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oo Xe o Summayey

This decision resolves-issues raised.in Pacific-Gas . and--
Electric Company’s (PG&E) third annual cost allocation-proceeding .-
(ACAP)..  PG&E’s bundled core rates will decrease by .3%, ox -$5:
million and its non-core transportation rates w;ll~decrease-by 9.2%
or $42 million.: F s N I PRSI ’

We adopt in its entlrety a stlpulatzon reached by‘the
following parties: PG&E, the Division of Ratepayer Advocates .
(DRA), the Canadian Producer Group (CPG), the City.of Palo Alto, .
Southern Califoxnia Edison Company (SCE), and Towaxd Utility Rate :
Normalization (TURN). This stipulation settles most of the.
traditional ACAP issues and we-find it is in the public interest.
We commend the parties for settling most issues in light of the : -
uncertainties over the Gulf war and the upcoming changes. in the:gas
industry structure. : - R A AT SR TR i

Issues not: resolved by the stxpulat;on.wmll e d;scussedf
in the sections below. B T T L PR ST A S VeI

‘PG&E . filed its application in the above-captioned. - -
proceeding on August 15, 1990, pursuant: to the.schedule -set forth. -
in Decision (D.) 89-01~040, the rulemaking which revised the time -
schedule for rate cases. and fuel offset proceedings. This is -the .-
third ACAP which PG&E has filed.. The test period .at issue in-this: .
ACAP is Apxil 1, 1991 through March 31, .1992.  The ACAF is & - ~wsoio
foxecasting proceeding, where the Commission sets rxates for all  -:
customers which are based on an estimate of likely. -revenues at cost
based rates and also includes an adjustment for a reasonable amount
of discount. Ordinarily, some discounting is expected, because -
laxge customexs have the market power to use cheaper.options by ..
puxchasing oil, propane, or other alternative fuels. . .-
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In its application-filed in Augqust, PG&E requested
authority to increase gas rates, as of April 1, 1991, by
approximately $99.1 million, reflecting'a decrease in the’
procurenent revenue-requirement .of $45.9 million and an‘increase in:
the transportation revenue reguirement of $144.9 million..: However,
as the proceeding progressed that request has changed dramatically.
The stipulation called for overall revenue requirement :reduction of
some $42 million to be updated in Januvary 1991. The January 31,
1991 update indicates a net rate decrease of approximately .. .
$139,643,000. This decrease is a result of a $128,539,000: .
decrease in the procurement revenue requirement, and-a $11,104,000
decrease in the transportation revenue requirement. . ..o

- The first prchearing conference (PHC) was held in mid="
September. The assigned administrative law judge :(ALT) ‘ordered ™ '
PG&E to file a supplement to its application to. address issues’
raised by the invasion of Kuwait by Irag, and the 1990 -Canadian -
price redetermination. PG&E’s: supplemental: test;mony was-submltted
to the parties on September 28, 1990. o S ‘

On October 19, 1990, PG&E filed a motion to limit the
scope of this proceeding due te the issuance of D.90-09-089, the
natural gas procurement rulemaking in OIR 920-02-008. Since the
procurement OIR decision will .impact 'the structure of ‘non-core
rates beginning August 1, 1991, PGLE sought to limit: tha: scope-of -
this proceedings to a revision.of core rates. At the second PHC of
October 22, 1990, TURN also proposed a revised ACAP schedule.. ‘The'.
assigned ALJ denied PGLE’s motion and rejected the schedule ... .
proposed by TURN. Hearing dates were then set in .an effort' to neet
the April 1, 1991 effective date for ACAP rates. . = | i alenoy

In light of the uncertainties caused by the Gulf war-and:
the upcoming changes in the-gas industry, PG&E, DRA, and ‘TURN met
in an attempt to reach agreement on .various issues in this.
proceeding before the hearings were scheduled to begin in Novenmber.
On November 13, 1990, the first day of scheduled hearings, the . ..
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three parties informed the assigned ALJ- that a:joint position had:
been roached on the major issues in this proceeding. “Intlightiof -
the pending stipulation, and in an attempt to. have other parties '
join in a stipulation, the ALY revised the hearing schedule.
Informal workshops on the proposed stipulation were set,"and’ "
hearing dates were set for the remalning issucs that were'not.
agreed upon.- A formal settlement- conference was then noticed’ for
November 27, 1990 pursuant to Rule 5l.1(b) of the'Rules~of«Practice
and Procedure of the Commission. At the same tzme, PG&E’!;led a:
motion for waiver of Rule 51.6(¢c). - 3 W N
Hearings were first held on-issues that  were- not part of-
the stipulation. These:issues were the cogeneration  shortfall: "
account (CSA), the cogeneration: transportation rate, and the 'long=-
term contract revenue allocation. As to the' issues’ addressed in" -
the stipulation, it was' determined that the underlying prepared
tostimony of stipulating parties should be put into.the record.
This was done in oxder to accommodate Salmon Resources Ltd.. who-did

not sign the stipulation and wished to examine the settling parties
on their underlying testimony. All witnesses requested by Salmon’ °
Resources Ltd. were made available for cross-examination.: No othex

party requested an opportunity to. exanmine these witnesses. In. .
accordance with the stipulation;. the parties to~the:stipulation did
not cross—-examine each other on thcir undcrly;ng prepared ‘
testimony. IR e T R T T
-After the formal settlement c¢onference on . November 27,
1990 the  stipulation was:filed with the Commission and later.
admitted- into evidence as Exhibit 27. - (Attached as Appendix D.y -
The stipulation was s}gned by PG&E, DRA, CPG, the City of Palo
Alto, SCE, and TURN. A panel made up of representatives for PG&E,
DRA, and TURN werxe made available for cross=examination by Salmen
Resources. Ltd. on the terms of the stlpulatlon. .The motlon r;led
by PG&E for a wvaiver of Rule of 51. 6(c) was then granted. Whlle
the txmzng was . handlod dltterently,(the goals ot thc scttlement

i W
E K
S
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rules had been reached in this proceeding. . Salmon: Resources-Ltd.,:
the only party who wished to. contest.the:stipulation:was .in¢ - -.
agreement- with- the. way- the assigned ALJ:-handled:the- proceeding.

- It was determined: that combined briefs on both the-
stipulation and issues that were not part of the stipulation would:
be filed on January &, 1991 with reply briefs comments due;
January 23, 1991. In addition, it was agreed that an update .
exhibit would be filed containing January 31, 1991 balancing -
accounts amounts. This update exhibit was filed on February. 19,
1991 and will be marked as Exhibit 28 for identification. -Parties
were directed that they may comment on the  accuracy of the update
exhibit in their comments on the ALY’s proposed decision. . . Thus,
this phase of A.90-08-029 was submztted -on February 19, 1991. e

_Comments on the ALJ’s proposed decision werxe . lecd by
PG&E, DRA, TURN, CIG et al., and-CCC. Gasmark: Inc.,. Gasmark: West .
Inc. and Mock Resources Inc.: filed a Joint Petition- for- Leave to
Intexvene which is hereby granted for good cause shown... Joint
comments were timely filed by Gasmark Inc., Gasmark West-Inc.,
Sunrise Energy Company, Sunpacific Energy Management Inc., :Salmon .
Resources. Ltd. .and Mock Resources, Inc. (Gasmark et al.).. ...

Meridian Oil Inc. filed comments. late and is.not- a»party
to this proceeding. Thus, Meridian Oil Inc.’s comments. were.-
properly rejected by the Commission’s Docket office for filing..

All the timely filed comments have been-reviewed and
carefully considered by the Commission. = Any changes or additions
recquired by the comments- have been. incorporated in. this. decision.. -

PR N

. ) , . oy
K PR I A A S e

1 A second phase of this proceedzng has” been- created*to “addr ess
the issuc of whether. PG&E’s December 1990 brokerage fees-study: -
merits hearings or neot. Prehearzng conzerences on that ;ssue were
held on February 1 and March 22,  1991.° 'Hearings-have been™:

scheduled for May 1991.
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The stipulating partics: stress. that given: the. uncertainty
of the war in the-Middle East and its impact: on! future oil prices
as well: as the upcoming implementation of- D.90-09-089, -the” o
stipulation is a reasonable compromice of tho various positions of
the parties as set forth'in their prepared testimony. -The
stipulating parties agreed that it would be improper: to give their
stipulation any precedential weight in any future PUC proceeding.
Finally, the stipulating parties:stressed that the numbers:-agreed- -
upon for various elements .were not intended to'have a relationship
to each other but werc simply an effort to reach compromises that -
were reasonable. The stipulation for the most part is not
contested. . Only one party, Salmon Resources. Ltd., chose to cross-—
examine the stipulating:parties on any'of the underlying- issues.’
In its brief, Salmon indicates that it is only challenging one
aspect of the settlement, the appropriate direct-billed take or pay
costs. - California Industrial Group, California Manufacturers - =
Association, and Califormia League of Food Processors (CIG et al.)
have challenged the balancing account. treatment proposed by the
stipulation. Both of these contested elements will be-discussed in
a later section of this decision. o w

The forecast of alternate fuel prices is a.critical
element in the ACAP. This is .because of its connection toithe.
forecast of the amount of revenues PG&E-can- expect to ¢ollect from”
its non-core transportation: customers. Usually, this revenue . o0
forecast incorporates a forecast of discounting to non-core . Lo
customers which is. largely-based -on the forecast of crude oil and: -
natural gas- commodity prices. -Thus, because of the-direct . . nouiw
relationship between the crude oil price forecast andi the non-core::

CoT I i
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transportation revenue-forecast, the-crude.  oil price forecast
tradltlonally is hotly contested issue in an ACAP proceedlng.

‘ Due-largely,to;the.znvas;on ofaxuwait.by»xraq; PG&E was .-
ordered to file supplemental testimony. ' PG&E claims it:took.the .
Gulf conflict into account in forecasting the refiners average. -
acquisition cost of imported crude oil. (RAAC) to average $20-per .
barrel during the ACAP period.. . DRA, on the other hand, recommended
adoption.of a RAAC of $29.15 for the ACAP period.: In light- of the
tremendous uncertainty regarding any oil price:forecast, PG&E, . DRA,
and TURN made a variety of proposals to use. an updated forecast .-
using the average of three independent oil price.forecast..

‘b. gtipulation Position - ... .. . . ool o

. The stipulating parties expressly recognized: the.extreme:
uncertainty surrounding world oil markets and any forecast:of.a .. .
crude oil price caused by the war in the Middle East. In-light.of"
this -uncertainty, the stipulating parties recommend that._ instead: of
forecasting . a crude oil price and using it to derive the.expected
level of discounting to non—core customers, the Commission adopt .
the specific discounting levels set forth.in the stipulation for .
the G-IND, G-P2B, and G-=COG c¢lasses. .- . .. - nnlorac

c. Discussion B R SR L L

Unlike last year’s ACAP proceeding, -the disparity -between
PG&E’s and DRA’s oil price forecast in their-original testimony is
quite dramatic. Iwenty dollars per-barrel :versus twenty nine
dollaxs -per barrel is indicative  of extreme uncertainty surrounding
oil-prices due to the Gulf war. At best, forecasts are ;- .. ~:®
sophisticated guess work of so-called experts in-the-field. - We
concur with the stipulating parties: that-the approach reached in- ..
their stipulation .(Appendix D) is a.reasonable outcome given the. .-
circumstances that surround this ACAP period. The-stipulation . - .
‘correctly incorporates an implicit assumption that oil prices will-
be high enough so that only minimal discounting will occuxr, yet
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recognizes -the uncertainty by incorporating a:90% balancing-account
for non-core.transportation-revenues. - (The. 90% balancing:account:. -
issue will be discussed in a later section of this decision.) - We
agree with the stipulating parties that no specific:crude oil price
should be adopted, but the minimal discounting -in the stipulation,
embodying an implicit. assumptlon of relatively hlgh oil prmces,
shall be adopted. o s o - Lo
2. Cost of Natural Gas o R S O R
In a typical ACAP proceeding, the.appropriate forecast- of
the cost of gas for the utility is an. important piece.of the ..
current gas industry structure. Under the current program, (which
is due to change August 1, 1991) the utility sells gas to its
customers. from cither the core portfolio or the non-core portfolio.
Core customers. are served exclusively by the. core portfolio-which: .
is comprised entirely of secure long-term supplies. Non-core . . . .-
customers can purchasc gas from either the non-core- portfolio, .
which is comprised largely ¢f short-term gas, or the core .
portfolic. They also have the option of. purchasing. gas. from:..
someone other than the utility and transporting it over the utility
system. Core ratepayers are indifferent as to whether or not non-:
core customers buy gas from the utility or someone else:since’ the .
utility is required to sell the gas at cost. The utility’s non~ .
core margin (except Utility Electric Generation (UEG)) is recovered
entirely through the 'transportation rate. RS T -
In an ACAP, estimates of the weighted average cost of gas
(WACOG) for both the core portfolio and the non-core portfolio are:
developed. - The core WACOG is used to developed the commodlty
component of core rates... . . UL oo L e enar Dl
.Unlike past ACAP proceedings, development -of- an- estmmate
of the non-core customers commedity cost of gas is less important.-
The stipulation reflects an implicit assumption that the price of ..
oil will be so high relative to the commodity price: of- natural gas:
during the test period that only minimal discounting will be
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necessary. - Thus, no. further estimate of the commodity 'cost:iof u .
natural:-gas purchased by non-core.transportatlon ‘customerssisnt o
negcessary. - e T B R R St AR R ORI S

‘ a~r'§gxg;gaggg‘ S T P T R e A U

: In theix original testimony, several parties-forecast
core WACOGs. PG&E estimated a core WACOG of $2.31.pex. decatherm - -
(Dth), while TURN forecasts a core WACOG.of $2.18 ber“Dth. -.DRA
predicted a core WACOG of $2.16 per'Dth .and flnally CPG. forecasts
a core WACOG of $2.17 per Dth.: . - : :
The stipulation selects a core WACOG of "$2.23: per.

Dth. This does not include any balancing account component, .or. . -
brokerage fees or allowances for franchise.fees and uncollectables:
expense, all of which would be described in:a later section-of this
decision. The stipulation intentionally does not address any of .-
the underlying assumptions which the parties used in their original
testimony to develop a core WACOG. forecast. While the stipulating:
parties are able to agree that $2.23 per Dth is a reasonable
forecast of the core WACOG, the parties do not agree on:the .
underlying components of the forecast. The parties contend:that it
is not necessary for them to do so. They point out. that it is not.
the underlying assumptions but the core WACOG itself which:is-used:
to develop the procurement components.-of rates. . . ....> V. ;

- While their original testimony focuses on the
differences in their underlying assumptions, parties in fact’agree.
on many points. All stipulating parties agree that Canadian-gas. ..
will comprise a substantial component of the core portfolio.- All:-
stipulating parties agree that gas from U.S. Southwest will
conmprise another substantial component, and that California:gas:
will comprise a third smaller. component.  While the forecasts of -
TURN, CPG, and DRA were all lower than PG&E’s forecast, thel . .
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-
percentage difference is fairly small:vﬂrheidifterencembetweeﬂ the
highost forecast (PG&E) -and the-lowest  (DRA)' is’ less:than 7%.

' Thus the stipulating parties urge. that .adoption of ' -
$2.23 per Dth, which is within 4% of each of their original
forecasts, is a reasonable approach for the Commission to--take.

We agree with the stipulating parties that their. core
WACOG of $2.23 per Dth is a reasonable compromise:of:their original
positions. We note that no party in its briefs contested this- .-
number. With only a 7% differential between the highest .and lowest
forecast, the stipulating parties wisely chose a compromise figure-
that is reasonable and will be adopted in this: proceeding.

b. Non=Corec WACOG S Lo
1) oxiginal Rositions:of Parties c

The non-core portfolio consists of short-term. gas
purchases from the U.S. Southwest over El Paso’s Pipeline System.
DRA and PG&E usod separate methods to forxrecast the non=-core WACOG,
but arrived at very similar results. Co

PG&E forecasts mainline cost into.the El.Paso
Pipeline System and then adds expected transportation rates: over El
Paso Pipeline to the California border. This results in. a.non-core
WACOG price of $2.52 per Dth. By contrast, DRA forecasts the:.price
of gas at the California border. DRA’S non-core WACOG figure is
$2.53 per Dth. TS S Lo : S

©2)  Stipulation Position . .. o o U oonn DT
. The stipulation .selects the non=-core WACOG . to be-. ..

$2.52 per Dth for the ACAP test period. S a
'3) Discussion | T

With only a:penny per Decatherm in dispute beatween.: -
DRA and PG&E we see no reason to do-anything othexr than adopt the
stipulation figure of: $2.52 pexr Dth for the noncoteHWACOGm‘~wevare-
pleased that the partzes wisely" dld not cheose to litigate.this
minuscule difference. - S S NS A ek JRIIET Ty
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" Gas throughput is a measure- or the. total amount of :
natural gas.supplzed during the. ACAP period. Throughput estmmates
axe a key factor used in:allocating cost:among the-various-classes:.:
of customers, thus having a direct effect on rates. It reflects
forecast gas demand, forecast gas supply, and any curtailments
forecast during the ACAP period as a result of gas supply ox systenm
capacity constraints. Reasonably accurate throughput estimates are
important in order to fairly allocate costs among customers, -and to
provide the utility with fair opportunity to earn. its authorized .
rate of return. o e e

a..  Non=¢oxe throughput - - o e

PG&E’s non-core throughput consists of Natural.Gas
supplied for industrial, cogeneration, Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR),
wWholesale, SCE Cool Watcr. Steanm Heat,: Intordepartmental and PG&E
UVEG uses. . L e "
Industrial throughput consists of three components:
1) throughput forecast on rate schedule G-P2B; 2) throughput
forecast on rate schedule G-IND, excluding SCE Cool Water ... ..
throughput, steam heat, interdepartmental and. industrial 6C=2; .

3) throughput industrial customers on GC-2 contract.

PGLE originally forecasted: 16.8 MMDth of . G—PZB
throughput, 129.1 MMDth of G-IND throughput and 9.1 MMDth of.
industrial GC-2 throughput. In each of these forecasts,  PG&E
assumed 2 slight amount of curtailment.. In contrast, DRA, did not
forecast any curtailment of the customers. — DRA’sS -original- forecast
is: 21.3 MMDth for G-P2B throughput, 169.4 MMDth. for G=-IND
throughput and 9.1 MMDth for GC-2 throughput.

‘ The stipulating parties compromised on.their original
position and agreed on the following. forecast: . 17.5 MMDth of G-P2B
throughput, 138.3 MMDth of G~IND throughput, and 9.1- MMDth-of . .
Industrial GC-2 throughput. The G-P2B and G-IND throughput-. ... .
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forecast represent a 3 percent increase: from PG&E’Ss original- . .
numbers. Since both DRA and PG&E- agreed on the Industrial 6C=2. . .
throughput number of 9.1 MMDth, it was-adopted in the stipulation.

2) RSCE_Qool_Watex Ihxoughous i}

PG&E and DRA both originally forecast SCE:Cool- Water:
throughput at 17.8 MMDth.:  This is in spite . of the fact that PGLE
forecasts some curtailment at Cool Water, while DRA did not..
forecast any Cool Water curtailments.. TURN’s original forecast for
Cool Water throughput was 24.9 MMDth. - SCE urged that. whatever.
throughput forecast was adopted in the SoCal Gas ACAP should also: .
be adopted in this proceeding.  All of.these parties agreed in the
stipulation to 23.9 MMDth. This stipulation forecast. is derived
from the 1990 California Gas Report in c¢conjunction with the Cool
Water forecast incorporated into SCE’s- Septomber: 1990 ECAC
settlement agreement. o " e

3) Cogencration Throughput - R . :

. PG&E and DRA -fundamentally agreed-on the.cogeneration
throughput forecast, despite the fact that PG&E had.forecast-a
slight amount of curtailment to these customers in its original
filing. The stipulation’s cogeneration forecast. incorporated.
PG&E’s forecast of demand on rate schedule G-COG at 63 MMDth and
the cogeneration throughput forecast of 6.6-MMDth for cogeneration
customers served undexr GC-2 contracts. No other: party . challenged =
these numbers. B -

(4) Industrial, Intcrdepartmental, . -
Steam Heat and FOR Throughput —

Once again PG&E and DRA had virtually the: same: - -
forecast for these categories. - Only for EOR throughput was there a
slight difference between PGSE and DRA’s forecast.- . This difference
occurred because PGLE forecasted slightly more curtailment in. that:
category. The stipulated forecast for these categories: are: .L. -
MMDth for Industrial Interdepartmental, 1.1 MMDth for Steam Heat.
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throughput, and 50.6 MMDth fox EOR' throughput. No othcr party LR
forecast throughput for any: of these’ categories. cTYETE I

- 5): UEG Throughput - ST ' S DL

PG&E and DRA were the only two parties: to forecast
UEG. throughput, both agreeing:on a’ 164.4 MMDth forecast of UVEG
demand. However, ‘PG&E and DRA'disagreed slightly regardingiUEG:
curtailments. PG&E originally forecast.UEG' curtailments of 21.4" .
MMDth while DRA originally forecast UEG curtailment of 13.9 'MMDth..
The stipulating parties adopted a UEG throughput forecast of 146.3
MMDth. This throughput forecast assumes a level' of curtailment of
18.2 MMDth, a compromise between the positions: of DRA and- 'PG&E in
their original testimony. Once.again, no other party commented on
these figures. T S
There was more of a variety regarding curtallment -
estimates by the active parties.  PG&E: forecasts 29.7 MMDth 6!
curtailment occurring in several non-core classes. DRA forecasts
13.9 MMDth of curtailments all in Priority PS5, which consists of -
UEG and EOR customers. TURN suggests that curtailments should be -
approximately 1O0MMDth less than what was forecasted by PG&E.. :The
stipulating parties adopted a level of curtailment of 20 MMDth, all
occurring. in Priority P-5. This number is very similaxr to'the
figure originally recommended. by TURN. and-falls between the: -
original positions of PG&E and DRA. Further, the stipulation
number is reasonable because it assumes;that all curtailment is
limited to customers in the lowest prxorxty class, P-5. No other
party disputed this figure in the stipulation. &
7) ¥holesale Throughput ¥ .

" There was no dispute among. any parties in theix..
original testimoeny as to PG&E’s original forecast of :13.7:MMDth for
wholesale throughput. Therefore this figure was incorporated:in- -
the stipulation.: - ‘ T A B
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C8) .pAseussion . oot o lUow solwEndzo s o Lowads

_The stipulation non-coxe throughput figures are a =<
reasonable compromise in the cases where there was-any disagreement
among the parties. in their-original testimony.. For. theimost part
these numbers. were nearly-the same...Therefore: we:will :adopt-the:: .
non-core throughput forecast :as.set forth in the stipulation. By .
adopting these non-core throughput numbers-we. give them novi . ..
precedential significance: for. future proceedings before:the .
Commission. We agree that: the parties, where there was:. A .
disagreement, reached reasonable compromises given their.overall
desire to settle this proceeding. . . . .. el Tt oW

b . _

PG&E’s and DRA’s torecast of. througnput.for
residential and commercial customers-were.practlcallywzdentzcal ino
their original filings. : For residential throughput .PG&E-originally
forecasted 217.2 MMDth while DRA forecasted 210.7 MMDth: - As for .
conmmercial throughput, PG&E forecasted 90.6 MMDth while.DRA-T. o
forecasted 91.1 MMDth. The:stipulating parties adopted PG&E’sS
original positions. The stipulation residential throughput @ .
forecast, therefore, is 217.2 MMDth-and its commercial’ throughput -
forecast is 90.6 MMDth. : RAMTEEMA R e Tre L PR

2) cOre Interdepartmental and: PG&B‘ R

In their original‘testimony,,PG&EfanduDRkvagreed»on :
the numbers for these relatively small throughput items.” The .-
stipulation adopted the agreed-upon numbers as follows: .2 MMDth
foxr core. 1nterdepartmental and 1.4 MMDth for PG&E UEG startup fuel.

Given the lack of controversy.over all theicore . ..
throughput numbers both in original testxmony“and in:the: _ o
stipulation, we will adopt the st;pulatlon.forecastwas.describedmoﬁ

oM e e e e
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above. To do otherwisc would create controversy were there is
nene. - . ST L e T AN
‘ S Ca CSREANKARGE 0 e LT il gl L a D e
2. 7. This-category .is made up of.forecasts. for. PG&E’s -own gas.
department use and lost and unaccounted  for usage: (LAUF) .- DRA -
accepted PG&E’s forecast for. these categories in its-original . .- - .
testimony. Thus the stipulation forecast .incorporates the same - -
numbers that were in PG&E’s original forecast. The stipulation
assumes a forecast of 8.2 MMDth for gas department use and:.l17.5 .
MMDth for LAUF.: Given that there:is.no dispute over these numbers:
we f£ind them to be reasonable and adopt them. o SR
d. Cold Year Throughput o o ot
The.cold year throughput forecast is used in the cost
allocation and rate design process. This forecast: for any two
classes can differ for two reasons.  -First, the demand .may: change
from average year to-cold year conditions and second, curtailment-
levels affecting the class might change from average.year. to cold:
year conditions.. Changes in demand are anticipated.primarily from -
core residential and commercial customers. Therefore different
demands are developed for these customer. classes. Recognizing. that
a substantial component of the wholesale load consists of .- .
residential customers, TURN proposed that a separate.cold year . .
wholesale forecast should be developed. Finally, Steam Heat demand
increases slightly in cold years. Except for the wholesale figure,
the increased cold year demand for the other categorics as set
forth in the stipulation tables (see Appendix D) were not disputed.
1) Celd Year Wholesale Thxougbpuf - .. o ool o
DRA and PG4E originally forecasted that wholesale .-
throughput would be the same in a cold year as in an:average year.
TURN, on the other hand, forecasted an increase of 12 percent over
average year conditions. In the stipulation, the parties: ... .-
compromise on their positions and predicted an increase of six
percent over average year forecast, resulting in a celd year
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throughput forecast for wholosale customers of ‘14.6-MMDth.: . The .
stipulation places the additional throughput in the winter:months.::

2) Cold Year Curtailments .. = = - "

In its original testimony PG&E forecasted 47 MMDth of
curtailments in a cold year occurring for several customer classes.
TURN recommended that PG&E’s forecast be- lowered by approximately -
10 MMDth. Meanwhile, DRA-suggested a forecast of 40-MMDth of
curtailments in a ¢old year, all occurring J'.n_17’1::'.03'::i.tyw1?-‘.'».,=

Once again, the stipulation reached the-compromise -
between the parties original positions and incorporates 37 MMDth of
curtailments in a cold year, all placed in Priority P=5.-

3) Discussion = o e

. As to the cold year throughput numbers to which- there
was no disagreement, we will adopt the numbers set forth in- the-- .-
stipulation and find they are reasonable.. We~agree-with»the
stipulation’s acceptance . of TURN’s argunent that because a- ,
significant component of wholesale-customers’ demand is, resxdent;al
and commercial, an adjustment needs to be made in a cold year. .
Therefore, the 6 percent increase in the .¢old year wholesale .- -
throughput forecast is reasonable. Likewise, the forecast cold
year curtailment of 37 MMDth incorporated in the. stipulation is a
reasonable. number representing, once. again, a compromise between
the positions of PG&E, TURN, and DRA in theix original- testimony. -
We will adopt all the cold year throughbput numbers:as set; forth in-
the stipulation. T S

Y N 'Insgmxj I;'Sx‘ :]:h:g_ughm gng Bﬁ‘;ﬁﬁ- ST L LW

Traditionally, in an ACAP proceeding, this is a- - .-
controversial .throughput figure. Usually, there is a wide spectrum
of opinions regarding the amount of interutility throughput. .- . ‘
expected to occur during the test period. Unlike other throughput.
estimates discussed earlier, the parties originally*forecastedma>~~
wider range. of interutility throughput.- PG&E . orxg;nally forecast: .
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27.5 MMDth of -interutility throughput, DRA-forecasted 53 MMDth, "'
while TORN came in with. the highest number, forecasting 70 -MMDth. -

The stipulating parties reached a 'compromise on their
original positions agreeing to an.interutility throughput forecast
of 50 MMDth, 3.9 MMDth originating from California sources and 46.1
MMDth occurring from Topock to- Kern River. = . 7 . oooomoton o

- Additionally the stipulating parties agreed to an.
additional 2.1 cents per Dth-to be 1ncorporatedw1nto~the~forecastx-
interutility rate to reflect an increase in interutility transport
rates to collect gas gathering costs. The stipulating parties: - -
agreed that this 2.1 cents per Dth is necessary in ordexr to:comply
with D.89-12-016, which orxdered natural gas utilities to
incorporate into the 1nterut111ty rate a. component representlng gas
gatherlng costs. C : _ S o

' We' will' adopt the stipulation position on interutility:: -
throughput. - Since this is always a controversial 'issue’in. ACAP ...
proceedings, seclecting an interutility throughput. number. which is'a
compromise of all the parties’ original estimates is a reasonable
approach and will: be adopted.. - LT L - T

4. 'Revenue Requixcment. : B L
U aer Querview e It I RN LI

" The total revenue requirement. is:the amount which:PG&E: . . -
rogquUests’ to- be rocovered from customers.during the ACAP period. -
This includes both the revenue requirement related to gas.
procurement and the revenue requirement related to all other' costs,
which are recovered through- transportation rates. The revenue
requirement includes test year expenses such - as pipeline demand
charges, account balances such as the core gas fixed cost account,
and revenue credits such as the interutility revenue credit. The. .
complete list of these different line items is much longer.. For . -
the most part the stipulating parties relied on the:determination -
of the revenue requirement as set forth in PG&E’s prepared: .
testimony (Exhibit 1, Chapter 5). Therefore there is no need in
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the. text of this decision to.describe the various ¢redits:-and "~ n
balancing accounts that are uncontroversial in this proceeding.
They willhbe~listed-infthe'tablesmattached-toathisadecision. (See
Appendn.x' €)oo e Stz )

~ The only dlfference between the- stzpulat;on!s treatment ..
of PG&E’sS revenue requirement and that in.PG&E’s prepared testimony

W

concern the following: . . . N S ST TP S TP S N

1. The 90 percent balanczng account: (this will.:
be discussed in a later section s;nce 1t Ls
a contes ted element ot ,tlpulatlon)

‘The EOR, NRSA and CFA Account Balances., . 

The PGT Refund, which is' returned through - -
coxe gas fixed cozt account and the non=
core plpcllne dcmand charge trueup ‘

The direct billed take or pay amount .. o
(likewise this ztem will be discussed in a'
later section since it is a contested‘*' '
clement of stipulation). .

5. The return to ratepayers of the balance in - -
the NGV Memorandum Account. ,

Other revenue regquirements items that are worthy ofrdiscussion in
the text of the decision are: the RD&D Credit, PG&E’s: proposal to
consolidate several balancing accounts, -and the brokerage fees. @ -

. The update exhibit, subnmitted on' February 19, '1991, which
includes January 31, 1991, balancing account amounts,’ has been '
prepared in. compliance with the terms. of the stipulation according
to PG&E. This. update indicates a net rate decrease '(as compared to
present Januvary 1, 1991 rates) of approximately :$47,81%,000 tow =7
PG&E. Overall this is a\2;1‘percent:decreaseuin'revénue:r,: -
requirement. However, there will be a 1.2 percent/ increase in
residential rates oxr $15,105,000.  -For the total core there is .3
percent revenue requirement decrease. The total non=core revenue. "
re¢uirement decrease is 9.2 percent. . Parties were allowed to:
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comment -on the update exhibit at the same time ‘they commented ‘on.
the ALY draft dQCl ion in. thl; procoodlng.-"fw”?‘\“ a0 Lo

The stlpulatmng partles agreed that the EOR, NRSA- and ‘CFA
Balancing Account balances should be adjusted to reflect ' the
recommendations of the DRA audit of these accounts as described in:
DRA’s prepared testimony (Exhibit 9). No cther'partyﬁto”the”“ﬂvﬁf
proceeding took issue wlth.thcsc recommendations. .

The stlpulatlon recommends that the balance in the
allowance for doubtful accounts wathln the CFA debt service account
be lowered to 5.4 perccnt of the’ outstandlng loan portfollo balance
as of the effective date of this ‘decision. The st;pulatlon
recommends that the NSRA balance be decreased by $4 535 million.
Finally, the stipulation recommcnds that the amount 1n the EOR
balancing account be decreased by $319 222.' We wlll adopt these
three balanclng account adjustments s;nce they are” the result of a
DRA audit and were not opposed by any party. We order that these
adjustments be reflected: 1n.the rate tables attached to. this
decision.

€. PCT Refund: R T T S S T DR NS ST RO

: The stipulation recommends: that the estimate of the PGT
refund be updated to $6.8 million to.reflect the.amount actually:
received by PGLE.  In. the update exhibit, these adjustments have
been made to the core fixed costs -account and to the pipeline:. -
demand ‘charge true- up amount as.directed by the stipulation. -~ No:-
other party has presented testimony opposing this proposal... ...
Therefore we will adopt the propeosal as set forth in-this. .
stipulation and: set forth in the update exhibit. e

- NGV_Mcmoranduwm Account . - - e DT T

The stipulation suggests that the balance in- the. natural .
gas vehicle (NGV) memorandum account should not be- included in the:
revenue requirement for this year’s ACAP.. The stipulation:proposes
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that the amount remain in-the memorandumuaccount to be allocated in
PG&E’s next cost allocation proceedlng.w_J [ e

We will adopt this recommendatlon, agreelng w;th the
parties that it is approprlate to postpone this" account’
allocation in light of the fact that a dec;s;on on. PG&E's NGV
program has not yet been issued. v

c. RD&D Adjustmept

The parties suggested different treatment of the Research
Development and Demonstration (RD&D) adjustment. TURN in“its
prepared testimony proposed a different allocation of the’ RD&D
adjustment between core and non-core than that proposed by PG&E.
Specifically, TURN proposed to”allocate $668,000 of the RD&D
adjustment to the core and $412,000 to the non-core. DRA proposed
that the RD&D adjustment‘shoxld be- allocated based on cold year
peak season throughput. DRA then proposed in its rebuttal =
testimony the position ultimately adepted: by the stlpulatlng
parties. The stlpulatlon recommends that the total RD&D adjustment
of $1.008 million be allocated as follows. $728,000 to the core
and $352,000 to the non-coxe. The stlpulatlon further recommends
that the Core Gas Fixed Account balance and the NRSA balance,
respectlvely, be changed to reflect the RD&D amounts.' B

once. again, since no otner partles suggest any’ other
treatment of the RD&D adjustment we w;ll adopt the proposal by the

stlpulatlng partles.

The stipulation adopts PG&E’s proposal set ‘forth in lts ‘
original prepa:ed testimony to consolidate several balanclng B
accounts. The proposal would: ' SRR ’

1. Eliminate the Core/Core-Elect Surcharge’
Subaccount of the Core Purchased Gas
Account by allocating the remaining balance
between the Core Subaccount and the Core-
Elect Subaccount,
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2. :Eliminate the Core:Implementation- Balancmngb
Account by transferring.the remaining..
balance to the Core Gas leed Cost Account,

El;mlnate the Noncore Implementatmon
Account and the Negotiated Revenue
‘Stability Account by transferring the
remaining balances to the Noncore
Transition Cost Account..

No party disagreed with any of. these recommendat;ons and
we wxll follow the lead of the partxes and adopt the proposals as.
Set fom a ’ . ' PR ' ; LT ST R PR

Al

9.  Brokerage Pees .. .. ... o e

- The stipulat;ng parties. have agroed to two posezble _
amounts £or the brokerage fee. to.be included in the procurement
revenue.requlrement (and cred;ted.aga;ns; the transportation..
revenue requirement). PG&E had been ordered to file a detailed.
study of brokerage costs in this year s. ACAP procecd;ng pursuant. to
D.88-~09-032 . (Oxdering Paragraph 5).. ‘However the study was still.
being prepared by its consultant, Price Waterhouse, at the time
PG&E filed its application in this procecding. At the close of
hearings on November 29, 1990, the gas brokerage. cost study had not
yet been filed. Therefore, the ALJ submitted as Phase 1, the.
traditional ACAP issues just complctcd rcocrvmng a potcntlal
Phase 2 on the gas brokerage cost study. dcpendxng on the parties’
reactions to it. PG&E filed its gas brokerage cost study as
pronmised on December 17, 1990. The ALY had. 1nstructcd partmos to
state their position on the gas brokerage cost study in their
opening. briefs to this proceed;ng.ﬁ’ The Pr;ce Waterhouee Study
recommends a gas brokerage fee of $6,637,163. At least. one party
requested a PHC for a‘potcntial_Phasc;Z of th;stprocoed;ng. The

2 CPG specifically argued against any hearings being convened on

the study and urged use of the study’s result in the Rate Tables
for this decision.
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first PHC on that topic was:heldon:February 1, :199%.2 Ardiscovery:
schedule was set, and a second PHC was held March:22,-199l. . . .0
Hearings. are scheduled for May 1991. The parties. agreed ' if the
Price Waterhouse study figure was" questioned, . then:the:update:
exhibit would use the $11.124 million figure escalated by ‘
appropriate factors set forth in the January 1, 1991, attrition: -
decision. Therefore the update exhibit: (Exhibit.28) shows the: ..
brokerage fee. credit at $11,810,000.. Since at the time of writing:
this decision it is unknown what:the final number will.be, we will
order that $11,810,000 figure be used in the rate tables: attached
to this decision. As suggested by PG&E in its comments-on the
proposed decision, we shall make this brokerage fee revenue
requirement subject to balancing account treatment for: the current
ACAP: period since the outcome of Phase 2 is unknown at this time. -
S ae Quexview. - o A S L LT
Traditionally in ACAP proceedings, what has:become-known:
as the discount adjustment calculation has been a controversial - - .
issue. .. Discounting is a critical factor in the Commission’s:. - -
current gas industry: structure. The Commission has authorized gas:
utilities to discount rates in‘ order to increase the:sales volume !
over which the utilities fixed costs are spread.. This discount:
adjustment is a mechanxsm.used to adjust the non-core revenue
estimate to reflect the amount of 1ncremental or addltlonal,
revenue a utility can earn from non-core ;ndustrlal sales through
discounting. Thic discounting is necessary in order to makc thc
price for natural gas service competitive with that of the s
customer’s alternative fuel. The discount adjustment mechanism,
usually debated in ACAP proceedmngs, ‘allows PG&E an opportunxty ‘to’
recover its authorized revenue requlrement by reallocat;ng the
incremental revenue diffcrence to other customers It these
adjustments were not dene, it would’ result‘znwmqre costs bexng
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allocated to customers capable.of:switching to:other fuels than':
could be. recovered 1n ratesS. . .« T L umm 0t I e L L e

The reality that discounting usually occurs:for:large:..
industrial customers'complicates: cost allocation:. In order.to i .
properly allocate costs it is necessary to estimate the. expected ..
level of discounting that will occur. during the ACAP period.:The .
expected level of discounting drives the forecast for the amount of
revenue that can be collected from non-core customers, and thus the
amount of revenues which need to be collected from the remaining.:
customers in:order to obtain total revenue requirement..

In their original f£ilings, the parties proposed : . .-
substantially different approaches for estimating. the-
transportation revenues anticipated to be collected from non=core
customers. Thankfully, it is not necessary to go into detail:on'
the different methodologies that PG&E, TURN, and DRA originally
proposed. The stipulating parties have agreed that-only minimum
discounting would occur because of their assumption that oil prices
will be high enough relative to the commodity cost.of gas during
the test period. - Since no other party has disputed the amount of
discounting the stipulation assumes we see no reason to take:the:
time to explain and describe the original discount adjus:ment*
mechanisms proposed by the parties.: : \ :

b. Discounting to Rate Schedules .. - -
- G=IND (Excluding SCE Cool Water),

- G=R2B_apd G-COG
- As has been cmphas;zed, the‘etlpulatlon does not . )

recommend that any apeCLtmc 011 price be adoptcd. Instead the t
stzpulatlng parties recognlzcd an meGCLt asoumptlon that 011 .
prlces will be high enough so that only minimum dxscountxng would
be requ;red during the test perxod., Speczflcally, the tlpulatlon
puts forward the following dzscount factoxs: Rate schedule G=IND
excluding Cool Water 98 percent;. rate schedule G-PZB 97 pcrcent,.”
and rate schedule 6-COG, 99 percent. All the d;scountlng nodels
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originally proposed are driven primarily by:anticipated:differences
in the prices of crude oil and natural.gas.. - All the models. showad
that .at relatively high e¢rude oil- prlces there would be 'a oo - v
relatively low level of discounting. '+ ' LT e

'PG&E contends that the-level. of. discounting adopted by. -
the stipulation is very conservative, far less than has occurred
historically since the restructuring of the: natural: gas industry in
May, 1988. - PG&E and the other stipulating parties urged that these
conservative numbers be adopted in light of circumstances "
surrounding this ACAP. PG&E, however, points out that if oil
prices dropped dramatically the required discounting will increase
substantially thereby reducing the revenues: PG&E will be able to
recover from the noncore. Further, PG&E alleges that if oil prices
rise higher than they are currently, PG&E could not increase the
revenues it recovers from non-core customers for transportation . - -
sexvice. For this reason, PG&E argues that the adoption of this
conservative estimate of discounting can not be ‘separated- from the
adoption of the 90 percent balancing account £Or non=-core rovenuas.
(The 90 percent balancing account issue:'will be discussed in a
later section.) S L ' R

‘We will adopt the stipulation discounting percentages: for
cach of the above classes.  'We find this to be a reasonable
approach in light of the continuing. uncertainties regardzng oil
prices as a result of the Gulf war. .

c. SCE _Coo) Watox Rovepuoes

PG&E serves SCE’s Cool Water Plant located neax. Barstow,:
California. We have previously discussed the throughput estimates:
for the SCE Cool Water Plant in section 3.a(2). Here we discuss'’’
the projected revenues from SCE Cool Water based on that total .-
forecast of 23.9 MMDth of throughput. The parties originally
disagreed as to how this- throughput should be priced..” The -
stipulation ultimately adopted the recommendation of SCE. The-
pricing finally agreed upon in the stipulation,’ consistent with’
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SCE’s proposal, . recognizes that.some volumes-at Cool Water will:be:
served at the higher rate, i.e.,. the G=IND standard: service:rate, .
while the bulk of. the throughput-will occur at a pricerwhich-is' . .-
competitive with the alternative fuel price at SCE-Cool: Water, or. .-
SoCalGas’ Tier 2 UEG rate. . Thus, out of .the 23.9 MMDth of
throughput only 6 MMDth will be assumed to be priced at PG&E’s.
G=IND standard service rate with the remaining 17.9 MMDth priced-:at
29.15 cents pexr Dth (which is the SoCalGas Tier 2 UEG.rate adopted-
in D.90-11-023, SoCalGas’ most recent ACAP decision).: . R

We concur with the stipulation pricing. for the Cool :Watexr
facility since it reflects the market reality associated with this-
plant. We will adopt these revenue estimates as reasonable.-: . ...

6. Gost Allocation S LI

While cost allocation is' what an: ACAP proceeding is-all -
about, not much time will be devoted to the-subject in this
decision because of the stipulation reached by the parties..
However, we will briefly describe what cost-allocation is. Cost-
allocation invelves the assignment of the authorized costs /-
associated with the operation ¢of the utility system to.the various
customer classes for recovery through rates. The costs to be
allocated generally fall into two categories: variable cost and
fixed cost. The principal variable cost, and usually the:. subject
of much debate in an ACAP, is the cost of. gas purchased by the-
utility. It is a variable cost becausa the total cxpense to the' -
utility varies with the price of gas and the amount of gas sold.
The allocation of the commodity cost of gas ic straightforward.
Customers are charged for the gas that they used on a.cents per.
therm basis. Since the utility: is required to sell the gas it:
purchases at cost, the core and non-core: WACOG adopted in the- ACAP
are based exclusively on the estimate of what gas will.cost-the -
utility during the forecast period. .Any over- and undercollection
of core gas costs are captured in a balancing account and amortized
in the next forecast period.: - .. :
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Fixed costs are relatively: stable... They: tend to: be . -
independent of the amount of gas flowing through -the utility. . .- .
system. The largest fixed cost which must be allocated:is the' base
revenue requirement adopted mn.the~ut111ty 5. most recent .general .

rate caso. ' . S e . B A

The total base revenue requirement is first brokemn up -
into functional components which correspond to different aspects of
the utility’s operations. The five functional categories are
production, storage, distribution, transmission, ‘and.general’
categories. Each of these categories of expenses is then
classified into customer commodity and demand components. Various
allocation factors, based on either weighted customer ox various
throughput based allocators, are then applied to the classlrled
base revenues to allocate them to the customer classes.- 5

Specifically, costs arc allocated to residential, small
commercial, large commercial, industrial P2B/IND, Utility Electric
Generation (UEG), Cogeneration, and Wholesale Customer categories.
Enhanced 0il Recovery (EOR). customers are not allocated .costs. .o
Rather, the revenues received from this customer class are treated:
as incremental and allocated as revenue ¢redits to the other
classes. : : : ' - S S e
After the costs have been functionalized, classified, and
allocated, rates are set to recover them. Costs are recovered in -
rates through either customer charges, demand charges, or - g
volumetric charges. As a general rule, costs that were classified.
as customer~related are recovered through the customer charge. : For
non=core customers, costs that were classified as demand-related -
are recovered. through demand. charges:; while commodity=-related costs
are recovered in the volumetric charge. . . . o0 0 sovneien

Except as expressly noted in the st;pulatzonr.the
stipulation ‘recommends that the Commission adopt the cost
allocation methods set forth in PG&E’s prepared. testimony.. The .
allocation of the NGV credit has already been discussed in-an:
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earlier section of this decision where we agreed with the
stipulating parties. to postpone. the allocation of this:credit until
the next cost allocation proceeding. -The only other.contested cost
allocation issue relataes to the allocation of revenue from: long=:
term contracts. This was not an element of the stipulation since -
the parties could not reach agreement on. this point and will be
discussed. later in this decision. ' ‘ .
‘Since no party has objected, we will adopt the- stzpulated

cost allocation as set forth in Exhibit 27 as reasonable., .- . -

C aL COXE RALES - .. v e e -

- In the original testimony of the parties, only two issues
arose with regaxrd to core rate design: the'level of residential -
Tier differential reduction and the calculation of the LIRA. (Low
Income Ratepayer Assistance). ¢redit. Other than these two issues,
all the parties agrced on rate design methodologies for corxre rates,
which are in accordance with previously adopted Comnission' methods.
The stipulating paxties state that the rates set forth in their
stipulation follow those same methods.. . o T

The stipulation provides that the tier dlftcrent;al, g
measured by the ratio of Tier IXI rates to Tier I rates, should: be
reduced by maintaining the difference between the tiexs in absolute
terms. - In fact this was PG&E’s ‘original proposal. TURN supported
PG&E’S proposal. DRA originally recommended a 15 percent-tier
differential reduction unless PG&E’s revenue requirement were . .
adopted. In that event DRA proposed that PG&E’s. tier differential.
reduction approach be adopted. We ¢oncur that: stipulation propoesal
is a reasonable one to reduce the residential tiex differential -~ -
because it reflects the consensus of the parties and therefore
should be adopted. : E : - .

PG&E recommended a change 1n,the‘calculatlon of the LIRA:
credit from. what was used - last year. . No -party challenged PG&E’s .
new approach. PG&E’s proposal-has been incorporated into the ..
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stipulation. The stipulating parties recommend:that LIRA volumes'
and revenues be fully credited to the core revenue.regquirement ..

before allocating costs among nmon-LIRA residential: and commercial -
classes. - In this way, the average ¢core commercial rate: will: -be

equal to the average residential non-LIRA rate. : We agree:with the
stipulating ‘parties that this proposal 'is a reasonable one and:-it:
shall be adopted. : : : ‘ ST

b. Natuxal Gas Vebicle Rates e T

PG&E proposed to maintain the natural gas vehicle rates
as experimental rates to which no costs are allocated. .The -
stipulation adopted this proposal. The stipulation does not
addressed NGV rates explicitly. Thus, it implicitly incorporates
PG&E’s proposal. Revenues from the NGV rate schedules are -
collected in a memorandum account to be allocated back to
ratepayers as a revenue c¢redit. As we stated earlier, this issue
will be decided in PG&E’s next cost allocation proceeding.:

The parties to the stipulation intentionally did not . -
address the one contested non-core rate design issue. ,That issue,
whaother cogeneration rates should be established on a forecast:
basis, will be discussed in a later section. - o e N

Except for that cogeneration issue, PG&E’s rate design -
methodology for non-=Core rates was not challenged by any -other
party. The methods that PG&E used are consistent with those that'
have been adopted by prior Commission decisions. and. their use
should be continued in this ACAP. . We:see no reason. to'do’ anyth;ng
different than what has been done by PG&E as teo:these " :
uncontroversial and uncontested rate design issues.

The issue of what . to do about direct-billed: take~or-pay
(TOP) costs is one thrust upon the Commission by a series of
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) actions.  Briefly.,.. ..
direct-billed TOP costs are: amounts: billed to PG&E by El.Paso-
Natural -Gas Company . (El Paso) to recover payments made to gas. - : .
producers as consideration for waiving, revising, or amending. the -
take-or-pay minimum payment provisions of a contract. These take-
or-pay costs result from contracts between pipelines and producers.
Neither PG&E nor any of its customers were parties to those.:
contracts. E S . s
‘Most recently in its series of TOP~related cases, the
FERC issued Order 528 (53 FERC 461,163). . In Ordexr 528, the FERC
stayed the tariff provisions of pipeline companies which :provide -
for ‘asscssment 0f fixed charges or direct bills to rxecover TOP
settlement costs on the basis of a purchase deficiency allocation
method. New tariffs were ordered to be filed. . - - . . . ...
‘Currently, El Paso’s pipeline charxges are. based Ty &
purchase deficiency allocation method. On November 7, 1990, .EX
Paso filed a motion at the FERC recquesting inclusion in the

category of pipelines that are not subject to the stay, 'or in the
alternative, for deferral of “the stay (53 FERC 161,348). " The FERC
deferred application of the stay to El Paso’s existing deficiency-
based fixed TOP charges until 30 days after the FERC issues an
order on the El Paso Rate Casc settlement.  The FERC stated that

”El Paseo’s collection of these costs. is subject~to—retundwfgncsas:
FERC 461,348, . p. 7.) SR : = :

On: November 16, 1990, El Pase flled primaxry and alternate
tariff sheets updating its monthly fixed TOP charges -and volumetric
surcharge of TOP costs. This update had the effect of increasing,.
the TOP cost. However, FERC rejected the primary.tariff. sheets. ..
because they were based on the purchase deficiency allocation~ -
method which was found unlawful -in Asseciated Gas Distributors vs.
EERG.. (D.C. Cixr. (1989) 893 F. 2d 349). The. FERC did accept the
alternate tariff sheets (which are based on the percentages in El

- e e megmr v
ot e S e e I
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Paso’s. pending global settlementioffer) and-suspended-them for.five
months to become. effective May 17,.1991.: (53 FERC.I6X,373.). .~ ..
Against this -background:of swirling changes at FERC, it -
is understandable why TOP costs are a-contested-issue in-this- -~
proceeding. The debate for the purposes of this decision is to -
deternmine what is the appropriate amount to- assume-in the -revenue
requirement: as take-or-pay costs to . be borne-by PG&E will have-to
pay during this ACAP test period. It is important to note that.we
already have a mechanism.in place:called the: take~or=pay true up to
capture any errors . in the forecast-of the take-or-pay costs in the
next cost allocation proceeding.. The stipulating-parties recommend
TOP ¢costs .of :$27.5 million. . Salmon Resources:Ltd. (Salmon).. .
believes it would be more appropriate to assume TOP-costs .of. $53.3
million. This is the only element. of the stipulation that Salmon
opposes. The arguments in support of their positions will be-
discussed below. T S b
b. gstipulating Parties Pogitiop - . .. oooool
-In their original tastimony, both PG&E and DRA:has .. . ~
estimated TOP costs of around $50 million. .The Stipulating.parties
propose a $27.5 million forecast of TOP .costs to. be incurred. by.. ::
PG&E during the test period. While not signing the stipulation,
California Industrial Group, California Manufacturers Association-
and Califoxnia lLeague of Food Processors (CIG, et. al. ) Jjoin in
support of the $27.5 million forecast. . . S P T APE T
On November 13, 1990, prior to reaching agreement ‘'on this
figure, TURN and CIG.et al. filed: a.Joint Motion.to.Suspend the
Collection of Direct-Billed Take=or=Pay Costs (Joint Motion) in:
this docket, last year’s PG&E . ACAP docket and SoCalGas';1989w—x199o
ACAP proceeding. The Joint Motion argues that in lightrof-recent::
FERC and .US Court of Appeals actions, suspending:.collection by PG&E
of TOP costs is the best way to protect California -ratepayers .
against overcharges.. .Specifically, the Joint Motion 'refers to:the:
United States Court of Appeals for.the District of Columbia:Circuit
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decision which:invalidated: the FERC’s Ordexr 500 purchasedigas. '«
deficiency methodology on the grounds-that it violated the filed: ™"
rate doctrine and the rule:against retroactive ratemaking.
(Asseciated Gas Distributors- vs, FERC,-893 F. 24349, DiCl .Circuit:
1989). On Octobexr 9, 1990, the United States Supreme 'Court denied:
a petition for writ of certiorari filed on-FERC’s behalf. 'any:""
_Jih_a55gg;g;gg_ggﬁ_nlggz;pgggzﬁ .59 TuSoL.W. 3271 0ctober 9,/ R
1990.) : : o WL
' 'On November 1, 1990, FERCY responded €O’ these decisions’ by
issuing Order 528, which stayed: the collection of :direct-billed TOP
costs by 13 primary pipelines, 'including El -Paso-.and Transwastern,
effective 30 days from the date of publlcatlon of Order 5287 in"the
Federal Register. =~ = . - 0 oL rvnn o R SRR P
The Joint Motion. goes on. to describc that El:Paso-filed a
motion before FERC on November 7,:1990, for modification’of . i 17
Oxder 528 or, in the alternative, a motion for stay.of .itsi & .o
application to El Paso. At the time -of the filing.of the Joint
Motion, FERC had not yet acted on El Paso’s motion.  Therefore,
TURN and-CXG et al. argued for suspension: of collectzonJof ‘TOP -
costs pursuant to: Order 528. 7 oo i e Uw D e
However, as discussed above, FERC'has issued an-ordexr ' -
accepting (but suspending until-May 17, .1991) El.Paso”s alternate .=
tariff sheets .which allocate TOP costsi.among:. individual:-sales -
customers based on percentages reflecteduin EX Paso’s pending rate:.
¢case settlement. T e e R UL B Y A
rIn any-event, TURN and.CIG et al. withdrew their Joint -
Motieon as to this application and:last year’s PG&E-ACAP on~ .t . <7
November 26, '1990 agreelng to the $27..5 million in. the Stipulation”
for TOP costs. . . LT yL I e o R R S R N
e - The . tzpulat;ng ‘parties, particularly: PG&E, “TURN, . and DRX
all said in. their briefs that they intended to:confer prior: to.thex
update exhibit’s ‘filing-as to.whether:the $27.5.millionLigure:. ..
should be changed. The update exhibit.addresses.: this issue, . U
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stating:s “After.consultation with DRA,: CIG, and. TURN, PG&E.. o (o
‘believes that the'original'estimate"of-direct-bille&~take—or—payiﬁ
costs of $27.5 million remains-a reasonable estimate of: expected
costs.” (Exhikit 28, p- X=1.).: A S Y

The update exhibit offers no further justlflcatlon‘of “the
stipulating parties for the. $27.5 million figure.~ Therefore, we:’
will turn to the testimony given by the panel members: ln.support of
the stipulation for their rationale. -

PG&E witness Smith testified that there: are a number of
issues in the proposed El Paso .rate case. settlement that. would:both
increase and decrease the direct billed portion of the El-Paso TOP
costs for which PG&E is responsible. . He did not know.whether 'there
is a likelihood that actual TOP costs are going to be greater :than
$27.5 million. (Tr. Vol. 6, p. 368.) . PG&E witness Frank had . ..
earlier testified that che thought TOP costs.would be about
$41.3 million o $43.9 million if the El Paso settlement is ...
adopted. However, the Stipulating parties made no explicit:
assunptions regarding the .outcome of the El -Paso settlement. The..
stipulation supports the $27.5 million .figqure as set forth :in - the
update exhibit. If the actual TOP’costsrarevgreater'or%lesswthanﬂ
the $27.5 million, the TOP true up account will correct the -
difference in the next forecast proceeding. ST

Salmon disagrees with the stipulating parties’: selection
of $27.5 million as an appropriate TOP cost forecast. Salmon’
argues that the forecast should be at or near $50.3 million in:. = -
light of FERC actions after the .close of hearing. . 'Salmon argues .
that the uncertainty that existed regarding suspension of TOP:.costs
at the time the stipulation was executed has largely-been . o
eliminated due to the two orders issued by FERC'ln Decenbex 1990
(and discussed earlier in this decision). - Lo : o L

© Salmon. argues. that FERC’s December 7, 1990 order (53
F.E.R.C.961,348) defers the applicability of Order 528 towEI.Paso,
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allowing .El Paso’to continue to assess TOP.costs:directly toits .
firm sales customers, including PG&E, until after the 'FERC rules on
its rate case settlement. Salmon contends: that .the uncertainty : -
regarding whether El Paso may continue to bill its customers' for ..
TOP costs has largely been eliminated. .Salmon argues that since
there now is no reason to assume that El Paso will be prevented:.
from billing PG&E for TOP'costs, the$27.5 mlllaon flgure ms.too
low. . o S IR :

. Salmon cites FERC’S secondvDecembertorder,;issued
December 14, 1990, for additional justification for increasing the
TOP forecast (53 F.E.R.C. 61,373 (X990)). This order .addressed El
Paso’s November 16, 1990, application to increase the .level of its
direct=billed TOP costs to reflect approxxmately'seo million in.
additional TOP buy-out costs. . . LTl

On cross—examination by . counael for. Salmon, PG&LE’S:
witness Frank testified that if El Paso were exempted . from
Ordexr 528 and its November request for a TOP increase were .
approved, the TOP forecast should be '$53.3 million during the: .
forecast period. Alternatively, she testified that if El Paso’s.
rate case settlement, which incorporates the new allocation of
direct=billed TOP costs, and the November increase were both .
approved, her forecast for PG&E TOP :costs during the ACAP period
would be $43.9 nmillion (Tr. Vol. 5, pp. 297=98).

- Salmon argues that FERC’s approval,. despite suspension of
the ”alternmative” tariff sheets filed November 16, 1990, will
result in an increase in El Paso’s direct-billed TOP . costs, going
into effect on May 17, 1921l. Salmon believes the forecast for TOP
costs adopted .in this proceeding should: 1ncorporate the FERC -
approved increase. - , o

Salmon submits that the TOP forecast for this: ACAP perlod
should be at least between $43.9 million and $53.3 million.  Salmon
contends that the uncertainty over the amount of the TOP: costs is
now: based primarily upon the ”“timing” of FERC action on the!El Paso
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rate case settlement. Salmon cites the December.-7,:1990» FERC order
as stating that it intended to consider the El Paso settlement
within the next three months (53 F.E.R.C. 961,348, p. 6). . Salmon .
alleges that if FERC rules upon El Paso’s settlement in that time
period, the TOP costs forecast should be closer to $43.9 million.. -
- On the other hand, Salmon-¢contends that if a FERC ruling
is delayed until later in the ACAP test period, the forecast of
direct-billed TOP costs should be closer to the $53.3 million = -
figure. ' ‘ L . , P R
Salmon points to testimony -of stipulation panel. member
Smith as stating that PG&E would update the TOP costs ”if Oxrder 528
was resolved or if El Paso was not governed by that stay” (Tr.
Vol. 6, p- 393). Salmon concludes that in light of these Decembelr
FERC orders, an update increasing TOP costs is appropriate. ‘
Finally, Salmon argues it is better te increase the TOP .
cost forecast now than rely on the “true up” mechanism in a future
cost allocation proceeding. Too low a forecast, resulting in a
shortfall that must be “trued up” in some later period, only
prolongs thoso TOP “transition costs.” Salmon quotes D.87-12-03%:
‘ ”Clearly, at some point, after pipelines have ‘
had a reasonable time to reform their old
contracts to conform to ¢competitive markets,
transition treatment of take-or=-pay costs must
end.” (D.87-12-039, mimeo. p. 35.) ne
- Salmon argues that understating TOP .costs, as proposed by
the Stipulation, presents the potential for perpetuating the
recovery of these transition costs beyond the end of the 199Ll-92
ACAP period. Salmon alleges that such an extension of this ’
transition cost burden is not in the interest of ratepayers, :
suppliers or PG&E. Salmon urges. the Commission to reject the -
$27.5 million stipulation figure as too low and seek as accurate as
forecast of the TOP costs as is possible. - =~ . « . D
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Unfortunately, .at the  time of the-testxmony by the:-

stipulation panel membersnsupportzng,theﬂsz7.svm;ll;onuzmguxe;weuw
did not have the bencfit of the twe Decemboxr FERC decisions... While
our inclination is to support the stipulation numbex. xeached by a -
divexrse group of parties, we arc troubled by the arguments raised
by Salmon.  Moraeover, none of the stipulating parties- addressed the
nmerits of Salmon’s arguments, merely stating that the update - .
exhibit will address the issue. However, the update exhibit merely
stated that after consulting with the stipulating parties and CIG
et al., PG&E believed the forecast should remain at $27.5 million.:
‘We already have instituted a mechanism for all parties: to
comment on the update exhibit in their comments on the' ALY’s - -
proposed decision. We directed the stipulating partics to-amplify
their decision to leave the TOP costs forecast at $27.5 million in
light of the FERC orders issued since the hearings in .this- : .
proceeding concluded. - The partiaes complied with this directive.: -
PG&E, DRA, and TURN all agree in their comments that: the-
$27.5 million TOP forecast is still a reasonable estimate in.light
of yet another FERC order issued since the ¢close of hearings. On
March 20, 1991, FERC issued an Order Acceptlng in’ Part and
Modifying in Part. Amended Offer of Settlement (El Paso'Settlement
Order) (54 FERC 161,316). Under the provxslons ‘of this ordexr, PG&E
will inecur approximately $42.9 million in direct billed TOP costs
during the test period. However, this amount will be offset by a
refund for a portion of the TOP costs incurred- since. Decembexr 1988.
PG&E and DRA cuxxently estimate this: refund to be between, $15-16." -
million.  In light of this recent FERC action, the stipulating
parties are even more confident that the $27.5 million figure is.a;
reasonable one to use. We agree, particularly noting, that the true
up account will take care of. any differences between the -forecast
and actual numbers. We note that Salmon did not address this issue
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at all in its comments, allowing us to-infer that.its:-objection to-
the 27.5 million figure has. diminished.. . . .. =7 o0 or anr oo
_ We will adopt the. $27.«5: million. flgure ‘set ! :orth in the
stipulation. P I R
2. 90% Balancing Account for NonCore
: _IIﬂn5nQI&QSAQn_BQ!9nH£§__________

The stipulating parties .agreed on .90 percent-balancing : ~
account treatment for noncore transportation revenues to-be in .
effect during the entire ACAP -forecast period,. i.e. through
March 31, 1992. Meanwhile, D.90=09-089 set up a.system due to
commence  August 1, 1991 incorporating-a 75.percent balancing .-
account scheme for noncore revenues.  Only CIG et . al.rargue that -
the agreement reached by the stipulating parties should be altered
to be consistent with D.90-09=089. The arguments of both the
stipulating parties and CIG et al. are summarized below.

| - b.  Stipulating Parties’ Positions ~ ~ . . oo o

PG&E, DRA, and TURN all stress-in their briefs the. -
importance of leaving the 90 percent balancing account intact as-
part of our approval of their stipulation. PR ¢ L

The stipulation specifically calls for 90 percent of any
variation between noncore transportation revenues, excluding those
revenues amortizing balances in existing balancing accounts,.:and:: .
the adopted noncore revenue requirement, excluding balances of
existing balancing accounts, be placed in an interest bearing:-
balancing account. The stipulation provides thatthe allocation:
between classes of the balance in this account will.be:decided in-
PG&E’s next cost allocation proceeding. The stipulation calls for
the 90 percent balancing account to become effective on .the date -
that the rate change resulting from'this:rdecision becomes
effective. Further, it provides for the 90 percent balancing - -
account to remain in effect until:the implemen;ation'or.rates
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resulting: from PG&E’s next cost allocation proceeding, currently .-
estimated to be Spring 1992... (Exhibit 27, pp. 7=8.)u. @ v .U ooem

PG&E portrays the 90 percent balancing account. provision
as one of the key elements of developing a “win-win” settlement for
all parties which was identified very early in the settlement
discussions. PG&E points out that the stipulating parties agreed
to a throughput forecast very similar to its own, but assumed that,
with the exception of sales to SCE’s Cool Water facility, there
would be only minimal discounting of noncore transportation rates.
PG&E asserts that agreement would have been impossible,: given-the. .
disparate litigation positions -and the uncertainties involved, .-
without .the 90 perxcent balancing account for noncoxe transportation
revenues being inceorporated into the .Stipulation as a protection
mechanism against forecasting uncertainties. : RN

PG&LE contends that the 90 pexcent: balancmng account is

reasonable and necessary in light of the extreme uncertainty . .-
surrounding world oil markets caused by the Gulf War. PG&E points

out that if the adopted crude oil price is higher than that which
actually occurs during the test peried, it will undercollect the
revenue requirement allocated to noncore customers because it will-
have to discount transportation rates more than expected. FPG&E
states that under current regulation, PG&E shareholders will then
experience losses due to events completely beyond PG&E’s control.
On the other hand, PG&E argues that if actual oil prices
are higher than those adopted in this case, it will collect almost
no additional revenue because the Stipulation already assumes.only
minimal discounting. PG&E peoints out it cannot charge more than
the standard service transportation xrate no matter how high oil .-
prices are. - o ‘ - R S P
In her supplemental test;mony, PG&E witness. McManus
addressed the oil price uncertainty issue:

#If the adopted oil prices are.different. than
those that actually occur during the test
period, sharehelders and ratepayers experience,
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under current*regulationp1gains:or losses .from

events completely: beyond- their: control-.-;xwrhe

Commission should recognize that any forecas

it may -adopt MUST be based eithexr explicitly’ or

;mpl;c;tly, on speculation regard;ng the events

in the Middle East and that it is more than =

likely to be in error when viewed arter the

Lact.” (Exh;bxt 2, PP- 2=1, 2—2 )

It should be remembered that PG&E requested 100%
balancing account treatment in its supplemental testlmony
(Exhibit 2). PG&E concludes that the negotlated comprom;se of a’
90 percent balancing account allows protectlon for PGSE and 1ts
ratepayers in the event that PG&E under~ or overcollects rrom l
non¢core transportation customers. o

Both DRA and TURN, reproaentativca ot Calirornia
ratepayers, support the 90 pexcent balanc;ng account aa necessary‘
element of the overall stlpulatlon. Both partles argue that glven
the evidence in this case, the uncertain oil market, and ‘the’ jOlnt
desire of PG&E, TURN and DRA to resolve the 1,suc¢ 1n thzs ACAP :
including the issue of negl;glble d;scountlng due to hlgh oil .
prices, the 90 percent balancmng account is fair and reasonable.'"

TURN points out that the 90 percent balanc;ng account was
a necessary element of the stipulation in order to gazn PG&E’s ”“"
acceptance of other desirable featuxes of the complete package. o
Further, TURN argues it will assure that other gas ratcpayers wxll
receive 90 percent of the beneflt from the substantxal ;ncrease in
UEG load that can be expected as a result of the ongo;ng drought.w
Finally, TURN contends it protects other ratepayers 1n the event '
that oil prices remain high and PG&E experlences greater'noncore
throughput than is reflected in the st;pulatlon. A* TURN‘thness‘
Florio testified in support of the st;pulatlon.

"Well, PGSE is obv;ously concerned that the
'assumptaon of high oil prices may not be :
correct and, by the same token, I am concerned
on behalf of customers that the throughput -~
forecasts in this application may be: too low: . .
that I‘m also particularly concerned that when
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the...if in fact the OIR takes effect on
‘August .1st as.scheduled that will have:a:
variety of impacts that nmight otherwise: lead
PG&E to overcollect its noncore requlrement.

7So it was ny feeling. that there was a :
significant risk to customers that they'would
be paying too much that this balancing account

would help to mitigate.” (Tr. Vol 6, p. 378.)

Thus, PG&E, TURN, and DRA all Justlfy the adoptlon of a.
90 percent balanc;ng account for noncore trans portatlon xevenues as
A Xey element of the ttmpulation and a rea*onable outcome for thrs
ACAP proceedlng in the bestﬁlnterests of the utility and ratepayers
alike. o | | |

C. . =75 Posi P o .

_ CIG et al. belleves the Commlsslon should not adopt the
920 percent balanclng account, for thxs ACAP perlod because of lta_
conflxct with the 75 percent balanczng account protection adopted
as a rule for the new gas lndustry structure due to be implemented.
August 1, 1991 pursuant to D.90-09- 089. CIG et al. points out that
PG&E was a srgnatory to the eettlement propo al in the. Procurement
OIR, R 90 02=-008, Whlch advocated the 75. percent figure. which was
adopted in D.90~ 09 089. CIG et al. argues that the acceptance by
the Comml sion of the 75 percent balancxng account proposal was
predrcated on a belxef that the lengthenlng of tne perlod between
cost allocat;on proceedrngs from one year to two years would
lncrease utlllty revenue rlsk. cI6 et al. allegec that the
Comml351on favors less, not more,. noncore revenue, protectzon as a
matter of pollcy. CIG et al. call the 90 percent balanc;ng account
proposed in the St;pulatzon a ”transparent deal, sweetener” (CIG et
al. Opening Brlef P- 4). _

Flnally, cIc et al alleges there 1s no baszs ln the
record of this proceedrng—to justlfy an ;ncrease 1n.balanc1ng
account protectlon. CIG. et al belleve that 11 the record does not
support a contested element or a stlpulatlon the CommlSSLon is
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precluded from adopting it because.the: Commission’s decision would
then lack-the support: required-to permit-meaningful judicial:=urw

AR
U R

review. TR T R T SRR R ST
d. Discussion e L.l Dnonrmoos 0T nomor o
- The:Stipulation’s:90.percent balancing account treatment
seemingly ‘conflicts with.our adeption.of a'75 percent balancing '
account in- D.90-09-089.. However, if we took the view that parties
could never propose alterations. to-our existing policies, we.would
be admitting an unwillingness to adapt to changing. circumstances.:
Indeed, our “new” gas industry structure has been-a changing one -
since its inception. in May 1988. We 'must examine the 90 percent
balancing account in the context of which it arese:in this .-
proceeding. The issue really is whether we are .so -troubled. by. the
90 percent balancing account that we want to. change.what the:
partics describe as one of . the. key elcments of a stipulation: '
supported by diverse interests. T L e S
- CIG et al.’s arguments. that.there is -no record:to support
the 90 percent balancing account are simply wrong.-  Testimony ' of:
the panel members for PG&E, DRA, and TURN in support of -the.entire
stipulation given on the last day of hearings explained the
parties’ rationale for agreeing to a 90 percont balancing account.
Prior to negotiating the-stipulation, PG&E requested 100 percent
balancing: account treatment for noncore transportation revenues 'in
its supplemental testimony. (Exhibit 2.). DRA and TURN opposed.
this in their testimony (Exhibits 9. and 14). The panel members
testified that the 90 percent figure was.a compromise and a. ... .
critical clement for reaching a stipulation that<regolved so many:
issues. There 'is certainly as much support in this record, if not
more, as there was - in R.90-02-008 for the 75.percent. balancing-: v
account figqure adopted thore. CIG et al.’s arguments that weu:
cannot adopt a different figure. for PG&E for this ACAP.forecast - -
figure because we have no record on the subject is without merit.-
Finally, we note that CIG et al. did not attend any hearings in

o~ eE
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this.proceeding, choosing-not-to-avail:ithemselves: of:ithe ool .-y
opportunity to either offer testimony.against:the 90 percent figure
or cross=oxamine the panel members as to their reasons for
supporting a 90 percent balancing account treatment:

: Turning again to.the merits- of whether we want to alter
thc stipulation in light of D.90-09-089, we-do not believe: it is’
necessary in this case to substitute.our “judgment for.that of:.such
a diverse group of stipulating parties. ' Obviously,:the-parties. =
were aware of our selection of a 75-percent balancing account...
approach in D.90-09-089 during their settlement negotiations. -
Clearly, the 90 percent treatment was thought to.be-a-better - -
approach -given the circumstances that arose during this proceeding,
particularly the Gulf war. The fact that the . war is mow over-does
not automatically eliminate the justification put forth by the:
stipulating parties for a 90 percent balancing account. Since the
stipulation implicitly assumes rclatively high oil prices:because
of the minimal level of discounting forecasted,  if oil prices drop
substantially, the balancing account will protect both PG&E and its
ratepayers. . Coe AR R

The. stlpulatzon provzdes that this.90: percent balanczng
account remain in effect until implementation-of rates. resulting -
from PG&E’s next cost allocation.proceeding. This is scheduled to
occur on Apxil 1, '1992. However, that date may be subject-to-some
slippage. Accordingly, we will make it.explicit.that the. .~ :
90 percent balancing account approved. today will :convert -
automatically to a 75 percent balancing-.account on May. 15,-1992,
without further Commission action. . B N PRI

In conclusion, we:are not persuaded-to alter such.a major
component of the stipulation reached in-this ACAP. . Changing the =
90 percent balancing account provision goes beyond.mere  “tinkering”
with the stipulation, and would deprive the parties of a major - .
benefit of their bargain.. -~ .o oo e g I

- R
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Rule 51 .7 of our. Rules of Pract;ce and Procedure(allows
us o reject-a proposed stipulation whenever we determines that the
stipulation is not in the ‘public¢ interest.. We find'no-'reason to do
so with the stipulation before-us. in. this proceeding.. Rather, we:
believe an adequate record has been developed in-this proceeding to
allow us to make a finding that the stipulation:is :in-the public
interest-and will be adopted in its entirety. “~The:one-caveat to
that finding, pending review of -the.-comments:on the: ALJ s/ proposed
decision, relates to the take-or—paY‘costs zorecast already -
discussed - -above. .o e AL PO .

. We have acknowledged in prior decisions:the 'strong public
policy in California favoring settlements and the~propriety of-
settlement .in. utility matters. (D.88-12-083, 30 'CPUC zd 189, -221~
223.)  If our goal truly is to encourage settlements or': R
stipulations, then we must resist 'the temptation to alter the’
results of a good faith negotiation process unless the public will
be harmed by the agreement. Otherwise, parties will legitimately
grow wary of our settlement process if we alter settlements as a ~
matter of course. Substituting our judgment for that of the - 7
parties iz only appropriate if the public interost is in Jeopardy.
Despite the arquments of CIG et al. regarding the’ balancing account
issue, we find the public interest is well served by the S
st;pulatlon before us today. - R

Iv. ContestediIssuegrth~§ddressed“""

A. :: NS
" PG&E, DRA, and TURN all propose dlfferent methods for o
allocatxng revenues from 1ong—term contracts.” At hearlng, three
contracts were at issue: Mojave Cogeneratzon, C&H Sugar and Tuz J
Solax Paftners. The C&H Sugar and the Luz Solar Partners ‘cont racts

were pendmng Commission approval. The stxpulat;ng partlcs agreed
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that only revenues from contracts approved by the Commission: prior
to. preparation of the update-exhibit.should be included.. Since the
close of hearing, Commission: Resolutions G-2930-and G-2932 xejected
both of those contracts..  Therefore, here we will only be. - .-
addressing. the appropriate allocation of .the:Mojave Cogeneration:
contract revenues. T P IS DUVPRNTE PRSI
de Wm R R o S S R SO S S A S S U U
. PG&E- proposes-to treat revenues - from Commission-approved
long-term gas transportation contracts.as -a credit to base-revenues
and to allocate that credit to.-all:remaining customers on the basis
of average year throughput. PG&E points out there . are: two-issues:
to be resolved with regard to long-term contract revenues. First,
is the method for accounting for. the revenues, either as revenue . .
credits or as a revenue shortfall. Second, is how to allocate the
revenue eredit or shortfall, either on an equal cents per :therm |
basis or based on an egual percent of base revenues plus: plpelxne
demand charges. Y SRR A U A St A e RS 3
- PG&E acknowledges that the allocatlon results of its.
revenue credit approach and DRA’s .revenue shortfall are.essentially
the same. PG&E argues its approach is-preferred because it is . .-
simpler to implement and is already familiar to the Commission, -
having been adopted for the treatment of EOR and interutility
transportation revenues. . S : R S RNt I
PG&E also maintains that its . allocatxon on:an: equal cents
per therm basis (which is the same as DRA’s) is more appropriate
than TURN’s proposal that -allocation:be-.on- the basis of base
revenues plus pipeline demand charges-(modelled on allocation for
EOR contracts). PG&E contends that 1ts approach uses the _same
method adopted by the Commxssmon zn D. 87 05 -046 for ‘the allocat;on
of Gc-z long-term contract revenues.” PG&E states that decxsxon
also rejected the EOR model for allocat;on of revenues from long-'
term contracts for Lndustrxal customers with alternate fuel “p '
capabllltxes, e.g. Gc—z customers.‘ (D 87 05-046 pp. 16 19 )
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Since the Mojave Cogeneration:contract. is for:an industrial .. @ '~
customer with alternative fuel capabilities, PG&E believes: its: '
proposed equal cents per -therm allocation: is consistent revenue
allocation treatment for long-~term.contract revenues whether or.not
technically GC-2 contracts. The important similarity is-that the:
contracts are for industrial customers with fuel:.switching .~
capabilities. PG&E urges the Commission ' to continue to-track non-
EOR long-term contract revenues on an-equal cents per therm basis.
" DRA also acknowledges that the. end result- in terms of .
cost allocation between its method.and that of-PG&E" is' virtually -
the same. However, DRA contends:that the philosophy of how you get
te the end result is substantially different. . DRA believes that-.
the Mojave Cogeneration contract should not be treated“as-a base"
revenue credit because it is not an EOR contract. DRA-argues tha
long-term, non—-EOR contracts should be treated ‘as revenue: - .. -
shortfalls, also citing D.87-05-046 (p.- 7) in support of its
position. - However, both DRA and PG&LE agree that whether its a @
credit or shortfall, it should be recovered from-all ‘other .~
customers on an equal cents per therm basis. R
TURN disagrees with the .equal .gcents per therm proposal of
both PG&E and DRA, believing it to-be the wrong:rallocation methoed:
for the Mojave Cogencration contract. TURN arcues “that ‘comparing:
the Mojave contract to the old GC-2. contracts is inappropriate.
TURN -contends that the GC-2 contracts were not-.designed to. .capture
incremental sales or forestall bypass. TURN describes them as '+
five-year transportation contracts based on the equivalent margin.
embedded in the utility’s sales rates, which is retrospect, were
very low at the time. According to TURN, customers who signed up:
for those GC-2 contracts were able .to lock into very low rates -
compared to the tariff rates that went .into effect: shortly .. '
thoreafter. TURN alleges that the Commission wviewed:tho resulting
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revenue shortfall from these contracts:-as:a ”“transition- coest” for™
allocation. purposes.of the . new gas industry structure.. .. "~ . il
- TURN declares that- tho Mojave Cogeneration .contract is -
nothing like the GC-2 contracts. TURN. argues that.the Mojave .~
contract are more akin to the long-~term EOR contracts approved by:
the Commission: because it is an anti-bypass contract. TURN also
cites D.87=-05=046 for authority for its view that because.of
Mojave’s-similarity to EOR contracts, the appropriate allocation’’
mechanism is that the revenues should be treated as  incremental and
credited back to other customers based on an equal pcrcentage of

base revenues plus pipeline demand. charges. S .
TURN witness Florio testified that this method produces

an allocation of about.77% core and 23% noncore. He goes on the .
state that “[s]ince core customers bear a much larger portion‘of -
the base revenue requirement, they should alseo .receive a larger
portion of incremental revenues such as these.” (ExX. 14, P. 20.)
Finally, TURN argues that since, in its opinioen, both the

PG&E and DRA witnesses were. poorly informed as to the-details of
the Mojave contract, the recommendation of its .own witness:should"
be adopted. . el - ' SR A
B. CXG et al.’s PRosition , T T .
~-.CIG et al. subnitted no testimony on this issue, but do
attack: TURN’s-proposal -in its brief. . CIG et al. dispute that long—
term-non=EOR contracts (like Mojave) -can:be likened to .EOR
contracts. .  CIG et al., like: each other party, cites D.87-05-=046. :
for rsupport -of - its position. CIG-et:al. -state that.EOR custonmers
are situated “quite differently” than industrial customers who may
have-the ‘leverage to negotiate-long-term contracts at rates. below
standard service levels.  CIG et al. argue that -industrial. .
customers are not in a position to “bypass” California utilities in
the traditional sense. However, according to CIG -et al., the EOR:
customers, given their geographic. concentration, . strong demand for
gas transportation and very real possibility of direct service from
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intexrstate pipelines, 'can indeed bypass the. California.gas: .
distribution system in a manner beyond the reach of. lndustrxal
customers. A E i,

CXC et al. further argues:that D.87-05-046 did:-mot.-
explicitly treat the revenue shortfall resulting from the' 1ock;ng—
in of egquivalent margin rates under long-term contracts as-a-- '
reransition cost.” CIG et al. alleges that the utilities:were
ordered to directly assign the throughput volumes. associated. with:
these contracts, with costs matching the revenues flowing from
thom.  According to CIC et al., any shortfall between the costs so
assigned and embedded ¢osts would be allocated to: remaining:
customers on an edual- cents per therm basis, thus essentially. .
treating the shortfall as a transition cost. CIG et al.- contend
that the Commission’s desire to obtain. the fairest treatment of
these costs rather than its opinion as to their nature -as . .-
transition costs caused the allocation method adopted (D. 87-05-046,
mimeo. p. 16). : : ‘ Lo

Finally, CIG et al. allege that as. opportunxtxes Loxr ‘the
execution of long-term contracts increase with the implementation:
of capacity brokering programs, the future revenues associated with
such contracts may be far greater than they are today. . CIC et al.
counsel against adopting a methodology in this case that departs
from the allocation mothod deomed most fair in 1987. So long as
the allocation is done on an equal cents per therm basis, CIG et
al. are indifferent as to whether those revenues are treated as: .
shortfalls or credits. - = . o r on L e s ey

" 1. DRiscussion . S R LRI P SRR,

with some trepidation we take note of the fact that all
parties to this issue cite D.87-05-046 for support of their: ...
secemingly divergent positions. ' The disagreement. ameng: the paxties
boils down to which kind of ‘contract discussed in that:| 1987 -
decision the Mojave contract is most like. Once each party
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answered that question, it found a:passage in.D.87~05-0467that. ;..
suppos¢dly. supported its view. e Nt DRI
We agree with DRA, PG&E, and CIG et al that revenue:: . -
allocation on an equal cents.per therm basis for the Mojave
Cogencration contract is the most: appropriate and consistent: with.
D.87-05-046. We are unpersuaded by TURN’s attempt-to analogize -
this contract to EOR contracts for allocation: purposes.— TheMMojave
Contract is pot an EOR contract. o R L ST SIC I e
As to the debatc between PG&E- and DRA. over the ravenue
eredit vs. shortfall issue, we find this argument to beJﬂmuch,ado~
about nothing” in that both parties agree there is no practical.
difference in result from their two theories. We agree,with: PG&E
that its revenue credit approach is easier to implement.: On that:
basis, all other things being virtually equal, we will- adopt: PG&E.
proposal to treat the Mojave Cogeneration revenues:as revenue.
credits. : S : S B R R
In conclusion, we adopt PG&E’S position on. the issue-of

allocation of the-Mojave.Cogeneration contract revenues in its
entirety. = :

C. QQQQBQIQSLQD_Bﬁssﬁ

1. & Qvexview T R T S et N
The controversy over whether or not:the. G-COG. xate.. . .-

schedule should be changed so that rates .are set on. a forecast. ..
basis was addressed by three parties in the proceeding: -PG&E, DRA,
and California Cogeneration Council -(CCC).. PG&E: is proposing a
change from the current system of establishing xates on .a monthly.
basis based on the actual average UVEG rate (lagged by 60) days to a
rate .based on the adopted UEG/Cogeneration cost allocation and
throughput forecast. CCC opposes PG&E’s. proposal in its: entirety:
while DRA is opposed unless the. problems created for. Standard -
Offer 4 (SO4) Payment Option 3 cogemerators is resolved. . - -
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. PG&E argues that:problems: with the:current nmethod for:
setting the G-COG rates prompted ;t tOvpropose a change to a

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) in-D. 90-01—015.
Fundamentally, PG&E alleges that the current method leads to an
asymmetric risk which makes: it more 11kely for PG&E to:.undercollect
rather than overcollect revenuesrallocated to,cogeneration
customers. Lo e

Currently, when VEG throughput is hlgher ‘than forecast,
the average UEG rate is lower than: forecast.‘ This:is- because the
UEG rate has both a demand: and a volumetr;c component.. Thus, when
VEG throughput is higher than forecast, .the demand- component is
spread over more volume: than expected, ‘which” results in a lower
average rate. Therefore, PG&E claims that.the Schedule. G-C0G rates
based on the actual UEG rates are lower than forecasted. As a
result PGSE undercollects. PG&E allegee thms is exactly what the
CSA was designed to address and evaluates the CSA during the flrst
two years of industry restructurlng to show actual UEG rates were
substantially below forecast (Ex. 3, p. MCM-4).

PG&E states that in reverse circumstances it cannot
overcollect -from the G-coc customers because cogenerat;on rates do
not increcase as do VEG avcragc ratev whcn UEG throughput 1* lower
than forecast.

PG&E points out that when the csA. was ellmxnated for
SoCalGas, the- underly;ng problem was removed by changlng
cogeneration rates to .a. forecast basms.u {D.90=02-015, p. 101.)

Moreover, PG&E contends that the current approach
disadvantages PG&E due to forces.: largely beyond xts control, i.e.
the fluctuations of UVEG throughput are drlven largely by the amount
of hydro generation.

PG&E points out that for “two~thirds of the powexr it

purchases under this rate ‘schedule, the ‘change to a ‘forecast basis
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will result in a consistent treatment for cogenerators” costs (gas)
and revenues (electricity). As PG&E-witness Schneider testlf;ed.

. #Second, most cogeneratlon power-purchase prices”
(i.e., the prices utilities pay- to cogenerators
for their electricity) are set on a forecast
basis. Some cogenerators themselves have
expressed a preference for. consistent treatment
of their costs (gas) and revenues
(electricity). PG&E agrees. that having a
fixed=-in-advance power-purchase price and an
after-the-fact gas price is confusing and sends
cogenerators convoluted price signals.

7PG&E believes that the proposal to fix the
cogeneration. transportatlon rates at the
forecasted UEG/cogeneration .rate would allow .
the company a fair chance to recover its
authorized revenue requirement. Adoption of’
PG&E’s proposal would also make the rate ..
treatments for SoCalGas and PG&E the same.”
(Exhibit 1, p. 8~=11.)

PG&E acknowledges that for one-thlrd of the power lt
purchases, cogenerators on the S04 Payment Optlon 3, 1t¢ proposal
to move to a rorcca,t pasis would make thmngs lnconsxotont.A PG&E

denies that there is a contradlctlon 1nherent 1n its p051tlon'

#Q  But isn’t there some ‘contradiction in ’
solving the problem for some customers, =
whatever percentage that may-be, and .at the . .
same time imposing that on another group°

Absolutely not. I think that to the extent
that we are solving the problem for most of
the power that we buy, -and perhaps causing
some difficulty for the other part of that,
that could be what the Commission could
address in an electricity case.

I believe that our proposal would make
things better, and to that extent I. do not
think it is inconsistent.” (Schneider,
Tr. Vol. 2, p. 88.) -

. Finally, PG&E points out that while ccdhwrepresenting one
group of cogeneratorshvopppsee its proposal, other cogenexator.. .
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groups who:are part;es tO the'case took no- posit;on whatsoever on
the issue. - .. P T T TR PR SER BRIt S S TP SRS Co
3. CCC’s Position SN aRa A

CCC opposes PGSE’S proposal as inappropriate’to consider
in an ACAP proceeding while acknowledging that linkage'between
cogenerators costs and revenues has conceptual merit. However, CCC
disagrees with PG&4E that it is appropriate:to “solve a problem” for
two=thirds of power purchased while creating a problem~ror the -
remaining one-third. IR A A A

CCC believes it is inappropriate for PG&E to refer: to the
climination of the CSA and undercollection of revenues inigupport*
of its proposal, argquing that PG&E did not explicztly state sueh”
arguments in its testimony. AT

- CCC believes the change to a forecast: approach in the
SoCalGas ACAP (D.950-01-01%) arose out of very different” -~ "7
circumstances and should not be used to justify a change for PG&E:
CCC argues that the cogeneration customer base of the two utilities
are significantly different. CCC alleges that in the SoCalGas’ '~
territory, only one cogeneration customer purchases power under a
S04 Payment Option 3 contract, while in'PG&E’s. territory these’ -
cogenerators provide one~third of all power purchased.

CCC . also urges rejection of PGLE’S proposal because’ =
cogenerators selected the Payment Option 3 contract option 'based on
an understanding that both their energy payments and gas costs '
would be based on recorded UEG'gas costs. CCC contends:that PG&E
is effectively changing the nature of the original agreements by
advocating a rate design change' for: the' $04 Payment Option™ 3 '
cogenerators. CCC dismisses PG&E’s argument that the methods to' -
calculate the gas rate to cogenerators have varied since™ 1984,  €CC
argues that PG&E’s cogeneration gas rate methodology has never -
varied from actual rates. CCC believes that'the“impact; in' terms~
of risk, of changing from an actual to forecasted rate cannot be
compared to. routine changes in methods of calculation.: Rt
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. .. Finally,  CCC concludes.that.it is bad precedent to:fix
one problem by creating another in altering rate des;gn N
methodology. Tex T LT i

o4 SDRA’S Pogition o o oo o Eal s U00
: . DRA-believes that no.change.should be made:to the: . .
;cogeneratlon rates without. solving the potential.problems-of-the

S04 Payment Option 3 cogenerators... DRA: goes: on to state that the:
ACAP proceeding is an improper proceeding to alter contract' terms*
for cogenerators. Finally, DRA stresses that the. Commission:should
listen to the concerns raised by those persons (apparently
represented by CCC) who will be affected: by the proposal and- reject
PG&E proposed. change. e S B ORI 1t g

~ This issue was addressed in last year’s. ACAP.decision,
although the original proponent- of the change had been TURN:in: that
proceeding. PG&E has more fully developed the record . in: support of
its proposal in this year’s ACAP-and all parties had.an adequate..
opportunity to examine, attack, or propose alternatives.. . -

‘We believe that PG&E’s proposal will bave benefits- for a
significant number of cogenerators as well as for PG&E itself.
However, to the extent that SO4 Payment Option 3 cogenerators. are:
adversely affected, which the CCC seems to -argue: in.its briefs, we
have the concern that we are changing rules in the middle:of the:
game. S e SR L
There appear to be a variety of methods to remedy the. . .
concerns of the S04 Payment Option, 3 cogencrators.: Taking:steps at
this time, and in this proceeding to effect:long term fixes: in. . .-
order to. fully implement PG&E’s proposal would bebeyond-the. scope
- of this proceeding. The. necessary modifications would-involve:a .-
review of energy payments made by the utilities to cogenerators -
which is inappropriate at this time. .~ STy

We will, therefore, implement PG&E’s. proposal w;th the
exception that S04 Payment Option 3 cogenerators will not bevheld,
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at this-time, to moving.to:a PG&E: G-COG:rate which:is based  on~a“-
forecast. This is a tomporary. measure which will be’ in"effect only
until the appropriate modifications are made to the S04 Payment -~
Option 3 cogeneration contracts in the subsequent phase of-the. "
Biennial Resource Plan Updating Proceeding (BRPU). in" I'.89-07-004.
At that time, this issue will .be reviewed: and-the temporary
exemption from the forecast .gas rates under PG&E’s 6-COG- taxriff
will be lifted. for S04 Payment Option 3 cogenerators. We expect '
the Payment Option 3 cogenerators to pursue modifications-of their
avoided cost contracts in good faith in the BRPU based on their
methodological support of PG&E’s proposal in this proceeding.”

Partially implementing PG&E’s proposal will require PG&E "
to establish tariffs which provide for both a G-COG rate based on a
forecast of UEG rates and a G=COG tariff based on actual UEG rates.
The G~COG tariff based on actual UEG rates will be eliminated once
the issue is addressed in the BRPU.

Finally, we reject CCC’s argument that PG4E improperly
argued protection of its revenue requirement in support of the
switch to forecasted rates because it had not been developed in
testimony. Already quoted above is PG&E’s witness Schneider’s
testinmony where she states that her proposal “would allow the
company a fair chance to recover its authorized revenue
requirement.” (Ex. 1, p. 8=1l1l.) If CCC failed to pursue what she
meant by that statement during its cross-examination, it camnot now
argue a new theory being raised in briefs. All parties are
entitled to formulate arguments in briefs that rely on testimony.
In fact, argument properly belongs there rather than in testimony.
D. <Cogeneration Shortfall Account

1. Qvexview

In last year’s ACAP decision, D.90-04-021, we ordered
PG&E to discontinue entries to the CSA account. We also deferred
recovery of the existing balance until this proceeding in order to
allow for a detailed audit of the transactions in the account. The
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issue for this case is what'is-the'appropriate.amount.for-recovery.
The original testimony of PG&E,. .DRA, and:CCC.indicated more . .= 2’
disagreenent than exists in their- respectzve briefs: onﬂthis
subject. - . . T P e R L PR OIS
2. RGKE’gs Position- . . v B

PG&E believes that the entire balance of the CSA should.”
be authorized to be recovered in rates. PG&E:points out that: the’
DRA:audit of the account has occurred-with no irreqularities:found
(Tx. Vol. 3, p.-157). G R PR RIS

‘During hearings, PG&E believed that.due.to a.Commission
error in last year’s decision, the-CSA: balance.had inadvertently '
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peen-included in rates for last year”s ACAP. - Further:analysis: by::
PG&E after’ the: close'of hearings ‘resulted in the affidavit:of ..
Susan R. Schneider being attached to PGS&E’s Opening Brief. - In her
affidavit, Ms. Schneider: ‘declares that although' the CSA'balance was
included in cost allocation tables, .it was not included in: those
costs actually allocated to the various customer classes in the' .
cost allocation/rate desxgn process ‘and therefore ;ﬁ_ng; included .
in current rates. : : : Cornn L Co D T
.z "PG&E requests that its $1.1 million: rzgure be~authorazed
for recovery in rates and that the condltlons.recommended by DRA
and ccc need not be lmposed. i T ey E
”=‘In?itsﬂopeningﬂbrieff-DRAhrecommendedfrecoveryvotmthe oL
amount in the CSA subject to four ‘conditions. These conditions
are: 1) there be a rate-limiter which- restricts the -amount booked
to the CSA as the difference between the otherwise applicable’ rate
and forecast UEG rate; 2) corrections of entries in the CSA where

the cogeneration shorxrtfall difference was calculated on the basis
of actual UEG rates instead of the’ forecasted ‘UEG xate; 3) no
interest recovery; 4) if any money’ in the CSA was collected
pursuant to D.90=-04-021 (last year’s ACAP dccmslon),ilrwshould,bo_
offset.

. DRA acknowledges the accuracy of Ms. Schnolder'
affldavxt, concluding that $1,078,905 should be authorlzed for
recovery in rates. - . . o T o L S Lo o
E. Mm e e e s L. .

.. .Originally - ccc opposed any recovery by PGLE oﬂ the CSA.;
Durlng hearings,..CCC determined it.would support PG&E. proposal to._,
collect the CSA also conditioned .on four factors: .1). there. must. .
be a revenue shortfall from the cogeneration class:. 2) collcctlon.
should be conditioned on the existence of a rate llmlter at the
forecasted UEG rate; 3) the Commission should determine. whether DRA
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had' adequately audited the account; -and: 4): any-monies collected- ...
since last year in rates should. be .credited toward: the-total.. . .-«
1. . Digcussion LRl Ll T Ll e NI S
‘There is now general agreement. that PG&E:-is entitled.to
recover some:amount from the now defunct.CSA. - The update: exhibit- -
lists the amount of $1,106,000 (EX. 28) while DRA’S reply. brief . .
uses a figure of $1,078,505. - CRA explains its figure: by .inserting-
a zero entry in the ten instances shown in PG&E’s Exhibit- 3. Table: 1l
where ~“actual rate paid” exceeded the “average adopted UEG rate.”
Obviously the difference in dispute has little impact. .-In-light of
the fact that DRA’s witness did not testify.to any irregularities,
in her audit report, we are inclined to adopt PG&E’s- figure.: We
are relieved that the balance was not inadvertently. recovered in
last yeax’s ACAP rates. Given the dollars involved, we find the. -
conditionsurocommcnded by DRA and CCC to be unnecessary. and
burdensone. cshall authorize recovery of the $1,106,000: -listed .
in -Exhibit 28 tor the -CSA. . T S T TR VIR

. V. Refund of Core—Elect Purchased - - .
QaseAccount

A. Background . B T KISV IS E LV R
An unexpected issue arose in the comments on the proposed
decision due to the size of ‘the overcollection in the ‘core-elect
Purchased Gas Account (PGA), shown to be $46,694,000 in' Tables 4 -
and 6 of the proposed decision. In its original testimony, PG&E
had estimated this number to be approximately $10 million. The
update exhibit of February-1991 likewise did ' not indicate the size
of the core-elect overcollection because the Revenue Recquirement:
Summary Table indicated a Core PGA -Balance of 524,532,000 (a net. -
figure of the core—eclect PGA and the core PGA revenue. Thus,
,everal part;es were shocked at the smze of the account -in~the '
tables of “the proposed decision. Lo ERARSEE




A.90-08-029 ALJ/K.H/jac *

More importantly,.:several parties pointed out the
negative consequences of allowing this overcollection to be-offset-
against the core-subscription procurement rate PG&E-can offer. .-
Gasmark et-al., CIG et al., TURN, -and DRA all believe that- = ::
offsaetting this overcollaction against PG&E’s core-subscription
procurement. rate would lower the-rates PG&E. could offer core:
subscription customers. The rate decrease based on the $46.7
million overcollection would be approximately 15 cents per..
decatherm, which amounts to about seven percent. . This would impact
the competitiveness of the rate that:gas marketers charge to . - .-
noncore customers under the now procurement rules. - ..o

The parties point out that if PG&E and.the.rest-of the
California gas industry were not on the verge of.a major structural
change, the implementation of the procurcment OIR rules,- .. .
(R.90-02-008) the amortization of this core-elect overcollection:. -
would not be a major cause for concern. Unfortunately, however,
the existence of a seven percent “credit” in core-subscription
rates will.create serious equitable and competitive problems when
the OIR is implemented on:August.l, 1991. L

As TURN succinctly states, part of the Commission’s
rationale in launching the procurement OIR in the first place was:
the concern that the large veolume of core election.in PG&E’s-
service territory was thwarting the devoelopment of a.truly.
competitive noncore procurement .market. . Indeed, certain-aspects of
the OIR were specifically designed to.make core election-. PR
(subscription) less attractive. Thesc cfforts would . be severely
undermined if the new core subscription service were to start. out. .
with a seven percent rate credit advantage, due: solely .to the
after-effects of the previous industry structure and rules
Potentially, the scven percent credit may be too large-a
competitive advantage for competing.gas suppliers to overcome, .
resulting in the virtually unanimous core subscription:that this
Comnission tried so hard to undo.
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All.of the .parties concerned.about the .potential
consequences of amortizing the $46.7 million overcollection:as:a -
credit to future rates:argue instead: for a-direct refund-of the.: .
ovarcollection on an equal cents per:therm basis to all customexs
who used core-elect service during the .period between the “issuance
of last year’s ACAP decision (D.90-04-021) and today’s-decision. -

In its reply comments, PG&E does not endorse a .refund -
scheme, but neither does it demand that we hold hearings on this .
issve. PG&E mainly seems concerned that-a refund program not set a
precedent in other cases, but be based rather on the unigque .-
circunstances of the gas industry restructuring at the present
time. Further, PG&E requests that if the Commission opts for a
refund, it be allowed to credit customer accounts.rather than-issue
refund checks-and be given adecquate time for data collection and
administration. -: : Con TR L e
B. .Discussion . Lo : R

- It.is unusual for an issue such as this to:catch all
parties to.the proceeding by surprise.. We:ragree with TURN, :DRA,
Gasmark et al., and CIG et .al. that.amortizing these .ovexrcollected
dollars to reduce corc-clect and core=subscription rates. in the
ACAP test period would negatively impact the structural rchanges we'.
hope to achieve through cur new . procurement rules effective: . .
August 1, 1991. If this problem had-beon brought to our attention.
during hearings, we would have solicited testimony from the parties
on the appropriate mechanism for correcting this problen. However,
given the unanimity.among the parties (except PG&E) as . to:the:
appropriateness of .a refund under.these circumstances and.ouvxr: . .
desire to place PG&E’s new rates into effect as soon: as possible,
we will decide the issue here without hearings. We note. that PGLE:
did not demand hoarings in its comments on the proposoed dacision: '
‘and we commend PG&E in advance for its-acquiescence:to: our solution
to this dilemma. o SR S : R
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- We agree with PG&E that we are instituting.a refund. only.
because of the special circumstances-discussed above related to.the
gas industry restructuring this summer. - We are pnot establishing a
precedent that under- and overcollections are to be. eliminated in- .
the future by refunding or back=billing customers, as-necessary,
based on prior usage. Here, we are only concerned with eliminating
the competitive advantage that amortization of the overcollection -
would give . PG&E. oo L o

Therefore the core-elect PGA balance Wlll be zeroed -out- |
as of today’s date. That balance.as of May 8,.1991, will be
refunded to the core-elect customers who causcd 1ts ‘accrual. The
total balance:will be different from- the $46.7 mmlllon figure
because of the passage or “time since the" update exhzbmt was
prepared. Also, we note we are only. refund;ng the core-elect PGA
not the core PGA. We direct PGLE to refund the balance to the
core-elect customers of the 1990-91 ACAP*perxod on-an equal cents
per therm basis. PG&E shall credit these customers accounts rather
than issuing refund checks in oxrder to limit administrative costs.
PG&E shall have 120 days from the effective date of its tariff
schedules filed in compliance with this decision to administer the
refund. o - L o

VI. TURN‘s Request for Finding

.On January 8, 1991, TURN filed in this proceeding 2

Request for Finding of Eligibility for Compensation, .under: -
Article 18.7 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice-and Procedure.
No response to TURN’s request has been filed by any'other party.
Article 18.7 contains the requmremcnts to be met- by intervenors
seeking compensatlon 7for reasonable advocate’s fees, reasonable

expert witness fees, and other reasonable costs...of participation
or intervention in any proceed;ng of the COmmlssmon initiated on or
after January 1, 1985, to modify a- rate or establlsh a fact or rule
that may ;nfluence_a_xate, _ This dec;s;qnﬂorders,PG&E to decrease
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its rates by approximately $47 million and thereforeiclearly falls
within the definition .of applicable proceedings. . 3@ o o oo

‘Rule 76.54 requires filing of. a request for: elmgxb;lzty
within 30 ‘days of the first prehearing conference or w;thlnb45»days
of the close of the evidentiary record.: TURN's“requestfwas~:iled~“
on January 8, 1991, within 45 days artcr ‘the close of: hearmngs in-
this proceeding. o S ;" : : M

Rule 76.54(a) requlres that a request for. el;glbllxty
include four items:: e : AR

(1) A showing by the customer: that™ . .. .0
- participation in the. hearlng or proceed;ng
would pose a significant financial’ .
hardship. A summary of the finances of -
the customer shall distinguish between ,
grant funds committed to spcc1f1c projects
and discretionary funds;

(2) A statement of issues that the customer
intends to raise in-the hearlng or
proceeding; o

(3)  An estimate of! the compensation:that:willﬁ
be sought; and = . . -

(4) ~ A budget for the customer’s presentation.. ..o

The adequacy of TURN’s lexng on. each of these items is -
addressed below.

Rule 76. 52(f) deflnes ”szgn;fzcant financial hardship” to
mean both" of the following:" B L T A S S
#(l) That, in the judgment of the:Commission, . [ .-
the customer has or represents an, ;nterest e
not otherwise adequately represented, ° ’

representation of which is necessary for'a.
faix determination of the pxoceeding: and,“

Either that the customer cannot afford to .
pay the costs of effective participation,
including advocate’s fees, expert wztneSS'
fees, and other reasonable costs of I
rticipation and the cost of obtaxnzng
judicial review, or that, in the case’of
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‘a-group or organization, the-economic-wy il T
intcrest of the individual nmembers of the

group or organization is small in -

comparison to. the .costs: of: effective -

participation in the proceeding.”

* TURN contends that it represents. an interest.=- the .
residential customer class - that would not otherwise be- adequately
represented in this proceeding. TURN points: out that the:
Commission has specifically found- that-partxcipatmon"o£<the
Division of Ratepayer Advocates does not obviate the need:for
residential class representation. (D.85-06-028, mimeo. at-2-3.)
Circumstances have not changed in . this regard since that time.
Thus for 1991, TURN meets the requirement of Rule~76.52. (L£)(Ll). -

For an organization like . TURN,-Rule 76.52(f) (2) weighs.
the economic interests of the organization’s individual members
against the cost of effective participation. TURN states it
represents the interests of several constituent groups such-as the:
Golden State Mobilehome Owners League, the International’
Association of Machinists and Consumer Action, whose membars:
include individual residential customers of PG&E, as well as.’
approximately 30,000 individual members, many of whom receive
utility service from PG&E. TURN submits that the Commission-has .
consistently found that the economic interests of these individual
members are tiny in comparison to the costs .of effective-
participation in Commission proceedings. TURN points out that in:
every year since the current compensation: rules were adopted, this
Commission has found that TURN qualifies. as. a “customer” suffering:
significant financial haxdship. N “'

As discussed below, TURN’s estimated cost.of
participation in this proceeding is $40,000.  While not addressingv
the reasonableness of TURN’s estimated budget, we do agree:with
TURN that the economic interests of.its-members:are’ individually
much smaller than the amounts TURN. has estimated to. have spent in .
this proceeding. We conclude that TURN, as. an’experienced-




A.90-08=-029 AXLY/X.H/jac

organ;zat;on represent;ng resxdentxal customers,~meets the
requirements of Rule 76.52 cr) 2) ror 1991.,,: ' ;

In addressxng the: sxgnxf;cant t;nanclal hardshlp issue
under Rule 76. 54(a)(1), TURN"is also requ;red o- prov1de a summary
of financos -distinguishing betwaen grant.funds committed to
specific projects and discretionary funds.. TURN provided such .
information for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1990 and July 1L
through November 30, 1990.. During the l7-month period, TURN’s
total income was approximately $1.15 million. Included in the.
figure -are direct mail expenses of .nearly $400,000 and.$230,.000
restricted to the Telecommunications Education Trust (TET)  grant
program which cannot be used to support TURN’s ongeing advocacy . ..
activities. TURN’s end-of-November fund balance was approximately
$310,000, a portion of which is.restricted TET money. Intervenor
funding contributed $270,000 during that l7-month perioed,: . -
representing a significant.percentage of discretionary income.-

TURN argues that intervenor. compensation is critical in.
maintaining TURN’s. financial health and -an important part of its .
total budget.. . TURN points out that. its operating expenses have -
increased substantially, as the. full effects of the organization’s .
move to new office space and addition of new staff have-.been . felt.
TURN contends that without intervenor . funding, "it.will not be able-
to effectively participate in Commission.proceedings and will-
suffer significant financial hardship. - T e

‘We:. agree that intexvenor  funding is a significant port;on
of TURN’s budget that cannot be met- from other sources.. We
conclude that TURN has met the requirements of Rule. 76. 54(a)(1) and
bas shown that its participation'in this- proceed;ng woulad pose 2
significant financial hardship. T

B. mw Coe c oo AN R T P S [

. ‘Rule. 76.54(a)(2) requires a statement of-issues that the:
party intends to raise. TURN states that the issues raised by it -
in this proceeding are already matters of record, particularly as -




A.50-08-029 ALJ/K.H/jac

set forth in its prepared testimony participation in-the: L
stipulation. TURN addressed a wide.variety of. 1fsucsq.1nclud1ng
the industrial demand forecast and . discount adjustment-issue, oxl,
and gas pricing forecast, interutility throughput-and-.aspects of -
ost allocation and rate design.. .. . e e e

A review of the record and this decxsxon provxde‘clear
evidence that TURN has complied with Rule 76.54(a)(2). .. .. . -
C. Estimato of tho Componsation to bo Sought SR

Rule 76.54(a) (3) requires .an estimate of the compensatlon
to be sought. Before the decision was issued, TURN estimated -it :
may request $40,000 for its work in this case, based on.an assumed
150 hours of attorney/witness time at a proposed hourly rate of
$215, plus $6,500 in consulting fees-for its second witness, plus
$1,250 for ”other recasonable costs”, primarily postage and copying
expenses. S -

., In.light of. TURN'5~part1c1patlon -in. thls proceedmng, - TURN
has complied. with. Rule 76.54 (&) (3)w . .- oo 0 ool Sl el

D. Budget

Rule 76.54(a) (4) recquires a budget for the party’s
presentation. As discussed above, TURN’s estimated budget for this
proceeding is $40,000.

TURN has complied with Rule 76.54(a) (4). The
reasonableness of this estimate will be considered if and when TURN
roequests compensation in this proceeding. '

E. Conclusion

We have determined ‘that TURN has shown that its
participation in this proceeding would pose a significant financial
hardship, as defined in Rule 76.52(f£), and has submitted the
summary of finances required by Rule 76.54(a) (1). This
rsignificant financial hardship” deterxrmination will carry over to
TURN’s participation in other proceedings in 1991.

For purposes of this proceeding only, TURN has met the
full requirements of Rule 76.54(a). In addition, no party has
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responded to TURN’s request. " ‘We find TURN to be eligible for'an
award of compensation for ‘its participation in this proceeding. ™

‘ TURN "is placed on notice ‘that it may be' subject’ to ‘audit "
or review by the Commission Advisory and Compliance Division,
therefore adequate accounting records ‘oxr other necessary ' -
documentation must be maintained by the organization in' support of
all claims for intervenor compensation. Such record Keeping '
systems should identify specific issues for which compensation is -~
being requested, the actual time spent by each employee, the hourly
rate paid, fees paid to consultants and any othcr costs incurred
for which compensatzon may be clalmed. - BRI R

-

By letter dated December 7, 1990, PG&E requested certain
corroctions to the transcript. We ‘accept these corrected: change,.
They will be made in the Commission’s. official’ transcr;pt.
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Findings of Fagt == o - oo e e g o

1. In light of the uncertainties caused by the Gulr war.and-
the upcoming changes  in the gas: industry, PG&E, DRA,:and TURN met
in an attempt to reach agreement on various issues in this.
proceeding before the hearings were scheduled to: begin in November-

2. The resulting stipulation was signed by PG&E, DRA, -CPG,
the City of Palo Alto, SCE, and TURN and received in evidence as -
Exhlblt 27. : ' : Ve
- The motion filed: by PG&E for a.waivex of Rule of Sl. 6(c)
was granted“because even though the:timing was handled: differently,
the goals of the settlement rules had been reached in this
proceeding. - ‘ S e 3

4. The stlpulatzng part;es stress that glven the:- uncertalnty

of the war in the Middle East and its impact on-future.oil prices .
as well . as the upcoming implementation of D.90-09-089, the. .- ..
stipulation is a rcasonable compromise of the various positions of-
the partics as set forth in thelix prepared testimony. . .o

5. The stipulating parties agreed that it would be improper:
to give their stipulation any precedentlal weight. in;any  future- PUC
proceeding. ~ R . S

6. . The stxpulatzng part;es stressed that the: numbers agreed
upon for various elements were not intended te have a relationship
to ¢ach other but were. simply an effort to.reach compromises that
were reasonable. T " Lo S . S

7.7 Only one. party, Salmon Res ourcesthd.,nchoseatovcross- :
exanine the stipulating parties-onany of the underlying issues.: -

8.  The.foreccast.of alternate fuecl prices is a critical-
element in the ACAP. - S T N

9. Due.largely to the invasion of Xuwait- by Iraq, PG&E was .
ordered-to f£ile supplemental testimony. PG&E:claims it-took this .-
into account in forecasting the refiners average:acquisition cost
of imporxted crude oil. (RAAC). as $20: per barrel during: the  ACAP - ., .
period. o
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10. DRA recommended adoption of a RAAC of $29.15 'for the ACAP

Permod.. Do A T E o R B S S B
-~ The: stzpulatxng parties expressly recognized the extreme:

uncertalnty ‘suxrounding world oil markets-and. any forecast.of a.
crude oil price caused by the war:in the:Middle East. " oo oo

12. The disparity between PG&E‘’s.and DRA‘s ' oxl prmce forccast
in their original testimeny is quite dramatic. T

13. We concur with the stipulating parties that the’ approach
reached in their stipulation regarding oil prices (Appendix.D) is a
reasonable outcome given the cxrcumstances that surround this ACAP .
pern.od. . - , PO S T P

l4. The stipulation correctly incorporates an implicit. '
assumption that ¢il prices will be high enough so~that only minimal
discounting. will' occur, yet recognizing the uncertainty. by
incorporating a 90% balancing account for non-core transportation:

revenues. - B ST LTI
15. In a typical ACAP proceeding, the“appropriate forecast of

the cost of gas for the utility is an: lmportant pxcce of the .
current gas industry structure. o e :
16. In an ACAP, estimates of the welghted average cost. of gas
(WACOG) for both the core’ portrolzo and the non-core: portfollo are
developed. I LY R S AT
17. In their original testimony, PG&E:estimated a.core:WACOG -
of $2.31 per decatherm (Dth), while TURN forecasts a coxre WACOG of.
$2.18 pexr Dth. DRA predicted a core WACOG,of . $2. 16"peerth,‘and
finally CPG forecasts a core WACOG of $2.17 per Dth.. - ‘
18.. The stipulation selects a core WACOG:-of $2.23 perx.Dth.
19. While the stipulating parties are able to agree:that.. .-
$2.23 per Dth is a reasonable forecast of the core WACOG; the
parties do not agree on the underlying compeonents. of the forecast.:
20. While the forecast of TURN, CPG,. and DRA were-all-lower:
than PGLE’s forecast, the percentage difference is-fairly small.
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The percentage~difference 'between. the- hzghest forecast: (PG&E) ‘and
the lowest: (DRA) -is less than 7%.. @ = O R T R X I PAT o Pl FEV R ooy

.21.  Thus: the stipulating parties urge that ‘adoptioncof $2.23
per Dth fox the core WACOG, which is within 4% of each of their:
original forecasts, is an reaaonable-approach for the-Commission to
take. it e C LTl I L

' 22. ‘We agree with. the“stipulating“parties«that~theirxcorew“w'
WACOG of '$2.23 per ‘Dth is alreasonable: compromxse of. theix: orlglnal
positions. o) B VS SRR T

23. . With: only'a penny per: Decatherm in dnspute between~DRA
and .PG&E we see no reason to do anything:other than adopt the
stipulation figure of $2.52: per Dth for the noncore WACOG. -

'24. PG&E originally forecasted 16.8 MMDth of G-P2B-
throughput, -129.1 MMDth of G-IND. throughput and 9.1 MMDth'of -
industrial GC-2 throughput. .~ . . .o R P :

~.25. “DRA’s original forecast. is:, ‘21‘3~MMDtthor G-P2B: ..
throughput, 169.4 MMDth for G-IND thxoughput and 9.1 .MMDth: for:GC-2
throughput. : . : ST S T P

26" The stipulating part;es compromised on. the;r original: .
position- and agreed on the: following forecast:’ 17.5 MMDth.of G-P2B
throughput, 138.3 MMDth of G-IND throughput;, and 9.L MMDth: of-
Industrial GC-2 throughput. We agree that this is-reasonable.

7 27.. - PG&E and DRA both: or;gxnally forecast. SCE Cool:Watex
demand at 17.8 MMDth. . .. . - .o . WO e L e e

'28. “TURN‘s orxiginal forecast~£or Cool Water: throughput was:
24.9 MMDth. DU L rh s T vty

29.. SCE urged that whatever tnroughput“forecast'was adopted
in the SoCal Gas ACAP should also be adopted inthis: proceeding. o .

30. The parties reasonably:agreed in: the stipulation to 24.9
MMDth for Cool Water demand. - This stipulation forecast:is derived:
from the 1990 California Gas Report. in conjunction: with the Cool .
Water forecast incorporated into SCE’s September 1990 ECAC :.. . .o
settlement agreenment.
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.. 31...PG&E. and- DRA. fundamentally .agreed.on:the, cogeneration . -
throughput forecast, despite the fact that PG&E had forecast.a
slight amount:of -curtailment to.these customers in-its.-original
filing.:m . . - ST L e D e

32.. The stipulation’s . cogeneration. forecast, which. . .-, -
incorporated PG&E’s forecast of demand on rate schedule G-COG at- 63
MMDth and-the cogeneration throughput:forecast. of 6.6 MMDth. for
cogeneration customers served under GC-2 contracts .is: reasonable.:

33. The stipulation forecast for the following throughput K -
categories are: .1 MMDth for’ Industrial rInterdepartmental,. l.l
MMDth for Steam Heat throughput,. and 50.6 MMDth for EOR throughput.
No other party forecast throughput. for:any of these. categories.- . .-

34. PG&E-and DRA were. the.only. two.parties to. forecast.UEG
throughput, both agreeing on a 164.4 MMDth forecast.of UVEG demand. -

35. PGSE and DRA disagreed slightly: regarding UEG" ‘
curtailments. PG&E originally forecast UEG curtailments: of. 21.4
MMDEth while DRA originally forecast UEG curtailment of: 13.9 MMDth.

36. The stipulating parties adopted a UEG throughput. forecast
of 146.3 MMDth. This throughput forecast assumes a-level of:
curtailment of 18.2 MMDth, a compromise between the: positions of
DRA and PG&E in their original testimony.. - BN L 1

37. PG&E forecasts 29.7 MMDth of curtailmont occurring an,
several non-core. classes. ' DRA forecasts. 13.9 MMDth of: curtallments
all in Priority PS5, which consists ¢f UEG and EOR customers. . TURN-
suggests that curtailments should be approximately LOMMDth less
than what was forecasted by PG&E. e

"38. The stipulating parties adopted a level of- curta;lment of
20 MMDth, all occurring in Priority P-5. .~ R ARy P

. 39. ' The stipulation: number is reasonable because-. it assumes
that all curtailment is limited to customers in-.the. lowest.priority
class,’ P=5. . No other party disputed this figure in the..,
stipulation. - SR T I Te A
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40..  There was no- dispute.among any.parties in their oxriginal
testimony 'as to PG&E‘’s original forecast: -of 13.7 MMDth : foxr . .-unu
wholesale throughput. - T R 5 eyt

4l. By adopting the above-noncore throughput numbers..as set .
forth in the stipulation, we give them no precedential: s;gnltlcance
for future proceedings before the Commission. S :

42. PG&E’s and DRA’s forecast of throughput for res;dentlal
and commercial customers was practically identical- in their. ..
original filings. For residential throughput PG&E- originally
forecasted 217.2 MMDth while DRA forecasted 210.7 MMDth.o . As . to
commercial throughput, PGLE forecasted 90.6 MMDth while DRA
forecasted 91.1 MMDth. P : : o :

43. The stipulation reszdentmal throughput forecast is 217.2
MMDth and its commercial throughput. forecast is $0.6 MMDth. .

- 44. Both PG&E and DRA agreced on the. following numbexrs for.
these relatively small throughput items in-their original .-
testimony. Therefore the'stipulation“adopted-these'numbersdas
follows:z .2 MMDth for core lnterdepartmental and ‘2.4 MMDth for - .
PG&E UEG startup fuel. . . N ‘ Cemen o e

45. The stipulation assumes a forecast of 8.2 MMDth for gas..
department use and 17.5 MMDth for. LAUF." Given that:'there is no
dispute over these numbers we find them to be reasonable. .. - .

46. DRA and PG&E originally forecasted cold year wholesale
throughput the same as their average year forecast. 'TURN, onvthe
other hand, forecasted an increase.of 12: percent-over average -year..
conditiens. B L S

47. In the stipulation tho parties compromise.on- thezr\f
positions and predicted an increase of six percent.over average-
year forecast, resulting in a c¢old year: throughput forecast.for: -
wholesale customers of 14.6 MMDth. T .

48. As to the cold year throughput numbers. to which there was
no disagreement, we find they are reasonable. - NI : g
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. 49. " We agree with the stipulation’s acceptance of. TURN’s
argument that because ‘a significant component. of .wholesale . /7.7
customexrs’ demand is residential and commercial -an . adjustment needs:
to be made in a c¢old year.. Therefore, the 6 percent increase 'in
the cold year wholesale throughput forecast is reasonable. .

50. The forecast cold: year curtailment of 37 MMDth
incorporated in the stipulation is a reasonable number . . .
representing, once again, a compromise bhetween the positions of
PG&E, TURN, and DRA in their original testimony. o )

1. PGLE originally foreccast 27.5 MMDth of intcrutmlmty
throughput, DRA, on the other hand, forecasted 53 MMDth, while TURN.
came in with the highest number, forecasting 70 MMDth. .- “

52. The stipulating parties reached a compromise on their
original positions agreecing to.an interutility throughput forecast
of 50 MMDth, 3.9 MMDth originating from California sources and 46.1
MMDth occurring from Topock to Kern River. : AT

53. The stipulating parties agreed to an addltmonal 2.1 ¢cents
per Dth to be incorporated into the forecast interutility rate to-
reflect an increasc in interutility transport.rates-torcollect gas.:
gathering costs. . \ SR S P A o

54. Selecting an 1nterutmllty throughput number which- is-a.
compromise .of ‘all the parties’ original. testlmony is a reasonable
approach.and will be adopted. e e e S RN

55. ¥For the most part the stmpulat;ng part;ea relied on: the
determination of the revenue requirement as set forth.in PG&E’Ss
prepared testimony. RS- T

56. ‘Therefore there is no need-in the text of this decision
to describe the various credits and balancing accounts that are
uncontroversial in.this. proceeding... . - Cor e L e ey

57. The update exhibit, subm;tted on- February 19 499X, whlch
includes January 31, 1991, balancing account ameunts,. ‘has been
prepared in compliance. with the .terms of-the stipulation, -accorxding
to PG&E. This update indicates a net rate decrease (as compared to




A.90-08-029 ALY/K.H/jac #

present January 1, 1991 rates). of*approximately~$47M811“000 to
PG&E. Overall this is a 2.1 percent decrease An revenue
requirement.: . . e

58. The stapulatang parties agreed that the' EOR, NRSAtand,CEA.
Balancing Account balances should be adjusted to reflect the .
recommendations of the DRA audit of these -accounts as descrabed in.
DRA’s prepared testimony. T -

59. With regard to the CFA account the.stlpulatlon' S
recommends that the balance in the allowance: for doubtful .accounts -
within the CFA debt service account be lowered to 5.4 percent of:
the outstanding loan portfollo balance: as of the :effective date of
this decision. ' EEIARTUR o e ' :

60. As to the NSRA,. the stlpulatlon recommends ‘that this
balance be decreased by $4.535 malllon_ B S

6. Fox the EOR,balanczng account, the stapulatlon recommends
that the amount in the EOR balancing. account be decreased by
$319,222.

62. The- stapulatxon»recommends,that the. estlmate of the PGT
refund be updated to $6.8 million to reflect the amount actually
received by PG&E. In the update cxhlbmt these adjustments have
been made to the core Lixed costs account and to the plpellne
demand charge true up amount as d;rected by the stlpulatlon. No
other party has presented testlmony opposmng this proposal.

63. The stlpulatlon suggests that the balance in the natural
gas vehicle (NGV) memorandum account should not be ‘included in the
revenue requarement for thlu year's ACAP. The stlpulatlon proposes
that the amount remain in the memorandum account to be allocated 1n
PG&E’s next cost allocation proceedang. ’ v RS

64. TURN in its prepared test;mony proposed a dlfferent
allocation of the RD&D adjustment ‘between core and non-core than
that proposed by PG&E.- Speczflcally, TURN proposed to allocate
$668 000 of the RD&D adjustment to the core and $412 000'to the
non-core. B
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65. . DRA proposed that the RD&D adjustment' should: be- allocated:
based on cold year peak season throughput.. DRk.then‘proposed inoens
its rebuttal testimony the position ultlmately adoptcd by ‘the -
stipulating parties. o R ot e “

66. The stipulation recommends that the total ‘RD&D~ adgustment
of $1.008 million be allocated as follows: '$728,000 :to- the.core - -
and $352,000 to the non-core. ST ST S e S A

67. The stipulation further recommends that the Core Gas
Fixed Account balance and the NRSA balance;: respect;velyy be -
¢changed to reflect the RD&D: amounts.. : T a0 L

68. The stipulation adopts PG&E’Ss proposal .set forth its.
original prepared testimony to consolidate several balancing. .-
accounts. Swvecifically the proposal would: :

1. Eliminate the Core/Core-Elect Surcharge
~ Subaccount of the Core Purchased Gas
Account by allocating the remaining palance
between the Core Subaccount and the Core-
Elect Subaccount,

Eliminate the Core Implementation. Balancinq
Account by transferring the remaining
balance to the Core Gas F;xed Cost Account

Elxm;nato the Noncore Implomentat;on
Account and the Negotiated Revenue
Stability Account by transferxring the
remamnxng balances to the Noncore
Trans 1t1on Cost Account.‘

No party dlsagreed with any of these recommendatlons.

69. The st;pulatlng partlcs nave agreed to two possmble ‘
amounts for the brokerage fec to be mncluded in the procuromont
revenue requirement (and credlted agalnst the transportatzon
revenue requirement) .

- 70.  The Pr;ce Waterhouse Study recommends a gas brokeragc fee
of $6 637 163.. _ o

71. . The partmes had mutually agreed 1f the Prmce Waterhouse
study fxgure was quest;oned then the update ‘exhibit would use the
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N

$11.124 million figure oscalated. by.appropriate:factors zet forth
in the January 1, 1991, attrition decision. - Therefore. the:update -
exhibit (Exhibit 28) shows the brokerage fee:credit.at:$11,810,.000.

72. The stipulating parties recognized an-implicit assumption
that oil prices .will be high enough so that only minimum '
discounting would be required during.the test period..-

73. The stipulation puts-forward the following discount
factors: Rate schedule G-IND: excluding Cool-WaterESSWpercent: rate
schedule G-P2B, 97 percent; and.rate schedule G-COG, 99 -percent.

74. PG&E and the other stipulating parties urged that.these
conservative numbers be adopted in light of circumstances. ,
surrounding this ACAP. We find this to be a reascnable:approach in
light of the continuing uncertainties regard;ng oil prices as:.
result of the Gulf war. . . SR . AR St EANPPS

75. The projected revenues from SCE Cool Water are: based on-
the total forecast of 23.9 MMDth of throughput. . ~The parties
originally disagreed how this:throughput should be priced.

76. The pricing finally agreed upon in the .stipulation,:
consistent with that SCE’s proposal, recognizes that some volumes .
at Cool Water will be sexved at the higher rate, i.e., the G=IND
standard service rate, while the bulk' of the throughput will occur
at a price which is competitive with the alternative fuel:price at:
SCE Cool Water, or SoCalGas’ Tier 2 UEG rate. - . T I '

77. Out of the 23.9 MMDth of Cool Water throughput, only
6 MMDth will be assumed to be priced at PG&E’s G-~IND- standard -
service rate with the remaining 17.9 MMDth priced: at 25.15 cents
per Dth (which is the SoCalGas Tier 2 UEG'rate-adoptedzinw;J‘
D.90-11-023, SoCalGas’ most recent ACAP decision). Do

' 78. We concur with the stipulation pricing for the: Cool. Water
facility since it reflects the market reality associated. with: this.
plant. ‘ : oo e L
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“79. The stipulation recommends that-the Commission ‘adopt the
cost allocation methods set forth in PG&E”’s prepared testimony .
except as expressly noted in-the stipulation.. (Exhibit . 7.) .. .

80. Since no party has-objected we find the stipulated cost
allocation as set forth in Exhibit 27 is reasonable.: . . . - - o

81. In the original testimony of the parties,.only two dssues
arosc with regard to core rate design:  the-level of residential
Tier differential reduction and the calculation. of the LIRA : (Low
Income Ratepayer Assistance): credit. - S P B

82.  The stipulation provides that the tiex dxtrcrcntial,
measured by the ratio of Tier IX rates to.Tier I rates, should be -
reduced by .maintaining the difference between the tiers and
absolute teorms. : - ' - Coel

83. We concur that stipulation proposal is a reasconable  one:.
to reduce the residential tier differential because-it reflects the
consensus of the parties. . o o ERTRTITEE SR PUATY d

84. - PG&E recommended a change in the calculation of the. LIRA .

credit. from what was used last year. No party-challenged PG&E’s
new approach.. PG&E’s proposal has been incorporated. into.the. -

stipulation. s K IR Gl

85.. The stlpulatlng‘partles recommend. that LIRA volumes and- .
revenues be fully credited to the core revenue requirement-before .
allocating costs among. non-LIRA residential and commercial classes.

86. We agree with the stipulating parties that this LIRA
proposal is a reasonable one. : . . P o

- 87. Except for a cogeneration issuc, PG&E’s rate desxgnJ PR

methedelogy for non-core rates. was not.challenged by any ‘othexr.
party. We see no reason to do anything different than what-has: ',
been done by PG&E as to these uncontroversial and uncontéested rate
design issues. .. : S L , . SR ;

88. We must determine what is the appropr;ate amount to.
assume in the revenue¢ regquirement as take~or=-pay costs that PG&E
will have to pay during this test ACAP test period.
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89. In their original testimony, both PG&E and “DRA ‘has::.
estimated TOP costs of around $50 million. ST v L L)

90. ' The Stipulating parties-propose a.$27.5 million forecast
of TOP costs to be incurred by PGE&E during the test period.

91. While not signing the stipulation, California Industrial
Group, Califormia Manufacturers Association and California League~
of Food Processors (CIG, et. al.) join -in- support of the.$27.5
nillion forecast. e R S A

. 92. Xf the actual TOP costs are greater or-less than the
$27.5 million, the TOP true up account will correct-the difference *
in the next forecast proceeding. . . o U Tl e ey s

93. Salmon argues that the-forecast should be at-or.near - .~
$50.3 million in light -of FERC actions which occurred after the -
close of hearing. Salmon- argue that the uncertainty that exizsted
regarding suspension of TOP costs at the time. the'stipulation was. -
executed has largely been eliminated:due:to the two ordersuissued. -
by FERC in December 1990. S T A S A 2 T

94. Salmon submits-.that the TOP forecast foxr this ACAP period
should be.at least between $43.9 million and $53.3 .million. . Salmon
contends that the uncertainty over. the .amount 'of the TOP COSLS LS -
now based primarily upon the “timing” of FERC action on the El .Paso
rate case settlenment. S % A S o

98. While our inclination is to aupport the stzpulatlon
numbex reached by a diverse group of- partles, we are troubled.by -
the arguments raised by Salmon. : .~ . . .. I S

96. The parties have convineced us in their comments to the .’
proposed decision-that the $27.5 million: forecast is reasonable in
llght of FERC’s approval of the El Paso Settlement.. : v 0 Jusuon

" 97. The stipulation specifically calls for 90 percent of any:
variation between noncore transportation revenues, excluding those'
revenues amortizing balances in existing balanecing. accounts, . and:.
the adopted noncore revenue requirement,: excluding balances of .

ORI S

I S
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existing: balancxng accounts, ber placed in-an interest: bear;ng
balancing account. S A A 0 T SRS (A Rt WO P G0t

98. . The stipulation calls for the 90: percent balancing:
account to become effective on: the date that the rate-change .~
resulting from -this decision becomes effective. :Further, it..
provides for the 90 percent balancing account to remain in offect
until the implementation of rates resulting from PG&E’s-next cost
allocation proceeding, currently estimated to be Sbring 1992, .

99. PG&E asserts that agreement: would have been impossible,
given the disparate litigation positions and the uncertainties
involved, without the 90 percent balancing account for noncore ..
transportation revenues being incorporated into the. Stipulation as
a protection mechanism against forecasting uncertainties. '

100. Both DRA and TURN, representatives of California
ratepayers, support the 90 percont balancing account as'a necessary
element of the overall stipulation. Both parties argue that given-
the uncertain oil market, and the joint desire of PG&E, TURN and
DRA to resolve the issues in this ACAP, including the:iissue .of
negligible discounting due to high oil prices, the 90 percent .
balancing account ‘is fair and reasonable ‘given the evidence 'in this
case. _ , e e e e
101. CIG et al. believes the Commission should not adopt the
90 percent balancing account for this ACAP period: because of its
conflict with the 75 percent balancing account protection adopted: -
as a rule for the new gas industry structure due . to be implemented .
August L, 1991 pursuant to D.90-09=-089." v ST e

102.  We must examine the 90 percent balanc;ng account: in: the:-
context of which it arose in.this proceeding. The.lssue_really=1s
whether we are so troubled by the 90 percent balancing account that
we want to change what the parties: describe as one of:the key:
cloments of a stipulation supported by diverse interests.. .

103. CIG et al.’s arguments that there is no record.to support
the 90 percent balancing account are simply wrong. Testimony of

B
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the panel members for PGLE, DRA, and TURN.in support-ofcthe-entire’
stipulation-given on the last day of hearings:explained the: . = .-
parties’ rationale for agreeing to a 90 percent balancing account. ’
Prior to negotiating the stipulation, PG&E requested 100 percent
balancing account treatment fox noncore:transportation.revenues-in’
its supplemental testimony. (Exhibit 2.) DRA and TURN opposod
this in their testimony (Exhibits 9 and 14). .- = v oo

.X04. We.do not believe.it is necessary: in-this case to. ...
substitute our judgment for that . of :such a diveorse group: of.
stipulating parties. Clearly, . the 90 percent treatment'waf*thought'
to be a better approach given the circumstances that arose: durmng
this proceeding, particularly the Gulf War. ~ . our '

105. Changing the 90 percent balancing account provision goes.
beyond mere “tinkering” with-the  decision, and.would: deprmve the -
parties of a major becnefit of their bargain. : o

. 106. We believe an adequate record has been developed in this*
proceeding to allow us to make a finding that the stipulation is-in
the public: interest and will be-adopted in its entirety.’

107. We have acknowledged in.prior decisions: the strong public
policy in-California faveoring settlements and the proprlety a:
settlement . in utility matters. - R

108. If_ our goal truly is to encourage settlements or:
stipulations, then'we must resist the: temptatxonwto'altermthe',w-%!
results of a.good faith negotiation process unless the public truly
will be harmed by the agreement. ST

109." Despite the arguments of CIC et'al. regarding the.
balancing account issue, we.find the public interest is well served
by the stipulation before. us today-.. R TR P TR0 SN

110.  PG&E, DRA, and TURN.all propose different methods:for.::
allocating revenues from long-term contracts. At hearzng,uthree T
contracts were at issue: .Mojave Cogeneration, .C&H -Sugar~and Luz
Solar Partners. Since the c¢lose of hearing, Commission: Resolutions
G=~2930 and G-2932 rejected both the C&H Sugar and the Luz Solar
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Partners’. contracts. Therefore, here we will only‘befaddressing*““
the appropriate allocation of the Mojave Cogeneration:contract.”

S " . e

revenues. .. - S L S B OP R e R S S SURE SR Y
111. PG&E proposes~to\treatorevenuesafrom Commission=-approved-
long-term gas transportation contracts'as a credit tocbaserrevenues
and to allocate that credit.to all remaining customers:on the: basxu
of average year throughput. . SRR DU S
112. DRA believes that the Mojave. Cogenexatxon contract. should
not be treated as a base revenue credit because it.is not an EOR:. ..
contract. DRA arques that long-term, non-EOR contracts should be:
treated as revenue shortfalls. - e L R S
113. However, both DRA. and PG&E. agree . that whethcr it-is ar
credit or shortfall, it should. be recovered. from all- other .. -~
ustomers. on an equal. cents per therm basis. DT e,
114. TURN disagrees with the equal cents per:.therm propos al of
both PG&E and DRA, believing it to be the wrong allocation method
for the Mojave Cogeneration contract. . .~ - T £ L
115. TURN argues that the Mojave contract is more:akin to-the:
leng=texm: EOR contracts approved by the Commission because it . is an
anti-bypass contract. TURN also cites D.87=05=-046 fox authority. ..
for its view that because of Mojave’s similarity to EOR contracts,
the appropriate allocation mechanism is that the revenues should be
treated as incremental and -credited back to- other-customers*based“"
or an equal percentage of -base: revenues-plus plpelmne demand.:.
charges. o : : o - .
116. CIG et al. dispute that<longrterm-non—EOR:contractsA(like
Mojave) can be likened to EOR contracts. - $¢ long as.the-allocation
is done on an equal cents per therm basis, CIG et-al. are. e
indifferent as te whether those revenues are treated. as: shortfalls
or cred:.ts-' ) - R Y o ~." ",
117.. - We agree’ w1th DRA, PG&E, and CIG et al tnat revenue:
allocation on-an equal cents per therm basis for the. Mojave. . = -

[
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Cogeneration .contract is the most -appropriate.and consistent with
D.87-05~046. :The Mojave Contract . is pot an: EOR contractos: =~ oo .

118. " As to the debate between PG&E ‘and DRA over the.revenue :. :
credit vs. shortfall issue, we find-this argument to be-much ado: .
about nothing” in that both parties agree there is no practical .,
difference in result from .thelr two theories. We agree with PG&E
that its revenue credit approach is. easier to implement.-. .~ ' .

119. PG&E is proposing a change from the current system of. = .
establishing rates on a monthly basis based . on the actual-average -
UEG rate lagged by 60 days to a rate based on the adopted
UEG/Cogeneration cost allocation .and throughput forecast.:

120.. CCC. opposes PG&E’s proposal in. its entirety while DRA is
opposed unless the problems created.for Standard Offer:-4- (304) v
Payment Option 3 c¢ogenerators is resolved. Coo R .

121. CCC disagrees with PG&E that it is approprlate to:”solve
a problem” for two~thirds of power purchased while creatmng .
problem for the remaining one-third.: R - B

122. CCC believes it is inappropriate:for PG&E to- refer to:the
elinination of the CSA and undercollection of rovenues in:support .
of its proposal, arguing 'that PG&E did not expllcztly‘state .such
arquments -in its testimony. :° - . Lo IR : o

123. PG&E has more fully developed the record:in: support of
its proposal in-this year’s ACAP and all part;es had an- adequate
opportunity to examine, attack, or- propose alternatives.: We .
believe that PG&E’s proposal will have benefits for a s;gnmt;cant
number of cogenerators as. well ‘as.for 'PG&E itself. .

124. We reject CCC’s argument.that PGLE 1mproperly~argued
protection of its revenue requirement in support ormtheusw1tch“tou_
forecasted rates because it had not:been developed in testimony.

125. In last year’s "ACAP decision, D.90-04-021, ‘we:-ordered- .-
PG&E: to discontinue entries to the CSA account. We'also:deferred-
recovery of the existing balance until this proceeding in:iorder to:
allow for a detailed audit of the transactions in the account.
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"126.  There -is now general :agreement  that PG&E :is.entitled. to. ..
recover some amount from the now defunct CSA. . The update exhibit .-
lists the-amount of $1,106,000 "(Ex.28)while DRA’s reply. brief
uses a figqure of $1,078,905. DRA explainswits figure:of R
$1 078,905.. . . e e ey e

- 127.. In light of the fact: that DRA’s, witness. dld not: testity.
to any irregularities in her audit report, we are - inclined to adopt
PG&E’s figure.. Given the dollars invelved, we find the conditions
recommended by DEA and CCC to be unnecessary and burdensone..

128. The core=-elect Purchased-Gas Account . is currently -
overcollected in the amount of $46,694,000. S R TR LA

129. If the core-elect Purchased Gas Account is. amortizcd in
core subscription rates during the ACAP period, the core - S
subscription rate may appear cheaper .relative to the rates that gas
marketers will charge under the new noncore procuremcnt ‘Tules
effective August 1, 1991. SR o N

130. It is reasonable to oxder: PG&E to. refund-the: ,
overcollection back to its core—clect customers because.of the.
upconing gas industry restructuring. . .o T

131. It is reasonable to allow PG&E to: credit,customer
accounts rather than issue refund checks .in. order to aveoid.
administrative :expense. . . . ., Ll : -

1132. It-is . reasonable to allow: PG&E 120 days from the, v
effective date of its revised tariff schedules to implcment £he -

133. TURN’s requeut fox eligibility was. timely*filed and~
addresses all.four elements required. by Rule.76.54.(a)-of . the .
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure. - R BT IEO

.134. TURN. represents the interests of individual: reSidential
customers not otherwise adequately represented in this proceeding
who, as individuals, have-a.small economic interest in..comparison- :
to the costs of effective individual participation. ... . . .~ o

E
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135. .. TURN has demonstrated.that-its: participation in this
proceeding .would pose a.significant financial.hardship.undexr:
Rule 76.52(f) and Rule 76. 54(&)(1) S A SPS LT A SOt

1.  ‘We. should waive Rule.Sl;G(c);of the- Rules: of ‘Practice and
Procedure because the goals of the settlement rules-have been met: .-
by allowing all parties an.opportunity for. adequate-cross~= . .
examination:on the stipulation and underlying testimony.- -

2. We'should not:give.the stipulation. any precedential
weight in any future PUC. proceeding. . C e Do

3. We should not assume that the numbers agreed upon in. the
stipulation are intended to have a . relationship to each:other.

4. We should adopt the stipulation approach as to .oil prices
i.e. that oil prices will be high enocugh that only a minimal .
discounting will occur. . o S e

. 5.  We should adopt the atlpulatlon 8 core WACOG oI $2 23 per
Dth and noncore WACOG of $2.52 per Dth. Lo
6.  ~“We should adopt the-following stipulation forecasts:
17.5 MMDth of G-P2B throughput, 138.3 'MMDth of G-IND-throughput,
and 9.1 MMDth of Industrial GC-2 throughput because- they‘are
undisputed  numbers. " TR

7. We should adopt 23.9 MMDth as a forecast for Cool Water ,
throughput because it was agreed to in the stipulation. _

8. We should adopt 63 MMDth of cogeneration demand on: rate
schedule G-COG and 6.6 MMDth for demand under GC-2 contracts
because no parties challenged these numbers. B R R Vi R

" 9. We should adopt the following undisputed. throughput
forecasts: 1.1 MMDth for Steam Heat, 50.6 MMDth for EOR, and
.1 MMDth for Industrial Interdepartmental ‘ ' o
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10.. We should:adopt-a forecast. of 146.3 'MMDth for UEG..
throughput,; which.assumes-18.2 "MMDth of: curta;lment ‘because it was)
agreed to in the stipulation. L T P SV L

11. We should adopt the stipulation curtailment level-of -

20 MMDth, all occurring in Prierity Class P-5 because it-is.a
compromise reached in the stipulation.. we e

12. ‘We should adopt PG&E’s original forecast of 13.7: MMDth o!
wholesale throughput because no party: disputed-the figure..: . : -

13. We . .should adopt a residential throughput. forecast.of
217.2 MMDth and a commercial throughput forxocast of 90.6:MMDth
because they were agreed on in. the stipulation. b .

14. The following throughput forecasts should be adoptod*~
.2 MMDth for Core Interdepartmental, l.4 MMDth: for PG&E.UEG.startup
fuel, 8.2 MMDth for Gas Department use, 17.5 MMDth.for LAUF. :

15. We should adopt a ¢old year throughput:.for wholesale
customers of 14.6 MMDth because. it is the compromise reached:in the
stipulation. S R E AL L

16. We ' should adopt the other.cold:year: throughput ‘nunbers as
set forth in the stipulation’because. they are undisputed... l.x ..

17.. We 'should adopt a ¢old year:curtailment. forecastrof.

37 MMDth because it is a reasonable oompromlse of the: part;es’ RN
original positions. : Lo : St ;

18. We should adopt an lnterutmlzty throughput forecast of. .

50 MMDth because it was agreed:to in-the stipulation.. E

19. - We should adopt an additional 2.1 cents per.Dth to’be .
incorporated into the forecast interutility rate because of an.
increcase in interutility: transport rates to collect.gas gathering
costs. R - R o RO ‘ T n

20. We should lowerfthetbalance'in'the allowancevfor doubtful
accounts within the CFA debt service account to 5.4 percent of the
outstanding loan portfelioc balance as of the effective date of this
decisien.
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2l. We should.decrease the NSRA balance by $4.535:million
because it is: recommended: by the stipulation. - © . oy oloso oo

22. 'The EOR balancing -account:should.be decreased. by $319,222
because it is recommended. by the stipulation. . o S

23. We should update the PGT refund by $6.8 mmll;on to
reflect the amount actually receiving by PG&E. P

24. We should not include the balance in the NGV memorandum
account in: the revenue requirement for the ACAP test period.based
on the recommendation of the stipulating parties. - ., .. .

25. The RD&D adjustment of $1.008 million should be: allocated
$728,000 to the core and $352,000 to the nencore.. - .. ..

26. We should adopt PG&E proposal to consolidate: several
balancing accounts listed in Finding of. Fact 68. .

27. We should adopt a brokerage fee c¢redit of $11,810,000:
subject to balancing account treatment for this ACAP peruod because
Phasc 2 is not yet resolved. oo P :

28. " We should adopt the- followlng discount factors: Rate
schedule: G-IND excluding Cool Water 98 percent: rate schedule G- -
P2B, 97 percent: and xate schedule G-COG, 99 percent. :We should
adopt these figures because of the continuing uncertainties
regardlng oil prices as a result of the Gulf war.:. .. . v

.29. We should adopt the: pr;c;ng for the Cool Water: facillty
agreed to in the stipulation. S B T O A S P A -

30. We should adopt the stipulated cost allocation.as set:
forth in Exhibit 27 . (Appendix D). o PR U A

.31. ‘We should adopt the stipulation propos al%to'reduce:the o
residential tier differential because-it reflects-the-consensus of
the parties. R RECONPTNIT I RS ;

32. We should adopt PG&E’s . proposal - change the calculatlon
of the LIRA credit becausc ne . party opposed-it.- LU Yok

33. We should adopt direct-billed take-or-pay costs of
$27.5 million for this ACAP period.
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34. The 90 pexcent balancing account should.convert ...

automatxcally to a 75 percent .balancing account-ontApril L, 1992c
.. 35, We should adopt the 90 percent: balancing account for

noncore transportation revenues because to alter it would: deprive .
the stipulating parties of a major benefit . of their bargain..

36. We should adopt the stzpulat;on because it .is in. the-
public interest. - . ‘ T T

37.. We should adopt PG&E’S pXopos AITtO treat irevenues from: -
the Mojave Cogeneration contract as a credit to.base revenues and -
to allocate it all to customers.on an equal cents per therm.basis.

38. We should adopt PG&E’s proposal to .change cogeneration' -
rates to a forecast basis because cogenerators wheo:produce two-
thirds of power purchased will now have a consistent. forecast. -
mnethodology for both their costs. and - revenues. - : T

39.. We should allow PG&E to rxoecover $1 106,000 .from the-
Cogeneration Shortfall Account. . : : ‘ «

40. PG&E should refund the core-elect PGA overcollectlon to
the core-clect customers during the 1990=9L ACAP. test . period by. .
crediting those customers accounts. PGLE will be allowed 120 dayf
from the effective date of its revised-tariff schedules to-
implement a refund.: . o : : o

"41.. TURN should be found ellgxble undex. Article 18.7 of our
rules to claim compensation for its participation in 'its. =~ L. -~
proceeding. : oo Lol Tee

42. The determination that TURN has. met its: burden o: *howang
that its participation: in this proceeding would posera significant
financial hardship should carry over to TURN/s participation: in.
other proceedings in 1991. T S T

43. This order should.be made effective today  in order ‘to get
the new rates into ¢ffect as soon as peoessible. . v o0 o
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INTERIM ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall file, in
accordance with General Ordexr 96=A, tariff changes which imploment
the rate changes adopted in this proceeding, and which are shown in
Appendix C to this decision, using the revenue requirement
prasented in Appendix B. This tariff filing shall also reflect the
updated baseline quantities effective May 1, 1990.

2. The revised tariff schedules shall be filed on or after
the effective date of this decision and at least 3 days prior te
their effective date.

3. The Stipulation attached as Appendix D is approved in its
entirety.

4. PG&E shall institute a refund of the ¢core-elect Purchase
Gas Account in compliance with the discussion in this decision.

The refund shall be implemented within 120 days from the effective
date of its revised tariff schedules.

5. Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN) is eligible to
claim compensation for its participation in this proceeding.

6. The determination that TURN has met its burxden of showing
that its participation in this proceeding would pose a significant
financial hardship shall carry over to TURN’s participation in
other proceedings in 1991.

This oxrder is effective today.
Dated May 8, 1991, at San Francisco, California.

PATRICIA M. ECKERT

President
G. MITCHELL WILK

1 CERTIFY THAT TH!S DECISION ggrngzg' Wg%gm
WAS APPROVED BY THE ASOVE NORMAN D. SHUMWAY

CQMWSS:QI’\.I}ER% TODAY Commissioners.

ﬂocuﬂvo Dlroctor
N%/ AT p®
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APPENDIX A

Applicant: Reogex J. Peters, Mark R. Huffman, and Baxbaxa S.
Benson, Attorneys at Law, for Pacific¢ Gas and Electric Company.

Interested Parties: Messyxs. Chickexing & Gregory by C. Havden
Ames, Attorney at Law, for Messrs. Chickering & Gregoxry, P.C.;
Barkovich & Yap by ﬁg;pg;g_gg;ggx;gh for Barkovich & Yap;

Patrick J. Bittner, Attorney at Law, for California Enexgy
Commission: Jerry R. Bloom, Lynn M. Haug, and Morrison &

Foerster, by Douglas R. Ware, Attorneys at Law, for California
Cogeneration Council; Besh Bowman, for San Diego Gas & Electric
Company; Messrs. Greve, Clifford, Diepenbrock & Paras by
Magthew V. Brady, Attorney at Law, and Messxrs. Grueneich,
Ellison & Schneider by Christophexr T. Ellison and Baxxy H.
Epstein, for Califoxnia Department of General Services; Axiel
Pierre Calonne, Attorney at Law, fox City of Palo Alto; Messrs.
Armoux, Goodin, Schlotz & Mac Bride, by Regina M. De_Angglag,
Attorney at Law, for Kelco Division of Mexck & Company; Philip
Ri _Virgilio, forxr Destech Energy Incorporated; Karen Edson, for
KKE & Associates; Michel PReter Flowio and Joel R. Singexr, for
Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN); Neorxman J. Furuta,
Attorney at Law, for Department of the Navy, Annette Gilliam,
Richard K. Durant & Frank J. Cooley, for Southern California
Edison Company; Steve Haxris, for Transwestern Pipeline Company;

Lan son, for California Gas Producexs Association; Messrs.
Brady & Berliner by John W. Jimison and Tom Beach, Attorneys at
Law, for Canadian Producer Group and Luz Partnershxp Management;
Messrs. Luce, Forward, Hamilton & Scripps, by John W. Leslie,
Attorney at Law, appearing for Salmon Resources Limited; William
Mg;ggg and Jeffrey Nahigian, for JBS Energy Incorporated-

nn , for SunPacific Energy; Messrs. Squire,

Sanders & Dempsey, by Keith R. Mc Crea and Michael T. Mishkin,
Attorneys at Law, for California Industrial Group, California
Manufacturers Association, and California League of Food
Processors; Ronald G. Oechsler, for Recon Reseaxrch Coxrporation;
Thomas Q’Rourke, for Southwest Gas Corporation; Raixick J.
Powerx, Attorney.at Law, for City of Palo Alto; Raul Premo, foxr
Chevron U.S.A.: John D. Quinley, for Cogeneration Service
Bureau; E.R. Island and David B. Follett, Attorneys at Law, and
Earl X. Takemura, for Southexrn California Gas Company; Morse,
Richard, Weisenmiller & Associates, by Rebexrt Weisenmiller, for
Morse, Richard & Associates; Randelph L. Wu and Phyllis
Huckabee, for EL Paso Natural Gas Company; E. R. Yates, for
California League of Food Processors; Jim L. Evansg, Senior
Marketing Representative, for Petro-Canada Resources Inc.;
Messrs. Ater, Wynne, Hewitt, Dodson & Skerritt, by Rauwl
Kauffman, Attorney at Law, for Cogenerators of Southern
California; Jexry Mc Namara, for Alberta Petroleum Marketing
Commission; Melissa Metzler, for Barakat & Chamberlin, Inc.;
Ronald W. Schoenbeck, for RCS, Inc.; and Thomas A. Txibble,
P.E., J.D., for Regents-University of California. ‘

Division of Ratepayer Advocates: John S. Wong, Attorney at Law,
. Larry Klapow, and Natalie Walsh.

(END OF APPENDIX A)
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TABLE -1

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COM?ANY
ADOPTED GAS DEMAND . "

Forecast Period: April .1, 1991 to March 31, 1292

THROUGHPUT TYPE =~ - GAS “DEMAND
o (Mdth).

{00 S D i N N S N G U T Y N AN MY N OO T I

Residential .+217,243
Commercial Core 90,639
Industrial (incl. GC2) . .~164,900
Stecam Heat 1,086
UEG-PGAE (incl. start-up) .- 165,883
UEG-Edison 23,900
Cogeneration (excl. GC2) - 63,000
Cogancration 6,600
EOR Cogeneration - 28,447
EOR Steaning 22,138
Company Use s 8,174
Unaccounted For 17,543
Wholesale ' - wew 13,738
Interdepartmental 314
Intexrutility 50,000

2 n"";‘-—--——--

TOTAL GAS DEMAND . 872,605
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED DEMAND FORECAST: -BY PRIORITY

Forecast Period: April 1, 1991 to Maxch 31, 1992

| PRIORITY DEMAND FORECAST. .. .
o (Mdth) :

T p-1 333,448 =

14,625 T

<< POTAL 873,605
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APPENDIX B

TABLE 3A

g "PACIFIC GAS AND-ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADGPTED DEMAND, CURTALMENTS AND SUPPLY FORECAST BY CUSTOMER "CLASS'

Forecanted Period:: April 1, 1991 to- March. 51, 992 .

 SCHEDULE AND
CATEGORY: .

PRIORITY

DEMAND
FORECAST
~(MOTH)

CURTAIL
MENTS
(MDTH)

T SUPPLY .
PORECACT ' ™
L CMOTHY

RESIDENTIAL

COMMERCIAL
COMMERCIAL
COMMERCIAL
COMMERCIAL
COMMERCIAL
COMMERCIAL
COMMERCIAL
COHNERCIAL

TOTAL COHMER

!NDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRXAL

TOTAL PZB

INOUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL
INOUSTRIAL:
INDUSTRIAL
INOUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL -
INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL

C1-NRT
GeNR2C
GeNR3N

G=NR3T

G-NR1

G-NR2C
G=NR3N -
G-NR3T

CIAL

c-p28C

C-P2ON’
G-P28T ..

GeINDC
G=INDN
G=INDT:
Gee-¢ -

GE2=N

Ge2-7 .
GINOC
G INON”
G=INDT:
Ge2-C

GC2=N -
Gez-y

p-38
P30
P38
(31
-P-38
pe38
Pré
Peb
Pet
Pl
Pt
Pebe

TOTAL G-IND & INDUSYRIAL GC2

COGENERATION
COGENERATION
COGENERATION
COGENERATION
COGENERATION
COGENERATION

TOTAL COGENE

G=COGC .~

G=-COCN
G-COCT
GC2-C
GC2-N
cc2-7

RATION

EOR COGENERATION C
TOR COGENERATION N
EOR COGENERATION T

EOR STEAMING C
EOR STEAMING N
EOR STEAMING T

TOTAL ECR

Pe3A D

pe3A
pe3A
Pe3A
p=3A
p=3A

P=3A
pe3A
pe3A

P
p-5
pes

217,263

R
6,070
%

74
2,257
9,103

29

12

semsassee

90,439

12,51
3,393
1,856

17,500

19,067
9:261
17,31
1,201
577
1,223
38,712
18,803
35,146
2,639
.17
2,687

147,400

31,497
12,265
19,238
3,300
1,295
2,007

69,600

8,5%
1,707
18,200

0
2,21
19,926

50,585

.  mevssses

0
0

0
0
0
]
0
0
0

0
0

0 Viw e
0.

cooo

< X ol =] o roocoocoo

B

1,633

1,815

o osoococoocooco

2723

D~ ograner

ygiast
S’SO“ﬁ)
18567

[
“ --------.

” sco"‘

1 Quo 67!\\; M
REAo
17 iR -
1 207‘”
Eicak

o

M 225,~>

RS T o

seawmssns

Y00

31,697,

12,265

19,238
3.300
1,295
2,007

69,600

8,5%
1,707
18,206

0
2,052
18,291

48,770




~ APPENDIX B

TABLE 38

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED DENAND WRTAILHENTS AND SUPPLY FOREL‘AST BY CUSTOMER CLASS

Forecasted Period. April 1 1991 %o Nnrch 31 1992

SCHEDULE AND . PRIORITY * > DEMAND- - -CURTALL= SUPPLY
CATEGORY . ' © . PORECAST '~ MENTS FORECAST
i ‘ (MOTH) (MDTH) (MDTHY <.

STEAM MEAT G=NCT : © 1,08 -0 1,086 . .

UEG-PCLE , 164,438 18,178 146,260

UEG-PGLE  START-UP 28 1,465 0" S
UEG-SCE  G-NCT - 19,120 - 0 . 191200
UEG-SCE  G-NCT - 470 0 v LT8O
TOTAL UEG | S weTss L saTe o 6osm ,ﬁ

MISC COMPANY USE ‘ 3,174 0 SRR 18,.171-4
UNACCOUNTED FOR SRR 7 o, 5:.3

TOTAL RETALL . 809,553 995 ™, ooo

COALINGA  G-WRY 170 : Caree]
CP NATIONAL G-WRY R 76 ‘o ey
PALD ALTO GeWRY I 2, T2 2 722
SOUTHWEST G-WRT e 8,173 8,173
COALINGA  G-WRT } 53 33
PALO ALTO  G=WRT" o 67 SO Rt S
SOUTHWEST  GeWRT o o3 - S T8
PALO ALTO GeWRT. o 36 CoTes ot _;336'.“..'“
SOUTHWEST  CeWRT o &% S

TOTAL WHOLESALE AR 13,738
INTERDEPARTMENTAL € RS 21 - R :"211-.-"-‘.‘
INTERDEPARTMENTAL * C 103 Viel o s 1030:

ssuencsss v esRmsmasw "“'y--.-“.--( i

TOTAL INTERDEPARTMENTAL S . VRN e B
INTERUTILITY S s0,000 o 50 ooo

ToTAL R 873,605

Do AR ST AN

GO B Y mes

L W -
e M A

IR
Wl
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TABLE 4

o

LPACIFIC. GAS AND- ELECTRIC COMPANY
" GAS PROCUREMENT- RATES

lor"mltlpery-iod:. ApHL 1;

1991 to March 31

AL

CORE CORC-ELECT [1] NONCORE (1) HHOL;SALE M ‘ TOTAL

SALES VOLUMES (Mth) ()

WACOG PRICE (3/therm)

SUBTOTAL REVENUE (000/s)

CORE PGA REVENUE

3,090,257
0.22300

2,996,113

0.22300.

290,520
0.25200 .

689,346
22,162

CORE=ELECT PGA REVENVE [3) ' -

SUBTOTAL REVENUE
FRU RATE  [4)

F&U

REVENUE

RATE BEFORE BROKERAGE FEES (a)

BROKERAGE .FEES
BROKERAGE FEE FRV

BROKERAGE -FEES INC FIY

BROKERAGE FEE RATE (b)

FINAL PROCUREMENT RATE (areb)

[1] RATES MAY VARY DURING- THE TEST PERICO.

711,508

77,904

0.23224

0.23226

0.00899

sessvemaas

6,007

10,242
9
10,334
0.00343

[21 SALES VOLUMES REFLECT SHRINKAGE AND STORAGE.
(3] ACCOUNT BALANCE IS 346,694, CUSTOMERS WILL BE REFUNDED PER YNIS D!CISION’
(4] WHOLESACE PAYS FRANCHISE FEES OWLY.

B2

3,211
0.008%0

azsssssse

658

S 889"

0.25627

12 4]

9‘

0 .00345«.

137,390" 6,515,260
0.22300 ., 0.22629

Y YT Y YY)

80,688

1,461,528
2206

RN JeH .-.\u‘y,”

o 483' 490
o 0.00899

e mea e

| esesswsss

v 30,855

. 0-22455:“‘,"- b
11,705
v 010k
11,809
v no 00345-\ mo 00345—

0.25772
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TADLE 5
"PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED~REVENUE REQUIRENENTS

Yorecasted Period: April 1, 1991 to March 31, 1992

PROCUREMENT REVENUE REQUIREMENT - C e e (30007m). ..

Total Core Procur. Revenue (incl Core-electy =~ 1,346,996
Total Non-core Procurement Revenue' ' ‘ o T8,88%
Total wWholesale Procurement Revenue 28,793
Brokerage Fees. (incl. FEU) . - - I vos a0 1,809

A
CYTYTY Y Yy

" TOTAL PROCUREMENT REVENUE REQUIREMENT '~ -
YRANSPORTATION. REVENUE REQUIREMENT

Auth. gas margin SR
“Gommon distribution n 276,948 . oae
Demand -related .tranamission . .. .. e ... 12,600
pDemand related storage . . e i 43,849
Customer related” e e Cet T 499,381
Commodity related: W AT 10,145
S0% Adminatrative L General . . L ... b8,4%
Franchise &.Uncollectibles = 10,208
‘Less: Brokerage Fees L ¢11,810)
“'Lesst "Other ¢perating revenue - EEEENE feaee 9,169
© Less: -Long term contract.revenve . . -, e (2,858) e
1,117,966
pipeline demand-charges .. i 176,696 e e
Add: FEU-aT -0.00895 * . . 1,580

s

Transition costs ; . 27,500 S ,:.:~_w;;«v~.;..l |

Add:. FLU-at  .0.00893 ¥ o e 25

N vesssssune

. - [N Vo, QTLTeS e

EOR’ 7 Interutii{ty- Reverue Credit oo 0,619,080),

DSM and- ROLD Revenus Qffset.. . . . e 1,080

EL Paso TOP Trueup . . o o 20,467

Noncore Adjustments o e 3,002 7o

Gas Storage Carrying Cost 14,5746

Gas Pixed Cost Account 49,873

Non-core Balancing/Tracking Accounts (15,798

Core Company use and unaccounted for gas 26,252

Non=core Company use and unaccounted tor pas 35,589

CFA Debt Service and Expenze 2,628

Cas Exploration and Development Account $0,000

CPUC Fee T GBI

Low Income Rate Agsistance L e e eI

AGd: FRU at  0.00897 ™ - L o v LNme o )

g " ST 9T 90601 T

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION REVENUE REQUIREMENT 1,502,672

rossEmmeen

NET REVENUE REQUIREMENT 2,964,140

w Composite rate based on the following:
0.008090 = FIU Other than Wholesale factor
¢.00709 = Franchise Wholesale factor
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TABLE 6

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED COSTS

forecastedforecanted Period: April 1, 1991 to March 31, 1992

VOLUMES PRICE CosTsS
¢(Mth) (3/th) cassanannsuee(000/n)mnoronnnronnes

Gas Supplies
Core & Core-Elect 6,224,740 0.22300 1,588,117 .
Noncore 290,520 0.25200 73,211 1,467,528
Cas Storage Carrying Cost 16,574
prokerage Mee 11,705
pipeline Demand Charges
PCT=Canadian 92,081
PGT Cost of Service 42,012
EL Paso 42,403 176,496
Transition Costs
gL Paso Take or Pay 27,500
GEDA 50,000 77,500
CFA
Debt Service 390
Expense 2,238 2,628
Gas Dept Use & Unaccounted for
Cas Department Use (Core) 32,510  0,22300 7,250
Unaccounted for (Core) 69,760 0.22300 15,556 - 22,806
Cas Department Use (Noncore) 49,230 0.25200 12,406
Unaccounted for (Noncore) 105,670 0.25200 26,629 39,035
CPUC Fee 4,489
LIRA ALG 1,961
galancing/Tracking Accounts
Core Purchased Gos Account 22,162
Core=elect Purchased Gas Acgount (Lb,6946)
Gas Fixed CosT Account 49,878
Noncore Accounts
gnhanced 01l Recovery Account (2,492)
ALS Interutiliyt Dalancing Account ¢109
CrA Debt Service 1,670
CFA Expense 36be
Noncore Transition Cost Account €2,69"
Cogeneration Shortfall Account 1,106
LIRA Account 4,277 €15,.798)
EL Paso TOP Trueup 20,467
Noncore Ad]ustments
pipeline Demand Trueup 2,401
GCas Storage Trueup 1,708
Noncore Base Cost Adjustment ¢193)
1990 ACAP FEU Adjustment ¢1,021)
Tarchquake Recovery Adjustment B4
california Corporate Franchise Tox Adjustment (289 3,002
F&U 3,585

ersmsssusssenne

TOTAL COSTS 1,857,200

(END OF APPENDIX B)
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TABLE 1
v \I Lo e BT
" PACIFIC GAS' AND ELECTRIC CoPANY .
. ADJUSTED ALLOCATION FACTORS BY CUSTOMEK CI.A$$

Forecast Period: April 1, '1991 to~Hprch 31 992\"
: - Cemeom LG CoML R o
ALLOCATION - G=NR1 | G-NR1  G-NGV' = G-NGV' - G»NR2'' - G-NR2'" P2B°NC.:- . IND —~ |UEG coctu HNOLESALE’“
INDEX ALLOCATION FACTOR RESIDENTIAL SUMMER  WINTER  SUMMER ™ WINTER SUMMER ~WINTER'  G-P2B..  G-NCT .. GsUEG . G-COG" - c-waT‘*

EMBEDDED"COST OF SERVICE * : ; B o e T e N
Avg. Yr. Throughput 0.30638 0,10834 0.00000° '0,00000 ' 0.00000 0.02207 < 0,00000 . 0.02401 -/ 0.22063- . 0. 20467"0.09250° 0, 0194f

Weighted Customers 0.90179 0.07613 0.00000 0,00000- 0,00000 0,00202 0.00000° 0.00125 . 0.01290 .0.00247:.0.00301" 0. 00043
Pk. Seas, Cold Yr. Thrpt, 0.42577 . 0.12326° 0.00000 0.00000- 0.00000- 0,02531 0,00000 -0.02007- -0.19809 0.11099 0.07256° 10,02396""
Cold Yr NC Pk Mo Dint Thrpt 0.64018 0,17262 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000- 0.0355% 0,00000° 0.01650 - 0.11045 .0.00000 O, 0T 10.00000-
Cold Yr. Throughput 0.33861 0.11452 0.00000 * 0,00000° 0.00000 0.02338 0,00000 0,02515- - 0.21295  0.17835 0.08019~ 001984
Base Reverwes 0.66175 0.11168 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.01690 0,00000 0.01183 - 0.09983  0.05709 0.03510 * 0.00582"
Revenues less Wholesale 0.66565 0.11253 0.00000- 0,00000° 0.00000 0.01700 0.00000 0.01190. 0.10042 - 0.05743 0,05530 * 0.00000+"
Rev, plus Pipeline Omd. Cha. 0.61819 0.%9206 0.00000 0,00000 0,00000 0.01777 -0.00000° 0,01336 0.11509  0.07344. 0.04239 *0.00771 -
Avg Yr. Throt. tens Shrakg. 0.30638 0,108% 0.00000 0,00000 0,00000 0,02207 0,00000 0.02401 0.22063  0.20667 0.09250° 0.01941 '
Avg Yr, Thept,- NC 0,00000 0,00000 0.00000 0,00000 ©0,00000: "0,00000: 0.00000 0.04263 0.39173" 0.36894 0.16423 0.034477
Cusntomera, Core 0.92025 0,07769 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000 0,00206 0,00000- 0.00000 . 0.00000 ~ 0.00000 0.00000 ' ©0,00000-
Customera, NC & Whal 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000 0.06236- 0.64325 0.12309 0,14996 0.02134
ARG Allocation *» 0.30922 0,10935 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.02228 0.00000 0.02423 0.22268 0.20858 0.09335 0.01031:
CYNC Pk, NC 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.10878 0.72809 ~ 0.00000 "0.16313 '0.00000 -
BALANCING ACCOUNTS AND FORECASTED PERIOD COSTS , ‘ . s - , s
Non*LIRA Requirements 2,050,021 0 .0 © 0 0 0 o 0 -0 O L =
Adjusted Delfveries (Incl. Shrinkege) 2,247,060 0 794,612 o 0- 0 161,876 176,079 1,618,153 1 515 748 673.388 142 385‘
Unad]usted Deliveries: 2,172,460 307,820 458,9%0 236 397 62,2900 93,871 175,160- 1,725,550 1,462,600 . 695,570 137 905"
Cte/Therm - ALL: 0.30638 0.00000 . 0.108%4 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000'.0.02207 0.02401 = 0.22063  0.20867.. 0. 09250‘ 0. 019‘10’
Cts/Therm = No Cog, UEG, Whi: 0.44961 0.00000 0.15899 0.00000 0,00000 0,00000. 0.03239° 0,08525. 0.32377  0.00000 ; 0.00000 " 0.00000
Cta/Therm = Core Only: 0.70143. 0.00000 . 0.2¢804 0.00000 "0,00000- 0,00000- 0.05053 0.00000: 0,00000 | 0.00000 *0.00000-  0.00000 "
Cta/Therm = No whisl: 0.31244 0.00000 0.11049 0.00000 0,00000- 0.00000. 0,02257 0.02648-. 0.22500 0.21076., 0.0943% 0.00000
Percent/Embedded Cost » pipe dr 0.62152  0.11270 .0.00000 ' 0.00000° 0,00000 0.01789 0,00000 0.01322: 0.11369 0.07172 '0.04172", 000754
Cold-yeor Deliveries: ' 0.33861 0,00000  0.11452 0.00000 0,00000' 0.00000- 0,02338 0.02315, 0.21295.  0.17835.0.08919 0. 01984
Peak-season, cold-yr Deliveries: . 0.42577 0.00000 0,12324 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000- 0.02531 0.02007.- 0.19809 0.11099§10;07256j;0.02596“
Cts/Therm = No GC-2: 0.31332 0,00000 6.11080 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000. 0.02257 0.02455 0.21265  0.21135° 0.08510' 0.01985
Cts/Therm - Noncore Only: 0.00006 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04263 . 0.39173  0.36604 0.16423 0.05447
Cts/Therm = Woncore Except Whis: 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000" 0.04415 . 0.40572 0.38004 0,17009 0.00000-
cts/Therm = AlL = Shrinkage: 0.20702 0,04221 0.0629% 0.00003 0.00004 0,00854 0,01287 0.02402 0.23663  0.20057 * 0.09539" 0018847
Ces/Therm « ALl = CPUC Fee: 0.39870 0.05543 0.08244 0.00004 0,00006 0,01128 0.01699 0.03215 . 0.27506. . 0.00000 .0.12765 0,00000
Cts/Therm » UEG and Cogen Only: 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 ©0.00000 ©0.00000° 0.00000 0.00000. 0.69082 0.30918° 0.00000 "

a
b
€
d
e
t
9
h
{

J

K
!

m
n

Cea/Therm = No LIRA,UEG,COG,Whi: 0.42702 0,00000 0.16552 0,00000 0.00000' 0.00000 0.03372 0,0%668 0.35706  0.00000. 0.00000 0.00000
Cts/Therm = No Core, COG, Whl: 0.00000 ©.00000 ©.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,000000 0.00000 0.07121 0.65443  0.00000 0,27436 0,00000
Index 6, Noncore only: 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000° 0.00000° 0.04422 0.40680 0.34070 0,.17038 0.03790
Index 7, Noncore onty: 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.04716 0.46536 0.26073 0.17046 0.05629°
Percent/Embedded Cost: 0.66696 0,11241 0,00000 0.00000 0,00000 0,01700, 0.00000 0.01163  0.09775  0.05459 0.03409 0.00556
index 7, CORE enly: 0.74135 0,00000 0.21453 0,00000° 0.00000 0,00000: 0,04406° 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000
Pct./Yot. Fixed Costs, NC Only 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000 0.05223% 0.44510 0.30669 0,16628 0.03170
Index 18, NC only: 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0,00000: 0,00000 0.05710 0,48006 0,26810 0,1674% 0.02733

-l el ol o B B B b B
O@*JQW‘*UNN—'OOO‘JOV‘F“N-‘

NN
- O

* No Summer/Winter gifferentiation, Factors derived from negotiated stipulation,
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TM!(.E 2
i et . o
C T PACIRIC GAS AND' Eu.zcmc commr 1
UNADJUSTED ALLOCATION FACYORS -BY CUSTOMER CLASS ,

forccast Perfods April ¥, 1991 to Hurch 31,

SM COML o LG- COML, o C . o S e
ALLOCATION ' G=NRY G-NRY GeNGY  G-NGV "~ G-NRZ  G«NR2 'P28-NC IND UEG . COGEN WHOLESALE
INDEX ALLOCATION FACTOR RESIDENTIAL SUMMER  WINTER = SUMMER  WINTER  SUMMER  WINTER - 'G-P28 G-NCT  G-UEG - G-C0G .. G-WRY

EMBEDDED COST OF SERVICE * ) ‘ L o ) B
Avg. Yr. Throughput 0.29897 0.10572 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.02154 0.00000 0.02415 0.25795  0.20167 '0.09108 ' o 01394.

Weighted Customers 0.90179 0.07613 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00202 '0.00000 0.00125 0,01290 . 0.00247  0.00301 ' 0.00043
Pk, Sean, Cold Yr, Thrpt, 0.41613 0.120645 0,00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.02473 0,00000 0.02023  0,21497 0.10847 0.07160 ; 0.02342
Cold Yr NC Pk Mo Dist Thrpt 0.63199 0.17041 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.03505  0.00000 0.01679 0.12111  0.00000 .0,02464 = 0,00000
Cold Yr, Throughput 0.35071 0.11185 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.02284 0,00000 0.02351 0.22085  0.17418 7 0.08790 - 0,01938
pase Revenues - 0,6572% 0.11029 . 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.01662 0.00000 0.01193% 0.10779 0.05577 0. 05466 0.00548
Reverwes Less Wholesale 0.66099 0.11092 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.01671 0.00000 0,01202 0.10840 0.05609 0.03486° 0.00000
Rev. plus Pipeline Dmd. Chg, 0.61321 0,11050 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.01745 0.00000 0.01348 0.12426  0.07173 . 0.04184  0.00753
Avg Yr, Thept. less Shenkg. 0.29897 0.10572 0.00000 0.00000 ©0,00000 0,02154 0.00000 0.02415 0.23795  0.20167  0.09108 0.0189%
Avg Yr, Thrpt.= NC 0,00000 0.00000 0,00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000- 0.04209 0.41468 0.35148 0.15874° 0,03302
Customers, Core 0.92025 0,07769 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00206 -0,00000 0,00000- 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Customers, NC & Whsl 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 .0.04236°. 0.64325 0,.12309 0.14996 0,02134
ALG Atlocation ** 0.30168 0.10668 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.02173 0.00000 0.02637 0.24008 0.20349 0.09190- 0.01006
CYNC Pk, NC 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.10332 0.74511  0,00000 0.15157
BALANCING ACCOUNTS AND FORECASTED PERICO COSTS . _ ‘ - S ‘ e e
Non-LIRA Requirements 2,050,021 0 B o o 0 0 0 0 S R
Adjunted Deliverien (Incl, Shrinkage) 2,247,060 0 794,612 0 0 © 00 161,876 181,525 1,800,309 1,515,748 685,241
Unadjusted Deliveries: 2,172,460 307,820 438,930 234 37 462,200 - 93,87% .. - 01,919,795 1,462,600 . 702,596 137 300
Cta/Therm = AlL: 0.29846 0.00000 0,10554 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 ' 0.02150 0.02411: 0.23912 .0.20133 0;09102‘_0.01891
Cta/Therm - No Cog, UEG, Whi: 0.43335 0.00000 0.15324 0,00000 0,00000- 0.00000° 0.03122: 0.03501 0.34719¢ . 0.00000 O. 00000' 0.00000
Cta/Therm = Core Only: 0.70143 0.00000 0.24480 0,00000- 0.00000 0.00000 ' 0.05053 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0,00000
Cte/Therm « No Whisl: 0.30422 0.00000 0.10758 0.00000° 0.00000 0.00000: 0.02192 0.02458 0.24373 . 0.20521 0.09277 '0,00000
Percent/Embedded Cost + pipe d: 0.62152 0.11270 0.00000° 0.00000- 0,00000 0.01789 0.,00000 0.01322  0.11369 .. 0.07972 0.04172' 000754
Cold-year Deliveries: 0.33841 0.00000 '0.11452 0,000000 0,000000 0.00000 0.02338  0.02315 0,21295 . 0.17835. 0.08919 0.01984
Peak-season, coldeyr Deliveries: 0.42577 0.00000 0.12526 0.00000° 0.00000 0.00000 0.02531 -0.02007 - 0.19809 . 0.11099 0,0725¢' '0.02396
Cta/Therm = No GC-2: 0.30505 0.00000 0.10787 0.00000 '0.00000 0.00000 0.02198° 0.02464 - 0,23157  0.20577. 0.08378 0.01953
GCra/Therm = Honcore Only: 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.06000 0.00000 0.00000 0.04197 - 0.41626 0.35045 0.15843 0.03202
Cts/Therm = Nomcore Except Whls: 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000 0.00000 0,04340 0.43041 . 0.36237 0.16382 0.00000
Cts/Therm = All = Shrinkage: 0.29685 0,04206 0.06271 0.00003 0.00004 0.00857 0.01285 0.00000 0.26233 0.19986 0,09407 0.01877
Ctn/Therm = ALl « CPUC Fee: 0.39630 0.05516 0,08224 0.000064 0.00006 0,01722 0,01691 0,000000 030923 0.00000 0.12855 0.00000

I3 ~K——TODwaQAOFTD

SO NPVEUN -

-
-

Cts/Therm = UEG and Cogen Only: 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000° 0.00000" 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.68867 0.31133 0,00000
Cts/Therm = No LIRA,UEG,COG,Whi: 0.41096 0.00000 .0.15929 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.03245- 0.03639 0.36090 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Cts/Therm = No Core, COG, Whi: 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.06806 0.67507 0.00000 0.,25693 0.00000
Index 6, Noncore only: 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.04422 0,40680 0.34070 0,17038 0.03790
Index 7, Noncore only: 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000° 0,04716 0.46536 0.26073 0.17046  0.05629
Percent/Embedded Cost: 0.66696 0,11261 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,01700 0.00000 0.01163 0.09775  0.05459 0.03409 0.00556
Index 7, CORE only: 0.74135 0.00000 .0.,21458 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.04406 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Pct./Tot, Fixed Costs, NC Only 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000- 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.05223 0,44510 0.3066¢ 0.16428 0.03170
Index 18, NC only: 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.05710 0.48004 0.26810 0,16743 0.02738

[ P P R Ry
CR NN

8N
-

* No Summer/Winter differentiation. Factors derived from negotiated atipulation,
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TABLE 37

PACIFLC GAS.AND.ELECTRIC COMPANY = '
COST ALLOCATION SUMMARY ~* *
1992

Forecast Period:. ApH L .. 1991 to March 31,

CORE
cosT
¢$000)

NONCORE & WHOLESALE
CORE-ELECT  COST
{$000) ($000)

SYSTEM
ALLOC . COST
JNDEX. . ¢3000)

FOREGAST PERICO- COSTS

Commodity Related Base
Transmission Base

Storage Base -

pistribution Base

Customer Base

50% Adminstrative and. Gomrnl.
Other Operating Revenue

SUBTOTAL = Bage (Margin)

" EOR Credit

Interutility Tranuportation s-Mao

Brokerage Fee: Procurement AKG:
Brokerage Pee: Core Marketing

Brokerage Pee: Nomcore Marketing

Long Term Contract Reverwe
SUBTOTAL = Adjusted Gase

Pipe Domand Charges
pipeline Demand Trueup

Gas Storage Carryinmg Costs
Cos Storage Trueup .
Take=or=Pay Transition COltl
Take=or-Pay Truoup

CPA DebT Service and Expense -

Gas Exploration & Dcvelopmnt Account: |

© LUAF & GDU

CPUC Fee .

LIRA ALC

RDED Trueup = Core

RDLD Trueup = Noncore
Noncore Base Cont Adjustment
1990 ACAP- FIU Adjustment

Corporate Franchise Tax Adjustment

Earthquake Recovery Adjustment

TOTAL = Porecasted Period Costs

Gas Core Fixed Cost
Noncore Transition Cost
Enhanced 01l Recovery

T AZS Interutility

AMORTIZATION OF BALANCING ACCOUNTS

CFA Debt Service and Expenu

Core TOP

NGV

LIRA

COGEN Shortfall

TOTAL = forecasted Acct Balances

P&U

TOTAL - Trnnsporf Reverwe Requirmnt'

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS -
G-10 Allocated Employee D'Ilcount
© . GC=2 Shortfall - .-

¢e-2 Shortfall Allocated
LIRA Discount Benefits
LIRA Discount F.xpemes

TOTAL = Transport COltu

LR

10,145
212,600
43,889
276,945
499,381
. 88,034
.£9,149)

LY I LT Y TS

1,122,426

€12,187)
(6,09%)
5,290
¢6,389)
125
¢2,858)

1,088,676

176,496
2,401
1,574
1,708
27,500
20,467
2,628
50,000
61,841
4,489
ﬂbob’
78
352
¢193)
€1,021)
. €289)
485

11,452,804

-3 q'n.psp

49,873
€2,699)
(2,492)
- €109)
£1,327)
0

. 0
8,277
1,106

36,075
13,793

s . e
U 2HUNOWVOW

969
7,941

7,941
£17,268)

17,268

EYYTTY X2 T

1,503,641

q,502,6m2

4,431 -
101,308

25,195
254,935
489,364

39,074

387,076

€9,116)
o, 288 )

€6,389)

0
qr2 0

228,807 0

5817 e 197
107,075, 4218
177625 . 1051

42,0104 T 0

9,803 216

4BI6ME - O
7,231y

FE1,865) - (58)

ssssssrsas

6,540

2,07 (k)
(& 47"‘)' '(137)
580 (18
FOR
€120 (D)
556 (55)

867;035“ TR15,569 706,069

84, 106
370

°;¢

12,012°
8,940

1,685

21,839
26,252
2,537
1,228

28"

49,873 T4 n0en
' 0".*!2;aoo>uvff~ o3

41,018

127,190 -

402;9397%"

| 88,890 3,502
2,310 e N
,_5 855 %49
1,612 - T 96
14,9567 534
TAT, 0T8T
IR S
9T
36,426 5 C7 1,165
1,982 0
755;»1 RIS R o]
Qe
LT

1,086,733

(599)" e 419)
CSS)A A2)
ATy 0
T ey 0

0 Yo 0
3,003y 0

B P [ 0

5,726 (&)
3,7 9%

cesnencees

13,125

DU EA e TTADDL

T A9 P

¢17,268)

. 0 255>-‘f
BT G

10,8%

1,084,478

403,567

13,288
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TABLE & .

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS ‘CosT ‘ALLOCAITION‘

forecant Pariod:. April 1, 1991 to March n, 1992

T SYSTEM  UNADJS ‘UNADS . ADJ. ., ADM
ALLOC  CcOST ALLOS cosT ALLOC cosT
INDEX  ¢$000) -  FACTOR  (3000) FACTOR  ¢%000)

FORCEAST PERICO COSTS o E S S
Commodity Related Base 10,145  0.29897 %,0%8% . 0.J0638.. .J,108
Transmission- Bose ' 212,600 0.33071 70,309 .. 0.33861. 71,989
$torage Base: - 43,869 0.41613 18,255 0.62577 18,678
pistribution Base 276,965 0.63199 175,027  0.44018 177,294
Customer Bato 499,381 0.90179 450,338 0.90179 450,338
50% Adminstrative and General ‘W 68,63 0.30168 26,739 0.30922 . 27,607
Other Operating Reverue : T(9,149)  0,65723 €6,013) .0.68173 , .(6,054)

SUBTOTAL = Base (Margin) 1,42 757,688 C e, 76

EOR Credit ‘ C b (12,187 0.61321 (7,473 0.61819  (7,534)
Interutility Transportation Service ' & 6,893 0.330M ¢2,280) 0.3386%.  (2,334)
Brokerage Fee: Procurement ALC ¢5,298). 0.00000 .0, 0400000, . .0
Brokerage Feo: Core Marketing ok (6,3089) 0.92025 - ¢5,879) . 0.92025 (5,079
Brokerage Fee: Noncore Marketing Y ¢123) 0.000000 - - 0 ¢ 0.00000 .. ... O
Long Term Contract Revenue : a . (2,858) 0.29897 ¢854). - 0,.30638 _(876)

sssecessses Py Ty .  messssssas

SUBTOTAL = Adjusted.Base 7,088,676 721,201 T 726,738

176,496 0,3506" 59,764 0,33061 %9, 764
2,401 0.00000 0 0.00000 .. | 0
164,576  0.42577 6,205 . 0.462577 ..6,205
1,708 0.00000 0. 0.00000 0 0
27,500  0.29846 8,208 .,,0.30638 . . 8,425
20,487 0.,29846 6,109 ., 0,30638 .. 6,27
CPA Debt, Service and Experwe ) 2,628 0,43335 1,139 ..0.64061 1,102
Cas Exploration & Development Account 50,000 0.20846 - 16,923 - 0.30638 ... 15,319
LUAF & GOV | 61,861 - 0.29688 - 18,359 - 0.29794 18,425
CPUC Foe - 3 4,489 0.39684 1,781 0.39874 . - 1,790
LIRA ASG ‘ T 1,961 0.41096 806 0.42702 .. 837
ROEZD Trueup + Core ! CTR8 0.76135 540 0.76135 . . 540
RDED Trueup = Nomcore - 352 0.00000 0. -0.,00000. . 0
- Noncore Base Cost Adjustment g ¢19%) 0.00000 .0 .0.00000 ... O
1900 ACAP FEU Adjustment i ¢1,021%  0.00000-- 0. 0.00000. . €
Corporate Franchise Tax Adjustment (289 0.00000 S0 0.00000. .- D
Earthquake Recovery Adjustment 486 0.000000 - - -0 0.00000. . O

sasenmwens

pipe Demend Charges
Pipeline Demand Trueup

Gas Storage Carrying Costs
cas Storage Trueup
Takeror-pay Transition Costs
Takeeor-Pay Trueuwp

- A
Y IRRE

anupsenmes R YT T L T N

TOTAL - Forecasted Period Costs | 1,452,804 aso,035 846,89

AMORTIZATION OF BALANCING ACCOUNTS
Gas Core Fixed Cost
Noncore Transition Cost
Enhanced. 01l Recovery
ALS lnterutility -
CFA Debt Service and Expense
Core TOP
NGV

49,875 0.70143 © . 34,9825 0.70163 ... 34,982
. Q- N

o ut

(2,699 0.00000 - 0,00000 . . 0
(2,492) 0.62152 - (1,549) 0.62152., (1,569
109y  0.33861 LA3TY. 0.33841 . . (3D
01,327y 0.43335 (STSy. 0.4bP6Y.. | {597)
' 0 0.70163 v, 00,7003 . . 8
0 0.20846 0 0.30438 .- O
(8,277 0.61096  (3,402) 0.42702 ,43,536)
~1,106  0.00000 0 0.00000 ... 0

AR swNnow

LIRA
COGEN Shortfall -

P

10TAL = Forecasted Acct Balances o 36,073 29,420 09,206
RN PSS Lo Cd et el e
FBU . o 13,793 8,041

YOTAL = Transport Revenue Requirenant " 1,502,672 876,496 882,255

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS /
C-10 Aliocated Employee Discount b} 969  0.66696 6 . 0066606 . .. 646
GCe2 Shorttall A 7961y e 0 e e O
GE-2 Shortfall Allocated RAENAR 7,961 0.3050% 2,422 1 031332 . .72,488
LIRA Discount Benefits o ¢17,268) Q1268 e . (17,268)
LIRA Discount Expenses T e 0.41096 7,006 .0.62702 ©.7,376

TOTAL = Tranaport Costs B P10 X 869,306 B79,96
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TABLE SA. .

PACIFIC GAS. AND: ELECTRIC COMPANY. -
SMALL COMMERCIAL (SUMMER) CUSTOMERS .COST. ALLOCATION:. '

Forecast Per{od: April 1, 1991 to March 31, 1992 .-

.- SYSTEM

ALLOC - COST:
INDEX- (3000): -

UNADJ

© ALLOC

FACTOR

ADJ
CosT
¢2000)

UNADJ
cosT
(3000)

ADJ
ALLOC
FACTOR

FORECAST PERIOD COSTS
Commod{ty Related Base
Transmission Base
Storage Base .

Dintribution Bane

Customer Base

S0% Adminstrative and General
Other Operating Revenue

SUBTOTAL = Base (Margin)

EOR Credit '
Interutility Transportation Service
Brokerage Fee: Procurement ALG
Brokerage Fee: Core Marketing
Brokerage Fee: Noncore Market{ ng
Lonq Term Contract Rmnuo

SUBTOTAL - Adjusted Base

Pipa: Demand. Charges

Pipeline Demand Yrueup

Gan .Storage Carrying Conts
Gas STorage Trueup
Take=or-Pay Transition Coats
Take=or-Pay Trueup

CFA Debt Service and. Expense

Gan . !xploutfon & Development Acéounc

WAK & GDU-

CPUC Fee

LIRA AZC -

RDLZD Trueup- = Core

ROLD Trueup- = Noncore

Noncore Dame Coat Adjustment

1990 ACAP FEU'Ad]ustment
Corporate Franchise Tax Adjustmt
Earthquake Recovery Adjustment

- TOTAL = Forecasted-Period Costs

AMORTIZATION OF BALANCING ACCOUNTS
Gas Core Fixed Cont
Noncore Transftion Coat
Enhanced 01l Recovery
ASS Interutility -
CFA Debt Service and Expense
Core TOP .
NGV
LIRA
COGEN shorﬁull

"TOTAL = Forecasted Acct Bolances

W

CTOTAL = Transport Revenue Requirement '

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS

G=10 Allocated-Employee Discount . .~

GC=2 Shortfall

GC=2 Shortfall Allocated
LIRA Discount Benefits
LIRA Discount Expenses .

TOTAL = Transport Costs’

. 10,145
|, 212,600
o 43,869
276,965
499,381
-, 88,63
. €9,149)

1,122,424

1.612,187)
~¢6,893)
. ¢5,298)
- 1¢6,389)
. €123)
T (R,858)

1,088,676

176,496
2,401
4,576
1,708
27,500
120,487

- 2,628
i, . 50,000
1. 61,841
12 . 4,489
1% 1,961
19 728
7 352
17 . (198
20+ ¢1,021)
21 (29
A [A.7

11,452,806
49,873

3 -
9\
5.,

6 €109
~2 g, 52n
3 0
1 ‘0
1% (8,27
13 1,106

™oL 36,075
13,793

13 969

(7,941)

eL'- 7,941

(17 268)

17,268

- eevesssseR

" 1,503,641

T (2,699)
. €2,492)

1,502,672 - -

0.10572
0.11185
0.12045
0.17041
0.07613
0.10668
0.11029

0.11050

0.11185- -

0.00000
0.07769

0.00000 -

0.10572

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.0497
0.06340
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000- - .- -
0.00000-. ... .

0.00000

0.00000
0.11270
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.11241 ...

0.00000
0.00000

1,099
26,348
5,406
47,807

0010834
0.11452 ..
0.12324.
0.17262 ..
38,018 0.07613- ‘.38,013
9,455 . 0,10935 .. -9,602
<1, 009) 0.11168- . ¢1,022)

LL YT Y T TR

125,348

(1 '3‘7) 0.1 ‘206" ’.”‘C’r,m)
T 0211452 - (T8
e 0, 0200000 - o0

. C496Y.. 007769 .. ., -

.o~ 0. -0,00000 - 0

L (302) 0.10836 ... .0 (310)

122,387

0 0.00000-.; .. -
0. -0.00000 -
0....0.00000,.. -,/
0 -0.00000- .- ;> . .
-0 ;0400000 .-
0 .0.00000,...- .. .
0 .0.00000
o 04 0.00000-
3,076 0.04991 .. 3,067
204 0.06334 . 204
0 0.00000 ... -
0 .0.00000: - - -
0, 50.00000., -,
-~ 0nr 0,00000- - -
000400000 e v
-0 ...0.00000 -, 0
20 40400000, e

125,768

1,072
3,780
5,28
47,195

120,879 - -

ococoocoocoooco

124,269« e

AR ST T,
0 - 0.00000: -« - . 0
-0 - 0,00000-- ... - .0
€281).,0,11270~ .. -(281)
0.00000 .. -.0
-, 0200000~ )
0.00000 - -
0.00000
0.00000 e
0.00000~ .-« = o

Tom TN R s
1°9w'u_ »
0 +
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TABLE 5B '~

PACIFIC GAS. AND ELECTRIC COMPANY:.
SMALL COMMERCIAL (WINTER) .CUSTOMERS. COST. ALLOCATION: .-

Forecaat Periodr April 171991 to. March 3%, 1992 -

»  SYSTEM UNADJ ADJ ADJ
ALLOC 7 COSY- - - ALLOC cosT ALLOC cosr
INDEX - (3000) - ($000) FACTOR €$000)

RECAST PERIOD COSTS

Commodity Related Base .
Transmiasion Base 212,600  0.00000
Storage Base’ 43,869 0.00000

a . 710,145  0.00000
.
-8

Distribution Base 9 276,945  0.00000
b-.
m
f

0.00000.
0.00000 . .- 0
0.00000-.

0.00000 ..
0.00000. ...
0.00000 .- - - .
0.00000 . -

Tt 0

0.00000:. . -

© 000000 e
.0.00000 .. -
~-0.00000 - - o
0.00000 .. -
0.00000 - -

Cuatomer Base 499,381 0.00000
S0% Adminstrative and General ~. 88,634 0.00000
Other Operating Rovenue (9,149 0.00000

" SUBTOTAL ~ Base (Margin) C 1,122,626 .

h: . €12,187) 0.00000
e (6,893 0.00000-
Srokerage Fee: Procurement ARG j £5,298) 0,00000
Brokerage Peo: Core Marketing - = k- ¢6,389) 0,00000
b
a

EOR Credit’ '
Interuti l1ty Tunuportat\on Ser'vice

Brokerage Fee: Noncore Marketing. - ¢123) 0.00000 .
Long Term Contract Revenue :¢2,858) 0.00000

- sessesessme ssssssrwes

SUBTOTAL = Adjusted Base 1,088,676 o

Pipe Demand- Charges . o 6 176,496 0.11452 20,215 0.11452... 20 213
Pipeline Demand- Trueup 016 . 2,401 0.00000 0 -0.00000/, - 10
Gas Storage -Carrying Costs S 714,574 0,12324 1,796 0.1232& 1 7%
Gas Storage Trueup 3 17 1,708 0.00000 0 0.00000 - 0
Take=or=Pay-Transition Costs v 1, 27,500  0,10554 . 2,902 - 0.1083. - 2 979
Yake-or-Pay -Trueup ‘ 1., 20,667 0,10534 2,160  0.108%4. 2,217‘
CFA Debt Service and Expenae 2 2,628 0.1532 403 . 0.15899 . - 48
Gos Exploration.& Development Account 1. 50,000 0.10554 - 35,277 . 0.10834 . ..5,617
LUAF & GOV - "M 61,81 0.05504 5,406 0.05524 - 3,416
CPUC Fee - . ) 12, .- 4,489 0.07238 325 0.07254 - 326
LIRA ARG : " e, 1,961 0.15929 x12  0.18552 .. 325
ROED Trueup - Core B 1 7”8 0.21458 156 0.21458. .. 156
RDED Trueup-~ Noncore 17 352  0.00000 0. 0.00000.. .- -0
Nomcore Bame Coct Adjustment : 17 ¢193) 0.00000 - .0~ 0.00000. w0
1990 ACAP FEY Adjustment 20 ¢1,021) 0.00000 o0 .0.00000 - 0
Corporate Franchise Tax Adjunn\ont YA i ¢289) 0.00000. - . 0 . 0.00000 .- 0
tarthquake Recovery Adjustment L 486 0,000000 . 0 - 0.00000- ..o O

‘"TOTAL = Forecasted: Period Costs C 1,452,806 S, 86,049 - L 3T.263

000000 ©O100O0COCOOCO

ORTIZATION OF BALANCING ACCOJNTS P R
Gas Core Fixed-Cost - s % 49,878 0.24804 12,371 . 0.24804° 412,371
Noncore Transition Cost = D9 T (2,699 0.00000 . 0% +0.,00000- . v im0
Emhanced 01l -Recovery ST B ¢2,492)  0,00000 0+ 0.00000 . v i 0
AZS Interutility 6. €109y 0.11452 €12y 0.1%452, .- Q12
CFA Dobt Service and Expense : 200 1,327 o, < 42033 0,15899 . ..(211)
Core TOP - . 3 0 0 0.24806 i . .0
NGV : M 0 0 0.1083% ..0
LIRA % (8,277 0. ¢1,318) 0.16552  ¢1,370)
COGEN Shor’tﬁll 3 1,106  0.00000 0 0.00000- - .0

YOYAL - Forecasted Acct Balances S0 36,075 : I 0,777
Fay. ‘ T I18,79% 452

revesansesw LI LYY Y T wessssanas

“ TOTAL = Transport Revenue Requirement . " 1,502,672 - - ... 48,385 .o 48,472

LOCATION ADJUSTMENTS Lt grrama
C-10 Allocated: Employee Discount: . 18 99 0.00000 - o~ . ooooo)«., -
¢C-2 Shorttall - Lo, T, 94t s

¢C=2 Shortfall Allocated T g T, 0.10787 557' 0. 11oao~v .,

LIRA Discount Benefits 1, €17,268) ; :

LIRA Discount Expenses C 17,268 015929 2 751 Couessz 2, asa

e eeesssssss ssasssssse sasesssswe

TOTAL - Transport Coste - 4,503,641 51,992 o (52,210




A.90-08-029 APPENDIX.C.,. -

TABLE 6.,

PACIFIC GAS AND-ELECTRIC COMPANY

NATURAL GAS VENICLE (SUMMER) CUSTOMERS.COST ALLOCATION.

Forecast Perfods April

1, 1991 to March 31, 1

992,

ALLOC -

. SYSTEM
cosT .

INDEX . (3000).

UNADJ
ALLOC
PACTOR

UNADJ
CosT
(5000

ADJ ADY
ALLOC CosT
FACTOR (3000>

FORECAST PERIOO COSTS
commodity Related Base
Tranamission Base
Storage Base
pistribution Base
Customer Base
50% Agminstrative and General
Other Operating Revenue

SUBTOTAL - Base (Margin)

EOR Credit

tnterutility Transportation Service
Srokerage Fee: Procurement ALG Lo
Brokerage Fee: Core Marketing .

Brokerage Fee: Noncore NArkoting

Long Torm Contract Revenuc

10,145

. 212,600

43,869

. 276,965

499,381
88,634
(9,149)

L 1,122,426

- €12,187)
€6,893)
¢5,290)
6,389)

€123)
€2,858)

SUDTOTAL = Adjusted Dase

Pipe Demand Charges
Pipeline Demand Trueup

Gas Storage Carrying Costs
Gas Storage Trueup
Take=or=Pay Transition Costs
Toke=or-Pay Trueup

CFA Debt Service and Expense

Cas Exploration & Dmlopmonc Account R
LUAF & COY- .11

CPUC Feo C12
LIRA ALG o Y
ROLD Trueup = Core Coa .19
RDED Trueup = Koncore e L7
Noncore Base Cost Adjustment I ¥ ¢

1990 ACAP- FEU- Adjustment B

Corporate Franchise Tax Adjustment .- -21
Earthquake Rocovcry Ad]uutmnt e

YOTAL =~ Forecasted Period Conta

AMORTIZATION OF BALANCING ACCOUNTS
Gas Core Fixed Cost
Noncore Yrarsition Cost
Enhanced Ol Recovery
ALS Interutility .
CFA Debt Service and Expense .
Core TOP -~ ’
NGV -
LIRA
COGEN Shortf-ll

-

P . ° ‘i

TOTAL = Forecasted Acct Balamces
FIU ‘ N
YOTAL = Transport Revenue Roquirement ..

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS
G=10 Allocated Employee Discount
GC=2 Shortfall
Ct-2 Shortfall Allocated
LIRA Discount Benefits
LIRA Discount Expenses

TOTAL = Transport Costs

-+ 1,088,676

176,496
2,401
14,576
1,708
27,500
20,467
2,628
50,000
61,861
4,489
1,961
728
%32
¢19%)
€1,021)
£ (289)
486

sssascasan

1,452,804

49,873

€2,699)

(2,492)
€109

S0
(8,277)
1,106

. ewssessrsa

36,073
13,793

1,502,672 .

969
7,961)
7,941

€17,268)
17,268

1,503,641

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000 .

0.00000.

0.00000
0.00000

0.00000 . .

0.00000
0.00000
©0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000 ..

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000 . .

0.00000

0.00000

0.00000 .

seenmsws -

0.00000

©.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000 .

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000 .

‘j 0.00000 " -

,".0.00000

R

0

v %"oiu-\ﬂh

©.00000 ...

0.00000

i

0
e
0
0.
0
I

10.00000
£ 0.00000

0.00000 |

. 0 00000

. 0.00000 "

0.00000

0.00000 | "

"0.00000
0.00000, "

0 00000

. 0.00000"
1,0,00000

0.00000"
0 00000

o.ooooo
'0:00000"
0.00000

oo O)I)ooOOoOOO o-ooooood

""0.00000
0.00000
10.00000
"0.00000 7 ¢
0.00000 "
0.00000 ~
000000 .
-0.00000_"

"0.00000
0.00000"
"0,00000° 7
©0.00000

O NP O000000C00C0O000D000

000000000

¢
0

ssvwssnems

0

1000000 °* ,w‘
£0.00000

0: 00000




A.90-08-029 APPENDIX ‘T

TAGLE 48 '

PACLFIC' GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY'
NATURAL CAS VEWICLE (WINTER) CUSTOMERS COST ALLOCATION' -

_ _For@cnv Parfod: April 1, 1997 to March.31, 19921

. SYSTEM UNADJ UNADJ ADJ ADJ
ALLOC  COST- '~ ALLOC cosT ALLoC cosT
INDEX ¢$000)  FACTOR (3000) FACTOR ($000)

PORECAST PERICO COSTS i
Commodity Related Base s 10,143  0.00000
Transmission Base : : 212,600 0.00000
storage Base a T 43,869  0.00000

" pistribution Bose 276,945  0.00000
Customer Bace b - 499,381 0.00000
50% Agminstrative and Ceneral . 88,634  0.00000
Other Operating Revenue e 9,169y 0.00000

0.00000 .. .
0.00000

0.00000 ...
0.60000 .
0.00000, ...
..0.00000. . -
©0.00000...

boOo OO

X rey L]

SUBTOTAL = Base (Margin) 1,122,426

EOR Credit . 12,187y  0.00000
tnterutility Trangportation Service : 6,893y 0,00000
Brokerage foe: Procurement ALC ) o ¢5,298)  0.00000- ¢
grokerage fee: Core Marketing - Sk ¢6,389) 0.C0000
grokerage Feez Noncore:-Marketing B €123y 0.00000:

" Long Term Contract Revenue s (2,858) 0.00000

‘evenseeans semacesn

SUBTQTAL = Adjusted Base T 1,088,676

0.90000-,
1 000000
«0.00000
- 0..00000 .
00,0000 i
. 9.00000...

p:gog{:oo o -oboo

-0.00000. .
0.00000...
-0.00000 .. -

.. £.00000, .
,0.00000 ...

0 00000 |
0.00000.
.00000 :
0.00000 - .
0.00000 .- -
0.00000_

- -0.00000 .. ,
‘AO.OOOOO"
;0,00000. .

0l 00000"‘,

+ 0.00000. .

.- 0,00000 ..

essanamsun

pipe Demand Chorges o 6T 176,496  0.00000

pipelime Demand Trueup o ! 2,401 0.00000 .

Cos Storage Carrying Costs - 14,574 0.00000 . - -

Cas Storage Trueup ‘ Bt 1,708 0.00000

Toke-or-Pay Transition Coxts ST 27,500 0.00000

Take=-or=Pay Trueup . o4 20,667 0.00000

CFA Debt Sarvice and Expense : 2,628 0.00000 - .

Gas Exploration & Development Account © 50,000 0.00000

LUAF & GOU - C 11 41,841 0.00000

CPUC Fee , I 4,489  0.00000

LIRA ABC ‘ K 1,967 0.00000

ROED Trueup = Core ' ) ~ 78 0.00000

RO&D Trueup = Nonmcore s ‘352 0.00000

Noncore Base Cost Adjustment ) Y193y 0.00000- -

1990 ACAP FIU Adjustment 20 ¢1,021% 0.00000 -

Corporate Franchise Tax Adjustment (289)  0,00000
 Earthquake Recovery Adjustment o o 436 0,000000 ..

o béoooooooobooobbg

YOTAL = Forecasted Period Costs ' - - 1,452,804

AMORTIZATION. OF BALANCING ACCOUNTS
Gas Core Fixed Cost :
Noncore Transition Cost
Enhanced 01l Recovery
ALS Imterutility
CFA Debt Service and Expense
Core TOP.

NGV
LIRA .
COGEN Shortfall

49,873 0.00000 o- omooooo,~\ iy
(2.609) 0,00000 - 0., 0.00000 ...
20192 0.00000 .. .0...0.80600.. ﬁ“ﬂ,,
- €109y 0.00000 0. 0..00000. :
(1,327 0.00000 ... ..0..0.00000... , ;
S0 0.00000 0 06.00000 -
0 0.00000 0 0.00000° ',
0 0.00000 ..

¢8,277)  0.00000
“1,106 0.00000 0 . .0.00000

AR AUNOWVMOW

. A

Bessescces semsssmmue ecssunam

TOTAL = Forecasted Acct Balonces - ' 36,075 . A
2 T] e 13,793 0

o :()()()()()()()(J{)

TOTAL = Tranlpért Reverwe Requirement. - 1,502,672

ALLOCATLION. ADJUSTMENTS L TLTEIN
G-10 Atlocated Employee Discount © 969 000000 ¢ .o .0 0.00000,
Ge-2 Shorttall ! . RN ¢7,941) 0 il el
GC-2 Shortfall Allocated - ' - “ 8 "7,961  0,00000 oG . 0.00000, - U7
LIRA Discount Banefits LR (7,268 R L
LIRA Discount Expenses -~ "6 17,268 0.00000 40 0.00000,

TOTAL = Transport Costs DU, 508,661




APPENDIX €.

TABLE 7A ./

PACIFIC GAS AND: ELECTRIC COMPANY . -
LARGE -COMMERCIAL (SUMMER) . CUSTOMERS' COST ALLOCATION™:

Forecast Perfod: Aprfl 1, 1991 to March 31,

1992

SYSTEM
ALLOC" COST
INDEX ' ¢3000)

UNADJ
COsT
(3000}

UNADJ
ALLOC
FACTOR

ADJ
ALLOC
FACTOR

ADJ
cosT
($000)

FORECAST PERICO COSTS

Commodi ty -Related Base
Tranamission Base

Storage Base

dDistribution Base

Customer Bane

50% Adminatrative and Ceneral
Other Operating Revenue

SUBTQTAL = Base (Margin)

EOR Credit o

Intoruti L{ty Transportation Sowi ce
Brokerage Feet Procurement ARG
Brokerage Fee: Core Marketing
Brokerage Fee: Noncore Marketing:
Long Term Contract Revenue

SUBTOTAL = Adjusted Base

Pipe Demand Charges
Pipeline Demand Trueup
Gas Storage Carrying COste
 Gas Storage Trueup
Take=or=Pay Transition Costs’
Take-or-Pay' Trueup
CFA Debt Service and Expense: .
“ Gas Exploration & Development Account
LUAF & GOU

" CPUC Fee -

LIRA ALG"

ROLD Trueup Core

ROZD Trueup = Noncore

Noncore Base Cost Adjustment

1990 ACAP FLU Adjuctment -
 Corporate Pranchise Tax Ad;uumem:
Earthquake Rocovery Adjustment”

" 'TOTAL = Forecasted Period Costs

AMORTIZATION OF BALANCING AC:OUNTS
Ges Core Pixed Cost - .
* Nonmcore Tramsition Cost

- Enhanced 01\ Recovery

ALS Interutility

" CFA Debt ‘Service and Expenue

"~ Core TOP

NGV
© LIRA S
_ COGEN Shorttall

- TOTAL = Forecasted Acct Balances

FEU

"TOTAL = Transport Revenue Requirement:

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS

G-10 Allocated Employee Discount
GC=2Z shortfall -

£C-2 shortfall Allocated

LIRA Discount Benefits

LIRA Discount Expenses

YOYAL = Transport Costs

200

‘-l-.

10,145
212,600

. 43,869
276,945
- 499,381
. 38,634
(9,149)

1,122,424

(12,187
€6,893)
¢5,208)
(6,389)

123
(2,858)

‘ sewesssess

1,088,676

6. 176,496

' 1& 2,401
14,576
1,708
27,500
1 - 20,467

2 2,628
1 50,000 .
Ar. 61,841
12 4,489
Coag 1,961
"9 - 728
7 352
17 €193
¢1,021)
21 (289

1,452,804

‘17

49,873
€2,699)
(2,492)
€109)
€1,327)
L0
°=

8,27
1,106

36,075
13,793

‘mesenrmeses

1,502,672

uhaunoth

969
(7,941

. 7,949
T (17,268)
17,263

1,503,661

0.02134 218
0.02284
0.02473
0.03505
0.00202
0.02173
o .01“2

1,085

1,008
1,926

18,649 - -

0.01745.
0.022846 -
0.00000~ -
0.00206
0.00000- -
0.02154

213

sssswremen

.6.62267
4,855 .

9,708 -

‘ -0,02228 .
€152}

(157)"‘
- .0.00000\;,”

(13 >,,
(62)‘./",

22
o, 971
1,110
ol
-1,008

1,97
0.01690-.. .. (155)

voo 18,967

0.02538 -
0.02531 .
0.033%1
0.00202 . -

217

0.01777:- .
(161)

0.02338. .
0.00206.

+0,00000. s

0.02207

. 18,206 o

0.00000
0.00000
©0.00000
0.00000
0.00000-:
0.00000
0.00000" - -
0.00000- . .
0.01006
0.01205
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.000000 - .
0.00000« . . Qv

e

cooocoogo

18,880
% 0,00000..
10,0000 ~
-0.01789 -,

0.00000

0.00000
0.01789
0.00000
0.00000 -
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

~
R .
coocoooVoo:

/0.00000. . -
0200000~ -
10,0000+ ¢ .
0.00000- 0 .
.00000-. ... -
. 0.00000- - -..
0400000 - < -

3

.0.00000. -«

© 0.00000- - .-
+..0.00000 2.

o 0.00000-, s

0,00000....-

o 3

0.00000-..
0.01010~ .. .~
0.01333--»‘ L
0.00000:

0.00000 -+ 7+

o )
cooocoocoGRoooocoocoo

219,197

oqoooogoo“’

0.00000-

e
esssassans

€45
178

19,00

0.09700- -
0.00000
6.00000

SA9028. e -y

"f'oC6¥5od”
» o ooooof"
. .0.00000

Y Y YT Y

19,347




APPENDIX C -

TAOLE 7B ...

PACIFIC GAS AND: ELECTRIC COMPANY - .-
LARGE COMMERGIAL CWINTER): CUSTOMERS COSY. ALLOCATION .

Forecast Poriodr April-1, 1991-to March. 31, 1992

. SYSTEM UNADJ UNADJ ADJ
ALLOC  COST ALLOC cosT ALLOC
INDEX. (3000) FACTOR (3000 FACTOR

FORECAST PERIQO COSTS
Commodity Related Base ' 10,145  0.00000
Transmiscion Base . , : 212,600  0.00000
Storage Bagse - \ . 43,869 0,00000
Distribution. Base . d 276,945 0.00000
Customer Bage : 499,381 0.00000
50% Adminstrative and General . 38,634 0.00000
Other Operating Rovenue . (9,149 0.00000

0.,00000-
0.00000
0.00000 ... .

£ 0.00000,
0.00000. . .
0.00000,
0.00000" -

OCO0O00Q0O00O
OO0 O00 0.

.
.

SUBTOYAL = Bage (Margfn) - 1,122,424

EOR Credit o R 12,187 0.00000
InterutiliTy Transportation Scrvice ©6,89%)  0.00000
Brokerage Fee: Procurement ALG . . ¢5,298) 0.00000
Brokerage Fee: Core Marketing = s © (6,389 0.00000 i
Brokerage Fee: Noncore Marketing - €123) 0.00000 - L0.00000 .
Long Term Contract. Revenue - (2,858 0.00000 .. ... .0 0.00000. ..

XTI TYYY Y Y 2] LEXIT YT Y] sesnmencuw

SUBTOTAL = Adjusted Base - 1,088,676 . B

Pipe Demand: Charges . C 6. 0 176,496  0.02338 4,127 . 0.02338. . .4, 12?‘
Pipeline Demand Trueup o 16 2,401 0.00000 .0 0‘.00000,, ‘

Gan Storage Carrying CORte . - © 14,574 0,02531 . 369 g0.0ZSSL,, 369
Gas Storage Trueup AT 1,708  0.00000 0. ..0.00000 . 0
Take=or=Pay Transition Costs T 27,500 0.02150 0 591 .0.02207 607
Take~or-Pay Trueup v 20,467 0.02150 440 .0.02207. . . 452
CFA Debt: Service and Expense ‘ 4 2,628 0.03122 o820 0,039 .. -
Gas Exploration R Development Account - 1 ° 50,000 0.02150. . 1,075  0.02207 .. .

LUAR & GOV v 61,04 0.01128 0.01132. . ..
CPUC Fee : 4,489  0,01352 0.01695, "~ .,
LIRA ARG . A 1,961  0.03245 0.03372 . . 66
RDED Trueup = Core . .78 0.04406 o 0.04406 .
RDZD Trueup = Noncore e = 352  0.00000 . 0,00000. . - .
Noncore Base Cost Adjustment ¢193) 0.00000. .9 . 0.00000 ...,
1900 ACAP' U Ad]ustment - (T.021)  0.00000 0 - 0.00000- .
Corporate Franchise Tax Ad)untmont : €289) 0.00000 . 0.00000°,, . .
Earthquake Recovery Adjustment 486  0.00000 oo 0., 0200000 . ..,

0.00000 . . ..
- 0.00000 .-
. 0.00000 ..
0.00000 ..

cocooocooc o
oooococo o

TOTAL - Forecasted Period Costs 1,452,804

AMORTIZATION OF BALANCING ACCOUNTS
Gas Core Fixed Cost
Noncore Transition Cost
- Enhanced:0il Recovery
ALS Interut{lity
CFA Dobt Service and Expcnue -
Core TOP .
NGV ’
LIRA o
COGEN Shortfall

49,873 0.05053 ,520 - 0,05053 .
(2,699) 0.00000 . -0 0.00000 | ..
€2,492) 0.00000 0. .0.00000, "

1005 0.02338 . 0.02538
(1,327) 0.03122 . - ¢41).0.03239

"6 0.05053 0.05053. .

"0 0.02150 0.02207" " 0
(8,277)  0.03245 0.03372 ‘,<zm

1,106 0.00000 0 0.00000. . 0

T o
WU W

YOTAL « Forocested Acct Balances - - 36,075
FEU
“TOTAL = Transport Revenue Requirement.. :1,3502,672. .

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS oo
G=10 Allocated Employee Discount, L 969 0.00000 N R 00000
GC~2 Shortfall " o (T,961) '
GC-2 shortfall Allocated : A 7961 0.02198 .. 173 0.02257. 1)
LIRA Discount Benefits st €17,268) Q. TR
LIRA Dincount Expennues ot e %% 17,268 0,08245 560 0,03372 .

XYY Y Y Y Y ] BENesnsans sepssesawe

TOTAL = Transport Costs . 1,503,641 0,58 . ., 10,654




ApPENDINC T

TABLE 8

PACIFIC GAS AND. ELECTRIC' COMPANY
028 CUSTOMERS COST ALLOCATION

rorecant Perfods April 1, 1991 to March 31, 1992

CORDS
cosT
(30007

ADJ
ALLOC
PACTOR

UNADJ
cosT
¢5000)

SYSTEM
€osT
¢3000)

UNADJ
ALLOC
FACTOR

TUALLOC
INDEX

FORECAST PERICO cosTS
Ccommdity Related Base
Transmission Base
storage Base
pistribution Base
Customer Dawe
£0X% Adminstrative and General
Other Operating Revenue

0.02601° " 2k
0.02315 6,922 -
,0.02007 88
0.01650 "~ 4,570
625 0.00125 625
2,60 0,02023 2,148
¢109).. 0.01183 °  (108)

13,280

243
4,955

887
4,651

0.02415
0.02301
0.02023
0.01679
0.00125
0.02637
0.01195

10,145
212,600

43,869
276,945
499,381

88,634
“(9,149)

1,122,426

12,187
(6,89%)
(5,298)
6,389

3r>}]
1¢2,858)

1,088,676

13,41

(164) 0.01336 (163
1613 . 002515, - (160)
(225) 0.04263 (220)

0 0.00000 O
(8 0.06236 By
(69) 0.02601 €69

12,655

0.02315 4,086
Jg.04a22. T 106

. 0.02007 0293
C0.06TI6" T 8
0.02601 "7 640
'0.02601 49
lo.o352% 9%
0.02601 1,200
0.02602; 1,486
0.03215 ek
71 0.03668 ' - TR
0 0.00000 " -0

17 0.06716 AT

: (9 0.04716 AN
. (S3y '0.05222 1 ¢53)
LT 0,057100 " v (17D
0. 010878 e 53

21,357

SUBTOTAL = Base ¢Margin

0.01348
0,02331
0.04209
£.00000
0.06236-
0.02415

EOR Credit O

taterutility Transportation Service
Brokerage Fee: Procurement ALG
Brokerage Fee: Core Marketing
grokerage Fee: Noncore Marketing
Long Tarm Contract Revenye

SUBTOTAL = Adjusted Base 12,790 .
0.02315
0.04422
0.02007
0.04716
0.02461%
0.026M
0.03501
-0,024611
0.00000
0.00000
0.0363¢
0.00000
0.04716
0.047T16
0.05222
0.0%710
0.10332-

4,086
106,

295

81

683

493
..
1,206
0

0

176,496
c 2,601
' 16,574
7. 1,708
co2r,s00
' 20,467

. 2,628
. 50,000
61,841
4,489
1,961

Fr.)

352
€193
¢1,021)
€289)

" oBb

1,452,804

pipe Demond Charges
pipeline Demand Trueup-
cas Storage Carrying Coets
Cas Storage Trueup
rake-or=Pay Transition Costs
Take=or-Pay Trueup
cPA Dabt Service and Expense )
Gas Exploration & Development ACCOUNT
LUAF & GOV -
CPUC Fee
CLIRA ALG
ROLD Trueup = Core
RDED Trueup = Noncore
_ Noncore Base CosT Adjustment
" 1090 ACAP FRU Adjustment . .
Corporate Franchine Tax Adjuntmant.
Esrthauake Recovery Adjustment

YOTAL - Forecssted Pericd Costs 19,868, | .,
AMORTIZATION OF BALANCING ACCOUNTS
" cas Core Fixed Cost o
Noncore Transition Cost
Enhonced-01 L Recovery
ALS Interutility .
CEA Debt Service and Expenss
Core TOP. . ‘
NGV

g . 0.00000 it o0
LBy 0,0626370 ¢113)
[(33)0.01322" 13N
(%), l0.023157 1 (3)
¢4ty 0,038237" ¢4

0 'o.00000 7 " 0

o 0,02401 " 0
(301) 0.,03668  +(304)
o .o0.00000 ‘- 0

50N
195

semeeremee

o,

0.00000
0.06197
0.01322
0.02315
0.0350%
0.00000
0.02417
o.owo
0.00000

49,873
2,69
(2,49
€109}
1 ,32'3’)

owMouW.

0
3,27
~ 1,106

sspessssns

36,073
13,793

1,502,672 -

.
_!AF-'UN

LIRA
COGEN Shortfall

TOTAL = Forecasted Acct Balances N 7A- YR

181

19,553 .

Y

YOTAL + Transport Revenue Requi Pement

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS
: ' 1

6-10 Allocated Employee piscount
Cts2 Shorttall = IR
ce-2 shortfall Allocated

LIRA Discount Benefits ‘

Y 969
Cel Y . (7o9‘1)

B 7.9
' ¢17,268)
717,268

o eones e
I

L. 196 0102485 T 198
0.02¢55 . 193

% 628, 0I0368 " . 633

A

LIRA Discount Expenses

TOTAL = Transport Costs

1,503,641

sowsumsnad

.. 20,388

v eeessesens

21,89




APPENDIX.C .. .

TABLE 9

Lt

PACLFIC GAS- AND- BLECTRIC COMPANY
IND CUSTOMERS (INCLUDING. GC-2) . COST ALLOCATION‘ '

forecast Parfod: April 1, 1991 to March 31 992

SYSTEM = UNADJ- - UNADJ ADS  ADY
. ALLOC  COST ALLOC cosT CALLOC T GOST
¢3000) ' FACTOR (3000 FACTOR ({3000

FORECAST PERIOO COSTS : : o
Commodity Related Base . 10,145 0,23795 2,606 0,22063 . 2,238
Transmissnion. Base 212,600 0.22083 48,881 0.21295 45,273
storage Base 43,000 0.21497 AL '0,19809 ' 8,490
Diatribution Base . 276,945 0121 33 541 0,11063 30,587
Customer Base 499,381 001290 WY 0.01200 6,443
50% Adninstrative and General . . 88,634 0.24008 21 279 .22268 19,757
Other Operating Reverue (9,149) 0.1077% (986) .0.0998% " 913

asescsanew sssessounn ---u"-u-y'

SUBTOTAL - Base (Margin) 1,122,424 120,983 112,056

EOR Credit 12,187y 0.12426 c‘l 51‘-) 0 115090 " ¢1,400)
Interuti Lity Tramsportation Service 6,89%) 0,22983 ¢1,584) 0.21295 ¢1,468)
Brokerage Fee: Procurement ALG j, . (5,298 0.47468" CZ 197> 039173 (2,075)

. arokerage.Fee: Core Marketing | 6,389) 0.00000 . 0.00000° N
o= gpokerage Feo: NONGOre Marketing RS 128y 0.64325 <790- 064325 5.0 AT
Long Term Contract Revenue . o . (2,856) 0.2379% . (630) 0.22065 _' (o3M

senesssses ssseenanen . asemennEms

SUBTOTAL - Adjusted Base 1,088,676 14,920 106,600

176,496 0.21295 37,583 o.zms-"“zr;sas
2,401  0.40680 977 . 0.40680 o
' 14,576 0,19809 2,887 010809 " 12,887

pipe Demand Charges
pipeline Demand Trueup
Gas Storage Carrying Comts

27,500 0.23912 6,578 . 0.2206% - 6,007
20,467 0.23912 4,894 . 0.22063 4,516
CFA Debt Service and Expense ' 2,628  0.34719 912 0. 32377‘ -}
Gas Uxploratfon L Development Account 50,000 0.23912 11,956 | Q.22063 11,03
LUAF & GOV 11 61,861 10,2625 16,226 O 23665 14,635
CPJC Fee ‘ ” 4,609  0,30026 1,380 C0.27509 1,235
LIRA ARG 16 1,961 0.36090 708 0.33706 ¢ 68Y
ROZD Trueup ~ Core 9 728  0.00000 0 0.0000C 70
RDZD Trueup ~ Noncore 17 352 0.64536 164 0.46536 " 16k
Noncore Base Cost Adjustment . A7 ¢193) 0.46536 (90). 0.46536" ~ (90)
1990 ACAP FZU Adjustment 20 ¢1,021) 0.44310 (456) . 0.64510 1 (465&)
Corporate Franchise Tax Adjuntmem: 21 (209) 0.48004 130y 0.48004 7 - (139)
Earthquake Recovery Adjustment ..n W86 0.74511. - . 362 0.72809° " - 334

TOTAL = Forecasted Period Costs 1,452,804 AT 1. Y %A

Takesor=Pay Transition COsts
Take-or-Pay Trueup

6
7
Cas Storage Trueup W 1,708 0.46536 795 . 0.46536° “79%.
[
1
2
1

MomzATxou OF BALANCING ACCOUNTS
Gan Core Fixed Cost v 49,873 0,000000 0. ooooc e
Noncore. Transition Coat ¢2,699) 0,41626 . 12.'») 030173 L, 05T
Enhanced -0l Recovery €2,492) 0.11369 (263) 0. 11369 . (283)
ALS Interutility: - €109y 0.21295 ¢28) ., 0.21295 7 "(2B)
CFA Debt Service and Expense ¢1,327) 0.34719 <l-61> 7032877 el30)
Core TOP 0 0.00000- . ‘O 0. 00000’” e o
C NGV 0 0.23912 '0.22063."
LIRA 8,277y 0.36090 (2, 907) 0.33706° 'cz 'm)
COGEN Shortfall 1,106  0.00000 o 0.00000

TOTAL - Forocasted Acct Balances .- 36,075 ¢, 878) 74, 583)
Py | L 13,793 Tae20 1,708

o

1

-
Fr Y FYNY-N

TOTAL + Transport Reverwe Requirement . 1,502,672 196 616 184,500

* ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS I
c-10 Allocsted Employee Discount - 18 969 0. 09775 . .0977'5 %
CC+2 Shorttall - e (7,967 <5 62 ) ’ 1177(5,628)
Gee2 shortfall Allocated - \ - 7,941 .23157' 1 53 ‘2721.5 . 687
LIRA Discount Benefits LT, IR S
LIRA Discount Expenses D6 7,268 0.36090 6,232 0. 337‘06 5 820

asssecenmne snsanesess v wenssssess

TOTAL - TransportT Costs S 1,508,64 199,155 1186,573




APPENDIX €

TABLE. 10

" PACIPIC GAS’ CAND m.:mxc coomu'r
UEG CUSTOMERS cost M.I.OCATION

Forecast Pcrfod- April 1‘ : 1991 o Hnrch 31 ‘WZ. PR

CSYSTEM.

ALLOC - COST

INDEX  (3000) -

ADJ
ALLOC

UNADJ
ALLOC
FACTOR -

UNADJ
CosT
(%000

FACTCR. ...,

ADJ
cosT
(30000

FORECAST PERIOO COSTS .
Commodity Related Base
Yransmission Base
Storage Base
pistribution Base
Customer Base
50% Adminstrative and General’
Other Cperating Revenue

SUBTCTAL - Base (Marqin)

FOR Credit’ ’

ingerutility Tr-nsportati on Service
Brokerage Fee: Procurement ALC :
Brokerage Fee: Core Marketing
grokerage Fee: Noncore Mnr‘kotinq
Long Term Contract Revenue

. SUBTQTAL. « Adjusted Base

Pipe Demand Charges '
pipeline Demand Trueup '
_ GCas Storage Carrying Costs
. Gas Storage Trueup
Take=or=pay Transition Cous
- take=or-pay Trueup .
CFA Dobt Service and Expense

Gas Expkorntaon & Development: Aécount B

LUAF & CDU.

CPUC Fee

LIRA ALC.

ROED Trueup ° ‘Gore .

RDLD Trueup = Noncore
_Noncore Base Cost Ad)ustment

1990 ACAP FBU Adjustment ./
torporate Franchise Tax Adjustment
Earthquake Recovery AdJustmenc

TOTAL = Forecasted Period Costs

AMORTIZATION OF BALANCING ACCOUNTS
Cas Core Fixed Cost . .

. Noncore"rnnsfnon Cost .
gnhanced-0il Recovery
ALS Interutility o
CFA Debt Service and Expeﬂlo
Core TOP~

. NGV
CLIRA..
"COCEN Shorttall

TOTAL = Forecasted Acct galances

C . F&U

TOTAL - Transport Revenue Requ\rement

ol

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS '
c+10 ALlocated Employee mncount
cc-2 shorctfall
cc-2 Shortfall Allocated
LIRA Discount Benefits

- LIRA Discount Expenses

ey e
W

TOTAL - Tranaport Costs

18
SO T X TSP

%

10,145

212 600

43,869
276,945
499,381

88,634

(9,149

russsaspem

1,122,026

o 12,187)

T ¢6,895)

S (5,298)
€6,389)
12
¢2,858)

, meaecvssdns

1 088 676

: 176 LOé
2,401
14,576
7,708
27,500
20,467

2,628

50,000
67,841
4,689
1,961
728
R
€193
(1,021
"(289)
486

1,452,804

49,873
(2,699
¢2,492)
~¢109)
¢ ,32‘5)

-0
(8,277
- 1,106

* .. sEPREaEERD

36,075
138,793

RPN Y Y YT YT et

1,502,672

969

7,941
¢17,268)
17,268

1,503,641

0.20167 0.20647
0.17418 37,032
0.10847 4,759
0.0000C 0
0.00267 . 1,233
0.20349 18, 2036,
0.05577 (510) 0.05709

sssswsasne

62,595

-(874) 0.07’544
€1,201)~-.0,17835 ..
€1,862) . .36696.
v 0.+ 0.00000,

\rC15)

(576)

srsansmmEe

58, 067

LY ,&78

SR - 11 I
1,618
LS

2,046
0.11099

0.07173
0.17418 -
0.351468 -
0.00000-
0.12309

0.20167 .20667

0.17855 07835,
0.34070
0.11099
0.26073 -
0.20133 5,537
0.2013%. . 4,121 .0
0.00000~ - .. 0 .
0.20133 10,066
0.19987 12,360
0.00000 0
0.00000 Q..
0.00000 0
026078 .. 92
0.26073 50y 0.26073.. .
0,30649. csm 0.30669.
0.26810+. . <77%..0.26810.
0.00000 0" 0.00000 "

T issesssssas

0.11099..

0.20867 ..
0.20647
0.00000°
020867,
. zoosom

0. 00000

vy

| TL.OLoooooL
(9463, 0.38690
1793, :0.07172

0..00000
0.35045
0.07172
0.17835 . .. C19)-
0.00090 0
0.00000 0
0.20135 0
0.00000 0
0.68867 762

| eepesessee

Q- 17835,
‘0. 00000
0.00000 "

0.20667

0.40082

ey

1,161

. ,‘m;--nq.---\
124, 938

odkiss © '53'

.-€2,313)
0.20577 1,63

. _:.A;“mo
0.00000 0

srememcsan
o

126,313

"0.05459,
Jeuitast
o ooooo*

0.17835,

Y

0.123509;" ,,T”

0.34070..,,
0.26073,, e

2, 160 e

:0.00000” .

f ‘2007
37, ‘07
A aoo

) 233
"8, ~488
“(s22)

ssesasssse

’ 64‘ 080

ce95>
(1 229)
LY. 96-’00

8.00000. ...
0.00267 . .
0.20858 . -

"

157
(5913

,,------»---

59,406

i 3‘1 ‘478
818

- ,618

. U-S
5,683
a2
Pk R o
190,333
12 60(.

0.26073 ..,

126,066

‘764

T be26)
9479

128,821

-]
. Cz N
678

W e o

’--o-------

126,239
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TABLE 11

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
COGEN CUSTOMERS. CINCLUDING GG+2): COST ALLOCATION

Forecast Period: Apr{l 1

1991 to narch 31

Page 14

SYSTEM.

© ALLOC . cOST
INDEX  (3000)

UNADJ
ALLOC
FACTOR

UNADJ
COST
(3000)

ADd
ALLOC
FACTOR

ADJ
COsST
(3000

FORECAST PERIOO COSTS
Commodi{ty Related Base
Transmission Base
Storage Sase
pistribution Base
Customer Base
50% Adminstrative and Goneral
Other Operating Reverwe

SUBTOTAL =~ Bage (Margin)

EOR Credit
InterutiLity Transportation Service
Brokerage fee: Procurement ALG.
Brokerage Fee: Core Marketing
Brokerage Fee: Noncore Marketing

" Long Term Contract Revenus -

SUBTOTAL = Adjusted Base

Pipe Demand Charges
Pipeline Demand Trueup

Gaz Storage Carrying Costs
Cas Storage Trueup .
Take=or=fay Trarnmition Costs
Take=or=Pay Truoup -

CPA Debt Service and Expense

Gas Exploration & Development Account

LUAF & GOV

CPUC Fee’

LIRA ALG

RDED Trueup = Core

ROLD Trueup = Noncore

"Noncore Base Cost Adjustment

1900 ACAP FEU Adjustment
Corporate Franchise Tax Ad] uatmcn:
Earthquake Recovqry-AdJustmcnc

TOTAL » Forccuted PeMod Couts

AMORTIZATION =14 BALANCXNG ACCOUNTS
Cas Core Fixed Cost
Noncore Tranaition Cost

" Enhanced ‘01l Recovery
AS Interutility B
CFA Debt Service and Expense -
Core TOP
NGV
LIRA

. COGEN Shor'tfnll

TOTAL = Forecanted ACCT Balanceu

Fay

) TOTAL - Tran-port Ravenue Requirement .

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS
G=10 Allocated Employee Mscount
GC-2 shorcfall
GC-2 Shortfall Allocated
‘LIRA Discount Benefits
LIRA Discount Expenses

YOTAL = Transport Costs

TS AU MO W

10,145
- 212,600
43,869
276,945
499,381
88,634
€9,149)

essspnesee

1,122,426

€12,187)
€6,893)
(5,298)
€6,389)
123
(2,858

11,088,676

176,496
2,401
14,576
1,708
27.500
20,467
2,628
50,000
61,841

4,489

1,901
T8
352
¢193)
1,021
(289)
484

1,452,806

49,873
(2,699
(2,492)
¢109)
% .32’6')

0
8,277
1,106

senensssas

- 36,075
13,793

1,502,672

i

969
(7,961

7,941
€17,268)

17,268

1 503 641

0.09108
0.08790
0.07160
0.02464
0.00301
0.09190
0.03466

0.04184
0.08790
0.15874
0.00000

0.14996

0.09108

0.08919
0.17038
0.07256
0.17044
0.09102
0.09102

0.00000
0.09102
0.09601,

0.12833
0.00000
0.00000
0.17046
0.17046
0.16429

016743
0.15157,

926
18,688
3,141
6,823
1,502
8,146
on

sessmcnens

0.09250 -

0.08919"
0.07236
0.02474
0.00301

0.09535 - -

0.03510

38,906

¢510)

(606)

(861)
0

)

T0.07256 -

0.046239" -

0.08919
0.16423
0.00000

0.14996
3 0.09250°

0.08919

0.17038
0.17046

0.09250°
0.09250 '
1000000 "
© 0.09250
0.09530 -
©0.12766

R
18,962
3,18
6,853
1,502
8,274
- 74b]

cawwswanen

39.392
517
(615)

- (B0

RN

. 18)

6y

‘assswssens

" 3TA07

15,742
409
1,057
© oo
- 27544
1,893
0
4,625
- 5,809
573

0.00000" -
0.00000
0.17068
0.17066"

69,685

0.00000 . .

0.15843
0.06172
0.08919
0.00000
0.00000
0.09102
0.00000
0.31133

0.03409
0.08379

0.00000

197

69,935

33
(2,313

665

RPN

0.00000
0.7642% ¢
004172
10.08919 "
0.00000
©'0.00000-
$0.09250° "
0.00000"

0.30918

0164297
T0.16743 1
076313

70,050

0
'(443)
~1¢106)
RUELE 1))
o 10
PR o
0
e
0362

00300 |
0;035101‘i\_
o' 10.00000-

s |
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TABLE 12

PACIFIC CAS AND ELEGTRIC CONPANY
MHOLESALE CUSTOMERS COST ALLOCATION

Forecast P-ri‘od.'rApH.Ld 991 T Nnrch‘ 31

“

" ALLOC
INDEX  (S000)

UNADJ
ALLOC
FACTOR

SYSTEM
cosT

. ADY.
‘aLLec p
. FACTOR '

UNADY .
gosT
(3000)

A
COST
‘ (SOOU)"'?:

FORECAST PERIOD COSTS
Commodity Related Bane
Trancmission Base
Storage Base
pistribution Base
Customer Base
50% Adminatrative and General
Other Operating Revenue

SUBTOTAL = Base (Margin)

EOR Credit :
InterutiLity Transportation Sorvvco
Brokerage Fee: Procurement ALG- .
grokerage Fee: Core Marketing. -
grokerage Fee: Noncore Murketinq
.Long sfarm Contract Revenue,

SURTOTAL' = ‘Adjusted Base

Pipe Demand Charges

Pipeline Demanct Trueup

¢ax Storage Carrying Costs

Gax Storage Trueup

Take=or+Pay Transition Costs
Takeeor-Pay Trueup

CFA Debt Service and Expense . . .
Gas Exploration & Development Account
LUAF & QDY

CPUC Fee

LIRA AEC

RDLD Trueup-= Core

ROZD Trueup = Noncore

Noncore Base Cost Adjustment

1990 ACAP FRU Adjustment

Corporate Franchise Tax Adjustment‘ :
Earthquake Recovery AdJustm:

TOTAL = Forecasted Period..c«ts- .

AMORTIZATION OF BALANCING ACCOUNTS

Gac Core Fixed Cost

Noncore Transition Cost

Enhanced: 01l -Recovery:

ALs Interutility '

CFA Debt Service ond Expense

Core TOP

NGV

LIRA
COGEN Shorttall e e

TOYAL - ‘_Forocutod' Acét Salances

FeU

TOTAL = Transport Revenue Requl remont' '

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS
G-10 Allocated Employee Digcount
Gc«2 sShortfall
GC=2 Shortfall Allocated
LIRA Discount Benefits
LIRA Discount Expenses

TOTAL = Transport Costs

T s3000a0

10,145
212,600
43,869
276,945
499,381  0.00043
88,634 0.01006
+£9,169)  0.00568

0.01938
0.02342
0.00000

Ua1,022,426

| (12,187) 0.00753
(6.893) 0.01938
¢5.208) 0.03302

(6,389) 0-00000: -

123> 0.02134

“¢2,858):0.0189% -

1,088,676 e

176,496.  0.01984
2,401 0.03790
14,57

e 1,708 0.05629

27’ 500, - 0.0189% . -

0.01891
0.00000
0.0189
0.01877

20, 447"
2,626
50,000
61,8467
4,489
1 961

352

'0.00000
0.03629

0193 0.05629 ..

¢1,027) 0.03170

(289) 0.0273%. -
0.00000 -

L34

ansssscccs

1,452,804

N

49,873

1roKR,492). 0.00754
¢109) 0.01984
€1,527),;0.00000.

0~ 0.00000

0

¢8,277) 0.00000°.
1,106 0 00000

emssmsenna.

36,075
13,795

1,502,672

- ’
HE 2OV OW

0.00556
0.01933
0.00000

949
(7,961)

7,961
€17,263)

17,268

1,503,641

10,0180

0.02396..

0.00000 . .. - _
,0.00000 .

0.00000 ... -,
€2,699) 0.05292

0.01891. - .

T1eT
4218
T8

Rt
214
914

L453)

6,340,

(94
(3157)
UC183)

.0

0.01941"
4,120 .0.01984
1,027. ,0.02396
0 0.00000
214 .Q.00043 .
202 0.010517
¢52)  0.00582 ..

8,595 o L .

(92), 0.00771 ...,
1+ €136)..,0.01984,
(175) “0.05647

-0.-,.0.00000 ..
(3) T 00,0213 e3)
. (54)..0.01961 ,,__QSS.)‘

-y 069

3,502
9

349
/I_. 96.

- e%g
Y4

192

5,936,
: oy PR LIV

3,502 .0.01984

o1 0.03790°

349 . .0.02396,
96',,. .05629,
520... 0.0194T .
3877 0.01941
0 0.00000 0
966, . 0.0194%. . .. 9
1"161 T p,01886 0 ‘1“,165
0.00000 0
Q. 00000\' 0
,,0.00000 0
70,0562 20
m) 0.05629 , €D
32y C0.03170 'en
, €8y, 0.02733 ... (4:3)
-0 0.000” 20

0 .

12,956 1.;,143

A IR B S -

0..0 0.00000 ...
¢80y 0.03447
.,€19) 0.00784

Tc2y 10,0198

, 0, 0.00000 . ..
‘0" 0.00000" %

(..o~, 0.01961
071000000/ 0% 7 -

0" 0.00000°

0

93
LS
B ¢4
0
0
0

whAssvensaw

12,956 T TE RS

0.00556
0.01985
0.00000

5
Q
153
0
0

13,113
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TABLE 13

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRXC COMPANY
e UEGICOGEN PARITY Tl

=

Forecasted Period: April 1,

1991 to n-rch 31

1992

UEG "FIXED COST €000¢s)
UEG IGNITER PUEL FIXED COST o
COGEN FIXCO COST (EXCLUDING GC-2) -

. TOTAL UECﬂGNITER FUEL/COG!N FIXED COS'I' o

UEG 'SUPPLY FORECAST (Mth)’
IGNITER FUEL FORECAST (ch)

EC VOLUMES (ch)
COGEN SUPPLY FORECAST

GC-2
MOJAVE LONG TERM CONTRACT

$128,552
Gl 4,403
v 65,059

U wewwsassmss

1,477,050

" 7696,000

(66,000

. ¢35,000)

. UNADJUSTED COCEN VOLUMES ;;; RS

COCEN DISCWNT ADJ FACTOR
COGEN VOLUMES (EXCLU‘DING GC-Z)

 TOTAL usa/rcuxrzz rueulcoczu~vouunss -}j;i»_‘

e UEG/COCEN AVERAGE RATE (S/th)

595,350
0.99000- -

LYY Y Y -

589,000+

essssmsmeme - . VY LS

2,066,000 7. o7 «

COGEN FIXED COST RESPONSIBILITY - '’ '

SUPPLY FORECAST (Mth)
ucc/xcuxmt FUCL/COGEN AVE RATE (snh)

"\
-

ST S B

569 307
10,0958

B

GC'Z CONTRACT REVENUE

+

TOTAL COCEN FIXED COST R!SPONSIBILHY\‘

_uéc FIXED cosf‘nssPONSIaxLer (¢4U£G7
" UEG/TGNITER ‘FUEL/COGEN FIXED CosT
| COGEN FIXED COSY RESPONSTOILITY
[GNLTER FUEL FIXED COST
TOTAL UEG FIXED COST RESPONSIBILITY

VEG AVERAGE RATE. 3/T N)

Vrr

$198,015- - -
(56,4825 « .4
(wk0D)
N 3137 159 o

8y

” fwv-}, LT

UEG/IGNITER FUEL FIXED COsT RESPONSIBIL!TY o

 UEG/IGNITER: FUEL/COGEN FIXED'COST-" -
- COGEN FIXED COST RESPONSIBILITY: -~ (v,

o ¢

L UEG/IGNITER FUEL FIXED COST RESPONSIBILITY ™

LVEG/IGNITER FUEL AVE RATE ($/TH)

S B

$198,015
(56,452)

3141 562

LM N, e

Code b L

A

-

~n

LA

(S0}

6.0058

e debig ALY

NPT

$198,015 .00 viiw i

6. 0937&.,‘; h

BALA
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TABLE 14

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
. GE»2- CONTRACT SHORTFALL ~~

Forecast Period: April 1, 1991 to March 31,]9?2, .

INDUSTRIAL GCs2 SUPPLIES (MTh) ' T ey
TRANSPORT COST BEFORE ALLOC ADJ "¢000’S) , . 518,591

STEAM WEAT (MTA) 10,860 S
NONCORE INTERDEPARTMENTAL ' 1,050
INDUSTRIAL GC-2 1,170
INDUSTRIAL GeIND . 1,383,430
UEG-SCE 259,000

1,622,430
INDUSTRIAL DISCOUNT ADJ 0.00082

DISCOUNT ADJUSTED INDUSTRIAL 1,458,273

TOTAL DISC ADJ INDUSTRIAL & INDUSTRIAL GC=2 (Mth) 1,561,333

STANOARD INDUSTRIAL RATE BEFORE ALLOC ADJ ($/th) 0.11823
ALLOCATED INDUSTRIAL GC»2 FIXED COST RESPONSITILITY (000‘s) $10,779
INDUSTRIAL GC-2 CONTRACT REVENUE o . w5150

LYY Y YT T YN

INDUSTRIAL GC=2 REVENUE SHORTPALL 33,629

GOGEN GC=2 SUPPLIES (Mth) 65,650
UEG TRANSPORT COST BECFORE ALLOC ADJ €000/$) 3126,821
COGEN TRANSPORT COST BEFGRE ALLOC ADJ ¢000’5) 70,468
UEG: (Mth) 1,462,600
COGEN GC-2 65,650
COGEN G=COG 629,880
MOJAVE LONG TERM CONTRACT ¢35,000)
594,880
COGEN DISCOUNT ADJUSTMENT 0.99000
DISCOUNT ADJUSTED COGEN 588,931

TOTAL DISC ADJ UEG, COGEN & COGEN GC=2 (MTh) 2,117,181

STANDARD UEG/COGEN RATE BLFORE ALLOC ADJ (3/th) 0.09518

ALLOCATED COGEN GC-2 FIXED COST RESPONSITILITY (0007s)
COGEN GC=2 CONTRACT REVENUE

COGEN GC-2 REVENUE SHORTFALL ' 2,313

TOTAL INDUSTRIAL AND COGEN GC=2 CONTRACT SHORYPALL 7,961
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TABLE 15

PACTFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED DISCOUNT FACTORS

Forecast Period: April 1, 1991 to March 31, 1992

RN
| . DISCOUNT " 1.7
RATE 'SCHEDULE © UFACTOR % T

FLEN

G=IND S
(excluding SCE Cool Watex)

G~-P2B

G=COG

%' Per negotiated stipulation.

ot W e B
AN Rrete PUMEN BRI ML
BTN

G e
T
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TABLE 16A "

PACY"C GAS AND- ELECTRIC CO‘PANY
" CORE RATES AND REVENUES

Forecest Perfod: ‘April 1,

1991 to March 37,

1992

CLASS QF SERVICE

FORECAST REVENUES USING PRESENT
RATES EFFECTIVE 1/1/91
(MTH/CUST)  ($/TH)

(M$)

FORECAST REVENUES USING
RATES EFFECTIVE 4/1/91
(MTH/CUST)  ($/TH) .

o |

ADOPTED CHMANGE
(3/TH) (7.3

14

RES. NON=LIRA
Tier I (Baseline)
Tier 1I
GS,GT Adjustment

Subtotal NoneLIRA

RES. LIRA
Tier 1 (Baseline)
Tier 11

Subrotal LIRA

Total Residential (1)

seessssssnweew vsnsvsew

SCHEDULE G=NRY (2)
Customer Charge
Summer Rate (3)
Wwinter Rate (4)

Total G=NR1

SCHEDULE G=NR2Z (5)
Customer Charge
Sumer Rate (3)
Winger Rate (4)

Total G=NR2
SCHEDULE C=NRS (¢6)
Customer Charge
Summer Rate (3)
Winter Rate (4)

Total G-NRY

T Y T YT Y Y Y PR YT Y T Y LYY

SCHEDULE G=NGV1 49
Customer Charge
Volumetric Rate

Total GeNGV1

_(B) € |

1,497,668 0.50654 758,629

476,314 0.82672 393,773

1,973,982 0.58157
144,776 0.42587
49,529 0.69803

191. 05 0.49524 96,228

Ly Y Y Y YT Y Y Y ¥y

2,168,287 0.57384 1,266,262

LT TR YTy

61,656
34,573

28,806
177,088
264,577

198,232 12,11 /M0
363,960 0.48436
402,790 0.65686

erossssss sossensan

766 750 0.61359

435 138.41 /M0
71,664  0.43689
80,363 0.58979

152,027 0.52269

LT YT T L ey Y Y Py I Y Y Y Y YT Y Y )

3,309
47 397

6.00 138,47 /M0 10
1,966 0.19233 374
2,187 0.34523 55

ssewsencs smwesewes ssepanane

4,133 0.27364 1,150

6.25 8.35 /M0
28 0.4751

23 0.49751

SCHEDULE CaNCV2 4]
Cuntomer Charge
volumetric Rate

Total G=NGV2

cssananssasescccsssnns

Total Commercial (7)

sesrnacccesn serscenans

TOTAL CORE ¢p)

35.00 8.35 /mo-
52 059123

523 0.59796 313

(LYY LT P YA Y Y PP Y S YL LY )

922,910 0.59710 551,073

309

6,396y |

‘--.------ sssmanmwe

'_-"11 o392 0.58840"

1,148,013

wsessnwees | shssseves sesveweew -

43 ctg' ey

()

AN

e . R ey,

1,497,668 0.51337 - 768, 858
1.76 31‘ 0. &355 SW 032-""

semwm

N T

' "62;'365"_
“3,,988"

144,776 0.43427 "
49,5290 'r_ooxr

196,305 0.50358 o7, 849"

198,232
363,960
402,790

12.06. /M0 28,687
0.47909 174,370
0.64677 260,512

Besswenme

463,569

455 139.40 /MO 759
71,664 0,42325 30,475
80,363 0.57409 46,135

152,027 0.50892 77,369

LT Y T Y TP Y PR R Y VY Y Y T Y )

6,00 139.40 /M0 10
1,651 0.19301 376
2,483 0.34185 7,488
4,13% 0.27421 1,153

6.25 11.99 /M0 1
28 0.5109%9 11.

8 05431 15

35.00 11.99 /M0 S
523 0.674046 321

38 0.62349 326

922,911 0.58735 562,0M

3,091,197 0.58078 1,795,314

3,091,197 0.58276 1,801,416

&, sw.>~
L Nenese |

0,00683
0.00683

 eesewmmees

0,00683

- 0.00834
4,9867 |1 0. 00&34

"000834

0.00697 1.2

€0.055/M0 (0.4)
€0.00747) 1.5
¢0.01009) (1.5

0.00900 (1.5

0.99 /M0 0.7
€0.01164) .7
0 01570 2.7

0. 01377) (2.6)

SeRsssvesssscsnnnen

0.99 /M0 0.7
€0.00063) $0.4)
€0.00338) (1.0

€0.00145) (0.5

3.6 /MO 43.6
0.03585

3.64 /MO 43.6
0.0228% 3.9

esvpnnean measun

0.02575 4.3

€0.00975) *1.6

0.00197 ¢0.3)
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TABLE 168 .. -

PACIFIC.GAS:AND- ELECTRIC COMPANY-
FOOTNOTES TO CORE RATES- AND REVENUES

Forecast Period:  April 1, 1991 to March 31, 1992

¢1) Adjusted for Ge10 sales 4,175 Mth. _ R v
¢2) Applicable to P, P2A and P28 cmrchl CustOmers with.use of fewer than
20,300 therms per active month. ALl theerms mold at C-PC, 3$.2%224 per therm,
tncludes interdepartmental construction anr{ng and other operating sales.
(3) Apr{l through Octoper. . S e e
¢&) November through March, ' ' ‘ P
¢S) Appiicable to PT and P2A comrcfnl. customors uich use of 20 300 :nem por-
active month. ALl therms sold at G-PC ¢ - 3.23224 per therm.)
(6) Applicable to PT and P2A commercial customars with use of. 20,800 therms per
active month. G-NRS schedule {5 a transportation=only scheduie. Customers
may COMCrAcT fOr CorecelecT procurement, mOncore procurmnt or select
a third=party procurement sarvice. ' L
vVolumes, rates, and revenues. for NGV=1 ang ch-z are shown “for iLLus rative
_purposes only and are not included in any calculanons aﬁecmnn proposm
- rates.. . ) e

B i)
BN N

ATNRAD YT LS

R CF AR K P

thne TareT

G Ll
PR b1 TV RN
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" YABLE 17A

_ ~ 'PACIFIC GAS ‘AND' ELECTRIC COMPANY
NONCORE - TRANSPORT RATES' AND: REVENUES

Forecast Perfod: 'April'1, 1991°to March 31, 1992

CLASS OF SERVICE

FORECAST REVENUES USING. PRESEN
RATES EFFECTIVE 171/91
| (ITH/GUST) (S/THY . .. (MS)

FORECAST REVENUES USING
RATES EPFECTIVE 4/1/91
| CMTH/GUST) ($/TH)

5) |

ADOPTED CHANGE
(3/TH) (%)

CA)

G-pP28 ¢1)¢15)
Customer Charge
Demand Charge 1 (3)
Demand Charge 2 (&)
Summer ¢5)
winter (6)
volumetric Charge

Total G=P2B = 3Std. Rate:

(8) (=) 4:}]

183.15 /MO
0.05729

0.01611
0.02774
0.06456

0.13154

190
165,931

133,350
97,526
169,905

169,905

9,506

2,705
10,969 .

25,77

G~IND  (2)¢15)
Customer Charge
Cemand Charge 1 (3)
Demand: Charge £ (&)
Summer (5)
C winter (&)
volumetric Charge (7)¢13)

GeIND =
Plus GC-2

Std. Rate

Total Industrial
UTILITY ELECTRIC GENERATION
Cuatomer Charge

Demand Charge (9)
volumetric Charge

Tier I €10)

Tier I ¢11)

Total G-UEC
COCENERATION ¢15)
G=COG - Std. Rate
Plus GC=2

Total Copeneration
SUBTOTAL
(Net of GC-2):
¢Including GC=2):
WHOLESALE ¢12)
Demand Charge (9)
Volumetric Charge

Total Wholesale
TOTAL NONCORE (14)
{Net of GC-2):
“CIncluding GC-2):

698
1,495,920

1,385,239
1,053,961
1,469,429

782.62 /MO 6,358
0.04448 66,539

0.00796 11,027
0.01676 17,664
0.06201 . 91,121
0.13%728 192,908
5,150

198,058

0.1269

100,875 /0 1,21

107,903

15,669
33,7700

0.064671
1,220,463 0.02767

1,682,600 0.1080 158,533

588,951 0.10918

65,650
654,571 0.10406

64,299
X805

3,690,856 0.11962 441,307
3,847,676 0.11707 450,462

sesssvesrssnasenanan

9,495
137,390 0.01330 1,827

137,300 0.08241 11,322

PYTYYYY Y Y]

L1829 452,829
11588 461,784

i

2,48 . |

®  m
206,83
0.04953

0.01401
0.02286 "
0.05358"

wossass

190
165,931
133,358
97,525
169,905

169,905

Mo eTy
a2

1,868 "
2,250 ..
9,105 |

0.12884 " 21,897

KG{‘;'

ey

9. PRt

o 28.68-M0 12,9
€0.00776). + ¢13.5)

ey

02002103 (13.1)

€0.00488)+-.
€0.01098). -

{17.6)
¢17.0)

€0.02270).  (15.0)

698 564,48 /MO 4,730~ |-
0.04576 6B |
11,148
18,061
0.05397: 79,350~ |

1,488,887

1,436,038
1,064,767
1,470,226

1,470,226
91,170

1,561,386 0.11949 186,572

0.00776
0.01696" -

o3
96,508

14,091
25,636

137,166

177,582 /MO

270,581 0.05208
1,192,019 0.02151

588,931 0.09585 56,446
65,650 3,805

656,571 0.09205 60,251

ssasene

0.10752
0.10547

396,925

0.01301

0.004672

0.10713
0.10516

410,213

3,985,863 419,168

0.12340 181,422 -
RRERNR KR

+¢0.00020)"

¢0.00789)-.

€218.16)/M0 (27.9)
0.00128" 2.9
- (2.5)
1.2
€135.0)

smanen

€6.0)

0.00020
€0.00804)

€0.00742

2.0
¢10.6)

(280)MS
€11,395)M3

€0.01263) €19.5)
€0.00616) (22.5)

¢0.01462) ¢13.5)

merPRERessnanrnerpe

(7,853 (12.2)

(7,83 u9

€10.%
(9.9

¢0.01210)
€0.01161)

2,006 M8 21.9
€0.00029) (2.2)

omssmans anmss

0.01431 17.4

€0.01115)
€0.01071)

(9.4)
(9.2}
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., TABLE 178

oo - PACIFIC GAS AND- ELECTRIC COMPANY
FOOTNQOTES. FOOTNQTES TO NONCORE TRANSPORT RATES AND REVENUES

rorecast. Perfod: April 1, 1991 to March 31, 1992

. , o
. v

e Inclddos Lrd:d cult&-rs with use of nf Leaxt 250,000 therms ‘per year or 20,300 ctherms par active month.
(2) Alzo includes interdepartmental, steam nest, SCT Cool Water throughput. : - S

¢3) Gased on & 12-moNth moving average, . . o -
¢4) Saned on 4 sessonal pesk month ratchet. Charge is applied SO the higher of the CUFrenT MONLH'S uke or use in

another MONth in The same season in. the previous 11 months., .
¢Sy April through October ) - - T : o S e

(&) NovemDer Through March o T ‘ L e

(73 Applied to current mOnth's. use. Prosent revenue i calculatec based on a weighted average volumetric rate
o ' . . $.06207/th to account for thoue CoIND cuntomers paying no  CPUC fee, .o v

¢8) Applies to PCIE power plant Aoncore USR. o Co SR :

¢9) Monthiy payments determined proportional to forecastad month ly volune. o

10 22,548,457 therms per month. The present rate retlecis the current tier [ volumes

. pather than The Tier .l volumes proposed. B R co

¢7*) Appiies to all volumes in excess of Tier [.

¢12) Currencly schegule GeWRY.. . . o

¢73) Reservec for future ufe. .- ‘ Tt e N

{74 CPUC Fee revenue Of MIZT1 for EOR/CORCEG class {5 met incluged {n revenyes.at present rates. column,

€153 The volumetric DILLING ceterminants are difterent for G-IND SeZwesn Praxent Rates and Proposed.Rates.
*hig .oecurs becouse 8 parsion of SCE's load is pricea at PELE’s szanaare CeIND rate *Or purnoses of
estimacing Che required discount. .The required discount is differant’ betwesn present dAQ DrOCOEET rates
pecause the average $Tandard rates giffer Dy £,00780 per harm,  B1lling getermimancs tor P20, v
anc Cogenerstion clasies sre The same for BOTh prasent and ‘0recast ravenyes Decavie the same level of
giscounting is. assumed to ocsur in both instances. ' Lo B

AT

AR Y

(END OF APPENDIX C)
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC .UTILITIES comMrsSron
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNTIA

Application of PACIFIC GAS
AND ELECTRIC COMPANY for
authority to revise its gas
rates and tariffs effective
April 1, 1991, pursuant to. -
Decision Nos. 87-12-039, Ce
88-01-040, 89-05-073, and . - -
90-04~021 . - oo TT
K (U 39 &) (GAS) = .

Application No.
90-08=029

N r .

STIPULATION BETWEEN
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY,

THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES, THE CANADIAN
PRODUCER GROUP, THE CITY OF PALO ALTO, SBOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA EDISON COMP ¢+ AND TOWARD UTILITY
RATE NORMALIZATION

ROGER J. PETERS
MARK R. HUFFMAN
BARBARA S. BENSON

Attorneys for

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
Post Office Box 7442

77 Beale Street

San Francisco, California 94120
Telephone: (415) 972=7497

November 27, 1990
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STIPULATION

BETWEEN -~ 7 -
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, - . .
THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES, .THE cmmxm
PRODUCER GROUP, THE CITY OF PALO ALTO, SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY, AND TOWARD UTILITY RATE
NORMALIZATION
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¢ | . sTrpofRrion

BETWEEN L
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, =~ - -
THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES, THE mwxm
PRODUCER GROUP, THE CITY OF PALO ALTO, SOUTHERN
CALIFORNTIA EDISON COMPANY, AND TOWARD UTILITY RATE
NORMALI ZATION

The parties to this stipulation (Stxpulutxon) are
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), the Dzv;sxon of
Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), tho Cunadian Producer Croup
(CPG), the City of Palo’ Alto (Palo Alto), Southern

e

California Edison Company (SCE), and Toward Utll;ty Rate

Normalization (TURN).

PG&E, DRA CPG Palo Alto, SCE and TURN are

collectively referred to herezn as the "Partmes," and
individually referred to herein as a "Party."
The Parties"huue'ehtefed‘iuto-this Stipulation to

resolve among themselves many or the ;ssues xn PG&E'

“‘.

PR

proceeding.

The Parties believe that this Stzpulatlon 15 2
reasonable compromlse of theigqooposing posxtxons,
especially’;n light of the current substantial uncertaznty
surrounding world oil markets caused by current events in

the Middle East, and the fact that D. 90- 09-89 in the
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Procurement QIR is expected: to bevzmolemented durzng the

test perlod.‘

Therefore, the undersxgnedvéart;es, through their
Attorneys of Record in thxs proceedxng, agree. to. this
St;pulatlon, jo;ntly support tne recommendatlons described:
below for resolutlon of Lssues in thxs proceedzng, and.
jointly urge thexr adopt;on 1n thxs proceed;ng by the . -

California Publlc Utllltxes COmmLSSLon.__H

I.
ISSUES NOT COVERED BY THB STIPULAIION e

v W

This Stxpulatzon does not address the follow:ng e

issues: T - it

L e, 5

PG&E’s proﬁosal to establish rates for Rate
Schedule G-COG on a“gorecast“basiga

P I
R

'PG&E's request to reccver the outstandxng TR
balance in the Cogenerat;on Shortfall

Account: and

s
e Tl
- [ -

PG&E’s proposal to treat 1ong-term contract

)_‘ -

e

revenues as a cred;t to base revenuos and £O .

A
e .
r N A

a allocate that credzt based on equal cents. per . ...

e : ° . e g Py
me e oo VTSI SRR IR
St maool Lt
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RECOMMENDATIONS.

ey 0

The recommendations: presented iﬁ‘§@&ti65£ B

through H,'below,‘result in a revenue requirement decrease

of‘$42;3:niliién, as indicated in:Table 1 attached to this

Stiplation'. The rates shown.in Tables 2 and 3 resuit fyom
(1) thé“feQéﬁue ;équirgpgp;iprgsentedfin Table‘ifyfﬁixﬁﬁg Gp

throughput'forécasts Presented in Tables 4 and 5, and (3)

the recommendations presgn;gdjinJSections”Bfﬁhéougn‘H,

below. o

- B

" Except as expressly. stated.in! Sections”B through H
below, those assunptions necessary-for the-derivation of

revenues at present rates, the revenue requirement and/or of

. ~
- . e e oy VT e e e
. e N

rates are as set forth in PG&E’s Prepared Testimony. The

* The calculation of this revenue.requirement ineclYudes
assunptions -regarding the resolution of the outstanding . .
issues listed in Section I, above. In each case PG&E‘’s "™
position in its Prepared Testimony is assumed for purposes.
of developing the revenue requirement table.. While none of
these issues will have a significant impact on the rates. ..
presented in Tables 2 and 3, rates reflecting the '~ o
commission’s resolution of these issues may be slightly.
different. AT M S

In any event, the revenue requirement table and “the ~
resulting rate tables do not represent the final rates the
Commission would adopt through adoption of this Stipulation.
One component of the Stipulation is that, consistent with
the approach taken in last Years’s ACAP, the Parties
recommend that the revenue requirement be updated in
accordance with PG&E’s update proposal set forth in Chapter
1 of PG&E’s Prepared Testimony.

LY

- -
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‘Page’ 6
Parties recommenda that, with the eXCeption of the issues not

addressed by this Stipulation:” ‘Listed’ in Sectlon

the Commission adopt those assumptions whxch ere embodied in
Tables 1 through 5. With respect to¢“those issues the e
reoolution of which are not necessary tor ‘the derxvetxon .of,
revenues er . Present retes, the revenue' requlrement and/or of
retes, the Pert;es recommend. that no assunptxons be adopted
except as recommended below in' Sections B through H.U‘H“M;‘

e s

B.,,“Economic~end“oiI?Pr£éeﬂinout§‘“‘v‘“

The Parties recommend that the Commission not
adopt aAny specific forecast ©f the Refiners~ Acqu;sxt;on

Cost of crude ozl - (RAAC) - ‘during” the- test" perzod.' The o

‘o 1‘,
- w

Pertzes recoqnzze the substantial: uncertexnty surroundzng

any forecest of the RAAC price." Theretore, xnsteed or e
forecesting 2 RAAC price. andusing it to derive the expected

level of discounting to nonceore customers, the Pertles have

-

developed specxzic dzscount;ng recommendatzonc ror the G— L
IND, G-PZB and. G-COG clesses, set :orth xn.Sectlon F below.; y

These d;scount;ng recommendetzons.embody en ;mpllczt

assunption thet the RAAC‘prxce for the test period 18"

expected to be high enough to require only a min;mal level

of dzscountzng.

i e - K - : Ca e o )
- . : P o PRI e
T e . Lo r e T . e e - 3.‘»4/: o
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c..
o Tue Parties‘recomnendfthoiudoptioﬁﬁof»tgebggrh
demand, curtailment, and resulting throughput forecasts
rerlected in Tables 4 and 5 for average and cold years,
respectlvely. The monthly level- ~for-curtailments’ has been o
derrved by scellng the total levels of ! ‘curtailment - " R
represented in Tables 4 and 5 by the monthly estimates of

curtailment provided in PG&E’s Prepared Testimony.

P o

St '

s

The Parties recommend:that’the cold"” year L
Wh°lesale thr°u9hput forecast be: 6%.greater than the =

wholesale throughput forecast contained “in PG&E‘s Prepared

Testimony, and that this additional throughput all’ be added -

during the winter months T T R SR

The Parties recommend an interutilitﬁi:l;;ﬁﬁv"x.
forecast of 50 million decatherms, consisting of a forecast
of 3. 9 m;llxon decatherms—oz California source : 1nterutx11ty
throughput and a forecast of 46.1-million decatherms of
znterutrlxty throughput from Topock to Kern River:- o

The Parties recommend a forecast ot $2 -23 per... .-
decatherm for the core portfolxo WACOG, and a forecast of...
$2.52 per decatherm for the noncore portfolxo WACOG._ Igetefﬂ,gﬁgu
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values do not inelude franchise .fees’ ‘and* uncollectible

e

accounts eXpense or brokerage fees. - - -

N

[ -
e .

The Parties recommend, ‘in llght or themfzné

ERV IS

Order 528 that the Commission adopt” an” estxmate of Bl Paso
Order No. 500 direct-billed take-or-pay expenses o! $27 5
million. ‘ SR R e
The core portfolio WACOG recommended by this
Stxpulation presumes continuation: of prererentzal sequenczng
of PGT supplzes, at a minimum:until’ Adgust 1 1991 and_ lf .

current competitive conditions continue, for the rema;nder . ,

R

of the test period, based on. -conparisons of average gas
costs utilizing (1) realistic interstate p;pellne load -
factors, and (2) realistic interstate p;pel;ne capacxty

ava;labxlltles.

The Parties recommend that a 90% balancxng
account be 1nstituted for noncore: transportation revenues.'
Specifically, the Parties recommend that 90% of any
varzatlon between the noncore transportatxon revenues
excluding those revenues amortxzing balances Ln existing
balancing accounts and the adopted noncore revenue .
requ;rement exclud;ng balances or ex;sting balanc;nge

accounts, be placed into an interest-bearing balanc;ng

L]

-7 R
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T

- "\[‘" L L el
account. The allocation' between classes or Xhe balance..in.

this balancing account- will be deczded zn PG&E's'next cost

allocatxon proceeding. -

R
e
-

g T . e
D o~ ‘-"'/f...'.» v

1

" The Parties recommend that this balanc;ng
account become effective on the same date that the rate
change resulting from this appllcatxon becomes eftectxve,
currently anticipated to be April 1, 1991,'£nd'£nat the 90% ...
balancing account remain in etfect until the lmplementatlon e,
of rates resulting from PG&E’S next cost allocatzon
proceeding, currently anticipated to be Aprxl 1 1992 At
that time, .absent- explicit Commzsszon dlrectxon to the R
contrary, the 90% balancing account wxll be dzscontlnued

and the 75% noncore transportation revenue balancxng account

adopted in D. 90-09-089 in the Procurement OIR wzll be

T S It

placed in effect.. .-

. The' Parties’ recommend that the EOR, NRSA and

CFA balancing account: balances be adjusted to reflect the.

-t
e PR BeIW

recommendations of the” DRA- audit" or those accounts.
Specifically, the Parties recommend that tne balance in the
allowance for doubtful “accounts within the Conservatlon
Financing Adjustment debt Service and .expense ‘balancing
account be lowered to 5.4% of the .Outstanding: Xoan- portrollo
balance as of the eftective date of-the decision;, thatthe’ -
NRSA balance be decreased by $4.53s5 million, and that the

.
i

- -
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EOR halancing account be decreased by- $319,222. “The Parties

recommend that RD&D costs or Sl 08 m;llxon be- allocated‘
$.728" mllllon to core and $.352 million to noncore, ‘and" that
the Core Gas Fixed Cost Account balance and the NRSA

balance, respect;vely, be decreased Lo reflect the RD&D

- -
b ry »

.
T AP B TN

amounts. ” e e e e

P To RN

T 2 X MRS
N e e e e me b

The Part;es recommend that .the estlmate ‘of the’ “pPeT

refund be” updated to $6 8 m;llxon<to retlect«the»amount

.-

actually" rece;ved by PG&E. N N e Lun 0T

. !
-,
N

The Part;es recommend _the -adoption of. “PGEE’s 7

proposals in its Prepared Testzmony to consolidate several™ '’

ST

balancxng accounts.

Pl
L

The Parties recommend that the balance:in:the NGV
menorandum account not be included in the revenue
requirement in thxs year s ACAP . Rather, the Parties
recommend’ that the amount remaxn Ln the. memorandum: account," "

to be allocated 1n PG&E's next cost .allocation proceeding.~”

. The Parties recommend that the Commzss;on B

k..w

adopt the following discount adjustment factors G—IND
excludlng Cool- Water, 98%; G-P2B; 97% and G-COG, 99%-

(R RRAS L DO

-
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. .These discount fagécrs~represent an’ expl;c;t

- oy

oy

recognition of continuing but extremely'lzmited discountxng )

TO G-IND customers excluding Cool Water.

.. ... AMdditionally,-the Parties recommend that
revenues from the Cool Water . power plant be forecast as
follows: 6 million decatherms at the average G—IND dezault
rate, and the remaining 17.9 million decatherms at the -
Southern California Gas Company Tier IT UEG ' rate of 29015

cents per decatherm.

.. These discountffactdrs'dIEo"biéiﬁde the

Volumes_associateduwithﬂthe;Iong'térﬁfcdntfacéﬁ(Raaa;éyuw .

which has bgen.approved~by“thelComﬁisSidﬁ’ﬁ“'Tﬁérﬁﬁfﬁigé
recommend that the volumes associated with theﬂﬁﬁgfpggaihd
long term contracts (Luz and C&H), which were filed by way

of adviceiletter, be treated in’thesame manner only ig the

Cas g

Commission approves these: contracts prior to the update.

Otherwise, if those contracts: are not" approved the partxes""“

* The method of treatzng the revenues assoc;ated w:th
long term .contracts 'is: not:-addressed- by ‘this-~ Stipulatxon. e
(see Section I). The revenues from this-contract ‘are’ belngf¢¢¢~
treated as a revenue credit in the Tables attached to this

Stipulation.

.

=10= "
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throquput roreeest ror-the appropriate rate-classes”.

G. Cost Allecation

o The Parties recommend that -the Commission
adopt tne €ost allocation methods-presented by PGEE in its
Prepared Testzmony, with the exception of (1) those ‘cost " B
allocetxon ;ssues identified in Section I above, and (2) the

ellocat;on of the NGV credit.. - - ..o .o "

H. Rate Design

The Parties.recommend:that the ‘brokerage fee

be established by dividing. the.brokerage Tevenue requirement -

by the unadjusted forecast of noncore-and core-elect ' =

procurenent volumes.

‘The Parties recommend that'the residential "

al v

tier dlfterentxal be_gradually:reduced- by the methed =~ '~~~

proposed in PG&Efs_Qrepared;restlmonyexyzmw

. ,' N

> The- throuthut forecasts presented 1n Tables 4~and 5

include-the volumes assoc;nted .with., the Mojeve Luz and C&H S

[ PR DURRERI

contracts ;; R TR CT LI o L s

-1l -
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GENERAL TERMS
The Parties agree that in this proceeding no Party will
contest, either by cross-examination of any Party witness on

issues resolved among the Parties by this Stxpulatzon,'"““

-,
AL

during brxef;ng, or otherwise, 'the’ reconmendat;ons contaxned

R

herein.

,.‘1-0 -

acceptance or endorsenment of .the- prxnciples, assumptxons or;.
nethodologies underlying these recommendations. The Parties
agree that the principles, assumptions and methodologies
underlying the specific itens addressed in this Stipulation
are recommended for the purpose of this proceeding only, and
are not to be deemed by the Commission or any other entity
as precedent in any proceeding or litigation except as
necessary to implement the recommendations contained herein

in this proceeding.

The Parties expressly reserve the right to
advocate in other proceedings principles, assumptions or
methodologies different from those which may underlie or

appear to'be,implied by this Stipulation.

Unless the Commission accepts this Stipulation and

the recommendations it contains in their entirety, without

L3

-12- i
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change or condition, the Parties agree that the Stipulation

shall be null and veid. ... ... e .

O

. iy Ly
T ., :

.

) The Partxes intend .and .agree that this- St;pulatlon
is subject to each and every condition set forth,’ including

its acceptance by the Commission in its ‘entirety’ and wmthout

-

change or condition.

The Parties agree.to-extend their best ‘efforts to

insure the adoption of this.Stipulation. - -
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The undersigned Part;es*agree to this St;pulatzon

A.90-08~029 /ALJ/K.H/jac

through their Counsel Of Record in this proceed;ng.
Pacifig Gas and Electric Company' ' '

By: AS_ N\ N\__ Date _
| \MARK R.?PIUR N

Division o Ratepayer~Ad‘o Qtesiw'_f TR

&J b oo il

JOHN s/ WONG
U/

City of Palo Alto

By: /’/ /M‘ vace Y27 ()

ARIEL P. CALONNE

c§nadxan Producer Group..

By:

ANETTE, [ L.uq-p]

Toward Utility Rate Normalxzatxon

MICHEL P. FLORIO -
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PACIFIC 6AS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY R Yy F2 L.
REVENUE - REQUIRENENT ' SUNMARY
Line No. EEEaSYER s _— Line
PROCURENENT RSVENUE REQUIREMENT . . - $(000) o T
" Forecasted Gas Portfolio Costs: VU
Core {includes. Core-elect) -~ oo~ ' - 1388, 10T STy
" Nencore $75.211

Total Cossodity Co;ts ) ) . $1,461,329

Brokerage Fees... ... -~ it LT b Theosele 311,124

Core Purchased Gas Account Btum.'! o 310,149

Funchm Fees and Uncollrctxblo Accounts Expense 113,270

. s b ""__. ——— -nesasees e

* rotal Procureaent Pevervut Requiresent. TN Tt IR g aesam
"Less' ‘Procurssent Revenum at Presont Rates -~ , 81,390,007

Change in Procurenent Revenue Requiresent’. o, o T Y 194, 136)
TRANSPORTATION REVENUE REJUIREMENT .
Forecast Period Costs:

10 - Base dstunt Lol ‘ ~,.? i, 070 783
1 . 7™ EOR Credat e S 2,16M)
12 S Intemitad Lty Credit . R 15.893)
M Broxarage Fee Credit -t $11,224)
w Lsng=Tara Contract Credit : N S 7 X
9 RIAD Trueyp T - 1:‘.0?0
16 Pipelire Demand Charges — 1176,494
7 Pigeline Demand Treeup's, “-.. AN ¥
18 .. Carrying Cost on Gus in Stonqe\ R £ LIr Y
2§ 0 v~ L Storage Carrying | Cost Truewp - e e e i L2
20 U7 Takeor=Pay Transitiom Costsi .7 DT 127,500
at Take=or=Pay Trueup . | 920,88
pod CFA Debt Service and Expenses &= — ool T TV en 409
3 BEDA $30,000
2 LUAF & §0U Gas § 361,841
23 . - CPUC Fee Expense i P Tl 44,489
B0 WRA e e T e 81,981

7 Total Forecast Period Costs 51,405,309
Amgrtizaticn of Balancing Account Balances: o L

2 Core Gas-Fixed Cost-Accountl. « . 7ino o 71 TRIUeL0T,099

2 Noncore Transitian Cost Agcount $11,102)

70 Enhanced 0Ll Recovery Aczount 1S 82,777

ve (RS Interutilaty dalancing Account - SRR 41

n et o CFA Debt Seevice and JExpense L ‘_5774

A ST Core TegeP Bdlancmq ﬁcccunt g S 10

v NGV Account ST SL %0

M LIRA Account Balance , ( $3,398)

36 CoBen Shortfall Account:Balanes = - (- - = TSI, 140

37 Total Forezasted Account Balinces - - 431,300

3 Franch se Fees nd Uncc.lectxbl- ncccun..s &tmn“ o RS o 34,103

39 o 'Tom Transpcrtatxon Revenue Recuxr-aen' T 31,900,927

L Less: Transportation Revenues at Present Rates 1,449,090

-

41 Change in Transpcrtation Revenus Requireaent $31,856
Tt ENBZREEARRES

42 Total Change in Revenue Requiresent: [ 443,500}
¥ Seasonally adjusted balince. uEssnmANSaRY
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FORECAST REVENUES USING PRESENT
RATES EfFECTIVE 4/19/90
Adj.BitL.Det,
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TABLE 2.

PACIFIC CAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY:
SUMMARY OF CORE RATES. ANO REVENUES.
1991 ACAP PROPOSED. SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT:'

Rate

Revenue

APPENDIX D' -~

FORECAST REVENVESUSING
RATES EFFECTIVE 471791

Adj.BiLL.Det,

" Rate

" Revenve ' |

CHANGE ru" LN g'
STANDARD - RATES-—~No.™

‘ €AY

RES. NON=LIRA
Yier 1 (Baseline).
Tier It
G3,GT Adjustment

’ Subﬁocil Non-LIRA' ‘

RES. LIRA L
"Tier 1 (Basel{ne)

Tier 1L

subtotal LIRA

LB
(HTN/CUST )

1,497,668
476,314

<
(3/TH)

48950
-80568

o |
CHS)..

735,108
| 385,662
6,39%

€
(NTH/CUST #)

1 1.97666

" 1.76 b3 I

n

/Ty

S1767
83783

-.£G).

775,298
399 080
4,394

ey |

) —
ST

02817,
-02817

TR

1491
(3)'""“ T ’
- 5.8. 1
3.5 e
-3

1,973,982

164,776
- 49,529

56453

41139
68355

1,114,376

"50.559
33,856

1,973,982

Vb, TT6
49,529

59270

43698
70913 -

15069,984

63,264
‘35,122

02817, .

oy

02359 .,

« 5.0 4

P ™

62 S
3.7 6

-y

196,305

48076

03,415

194,305

«50635

. .98,3%

- ‘,'hs‘.:« '.-‘, 7

"
e

02558,

Total Residential ¢1) ..

2,168,287

55703

1,207,793

2,164,287

58496 -

1,208,370

W02796 .80 B

SCHEDULE G=NR1 ¢2)
. Qustomer Charge
Summer Rate (3)
Winter Rate (&)

Total GeNRY.

IENEDULE C-NR2 ¢5)

Customer Charge |

Summer Rate (3)
Winter Rate (&)

LNEDULE G-NR3 (6).

Customer Charge |

‘Summer Rate (3)
u_inccr Rate (&)

Total G«NR3
SHEDULE GeNCV1 (P

Customer Charge
Volumetric Rate

Total GeNgv1 |

INEDULE C-NOV2 (7).
Customer Charge
Volunttmc Rate

| Toul c-ucvz. RN

Total GeNrZ |- -

198,232
307,820
458,930

11.37/M0
7358
63934

27,046
145,777
203,412 .

“rom, 2352
307,820
458,930

11240/40
SPaGt
L6404

27 o7
146,058
293,922

LO3MO 3T g
.00083 L2 0N
|°°111 . ‘1)2 A‘h 1'1

786,750

458
60,639
91,388

.60807

129.84/M0
L2599
STS09

66,236

769’
25,832
52,556

786,730

485
60,439
. 91,388

60918

131.70/m0
L1913

56583

Lm0 |

tal
25,416
$1,M0

L0009 200N

1,86/M0
-.00688 -
00926 .

LS . 0 14
o e 15

NS

152,027

- 6.00
1,651
‘2,483

.52028

129,8/M0°
L8163

33088

7,007

152,027

.51204

131.70/M0
87280
33398

L7784

-.ooaza'f Cel6 16
1.4
3.2
1.0

b

17
18
19005

i 86/M0
L00%8%
00348

4,13

6.2

t.28

2725

8.10/M0

.45719: T

1,150

3

T

ol

27760

11.33/M0:
o 54303

gl

L

00644 1.6 2002
ceeepmy, TR I
39.9-
8.8 22

_8.25/m0.
.08584

28

L7889

8.10/M0
-57328

o 130
3
300

8. 5TI38

T+

11.33/M0
65913

R

099 19, 75 38
| S

323/M0., 39,9 L2t
LOB585, ... 150 w2SicY

1523

SP078

308

533

8948

349,

T 10969, . ., 1829 . 267

ical Commercial <73

922,911

So2

546,462 ). ..

922,911

59168

566,064

TeL00043 AT ST T T

ITAL CORE (€8]

3,091,198

1,754,253

3,091,198

..58407

1,814,438

Y L01047 S.0c.28

56750 .

iyt

TR A R
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APPENDIX D
ABLE 3.

PACIPIC GAS AND- ELECTRIC COMPANY
SUMMARY OF ‘NCNCORE TRANSPORT RATES AND REVENUES
1901 ACAP PROPOSED SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

. Rate

FORECAST REVENUES. USING PRESENT
RATES. CRFECTIVE 4/19/90
. "Reverye

" 'FORECAST REVENUES. USING,

. RATES
AdjIBilL.Det.

. Rate.

EFPECTIVE 4/1/97

Reverwe

| CNANGE IN
STANOARD RATES .

NO.

Ay

) [(:})
CMTH/CUST #)

)
CS/TH)

0.
(MY

T ¢E)
(NTN/GJST [ )]

<)

CS/tHy

ey
(M%)

H)

(3/TH)

ISP
(X)

GeP28 (1¢I5

Customer Charge

Demand Charge 1 (3)-

Demand Charge 2 (4)
- Summer¢5)

. Winter (&)
volumeteic Charge

Total G-P28 =

C-IND (2)¢15)-

Winter (6)
Volumetric Charge (T)¢13)

wiND -

Std. Rate
dlys GC+2 -

Total Industrial

JTILITY ELECTRIC CENERATION |
Customer Charge -}

Std, Rate:

Customer Charge
Demand-Charge T ¢3) 'l
Demand Charge 2-¢4)-
- Surmer (5)

o f 190
165,931
133,359

97,526
169,905

171.80/M0.

05610
0152
~62621
“oe282

1
9. 309
2 030

2,556
10,673

00
148,931
Y- 13%,358

97,525
169,905

04715

01622
02097
05258

195 ’oOINO -

P

2,066

23.60/M0° 137

.00895

.00100
=.00526
=.01 02‘,' ’

-16.0 R

6.6
=20.0

18,37

", 169,965

608
1,497,116

1,054,965
1,470,672

C10386,935

L6697 Z

73‘-.87/"0

04356

"o07ss

01585
.06037.

2,960

6 157

« 65 214

10 Lbds
.16, 721
‘88,786

T 168,905

498
. f‘ 490,296

1,437,407
1,671,628

.1 2“5

SJS.SWMO
04347

00823
Q1565

05304 .

L arr
..6"«,-785--
A, 826
16,678
- 78,052

=.022466

LR

=.00009~

.60070» e
=.00020 '+
-, 00733 °

o153

-201.20/M0°=27C" 7

:_ . 2” .
49}‘ I‘ L 1 O
13N

12,1 12

1,470,672
C 91,170

2737

187,323

4,008

1,471,628
9T, 170

1967

-175,812

4,888

-.00790

a2 13

e

1,561,842

Demand Charge (991

volumetric Charge |

Tier I C10)
Tier IT 1Y)

TotnL G-ulc :

.GENERATION <1$)
G-COC = Std, Rate
Plus CC-2 .

Total Cogemeration

262,137
1,220,483

12307

96,167/M0

06385

02722

192,211

1,154

104,074

15,460
33,221

1,462,600

588,931
65,690

.10585-

10460 ©

154,809

62,781
3622

636,621

L10144

84,408

1,562,798

270,581
1,192,019

11563

73,275/M0

05055

02146 -

180,700

)
§

1,7

13,679
- 25,584

= 00744
AN

IR

=273MS

+13,263M%

*.0132¢

. .6105761 "

L0

-23.8 16
=126 17

20,8
-21"2 20

16 LTI

1,462,600

588,931
65,690

09015

09015

131,853

53,002
3622

=.01570"

-9,689

-15.4

"e1.8 2

R,
zv

- 656,621

.0566&.'.'-

56,714

-9,489°"

C 14,6 2%

VBTOTAL
(Net of GC-2)r -
(Including CC-2):

ESALE (1)

Oemand Charge (9) - :

VOLunetmc Chorgc

Total Wholesale -

3,692,108
3,848,968

137,390,

11643
11290

o12rs .

429,873
438,383
9,317
1,752

137,390

08056 .. .

11,069

3,693,064
3,849,926

137,390

a0t

.10141

LN

o aolees .
.01304‘, o

381,902
390,412

1,792

-.ow{oz
'.012{-9 .

-1 z 25
S0 26

. N - ot e
L

-1 676N$
.00029

16.0

R T

137,390

09305

g

.01249

TAL NONCORE (14)-
‘Net of GC-2):
‘Including GC=2):

3,986,358

73,820,498

PRI

11275

' -"lt.ﬂo,vcz'- N
449 452 |

3,830,456

- 3,987,317

10306 "

a1

594,487, )..

403,197

«01210
-.01163

-10.5 30
=10.3 3

SN
Ckine

15,5 2977
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' R TABLE 4 e
CAS - DEMAND | AND/ THROUCHPUT FORECASTS

"REFLECTING' SETTLEMENT ADJUSTMENTS
R (MMDTH) .

AVERACE YEAR

Line By Customer Class: L GAS o CAS "
No.. . e e DEMAND CURTAILMENTS.... THROUGHPUT -
===- - Core Throughput bbb L DL LT LS P T RS

1 . Residential "~ s 217.2 T L0 e

2 . Commercial P

3 . . Interdepartmental

4 PGSE Start-up Fuel

5. Total Core -

Noncore Throughpuc
6 Induscrial (P2B) ww
7. 7 Industrial (P3-4) we
8:  Industrial (CC-2) 2
9: - SCE Cool Water (C-IND). i
10. .:Steam Heat (C-IND) .
1l - Interdepartmental (G-IND)
12 Cogeneracion (C-CoCc) . -
13 ., . Cogeneratcion (GC-2)
14 . ECR
15 . Wholesale (C-WRT)

16 '_Sﬁbcoul
17 . UEG-PC&E
18 (,Iourl‘ Noncore
Other
19 Cas Department Use
20 qut & Unacc_:t: For (LUAF)

21 Total -Ocher
22 f&égl On-Systen
23 Interutility -
26 GRAND- TOTAL

- PR A
2 Cimte -

" 853.6

ee——————

e Reflects a 3.0 percenc.increase in PC&E’s orfginal forecast,
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COLD YEAR A
- GAS DEMAND- AND‘-THROUCHPUT FORECASTS

REFLECTINCﬁsETTLEMENT ADJUSTMENTS\
SN (MMDTH)

By Customer Class:

o CO:e-Throughpu:_‘
- - - Resddential -
L. Commerefal
.. Interdepartmental
PG&E Start-up Fuel

'lﬁrqcal Core

Noncore Throughput
Induscrial (P23) w
- .. Induserial (P3-4) ww
“~=;Induscria1'(cc-2) Coa
" SCE Cool Water (C-IND) -
f D Steam Heac: (C-IND) -
: Interdepa;cmen:al (G-IND)
. Cogeneration (C-COC) E
,.Cogeneracipn (CC-2)
ECR

:,‘Uholosalo5(G~URT)

‘Subtoral

. 'UEC-PC&E 130.¢

76§$1~Noncore o L o 432.9

Other 9t
Cas Department Use N

~ Lost & Unacet For (LUAF).: - -

idﬁ#l Other =~ o

Tdéil On-System
Incp;ucilicy _

CRAND- TOTAL

e
s ity e Ho kD e

" Reflects a 3.0 percent increase 1n"PCSE’S ofiginal forecace.




A.90-08-029 /ALJ/X.E/jac .
? ? : APPENDIX D

Page 27

T hereby certify that I have this day caused a

Copy of the STIPULATION BETWEEN PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRXIC
COMPANY, THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES, THE CANADIAN
PRODUCER GROUP, THE CITY OF PALO ALTO, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
EDISON COMPANY, AND TOWARD UTILITY RATE NORMALIZ2ATION in
Application No. 90-08-029 to be mailed first-class to each
of the parties of record in this pProceeding.

Executed at San Francisco, California, this 27th

day of November, 1990.

GRACE WONG

(END OF APPENDIXD)




