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By this decision we adopt for Pacific Gas’and Blectric

.....

réevised electric rates vhich becone effective January 1; 1991. The
criteria are‘then applied ‘in sétting rates which implement the
revenue increase adopted by Decision (D.) 90-10- 062 in an earlier
phase of this" pfdceeding, ‘as well as ‘conscliqatéd révémie
adjustments resulting from several other proceedingst: (1) PG&E’s
1991 Attrition Raté Adjusthent '€{1idg (Advice Letter 1313-E);

(2) PG&E’s 1991 Cost of Capltal proceedlng (Appllcatlon (A )

90-05- 011). (3) PG&E'S ‘Custoner Bnergy Eff1c1éncy proceedlng
(A.90-04- 041, (4) PGEE’S Earthquaké Recovery Account préceedlng S
(A. 90 05~ 003), (5) PG&E's Environceéntal’ Compllance proceedlng
(A.89- 05 -001) § and (6) PGEE’s Dérpand-side Management/Research and
Development offset (Resolutlons E-3174 ‘and E*3188)

' S e’ contlnue to move toward a system ‘6f révémie allocatlon
for PGEE’S électrlc customers which éstab11shes cost- based rates
using ‘the equal percentage of marg1na1 cost’ (EPMC) method whlle weé
avoid the sévére rate shock which would occur if agrlcultural
customers were noved abruptly to full EPNc.d Hovement to fully
cost-baséd rates woulad requlre that the rates for that class ‘bé
increased by an aVerage of 58.25%." By adopt1ng a cap an 1ncreases
which is set at the system average percentage change (SAPC) plus '
3. o%, we ralse agricultural rates by an aVeragé’Of 13.94%. '

‘Based on the adopted total revenue requlrement 1ncrease '
of $688.3 million for the cdonsolidatéd revenué changes, the adopted
critéria affect the various rate classés as follows!




A90-04-003 ALI/MSR/jc * T R A P BN o {13 R A Tl

POVEAODI A ton 85 VO MO LETU0
Adopted Reveénue Incréase
Custoner Class (1.000’s) Pércent
RS EEE I TR EY IR AR { P |
Residential $296,280 11.79%
Agricultural 46,885 13.94%
.- Stréetlighting - vl s 6300 s f1¢T3%
, Small Light &. Pouer L 123 817 ... 14, 10%r;
" Mediun L ght & Péwér ST 93, EVERE
E-19 .. . S L 44,262
.. E-20 . L :1,03,261
| Contfacts AR IS | T

NSRS

Total Systen Increase ;$668,?78;‘:;'¥'1Q;§§§

5 pecharana
:i By D. 90 10 062 1ssued 1n an earller phase of thls
proceedlng (PG&E's Energy Cost Ad]ustment Clause (ECAC), Annual
Energy Rate nechanlsm (AER), Electric Revenue Adjustment Hechanlsm
(BRAH), and Low Income Rate A551stance {LIRA) proceedlnc), we
adopted forecasts of PG&E’s resource le, energy prlces, and the
related payment factors for powe; purchases from varlably prlced
quallfylng fa0111t1es for the 12- month perlod beclnnlng Novenber
1, 1990, We also adopted the ECAC, AER, ERAM, and LIRA revenue
requlrements ad]ustments assoclated wlth those forecasts. The net,
revenue change authorlzed by that dec151on 1s an 1ncrease of o
45, 912 000 effectlve November 1, 1990. We authorlzed PG&E to
defer 1mp1ezentat10n of rate changes a55001ated with that increase
unt11 January 1, 1991 so that a 51ng1e set of rate changes _
consolldatlng the $480 212, 000 1ncrease with ad]ustments from
several other proceedlngs could be implemented concurrently. This
op1n10n w111 dec1de revenue allocatlon criteria to be used in
settlng rates which will allow PG&E to recover the consolidated
revenue requirement change.
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JFatnii 1 Atftheitime of: the hearings thé total:s amount of then~:i»
revenue -incréase. to' be 'implemented 6n January.-1,:1991 .could not.:qi.
deternined,. sincé several: of the proceedings to be 'consolidated:for
rate¢ implementation’ purposes weré pending.: Theseé inocluded .the. 3=
Attrition Rate Adjustment, Cost of Capital; and Earthquake- Récovery
Account’ proceedings noted earlier. ' Based on the amounts:requésted
and the' recommendations of .other parties in those procéedings,  PG&E
subnitted Bxhibit 40,.:in which it projected.a range for the.total ::
increase’ of ‘3646 million to $756 million. :: PGLE considers this. .-t
range to be sufficiently narrow for revenue-allocation: purposes: :
PG&E proposed: to use ‘an increase . of -$760 million,; or 10.77%, for ..
the purpose of devéloping revenue allocation. criteria. ' Each of the
parties submitting revenue allocatiorn testimony used the $700 - ..
million figure:; Appendix A shows the déevelopnmént of the final, ...
consolidated reveénue requirement increase of.$688.3 rillion which -
is based on thé amounts that have been adopted in the various
proceeédings. = L _ : R ey

I In recent years, we have pursued a goal of deveéloping:

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 custonmer .group’s cost
responsibility, we rely on the marginal costs of various components
of se¥rvice. Thé emphasis on mardinal costs-is consistent with
nicdroecononic théory which holds that when buyers pay pricés equal-
to the marginal costs of supplying a good or service, productive:
efficiéncy and total welfare aré maximized. Revenué allocation is-
an important step in the translation of marginal costs into rates.::
- AS 'Wé stated in PG&E’s last géneral raté case (GRC),
revénue ‘allocations based on the marginal costs and the guidelines
adopted in thé GRC should take place whenevér there is a:
substantial change in revenue requiréments, and it is logical that
such révénue allocations will be addressed in ECAC proceeédings. -
{D.89-12-057, p. 240a.) Typically, greater révenue adjustments are
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encounteted : in.ECAQ proceedings :than :in GRCs.» On‘theidthér hand,

- when-We ddopted ‘a generic plan:for processing GRCs!and: ECACS -in.ovoy

Di89401-040," we determined that rate design issues arée moreri: .~::%H
appropriately ‘addresséd in:GRCs-and the newly. éstablishéd anpual- ..«
Xrate désign window” iphase:of GRCS .rather than in ECAC proceedings.’

£ 4 nns Hearings on devenuée allocation wéré -held on: Séptémber:..24.:
and -25;711990 "in San Francisco, California. « The active parties: in .. -
this phase weré PGLE; thé Commission’s Division of Ratepayer.:::
Advocates (DRA) y+Toward Utility Raté Normalization (TURN)~ the (-
California:Farn Bureau:Féderation:and Western Growers -Association =
(colléctivély,; CFBF), California Large Enérgy.Consuners Association
(CLECA) ;:California Manufacturers Assocliation.(CMA),, California. -.i:
City-Céﬁﬁty:StréetiLight?ASSociationf(CAL-SLA)y‘and<Industrial>=-»«
Users " (Industrial Usérs) ! - This phase was submitted with .the.,
recéipt of réply:-briéfs on October 12, 1990, - ... .. 5 Q-

- comments on: the proposed decision of the. Adm1nlstrat1ve

Law Judge (ALJ) were filed by PGS&E and TURN. Reply comments were .
filed by PG&E" We :have carefully considered these filings in
arrivinéiat our decisiéne: © o1 n : -

Y

. IIL.  Marginal Costs :

'~ Marginal costs-are the changes in total costs resulting..
from an incremental change ‘in a spéecified element of the utility’s -
operation. . . We consider . three generdl types.of marginal costs:for-
eléctric utilities.. Marginal capacity costs measure thé costs that
changé with changes in kilowatts of péak demand: Marginal customer
costs. aré the costs of providing accéss to the utility’s systen,
neter reading, and billing that changé as theé number of custoners- .
changes. Marginal énergy costs vary with changes in kWh of energy.

s "In PG&E’s last GRC we:adopted marginal capacity. and
marginal customer ¢osts, and provided for their use:'in subsequent
allocations: ' Marginal energy costs aré updated in each ECAC
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proceeding to- incorporate the .adopted-resource assumptions.\: Wiz
Appendi% C.contains theée preéeviously-adopted marginal costs which ‘are
carried forward from the GRC as well as the marginal:energy costs::
and an ad)ustment to the marqinalxgeneratlng capacity cost,
discussed below i;*: L e “;;;A'ff
A, Marginal Enérgy Costs i i e, :u555

PG&E presented mafqihal energy césts based én the
resource assumptions undérlying the: Joint recommendation of parties
which was submltted 1n “the fesoﬂrcé én& revéhﬁe réquiremént phase
of this proceeding.— in deVeloping the marginal costs,: PG&E used
ratios for the various time-of-use perlods ‘Which Weré derived
through application of the zero-intercept method in the last GRC.
PG&E notes that the ECAC schedule does not permit thé numbér:of -
production siru)ation model runs necessary to apply the zero-. :
intercept méthod and obtain updated ratios. T

' One of the primary ¢omponents of marginal: énergy costs is

the forecasted cost of natural gas. Consistent with the procedure
adopted in thé GRC, PG4E used the averageé utility electric
generation (UEG) cost of gas exclusive of customer costs. :

PG&E’s préposed marginal énérgy costs weré uncontested,
and were used by other parties in developing their révenué
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 prev1ously noted, the marginal capa01ty costs - adopted
in the GRC are used in performlng subséquent réevénue allocations.'_
(D.89-12- 057, P 240a.) However, the marginal genération capacity
cost of $56 1?[kw-yr adopted in that decision was multlplled by a
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six-year avefaQe«Enérgy’ReliabilltyiIndeX‘(ERI)ﬂtactdr;?r He Fannaas
indicated that the: ERI factor. would be updated Whenever réevende -
allocation occursi:t oensib s e en D oadd ol IFRSRTVE B S X BT

MThe values for:the- six‘years 10f ERIs for this TR AT S I

proceeding should be derived from the long-térm
resource plan, The avérage of the ERIs for thé
six years beginning with the test year-is. benfaeg i
0.418 In future, proceedlngs, the most
recen{ly adéptéd sériés of ERIS shobld be" hsed
i.torc¢aléulate the average ERI used! in revenue:
;,allocation and, ratz design, . The (Biennial = .
Resodrces Plan Updaté (BRPU)) procedding will’
.-11kely be the primary source of future series
... ©f ERL pro;ectlons.i (D 89 12 057, p._201 )

LI

. An ‘issué arosé in this procéeding over . the proper method

to bé used in updating the six-yéar average ERI. .': .: ': = .: ; i
1. Thé Partiés’ pPogitions = . L T Vs

PG&E useéed the sameé series 5f ERIs that was adopted in. the
1990 GRC.  The average ERI of 0.418 adopted :in the GRC was based on
the §ix years 1990 through 1995 inclusive.. For this year'’s ECAC,
PG&E updatéd thé six-yéar average by déleting: the 1990 value of -
0.400 and adding the 1996 value 0:716 from the same reliability -
modél run,: yielding a proposed ERI of.0.471. - PG&E argues that no
other series of -ERIs based on a long-term resource plan has been:

R
.

1 An ERI of leéss than:1.0 51gnals that the utlllty has more than
the needed capacity to meet its target reserveé margin, and that
resoéirces other than thé combustlon turbine may be the Sources of
mrarginal genération capa01ty. The existence of lower-prlced
sources of . marg1na1 generatlon capac1ty for utilities with. adequate
capacity makes it logical to deriveé marginal costs fronm those
sources. Using the ERI ad;ustment reflects the expected
avallablllty of lower-priced sources of marginal generation
capacity.

The ERI is derived from theée utility’s resource plan and
reflects the relation of forecasted reserve margin to target
reserve margin.
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adopted by the Ccommission, and that its proposal isitherefore .the
carrect one under.the !'GRC:iguldelines. =iz ot Toivbgur 42y

3€21 - DRA* Bélidves ‘that moxe recent ERI fumbers taken:from 7o
PG&E’S April 1990 Phase 1B compliance filing in the BRPU: (filed: !
pursuant . £o6:D,90-03-060 in:1.89-07-004) will provide & nore:
meaningful: valde.:* DRA proposes using values from this séries for
the Years 1992 through 1996 and, for 1991; the ERI of 1.0 adoptéd: :
in ‘the :joint recomméndation of parties in the éarlier phase of this
proceeding. - Acknowledging -the GRC décisionts provision for using:
the most recently adopted series 6f ERIS, DRA suggésts. that theiti’:
Commission should deécide whéther strict:adherence to that language !
is desirable here. DRA's proposal results in a six-year aVetaQe
ERI of 0.754. S ‘ ' LT

© CLECA adopteéd the same approach as DRA, and arrived at:

the sané recomméndation for an averagé ERI of 0.754. : CLECA states
that whilé PG&E’s recent filing in the BRPU case has not beén
"officially” adopted by the Cormission, it was prepared pursuant to
Speclflc Connmission instructions seét forth in D.90-03-060.

' . Industrial Users support the DRA/CLECA recommendation for
an ERI of 0.754, based on the belief that the ERI numbers favored
by DRA and CLECA are the best availablé évidence at thé present
time and that they will be adopted in thé BRPU proceeding. -

-In-addition to disagreeing with the proposal to use the
ERIS from its BRPU filing, PG&E criticizes the use by DRA, CLECA,
and Industrial Users of an ERI of 1.0 for the 1991 valué in thé
si¥X~-yéar average ERI. This is thé valué that was proposed in the
joint récomméndation and. adopted by D.90-10-062. PG&E notes that
this value was proposed for adjusting as-delivered capacity
pay=ents to qualifying facilities in the 1990-91 ECAC forecast
péricd, which'is a short-term resource plan. PG&E bélieves this
vidlatés the GRC plan to use thé adopted ERI series fronm the- 10ng~
tern resourcé plan. s '
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2. --Discussion Toawrpry P s oo iieiost oD o33 ol padgoelbs
PG&E updated its six-yéar average:BRI;factor.fron that .-
adopted -in.the GRO by deleting .the 1990 value and adding the 1996
value. ! However, it used. the same ERI series.for the updaté.. DRA,:i
CLECA, and.Industrial Users argué .that this seriés is outdated.: -

131 -We agree that the -long-term resource plan data- adopted in
PG&E’s -last GRO:are somewhat dated, but we are reluctant to utilize
the data series filed by PG&E in its Phase -1B:BRPVU filing instead.::
Déspite the characterization .of ‘PG&E’s filing as a compliance
filing madée pursuant to<specific‘directives-in‘D<90—03-060, the
fact :remains that thosé ERIs have not been adopted by the..
Commission. - e R A O A e C R S

As noted by PG&E in its reply brlef, adoptlon ‘of ERI -
valueés proposéd -in another proceeding which is p2nding could have
the effect of prejudging the outcome of that proceeding: Adopting
an ERI factor which is too high could result in ratepayers péying
more for peak capacity than is justified by system circunmstances. .
We are not persuaded that filed but yet-to-be-adopted ERI values
constitute a sufficient basis for raising peak capacity costs in
this proceeding.  For this ECAC, we will adopt PG&E’s proposal to.
use values adopted in the GRC.  We anticipate 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.

1

"The othéer ERI issue is whether to usé 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. We bhélieve theée parties making this ‘
proposal have not givén adequaté weight to our directive in the GRC
decision that 7[i}n future proceedings, the most recently adopted:
séries of ERIs should be used in revenue allocation...” :
(D.89-12-057, p. 201; emphasis supplied.) We provided for a series
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to be derivea from the utility s long-term resource plan, and
antioipatéﬁwt ingle p?oceeding }nvolvinq that plan, most likely
the most recent BRPU proceeding,) We did not anticipate that a
single year’s value, derived in_the ECAC proceeding for the purpose
of adjusting capacity payments to qualifying faoilit1es, would be
combined with a five-year series of values deribed from the
proceeding whlch addresses long-term plannlng 1ssues..ﬁé-2

We conclude that for 1991, PG&4E’S six-year average ERI
factor of 0.471 ‘should be adopted for revenue allocation purposes.

S

v. Interclass Revenue Allocatjoh

| After marglnal costs atte deVeioped, they are used to "
allocate the ut111ty's révenue requlrement to the customer ciasses,'
and then to the varlous Schedulés within each class, accordlng to
the costs that the class or schedule imposes on the' system. In
recent years we have repeatedly stated our 1ntent to allocate
revenue among the customer classes based o6n an equal percentage of
marginal cost (EPMC) The EPMC approach first calculates the _
revenues that would result if each customer class pald prlces equal
to marglnal costs for the serv1ces the class requlres. Because the
resultlng marglnal cost revenues rarely equal the ut111ty's reVenue

the revenue requlrement for the system. The' sane percentage change
is applled to the marglnal cost revenues for éach 1nd1V1dua1
customer class in order to derivé the EPMC revenue allocatlon for
that class. )

Page 1 of Appendix B shows that for the consolidated 1991
PG&E revenue requ1rement incréasé, the marginal costs adopted in
the prev1ous sectlon combined with a $688.3 million system increase
yield a revénué allocatlon whlch would result in the following
increases if each class wéré moved to its full EPMC allocationt
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vt G soate T s i o ety ritidon add fonl {\f.\.'i)-‘x‘ ot
e e . Pt C Revenu lloc p
CiedE D teos aalg detd i fovi BEG g PGS t
ot v Ly i olass Reveihe Iﬁofeasés Jraioting
‘customéer Class ‘v ey o (1,000f8)yiq i Pércenti i oz o

' RebidehtidY v Tg2bs apy 1> R : 8 -7 £ Aeaia
Yngricultural pf%;s‘fﬁz5=f:195 860 1 it B68,25% i, o
streetnghting . : 630 e A 73% .,
S$hall Light & Power 118 091 13 rii S
Medium Light & Power : . -:-39,937 -0 3.18% raif-
- B"‘Q ¢ e . . R 3‘3,419 ,; . 9 85%
RS2 T 74 087 723%
cocontracts: i ooy T iia 0 : . 0.00% -

Ty

Total System Increase $688,278 10.59%

};:vi" - 5[{* ST TR AR L ;f. TR AT |

The foregoing table shows that in thls case, as in other
recent revenue, allocatlons, moVement to full EPMC would result in a
very substant1a1 1ncrease for the agrlcultural class.‘ The 1ncrease
of 58.25% is far greater than the increases requlred to brlng other'
classes to full EPMC. We have prev1ously stated our concerns about_
such larqe 1ncreases._ Thus, although wé have stated our 1ntent to i
move toward an allocatlon based on EP%C, we have also moderated our!
progress toward EPMC to av01d d1srupt1ve rate effects of that J:
nagnltude.‘ . ‘ _ , ' )
) _ In thls case, all partles endorse in pr1n01p1e the EPHC :
approach w1th some 11m1ts to moderate the rate effects on .
partlcular classes.r They dlffer, h0never, on the levels of ‘ o
approprlate caps and floors, part1cu1arly for the agr1cu1tura1 di“
class. Our dlscu591on of 1nterc1ass allocatlon wlll accordlngly .
focus on the partles‘ reasons for advocat1ng the1r favored levels
of caps and floors. We first address an issue that arose in the ’
calculatlon of the systen average percentage change (SAPC) whlch 1s
used as a reference p01nt for defining caps and floors. We then
dlscuss the varlous proposals for caps and floors. Flnally, we
address the approprlate ad)ustment for the streetllghtlng class,
which was accorded separate treatment in the GRC.
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A/ > System Average Percéntage Change ~i.yc [fouavo i« 3 Sadl ol
1?7 Eabuios Our. deoisions in I1.86-10-001 havé pérnitted utilities to-
enter into special negotiated rate céontracts with’>custéners.who =
have .the ability t6 bypass the utility!s system. - In last yéar’s -
GRC weé -adopted .an approach to:.revenueé allécation. which excludés aill
sales and revenues associated with special contracts from the i !
revenue allocation process.  (Di89-12-057, pi: 245:) - i D
i FOr -this procéeding, parties disagree on:whethér, ifor i:..
capping purposes, the revenues from spécial contracts should be .
excluded ‘from the calculation of the SAPC, ' - Y
1. The Partiés’! Positions o : . :

o s v i PGAE proposes the inclusion of spécial contract revénues -
in calculating the SAPC around which caps and flodors are X
deternined.- PG&4E notes that this is consistént with the nanner in-
which the Commission Advisory and Compliance Division implemented -
the GRC last year. PG&E also believes that such inclusion bést -
acconplishes thé Comnission’s intent to maintain inteérclass ’
relationships as if the need for special contracts had not ariseén. -

© .. CLECA believes that the detérnination of thé SAPC which
is used to define caps and floors is part of the revenue allocation
process. Sinceé the Commission has excluded the sales, marginal
costs, and revénues associated with spec¢ial contracts from the
revenue allocation process, CLECA believes it-ig& cléar that the
Commission intended to exclude the revenués from the calculation of
the SAPC for cappiiig 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 révenues fron
the revenue allocation process leaves the rélationships among the
other classés unchanged.

2. Discussion
Because thé special contract rates are not increased by
thé revenué allocation process, PG&E’s inclusion of special -
contract revenues has the effect of léwering the SAPC. Appendix B

- 12 -
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shows that for an ovérall systeéemrincrease of 10:59%,; the allocated~+
révenué SAPO: 1§ -10i78%~if special ‘contract revenues dre:included in
the calculation of:the SAPC and 10.96%1if such revenues are.ii oin>
‘excluded.. Under most proposals, caps aré defined in relation to vrit
the allocatéd-révenue ‘SAPC, ':Inclusion:of :speoial. contract revenue
in the denominator of theé percentage calculation has .the effect of -
lowering the percentage increase applicable to capped classesi. .-
This will in turn:slow the movement of :such classés to full EPMC
allocatione:i: .- o ot s I LT R R

D.89-12-057 did not. expl 6itly ‘'state the cOmmissionfs
intent that special contract revenue be:eéxcluded from.the SAPC |
calculation, but we believe that such an intent is reasonably clear
fron the decision’s roré general provision -for excluding sales and
revenuées from the revenue allocation process. We reaffirm that - *
intent here. We agrée that 'it would be inconsistent to exclude
special contract sales, marginal costs, and réevenues from the -
initial EPMC allocation {as all parties including PG&E agree should
be done), then include such revenues. for the purpose of defining -

capsi .- We find no basis for adoptlng such an inconsistént. approach
at this timeéi- - Lo '

B. Caps and Floors : : P :

In PG&E’s last GRC we 1ndicated that in subsequent
allocations we would usé caps and floors of SAPC plus or nminus 5% -
as guidelines in developing a revenue allocation; éxcept for the -
streetlighting class. However, we also cautionéd parties against
overrelying on this figure or this formula,: and reserved the right:
to fit the revenué allocation to the particular circumstances faced
at the time. (D.89-12-057, p. 241:) We réaffirm both the
guideline and the need to fit the caps and floors to current
circumstances as we approach the issue for this case: ,

The predominant issue in this proceeding was the dJdegree
to which the agricultural class should be noved towards a full EPMC
revenue allocation. An allied issue was the way in which the - ..
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shortfall.in. revenues~from'the agricultural:class should be made up
by ithe- renaininq classes: The: partiés' proposals are isunmarized ::
below, ..~ =i, B cd ol o b o ree st Y F o e g e sl
r. i+7-1s > The parties' P051tions SRTRIETS I NS SN TS CCHEEPURN R N O

a. PGLE RS IS SR RS O | B S

PG&E initially proposed a cap of SAPC plus 2% for .:
agricultural customers, and caps and fldors.of SAPC plus or minu
5% for the remaining customers (with the excéption.of ;= e 0 -
streetlighting, which is discusséd below). ' PG&E beélievesithec- i
Comnission. should:continué thé 2% cap for:agricultire set in:the::
GRC. 1i (D.89~12-057, - pp. 240-=240a,) : Thé company also bélievés that:
the Commission should temper movemént Of agricultural custonmers .to’
full  EPMC pending conmpletion of a study of agricultural rateiissués
that was orderéd by D.89~12-057 (Ordéring Paragraph:52), noting. the
Comnmissions?’s référence to *harsh rate inmpacts that may noét be
justified.” (Id., p. 240.) Because of the largé projécted systenm:
increase of 10.8%, PG4E revised its allocation proposal by limiting
the caps and floors to SAPC plus or minus ‘2% for all classes except
streetlighting. : .

' - PG&E asserts that under the higheér caps for the
agricultural class proposed by other parties, the class would face
#severe® ‘increases, ranging from 14.94% to 18.37%,. compared to
12.46% under PG&E’s proposal: "PG&E further assérts that the
circumstances which led the cCommission to adopt a 2% c¢ap in the GRC
havé not chaitiged. These includé the coéonversions.6f custonérs to  :.
time-of-use (TOU) schedulés, which are still taking place.  Given:
the impact of such convérsions on measurements of class reveénue
responsibility, and the possibility that the réquired study could
lead the Commission to reconsider the EPHC responsibility of the
class, PG&R argues it would be imprudent to move too rapidly. to -
full EPMC at this time.
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<71 wiem o PG&E. opposes. proposals iof other. partiés.to- establish ‘only
caps and-eliminate-floors:: PG&E observés that a ‘révenué-allocation
scheme using caps and floors was adoptéd in the GRC, and doeés.not: !
believe that the record in this case is: sufficieﬁbly ‘well developed
to provide a basis for elininating floors. S
boe «CFBF ~7i 1 iAo oo i o g licizing o
;to1é o i CFBF statés that it supports the Commxssion's movenent -to
cost based ratés,:but in-view of theé very significant systen
incréase !in this casé, it recommends: an incréase ‘for agricultural i
custoners which is linited to the SAPC: ! Larger inéreases. would
assertedly c¢ause rate shock for this:c¢lassi CFBF notés that'in. -
last year’s GRC, :thé Commission-adopted a cap of 2% over SAPC in-:.. -
lieu of the guideliné cap of 5% when the Yevenue incréase being:' .
allocateéed was $272 million. - Sincé theé consolidated increase -
involved in this proceeding is about $700 million, CFBF believés:
that a lower cap is appropriate. Altérnatively, if the Conmission’
deternines that there should be sore movement to EPMC for ’
agricultural _customers, CFBF “grudgingly” supports PG&E’s proposed
cap of SAPC plus 2%. , . .
CPBF echoes PG&E’sS observation that.in the GRC dec151on,
the Commission tenmpered movement of the agricultural class té EPMC
in part due to the ongoeing conversion of custoners within that:. -
class to TOU schedules; and that this situation peérsists. New . °
agricultural load patteérns resulting from this conversion proceéss:
are still not fully reflectéd in marginal cost data which undeérlie
‘the révenue allocation calculations. - CFBF agrees with'PG&E that
the agricultural rate study ordered by the GRC decision could serve
as’'a basis for changing allocations, and that thé Commission night
#overshéot” thé EPMC targét 'if it movés too quickly towards current
EPHC estimates. MNoreover, CFBF argués 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 rust be balanced

oy
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against the negativé 1mpaot that.can.be experienced by. certain
qroups.‘.- T S R R - S S R F';MI LA v 0d ara

. tIn addition to the uncertainty it findstwith marqinal
cost ratemaking; CFBF points to additional factors.which,{itnﬁ;
believes,” support its recommeéndation. ! First, agricultural.:.;.., ..:
customers as a class reéceived an increase of .8:3% last year,  with. -
most scheédules receiving almost 10%.  When:combined with .this
year’s increase and other anticipated increases, CFBF.states that
cunulative ‘effect c¢ould be :incréaseés which exceed 40%. - Secondy i~ :
CFBF notes that the bénefit to other classés from more rapid :i. .. -
movément of agriculture to EPMC is small when méasuréd by customer
billings.r For examplé, when theé 8% cap proposed by TURN'is
conpared with the 2% cap proposéed by PGLE, theiresult is an average
savings of $4 per year for each residéntial customer and an average
incréase of $200 per year for each agricultural account. .

A+ N _m i - S
TURN points out that there has béén virtually no progress

in moving the agricultural class towards EPMC since the Comnission:
began a program of ‘aggressive implementation of EPMC-based
allocations in 1986 by D.86-08-083: Since that decision, -
residential rateés have ‘increased by 36:9%, or 13.2% nore than SAPGC;
while agricultural ratés have increased by 24.1%, or just 0.4% nore
than SAPC, - Thé migration of agricultural custoners to lower. cost: -
rate schedules has &lmost completely offset the minor -increases -: .
that have occurred. To achiéve 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 plus 5%. Do
o TURN believes that proposals of the othér partles for
lower caps doé not provide for sufficient progress in reducing the
agricultural subsidy, particularly in light of thé small 2% cap.
applied in the GRC. TURN states that if the Commission had adopted
a 5% cap in thé GRC, it probably would have récommended a 5% cap at
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this tiwme.,'~ TURN ‘notes testimony:showing thatiif .a 2% cap aboveisy.
SAPC were to be consistently applied in PG4E’s revenuée allocation in
proceedings;: it ‘could take as:long as:19 Years.to achieve full EPMC
for the agricultural class,: Even though that éstimate ‘is subject
to certain assumptions, TURN bélieves.it is clear that a 2% cap:
cannot reésult in reasonableé progréssi | o v -l o s e
‘ TURN  also disagrees with.the 2%:flooy proposed by PG&E -
because it ‘can distort the:revénue allocation précess. . Under. SOmeg
scenarios-a 2% floor may result in: failure t6 allocateé all: TR
revenues., ;v o R TP S EEEEPE
»'di - CLRCA S O R TC PRI
'CLECA witness Barkovich 1n1t1a11y advocated a cap and ¢
floor of 5% above and below SAPC. Barkovich:acknowledged, however,.
that a-more uniform sharing of the agricultural subsidy results -
without a floor. CLECA therefore supports implémentation of full |
EPMC allocation with a cap of 5% on individual classes and no floor
on alass decreases. CLECA does not ‘oppose TURN’s . proposed 8% cap
for "agricultural customers. - S _
-Like TURN, CLECA favors achieving: s1gn1f1cant progress.
toward the Commission’s frequéntly-stated goal of a full EPMC
révénue allocation .in this casé. It characterizes the progress to -
date in.phasing in EPMC as "éxcruciatingly slow”.  CLECA rnotes that
with the sole exceéption of the agricultural ¢lass, PG&E’s custonmers
are paying a relatively even share of the overall revenue - -
requirenent burden on an EPMC basis. ' The agricultural class pays
far below its EPMC share, which is not only unfair, but sénds
incorrect pricing signals. CLECA urges that this problenm be
corrected faster than reconmmended by eithér PG&E or DRA. ,
CLECA also faults PG&E’s and DRA’s proposals because they
inadéquately alloécate the rémaining revenue requirement (after
allocation té agriculturé) among the o6theér classes. . Thé
combination of caps and floors récomménded by those parties results
in a narrow range that can create disproportionate allocation
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burdéns and anomalies:such as:ihability to:allocdate theitotalg i3
revenue requirément. . As arn example, CLECA.reéfers . to DRA!s 3,5%cap
and: floor proposal, which, ;although:it manages.to:allocate 100% of
the revenué, ‘causes dispropértionate impaots.on the residential |
c¢lass and the E-19:class since they are the onlyclassés:léft ‘after
the othersihave hit caps o¥ floors. Under .this:proposal, the :-: (s
nonagricultural classes pay anywhére from 100.08% to:103.26% of ithe
full EPNC allocation. By removing the floor, the 3.5%/cap yiélds a
more- évén allocation with all hit one nonagricultural ‘class paying
the ‘samé 102:55% Sf full EPMC. " A similar léveling of :the revenue: :
burden-occurs when the £106r is removed from CLECA’S 5% capped
allocation.l AR L .

<. Industrial Users : :

“Industrial Users share TURN's and CLECA’s concdeéern about-
thé lack of méaningful progress in eliminating the subsidy to . -
agriculture. While théy recognize the need tdé balance two séparate
and distinct policies of moderated rateé ‘increases and cost-based . -
rates, they urge adoption of a cap of at léast 5% above SAPC and no
floors. Industrial Usdrs also urgé adoption of TURN’S proposed 8%
cap:for the agricultural class to *réctify” the negligiblé progress
Of “that class towards full EPMC over the last three years. -
Industrial Users note that under PG&4E’s propoéosal, the subsidy to
agriculturé would be approkimatély $150 million. . TURN!’s proposal ‘-
for an 8% cap over SAPC réduces that subsidy by approximateély .
$19.9 nillion, which Industrial Users consider a modést reduction.

f. A S

=

CMA believes that thé Commiésion’s révenué allecation
procéedings have focused too much éffort on formula approaches to
setting the propér caps and floors and too little atténtion on the
reasonableness of the end result. CMA suggésts that a nore
equitable procedure is to simply allocate revenues so that all
unprotected classés pay the same percéntage of marginal cost. For
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this proceeding, :this would ensure:that. the: agricultural isubsidy. is
borne in egual: proportion.by all other classes. . i~ 1fupni ciFy
Assuning:the agricultural class .is capped-at SAPQ.plust.
5%, CMA submits that.an allocation based on.a c¢ap of SAPC:plus 5%.i:
for ‘all classes and no floors best.achieves- an equal sharing:.of the
agricultural subsidy. ‘' Howéver, CMA would support :.the-reduced .. - ‘.
agfiéultﬁfalTSubsidY’inherent‘in~TURN!s 8% cap proposal: ‘1o
.‘-:1-9: DRA L e LTI SO :

: “In its initial proposal, DRA recomiended uniform.caps and
floors of 3.5% abové and bélow the.SAPC. . DRA:-would prefer adopting
the guideline figuré of 5%, but bécause  of the impacts of overall:
systém increéease, it believés that the rate shock would be too great
for some scheédulés. Even with DRA’s 3,.5% proposal for interclass
(and intraclass) alléecation, some agricultural schedulés would be
increased by almost 20%. Undeér thé 5% cap of other parties, some
schedules would face increases of more than 20%. On the other
hand, DRA beliévés that PG4E’S 2% proposal nakes too little -
progress in moving agriculture to full EPMC: .

In its reply brief, DRA modified its pOsitlon somewhat by
récommendirng a "no-decreasé” floor insteéead of-a floor. of SAPC minus
3.5%. DRA agrées with thé arguments of CLECA and CMA that removing
the floor can more équitably distribute thé agricultural subsidy
than a 3.5% floor. .DRA had originally used a symnetrical approach
for consisténcy with the GRC decision, but finds that the
criticisms of traditional symmetrical caps and floors have
considerable merit. Based on the extensive modeling work peéerformed
by CLECA (EBxhibit 49), DRA belieéeves that maintaining symmetry may
indéed créate inequities. Because there is a system increase in
this case; DRA béliévés that a no-decrease floor (instead of no
floor) is the more egquitable approach.

P Y
K




A.90-04-003 ALJI/NSW/jo * S PN LIA

o2y il Digcudgian 1o i o 20 LD Yo foro josg ouTh Auoaian oy Loon

All of thé parties have récognized our commitment to =25
marginal cost pricing through the EPNC method.:{ With the exception
of CFBP;*éll of the parties have recomméndeéd that at- least someé ! :o-
progress be made towards reducing the variance between current
allocations and the ultimaté goal of-a full’ EPMC allocation for. all-
classes. - At thé same time, no party has recommended moving the
agricultural class to a full BPMC allocation:in this proceeding,::: :
apparently in:redognition of the severe rate shock that would be: .
assocdiated with a 58% ‘incdrease in average ratés ifor .the class:: The
issueé is whether any increase over and above the SAPC should be U
imposed on 'the agricultural class at this time; and if sSo,: to what
extent' should progress to full EPMC:bé moderated. : We are presented
with a' range of proposals ranging fron SAPC only as recommended by
CFBF .to :SAPC plus 8% as proposed by TURN and supported by CLECA, -
CHMA, and Industrial Users. The proposals of PG&E and DRA fall
within this range. : C . . S

For the reasons explained below, we concludée that the
approach récommended by DRA, which includes a cap 6f SAPC plus 3.5%
and a no-decrease floor, provides the best balance of our goals of
achieving a full EPMC &llocation and avoiding excéssively: large
rate incréases for any particular custonér class. =~ Other proposals"
either mové too slowly toward EPMC or result in unbearably:large
increasés to some classes, o S

In weighing the impact of the sSubstantial system rate -
increase and possible additional ‘incréases on the agricultural @ -
¢class, weé cannot ignoré thé impact of thé system increase and the
agricultural subsidy burdeén on thé otheér classes. As noted by
CLECA, précisely bécause of the ‘large systemincrease, the
continuing burden of the agricultural subsidy on other custeémers is
less tolérable in this case. For this reason; and because of our
desire to achieve significant progreéess towards the EPMC allocation
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goal, weé reject the proposal of CFBF for a cap of SAPC -and.ithat of
PG&E for a: cap Of 2% above SAPCo 1 i untdiig o4t o (18

od tao i We also reject the suggestion that wé are bound by our-;
action in last year’s GRC decision to adopt a.cap of 2% at this .
tire. i.0ne of our prinary reasons for adopting a 2% c¢ap in theé GRC..
was our. recognition of the convérsion of agricultural custoners to -
TOU schedules, and . the impact:such conversions could have on usage -
patterns. 'As CPBF points out;: this situation still eXists,: and -
changing use patterns are still-not fully reflected in.the marginal.
cost elements that underlie . the EPY¥C calculations before us today.:-
Neverthéless,: in this proceeding we must striKke- a balance based on :
all of -the.facts before us this year; ‘including the -large systen . :
increasé and the impact it has on-all classes: We view the TOU .-
convérsion process and the effect it may have on marginal cost
assignments to the agric¢ultural class as réasons for proceeéding
with caution at this time. As explained below, we believe that the
3.5% cap we are adopting for agriculture in fact represents a
cautious approach. S e ‘

: We find CFBF’s- argument for 11m1t1nq the agrzcultural;_
rate-lnc:ease because of the last year’s increasé of approxirately
10% for most schedules t6 be unconvincing: Most of theé increases
which were faced by agricultural customérs were also facéed by the
remaining customers. - Similarly, we give little weight to-the
argunent for attenuating the agricultural increase bécause the .
increase per account in dollar values far exceeds the decrease
received by the averageée résidential customeéer., In evaluating the
overall interest of a class, wé cannot discount the interest merely
because the class is composed of large numbers of small users;

a CFBF has characteéerized 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
miniral succéss achievéd so far in progressing to EPMC and removing
the agricultural subsidy, the 3.5% cap adopted today can scarcely
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be’ considered:as:a #Frush? whén the  full-EPMC:révenue-allocation
requires a-58% olass:increaséiite fun A dtiv sanps su o teigorga:

wit uf Notwithstanding:the recent:release:of:theragricultural.,:
rate study ordered in the GRC.deécision (a-study:which:has yet:to.be
formally considered' by:the Commission),we: are:presented with'no.::.
basis in this record for:retreating from,the:use of marginalicosts .
which were considered and adopted in:the.GRC:and.which have been.:: -
updated in this proceeding. - We are confident that:our adoption of::
a cap:of .SAPC plus 3.5% in this case runs no.reasonable risk of.
'overshooting' thée EPMC: target for agricultureiiir-», :- et

LR ‘on- the other:hand,-we:are: persuaded. the GRC gu1de11he cap.
of 5% and the 8% cep recommended by TURN-both result in: excessive:; ;
increases this year. The evidencé indicates that a cap of 5% could
lead: to some agricultural schedulés receiving. increases in excess:: -
of 20%, with a class increase of approximately:16%. Under TURN’S
proposal the agricultural class receéives an increase of 18.37%,.and
depending on the intraclass allocatlon-method,;1nd1v1dpa1 schedules-
would receive in excess of a 20% increéase.. In our judgement, a .
revenue allocation which yields schedule: increases eéxceeding 20% in
this: proceeding does not.represent a reéasonable balancing of our
ratemaking goals., - - L . S

He note that several- partles seemn to believe that our

past actions in balancing thesé goals need to be rectified at this -
tinme. In essence, they are reguesting that wé adopt an increase - ..
for agriculture which ekceeds an amount that would othervise be . .
reasonable in order to rake up for earlier actions.  We reject such
an approach. Our goal has always beéen to move as sGon as
reasonably possible to full EP¥C for all classes. - Adopting a cap .
of 3.5% above SAPC doés not rectify past actions, nor is it
intended to. 1Instead, it represents our judgement with respect to
the pmaxinmum reasonable progress we can achieve now.
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not s Althoughiwe-havé:detérninéd that a(3.5% cap above SAPC>isi
appropriate, we agree with DRA and other:parties:that a:isymmetricals
floor of/3,5% 1 below’ SAPC may! cause" unnecéssary‘diStortiOné in the
allocation toithe various classes.:The éxtensive revenue . Hiniz i
allocation nodéling: presentéed by:CLECA shows!that with' the: latge cd
system>increase and with ¢aps of 2%, 3:15%;  or-even-5%; thé' ni =i -1
allocation i$ moré equitable without &;symmetrical: floor: -Rathér .-
than adopting an-allécntion with no: floors; we will; adopt the more: s
conservative approach recommended:by DRA'to’impose}a?flobr'of\npt» -
decréase. This results'in’ an’ allocation in‘which most ™ i roniis rove”
nonagricultural ¢lasséeés are paying: the:same percéntagé’ of: the full
EPMC allocation, which wé agréé isimoré: equitable.: Coiar

Given the wide variance between:current: agricultural -

rates and the rates associatéd with the! full:EPMG allocation, it:
appears likely that the issue of agricultural rates will be présent-
in révenue allocation proceedings for some time to come. Because -
we Wish to achieve our EPMC goal as quickly as reasonably possible,
we are disappointed by the lack of information in this récord on':
the ability of the agricultural class to tolérate :rate increases:. -
While we are very concernéd about rate increases exceeding 20%:and
have refrained from imposing such increases in this decision, we  :
are not fully convinced that such increases cannot or should not be
tolerated in future yéars. ' We cannot sinply accept: CFBF’s
assertion about rate shock that ”you’ll know it when you see it.”
We would prefer to rély on more objective data on the demand of. the
agricultural class.: For future revenue allocations, we expect
parties who urge us to depart from our guideline cap of 5% to -
present specific evidence denonstrating that such departures: are
warranted or required by the nature of the denand of agricultural -
custoners for electric service. '
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In the GRC decision we stated our intent to move .the ..
streetlighting class to full EPMC within thrée.years. s We moved
that ‘¢lass one-third 6f the way in that decision: --We determined . .
that the effect on.other customers would beé. minor. '(Ds89-12f05?y>u
p. 240.) ! . e g e, S
1. The Parties' Positions-~ P : .
s ‘CAL~SIA proposes moving the streetlxghting olass to itsa
full EEMO:allocation. -CAL-SLA disagrees with:DRA’s proposal to the
extent it limits any rate decrease that would otherwiseé be enjoyed‘
by ‘the class. 'CAL-SLA alsé proposes adoptlon of an enerqy charge
of $0.07165 per kKWhe . . . Coen C e S
To be consistent with theé GRC deci51on, PG&E proposes -
roving the streetlighting class to thé higher of full EPMC or one-
half the distance bétween préseéent allocation and full EPMC. Under
PG&E’s proposal this results in an increase of approxinateéely 1.8%.
PG&E disagrees with CAL-SLA’s request to adopt a specific energy
chargé: - iAs noted, DRA recommends moving thé 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 the streétlighting class except to note its past support for
nore rapid movénent of the class to full EPMC, its small size, and-
its public¢ c¢haracter. Similarly, CLECA did not take a position on
streéetlighting ratés, although its witness noted the minimal impact
on other classes.

2. Discussion _ .

We find there is in fact llttle real controversy on the .
allocation proposals for this class. As PGLE witnéss Horii
testified, the difference betweéen the DRA’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
reconnéndation is offered in the context of a decrease for the
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class while PG&E’s recommendation is offered in the ‘context of:.an.
increase. D AN T A 1% & TR PRI S S e R TR LI e T

© With this understanding, ‘wé.find that. the proposals are ::
consistent-vith-each other and with our statéd intent in the GRO. i
decision. As’shown in Appendix B, our adopted warginal Gosts :
result in an EPMC-based increase of 1.73%. Adoption of this .o«
increase on a full EPMC basis is consistént: with:the .t i 1
reconméndations of ‘all ‘of the parties as well as the:GRC decision.
Wé ‘agreé with PG&E-that adoption of ‘CAL-SIA’s speéific’energye
chargé proposal’ is. inappropriate becauserit is based 6n an: :
illustrative: révenué requirenent: - The adopted ‘energy charqe will
reflect the final, adopted revenue requ1rement and -revenue :
allocation critéria. ]

V. Intraclass Revenue Allocation

- Once révenue is allocated to thé customer classes, the
revénue résponsibility determined for each class nust be divided-
among the various tariff schédules making up thé ¢lass. ~In the GRC
decision wé adopted a quideline for "intraclass allocation
consistent with that adopteéed interclass allocations.' This consists
of ‘a cap of 5% abové the dlass:average:percéentage changé (CAPC) and
a floor of 5% bélow the CAPC. (D.89<12-057, pp.: 252-253.) This
approach was applied to all hiuit the AG-5 schedules, ? Bécausé of
our concern over the possibility of bypass, we set the révenue
responsibility for AG-5 equal to its marginal cost revenué:
responsibility to aid in keéping 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 Scheduleée AG-5A.
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Ai > The Parties’! -Positionsapini o !ridt movaifod onls i,

fof2 v PG&E ptopOses using:the GRC.guideline of CAPC .plus and in:
ninus: 5%4‘ Becausé of thé. relatively low allocation to the AG=-6 .-
schedules that generally irésults:undeér.the GRC nethod, and the -+
correspondingly highér.allocation to the other agricultural . {
schedules;  PG&4E recomnénds a capped EPMO allocation to thée AG-5 :~ i
schedules and an equal percentage incréase to the other schedules:
to recover the class’ reémaining ‘revenué. ! PGAE notes .that . under -::
DRA’s application of the GRQ approach, AG-5 rates would receive an .
approximate 8% iincreadé while the reémaining agricultural schedules:
would receive nearly a-20% increase, which. it considers ekcessive.
PG&E states that its capped EPMC approach.for AG-S results in
increase of 10:5% for AG-5, thereby moderating the increases to the
other.schedules. PG&E agreés with testimony of TURN (described -
below} that AG-5 schedules can bear this additional increase..-

DRA reconmends consistency with ‘its intercdlass = -
allocation, and theréfore recommends & cap of CAPC plus 3.5% and a
no-decrease floor. (DRA initially recommended a floor -of CAPG::
minus-3.5%, but subséquently revised this recommendation for
consisténcy with its revised intérclass floor reconmnendation.) ' DRA
also:initially used the GRC guideliné for the AG-5 schedules by
allocating those sc¢hedules the EPMC share of intraclass révenues
with a floor of marginal cost revenué responsibility. . Upon further
review, DRA agreed with PG&B, CFBF; and TURN that additional
increases could be assigned to the AG-5 sSchedules. DRA reconménds
assigning a uniform incréase to all of thé agricultural schedules, .
including AG-5. :

" TURN oppdses PGLE’S 5% cap hecause 1t results in a wide
gap between increased for residential TOU and seasonal schédules
and increases for the other résidential schedules. TURN believes
that using the same c¢aps for intraclass as for interclass
allocation results in a more eqguitable distribution of the revenue
increase among residential customers.
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TURN also belieéves that a larger/ increase 'can be‘adoptedA
for ithe AG-5 ‘schedules than. that ‘whichiresults from:the GRC method
used by DRAj‘ while at the same time the-abilitycof thosé schédales :
to compete with altérnative pumping:fuels is preserved. i The study -
which found ‘AG-=5  rates to be.competitive with diesel pumping used a
diesel price of 55 cents per: dgallon.i (D.90-04=022.) .-TURNIS 7 oo
witnéss Marcus estimatées that that the.rise:in:.fuel prices since:i -
the tine of that decision has raised:the cost of diesel pumping by -
approximately 3:7 cents per:kWh: - This is expected.to décline .-
sonewhat’' next summer based on: futures prices; but will stil)l be 2.9
cents per kWh higher than the cost adopted in:D:90-04-022, . :

.CFBF believes .that under any adopted proposal, AG-5  ratés
can be raised by an amount which is at or néar the systen avérage i
increéase. : Whileé mindful . of thé Conmission’s désire .to kéep the . :i:
AG-5 schedules competitive with alternative pumping fuels, CFBF -
agrees with TURN that world events affecting fuel prices permit
such an increase while preserving competition.

B. Discussion. . S SRR . , .

-We agrée with TURN and DRA that consistency of interclass
and intraclass caps and floors is desirablé because the need to
ameliorate ‘increases to individual schedulés is just as important
as the moderation of class increases. We will adopt DRA’s - s
reconnéndation for a cap of 3.5% over CAPC and a no-décrease floor.

No party has c¢hallénged TURN’S showing that the AG-5
schedules can bear larder incéréases than those firéf'proposed‘by-
DRA. On the other hand; we are not peérsuaded that an estimated -
increase in diesel pumping costs of 2.9 cents per kWh during the
next pumping season justifiés an AG-5 incréase of moré than 14% as
recornended by DRA. Weé aré persuaded that an increase equal to the
SAPC as suggested by CFBF is justified, and will so provide.
Compared to DRA’s original proposal, which yielded increases of
nearly 20% for the remaining agricultural schedules, this will
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require smaller increases.of approximatelyrlﬁ% to: 16% .for those
schedules. Sty Dy UTRD L iR Y 3 SEHEE

O R AT S G S S | TR g

- .VI. . Rate Design Issues >:-::ié

RS S e T R T I B O S S S I AR DS 1

. As previously noted, we have determined that rate design -
issues aré moré appropriately considered in .GRCs and their related .
rate design window proceedings than in ECAC proceedings. - However,(’
issues can arisé in the -application and interpretation of
established rate de51gn criteria. . Two such issues haveé arisen -in -
this casé. . -~ . R P A S U & VL A B S
A. Residential Tier Differentials :-~ .. it o - ‘

‘Proposals to close the current re31dent1a1 tier ;
differential (the differencé between thé lower baseline or #Tier 17
rate and the higher Tier 2 rateée) will be addressed in PG&EB/s - ‘¢ -
pending rate design window proceeding. - However, a disagreenent :
arose over the method by which the differential: should be ' -
maintained for the time beéing.

1. Thé Parties’ Positions - :

s currently, PG&E’s Tier 2 rate is 3.446° cents[kwh, ‘or
36.7%," higher than the Tier 1 rate. The rate proposals of both
PG&E and DRA maintain a constant cents/kWh differential between the
Tier 1 and Tiér 2 rates: Due to the overall increasé in rates; -
this method reduces the differential (based on PG4LE’s rate
proposal) on a percentage basis to 32.3%.3

3 PG&E and DRA presented slightly dlfferent calculations of the
current comp051te Tier 1 rate. (Exhibits $2 and 54.) PG&E shows
the composite Tier 1 rate to bé 9.396 cents/kWh, while DRA shows it
to bé 9.411 cents/kWh. Related calculations of the t1er
dlfferentlals vary accordingly. DRA does not explain its
differéence with thé current conmposite 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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canrit TURN opposes’-this method;varguing that by maintaining a::
constant céntsj/kWh dirferential, PG&E and DRA are improperly il =i
proposing to réduce thé percantagé differential. TURN requests
that the 36.7% differential be maintained. . TURN notes that the
Commission reduceéd theée tier differéntial by 25% in the last GRC,
and: that the 36.7% differential for PG&B’s ¢eléctric rates. is
already: the lowést of any major California utility. TURN argues
that no réason exists for further reduction in that differential. .-

PG&E and DRA argue that maintenapce of ‘a constant
cents/kWh differential is consistent with prior Commission -
decisions:. (D.88-12~-031 and D.89~-12-057.) PGLE also argues .that ./.
TURN’s methodology results in rates which violate the spirit of
SB 987, the baseline reform legislation, by establishing a wider
tier differential in cents/kWh' and a higher non-baseline rate. -
Finally, PG&E believes that the issue of whethér to maintain the
differential in percéntage or absolute terms is more properly
addressed in the rate design wirdow.-

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 terms.
At the same time; PG&E and DRA aré correct in observing that if the
percentage diffeérential is left unchanged while the Tier 1 and
Tier 2 rates are incréasés, the differéntial will increase in
absolute terms. (Undér FG&E’s rate proposal, the absolute
differential is increased by 11.9% from 3.446 to 3.856 cents/kWh if -
the percentage is unchanged.) Both observations are necessary
arithmeétical results of the underlying assumptions.
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It is not possible to maintainiaiconstant _bierdv .r
differeéentials in-both absoluté and percerntadge:terms when-the rates
aré being increaseéd.: Thus, the:real disagreement concerns -the-.}ih
definition of .#tier differential¥, --If itiis defined as an absolute
vzlue, ‘PG4E and .DRA aré correct.: If- it .is defined as a:percentagei
value or:a ratio, thén TURN is correct: - a1y o0 5 7 dnositiani.e

For a definition of *tier:differential” we look for -
guidance to our -prior décisions: : As notéd by PGLE and . DRA, in
D.88-12-031 we:stated that #{r)ather  .than setting the Tier I rate.::
on ‘a’ percentagé basisg, -we believé that -the absolute differential -:.-
betweén the:Tier I -(baseéline) and Tier IXI:ratés of Schedulée E-=1-
recéntly adopted in D.88-10-062 should bé: maintainéd.” : - . - o
(D.88-12-031, p. 22 and Conclusion 6f:Law 8, p. 24¢) Similarly, as
noted by both PG&E and DRA; in D.89-12-057 we provided for a 25% -
reduction in the différential “expressed in cents/kX®Wh.”~ : R
(D.89-12-057, p. 262 and Conclusion of Law 94, p. 447.) "It is iy
therefore cléar that in thosé deécisions we inplicitly defined the
term as an absolute valué, We will not abruptly changé that -
definition:at this. time without further considération of the issuec
That consideration should take place in rate design proceedings: in .
conjunctién with the broader issue of whether the tier differential
should be adjusted furtheér. - : R

We will'‘thereforé adopt the PG&4E and DRA proposal to
naintain a constant cents/kWh differential ‘in this proceéding. -

B. Non-Firm Rates for E-1% and E-20 Customérs . =

Both PG&E and DRA preéséntéd rate proposals whlch, :
apparently inadverténtly, substantially change the rate désign of -
firm and non-firm rates for E-19 and E-20 customers. There is
agreement in principlé on maintaining the status quo for E-19 and
E-20 Schedule raté design, but disagreement on spécific proposals:
for acconmplishing that end.
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»

sexvices, :i-Instéad, the differénces are:assignéd to thé.on-peak ii:!

demand charge. - -By contrast, thé present rate deésign provides a '
significantly lower énergy rate for non-firm custonmers,.  DRA's -

initial rate proposal ‘adoptéd much thé samé appréach, .

.7 .. CLECA arques,  and other partiés (including PG&E witness:..
Horil): generally agree, that elimination of.theé energy rate «: ...

discount for noén-<firm service would .adversely  impact custorers with

high -16ad factors. - DRA:Gagrésd that it was not its intent to do so

in this case, 'and in résponse to a réquest from CLECA, submitted an
alternative approach in late-=filed Exhibit 54.- In the alternative
proposal, DRA maintains thé current cents/kWh differential between
the firm and non-firm energy charges for equivalént schedules and
voltage lévels. . o ,
" In their opening briefs, CLECA, CMA; and Industrial users
indicate their support for DRA’s Exhibit 54 approach, at least

pending-a more détailéd review in the pending non-firm rate design -
procéeding (A.88-12-005). CMA notés, howevér, that whilé Exhibit -
54 corrects the energy rate problem;, it réduces the deémand charge

differentials by as much as one-third. CNA furthér notes that: . -
demand charge differentials are moreé significant during the sumner
months, and that there is time to consider them in the non-firm
proceeding. 1In its reply brief DRA itself indicates its preference
for the Exhibit 54 approach whilé non-firm rate issues areée debated
further in the non-firm proceéding. In its reply brief, CNA . _
withdréw its support for the Exhibit 54 approach: CMA now believes
the only reasonable action is to léave all existing non-firm
discounts in place pending the outcone of thé non-firm proceeding.
PG&E agrees that its proposals in Exhibit 41 do not
entirely accomplish the goal of continuing the E-19 and E-20 rate
design adopted in the GRC, but it is also concerned that DRA’s

2o o PGGB!'s proposals iin Bxhibit 43iresult:in virtually. no i
differences between:the:energy rates-for firm and non~firm:-i=q «.:-
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Exhibit 54 approach results in anomalous on-péak demand chargesini
To ‘remedy ,this problenm, PG4E-attached to . its opening brief proposed
revisions in-an-attempt to maintain the percdéntage of the current.:
non-firm discounts:which arée embedded- in the demand:and: energyli
chargesc: 'oit . = o b o o s T e T A D Ay

vs o0 f CLECA. exXprésses alarm!that PG&E{s Opening briefrproposals
appears ito réduce the ovérall amount of the non-firm discount by .
substantial. amounts: :Industrial Users agree, and:urge;that the: ::
proposal ‘bé disrégarded. - Likewiseé, CMA agréés that PG&B’s: latést’ -
proposal: raisés more problems than:it-resolves.) Thése:parties are:
concérned-that the proposal ‘involves an attémpt by PG&E to résolve:
allegéd errors.in thé rate design adopted-in the last GRC:' DRA ' :
similarly urges that the:non-firm rate proposal submitted by :PG&E ..
with its opéning brief not be adopted in this proceedlng.s;-

2. Discussion - , S .

, . Wé agreeé with CLECA; Industrial Users,_and~DRA;thatatheza
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
schédules. -While this néthod for préserving the discounts for
non-firm enéergy chargeés résults in anomalies in demand charges,
there is an opportunity to resolve thesé problems prior to the -
summer 6f 1991, when on-péak demand charges take. on gréater . -
significancé. . The schedule for PG&E’s rnon-firm rate design -
proceeding provideés for an éeffective date of rate changes of May 1.

Without addressing its mérits, wé must reject the latest
proposal offeréd by PG&E with its opening brief. While the attempt
to unravel this ratemaking snarl is comméndable, -We are réluctant- :
to consider or adopt & proposal that engenders new controversy and
raises as many new questions as it reésolves, since the parties have
had no reasonable opportunity to address these concérns.
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Findings of Pact 0 ~ro-ao 2volc ann gt odleaag dAVRogs Pe L tgxd
¢ rnoely D.90-10-062 adopted the31990-912ECACa’AERH ERAM,\éndeIRR
revénue requiréments adjustments: for': PG&E, with-a net:revénuetaiv: s
changé . of: $480,912,000 effectivé November:1;°1990¢ ninnnlh it -nos

2. D.90-10-062 authorized PG4E to defer implementation:of >
rdte-changes ‘authorized by that decision:until January 1) 1991 to
allow a:singlé set of rate changes consolidating:the: $480,912,0004-
increase. with adjustments from (1)' PG&B’s:199) Attrition Rate:si:-.fus
Adjustmént ‘filing - (Advice:Lettér 1319-E)§ (2) PG&E’s: 1991 Cést of (o
capital ‘proceeding (Application ((A:) 90-05-011);:(3) PGEE’S {: ' 10v:g
Custorer Energy Efficiency proceeding :(A/90=04=041; D.90=08=068) -
(4) PG&E’s Earthquake Récovery Account proceeding (A. 90‘05‘003):'f:
and ({5) “PG&E’s ‘Demand-Side Management/Reséarch and Developmént
offset (Resolutions E-3174 and E-=3188). : R TR

3. Appendix A shows theée developmént of the consolidated .
revenue requiremeéent increase of approximatéely $688 million, which
is baséd on the amounts that have bezn- adopteéd or réquested -in the .
various: proceedings. B S B e O T N T A

‘4. PG&E’s proposed marginal energy costs weré. uncontested,\f
and wére used by other parties in. developlng their revenue
allocation proposals: - S oy Tioe ey fooraes

5. PG4E used the same seriés of ERIs that was adoptéd in the
1990 GRC, but updated the six-yéar averagé by deletlng the 1990 .
valué ‘and adding the 1996 value. - IR Lo

6. PG&E’s Phase 1B BRPU filing, which was made pursuant to
specific directives in D.90-03-060, contains ERIs which havé not -
beén adopted by the Commission. . : . RIS

.7 -Thé resource plans considered in ECAC proceedings are
short-térm plans, whilé GRC and BRPU proceedlngs involve
consideration of longeéer-térm plans. P ‘ o

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'afe<baséd on‘a:loéng-tern
plan., ool oaiosoo cndoan oeddo s vhodne Dot lootaps o4 to rabyi
9. Appendix € contains:theé previously-adopted:marginal’ costs
which are carried forward from thé¢ GRO ‘as ‘well ‘as the marginal
energy costs-and the ERI adjustmént to-the marginal generating i
capaclty ‘cost adopted by this order.ic . = . i .:?f‘;w“h?ﬁxvéuQL
10, - All parties endorse in principle ‘thé EPMC ‘approach, with-
some limits to nodérate the rate effects on.particular classés,
117 Because the speécial contractrrateés'aré. not iincéreased by: >
the revenue allocation process, inclusion of: special contract . i: ¢
tevéﬁues has the'effect’of lowéring the SAPC’aﬂd,“therefdre,’of

which in turn slows the movement of such classes to full:EPNC .
allocation. - : : ' : : . L o

12. It would be inconsistent to eXGlude special contract . -
tales, marginal costs, and révenués from the initial EPMC
allocation but include such révenues for the purpose of . deflning
caps. ) : ' : -
13. - AppendiX B shows that 'for the c6n501idated 1991 PG&E
revenue requirement increase, if each customer class were moved to
its full EPMC allocatlon, the égrlcultural class rates woulad
increase by 58.25%. : S S _

" 14% To thé extent that a custoner class is allocated a
revenue responsibility which is léss than its full EPMC

responsibility, the class is subsidized by one or more of the-
rémaining classes. I

15. All of the partiés, with the eXCeption of CFBF, have -
recomrendéd that at léast some progress be made towards reducing
theé variance betwéen current allocations and the ultimate goal of a
full EPMC alloécation for all classeés.

+16. No party has récomménded moving thée agricultural class to
a full EPNC allocation in this proceeding. -
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- =:17¢p:Because of:the-large 'systen increase, the continuing ;=
burden of the agricultural subsidy on othér customers is less .nsly
tolerable in . this case than-in previous dases: v wiigaqaa L%

18+ 1. A . cap of.5% could lead to some agricultural schedules i
recéiving.increases iin excess of 20% with=a,olass;increase.of‘:9.:u,
approximately 16%, and an 8% cap could result in a class -increase -
of '18.37% withrindividuwal schedule increases -in excess of. a 20%.

.19: A revenué allocation which yields schedule increases
exceeding- 20% iin this proceéding does not- represent a reasonable
balancing of.our:ratemaking. goals. : . . i aorrs i o Sugsn i

20, - A cap of SAPC plus: 3.5% and a no-décrcase floor provide a
reasonableé balance:.of our goals of achievirng a.full. EPMC.allocation
and avoiding large rate . incréases -for.any.particular custoner ...
class, bécause other proposals either move too slowly toward EPMC
or result in unbeéarably 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 adoptlng for agriculture represents a cautious
apprOach. : ;

22. For this proceeding; a no—decrease-floor can-result;in a.
rore even sharing of the agricultural subsidy burden by the
remaining classes conmpared to a -floor set at 3.5% or 5% below the
SAPC, . ‘ o SRR e e

23. - There is no basis in this record for retreating from the
use of parginal costs which were considered and adopted in the GRC .
and which have béen updated in this proceeding.

24. The difference betwéen the DRA’s and PG&LE’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 EPMG allocation for streetlighting
is consistent with the recommendations of all of the parties as
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well ascthe (GRO decision;: and does not result in any significant.s..
adverse. impact on other customer classeSvpsn fraivai- =81 patdoiiie

26. Consisténcy of inter and intraclass caps and legrs;isﬁgﬁ
desirable:because the néed to améliorateé:inoréases to individual
schedules is just as inportant;as,the_moderation of olass
increases, e

.
i F

SEITC o sk aes taon Degfpas o ot

-27. _The AG-5B and AG-5C, schedules can. bear larger 1ncreases
than _those. first proposed-by DRA,; and an increase equal to;the SAPC
is justified. R ST I S CEPIER R

28 :-It is not possible to maintain a constant re51dent1a1
tier differential 'in both absolute and percentage térms when .the ...
rates are . being increéased: ... . e o : TR U L

29, -In D.88-12-031 and D.89-12- 057 we - 1mp11c1t1y deflned the
ternm tier differéntial as an absolute value.. e oo

30. The approach offered by DRA in- Exhlblt 54 represents the
best interinm solution t6 the problem of non- f1rm,dlscounts for the
E-19 and E-20 schedules, . S _ Copp -

31. There is an opportunity. to resolve anomalles in demand B
charges and other problems for the E-19 and E-20 schedules prior to
the summer of 1991, when on-peak demand charges take on greater
significance.

f' o~

32.  Parties have had no reasonable opportunlty to address o
concerns arising from the proposal of PG&E for E-19 and E-20
schédulés submitted with its opening brief: -

33. 7The rates set forth in Appendix D 1ncorporate the L
consolidated revenue requirement adjustment shown. in. Appendix A and
the revenue allccation criteria which are adopted by this order,.as
reflectéd in Appendices B and C.

Conclusions of Law

1. PG&E’s proposed marginal energy costs are uncontested and
should be adopted. . : : : _
2. ERI values which have béen submltted by PG&B WLth a;
compliance filing in another proceeding, but which have not been
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aéoﬁﬁédiiﬁ:tﬁatfﬁfoééediﬁq;~sndu1d:nét‘be uséd ‘as & basisifors ffov
adjusting the marginal generatiﬁg ‘capacity cost ‘used inirevenue:
allédations® Bin dor oot bae naiat Jooy nasaieandL2g
113/ 'Thé ERI‘data seriées-addpted in PGEE’s GRC should-be usedn
in this procééding for thé purpose of ‘adopting an ERI: adjustment to
the marg1na1 generating capacity cost, S AR
4 Special contract révénués should bé éxcludéd- from-the
caiculatlon 6f the SAPC which is uséd to défine revénué a110cation
caps and floors. NS RN
t'5y-- FOP inteércdlass revénué allodations, a cap on increasdes
equal ‘to the SAPC plus 3.5% should bé adoptéd ‘in’thisé procéeéding
because of the size of the system increase, “thé neéd:té avoid « -
unbéakably large increasés for any class,:  thé burden.of the. . :
agricultural subsidy on 6thér c¢lasses, and thé need té make": -
significant progréss téward a full EPMC -allécation for all classes.
° 6. 'To achievé an equitablé distribution of the agricultural -
subsidy burden among the other classes, a floor of no décrease in
the allocation to any class should bé adopted.

""7. The révénue allocation for thé stréetlighting class .

should bé set at its full EPMC allocation. . o :
8. DRA’s récommended intraclass allocation cap of CAPC plus:

3.5%, and its récénnénded floor of no décréase, should bé adopted

for consistency with thé adopteéd interclass allocation: :

9. The AG-5B and AG=5C schédulés should be incréased by the.

SAPC. : : S
© 7 10. oOur existing méthodology of adjusting residential rate -
tier differentials on a cents/kWh basis should bé followed in this
proceeding. .

11. DRA’s Exhibit 54 approach for rate design for the E-19:
and E-20 schedules should be adopted on an interim basis pending a
nore detailed review in the non-firm rate design proceedlng arlslng
from PGSE’s’ 1990 GRC.
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12, PG4E should beé authorized to implement the consolidated
revenue requirement adjustment shown in Appendix A effective
January 1, 1991 by filing rate schedules incorporating the rates in
Appendix D.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (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 eéffective
date, revised tariff schedules for electric rates as set forth in
Appendix D.

2. The revised tariff schedules shall become éffective on or
aftér January 1, 1991 and shall comply with Géneral Order 96-A.
The revised tariffs shall apply to sérvice rendered on or after
their effective date.
This order is effective today.
Dated Deécember 19, 1990, at San Francisco, California.

G. MITCHELL WILK
_ President
FREDERICK R.: DUDA
STANLEY W. HULETT
JOHN B. OHANIAN
PATRICIA M. ECKERT
Commissioners

We will file a written concurring opinion.

/s/ FREDERICK R. DUDA
Commissioner ! CIRUFY YHAT WIS brcision
JOHN B. OHANIAN VIAS ARPROVED [y Y11z Aerie
Comnissioner VEOR AROVE

.
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A
D.
FREDERICK R. DUDA, comnissioner, concurring:

I génerally concur with today’s decision. My concern
deals with the continuing slow pace by which this Commission is
moving to implément electric revenue allocation among customer
classes for Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) based on an equal
percentage of marginal cost (EPMC) approach. It has been over
four years since the Comnission in D.86-08-083 began a program to
implenént EPMC-based allocations. With today’s decision we still
find ourselves far from the goal of EPMC-based allocation rates
for PG&E. The agricultural customer class is paying four and
one~half cents below its EPMC allocation while other custoner
classeés are paying between one and three nills per kilowatt-hour
above their EPMC allocation.

Only a year ago the Commission in D.89-12-057 adopted
narginal costs for all customer classes. More recently, the
Commission undertook a joint study with PG&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 custoner class ”is below an EPMC allocation by a

significant margin in every instance,~!

As is stated in today’s decision the Commission 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
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balance the competing goal of avoliding excessively large rate
increases for any particular customer class. I beliéve the
commission finds itself in this position becausé it did not
establish a process for implementation, indluding a timetable, at
the time it adopted the policy of an EPMC-based aiIOCation.

If there is a lesson to be learned from tais situation,
it is that the Commission must follow through on its policy
pronouncenéents with an explicit and well structured
implenentation program that achieves the policy objectives that
are sought. Fallure to structuré 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 worseén. This is clearly the casée here where the great
majority of ratepayers arée 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
emergencies.,

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.

‘w%/

December 19, 1990
San Francisco, California
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John B, Ohanian, Commissioner, concurring:

This is a good decision that made many tough choices while
balancing difficult and competing interests, I wish to Commend
Conmissioner Eckert for her handling of the case.

Among the tough decisions madée was that to raise agriculture
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 ratés 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 custoners 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. Furthermore, the agricultural customer
class does not reépreésent a growing source of demand for
electricity. Yet the EPMC allocation process assumes
agricultural customers should pay for costly new capacity,
transmission, and distribution resources. Until cost-of-service
analysis progresses to a more refined stage, it would be

premature to assumeé 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




continue to make steady progress toward achiéving this goal. But
¥ recommend prudent caution until we have before us a full
understanding of the issues and facts. To this end, I will be
bringing to my colleagues a set of recommendations for éxamining
and resolving the remaining issues surrounding the appropriate
level of agricultural eléctric rates.

7}

.-1‘ \/ - .
John B. Ohanian, COjﬁyégioner

December 19, 1990
San Francisco, California
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PACLELE GAS B ELECTRIC COMPANY
ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT
Summary of Reverue Chu-gs
Effective Jornuary 1, 1

TITIEITEITTITITTITIITTT T

PRESENT

TTEITTTFTTEILEETIITETELITISSTISSTTTITITIRE

REVENVE ADOPTED ADOPTED

REVENUE ELEMENT

EITTITIIIITTESITTTISIISITISTTIRS

Enetgy Cost Adjustment Clause CECAC)

mievsnerrbirivaatrvcernsestsibsbvivne

Adopted ECAC Costs
€stimated ECAL account balance #s of 10/31/90
Cesignated Sales Transaztions to Resale Customers

Subtotal

Franchise Fees & Urcollestible Accounts Expense 3 0.85X

Total ECAC Relail Reverwes

Arrwal Energy late (AER)

7 Adopted AfR Costs
8 Cesignated Sales Transactions to Resale Customers

¢ Subtotal

10 Franchise fees & Uncollectible Accounts Expense @ 0.85%

11 Yotal AER Retail Reverwes

Base Energf Re\enues {EEAH)

12 Authorized 8ase Revenue Amot.nt for 1990
13 OC Basic Reverwe Requirement

W Envirormental Compliance

15 DSH/ROLD Refund Teraination

16 Customer Energy Efficiency Programs

17 Earthquake Recovery )
18 Operational & Financiatl Atteition for 199}

19 Subtotal Base Revenue Anount for 1991

29 LIRA Shortfatl

2\ Designated Sales Transaction to Resale Customers

22 Estimated ERAM account balance as of 10731790
Debité to ERAN:

23 1990 Caltif. Corp. Franchise Tax Adjustoent

24 Envirormental Compliarce

25 Earthquake Recovery

26 Subtotal Oebits to ERAM

27 Total ERAM Retail Revenves

Low Income Rate Assistance (LIRA)
28 LIRA Shortfatl
29 Estimated LIRA account balance as of 10731790
30 Adninistrative Costs
31 Total LIRA Revenues
312 Conservation Financing Adjustment {CFA)
33 california Public Utilities Comission Fees

34 TOTAL REFALL REVENUES
35 PERCENTAGE ENCREASE

RATE
REVENE 3/
($0003)

$3,271,320
0

(93,529

3N,
0

csnsssinas

$3,177,7%

$1%4,336

(9,250)

185,085
0

D R

$185,085

$5, SOI 851

CHANGE
($000's)

TITTTTIFTEXTISTITTTSTITTEIIITTTITESTT

REVEWUE
REQUIREMENT
($000/5)

(310,171) $3,28Y, 49

529,856
°

511,485
31,359

asescsedre

$542, 84K

$22,705
0

cevsrbvese

22,708

32‘ ire

$174,379
(5,001)
1,1
29 27
38,713
4,222

€25, 148>
0

Q@iL,Nn
2,093

$143,478

(33,020

$488,278

10.59%

521,858
193,525)

3,589,280
31,359

savsassianese

$3,720,43%

217,082
(9,250)

207,792

$3,322,852

(5,001
L4

8,27

38,713

(26,148)
(53,3%2)
@11, 921)

1,948
2,093

3,238,759

$26,146
15,657)

$11,45¢
$1,388

$7, 190 IZ9

mugs‘ AATE
/
{cents/iwh)

FTTTTETZITITIILS
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FACLFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPAXY
ELECTRIC OEPARTMENT ..
Summary of Reverwe Changés
Eifective Joruary 1, 1791

17 = 8aded on rates effective 776790, _
27 = Avetage Rates based oA the forecasted retail sales of 80,340 Guh,
37 = Adopted in Resolution E-3207,

47 = Adopted In Resolution E-317% and E-3183.

(End of Appendix A)
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PACIFIC GAS ARD ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED REVENUE ALLOCATION 724/
EFFECTIVE JANUARY f, 1931

Al Bevenues In Thousands of Dollars

B C 0 F G H J
Present Present Revenve Revenue Adopled
Total Revenue aY Reverve Allocaton % Allocabion Reverwe
Sa'es (MWh) 7/890 Raks al EPMG A EPMG Change 21 SAPG . Abocabon

Residental 23944561 $2512247 $2474 809 $2,737.500 £2, 779,041 $2,608527
Agicuhral 3311551 $335,256 $480.989 $532,116 $371.518 £323, 141
Streetighting 285,849 £36,532 $34,745 837462 £39,045 $37,162
SmalLAP 7586359  $878.14% $300,557 $596,240 ¥ $971376 $1.001,966
Medum L3P 13,526,678 $1,256,355 $1.423,158 . $1,206.292 $1333.610 $1.329.488
E-19 Class 3988101  $343.326 $347,159 z $333,745 % $386,150 $333,588
E-20 Class Tarfl 14,797,375 $1,024.938 $382,387 $1,099,025 $1,146.241 $1,1281959
Contracts 1854364  $103,048 $108043 ; $103,048 $103,043 L $108,048

oo-ocn-cnaou-g

9  TOTALSYSTEM X $7.190,129 $7,190,129 $2,190,129
10 TOTAL NCREASE L8688,278 $638,278 $688,278

1 This lable shows oetrevenues. Netrevenves inctude non-zkacated reveove adusiments kom {2) opliona! TOU meter charges, {b) Steeflighing and Ratway

facTly charges, {¢) negofiated cord acts, {d) standby charge s, () load maragement, UCB, and nonfirm tenice discounts, [f) peaer factor revenues, (@) CGCSF
Hetch Helchy Credits, and (h) UIRA revenues.

2/ Negofiated contracl revenues are excduded from the alloca%on process and beld constant al present levels.

3 Standby revenwes and margnal costs are Included in intergiass revenud alocations, but exclude from intraziass tevenue alocatns.
For adopted revenues, standby demands are priced at the proposed maximum demand charge.

4 £.20 Class and Syslem sales exciude energy provided to CGSF customers from Helch Helchy.

& Percentage changes are relative 1o Net Revenue al preserd rates. Class caps, hoaever, are based on changes in affocated revenues exdudng special contracts.
Allocated revenues exclude he e s idenlified infoolna2 1. The bolalincrease in allocaled revenues excluding special contacts is 10.26% rather than 10.59%.
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PRGNS QAS AXD ELEC TRIC COMPANT
BITAACLASS Bt T REVENVE ALLOCATION 1334
EFFECTIVE JANUARY £, 19061

A2 Frverust s Thousands of Dolery

X ] ¢ [ [ § [ 4 K-} H

Argrage Nt hewege Net Precsrt Net
v Magira® 199 e TOW Revenve o L Povere
Cass R S Lot Sales Cont  Revenn Faes - EPWC  Charge wEPNC

RESODENTWL: ) )
BA7568  FROTHAY S22MBLAY R 0K R SuisN 2800

LATROGY $10803 &AM AT

BN RGNS IO RN INME NN $2279 AN BN

1M 0549 08t R Vs $17.568 3N $1a418 AN $tN

™ 55 B 21X 2LN ) 185N 34

IBM561 RI0T490 S2H12.247 R W2 RANMN AT RINSY [ X Po MR <K v R3]

BIR BLavs SISy ROy 737 n $70580 KN IR
WA Rk $2026 8 kS : [ -3.72 1 4281 1IN 451

A5 33X 43 21133 [ 22,8 $4502 - N LR 3 ]

121} RS e Rl . 5N 2485 VXN s
B2 LA $7.0685 52 20 L (35 1. 8 218 MMN Ban

58338 a2y $a4 13 AW x e $r24.0% AW M
NI RN 37 SN X QN [28 1 ] SEEIN MM

200t ux 3285 a0 LA N 4818 20N Rx?

[Tk, - ARRR 1EE S0 53 $73.563 N AN
D52 VXX X RN JEXN $5983 SAG4N 0483

1B S04 S8 Sy R ATR? BN $153.88 AT U2
Qo1 $O 05T $23ES PINGY R I 4202 458N 3182

E 2 [ RE £ $ AN 83

11551 $290358 SN NN . 34N S 582%% 33834

STREETVGTS 285547 RIS £E52 TR . 4B e L0 S A} AT

SVALEERS
A1S | TMISE2 SICEM)  $ISASST S2Lib20 N wTa WEN 8377248

AL S 122,745 RILSNYY $r2. 73 Sa09sad $0SEF BN [ 13033 £25% $228L8

AISS 2072 $21528) $a-8 $220639 $627 K SN $e38 FYPeeN $a7s

18 190X $306XT 10T SANEE? SN €3N S1LEst [T TN TTY -8

Sy ‘ ssr $38 TN $139 18N et

TOTAL 25€35 SO05I7  $ITHHE SOUISTS $300587 235N W6 1N $1.001 968

WEDAWLA>
AYe WARSE R0 $3RIXTT LIS IRER B3 2L AT 1) 3NN $1.5<32 7
At IJLEY SI0NT2 S WM R LTHEY RN £91N RRATE 3TN Rane s
Sty 3 $352  1E36N 23 1816 s

TOTAL T3525878  $008133 $12 35S KON anaR L8N $1.2962%2 300N 135 S5

E-13 CLASS
137 2227 03 $13ES 034N $£27% BN\ $3.651 SIETN 2354 s
E138 P A $I0NGE SOS BT SIOTUHL S2709% 4NN 32275 EXNN RILET S0ETS
E025S | 3%2065 $I06279 1S BN 308852 32342 ogn B 8N 33533y SONE?
ARTPII S 1,243 RININS S0 R06863 8y 13.95% are 318N Q27 $ 67543
Santy $36¢ $33&6 a2y $963 152 74N <
TOTAL 3565331 06232 ENINDS R0ETSY BANLS L8N 5383745 $55N 4333543 $ 093

LR 22331

E-x O.A5S
E0¥ 35059 SA0I7Y - ZED RIOSMI S157835 L83 S8l LN $378 S0

EXP 67250 RNMPT $aTIE RO0E B 2ST ~708% $455453 ESIN $SABM Foerwes

EXNS 455363 $205€1F  SIEINY SI0WR NS ~104N% 3299743 YIDEN  $402BB2 EWETSS

ARTP- P 122821 SOt 80y SIENS s It 333 waN 8207 §orsn

ARTP-20 S 1ZZ2Aa 320X $EAR2 B854 | R ] 13N $12.088 13NN |ars S

B2 w5 Onits, Sy WT37875 SALARH3 $12Z2B66 BILEV'Y SITAWM 488N 10977 EELN, $1 12078 07812

Contracts: T S0 $2.03%0) EIR RN ss2 600 252 200% 322752 §rAils
Contrads: P 1313223 3204557 B RN $75 528 375528 XN $TEE $oRN
Contraay: $ 28R RNy 18T RO.06562 $r 3N Q.00% $2004 (3-8 $1.41 $0esE2

Sty 1002 $ra $2242 BN RO

TOTALE-20 1BE50.705  $I048) S W25 $0.063%4 $4.03Ca 1207070 EL4N $U2EB STee

Eosbt b2 8W

SYSTEN TOTAL B33 E38 $I0ETIT BEAILEST R05333 SSS01EN LC%  $090 29 WEN $TA0N28 $NYTE
Crech 53254 833 $£ 5T ESY $&. 5015 37990129 $2.00.029
TOTAL BNCREASE $6R3 20N $688.278

17 Tris tabie shows pet tever 5. Nt fevr el incdude 2ocaed rvssues and non-adocamd revenas BSustments tom (2] optioral TOU metsr Parges, ) Stedghing and
Falway lacky cha-get. [ negorated contracts, (£ sandy chages, [#) UCE, Toad rg7e, and nonin dacounts. {f) powe 'adar evenves, Y COSF Crects s~ PYLER w0
Z Hegdided contrack tever % 08 wrtiaded Boum Fa aOcxon Procest 103 held orsat ¥ presett el
3 Sandy revenuns #nd MATSEAT 008!t 378 Tchded I TS revenul AROcEtoNS, Bt sxcduded o ntracdes s reves e alocasors .
For proposed mevenues, vy demands ane priosd x £44 praposed maximum Se~wd charge.
44 €-20 Class and Systen 5508 o1dude wremy provided 1o CLSF customess from Hetd Hatchy.
& Ferosnage changes k4 re L ve W0 Net Revence X rosetraies Cass caps, howevwr, ke based on thanget in Kocated reven et s 3 apecial ot ars
Aocated rwvenves pacide D o ierelied i ctate 1. THhe M2 increass v Socaied tevarues sadudi~g special cortacs § Y 96N ‘her hat ¥ 5
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ADOPTED INTRACUASS ALLOCATED REVENUE ALLOCATION 1234
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 41961

A F L3
. Nocshed

ot % Adgpred
Cimss Rt SIS Let Change Crarges  Remnw

RESDENTIAL? )
AN BN RAMSST LU RNES 0w 25888 w7
1A73,5¢7 §.008%2 ESCL ST T B3] |
[EARY I ¥~ U $2.089CY e SN, $TON1Y R0 aBA HL8% § 096t
T 0643 L AR 2 $17457 40N $1230% B209951 NN B220%0 S VI
Sardey . K~ N P 11N AN 34
TOTAL 35561 $ATadC SO.MATE $RAERY 1Al S27E2.217 BRSNS 932w 2% 24 3110

MGRORTURAL
AGIAS 209 s S HOTI RAT5TS oM NI $74581 RI907 KRHIN M8 S
ASBAS WY Bwssy 1964 BRI RIS RIN SN 5022606 AN RNE $2Sy7
ASVAS a5y a2 $8 BNy I35 AN BAMS R20STT 2N 505 S
ASaAS WAy 3 a0 SRS R80T SN 24197 S022527 VMR M7 S
AS-SAS BX L3 $2596 $2 DRE™ L3R AT S LE oo IV Bl RN BHT W
A518 S 65006 Svz2uy FANE SN0 N $IAPIE S1M2 4PN $10273 SR,
ASR3S NI LS 30,9342 $5201  M2nN $5650 $31735) 006N AT $1as%)
AZY3 S EXLTIE XT3 75 279 RoNx W van ST SIS QBN $3I26D  $ 12439
AZ43 S L2 FuXd R0 RN N s $70877 $0IT42  TEMN HTT §uiBst
ASaS S a2 X7 $2905 $20995% $53) e $5505 S220070 BN 834N Sued
AS53 S LSS EE SeTOd $2686) So0vS? 1A% 3IMN $IIP060 SR 4288N A $ 05802
ASS5C S Q2 $r5E? S B S ETHY £IB VKN S SI09978 4TEEN RS2 SV

Sadty 2 2 e $3 HasaN $5
TOTAL INLSST $AI355 3332095 LN BATEAXY  A¥SSN 529034 SA3ITS 533w SIS Swuwmy

¥ STREETLIGHTS S 255543 31359 $23882 208338 822095 ~TATN ST TEITT THEN ST $ 08577

SWALLLE>
A1S EATEL S I 3 $543.52¢ RN BATASM 254N $NOBAE SN WZEN $IIRTES SN0
f 227 [FIR7T I X230 ) $2A56 BIDSTE 3N -VRABN $SILAL3 $I03IM  BEEN $r2a56  $26755
A% S 2512 336} $329 $018352 $54 &% $539 029753 B1RAYN $358 $1329%
TGS 19538 $2E%GH S0 RN2ET O 3RSY s3I SILEETL SI0E  3ISSN Sz S WTad
Saty $57 $38 72w $39 $19IN $£1
TOTAL 755853 £3437  SA73909 SO N2t $336R7 25N SOMLES SMNE I HIN S1O00A $

FRUNYY

WEOUM 182
AW ARSE SO S0 SIS:TY OSI0 £8a%  $1021.2683 31030 3TN 51440733 S W2
A IJLNEY  SL5ETR ST STATRY KNS R332 $272413 031} &2\ S2730% 305344
Sa~dby N $352 wEI3HN 31 1RGN $41
TOTAL 13SRETE $2E F24308% SO OG54 $1,18%.838 E56% 31250853 2L 357% $1.326C) $2951)

IyU

E-13 CLASS
EwT F LT B 3R] $1.376 $2 554} 221 N F052 SINB  MIN RS $08N
E1325P NI SO WEWL AT ST AN S8 SICHE33 S3I2X $ILFTE 3.8V
£35S ISL06S  $26273 SIS SISET INVMP QEIN SMAS) 5009635 997N 33355 $0998
ARTP3S 1243 $55799 $2.764 $2 26750 (<%~ ST}, $IEX SO03M3 IR R4 SN
Sadby $368 $856 142138 333 168 74N [~
TOTAL 306K $LEB2 MY ST SME588 OE2N $3%073 003615 027N IS 09682

“gLecE

€20 0LASS
E2T JI646EF  S03ITST $1B1963 R 0TST R LN $18321¢ S005973  IBSN $IINTIE S 06186

E2P SN0 $LATW BIELSY LTF HEBAWR E-210 Y $513502 SI076EF  Jagn $53206y  S07Ga2

EXS 65336 $05617 36T ST ETRR I6ANRY 3V 2 ¥ HOEI02 S2085E7  SRIN SAN2035 $0830

AAP23P 12821 $AFR $2129 8 oeS) 84X NN $3.954 S207841 18CEN $9.158 o289

RATP-2 S A $EX $3357 $C 26327 Bt tA T2 $1L13 KL VIMN 8

E-23 wo Criry, Sty 1237378 $24308 310640813 SSL136 $1.015907 A5I%  $LI29335 32076 S9N S1ASMEET SoTheL

LEe

r
e

Corzaou ¥ $20.13% 3N RIT2 $22.952 $27952 322782
Corzxts: P AR IR F2s B 3T LAY 7S $78.52¢6 378536 $78.52¢
Corzazs: § nER 5 $1.301 $1.IN 313N $1.371
Saxky $2.a7 $7.433 2537\ $3263 F=E Y $2.120
TOTAL IEE51,73E 04383 $LA483F R LSS e S3E2% §r24a531 SA0T4TS S SAN 32N B

E5856t LA

SYSTEM TOTAL 325483  $DETIY $6S53)021 S0 DGe28 $55308 SO0 $7.237364 $2M044L 107N $7.232.36¢
Chock €3.25¢ B3& $6533028 &0 05«26 36500028 000N $2,23236¢ 3210444 $1.237.364
TOTAL INCRIASE 70432 $704.336

U This table s'ows aboctted mvernad. Adocaed revenved ardude mverus adpstments trom (2] optional TOU rmeter gharges. (b Sireetlighling and Radway tacily chapes,
) power "acior revarues, [d) the UCS S50, (o] OCSF Hetch Her by Power, and ) LIRA Reverues.

2 Niyctated oort-adt revarnuat e excluded 1rom he Elcation process and heid consiart & prese-i levels.

¥ Suandty reveret and magcal oosts e Incded in rtercass verue alocations, bul e:duded Fom intradess evense a3ocaSors.

& £-20 Ciass sssmn 020ude Hetch Hetchy power prowided drough PGS % OCSF cumtormens.

& Percertage oFanges we (Eave 10 BlocKced revenue B presert rces . Gt caps e basaed o the 1otal system nreese exduding specal contradts.
niracias s capt 278 based on dass rceases wihout standdy vy ek
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PAGE 4 \
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
Calculation of Low Incomeé Ratepayer Assistance Surcharge

LIRA Program Costs
Lina Minimum
tNo. Descrpton: Tier \ Tot 2 Bil Total
t  Proposed Résidential rate belore surcharge 0.10641 0.14106
2 Percént Discount 15% 15%
3 Low income Discount {$%\Yh) o ($DiN) 0.0159 0.02116 0.75
{Ling 1*Lind 2)
4  LIRA Sa%es{kWh) of Bi's 1.004,764,917 474,242,563 43,901
5 Low Incemd Discount $16,036,048 $10,034,973 $74,925 $26,145,946
{Line 3*Lined)
6 1930 ECAC Forecast Period Administrative Budgel wth FF&U $1,975,283
7 Forécast LIRA Account Ba'arce on 10/31/90 ($16,667,000)
8 Tola!URA Program Cos!s $14§,454,22%
(Lhe S +ling 8 + Line 7, =============

Salés Subject to LIRA Surcharge

¢ Total Forecasl Sales (kWh) 69,492,077,006
{(Unadustéd for EE dsocount & includes CCSF power from He'lch Halchy sales)
Ad;ustmeénts:
10 EE Adusiment 65,093,066
11 Low-incoma lorecast périod $a'es (Line 4) 1,479,007,480
12 Stréetight Sales (LS-1,1S-2,LS-3, TC-1) 381,839,000
13 Special Contrast Sa'es 1,854,363,625
14 Tola! Adustments (Line 10 « Linel1 + Lind 12 4 Ling 13) 3,780,363,171
15 Tol2lkWh Sa'es Subject 1o LIRA Surcharge 65,711,713,835

{(ine9-Liretdy  zssz==s==z==z==

Calculation of the LIRA Surcharge

16 TolalLIRA Program Costs ($) (Liné 8) $14,454.229
17 TotalkWh Sales Subjedd to LIRA Surcharge (Ling 15) 65,711,713,835
18 LIRA surcharge {$/¥/h) 0.00017

[(Lire 161448 17))

(END APPENDIX B)
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Summe!
Peak
Margiral Energy Costs {¢KWh)
Geondration
Transmission
Distribution
Primary
Secondary

3.268
3.697

3.870
4.011

Marginal Capacity Costs ($KW-yr)
Gensaration
ER1{1931-1996)
ERI Adusled
Transmession
Distribution
Pomary
Secongdary

$56.47

0.471
$26.46
£31.80

$53.00
$6.87

Marginal Customer Costs

($:Customer-yr) Transmission
Resdential

SmallLight and Power
Médium Light and Power
E-19 CGass

E-20 Class

Agricutural

Streetighling

$50,207.82
$50,207.82

APPENDIX G
~ PAGE1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
SUMMARY OF ADOPTED MARGINAL COSTS

Sumimér Summér
Partial-Peak

(¢AWh) {¢KWh)
2.522
2519

2.331
2.724

3.630
3.106

2.803
2846

Primary  Secondary

$100.37
$265.06
$1.53336  $1,278.83
$9.982.09 $11,574.47
$9.982.03 $14,800.29
$433.83
$187.20

{END OF APPELNDIX C)

Wnlér

Ofi-Peak Parial-Peak

(¢XWn)

2688
3.090

3.226
3.33

Winter
Off-Paak
(eXxwn)

2215
2.601

2672
2.709
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PAGE « §
PACIFIG GAS AND ELEGTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED RESIDENTIAL RATES

70890 1890 1194 Ha
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO.

AR e et e R PRI E RO AR RN LR RN A NN AU DR SRR AR E R P PR AN R O AR R AN R R AN RSB ARG C T SRR PR DA D RO RN AR AR N D DB R R R RO PN R EC R AN N RPN HR O

SCHEDULE E-A

i
MINIMUM BILL ($ MONTH) $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00
£S UNIT DISCOUNT (URITAWONTH) $257 $257 $257 $2.57
ET URIT DISCOUNT ($UNIT-NONTH) $1026 $1028 $1026 $i0.26

TIER 1 ENERGY ($KWH) $0.0314 $0.09374 $0.10658 $0.10658
TiER] 2 ENERGY ($KWH) $012842 ° $0.42842 tHin2 $H.4i3

AR s NN R AN P I AV A AN TP RN AR R AN R Rt H AR R C R P U O N T DA N RN AR NI P AR R PR SR LR PP PR R R RN MR B R T AN A TR R e h da bR T b b

SCHEDULE EL-
MINALUM BILL (S MONTH) $4.25 $4.25 $425 $4.25

TIER 1 ENEAGY ($XWH) $007924  $0.07924 $0.00045 $0.05045
TIER 2 ENEAGY ($'KWH) $0.10872 $0.10872 $0.119%0 $0.119%0

SO S R R RO I NN R N TR AN A AN Rt A R A RN P T o o a P A AR R AR AN R T A ARG E SR P PRI RO IR A BN R Rt r R TRt R bttt db bR R eI S0

SCHEDULES E-7 AND EL-?
N b

AN VUM BILL (S MONTH) $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00
E-7 VETER GHARGE ($ MONTH) $4.40 $4.40 $4.40 $4.40
EL-7 VETER CHARGE($ MONTH) $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

ON-PEAK ERERGY ($TOWH) $027344 $0.10774 $0.29729 $0.11457

OFF-PEAX ENERGY ($ K\WH) $0.08743 $0.07525 $0.092%8 $0.07992
BASELINE DISCOUNT {$KWH) $0.02506 $0.02506 $0.02537 $0.02537

L L Y L L s S T R R ey Lty i TR L R R L e R L L AL R T sd

SCHEDULEES
CUSTOMER CHARGE - $13.92 $1392 $13.92 $13.92
ENTRGY CHARGE £0.13892 $0.06805 $0.13848 $0.06782

R L e L R N T T Y L L L R LR LR R R R L NSt i e il itdd

ET NiINIMUM RATE LIWITER $0.04542 $0.04542 $0.05317 $0.05317

AT Rt AR RN AR AT R R R P RN R AR AN N R PR Pt G A RPN ISR B AR PR A BN AR SRR NS A A L TP PR PRV R R A AR bR RN R RO




PAGE-2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELEGTRIGC COMPANY

. T TAGO-04003 ALIMSW/ CACDs A ¢ APPENDIX D
GURRENT AND ADOPTED SMALL LAP RATES

7890 7890 1191 nat
LWE RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE -
NO. SUMMER WINTER SUVMMER WINTER NO.

RS SRR NN NN RN RO R P A T R R P T bR s R T R R R R RN R RO R N R R NP NS OB T A AR AR R RO B b AR R SRR R LR RO N A RN RN

SCHEOULE At

1 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($M0) $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50 1
2 POLYPHASE GHARGE ($MO) $125 $1.25 $125 $1.25 2

3 ENERGY ($KWH) $0.12150 $0.09586 $0.43984 $0.11483

(~3

lt.tli.l'illl.llttl!tolt-t'lilitiiithiltllllllllIli!t:tt:lt‘ii.'!tillll!l.itl0tiiilliiliIIIliliiititﬂ‘-rlittl.llii.i.i'lltt.l'tli

SCHEDULEAS

4 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($'MONTH) $7.50 $7.50 $750 $7.50
S NETER CHARGE ($ MONTH) $6.20 $6.20 $6.20 $5.20
& POLYPHASE CHARGE ($MO) $1.25 $1.25 $125 $1.25

e

7 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $02781 021N 7
8 PART-PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $0.43935 $0.07434 $0.13885 $5607407 8
9 OFF-PEAX ENERGY ($ KWH) $0.07247 $0.05575 £0.07221 4005555 ¢

I L L R L L R R T T L T T e T Ry L L Ly LNy sy e gtes)

. SCHEDULE A-15

10 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($'MONTH) §750 . $180 $1.50 $7.50 10
11 FACKLITY CHARGE {$ MONTH) $7.80 $7.80 $7.80 $780 W«

12 ENERGY ($KWn) $0.12932 $0.11593 $0.16060 $0.14338 12

AR AR AN F R TR N R R OO N RO PR E R P A AR RN AR P A S P RN AN T A SRt bRt n P an bbb bbb a Rt b v a b bnbtrtaRbbonanbbrrtbsdntbotonodniens

SCHEDULE TG-t
13 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($'MONTH) §1.50 §7.50 $7.50 $750 13

14 ENERGY ($KWH) $0.09606 $0.0%605 $5.10067 $0.10057 14

BRI et d R AN N R N A B R R TR A e A TR R P RS Rh ROT NN RN O N SR R E AR E RSN R R R A RN A Rk bR b R bR R P AR
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PAGE -3
. PAGIFIS GAS AND ELEGTRIG COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED MEDIUM L&P RATES

71890 1890 17194 1191
LNE RATES RATES RATES RATES UINE
RO. SUMMER WINTER SUNMMER WINTER NO.
FUANANE PR DRI R A RN RO AR N R R LR OB NN RN RN s R R R S L RN R S DR U N Rt e O R NS R LR AR R R PO R RN N R E R E R AN LA R AR R PR R R USRI E AN
SGHEDULE A-10
1 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($"MONTH) $63.00 $63.00 $63.00 $65300 1
2 NAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($KW MONTH) $3.30 $3.30 $360 $360 2
3 PRIMARY DISCOUNT ($KW/MONTH) $0.20 $0.70 $0.80 $080 3
4 TRANS. DISCOUNT ($ KW/ MONTH) $2.60 $2.60 $260 $260 ¢
5 FNERGY CHARGE($ KWH) $0.09407  $0.072%0 $0.00915 $007684 5
SCHEDULES A-11 AND E-14
6 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($MONTH) $63.00 $63.00 $63.00 $6300 6
7 NETER CHARGE ($ MONTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $510 7
8 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($K\W. MONTH) $339 $3.30 $3.60 $360 8
9 PRIMARY DISCOUNT {$KW:MONTH) $0.70 $0.70 $0.80 $080 9
10 TRANS. DISCOUNT ($ KW/ NMONTH) $260 $260 $2.90 $290 10
11 ON-PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($ KW NMONTH) $320 $10.00 1
‘ 12 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.10344 $0.1095¢ 12
13 PART-PEAX ENERGY ($KWH) $0.07904 $0.05941 $0.08374 $0.0623¢4 13
14 OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.05305  $0.05145 $0.05621 $0.0545% 14 °
15 E-14 ON-PEAX ENERGY ($K\WH) $0.12734 $0.13545 15

Ll L L L Ry Ly Ly e Ny e T T Y S T R s T AT
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PAGE - 4
PAGIFIC GAS AND ELEGTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED £-19 FIRM RATES

78790 850 1191 1"m
RATES RATES RATES RATES UNE
SUMMER  WINTER  SUMMER WINTER NO.

T I L I e o T T T R L e Ry S e T T R L T Y L R I P L L R L R R T I IRT}

SCHEDULE E-197

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($ MONTH) $510.00 $510.00 $515.00 $510.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CRARGE ($KW/MONTH) $0.76 $0.70 $0.70 $0.70
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH) $7.20 $7.80

ON-PEAK ENERGY {$ KWH) $0.09102 $0.10914 _
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.06178  $005282  $007408  $0.063%4
OFF-PEAX ENERGY ($ KWH) $004716  $004575  $005655  $0.054%6

ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT ($ KWH) $0.57455 $0.62907

BN AN SRR NI N E PO RO R DR R NS SRR A N Ot e Rt R DA A N R R R PR R P LRSS A OO R R R B R RN RN A R R R R MR bR R AR R bR

SCHEDULE E-\9P FiRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($ MONTH) $250.00 $250.00 $250.00 $250.00
MAX{MUM DEMAND CHARGE ($KW.MONTH) $260 $260 $280 $2.80
ON-PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($KW:MONTH) $8.80 $9.50

ON-PEAK ENEAGY ($ KWH) £0.16195 $0.11170
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($ KWH) $0.06920 $0.05916 $0.07582 $0.06482
OFF-PEAK ENERGY {$ KWH) $0.05283 $0.05124 $0.05787 $0.05614

AYERAGE RATE LIM[T {($ KWH) $0.13330 $0.14595
5 ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT ($'KWH) $0.78445 $0.65889

RN R E I e T AN IRt R AR T PR R R AR A A F R R RN R R R e A R T R AR A F RN R SR N RS e E AR LR R P E A R RA R R A A O ST AR BN E PO RN TR R RO T b RO

SCHEDULE E-19S FIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($ MONTH) $280.00 $240.00 $280.00 $220.00
MAX{MUM DEMAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH) $3.30 $3.30 $360 $3.60
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE {$KW/MONTH) $9.40 $10.20

ON-PEAX ENERGY ($KWH) $0.10839 $0.12356
PARTIAL-PEAX ENERGY ($KWH) $007357  $0.06290  $0.08407  $0.07188
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $005616  $0.05443 3006418  $0.06226

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT ($ KVWH) $0.13330 $0.14595
ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT {($KWH) $0.78906 $0.863%4

R e A R PR S A S OO F R A N A R RN R AR R A R O R R RN L RN SRR C O R R S o A R R PN R R R RO SE R RN A AR SR b bR b b a b i
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELEGTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED E-19 NONFIAM RATES

2890 78%0 111591 U191
RATES RATES RATES RATES UNE
SUMMER  WINTER  SUMMER  WINTER NO.

..l!‘...."l.'.ll.I.'l|i.ll'.!...ll"'.l..."".'l.l.Ii'l...l...'t...l.ll!....l.llinl‘i.l..ll."...ll’..'.'.l!'illl.l".'l"i.i.l

SCHEDULE £-19 Y HONFIRM

GUSTOMER CHARGE ($MONTH) $510.00 $510.00 $510.00 $510.00
CURTARABLE METER CHARGE($MONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $196.00 $150.00
INTERUPT:BLE METER CHARGE ($MONTH) $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($'KW/MONTH) $0.70 $0.70 $0.70 $0.70
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE {$ KW MONTH) $1.18 $2.06

ON-PEAX ENERGY ($KWH) $0.08862 $0.10674

PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY (3 KWH) $0.06015 $0.05143 $0.07245 $0.06195
OFF-PEAX ERERGY ($ K\WH) $0.04592 $0.04454 $0.05531 $0.05365
UFR CREDIT ($1WH) $0.00186 $2.00186 $0.00186 $0.00185
EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE ($ KWHEVENT) $6.77200 $6.72200 $6.27200 $6.77200

AR A R L R L T N I N

SCHEDULE E-19 P NONFIRW

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($:MONTH) $250.00 $250.00 $250.00 $250.00
CURTATLABLE METER CHARGE{$MONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $190.00 $190.00
WTERUPTISLE METER CHARGE ($MONTH) $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00
MAXMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($ KW MONTH) $260 $2569 $260 $2.89
ON-PEAK DEMAND GHARGE ($KW. MONTH) $2.09 $483

5 ON-PEAX ENERGY ($KWH) $0.09350 $0.10325
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $06.06347 $0.05425 $0.07000 $3.05292
OFF-PEAX ENERGY ($ K\WH) $0.04845 $0.04699 $0.05349 $0.05189
UFA CREDIT ($KWH) $0.00186 $0.00186 $0.00166 $0.00186

) EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE ($KWHEVENT) $8.64033 $8.64933 $3.64933 $3.64033

B T R A R O D R N N A R R N P A A R R AN B R RS R R I P P R R R T T R AR P AN SR AR R A RSN R R PR NN R RN AR AR Rd S a P v b

SCHEDULE E-19 S NOKFIRM

CUSTONER GHARGE ($-MONTH) $280.00 $280.00 $280.00 $280.00
CURTANABLE METER CHARGE(SMONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $190.00 $190.00
WTERUPTIBLE METER CHARGE ($MONTH) $200.00 $200.00 $200.00 $200.00
MAXINUGM DEMAND CHARGE {($KW:MONTH) $3.30 $3.30 $360 $3.60
ON-PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($XW/MONTH) $22¢ $4.08

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $0.10678 $0.12225

PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.07248  $0.06197 $0.08208 $0.07095
OFF-PEAK ENERGY {$ KWH) $0.05533  $0.05367 $0.06335 $0.06145
UFR CREDIT {($'KWH) $000166  $0.00186 $0.00166 $0.00186
EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE ($KWHEVENT) $364933  $3645%3 $8.64933 $8.64933

L Yy Y Ry T L Ty T s T Y Y T TS S T Y Y L e R R at)
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELEGTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED E-20 FIRM RATES

7890 %0 ns 119
LNE RATES RATES RATES RATES UNE
NO. SUNMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO.

AT IR AR R AN R GNP O I D NN AR RN N RN RN SRS N o RN AR AR PR RN E R AV L TR SRR AR PR AN E T LA O A PR R TR AN T AR R PR RN AR RO O

SCHEDURLE E-20¥

GUSTOVER CHARGE ($\VONTH}-FIRM $516.00 $51000 $510.00 $510.00
MAXMUN DEMAND CHARGE ($KW.MONTH) $0.20 $0.70 $0.70 $0.70
ON-PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($KWMONTH) §7.20 $7.80

ON-PEAX ENERGY {$'XWH} $0.07797 $0.08461
PARTIAL-PEAK ENEAGY ($ KWH) $0.05363 $0.04620 $0.05743 $6.04510
OFF-PEAX ENERGY {$ KWH) $0.04125 £0.64002 $0.04384 $0.04253

ON-PEAX RATE UIMIT {($ K\WH) $0.57455 $0.62907

AR R R PR B O AN N IR G E RO bR A NN R TN AR SRS S R PP P PR R RN O RN N S S TR A PR PR R R PR RO BN NN DR bttt s I bR a bk bRl

SCHEDULE E-20 P FIRW

CUSTOVER CHARGE ($ WONTH) $220.00 $220.00 $220.00 $220.00
NMAXANUM DEMAND CHARGE {$KW. MONTH) $260 $280 $2.80 $280
ON-PCAK DEMAND CHARGE ($KW.MONTH) $8.80 $9.50

ON-PEAX ENERGY ($ XOWH) $0.09725 $0.10335 _
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($ KWH) $0.06501 $0.05644 $0.07015 $0.059%8
CFF-PEAK ENERGY ($ K\WH) $6.05033 $0.04888 $0.05355 $0.05185

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT ($ K\WH) $0.11565 $0.12683
5, ON-PEAX RATE LIMIT {$KWH) $0.78445 $0.85889

e R Nt T e e T e e R L Ry ey e L e R R Ry S PR A Sl Rl bR a LRt

SCHREDULE E-20 S FIRM

5 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($ MONTH) $333.00 $320.00 $330.00 $330.60
MAX UM DEMAND CHARGE {$/KW/MONTH) $3.30 $3.30 $360 $3.60
ON-PEAK DEMAND GHARGE ($KWMONTH) $9.40 $10.20

3 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($OVH) $0.03877 $0.11193
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.06704 $0.05732 $0.07598 $0.06496
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($ KOWH) $0.05118 $0.04964 $0.05800 $9.05626

AVERAGE RATE LINT ($KWH) $0.41565 $0.12663
ON-PEAK RATE LINT {($ KWH) $0.78%06 $0.66334

ANt RS P AN B A PR R da R E DO R N AT RN N R P A B R P E RS T RO N S A R RN AR S N E PR O AT R AR AR DR R PR I A SRR I P P B R R B AT
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PAGE -7
PACIFYC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED E-20 NONFIRM RATES

‘ A90-04-003 ALINMSW/ CACDSA3 *

7890 . 189 13700 1193
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO.

.!I.l.l‘l..liI.ll.lil.‘lll.!ll!llll!ltl‘.l.lllt!.i"."'ll'.li.!l.lli'.'l'.."ill...'ltl'lllli‘illil.i.ll."‘i'ltlIltlllll.l!..l.

SCHEDULE E-20 T NONFIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (3 MONH)
CURTALABLE METER CHARGE(S MONTH)
INTERUPTIBLE METER CHARGH ($ MONTH)
MAXMUM DEMAND GHARGE ($XKW/MONTH)
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH)

ON-PEAX ENERGY ($KWH)

PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH)
OFF-PEAX ENERGY ($ K\WWH)

UFR CREDIT {$KWH)

EXCESS ENEAGY CHARGE (3 KWHEVENT)

$510.00
$190.00
$200.00
$6.70
$i.18

$0.07592
$0.05222
$0.04017
$0.00185
$6.77200

$510.00
$180.00
$200.00

$0.20

$0.04459
$0.038%
$0.60185
$6.272200

$510.00
$190.00
$200.00
$0.70
$3.01

$0.08256
$0.0560%
$0.04276
£0.00185
$6.77200

$510.00
$190.00
$200.00

$0.70

$0.04789
$0.04147
$0.00168
$5.77200

AN AR IR O Rt e R A R e et SN VAR N SN R E R AT e S v S R F SO RSN E T IR AR e ar P SO VRN R M AR F PO e E PR R F MR BRI a b bR Rt RNsd O RN NS

SCHEDULE E-20 P NONFIRM

CUSTOVER CHARGE ($ MONTH)
CURTALABLE METER CHARGE($NONTH)
INTERUPTIBLE METER CHARGE ($ MONTH)
MAXMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($KW:MONTH)
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($KWMOKTH)

ON-FEAK ENERGY ($ K¥H)
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH)
3 OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($ KWH)
3 UFR CREDIT ($KWH)
EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE [$KWHEVENT)

$220.00
$190.00
$200.00
$260
$202

$0.08920
$0.06102
$0.04558
$0.00165
$8.64333

$220.00
$190.00
$20000

£260

$0.05217
$0.04518

0.00186
$58.64333

$220.00
$150.00
$200.60
$250
$5.43

$0.095%9
$0.06516
$0.04974
$0.00186
$864533

$220.00
$190.00
$200.60

$2.80

$0.05571
£0.04825
$0.00186
4864333

T I I NI I L O L T L T L T R e e Ly Ry e Y e R IR LR T R TR R Yy ytl]

SCHEDULE E-20 S NONFIRM

CUSTOMER GHARGE ($:MONTH)

CURTAN ABLE METER CHARGE{$MONTH)
INTERUPTIBLE METER CHARGE ($MOMTH)
MAXMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($10Y MWOHTH)
ON-PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($KW.MCNTH)

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($ KWH)

PARTIAL-PEAX ENERGY ($KWH)
OFF-PEAK ENERGY {$'KWH)

UFR CREDIT ($K\WH)

EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE ($/KWHLEVENT)

SYYNVY JRYPRIE

$330.0
$120.00
$200.00
$330
$226

$0.03385
$0.06370
$0.04363
$0.00186
$8.64333

$33).00
$120.00
$200.00

$3.30

$9.05446
$0.04717
$0.00186
$364333

$330.00
$190.00
$200.00
$360
$528

$0.10701
$0.07264
$0.05545
3000166
$8.64333

$330.00
$190.00
$200.00

$3.60

$0.06210
$0.05379
$0.05188
$8.64033
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PAGIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

APPENDX O
PAGE .8

CURRENT AND ADOPTED REAL TME PRICING RATES

78490
RATES
SUMMER 1/

7890
RATES

WINTER 1/

st
RATES

1181
RATES LUINE

SUMMERY  WINTER 2 NO.

AALRLE Ay Ry g YTy R N L L L L L I L L Ty

SCHEDULE A-ATP PRINARY

£-20 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($'MONTH)
OPTIONAL SERVICE CHARGE ($MONTH)
NAXMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH)

BASE ENERGY RATE ($XWH)

ON-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER
PART-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER
OFF-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER

\

LOAD MANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNAL - TIER 1
LOAD MANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNAL - TIER 2
LOAD MANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNAL-TER 3

$220.00
$190.00
$260

$0.00258

3.0247
1.9456
14792

$053
$0.40
$027

$220.00
$190.00
$260

$0.00288

15456
1.4792

$220.00
$190.00
$250

$0.00332

3859
2.19%
1.5780

$653
$040
8027

§220.00
$150.00
$2.80

$0.00332

2.49%
1.5780

A A L R e R T L L g mm

SCHEDULE A-RTP SECONDARY

1
E-19 CUSTOMER CHARGE [$MONTH)
E-20 CUSTCMER CHARGE ($MONTH)
GCPTIONAL SERVICE CHARGE ($MONTH)
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE {$XW.MO.)

BASE ENERGY RATE ($KWH)

ON-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER
PART-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER
OFF-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER

LOAD MANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNAL - TIER 1
LOAD MANAGENMENT PRICE SIGNAL - TIER 2
LOAD MANAGENENT PRICE SIGNAL - TIER 3

$220.00
$330.00
$120.00

$3.30

$0.00288

3.0247
1.5466
1.4792

£5.53
$0.40
$027

$280.00
$330.00
$190.00

$3.30

$0.00288

19458
14792

$280.00
$330.00
$190.00

$360

$0.00332

38598
21920
1.5780

$0.53
$0.40
$o027

$280.00
$330.00
$190.00

$3.60

$0.00332

2.1990
1.5780

L L T A T L I I O I I N I IR NI L

11 Rates expireon 12:31/20.

2/ Subject to approval of Advice Letter 1324-E.
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APPENDIX O
 PAGE.9
PAGIFIC GAS AND ELEGTRIC COMPANY
CURPENT AND ADOPTED LARGE L8P RATES

789
_ RATES
SUMMER

7390
RATES
WINTER

s
RATES
SUNMVER

11/

PATES LINE
WINTER NO.

TR E AR N ANV Ea a o A AT B RN PR S N R R R N A N RN R AR AL DA DR RN NN SN F N2 R R RO R AR RN AR R RN R R bR AR LR RA SRR O NS

SCHEDULE E-257

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S MONTH)
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($'KW/MONTH)
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($'KW/MONTH)

ON-PEAK ENEAGY ($ K\WH)
PARTY-PCAK ENERGY ($ KWH)
OFF-PEAK ENERGY {$YXWH)

ON-PEAK RATE UMIT ($ KWH)

$510.00
$0.70
$720

$510.00
$0.70

$510.00
$0.70
$7.80

$0.09014
$0.05353  §0.04620
$0.04125  $0.04002

$0.12667
$0.07408
$0.05655

$0.57455 $0.62907

$510.00
$0.70

$0.06334
$0.05486

SO AU TR N AR RN R SN e R E FF R R TR SR a b F e A AT Rt R AN R R O R r R O R A A SR S F A RN RPN P P RN F RO DR BRI RN RGeS

SCHEDULE E-25P

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($ MONTH)
NAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE {$KW:MONTH)
0 ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($KW.MONTH)

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($ KWH)
PART-PEAK ENERGY ($ KWH)
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($ X\WH)

AVERAGE RATE LIVIT ($'KWH)
S ON-PEAK RATE UNMUT ($KWH)

$250.00
$2.80
$9.50

$220.00
$260
$880

$220.00
$260

$0.41288
$0.06601 $0.05544
$0.05039 $0.04838

$0.12964
$0.07582
$0.05787

$0.13330
$0.78445

$0.12663
$0.85889

$250.00
$280

$0.05482
$0.05614

SR AR R AR R RN TR Ot T A L R RN R NN PP R N RS T A E R RN A R R I AR A AN AR e At R S AR PN AR R F SRR AR AR OB A R RN R AR AR R o bbb b AR O e b ba b

SCHEDULE £-258

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH)
NAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW:MONTH)
ON-PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH}

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($ KWH)
PART-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH)
OFF-PEAX ENEAGY ($KWH)

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT ($KXWH)
ON-PEAK RATE LIV{T ($KWH)

$330.00
$3.30
$9.40

$280.00
$3.60
$1020

$330.00
$3.30

$0.14376
$0.08407
$0.06418

$0.11454
$0.06704
$005118

$0.05732
$0.04364

$0.12663
$0.86394

$0.13330
$0.78906

$280.00
$3.60

$0.07188
$0.06226

T L L L L L L R TR T Ty T R Ty T T L Y Y T Ly Y T T T T e e e
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELEGTRIC GOMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED LARGE LAP RATES

7890 7890
RATES RATES
SUMMER WINTER

SUMMER

11191 1181

RATES RATES UNE
WINTER NO.
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SCHEDULE E-26T7

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($MONTH) $510.00 $510.00
CURTAILABLE METER CRARGE ($ MONTH) $190.00 $190.00
MAX(MUM DENAND CHARGE {$KW MONTH) $0.70 $0.70
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($ KW AMONTH) $2.84

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH)
PART-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH)
OFF-PEAX ENERGY {$KWH)

$0.10445
$0.05261 $0.04532
$0.04047 $0.03925

EXCESS DENMAND CHARGE 7 KWH $4.90870 $4.90970

$510.00 $510.00

$190.00 $190.00
$0.70 $0.70
$433

$0.11350
$0.05641 $0.045823
$0.04306 $0.04176

$4.90970 $4.90570

AL L L I L Yy L N T L T T T R eIt

SCHEDULE E-26P

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($MONTH) $220.00 $220.00
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE ¢($ MONTH) $190.00 $190.00
MAXIMUM DEVAND CHARGE (40 WONTH) $260 $2.60
ON-PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($KW WONTH) K43

ON-PEAK ENERGY {$’KWH}
PART-PEAK ENERGY ($’KWH)
OFF-PEAX ENERGY ($'KWH)

$0.12145
$0.65239 $0.05335
$0.04763 $0.04520

5 EXCESS DEWAND CHARGE / KWH $6.27077 $6.21077

$220.00 $220.00

$190.00 $190.00
$280 $2.80
§$7.27

$0.42968
$0.06659 $0.05694
$0.05083 $0.04931

$6.27077 $6.27077

Ly N R Ll g T Yy Ry L L I e YT S S P R P PRy Y]

SCHEDULE E-265

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($'MONTH) $330.00 $330.00 $330.60 $330.00

CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE (§ MONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $190.00 $190.00

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE {§ Kv/. MONTH) $3.30 $3.30 $3.60 $3.60
0 ON-PEAX DEMAND CHARGE (& <. MONTH) $4.22 $663

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.12579 $0.14339
PART-PEAX ENERGY {$KOYH) $0.06453 $0.05525 $0.07366 $0.06297
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (3 KWH) $0.04933 $0.064785 $0.05623 $0.05454

EXCESS DEMAND CHARGE /1 KvWH $527077 $6271077 $6.27077 $6.27077

L L L L R Ly Ty Ly Ry Ly Ty e I Y
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PAGE«41
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED STANDBY RATES

1890 1890 Uis 1R
RATES RATES RATES RATES
SUMMER  WINTER  SUMMER WINTER
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SCHEODULE S - TRANSMISSION
CONTRACT CAPACITY CHARGE ($KW.NO) $0.70 $0.70 $0.70 $0.70

ON-PEAX RATE LWITER ($/KWH) $0.57455 $0.62907

I I NI G L L T R R T T R Ty R T L Ry Yy Y Ly g e AR L aay sty

SCHEDULE S - PRMARY

CONTRACT CAPACITY CHARGE {($KWNO) $260 $260 $280 $280

ON-PEAK RATE LIMITER ($'KWH) $0.78445 $0.85839

Ly Ly R R e e R R LN LNy R R A R R R R R Y Lyl

SCHEDULE S - SECONDARY
CONTRACT CAPACITY CHARGE ($KV/ M0) $3.30 £330 $360 $3.60

ON-PEAK RATE UMITER ($KWH) $0.76900 $0.853H4

L R L N R L N R A NIRRT TNy L)

REDUCED CUSTONER CHARGE ($ MONTH)
AVIAS $320 $3.20 $320 $3.20
A107AN $27.00 $27.00 $27.00 $27.00

E-13 TRANSMISSION 1 E-20 TRANSMISSION $426.00 $426.00 $426.00 $426.00

R R TR R R RN e r F R R R R A R R S B S P R A PR R TS R RN P R E T AR PR Rt RO N RO A N r R TR A PR A E M PR R A R A Rt RS SRR R NE S
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED AGRICURTURAL RATES
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71890 289 19 17is
RATES RATES  RATES RATES
UMMER  WINTER ~ SUMNER WINTER
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SCHEDULE AG-1A

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE {($'KWMONTH) $1.60 $1.60 $2.10 $2.10

ENERGY CHARGE ($ XWH) $0.11444 $0.1144 $0.135%0 $0.138%9

RATE UMITER $0.97337 $097337 $1.1230 $1.12804

L Ry ey Y I O I O L L L 1

SGHEDULE AG-RA

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($'MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
METER GHARGE ($ MONTH) $6.20 $6.20 $520 $5.20
CONNEGTED LOAD GHARGE ($KW/MONTH) $1.80 $1.80 $2.10 $2.10

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($ K\WH) $0.27632 $0.32249
PAAT-PEAK ENERSY ($KWH) $0.05789 $0.06882
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($’KWH) $0.06444 $0.04504 $0.07661 $0.05473

RATE UMITER ($ KWH) $0.97337 $0.97337 $1.4e34 $1.12804

LR L R L R T T L R I T IR R L SRR L T L]

SCGHREDULE AG-VA

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
METER CHARGE {$ MONTH) $5.20 $6.20 520 $6.20
CONNECGTED LOAD CHARGE (8 KW/MONTH) $1.80 $180 $2.10 $2.10

OX-PEAK ENERGY ($ KWH) $027273 $0.32273 )
PART-PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $0.05714 $0.05762
OFF-PEAX ENERGY ($ KWH) $006219  $0.04544 $0.07359 $0.05377

RATE LIMITER {$ KWWH) $0.97337 $097337 $1.12804 $1.12804

R L L L R L L L L e Ly Ly L e T T R A S R R L]

SCHEDULE AG-4A

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($"MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
METER CHARGE ($ MONTH) $620 $6.20 $620 $6.20
CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE ($KW:MONTH) $1.80 $1.80 $2.10 $2.10

ON-PEAK ENERGY {$KWH) $0.26992 $032029
PART-PEAK ENERGY {$KWH) _ $0.05655 $0.06710
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($ KWH) $0.05429 $0.04497 $0.06442 $0.05336

RATE LIMITER {$ K¥/H) $097337 $0.97337 $1.12304 $1.12804




AS0-04-003 ALYMSW/ CACDIG3 * APPENDX O
PAGE.13
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CURRENT AND ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES

7890 890 1181 1191

LNE RATES
NO. SUMMER

RATES
WINTER

RATES
SUMMER

RATES LINE
WINTER RO.
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SCHEDULE AG-SA

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($MONTH) $10.00 $10.00

METER GHARGE {$ MONTH) $620 $6.20
CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE [$ KW/MONTH) $455 $4.55

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.19113
PARTY-PEAK ENERGY ($K\WH)

OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($XKWH)

$0.04006

$0.03933 $0.03185

RATE LIMITER ($ XWH) $0.97337
NINIMUM B ($KW-YEAR) £0.00

$0.97237

$10.00
$6.20
$5.10
$0.22772
$0.04685

$1.12804
$0.00

$10.00
$6.20
$5.10

$0.04722%
$0.03794

$1.12804

A R R L S S N I I I I I T T T T T oYY

SCHEDULE AG-8A

CUSTOMER GHARGE ($MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
CONNECTED LOAD GHARGE ($KWMONTH) $4.55 $4.55 $5.10 $5.10
ENERGY CHARSGE ($KWH) £0.05700 $0.03485 $0.07973 $0.04170

RATE LIMITER ($ XCWH) $0.97337 $097337 $i.12804 $1.12804

A L R I I I I S I S L I T T I

SCHEDULE AG-1B

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
MAXIMUM DEVAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH) $220 $1.50 $255 $1.75
5 ENERGY CHARGE ($'KWH) $0.10161  $0.10161

$0.11883 $0.11883

RATE LIMTER {$KWH) $097337 $0.97337 $1.12804 $1.12804

L L e L L e L R N L N I R S I T N I Y

SCHEDULE AG-RB

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
NETER CHARGE {($MONTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.10
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH) $220 $1.50 $255 $1.75
ON-PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($KWMONUTH) $2.20 $255

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH)
PART-PCAX ENERGY ($KWH)
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH)

$024105 .
$0.06513
$0.05259

$0.28380
$0.07732

$3.07139 $0.08347 $0.05149

RATE LIMITER ($'KWH) $2.97337 $0.97337 $1.12804 $1.12504
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PAGIFIG GAS AND ELECTRIG COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES
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1890 8% AN ns
LNE RATES RATES RATES RATES UINE
NO. SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO.

SCHEDULE AG-VB
1 CUSTOMER CHARGE {($'MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $16.00 1
2 METER GHARGE ($ VMONTH) $510 $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 2
3  MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW. MONTH) $220 $1.50 $255 $1.75 3
4 ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH) §2.20 $2.55 4
5 ON-PEAX ENEAGY ($ KWH) $021405 ‘ $0.25229 5
6 PART-PEAK ENERGY ($XKWH) $0.06413 $0.07501 &
7 OFF-PEAX ERER3Y ($KWH) $006710 $0.05099 $0.07849 $0.05954 7
8 RATE LIMITER ($KWH) $097337 $0.97337 $1.12804 $1.12804 8

SCHEDULE AG-23
9 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($'MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $1000 9
16 METER GHARGE ($ MONTH) $540 $5.10 $5.10 $510 10

. 11 MAXIMUM DENAND CHARG {4 MONTH) $220 $150 $255% $1.75 1

12 ON-PEAX DENMAND GHARGE ($'KW.MONTH) $220 $255 12
13 ON-PEAX ENERGY ($KWH) $0.18083 $0.21011% 13
14 PART-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.05920 $0.06917 14
15 OFF-PEAK ENERGY {$KWH) $005625  $0.04707 $0.06572 $0.05499 15
16 RATE LIMITER ($ K\WH) $007337  $0.97337 $1.12804 $1.12804 16

SCHEDULE AG-4C
17 CUSTOMER CHARGE {$'"MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 17
18 METER CHARGE ($ MONTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.50 18
19 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE {($KW MONTH) $2.20 $1.50 $2.55 $1.75 19
20 ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($'KWiMONTH) $220 $255 20
21 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.18083 $021011 _ 21
22 PART-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.07679  $0.05920 $0.03451 $0.06017 22
23 OFF-PEAXK ENERGY ($'KWH) $0.04975  $0.04707 $0.06123 3005499 23
24 RATE UNITER ($KWH) $0.97337 $0.97337 $1.12804 $1.12804 24
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELEGTRI COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES

7890 71840 vis met
LWNE RATES RATES ~ RATES RATES UINE
NO. SUMMER  WINTER  SUMMER WINTER NO.
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SCHEPLE AG-58

CUSTOVER CHARGE ($MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
METER CHARGE {($MONTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.10
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH) $5.45 $3.65 $5.00 $4.05
ON-PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH) $225 $2.50

ON-PEAX ENERGY ($KWH) $0.42313 ‘ $0.4301
PART-PCAX ERERGY ($KWH) $0.03663 . $0.04049
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($KWH) $0.03539 $0.02017 $0.03907 $0.03220

RATE LIVITER ($'KWH) $097337  $OO7337  $1.428%4  $1.12804
MINIMUM BILL ($KWYEAR) $0.00 $3.00

L L T L Y R T Yy T e L N R R R Iy R Y T LN Ty Y a Y

SCHEDULE AG-5C

CUSTOVER CHARGE ($MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
METER CHARGE ($'MONTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.10
MAXNMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($KW/MONTH) $545 $3.65 $5.00 $4.05
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($KW.MONTH) $225 $250

ON-PEAX ENERGY {$K¥YH) £0.12313 $0.13601
PART-PCAK ENERGY ($WH) $0.04845 £0.03568 $0.05353 §0.04049
6 OFF-PEAX ENERGY {$XWH) $0.03082 $0.02917 $0.03411 $0.03220

RATE UMITER ($KWH) $0.97337  $0.67337 $1.12504 $1.12804
MINIMUM BILL($KW/YEAR) $0.00 $0.00

T e T T L R T TRy T ey T e Ty Ly e I T LI T L R aay )

SCHEDULE AG-68

CUSTONER CHARGE ($MONTH) $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 $10.00
0 MAXMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($KWMONTH) $545 $365 $5.00 $4.05

ENERGY CHARGE ($KWH) $0.05976 $0.03200 $0.05688 $0.03552

RATE LIMITER ($KYWH) $0.97337 $0.97337 $1.42804 $1.12804
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PACIFIG GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
GURRENT AND ADOPTED STREETUIGHTING RATES

390 7/68/90 ns 119
RATES RATES RATES RATES UNE
SUMMER WINTER ~ SUMMER WINTER NO.
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SCHEDULE LS

SERVICE CHARGE ($MZTERNO) $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00

SWITCHING CHARGE ($CIRGUIT) $3.25 $3.25 $325 $325

ENERGY CHARGE ($KWH) $007396  $0.073% $5.07616 $0.07616

BNt B R BRI N B N A e S S R Tt R L R R At S B R P D R B R RN RS AR T P A PR R AU NN PN AU A B RO NP R BN R NI PR VIR P E R AR RO S D

SCHEDULE LSt

ENERGY CHARGE ($ XWH) $0.0739%6 $0.073% $0.07616 $0.07616

L R L R Ly Ly Ty R Ty Ry T Y Y S T s R Retl]

SCHEDULELS-2

ENERGY CHARGE {$ KWH) $0.073%6 $0.073% £0.07616 $0.07616

L T I S T T T T T T T T T T L T T e O O O P T T T T T YT YT NPT

SCHEDULE OL-1

ENERGY CHARGE ($ K\WH) $0.073%5 $0.073% $0.07633 $0.07633

s s T R R N A I R T T R R A A N R A N N R T R S PR R A AR T v et P R E RN AR T R A NN R C O S TN TR T A RN RN RO R AT A AR RS R NP D RO AR
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(End of Appendix D)




