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By this decision, we adopt the revenue allocatlon
cr;ter;alto be used in establlshlng revised electrlc rates whlch
become effective January 1, 1992 tor Pacific Gas and Electric o
Company (PG&E). ‘Our adopted revenue allocation prmnc;ples are then
applied in settxng rates whlch amplement all PG&E eleotrlc ' ‘
department revenue requirement change* to be ertect;ve January 1
1992. Our decision addresses all revenue allocatxen lssuea related
to PG&E‘’s April L, 1991 Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC)
Application (A.) 91-04=003.

The consolidation of all rate adjustments for a January b
effective date implements our decision in an earl;er phase of thls
procecding granting PG&E’s proposal’ that the revenue change*"'“
adopted in this proceeding be deferred from the standard ECAC
revision date of November 1, and consolidated with othex pending
rate c¢hanges effective January 1, 1992. | |

Since the January 1 revenue changes were unknown at the
time of its fallng, PG&E assumed an adopted $200 mallzon increase
in electric revenues in presenting zts revenue allocatlon
calculations to illustrate the approx;mate ampacts of: lts
propesals. The 3200 million equals a 2.73% system,average
increase, and is near the midpoint of the range of revenue which
PG&E expects will be adopted, based upon a low. estmmate ©of $137.3
million and a hlgh estimate of $257.6 million. No party contested
the use of $200°million” for :.llustrat:.ve pu:rposes, and we w:.ll
-refer to the $200 million for consis tency in’ d;ecufsing ‘the a.mpacte
of our adopted revenue allocatlon crxterla 1n thls decxs;on.

‘.,‘,,,’-

1
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The revenue adjustments to become effective on January 1,
1992 include the amounts we have .adopted by previous decisions in
this application relative to the ECAC, Annual Energy Rate (AER),
Electric Revenue Adjustment Mcchanx m, (ERAM), Low Income Rate
Adjustment (LIRA), and Customexr Energy ‘Efficiency (CEE) programs.
Other revenue adjustments wh;ch we lncorporate lnto our. adopted
total revenue allecations in this dcciszon include' PC&E's Cost ot
Capital proceeding (A.90- 05-016), 1ts Attrltlon Adv;ce Letter, and
costs for post—ret;rement benefits other than pensmons-, The total
revenue requirement changes. rcsult;ng rrom our. adoptcd dec;s;ons
for each of these procecedings yield a total net electr;c system
increase of 5158 437,000, representlng a 2. 24 anrease, as.
summarized in Appcnd;x A, Table 6. —

Based on our adopted 2.2% system avcrage lncrease 1n .
authorized electric revenues, our. adopted revenue al ocat;on ‘
crlterla 1ncrcasc PGSE’s cus tomcr rates by the amounts set forth in
Appendix. A, Table 2. A summary of these increases. by major o
customer class ;s as follows._ ,

[ noe

. Residential = L 1 53<
‘Agricultural - o 2.2
Streetlightlng PRI S (2 13)
Small Light & Powor e .. 6448
‘Medium,Light & Power o C2010 0
E=-19-Taxdff i oo o o 0 U (2490)4
_E=20 Tariff ... - e e . 2485
LE-20" COntracts T T T T (2024)
. E=20- Total" T A o T M S RN

"rotal System ” ~.-:_;~;"~; AR 2 16%" Bt PATR AT

T,

Our adopted revenue allocatlon conrorms to Assembly BLll
(AB) 2236 whlch was cnacted sub equent to the close.or ‘hearings .in
this proccedlng., Given the restrlct;ons or AB 2236,“we adopt the.
maximum revenue allocation allowed to agricultural customers under
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the’ b;ll 1am1ted to the systom average percentage change (SAPC),

or 2 2« of total eleotric revenue.p“ R
. 'In the absence of AP 2236,‘we ‘would reacn a dlfferent

conclusion based upon the evidentiary record in ‘this proceedxng

We would adopt a cap for agraoultural rates equal o the SAPC plus
5%. Accordingly, we present our conclusions based on the
ev;dentaary record first. Then, we separately apply the provisions
of AB 2236 to determlne our flnal adopted ba..:Le for revonue
allocatlon. 2 K

~' ..’

L e T

URT

PG&E raled A. 91-04-003 on Aprll 1, 1991 to adju rateé*
for its ECAC and related tarlfr clauses in accordance wmtn the Rate
Case Plan (RCP) adopted in Decision (D ) 89=01-040. The ‘RCP T
provides that revenue allocation ;ssues be consadered in ECAC
proceedings while rate dosign issues are roserved ‘for General Rate
Cases (GRCs) and annual Rate Design Window (RDW) proceedlngs.

PG&E updated its orlgxnal testmmony on September 3, 1991
to incorporate ca.gm.ticant rovisions which nad” occurrod since its
April 1 f;llng. The updated testlmony assumed revenues at present
rates in effect on May 1, 1991, as adopted in D. 91 04—062, PG&E’
1991 RDW’proceeding - '

By decisions issued earlier in this procecd;ng, we have
already adopted revenue adjustment., for PG&E’S zcac AER ERAM,
LIRA, and CEE. h

‘ Evadentiary hearings on ‘revenue' allocation is ues were
held on September 18-20, 1991, in San Francisco. The actmve
parties who sponsored testimony inthis phase of the proceedang
were PG&E, the Agricultural Energy Consumcrs Association (AECA),
the California Farm Bureau (CFB), Calltornla Large Energy Consumers
Association (CLECA), and the Federal’ Executave Agencaes (FEA) " The
rollowing additional parties did not’ sponsor ‘'witnesses, but filed
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brxers. the. Commission’s, D;v;s;on of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA),
Toward Ut;llty Rate Normalizatxon (TURN), the Calirornia city-
County Street Lighting. Assoclatlon (CAL-SLA), and the Caleornma ’
Manufacturers' Assoclatlon (CMA).

In recent yoars, we have repeatedly stated our goal to N
move toward an allocation of revenues among customer classes based
upon an equal percentage of marginal cost (EPMC) approach.

The EPMC approach first calculates the revenues that
would result if cach customer class pa;d prices equal to marginal
costs for the services the class requlres. Because the resulting
marginal cost revenues rarely equal the ut;llty'f revenue
requirement, the marginal cost revenue requirement muat be adJufted
to equal the total utility revenue requ;rement. The same_', '
percentage change is appl;ed to the marg;nal cost ‘revenues, tor each
individual customer class in order to derzve the BPMC revenue
allocation for that clas

Marg;nal costs used for revenue allocat;on measure fthe
change in ‘total costs resultxng rrom an zncremental change ln a .
specified. element of the utallty's operatlon. Three geheral types
of marglnal costs apply to electric utilities. Marglnal capac;ty
costs measure the unit costs duc to peak kilowatt demand change
Marg;nal customer costs relate to customer hook—up and account |
serviecing costs due to changee in number of cus tomers eerved-,"
Marginal energy costs vary with changes in kmlowatt-hours (kWh) of
energy provxded. e S o L st

. We adopt. marglnal capacaty and marglnal customer costs in
general rate proceedlngs, and rely upon those adopted marglnal f
costs zor computing revenue. allocatlons during ECAC procecdlngs.c
Marglnal enerqgy costs are updated in. each ECAC p:oceed;ng to . ‘
anorpo:ate the adopted :esou:cexassumpt;ons. Inkthls proceedang,
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PGSE has used the marginal capacity and customer costsCadopted in/
its 1990 GRC:in revenue allocations. 'PG&E updated its marginal
energy costs to reflect the resource -assumptions adopted in the: .
Administrative Law Judge  (ALY) ruling dated August 15, 1991:in this
proceeding. These same assumptions were incorporated into the -
proposed ALJ dec;s;on on ECAC rorecost issues flled 0ctober 18,-
l991." : ’ ' ‘ ) e

Historically, agricultural class rates have remained -
significantly below full EPMC-based -rates. In past-revenue:
allocation proceedings, we have used interclass caps oncallowable
rate changes to mitigate potential billing Impacts on-agricultural
customers which would result if we increased rates basedon full
EPMC. We have previously used the SAPC plus a'fixed percentage as
a cap to establish interclass revenue allocations. In last year s
ECAC proceeding, we advised parties that in future revenue- -
allocations, we expect anyone who urges-us to depart from our
guideline cap of SAPC plus 5% to present specific evidence:
demonstrating that such departures are warranted or required by the
nature of the demand of ogr;oultural customers,ror olectrlc A
service. " '

Consistent with its 1990 GRC and 1990 ECAC de¢isions, '
PG&E used the average Utility Electric Generation (UEG) gas-price,
excluding customer costs, and used the Zero Intercept Method' (ZIM)
time-of-use ratios in determining its rxevenue allécations. PCELE
assumed an energy reliability index (ERI) of 0.56, based ‘on the -~
average 1992-1997 ERIs- adopted in PG&E’S 1990 GRC.M~- '

 IV. UNCONTESTED. ISSUES -

e

PG&E presented varlous proposals in this proceeding which
either were never d;sputed or were ultimately agreed to by parties
after modification. We conclude that PG&E’s uncontested proposals
are reasonable and we will adopt them, as presented below.
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-

A. Rate FLOOow - o o covroslooean oo oo il e TRT
PG&E proposes a rate floox of -SAPC minus 5%,-although.in
the 1990 ECAC. proceeding, we.adopted a floor. of no decrease f£rom.
then=-present revenues. PG&E oxplains that in the context.oflthe;
smaller increase in system revenues-expected.in this -year’s. . .
proceeding, a floor of no decrease may not.produce. nonagrlcultural
class allocations which are the same percentage of full EPMC.
However, the same percentage above full EPMC can be achieved by
using a flooxr of SAPC minus-5%. . - .- : e mmen
. CLECA agrees that a rate floor of no. decrease creates-
substantial distortions in EPMC relatlonshmpa among clafse ,Kbutn‘
believes the best solution is-the lack.of any floor,,‘Yet,:basedwon
the size of the increase in -the proceeding, both CLECA’s and PG&E’s
floor proposals have the same. result (Ex. 123). No other party.
disputed this. recommendation. - ‘ : A L
We adopt PG&E’s floox of. SAPC minus- S% since 1t f o
eliminates the distortions resulting from a zero-decrease floor,
and since it has the sameJoutcome.aS;CLECA's,propoaal.
B. JXntraclass Revenue Allocation & | S e . D
PG&LE proposes that intraclass allocations to rate . .-
schedules use a gquideline cap similar to that adopted. for
interclass allocations. For the.agricultural class, PG&E.proposes
assigning the agricultural class average percentage change.to.all
schedules.  We f£ind this proposal to be reasonable, and adopt. it. .
C- Rake Desian : - o . e
Although rate design: issues arxe more appropriately-
considered in GRC and related RDW proceedings, limited issues can
arise in the application and interpretation-of established rate
design criteria which may properly be dealt with in revenue
allocatlon proceedings. In this proceeding, PG&E. proposes the
zollow1ng ‘guidelines for rate design for rates to.be effective.-
January 1, 1992: T A T L P SN T SRS T AR
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- Residentials’ Maintain the” compos;te'tler

- differential of $0.02732 per-kWh' which. was.

adopted in the 1990 RDW. The compesmte tier
differential is defined as the tier z'rate m;nus
the composite tier 1. rate, including minimum -
bill revenue. Maintaining the cents per kWh
differential, rather than the percentage
differential, is consistent with PG&E’s 1990 -
ECAC decision. ‘ '
Agricultural: Connected load and maximum and
on-peak demand charges on each schedule are
increased by the percentage increase to the
revenue allocation of that schedule. The demand. -
charge limiter is increased by the average
percentage increase to the AG-1B, AG-RB, AG-VB,

AG-4B, and AG~4C schedules. T

Time-of-Use (TOU) Energy Charges: These~charges
are sct to preserve the relative relationships .
in current rates.

COmmercmaL/Industr;el Charges.\ FEA and .CLECA
initially disagreed with PG&E’s allocations
which resulted in greater percentage inereases
- for energy charges than for demand charges for .
industrial rate schedules. PG&E subsequently
changed its proposed allocations between energy
and demand charges, resultlng in a consensus
among all partiecs on this issue. PG&E’s revised
allocations reflect the followmng principles as
described by PG&E witness Mr. Smith (Tr. 1285):,

o Increase maximum and peak demand c¢harges and"
. rate limiters by the average percentage .. .
increase to the Medium Light & Power (L&P),
E-19, and E=20 classes. S

Hold constant the transm;ss;on naxinum
demand charge 'since an increase would move
rates away from full EPMC. . -

Have cons;stency among the maximum and peak -’
demand charges -on Schedules A-10, A-1l,. - - .-
E-19, and E-20. R

Increase demand - and energy changes by the :
same percentage, or, if this is 1mpossxble,
‘to increase the demand charges by a- larger
percentage than the energy charges.
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Rates reflecting these. principles are contalined- in
Exhibit 122 as agreed to by PG&E, FEA, CLECA’ and DRA.V“(Tr. 1531,
1550, 1592.) . No party oppo ed this recommendutlon-_lrhe consensuo
reached by the parties reflects a reasonable resolutlon, and we
adopt it. ik
D. mmm_mmrw_m SRR

Rate Schedules A-11 and E-19 are TOU schedules seerng
nedium-sized commercial and lndustrlal customers.. - PG&E.proposes to
eliminate Schedule A-11 and to offer all exlstlng Arll customers
the option of taking service ‘undex: Schedule E-19.- Schedule E=19
firm service would also be nade avallable to any A-lo customer who
recquests TOU service. e o )

In the 1990 RDW prococeding, PG&E noted a problem with
customer migration to Schedule A-1ll because of its attractlve
rates. Schedule E-19 serves all customers with demands between 500

and 1000 kW, while A=) ucrvos a group of lower-cost customers
within the Medium L&P class.. If the .customer’s domand is 500 kW or

more for three consecutive months, the aooount is transferred to
Schedule E~19 or E-20. ... nla

PG&E was’ concexrned in thc 1990 RDW proceodlng that some
customers mlght 'split their loads.to-quallfy for the . 1owor A=11
rates, based upon misleading -or transitory price signals.® In D.91-
04=062, we noted that the instability between Schedules A-ll and E-
19 rates warranted further“Consideratiou_in‘theﬂnext‘available
proceeding. | . . i"
In this proceedzng, PG&E proposes ko solve thls problem
by following DRA’s proposal in PG&E/ s.l990 RDW to comblne Rate
Schedules A-1l and E-19 (Exh. 11l1). PG&E proposes to make the
change effective on May.l rather than January l, 1992. PG&E
asserts that the additional four months: are needed- to lmplement the
schedule conversion. The May 1 effective date co;ncxdes with the
effective date of rate changes in PG&E’s next RDW proceeding. '
Accordingly, PG&E has. proposed Schedule A—ll rates for the interim

R
B '
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per;od :rom January 1 to April ‘30, 1992 (Exh. YL4Y.  PG&E’ST
proposed basis for calculatmng combzned A—ll/E-19 ‘rates ‘thereafter
is presented in’ Exhiblt 111 (p- 9-13). ‘These rates were updated
cons;stent wzth part;es' agreement on 1ndustr1al rate desagn -
descrabed above (Exh 122) SR S el AR
No party opposed this recommendation. 'We conclude:that
PGSE’S proposal prov;des ‘a sataffactory resolution of the probXen,
and we adopt it. s S IR PR S
The rate tables in Appendices A and B to this decision'
show separate revenue allocations for Schedules A-Y17and E=19.
The revenue allocations resulting after the combination of the rate
schedules on May 1, 1992 will necces earily'dirfer“from the “amounts
shown in the tables since they wall then depend on bllllng
determinants of the combined rates o

v.\ , ‘ D

A. Partics’ Rositions on Xntexclass Revemue Allocation.

All contested issues raised by parties relate to ‘the
appropriate criteria for allocation of the. January 1, 1992 electric
revenue increase among customer: classes. | :

Parties agreed that all customer claéses should be
allocated at least some share of the revenue ancrease expected to
be granted on January 1, 1992. Partles also agreed that some form
of cap on revenue allocataon is appropr;ate to m;t;gate the xmpacta
which would otherwise result from full EPMc-based revenue.:

allocation. Differences focus ed on the approprxate percontage |
increase over SAPC which should be assxgned as a cap an determln;ng
interclass revenue allocation. As in past proceedlngs, tho
controversy over the proper cap. level is draven by the effects ‘on
the agrzcultural class. e
. PG&E proparod 2 comparison exhibxt (Exh 116) whach
summar;zed the customer class percentago increases due to the’ -
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differences in parties’ posatmons over rate Caps for agricultural
customers. This exhablt is pres ented as Appendax C to thls
decision for reference.‘ Parties’ proposals fox agr;cultural o
customers’. cap ranged from SAPC as sponfored by AECA and CPB to 10%
above SAPC as sponsored by FEA. Wzthln this range, PG&E p*oposed a
5% cap, with DRA’s concurrxence, and CLECA Propos ed a 7% cap, with
support from CMA. For all thoe. proposal _cla see other ‘than
agriculture are allocated revenue respons;bility on the basi* of
EPMC. o
- 1. Rroposal of PGEE e

: . PG&E proposcs a cap on all, cla s allocationf or SAPC pluu
5%. PG&E’s proposal has the followzng eftects-

©. The agr;cultural class percentage. lncrease';s . ". L
set at the 5% ceiling but all other cla ses are "
below the celling. R

The streetl;ghtxng class recelves its full EPMC
allocation. '

The calculation of SAPC excludes revenues from

special electrice contracts. -

Other customer classes recelve rull EPMC
- allocatlons of the remaining revenue. This.
esults in allocations which are 1.95% above
zull EPMC, in order to recover the shortrall
from the agricultural class.
PG&E’* proposal conforms to the guldel;nes for future
interclass revenue allocatxons which we adopted for ‘future use in
the 1990 ECAC proceedxng. DRA supports 'PGSE’s proposal, otatxng
that it represents a mederate movement of agricultural rate* toward
reducing the subsidy now enjoyed by PG&E's agrlcultural customers.
CAL-SIA also endorses PGSE’S proposal as lt related to v
streetlmght;ng customers. e
AECA and CFB oppose PGLE’S proposal on the basms that’lt
does not adequately consider* 1) agrlcultural customers’ spec;al

c;rcumstances warrantlng a lower cap or 2) the uncertainty over

e
LT

vy g
A
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AP
R R

whether agricultural éuétomefé”aré“réaii§fBéiB@”i#ﬁé“syiﬁ‘fﬁ;w,_

significant amount. T e e
\ FEA and 'CLECA believe PG&E's proposal does not go tar

enough in movzng agrlculture closer to full EPMC- FEA ‘and CLECA "

argue that the relatlvely small total sy tem revenue lncreaserl"‘

expected to be adopted in this proceedlng prov;des an opportunlty

to make greater progress toward full EPMC rate than PG&E propose

2. Pxoposal of FEA o

FEA proposes that the agrlcultural class rece;ve annual
inereases of 10% above SAPC until that class is at rull“EPMC. FEA
asserts that this propocal is consistent thh our goal begun ln
1986 to move all customer classes to full EPMC-based rates.‘f‘ o
Although FEA believes we have been succe°sful in brlngxng othcr
classes to full EPMC, it argues that’ agricultural rate* are stlll
28% below full EPMC at present rate levcls. Unlike' other partles'
proposals, only FEA’s proposal would encompass multlple years, and

estimated to bring agricultural rate up to EPMC levelf Wlthln
four years. . |

FEA’s proposal corresponds to a plan adopted mn o
D.89-12-057 to bring nonfirm customers up to thelr estlmated cost
of service. That plan required annual increases of’ lo% above the
large llght and power class percentage change unt;l these customers
were at cost of sexvice. FEA argues that equlty dlctates that the

same plan is appropriate for the agricultural cla to ellmlnate .
continuing subsidies by other customer classes. -

PG&E believes that FEA merely revzve an argument whlch
we rejected in D.90- 12-066 that rapld movement towards EPMC
justifies higher caps (Exh. 120, pp. 4~7). PGSE argucs ‘that the
phase-in plan cited by FEA is’ clearly dlstlngulshable rrom the "~
interclass allocation dlspute in this proceedlng. The phase-ln -
plan applied only to a small Iraction of the customer class,'and
the cap calculation applled only in certain months and ror certaln

customers. Also, the plan raised little or no controvers sy, and
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there is no d;scuss;on rp the dec;s;on resolv;ng the confl;ctlng_ﬂ
proposals on the issue. T T P

o AECA challenges FEA’s proposal, since no. analys;s was made
to determxne whether the justzfmcat;ons for applylng the pollcy Lo
nongirm customero 1n 1989 apply to agrxcultural cuetomers durzng
1991. For example, FEA did not cons idor dirrcrent u*age pattorno&
between the .classes or econom;c condxt;ons faclng agrxculture due;
to the drought and the December 1990 rreeze. G e |

CLECA proposes a. revenue allocatzon to the agrlcultural

class based upon a cap of 7% zncrease over SAPC. CLECA expres “
concern that the allocation to the agrxcultural clas 50 rar
below rull EPMC that full EPMC allocatzon nest contlnue to be
phased in at ”such a slow, pace.” .In l;ght of the relat;vely omall
SAPC propos ed in this proceed;ng, CLECA belleveo ‘that we have a
unique opportunity to make igniricant progress toward our, goal or
full EPMC allocatzon. Thls relatzvely small 1ncrease w;ll soften
the effect of any increase in the percentage allocatlon o the ‘
agricultural class. CLECA’s propofal would result in an, 1ncrea
to the agricultural class of 9. 75%, as compared thh the 13.94%
class ;ncrease granted in the 1990 ECAC proceedlng. :

‘ QMA supports CLECA’s propooel on the bas;s that 1t
recognlzes the neced to el;mlnate cont;nued rate gw.xb'.;::a:l::.e-e Loxr
agr;culture while keepxng the ratc 1mpact on agrxculture below the
increase adopted laot yeaxr. . . .. T

' AECa and CFB both advocate allocat;ng revenue lncreases
to the agrxcultural class based upon.a cap. equal to SAPC.;_Ast
previously mentionod, AB 2236 was onectod Lnto law ouboequent to .
the close o! hearlngs in thzs proceedzng._ AB 2236 prohibits us
from ;ncreasxng or approv;ng increases in agrzcultural rates pr;or
to June 1, 1992, by more than the oystem average. rate.. zncrease. >
Accordxngly, we will flrst dis cuss. our conclusxons as to the .. ..
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proposals of AECA ond‘CFﬁ*bdeed'uponTtHe éﬁidéntiit?“fécofdfwopHEE“
from AB 2236. Then we will oeperately addre s the impa.cte Of AR T

2236 on our'fznal conclusions. © -
AEGA cites three major reasons supportlng its” proposel
that agr;cultural customers' revenue 1ncreases be capped at SAPC.

J

v

© There is uncertalnty as to whether the g
- agxicultural class’ current rate levels are o
' Slgnlrzcantly below'EPMc; o T

State conjunctlve use water pol;cme would
‘conflict with a pollcy that increased =
agricultural utility rates to-the point that
groundwater pumping would be discouraged.

Unduc economic hardship and rate shock would
result from an -ncrease ln excess. of SAPC for
agrmculture.

, CFB agreef that the roafons cited by AECA werrant e cap .
for agrmcultural customers of SAPC.' CFB also sponsored testlmony
focusing on the economzc hardshlps w;thxn agrlculture as a basms
for limiting eny rate increas es eselgned to thet customer class to
SAPC. We review below partles’ posltlons on each of the e three,H
issues: _ ) L L e '

icult ] ; tes’ imity to ER

 AECA believes that the basmc premlﬂe for 1mposmng
rate increases greater than PG&E's SAPC upon the agrmcultural class
is that this class is s;gn;flcantly below 1ts EPMC target._ AECA
challenges the validity of that belmef.u( o

. PG&E computed agr;cultural customers would requlre a
42. 3/ rate increase to reach EPMC, based upon the proposed revenue
increase in this case and the edopted mergxnal costs. All other m;
partles agreed with PG&E’s marg;nal cost calculatlons, ‘except tor
AECA and CFB. , i _
AECA clains that ”a dark cloud of uncertalnty” ‘has
been cast over the premlse that a s;gn;flcant gap exlsts betweenA:
agricultural rates and EPMC targets. Because of thls uncertalnty,
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AECA argues that, the need for. further Ancreases over. and above, SAPC
for the agrlcultural class ”1* ln crlous-doubt.”w,..,,,w R T R
AECA’s witness, Dr. Pflaum, testified that he.has '
rserious concerns” about the valldlty of the. current EPMC targetsL
ror‘agrlcultural customers. Hc‘ba‘cdxhlolconccrno upon,a?revlev_of
the 1990 Agricultural Rates Cost Study (Tr. 1395). Although
Dr. Pflaum also cited PG&E'* Area Cost Study (ACS) as: further basis
for his conclusions, the ALT ruled that references o the ACS in
the testimony of Dr. Prlaum and 1n the tcstimony of Mr Smith of
PG&E (Exh. 111) be strlcken from.the record. Because of the
controversy raised by this rullng, we dlscuss the basls for
excluding references to the Area Cost Study from our cv;dcntxary
consideration separately below in Section 4b. e
The Agricultural Rates Cost Study upon whlch
Dr. Pflaum based his conclusions was completcd jolntly by PG&E and
the Commlsslon Advisory and Compllance Division (CACD) ln November
1990 ;n response to D.89-12-057, whlch dlrected the prcparatlon or
a jOlnt study of the agrlcultural class’ marglnal costs and
intraclass allocatlons and their lmpllcatlons for rate desmgn.‘\f”
(Oxrdering Paragraph 52.) e
The Study considered scveral hypothetlcal revcnuc S
allocat:on scenarios to dctermine ir any plausmblc changeo in input
assumptlons would yield results placlng the agrlcultural class
substantlally closer to the EPMC targcts, given current mcthods.
The Study did not asses s the llkellhood that any of thc scnsltlvlty
assumptions would occur. The base case for these studles was '
PG&E’s 1990 ECAC £iling which utlllzed ratemaklng methods from the
1990 GRC, blllzng data through November of 1989, and load research
data through lo88. ‘ | .
The Agrzcultural Rates Cost Study concluded that even
cons;derlng the potential varlatlon in agrlculture s EPMC targct
ultmng from the sens lthlty assumptlons tested, the agrlcultural
class remalns a considerable dl tance rrom EPMC (Exh.‘ll7 '
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p. IV-3). Agrlculture was ' st;ll 20% below the EPMC*targetdln “thet
most extreme case studied:” B L
Dr. Pflaum reaches a different conclusion based*ﬁpbh
‘his review of the same study. Dr. Pflaum concludes the”
agricultural class mayfactﬁally“be”only 4.6% below its EPMC target.
Dr. Pflaum’s conclusion is based upon the analysis summarized ln
Table CPP-1 in his testimony. Dr. Pflaum combines: five of ‘the"
sensitivity~assumptions'presented-mn the Study and assumes they are
all simultancously applied in computing EPMC for the agricultural’
class. By contrast, the Study“itself'tested'eaéh*assumptién o
independently in reaching lt' conclus;onf as to EPMC variances -
relative to agriculture. ' e ‘
Dr. Pflaum’s f;ve sensmtzv;ty scenaries- are’
summarized as follows: o e ‘ R R
The first sensitivity is to increase the ERI-to~1.0,5 "
which moves agricultural rates to 40.5% below EPMC.' TURN. argues””
that based upon the ALY ruling on resource  assumptions’in this’ -~
proceeding, an ERX of 0.56 has been calculated already, precluding
the chance that the ERI will be set at one. Alse, since ours -
adopted revenue allocation methodology incorporates a six-yeax’ "
average of ERIS, even if an ERY value’ of ‘1.0 were estimated for one
year, it would only have a fractional effect on changznq the ERI
used for EFMC purposes. (D.89~12=057, p. 201.) =+ 7 ° SRR
' The second adjustment assumes the-use of the-replacement
cost-new approach for calculating marginal cost.  This adjustment:
would further lower the EPMC"target'td»BO*l%;"TURN‘points-Out;'
howevexr, that our adopted policy is to use the cost of new:
equipment for marginal cost purposes.‘ Thus, to- accept AECA’sS
sensitivity assumption as plausible, we would have to~questlon the
valldity of our own adopted policy. F e
' The third adjustment adds ina load diversity factor" of
2.0 which would further lower the EPMC target to 18.1%. ~Dr.- Pflaum
presented no factual basis to confirm the validity of this

- 26 =
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adjustment.. The Study itself admits that ‘ho. factual, basis has. been
developed to confirm that 2.0 is an approprlate level of. d;vers;ty

(Exh. 117, p. IV=7). R T

The fourth adju,tmcnt assumes. a doubling of unit marginal

energy cost, which would further lower the EPMC taxget-to. 10%.““
TURN counters that marginal energy . costs have in. fact decreased .
since last yoar. » - : : e -
: The f£ifth and rlnal adjuqtment adds a scenar;o of actual
demand falling below the forxecast. This lowers tne EPMC target to

4.6%. TURN responds that the forecasted. agrmcultu:&l,dcmgnd_xn -
this case was uncontested and will not. change. . . .. .. ‘

AECA does not ask the Commission -to. mod;fy 1ts
adopted marginal cost methodology to incorporate any of the
assumptions used in the Agricultural Rates Cost Study. Yet AECA’s
witness concludes that the assumptions were. “within the-.realm of
reason” (Tr. l444-45). AECA’s purpose was to demonstrate how.
volatile the EPMC target f£or. agriculture is to a set.of dxrferent
assumptions developed by the sponsors of the study, andltoﬂ;_
illustrate that agricultural rates may be much closer to EPMC
targets than is projected by parties in this proceeding.. .

TURN contends that Dr. Pflaum’s conclusions.were .
based on selective analysis, and that he simply ignored. the .
portions of the report with which he-disagreed. The Ag:iculturali
Rates Cost Study introduces different sensitivity analyses to test
whether by changing certain assumptions related. to- marginal cost,
the agricultural class’ EPMC share can-be dramatically altered. ' .
The study does not assess the probability, however,  that any of .
these sensitivity assumptions reflect reality (Tr.. 1460),-nox. .
represent them as predictions of how. margznal costs will. changc mn
1992. In fact, some of the sensitivities are contrarxy to the, - ..
Commission’s currently adopted methodology,_according,to~TﬁRN (Tr.
1423). TURN also belicves AECA’s arqunents are. irrelevant. to,this
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proceeding since marginal costs, except’fcr ‘enerqgy,’ are litigated
in a GRC, not an ECAC, proceed;ng.-v R S L NS
‘ ' DRA finds AECA’s conclusions based on the :
Agricultura15Rates Cost Study to be substantively ‘as” well‘as:
procedurally wrong. If parties dissatisfied with the marginal . '’
costs adopted in GRC decisions can ‘successfully block' rates based
on those costs because of “uncertainty;” then DRA believes the
regulatory process itself will become arbitrary and wasteful. - DRA
further notes the lack -of -any evidence presented byfAECA as to the
marginal costs of serving: agricultural customers)- oxr as toithe:
appropriateness of making any of the adjustments aasumed dpcocor
arriving at its conclusions as to EPMC-targets. o Lo
Similar criticisms 'of AECA’S use of the Agrzcultural
Rates Cost Study were presented by FEA and CLECA.r ' '
‘ T obJ pxea Cost Study - ¢ - T e ST .
' There was controversy over the admissibility ofz '
AECA’s references to PG&E’s Area Cost Study (ACS) which -was™ Lo
prepared in connection with its 1993 GRC proceeding. The assigned
ALY in this proceeding granted the motion of TURN to strike ' ‘
references to the ACS in the testimony of AECA.' TURN’s motion was
supported by PG&E, DRA, CLECA, and CMA, and ‘opposed by ‘AECA and
CFB. DPG&E also offeredﬂto'withdraw'excerptsﬂof the testimony of.:
its witness referenc;ng the Acs. S (Tr. 1292.) Thae ALT -accepted .
PG&E’s offer. ' . T v SO
T T In briefs, AECA ‘and ‘CFB continued to argue fox . the
admissibility of the AECA testimony references to the ACS:  'CFB -
cited testimony references to the ACS made' by CFB witness Tibbets
which had not been stricken, ‘and argued that the ACS-presented it
serious challenges.to the rel;ab;llty of’ exlstxng EPMC target
assumptions zor ‘the agr;cultural class.n Yet w;tness Iibbetf
admitted he had not" personally rev;ewed or val;dated any of the
findings in the ACS. ' .

-
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« : .- CFB--further c1ted Evidence Code Sectlon‘sol whzanN
states that testimony of an expert. wltness.may -be adm;tted ;pased
upon matter perceived by or perscnally known to the wztness whether
the underlying matter is -admissible ox not.. (Tr. 1442, .43.) . Aside
from the -fact that that under Public Ut;lltles (PU).. Code Sectlon
1701, technical rules of evidence need not apply in ou:
proceedings, there is no sound. practical basis to adnit. the
evidence in question. R s e -

, - The ACS- as cmted by AECA An lts testmmony as beyond
the scope of an ECAC proceeding. It. has been prepared by PG&E in
connection with its Test Yeaxr 1993 GRC. We .see no evxdent;ary
basis for reliance on an expert opinion to the .extent it stbaocd
on 2 matter which cannot be effectively used. to test the
credibility of the expert. No party moved to .admit the actual ACS
into the record in this case. Without the. document in, the record,
we cannot reasonably test the validity of the concluszons drawn by
AECA relative to the study. o - e e

L In arquing for the admission 1nto~ev1dcrce of e
Dr. Pflaum s references to the ACS, AECA alleged that its. 1ntent 1n
referxing to the study was not to assert the truth o:.mhoﬁmatte,o
stated ‘in the study, -but simply. ”te show that there’s something.
else out there that came to .a different conclusion” eé';oyhow.fa;
agricultural rates deviate from EPMC (Tr.- 1244-5)..  AECA’s.counsel
argued that the “different conclusion,” whether right.oxr wrong,
warrants that the Commission. ”move cautiously” in directing
agricultural rates toward EPMC. . Yet the AECA testimony -itself .
reveals that AECA seeks to~ascribe;a-muchfhigherydeg:eegotg
credibility to the ACS. -AECA states: . | :

”PGE&E’s most recent analysis,-the-

Studv, indicates that agriculture is only 8. 7¢
below its EPMC target. It has become quite
clear that the use of system-wide,  rather than
class-specific, marginal costs bhas resulted 1n
greatly over-stated EPMC targets for the - -
agricultural sector.” (Exh. 119, pPp. 4=5.)
(Emphasis added.)
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CUWe” affirm thet ALY ruling. strikingreferencesrton i
PG&E’s ACS. It would not serve the record for'such:conclusionary:.
statements to be admitted with no reasonable opportunity. for. . .-
opposing parties to probe the veracity of the underlying:matters- .
giving rise to such coenclusions. In order for references:to the
ACS to influence our decision as to the need for caution; we:would
require a record showing what' the: ACS findings are:and in-what
context AECA interpreted those findings.. . We:would need to
determine what weight, if any, to ascribe to the plausibility of -
the findings of the ACS. Absent this: information, the:study.cannot
be used to support the witness’ conclusion that: “ardark cloud of-
uncertainty” hangs over our present beliefs as teo EPMCi:  :v i iah
It would be unfair to allow one party to use such a:
study to make attacks on other parties’ methodologies without- - ..
allowing those parties an opportunity to- challenge: such-attacks. .
Yet to allow such an opportunity would expand the. scoperof this.
proceeding beyond the proper .limits allowed under our.adopted RCP.
for ECAC proceedings. The issues raised in the. study will be .
addressed within the scope of PGEE’s 1993 GRC proceeding. . It is.:
speculative and premature to color our decisions:based upon the
mere fact that ”“there is something else’ out there” .in a separate
proceeding that may or may not ultimately impact-future . u.. o ",
measurements of EFMC for the agricultural class, of which:we have.
- no way of testing the validity. - .~ LT e
e conjunctive Use Policies N
As used by AECA, the term “conjunctive use” water. .
policy refers to the joint management of surface and groundwater =
whereby agriculture must rely more heavily on groundwater wherm - .
surface water is being diverted to metropolitan areas. Increased
agricultural use of groundwater through five years :of drought.has’
in turn necessitated-greater electricity‘ﬁse to pump. and transport
needed water from wells to fields. " Even with normal rainfall-.
levels next yvear, federal Central Valley Project- .officials: have ..
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stated. that agriculture will receive: only. 50% of normal
allocations, as depleted state reservoirs are replenished.. AECA--
argues that “significant” increases in- electric rates. for-- . -
agriculture at this time, which raise the cost of groundwater\«
pumping and discourage such pumping by agriculture, are. -
inconsistent with the state’s water policies designed. to~protect
the entire state economy from drought-induced economic hardship.
TURN disagrees, arguing that continued agricultural.
rate subsidies will encourage increased groundwater pumping which
is economically inefficient because it does not reflect..the full. .
cost of electricity. TURN cites an excerpt from the Water - .
Conservation Projects Act of 1985 which warns. that- the lowering of
the water table in the San Joaquin Valley is causing irrigation
water to be pumped at excessive depths, requiring even greater
energy usage. TURN believes that state: conjunctive use policies .
will in fact be aided by our setting correct price signals since.
farmers would use an accurate ¢ost- in evaluating to - what extent - -to
deplete groundwater supplies. Overpumping would: be discouraged,
reducing the risk of land subsidence which can destroy .aquifers.
a. Econemic Hardabip - . et
AECA argues that the agrxcultural class would suffer
significant econcomic harm from a rate increase in excess of SAPC.
AECA subnmits that agriculture has alrecady suffered notable
econemic harm from five years of continued drought. - Agricultural
custoners’ costs have risen due. to- increased electrical usage for
groundwater pumping, and that this increased usage must be
considered in measuring the economic impact. of further xate .- [
increases. ' Agricultural groundwater pumping is estimated to .. .~
increase 33% in the San Jeoagquin Valley in 1991.  AECA witness .- ..
Ms. Archlbald argued that a 7% electric rate increase could easily
translate znto 50% higher clectricity expenditures: by agricultural
customers between 1990 and 1992. - CFB presented further evidence -on
the economic hardship on agriculture resulting from the: extended -
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drought. Accbtdihg”to”thé“sﬁaté‘s”bffiéé of“Emergency Sexvices,
prajcctcd damage to agriculture £0r1991 exceeds $540 million; ~with
hardest hit areas being within PG&E’s service" ‘territory.  ‘AVsurvey
conducted among CFB‘s own memberghlp revealed an-estimated~23%" -
reduction in total agricultural'éﬁtput;'résuiting~in”a~14%“de¢rease
in their revenucs for 1991. AECA and CFB also cited- the’ December”
1990 freeze as contributing to agriculture’ s”economic” haxdship. - -
AECA argues that we have  considered economic-hardship
to the agricultural ¢lass in paSt'rate‘procceding‘f:citing PCSE’S
1950 GRC dec;sxon where we noted our reluctance to’ ;mposev”harsh
rate 1mpacts” which would ”punlsh agr;cultural customers’ for-more
e::mcxcnt_bchavior. CFB also cited our past position as stated in
D.89-22-057 that although we would use a guideline of SAPC plus-or-
minus 5% as a revenue allocation guideline,” parties should not -
overrely on this formula. We reserved the right-to fit-the revenue
allocation to the particular circumstances ‘that we face at a gmvcn
time. CFB argues that present c1rcumstances require- that” the
agricultural class receive no more than'a- SAPC revenue allocation.
TURN arques that AECA’s economic hardship arguments
are no basis to continue subsidizing aQrﬁbultufdi‘cﬁstbmere“at“the
expense of other customer classes. While california” farmers B
receive various subcidies through legislative actions, the
legislature has determined just the opposmte with respect to public
utility law mandating nondiscrimination in rates among classes of
service (PU Code § 453.1). In addition, the effects of economic
hardship are not uniform among farmers (Tr. 1575=76). = M 7wl ..
Nonagricultural customers within other customexr
classes have also suffered to varying' degrees due’'to the drought -
and the freeze, as noted by TURN, FEA, and CLECA. -‘Given these
differential impacts, TURN believes to target aid;'such'dé“disdster
relief, to those farmers who can demonstrate that'-they have: been™
particularly-hard hit would be morc appropriate. S L TR
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. - FEA-argues that in the past,.we have not dealt with,
rlnanc;al hardship..on a glass- b&Sia, but. rather thféuéﬁ.speCLalJ‘i
contracts. FEA believes those. agr;cultural cus tomeru facing the ;
most sevexe economic haxdships.should. approach PG&E, and eventually
the Commission, to.elicit rate concessions.on an 1nd1v1dual bas;s.
FEA contends that this is the same route induutrlal cus tomcf must
use to receive lower power costs, and that agrlcultural customers
should be treated similarly. .. . . o

- ~ FEA also tnkc,\exccption to AECA's argument that the
potentmal for bypass warrants lower than .cost-based rateg :or
agricultural customers (Exk. 115, p.20;.7Tr. 1399)., FEA,po;nts out
that-the potential for bypass 1s‘dealt ‘with. through spec;al ,
contracts, and that granting a. ubeldy to the, entlrc agrmcultural
class is not appropriate merely because some may be able xo bypaes
the . systemn. : ‘ Lot o

ey DRA and CLECAuchallcnge.AECA’f def;nztxon of ”rate ‘

shock" to include usage changes as well as per-Xwh. ratc changcs..q
CLECA subnits that we did not evaluate rrate shock”.ba ed upen . N
total enexgy bills in either the 1990 ECAC proceedinyg, or in any
other case to CLECA’s knowledge. . CLECA believes it would be. .
speculative to analyze every possible increase in usage tp'a sess
the impact: of a given rate increase. .

A- Lo B 2o A ‘:“.‘2:1.," ™ ' Ll T A

- As previously discussed, the recent cnactment of AB 2236
places certaln restrictions on the .amount of ;ncrease we may assign
to the agricultural class.. Accord;ngly, for purposes of . ,
discussion, we will first .address. the. revenue allocatmonuwhxch we
would adopt based upon tha»ey;dencc_prcsentedAln thmsﬁp;gccq@;ng.
Then, we discuss the impact of AB 2236 upon our adoptgduygfgnﬁé

allocation is impacted by enactment of AB 2236.
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- Apart from the statutory réquiréments*df“AB“2236%“we'"“Tv
would conclude that PGSE’S proposal-of a cap of 'SAPC ‘plus’ 5%’ would
provide ‘the most reasonable revenue allocation, given®the varicus”
proposals before us in this procecding.. PG&E’s marginal cost’
computations show that it would require~a‘42%26%“incréaseftoﬁthé“3
agricultural class to bring it up to full! EPMC. - PG&E’s EPMC ‘cap
would limit agriculture’s increase to only 7.77% based -on -PG&E’S -~
illustrative $200 million increasc. This is-less than the class
increase we allowed in our 1990 revenue ‘allocation’ decision.' We
consider this amount small enough to avoid an unreasonable xncreﬁs@
to the agricultural class yet large enough to ﬂlgnlfy mcanlngful
progress toward our goal of full EPMC-based rates L T

PG&E’s proposal, as supported by DRA and CAL~SLA, is the
only one which conforms to our stated guideline cap' for'revenue - "
allocation. In D.90-12-066, we stated: “For future revonue =
allocations, we expect parties who urge us to depart from our
guideline cap of 5% to present specific evidence demonstrating that
such departures are worranted by the nature of the demand of '
agricultural customers for electric sexvice.” None of tho parties’
proposed alternatives to the 5% capﬂhdvefbéen-shown'tofbéfwarranted
or regquired by the nature of agricultural demand or any other
factors prescnted in the record. - o :

Both FEA and CLECA propose caps hzghcr than our 5%
guideline, yet neither has presented satisfactory evidence
justifying an overriding need to deviate*from»Ourkguideline.u-FEA;‘
with its 10% cap proposal patterned after a phase-in plan which we
previously adopted for a small sample of industrial customers,
failed to show the potential effects of applying the same plan to-
all agricultural customers. CLECA’s proposal for a 7% cap is more
modest, but it too falls to justify a basis to deviate from-our 5%

" We recogn;ze that the total system 1ncrease-at 1ssue th;s
year of less than 3% 1svmuch lees than the 10% system-ancreasa we

\ .
v o N P A
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We .agree with FEA and,. CLECA that
the milder increase arford an opportunaty to make:- progress towaxrd
EPMC.. We also view the milder increase as. an opportunity.to. . ...
provide all customers some :elier,rromjsharply,escalqtipg;rntes-rj
Accordingly, our decision favoring a. 5% cap goes farther than the.
3.5% cap we adopted last year toward .our goal of rul;.EPM¢1bQ§¢q,h
xates. A 5% cap strikes a proper balance between.our goal to .
progress toward a system of cost-based rates, yet to avoid undue
rate impacts which could ocecur if agricultural customers werxe moved
too quickly toward full EPMC-based rates. We disagree with FEA and
CLECA only over the magnitude, but not the dircction in_which
interclass revenue allocation should move. -

" We do not believe that the three pr;nc;pal reasons AECA
and CFB cite justify their proposal to halt further progress toward
EPMC rates and limit agricultural rate increases to SAPC.. . We will
address, in turn, each of the major arguments AECA and CFB present

and explain why they fail to support their proposal. . . . -
. . 1
B. Proximity of Aaqxicultural Ratoes to EPMC™

AECA’s argquments regarding the proximity of agricultural
rates to EPMC may be analyzed in two parts. ; One involves AECA’s
findings on how far agricultural rates deviate from EPMC. targets.
The other involves the implications of these findings .on what .
action the Commission should take relative to rate caps.

‘AECA’s arguments raise the question of what standard.of.,
proof is required to warrant the finding alleged by. AECA.that 2.
rdark cloud of uncertainty” has been cast over.-our . currently held

o
'

1 Our discussion excludes any references to the Area Cost 'Study
which is stricken from the xecord, as previously.-ruled... (See
Section 4b above.) Any references in the following discussion to
the term /Study’ refer only to the Agricultural Rates Cost Study,’
which was admitted into evidence.
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beliefs regarding agriculture’s proximity to- EPMC. . AECA :akse »xxi
raises ‘a related issue.-of what degree of caution we .shouldexercise
in light of this uncertainty in terms. of revenue-allocation in this
proceeding. ST Ve A
We conclude AECA has failed to show that there is . suffi-
cient uncertainty relative to .EPMC targets to justify-a complete
halt in further progress toward our goal .of EPMC-based rates. : AECA
does not-have enough confidence in .its assumptions' to prepose they
be adopted in this procecding, but yet is convinced that they
rnighlight” the “weak foundation” upon which previous agricultural
class EPMC estimates were based. AECA seeks to.use the-assumptions
to challenge existing beliefe and Commission goals regarding  EPMC
targets, yet refuses t€¢ be held to standard of proof as to the .-
credibility of the assumptions beyond mere: speculatxcn..-,;=---\
Tha Agricultural Rates Cost Study’s sensitivity - -adjus
ments as used by AECA provide no plausible basis to doubt: PG&E’s.
computations of EPMC cost targets. ' Ratemaking has never-been . an
exact science, and we do not require 100% certainty to establish
‘reasonable revenue allocation policies. At best, AECA ‘has shown
that there is merely a possibility that present: EPMC targets for.
agriculture may be wrong. -AECA is unable to determine the .. -
likelihood of that possibility, or of alternative possibilities
that agricultural rates may be even:further away from EPMC.than we
now believe. While AECA urges us to “move.cautiously,.” it fails to
assess the risk of harm to other classes if we werc to-act on -its
premise that agriculture is already close to EPMC .and -that premise
turned out . to be wrong. . ' T P A
The crodibility of 'AECA’S. zxndmngs ba ed.on the '~ ~vi:
Agricultural Rates- Cost Study is questicnable ngen”that‘the-Study
itself reaches . contrary conclusions to those of AECA witness-:
‘Dr. Pflaum. Dr. Pflaum’s explanation.is unsatisfying.as.to.why he
disagreed with the. Study’s: findingsion EPMC targets. Dr..Pflawm.
claimed the Study’s contrary conclusion was incorrect because of an
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error madein the study relative -to 'the allocation of transmission
-and distribution loads.  On the basis of 'this:ralleged exrror, .- -
Dr. Pflaun believes . the Study’s conclusion that: the. agrxcultural
class was at least 20% below the EPMC target would no longer hold
(Tx. 1396-7). P i
> Yet the error noted by Dr. Pflaum dxd not occur -in-the. .
Study. -Rather, the errox related to PG&E’s adopted GRC.: . 7. -
methodology. - (TURN Brief, p. 3.) The Study acknowledged :the ...
alleged error, noting that the current methodology - in PG&E’s GRC
“probably does not accurately reflect how classes contribute to -
peak demands...and so, does not allocate marginal T&D- capacity
costs on the basis of true peak demand responsibility.”. (Exh. 117,
pp. II-14 and II-15.): The study compensated for: this uncertainty
by testing the sensitivity of an assumed. load diversity adjustment
factor of 2.0. VYet, even at this level, the agricultural class
still would require a 20% increase to.reach full EPMC based on: the
study. Dr. Pflaum uscd the same diversity factor as &isthe;Study
in his own testimony. . SRR N R T E I O
© Accordingly, the authors of -the Study were well aware of
the perceived error noted by . Dr. .Pflaum in reaching their .-: ‘
conclusion that for evory sensitivity tested,. agriculture is below
an EPMC aXlocation by a significant margin. - On-this basis, we.see
ne reason for the Study’s authors to “moderate” their ‘conclusion
7in light of this additional evidence,”. as Dx. -Pflaum.argues, .
since their conclusion ‘already. incorporates such evidence. ..
- Dr.. Pflaum rcaches a different conclusion .from: the’
Study’s authors because Dr. Pflaum assumed the. joint:occurrence of
five of the sensitivity assumptions tested in-the-Study. The
study, by contrast, based its conclusions on the separate. ... -~:.
occurrence .of each assumption independently.: Dr. .Pflaum was.unable
torexpiainwwhy the authors did not choosec to .combine the- effectscof
sensitivity analyses as he had done: (Tr.'1467), yet-he believed:the
compining of.the assumptions was “the’ crucial next.step”:in- . . /.-
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determining the EPMC target. ' While no’'single assumption<tested:in
the study ‘reduces agriculture’s distance from'EPMC below-20%," the
additive-effect of five“of‘the'assumptions*occurring“SimuItﬁneously
theoretically lowers the EPMC target teo just underx . 5%,'as computed
by Dr. Pflaum. o AT ' SRR
Dr. Pflaum argqued that his sensitivity assumptions were
reasonable within the timeframe of the next GRC.  Yet- he'‘was-unable
to quantify the likelihood of occurrence of any ‘single factor' (Tr.
1461-62), let aleone the simultaneous convergence of five factors,
as required by -his conclusion.  Instead, he merely stated there was
»seme record for some -of the changes ‘like load diversity”.  (TxJ
1462.) The Study itself, however, is ambivalent as to the
likelihood of a higher load diversity, stating, “while ...a high
diversity adjustment may be appropriate, other characteristics may
lower that expectation.” Dr. Pflaum’s analysis was based on
changes that- theoretically brought agriculture closer to EPMC. He
did not make any study of the likelihood that other:assumptions
could move agriculture in the opposite diroction (Tr. 1462), or -
result in no change. S Lo B
our review of Dx. Pflaum's sensxt;vzty analysxs, as

described prev;ously, convinces us that each of h;s assumpt;one is
based largely on speculatlon.: Dr. Ptlaum’ ,uggestion that the
agricultural. class is within 4.6% of ERMC would requlre not only
that cach conjectured event must occur, -but they-all'must occur
simultaneously, and in the’ right d;rectlon. Yet Dr. Ptlaum
presented no joint probab;lzty analysxs to dcmonstrate the
l;kel;hood of all of these factors converg;ng at the same t;me, nor
any probabzllty distribution analys;s as to the relat;ve llkelzhood
of other comb;natxons of events convergzng wh;ch may produce A
results in the oppos;te dlrectlon. S

- Accordingly, we cannot conclude that the agrmcultural
study assumptions support Dr. Pflaum’s conclusion that’ ex;st;ng
EPMC targets should be seriously questioned. His analysis was not




A.91=04-003 COM/NDS

- fairly -balanced to give consideration to-the.likelihood: that his
assumptions might not be adopted by the Commission.or-that.. .
sensitivities in the opposite directionmmight increase .the EPMC .
target. He did not explain satisfactorily why he reached-an
opposite conclusion from the agricultural study itself that .none of
the sensitivities significantly reduced the EPMC target beyond 20%.
He was unable to provide -a satisfactory assessment as to-whether

. any of the sensitivities would~Likoly apply_duringuthewperioe
covered by this decision. - : ., o

. The fact that assumptzons can be conce;ved whxch would
theoretically bring agricultural rates closer to EPMcmprov1deszno
sound evidentiary basis to doubt the evidence presentedrby. other
parties as to the EPMC targets for agriculture, or to warrant a
delay in further progresc toward our revenue allocation.,goals.-on
the basis of such mere speculation. - .. TR T T T P

ACEA’s conclusions drawn from: the agrlcultural study

provide no valid reason for us to deviate from the observation we
made shortly aftexr the release of the -agricultural study.in ouxr: .
1990 ECAC decision: o R

”Nothth,tandlng the rcccnt relcauc of thc
agricultural rate study ordered in the GRC-
decision (a study which has yet to be fermally .
considered by the cOmmlssmon), we are presented
with no basis in this record for retreating
fxom the use of marginal costs which were
considered and adopted in the GRC and whxch
have been updated in- thzs proceed;ng. ‘

AECA implies that unless we adopt its rate propoual to
cap agr;culture s rate increase at SAPC, we. Wlll :a;l to ”move
cauntiously” in progress;ng toward our goal of full EPMC ror the
agricultural class. We d;sagree. Our adoptxon of a cap of 5% '
-above SAPC represents a reascnably cautxoue approach under ‘the
c;rcumatanccs.
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'We note tria't in the 1950 ‘Ecb;c '”pfo‘ce’edih‘gf';‘ CFB Smaid“ei 'Za‘)

target if it moves too quickly towardo ‘current ‘EPMC éstimates,” .
given uncertainty over EPMC measurements. ' In response ‘tothat - -
argument, we stated that the 3.5% cap which we then adepted could -
scarcely be considered a ”rush” to full EPMC when a '58% class ~
increase would have been required for' a full EPMC calculation. ™~
~ The 2.73% SAPC increase estimated in this proceeding is
significantly smaller than the 10.59% increase in system revenue
adopted in last year’s ECAC proceeding. Accordingly,  our ‘adoption
of a 5% cap applicd to a smaller SAPC incrcase would result in a’
more modest overall impact on agricultural rates,'comparcd +to the
lncreases we adopted in last year’s ECAC.: S g
Even if our decision in this proceceding were to be*

influenced by the possibility we would adopt reduced EPMC -
allocation targets in PG&E’s 1993 GRC, we would still ‘conclude that
a rate cap of SAPC plus 5% is mild enough to accommodate“the risk'-
of error in our measurement of the EPMC target. Even if PCSE’S
caleculation were overstated in showing that the agricultural class
would require a 42% rate increase to meet its EPMC target, it still
provides a substantial margin of erxor when compared with' 2 rate “
cap of 5% which yields a rate xncreafe of only 7.77% ror : “r
agrlculture. - B

- In short, we conclude that AECA and CFB have ‘failed to -
provide in this proceeding any credible -challenge to the-evmdence
presented by other parties as to the substantial dxstance of the
agricultural class from its EPMC’ targct. L T

C. Conjunctive Watex Use Policies ~ -+ & - Zn0 naw
AECA has not demonstrated that setting agricultural rates
above SAPC will be in 'conflict with ‘state conjunctive use water
policies. While we acknowledge the importance of -sound conjunctive .
use policies, especially during the drought, we believe that coste
based clectric rates will not detract from economic decisions on
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the allocation between scarce ground and surface water supplies.
Although AECA presentsatestimony,on~the;effects,o£;thecd;quQt;qn.
conjunctive use of water supplies, it dqes,not,quanpiﬁyﬁtpe demand
elasticity of clectric usage for.groundwater pumpinq as.a.xesult of
changes in agricultural rates. .AECA’s witness, Dr. Archibald. .
computed the increased expenditures which would result durlng 1992
from greator drought-related groundwater pumping. .But she.did not
demonstrate any adverse changes 1n_the,conjunctmve‘alloqatxon of
water during 1992 caused merxely by adopting agricultural rates..
capped at SAPC plus 5% insteadﬁot,AECA's,proposal..fo,;A:chibald_
states 7at some point” costs of water-saving measures excged_thev,
value of risk reduction to farmers. But AECA fails to show that .
rates sct at SAPC is that point.  Indeed, TURN convincingly raises
the specter that there may,be-anotherlpoint‘othve:stimulating
demand for groundwater that unbalances conjunctive use in the .
opposite direction. Clearly, the most cautious stance we can take
is to impose cost-based signals as 2 basis to make water .allocation
decisions. - . .. T S PR S CE R e
D. MM@MR oo T T : AT R S BT SR

‘ ~The argquments of AECA.and CFB relatlve to hardsh;p T
requzre us to resolve 2 number of questions. - First, .deoes hardship
exist wzthxn:the‘agr;cultural‘clas 2 Second, is revenue allocation
an appropriate vehicle to address financial hardship concerns? ..
Third, .if so, how do we weigh the differing degrees -of hardship
experienced by customers within the agricultural class .ox @ relative
to hardship among nonagricultural customers? Fourth, ifi financial
hardship is properly addressed. through revenue allecation, -ig the
rate cap proposed by AECA and CrB the‘co::ectulimip to;;dd:ess
concerns over financial hardship? -

: As to the . first question, we conclude that AECA and CFB
have satisfactorily demonstrated that significant financial.  -.:. .-
hardship will likely be experienced to varxzng,deg:eefhamong‘at,.J

— . o . e e e ey
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least some -agricultural customers. . .However, not:all agrzcultural
customers were shown to have experienced hardship. o Yoo run o)

As to the second question, in the past, we-have taken:
potential financial hardship inteo.account in a general sense.by =
imposing rate caps on the allowable increase to customers which
would otherwise result from the rate shock of.a-sudden full . EPMC.
allocation. We do not, however, view revenue allocation subsidies
as-an appropriate tool with which to remedy pre-existing.financial
hardships on a class basis. . While we sympathize with the.plight-of
all customers who have suffered various-financial hardships. we- .
believe that other social and economic remedies:-besides revenue-:
allocation are more etfectzvc an’ targeting assistance to the proper
individuals. o - = . o e
'As to-the third. questmon, AECA has presented evxdence to
indicate the agricultural:class.is impacted more significantly-in
terms of usage increases than is any other single class as a result
of the drought. Yet questions remain as to. the relative . .financial
harm that individuals within other customer: classes have:suffered
as a result of the drought, the 1990 freeze, or other factors, and
how such harm should be weighed. in determining the competing .needs
of agricultural‘customers for rate concessionsi:. - . o nannees

. AS to the fourth guestion, given:the considerations.
already d;seussed, we do not believe.that a rate increase-of 7.77%,
reflecting a cap of SAPC plus 5%, imposes an unreasonable:financial
burden on the agricultural class. "This increase is.less than the
amount we required agricultural.customers to . absorb last year when
they were suffering under financial:haxrdships... Both AECA.and:CFB
are willing to accept an"increase - of.2.8% in agricultural- rates.-

AECA seeks to link increased electric usage due to
groundwater pumprng by’ agrlculture w;th ”rate shock.?_ 'AECA argues
that a 7% rate increase for agr;culture could ntranslate” into 50%
higher electr;c;ty expendmtures between 1990 and’ 1992 given
expected increases in groundwater pumplng‘and greater 1ift
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requirements to-access water -due-to:continued withdrawal.: While-we
do not question .AECA’s estimates of -expenditure.impacts,.we.de.. ..
disagree with .its attempts to link such -expenditure.levels with the
results of our adopted revenue allocation. - . - i i 4

Increased expenditures due to higher electricity. .
consumption will occur under the proposals put‘forwardfby;allmw‘,
parties, including AECA and CFB. Accordingly, we consider it
unfair to “translate” PGLE’s proposed 7% increase-into- 50% higherxr
costs without acknowledging that.the 2.8% increase proposed by AECA
and CrB would likewise “translate”. into correspondingly .higher
total costs. . We believe a proper evaluation of- the merits of the
‘AECA and CFB rate impact argument-requires a .fair-comparison of its
relative effects compared to competing proposals. When we make-
this evaluation, we note that there:is only a S% difference between
the rates proposed by AECA and CFB .versus PG&E. ‘ ‘

Even if we factor in a 33% increase in: electr;cxty usage
by agricultural customers. as AECA  assumes, the incremental ..
difference 'in customer costs between PG&E’s position: and-2AECA-and
CFB’s position is only an additional. 1.65% (i.e., 33% usage:
increase * 5% unit rate increase). . Based upon the rates we have:
imposed on agricultural customers. in- last-year’s ECAC proceeding,
we do not consider increases of:this.magnitude to constitute ”rate
shock” or to be unreasonabkle. . . - . o o G Tl :

E. Requixements of AB 2236 T S T L S T

' Notwithstanding our. conclus:on,that a . revenue allocation
cap of SAPC plus: 5% is reasonable,. based upon the evidence - .-
presented in this case, our: adopted-revenue~allocation‘must»conform
to the provisions of AB 2236.. AB 2236 states 1nurelevanz'part*f;

.”The Publ;c Ut;lltles Comm;ssmon shall not .
increase, or approve an’ increase in, rates’ for
electrical services for agricultural,:and, if =
applicable, punping customers by an amount more,
than the system average rate xncrease before e
June 1, 1992.” : . w pa .
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- Accordingly, in'compliance with:'AB 2236, :we will.cap our
revenue allocation to agricultural: customers at the:system’ average
inerease, as proposed by AECA and CFB.' We will adeopt an EPMC::. ..o
allocation for the remaining customexr classes. - We have! ..
incorporated the marginal energy’ costs adopted in D.91-11-056-.in: -
our EPMC allocations. Our adopted revenue allogations and . ...
resulting rate impacts' are presented in Appendiccs A:and B.of this
decision. B SR SRRt

Although the ALI’s PD proposed-to»leavexth;gwproceedlng

open for changes in adopted rates :after ‘expiration of the:'AB: 2236
restrictions, we are c¢losing this phase of the proceeding,... ..
effective with this order. The rates we authorize. bynth;grorder
will remain in effect until- PG&E’s next regularly scheduled: rate
revision following expiration of AB 2236.  This resolutionavoids.
any potential disruptions caused by an unscheduled round of rate .
changes and is consistent with our goal of rate stability..”

" The revenue allocation eriteria we adopt in thisoxder .
are dictated solely by the provisions of AB 2236.. Accordingly, .our
actxon sets no precedent for llmlt;ng further progressi toward EPMC
in future rate proceedings. ™ - Y 0 L oo un T suaes et G0

‘1. In an interim decision ‘in this proceeding, we granted
PG&E’s request to defer the revenue adjustments. adopted-in this .
proceeding and to ¢onsolidate them with pending adjustments.-in:--
other. proceedings to allow a single set of rate changes om
January L, 1l992." : Co S A RN,

2. All parties agreed to:use PG&LE‘’s 1llustrat1ve revenue
increase of- $200 million as a basis to- analyze rovenue allocation
criteria in thisiproceeding. - woi ol e sumne e Do

3. Appendices A and ‘B of this decision sets: forth:the
changes in-adopted electric department revenue requirement :in the
amount of $158,437,000 to become effective Januvary: X, 11992..~ "
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: 'PG&E’ 5. uncontested. proposal.for a rate. floor. of SAPC
minus- 5% avoids potential- rate, distortions. wh;ch could. othexrwise ..
occur with:a no=decrease LLOOT. ..., ia L eeaeo e e

5. The parties reached a. consensusrresolutlonwas ko .
commercial /industrial 1ntraclass,rateJdes;gn,pr;nc;plesauegw,‘_w
embodled in Exhikit 122. ... . - Lt e o LT e

.6.  No party contested PG&E’s other proposed;;ntraclass rate
des;gn treatment. s

77 No - party contested PG&E’s: proposed: consolldat;on of Rate
Schedules A-11: and E-19: to -avoid potentxal for misleading -price..
signals. .. ... L S R T

8. All parties agroed that at: lcast some. portzon of. the rato
increase subject to this- decision should be allocated to all
customer classes except streetllght;ng, which. should receive a

decrease. . : . . _
.~ All paxties agreed that the revenue. allocat;ons should

lncorporate caps to limit the potentlally adverse: rate-impacts on
agricultural :customers. b - R L UL s .
10. fThe relative impacts of partles' dlfferences w;th respect
to revenue allocation caps are sct forth in Exhibit 116, .and. .
presented in Appendix C of this decision. . R
+11.  PG&E presented marginal .cost. calculatmons Lndmcatmng
agricultural customers would. require a 42.26% rate increase in:.this
proceeding to: achieve full. EPMC, assuming a 2.73%: system~average
increase. . . .." . el : S R NECIE T
12. All parties except for CFB and ABCA accepted PG&E’
marginal cost .calculations as reasonable.-,.nﬂ;.u~~ C -
’ 13. " Al)l parties, except CFB and AECA, have recommended that
at least some progress be made towards reducing-the:.variance... ..
between ‘current allocations. and full EPMC for: all classes.:
14 . The Agricultural Rates-Cost Study. concluded that. ..
agricultural rates remained-at least-20% below EPMC target under.
all scenarios which it tested.
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' 15. " AECA‘failed ‘to-demonstrate a reasonable-doubt that
agricultural rates are significantly below EPMC taxgets..

16. AECA failed to prove -that agricultural rates subject to 2
cap of 5% above SAPC would be detrzmental o congunct;ve use water
policies. : e, . .

17. Increascd expenditures due to higher electricity: . /o~
consumption occur under all parties” proposals, and are independent
of revenue allocation differences. - .. U7 L L WTLIo I

-"18.. ‘The difference between the rate proposal ‘of AECA/CFB and’

ot

that of PG&E is 5%. o S VR S B R
19. Customers within all classes are suffering financial
hardship to varying degrees. - - = 7 T Y L N

20. To the extent that a customer class: is allocated:a
revenue responsibility which is less than its full EPMC ™
responsibility, the-class is subsidizedfbyfone'or,mOrehorﬁthexwi;:
remaining elasses. 0 no vt il et
21.  Assembly Bill (AB) "2236, enacted subscquent to hearings
in this proceeding, prohibits rate increases exceeding: system.'"“*
avcrage change for electric sorvice to agricultural customers-
within our jurisdiction prior to June 1, 1992. LT LG
22. The rates set forth in Appendices A and B incorporate the
consolidated revenua requirement: adjustment shown in Appendix C.and
the revenue allocation criteria which are adopted by this order.
concluzions of Law
1. PG&E’s proposed marginal energy costs are reasonable, and
should be adopted for revenue allocation purposes.
2. The uncontested proposals of "PG&E. in- th;s"proceeding

consolidation of Schedules A=-11 and E-~19.and reasonable .and should
bhe adoptcd, Lo SO O S U S A C ';.:f CoroaThinls

3. We should cont;nue to progress.toward full EPMC rates:for
all customer classes to the extent permitted by . law: and subject:to
appropriate rate caps.
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4. AECA and CFB failed to justify that a complete halt in
progress toward-our goal of EPMC rates is warranted due to.-the ..
factors presented in their testimony.- . . A K

. 5. FEA and CLECA failed to. justxty that we, should adopt a
rate cap for agriculture in excess of ouxr stated guideline of 5% -
above system average. e . , : e K

6. Since the system increaae we adopt in thia year 'S
proceeding is substantially less than what we adopted last-year,
there is . greater flexibility to make progress toward EPMC-based
rates without harsh rate increases. SRR :

7. Absent the regquirements of AB 2236, it would bc B
reasonable to adopt a cap of 5% above SAPC for the-agricultural.- .
class in this proceeding. : w0

8. Given the restricti onsqimposed'by AB‘zzsspyawrevenue.J“w
allocation should be adopted for the agricultural class which .
equates to the system average increase in rates.. = v o

9. fThe remaining shortfall in revenue resulting fron the
rate cap imposed on agricultural customers should be recovered from
other classes based on an EPMC allocation. - o oS

10. PG&E should be authorized to implement the consolldated
revenuoe recquirement shown in Appendices A and B -effective
January L, 1992 by filing rate schedules incorporating the: xates-in
Appendix D. : w S L

IT IS ORDERED that" G S O I
1. Pacific Gas and Electric cOmpany is authorized: and
directed to file with this Commission -on .or after the-effective ..
date of this order, and at least five days prior to their-effective
date, revised tariff schedules for electric rates:as:set forth in
Appendices A and B. . . R P Lo entn Teinin
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2. The revised tariff schedules shall become effective on or
after January 1, 1992 and shall comply with Generxal Oxder 96-A.
The revised tariffs shall apply to service-rendered on or after

their effective date.
This order is cffective today. .
Dated Decoember 18, 1991, at San Francisco, California.

PATRICIA M. ECKERT

| CERTIFY THAT THIS DECISION Prosidont
WAS APPROVED BY THE ABOVE JOHN B. OHANIAN

IONERS TO0 DANIEL Wm. FESSLER

cow'wss ONERS TODAY DANIEL ¥m. FESSLE

] Commissioners
/M W »\-c'..-

N;ML J- N -.nOChu\‘G —aEsior

/&
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CACD/Ik/2* TABLE 1
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

SUMMARY OF MARGINAL COSTS

Summer Summer Summoer winter Winter
Peak Partial—Peak Off=Peak Partial=Peal Off=Peak

Marginal Energy Costs (c/KWh) (¢c/KWh) (c/KWh)  (c/KWh) (c/kwWh)

Generation 2.8070 21820 1.9970 2.2980 1.8740
Transmission 3.2352 2.5825 2.3943 27022 2.2643
Distribution
Primary 3.3869 2.6810 24636 28213 23257
Secondary 3.5096 27487 2.5009 29136 23587

Marginal Capacity Costs (S/kW=yn)

Generation $56.17
ER! (1992-1997) 0.560
ER! Adjusted $31.46
Transmission $31.80
Distribution -
Primary $53.00
Secondary $6.87

Marginal Customer Costs
($/Customer—yr) Transmission Primary Secondary

Residential $100.37
Small Light and Powor $265.06
Medium Light and Power $1,533.36 $1,278.83
E=19 Class $50,207.82 $9,982.09 $11,574.47
E~20 Class $50,207.82 $9,982.,09 $14,800.29
Agricultural $438,83
Streotlighting $187.20
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APPENDIX A
TABLE 2=A
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

A

Class

Resldontlal
Agricultural
Strootlighting
Small L&P
Medium L&P
E-19Class

Total Sules
(MWh)

23,833,774,764
3,419,200,000
293,703,508
7,409,130,727
14,752,865,542
4,598,593,928

c
Present
Revenue at
5/1/91 Ratos

b3

2,788,215,390
390,126,672
43,458,286
976,438,502
1,427,047 ,965
449,670,574

ADOPTED CLASS ALLOCATIONS -
Effective January 1, 1992

D
Present
Revenue

%

FulEPMC  Chango

$

2,706,610,665
541,481,778
42,000,773
994,578,160
1,376,584,658
434,485,506

(2.93)
38,80
(3.35)

1.86
(3.54)
(3.38)

E
Proposed
Rovenue

G
%

Full EPMC  Change

3

2,767,981,641
553,532,694
42,533,476
1,016,906,769
1,407,931,101

444,159,682

(0.73)
41,89
(2.13)

4.14
(1.34)
(1.23)

H
Proposad
Revenue
SAPC
s

2,851,362,150
398,883,980
44,022,705
998,372,377
1,459,492,530
459,675,189

!

%

J
Proposed
Revenue

K

%

Cnango Capped EPMC. Change
s ‘

2.26
2.24
1,30
2.25
227
2.22
2.03

2,830,902,359
398,884,076
42,533,476
1,039,735,178
1,457,010,695
436,652,583

1.53
2.24

(2.13)
6.48
2,10

(2.90)
2.55

1,188,917 664
82,220,454
1,271,138,118

1,195,008, 248
82,220,454 (2.24)
1,277,228,702 223

1,167,681,234
. 82,220,434
1,249,901,688

0.21
(2.24)
0.04

1,165,289,331
84,108,290
1,249,397 621

1,144,505,180
84,108,290
1,228,613,470

(1.78)
0.00
(1.66)

E=20Class Tanff
E=20 Contracts
Total E~20 Class

15,597,458,474
1,227,922806
16,825,381,280

(2.24)
1.74

1
2
3
4
S
.6
7
8
9

217  7,482947,068

158,592,058

7,482,047,050
158,592,039

TOTAL SYSTEM 7.324,355,010  7,324,355,010  (0.00) 217 7,482,947,050
158,592,039

TOTAL INCREASE

71,132,649,749

This table shows netrevenues. Net revenues Include non~allocated revenue adjustments from (a) optional TOU meter charges, (b) Streetlighting and
Railway taciity charges, (c) nogotiated contracts, (d) standby.charges, (e) load management, UCB, and nonfirm service discounts, (f) power factor ravenues - :
(g) CCSF Hetch Hotchy Crodits, (h) Residential A/C load control credit and mastar meter discounts, and () URA surcharge revenues,

Standby revenues and marginal costs are Included in interclass revenue allocations, but excluded from intraclass revenue allocations, For adopted
revenues, standby demands aro priced atthe proposed maximum demand charge.

E-20 Class and System sales exclude energy provided to CCSF customers from Hotch Hetchy.

Parcontage changes aro relative 1o Net Revenue at present rates, Class caps, however, are based on changes in allocated revenues excluding special
contracts. Allocated revenues oxclude the items identified in footnoto 1, The total increase in allocated revenues excluding special contracts is 2.74%

rather than 2.73%.
Streotlight ravenues at present and proposed rates reflect faclity charges at the levels adopted in PG&E's 1990 GRC for the ECAC forecast period.

The =19 afiocation shown above results from tho application of guidelines for intarclass and intraclass allocation adopted In the ¢ecision, The effective
allocation to E=19 Is somewhat different from what Is shown since It deponds on billing the A=11 and E=~1% billing doterminants atthe combined rates,
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APPENDIXA
TABLE 2=B
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

A

Class

Residential
Agricultural
Streotlighting
Small LAP
Medium L&P
E-19Class

Total Salos
(MWh)

23,833,774,764
3,419,200,000
293,703,508
7.409,130,727
14,752,865,542
4,598,593,928

¢
Present
Revenue at
5/1/91 Rates
3

2,788,215,390
390,126,672
43,458286
976,438,502
1,427,047 965
449,670,574

ILLUSTRATIVE CLASS ALLOCATIONS
USING 5% CAP ON AGRICULTURAL ALLOCATION
Effective January 1, 1992

D
Present
Revenue

%

FUIEPMC  Change

3
2.,706,610,665

541,481,778

42,000,773
994,578,160
1,376,584,658
434,485,506

(2.93)
38,80
(3.35)

1.86
(3.54)
(3.39)

F
Proposed
Revenue

G
o

FUllEPMC  Change

s

2,767,981,641
553,532,694

42,533,476

1,016,906,769
1,407,931,101
444,159,682

(0.73)
41,89
(2.13)

4,14
(1.34)
(1.23)

H
Proposed
Rovenue
SAPC.
s

2,851,362,150
398,883,980

44,022,705

998,372,377
1,459,492,530
459,675,189

%

J
Proposed
Revenuo

K
%

Change Capped EPMC' Change’
s

2.26
224
1.30
2.25
227
2.22

2,823,031,284
418,229,802

42,533,476

1,036,879,435
1,454,413973
436,640,427

1.2%
7.20
(2.13)
6.19
1.92

(2:90)

E=20Class Tarf?
E=20Contracts
Total E=20 Class

15,597,458,474
1,227,922,806
16,825,381,280

1,165,289,331
84,108,290
1,249,397,621

1,144,505,180
84,108,290
1,228,613,470

(1.78)
0.00
(1.66)

1,167,681,234
82,220,454
1,249,901,688

0.21
(2.24)
0.04

1,188,917,664
82,220,454
1.271,138,118

2,03
(2.24)
1.74

1,191,589,772
82,220,454
1,273,810,226

2.26
(2.24)
1.95

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

TOTAL SYSTEM
TOTAL INCREASE

71.132,649,749 7,324,355010 7,324,355010 (0.00) 7,482947.050

158,592,039

217 7,482947,050

158,592,039

2,17 7485538643 220

161,183,633 5/

This table shows netrevenues, Net revonues Include non-allocated revenue adjustments from (a) optional TOU meter charges, (b) Streetlighting and.
Railway tacility charges, (¢) negotiated contracts, (d) standby charges, (¢) load management, UCB, and nonfirm service discounts, (f) power factor revenues
(9) CCSF Hetch Hetchy Credits, (h) Residential A/C load control credit and master metor discounts, and (I) URA surcharge revenues,

Standby revenues and marginal costs are included In Interclass revenue allocations, but excluded from Intraclass revenue allocations. For adopted
tevenues, standby demands are priced at the proposed maximum demand charge, '

E=20 Class and System sales exclude energy provided to CCSF customers from Hetch Hetchy,

Percentage changes are relative t0 Net Revenue at present rates, Class caps, howover, are based on changes in allocated revenues excluding spacial
contracts, Allocated revenues exclude the itoms identified in fo0tnote 1. The total increase In allocated revenues excluding special contracts IS 2,74%
rather than 2,73%.

Streetlight revenues at present and proposed ratos rofloct facllity charges at the levols adopted In PG&E's 1990 GRC for the ECAC foracast perlod,

Tho E=19 allocation shown abovo resul:s fram the application of guidelines for Interclass and intraclass allocation adopted in the decision, The effective
slcoatlon to E=19 Is somawhet diMore: fron what is shown singe it depands on billing the A=11 and E~19 bllling detorminants atthe combined rates,




AD1=0he 00D ALLTRIP APPENDIX A
CACOMWI TARED
PACIFIC QAS AND ELECTRC COMPANY
INTRACLAS G NET REVENUE ALLOCATION 12/
UMnctive January 1, 1902

A [ 0 [ ¢ 4 Q ] [ v | 4 L M
Average Nat Avetage Present Propoud Propossd

Volt Marginal B B/ Raven e % Ravenue Average - Ravenue Average %

Clasa/Mate Gcha LY 1] Cost fAgverue Antes RILEPMG  Change Rl EPMC Rates  Charige Caoped EPMC  Ratew  Change
| 3 3 [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] ] | ]
REDIDENTIAL

E=1 8 21264532040 007193 2500,390,67 0,11920 2,004,002,087 (2.00) 2,000,420,042 0,11607 (0.7 2,874,171203 012108  1,3)
gu=1 B 1,508,001,082 147,85),700 0,00802 140,880,450 000040 130
E=7 8§ 1082373233 003735 100,976,677 000880 101,208258 (200 103,427,205 Q00828  (0.5)) 105,650,808 010040 1,62
E=8 8 10477820 008113 1200422 0.11500 1,001,770 (14.A)) 1085010 0,10072  (12.48) 1,164,108  G,11110  (J.48)
Gtandby hrgrd ] arrss  708) 80230 A4 8484 259
TOTAL  23AXT7AZ64 00711 2788215000 0,11600 2,700,610,008 (2.00) 2,7a7,001,841 011014  (O)) 2,600002,05¢ Q11878 1,30

AGRICULTURAL
T AQ=1A
[} AQ=PA
1] AGeVA
10 AGudA
1" AQu A
12 AG=18

56,335,014 021118 53,102808 020534 87273104 4387 80014124 00477¢ 8002 34202088 020003
,140000  0,10407 3,080,567 0,13240 5,185,080 6908 6,200,024 027883 7270 3122232 01380
42,100504 0,2088 3,048,005 0,13180 9,001,624 8228 0,100227 021800 4379 5,000,413  0,10430
114,002,473  0,93508 15240240 0,10208 BN 17 6040 20200173 022088 73,12 19578200 0,133
82004576 0,00004 8,483,048 010000 1M208308 D247 11488030 013008 310 8,671,787 0,10508
542,400,202 0,11080 81465,180 0,13080 101,040,400 22,10 104210007 Q101 244D 43234,100 Q.1370
12 AQ=R8 4824087 010088 4520,008  0,1200% 5,000,507 d2A4 0126298 047302 027 4020227  0,13283
14 AQ=VD 27894708 010711 3,581,043 0.12808 4,057,108 M0AD 4004587 017707 J48) 3,080,737 04
3 AG=daDd 400,188,073  0,00603 AB 88287 012740 G488 A0 68047316 016381 D488 50061317 Q12418
18 AQm=4C 20204420 0,12400 2,881,908 012007 4ATN28D 06304 4827410 020750 oand 2,025,580 012381
17 AQ=508 1,B7501,418 007202 137,000370 008671 14412060 D004 210206000 0,12082 .11 181,190201  0,080680
18 AGQ=SC Q2240 00T50 2,600,830  0.07400 5,603,020 BOI6 5,816,638 011813 34250 3,743,080 Q07007
1% Snddy 0,704 10401 7002 10826 834D 9,008

2 TOTAL 410200000 000778 000,120,672 011410 BV AMTTE JAB0  B53),502804 010180  4A1A0 00884074 011068 224

agLueeDdR

STREETLIGHTS /8
[ 111,547 348 20308278 0.234%0 20031247 020302  (1.08)
=2 165,004,554 14007800 0.08408 12464,101 008082 (d.08
-3 2,300,742 182,508 007812 174974 0,07488 (A1)
OLwt 10,104564 2,872,870 02vTh 2800008 021480 (1.40)
TOTAL 200,200,308 0.0518d ADABS 284  0,14707 A2000779  (3.29) A2DDIAT0  0,14482 (213) A230A70 014482 (21D

: 3

BMALL LAP
A=l B 7,005,005207 008418 044834307 092010 082000735 1,01 064528822 033878 420 1,000001,680 014100 687

A=a 107,204,000 000743 18770510 000872 18343808 (123 18900262 000614 007 10384380 Q0080 O

A=18 1,000,104 0,70103 404,001 0.20800 000,583 aABA 703,030 08748 8142 508,508 02587 054

TC=1 114,018,356 008707 12271803 0J0763  12)18,180 033 128377 011038 284 12860478 011287 487

Stnddy 889706 12707 8328 120,378 803 70740 297

TOTAL  T400,130727 008322 070,438,502 OJ3170  004575,160 188 1,018,000760 093728 414 1030738178 014031 @48

20
n
"
ol
%
N

MEQUM La»
A=10 0,007, 4A80,065 Q0620 021,510,441 00242 004,178,004 (1,88) 924,700,700 010277 033 045,307,681 0,10M10 28
A=t S,735,084,647 003073 300212010 000778 471,080,640 (0.00) 42,008,401 (08080 (440} 311,000,400, 008880 1,18
Standby N804 542,010 098 580,810 7389 320,318 2.8
TOTAL 14782805542 003781 1427047085 000073 1370,5046838 (3.04) 1,407031,101 0,0034 (1.04) 1,407,010,083 Q00878 210

Byeg

E=10CLASS
E=10 10430208 Q07740 1,392,824  0,00009 2,908,087 738 2,161,887 012807 4104 1,042,376 0007 7.8
7 E=10/29 501,435,720  0.0%000 A2002001 0.08004 4D A48 DAY (3.09) AV AT4ATEE 008220 {1.01)  42AN AL Q08482 O
E=10/23 AQ24302000 003048 400,084,108 0.00008 283,807,074 (J,70) 204282202 0.00700 (1,97 288,001,012 0.00014
a0 A=RTP=10 88708802 QL0182 4422084 0,07004 4888740 403 4,768,010  0,00008 8.4 4,087,308 008414
Standby Q09,347 1,370,064 4045 1,405,027 283 007 404
TOTAL 4,500,3500,028 0,050 440,870,374 000778 A4 480308  (3.08) 444,100,082 000830 (1.23) 408,652,580 0,00405

L5884

E=20CLASY
E=20 3,829,100851 0003042  200,6830300 005018 107,481,880 (3,00) 201270000 0,00832 (147 207,020,802 008711
=20 T226000,681 Q04670 541,130,800 007515 A02,078,607 (2,04) 542,752,730 0,07310 (0.0  B87407273 007713
E=20 AAGAZTOIT0 005080 201 440,012 008710 D8I 074,808 (1.09) 301,082000 008722 O1d 402 207,500  0,0803¢
A=RTP=20 0880940 0.04007 7,007,048 008182 6,683,129 (2,89) 7,020,143 004128 (0,00) 7201044 008007
A=RTP=20 164,767,843  0,00142 12863541 007880 VI35 474 140AZR2Y  0,08520 818 1PN 0.08402
Stangby 7,001,130 10370852 4822 10802561 0144 7120410
E=20 Tarite 10507ADBATA 004004 1183200001 007471 1,144508,100  (1.78) 1,187,681,204 007488 021 1,105,000,248 0,07082

Contracs: 541,001,006 0.003%0 42,104420 Q07303 42104420 0,00 40508207 Q07228 (D7) 40308287 007226
Contraces! 48,576,331 0,04547 0030304 Q00277 WHocIMe 0.0 0045 006237  (03Y)  J0B084D 0.00237
Contracts; 2054475 * 004848 1088330 0.08730 188800 0,00 1,701,022 008083  (9.8Y) 1,791,322 0.0008)
Total Contracs 127,022,000 004123 84,908200 0,00030 04,108200 0,00 220404 Q00008 82220404  0,08008

e R2BE L3510

TOTALE=20 10425381200 004807 1240007029 007428 1,220,010470 (1,60) 1240001688 007420 0.04 1277220702 0.0730Y

84 SYSTEM TOTAL TIA2840240 000408 7024305010 090207 7324385,010 (0.00) 7482,047,050 0,10470 217 7.482,0470% 0,0520
83 Chetk M 020407 40 724,208,000 7.:324,300,010 7,482,047,000 7,482,047,0088
88 TOTAL INCREASE 158,602,041 158,502,080

1/ This tabie shows netrevenues, Netrevenues include nonealiocated revenus adustments from (a) optional TOU meters, (b) Sreetighting and Mallway faglives,
{0) Aegotiated sontadts, () smAdbyY aharges, (8) UCO, 1080 mgme, and Aoafirm disgounts,(f) powsr lagior revenves, () CCBF Creats, (M) Resdental £C, €9, AET
dinoounte, and (v} LIRA syraharge revenue,
Tandby revenyes and marginal 4oste are InGluced in the nlerdinse, Dut At the (nrad| ue allodations, Proposed GwAdby rates are set at Me 1/102 maximum
aemand charges,
BE=20 Caes and System ssies axCluoe snwgy proviced 10 OCSF CUNOMers Irom Hech Hechy,
Parcantage chanes are relalve 10 Nat Ravenus at pressstrates, Clase caps, Nowever, ars Dased 0N Changus 1 AlOSAtnd revenues #XCIVdING SDeCIAl CONractS,
Allocated revenyes exClude T tame (Gentifed (i OONGte 1, The (O INGRANE IN &IOCAWY revanyues aXCiyANg KDECIAl COM MG s 2,74 rather than 273%,
AtreetliQnT revenyas at Dresent and Droposed rates refedt fagiiity gharQes at the leveis adopted n PQAE's 1900 GAC 'ty the ECAC Irecast period,
The A=1) and E=19 alocalions shown abiove /enults from the apolicaton of Quidelines for interalass and intraginee alogation AGOpted w.the decision, The efwctive
allocatons 10 A=11 ang C=19 arw somewhat dfferent trom those shown, since ey depend A billing e Am 1 and E=10 BiliAG determnants at e COMBIARJ rates,




APPENDIX A
TABLEA
PACING QAS AND ELECTAIC COMPANY
INTRACLABG ALLOCATED MIVENUE ALLOSATION 12/
Eftecive January 1, 1002

[+ o] -4 r a ] v 4 b
Avernge  Allotawd  Average  Allosatnd Allocawd Allosaied
Vol Margimal - 1A raw 8101 Proasnt Ay ~ Povanue ~ Proposed Avetage
Class/Mate Sehal Gales Cont Revenue Rawe FUlEPME  Change  Full EPMC Change Capped IPVEC  Fams
] 3 [ ] [ ] ]

MESIDENTAL
C=1 8 N MaZNT040 007108 2,508,007708  0.12081 2,800,608,263 20000M,500 071840  (0.78) 2,008,10004 09290
Qu=1 8 1,000,61082 148,300703  0.00848 10818472 0,00002
B=7 0 10037230 00038 00,085,108 00MO0 07,104,780 DO00,031 0047 (008 101242420  0,00040
k=68 104740 008113 120,873 0,41800 1,001 421 1004274 090082 (1287 1,180,087  0,11100
Sandby a7.740 o7 00230 4 58,084
TOTAL  2D,00,774.704 0071 2818507370 011828 2,700,000,048 270040831 0.973) (078 280300340 011097

AGAICULTURAL
AQ=1 A
AQ=RA
AQ=VA
AQ=aA
AQ=58A
7" AQ=18
12 AG=AR
AF] AG=VR
14 AQ=ad
13 AQ=aC
106 AQ=58
7 AG=2C
Gandby 8,704 10401 79,2 10,028 8,4 3,000
18 TOTAL JM0200,000 Q00778 JMA0IBTE2 Q1IN0 BA270888 0412 D40084002 010085 4243 JpA 05478 011002

200,383014 021118 3,008 020801 87,0179 80,044,002 034740 B0  D42400 020068
DDA 0 M7 2,912,811 0,43083 5,001 004 81040  OIM00 7480 20mA00 012087
42,180,804  0,128A4 8,200,770 0,262 8,701,410 0041847 ON200  sAR 0,412,000 0,128
114,082A23 0,100 14200918 0am7 29,000,780 20,641,887  OTD08 A0 14810022 0,180
82,004,976 0,080 8250200 00084 11,012,885 M8 11227 013D Al 8437016 0.28)
82400282  0,11660 B3 THOTE 0472 101840252 1040604301 0,10186 2481 83,00,X2  0.1%706
34,004,387 0,108 4470173 0 M8 500,120 3284 0007344 Q17420 BN 4587451 013118
a7 paro8 010711 5,305,000 Oy 4811808 3000 4016400 017625 3000 3,812,572 60,1251
400,185,070 0,00M8% A0408000 012008 0408018 aBM47 470 O B0 #0481 477 0,12200
DDA Q00,1400 2818,/ 0210 40N, 4TINS 020081 A0 207,500 0,108
1,817,801 418 007202 1508, 829040 000018 2134500 07 218,077 000 0.11000 HND 100,004 245 0.0m0%
4002443 0,07158 2646340 007408 3,072,810 55,00 720 ONTTY DA 3TB0 00768

B ¢ YU eDD

10 BTAERTUOMTS 20,703508  0.0018) DAT2N 008819 420018 (B80) 241,418 0,005 (2.54) 24,051,415 008408

SMALL LAP
Amy 7000000207 008418 940847008 0,1208 061504418 1,01 QERA1A04 010848 413 1,004004512 01418
Awd WZ208000  0.0074) 18,473,301 00007 19,208,082 (107 18,805,500  0,00480 088 10,660,884  0,00885
A=18 1,000,104  0,1910) \ 0.16008 om0 50,00 810073 004  eam 0.21800
TGy 114018006  0,08707 12271803 0red 12010,180 028 12,360,177  0,71008 2,54 011287
Btandby 08,070 Y 0o 10,878 0.1
TOTAL 7400430727 0082 OTABA208  0ADIB7  OG2,081808 1,88 1,014080002 0,04 408 1007404 014002

aruyuy

MEDIUM LAP
Aw10  B0U74R0808 OO0 DI0017IER 010224  SO2ATOAM  (1,88) ORIN0A  OIRN0 02D 94100581  0,10482
A=11 5788384647 O0N078 50730001 008750  AM400030 (0.4 AR,641A10  O0BI8)  (459)  9,00042) 00843
Btandby 04 D2 015 80,08 583,810 75,0 M
TOTAL  14782,085,542 008781 142,000,100 000002 170,500,880 (3,84 1403415007 000013  (1.44) 1,A02,A00,077  0,00640

2
F¢a
20
x

E=19CLASE

g=19 18,800,308 007740 158,808 0.00070 210130 D744 24147008 00ITN 404D 1,027,797 0.00008

E=10/28 301485720 0,00000 A2,00724 00800 41,970,704 (D84 42,072,000 000 (1,73 AN,%08 00090

E=10v28 4024502000 0048 A0000A73 000047 D400 241 (D70} IE,681M81  O0N7TET (1,61 dMANI 2 0.00002

AnATP=10 55,700,002 000162 4304600 007638 4821044 oM 4TNEN 008404 8,41 4042 0,080001
Sanddy 00,087 1,070,084 9,408,027 “on 057,404

TOTAL ABMADAININ  O0M7Y  AWUNDSAD  QOUTHD  AMTIRATZ  DIN A 200300 0.0ma0 (17 sNTIZe0 0007

<EEB2E

E=20CLA08
K= 3,63,100831 0042 228N A2D 000147 210,045,104 Z 250474 00008 (0.8) 227,%0077 0,083
E=20 72000081 O0MTY  BAAO0852 (07806 38),008048 - DADO7T2002  0.0MY9 017 M aTAls 008022
E=20 AAD4 273070 00808  J08,306500 008802 09,131 404 308,577533  0,00024 023  A08,882018  0,0005)
A=ATP= 88,000,040  0.0mQ7 7.0020 0,080 0,023,340 9,070,871 Q08074 (0.7 754,701 dome4
A=RTP= A7/ 0,00%2 12,0781 0020 10,040 bt 12,040,207 0,084 800 12,008,748 0,0Mm20
Bandby 7.00,00% 10,070,002 10,002,001 B4 7,430,410
Eel0 Tantt  15,%7450,474 004004 1200444728 007734 1,100,0805877  (1.72) 1.214,33,780 007787 042 1,241 08),705  0,07062

Contrac; 561001008  Q.OMN0 [ -]
Comrmats! 48,578,301  Q.0a87 Q Q
Contradia! 2054730  0,04848 [+] [}
Towl Convagts V27 022808 0,00000 ] [-]

5 L38F bBRH2RER

18,825,581, .200 ‘o.mr 1200444728 Q07188 1,100,880877 (V7D 1.2145,780 00728 042 1,241 833,700

TNAL040.740 000408 T2M0541008 0048 T2WB41 008 (000 7448187377 01047 2.8 7,408,187, 577
T,02,040,740 700341008 0,48 7200341008 000 748187377 Q10471 7,448,1€7,306
02 TOYAL INCAKABT 100,620,200 104,020,257

1/ Thinwbie shows aliotated revenuss. Allocaind revenuss sndlude revenue adjustments from (a) optional TOU metr chasges, (b) Sremtiighiing and Mailway facility aharges,
(¢) power factor revenuss, (d) the UCD discount, (s CCDF metgh Metchy Powe, () Pesidental A/C (oad conrol oredit and master meter alwaounts, and (g) LIMA swcharge
rvenuee,

NeQotamd 0onrTadt revenyes ase sndiuded from  the allodation prooees and sscalbied using sscalalon ratms In the 0ONYAStS,

Standby reverure and marginal oSt are inaluond (n IntarGines revenye allogations, Dut excivdad from Intmoiase revenys allagations,

E=20 Class aslos sxciude Menh Metdhy power provided hrough PGAK © COOR dusimers,

Petdentage Shangus A'e relaive B allocamd revenye at piesent rales,  Clase cape are Daded 0n the DI syaiem (AGrease exdiuding special conTaats, [nTadiass GADA Ate
Dapadt O Ciass Graness without SAAD y revenyes,

The A=11 and =19 allogatons Shown adove ey (s oM T appicalon of Guideines for intargiaes and intracians allocalion adooted ia the deciwon,  The effactve

e Lren




A91 =04=003 ALJTRP APPENDIX A
CACD/K/Z* TABLE §
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CALCULATION OF LOW=INCOME RATEPAYER ASSISTANCE (LIRA) SURCHARGE

LIRA Program Costs A C D E

Lne Pre=aurcharge Effective Bliling Low=Income
No. Description: Non=LIRA Rate LIRA Rate Discount Determinants Riscount
(ColA-Col B) (Col &=Col D)

EL=1 Tier1 : 0.,11080 0.09418 0.01662 1,139,473,553 518,938,050
EL=1 Tler2 0.13838 0.11762 0.02076 366,364,804 $7,605,733
EL=1 Minimum Bl 5.00 4,25 0.75 25,159 $18,869
EL-7 Meter Charge 4,40 0.00 4,40 15,528 $68,323
EL=8 Customer Charge 13,92 11,83 209 90

EL=-8 Summer 0. 11718 0.09958 0.0N757 67,193

EL=8 Winter 0.06695 0.05691 0.01004 37,846

Total

7] NN LN

LIRA Administrative Costs $2,436,737

-
o

Forecast LIRA Account Balance on12/31/92 ($10,713,000)

Total LIRA Program Costs 318,356,462

Sales Sublect to LIRA Surcharge

12 Yotal Forecast Sales (KWh) 71,490,461,984
(Unadjusted for EE discount & Includes CESF power from Hetch Hetchy sales)

Adjustrments: :

EE Adjustment 63,238,235
Low=Income forecast period sales (Co1 D Lines 1,2,6, and 7)) 1,505,943,396.
Low=income forecast perlod minimum bill sales 552,705
Street Light Sales LS=1,L$=2,L5=3,TC~1) : 394,527,000
Speclal Contract Sales 1,227,922,807

Tota! Adustments 3,192,184,143

Total KWh Sales Subjectto LIRA Surcharge 68,298,277 .84

Caleulation of the LIRA Surcharge

20 Total LIRA Program Costs ($) $18,356,462
21 Total KWn Sales Subject 1o LIRA Surcharge 68,298,277,841.

22 URA surcharge ($/Kwn) ’ 0.00027




A.91-04~003 ALJ/TRP APPENDIX A

CACD/Ik/3* TABLE €
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

ATTRITION YEAR 1992 — CPUC JURISDICTION
ADOPTED REVENUE CHANGES

Adopted Average
Revenue Rate

Line Rate Element Change 1/
$000 ¢/KWh
ECAC/AER/ERAM/LIRA 8,769 0.01233
Customer Energy Efficiency 15,360 0.02158
Cost of Capital (A.91=-05=016) (24.277) (0.03413)
Attrition Advice Letter 95,139 0.13375

Post Retiremeont Benefits and
Other Pensions (PBOPs) 63,601 0.08941

Total Adopted Revenue Changes 158,592 0.22295

1/ Calculation of average rates is based on total system sales of 71,132,649,749 MWh.




A91=04=003 ALJTRP APPENDIX B
CACOMA" TABLE 1
PACFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED RESIDENTIAL RATES

o%/01/91 08/01/97 o1/01/82 o1/01/92
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NQ,

SCHEDULE E~1

MINIMUM BILL (S/MONTH) ' $5.00 $5.00 $5.00 $5.00
ES UNIT DISCOUNT (S/UNIT/MONTH) 32.00 $3.00 $3.00 $3.00
ET UNIT DISCOUNT (S/UNIT/MONTH) 310,74 $10.74 $10.74 3$10.74
ET MINIMUM RATE LIMITER ($/KWH) 30,0807 30,03317 3003089 $0.05080

TIER 1 ENERQY (%/KWH) 30.10024 $0.10924 $0.11107 $0.11107
TIER2 ENERGY (S/KWH) $0,13882 $0.13682 $0,138¢8 $0.13065

SCHEDULE EL=-1 (LIRA)

MINIMUM BILL ($/MONTH) 3428 3425 5425 3425

TIER 1 ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.09271 $0.09271 $0.09418 3000418
TIER2 ENERGY ($/XWH) $0,11615 $0.11615 $0.11762 $0.11762

SCHEDULES E=7 AND EL=7

MINIMUM BILL (S/MONTH) $5.00 $5.00 $8.00 $5.00
E=7 METER CHARGE (S/MONTH) 34,40 $4.40 $4,40 34.40
EL=7 METER CHARGE(S/MONTH) 30.00 30.00 $0.00 30,00

ON=PEAK ENERQY ($/KWH) $0.21251 30,10330 3021738 $0.10478
OFF=PEAX ENERGY ($/KWH) 30,00423 $0.07982 $0.09338 $0,08083
BASEUNE DISCOUNT (5/KWH) 30.02758 30.02758 50.02738 $0.02758

SCHEDULE E=8

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $13.92 312,92 $13.92
ENERGY CHARGE (S/KWH) $0. 12212 30,0604 $0,11742:

SCHEDULE EL=8 (LIRA)

CUSTOMER CHAFGE (5/MONTH) $11.83 $11.83 $11.83 $11.8
ENERQY CHARGE ($/KWH) $0.10363 3005920 $0.09958 30.05691

SCHEDULES E=A7 AND EL=-A7

MINIMUM BILL (S/MONTH) $5.00 $3.00
E=A7 METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) : $4,40 $4,40
EL~A7 METER CHARGE (S/MCNTH) ' ) $0.00 $0.00
- ON=PEAK ENERGY {3/KWH) 3038177 $0.10406
OFF=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0,08529 $0.08108
BASELINE DISCOUNT (S/KWH) $0.02758 $0.02758

SCHEDULEE=-B7

MINIMUM BILL (S/MONTH) $3.00 33.00 $35.00 $3.00
E=B7 METER CHARGE (/MCNTH) 34,40 $4,40 $4.40 34,40

CRTICAL ($/XWH) $0.55087 $0,55087 $0.55856 $0.558%6
HIGH ($/KWH) $0,31417 N/A $0.32186 N/A
MEDIUM (&/KWH) N/A $0,09177 ‘N/A 50,0929+
LOW (S/KWH) $0.07208 $0,07208 $0.07278 30.07278




A91=03=004 ALJTRP APPENDIX B

CACDARA* TABLE 2
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CURRENT AND ARQPTED SMALL L&P RATES

05/01/91 08/01/91 01/01/%2 o1/0182
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO.

SCHEDULE A=1

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MQ) 37.50 $7.50 750
POLYPHASE CHARGE (S/MO.) 3125 $1.28 $128

ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.11493 50,14940 5012279

SCHEDULE A=6

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $7.50 37.50 $7.50
METER CHARGQE (3/MONTH) 38.20 3820 36,20
POLYPHASE CHARQE (3/MO,) - 123 3125 3123

ON=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) 30.20608
PART=PEAK ENERQY ($/KWH) $0.07407 30.14349 30.07¢34
OFF=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0,05355 50.07482 50.05741

SCHEDULE A=15

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $7.50
FACILITY CHARGE (3/MONTH) $7.80

ENERGY (8/KWH) | $0.16427

SCHEDULE TC=1
CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $7.50 37.50 37.50
ENERGY (S/KWH) 30,10067 30.10501 30.10591




A91=03=004 ALITRP APPENDIX B
CACD/MkR™ TABLE 3
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADQPTED MEDIUM L&P RATES

3/01/81 05/01/91 c1/01/92 01/01/92
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NQ.

SCHEDULE A=10

CUSTOMER CHARQE ($/MONTH) 363,00 363.00 583,00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) $4.00 $4.15 $4,13
PRIMARY DISCQUNT (3/KW/MONTH) 5000 50,90 50.90
TRANS, DISCOUNT ($/KW/MONTH) 840 33,35 3335

ENERGY CHARGE(WKWH) 30.07497 $0.09918 50.07¢87

SCHEDULES A=11 ANDE=14

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) 343,00 $63.00 $6.00
METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) 33,10 $5.10 £5,10
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) 54,00 34,00 34,15
PRIMARY DISCOUNT ($/KW/MONTH) 50,90 $0.90 $0.90
TRANS, DISCOUNT (S/KW/MCNTH) 33.40 $3.40 33,55
ON=PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) $11.00 $11.10

ON=PEAC ENERGY (SKWi) $0.1113 3011202
PART=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) ‘ 30.08508 $0.06393 30,08583 $0.06451
OFF=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) 30,05709 $0.05537 $0,057¢1 $0.05587

E=14 ON=PEAK ENERQY (S/KWH) $0.13737 30,1881




A91=03=004 ALJTRP APPENDIX 8
CACOMA™ TABLE 4
PACIFIC CAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED E~19 FIRM RATES

0%/01/91 osv01/9 01/01/92 01/01/92
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO.

SCHEDULE E=19T ARM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MCNTH) 3310.00 3$510.00 3510.00 351000
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 30.60 30.60 50,80 50.60
ON=PEAX DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $8.80 $0.00

ON=PEAK ENERQY (3/KWH) 3010037 $0,11409
PARTIAL= PEAK ENERGY (3/KWH) 30.07220 $0.06173 $0.07744 30.06621
OFF=PEAK ENERQY (S3/KWH) $0.05512 $0.05347 $0.05912 $0.05735

ON=PEAX RATE LIMIT ($AXWH) $0.62907 s$0.66285

SCHEDULE E=19 P FIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $250.00 $250.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) 33.10 $3.23
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $10,30 $10.90

CN=PEAKC ENERGY (SXWH) 30.10820 30.10773
PARTIAL=PEAK ENERGY (5/XWH) 50.07344 $0,00279 30.07213 $0.00292
OFF=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) 30.03606 50.03439 $0,03503 $0,05418

AVERAQE RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) $0,14505 $0.13379
ON=PEAX RATE LIMIT (3/KWh) 30030089 $0.90501

SCHEDULE E=19 S FIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MCNTH) . $200.00 $280.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) 34,00 $4.15
ON—PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 311,20 311,80

QON=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0,11882 $0,11277
PARTIAL=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) . 50,0133 50.06953 50,076%4 50.08544
QFF=PEAX ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.06208 $0.06023 $0.05843 $0.05¢09

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) $0,14503 3013379
CN~PEAK RATE LIMIT (SAWH) $0.86394 $0.91033




APPENDIX B
TABLES
PACFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED E=19 NONFIRM RATES

0%/01/) 0%/01/9 01/01/92 01/01/92
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO.

SCHEDULE E=19 T NONFIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) 3510.00 $510.00
CURTALABLE METER CHARGE(SYMONTH) $190.00 $190.00
INTERUPTIBLE METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) 3200.00 $200.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 30,60 30.60
ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) 35,98

ON=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) 50,1169

PARTIAL=PEAK ENERGQY (S/KWH) 30.073871 30.06482
OFF=PEAK ENEAGY (S/KWH) 30.05733 3005814
UFR CREDIT (/KW 30,0188 $0.,00186
EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE (S/KWH/EVENT) $6.77200 $6.77200

oM GarLM -

SCHEDULE E=19 P NONFIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $250,00 $250.00 $250.00 3250.00
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE(SMONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $190.00 $190.00
(NTERUPTIBILE METER CHARGE (SMCNTH) $200.00 3200.00 $200.00 $200.00
MAXIMUM CEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MCNTH) $2.10 $3.10 3325 $3.25
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) 33.83 ' $6.97

ON=—-PEAK ENERQY (/KWH) 50.00075 $0.00020

PARTIAL—PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.06771 30,00740 $0.05762
OFF=PEAX ENERGY ($/KWH) 30.05168 30051453 $0.04991
UFR CREDIT (S/KWH) $0,00186 30.00188 50.00188
EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE ($/KWH/EVENT) $3.64933 38,6490 $8.64932

SCHEDULE E-19 S NONFIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $200.00 $280.00 328000
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE(S/MONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $190,00
INTERUPTIBLE METER CHARQE (YMONTH) $200.00 $200.00 3200.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (%/KW/MONTH) 34,00 34,00 34,15
ON=PEAX DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) 33,08 .80

CN=PEAX ENERGY (5XWH) $0.11821 $0.11118

PARTIAL=PEAK ENERGY (5/XWH) 30.00024 5006860 $0.07545 50.0¢6451
OFF=PEAK ENERGY (/KWH) $0.06125 $0.05942 50.05760 30.03388
UFR GREDIT (S/KWH) $0.00188 30.00188 $0.00186 30.0018¢
EXCESS ENERQY CHARQE (/KWH/EVENT) 33,04830 38,6490 $8.64900 30.84933

-




A9t =03=004 ALJ/TRP APPENDIX B
CACOM™ TABLE @
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED £=20 FIRM RATES

08/01/01 LT 01/01/02 o012
LINE RATES RATES RATES RATES
NOQ. SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER

SCHEDULE E-207T

'CUSTOMER CHARCE (S/MONTH)=FIFM $310.00 3510.00 $310,00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) 30,60 30.60 30,00
ON=PEAKX DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) $8.00

ON=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.08433
PARTIAL=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) 3005759 $0.04924
QFF=PEAK ENERQY (S/KWH) 30.04307 $0.04265

ON=PEAS RATE LIMIT (SRWH) $0.68109

SCHEOULE E=20 P FIRM

CUSTOMER CHARQE (/MONTH) $220.00 3220.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) .10 32.23
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) $10.30 $10.90

ON=PEAK ENERGY ERWH) $0.10032 $0.10278
PARTIAL=PEAKX ENERGY (5/KWH) $0,06800 $0,03822 30.0657¢ £0.0806%
OFF=PEAK ENERQY (3/KWH) $0.05108 $0.08040 $0,0832¢ 20.05168

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT (/KWH) 30,1283 $0.13108
ON=PEAX RATE LIMIT ($/KWH) 30.83889 30.88088

SCHEDULE E~20 S FIRM

CUSTOMER CHARCE (G/MCNTH) $230.00 $330.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) 34.00 $4.13
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (5/KW/MONTH) $11.20 $11.80

ON=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) 30,10628 $0.11116
PARTIAL=PEAK ENERQY (&/KWH) 30,0780 30.0¢204 30.07345 20.08451
OFF=PEAK ENERQGY (3/KWH) 30,03¢10 30053443 30.087¢0 $0.00348

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) $0.12682 30,1106
ON=PEAX AATE LIMIT (SAWH) 30,88394 3089418




A91 =C3=004 ALJ/TRP APPENDIX B
CACOM™ TABLE?
PACIFIC CAS AND ELECTRIC CCMPANY
CURRENT AND ADQPTED E=20 NONFIRM RATES

0%/01/91 05/01/91 01/01/92 01/01/92
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO.

SCHEDULE E=20 T NONFIRM

CUSTCMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $310.00 $510.00
CURTALABLE METER CHARGE(YMONTH) - $190.00 $150.00
INTERUPTIELE METER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $200.00 $200.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 30.60 $0.60
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) 337

ON=PEAX ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.08260

PARTIAL=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.05818 $0.04803
CFF=PEAX ENERGY (WKW $0.04280 $0.04136
UFA CREDIT (/KW . $0.00188 30.0018¢
EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE (5/KWH/EVENT) 3677200 £6,77200

avRNGa arunN -
SO0ONAR GAFruUnN -

SCHEDULE E=20 P NONFIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $220.00 320,00
CURTALLABLE METER CHARGE(YMONTH) 3190,00 $190.00
(NTERUPTIBLE METER CHARGE (SMCNTH) $200.00 5200.00
MAXIMUM CEMANG CHARGE (S/MKW/MONTH) 010 3223
ON=PEAX DEMAND CHARGE (&/KW/MONTH) $6.71

ON=PEAX ENERGY ($/KWM) $0.00542

PARTIAL=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.03305 50.06477 30.08538
QFF=PEAK ENERQY (3/KWH) $0.04672 20.04945 $0.04796
UFR CREDIT (S/KWH) $0.0018¢ 30.00186 30.00188
EXCESS ENERGY CHARGE (3/KWH/EVENT) 33,6493 38,64932 $5.04933

SCHEDULE E=20 S NONFIRM

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) 3330.00 330,00 330,00
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE(Y/MONTH) $190.00 3190.00 3190.00
INTERUPTIGLE METER CHARQE (S/MONTM) £200.00 3200.00 3200.00
MAXMUM DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) ' 34.00 34.00 34,15
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 3520 5.5

Ryuny

EN=PEAK ENERCY (SKWH) $0,10336 $0,10624

PARTIAL=PEAK ENERCY (S/KWH) $0,07010 3005008 $0.07211 $0.06165
OFF=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) 30,0555 $0.08106 $0,06508 $0,08341
UFR CREDIT (S/KWH) $0,00186 $0.00126 $0.00186 $0,00186
EXCESS ENERQY CHARGE (S/KWH/EVENT) $8,64933 $2.64933 $8,64933 $8,84933

gyRuR




A91~03=004 ALJ/TRP APPENDIX B

CACDAKA™ TABLE 8
PACIFIC CAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CURRENT AND ADOPTED REAL TIME PRICING RATES

05/0181 05/01/91 01/01/92 01/01/92
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NQ.

SCHEQULE A=RTP PRIMARY

E=20 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $220.00 $220.00 $220.00 $220.00
OPTIONAL SERVICE CHARQE (S/MONTH) $273.00 $275.00 3275.00 $275.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 2310 $3.10 3225 823

BASE ENERGY RATE ($/KWH) $0,00332 $0.00332 $0.00334 $0.00334
ON=PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 2,1304 2.5818

PART=PEAX ENERGY MULTIPLIER 21304 1,5500 2,5818 1.8044
OFF=PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 1,5500 1,8500 1,6944 1.8044

LOAD MANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNAL ($/KWH) $0.53 50,63
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION ADDER (5/KWH) $0.09235 $0.09193

© ~N OO & (23S ]

SCHEDULE A=RTP SECONDARY

E=19 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $280.00 $280,00 $280.00 $280.00
E=20 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) 330,00 $330.00 $300.00 $330.00
OPTIONAL SERVICE CHARQE (S/MONTH) $2735.00 $25.00 | 827500 $273.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MQ)) $4.00 $4.00 $4.18 54,15

BASE ENERQY RATE (3/KWH) $0.00332 50,0032 $0.00334 30.00334
ON=PEAK ENERQY MULTIPLIER 2,1304 2518

PART=PEAK ENERGY MLLTIPLIER 21304 1.8800 25318 1.8044
OFF=PEAK ENERGY MULTIPLIER 1.5500 1,5500 1.6944 1,8044

LOAD MANAGEMENT PRICE SIGNAL (5/KWH) $0.53 $0.63
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION ADDER (3/KWH) $0.09235 3000193




A91=03~004 ALJ/TRP APPENDIX B
CACOMD* TABLE 9
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED LARGE L&P RATES
E-2%

0%/01/81 05/01/91 01/01/82 ©1/01/92
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO.

SCHEDULE E=25T

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) 351000 3310.00 3510.00
MAXMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 30.60 30,60 $0.60
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 38,60 $5.00

ON=PEAK ENERQY (SVKWH) 30,1048 30,10242
PART=PEAK ENERQY ($/KWH) 30.07220 30.07744 $0.00621
QFF=PEAK ENERGY (8/MWH) 30.03312 30.085912 30.05738

ON=PEAK RATE LIMIT (S/KWH) $0.629%07 30.68283

SCHEDULE E-25P

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $250.00 $250.00
MAXMUM DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) .10 $3.25
ON=PEAK OEMAND CHARCE (WKW/MQNTH) $10,50 $10.90

ON=PEAX ENERGY (3/KWH) 3012358 30.12504
PART=—PEAK ENERQY (5/KWH) 30.07344 s0.06279 30,0703 so.06282
OFF=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.0560¢ 30.05430 $0.05583 $0.03416

AVERAGE RATE LIMIT (3/KWH) $0.12083 30,18379
QON=PEAK RATE LIMIT ($/KWH) 30,85820 $0.90501

SCHEOULE E=-255

CUSTOMER CHARQE ($/MONTH) 3280.00 3280.00 3280.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) 34.00 3413 3418
ON=PEAX DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 311.20 311,60

ON=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) 30,1907 50,1088
PART=PEAK ENERQY ($/KWH) 30.08133 30,06833 30.07¢34 50.06544
OFF=PEAK ENERQY (3/KWH) 30.06208 5006023 5005843 30.0566%

AVERAGE PATE LIMIT (EAWH) $0.12083 30179
ON=PEAK RATE LIMIT (5/KWH) 30,06304 $0.91033




AD1 =Q3=004 ALITRP APPENDIX B
CACO/AR* TABLE 10
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED LARGE LLP RATES
E=-2¢

08/01/91 05/01/91 1/01/92 01/01/92
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NQ.

SCHEDULE E-26T

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $310.00 $510,00 3$510,00
CURTALABLE METER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $190,00 $190.00 $100.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 30.60 30,60 50,60
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $3.13 34.77

bty

ON=PEAK ENERQY (3/KWH) 30.08202 30.08338
PART=PEAK ENERGY (S/XWH) 30,05508 30.04738 30.00887 3004836
OFF=PEAS ENERGY (XWH) $0.04249 $0.04121 30.04378 50.04188

~ & G

@

EXCESS DEMAND CHARGE / KWH $4,90970 $4.90970 $4,50870 $4,90970

SCHEDULE E-2¢P

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $220.00 $220.00
CURTAILABLE METER CHARCE (S/MONTH) $190.00 $190.00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) 210 25
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) 3827 37.86

ON=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.09498 30.09744
PART=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.06447 $0.03512 30.06814 30.05633
QFF=PEAK ENERQY (3/KWH) 30.04922 $0.04773 $0.08050 $0.04208

EXCESS DEMAND CHARQE/ KWH 3027077 36.27077 5627077 3827077

SCHEDULE E=26S

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) 00,00 330,00
CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $100.00 $190.00
MAXMUM DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) 34.00 X 34,13
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH) $7.83 $7.18

ON=PEAK ENERGY (SXWH) 3010471 $0,10750
PART=PEAX ENERGY (S/MWH) 30,0708 30.07303 30.06244
QFF=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.0542% $0.03373 $0.03409

EXCESS DEMAND CHARGE / KWH 36.27077 3827077 $6.27077




A1 —03~004 ALJTRP
CACOMR*

APPENDIX B
TABLE 11

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADQPTED STANDBY RATES

o5/01/91
RATES
SUMMER

08/01/01 01/01/02 o/e1m2
RATES RATES RATES LINE
WINTER SUMMER WINTER NO,

SCHESULE S = TRANSMISSION
CONTRACT CAPACITY CHARGE (3/KW/MQ.)
ON=PEAK RATE LIMITER (3/KWH)

$0.60 30.00
$0,65109

SCHEBULE S = PRIMARY
CONTRACT CAPACITY CHARGE (SAKW/MO.)
ON=PEAK RATE LIMITER (3/KWH)

SCHEDULE $ = SECONDARY
CONTRACT CAPACITY CHARGE ($/KW/MQ.)
ON=PEAK RATE LIMITER (5/XWH)

$4.18
$0,89418

REDUCED CUSTOMER CHARQE (S/MONTH)
A=1/A=C
A=10/A=11

£=19 TRANSMISSION / E=20 TRANSMISSICN

020
$27.00
34260.00

|2°
37.00
$426.00




APPENDIX B
TADLE 12
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES

A.91=03=004 ALJ/TRP
CACCRA"

01/01/92
RATES LINE
WINTER NQ.

o%/01/91 Q%/01/m1 Q1/01/92
RATES RATES RATES
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER

RUP 28e

R

SCHEQULE AQ=1A

CUSTOMER CHARCE ($/MONTH)
CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)

ENERGY CHARGE ($/KWH)
RATE UMITER

310,00
3213

$0.14033

N/A

$10.00
215

50.14033

N/A

SCHEDULE AG=RA

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
METER CHARGE ($/MONTH)
CONNECTED LOAD CHARQE (S/KW/MONTH)

ON=PEAX ENERQY ($/KWH)
PART=PEAK ENERQY (3/KWH)
OFF=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)

RATE LIMITER (SKWH)

$10.00
$8.20
32.10
3032849

30.07¢61

NA

$10.00
38,20
32,18
50.33685
$0.07351

N/A

$10.00
36.20
32.18

$0.07053
50,05609

N/A

SCHEDULE AG=VA

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
METER CHARGE (/MONTH)
CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)

ON=PEAK ENERGY (SMWH)
PART=PEAK ENERGY (S/XWH)
OFF=PEAK ENERQY ($/KWH)

RATE LIMITER (3/KWH)

310,00
3620
32,10

30.06762
3,05377

N/A

310.00
3820
3135

3032002
$0.07839

N/A

$10.00
56.20
3213

$0.06927
30.08509

N/A

SCHEDULE AG=4A

CUSTCMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
METER CHARGE (/MONTH)
CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH)

ON=PEAX ENERQY (8/KWH)
PART~PEAK ENERGY (8/KWH)
OFF=PEAX ENERGY (S/KWH)

RATE LIMITER ($/KWH)

310,00
36.20
$2.10

30.06710
30,0336

N/A

$10.00
3820
32,13
30,3202
30.06801

N/A

310.00
$6.20
3218

$0.060878
$0.03468

N/A
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CACOM™ TABLE 12
PACFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES

: 05/01/91 05/01/91
LINE RATES RATES
NO. SUMMER WINTER

01/01/92
RATES
SUMMER

01/01/92
RATES LINE
WINTER NO.

SCHEDULE AG=5A

CUSTOMER CHARGE (WMONTH)
METER CHWARGE ($/MONTH)
CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE (5/KW/MONTH)

ON=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH)
PART=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)
OFF=PEAX ENERGY ($/KWH)

RATE LIMITER (&XWH)
MINIMUM BILL (S/KW=YEAR)

$10.00
$6.20
35.15

$0.04911
30.03806

N/A

SCHEDULE AG=6A

CUSTOMER CHMARGE ($/MONTH) $10.00
CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) $5.10

ENERGY CHARGE (S/KWH) 5004170
RATE LIMITER (3/KWH) N/A

310,00
35.15

s0.08213

N/A

310,00
85,18

20.04278

N/A

SCHEDULE AQG—-1B
CUSTOMER CHARGE {$/MONTH) $10.00 310,00
MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE

SECONDARY VOLTAGE (§/KW/MONTH) 32,55 $1.78
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT (S/KW/MCONTH) 30,40 3025
ENERGY CHARGE (S/XKWH) 50.11883 30,11883

RATE LIMITER ($/KWH) $1.12804 $1.12004

$10,00
52,60
30,40
30,1215%
31.18549

$10.00
51.80
50,30
5012158
31.15549

SCHEDULE AG-FB

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
METER CHARQE ($/MONTH)
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH)

8sa

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH)
SECONDARY VOLTAGE (S/KW/MONTH) 3178
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT (S/KW/MONTH) 3025

ON=PEAK ENERGY (SXWH)
PART=PEAK ENERQY ($/KWH) 3007702
OFF=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) 30.001490

® Q¥H BR

RATE LIMITER (3/KWH) $1.12804

$10.00
$3.10
32,60

$2.¢60
30,40
3029134
5008844
$1.13549

$1.080
$0.20

$0.07914
$0.06294

$1.13549




APPENDIX B
TABLE 14
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES

o3V01/91 ©8/01/91 01/01/92 01/01/92
RATES RATES RATES RATES LINE
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER NQ.

SCHEDULE AG~VB

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH) 310,00
METER CHARGE (S/MONTH) ‘ $3.10
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (3/KW/MONTH) 32,60

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH)
SECONDARY VOLTAGE (#/IKW/MONTH) 3253 3260 $1.80
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT (SKW/MONTH) 3040 30.40- 30.30

ON=PEAX ENERGY ($/KWH) 3028229 $025887
PART=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.07¢76.
OFF=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) 30.07849 30,08032 $0.06103

RATE LIMITER ($/KWH) : $1.12804 $1.15649 $1,15549

SCHECULE AG=48

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) 310.00 $10.00
METER CHARGE ($/MONTH) $5.10 $5.10
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 3255 3260

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH)
SECONDARY VOLTAGE (S/KW/MONTH) 32.55 3178 $2.60 $1.80
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT (3/KW/MONTH) 50.40 3023 $0.4C 5030

ON=PEAC ENERGY (SKWH) 5021011 $0.21464
PART=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $0.06017 $0.07089
OFF=PEAK ENERQY (S/KWH) $006572 3003499 $0.06735 $0,0363¢

RATE LIMITER ($/KWH) $1,12804 $1.12804 $1.15549 $1.15549

SCHEDULE AG=4C

CUSTCMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) $10.00 $10.00
METER CHARGE (/MCNTH) $5.10 §3.10
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH) 5260

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH)
SECONDARY VOLTAGE (S/KW/MONTH) $1.73 $2.60 31,80
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT (S/KW/MONTH) g 30.25 30.40 30.30

ON=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.21484
PART=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) $0.06817 $0.09638 $0.07009
QFF=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH) 30.05499 30.06257 50.05636

-~

RATE LIMITER ($/KWH) $1.12804 $1.15549 $1.15549




APPENDIX B
TABLE 19

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ADOPTED AGRICULTURAL RATES

05/01/91
RATES

SUMMER.

08/01/91
RATES
WINTER

Q1/01/92
RATES
SUMMER

01/01/92
RATES LINE
WINTER NQ.

SCHERDULE AG=-5B

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
METER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
ON=PEAX DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)
SECONDARY VOLTAGE
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT

ON=PEAK ENERQGY ($/KWH)
PART=PEAK ENERGY (S/KWH)
OFF=PEAX ENERGY (S/KWH)

RATE LIMITER ($/KWH)
MINIMUM BILL (3/KW/YEAR)

310,00
3310
32.50

36,00
”Ow
30,12658
3000919

31.12804
wloo

3405
”1”

30.04002
30,0320

$1,12004

$10.00
$3.10
32,58

$8.15
30.90
30,1097
$0.04003

31,153349
30.00

34,13
$0.60

30.04149
$0.03209

$1,15349

SCHEDULE AG=5C

CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH)
METER CHARGE (S/MONTH)
ON=PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KW/MONTH)

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KW/MONTH)
SECONDARY VOLTAGE
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT

ON=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH)
PART=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH)
OFF=PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH)

RATE UMITER ($/KWH)
MINIMUM BILL (S/KW/YEAR)

310,00
$3.10
32,30

38.00
3003

$0.12658
$0.05279
$0.03427

$1.12804
wloo

34,08
30.60

$0.04082
$0.03230

3112804

$10.00
33,10

.35

$8.15
30.90

30.12097
$0.03308
50.03503

$1.13049
$0.00

$4,15
30,60

50.04149
$0,0329¢

£1,158549

SCHEDULE AG=£8

CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH)

MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (5/KW/MONTH)
SECONDARY VOLTAGE
PRIMARY VOLTAGE DISCOUNT

ENERGY CHARGE (S/KWH)

RATE LIMITER (SHWH)

$10,00

36,15
$0.90

$0.0683¢

$1.15549

$10.00

3413
30.60
$0.00628

$1.135549
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APPENDIX B
TABLE 18

PACFIC CAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CURRENT AND ACQPTED STREETWCGHTING RATES

05/01/91
RATES
SUMMER

oS/
RATES
WINTER

01/01/92
RATES
SUMMER

01/01/92
RATES LINE
WINTER NO,

SCHEDULE LS =1
ENERGY CHARGE ($/KWH)

$0.07616

30,0708

$0.07290

SCHEDULE LS~2
ENERGY CHARGE (S/XWH)

30.07618

30,07618

SCHEDULE LS~3

SERVICE CHARGE ($/METER/MO)
SWITCHING CHARGQE (S/CIRCUIT)
ENERGY CHARGE (8/XWH)

$2.00
028
$0.07616

$3.00
33'25
30.0761¢

$3.00
328
$0.07290

$3.00
328
$0.07290

SCHEQULE OL=-1
ENERGY CHARGE (S/KWH)

$0.0717

30,0717




APPENDIX B

Table 17

PACIFIC GAS AND ELERTRIC COMPANY
RATES FOR SCHEDULES LS-h LS=2 AND OL-1
FACILITY RATES EFFECTIVE 1-01-92
9?1 ECAC DECISION EHERGY RATES
EFFECTIVE 1-01~92

ﬂLL NIGHT RATES PER LMP FER MONTH
SCHEDULE LS=1

¢ A B £ D

92RATES
91 ECGC

S-OA-OOB

==POMTHAL LAMP RAT!NGS—

VERAGE
LA  YUHR PER INITML
UMENS

WATTS MONTH U
HERGURY VAPOR LAMPS
1ee 40 3,300

SCHEDWLE LS HALF=HOUR ADJ.

£

467 9547 - T 464

175
0
400
700
1,800

48
97
152

i

INCANDESCENT LAMPS

3

%2
189
295
403
620
840

2 680
31 1,000
5 2,500
TR

e
19 6'%

12 18,800

20 15,009

LW PRESSLRE 50pIL

VAFOR LANFS

21 4,800
29 8,000
45 15,38
82 21,508
70 35,600

HIGH PRESSURE SODIUM
VAROR LAMPS

ar 120 vOLTS

1(‘0

150
AT 24¢ VOLTS
L] 34

190
139
200
259
318
400

S.000
o0

2
a9
66 16,000

46,64

METAL HALIDE LAPS

400
1000

162
7

0.000
99,000

Enerqy Rate @
122131991

4.889
7.514

15.6(‘6
21.364

. 378

11,961

28,363
LATZTD per wwh LS-1 & LS-2

12,442

4. 43
8.463¢
12,4632
21.799

2.

a3

12,906

L7317 per bnh (-1

11,050
14.241

7.992
18,4460

27.307

18,472
23313

18.414

7.962
8.854
19.684

L)

2,378

9.459
412
8.681

11,063
12,643

16,673

10.070
11,031
12.334

ERER RN

10,479
11.931
12.334

NN RN

2 ILM2 18600 1.7 11068

10,112
11.032
12,452

14, ZEO
16.333

| 2058

-

20055
21638

26,373

13.237
14.319
16.927

154677
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Pacific Gas and Elacuic Company
1001 ECAC + Sepismber 1001 Heasinge

Comparison of Parties' Proposals
For Revenue Allocation Caps

Revenue Allocation Proposals

G K M

Paccont]  ALCACFOF PCAE/ORA  Parcant CLECA  Parcent TEA
Change Proposed Proponed Change Proposed Change Proposed

on Revenus Revenue on Revenue on Revenve
Preaeni| 0% Ag Cap | swAgCap  Prason] 7% AQCap  Present| 10%Ag Cap

:

Residential s2ree2is|  s2781088 §2,867342 £2,843,580 . 2,008,777 17| s2e0zed2  150%|  s2p2807
Agriculiural 00327  8s54.908 $401,084 $401,008 2420430  277%|  sa28168 03N 42000
Steetightng $42,458 $42,704 4,170 $42,704 2704 AT4% U704 ATA% 42,704
Smal LaP 76,430  $1,020008 $1,003,013 $1,043,523 $1,040,664 6.50%|  $1,030,524 sa6%|  $1,038021
Meudium LAP §1,427,048 $1.417.004 467,501 $1,400,078 $1,482,824 2.40% $1,440,224 1,19% 31,441,941
E10 $440,671 $447,063 $462.204 $430,124 $407,050 2.81% $455,200 1.24% $454,500
£-20 Yavit $1,163,200 $1,170,140 $1,195,708 - $1,205,431 £1,201.085 3.15% $1.200614 3.00% £1,10707
£:20 Convacts $84,108 w220 $22220 342,220 $02220  -224% 502220 2.24% $02,220
£:20 You! $1240008 | $1.260360 $1.278,010 $1,207,651 $1204208  270%| Gr2e7eES 30T 1,200,102

+1282,83¢ 248

Total Sysiem $7224058 1 $7.524334 $7.324,354 $7.52435% \ $7,524, 954 279%]  $7524038 2.0% $7,524.354

CBNE G AUN -

-
o

Notas!
Tolal system revenues differ slightly due 10 rounding.

Revenues shown Inchude allocaied and nonallocaiad revenves, Agriculural evenues do not exacly oqual SAPC plua the capdue 10 nonaliocated revenuss, -
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List of Appoaxances

Appllcant. Michelle L., Wilson and Robert Mc Lennan, Attorneys at
Law, for Pacific Cas and Electric Company.

Interested Parties: ¢&. Havden Ames, Attorney at Law, for
Chickering & Gregory:; Barkovich and Yap, by Barbara Barkovich,
for Barkovich and Yap: Rg;z;gkglh_alggngx and Caryn Hough,
Attorneys at Law, for California Encrgy Commission; Morrison &
Foerster, by Jexrxy Bloom and Lynn Haug, Attorneys at Law, and
Morse, Richard, Weisenmiller & Associates, by NMaxk Xoungex, for
California Cogeneration Council; Jackson, Tufts, Cole & Black,
by William H. Booth and Joseph S. Faber, Attorneys at lLaw, for
California Large Encrgy Consumers Association: Henwood Energy
Services, by David _Brancheomb, for Independent Energy Producer,
Association: Mawxice Brubakex, for Drazen Brubaker & Associates
Mc Craken, Byers & Martin, by Ravid J. Byexs, Attorney at Law,
for Peninsula Street Light Authority and City of Fresne: Ralph
Cavanagh, Attorney at Law, for Natural Resources Defense
Council; Brobeck, Phleger & Harxison, by goxdon E. Ravis,
Attorney at lLaw, for California Manufacturers Association;
Sam_De Frawi, for Naval Facilities Engineering Comman; Ehil Di
Virxgilie, for Destec Energy, Inc.; Xaren Edson, for KKE &
Associates; Nomman Furuta, Attorney at Law, for Federal
Executive J\qoncioc: Stavan A._Coxingax, Attorney at Law, for
California Farm Bureau Federation:; Grueneich, Ellison &
Schneider, by Q;gn_muﬁgxggng;gh Attorney at lLaw, for California
Department of General Services; Steve Harrxis, for Transwestern
Pipeline Company:; Fulbright & Jaworsky, by Rat Keeley, Attorney
at Law, and Recon Rescarch Corporatxon, by Dr. Androw Safix, for
Canadian Petroleum Association; Roberts & Kerner, by Douvglas XK.
Kexnex, Attorney at Law, foxr Geothermal Reeourccs Association;

ave for Joseph Meyer Associates: Malissa Metzlox,
for Barakat & Chamberlln' Steven Mess, for 8pectrum Economics,
Inc.; Anderﬂon, Donovan & Poole, by Edwarxd G. PoQle, Attorney at
Law, for various clients; Jobn D. Ouinley, for Cogeneratlon
Service Burcau; Bruce A. Reed, Janet K. Lohmann, and Davigd R.
Hinman, Attorneys at Law; for Southern California Edison
Company; . B. Reeney and David J. Gilmore, Attorneys at lLaw,
for Southern California Gas Company:; Renald _Salew, for
Association of California Water Agencies; Baxtle Wells
Associates, by Reed V. Schmidf, for California City-County
Street Light Association; Michel P. Florie and Jeel R. Sinaex,
Attorneys at Law, for Toward Utility Rate Normalization; Downey,
Brand, Seymour & Rohwer, by Phil_Stohx and Ron Liebert,
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Attorneys at Law, for Industrial Users; Randelph L. Wu and
Pnillip D. Endom, Attorneys at Law, fcr El Paso Natural Gas
Company; Laxxy ¢elbexg, for Sequoia Technical Sexvices: gaxolvn
Kehrein, for Procter & Gamble Manufacturing Company; Saxa Steck
Myers, Attorney at Law, for Coalition for Energy Efficiency and
Renewable Technologies; JRQUMASL A as_A._Trikkle, P.E, J.D., for
Regents - University of California; Messrs. Ater, Wynne, Hewitt,
Dodson & Skexrxritt, by m:k_mmgm, Attorney at Law for
Cogenerators of Southern California; and Willianm B. Marcus, for
JBS Enexgy, Inc.

State Service: Messrs. Greve, Clifford, Diepenbrock & Paras, by
Matthew V. Brady, for California Department of General Services.

Commission Advisory and Compliance Division: Martha J. Swllivan.

Division of Ratepayer Advocates: James E. $¢arff and Rebext cagen,
Attorneys at Law, and Jeff Meloghe.

Division of Strategic Planning: Jeffirey Dasovich.

(END OF APPENDIX D)




