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‘3% fus (FINAL OPINION.

N L A SN R TSR LY

I.,;Background and Summary .

< [ B - ' - T [ N .
[ - ‘- - N : ’_‘:;»_

In Dec1s1on (D ) 90~ 08 068,¥we approved nost of the terns .
of the settlerents proposed to us_in Application (A.) 90 04~ Q34 of H;:
San Diego.Gas. & Electric Company (SDG&E), A490-04-036, of Southern
california Edlson Conpany (SCE), A.90-04- 037 of Southern Callfornla
Gas Company (SocCal), and A.90-04-041 of Paclflc .Gas, and Electrlc i
Conpany (PG&E).. By so d01ng, we put, 1nto place eXpanded energy »
efflcrency prograns focused on. the custonexr 31de of the utlllty e
meter, referred to.as demand—51de management (DSM) programs.. The .
programs 1nclude .rate 1ncreases to pay. for them, as well as
f1nanc1a1 1ncent1ves for the ut111t1es to manage these programs
effectlvely.; - - R

: D.30-08-068 was 1ssued as_an. 1nter1m de0131on because 1t ;_'
nade sone modlflcatlons to the settlements and 1nv1ted partles to
comment on. those changes, . in accordance wlth our Rule 51 7. The :
settlements and D.50-08- ~068 also nade prOV151on for certaln updates .
of program expenditures and de51gn by SoCal and SCE. .

. Today'’s dec151on on these appllcatlons completes the
1mp1ementat10n and approval of these DsSM programs, addresses the
update of the SoCal and SCE program in accordance w1th the
settlements and D.90-08-068, and flnds Toward Utlllty Rate
Normalization (TURN) ellglble for compensatlon for 1ts,
participation in the proceedlng.

1 For a complete background and description of these
applications and settlements, see D.90-08- 068.
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IXI. Program UpdabtéH'tdr's§s¢td1 and ScE

authorlzed SoCal and SCE to file updated progran expendltures and
goals. D. '90-08-068 "sat” a‘deadline” ‘$oF filing theds’ upaates where
the settiements failéd o establlsh such" 4 deadllﬂe. FLE TS
Implementatlon Of updates for these two utllltlés is! adéressed

below.'“’ ' " Ce » ' LirosoriAl

A. Update Of Socal?s’ Proqran T A L N E
i Thé settlénent of 'Sotalé appllcatlon spe01f1ed that

Socal shéuld be” authorlzed €6 <péhd 37. 484 hilll' for' 1990

subject to’ redﬁction if the appllcatlon was not- decidéd by

August 1, 1990.° Ordering Paragraph 4 of D.30208-068" establlshed E A

15-day deadliné for $oCal to filé an update reflécting th1s
reduction. On Septenmber 13, SocCal served on all partles a letter

addrésséd to thé 3551gned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), wlth two

pages of'attached tables, settlng ‘forth proqram révisions ana
changes “to expendlture levéls in compllancé with thé séttiemeént and
the dec131on. Thls September 13 rev151on is de51gnated as
Exhibit 12.2 ’ ‘ ' ' '

At the request ‘of the ALJF, SocCal prepared and served on
all partles addltlonal tables that clarified thé!reéduction of '

expenditure lévels reflected in Exhibit 12. This further revision

also took the forin of &' létter to the ALJ, dated November 9, 1990,
with four pages of attachéd text and tables, whiéh' was served on -
all parties. This second revision is designatéd’ Exhibit 13.
Tables I, II and III from Exhibit 13, which clearly describe
SoCal’s requested rate changes to take effect January 1, 1991, are
attached as Appendix B to this decision.

2 An updated Exhibit List, shoW1nq all exh1b1ts in the record of
this proceeding, is attached as Appendix A to this ‘decision.’
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Exhibit 127 indicateés that:SoCal’s 1990 DSM prégramigoals:

.q

were reducéd by oné-third:for prograns where:the: goals wére s -« riyo

jeopardizéd by'thé 'tining of Di90-08-068.: ~Tablé IX of Exhibit -13-

proposés a redudétion:of .$461,000-in71990 DSM program: expenditures. -

to reflect thése reducéd:goals, -This table also réflects a-: -~
corresponding fédﬁétidﬁ”off$563,000‘ih:projectedTéhareholder?=‘
incentivé payménts. - With theésé:changeés'and adjustment. for n,
inflation, ‘SéCal‘s- final DSM: program cCosts. for..1990 would be - -
$5. 031 mllllon.—~ EE AL IR R NS '

“NO ‘party responded or ob)ectéd to SoCal’s Exhibits 12 and;

13. This reduction in 1990 eéxpenditures and goals is-in:

conforpancé with 'the.sSettlemént- and D:90<08-068) and we find it to' -
be reasonable. SoCal’s authorizéd 1990 DSM’ éxpenditurés pursuant- : .

to the program we approved in D.90-08-068 should be changed to
$5.031 million, and So6Cal’s goal réductiéns should also be
approved.

- Tablé IXI of Exhibit .13 updateés SoCal’s 1991 DSM.progran
costs to refléct conversion of.11920 dollars to:1991'dollars,. in-
conformance with the térmsd of the settlement and also applies ..
escalator factors: pursuant to D.90- 01-016-and Advice Letter 1985,
which brings the 1991 costs to $10. 930 n11110n in 1991 dollars.
Table I of Exhibit 13 shows the total increased révénueé requirenent
$16.297 million for- DSH expenditures to be effective in rates
January 1, 1991, reflecting the total updafed 1990 and 199i-proqram
costs, adjusted for franchise fees and uncollectlble accounts
expense. These updates were unopposed and we f1nd then to be
reasonable. Inplementatlon of theése rate changes 1s ‘discussed
below.

B. Update of SCR’s Program

The terms of the séttlement of SCE’s appllcatlon, as
approved by D.90-08- 068, requlred two separate updates. First, SCE
was required to f11e an advice letter conta1n1ng updated progran
goals within five days of D.90-08-068. (D 90 -08-068, himeo.
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p. 15/)>:Second; -thé:settlement requives:the-revision Qf ;DSM
program expenditure -levels-and:performance- targets “on prorated -
basis¥ ‘toiréfléct the difference between: the effecbive date'of;;;;
D.90-08=068,"August 29,1990, and July 1,

thé agreed-upon goals and:expenditures wererbasedry SCB f;led S ey A
Advice Létter ‘No. B-879 on Septemkter S, 1990, requesting a-decrease.. .-
of $2,375,000 to-its Authorized:Level of Base Rate Revenue: (ALBRR)...;
under the Electric Réveénue ‘Adjustaent Mechanism (ERAM) ;. This isjﬁggﬁ;
greateér than the original $1,141,000 decrease to the ALBRR: Fv,
requestéd in‘the-application and reflects reduced 1990. authorlzed
expénditures leveli -rThe rate changés contemplated by:the:
settléméntiwill be’ implénénted with the January 1,:1991, rate

changé -ordered "in SCE’s ECAC A.90-06-001.

auvp

IIX. Comments of'Parties on D.90-08-068

-In D.90-=08-068, we approved thée proposed settlements of

the four:utilities’ applications with the following clarifications. -
and modifications, as set forth in Ordering Paragraph 1!’

.fa; SoCal’s incentiveée. for resource prodrans
- shall.be changed from 16.6% to 14%, and its
inceéntive for new construction prograns
‘shall be changed from 12% to 10%.

socal’s 10% énvironmental addér shall be
eliminated. .

PGLE shall be eligible to réceivé
incéntive/penalty payments for expendltures
incurred between the establishment of their
tracking accounts pursuant to Resolutién
E-3194 (effectlve June 27, 1990) and the
date of this decision.

Interest on- 1ncent1ve/pena1ty payments
shall accrue in the sane manner for SDG&E,
SoCal, and PGLE and shall beqin to accrué -
on July 1 following the f111ng of  the -
annual DSM report explaining the basis for
the claiméd incentivé/pénalty and shall
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11 continueitoraccrus. until:the.paynents are:
.. reflected 1n rqtes.ﬂ

“»,,. “ -

v SDG&B™ SCE, So6Cal,; anq. PG&E shall f;le any

. requests for rate recovery under these
_expandéed DSM priégrams:in the 'ECACY '’

;- proceeding. for: electrlo rate .recovery and. ... .

- the ACAP proceedlnq for gas rate recovery.l“l:

*  SDG&E-may réfleéct ithese: rate changés. in:its . .: - -
.~ .1991 ACAP and ECAC appllcatlons, as the
‘~sett1ing partles recommended.

) fg,‘1We w111 rely on the 11t13at10n processlln'“
' “the rate récovery procéedings to eValuaté
the March 31 utility filings.” . 0 1
A?ié“&éﬁicéﬁnéﬂt”béfiod'and'fivé5déy5'fo? réply comments
was estabilshed fér partles to féspond'to these ﬂddifidatiéﬁs{;

partles" SDG&E SoCal and PGLE. The comménts wére filed on
Septembér 18, 1990. Reply'cbﬁmehts’wére filéd by PGS&E oft’
Seppéﬁbér 34, 1990. SDGLE filed A motion for acceptancé 6f reply
connents filed one day laté, on Septémbér 25, 1990. SDGELE’S motion
citéé'laté réecéipt of SoCal Gas’s comiménts as thé reéason for its
own lateness. SDG&E’s motion for acceptance 6f late-filed réply
comments was unopposed and is granted. Thé conments of thesé thrée
parties aré summarized below. ' ’

A. SDG&E's Comments

SDG&E’S comments urge that réasonabléness réview of
SDG&E's’incentlve paynents for both its gas and éléctric DSM
prograns should be centralized in the Annual Cost Adjustnment’
Proceeding (ACAP). SDG&E points out that the then-current
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schedule3 for fillng ‘1tsS -ACAP: application provided for a March

filing dateée, with a decision at the erid of Septembéf “Even if the

incentivés are éxapminéd’ 1h the ACAP proceeding, SDG&E: suggests that
the rate changes shoula. be 1mp1emented wlth the other yéar -end rate
changes associated wlth operational and flnaﬂclalsattrltlon. SDG&E

amortization of 1ncentive rewards/penalties in SDG&E’s DSM.progran.
As an alternpative, “SDGLE" suggests that the gas rate chahges could
be made in con]unctlon w1th the ACAP and the electrlc rate changes
could be made with: the next year s Energy Cost Ad)ustméﬂt Clause
(ECAC) proceeding. . LT STREISRS "
. SDG&E also conmnents that the. interest on 1ncent1ve

reward/penalty payments should begin. to accrue -on March 31 of each
year, at the: sane time that the utilities f11e thelr reports of
incentive mechanlsm results. SDGLE states that the July 1 date
established in D.:90-08-068 was tied to the proposed staff rev1ew
schedule,_whlch the Comm1351on altered, and thus there 1s no bas1s
for delaying the: accrual of 1nterest to July 1. : .

SDG&E further arques that the incentive mechanlsm pollcy
should not be exanined in its modified attr1t1on_f;l1ng for 1992,
which is to bée filed in March 1991. Nor does SDG&E believe_that
the general rate cases of individual utilities are appropriate
forums for éxamining incentive policies. Instead SDG&E would
prefer to see any far-reaching examlnatlon of statewlde 1ncent1ve
mechanisn policy occur in a generic proceedlng. SDG&E. believes .
that its current incentive mechanism should remaln in place until
such a genéric review has been completed.

3 Since the issuance of D.90-08-068 and the filing of SDG&E’s
comments, the ACAP proceeding has been dlscontlnued and replaced
with a biennial proceeding, by D.90-09-089 in our gas procurement
rulemaking, R.90-02-008. The effect of this change is addressed
below.
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tvat yyvilts Teply comhménts; SDGLE'responds tdSocal!sicomments
urqing*tﬁé*iﬁblemehtatibn*ofifé%éb&étﬁ199llDsH'expehdituresrihrdts:j 10
1990 KChﬁ"filihql“SDC&E'étates that 'any - inclusioniof these = oupr {2
expenses -in ACAP rates should excludé SDG&E' from the allocation of
thé costs' of SoCal’s’ consérvation prograns.: RN R
B. SoCal’s Comments & 1 .7f 11 o oo IErT o0 i g n T T s e e

SoCal comments that D.90-08-068 requires clarification as

to how progran ‘eXpensés ‘a¥e to be reétovéred’ in rates,: SoCal' quotes
its application and settlement, which specified that program
expenses incurred through the first three quarters of 1991 (ive. ;"
the 1990 ACAP period)’ should be' Yecovered'sin the rates established
in thé 1990 ACAP. SoCal points out that by the tine D:90-08-068
was issued; it was too late to file a request for ratée recovery in
the 1990 ACAP. SocCal suggests that thé Commission may. still
determiné“that‘SUCh'réCOVery’should occur ‘in those'rates, and by :

the Low Incomé Ratepayer Assistance program ekpenses~”1n the next -
utility rate change decision.” ' ; S
C. PG&E’sS cémments

PG&E’s conmeénts argue that the already adopted revenue
changes approved in D.90-08-068 should be reflected in PG&E’s
attrition filing and that preésently unkndwn’ rate changes, such as
proposals to make any further changes in the ‘DSM- fund1ng levels,::
and impleménting rate changés dué to the shareholder incentive
rechanism, bé madé in thé ECAC and ACAP proceedings.

PG&E’S réply comnénts respond to SDG&E’s proposal that
all DSM expenditurés bé reviewéd in a single proceeding.’ PGS&E .
statés that it has no prefeéerence as to Whether review occurs in a

single procééding, but if réview is to be in a single proceeding,
PG&E would prefér its review to occur in the ECAC proceeding.

- PG&E also endorses SDG4E’s suggestion that interest on:
incentivé/pénalty payments should bégin to accruée on March 31.
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riac  Finally; PGSE disagrees:with SDG&E’'s position that review
of incentive mechanisms:should occur only: in. a.generio proceeding. : .
PG&E argues that:each utility’s- DSM progran should: be ;gilorethqklpqg
the individual-utility and should be:individwally reviewed, whileée a ..
more uniform approach may be adopted for the next.generation of .
energy efficiency programs, as indicatéd in D.90-08-068. ., ..\, y40

i, H

LT IPUR S

 IV. Implementation and Review of DSM Programs . ... .

A. Overview - - L S A UL LA T O S SERTL A ¢ R R

.- Based on the comments and some changes in circum
since the adoption of D.90-08-068;, some reévision and clarification ;
of the planned implementation of these prograns set forth imn. -
Ordering Paragraphs 1(e) and (f) of D.90-08-068 is needed: - The
nost pressing issue raised in the comnents is how and when the .-
incremental 1990, 1991, and 1992 DSM program costs, or expenditure
levels, authorized in D.90-8-068 are to be put into rates. . The
second issue requiring a second look is the proceedings in which
as-yet-unauthorized DSM progran costs will be reviewed and; if ... .
approvéed, put into rates. The other issues raised in the conments
require no revision of the approved prograns.
B. Implementation of Approved

Program Costs in Rates _ ) ,

Ordering paragraph 1(e) of D.90-08-068 states that each

of the four utilities “shall file any requests for rate recovery . :
under these expanded DSM programs in the ECAC proceeding for
electric rate reécovery and the ACAP proceeding for gas rate . ]
recovery.” The comnents of both SoCal and PG&4E indicate that this
language is perceéived as a barrier to the recovery of authorized
1990 and 1991 expenditures in rates to take effect January 1, :1991.
This unfortunate perception results from a lack of clarity in the
ordering paragraph. The relevant discussion in D.90-08-068 is-
found on page 39 (mimeo.) and specifically addresses only rate
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recovery. for progran cost adjustpents.and- the. incentivelpenalty,,\
payments. It does not specifically state whether it also addresses
rate xecovery for progran costs actually authorlzed 1n the.

i

decision. The discussion was intended to. address future rate . . ...
change requests rather than those already approved in D. 90-08-0638.

However, as the comnents of. SoCal, point out,. even, the, metho@ of
rate inmplenéntation proposed in its settlement for 1990 and 1991
expenditures, which was recovery in the pending ACAP, created -
administrative dlfflcultles because the record of that proceedlng
was closed by the time D.90-08-068 was adopted.,; ot e
With respect to rate changes that the ;ettllng parties

agreed would take effect January 1, 1991, the 1nte;1m.declslonh93§{J3t

not intended to alter that agreement. The rate changes
contenplated by each settlenent are addressed helow..

1.  SDG&R S

For SDGSE, Orderlng Paragraph 1(f) of D.90- 08 068

expressly pernmits SDG4E to “reflect these rate changes in 1ts 1991
ACAP and ECAC applications, as the settling parties recomnended.”
The settlement explicitly described the method for rate recovery
(see D.90-08-068, mimeo. pp. 9-10) and réquested the Commission
approval granted ‘in Orderlng Paragraph l(f) This treatnment
eliminates any January 1, 1991, rate 1mplementat10n problens for_
SDG&E, but the elimination of the ACAP proceedings by D.90-09-089

appears to create a problem in SDG&E’s method of implementing these

approved changes. SDG&E’s comments were filed before D.90-09-089
was issued and do not address the effect of the elimination of
ACAPs. As an alternative to recovery in the 1991 ACAP as
contemplated in the settlement, we will authorize SDG&E to request
recovery of the already-approved 1990 and 1991 expenditures for lts
gas DSM program_in-an alternate 1991 proceeding, such as the
biennial cost adjustment proceedings (BCAP), gas reasonableness
review proceeding or the 1991 year-end attrition proceeding, in
which other gas rate changes are made. D.90-08-068 authorized the .
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expenditure of hp to $25 5'n iflibﬁ?ih'1996*and‘1991=to¥fund héw.DSH'““f

Y - 1

Proqrams. i 2 SN ey bioant s S ey a0

SDGLE'S! pfogram ‘énds "at’ the enad’ of 1991 ‘g0 there are’nio - v

authorlzed Yo92° progtam ekpéndituréSz'
SCE VRS B : . 1 cooL s B I

SCE's appllcat1on aAnd Settlenent’ contenplateéd a’ ¢ .- on
January 1, 1991, ‘implementation of rate changes asséciated with’its from

1990 and 1991 program expenditures, reflectéd in thé’ ALBRR under i

the ERAM. ~ Implemeritation of SCE’s autho¥ized éxpenditure ‘levels inm ¢
rates is complicated by SCB!s" proqram which tréats DSM ‘expeéndituriés "

as a DSM asset 'to be amortized in Pates over five yeéars. ' The net

effect of its 1990 and 1991 authorized revemié changes Was té befa >t~

$7,398,000 incréase of thé ALBRR under thé ERAM effective for @ «i:-
service rendered on of after Jandary 1, -1991. ' (D.90-08-068,
nimeo. p. 13.) However, as discussed above, SCE filed an advice
letter reflécting reduced 1930 program expénditures, which reduces

the total authorizéd revénde change for Janudry 1, 1991, SCE is

authorized to reflect its réduced authorized DSM éxpenditures in

rates to take effeéct on Janhary 1, 1991, in the mannér conténplateéd

by the séttlement.’® Thése rateé changes may bé put into efféct
coincident with the rate changes approved by SCE's ECAC
A.920-06-= 001. ‘ ‘ '

SCE's approved program énds at the énd of 1991, So there:
are no authorized 1992 program expendltures.

3. Socal

soCal ‘indicatéd in its comments that it had éxpected to
be able to put its DSM éxpénditurés into its 1990 ACAP ratés and-
was prevented from doing so6 by the relativé timing of thé DSM and
ACAP (A.90-03-018) proceédings. Both SoCal’s DSM progran
application and the settlémént requésted that S6Cal’s 1990  and 1991
program éxpénsés, through September 30, 1991 would bé reflected in
SoCal’s 1990 ACAP rates, expected to take effect January 1, 1991:
(D.90-08-068, ninéo. pp. 18 and 20.) Whén SoCal‘s comments brought
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this timing

that a more. efflcient andnequallyueffeptlvﬁ.SQlutlQn\tO Q@ding[§h9 R
DSM- progran costs:intg.the ACAP rates after. the oclose of. the record
was to authorize SoCal.-to . implénent these rate changes as paxt;of:qu
its year-end attrition filing.:: SoCal’s year-end attrition advige ;. .~
Letter No. 1985 is currently pendlng before us,. and we will o RO
authorize SoCal to reflect its authorized 1990, andc199l;DSM prqQgran .,
expenses, of $5.031 million and $10:930 millionN, adjusted for i
franchise fees and uncollectibles, .through . advice letter compliance
filing, for inclusion.in either:the .yéar-end attrition.or the ACAP:Ez
proceeding rates: - We give no weight to SDG&E’s. .protest of . ;
inclusion  of these expensés. in thé ACAP rates,. because SDG&E should
have raised this as an-objection to either the. appllcatlon or :the

séttleénent, both of which explicitly contémplated this method of .
implenmentation. : , . : o I T

"SoCal’s progran contlnues through 1992, and expendltures. ‘
of $14.575 million in constant 1390 dollarxs are already aqtherlzed_gf
by D.90-08-068 -for 1992, SoCal’s application and thersettlement,of
it did not specify the proceeding in which these rates would be
recovered. : A , ) . .

4. PG&R . CoTEeeT T et e

Consistent. w1th 1ts appllcatlon and settlement agreement,
PG&E has requested. in ;ts comments: that its approved 1991 DSM
progran expenses, $37 million in constant 1990 dollars,~be : _
recovered in its year-end attrition adjustment (Advice. Letter Nos.
1319-E and 1614-G) to take effect January 1, 1991 No rate _
increase was requésted for its 1990 DSM program expenditures. -This
treatment is consistent with the treatment requested in the
settlerment, and we will authorize it. We note that PG&E also
requested raté recovery for these expenditures in:its ECAC-
A.90-Q4-003. Because we expeéct a single, unified rate increase
enconpassing both the attrition and ECAC amounts to be put into
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effedt-January ‘1, 1991} we #ill’ in' the alternative authorize PG&E - i .
to rdcover ‘these' rated' coindident With its ECAC rate increase.: : iafr
Frorsy can’ additional’$35.71 million ih constant' 11990 dollars for: "
1992"bsﬁ“ﬁfbgram‘éxpehdithfes*waS'also*authorizea by D.90-08-068.
PG&E‘S$ application’ and Eettlément do not’ 'Specify  -the method of -
recovery of thesé approvead -1992 eXpendltutes 1n rates.*-“t
iéw and Implémentation of : il ‘ :
Future Rate Recovery Reggests - _ : e
" In the precéeding sSection, we have clarified the o
treatmént for rate récoVery of ‘the DSM éxpenditures as authorized: ' -
in D.90-08-068 or as updated in this deécision.: In this ‘section, we:
will ‘4ddréss thé quéstion of whére other DSM<related costs will -beé '
reviéved ‘4nd ‘may be recoveréd in rates. The two mést likely types~
of costs that fall in this catégory are the réview of requests for -
incentive/penalty payménts and any proposed changes in the approved
progtaﬁ’éésts’6r~design that areé nbt éxplicit1y=contemplatéd in the
settléments:’
efficiént revieéw of thesé costs, rather than thé specific timing or:.
proceeding in which any approvéd raté changés aré implementeéd.

In D.90-08-068 we stated that all such rate changes would
be reviewed and litigated in ECAC and ACAP proceedings, in ‘ordeér
that we would havé thé bénéfit of procéedings wherée theé: proposals
would be- fully opén té scrutiny and évidéntiafy héaring, on the .
same basis for éach utility.
was received from SDG&E, which wéuld prefér té have review
centralized in its ACAP. PG&R indicatéd that 'if review is to be
centralized, it should bé in the ECAC.

We aré forced to reconsider this issué dué to the
elimination of ACAPs in favor of BCAP in D.89-09-089 in our gas
procurenent rulépaking, R.90-02-008. This léaves us with no easy
solution that will satisfy either thé concerns of the parties or-
our original goals in designating the ECACS and ACAPS as the review
vehicle for DSM proposals. There is no longer an annual gas
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proceeding With & fiXed tihméline  for réview and implementation ofis i--
propdsed Pate changes.'’ HowdVe¥,” thereiis another:annualigas i oz -7,
proceeding,” which is -the anhual'gas’ reasénabléness’ réview. ™ Ia®  iova i
order to come as close as Wé can'to mééting our goals'of: |
consistency and administrative simplicity;, we will®seét Up a
sonewhat mofé complicated and more fleXible system: :- Sl »

" ' The primary vYeview vehicles for DSM progranicost change .-
proposals and récovery of incentive/penalty payments:will be:ithe
ECAC fo¥ @léctric DSM programs and related incentivef/pénalty:".:
paynents and the annual gas reasonableness’ réview for gas DSM -« 7
prograns and rélated incentive/penalty payments.:© The combined
electric and gas utilitied May elect to consolidate the requests = = -
for both électric and gas DSM programs in either the: BCAC or the -
annual gas reasonablenedgs Yeviéw. " D.90-09-089 indicated that ACAP.:
filing filed in laté 1990 by PG&E Would reriain an ACAP.: If PG&E &0
included DSM Freviéw issues in that filing in relianceé on
D.90-08-068, thosé issues shéuld be reviewed in this ‘last ACAP..i =0
For future filings in thé annual gas reasonableness review
procéedings, the partiés and the assigned ALJ aré encouraged to -
consider whéthér the DSM issues should be dealt with in a separate
phasé to providé nore tirely review and recoVery of approVed costs . ..
in rates. ’ :

. Bach utility may’élebt'whéther*to‘postponé-DSH program-

related rate changés authorizéd in thé ECAC or gas Yéasonableness -
decision, including incéntive/pénalty payrents, until ‘a subsequent
year-end rate adjustnrent, provided that sufficient notice of such -

intent is provided at the time the request for approval of the
costs is filed. '

D. Miscellaneous Implementation Issues

SDG&E and PG&R récommended in their conments on
D.90-08-068 that the daté for accrual of interést on the .
shareholder incéntivé/pénalty payménts be rolled back. from July 1 -
to March 31. ¥%e will not adopt that change. One of thé reasons we
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set the.July:l.date was because two,out.of: the three utilities :; .. .
affected had already agreed,to this.interest: accrual. treatpent. .We. . .
changed,SDG&E’s settlement to;make: it uniform with SoCal: and PG&E,.. .. .

_ It would violate the spirit and the letter of the PG&E and Sogal.

settlements to back-track on the interest accrual treatmept at this .
late date. Furthermore, as TURN’s comments, on SoCal’s original .. = .

proposal: for March 31 accrual of: interest. argued, there should be
some reasonable opportunity for review of the requested paynents
beforé interest begins-to accrue,: and- this loglc holds true evén 1f
the actual review éxtends beyond July. Y. - ... o0 s

. SDG&E also opposes the review. of the basis for its -
incentive payment- programaln\1tsmupcom1ngﬂmod1f1ed attrlplqni o
proceeding, in which its entire expanded DSM progran is dp for .
review. SDG&E proposes that such review wait until after sonme
future generic review of incentive payments is concluded. We
cannot let the underlying basis for SDG&E‘’s DSM progranm go
unexamined so long. -  As D.90-08-068 made clear, the purpose for so
quickly reviewing and approving these DSN proposals with their
innovative shareholder incentive progrars was to begln reaping the
imnediate benefits of increased energy efficiency and to avoid
losing opportunities to capture those benefits. . That did not mean
that we are unconcerned about the soundness of the prograns. On
the contrary, SDG&E and each utility will be expected to fully
justify whatever DSM program they propose -to institute at the
conclusion of these experimental programs authorized by
D.90-08-068.

V. TURN’s Rligibility for Compensation

On July 16, 1990, TURN filed a request for finding of
eligibility for compensation for its participation in this
consolidated proceeding. The request is made under Rule 76.54 of
the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.
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;. Rule 76.54 requires filing of:a request, for; elggip}}%ty
within 30 days of the first prehearlng conference or, w;tn;p 45 days
after the close of the evidentiary record. TURHufil?du}FﬁhEQQH?ﬁF
within the 30 day window gfte;»the first prehearing. conference in

this case. . :

i

.o S s
Fato oAy st Tend

Rule ‘76, Sd(a) sats out four requlrements for; a requeét
for finding of eligibility! R AN ST E T ISR

S T(1) A showlng by-the customer that Yo Tl Fap st sie
part1c1pat10n in the earlng or’ proceedlng B
‘Would pose a’ 51gn1flcant~f1nanc1a1 5 Al TR S TS

: hardship. ., & sunmary. of the finances of,_ e s
the customer shall d15t1ngu1sh between =~ 7
- grant’ funds ¢ommitteéd:to spe01f1c pto;ects
. and discretionary funds...; . . .

- "(2) A stateéenrent of issués that the customer - i
intends to raise in the hearing or e e
proceedlnq. 7 _ » » "

. 7(3) An estimate of the compensatlon that w111 .
be sought.

7(4) A budget for the customer s presentatlon.,

A. Significant Pinancial Hardship
' Rule 76.54(a){1l) éliminatés the neéd for redundant
showings that participation in the proceeding will pose a-
significant financial hardship for thé customeri ..
nT1f.thé custozer has meét ‘its burdén of showing':

financial hardship in the sameé calendar year, .

...the customer shall make reference to that

decision by number to satisfy this T s

requirement.”

TURN states that it previously made a showing of :
financial hardship for caléndar yéar 1990 in A.89-08-024; which had
not been decidéd by the time this filing was nade. The Comnission
found in D.90-09-024 (on PG&E’s ACAP A.89-08-024) that TURN net its =
burden of showing significant financial hardship for 1990. Thus,
TURN has net the intent of the requirement of Rule 76.54(a)(1).
ordering Paragraph 2 of D.90-09-024 stated that the determination
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of siqnlflbanf finénclal hardship ‘should carry ovex' to TURN's
participatidh’ in othei’ proceedings in: 1990.' SRUET RN
B. Statenent of Issues' ALEIEANE RRLETILERE AL e

" Rule’ 76.54(a) (2) Yequikes the party to submit a staterent :

of issues that the party inténds to raise. TURN states that it = < i¢”

participated extensively in thé draftiing and editing of the
collaborative’s report and addressed issues that ‘included the
structure and level of shafeholder 1ncent1Vé ﬁéchanlsms, the need

type and extent of re dent1a1 conservatlon prégrams ahd general
representation of the consumer interést durlng the collaboratlve.
TURN states that its request for' compenéatlon will' détall the
specific contributions made by TURN to the ultlmate resolution of
thése applications. S

TURN’s staténent of issues is adeduaté for the purpose of
our finding it eligible for compénsation. Theé issues identified
are the issues TURN raised in its comments on the settlements.
However, we caution TURN to Xeép in mind as it préparés its request
for compensation that it may be compensated only for participation
in Conmission proceedings. We question whether its participation
in the collaborative process itself, which occurred priOr,to the -
filing of these applications, is participation in-a Commission. .
proceeding. However, we need not decide that issue at this tine,
so we leave TURN to make its best case for compensatlon.
C. Estimate of the Compensation o

Rule 76.54(a) (3) requirées an estimate of the conpensation
to be sought.

TURN states that it may request approximately $79,000 for
its work in this case, based on-an assumed 500 hours of attorney -
time at an hourly rate of $150, and up to $4,000 for other costs,
primarily telecommunications and copying expenses:

¥
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D. dget JosS o opaibniy
i “Rile 76 54(&)(4) tequifés a4 budget for thé party’s .
presentatlon.- 'TURN {référs-té its dstimaté of the dompensdtion it
may séek ‘as‘its budget. Thé reshlting budget “ig $79,000, 7 tid-io
E. Common‘i&dalfReprésentativeé- B N T LE T SEA RIS DT LU
Rule 76.54(b) allows other parties to comment on the.
request, 1nc1ud1ng~a-discu351on~of whétheér ‘a common '1egal ~iii
"is appropriaté. -Under Rulé 76.55; édur dedision-on riiir
the request for éligibility may désignaté & Gonmontlégal+.: i.in o liow
representativé’ ‘W6 party comméntéd ‘on the!apprépriatendss-of:at =i
common ledal’ rPeprésentativé; and weé find né neédto ‘designate such
a representative in this proceeding. N
F. Deternlﬁatlon of Riigibility - L A N
" Hé have detérminéd that TURN has ret the ‘féur STEPI T
requ1fements of Rule-76.54(a).f In addition, no /party has respbndedﬁn;
to TURN’s request 6r raided thé issue of thé appropriatenéss of’a
common- 1é4al répreéséntativeé. : Theréfére, TURN is ellglble fOr e
compensat1on fér its partic1pat10n in: this caseéi-

- YI. Conclusion’

With this décision we concludé our examination-of thesé
four applications and closé this consolidated proceeding: In order - :
to ensure that the raté changeés addrésséd in this decision:may be -
implenented by January 1, 1991, this decision should take:éffect
today. Howéver, thé proceéeding will be held opéned for six.months -
fron thé dateé of téday’s dec¢ision; during which time CACD has the
discretion to hold workshops to addreéss thé implenentatién of -
today’s decision, if CACD detérnmines that such workshops are .
necessary:; B ' o ‘ o '
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Pindings of Fact Japbod

1. D./90-08-068 was issued as.an: interﬂm degision, hecause it
rade some:nodifications to. the settlements proposed:;to us in;;,. .. -
A.90-04-034 of SDG&E; A.90-04-036 of SCE, A,90-04-037. of Sogal, and?_f
A.90-04-041 of PG4E, and invited parties. to comment on, those ‘
changes, < (v ..: . - A N U RO e

2. The settlements of the1r respectlve appllcations
authorized SoCal and SCE .to file updated program expendltures and
goals, and D.90r08-068 set a deadline: for filing these updatesﬂJ_t
where the séttlements failed-to establish such_a_deadliueggfl:”l:}!_.,

. 3. -SoCal served on all parties two separate. updates by.: . .. .
letter. A R TR A ,Qg-;.hgaﬁjﬁ_,

4. SoCal'’s updates indicate that SoCal’s ;1990 ﬁSH;pgqggam_g
goals were reduced by one-third for programs where theé goals were
jeopardized by the timing of D.90-08-068, and propose a réduction
of $461,000 in 1990 DSM program expenditures to reflect these _
reduced goals: With theseé changes-and adjustment for inflation,
SoCal’s final DSM program costs for 1990 would be $5:031 million.

5. No party responded or objected to SoCal’s updates.

6. SoCal’s second update shows the total increased revenue
reqguirenent of $16.297 million for DSM expenditures to he effective
in rates January 1, 1991, reflecting the total updated 1990 and
1991 progran costs, adjusted for franchise fees and uncollectible
accounts expense, and this updates was unopposed. -

7. The terms of the settlemeént of SCE’s application, as
approved by D:90-08-068, required SCE to file an advice. letter
containing updated program goals within five days of D.90-08-068.
and required the revision of DSM program expenditure levels and
performance targets ”on prorated basis” to reflect the difference.
between the effective date of D.90-08-068, August 29, 1990, and
July 1, 1990.

8. SCE filed Advice Letter E-879 on September 5, 1990,
revising expense levels to $2,375,000.

NI
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9, " FOr SDG&E,* Ordering Paragraph:1(f) of D.90-~\08.-\O‘6_81 L8
expressly permits SDG&E to ~"reflect these rate changes :in its.1991.;
ACAP and -ECAC applications,: as the settling parties reconmended,”
ACAPs :Were ‘eliminated -in favor of biennial proceedlngs in-*w;r«n;;u»a;
D.90-09-089, which ‘appears.to.create. a problénm.with SDG&E’s plan .to;
implement rate ‘changes iin ‘ACAPS. i 7.{71 s §- ~«nf - oye Viaioy 1

10. For SDG&E, .D.90-08-068 authorized the .expenditure. of»up,, £,
to $25.5 million in 1990 and ‘1991 to: fund new DSM: programs. ;. oo

11. 'SCE!’s application and settlement contémplated.a;;: :
January 1,71991, implémentation of:rate changes associated with its..
1990 and 1991 program expendltUres, ‘reflected in the ALBRR .under.
the ERAM. ' - - SRR : i

N

lzf’sSOCalzindicated in its comnents:that-it had,expecteﬁ_to:
be able to put its DSM expenditures into its 1990 ACAP rates and
was prevented from doing so by the relative timing of thé DSM and.
ACAP (A.90-03-018) proceedings. - = . e

13:. SocCal'’s program continues: through 1992, and expenditures. ...
of $14.575 million in constant 1990 dollars are already authorized

by D,90-08-068 for 1992, - c .

14. PG&E requested in its commeéents that its: approved 1991 DSM
program expénses, $37 million in constant 1990 dollars, be -
recovered in its year-end attrition adjustment (Advice:Letter Nos.
1319-E and 1614-G) to take éffect January 1, 1991. -

15. No rate incréase was requested for PG&E’s 1990 DSM .- ..
program expenditures., T : : - o T

16. An additional $35:1 million for PG&E's 1992 DSM progran
expenditures was also authorized by D.90-08-068. - R

17. In D.90-08-068 we stated that all requests for rate -
changés not -already approved by D.90-08-068, - (or by-today’s
decision), would bé reviéwéed and litigateéd in ECAC and ACAP.
proceedings; but wé aré forced to reconsider this issue due to the -
elimination of ACAPs in favor of BCAPs, in D.89-09-089 in our gas
procurement rulemaking, R.90-02-008. g




A.90-04-034 et al. ALJ/CLM/dyk

18, D.90-09-<089 indicated that PG4E’/s ‘ACAP. filing filed in
late 1990° by PG&E Would remain-an ACAP.:« ™ ot {22UF odiboing yizvoggwe
19, .SDG&B:and each utility willibe expected to fully-justify .
whatever DSM progran they=pfopose'to‘institﬁte ‘at: thé conclusion of -
these experimehtal programs authorized hy D.90-08-068. :i:- ‘?3ﬁ~?w-ﬁij
20. TURN'’s requeéest for eligibility was timely. filed .and -
addresses’ all four eleéments required by rule:54(a) of thec:
Connission’s rulés of Practice and Procedure, : o< i} qoiily
21, In D.90-09-024, the Connissién:found that.TURN had
denmonstrated that its participation would pose a significant: TN
financéial’ hardship as ‘defined 'in 'Rule-76.52(f): s o0 1000 o vl
22. It is not necessary at this time to designate a conmon :
legal répresentatlve for- the ‘interests TURN représénts in. this«
proceéding. : : o S R R S U TS SRR
Conclusiéns 6f Law S IEST RN IS SO SR A S
1. SocCal’s proposed reduction in 1990 DSM expénditurés and-
goals is in conformancé with the settlemént and:D.90-08- 068, and it
is reasonablé. . C . s T R S O R .
2. SoCal'’s updated program goals and expéndltutes are
reasonable and should be approved. : : '

3. SDG&4E’S nmotion for acceptance of ‘late-filed reply::
connénts should bé granted. - B Lo

4. SDG&E should be .permitted to file its request for:
recovery of ‘its already-approved gas DSM. expenditures:in an
alternate proceeding, since ACAPs have been eliminated: : :

5. SCE should bé authorized té refléct its authorized DSM
expenditures in rates to take effect on January 1; 1991; in-the -
manner conteéemplatéd by the séttlement.- . .

6. SoCal should be authorizéd to reflect ‘its authorlzed 1990
and 1991 DSM program expenses, of $5.031 million and $10.930 .
millioén, adjusted for franchise feés. and uncollectiblés; through -
advicé letter compliance filing, for inclusion in éither the year-
end attrition or the ACAP proceeding rates:
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7. PG&E should be authorizedito.recover its approved 1991
DSM progran expensés coincidént with either its year-énd attrition
adjustnént or its ECAC A.20-~04-003, to taker effect:January-'l, 1991.

8. The primary review Vehicles for DSM progran. cost:change

proposals - and recovery-of incentive/penalty:payments: should be thé :....
ECAC for electric DSM programs and related -incentive/penalty ;... ... i

payments-and: the annual gas reasonableness review. fo;,gas:DsM
prograns and related incentive/penalty payments..: .-

N

9. Theé combined electric and gas: ut111t1es may: elect to i,g[

£l

consolidate the. rédquests for both electrlg and gas .DSM prograns -in
either the ECAC or the annual gas1xeasonab19ness;review”guwiq; P
10. ' Each utility should beée permitted to elect whether. to .

postpone DSN program-related rate changés authorized in the ECAC or... .
gas reasonableness decision, including  incentive/penalty payments, .,

until a subsequent year-end rate adjustment, provided that -
sufficient notice of such intent is provided at the time the -
request for approval of the costs is filed.-: N S
11. If PG&E included DSM review issues 1n its currently 4
pending ACAP filing in reliance on D.90-08-068, those issues should
be reviewed in this -last ACAP. _ - _ b Cro
¥2..- The date for accrual of interest-on thedsharéholder~<~:-

incentive/penalty payaents should not be rolled back-from July 1 to»

March 31.

13. TURN should be ruled eligible to claim.compensation:for
its participation in this proceeding. ; . : _

14. In ordexr to énsure that the approprlate rate changes---
addressed in this decision may be implemented by January 1, 1991,
this decision should take effect today.

Ned R
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. PINAL ORDER.- i :nil
: AR AT SRR S SOV BRI S S AN
IT IS ORDERED thati: ST T N v (o
1.7 Southern California Gas Cohpany’s: (SoCal) proposed
revisions of its! 1990 déemand-side- management (DSH) program goals - -
and expenditures are approved. i v . oan Do i i o
2. Ordering Paragraph 1(f) of Di90-08-068 isimodified to e
also permit SDGLE to request.recoveryzof-lts-already—approved‘19904;~n
and 1991 DSN expenditures in adlternate 1991: proceedings;:such as’
the biennial cost adjustment proceedlng, gaS\reasonableness review,
or 1991 year-end attrition proceeding.- L ; s :
3. ~Socal is authorized to 1ncorporate through compllance
advice létter f111ng-1nto ‘any rate change ordered in.either its. ... .. ..
year-énd attrition advice filing or "‘Annual Cost Adjustment . . .
Proceeding (ACAP) ‘Application (A.) 90-03-013 its authorized 1990.
and 1991 DSN program exXpenditures of $5.03) million and TR
$10.930 nillion, adjusted for franchise fees and uncollectibleés, to.
become effectivé January 1, 1991, . T fo R
' {4, Pacific Gas & Eleéctric Conpany (PG&E)' is authorizZed to
incorporate the $37 million in constant 1990 dollars in DSM
expenditurés approvéed by D.90-08-068 into any rate change ordered
in éither its yéar-eéend attrition adjustment through Advice Letter -
Nos. 1319-E and 1614-G or its Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC)
A.90-04-003, to bécone effective January'l, 1991,

N

5. Review of DSM program cost or design change proposals not
explicitly contemplatéd in the settlements and review of -requests
for recovéry of incentive/penalty paynments or any other costs
attributed to DSM programs approved in D.90-08-068 and not already
approved in D.90-08-068 or this decision shall occur in the ECAC
for electric DSM programs and related incentivef/pénalty paynents
and the annual gas reasonableness review for gas DSM programs and
related incéntive/penalty payments. PG&E and SDG&E may elect to
consolidate their requests for both electric and gas DSM programs
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in either the EéAC or the annual gas reasonableness review. If
PG&E or another utility has already included DSM review issues in a
pending ACAP filing in reliancé on D.90-08-068, those issues shall
be reviewed in the ACAP. This Orderiny Paragraph replaces Ordering
Paragraph 1(e) of D.90-08-068.

6. Toward Utility Rate Normalization is eligible to claim
conpensation for its participation in this proceeding.

7. This procéeding will bé held open for six months fron the
date of today’s decision, during which time Commission Advisory and
Compliance Division has the discretion to hold workshops to address
the implementation of today’s decision, if CACD deternmines that
such workshops are néceéssary.

This order is effective today.
Dated December 19, 1990, at San Francisco, California.

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

! CERTIFY THAY THIS DECISiON
WAS APPROVED ®Y IHE ABDVE

sy p AT - -~ ‘
COM2eI54: MHRETS TODAY

-
tom B
IECIGE
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APPENDIX A
Page 1

Exhibit List
A.90-04-034, A.90-04-036,
A.90-04-037, A.90-04-041

Description

A Side-by-side Conparison of
the applications of SDG&E,
5CB, SocCal, and PG&u -- as
~orrected by revisioun dated
7/11/90

Response to ALJ's Request
for Information

rndividual Response to
A\LJ's Ruling

Responsé to ALJ's Rulin

f€or Additional Informatlon --
as corrected by revision
lated 8/22/90

information on DSM Progran
Requested by ALJ

Decline of Conservacion at
california Utilities

An Energy Efficiencr Blueprint
for California: Redort of the
3tatewide Collaborative Process

Appendlx A to Energy
2fficiency Blueprint

Appendlx C to Energy
Efficiency Blueprint

Index to SCE Settlenent

Revised Tables 3-A, 3-B, &
3-C of Exhibit 1

File
Date

7/6/90

7/6/90
1/6/90

7/6/90

7/6/90
6/26/90

7/6/20

7/6/90
7/6/90
8/13/90

(nailed)

8/22/90
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Exhibit
Humber

12

13

Sponsoxr

SoCal

SoCal

APPENDIX A
Page 2

Exhibit List
A.90-04-034, A.90-04-036,
A.90-04-037, A.90-04-041

Description

Hodifiéd Goals & Expenditures
(Letter and 2 pages of tables)
Detailed cClarification of

2f 9/13/90 Update _

{Letter and 4 pages of attach.)

(END OF APPENDIX A)

File
Date
9/13/90
(mailed)

11/9/90
(mailed)
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
1991 REVENUE REGUIREMENT
D. 90-08-068
. (amounts in $000)

~

1990 Adoptéd Costs ~ Sée Table Il $5.031
1991 Adopted Costs - S¢é Table Hi $10,930

Sub-Total $15,961

Add:
Franchiseé Fées & Uncolléctible
Accounts Expéense - Seé Advice
Létter 1985 Dated October 11, 1990. 2.1076%

Total Revénué Réquirémeént for Rates 10 be
Effective January 1, 1991, $16.297
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY

1990 COSTS - D, 90-08-068
(1950 amounts in $000)

TABLEII

DSM
PROGRAMS MEASUREMENT
Amounts Pér
Application
90-04-037 and »
6/27/90 Settlement. $3,246 $2,038
CPUC Measurémeént $
(D.90-08-068 p.20)

Settlement
Modification with TURN
filed 8/20/90

discussed in
D.90-08-068.

Sub-Total $2,246

Comments Dated

9/13/90 tor

réductlion in

goals by

oné-third

pursuant to D,

90-08-068. ' : {$1,024)

Sub-Total $6.365

Excludé Shareholder
Incéntives for 1990
until earned ($1.334) {$1.334)

Inflation
adjustment
pursuant to D.
90-08-068.

Final Total-19%0




2.90-04-034 et al. /ALI/GLM/dyk’ APPENDIX B

P

SOUTHERN CALIEGERIAGAS COMPANY
1991 COSTS — D. $0-08-068
(1990 $000's Converted 19 1991 amounts in $000°s)

DSM SHAREHOLDER

PROGRAMS MEASUREMENT EARNING (EST.)
Amounts Per
Application
90-04-037 and .
6127190 Settlement. $8,151 $2,200 $4.224
PUGC Measurément $
(D.90-08-068 p.20) $46

Settlement
Modification with TURN
filed 8/20/80
discussedin
D.90-08-068.

Sub-Total

Exclude shareholder

incentivés for 1991

until earnéd. ($3.682
Sub-Total $0

Conversion of
above amounts
stated in 1990
dofiars to 1531
dollars$ pursuant
to Application
90-04-037 and
6127190
Settlement:

TABLE Il

$14,575

$46

{$542)
$14,079

($3.682)
$10,397

Total

Components of Total:

Escalator

factors pursuant
to D.90-01-016
Appendix D and
Advice Letter
1985 dated
October 11, 1990

Total Amounts stated in . ‘
1991 dollars: $1.287

$10,397

$10,930

(END OF APPENDIX B)




