which are independent of past retirement' 

experience. 
'1'he experts are first given explanations reqardinq the 

'. 

key parameters of the QAU technique and' 'then asked to comment on 
new events that mightoceurwhich could shorten plant lives. 
During the interview the experts ,are' asked to- comment on when. the . . . 
events 'couldoccur ~ the portion of plant which. is expected to. be. . 
retired, and the time interval' for and likelihood' ~fthe event. '. 
After the interviews' the depreciation analysts tr~nsfo:cn' the input: 
from the experts into: numerical values.'wh1ch, are processed· ·throuqb.~ ., 
the QAU formula to reduce the remaining lives of' c;ertain electric •• . ,;+I.:: 

plant. I" 

In support of QAO' SDG&E lists the :followinq benefits from. 

its use: 

1. Direct input from experts whO: know the most 
about uncertainties in the public utility 
industry. 

2. An adjustment procedure for remaining lives 
that is clear and subject .to- objective 
review. 

l. An. exact and permanent record' of the basis 
for making· adjustments to remaining lives. 

4. Increased' awareness of. fUrther' 
uncertainties for plant· accounts by SDG&E's 
depreciation' .personnel.. . 

In response to' the' criticism of., other parties SJ:)G&E . 

argues that: 

- 6 -
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1. Althouqh QAO only considers life shortening 
uncertainties, a rational technique could 
be develo~ed ·tor lengtheninq life 
expeetancl.es. 

2. While QAU does not eliminate the 
application of judgement to· depreciation 
calculations, it provides a framework for 
including the opinion of experts. 

3. It is willing to provide the necessary 
support for the assumptions developed from 
the QAU interviews. 

4. QAO' does not speed-up- capital recovery, but 
only formalizes adjustments that would 
otherwise be made.· . 

5-. concerns.over'the: interview'process are not 
unique to QAT].. With. or' without 'QAU, it is 
appropriate for depreciation analysts to 
interview experts.. \ .. ' .. 

DBA's Position 
QAU bas been used' by SOG&E in calculating its 

depreciation expense since its te'styear ,1982 genera.l ra.te ease .. 

In thAt and subsequent general rate cases, its use has effectively 
been unchallenged. Additionally,.. other california utilities have: 

I"" 

adopted QAU adj,ustments for' calculating:' their depreciation expense' •. ' 

In all of these situations the use· of QAU' was done without· 
challenge, in la:r:ge' ~easure,d~e to the relatively insignificant 
sums then represented and the large nulnber of issues requiring. 
treatment in-a qeneral .. rate case •. 

I: ~\' . . . 

Acceptance of QAtT. was explieitlydone only once,. in the!1 
test year 1982 SOG&E general·rate case.. No other jurisdiction ~ •.. " 
accepted QAtr, although the matter is currently pendinq in an E~n 
proceeding before the Federal Energy- Requlatory commission (FERe)l. 

,.' c • I' 
In: this proceedi:nq· oRA; mad.e anin-clepth analysis o~ the: 

/' , 

QA'O' adjustlnentmechanism. Asa result of. its detailed exa:nination.' . 
DRA. is opposed. to·: SOG&E~s QAUmethOdoloqy and takes. the position.., 
that there is no basis :for. applying an adj.ustment such. as. QAU untu . . 

-. 7 -
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events have progressed to a point where they are impacting the 
remaining lives ot plant. The basis for DRA's opposition is 
summarized below: 

l. SOG&E's QAU process relies on gross 
speculation that is misleadingly labeled as 
judgement. 

2. The data gathering method. of SDG&E has no 
controls t~ ensure eredibility or integrity 
ot the information and is inherently flawed 
by ensuring bias in the survey process. 

3. ORA. was not able to evaluate the judc;ments 
relied upon by SOG&E,. :because ot the 
anonymity of the interviewees. 

4. QA'C' is a poor'means of dealing with the 
problem of potential early obsolescenee. 

, , . 
s. QAU forces current ratepayers to' pay higher 

rates in anticipat'ion of events that will 
only benefit future ratepayers • 

DRA's major concerni~ that'making' judgments about the, 
ilnpaet of uncertain events on'remaining' lives Q·t utility 'plant is 
the height of speculation., By ~efinition these events~ve not 
occurred. Additionally, SOG&E has no. written documentation that 
shows the relative we'ight accordect: the various. events and has not,. 
provi~ec:l'an explanation of why the events were, selected o:rhow 
their probabilities of occurrence were determined. DRA. also cites:, 
examples. where double counting may exist and the' time horizons. in:;,' 
which the events,could occur have remained unchanged,since SDG&E's' 

• ,'. I 

1982 general' rate ease., Bec:ause oftheseproblelZlS, DRA believes 
that SOG&E's depreciation rates have- been toohigh~ 

Finally, ORA recommends"that the :following' maintenance' 
programs which a.re expected, to extend the' lives' of' various plant 
and equipment be considered '. in setting theremaininq lives tor· 
depreciation. These programs are: 

- a: -
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1. Pole Butt Treatment - Th.is 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. 

2. Underground· SWitch Maintenance Proqram - A 
one time 'proqr~ replacing switch legs and 
improving oil quality. 

:3 • Padmount Painting Proqram - A new painting 
program to, minimize rust and corrosion 
which. will, according to- SDG&E,. extend the 
life ofpadmount transformer equipment by 
at least five years. 

The adjustment to. the remaining lives due to. these proqrams 
decreases depreciation expense for test year 1989 by$l.z1i1illion 
with QAu and $1.3 million.without QAU. 

Edison's Position., 
In its. last three'qeneral rate case decisions Edison's 

adopted depreciation rates were. developed using -QAu. _ Edison. _ 
strongly supports the continued use of QAU for the following 
reasons:. 

1. QAU provides a systematic' approach. and 
quantifiable support for the application of 
j.udgment rather than an ad hoc approach. 

Z. QA'O' allows for' expert· input by personnel 
directly familiar with the particular plant 
involved rather than relying solely on the' 
judgment of the-depreciation analyst. 

:3. It is appropriate :for DRA too. investigate 
doul:>le-countinq,. but this .. is not a rea~on 
:forel~inating QAU. 

4. QA'O' helps to ~prove the forecast of 
remaininqlife Dyassiqning':a probability 
that a future· event will occur. 

The QA'O'interview process is used by Edison 
to. obtain information about lit'e 
lenqtheninq events~ 

- 9 -
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6. Remaining lives should take int~ 
consideration future events t~ assure that 
ratepaye~$ pay for ~lant from which they 
benefit. 

:r;EA's Position· 
FEA.. argues that SDG&E has maintained the anonymity ~f its 

interviewees and that this has prohibited DRAand other parties 
from, testing the reasona))leness o,t their judgment. In, contrast, 
the depreciation analysts,. who, :make determinations regarding 
depreciation in the absence ~tthe QAU'technique,. are accountable 
tor their j ud9'Jllents and know the impact ot, their decisions on both.·i'· 

the depreCiation expense and revenue requirements. 
Finally, FEA p~ints out that no- other jurisdiction has . 

adopted QAU,. it is not supported l:>y other depreciation experts, and . . , 

SDG&Ehas not ,demonstrated that the accrual rates developed using 
QAU have been more "appropriate than those developed· without QAU • 

. City of San Diego's Position 
The City ot San I>ieqo,is.also·opposed to the useo! QAtl' ., 

emphasizing that SDG&E"s. metb040109Y results in a double countinq,:, 
and does not provide an opportunity to cross~e:)Cmine the basis ot '. 
the interviewees' judgment.. The city o! san Diego recommends tha-c:', 

. " 

QAU not be adopted and that, the lite· extension programs diseusse<1'" 
earl'ier be reflected' in calc:ula-einC]' SDG&E's remaining . lives for' the 
affeeted plant. 

UQH's Position 
tTCAN. endorses the position ~f ,ORA concerning the use ot,· 

QAU and states that' SDG&E's QAU ,:methodoloqy is contradictory ~d'.:: 
unacceptably sul:>jective.; Additionally, UCANsubmitted testimony. 
that the remaining. lives tor plant· associated: with the'wood· pole<. 

.. ' ' .. 1' 

treatment, underground switehmaintenance,.. 'and,. padmount transfor.m~. 
paintinq programs should be increaSed. If ac1j.ustments. are not made.'" 

tor these thr~e proql:am5 UcAN', recommends that the cost of the 
proqrams' );)e removecftrom the rate ease • 

-10 -
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For ratemaking, w~ have consistently adopted a poliey ot 
using straight-line remaining lite 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. 'I'his information is periodically updated by .• 

, 

the analyst when computing the remaining life of the' various plant: 
categoriesp 

A major factor in, the development ot remaining lives is 
the depreciation analyst's use ot judg1llent. In fact,. '0'-4 

explicitly directs analysts to exercise judgment, in performing 
thei~ analyses. 'I'he primary 'information . that , a depreciation 
analyst relies on is mortality and other historic data. This is 
essentially recorded. information on how long various types' ot plant" 
(poles., transformers, meters', etc.), have remained in ~rvice prior;, 
to- retircent. Retirements. may be -due to physical deqradation,: 
obsolescence,.. economic,.. and. other causes. Analysts under U-4 are," 
not limited to histor:i.cal data. Info~tion on product lite trom ,_ 
manufacturers or knownc:hangesin plant are al~o appropriate tor' 
analysts to consider ~ 

SOG&E'sQAU methodoloqy expands the ,depreciation 
analyst's use.,of judgment. First,. it' provides: the analyst with a I 

structured approacb...to receivedireet input from experts. second,: 
it identities informati-on, on, uncertain events, not reflected in 
recordedQatal" that would shorten the remaininq' lives of certa.1ll_ I 

plant accounts. - Finally ~ it ad.jUsts the 'rema'ininq lives ba~ on 
the probability of these events occurring. 

Opponents ot.SOG&E's 'QAtr methO<1oloqy-are critical of both _ 
the process- .and the concept.. While· all· ··parties aqree that analysts., 
should take into consideration.' th~'best in::!onnation available,., '. ,!,' . 

I • 
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Opponents argue that the information, its source, and its effect 
should De clearly identified and available. Additionally, 
Opponents state that the concept of quantifying uncertainties is a 
contradiction and only events that affect plant lives should be 

considered.. 
We aqree with these criticisms.. Whatever method is used, 

depreciation analysts must clearly identify all information that 
adj usts 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 <:lata gathering process 
should be impartial. SOG&E"s methodology WaS only designed to 
receive input which would shorten life' expectancies and as a result 
it is inherently biased. 

On a brighter note, we applaud SI>G&E"s effort to; 
formalize the input of experts in evaluati;ng remaining livesot 
plant accounts. However, the. credibility of SOG&E~s., interview 
process wC?ulc::r be greatly enhanced it" it were expanded to- ineluae 

experts outside the compcmy., 
'I'hi5- leaves us with the main issue: Should we adj,ust 

remaining lives for uncertain events that are' not re!lectedin 
historic data?: uncertain is the key word in this question., Sinee 
no event can actually be CJUaranteed to. occur" plant li veseouldnot 
be estimated if the definition of ,uncertain were adhered to 
literally •. Even our use o! historical data. to estimate the 
remaininq lives of plant accounts does not ensure that past even~ 
will recur. 

Our objective now, as. in the past, is to use our best 
judgment after weighing all the pertinent information to,arrive a1:' 
a reasonable depreCiation' rate. A reasonable depreeiation rate is 
one that allows a utility to recover its investment over theuseM • .' 
life of the asset., At, some' point during :this process· the 
depreCiation analyst: must use, j,uclgment to determine the useful.r.aess. 
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of the available information. To do this the analyst must not only 
know the information, but also the basis for the intormation. 

In SOG&E's QAU methodology the analyst applies judgment 
to develop the inputs to the QAO formula. ~he results ot the QAO 

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 of 
the plant accounts. Since remaining lives are derived from average, 
service lives, a possibility tor doUble counting the impact of 
future events is created. SOG&E believes this does not occur 
because the input to the, QAO formula is based on events which are 
not considered in the determination of average service.lives. 

SOG&E"s process requires the, independent application of 
judg'lUent twice in its. depreciation study. ·First,. it is' used.· to· 
reflect the impact of past. ,and present events. on' retirements. 
Then, it is· used to do the· same for future events which could 
shorten plant lives. ' .. Finally., .-the .record is unclear where in'the ,-, 
depreciation study SDG&E recommends that judgment be applied for 
tuture events which could lengthen plant· .l·ives. .. 

We are not convinced that SOC&E's methodology provides 
the best approach to: the determination of remaining plant lives. 
While many models-are used in the re9Ulation of utilities" the 

" . . 
assumptions used in these models are usually based, on recorded' data 
or forecasts developed from recorded data. SDG&E' s QAO' 1I10<1e1 
assumptionsare.all speculative' ~ased.ontll~ opinion or experts.. 
We do· not believe it is. appropriate to- use a mocl.el with. purely 
speculative assumptions tor determininq depreciation rates. 

This· does not mean that consid.eration of future events ' 
not reflected. in historical . data should: be excluded, but that the. 
depreciation analyst shoulc1 eOZlsic1er·,all events which: could affect 
plant lives at the same time and. ac1j.ust average service' lives 
accordinqly.. By dOinq this the interaction between h.:tst.orieal, 
current, and future events.can))e considered. in making adjustments • 
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Our rejection of SOG&E~s QAU methodoloq,y is not intended 
to signal utilities that depreciation Analysts should isolate 
themselves from the input of experts. On 'the con't.r4rY, 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 
Comm~eations Commission (FCC) represeribes depreciation rates at 
three-year intervals. A telecommunications utility first sumnits 
proposed chAnges" including" adjustments to. average service lives, 
to ORA. and FCC staff.. After a detailed review of the initial 
proposal any changes recommended by ORA and FCC staff are discussed.., 
in. a joint meetinq at whi'chsubject matter experts are heard. ,If 
agreement is reached, the utility and, ORA. jOintly recommend that 
the aqreed' 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 referred to asreprescr1ption. 

Since cleprec1a't.ion:rates fo:renergy utili't.ies are 
'determined on a three-year cycle 1n general rate proceed1D.qs., it 
seems reasonable to: adopt a 'procedure s1m1lar to represcription fo~ 
them. 'Aeeorclinqly,' we will' require depreciation workshops." to- be'· 

held in SDG&E"s future general rate cases. " The workshops 'should De, 
conducted after DRA. has issued a report w~ch analyzes. SDG&E~s, , 
depreciation proposal. We encourage SDG&E, to. brinqs.ubjeet, matter : 
experts to the workshops to justify adjustments. which differ fr,om. ": 
those shown in ORA."s' rei>Ort~ Aclditionally, all interested: parties·' 
should be invited to attend and participate in the workshop. 
Differences which remain after the workshops are conclud8(l should· 
be addressed 1n the 'general rate case hearinqs.· 

This procedure should'provide for a more open process 
with direct input from experts' in areas of ,dispute'.. It is also 
consistent with the represcript10n procedure 'used. for 
telecomimmicat1ons utilities.. Finally, other major energy 

- 14-
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1. G.O. 156 did not identify Filipino­
Americans as a separate category for goal 
setting. 

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

3. Internal incentives will.be expanded as a 
result ofG~O. 156, if given an 
opportunity. . 

Our decisions in R.~7-02-026 resulted in the adoption of 
G.O. 156, Rules Governing· the Development of ProgralnS to Increase 
Participation of Female and Minority Business EnterpriseS. in 
Procurement of Contracts from Utilities as Required:by, PUblic 
Utili ties Code Sections 828.1-8285-.. Since most of the concerns 
raised :by Public Advocates are addressed in G .. O. 156, we' will only 

discuss. those which are not. 
.1, 

Pul::llic Advocates' reco:m:mendation to ,encourage W{MBE joint;. 
ventures ancl. tech!U:calassistance in- mee't7inq' financing: and 
insurance requirements-. is compatible -with, G .. O.,lS6 .. · , Additionally,.. : ...... 
in Edison's recent general rate case decision we stated: ' 

WWe agree' with Public' Advocates that more can ~ 
done to, 3.ssist F1MBEsin successfully competing 
for Edison contracts. To.accomplishthis 
Edison should' develop .. a program.' which 
encourages.. and· facilitates even'greater 
participation of F1MBEsin Edison contracts 
through join ventures and through- assistance to· 
F IMBEs in meeting financing. and· insurance 
coverage at rates competitive with· Edison's' 
non-F,fMBE contractors .. - . (D .. 87-12~06&, p. .. 110.) 

We believe this quote is equally· applicable to. SDC&E .and 
will require SDG&E to encourag:eW/MBE. joint ventures. and provide 

':".. . 

technical assistance ·1n,meeting fl:nancing and. insurance ' ..... 
requirements at competitive,rates. .. ;· Fina.lly~. we will provide SOG&E: 
'the opportunity: to- establish management'incentives to achieve the' ! 

W{KBE goals in G.O.. 1;56 • 
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Attrition 
With the exception of plant additions, SDG&E and DRA 

agree on the principles to be ,used in preparing SOG&E's attrition 
filings for years 1990 and 1991. No other party participated in 
attrition issues. The adopted attrition methodology is consistent 
with what was adopted tor PG&E and Edison in their last general 
rate case decision. 

CUrrently, the attrition mechanism, adjusts the utility's 
revenue requirement to reflect. changes from·the adopted test year's 
plant and expenses.- Test year expenses, adjusted for actual and 
estimated inflation rates, are used for'the attrition years. These 
are updatedte: reflect changes in inflation rates at the time of 
the attrition filing. Except tor SDG&E, attrition year plant 
additions are developed' prospectively without later adjustlnent. 
SOG&E is the only utility which revises plant additions in its 
attrition tiling for changes in inflation rates. 

SOG&E proposes t~- estilDate- .nuclear· and ,. non-nuclear' plant .. :: 
additions for attrition using a,tour-yearaveraqe' ot recorded, and ' 

. . I, 

estimated plant additions. DRAaqrees with SOG&E's methodology tor 
non-nuclear plant, but, recommends 'that projects which are non:...· 
recurring' be removed from the averag-e •. ~'"For nuclear plant 'DRA. 
recommends the use,ot'Edison'5- budget iIi'place' of the foUr-year 
average .. 

The :major proj'ects which .were excluded :oyORA. are the 
upgrading of the Moreneo- compressor station,. underqround storage 
tank compliance, integrated:voice'a.nd data n~twork, and landfor' I 

the corporate support center. DRA felt thatpr<?jects of this kind , 
would not' occur, in the attrition years'and' unfairly distort the',' 'I' 

four-year average. Certain large dollar items, considered.non­
recurrinqbut not unusual,. were: lef.t in'the tour-year average. One:' 
item was the district service center', 1Md. Since this occurs with 
sufficient frequency, ORA 'included, it in the four-year average te>' 

- 18 -

I _,. 

,I. .~ 

" . 



• 

• 

• 

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

compensate for projects which will occur in the attrition years, 
but are not included in the tour-year average. 

Finally, ORA recommends that under any circums~ces the 
underground storage tank compliance project should be removed 
because it is a hazardous waste project. ORA argues ~t inclusion 
ot hazardous waste projects in the tour-year average would result 
in future hazardous waste projects reflected in rates twice, once 
in the tour-year average ot plant additions and' again in .:5',eparate 
hazardous waste filings. 

SDG&E opposes DRA's exclusion of specific projeCts for 
the following reasons: 

1. ORA's approach is inconsistent witbthe 
approved attrition xnethodoloqy. 

z. Specific ~rojeet~ for land acquisitions.and 
voice rad10, network will. be made in ~e 
attrition years •. 

3. ORA does 'not qi ve consideration to non- ' .- ... , ' .. 
recurrinq plant adeli tions that would occur 
in the attrition'·years., 

4. It is clifticult to· define a non-recurring 
project. 

s.. The dollars associated with theexclucled 
projects are insicpliticant inrelation.to. 
SDG&E's $250 mil110na year capital 
program.. . 

6-.' DRA. adj:ustlDents do not retlect the impact 
to deterred . taxes and ad valorem taxes in 
the attrition years. . . 

, ".. ' 

SOG&Eproposesa to~-year av~rage,of,plant additions' 
without reviewing the reasonableness of" the data.. While we are . 
concerned' with the appropriateness of the' items which: are exclUded:' .. . 
in estilnatinq plant additions,. we will not adopt SDG&E's si:mple ,.! 
average·approach. We consider DRA.'s. adjustments tor· proj.ec'-...s that 
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are not expected to occur in the attrition years or otherwise 
recovered in rates reasonable and will adopt its methodology. 

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

Our adoptedattritionmethoClelogy takes into­
consideration SOG&E's concern that deferred and ad· valorem taxes 
reflect the adopted levelef plant additions.. Since·SOG&E's 
concern is addressed,. no. change is necessary due tOo our adoption of;.' 
ORA's adjustments~ 

Although SOG&E'maintains that a ~our-year average of 
plant additions should be used to- estimate nuclear plant tor the 
attrition years, it recognize~ tha~ nuclear plant additions have, 
received unique' treatment... SoG&E ,also. acknowledges that ORA's 
proposal fer handling nuclear plant additions is a fairly 
reasonable. alternative. 

Finally~ SOG&E recommends an improvement to- ORA's 

methodology, if, adopted .. , Edison's. most recent budget for nuclear 
plant additions should be used at the time of SOG&E"s attrition 
filing.. SDG&E believes. this. is necessary because' nuclear plant 
additio~ are significantly affected bytbe refueling schedule.: 

We will adopt ORA~s recommenc1eduM of Edison's budget 
for nuclear plant additions., which was· subject' to review by ORA. 

during. the, proceeding';' as providing the best . estimate tor the 1990' i 

attrition:year~ For SDG&E's 1991 attritio~year filinq, we will 
reflect the estimate" ot:. nuclear·pl~t. additions adopted in Edison's, 
test year'1991.qeneral rate casedeeision~'rhis will provicleSOG&Ei 
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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 0.87-12-066, Edison's test year 1988 general rate ease d.ecis.ion, 
t~ use Edison's adopted level of SONGS expenses as the basis for 
SOG&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 199'1 as the basis for 
SOG&E's nuclear expenses for attrition years 1990 and. 1991 .. 

Finally, SOG&E believes that we should continue the 
practice of updating estimated plant additions for revised. 
esealation rates. While SOG&E's current methodoloqy is 
conceptually.simple, the interaction of plant additions with 
deprecia.tion and various taxes" makes it cumbersome.. OUr adopted 
attrition methodoloqy, whiehis consistent withPG&E's and . 
Edison "s, is silnpler to'" implement···and:··easier· for- parties to verity • 
since our experience indicates that equally reliable results ean ~. 
achieved with :both proced~es"weiwill not' continue SOG&E's current'," 
practice of .revising·plant additi'on estimates in its attrition 
filings .. 
Jlarqinal costs 

Marginal costs are the measure of change in a utility's, 
total costs resulting' from. a change in outpu-:t;.. A change in output', 

, .1' ..... 

is generally measured as, a change ,in:: (l)tb.e level of enercr.r over, .. 
a period of time,. (2") peak 'energy ,d4!lt\and at an instant in.tilDe~ ancl .. ' .,,' 
(3) customer access to- the utility system. Marginal costs. ar~' ~ .•. 
for revenue allocation, :rate design.:and.to,evaluate the cost 
effectiveness of· such thinqs. as conservation proqrams.';, research,. , " 
elevelopment, anel demonstration proqralDS~' and a. utility's resource 
plan. 

For a number of years we have lDoved toward revenue 
allocations based only on. the utility"s marqinal' costs. Recently 
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this objective was accomplished in PG&E's and Edison's last general 
rate decisions and SOG&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 customer 
costs. Both the areas of agreement and the differences amonq the 
parties, will be discussed below. 

Marginal Energy Costs 
SDG&E's marginal energy costs were not controversial. 

All parties agreed to, use DRk's marginal energy cost est~ates. 
These estimates, revised to' reflect the' appropriate revenue related 
tax factor~ are shown in Appendix E. 

lSArginal' Demand Costs 
Marginal demand costs are divided into three cateqories: 

generation, transmission r , and .distribution. __ Al though._ there" iS,no 
di~qree:ment among the, parties concerning the methodology used to. 

, ' 

estimate marginal demand costs, there is a difference in the 
calculation of the cUstomer componen~of. distribution demand" costs 
and pr1mary distribution costs • . 

Distribution demand costs are comprised of a customer 
component and a demand eomponent. The demand'component is 
calculated as the residual of· total marginal c:listr~ution demand. I 

costs less marginal cus~omer costs., Because-marginal distribution': 
demand is calculated residually, cliffereneesare the direct, res~t ,0' 

of the parties' calculatio~. of marginal eustomer eosts. This. issue; 
is discussed below. 

For customers served at primary distribution, St>G&Ellad. 

originally proposed to calculate marginal distribution dem.andcostS. 
as 90.0$% of themarqinal distr:tbu~ion demand costs for customers : 
served'at seeondary cUstribution' level. After ORA.'s ma%'9inal eost~:' 
study recommended that the same.' unit··costs. 'be 'used for both 
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services, SOG&E stipulated to ORA's position. OCAN opposed SOG&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 ot SDG&E and ORA that secondary distribution equipment 
does not have a demand-related component~ Since SDG&E's 
distribution demand unit eosts for primary and seeondary service as 
shown in Exhibit 90 are the same AlDount,. 'O'CAN"s concerns have been' 
resolved.. 

The adopted marginal demand eosts and a summary of 
~arginal eosts are· shown in Appendix E~ 

brawl c;ustcnper costs 
Introduction 
Marginal customer costs incurred to, establish and 

maintain customers on the eleetric system,. inelude: 
(1) investments in d'istribution access equipment, (2) operation and 
maintenance" eost relating-:to- aeeess· equipment,. and (3-). customer", 
aecounting costs associated with meter-reading, billing, and 

bookkeeping functions. There are substantial differenees among 
SDG&E, DRAr 'O'CAN, and FEA withrespeet to- these costs as 
represented by the following table: 

SDGiE 

(Dollars/customer/Year) Incremental/ 
Deeremental 

,:1' 

Residential: 95.59 170.2.2~ 

Schedule A: 163.42 23$.05-

l32'.48 

169.38 

7l.98; 

l23·.78. 

85 .. 81_. 
lSla~ 9,(), , ",. ~ , ". 

SChedule AD': 53l.03- 60S. &7 447;'.05· 40-0..97 SOl';;sS" ' 
" ' 

Schedule AL: 3,196.5-7 , 3,27l_2'l l,. 757 w$5 2,15-1.17 2 ,954, ;. 6-1;. ," ,,', 

Sc:hedu1e'A-6 ll,.897".21 11,..97l'.84 8,.554.60' ll,647.0:2' 12,959.4~,:·:' '., ',,:, 
'/' . 

Agricultural: 563.0Z: 637.65- 413: .. 3& ' 424.65 53:7 .. 8:9., 
;:--. r" 

system Averaqe: l15.31 189.9·5- l43.58 8& .. 73 
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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 usea 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. Conversely, the more distribution facilities 
classified as customer related· the lower the c:ustomereosts to 
large customers, i.e., industrial and large commercial. 

The marqinal customer costs presented by SDG&E reflect an, 

escalation to 198.9 dollars of the costs SDG&Epresented in its 19'37:, 

(ECAC), A.87-07-009. These costs are· comprised of three elements: 
(1) directly assiqnable eosts der:ived· by the transformers, serviced' 
and meters. (TSM) method, (2) non-dedicated d.istribution system 
access equipment costs or common distribution costs, and (3) , 

customer accounting and. collection costs. Each of these will be 

discussed below~ 
, ORA recommends the methodology adopted by 0'.87-1Z;"'06-9, in 

, 
SDG&E"s A.a7-07-009-, with somemod.if.ications,. as thel:>est 
representation ot.marginal customer Costs~ These ·modifications 
exclude common' distribution cos:ts, and apply an unadjusted: annual' 
rental charge to the current, cost'otcustomer access eqt.1ipment. 

• I" 

ORA. is' opposed' to· SOO&E'sestimate of marginal customer:; 
costs because SDG&E's estimate of cUstomer~related, equipment is 
based on judgment. and not subject to- verification. Additionally, I 

ORA. criticizes SOG&E' 5- approacli due to· its :i:nconsistent use of the 
minimum intercept· concept· across the' distribution system.. DRA. . 

believes that it the minimum, intercept concept was consistently 
applied, C1.1stomer-related· costs in the '1'SK component would' be 

signiticantly··lower .... 
Although. ORA and' SOG&E differ over wh.ich.equ.ipment. is 

ciedicated to. provid,1n9 access,. they bOth. support the use o:fa real' 
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or economic carrying charge rate for estimating annual charges on 
capitalized equipment. ORA, states that: 

wThe real economic carryinqcharqe amortizes 
capital investments in a level stream of 
constant value dollars over the expected 
service life of capitalized equipment. :t is a 
reasonable model for marginal cost priCing 
because the amortization ot 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 associated with their use 
should not vary in real terms over tilne. 
Except under condition ,of sicpificant 
over.supply, where producers 1n a competitive 
market would not receive suftieient returns to 
maintain the' stock of ,productive equipment, the 
full economic,carryinq cbarqe rate applie4to 
current unit investment costs yields the 
theoretically ,correct marqinal'costrprice.w 
(ORA opening ,Brief dated 7/8/88, pp'. 1.1. and 
12.) , 

UCAN identified, a number of pro~lems with SDG&E's 
calculations of costs for TSM inves'bDent, 'customer accounts, and 
customer, collection. Additionally, 'O'CAN proposes to reduce SOG&E's 
calculation. of customer investments by 27% to- reflect its 
increlDentall decremental methodoloqy .. ' 

FEA presented', its. own marqinal cost :study :based on a 
minimUll1 distribution system approach. This approach considers all 
costs ot the distribution system which are required just to brinq 
power to a customer to :be cust.omer-related., 'I'be remaininq portion"., 
of the distribution system is considered demand-related.. Beeause 
of inconsistencies that FEA believes, are contained in tfCAN"s and' 
ORA's studies, FEA recommends that its. min:i.:mum distribution systelD ' 
approach be adopted_, Alternatively, FEA:recommends that, if· 'O'CAN's" 

and ORA.'s proposedassigmnent of· all TSM costs as. customer-related 
,' . .- ' 

is adopted, SDG&E"s concept of .separat'inqthe primary system. into 
eustomer- and demand-related components' should be adopted." 
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'Qjre£tly Assignable Costs: 
Directly assignable costs are investments which are 

identified as relating to customer access. SDG&E, DRA, and UCAN 
d.erived these costs by the 'l$M metho<:l. Fo:t' each customer class­
except large time-of-use ('rOO) and agricultural, 'rSH costs were 
determined by work orders from the operating districts. 
Engineering estimates for typical customer installations were used 
to derive costs for the large 'rOU andaqrieultural classes. 

'OCAN had a, considerable number of, recommendations" 
concerning the development of directly assignable costs. 'three' of· 
these were agreed tc>by SOG&E: (1) 'rSM, costs for reSidential and::I' 
Schedule A should not reflect a contingency factor, (2) 4% should • 
be used. for purchasing- Ancl' warehousing- costs., for transfo:r:mers, and 
(3) a weighted. average of sing-le-fanu.ly and multi-family Units , 
should be used'to determine TSKcosts for customers onsch~ule Dtt. 
'OCAN~s recommendations which were not agreed. to' are discussed 
below. 

There ~e two issues concerning the weighting of, single-; , 
family and multi-family ,units for determining TSK costs. First,,-: 
'OCAN recommends tho.tthe weighting' should','be- based on' incremental" 
customers. rather t.hail ORArs use of a~er~ge ,customers. ~'Second; u~ 
believes consideration sho~dbe given t~cost-deereasing 
characteristics suCh. as. 'the number of overhead: versus underground.;! . ' 

units and the number of cOAstal customers with" lower' USAge. 
, Fo%' theaingle-f4mily/multi-fam1lyDR schedule SDG&E 

agrees in principle with'OCAN's poSition that ,a weighted'average,of· 
single-family andmulti-fam.Uy units shOuld.beused,t~determine' 
TSM costs.. . However, SDG&Erecommends that DRA' s calculation of 
&5-.5% Single-fami~y'.unitsand.33:S% multi-fmnily units bMed, on 
test period housing stock be used.'~ SDG&E ,argues that OCAN~s. 
weighted average of s.ingle~family and muiti';'family units', <ioes not I: 
reflect schedule D'r., CmobilehOme) andDS. (multi~family) customers;; 

ORA recommends use of' 17 units per customer for, scheauleDK, , OS,.,. Ii,. "j." 
and. D'r'~ ORA's estimates were unchallenged, ,and we w1.l1 adoptDRAi~s·. 
estimates.. ',!" 

- 2& -' 
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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 cU8tomers, as suggested by 'OCAN. We will adopt DRA's 
weighted average of single-family and multi-family units. For its 

second recommendation, lJCAN did. not present a method.oloqy or sound. 
theoretical basis for reflecting the characteristics it identified 
as cost-decreasing. We will not adopt this recommendation. 

UCJ\N claims that there is an inconsistency between the 
129\ labor overhead rate SOG&E used for meter installations and,' the '" 
111\ labor overhead rate used on work orders for customer costs. 
Additionally, 'OCAN argues that SDG&E did not ,explain the 
inconsistency and only one' overhead. factor should. be' in effect at .a 
t.ime. As a result, 'OCJ\N recommends that ,the111t rate be ,used. 

SDG&E: disagrees. that labor overhead: associated: with 
ind.irect labor should be reduced.fo:z:m 129'%. to.' 111,% and. provided ani 
exhibit detailing the calculations of its 129% labor overhead rate,~ 
However, SDG&E: did not give, an. explanation. for' the difference , 
:between the two. labor' 'overhead, rates. Without this explanation ,we:'" , ' 
are unwilling tc> ad.opt the higher laDor overhead. rate. UCAN' s 
recommended labor overhead rate: of 111\ will'be adopted. 

'OeAN' believes. that SDG&E overest.imated the cost of 
I 

purchasing transfomers andrecommend.s, that 'OCAN"S lower estilnates 
developed from SDG&E's purchase contracts- :be used.. SDG&E,is 
opposed. to OCAN.'s estJJnate of transfo:cmer costs. and recommends that 
a moving averageinvento:z:y price be- used. 

A moving average of, .invento~ is an appropriate method' I 
for d.ete:cnining the plant investment assoe.i:ated. with transformers I 
:being placed· in service, but, does not strictly adhere to- margiD.aJ.:!' 
coat principl,es. Since SOG&E: did: not dispute' the trans· former cos.ts ' 
represented by its purchase contract~" we will' ad.opt these M 

representative of the incremental cost of trans,fo:cners-. 
SDG&& calculated a real' fixed 'rate of lO' •. 3St which it 

used to annualize 'rSK'1nvestments.. UCAN recommends- a 9. 78:% rate~ 
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. 
This rate was calculated by excluding three FERC accounts which 
UCAN considers unrelated to TSH investments. ORA calculated a 10% 

rate after excluding two of the three FERC accounts UCAN 
questioned. ORA 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 
chang-eel its position and now supports DRA"s 10% real fixed rate., 

We find ORA"s uqwnent that protective d.eVices-and. 

capacitors are related to, TSK investments persuasiv~ and will adopt 
its recommended real fixed rate of 10%~ 

Comcm Distribution COstl 
The classification of common distribution costs,as either 

demand or customer-related.: was- a major area of· controversy. SOO&E: 
estimated the customer'-related portion of . common: distribution costs 
us1nga proxy for the ''"minimum d.:Lstr.:Lbution system" method.. This 
method assumes that 50\ of'non-energized facilities and 25% of' 
energized facil~ties required ~o provide customers with access 
through the distribution system,· are customer-related., 

In support of its methodology SDG&E argues that: 

1.. Although the .. estimates of· common 
dlstribution costs are judgmental and not 
subject to-" indepenaent verification, many 
marginal coats· a.re not subject to precise. 
calculation. .Achieving a result that is 
approximately ·'correet.is superior to. 
ignoring a marginal cost principle • . 

2.. TSM cos.ts· are classified· as . customer .. 
related because' they can be d1rectly . 
identified?with facilities· dedicated to 
serving individual customers.. 

3. The proxy for the "minimum dist:ribut.l.on 
system It is intended" to represent .common 
distribution costs which are dedicated· to 
the servi.ce' of· customers as distinguished. 
from meeting their de~ds • 

- 2'8 -
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4. For the common distribution element of 
customer-related costs, data is taken from 
PERC accounts over a 12 year period in 
constant dollars then d~vided by the number 
of customers to derive a proxy for common 
distribution costs.. SOG&&' s methodology 
does not double count by taking' a 
percentage of PERC accounts' from any 
particular year or set of work orders. 

Since UCAN, OM, and SDG&E have accepted seconda:cy 
distribu~ion lines a5 a customer-related component of, marginal 
customer costs, 'OCAN believes that only the TSM costs recommended 
by ORA should be included as customer costs. Add~tionAlly, UCAN 
opposes SDG&E's inclusion of commondl~tribution costs because it: 
(1), results in double-countingof· some costs, (2) is based'on 
embedded cost data, and, (3) allocates. costs by number ofeustomers 
rather than demand. Finally, UCAN. states that Exhibit as,. which 
eliminates double-counting from. SOG&E"s common. distribution costs" 
is not based on the same allocation percentages used in SDG&E' S 

origin4l testimony .. 
We prefer "the approach. of identifyi.nq. specific equipment : .. ' 

as access related and assigning the investment costs' cU::rectly to 
the appropriate cust0l!ler clas8,.. Wh,'lle there is not a clear line of ;. 
distinction between demand and.'customer related equipment,. we,. 
believe the TSK method provides us with, the . best approximation:' 
Accordingly, we will treat the rema!ning:~~ommon d.i.stribution costs' 
as demand-relateel'. 

S)lsto!ller AcC9W)ting COsts 
SOG&Eestimated customer accounting costs for the 

fo:r:ecast period and . then allocated. them to- customer classes us:f.nq 
weiqhtinq, faetors. for each. FERC account~ UCANreeommended three­
adjustments t~. the customer ,accounts and:."collections cos-U . .included 
in SOG&E"s, marginal cost/study... '. First, 'UCAN identified a 
discrepancy between customer accounts' and"collec1::ions-' costs in ' 

SOG&E's marginal cost study and the costs in SDG&E' $. results of 

.0 
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operation showing. OCAN acknowledges that this discrepancy was 
corrected by both SDG&E and ORA. 

Second, UCAN maintains that SDG&E has failed to consider 
the significant differences· in the cost of reading meters among 
various customer classes.. 'OCAN recommends that meter reading 
weighting factors that SOG&E developed and used in the past be 
adopted in this. proceeding. 

Finally, 'OCAN states the Commission has a long-standing 
policy to exclude conservation and marketing, prog.rams from nw:ginal ' c. 

customer costs. and recommends that they be excluded in this 

proceeding. '< 

that: 
In response to, OaN"s proposed corrections" SOG&E states 

l. -rhe largest correction, which. addresses the 
l.nconsistencybetween, SOG&E~'s Dlarg'in4l" cost 
calculation and the results of· operation' .. 
calculation, has been corrected in Exhib!t 
63-3-A • 

2. No correction..,.i$. warranted for 
conservation-related' expenses and 
residential meter reac1ing. Conservation 
expenses are customer-relatec1'cd should'be 
reflected in customer:' accounting costs. .. 
Reductions in residential meter reading 
costs ueunc1oc:umented and should not' be 
adopted:. 

Obviously there 15a difference in,theeost,of reading' 
meters for the various ,. customer classes. ~ , Since SOG&E apparently 
developed weighting' factors in, the past which represented the cost" 
,differential, of read.:il1g meters: for 'each class,. .wewill, use these 
weights. trCAN is als~ correct that wEt, have a long-st4nding policy; 
of excluding conservation' anc1 Dl4rket1nq, programs from marg1.riai . i 
customer costs. SDG&E bAs Dot' attempted to.' justify 4. change' in 

this, policy. We will adopt both UCAN adjustments for customer 
':'1 

accounting costs. .. · 
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Inc;rementa1lDecrementa1 Harq,inal C!letQII!eLCo8t$ 

OON states that one of the fundamental premises of 
m£%qinal cost pricing is that it can simulate a competitive market 
where none exists. Ideally, OCANwould s~ulate a competitive 
ma:ket 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 proceed'ing OON proposes an 
incremental/decremental methodolo9Y,that reflects, a hookup cha:rge 
for new customers and decremental costs for existing customers. 
OCANbelieves that thismethodoloqy~ wh1ch reduces customer 
investments by 27%:, provides a more' accurate ,estimation of costs, 
imposed' by existing and new customers than th& proposals. of other 
parties.. 

Under OCAN's proposal hookup charges for new customers 
would be assigned to the appropriate customer class for revenue 
allocation.. Once a hookup, charge is coll&Cted through. rates there " 
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- theutil1.ty if the 
customers were to-, leave the, system. 

In response tc> DRA's rental market approach~ OCAN argues , 
that it does not properly reflect a fully competi'tiv&'marketin, 
which customer ownership of, access equipment ,would ,'prevail because' 
it is cheaper to buy equipment than rent it. 

SDG&E is. opposed to the "OCAN"s.incremental/decremental 
approach to marginal customer cO,~ts as proposed by UCAN for the, 
following reasons. UCAN"s. approach, assumes that: 

1. 

2 .. 

CUstomers would:,'b8 able, to- bUY' new access. 
equipment atan,annualcostbelow SDG&E"s 
charges. ' 

Exi.sting accessequipment'isworth less to 
customers. than. new equipment .. 
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3. SDG&E would not sell new access equipment., 

4. Customers would finance access equipment 
only at fixed interest rates. Renters are 
not taken int~ consider4tion. 

5. Based on judgment, a 2S,%. 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 
incremenul!decremental method is. not a market-re14ted. 
theory. In opposition t~ UCAN's method ORA arques that: 

l. It has significant· reseryations .. concerning 
. safety, liability, andgeneraleustomer 
interest in an outright customer purchase 
option. 

2. Mosteustomersare likely to remain as 
renters of access equipment, in the 
foreseeable future. 

3. Its rental market approach would: exclude 
residential customers who· purchase,access 
equipment.. ':his is currently done, for 
other 'customer clasees. 

4. It is extremely unlikely that competitive 
providers could·. furnish access equipment at 
only· 25' of SDG&E's. estimated .costs. ':his 
is a basic assumption. in UCAN's· 
methodology_ 

UCAN agrees' that ORA'S, rental market approach would 
result in prices that equal the incremental eustom~ cost if ;i.t 
represents a truly competitive ,marketplace. UCAN arques that in a' 
truly competitive market customers would have the option of 
purchasing or renting ·access equipment·,. but that ORA's approach 
only assumee. a rental, option. Because. of '. the deductibility of 
mortgage and businee.s interest, UCAN belie"l'es 'thatpuxchaSinq 
equipment is cheaper than renting and: that;.!.Xi~ .. ·competit1ve' market 
purchases would' prevail and rentals would be. scarce. '. ':hus ·UCAN 
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concludes that a rental market approach does not represent a 
competitive market and should not be used in determining marginal, 
customer costs .. 

In evaluating UCAN's criticism, we conclude that its own 
proposal does not correctly represent the cost o,f cus.tomer 
ownership. We believe it is. unrealisUc to expect competitive 
provid~rs of access. equipment to,be able to undercut SDG&E's. 
investment costs by 75t. We are also- not convinced that a 
substantial number. of customers would choose to' p~chase 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 practical, 
DRA's proposal to exclude such customers from the allocation of 
access equipment is a logical and reasonable solution. 'rhiS: is 
currently the practice for industrial and large commercial 
customers which purchase' 'access. equipment .. 

FinAlly, we believe the mos.t: appropriate methodology for '. 
determ;ning the cost of access equipment is-ORA's rental, market 
approach.... We recoqx:U.ze that our'rejection of the 
incremental/ decremental methodology contradicts. the ~scussion' 
contained: in D.86-08-083-, PG&E's·1986 ECAe 'proceeding.. However, 
the proceedings over the last two years, ,have given us an 
opportunity'to undersumd the marginal cost prineiples involved 
with'marginal customer costs better than we c:l1d two-years agO' ... 
Accordingly, it.isnow clear' thAt the incremental!deeremental 
methodology is. notcons.,istent with our marginalcost'prineiples as: 
discussed aDovO. 

JkmrfMl Revenge Petep'unts 
Marginal revenue. detel:m.ination is. a'.critical' aspect of 

the marqinal cost and: revenue allOcat!onprocess. Marginal costs< 
are multiplied by. . marginal' .revenue determinants . to, dete:r:mine 
marqiDAl cost revenues.. 'rhese' are the revenues the utllity would. i 
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collect if all customers were charqed their marqinal costs instead 
of rates adjusted for th~ utility's revenue requirement. Marginal 
revenue dete:rminants are developed for energy, customer and demand. 
Marginal revenue deter.minants for demand are further divided into 
generation, transmission, and distl:'ibution. Most of the 
differences among the parties centered around marqinal revenue 
determinants for demand~ We will discuss each of the marqinal 

revenue determinants below. 
Marginal Energy Revenue Determinants 

SDG&E and FEA agreed' to DRA." s- marqinal 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 rev-iseel to reflect the appropriate· 
revenue-related tax factor~ 

Marginal 'PfflMndReyenqe PetemiPMt&' 

The parties- do not agree on.theappropriate 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 
demand, (3) diver8ityfactors for the residential and.. small 
comme:r:cial classes, and (4) demand 108s factors. 

.' , 

SDG&E used" load research data to determine demand levels •• 
:by class and TOO' period', and coiD.cident and non-coincident non- , 
diversified. demands by voltage level. The· weighting' factors for 
each marginal demand revenue component were derived following' the 
method. used in the Edison general,rate case decision, D.87-l2-066.~ 
The annual marginal demancr. revenue component was· calculated for . .' ; I 

each class by mul t1ply1n.g the appropriate, TOtT • period. demand by . each: . 
marginal demand, cost •. ' The res~ts were summed a~oss all time . 
periods and. demand, types for. that class ... 

DRA/s methodolo9Y differs' from·SDG&E's in that: 
( 1) average annual demands. are usecl :tnstead' of demands by 'roO' 
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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,. OCAN adopted ORA"s marginal revenue 
determiDants to calculate its marginAl cost revenues.. FEA only 
took issue with ORA"s and OCAN's transmission and distribution 
dem4Xl.ds.. 

Except for DRA.'8 reliability ac1justment and diversity 
factor for residential class transmission and c!.istri):)ution demands,. 
we will adopt ORA" s methodolow, weighting factors I' and demand.' 
d.eterminants. for calculating marginal cost revenues. Below, each 
of 'the issues involving marginal revenue c1etermS.nants is discussed., 

Annual Vera' "l'W 'PmMnd 
D~ asserts. that although it is appropriate to calcu1.4te: 

marginal energy costs by time, period.s., it. is inappropriate to de> SOl. 

for marginal d.emand cost revenues. ORA s.tates. that investments in.::. ' 

generation, transmission, and distribution.' systems do. not var';[ by 
time period.- Additionally, ORA. claims. that the use of time periods 
to. calculate d.emands is unnecessuy and WQuld amount to. sizing 
SDG&E"s.aystem for average demand. While FEA and OCAN support 
DRA's. wse· of annual clemanc1s, SDG&E recommends: that demand co.st 
revenues be caleulatecLby time period.. werecoq.c.:Lze thatmarg1nal, 
demand costs by. 'lOo' period. are used: for rate,' desigU, however, SOG&E' 
has not convinced us thAt tbeyare also- need.ecl for revenu& 
allocation., We will use annual demanda to. calculate marqinal 
demand: coat revenues .. ' 

Geperati9D 1)fwM; . . . . 

DRA calculated." generation demand:'c~st revenues by taking, .. ' ' 
the SU1IL of loss o.f load· probAbility-weiqhted CLOLP-weighted.) . , 
demands for each class and multiplying them by the generation level' 
marginal costs. ORA states that' a. •.. aimllu ,methodology was adopted', 

, , ' . I 

in Ed.ison'. lut general rate case decislon:~. '. SDG&E, is opposed. to!!' 
r ',I; 

. ~ I:: . 
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. 
ORA's use of LOLP-weighted demands. It states that ORA's LOLP-
weighted. generation delU4D.d of 1992 megawatts (MW) is too low. 
SDG&E and FEA recommend the use of a coincident peak. SOG&E based 
its coincident peak on the 198& recorded system peak of 2376 MW. 

UCAN recommends the use of LOt.P-weighted: generation demand based' on 
the 1989 forecasted demand of'27&6· MW. 

Consistent with the generation marginal demand cost 
methodology adopted for Edison and' PG&E we will use a LOLP-weighted 
generation demand, however, in th.i.s proceeding DRAI's generation 
demand is much lower than record.ed' 1986,. From the record it is, not' • 

! . 

clear why this.occuned, but it could be a problem with the 'i 
available data.. Accordingly, we will scale up ORA's. to:r.P-weiqhted 1 

generation demands. to the recorde'd system peak of 2'376 MW. 

TranQi'li9P ADd P1strilmtioD l'l!mI!nd, 
All parties used', ORA's methodology for the calculation of 

transmis.sion and distribut.ion demands. ORA's methodolo9Y is b4sed. 
on the hypothesis. ,that the demand seen by the transmission sys.tem.' 
is a weighted averag-eof, "coincident and non-coincident demand for 
each rate class... Similarly, the demand seen by the distribution 
system is also· a weighted average'of these demanc:ls.' The 
differencea.,between the part.ies focused>'around: (1), weighting 

, . 
factors, for, calculating transmission and; distribution demand and 

(2) coincident and non-coincident dem4nds' usecl for calculating 
, , 

transmission and distribution loads. .. 

, " 

.',' 

Although all. part.1es used~ DRA's methodolO9Y for 

calculatinq weightinq'factors',SOG&E "-lldmusEtd, .~fferent dAta in,',. J;}', , 
d.eriving their weighting faetors,~ We will, adopt weJ.qhtinq . factors ';'\1'",;" 

which are consistent with the adopted demand determinants. .. 
SDG&Ebelieves that the proper non-coinc1dent.demandto' 

use for all c:lassesis non-cU.versif.:Led... DRA. uses non-diversified.,.,' 
non-eoincident demand to. me'asure the: load'placed on the 

J "', '. • 

distribution systeDl'by customers .in all but' the residentiAl and: 
small commercial classes. ORA. U8es divers.ifled non-eoincident 

- 3&-' 
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demand for the residential class and an averaqe of diversified and 
non-diversified, non-coincident demand for the small commercial 
class. FEA used. an average of d.ivers·ified· and non-diversified 
demands for both the residential and. small commercial classes, 
while UCAN essentially used ORA's methodoloq,r_ 

DRA believes that a diversified demand is appropriate for 
the residential and. small commercial classes because the final line·' 
transformer serves multiple customers.. While ORA. was· unable to 
acqu.ire specifiedata fromSDG&E concerning the nu:mber o.f 
residential customers served by each transfo:cner , it assumed an 
average of 20 customers were connected to.. each transformer. ORA. 
based. its assumption on talk!ng with load research experts and data. : 
from. other utilitieSc.. Assuming 20 CUSctomers are connected. to· each 
transfom.er, . ORA calculated a diversity factor of, 25\o.f non­
diversified" non-coincident residential load. A Z5% ciiversity 
factor assumes that no. more than 25%. of the maximum . load o.f all 
individual customers connected to,' any residential transfo2:mer will, 
occur at the same t~e .. 

Although SDG&E did. notprovid.e data to. support its. 
argument that ORA's assumption of 20 customers connected. to. .each. 
transformer is too· high, 1t'assertsthat fewerthanlO'customers 
are likely to be connected. to- a new transformer.',As a ,result;; 
SDC&E considers DRA's. 2St diversity factor to" be unrealistic ... 
Additionally, 500&:& states ' that· its distribution plann;nqmanual ' 
instructs p18nning engineers to. use a diversity factor between sSt', 

. . ' 

and 75% whe'n 10 customers 8re connected' to one trans·former .. 
Finally, although UCAN did not develop a diversity factor, it3 
w1tnes~ testified that the appropriate' diversity factor is probabl~: 
between 50\· and. 75% .. 

Additionally, FEAtakes. exception: to-UCAN's and. DRA's , 
transmission and." distril::>ution demands.' ~ at4tes that, the peak 
load."'on the transmission system must 'be· equal to, or' greater than 
the system., peak, but that DRA-uses only2,6S0 MW for transmission 
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demand while test year 1989 peak demand is 2,778 MW. FEA also 
c:r;itic;izes DRA's and. 'OCAN's use of 3,385 MW 4nd. 3,174 MW, 
respectively, for distribution aemand. FEA recommends ~ 
distribution demand of 4,400 MW based on the average substation 
peak which includes average class. peaks and. individual customer 
peaks. Since ORA's and: OCAN's. estimates do not reflect individual· 
customer peaks, which, playa major role· in sizing various elements 
of the distribution system, FEA concluded that they do not 
appropriately represent distribution demand. 

OCAN. argues. that: (1) FEA's demand a,llocators do, not 
adequately reflect the dive:rsity among classes with small 
customers, (2) FEA's witness conceded that the class non-coincident 
peak does not affect the design of the ciistributionsystem, and 
(3) SDG&E and' PEA urge the use' of the s~e method • Finally, t1CAN': 
concludes that DRA' 8 method is. reasonable. 

We believe it is appropriate to, .consider a diversity 
factor for residential and'small commercial classes. However, 
without data on the average nu:mberofcustomers served. from each of 
SDG&E's. transf.omers, we are' unwilling te> adopt DRA's 2Stdiversity 
factor. Based' on. SDG&E's plonninq mAnuals and' UCAN's testimony,.· we 
consider a 50% diversity factor for theres.idential, ClASS' 
reasonable for thi& proceedinq. Since: the only dispute with the 
d.ivenity factor for the small commercial class was its use, we 
w.ill adopt DRA"s diversity factor for, this: class. .. 

I'!!I!u!Pd Los! Factors 

DRA p?.inted out that. the demand loss factors used by . 
SDG&:& were less than the on-peak enerqy' ,loss' factors. and in error ... : 
In response to, DRA, SDG&E, agreed, to' conduct a new study of demand': 
and energy loss factors to address DRA"s conce:r:ns. 

COpsistent 'PPond' DetemiMnt' ,'.' 
,Somepart1es are' concerneci that there 11141' not be 

consistency amonq' the demand. determ.inants used for mo.:rginal cost" 
weighting factors, for transmis8ion and' distribution demand,. and 
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marginal revenues. Al though DRA, UCAN, ~d FEA agree that there 
Sh?uld be consistency ~ong the demand determinants, DRA and UCAN 
only appear to be concerned if a lack of cons.istency causes a 
significant difference in the final revenue allocation. We aqree 
with DRA's and UCAN's position and will endeavor to use consistent 
demand determinants in the marginal cost and marginal revenue 
calculations. 

Karqinal Customer Reyenue QetemiMnts 
SDG&E .and ORA stipulatecIto- 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 d1fferencesinunit marginal eustomer~related costs. We 
will adopt SDG&E's and' ORA's stipulation on the number o·f customers' 

in each customer cla8s~ 
'Re!veDue Allocation 

Rev.enue allocation is,the process bywhichSOG&E's 
adopted revenue requ1l::ement is allocated to' the various customer 
cla.sses. In recent years we, have- followed a poliey of using 
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 electricity with·: 
consumption of othe:C:"resources or· to increase or deCrease usage. 
))ased on the incremental,. cost .. of procluc1ngelectricity. Ma.rg:Lnal 
cost priCing also, provides' equity in rates, by relating costs 
imposed on the electric sys.temwith· the customers who are 
responsible for those costs. 

Since revenues,based on marginal costs are.not usually 
equal to theutllity'"s revenuerequ1rement, a .methocl must be' used 
that allows us to reflect JDarq!nal, cost pr1ncipleswhile still 

. . ,. 

collecting the authorized revenue, requ'irement. The methocl' used in: 

recent years to reconcile marginal coats. with revenue' requ.irement 
ia EPMC. This approach' allocates revenues so that each' class is an 

,:' . 
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equal percent of its mArginal cost revenues.. This is. referred to 
as full or 100\ EPMC. 

0.87-12-069 in SDG&E's most recent ECAC proceeding 
adopted EPMC with the constraint that each customer class receive a 
m;nimumS\ rate decrease. Although residential and aqricultural 
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 SOG&E's. rates must be 
restructured and moved towards mArginal costs. 
in a deliberate and'care£ul manner~ Our 
adopted revenue allocation makes significant " 
movement towards the adopted marginal costs. and 
allows time£or the refinement of marginal,' cost 
studies in future proceedings." (p. 2, 
0.8:7-12-069.) 

ORA and FEA. recommend a full EPMCrevenue allocation 
without constraints, while SDG&E, and UCAN, recommend a capped' EPMC' ' 

allocation. Below is. a di.scussion of each party's recommendation 
for revenue alloeat.1on w.ith the exception. of'st:t:eet liqhting. 
Revenue allocation for the street' l1ght1ng class will be; addressed, 

<. :' 

in the ,rate design section. 
SDGiE', Po,ition 

SDG&E.'s,preferredreveriue allocation which assumes a 
decrease in electric revenues of $49' .. 4 million. or 3 .. 9%. would: ' 
decrease 'revenues. to'the residential class by' $30: .. 0 million or 
5.4\. Other, e1as8es, would> be, decreased. by: 0.9\ for large ~U" 2.0\ . 
for very lugeroU, S-.9%. foragrieUituraiand: 3.9% for all others'~ --

SDG&E also proposed' a.-revenue allocation based:onDRA's' 
, ,!', 

recommended decrease of $88:.9' million. If ORA's $8S.9 mi1lion-
decrease is adopted" .5DG&E· recommends c1ecreases of &. S%.: for 
residential, S.l%. for very large TOO', 12'.1.%.· for agricultural, 
7.l\ for others. 

and.: 

SDG&Z"s quidinqprincip1es for plac!ng' constraints, on an­
EPMC revenue allocation are as 'follows:. (l). employ. as £e,1I1' '", .; 

"">": ,,,.'r, ~' 
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constraints as. possible, (2) give all classes a decrease, and (3) 
for rate stability, change no class more than plus or minus S% of 
the system average percent change (SAPC). Application of, these 
principles provides for rate decreases from 2.0t to 8.9t, which 
SOG&E states allows for steady but moderate movement toward full 
EPMC rates .. 

DBA's Popition 

ORA recommends. a full ,EPMC revenue allocation which it 
states is' consistent with our general policy of 1Mrqi.nal cost-btlsed 
rates. ORA believes. that SOG&E'~ ,method of determining caps for, 
various rate, classes. is arbitrary because there is, no- consi~teney " 
between SOG&E's· recommended decreases for the reSidential class at 
different system average percent decreases .. 

'PIA's Position 
FEA supports the movement toward full EPMC revenue ,I' 

. 1-. 

allocation, and opposes' SOG&E"s proposal because it'does not resuli 
in significant movement toward, this objective. rEA believes that ! 

full EPMC. iss'libstantially easier in this proeeedinq~ because- there: 
is an overall revenue deereaae'. 

DCU"s Position 
OCAN proposes an EPMC allocation capped at S% above SAPC .. 

Based on OCAN's revenue allocatlon, the cap applies. to rate 
schedules AJ)ancl AL,... If the overall decrease is :between 4t and &%;', 

UCAN would deviate from'the 5t' cap byreeommend:1ng no. r~te ,change .~ 
in classes where rate c~ntinuity can 'be provided~ , 

Additionally, OCANstates thAt there ,is a higher value- of: '.~. 
. .' 

service and outaqe costs. to commercial,· and: inclustrial customers., and: 
thAt this. is not reflectedthl:ough' -erad:i tional ,EPMC methodolo9Y';' 
Accordingly ,UCAN recommends that the large ,customer classes. be 

charqed for.h1qherqeneration.reserve marql.ns.·a:c:crqreater 
distribution system cost5 • 
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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 t~ implement a full EPMC revenue allocation 
methodology. We believe ORA'S and FEA's EPMC revenue allocation 
proposals are the only ones that UEt consistent with our q04l of 
providinq customers with rates based on the cost of providinq 
electric service.. Their methodology is consistent with our qoal of, 
full EPMC revenue allocation a~ stated in Edison's and PG&E's 
recent qeneral 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, ranqes from a 8%: decrease for res'idential I 
customers to an .1,9% decrease for agricultural customers. Since " :, ." '\ 
most customer classes, are c,lustered: within plus or minus 5% ofSA'PC .' 

.\ 
T 
I ,. 
" 

and no cla~s hAs a decrease 9'reater th4n 19%, we will not cap our, 
ad.opted. EPMC revenue allocation. .! .... 

We als~will not adjust the adopted~ EPMC revenue 
allocation forUCAN's recommendation that'large customer classes be 

charged for higher generation,reserv~marqins.and,q:reater 
distribution system-costs for the following" reasons:: 

l. We are not convinced that SDG&E"'s 
generationreservemarqina or its 
clistr:U:>ution' system,. are designed. to provide 
customer classeS: with vaxyinqdeg:&es of· 
reliAbility.. . 

2 • UCAN has, not developed' a methodology for 
implementing its recommendation. 

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

Our adopted: revenue alloc4t10~ by class1s shown 1n 
Appendix 0.. It reflects the qenera1 rate ease revenue decrease and: 

.'. 
, ,. , 
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the revenue changes from SDG&E' s SONGS and ECAC proceedings as 
shown in Appendix C. 
Electric Bate Design 

The following sections will discuss residential, 
commerCial, industrial, agricultural, and street lighting rate 
design issues. For these classes the most heavily contested 
matters were rate schedules. AD, AL-TOU, and A6-TOU,. SDG&E' s. power 
factor adjustment, standby service, and. street lighting .. 

0.8S-07-023, dated July 11, 1988, replaced. the $4.80 
customer ch4rge for resident.ial customers with a $5-•. 00 minimum 
charge and included the minimum bill in the baseline rate' 
calculation. This matter will not' be readdressed in this decision;' 
The realignment of baseline and· non-baseline residential rates in 

compliance with Senate Bill (SB;)98,7 eCh .. 212'" Stats. 19S5) is 
being addressed in Order Instituting· Investigation (I .. ) ,SS-07-00~ 
and is not at issue 1n this proceeding. Our adopted' gas and .. . , 

electric resid.ential rates reflect 0 .. SS-10-062·.i.n I.8S-07-009·;' The 
two-month undercollec:tion of electriC rate~ authorized in that 
proceeding is terminated effective with this d.ecis.ion. 

ResidentiAl 

While.,.SOG&E's application' contained a number of 
controversial proposals., SOG&E has either withdrawn its propo34.ls 
or the parties hAve .reached·agreement on all but two items; 
baseline allowances and an .1Dcrease·.1n, .the retUrned' check charge ... ··' 

The only disaqreemEtnt concernin9' baseline allowances . is. 
ORA's recommended continued'phase-'in to captUre' changes in average.'.": 
aggreqate consumption;..' This procedure was adopted'in SDG&E"s·las.t. 
general rate case and'. ORA believes that Public Utilities, Code (PU}:" 

S 739' requ.ires its contiD.uation.. SDG&E argue$ that ch4nges in' 
baseline. allowances will create an upward·press.ure on residential 

" " l 

bills and, if ehanqes are adopted,. they.should not. 1:>& implemented. 
until May 1, 19S9, when seasonal baseline cl:iang~s occur..·.··j 
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We agree w~th ORA that continued phase-in of electrie 
baseline allowances meets the requirements of PO S,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 SOG&E's request t~ increase the 
current charge of $6· for a customer's returned check to $10 ~ SDG&E: 

based its request on bank charges which make up 59~ of SDG&E's 
proposed $10 charge, the cost of processing, collection, and 

preparation of ehecks, to- be redeemed~ and. the cost of key punching , 
for redeemed. checks', materials, and.~ postage .. 

UCANopposes an increas&in the charg& for returned 
cheeks stating that SDG&E: (1) did not jus:eify whieh. costs h4ve 
increased since the $&,charge was implemented" (2:),ciid not identify 
what measures it has taken ,to reduce bank fees, and.' (3) may not 
monitor returned check policies properly. 

Althoug~ SDG&E has provided' an-itemized list of the items 
which. comprise ,its. returned: check charge, SDG&E h45 failed to 
provide convincing evidence that it'is uno.ble, to negotiate lower' 

, ' , 

bank fees for returned checks .. , Without assurance that lower bank.' 

, 
I 
I. 
I 

I·; .. 
fees.. are unattainable we can not be cer't4in' that an increase in the" 
returned check charge is reasonable. We will not approve' an 

followinqmatters· I. 
.~ 

increase in' the returned' cheek charge. 
The, agreements 'among' the parties on the 

appear reasonabl& and·.w.i.ll be adopted': 

z. 

3. 

SOG&E ,WMA~ and DRA. agree that the discount 
for mobi1ehome perks on: schedule" 0'1' should 
be $9 • .s0/unit/month or SO .:UZ'on. a dJU.1y 
basis... . 

SDG&E Mel· ORA agree that the discount for 
apartment buildin~: on. schedule DS should. 
be $4 .• 04/ap.arbDent/month or $0.110 on. a 
dAily basis. . 

DRA, SDG&E, and OCAN aqree.with the OR-TOO 
rate design in Exhibit 9& • 
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4 • ORA aqrees with SDG&E' s proposal for 
experimental schedules DA-TOU and DU-TOO. 
These schedules are designed in relation to 
schedule DR-TOU with a 2:1 peak to" off-peak 
ratio. 

s. SDG&E has withdrawn the following 
residential rate design proposals: 
(1) late payment charge, (2) telephone 
charge with respect to bill collections, 
(3) customer charge, and (4) reconnect ion 
charge for the period when service is 
disconnected. 

For the reconnect ion charge SOO&Ehad proposed" to reqg.ue 
I 

a customer who leaves and retu:rn8 tO,the systemwith.in b. short 
period to pay the- cus;tomer 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 SOG&E"s proposal on April 15., 1988. SDG&E was b,.,nd 
delivered CPIL's testimony on April Zs., 1988. On April 27,. lS'8$", 
SDG&E recommended that the customer charge be eliminated: for 
residential customers -and withdrew its proposal to t~' assess, 
customer charges for the time customers- were off the system., 

S!alland~ C0!!8rC1Al 
The principal small dnel' medium commerci.al schedules are i. 

and AD. No structural changes-are proposed for schedule A. 
Schedule AD was closed, to- neW' customers on July l, 1987. Existing;', 
customers on this schedule have the option'to remain on the 
schedule or move to the AL-TOtT schedule. ,AL-TOtT is atime-of-use 
rate schedule with rates which more close-lyre-fleet. SOG&E's costs~ .. ( 

SOG&& proposes to modify the: AOsched.ule 'by e8tabli8~q"i: 
• , • , I 

a two tier declining block energy rate. The first tier rate is . 
charged. for the. first 300 kilowatt (kW)hours. consumption per kW"of· 
demand.. The lower seconci tier is charged for.' usage in excesi of . 

., . 'I' ' ",., '. ,I 

that amount. SOG&& hasdes1gned:the' energy. rates for this schedule: 
to be· simi lar to, Edison's' GS-2 schedule;. which serves equ.ivalent 
customeX'$ • 
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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 their load factors by controlling their demand. Second" 
the rate structure recognizes the level of customer demands placed 
on the system. Thil:d,. it emulates TOO rates without the expense of 
TOO meters. Fourth, it brings, the tail block or tier II rate 
closer to, but not below, marginal cost. 

In response to concerns expressed by other parties, SOG&E 
argues that: (1 ) its proposal will not increase energy 
consumption,. :because there is no ratchet provision,. and (2) standby· 
rates. should only be available to, TOO customers, but ~y customer 
with a demand. obove 20· kW can move to the- AL-TOU rate schedule. 
Finally, SDG&E states. that ORA's. proPOsal is ,an acceptable 
alternative, if the two tiered energy rate structure is. not 
adopted-. 

,- -

ORA recommends that the monthly demand charge on the AD 
schedule be increased from SS.OO/kW to. SS·.SO/kW to reflectmarqinal., 
capacity costs more elosely •. ORA is opposed to SDG&E"S two-tiered.: 
propoaal, because it cannot. reconcile SDG&E"S declining block rates· .. ' 

, " 

with cost-based":;rate design principles. Although SOG&E's rate 
design purports to collect capacity costs in higher tier I, rates, ,­
ORA ~lieve8-- that the customer perceives declining block rates-as a 
signal that the more energy used the less it. costs.. ' ,i' / .... 

In addition to. ORA, IPC,. De~ent of Generai Services, V 

of the State of california (General Services}, Small Coqenerators' 

of california (SCC),' p,oway Unified School Oistrict(Poway)., San· 
Diego Mineral Products Industry Coalition, and UON are opposed. to:, 

. . , 

SDG&E" s declini.ng block energy: rates. Many of the concerns of 
these parties- are similar., 
Generally, they argue that:' 

1. TwO-tiered rate designs are' not in 
contoxmance with cost-base<1rate design 
principles • 
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2: • Declining :block rate structures are 
,~consistent with conservation policies. 

3.. AD customers which take all their energy 
off-peak would. not :be able to- emulate 'rOU 
rates .. 

4. Lowering the effective rate for higher load 
factor customers· will discourage migration 
to a TOO rate schedule. 

5. SOG&E's AD schedule' is not cost-based. 

6.. SOG&E's proposal will have a significant' 
adverse ;Lmpact on'the economics for small 
scale cogeneration. . 

These parties are also· concerned with DRk'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-'rOO schedule o·ffers :10. relief for these' ;, 
customers from increased rates.. , Finally, IPC recommended that, if 
a declining block rate structure is ad.opted, a' special concU:.tion·~ .' . 
added. that allows customers ,which have' the ability' to-self-qenerate 
to. displace.the higher, f1rat~tier rate .. 

Although we support SOG&E's rate desiqri prineiplesfor 
its two-tier AD rate, we eonsider its proposal inconsistent with .1 

them. SOO&E's proposal would'. , create an inequity for -?U> customers.: 
which use more off-pedkenerqy than the schedule's average and/or 
do not hay-e second. tier usage.. This occurs beCause' greater off­
peak usage for these customers will not result in the emulation of 
TOO rates, and customers with only first tier usage will not· have· :" 
the1r incremental consumption priced:' at'marginal cost.. These 
inequities coupled with . the concerns.expressedbytheparties are, , 
sufficient justification for not approving SDG&E"s proposed change;' 
to. ,the AD rate sehedule .. 

DRA states that its proposal to:· raise the AI> demand 
cMrgoe from Ss. .. OO/JcW t<>SS.SO/JcW, wh.11~ not'cost-based,' moves in,,' 
'that cU.rect1on:.. Since ,this is eonsistentwith our objective of' 
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cost-based rates, we will adopt ORA'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 ~OO' rates. Since SOG&E's witness 
testified that it was reasonable to provide A ~OO' option to these 
customers, we will Allow schedule A and AD customers to move t~ A 
TOO' schedule. 

Large Commexsial/Xn4gstrial 
AL='1'OU and' A6-'roJl 
0.8:7-12-06,9 in SOG&E's. 1987 ECAC. proceeding Ad.Opted major 

changes for commerciAl and industrial customers served under rate 
schedules .AL-~OU and A6-'r00". These changes, which provide for 
higher deDWld' charges, and lower energy rAtes, were the result of 4;, 
stipulAtion in that proceeding. 

The AL-TO'C1 tarif,f consists of· a customer charge, a non­
COincident or non-time-relAted demand charge subject to a 50t 
ratchet, summer and winter' peak demAnd charges, and energy charges: 
differentiated by vo,ltAge levels. for summer' and:winter. A6-'tOO· is 

a variation of, AL-'rOO. It includes the same non-coincident demanct' 
and energy ehaxqes., but a higher customer chArge 'and higher peak' 
demand charges. for summer and winter to-reflect customer demand.s.,At 
the t~e of each month's system, peak. i rat&'l.imiter of $O'.l&/kWh 
also applies to both schedules. The stipulation referenced above:. 
included. two levels, of demand charges. 0 .. 87-12-0&9 adopted' the 
lower level 8tat1nq t:. 

'"We adopt the lower set 'of demand charges 
proposed by all. parties other than. SOG&E' 
because we prefer' tomov& gradually towa.:rcis the 
complete recovery of SDG&E"sestimatedfixed 
costs: in fixed eharges.; These eosts will be 
more closely eXl'mi'ned'in'the general rate 
case.'" (p. 2&1'- 0 •. 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 A6-
TOU schedules recover less than the marginal costs associated with 
those services. Additionally, SDG&Erecommends that the energy 
rates be derived using the same model employed. in the stipulation. 
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 design 
including the relationships between on-, mid-, and off-peak energy, 
rates. mAintains· the st:ucture' adopted. in 0.87-12-0.69. DRA. a%'9'Ues. , 
that an increase in demand charges is unwarranted because- marginal 
capacity costs are less than those used in tbeAL-TOUand AS-TOU 
negotiations.. \ 

FEA supports DRA's position stating, that D.8:7-12-069 
, 

significantly increased. the demand charges for these rate schedules" 
and introduced a new' max:imum. demand charge.. Although rEA 

, • • I 

recQ9lll.zes that adclitional movement is. necessary te>fully implement: 
EPMC at. the, schedule level, it ,:recommends maintaining the' current' I 

level of demand charges and, dec:reasing the energy charges to­
reflect the decrease'1n:revenue' requirement .. 

General Services,. while not a signatory, ciid support the ;,' 
stipulation adopted inD.8:7-12-0.69. General:Serv1ces states that 
its support for the' stipulation· was based on'a revenue reduction of 
between $63. and $8:3. million,' but a decrease of $141 .. 2 million was 
adopted.. Because of the amount of the decrease adopted in 
D.8:7-12-0.&9 and.· the possil:>ilityof a siqnificantdeerease in th!.s· 
proceeding, General,Services recommends a' proportionate decrease in 
demand and energy charges e. I 

sec also recommends .. a proportionate reduction in demand 
and energy charges.. 'sec believes .. this· will." avoid peak-clippinq, and..·.· 
allow lower load factor ,customers. 'I' 

. Finally, Poway reC01DIIlends a· change- from the -on-peak 
period of 11:00.; a..m...; to 6:00. p~m. in summer to. 12:00 noon' to 
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6:00 p.m. Poway states that the current on-peak summer period. 
causes a financial hardship on school districts which normally end 
summer classes by 12:00 noon, but pay on-peak demand charqes as if 
they operated during the entire on-peak period. As a result of 
Poway's concerns ORA and SDG&E have addressed this issue in more 
detail in SOG&E's current ECAC proceeding A.8S-07-003. We will 
defer resolution of this matter to that proceeding. 

Since considerable movement toward cost-based demand 
charges' was made in 0 .. 87-12-069, we are reluctant to make 
additional changes now. We believe ORA's proposal of only 
adjusting energy charges to reflect changes in. revenue requirement,' 
which is supported by FEA, is a more reasonable approach to. follow .. 
This will allow continued,. but moderate, movement toward cost-based: 
rates. 

We al8o:co1l5ider it more appropriate to- ma.inta.:tn the 
current rel~tionship cf the of,!:"', mid-" and ,on-peak energy rates, 
than. use SOG&E's model which. developed th.is relationship. for the ' " 

.'" 

stipulation. While the parties to. the stipula.tion may be aware, of " 
the workings of the model, 'most ~ommercial and industrial customers , 

• I 

are not. ' ,Maintaining" the existing relationships should foster a., 
clearer understandinq and. increase th~ acceptance cf the adopted;, 
rates. 

Ao-roU and AQ6-mU' 
AO-TOU and AOo-TOU a:a:e' optional rate schedules which were ' 

closed to. new customers as cf JUly,l, 1988:. SOG&E proposes that 
the customer and demand' charges ,for these sched.ules be· In41ntailled' ; 
at their cw:xent levele and' the ,energy: 'rat'es 'for each time period. : 
be reduced by an equal percent • .',' No. party opposes.' SDG&E"s propOsal .. ' 

• • • I 

, wewi.ll adopt SDG&E's, reeommenciation ,for the AO-TOOand': 
A06-TOtJ sched.ules .. ' Since ,these' were, established.. as·· optional 
8ched.ules in '1986 and are closed· to new customers, we- will r~: 

• • "I' 

SDG&E to addrees their continued 4ppropr1ateness in its next. 
gener4l rateproceedinq.. We willaiso re~iie: SOG&EI' after its 

'- SO -. 
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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. 

:tnterrgptible Servi,ce 
Interruptible service schedules provide customers with a, 

credit for interruptible demand that is in excess of their 
contracted level of firm service. 'rhese credits are based on 
schedule AL-'rOO: peak period demand charges. ORA and SOG&E ag:ree 
that the interruptible credits should be revised to reflect changes.' 
in. the demand. structure of the AL-'rOU schedule.. SDG&E proposes to' 
modify the credits by maintaining the relationship, between the 
credits and the on-peak' demand charges.. ORA· contends. that the 
credits should be based.: on SDG&E"sm.u'ginal, capacity costs because' 
demand charges maycontainmore''than coincident capacity costs. 

Although there is· only a small difference between. DRA"s 
and SDG&E' s recommended interruptible, credi t.s., we conceptually 

, . ' 

prefer ORAl's. appr04ch and will adopt its methodology • 
AI-i. B-'l'OQ-L and B-TQV-2, 

AE-l" R-'r0t1-1, 'andR-'r0t1;..2 are experimental real time 
pricing schedules. established'; in 198& with a termination date of 
January 1, 19:92.. 'rhe structure of, these' rate schedules differs 
from other 'rOt1 rates in' that on"';peak charges only take, effect when, " 
the syatem load reaches a, predetexmine(i: level: _: 'rhe predetexmined : 
level or trigger point' is adjusted annually by an advice letter, 

filing .. 
SDG&E proposes to' retain the existing rate structure and 

adjust only the- mid- and off-peak. energy rates.. Although previous, : 
adjustments were not always, consistent ,with the originally adopted,' 
design philosophy, ,SDG&E proPo8e~ to-"mainta1n the' original 
philosophy by redu~in9' the mid~, and off-peak energy rates and 
equating the off-peak. energy rates., for thetlu:eescbedules. ." 

oro maintain theseschectules:as viable: and. cost-effective' ' 
, ,. 

aJ.ternatives, DRA. recommends' three adjustments to the rate 
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structure. First, the mid-peak demand charge should be replAced :by 
the maximum., dem4%ld charge adopted. for AL-TOU 4%ld AS-TOO'. Second, 
the on-peak energy rate on AE-1 should :be reduced. significantly to 
accurately reflect marginal costs. Finally, the contract minimum. 

demand charge should be reduced in response to changes in marg1nal , 
capacity costs. 

ORkargues that these rate schedules were designed to 
test real time pricing using the AL-TOU and AS-TOU rate structures " 
that existed at the time. Since' AL-TOU '4%ld AS-TOU underwent major 
changes in D.8.7-12-0&9', DRA believes that the real time pricing 
schedules should be revised to refleet the adopted changes. 

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

TOU-l, and R-TOU-2 be pemitted' to· switch schedules. without 
restriction until JU.ly 1,. 1989' 4%ld' that the expiration date for 
these schedules :be extended:, until· 'January 1, 199'3. This would: 
(1) allow for review of ,these schedules in SDG&E"s next general 
rate proceeding,. (2) provide customers the 12-month notice .of 
termination called for in special condition 14, and (3) pe:z:mit 
customers to. react to- recent and: proposed rate changes. 

While there is no price certainty implied'ill these rate 
" 

schedules, we believe it, is reasonable ,for customerS to expect SOmel 
consistency in thedesiqn criteria during the experiment •. However, 
we agree with ORA that real time pricing schedules' should reflect 
the rate structure of AL-TOO and AS-TOU, otherwise it would :be 
unclear, whether customer actions were influenced:by theex1sting 
rate structure or real, time prieing •. ' Accorclingly,'AE-l,. R-TO'O''':'I, , 

and R-TOU-2.will be closed,to, new customers, on the effective'date 
of this decision... ORA,'s recommendation, to reflect, the. rate 
structure changes to·,' schedules ' ~TOO : and' A6-TOtTwill ,be adopted. 
for establishing ,new real time pricing schedules.. 

J?ower Factor M1ultaent 
SDG&E il curxently ,authorizec:t to assess customers an 

extra charge if they operate eqt.tipment· at a low power factor. Such 
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equipment uses r~acti ve 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 

, ' 

cleXllllnd, :its electric rule 2(G) authorizes, a chal:qe for power 
factors beloW' 90%-. 

SDG&EprOposes to require customers on schedules AD, AL­
~U', A6-T0t7, AE-l, R-TO'O'-l,. R-TOU-2, and PA-T-l with demands which 
have exceeded 300kW in the last 12', months to. nulintain a minimum 
power factor of 90%, at the:tr own expense. If the customer fails to 
install the necessary equipment, SDG&E will, install it at the 
customer's expense. Based, on 1987 cO,sts, for this equipment,. SDG&E ", 
proposes to increase, the charge to $0.2S!kV1Jt.!month. SDG&E states 
that high reactive demands are not imposed by all customer$ and 
only customers which use kVARs should pay for k~. 

DRA hAs ,rev.:Lewed S:oGorE"s requested changes, to, the power " 
factor adjustment and the,basis for theSO.2a/kVAR/month, charge and 
supports: SOG&E"s propos~., However, ORA i5 concerned. that the 
treatment, of the revenues from, this charge was not addressed and 
recommends that they be considered:1n the current3R"s proceeding 
X .. 86-10-001. 

UON argues that SOG&E:has not provided an estimAte of' i' 

the revenue- which its' power factor charge would generate or how, 
such revenue would be' treated'. UCAN recommend.s that SDG&:&'s. 

proposal be rejected" or, altern4tively, any'power factor revenues 
be tracked and used:, to offset expenses. 

General Services states that SDG&E,'s. proposed. .. change in •• ' 
its power 'factor charge should ~'rejected.~ General Services. makes ' 
this reCommendation based on the,' lack of evidence to. indicate there' 
is a. rea.ctive power problem &'lathe failure of SDG&E to e~timate 'r 

the amount, of, money thecharqe would generate., 'If a '90% ' 
power factor charge is adopted" General services recommends. that;, 

I:, 
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, ' 

1. Implementation be delayed by six months tOo 
pe:r:mi t customers the opportunity to correct 
their own power factors. 

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

3 • CU5tomers be paid for power factors above 
90t. 

4. The lowest cost capacitors be used tOo 
develop. a reactive charge. 

sec recommend.s reject10n of SDG&E's power factor proposal 
tOo avOoid discrimination againstself-generat1on facilities. 

We agree with SDG&Ethat customers with high reactive 
demands should pay for the k~ they use, but SDG&E has not 
adeqllately demonstrated: that it ,used the least cost equipment to 
develop its. reactive charge. Without, adequate support we will not 
increase SDG&E's,present per kVAR:charge .. 

Since most customers are not, aware Oof SDG&E's present 
reactive charge, we, will allow-them six months. tOo correct, their 
power factors before being 'assessed: the kVAR charge.. To provide' 
consistent treatment for special charges,. ,revenues generated by the; 
kVAR charge will ,be recorded in the, S&11e- DWlner ,as' standby 
revenues. 

Finally,. General Services has no:t, sufficiently supported 
its -claim. that customers. with high, power factors ,benefit SDG&E's, 
electric system., Accordingly~ we- will not adopt, General Services," 
recommendation that SDG&E pay Customers with power factors above 
90%,_ With the above modifications,. we will adopt SDG&E's power 
factor proposal. 

Standby; Sernee 
Rate' schedules, S and S-I provide standby service to-' 

, , 

demand-metered. customers where SOG&E does, not supply all or part of; 
their regular electric requirements.. These schedules were 
substantially modi:fied:by D.87-l2-069 tc> reflect changes. in the 
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AL-TOU schedule. Under schedule S, a 0 % of the con~acted maximum 
demand is billed at the AL-TOU non-coincident demand charge. 
Schedule S-I has no associated charge, is l1DU.ted to customers w1th. 
demands exceecU.ng sao kW, and' does not require SDG&E to provide 
service when its sY8tem is at full capacity. Under the current 
structure, standby customers which take energy d.uring on-peak hours 
pay reqular 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 ~ter. 

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,. SOG&E does .. propose two neW' special 

. ','. ,. II 

condi tiona. First, SDG&E requests the option of providing, s.tandby;; 
service only to, customers taking service through a single meter. 
This condition is. intendecl to prevent arbitrage,. a cus:tomer could I 

take standby service during off~peak period.s under ~'rOO: and 
on-peak service thl:oughanother meter on a different schedule • 
Second, SDG&E requests that. standby service for customers with 
conuact capacity exceeding, 20 XW be· provided by a Commission­
approved. cont:act. Such. contracts, :SDG&E, arques, would: prov1dethe' 
time and certainty needed: to prePu-e for large standby service~ ,:' 

ORA proposes that the ,current rate- structure be replaced, , 
by an on-going reservation charge equal to. 2'%. of the coincident or 
on-peak demand charge applied. to contracted: standby demand •. 
Additionally, when customers· .take service for forced: outages, the .,., 
on-peak demand charqe would apply, but it would be prorateddaily~,.· 

In response to DRA/'s proposal SOG&E argues that: 

1. Proratinq theon-peak standby charge does. 
not compensate· SOG&E, for the cost of the 
facil1t:tes it must have available. 

2. It is unlikely that standby' customers. would. 
be able' to provide same day notice of . 
forced outaqes.A8 requ;.ired. by DRA/'s 
proposal • 
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3. Standby service which is billed by hand 
would become more complicated. 

PEA supports DRA.' s standby proposal, but recommencis that 
customers only pay the greater of the prorated on-peak demand 
charge or the 2% reservation charge.. FEA states that ORA's 
reservation charge is justified on the qrounds that standby 
customers have different load characteristics than full 
:z:equ.irements customers. FEA. also contends that there should be no" 
limitation on size :z:eqarding 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 ORA's proposal, but 
recommends four chanqes. First, the daily on-peak demand. 'charqe 
should, be prorat~ on an hourly basis_. Second,. rate l~ters 
should be retained.. Third,. the' 2% reservation charge should. be 

cred.ited to anyon-peak demand charges incurred,durinq th& month. 
Finally, AD customers should~ be allowed to. take standby service ",and' 
receiv& a credit for non-eoincidentdemandch4rges: on contracted 
standby load. Additionally,' General Services suggests that a. rate 

, , ' 

limiter be created for. AD customerstak:l:nq' stanclby service.. ,': 
scc recommends that ORA's' proposed standby rate structure: 

be adopted with the, retention of rate"limiters and a proviSion for:, 
AD customers to· take', standby service.. , 

IPC proposes a standby: rate' based on the marqinal costs. i 

of facilities to. serve ali loads discounted: to reflect the expected. , 
forced outage rate of self-generation ,facilities. The discount 
represents the probability that, the standby service will be ,needed~' 

.,", " " 

Th.is approach. was developed by, IPC to insure that standby cus.tomers ," 
are charqed. based on their use', not their potential for ,use., 

IPC contends: that a' standl:ly,loacl>canbe' expected:' to.. 
appear on the' utility ,system randomly,durinq any time period. and • 
any seAson, and' the forced outage' rAte measures, the probability' of: 
this occurrence. IPC£ equAtes. its methodoloqy' with that us~to,set 
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rates for full requirements customers. Since all potential loads 
for full requirements customers do not occur 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 
percentage of the contracted standby loads. 

IPC uses the California Energy Commission staff's forced 
outage rate for gas-fired cogeneration projects. of 9%. as 
representative o·f the self-generators in SDG&E"s service· territo:r:y~ 
The 9\ factor is multiplied by the adopted monthly marginal costs I 

for generation, tran8mie.sion, and.diatributionto derive-the 
monthly perkW charge for standby service. The generAtion costs . 

" include a 15% reserve margin to reflect SDG&E,'s system reliability~ 
Using the marginal costs proposed- by· DRA this' method produces a 
monthly ~tand:by charge' of $·1,. 4,0/kW .. 

Onder IPC's proposal standby customers would pay 
$1 .. 40/kW/month whether or not service ·is taken.. Standby customers; . 
that talce service would also· pay the energy charges from· the rate i 

. " " 

schedule that would otherwise' apply.. No, 'additional . demand: charges: 
would be required, because 'all fixed'. costs that are recovered, in 

the demand charges are included' in the monthlyst4nd:by rate. 
Discussion , 

In D .. 8&-12-09'l for PG&E we established a poliey for 
standby service that has been used' as a guide- to establish Edison's" 
and SOG&E's current standby rates. That poliey states that when 
standby customers t.,,]c:e·service,theY.,impo~costs in the same 
manner as full requiremente.,customers, and. should be charged. the 
same rates.. For periods when, service is. not taken, standby 
customers should' pay the cost of customer.;.related services and 
dedieated facilities. 

DRA's. proposal nth a 2% reservation charge is. not, 
consistent with this. policy. First, .the 2%. chArge is not related I 

to, facilities· that are dedIcated to· standby, customers. Second, 
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when standby customer$ take service they would only be required to 
plJ.y lJ. dlJ.ily prorlJ.tion of the on..;pedk demlJ.Ild chlJ.%'qe complJ.%'ed to an 
entire month for full requirements customers. We consider it 
inequitable to, provide standby customers with dlJ.ily pror~tion 
without providing it to full requirements customers. 

IPC recommends a new lJ.pproach for developing standby 
cha.rges which, except for the concerns expre$$ed below, lJ.ppelJ.rS to 
be a fundamentally sound methodology. As with DRA's proposal, 
IPC"s methodology does. not recognize that certain facilities 'lJ.re 
dedicated to serve standby customers and assumes thlJ.t all 
transmission and distribution facilities are fully diversified.. 
For generation costs which are recovered in coincident demand: 
charges, 1PC's approach indirectly results in ,a prorlJ.tion of on~ , 
peak demand charges.' We believe An' Appropriate st~dl:>y' charge must, 
address both of these concerns.. In. its next' qeneral rate case' 
filing SDG&E ,should' provide sufficient d.ata to- permit the 
determination of fAcilities'dedicated< to standby service 1nclud.ing:· 
transmission and distribution. facilities that' are not fully 
diversified.. 

'. 

We also disagree with SOG&E' ~ twC)< proposed. special. 
conditions.. First, customers . should' not :be. excluded.··.from standbr 
service because. they take' service .. from more than. one meter ~ To 
avoid the poasil:>i11ty of .arbitrage we will requ;ire that standby 
customers 't6ke all service under the same rate schedule •. Second, 
SDG&E has not provided lJ.dequate' justification for requirin'g' a 
Commission-approved contract:before custome;r$ with contraet 
capaeity exceed:ing 20 101· ean receive standby service. 

, " 

Finally, we will' ma:Ln.tun· the existing s.tandby rate 
struetuJ:eas, .thebeat representation' of our standl:>y POlicY at . this 

. . . . . 

time. Additionally,. we see no reason. why' AD- customers which elect. 
standby service should. be treated differen.tly~ ~O'O eustomen'on, 

. ' I' • 

standby , service. Aecordingly~as recommended: .by General serviees~ 
AD customers will be allowed to take standby service and' reCeive a . , 
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credit for non-coincident demand charges on 'their contracted. 
standby load. Although the AD schedule incorporates on-peak demand 
chuqes .in the energy rates, which simulates a ratel:Lmiter, we­
will apply the current standby rate limiter to establish an averaqe 

. rate ceilinq for AD customers. 
In ORA's and IPC's comments reference is made to, the neect 

for differentiating standby service by type of, service;: backup, 
mAintenance, and supplementaJ:Y_ We disagree with these comments. 
We believe our adopted standby rate design. with rate limiters to 
m5n im5ze bill impacts is consistent' with the rates cha:rged.other 
customers and confor.ms to the FERCrules implementinq the Public 
Utility Requlato:J:y Policy Act of 1978. 

PG and P§..Ql 

PG-QF was designed for cogeneration customers with output 
of 100 JeW or less. 0,.87-12-069' closed.: this 'schedule to new 
cogeneration facilities abov&20 kW by June· 30, 19,8:9. PG is an 
experimental 8cheduleavailable'to-. customers with q~neration 
facilities connected ,in parallel to- SDG&E'8 system where no- other .' 
schedule is available. CUs.tomers under either, schedule cu:c:ently'", 

, '. • •. ,1 , 

pay no standby charge and are- allowed to credit excess electric!ty', 
produced against consumption during other periods. Under~F 
excess generation is purch4sed· by SDG&E at its current sund.a:rd 
price offer .. 

SDG&E reeommenda that as ,of July 1, 19S9 the energy 
netting- provision of" PG be close<1 to all customers and the schedule. 
be closed. to: new customers •. SOG&E 'claims -that the lack of standJ:)~ __ 
charqes 4lld the enerqy netting-provision-allows customers on the~:'" 
schedules. to avoid pa~q the·full· cost of· service.:. 

SCC requests that the intended closure of PG-QF' by 
0 .. 8-7-12-0&9 be made· clear~ sec arques th4t 0.87-12-069 closed.' 
PG-QF only to new- customers above 20:kW as of June 30, 19S9 and. 

that exis.ting customerS, on the schedule prior to that date, 
retained. the right to~credit exceas..electr1c1typroauced.4qainst 
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consumption during other periods. If a definite date i5 desired 
for complete elimination of the energy netting provision, sec 
suggests 10 years would provide the length of time neees~ to 
retire the financing on cogeneration projects. No party opposed 
sec's request to' clarify 0.8:7-12-069. 

Since there appears to be no- opposition to SDG&E's 
proposal for schedule PG, we will close PG- to new cus.tomers and 
eliminate the energy netting ,provision. We also reaf£~ the 
intent of 0 .. 87-l2-069' to close schedule PG-QF only-to, new customers, 
with generation facilities above 20 kW and to- eliminate the energy': 
netting provision only to- new customers. by June lO~ 1989. For 
customers on PG-QF prior to JunelO, 1989 the energy netting 
provision should remain in effect untilte:cnination of the 
coqeneration project or June 30'~ 1999, whichever occurs f1.rs.t .. , ore>, 
provide conai8:tent treatment for both schedules the adopted ehmlges! 
wj.ll become effective on June 30, 1989. 

Special "contracts 
The movement toward an increasingly competitive 

environment in'the eleetr1c utll1ty 'industry, has generated concern.· 
,over the 10s8 of util:£ty market share.' 'We have adclre~ed thl.s ", 

concern by adopting marginaJ. cO,at.principles for 'revenue allocation 
and rate design. This ia intended: to. prevent a »1as for either ',,' . 
utility or alternate energy sources.. Although., ,we have implemented;:" 
marginal cost,princ1ples., oUr goal ,of marginAl cost-based rates "has. " 

, . . '. I 

been hampered.: by: (1) differences between marginal cost revenues.,;: 
and the ut11ity'5 revenue ,requirement' and (2) the magnitude of 
customer bill impacts.~ 'l'b1s has.resulted in the approval of 
special contracts to avoid uneconomic bypass during a per1od.of 
excess capacity.. Rates for seleeted ,customers with speeial. _ 
contracts have been as low: as Standard Offer #1 price levels'. 
0.88-03-00~states.: 

"orhe tem.· ofa 8~ial contract confor.m.inq'to 
the guidelines should., not:"extend. into 8ny year . 
when forecasts indicate' that additional 
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capacity 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 t~ demonstrate the benefits of 
extending discounted rates into' a period. when 
increased demand creates a need for additional 
capacity." (P.16, 0.88-03-008;) 

Exhibit 11, SOG&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 se1f­
generation fAcilities and (2) the. adopted rate schedules should not; 
create economically unjustified., barriers to- self-qeneration~· 

We ag:ree with IPC'$ pos.itionand' believe our adopted rat.e, 
schedules. willnot'prevent the installation of economically, 
justified. self-generatiOn. fAc:Llities.. We a.lso eha%e IPC's concern 
for special contracts and reempha8ize our. cliscuss,ion in 
0.88-03-008: by the· following: 

SOG&E should'not enter into special, contracts 
which provide ,customers. ·with reduced. rates: 
in a year when forecasts· indicate a need for 
add! tional capacity w1 thouts\1J:)stantial 
justificationdemonstratinqthe benefits for 
all other SDG&E ratepayers. , 

AgriQlltural 

ORA and' SDG&E. were the only parties that made 
aqricultural rate proposals. ORA. endorses SOG&E:'s aqrieultrual 
rate structure proposal as discussed below: 

1., Maintaininq the· present 'customer charges of 
S8:.00/month with an additional $lO .. OO/montb. 
for TOO' meters on PA-TOtrschedules. . 

" '., 

2.. MAintain the. ~. 401::1 relationship. between 
on- and· off-peak energy rates on thePA;'TOO 
schedule • 
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3. Offer schedule PA-T-1 with a $20.00/month 
customer charqe and preserve the existing 
relationship between agricultural and 
industrial TOU demand and enerqy charges. 

4. Eliminate the current mi~um charqes for 
agricultural schedules. 

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

Additionally ,PA-TOU . is.' an experimental TOU rate schedule 1 ' ., . 
I' 

similar to PA-T-l. However, PA-TOU is available t~ all 1 

agricultural customers, nthout the applicability restrictions of: J 

schedule PA-T-l.. S1nce the· ~1s1ature 114s directed th4t TOO rate' 1< 
options be made available tOo aqr1eul tural eustomers and PA-TOU is.·:. 
the only rate' schedule designed for all, agricultural customers, .it!: 'J' ••• ,,' 
is. appropriate to make this schedule a pe:cmanent option in addition j 

to PA-T-1. "! 
LAte PayMDt Charge 

SDG&E proposes to institute a, late paj'lllent charge -of. l~S:\ 
on all non-residential' bills nO,t paid witli1n2S c:lay:s of the- bill1n9' . 
date.. The City of San Diego· recommends that the interest rate for" 
the late. payment charge be limited to SDG&E"sbalancing' account 
rate. General Services objects to imposi.tion of a late penalty 
charge against governmental facilities, the level of the. charge, 
and the time allowed: for p4yment of. the cha:gG. . According: to 
General Sexvices., Government· COde .' Section 926.17 (1)) (1) limits the I 
amount of interest governmental facilities can be eharged tolt 
above the Pooled Money Investment Account, but not to. exceed: 1S%":: 
Additionally,. General Se~ces suggests. that~ the time allowed' fo~: 
pAl'=entof the-bill without penalty should', be SO·cl4ys from the 

.. . 
postmark date of mailinq·. 

We will authorize SDG&E to establish a late-' payment 
charge for non-residential customers. 1'he charge. rill only apply 

, " I 
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to balances that have not been paid within 2S 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 Gove:nment Code. 

SDG&E should not implement the late payment fee until 
March 1, 1989. This should provide adequate time for SOG&E to 
notify customers of the new charge and allow them to adju5t their 
payment procedures, if warranted. 

Street Lighting 

SDG&E" DRA, Californ1a City-County Street Light 
Association (C:.i\L-SLA), .and the City of San Diego actively 
participated in -this part of· the proceeding'. Street lighting rates 
are developed. in tw<> s.tep8... Revenues. are first allocated to the 
street lighting class.. . The class. revenues. are then used to. 
determine individual rate schedules.. The issues concerning this 
process are discussed below .. 

Revenue allocation·. 
All parties .. except SDG&E. recommend' a full EPMC revenue 

allocation, excluding facilities charges.. Facilities charges are 
C08tS associated with end-use equ'ipment, lamp· poles, lUJllin.aires, 
etc. Facilities charges are typically removed:' from marginal cost 
revenue allocation methodologies because utilities do not provide 
end~use equipment to all cla8ses. .. 

SDG&E' proposes that SAPe be used'to- allocate revenues to: 
the street lighting class. SDG&E based its proposal on the: 
following:' . 

1. SAPe was. used in'its 1987 ECAC deciSion, 
0.:8.7-12''':'0&9 • 
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2. 0.85-12-108, SOG&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. Current methodologies for determining 
street lighting marginal costs are not 
reliable. 

Although ORA. And CAL-SLA recommend the use of full' EPMC, " 

excluding facilitil'aseh.a:rges, CAL-SLA believes that DRh.'s marginal 
demand costs are too high. Since ORA; and CAL-SLA propose similar 
revenues for. marginal energy and ,customer costs,. similar facilities 
charges, and similar EPMC multipliers,. this represents .their only 
difference for revenue allocation. The City o·f S4n Diego- supports.: 

CAL-SLA's position. 
CAL-SLA uses SOG&E' s demand: allocation factors which it.···· 

believes accurately measure the demand street lights place on 
SoG&E"s electric system. ORA uses coincident and., non-co±ncident' 
demands and estimates substation loadings as a function of total 
system demands. to- develop, its, allocation factors ., This methodolO9l" 
assumes the m4Xim:um non~oineide~tdemand'billin9':detem1nants are; 
equal to the sum o.f individual maximum demand3' for the class and'. 
determines coincident demands using LOLP-weightings' which is. 

consis'tent with DRA'.s methodology for. other" Customer.' classes. 
CAL-SLA argues that ORA's. demancl allOcation process is 

inappropriate for· street lighting because: 

1. There is no. neecl to estimate substation 
loadings sinceSOG&E presents loadings 
d.eveloped from load' r,esearch_ . 

2. There is . no- difference :between maximum' 
demand: for the streetliqhtinq·clas$ and 
the sum. of maximum ,demands for individual 
customers. All streetlights come on ancl 
go off at the same time .. 

. ", 

3. The load. curve for· the' street lighting. 
c:lass is flat .. ' 
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We will 'Adopt ORA's revenue allocation methodology for 
's'tre~t lighting, since it determines lMXimum demands from the sum 
of individual demands and is consistent with the revenue allocation 
methodoloqy adoptea for other customer classes. 

Bate Design 
SOG&E proposes that changes for individual street 

lighting rates be limited to plus. or minus S% 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 $5.00!pole!yellrattachment fee for 
LS-Z customers. SDG&E"s pole' attAchment fee is ba~ed: on an 
agreement it reached with the City of SanOieqo. :Finally, SDG&E 
proposes that joint ownership- o.flightinqfacilities be eliminated 
and a service fee for de-enerqizing lights for non-payment be 
approved. 

CAL-SLA stAtes that there are incons1stencies in SDG&E's· 
propose<iEPMC ratedesiqn, which result in int:a-class 
subsidization without economic justification.. Accorc!ingly, CAL-SLA' 
,recommends its unbundled rate ,design wlUeh foCUses: on the cost ' 
componen.ts that provide information on wh.ichservice to purchase. " 

, , 

CAL-SLA also obj'ects to. SDG&E"'s requested pole attachment fee 
arguing that:-

1. Revenues are already collected." to. 
compensate for ,the space on c1i8tribution 
poles. 

2. The proposed' fee is not cost-based. 

3-. No- estimate of pole attdchmentfee revenues 
was'made. 

4. Pole attacbment" fees were not reflected in 
miscellAneous revenues. 

'5-. x.s-Z eustomers would have to. pay twice to. 
amortize distribution poles.. . . 
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ORA accepta the pole attachment fee neqotiated 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 de~ived £~om the 
use of SDG&E'~ 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 
SOG&E ratepayers are not likely to be cable television subscribers,' 
it is clear that all SDG&E ratepayer~ do not share in the benefits 
from attaching cable television wires to,SDG&E's poles. 
Accordingly, we support the cur:ent, 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 l1ghts 
generally benefit all SOG&E ratepayers. Street lights provide 
security and increased" safety for the public :by lighting streets, 
sidewalks, and- other property. Because these ,benefits acerueto, , 
society a8 a whole and S~&E ratepayers in particular, we conclude: 
that there 18- no: need., for a pole attachment fee for street lights ..i: 

Finally, we will adopt CAL-S~"s EPMC unbundled' rata' 
design :because 'it focuses on the cost, components that l'rovide 
1nfo~tion on which service to purchas~. 
Gas Rat& Design 

Gas marginal costs, cost allocation, and rate desig:n.: are, 
not addressed in this prOCeeding,because the structure' of ,gas' ~ateS 
was clete:cminecl, by 0.86-12-010" 0 .. 8:6-12';;',009, and. D.S7-12-039. 'rhese-' ',' , 
decisions- adopted a rate structure' which is' not subject to. chanqe ", 
for two ye~s. Accord'ingly, SDG&E, states, that' the- only i.ssues. to 
be addressed are: 

1. When SOO&E r s autho'rized., change in gas 
margin can. be reflected. i.nrates .. 

2. Basel1De: allowances. 

3. Kaster meter unit cU.scounts • 
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SOG&E points out that the agreement adopted by 0.87-12-
039 does not require all gas rate adjustments to be. coincident with 
ACAP. Based on this interpretation, SDG&E requests. that changes ill. 
its gas marg~ not be delaye4 until ACAP which has a scheduled 
effective date of July 1,. 1989. ORA. reads D.8"7-12-039 to limit 
rate changes to ACAP proceedings for two years. 

Without a rate revision prior to' ACA:P, the ma%'gin change' 
allocable to core customers. would be placed :r.n a balancing account; 
while the margin change allocable t~.non-core customers would not' 
be recoverable.. '.rhis discrepan~ between cus.tomer groups. is caused. 
by the elim;nation of the supply adjustment balancing, account for' 
non-core customers. Margin recovery for non-eore is now authorized 
prospectively_ ., 

'.ro·provide equitable treatment,.. we will authorize S:oG&E., .. 
to revise non-core rates·,. effective January 1,. 1989. '.rhe revised.. 
non-core rates should reflect the change in margin adopteciinthis;: 
deCision,. but in all other respects' the current rev~nue allocation: 

. " 

and rate design methodolO9Y should remain unchanged.. Since there 
18 a balenc1ng account for core customers, there is no compelling. 
reaSon. to reflect the increase authorized. by 'this dac1s.ionin rates 
at this· time.. We will adopt DRA..' s. recommendation and not revise' i· 
core cus.tomer rates until iSDG&E' 8. ACAP' proceeding. OUr adopted. qAS 
rates for non-c:ore customers are shown in Appendix G. 

'rhis leads to a problem that exists· with the level of 
detAil containecl in the Stipulation and Agreement a.dopted· by 

D.88-09-063. 'ro. allocate' costs. between cor&'end non-corecustomerS 
specific detail for key coat dat~ is: required. 0.88-09'-0&:> " 
combined. with. thia decision, aet the level of" costs to- be used. for.' 

'. . 
. '. 

revenue allocation !n" SDG&E:' s 1989- AC»" proceedlnq"- Since the 
necess~ level 0'£ detail ,for these costs is deficient,. wenll 
direct DRA and SDG&E to- conduct workshops: with thesignatoriesto-'; 
the Stipulation. and' Agreement... . '.rhese workshops. should .. iden'tify the, 
cost detail required:, for' revenue- allocation a SDG&E's 1989' ACAP'· 
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. 
proceeding. 'rhe results of these workshops. should be served on all 
parties to· this proceeding and SDG&E's last consolidated adj.ustment 
mechanism proceeding prior t~ SDG&E's A~ filing. 

Consistent with its recommendation for electric baseline 
allowances, ORA recommends that gas baseline allowances which 
conform with P'O' S 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,. 198:9', when. seasonal baseline changes 
occur. 

As with electric baseline allowances,. we' agree' wi th ORA 

that continued phase-in of· .'gas baseline allowances' meetz. the 
requi::ements of. PO S 739 and will adopt its recommendation. 
Baseline allowances for ga&customerswill 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 oRA. have agreed that· the discount for 
mobilehome parks on. schedule. GT' should. be $6/uidt/month or 
$0.197!unit!d.ay_ For apartment buildings on schedule GS, no- party,' 

opposes SDG&E's proposed dl.scount of· $1.90/unit!month or' 
$0~062!unit!day. These discounts appear reasonable and will be 
adopted. .. 
Step Rate De8ign 

SOG&E'provides ste~ service under two rate schedules 
which are closed to new customers.. SDG&:£" 8 two· steam schedules 
(1 and' 2') differ .only in that. schedule' 2' has one percent higher 
rates than schedule 1 to reflect ~n: ad.di tional franchise fee . , 

requirement.· Both consist of a service . charge and a comm~ty 
charge per 1,000 pounc:ls of '. steam' provided .. 

I 
• I 

SDG&Epropo.ses th4t the' service'.charge- for each schedule::. 
be doubled. to allow it to.:recover ,about 50%· of its service costs •. 
'rhe schedule 1 customer cha:cgewould~'$30_001month and the 
schedule 2" customer charge would'be $30· .. 30/month. 'rhe commodity 
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charge would recover the rema~~ng revenue requirement. ORA agrees 
with SDG&E's proposal and notes that 'SDG&E's remaining ste~ 
customers have been notified of the proposed increases, but have 
made no response. We will adopt SOG&E's proposed rate changes for ~ 

, . 
its ste~ schedules, as reflected in Appendix H. 

Intervenor Fgndin9 
Pursuant to the Commission's Rules of Practice and 

Procedure Rule 76-.54, Public Advocates., '(JCAN, CPIL, and Rate 

Watchers have filed requests for a finding of eligibility for 
compensation under Rule 7&.5&. Additionally" 'OCAN, CPIL; and Rate' 
Watchers have filed requests. for compensation. We will d'iscuss 
each of these requests below. 

Public Adyoc:ate§ 
Publ1cAdvocates filed a request for finding of 

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-profit organizations on: 

I r' 

W/M:BE issues: American. G.~I. Forum" League of 'Onited Latin American: I
' 

, , 

Citizens,. And Filipino AmeriCAn Political Association. These-
organizations have annual budgets ranging from $25-,000, to $50,000· 
with the majority of funds. going to- education:.· All officers o.f the I, 
organizations are volunteers and there are no- salaries or legal 
expenses. 

.' 

Additionally, Public Advocates indicates that individual 
members of the organizations areSOG&E ratepayers and it is 
impractical andeconom1cally infeasible for individual minority and," 

. . , 
female ratepayers to represent their interests. adequately before':' 
the COmmission..Moreover, none of· the organizatiOns involved' haS. a: 
financial benefit at stake.' The' benefit. will go to those 
businesseS. and individuals' who contract . their , services to' 
utilities. Although the organizations m.ayr~eive·' some benefit 
through the improved efficiency of SDG&E, thiswould,b& common to. 
all ratepayers and' certAinly not . signJ;fic4nt 'compared to- thec:ost 
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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 minority 
and women-owned businesses., (2) particular expertise in the field. 
of W/'JI!BE 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 organizatiOns .it, 
represents is small in comparison t~the' cost of effective 
participation, and (Jc) it is eligible for compensation und.er Rule, , 
7&.54. 

llCM 
UCAN states it was previously found eligible for 

compensation by, D. SS:-OJc-023,' which satisfies.' the reqa;irement for 
finAncial hardship ,under-Rule 7&.5:4. Add.itionally, OON has- ,. 

provided an estimate of its cost. of 'participation and:' '4 statement :, 
of the issues it addJ:essed in the: proceeding- . Based onOCAN's' 
filing'and D.88-03-023· we conclude that 'OCAN ise11q.iDle for 
compensation. 

'O~has also requested intervenor compensation in the 
amount; of $77,06:7. Of the requ~sted amount,. $25-,000' "is associated 
with the Stipulation and Agxeement ad.opted,byO,.SS-09-0&3 nth the:: ' 
remainder for ie-sues involv1ngma%'g1lla'lcos.t,., revenuealloeation~ 
rate design, and depreciation. 'rhe- following is asumm4ryof 
UCAN's requee-t: 
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Stipulation and Agreement I8Ses 

Attorney Fees & EXPenses 

Dem=d 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 

Air Travel ( $927 ) .. 
Hotel & Meale ($244) 
Parking ( $62) 
Copying,. Telephone, P08tage-, & Misc.. (Sl, 668) 

$16,269.: 

Total Expenses $2,901 

Total Attorney Feee & Expenses 

Exp§rt CoSts 

Demand Side Management 
88:'hours'~ .SSO/hour 
Expert AsaistoUlce Review' ($2,000) 
Secretarial Support. 50 hours· @ $lZ!hoUl: 

Rate Base & Working' cash . 
3S-.8: hours.@$SS/hour 
5 hours @ $35/hour" 

Other Results of Operat1on Issues 
44 .3 hours ~, $S5-/hour 
24.5. hours @' $45Zhou~" 
11.3 hours. @ $3$/hour 

Review-of Operation & Maintenance 
6- hours:@ $lSO/hour . 

Copying, Telephone, Postage, &.Misc. 

Total Expert Fees &. Expensee 

Total Fees & Expenses 

Total. Stipulation and Agreement 
Compensation Request 

'* Cor.rected for calculation Errors 

71-

$19,170' 

$7,000' 

$2,l4l 

.$3,.930 

$900· 

.$14, 621*" . 
, It -, 

,'!, 
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QqntestedHatters 

Attorney Fees & Expenses 

Marginal Cost (72.2 hours) 
Rate Dosign (82.25 hours) 
Depreciation (20.25- hours) 
Revenue Allocation (9.5. hours) 
Resource Planninq (5,.0 hours) 
Marginal Cost & Rate. Design unallocable (18'.25 hours), 
Preparation of Brief (,6S:.3 hours.) 
Preparation of Compensation Request (13.7 hours) 

'rotal Attorney Fees @ $125/hour 

Air Travel. ($824) 
Hotel, & Meals ($167,) 
Parkinq ($44). 
Copyinq, Telephone, Postage,. & Misc. ($1,691) 

Total Expenses 

'rotal Attorney Fees , Expenses 

Expert Costs 

Marginal Costs 
94 hours" @ S5S/hour 
1a.2 hours @ S4Sl.hour 
14' .3: .hours @ S3S/hour 

Rate DeSiqn" . 
. 32.S hours @ $5S/hour 

3.2" hours @ $4S/hour 
12'.5- hours @ $35/hour 

,Revenue Allocation 
39'.6 hours @ SSS./hour 
1.7 hours'@ $4S/hour 
1.:5·.hours @ $.3S/hour 

Depreciation 9'.5- hours @ $S5/hour 

Copying, 'relephone;Postage, , Misc. 

'rotalExpertFees & Expenses 

Total.Contested Matters Compensation Request 

- 72, -

$36,181 

$2,126: 
',I, 

$3$.,907 . 

$1,055-

$13,~lS9·· , 

$52,O~,7, 
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UCAN requests compensation for its work in demand-side 
management, rate base, working cash',' settlement conferences, and 
procedural matters. Although th~se issues are part of the 
Stipulation and Agreement adopted by 0.88-09-063~ 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 ORA and, SOG&E.UCAN also submitted a l27 page 
report on rate base and working cash and argues that its 
contribution to these issues, although, not expressly acknowledged. . 
on the record, was. subatant.:tal and eompens4ble., Finall:(, 'O'CAN w~ 

involved in a number public hearings" workshops, and settlement 
conferences for whi~h it requests compensation and cites 
0.87-07-033 as precedent when the informality of aproceedinq 
prevents precise assignment of contribution. 

We agree with UCAN that it .would be inappropriate to 
encourage intervenor participation in 'workshops and settlement 
confe:r:enees~ and deny compensat.i.on because there . is no clear 
assignment of, contribution., . In this proceeding we are persuaded 
that 'O'CAN was not only a s!gnatox:y to the Stipulation and 
Agreem~nt,. but actively partieipated in, the settlement process. We. 
also rec:oqnize that 'O'CAN ha~ made a sincere effort by only 
requesting compensation for 74% of i.ts total expenses related to 
the Stipulation and Agreement~ Accordingly, we will award 'CON 

$25,000 for it~ contribution to the Stipulation and Agreement 
adopted" in D.88-09-063:. 

As discussed' in' the marq1nal cost· section' of this 
decision 'O'CAN "made a number of recommendationstbat resulted in a., 
substantial ,contribution to- thi.sclecision, especially for d.irectly. 
assignable and customer accountillg cos.ta. ,In contrast,' certain' 
'CON recommendations 'for directly,":saignable costs, and its , 
incremental/ clecremen:talmethoclology for mal:qinal customer costs 
were not adopted. ,After weighting,' the' issues' on ,which 'OCAN 

- 73 -
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prevailed versus those on whieh it did not, we conclude that UCAN 
should. be compensated. for 75,% of its marqinal cost request. 

UCAN's opposition to SOG&E's proposals to, impose late 
charges, telephone collection char~es, and an increase in returned 
check charges on residential customers appears to- have 
siqnificantly influenced' SDG&E'sdecision to drop the first two 

proposals. VCAN was the only party to. actively oppose the retw:ned, 
cheek charqe increase and clearly contributed, to our denial of 
SOG&E's request. Wlti.le tJCAN' pa,reicipated in a number of' other rate' 
design. issues, as detailed. in the rate desiqn: discussion, its. 
contribution did not s.ubstantially impact their final resolution. I 

We conclude that UCAN 8houl~ be awarded ll% of its request'for its 

contribution t~ rate design issues. 
For revenue allocation we predominantly adopted DRA~s 

methodology.. Since a considerable portion-of, t1CAN~s. 
recommendations ,were either re-j'ectecl: or duplicated the work of 
other partie~~. we ,will only qrcmt 10% of tTCAN's requested 
compensation for this. issue. 

Finally,'OCAN"8 recommendation conce:rninq th:cee life 
lenqtheninq maintenance proqrama was adopted·... This is, discussed' ill 
the section on depreciation. Accordinqly, tTCAN will be, provided 
100% of its request for depreciation~ 

, . 
'.' 

0 ''-'''­
,,:,"""';. 

1
'" ',' ":,': 
", ,.:. 

," . 

I,' .," < 
, . . '":' : \ ,~, 

tTCAN's total' request for issues not' related.' to, the 
Stipulation and Agxeement 18$52,067. Based: on the· foregoinq 
discussion we will award tTCAR $2a:~118: for its contribution to thi~ ':0."'<,' 

. . , . :! 

decision. Direct expenses, and unallocable' costs were prorated to' 
, " 

conform with our discussion 4lld, 'CCAN's recommended.' allocation for,~ 
briefinq and petitioning' costs: marginal,cost 55%,. revenue, 

, ' , 

allocation 25%, rate design 10%, depreciation 5%.~ ,and other 5%. 
~his. is cons is-tent wi.th our treatment' of out.:..of-pocket expenses. in 
D .. 88~08-0SS. Since O.88-03-023;£ound 'CCAN':s. $12S.jhour rate for ' 
attorney fees reasonable-, we have adopted it for this decision • 
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On Augus't 4, 1988 CPII. 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 

t4tely filed under Rule 75.S4(c). 
Under Rule 76,.54 (a) a request for finding of eligibility 

for compensation must be filed' within 30 days Qf the first 
prehearing conference, or within 4S days after 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 request for 
eligibUity within 45 d.ays after the close of· the evidentia:y 
record. Instead CPIL filed between, the two windows.' We realize' 
that it is. often diffieu:lt to- precisely follow the rules governing .'. 
intervenor compensation requests. 'It is not the intent. of these· 
rules. to- limit intervenor pa.:rtic1pation, but to- provide an orderly •• 
process for requesting compensation. Since CPJ:L, has' made' a 

reasonable effort te> conform: to-: .these rules, its. filing will be 
, . , 

considered timely. 
CPIL,isa non-profit public 1nterest group-which 

represents. the interest of eustomerswho· woulc:thave been subject te>' 
SDG&E' a customer charge when service is .,temporaril.y disconnected. 
CPIL represents theinteres~s of, the unorganized and' 
underrepresented in State regul~tory proceedings., provides an' 

. academic center of le4rxunqin.!ldmfn;s.trative law" and. teaches 
direct clinic. skills: in publiC interest" requlatory law. CP'IL' 

obtains.'·financial support through grants,. subscriptions to the 
California Regulatory 'Law RepOrter,. and' leqal Advocate fees.. 

CP'II." states, that the' customers. that would:' have been 
impacted. by SDG&E-"s proposed" chuqeare not,adequately representedj: 
by a'IlY other puty and' their individual eeonomic interest is small:~ 
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SOO&E estimated that its proposed charge of $4.S0/month for each 
month service 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 $7,5&9 
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 & Expenses 

S.l hours @ $200/hour 
30.3 hours @' S12S.jhour 
55 • .5 hours @ $30/hour 

Postage 

Total Compensation Request 

$1,&20 
$3-,78:1 
$1,665 

$503 

$7,56,9 

CPIL's reques:ted' award is for the preparation of . 
testimony, its. compensation request, and partiCipation during the.!. 
proceeding. Tbrough1ts testimony and, .participation CPIL cl.a1.ms. to 

,. '. ' 

have- made' asubatantial contribution 1:0-·0 .. 88-07·-02'3·.. Although.,' 

' .. ' , 

0', .. 

'l',\ 

SDG&E withdrew its proposal to- require residential customers to-pa~{ .. ' ,'. 
a reconnection charge- for the period when service is disconnected,' 
CPIL argues that SOG&E's withdrawal was in'the face of. CPIL's. 
opposition.. Additionally, CPIL: states that 0.8:8-07-023· confirmed , 
CPIL's position opposing SDG&E.'S- proposed charge .. 

SOG&E is, opposed to CPIL's intervenor compensation 
request stating thatCPIL did not make a significant contribution! 
to 0.8$-07-023- and did-not provide suff1cient-detai.l of· its. 
services and expenses. 

A superficial·lookat D' .. 88;"07-023 might lead. SOG&E'to 
conclude. that ~IL did not contribute to. the, decision.. In ' , 
0.88-07-023 we credl.t 'CPIL: for its: opposition to SDG&E'sproposed', 
charge, otherwise,.. the decision 1s ·sllent with respect to SDG&E's • . 
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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 wi thdraw.n.. 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~sproposalo.. From this we 
conclude that withdrawal of the proposal was substantially 
influenced by CPIL,.'s participation. in the proceedinq and. that cp:c:.: ' 
should be compensated for its effort. . 

Although CPIL should. be awa:rcled compensation, we are' not:: 
satisfied with the description of services and expenditures it 
provided... Rule 76.5·6 requ"ires' that a claimant submit, a detailed 

I 

description. of services and expenditures. A summary of total hour,s 
by individual does not meet this requirement.' CPIL should haV& 

provided a precise description. of the activities performed and the: 
>, 

amount of time each person devoted to each activity_ 
Additionally, our review of UCAN"s compensation request;: 

which provides considerable det4il, indicates CPIL-'s, reqaest .,is· .;; 
excessively bighin relation to the complexity and the limited". 
litigation of the' issue. For example, both revenue allocation.' arid 
deprecia~ion issues were far· more complex and extensively 
litigated, but UCAN's combined costs for these issues is less ,~ 
$10,000. Accord.ingly, we will award: CPIL 50%.· of its request as 
reasonable compensation.. ' 

Finally,· we are not satisfied with CPIL's basis for 
charging $ZOO/hour for Robe:t Fell.rl\e:th's legal work. cpn.rs sole: 
reason for increasing Robert . Fellmeth ; s $15 O·hourly rate, adopted.: 
in D .. 87-0S-030, was. that his 'current 'rate is $200/houro.. Without 
adequate justif1cati~n for an. in~ease ~ we Will use $lSO/hour as': 

, ,",' 

Robert Fellmeth's hourly 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.aa-OS-046. 

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

Rate WatcheR 
Rate Watehers. is a newly fo:cned advocacy group. of SDG&E 

ratepayers which on August IS, 1988: filed a request for a finding 
ofel1gibility for· compensation and an award· of $5,,1&3. Rate 
Watchers states that 'it receives no qrants,. is' supporcecl' only by 

the limited.· resources of its members and claims the economic 
interests. of its individual members is small in' comparison to the 
eost of partieipation. 

As withCPIL, Rate Watehers filed. it request for finding 
of e~iq1bility more than 30 days after the first· prehearing': 
conferenee and prior to 45 days from the close of the evidentiary 
record.. COnsistent with our treatment of cpn.:,'s request,. we nIl 
consider Rate Watchers'eliqibil.f.ty request. to :be t.:£.me!yfiled .. 
However I in' future proceed.inqs we sug-gest that. Rate Watchers file 
eliqi.bility requests- within 30 days of the first prehearing 
conference.. This procedure would allow us to point out similar 
positionS of other parties, areas of potential duplicat!on,and 
unrealistic expectationa for compensation • 
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The following is a summary of Rate Watchers compensation 
request: 

Expert Costs 

Parade Activities 
20 hours @ $22/hour 
2 hours @ $5S/.hour 
3 hours @ $lO/hour 

PUblic Hearings Participation 
2 S hours @ $22/hour 
28 hours @ $55/hour 

Preparation for Evidentiary Hearings 
3' hours @ $22/hour 
1 hour @ $55/hour 

Attend Evidentiary Hearings 
24 hours @ $SS/hour 

Comments on Inter~,Order 
4 hours @S4S/hour 
1 hour @' $SS/hour 
3 hours @' $10/hour 

POfS.tag8' & Mi.sc.'Office Supplies' 
Telephone 
Transportation 
parld.ng . ,; 
PrintecJ:Flyers 
Stickers & Signs 
Bullhorn Rental 

Total Compensation Request 

$SSO 

$2,,156, 

$121, 
, , 

$1,.320; 

$255,:' 

0.88"-07-023 repealed the' $4.S0 customer charge for' 
residential,customers and reest,ablished the $5.00 minimum bill. 
Rate Watchers asserts that it substantially contributed:' to- thdt 
decision through orgaxUz.ing,a prehearing parade and demonstration,' 
and other activities intended to. increase the extent of opposition'; 
to the customercha.rge 'expressed at' the public hearings.. Rate 
Watchers also clai.1na.responsibility ,for providing witnesses and. 
evid.~nce from, which D'~8S-0i-023' concluded· a' climate: of distrUst 4Jlcl 

. .. . 

perceived: unfairness, contributed to· ;the'lack· of customer 
. .' '.' I' 

understanding', of th~ customer, charge_ Wh1.1e'UCAN. and: CPIL and., ORAl' 
represented, the interest' of' res.idential' rate)i>ayers:, only Rate,:1 ' 
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Watchers adequately represented the narrow ~ssue of the customer 
charge impact on customers. 

SOG&& opposes Rate Watchers request for compensat~on 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 
dissatisfact'ion with SDG&E's customer charge and contributed to its' 
repeal in O.SS-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 ~ the public .andevidenti~ 
hearings, and comments on the ALJ's proposed decision relating to 
the customer cb.4rqe ~ Adcl1 tionally, we will reduce-the n'WZiber of 
hours for public hearings by half to reflect· the actual amount of 
hearing time. We will not award' compensation for parade 
activ.i:ties, printed flyers,. stickers, signs·, and bullhorn rental. 

Finally,. we believe the level of regulatory expertise 
exhibited by Rate ,Watchers te>:be compar@le' to that of c:?IL's law 

c • .' 

clerks- .and paralega1s~ Accordingly .we, will·limit Rate Watchers' 
hourly rate to th4t charged by CPIL for similar re<p.latory 
expertise, $30/hour. 

The above adjustments result in a totAl compensation 
award for Rate Watchers of' $2,038'.; 

lindinaa oflACt 
1. On December 1,1987' SDG&E filed.' A.87-12-00lrequestinq 

authority to reduce rates' for its. electric' department . and' inaease ;" 
rates for its gAS and· steam: departments tor test year 1989. , 

2. SDG&E's' A.S"-12-003 requests' attrition increases in 1990 
and 1991. 

3. Two days of public participationhear:Ln9's were held in 
March, 198"a. cmd21,d4ys. of evidentiary hearings were held between 
April and September, 19'88:. 
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4. Excep~ for deprecia~1on and cost of capital, revenue 
requ'irements items. normally litigated in SOG&E'S general rate 
proceeding were agreed to in a Stipulation and Agreement and 
adopted in O.S8-09-06l. 

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

&. 0.88-0·9-063· provided' for revisions to the adopted 
Stipulation and Agreement for NRC fees, labor and non-labor 
escalation rates, EPRI dues, andW/MBE program costs. 

7.. SOG&E sw,mitted: a reliability of se:z:vice stud.y in 

compliance with 0.87-12-069'. 
&. SOG&&,. PG&E,' and Edison expect to. submit a comparison of:. 

rates study by June 1" 1989'. 
9. SDG&E estimates that as of December 3.1,. 19a9: .CLMAC will 

have overcollected electric revenues by $10.5.million. and.' gas 
revenues by $4.0 million • 

10. DRA's Stand:ard Practice U-4 has. consistently been adopted 
for ratemakinq depreciation. 

11.. U-4 provides a' formalization of 'the- theory" of 
depreciation and' guidelines for performing the statistical analyseS': 
on which depreciation computations are based __ 

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

13. SOG&E proposes.' that the rema.:f.n1 nq .. lives. for l7, electric 
. . . 

department plant accounts be 'adjusted by usinci a method refer.red to:. 
as QA'O. 

14 .. SOG&E has included -in its req:uestecl . level of O&M' expense 
three progrmns., wood pole trea'tment, underground- switch 
mainterumce, and pacimount transformer 'painting-,.,·that are expected" 
to extend the liveS. of various plant· and~eq:uipment..' . 
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15. SOG&E' s QAU methodology only considers life shortening 
uncertainties~ , ' 

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

17 • ti-4 methodology c:an inc:rease or decrease the avera9'e 
remaining lives of plant accounts to reflect past and expected 
retirements. 

1~. Depreciation analysts use judqment in the development of 
average remaining plant lives. 

19. Mortality and other h.tstoric data are the primary inputs : 
used. for the d.evelopment of average remaining' lives. 

20. ti-4 does not limit depreciation analysts to- the use' of 
historical elata, information on procluct life from. manufacturers or. 
known changes in. plant' can also be used to develop average 
remaining lives. 

21.. FCC represcril::>es depreciation rates.,at three-year 
intervals for telecommunic:ation utilities •. 

22'. Under FCC~s represcription procedure a telecommunication:, . 
utility subm1.ts· proposed changes in' depreciation to ORA and. FCC. 
staff,. ORA. and FCC staff develop' recommenctations,and areas of, 
disagreement arediseussedin a joint meet'inq with all three. 

. . 
23·.. Depreciation:' rates for 'energy utilities,· al:e·deterxru.ned. on 

, . .' . ",' 

a three-year cycle in general rate. proc:eed.:l.ngs., 
24. 0.84-06-111 adopted' technical"upciates for Pacific Bell 

that provide for. automatic adjustment of depreciation rates to 
account for c:hanges in the composition of utility plant anct: 
relative growth or decline in depreCiation reserve. '. , 

25. G~O. 15,& requ.ires ,$00&:& to participate in a . clearinghouse· 
for verification: ofW !MBES. 

26·. The Stipulati.on.and: Agreement adopted ,in O.a:a:-09-0&3: 
provides for increased W/MBEfunding up,' to $200,000 for adcti.tiona1,' 
W/'1III3E activities such ,as a 'cleal:inghouse for'W/MBEs • 
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27. G.O. 15,6 establishes goals for SOG&E's 'W/MI3E program and 
verification of W/MBES. 

28. 0.8:7-12-066 ordereci Edison to, encourage W/MI3E joint 
ventures and provide technical assistance in meeting financing and 
ins~ance requirements at competitive rates. 

29. SDG&E and ORA 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. ORA excludes non-recurring and, hazardous waste projects 
from the four-year average of plant additions used to estimate 
plant additions for attrition. 

32.. '!he integrated voice and data network project' excluded. 
from ORA's. average of plant additions for attrition is expected to 
reoccur in attrition' years 1990 ,and '1991. 

33. PG&E'''s and Edison"s adopted, at:trition ,methodo109Y,does 
not adjust 'estimated plant additions 'for changes in esc~lation 
rates. 

34... Edison."s budget for 1990' nuclear plant additions has been , 
subject to" review. by ORA. 

3S., SDG&:&"s,nuclear,' O&M expenses for 1989- and~ 1990 were 
adopted inD.87-12-066·, Ed1s0n.~S1988: general rate' case decision. 

3&. All parties,agreed to use DRA's, margiilal energy cost 
estimates. 

37. '!here is no, disagreement with the use of·, DRA"smarginal 
demand cost, methodology. 

38. SDG&E: agr~ed to the following UCAN recommend4tions: (1) 

no con.tirigency factor for TSK costs,. (2) 4 %" for purchasing, and 
warehous1ng transfo:oner costs, and (3) a' weighted average, of' " 
single-family and multi':"family ~ts for customers on' schedule OR.. , 

• • J • 1 • 

39. ORA's weighting of, 8inql~fmn.11y and multi-f~ly units 

115 based. on teat period houa1nq'8tOck~ 
,.',' . 

\ •• ,",< • 
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., 

40. UCAN's weighting of single-family and multi-family units 
is based on the weighting of incremental customers. 

41. SDG&E did not provide an explanation for the difference 
between its labor overhead rat& of 129~ for meter installatio~ and 
its 111% labor overhead rate used on work orders for customer 
costs. 

42. SDG&E's.· estimate of transformer costs was develope<i from 
a moving average inventory price. 

43. UCAN's estimate of trans·former costs was based on the 
incremental cost of' SDG&E's transformer purchase contracts. 

44.. To annualize TSM investments, 'O'CAN: excluded threeFERC 
accounts that it felt were not related to TSK investments from 
SDG&E "s real fixed rate .. 

45. ORA-'s real fixed rat&for annualizing 'rSK costs was 
calculated using the same method as UCAN, but' only 'two FERC 

accounts were excluded. The' th.irdaccowit,. wh1ch relates.' to. 
protective devices and'capacitors,.DRA.':believes is, associated with 
TSX investments. 

4&. SDG&E's common distr:tbutioncost methodology- uses a proxy" 
for the m,;tnimum.. distril:>ution system, to represent common 

, , ~', . . 
distribution coats which are dedicated to. the' 'service of customers : 
as distinguished . from meeting, their demands. 

47. ORA's common distribution cost methodolO9Y identifies 
specific eqnpment as ,access related'and'assigns the investment 
costS' directly to the appropriate customer class .. " 

48:. SDG&E' has. corrected'its customer accounting costs. for 
inconaistencies between its,marginal cost calCulation and' its 
results\of operation calculation. 

49. SDG&:&d.id not reflect differences in the cost of reading' 
meters in its customeraccoun'ting costs. 

SO .SDG&E included conservation expenses in its customer 
accounting costs • 
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51. UCAN's incremental/decremental methodolo9Y 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 
SOG&E's investment costs by 75%. 

53. ORA's market rental approach 'for marg.i.nal CUB,tomer costs 
assumes that customers rent access equipment_ Where customer 
ownership of access equipment' exis.ts customers are excluded. from 
the' allocation process. 

54 • SDG&E agreed to- DRA's marginal energy revenues prior' to 
revision for a revenue-related. tax factor which was inadvertently 
omitted. 

55-. ORA calculated generat.ion. demand for teS1: year 198-9 a1: 
1992 MWusingLOLP-weighted demandS-. 

56. Recorded. 198& generation demand ,was 237& MW. 
57.. SDG&E,UCAN, andFEA used~ ORA's methodology for the 

calculation of d.:istribution demand .. . .' " 

58:. DRA usumed that on average 20 customers are connected to 
, ' , 

each residential, transfomer and that no more than 25% of ,the . 
m.elximwn' load of all individual customers connected. to ~y 
residential trans,fo:z:mer 'will occur' at the same time. 

59.. 800&E's distribution pl.elnning manual., instructs pl"'nning­
engineers to use a diversity factor between 55% anet 75% when 10 

customers are connected' ,to' one' transformer .. 
- , 

60 ..SDG&E. did, not provide supporting clata for the average 
number of residential customers-' connected: 'to ,each transformer, but,: 
argues that, less than 10 are likely tOo-be connected to a new 
tr4n8-fo:cmer. 

&1., ' Full EPMC' revenue allocation i$ conSistent with our 
general policy of marginal cost-based" rates.~-

8:S-
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62. Most customer cl~sses under full EPMC revenue ~lloc~tion 
receive decreaseS: ,within plus or minus 4% of 5APe, with the largest 
decre~se to the agricultural cl~ss, 18%, and the smallest to, the 
residential class, 6%. 

63. D.88-07-023 repl~ced the $4.80/month residential customer 
charge with a $~.OO/month minimum bill. 

64. D.8a-10-0&2 addresses. the realiqmnent ef baseline and 
nonbaseline rates. ill compliance with sa 98:7. 

6~. 0.85-12-108 in SDG&E~s last general ~ateproceeding 
adopted a phase-in of baseline allowances., 

6S. Some SOG&E gas an~ electric baseline allowances are not 
in conformance with PO S 739. 

67. SDG&£ failed. to provid.e convinCing testimony that it is 
U%14ble to. neqotiate lower bank, fees for returned cheeks. 

68:_' 500&&, WMA, and DRA agree, that>, the mobilehome park 
discount shoulcl"De $9.S0/un.tt/month on schedule OX and. 
$&.OO/unit/month on schedule G'r', to. be prorated: and billed on ~ 
daily basis,. 

S9. SDG&E and ORA agree that the discount for apartment 
build.inqs. should, be S4 ... 04/unit/month on schedule DS and'Sl.90,on 
scheduleGS, to. be prorated.' and b1lled, on 'a da!.ly basis. 

70... SDG&E, DRA., and OCAN agree on the desiqn of residential 
'rot!' scheclules:. 

71. ,SDG&E withdrew the folloWing, reSidential rate design 
proposals: (~), late payment charge" (2) telephone charge with 

respect to.' bill collections, (l) customer charge" and (4) 

reconnection. charge ,fer the ,period',when service, is disconnected. .. 
72 .. ' SOG&E proposes a two tiered declirdnq bl~k energy rate ,: 

for 8ehed.ule~AD ... 
73.. The. schedule AO' demand ,charge is below SOG&E'S marginal 

c4pacity cost .. 
74. SOG&E's witness testifiedthat,itwa8. reason4ble to 

provide a TOU option to' schedule A and-, AD,' customers. 
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75. 0.87-12-069 1n SDG&E's 1987 ECAC proceed.ing dd.Opted m.ajor 
changes for schedules AL~~OU and A6-TOU. These changes provide for 
higher demand charges and lower energy rates. 

76. Marginal cap.acity costs in this proceeding are less thml 

those used. to desiqn the AL-TOU and A6-TOO schedules adopted in 

0.87-12-069. 
77. SOG&E and ORA have addressed Poway's concerns for the 

start of the on-peak period forTOtT schedules in A.SS-07-003. 
7S.. Schedules AO-To~r and. AO~TO't7 ax-e opt.ional rate schedules' 

which were closed, to new customers. as of July 1,1988. 'No. party 
opposed SI>G&E's- ,recommendation to.' maintain demand charges dt their 
existinq level and decredse, dll' energy 'charges by an equal percent:~ 

79 • Interrupt1l>le service schedules do. not, reflect the ' 
changes. in the AL-TOU demand, structure ddoptecl.1n D. 87-1Z"':0 69. " 

SO. Coinc1dent demand charqes, on, schecluleAL-TOU maycontaiIl: ' 
more than. coincident, capacity costs.' 

Sl. Schedules AE-1, ,R-'1'~O'-l, and R-TOO'-2 are exper.imental 
real tae, pricing schedules. which are opt10nal for AL-'rol7 and 
AS-TOO' customers, te:cn1nate on Janua:y 1, 1992, and provide for a' 
12-montb temination notice., 

82. SDG&E's AE-l, R-TOl1-1 .and R-TOO'-2: seheclulesdo not' 
reflect the changes to schedules AL-TOtT and A6-TOO' adopted. in 
D.87-12"':069·. 

83.' SDG&E's electr.:tc rule 2(G) author1zes' acbarge for ~" 
factors below 9'Ot. of ,their kLlowattdemand._ SDG&E's present rate" 
authorizes it, to charqe $0.2'ljkVAR/monthwhen.a cus.tomer's power ' 
factor is below, 75t. 

84. Customers which. h.ave' low power· .factorscause SDG&E to. ' 
install capacitors to. maintain 8ystem.capaeity~ . :. 

85. S~dby . customers which ,take' service under more than"on~' 
rate schedule could Dypasscertain rates by taking service under 
one schedule during: on-peakperioclsand·,adifferent schedule durinq· 

;I C

' 

off-peak periods.' ", 

I: . 

," 
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86. SOC&S has not provided adequate justification for 
requiring a Commission-approved contract before customers with 
contract capacity exceeding 20 MW. can receive standby service. 

S.7.. SOG&E's current standby rate structure was designed. to be 
consistent with our standby poliey adopted in 0.8:5-12-091. 

8S. No party has demonstrated a need to change the standby 
poliey adopted in 0.86·-12-091. 

89. SDG&E's standby rate schedule requires customers. to: pay a 
non-coincident demand charge based on 80\ of their contract load ... 

90 • Schedule AD customers pay a combined coincident and. non­
coincident demand charge .. 

91. PG is an experimental schedule for cus~omerswith 
generation facilities.. this schedule has no standby charge and 
customers are allowed t~ credit excess- electricity produced against, 
consumption during other periocls. 

92. Schedule PG does not . recover SDG&E's full cost' of service! 
because of t)),e lack of standby charges and the energy' nettinq 
provision., 

93. D.8:7-12-069' closed schedule PG-QF to new coqeneration 
facilities abOve 20 leW by June 30, 1989. 

94,. DRA and. the Association of CAlifornia Water Agencies' 
support SDG&E'S aqricultUX'al. propoRl as described in the rate 
desiqn section of this d.ecision. 

9S. Costs associated.: with. late payments by non-residential 
customers' Are paid by all. customers. 

9&. SDG&E'$ Report on.Electric Resource Plan,. December, 1987~· 
." . . 

indicates there is a clear neecr:for new· capacity beqinninq in 1989 J: 
97 ~ ORA and SOG&E. submitted a joint exhrbi.t (Exh.i.bit 43) tha.t· 

". " . I' 

sets forth guidelines on the manner in which SDG&:& will eonduct· itS: 
next standard 'offer proceectin"q'.· 

98~ .... ' Exhibit 43 set· fo:l:th eriteria and considerations for 
SDG&E to include inundertaldnqitsperiodie.resoUz.ce plAnning 
activities .. 

-88-
• I" 



• 

• 

• 

A.87-12-003, I.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltq * 

99. ORA's ~ull ·EPMC ~evenue alloeation methodology f~r the 
street lighting class determines maximum demands from the sum of 
individual demands and is consistent with the ~evenue allocation 
methodology used· for other customer elasses. 

100. CAL-SLA's EPMC unbundled street light rate design focuses 
on the cost component$ that provide information on which serviees 
to purchase. 

101. Gas marq1n41 costs,. cost allocation, and rate desiqn are, 
not acld:cessecl. in thia proceedi.nq because the structure of ga.s. ra.tes" 
was determined by 0.86-12'-010, O.,a.6,-12'-009,and 0.8-7-12-039. These 

" . 

decisions. adopted a rate structure that is not subject to change 
for two years ... 

102. Margin rate ,chAnges for core gas customers are subject to 
balancinq account treatment. 

103. Margin recovery for non-eore gas. customers is authorized;­
p~ospectively and not subject t~"balancing.account treatment. 

104. Adequate detail of the costs necesSary for~evenue 
allocation in·SDG&E~s·1989 ACAP was not provided in the Stipulation 
and Agreement adopted: in 0.SS-09-0&3. 

105-. ORA supports SOG&E.'ssteam rate design proposal. 
lOS. Public Acivocates,UCAN r , CPIL,. and Rate Watchers request a, 

finding of eligibility for compensation pursuant to- Rule. 7&.54 .. 
107. Public Advocates, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate Watchers each: 

(1) participated in' ona or ,more issues, that. was· otheJ:Wise".not· 
adequately represented, (2") repr~8ented·'org~zatioJ1$. or SOG&E 

ratepayers which have an economie interest that is' small in·' 
comparison to the cost of effective partieipation, and (3) would ' 
experience'financial hardship for, their cost of participation 
without an award'. 

108.. tJCAN'is a signatory to the Stipulation and Agreement 
adopted in 0.88-09-063· and, only requests. compensation for 74% of I: 

iu total expenses. related to the Stipulation and Agreement • 

'. " 

," 
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109. 'OCAN made a number of recommendations that resulted. in a 
substantial contribution to the marginal cost section 'of this 
decision. 

110. 'OCAN miDlmumly contributed to the adopted. revenue 
allocation methodology, but UCAN' s recommendation concerning tb=ee 

life lengthening maintenance programs for depreciation expense was , 
adopted in its entirety. 

111. Some of 'OCAN"s rate desiqnproposals contributed to thi.s 

decision. 
11Z. CPIL, substantially influencedSOG&E's withdrawal of the 

proposal to req\lire residential customers to'pay a reconnection 
, '. . 

charge for the period when service is disconnected.'. 
113.. CPIL ciid not .submit a detailed description of services. 

and expenditures and: did not adequately justify increasing Robert 
Fellmeth's hourly rate for legal work from ,. $150 to $ZOO. 

114.. OCAN's combined.' compensation request for revenue 
allocation and depreciation", which were each more c::om~lex than ,the;;, 
issue CPIL addressed" was les8 th4n. $10,000 as compared 'to CPIL's 
req\lest of $7,5&9 .• · 

. 11S., Rate Watchers ' participation in the public and 
evidentiaxy hearings clearly def·ined the scope of customer 
dissatisfaction wi.th SDG&E"'s customer charge And' contributed to its 
appeal .. 

11&.. A conSiderable amount of· Rate Watchers' request is. not 
compensable. 

117. The level of regulatory- expertise exhibited by Rate . 
Watchers is comparable to that of CPIL"s law-clerks and paralegals~ 
Conclusions' of 'Law , 

'1. O.8S~09-063, should be revised to- ~eflect changes. in NRC· 
fees, labor and non-labor escalation rates,. EPRI dues, and w/i-mE 
program coats .. 

2. Consistent with its rate case cycle SDG&E"s estimate of 
CLMAC overcollections. should be amortized over three years .. 
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3. In its 1990 attrition year filing SOG&E should amortize 
any diffe~ence between the estimAted and actual CLMAC balance over 
two years. 

4. SOG&E' s QAU methoclology expands the depreciation 
an41~sts's use of judgment. 

S. Depreciation analysts should clearly identify all 
information that adjust$ average remaining plant lives and the 
source of the information. 

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

7.. SOG&E'8- QAUmethodology was only designed to. receive 
input which would shorten life expectancies and as a result is 
inherently biased. .. 

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

9. SDG&E's QAU model is based 'on speculative assUmptions. and 
not recorded. data. 

10. 'rhe depreciat!on analpt, should consider all events which' 
could affect plant lives, at the same time and: adjust average 
service livesaccordirigly. 

11.. A,:reasonable~approach to: determine average ser,:ice plant.· 
lives should solicit 1nformationfrom experts, provide their 
identity, describe their input,. and',indicate how the' information 
was applied. 

12.. A procedure, similar to'represcription is reasonable and' 
should be adopted for SDG&E.. ' " : ' , 

13·. Depreciation ,workshops 4S previously descril:>ed should be.' 
adopted for. SDG&E's. future general rate proceedings .. 

14.. DRA:' s recommended' depreciation expense and ,accruals., 
which exclude QAU, should be adopt~. 

, lS .. ' SDG&E arid ORA ::should' address. the issue of' technical 
depreciationupdates!i:'SDG&E's next general 'rate proceedinq .. 

' . 
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16. SOG&E's life extending proqrams~ pole butt treatment~ 
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/MJ3Es .. 
18'. SOG'E should encourage W/l'fSE joint ventures. and provide 

technical as~istanee in meeting financing and insurance 
requirements at competitive rates. 

19. SDG&E's attrition mechanism should, use a four-year 
average excluding non-recurring and hazardous waste projects. to 
estimate plant aaditions. ' 

20'. The integrated voice, and" data network project is expected' .'" 
to reoccur in attrition years, 1990 and 1991 and should: be included' 
in the four-year, averaqe, ,of plant add! tiona.. 

21. SOO&E's estimate~' plant additioM- for attrition years. 
should not be adj,usteclfor chAng-as in escalation rates_ 

22. Eclison's budget for 1990 nuclear plant additions should 
be adopted for use in SDG&E's attr:Ltion year 1990 filinq. 

23. The nuclearO&K expenses and' plant estimates, adopted.' in 
, ' 

Edison's 19'9'1 test year general ,rate proceeding should, be ,used. for . 
SDG&E'sattrition year 199'1 filing. 

24. ORA',s marginAl, energ:y costs revised to reflect the 
appropriate revenue-relatedtax'faetor" and marginal demand costs 
as shown'in Appendix E, should be adopted. 

25. :t:or direCtly assiqn4ble costs, the.' follOwing, 'O'CAN 
recommendations should 1:>& adopted.: (1) no- contingency'factor for 
residential or small commercial, 'rSM costs, (2)' 4\ for pw:chasinq 
and warehousing transfo:r:mer costs, ( 3) a weighted avera9'e,:of 
sinqle-familyandmulti:-familyunits,for' customers 'on. schedule DR, 
(4) an overhead rat& of'lll'~ and(S.) tranafo:z:mer costs based on 
SDG&E' 8 incremen.tal cost • 
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26. DRA's weiqhtinq of sinqle-f~ly and multi-f~ly units 
and 10% real fixed rate for annualizing TSM costs should be adopted 
for determining directly assignable costs. 

27. 'ORA's common distribution cost methodology should be 

adopted.' 
2S. OCAN's recommendations that customer accounting costs 

reflect the differences, in the cost of· reading meters and exclude 
conservation expenses shoulcl be adopted. .. 

29. 'ORA's market rental approac~ should be adopted for 
determininq marginal customer costs .. 

30.. 'ORA'S revised' mArqinal energy revenuedeterminan:ts. should:: 
be adopted. 

31. Except for its reliability adjustment and diversity 
factor for residential classtransmis&ion and distribution. demandS, 
DRA's methodology, weighting, factors, andclemand cletermirumts for 
calculating marginal cost revenues should be adopted. 

32.: A system peako! 2376. .MW should- be' used for 1989 
generation demand .. 

33.. DRA"s distribution And. transmission ,demand~ adj:asted for a 
50% diversity factor for the residential class, 'should be-. adopted. .. 

, 34. The Full EPMC revenue, allocation shown in Appendix D . 
should'be adopted .. 

35. The phased-in electric and'" gas baseline allowances shown 
in Appendices F and Gue in cOnfor.lnan:ce with PO' S739 and should 
be adopted. 

36; A mobilehome park. discount of 'of $9,.50(unit!month ,for 
schedule D'r' and· $6 .. 00/unit!month, both to be proratecla.nd billed. on ' 
a daily basis., for schedule Gr' should be aclopt'ed... . 

3-7.. A discount. for apartment build.inqs of $4.04!unit!month 
for schedule DS and', Sl •. 901ani.t!month-, both tobeprora'teC' and 
billed on a daily basiS, for'8checlule GS shoulcl'be adoptecl. 

3a. Declining block energy rat~s encourage energy use ancl are ' 
not consistent, with our' conservation policies~' 

I , " ' • 

"', .'. 

,' .. , 



• 
A.87-12-003, I.8S-01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltq· 

39. ORA'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 ~OtJ schedule. 
41. Maintaininq the existinq off-, mid-" and on-peak energy 

relationsh1p~ should provide customers on schedules AL-TOU and 
A6-TOU with a :better understanding o.f the adopted rates. 

42. The off- and mid~peak energ:y rates. for SDG&E's 

experimental schedules AE-l,R-TOU-l, and R-TOU-2 should be 

adjusted to reflect the adopted revenue requirement, :but the 
sched.ules. should :be closed. to new customers: .. ' 

43. Three new· real time pricinq schedules which incorporate 
the rate, structure ch4nqes to schedules AL;'~OU and A&-TOU, should 
be adopted.. 

44. DRA's, recommended interruptible service schedule~' should.', 
be adopted.. ' 

45-. CUstomers with power factors-below 90% should :be assessed 
SOG&E'8 current charge., of $0 .. 21!kVAR month •. 

46. CUstomers should 1:>&' provided six months to correcttb.eir: 
power factors. before: being assessed a ltV'AR: charge. 

4.7. Revenues from. power factor charqes should be treated in. 

the same manne~ as standby revenues. 
4a. ' The proposals to change', .SDG&&'s current standby rate 

structure are not consistent nth .the standbY,'policy adopted ,in 
0 .. 86-12-091.,· 

" 

" 

49. SDG&E should provide in its, next qeneralrate case- filinq 
sufficient da~to pel:Dlit the dete:r:m1nation of'facilities ded..i.Cdted 
to' standby service inelucl1nq.tran:SDLission:and'distribution 
facilities that are not fU'lly diversified:. " . . 

50.. . Schedule AD customers should b9 allowed:. to, ~e' standl:>y' : 
service and receive' credit' for the non-coincident demand. charqeson,' 
their contracted. stanc:lby ·l04d'. 
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51. The enerqy netting provi$ion of schedule PG should be 
closed to all CU$tomer$ and the'schedule should be closed to new 
customers on June 30, 1989 .. 

52. Consistent with D.a7-12-0~9schedule PG-QF should be 

closed to new cogeneration facilities. above 20 kW by June 30, 1989. 
For customers on PG-QF·prior to June 30, 1989 the enerqy netting 
provision should remAin in effect until terminAtion of' the 

cogeneration project or June 30, 1999-, whichever occurs ffrst. 
53. SDG&E'saqricultura1 rate design as shown in Append.ix F 

should be adopted. 
54. 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 wi'l:h.i:n:i: 
25- days from the, billing date and be calculated. ~y applyingSI>G&E's 
authorized annual return on.' rate base rounded to the nearest one . d I 

percent.. Governmenta~ facilities should not· be charged a late ,,' 
payment fee that exceeds the amount authorized by the Government 
Code •. 

55. SDG&E should no~ enterspee1al contracts which provide 
customers with reduced: rates in a year when. ' forecasts ,indicate the 
need for additional capacity without subst~tial justification' 
demonstrating the benefits for all SDG&E ratepayers. 

56.: Exhibit 43 on the resource plan submitted by ORA and._ 
SDG&E estMlishes. guidelines and .,cr.iter.ia for re$ourc:e plllnn'ing: 
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 EPMCunbundled street lighting: rate desi9U 
should,' be adopted. because, it focuses on the' cos.tcomponents that 
prov;Lde infoxmation on which service' "to· pUrchas.e.. .' . , 

59'. SDG&E should be: authorized" to. revise non-core qas rates, " 
effective JanuUy 1" 1989', t~ reflect the· cMnge' in margin adopted,: 
in this deciaion., The current revenue allocation and: rate design' 
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methodology should remain unchanged. The margin change allocable 
to- the core qas customers of $9.644 million as shown in Appendix G, 
should be reflected in the core balancing account to- be addressed 
in SOC&E's ACAP. 

60. ~he non-core gas rates in AppenQi~G should be adopted. 
61. SOG&E should beautborized· t~ increase its electric, gas, , 

and steam margins to reflect· the revenue requirement shown in 
Appendix A .. 

62.. ORA. and SDG&E should conduct workshops with the 
signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to identity the cost 
detail required for revenue allocation in SDG&E' s 1989 ACAP'.. The 

results of these workshops should be served on' all parties to this 
proceeding and SDG&E"'s last. gas. offset proceecUng prior to· $DG&E's 

1989 ACAP filing. 
63. SDG&E'a proposed ateam'rate deaignas shown in Appexldix E: 

should be adopted. 
64.. PW>lic Advocates, 'creAN, 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.8:8-07-023-.. 
66.. RAte' Watchers should-be awarded $2,038 in compensation "I! 

tor its contribution to O.88-07-02~. 

67.. Intereat .hoUld be'paid· on CPIL'. and Rate Watchers' 
award from, the 76th day after 'their request was filed until the' 
payment of the award is made.. 'rb,e interest s.hould·becalculated~ . 

, ! I'~ • 

the same manner as the deferred accoUnt establiShed in D .. 86-06";079~ 
68... 'OCAN ahould:be awarded $53,:118: :tor' its coatribution, to ' 

0.88-09-063 and.this decision •. 
69. Effecti va January 1, 1989 SOG&E should be directed. to 

decrease its electric rates'by $94.9 million. or 7.6-t 'and authorl.zeci, 
to increase its· gas rates tor non-c:oX'e euatomers by $1.5- million· or·' 
0.7% and. atea:m rates' by' $0.6. 'millionor,51.3t. !: 
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S.' SOG&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 SOG&E is authorized to 

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 SOG&E shall conduct workshops with the 

signatories to the'Stipulation and'Agreement to. identify the cost 

detail required for revenue allocation in SOG&E's 1989 ACAP. The 
results of these workshops. shall be served .on all parties. to this 

. . 

proceeding andSOG&El's .last gas offset proceeding prior to· SOG&E"S 
198'9 ACAP- filing .. 

11. The guidelines ancl·criteria·· for the resoU%'ce plAnning 

activities set forth in Exhibit 43 shall be 1m:plemented in the next' 

SOG&E standard offer proceeding, and in can:ying out SOG&E's . . 
resource plAnning activities. 

12.. Experimental schedules A:&~l" R-TOtr-1,and R-TO'O''':'Z shall 
be closed to. new customers on the effective date of this.-decision. ,;. 

l~.. On June 30, 1989' 8chedule PG shall be closed to new 

customers and the schedule's energy netting prOVision shall be 
clo8ed to. allcustomer8. 

. t 

14. On June 30, 1989 8chedule PG-QF' shall be closed. to.· new 
cogeneration facilities above 20 leW.. : The energy netting provision·: 
PG-QF shall remAin in effect· for existing customers, on, the 

schedule prior to June 30, 19'89, until termination of the; 
cogeneration project or June 30,' 1999', whichever occurs first. :,. 

15-. In its. next general rate case filing SOG&E shall provide 

sufficient· data to. permit :the ·dete:mination' ·of faci11ties. dedicatedi· 
to standby service including transmission and: c:listribution 
facilities that are not· fullyd1versified .. 
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methodology should remain unchanged. The margin change allocable 
to the core gas customers ot $9.644 million as shown in Appendix G, 

sbould be retlected in the core balancing aecount to be addressed 
in SOG&E's ACAP. 

60. The non-core gas rates in Appendix G should be adopted. 
61.. SOG&E should be 'authorized to increase its electrie, gas,. 

and ateaJD. margins to' retlect the revenue requirement sbown in 
Appendix A. 

62. DRA and SOG&E sbould conduct workshops with the 

signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to identity the cost 
detail required tor revenue allocation, in SDG&:&l's 1989 Ac:AP-~ The 

resul ts o~ these workshops should. be served. on ul parties. to- this 

proceeclinqand SOG&E'. last gas ottset proceeding prior to SDG&E's 

1989 ACAP tiling. 
63. SI)G&E:'s. proposed steam rate d.es:lgnas shown in Appenclix 11, 

should be adopted., 
64. Public Advocates, 'O'CAN, CPIL, and Rate Watchers shouldl:>e 

found. eligible tor compensation under Rule 76.S4 

65-. CPIL should, be awarded' $3 ,58.2' in compensation' tor its 
contribution toD .. 88-07-023. 

66-.. Rate- Watchers .bould~be awarded, $2,,038 in compensation 
tor its contribution, to- D'.88-07-023-. 

67.. Interest' sbouJ.d ':be paid. onCPIL's and Rate Watchers' 
award tromtbe 76th day atter their request~s' tiled until, the 

payment ot the award is made.. The interest: should be calculated iD) 
the same manner as the d.eterred aceount e.ta))l:£:Sbe4 in D .. 86-06-079'~';: 

68.. 'O'CAN should be awarded· $5~,l;J.g::, :tor its- contribution to 
D.88-09-063 and this decision •. 

69'. Ettective,January 1,. 1989 SDG&E should be directed' to 
decrease its electric' rates 'by $94.9, million' or' 7 .. 6% 'and authorized::: 
to increase its, gas rates tor'non-core customers by $l.5-lIlillion,or', 
0 .. 7% and. steam- rates by $0'.6- million or Sl~3%'. 

j I 
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70. The electric, gas, and steam rates shown in Appendices S, 
F, ana G ~e reasonable and should be adopted. 

7l. The decreases and increases in rates and charges 
author.ized by this decision are justified,. and' are just and 
reasonable. 

IT" IS- ORDERED that: 
1. San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) i$ authorized 

and directed, to- file with this ,Commission" on or after ,the 
, " 

effective date of this-, order, and not later than December, 28', 1988," 
revised tariff schedules for electric" gM,.. and- steam rates as set :, 

,.J, 

forth in Appendices P,. G,. and H., 

2.. The revised: tariff schedules shall' :become effective on or::. 
after January 1~' 198-9 and' ahall comply with, General Order 96-A. 
The revisecitar1ffs ahall apply to- service rendered on or after 
their effective date,. 

3.. SDG&E is authorized to- increase its electric" gas, and 
steam margins to reflect the- adopted ~evenue requi%ement shOwn in, 

, , ' 

Appendix A, anel, to· reflect the split of core and~ non.-eore gas 
margin sbown in Apencl1x G,. page ,2~ " 

4~ SDG&E is, authorizedte>f!le ,attrition adjustments for tbe~, 
years 1990 and 1991_basedon.the methodoloq,yandrevenue 
requirement set forth, in Appendix .~. 

5-. In its 1990 attrition year, filing· ,SDG&E shall amortize 
uy clifference between the, estimated ,and actual CLMAC balance over! 
two. years.. 

6-. SDG&E and the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), aMl1': 

eonductdeprec1ation works~ops-as. discussed: .:6:t.'.this decisio~ for 
SDG&E' a future general rate. proceedings.~ . 

7.. SOG*R and ORA. ahall address the issue of technical 
depreciation updatesin'SOOII&~s-. next general rate proceeding .. 
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S.· SDG&E shall encourage joi.nt ventures with women- and. 

minority-owned business and shall provide technical assistance in 
meeting financing and insurance requirements at competitive r",tes. 

9. For its attrition year 1991 filing SOG&E is authorized to 
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 SOG&E shall conduct workshops with the 
signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to identify the cost 
detail required for revenue allocation inSDG&E's 1989 ACXP. The 
results of these worKshops. shall be served on all parties to this 
proceed.ing and SOG&E'S las.t gas offset prOCeeding prior to SDG&E's 
1989 A~ filinq. 

11.. The guidelines and criteria·· for· the resource planning i 
activities set forth in Exhibit 43 shall.be implemented' in the next' I 
SDG&E standard offer proceeding and- in car%y:Ulq ,out SOG&E' S-' 

resource planning activities. 
12. Exper.1mental schedules AE-l, R-1'O'O'-l, and R-1'OtT";;'2 sh.4l.l . 

:be closed. to new- customers. on ,the effectiveclate of this decision. 
13. On June 30, 1989 schedule PG shall be closed to new 

customers and the sched.ule's energy netting provis.ion shall be' I, 
closed: to all customers.. '. I' 

14. On June 30,1989 schedule PG-QF shall be closed to new 
cogeneration facilities. abo~e 20 kW •. , ':rhe energy netting., prOVision . 
PG-QF shall remain in effect for existing customers, on the 
schedule prior to June 30 I 19'89" until tel:lldna:tion of the­
cogeneration project or June 30', 1999, whichever occurs first. 

1S.. In .1:ts.. next general rate case f111ng SOG&~ shall provide ,;. 
sufficient .clata to permit the detel:m1na.tionof facilities- dedicited::· 
to s'UndDy service, includinq trwmssionand.', distribution. 
fAcilities. that are not fullyd1versif1ed • 
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16. On or after March 1, 1989, SOG&E is authorized to 
establish a late payment charge for non-residential customers. The 
charge shali only apply to balances that have not been paid within 
25 days from the billing"' date and be . calculated by applying SOG&E"S. 

authorized annual return on rate base rounded to the nearest one 
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 

compe1lS4tion for their contribution to D.88;';07-023·. 
18:. Interest shall ~. paid on CPII.~s and Rate Watche:rs.' award, 

from the 76th day after their request. was filed until the. payment 
of the award is made and' ahall be· calculated in' the same manner as.' 

the deferred.· aecountestablishedin D .. 8:6-06-079 • 
. 19-. SDG&E shall pay Utility Consumers" Action Network (UCAN)-' 

$53,118 w1.thin 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: contr1butiont~th1s decision .. 

21.. CPIL, RAte Watchers"Public Advocates, and UCANare 
placed on notice that they may be subjec:tto- audit or review by the 
Commission Advis0l:Y and Compliance Division pursuant to Rule 76 .. 5.7;.· 

therefore, they shall mainta.1n and retain adequate accounting' 
records. and. other necessary documentation supPorting .. all claims fo: 
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.< 

intervenor compensation. They shall maintain such records in a 
manner that identifies specific issues for which compensation will 
be requested,. the actual time spent by each employee,. fees p4.id to 
consultants, and any other compensable cos.ts inCU%'red. 

This. order is. effective today. 
Dated. DEC 1 9 1988 , at san FranCiSCO, CalifOrnia • 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Electric Department 

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS AT ADOPTED, PRESEN'I' RATE 
REVENUES AND EXPENSES 

(Thousands Of 1989 Dollars Unless otherwise Indieated) 
Test Year 1989 

Description 

Operatinq Revenues 

Sales to, customers 
Non-Jurisdictional 
Miscellaneous 

Total Operatinq Revenues 

Operatinq Expenses 

Operation , MAintenance 
NUclear refUeling', 
'Oncolleetibles 
Franchise Requirements 

Subtotal (1986 Dollars) 

Labor Escalation" Amount' 
Non-Labor Esealation.Amount 

SUbtotal (1989' Dollars) 

Deprec:iation.& Amortization 
Nuclear Decommissioninq 
Taxes Other'l'ban On ,Income 
CACorporation Franchise Tax 
Federa~Income Tax 

TotalOperatinqExpenses 

Net Operatinq Income 
Weiqhted,' Averaqe Rate Base 
AUTHORIZED. RAXE OF RETURN 

Adopted 

$778:,637 
l.,,445 
17~OOS 

--------~~ 
$797~08.7 

217,499 
4,319 

15,2'38 
1,6:43 

$238,699 

12',903 
10,719 

$262',3.21 

128,580 . 
22,038 
37',666 
23-,560-
85,.471 

----------, 
$559;635-

$237',451 
$2' , 178,45-l , 

10.90% 

----------------------~----------------------,----------
Adopted Revenue. at Adopted Rates __ 
Less: Stipulated Rev • 'at Present Rates 
Less: Amort... ot- Conservation/Load Mc;mt. 

balanc:inq-,account overcollection 

A'O"rBOIUZEO INCR. :IN REVENtre REQ'O'l:lU:MENT 

$797,08.7 
$US,4-63 

$3-,48:7,', 
-------

($94,868) 
. " 

. ,,' 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Gas Department 

Page 2 

StJMIttARY OF EARNINGS AT ADOP'I'ED PRESENT RA'I'E: 
REV:E:Nm:S AND EXPENSES 

(Thousands Of, 1989 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indicated) 
Test Year 1989 

Description 

operating Rev~nues 
-----------~~-----sales to customers 
Interdepartmental 
Miscellaneous 

TotalOperatinqRevenue. 

Operating EXpenSes 

Operat'ion , Maintenance 
Uncollectible. 
Franchise Requirements 

SUbtotal (1986 Dollars) 

Labor Escalation Aluount 
Non-Labor Escalation., ,Amount 

SUbtotal (1989 Dollars) 

Depreciation' Amortization 
'l'axes Other Than On Income 
CA corporation Franchise Tax 
Federal Income Tax 

Total Operating Expenses 

Net OperatinqIncome 
Weiqhted,AveraqeRataBasa 
AU'I'HORIZED RATE OFkE'l1JRN 

Adopted 

$114,259 
14',051 
3,152 

$131,.462 

48,S77 
2,535-

241 

$5l,353: 

3,30l. 
1,9~5 

$56,649' 

23,O~ 
S,5l& 
3,,833 

12,5l5 

$101,569 

$~,.S.93' 
$274,248-

lO'.90% 

-----------------------.-----------------~~~-~----~--..... -----
Adopted Revenues at Adopted'Rates, 
Less: Stipulated Rev.at'Present Rates 
Less: Amort;.. ot conservation/LOad ,Mgmt. 

:balancing, 'account overcolleetion 

A'OTHORIZED, INCR .. , IN" R!!VENOE' REQO'IREMEN'r 

$131,.4'62 
$1.2'1. ,823-

$1,323' ------

J"f 
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SW DIEGO GAS & ELEC'I'RIC COMPANY 
Steam Department 

S'OMMARY OF EARNINGS A'r AOOP'l'ED PRESEN"I' RATE 
REVENUES AND EXPENSES 

(Thousand.s Of 19'89 Dollars Unless Otherwise Ill.d.icatecl) 
Test Year 1989 

Description 

Operating Revenues 

Sales to customers 
Miscellaneous 

Total Operatinq Revenue5 

operatinqExpenses 
~-~~---~--~--~-
Operation & Maintenance 
1J'ncollectibles 
Franchise Requirements 

SUbtotal (1986 Dollars) 

Labor Escalation Amount 
Non-Labor Escalation Amount 

Subtotal' (1989 Dollars) 

Depre.ciation, & Amorti'zation 
Taxes Other 'l:han, On Income' 
CA' Corporation Franchise. Tax 
Federal Income T~ 

Total Operatinq Expenses" 

Net Operatinq Income 
W.iqhte<1 Averaqe Rate Base 
AtrrHORIZED RAn OF RETORN 

Aclopted 

$1,454 
o 

~--"-----'--. 
$1,454 

1,182' 
28-
o 

-~""----, 

$1,210 

80 
62 

$1,3.52 

39 
46 
(3) 
(0.) _ ... ---.....-----. 

$1,428. 

$25 
$233 

l.O'.90% 

-------------~----~--------~----------~------------
Adopted,Revenues at 'Adopted Rate. 
Less: Stipulate<1Rev., at Present Rates 

ATJ'l'HOlUZED :mat. m,REVENUE, REQunu:M:E:N'1" 

$1,454' 
,$954 

$500 

I,: ' 
, ,.:,-, 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELEC'!'RIC COMPANl!' 
Electric Department - BASE RATE REVENUES 

Gas Department - BASE COST AMOUNT 
Steam Department - BASE RA1'E REVENO'ES 

(Thousands Of 1989 Oollars Unless Otherwise Indicated) 
Test Year 1989 

Electric Department 

Adopted Revenues at Adopted Rates 
Less: Non-JUrisdictional Revenues 
Less: Miscellaneous Revenues 
Less: Amort .. of Conservation/L04d Mgmt. 

balancing account overcollection 

At1THOR:tZED BASE RATE REVENOES-' 
Less: Auth. Base Rate Rev. ett' .. , 4/1/SS 

ADOPTED, INCREASE DfBASE RA'.'rE. REVENOES­
, INCREASE IN BASE 'RAn:, REVENOES-

$797,087 
1,445 

17,OOS . 

$775.,150 
764,701 

$10,443 
1 .. 37t 

__ ~~~ _______________ v ________ ~ ______ ~ __ ~ ______ _ 

Gaa Department 
---------~-----
AdoptedR.venu •• at Adopted Rates 
Le.s.: . Amort.,ot' Conservation/Load K9lIlt. 

balanc1nq account overcollection 

A'CTHOR:tZED BASE COST', AHOtrNT' 
Less: Baae Cost Amount etta 1/1/8'8 

ADOPTED INCREASE IN BASE COST' AMOmrr 
, INCREASE IN BASE COST AMOtrNT' 

$l31,462 

1,323 -----
$13.~,139" 

118,448-

$11,690 
9"..,8:7:t 

~-------------~~----.-----~---------~~-,---------

Steam Department 

AO'l'HORIZEO BASE, RME "REVENOES-
Less: Auth. Base Rate Rev. ett. l/1/88-

AOOP'rm INCREASE IN BASE RA1"E- REVENUES 
t" INCREASE, IN' BASE RATE, REVENOES-

$1,454 
1,,831. " 

____ ..... _ .' I 

($3-77): .. 
-20.59% ','. 

-------------------.----------.-------~---------------------------
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ESCALATION FACTORS - Total Company 
COST OF CAPITAL - CPUC Jurisdiction 

NET-TO-GROSS MULT!PLIERS 
Test Year 1989 

Paqe S 

Description Adopted 

LABOR ------------> 
ESCAI.AXION FACTORS 

NON-LABOR --------> 
ESCAI.AXION FACTORS 

OT.HER ------~-----> 

1987 
1988-
1989 
1990 
1991 

1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 

COMPOSITE ESCALATION FACTORS 

LABOR 
NON-LABOR 
0'I'lIER 

1986 TO 1989' 
1986. TO 1989 
1986- TO 1989 

3.970% 
3.805% 
4.201% 
4.816% 
4.932t 

2.625% 
4.936% 
4 .. 719% 
S .. 086% 
5.334% 

0 .. ,000% 

12.460% 
12.826% 

O.OOO%. 

Electric Gas Steam. ' 
Dept. Dept. Dept;.. 

-------------------------------------,----------'C'ncollectibles 
Franchise Fee 
State Inc. Tax 
Fed. Inc. Tax 

O.~19'570· 
0~002110 
0.093000 
0.3'40000 

0.022190 
0~002110 
0.;'09'3000 
0.340000, 

0.019570.. 
0.000000 
0.093000 
0.34,0000 ___________ aM ______ ~ ______ , _____ _ 

"&'C' Factor 
Inc .Tax Factor 
N-T-G Multipli 

1.022'117 
1.670509' . 
1.70745&' 

1 .. 024856-
. 1.6-70509 

1 .. 712031 

1.019961 
1.670509"' 
1 .. 703853·" , 

~-----~-~~--------------~~~---~~~---------------------------------

• 
Debt 
Pre! .. Stock 
Common equity 

COST" CAPITALIZATION, WTl).. COst. 

-------------~~--~----------~ 9.23% 
6.97t· . 

13.00% 

45-.75% 
,'" 6.2'5% 

48,.00% 

4.22t 
0'.44% 

, 6.24t ' ________________________________________ ~~____________ __ I 

Autb.. Return on Rate Base (CPUC Jurisdiction) .. 

( END OF, APPEM)IX A) 
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--------------------------------------------------------
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELEC'I'RIC COMPANY 

Electric Department 
AXTRI~ION ~ 1990 

----------------------------------------------------------------Expenses 
for AY1990 

in OOO's 
of 1989$ 

Expenses 
tor A-:!1990 

in OOO's 
of 1989$ 
(calit.) 

Transfer 
ot Other 
Expense~ 

to. Labor! 
Non-Labor 

EXpenses 
tor ~1990 

in OOO,"s 
of 1989$ 

tor Attrition 
purposes 

-~----~----------~--~--~-------------~~---~-~--~~ ADOPTED IN CRe -----------------____________ _. _______ .u _________________ ww __ ww ______ == __ _ 

Oper .. & Maint. Expenses (Juris .. Alloc. Factor _ 1.OOO~ ), 

--~-~----~-~---~-~--~----------------~-----~--~---~------------ , 

Lal:>or 
Non Labor 
Other 

11&,113 
S~, 761 
34,694 

240,568 

116,.113-
89,,761 
34,,694 

240,568. 

'Oncollectibles (Juris .. Alloc. Factor -

o 
21,190' 

(21,.190) 

o 

116,.11:r 
1101,95l 

13,,504 ' 

240',568 

1.00()0 )'; 

-~-----~--~-------------------------~--~~-~--~~-~------J Labor' 
Non Labor -
Other 

0 0, 0 0 ;, ' 

00 0 0 0< 
" 

15,238: 15-,238, 0 J.S.,23a' 
I 

-------------~----------~~~--~---~I __ --_----
15,238.- 15,238 o lS,238: :: 

Franchise Fees (Juris •. Alloc _ Factor - 1.00()O'.) 

-------~----~---~-------------------~-------------.-----.--~--Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

o 
0, 

1,643 

o 
o 

1,643-

0, 
o 
o 

----------~----~---... --.. -----~-~-----------1,,643 o 1,643 'r~ , 
, " 

'ro'rAL ·om EXPENSES' 
-~-----~--~-----~---------~--------~--~_--_~--, ____ ---
Labor 
Non Labor 
Other ' 

116,ll3 
89-,761 
51,575 

116.,113 
89,76-1 
51,,57S 

o 
21,.'190, 

(21,190) 

116-,113: ;; 
1 l10,95ol: 

30,.38:5-
'I' 

-----------~--------~~----~--~--~- ._-----
257,449 257,449' 

_ 
• .! 

.,'1, 
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Labor Base tor AY 1990 in 1989$ (Adopted in GRC) 
1989 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 
1988 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 
1987 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 
1987 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 
1988 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 
1989 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1990 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 

Labor Base tor AY 1990 in 1990$ 

Labor Escalation tor AY 1990 in 1990$ 
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted, in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Non-Labor Base tor AY 1990 in 1989$ (Adopted in GRC 
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) " 
1988 Non-Labor' Escalation (estimated in GRe) 
J.987 Non-Labor Escalation: (estimated in GRC), 
198-7 Non-Labor, Escalation (recorded) 
1988 Non-Labor Escalation (recorded) 
1989 Non-Labor Escalation Cuse'-up4ated estimate) 
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (useupdat.d,est~te) 

Non-La.bor Base tor A"£ 1.990 in 1.990$­

Non-~r Escalation ~or AY 1990 in-1.990$ 
U%:Icoll_& Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in. GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requiremene 

Page 2 

$116,113 
4.20% 
3.81% 
3.97% 
3.97% 
3.81% 
4.20% 
4.82% 

121,70S 

5,.592-
1 .. 022117 

S,. 716- (1)' 

110-,9-51 
4.72% 
4, .. 99% 
2-.63%' . 
2.63:%' ; 
4.99%·1, 
4.72%",' " 
$.09% 

~ ... -----,--
1.16-,.594 

50,.643 
1.02'2J.17' 

------------: 
5-,76$-': (2)".; 

" ';; .... 

NUclear Refueling Exp~~ (Juris. Alloc. Factor -' 1 .. 00.00.- ? 
" 

----~~---~-~~----~-~----~-----~-----~----~--------__ ---~~----I, 
Labor Base ~or AY1.990in1.989$ (Adopted in.GRC) 
J.989 Labor Escalation '(estixDAtedin GRC) 
~988 Labor Escala.tion (estimated, in ,GRe) 
1987 Labor ,Escalation (est:iJnated'in GRe). 
1.987 tabor Escalation, (userQcorded)-
1985. Labor Escalat1on. (use recorded) , 
1989 Labor Esca.latlon . (use updated' estimate) 
1.990 Labor Escalat£on(use updated: estimate) 

Labor Base forAY 1990, in 1990$ 

La,l:)or_ Escalation ror'AY, 1990 . in 1990$. . 
'O'ncoll., & Franchise ~ee Factor' (Adopted, in GRe)' 

Increase in RevQnUe . Requir~ent 

34~ 
4~20%. 
.3.81%.:" 
3. .. 97~:; 
3·.97%:, 
3.81%; 
4.20%:: 
4 .. 8:2%1: , -:---------:, 

35$.· 

10' 
i.022117 

-------- £QIIl I' ! t' 

17':" .. C3} •...... 



• 

• 

• 

A.87-12-003, I.88-01-006 APPENDIX B 

Addl. tabor Base for A~ 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 esttmate) 

Additional Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990$ 
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 

Paqe 3 

(10) 
3.97% 
3-.81% 
4.20% 
4.82% 

(12) 
1.022117 

J:ncrease in Revenue Requ'ircent (12') (4) 

Non-Labor Base for A~ 1990 in 1989$ (Adopted in aRC 
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 Esealatio~ (recorded) 
1989 Non-Labor Esealation (use updatedesttmate) 
,1990 Non-Labor Escalatior.l (use updated estimate) 

Non-Labor Base for AY 1990" in 1990$ 

Non-Labor Escalation for A~ 1990; in '1990$ 
Uncoll.. k Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in CRC) 

4,530 
4.72% 
4.99% 
2.63t, 
2'.63% 
4.99t 
4.72% 
$.09% 

.4,761 

230, 
1.022117 --_ .... -------_. 

Increase in, Revenue Requirement ' 

Addl ... Non-Labor Base tor Ay'1990 in 1986$ (use upda 
1987 Non-Labor, Escalation (recorded) 
1988 Non-Labor Esealation (recorded) , 
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (use' updated estimate) 
1990 Non-Labor Esealation (use: updated estimate) 

Additional Non-LaborBasetorAY1990, in 1990$ 
Uncoll.. & Franchise Fee Factor ,," (Adopted in GRC) , 

~nerease in Revenue Requirement 

Depr. + Nuel., Oeeomm. Exp. (Juris. Alloc.. Factor -

lrS9'3 
2.~J.% 
4 .. 99t 
4.72% 
S.09t. 

,2;244 
1.022117 

---------....,...-,-.-
2,294 

1.0000 ) 
------------------ --------------------~-------------------------System avg~, Depreciation Rate (Adoptec11n aRC) 
Inereasein wtcl. Avq. Plant in Service' 
~or An.990 (Aclopted in GRC) , ' 

Increase in Depreeiation expense 

Increase in Depreciation eXpense (calif.), 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement' 

3-.7262%' 

J.79';'924'· --_-.--,-----
6,704 

6,704 
1_707456----,-------

(:5-) 

,II ' 

'(6,.", 

I', • ',",'" 

'.' 
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Alloc. Factor - l.OOOO ) 
-----------------~-~--~-~--~-~------~-----~---------------------
System avq. Ad Valorem Tax Rate (Aclopted in GRC) 
Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in service from 

TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd-to-net 
ratio o! 0.4495 (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes 

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes (Cali!.) 
Oncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

0.9350% 

16-5,775 

l,SSO 

1,550 
l.022117 

1,$8:4 '(8) 

Accel • .AlI1ort. (Juris., Alloc. Factor - 1.0000' ) 
---~------~---------------------------------------~-~-- -~.-.---Attrition Year 1990 GAdopted in GRC) , 0 
Test Year 1989· (Adopted in GRC) 0 

Increase in Accel. Amortization 

Increase in Accel. Amortization (Calif •. ) 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in.Revenue Requirement 

State Tax Depr. (Juris., Alloc_ Factor -

O· 

o 
1.707456 

o . (9) 

l.OOOO· ) 
-----------~--------~~---~----------------~--------------~--~' state Tax Oepr. Rate (Adopted· in GRC) 
Increase in A~l99'0 EOY Plant in Service from' 

TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd-to-net 
ratio- of" 0.4495. (Adopted in" GRC) 

3..7971%' , , 

16S,775o :, 
--~-------- -

Increase in State Tax Oepreciation 

Increase, in State Tax Depreciation (Calif.) 

Increase in CCFT C Tax Rate -
Increase in FIT ( T,ax Rate -

Increase.in state & Federal Taxes 
Net-to-Gros$,Multiplier (Adopted inGRC) 

9.3000% 
34 .. 0000% 

" 6,29'5 

6,295-

(585)" 
199 

(386)', 
1.7074So<!; 

Increase in Revenue. Requirement, (660') 
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Federal Tax Oepr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor -

Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) 
Increase in AYl990 EOY Plant in Service from 

TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd-to-net 
ratio of 0.4495· (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in Federal Tax Oepreciation 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (calif.) 

Increase in Federal TaXes ( Tax Rate 
Net-to-GrOS$ Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

34 .. 0000% 

1 .. 0000 ) 

2.7280% 

165-,775-

4,522' 

4,522 

(1,538) 
1.707456 

Increase in Revenue Requirement (2,625) '. (11) 

ITC Normalized (Juris .. Allee .. Factor -
(Applicable to IRe See .. 46(f) (2') utilities only.). 

l .. OOOO· ), 

-------~---------------------------~~~----------------------Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted· in GRC) 
Test year 1989 (Adopted. in'GRC) 

Increase in.ITC normalized. 

Increase in ITC normalized, (calif .. ) 
Net-to-Groas Multiplier (Ac1opted.inGRC) 

(4,68l) 
(4,681;) 

------~.' 
o 

o 
l.707456 

"', 

-------------------. I , .. 
Increas. in Revenue Requirement o (l.2) 

Interest, synehro. (Juris., Alloc'. Factor -
(Applicable toIRcSac. 46(f) (2,.. utilities only.) 

l .. OOoo l: 

.... ~--------------~----------------------------ITC Normalized in TY1989' .(from above) 
wtc1. cost ot Lonq Term· Oebt (Adopted in AYl.990') 

4,68l 
4 .. 22%' 

Increase'in CCFT interest 

Increase in CCFT (Tax Rate -
Incre.ase in FIT" ( Tax Rate -

Increase in State , Federal Taxes 

Increase in State" Federal Tax •• (cali~~) 
Net-to-Groas Multiplier (A4opt.d.~ in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement .' 

.,.' 

------------', ':: 

9.3.000%' 
34 .. 0000% 

(18)".' . 
6-------

(12)' . 

(l2')"'i 
1 ... 707456, 

------- ,'):1 
(2:l;)i{J.3)· '. /. : 
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 ) 

------~------------------------~----------------------------~---Wtcl .. avq. Oepr Rate Base foX' T"l19$9 (Adopted in GRe 2,17$,45-1 

Plant in Service (Adopted in eRC) 

-------------------------------~--Wtcl. avq. Aclclitions tor 'l'Y1989 
Net Additions tor 'l'Y1989 
Wtd. avg. Additions tor AY1990 

PHFtT (Adopted, in ~C:) 

-----~-~~-~-----------
Wtd. avg. Additions tor 'l'Y1989 
Net Additions tor 'l'Y1989 
Wtd. avCJ. Additions tor AY1990 

Depreciation Reserve (Adopted: in GRC) 
--------------------------------------
wtd. avq .. Depreciation Reserve tor 'l'Y1989 
wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve tor An99 0 , 

Taxes Deterred - ACRS (Adopted in GRC) 
-------------------------_ .. ----------
wtd.. avg.. Deterred, Tax.. - HACRS tor 'l'Y1989 
wtd. avg.. Deterred. Taxes. - !lAOS tor AY1990' 

Amortization tr Other Reserves (Adopt.din GRC) 

------------~--------~-----~--------------Weighted average tor TY1989' 
weighted average tor AY1990 

wtd. avg .. · oepr aate Base tor AY1990' 

(84,576-) 
189,984 

74,5-16 

o 
o 
0, 

990,633 
(1,..114,,496-) , 

Z07,459 
(2Z9,Z44) 

9,593' 
(11,950) 

2,2l0,..370' 

wtd. avq. Depr. Rate Base in 'l'Yl.989 (Adopted' in eRC' 2,178.,.451 
wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in AY1990 (Adopted in GRC 2,210,370' 

wtd. avq. Depr. Rate Ba .. in TY.198.9' (cali:!.) 
wtd. avg. Depr. Rata Base in AY 1990 (calit.) 

2,.178,451 
2,21o.~370 

9.23\ ' 

l:j 

Return on Debt in 'l'Y1989 (Adopted, in GRC) 
Debt capitalization in n 1989: (Adopted' in GRC) 45 .. 75\', ! '., 

------ -- - --!' 

wtd~ cost ot Debt for Test Year 1989.' . 4 ':22\ 

Return on Debt inAY 1990 (Adopted: in, 'AY19'S9') 
Debt capitalization in AY 1990, (Adopted-in AYl,989) 

wtd. cost o:! Debt tor Attrition· Year 1990 

Increase in Debt cost in Attrition Year 1990 
trncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement' 

1,,347"' .~' 

1.022117' 

1,37~ '(14) 
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Preferred Stock 

Return on Pre!. Stock in T¥ 1989 (Adopted in GRC) 
Pref.Stk. ~apitalization in TY19S9 (Adopted in GRC) 

wtd. ~ost of Preferred Sto~k for Test Year 1989 

Return on Pre!. Sto~k in A¥1990 (Adopted in AY1990) 
Pre~.stk. capitalization A~1990 (Adopted in ~990) 

wtd. ~ost of Preferred St~k for Att. Year 1990 

In~rease in Pref. stock cost in Att. Year 1990 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted-in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Common Equity 

Page 7 

0.44t 

&.97t 
6.2'$l 

0.44% 

140 
1.707456 

240' (J.5) 

Return on Common Equity in TY 1989 (Adopted in eRC) 13.00% 
Com. Equity capitalization TY 1989 (Adopted:- in eRC) 48.00% ----- ", 

wtd. ~ost of CommonE~ity ~or Teat Year 1989 6.24% 

Return. on Common Equity AY 199(> (Adopted in AYl.990) 13:.00% 
Com. .. Eq. capitalizationAY 1990 (Adopted. in: AYl.990) 4S .. 00% ' --,-------

wtd. cost of Common Equity for Att. Year 1990- 6-.. 24%, ' 

Increase in Common Equity ,coat ,in Att. Year 1990 
Net-to-Groas KUltiplier (Adopted in eRe) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

RO&D expense (CIEE tuncUnq) 

------~---~------~~------Attrition Year 1990' (Adopt.din GRe) 
'rest ,Year 1989 (Adopted .in GRe) 

Increase in RD&D' expense 
un~oll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in eRC) 

xn~rease ia Revenue Requirement 

RA1'EBA$E' :MONITORING 
-------.--~--. 
wtd. avq. Depr.RateBase in 'rY19S9-" (Ac1opted in eRC) 
wtd. avq. Depr.RateBase in 'rY1989 (use.u~ated est. 

wtd. avq. Depr • RateBase in AY1990 (Adopted in' GRC) 
wtd.. avq,. Depr .RateBase in;" AYl990' (use updated est • 

1,992- . ' . 
1.707456---,--------

3,.401 ,(16) 

22S 
100, 

US 
1.022'117 ----------

128(17) , 

2, 178,45l. 
2' ,..178-, 451' 

2',21.0,370 
2,2'10,370 
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SAN DIEGO GAS " ELECTlUC COMPANY 
Eleetrie Oepart=ent 

Page a 

REV'ENUE REQt1IREMEN'I'S FOR A'I"l'RI'I'ION YEAR 1990 
'I'housands O~ 1990$ 

----------------------------------------------------------- ---
ITEM 

AT'I'RI'I'ION 
YEAR 
1990 ------------_ .. -------------------------------------------------o " H EXPENSES : 

Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation 

$5,716 (1) 
5,768- (2) 

Total O&M Expenses 

NUCLEAR. REYT3ELING EXPENSES : 
-----..-.----.-.----~---.. -----~-

Labor Escalation 
Additional Labor Base 
Non-Labor Escalation 
Additional Non-Labor Base 

Total Nuclear Refue11nq Expenses 

CAPITAL RELA'I'ED . ITEMS : 

Book Depreciation Expenses 
Ad Valorem "Taxes . 
Accelerated Amortization 
state. Tax Depreciation 
Federal Tax Depreciation 
X'l'C normalized , 
Interest Synchronization 
Debt cost 
Preterred stock coat . 
Common Equity cost 

Total capital Related Items 

OTHER: AUTHORIZED . ITEMS : 

----------------~----

11,483 

17 
(12) 
236-

2,294 

2,534 

11,447' 
1,584 

o 
(660) 

(2,625) 
o 

(21) 
1,377 

240' . 
3,401" 

14,743' , . 

RD"D expense (CIEE tundin9') 128 
Retirement ot debt (Adopted inAY'1990") (0) 
Book Depreciation exp'. ad:h (Adopted in AYl990) 0 
Incr. in Non-Jurisc1ietional. Rev. (Adopted in GRC 0 ' 
Amort. ot CLMAC bal. account. (Adopted in AYl990) (0) 
SONGS 2&3 poat-COO, disallowance" (Adopted in D.,88-l.2-033) (0·) 
SONGS2.3 pre-COD A:FODCdisallowance (Adopted . in 1)..88-12-033-) (0). 

TOtal. other Authorized Items 
----------------------------____________ ~ _______ ~~ _______ T ____ __ 

ADD'L :REVEN'O'E" REQ~. -> 
Exclude ~ attributable to La.rqe Light • Power 

('1'0' be adopted in om" 86-10"';001) 

'1'OTAL ADO'L REVENUE REQo:tREHEN'l'S, ~~-> 23,889' .. 

(3) 
(4.)' 
CS) , 
C:6},-

(7') .' .' 
(8)",' 
(9)' 
(',10·) . ,'. 
(11), '" .,' 
~Z)· 
(l:n···· 
(J.4)'· 
(15): 
(16), 

'. 

(17) 
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----------------------------------------------------------------SAN DIEGO GAS & ELEC'I'RIc COMPANY 
Electric Department 
ATTRITION YEAR 1991 

------------------------------_ .... ------------------ ---_ ... -
Labor Base ----_ ..... ---
Total Labor Base for AY199l (adopted in AY 1990) 
1990 Labor Escalation (est~ted in AY1990) 
1989 ~or Escalation (esttmated in A~990) 
1989 Lal:>or Escalation (use recorded) 
1990 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1991 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 

Lal:>or Base for AY 1991 in 1991$ 

Labor Escalation for AY 1.991 in 1991$ 
'Oncoll. & Franchise Fee Faetor (Adopted in. GRe) 

121,70S. 
4.82% 
4.Z0% 
4.20% 
4 .. 82% 
4.93% 

127,707 

----.. ~~-~ 
Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Non-Labor Base -----... ~-.. -------
Non~~or :ease tor AY 1990 (adopted in An.990) 
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in . AY1990 ): .. 
1989 Non-Labor ·Escalation . (estimated in AYl990') 
1989· Non-Labor Escalation' (use recorded) .. 
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated· estimate) 
1991 Non-LaJ:)or Escalation· (-use -·updatedestilnate) 

Non-Labor Base tor A"i 1.991 in 1991$ 

Non-Labor Escalation for.A"! 1991 1n 1991$ 
'Oncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requ·irement 

NUclear Refueling ~. (Juris. Alloe. Factor-

6,135- (18) . 

$116-,594 
$.09%. 
4 .. 72%, 
4 .. 7:2%., 
5-.. 09% 
$~33%: 

122-,8:13' 

6,219-
1.022'117· 

6-,357 ; (1:9).· 

l .. OOO<>. ), 
~---.. --... --------~---.--.... -.... --~~-.. ---------.... --------------
uu:>or Base for A~1991 in 1990$- (Adopted" in A":C.990) 
1990 ~or Escalation\ (esti:m.ated·· in GRe) . 
1989 Labor Escala.tion (estilu.ted.· in GRC) 
1989'La):)or Escalation (use.recorded) 
1990 Labor Escalation. (use' updated·'estilDate) 
1991 Labor Escalation (use upClated: estilDate) 

Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1991$-. 

Labor Escalation tor AY1991 in 1991$-
Uneoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

347·· .. 
4 .• 8Zt-. I' 

4.20%: 
4:..20%.' 
4.S-Zt

l 

4.93%. 
___ -.~ ___ ~ I 

17 
1.0:22117,. : --_ .. ~~" ,'" 

l7" (20) ,. 

.\' I 
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Addl. Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1986$ (Adopted 

1987 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 
1988 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 

in AY 1991) 

1989 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1990 Labor Escalation (use' updated estimate) 
1991 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate ot 

Additional Labor Base for AY 1991 in 1991$, 
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Non-Labor Base tor AY 1991 in 1990$ (Adopted in GRC 
1990 Non-Labor 'Escalation (estimated in GRe) 
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated, in GRe) , 
1.989 Non-Labor Escalation (use recorded) 
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1991 Non-Labor Escalation (use updatec! estimate of 

Non-Labor'Base for AY 1991 in 1991$ 

Non-Labor Escalation tor AY 1991 in 1991$ 
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted inGRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Addl .. 'Non-Labor- Base- ~or' AY 199'1 in '1986$'-(Adopted 
. in AY 1991) 

198-7 Non-Labor Escalation (use recorded) 
1988: Non-Labor Escalation. (use recorded) 
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (use' updated estimate) 
1990'Non-LaborEscalation (use updated estimate) 
1991 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 

Additional Non-Labor Base tor AY 1990 in, 1990$­
'Oncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in' GRe) 

Inerease in Revenue. Requirement 

Oepr. + Nuc1. Decomm. Exp,. (Juris. Alloe. Factor -

Page 10 

7 
3.97% 
3..8l% 
4.20% 
4.82% 
4.93% 

9 
1.022'117 

7,00S 
5.09% 
4 .• 72'%: 
4 •. 72% 
5.09%' 
5.33.% 

7,.378 

, 3'74 
l.022l17 

----------

(21) 

3S2 I (22)i 

(2,.226-) : 
2.63t.: : 
4,';'99t~' 
4 .. 72%, ':. 
5_09%, : 
50.3-3% 

--------~, 
(2'~7S0):::: 

1.02'2'117 .: 
" ---------", " , 

(2,842)':' (23.),' ::,: 

l .. O¢¢O ) -------------------------------------,---------" 
system avq. Depreciation Rate. (Adopted in GRC) 
Increase in wtd·.. Avq. Plant in service 

tor AY1991 (t1l?dated. in AY 1991) 

Increase in Depreciation expense 

Increase in Depreciation expense (calif.), 
Net-to-Gross MUltiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

3-.7262'% " 

18.1,2'48 :' 

&,.754 

6. 754 '~ ,., 
1 .. 7014,S.6.; ------

11,.531 
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 ) 

-----~--------~-~---------------~-~-----~-----------------------System avq. Ad Valorem 'rax Rate (Adopted in GRe) 
Zncrease in AY1991 EOY Plant in Service from 

AY1990 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd-to-net 
rati~ ot 0.45198 (Updated in AY1991) 

Increase in Ad Valorem 'raxes 

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes (Calif.) 
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Accel .. Amort. (Juris., Alloc. Factor -

0.9350% 

196,491 
--... -----------

1,837 

1,837 
1.022l17 

... --------~ 1,878 

1 .. 0000 ) 
----~------~~~-~-~-~---~-~--~-----~-----~-------------------~~ 
Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in GRC) 
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Accel. Amortization 

Increase in Accel. Alnortization (cali!.) 
Net~to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

o 
o 

0' 
1.701456 

______ ~ _____ ~' I 

Increase in Revenue' 'Requ:irement - .. - ~,- -_. o 

state Tax. Oepr. (Juris. Alloe. Factor - 1.0000 ), 
----~------------------------~--------------~~----~~--~-- -' State Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC). 
Increase in ~1991 EOY Plant in Servicetrom 
~990 EOY Plant in Service at awtd-to-net 
ratio o! 0.45-798 (Updated. in AY199 1) 196,491 ': -.. -~ .. ----~- " 

Increase in State T~Depreciation 

Increase in State' Tax Depreciation (cali!.) 

Increase . in CCFT' ( Tax Rate -
Increase in FIT' ( 'rex Rate.-

Increase in State & Federal Taxes 
Net-to-Gross. Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in'Revenue Require!:l.ent 

,9.~OCO% 

~4.0000:t 

7,461 

1,461. 

(694}' 
2'36' --------,----

C4SS}:: 
1.7074501 : 

, " 

(782):: 

(25) 

, ., .'j ',. 

(27):::':':':' ' 
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Federal tax Depr.. (Juris .. Alloc. Factor - 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) 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.) 

Increase in Federal Taxe~ ( Tax Rate 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

3-4.0000% 

ITC Normalized (Juris. Alloe. Factor­
(Applicable to IRe Sec .. 46(t) (2) utilities only.) 

2.728.0% 

196-,.491 

5-,360 

5-,360 

(J.,822) 
l.707456 --... ------~--- . 

1 .. 0000 ) 

~~--~-- -~~~-----~~---~~-----~----------~-~--~---~--
Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in GRC) 
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC) 

Increase in ITC normalized 

Increase in ITe normalized (cali!.) 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) . 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

(4,68:1) 
(4.,.68:1.) 

----~-------
o 

0. 
1..707456 

INTEREST- SYNCHRO_ (Juris. •. Allee. Factor -
(Applical'>le to. IRe Sec .. 46(f) (2) utilities only.) ) 

1..00.00 ): 

----~---------------.-----------------------~--~----- ~- ~ I're Normalized in. AYl991. (from; above) , 
wtel. cost of Lonq 'rerm, Debt (Adopted, in· AYl,991) 

4,681',.' 
4.22%:' ---..-- -:' 

Increase in CCFr interest 198.;: 

Increase ·in CCFr .( 'lax Rate -
Increase in FIor ( Tax ,Rate -

Increase in State • Federal Taxes 

Increase in State' Federal Taxes (Cali:!.) 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier CAdopted·in i GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

.. , 

.9.3000% . (18)', 
34.0000% 6.,: 

~--__ I .•• 

(12)(: 
I' 

(U), 
1.101450" 

-~------.--
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloe. Factor - 1.0000 

Wtd.. avq. Oepr Rate Base for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC 2,210,370 

plant in Service (Adopted in GRC) 

------~---------~~-----~----------Wtd. avq. Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC) 
Net Additions for U1990 (Adopted in GRC) 
wtd. avq. Additions for AY1991 (Adopted in AY~99~) 

PHFU (Adopted in GRC) 

wtd. avq .. Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC) 
Net Additions for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC) 
wtd. avq .. Additions for AY1991 (Adopted in, AY1991) 

Depreciation Reserve 
~--.. -----.... ---------~ 

(74,5.16) 
16S,775-

89 ,989 

wtd. avq .. Oepr. Reserve forAY1990: (Adopted in GRC) 1,114,.496" 
wtd .. ave; .. Depr. Rsrv. for AY1991 (TJ'pdated· in AY199'l. (1,244,.785) 

Taxes Deferred - ACRS 
~~~----.-------~--.. -
wtd. avq .. Def .. Taxes - MACRS for AY3.990 (Adopted in 
wtd. avq ~ Def... Tax.. - MAOS for AYl991 ('Op<1ated in· 

Amortization , other Reaerves ,'(Adopted, in GRC) 
... - .---~---. .. -- . --- -~----~------------------
Weighted average for AX1990 
Weiqhted. averaq. for AY1991 

wtc1. avq. Depr Rate Base f~r AY1991 

229,244, 
(Z50 ,28.7) 

11,9'50 
(14,204) 

Z,.210,370 wtd. av9'. Depr. Rate Base in Attrition Year 1990, 
wtd .. avq. Oepr. Rate, Baae in. Attrition Year 1991 Z, 233,031 .' i 

wtd. avg .. Oepr. Rate Base in. AY 1990 (calif.) 
wt<1. avg. Depr. Rate Base in AY 1991 (Calif_' 

Long-term Debt _1IIiI __ ~ __ , 

Return on Debt in' AY 1990 (Adopted in AYl.990) 
Debt capitalization in,.' AY 1990, (Adopted in AYl990,) , 

wtd. cost ot Debt to~ Attrition Year'1990 

Return on Debt in AY l~l' (Adopted in An991) 
Debt capitalization in,AY 199'1' (Adopted in'An991) 

wtd .. cost of Debt for Attrition'Year 199,1 

Increase in Debt costin Attrition Year 1991 
'Orlcoll.. "Franchi.. Fee Factor ,(Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Reqairement 

Z,2'10,370' 
2,.2'38" 031 

9.23%' 
450.;75%, 

---~ .. ------ . 

':\ . i, " 

,4.:22%' ,i 

9 .. 23% 
4.5.75%' 
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Preferred Stock 

Return on Pret. Stock in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990 
Pref.Stk. eapit~lization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990 

Wtd. cost of Preferred Stoek for Test Year 1990 

Return on Pref. Stoek in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991 
Pref.Stk. eapit~liz~tion AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991 

wtc1. cost of Pret'erred stock for Att. Ye~r 1991 

Increase in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 1991 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirel!l.ent 

Common Equity 

Return on Com. Eq. in AY 1990 (Adopted in An.990) 
Com. Eq. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted: in AYl.990) 

wtd. cost of Common Equity for Att. Year 1991 

Increase in Common Equity eoat in Att.Year 1991 
Net-to-Groaa'Multiplier (Ac!opted. in GRC), ' 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 
" 

RD&D expense (CIEE fUncUnq), 
------------ ------------'.\ 
Attrition Year ,1991. (Adopted inGRC) 
Attrition Year 1990, (Adopted iIi'GRe) 

Increase in RD&D expense 
uneoll. & Franchise, Fee F~ctor (Adopted in GRC). 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Retirement of debt -----------. 
Increase in Revenue Requirement (Adopted in AYl991) 

Paqe 14 

6.97% 
6.25% 

0.44% 

6.97% 
6.25% 

0,.44% 

122 
1.707456-

208' . (32) 

13.00% 
48.00% 

6.2'4% :' 

'1' 13-. O()~, ' , 
48.00% ," 

6.24% ' 

1,.726, 
1.70745-6-._----,., 

'",' ' 

, .,' 

2,947: C3~) 

35C> 
22$ ----,-----
125·· 

1.022117 

US: . (34).::: ' . .,.'. \. 

(0).< 
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RA'l'EBASE TRACKING 

Wtd. 
Wtd. 

wtd. 

wtd. 
Wtd. 

wtd. 

avg. 
avCJ· 

avq. 

avq. 
avg. 

avq_ 

Depr.Rate Base in 'l'7(1989 (Adopted in GRC) 
Depr.Rate Base in 'l'Y1989' (estimated at 

the tilne ot tilinq tor A"l 1990) 
Depr.Rate Base in 'l'''l1989 (recorded) 

Dopr.RatoBase in AY1990 (Adopted in GRe) 
Depr.RateBase in A"l1990 (estimated at 

the tilne ot tilinq tor A"l'1990) 
Depr.RateBase in AY1990 (use updated est. 

wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in ~1991 (Adopted in GRC) 
Wtd.. avg. Depr.RateBase in AY1991 (use upclated est. 

Page 15 

2,178,451 

2,178,.451 
2,178,451 

2,210,370 
2,2'10,370 

Z,210,370 

2,.238,031 
2',2'38,031 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Electric Oepartment 

Page 16 

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 1991 
Thousands Of 1991$ 

-----------------------------------------------------------------. 
ITEM 

ATI'lU'l'ION 
~ 
1991 ________ M --________ w ________________________ •• -

o & }It EXPENSES- : 
---..-------------

Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation 

Total O&M Expenses 

NUCLE.AR. REFOELING EXPENSES : 
--------~~--~-~--~~~--~~---

Labor Escalation 
Additional Labor Base 
Non-Labor Escalation 
Additional Non~LaborBase 

Total Nuclear Retuelinq·Expenses 

CAPI1'AL RELATED ITEMS : 
-------- ~-------~---

Book Depreciation EXpenses 
Ad Valorem Taxes 
Accelerated AmortIzation' 
state Tax Oepreciation 
Federal Tax Depreciation 
ITC nor.malizec1, 
InterestSyncbronization 
Debt cost 
Preferred· stoCk coat 
Common Equity coat 

Total capital Related Item. 

OTHERAOTBORXZED ITEMS: 
~.,- ..... - ---- .-.--'----

$6, l3$ (l8) . 
6,35-7 (19) 

12,492 

17 
9 

382' 
(2',842) 

(2',433) 

(20) 
(21). ', .. 
(22) " . ',' 

",'.' ,- '. " 

. (2'~)' .... ,':;.:., ... " 
.iJI'.', ' , ." 

.,'" 
. " 

11,5-31(24). ' 
l,878- (25),""" 

o '(2'6)'., ',' :" 

(7S2)!(27L 
(3., lJ.2)' (28:)" '" , o (29Y': "'. 

(21) :(30),:·· 
1,1.93 'C31Y" .' 

208· C32} \. 
2,. 94 7 .. (33'):"/ ------_._.--

13-,843 

I, ' • 

RD&D expense (CIEE tundinq) 12:8 : 'C3'(),' 
Retirement of. deb" (Adopted in AY 1991) (0) 
Book Depreciation exp.adj .. (Adopted' in AYl991) 0 
Ina. in Non-Juriadic:tional Rev ... '(Adopted in. GRe 0 
Amort. of CLMACbal. account (Adopted in' AYl.990) . (0) 
SONGS 2&3 post-COD.c1isa1lowance (Adoptee! in 0,.88-1.2-033) (0,) 
SONGS2&3 pre-COD AFODCd:i:sallowanee (Adopted in. D, .. s.s-12-033) (O}i 

________ - - I 

Total Other Authorized Items' 128 --------.. ,~----- - ----- -------------------_._---
ADD'L. m:vENUE REQt7IREKEN'.rS .-> . 
Exclude t attributal:>le to-' Larqe' Liq1it " Power 

(To· be adopted, in OIR.; 86-10-001.) 

'l'OTAL ADD'L m:vENUE. REQODEMENTS --> 

$24,,029 

0_00% 
I:. 



•• 

• 

• 

A.87-12-003, I.88-01-006¥.· .APPENDIX S Paqe 17 

----------------------------------------------------------------SAN DIEGO GAS & ELEeI'RIC COMPANY 
Gas Departlnent 

ATTRl~ION YEAR 1990 

----------------------------------------------------------------Expenses 
tor A'!ll990 

in OOO's 
o:f 1989$ 

Expenses 
tor AYl990 

in OOO's 
of 1989$ 
(calif.) 

Transfer 
o:f Other 
Expenses 

to Labor/ 
Non-Labor 

Expenses 
:for AY1990 

in OOO's 
of 1989$ 

:for Attrition 
purposes.' 

---------------~---~-~-~--~~--~---~--------------AOOP'l"ED I N GRC 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------oper. & Maint. EXpenses (Juris .. Allee. Factor - 1.0000. )' : 

-~~-~---~--~----~--------~-----~----~~--~--------~--------~~-' 
Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

29,,790 
17,552 

6,,531 

29,790 
l7,55Z 

6,53,1 

o· 
5,.034 

(50,,034) 

29,790 
22',58-6 
1,497 

--------~--------~-~----~-----~---------~-----53,873 53-,8-73 o 53,873 

Uncollectibles (Juris. Alloc. Factor - ~.oooo ) 
~---~------~--~---~-~--~---~----------~-~-------- ---
Labor 
Non Labor 
other 

0 0 
0 0 

2,535 2,53$ 

0 
0 
0 

o~ 
o 

• 2',535,' 

--------..-.-----,----~-~~-------.-~~--~~-~------~-
, '. ,< ,. 

Z,S3S 2,53S 0 2,535 lie, .Ie 

Franchi •• Fee .. (Juri ... Allee. Factor ----- ~---------~---~----------~------~------~~-~-
La))or 
Non Lal:>or 
Other 

o 
o 

24l 

0, 

o 
o 

1 .. 0000),; 

o 
0, 

241 
~--~-~~------------~----~~~--------------

241. 241. o 24:1. 

TOTAL O&K EXPENSES 

---------~~--------~-~~--------~-~-~-~--------------~ , 

Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

29,,79'0 
1.7,552 

9-,.308 

29,790' 
1.7,552 

9-,308 

o 
S,.034 

(5,034) 

~,790' 
2'2,586", 
4,274 

-------_._---------------- -----.--~-~--------~-------------
0' 56,.649. 

- - -

, 
"".~ .' 

110 •••• 

, 
, . 
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Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1989$ (Adopted in GRe) 
1989 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRe) 
1988 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRe) 
1987 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRe) 
1987 Labor Escalation (use·recorded) 
1988 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 
1989 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1990 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 

Labor.Base for AY 1990 in 1990$ 

Labor Escalation tor AY 1990 in 1990$ 
Uncoll. " Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in Revenue Re~irement 

Non-Labor Base for A"! 1990 in 1989$ (Adopted in GRC 
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 
198e Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in eRC) 
1987 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated inGRC) 
1987 Non-Labor Escalation (recorded) 
1988 Non-Labor Escalation (recorded) 
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 

Non-Labor Base for A:{ 1990 in. 1990$· 

Non-Labor Escalation for AY 199-0· in 1990$ 
oncoll. " Fr:anchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Depreciation EXp. (Juris. Alloc. Factor -

Po.qe 18 

$29,790 
4.20% 
3.81% 
3.97% 
3.97% 
3.81% 
4.20% 
4.84% 

31,232 

1,442 
1 .. 0248·56 

1,.478 

22' ,s.86 
4 .. 72% 
4.99% 
2.63% 
2.63% ; 
4.99% 
4.72% -
4.87%-: 

23,685-

1,.099 
1 .. 024856 

(3$) 

1.0000· );. -

------------------------------.. -.. ------------~--.. ------.. ----...--: 
Syste:n avq. Depreciation Rate (Adopted in -<mC) 
Increase in. Wtd. Avg,", Plant in service 

tor A"l1990 (Adopted in CRe) 

Increase in Depreciation expense 

Increase in· Depreciation expense (Cali! .. ) 
Net-to-Gross MUltiplier (Adopted in·GRe) 

Increase in·Revenue Re~irement 

4.2'481% 

33:;795- " 
_ .. _---.-..-_~ ___ I 

, 

1,.648- I 

1,648-
1 ... 712031_ -----_._--

2,.822" 
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 ) 
--------------~~---~~---~---------------~-----------------------System avq. Ad Valorem Tax Rate (Adopted in GRC) 
Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from 

TYl989 EOY Plant in service at wtd-to-net 
ratio of 0.44303 (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxe$ 

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes (calif.) 
uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirament 

Accel. Amort., (Juris. Alloc. Factor • 

0 .. 7552% 

41,8S2 ------... ----~ 

316 . 
1.02'4856 

--------------324' C3S} , ' 

l.OOOO )'. 

-----------------------~~---~~~--~-----~----~----------------~ Attrition Year 1990(Adopted· inGRC) 
Test Year 1989 (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Accel. Amortization 

Increase in Accel. Amortization (calif.) 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

State Tax Oepr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor • 

o 
o· --... ---~---

o 
l.71.2~3l 

------------o ',(39)-" 

l.OOOO" ) 

~-~-------~----~--------------~-~---~------~--------------,-------State Tax Oepr. Rate (Adopted !nGRC) 
Increase. in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from' 

TY1939 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net 
ratio. of 0.44303 (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in State Tax Depreciation, 

Increase in State Tax Depreciation (cali!'.) 

2.9509% : 

________ ......--..._' II . 

1,.238-

l.,238 

Increase in ccn ( Tax Rate .' 
Increase in FIT' ( Tax Rate -

9.3000%. 
34.000,0% 

(llS) , 
39' 

Increase in State &' Federal Taxes 
Net-to--Gross MUltiplier (Adopted in,GRC) 

Increase in Revenue,Requirement 

(70): 
1.7l203-1 ," 

... -~---,---,.:, 
(l30): " 
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloe. Factor - 1.0000 

----------------------------------------------~-------~-~------~ Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) 
Inerease in AYl990 EO~ Plant in serviee from 

TY1989 EO~ Plant in Serviee at wtd-to-net 
ratio of 0.44303 (Adopted in GRC) 

2.85.82% 

41,882 
-~------.. ----

Xnerease in Federal Tax Depreciation 

Increas~ in Federal Tax Depreciation (CAlif.) 

Inerease in Fe4eral Taxes ( Tax Rate 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

34.0000% 

1,197 

1,197 

(407) 
1.712031 

Increase in Revenue Requirement C697~ . (41) 

ITC Normalized (Juris. Alloe. Factor -
(Applicable to· :mc sec. 46,(t) (2) utilities only.) 

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-Grosa Hultipl~:r (Adopted in GRe) 

'I' 
I 

(345) 
(34S) 

----.. ------
o 

o 
1..712031. 

.,. 

Increase in Revenue Requirement o (42):,.,., .. " 

Inter.at Synchronization' (Juris. Alloe. Factor -
(Applieableto· IRC. sec. 46-(f) (2) utilities only.) 

1.0000 )' . 

----------~-------~-~~---~-----~--~~------~----.... ---
ITC Normalized in TY1989 (trom above) . 
wtd. cost of Lonq'Term Debt (Adopted in AYl990') 

Increase in CCFT' interest 

Increase in· CCFr'( Tax Rate - . 
Increase in: FIT' ( Tax Rata .-

Increase in State fr· .Federal Taxes 

Increase in .State «'Fe4eralTaxes (calif.) 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in CRe) 

Increase in Revenue Requ"irement 

9'.3000"" 
. 34.00()0% 

J.S. 

(1) 
o· 

(1) 
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor -

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base for TY1989 (Adopted in GRC 

Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC) 

Wtd .. avg .. Additions tor 'rY1989 
Net Additions tor TY1989 
wtd. avg .. Additions for AY1990 

PHFU (Adopted in GRC) 

wtd. avg .. Additions tor TY1989 
Net Additions tor TY1989' 
wtd. avg .. Additions tor AY1990 

Depreciation Reserve (Adopted inGRC) 
-----~~~~~~------~--~~-----------------wtd.. avq.. Depreciation Reserve for TYl989 
wtd.. avg. Depreciation Reserve tor AY1990 

Taxe. Deterred - ACRS· (Adopted in GRe) -------------------------------
wtd.. avg~. Deferred. Taxe .. - DCRS- for 'rYl.989 
wtel. avg.. Deterred Taxe. -DCRS for AY1990 

Amortization __ Other. Reserves: (Adopted' in GRC) 
-----------------------------------~~-~----~-Weighted average tor. TYl989' 
Weighted average' tor AYl990 

- , 

wtd .. avg., oepr Rate Base tor AYl990 

Paqo 21 

1 .. 0000 

274,248 

(16,767) 
37,007 
18,5oS5o 

o 
o ) 
o 

197,332 
(218,626) 

9,.503 
(11,142) 

1,225-
(1,444) 

--.,,~,---

289,892 

wtel.. avg. Depr. Rate Base in TYl989' (Adopted in GRC 
wtd. avq. Depr. Rate Base in An990 (Adopted in GRC' 

274,248 
289,891 

wtd .. avg. Depr. Rate, Baae in TY 1989 (calit.) 
wtel. avq. Depr. Rate Ba ... ' in AY 1990' (cali:! .. ) 

Long-term Debt 
------------
Return on Debt in TY 1989: (Adopted in GRC) 
Debt capitalization in TY 1989' (Adopted inGRC) 

wtd. cost of DeJ)t tor' Test Year :1989 

Return on Debt in AY 1990' (Adopted in' AYl989) 
Debt capitalization in AY 1~0 (Adopted' in. An98~)· 

wtd .. cost of Debt tor Attrition .Year 1990 

~ncraase in Debt cost in Attrition Year 1990 
uneoll. «. Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted, in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

274,24$ 
289,89'1' 

9 .. 23% 
450 .. 75% 

" .2:.2%' 

9.23% : 
45-.. 75%", 

660, 
1.024856 1 

": 
______ ,_nsr • __ _ 

677 . (44),<~':",', 
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Preferred Stock 

Return on Pref. Stock in TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC) 
Pret.Stk. eapitalization in TY1989 (Adopted in GRC) 

Pag-e 22 

6.97% 
6.25% 

-------------' 
Wtd. cost ot Preferred Stock tor Test Year 1989 

Return on Pref. Stock in AY1990 (Adopted in AYl990) 
Pref.Stk. eapitalization AY1990 (Adopted in AY1990) 

wtd. cost of Preferred stock :for Att. Year 1990 

Increase in Pre!. Stock cost in Att. Year 1990 
Net-to-Gross MUltiplier (Adopted in GRC)' 

0.44% 

6.97% 
6.2St 

0.44% 

69 
1.712031 

. ----------..-. 
Increase in Revenue Re~irement 118 (45) 

Common Equity 
--~~~----

Return, on Common Equity in TY 198~ (Adopted in GoRC) l3.0~ 
Com. Equity capitalization 'l'Y 1~89 (Adopted inGRC) 48.~~" 

wtd. eost of Common E~:tty ,for Test Year 1989 6.24% 

Return on Common Equity, AY 1990' (Adopted in AY1990) 13.00% ' 
Com. Eq. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990), 48 .. 00t -------

Wtd.coat of Common Equity for Att. Year 1990 6.24%" 

Increase in Common' Equity cost in' Att., Year 3.990 
Net-to-Gross MUltiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Retirement of debt 

Increase in Revenue Reqa1rament (Adopted in AY1990) 

RAnBASE MONI'l'ORING 
--- - -~~--- ---
wtd. avq. Depr.RateBasein TYl.989 (Adopted. in GRC) 
wtd. avq .. Depr • RateBa.. in 'rYl989 (use. updated, est. 

wtd .. avq .. Depr .. Rat.Base in AYJ.990 (Adopted in GoRC) 
wtd. avq .. Depr • RateBase in AY1990 Cuseupdated est .. 

976-
1..71.2031 ----------

1,&71 . (46» 

(0)' . 

274,248-', .. 
274,.248' , 

289,,891 
289,89l. 

,,-r.' 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELEC'I'RIC COMPANY 
Gas Department 

Pa9'e 23 

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION YEAR 1990 
Tb.ousands Of 1990$ 

-----------------_ .................... _ ... -----------------.. . 
ITEM 

ATrRIl'ION 
YEAR. 
1990 --------_.---------------------.--.. ---_ ..... 

o & M EXPENSES : 

Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation 

Total O&M Expenses 

CAPITAL RELATEI> ITEMS : 

Book Depreciation Expenses 
Ad Valorem Taxes 
Accelerated Amortization 
state Tax Depreciation 
Federal Tax Depreciation 
ITe normalized. 
Interest Synchronization 
Debt·eost . 
Preferred Stock cost 
Common Equity coat 

Total capital Related Items 

OTHER A'OTHORIZED,. ITEMS :.' 

Retirement of debt (Adopted: in AY 1990) 
Book Depreciation' exp. adj. (Adopted:tIl An.990:) 
Amort .. ot CLMAC bal. account, (Adopted in AY1990) 

(35). 
'. (3~)-:. 

------------- . ". 

2,605-

2,.822 . (37);:'" .. ' 
324 •. (3S:).'" :':'.<. 

o ,(39} .. ". 
(13:0) .• (40}', 
(697)' (41) . , , 

o .: (42)' "'.,' 
(2) .. :.(4.3}C ," ,,: 

677 (44.)' . 
1.1.8- ': (.4So).:,',,' 

1,6.7l. ; (46) ',' " ',: ---,-----<,. 
4,783 ' , 

(0): :.' 
0" . 

(0) :.' 

Total Other Authorized Items (0) . I 

---------------------------------------------- -------------------
TOTAL ADD'L-REVEN'OE' REQtTIREMEN'rS' ---> $7,3-87 ______________ --_______________________ - 'j I 

.. ' 
.' 

I . 
I' ,I 
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------------------------------------ - --- ---. 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Gas Department 
ATTRITION ~ 1991 

---------------------------------------------------------- --.--Labor Base 

~otal Labor Base tor AY 1991 in 1990$ 
1990 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRe) 
1989 Labor Escalation (estimated in AY1990) 
1989 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 
1990 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1991 Labor Escalation (use updatea estimate) 

Labor Base tor A¥ 1991 in 1991$ 

Labor Esc::alation tor AY 1991 in 199-1$ 
'Oncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRe) 

31,232 
4.84% 
4.20% 
4.20%' 
4.$4% 
5-.04% 

3Z,,807 

1,.575-
1.024850' 

.... --~-----------. 
Increase in Revenue Requirement 1,.614, '(47) 

Non-Labor Base 

Non-Labor Base ~or AY: 1990 (Adopted in AY1990) 
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRe), 
1989 Non-Labor Escalation ,,(estimated in U1989) 
19-89' Non-Labor Escalation (use recorded) , 
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1991 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 

Non-Labor Base :ror AY 1991 1n 1991.$ 

Non-LAbor Escalation tor AY 1991 in 1991$ 
'Oncoll. & Franchise Fee. Factor (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in. Revenue Requirement 

Depreciation Exp. (Juris. Alloe.Factor -

$23,.685-
4.87% 
4.72~ 
4~72% ' 
4,.87:t 
5.,21% ' 

24 .. 9J.9 

: 
--~------:II"---

l,.265 

1.0000. ). 

(48» 
" , 

.. __ .... ___ ~_~ _______ ~_,.. .... _______ _.._ .. ~ .. __________ ... _ _. __ "_ ... ____ ...... _ ... _ _____ :1 . 

System. avq.. Depreciation Rate (Adopted in GRe) 
Increase in Wtd~ 'Avq, .. Plant·in Service 

!orAY1991 (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in Depreciation exp~e 

Increase in Depreciation. expense' (calif.) 
Net-to-Gross. MUltiplier (Adopted' in GRC), . 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

. , I 

4.248:1.%';: 

43-,.203·' . 
• _ _ ,I 

:1.,.335' : 

J.,..83$'·:' 
1.712'031 i ----,-----

3,142,:' . (49),:',' 
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Alloc. Factor - l.OOOO ) 

-------~--------~~--~----~-------------~---~---~---~--~~--------System avg. Ad Valorem Tax Rate (Adopted in GRC) 
Increase in AYl99l EOY Plant in Service from 

TYl990 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net 
ratio of 0.43688 (Adopted in GRe) 

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 -

0.75.5-2% 

450,495 

~--------..----344 

344 
l.024S$6 

352 

l.OOOO ) 

---------~-------------~----~----~------------------------------Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in GRe) 
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Accel. Amortization 

Increase in Accel. Amortization (Calif.) 
Net-to-Gross MUltiplier (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

State Tax OeprO' (Juris. Alloc .. ,Factor-

-------------

1.0000 ) 

----~---~----~-------~-------------~-----------------------------state Tax Oepr • Rate (Adopted in CRC), 
Increase in AYl99l EOY Plant in' Service from 

TY1990 EOY Plant in service at wtd-to-net 
ratio. of 0 .. 43688 (Adopted, in: GRe). 

2.9569% 
", 

4$,49$ 
--... ~---------

Increase in State Tax Oepreciation 

Increase ihState Tax Depreciation (calif.) 

9.3000% 
34.0000% 

1,345, 

(l2'5) 
43 

Increase inCC~ (Tax· Rata­
Increase, in PI~, ( Tax Rate -

.~ -------------
Increase in State ,'Fed.eral Taxes 

Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 
(83) 

1. 7l20~1 . 

(50) 

, ' 

I' , 

Increase in, Rev~ue Requirement (14l) (52), 

, ,.,', 



-. 

• 

A. 87-12-003, I. 88-01-006* APPENDIX B Pa9'e 26 

FeQeral Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 ) 
~~-----------------~~-----~-~~~--------------------~----~~~~----
FeQeral Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) 
Increase in AY1991 EOY Plant in Service from 

TY1990 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net 
ratio of 0.43688 (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (cali!.) 

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

34.0000% 

2.SSS2:t 

45-,495 

1,300 

1,300 
...... ---------.... ,., I 

(442) 
1.71203·,. --------,--

Increase in Revenue Requirement (7~7) : '(53). " 
" 

ITC Normalized (Juris. Allee. Factor -
(Applicable to IRC 5ec.46-(f) (2') utilities only.) 

1.0000· ),' 
, 

, " 

" 

~-------~-~~-----------------------------------~----------------Attrition Year 199'1 (Adopted'in GRC) 
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted' in GRC) 

Increase in lTC, ,normalized 

Increase in ITC normalized (cali!.) 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted inGRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

(345) 
(345) : 

o 

o 

"I, . 

1.0000 ), IN'l'EREST'SYNCHRO. (Juris. Alloe. Factor -
(Applicable to IRCSGC.46-(f) (2) utilities'only.) ) 
--------------------------------------------------" ;;. 

34S: ITC Normalized., inAY1991 Ctrom:above) 
wtd. cost or Lonq Term DeQt(Aclop-eecl in AYl.99l.) 4.22'%' 

Increase in CCFT-, interest' 

Increase in CCF'l" ( Tax Rate -
Increase in FIT ( Tax Rate -

Increase in State « Federal Taxes 

Increase in State « Federal Taxes (calif'. ) 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted. in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requ-irement 

------------ ,I 

' .. 9.3000% 
34.0000% 

(1) '. 
1. 712031~ 

(2); 
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor - l .. OOOO 
---------------~----~~----~--~----------------------------------Wtd. avg .. Depr Rate Base for A~~990 (Adopted in GRC 

Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC) 

Wtd. avg .. Additions for AYl990 
Net Additions tor AY1990 
Wtd .. avg. Additions for AYl99l 

PHFO (Adopted in GRC) 

---~----~-----------~-wtd .. avg. Additions for AY1990 
Net Additions tor ~990 
wtd .. avg .. Additions tor ~l991 

Depreciation. Reserve (Adopted in GRC) 

-~-~-----------------------~----------wtd.. avg.. Depreciation Reserve tor AYl990 
Wtd ... avg. Depreciation Reserve, tor AY199l 

Taxes Deterred - ACRS (Adopted ill GRC) .-.----------.. -------------~~---------------wtd. avg .. Deterred. Taxe. -' lO.CRS for, AY1990 
wtc1. avg.. Deterred. Taxe. - lO.CRS for AY1991. 

Amortization " Other. Re .. ne. (Adopted· in GRC) 
~---------------------~-------~--~-~--... ----- . 
Weiqhted averaq. ~or AY1.990, 
Weighted average for AY1991 

wtd. avg .. Depr'Rate Base for AY1991 

wtd. avq,. Depr. Rate BaSe in Attrition 'Year ·1.990 
wtd. avq ... Depr. Rate Base in Attrition Year 1991 

wtd. avq. Depr. Rate Base in A"i 1990 (calif.) 
wtd'" avCj. Depr. Rate Base in AY 1991. (cali!.) 

Long-term Debt --.... --~~-~ 
Return on Debt in AY 1990 (Adopted in ·AYl.990') . 
Del:>t capitalization in AY 1990- (Adopted in ~990) 

Wtd. cost of DeDt for Attrition Year 1990 

Return on Debt in AY 1991 (AdoptedinAY1991)· 
Debt capitalization in· AY 1991 (Adopted., in An991). 

Wtd. cost o~ Debt tor Attrition Year~99'1 

Increase in Debt -coat in Attrition Year 1991. . 
lJ'ncoll. & Franc::hise Fe. Factor. (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Re~irem.nt 

289,891 

(l8,555) 
41,882 
19,876 

o 
o 
o 

218,626 ' 
(241 r 61S.) 

11,142 
(12,760-) 

1,444 
(1,66:l). ' --,-----

308,.263 

289,891. 
308,.268 . 

289,89l 
308,268 

4.22% 

9 .. 23%: 
4S.1~. -----,.,-.. . ,. 

4 .. 22% 

71(;,' 
1 .. 024856 

I'" 

" 
,'" r 

" ..... 

.795. (56) 
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Preferred stock 

Return on Pre!. Stock in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990 
Pret.Stk. capitalization AY 1990 (A~opte~ in A~l990 

Wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1990 

Return on Pref. Stock in AY 1991 (Adopted in A~991 
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991 

Paqe 28 

6.97% 
6.2st 

0.44% 

6.97% 
6.25% 

--~------~----wtd. cost o!Preterred Stock tor Att. Year 1991 

Increase in Pre!. StoCk cost in Att. Year 1991 
Net-to-Cross MUltiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Common Equity 

Return on Com.. Eq. in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990) 
Com. Eq .. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted inAYl,990) 

0.44% 

81 
1.712031-

138 '(57) 

13..00% 
48.00.t ; 

wtd. coat'of Common Equity tor Teat Year 1990 

Return on Com .. Eq. in AY 1991 (Adopted inAYl,991) 
Com ... Eq. capitalization A"£ 1.99l (Adopted in AYl.99l) 

-----------------",",,: 
6.24%",' 

wtd.. coat of Common Equity tor Att;. Year 1991 

Incraa... in COllmon Equity coat in Att. Year 1991 
Net-to-GrOS5 MUltiplier (Adopted in GRe) 

13..00%', 
4S".00% ' 

1,.147 
l.71203l -- ---- . 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 1,.963 I (58):',' 

Retirement ot debt .. -~-- .- - --" 
Increase in Revenue Requirement (Adopted.- in A'n991) 

wtd. avq. Depr.RateBase in 'l'Y1989 (Adopted- in GRC) 
wtd. avq. Depr.RAt. Base in 'rYl989 (estimated at 

the t1meo:f :filing' :forAY 1.990) 
wtd. avq. Depr.RateBaa. in:'rYl.989 (recorded). 

wtd. avq. Depr.RateBase in AY1.990 (Adoptec:l' in GRC) 
wtd. avq. Depr';':Ra.teBase in, AYl99'O' (estimated, at 

, _ the' time ot, :tilinq- for A"i 1990) 
wtd .. avq. Depr •. Ratesase· in AYl990' (use updated, est .. 

wtd. avq.. oepr • RateBase in 'An991 (Adopted- in GRC) 
wtd .. avg. Depr.Rate.Base in AY199l (use updated est .. 

, , 

274,.248 : 

274,248 
274,.2:48: 

289, 8'9'l. '; 
289,891:, ., 

J 

2:89,891:, 

3.08 ,. 2:6S'~ 
3.08: ~L~ i ,,.4V9 , 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELEC'l'RIC COMPANY 
Gas Department 

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR ATTRITION ~ 1991 
Thousands ot 1991$ 

Page 29 

_________ a __________________ ._________________________ M PM • 

ITEM 
AnRITION 

YEAR 
1991 ________ - _w _________________ • __ -. _____ _ 

o & M EXPENSES : 

---~-~----~---Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation 

Total O&M Expenses. 

CAPITAL .RELATE]) ITEMS : ._---...--------.-.-..-.-
Book Depreciation Expenses 
Ad Valorem Taxes 
Accelerated. Amortization, 
Stat. Tax Oepreciation 
Federal Tax Depreciation 
ITC nomalized. 
Intereat synchronization 
Debt coat 
Preferred. Stock cost 
Common Equity cost 

Total capital Related, Items 

0'.t"l:IE:R A'O'I'HORIZED ITEMS : 

Retirement o~ debt (Adopted in, AY' 1991) 
Book Depreciation expo ... adj:. (Adopt.din AYl.991) 
Amort_ o~ CLMAC bal. account (Adopted 1n AYl.990) 

Total Other Authorized Items 

2',879 " 

, ' . 

(47) I···· ; 

(4S}.;'" "" 
o • • • 

3,142' (49);:' .. 
3~' (S<>} ':" ;, 

0- (51 ,,:., 
(14l.) I '(52)'" ,.,'~ 
(757}: (53}',' , 

()". (54)" '., 
(2')::' (SS)':;;<: 

79S " (56.):';::':;":'" 
,138. ,.' (5.7) •. "",,; 

1,963- ' ." .css;~:,,:~;;.~;, 

50,,491., 

(0)1, ",,' .' 
0, :: 

CO):! . 
.,1., 

CO):, .. 

-..--~----------------~--~-~---- -----~-~------
$8:,370' I; . --------------------------,." .. 

,I, .. 

'1,'1 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------SAN DIEGO GAS &: ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Steam Department 

~TION ~ 1990 -----._-_.-.. -_ .......... -----------------... _._. . ------ -
Expenses 

for AYl990 
in OOO's 
of 1989$ 

Expenses 
for AY1990 

in OOO's 
o! 1989$ 
(calif .. ) 

Transfer 
of Other 
EXpenses 

to Labor/ 
Non-Labor 

Expenses 
for AY1990 

in OOO~"s 
of 1989$ 

for Attrition 
purposes 

----------------~-~-~-~-----~--------------------I N GRC __________________________________________ . r_ 
Oper. &: Maint. Expense=:. (Juris. .. Alloe. Factor • 1.0000 ) 

-~---~---------~----------------~----~---------~-~-------------Labor 
Non ~or 
Other 

725-
542 

57 

725-
542-

57 

o 
54 

(54) 

72:5 
596· 

3-
-------~-----~~---~-~--~-----~-------------------1,324 1,324 o 1,,3-24 

Uncollectibles (J.uris .. Alloe. Faetor - 1.000¢' >, 
- .... --------------~--.. --~-----.. -,...--.. -----... -----.. -------------~ .... - I' , .. 

Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

o 
o 

28. 

o 
o 

2'8 

o 
o 
o 

0, 
o 

2$ 
...--.. --------....----------.. ------~-----.. ---~-----.. ----," :1 

o 

Franchise Fees. (Juris •. Alloc .. Factor'-

. 28' 

1..OOOO·· ); 
-~-~-----~-----~-----~----------~-----~---------~----~-- --~-. Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

0-
o 
o 

0' 
o 
o 

-----------------~-~-~-~-----------~----------------o o o 0, 

TOTAL O&X EXPENSES 
. '. 

___________________________ ~_w. __________________________________ II 
LaPor 
Non Labor 
Other 

725-
5-42-
8S 

o 
54 

(54) 

, 

72$,·· 

596. 
3-l' '. 

~---~-~--~----------------------~------~--~ --_.' 
1.~352 1,352" o 

--------------------_.----.. ----------------------------_._---==--==-.--------= 

." " 
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Labor Base for A~ 1990 in 1989$ (Adopted in GRC) 
19S9 Labo~ Escalation (estimated in GRC) 
1988 Labor Escalation (estimated in GRC) 
1987 Labor Escalation (estfmated in GRC) 
19S7 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 
1988 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 
1989 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1990 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 

Labor Base for AY 1990 in 1990$ 

Labor Escalation tor AY 1990 in 1990$ 
'Oncoll. & Franchise. Fee Factor (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Non-Labor Base for AY 1990 in 198,9$ (Adopted in GRC 
1989 Non-Labor Escalation (esttmated in GRe) 
1988 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRe) 
1987 Non-Labor Escalation (estimated in GRe) 
198-7 Non-Labor Escalation (recorded) 
19S8 Non-Labor Escalation (recorded) 
1989' Non-Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (use updated esti:m.ate) 

Non-Labor Base for·AY 1990 1n'1990$ , . 

Non-Labor Escalation forAY 1990' in 1990$ 
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 
" 

" 

Depreciation Exp. (Juris. Alloc.. Factor -

Page 31 

$725 
4.20% 
3.81% 
3.97% 
3.97% 
3.81% 
4.20% 
4.84% 

760 

35 
1 .. 019961. 

36(59) 

S9G-
4.72% ':', 
4 .. 99% 
2' .. 63% 
2 .. 63% 
4.99% 
4.72%". ' 
4~87% . 

--~~--.. ------
29 

1.019961 _____________ ~ :1 

1.0000 )' 
---~---~-----------~~-~-~-~-~---~-~-----------~~-~--~------
System avq. Depreciation Rate (Adopted in GRe) 
Increase in wtd.. Avq. Plant in Service 

for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Depreciation expense 

Increase in Depreciation expense (Cali~~) 
Net-to-Gross.' MUltiplier (Adopted in GRe)· 

Incre~se in Revenue Requirement 

0.7244% 

~o 

--~-----'-'-' 
0 ... 

o· 
1.703853-.' .• 

--~-~-- -- ~I 

~ '.. " " 

'-:., 

o .(6~), 
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 

-------------------------------~~~~~-----------~~~--------------
System avq. Ad Valorem Tax Rate (Adopted in GRC) 
Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from 

TY19S9 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net 
ratio of 0.3081 (Adopted in eRC) 

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes 

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes ,(calif.) 
Uncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRe) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Accel. Amort. (Juris. Alloc .. Factor -

0.1483% 

S7 

o 

o 
1.019961 

o 

1.0000 ) 
~~~~~~~~---~--------------~--------------~------------------" 
Attrition 'lear 1990, (Adopted' in GRC) 
Test Year 19S9,(Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in'Accel.:Amortization 

Increase in Accel. Amortization (Calif,.) 
Net-to-GrossMU.ltiplier (Adopted in eRe) 

Increase in, Revenue Requiremen.t,,~ _ . , 

state Tax Depr .. (Juris. Alloe. Factor -

o 
o 

o 

-----------
o 

1.0000 ) 

-------------------------------------------~~---~~~~---------State Tax Oepr.. Rate (Adopted in GRC) , 
Increase in A"i1990 EOY Plant :I:n" Service from 

TY1989 ,EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net-­
ratiO: of 0 .3081 (Ac1opted in GRC), 

Increase in ~tate Tax Depreciation 

Increase inState Tax Depreciation (calif.) 

1.43-62% 

5-7 

1 

1 

Increa.se in CCF1'- (Tax Rata - ' 
Increase in- FIT ( 'l'ax Rate' -

9.3000% (0) 
, ' 

• 
Increase in State &' Federal 'l'axes' 

Net-to-Gross,MI.lltiplier (Adopted: in GRC) 

34 ;0000% .() -----,----
CO) 

~.703853-' 

(62') , 

(63) 

,i,. 

Increase in Revenue Requirement (0)(:64) .'- -
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloe. Factor - 1.0000 ) 

------~-------~-------------~-~-----~-~----~--------------------
Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in CRe) 
Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in Service from 

TY1989 EOY Plant in service at wtd-to-net 
ratio of 0 .. 30S1 (Adopted in CRC) 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (calif.) 

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in eRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

34.0000% 

Iorc Normalized' (Juris. Alloe. Factor,­
(Appli~le to IRC sec .. 46.(f) (2) utilities. only.) 

1~2l85% 

57 

1 

1, 

(0) 
1.7038503 ' 

(0),(65) 

---------------------~-----------~-----~--~-----~------------' Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted inGRC) 
Test Year 1989 (Adopted in CRC) 

Increase in I~C nor.malized 

Increase 'in ITC nOrlDalized, tcalifoo) , 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier', (Adopted in GRC) 

0' ' 
o 
0' 

()< " 
1.703853' ' -------_ .... ---_ .. " 

. Increase in Revenue Requirement" 

Interest Synchronizat1on (Juris.' Alloc .. Fac:tor -
(Applicable to: IRe :secoo 46(f) c:~) , utilitie$:only~) 

o 

1.0()00 ); 
... 1IIIIIt __ ~~ ____ -..-_______ _.__ __________ .. ______________________ :.-__ ' " 

I'I'C Normalizecl in TYl9S9 (from above) , , . 
wtcl. cost of Long' Term D~t (Adoptecl'in AYl990) 

Increase in CCFT' interest 

Increase in CCFr C Tax Rate -
Increase· in FIT' ( Tax Rate -' 

Increase in State & Federal'I'axes 

Increase in State 'Federal Taxes (cali!.)­
Net-to-crossM\lltiplier (Adopted; in CRe) " 

9-.3.000% 
34_.0000% 

---_ .... ----
o 
o 

___ .... _~~~ ___ 'I 

0: . 

___ ~~ -:lSD,' 

Increase in Revenue Requirement, - 0' 

" 'I" 

.. , 
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 ) 
~~-~~~-~~~~~----------~-~~~~~~-~~~~~~---------------------~-~~ 
Wtd. avq. Depr Rate Base for TY1989 (Adopted in GRC 

Plant in Service (Adopted ,in GRC) 

Wtd. avq. Additions for TY1989 
Net Additions tor TY19S9 
Wtd. avq. Additions for AY1990 

PHFU (Adopted in GRe) 

wtd. avq. Additions. tor TY19S9 
Net Additions tor TY1989 
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990 

Depreciation Reserve (Adopted in GRC) 

Wtdoo avq. Depreciation Reserve for TYl989 
Wtd. avq_ Depreciation Reserve for AX1990 

Taxes Deferred - ACRS (Adopted in GRC) 
---------------------------------------
Wtd. avqoo Deferred Taxes - MACRS for TY1989' 
Wtd .. avq. Deterred Taxes - MACRS for An990 

Taxes Deferred '- ';Amort" Otber(Adopted, "m GRC) , 

Wtd. avq. Deferred Taxes - .A:mort " ,Other' tor TYl.989-
Wtd. avq. Deferred Taxes - .A:mort' " Other tor:AYl990 

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base tor AX1990 

233 

(3) 
lS 
18 

o 
o 
(). 

S,,160 
(5.,2<>S) 

77 ' 
(87) 

2' 
(2) 

-------------
214 

Wtd. avq .. Depr. Rate Base in TY19S9 (Adopted inGRC 23~' , 
Wtd. avq. Depr .. Rate Base in A':C199 0 (Adopted in GRC 214 

wtd .. avq. Depr. Rate Base in T':{" 1989 (calif_) 233 i' , 
wtd. avg. Depr. Rate Base in AX 1990 (call! .. ) 214 

Lonq-tem Debt 

Return on Debt in T':{ 19'89 (Adopted in GRe) 9.24%:: ' 
Debt eapitaJ;ization in 'rY 19S9 (Adopted in GRC) 40 .. 50% ": 

wtd .. cost of Debt tor Test Year 1989 3·.74% 

Return on Debt in AX 1990 CAdoptedin' AY1989), 9 .. 24% 
Debt capitalization in AY 1990- (Adopted in AY19S9) 40,.SOt:" 

wtd .. cost ot Debt tor ,Attrition Year 1990, 

Increase inDebt cost in Attrition Year 1990 
'O'ncoll. " Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 

(1) 
1.019961' ----,----

Increase in Revenue Requirement (1) ",., (68);:::::: ': 

'", ' 
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Preferred Stock 

Return on Pref. Stock in 'l'Y 1989 (Aa.opted. in GRC) 
Pret.Stk. capitalization in 'l'Y1989 (Adopted in eRC) 

Wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1989 

Return on Pref. Stock in AY1990 (Adopted in, AY1990) 
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY1990 (Adopted in ~1990) 

wtd. cost of Preferred stoek tor Att. Year 1990 

Increase in Pret. Stock cost in Att. Year 1990 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted, in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Cownon EqI.1i ty 

Return onCownon Equity in tty 1989 (Adopted in GRC) 
Com. Equity capitalization tty 1989" (Adopted in GRC) 

wtd. cost ot Common Equity for ~est Year 1989 

Retw:u on Common EquityAY 1990 (Adopted in AYl.990) 
Com. Eq.' capitalization AY 1990 -~(~dopted in' An99'0)- , , 

wtd. cost of Common Equity tor Att. Year 1990 

Increase in' Common Equity cost·, in -Att .. Year 1990 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Retirement of d.ebt, 

Incr~ase in Revenue Requirement' (Adopted in AY1990) 

RATEBASE MONITORING 

wtd. avg. Depr • RateBase in 'l'YJ.9S9 (Adopted .in GRC) 
wtd .. avg,. Depr • RateBase in'rY1989 (use updated est .. 

wtd. avg. Depr.RateBase in AY1990 . (Adoptecl in GRe) 
wtd. avg .. J;)epr • RateBase in, AY1990 (use Updated, est.: 

Paqe 35 

7.28% 
8..50% 

0.62% 

7.28~ 
8·.S0% 

0.62% 

(0) 
1.703853 

(0) (69) . 

12,.75% 
Sl.0()% 

6 .. 50% 

12 .. 7S%' 
51.00% 

(1) 
1.7038.53-

.'''' 

', .. 

(2) :(70-)" 

(0) 

233-
2:33 

214 
214 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTlUC COMPANY 
Ste~ Department 

Page :36 

REVENUE REQUIR.'EMEN'rS FOR A'rrlUTION YEAR. 1990 
~housands ot 1990$ 

• ___ • _________ • ____________ •• ___ • __ •• ___ •••• __________________ • ____ R. __ ._ •• __ 

I~EM 

A1"l'RI'l'ION 
YEAR 
1990 

-------------------------------------------=------- -. ---... -
o & K EXPENSES : 

-----~-~--------Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation 

$36 (S9) , 
30(60): . 

Total O&M Expenses 

CAPI~AL RELATED ITEMS : 

----------------~----~-Book Depreciation Expenses 
Aci' Valorem Taxes 
Accelerated Amortization 
State Tax Depreciation 
Federal Tax Depreciation 
I'l'Cnor:malized. ' 
Interest Synchronization 
Debt cost 
Preferred Stock cost 
Common Equity' cost'· 

Total capital Related Items 

O~ AO'rHORIZED I~EMS : 
-~-----~---~---------~-Retirement ot d@t (Adopted in AY 1990) 

Book Depreciation exp.. adj., (Adopted: in An990) 

Total Other Authorized Items 

_______ ~_---.- I I, 

60S. 

.._ ..... ____ -- "' i' 

'. (3i ii 
'. , 

(0) . 
o 

--'--------" I 

(<>).' , 

" I' 

, I ---------------------------------------------------- ': 
'l'O~AL ADD'It REVENUE REQ'O'mEMENTS ----> ---- - --- - = -------'.-------------------------------

.. 

,". 
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-----------------------------------== -------------
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Steam-Department 
~TION ~ ~991 ___________________________________ we __ - _______ f.. _ 

Labor Base 
--------_ .. 
Lal:Ior Base tor A"I. 1991 in 1990$ (Adopted in AY1990) 
1990 Labor Esca.lation (estimated in GRC) 
1989 Labor Escalation (estimated in A"I.1990) 
1989 Labor Escalation (use recorded) 
1990 Labor Escalation (use updated estimate) 
1991 Labor Escalation (use updated estilnate) 

Labor Base tor AY 1991 in 1991$ 

Labor Escalat.ion tor A"I. 1991 in 1991$ 
oncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted inGRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Non-Labor Base 

Non-Labor Base tor AY 1990 in 1990$. (Adopted in AYl 
.1990 Non-Labor. Escalation. _(estimated. in GRC). 
~989 Non~Lal:>or· Escalation (estilnated in AY1989) 
1989 Non-Labor Escalation. (use recorded) 
1990 Non-Labor Escalation (use.updated estimate) 
1991 Non-Labor Escalation (use updatedestill1ate) 

Non-Labor Base tor AY 1991 in' 1991$ 

Non-Labor Escalation. tor AY1991 in 1991$ 
t7ncoll .. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted- in GRC) 

760 
4.84% 
4.20% 
4 .• 20% 
4.84% 
5.04% 

799 

3.8 
1 .. 019961 

$025 
4.87% 
4.72% 
4 .. 72% ' 
4 .. 87% 
.5-.21% ' 

658 

3-3-
l.01996l 

,." .< 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 3-3- :. (72}.';:· 

Depreciation Exp.. (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 ).j. ______ ~ ____ ~~ ______ ~ ______ ~____________________________________ I 

System. aVrJ_Depreciation Rate (Adopted.in GRC) 
Increase in wtd. Avq. Plant in Service 

tor A"I.1991 (Adopted'inGRC)- . 

Increase in Depreciation expense. 

Increase in Depreciation expense (calit.) 
Net-to-Gross Multipl~.r (A<1optec1 .. in GRe). 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

0.724'4% . 

--.....-.-------- ,I' 

o· 

'0":.· 
1.703853. ... -~ --- ~-',:, 

1:~ (73) ... ·;< 
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Ad Valorem Taxes (Juris. Alloe. Factor - 1.0000 
~---------------~---------~~-----------------------------------
Syste~ avq. Ad Valore~ Tax ~te (Adopted in GRC) 
Increase in ~1991 EOY Plant in Service trom 

TY1990 EOY Plant in Se~ice at wtd-to-net 
ratio· of 0.294 (Adopted in eRC) 

Increase in Ad Valorem Taxes 

Inerease in Ad Valore= Taxes CC~lit.) 
'O'ncoll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Accel. ).mort. (Juris. Alloc. Factor -

0.1483% 

o 

o 
1.019961 

o 

1 .. 0000' ) 

-----------------~--~----~--~----~~~-~----~-------------------Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in GRC) 
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC) 

Increase, in Accel. Amortization 

Increase in Accel. Amortization (Calit.) 
Net-to-GrOS$ MUltiplier (Adopteci inGRC) , 

o 
o 

o 

o 
1.703S53 

--------
Increase in Revenue Requirement 

state Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor -
~~~------~------~--------------------------------~-~--------~ state Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC)' . 
:Increase in AYJ.991· EOY' Plant· in Service trom 

TY1990 EOY Plant in Service at 'wtct-to-net . 
ratio ot 0 -: 294" (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in state Tax Depreciation 

:Increase in State 'raXI)Qpreciati,on (calif ~) 

Increase in CCF'l" ( Tax Rate -
Iner~se in n'r' ( Tax Rate -

Increase in State & Federal Taxes 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopt~d in GRC) 

9.3000% 
34.0000% 

1.43-62% 

1 

1 

CO) 
o. 

(0) 
1.703853. 

(74) .... ~ 

Increase in Revenue Requirement~ 
-------- .. . 

(0) .... (76)' ',:' .. 
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 ) 

~~----------------------------------------~------~-------~------Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted 1n GRC) 
Increase in A~1991 EO~ Plant in Service from 

TY1990 EOY Plant in Service at wtd-to-net 
ratio of 0.294 (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation 

Increase in Federal T~ Depreciation (calif.) 

1.2185% 

53 

1 

1 
~~-----~-~ ... -

Increase in Federal T~es (Tax Rate 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

34.0000% 

ITC Normalized (Juris. Alloc. Factor -
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46·(f) (2) utilities only.) 

(0) 
1~7038S3-

(0) (77) 

1.0000 ) , 

----~-------~------~-------~----------------~--------------~~-Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in'GRC) 
Attrition Year 1990 (adoptedinGRC) 

Increase in ITC normalized 

Increase in ITC normalized Ccalif-> 
Net-to-Gross MUltiplier (Adopted in GRe) 

o 
o 

o 
0, 

1.7038.53' ---_ ..... __ .. _---
Incxoease in Revenue Requirement, 

::tN'rEREST SYN'CHRo.(Juris~ AJ;loc~ Factor -
(Applicable to- IRe Sec., 46(:f)'(2).' utilities only.) ) 

0,(78.) 

1_0000) i 

--~----~---.-.----... -----------------.... --------"'----------- -- ,i' 
ITC Normalized in AY1991 Cfrom:above) . 
Wtd. cost of Long TeX1l1 Debt (Adopted in AYl9'91) 

Increase in C~ interest 

Increase in CCF'r ( Tax Rate -
Increase in FIT~ ( Tax Rate -

Increase in State & Fed.eral,Taxes 

Increase.in state & Federal Taxe. (calif.) 
Net-to-Gross Mul. tiplier (Adopted in GRC). 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

9 .. 3000% 
34.0000% 

~ 
3.74%· •. 

o 
o 
o· 

----------..-
o 

o 
1 .. 703853 

----~~------
(). '(79).;:; 

'; :. " 

" ' 
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Rate Base (Juris. ~loc. Factor - 1.0000 ) 

------------------------------~-~-~---------------~~------------Wtd. avg_ Depr Rate Base for AY~990 (Adopted in GRC 

Plant in service (Adopted in GRe) 
----------~~-----~------------~~--Wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990 
Net Additions for AY~990 
Wtd. avg. Additions for AY199~ 

PHFU (Adopted in GRC) 

wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990 
Net Additions for AY1990 
Wtd~ avg. Additions for AY~991 

Depreciation Reserve (Adopted in GRC) 
,---------------------------------------
Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for AY199 0 
Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve· for AY~991 

Taxes Deferred - ACRS (Adopted in GRe) 
----------------------------------------
Wtd. avq. Deterred Taxes - MACRS tor AYl.990 
Wtd. avg. Deferred 'raxes -. MACRS for AY~99~ 

Taxes Deferred - Amort &.Other.CAdopted .in. GRe) 

-------~~~---------------------~-~~~---------~~~-Wtd.. avg. Deferred Taxes - Amort & Other for AY·~990 
wtd. avg .. Deferred Taxes - Amort &- Other for AY~99~ 

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base !orAY199~ 

wtd. avCJ. Depr. Rate Base. in Attrition Year 1990: 
Wtd. avCJ. Depr. Rate Base in Attrition. Year ~99'~ 

Wtd. avCJ. Depr.Rate Base in AY ~990·: (calif.) 
Wtc:l. avg .. Depr. Rate Base in AY~991 (Calif.) 

Long-term Debt 

Return on. Debt in AY ~990 (Adopted in AY1990) 
Debt capitalization in AY 1990 (Adopted in AYl990) 

Wtd. costo! Debt for Attrition Year, 1990 

Return on Debt in AY 1991 (Adopted in AYl991), 
Debt capitalization in AY 1991 (Adopted in AYl99l) 

2~4 

(~8) 
57 
1~ 

o 
o 
o 

S,.205-
(5.,243) 

8-7 
(97) 

2 
(2) 

220 

2~4 

220-

214· 
22C> 

9 .. 24% ' 
40.50%: ----_. __ .------ '. 

3.74%: 

9.24% 
40.50%· .---------

wtd .. cost of Debt for Attrition Year 1991 

Increase in Debt cost· in Attrition Year 1991 
'O'ncoll. & Franchise Fee: Factor (Adopted in GRC) 

3.74% 

.. ,'-', 

,,', 

;'. 

,. 

Increase in Revenue Requirement ·0 . ,(SO) ..... 
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Preferred Stock 
------~-----~ .... ,.. Return on Pret. stock in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990 
Pret.Stk. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990 

Page 41 

7.28% 
8.50% 

----... ----... --~ 
Wtd. cost of Preferred Stock for Test Year 1990 

Return on Pret. Stock in AY 1991 (Adopted inAYl99l 
Pref.Stk. capitalization AX 1991 (Adopted in AY1991 

wtd. cost ot Preferred Stock tor Att. Year 1991 

Increase in Pret. Stock cost in Att. Year 1991 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Inerease in Revenue Requirement 

Common Equity 
---------------
Return on Com .. Eq. in A"i 1990 . (Adopted in AY1990) 
Com. Eq. capitalization AY 1990 (Ad.opted in An990) 

0.62% 

7.28:% 
8.50% 

0.62'% 

o 
1.703-85-3-

o '(8l) 

lZ.75% 
5l .. 00% 

------------- . 

Wtd. cost o:f Common EqIlity :for Test Year 1990 6.50% 

Return on Com .. Eq.. in AY 1991 (Adopted in AYl,991,) 12'.75% 
Com. Eq. capitalizati?n AY 199'1, (Adopted: in AY1:99l) >" •• 51.00% 

~ ---~---~--~ 
Wtd. cost ot Common Equity for Att .. Year 1991 

Increase in Common Equ-ity cost in' Att. 'Year-l99'1 
Net-to-Gross MUl tipl,ier (Adopted' in GRC) 

6.500% ' 

. 0 
1':703853· . 

______ _ __ ...... I 

Inerease in ~evenue Requirement 1 

Retirement of debt 
----------------
Increase in Revenue Requirement (Adopted in AYl99l) 

----------------~ wtel. 
wtd. 

wtd. 

Wtel .. 
Wtd. 

Wtd. 

avq. 
avq. 

avq. 

avq. 
avq. 

avq .. 

Oepr.Rate Base in TY1989 (Adopted, in GRC) 
Oepr.Rate' Base in ~n9S9 . (estilnated at 

the time of. tiling forAY,1990) 
Depr.Rate Base in ,'rll.989' (recorded) 

Depr.RateBase in AYl.99 0\ (Adopted in'GRC) 
Depr.RateBase in AY1990' (estilnated at 

the tilne o~ tiling for'A:£ 1990} 
Dep~.RateBase in AY199 0 (use updateci est. 

wtd •. avq .. Oepr.RateBase in AY1991 (Adopted in, GRC) , 
Wtd.. avC]. Oepr.RateBase in AY199l, (useupd.ated est~ 

CO) 

2'33 ' 

233" 
233 .',11 

214 
214: , 

2'l4 
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SAN DIEGO GAS « ELECTRZC COMPANY 
Steam Department 

Page 42 

REVEN't1E REQUIREMENTS FOR AT'rRI'rION Y:EA:R 1991 
Thousands Of 1991$ 

----------------_ .. ---------------------------------------------
ITEM 

AT'l'RI'rION' 
YEAR. 
1991 _______________________________________________ •••• _M 

o & M EXPENSES : 

Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation 

'rotal O&M Expenses 

CAPITALRE~ED I'rEMS : 
---------------------------

Book Depreciation Expenses 
Ad Valorem 'raxes 
Accelerated Amortization 
state 'rax.Depreciation 
Federal· Tax. Depreciation, 
:eTC normalized 
Interest Synchronization 
Debt cost 
PreterreCl.Stock cost, 
Common Equity cost 

Total capital Related Items 

O'mER A'O'I'HORIZED' In:MS : 
------------------------' 

Retirement ot debt (Adopted ,in AYl99l) 
Book Depreciation exp., adj. (Adopted in AYl.99l.) 

Total Other Authorized Items· 

$39 (71)" 
33, ',(72') 

72 

1 (73) :' 
o "(74)" 
o ,! (7'5-)' 

(0) '(7&)" 
(0) , ;'(77) 
o (78) " , 
0,' :: (79) >, 

o " (80)" ,,:,. 
o '(8l),:,.,-; , 
I '(8Z)~, 

l. 

CO) 

----------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL ADD I L REVENOE' REQTJ'IREMEN'l'S ----> $74 
-------- -------- ------------------,------_ .. _---- , ,~ 

" ~ 

(END OF' APPEND,IX B) 
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APPENDIX C 

'SAN Otf:CO !:AS AND EL.ECTRIC COMPANY 
ELectric 04fl)t!"tment • c.Lfforni. Juriadfctfon 

SUMMARY 0' REVENUE CKANCES 
Tnt Ye.r 1989 

----... -----------_._. . .. _----_ ..... _------_ .. 

- -_ .. - a. 

2 .... Rate R.wnun 
'5 .... Rate R...,..".. 
4 SONes. 2103 poat·C:CO· disalLowance 
S SCNGS zu. prrceo- APUOC d' ulLOManCe 
6 AIIIortbat1on of overcoUecdon in· the 
7 Q,MAC bllanci ng 1ICC00000t 

8 
9 Total .... ltate It--..-. 

10 
11 MaJOf" Addft10na AClI ... ~t Ct- (MAAC) 
12 SOIIGS 2&3- pre-CXI). fntri. rate 
13 SOlI" 213· pre-CCO· ~fzat1on· 
14. SOMGS mpoat·CCD· fnter1. rate ',c' 

1S SONGS 2103· poat·ceo- ..,~1zat1on 
1~ 

17 
1a· 

19 COI'IMt'Wt1on .. &l.oed MgIrC. Progr_ 
ZO·ItdJ ... ~ C ..... (CAl.PAC) rate 
21 &nervY Coat ItdJUltMnt Cl.,.. (!CAe) 

22'.w-L EM\"IY .ate CAEIt) 
Z! ELectricaL' • .wnw AClJ ... ~ MedMnf. 
24 (nAM)' belancing 1ICC000t Nte 
2S 
~ SUbtotal - 11_ f ... rwtai t .. ~_ 
'Z1 
a MfsceU-.oua • ..,..... 
29 1Ion·.Iurflcf'ctfonaL It._... 

(000'. of S)·(OOO·. of'S) (000·. of S)· (cent~wh) 

• .. • 
(a) (b) (C) Cd) 

S870.0,a ($9'1,3&1 ) sm,m 6.046 1Ial 
0 C1,502) (1,502) (0.012)21 
o· (1 r 19S) (1.19S) (0.009)2/ 

0 <3,487)· 0,487) (0.027) 
~ ............. ""-.. -----... , ............ --............ ----. 

, 870,01S. (97',.563) 772,455- S.998 ' 

o· O· . o· 0.00031 
(19,680) (6 .. 733). (26,413) (0.204)214f' 
14,631 (14,631) o· . 0.000 2151 

0 11 .. 523· . 11,5Zl 0.089 'lI'TI .... ""---_._-_._-_ ............. _-_ ........ ----------
(5,050) . <9.840) (14~) (0.'1S) 

0 0 o· 0.000-
361.073 3,567 364.640' 2.8169/ 
32 .. 194 120 32,31S. 0.2S09/ 

(4,l7'9) (30,500)-' (34,819) (0.269)9/ 
.........•................•............. ----_ ...... 

S1.Z5:J.860· (S1S4.Z'l6), . S'.1'9 .. 645- . &.680. 

17 .. 00s· 0 17,OOS: 
1,445- O' 1.445-

30 •• __ .. _ ••••••• __ .................. ~ •••••• a~_ ••••• _ •••• ____ •••••••••• ~ ....................... . 

31 TOTAU'OR. !I.ICTalC OEPAmCNT '1,272.310 

" lncl .... NWnUIt '1IPICt of lONGS 2&l poat·COO·expenclftu,.... be1or. dfsaUOIMI'IC" ()f'(IeNd, 

1n,0.aa·12·033. 

zr See~.aa·'2·033. 
31 ... 0.a7'·12·06S,. 
41 MDrtiution·of· pre-Q:I>. NMC ~t bel.-.cefncLudfng the· effect. of dfsallowed· J)~ 

.xp.ndfture. •. MUDC aLLocation. and' fncernt on, f~ t&Jcft pet"·I).aa-12·033. 
51 Tet'WlfNtfonof· SONGS m·po.t-eco, fnter1'. rate .. 
61 ..... on adoptadGIIC saL .. (after IIIIPl~'dfllCOUnt.),. of 12.947.5- WI. 
71' Mof'dzatfon··of post-aIHIMC acccuIt· balance' fncludf",,· the ""-cta '0'1' df .. Uowed pt.nt 

eJCpIndttura and 'ntereac on,·f~t_ ".,. 0.aa·12-033 • 
81 RafLect. the rat .. of retum.1dopt«f fn. ~.aa·12·094. 
9/ Adopt«f. roYWIUft fro. D.8I-T2·oas. 

,. .' 
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CAS- OEPARTIIENT 

APP!tIl01X e 

SAN DIECO CAS AND E~!CTRrC COMPANY 
SUMMARY 0' R!VENUE CMAIICES 

Tnt Y •• ,. 1989 

............................. --........................................................ . 
Prn.nt 

"at. 
"~U 

Revenue U 

(000'. of $) (000'. of $) (000'. ~ $) (cenU/tMl'III) 

•• • •• _a_=_a_ •• au _= , 
2 .... eo.t AIIIOYnt 

) .... COat Moune 
4 MoM:iution of owrcoUection in the 
S CLMAC bllenc:fngecc~t 
6 
7 Sl.btoC.l 
'L ... : 1'1 aceU.,.".. uLea 
9 

10 Subtoc.l· II~ frc. ul .. 
""iac.l~ · .. l .. 
12 Othe~ fncludfne f .. t offMt ~ 

••• • 
(.). 

.'21,m 

o 

.'21,m· 
3,'52 

"18",671 
3 .. 152-

323.191 _ 

• • 
(b) 

.9,639 

(1,323) 

sa,316 
o 
o 

a • 

(c) 

(',323) 

11)0,139-
),152' 

Cd) 

"26.987' 12.02'7 
:S.152'-

323 .. 19'1.· V , 1" .----....... ----... '-.... ---... --... --............. --........... -.~.,., ...... -.............. -........... ----

V OtIIat-prevf_ly et.Ithorh:.a ..-... 
V 1ueU· on. adopCad·CltC ul .. ~, .055-,821,000 -theNI •. 'f • .tlacta the r.e .. of NtW'n- adOpcild fn· D.aa·12·094. 

STu.. DEPAlTMOT 

• • 
P ....... t 

r.te 
~zr 

(000'. ~ .)(000'. of S). (000'. of.) (s1'I000 Lt. .. )-
• qL • 

15 
16 .... bt •• .-..... 
17 p~·_,..t ..... bt •• .-..... 

" 19 rn.rw COat AdI~t.nt Cl ... (!CAC) 

20 and St_ • ..-...AdJua~Madlanf_ 
21 (SMII)' bltlMcfne~ r.t. 

• 
(.) 

S954 

210· 

• 
(b) (c) Cd)-

.soo ",454 ~.5a' 3f 

'fa 398 7.002 V 
22 ................ -......... -......... --••...•...••.. 
ZS Mtout·.~ f,... ul .. S1.,224 S62a S,.852 ~.5G 
24. -------... '--••• --............. - .......... --.......... ---.............. - ..... _--........................ - ••. 

S',224· 

" ,..,. Ad¥ie» Lm"'I'160~", requestfne ell.".... to be- eff. 11'1/89.; 
V lIIHdon MioptadGRC aaL .. of 56,$0,000' lbl. 
" .eftecta 1:he ,..e .. of return.adopCad fl'!.0.U·'2·(I94. 

o:m . OF APPENDIX C) 

; J' 

",,' 
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c:AC>/llg,llI8 APPtNO.,( 0 

PAC! 1 
SAIl DII!CO CA~ NIO I!LECTRIC COMPANY 11 

AOOPTI!D'I!PMC REVENUE A~~OCATION 
E"fCTlvt JANUARY 1. 1989' 

SA~ES PRESENT TOTAL Me 'Ul.L AVEAAGI! 

2/ RATE UV 31 REVS 4/ EPMC (X) RAT[ 

CUSTOMI!R GROI.P (GWM) (1000'1) (SOOO'.) CSOOO,.) INC. ('/ICWIt) 
• ___ • __ •• ___ •• _ ••• ___ ~~ _______ •• _ •• ____ •• __ •• __ ••• __ .. _. ____ ••••• ___ w __________ ._. __ ._._. 

RI!SrDEIITlAl. 5~'36 550.3(18 529 .. 3CW 509.asa (8) O.OW 

SM/MrD ~It 
GeNERAl. RIMCZ '.504 17'1,703 147,5~ 142,1n (17) 0.09S-
'S-OEMAND NETER!D~20 leW 2,029 181,511 166,945- 160 .. 810 (") 0.079-

LMG! PMIt 
We( TOO ~ 20 leW ',"0 255,679" 236,276 227 .. 593 (11, 0.073 
VERY Wei! TOO ~ 500 leW 910 67:m 59,49Z 57,306- (15) 0.06S 

AG'UCULTURE 1IB 17'.44t 14,612 14.095· (19) 0.077 

STR!ETLICHTIIIC 7'S 9,493 4,920 7,81' (18) 0.104 

.... _--------.------._---------_._---.....---.... -.-..-._---.-.----...... --------_ .. ---._. 
TOTAl. '2,947 1~,860 1, ,,,. '50' 1,119,64S. (11) O.()86; 

". Although f.ctlftt .. dI ...... end opttonal TOO _t.r. ch ...... h.ve been ~ludld·f,.. tlMtr~ 
allocation· proc .... theM ~. haft been eOdedt~tlMt fflUl'ft 'n.thl. table In··orde ... to 
obtain.tM correct percentelle' Inc ....... and·_.,.. rate ·calCUlatfOM. ,edUtl .. ehe,.... 
are lS.on .HUon for Itreat Utht ... OptfONL Too·.t .... die ..... a,.. 120,000' for .. rfC\l~tur.· 

M'Id 11,000 for r .. fdlnUel. 
R.flectl revenue requf,.....,t fro. AWendlx c. 

2/ Sat .. ftQUl'ft refl.et gener.~ rate caw lt1pylat.lon. SIll .. hew not bMn,adJUIted 
for ....,loyoM dflCourIts. AdJUIted Nl .. are 12,m.). """ .. (5,126.4 gWh. ,...tdlntfel). 

3/ Present r.t. rewnuH reflect authorized ,...fdlnClel. ~eollectlon,to-cOOf'd'l"IIt. ~ .. lfne 
chentn In· D.88·10-062 with· thla e-ral. r.te caM. ThI_ dIe'lfon .. t .... ,l"IIt .. 
tIM unct.rcoll.ct;f(ll'l,. and cCllllptet .. f~llMl"lutlon··of be .. Une rate ChMgft 
ordered In 0.88·10·062. 

.;. 
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CAClU_V' 

ADJUSTI!D, 

SA~ES 12 
(QIII) 

.' 
APPeNDIX 0 

PAGl 2 
SAIl DieGO GAS AlII) ELlCTllC COMPANY 11 

'ACIUTIe. 
CHAItC!S 

(SOOO'.) 

A~~OCAI~I! ItMNU( ItfOUllt!Ml!lIf 

ECAC A!1t 

(SOOO'.) 
________________ .~ •••• ________________________ ~_ ••• __ •• _ ....... __________ .w ••••• _. ___ ••••• _______ ••• __ ···········_.------

arllNIITIAL 5,126.4 509,8S8.2 1.0 ''',360.2- '2,816 .. 1 (5,900.2> (13,?'90 .. 1) m,371.' 

SN/ICD POWeR 
A ',504.0 142. ''''.9 42.3'2.6 ',760.0' (1.n1.0) (4,045.8) 101,1'56.' 

AD 2.029.0- 160,809.9 57,136.6 5.072.5 (2,335.2) (5.4S1.0) 106,394.0 

CROUP' TOTAl. 3.m.0 302.98''- 99.489.3 8,m.:s (4.066.2) '(9,SOS.a)' 2011~.1 

Will POWlIt 

AL-TOU 3,"0.0 227.595.0 87,5TT.6- 7;715.0- 0,579'.4) (',365.9) ''','85.7 
.\6-TOU 910.0 57.lOS.7 2S.625~ 2 .. 275.0- <1,047.3) <%,.447.9) 3l,900.4 

GROUP 10TAL 4,020.0- 284.898.1 "'.203.2 10 .. 050.0' (4,626.8) (10.8'S~8)- '71.016.1-

AGlUCUI. TUItf . 
PA 175.4 13.517.0 4.93903 438.5- <20'.9) (411.8) 8,8".0' 
PA-TOU 7.5 578.0 20.0- 211.2 '8.a, ' (a.6) (20.2> 356 •• 

~TOTAL 182.9 " .. 09S.0' 5,150.5 457.' (210.5) (4n.0), 9,189 •• 

STlt!rr~ I GIITlIIG 7S.0· 7,811.2' 3,072.0 2.112.0' 1aT.S (86..3) (20'.1) 2,727".8 

__________ .-.... __ • ____ ... ______ -w_w .............. ________ ••• ••••• __ ----••• .-----••••• -----•• - ••••• ------~ •••• - •• - ••••• --

TOTAL 12,937.3 '.119.645.0 3,073.0· 364.315.1 32'.,343.3- C14~lI9O.0) . (34.eo1~)·' 769.605.0 

V AUoc8bl. ~ ~f.....,t ~l. rewnue NqUf,...."t fra. AppIndix e l ... f.cfllotf .. ellarges. 
GIIC .. L .. ~lfed to- r.t .. for lCAC. AEIt .., I!IIAM: C(IIIpOnInt. fn A ... ·07~00l. 

• 

" 
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APP£NDIX D 
PACE 3 

SAN- DIECO CAS-AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ADOPTED MARCINAL COST RMNUE RES*'OIiISIBILlTY 

TEST TEAR 1989 
(MILLIONS OF $) 

DEMAND 

ENERCT CENI!RATION TRANSMIS. DISTRIBUTION' CUSTOMER TOTAL .-..... ---.-.. ---... -...... ----.-... -.-.~ ...... -.... --....... _--_ ....... -----------------
Rnfdentfal 165.8 72.5 zt~l 175.8 90.2~ 533.6 

C-rll •• Nic. 48.8 ZT.8 rt.7 49.3 13.9 149.6-

CS-DetnIIl"od Met.r >20 66.0 33.9' ".3 53.2 4.4 168.1 

TOO over 20 Il'10/- 99.4 48.4 15.5 67.7 8.0 239'.0 

TOJ over 500 Il'10/' 28.7 1'.9 3.8 15.5- 0.3 60.1 

Agrfcult\lr. 5.7 2.1 0.8 4~Z 2.1 14.8-

Str .. t Lfghtfng 2.3 0.5 0.2 -1.4 D.S - 5.0 

.~-----------------... -.--.-----.. --------.---.. -...... -.------------------------.~ ... 
TOTAL 416.7 197.0 70.6 367.1 '1rt.3 1170~7' 

(END OF MlPOOIX 0) 

,,-

0, 
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APP!NI)IX D 

PAct 4 
SAN DtEGO CAS AND· EI.ECTltIC CXl4PANY 

D~NO D!T!RMlNANTS 

COINCIOENT 
(leW) 

TE$T YEAR 1989 1/"l.! 31 

NON-COIIi 
(MIl) 

% 01' SERVICl AT VOLTAG! LEVEL 41 

.. ~-----.. ------... -----.. -----.. 
TRAIISMIS. PIUMARY SECONDARY 

-----_ ... ---_ ... --_ ... -_ .. --------_ .... ----_ ... ---... _-_ ..... --.-_ .... --_ ...... ---_. 
."'dlntlal an 2143 OX OX '00% 

Genel'al Mf"Y1c. 335 569 OX OX '00% 
CS-o-v;j Mete,. :.20 leW 4Oa- 59S OX 2S 9U 

T(I.I CHef' 20 leW 5aS- 742 OX 13% an 
T(I.I CHef' SOC leW' 147 185.' 6X 94X 0% 

Agl'1cultuN 2S SO OX OX 100l 

S't~ L.Ightlng 5 1a OX 5% 9SX 

~-------.. -----.--------.--.. ----..--....... ....-----
TOTAL 

V c.tc..r cl. ... 1'IfIItI'.t{on. ~. equate cL .. · colnclctant' ~-
21 cuat~ ctua tr.-fsafon.dMMd ~1.a76X at coincfdant~ plt.. 24X of non-colncldlnt cMIIand., 
3f cuatc..r cL .... df.trfbutfon·~·.~I.. 26lt of cofnctdlnt ~ pl. ... 74% of non-cofncfdlnt ~. 
41 VolUge lou 'facton equal on-p.ak enat"VY Une·l.ou factors shown· In, ~fx. [. 

To- obtaf,.. c:orrec1: _rglnal~·c.t NWI'IUft .... ",Inal.. ~ .... ' 
.. d.tfpUed by .".inal. ~,.co.ta andvoluee Loues. 

(!lID APfIOODC D) 
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APPENDIX £ 
PAGf 2 

SAN DtECO CAS> AND, E~ECT~le COMPANY 
DEVE~OPMENr OF ADOPTED MARGtNA~ D~MANO'~ELATEO GENE~ArtON COSTS 

Te&t Yea,. 1989 

19e9S/lC'iJ/YEAIt ................ ,,~,---
(1 ) COMSUSTlON TU~SrNE INVESTMENT S519.00 

(2) General 'Nant ~oading a.e2 
(~1 • 1.70X) 

(3) working Capital ~Oading ".65 
«~, • ~2) ·'1.45~) 

(4) S~btotaL (~1 t~r~~ LZ) 535.48 

(5) ANNUA~IZED COST 57.03 
C~4 • 10 .65X) 

(6) AdministrativII ~nd c.neral ~oading 1.34 
«~, • ~2) • 0.Z544~) 

m AnnuaL F~l Inventory 0.56 

(8) Operation & Maintenance Loading 5.43, 

(9) 'TOTAL ANNUA~ MARGINAL DEMANO·RELATED GENERATION' COSTS 

(I) UnadI~.tt='d, 101'" Revet'll,lr Ta/til. 

(L5- through LIS) 

(b)Adju.tfdfo~ Rev~ Taxes 
CL 9. • 1.00929) 

(e) Adjusted fOl'"'15X,Reaerve Margin 
(~ 9b. ".'5-) 

64.96 

74.70 
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APPE~DIX E 
PAGe :s. 

SAN DIEC:O CAS AND- t~ECTRIC COMPANY 
DEVE~OPMENT OF ADOPTED MARC:INA~ DEMAND·RE~TED- TRANSMISSION'COSTS 

Test Year '989 

1989S/ICW/YI!AR 
.•••....••••...... 

(1, TRANSMISSION INVESTMENT S1"'~39 

(2) General Plant ~o6dino 2.9' 
< ~,. w '.70%)-

(3) WorKino Capital ~o6dino 2.53 
«~ 1 • ~2) w , .45%) 

(4) Subtotal ,~, t~r~o~ ~) '76.83, 

(5) ANNUAI.IZEO COST '7~52 

(~4 • 9.9'~) 

(6) Adminlnr.tlve and General.. ~oadino _, 0.44 
C(~, • ~2) -,0.2544%) 

C7> Operati 01'1 & M.intenance ~o.tdl no 4.20 

(o&M •• S3.05 • 37.6% "'e: Adde!") 

(8) TOTA~ ANNUAl. MARGINAl. DEMANO·RE'-'TEO' TRANSMISSION COSTS-

(II) Unadjusted for Revenue Taxes 
, C~5 t~roug~ 1.7) 

Cb) Adjusted for I!~ Taxes 
(~ ea' • '.00929) 

22.'6 

22.37 

.".,' 
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APPENOIX E 
PAGE 4 

SAN OIECO CAS ANO ELECTRIC COMPANY 
OEVELOPMENT OF ADOPTED MARC1NA~ OEMAND-RELATEO DISTRIBUTION COSTS 

Test 'I'.ar 1989 

1989S/KWI 
............ 

(' ) OrSTRISUTrON tNVESTMEHT ~.71 

(2) Ceneral Plant Loeding 11.61 

(1.' • , .70Y.) 

(3) Working CapitaL Loeding 10.07 

(C~, • 1.2) .. 1.45%) 

(4) Subtotal CL' through LZ) 704.38 ' 

(5) ANNUALIZED COST . 71.21 

(1.4 .. 'O~"%) 

(6) Ad!nin;strat;wo and CeneraLLoadi-ng '.77 
CC~ l' • 1.2) • 0.2544%) 

(7') o~ratiOl'l & Mafnt~nc.'l.oeding, '3~' 
CO&M doLlars of $9.67 pLus. 37.6% Me 4Idd.r) 

(6) TOTAL ANNUAL MARCINAI. DEMAND-RELATED' TRANSMlSSIONCOSiS 

Cal UnedjuSted for Revenue Taxes 86.29 
CLoS through 1.'7> 

(b) AdjUSted fo,. Revenue TII)I6 

CL 8a .. , .OO9Z9) 

.• 1' 



• A. l\.7·'Z·003. 1. ~·01·006 AI.J/'S' 

CACD/l10/1. 

APPI!NOIX I! 
PAct 5 

SAN DtECO CAS ANO EI.ECTRIC COMPANY ,tJ, • 

ADOPTED MAR'INAI. ENEIICY COSTS 

Tnt' Y.a~ 19a9 

I 
I I IAMUal I 
I Sl,IIIIIer I 'o/inter IAwrage I 

MAR~INAI. ENERCY tt1$'!'$ I I I I " 
.' ., 

10rI- Mid· Off- lOrI- Mid- Off· I I 
Ip··k Peak Peek. IPea.k p .. k Peak I I 

.. 

I I I I 
I 1 1 1 

F~l price CS/M8TU' I 1.954 1.954 1.954 I 1.954 1.954 1.954 I 1.954 I .. 
I 1 I I 

h· 

I *1 1 I 

• ~ration Marg;I'I8L El'Iergy Coat (c/k'o/h)'1 3.0960 2.91.32 %.0,70 I 3.2230 3.1001 . 2.7090 1 2.M31' I 
Clncl~ v.riable O&M Ce/~» I I I I 

I I I \ 
x R_ Related T_ '.etor I 1.00~ '.O~:s. 1.0093 I ,.O~ '.0093· , .0093. I 1.0093 ( 

('o/t A"tI Franchi.e '". inc. City $0) I . I I r 
I I I I I 

CENERATION MAR~lNAI. ENERCY CO$T (e/k'oltl) I 3. '21.a 2.9705 2.61.13 \ 3.2529 3.1289 2.7342 \ 2..8903 I 
(lncluda v.,.iable O&M Ce/Ic'oIh)'" Adj. I I I I 
for 11_ R.lated·Ta~ 'actor) I 1 I ,. I' 

I,. I 

I I I 1 . 

I I I 1 
T~,nsmi.~ion I I I 1 
------_ ..... --_. I \ 1 1 
Enet"gy loon 'acto" I , .0306- 1.0m . 1.01901 ',.0306 1.02~ 1 .0'~9 t 1.oml' 

MAR~INAI. ENERCY em • I.OSS!S (c/lc'olh) ,I 3.2201. 3.050r 2.6915 I 3.3525- 3.2128· 2' .. ?'8Sa' I 2.951,'1 

ClncludH v.~iabl. Q&M' (e/lc'olh.» I I I I 
I I I I 

I I I'i 

Primary I._l I I I I 
.... _------- I I I I 
!Ntl"gy I.ou '~O,. I 1.01.15 1.0366 '.0254 I 1.0416 1.0362 1.02S6 I 1.03'S I .. I 

MARCINAI. EIIERCY COST • LOSSES Ce/lc'olh" \ 3.3540· 3.1621. 2.1609 \: 3.4919' 3.32'9'1 2.am \ l.OSOSr:, ' .. .. 
Clnclucln va,.lable 0U4: (c/lc'oltl»· I \ I I 

I \ .1 I 
1 I I r 

Secondary Lewl I I \ I 

• ----_._ .... -.. _--- I \ I I 
Energy Lou. Facto,. \ 1.0263 1.0232 1.0'~ L 1~0263 1.0230 1.0163 \ 1.0200 I'. " 

MARCfNAL ENERCY COST • LOSSES (elk""') I 3.4422 3.23Sa. 2.a.oS9 I 3.sa3a. 3.4056 2.9'037 I 3.11~ \: 

(lnclucln 'I'M able O&M' (e/kWh» I \ I I 
I I \ I : . 

• ;1 .. 

(~" OF APPENDIX El 
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APPENDIX F 

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

ELEC'l'RIC RATE DESIGN APPENDIX 

Pac;e 

o Resi4ential rates l-3-
(Inclu4es revise4 ~Aseline allowances) 

o small and medium power rates 4 

o Larqe power rates 5-7 

o standby rates a 

o Agricultural rates 9 

o parallel qeneration, experimental 10, 
rate schedules, billinq :rule ehanqe 

0. Street liqht rates 11-15-

NO'I'E: 'l'his rate appendix does not include roc surcharqe 
ot $ .. 00012/kWh. SDG&E,assesses" the surcharge 
separately, inaccordancewith'itstaritts~ 
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$CIIEDU~t 

APPENOrX , 

PACE 1 
SAM DI~GO CA~AND'E~ECTRIe CQMPAWY 

AOOPT!D'R~SID~NYIA~ RAY!S 

U'ECTlVE 01-01·89 
CS/KWH) 

Dt DA-YOU, 
----_ .... _--_ ......... ------_ ...... _----...... -----.... -...... ~-----.. ----... . 

"1111II,1II IASl !tAT! ClWtGE CS/DAY) to.164 10.224 10.224 

8/ 
IASELlN! 1O.0I'4a-
1IOII-IASlLINl 10.12609 

OIII-~ E1I£RGT VoTE 
IASlLIII! 10.'27"11. SO.OI'1IS 
1IOII-IASELlII( 10.'9769 SO.1359S 

O"-PIAIC EIlERIOY VoTE 
MllLIII! SO.Q635a. 1O.0I039Z 
1IOII-IAKI.INI! 1O_09IS9 10.0679'7 

METER 0IARfZ (S/DAY) SO.06 10.06· 

8/ TMbMeLfr .. --.v rat. t. 94.2X of tM Syst_ AWf'8ge' lI.t. (SAlt) • 

.... t:he 1M f. tOUl ~ NqI,It~f'" .. l .. dtvidlcftJr toul. 

.. La CS'."9.64$. ... ., '2.947 ..... O.CII64II/IOIII> ..... U,...".t.­
Nt by'D.aa-'O-062~ . 

ItOID!1n'1AL 100(1)I,&I..o wm, UVlRD- DItaUn'S: 

PI S.11 'per .~ per .". 
DT U'Z per ISObHe "- ~ttper., 

" 

." 

,"" 
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APPENDIX' 
PACE 2 

SAN D1EIOO GAS AND EL.ECTRIC: tQMPANY 
ADOPTED' RI!:SID!NTfAL. ~TES 

E"ECTIVE 01-01-89 
(S/II:\IH) 

-_ .......... --.................................. _ ...................... -_ ............. --_ ... . 
SC:HEDULE 

ANNUAL SUMMER WINTVt 
_____ •• _____ ... ______ • ______ ..... ___ •• __ •• __ ........... ____ •••• ____ .* _____ •• __ ....... w 

CUSTCIMEIt ClWtG! (S/MOHTH) S20.00 

MINIMUH lASt RATE CHARGe: (SIOAY) 10.16 10.16 

OII·PEAK DEMAND ClWtGE CS/II:\I) s8. ,s. 

IAstL.INE 10.072'15 
NDN·8ASELIIiE SO.11413-

ON·PEAK EIIER~ RATE 10.35038 10. '.1012 

O"-PEA( ENER~ RATE 10.10220 10.10220 

If 

DR-TOUBAstLINE CREDIT 10.04150 10'.047'50 

METER CllARc:t (S/MOIITH) S3.2a Sl.2a· 

If DR-TOU tnel'GY rlt .. Ire reduced. by beMLine Cl'lCIftfol" .,,·lIIIOUnt· ~t tC) 

their oth.rwfu IPI'Liclblebe .. li~ aLlowance; but. no Il10,.. than t~il" 
ICtI,ll L ' kwl\.- \,INge • 
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APPENCIX F 
Page- 3 

SAN OIEGO GAS AND Et.ECrRIC COMPAN:r: 

.......... PII .... (n S<:II.cul. . ......... 
: 

:at~ory s. .. 0tl ZOM y .... Adopted OIW\Ve Me 
.....••••••............ _--_ .. I -
A~ l-! leeo:_ $~" a9 ~- -2:5- 6l 

9Q 300 -25 60 

:s a9 600 -50 59 

lIint ... t 89 600 -50 ,., 
90 SSG -50 7.S 
9'f 500 -SO 70 

89, 7'00- -so n 
90 650 ·50 69 

Schedule OM 
............. PII ••• -," SCft.cul. . .......... -... 

l:atevory S.uon, ZOI'Ie Y •• ,. Adopted Ch~ Me 
.... -.. -........... -.. -.--~--...... -
SMic: $"""" .. 

,. 89 17'3 -" OZ' 
90 '60- ·13 59 
". "0 -'0 56 

:s 89' ~" 12:1 " 
wi !'It ... 1 a9 175 -13' 59 

olU-tLIIC':. SUr/IIe,. 't 89 Z90 ~ 7"! 
90" 2:55 .:55 6S 
9'1 Z2:5 ·:s0 5a 

2 89 m -20' 61 

90' 340 -15 59 ' 
9'1 ;m, .". 57 

Wint.,. a9 4aO '-83· 83' 
90 "TO -70 76 
91 "0, ..-6Q 6a 

2 a9 :195 "'-3. ' 74 
90- "" -40" n. 
9'1 m ·:s0 69 

1 89 520' . "'-3. 7l 
90 4B5 .:55, 7"! 
9T 450 .;s,. 67 

" 

" 
, ,.i 

.;' 

" 

"",1 

. ' 

," 
' ,.~ , ., 
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-'"'END IX , 

PAC! 4 

SAN DIECO CAS- AND- ELECTIUC CaMPAIIY 
AOCIPTED SMALL' AND- en., POWER RATES 

E"ECTIVE 01 -01,,89 
(1IlCWH) , 

......... --.. -------....... ---....... ---.............. -............ --..... .. 
----... ------.... --------.------..... ~----... -----..... --..... ---.. ---...... 

I5,1J1ONTH 110/MONTH 

D!JWID- OWlet (III.\I'**TM) ss..s0 

SO.09029 SO.0607'1 

SCKEDUI.! ClWlGES: 

(1) A"cfAIH;~t~ .' ute MrYfc_ ~ AL-TOU .. Atl9ltceflity 
,...tl"fcttON ct.lfteci .. 
(2) » c:uat~ ..y-t" aundby HI'Vf~o.TM on-p.eIt .-r rd'" .. fnt~ .. at .. for 
audI· cuat.-rt ta ltlSfted to 1.67ft 1.26-" per bft I'ftPIctfwly .. 

. . 



•• 
SOIEDUL! 

CUSTOICIf OIMGl CSIMOtlTH) 

PfAIC O!MAliO' CMAaGl CS/ICW/MONTH) 
SUNI 
WINTER 

NOlI-TIME. ULATI!D DEMAND' ClWtCE CSIICW/MONTH)' 

SUMI EllERGY CllAltGE: 
OIl-HAIl: 
IUD-PfAIC 
O"-PfAIC 

WlII1tl !MElGY OIAIGE: 
QloPfAK 
IIJn-PfAIC 
Of'-1If.AK 

APP(NOIX , 
PAGt 5 

SAN DtECO CAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
AOCPTEO WI;( PCfto!R RATES 

£"ECTIV! 0'·0'·89 
(11M) 

A/..-TOU 

TWSMIS 

120.00 120.00 120.00 

1'4.~ S'4.~ 19.07 
G.36 1S.36 11.34 

G.OS: R.42 11.0l 

10.07578 10.07'090 1O.068r1" 
10.04900 1O.~7 10.04527 
10.03706 lO.aJ.WI 1O.0:tW0 

10.067'95 10.06355 10.06164 
1O.04Z86 SO.CIl979 SO.03a59 
SO.036OS 10.03211 IO.CI31az. 

AIIIWZ 
• IATI LIMITER: 

SO_ "" 10.1" , SO.," 

SCMCUL! QWlIZS: 
(1) Appl {Qbfl tty of A/..·TOU fa ~ to, {nc:t_· cuat~ ~I.ffyfne fOl' 
MNfc-~ ~L. A Of' AD. 
(2) OpttONl tfM period and ratea edded, to' AL-TCIJ.,.,' A6-TOU ... s.. fOUcMne' pete 
for dlUHa. 

IP£CUI. CCIIDITIQI CIWIGU· CAL-TOU .,.,.-6-TOU): 
The utflfty ~ U.ft the ,...,.,. of cwt~ .Lctfne the optfon.l tfM'period to t." • .,..r. 
o..t~ .lecting· the optional· tiM period, a,.. praIIfbrted fna utftdlfl'lll to the regula!" 
tiM period fOl' 1ZlIOfttlla. 

11ITDUT11LE Clt!Dm 

1-1: OPTJQI. A. 
OPTIQ1~' 
OPTIQI' C 
UTILm cnmct.LI!D 
OTIID llIITllIU'rlil.E DBWID 

1-2: OPTION It. 
OPTION • 
0PT1011 C 
OPTIOII'O 

DIJWC)o CHM« C!EDIT 
CSIICWIMOtITH, , 

G.2T 
12.'" 
1l.2T 

12.'" 
OII! .. YEAIt ClI!D IT 

<S/lVIMOIITH, , 

1S.l3 
, 14.90' 

ll.tS 
IlR 

" 

'M-YW CIlCIT 
CSIICWIMOIITH" 

16.72-,16.'" 
14~99' 
S4.57 

Io6-TOU' 

PRUWIY TWSMIS' 

S6OO.oo S6OO.oo '. 

'17.'a. I1't .<0, 
$4.01 11."'> 

1:.42' S'.02' I 

10.07'090· SO.06K17· " 
10.04667 10.04527, ~.'. 
10.03466 10.03364 ." 

1O.0635S 10.06164 
10.0397'9 SO.03aS9': i 

'IO.032a' 10.03'182 • 

,I, 

SO~'6 10.16." .,' . 

J' 

,.1 , 



.• ~""'Z.003. 

APPfND1X , 
PAC[ 6 

SAM' DIfGO'~-AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

ADOPTED WeE: POWER RATfS 

E"ECTIV! 01-01·89 

('/IC\IK) 

---.... -----.... ~~-------------..... ------------... --.~-~----------------------.. -...... --.. ------------...... ---....... . 
SCHEl)UL! ""-TOU (OPTIONAL TIME PERICO) A6-TOU (OPTIONAL TIME POlCO) , 

---.... ~---------.... --------------.-... -~----------...... -....... ---.. ---------------.-.... ~ ... ------------------------. 
PRIMARY ~IS-'" 

.. ~-----...... -.--------.--..... -.---------..... -... ---------.... _--_ .................... -----------------_ .. _--... _ ... . 

CUSYOICIt tKAltGt (S/MONTH) 

PtA( DEMAND tHAaGE CS/ICWIMOIITH) 

SlJMMER 
WlliTER 

IIOM·TUE ULAT!J) D!IWID- ClIMGE CSIK\I/MCIITK> 

• StlMR I!IIER"" CHARGE: 
OII·PEA( '.,' 

MID-PEAK 

O"-PrAIC 

wtllTl!lt !MI!RCY ClIMGI!: 
OII·fIt!AK 
SEMI-PEAle 
O,,-fIt!AK 

RATE LIMITER:-
AVI!RAGE 

SOII!ZM.! CllANCfS: 

Optforwl_I" tf_ period fa: 
Dat .. , M8y 1-Sept"'I" 30 
On-pMIc 12 P.M_ - 6- P.Mw..Kdaya 
Setltf."..k 6- A.M. - 1: P.M.Weekdaya 

6 P."~ - 10' P~M. ~ 
Off-peek 10 P.M. - 6- A.M. 'WHkdIys- , 

ph. WMiC __ IndhoUdaya 

S20.00 S20.00 

S16.1~ S16~19 

'13.36- 13-.36 

Sl.os. 12.102-

10.01510 10 .07'963---

SO.05SO:S 10.052" 
SO.03?'06 1O.0346a , 

1O.06'1'9S SO.0635S 
1O.042!6- $0.0397'9'-
1O.036OS 1O.032a1 

10.16- 10.16 

SP!aAL CCIIO trIOI" AIICIITIOIS· ""'-ICAI&;[ . TO, OPTIONAL TlIIE POIOD- OISTCICRS~ 

S20.00 S6OO.00' 

"0.19 "9.29 

".34 14.01 

S1.0Z' 12.42 

1O.0T1'24 IO.O~-

' 10.05084 $0.0524' 
10.03364 SO.Q3468. 

10.06164 10.06355 
10.03859 10.03979 
10.03182' 1O.032a1 -

10 .. 16 1O~16-

('t) 1M utf ~ fty..., lfllft the ........ of c:uato.r. electing· the' optforw~ tf_ period tC) ten, • YHI". 

Service Iff LL bit pI'OVfd«! fn-·the orda,. NqUlSU."" recefwd;. ',. - . . . 
• (2) CUatOMn electing the optforw~ tf_' perfod .... proMbft"; fl'Clll IWftcMng tC> the 1'e1:IU~~I" 

tf_ period for 12 .",ttt.. ". 

S60C.OO, 

"2.37' ,: 
".79: ~ , 

"_02", 

SO.om4 " 
SO.05084'-~:· 
SO~03364 " 

10:06164' I' -

10.03859,1: 

SO~03'fQ' 

10.16-

'1 'f' 
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APP£NCIX , 

PAC( 7 
SAN OIrCO GAS, AMO' r~rCT~IC CQMPANf 

ADOPTED' Wcr: PM~ !tArES 

r"ECTIV! 0'-01-89' 
(S/l:IIII)' 

---... -.----....... -------..... -.-----.-.... ~--.-..... -..... ~---..... --.--.. ~----.... .. 
CUSTOIU CHMGE '50IMONT .. , S2S0/)()liTII, 

PfAa: DtJWID,· CIIMGE (l1ICW/**TH): 
Sl.llMl!l "'.00 S15.49 
IIIMTP G.50 14.17 

lION-TIM; IIfLAT!D DPWI). CllMGI! ('/XIJ/MOIITH, .7.31 11.31 

QI-PfAIC MRG'!' 1AT! 10.1)4275, SO.Oiom, 
SPI-p!fA( flfOCY un SO.0357'T 10.03577 

""-P(AK EIIQG'I' 1AT! 10.03196. 10.03196 

,"'. 
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APHIIDIX , 
PAGE a 

SAIl D I r:CO- GAS- AIIDo ELI!CTll t alMPAIIY 
ADOPTED- STAIIOY !tATES 

E"ECTM 01 -01 ~89 
(1IKUH)' 

s .. -------... ~------.-.. ------........ -----.-... --....... ---.. -------.... --
PIt tMAlY TRAIISMISSIOli 

CCIIITMCT DEMAND' CIIAIG! CS/KW/IOITH) 12.44 '1.94 SO.Q 

!tAT! LXMITO: 

IUlMIl QII-PIAIC 10.67 10.67 10.61 
"tllTP QII-PfAIC 10.26- 10.26- SO.Z6 

SCIIGUI.£ CIWICZ: N). c:uat...,.. .,.. eU,1ble to- .... t". a~ HrYfce. 

~f.t corw:Ifttcn dMlntet !)at ...... eLecttl'll to· NCe1".'.~ Mf'Yfce .,.. 
.... troicted' to- •• frlllle ,..te IdIedute., • 

: , 
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J UTE SCII£WLE 
I 
J 
I (I/MONTH) 

sa_oo· 

JETEIt 
CHARGt 

(I/MONTH) 

APPENDIX' 
PAGE 9 

SAN DrECO CAS AND" ELECTRIC CWAIIY 
ADOPTED AGltIOJLTUlAL AATES 

CIf-PfAI: 
(I/ICW} 

RJU-P£M: 

(11lC'tI) 

110.00' I I 0.1329l- 0.060"" I 
1--·-"'·---··,·-···----·I···,,~_w ___ I··-···----.. ···-····.-.~ 1· ................ __ •• ____ ......... ___ .1· 
J PA-T-' 120.00 I 0.0806.l O.OS9U> O.a3a02 I 
J I L 
I . 0f'T10ll A 19.50, • 10.50 I I 
I 0PTl0l1 SL34 10.50 I I 
I Of'TION C sa.16 10.50 I I 
I OPTION~ sa.50 10.50' I I 
I OPTION· ! SUS·· 10.50 I I 
I OPTIc. , 17.f/T 10.50- I I 
l--------.. I----· .. -I----·-.. l~~ .... ----·.------·····..--I·------.... ···---······ ... ··· .... -1 

IPI!ClAL COIIOlTION CIWICZS: 
(1) bpf,..Cfon c»c. /WIOWd·fro. ScheO.Il. PA-TaJ. 

(2) bpf,..tfon c»c • ....wed·fro. ~l.'A-T-1_ 

, ,I 

." 

, . , . 

. ,. 



•• APPfNOtX F 
PAGt 10 

SAN OIEGO GAS AND, f~EcrRrc COMPANY 
ADOPTEO EXPfRI"ENTA~ RATES 

E"EtTlvt 01-01-89 
(S/lCWH) 

........ __ ..... __ .. ___ ...... ________ .... _____ .. ______ .. _______ .. ~~ _____ .. ___ . __ .... _____ ... _._ ....... ______ ... _a __ .... .... 
SCMEDUL£ It-TOU-' R-TOU-2' It-TOU-' .. -......... ---_ ............ _---_ ..... __ ... _---_ ....... _ ..... ~---_ ... _-_._ ... ------_ .. -------.. _-----_ .... _---_ ... ----.. -

JWCIIUC DtIWIO CHARGE (S/ICW/MOtITM) 
S(ctIfI)M'( 

,.IIWt'Y' 

~I$$ION 

SI.P£1t-ptAj( 

ON·PrAII: 
MXD-P!AIC: 
O"-P!AIC: 

SCHEDUI.! OIAIICES TO ~ooQ': 

(cLOHCI) 

S6OO.oo 

1'3.7'S 

10.50 

_.'. 
1&..29'114 
10.04'170, 

10.03066· 

(cLOHCI) (cLOHCI) 

S6OO.oo, S6OO.00 

11:5.75- '1'.75 

10.50 10.50 

10.94458 10.49454 
1O.2!NJZr 10.13537 
SO.042Q 10.02941 
SO.G3066 10.03066 

CLoud tl> MM' c:wtc.ra with ..-ratfon·fecitftf. eboYe ZO' """on· July'. 1ge9. 
Special cond1t1on dloWI8ft: 

(new) 

ConditiON relatecHI>..-.rgy Mtting,tc)' bit .If.fnatecffO(> aU c:ua1:o.t'S 
'4IOft.,t.,.inat1on,of u. cogeneration proJect M' " ....... 30.1*. wIIidlewl-COIIIH f1,..1:. 

$(;HI!OUL( 0WIGlS TO~: 

CLoud, to' MM cuato.t'S on'/loI'W 30. 1989. 
Special CCfldfticn, change: 

(new) 

conditiON reLatecl to en.rw IWtt;fng tl> be eU.f".ted fO(> aU c:uat.,..,-. ClfI June 30 .. 1~_ 

ADDmOM TO 1lUL!9-IILLI'" CIlCOMU l!,nCTM NO·I!M\.IER TIWIIWtCII' .. 1989). 
A .,tltLy lAce ,.,..,..1: cha""r equal to SDGIE'a .uttIorlucf return; on, raCe ,bIN dfYided by 1~ and· roundId . 

to tile naa,...t one-c ... tII· of one perc.nt .. ..., be ... _ed: ClfI.~tfc ecc:OI.I'ICa wfth bilUng in aM'Ulraff not NC1ri"«f 
.t tM offfce of' the utility .. 0(> bya doiLy -..tllorfzed 8f11'1tof tM-uttUty; by'tM -lat.' charge daC'- _ Mown, ~ 
tM bt LL. The .... ,;. dla".. det ..... i U be _,;l_t ZS"",'f,.. the'.,;. Mfled. p..".."ta' ~lfed -"ell Ntia'fy 

the otcINt portion of tile bl Ll ffrat .. IIf'f ottMr be m,... MCOnd~ and' tile' CUrN'lt bHl ina lat. TIle- ct\arge, 

• 

..., ." be IAILfecf to IIf'f ,...fnfng IqIefd balanc.. " 
TIle .",dlLy, lAt. ~t ~ for aUt.' aoencf ..... Llbe u. Lowest of tllefollOllfn;:: 

1..2 percent; , perc .... c eboYe the PooLe,Money trw.a~ ~"ret. dlYided by 12", and 1'OY'ICIecl, to- the ,..,...t 
OI'It*tenth of one parc.'It; 0(> SDC&l'a autlMlrtzec:l' M\rft..~ ret. baM"diYided· by 12 and'nu'Idecf to, U. 
nee,..1: ona-tantt'l of OM percent. 

-, 

,,' 

\'1"'; 
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SAN OIEGO GAS AliO ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ADOPTto mm LIGHIIHG RATts 

Effective 1/1/89 ··--------_________________________ -w~w ________ _ 

-----.. ---------------.------~--~--------------

IRate Schedule Rate 
:Vatts Lumens ('/LaIIIpl ---------------------
----~-----------------~----------------~------LS-1, Mercury Vapor r Class 1 

175 7,000 '9'.57 
150' 10,000 '12 .. 65 
400 20,000 $17.Z2. 
700 35.000 .37..53 

LS-l, Xercury Vapor. Clus C. Hap 
175 7.000 UI.05 
150 10.000 '23.94 
400 20,000 *28.51 

LS-1. Kercury Vapor, Clus C., 2-J.amp. 
175 7,000 '27.36 
400 20.000 '46.31 

LS-1. BPSV. Clus 1 
70 5.100' $6.29 

100 9,500 .7.15 
150 16,000 ".55 
200 22:,000 $10'.26 
2.50 30.000 $11.94 
400 50.000 '16.05, 

1.000 . 140,000 '33 .• 27 
LS-1~. BPSV •. Class B. 1-Lamp, 

70 5,.800 $6.96" 
100 ',500 '7~n 
150 16,000 $9~Z2.' 
200 24,000 U1' .. 13 
150 30,000 $13.&1 
400 50,000 U7.01 

1,000 140,000 '34.30 
r,s-1. It?SV. Clus B •. : Hap· 

70 5.100 Sll:Oa 
100 9.500 '13.99 
150 16,000 '16'.60 
200 22,000 ' nO.n 
150 30,000, '15.64 
400 50.000 '31.18 

1,000 140,000 '66.33 
r,s-1, BPSV. Class C. 1-tamp, 

70 5,100 '14.77 
100 9.500 . .15)3 
150 16.000 $17.05 

" 

, .. '. 

~, ". " 

.' .. ' ~ 
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APPENDIX F 

SAlf OIEGO GAS AND EUCTRIC CO!!pAKfAGE l2 
ADOPnll smn LIGRIIliG RATts 

tttective 1/1/89 
-------------_______ ~~~.~ __ ~w •• ~w~~ ____ • _______ _ -----------------------____________________ M.~M. 

IRat~ Sc.Iledul~ 
:Vatts tWllw 

Rat~ 

l$/LUpl ------------------.. _-_ .... -
-----------------------------------------------200 22.000 '21.55 

250 30.000 $24.23 
~oo 50,000 n8.n 

1.000 140,000 ~'~94 
ts-l. BPSV, Class C. Nap 

70 5.800 '20.80 
100 9.500 . n1.71 
150 1',000 '25.33 
200 22.000 $32 • .38" 
250- 30.000- 137.74 
~OO 50.000 •. U-.90 

1.000 140,000 '7I-.7r 
ts-l,- LPSV. ClUJ 1 

35 -4,100 '7.77 -
55 1.000 .a.31 
90 13.500 $10.28 

135 22.500 112." 
110 33.000 '13.7'-

ts-1. LPSV, Clwi, Hap 
35 ,.aoo ".45 
55 ',000 ".U 
90 13.500 '11.07 

135 22,500 $13.R 
1&0 33.000 114.72 

ts-l, LPSV, ClasI B,; Nap 
35 4~'00 $15.05. 
55 1,000 'U.37 
90 13.500 '20.19' 

135 22,500 '25.20 - -
180 33,000 '27.3' 

ts-1, 'LPSV. ClUI C, Hap 
3S 4.100 $16.25 
55 ',000 nr.97 
90 13,500 l1a.90-

13S 22,500 $24,06 
110 33,000 m.l( 

ts-l. LPSV. Clw C~ Nap, 
3S - 4.100 $23.76 
5S ',000 '25.01:_ 
90 13,500 $2a~92' 
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APPENDIX F 
SAN DIEGO GAS AlID ELECTRIC COMPANY l? AGE 13 
ADOPttO StRtt! LIGHTING RATts 

Effective 1/1/89 
---------------------------------.--~ .. ---------_~_~ _______________________________ .. M_. ___ . __ _ 

I 
Rate IRate Schec1u1e 

IVatts Lumens I (./tampl 
~----------------------.-~.-.--~.--~-~~-­-.--------------------------------------------~-135 21.500 *31.30 

180 33,000 '39.(6 
LS-l. Fae1Ut1es and. Rates, Class 1 
Center Suspens10lt ".59 
1f000-Stanc1arc1 Vood. Pole 
30-toot '2:.35 
35-toot $1.54. 

Rtcator Ballast Discount 
175 (10.961 
250 (SO.311 

LS-l. Tad.lltin·1DCl Rates .. Class B' C 
Other app. 1nIt. '0.00 

................................................ 
LS-Z .. KercuryVapor, Rate 1 . 

175' 7,000 "'.11 
250 10,000 *, ... 7. 
400 20.000 110.n 
700. 35,000 . $18.12 

1.000· 55,000' 125.60 
ts-Z,. llercury Vapor .. bte B, lDertn' , Lilt IIntee 

175 7.000 ' .• 5.47 
250 10,000 ".37 
400, 20,000 $l0.65 ' 

LS-2. Hercury Vapor. Sur~e tor ler1es ""1ce 
175 7.000' '0'~39 
250 10.000, '0.49 
400 20.000 so.n 
700 35.000 11.19 

LS-Z .. BPSV, Rate 1 
50 3,300 11.35 
70 5,100 '2.35-

100 9,500 '3.27 
150 !r.000 ".48 
200·' 22.000. '5.71 
%SO 30.000 '7.21 
310 31,000 . 1'.90 
400 50,000 'll.06 

1,000' 140,000 ns;,o 
ts-2 .. BPSV~ Rate B. Ebtrqy' L1I1ted Ha1ntenancl 

',',: 
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APPENDIX F 
SAN OI~ GAS AND ElECTRIC COMPANY PAG E 14 
ADOPTED mm LIGR'IING RATts 

Effective 1/1/89 
------------------------------------------------
~ _____ .. _____ ._M __________ . ____ . _______________ _ 

IRate Sche<1Ule Rate 
IVatts Lumens ,,;tamp) 
-------------- ____ ca. __________________ 

------------------------------------------------
SO 3,300 $2.01 
70 5,800 '3.01 

100 9,500 ,3.93 
150 16,000 '5.16 
200 21,000 $~.39 
150 30,000 '7.95 
310 37,000 ".58 
400 50,000 '11.74 

1,000 140,000 Su ... 
LS-2~ BPSV'. ReduetiOll tor 120-volt Reactor Ballast 

70 5,800 1'0.39) 
100 ',500 ('0.521 
150 15,000 ,'0.41) 

LS-2~ BPSV', Surd1ar;e for' Series Service 
50 3.300 '0~44 
70 5.'00 ISO~211 

100 9,500 ,.O.U) 
150 . 16,000 '0.02 
200 2:,000 '0.47 

LS-Z, tl'SV, Rat. 1 . 
35 4,100 $l~51 
55 ',000 n.,. 
90 13,500 '3.27 

135 21",500 '4~65 
110' 33,000'" '5~30 

LS-Z. LPSV', SurcharQ'1 for IIr111 lervici 
35 4,800 ,'0.221 
55 '.000 ('0.13) 
90 13,500 '0.44 

135 21,500 '0.7' 
180 33,000 '0.50 

LS-2,. Incand.escent tups. Rate 1, Eneray 0I1l1 
1,000 .1.65 
2~00 '3.6S 
4,000 '5.52 
6,000 ".U' 

10.000 '13.71 
ts-2, Incdmt tups, Rate B. !::ierqy and. tmt4Hntce' 

4,000 '7.41 
',000 '10.03 

'.:.1 

.. 
. ' ..... 



~. 

• 

• 

~.87-12-003, 1.88-01-006 /FSF 
C~CO/sl ~PPENOIX'F 

SAl{ OmiO ~ ~ wcruc COO~'! 
lDOPUl) smn LIGK'tI1{G RAf1..s 

.tttecti'e 1/1/19 ==:=--cn:====--... - ___ :==z:: 

t 
I 
I 
I 
lRate Sche:1IUt Rate 
tV,tts tUIIIJrII 11/tUP1 
:::::-:ca:: ___ -==--~:-.:-::::z:: 

Ot-lr l!etcury Vapot, lata 1,. St Uql1t ttlll1nl~ 
175 7,000 ".16 
~oO 20.000· IU .OS 

Or.-t, !PSV. bte 1. Street L1=t tu:1na1rt 
100 '.500 II .03 
150 U ,000 $I .~4· 
250 30.000 'U~lt 
~oo· 50,000 '17.01 

1.000' 140.000 134.16 
OL-l~ B!S't .. lat. B~ D1:ect1onal. tum1M1r1 

ZSO 30,000 $l7J8' 
400 50,000 nl •• ~ 

1.000 1'0,000 '37.17 
Or.-l .. LPSV, lit. 1 ... Strltt L19tlt Lallnalre 

55' "000 .... 7 
'0 13 ,500 no .n: 

135. n,5OO $1%.12 
110 33.000' UJ.n 

or."l, l'ole· 
lO It vo~ -pol. .3 ~!l0 
35 tt VOO<l pole . a3 .ltl ............................................................ 

INLr faQl1U" ClllrfJII 
• ot UW 1JMt~ 10.om 

DVL,. lIletQY and' Lup.lfa1ntllllllct. c:barq. 
50 Vatt HPSV 
100 Vatt BPSV 
100 Vltt lL VIper 

1m .. !1D., CIIIr;. . 

13.01 
ao.~O 
10'-'0 

114'.'51 

10.07614 
.5.11 

P~GE l5 

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

(ENO OF APPENOIX F) 
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APPENDIX G 
PAGE 1 

S1\N OIEGO ~ AND, £I.'EC'mIC COMPAN"l 
AOOP'I'ED· PHASE-IN SCBEOOI.E. FOR 

P.ESIDENl'IM. GAS BASEI.INE ~ 
AND REVISED OISCOONTS, FOR 

SCHEOOLFS GS AND Gr 

';'. 

Su:mmer Baseline (at 
('Xhe:r::t/mo.) 

60%) Winter Baseline (at 7 O~) 
('l11cm/mQ) 

esc.ed'O.l.e CUr::'ent 1.989 -----
~ , 20 19.00 

G:.f ~s l:~~O 

GS 20 "19.00 

t:: 2'0 is.co 

'RES!OEN'I'!~ SCEEOOLES WITH 
~SEO DISCOUNTS: 

1990 

la.OO 

12'. f>0 

:'S.OO, 

12.00 

GS - $.062 per apartment per day 

. - --
1.991 

17 .. 00 

1l..9.0 

17 .. 00' 

, 11~00 

G: - SO.197per mobilehome1.1nit per day 

• 

-----:, , 
", 

CUr.::'ent 1.989 1990 19'91' 
I, 

5S.00 5l.00' 47.00 .;: .':O~:: 

3a .. .50 3S.70: 32.90 
<'I 

"to ~6{ ., : .. _ 'I 

.55.00, Sl..OO, ' 47.0-0 4.~.o.Or~ 

55·.0'0 51.00' 47.00 '" 4:.0<:)0,: 

.' . 

I ' 

, . 
" , I 

. r' ~, 
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APP!NDIX C 
PACE Z 

$AN OteGO CAS-AND- EI.ECTRIC COMPANY 
ADCPTEt) CAS RMNU! ALLOCATION' 1121 

T_t YH~ 1989 
ItMNUt CIWIQ!$ 

ItMNU! AT ~!S(NT IlATfS U'/(NUf AT ADOPTfI). ItATU TO II( RE'UCT£P I.. 1tAT!S 

SALES 31 lASE TOTAl. lAS! TOTAl. : Mtt(ST~) : :r. I"C 
OISTa.!R CLASS (M TMfRMS) (SOOO'.) (1000' a) (1000'.) ('1000'.) : lASE . TOTAl. : TOTAl. 

; -Q;lU: 11 4ZJ041 9Q96. 2406'1 98296 240678- ~ ~ is 

NOIICCU:. 21 

0 UTAIL 

T,. ..... I .. IOI'I: 
z.: - Coger! 95500 2662' 10941 2846 11132 184- ,84- " 1..6l1X· _, __ 
:s~ .. 0tMr- 3Z563 3660 7'096 3968 7404 3Oa. 30a .. 4.34: . ' 

Jo; WACOG 12806l· 0 25788- 0 257M 0 0 0.00: . ' 

« UTILITY ILiCTIUC: ClNUATlOlll 

5~ Tr.-; .. 5G4,,7 14051 577'93 15015 58157' 964 964 

,,.,-t; WACOC 5G4',7 0 99563· 0, 9956'S o - 0 

y 
~! TOTAL 2037l 2011aa 21m 202643 1455 1455 

11 CI)I!- R!V!IIJ!' ALLOCAnOl~ '"*'- fa no··d\.noe in· CON C .... fdIMf.t Md·eo-aref.l) NC .. _ The _""fn. ~ 
aUCOI:ILe to CON Clata.t"S f. to 1»' Nftac:tad· In CON I»Lencfng ~ to I» eddNaMd·fft· SDGI!'. ~ N:». 
TIIr~ad inc ...... fn authorlzad· ..,-gfn. C .... COa~ ""'t) i.111.690IIfUfon.. See AppIndfx A for deuH. TN> cor.r 
rtOr'ICION ..,Ut f. a2.5lt to cor-e _·17.5lt to nortCON~ as reflac:tadfn, SDGR'a ...., ' .. ,. CCIIPUanee ffLfng~ II...cI on,'tMM • 
aLLocatf on -fac:t~. cor-e Mel' 1'IOnc0,.. . cuatalf""s euthori zad: frw:t'ftH' fn-...,f .. ' are: 

'1J IICIICCU I!VDU! ALLOCATtc. USWft aUocation: fac:t~ uud· fn·SOG&!'s ...., '.'918 CGIIPLfance fHtng for fnitiaL , 
aUOI::IItfon. c:oo---atfon.and UlI: r.t ... ,.. th.n~lfzed_ ,...,fred~·I)_I7'.'2-030 .. NaUlting· fft ffNll .......".,. 
_LocatfOflto u..u cl ..... CIIoncore's...., 1 .llocation.""", I. 17.5%:. UlG .. C;' coteIler8tion .. S..c: odiei-.. 3.7X).' 

DIoncON dIatIoe fft. ...-gin. of sz.046 .HUon frcludn '~'.45S IIfU fond\atlte fn r.t .. cww PNM"t I'IIC'" (--...in;.' 
CiIe.tipulatad· .. l .. ) .. and' ,...fnfng 1591 ~,...,.,.. change. C2046*1455) dwe to increnad· .. L.'in 1: .. t .,..,..l 

... ,' 
. \'~ , 

• 
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SAN DIECO GAS AND EI.ECTRtt COMPANY 
ADOPTED, NCNCCltE CiA; RATtS 

t:m:CTJ'J! 0"0'-89 
......... ------•• -------•• ---••••••••• --.-••••••••••••• ____ •••• w ___ ••••• ~ ___ ••••• __ ••••• ~ ___ ••••• __ 

... ----..... ~~---... ----.--------...... --------------.--.--... -----... ------..... ---.-.-~-----.----

Yol .... trlc Cha~: Tfr I 
Tir II 

(~/TMt'II) 
6.161 
3.OU 

Awr-cle' o-w:I Cbarg. (D-" 

s..on.L Pftk o--Id' ~ CO-2): 
~ ......... -........... ~ .•.....•...... 
~"ter ................................... . 

Vol~ric Charge. _____ .............. _. __________ ••••. 

. 

4555 
4074 
396t. 
3624 
3281' 
25'7.S 

11 Act\,IAL vot..-,:rlc ~'dIwge for coo-wt'lttora wrf .. ~ly bINd Oft NCOI'CMd urGcMU 
beNd· on. o~ 87'-12-<139 • 
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APPfNOIX H 

SAM DIECO !:As. -'NO ELECTltIC COMPAJ4Y 
ADOPTED ST~ REVENUE ALLOCATION At40 RATE OEstQl 

Tnt VHf' 1989 

SCHEDULE 

SCltEOULf 1 
Ser'Yfce (lIMO) 
cc.odtty (1/1000 La) 

SWtoUiL 

SCII!DUI.£ 2 
SerYice (lIMO) 
cc.odfty (1/1000 La). 

~otal 

TOTAL 

1, GRC attpul.ted· .. l .. 
2F Z_ cnly ~.I'CU"ded • 

RATl DUIGII 

SCMCULI! 

SCMEDUL! 1 
Service (lIMO) 
ec-odtty CS/1oooLI) 

SCM!J)lU 2-
Service (lIMO) 
ec-odfty (S/100D LI) 

•• 

SALI!S 1/ 
(1000 LI) , 
OJST MO· 

285. 
50214 

12 
6626 

PRI!SENT RAT! 
REVENUES 
(SOOO'a) 

4 
1076. 

1080 

0'2/' 
143 

144 

1224 

~!'O RATE 
.MUS 
(1OOO'a) 

9 
1626 

1635 

O' 
2'7 

2'17 

." ., ' ~,' 

... 
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A. 

ACAP 

Am 

AFODC 

'AJ.J 

CALPAC 

CAL-SLA. 

CLMAC 

COD 

CPIL 

D •. 

DRA 

ECAC 

Edison 

EPMC 

FERC 

FCC 

APPENDIX X 
. Page·1 

LrST'OlACRONXMS 

- Application 

- Annual Cost Adjustment Proceeding 

- Annual Energy Rate 

- Allowance For Funds Used During construction 

- 'AdlD:inistrative Law Judge 

- Conservation and Load Management Programs 
- Adjustment Clause 

- california City - County Street Light Association I 

- conservation Load Management Adjustment Clause 

Commercial, operating: _Date .. 

- Center For Public Interest taw 

Deeision 

Division of Ratepayer Advocates 

- Electric Cost Adjustment Clause 

- Southern california Edison Company 

- EqUal Percent of Marginal Cost 

- Eleqtrie Power Research Institute 

- Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanism 

- Federal Executive Agencies 
.' . 

- Federal Energy' Regulato~ commission 

- Federal Communications Commission 

,. 
I 

, 

" . 

.'"., .. 
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GRC 

APPENDIX X 
Page 2 

LIST OF ACROIOOfS 

- General Rate case 

General services - Department of General Services of the 
- state of california 

Public Ad.vocates - A:mericial C.l:. FOrum·,. League o:t 'O'ni:!ied Latin 

QA'O' 

R. 

SAPC 

SB 

sec 

- Amerieancitizens,. and. . Filipino- American . 
- Political Association 

- Quantify1nq Added Uncertainty 

- Order Insti tutinq Rulemak:inq. 

System, Average Percent Change 

- Senate Bill 

Small Cogenerators of california 
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SDG&E 

SONGS 

SRAM 

'rOt)' 

TSM 

'0-4 

VON 

W/H'BE 

APPENDIX X 
Page :J. 

LIST or ACRONYMS 

- San 'Diego GaS & Electric company 

- San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station 

- Steam Revneue Adjustment Mechanism 

- 'rime-ot-Use 

- Transformers, Services, and Meters 

- DRA.Stanc1ard Practice '0-4: . De.te:rxzWlation of 
-Straight-Line Remaining Lite Accruals 

- Utility Consumers AetionNetwork 

- womenf,K1nority Business Enterprises 

(ERD OF APPERJ)J:X Xl 
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SWParv of Q.ecisioD 
This decision orders San Diego Gas & Electric Company 

(SDG&E) to reduce electric rates by $8~.3 million or 7.0% and 
authorizes SDG&E to, increase gas rates tor non-core customers by 
$1.6 million or 0.8% and ste~ rates by $O.S million or 40.~%. 

Additionally, revenue requirement changes from the 
Application (A.) 87-07-044, San Onofre ,Nuclear Generating station 
units 2 & 3 (SONGS) pre-commercial operating date (COO) 
~ortization and post-COO interim rate, and A.S8-07-003, SOG&E's 
1988. energy cost adjustment (ECAC) proceeding,. are included in the 
adopted rates. These revenue changes only impact SOG&E,'s. electric' 

, , 

department revenue requirement and,result in' a ~otal decrease in 
SOG&E's electric rates ot $121.0 million or 9.5%. The adopted 
rates are to become etteetive' January 1, ,1989 and will result in a 
net decrease tor the typical residential customer, using 42S 
kWh/month ot $2.8.3 or & .. 2%. Although SDG&E is., authorized a total 
rate increase ot $9.2' million or 2.1% tor the gas. department, rate: 
cha.nges tor residential and other core. gas customers will be 

deferred until SOG&E" s annual cost ad:) ustlnent' proceeding (ACAP) .. 
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 
allocation is based on an equal percent ot marginal cost (EPMC) 
methodolO9Y aimed' at providing: accurate ,price signals related to, ' 
energy eonsUlllption and discouraging ,uneconomic bypass. 

Finally, this decision rej'ects the quantitying-added' 
uncertainty (QAU) methodology tor depreciation, est.a.blishes a 
depreciation review l>roeedUre si;nilarto represcription, rej.eets,' 
the incremental/dec:rementalmethodology tor: marginal customer 
costs, and awards intervenor funding'. 
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INtJS&lK OPINION 

§nm!!u!rY of Decision 
This decision orders SAn Diego. Gas & Elec 

(SDG&E) to reduce electric rates by $94 .. 9 million 

c Company 
7 .. 5% and 

authorizes· SDG&E to., increase gas rates for non-co e customers by 
$_ million or __ % and steam rates by $0.6 miion or 61 .. 3%. 

Additionally, revenue requirement c 
Application (A .. ) 8:7-07-044, ~On9fre HUcl Generating Station 
units 2 & 3 (SONGS) pre~commercial operat~ 9 date (COD) 
amortization And post-COD interim, rate,. d A .. g:g:-07-003'~ SDG&E's 
1988 energy cost adjustment (ECAC) pro ec:ling" are included in the 
adopted. rates.. , ThelSe revenue change only impact, SDG&E' selectric: 
department revenue requirement and esul t in a total decrease in ,. 
SDG&E's electric rates 9f $134 .. 2l1ion or 10 .. S%. The adopted 
rates are to become effective J nary 1" 198:9 and will result :tn. a 
net decrease ,for the typical r s1dential customer using 425-
kWh/month ef $3,.22 or 7 .. 3%- Although SDG&E is authorized. a ,total': . 

, . ' , I 

rate increase of $8~3 milli n or 1.9% for the gas department, rate! 
changes, for residential ,other core gas.customers will be 
deferred until SDG&E's a ual cost adjuatmentproceeding (ACAP). 

By this deci on we. continue our· movement .toward cost-
based rates. Marg ,energy, demand', .and· customer coets are 
developed' and', used the revenue allocation process... Revenue" 

on an equal percent of marginal COlSt, (EPMC) 
method9logy aime . at providing ,accurate price signals related to.' 
energy conaump 9n and, discouraging Uneconomic bypass. 

F lly, this decision rej'acts the quantifying added 
uncertainty. (QAtJ) methodology for dep~ee1ai.ion, esUJblishes a 
depreciat on review'procedure s1milarto,represcription, .rejects 
the inc mental/deerementalmethodoloqy for,marginal customer 
costs, and awards intervenor funcl.tnq .. 
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Introduction 
Many of the revenue requirement items normally litig~ted 

in a general rate proceeding were agreed to in a Stipulation and 
Agreement and adopted in Decision (D.) S8-09-063. Additionally, 
cost of capital issues were bifurcated and consolidated with other 
energy utilities in a generic cost of cap,ital proceeding. Appendix 
C lists a number of rate changes authorized in SOG&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 ot more recent intormation. 
Accordingly, we will revise the Stipulation and Agreement for the 
following: ' .. ' 

1. Nuclear Re9Ulatory Commission (NRC) tees, 
($72,000) 

2 Labor and non-labor escalation rates 

3 Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) 
dues, ($96,.000) 

4 women/minority business enterprise (w/MBE) 
program. costs, $20 0 ~ 000 •. '. 

Two· studies were r~quired by D.S7-12·-069; reliability of: 
service and a comparison of rates with other utilities. While the'­
reliability of service studY was submitted,., the comparison study 
has not been completed. SOC&E is working. with Pacific Gas & ~ 
Electric Company (PG&E). and' Southern Calit'ornia Edison company 
(Edison) on the comparison study and by letter dated SeptelDJ:)er 28,., 

• • • .1 

19a.8 notifiedAdministrativex.aw Judge (AIJ) Ferraro that the study 
should be cOJnpleted by June 1, ,1989. This proceeding will remain:" I 

open to, receive the j:oint comparison study. 

Procedural BAgground' 
On December'l, 1987 SDG&E filed A.S7-12-003 requesting 

. ., 
authority to reduce rates for'its electric department and increase 

- 3 .-. 
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rates for its gas and steam departments for test year 1989. SOG&E 
also requested attrition increases in 1990 and 1991 for all three 
departments. On January 7, 1988 a prehearing conferenee was- held 
in San Diego. In Mareh" 1988: there were two- days of public 
participation hearings and, between April and september, 19S5 there' 
were 21 days of evidentiary hearings. 

Two, interim deeisions have ~een issued. 0 .. 88-07-023 
replaced the $4 .. 80/month residential customer charge tor electric 
customers- with a $S.OO/month. minimum bill and 0.88-09-06~adopted 

the Stipulation and Agreement signed' by SOG&E, Divis-ion of 
Ratepayer Aavoeates (ORA), utility Consumers. Aetion Network (UCAN)~· 
the City of San Diego, and: Feaera1 Executive' Agencies. (FEA) as. 
resolution of most of the revenue .requirement issues. 

On June 14, 1988 a eomparison exhibit was submitted which 
detailed the revenue requirement issues in the proeeeding. An 

addendum to the eomparison. exhibit whieh addressed attrition issues 
• • • • I 

was submitted on June 24, 19S:8:_.'l'hese 'items have been reeeived a$· 
Exhibit 137.. " . 
ConseryationlLoad ManAgement Adjustment Clause CCl21lt,C) 

All eX);)en5es associated with. conservation and load' 
managementprogralnS are included.in the adoptecltest year 198:9 
expenses.. .This will eliminate the need for CIoMAC and requires the: 

I',; 

amortization of the- current,. ~aJ.;anee • SOG&E estimates that as of 
Deeember 31, 1988 CLMAC will have overcolleeted electric revenues.. J 

by $10 .. 7 million and gas revenues by $3. & million and recommends:. 
that the overeolleetions: be amortized' over three years; consistent .. 
with its general rate case cyele,., , 

We ,will adopt SDG&E's.~eeommendation and r~duee its 
electric revenuerequire:ment by $~.& million annually and. its. gas:: 

revenue requirement by $1.2 million annually •. In its 1990 '. 
attrition year, :filing SOG&E' should alIlortize any difference between 

• ., 11 

the estimated andaetual CLMACbalanee over tw~years • 

- 4 -
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Deprec;j,J:tism 
Oepreci~tion caleul~tions as governed by ORA's (formerly 

Utilities Division) Standard Practice U-4: Determination of 
Straight-Line Remaining Life Accruals ('0'-4) have consistently been 
adopted by this Commission for ratemaking. '0'-4 provides a 
formalization of the theory of depreciation ~nd the guidelines for 
performing the statistical analyses on whicn 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 objective the remaining life' expectancy of depreciable plant 
must be p~rioQica11y reviewed and when 
appropriate, adjusted. '0'-4 states: 

"Oepreciation 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.) 

SOG&E proposes that the remaining lives for,17 electriC: ' 
department plan~ ~ccounts be adjUsted bY,using a method referred,to., 
as QA'O' _ 'I'his method was developed by SOG&E and adopted for the 
first time in its 1982 general rate case, 0.93892. The QAtT 

methodology has also been adopted'inrecent'general rate cases for 
Edison and PG&E. Edison took a position in support of QAU in this' 
proceeding. 

ORA, FEA, tJ'CAN, and the City of San Diego, collectively' 
Opponents,. oppose the use of QAtJ"and' as a result recommend a 
depreciation expense level which is $6..6-million lower than 
SOG&E's. tTCAN, ORA, and the City, of San Diego also recommend that 
three life extending ~roqrams: be, considered in developing the 
remaining lives for certain plant., 'This would lower SOG&E'S 
requested depreciation eXpense ):)y an acld.itional$l.3· million. 

- S, -
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Our rej ection o·! QAU is not intended to signal utili ties 
that depreciation analysts should isolate themselves from the input 
of experts. On the contrary, we prefer a process which solicits 
information trom experts, provides their identity, describes their 
input, and indicates how the intormation was applied. 

For telecommunications utilities the Federal 
communications Commission (FCC) represcrlbes depreciation rates at" 
three-year intervals. A telecommunications utility first submits 
proposed changes, including adjustments to, average service lives, 
to DRA anc:1 FCC staff. After a detailed review of the initial 
proposal any changes recommended by DRA,anc:1 FCC staff are discussed 
in a jo,int lneeting at which subject lnatter experts are heard. It 
agreement is. reached, the utility and DRA jointly recommend' that 
the agreed upon depreciation !actor~ be' acioptec:l. It agreement can 

. not be reached, thetelecommunieations. utility :must· file an 
application requesting ~pproval of its depreeiation study. This 
process is ,referred .. to-. as represeription.· .. 

Since depreciation rates. 1:or energy. utilities are 
cletennined on a three-year '. cycle in goeneral rate proceedings , it 
seexns reasonable to adopt a procedure s.imilar to represcriptionfor 
them. Accordingly" we will require depreciation workshopsto·):)e 
held in SOG&E'~future qeneral ratecases~ . :he workshops should lk' 
conducted after DRA has issued a: report whiehanalyzes SOG&S"s "" 

depreciation pr~posal. We eneouraqe' SOC&S to, brinq. subject lnatt~: 
experts to the workshops to, justify ac:1justments which differ from.: " 
those shown, in ORA's report •. Additionally,: all· interestec1 parties: 
should be invited to attend' and participate in the workshop .. 

. . , 

Differences. which. ?=,em.ain after', the . workshops. are concluc:1ed should, 
be addressed in the general' rate case hearinqs. ' : 

This procedure should' provide' for a lnore open process 
with. direct input, from exper:ts in areas of dispute. It is also 
consistent with the represcriptionprocedure used for 
telecommunications utilities.' Finally, . other· major energy 

- 14 ~ 
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from our Order Instituting Rulemaking CR.) 87-02-026. Since R.S7-
02-026 resulted in General Order (G.O.) 156 which established a 
clearinghouse for the verification of WjMBES, SDG&E requests 
authorization of the full $200,000. The remaining issues focuse 
on the design and administration of SOG&E's WfMBE program. lic 
Advocates ~elieves the participation of women andminoritie 
SOG&E's procurement contracts is inadequate and 
recommend.s. that SOC&E: 

l. separately· state goals for Filipino­
Alnericans. 

2. Consider adopting the major recommen 
in Pacific Bell's Task Force Minori 
Report. 

3 • Employ an outside expert who. can 
SOG&E's failure regarding Blac 
Asians,. 

4. Independently verify W/MBE 

5. Develop gr~ater managemen incentives for 
the achievement o.f WjMBE goals. 

6. Increase'the- n\llllber 0 women and minorities 
in senior management. 

7. Encourage jo,int ve 
provide W/MBEs wi technical'assistance in 
meeting financin and insurance 
requirements at ates. competitive with. 
SOG&E's. non-WI.. E contractors. 

to PuJ)lic Advocates' recommendations 
stating that ,it has dem strateda commitment to furthering, in a 

. 'very rapid and dramat way, WfMBE purchases over the next five 
years. SDG&E believ s this is exemplified ~y its 'agreement in 
R.8.7-02-026 to, acc plish' a significant increase in the current 

~usinesses • 
. and purchases from women. and minority-owned 

itionally,SOG&E argues that: 

- 1& -
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Directly Assignable ems 
Oirectly assignable costs are investments which are 

identifiec3. as relating to customer access.. SOG&E, ORA, anc3. 'O'CAN' 
deri vec3. these costs by the TSM method.. For each customer class 
except large time-of-use (1'00) and agricultural, 1'SM costs were 
determined by work orders from the operating distri~s .. 
Engineering estilnates for typ-ical customer installations were used 
to c3.erive costs for the large 1'0'0' and agricultural classes. 

'O'CAN ha~ a considerable numberot recommendations 
concerning the c3.evelopment of directly assignal:>le costs.. 'l'hree of 
these were agreed t~ by SDG&E: (1) TSM costs should not reflect a " 
contingency factor, (2) 4% should l:>e usec3. for purchaSing and 
warehousing costs for transformers, and (3) a weighted average of 
single-family-and m.ulti-family units should be used to' c3.eter.mine 
TSM costs for customers on schedule DR. 'O'CAN~s recommendations 
which were not agreed t~ are discussed below~ 

There are,two.issues; concerning the weighting of single-, 
family and multi-family units for determining TSM costs. First, 
tTCAN recommends that the weighting should, be :based on incremental 
customers 'rather than ORA's use of average customers. second~ 'O'CAN' 
believes consic3.eration should be given to' cost-decreasing 
characteristics such as the number of overhead versus underground,' 
units and the nlllllber of coastal customers with lower usage .." 

For the sinqle-family/multi-fami.ly,OR schedule SOG&E 
agrees in prinCiple with 'O'c.AN's position that a weighted average of ' 
single-family and multi-family ,units should:):)e'usedtc> determine 
TSM costs.. However, SDG&E recommends that" ORA's calculation of 
65-.5%, sinqle-family units and 33.5% multi-family units based on 
test period houslJlg stock·be used:. SDG&E argues. that tTCAN's.' 
weighted average of. sinqle-family. and'multi-falllily units does not !' ., ' 

reflect schedule M'" (mo:b1lehome)· and·DS (mUlti-family) customers.' 
Since we are developing ma1"qinal ~stomer costs foran,' 

existinq sy~tem, it would be inappropriate to- use' a we-ightinq o~' •• -

- 26 -
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incremental customers, as suggested by UCAN. We will adopt DRA's 
weighted average of single-f~ily 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 adopt this recommendation. 

UCAN claims that there is an inconsistency between the . 
129% labor overhead rate SOG&E used for meter installations and the 
111% labor overhead rate used on work orders for customer costs. 
Additionally, UCAN'. argues that SDG&E· did not explain the 

inconsistency and only one overhead factor should be in effect at a 
time. As a result, UCAN. recommends that the: 111% rate :be used. 

SOG&E disagrees that labor overhead assoeiated with 
indirect labor should be. reduced form 12'9% to 111%' and provided an: . ,'" 

exhibit detailing .the calC\?olations: of its 129% labor overhead rate;. 
However, SDG&E clidnot give an explanation for theditterence 
between the two labor overhead rates.. Without this explanation we::.: 
are unwilling to adopt the higher -labor- overhead· rate.- . 'OCAN's .. -:, .. 
recommended' labor. overhead rate' of 111%· will be adopted. 

UCANbelievesthat SOO&E overestilnated the cost ot. 
purchasing transformers ·and, recommends· thatuCAN'S lower estimates' 
developed, from. SOO&E 's,purchase contracts be used.. SOG&E is. 
opposed to·'O'CAN"s estimate of transformer costs and' recommends that 

a moving average' invent.orypricebe used. 
A moving average of . inventory is an appropriate method 

for determining the plant investment. associated: with· transformers' : 
being· placed in service, 'but. does not strictly. adhere to- marqin.al 
cost principles. Since SDG&E did not dispute the transtor.mer costs. 
represented by its purchase contracts, we will adopt these as 
representative of the' incremental cost of transtor.mers. 

SDG«Ecalc::uJ.a.ted. a real, f'ixed'rateof' 10.38.% which it 
used to. annualize '.rSH· investments.. UCAN recommends a 9.78%' rate. , , : 

This rate was calculated by excluding three'FERC accounts which,',.'. 
UCAN:considers unrelated to 'l'SM investments,. DRA: . c:alcula.teda 10% 

- 27 -
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rate after excluding two of the three FERC accounts UCAN 
questioned. ORA.. con$iders the third nRC account, which covers 
protective devices and capacitors, to :be related to TSM investlnents 
and included it in its calculation.. During the proceeding SOG&E 
changed its position and now supports DRA's 10% real fixed rate. 

We find O~'s argument that protective devices and 
capacitors are related to TSM investments persuasive and will adopt' 
its recommended real fixed rate of 10%. 

Common Distribution Costs 
The classification of common distribution costs as either 

demand or customer-related· was a maj or area of controversy. SOG&E' " 
estimated the customer-related portion ot common distribution costS, 
using a proxy for the ""minimum distri:bution systelnW' method. This 
method asswues that 50% of non-energizecifacilities and. 25% of 
energized facilities required. to provide customers with access 
through the distribution system are customer-related. 

In support of its methoclology SOG&E argues that: 

1. Al though the' estimates' of" common , 
distribution costs are jud~ental and not 
subject to independent"verlofication, many 
marqinal costs are not'subject'to precise 
calculation. Achievin~ a result that is 
approximately correct loS superior to 
ignoring a marginal cost principle. ' 

2. TSM costs are classified' as customer 
related because they can be directly 
identified with facilities dedicated to 

4. 

serving individual customers .. 

The proxy for the "'minimum' distribution 
s:(,steln'" ,is intended to- represent,' common 
d1stribution ,costs 'which are dedicated· to, 
the service of customers as distinguished 
from,meetinq their demands. 

For the, common distribution elelnent of 
customer-related costs, data 1's taken from 
PERC accounts over a lZyearperiod in 
constant dollars then divided by the nu:m.ber 
of customers to derive a proxy tor com:mon 
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distribution costs. SOG&E's methodology 
does not double count by taking a 
percentaqe of FERC accounts from any 
particular year or set o'f work orders .. 

Since UCAN, ORA, 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 ORA should be included as customer costs. Additionally, 'OCAN 
opposes SOG&E's inclu,sion of common distribution costs because it:, 
(1) results in double-counting of some costs, (2) is based on 
embedded cost data, and (3) alloeates costs by number of C'Ilstomers< 
rather than demand. Finally, TJCAN states that Exhibit 89, which 
eliminates double-countinq, from SDG&E's common, distribution costs,. 
is not ]:)ased on the same alloCation percentages used: in SOC&:E's 
original testimony. 

We prefer the approach of identifying specific equipment, 
as access related' and assigninq' the inves'tlDentcosts directly to, 
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 ~st approximation. 
Accordingly, we will treat common distribution cost~ as demand­
related. 

CUstomer Accounting costs 
SDG&E estimated customer accounting costs for the , 

forecast period' and then allocated them to customer classes using' 
weighting factors tor each !'ERe ,account.'CrCAN recommenaed', three" 
adjustments to the customer accounts and collections costs included: , 
in SDG&E's marginal cost study. First , 'CrCAN identifie<1 a. 

discrepancy between eustomer:\ accounts and collections costs in" 
SDG&E's marginal cost study and the costs in,SOG&E's results of 
operation showing. O'CAN acknowledges that this discrepancy was 
corrected by both SDG&E and ORA:. " 

Second,. 't1CAN maintains. that SDG&E, has failed to' consider" 
the significant differences inthe'cost of'reading meters among 
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various customer classes. UCAN recommends that meter reading 
weighting factors that SOG&E developed and used in the past be 

adopted in thi$ proceeding. 
Finally, UCAN states the Commission has a long-stanaing 

policy to exclude conservation and marketing programs from marginal 
customer costs and recommends that they be excluded in this 
proceeding. 

that: 
In response to UCAN's proposed corrections, SOG&E states 

1. ~he largest correction, whiehaddresses the 
inconsistency between SOG&E's marginal cost 
calculation and' the results. of operation 
calculation, has been corrected in Exhibit 
63-3-A~ 

2. No correction is warranted for 
conservation-related expenses and 
residential meter reading. Conservation 
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-. 

Obviously there is a difference in the cost'otreading 
meters for the various'customer classes. Since SOG&E apparently 
developed weighting ,factors in the past which represented the cost' 
differential of reading meters tor each class, we will use these 
weights. UCAN is also, correct that; we have a lon9'-st~ding, policy 
of excluding conservation and'marketing proqrams, from marginal 
customer costs. SDG&E has- ,not attempted to' justify a ehange~ in 
this policy. We will adopt both tl'CA.N adj:ustlnents for customer 
accounting costs. 

:rncreaenta1 mec:Xeaenta1 ' J1a:rsinal CUstoaer costs. 
UCXN states that oneot. the fundamental premises of 

marginal cost pricing: is that it can simulate, a competitive market ' " 
where none exists .. , :tdeally,. .'OCAN would,' simul'ate a competitive' , 
market for determining the costsot customer access equ:ipment by·' 
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collectinq customer investment costs throuqh a hookup· charqe for 
new customers or throuqh 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 I' 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. 

'Onder UC,AN's proposal hookup charges for new customers 
would be assigned to the appropriate customer class for revenue 
allocation. Once a hookup charqe is collected throu9'h rates there" 
would be no further revenue responsibility for that access 
equipment.. The access equipment investment costs for exist.in9'· 
customers. would be based on the cost to the utility it the 
customers were to leave the system. 

In response.to- DRA's.rentalmar~et approach~ 'OCAN" a.rgues, . 
that it does not properly reflect a fullycompetit1vemar~etin 
which customer ownership of access equipment would prevail :beca~< 
it is cheaper to buy. equipment than. rent it .. 

SDG&E.is opposed to theUCAN's incremental/decremental 
approa~ to· marginal customer costs as. proposed by UCAN for the 
following reasons.. UCAN's approach assumes that: 

1 .. CUstomers. wouldbe.ableto·buy.new access 
equ'ipment at an annual cost below SDC&E' s 
charges. 

z. Existing access equipment' is worth less to 
customers than newequipment~ 

3. SOG&E would not sell new access equipment .. 

4. CUstomers would :finance access equipment 
only attixed·interest rates.. Renters are: 
not taken into consideration. . .' 

Based onjuc1g:ment,. a 25% salvage value is. 
appropriate for SDG&E"s. access equipment • 
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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 ORA argues that: 

1. It has siqnificant reservations concerning 
safety, liability, and general customer 
interest in an outright customer purchase 
option. 

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

3. Its rental market approach would exclude 
residential customers who- purchase access 
equipment. This' is currently done for 
other customer classes. 

4. 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 'C'CAN'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 marketplace... 'C'CAN arques that in a' 
truly competitive market customerswould'Mve the option of 
purchasing or renting: access equipment, but that ORA..'s approach. 
only aSSUlnes a rental option.. Because of the deduetibili ty of 
mortgage and business interest, UCAN believes that purchasing 
equipment is: eh~aper than renting andthat'in a competitive market: 
purchases. would prevail and rentals :would. be scarce. 'rhus 'C'CAN. 
concludes that a rental market approach d.oes not'represent a 
competitive market and. should not be' usediri determining marginal; 
customer costs. 

In evaluating UCAN's criticism, 'we conclude that its own 
proposal does not correetlyrepresent the cost of customer 
ownership.. We believe it is unrealistie to e~et, competitive 
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providers ot access equipment to ~e able to undercut SDG&E's 
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 t~ rent rather than 
~uy tor convenience and reliability. 

It expanded customer ownership· is shown to· be practical, 
ORA's proposal to exclude such customers trom the allocation of 
access equipment is a logical and reasonable solution. This is 
currently the practice tor industrial and large commercial 
customers which purchase access equipment. 

Finally, we believe the most appropriate metbodolO9Y tor: 
determining the cost ot access equipment is ORA.'s rental market 
approach. We recogni%e that our rejection of the 
incremental/decremental methodology contradicts the discussion 
contained in D.86-08-083, PG&E's 1986- ECACproceeding. 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 •. 
Accordinqly, it is now clear.that the incremental/decremental. 
metho<iology is not consistent. with our marginal cost principles as 
discussed~ above. 
Karginal Revenue Determinants 

, 

, " 

Marginal revenue determination.is a critical aspect of 
the marginal cost and revenue allocation process. Marginal costs< 
are multiplied by marginal revenue determinants to determine 

,I 

marginal cost revenues. These. are: the revenues the utility would·' 
collect it all customers were eharqedtheir marginal costs instead 
of rates adjusted for ,the ut:L:lity's revenu~ requirement. Marq~ 
revenue determinants are developed for energy, customer and' demand. 
Marginal revenue determinants for demand, are further d.ividedinto::· 
generation, transmission, and distribution. Most of the 
difterences among the parties eentered·around marginal revenue 
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determinants tor demand. We will discuss each ot the marginal 
revenue determinants below. 

Marginal Energy Revenue oegrminantS-
SDG&E and rEA agreed to ORA's marginal enerqy revenues, 

as shown in EXhiDi t 63. However, during the hearings ORA revisec1 
the marginal energy revenues in Exhibit 63 to retlect 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. 

Marginal PemOndRevenue Determinants 
The parties do, not agree on the appropriate marginal 

demand revenue determinants to be used tor revenue allocation. 
There are four areas o·t disagreement: (1) annual demands versus 
demands ~y tiIne period, (Z) reliability adjustment :for generation 
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 TOO' period, and coincident and ,non-coincident non­
diversified demands by voltage level. The weighting factors for 
each marginal demand revenue component were derived tollowing the: 
method. useel in the Ec'J.ison general rate case deeision" D.S.7-:-12-0~6,~' 

The annual marqinal demand revenue component was calculated: for· , 
each class by multiplyinqthe, appropriate TOO' period demand b~{ each. 
marginal demand cost. The results were summed across all time 
periods and demand types for that class. 

ORA's methodology differs :from SDG&E's'in that: 
(1.) average annual demands are usee!'insteadot demands:by TO'O' 
period"I" (Z) a rel:l.&bility adjustment is applied to· qeneration, 
demand" and (3) a diversitytactoris usee! to" determine 
transmission,. and distribution demand .. ,with the exception ot 
distributiondemand,.t1CAN adopted DRA's marginal revenue 
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determinants t~ calculate its marginal cost revenues. YEA only 
took issue with ORA's and OCAN's transmission and distribution 
demands. 

Except for ORA's reliability adjustment and diversity 
factor tor residential class transmission and distribution demands, 
we will adopt ORA's methodology, weighting factors, and demand 
determinants tor calculating marginal cost revenues. Below, each 
of the issues involving marginal revenue determinants is discussed. 

Annual Versus TOO PMMnd 
ORA asserts that although it is appropriate t~ caleulate~, 

marginal enerqy costs by time periods, it is inappropriate to d~ so 
tor marginal demand cost revenues. ORA states that investments in: 
generation, transmission, .and distribution systems do, not-vary by, 
time period. Additionally, ORA. claims that the use of time periods 
t~ calculate demands is unnecessary and would amount t~ sizing 
SDG&E's system ~or average demand. WhileFEA and 'O'CAN support 

ORA's use ot annua'l clemands,SoG&E: recommends. that' .demand cost 
revenues be calculated by time period& We recoqnize that. marginal. 
demand costs by TOO' period are us-edfor rate design, however, SDG&E 
has not convinced us that they are also- needed for revenue 
allocation. We will use annual demands to- calculate marginal 
demand cost revenues. 

Reliability ActiustlQent tor Generation Del!Iaru1. 
ORA made a reliability' adjustlnent for generation demand i

, 

cost revenues by taking the sum of loss, ot load probability­
weighted (LOLP-weiqhted) demands for each class and multiplying 
them. by the generation level marginal costs_ ORA states that 
reliability adjustments are used for the calculation ofmarqinal 
demand cost revenues and avoided: cost payments and that a similar. 
adjustment was adopted in Edison's last general rate case clecision.' 
SOG&E is opposed· to ORA's reliability adjustlnent. It states that 
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ORA's LOLP-weighted generation demand of 1992 megawatts (MW) is too 
low and recom:mends that the'1986- recorded system peak of 2376- MW be 
used. 

We are not opposed to the use of a, reliability adjustment 
~actor, however, in this proceeding ORA's generation demand is much 
lower than recorded 1986. From the record it is not clear why this 
occurred, but it could be a problem with the available data. 
Accordingly, we will adopt the recorded system peak o.f 2376- MW as 
the best representation of generation demand ~or 1989. 

Transmission ansJ Distribution Deaand 
All parties used ORA's methodology toX' the calculation of 

transmission and distribution demands., ,ORA's. methodology is l:>asecl· 
on the hypothesis that, the demand seen by the tX'ansmission system 
is a weighted average of coincident and non-co·incident demand for 
eaCh rate class. Similarly, the" demand, seen by: the distribution 
system is also· a weighted average of these demands. The 
di:fferences. between the parties focused around: (1) . weighting 
factors for caiculating transmission and distribution demanciand 
(2) coincident and non-coincident demands used for calculating 
transmission and distribution' loads. 

Although all parties used DRA's methodology for 
calculating weiqhtinq factors, SDG&E ~dFEA used ditterent data iil.' 
derivinq their weighting factors. We will adopt DRA's weighting 
factors which. are consistent with the adopted· demand· determinants ... ' 

SDG&E believes that ,the proper non-coincident demand to ' 
, I 

use for all classes' is non-diversified,. DAA uses non-diversified/ 
non-coincident de:mal'ld to measure the load placed on the 
distribution system by customers in all but the residential and 

.' ' 

small commercial classes. ORA uses diversified non-coincident 
demand for the residential class· and an average of diversified· anCl ' 
non-cliversified,. non-coincidentdem.and for the small commercial 
class • FEA used an average ot diversified and non-diversified 
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demands for both the residential and small commercial classes, 
while UCAN essentially used. ORA~s methodology. 

ORA ~elieves that a diversified demand is appropriate for 
the residential and small commercial classes ~eeause the final line 
transformer serves multiple customers. While ORA was unable .to 
acquire specific data from·SOG&E concerning the number of 
residential customers served by each transformer, it assumed an 

average of 20 customers were connected to each transformer. ORA 
based its assumption on talking with load research experts and data : 
from other utilities. Assuming 20eustomers are. connected to each 
transformer, ORA calculated a diversity factor of 25% of non­
diversified, non-coincident residential load. A 25% diversity 
faetor assumes that no more than 25%. of the maximum load of all 
individual customers connected to any residential transformer will 
occur at the same time. 

Although SDG&E did not provide ~ata· to' support its 
argument that ORA's assumption of 20. Customers connected, to, each .. ·· 
transformer is too high,. it asserts that ,.fewer than 10 custo::ners. 
are likely to ~e connected to a' new transformer. As 'a result, 
SOG&E considers ORA's 25% diversity factor to. be unrealistic. 
Additionally,' SOG&E states that. its distribution planning manual 
instruets planning engineers .~o:' use a diversity factor between sst·· 
and 75% when 10 customers are' connected· t~ one transformer. 
Finally; although UCAN did, not develop a diversity faetor, its 

. . I, 

witness testified that the appropriate diversity factor is pro~ably . 
between 50% and 75%. 

Additionally,' FEAtakes exception to UCAN'S. and' ORA'S.! 
transmission and distribut;ion demands.' FEA states thatthepeak:, 
load .on the transmission system .must be equal to or qreater than· .. ·' 

the system peak,. but that ORA. uses only 2',650 MW for tr"nsmission.: 
demand while test ye~r 1989' peak demand is 2'·,.778' MW. FEA also. 
criticizes ORA.'s andUCAN's use. of 3,385. MWand3, ... 114. MW,. 

respectively, for distribution demand. FEA recommends a' 
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distribution demand ot 4,400 MW ~ased on the average substation 
peak which includes average class peaks and individual customer 
peaks. Since ORA's and OCAN's estimates d~ not reflect individual 
customer peaks, which playa major role in sizing various elements 
of the distribution system, FEA concluded that they d~ not 
appropriately represent distribution demanda 

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-eoinciden.t 
peak does not affect the desiqn of the distribution system, and 
(3) SDG&E and FEA urge the use ot the same method. Finally, UCAN' 
concludes that ORA's method is reasonable. 

We believe it is appropriate to· consider a diversity 
factor for residential and small commercial classes a However, 
without data on the averagenumbero! customers served trom each of 
SDG&E's transformers, we are unwilling to· adopt ORA's 25% diversity 
factor. Based· onSDG&E's' planninq,manualsand 'OCAN's testilllony, ~e.' 
consider a sot'diversity factor-for the residential class 
reasonable tor this proceeding.. Since the only dispute with the 
diversity factor tor the small commercial class was its use, we" 
will adopt ORA's diversity tactortor this class. 

Deand IDss hctors 

ORA pointed out that th~demand loss factors used by 

SDG&E were less than the on-peak energy loss: factors and- in er.rorr 
, • • I, 

In response to. ORA, SDG&E agreed to conduct a new study ot demand 
and energy loss tact~rs to· address ORA's concerns. 

Consistent Deund' DetCpa1nants 
SOme parties are concerned that there may not be 

consistency amonq the demand determinants used' tor marginal cost,: 
weiqhting' factors for transmiss.ion and clistribution demancl"and 
revenue .alloca.tion. Althou9h ORA.,UCAN,. ancl,FEA agree that ther~­
should be consistency among the demand determinants, ORA andU~ 
only appear to be concerned if a lack of· consistency causes a 
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significant difference in the final revenue allocation. We agree 
with ORA's and UCAN's position and will endeavor to use consistent 
demand determinants in the marginal cost and revenue allocation 
calculations. 

Marginal customer Revenue peterminantS 
SDG&E and ORA stipulatecl 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 ORA's stipulation on the nu:mber of customers 
in each customer class. 
Revenue allOCAtion 

Revenue allocation is the process ~y which SDG&E's 
adopted revenue requirement is allocated to the various custome~ 
classes. . In. recent years we have followed a policy of using 
marginal cost prinCiples in revenue allocation and as a quicleline 
for rate design. Economic. theory, dictates that ,marginal .cost 
pricing allows the customer to trade-off usage of electricity with: 

cODSwnption of other resources or to increase or decrease usage ' 
based on the· inc:remental cost of producing electricity.. Marginal 
cost pricing also provides equity in rates, by relating costs 
imposed on the electric system with the customers who are 
responsible for those costs. 

Since revenues based on marginal costs are not usua'lly 
equal to the utility'S revenue requirement, a method must be used' . " 

that allows us to· reflect·marginal cost principles while still 
collecting the authorized revenue requirement_ The method used in 

" 

recent years to rec:oncile marginal costs with revenue requirement, 
is EPMC.. This approach allocates revenues so- that each class is an ,', 

, . ' 

equal percent of its marginal cost revenues. This is referred to, 

as full or 100% EP.MC •. 
D.8.7-12-069 in SDG&E's. lDost recent ECAC.proceed:inq 

adopted EPMC with the constraint that each customer class-. receive a 

- 39 - , I," ~, 



• 

• 

• 

A.87-12-003, I.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltq 

minimum S% rate decrease. Although resiaential ana aqrieultural 
revenues were below the EPMC allocation for their respective class, 
we lowerea all rates in the context of a $l4l.2 million decrease. 
In that decision we stated: 

*We believe that SOG&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 marginal costs ana 
allows time for the refinement of'marginal cost 
studies in future proceedings. N (p. 2, 
0 .. 87-l2-069. ) 

ORA and FEA,recommend'a full EPMC revenue allocation 
without constraints, wh.ile SDG&E. and UCAN> recommend a ~pped EPMC' 
allocation. Below is a discussion of each party's recommendation. ';! 
for revenue allOcation with the, exception of street lighting,. ' , .. ' 
Revenue allocation for the street lighting class will be addressed, 
in the rate design section. 

spGiE's Position 
SOG&E's preferred revenue allocation which assu:mes a 

decrease ineleet.ric rev~nues 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 'IOU,. 2.0% 
1!or very large TOO-,. 8:.9% for aqrieultural and 3..9% for all others}' 

SDG&E "alSO proposed a revenue allocationbased .. on ORA'S:' 

recommended decrease of $88:.9' million. It ORA's $88.9 million 
decrease is. adopted, SOG&E recommenas decreases of 6-.8% tor 
residential, 8:.l% for very large 'IOU,. 12.1t- tor aqriCul. tural,. and: 
7.1% tor others. 

SDG&E"s guiding principles tor, placing constraints, on an 
EPMC revenue allocation' are as ,t,ollows: (1): employ as tew 
constraints as possible, (2) give all, classes a decrease;'. andC3.) ," 

tor rate' stability" change no. class more thax:- . plus or :millus 5% ot::· 
the system average percent change (SAPC). Applieation . o1!t!lese 

",. ;. 

."", 

,,~ " I"· 
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principles provides tor rate decreases from 2.0% to 8.9%, which 
SDG&E states allows tor steady but moderate movement toward full 
EPMC rates. 

DBA's Position 
ORA recommends a full EPMC revenue allocation which it 

states is consistent with our general policy of marginal cost-based 
rates. ORA believes that SOG&E's method of determining caps for 
various rate classes is arbitrary because there is no- consis't.ency 
between SOG&E's recommended decreases for the residential class at: 
different system average percent decreases •. 

P'D's Position 
FEA supports the movement toward full EPMC revenue 

allocation, and. opposes SOO&E's proposal because it does not result 
in significant movement toward thisobjectiv~. FEA believes that. 
full EPMC is substantially easier in this proceeding because there>' 
is an overall revenue decrease. 

VCNi's Positiol). . 
'O'CAN proposes an EPMC allocation capped at 5% aDove SAPC.' 

Based on 'OCAN"s 'revenue allOcation the cap applies to· rate ' : . 
schedules AD and AL~If the overall decrease is between 4% and 6%" 
OCAN would deviate ,from the 5% cap by recommending no rate change 
in classes where rate continuitycan~be provi<1ed. 

Additionally,.OCAN states· that: there isa higher value ot· , 
service and outage costs to commercial and. ind.ustrial customers and. .' , 
that this is not· reflected through traditional· EPMC methodolO9Y'- '.,,' 
Accordingly, 'OCAN recommends that.the larqe customer classes be· 

charged for hiqher qeneratlon reservemarqins and greater 
distribution system' costs_ 

DiscusSion 

The adopted electric base rate decrease of $89.3 million, 
plus $3.1.7 mil11ontrom, SOG&E's SONGS'and ECAC proceedings. affordS: 
us the opportunity to implement a full' EPMC revenue allocation 
methodology. We believe ORA.'sand· FEA's EPMC revenue allocation'" 
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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. Their methodology is consistent with our goal of 
full EPMC revenue allocation as stated in Edison's and PG&E's 
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 aqricultural 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 margins and greater 
distribution system, costs for the following reasons: 

1. We are not convinced' that SOG&E's 
generation reserve margins or'its 
distribution system. are designed to-provide 
customer classes with varying degrees of 
reliability. 

2. UCAN has not developed a methodology for 
implementing its recommendation. 

3. OCAN's, adjustment is not appropriate tor 
revenue allocation and should,):)e. addressed 
in the calculation of marginal demand 
costs.. 

Our adopted revenue allocation by class is shown in 
, , 

Appendix D. It reflects the general rate case revenue decrease and 
the revenue changes from SDG«E "5' SONGS 4Ild ECAC proceedillqs as 
shown in Appendix c. 
JUectric Rate Design 

The following sections will discuss. residential, 
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-TOU, SDG&E~s power 
factor adjustment, standby service, and street lighting. 

0.88-07-023, dated July ll, 1988, replaced the $4.80 
customer charge for residential customers with a $5.00 minimum 
charge. This matter will not ~e readdressed in this decision. The 
realignment of ~aseline and non-~aseline residential rates in 
compliance with Senate Bill (SS) 987 (Ch. 2'12, Stats. 1988') is 
~eing addressed in Order Instituting, Investigation (I.) 88-07-009 
and is not at issue in this proceeding. Our adopted qas and 
electric residential rates reflect 0.88-10-062 in IOoM-07-009.. The 

two-month undercollection of electric rates authorized in that 
proceeding is terminated effective with this decision .. 

Residential 
While SOG&E,'s application contained a nUlllber of 

controversial proposals,. SI>G&E has either withdrawn its proposals' 
or the parties have reached agreement on all ~ut two items~ 

~aseline allowances and an increase in the returned check charge. 
The only disagreement concerning baseline allowances is 

ORA's recommended continued phase-in tOo capture changes in averag-e 
aggregate consumption. This procedure was adopted in SDG&E's last: 
general rate ease and ORA. believes that Public utilities Code (Pt'l');. 

. I ~I 

§ 739 requires its continuation. SDG&E argues that changes in 
baseline allowances. will create an upward pressure on resid.ential,' 
bills and,. if chang-es are adopted,. they should not be implemented~; 

I 

until May '1, 1989, when seasonal baseline changes occur. 
We agree with ORA, that continued"phase-in ot electric 

baseline allowances., meets the requirements ot PtT § 73:9 and we'will 
, ' 

adopt its. recommendation. , Basel:i:ne quantities will be reduced over, 
a one to three-year period. startinq May 1" 1939. The adopted 
baseline allowances are shown :tn Appendix F. 

Tbesecond issue is,sOG&E'srequest to' increase the 
current charge ot $& for a customer~ s returned check to $10. SDG&E' 

- 43, 



• 

• 

• 

A.S7-12-003, I.88-01-006 ALJ/FSF/ltq 

based its request on bank charges which make up 59% of SOG&E's 
proposed $10 charge, the cost of processing,. collection, and 
preparation of checks to be redeemed~ and the cost of key punching 
tor redeemed checks, materials, and postage. 

U~ opposes an increase in the charge for returned 
checks stating that S1?G&E: (1) did not justify which costs have 
increased since the $& charge was implemented,. (2) did not identify. 
what measures it has. taken to reduce bank fees, and (3) may not 
monitor returned check policies properly. 

Al though SDG&E has px:ovided an itemized list of the items 
which comprise its,returned check charge" SOG&E llas·failed to 
convince us that it is unable to negotiate lower bank fees for 
returned checks.' without SOG&E's assurance we can not be certain' 
that an increase in the . returned check charge is reasonable.· We i 

will not approve an increase. in the returned check eharge_ 
The aqreements among the parties on the following matters 

appear reasonable and. ,will .be· .adopted.: 

1. SDG&E r WMA, :,and DRA. aqree .that ,the discount 
for mobilehome parks on schedule or should 
be $9.501unit/monthor $0 .. 3-12" on a daily 
basis.. ' 

2'. SDG&E and DRA. aqree that the discount for, 
apartment buildings on'schedule DS should 
be $4_04/apartment/month or $0,;.110 ona 
daily basis .. 

3. .. ORA,· SOG&E, and UCAN agree with the OR-TOU 
rate design in EXhibit 9&. . 

4.. ORA. ,a~ees withSDG&E's proposal for 
experllllental schedules OA-TOt:r and DU-TOO'. 
These sehedules are designed in relation to 
schedule OR-TOU with a 2:1 peak to off-peak 
ratio. .. 

s. SDG&E has withdrawn the following 
residential. rate c:lesi¢\ proposals:. 
(1-), late payment charge,. '. CZ) telephone 
charge with, respect to: bil:t collections,. 

- 44 -



• 

• 

• 

A.87-12-003, I.88-01-006 ALJ/~SF/1~q 

(3) customer charge, anQ (4) reconnect ion 
charge :for the period when service is 
disconnected. 

For the reconnect ion charge SOG&E haQ proposed to require 
a customer who leaves anQ returns to the system within a short 
period to pay the customer charge that would have been assesseQ if 
the customer haQ remained on the system.. Center :for PUblic 
Interest Law (CPIL) mailed testimony t~ all parties, except SOG&E, 
opposing SDG&E's proposal on April 15, 1988:. SDG&E was hanQ 
delivered CPXL,'s testilnony on April 2S,. 1988. On April 27, 1988-
SOG&E recommended that the customer charge be eliminated :for 
residential customers and withQrew its proposal to: to assess 
customer charges tor the time customers were off the system. 

Small and Medium Commercial . 
The principal ~mall and medium commercial schedules are A 

and AD. No structural changes are proposedt-or schedule A. 
Schedule AD was, closed to new customers- on J'O;lyl, ,.198.7. EXistinq; 
customers on this schedule have, the option to remain on the 
schedule or move to. the AL-TOO' schedule. AL-TOO' is a tilne-of-use' 
rate schedule with rates which more closely reflect SOG&E's costs~: 

SDG&E proposes to modify the AD' schedule by estal::>lishing , 
a two tier declining block, energy rate. The first tier rate is 
charged tor the first 300 kilowatt (kW) hours consumption per' leW ot' 
demand. The lower second tier' is charged for usage in excess ot 
that amount. SDG&E has designed.'the energy rates· for this scheQule, 
to be similar to Edison's GS~2 schedule,. which serves equivalent 
customers .. 

SDG&:Emakes ,this two tier AD energy rate proposal for the 
following reasons.. First, it .provides an, incentive tor customers ::. 
to. improve their load factors by controlling their clemand.. Second~ 

the rate structure recognizes the level ofeustomer demanQs placecl 
. ' 'I" 

on the system. ThirQ, it' emulates TOO' rates without the expense ot 
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TOO meters. Fourth, it brings the tail block or tier II rate 
closer to, but not be,low, marginal cost. 

In response to eoneern$ expressed by other parties, SOG&E 
argues that: (1) its proposal will not increase energy 
consumption, because there is no ratchet prOVision, and (Z) standby 
rates should only be available to TOO customers, but any customer 
with a deIlland above 20 kw can move to the AL-TO'C' rate schedule. 
Finally, SDG&E states that ORA's proposal is an acceptable 
alternative, if the two· tiered energy rate structure is not 
adoptecl. 

ORA. recommends that the monthly demand eharge on the AO: 
sehedule be increasecl from $S.OO/kw to, $5-.. S0IkW to reflect m.arg~l 
capacity costs more elosely. ORA is opposed to- SDG&E's two-tiered 
proposal, because it cannot reconcile SDG&E's declining block rates 
with cost-based rate design principles. Although SDG&E's rate 
design purports to collect capacity costs in higher' tier I rates,,'· 
ORA believes that the customer perceives cleclining block rates asa 
signal that thelllore energy useclthe'less it costs. 

In addition to- ORA, Independent Power, Corporation (IPC)',:' 
Department 0' General Services of the state of california (General 
Services), Small C09'enerators of cali'fornia (SeC) ,Poway 'C'ni:tied ;, 
School District (Poway), San Diego Mineral Products Industry 
coalition, and 'C'CAN' are opposed to. SOG&E'sdeclininq block energy 
rates.. Many ot the concerns ot these parties are similar. 
Generally, they argue that:: 

1 .. Two-tiered rate designs are not in 
conformance·with cost-based rate desiqn 
principles .. 

2.. Declining block rate structures are 
inconsistent with conservation policies .. 

3.. AD customers which take all their energy 
oft-peak would. not be able toemulate'TO'C' 
rates., 
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4. Lowering the ettective rate tor hi~her load 
factor customers will discourage m~gration 
to a TOU rate' schedule. 

s. SOG&E's AD schedule is not cost-based. 

&. SOG&E's proposal will have a significant 
adverse impact on the economics tor small 
scale cogeneration. 

These parties are also, concerned with ORA's proposal to, 
increase the demand charge on the AD schedule" because: (1) many 
AD customers have low load ~aetors and will see overall rate 
increases, and (2) the AL-TO'O' schedule offers no relief for these 
customers from increased rates.. Fi:nally, IPe recommenclecl that; if: 
a declining :block rate structure ,is acloptecl, a special conclition be· 
added that allows customers which have· the ability toselt-qenerat~' 
to displace the hiqher, first-tier rate~., ' 

Although we supportSDG&E' s rate design principles for 
its two-tier AD rate, we consicler it~pro~sal inconsistent with " 
them. SDG&E'sproposal would create an inequity tor AD' customers," 
which use more oft-peak energy than the schedule's average and/or" 
do not have second tier usage. '!'his occurs because greater off- ,.' 
peak usage for these customers will not, result in the emulation of: 
'1'0'0' rates, and customers' with only first tierusaqe will" not have' " 
their incremental consumption· priced at mar.ginal cos::-. These 
inequities coupled' with the concerns expressed by the parties are: 
sufficient justification tor not approvinq" SDG&E's proposeel elianges 
to the AD rate schedule., 

DRA 'states that its proposal to raise the AD demand 
. , 

charge from $5·.00/kw'to $S'.501kw, while not cost:"based, 1I1oves' in , ' 
that direction. Since this is. consistent with our ,objective ,of 
cost-basecl rates, we will adopt'PRA'S recomm~nded increase in the"', 
demand charg'e for the ' AD schedule.. > ' 

Finally, IPC recommen~s. ~t all scheclule A and AD: 
customers have the option of '1'0'0' rates. 'Since SDG&E's witness 
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testified that it was reasonable to provide a TOO' option to these 
customers, we will allow schedule A and AD customers to move to a 
TOO' schedule. 

lArge Cowmercial{+ndustrial 
AIclW and A§=TOq 

0.8.7-12-069 in SI>G&E's l.98.7 ECAC proc:eed.ing adopted major 
changes for commercial and industrial customers served under rate 
schedules. AL-TOO' and A6-TOtr.. These changes,. which provide for 
hiqher 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
coincident or non-time-related demand. charges~ject to- a 50% 
ratchet, s'WIIlUer and winter peak demand charges, and energy charges.' 
differentiated by voltage levels for summer and· winter. A6-TOU is I, 
a variation of AL-TOU. It includes the same non-coincident demand'" 
and energy charges, but a higher customer charge and hiqherpeak 
demand charges. for S\llDmer and winter to, reflect customer deID.andsat 
the time of each month's system peak. A rate limiter' of SO.16/kWh: i 

also· applies to' both. schedules. The. stipulation referenced above 
included two levels of demand charges. 0.8.7-12'-069 adopted the 

lower level stating: " 

WWe adopt. the lower set of demand charges 
proposed by all parties other than SOG&E 
Decause we prefer to move gradually towards the 
complete recovery of SDG&E'$ estimated fixed 
costs in' fixed, Charges .. These 'costs· will be 
more closely examined in the general rate 
case. N (p .. 2&, 0.8.7-l.2-069.) 

SOG&E requests that the higher level of demand charges 
contained in the stipulation be adopted,. because the AL-TO'C' and A6;­
TOO' schedules recover less than the marginal costs associated with 
those services: Additionally, SOG&E' recommends that the energy .' , 

, ' ,.1 1 

rates be d.erived usinq the same model. employed in the stipulation~, 
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No changes are recommended by SOG&E or other parties to the rate 
limiter or ratchet percentage. 

ORA states that its AL-TOU and A6-TOU rate design 
including the relationships between on-, mid-, and off-peak energy 
rates maintains the structure adopted in 0.$7-12-069. DRA argues 
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. . 

PEA supports ORA's position stating: that 0.87-12-069 

signi~icantly increased the demand charges tor these rate schedules 
and introduced a new maximum demand charge. Although FEA 
recognizes that additional movement is necessary to tully ~plement 
EPMC at the schedule level, it recommends maintaining the current 
level of demand' charges'and decreasing the energy charges t~ 
reflect the decrease in revenue' requirement. 

General Services, while not a siqnatory, did support the 
stipulation adopted in O.87~12-069. General'Services states that 
its support tor the stipulation was based ona revenue reduction of 
between $63 and $$3 million, but a decrease o~ $141.2 million was, ' 
adopted~ Because of the amount,o! the, decrease adopted in 
D.8-7-l2-069 and, the possibility ot a siqnificant decrease in this. 
proceeding, General Services. recommends a proportionate decrease ill. 
demand and energy charges. 

see also recommends a proportionate reduction in demand' ': 
and energy charges. see believes this will avoid peak-clipping and. 
allow lower load' factor customers. 

Finally, Poway recommends a change fro~ the on-peak 
period ot ll:00 a.m. .. , to' ~:,OO,p~m.. in, SUlDlD.er to. l2:00 noon to 
6:00 p.m. Poway states that the eurrenton-peak sununer period 
causes a financial hardship, on school districts whiCh. nor.mally end',. 
su:m:mer classes by l2:'00 noon, .but pay on;..peak demand charqes as if 
they operated during the entire on-peak pe~iod. Asa result of 
Poway's concerns ORA and SDG&E have addressed this 'issue in more 
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detail in SOC&E's current ECAC proceeding A.88-07-003. We will 
defer resolution of this :atter to. that proeeeding. 

Since considerable movement toward cost-based demand . 
charges was made in 0.87-l2-069, we are reluctant to. make 
additional cbanges now. We believe ORA's proposal o.f only 
adjustinq energy charges to. reflect changes in revenue requirement, 
which is supported by FEA, is a more reasonable approach. to follow .. 
'I'his. 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 SDG&E's. model which Cleveloped this relationship for the, 

stipulation. While the parties' to. the stipulation, :ay be aware o.f: 
the workings ef the model, most'commercial and industrial customers 
are net. Maintaining the existing relationships should foster a 
clearer understanding and increase the acceptance of the adopted 
rates. • 

AO-'l'OV and A06=TOQ' 

AO-'I'Otr and A06-'I'Otr are optional rate schedules. which' were,' ., 
clesed,te new custemers-as o.f July l,. 1988. St)G&E preposes'that: 
the customer and demand charges: for these schedules l:>e ma1ntainecl': ' 

"'.. , " 

at their current levels and the enerqy rates, fer each. tilne period:' 
, " 

be reduced :by an equal percent. No., par1:yopposes SOG&E's proposal.' 
We will, adopt SOG&E's recommendation. for the AO-TOtrand,,:: 

A06-TOO' schedules. Since these were established as optional ' 
schedules in 1985 and are clo.sed to.' new custo.mers, we will require 

, " 

SOG&E to' ,address their continued, appropriateness.in'its next, 
general rate procee<11ng. We will alsO" requix:e' SOG&E, after its 

rate design exhib1 ts are tiled· in the, next· qeneral rate· proCeeding, 
to. notify all customers on these .. schedules that the continuation o:f 
the sc:heclules' wil'l bean· issu~ in the proceed'ing ~ 
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Interruptible ~rvisce 
Interrupti~le service schedules proviae 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. ORA and SOG&E agree 
that the interruptible credits should be revised to reflect changes 
in the demand s.tructure of the AL-TOO schedule. SOG&E proposes to" 
mociify the credits ~y maintai~inCJ the relationship between the 
credits and the on-peak demandcharqes ... DRA contends that. the' 
credits should be based on SOG&E's marginal capacity cost:> :because' 
demand charges may contain.more than, coincident capacity costs. 

Although there is only a small difference between ,ORA's 
and SDG&E's recommended interruptible credits, we conceptually 
prefer DRA's approach and will adopt its methodology. 

" 

AI-l" R-TOQ'-l. and B=TQQ-2 

AE-l" R-TOU-l, andR-'rOtT~2' are experimental real time 
pricing sc:hedul.es established·' in'19'8-& with "a. termination date of 
January 1.,1.992. 'rhestructureof these rate schedules di:f:fers .', 
from other 'rOtT rates in that on-peak charges only take effece when, 
tl?-e system load reaches a predetermined· level. 'I'he predetermined.­
level or trigger point is adjusted annually by an advice letter 
filing. 

SDG&E proposes to retain the existing 
adjust only the mid- and off~peak energy rates. 

rate structure and' I 

Al though previous:' . , 

adjustments. were not always. consistent with the originally adopted.; 
design philosophy, SOG&E proposes' to maintain .the original' 
philosophy by reducing, the mid~ and off-peak. energy rates and " 
equating' the ott-peak energyrate~forthe. three schedules.. 

To maintain' these' schedules' as viable and, cost-effective 
alternatives, ORA., recommends three' adjustments to- the rate , 
structure _ First,: ,the' .mid-peak demand' charge' 'should. be replaced. .by 
the maxilnum demand charge adopted' torAL-'I'OtT and A6~'rOtT.. Second., ," " 
the on-peak energy rate on AE-l should be reduced signiticantlyt() 
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accurately retlect marginal costs. Finally, the contract minimum 
demand charge should be reduced in response t~ changes in marginal 
capacity costs. 

ORA argues that these rate sche~ules were designed to· 
test real time pricing using the At-TOO and A6-TOO rate structures 
that existed at the time. Since At-TOO and A6-TOO underwent major 
changes in O.87-12-06~, ORA believes that the real tilDe pricing 
schedules should be revised to retlect the adopted changes. 

Additionally, ORA recommends that customers on AE-1, R- , 
1'00-1, and R-TOO-2 be permitted, to, switch sched~les without 
restriction until July 1, 198~'and that the expiration date tor 
these schedules be extended until January 1" 1993. This would: 
(1) allow for review of these schedules in SOG&E's next general 
rate proceeding, (2) provide customers the l~-mon~ 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 tor customers t~ expect som~ 
consistency in the design criteria during the'experfment. However, 
we agree with ORA that real time pricing schedules should re~leet 
the "rate structure of At-TOt:T and A6-TOO,otherwise it would be 

unclear whether customer actions,were influenced by the existing, 
rate structure or real time pricing.' Accordingly, AE':"l, ~TOO-l, " 
and R-Totr':"2 will be closed to· neW' customers on the eftective date I~ 
of this decision.. When these schedules are nO: longer used' t~' 
provide service" to, customers they should' be canceled by SJ:>G.&E:. 
ORA's recommendation to retlect the rate structure changes t~ 
schedules At-TOO and, A6-TOO will'be adopted for establishing new 
real time pricing schedules. 

Power Factor M:J1lS'tIlent " 
SDG&E is currently authorized, to assess customers an 

extra charge if, they operate equipment at a low power factor. Such 
equipment uses reactive power;. measured, in kilovars (kVXRs), and· 
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requires SDG&E to install capacitors to maintain system capacity. 
Although SDG&E's rate scheG1ules allow a charge of $O.Zl/kVAR/month 
when a customer's power factor is below 75% of their kilowatt 
G1emanG1, its electric rule 2(G) authorizes a charge for power 
factors below 90%. 

SOG&E proposes to require customers on schedules AD, AL­
'1:0'0, A6-'l'Otr, AE-l, R-TOU'-l, R-'l'O'O'-Z,. a.nd PA-T-l with demands which; . 

have exceeded 300 kw in the last 12 months to, maintain a minilnma. 
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 198:7 costs for this equipment, SI>G&:£ 
proposes to. increase the charge to- $0.28/kV'AR/month. SDG&E states 
that high reactive demands are not imposed by all customers and 
only customers which use kVARs should pay for ~. 

DRA. has reviewed SOG&E's reql.lested changes to. the power 
factor adjustment and the basis for the $0.28:/kVAR/monthcharge and 
supports SDG&E"s' proposal.;.' However,: DRA -is concerned --that .the 
treatment of the revenues from. this charge .was not ac1c1ressed and :. 
recommends that they be considered in the current 3R.'S proceeding' 
I.86-10-001. 

'O'CAN argues that SOG&E ha.s not provided an estimate of­
the revenue which its power factor charge wouldqenerate or how 
such revenue would be treated_ 'O'CAN recommends that S~E's 

proposal be rejected or, alternatively, any power factor revenu~~ 
be tracked and used to. offset expenses. 

General Services states that SOG&E's proposed change' in 
its power factor charge should. be rejected. General Services makesd 

this recommendation based~ on the laek of evidence to- incl.i.catetllere'· 
is a reactive 'power problem .ancl the, failure of SDG&E to- estilnate:: 
the amount of lIloney the charge would. generate. If a 90% 
power factor charqe is adopted, General Services' recommenQ.s that:: 

1. IlIlplementation be d.elayed. by six lIlonths to. 
peait'. customers. the opportunity' to correct 
their own power factors.. . 
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2. Revenues be estimated and credited to each 
affeeted: elass or treated: like standby 
revenues. 

3. CUstomers be paid tor power factors above 
90%. 

4. The lowest cost capacitors be used to 
develop a reactive charge. 

see recomlllends rejection of SDG&E's power factor proposal: 
to avoid discrimination aqainst self-qeneration facilities. 

We aqree 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 used· the least cost equipment to­
develop its reactive eharqe. Without adequate support We will not •. 
increase SOG&E's present per kVAR charge. 

Since most customers are not aware 'of SDG&E's present 
reactive charge, we will allow them six' months to. correct their 
power factors before, being·' assessed .. the kVAR charge. 1'0- provide 
consistent treatment for special ChargeS,. revenues ·generated. by the 
kVAR charge will be recorded, in the same manner as standby 
revenues. 

~inally, General Services has not suffieiently supported 
, . 

. its claim that customers withhigb. power factors. :bene:fit SDG&E's 
eleetrie system. Aeeorctinqly,. we will not adopt General Services. " 
recommendation that SDG&E pay customers with power faetorsabove .... 
90t.. with the above ,mOdi!ieations,.we will adopt SOG&E"s power' 
tactorproposal. 

standby Service 
Rate schedules Sand S-Iprovide standby service to 

demand-metered customers where SDG&E does not supply all or part of 
their regular electric' requirements.' ,These schedules were 
substantially mocli:fied by D.S7';"12-069 to. refleetChanges in the 

""I 

AL-TOt1schedule ~ t1nder schedule S, 80t. of' the contracted maximum· 
demand is billed at the AL-1'Ot1 non-coincidentdemand'eha.rqe". 
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Schedule S-I has no associated charge~ is limited to customers with 
demands exceeding 500 kw, and does not require SOG&E to provide 
service when its system is at full capacity. Under the current 
structure, standby customers which take enerqy during on-peak hours 
pay regular on-peak demand charges and associated energy rates, 
subject to a rate limiter of $0.67Ikilowatt hour (kWh) in the 
SUlDmer and $0.26/kWh.'in the winter. 

SDG&E believes more time is needed to acclimate customers 
to the present rate structure tor standby service and does not 
recommend any changes. However, SOG&E does propose two new special 
conditions. First,. SOO&E requests the '. option. of providing standby 
service only to, customers taking service through a singlemeter~ 
~his condition is intended to prevent arbitrage, a customer could 
take standl:>y service during otf-peak periOdS' under AL-TOU and 
on-peak service through another meter on. a ditferent.schedule. 
Second, SDG&E requests that standby service tor customers with 
contract capacity exceeding 20 MWbe provided by a commission­
approved contract. Such contracts, SOG&E argues, would provide the 
time and certainty needed to prepare tor large standby service. 

DRA. proposes that theeurrent rate strueture be replaced! . 
by an on-going reservation charge equal 'to 2% of the coincident 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 daily •• •· 

In response to ORA's. proposal SOG&E argues that: 

1. Prorating the on-peak standby, charge does 
not compensate SOG&E for the cost of the 
facilities it must have,available. 

2. It is unlikely thatstand:by cUstomers would 
be able to provide same day notice of 
forced outages as required by ORA's 
proposal. . . 

3. Standby service whiCh; is' billed. by hand 
would, become more complicated., 

-.s.s.-
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FEA supports ORA's standby proposal, but recommenas tnat 
customers only pay the greater of the prorated on-peak demand 
charge or the 2% reservation 'charge. FEA states that ORA'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. 

(;eneral Services also- supports ORA.' sproposal,. but 
recommends four changes. First, the daily on-peak demand charge 

". 

should be prorated'on an h.ourly basis. Second, rate limiters 
should be retained. 'I'hird,. the 2% reservation charge should :oe 

,credited to anyon-peak demand charges incurred during the month. 
Finally,. AD customers sh.ould ):)e allowed to- take standby service and, 
receive a credit tor non-coincident demand· C;harqes on contracted 
standl:>y loacl. Aclclitionally,. General Services su;;e.sts that a rate ' • 
limiter be created tor AD customers taking standby service. 

SCC recommends tha~ ORA's, proposed standby rate structure 
be adopted with the retention Qf rate limiters and a' provision tor;: 
AD customers, tOo take standby service. 

IPC proposes a standby rate based on the. marginal costs ",' •• 
of facilities to serve all loads discounted tOo reflect- the expected 
forced outAqe rate,' of self-generation" facilities-.. 'l'he discount -:: 
represents the probability that the standby service will be needed. 
'I'hi~ approach was developed by IPC tOo insure that standby' ~stomexz 
are charged M.sed, on their use, not their potential tor 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 forced outage rate measures the probability ot 
this oc~ence. IPC equates its metho<lology with that used to: set' ' 
rates ror iullrequirements customers. since all potential. loads:: 

'II 

for full requirements- customers- do-not' oeew:'onthe utility systu. . 
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simultaneously, their rates are based on peak loads, which are a 
percentage o~ all potential' loads •. Similarly, IPC believes that 
standby rates should be based on forced outage rates, which are a 
pereentage of the contracted standby loads~ 

IPC uses the California Energy commission staff's forced 
outage rate for gas-fired cogeneration projects of 9% as 
representative of the self-generators in SDG&E's service 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 margin to reflect SDG&E's system reliability. 
Using the marginal costs proposed by ORA this method produces a 
monthly stanclby charge of $1.40 /kw. 

Under IPC's proposal standby customers would pay 
$1 ... 40 fkw /month whether or not service is taken. Standby customers 
that .take service would also pay the ener9'Y'.charges from·the rate: 
schedule that would otherwise. apply.. No additional demand eharges" 
would be required, because', all fixed costs .that ~e recovered., in' ,. 
the demand charge:s are included> in the monthly standby rate. 

Uiseu,ssicm 
InO.S6-12:-091 for PG&Ewe established a policy tor 

standby service that has been used . as a. guide to es~lish Ediso;c/s 
, . ,I 

and SDG&E"s curr.ent· standby rates. That policy states that when.:: 
standby customers take service, they impose costs. in the same .• 
manner as full requirements customers, and, should· be ch.a.rged the .• • 
same rates.. For periOds when service is not' taken, . standby 
customers should pay·the cost of customer-related services and 
dedicated facilities. 

ORA's proposal. with a .2% reservation c~geis' not 
consistent with. this policy.. First, thezt charge is notrelatect 
to facilities that are. dedicated to. standby customers •.. ' Second, 
when standby customers take service they woUld· only.be requirec1to-:.·· 

, . • I 

pay-a daily proration. of the' on-peak deJDancl charge compared to:a.n' 
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entire month tor tull requirements customers. We consider it 
inequitable t~ provide standby customers with daily proration 
without providing it to full requirements customers. 

IPC recommends a new approach for developing standby 
charges whieh,·except for the, concerns expressed below, appears to 
be a fundamentally sound methodology. As with ORA's proposal, 
IPC's methodology does not recognize that certain facilities are 
dedicated to' serve standby customers and assumes that all 
transmission and distribution facilities are fully diversified. 
For generation costs which are recovered in c~incident demand 
charges, IPC's approach indirectly results in a proration ~f on­
peak demand charges _ We ~el ieve an appropriate standby charge must·" 

address both of these concerns. 
We also disaqree'with SOG&E's two- proposed, special 

conditions. First,. customers should not be excluded from standby 
service because they take service from, more than one meter. 1'~ 
avoid the possibility of arbitrage we'will'%,equire·that starlclby 
customers take all service under :the same rate schedule.. Second~ 

SOG&E has ~ot provided adeqg.ate justification for requiring a 
Commission-approved contract before customers with' contract 
capacity exceeding 20 MW can ,receive standby service. 

Finally, we will ma'int~in the existing standby rate 
structure as the best representation of, our standby policy at this 
time. Addi tionally, we see no reason why AD' customers which eleei,: 
standby service should be'treateddifferentlythan' '1'0'tT customers on 

I <'l" 

standby service'. Accordingly,. as recommended by General Services, 
AD customers will be allowed to, take standby service and receive a: 
credit for non-coincident demand charges on their contracted 
standby load .. ' 'I'he, current stan~y rate limiters,. which establish. ,:a 
ceiling for the average on-peak rates, will also, apply to--AD 
customers • 
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E.G and EG::9f 
PG-QF was designed for cogeneration customers with output 

of 100 kW or less. D.87-12-069 closed this schedule to new 
c09'eneration facilities above 20 lew by June 30, 1989. PC is an. 
experimental schedule available to customers with generation 
facilities connected in parallel to SOG&E's system where no other 
schedule is available. CUstomers under either schedule currently 
pay no stanc:1:by 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 eurrent standard 
price offer. 

SDG&E" recommends that as of July 1,.. 1989 the energy, 
netting provision of PG be closed t~ all customers and the, schedule 
be closed to new customers. SDG&E, claims that the lack of standby 
charges and the energy netting provision allows' customers on these 
schedules to avoia paying the full cost of' service. 

Since there appearst~'be no opposition t~ SDG&E's 
proposal we will close. the PG'sehedule to- new 'customers and 
eltminate the enerqynetting provision. We al~ reaffirm the 
intent of 0.87-12-069 to close the PG-QF to: new customers with 
generation facilities above' 20, kW- and to·.eliminate the energy 
netting provision by June 3-0~ 1989. To provide' consistent 
treatment for both schedules the adopted changes will become 
effective on June 30,1' 1989." 

Special Contracts 
The movement toward an increasingly competitive 

environment in the electric utility industry has generated. concern 
over the loss of utility market share. We. have addressed this 

, ' 

concern by ac10ptingmarginal cost principles for revenue allocation 
and rate desiqn. This is intended to prevent ,a bias for either 
utility or alternate energy sources. Although we have implemented., 
marginal cost prinCiples,. our qoal of marginal cost-based rates' has 
been hampered by: (1) d'ifferences between marqil:2.al cost revenues:} 
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and the utility's revenue requirement and (Z) the magnitude of 
customer bill impacts. This has resultea in the approval of 
special contracts to avoid uneconomic bypass during a period ot 
excess capacity. Rates tor selected customers with special 
contracts have been as low as Standard Otfer #1 price levels. 
0.88-03-008 states: 

*The term of a special contraet conforming to 
tha quidelines should not extend into any year 
wben ~oreeasts indicate that additional 
capacity will be needed to meet target reserve 
margins. The purpose of allowing special 
contracts is to take advantage or existing 
excess capacity.. Considerable justification 
will be required to demonstrate the,benefits ot 
extending discounted rates into a'period when 
increased demand, creates a need for additional 
capaeity.* (P.1G, 0 .. 9:8-03-008) 

, ' 

Exhibit 11, SOG&E'sReport on Electric Resource Plan, 
December, 1987, indicates there is a clear need for new capacity 
beginning in 1989. This need tor capacity has led' IPC to- rec01llll1enci 
that: (1), SDG&E not otter rate,discounts or discourage selt­
qeneration ~acilities and (2,) the adopted rate schedules sbould nO,t 
create economically unj:ustified barriers to selt-generation. 

We agree with ,IPC"s position and believe our adopted rate. 
schedules will. not prevent the installation o~ economically 
justitied self-generation,faeil:i:ties .. We also share IPC'sconcern, 

, , 

for special contracts and reemphasize our discussion in 
0.8"8-03:-008: by the following: 

1. SDG&Eshouldnot enter into-special 
contracts.whica provide customers'with 
reduced rates in a year when forecasts 
indicate a need· for additional capacity. 

such. contracts should include considerable 
justification demonstrating the benefits 
tor all other SDG&E ratepayers • 
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Agricul;tural 
ORA and SDG&E were the only parties that made 

agricultural rate proposals. ORA endorses SOG&E's agricultrual 
rate structure proposal as discussed below: 

1. Maintaining the present customer charges of 
$S.OO/month with ~ additional $lO.OO/month 
for TOO meters on PA-TOO schedules. 

2. Maintain the 3 .. 401:1 relationship. between 
on- and off-peak energy rates on the PA-TOO 
schedule. 

3. Offer schedule PA-T-1 with a $20.00/month 
customer charge and preser.re the existing 
relationship between agricultural and 
industrial TOO demand and energy charges. 

4. Eliminate the current minimum charges for 
agricultural schedules. 

No party; opposed SOG&E'S recommended agricultural rate 

structure and the Association 'of California Water· Agencies by 
letter to the AlJ. supported SDG&E's proposal. We will adopt 
SDG&E's recommended agricultural rate proposal. 

Late PaDlent Cbarge 
SOG&E proposes'to institute a late payment charge of 1 •. 5% 

on all non-residential 1>ills not paid wi thill 2$ days of the billing 
date. 'l'he City of San Diego> recommends' that the interest rate for 
the late payment charge be, limited to· SDG&E's balancing account 
rate. Genera.l Services Objects to imposition of a la.te· penalty 

Cha%:ge against qovernm.entalfaeilities., the level of the charge; 
and the time a.llowed for pa.yment of the charge. According to . 
General Services, Government Code Section' 926.17(:):),) (1) limits the' 
alDount of interest governmentaltacilities c:a.nbe .. charged to.. l% .,' 

. . 
above the pooled Money Investment, Account, 'but not to exceed ~S%:' .. 

Additionally, General Services suc;c;ests·t.ha.t the ,tillle a.llowed: tor' 
payment of, the bill without penalty' should be 50 days from the 
postmark dateo't mailing • 
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We will authorize SOG&E to establish a late payment 
charge for non-residential customers. ~he charge will only apply 
to balances that have not been paid within 30 days from the billinq 
date. The monthly late payment charge should be calculated by 
dividing SOG&E's authorized return on rate base by 12 and rounding 
the quotient to the nearest one tenth ot one percent. In n~ event 
should 9'overnmental tacilities be charged a late payment tee that 
exceeds the amount authorized by the Government Code. 

SDG&E should not implement the late payment tee until 
March 1, 19a9. This should provide adequate time- tor SDG&E to 
notify customers of the new charge and allOW them to adjust their 
paj"1!1ent procedures,. it warranted. 

Street Lighting 
SDG&E,. ORA, calitornia City-county Street Light 

Associat'ion (CAL-SLA), and the. City ot san Diego actively 
participated in this part of the proceeding_ Street lighting rates 
are developed in -two-: steps •. · ·Revenues. are first allocated .. to the .. 
street lighting class. ~he class revenues are then used to 
determine indiviclual rate schedules.. The issues concerning this 
process are discussed below. 

Reyenue Allocation· 
All parties except SDG&E recommend a tull EPMC revenue 

allocation, excluding facilities charges. Facilities charges are' 
costs associated with end-use equipment,. lamp- poles, luminaires .. 
etc. Facilities charges are typically removed from marginal cost 
revenue allocation methodolO9'ies because utilities do not provide'" 
end-use equipment to· all classes;.. 

SDG&Eproposes that SAPC be used to· allocate revenues to 
the street lighting' class.SDG&E based its proposal on the 
following: 

1.. SAPe was used in its 1987 ECAC decis.ion, 
0.87-12-069 • 
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2. 0.85-12-108, SDG&E's last general rate case 
decision, stated that the street lighting 
class should not experience a rate increase 
it the class revenues are in excess ot 
m.arginal costs. 

:3 • CUrrent methodol09ies for determining 
street lighting marginal costs are not 
reliable. 

Although DRA and· CAL-SLA recommend the use of full EPMC, 
excludinq facilities charges, CAL-SLA believes that DRA's marqinal 
dem.ana costs are too high. Since ORA ana CAL-SIA propose similar 
revenues for marginal energ'y' and customer cost's, similar tacilities 
charqes, ana similar EPMC' multipliers, this represents their only 
difference tor revenue allocation.. The City of san Diego- supports 
CAL-SLA's position. 

CAL-SLA. uses SI>G&E'sdemand allocation factors which it. 
believes accurately measure the 'demand street liqhts place on 
SDG&E' selectric system. - ORA>· uses-coinciaent and non-coincident 
demands and, estimates, substation loadings as a. function of total 
system aemands· to develop· its allocation, factors. This methodolO9Y' 
assumes. the maximum non-coinciaent demand billing determinants are 
equal to· the sum· of individual maximum demands for the class and 
determines co,incident demands using LOLP-weightings whiehis 
consistent with DRA's methodolOCJY for other customer classes. 

CAL-SLA argues that DRA's demand allocation process is 
inappropriate for street li9hting because': 

1.. 'rhere is no, need .to- estimate substation 
loadings since SDG&E presents loadings 
aeveloped from· load' research .. 

2. 'l'here is no 'ditterencebetween maxim1.;m 
demand tor the street· li9htin9 class and 
the sum· of maximum· demands for individual 
customers. All street lights come on ana 
go off at· the same time .. 

3. 'l'he load. curve- for the street lighting 
class is flat.. . 
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We will adopt DRA's revenue allocation methodology for 
street 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 Design 
SDG&E proposes that changes for individual street 

lighting rates be l~ited to plus or minus S% from SAPC. In 
response to concerns' for unbundled street lighting rates, SDG&E 
also developed an unbunclled EPMC street lighting rate clesi9'n­
Additionally, SDG&E proposes a $6-.00/pole/year attachment fee for 
LS-2' customers. SDG&E~s pole attachment,tee is. based on an 
agreement it reached with the City of san Diego. Finally,. SDG&E 
proposes that joint ownership- of lighting facilities be el~~ted . 
and a service fee for de-energizing lights for non-payment be 

approved. 
CAL-SLA states that there are inconsistencies in SOG&E's 

proposed EPMC rate desiqn,. which result in intra-class. 
subsidization without economic justification. Accordingly, CAL-SLA, 
recommends its UJll:)undled rate . design 'which focuses on the cost 
components that provide information on which service to purchase. 
CAL-SLA also objects to SOG&E"s. requested pole attachment, fee 
arguing that: 

1. Revenues are already collected to, 
compensate for the space on distributio~ 

. poles. 

2. The proposed fee. is not cost-based. 

~. No· estimateot pole attachment. fee revenues 
was made. 

4. Pole attaeb:men-e fees were not reflected in 
miscellaneous revenues. . . 

s. 18-2' customers' would have to- pay twice to. 
amortize distribution poles • 
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ORA accepts the pole attachment fee negotiated by SOG&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 SOG&E's poles tor attaching street lights and caDle 
television wires. If this benefit acerued to· all SOG&E ratepayers 
there would be no need establish a pole attachment fee. Since all 
SOG&E ratepayers are not likely to be cable television subscribers, 
it is clear that all SOG&E ratepayers do· not share in the benefits 
from attaching cable television wires to SDG&E's poles. 
Accordingly, we support the current poliey of assessing pole 
attaChment fees to cable television eompanies with the :benefits 
passed on directlY to- all ratepayers ... 

In eontrast to· cable' television'wires, street lights 
generally benefit all SOG&E ratepayers. Street lights provide 
security and inere,ased safety tor the public 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 ~eed for a poleattacb:ment fee for street l.iqhts~ 

Finally~ we will adopt CAL-S~'s EPMC unbundled rate 
design because it focuses on the cost components that provide 
in!omation on which se:rviee to- purchase. 
Gas Rate' Design 

Gas marqinal costs, cost allocation" and, rate design are, 
not addressed in this proceeding because' the structure of gas rates, 
was determined, by 0'.8:6-12-010·, D.8-6-12";009 r and D.87-12-039'. ~ese 

decisions adopted a rate structure which is not subject' to' change· ~' 
, '. 

for two years.. Accordingly, SDG&E states that the only issues to ' 
" '" 

be addressed are: 

1. WhenSDG&E's. authorized change in gas 
margin can be reflected in rates. 

2. Baseline allowances.. 

3. Master meter unit discounts .. 
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SOG&E Po.ints out that the agreement adopted by 0.87-12-
039 does not require all gas rate adjustments to be coincident with 
ACAP. Based on this interpretation, SOG&E requests that changes in 
its gas margin not be delayed until ACAP which has a scheduled 
effective date of July 1, 1989. ORA reads 0.87-l2-039 to. limit 
rate changes to ACAP proceedings for two years. 

Wi thout a rate revision prior to- ACXI.>,. the margin change •• 
allocable to. core customers would be- placed in a balancing account, 
while the ~rgin change allocable to. non-core customers would not 
:be recoverable. This. discrepancy Detween .customer groups is caused: 
by ~e elimination of the supply adjustment balancing account fo.r 
non-core customers. Margin recovery for non-core is now authorized 
prospectively. 

To, provide equitable treatment',. we will authorize SOG&E 
to. revise non-core rates, effective January 1, 1989. 'Ihe revised .. 
non-core rates should reflect the change in margin adopted in this-. 
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, there is. no, compelling 
reason to reflect the increase authorized by this decision'inrate$ 
at this time. We will adopt ORA's recommendation and not revise 
core customer rates· until SDG&E's ACAP- proceeding. Our adopted gas 
rates for non-core- customers are 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 alloeatecostsbetween core and non-core customers 
specific detail for key cost data is required-. D.88.-09-063 
combined with this decision set ,the level of costs to- be. used. for.· 
revenue allocation in' SOG&E's ACAP proceeding. Since th~ necessary 
level of detail for these costs is deticient, we will direct DRA 
and SOG&E to conduct workshop$ with the signatories to the 
Stipulation . and .Agreement. These. workshops should identity the 
cost detail required, tor revenue.allocation in SDG&E's ACAP' 
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proceeding. ~he results of these workshops should be served on all 
parties to this proceeding and SOG&E's last consolidated adjustment 
mechanism proceeding prior to SOG&E's ACAP filing. 

Consistent with its recommendation for electric baseline 
allowances, ORA recommends that'gas baseline allowances which 
conform with PU §739 continue to be phased-in. SOG&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,. ~e agree with DRA: 
that continued phase-in of gas baseline allowances meets the 
requirements of W § .. 73'9· and .will· adopt, its recommendation. 
Baseline allowances for gas customers will be reduced over a one to 
three year period starting May' '1, . 1989. ~he adopted baseline 
allowances are shown in Appendix G. . ' 

SOG&E:, WHA,. and DRA have agreed that the discount for 
mobilebome parks on schedule G~' should be $6/unit/monthor ,i 

. • . ' 'i 

$0.197/unit/day. For apartment buildings on.schedule GS, no party 

opposes SOG&E's proposed discount of $1,.90/unittmonth or 
$0.062/unit/c1ay. These discounts appear reasonable anc1' Will be 

adopted. 
stemp Bate' Design 

SOG&E provides steam service under two rate schedules' 
Wh,i~ are closed to new customers.SOG&E"s, two steam scheduleS' 
(1 and 2) differ only in ,that schedule 2 has one percent hig-her 
rates than s~hedule 1. to'reflect an additional franchise f~e 
requirement. Both consist of a service charge and a commocli ty 

. ' 

charge per 1,000 pounds of ~teamprovided. 
SOG&E: proposes that 'the service' charge-for each schedule' 

be doubled' to allow it to recover about 50% of its service. costs.: 
'"I, 

The sehedulel customer charge. would· be $30.00Imonth and'the . I 

schedule 2' customer charge would be $3-0'~30/:month. The oommodity' 
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charge would recover the remaining revenue requirement. ORA agrees 
_ with SOG&E's proposal and notes that SOG&E'S remaining steam 

customers have been notified of the proposea increases, but have 
made no response. We will adopt SDG&E's proposed rate c~nges for 
its steam schedules, as reflected in Appendix H. 
lnteaenor Funding 

Pursuant to the Commission's RUles of Practice and 
Procedure Rule 76.5-4, Public Advocates,. 'O'CAN, CPIL,. and. Rate 
Watchers have filed. requests for a finding of eligibility for 
compensation under Rule 76.56. Additionally, O'CAN, CPIL,. and. Rate' 
Watchers have filed re~ests for compensation. We will discuss 
each of these requests below. 

Public Advocates. 
PUblic Advocates tiled a request for finding of 

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-profit organizations on.. - . _ .. ., . 
WfMBE issues: American G.I. FOruID.,. League of 'O'nited. Latin' AmeriCan 
Citizens,. and Filipino. Alnerican Political As~ociation. 'rhese 
organizations have annual budgets ranging from $25-,.000 to $5-0,.0-00. . 

with the majority of funds going. to. education.. All officers of. the . 
orqanizations are volunteers and there are no- salaries or legal 
expenses. 

Additionally, Public: Advocates indicates that indivi<:1ual:' 
members of the organizations are SDG&E ratepayers and it is . 
impractical and economically infeasible for individual minority and 
female ratepayers ,to· represent their. interests- adequately' nefore:. 
the commission. Moreover,. none of the organizations involved has a 
financial benefit at stake.. The benefit will- go- to· those 
businesses and individuals. who- contract· their services to­
utilities. Although the organizations may receive some benefit 
through the improved e:!:!1ciency of SOG&E,. .this would· be common tc>:. 
all ratepayers and certainly notsiqnificant compared 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 minority 
and women-owned businesses, (2) particular expertise in the field 
of W/MBE contracts, and (3) Deen involved with representing w(M:BE 

rights in numerous ratemaking proceedings. 
We conclude from PUblic Advocates' filing that: (l) 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 organizations it!:· 
represents is small in com.parison to. the cost o,f effective 
participation, and (3) it is eligible for compensation under Rule 
76.54 • 

~, 

tJ'CAN states it was previously found eligible for 
compensation by D.88-03-023, Which satisfies the requircent for­
financial hardship- under Rule 76.54. Additionally" 'O'CAN has 
provided a~ estimate of its cost of participation and a statement 
of the issues it addressed in the proceeding~ Based on 'O'CAN"s 
filing and 0.88--03-023 we conelude that 'O'CAN is eligible f,or 
compensation. 

tJ'CAN has also· requested intervenor compensation in the 
amount of $77,.067.. Of the requested amount,. $2'5·,000 is associated: 
with the Stipulation and Agreement adopted by D·.88-09-063 with the' 

remainder for issues involving marginal cost,' revenue allocation, 
rate design, and depreciation. The following is a summary of 
tJ'CAN"s request: 
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stipulation and Agreement Issues 

Attorney Fees « Expenses 

Demand Side Management (42.3 hours)' 
Procedural Issues (39 .. 9 hours) 
Rate Base & Working Cash (24 .. 8$ hours) 
Settlement Conferences (23.1 h·ours) 

Total Attorney Fees @ $1251hour 

Air '!'ravel ($927) 
Hotel " Meals ($244) 
Parking ($6,2), 
copying, Telephone,. Postage, " Mise .. ($1,668) 

$16,269 

Total Expenses $2,901,' 

Total Attorney Fees ,& Expenses 

Expert Costs 

Demand Side Management 
88 hours @-' $SO/hour 
Expert Assistance Review ($2",000) 
Secretarial SUpport SO hours. @ $12/hour 

Rate Base & Working ,cash 
3S .. 8,hours @,$SS[hour 
5 hours @$351hour 

Other Results otOperation Issues 
44~3, hours @' $SS/hour 
24.50 hours@ $4S/how::, ' 
11 .. 3 . hours, @' $3S/hour 

Revie~ of operation & Maintenance 
, 6 hours @, $150/hour 

Copying, Telephone,: Postage, &,Kl.sc. 

Total Expert'Fees & Expenses 

Total Fees «" Expenses 

Total Stipulation and Agreement 
Compensation Request 

• Corrected for calculation Errors 
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Contested Matters 

Attorney Fees & Expenses 

Marginal Cost (72'.2' hours) 
Rate Design (82.25 hours) 
Depreciation (20.25 hours) 
Revenue Allocation (9.50 hours) 
Resource Planning· (S..O hours) 
Marginal Cost & Rate DesiqnUnalloeable (18.2~ hours) 
Preparation of Brief (68.3 hours) 
Preparation of Compensation Request (13.7 hours) 

Total Attorney Fees @ $l2S/hour 

Air Travel ($$24) 
Hotel & Meals ($167) 
Parking ($44 ) 
Copying, Telephone,. Postage, &- Mise. ($1,69l) 

Total EXpenses. 

Total Attorney Fees & Expenses 

Expert Costs 

Marginal·Costs 
94 hours @.' $5Sjhour , 
l8 .. 2' hours @ '$4Sjhour 
l4.3· hours @ $35/hour 

Rate Design . 
32 .. 8: hours @ $SS/hour 
3;.i hours @ $4S/hour 
12" • .5' hours @ $3S/hour 

Revenue Allocation 
39 .. 6 hours @ $SS/hour 
1.7 hours @, $45-/hour 
l.5, hours @. $35-fhour 

Depreciation, 9.$ hours '@ $55jhour 

copying.,:' Telephone" Postage, & Mise .. 

Total Expert Fees & Expenses. 

Total Contestea Matters compensation Request 
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UCAN requests compensation for its work in d.eman~-sid.e 
management, rate base, working cash, settlement conferences, and. 
proced.ural matters. Although these issues are part of the 
Stipulation and. Agreement ad.opted. by D. 88:-09-06,3, UCAN' states that 
it mad.e a substantial contribution to the decision. 

For demand-sid.e management UCAN points out that it 
submitted. a 97 page report and. that many of itsrecommenaations 
were 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 issues,. although not expressly acknowledged. 
on the record,. was substantial anel compensable. Finally,. UCAN was 
involved in a nuxnber public hearings,. workshops, and settlell1ent 
conferences tor whien it requests compensation anel cites 
D .. 87-07-03-3- as precedent when'the informality ot a proceeding 
prevent$ precise assiqnment of contribution. 

We agree with UCAN that it would be inappropriate to 
encourage intervenor' participation' in:.,workshops and· settlement. , 
con!~rences and deny' compensation because there is no clear 
assic;nment of contribution. In this proceeding we are persuaelecl 
that UCAN was not only a signatory to the Stipulation and. 
Agreement, but aetively participated in the settlel%lent process.. We 
also recognize that OCAN has made a sincere effort by only 
requesting compensation tor 74t of its total expenses related to·,', 
the Stipulation. and Aqreement., Accordingly, we ,will awardOCAN 
$25,000 for its contribution· to: the Stipulation and Agreement 
adopted in 0.88-09-063-. 

As discussed in the' marginal cost section'of this 
decision UCAN made a number of recommendations that resulted in a:' 
substantial contribution to this decision, especially "tor· directly' 
assiqnable and customer accounting costs~ In contrast,. 'C'(:AN's . 
recommendations ~or common.distribution costs and its 
incremental/ clecrementalmethodoloqy tor' mar9'inal customer costs 
were not adoptea- Atter weighting the issues on which 'OON 
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prevailed versus those on which it Qid not, we conclude that UCAN 
should be compensated for 50% of its marginal cost request. 

UCAN's opposition to SOG&E's proposals to impose late 
charges, telephone collection charges, and an increase in returned 
check charges on residential customers appears to have 
significantly influenced SDC&E's decision to dro~ 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 number of other rate 
design issues, as detailed in the rate deSign discussion, its 
contribution did not substantially impact their final resolution .. , 
We conclude that UCAN should be awarded 25% of its request for its 

contribution to· rate design issues. 
For revenue allocation we adopted ORA's methodology and 

will not grant UCAN's requested compensation for this issue. 
Finally, UCAN's recommendation concerning three life' 

lengthening maintenance programs was adopted.. This is discussedlD.' 
the section on depreciation. Accordingly, UCAN will :be provided I 

100% of its ,request for depreciation .. 
UCAN's total, request for issues not related to, the 

Stipulation and Agreement is $S2,067 .. Based on theforegoinq 
discussion we will award trCAN $19,907 tor its. contribution to this .' I, 
decision. Direct' expenses. and unallocable" costs were prorated to:: 
conform with our discussion and UCAN's recommended allocation' tor:: . 
briefing and petitioning costs: marginal cost 55%, revenue 
allocation 25%, rate' design 10%., depreciation 5%, and other 5%. 
This is eonsistent with our treatment of out-of-pocket expenses in; 

D.SS-OS-OSS.. Since 0 .. 88'-03-023 found UCA1Vs $12S/hour, rate for 
attorney fees reasonable,. we have adopted it for this 'decision .. 

mM 
On August 4, 1988 CPIL,filed a request that it :be found' 

eligible for compensation and awarded $7,569. Additionally"epII.' 
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moves th~t its request for ~ finaing of eligibility be deemed 
timely filed under Rule 7~.54(c). 

Unaer Rule 76.54(a) a request tor finaing of eligibility 
for compensation must be filed within 30 days of the first 
prehearing conference~ or within 4$ days after 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 w~s not precluded from filinq a request for 
eligibility within 45 days after the close of the evidentia~ 
record. Instead CPIL, filed between the two windows. We realize 
that it is often. difficult to. precisely follow the rules governing" i. 
intervenor compensation requests., It 'is' not the intent. of these-' 
rules to- limit intervenor participation, but to-provide· an orderly: 
process for requesting compensation. SinceCPIL has' made a 
re~sonable effort to conform t~,these- rules,. its' filing will:be 
considered timely. 

CPIL is a non-protit public interest g7:oupwhich 
represents the interest of customers who would have. been subject t~ 
SDG&E's customer charge when service is: temporarily disconnected." 
CPIL represents the interests of· the unorganizecl ancl 
underrepresented in state requlatoryprOceedings,. provides an 
academic center oflearninq in· administrative law, and teaches 
direct cliru.c skills in pub-lic interest requlatorylaw... CPIL 
obtains financial support throughqrants,. subscriptions t~ the' . . 
california' Regulatory Law Reporter,. and leqal advocate fees. 

CPIL states-that the. customers that would have been 
impacted by SDG&E's proposed: charge are not adequately represented" 
by any other party and their individual economic interest is SlI1alI:·· 
SDG&E estimated'that its proposed charge .of $4 .. a.O/month for each' 
month service is temporarily d.isconnected would generate $50,. 000 
from 2000 customers. CPIL argues· that' this could harcUy support . 
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intervention :by individual customers and that CPlL,'s cost of $7,569 
was cost-effective for the affected customers. Based on CPlL'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 & Expenses 

S.l hours @ $200/hour 
30.3 hours @ $12S-/hour 
55.5- hours @ $30/hour 

Postage" 

Total Compensation Request 

$1,620 
$3,781 
$1,665-

$503 

$7,5069 

CP1L's requested. award. is for the preparation ot 
testimony, its compensation request, anclparticipation during the:, ' 
proceeding. Through its testimony and participation CPIL claims to 
have made' a substantial' contributionto-O.S8-07-02'3-. ·Al though 
SDG&E withdrew its proposal to' require residential customers to pay 
a reconnect ion charge: for the period., when service is disconnected:~ 
CPIL argues that SOG&E's withdrawal was, in the face of CPIL's 
opposition. Additionally,.. CPlL states that 0.88-07-023confirlned 
CPIL's position opposing. SOG&E's proposed charge., 

SDG&E, is opposed to,CPlL'sintervenor compensation 
request stating that CPIL did not 1I:lake a siqnifieantcontriDution: 
to 0 .. 88-07-023 and did not provide sufficient detail of its 
services and expenses. 

A superficial look at D.8:8-07-023 might lead SOG&E to 

conclude that CPIL dicl not contrjJ)ute to' the decision. In i:' 

0.88-07-023 we credit CPIL for itsopposit'ion to·sDG&E'sproposed 
, • ,I 

charge, otherwise, the decision is silent' with respect toSOG&E's:' 

proposal. ' There are two'reasons for this. First,. SDG&E withclrew: 
its proposal. Second, the elimination of the customer charqe f6~ 
all residential customers. :made SDCtcE'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 tor its willingness to- rethink positions, 
this approach could cause intervenors t~ 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 ot the proposal was substantially 
influenced by CPII.'s participation in the proceec!ing anel'that CPII. 
should be compensated for its effort. 

Although CPII. should be awarded compensation, we are not 
satisfied with the description of services and, expenditures it 
provided. Rule 76.S& re~ires that a claimant s~mit a detailed. 
description of services and expenditures.. A SUl'lUnary of total hourS. 
by individual does not meet this requiremel?-t... CPIL should have, 
provided a precise description, of the'activities performed, and the 
amount of time each person devoted t~ each activity ... 

Additionally, ··our ·revie'W'~f· OCAN"'s compensation request, 
which provides considerable detail, indicates CPIL's request'~s 
excessively high in relation t~ the complexity and the limited. 
litigation ot the issue. For exa:mplerboth revenue allocation; and 
depreciation issues were tar more complex and extensiVely 
litigated,. but UCAN's eoml:>ined costs :for these issues, is less than ' 

$1.0,000. Accordingly, we will award CPII. 50% ~:f its request as 
reasonable compensation. 

Finally', we are not satisfied with CPIL"s basis tor 
charging $2001hour for Robert Fellmeth's legal work. CPIL'S sole;' , 
reason tor increasing Robert' Fellmeth,.s· $150 hourly rate,. aclopte4:'. 
in O.87-0S-0'30,was that his current rate is. $200Ihour. Without:: 
adequate justification tor an increaser we will use $~SO/hour as. 
Robert FelllDe'th's hourly rate.. This rate is consistent with the': 

. , 

hourly rates we have ,adopted. in recent intervenor: compensation 
awards and CIPL's request torsanetions in' I.88--08-04& • 
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The above adjustments to CPIL's compensation request 
result in an award of $3,58'2. 

Bate watchers 
Rate WatChers is a newly formed advocacy qroup of SOG&E 

ratepayers which on August 18-, 1988 tiled a request tor a finding 
of eligibility for compensation and an award of $5,163. Rate 
Watchers states that it receives no grants,- is supported only ~y 
the limited resources of its members and elaims the economic 
interests of its individual members is small in compar:ison to the: 
cost ot participation. 

As- with CPIL,. Rate Watchers. tiled it request for f indin9-

ot eligibility more than 30 days after the first prehearing 
con.terenee and prior to 4's days trom- the close of" the evidentiary: 
reeord. Consistent with our treatlnent ot CPIL's request" we will :" 
consider Rate watchers' eliqipility request to be timely filed. 
However, in future proceedings-we. -suggest that Rate Watchers tile.· 
eligibility requests within 30 days 'of the first 'prehearing - - . 
con.terence • This proced.ure would. alloW us to point out silnilar· 
positions of other parties,. areas or potential duplication.; anci, 

unrealistie expectations for compensation~ 

, ';, 
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The following is a summary of Rate Watchers compensation 
request: 

Expert Costs 

Parade Activities 
20 hours @ $22/hour 
2 hours @ $55/hour 
3 hours @ $lO/hour 

PUblic: Hearings Partic:ipation 
28. hours @ $22/hour 
28 hours @ .$SS/hour 

Preparation tor Evidentiary Hearings 
3 hours @ $22lhour 
1 hour @ $SS/hour 

Attend Evidentiary Hearings 
24 hours @ $S-S/hour 

Comments'on Interim Order 
4 hour$@ $45/hour 
1 hour,@ $5S/hour 
3 hours @, $10/hour 

Postage & Mise. Office Supplies 
Telephone 
Transportation 
Parking 
Printed Flyers 
Stickers & Signs 
Bullhorn Rental 

Total compensation Request 

$580 

$2,J.56 

$121 

$1,32'0 

$265-

$75-
$,13'5 ' 

$6l. 
$40 

$Z~o-' , 
$106-

$94, 

$S,163 ' 

D'.88-07-023 repealed the $4.80 customer charge for 
residential customers anet reestablished the $S .. Oo'minimum :billA 
Rate Watchers asserts that' it substantially contributed t~that 
decision through organizing a prehearing parade and delllonstration;' 
and other activities intend.ed to- increase, the extent o! oPposi tioll ' ' 
t~ the customer charge expressed at the public hearings.' Rate 
Watc:hers also, claims responsibility for providing witnesses and 
evidence :from, which D.88--07-02'3 conclud.ed' a climate of distrust and. 

pereei ved untairnes$ contributed' t~ the' lack of customer 
understanding~:f the customer charge.. While 'OCAN and CPII.' and DRA , ' 
represented. the interest ~f residential ratepayers, only Rate 
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Watchers adequately represented the narrow issue ot the customer 
charge impact on customers.' 

SOG&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 hearinqs elearly defined the scope of customer 
dissatisfaction with SDG&E's customer charge and contributed to its 
repeal in 0.88-07-023. 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 tor its participation in the public and evidentiary 
hearings r and comments on the ALJ's proposed decision relating t~ 
the customer charge. Additionally, we will reduce the nUl'!iber ot 
hours tor 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 ~f re~latory expertise 
exhibited by Rate Watchers to be comparable t~ that of cPIL's law 
clerks and paralegals. Accordingly we will limit Rate Watchers' 
hourly rate to- that charged by CPIL tor 'similar regulato~ 
expertise,. $3:0 /hour * 

The above. adjustments result in a total compensation 
award for Rate Watchers ot $2,038. 

l1ndings of Fact 
1. On Dece=er 1, 1987 SDG&E filed· A.S7-l2-003 requesting' 

authority to. reduce rates for its electric department and increase : 
rates for its gas and steam departments tor test year 1989 ... 

2. SOG&E"s A.a.7-12-003 requests attrition increases in 1990,' 
and 1991. 

3.. Two Clays ot pUblic participation hearings were held in 
March, 1988 and 21 days of evidentiary, hearings were held between 
April and September r 1988: • 
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4.' Except for depreciation and cost of capital, revenue 
requirements items normally litigated in SOG&E"s general rate 
proceeding were agreed to in a Stipulation and Agreement and 
adopted in 0 .. 8:8-09-063. 

~.. cost of capital issues were bifurcated and consolidated 
with other energy utilities in a generic cost of capital 
proc:eeding. 

6. O.8.a-09-063 provided :for revisions to-the ad.opted 
stipulation and Agreement tor NRC tees, labor and non-labor 
escalation rates, EPRI dues, andW/'M.BE proqram costs. 

7.. SDG&E submitted a reliability of service study in 
compliance with 0.87-12-069. 

8.. SDG&E, PG&E,. and Edison expect to su.cmi t a comparison oor . . 
rates'study :by June 1, 198.9. 

9. SDG&E estimates that as of December 31, 198:8: CLM1\.C will 
have overcollected electric revenues by $10.7'million and gas 
revenues :by $3.6 million • 

10. ORA's Standard "Practice 'C'-4 has consistently been adopted' 
for ratem.aking depreciation. 

11. 'C'--4 provides a 'formalization' of the theory of 
depreciation and guidelines torpertorming the statistical analyses 
on which depreciation computations are :based. ' 

12.. 'C'-4' s remaining lite methodology recovers the original 
cost ot depreciable'fixed,capital less.net: salvage value over the' 
useful lite of the, asset. 

13. SOG&E proposes that theremaWng lives for 17 electric" 
department plant accounts be, adjusted:by using a method referred: to. 

, " 
, ' 

as QA'C' .. 

14 .. SDG&E has included in its requested level of· C&M. ~,; 
three programs, wooCl~ pole, treatment" underground' switch . 

" 

maintenance,., and padmount trans:formerpainting, that are expeete<1': 
to extend. the lives- of various plant and equipment.. " 
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15. SOG&E's QAU methodology only considers life shortening 
uncertainties .. 

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

l7. U-4 methodology can increase or decrease the average 
remaining lives 'Of plant accounts t~ reflect past and expected 
retirements. 

IS.. Depreciation analysts use judgment in the development of 
average remaininq plant lives. 

19. Mortality and other historic data are the prilnary inputS 
used for the development of average remaining lives. 

20. '0-4 does not lilnit aepreciation analysts to: the, use of 
historical data, information on produetlife from manufacturers or 
knownchanqes in plant can also be used to develo? average 
remaining lives.' 

21. FCC represcribes depreciation rates at three-year 
intervals :for telecommunication utilities • 

22. Under FCC"s represcription, procedure a telecommunicatio~ , 
util i ty su]:)mi ts proposed changes in depreciation to ORA. and FCC ' 
staff, DRA. and FCC staff develop recommendations, and areas of . " 

disagreement are discussed in a joint meetinq with all three. 
, " 

23. Depreciation rates for energy utilities are detemined.:<>D 
a three-year cycle in general rate proeeeelinqs. ' 

24. 0.84-0'6-111 adopted technical updates for Pacific,Bell 
that provide for automatic adjustment of depreciation: rates to· ' 
account for' chanqes in, the composition of utility plant anel 
relative gr~wth. or decline in depreciation reserve. 

,', 

25. G.:O,. 156 requires ,SDG&E to: participate in a clearing-house 
" for verification of W/MBES. 

26. The, stipulation-and, Aqreement adopted in D .. 88';'09-0~3-
provides tor''increasedW/MBE' fun<1'inq up· to $200',0,00 tor additional 
W/"I:!mE activities such as a clearinqbouse forW/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. SOG&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 customer 
costs. 

42. SOG&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 investments from 
SDG&E's real fixed'rate. 

45. ORk's real fixed rate for annualizinq TSM costs was 
calculated using the same, method as UCAN, but only two FERC 
accounts were excluded. The third account,. which relates to 
protective devices ,and capacitors,. DRA; believes is associated with,' 
TSM investlnents. , 

4&. SDG&E's common distribution cost methodology uses a proxY 
for the minimum distribution system to, represent common 
distribution costs which are dedicated to the service of customers 
as distin<jUished from meeting their demands .. , 

47. DRA's common distributioncostmetbodology identifies 
specific equipment as access related and assigns the; investment 
costs. directly to the appropriate customer class. 

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

49. 5DG&E clid not reflect differences in the cost of reading' ' 
meters in its customer accountin9"costs-~· 

50. SOG&E included conservation expenses in its customer 
accounting costs. • 
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51. UCAN's incremental/decremental methodology retlects a 
hookup charge tor new customers and decremental costs tor 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. ORA's market rental approach for 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 ORA"s marginal energy revenues prior to· 
revision for a revenue-rel~ted tax factor whiCh was inadvertently 
omitted. 

5S. ORA calculated generation demand for test year 1989 at 
1992 MW using LOLP-weighted demands. 

56. Recorded 1986 generation demand was 2376 MW. 
5-7. SDG&E,. tJ'CAN', and··FEA used ORA's methodoloc;y for' the .. " 

calculation of distribution demand. 
sa. ORA's weighting factors for calculating' distribution and:·" 

transmission demands are consistent with its demand determinants. 
• .' I 

59. ORA assumed that on average. 20 customers are connected to. 
each residential transformer and that· no more than 25% of the 
m~ximum load of all individual' customers connected·to any 
residential transformer will, occur at the same time'. 

60. SDG&E's. distribution planning: manual instructs planning 
engineers to use a diversity factor between 55% and 7S%when 10 
customers are connected' to' one transformer. . . ' . 

61. SDG&E . did not provide supporting data for the average 
number of residential customers connected to. each. transformer, but: . 
argues that less than. :1;0 are likely t~ be connected to a new, 
transformer. 

62. Full. EPMC revenue allocation· is consistent with 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% ot SAPC, with the largest 
decrease to the agricultural class, 18%, and the smallest to the 
residential class, 6%. 

64. 0.88-07-023 replaced the $4.80/month residential eustome:­
charge with a $S.Oo/month minimum bill. 

6~. 0.88-10-062 ,addresses the realignment of baseline and 
nonbaseline rates in compliance with SS 987. 

66. 0.85-12-108 in SDG&E's last general rate proceeding 
adopted a phase-in of baseline allowances. 

67. Some SOG&Egas and electric baseline allowances are not 
in conformance with. PO' § 739.' 

GS. SDG&E failed to provide convincing testimony that it is 
unable to 'negotiate lower bank fees tor returned checks. 

69. SDG&E, WMA, and ,ORA agree, that the, mobilehome park 
discount should be $9.50/unitlmonth on sclleduleD'rand 
$6.00/unit/month. on scheduleG1'~ to, be prorated and billed on a 
daily basis. 

70. SDG&E and ORA. agree that the discount for apartment' 
buildings should be, $4.04/unit/month, onscheduleDS and, $1 .. 90 ,on 
schedule GS, to, be prorated and billed on a da.ily-basis., 

'71., Sx:x;.&E" ORA.~ and'OCAN agree on ,the design of residential: 
1'0'0' schedules. 

72. SDG&E withdrew the tol 1 owing, resid.ential rate d.esign 
proposals: (1) late ~aym~tcharge,.,(2) telephone charge with' 
respe~ to, bill collectionS', (3), customer charge', and, (4) 
reconne~ion charge' tor' the period:' when service is disconnected. , 

73. SDG&E proposes a two.. tiered declining blOck energy' rate 
tor schedul.e AD .. 

74. The sch~duleAD demand", charge is ~low SoG&E'smarqinal:: 
, , ' ,I 

capacity cost .. 
1S.. SDG&E's witness testified. that it was reasonable to.. 

provide a 1'O'O"'option to,schedule'A andADeustomers; 
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76. 0.87-l2-069 in SDG&E's 1987 ECAC proceedin~ adopted major 
chanqes tor schedules AL-TOO' and A6-TOO. These changes provide tor 
higher demand charges and lower energy rates. 

77. Marginal capacity costs in this proceeding are less than 
those used to design the AL-TOO' and A6-TOUschedules adopted in 
0.87-12-069. 

78. SDG&E and ORA have addressed Poway's concerns tor the 

start of the on-peak period tor TOO' schedules in A.8S-07-003. 
79. Schedules AO~TOU and' A06-TOO' are optional rate schedules 

which were closed to new customers as ot July l, 1988. N~ party 
opposedSOG&E's recommendation to· maintain. demand char~es at their 
existing level and decrease all energy charges by .anequal percent. 

80. Interruptible service schedules d~ not reflect the 
chanqes in the AL-TO'O' demand structure adopteClin 0.87-12'-069. 

8l. Coincident demand charges on schedule AL-TO'O' may contain 
more than coincident capacity costs. 

82. Schedules AE-1, R-TOO'-l·,. and. R-TOO'-2 are experilnental 
real time pricin~ sched.ules which are'optional tor AL-TOO' and 
A6-TOU customers, terminate on, January 1" 1992, and p~ovide for a 
12-month termination notice. 

8"3.. SOG&E's AE-1, R-'l'O'O'-l andR-'l'OO'-Z schedules do not 
, . . . 

retlect the ehangesto-schedules AL-TOU and. A6-TOU' aCloptedin' 
0.87-12-069. 

84.. SDG&E's. electric rule 2(G) ,authorizes a charge: tor' power 
factors below 90'% ot their kilowatt, demand. SOG&E'S present rate 
authorizes it to, charge $0.,21/kVAR:/month when a customer's power 
factor is :below '75%:. 

3$. CUstomers which have low power factors eause SDG&E t~ 
install capacitors to maintain system capacity. 

" 

86. Standl:>y customers which take service under more than' ¢ne ·i· 

rate schedule could bypass certain rates by taking "service under .. 
one schedule during on~peak periods and.a. ditterent schedule durinq 
ott-peak periods • 
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87. SOG&E has not pro\~ided adequate justification for 
requiring a commission-approved contract before customers with 
contract capacity exceeding 20 MW can receive standby service. 

88. SOG&E's current standby rate structure was designed to be 

consistent with our standby policy adopted in 0.86-l2-09l. 

89. No party has demonstrated a need to change the standby 
policy adopted in 0.86-l2':'09l. 

90. SOG&E's standby rate schedule requires customers to pay a 
non-coincident demand eharc;e based on 8;0% ofth.eir 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 electricity produced against 
consumptiondurinq other periods. 

93. Schedule PGdoes not recover SDG&E's full cost of,servioe 
because of the lack of standby charges and the energy netting 
provision. 

94 •. 0.87-l2-069 closed schedule PG-QF to new cogeneration 
facilities above 20 kw by June 30, 19a9. 

95-. ORA.' and the Associat'ion. 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-residential 
customers are paid by all customers.. 

97. SOG&E's Report on Electric Resource Plan, December,. 1987., . . 
indicates there is a clear need· tor~ new capacity beginriing in 198~. 

98. ORA's tull EPMC' revenue' alloeation1l1ethodology for the 
street lighting class' determines ma.v5mumdemanc:ls from the sum. of 
individual demands and is consistent with the revenue allocation 
methodology used tor 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 rates 
was determined by 0 .. 86-12-010" 0.86-12-009, and 0.87-12-039. These 
decisions adopted a rate structure that is not subject to, change 
for two years .. 

101. Margin rate changes tor core gas customers are subject to 
balancing account treatment. 

l02. Margin recovery :ror non-core gas customers is authorized. 
prospectively and not subject, to balancing account treatment .. 

103. Adequate detail of the costs necessary for revenue 
allocation in SOC&E's ACAP: was not provided in the Stipulation and: 
Agreement adopted in 0.88-09-063~ 

104.. ORA supports SDG&E's steam rate d.esign proposal... . 
lOS.. PUblic Advocates,. tJCAN, CPIL,.. and Rate Watchers request a 

finding' of eligibility f.or compensation pursuant to RUle 76-.54. " 
106-. PUblic Advocates, tJCAN, ,', CPIL, and" Rate Watchers each: 

(1) participated in one or more' issues that,' was otherwise not 
adequately represented, (2) represented organizations or SDG&E 
ratepayers which have an'economic interest that is small in, 
comparison to' the cost of effective participation', and (3) would 
experience tinancial hardship for their cost of, participation 
without an award .. 

107.. tJCAN is a signatory to, the Stipulation and Agreement 
adopted in 0.88-09-063 and only requests compensation tor 74% of 
its total expenses'related te>'the Stipulation'and Aqreement. 

108. tJCAN made a nlllllDer of recommendations that resulted ina 
substantial contribution to the marginal cost section of this 
decision • 
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109. OCAN did not siqnificantly contribute to, the adopteQ 
revenue allocation methoaoloqy, but its recommendation concerning 
three life lenqtheninq maintenance proqrams was adopted for 
depreciation expense. 

110. SOme of OCAN's rate desiqn proposals contributed to this 
decision .. 

111. CPIL substantially influenced SOG&E's withdrawal of the 
proposal to require residential customers to pay a reconnect ion 
charqe for the period when service is disconnected. 

112.. CPIL did' not submit' a detailed description of services 
and expenditures and did not adequately justify increasin9' Robert 
Fellmeth's hourly rate for leqal work from $150 to $2'00 .. 

113.. UCAN's coml?ined compensation request for revenue 
allocation and depreciation,' whieb.' were each lI10re complex than the,. ~ , ' 

" ' 

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

114. Rate Watchers' participation in the public and 
evidentiarybearinqs clearly derined the scope of customer 
dissatisfaction. with SOG&E's customer, eharqe and contributed to. its" 
appeal. 

11.5-.. , A considerable amount of Rate watchers' request is not 
compensable .. 

116. The level of regulatory expertise' exhibited· by Rate 
Watchers is comparable to that ofCPIL's laW' clerks and paralegals .. • 
conclusions ot Lay 

1. D.88-09,-063 shoul.d be revised to. reflect ehanqes in NRC: 
fees, labor and non-labor escalation rates.,.EPRI, dues, and WfMB'E. 
proqram costs. ... 

2. Consistent with its rate case eycle'SDG&E's esti:mate of 
CLMAC overcolleetions should be amortized· over. three years. ' 

3~ In, its 1990 attrition year. fili~q.SOG&:E should .a:mortize· . 
any ctif:ference between the estimated and actual CLMAC balance over" 
two years. .. 
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4. SOG&E's QAT] methodology expands the depreciation 
analysts's use of judgment. 

s. Oepreciation analysts should clearly identity 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 ilnpaets the calculation of average remaining" 
plant lives. 

7.. SOG&E's QAU methodology .was only designed to· receive 
input which W'ould shorten life. expectancies' and as a result is 
inherently biased~ 

8. SOG&E's depreciation methodology requires the independent. 
application of jud9lUent twice. 

9. SOG&E's QAU model ·is based on speculative assu:mptions ane 
not recorded data. 

10.. The depreciation. analyst should consider all events which , 
could affect plant lives at the same time anc:ladjust average 
service lives accordingly. 

ll. A reaso~le approach to determine average service plant' 
lives should solicit intormation from experts, provide their 
ic:lentity, describe their input, anc:l inc:lieate how the information, 
was applied .. 

12. A procedure similar to represcription is reasonable and·.·' 

should be adopted tor SOG&E. 
13 .. Depreciation, W'orkshops as previously described should be;, 

adopted tor SOG&E's future general rate proceedings. 
14. ORA's recommended depreciation expense and accruals., 

which excluc:le, 'QAU, should be adopted .. 
15-. SOG&E . and ORA should acld.ress. the issue of tec:hnieal 

depreciation updates inSOG&E'sn,ext general rate proceec:linq .. 
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l6. SOG&E's life extending programs, po,le :butt treatment, 
underground switch maintenance, and padmount painting should be 

considered in determining the average remaining lives for the 
affected plant. 

17. SOG&E should :be provided an additional $200,000 in Wf1:'!EE 
funding for its participation in the clearinghouse for verifying 
W/MBEs. 

l8. SOG&E should encour~ge W/MBE joint ventures and provide 
technical assistance in meeting financing and insurance 
requirements. at competitive rate~. 

19. SOG&E's attrition mechanism should use a four-year 
average excluding non-recurring 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 shoulclbe inclUded 
in the four-year average of plant additions. 

21. SOG&E"s estimated plant additions f~r attrition years 
should not :be adjusted for cbanges in escalation rates. 

22. Edison's budget tor 1990 nuclear plant additions should .• 
be, adopted for use in SOG&E's attritJ:onyear 1990 filing .. 

23. The nuclear O~ expenses and plant estimates adopted in 
Edison's 1991 test year general rate proceeding should be used for,! . . 

SOG&E's attrition year 1991 filing. 
24. DRA's marginal energy costs revised to reflect the 

appropriate revenue-related tax factor, and marginal demand costs . . 
as shown in Appendix E: should, be adopted. 

25.. For direCtly. assic;nable costs the following UCAN 
. . . 

recommendations should be adopted:: C.l) no- contingency factor for' 
TSM costs,. (2)4% 'for purchasing- and warehousing transforlner costs~: 
(3) a weighted average of single-family and'mul ti-.family units for:; 
customers on scbeduleOR, (4) an overbead'rate of lll%,. and ($) 

transformer costs based on SOG&E' s. incremental cost.· 
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26. ORA's weighting of single-family and multi-family units 
and 10% real fixed rate for annuali~ing TSM costs should be adopted 
for determining directly assignable costs~ 

27. ORA's common distribution cost methodology should be 

adopted .. 
28. UCAN's recommendations that customer accounting costs 

reflect the differences in the cost of reading meters and exclude 
conservation expenses should be adopted. 

29. ORA's market rental approach should pe adopted for 
determining marginal customer costs. 

30. ORA's revised marginal energy revenue determinants should 
be adopted. 

31. EXcept tor its re-liability adjustment and divers~ty 
factor for residential class-transmission and distribution' demands~ 
ORA's methodoloqy" weighting factors, and demand determinants. for, 
calculating marginal cost revenues should beadopted~ 

32.. A system"peak of 2376 MW should be used for 1989 
generation demand .. 

33. ORA's distribution and transmission demand adjusted for i 
50% diversity factor for the residential class should be adopted. ' 

34. The Full EPMC revenue allocation shown in, Appendix' 0, 

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

in Appendices F and G are- in conformance with ptT § 739 and should'.,. " 
be adopted. 

36.. A mobilehome park discount of of $9, .. 50Iunit/month tor 
schedule DT and$6 •. 00/unit/month, both to' be- prorated and· billed. on 
a daily basis, for schedule GT should be adopted ... 

37.. A discount for aparbnent buildings of $4.04/unit/month . ,', 
tor schedule DS and $,1 .. 90/unit/month., both to. be prorated and 

billed on a daily basis, forschedule'GS should be adopted .. 
38-.. Declining' block energy- rates enc:ouraqe enerqy use and are _ 

not consistent with our conservation policies., " 
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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 'roo schedule. 

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

42. 'rne of!- and mid-peak energy rates for SOG&E's 
experimental schedules AE-1, R-'rOU-1, and R-'rOO-2 should,be 
adjusted to, reflect the adopted revenue requirement,. but the 
schedules should be closed to new customers. 

43. 'rhree new real time pricing schedules which incorporate 
the rate structure changes t~ schedules AL-TOU and A6-'rOU, should 
be adopted. 

44 _ DRA's recommended interruptible service schedules should' 
be adopted. 

45. CUstomers with power factors below 90%· should be assessed 
SDG&E's current charge of $0.2'1/kVi\R month .. , " 

46. CUstomers. should be provided' six months to· correct their, 
power factors before being assessed a kVAR charge. . 

47.. Revenues :from power 'factor charges shOUld be treated in', 
the same manner as standby revenues. 

48·. 'l'he proposals to· change SDG&E's current standby'rate 
structure are not' consistent .with the standby policy adopted in , 
0.86-12-091. 

49. Schedule AD eustomers. should be allowed to· take standby: 
service and receive credit ,:for the non-coincident demand, charges ,on 
their contracted standby load_ 

SO. The energy netting prOVision of, schedule PG should be 

closed. to all customers and. thescheclule should :be closed to new, 
customers on JUhe,3-0,. 1989. 

51. Consistent with o.e7-12~069 sched.ule'PG-QFshould be 

closed t<> neW' coqeneratlon!acilit'ies above 20 kw by June 3-0,. 1989 • 
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52. SDG&E's agricultural rate design as shown in Appendix F 
should be adopted. 

53. On or after Marcn 1, 1989 SOG&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 SOG&E~s 
authorized return on rate base :by 12 and rounding the quotient t~ 
the nearest one tenth of one percent. Governmental facilities 
should not :be charged a lat,e payment tee that exceeds the amount 
authorized :by the Govermnent Code. 

54. SDG&E should not enter special contracts which. provide 
customers with reduced rates in a year when forecasts indicate the·. 
need tor additional capacity. Such contracts should include 
considerable jus.titication'demonstrating the benefits for all SDG&:E 
ratepayers ... 

55., ORA's EPMC revenue allocation for the street lighting 
class should:be adopted ... -

56 •. CAL-SLA's EPMC unbundled street lighting rate desiqn 
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 January 1,. 19'89" to reflect the change in margin adopted": . 
in this decision. The current revenue allocation and rate design: 
methodology should remain unchanged.' '!'he margin change allocable ': 
to the core gas customers' of $10.,335 million as shown in Appendix: 
G,. should be reflected in the core balancing account to be 

addressed in SDG&E's AC),;p ... 

58. The non-core gas rates in Appendix G should :be adopted~ 

59. SDG&E should be authorized to increase its electrie, gas:,. 
and steam margins to reflect the revenue requirement shown iD:' 
Appendix A • 
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60. ORA and SDG&E should conduct workshops with the 
signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to identify the cost 
detail required for revenue allocation in SOG&E's ACAP. The 
results of these workshops should be served on all parties to this 
proceeding and SOG&E' s last gas o,ffset proceeding prior to SOG&E'S 

ACAP tiling. 
61.. SOG&E' s proposed steam rate design as shown in Appendix H 

should be adopted. 
62. PUblic Advocates, UCAN, CPIL, and Rate Watchers should ~ 

found eligible for compensation under Rule 76.54 
63.. CPIL should be awarded $3,582 in compensation, for its: 

contribution to D .. S$-07-02~. 
64.. Rate Watchers should be awarded $2', O~S in compensation 

for its contribution to' 0 .. 88-07-023. 
6S. Interest should 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.. The' 'interest should be'calculated. in 
the same manner as the deferred account established: in D .. s:0.~06-079~ 

66~ UCAN should be awarded $44,.907' for its contribution to" 
0.88-09-063 and this decision. 

67.. Effective January l,. 1989 SOG&E, should;, be directed to 
decrease its electric rates by $89 .. 3 million or 7 .. 0% and authorized 
to increase its gas rates !OrnOn-eore,' customers by $l.o. million or 
0 .. 8% and steam rates by $0 .. 5- million or 10 .. 9%. 

68. The electric,. gas, and steam rates ,shown in: Appendices: E,' " 
F, and ,G are reasonable ancI'shouldbe adopted .. 

69. The decreases and" increases in rates and charges 
authorized by ,this decision are' justi'!ied,. and are just and 
reasonable • 
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IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. San Dieqo Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) is authorized 

and directed to file with this Commission, on or atter the 
effective date of this order, and not later than December za, 
19S8, revised tarift schedules for electric, gas, and ste~ rates 
as set forth in Appendices F, G, and H. 

2. The revised tariff schedules shall become effective on or 
atter January 1,.. 1989 and shall comply with General Order 9'6-A. 
The revised tariffs shall apply to service rendered on or after 
their effective date~ 

3. SDG&E .. is authorized to increase its electric~ qas,. anet 
steam marqin~ to reflect the adopted revenue requirement shown in, .. 
Appendix A, and to,reflect the split of core and non-core 9'as. 
margin shown in Apendix G,.. page 2'. 

4. SDG&E is authorizeet~. to file attritionadjustJnents for the' 
.' , 

years 1990 and 1991 Dasedon· the methodology and revenue , . 
requirement set forth in Appendix S. 

5. In its 1990 attrition year filing SDG&E shall amortize 
any difference between the est~ated, and actual CLMAC balance over 

._il 

two years. " 
6. SOG&E and the Division of Ratepayer Advoea.tes (DRA) , shal:l 

conduct depreCiation workshops as discusseci in,thisciecision for 
SDG&E;S :t:uture.general rate'proceedings. 

7. SDG&E and DRA shall address the issue' of technical 
depreciation updates'inSDG&E's next general rate proceeding-

s. SOG&E shall encourage' joint ventures with women- and . 
minority-owned business and shall provide technical assistance in: " 
meeting financinq and' insurance requirements at competi ti ve rates: .. -
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methodology should remain unchanged. ~he margin 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 
61. SOG&E should be authorized to increase its. ~"C.tlIIi'I.";I"", gas, 

and steam ma.rqins to, reflect the revenue requirement 
Appendix A. 

62.' DRA and SDG&E should conduct workshops 
siqnatories to the Stipulation and Aqreement tOA(J.t:xl.~.1.fy the cost " _ /,' 
detail required for revenue, allocation in 1989 ACAP~ ~he ". 
resul ts of these workshops should be .~ ........ o,t'l~ 

proceeding and SOG&E's las.t gas. offset ":rloe4~9(i.1~LO' prior to. SOG&E's' V~" 

1989 ACAP filing. 
63. S~&E's proposed steam. ra.te JEl.t=ll~;L.un as shown in Appendix, H 

should be adopted. 
64. Public Advocates, OCANr ' and Rat& Watchers. should be 

found eligible for compensation utlcler Rule- 7 &. 504 

65.. CPIL' should: be' aw~U'dLe4 $3-,.582 in compensation for its 
contribution to D.,88-07-02~. 

6&. Rate watchers ~n[:l1lll.,U 

for its contribution to D'. 
$2,.038: in compensation 

67. Interest be paid on: CPIL's and Rate Watc:hers.' 
aw~d from the 76th after their requ.est wa.:s. filed, until ,'the . 

, <' ' ~ I, 

payment of the award made .. , The interest shoulc1 be calculated in , 

defer:red,accoUnt, established in D.85-06~0791~' :' 
68:. be: awarded $53,118 for its contribution to 

January 1,'199:9 SOG&E shouldb& c1i:ec:ted to 
rates by $94'.9 million or 7 ~6t and auth~ri2:'~ 

'gas rates for non-eor&c:ustomers by $ ____ million 'or 
III.'I""UIIM. rates by $0,.& million or 51.3\ ... 
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9. For its attrition year 1991 filing SDG&E is authorized to 
use the nuclear O&M expenses and plant estimates adopted in 
Southern california Edison Company~s 1991 test year general rate 
proceeding. 

10. ORA and SDG&E shall conduct workshops with the 
signatories to the Stipulation and Agreement to identify the cost 
detail required for revenue allocation in SOG&E~s ACA'P'. 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- filins. 

11. Experimental schedules AE-1, R-TOO-1~ and R-TOO-2 shall 
be closed to new customers on the effective ,date of this decision. 

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, 1939 schedule PG-QF shall be closed to- new 
cogeneration facilities above 20 kW. 

14. On or after SDG&Eis authorized,to establish a late 
payment charge for non~residential customers. The charge Shall 
only apply to balances that have not been paiciwithin. 30 days from 
the billing ciate and be calculated. by clividinq SDG&E'S authorizecl::, 
return on rate base by 12 and' rounding the quotient to the nearest '. 
one tenth of one percent. Governmental facilities shall not be 
charged a late payment fee that exceeds the amo~t authorized by 

the Government Code. 

15. SOC&E shall ,pay Center for Public Interest Law (CPIL)' 

$3~58.2 and Rate Watchers $2,.03-8. within. '15 days from. today in 
compensation for their contribution to 0.8.8--07-023. 

16. Interest shall be paid, on CPILl'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 caleulatedin ,the salIle manner as 
the deferred account established in D.S~06~079. " 
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17. SOC&E shall pay Utility Consumers Action Network (UCAN) 

$44,907 within lS days from' today ,in compensation tor its 
contribution to 0.88-09-063 and this decision. 

18. ~lic Advocates is eligible to request intervenor 
compensation tor its contribution to this decision. 

19.. CPIL,. Rate Watchers" and 'O'CAN are placed on notice that 
they may be subject to audit or review by the Commission Advisory 
and Compliance Division pursuant to Rule 76.5-7; therefore,. they 
shall maintain and retain adequate accounting records and other 
necessary docmnentation supporting all claims tor intervenor 
compensation. '!'hey shall mainta.in such records in a lIlannerthat 
identifies specific issues tor which compensation will De 

requested,. the actual time spent by each: employee, tees paid to 
consultants,. and any other compensable costs incurred .. 

This order is etfective today. 
Dated gEe 1 9 19S5' ,at San Francisco,. california. 
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SAN' DIEGO GAS & ELEC'I'RIC COMPANY' 
Electric Department 

P~9'e 1 

S~ OF EA:RNJ:NGS AX ADOPTED PRESENT RATE 
REVEN'C'ES AND· EXPENSES 

(Thousands ot 1989 Doll~rs Unless Otherwise 
Test Ye~r 1989 

Description 
--------~~-~~~~---------

Operating Revenues 
--------~~---~----Sales to customers 
Non-Jurisdictional 
Miscellaneous 

Total Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenses 

operation & Maintenance 
NUclear refueling 
Uncolleetible.s 
Franchise Requirem.en 

Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escala 

Depreciation­
NUclear Dec issioninq· 
Taxes Othe Than On Income 
CA Corp or ion. Franchise Tax 
Federal come Tax-

Net 0 eratinq Income 
weiq ted Average Rate Base 
A OlUZEO' RAl'EOF RETORN 

Adopted 

$784,,259 . 
1,.445-

.17,00S· 
----------, 

$802,709 

21.7,.499 
4,.3l9 

15,.348-
1,655-

$238,821 

12~903 
10,719' 

$262,442 

12lt,SSO 
22,03-8 
37,666. 
24,993 
90',,409 

$566·,129-

$23&,,580 
$2,178.,451 

l.O.S6!t 

----------------------~~-------------------------- . 

opted Revenues at Adopted Rates $802',709 
stipulated Rev .. : at Present Rates $888,468 
Amort.. ofConserva.tion/Load M9l'Ilt • 
balancing' account overcolleetion. $3,577' 

(SS'9' ,336) . 
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SAN DIEGO GAS 'ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Gas Department 

Page 2 

SOMMARY OF EARNINGS A'! ADOPTED PRESENT RA'l'E 
R.EVENU'ES AND :EXPENSES 

(Thousands Of 1989 Dollars Unless Otherwise 
Test ~ear l.98.9 

Description ' 

operatinq Revenues 

sales t~ customers 
Interdepartmental 
Miscellaneous 

Total operating Revenues 

operatinq Expenses 
----~-----~---~--Operation' ',Maintenance 
Uncollectibles 
Franchise Requ:1.:rEUIle:n 

SUbtotal 

Doilars) 

Deprlec~La1::t,.C~n' & Amortization 
....... ,,-- 'Than On Income 

Franchise ,Tax 
Income Tax 

Operatinq Expenses 

Operating Income 
~'l1crn~:ea Average Rate Base 
AUTHORIZED RATE OF RE1't7RN' 

$114,971 
14,05-1 

3.,152 

$13-2-,174, 

48,S77 
2,551 

243 

$51,.3-71" ' 

3.,30l 
l.,.995o 

$56,667 

23,056 
5,516 
4,;015-

13',.13-7 

$102,,391 

$29,783, 
$274,248,­

l.O.8~ 

----------- ----------------~~-~~------~-~ ---
Adopted Revenues at Adopted Rates 
Less: stipulated Rev. at' Present Rates, 
Less: .Amort. of Conservation/Load Mqmt .. 

balancing account overcolleetion 

AUTHORIZED INCR. IN REVENUEREQona:MEN'r 

$132,174 
$121,.,8-23-

$1;.198--,-------
$9,lS3-
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SAN DIEGO GAS « ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Steam Oepartment 

Paqe :3 

stlMMARY OF EARNINGS A'I:' ADOPTEO PRESENT RATE 
REVENUES AND EXPENSES 

(Thousands or 1989 Dollars OnlessOtherwise 
Test Year 1989 

Description Adopted 
-~ ... ~-----... 

Operatinq Revenues 

Sales to customers 
Miscellaneous 

Totaloperatinq,Revenues 

Operatinq Expenses 

operation «" Maintenance 
Uncollectibles 
Franchise Requirement 

I.abor Escalation ount 
Non-Labor Esca1a ion Amount 

Depreciatio & Amortization 
Taxes Other. Than On Income 
CA Corpor ion Franchise Tax 
Federal come Tax 

eratinqIncome 
Wei ted Average Rate Base. 

ORIZED RA1'E. OF .RE1'ORN 

$1,455-
o 

$1,455 

J.,J.82 
28 
o 

$1,210' 

80 
62. ----

$1,3-52' 

3~' 
46-
(3.) 
($) 

$1,430 

$25 
$233' 

10'.86% 

~ ------~-----------~~-----------~------------------

Adopted Revenues at Adopted Rates 
Less: Stipulated Rev. at Present Rates 

AtrrHORIZED INCR. IN REv:ENOE' REQ'OIREMENT 

$1,455-
$954' 

$501 

" . 

',r, ' 

,1, , 
, . 

" 'r 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Electric Department - BASE RAXE REVENUES 

Gas Department - BASE COS~ AMOUNT 
Ste~ Department - BASE RATE 

(Thousands Of 1989 Dollars unless. Ln=-rrp'"...cL""' ....... .I..;[1o."~~oi:1 
Test Year 1989 

Electric Department 

-------~--~--------

Adopted Revenues at Adopted: 
Less: Non-Jurisdictional Re'lTerwe:s 
Less: Miscellaneous Re'ITel':lUe:s 
Less: Alnort~ of {,,;c:nsle~"a';l.C)1Zj 

balancing account oVI.rC:O~~~E~C 

AUTHORIZED BASE RATE 'D'C"'!71:'1I,"",'C!' 

Less: Auth. Base Rate 

ADOPTED INCREASE IN 
% INCREASE IN BASE, 

Gas Department 

Adopted Re'V'eIll'EtS at, Adopted Rates 
Less: of Conservation/Load' Mgmt. 

account overcollection 
/ 

BASE COS;::,.AMO'O'N'r' 
Cost Alnount eff. 1/1/83' Less: 

'l'V'\1~....c INCREASE IN' BASE COST' AMOUNT 
INC:m~E' IN BASE COS~ AMOON'X 

i:>1JlliloCLm Department 

$802,709 
1,445-

17,005 

3,577 

$780',682 
764,701 
-----,--~ 

$l5-,9$0 
2.09~ 

$132,174 

1,198. 

$130',976 
118.,448 

AUTHORIZED BASE RA'.rE, REVENO'ES $l,455-
Less: Auth.Base Rate Rev .. eff~ 1/1/88. 1,831 

ADOPrEI> INCREASE IN'BASE RATE REVE:NC'ES ($376) 
t INCREASE IN BASE RATE REVENUES -2C> .. 54% 

-----------------------------------------------------
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ESCALATION FACTORS - Total Company 
COST' OF CAPITAL - CPOC Juriscliction 

NET-TO-GROSS MULTIPLIERS 
Test Year 1989 

Paqe 5 

Description Adopted 
-----~~--~------~~-----------

LABOR ------------> 1987 
ESCALAXION FACTORS 1988: 

NON-LABOR -------~> 
ESCALATION' FACTORS 

OTHER ---~--------> 

1989 
1990 
1991 

1987 
1985 
1989 
19-90, 
199-1 

COMPOSITE ESCALATION FACTORS 

LABOR' 
NON-LABOR 
OTHER 

'O'ncollectibles 
Franchise Fee 
State Inc. Tax 
Fed. Inc.. Tax 

FF&U Factor 
Inc.Tax P'lI.ctor 
N-T-G Multipli 

19,5.70 
002110 
093000 

0.340000' 

1..,022117 
1.670509-
1.7074S.6 

Gas 
Dept .. 

0 .. 022190 
0 .. 002110 
o ~Og-J.OOO" 
0,.340000 

1 ... 02'4356-
'1 ... 670509-
1.71203l' 

2 ... 625% 
4.986% 
4.719% 
s..08:6% 
,5..334% 

0.000% 

U.460% 
12.8:26% 

0.000% 

Ste~ 
Dept ... 

0.019570 
O~Oo.OOOO 
0.093-000 
0.3:40000 

1 ... 0J.99~J. 
1.670·509-
l.7038:53 

COS'l':' CAPITALIZATION Wl'D. COST 
--...,.....---------~-----.... ------------
9~24% 
7.28t " 

12'.75% 

40.50% 
8.50t . 

51. .. 00% 

3.74% 
0.62% 
6..: SO%: --.. -.---~~----~~-----------~-~-~~~----~~~~----~ 

• Return on Rate Base (CPC'C Jurisdiction) : 10 .. 8:6% 

(END OF' APPENDIX A) 

, 

" 
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____________________________________________ • ___ w _____ w ______ _ 

SAN DIEGO GAS &; ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Electric Oepartment 
ATtRITION YEAR 1990 

--------_._-----------------._----.. _.-------_._ .. _----=-- --
Expenses 

~or AY1990 
in OOO's 
o! 1989$ 

Expenses 
~or AY1990 

in OOO's. 
o! 1989$ 
(Cali!.) 

Transfer 
of Other 
Expenses. 

to Labor/ 
Non-Labor 

~-~--~---~------~------------------~ ADO P T' E DIN ______________________________________ . _________ ~-----., 
Oper. &; Maint. Expenses (Juri$. Allee. Factor 1.0000 ) • 

---------~--~---~~----------------~---------~ --------~~--~--Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

11&,.113-
89,7&1 
34,694 

11&,113 
89,.761 
34,:694 

11&,113 
110,9~ 

13-,504 
--------------~---~~--~-- ------~-------~--------240,568 o 

Uncollectibles (Juris .. Allee.. 1.0000, ) 

--------~--------------~---~--~--~ ~-~----------------~~--~ Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

Franchise Fees 

o 0 
o 0" 
o lS,34S .._-_ .... --~--_ ... --_ ... _------... ------.- ... ,': 

Factor -

o 15,.34S 

1.000¢- ) --..... ------... --"-~--... -..-----.. --------------,....--~-----'-'---~-.-.... ~--:' 
Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

~or 
Non Labor 
Other 

o 
o 
o 

0, I 

o 
1,65S ' 

~-~-~-~---------------~-~------~-----------1,65S. o 1,655: 

--------~------------------~------~~-~~--- - -
116,113 

89,.761 
51,697 

116,.113 
89,76-1 . 
51,.697 

o 
21,.190 

(21,190) 

116,1.13: ;. 
110,951": 

;3.1);'507': 

~-------~---... -------------~----~~--------257,571 257,571 o 2S7,571, 
.. ____ , ____ ~-___ = _________ • _____________________ • _______ ----

"'" :' ,"I' 
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.p¢00 ) 
-----------------------------------~~-----~---------------------Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in eRe) ~.7280% 
Increase in AY1990 EOY Plant in service from 

TY1989 EOY Plant in Service at a wtd-to-net 
ratio of 0.449S (Adopted in GRC) 165,775 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Calif.) 

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

4,522 

4,522" 

(1,538) 
1 .. 707456 

---------
Increase in Revenue Requirement 

~TC Normalized· (Juris. Alloe. Factor -
(Applicable to IRC Sec. 46(f). (2) util 

Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted in GoRC) 
Test Year 1989 (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase inITCnormalized 

Increase in ITC normalized·' C 1:L~~)' 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adop d in GRC) 

Increase in· Revenue Requir 

Interest Synchro. (Juris. loe .. Factor -
(Applicable to IRC See.. ~(f) (2) utilities. only .. ) 

(2,625)(11) 

1.0000 ). 

(4,6S1) 
(4,681) 

o 
1.707456 

o ~(12) 

1 .. 0000 ) 

---------~--~~~~-----~~~~~-~~~-----------------------------
lTC Normalized.in TY19 
Wtd. cost of LonqTe 

(from' above) . 
D@t (Adopted in AYl.990) 

Increase in CCFT' in 

Increase in CCF'1' ( Tax Rate­
Increase in FIT' ( Tax Rate. 

Increase in S te '" Federal Taxes (calif.,., 
ltiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase i Revenue Requirement. 

9.3000% 
34.0000% 

4,.68.1 
3.74% 

175 

(16) , 
6 

(ll;) 

(11) , 
1.707456 -------

(la.) .•.. , (13) .. 

, ., 
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 ) 
--~-----~-----------------------~----~-~-----------------------~ Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base tor TY1989 (Adopted in GRC 

Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC) 
-----------------~~----~----------wtd. avg. Additions tor TY1989 
Net Additions ror TY1989 
wtd. avg~ Additions tor AY1990 

PHFU (Adopted in GRC) 
--~--------------------Wtd. av~. Additions tor ~Y1989 
Net Adc!itions ror TY1989 
Wtd. avq. Additions tor AY1990 

Oepreciation.Reserve (Adopt~d in GRC) 
~-~--~-~-~----------------~----------Wtd.. avq. Depreciation Reserve ror'l'Y 9 
Wtd·. av~. Depreciation Reserve tor·;': 990 

~axes Deten:ed - ACRS (Adopted i GRC) 

Wtd.. avg. Deterred Taxes - MA 
Wtd.·avq •. Deterred Taxes - MA 

'l'axes. Deferred - Amort "0 er (Adopted in eRC) 

wtd. av~.. Deterred Taxes· Amort« Other tor T.l1989 
wtd •. av~. Deferred Taxe - Amort' " Other for AY1989 

wtd. avq.. Depr Rate e ror AY1990 

wtd. avq. Depr. e Base in 1"n989.(Adopted in <mC 
Wtd. avq. Depr. te Base in AY1990 (Adopted in GRC 

wtd. avg. Rata Baaa in T":l 1989 (Calif.) 
wtd .. avq. Rate Bas. in AY 1990 (Calif.) 

Return 0 Debt in 'l'Y 1989 (Adopted inGRC) . 
Debt·ca ta1izatio~ in TY 1989· (Adopted inGRC) 

wtd cost of Debt tor· 'rest Year 1989·· 
, 

on Debt in AY'1990 (Adopted· in· AY1989) 
capitaliza.tion in AY 1990 (Adopted in'AY19S9) 

Wtd. cost ot'D~ttor 'AttritionYear'1990 

IncreasQ in Debt cost in Attrition Year 1990· 
"C'ncoll. " Franchise· Fee Factor· (Adopted' in .. GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

o 
o 
o 

9~0" 6:3-3-
(1,.114,496) 

207,459 
(229,244) 

9,593 
(1J.,950) 

2,210,370 

2,178.,.451 
2,.210,370' 

2,178.,451. 
2,210,3-70, 

9:.24% ;. 
40'wS<)-t :, 

-------,----

""', 

, ',1 

• I I' 

9'.24%'1' ' .. 
40 .. 50%:1' 

. :3-..;74% .. 

1,.194:; 
1 .. 022117<;. 

, ".' ,;~ 
--_ .... .-.--... , __ 1'· .. 

" ,. 

J ", 

0.4)< .. ,' . .. 
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Preferrea Stock 

Return on Pre!. Stock in TY 1989 (Adopted in eRe) 
Pret.Stk. capitalization in ~~l9S9 (Adopted in GRC) 

Wtd. cost o! Preferred Stock tor ~est Year 1989 

Return on Pret. Stock in AYl990 (Adopted in AYl990) 
Pref.Stk. capitalization AYl990 (Adopted in AY1990) 

wtd. cost o:t Pre:terred Stock :tor Att. Year 

Increase in Pref. Stock cost in Att. Year 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Common. Equity 

Return on Common Equity in TY 1989 (Adopted in eRC) 
Com. Equity capitalization ~~ 19 (Adopted. in GRC) 

wtd. cost o'! Common Equity '! ~est Year 1989 

Return on Common Equity·AY 90, (Adopted· in AYl990) 
Com·. Eq. capitalization AY 990 (Adopted"in An.990) 

wtd. cost of Common E ty' 'lor Att .• , Year 1990' 

Increase in Common E y cost inAtt .. Yeari990 
Net-to-GrossMultipl r CAdoptedin GRC) 

Increase in Revenu 

RD&D. expense (C 

Attrition'Ye 1990' (Adopted in GRC) 
~est Year 1 9, (Adopted. in GRe) 

11'1 RD&I> expense 
Franchise Fee' Factor (Adopted in' GRe) 

e in'Revenue Requirement' 

E MONI~ORING 

avCJ· Depr.RateBase in T'll.989· (Adopted .in: GRC) 
avq_ Depr.RateBase in Tn989 (use updated est_ 

avq .. Depr.RateBase in AYl990· (Adopted in GRC). 
avq. Depr .,RateBase in AYl.990' (use updated'est. 

Page 7 

7.2S%' 
8-.50t 

O.GZ% 

19S: 
l .. 707456 

33S: 

12 .. 75% 
5l .. 00% 

6.50% 

l2 .. 75% 
5l.00% ' 

zzs 
100 

:1.25 
l ... 022ll7 

----------- ., 

(15.) 

, 

(16) 

l2S: . (1.7) 

2' ,l78,.451. 
2,l78.,45l 

2~21.0,,370 
" Z,.2l0,3-70' 
;, 
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SAN DIEGO GAS " ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Electrie Department 

REVENUE REQ'O'IREMEN'l'S- FOR A'I'TRITION YEAR 1990 
Thousands Of 1990$ 

Page 8 

------------------------------------------------------yh--,-----
ITEM 

-------------------------------------------------o & M EXPENSES : 

Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation 

Total O&M Expenses 

NOCI.E:AR REFUELING EXPENSES : 
----------------------------

Labor Escalation 
Additional Labor Base 
Non-Labor Escalation 
Additional Non-Labor Base 

Total Nuclear Refuelinq 

CAPITAL ~ED ·I'tEMS, : 
-----..------... -----~--

Book Depreciation Expen s 
Ad Valorem 'taxes 
Aceelerated, Amortiza 
State Tax Oepreciati 
Federal Tax Depreei 
ITe normalized 
Interest Synchron ation 
Oebt cost 
Preferred'Stock ost " 
CODon Equity st 

Total,capil Ralated.,Items 

- -- = 

$5-,716 
S,768 

11,,483 

17 
(J.2) 
236 

2,294 
--------~-~. 

2,534 

J.J.,447 
1,584 

o 
(660) 

(2, 62S} 
o 

(lS) , 
1,220 

J,3S' 
3,543 

14,829 

(1) 
(2) 

'(3.). , 
'(4) , 
'(So).' 
(6) , 

, (7) 
,(8:) 
(9)' 
(1¢)"', , 

:(:1.1): 
'(12) , ' , 
:(J.3}," 
(14}."';' 
(15) 

'(16) , 

RO&O ensa (CIEE funding) J.2S '.C17} 
Retire ent of debt (Adopted in AY 1990) 
Book epreeiationexp,.adj. (Adopted in AYJ.99 0) 
Inc • in Non-Jurisdictional Rev. (Adopted' in GRC 
Am of CLMAC bal., account (Adopted in"AY1990) 

(0') , 
o 
o 

(0) --------_ ... 
otal Other Authorized Items 12$ 

---~~--~~~~~------~--~~-~---------------------------------
D'L REVENUE REQ'C'IREMEN'I'S ----> $2$,.974 
clude % attributable to-.Larqe Light & Power 

. (To, be adopted in ODt $6-10~OOl) 
.E ME _W-__ _ 

TOTAL AOD'LREVENOE REQUIREMENTS ----> 2$:,974 . 

. _--------------------------------------------------
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 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) 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (Cali!.) 

Increase in Federal Taxes ( TaX' Rate 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

34.0000.t 

ITC Nomali:ted.· (Juris. Allee. Factor -
(Applicable to IRC Sec .. 46,(:t) (2) utilities ,0 

Attrition Year 1991 (Adopted in CRC) 
Attrition Year 1990 (adopted in GRC) 

Increase in ITC nomalized 

Increase in ITC normalized (cali!. -
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adoptedi 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

IN'I'EREST SYNCHRO. (Juris. Al • Factor -

2.7280% 

(3,ll2) (28), 

1.0000 ) 

(4,681.) 
(4,681.) 

O· 

o 
l.707456, 

l .. OOOO· ) 
(Applicable to· IRC Sec. 46(' (2) utilities only.) ) 
-----..... -.-------~---------~ ------------.. ---------~-------.-.--from above) ITC Nomalized in'~199l 
Wtd. cost o! Long, . Term t (Ad.opted in AYl991) 

4,6:8:l 
, ,3,.74' 

&- Federal', Taxes 
, '" 

ate' & Federal: Taxes (calif.) 
ltiplier(Adopted in GRC) 

-----~' 
l75-

9.3000% (16). 
34.0000% , & 

(ll) 

(ll) . 
1.707456 ' 

! .1. 

Revenue Reqll:£:re=ent (18)' '. (30) ; >" 
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor -
------------~-----~--------~-----------------~------~-~-------Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base ~or A~990 (Adopted in GRe 

Plant in Service (Adopted 'in GRC) 
---------------~~--~----~---------wtd. avg. Additions for AY1990 (A~opted in CRC) 
Net Additions tor AY1990 (Adopted in GRC) 
wtd. avg. Additions for AY1991 (Adopted in AY1991) 

PHFO (Adopted in GRC) 
------~-----~--~-------wtd. avq. Additions for AY1990 (Adopted inCRC) 
Net Additions tor AY1990 (Adopted in GRC) 
Wtd. avq. Additions for AY1991 CAdopted in A 

Depreciation Reserve 
~-~-------~---------Wtd. avq., Depr. Reserve tor AYl.990 (Ado1=! ed. inGRC) l,ll4,496-
wtd .. avr;. Depr. Rsrv. tor AY1991 d in AY1991 (l,.244,.786) 

Taxes Deferred.- ACRS 

wtd. avq. Det.: Taxes -MACRS tor 1990 (Adopted in 
wtd. avq. Det. Taxes - MACRS tor n99'1 (Updated in 

Taxes Deferred - Amort « Othe 

229',,244 
(250 ~.2S.7) 

wtd., avq. Deferred Taxes - ort &r Other' for TYJ,9S9. 
wtd. avq.. Deferred Taxes - ort • Other for AYl.9S9 

11,.950 
(14.,204) 

Wtd. avq .. 

Wtd.. avq.. Depr.· 
wtd .. avq.· Depr~ 

wtd .. 
wtd. 

in-Attrition Year 1990 
in Attrition Year 1991. 

inAY 1990 (callt·.) 
in. AY 1991·Ccali:r.) 

Retw:non D t inAY·1990 (Adopted in An.990) 
Debt capi lization in. AY1990'·(Adopted in.~AY1990) 

2',.210,.3;70 
2,23;8.,.031 

2,210,.3-7() . 
2,2'38',031 . 

9~24t! 
40 .. 50%: ! , 

-----------.'.,: I 

wtd. st· of Debt tor Attrition. Year 1990· 

Ret on Debt :LnAY 1991. . (Adopted- in. AY1991). . 
Debt capitalizationin.AY 1991.CAdopted· in ~991) 

3.74%' .' 

9.24% 
40.50% ' .. ; .. 

td. cost ot Debt !orAttrition Year. 1991 

Increase in Debt cost in Attrit:Lon··,Year.1991 
,'C'ncoll. &; Franchise Fee Factor' (Adopted' in GRe) 

Increase inR.venue·Re~irement 

3,.74t .. 1:' 

1,03.5-
1.022117 . -----------

1,.057 : (31) .... 
I. . 
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PreferreCl. Stock 

Return on Pref. Stock in A~ 1990 (ACl.opteCl. in A~1990 
Pref.Stk. capitalization AY 1990 (ACl.opted in A~1990 

Wtd. cost ot Preferred Stock for Test 'tear 1990 

Return on Pref. Stock in A"l 1991 (Adopted in A~1991 
Pref.Stk .. capitalization A"l 1991 (Adopted in A"l1991 

Wtd. cost of Preferred stock for Att.. Year 199 

Increase in Pret. Stock cost in Att. Year 
Net-to-Gross MUltiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Page 14 

/ 
7.U% 

sot 

7.2'8% 
8..50% 

0.62% 

171 
1 .. 7074~ 

_____ iiIIaI-. _____ _ 

Increase in Revenue R~quirement 

Common Equity 
---~ ... ---~ ... --.. --
Return on COl'll.., Eq .. in AY 1990 (Adop ed in AY199o.) 
Com.. Eq .. capitalization A"i. 1990 ( opted in A~1990) 

wtd. cost of Common Equity to Test "lear 1990 

293 

12.75% 
Sl.00% 

6.50% 

Return on Com... Eq. in· 'A"l 199 ,(Adopted in AY199'1) 12 .. 75% ' " 
Com.. Eq .. capitalization A"£ 91 (Adopted. in AY1991) , 51.00% 

r 
WtCl.. cost of Common E 6 .. 50% 

Increase in Common Equ y cost in Att.. Year 1991 
Net-to-Gross Multipli (Adopted in GRC) 

1,798: 
1 .. 7074506 

~---------~-

(32) 

Increase in Revenu 3,070 :, (33) 

funcIinq) 

Attrition "le1991 (Adopted in GRC) 
Attrition ~e r 1990 (Adopted inGRC)" 

Increase in RD&O expense 
O'neoll.. & anchise Fee Factor (Adopted in GRe) 

in Revenue Requireent 

In ease in' Revenue Requirell1ent (Adopted in: A"l1991) 

350 
225 .. ~--...... -------, 
125-

1 .. 022117' --,--------

(0). .• ,:' 

" 
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SAN' DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Electric Oepa~ent 

REVENi.1E REQOIREMEN'l'S FOR A'l"l'RITION YEAR ~99~ 
Thousands Of 1991$ 

------------------------------------------------------------
ITEM 

-------------------------*--------------------------~ -----o &- M EXPENSES : 

---------~--... ---Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation 

$6-,135- (18) 
~,357 (19) 

Total O~ Expenses 

NtTCLEAR REFO'ELING EXPENSES : 

---------------------~-~----Labor Escalation 
Additional Labor Base 
Non-Labor Escalation 
Additional Non-Labor Base 

Total NUclear Refuelinq Expense 

CAPITAL, RELA1'EJ) ITEMS : ' 

Boo~ Depreciation Expenses 
Ad Valorem. Taxes 
Accelerated Amortization 
State Tax Depreciation 
Federal Tax Depreciatio 
ITC normalized 
Interest Synchronizat 
Debt cost 
Preferred St.ock cos 
Common Equity cost 

12,492 

:l7 
9 

~S2' 
(2,8;42} 

(2,433) 

11,531 
:l,87S: 

0' 
(782')" 

(3,1l.2) 
o 

(:la.) 
'1,.057 ' 

293-
3~070----------- .. _-

RD&D expen e (CIEE fUnding') , 
Retirem of debt (Adopted in:AY 199~) 
Book De;a eciation exp.adj. (Adopted 1n AYl991) 
Incr. Non-Jurisdictional Rev. (Adopted in GRC 
Amort. ot CLMAC bal. account (Adopted. in AY1990) 

1 Other Authorized"J:tems 

128-
(0) 
o 
0.. 

(0) 

128. 

(.~),­

(:2J.) 
(22)"- , 
C23}:.," 

C24} " 
(25) , 
(',26)" _ 
(27,-:, . 
(2:8)' ",-'", ",' - -
(29}:' ;, i::' 
(30Y , . ',. 

(31:)... " 
,(32); i,' 

. (33)' 

~ ---------------------~---------------------~~----~~---
ADD' REVENi.1E REQOIREMENTS ---->' 
Ex ude t attributaDle ,to, Larqe Light,&' Power 

(Te> be adoptedinOIR 86-10-001) 
, , 

OTAL' ADD' J:;. REVENi.1E REQ'O'IREMEN'I'S ----> -

$24",104 

0.00%, '-',' 

24.,.104 
-----------------------------------...... -, ,." 
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------------------------.----___ --------------, .. ~~----------~ SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Gas Departlnent 

~TION ~ 1990 

------------------------------------------,--------------~-------Expenses 
tor A~1990 

in 000'$0 
ot 1989$ 

Expenses Transfer nses 
for A~l990 of other or A~l990 

in OOO's Expenses in OOO's 
ot 1989$ to Laborh ot 1989$ 
(Calif.) Non-~ for Attrition 

/ pw:poses 

---------~;-o-;_;-i_;-----~=~~-----------____ -________________________ • === _____ w_ ___ _ 
oper. & Maint. EXpenses (Juris. Alloe. Fa or. 1.0000 ) 
--------------~------------~-------~---- -------~~-~--~-------~ Labor 
Non Labor 
other 

29~790 
17,552 

&,531· 

53-,873-

Uncolleetil:>les (Juris .. Alloe.;. 

--~~-------~~------~--------~-Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

o 
o 

2,551 

o 
S,03-4 

(5,.03-4) 

0' 
0, 
o 

2'9,790 
22,58,6 

1,497 

53,873 

l..0000) 

o 
o 

2,551 

------------------~-~------------------2,.5 2' ,.551 0, 

Franchise Fees (JuriS .. ~l~ .. Factor • 
--------------------- ----~-------------------~------Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

o 
o 

243 

o 
o 

243 

o 
0, 
o 

2,551 

l,_OO~O' ) 

o· 
0-

243 
-------------~--------~~---~~----------~---~ 

Labor 
Non Labor 
Other 

243 

29',790' 
17,552-

9',325: 

243. 

29',790 
17~5S2 
9,.325 

o 

o 
5,03-4 

(5,03-4) 

243 

29,790 
22',.586 
4,~J. 

-----------~~-----~-------,--------------,-------------56,667' . 56,667 o 56,667 

,~----__ -----.. I •• _----_-_., •• --_.----.----,.--------_-_______________________ _ 
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 ) 
---~------~~------~---------------------~------------~~-----~-~-Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) 
Increase in AY1990 tOY Plant in service from 

TY1989 EOY Plant in service at wtd-to-net 
ratio· of 0.44303 (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (calir.) 

Increase in Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate 
Net-to-Gross MUltiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

ITC Normalized. (Juris., Alloe. Factor -
(Applicable to- IRC Sec. 46(f) (2) utilities only.) 

(407) 
1.71203.1 

-----.-.------
(697) (4l) 

1.00'00 ) 

----------~---~~--~--------------~---~~-- ---~--------------~~ Attrition Year 1990 (Adopted. in GRC) (34S) 
Test Year 1989 (Adopted in GRC) (3-45) 

Increase in ITC normalized 

Increase in ITC nor.malized(<:al' .• ) 
Net-to-Gross MUltiplier (Adopted 

0" 
1.71203-l 

-----------.-...-
Increase in Revenue Requiremen 

Interest Synchronization Cis. Alloe •. , Factor -
(Applicable to- IRC SeC.' 4 (f). (2:) utilities only.) 

~(42) 

1.0000' ) , 

----------------------~- ---------~-----~-~-----~--------------ITC Normalized in TY198 '(from above) 
Wtd. cost of Long' ore Debt (Adopted in AY1.990) 

C Tax Rate -
'( Tax Rate -' 

« Federal Taxes 

Increase in tate&- Federal Taxes (calif.,) 
Net-to-Gros Multiplier (Adopted inGRC) 

Revenue Requirement 

9.3000% 
34.0000% 

345 
3 .. 74% 

-------------' , 

13 

(1) 
o 

(1) ... 

(:L) '. 
1 .. 71~03:L ---------_..-.-.. 

C~). (43) .. , 
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, 
Rate Base (Juris.. All6e. Factor - 1.0000 
--~~--~----~--~-------~~--~-----~--~----------------------------
Wtd. avg .. Depr Rate Base for 'rY1989 (Adopted in GRC 

Plant in Service (Adopted in GRC) 
-~----~-~--~------~--~------------Wtd. avg. Additions for TY1989 
Net Additions for TYl989 
wtd. avg .. Additions for AY1990 

PHFO (Adopted in eRe) 
~------~---~----------wtd. avq. Additions for TYl989 
Net Additions for TY1989 
wtd. avq. Additions tor AY1990 

Depreciation Reserve', (Adopted in GRe) 

---------~------~~-~---------~-----~~--
·~td .. avg. Depreciation Reserve tor TYl989 
Wtd. avg. Depreciation Reserve for AYl990 

T~xes Deterred - ACRS (Adopted in GRe) 
.-~----------------------~------------~-Wtd. avg. Deferred Taxes - lQ.CRS for 1'Yl9 
wtd.. avq. Deferred Taxes - MACRS· for AYl9 

1:axes Deterred - Amort & Other 

wtd. avg .. Deferred· Taxes - Amort &-
Wtd. avq .. Deterred Taxes - Amort' & 

for T"l1989 
tor AY1990 

274,248 

o 
o ) 
o 

197,33-2 
(2l8-,626) 

9,503 
(ll,.l42) 

1,.225-
(l,444) 

------------ . 
wtd. avq • Depr Rate Base for 

. 
Wtd. aVq" Depr .. Rate Base (Adopted in GRC 
Wtd. avg. Depr .. Rate Base (Adopted in GRe 

Wtd. avq .. Depr. (calit.) 
Wtd .. avq. Depr. (calif. ) 

Long-term Debt 

Return on Debt in 1989 (Adopted in eRe) 
Debt capitalizA in, TY 1989 (Adopted in GRC) 

tor' Test Year 1989 

in AY 1990 (Adopted· in An989) 
_~ ___ ,_tion. in AY l.990 (Adopted .in AYl989) 

ot De]:)t for Attrition Year 1990 . 

in Debt, cost in Attrition Year 1990 
Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted :i.n GRe) 

:r'nI~~A~,A in Revenue Requirement 

289,8'91 -

274,24S 
289,891-

274,248 
289,89'l ' 

9.24% 
40'.SO·% --,----------

3.74% 

9'.24t ' 
40.50% ----_.-.-... '-----

3.74% 

--~---------....--



• 

'. 

- ~ .. .. . ...... _ .... - . .-.-., --- .. .. 

A.87-l2-003, I.88-0l-006 APPENDIX S 

Preferred. Stock 

Return on Pref. Stock in TY 1989 (Ad.opted in GRC) 
Pret.Stk. capitalization in TYl989 (Adopted. in GRC) 

Wtd.. cost ot Preferred Stock tor Test Year 1989 

Return on Pre!. Stoek in AYl990 (Adopted in AYl990) 
Pref.Stk. capitalization AYl990 (Ad.opted in A~990) 

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 

Cownon Equity 

Return on Common Equity inTY 1989 
Com. Equity capitalization TY 1989 [Ac10t)tGICi 

wtd. eost of Common Equity for Test 

7.28% 
8.50% 

0.62% 

____ , __ , __ ' ..... c--

l66 

1Z~75% 
5l.00% 

6.50% 

Return on Common Equity AY. 1990 
Com. Eq. capitalizationAY. l~90 

(Ac!OC.tecr'· in AY.l990) l2.75% 
[AdI~O'01:ect in AY.l.990) 5l.00% 

wtd. cost of common'Equity Year 1990 

Increase in Common Equi in Att. Year 1990 
Net-to-Gros~ Multiplier " in GRC) 

&.50% 

1,..017 
l.712031 

(4's} 

Increase in Revenue Relqu:Y!E~e;nt 1,741;(46) 

,Retirement ot debt 

(Adopted in AY.l.990) 

.:RateBase in TYl989 CAdoptedin GRC) 

.:RateBajse in TY1989' (use upd:ate,d est. 

Depr.:RateBase in, AY1990· (Adopted. in GRC) 
Depr .. :RateBase in AYl990'(use updated est. 

(0) 

274,248-
274,248 

289,891. 
289,891. . 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Gas Department 

Page 23 

REVEN'OE REQ'O'IREMEN'rS FOR. A'nRJ:'rION ~ 1.990 
Thousands Of 1990$ 

-----------------------------------------------------.~----pq--
ITEM 

-----------------------=-----------------------
o & M EXPENSES : 
--------~~---~-~ LAbor Escalation 

Non-Labor Escalation 

Total om Expenses 

CAPITAL RELATED' ITEMS : 

--~---~------~-~------Book Depreciation EXpenses 
Ad Valorem Taxes 
Accelerated Amortization 
State Tax Depreciation 
Federal Tax Depreciation 
ITe normalized 
Interest synchronization 
Debt cost 
Preferred Stock cost 
Common Equity cost 

Total capital Relat Items 

OTKER AUTHORIZED IT 

R.etirement' of 'deb ,(Adopted in A"i 1990) 
Book Depreciatio exp .. adj.. (Adopted in A'n990) 
Dort. of CLMAC ala account (Adopted. in AY1990) 

$l,478. 
1,.12'& 

2,822 
324 

o 
(130) 
(697) 

o 
(1), 

, 600 
166 

1,.741. 
----------

4,824 

(0) 
C>­

(0) ,"; --,--------
(0) , 

$7,42S: 

-,----------~--------------,-------------------------_I .. ----_=-----

(35) 
(36), 

:(37) , 
(3S), 
:(3-~n . 
;(40)', ,', ' 
(41)." :",', 
(42:) ", .. ', ,;. 
:(4~): .'; 
(44)., /'" 
(4S):", ' 

., (4-6)"·" ; ':'" 
... " ". ~ \ '".",~ 

": 0,-

. ,",' .~. 
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Federal Tax Depr. (Juris. Alloc. Factor - 1.0000 ) 
----------------------------------------------------------------
Federal Tax Depr. Rate (Adopted in GRC) 
Increase in AY1991 EOY Plant in service from 

TY1990 EOY Plant in service at wtd-to-net 
ratio o! 0.43688 (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in F~deral Tax Depreciation 

Increase in Federal Tax Depreciation (calif.) 

45,495 

------~-
Increase in· Federal Taxes ( Tax Rate 

Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRe) 
34.0000% (442) 

Increase in Revenue Requ.irement 

ITC Normalized (Juris. Alloe. Factor -
(Applica.):)le to IRe see. 46(!) (2·) utilities only .. 
-----------------------------------------------
Attrition Year 199·1 (Adopted in GRC) 
Attrition Ye~r 1990 (adopted inGRC) 

Increase in ITC normalized 

Increase in ITCnormalized' (calif.) 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted inG 

Increase in Revenue Requirement 

Factor • 

1 :1.203:1. ____ J,. __ _ 

(7$7) (53)··· 

:1..0000 ) 

(345) 
(345) 

o 

o 
:I. .. 7:1.2031. 

o (54) ': 

1 .. 0000 ) IN'I'ERZST S"lCNCHRO. (Juris. All 
(Applica.):)le to IRe se~. 46-(f) utilities only.) ) 
~~-~~----------~~~-~~-~--- ----------------~~-----------------om ebove) ITC Normalized in AY'199 1 ( 
Wtd. costo! Long': TermD (Adopted in AYl991)· 

345, 
3.74t .' 

Increase inCCFr ( 
Inerease in FI~ ( -

Federal,· Taxes 

Increase in S e &. Federal Taxes (calif.) 
Net-to-Grosa ltiplier(Adopted in GRC) 

Inerease i avenue Requirement, 

9.3000% 
34.0000% 

(1) . 
(). 

___________ ". II 

(1) 

(:I.) 
1.712031 d 

----'. 
(:I.) .... (55) ... 
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Rate Base (Juris. Alloc. Factor - l.OOOO ) 
~----~----~~--------------~-----~~-------~-----~----~~----------wtd. avCJ. Depr Rate Base for AY1990 (Adopted in GRC 

Plant in service (Adopted in GRC) 
----------------------------------
wtd. avq. Additions for AY1990 
Net Additions for AYl990 
Wtd. avq. Additions tor ~199l 

PHFO (Adopted in eRe) 
------------~----~-----Wtd. avCJ. Additions for AY1990 
Net Additions for AYl990 
wtd. avq. Additions for A~99l 

-Depreciation Reserve (Adopted in eRC) 
------~-~-----~---~~------------------Wtd. avq. Depreeiation.Reserve for ~1990 
wtd. avq. Depreeiation Reserve for AY1991 

Taxes Deferred - ACRS (Adopted inGRC) 
------~-----~-~---~-----~----~-------wtd. avg. Defer:redTaxes - HACRS for 990 
wtd. avq. Deterred Taxes - MACRS tor. AY199'l 

Taxes Deferred - Amort •. Other ( 

wtd. avg.. Deterred Taxes - bo 
wtd .. avq. Deterred Taxes - bo 

, &-Otherfor AYl.99() 
&- Other for,AYl99l 

Wtd. avg. Depr Rate Base 
" 

\ 

wtel. avg. Oepr. S8 in Attrition Year 1990 
Wtd. avg .. Oepr. se· in Attrition Year 1991 

Wtd. av9". Depr. in AY 1990 (calif .. ) 
wtd. avq .. Depr. in AY 1991 (cali:r~) 

Return onD in,AY 1990 (Adopted' in AY1990) 
Debt capita zation in AY 1990' (Adopted in AY1990) 

wtd. eo t ot Debt tor Attrition Year 1990 

Return n Debt in AY1991 (Adopted in' AY1991) 
Debt pitalization inAY 1991 (Adopted in AY199l) 

cost of Debt tor Attrition Year 1991 

Increase in Debt cost in Attrition Year.J.991 
coll. & Franchise Fee Factor (Adopted in CRC) 

289,891 

o 
o 
o 

2l8:,626-
(241,6150) 

ll,142 
(l2, 760). ,. 

1.,444 
(1,663) 

3.03,263 

ZS9,S91. , 
308.,268 

28.9,8.9l. 
308,268. 

9.24!t> 
40·.50%, 

---.--------~' .,' 
3.74% :,. 

9.2'4%, 
40.50%: 

____ ~ .. ____ ~,,',.,i: 

3..74%·: 

68.7 .,: 
1.024.8S~ .', 

--.~ -- -
Inerease in Revenue Requirement ' 704, 

; 

" 
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Preterred Stock 

Return on Pret. Stock in AY 1990 (Adopted in AY1990 
Pret.Stk .. capitalization A'Y 1990 (Adopted in AY1990 

wtd. cost ot Preferred Stock for ~e$t Year 1990 

Return on Pref .. Stock in AY 1991 (Adopted in AY1991 
Pret .. Stk. capitalization AY 1991 (Adopted in AY199 1 

wtd. cost or Preterred Stock tor Att. Year 1991 

Increase in Pret. Stock cost in Att. Year 1991 
Net-to-Gross Multiplier (Adopted in GRC) 

Increase in Revenue Re~irement 

Common Equ.i ty 
---"-------------
Return on Com. Eq~ in AY 1990 (Adopted i AYl99 0) 
Com. Eq.. capitalization AY 1990 (Adopt in AY1990) 

Wtd. cost ot Common Equity tor~es Year 1990 

page 28 

114 
1.7l2'O~1 

195 (57) . 

_________________ I'· 

Return on Com .. Eq.inA"L 1991 (Ado ted in' A"L1.991)· 1.2.75% . 
Com .. Eq .. capitalization AY 1991 c10ptedin A"L1991) 51.00%: 

----- - -" 
Wtd. cost ot Common Equity t . Att .. Year 1991 6..50%: i 

Increase in Common Equity co in Att. Year 1991 
Net-to-Gross MUltiplier (Ad pted inGRC) 

1,l95-
1 .. 7120l1 ' . 

. -..-.----------

.. , . 

2',. 0450 ; (SS;)" '. 

Retirement of debt 
----------~~~---... -
Increase in Revenue (Adopted in AY199l) (0) 

wtd ... avg. Depr te Base in TY1989 (Adopted in GRe) 274,248 , 

Wtd .. avg. Dep .Rate Base in TY1989 (estimated at 
the t1me ot filing for AY 1990) 274,248 " 

wtd. avg. r.Rate Base in 'I'Y1989'.(recorc1ed). 2'74,.248 
,'. , 

wtd. epr .. RateBase in AY199 0 (Adopted. in GRe) 289·,.891 
Wtd. epr .. RateBase in AYl990 (estilnatedat 289,S9~ . 

the time' ot·· tiling tor AY 1990) 
Wtd .. Depr.RateBase in AYl99 0 (use updated est. 289,891' ': 

• Depr.RateBase inAYl99l (Adopted in GRCl 308,2'6:8-, 
Depr .. RateBase :l:n AYl991 (use updated est. 308,2'&8-
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Gas Department 

REVENt.r.E REQt1I~S FOR A-rrRI'rION YEAR. 1991 
Thousands Of 1991$ 

.. ------... -----------.---.. --------------------------~ 
ITEM 

-----------------------------.---------------- ----------~~--
o & H EXPENSES : 

Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation 

Total O&M Expenses 

Book Depreciation. Expenses 
Ad Valorem Taxes 
Accelerated Amortization 
State Tax Depreciation 
Federa~ Tax Depreciation 
lore nOrl'llAlized' , 
Interest Synchronization 
Debt cost 
Preferred Stock cost 
Common Equity cost 

Total Capital Related' 

Retirement ot d@ (Adopted in AY 1991) 
Book Oepreciatio exp. adj .. (Adopted, in AY199l) 
Amort. of CLMAC al. account (Adopted in AY1990) 

$1,614 (47) 
l,265- (';8) 

2,.879 

3,142 (49) 

. ". 

352 (SOl. 
() " (5l.}' ., 

(14l) .: (5Z)·, 
(757) . ,. '(53}·· 

0". (54) 
(l.)', •. (55). 

704 (56) 
1950 (5~7')'.' 

2,04,50" (,58) . ," • 

5-,539-

CO) :, 
o 

(~),,: 
--~~ .. ---- *-' 

CO) : 

----": 
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CAetJ/RR/7 

APPEWIHX C 
SAN Dl!CO GAS ANO El.ECTRIC COMPANY 

ELect,.ic Depertnwnt • C.Li10I"1'li. Ju,.ildlction 

SUMMARY 0' REVENUE CHANeES 
TKt Ye.,. 1989 

Page 1 

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

Rev."uo ELement 

PrKent 
r.te 

rtwnuK 01 
COOO'1 of S) (000'1 of S) (OOO'~ of S) (cent./Kwh) 

............................................................................................. 
(.) (b) (c) 

2 .... Rete RellenuK 

3 .... R.te Revenue. $870.0'8 ($85.7'59) 

4 SQNC~ W peat·COO dlaellowel'lC. 0 (1.438) 

5 SONes 2n pr.·COO AMC dfaallow'N:. 0 (799) 

6 Amortization of OII.rcolLection, in-the 

7 CLI'IAC bal.ncing .cc~e 0 (3.577) (0.02a) 

8 
9 Tot.l lise R.t. Rev.nu •• 870,018 (91.573) 6.044 

10 
11 M.JO" Addltlonl AdJultmtnt CL.ul. (MAAC) 

12 sONes 2&3 PI'.·COO l1'1t.l'im ,.et. 0 0 0.000 3/ 

13 SONes 2&3. p".·COO ImOrtlt.tlon (19,680). C19,680) (0.152)4/ 

14 SONes W post·COO Int.rlm·l'.t. 14,031 0 0.000 5f 

15- SONes 2&3 post-COO' amort! tlti on 0 10,870.- O.w. 7/ 
16 .... ' ....................... ,. ..... _-
17 Tot.l MAAC (3-,755) (8,804). (0.068) 

18 
19 Conl.l'II.tIOn, Load Mgmt.Progr.". 
20 AdJ~tnwnt Cleul. (CALPAC) ret. ° ° 0.000 

21£nergy COlt AdJuatnwnt Cl.loII. (ECAC) 4,586 367,577 2.839 H/ 

22 Annual Enel'gy Ret .. (A!R)" • -187 32,556 - - 0.z1 1" 
2:s-·flectrfc.l Revenue AdJultrnant. Mechenfllll 
24 (ERAM) bal.nclng account r.te (4,402) <30,475-)· C34.877) (0.209)1V 

2S ...............•••••••••••.....•............•••• ~ .. 
2~ Subtotal· Revenue frOlll· ret,f l aet S1,255,926 (S121,O::\0) S1·,134.896 8~798 

'0-
Z8 Miacell'MOUI R.....nu.. 17,005- ° 17,,005-' 

29 Non-Ju,.ildictIOl'llL. Revenue. 1.445 o· 1.445· 

30 
31 

~ ............• ~ .......... ~ .... --------... --.. -----.. -......... 
S1.274,370. (S121.030) '1.153.:546- 8.908 

1/ ct of' fo~eceated·SONes. 2&3 poat·OOO·.xpendftu,. .. · I'.th~ than the 
I'.te of 0.108· cen /Kwt. ..... 8dopted {n. D'.M·$OIjes~ 

2/ 2&3 p,..·OOOMUOe dfuUowenc •• , pe~ C.M·SONes_ 

31 
4/ 

51 

of MMC account-·bal.nce fncludll'lll,th. effecta of- dfaeUOWedSONCS. 2&3. 
pr ... COO· pI t expef\CtfturK. Eltlmet. of the effectl of(.) MUOC I~LQC.Itfon,. ·.nd 
(b) Int. t overcharOed u, per D.M~SOH(lS_ 

61 Ba on adopted eRC ul~.(.1te" employee diac~t.) of 12.947.5 e~h. 
7/ Amo iut!on of MAAC ICCount' baLeI'IC. ·including th .. effecta of dfaellowd SONCS 2&3 

t-COD pl.nt .xpendfturea. !Itfmetea 01 the .1fectl of int.reat·OII.rch.r;ed·,. per 
.M-SOHCS • 

..... I,11III •• ~.turn on equftyof 1:.7'5X end • r.tu~", on-~,t. bu. of 10M%.: 

btimet~ of SONGS 2&3·polt·COO' dfaeLlOWMlC. frOllld.RC revenuea ... pel'" D~M-SONCS_ 
0/ R""llCt~ the remoll.l of EIW4 MCI MMe r~ WId the correction· for bf Ulng 

de-t.I'mI",nte p,.evfoualy included_ 

11f Eltimate. Refer D.88-ECAC~ 

~ '" 

"< .... 

.. "., 
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CACO/RR/T 

APPEHDIX c: 

SAH DIEc;o (;AS- AHD EL!CTIUC: C:CIoIPANY 

(:all D.pertm.nt 
Staam, O.p.ftm.nt 

SUMMARY 0' R£V!NUE CHANCES 
ra.t Ya.,. 1989 

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

, aa .. Coat AmOuI'It 

2 "U COlt Amount 
3 AIIIOrotiution of ovel'coUec::tlOl'l In the 
4 eLMAC: be~anclftg account 

S 
6 Sl.lbtota~ 

PI'...,t 

r.t.' 
I'8YMIUft 21 

cha~ 

COOO'. Of $) (000'1 0" S) (000'. of S) (e 

e.) 

$121,823 

o 

"21.823 
, 3 .. 152 1 L ... ~ Misc.ttaMOY ... ta. 

a. ~_ ................ _ ............. a ..... . 

9 Subtota~· R~ "1'0lIl, .. l. 
10 MlacaUaNOUa .. l_ 
t1 Othal'" lnc:l~lnG' f~l offMt I'~ 

$127,824 
3 .. "152 

323, '91 

12.10T 

'2 .... -_...:....---•••• --_ ............. _-_ .... , ............. _ ......... . -.. -.. -....... -...... -... -.. -~.-... -.. -
13 TOTA"S'Ort (;As. OEPAR.TMr;MT 1454 .. '73 43..016 

11 It ... not IIdd .... Md In 1988. 
2! laNd 01'1 adopted CoRe: .. la,of 1.05s,.8Z'I 
3/ AIIUIIe&. return, on equity of 12.1S~a return on rat. ba.e of 'O.!6%. 

._._._---_. __ ._.- M· ...... •••••• • ••••• 

rate 
r~'5/' 

Average 
ltates/ 

COOO'I'of S~ COOO·. of") (000'. of ') (S/'OOO lb6~ 

14 aa .. RIte, Revenue& 

'S 
16 
11 Energy eost AdJU& t CllUM (ECAt) 

1a. and Steam R Adluatment Meehanfllll 

19 (SW!) balanc1 

,--_ •• _ •••••••••• -_.. p •••• 

(.) (b) (d) 

S054 $50l $1:.45S 2S.5986/ 

o 4.150 4/ 

ZO 
Z1 

..•••....••.....• ~ ......... ~-...... -... -.... -... -.. 
S1.224 SSCt 

.... - •• - ••. ---..... ~ ........ _ ..... ~- ...... _.- • .......... ........................... __ a •••• __ .... . 

SS01', 

4/ • SOelE Intend. to 'fHe an AdvIce Len.,. ~tlng ching ... to be eff. ".1/89. 
5/ HCI 01'1 lIdoptedCoRC .. l ... of 56.840.000 lba. 
6/ AUUIIe&I returon 'on eQUlty'of 12.1S~ancI .' returon,on ,..ta be .. of 10.~ 

(END OF APPENDIX C) 

. '.'~, 

' .. :, . 
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CACO/L Lg.aLI7 APPENDIX D 
PACE; 1 

SAN DlfCO' GAS ANO ELECYRIC COMPANY 11 
PROPO$(D £PM' RMNIJE A .... OCATION 

!"ECTIVf JANUARY 1, 1980 

SAL.ES PRESENt TarA .. H' 'VLL AVDAtE 

'U RATE REV 3/ RM 4/ EPM' ~) 

CUSTOMER GltOUP (C'oIH) (1000'1) (IOOO'a) (SCOO,., INC • 
••• _ ••• w_ •••• _._. __ •••• _·· ___ • __ ·_·~_·_··_··_·_~·_·_·· .. --••• -.--.~ ..... -.-•• -.-... ----

RESIDENTIAL 5 .. 136 551,147 533.596 515~82a 

SHIM£!) Pa/(R 

CEMERAL SElMa: 1,504 m~95t 149.556 0.096-

GS-DEMANO·METEIIEO>20 kW 2,029 '81,830 168 .. 786- 0.080 

\.ARCE POIo!It 
\.AIlCE Teu ,. 20 kW 3.110 2$6.159 (10) 0.074 

VERY We! Teu,. 500 kW 910 67.861 (14), 0.064 

AGltICULTUltE 143 17,471 14,365 (.18, 0.078 

STREmICMTlNC '1S 9.505 1,860 (17'> Co,es. 

.---.-.--.... --.--.--... ---.. --.--~--.--.. 
TOTA .. 12.947 '.170,7'90 1.131o,~ (10) C.osa 

V AlthouGh f.cflftf_ clla~ lind optf L Teu .-t ... ch.rvea I\8W bMn .ICCLuded fl'Cll ttt.. ,...,.".,. 
aUocation, proc.n. til ... ...,...,ta ve. beeI'I. added· to t"-'· ffgur .. · in., tMr. tabl. fn ordeI" to 
obtain til. correct percentage- i ..... · and .vereg. rate c.LculatfOl'll~ .'.cHid .. ch.rg .. 
.... Sl.On .fLLfonfol" at,...t IIt& •. OptfonaL: TCU"Nt .... ch."' ...... S20.000fOt"agrfcut.tuN~,.· 
aftd 11.000 fo ....... fdentf.l. 
Itefltteta ~ requi.r.,." fl'Olll.APl*'d1)l c. 

al rat~ ca ... stipul.tlon. Sal .. have I'IOt been adjusted 

rwvwnulll reflect authorized· .... fdantf.l Ul'ldercoUectfOl'\o to coordfnat. bI ... li .... 
-062 wfth .. tllfs general rat. c.... This clltc1&ion t .... fnat .. 

the ~rcoll 1on .. and c~l.t .. f~ltllllntatfon; of bauLfnerate dIanger. 

order.d in D. ·10.Q62. 
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CACD/IoL/Z APPENDIX D 

PAGE Z 
SAN DIEGO CAS AND ELECTlltC COMPANY 11 

ALLOCABLE REVfNue REOUIRC"fNT 

~ ADJUSTED RMMUf FACILITIES EtAC AER "MC ERAM lASE 

SALES !2 REQ CHARGES 

(CWK) (SOOO'.) ($000'.) (SOOO'.) (SOOO'.) (1000'.) (1000'.) (1000'.) 
---..... --...... -...... -.... -.... -....••.......•••........... ---.---.~~-........ -... -.. ---.. -.... ---.. 

RESIDENTIAl. 1.0 145,652.7 12.900.3 C3.4M.6) <1'.820.0) 374.5tIl.O 

~/tIIlD PCWI!R 
A ',504.0 4Z,731.8 3.784.1 C1.023S) (4,054.5)- 103,137.3-

An 2.029.0 57,~.2 5,105.9- <1,380.8) (5.'.69.9) 107.2Q.0 

CIIOUP TOTAl. l.m.o lO7~741.3 8,1190.1. (2.404.2) <9.524.4) 210",99.3 

!.AliCE POUER 
",-·tOU 3.110.0 211,002.7 C~. "6.4) (8,384.1) 14S,::ns.l 

A6-tOU 910.0 54,098.7 <619.3) (2'.451.2) 31.02t..2 

GROUP TOTAL 4,020.0' 289,101.4 "4,216.8 <10.837.3) 178,341.s. 

AGaI CUI. TUllE 
PI. "rS.4 ll,m.8 4.tas.s 441.4 a,9U.2 
PA-tOU 7.5 589.0 20.0 213.1 1a.9- 362.4 

CllOUP TOTAL 1112'.9 14,364.9 5. '96.~ 460.3 (124.S) 

"I!!TI.IGMTING 75.0 7.1560.1 3,072.0 2.130.9 1M.7 (51.0) (~.2) 

TOTAl. l,073.0 367,577.032,556.0- (8.804.0) (34.877.0) m,m.o-

1/ Allocable rewnIoIIJ requl.-.....nt equal. revenue requlr..nt frOll· Appendix C l ... f8cHltl .. cl\arg .. w . 

eiRe nt .. applied to' rat ... fOt' ECAC, .. AER and EIW" c:~t. In· A.M-Or-OOS .. 

2/ sal" adJuat:ed for _loy" dl.counca.. 

• > . 
CD ..., 
• -,... , 

0 
0 
4,,0). 

.... . 
CD 
()C) 

• 0, .... · ' 
& 
~ 

" ",.' " 

., 

" " -- .. 

,.'1 



• 

• 

A. 87-12-003, I. 88-01-006 ALJ/FSF CACD/sl 

APPENDIX F 

SAN OIEGO GAS .AND ELEC'l'RIC COMPANY 

Page 

o Residential rates 1-3 
(Includes revised baselin 

o· small and mediUlll power r 4 

o Large power rates 5-6 

o Standby rates 7 

o Aqricultural rate a. 

o·Parallel genera ion and experimental 9 
rate schedules 

10-14 

rate appendix includes POC surcharge o~ 
'which 15 added·atter rate ~esign~ 

tial rates are designed baseQ on latest 
revenue requirement of $1,.134,896,.000, and 

sponding' residential revenue requiremento~ 
,828-,,000. 

o er rates are designe~ based on prior total revenue 
eq\lirement of $1,135-,5-34;000. All rates. will be 
~esigned based on sinq~e adopted revenue requirement in 
tinal decision. 

.' , 
, , 

" ',' 
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APII!NtIlX , 
PAC! 1 

SAN Dtl!:CO GAS AND !L.!I:TItII: COMPAH" 

ADOPT!D RESIDENTIAL RATES 

EI"I"ECiIV! OT-01-a9 
(S/ICWH) 

.... _____ •• ____ •• _~ _______ ..... ______ • __ • ____ •. __ .• _ •••• _ •.••.•• __ ••••• , ••• _ •. _-1#' 

SCHEDULE DIt 

MINIMUM BAU RATE c:HARC! (S/DA", so_u. 

-/ 
WELINE 10.08160 

NON-IASELIN£ 10_12924 

ON-PEAK ENERCV RATE 
BASELINE. SO.1272a SO.oa7'9T 
IICN-IAULINE SO.20163. SO.13m 

O"·P!AIC ENERCOt' RATE 
IAULINE 10.06370' SO.04404 

NON-BASELINE SO.oa77O . 10.06973 

MmR CHARG! (sIOAY) 10.1)6. SO~06 

r_t_ fs 9Z.9X. of th. $yat_ A.,.r~. bt. (SAl)r 

total. ~ ~f~t. frolll, .. /._ dfvfcMd by total 
""_/.12.947' MMK\III. O.0877"t S/ICWH,. ....U,... r.t. WM 

:KIIWU'LD ,lItTH IIMSEO,OISCQUNTS: 

..,./"tIIIIInt ~r dIIy 

I*" IIObn. lIoN unf t ~ .. drf 

re'" 

, , . 
, 

.,1;/.' 
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APPllIOtX , 
P~4 

SAN'DIEGO'GAS AND, E~ECTRIC COMPANY 
ADOPTED SMALL. AND' MCIUM" POWER R.\TES 

rmeTlVE 01-01-89 
(aIM) 

........................................................ _--
SCHEDULE 

----_._----------_._._--... _ ..... -..... -_ .... ---_._ .... 

SZO/MONTM 

ss.so 

SO.092OS 

SCHEl>UL.E Cll.f.lj(OES: 
(1) A MId AD'cwtOllllr. 1liiY I .1rv1el I.nde,. AL-TOU. AppUCII:IHfty 

r .. trfcdona C»Leted .. 
• tanclby .. 1'Yf ce.. The ora-pelk lUIIIIIr, It'ICI .. 1 ntll" rlt... fex­

to S.6~'6IndS.260'6 pe" kwh rHpectf .... ly • 



SClCEDUL! 

APPENDIX , 
PAGE S 

SAN DIEGO GAS AND' I!L!CTIUe CtJI4PAIlY 
ADCIV"TG wet PMl RATtS 

E"ECTIvt 01-01·89 
(I/IM,. 

A6-TCU 
.......... ----------------~ .. 

VOLTAC! 

CUSTOMER CHllRCI! 

..w: DEMAND- CllAltGE (S/ICW/MC*TH) 
SUMMER: 
WINTER, 

'WUlTtJt CN~'" CHARet: 
ON·::>~ , 
SEMt--PEAIC 
OF'-PEAIC 

RATE LIMITE'.: 
AVERAct" 

120.00 120.00 

114.42 114.42 
S3.36- S3.30 

13.05. 

10.07'899· 
IO.OS112 
SO.O~ 

PRIIWtY 

1600.00 

117.13 
S4.01 

S1.02 12R 

10.0717'0 SO.073~ 
10.04724 10.04869 
SO.03S14 1O.0S622 

SO.0642a 10.06626 
10.04029 10.04153 
10.03324 SO.034ZT 

$0.16012 10.16012 

ICIIEDULE CHANCE: AppLfcabflfty ~ AL-TOU f".txPlInd4tc1 'CC) fncLuct- CIoIa'CQIItef'a 40IAL ffyfno fOt' MrYfc. 
W'ICIeI" aclMduL. A 01" MJ. 

Dl1!RRlJPTIBL! CltEI)ITS 

t-1\:. OPTION A 
OPTIOII • 
OPTION' e 

UTILt"I'Y uaolTlrlClLLI!OUI' 

Q'.'HEIt .... " ......... ·.81 

•
-Z: OPTION A 

OPTION • 
OPTION 
OPTION 

D!HAIID- cwc:r CItED IT 
(S/ICWt"QNTH)' 

13.40 
12.27 

Sl.40 
12.27 

ON!'YW CftnltT 
(S/ICW/MONTH) 

IS.55 
15.09 
14." 
13.77 

NOTt; AU t-Z, C:W'COIIIers rec:eiw S.~ credit pel" fnterNPtfon pel" kW. 

PtvE-YI!Al ct!D1T 
(IIK\I/MONTH)' 

16.99 
16.41, 
15.19 
14.7'S , 

TRAIISMIS 

S6OO.00 

'11.01 
".79 
S1.02 

10.0"7'0' 
SO.047Z4: 
10.035'" 

10.060428 
so.~ 
SO.0l324 

$0_160'12 

."., 



SAIl D IECO GAS· AIIO'! CTlll C Cl:MPAIIY 
N)(J/I'Tf1J. LM 

.-_ ........ -_ ..•......• -_ ......... --..... .--_ ... -..... -_ .... -_ ••••...... ---.... --.. . 
$CHEDUlot 

. __ ....---_ .. --... ----.... __ ... --_.... . ... ----.-.... ----... --.. -----.. ---.... -..... ~-

PEAK: ellARe! C/S/I(W"'TM)~" 

WINTER . 

NOIi-T1M( RELATED II D' Cl4AAC£ (S/K'oI/MOIiTM) 

'13.00 
S3.SO 

$7.3f 

S250/MCIMTH 

'1S.49 
S4.17 

'7.31 

10.04$57 
SO.037Oa 
10.03254 

.•.. , 
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APPENDIX' 
PAC[ T 

SAN OtEGO '-\$ AND !LECTIUC 

.------.. -----... ---.. -.. ~----.... -----.. ----_ ... -._-_ .... ----_ .... ----_. 
SCHEDUL! $ 

PRIMARY TItAMSMlSSlOlf .----... ~---...... -.-.. -----..... -.... ~---.... ----..... -----.----.---.. 

RAT! L.U4ITER: 

SI.IO!EIt C*"PEAIC 
WINTER ON"P!AK 

S,.94 

10.67012' SO.6701Z 
1O.2601Z SO.2601Z 

SO.12 

SO.6701Z 
SO.z6012 

fdon chq.: Cl.I&tomel'S eL.ctfng to recefw .uncby Mf"Yic .. • re . 
to· •• fngL. r.t~ achedUL •• 

, . 
> 

> ' 
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t RATE SCHEDULE 
\ 
I 

OJSTOMER 
CHAllct 

(S/MONTH) 

APPENDIX' 
PACE a 

SAN OtEGO ~S ANO~EL!CTRIC COMPANY 
ADOPT£:) ACIUCULT1.IAAL RATES 

O!MAHO cHAller 

(S/K'J) 

<S/1C\IM) 

t 
(--···.··---···.·1---·--.. ··----1---··---···---1·----··--•••• -_ .. -_....... -----------··----· .. -----------·1 

0.0763' \ PA 

1 PA-T-' 

1 
1 OPTION A 
r, OPTION. 
t: . OPTION C 

L OPTION 0-
\ OPTION ! 
I OPTION , 

sa.oo 

$20.00 I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 

.\ 
I 
I 

I 

SI>.02: 

sa.63· 

I 0.0'1'913-. 0.0S855 0.03809 

I 
SO.50 I 
SOoSO I 
SOoSO I 
SO.50 I 
SO.50 I 
SO.so I 

. 
" 

.' 

" ",. 



ICAXI"" DEMAND CHARGE CS/IC'J/MOIITH) 
SECONDARY 
PRIMARY 
TRANSMISSION 

MII&I..,. COIITRAC'l' DEMAND (1/IC'oIIMONTH) 

~ClWtcr: 
.. SUPO-PEAIC 

ON·P!AIC 

"ID-PEAIe 
C'I'-PI!AK 

IOIEZlUL! CHANGES TO PC·O,: 

APPENDIX' 
PACf 9 

$AN DIECiO I:AS AND EI,ECTRIC CCMPANY 
ADOPTED- EXPERIMeNTAL RATES 

S600.00 

113.7'S 

E,'EC'1'lV! 01·01-89 
($/lCWH) 

(c~OMd) (cLOMd) 

S6OO.oo' 

"3.7'S 

SO..494n 
SO.1357'1 
SO.0345.1 
10.03100 

MEW CUSTOMERS IY' THtSDEelSION~ 

ctOMd to nw cuatcm.,.. wfth .......... ,tI'I ..... f.cHftf .. ...,. 20 k\I on oIu~y1. 1989. 

~al condftfon. chanve-: 
. CondftfON related to· 

on oIu~y '. 1989. 

~o.oo 

IS.OS 
S2.4Z 
11.02' 

"2.1S 

S3.!6426 
SO.06459-
10.03411 

(~) 

1600.00 S6OO.00' 

IS.OS IS.OS , 
102.42' S2.4Z . 
11.02 11~02' 

,,' -

112.1S 11~15' 
, 

,-. 

s1.0563a 'O..4rn9 
,." 

SO.09159- '0.07'5' 
SO.04694 10.04293'· I 

10.03411 10.034'1 .. 

'. , 
, 
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APPENDIX F 
p~ 10 

Si\N DIEGO GAS ~ 'Et.ECTRIC CCt-1PANY 
AOOPTEO $'!P.EE't LIGaTING AA.1'ES 

Effective l/1/S9 : R.b-
:Rltt Selltdult t (./lup) 
: Watt~ l\l.lfl\,: (Z) 

17~ 7.0~O $9.~ 

250 10,000 
40~ 20,000 
700 zs"OOO 

LS-l~ Ktr~~ry Vapar,. Class C, l-l,'p 
m 7~0«I 
2~O 10,000 
~OO ~O.OOO 

LS-l, I!trCllrv Yapor, elm C" 2-LIIP 

Y ~ ClAn ~. 2-Lup 

175 7.000 
~ ZO,O 

,80~ 
9.~OO 

li1,OOO 
.00' ~.OOO' 
2~(l ~,QOO 

400~,OOO 
1,000 140.000 

70 5,900 
. 100 ?',~o 
1~ 10,000.' 
200· 22,000 
2~O .' ~O, 000" 
~, '5~,OOO 

1,00(1 140,¢OO . 

70' 5,800. 
100 9,500 
1~ lil,OOO~' 

ZOO ~t~ooo-
250 ~,OOO 
400 50.000 

1,,0(10 140,000' 
LS-i, HPSV"CLaI5 C. l-L'lp 

70 ~,800' 
100 9.500 
m' 16,,000 
200 Z:~OOO 
2~ 30,000 

, "00 5O,O~ 
1,000- l"O.1>OV 

LS-l, HPSV, Chn C, Z~V 
70. 5~9QO 

100 ~.500 

150 to,OOO 

S2b.b2 
M~.81 

'h.14 
$7.16 
,a~~4 

'10~ 

f1~.OV 
$16.4: ' 
.~~4a 

tb.7~ 

.7.71 
Sf.lb-

'U.09 
tt~.7i1 

'I7.~1 
S35.~2 

Ul.82 
'tl.a~ 
'10.&1 
f20.:7' 
'~.i7' 
.Z2~~7 

. ~9.77 

'13.92 
tJ:4.94 
$1i1.l4' 
$20.0'" 
$n.:o 
'2S.t': 
S4r.O~ .,-

\" 

S19.S!. 
$Z1.a~ 

'24.~ 

" - , 

" 

, .... ' 
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APPENOIX f 
PAGE 11 

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPAN~ 
AOOPTED S'l'REE:T LIGHl'IN6 RATES 

:Ratt Sc~tdule 
:Watt, 

~S-l, ~~ci1it1t5 t4d 
Ctnt.r SUSPfnSlon 
Non-iblld IT'd t/ood 
:SO·~oot. 
l~fQat 

Effective 1/1/89 

R.te 
(~/L .. p) 

(2) 

200 22, O¢O t31.46 
2~O ~O,OOO '36.89 
.00 5O.orx. 142.79 

1,000 140.00v ;ao.l~ 

l5 4j.800 
~~ 8.0<10 
9~ 13,~OO 

lZ~ 22,500 
190 33t OOO 

n .,60<1 
~~ 8,000 
90 J3~~OO 

l:SS 22~SOO 
180 ~,OOO 

~ 4,600-

" 8,060 
90 13,~0 

13~ 22.500 
180' ~,OOO 

I:lus. A 

17~ 
m 

4.000' 
e,ooo 
1l.~OO 
22.~: 
3ZtOO~' 

$7':& 
S7.QQ 
'9~9. 

'17..,:\4' 
$1:S.4: . 

.7.99 
$S.71 

fl0.67 

m.15 
m.BS, 
·n7.8~ 

'22.80 
,n.90 

J22.28: 
'23'.64 
"2T.~, 
Sl5-O& 
137.Bb 

".30 

r.~~ ........ ""·· Ind RltK, Cll". l C' 
ill'1t .. 10.00' 

'. 

.... , 

. "". 
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APPENDIX F 
PAGE 12 

SAN DIEGO GAS ANO ELEctRIC COMPAN~ 
ADOP~EO STREETLIGHTING RATES 

Effective 1/1/89 

Lu .. n~ 

RAt. 
(Sllu!:) 

(2) 

L7~ 7,000 ".27 
2~ LO,OqO f7.26 
.00 20,000 $11.44 
700· 3),000 f19.39 

1,000 ",000 s27.:s9 
~S-Z, ~~reury V.por, R,tr ~,. En.rqy & Lit "~i~tan.ncr 

17' 7,000 t5.7b 
2~O 10,000 S7.~O 
400 20,000 m.~l 

LS-2, ""rcury V'por, Surcl!.rqe ftlr I,rin. srrvle .. 
175' 7 ,000 SO.~4 
ZSO 10,000 $0.4S 
400 20,000 to.6S ' 
700 ~,OOO . t1~l9 

50 l':OO 
70 ~,8OC 

lOO 9,500 
no 16,000 
200 22,000 
~Q 30,o~o 
310 :rr,OOO' 
40(1 50,000 

1,\I(lo.·140,~", 
lS-Z, IffISV, Ritt ~, E~rrfJY" Lit "Iint,".nc. 

lS-~, HPSV, R~\,\ttion 10r J 

~,300 

',800 
12.06 

. 13.12 
14.11 
f~.4Z 

$0.74 
t8.~ . 

t10.l~ 
112.46 

140 I 000 '28 • .t1 
It Relctor blu,t 

70 ~,eoo (tQ.3'6) 
~co ',~ 1~.4I.), 
1~ 16,000 (tQ.44) 

Stri" S",..,ict 
$0.40 

(fO.20) 
ttl>.21) 
$0.02 

• LS-2, LPSY, 

"I l,~ 
70 ',800 

100 ' '.500 
130 16,000, 
:ZOO 22,000 

35 4,800-
55 9,000 
90' U,~OI.t 

" . 
" 
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APPENOIX f 
PAGE 13 

SAN OIEGO GAS ANO ELEC!RIC COMPANY 
ACOP~EO STREET LIGH!ING RATES 

Effective 1/1/89 
Rat. 

:Ratl: Sch~dLllf' t (t/LiliP I 
:~tts LUftnI (2) 

1~ 22,~OO 
IBO ~,OOO 

~g-2. ~psY, $urtharge tor 5~irJ ~frvitf' 
~, +,SOO 
~~ 9,000 
90- l~~SOO' 

1~' 22.'00 
180 :n.OOO 

l.S-2. tnClndf!Ctftt UIIPl, Rat~ A, En~ Only 
. 1,000 

2.'00, 
4,000 
0.,000 

10,000 
1.5-2, IlIe.nc!HC!nl: LII05,. Rat, Dt EttfI"IJY ilnd 

4,000 
6~OOO 

,*,etrllt&le"tl1tl*'ItJJLt'** 
LS'l 
F",~rqr Ch.lrOf' 
~in~1 Charq. 

L1I11nli,... 
, m ;,000 

4Q0 20~OOO 
OL-lf HPSV. RJt. A, L1qht LU'lnlil'f 

100 9,~OO 
t~O U,QI.'IO 
~O 30,000 
400 ~,OOO 

1,01.10' 140',"00 
., glrett1~IL L~.lnllrr 

2~' 30,000' 
~oo ~,OOO 

1,000 140,000 

.... 97 
f$.6i 

(f0..21) 

r~.12' 
IO.~O 

~.n 
fO.40 

'1.117 
f~.2b 

'14.16 
f17.:6 
.~.OO 

t17.06 
S2J..lS 
m .. Sl. 

Juu*n,tUtnnuuc*mUUftUUiUmUmmum 
OWI.,f.tiliUK CfI.arO" 
• Of I!hl 1nv,t. $O.r'~~ 

DWt.. £ntrvt and t..JP· Itllnun,. Chlrq •. 



• 

• 

A.87-12-003, I.88-0l-006 ALJ/FSF CACO/sl 

APPENOIX F 
PAG~ 14 

SAN OIEGO GAS ANO ELECTRIC COMPANY 
AOOPTEO STREET LIGHTING RATES 

Effective.1/1/89 
!Qt, • 

~~.u Sth~"l~ : l'/L~lpl 
:\lltt~ LUI.n~ (2) 
w:A .............................. w ............ 2~ .... ... 

50 IItltt HPSV 
100 Watt HPSV 
100 lI.tt ft. Vlpor 

nwL, Ml~. C~.r9~ 

.~.~~ 
sO.aG 
~.O(I 

'116.4, 

(ENe OF APPENDIX F) 



• A.87-12-003.f.88-01-006 ~J/'s' 

CACD/LLg/8 

1 CORE: 1/ 

MONCORE: 2! 

o RETAIL 

•• 
4 

SALES 
(M THERMS) 

T,._faafon: 
• ~, 95500 
- O1:hef' 32$63. 

o UTILITY ELECTRIC GENERATION 

T,.8Nlllfu 504117 

SAN Dl!~ CAS AIID ELECTRIC CQMPAIIY 

ADOPTED CAS· RMNUE ~1.0c.mON 11 2/ 
T .. t Ye.r 1989 

REVENU! AT PItSSlIlT IlAT!$ 

TOTAL 
(SCOO'a) , • 

Z4067a 

25m 

ST79S 

2864 
3999 

0 

'5112 

R!V!NU! OWICES 
TO If ItE'LEcrm· III RATtS 

TOT~ :. AIIIt ($ Thouunda):- SINC 
(SOOO,..):. BASt :- TOTAl.: ,.OT.u. 

o o 

"'50 ~ 202' • 1..!5:t "" 
7435 339 339 ." 4.7l'I. 

zm,a, 0 0 ',0 .. 00% 
1,'· 

5MS4 '061 1061, 1..&4:t . 

6 WACOCO 5041,7 0 99563· 0 99563 0 0 O.coX,;' 

T NCNCOItf TOT~ 2Q373. Z0118a 21m 1602 '602 , 0..80%.,';: 
,>A, 

I" 

" lie,. .. fa noch-.,ge In. ~ (,...ldtnti.L Md· cc.er'CiaL) rat .... T"'- Mrgin chanCl4t 
aUoabl. to c:or..C\aton.ra to beretl.ec:tecl It\CON belMlc11'111"~ to· be8ClclreRed fn.·:soc&l'a NXt:.ACAP_ 

The adopted incr .... fn aut rized _rgin. C .... COat ABM'It) 'a S'2~.t tUon;' see ApptncIfx It. for deUH~ The ~I 
noncore apLft: ta 82:.5% to ore .nd,7.5% to:noncOl' ..... mlected fftSOcr.£'aMay 1 .. 1985 COIIIpU-nc. ftUng •. laNd-or; ~,;'" ::: 

'nonco,.. C\atOMf"a ~izild, Inc,... .. tn."rgina.,..:, ( :"." - . 

10!35.6O 

zr IfCllllCOItE ItM AI.1.OCAfrow· ~ .Uoc.tion fector. UMd· in SOUE'a May'1. 1988 ~U-nc. fHil'lll fol" initial. 
allocation. Cog r.tion and U!' rat .. a,.. then ~I.ized- ... ~ired,by-D. a7-,Z·039' .. reaulting irdfnal ~ , -­

.aLLocation,to til ell ..... , CNoncore'a May 1 aUocation,thar. ia 17~5": ut:C,.ax: CoglMf'ltfon, S.a%: 01:11..,.. 3..7X>;. " 

CNoncor. -.,g. in .. rg1n, M SZ'.1nlllftLiOfl' incLucIea..S1.60Z IIIfllion· Ch.,.... ift rat .. OIIII"pl"lMnt,,..ta (UlUllf.,g:' 
GRC atipulated .. La). and ...... fn{ng 1590 tllO\,lUnd I'IYII"IW change (2192*1602)' 0.. to, fncrMMd: .. l .. tft,1: .. t: . 

ye ... ol 
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A.31-1Z·00S.I.ae·01·006 A~J/'S' 
tAo)/LLg/3 APPEN01X C 

PACE 3 

SAN DIECO CAS AND E~ECTRIC COMPANY 
ADCPTED IIONCOItE CASItATES 

r'PlCTlYe 01-01-89 _ •• ~ ___ •• ____ •• ___ • __ • __ .w ____ ••• _____ • __________ •• ~ _________ ~ ________ •• __ •• ___ •• ___ •• ___ •• __ 

SClIEou~t .. _-_ ... --_ ........ -............ -_ .... -........ _ ... -.••••......••••....•........... -.... . 

UE'IIlInROEPT 
SCH£OUr.E GTUEG 

VOLIIMtMC Charg .. : Tf.,. I 
TI_" 11 

COCENtRATION 

SQlEDUr.E eTCG 

OTHEIt NCNCORE TWSMISSION 
SOIEOur.~ me 

D~aull: bl:": 

(Th~ of Dona,..) 

.Ian. 

'eb 
Ma" 
APril 
May 
.Iune 

110 Change> 

2835 
2434 
2551 
2455· 
3821 
:sm 

Averag_ D-.nd 01.1'1' (0-1) 6.919 

SUSoNIl P.ak 02. Charg. (0-2): 
,..",,; ............ ••• ..... .................... ......... 4.1. 

~ . wr" ......... _ ................... __ .... 1.360 

Vot .... trlc Qh.rge •••• ,...................................... 7'.3Z5-

" ,Octuo' i". - ....... I ... _ ..... _ ...... 'Y ..... ",. --.. "'0"'; 
baaed on o. 81-12-039. 

(00 OF l\PPEOOIX Gl 
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II!VENUE ALLOCATION 

SCHEDUI.E 

SOIEOULE 1 
Service ('SIMO) 
CCIIIIIIOdf ty ('S/'IOOO LI) 

$lJ)toUL 

SCHEOUL.! Z 
Service (lIMO) 
Comodfty ($/'1000 1.1) 

~oul 

'f/ CIte atfpuLateci uLn 

APPElIOtX II 

SAN OEECO GAS AIIO !I.ECTIUC Cl)4PAliY 

AOOPTtO STEAM !tMNU! ALI.OCATtOlr AliO RAT! OfSIQI 
T .. t '1 .. ,. 1989 

SA!'!:;" ~ESI!NT RATE 

<'000 LI) , UVENUES 

c:usT MO' (IOOO'a) 

2M 4 
502'4 1016 

1080 

12 

6626 

2/ Zero Of'ILy wh4n rouncIId. 

--_ .. _ ........... _-_ .. -.... __ ._-_. 

RATE OESIeN 

SALlS PlES!NT ADOPTEJ) 
SCK!OULE (1000 1,1) , RATES RATES 

CUST NO (I) (S) 

SCIIEtlUI.~ 1 

285 'S 30.00 
502'4 21.42& 30.154 

SCHEDULE 2 
Sef'Vi CSIMO) 12 15_'5 30.30 
C .ty CS/'10oo 1.1) 

/ 
6626 21.64Z' 30.455 

(END OF APPENDIX H) 
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