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' This decision adopts seven changes for -Pacific Gas and .
Electric Company (PG&E) rate design. - First, the Commission: reduces
the difference between the residential Tier I and.Tiexr IXI electric
rates. The change will produce bill increases for: low-use
customers, while providing bill decreases for higher. use customers.
Second, Schedules E=7. and E-8 for residential time-of-use-are moved
closer to cost based rates. Third, the mobile home park master: -
meter discount is adjusted to reflect flattening of Tier I-Tier II
rates, and the baseline phase—~in adopted in PG&E’s 1990 general
rate case decision (D.) 89-12-~057. Fourth, lower demand charges
and power factor adjustments are provided for large agricultural
customers, tariff connected load provisions are c¢larified, and the
Agricultural Interruptible Program is terminated. . Fifth, PG&E’S..
requested modifications to Schedule ED are adopted and D.89-12-057
is modified so that Schedule ED terminates on Decembex. 31, 1997.
Sixth, medium and large light and power maximum and on-peak -demand
charges are increased by 10%. Seventh, -medium and large light and
power time-of-use Schedule A=1l1l rates are increased and. Schedule
A-10 rates are decreased to discourage customer nmigration.

. The new rates become effective on May .1, 1991.::There is
no change in the overall revenue requ;rement of PG&E. . L

IX- PExocedural History .

In Decision (D.) 89-01-040, the Commission established a
mechanism to consider rate design changes for -the major. electric
utilities in non-general rate case. test years. .This new-procedure
establishes for PG&E ‘a five=day window, . between November 20 and
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November 25, when rate design proposals may be subsmitted for
attrition year implementation.

Oon November 21, 1990, PG&E filed its rate design window
proposals. On February 5 and 6, 1991, evidentiary hearings were
held in San Francisco. On February 15, 1991, opening. briefs were
filed on non-residential class issues. ' On February.25,:199X,. :
opening briefs were filed on residential class issues.::'On March 7,
1991, reply briefs were filed on all issues. R

Briefs were filed by PG&E, Division .of Ratepayer- ‘
Advocates  (DRA), Toward Utility Rate Normalization. (TURN), and;pv
Western Mobilehome Association (WMA). EEE SRS

IXX. Residential Rates -

A. Background - : g ST

- In 1982, the Leqxslature enacted Assembly'Blll 2443&?'“
which set Tier I gas and electric rates at 75 to 85 percent of the
System Average Rate (SAR). .. VLT Ll e

“In late 1987, an unseasonably cold winter in 'Southern .
California-caused inordinately high Tier II gas usage by many -
customers and large month-to-month gas bill increases. . This cold
snap had similar impacts on electric -customers as well. .-

The following year, in response to public complaints -
about such bill volatility, the Legislature enacted Senate Bill
(SB) 987, which requires realignment of residential rates by . .-
reducing the differential between the two tiers. The legislation
eliminated the formula for setting Tier I, and ordered the
Commission to “reduce high nonbaseline rates as rapidly as
possible” subject to ~aveiding excessive rate increases for
residential customers.” The legislation also specified that tier
realignment should ”“not eliminate any significant differential . -
between baseline and nonbaseline rates for at least 30 months after
the effective date of this bill.” SB 987 also provided for the
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establishment  of a program to assist: low-;ncome-gas and: electric
customers. - T . Lo v R T R S 2o AL

The Commission: lnxtzated OIX 88—07-009 zor purposes. of
implementing this legislation. . The proceeding was divided into two
phases. Phase 1 addressed basellne rate des;gn rev1sxons. This
phase culminated in D. 88~10- 062, which reduced the. gas. and electric
tier dzfrerentlals in absolute cents. per XWh by ‘10% zor PG&E, and
by varying degress for other california energy utxl;txes, effective
November 1, 1988. Subsequent tler‘reallgnment WBSMtQ.b¢ addressed
separately for each utility in their respective rate proceedings.

Phase IX of OXI 88-07-009 addressed the development of a
low=income progran. This resulted in D.89-07-062 . (low=income
eligibility cr;ter;a) and D.89-09- 044 (LIRA 1S percent dxscount)
for a Low Income Rate Ass;stance (LIRA) rate etrectzve November 1,
1589. D.85-05-044 states.'_ . o

#It is clear fronm the enablxng leg;slatlon that
the LIRA program’s continued .existence depends
on the closure of Tier 1 -and Tier 2. . To ensure
that such realignment will be pursued
vigorously, the Commission. will examine its
progress in baseline reform in May of 1991, the
30-month deadline in SB 987. Adjustments to
either our progress in baseline reform or the.
low-income program may be. requlred after such L
an examlnatxon. (p- 7.) -

L

~#We intend that the LIRA discount replace the
baseline subsidy inherent in each ut;llty's o
existing Tier 1/Tier 2 differential...By '~ = -
today’s action, we confirm our strong policy to
proceed with baseline reform as needed to
address the high bill problem caused by the
Tiexr 1/T1er 2 rate differential, and to ensure
that in the very near future the level of the
LIRA discount and the size of the Tier 1/Tier 2
rate differential are essentially commensurate
... No timetable for continued realignment for
Tier 1/Tier 2 rates was established. However,
the level of the adopted LIRA discount will
cause us to accelerate the pace at which
further realignment occurs. (p. 8.)
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In its next: opportunity to alter PG&E’s electric. tier- .
differential, in the 1990 general rate case, the Commission . : -
reinforced. its commitment to. tier closure: 4 ;

#For several reasons, we believe substantlal
progress should be made at this time toward
reducing the differential between Tier 1 and
Tier 2 rates. The Legislature has clearly
directed us to reduce high Tier 2 rates by
reducing this differential, although it has
also intructed us to proceed at a moderate pace
in closing the gap until the end of 1990. Our
determinations in D.89-09-044, as we indicated
in that decision, provide a significant benefit .
to . low=income customers that mitigates the
effect of lower differentials between rates for
the two tiers. Our action in that case allows. - -
a more rapid movement toward closing the spread
between these rates. The 10% reduction ‘
proposed by DRA and TURN moves t00 slowly in
llght of these circumstances. As we have
indicated, we will review our progress in
reducing the tier differential in 1991, and we
would like to avoid the need for drast;c act;on
at that time. (D.89-12-057, p. 262.) -

In that decision the Commmssion adopted a 25% tier
reduction which became effective on May 1, 1990. (Conclusion of
Law, No. 94, P. 447.) I
B. §gneguie;E:igxegiden;iél;se:zise . o

PGSE proposes to reduce the difference between Tier I and
Tier IX rates to make ”reasonable progress” towards the goal of
reducing the’ dxfzerentlal between the two tiers of residential
rates. The rates at 1ssue are set forth below.ﬁf‘tf-;ﬁ
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oo Proposed: o oo
' 5/1/91
Rates

-

e, Cpanr ey
[ T

Baseline (‘J’.‘:Ler I) R DN oL e
Quantities, per kWh . $0.10658;» o $0 11031 . SO 10924
Tier II Quantltles, per kWh 0.14123 o 13502 ‘ o 13682
R (Exhlbit 3006) |

LT
R

Ratio Tier I:Tier IXI & - 7::Xu325 [+ .0 1l.224. .00 oo v la 252
Tier Differential ¢/kWh = 0.03465 . o 02471 .. 0.02758

Voo A

To develop its proposed rates, PG&E appl;ed -a 3~5%
increase to its January 1, 1991 Tiexr I rate.  According to PG&E, a
Tier I increase capped at-3.5% causes minimal bill .impacts while -
complying with SB 987, with the Commission’s stated.intent.to
continue the progress of tier closure, and with the capped EPMC -
procedure adopted in PG&E’s 1990 Energy -cost. Adjustment Clause

(ECAC) decision (D.90=12-066)..

- DRA states that PG&E’s proposed 3.5%. capped Tiexr I-
approach to residential rate realignment-is consistent with SB 987.
Also, DRA does not believe that the.3.5%. increase in the Tier I . .
rate is unreasonable. However, DRA’S alternate proposal in light
of the recent ECAC rate increase is that a smaller .Tier-I.cap, such
as 1.5 or 2.5% be adopted, rather than the 3.5% proposed by PG&E..
DR2A asserts that a lower capped Tier I rate increase would-still:
achieve some rate realignment but with:a:more: moderate bill. impact.

TURN takes exception to- PG&E’s proposal-to increase-.
Tier I rates. TURN argues that: PG&E -and DRA.ignore the:! -
legislature’s explicit.recognition:in SB-987 -that ~electricity and
gas services are necessities, for which-a low:affordable rate is
desirable.” TURN points out .that, without any additional. tier
differential reduction in this case, PG&E’s Tier I rate bas = ..
increased by 683%.since January:l, 1987.. TURN. believes that. -
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‘increases of this magnitude are: 1ncons;stent with maintaining an
affordable supply of electr;c;ty tor every Californian.

TURN contends that, contrary to SB 987, PG&E’s proposal
would “result in the substantial elimination of any s;gnlficant
differential between baseline and nonbasellne resadent;al rates"
and would produce “excessive rate anreases for res;dentlal
customers.” (SB 987, Sections 1 and 4.) Accordzﬁévto~TURN tne |
tiex dxrrerentzal has already been more than cut in half since the
passage of SB 987-- TURN belleves.that PG&E has Lgnored the’
statements in SB 987 demonstratxng the need for gradual tier
reduction and a desire to maintain an -inverted rate .structure.

We .are not persuaded by TURN’s argument that there should
be no further tier closure in this proceeding. As pointed out by
PG&E, only about 22% of customers always remain within Tier I. We
believe that the majority of higher usage customers should receive
the benefits of further tier closure. : S W

However, we agree that TURN has ‘a- valld argument
regarding bill impacts from the recent rate. increases.- Also, DRA
shares this concern and recommends that we exercise some moderation
with regard to further tier closure.. . SO R '

In this instance a more moderate approach to-tier closure
is appropriate. 'Instead of the 3.5% recommended by PG&E, ‘we shall
adopt a Tier I increase capped:.at 2.5%. A 2.5% Tier I .cap reduces
the current-tier differential from:.about 3.5 to 2.8¢/kWh.  We
believe that a 2.8¢/kWh differential makes reasonable progress in
tier closure since at the time of SB.987’s passage (June 1988), the
Tier I and Tier II rates were about 6.7 and- 11-7¢/kWh s
respectively, a difference of about S5¢/kwh. .

At the adopted rates, the typical customer who. has only
Tier I usage of 328 kWh/month receives.an increase of 87¢ for a. .
total bill of $35.83. With some~Tier;II:usage;;sayrsoo;kﬁh/month,
the customer receives an increase. of-11¢ for-a total bill.of . -
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$59.36. For usage of 1,000 kWh/month, the: dacrease—is $2..09-for."a
total bill of $127.77. e T

Similarly, a residential customer on the LIRA: program,
who has usage of 328 kWh/month,. receives an increase .of. 74¢ for.a
total bill of $30.41. For usage of 500 kWh/month, the increase is

.10¢ for a total bill of $50.39. For usage of 1,000 XWh/month,
there is a decrease of $1.78 for .a total bill of $108.46. .

Since the effective date of ‘the rate change: in this -
proceeding is the same as the May 1, 1991 effective date for PG&E’S
next baseline phase=-in, PG4E has incorporated the May 1991 baseline
phase-in into its E-1 rate design proposal. PG&E’S proposal sets
all electric baseline quantities at the target levels established
in its 1990 general rate case (D.89-12-057).

PG&E points out that the baseline phase-in- methodology
adopted in D.89-12-057 has a 5% incremental bill increase
constraint for any customex in any. month due solely to the basellne
phase-in. Based on PG&E’s proposed Tier I cap of 3.5%, this
presents no problem except for PG&E’S individually-metered summer
all=electric Territory Z which reaches its target-under a 5.1%
maximum increase. : LT o S

PG&E believes the add;t;onal 0.1% increase for
Territory 2 is a minor enough deviation to the 5% rule to:warrant
adoption so that baseline quantities for all of PG&E’s’electric
customers will finally equal target levels. PG&E points. out that
this will also eliminate the PG&E and Commission staff time.and- .
expense of requiring a May 1992 baseline phase-in-electric advice
letter £iling. R SRR

. Based on the Tier I cap of 2.5% adopted in this
proceeding, Territory Z reaches its .baseline target with.ar5.8%. .
maximum increase. We conclude that the 5.0% rule-adopted in
D.89-12=057 should be waived in:this-instance, . since it.eliminates
an additional advice letter filing and completes baseline:phase-in
for all PG&E customers.
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€.  Schedule E-7 Residential -
Iipe—of-VUse Service __
- Schedule E-7 is an: optional time=of-use- (TOU): schedule
and is available to customers for whom. Schedule E=1- applies.:-
PG&E proposes to move Schedule E-7 seasonal and TOU .- -
differentials halfway toward full Equal Percentage of Marginal Cost
(EPMC) levels. This continues the progress made -in PG&E’s 1988
ECAC and 1990 general rate case toward full EPMC. Both:DRA and
TURN support this 50% move to full EPMC seasonal and TOU
differentials. The present and proposed rates are set forth be*ow.
Present : L Bropesed.
1/1/9% /1791 S/1/91 7 S/1/91
Rates ' Rates " -Rates . = Rates

On-Peak Energy (S/KWh) $0.29725  $0.11467 $0.30802 . $0.09851
Off-Peak Energy ($/kKWh) 0.09298  0.07992 0.08974  0.07503
Baseline Credit ($/kWh) 0.02537  0.02537  0.01541 ~ ~ 0.01541

(Exhlblt 3006)

As a result of PG&E’s proposed move to E=1 tiexr: closure
based on a 3.5% tier 1 cap and PG&E’s use of the D.89-12-057 E-7 -
baseline credit methodology, the baseline credit. (deduct;on) would
be reduced from about 2.5¢ to 1.5¢/kWh. - . T T

TURN takes exception t¢ any reduction in the baselzne ‘
¢redit, arguing that it should be frozen at the current level.
According to TURN, a reduction in baseline. credit would be unfair
and unacceptable to its constituents, many of whom.are low-use -
customers. '

DRA believes that TURN‘s:argument has merit given the
substantial reduction in the baseline credit proposed by PG&E. - -
PG&E contends that TURN’s proposal to freeze-the baseline
credit would be entirely incongruous with a Schedule.E-l tier
realignment, would alter TOU savings relationships. versus E-1, and

L, Y




A.88=12-005 ALJ/BDP/tcg *

would violate the rate design. methodology:-adopted in: PG&E’s. general
rate case decision (D.89-12-057). il
"We believe that PG&E’s proposed reduction to the E-7
baseline credit causes this rate schedule to bave little appeal to
low—use customers. Also, we agree that PG&E has valid reasons for
not :reezing‘the baseline credit. -However, as we stated in
D.89-12-057, Schedule E-7 should have appeal to low-use:customers.
Since we need a method that is-adaptable for the future,,we shall
adopt TURN’s alternative recommendation to return to the. or;g;nal
method of calculating the baseline credit as the difference between
Tier I and Tier II rates w1thout reduct;on for proratlon of the TOU
metex charge over average E-7 basellne .ales.
D. Schedule E-8 Resxdentlal
” In the 1990 general rate case, the Commission adopted a
Schedule E-8 with EPMC-based flat seasonally-d;fferentmated
energy charges and an EPMC customer charge. This rate ‘was Lntended
to enable PG&E to compete w;th wood and propane space-heat;ng o
bypass. (D.89-12-057, p. 272. )
Accordlng to PG&E, Schedule E-e has not been successrul.
PG&E currently has only 12 customers on Schedule E-8. “This low
part;cxpatzon results because Schedule E-8 is not competzt;ve w;th
Schedule E-1, and is even less competztlve wlth Schedule ‘E=7. PG&E
believes Schedule E-8 should strike a middle ground, prov;dzng a’
viable option which is competltmve ‘with Schedule E-1 and propane
and wood winter space heatxng, but does not ‘cause undue mlgratlon
from Schedule E-7. PG&E belleves that the low percentage of E-7
customers who could beneflt trom bezng on E-8 ensureS“that thls '
concern is addressed. o Tt T
, Currently, Schedule E-8 rates exceed £l EPMC. PGEE
proposes that Schedule E-8 revenue allocatlon move‘halfway back ‘to
full EPMC from the allocat;on adopted in the 1990 ECAC proceedlng.
PG&E polnts out that this will partxally correct the current
residential intraclass subsidy of Schedules E-1 and E-7° by’ Schedule
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E~8. " The present and: proposed:Schedule E-8 rates are set-forth,
below: B T L U EN ST Bt S
o ©- Presentr - . . . Rxoposed
”171/91§* 1717917 T 8717917 YUS5/1/9%
Rates: .. Rates” . Rates: : - Rates;
 JMMner _ADSQI : §ummer;_‘ﬁﬂln:e:

ﬁihﬁﬂlﬂﬂ E=-8 . B A B A P B

Customer' Charge ($/month) '~ $ - 13.92 $ "13.92° $ “13.92 ~'$ 13.92

Energy Charge ($/KWh) - .. . 0.13848 .- 0.06782 -~ 0.12212 - 0.06994
‘ i (Exhlbxt 3006)

DRA concurs w;th PG&E's proposal and recommends addlng a
Low Income Rate Assistance (LIRA) optlon to, Schedule E-B.t:l‘

TURN argues that PG&E’s E-8 1ntraclass revenue allocatlon
should be rejected at this time sxnce the approprlate proceeding
for setting revenue allocatlon is the ECAC proceedmng._"

We reject TURN's argument smnce the prlmary objectlve ls
a rate des;gn change; the revenue allocatlon is mlnor, and lt is an
intraclass adjustment that is made to accompllsh a needed rate_.'
design change. e

Next, TURN argues that Schedules E-? and E-8 are des:gned
to give a rate break to large users, and that further departure'
from lnverted rate blocks will cause (large user) customers to
migrate from Schedule E-1 to Schedules E—? and E-8. TURN tears
that the end result of this polmcy may be a ”death splral' of
Schedule E-1, where only the small users wlll remaln.._h

We f£ind TURN’s v;ew overly pesszmlstlc.v Flrst, we do not
expect typlcal E-1 customers to rush to 5chedule 2-8. The Customer
Charge on Schedule E-8 is more than twice the Mhnlmum Blll charge
on Schedule E-1, and no baseline allowance (ox Tier I rate) is 7
available on Schedule E-8. Second, Schedules E-l and E-7 _receive
negllglble equal percentage 1ncreases as a result of the change to
Schedule E-8. For these reasons, we do not tlnd TURN's argument

persuasive.

Sty
LI B
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In summary, for Schedule. E-8, we adopt. PG&E’s proposed
S0% movement back to full EPMC intraclass revenue allocation. . -
Also, we adopt DRA’s recommendation for adding a LIRA option to. -
Schedule E-8 since there is no reason:to-deny this option to- any..
customer in this class. AT
E. Schedules ET and ETL Mobile

Schedules ET and ETL. apply to res;dentxal ‘service - .
supplied to a mobile home park through one metexr and submetered to
all individual tenants. To defray the cost of submeterxing,- the .
mobile home park (master meter) currently receives a $10.26
discount for each space. . I : IR R N ST

‘Western Mobile Home Association (WMA) poxnts out: that the
submetering discount is impacted by PG&E’s proposed residential .
tier-flattening proposal and the baseline phase-in that sets all
baseline quantities at the target levels adopted 'in D.89-12-057..
According to WMA, if PG&E’s proposals are adopted, the submetering
discount should be $10.83 per space pexr month. _ : :

The discount figure is derived by subtractzng the
diversity adjustment from the reimbursable cost.of -submetering
(D.89=-12-057 and D.90-05-049). Currently, the diversity adjustment
is $1.32. Under PG&E’s Tier I-Tier II proposals in this.
proceeding, the diversity adjustment would be $0.75. The cost of
submetering remains unchanged at $11.58. . '

'No party disagrees that the-discount fxgure should ‘be
recalculated to reflect the changes adopted by the Commission -in .
this proceeding. The tier flattening and baseline phase-in- causes
an increase in the discount-through .a reducticon:in-the baseline
diversity benefit. . Therefore, based on the rate design:changes
adopted in this proceeding, the diversity adjustment is:$0.84. per
space, per month. Subtracting this amount from the cost of
submetering which remains unchanged at $11.58, .the submetering
discount is $10.74 per space, per month.
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' PG&E points  out- that adjusting the submetering discount
in this proceeding results: in a minor revenue shortfall.:. We agree
that this shortfall should be applied to the Energy Rate: Adjustment
Mechanism (ERAM) balancing account for subsequent adjustment in the
1991 ECAC. e e
At the hearing, the Golden.State”Mobilehome~OwnerswLeague
(GSMOL) requested an order which would prevent mobile home park
owners from ~“double-dipping.# GSMOL alleges that park ‘owners are
being reimbursed twice, both through the utility’s discount and: by
billing their tenants, for the costs involved in -owning, - '
maintaining, and operating submetering systems. Therefore, GSMOL
apparently believes that a further adjustment.should be made .to the
diversity factor to offset the alleged double-dmppxng by the nmobile
home park owners. :

The Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) ruled that.. GSMOL's
concerns could not be addressed in this proceeding. The adjustment
to the submetering discount would reflect the impact of rate design
changes only. We affirm.the ALJ’s ruling. GSMOL’s recourse is to
file a complaint with the Commission. . . ; : '

Before we leave the subject of the submetering dlscount,
we wish to make it clear to WMA that, in-the future, we will not
examine the mobile home discount in every proceeding where . a rate
change is adopted. We will address adjustments to the discount -
in the rate design window proceeding, only if there is-a.
significant impact from proposed rate design window changes or from
significant changes adopted by the Commission in other proceedings.
F. Schedule ES Multifamily Sexvice . A |

The reasoning behind adopting a new baseline diversity.
adjustment for Schedule ET also applies to Schedule ES. .Therefore,
PG&E recommends changing the. current: ES discount-from:$2.57 to-
$3.00 to reflect the revised baseline diversity adjustment.

We agree. ‘ : \ o :
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Iv. . Agricultural Rates - - . o.o00

At e N

- PG&E presented four proposals to modify its agrmcultural
tariffs. These are. uncontested and: are summarized- below:s o -~
A. Primary Voltage Level Maxixum: . - = -~ R T
Demand_cCharge G e

PG&E proposes to. institute a separate, lower demand
charge for large agricultural customers served at primary. voltage.
The maximum demand charge at the primary voltage. level would be
expressed in rates as a discount to the secondary voltage level -
maximum demand charge. Currently, demand charges are not -
distingquished by voltage level.. As a result of this: proposal, the
average energy rates for Schedules AG-5B, AG=5C, and AG-6B will -
increase less than one-half of one percent. B

We adopt PG&E’s proposal since it will allow agricultural
rates to better reflect the cost of service and be more consistent
with rates for other customer classes. L PR -
B. Rower Factox Adjustment LT

PG&E proposes 2 power factor adjustment for the - large o-
agricultural class to provide rates which are more cost-based and
more consistent with those for other customer classes..: This = =
proposed adjustment would be comparable to the power factor
adjustment currently provided to the Medium Light and Power
Schedules A-10 and A-11." This adjustment sexves to reduce or
increase monthly bllls.depend;ng upon whether the customer's
average powexr factor is above or below 85%. The average power
factor 1n£ormat1on PG&E has obtained indicates that affected
customers as a whole, will receive a 'bill increase’ or 0.79%,
although some customers could receive bill decreases.

The resulting increase in annual revenue is estimated to
be $120,000. PGLE’s proposal does not alter the revenue allocated
to the agricultural class, because the order in PG&E”’s 1990 GRC -
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provided that power factor revenues should- 'be treated as non-
allocated revenues (D.89-12-057, pP. 246.) Non=allocated revenues
are excluded from the revenues upon: which the rates areidesigned.
Therefore, changes: in power. factor revenues will:not directly alter
the rate components in rate design.:. However, the.increased. Tevenue
would reduce the allocated revenues of the total- system.‘*"

This adjustment has minor implications: -for interclass
revenue allocation. While we do not favor making rate design -
changes with major revenue -allocation impacts-in rate:window -
proceedings, we will in this instance -adopt the adjustment. since it
is a minor. change and promotes consistency with-the rates- for- other
classes. Accordingly, PG&E’s power. factor adjustment proposal is
adopted. The revenue allocation will be adjusted. in the next ECAC
proceeding. S e e L

;. PG&E. proposes to- clarify the connected load-provision in .
its agricultural tariffs by including language which:states PG&E’s
long-standing practice with regard to ;gmngzgzx—reductxons in:
connected load. - Tt e

-PG&E proposes the £ollow1nq language for. all.agrncultural
schedules to clarify the existing policy:-. - SO SV I

#The customer’s account will be adjusted for

connected-load changes that take
pPlace during the contract year. It is the -
customer’s responsxblllty to—notlty PG&E of
such changes.

3 x ! 33 T
x i

Ql5SQBn953ﬁQh43ﬁ5?E5L—311—99—z§931931359§—in§
load had taken place. (New language -
underlined.) (PG&E, Exhibit 3005, P-. 3 6.)

We shall adopt PG&E’s proposed 1anguage since PG&E’s
tariffs should specifically address the question of temporary‘
reductions in connected load. . : Ce no
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D. Agxicultural Intexxuptible Froqram

In its 1990 general rate case, PG&E requested-permission
to discontinue the Agricultural Interruptible Project. DRA opposed
this request, and the Commission ordered PG&E to continue the
progran at existing levels through 1992. . (D.89-12-057, p. 356.)
However, PG&E states that continued operation of this program would
not be economically feasrble and agaxn requests author;zatlon to
discontinuc it. : ' S

According to PG&Er the~program's dlrect load control
equipment needs to be replaced.  PGLE contends that the program
costs are not justified since the program has poor load 1mpact and
lacks cost effect;veness- Purthermore, PG&E belmeves that TOU ,
rates provide a more suitable optlon for agrlcultural customers B
than the current utlllty 1nterrupt1ble program. L )

DRA does not oppose PG&E’S recommendat;on. ‘DRAmerpressed
concern that the agricultural communlty had not been involved ;
during the formulation of PG&E’S . proposal and ensured that the
known agrlcultural intervenors were fully aware or the proposal.

We appreczate DRA’S concern. However, we belleve that
the agricultural interests had the opportunlty to be represented on
thrs issue at the hear;ng. Since. there is no objectlon to PG&E'"
proposal, ve. adopt PG&E’s recommendatlon to termznate the program
since it is not cost effect;ye.

v. . v RIS Ce . PR ,,.... .

In. PG&E's 1990 general rate case declsxon (D 89—12-057
P- 342), the. Commlssron adopted an exper;mental rate schedule, f
Schedule ED, to. complement the State of Callfornla 'S e:torts to
establish Enterprise. Zones in economlcally dlstressed areas tor
special incentives. to stlmulate job~development and economlc '
growth.. . ..

P
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PG&E requests the - follow;ng “three modifications: to.-
Schedule ‘ED: : ' R A
1. Expand the. 'Appllcabllxty' section .to -
include non-firm sexvice; . .

2. Clarify that the ~Territory# .includes new -
enterprise zones designated by the State,_
and 3
Extend the expiraﬁien'date under fhew
current ~Applicability” section from -
December 31, 1994 to Decenmber 31, 1997. -

DRA does not oppose the first two proposed modifications;
however, it does oppose PG&E's'requeSt to extend tﬁe'eipifatibn ‘
date of the tariff. DRA argues that D.89-12-057 is clear and that
no further Commission action is requxred in thzs proceedlng. " DRA
points out that PG&E’s proposed 1997 extenszon date would ‘extend
Schedule ED beyond two rate case cycles. '

PG&E states that in Exhibit 17-1-C-A in the general rate .
case proceedlng (A.88-12-005), PG&E set forth its’ proposal for the
avallabllzty of Schedule ED. PG&E requested" (1) “to open the -
schedule for subscrlpt;on for three years; (2) to give a
subscribing customer up to 24 months for des;gn and ‘constriction-
before receiving the Schedule ED dlscount, ‘and - (3) ‘o prov;de the
customer with the discount for three’ years. (pp “9=10.)

Following the reasoning set forth above, PG&E argues that
if a customer were to s;gn up for the rate on the last available
date--December 31, 1992, ‘(the last day-of‘the three-year rate case
cycle) it would then have two yeaxs to establish bus;ness before

taking servxce under Schedule ED--or until December 31, 1994. The
schedule was envisioned to have a three-year life" for‘the customer
(with the d;scounts declxnlng on an annual basis--15%, "20%;, ‘and”
5%), commenclng from the first date of taking service.- Thus, if
the customer were to take service on the last’ ‘possible’ date-="-"
December 31, 1994-=-the discount rate would expire on December 31,

1997.
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Furthermore, PG&E: contends: that D.89-12-057. adopted

- PG&E’s proposal without setting.a specific expiration  date.:: The -
date of December. 31, 1994 was inadvertently included:.in PG&E’s. ..
tariff filing after the issuance of the decision. - PG&E requests .-
that in this proceeding the Commission remedy PG&E’Ss error by
extending the expiration date of the tariff. PG&E believes that
this extension will enable customers considering relocating in
Enterprise Zones to obtain the benefits the Comm;ssxon.;ntended in
adopting the rates. R

We agree with PG&E that the termination date for
Schedule ED was not fully addressed 'in D.89-12-057. - No-distinction
was made between the last date for signing up new customers and the
date for terminating the three—year discount rate perlod. *We shall
do s$O now. N RO Ve TUCIN A
First, it is reasonablewthat'Schedule~ED'be;kept open to
new customers for one rate case cycle only. This means that no new
customers should be signed up atter December 31, 1992.

Second, as an inducement to open a factory in one of the
designated areas, a large industrial.customer (at least 500 kW), .
should have up to two years to become operational. . Lo

Third, all such industrial customers should receive the
declining discount for a full three-year period. To make a’
three-year discount period available .to-all such customers,.
Schedule ED must remain in effect through December 31,.1997.

.Conclusion of Law 175 in PG&E’s general rate case-
decision states:

#175. The. experxmental Schedule  ED proposed by
PG&E should be authorized, subject to the
followlng limitations. Fxrst the schedule and

-for economic’ development rates -
should not extend into any year when PG&E. ‘
projects, based on the determinations of this
decision, that it will need.new capacity.

# (D.89=-12=057, p. 454, emphasis
added.) ' ' o R
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. The Commission did not:make:a.determination:in
D.89=-12~-057 that PG&E needed new capacity. in:1997. . Therefore, . PG&E
is not precluded from allowing discounts through %997. - In summary,
we adopt the three modifications requested by PG&E. ' S

e

A. Distribution-Voltage Maximum
Remand charges

PG&E proposes 'a 10% increase .in maximun.-demand charges
for all Medium and Large Light and Power 'Schedules . (A-10, :A-11, . .
E~-14, E-19, E=20, and standby). According to PG&E, this proposal
has only modest bill impacts and is consistent with the: :
Commission’s intent to move toward EPMC. Ca o

‘DRA agrees with the concept that maximum demand charges
for distribution voltages on commercial and industrial schedules -
should continue to move toward cost-based levels, since: these . .
charges were set below cost in PG&E’s Test Year 1990 .general rate
case. However, since commercial and industrial customers have
received significant rate increases (between 6% and 16%, .depending
on the customer’s tariff schedule and voltage level) .in PG&E’s 1990
ECAC (A.90-04-003), DRA believes that a 5% increase would be more
appropriate than PG&E’s proposed 10%.increase. - S g

DRA points out that some customers’ bills conszst largely
of the maximum demand charge, and an .increase in this charge would
therefore, affect their entire bill. In particular, -DRA is .
concerned about excessive charges for customers -on standby rates
which are not. subject to the rate limlter that’ is part of some
regular-servxce tariffs. D.90-12-066 in PG&E’S. 1990 ‘ECAC
proceeding lncluded an 1ncrease of 7.7% in the max;mum demand
charge at primary ‘distribution: voltages and 9. 1% at secondary
distribution voltages. DRA finds acceptable an lncrease for the
combined ECAC and rate design window proceedings of 5% more than
the adopted ECAC increases, but considers combined increases of
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17.7% at primary voltage and '19.1%--at: secondary;voltage to -be.-:
excessive.. . - - L I R TN TR TP E P R TT LS SN R
_ PG&E argues that Bince for most -customers the maximum -

demand charges constitute:only.a small portion of the bill, the-
impact- of  PG&E’s  proposal is minimal. . PG&E also-.contends that any
bill impacts would be mitigated by the corresponding. decreases in
energy charges. The fact that some customers will -see bill .:.
decreases, PG&E believes, should not - be overlooked. . PG&E submits
that this proposal does not change the overall -amount -of .revenue -
collected from customers, . but merely reallocates it to more closely
reflect the cost of service. oo e :

PG&E further argues that DRA’s estzmated increases of
17.7% and 19.1% are based solely on the maximum demand charge, - -
which is but one small component of the :bill for virtually -all
customers. PG&E contends that such -estimates are misleading and
that any comparisons should be based on the entire customer bill.

We agree with DRA that-we should consider the effects of
the recent 1990 ECAC increase that became effective on January 1,
1991. However, as PG&E states among those customers who- see an
increase (including both standby and regular customers), only .27%
receive an increase larger than 4% as a -result of all of PG&E’s .
proposals (i.e., the 10% increase for maximum demand . charges, 10%
increase for on-peak demand charges, and the shift of additional -
revenue burden from A-10 to A-11 which are discussed :later)-. -
Having only .27% of customers see an increase greater than-4% is
not unreasonable. Therefore, we adopt PG&E’S proposal to increase
maxinum demand charges by 10%. = o " T '

The Cogeneratxon Service Bureau (CSB) proposes to reduce
the maximum demand charge at transmission voltage level, in order
to move it closer to Lts EPMC target level., PG&E and DRA agree
that symmetr;cal treatment of these-charges is appropr;ate. Thus,
whatever percentage 1ncrease“;he’Commzss;on dgterm;ne;wlsn“ SRR
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appropriate’ for primary and: secondary voltage maximum’ demand ' -~
charges, the same percentage decrease should apply to the™
transmission demand charge. We adopt: CSB’/s proposal for’ symmetr;cal
treatment of transmission voltage maximum -demand charges. -

The only disagreement concerns CSB/s proposal to- round
the maximum demand rate to the nearest five cents rather than
follow PG&E’s current practice of rounding t¢ the nearest ten
cents. DRA supports CSB’s proposal. - PG&E, to be consistent,
prefers to retain the rule of rounding to the nearest ten cents
which was followed in the 1990 general rate case.’ ‘

We are not persuaded that there is good reason to- change
the current practice and shall continue to round: to the nearest ten
conts. L _ . . _ e,

C. On=zPeak Dewand Chaxrges -

" In addition to moving maximum demand charges towards - -
EPMC, PG&E also proposes moving on-peak demand charges toward their
EPMC targets by increasing the current charges- by 10%.  PG&E points
out that the increase to the on-peak demand charges will be: orfset
by corresponding decreases in proposed energy charges.- ' o

DRA argues that PG&E’s proposal would distort the rate
design adopted by D.89-12-057, by altering the relationship between
denand and energy charges. DRA contends that: (1) PG&E 7
mischaracterizes the methodology adopted: by D.89-12-057 for. settlng
on~-peak ‘demand charges, and (2) PG&E mischaracterizes the:
appropriate target level for these ‘charges. - o -

DRA further arques that the Commission in D.8§9-12-057
(pp- 296=-298) endorsed DRA’s belief that coznc&dent-demand%ucasts.

T e P
WL e -’

1 TFor purposes of this dlscu551on, coznc;dent demand is deflned
as the demand of the customer during PG&E’s peak’ hours of demand;:
on-peak demand (or on-peak billing demand) is defined .as the . .
maximum demand of the customer each month that occurs during the‘
on-peak period.
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should be recovered in both on-peak.demand charges. andion=-peak: ...
energy charges, because customers. may have on-peak-demand:that-does
not correspond.with the instant:of the system’s peak. . And the
decision also noted that recovering a portion of- co;ncxdent demand
costs in on-peak energy rates reflects lack of complete - a
coincidence. Therefore, DRA submits that D.89~-12-057" adopted DRA‘’sS
approach to setting the on-peak demand- charges. . : :
PG&E asserts that its proposal to increase: by 10% ‘the ..
on-peak demand charge for all voltages is consistent with
D.89-12~057. PG&E contends that in this decision the Commission
endorsed an. increase in the on-peak demand charges at only 13% of-
the difference between the then-current rates and the EPMC. target
rates, due to bill impact considerations. Though the decision -
itself does not explicitly state the EPMC target, PG&E believes
that it is clear that the target is still very far. awaydu.n :
We find that D.89%- 12-057 at pages 296-298 adopted DRA’S
proposal because it was based  on. EPMC rather than on marginal
cost® as was PG&E’S proposal. ' D.89-12-057 did not' adopt any
particular split of coincident peak demand costs between: peak
billing demand and peak energy charges.. . Therefore, there: is' no -
restriction on adjusting on-peak demand charges. ' A

In. this proceeding, DRA argued that,although.on-peak
demand is used for billing purposes,. peak energy use is a better:
predicator of coincident demand. ' Based on this hypothesis, DRA -

- L P e t e e N
O ;e . PR : E

2 Since revenues based on marginal costs are not usually equal
to the utility’s revenue requirement, 'a: method must be:'used that-’
allows us to reflect marginal cost prxnclples while still .
collecting the authorized revenue requirement. ' The method used in
recent years to reconcile marginal costs. with revenue requlrement
is EPMC. This approach allocates revenues so that each class is an
equal percent of its marginal cost revenues. This is referred to
as full or 100% EPMC. (See D.88-12-085, p. 39.)
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concludes  that PG&E’s targets: are: too,hlgh and thatvon-peak demand
charges should not be increased-at:all. . ool L gomesan oo

DRA. has introduced a concept worthy of additional-:.
exploration. 'However, it was not expressly adopted:by the- .. :
Commission in PG&E’s 1990 genexral rate.case decision D.89-12-057- .
and this is not the appropriate proceeding to examine such complex
concepts since rate design window. proceedings are expedited: and .-
limited in scope. PG&E should-address this matter in its next
general rate case proceeding. o S mn e

In summary, we are not. persuaded by-DRh's argument that
on-peak demand charges should be left unchanged because, based on:
DRA‘s hypothesis, they may already be at their targets. - PG&E’s
proposal to increase on-peak demand- charges 10% should be. adopted
since it moves these charges closer to EPMC. :

D. Scbedule A-ll—Medium General - '

Under this voluntary time-of-use schedule,. there: is a: -
limit on the number of kilowatts (KW) the customer may-require from
the PG&E system (the customer’s ~demand”).  If the customer’s '
demand is 500 kW or more for three consecutive months, the account
is transferred to Schedule E=-19.or E=-20.- = . . . . o

.PG&E has identified Schedule A-1l as an: extremely
attractive rate not only for current A-10- customers,. but also for
E-19 customers who are not eligible for the rate.  PG&E now.- -
proposes to adjust A-1l rates upward in oxrder to prevent migration
by customers responding to misleading or transitory rate signals.
Revenues would be reallocated between A-10 and A-11 in a way which
anticipates higher average A-1l1 rates in the future. Specifically,
PG&E proposes to exogenously 1ncrease A=11 rates by pegg;ng the
A-11l average rate at 90 percent of the-A-lo average rate for A
customer with the average bllllng determ;nants of the A-ll customer
group. Rates for both schedules would be set to collect the- same
combined revenue requirement for the two schedules adoppedhmn the
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revenue-allocation.phase of PG&E’s 1990 ECAC case.. " The:result: is”
slightly lower A-10 rates and slightly higher.A-ll rates..: - "' .
According to PG&E, this adjustment partially eliminates 'the
substantial disparity between A-1l:and E-19 rates.- R

DRA questions the quantitative basis: for PG&E’s: proposed
realignment of intraclass revenue. allocation between Schedules A-10
and A-1l. However, DRA accepts PG&E’s proposed rate change for
purposes of this proceeding. ‘ : o

DRA recommends that PGLE combine Schedules,A-ll and E=-19
in its next general rate case. PG&E recognizes that there:is an -
A-11/E-19 problem. and agrees to reevaluate the issue in the next: .
available proceeding. We shall adopt PG&E’s proposal. for.purposes
of this proceeding. ‘ L SR :
E. Schedule A-10——Mcdium General Demand-

Metered Time—of-Use Sexrvice

"Al)l customers served under Schedule A-1 are eligible for
service under Schedule A-10. In its Supplemental Testimony, PG&E
identified a problem created with the adoption of the Commission’s
new January 1, 1991 rates. These new rates substantially widened
the difference between Schedules A-1-and A-10, making A-10 . .
attractive to many A-1 customers. PG&E. estimates that 29,000
Schedule A-1 customers could potentially save more-than 10% by
switching to the Schedule A-10 rate, which requires the-
installation of a demand meter. In fact, PG&Eﬁbeliéves that as
many as 68,000 current Schedule A-l customers could have some
savings by switching to. Schedule A-10. e S

PG&4E states that it does not have the meters or labor to
handle the expected number of regquests to convert to- Schedule A-10.
To ensure an orderly transition to this rate, PG&4E recommends that
ninimum eligibility criteria be established for Schedule A-10.
Specifically, PG&E proposes a minimum. qualifying: usage: of 100,000
XWh/year for all prospective A-10 customers, effective May 1, 1991.
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This ‘requirement is expected.to limit eligibility-to. approxlmately
6,400 Schedule-A-)l customers. . . Hen S el T e
PG&E: further proposes to-reduce “the- ellgiblllty
requirement to 70,000 kWh/year on May 1,.1992 and: to ey
50,000 XWh/year on May 1, 1993. Depending upon meter. and laborx
availability, PG&E could accelerate this plan... - KON .
DRA is not convinced that there is a problem. Even if
there is a problem, DRA is opposed to eligibility criteria based on
usage. Since PG&E estimates that it can convert 6,000 customers in
1991 from Schedule A=l to Schedule A-10, but is uncertain of the-
actual demand for such conversions, DRA recommends that PG&E
pexrform the first 6,000 conversion requests each year and undertake
additional conversions depending on availability of meters and-
labor. : - Gl L e e T
PG&E argues that‘DRA's 'rifstTCQme;'firSt"sérvea'"”"
approach could be a logistical nightmare, because PG&E would not
now in advance how the first 6,000 meter conversion requests would
be allocated among its many division offices. In contrast, PG&E:
already knows where the customers who use over 100,000 kWh:are
located within the service territory. Furthermore, PG&E-believes
that eligibility based on usage is easier to explain and seems more
fair to customers. S : A ‘ g
We shall adopt PG&E’s. proposal because it is.easier to
administer and allows PG&E to better allocate resources-between -
divisions. -So that this matter may be reviewed:. in subsequent rate
design window proceedings, PG&E- shall provide the Commission with:
an annual progress report by September 20, 1991 and 1992. PG&E
should make every effort to accelerate the plan and may file an
Advice Letter to reduce the eligibility criteria when it is ready:
to handle more conversions. PG&E, in its general rate case, should
submit a plan to open Schedule A=10-to all Schedule A-l customers.
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. Non—firm Ratesc. R T U SR AT R A R N UL R

Because a separate proceeding addressing non-firm: rate ..
design proposals was underway, PG&E did not include non-firm rate:
design in its Rate Design Window filing. -The.expectation was that
the non-firm proceeding would be resolved and final non-firm rates,
along with the rates adopted in this proceeding, would:both go into
effect on May 1. Because that .proceeding-is still pending, PG&E-
recommends updating the non-firm rates adopted on Januwary. X, 1951
for the changes to maximum and on-peak demand charges. authorized in
this case.. These components of non-firm rates have. always mirrored
the same components of firm rates and this revision is:consistent:
with past practice in establishing non-firm rates. - PG&E points out
that when the Commission adopts a final decision in . the non=-£firm- -
rate design proceeding, these rates .can be revised consistent with
that decision. o

We agree. el LT
Comments on -Proposed-Decision = 5 o0 -0 ovioow ol Lo

-7 - -pursuant to PU Code§ 311 and.the Commission’s.Rules:of.

Practice and  Procedure, the Proposed-Decision was published:on- -
March 22, 1951. Comments and.replY~comments‘were:timely.filed-byf
DRA and PG&E. . ‘ L T LT

' After considering the comments, we afflrm the: Proposed
Decision.\ Nonsubstantive corrections were made and~clarification
provided where necessary... o ... : PRI

On April 10, 1991, PG&E- f;led supplemental ‘comments .
identifying: certain small or experimental rate schedules that
should be revised consistent with the revisions:to the larger .
commercial and industrial rate  schedules.-authorized: in.the: Proposed

.
f

Decision. : . : e . .
Specifically,-the'maximum and~onvpeak.demand charge¢:“

components of Schedules E-25 and E-26, and Schedule-A-RTP, should
be adjusted consistent with the changes: to:Schedules E=19 and E=-20
maximum:and-on-peak.demand charges.. These charges-will maintain--
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the rate design for these schedules previously adopted: by the
Commission.  The E-25 and E-26 rate design was adopted: by
D.89-12-057 in the 1990 General Rate Case. The A-RTP rate:design
was “adopted by Resolution No. 3215, which accepted the .revised
A-RTP rate design developed by PG&E.and:DRA. - = o700 o
Currently, three. customers take service under Schedule
E-25, and eleven customers take service under A-RTP. ‘No customers
take serxvice under Schedule E-26. Because these schedule.changes .
affect few customers and are entirely consistent with Commission
approved rate design, PG&E believes that incorporation of these
changes in the final decision is appropriate. Sl e .
There is no opposition to PG&E’s rcquest; We shall adopt
PG&E’s proposal since these schedules should be ¢onsistent with the
revisions we are adopting. for the large commercial.and industrial .
rate schedules. S e :

1. 7To comply with SB 987, the Commission  adopted a_policy
which requires that the difference between Tier I 'and-Tiexr II rates
be gradually reduced consistent with moderate bmll lmpacts on.
residential . customers. (D.89~12-057, p. 262.) - B

2. Currently PG&E’s Tier I and Tier II rates are-about 10.7
and 14.1¢/kWh, respectively, for.a difference of about. 3.5¢/kWh.

3. An increase capped at 2.5% :applied to Tier I rates.
results in Tier I and Tier II rates of about 10.9 and- 13.7¢/kWh
for a difference of about 2.8¢/kWh. ‘ SO

‘4. A 'change from a differential of 3.5 to.2. 8¢/kWh din:Tier I
and Tier II rates causes moderate bill increases to-low-~use - -,
customers, while higher use customers receive bill decreases.

5. PG&E’s general rate case decision D.89-12-057 approved a
methodology that assures that residential. baseline quantlt;es will
finally equal prescribed target levels. T o

6. Except for Territory 2, PG&E’s baseline phase-;n
proposals are in accordance with this methodology.: A minoxr:
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deviation .is required for Territory 2, .so that all.baseline: .
quantities will reach their -targets in this. proceedzng..wwﬂ;'~'w
7. PG&E’s proposal to move Schedule E-7 seasonal :and. TOU .
differentials halfway toward full EPMC continues the progress made
in PG&E’s 1990 general rate case. . S - R
8. The Schedule E-1 tier tlatten;ng 3.5% capped T;er I-
proposal, in conjunction with the 1990 general rate case E-7
baseline credit methodology, causes the Schedule E-7 -baseline
credit to be reduced from about 2.5¢/kWh to 1.5¢/kWh.and tnxs‘makes
the Schedule E-7 less attractive to low-use customers. . For this
reason, the method of calculating the baseline credit needs to be
changed. o R L s
9. Schedule E-8 ravenue allocation should move halfway
toward full EPMC to continue the progress made in PG&E’s 1990
general rate case. This would correct the current residential
intraclass subsidy of Schedules E-) and E=7 by Schedule -E-8. -

10. The Tier I-Tier II flattening. proposal and the ‘baseline
phase-in adopted in D.89-12-057 cause a reduction in the. -
mobile-home and multifamily baseline diversity adjustment.: - «

11. The mobile home submetering discount should be calculated
by subtracting a revised diversity adjustment of $0.84 from.the
current cost of submetering of $11.58.to derive a new submetermng
discount of $10.74 per space, per month.

12. The Schedule ES submetering discount uhould be calculated
by subtracting a revised diversity adjustment of $.68 from . the
current ‘cost of metering of $3.68.to derive-a new: submetering
discount of $3.00.per space, per month.’ S : e

13. PG&E presented four proposals to modmfy -its: agrzcultural
tariffs, and these proposals are uncontested. :

14. A separate lower demand charge for large. agrlcultural
customers served. at primary voltage will allow agricultural rates
to better reflect the cost of service. and be more consistent with
rates for other customer classes.
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15. A power .factor adjustment for the large agricultural - .
class will provide rates which are more cost~based and more -
consistent with those for other customer classes. ;' 7

16. PG&E’s agricultural tariffs .need to be clar;f;ed to-
specifically address the question of temporary reductions in -
connected load. =~ . . ' ‘ S SRR -

17. The Agricultural Interruptxble program costs are not
justified since the program has.poor load impact and lacks . cost
effectiveness. T T S DT S

18. The Commission in PG&E's,1990 general rate case-decision
intended that Schedule ED should be available for one rate case -
¢ycle, there would be two years for the customer to establish -
operations, and thereafter, "a discount would be available .for three
years. ' Com S o ST D mm o
19. A 10% increase of distribution maximum demand:charges and
peak-demand charges and 10% decrease.of transmission maximum demand
charges for commercial and industrial rates continues the .progress
toward full EPMC rates adopted in PG&E”s 1990 general rate case.
decision. : oo = . e

20. There.is no indication'in'D'89-12—057 that the on—peak
demand c¢harge . is anywhere near its. EPMC target.- SRR

2). PG&E proposes to adjust Schedule A-1l rates: upward to.
avoid migration of customers from Schedules A-10 and E-19.into
Schedule A-11. - . g Lo IR TR

22. The Commission’s new January 1, 1991 rates- have made -
Schedule A-10 more attractive to Schedule A-1 customers:and PG&E-.
does not have meters and labor.available to accommodate:the needs
of all customers who might change schedules. S

23. An eligibility requirement, as proposed by PG&E, is an
appropriate method to efficiently manage the transfer of customers
into Schedule A-10 because PG&E:will be better able to.allocate its
resources between divisicns. . : - R
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24.  The maximum and: on-peak demand charge components of: -
Schedules E-25 and E-26, and Schedule:A~RTF,. should" be!adjusted
consistent with the changes to Schedules E=19° and E-20 maximum and
on-peak demand charges. These changes will maintain the rate-
design for these schedules previously adopted by the Commission.

25. A final decision has not been issued in the separate
non-firm rate design proceedxng arising from the 1990. general rate
case. - : : R ,

1. PFor residential rate design, a 2.5% capped Tier I..
approach is- consistent with SB 987, and' achieves some: rate .-
realignment with moderate bill impact to residential: customers. ...

2. An increase capped at 2.5% should be applied to Tier I -
residential rates to reduce the Tier I-Tier II differential from
about 3.5 to 2.8¢/kWh. v Vo o G

3. A complete phase-in of the target residential- baseline:.
quantities adopted in the 1990 general rate case decision should
implemented in this proceeding. ST S

4. A 50% move toward full EPMC time-of-use Schedule E-7 .
revenue allocation is reasonable and should be adopted. .: =

$. The baseline credit should be the difference between
Tier I and Tier II rates with no reduction for proration of the TOU
meter charge over average E-7 baseline sales. ' SPITLRRN

6. A 50% move back to full EPMC intraclass revenue .
allocation for Schedule E-8 should be' adopted since it continues:
the progress made in PG&E‘’s 1990 general rate case toward EPMC.

7. Since the LIRA option is available :in other residential
class schedules, DRA’s proposal to add this option to Schedule E-8
is reasonable 'and should be adopted. w e

8. Because of the residential tier closure adopted in this
proceeding and phase-in of baseline quantities, the mobile home .
park submetering discount should be changed to $10.74 per cpace,
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per month, and the multxfammly'submeterang*d;scount should. be
changed to $3.00 per unit, per month. S e el N

9. PG&E’s four proposals to.modify its: agr;cultural tar;tfs
are reasonable and should be adopted.. - e

10. Since Schedule ED should terminate by~December 31, 1997,
PG&E’s 1990 general rate case decision- (D. 89—12—057) should be
nodified accordingly. " e ‘ T

11. The three modifications to 8chedu1e ED requested by PG&E
are appropriate and should be adopted. coo e e s

12. Maximum demand charges and on-peak demand charges ror
commercial and industrial customers should be:increased by 10% to
continue the progress made in PG&E’s 1990 general rate case in
moving toward EPMC. .

13.  Non—-firm rates ahOUld be updated consistent: w:th thls
decision, and revised when the Commission issues a final decision
in the non-firm rate design proceeding.- e

14. Transmission=-veoltage naximum' demand charges should
receive symmetrical treatment so that when primary and,secondary «
voltage maximum demand charges are increased, there is .
corresponding decrease to the transmission demand charge..

15. PG&E’s proposal to adjust Schedule A-1ll rates upward, to
avoid migration of customers from Schedules A-10 and E-19, should
be adopted for purposes of this proceeding. . . . ;

16.  The Schedule A=10 minimum use—el;g;b;lzty criteria
proposed by PG&E should be adopted.: : Cn

" 17. The supplemental ¢changes proposed by PG&B to Schedules
E-25 and E-26, and Schedule ArRTP-should-be.adopted.t0<make‘these
schedules consistent with the revisions to the larger commercial:-
and industrial rate schedules authorized in this decision. .

. 18. ' All transcript corrections submitted by the parties
should be received and incorporated in the record.-
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19.' To avold multlple rate changes, th;s order should be made
effective on the date szgned so that the new rates may be effect;ve
on May 1, 1991, when PG&E’s sumnex rates come 1nto ezfect.

20. PG&E should be ordered to file the new rates set forth in
Appendix A, which incorporates all the rate design changes adopted
in this decision.

QRDER

IT:Ié.ORDEREﬁ'thaﬁz

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) shall file with
this Commission on or after the effective date of this order, and
at least three days prior to their effective date, revised tariff
schedules for electric rates as set forth in Appendix A.

2... The revxsed tariff schedules shall become effective on or
after May 1, 1991 and shall comply with General Order 96-A. The
rev;sed tarlffs shall apply to service rendered on or after their
effective date.

3. PG&E shall provide the Commission with an annual progress
report on“%he’séhedule A=10 eligibility restriction by
September 20 1991 and by September 20, 1992.

~ PG&E in its general rate case, shall submit a plan to
open Schedule A=10 to all Schedule A-) customers.

5. PG&E’s 1990 general rate case D.89-12-057 is modified to
reflect a December 31, 1997 termination date for Schedule ED.
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6. 'I‘h:.s proceedn.ng rema:.ns open for cons:.derat:.on or other

-, P
EIPE S S

natters.” -' oo
B This order is effectlve today. o e e |
Dated Aprxl 24, 1991, at San Francxsco,‘Calzfornxa.‘

i Yo T

[
Coet 4w

PATRICIA M. ECKERT
President
CLET Ge MITCHELL WILK
JOHEN B. OHANIAN
DANIEL Wm. FESSLER
. NORMAN. D ""SHUMWAX..
. Comnissioners

L

" 1 CERTIFY’ THAT" TH!S DECISJON
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COMIAISSIONERS - IO’DAY v

‘-'df.a WL

/ 7-...-»-

] Y - Ly
Vlu'dh\r\n, r "‘“' iSVG —'uccioz
P v
I. " ‘."

. -_‘_‘M“(.m




AB8-12-005 ALVBOPACG * APPENDIX A

CACD/scd3 " PAGE-1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CURRENT AND ADOPTED RESIDENTIAL RATES

. 1m nmm
RATES RATES
SUMMER WINTER

SCHEDULEE-

MINIMUM BILL (S/MONTH) . 8500 00 . ... $5.00
ES UNIT DISCOUNT (SUNTTIMONTH) | $2.57 - ' $3.00° 2
ET UNIT DISCOUNT (S/UNIT/MONTH) . $1026 L S sroma 3
ET MINIMUM RATE LIMITER (S/KWH)  $0.05317 . | 30.0! 2 "\.,',;“;0.05317,‘ 4

TIER 1 ENERGY (SKWH) . .. I .$0.10658 . . . ..3010024 5
TIER 2 ENERGY ($/KWH) ' $0.14123 . A " 8033682 ©

SCHEDULE EL-1 (LIRA)

MINIMUM BILL (srmo»m-u o - s425 425 8425
TIER 1 ENERGY ($/XWH). 5009045 $0.00045 . $0.00271 7 “soie27t '8

SCHEDULES E-7 AND EL-7

MINIMUM BILL (SMONTH) 500 35007 -850
E-7 METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $4.40 $440 1 84,
EL-7 METER CHARGE(S/MONTH) | $0.00 . 30.00

ON-PEAK.ENERGY. (/KWH) L e ... .30,11467 3031251, . .
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (3/KWH) . 3007992 $0.09423
BASELINE DISCOUNT (S/KWH) . 30.02537 $0.02758

SCHEDULE E-8

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH)
ENERGY CHARGE ($/KWH)

SCHEDULE EL-8 (LIRA)

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH)
ENERGY CHARGE (/KWH)
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CACD/scin

APPENDIXA
_PAGE:2

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED MEDIUM L&P RATES

.M
RATES

JSUMMER

1151
RATES
WINTER | .

51/%1
RATES

SUMMER

SCHEDULE A-10

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH)
PRIMARY DISCOUNT (SKW/MONTH)
TRANS, DISCOUNT (S/KW/MONTH)

ENERGY CHARGE(S/KWH)

~* 7$63.00
" $3.60
3080
5290

$0.00915

smios
8400

3090

$3.40- -

$0.09673

< 30.90 o

s5.40" 4

3007497 5,

SCHEDULES A-11 AND E-14

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)

METER CHARGE ($/MONTH)

MAXIMUM. DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)

PRIMARY DISCOUNT ($/KW/MONTHM)
TRANS, DISCOUNT ($/KW/MONTH)

ON-PEAK.DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)

ON-PEAK ENERGY (/KWH)
PART-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)

E-14 ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)

$63.00
$5.10

. . 8360
.$0.80
$2.90

L. 810000 L L

$0.10059
. $0,08374
$0.05621

$0.13545

ORI LT Y

$63,00
$5.10 '
3400
3090
$340°
R 2 el T

$63,00

. 00

T 3090 ©

78340

soatar’

$0.06204

$0,08506.

$0.06393

Evedw ey

$0.05451

80,0570 "1 §0.05537

soaarsr
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PACIFIC-GAS AND-ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED-E-19 FIRM RATES.

. AB8.12005 ALLJBOPACY APPENDIX A

, : nm 171 51m
LINE : RATES RATES RATES
NO. ‘ , SUMMER WINTER SUMMER

SCHEDULE E-19 T FIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $510,00  $510.00 $510,00

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 3070 $0.70 . . -$0.60- - . .- so.eo- .
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (SXW/MONTH) - $780 S - s860° . -

ON-PEAK ENERGY (SIKWH) - $0.10914 R $010637 ..\ &

PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY (/KWH) $0.07408 8007220~ $0.06173 .5

OFF-PEAK ENERGY (/KWH) $0.05655 s00ss12 50, 05347

ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) $0.62907 $0. 62907

SCHEDULE E-19 P FIRM - -

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) - -~ . $250,00- - §250.00- -
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (leW/MON'TH)' $2.80 $2.80
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (SIKW/MONTH) $9.50

ON-PEAK ENERGY (SVKWH) ; $0.11170 .
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.07582  $0.06482 -
OFF.PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) . $0.05767  $0.05614

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) $0.14595
ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT (&/KWH) $0.85889

SCHEDULE E-19 S FIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) | " $280. 5000 $280.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND-CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) - . - $3, P ST
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (8/KW/MONTH) $11.20-

ON-PEAK ENERGY (%KWH)- - ; . - - 3011982 L o
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) K - 8008133 g
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (SKWH)- : ' -, 80.,06208: - $0. 2

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT (KWH) ' $0. 30148595 . - -
ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) $0.86304
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CACD/sclr , PAGE -4
PACIFIC GAS AND-ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED E-19 NONFIRM RATES

1101 1101 5191 51m1 ‘
- RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE - -
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO., -

SCHEDULE E-19 T NONFIRM
CUSTOMER CHARGE (MONTH) - ~ $510.00 T 8510.00
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) - $190.00 - $190.00°
INTERUPTABLE METER CHARGE (YMONTH) $200.00 $200.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) ~$0.70 - $0.60-
PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (/KW/MONTH): 82,06 T s2.860

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.10674 $0.10397 :
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.07245  $0.06195 $0.07057 - - $0.06034
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.05531  $0.05365 $0.05388 $0.05226

UFR CREDIT (WKWH)UFR CREDIT (S/KWH) ~  "$0,00186 "~ '$0.00186 ~ '$0.00186 =~~~ '$0,00186° 9"
EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE (S/KWH/EVENT) $6.77200  $6.77200 $6.77200° - $6.77200-

SCHEDULE E-19 P NONFIRM Lo
_ :  $250.00
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) ~$190.00 $190.00 $190.00+ " $190.00 -
INTERUPTABLE METER CHARGE (S/MONTH)- " $200.00 $200.00  "'$200.00 - '$200.00°
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)- - $2.80 $2.80 $3,10- . 8§30
PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) $4.83 $5.83 o

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $250.00 $250.00 $250.00

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.10325 008076 -
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0,07006  $0.05992 $0.06771 $0.05789
OFF-PEAKENERGY (SKWH) """~ ' '30,05349" = $0,05180 ' $0.05168 ' $0,05014 18~
UFR CREDIT (S/KWH)UFR CREDIT ($/KWH) $0.00186  $0.00186 $0.00186 - - $0.00186- -
EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE (/KWH/EVENT) $8.64933  $8.64933 $8.64933

SCHEDULE E-19 S NONFIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) : $28000+ "
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE ($/MONTH)- - U $190,00 -0 81
INTERUPTABLE METER CHARGE (&/MONTH): 3 $200,00- “ - ;
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) $4.00 %4,
PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (/KW/MONTH) O

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)

PARTIAL-PEAKENERGY (SKWH) T80,07095 T $0,08024
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.06145  $0.06125
UFR CREDIT (S/KWH)UFR CREDIT (S/KWH) . $0.00186  $0.00186
EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE (S/KWH/EVENT) $8.64933  $8.64933

8BIVE RIVRY
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CACD/scl2 PAGE-5-
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND-ADOPTED E-20 FIRM.RATES . -

171 ”mm 5101 s51m
“"RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
-SUMMER WINTER SUMMER "WINTER NO, . -

SCHEDULE E-20 TFIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)-FIRM. . . ©'$5610.00 ... $510.00 -
MAXIMUMDEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) : WO '$0.60 v - 80160
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE' (WKW/MONTH), ‘ AR =1 B

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) . 80,0838 . e A
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) ) $0.04910  $0.05668
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (SKWH) - ' $0.04253  $0.04327.

ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) , $0.62007 . .

SCHEDULE E-ZO P FIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $220.00 , $220.00 - -
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $2.80 $3.10
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) © 18950 310 50 AR

ON-PEAK ENERGY (SKWH) 800338 S seacoi
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) ‘ 007015 $0.05008 - - $0.06309" . -
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.05355  $0.05195. - $0.05168 "

SCHEDULE E-20 S FIRM:-

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) =~ = * " §330,00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) $3.60
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $1020

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) - $0.11183
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) o $0.07598
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) -- $0.05800

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT ($/KWH) $0.12663
ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) $0.86304
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PACIFIC GAS-AND ELECTRIC. COMPANY"
CURRENT AND ADOPTED E-20'NONFIAM.RATES

A88-12005 ALWBDPACQ *
CACD/sciN

e8I/ RRYRY

e
RATES
SUMMER

1191
RATES
WINTER

51

RATES LINE . .
WINTER NO.

SCHEDULE E-20 T NONFIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (/MONTH)
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
INTERUPTABLE METER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)
PEAK DEMAND CHARGE. (SIKWIMONTH)

ON- PEAK ENERGY (SIKWH)

PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY (SKWH)
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH).

UFR CREDIT ($/KWH)

EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE ($/KWH/EVENT)

-$510.00
$1900.00
$200.00

$0.70

8,01
$0.08256
$0.05602

$0.,04276
$0.00186

$6.77200 "

$0.04769
$0.04147
$0.00186

SETTI00

S T8810.00 -
O 8190.000 LAt

$0, 60
33.81

30 081 48
$0.08827
$0.04219
$0.00186.
$6. 77200 "

LR

. 30.04002 -
$0.00186
8677200

S deeNa
M : ]

SCHEDULE E«20 P NONFIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE ($/MONTH)
INTERUPTABLE METER CHARGE (S/MONTH)

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)..

PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY: ($/KWH)
QFF-PEAK ENERGY (SIKWH)
UFR CREDIT (S/KWH) "=~

EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE (S/KWH/EVENT)

| $220.00
$190.00
$200.00
'$2.80
643

30.00560
30.06516
$0.04974

$0.00186

$8.64933

$220.00- -

$190.00
$200.00
$2.80

$0.05571
$0.04825

3000186~

5864033

© $220,00-° -

$1900.00

$200.00- -
V830
$743°

$0.00206 .
$0.08310

$0.04817
$0.00186
$8,64933

AR VI
£ 78$220,00- T 11T
$190.00
*$200.00.

R <R 1sp

- $0.05395-
$0.04873

""" $0.00186

1. 15864933

SCHEDULE.E-20 S NONFIAM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE (S/MONTH)

INTERUPTABLE METER CHARGE ($/MONTH)
MAXIMUM-DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)

PEAK OEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)

ON:PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH).
PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)
OFF-PEAKENERGY (SKWH) -

UFR CREDIT (S/KWH)

EXGESS ENERGY CHARGE (S/KWH/EVENT)

$330.00
$190.00
'$200.00
L5360
$5.28

$0.10701
$0,07264

" '$0,0554S

$0,00186
$8.64033

$330.00

$190.00
$200.00
$3.60

$330.00
$190.00 '
- 520000
34,00°

$330.00
~$190.00- =
7 $200.00..°

$5.28

SO 10336
$0.07016
"$0.05355
$0.00186
$8.64933

' 5005958
- 30:08196"
$0.00186.
$8.64933
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CACO/sclt PAGE -7
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED:E-25 RATES.

1M el 1M1
"RATES RATES RATES
SUMMER  WINTER SUMMER

SCHEDULE E-25T

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) - $510,00 351000 351000 .
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) . 5070 8070 T 3080 7
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) 780 Y 33 60"

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) 50.12667 | ”,01 SRR
PART-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.07408 . pos omza ‘05_ - s0.06173 6
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)- S $0.05655 . $0.05512 "~ -~.$0.05347." "6 "

ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) $0.62907 5062907

SCHEDULEE-2SP - -~
CUSTOMER CHARGE (/MONTH) 525000  $250.00  $250.00  $250.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (SVKWIMONTH) . $240 S00 sw000 ssaa0 8
ON-PEAK.DEMAND CHARGE (SKW/MONTH) 39,50 T s1080 e

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.12064 S $0.42588 ¢ Lth. o
PART-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.07582  $0.06482  $0.07344  $0.0627%
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (SKWH) WOTET 00614 005606 S005H°
AVERAGE RATE LIMIT-(SKWH) R o263 .
ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) $0.8538% $0.95889

SCHEDULE E-25S
CUSTOMER CHARGE 'S/MONTH) $280,00 : $280.00 - :$280.00 -
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $3.60 ! $4.00 $4.00
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) ©$10.20 CUUSTI0 L AL T

ON-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH> o $0:14376. T so 13907- R
PART-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.08407 07188 . '$0.0813% 1 v -
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.06418 \ $0.06208 .

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT (SKWH) - C $0:12663 $0.12663° 7 s A
ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) L $0.86394 $0.96394" . \




A.88-12:005 ALV/BODPAeg * APPENDIX A
CACD/scin PAGE -8
PACIFIC.GAS AND.ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND-ADOPTED'E-26 RATES

1/1/91 5191 5181
RATES RATES RATES. LINE - -
WINTER  SUMMER  WINTER NO., -

SCHEDULE E-26T

CUSTOMER . CHARGE ($/MONTH) Sl $510,00 $510.00 - '$510, ool' 0 8810.00- V1
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) - '$190.00 $190.00 " -, smo 00~ ~$180,00¢ 1 2
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) - $0.70 o $0.700 T 80,800 LY VIS0.607 -8
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (&/KW/MONTH) $4.33 ss 13 o 4
ON PEAK ENERGY (sn<ws-t) - '$0.11360 $0. 08202 Y X
PART-PEAK ENERGY (/KWH) -$0.05641 $0.04823 $0.055€6 so 04758 6
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.04306 $0.04176. so 04249 $0. 041 21 7

EXCESS DEMAND CHARGE 7 KWH 54.90970 590070 34.90970 ‘ $4 90970 8

abmb—

SCHEDULE E-26P
CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) . .. " $220.00 00 . $220,00- © 5220009
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) . $190,00 90,004 L $190,00- - $190,00- 10+
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $2.80 310 saw 1
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (WKW/MONTH) B Y sa.zr e 12
ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) s . $0.12968 0. 09493, Cnat RET.
PART-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.06659 $0.05694 $0.06447 $0. 05512 14
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.05083  $0.04931 so.oagzz L3 $0:04775" " 15

PRI

EXCESS DEMAND CHARGE / KWH $6.27077 627077 ‘_$6.27OT7 ..4,..5.5',27‘277 16

SCH EDULE E-265

CUSTOMERCHARGE (S/MONTH) 000 - . $330:00+ sasooo 1‘7::
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE (S/MONTH) , $190,00 $190,00 18
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) ¥ , $400% Y LU84,000 195
ON-PEAKDEMAND CHARGE (SIKW/MONTH) : srea LT et
ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) R $0. 10471 21
PART-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)' \ $0.06297 $0.07108 -~ $0.06077 " 22

23 OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) ‘80, $0,05454 so.osazs"‘ v $0.05264 .23

EXCESS DEMAND CHARGE /KWH™™ : CUUUSBRI0TY U S627077 7 8627077 T 24
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CACDr/sein PAGE-9
‘PACIFIC GAS AND.ELECTRIC: COMPANY
CURRENT AND-ADOPTED STANDBY RATES- -

110 5181 5191 &
- RATES \ RATES  RATES UNE
TSUMMER T “USUMMER T TWINTER TNO.

SCHEDULE S5- TRANSMISSION

CONTRACT CAPACI'TY CHARGE ($IKW/MO ) $0.70

ON-PEAK RATE LIMITER (S/KWH) $0.62007

S N

SCHEDULE S- PRIMARY
CONTRACT CAPACITY CHARGE (S/KWMO) ' "'$2.80 $3.90% "« 0

ON-PEAKRATE LIMITER (SKWH) ~ " "' '$0,85889 """ """ 3085889

SCHEDULE S- SECONDARY . )
CONTRACT CAPACI'!'YCHARGE ($/KW/MO) 83,60

ON-PEAK RATE LIMITER (SKWH) $0.86394
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CACD/scl3 PAGE~10 SIRRILRY
‘PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND-ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES

elalia 11 181 1M
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
- SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO.". .

SCHEDULEAG"B e e e . " St ima e e e e ad e e e hume ek iee e MWMA MM R AR TRoua ke o

CUSTOMER CHARGE (SMONTH) $10.00 $10.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE o -
" SECONDARY VOLTAGE (8/CW/MONTH) - $2.58 $1.75
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT(SIKW/MONTH ~ “NA
ENERGY CHARGE (SKWH) 011883 $0.11883

RATE LIMITER ($/KWH) - |  $1,12804 $1.12804

SCHEDULE AG-RB

CUS'T OMER CHARGE ($/MONT H) $10.00 . 8100007 - 2810,
METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $5.10 " $5.10
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (/KW/MONTH) Y 2.1 L I 11 BT T P NERATI -

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) . - IR R
SECONDARY VOLTAGE ($/KW/MONTH) $2.55 $1.75 $2.55 .
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT ($/KW/MONTH -« - v rv NA=reemes s NA o 0 80,402 w4026 10

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.28380 $0.28380
PART-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.07722 $0.07732
QFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.08347  $0.06149 $0.08347 $0.06149

RATE LIMITER ($/KWH) $1.12804 $1.12804 $1.2804 $1.12804
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PACIFIC. GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES -

5191 510
RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER NO.

SCHEDULE AG-VB

CUSTOMERCHARGE (WMONTH) $10.00 . . $1000 . $10.00.
METER CHARGE (S/MONTH) 5510 $510, 778800
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $2.55 . , SRR

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (KW/MONTH) o
SECONDARY VOLTAGE (S/KWMONTH). . 5255 : 285 L, 8175 4
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT (/KW/MONTH .. NA . 5040, 70 5028 .8

ON-PEAK ENERGY (SKWH) $0.25229 20 a6
PART-PEAK ENERGY (/KWH) o $0.07501 L 80.07501 7 7.
OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) S $0.07849 3005964  $0.07849 . $0.05064..

RATE LIMITER (S/KWH) . o $112804  $1.12804  $1.12804 .., $N.12804,. 9 .

SCHEDULEAG-B . .. ... ...

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $10.00
METER CHARGE (S/MONTH) i $5.10
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) 2.5

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)
SECONDARY VOLTAGE (S/KW/MONTH) $2.55 $1.75 ... .S2.55. ... ..S175. .13
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT (/KW/MONTH . NA NA 5040 $0.25.. 14

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) ) 5021011 soziorr T s
PART.PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) . $0.06917 e $0.06017 16
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) L. S0.06572  $0.05499 $0.06572 .. . 5005499717 "

RATE LIMITER(SIKWH) o o $1.12004  $1.12804  $1.12804° $1.12804 18~

scH EDULE AG<C

METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $5.10 ! R 35 10 20 ’
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) .. 82.85 s

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) T
SECONDARY VOLTAGE (S/KW/MONTH). -, 5255 $1.75. S5 !
PRIMARY.VOLTAGE DISCOUNT (/KW/MONTH . NA NA :

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) o $0.21011 $021011, L
PART-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.00451  $0.06917 $0.00481 T so.0e017 25"
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) . ‘ $0.06123  $0.05409 $0.06123 .. .$0.05499 26..

RATE LIMITER(S/KWH). ... . . . .. ... . 8112804 ... 3112804, .. .$1,12804.......81.12804 . 27
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1M 511 5197
RATES RATES RATES LINE
_WINTER  _SUMMER  WINTER NO,

SCHEDULE AG-58

CUSTOMER CHARGE (SMONTH) $10,00 , ' "3"010,'0.“1_“{_
METER CHARGE (S/MONTH) o “$510 a0 Ao
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $2.50 T gmeg

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) , R
SECONDARY VOLTAGE _ 3600 ,_s4.os $8,00° S 4057
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT ' NA 7 NATT 80,85 80,607

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.73601 013658 <1 T g
PART-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) . $0.04049 Lo, 80040627 7
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.03907  $0.03220 $0.03919° - '$0.03230°

RATE LIMITER ($/KWH) $1.12804  $1.12804 $1.12804"" " $1.12804 9
MINIMUM BILL (WKW/YEAR) 8600 . ..$e00 ..

SCHEDULE AG-5C b

CUSTOMER CHARGE (/MONTH) " $10.00 $70.00 $10.00° sm 00"
METER CHARGE (S/MONTH) T 8510, $510° - 3510 8510
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $2.50 L. s280 o1

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (SIKWIMONTH) oo S roe ‘ ) R,
SECONDARY VOLTAGE " 788,00 “$4:05 0 UeB.00 T
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT NA NA 50.8‘5. .

ON-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) © o $0.13601 soaess e
PART-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.05363  $0.04040  $0.05379° ' " $0.04062
OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) 003411 S003220  $0.03421 . 5003230

RATE LIMITER ($/KWH) S ... 812004 172004 $1.12004 $1.12804
MINIMUM BILL (S/KW/YEAR) $0.00 $0.00

SCHEDULE AG-GB

Ve L DR

CUSTOMER CHARGE (SIMONTH> - $70. $10.00° 7 $10.007 - '$10,00 21

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) o T s e ‘.‘\ o |
PR'MARYVOLTAGE DISCOUNT ' ‘ ' o ‘NA o 50.85 e BT so 60 23 o
ENERGY GAARGE (8D s e s Teds o (@)

RATE LIMITER (SKWH) R 5t $1.12804  $1.12806° '$tA28061 25° O
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CURRENT AND ADOPTED REAL TIME PRICING RATES

51m1 51/91
RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER NO,

SCHEDULE A-RTP PRIMARY

E-20 CUSTOMER CHARGE (¥MONTH) $220.00 $220.00 $220.00
OPTIONAL SERVICE CHARGE ($/MONTH) $275.00 $275.00 $275.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $2.80 $2.80 £3.10

BASE ENERGY RATE (S/KWH) $0.00332 $0.00332 $0.00332
ON-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 21577 21304

PART-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 21577 1.5787 21304
QFF-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 1.5787 1.5787 1.5500

LOAD MANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNAL ($/KWH) $0.53 $0.53
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION ADDER (/KWH)  $0.09204 $0,09235

SCHEDULE A-RTP SECONDARY

E-19 CUSTOMER CHARGE (/MONTH) $280,00 $280.00 $280.00
E-20 CUSTOMER CHARGE (/MONTH) $330.00 $330.00 $330.00
OPTIONAL SERVICE CHARGE ($/MONTH) $275.00 $275.00 $275.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/"KW/MQ.) $3.60 $3.60 $4.00

BASE ENERGY RATE (S/KWH) $0,00332 $0.00332 $0.00332

ON-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 21577 2,1304
PART-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 21577 1.5787 21304
OFF-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 1.5787 1.5787 1.5500

LOAD MANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNAL (S'KWH) $0.53 $0.53
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION ADDER (SKWH)  $0.09204 $0.09235

(END OF APPENDIX A)




