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OPINION ON RBVEMu& ALLOcATION 
': : , \; ',r _(} (1 ! t ) ~.: ~-: ~", ~ J~~ \ '. ~,~ ~ ~ ! J. ! 

I. Stmailry of Decision 
> "' \. • £ ' '. , • \ . '. ' ~ .... '.: ;~ i 1 i _ l t: 1 f"j. t, " ~ ! 

::.\+.f-! .:< .. _';. (\·.·~f.,;f(,,'(·jt .. \ 

By:this deoisi6n we adopt for paoiti6aas iand,inectrio 
Company (PG&E)" the revend~dii6cation <?ilt~ti~ ~\Hi~J j id ~~~tablishing 

. '\., ... - ~ . , . - ~ '. ' , --
revised eleQtrio rates which 'become effective January 11'1991. The 
criteria are \the1\ appl led 'in ~i~tting rates which impleni~nt the \.! I, ~ , • ~ • • . :..' ~ 

revenue increase adopted by Deoision (D.) 90-10-062 in an earlier 
phase of thi~':pt6ceeding/ '.as' W~fl as'corl~dlid£~~(f"r~\l6fi~e 
adjustments resuiting from several other proceedings: (1) PG&E's 
1991 Attrition Rate Adjust~entlflliag (Advice Letter 1319-E); 
(2) PG&E's 1991 cost of capital proceeding (Application (A.) 
90-05-011Y f '(3) rotE's 'C\istonler En~r9Y Eitici~rt¢y 'pt6geeding, 
(A.90,:,04.:.641;(4) PG&E's EarthqUtiJceR~c6verYA~cou~t 'proc~eciing ., 
(A. 90'':'65-0'03): (5) PG&E' sEnviroru.tental . Compiiance pi6ce~cHng , 
(A.89-05-001): and(6) M&F!l s Demand-side Managernent/Reseaichand 
Dev~16pment 'offse!t (R~soiuti6ns E-3174 and ~:"3188). 

" We 'cohtinueto Jli.6V'~ t6.tard a 'system at :ievemieai.loc~ti6n 
for 'PG&E'g' ~h~ct'rlc c~st.ornerswhich 'establishes cost-based rates 
using 'the eqUal percentage of Dargin~l cost'(EPMC) m~th6d, whiie we 
avoid the seveierate sh6ck'whichwolild'occur' it'agricuituiai 
customers were moved abruptlY to fuiiEPMC. M6vem~rit to fully' 
cost-has~d 'rab~~s would requii<e that the fat~s 'toi thc\t class 'be 
increased by an aVerage of 58.25i~" By adoptirig a ca~onincrea~es 
which is set at the system average percentage ~hange (SAPC)' "Phii. ' 
3.5%, we raise agricultural rates'bY a~ avera~e~6f 13.94%. 

'_Based 6n the adopted total tevenueI.-~quirement increa~~' 
of $688.3' inillion for th~ Con sol ldated rev~nue ch~ulges, th~ adopted 
criter'i~' a:ffect' the various rate classes as follows: 
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~~\lI·I:."::\.1 ft. :11., t\,:i~1 1:0 i~\}lHfC[(J 

Adopt~d'Revenue Inorease 
CUstomer Class (1,000's) Percent 

Residential 
Agricultural 

, :"' 

", , ,stl'eetli<jhtiJ\q;-' '< .... , 

;'.; L, . > ~ .[, ~:dt~kLi{~~t ~ t I?~6~~tl ',.';" 
• c. , E-19., :.' " 

E-2() . conttacti; . - : ~ , 

\ .. , 

1()~.59\ 

• ~ 1.' • ~ " 

. . . .11, . Baokground . _ ~~.. _ • l " 

: '- ~ 
,.: ;, ...... 

- ..... 

IlY D. ~O-10-662 i~s~ed' i,n an earlier phase of 'tl1is .. .. . - - .. - . - ' . - '- .:.. - ~~ . - " 

proc~ed1ng (PG&E's:,Energy.cost Ad)ustmentclause (ECAC), Annual. 
Energy Rate .'J.echanism. (AER), Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanism 
(ERAN) , and Low Income Rate Assistance (LIRA) proceeding), we .. ' .' 
adopted forecasts of PG&E's resource mix,energy prices, and the. 
re~ated pC\ynent.factors for po~~r pur~h~s~s (r~ln. ,variab'lY priced 
qu~iiiying.faciiities for the 1~~lilonth period b~ginning NQVember 
I,. 1,~9(). We ~lso adopted the ECAC, AER, E,RAM, and ,LIRA. revenue, 
~~quireIilen~s adjustments as~o~iated with. thos~ fore'casts. T,he ,n'et 

, :', - ~ - - " . . . - . 
revenue change authorized bY,thatdecisiol1 is an increase of 
~4eu,912,QOO effective Nove'uwer 1, 1990. We authorized :PG&E to 
defer implementation of rate changes associated with tha:t increase 

. . . . . - .;. . 

until January.i, 199i so that a single set of, rate changes 
consolidating the $480,912,000 increase with adjustments from 
several other proceedings could be implemented concurrently. This 
opi~ion will decide revenue allocat;.ion criteria to be used in 
setting rates which will allow PG&E to recover the consolidated 
revenue requirement change. 

- 3 -
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Jilf.,l -1 Atttheitiae of: the ,hearings lthetotal! amount,:of,thell[!':>::[' 
revenUe ,ihorease, to', be 'J1D'plement~d ·on 'Ja'n!-lary,'-lI~1991,co~ld not,l'};i',' 
determined.'- since several'J)f the proceedings to be rc6nsolidated ,for: 
rate' ·bnpi..ementat.i6n' pUrposes were pending ,-1.( These !nol\\.ded. the.~'2~('V' 
Attrition Rate'Adjustnent', Cost ofCapitalj' ahdEarthqua~e'Recovery 
Ac'count: proceedings noted earlier,-, r BaSed. on the amounts :requ~sted 
and 'the'recoIIllllendations of ,other parties in. those proceedingsl',PGtrE 
submitted Exhibit '40,,:11\ 'which 'it projected.,a range for the,to,tal.:; 
increase' of, ;$646 nillion to $756 llillJon.' j: PG&E considers this:.:,':: '\ 
range to' be s'uffioienti..y narrow for,' revenue allocation ,purposes. r i' i 
PG&E proposed to use 'anincrea~e ,of $100 dillion/'or 10..71\," for ~:",) 
the pu'rpose of deVeloping revenue allocation, criteria. ; .Each of the 
parties submitting reVentieallocatiori' testimony .used the\$700 ,-, "';, 
million figure; Appendhc A shows the developtl~nt of the final,·",'" 
consolidated revenue reqUirenent increase of, $6S8~'3 ',Tii,llion which 
is bas'ed on the Camohnts that- have been adopted in' the various 
proceedings. 

In 'recent years, we have' pursued a goal of developing>. " 
cost-based rates. When rates are fully based on costs" customers: 
pay rates that are proportionate to the costs the utility incurs in 
serving them. In determining a customer,group's cost 
responsibility, we rely on the ma.rqinal costs of various components 
of'service. The emphasis on llarginal costs is consistent with 
microeconomic theory which holds ~hat when buyers pay prices equal' 
to the marqinal 'costs of supplying a'good or service, productive, 
efficiency and total welfare are maximized., Revenue allocation is 
an important step in the translation Of marginal costs into ratesi 

, As'we stated in PG&E's lastgeneral'rate case (GRe), 
revenue 'allocations based on the marginal' costs and the guidelines 
adopted in the GRC shOUld take place whenever there is a' 
substafitial change in revenue requirements, and it'is logical that 
such revenue ailocations will be addressed in ECAC proceedings' .. 
(D.89-12":'051, p. 240a.) 'Typically, qreater revenue adjustments are 
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encountered --!n',ECAC· p"roceedihgs "than ,ih GRCs.<} On', the! other hand, 
when ,We adopted la' "generJc Iplan Ifor process~ng GRes t and~ ECACs ~in!:)\':q 
DHj9.101'-O(O'j'we'determined 'that ra~e ,design'tissues are' Blore.rt! i, ~ 'YL);) 

appropriately 'addressed in ,GRes ·and thenewly.,e~tablished' annual, L.·! 

"Iratede·sig'nvi'ndaw· iphase 'of '!3RCs ,rather .than in' ~CAO. proceed,ings. r , 

l'j ,t, ,:,~<, Hea'rings on'revenue allocation were',heldon septe~er!~24 '/. 
iind --25t'l1990 -in san Fra'noisco/ California;: (1 The active parties: in "-. 
this phase:,were PG&E;' the ,co~ission's' Divisionaf Ratepayer)}.r ;.;" 
Advocate's (DRA)' i-'fTOWcH"d' utility Rate Normalization (~)~t'-' the ,~,'(',.: 
california' }'arn 'BureaU' f Federation; and, wester.'\ Growers 'Associati~n';;'i 
(coli.ectivelYj CFBF) ," California 'Large Energy,.Consumers ASSfJci~tion 
(CLECA) {~California Manufacturers Associat-t,on ,-.(CHA) i-' california. ,'.1 j 

City-County, street i Light 'Association ,- (CAL-SIA) '1'" and Industrial. ! j (~' , 

Users [(Iridustrial Users)'~"'This phase,was submitted with cthe '. ,; ~;: 
receipt 6f'ieply~biiets on October 12, 199(h' ,....; :,:l, 

Conunents on: th~ proposeddecisioil of the Administrative " 
Law Judge (ALJ) were filed by PG&E and TURN. Reply cOmEents,were 
filedbyPG&E~We:have,carefully considered,t~ese filings in 
arriving at our decision,' c' 

: . 
III. ' ,Marginal Costs:' 

, ! ., :: 

", Margillal'costsare the ,changes in total costs resulting-" 
frOm an incremental change ·in a specified element of . the utility'~ , 
operation. - , We, consider; three general types, of' marginal ~costs. for~, , 
el~ctrlc utilities.' Mat'g:lmll capacity costs measure'the costs that 
change with'changes in'kilowatts 6Lpeakdemand, Marginal custome:r 
costs. are the costs of'providinqaccess to the utility's system, 
meter reading~ and billing:that change as the number of customers~, 
changes. Marqinal energy costs vary with changes in ~Wh of en~rgy, 

In PG&E's last GRe we'adopted marginal capaqity,an~ 
marginal customer costs~ and proVided fOr their use'in subSequent 
allocations, : Marginal energy costs are ,updated in ea.chECAC 
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proceeding ~o' inc6rpo).'at~ the ,adopted, resourc_~ assuJIlptiQJ\s. 'U',)'{<.:{:--

Appendi)(,'c~'contains' the preyiously-ad6pted ,marginaL'costs which 'are 
carried forward from the GRe as well as the margirial; energy 'costs f ;" 

and an adjustment t.o the tnarginal"qenerating .. capaoity cost, 
discussed beY6\,~::;;,';1: .,:', ,"':'!', l' ,! .. ,;, t :;';' . '.'.1 

·}·z~~ i.,_:.~ .• "'j_:..:. _-'l":_:' 1.'" ~; ~~i;!~-t -~\:'''!l.: '. 

A. Marginal Energy Costs ,-,-'.' ';'. ':., 1.:' ,; :.", C'<:-' 

P<f&~ pres~i\\e4' iiar91n~i, 'e;n,etcft c6:~t'~. ba~,e~ -.4~ ..t:he 
. - ~ '. • • . - . ~ \- - .' . - '\ \. _. I ~ - ~ .' "l 

resource assumptions uriderlying th~'joint r~commendation:of parties 
which was SUbm~tt'~d' 1ri' th~'~'~e~o~id.~ Ard' /~ev~h\Y~ rf·~~tr:~~~nt phase 

- - ,> .' _ -' : ~ . ' .... '"- '. .. t... •. " • " ~- ..' - !' ! > !', ~ - - " t ~ -'. ~ 

of this proceeding.' In' 'd.eveloping the, marginal COSt.Si': PG&E used 
ratios for the ".jitioU~ t'im~e'..;:df-.:;h;~[ \pe~i6ds' iwhi~h1\iei~;dJrived 
through applic~tion of the zero·dnteicept method. in the last GRe. 
PG&E notes that the ECAC schedule does not permit,the number: of .. ' 
production siEu)ation model runs necessaty;toapplythe zero-. i 

intercept method and obtain Updated" ratios. 
i One of the primary components of marginal energy costs is 

the'forecasted cost of natural gas. consistent with the procedure 
adopted in the GRe, PG&E used the average utility electric 
generation (UEG) cost of gas exclusive of customer costs. 

PG&E's proposed marginal energy co~ts were uncontested~ 
and were used by other parties in developing their revenue 
allocation proposals. We agree that PG&E's methodology is 
consistent with that used and adopted in the last GRC and is 
appropriate for an ECAC proceeding. 
B. Energy Reliability Index 

As previously noted,' the marginal capacity costs 'adopted 
in :the GRe are used in perf6rmiJ'lg subsequent tev~nue allocations,: 
(O.89-12~057, p.-240a.) However, the marginal generation capacity 
cost of $56.17jkw-yr adopted in that decision was multiplied by a 

- 6 -



A,90-04-003 ALJ/KSW/jc * 

six-year avera'ge (Energy -Rel'lability ilndex' (ERI)':' tactori~J Jle f',y,:,~) • "1 

indi~ted th'at, the :E~I factor·:would be 'upda~ed' whenever,'revenue '~;q.~;\ 
allocation occursl,t~:,·"" .;)J ,;, fro ... • :>l'. ~,>::) '.'ji.i;~·d :,.,', "ll i),rT(i',~ 

,"'The v.alue~,for:the·sht!yearslot ERIs for ,this ,,'.',- ," i ,I" 
proceeding should be derived from the long,,:t~r~ < _ '., , .. :. 
resoUrCe plan. The average of the ERIs for" the' ,. " " " 
six years beginning with the test year ,,-is ,~.I·' I: 'I ~ ),} i ': • ,\ 

~ 1 J . 

.0.418 j l0 future,proceeding's the roost , , 
'recen~fy" adopf~d' ser i'~'s' cit' ERts' sllob'id" bEt bse}d 

! • to,' cal6ula te . ~he average' ERI'll;sed ; in rev~nU~, . 
; .. ~H~~c~,ti.~n,~.,,~,.r~t~. ldesig~ •. _.T,he. (Bl~nn~al. " 

j Res6tlt'ces pian Updab~' (BRPU) f proce~diJ\g' will' 
. i "'likely he the ;primarY"souic.e 'of iutu're series 

," Qt: ,ER,I;. projections,. ~ . .(0. 8~ . .,.,~2-051, p" ,2.0l') ", 
~ '. • •. 1 ~. • i ..', ' :. l . J ' • '~; ::-. L·' _ .... ..:: 

An issue arose in this pioceeding,over,the:proper, m~thod 
to be used in updating the six-year average ERI. ;,", ' 

1. The Partie.s"Positions 
PG&E used the sameseri~S:6f ERIs that.was adopted in the • 

1990 GRe. The average ERI of 0.418 adopted :in the GRe was based on 
the'six,y~ars :1990 through 1995 inclusive. For this year's ECAC, 
PG&E updated the six~year average by' .deleting . the 1990. Value: of : 
0.400 and adding the 1996 value 0.116 from the same reliability' 
model run,'; yielding: a proposed ERI of. {),411" "PG&E, argues that no 
other series of'ERIs based on a long-term resource plan has.been: 

: 1 An ERI of less than 1. () signals that the utility has more than 
the needed .capacity.t<;> meet its target reserve, marg:i.,n,anq t,hat . 
resources other than the 'combustion turbin~'may be the sources of 
m~i9inal generation capacity. The existence ,of lowe~-priced, , 
sourc~s of,m~r9inal gen~ration c<;lpacity fqr utilitie~,withadequate 
capacity makes it logical to 'derive roarqinai costs'fron'those 
sources. Using the ERI adjustment reflects the expected 
availability of lower-priced sources of marginal generation 
capacity. 

The ERI is derived from the utility's resource plan and 
reflects the relation of forecasted reserve margin to target 
reserve margin. 

- 7 -
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adopt~ by the Commission, and that its proposal ls~theretore,the 
correct' one' unde'r.the ~GRC :guldeline.s.-:·; i;' :,' \ i ,. j;t 'Fr ,L',', l 

,) I:;: £' ,I DRA'Del ieves 'that m6re- ~ecent 'ERI numbers ~'tal<eh i trolli :;,!,' \' 
PG&:E(s April', 1990' Phase, lB compliance filing 'in the BRPU', (filed. iiI '" 

pursuant',to,D.90-()3":060 iri:I.S9-()7-()04) will ''ptovide'a mote: ,,' - i ", 

meanh\gful· valde.:- -DRA,proposes using ValUes from this series for 
the 'years ,1992 tht'ough '1996 and, ,tor' 1991; the ERIof LO adop~ed;'; 
in : the' ,joint 'recommendation 'o'f pa'ities in the earlier phase of ' this 
proceeding.: ; Acknowledgi'ngthe 'GRe decision's provision for using' 
the most iecentlyadoptedseties 'of' BRis,' DRAsU9gests "that the i ! ; ) 

Commission' shoUld: de'aide whether' strict: adherence t'o that language ~ 

is desirable here. DRA's proposal results in a six-year average 
ERI of·O.154. ' ; 

CLECA 'adopted the same approach'as ORA, and arrived at" 
the sane recommendation for an average ERI of 0.754. ~ CL~cAstates 

that-while PG&E's. recent filing in the BRPU case has not been 
noffidially~ adopted by theCo~ission, it was prepared pursuant to 
speci fic' commission' instnictionsset : forth ,in 0, 9c)-O)';"'060. 

Industrial users sUpport the DRA/CLECA recommendation for 
an ERI 'of O~754; based on the belief that the ERI numbers favored 
by DRA'and CLECA are the best available evidence at the present 
time and that they will be adopted in the BRPU proceeding. 

In addition to disagreeing with the proposal to Use the 
ERIs from-its BRPU filing, PG&E critiaizestho Use hy ORA, CLECA, 
and Industrial Users of an ERI of 1.0 for the 1991 value in the 
six-year average ERI. This is the value that was proposed in the 
joint rec6mmendation'andadopted by D.90~10~0626 PG&E notes that' 
this value wa~ proposed for adjusting as-d€!liveredcapacity 
payEents to qualityingfacilities in ,the 1990-91 ECAC forecast' 
periOd, which" fis it. short-term resource plan. PG&:E believes this 
vi6lates the 'GRCplan to Use the adopted ERr series from the'loJ'\g-
tere resource plan. 

- 8 .;.. 
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PG&E updated its six~year.aver~ge \ERI'J faotor·! froll that· C'-' , 

adopted ·inithe GRO·by d.eletin9~the 1990. valUe'andadding,the 1996 
valUe. [ H~wever, it useQ, the same . EIU. series . for the update,'" :DRAi:'l 
CLECA, and..IndustrIal· ~sers ~rgue ,that .this series is .outdated4;" (i.( 

1e' 1'we agree that the ,'long-term res~urce 'plan ,data' adopted in 
PG&E'slast ,GRo:are ,somewl\at dated, ,but we are reluctant to ,utIlize 
the' data . series filed by PG&E in its PhaselBiBRPU fIling ,instead,!; 
De~pite the characterization :of ~ PG&E's filing 'as' a ,compliance J.:; 
filing made pursuant to speoific 'directiVes . i~, D. 9~-03-06(), ,the ,,:; 
fact,remains that those ERIs have,not been adopted by the,; ,~ " : 
commission. 

As noted by PG&E in its reply brief, adoption 'ofERI ,,' :. 
values proposed in another proceeding which is p.~nding could have 
the effect of prejudging the outcome of that proceeding. Adopting 
an ERI factor which is too high could result in ratepayers paying 
more for peak capacity than is justified by system circumstances. 
We are not persuaded that. filed but yet-to-be-adoptedERI valUes 
constitute a sufficient basis for raising peak capacity costs in 
this proceeding. For this ECAC, we will a<;lopt PG&E',s proposal to 
use values adopted in the.GRe. ·Weantioipate that for future 
revenue allocations, we will be able to follow the plan we - . 
envisioned in the GRC to use recently~adopted BRPU valUes. 
However, if decision timing problems persist, it may be necessary 
to adjust that plan. 

-The other ERI issue is whether to use a value of 1.0 .for 
the 1991 value in the six-year average. That value was adopted by 
the parties (including PG&E) to the joint recommendation in the 
first phase of this proceeding. w~ believe the parties making this 
propOsal have not given adequate weight to our directive in the GRC 
decision that 8[i)tl·future proceedings, the most recently adopted' 
series of ERIs should be used in reVenue allocation.,.n 
(D.89-12-057, p. 201: emphasis supplied.) We provided for a series 

- 9 -
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to be derived fr6m the utility's long-term resource plan, and 
anticipat~~~~~ti~liW9~'~_>?¥~~~¥din~~Jnvolvln9 that plan, most likely 
the most recent BRPU proce'edihcj',i We did not antioipate that a 
single year',s, ,Y~,~ue, deri'{~?, in.}he ECAC pr()ceed~,n~;J~t .t~~ purpose 
of adjusting'capaoity paymehta'to qual.ifying faol1ities",' ..... ould be 
combined with: .~. itive-yeat'~s'~rles of valU~s c;l~i'~"ed: 'f~Olrl~' th~ 

, ." •• 1 ........ -' • . _" .", .. .• . rOO \. • t 

proceeding which" addresses 'long-term planning' iss,ues. ,;', :: 
.. -": ~'I .• ~ \. ..., I -" . ! 

We'conolude tha.t for 1991, PG&E's six.;"year average ERI 
" ~., ' .• \ -' " tl ~ . l 

faotor of 0.471 'should be'adopted for revenue allocation purposes. 

A'tter ~ar~ihal 'dost!i' ar~ deveioped~ they ~re' used to' 
arrochte( th~ utility's r~Ve;ntie 'requirement tb the custoni.~rci.asses,·' 
ahd 'ih~n 'to' thevak<'iotls' scheciule~ within each' class, 'aceo'rdin<j to 

, I ;"'~;. ' , '. ' ' ..," • < .',' '.";:'.,,' , • 

the costs that the class or schedule imposes on' the'system. In 
recEmt.-yehrs W'ehave repeatedlY stated oUr intent 'to allocate 
re;j-ertU:~; am6rig the cust6iner classes based on an equal'percentage of 
marginal b~s;t (EPMC). The EPi{C' apprclach first' calculates the 
revenues that would result if each customer class paid prices equal 
to 'niilr~i-ll~lc'osts fo~ t'he-seivicesthe class reqUires. Because the 
resulting 'marginal' costr~vemie.s rarelyeq\1al the utility's 'revenUe 
requireme~t, the marg'inal 'c6st'r~vehue mllst b~ adju'sted to e'qual' 
the reveriu~ reqU i rement for ;t,h~ . system. ' The'sane pe't<;entage change 
is ~pp:t'i.J(t.' to the marginal cost ~eVenue's' for each indiVidual 
customet class in 'order to derive the EPMCreventie allocation for 
that class. 

Page 1 of Appendix B shows that for the consoiidated 1991 
PG&E'revenue req\i.ireriEdlt increase, the ina'rginal costs adopted bl 
the pi~vi~us' section c6mbined with a $688.3 inilii(u'l system h\creaeie 
yield a 'rev~riue ~liocation Which would result in the following 
increases it each clilss~ere mo'ved t6 ft~ lUll EPMC allocatlon~ 
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Lilt; .i1"['! ,,'yi(iU:"i f i, E' !-l~;lt~f ,~\'{,1i l ijll c!fLt ~eO'j't b',vi'J,-,i) ,,{ \)) 

',: i ,', '{ ( ( t, ,- ,: , ; . r q ,I ,,' i,; ',", i ; '.' f fY; n g~~ff~l\~~~~H~~f'}~g~g~t!~~>) h! i ~) 1 j i1 t~ 
:; ,CUstomer Class ,~I"': I; (;" ,,:: (l,OOO's)nq :;i Percent. i ,t,' () : ');If 

',' ~\!R~~id~htia{"'''' i ',«,: d$2~;5,i~53i')'-':1 "':iS~<9i\,j:~, .... {·rt',;d;~ 
:,f':Agr!cultural,'~ L;":: I;c, :" ,,195-,860:;' 1 '('; r 58,~25t_ if" "'t ;',;, 1" 

streetlinht.tng,' ,,' '" ,630 ' 1.13%, . " sinall' Li9htl&, p6w~r; , ", iis',09l' "\' "'''13.'45\' i ',' • ' "., '~ 
Med.ium L1ght' & Power ' ; '39.937, " 3~18%' ":,,, f.', '," 'n 

',_ <'-'E~-_"'21,~"", ", ",' ,', ' . 34,'U9 ,.,,?,.8~%,,_ 
v ' 74,087 :" , 7.23%'" 

'l',',,'C9ntracts>,i;" ,"l ',',' t.,':;"· 0: \" :O.GO\ , ' . . . : 

Total syst~m Increase $688,278 10.59% 
JH}i. !~.,··f}r t,\. ~~:Jd-)\· .~l ~:~:+~f~~ 'J ~q~ • \:' f 

The foregoing tabieshows that in this case, as in other 
recent revenue allocations, moVement to full EPMC would result 1n a 
very s~bsta~ti~l irtcrea~e' f~~'tlle ~~~icul~~r~{ ~i~ss." Th~, inc;r:e~s~ 

.. ' • > •• ' -'.' • '. ~ • • - .:' .. ' -) : .. ~' .' ~ ,: • 

of 5~ .25% is far great~r than the increases required to bring oth~r 
, " " ,.1, 

class~s to full EPMC. We have previously stated our concerns about. . -' : ..'."' 

such large increases •. Thu?, altpough we have stated our in~ent to 
- - • : . . :. ~ 'i. ' .' '~. . .... . 

mo"e toward ~n allocation baseci ~n EPMC, we hay,~ also mOderated oUr . ';, ' . , ' -. . . .' 

progress toward E?MC to avoid di~ruptive rate effects of that 
, , 

magni tude. . , .. 
, In this qase, all pa~th~s 'endorse in p~Jnciple the 'EPMC 

~ . • • '. .' -'; ',' , • .,;l .~ . • t' • 

appr()ach, with some limits to moderate the rate ,effect!? on' 
• ".' • - ,..", _. • '. :.' ..' • • • • -t _ ",." '. ~ ": l- .1 : '"k' 

pa.rticQlarclasses. They 9iffer,110·iI\ever, on ttl,e levels ~i 
appro~ri~te caps ~~d fl~or~,' paitlcu'la;rly (~r th'~ agrlc,uH::ural 
class. Our djscussion ofinter~l,ass a'iloca't~on w'{llacco~dlngIY": ' 
focus on the parties', }"~asons for, advo~,ating:th~ir 'favor,e,d i'~ve)~ 
ot caps and floors. We first address an issue that arose 'in t~~ 
cal~ulation of the system ave,rage percentage change (SAPC) which is 
used, as a reference point for de,fining caps and floors. We then 
disc~ss the various proposals for caps and fioors. Finally, we 
. '. - ~' ~ ,- . . , 

address the appropr~ate adjust~ent, for th7 streetliqhting class, 
which was accorded separate treatment in the GRC. • 
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AJ-,') §yste'a Average, PercentageCbaDge -', 1;~'~,: j f, -tt':,_, I; I, ',1 .~ "ii! ,_- ,t'. ' 

il.i' L3f,u ':',).Our· deoisionsin' I .86-10-001 nave ;pernitted :utilities to f 

enter into speoial: negotiated rate 'contracts with 'customeis, who "i 

have ,the 'ability, to by-pass the utility's system. - In last year's ':.:,' 
GRC we adopted ,an approa,ch -to;reven'Ue 'all6Cation, which excludes all 
sales and reVenues associated with speoial contracts· from the";~: :1: 

revenue alloCation_ pt'ocess. (D,89-12-051,' p,': 245,)'-' - : . , 
, • J For . this proceeding,':, parties disagree ·on· whether, ;io'r' i " 

capping purposes, the revenues fron special contracts should be 
excluded :from the calculation of -the 'SAPe. :. ~:, c' 

i,_-, _ , -.: fi PG&E proposes the inolusion,>f spedialcontt'act revenues 
in calculating the sAPC'around which caps and floors are 
determined., PG&E notes that this is consistent with the manner in 
which the commission Advisory and compliance Division impleDented" 
the GRC last year. PG&E also believes that such inclusion best· ' 
accomplishes the commission's intent to maintain interclass 
relationships'as if the need for special contracts had not arisen • 

. : CLECA believes that the 'deternination of the SAPC which 
is used to define caps and floors is part of the revenue allocation 
process. Since the connission has excluded the sales, marginal 
costs, and revehues associated with special contracts from the 
revenue allocation process, CLECA believes it is 'clear that·the 
commission intended to exclude the revenues ,fiom the calculation of 
the SAPC for capping purposes. ' DRA concurs with CLECA, noting 
further that in Finding of Fact 219 of D.89-12~057 the commission 
found that removing all special contract sales and revenues from 
the revenue allocation process leaves the relationships among the 
other classes unchanged. 

2. Discussion 
BecaUse the special contract rates are not increased by 

the revenue allocation process, PG&E's inclusion of special 
contract revenues has the effect of lowering the SAPC. Appendix B 
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shows that for an overall systelluincrease ·of,:,lO~'59'[·the allOcated';. 
revenue SAPo; is ',lOi7S\ ';if'speoial ,'contract, :reveriues 'arednoluded in 
the calculation' of i the SAPO' and ,10.96\ Ilf such' revenues, are' II f 'J,;) J ;'l'~ 

excluded., under most proposals,' ,caps aredeflned in relation' to '/fli 

the allocated~reVen\ie :SAPC; I 'Inclusion, of :spcolal, contract':revenue;-' 
in the denol:lil'tator Of, theperceritage 'calculation has; the' effect of ' 
lowering the percentage increase applicable to c?pped olasses." ,,';'! 

This will in turn:slow the moveaent 9f~su¢h classes ,to full EPMC 
allocation,,''-; , , . " : < ,,', ) , ~'l { , .• ' 

0.89-12-057 did not,explioitly 'state the commission's'; ~,,' 
intent that special contract revenue be; exolud~d' fiom · the 'SAPe f 

calculation,' but we bEHie,va ,that such ,an intent, i~r~as()I'lably clear 
from the deoision's :Aore general provision 'for 'exoludimj sales and ~ 

revenues from the revenue allocation process. We reaffim that,' ,': :. 
intent here. We agree that 'it would be inconsistent to exclUde' :.--
special contract sales, marginal costs, and revenues from the 
initial EPMC alloCation (as all partiesinoluding PG&E agree s~ould 
be,done), then include such 'revenues· for, thepurpose6f defining" 
caps, ,: We find no basis for adopting' such' an inconsistent approach 
at this time. 
B. caps and Floors 

In PG&E's last GRC we indicated ,that in subsequent 
allocations we w6Ulduse caps and floors _of SAPC, plus or minus 5%'-
as guidelines in deVeloping a'revenue allocationl except for the 
streetliqhting class. However, we also cautioned parties against, 
overrelying on this figure or this formUla;, and-reserVed the right: 
to fit the revenue alloCation to the partiCUlar circumstances faced 
at the time. (D. 89";'12";'057, p. 2410) ,We reaffirm both the 
guideline and the need to fit the caps and floors to current 
oircumstances as we approach the issue for this case. 

The predominant issue in this ,proceeding was the degree 
to which the agricultural class should be moved towards a full EPMC 
revenue allocation. An allied issue was the way in which the 
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~hortfall,'in, revenues, tro.m-,the ,agricultur:al;,class "~hoUld be made up 
by ;_th~-:-relBainil\9 olasses"~' . The' pa-rties'. proposals 'are isummarized :,'-' 
below •.. -,-'~:. :':1;. , .... ,., c.~~t III ("-~.": ;': 't." '0'".,,): i'" ,',' r.H·'11 ',' ,,;':" 

i": ,1., Tbe partieS' POsitions" -, . i ;, _; r i '('- .! ;,Ii i ,.'::- " f "1 
a • PG&E 6 ~ : ~ '-. ~ ;. ~ l r } t, t ' , ;' ~ ~_ -"") . i ~ - t . ( . ~ . ; ! ! . \ - .' '.. ! \_, ~1 

PG&E initially proposed a cap of SAPC plus 2\;for,d 
agricultural customers,~ and caps a.nd floors,'of SAPO plUs 'or minus 
5\ for the ~emainin9 c\lstolllers {with the exception ,of ;;-" (,'>':; ; 

sttectlighti1)g, which is discussed· below) .'; PG&E' bEdieves itheF"" - ;t' 

commission. should:continue the 2\ cap for~ agriculture set in:the:,r--\ 
GRC.,d(D.S9-12:-057,:,pp. 240-240ai}"~ The company also beli~ves:that-, 
the Comnission should temper: mov.ement of agricultural customers .to' 
full· EPHO pending completion of a study of .agricultura~ rate1issues 
that was ordered by D.89-12-057 (Or.dering Paragraph'52); noting.the 
commissions'S reference to ·harsh rate impacts that may not'be ';,,' 
justified. n (Id., p. 240.) Because of the large projectedsystelli: 
increase ofIO.S%, PG&E revised its allocation'proposal by limiting 
the caps and f16orst~SAPC plus6r minus '2% for all classes except 
streetlighting. 

PG&E asserts that under the higher caps for the 
agricultural 'classproposed by other parties~ th~ olass would face 
·severe· increases, ranging from 14 ~ 94% to IS .37%, compared to' :' 
12.46% under FG&E's proposal. . PG&E further asserts that the" .. ' ; . 
circumstances which led-the commission to'adopt a 2% cap~in,the,GRC 
have not changed. These include the' conversions, of customers to-, .. 
time .... of-use (TOU) schedules, which are still taking place.' Given 
the iEpact of such conversions on measurements of class revenue 
responsibility, and the possibility that the required study could 
lead the Commission to reconsider the EPHC resp6hsibility of the 
class, PG&R argues it would be imprudent to Gove too rapidly,to' 
full EPMC at this time. '. , 
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'.'! ,-,:- f --c,' PG&E opposes', pl"oposcHs : of' other -parties, to 'establ ish 'only 
capsand'eliminate:'floors."-, PG&Eobs,erv'es that 'a :reveriue'allocatiori 
scheme using caps and floors wa's adopted in the GRC, and does . not ,:,j 
believe that the record in this case,issuffi¢iently'well developed 
to provide a basis for elimi.nating floors. ::,"', .f, 

b.',CFBF ';,; I . c,,,, ",:,i"! -;",,: 7':'1 :i,1 ,; 

[',j' ;, CPBP .states~that it supports "the Commission's movement',to 
cost based rates,; hutin'·view of the very, significant system. 
increase dn this cas~iitrec6nunends an increase :for ,~giicultural:; , 
customers which is 'limited to the SApc,~l Larqer increases, would 
assertedly; cause rate' shock for this ,_claSsf CFBF '~n6tes' that', in.' ," 
last year's GRC, :the co~issiori(adopted a _cap of ;2' over SAPe -in-':: 
lieu of the guideline capof',5' when'the revenue increase: being' ; 
allocated was $272 million. "since the' consolidated: increase' 
involved in ~his proceeding is about $700 million, CFBP'believes 
that a lower cap is appropriate, Alternatively, if the commission 
detetmine~ that there should be some movement to EPMCfor 
agricultural customers, CFBF"grudgingly· supportsPG&E~s proposed 
cap of SAPC plus 2'. 

CFBF echoes PG&E's observation that, in the GRC decision, 
the Commission tempered EOvement of the agricultural class to EPMC 
in part due to the ongoing, conversion of customers within that,,-
class to TOU schedules, and that this situation persists. New'. 
agricultural load patterns resulting from this conversion process' 
are still not fully reflected inmarqinal cost data which underlie 
the revenue allocation calculations,' -' CFBF agrees with ',PG&E that 
the agricultural rate study ordered by the GRC decision could serVe 
asa basis for changing allocations, and that the Commission-night 
~oversh6ot· the EPMC target if it moves too quickly towards current 
EPMC estimates. Moreover, CFBP argUes that marginal cost 
ratemaking is in its infancy. According to CFBF, until cost of 
service analysis progresses to a more exact process, the 
commission's rush to a full EPMC allocation must be balanced 
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. 
9roups·.'-'·~"\ ft', ":,: ',','."f ',- I,'; • :,~ :.:.r ['j'!i •• ~r}d"J<,j:',n(Y) ,)j L.J 'Yi:i~': '; L!':,;,: 

:: :', :: j'; In addition to ~he uncertainty it i finds ,with J[\a~9inal':'::J>{ 
cost iatemaldng; CFBF poihtsl,to,additional, tactors,which,'~it~;u .,.,t 
believes,: support its reconunendatlon, '1 F1rst, agric~ltural; ;', ; ',':,'J ',: t 

customers as a class received an increase ,'of: 8 .3\ 'lastYear,< with ,,' 
most 'schedules rece.iving -almostl()\.' , When ,.combined ,with .this 
year's -increase and other anticipated' increases;, CFBF states that 1 

cumulative 'effect could be :increases which e,xceed 40%.':, secondf 'iY',~ 
CFBF notes that the benefit to other classes from more rapid ,;.;\ ,';~, , 
movement of agriculture to EPHC is small when measured:by customer 
billings"t<For'example, when the :st cappr6posed by TURN' is 
compared with· the 2% cap proposed by PGffE,' .the:resultis an average 
savings of $4 per year for each residential customer and an average 
increase of $200 per year for each agricultural account .. 

, : c. 'TURN . 
TURN points out that there has been virtuallY, nO progress 

in moving the agricultural class towards EPMC since the Commission· 
began a progran ofaggressiveimplementati6n of EPMC-based 
allocations in 1986 by D.86-08~08~,since that decision, . 
residential rates haVe 'increased by 36.9%, or 13.2% nore than SAPe; 
while agriculturaltates have'increased'by 24~1%, or just,Q.4% more 
than SAPe. : ''I'he migration of agricultural.customers to lower, 'cost 
rate schedules has almost completely 'offset the minor ,increases ~" 

that have occurred. To achieve what it considers significant-' 
progress in moving'the agricultural class to EPMC,'TURN propOses, 
capping the agricultural class at SAPC plus 8% and'all other 
classes at SAPC plusS%. 

TURN believes that proposals of the other parties for 
lower caps do not provide for sufficient progress in reducing the 
agricultural subsidy,' particularly in light of the small 2% cap. 
applied in the GRC. TURN states that if the CommissiOn had adopted 
a 5% cap in the GRC, it probably woUld have recommended a 5% cap at 
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this tille'~;:, TURN ~notes' testimony,' sho\iihg, tha,t ;it·· a, 2\ cap 'aboVe'! ''''~'[' 
SAPe were to be consistently applied in PG&E's revenue allocat i 9Rft J 

proce'edings;: it' 'could 'take as: long as i 19, Years, toa¢~ieve fuii EPKC 
for the 'agricultural, 'class. ,1 Even'though that estima.te ;1s subject .,'" 
to certain ·assumptions, TURN believes, it. is olear that, ,a 2\ cap i ,- j 

cannot result in "rea:s6nableprogl'ess4 i' ,: " ',. ,," ,', .. "J', " 

:,' TURN' also 'disagrees with ,the 2\, floor 'proposed !by, PG&E :. 
becaU'se'it 'can distort the revenue ,allocation pr6cess.'. under some ... 
scenarios a' 2\tloor may result'in'failtire t6 allocate'all':!. >, if" 

revenues;'·:. ,~ , , -
~ t·: 

d~· CLECA" 
'CLECA witness Barko:v1ch initially advocated a cap and,. ; 

floor of 5\ above and belo'tlSAPC. Barkovich: acknowledged" however, 
that a more uniform sharing of the agricultural subsidy 'results ' 
without a floor, CLECA therefore 'supports implementation of full . 
EPMC allocation with a cap of 5% on individual classes and no floor 
on class decreases. CLECA does not oppose TURN's ,proposed s% cap 
for: agricultural customer's. ': ' -, 

Like TURN, CLECA favors achieving significant progress 
toward the Commission's frequently-stated 90a~of a full EPMC 
revenue allocation.in this case. It characterizes the progress:to 
date in. phasing in EPMC as "excruciatinglY slow". ,. CLECA notes' that 
with the sole exception of the agricultural 6lassj PG&E's customers 
are paying a.relatively even share ot the overall revenUe 
requirement burden on an EPMC basis. 'The agricultural class pays 
far below its EPMC share, which is not only unfair, . but sends 
incorrect pricing signals. CLECA urges that this problem be 
corrected faster than recommended by either PG&E Or DRA. 

CLECA also faults PG&E's and DRA's proposals because they 
inadequately allocate the remaining revenue requirement (after 
allocation to agricUlture) among the other clas~es. The 
combination of caps and floors'recomffiended by those parties results 
in a narrow range that can create disproportionate allocation 
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burdens and 'anomalies \such'as: inability to 'alloCate ,thEhtotaLl :: LU 
revenue reqU i rement. . As . an . eXample,' CU\CA I refers> to. pM ~ S 3.5\ i cap' 
and;floor proposal,· ,«hieh, .although;it.manages;to1,all<>cate 100\ of 
the ,'revertue~l"¢auses disprop6rtiohate impaots,on the residential ,.',' 
ola'ss and the E-'19' class since they are the only :olasses ,left after 
the others1have hit caps or -floors. Under .this . proposali" .the .,< j!,'; 

nonagricuitutal olasses -pay anywhere fr'omlOO.OS) to', 103.26\ ·of. ;tQe 
full EP)(C allocation. By removing the floor, the 3.5\/cap Yields a 
mOre'eVen allocation with all. but one nonagricultural 'class paying 
the 'same 102i 55\ of' fUll EPMC.' '. A similar leveling of ,the revenue: ; 
butden"occur-s when thei floor is removed from. CLECAfg 5\ cappedI' -'_; ~ 

allocation. , . 

e. -'..Industrial Users . ; . )' 
. Industrial Users share TURN's ,and CLECA'sconcern aboUt' 

the lack of meaningful progress in eliminating the subsidy to, ' ,:-
agriculture. While they recognize the needt6 balance two separate 
and distinct policies Of moderated r-ateiilcreases and 'cost·"based 
rates, they urqe adoption'of a cap of at least 5%, above SAPO and no 
floors.' Industrial US'l(S also urge adoption of TURN's proposed 8\ 
cap;for the agricultural class to ~rectify· the negligible progress 
6f'that class towards lull EPMC over the last three years., 
Industrial Users note that under PG&E's',prop6sal,' the subsidy to 
agriculture WOUld be-approximately $150 million •. TURN's proposal 
for an 8% cap over sApc reduces'that'subsidy by approximately 
$19.9 Dillion, which industrial Users consider a modest reduction. 

f. C!MA' , ' 
CMA believes that the commission's revenue allocation 

proceedings have fOcused too much effort on formula approaches to 
setting the proper caps and floors and too little attention on the 
reasonableness of the end result. CKA suggests that a more 
equitable procedure is to simplY allocate revenues so that all 
unprotected classes pay the same percentage of marginal cost. For 
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this proceedincj. ,this 'would e.nsliie', that -the :agricuitural fsubsidy, ,1s 
Porne:1n equal) proportion ,by -all,ot)u~r olasses •. til" ; dtlp,')" ';lJi()','" 

teO: ,,-';' Assuming,the agricultural olass.,is'capped'at,sA,PO,pluSI,'{,,~ 
5\. CMA subIiits that, an allocation, based ,on·a :cap of 'SA~ r plUs' ,5\ ,; ! 

for 'all. olasses 'a'nd 'no tloors be~t, achieves 'an 'equal sharing :of the 
agricultural' sub,sidy.';- However, CHA woUld _ support ;the',reduced ",', ,", ! -

ag'ticultural 'subsidy 'inherent ·inTURlHs 8\ cap proposal, '1 "'; ""Y 
- , I, CJ.' ,ORA -, [: -,::, ; . -

, --In'its initial-proposal, ORA ,recomnendedunitoZ1n:,caps and 
floors' of 3 ~ 5\ above -and below thEL SAPC~ : - ORA, woUld prefer adopting 
the guideline fiqure of 5\, but because'of theimpaots ot overall: 
system inorease, it believes that the rate shock would be too great 
for some schedules. Even with ORA's 3.5%:proposal forinterolass 
(and intraclass) allocation, some agricultural schedules ,would be 
increased by almost 2Q%:. Under the 5\ cap of other pa.rties,'some 
schedules would face increases of more than 20%. On the other 
hand, ORA believes that PG&E's 2\ proposal makes,too little-
progress in moving agriculture to full EPMC. 

In its reply brief, ORA modified its position somewhat by 
recommending a ·no-decreasew floor instead ot·a floor, of SAPe minus 
3.5%. ORA agrees with the arguments of CLECA and CMA that removing 
the floor can more equitably distribute the agricultural subsidy 
than a 3.5tfloor.DRA ~ad originally used a symmetrical' approach 
for consistency with the-eRC decision, but finds that the 
criticisms of traditional symmetrical caps and fl6ors,have 
considerable merit. Based on the extensive modeling work performed 
by CLECA (Exhibit 49), ORA believes that maintaining symmetry may 
indeed create inequities. Because there is a system increase in 
this case, 'DRA believes that a no-decrease floor (instead of no 
floor) is the more eqUitable approach. 
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:~·2"·,dDtscuSSion),) ,!i') '.' c,',1 "j',) 10 f.-"';.;'-'io,J '~'''1j ,l:,-,lc"{ 'Y,' \l~(lP 

All of the parties have reC6gl'lized our 'co'runitJ!lent to :" 2 ~--,' i 

marginai' cost, pricing throUgh th'eEPKC method., l With the 'exception 
of CFBF,i ali of the, parties :have' recoJIimended that at'leastsolle ,;,);", 
progress' be'. made towards reduoing the varia,nce be~ ... eencurrent .,", i :1 

allocations and the ultlmategoal of "a full' EPMCallOc~tion for· all, 
olasses.-·' At- the 'same ,tinie,' no party has recommended moving the :; -" 
agricultural 'cla.ssto a full EPMC 'allocation;inthis'proceeding,i " , 
apparently in ;t"eco<lnition of the severe rate shook that woul,d. ~e ,::" 
assodiated' with a' 58\ 'inorease b\'average 'rates • for ,the class',. The 
issue is whethe'r any increase ,over and : above the ,SAPO should be,'.',;: 
imposed 'on ,the 'agricultural olass at this. time{' and if sO;'.to what 
extent'shoUld progress to full EPMC' be moderated .. : We' are presented 
with a' ran<.ie of proposals ranging fron SAPC only as reco~eti.ded 'by 
CFBF :to 'SAPC plus 8\ as proposed by TURN and 'supported by CLECA, -
CHA, and Industrial Users. The proposals of PG&E and DRA fall 
within this range. 

For the reasons explained below, we conclUde that the 
approacll recotlmended by ORAl which' inoludes a cap of SAPC plus 3.5% 
and a'ti.O~decrease floor,' provides the best balance of our goals of . 
achieVing a fUll EPMc allocation and aVoiding excessivelY large 
rate increases for any particularctistomer clCissi Other proposals 
either Iilove too slowly toward EPMC or'restiltin unbearably'larqe 
increases to some classes. 

In weighing the impact of the 'SUbstantial system rate'" 
increase and possible additional 'increases on the-agricultural ~­
class, we cannot ignore the impact of th~ system increase and the 
agricultural SUbsidy burden on-the other classes. As noted by 
CLBCA, . precisely because of the large system ··increase, the 
continuing'burden of the agricultural subsidy on other cust6mersis 
less tolerable in this case. For this'reasonj and because of,our 
desire-to a~hievG significant'progress towajds the EPMC allocation 
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goal, we reject the proposal of CFBF for a cap 6f,SAPC'andl~hat of 
PG&E for a cap of2t ,above s~PC"'': ',', r !I: 'd )i;' ,'j ,> U >~; [f.~: 

!~~'f .ll:"";': We also reject·, the suggesti6i)" ',that- w~ ,areb9und by oU'r,-l' 
action in last year's GRc'deoision to adopt a .c?lpof 2\ at this'; ~ 

time • ..-'one of our prinaryreasons {or 'adopting a 2\ cap irl' the (;RC:,~ 
,ta:s our, recognition 'of the ,conversion of agr1cultural· customers to', 
TOU schedules, and. the impact: su,ch c~mversi(jns, could have, on usage " 
patterns., "As CF'BF points 'outl,this' situation still e)(ists" and' 
changing use patterns' are still' not fully reflected in ~ the.' margin?,l, 
cost elements ,that underlie,the'EPXC calculations before us today.:. 
Nevertheless,' in _ this proceeding we must· strike 'a balance: based on ' 
all -of ,the, facts before us this year j ;inoluding the ,large, system 
Jncrease'~ndthe impact it has on'all 'olasses. We view the'TOU 
conversion process ~nd the effect it may have on marginal cost 
assignments to the agricultural class as reasons for proceeding 
with caution at this tine. As explained below,' we believe that the 
3.5\ cap we are adopting for agriculture in fact represents a 
cautious approach 4 

, ,; , We find CFBF'sargument for limiting the agricultural 
rate,increase because of the last year's inqrease of approximately 
10% for most schedules to be· unconvincing 1 • Most of the increases 
which w~re faced by agricultural customers were also faced by the 
remaining'customers •. simiiarly, we give. little weight to,the 
argument for attenuating the agricultural increase because the 
increase per account in dollar values far exceeds the decrease 
received·by the average residentiai customer. In evaluating the " 
overall interest of a class, we cannot discount the interest merely 
because the class 1s composed of large numbers of small users. 

CPBF has characterized the other parties' proposals as an 
unjustified rush to EPMC given the uncertainty it finds with the 
present·'state of marginal cost analysis.· However, given the 
minimal sUccess achieved so far in progressing to EPHC, and removing 
the agricultural subsidy, the 3.5% cap adopted today can scarcely 
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be' con$idered'.a~~a .'rush~ wh~n the' full')EPMc,revenll~;allocatlon 
requires a'5St olass'incre~sedJc, i ;i,', ,";!i\ ,iff,.- ~)Cnpri ~Y.: ,·::>J'f.!t(P·li!'lf 

"11 /l r Notwithstand~n9; the recent t rel~a$e;(>f~ther agriC\iltural· .. ) ("1 . . 
rate study ordeted inthe'~RC,decislon·(a,studyjwhichrhas yetrto,be 
formaJ,ly' considered' by' the COI!llDissiop) ,i'we ,are, pr~sented with~ no, r I . 

basis in this rec6rd'for)r~treatin<j from!theiuse of marqinalrcosts,·.: 
which:were considered and a~opted.in,the;GRC~an.diwhich have,been,~~­
updated. in tl)is proceeding,· c' We' areconfideht . that·, our .adop\:ion .of:.; 
a cap [of, SAPC plus· 3, ~\ in this case· runs no, reasonal?!e risk of ~. 'lC' 

·overshooting"; the EPMC,target· for agricultureiJu ····ll . ..,~>'" 

:.' ;1""; : on the other; ~and" we: ar~, i>er~uaded. the ,GRe guideline. cap, 
of 5% and the 8% cC'p' recommended. by' TURN,··both result. in" excessive: ;i 
increases this year. The·evidence indicates,that a'cap'of 5% could 
lead-to some agricultural schedules receiving increases in eXcess-,' 
of. 20%, . with- a: class increase of approximately, 16%. Under TURN1s; 

proposal the agricultural class receives an increase of lS,37%,and 
d~pending.on the intraclass allocation method,~individual schedules' 
would receive in excess of a 20% increase." In'6ur judg~ment, a 
revenue allocation which yields schedule'increases~xceeding 20% in 
this~proceeding does not, represent a reasonable balancing' of· our 
ratemaking goals. 

" We note that several' parties seem-to believe that our 
past actions in ba).ancing these goals need to be rectified at this " 
time. In essence, they are requesting that we adopt an increase' 
for agriculture which exceeds an amount that ~ould othen!ise be 
reasonable in order to Fake up for earlier actions.' We reject such 
an approach. Our goal' has always been to J;!love as sOon as 
reasonably possible to full EPMC for all classes. Adopting a cap 
of 3.5% above SAPCdoes not rectify past act~ons, .. nor is it 
intended to. Instead, it represents our judgement with respect to 
the maximum reasonable progress we can achieve now. 
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j 10 { ; I' Although-l \ole'· haVe t dete'rinined that a i 3,5\ cap" above") tAPC) is j 
appropriate, we agree with ORA and Qther~ parties: that it'~ sywnetrical f 
flook',' oft 3,5\\ below, SAPC may~ cause' unnecess~rY distortions in the 
allocation to:tlle'var!ous olasses.i-'The-extensive reve'nue 'i';,;I_r,: "(.f 

allocation :modalinq' presented by, CLECA shows t that with' the11~rge _ '()-~ 
system' increase' and. with caps' of 2\~ -, 3-,5\,' or' even" 5\, the' :1 i :, L :" .1 

allocation" is more.' equitable without a: sYnunetrical"floori~,Rather;!; -
than adoptinq an' al16¢i',tion' with no~ floors/'-, we will'l adopt the' more:" 
conservative approach- recommended: by DRA'to' i"l'lpose: aC,flool": of, n9"' ;", 
decrease. This results' hl' an' allocation in' which most' '-f; '\'::J~.' '.":\' '. 

nonagricultural classes- are.paying;the.'saine-percentage'of:the full 
EPMC' allocation, which we agre-e isi more: equitable, i ,-: ' 

Given the wide variance between" current, agricultural' :. 
rates and the rates associated with- the: full' EPMO allocation,,- it·,· 
appears likelY that the issue of agricultural" rates will be present 
in revenue allocation proceedings for sone tine" to come. 'Because"-
..... e·\.Iish to achieve our EPHC goal as' quickly as reasonably_possible; 
we are disappointed by the laCK of information in this r~cord on', 
the ability of the agricultural class to tolerate rate increases,-
while we are:very concerned about rate increases exceeding 20%~and 
have refrained from imposing such increases in this deci~ion~" we·-
are not fully convinced that such-increases cannot or should not be 
tolerated in future years .. We cannot simplY accept'cFBF's 
assertion about rate shock that nyou'.ll know i.t when .you see it. n 

We would prefer to bHy on Bore objeotive data on' the demand of. the 
agricultural class.- For future revenueailocations,we eXpect 
parties who urge us to depart from our guideline cap of 5% to 
present specific evidence demonstrating that such departures are 
warranted or required. by the nature of the denand of agricultural 
customers for-electric service. 
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C. 1:: streetligbting' t , , .. { 
• - ~ - .t.". !... 

In the GRC deoision we stated. our intent to move .the.'~';~: 
stteetlighti.ng olass to' fuil EPKc.~ithinthre$,years •. 1 we moved 
that 'class one-third of the way ih that deoision,· ",We determined>, 
that the effect on . other ~ustomers would ~" minor.' . (D,89-12-051 i',-:' 

p. 240.) L;·,· .. l .. >. ,1 . '; 

1. The Parties I Post tionS 
,.,' ('·~'.·,:CAL-sIAproposes moving.the streetliqhting olass;to its'.: 

full E{JKO: allocation.'·CAL-SLA . disagrees with,DRA's. proposal to the 
extent it;'lbdtsany rate 'decrease thatwoul~ otherwise b,e e.njoyed 
by:the class. '.CAL-SLA alsO proposes adopti9nof an enerqy charge 
of $0.07165: per kWh. ... .. '.' ~l: ' 

To be consistent with the GRC decisioDI PG&E proposes', 
moving the streetlighting class to the higher of full EPMC or one-
half the distance between present allocation and full EPMC. Under 
PG&E/s proposal this results in an increase of approxinately 1.8%. 
PG&E 'disagrees with CAL-SLA's requesttoad6pt a specific energy 
charge, ,';As noted, DRA recomnends moving the class 'one-half of .the 
way to. EPMC, .resulting in a decrease of 0.9\ under its proposal. 

TURN states that it takes no position on the allocation. 
for thestreetlightirtg olass except to note its past support for 
inore·rapid movement'of the cla~s.to full'EPMC, its small size, and· 
its public character. similarly, CLECA did not take a position on 
streetliqhting rates, althOUgh its witness noted the minimal impa~t 
on other classes. 

2. Discussion 
We find there is in fact little real controversy On the· 

allocation proposals for this class. As PG&E witness Horii 
testified, the difference bet~een the ORA's and PG&E's EPMC 
calculations is likely due to the different ERI values used to 
adjust the marginal generating capacity ·cost. ThUS, DRA's 
recommendation is offered in the context of a decrease for the 
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class while PG&E's recommendation is offered in the;cont~xt of:an.'} 
increase. t'" '~,~;d~1,rt ,':, ',''>I,e}:: ",~, :,-:"L:f':'(J ,;,'/;) "r!) ~,l 

t,','" : with ,this 'Understanding, ','we,find that,the'pt:opos~ls are ):. 
consistent. ' yi th ',each' other and wi th ~ur stated intent: ita the GRO, ,;) 
decisionl' AS'shown in Appendbc- Br our adopted marginal 'costs; ,: ,',; ,; 
result in an EPMC-based increase of 1.73%. Adoption ot this ,I~: ,', , __ ! 
increase on a full EPMC basis is consistent with: the ;,.'1 ",i,' . f 

recommeridations'ot 'all 'of the partles as well as .. the;GRCdecision. 
W6 'agree with 'PG&E,'that adoption of 'CAL~SLA's specifio 'enerq-y : 
charq~: proposal' is:inappropriat'e because: it is l>asedot\ 'an:' 
illusttativecrevenue requirement. ' T,he 'adopted 'energy charge will \',; 
reflect the final, adopted revenue requirement and·reve;nUe:, \", " k 

allocation criteria. 

V.' Intraclass Revenue A11ocation ,-.: . 

" once revenue ,is allocated to the customer classes, the" 
revenue responsibility determ"ined for each class must be divided 
among the various tariff'schedules naking up the:'class .... In the GRC 
deoision we adopted a gUideline for-intiaclass allocation 
consistent with that adopted interclass allocation~i' This consists 
ofa cap'Of5% above the class:average'percentage change (CAPC) and 
a floor'of 5% below the cAPe. (D.89~12~051i pp. 252-253.) This ': 
approach was applied to all but theAG-5 schedules. 2 Becaus~ of, 
our concern over the possibility of bypass, we set the revenue 
responsibility for AG-5 equal to its narginal cost revenue' 
responsibility to aid in keeping the schedule competitive with 
alternative pumping fuels. (Id., p. 253.) 

2 References to AG-5 schedules and AG-5 rates in this section 
apply to Schedules AG-5B and AG-5C only, and not to Schedule AG-5A. 
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Al"} "fbe,Parties' ,POsltions0p'if,I " !riLl ::::,\'"t (':,i {l<'t:; IHU, 

Lx:.:'· '; :.' PG&E propOsesusin<j l thEf' GRO 19\iideline tif· CAPC ,plus ahd 'F' t 
minus :5\'4';: BecaUse .ot,' the, relatively low allocation' to' the~'AG,-5 f.":~~ 
sc.hedules .that general,ly ;results :..urtd,er ,~he GRC',"lethod,l 'and thf3 : 1 -·r 
corresp6ndi~gly higher,ailocation_t~-,theother agricultural ;>, ,; ·i,;'; 

scheduleSI' PG&E recomnendsa' 'capped EPMO allocation' to the A~-5' :' ~ h 

schedules and a~eqUalpercentageincrease to ,the other schedules ~,: 
t~,r~cov~rthe class', remaining'revenue,! PG&E notes :thatunder",f' 
DRA's application'-of ,th,eGRC approach,' AG-5" rates WOUld. receive an, ' 
approximate 8%lincreasewhile the,remainingagriculturai- schedules 
would receive nearly: a' 20\· in_crease;- which, it:.considers 'excessive, 
PG&E states ,.that its capped· EPHC approach, for AG-5 -results in 
increase of 10,5% for AG-5,. thereby inooeratingthe incteases to'the 
other,schedules.PG&E agrees with testimonYiof TURN (described 
beloW) that AG-5 schedules can bear this additional -increase •. · ' 

ORA recorunends consistency with ;its inter-olass :.' ; " .' 
allocation, and therefore reco~endsa cap of CAPC plus 3.5% and a 
no-decrease floor. (DRA initially recommended a fioor 'of CAPO;; ,cj 

minus·3.5%, but subsequently revised this'recommendati6nfor 
cons istency. with its· rev ised '- interclass floor' recommendation. ) ORA 
also;initially used the'GRC guideline for the AG-5 schedules by 
allocating 'those schedules the EPMC share of intra class revenues 
with it floor' of Darginal cost revenue responsibility ... : Upon fUrther 
review, ORA agreed with PG&E, CFBFj and TURN thatadditi6hal 
increases could be assigned to the AG-5 schedUles. DRA recommends 
assigning a uniform increase to all of the agriCUltural schedules; 
including AG~5. 

, TURN'opposes PG&E's 5% cap because it results in a wide 
gap between increases for residential TOU and seasonal schedules 
and increases for the other residential schedules. TURN believes 
that using the same caps 'for intraclass as for interclass 
allocation results in a more e(J11itable distribution of the revenue 
increase among residential customers. 

- 26 -



A.90-04-003 ALJ/MSW/jc. 

TURN also believes that a larger"indrease 'can beCadoptedA 
for ithe. AG-~ 'schedules :thari,that"whlch~results:fr()m',the-GRC method 
used by DRA~i while 'at the', same time' 'the c abil it}h-of thos6 sched'.11es ] 
to compete ,with alternative' J>umpiny: fuels is'preserved. ,:'l'he 'study.: 
which found 'AG--5' 'rates to be ,competitiVe with dl'esel pumping used 'a' 
diesel 'price' ot 55 cents -per'~<Jallon,~'· (D.90 .... 04-022~) :'TURNts >~-" ",' 
witne'ss Marcus estinates that that the I rlse,Jrt I f\lel, prices since;l ,~­
the tine 'of· ,that decision has,raised;,the 'cost of diesel: pumping by , 
approximately 3',7' cents per ,kWh. ' Th.i~ is.expected,to deoli:lt.e , ., .. -: 

somewhat: next sUinnler based 'on' futures prices;<but· will still be ',2.9 
cents per kWh higher than the cost adopted; ir\'O~90-04-022.", , ;", 

CFBF believes, that under any adopted proposal', AG~5, rates 
can' be raised by an amount which is . at' 'or near the 'system' average.) i' 
increase. " While' mindful', of the corunission.s desire ,to keep the' , ; 
AG-5 schedules 'conpetitive with alternative pumping fUels, CFBF 
agrees with TURN that world events affecting'fuel prices permit 
suchan increase while preserving competition. 
B. DiSCUssion· ' . 

'. We agree with TuRN and DRA that consistency of interclass 
and intraolass caps and fl6ors·is desirable'because the need to 
ameliorate 'increases ,to individual schedules is just as important 
as the moderation of class increases. Wew!ll adoptDRA's . 
recoz;mendation for a cap oJ 3.5% over CAPe and a no-decreaSe floor. 

No party has challenged TURN's showing that,the AG-5 . 
schedules can bear larger increases than those first'proposed by 
ORA. On the other hand; we are not persuaded that an estimated' 
increase in diesel pumping costs of 2.9 cents per kWh during the 
next pumping season justifies an AG-5 increase of more than 14% as 
recoanended by DRA. We are persuaded that an increase equal to the 
SAFe assuqgested by CFBF is justified, and will so provide. 
Compared to DRA's original propOsal, which y~elded increases of 
nearly 20% for the remaining agricultural schedules, this will 

\ " . 
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requl.re' ,small'er increases.'.at ,approxiillatelY.f16\ ,to ,).~t :for,' those 

')~' -", -.;. ;":. -' c ' "i'~ 1 ~ r; ~'. 

As previously' noted, we have deternined that rate design i-, 

issues ,are more appropriately considered. in~,GRCs and . their: re,lated;, 
rate' design "'indow proceedings than in ECAC proceedings., However,{' 
issues can arise intbe 'application and ,interpretatiorr 'of 
established rate desiqll c~iteria." TWo such :issues have 'arisen ,in' , 
this case.-~· ,- " ' "'. - " \ 

-~. . L ' 

A. ReslcientialTler Differentials ~ ,--. 
Proposals to close the current residential tier ' . ": 

differential (the difference between the lower· baseline or ,lrTier .. 1.1f 
rate and the higher Tier 2 rate) will- be addressed in PG&E/s ' .. : ,- ':.' 
pending rat¢ design window proceeding. However, a disagreement , 
arose over the method by which the differential· should be 
maintained for the time being. 

1. The' parties' Pasi tions 
'CUrrently, PG&E's Tier 2 rate is 3.446 'cents/kWh,or 

36.1%.,: higher than the Tier 1 rate.' The rate ,proposals of both 
PG&E and ORA maintain a constant cents/kWh differential between the 
Tier 1 and Tier- 2 rates,' Due to'the overall increase in rates; 
this method reduces the differential (based on PG&E's rate 
proposal) on a percentage basis to 32.3%.3 , 

3 PG&E and ORA presented sliqhtly different calculations of the 
current composite Tier 1 rate. (Exhibits 52 and 54.) PG&E shows 
the composite Tier 1 rate to be 9.396 cents/kWh, while ORA shows it 
to be 9.411 cents/k~~. Related calculations of the tier 
differentials vary accordingly. DRA does not explain its 
difference with the current conposite Tier, 1 'rate calculation 
presented by PG&E. We accept PG&E/s calculation, and for clarity 
our discussion refers only to it. 
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C'"(,oriJ TURN opposes',this' met~'od,qlJ"9tiing that, by' tnaihtai1\incj~'n 
constant cents/kWh differential, PG&E and ORA are improperiy·j 11f,-,;'> 

proposing to reduce the perc~ntage difterential. TURN requests 
that the 36.7\ differential'be Jliaintaihed •. TURN notes that the 
commission reduced the tier differential by 25\ in the last GRC, 
and,that the 36. 7%'differential- tor 'PG&E's ,el¢otrio'ra~es', is 
already the lowest ot any, major 'Calitornia" utility. TURN argues 
that'no ,reason exists for ,further reduction in that'difter:entiah',-,': 

PG&E and DRA argue that maint'ei1~nce of a: con'stant ' 
cents/kWhdifferential is: consistent with prior cOlt\Illlssion '" ~ , ' 
decisions. (0.88-12-031 and D.89-12-()57.) PG&E also argues ,that ,:, 
TURN's methodology results in rates which violate the spiri~of .. , 
S8 987, the 'baseline reform legislation," by establishing a wider 
tier difterentialin cents/kWh' and a higher non-baseline rate. " 
Finally, PG&E believes that the issue of whether to maintain the 
differential in percentage or absolute terms ,is more properly 
addressed in the rate design window.' 

2. Discussion 
TURN is correct when it observes that if the absolute 

value of the tier differential is unchanged while both tiers 
increase, the tiers have moved closer together in percentage terns. 
At the sane timej PG&E and DRA are correct in observing that if the 
percentage differential is left unchanged while the Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 rates are increases, the differential will increase in 
absolute terms. (Under FG&E's rate proposal, the absolute 
differential is increased by 11.9% trom 3.446 to 3.856 cents/kWh if ' 
the percentage is unchanged.) Both observations are necessary 
arithmetical results of the underlying assumptions. 
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It is not possible to maintain (~ ~cQnstanti _tier !'rr.. . r 
differEm.tial ' in' both absolute and 'percentacje :.te,rrns when: the rates 
are being inoreased. .1/:. Thus, -the ~ real <Usagreement concerns' the -Il } f f, 
definiti91l of·d'tier di(ferential~."·---'If"itHs·defined as an absolute 
value, :PG&E and.DRA are corx'ect, '1. If"it,is defined as a:percentagef, 
value (jr·'a' ratio, then TURN is correct., ';,,-."j) \' " .: '.tf"C)[: L'I>i.-

For a definltion -of --tier, differ:ential- . we'lpok. for ,,; if,:: 
guidance' t6-our ,prior decisionsl ' As. noted by PG&Eand. DRA, in 
D.88-12-031 we. ,stated that -(r)ather :than'setting.tl\e Tier-J;' r:atec··; 
on' 'a' percentage basJs, 'we believe. that ,the absolute differential.' ~ ,-
between "the ,Tier I '(baseline) and Tier II! rates of Schedule E-1;-:: 
recently adopted in D.88-10-062 should be maintained. - ,.' . - f 5' 

(D.88-12-031, p. 22 and Conclusion of"LaW 8,.p. 24,) Similarly,-. as 
noted by both PGCrE and DRA; in D.89-12-057 we provided'for,a 25% '.< 
reduction in the differential nexpressed in cents/kWh,-, ': _ 
(D.89-12-05'1, p. 262 and Conclusion of Law 94, p. 447 i-) 'It is""',' 
therefore clear that in-those decisions we inplicitly defined the 
term as an absolute valu~. We will n6t abruptly change that ' :', 
definition at this time 'Ilithout further ~considerati6n of the _ issue.-: 
That consideration should take place in rate design proceedings' in 
conjunct16n with the broader issue of whether the tier differential 
should be adjusted further. 

We will; therefore adopt the PG&E and DRA proposal to 
maintain a constant cents/kWh differential" in this proceeding. 
B. Non-Firm Rates for E-19 and E-20 CUstomers 

Both PG&E and'ORA presented rate proposals which; 
apparentlY inadvertently, substantially chanqe the rate design of . 
firm and non-firm rates for E-19 and E-20 customers~ There is 
agreement in prirtcipl~on Eaintaining the status quo for E-19 and 
E-20 schedule rate design, but disagreement on specific proposals 
for accomplishing that end. 
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1. "l'be Partles!rrositlonstil{;-~ <.)J '-'f,li;:-;~~ JC'{j ,cl ii_ 

,- ,·.it,! ," PG&E's proposals;in' Exl\ibit 431 t<esult! in vh,-tu-allY, no -11 i;, 
differehces between, the-enerqy rates ,- for ,fim and :non-tinn 1,',': f~fi c· 1 : 

services. ;i'Instead,' the -difterencesare: nssigned- to the ,-on-peak,; 1: 

demand charge. -,By contrast, the present rate desiqn :'provides ,a,; i,; 

significantly lower energy rate for non-tim customers •. · DRA's"!! ,,': 
initial rate proposal 'adopted much ; the same 'appr6ach~- \): 

,\' ,CLECA i argUes;, and other parties' (including' PG&Ewitness (;' 
Horii): geneially agree,' that -~Hi~inati6n of, the energy'rate ( .. ,; :." 
discount for -noli-firm' service woUld',adversely,i,Ii.pa.ct qusto£.ers with 
high 'load factors~' DRA ~ agreed that lt .was fnot· its intent _ to do so i 

in this case, 'and in response to a: request from CLECA,'sUbmitted'an 
alterrtative 'approach in .late.lfiled Exhibit 54~' '-, In th.e alternative', 
proposal, DRAmaintains the current cents/kWh'differential between 
the firm and' non-firm. enerqy charqes for'equivalent schedules and 
voltage levels. 

-',. In their opening briefs; CLECA, CMAi and Industrial. users 
indicate theiJ;" support for DRA's Exhibit 54 approach; at least 
pendirig'a more detailed review. in the pending non-firm rate design 
proceeding (A.88-12-005). CKA notes, howeverithat while Exhibit 
54 corrects the enerqy rate problem; it reduces the demand charge 
differentials by as much as one-third. CKA further notes that, 
demand charge d~fferentialsare more significant during the summer 
months, and that there is time to consider them in the non-firm ' 
proceeding. In its reply brief DRA itself indicates-its preference 
for the Exhibit 54 approach while non-firm rate issues are debated 
further in'the non-firm proceeding. In its reply brief; CNA· 
withdrew its support for the Exhibit 54 approach. CMA now believes 
the onlyreas6nable action is to leave all existing non-firm 
discounts ~n place pending the outcome of the non-fira proceeding. 

PG&£ agrees that its proposals in Exhibit 41 do not 
entirely acconplish the goal of continuing the E-19 and E-20 rate 
desiqn adopted in the GRC, but it is also concerned that ORA's 

- 31 -



A.90-04-003 ALJ/HSH/jo •• 

Exhibit 54 approach results in anomalous on-peak demand QharqesI" 1.'-1 

To ·remedy ,this problem;'. PG&&- attached to. i.tsopenin9 brief proposed 
revisions in- an·-attempt· to maintain the percentage of .th~ current" i 

non-finn discounts,whIch.are embedded -in the del1a,r\d'~nd energY1d"'" 
charges,-! t'~';!l ',',: ,[ ~. .\ ',_- .. ':"" ,',: ii, .'1 __ 

u -' ;. '; ..... ' f CLEGA, eXpresses alarm ,that PG&E'.s opening brief: proposali 
appears itQ"reduce theoverall-amoun~ of ,the non~firm di~count by f :;, 
substantial amounts, :Industrial Us~rs agree, and!~rgei.that thai: ::; 
proposaL be disregarded. ~' LikeWise, CHA agrees: tllat PG&E's : latest, i,.-.. 
proposal' raises .D10reproblems tllan )it,resolve.s..~} rhese' partiesare',i 
conGerned" that . the proposal.' Inyol ves an ,a~tempt by pq&E to resolve-, 
al leged' errors, in the rei te des ign adopted' in the last· GRC. ' DRA .: j 

similarly ,urges that the: non-firm r~te proposal submitted by ;PG&&·,. 
with its opening brief not be adopted in this proceeding. 

2. DisCUssion 
We agree with CLECA, Industrial Users, and, ORA that! the" . 

approach' offered by DRA' in Exhibit 54 represents the best interim'.; 
solution to the problem of non-firm discounts for the E~19 and.E-20 
scheduleS.- " While this nethod for preserving the d,iscounts for 
non-firm energy charges results in anonalies in demand charges, ' 
there is an opportunity to resolve these problems prior to the 
summer of 1991, when on-peak demand charges take on greater. 
significar'u:::e.'I'he schedule for PG&.E's non-firm rate, design 
proceeding provides for an effective date of'ratechanges of May<l-. 

without addressing its merits, we must reject the latest 
proposal offered by PG&E with its opening brief.' While the attempt 
to unravel this ratenaking snarl is commendable, -We ~re reluctant, 
to consider or adopt a proposal that engenders new controversy and 
raises as many new questions as it resolves, since the part~es have 
had no reasonable opportunity to address these concerns. 
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Findlngsrof hct"b ::[':'T (iC' "h'd! -~I!(. lit ,;J[CI,,,'! d:)t:.o'HlilG :,,-' :fi<ildx:-{ 

i ':-:.;'1' 1.~ 'D'-90'-l,.O";062 adopted the",19~O-91; ECl\C;" fAER,~ ERAM, \and ,LIRA' 
o 

revenue 'requir~ltl.ents adjustments! tor; PG&E i"wi tn' a: 'net I revenue f c. t ,.'!, i 

changQ ~ of; $4S0 i 912 i 000 effective: November! 1 ,f ~1990,':t III -')";~;- f' ,',\ ii "il(';: 

2. D.90-10-062 authorized PG&E to defer implementation :Qt ;".d ) 
rate-, changes iauthorized by that ;'de'oision' until ~J~nuarY:'l;\ 1991 to 
allow a:; single set. 'of,' rate' 'changesconsolidatin<j :,the: $480,912, OOQ'1:" 
increa"se, with'adjustmentsfrol1 (1)' PG'E's(,1991 Attrition :Ratecl':JI(:' 
Adjustment' filing:' (Advice ~ Letter ,1319-£): (2) PG&~' s >1991 'C6st o.f"J(~ 
capital 'proceeding (Application (A& r -90-05,,"011) ;~ (3) :PG'E's le"! ~O"i'i 

customer Energy Efficiency' proceedil'\(;V (Ai90-0,4~Q41; D'-90408~()68): i'-,' 

(4) ro&-E's' Earthquake RecoverY'Account proCeeding (A.90"05-0()3)' f ::; 

and " (S) ',PG&E' s 'Demand-Side Management/Research and Development i ' - [,;': 

offset (ReSOlutions E-3114 arid; E--3188) , ' " " ' "" 
3. Appendix A shows the development of the consolidated, 

revenue reqUitementincrease of approximatelY $688 miilion, which 
is based on the amounts that have bean adopted 'or, requested in the" 
Various'proceedings. ': ] 

4" PG&E'sproposed'marginal energy 'costs' wereuncontested;:~'-­
and .. ere used by other parties"in, developing tl1eirr~venue 
allocation proposals. ' .~ ~ ., ",' 

5., PG&E used the same series of ERIs-that was adopted in the 
1990 GRC"hut: updated ,the six-year average by 'deleting, the 1990,,', 
valUe' "and adding the 1996 value," , ':, " , , 

6. PG&E's Phase 1B BRPU:filing, which wasma.depursuant to 
speci fic direct ives in 0.90-03-060 i conta ins' ERIs which' have not." 
been adopted by the commission. 

"1,, ,The resource plans considered in f;CACproceedings are 
shoit-t~rm plans, while GRe and BRPU proceedings involve 
consideration of longer-term plans. " 

8. It is reasonable that the ERI values used in computing 
the six-year average ERI adjustment factor be drawn from the most 
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recently' -adopted series of -values . which -are' b"a'sed on 'a: 16ng"'!term 
plan. '>'1 ::i .,',' "")--."., i'd,L,. ,1.' ':J'('d:':,~ [,.j(lfr,,~}r'lr';'. ~)'fJ 10 (\)1)",1 

9. Appendix C contains:, th~' previously-adopted, marginalf • costs 
which"are' carried. forwa'rd ; from the GRO 'as 'well 'as ',the 'marginal 
energy 'costs,at\d the' ERI adjustment "to cthe-.lftar<jinal 'generatirig t·,;, \ 
capaoityc'ost adopted by thlsorder. i {, ',. ", ;.:, • ~: ';i,-<L ... h>''1cl' 

·)0", !, All parties endorse in pthioiplethe 'EPKC :appioachi .with,' 
some limits to noderate the rate effects 'on, particular, classes. 

! '11. :·Because' the special contract r rates t are, 'not i increa.sed. . by:.:; ~\ 

the revenue allocation process, inclusion' Of r special' contract r: {' i.,' ~ 

revenUes has the effect 'of .lo",·erinq the' SAPC'and,theref6re, '-6f 
lOlolering the:pe'rcentage' iricrea'se applical;tle" to capped rclasses~:""" " 
which in" turn 'slows the movement 'of such classes to ,full, EPNC'.'t, ! ;-, 

allocation. ~, 

12. It would be inconsistent'to exolUde special contract 
t;dles~ marginal costs, and revenues frOm the initial EPMC 
allocation but include such reVenues for the purpose of defininq 
caps~ 

13. Appendix B shows that;foi the consolidated 1991 PG&E 
revenue requirement increase, if each customer class were moved to 
its full EPMC allOcation, the agriCUltural class rates would 
increase by 58.25%. " 

" 1·L'To the extent that a custom!)):" 'classls allocated a 
revenue responsibility which is less than its full EPMC 
responsibility, the class'is subsidized by One Or more of the 
remaining claSSes. 

15. All of the parties, with the exception of -CFBF,' have' 
recommended that at least some progress be made towards reducing 
the variance between current allocations and the ultimate goal of a 
full EPMC allocation for all olasses. 

,16; No party has recOnmended rriovim} the agriCUltural class to 
a full EPKC allocation in this proceeding. 
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~-'11 t:'~jBecause Of< the-large ;system !increase,; the :'con~inui"CJ ,;-",-, f 

burden of the agricultural subsidy on other customers is less .nE'> Iq 
tolerable,ln this c.i':lse· ~handn pr.evious ,cases.! :) 'd i;):--;'l" • (' 

1S.'·' ~A. cap of, 5\ ~coul(Llead to' some -agricultural schedules'., r !';',,' 
receivirtg, increases ; ~n excess, of '20% wi~h ,a _olass:increase .of .~ (.I ,,:, ". 

approximately 16\, and an S% cap could result' in a._olass·inc,rease, ':, 
of·:1S.37\ wit.h;findividual Schedule increases ,in excess of, a 20\. 

,19. A· revenue . allocation which yields schedule increases . ".' 
exqeeding·20%iin this proceeding .does not·represent a reasonable 
balancing of. our: rateIlaking, goals6::, <':' '" ,"';; ,- . "\ I r., . ~ld ,Y.-,,;-"!': 

20.,' A cap of ,SAPC. plus "3. 5~ . and a no-:-decrcase floor. provide a 
reasonable balance; of our.goals pf achieving ~:tUll: EP~C,al~oCation 
and avoidinglarqe rate ~ncreases -for· any, particular custome):."·; i ,!" 
class, because other proposals either move too slowly toward EPMC 
or result in unbearably' large increases to some classes., 

21. The agricultural customer TOU conversion process and the 
effect·,it may have .on marginal cost· assignments to the agricultural 
class is a reason for proceeding with caution at this time, and the 
3.5\ cap .we are adopting for agriculture represents a cautious 
approach. 

22, For this proceeding, a no~decrease ·floor can' re.sul t • in a . 
more even sharing of the agriCUltural subsidy burden by the 
remaining classes compared to a ·floor set at '3.5% or 5% below the 
SAPe. 

23.- There is no basis in this record for retreating from tl1e 
use of narginal costs which were considered and adopted in the GRC 
and which nave been updated in this proceeding. 

24. The difference between the DRA's and PG&E's EPMC 
calculations for streetlighting is likely due to the different ERI 
values used to adjust the marginal generating capacity cost~ 

25. Adoption of the full EPMCallocation for streetliqhting 
is consistent with the recoamendations of all,of the parti~s as 
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well as,the :GRO f;leoision,! and~q9,eli> .I)Qt: ,r~~\l.\t iJ,-~~y ,~Jgn~.(iQ~n~.J!';; 

adverse, impaot on 'other c~stQm~r ~cl~.se;$~'-'fl·';_' f C iii ~"\'- ",),0 r·;d:t; irU'~' 
26. Consistency of inter and Intraolass caps and f~9.QJ;~:l.~ [ i ;', 

desirable: because the' nee~ to am.e lj,Qrate ! inorea$~s : to. 11\4i v ~~ua 1 
schedules Is ,just as impot:tant,(isthemoderati.on <?~.Qlass Hl .:-.: j ,d 
increases. '\ ':}::," ;,'IS ;;"., l.'l' i!'i:fP", ','; 

,,27. '. The' AG-5B and AG-5C ,sched~l~s ,can, be~T:la.rg~r"JncJ;eases 
th~n_those:first proposed,by DRA;.and an'~ncr~~se equ~~ ~qt~~~s~pc. 
is justified. "t·;',' f ~ i.".:,:", 

28. '~~' It is not possible. to ,maintain a c;on~tant .res~~en~~al 

tier differential dn ,bOth absol~teand per<;:entag~ terms~hen ;the;. " . -. - . -, - ~ 

rates are,being increase(l. "", ,),' I". ".:' ~J' '" 1. 

29. ·InD.88~12-031 and D,89~12-051 we'lmplicit~y ~e(ined~t~e 
term tier differential as an absolute value. , ~ .... . ! ~ " [" 

30,; Thea.pproach offered by' DRA in' Exhibit 54 ~ repre~ent~: ~pe,: 
best interim solution to the problem of non-firm.discounts ~or the 
E-19 and E-20 schedules, 

31. There is an opportunity, to r~solve .an~malies in demand 
charges and other_problems for the E-19 and ~-20.s~hedu~es prior to 
the summer of 1991, ~hen on-peak demand charges take on 9re~ter 
signi ficance. , 

32.' Parties have had no reasonable opportunity to address 
concerns arising froD the proposal of PG&E for E-19 and E-2Q 
schedules submitted with its opening brief~ 

33. 'l'he rates set forth in Appendix D incorporate the '., 
consolidated reVenue requirement.adjustment shown inAppend~~ A and 
the revenUe allocationcriter.l<t which are adopted by this order, ,as 
reflected in Appendices Band C. 
Conclusions of Law 

1.PG&E's proposed marginal energy costs are uncontested and 
should be adopted, 

2. ERI values which haVe been submitted by PG&E~with ,a 
compliance filing in another proceeding, but which have not been 
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adopted riri· that 'proceedlng i-I--sliould 'n6t !be used :-a5 -a, basis J'tor:-; f J 'J''! 

adjusting the mar<jinal qeneratil'tg :'capa6ity --cost' :used in (revenue "'.'I,, 
all66ati6ni-r f,;,~.,:', .. :" -, t l :[ L-li.:,.~il' ie, '.:,--,~;.d·i.':,') .,::'l~ 

c': ~i ',' :Th~ ERI"aata' series 'ad6pttd in PG&E'S ORO 'shOul(l-l)(iusedh 
in this proce~ding for 'the :-ptirp6se-of 'adopting an ERI : adjustment . to 
the marginal generating capacity cost.' '! ',;';!;' 

. c::",'., Special . contract rev~nues should bb 'exoluded·from ,the 
~a1cuHltiori 6£' the SAPC which is used to d~fine rev~nu~ allocation: -,' 
caps and floors. 

t' 5,:" For interc5iass revenue allocations; - it cap on increases 
equal 'to the SAP<! plus) ~ 5% should be ad6pb~d :10 ;tliis-proc~eding' J 

because of the size of the system increase~-:thenel!dt to 'avoid : <;-

unbeak-ably' large C increases fo~ culy'olass,· t~e buiden· Of. :the. : ~ 
agricultural subsidy on other classes, and the need to make): -
significant prOgress t6warda fuil-EPMCaii6cationfor all classes. 

'6. To achieve an equitable distribution of the agricultural' 
subsidy burden among the other classes, a floor of no decrease in ' 
the' allocation to. any class should be adopted. 

1. The: revenUe aliocation for the streetlighting class 
should'besetat-its full EPMC allocation. 

S. DRA's reconmended intraclass allocation cap of CAPe plus 
3.5%, and its-recommended floor of no decrease,shouid be adopted 
for consistency with the adopted interclass illlocatiolli" )' 

9. The AG-5B and AG;';'SC schedules should he 'increased 'by the 
SAPC. 

10. Our'existing methodolOgY of adjustinq residential rate" 
tier differentials on a cents/k~~ basis should be followed in this 
proceeding. 

11. DRA's Exhibit 54 approach for rate design' for the E-19' 

andE~20 schedules'should be adopted on an interim basis pending a 
more detailed review in the non-firm rate design proceeding. arising 
from PG&E's'1990 GRC. 
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12. PG&E should be authorized to implement the cons6ildated 
revenue requirement adjustment shown in Appendix A effective 
January 1, 1991 by filing rate schedules incorporating the rates in 
Appendix D. 

IT IS ORDERED that i 
1. Pacific Gas and Electrio Conpany (PG&E) is authorized and 

directed to file with this commission on or after the effective 
date of this order, and at least five days prior to their effective 
date, revised tariff schedUles for electric rates as set forth in 
Appendix o. 

2. The revised tariff schedules shall become effective on or 
after January 1, 1991 and shall comply with General order 96-A. 
The revised tariffs shall apply to service rendered on or after 
their effective date. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated December 19, 1990, at san Francisco, california. 

G. MITCHELL WILK 
President 

FREDERICK R. DUDA 
STANLEY W. HULETT 
JOHN B. OHANIAN 
PATRICIA H. ECKERT 

cornnissioners 

lie will file a written concurring opinion. 

lsi 

/sl 

FREDERICK R. DUDA 
Commissioner 

JOHN B. OHANIAN 
Commissioner 
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FREDERICK R. DUDA, Commissioner, concurrlngz 

I generally concur with today's deoision. My concern 
deals with the continuing slow pace by which this Commission is 
moving to implement electric revenue aliocati6n among customer 
classes for pacific Gas & Electric (POSE) based on an equai 
percentage of marginal cost (EPHC) approach. It has been over 
four years since the Commission in D.86-08-083 began a program to 
implement EPMC-based allocations. with today's decision we still 
find ourselves far from the goal of EPHC-based ailocation rates 
for POSE. The agricultural customer class is paying four and 
one-half cents below its EPMC allocation while other customer 
classes are paying between one and three mills per kilowatt-hour 
above their EPMC allocation. 

Only a year ago the commission in D.89-12-057 adopted 
marginal costs for all customer classes. More recently, the 
Commission undertoo~ a joint study with PO&E to examine 
agricultural marginal costs. Although this report is not final, 
it is clear from the scenarios that are being examined that the 
agricultural customer class Mis below an EPMC allocation by a 

significant margin in every instance.-1 

As is stated in today's decision the conmission finds 
itself constrained to mOVe more aggressively toward an EPMC 
allocation for the agricultural class because of the need to 

1 Second draft of the PG&E/CPUC Joint Agricultural Cost Study 
dated October 5, 1990, p. ES-4. 
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balance the competing goal ot avoiding excessively large rate 
inoreases for any particular customer class. I heliev~ the 
commissi6rt finds itself in this position becaUse it did not 
establish a process for implementation, indiudiog a timetable, at 
the time it adopted the policy of an EPMC-based allocation. 

If there is a lesson to be learned from tois situation, 
it is that the commission must follow through on its policy 
pronouncements with an explicit and well structured 
implementation program that achieves the policy objectives that 
are sought. Failure to structure a specific implementation 
progran leads to a situation where our policy goals and 
objectives are delayed and the condition we want to change may in 
fact worsen. This is clearly the case here where the great 
majority of ratepayers are continuing to cross subsidize the 
agricultural class. Movement toward an EPMC-based allocation for 
all classes is our adopted goal and objective. We should adopt a 
plan and stay with the plan with deviations only under 
em.ergencies. 

I would urge the commission in the future to support its 
policy directives by explicitly endorsing an implementation 
program that achieves the policy objectives in an efficient and 
timely manner with exceptions and limits firmly controlled. 

December 19, 1990 
San Francisco, california 
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John B. Ohanian, Commissioner, concurring, 

This is a good decision that made nany tough choices while 
balancing difficult and competing interests. I wish to commend 
commissioner Eckert for her handling of the case. 

Among the tough decisions made was that to raise agricul~ure 
rates by up to 16%. The primary reasons for so doing is that ag 
rates are "below cost" and must be brought into alignment with 
cost. otherwise, the argument goes, ag rates are kept 
artificially low at the expense of residential and other customer 
classes • 

This train of logic assumes facts that may not be in existence. 
Marginal cost ratemaking remains an inexact science. For 
instance, agricultural customers have been undergoing a 
conversion to time-of-use schedules. New agricultural load 
patterns resulting from this conversion process are still not 
firmly reflected in marginal cost data which underlie the revenue 
allocation calculations. Furthernore, the agricultural customer 
class does not represent a growing source of demand for 
electricity. Yet the EPMC allocation process assumes 
agricultural customers should pay for costiy new capacity, 
transmission, and distribution resources. until cost-of-service 
analysis progresses to a more refined stage, it would be 
premature to assume ag customers are paying less than their full 
share. 

Parity in allocation of revenue requirement among customer 
classes is a fundamental goal; and through this decision, we 
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continue to make steady prOgress toward achieving this goal. But 
1" recol\\l'llend prudent caution until we have betoX'e us a full 
understanding of th$ issues and tacts. To this end, i wili be 
bringing to my colleagues a set of recommendations for e~amlning 
and resolving the remainihg issues surrounding the appropriate 
level of agricultural electrio rates. 

December 19, 1990 
San Franoisco, caiifornia 
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tAtlflt GAS , fLltTI.e COMPAMY 
ELECtllC OEPAAtME.l 

~ty of leven"e thr~$ 
Uf~tivt " ...... ry It 1991 

IE VElIIJE HEME It 1 

, A&>pled (~t (ost$ .. 
2 htiNted (tAe .tCOUlt ba\v.:e is of 10/31/90 
3 ~n'gr\lted Sites transa:tlons to huh t\lStoeers 

4 Sr..btota' 

5 fr~1Chl$e jees & Unco\l~tibte Accounts (~e a 0.85X 

6 total ECAt Retail hvtnJes 

Annual Energy Rate (AEl) 

1 A:klpted AU COS\$ 
8 tesigr.ate<i Satei trans~tions to lesale (ustOl!lers 

9 Sr..btohl 

10 han.:hise jees & Uncolle.:tibte Act<:U'lts Eapense a 0.85l 

'I lot!' AEt letail Re~tnJes 
, 

Bast (nets)" RhtnUtS (EU14) 

12 Aut~htd hst h~~ AIooI.rlt for \990 
13 oc 8asic ReVeNJe RtqJirement 
t( £n~ironmentll C~tiance 
IS OSM/RO&1) RtflTd leraination 
16 CuStomer ttoergy Effic iency ProgramS 
17 Earl~le ieto~err 
18 Operational & financial AttritiOn for 199' 

19 S\btout hse Reven..oe A'OOISIt for 199' 

2";) liRA ~th.H 2' Designated Sales transa~tion to Resale (ustomers 
22 (stiNted E~-'ot aCCOU"lt balance as of 10/11/90 

tltbi tS to tOJ(: 
21 1990 (alif. torp. 'tane~ise TI~ Adjust~t 
24 En~ironmenta\ C~li~~e 
2i Eart~le Reco~err 

26 S\btotat Oebits to EU~ 

21 Total (lAM Retlil Re~enues 

low Income Rate Assista.-.ce (LIRA) 

28 LIRA Shortfall 
29 [stiNted liRA llCCOUlt balance u of to/31m 
3~ Administrative Costs 

31 lotat LIRA Revenues 

32 cooservation fir.aneing Adjvstll'leflt (eU) 
13 Clliforn;, Public Utilities C~ission Jees 

puSin 
MotE 

IEviiU " 
(sOOo'$) 

$1,211,120 
0 

(93,52S) ............ 
3.171.19$ 

0 
.............. 
$3,I11.m 

$I~,l36 
(9,250) ..•.••.•.. 

la5,OM 

0 
.............. 

$185.086 

n,'",U3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
() 

.................. 
1.t~A71 

0 
(53,l~1) 

0 

0 
0 
0 

................ 
0 

U.095.08t 

$3(.'70 
0 
0 

................ 
$34,170 

Sl,388 
~.n' 

($10,171) $3,26',\49 
521,656 521,656 

0 (93,525) 
............... .......... 4 ••• 

511.485 3,689,280 

31,359 31.359 . ........... .............. 
$542,&44 $3,m.63~ 

$22,706 $,2l7.042 
0 (9.250) 

...~ ............ . ............... 
22.706 207,792 

1,766 ',766 
................ . ................. 

$24,4n $209,558 

$,17(,379 U,322.Sn 
(5,001) (5.00t) 
1.~' •• 941 

29,2\7 29.217 
38,1U 38,1)3 
4,211 4.2?2 

128,594 t28,594 ...... -......... ....................... 

In.t165 3,S2O.538 

(26.146) (l6. '~6) 
0 (53,~91) 

tll1.921) (lU.921) 

'.9« '.94( 
2,093 2.093 
5,643 5,60 ............ . ................. 
9.680 9,680 

IIU,678 $,3,238,159 

($3,024) $26,146 
(16.667) (16,667> 

'.975 1.975 ........... -.... ... .... -........... 
(Sll.716) S\1.454 

SO S1,388 
n sa,331 

~-,-----~~ 

AbOPlEO 
AvtlAGE tAn 

21 
(tents/k-") 

. ......... 
5.m 

.. ........ 
0.302 

31 
31 
(I 
1/ 
3/ 
3/ 

31 
31 
31 _ ..... -..... 

4.669 

. ................ 
0.011 

~.- ... -.- .. -.-...... -.... -.... -.-.-... -............... -....... -... -.- ............ -......................................... -_ ....... -..... . 
~ TOTAl RETAil REVUIJES 
35 PERCENTAGE INCREASE 

$6.501.851 $6S3,278 $7,190,129 
10.59X 

10.366 
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11 • i.s~ on tates effe(ti~e 1/6190. 

APnMOIlA ,.t 
fAttrlt $AS & El((Tllt COMPAKl 

ElECUIC NPAUtElil ,'. 
$\I!III!ry of leveriue (~~ 
UfKthe .ltn.llry '. \99\ 

U • Avtta~ h1tH based 0f'I the forttnted retan $Itts of 69.360 GlII. 
3/ • Adopted In lesolutlon t-3207. 
(/ • Adopted In IHO\UUOO (-3m a."ld [-31M. 

(Erd of ~h. A) 



A90-04-003 ALJ1.4SWI CAC()'sd,'4 • APPENOtX8 
PAGE 1 

line 
1 
2 
3 .. 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 
10 

A B C D E 
PresE-nf Preseol 

Total Revenue a' Revenue % 
Sa'e$ (M'M\) 11&'96 Ra~s at EPMC -:.hange 

ResJdeoh! 23.9«.561 $1.512,247 $2,414.800 -1.49% 
AgrWual 3,311.551 $-.'\36.~ $400.989 <4).04% 

Streetfghfug 285.849 $,.~,532 $34,145 -<4.S9% 
SmawuP 1,586.359 $818.149 $900.551 2.55% 

Medu'nl&P 13.526.618 f'.~.3S5 $1.U3.1s.,s ~.~ 

E·19 Ctass 3.9M.tOt $3·19,326 $l-47.159 .(I.~ 

E·20 Class Tarfl 14.197,375 $I,(lH,938 $9$2,381 -<4.tS% 
Contracts 1,854,364 $1('.8,00 $10$.00 0.00% 

TOI At SYSTEM 69.294,$38 $6,501,Ml $6,50 1.SS 1 (U)()% 
TOTAl INCREASE 

PACIFIC GAS AND ElECTRIC COMPANY 
ADOPTED REVENUE AllOCAllON 112.13.:4' 

EFfECTIVE JAMJAAV I, 1991 

F G H 
Re""eNJe Revenue 

A'Ioc.aOOo e,o Ar>,ocalk>o .: 

alEPMC Change a'SAPC 

$2.737.500 8.91% $2,119.0-\1 
$53i.116 58.25% $311.51& 

$37,162 U3% $..'9.145 
$996.240 13.45% $911.316-

$1.296.292 3.18% $1.3....~.6tO 
$,..':i.3.745 9.85% $380..150 

$1.099,025 1.23% $t.U6.2U 
$108,043 O.()()% $tO$.04a 

$7.190,129 to.5~; $7.100,129 
$6....c.3.278 $688,218 

, J 
Adopted 

% ReV'enue 
Cha'lge A!oeation 

to.~ $2.e:os.527 
10.49% $3-Sl.14t 
1.15% $31,162 

10.62% $1.00 1.966 
10.53% $1.329.49S 
10.5-:1% ~3,5SS 
11.84% $1.12S.I!n 
0.00% $108,<»8 

1().S9~ $7,190.129 
$68$.218 

1/ This table shc\Ols nel revenues. N~l r<!\"enl1eS include noo-ah:;ale<$ revenue adi!.iskT.e~ tom (al optior.a1 IOU me!er doar~$. (b) Slreelrif.1lng and Ra~""a)' 
lacilty charges., (e) negohted CO('·\acls., (d) standby charge s. (e) load maro.!-1C-meot, UC B, and noof.cm ~r.~ di sooonIs., (I) pc "'~f factoueveooes, (9) CCSF 
Hekh Heldly (:foots., and (h) lIRA revenues. 

21 Nego5aled oonlract revenues aTe eJcluded from lhe a1loca~,-.... , process and held rons1ant al present Ie .. ~s-

31 Standby te\"enue$ and m<iig..'-lal oo~ls are hcluded kl i1terda!-$ reveO'Je aBocaOOt~ but eJ;cJuo:jeJ 10m W:~ss te\'~ a'!oca$oos. 
Foc adop{ed revenues., standby de:nands are priced at tt-..e proposedm~iTl\.m demand Warge . 

.u E·20 Ctas$ and System sales excJaJ6e energy f.(ovided 10 CCSF customers from Helch HelOOy. 

K 

% 
Chilnge 

11.79% 
13.94% 

1.73% 
t4.t~ 
5.62'11: 

12.61% 
10.07% 
O.~ 

10.S~ 
5: 

51 Percenlage changes are reTa!}.~ b Uel Revenue al preserl ra!es. Class caps, hO ... e .. oer, are based 00 cJ-.a~'9€S in a!!oc.a~e<.J re .. "entJes excWng ~al C()(llracls.. 
AJ1oca~ re .. -eooes excJvde lhe i~:;;s ideotifl(XJ r. Soo!no~ I. The total wease n allocaTed revel"lU€S EO' c1.)fj;ng ~iaJ (;o;.1racts is 10.96% ra!her IN.1'I to..59%. 
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PACIFiC GAS AND ELEOTRIC COMPANY 
Ca1coTatiOn of Low 1flC(){T)$ Ratepayer Assistance Surcharge 

LIRA program Colts 

Una 
No. Oescropt'"«l: 

\ Pl~ Re$idential ra~e before $urcha~ 
2 Percent Discount 
3 lo ..... lnoome Oisoounl ($ ~Wh) or ($/011) 

(line 1 • Une 2) 

Tier' 

0.10641 
15% 

().01596 

T.er2 

0.14106 
15% 

0.02116 

" liRA Sa\es{KWh) Of Bi1s 474,242,563 
• 

5 low Inccme OisOoont 
(lk19 3 .. line 4 ) 

$16,ros,048 $lb,Ol4,973 

6 1990 ECAC Forecast Period Admin!strat~'e Budget wlh FF&U 

7 Fore-c~st URA Aooount Ba'ance on 10131m 

8 TotalURA Program COs!s 
(line 5 .. line 6 + line 7) 

SaTes Subject to LIRA Surcharge 

9 Total Forecas! SaleS ~Wh) 
(Unad;usted for EE o.soount & modes CCSF power from He~ He~Ji)' sales) 
Ao.uslments: 

to EE Ao.-ustmenl 
t t lo ... ·-incoma forecast perIOd safes (line 4) 
12 Street light SaTes (lS·I,lS·2.lS·3. Ie-I) 
13 Spec<al CO(}lra~ Sa~S 

14 Total Adjustments (line 10 .. Une11 .. line 12 • line 13) 

15 T <>fa! kWh Sa~es Sub:ect to liRA Surcharge 
(l~ 9 • Une 14) 

calculation ollhe URA Surcharge 

16 Total LIRA Program COsts ($) (UnEiS) 
17 Iotal kWh SaTes Sub;ect to lIRASurcharg9 (lK'le 15) 

18 LIRA surcharge ($lI(VIh) 
(CUr til 16.'line \1}) 

(END APPENO[)( B) 

Minimum 
Bil 

().75 

99,901 

$74,92$ 

Total 

$26,145.946 

$1,975,283 

($16,6S7,OOo) 

$11,454,229 
:::====-===::==== 

69.492,071,0V6 

65,093,066 
1,479.007,480 

381,899,000 
1,854.363,625 

3,780,363,171 

65,711,113,835 
=::=========:: 

$11.454,229 
65.7t 1,113.835 

0.00011 
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Margir.al Energy Costs 

GeMlrat"oon 
Transmss'oti 
Oistribut«"l 

Prrnary 
Secondary 

Marginal Capacity Costs 

GeMra~'oo 

ERl(I991·1996} 
ERIA~l.is!ed 
Transm:ssk>n 
Distribut<>o 

Prroary 
Se¢)ndary 

Marginal Customer Costs 

($.'Cus!omer.yr) 

Resider.tial 
SmaTl light and Power 
MeoiUm lighl and Power 
E-t9 C;ass 
E·20 Class 
Agricolo~al 

Stree~9lit;ng 

PAGE 1 
PACIFIO GAS AND ELECTRIO COMPANY 

SUMMARY OF ADOPTEO MARGINAL COSTS 

SurtV'Oel 
Peak 

(e/K\\'h) 

3.268 
3.697 

3.870 
4.()11 

($.~W·yr) 

$56.17 
0.471 

$26.46 
$31.80 

$53.00 
$6.81 

Transmission 

$50,207.82 
$50,207.82 

Svrnrner 
Partial·Peak 

(et\.\Vh) 

2.m 
2.919 

3.030 
3.106 

Prrnary 

$1,533.36 
$9,982.09 
$9,982.09 

Svl'rYner W.,ler 
Off·Peak Partial-Peak 
(e.·~Wh) 

2.331 
2.724 

2.803 
~.846 

Secondary 

$100.37 
$265.06 

$1,278.83 
$11,574.41 
$14,800.29 

$438.83 
$181.20 

(~Wh) 

2.6$8 
3.~ 

3.226 
3.331 

(END OF APPamlX C) 

WJn!&r 
Off·Peak 

(e.-kWh) 

2.215 
2.60t 

2.672 
2.709 

Annual 
(tlltWh) 

2.472 
2.868 

2.965 
3.027 
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UNE 
NO. 

1 
2 
3 

4 
5 

6 

1 
8 

9 
10 
11 

PAGE.' 
PAC{fiC GAS A."'O ElECTR)I) COMPANY 

CURRENT AND ADOPTED RESIDENTIAl AATES 

li$19() 
RATES 

SUMMER 

i~ 
RATES 

WINTER 

tJ1J91 
RATES 

StJMMER 

t/1l~H 
RATES lINE 

WINTER NO • 
• t ................. t .. , ..... i •••• t+, •• ill ,,'1111. ,.u- ....... t- ..... " .................. , ............................................. , ••• , .................. uH, ... 

SCHEDUlE E·l 
J 

Mi..~i.V'J\A BU ($.\lONTH) $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 1 
ES UNrr DISCOUNT ($:\JNtTI).lONTH) $2.51 $2.51 $2.S1 $2.51 2 
ET UNrr DISCOUNT ($:UNIMJONTH) $1~26 $1026 $10.26 $tO.26 3 

TIEA t ENERGY ($.1<\\'H) $O.~14 $1).09374 $O.1065a $0.10058 '" TiER 2 ENERGV ($.1<WH) $0.12842 $0.12842 $0.1.123 $?1.U23 5 

........................... , ............ u, ......... t,.. ....... ' ••• 11 .......................................................... 1I ............ t •••••••••• tt ..... .. 

SCHEDUlE fl-1 

p.,Ii.'i!..\\:.··M BIll ($.MONllf) SUS $4.25 $.f~5 $4.~ 6 

TIER 1 ENERGV ($-'KWH) $0.07924 $0.07924 $O.~S $0.09045 1 
TIER 2 ENERGY ($.·'KWH) $0.10012 $0.10012 $0.11990 $0.11990 8 

••• '''''''Ii! ..... , ...... , ......... u, ............... filII t ................... II ............................ lit .... tt ................... '" .... , ........... .., .................... 

SCHEDUlES E·l ANO El·7 

J.1i.'i_VUM Bfll ($;MONTH) $.S.¢O $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 9 
E·7 ~ETERCHARGE ($.'-'ONTH) $4.40 $ .. UO $4.40 $4.40 10 
El-1 ". ETER CHARGE{$. J,,lONTH} $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 11 

12 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $0.27844 $0 .. 10114 $0.29129 $0.11461 12 
13 Off-PEAK ENERGV ($.l<WH) $0.08143 $O.075~ $O.0929S $O.Om2 13 
14 BASEUNE DISCOUNT ($..'K\YH) $0.02506 $0.02506 $O.02S37 $0.02537 1 • 

.... _ ........................................................ t ... " ....................................................... ., ................. tt: •• _ ........................... . 

SCHEDULE E-8 

IS CUSTOIJER CHARGE $13.92 $13.92 $13.92 $13.92 15 

$0.13892 $0.138-48 $0.06782 16 

.............................................. II ...... III 1:, ........... II ......... __ ............................ t .............................. t ........ iII ............... t- ..... t ..... . 

11 ET WiNIMUM RATE llVITER $O.04S42 $O.04S42 $O.053tl $0.05317 11 

............. , .......... 11: ...... " •• 11: ........... tot- , ... lit: , ......................... , t- •••• II: ••• _ ................. , ....... -t .. ,,. , .... t- ............... It • .., .............. U t: ............ . 
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LINE 
NO • 

PAGE·t 
PACIfJ¢ GAS AND elECTRIC COMPANY 

CURRENT AND ADOPTED $MAll UP RATES 

1i$19O 
RATES 

SUMMER 

1/8.'90) 
PATES 

WINTER 

------ -

111191 
RATES 

SUMMER 

---~--

tlt~l 
RATES LINE 

WINTER NO. 
.............. •• , , ................. t.t ..... , ................... t ................ t ................................... u ... t ....... t •• llll-t ..... , ......... . 

SCHEOUlE A-I 

1 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.'M().) 
2 POlYPHASE CHA.qGE t$~·) 

3 ENERGY ($.1<\VH) 

$1.50 
$1.25 

$6.12150 

$7.50 
$t.25 

$0.09986 

$1.50 
$t.25 

$0.13984 

$1.50 t 
$1.25 2 

$0.11493 3 

............... II .... " lit ............ ilt ...................... " '1.·H;;.t .......... u ............ ltt'.iill fJuiTit:*'.-tHt .......................... tui 

SCHEDULE A-6 

.c CUSTOMERCHA.qGE ($:'MONTH) $1.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 .. 
5 ~ ETER CHARGE ($ MONTH) $6.20 $6.20 $6.20 $0.20 S 
6 POlYPHASE CHA.ttGE (PI.O.) $1.25 $1.25 $1.25 $1.25 6 

1 o."l·PEAK ENERGY ($1<WH) $0.27871 $0.27111 1 
8 PAAT·PEA)( ENERGY ($.'K\VH) $0.13935 $0.07434 $0.13885 $6.07401 8 
9 OfF·PEA.I( ENERGY ($. KWH) $0.07247 $0.05515 $0.07221 $6.05555 9 

• iii II". '" ................... II •• II ...................................................................... II ...... II til" II ..... II" ••• II .... t I- ••• II ......... II ........ II ...... ., •• 1:. I- .......... . 

SCHEOUlE A·15 

10 CUSTOMERCHAllGE ($.'MONTH) 
11 E!t;UTYCHAR3E (SMOOTH) 

12 ENERGY ($.'K\'{n) 

$1.50 
$7.80 

$0.12992 

$1.50 
$1.80 

$0.11599 

$1.50 
$7.80 

$0.16060 

$7.50 10 
$1.80 11 

$0.14338 12 

... ,. ............................................................................................... t ........ , ................ , ......................................... .. 

SCHEOULE Te-1 

13 CUSTOMERCI·lAJtGE ($.'MONTH) $7.50 $1.50 $1.50 $1.50 13 

14 ENERGVl$.''K\'''H) $0.09606 $O.~ $0.100$1 14 

• t ••• Itt ................... ,. ............ t ••• II ......... t ................. t ....................... II" II , •••••• til •• '" II II .............. II ................ t •• t I II ..... * 
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PACIfI¢ GAS ANO ELECTRIC COMPANY 
CURRENT AND ADOPTEO MEDIUM l&P RATES 

71$'96 
RATES 

SUMMER 

7tSr'90 
RATES 

WINTER 

tll~\ 
RATES 

SUMMER 

1/V91 
AATES LINE 

WINTER NO. 
.. , ................... , ...... " ••• " " ........ t- ...... -t., ........... ., ........................... __ ..... " •• , .............................. Ut ..................... . 

SCHEootE A·tO 

1 CUSTOMER CHA,qGE ($-'MONTH) $63.00 $63.00 $63.00 $63.00 
2 MAXIMUM OE),IA'\O CHARGE ($.'KW )''ONTH) $3.30 $3.31) $3.60 $3.60 
3 PRIMARV DISCOUNT ($.'KY-M.IONTH) $0.10 $0.10 $0.80 $O.SO 

" TRANS. OlSOOUNT ($.K\*li1,JONTH) $2.60 $2.60 $2.90 $2.90 

s ENERGY CHAAGE{$. 1<WH) $0.09407 $0.07290 $O.~I$ $0.07684 
-til t ................. ., ........ " 'II .............................. ,. ..... tII ....... , ................ t: ...................... t .................. 11 ............... t ................ . 

SCHEOOlESA·1t A,\OE·t4 

6 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/Mo,'UH) 
1 METER CHAR3E (S.J.lONTH) 
8 .... AXIMUM OEVA"O CHARGE ($. ~V, ).'ONTH) 
9 PR1),l.ARV DISCOUNT ($."K\'w'!MONTH) 
10 TAANS. DlSCOUNT ($'KW,Mo..\ffH) 
1\ ON·PEAKOE"'A~!) CHARGE ($~.JJo..'-nH) 

12 ON·PEAK ESERGV ($.'1<ViH) 
13 PART·PEAK ESERGV ($.1<WH) 
14 Off-PEAK ENERGY ($:1<\\'H) 

15 E-t4 ON-PEA.'< ESERGY ($.~j(\VH) 

$63.00 
$5.10 
$3.~~ 
$0.70 
$2.60 
$9.2'0 

$0.1(134.4 
$0.01904 
$0.05305 

$O.121i.4 

$63.00 
$5.10 
$3.30 
$0.70 
$2.60 

$O.059·U 
$0.05145 

$63.00 $S3.¢() 
$5.tO $5.10 
$3.~ $3.66 
$O.so $0.80 
$2.90 $2.90 

$10.00 

$0.10959 
$0.00374 $0.06294 
$0.05621 $0.05451 

$0.13545 

................. .-.......... " .. t .. "61 ........... , .... " .... __ ........... t"." ......... t ................................................... II ..... t ....... 11 •• II" .......... t-t •• t ..... .. 

1 
2 
3 
of 

5 

6 
1 
8 
9 
10 
11 

12 
13 
14 . 

15 
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PAClF)c GAS AND ELE¢TRI¢ COMPANY 
CURREnT AND ADOPTED E·'9 FRU RATES 

l~E 

NO • 

118190 
RATES 

SUMMER 

118J9c) 
RATES 

WlNTER 

11119' 
RATES 

SUMMER 

l/t191 
RATES UNE 

WINTER NO. 
•• ••• ......... ,. ................................ tt ...... , ............................................................................ 1 ........ , .............. . 

SCHEDULE E·'~T 

1 CUSTOMER CHAAGE ($. MONTH) 
2 MAXIMUM OEMAND CHAHGE ($.I)(V.IIMONTH) 
3 ON·PEAK OEMAND CHARGE ($.'KWiMONlH) 

4 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.1{I.'t'H) 
$ PARTIAl-PEAK ENERGY (~'KWH) 
6 OfF-PEAK ENERGY ($. 'KWH) 

1 o.\I·PEAK AATE LIMiT ($.1M'H) 

$510.00 
$0.70 
$1.2() 

$6.~t02 
$6.0$178 
$0.0-4116 

$0.57455 

$510.00 
$0.70 

$0.05282 
$0.04575 

$510.00 
$0.70 
$7M 

$6.10914 
$0.07408 
$6.05655 

$0.62907 

$510.00 
$6.70 

$0.06334 
$6.054a6 

.......................... t ...................................................................................................................... . 

SCHEDULE E-19 P FlRY 

8 CUSTOPJER CHARGE ($.l.'ONTH) 
9 J.I.AXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($.'KW,MONTH) 
10 ON·PEA-I{ DEMAND CHARGE ($.1<\V;MONTH) 

\ 1 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($. .,(\'t'H) 
12 PARTIAL-PEAK ENERG'i ($ 'KWH) 
13 OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($.K\VH) 

14 AVERAGE RATE LIMIT ($.'KVr'H) 
15 ON·PEAK AATE lIMfT ($.'KWH) 

$250.¢O 
$2.60 
$a.80 

$0.10195 
$6.06920 
$0.05283 

$0.133.30 
$0.78445 

$250.¢O 
$2.60 

$0.05916 
$0.05124 

$250.00 
$2.80 
$9.50 

$O.1t170 
$6.07582 
$0.05781 

$0.14595 
$0.85889 

$256.(10 
$2.80 

$0.06482 
$0.05614 

............................................. t ........................... h ............... t .................................... 11: ...................... t .................. . 

SCHEOUlE E-19 S flR'A 

16 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.:PJ.ONTH) 
11 J."AXIMUM DE~.AND CHARGE ($/K\'-I,MONTH) 
18 ON·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($.'KW,MONTH) 

19 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($."r(\'t'H) 
~ PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) 
21 OFF·PEAK ENERGY ($.KWH) 

22 AVERAGE RATE UMiT ($.'KWH) 
23 O'''l·PEAK. RATE liMIT ($.'KWH) 

$280.00 
$3.30 
$9.40 

$0.10039 
$0.07351 
$0.05616 

$0.133.30 
$O.189¢6 

$2SO.00 
$3.30 

$0.06290 
$0.05«8 

$280.06 
$3.60 

$10.20 

$0.12386 
$0.08401 
$0.06418 

$0.14595 
$0.86394 

$280.00 
$3.60 

$0.01188 
$0.06226 

.............................. t .................. -tit * .......................................................................................... :t ................. . 

1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
6 

7 

8 
9 
10 

11 
12 
13 

14 
15 

16 
17 
18 

19 
20 
21 

22 
23 
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PACIFIC GAS ANo. ElECTRIC tOMP»N 
CORRENT AND ADOPTED E·19 NONFRU RATES 

lt$t9() 7,'8.'90 111191 111191 
lINE RATES RATES RATES RATES UNE 
NO . SUMMER W,,'ITER SUMMER WINTER NO. 

• , ....... II ......................... t ... U.'4 ... t .................... ·U ... , ........ , ................................................ tt ......... tUt.t .... u ttt •••• 

SCHEOUlE E·19T NONFaRM 

1 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.'MONTH) $510.00 $$10.00 $510.00 $510.00 1 
2 CURTAUBlE METER CHARGE{$:MONTH) $'90.00 $190.06 $1~.00 $1~.OO 2 
3 INTERUPT:8LE METER CHARGE ($-'MONTH) $20(\.00 ~.(» $200.00 $206.00 3 

" MAXIMUM OEMAND CHARGE ($.1<WiMONTH) $0.10 SO.70 $0.10 $0.70 " S ON·PEAK OEMAND CHARGE ($:'KWIMOOTH) $1.18 $2.00 5 

6 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $0.00062 SO.tOG74 6 
1 PARTIAl·PEAK ENERGY ($.1<\\'H) SO.~IS $0.05143 $0.01245 $0.06195 1 
8 OFf-PEAl( ENERGY ($'KWI-I) $0.04592 $0.04454 $O.Q5S31 $O.0S365 8 
9 UFRCREOIT ($.'K\'iH) ${).OOI86 $O.OOt~ $0.00186 $O.~IS6 9 
to EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE ($.l<WH. 'EVENT) $$.11200 $.5.77200 $$.77200 $0.11200 to 

.... _ .......... , III"'" t .. t 41 II ...................... III ................... II" ............. II .......... II ........ II II ........... 1' .. U ...... t." ................... II .... t .... t ... t-. II .... II ......... 
SCHEDUlE E·t9PNONF1R'A 

II CUSTm.· ER CHARGE ($: J.l0NTH) $250.60 $250.00 $250.00 $250.00 \1 
12 CURT MABlE METER CHAHGE{$'MONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $190.00 $\90.00 12 
13 INTERUPTlBlE METER CHARGE ($:MONTH) $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 13 
14 ... .AXlVUM DEMAND CHARGE ($1<WIMONTH) $2.60 $2.60 $2.80 $2.86 14 
15 ON·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($.1(W.MONTH) Si.09 $4.83 15 

16 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($."I(WI-I) $O.093SO $0.10325 16 
11 PAATlAl-PEAK ENERGY ($.'K\VH) $0.06341 $0.05426 $0.01069 $0.05992 17 
18 Off-PEAX ENERGY ($. 'K\VH) $O.04a4S $0.04699 $O.6534~ $0.05189 18 
19 UFA CREOIT ($.'KWH) $0.60186 SO.OOI86 $6.60186 $0.60186 19 
20 EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE ($1<WH.'EVENT) $8.64933 $8.64933 $8.64933 $8.64933 20 

..... 1II .. ' .... t ............ t ............. " ... 111 t ..... II t: ................... t ...... , ...... t t tr .............................................. III ..................... 1 ••• It ............... 

SCH EOUlE E-19 S NOOFIRM 

21 CUSTQlJER CHARGE ($.·MONTH) $280.00 $200.60 $280.00 $280.00 21 
22 CURTAn..ABlE METERCHARGE(S.MONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $190.00 $190.00 22 
23 "'UERUPTtBLE J.lETER CHARGE ($.'MONrn) $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 23 
24 MA)(l\lUM OEPI.AND CHARGE l$.'KWiMONTH) $3.30 $3.30 $3.60 $3.60 24 
25 ON·PEAl< OEMAND CHARGE ($:'KW.1J.ONTH) $2.26 $4.08 25 

26 o,'l-PEAK ENERGY ($.1<\VH) $0.10018 $0.12225 26 
27 PARTIAl-PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $0.01248 $0.06197 $O.0S29S $0.01095 27 
2S OFf-PEAK ENERGY ($.KWH) $O.OSs33 $0.65367 $O.0633S $0.66145 2S 
29 UFR CREOIT ($1<WH) $0.00186 $0.00186 $0.00186 $0.00186 29 
30 EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE ($'KWH-"EVENl) $8.64933 $a.S4933 $8.64933 $8.&4.933 30 

........................... ,. •• " ......................... tIIt" ..................................... ri .. :t." ............ ",. ............................... -ta ............. . 
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PAGE ·6 

PACIFiC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
C\IRRENT AA'O ADOPTED E·20 fRM RATES 

liNE 
NO. 

718190 
RATES 

SUMMER 

7~ 
RAteS 

WlNTEfl 

11119\ 
RATES 

SUMMER 

lIt~1 
RA.TE$ lINE 

WINTER NO. 
• •• It .............. , .... tt tt' lit •• " f.t-_ t ... t .. II •••• ,." ......... :. 'II .... ,. ...... u, ....... tit u"." .... " t .... ,. ...... tf't ..... t. tt: t ....... ttt ..... t ...... t ...... II ........ . 
SCHEOUtE E·201 

, CUSTOVER Cl-IARGE ($.' \to.'ffH}-F1RM 
2 MAXWUM DEMAND CHARGE ($:1(W,MQNTH) 
3 ON-PEA..'< OEMAND CHARGE ($/KWlMONTH) 

" ON·PEAl< ENERGV ($:'KWH) 
S PAR~·PEAK ENERGV ($ KWH) 
6 Off-PEA'< ENERGV ($.1<WH) 

1 ON·PEAK RATE LIMIT ($. KWH) 

$5t().OO 
$0.10 
$1.20 

$~.O7791 
$O.053S3 
$0.04125 

$0.51-455 

$5t().(\I) 
$0.10 

$S10.00 $510.00 
$0.10 $0.70 
$7.S0 

$0.00461 
$0.1)5143 $6N910 
$0.04384 $0.04253 

$0.62901 

., .................... It,. t"""'" ." .. " II ,. •• "'t'. It •• ' '11.1- .................... it,. ........... t., ...... .., ..................... t,. t •• t'" •• ,. lit. u ....... t •••••••••• 

SCHEDUlE E·20 P flR.\~ 

8 CUSTOIJER CHARGE ($.VONTH) 
9 ... .AX\. ... UM DEMA.~D CtJ.ARGE ($.'KW, MONTH) 
10 ON·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($.1<\Y, MONTH) 

11 O~·pcAJ< ENERGY ($.1(\0,'H) 
12 PARTIAl·PEAK EN ERG .... ($'K\YH) 
13 Off·P EAK ENERGV (S KWH) 

14 AVEAAGE RATE LIMIT ($.'K\VH) 
15 ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT ($ 'K\YH) 

$220.00 
$2.60 
$8.S0 

$O.097~ 
$O.0G601 
$0.05033 

$0.1156$ 
$0.78445 

$220.00 
$2.60 

$220.60 
$2.80 
$9.50 

$0.10335 
$0.07015 
$0.05355 

$0.12663 
$0.85889 

$220.00 
$2.80 

$0.05998 
$0.0519$ 

.................. It •• t-.t ........... "'flt ...... It ........ -t .... It ... t._ .-tt-<t .... H .... t ................ t ........................... It ......... a ••• itt ............ ,. .......... It •••• 

SCHEDULE E·20SHRM 

16 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.'MONTH) 
11 "'AX~J.UM OEMAND CHARGE ($lKVMJ.ONTH) 
18 OO-PEAK DEMAND CHJ..RGE ($ .. 'KW."MONTH) 

19 ON-PEAKENERGY($'/('WH) 
20 PA.'HIA1.·PEAK ENEW-iY ($!KWH) 
21 Off·PEAKENERGVt$'l<\YH) 

22 AVEAAGE RATE U\IIT ($.'KWH) 
23 ON·PEAK RATE w.nT ($'K\VH) 

$330.00 
$3.30 
$9.40 

$o.¢9Sn 
$0.06104 
$0.05118 

$0.11565 
$O.7S0C6 

$330.00 
$3.30 

$0.05732 
$0.04964 

$330.00 
$3.60 

$1020 

$0.11193 
$0.07500 
$0.05800 

$0.12663 
$0.66394 

$.330.66 
$3.60 

$0.06496 
$.0.05626 

.............. ,.. .............................................................. ., ••• " ............................................. t .......... , ........... *1-..... . 

1 
2 
3 

• S 
6 

1 

8 
9 
10 

U 
12 
13 I. 
15 

16 
t7 
18 

19 
2G 
21 

22 
23 
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LINE 
NO . 

1 
2 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
8 
9 
to 

U 
12 
13 
14 
15 

PAG~·l 
PAClF~ GAS AND ElECTRlC c<>MPAXi 

CURRENT A''D ADOPTED E-20 NONFIRM RATES 

71$'90 
RATES 

SUMME~ 

. 71S9Q 
RATES 

WINTER 

111191 
RATES 

SUMMER 

UV.H 
RATES UNE 

WINTER NO. 
•• ....... .... " •••••••••••••• " •• .,.,. ... ,t, ..... u-u ............ 4 ........................................ HI iIiI,tll" t ....... uu-i •• ell U, Ut .......... . 

SCHEDULE E-20T NONFIRM 

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($. MON'fti) $510.00 
tURT AUBLE METER CHARGi::{$.'MONlH) $190.00 
INTERUPTIBlE METER CHARQ:~1 ($:\IDNTH) $200.00 
MAXlVUM OEMAND CHARGE l$;1<W!MOf't.'TH} $0.70 
ON·PEAK OEMAND CHA.qGE ($,",(VliMONTH) $1.18 

ON·PEAK ENERGV ($KWH) $O'()159"2 
PARTIAl·PEAK ENERGV ($'K\VH) $0.052"22 
OFF·PEA!( ENEnGV ($.KWH) $O.64()17 
UFR CREOIT ($.'KWH) $0.001&5 
EXCESS ENERGV CHA,.,qGE ($.1<VM cVE~T) SQ.7noo 

$510.00 
$100.00 
$20).0.) 

$0.70 

$0.04499 
$O.03S96 
$0.001$6 
SQ.nlOO 

$510..0<> 
$190.00 
$206.00 

$0.70 
$3.01 

$0.08256 
$0.0$602 
$6.04216 
$0.00186 
$6.11200 

$510.00 
$196.00 
$200.00 

$0.70 

$0.64789 
$6.04141 
$O.to186 
$6.11200 

..... 1: ..... 'II •••••••••• t* ................ t .t ..................................... tt .............................. tt." •••• t ........... il ........... t ....... 

SCHEDULE E·20 P N~"FIRM 

CUSTOIJERCHARGE ($.MONTH) $220.00 $2"20.00 $220.00 $220.00 
CURTAILABlE METER CHARGE{$;MONTh) $190.00 $100.00 $1~.00 $)90.00 
INTERUPTIBlE METER CHARGE ($.Vo."Ttr) $200.00 $lOO.OO $200.00 $200.66 
.... AXl\WM DEMAND CHARGE l$1<\'·H"~Trl) $2.60 $2.60 $2.80 $2.80 
o.'Z·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S'K\ViJJ~.Tti) $2.09 $6.43 

1 
~ 
3 
4 
S 

6 
1 
8 
9 
to 

11 
12 
13 
14 
IS 

16 ON·PEAK ENERGV ($;',(WH) $0.¢8990 $0.09599 16 
17 PAJUtAl-PEAK ENER3V WKWH) $0.06102 $0.05211 $0.06516 $0.05511 17 
18 OfF-PEAK ENERGV ($;'KWH) $O.04SSS $0.04518 $0.04974 $0.04825 18 
19 UFR CREDIT ($.'KViH) $0.00186 0.00186 $0.00186 $0.00186 19 
20 EXCESS ENERGV CHARGE l$/K't\,.t:£VE~'T) $8.64~ $8.64933 $8.64933 $8.64933 2Q 

................. t ....... ,. III .......................... t I .............. __ .... t •••• t ...... I ..................... t • .,. 'II t ............................. I ........ t ......... t ••••••• 

SCHEOUlE E·20 S NONFIRM 

21 CUSTOVER CHARGE ($:MONTH) $330.00 $m.00 $330.00 $330.00 21 
22 CURT !JtABlE METER CHAAGE($.M~Th) $190.00 $100.00 SI00.00 $190.00 22 
23 INTERUPTl8lE M~TER CHARGE ($.~'O· .. TrI) $200.00 $200.60 S200.60 $200.00 23 
24 JJAXLV.UM OEMA~D CHARGE l$.'K't'l·",'C.tITH) $3.30 $3.30 $3.60 $3.60 24 
25 ON·PEAK DEMAND C.HARGE l$.'KW,"''O"iTH) $226 $528 25 

26 ON-PEAK ENERGV ($ 'KWH) $O.093S5 $V. 1 0701 26 
21 PARTIAl·PEAK ENERGV ($.1<WH) SO.06370 $0.05«6 $0.07264 $0.06210 27 
28 OFF-PEAK ENERGV (~'IGVH) $O.04S63 $0.04117 $0.05545 $6.05319 28 
29 UFR CREDIT ($/'1<\',1-1) $0.001136 $0.00186 $0.00186 $0.00186 29 
30 EXCESS ENERGV CHARGE ($.'i<'t'M,"EVCNT) $8.t4;m $8.64933 $8.64933 $8.6493-3 30 

................................ :11 ......... * ..... t.t-., t I •• " ........ _ .... w ..... t .... t:t- .... I ul.t ............ i,. tt-, .................. t ............................. .. 
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PAGE·S 

PAClfiO GAS ANO flECm.lO COMPANY 
CURRENT ANt> ADOPTEO REAl T~E PRICING AATES 

1/8.'90 7tS/9() 111191 111m 
liNE RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE 
NO. SUM~ERtI WINTER 11 SUMMER 21 WINTER 2l NO. 

1:,. .................. U: t" u- 11'11 .... t ............... u- U .... II II III .. ' II ....... t •• I' ........... t ••••• t •• t ..... lit .. -.... ...... t ...... " ••• , ....... nt ...... til".""", u- •• tt 

SCH~OOlE A·flTP PRiMARY 

, E·20 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($:MONTH) $220.00 $m.oo sm,t-) $22\1.00 1 
2 OPTIONAl. SERVlCE CHARGE ($:MONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $19(1.00 $1~.00 2 
3 MAXl~UM OEMAND CHARGE ($'l<WIM~'lTH) $2.66 $2.60 $2.M s~.eo 3 

" BASE ENERGY RATE ($.'KWH> $O.OO2SS $0.00288 $0.00332 $0.00332 " 
5 ON·PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 3.0i-41 3.S$~ 5 
6 PART· PEAK ENERGY ./ULTIPUER 1.9456 1.~ 2.'990 2.1990 6 
1 Off-PEAK ENERGY MULTiPLIER 1.4792 1.4192 1.5180 1.5780 1 

I 
S lOAD JI.ANAGEMENT PRlCE SIGNAL· TIER 1 $053 $0.53 S 
9 lOAD ... ,ANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNAL· TIER 2 SO.40 $0.-40 9 
10 LOAD ... .ANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNAL· T!c:l3 $-~21 $()27 10 

...... t ............................. t ........................... II tit ......... , ....... " •• ,t_., ...................... , ............... oil ......... t: ........ t: ... "I'. 
SCHEDULE A-RIP SECONDARY 

11 E·t9CUSTOMERCHAAGE ($'MONTH) $200.00 $280.00 $280.00 $280.00 11 
12 E-2\) CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.tK>NTH) $.330.00 $330.00 $330.00 $336.00 12 
13 OPTK>NAl SERVICE CHARGE ($.·lJo..'lTH) $100.00 $\90.00 $190.00 $190.00 13 
14 J.r.AXl\WM DEMAN 0 CHARGE ($.1<\\', MO.) $3.30 $3.30 $3.60 $3.60 t. 
15 BASE ENERGY RUE ($.'KWH) $O.OO2S8 $0.06288 $0.00332 ~.00332 15 

16 ON·PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 3.0247 3.8598 16 
11 PART-PEAK ENERGY MULT1PUfR 1.9466 1.9466 2.1m 2.1990 \1 
18 OfF-PEAK ENERGY PJ.ULTtPlIER 1.4792 1.,4792 1.5100 1.5780 18 

19 LOAD MANAGEMENT PRICE SfGNAl • TIER t $-').53 $().53 19 
20 lOAD MANAGEPJENT PRICE SIGNAL· TIER 2 $0.40 $0.40 20 
21 LOAO MANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNA!.. • TIER. 3 $-')27 $021 21 

.... II ....... ., •••• t ••••••• " ...... t ......... t ....... -t .... oil •• t •• * ......... 11: .......... , ••• toll ...... to ...... II ....... 1: ............. to .. " ...... t •••••• t- .................... 

11 Ra!es exp1re on 12-~119Q. 

21 SJ>.ect to appiovaf of AdVrce letter 1324-E. 
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LINE 
NO. 

1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
6 

1 

8 
9 
10 

11 
12 

PAGE·$ 
PACifIC GAS ANO ELECTRIC COMPANY 

CUAJlENT A..~O ADOPTED lARGE UP RATES 

71MO 7~ 
RATES RATES 

SUMMER WINTER 

111~1 1i1.91 
RATES RATES LINE 

SUPJI,4ER WINTER NO. 
•• l1li ................... It .... l1li IItHII .......... I .......... t •• t ............... .-It ........ , ....... t .. , .... fII ......................... tt .. III' t ..... ,. ............... tt. it t .... u •• 

SCHEOUlE E·25T 

CUST6MER CHARGE ($.l.lONTH) $5tO.60 $510.00 $510.00 $510.00 , 
MAXIMUM OEMAND CHARGE ($/1M/MONTH) $0.70 $0.70 $0.70 $0.70 2 
ON-PEA}( OEMAND CHARGE ($iKWIMONTH) $1.26 $7.$0 3 

ON·PEAK ENERGV (So KWH) $0.69014 $0.12667 4 
PART-PEAl( ENERGY (So 'K'wVH) $0.05363 $0.04620 $0.07408 $O.OO33-t 5 
OfF-PEA>< ENERGY ($.l<\VH) $0.1)4125 $O.O4¢O2 $0.05655 $O.054S6 6 

ON·PEA>< RATE LIMIT (~1<\VH) $O.574SS $0.62907 7 

............................... ,. ..... -t .......... tt .............. ,. •••• t .... II .iII'''' .a.t •• ' ... ,. •• , ••• ,. .................................... U ••• 'H· ...... 

SCHEDUlE E-2SP 

CUSTOMER CHARG!: ($.MONTH) $2&00 $220.00 $250.00 $2S0.00 8 
""AXLMUM OEMA.l.jO CHARGE ($.'K\-MJONTH) $2.60 $2.60 $2.80 $2.60 9 
ON·PEAK DEMAHD CHARGE ($.'KW,MONTH) $8.80 $9.50 10 

ON·PEA>< ENERGY ($ ~"'H) $0.11288 $0.12964 \1 
PART-PEAK ENERGY ($"KWH) $0.00601 $0.05644 $O.075s2 $O.tts.4S2 12 

13 Off-PEA>< ENERGY (s. 'KWH) $0.05039- $0.048$8 $0.05781 $0.05614 13 

14 AVERAGE RATE uvrr ($1<WH) $0.13330 $0.12663 14 
15 ON·PEAK RATE lI\'1T ($'KWH) $0.18445 $0.85889 15 

...... ,. 'IIf11t ......... t ........... ,.. ....... 4: .... _ .............. t. II ..... t: .... ..-'11 ........... * t a •••• , ............................ 11.'1 ............... t .... t •••• II •• '." U-fII .... tt ........ 

SCHEDULE E·255 

16 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $330.00 $330.00 $280.00 $280.00 16 
11 PJAXIMUM OEp.,I,Al.jO CHARGE ($JK"/"'J.ONTH) $3.30 $3.30 $3.60 $3.66 17 
18 ON·PEAK OEMA."iO CHARGE ($.1<\V,MONTH) $9.40 $10.20 18 

19 ON·PEA>< ENERGY ($1<\\'H) $O.I14M $0.14376 19 
20 PART-PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $0.06704 $0.05132 $0.08407 $0.07188 20 
21 oFF·PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $0.05118 $0.04%4 $O.~18 $0.06226 21 

22 AVERAGE RATE lIvrr ($t1(WH) $0.13330 $0.12663 22 
23 ON·PEAK AATE llVIT ($.'KWH) $0.78906 $0.86394 23 

............ 1-.,. t.t ..................... It ..... til ........ It ............... I-'t-\" •• t ...... tt ..................... II .................. 'II ........ t ........................ . 
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PAGE-10 

PAClF~ GAS AND ElECTRiO COMPANY 
CURRENT AND ADoPTEO lARGE UP AAlES 

11a90 71&'00 1JtJ91 tJl~l 
LINE RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE 
NO . SUMMER WINTER SUfJMER WINTER NO. 

............ , ....... t ........... II U u" .................................... , ...................... .,.·u·tu.i ........................................... t ............ 

SCHEDULE E·26T 

1 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $510.00 $$1M.o $510.00 $510.00 1 
2 CURTAlLABlE J.lETER CHARGE l$.VONTH) $190.00 $19o.c.o $190.00 $190.00 2 
3 MAXIMUMDEVANOCHARGE ($KWVONTH) to.70 $0.70 $0.70 $0.70 3 
4 ON·pEAK OE.lA.liD CHARGE ($iiM'\lOi'HH) $2.84 $4.33 4 

S ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $O.1W..$ $6.11360 5 
6 PART·PEAK ENERGY ($:'KWH) $6.0S2b.1 $0.04532 $0.(15641 $0.04$23 6 
1 Off·PEAK ENERGY ($!K\VH) $0.04641 $0.03925 $OJ)43OG $0.0·\176 1 

8 EXCESS OE""A~D CHARGE I KWH $4.90070 $4.90070 $4.90970 $4.90970 8 

.. ,. II ............... t ..................... ,. ........... II II"" II 11 .... " ............. II .. "tt-1I".t"" II til .... II .............. 't- II II." •• II .. "' ....... II II ........... t ....... t .. t II II II ... It .... II II: II .......... 

SCHEOUlE E-26P 

9 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.'MONTH) $220.00 $220.60 $m.oo $220.00 9 
10 CURTAlLABlE METERCHAAGE t$.YONTH) $190.00 $100.00 $190.00 $l!'rJ.OO 10 

" MAXIMUM DEVAN 0 CHARGE ($.K\\' VONTH) $2.60 $2.60 $2.eo $2.80 11 
12 ON-PEAK DEl)A~O CHARGE ($.'KVl VONTH) $3.93 $121 12 

13 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.'1<WH) $0_12145 $0.'2968 13 
14 PART·PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $0.06239 $0.05335 $O.0€S59 $0.05694 14 
1S Off-PEAK ENERGY ($:KWH) $0.04763 $0.04620 $O.050a3 $0.04931 15 

16 EXCESS DEMAND CHARGE I KV.'H $627071 $627071 $6.27671 $6.27071 16 

................................ Itt,. II t .... II ...... t: ............................................................... t ................... It ..... II ................ t ••••• 1I ••••• t ••••• II -t-••• 

SCHEDULE E-2SS 

17 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($!MONTH) $.330.00 ~.OO $330.60 $330.00 11 
18 CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE (s. VONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $190.00 $ t90.()() 18 
19 JI.AXlMUM DEV.ANO CHARGE ($. K-Il. MONTH) $3.30 $3.36 $3.60 $3.60 19 
20 ON-PEAK DEVANO CHARGE ($. K~'l. JJONnI) $422 $6.63 20 

21 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $0.12579 $O_t4339 21 
22 PART-PEAK ENERGY ($.'K\VH) $0.06463 $0.05525 $0.01366 $0.00297 22 
23 Off-PEAK ENERGY t5-'KWH} $0.04933 $0.04785 $0.05623 $0.05454 23 

24 EXCESS OEJ"IANO CHARGE I KWH $0.27071 $6.27017 $6.27017 $o.270n 24 

.............. II .... :t ........ II ................ ill .... II ....... tit til ·tI· -. ........................... 'II .. t .. f .. t-.,. ...................................... " ....................... . 
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It\E 
NO • 

PAGE·U 
PAClFlC GAS M'O ELECTRIC COMPIJ(i 

CURRENT AND ADOPTED STANDBY RATES 

7f8,.gQ 
RATES 

SUMMER 

718'90 
RATES 

WINTER 

11119' 
AATES 

SUMMER 

'11.91 
RATES LINE 

WiNTER NO. 
•••• 1 ............................ II ......... tt ...................................................... t ••• , ................................................. . 

SCHEDUlE S· TRANSMISSION 

1 CONTRACT CAPACfIY CHARGE ($.1<w.'-'O-1 $0.10 $0.70 $0.70 $0.10 1 

2 ON·PEA)( RATE l1VITER ($!KWH) $0.51455 $0.62907 2 

" ••• t ..... III II .... II" II .. " .............. t ........ II ...... II II ...... t ................ ,. II .............................. c ..... It f ......................................... II I •• t 

SCHEDULE S • PRVAAY 

3 CONTRACTCAPACfTY CHARGE ($:'1<'.'1\1.0.) $2_60 $2.60 $2_80 

.. ON-PEAK RATE lIVIlER ($.1<WH) $0.78«5 $0.85889 4 

............... t .......... , .......... t ......... II .t. I ....................... It ..................... u •••••••••• ., ................ tt •••• II •••••••••• , ••• 

SCHEDUlE S· SEco.'WAAY 

5 CONTRACT C1..PACnY CHARGE ($:1<\'/. "'0.) $3.30 $3_30 $3_60 $3_60 5 

6 ON-PEAK RATE l1VITER ($!KWH) $0.78900 6 

................... t .................................... I' ....... tt ••• ., ....................... ttl .............. t ..... t .... t ....... * .............. -ttl-

REDUCED CUSTOV ER CHARGE ($. MONTH) 

1 A·lIA~ $320 $3_20 $3-20 7 

8 A·101 A·l1 $27.00 $21.00 $27.00 $27.00 8 

9 E·19TRAN.5M;SS'ON IE·2OTRANSM;SSlON $426_00 $426_00 $426.00 9 

.......... 1- ........................ '* .......... t- ........... t ................................................. t- ................ t-*""H .......... till t ............... . 



e 

---- :. 

A.90-04.003 ALYM~I CACO'sd'3 t APPfr401X 0 
PAGE·U 

PAC\fK} GAS ANi> ElECTfU¢ toMPA.W 
CURRENT 1..,"'0 AOOPTEO AGRICUlTURAL RA.TES 

lINE 
"'0. 

718190 
RATES 

S1JMMER 

7iS'90 
RATES 
WI.~R 

1/11'31 
RATES 

SUMVER 

111191 
RATES liNE 

WINTER NO. 
.. ...... t •• t .. u., ...... t ....... t t t ....... t"" tI. t tt Ut ••• , ......................... te-'" .......... t t ..... t .. t ..... I" t ...... I-U'. -t.t ............................... . 

SCHEDulE AG·IA 

1 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($:'MONTH) $10.06 $10.(0) $10.00 $10.00 1 
2 CONN ECTEO LOA!> CHARGE ($.'KWi),,40.'ffH) $1.60 $1.$0 $2.10 $2.10 2 

3 ENERGY CHARGE ($1<\\'H) $0.11441 $O.U441 $0.131$90 $O.I3E~ 3 

.( RATE UMITER $0.91331 $0.97337 $1.12S~ $U2S04 4 

........... tt-t ................... oII! .................. t ............. H ............... Itt-' t •••• t. tt:t- II- .... t- ......... tt:, ........ , .. tt: ................ "' •• t ....... -t •• ,., 

SCHEDULE AG·Ra. 

5 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($1J.ONTH) $10.00 $10.06 $10.66- $10.00 5 
6 METER CHARGE ($ ).IONTH) $6.20 $6.20 $$20 $6.20 6 
1 CONNECTEO lOA!) CHARGE ($.1<\'M.IDNTH) $1.80 $1.S0 $2.10 $2.10 1 

8 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($. -r<\ .. 'H) $0.21632 $O.3~9 8 
9 PART·PEAK ENER-3Y ($ 'K\VH) $0.05189 $6.06882 9 
10 OFF·PEN< ENERGY ($'KWH) $0.06«4 $0.04Q04 $O.07f.61 $0.05413 to 
11 RATE liMITER l$.KIo .. 'H) $0.91331 $0.97331 $1.1~ $t.t2SC>4 11 

........... ,. ................................... " ............................. , .............................. _ .......... , ................................ 
SCHE('lIlE AG·VA 

12 CUSTOMER CHABGE ($:1.IONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 12 
13 M ElER CHARGE ($ )'IONTH) $6.20 $6.20 $$.20 $6.20 13 
14 CONNECTED LOA!> CHARGE ($.1<\Vi}"~ONTH) $1.80 $tsO $2.10 $2.10 14 

1 ~ (X·:·PEAK ENERGY (s. 'KWH) $0.21273 $0.32273 15 
16 PART-PEAK EN~R3Y (S.'KWH) $0.05714 $0.06762 16 
11 OFF·PEAK ENERGY ($ 'KWH) $0.06219 $0.04544 $0.07359 $0.05371 11 

18 RATE LIMITER ($.'K\\'H) $0.91331 $0.91337 $U2S04 $1.12804 18 

...... ,., ................................................................. 111 .. ill ......................... , ........................ " ....................................... 

SCHEDULE AG-4A 

19 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($:MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 19 
21) METER CHARGE ($.)''ONTH) $6.20 $6.20 $6.20 $6.20 20 
21 CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE ($/KWIMONTH) $1.80 $1.S0 $2.10 $2.10 21 

22 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.1<'M-ij $0.26992 $O..3~'\29 22 
23 PART-PEAK ENERGY ($.'K'NH) $0.05555 $0.06110 23 
24 OFf-PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $0.05429 $0.04497 SO.06-4-t2 $0.05336 24 

25 RATE LIMITER ($!f{YIH) $0.97331 $0.91331 $1.12804 $1.12804 25 

.-



, ". 

A.90-04..(103. Al~$W' CJ..COl$¢l'3 • APPENOIX 6 
PAGE -13 

PACIFIC GAS AND ElECTRIO COMPANY 
CURRENT AND AOOPTED AGRlCUlTVAAL AATES 

LINE 
NO. 

11M» 
RATES 

SUMMER 

1/$.'96 
RUES 

WINTER 

l/t~' 
R.UES 

SUMMER 

l/MU 
RATES lINE 

WlNTiR NO. 
..." ............. " ...... t ••• -. ........ t .... "'-41 ............. t ........ " ..... t ... , .............. "" ................. , .................. t II .......... II , ... H-"t' •• "'t" t. II .... . 
SCHEDULE AG-SA 

1 CUSTOMER CHA.qGE (SI'Mo.'lTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $16.00 1 
2 ~ETER CHARG: ($ 'MONTH) $6.20 $$.20 $6..20 $$.20 2 
3 co."NECTEO LOAD CHARGE (Sl<W!"MONTH) $4.5S $4.SS $S.10 $5.16 3 

<4 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $O.t9t19 $022712 <4 
S- PART·PEAK Efot£RGY ($.'K\\'I-I) $O.646¢6 $0.04111 $ 
6 OfF·PEAK ENERGY ($,'KWH) $0.03933 $0.03185 $O.046SS $0.03794 6 

1 RATE lIMfTER t$1<WH) $0.97331 $O.97~J1 $1.12964 $t.12SM 1 
8 ,.. JNIMUM BILL ($ 'KW·YEAR) $-.,.00 $0.00 8 

......... til"'." .... t., ............ ill ........................... t ........ t: .................................. "'" .... II ............. t" t ....................................................... ,. ................. . 
SCHEDULE AGJ3A 

9 CUSTOMERCP.ARGE ($''''o.'ffH) $tO.OO $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 9 
to CONNECTED lOAD CHARGE t$'K\·",,,~ONTH) $4.S5 $4.55 $5-'0 $5.10 10 

11 ENERGYCHA~E ($.'KWH) $0.06700 $t>.03486 $\1.07913 $6.04170 11 

12 RATE LIMITER (s,1<WH) $0.97337 $0.97331 $1.12904 $t.I28M 12 

.................... - III ......................... , ......... , .. " ................... " ....... , t ................... " ....................................... , 

SCHEDULE AG·1B 

13 CUSTOMER CP.ARGE ($.·JJONTH) $10.00 $16.00 $\0.60 $tO.OO 13 
14 MAXIMUM OEVANO CHARGE ($/KWiMONTH) $2.20 $1.50 $2.55 SUS 14 

15 ENERGY CHARGE ($/K\\'H) $0.10161 $0.10161 $O.1t883 $0.11883 1S 

16 RATE LIP/ITER ($.'KWH) $0.97337 $0.97331 $t.12804 $1.12S04 16 

It ....................................... ., .......... ill .......................................................... I-t ......................... I ........... 'I ............. 

SCHEDUlE AG·RB 

H CUSTOPIERCHAAG: (S'MONTH) $tO.OO $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 17 
18 tJETER CHARGE ($': ... ONTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.16 18 
19 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($'KWIMONTH) $2.20 $1.SO $2.55 $1.15 19 
21) ON·PEAK OEMANO CHARGE ($'KWiMOf'TH) $2.20 $2.SS 20 

21 ON·PEAK EfotERGY ($'KWH) $024105 $0.28380 21 
22 PART·PEJ.Y. ENERGY ($'1<V'lH) $0.00613 $O.On32 22 
23 OFF·PEAK ENERGY t$1<WH) $0.01139 $0.05259 $O.0S341 SO.06t49 23 

24 RATE UPJlTER ($.'KWH) $'1.97337 $0.97331 $1.12804 $1.12&04 24 

............ .., .......................... 11 ....... t ..... tt:tt ...................................................... t ...... a .............. t ...... *' ........... , •••••• t •• 
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PACifIC GAS AND elECTRIC CCMPA"N 

CURRENT AND ADOPTED AGRlCUl TUAAl RATES 

718.90 1ra.'90 111m 1/1191 
U~E RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE 
~'O . SUMMER WiNTER SUMMER WINTER NO. 

••• t.t ....... tt ......... 111 .............. t ........ u ••••• tt ................. t ........... ttt-U .............................. , ........................ 

SCHEDULE AG-VS 

1 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($iMONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 , 
2 METER CHARGE ($. \l0NTH) $5.10 $$.10 $5.10 $5.10 2 
3 MAXIMUM DHtA~O CHARGE (SiKV·M.~ONTH) $2.20 $1.50 $2.55 $1.75 3 

" ON·PEAK OEtJA.~O CHARGE (S;'KVMJONTH) $2.20 $2.55 " 
5 ON·PEAK ENERGY (S".m'H) $0.21405 $0.25229 5 
6 PART·PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $O.0641l $0.07501 6 
7 Off-PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $0.061 to $O.osm $0.07849 $0.059'$4 1 

8 RATE UMITER ($.,ot<\ ... 'H) $0.97331 $0.91331 $1.12804 $1.12804 8 

••• tt.t ............ It •• III""' .......... ., •••• tt ..... II ................. t ........................................ t .. t ............ I •••••••••••••••• It 

SCHEOULE AG·43 

9 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $10.06 $10.00 $H).OO $10.60 9 
10 METER CHARGE ($.lJ.ONTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 10 
1\ MAXIMUM OE~A~O CHARG~. i~·~·,;.·o.'fl'H) $2.20 $1.56 52.55 51.7S 11 
12 ON·PEAK DE~A.~D CHARGE ($1<W,MONTH) $2.20 $2.SS 12 

13 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.1<WH) $O.Is083 $0.21011 13 
14 PART· PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $0.05920 $0.06917 14 
15 OFf·PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $0.05625 $0.0,4707 $0.06512 $0.05499 15 

16 RATE liMITER ($.'r(\'lH) $0.97331 $0.97337 $1.12804 $1.12804 16 

............... ,.. ..................... ,. ............................................ 11 .... " ...................... , ..... ,1: ••• " ............... It .............. t •••••••••••••• 

SCHEDULE AG-4C 

11 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($:MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.60 11 
18 METER CHARGE ($.J"'ONTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 18 
19 MAXIMUM DEVA~O CHARGE ($'KW,MONTH) $2.20 $1.SO 52.SS $1.75 19 
26 ON·PEAKDE~A.~D C ... .ARGE (f.'KW,MONTH) $2.20 S2.S5 20 

21 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $0.18083 $0.210\1 21 
22 PART·PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $0.07679 $0.05920 $0.09451 $o.<.~911 22 
23 Off-PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $0.04975 $0.0,4701 $0.06123 $0.05499 23 

24 RATE lIMrTER ($.K .. "r'H) $0.91331 $0.97331 $U2804 $1.12804 2-4 

... .,. .................................................................................................. .,. ......................... t ................... 
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PACifIC GAS ..0.'0 ElEOTRIC tofrIi'AH'I 
CURRENT AND AD6PTED AGRlCVllUAAL AATES 

7/8.'90 1~ tI1~1 111.91 
LINE RAttS RATES RATES RATES LINE 
NO. SUMMEIl WINTER $UVVER WINTER NO. 

• ....... t ........................ lII.t ................................. till .................. '"' ........ ,.. ...................... I' tt .... te- II ..... ·t u III ............... t .. III .. t ..... 11.11 .......... III 

SCHEJ>UlE AO·S8 

1 CUSTOVER CHARGE ($:Vo.WH) $10.00 $'O.~ $10.00 $10.00 1 
2 METER CHARGE ($:MONTH) $S.10 $S.10 $S.10 $S.10 2 
3 MAXlMu,,", OEMAND CHARGE ($.1<W:MONTH) $5.45 $3.65 $6.60 $4.OS 3 
4 ON·PEA'< OEMAND CHARGE ($.'KWiMONlH) $2.25 $2.50 " 
5 ON·PEA'< ENERGY ($'K'IVH) $0.12313 $6.13601 5 
6 PART-PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $0.03668 $O.04¢.49 (; 
7 OFF-PEA'< ENERGY ($/KWH) $6.03539 $0.02917 $OJ)39Q7 $0.03220 7 

8 RATE pVlTER ($.'KWH) $0.97337 $0.97337 $1.1~ $1.12804 8 
9 MINIM!-,""' B!ll ($.'l<\VliEAR) $O.t() $0'.00 9 

....... iIIl- ........... I ...................... tl ......... ., .. 1 .......... ,. ............................... t .................. tll- ...................... ,. ...... 

SCHE()(A.E AG·5C 

10 CUSTOVER CHARGE ($.·"'ONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $tO.OO 10 
11 METER CHARGE ($'MONTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 11 
12 MAXIVUM OEMA..~D CHARGE ($'l<\*"'·JONTH) $5.45 $3.65 $OliO $4.05 12 
13 ON·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($:'KWJ MONTH) $225 $2.5() 13 

14 ON·PEA.'< ENERGY ($.'l<\VH) SO.I2313 $O.I360t 1. 
!5 PAHT-PEAK ENERGY ($.'KVt'H) $0.04846 $O.0366S $0.05363 $O.~~ 15 
16 OFF-PEJ..X ENERGY ($:1<WH) $0.03082 $0.02917 $0.03411 $0.03220 16 

17 RATE LlVITEIl ($.'1<WH) $6.97337 $0.97331 $1_12S04 $1_12804 17 
18 MINlMU'-A BIll ($.'KWNEA.I=l) $0.00 SO.OO 18 

... t ...... _ ............ ill .... '" II .... til ............... ,.. •••• 1-1:.1- , ..... '1'1 .................... t .................... I ...... 1- .............................. t- I .. t .... II 

SCHEOUlEAG-68 

19 CUSTOVERCHARGE ($.:lJONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $tO.OO 19 
20 MAX~IUM OHlAND CHARGE ($.'l<\"I':MONTH) $5.45 $3.65 $6.00 $4.05 20 

21 ENER3Y CHARGE ($'K'o'o'H) $0.05976 $0.03200 $O.066S8 $O.03S52 21 

22 RATE LIMITER ($.'l<\VH) $0.97331 $0.9;337 $1.128G4 $1.12804 22 

......................... tot ....... t.1- ........................ t ................................................ t ....... II ......................................... tit .. .. 
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UNE 
NO. 

PAGE ·1$ 
PACIFIC GAS /.NO ElE¢TR)c COMPANY 

(;URRENT AND ADOPTEO STAEETUGHTING R.·\TES 

118t9O 
RATES 

SUMMER 

1/$;90 
AATES 

WINTER 

1/1,c)1 
RATES 

SOMMER 

tlt.-31 
MTES liNE 

WlNTER NO. • •••• " ... " ........................ '.iI .. """" t .tt .............. t tot ... t ••••• It .tt •• ttt ..................... t ....... , •• "' ..... It ........... t." u- til .... " .. 

SCHEOUlElS-3 

1 SERVICE (;HARGE ($.J.IETERMO.) $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 \ 

2 SWITCHING CHARGE ($'ClRCUIl) $3.25 $3.2S $3.2S $3.25 2 

3 ENERGV CHARGE ($'Ki*'Irr) $0.07396 $O.076t& $0.07016 3 

•• ........... ttt ...... ill •• ' ....... III ........... , ............ , .. t ........................... t.t ..... t .............. t. "tlil" .. , •• II 41' •••• t ....... , ••• \.t ................ tt-. 

SCH EOUlE lS·' 

4 ENERGY CHARGE ($. i<l\"Ii) $0.0739$ $O.076t6 $0.01616 -4 

................ IIIi ............. t ......... "" ... 't. t ..... t ............. III .............. t.tt.t ............ " .... " .. _ ...... t tit .......... ., ......... till'" •• tta ...... ". t t." ..... 111 ..... 1-" l1li t 

SCHEDULE lS·2 

5 ENERGV CHARGE t$.l<\VH) $0.07396 $0.01396 $0.01616 $0.07616 5 

.... .... II ... __ .................... 1- ............ "!l" •• " tt--t ................ l1li ............................................... t .... t .............. Itt .......... l1li ......... t ............ 1II.t 

SCHEDULE Ol-t 

6 ENERGY CHARGE ($ 'K\VH) $0.01396 $0.01396 $0.07633 6 

................ II •• III ..... , ..... rt .. ~ ••• , ............. lit- .......................... , •• ...,. .......... 11.111 ......... III ......... e-.t ................................... .. 
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