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OPINION: PHASE I ISSUES 

Summary: Today we adopt. with noted exceptions, a settlement pro((ered by 

San Diego Gas & Electric. Out Division of Ratepayet Advocates. tlie City 0( San Diego. ilnd 

the Utility Consumer Actioit Network which covers mOst of the issues pertaining to the 

utility's general rate case! We take this opportunity to address the rote which "all party" or 

unanimous settlements can play in assisting the COmmission in discharging itS regulatory 

reSpOnsibilities.' We also indicate the areas in which the instant Settlement propOsal was; 

from Out perspective. deficient and where we anticipate that participants in future procttdings 

win improve on the process.' Out decision rejects key recommendations of the learned 

Administrative Law Judge while echOing some of the concerns clearly articulated in his 

proposed decision. 

I As we shall detail. the settlement doeS n6I resolve the (ollowmg issues pertaining to the utility's 
revenue requiremeiJr: (1) emerging buSiness entetpriSe COsts, (2) demand·side management program 
costs and inuntive rewards, (3) affiliate issues. and (4) deterred costs. 

2 As used lilthis opinion an -all party- settlement is one sponsored by all of the parties 10 the . 
COmmission proceeding. Such a proposal Is to be distinguished trOm an -unOOnresltd- senleinent 
which may nOt be sponsOred by aU Of the parties but in which the non joining parties dO not. contest 
the terms puiSUant to Rules 51.4--6 of our Rules of Practice and ProCedure. 

In the tristant case the CaufOrru3 Energy CommissiOn entered Ihe proceeding tor a very limlred 
purpose and that With respect to that purpose it haS nOt agreed to the positiOn taken by all Other 
parties. Such a factor raises the immediate questiOn as to whethttthe failure o( a single issue 
participation party to join in sp6l\S6ring 3 settltmtnt deprives it o( the -aU party- quality to which OUT 
enunciated pOlicy WOuld apply. We conclude that it does not. The failure Of a single Issue participant 
to co-sponsor a settlement means thai as to that issue we win not take the recommendation of the 
sponsoring parties as potentially eSlabUshing reasonableness. 

, We intend that OUT views conCerning the role and content o( settlements as expressed in Pait II 
B this decision shall be precedential in respect to future Commission proceedings. To this extent only, 
we expressly mOdify the OOn-precedential qualities of sememenlS pursuant to Rule 51.8. 
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I. Background and Procedural History: 

A. Background: 

In the periOd since San Diego Oas& EleCtric Company's (800&E) last General Rate 

Case, the company has been abSorbed in what its President Jack E. Thomas describes as a 

-three-year toller coaster ride 0( would-be mergerS involving SDG&E, Tucson Electric Power 

Company and Southern California Edison (SeE)." During that time. the company faced 

constant uncertainty as to whether it WOuld meet its (uture energy and service needs as a 

stand-alone company or as part of a larger system that might COme equipped with excess 

capacity or energy. The roller tOaster came to rest in May of 1991 When the CominiSsion 

issued a decision rejecting the propOsed merger of 80G&E and seE. 

As it filed this application in November of 1991, SOO&E waS just begimling'to settle. 

into the reality of its continued life as a stand-alone utility. The company's management 

expressed its desire to seize the opportunity to redefine its corporate miSSion. In doing so. it 
renewed its resolve to maintain the lowest energy costS in the state while improving 

reliability. increasmg its eam~ngs per share. and improving its relationship with all of the 

constituencies it serves. The company also pledged to weigh the environmentaJ, health. and 

safety consequences of each of its actions and fulfill its specific mandate as a regional utility 

to enhance and preserve the quality of life in iti service territory. 

In offering its new nUssion to the Commission in this proceeding, SOO&E invites our 

sctutiny of the company's goals. its plan to meet those goals. and the reasonableness of the 

revenues it says it needs to get the job done. SOO&E asked (ot a base rate revenue 

requirement totalling $1.049.739,000 (an overaJl increa~ of 8.7%) (or its electtic customers. 

$J90.287,000 (an overall increase of 4.2%) (or its gas customers. and $J.869.000 (an overall 

increase of J20.3%) 

SDG&E. the Commission's Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA). the Utility 

Consumer Action Network (UCAN). and the City of San Diego have offered a settlement 

·3-
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covering most of the issues raised in this proceeding. In addition, SOG&E, ORA. and UCAN 

of{ered joint teCOI11J1lendations concerning demand· side management (OSM) activities. . 

We adopt the propOsed settlement having concJuded lhat it confonns (0 the broad 

guidelines which we noW announce. Because we have been less than cleat in educating 

parties concerning the criteria we will apply to settlements. we share respOnsibility wl~ the 

settling parties for the deficiencies which we identity in the propOsal. 

Our decision approVes a base rate revenue requirement of $9S6,072.000 (ail overall 

increase 61 2.28%) for electric customers. $178,818,000 (an overall increaSe of 1.7%) (or 

natural gas custllmers and $1.608,000 (all overall increase 0( 93.1%) for steam customers. 

B. Ptocedural History: 

Prior to this proceeding, SDG&E's most recent General Rate Case waS filed in 

December, 1987. (or Test Year 1989.4 The rate case plan schedule called (or SDG&E to file 

an application for a 1m Test Year General Rate Case. In Decision (D.) 89·12·0S2. the 

CoTnrtUssion ordered SDG&E t6 defer its filing beCause of its then.pending applicatIon to 

merge with SCE. In 0.91-01-014, we specified that a 1993 Test Year should be used (or the 

next SDG&B General Rate Case and directed the company to fIle its applicatiOn on 

No.vember 15, 1991. SDG&E was also allowed t6 foregO its obligation to file a notice of 
intent Finally. the Commission agreed to defer two issur.s to other proceedings. Resource 

plait issues were to be addressed in Investigation (1.)89.07-004. the Biennial ResoutCe Plan 

Update. and the electric sales forecast was to be derived from the sales forecast adopted in 

the decision in SDG&E's Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC) proceeding applicable to 

the May. 1992 through April. 1993 forecast period (Application 91-09·059). This application 

was filed on November IS. 1~1. 

On May 8. 1~2. after DRA had filed its testimony in respOnse to SDO&B's 

application. a Settlement Agreement addressing mOst revenue requirement issues was filed 

4 ApplicatiOn (A.)S7-12·003. which led 10 Decision (D.)88.()9-063 and D.SS-12-0SS. 

- 4 . 
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with the Commission. The Settlement bore the signatures Of representatives 0( SDG&E j 

ORA. the City of Sail Diego and UCAN. Hearings were" held June 9 and June 16·18~ 1992 to 

take evidence on matters not included til the Settlement These included a·ptopOsat of the 

California Energy Commission (CEC) tor the addirton of two new items to SDG&EJs 

Research, Development and Design (RD&D) pro&ram. a Joint Recoriuneildatioo· for DSM 

prOgrams and funding, and a proposal Of the City of San Diego t6 dlrtCl SDG&E tortduct or 

eliminate the use of floodlights to illuminate the facade of its headquarters building. 

In response to direction from Administrative Law Judge Steven Weissman, on July i. 

1992, the Settling Parties served a Joint Comparison Exhibit. explaining and clarifying terms 

in the Settlement Hearings" were held on July 27-29. 1992. to clarify issues raised by the 

Comparison Exhibit At the request of the parties. the AU allowed lot tne fIling of Opening 

Briefs on August 26, 1992 and Reply Briefs on September 1 I, 1992. An Update Hearifig was 

held on September 14, 1992. and parties wert allowed to file additional briers on die Update 

issues by September 25. 1992. The flIst phaSe of this proceeding was submitted on 

September 25. 1992. 

n Tbe All Party Settlement: 

A. StOpe of the Settlement: 

As they did in SOO&B's last general rate case. the last ECAC proceeding. and last 

attrition adjustment. the active parties in this procetding offered a settlement. Fot test yw 

1993. the settlement results in an" inctease in electric base rate revenues 'of $71.996 million Or 

5.01%. an increase in gas base rate revenues of $l7.S"~ million or 3.83%. and an Increase in 

steam base tatc revenues of $882,000 Or 92.45%. In thls instance. the settlement covers most, 

but nOt all, of the issues raised in the revenue requirements phase. 

Issues that were nOt resolved in the settlement include the following: 

1. Emerging bus;nes$ enterprise coslS, 
This subject was previously referred to as women and minOrity business 
en teIprises. ORA and SDG&E have stipulated to adoption,Of the rate increase 
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propOsed in a related repOrt prepared by the Co~ssion Advisory and 
Compliance Division (CACD) which was released after the filing Of settlement 

2. Demand-side management program (OS/S and intentNe feYo'Gtds. 

Although theSe Costs were n6t included in the settlement, the settling parties 
have offered joint testimony on all issues other than the external lighting o( 
SDG&E's corporate headquarters building. SDG&E and the City of San Diego 
offer conflicting testifT\()ny Oon the latter subject. 

3. AfJiliate issues. 
After filing the settlement. SDG&E agreed to support the COost of services 
recOl11Jliendation included in paragraphs 10 through 12 of Chapter 5 and the 
report on affiliated compants reconunendatiOn expressed at paragraph 2i of 
Chapter S of the DRA report Oon results of operation. DRA agreed to withdraw 
from that report its recornrnendations regarding shared directors and corpOrate 
costs. 

4. De/e"ed costs. 
The settling parties agreed to defer certain cost items included in SDG&E'S 
original filing in this cast. for final resolution in other proceedings. For 
instance. certain expenses related to operation and maintenance 0( the San 
Onofre Nuclear plants are deferred to SeE's 1993 attrition mingo lit addition. 
the final revenue requirement adopted in this proceeding to teflect pOst
retirement benefits other than pensions would be changed to reflect the 
outcome of L90-07'()37 if a decision in that docket adopted a method that is 
different than the pay-as-you-go method. Further, the settlement contains no 
dollars for low emission vehicle (LEV) program expenses. The partieS propose 
that LEV cost (or Soo&B be detenhined in 1.91-10-029. which is currently 
considering policy issues related to LEVs. Finally, the settling parties propose 
that cost related to environment ptojects be tracked in a memorandum account 
(or potential recovery in subsequent proceedings. 

B. Role of settlements in dispOsing of the Commlssion's responsibilities: 

-: . 

In recent years we have had increasing occasion to speak to the role of settlements and 

the strength and weakness of this mechanism when contrasted with the ttaditionaJ evidentiary 

hearing. As we shall note, our experience has been paralleled by that of commissions vested 

with similar regulatory responsibilities in other states. 

- 6-
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1. Our poltey on all party settlement proposals: 

We envision settlements as a vehicle for executing rather than (otmulating 

commission policy. with this objective in mind, we are prepared to adopt a settlement that 

meets sponsorship and content criteria which pertain to bOth the identity and capacity of the 

spOnsoring parties and the tenns of their rttommendatioo. As a precondition to Our approval 

the COrnnUssion must be satisfied that the propOsed all party settlement: 

a. commands the unanimous spOnsorship of all active parties 10 the instant 

proceeding; 

b. that the spOnsoring parties are fairly reflective of the affected interests; 

c. that no term of the settlement contravenes statutory provisions or prior 

corrunission decisions;$ and, 

d. that the Settlement conveys to the Commission sufficient infotrnation 16 permit 

us to discharge our future regulatory obligations with respeCt to the parties and their interests. 

2. The prectdenls and reasons which prompt the adoption of this policy: 

Before detailing the precedentS and reasons which have brought us to theSe views. we 

will summarize out policy on the role which all party settlements can play in furthering the 

work Of the Commission. 

s In (onnulating thls criteria we don61 in!ended to preclude the Sponsoring parties from 
suggesting changes in established COmmission policy Or precedent ot propOsing policy in areas we 
have yet to address. However, we expect the SpOnsOring parties to clearly idenlifythose pOnkms of 
an)' proposed au party seultmtnt which would require modification of Commission p:>1icy or the 
fannulation of heretofore unannounced pOlicy. Our goal is to always make pOlicy W'leildmenl a 
conscious decision of Ihe COmmission. Fui1her. the sponsoring parties must understand that the 
COmmission Is perfectly free to reject the recommendation by adhering to established pollCy ot 
refusing to go beyond it 
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Out recent history with resp.~t to settlements begins with the seminal proceeding in 

Re Pacific Gas and Electric Company. D.88-12-083. 30 CPUC2d 189 (1988).' That order· 

approving a settlement agreement excluding (rom rate base case all Costs inculTed by PGSiE 

in the construction, ownership and, operation of the Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant, 

involved the fust application of the settlement procedure rules formulated in RUlemaking 

proceedings R.84-ll-028. Few cases could more clearly instruct the successors to those 

Commissioners of the goals they had sought to accomplish. We are told that -(t]here is a 

strOng public policy favoring the settlement of disputes to avoid costly and protracted 

litigation: Jd., at 221. Our predecessors were conSciously building upon the propositiOJi . 

advanced in 0.87-04-034 that settlements involved an "appropriate method of alternative 

ratemaJclng .•• " Jd.. The complexity and ptofound nature over time of the Diablo Canyon 

proceeding convinced our predecessors that fot that case settlement criteria and procedures 

should clOsely approximate those used by both state and federal couns in disposing 6f class 

actions. In explaining the intended use of these procedures the Corrtmissi6n declared: 

. When a class action settlement is submitted (or approval, the role of the COult 
is to hold a hearing on the fairness ot the proposed SettlemenL Proposed Rule 51.6 
provides that if there are contested material issues in a proposed settlement, a hearing 
will be scheduled. However. the fairness hearing is not to be turned into Ii trial or 
rehearsal for trial on the merits. (citations] The court must stop short of the detailed 
and thorough investigation that it would undertake if it were actually Irying the case. 
(citatiOns]. 

The standard used by the courts in the review of propOsed settlements is 
whether the class action settlement is fundamentally fair. adequate and reasonable •. 
{citation) The burden Qf proving that the settlement is fatr is On the prOpOnents of the 
settlement. (citations) PrOpOstd Rule Sl.ICe) provides that this Commission will not 

6 We nole in passing that the settlement adopted by Ihe Commission in Rt Pacific Gas (md 
Eltctrfc Company, was neither an all party propOsal nor uncontested. While our discussi()lllooay Is 
limited to our policy On all party settlements, nOthing in our statement of views should be taken to 
indicate an indiSpOsition lO adopt settlements contested pursuanl to Rule SJ.6 of our Rules of Practice 
and Procedure. 

·8· 
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approve a settlement unless the " , .settlement is reasonable in light or the whole 
tecord. consistent with Jaw, and in the public interest t 

30 CPUCld 222.' 

In Re San Diego Gas and Electric Company, D.90-08-068. 37 CPUC2d 346(1990), 

we were presented with four unanimous settlements arising out of our demand side 

management collabOrative.' In adopting the four settlements with what we described as 

1 One month prior to our adoption of the settlement in Rt Pacific Gas and EltClric Company, 
supra. the Commission made operative general rules governing stipulations and settlements. Article 
13.5 of the Commission Rules of Practice as amended on NOvember II. 1988. distinguished 'between 
thOSe stij1Jlations and seUltrntnts which command the allegiance of all parties 10 Ole prOCttdlng as 
opposed to thOse which are contested pursuanllO Rule 51.6. SiOCe the settlement before us in this 
proceeding COmmands the unanimous sponsorship Of au parties. we limit our distussion to such 
propOsals. 

" 

• Of the four settlementS. the one presented by SCE alOng with eight jOining paitlts. posed Iht a 
greatest difficulty for Ole Commission. The deficiencies were rot dissimilar to the objectiOnS ratsed by _ 
the Administrative Law Judge to the propOsal in this proceeding. 

, •• The settlement COntained no summary or listing of its 19tetinents that can bedisplaytd 
here. since it COnsists primarily of voluminous attachntents that are referenCed but not 
summarized in the text of the settlement, tOgether with SOme specific agreements, that m 
contained in the text ot the seUlement At the request of the AU, SCE produCed ••. an Index 
to the attaclunents. identifying some of the duplicating pOrtions of the application. while other 
attacrunents replace pOrtions of the awlication and still Other attachments provide new 
information .• , .However. even with the index. the settlement fails to Identify or explain each 
of the specific changes made to the application. 

SCE and other parties to this settlement are put on nOtice that we expect bettet than 
this in the presentation of seUlements to this Cominission. At a minimum, a settlement should 
clearly layout the substance of the agreements reached by the parties and the effect 6f thOSe 
agreements On the positions previously taken by parties to the ptOCetding ..•• 1be confusion 
created by the disorganized type of settlement prestnted to us here unnecessarily increases the 
time it takes to review the settlement. It also increases the risk that the settlement will be 
rejected for lack of clarity. mlsunderst£>Od. or inteJpreted tontraJ)' t6 (he intent Of the seruing 
parties. and the parties should require no further spur to dearly Jay out their agreement Were 
this settlement not part of a consolidated proceeding with thtte other utilities and were we not 
committed to expeditious action on theSe applications (0 revitalize DSM programs, it would 
have been sent back to the parties (or clarification. 

31 CPUC2d at 354. 
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minor mooifications designed (0 harmonize the efforts of the four participating energy 

utilities. we made the following pertinent obselYations: 

We recognize. as the settlements pOint out to us. that these settlements tesulted 
(rom a good deal of give and take among the parties and reflect interrelated ttade-of(s 
that may not be apparent to a reviewer who did not participate in the settlement 
diSCUSSions. For that reason, we do not delve deeply into the details of the settlements 
and attempt to St(ond-guess and reevaluate each aspect of the settlement. so tong as 
the settlements as a whole ate reasonable and in the public interest. •. • 

37 CPUC2d at 363. 

This declaration of a standard of review followed an earlier discussion which clearly 
articulated appreciation that the settlement process empoy,ers the parties to a degree whleh 

somewhat diminishes the fact finding role of the Commission. 

White the programs Set forth in these settlements offer a way to quickly 
revitalize the OSM energy efficiency programs at the four largest California energy 
utilities. the trade-off for this is our acceptance of the judgment of the settling p.uties 
on the appropriateness of some details of the Settlement in the absence of evidentiary . 
hearings or specific substantiauon of those details. This trade·6ff IS inherent in many 
of the settlements brought to the Co!'rllllission for consideration. In judging such 

~ settlement;the Conurussion retains the obligation to independently assess and protect 
the public interest ••• 9 

37 CPUC2d at 360. 

Most recently the perCeived advantages o( the settlement process were addressed In a 

concurring opinion uttered in the context of our decision respecting Natural Gas Procurement 

, Revealing the tension implicit in deferring to the Judgment of Ihe settling parties while retiWng 
an ultimate authOrity as the decisi6tl maker. the COmmissiOn dosed the quoted paragraph with the 
following statement: 

••. Parties to the settlement may chafe at what they perceh'e as intrusion on bargained·for 
deaJs and may believe that lhis Commission shOuld simply take their word that the settlements 
serve the interest of the public in addition to the interests of the settling parties. However. 
settlements brought lO this Commission (or review are not simply the resolution o( private 
disputes. such as those that may be laken to a civil court. The public Interest and interests of 
ratepayers must alsO be taken into ~rounf. and the Commission·s duly is to protect those 
interests. 

/J .. 
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and Reliability Issues. R.90-0i-008. _ CPUc2d _, 127 PUR4th 417.462 (1991). There 

COMMISSIONER FEsSlER noted the increasing pie-sence of multiple pmies in Commission 

proceedings and the procedural dysfunction or the attempt to discharge our compJex taskS in 

the confines of a trial type hearing. In announcing a preference (or a ", .. cooperative 
, 

attitude toward problem sOlving (which would] achieve substantial procedural economies 

while enhancing our ability to fashion general rules and specific outcomes which guard the 

public advantage .•• " the Commissioner noted: 

Two factol'S are clearly in tension. Our challenge is to balance them. First. the 
members of this Comntission may not surrender ultimate regulatory responsibility to 
the very persons whose actions or inaction are affeCted with a public interest SeCond. 
for a settlement forum to be productive the partidpantS must envision advailtage as a 
consequence or open and committed participation. Excessive deference would betray 
(the Commission's] public trusl Refusal to value a settlement agreement would 
deprive the panies of any incentive to negotiate in good faith. In a worst case 
scenariO. out·U5e of alternative dispute tesolution machinery with routine indifference 
to its suggested conclusion would leave the parties with only twO alternatives. They a. 
could either posture for pOsition in an eventual trial. or procrastinate in efforts to -
prolong a preliminary process .. For each participant the election would be dictated by 
the impact of time. 

127 PUR4th at 463. 
In articulating a policy on the role of settlements, the opinion suggests a willingness to 

defer to proposals which satisfy two criteria. -First, that the settlement commands broad 

support among participants fairly reflective of the affected interests. Second. that it does not 

contain terms which contravene statutoI)' provisions or prior Commission decisions!' Id.. If 

both conditions are met. the standard of review articulated in Re San Diego Gas and Electric 

Company. supra, 31 CPUC2d 346. 363 is COnsonant with Our Obligation to guard the p·ublic 

interest The application Of such procedures as an "appropriate method of alternative 

ratemaking" has already been embraced by the commission in he Pacific Gas and ElectriC 

Company. supra. 30 CPUC2d 189.221. 
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. Both this view and approach are strongly supported in the recent decisions of 

commissions in other Slatts. In Re Cle\'eland Elettrit IlIum;nall'ng Company. 99 PUR4th 

407.449·50 (1989). the Ohio PubliC Utilities Corrunission declared that: 

(t)he ultimate question to be answered by the Commission is whether. in light 0( the 
whoJe record. the Stipulation is reasonable .. In COnsidering the reasonableness of a 
settlement. the Commission bas .•• recognized a need to analyze the (oHo~ng cnteria: 

1) Is the settlement a proouct of serious bargaining among capable, 
knowledgeable parties: 
2) Does the settlement. as a package. benefit ratepayers and the public 
interest? 
3) Does the settlement package violate any important regulatory principle 
or practice? 

Similar criteria were enunciated by the Texas PubHc Utility Commission which also 

summarized its reasons for preferring to reJy upon settlements in the COurse of an 6rder 

accepting an electric rate proposal dial combined a prudence disallowance of a portion 0( EI 

Paso Electric Company's invesbnent in Palo Verde nuclear facility and a rate moderation 

plan. 

Il is the policy of this COmmission to encOurage the settlement Of proceedings 
before this Commission, tor the following reasons: 

(a) Settlements usually reduce the expense to ratepayers and taxpayers of 
reSolving the issues preSented; 
(b) Settlements usually conserve the reSOUftes of the COmmission available 
for ratemaking: 
(c) Settlements allow the parties to the settlement to avoid the risk that a 
litigated reSoJution to the issues lilay produce results that ate unacceptable to 
such parties: and 
(d) Settlements promote peaceful relations amOng the panies. 

In Re EI PaSo Electric Company, 14 Tex. PUC Bull. 929. 101 PUR4th 405. 409 (1988). 

Finally. the Rhode Island corrtmission clearly recognized that in considering a 

settlement the focus must 00 upon the reasonableness of the whole rather than upon a 

detailed examination of each constituent elemenl "(T)he Commission's role in reviewing an 

agreement such as this Stipulation is to 'ensure the overall reasonableness of the agreement • 

• 12· 
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without necessarily coming to an express conclusion abou! each element of the agreement'

In ke New England Telephone and Telegraphy Compi:my. 109 PUR4th 343. 347 (l~89). 

3. The PropOSed DecisIon ot the Administrative Law Judge: 

The AU approached the proffered settlement employing what he described as a 

-three-prong test" for approval derived from Rule 51.1 of Our Rules Of Practice and 

Procedure. In his view. the CoJ1\I1'lissioI'l would -nOt apptove a settlement. whether or not it is 

contested. unless the settlement is: (I) reasonable in light ()f the whole record. (2) consistent 

with the law. and (3) in the public interest. n It was a1so noted that Rule 51.1 requites 'that 

when a settlement pertains to a proceeding under the rate case plan that it be supported by a 

comparison exhibit indicating the impact of the settlement in relation to the utility·s 

application. If. as here. the Commission staff supportS the Settlement. it must ptepare a 

similar exhibit indicating the impact of the proposal in relatiOn to the issues it contested. Or 

would have contested. in a hearing. 
The AU cortectly noted that. as originally submitted. the all patty settlement lacked 

the comparison exhibitS required by Rule S1.1. Accordingly. he directed the parties to 

prepare a joint comparison exhibit including what he described as -account-by-account detail 

. nOt previously provided." The parties Were also directed to offer comment on how. in their 

estimate. the settlement comported with the three-prong test derived from Rule 51.1. The 

parties complied with these directives. 
Notwithstanding the compliance of the parties, the AU concluded that the Settlement 

was not "reasonable in light of the record as a whole because. in a significant number of 

instances. there is nO prima facie showing to support its recommendations ... 10 In his view: 

The California constitution (Article 12. Section 6) empowers the ConUnission 
to fIX rates for regulated utilities and Section 454 of the Public Utilities COde specifies 
that the CommissiOn cannot raise rates except upOn a showing before the Conunission 
and a finding by the COmmission that the increase is justified. Even when a utility 

10 PropOsed decision of Administrative Law Judge Weissman at page 91. 
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request is unoppOsed (i.e., whete there is no dispute) there must still be an adequate 
showing to suppOrt the rate request. As the Commission stated sO clearly ina 1987 
rate decision concerning Pacific Bell, "(t)he inescapable fact is that the ultimate butden 
of ptoof of reaSonableness, whether it be in the context of test-year estimates, 
prudence reviews outside a particular teSt yeat. or the like, never shifts from the utility 
which is seeking to pass its costs of operations onto ratepayers On the basis o( the 
reasonableness Of those costs. Whenever the utility comes before this Commission 
seeking affmnative rate relief. it fully exposes its operations to Our Scrutiny and 
review. It must justify the reasonableness of its request and its operations by making 
at least a prima facie case Of reasonableness, even in the absence of oppOsition. 
Where it (aces opposition, its reasonableness showing is naturally a more difficult 
undertaking." (27 CPUC2d 1.21; D.87-12-0(7) 

The elimination of oppOsition no more relieves the utility o( its burden of ptOOf 
than does the absence of opposition. The Commission recognized this fact when it 
established the rules under which settlements are reviewed. If evidence of the 
existence of an agreemelit among all parties compriSed sufficient showing to find. a 
rate request reasonable. then the toles could Simply state that whenever all parties 
bargain in good faith and agree to a settlement, the Corrunission would adopt it 
without review. Instead, the Commission created a three-part test that must be mel in 
order to approve any settlement "whether cOiltested or uncOnlested": it must be 
"reasonable in light of the whole reCord. consistent with the law arid in the pUblic 
interesL"n 

For reasons which we shall noW detail. we disagree with the AU that an aU-party 

settlement requires the intrOduction before the AU of a sufficient quantum of evidence t6 

establish prima facie that the settlement provisions are "reasonable." 

4. Our re\'iew of the all party settlement: 

We agree that Section 454 of the Public Utilities Code precludes out raising rales 

except upon a showing that the new rate is justified. Bearing the requisite burden of proof ita 

a trial type hearing is sutely One way in which that showing may be accomplished. However. 

in our view. the AU failed to apply our pOlicy detennination dearly utteted in RePaci/it 

Gas and Electric Company. supra. 30 CPUC2d at 221. thal the prot(ct of ail all party 

II Id., at pages 95-96 (emphasis Original). 
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settlement is an appropriate method of alternative ratemaking. Instead, he propOses to place 

the utility at riskfot a prOceeding which will have used the settlement as. a "'rehearsal (or tria] 

on the merits." This is precisely what we disavowed in our diScussion of ~hat was then 

ptoposed Rule 51.12 AlsO ignored was our adrilonition in he San Diego Gas and Eltt'dc . 

Company, .supra, 37 CPUC2d l46. 363, that "we do not delve deeply into the details of 

settlements and attempt to second-guess and ie-evaluate each aspect Of the settlement. sO long 

as the settlements as a whole are reaSonable and in the public intereSt. • •• "1) 

Sponsorship criteria: The propOsed senlement in sO far as it disposes of issues in the 

application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company for authority (0 h'lcrease its rates 

commands the unanimous spOnsorship of the utility. the City of San Diego. UCAN and our 

DivisiM of Ratepayer AdvOcates. TheSe sponsorS embrace the totality of the active parties to 

Phase I o( the proeeedingl4 8.nd thus satisfy our requirement th~t the·settlement be predltated 

on "all party sponsorship. II 

We noW pass to the issue 01 full representation of affected interests. As noted in Our 

review of recent precedent, a Critical factOr in ouT decision to adopt a settlement is confidence 

t2 Id .• at 222 . 

• , Nor can we agree with the AU that Out accepUnCe of this ~ttlement is precluded by the 
eommlssion's deciston in ilt Pacific Btll, D.81-12.()61, 27 a>UC2dl (19a7). PacifiC Btll, wlUch we 
affinn, did not enunciate I'ules respecting the approval of settlCn'lents. None was proffered tn that 
proceeding. Furthet. it was dtdded before Our adoptiOn of Otapler J 3.S of out Rules of Practice and 
PrOcedure gover'ning stipulations and settlements. and the tnunciation of Out views in ilt Gas and 
Elutric Company. supra, 30 CPUc2d 189. 

14 An exception is the California Energy CommissiOn. which limited its parucipation to a relatively 
narrow issue concern funding for RD&D. TIle Energy Commlssion·s cOnCerns are discussed in detail. 
below. 
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that it commands broad support amOng participants fairly reflective Of affected Interests.
1S 

Here we find that the settlement is sponsored by a range of parties ideally pOsitioned 'to 

cOl1\J1lent on the operation of the utility and ratepayer perception. As noted by the ALI. 

SDG&E has recently emerged from three years of "would·be mergers." In our experience. 

the proceedings befote this COmnUssioil subjected the utility to the intense interest and 

scrutiny of the City of San DiegO and the San Diego based Utility Consumer Action Network 

(UCAN). It is therefore of significant moment that both the City and UCAN have joined our -
own DivisiOn of Ratepayer Advocates in spOnsoring an all·party settlement to this rate case. 

Content crittria: Having concluded that the settlement passes muster under thefu'st 

of Our review criteria~ we next inquire whether it contains terms which contraVene statutory 

provisions Or prior Commission decisions. No statutoI)' provisions are offended by the terms 

of this settlement HOwevet. there are several instances in which the Settlement would 

produce a result inconsistent with prior COntrnission decisiOns. In the discuSsion that follows. 

we will summarize the details of the settlement in the context of the initial pOsitions of the 

parties Md.· where applicable, addreSs the appropriate disposition of elements in the settlement 

that challenge prior Con'Unission decisions. 

The second of Our content criteria has proven quite problematic with respect to the 

instant settlement As we have just stated. to gain our approval an all party settlement must: 

••. convey to the Commission sufficient information to peinUt us to discharge our 

future regulatory obligations with respect to the parties and their interests. 

As was detailed in the propOsed decision. SDG&E has failed. in this case. to present an initial 

showing that sufficiently describes. explains and justifies the requested revenue requirement. 

IS In Rt San Dltgo Gas and Eltclrlc Company. supra. 37 Q>UC2d 346. 360. we put it this way: "In 
evaluating settlemenlS. one factor we consider is the range of interests represented by the parties to the 
settlements and any owosilion to the Settlements. as well as the settlement itself: 

- 16-
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The puipOse of a general rate case is to develop and adopt sound. infonned estimates· 

of the reasonable costs to be incurred in the test year. We know that our adopted levels of 

revenues and expenses may be at variance with actual experience. However, we must be 

sufficiently informed to know that adopting a given estimate makes sense. Pan of this 

process involves making sure that we do nOt repeatedly approve revenues to meet a one-time 

cost. When a utility's expense estimate includes the pertorn'lanct of a task it had planned to 

accomptlsh with previously authorized (unds. we will wailt to know why the utility did not 

spend its funds as planned the first time around and will be hesitant to chatge ratepayers 

twice (or the same expense. In addition. we want to be confident that the activities bemg . 

undertaken by the utility are lawful and otherwise consistent with public poliCY, 

The company otten dOes not even mention the name of major programs Or activities 

and almost never adtquately exp1ains its basis fot fotecasting related costs. The application 

often makes only a general request for funds without providing a reasonable. well-explained 

justification!' While approving this settlement. we wish to make it clear to SDG&E and 

other utilities that the initial showing in the cuttent cast does not meet our requirements!' 

" Often. SOO&E simply states that -1988 base year recorded cOsts were adjusted as follows ... • 
AlthOugh this type of explanation might help a reader to unde~tand where the cost figures caroe from. 
it does nOt provide a justificatiOn. Why is it appropriate to use a 1988 baSt YW recOrded cost for this 
account? What changes are expected in suiting and operations? Why are the specified adjusbntnts 
appropriate? How were they calculated? These typeS of questions should be easily answered by the huliaJ 
sho\1riJig. 

U SOO&E's guarded initial shOwing may be a product of a protective, litigalive instinct. . All 100 
often. utilities otfer only the most mWmal supPOrt for their rate requestS. choOSing h'lslead to wait 16 set 
what subjects awear to be of interest to DRA. In respOnSt to DRA's concerns, utilities then provide 
focussed rebuttal. 

This strategy may be traditional. but it is not acceptable. Hopefully. the company has done a more 
complete job Of satisfying ilSelf that a given program or expense is woMwhile. We would eiptctthe 
company to make an equally oonvincing shOwing to lhts Commission when asking to pass lhose costs 
through rates. Where a rate case is litigated or a settlementls contested. the utility must provide a more 
detailed showing for au of irs requested revtnue requirement, in order 10 sustain its burden of proof. 

(rontinutd ... ) 

- 17 • 
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C. Terms of the all party settlement: 

1. Electricily 

1.1 Sales and Customers 

In D.91·07-014. the Commission determined that the sales forecast adopted in 

SOO&E's 1992 ECAC proceeding should also be used (or the pul]>65eS of this proceeding. 

The Commission adopted SOO&E's EcAC sales (orecast in D.9i-04-061, and that forecast is 

reflected in the settlement agreement. 
ORA has agreed to use SDG&E's forecast of electric customers (or the purposes of 

the settlement. 

1.1 Present Rale Revenues 

The settlement adopts SDO&E's eStimate Of present rate revenueS for the purpOses of 

revenue allocation and rate design in this prOCeeding. Present rate revenues ate t~e product 

of forecast saleS, customers, demand, and currently effective tarltcs. SDG&E's test year f993 

electric sales estimates have already been adopted by D.92-04-061 in SDG&E's ECAC 

proceeding. 

1.3 Miscellaneous Revenues 

SDG&E·s forecast (or test year 1993 electric miscelianeou5 revenues is $14.526.000. 

Electric mlscellaneous revenues ate those received by SDG&E in exchange (or goods and 

I'( ... continutd) , 
Where a settlemeilt is adopted by all parties and is tonsistent with relevant law and COmmission policy, 
the utility must provide a mOre detailed showing to enable the commission to be confident bOth that the 
settlement can be well u.nderstoOd in the COntext Of the company's hutial request and Ihat me Commission 
and its staff will ha.ve sufficient informatiOn with which to mOnitor me utility's activities and costs. . 

WithOut question. a utility seeking to encourage settlement must shed thls traditional straltgy·aoo 
be more forthCOming with supPOrt (ot its request. In addition 10 providing hlfonnalion that is essential 
to understanding and monitori.ng the resultS ()f the settlement, a more complete initial shOwtng will qutcken 
the disrovery prOCess that is so critical to timeJy settlement. Because an aU·party seltlement obviates the 
need Cot the development (through hearings) of an extensive evidentiary record. the quality of the utility's 
initial sho",ing becomes aU the more itnp6rtM1t We will reject future rate case Settlements, no matttr how 
reasonable they might otherwise appear. where they ate nOt supported by a comprehensive initial showing. 
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services other than electric energy. This includes revenues (or service establishment. retutned 

check charges, rental 6f utility propenYl and wheeling charges. 

DRA's estimate (or test year 1993 electric miscellaneous revtnuts is $IS.65J,OOO. 

DRA auditors recommend that SOO&E recognize $594,000 in gains from the disposition of 

electric plant for test yeat 1993. SDG&E did not include any estimate for gains or losses in 

diSpOsition of utility prOperty in test year 1993 operating tevenues. DRA auditors establish 

an estimate (or 1993 ptoperty sales gains based on historicaJ data from 1987 to 1990 and also 

reallOCated recorded transactions in Accourits 411 and 421 to redistribute gains or losses 

between above-the-line and below-the-line accounts. The result was a recommended increase 

of Electric Department miscellaneous revenue of $S94.000. ORA's misCellaneous revenue 

estimates were also based on its use of data mOre turrent than that which was available to 

Soo&E during the preparation of its general rate caSe applicati6n. 

The level of test yeat 1993 electric miscellaneous revenues included in the settlement 

is $15.0S7.000. The settlement leaves seve raJ things in doubt. First is the nature ot Sales that 

DRA claims were inappropriatelY tecorded in 1988 through 1991. Second is the issue of the 

appropriate diSpOsition of revenues received through lease agreements as opposed to oumght 

saJes. 

1.4 Produttion E~penses 

FERC ACCOunISu SOO through 557.3 present the expenses for 6peration and 

maintenance of SDG&E's steam. nuclear. and other power production equipment and 

facilities. Fuel expenses that are not recovered through the ECAC. system ¢ontro] and load 

dispatch expenses. and other power production expenses are also included in these accounts. 

II "FERC Accounts- refers to standard acrounts utilized by the Federal Energy ReguJatoJ)' 
Comrntssion. For ratemaking purposes. we define most casts by FERC ~Ounl 

• J9-
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1.4.1 Steam 

1.4.1.1 Account sOO Operation, Supervision, an(f Engineering 

SDG&Ets test year 1993 estimate is $3,406,400'" The base estimate for this account 

was developed from an average of the 1986 through 1988 adjusted recorded expenseS. A3-

year average beginning in 1986 was used by SDG&E because 1986 was the first yw that the 

resource. planning and power contract effon was charged to Account 500 .. The baSe estimate 

was adjusted to include $393.500 of environmental staff expenses and $1.897.400 for 

envirOnment permit expenses. 

DRAts estimate is $3.088,100. The differenCe is due tODRA's use of 1988 recorded 

expenses as a baseline and its disallowances of $61.500 for environmental staff and $S8.02i 

in environmental permit expenses. The settlement reflects an agreed expense level ot 

$3,348.378. 

1.4.1.2 AccOunt 501.2 Fuel Oil Expenses 
This accOunt contains the nOn·ECAC residual oil fuel handling expenses. ThH ts an 

uncontested accOunt Both ORA and SDG&E suppon the company's zero· based estimate 

. totaling $1,209.300. 

1.4.1.3 Account 501.4 Fuel Gas Expens~ 

This account contains the non-ECAC pOrtion of the gas fuel expenseS. AS-year 

historical average was used to develop $13.900 expenses estimate for the test year 1993. 

ORA's estimate is $l~,600. a difference of $1,300. The estimating methodologies used by 

the two parties yield very similar outcomes. The settlement adopts ORA's 1988 base year

derived estimate of $12,600. 

1.4.1.4 Account 501 Operation ot BoHers 

SDG&H estimates its test year expenses to be $3.668,800. While the company has 

telied On an average of 1984 through 1988. ORA has relied On 1988 recorded expei\ses to 

u Unless olhetwise indicated, amounlS are staled in 1988 dollars . 
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develop its estimate of $3.699,000. The two methodologies produce very similar outc6mes~ 

the settlement adopts the 16werof the two figures. 

1.4.1.5 AccOunt 50S Electric Operation of Turbines 

SOO&E has employed a S-year average Of its recorded expenses from 1984 through 

1988 to develop itS 1993 estimate of $8.499.600. In order to ensure an adequate supply ot 

. cooling Wattr to the South Bay and Endna Plant, SOG&E plans to dredge both the S6uth 

Bay Power Plant channel and the Encina Lagoon in 1993. The South Bay dredging is 

estimated to cost $4.132.000. This channel has not been dredged since 1958. Expen5e$" 

chargeable to Account 50s (or dredging the Endna Lagoon total $219,000. ORA's estimate 

fot account 50S is $.5.060,700, a difference of $3.438,900. ORA argues that SDO&E's 

estimates are not supported and are therefore unacceptable. While in the past the company· 

dredged the Encina Lagoon Once every three years. it now intends to dredge annually. ORA 

proposes that the Encina dredging estimate be derived from recorded cost and then amortized 

OVer three years starting with the test year. 

The settlement inc1udes an agreed expense level of $5.681.000. DRA!s proposal to 

amortize the cost of dredging the South Bay and related environmental cost ovet three years 

offers an appropriate way t6 handle large teSt year expenSes that do nOt recur in the attrition 

years. The remaining differences !'elate to the appropriate methodology (or forecasting the 

basic expense (or this account. ORA's proposals to reduce SDG&E's estimated dttdging 

expenses at both facilities and other environmental expenses. The adopted amount taUs 

between the positions of the parties. 

1.4.1.6 Account s()6 Miscellaneous ExPenses 

SDG&B forecasts expenses refleCted in this account to total $1.762.400. ORA txpeds 

the same expenses to total $).OJ().600. The major cause of DRA's reduction is the 

decommissioning of the Heber Geothennal Plant The parties to the settlement have agteed 

that the Heber expense (S6()(),r")() should be deducted from the estimate tor this accounl 
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1.4.1.7 Account 507 Rents 

The company and DRA agree on the adoption Of SDG&E·s zero-based estimate of 

$9.488.800 reflecting the annual lease payment for Endna 5 a~ well as leases with the 

Unified Port District. State Land Commission. and other misceUaneous entities. This is an 

uncOntested accOunl 

1.4.1.8 AccOunt 510 Maintenance and Supervision Enginetring 

Panies have agreed to adopt SDO&E·s uncontested estimate 0($677,700 baSed on an 

adjusted average of 1984 through 1988 recorded expenses. 

1.4.1.9 Account 511 Maintenance of Structures 

Relying On a five-yeat average of recorded expenses beginning in 1984. SDG&E 

estimated its structural maintenance expenses in the test year to be $4.574.700. ORA"s 

estimate. baSed on 1988 recorded expenses. is $4.755.800. For the purposes of the settlement, 

the parties have adopted the lower of the two estimates. 

1.4.1.10 AccOunt 512.1 Mainfenance of Boilers 

Once again relying 6n an average of 1984 thiough 1988 recotded expenses. Soo&E 

estimates leSt year expenses in this account totaling $2.393.300. ORA·s use Of 1988 recorded 

expenses derives an estimate of $2.111,700. The agteed-upOn expense level in this settlement 

of $2.225,000 lies between the estimates of DRA and Soo&E and reflects the fact that either 

forecast methodology would produce reliable results. 

1.4.1.11 Account 512.1 Boiler Overhaul 

The settlement adopts SDG&B's estimate of $2,161.400 in boiler overhaul 

maintenance expenses (or the test year. Although ORA had 6riginally estimated expenses to 

be $241~500 lower. the settlement is reasonable in Jight of SDG&E's ability t6 demonstrate 

that its estimate reflects the imputed savings due to "forced outage COSt charged to capital 

instead of 0 & M [operation and maintenance}". It was these savings that comprise the 

original difference between the parties. 
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1.4.1.12 AccOunt 513.1 Routine Maintenance of Turbines 

SDG&E has again utilized its actual recorded expenses from 1984lhrough 1988 to 

develop its routine turbine maintenance estimate o( $1.213.400 fot the test year. DRA·s 

estimate. baSed on 1988 recorded expenses. is $985.400. The expense level agreed upon in 

the settlement is $1,099,000. 

1.4.1.13 Account 513.2 Turbine Overhaul 

The settlement adopts SDG&E's original estimate of $2.814.900.2. 

1.4.1.14 AccOunt 514 Miscellaneous Expenses 

This aCCQUnt includes cOsts (Or the South Bay and Encina Lagoon dredging operations 

that ate nOI reflected in AccOunt 50S. Approximately $500.000 of SDG&E's $1.200.700 

estimate relates to the twO dredging operations. Once again. SDO&E relied on five years Of 

recorded expenses beginning in 1984. DRA relied On 1988 recorded expenses to derive an 

estimate of $731.200. DRA would disallow 38.94% of the dredging maintenance expenses 

and amortize the cost for dredging at South Bay Over the 3-year rate caSe cycle. 

The settlement adopts DRA's 3-year amortization of the South Bay dredging expenses 

and otherwise relies on the 5-year average methOdology employed by SDG&E tesulting in an 

adopted expense level of $930.000. 
1.4.1 Nuclear Power 

Soa&E owns 20% share of the San Onofre Nuclear Generaring Station (SONGS). Its 

nuclear power production expenses include a 20% shate of the 0 & M expenses fot the plants 

as well as cost related to SDG&E's own in-hOuse nuclear production management team. 
In 1988 dollars. SDO&E's estimate for toW nuclear power production expenses during 

test year 1993 is $66.855.800. SDO&B's test year estimate is based on a methOdolOgy and 

data ptesented in SCEls 1993 general case, A.90-12-018. SDO&B updated it$ nuclear 

expense estimate to reflect D.91·12-076 in SCEls general rate case application. 
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SCE estimated the refueling outage expenses for each year based on the average of 

1987, 1988. and 1989 recorded cost in 1988 dollars {or all three units. During these outages. 

numerous inspections. testS. equipment overhauls. preventative maintenance tests. repairS. and 

plant upgrades ate undertaken in addittOn to the refueling. Based on a 90% production factor, 

all three SONGS units might be scheduled (or refueling outages in 199.3. SDG&E's share of 

the 1993 refueling outage costs for these units wOuld be $10.598.200 in 1988 dollars. 

The actual timing for refueting Outages of the various unlts will be affected by the 

performance of the units. If the production factor is greater or less than the assumed 90% 

value (or any given unit. its refueling outage schedule would be advanced or delayed 

accordingly. Since Unit 2 is scheduled forrefueting in the third quarter of 1993 and Unit :3 is 

scheduled for refueling outage in the fourth quarter of 1993. a schedule change could cause 

all or pOrtions o( the refueling outage expenSes to be incurred in a different calendar year 

than originally planned. For this reaSOn. SCE had requested implementation or a "flexible 

outage schedule- in its 1993 general rate case. By means of an attrition advice letter, 

adjustments can be made for changes in the refueling schedule. SDO&E asked that it also be 

allowed to handle refueling outage schedule changes through an attrition advice letter. 

SDG&E has a nuclear department consisting of a manager, twO seniOr engineers. twO 

engineers. and a secretary. One of the seniOr engineers is stationed at SONGS. The 

department allows SDO&E to monitor and evaluate SONGS activities as well as to coordinate 

the company's SONGS involvemenL According to SDG&E. the company's nuclear 

depa.rtrnent personnel actively participate in the various SONGS working groups and provide 

infonnation to the company's senior management SO that they art well equipped to respond to 

SONGS-related issues. In 1988 dollars. the test year 1993 estimate for SDG&E's nuclear 

department expense is $S03.600. 
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" " DRA estimates SDG&E's lest year nuclear expenSes to be $S1;19S.0OCl. This 

represents a $7,063,000 difference from the company's estimate. ORA repOrtS that irs 

differences ate due primarily to the following: 

1. Use of a different fo~asting methodology to derive 
a base year estimate. 

2. Removal of 2% gross added to SDG&E's calculated, 
share of SCE's SONGS expenses.ORA Objected to 
SDG&E's adding 2% gross onto the base 0 & M ., 
and itfueHng estimate. DRA argues that Soo&8 
misinterpreted the Commission decision to Include 
rea) growth in the attrition years 1993 and 1994 for 
SCE. SCE was only aJlowed to adjust for real 
growth through 1991. There was no growth 
allowance for 1993 and 1994. 

3. The choice of labor and nonlaoor eScalatOrs used to 
calculate SDO&E's share of seE's SONGS 
expenses. 

DRA objected to the company's using its own labor 
and nonJaoor escalation rates (or the purposes ot 
esca.lating SONGS expenses. ORA believes that 
SCE's escalation rates are more appropriate to use 
since SCB is the operator of the plant 

4. A reduction in the number of nuclear reiuelings in 
the test year. 
In D.91 .. 12-076. the Commission recognized only one 
refueling outage for SONGS in 1993. while 
agreeing that SCB and SDO&B should be allowed to 
reflect refueling outage schedule changes in advice 
letter filings. to date. nO such filing has been made' 
by either company. DRA argues thaI it i$ therefore 
appropriate to {otecast expenses in 1993 (or only one 
refueling Outage. 
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5. SDG&E's nuclear department expenses. 

SDG&E's nuclear department expenses reflect the 
only pOrtion of SDG&E's nuclear expenses which aie 
not tied to the SeE general case decision. DRA 
argues that the 8oo&B nuclear department should 
undergo some reduction in size in anticipation of the 
shutdown of SONGS Unit l. However, DRA makes 
no specific reeornrnendabOn for reduction in 
expenses (or the nucleat department. 

In the settlement. the parties agreed to adopt DRA's expense estimate. after miling a 

$79.000 adjustment to reflect eirors related to Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) fees. 

The settling parties do not propOse that SDG&E's nuclear department staffing be reduced. 

The settling parties recommend that Soo&E be afforded in its attrition filings the 

same rate making treatment given to SeE. This would allowSOO&E to recover its expenSes 

for each of the refueling outages identified by SeE in irs 1993 attrition year advice letter. In 

addition, the patties asked that the. company's estimated expenses be adjusted to reflect 

changes in NRC fees which might become effective prior to the issuance or the revenue 

requirement decision. TheSe recommendations are reasonable, as they will provide lor 

consistent treatment between the twO major partners at SONGS. 

1.4.3 Accounts 546 to 557 Gas Turbine Power and Other Power Supplies 

SOO&E has used a series of 1988 base year and zero-based methods for forecasting 

test year expenses related to gas turbine and other pOwer supplies. The expense categories. 

here. relate to maintenance. overhaul ot gas turbines. system control. and load dispatching as 

well as the portion or pOwer control. resource planning. pOwet contracts. and Mexican project 

department expenses related to present and possible future pOwer purchases. From the outset. 

SDG&E and ORA have agreed that an expense estimate of $2,393.200 is reasonable {or the 

tesl year. The parties have adopted this figure (or use in the settlement. 
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I.S Electrit Transmission Expenses 

Transmission operations ate comprised of work functions associated with dispatching, 

monitoring, and power control operations "for the transmission system. Transmission 

maintenance includes expenses aSSOCiated with substation and transnUssion line maintenance, 

insulator washing and degreasing, substation breaker and relay maintenance, repair of 
damaged facUlties, grounds keeping. and expenses associated with capita) project construction. 

1.5.1 Account 560 Operations. Supervision and El'1gtneeritu: 

This aCcount includes the cost of labor and other "expenses incurred in the gtneral 

supervision of the operation of the transnUSsion systern. Both SOO&E and DRA derive the 

estimates for thIs account by adjusting 1988 reCorded costs to reflect a pattemof lower 

expenditures fot infonnation services, building selVices,and a lower level of labot. Both 

panies agree on the resulting expense forecast of $885.300. which is alsO adopted for the 

purposes of the settlement 

1.S.1 Account 561 Load DIspatching " 

For the purposes of this account as well. SOO&E and DRA agree on the" use of 

adjusted 1988 recorded cost. The resulting test year estimate IS $1.334.000. This number is 

also adopted In the settlement 

1.5.3 Account 561 Station Expenses 

This account includes the cost of labor. materials used. and expenses incurrtcl in the 

operation of transmission substations liId switch stations. SoO&E
l
$ estimate (or this a~unt 

is based on 1988 recorded data and includes an Increase of $81,200 tor landscaping expenses 

at the Penasquitos substation. The company argues that these added landscaping expenses 

were needed in order to comply with the condltional use pennit and fot additional water 

usage as a result of expansion of the substation in 1991. After a tour of the Penasquitos site. 

DRA staff concluded that the added expenses were n6t required"because from all appearances, 

the landscaping is complete. In addition, ORA argues that ratepayers should not be 
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responsible to pay expenses related to additional water use after five years of drought in 

California. and that it is SDO&E's respOnsibility to install drought-resistant. low maintenance 

Iatldscaping. 

The settlement adopts SDG&E's original figure of $397,200. 

1.5.4 Account 563 O\'erhead LIne Expenses 

SOO&E and DRA agree that the cost o( labor. materia1s. and expenSes Incurred in the 

operation 0( overhead transmission lines is estimated to be $513,600. Appropriately. this -

figure has been adopted in the settlement as well. 

1.5.5 Account 566 MiStellaneous Transmission Expenses 

This aCcount includes the cost of labOr, materials used. and expenses incuiTed in 

transmission maps and records work. transmission office expenses. and other transmission 

expenses not provided for elstwhere. SDO&E relied on 1988 recorded expenses of 

$1.052,100 and adjusted that number upwards to produce a test year estimate of $1.668:600. 

Historically. some of the expenses from various operating departments have been charged to 

administrative and general (A&G) accounts. SDG&E has transterred some of these costs to 

Account 566 and adjusted A&G Accounts 920 and 921 accordlngly. 

An additional adjustment of $222,500 was included in this account for three engineers 

and related transportation. computet equipment, and travel costs. According to SDG&E. the 

additional persOnnel are needed to respOnd to and participate in various federal. state. and 

industry-spOnsored initiatives on lransrrussion access, and state and regional transmission 

planning. Soo&E anticipates additional work related to the emetging FERC rules on 
wheeling and case-by-case market pricing. and the increasing tole of the CEe in the 

transmission planning process. In additiOn, SooBeR anticipates that propOsed changes to 

Genera) Order 131D. pertaining to new transmission lines under 200 kV. may place new 

burdens on SDO&E's internal planning process. 
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ORA recommends disallowing one-half of SDG&E's estimate (or additional engineers. 

ptOducing a test year revenue requirement of $),557.350. arguing thilt SDO&E has not 

demonstrated the need tor senior engineers as opposed to entry level staff pOsitions t6 fuUlII 

any increased respOnsibilities:. The settlement adopts ORA's lower estimate. 

1.5.6 Account 567 Rents 
ORA and SDOkE agree that tents for properties used. OCCupied, Or operated in 

connection with the transmission system. including payments to the U.S. government and 

others for use of public or private lands and reserVations for transmission line rights-of-way 

should be forecasted at the level of $496,800. Both the company and ORA have estimated 

(uture cost increases under the various I~ agreementS. based on an analysis of lease tetms. 

The analySis of' DRA and SDG&B both support this result. 

1.5.7 Accounts 586 to 573 Maintenance 

In each account related to uansrrussion maintenance, DRA's use of 1988 recorded year 

data produces a similar test year forecast to thilt derived from 5DG&E's five-year average 

analysis. Where differences exist between the eStimateS of the parties, the settlers eitedOn 

the side of uSing the tower estimate derived from DRA·s work, producing the following 

results: 

Account 568 Maintenance, Supervisi6ta. and Engineering. $146,700; 

Account 570 Maintenance of Station Equipment· $1.769.000; 

ACCOunt 571 Maintenance of Overl1ead Unci .. $1,982.100 

Account 572 Maintenance of Underground Unes • $7,100 

Account 573 Maintenance of Miscellaneous Transmission· $8,400 

1.6 Eledri( Distribution 

Electric distribution expenses are those incurred in operating and maintaining the 

company's electric distribution system. These costs include tabor. material, engineering, 
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supervision. and other expenses assOCiated with the operation and maintenance of distribution 

substations and structures. overhead and undergrOund lines. and associated equipment. . 

SDG&E and DRA both estimated the distribution accOunts based on 1988 recorded 

expenses. 

1.6.1 Operation, Supervision, and Engineerine 

SOO&E requested $3.773.700 lor test year 1993. The company adjusted baseline 

1988 recorded expenSes by including $290,000 transferred from custOmer accountS, $241,500 

fOJ project management specialist training classes, $588.600 (or increased information serviCes 

usage and Jabor, and $1.175.100 lor DistributiOn Planning and Scheduling System (DPSS) 

enhancementS. AccOrding to the company, these enhancements wi1l anow the completUul O(a 

project to interface PG&Ws two primary automated distribution p1anning systems: DP5S and 

the Distribution Facilities Information System (DFIS). 

DRA's estimate is $2.598.600 reflecting DRA's suggestion that increases related to 

DPSS enhancementS nOt be allowed. DRA argues that SDG&E has not suffiCiently 

documented the benefits of the interface project. The settlement adopts the figure of 

$3,187,000. a figure that includes one·half of SOO&E's estimate for DPSS enhancementS. 

AccOrding to SDG&E. the Distribution Planning and Scheduling System provides a 

coJTU1lOn information base to be used by management planners. designers. and construction 

personnel. DPSS is a totally integrated management system that supports work ord~r 

development, construction, maintenance, and project accounting for electric and gas 

distribution activities. The system also automates major pOrtions of the planning. cOst 

estimating, scheduling, tracking, repOrting. cost analysis. and performance measurement 

processes. The Distribution Facilities Information System is another data base system 

designed to provide timely, accurate information concerning the company's distribution 

system. DFIS produces electric maps from the data base as wen as perfonning engineering 

and property accounting functions. 



The purpOse of DPSS is 10 work with the DFIS to assure more efficient utilization'or 

SDG&E's existing distribution network. SDO&E states that its primary goal in using DPSS 

is to reduce itS capital expenditureS. 
SDG&E began installing the DPSS system in 1989. early in the SeE merger prOcess. 

It discontinued DPSS activities while the merger was pending. Through a data request, DRA 

asked the company tot a cost-benefit analysis justifying the DPSS enhancementS it nOw is 

requesting. In respOnse. SOO&E produced a 1986 cost-benefit analysis (or the DPSS ptojecl 

According to ORA. this analysis did not assume any pOst-implementation cost. ORA argues 

that in light of all of the changes experienced by SDG&E since 1986. the cost-effectiveneSs 

analysis is seriously out of date. Although the company has provided a description of its. 

goals in implementing the OPSS enhancements. it has not offered ittformation sufficient to 

overcome the legitimate Concerns raised by ORA. 

1.6.2 Account 581 Load Dispatchine. 
This account includes the cost of laOOr. materials used. and expenses incurred in load 

dispatching operations pertaining t6 the disttlbution of electricity. In their testimony. SDO&E 

and DRA agree that expenses during the test yeat (or this pwposes should be forecast to be 

$856.100. This is derived from a 1988 base of $881.700 and a downward adjustInent ot 
$25.600. The adjustment reflects the elimination of twO supervisors in distribution control 

and an inCl'ease of $12.500 for the operations pOrtion o( a switching center operator. The 

settlement adopts the uncontested figure. 

1.'.3 Account 582 Station Expenses 
This account includes the cost of labOr. materials used. and expenses incurred in the 

operation of disuibution substations and switthing stations. SDO&B"s estimate of $2.522,500 

is derived frorothe 1988 base of $1.846.300 and three adjustments. totaling $676.200: 

increased hazardous waste handling costs. additional landscape maintenance cost of substation 

facililies, and a change in accounting related to some capital projects. ORA would reduce 
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this amount by $26i.100 by eliminating increases requested for landscaping and water costs 

and by reducing hazardous waste handling cost/fees by $137.000. 

The Settlement adopts D&Ns estimate of $i,2S9.800. 

1.6.4 Overhead and Under21'ound Line Expenses 

Relying on 1988 recorded data. SDG&E andDRA agree on a test year expense 

forecast of $1.638,100 (or overhead line expenses and $1.260.100 (01' underground line 

expenses. The settling parties adopt these uncontested figures. 

1.6.5 Account 585 Streetlighting and Signal System ExOtnses 

Functions charged to this account include patrolling (or streetlight lamp outages. lamp 

ieplacements. and glassware replacements. The uncontested estimate cOntained in ooth 

SOO&E and DRA·s testimony is $216,100. This amount has been reflected in the settlement 
as well. 

1.6.6 Account 586 Meter Expenses 

This accOunt includes the cost of labor. materials used, and expenses incurred in 

removing. resetting. and relocating meters and equipment.. as well as cOst incurred (or meter 
tests, meter records, and tum-Ons and shut-offs. SDG&E has retied on 1988 recorded 

expenses. with adjustments. concluding that 1993 test year expenses should be $3.532.200. 

The adjustments to the 1988 figures are intended to reflect the impact of customer growth. 

changes in the meter testing area, expanding programs to enhance custOmer satisfaction. and 

implementatiOn of a field 6rder cOntrol system. DRA Opposed the inclusion of twO items 

totaling $302,600: expenses related to the Field Service System and improvements designed 

to provide two-hour appOintment windows for Tum-On-Meter workers. 

According to DRA. the purpOse of the Fieki Service System is to place mobile data . 

units in company vehicles to allow SDG&B field personnel to quickly and mOre easily 

communicate their capability to initiate and close orders. Expenses related to this program 

which are included in Account 586 are only a small p6rtion of a total program CO~t. most of 
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which would be capitalized. oRA reports that during a field investigation in January 1992 
SDG&E acknowledgerl that this project is still in the developmental stage and that the 

cOmpany is still trying to determine if it wants to continue with the project. 

The additional Tum-On-Meter workers would be added t6 allow (ot the scheduling of 

appointments within a two-hour period. SOO&E repOrtS that surveyS indicate their customers 

want this service improvement ORA reports. however. that it reviewed available survey 

results and found no indication that customers had even mentionerl such a feature. ORA 

argues that the highest customer concern is for the reduction Of rates and that accordingly. the 

request for additional Tum-On-Meter workerS should be denied. 

The settlement would adopt ORA's eStimates for Account 586. Due to the company's 

apparent uncertainty concerning the Field Service System. it is reasonable 10 delete the 

company"s currently requested funding. Although the record also supports denial of 

SDG&E's initial request for additional Tum-On-Meter workerS. we remain concerned that the 

company not be detti1'ed from taking relatively low-cost steps that are likely to improve 

service. We anticipate that the company and ORA w1n reConsider this proposal in the context 

of SDG&E's next general rate case. 
1.6.7 Account 587 Customer InSialiadon Expenses 

This account includes costs related to investigating service complaints and tendering 

services to customers. ORA and SOG&E have bOth relied on adjusted 1988 recorded costs to 

produce an estimate of $1,926.700. The adjustmentS prirriarily reflect costs related to staffing 

an electrOmagnetic fields (EMF) centet. The purpOse of this center is to respond to iequests 

of SOG&E"s customerS (or intonnation on EMF-related issues. The nine part-time EMF 

representatives and one lull-time scheduler assigned to this centd (ollow up leads generated 

by customer cOntact employees by making field visits. taking EMF measurements. and 

discussing issues and findings with customers. The proposed budget also reflects an upward 
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adjustment Of $41,500 to accommodate customer growth .. For the purposes of this settlement, 
the parties adopt this uncontested estimate. 

1.6.8 Account S88 Miscellaneous Distribution Expenses 

This account includes all cOsts incurred in the preparatiOn and" preservation of maps 

and records of the company's electric distribution system. The settlement adopts SDG&E's 

1993 test year estimate fot this aCCOunt of $4,926.400. In the 1988 base year. a cost in "this 

account would heavily be affected by conversions to the DFIS system. In order 10 develop a 

more typical year's budget, SDG&E relied upon 1991 recorded expenses, adjusted upward to 

reflect enhancements to DFIS and the implementation of an Outage Managenient System 

(OMS). 

In its testimony, DRA proposed removing expenses related to OMS and the DFIS 

system enhancements. totaling $793,200. DRA's concerns related to" DFIS enhancement 

expenses seems to stem from the staff's assumption that DFIS and DPSS are interdependent 

systems. In that DRA suggested that DPSS-related costs be excluded from Account S8O, it 

has also proposed disallowance of DFIS enhancement costs here. SDG&E algues. however, 

that while the twO prOgrams are complementary. they ate nOt interdependent. SDG&E's 

witness Lee Schavrien stated, at Tr. pp. 351 and 352, as follows: 

nThe DFIS project has betn around fot a long time and it's essentially an 
electronic mapping project, mapping out the streets, the services that are 
available and underground services and the overhead services. 

"The DPSS pr~ject Is essentially a work order project for diStIibuting project 
work orders fot either new service or maintenance that lacilitates thal The 
DPSS pr~ject uses information from the DFIS. but is not dependent on it. It 
helps facilitate the infonnation faster. 

"So they ate distinctly two diffeient projects and they distinclly have two 
separate enhancement ptograms that link together for certain projects Or issues 
that have to be that way.n 

Soo&8's funding request for the OMS has both an expense a.nd a capital cOmpOnent. 

Within Account 588, SDG&E includes $353.100 (or the OMS system. In addition, SDG&E 
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would boOk $2.018.000 as a plant addition in 1993. Testifying (or SDG&E, Michael E. 

McNabb states that: 

"This project will enable infottrtati6n to be processed taster during system 
disturbances, allowing mOte efficient management of company reSOurces and· 
reducing restoration times. One of the major issues with Our customers, 
particularly cOn'unercia)findustrial customers. is the need to have information 
during system Outages. oMS will help uS meet this corporate goal ..... 

Testifying On behalf of DRA, Clayton K. Tang cOmmentS that: 

"SDG&E predictS that this project will reduce the average outage by about S to 
10 minutes. Yet a recent survey showed that SDG&Ets customers ate already 
quite satisfied with SDG&E·s level of reliability. ORA believes that the 
project is unnecessary at this time: 

While asserung that OMS will enabJe the company to process infonnation faster 

during system disturbances. Mr. McNabb and the company had provided the Commission 

with nO evidence demonstrating how the system would deliver itS promise. The C6mpany 

asserts that the need (or better inforrt1a.tion during a system outage is acutely felt by at least 

some of its cuStomers. The company's own survey results did nOt seem to suppOrt that 

conclusion. SDG&E claims that OMS will help the company meet its c()Jporate goal of 

improving service to customers, but does n6t provide information which will help the 

commission determine whether this particular program is a cost-effective way to improve 

service to customers. 

We want to fmd ways to encourage the company to improve its service wherevei It is 
reasonable and cost-effective to do SO. With the limited information provided to the 

Commission, the OMS program sounds like a promising addition. However. OMS does not 

represent an insignificant expenditure. Over three years, the program would incur expenses of 

approXimately $1 million while adding over $2 million to the companyts rate base. 

Hopefully. the company has done a more complete job o( satisfying itself that c(lrrtmitment to 
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the OMS ptogram is wonhwhire. We would expeCt the ~()mpany to make an equally 

convincing showing to this Col1U1'lission when asking (0 pass those costs through rates. 

1.6.9 Rents 

The settlement adopts the uncontested SOG&E 1993 test year estimate of $113.300 (or 

tents related to properties used. occupied Or operated in connection with the distribution 

system. 

1.6.10 Accounts 590 (0 598 Maintenance 

The settlement adopts the uncontested eStimate of $323.500 for expenses in Account 

590. related to maintenance. supervision. and engineering. In addition. it adopts the 

uncontested estimate of $40.900 for the cost of labor. materials used, and expenSes incWrtd 

in the maintenance of strucrnres as refltcted in Account .$91. 

SDG&E requests $1,588.600 for the cost of labor. materials used. and expenses 

incurred in maintaining station equipment as recorded in Account 592. This estimate is 

derived from a 1988 base of $1,351.800 and an adjustment of $230.800 fot system growth. 

Mr. McNabb, testifying (or SDG&E. states that: 

"Growth was calculated by determining the increase in the number of breakers 
in service (rom 1988 to 1990. The number of distribution breakers in service 
was selected ~ause they are a gOOd indicator of the overalJ requirement Cot 
distribution substation maintenance. Yearly compounded growth of 3.2% was 
applied to the five-year period (rom 1988 to 1993 (or an overall growth of 
17%." 

ORA originally propOsed adopting a budget of $1,lSi,800. The difference is due to 

ORA·s removal of increases requested {or growth. ORA argued that historical expenses from 

1984 to 1988 suggest that this account does nOt track with system growth. On that basis. 

ORA reconunended use of 1988 recorded expenses. 

For the purposes of the settIemen~ the parties adopt of DRA ·s recommended expense 

level. 
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SDG&E propO~ed an expense level of $8,174,100 for overhead line maintenance 

expenses. ORA originally propOsed adjusting this amount by $702,200 to reflect the iemoval 

of increases requested lor additional tree trimming ($451.300), a correction to a mathematical 

estimate for damage caused by the general public ($62.800). and an adjustment 0( estimated 

maintenance aSSociated with capital ($188,100). 
The settlement adopts an expense level of $8.486.000. This amount reflects SOO&E's 

estiinate. adjusted as propOsed by ORA with the exception of approximately one-half of me 

funding request related to additional tree trimming. The settling parties explain that DRA's 

origtn31 propOsal contained an error. With reSpect to tree trimming, SOO&E states that it was 
seeking to maintain a two-year trlnuning cycle. One-half of the funding request is included 

in the Settlement agreement t6 facilitate this cycle. 
SOG&E requests $3.96S,200 for maintenance of underground lines (Accouni S94)~ 

The company states that it derives this eStimate from a 1988 base of $2,155,600 and net 

adjustmentS totaling $1.809.600. Most of the increase from base year expenses reflects a new 

strategy tor preventive maintenance of underground distribution lines. Historically. SOO&B 

performs preventive maintenance activities On a ten-year cycle, resulting in base year 
expenses 6f $631,900. The company prOpOses changing to a three·year preventive 

maintenance cycle. resulting in test year expenses of $2,326,300 (an increase of $1.694,4(0). 

ORA suggests that a change from a ten-year cycle to a three-year cycle is "tOO drastic 

a change to be taken at once.· ORA instead suggests a more moderate change to a six-year 
inspection cycle, resulting in a preventive maintenance budget of $1,240,300. Mi. McNabb, 

testifying for the company. states mat: 
"Experience with this lengthy cycle has taught us that a ten·year interval is far 
too long to maintain the system in proper operating condition. Extensive and 
unrepairabte corrosion is a major issue." 

SDG&B hopes that this change will reduce capital cost {or replacement equipment and 

contribute to the corporate goal of improved electric reliability by reducing outages. 
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However, SDG&E acknowledges that it cannOt predict the extent to which outages will be . 

reduCed as a result of theSe increased maintenance activities. 

For the purposes of the Settlement. parties adopt an expense level of $3,192,()O(), 

refleCting a resolution of the pttventive maintenance question that lies somewhere between 

SDG&B's proposed new three-year cycle and DRA's proposed alternative six-)'eat cycle. 

This reflects bOth the uncertainty as to the appropriate preventive maintenance cycle to. adopt 

and the need to leSt the results of an accelerated pteventive maintenance program befote 

reaching a conclusion abOut the ultimate cycle to adopt. As Mt. McNabb testified. the effects 

of changing the pteventive maintenance cycle win not be clear until the fitst new cycle is 

completed. Thus, it is now unlikely that SOO&E will have any significant findings ~o report 

on the effects of its new strategy in time for the next general rate case. We will expect, 

SDG&E to provide a detailed report for the general rate case {ollowing the completion Of the 

newly adopted cycle. 

Account 595 includes the cost of labot. materials used, and expenses incuITed in 

maintaining overhead and underground distribution line trans(onners and voltage regulators. 

SDG&E asked for $590,100 fot the 1993 test year. In the settlement. parties agree t6 adopt 

DRA·s propOsed reduction of $54.000 to reflect adjustments in Account 594 for the 

preventive maintenance schedule. 

SDG&B and DRA agree that $241,900 should be included (or expenses in ACCOunt 

596, related to the cost of maintaIning equipment use fot public street and highway lighting 

systems. This uncontested figure is refletted in the settlement prOpOsal as well. 

The parties also agree on fotecasts for COsts related to maintenance 0( meters 

($907,800). and maintenance of nUscellaneous distribution plant ($30,100). These amounts 

have been reflected in the settlement propOsal. 
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1.7 Customer Accounting and CollectIons 
As the settling parties explain in the joint comparison exhibit. customer accounting 

and collection expenses include ainOunts related to activities such as: meter readingt billing. 

processing of an accounting fot customer payments, handling customer otders. prOcess~ng 
customer telephone inquiries. collections. and meter revenue protection. Postal expenses 

inturred in the mailing of customer bills and uncollectible write·6tfs are also included In this 

group of accounts. Costs ate estimated on a total company basis. then allocated to electric 

operations. gaS operations. and steam operations baSed on the number of customers in tach 

department, with extra weight being given to custoniers requiring special handling. The 

electric department allocation is estimated to be 64.73% for test year 1993. The allocations. 

for gas and steam departments during the test year are estimated to be 35.26% and 0.01 %, 

respeCtively. 

1.7.1 Acrount 901 Superviston 
SDG&E used 1988 recorded expenses of $32i.OOO to derive at a 1993 test year 

estimate of $288.000 for this account Adjustments to this baSe inClude an increase of 

$30,000 for customer growth net of productivity and a decrease of $64.000 due lottaJ1sferS to 

the gas and electric transmiSSion and distribution accounrs.- DRA recommends that the 

$26,200 propOsed (or customer growth net at productivity be excluded as unjustified because 

supervision at the Account 901 level does nOt vary dirtctly with changes in customer 

accounts. For the purpOses of the seulement, the parties agree to adopt DRAts adjustmenl 

1.7.2 Acrounf 901 Meter Readinc 

SOO&E·s test year estimate of $4,934,000 (ot this account is derived by adjusting the 

1988 recorded expense of $3.390.000 by including an increase of $41S.000 (or customer 

growth net o( productivity. an incruse of $2S3.()()() fot the replacement of the existing hand

held meter reading system and its associated data processing costs. an increase of $18.000 to 

provide mechanized reading capability (or the internal data prOcessOrs now being used, an 
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increase of $220,000 (or meter reading staff support and auditing. sUIVeyrng and reroutmgof 

accounts, an increase of $58,000 (or the initial phases of m6ving to an automated meter 

reading system, and a decrease of $21,000 (or transfers to Account 901. . DRA tecotlirJ'lended 

it reduction of $382,490 for SCHne 6f the projectS because of appaient overlap between the 

specific projects and others which would nonnaIly be funded within the gtoWlh.just;fied 

increase. The settlement includes it ttcon'U1letKiation that a figure of $4,114.000 be adopted. 

This account includes labot and other COsts assOciated with answering customer • 

telephone inquirIes concerning applications for service, disconnections. transfers, meter testS, 

COntracts. collectiOns. and billings. SDG&E relies on 1988 recorded expenses of $6,112.000 

in reaching its 1993 test year estimate of $8.850.000. Adjustments to the 1988 base Include 

an increase of $820.000 (ot customer growth. an increase Of $406.000 for upgrading and 

training of telephone center personnel, an increase of $198,000 (or 24·hQur operation of the 

telephone c\!nter, an increaSe of $1,233.000 (or the implementation of new custOmer serVice 

programs. an increase of $269.000 In data processing Costs in excess ot the customer growth 

component, and a decrease of $188.000 (or transfers to the gas and electric transmission aDd 

distribution acCounts. 

ORA recorrunends excluding $1.151.600 from SDG&E's forecast The staff argues 

that 'The growth (actor less productivity is not appropriate for Account 903."- It is nOt cleat 

what was meant by this argument and DRA provided nO additional discussiOn to explain its 

point In addition, DRA argues that SOO&E's estimate includes a duplicative $19,800 

~ expenditure (or a new business office proposed for Encinitas. Further. DRA would disallow 

$66.700 for a custOmer services recotds update program that it argues sh6uI.d be c6risidettd in 

Account 903.4. Finally. ORA prop6ses that SDG&E's requested (unding for 24·hour 

customer service nOt be allowed. 

DRA argues that 24·hour customer service is nOt justified fot this gas and electric 

utility. DRA argues: 
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"Danks and groceries have 24-hour customer servi~e as a markeling program to . 
attract custOmers from other banks. SDG&EcustoJilers cali choose between 
hundteds of banks. but 6n1y One energy utility. Customer service needs from 
enetgy utilities 15 quite different from other industries having greater customer 
contact like banks and groceries. The customer service survey which intends to 
measure customer satisfaction is subject to interpretation. and ORA 
recon\r1lends that SDG&E not add costly programs simply because some 
customers polled indicate that the item would belike to have. II 

The proposed Settlement adopts a budget of $8.430.000 fOr this aCcOunt. dismissing the 
.. differences in positions between SDG&E and DRA as being "based largely on a dispute over 

estimating methodology." 

1.7.4 Account 903.2 Credit Management 

SDG&E and DRA agree that it is teasonableto fotecastexpenses of $455.000 during 

the test year. 

1.7.5 Acrount 903.3 Collections 

SDG&E telied on the 1988 recorded expense of $1,759.000 in deriving its test year 

estimate of $2,2i7.000. DRA agrees with this estimate .. In addition. DRA recommends 

continued participation by SDG&B in the California Utility Exchange (CUE). a joint project 

among California enetgy utilities to maintain a cotnn\()n data baSe of new customers and 

delinquent customers (or all utilities. SDd&E. Southern California Edison. Los Angeles 

Department of Water and Power. Pacific Gas and Electric Company. and Southern California 

Gas Company are major participants in the CUE project ORA repOrts that SDG&E haS its 

own internal customer matching program that tdentifies customers who have relocated Within 

the SDG&E service area without paying a closing bill. The staff argues thai although. 

SDO&Ets internal program reduces the potential benefit from the CUE participation. SDG&E 

should continue to participate in the CUE project providing that it is generally cost-effective. 

Continuing participation by SDG&B will a1so benefit other CUE participants by improving 

the infonnation base. 
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The settlement adopts the uncontested test year (orecast for this account. In additi6n. 

the settling parties agtee to continue participation by SDG&E in the CUE program. providing 

that it remains cost-effective. 

1.7.6 Account 9O~.4 Customer Payments 

The settlement adopts DRA's estimate of $1.199.000 for this account. This represents 

a $43.175 reduction o{SDG&E'S proposed budget of $I,242,()()() due to customer service 

representative salary upgrades which DRA argues should have been included in growth. , 

projections. . ..,. 

1.1.7 Account 903.5 Billing and B06kkeepine 

The settlement adopts SDG&E's estimate of test year expenses totaling $2.055.{)()(). 

DRA had argued in its testimony that $233.675 in savings resulting from newly capitalized 

projects were not reflected in SOO&E's estimate. SDG&E argues to the c6ntrary. 

Joel Lubin. testifying for DRA. states that savings resulting from newly capitalized 

projects ate not included. but never explains how he reached thal conclusion. In the jOYtt 

comparison exhibit. SDG&B simply responds that its estimate "d6es reflect savings (tOm 

newly capitalized projects." However, SDG&E provides noevidenct to suppOrt this 

conclusion. 

1.7.8 Account 903.6 Data Processine. 

This acCount reflects costS assOCiated with the use of computers by customer service 

personnel to keep track of customer accounts. recordS. and collections. SDG&E proposed 

adjusting the 1988 recorded expense of $1,795.000 to reflect customet growth by adding 

$177.000 to the forecast (or this account For the purposes of the settlement. the parties . 

agreed to stick with the 1988 recorded expense level as was adv6Cated by DRA in itS origina1 

testimony. 



1.7.9 Account 903.7 Posta2e 

The postage costs reflected in this account relate to the mailing of custOmer bills. 

cOllection notices. and other correspondence. Without explaining how it derived that nurnbet. 

SDG&E has requested $2.442.000 (or pOstage. The settling parties agreed to adopt ORA·s 

reconunended postage level of $2.358.()()(). In support of this recommendation. the senling 
parties included a table derrtOnsttating how the postage estimateS were caJculated~ This table 

~~ilcluded as Appendix C to the settlement agreement. The record suppOrts ad6ptionof a 

company-wide estimate of pOstage expenses equaling $3.643.044. 

1.7.10 Account 903.8 Energy Theft 

Costs included in this account relate to the investigation and proSecution of energy 

theft caSes. SOO&E proposed adjusting the 1988 tecotded expense of $213.000 to reflect 

customer growth. resulting in a 1993 estimate 0( $237,000 (or this account. oRA 

recommends simply carrying forward the 1988 recorded expense level. arguing that these 

expens.es do not vary directly based on the number of customers. The settlement adopts 

ORA·5 position. 

1.7.11 Account 903.9 CuStomer senice Conservation LIRA Pro2rams 

SDG&E asks for $33~.OOO and states that this estimate was developed "on a ptOgfam

by-program basis." For the puipOses of the sett1ement. the parties have agreed tMt these 

expenses would be deferred fot review in the reasonableness portion of the ECAC and 

Biennial Cost Allocation p~etdings (BCAP). 

1.7.12 Account 9()4 Uncollectible ActOirnts 
SDG&E deveJoped a 1993 estimate or $2.932.000 by applying an uncollectible (actor 

of 0.287% to the estimated revenues. The uncollectible rate is developed by use olan 
econometric model. DRA recommends using a rate of 0.274% which it states reflects 

indusion of year-end 1991 data in the tompanfs model. The settlement includes a 

recommendation that ORA's uncollectible rate be applied. ptoducing an expected uncollectible 
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expense. for 1993 of $2.578.()()(). In that DRA's recommendation is based on mott rectl'lt' 

data, the t~ord suppertsthe adoption of this approach. 

1.7.13 Account 90S Miscellaneous CustOnier Accounts Expense 

This account covers expenses not provided for elsewhere. In Its testimony, SOO&E 

forecastS expenses of $89,000. without identifying what these expenses are. The sole suppOrt 

for SDG&E's pOsition is that its recorded expenses in 1988 were $80.000. ORA reCommends 

that the 1988 recorded expenst level be carried forward without a.djustments to reflect 

customer growth. This approach is adopted in the settlement as wetl. 

1.S Electric Marketing Expense 
SDG&E's initial estimate for expenses in its marketing accounts tOtals $46.843,000. 

These expenses can be divided intO three main categories: (1) OSM. (2) energy seivices. and 

_ (3) electric vehicles. Expenses related to DSM programs were not part of the settlement 

agtetmenl The settling parties have agreed to defer consideration of EV electrIc vehlcle 

marketing program costs to the low errussion Vehicle investigatiOn, I.91·1O-029.The 

diScussion, here, is limited to Account 912 as it relates to SDG&E·s Major AccOtnt 

Executive program. 
SDO&B assigns account executives to major commercial and industrial cust6rriers to . 

provide assistance with all their energy service needs. In the past. SDG&E has allocated 

what it considers to be an appropriate portion of these expenSts to its DSM program accounts. 

The activities at issue include providing customers with assislance related to billing and rate 

questions as wen as advice about business operations affecting energy usage. assisting 

governmental customers with all energy services. and assisting customers with power quality 

problems and analyses. Support activities for these efforts ate also included. 

The company reports that it has provided these services to customers for sevetaJ years. 

In the public participation hearings held in this docket, numerous representatives of businesses 

in SDG&E's serviCe territory provided testimonials praising the account executive ptogram. 
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The company proposes a budget fot 1993 comparable to what it expects its actual exPenses to 

be {or this program in 1992. 

In its testimony. DRA argued that the cost of providing special auention to particulat 

customers should not be bome by ratepayers. In addition, DRA points oul that simlIat . 

activities are already funded by ratepayers either through the DSM programs (energy iS$ues) 

or through custOmer accounts (billing and rate issues). "ORA thinks this special attention is 

ptovided to enhance pUblic relations or elicit gOOd will rather than to merely provide 

informational services. The Commission has consistently rejected requests {ot ratepayer 

funding 0( activities designed to enhance public relations ortlicit good will." DRA cites 

0.84902 (78 CPUC 638) (or the proposition that the cominission disallows public relation 

expenses which. am6r'lg other things. cannot be shOwn to enCOurage "the mote efficient· 

operation of the utility's plan~ the J1l()re efficient use Or preSents SeNices.ot the conservation 

of energy or natural tesources. or preSent accurate information on the econoinical purchaSe. 

maintenance, or effective use of electrical or gas supplies Or devices'- On this basis. ORA 

suggests that the only legitimate expenses of this nature would be related to conservation 

activities and that expenses for such activities should be reflected in OSM accounts. Thus, 

DRA recomtr'lends that the Account Executive program expenses listed in Account 912 be 

disallowed (or ratemaJdng purpOses. 

In the settlement agreement. the parties propOse that SDG&E receive revenue 

requirement including $1,620,000 for the Major Account Executive program. In support of 

the settlement. the parties argue that 1n 1987. when SDG&E created its major accounts 

marketing st(tion. that section had as its primary objective preventing bypass by large 

customers. A p6rUon of the COsts of such services were charged to Account 912. They 

repOrt that as SDG&E's rates have decreased and OSM programs expenditures have 

increased, the focus of Account 912 expenses has become resolving bi1l inquiries and 

providing other customer services {or SDG&E's large customers. While these expenses ate 
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not part of SDG&E·s DSM programs, SDG&E's request (or funding through Account 91i 

rather than Account 903 led to the impression that these expenses are related to DSM 

programs. The parties argue that in tact they are not related to DSM. Given lhecurtent 

focus of energy activities, the settling panies agree that fot Cuture periods. SDG&E win 

charge the costs of customer service for large custOmers to AccOunt 903. 

1.9 AdminIstrative and General 

A&G expenses are thoSe that are nOt easily attributable to specific functional areas. 

Such costs ate recorded in FERC ACCOunts 920 through 935 and subSequently allocated to 
electric, gas, and steam departments. They include the majority of salaries and expenses of 

general office personnel, including officers. not chargeable to a specific functional area. 

A&G accounts include charges for insurance, casualty payments. consultant fees, employee 

pensions and benefits. franchise tequirenlelltS, research and development expenses, general 

office rents and maintenance, regulatory expenses, association dues, and securities and bank 

expenses. For mOst A&G accounts, the parties have relied On what they describe as a widely 

accepted method tor deriving the allocation percentages to apply to the distribution of A&G 

expenses. resulting in an allocation of 74.56% to electric. 25.19% to gas. and 0.25% to steam. 

The exceptions are expenses in Account 925 (injuries and damages) which are allocated based 

oil a historical trend of direct charges to each department, and Account 926 (employee 

pensions and benefits) which are allocated on the basis of direct operating and maintenance 

labor. 

1.9.1 Account 920 A&G Salaries 

Account 920 includes salaries and compensation (or employees of all organizations 

that are not specifically provided tor in other functional aCcounts. Starting with 1988 

recorded expenses, SDO&B states that it flISt subtracted $1,400,000 to reflect "accounting 

adjustments and non-A&G charging- and then added $980,000 for positions that were "added 

in resource planning, pricing, legal. and human service areas reflecting new functions and 
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regulatory requirements." The total proposed budget estimate is $19.333,000. SOd&E has 

not provided evidence as to how many positions it is adding under any of the listed 

categories. how much the new employees will be paid. or why an)' and all Of the new 
pOsitions are necessary. This account alsO would include funds for a long-teint incentive 

compensation plan ($714.000). an executive incentive compensation (S,103.000). and a. senior 

management incentive compensation plan ($2iO.OOO). 
DRA recommends an eleCtric departnlent Account 920 expense level of $17.653.(I()O. 

reflecting a difference of $1.680.000. This difference results from ORA's proposal that all 

expenSes related to incentive compensation program plans be borne by shareholders. not 

ratepayers. In addition. DRA would disallow $43.000 which is designated to teflect merger· 

related Jabor. For the pwpOses of the Settlement. the parties propose removing (rOni the 

Account 9iO fortcast all costs related to the Long-term Incentive Compensation and 

EXecutive Incerltive Compensation Plans. The proposed settlement does include revenues for 

the Senior Management Incentive COmpensation Plan (apparently. at a level of $127.000). 

1.9.2 ~trount 911 office Supplies and Expenses 

SDG&E seeks $10,089,000 for offICe supplies and expenses that are not specifically 

provided (ot in other functional accountS. The company developed its estimate starting with 

1988 recorded expenses which are fust reduced by $t.400,OOO to tefltct accounting 

adjustments (which are never explained) and then increased by $2.570.000 (ot increaSed 

expenses "primarily for infonnation systems staff and related expenses of new personnel... n 

The nature of these expenses is also nevet explained. ORA is 6t the opinion thai theft is a 

close relationship between expenditures for salaries (reflected in Account 920) and those for 

o(fice supplies and expenses (as reflected in this account}. The staff found that on average. 

over a five-year period. the office supplies and expense level has equaJed 52% of the A&O 

salary expense level reflected in Account 920. Applying this ratio. DRA derived a forecast 

expense level rot Account 921 equal to $9.194.000 ($895.000 less than SDG&B's estimate). 
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SDG&E and DRA disagree on the use of this met1!ooo)ogy. The settlement propoSes 

adoption of $9.627,000. reflecting a compromise between the original positions of the p'arties. 

1.9.3 Account 921 A&G ExpenSeS Transfer.Credit 

This account captutes the pOrtion Of expenses recorded in Accounts 9io. 921. and 926 

that is transferred to construction. For the purpOses of determining these transfers, an" annual 

study is undertaken in accordance with the FERC Unitonn System of Accounts .. SOOkB 

proposes using 1988 transfer rates, 14% (or nonbeneflts and 38%fot employee pensions and 

benefits, to project 1991 to 1993 Account 922 amounts. The resulting electric department 

credit is estimated to total $14,158.000 in 1993. DRA agrees with the use of this 

methodOlogy, and that agreement is reflected in the settlement as well. However, the final 

number is related to amounts otherwise adopted for Accounts 920. 921. and 926. 

1.9.4 Account 923 Outside Services 
The settlement ptoposes adoption of the uncontesttd forecast of $4,194,000 (or . 

expenses related to profeSsional consultants and others (such as accountants, auditors. 

actuaries. and lawyers) (or general services not specifically applicable to other accounts .. The 

settlement adopts SDG&Ets unContested estimate of $4.194,000 (or test year 1993. 

1.9.5 Account 914 Property Insurance 
This account includes amounts (ot the amortization of premiums (Or both general and 

nuclear insurance pOlicies. such as (or flie, storm, and explosions, and to cover losses o( 

uninsured property. WithOut explanation, Soo&E offers its estimate of $4,296.000 for 1993,. 

ORA based its estimate of $3,497.000 (or this account 6n an eight-year average. DRA cites 

the cyclical nature o( insurance premium expense as suppOrting an averaging approach. 

The settlement adopts a budget of $3,797.000 be adopted for Account 924. 

1,9.6 Account 92S Injuries and Damages 
This account includes amounts teserved for uninsured losses and the amortized costs 

of insurance premiums for coverage of losses incurred through claims. and suits for injuries 
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and damages to people and property. sOO&E testifies that lhe account was (orecasttlsing 

individual policy premium projections lor comprehensive and public liability insurance and 

legal and settlement costs related to historical and known injury and damage claims. The 

resulting forecast is $8.590.000. 
DRA agrees with SDG&E·s estimates except with respect to directors' and officers" 

liability insurance coverage. 
DRA argues that the Commission has in the past charged utilities with making an 

adequate showing as to how this insurance expense should be shared by ratepayers and 

shareholderS. in accordance with the benefits that. historically. were received by each. 

SDG&E has made no such showing in this application. DRA suggests that: 

"This particular expense must be shared. at least equally. between shareh~lderS 
and ratepayers. ORA agrees that this coverage is necessary to attract well 
qualified individuals to serve. bOth on the bOard of directors and as cOrpOrate 
officers. However. ratepayers ate not participants in the selection of theSe . 
individuals and. therefore. can only benefit when a well managed company 
provides them top quality service at reasonable rates. It would be unfair to 
expect SOO&E's ratepayers to totally indemnify the cOnipany, remoVIng the 
need for careful scrutiny and Selectivity among the sharehOlders when choosing 

directors and officers ... " 

DRA's adjustment to this account results in an estimate o( $7,518.000. This is a 

reduction of $1,071.700 for the electric department Nonetheless. the settlement would have 

the commission adopt a forecast equal to that originaUy piopOsed by SDG&E (S8:S90.000). 

The Settling parties argued that the commission approved full recovery of directOrS and 

officers insurance in D.91-12-076 (SCE·s general rate case decision) and that suchittovery 

should be granted here. 
The SCE general rate case decision issued last Decembet did not address the question 

of shared responsibility for directOrs' and officers· insurance. Thus, that decision ptovldes no 

guidance as how to resolve the issue as raised by DRA in this proceeding. SDG&E points 

out that DRA did not oppOse full recovery of directors' and Officers' insurance in the SCB 
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general rate case. SDG&E argues that by not taking issue with DRA's {allure (0 oppose these 

expenditutes. the Commission was implicitly apptoving the full recovery of directors and 

officers insurance. 

It would be most disturbing iftht Col11JTlission were to approve a rate increase based 

simply oJi the fact that DRA has failed to oppose similar tate increases in past proceedings. 

The record in this docket raises A serious pOlicy question which need not be resolved inotder 

for us to approve the settlement. The parties should be aware that an open issue remains as 

to whether or not ratepayers should bear the full costs o( insurance for directors and officers. 

1.9.7 Account 926 Employee Pensions and Benefits 

AccOunt 926 includes premium expenses tor health and welfare programs in excess of 

amounts paid by employees: the company's p6rtion of funds provided (or the SDG&E 

employee savings plan; amounts paid to. fund the company's pension plan. the company's cost 

of life insurance and medical coverage for retired employees; and other employee benefit and 

welfare expenses. 

SDG&Bts benefits program consistS of a pension plan. a savtngs plan, medical and 

dental coverage. life insurance. IOJig·tenndisability protection, and certain mandat6ry benefits 

such as unemployment and disabilhy insurailCe. The company reports that its total cost in 

1990 for discretionary benefits was 9.7% of its straighHime payroll. This. SDG&E atgues. 

was a lower percentage than that for any other eJectric and combined utility company in the 

state. AcCording to SDG&B. it has held its costs below the average partially through a 

greater degree of cost sharing by employees and partialJy by holding the line and benefit 

enhancements. The company implemented a flexible benefits ptogram in 1990. allowing it to 

gain a certain additional amount of cost control. Company·wide, SDG&Ets forecast for 

employee pension and benefit expenses in 1993 is $4~.404.000. 

DRA reconunended a $10,281.000 teductitm 10 this request. This recommendation 

reflects the following conclusions and recommendations: 
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1. Limit Post-retirement Benefits Other Than Pensions (PBOPs) to· 
a pay·as-you-go level. 

2. Adopt ORA i$ tevenue requirement because it reflects the most 
recent recorded premium. budget. claim. and expense data 
available. ORAls te.corrtlTltndations also into.rporate the rOOst 
recent changes in planned design. administration. and actuariaJ 
accounting. ORA argues that the use of mote recent 
intornubon and actual recotded data make its tec61"1'UTIeooation 
mote aCcurate and reliable. 

3. Adopt a medical expense inflation (actor of 0.81 % pet year. 
which is derived by taking an average of expenses historically 
experienced by the company_ ORA argues that this· 
recommendation provides a greater incentive for SDG&E 
management to maintain health cate C(lst increases at its current 
trend levels rather than focusing rate recovery on national trends 
that do not apply to SDG&Eis situation. 

The pOrtion of SDG&E·s requested expense level attributable to electric A&G 

expenses is $29.600.000. ORA's recommendation would resu1t in an electric A8cO expeilse 

of $20.995.000. For the pUlJX)ses of the settlement. the parties propose a forecast expenditure 

of $24.444.000. 
The Settling parties rtpOJt that this figure reflects the PBOP expense level being 

limited to the pay-as-you-go basis, however. it is nOI possible to determine how much of the 

reduction in revenue requirement results from the PBOP pay·as-you-go. basis and how much 

results from the Co.mpromises apparently struck on the other iSsues. 

1.9.8 Account 927 Franchise Requirements 

This account reflects payments to municipal and other goverrunent authorities in 

compliance with franchise, ordinance o.r similar requirements. The settlement reflects the use 

of SOO&E's uJl(ontested approach tor caJculating 1~3 franchise requirements by using the 

otherwise adopted base rate revenues and appropriate franchise fee rates. 
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1.9.9 Account 928 Regulatory Commisston Expense 

This account includes expenses incurred in connection with Connal cases, hearings. and 

investigations before regulatory commissions. SDG&E used 1988 recorded data, Increased 

for additional anticipated regulatory requirements to derive its electric department foretast of 

$4,932,000. DRA proposed a forecast level of $4.444.000, reflecting a difference of 

$488.000. 

For the purposes of the settlement. the parties agree on a forecast of $4.623.000. It is 

appropriate that SDG&E be allowed to recover the cost of intervenor fees through its tue).· 

related balancing accounts in a manner consistent with other major California energy utilities. 

The settlement reflects a reduction for this purpose. 

1.9.10 Account 9i9 Duplicate Charges-Credits 

In this account, SDO&E tracks the costs (or its internal use of electricity. The parties 

agree. through the settlement, to adopt Soo&6's uncOntested (orecast of $1.412.000. 

1.9.11 Account 930 Miscellaneous General ExpenSes 

This account includes research and development expenSes; expenses ielatedto 

securities. such as services for transfer agents. trustees. and stOCk exchange fees~ industry 

association dues and memberships; general advertising~ directOrs' fees and expenses: 

abandoned projects and software development for small projects. 

In the dedsion approving a modified attrition adjustment for 1992 (0.91.10-046). the 

ConurJssion approved a settlement endorsed by the same parties offering a settlement in this 

proceeding. In the modified attritiOn settlement. the parties agreed to a specific funding level 

for RD&D expenses in both 1992 and 1993. Consistent with this agreement. SDO&E . 

requests $6,004.000 for RD&D expenditures in 1993. The company offered extensive. 

explanations of its RD&D plans for 1993 and beyond, and these will be discussed below. 

However. the total forecast for electric department expenses in Account 930 is $ fl.OH.OOO. 
SDG&E has nOt provided a detailed explanation of how it intends to spend the remaining 
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$5.0il.()()() contained in its Account 930 forecast. Nonetheless, for the purposes of the 

settlement. the parties propOse a 1993 forecast of $10.491.000. While nOne of the non· 

RD&O dollars in this account have been justified, certain specific expenditures were 

highlighted in ORA's report. and merit discussion heft. Public telatiOns and advertising 

expenses are tracked in Account 930.12. ORA pOints out that public relatiOns expenses 

(including advertising) have been disallowed by the Commission fot a number of years. ORA 

points out that 0.84902 (78 CPUC 638), dated September 16. 1975, was one or the earliest 

and most detailed of it long list of decisions disallowing these expenses. As DRA states, 

"The conu'nission has repeatedly placed all utilities On notice that a substantial showing is 

requited and must be part of the initial application. if this subject is to be considered. 

SDG&E has made nO such shOwing as part of rhis general rate case. n On this basis. DRA 

recommends disallowing $166.08~ (or the Eleclric Department. 

Fot the purposes of this settlement, the company has agreed with DRA lhatrat~payeis 

should not pay the cost of pension benefits provided to members o( the Board of Directors. 

This is consistent with our conclusions in 0.91·12-076 (the last SCE general rate case 

decision) wherein we stated, ·Pensions for members of Edisonts Board of Directors ate not 

necessaIy and should not be recoveted in rateS: 

According to ORA, SI>G&B is requesting to mover abandonment Cost of $49S,335 

fot test year 1993, to be tracked in AcCount 930.216. The Eltctrlc Department's allocated 

amount for these costs is $369,520. As ORA explains, from time to time utilities stop work 

on minot capital ptOjtcts that have n6t been complettd. Such abandoned projects ate not 

includoo in rate base (where the utility could earn a return on the inveStn'lent) beCause these 

projects have never beCome "used and useful" to ratepayers. DRA explained its pOsition 

concerning the inclusion of such amounts in rates as follOWS: "ORA is opposed co (neluding 

these dollars in this aCCOunt DRA requested frotJl SDO&E a specific list of abandoned 

projects that would meet the criteria set forth in Commission D.89-12-051. These criteria 



A.91·) 1-024.1.92-02-004 COM/DWF!ktw 

must be met before a utility can attempt to recover its C6st fot an abandoned project. 

However, SOO&E's respOnse stated. 'It is SDG&E's position that the minor abandoned 

projects charged to. A&d ate not at an expense level high enough to justify being examined 

individually by the full criteria.' SDG&E then proceeded to discuss projects that had been 

abandoned in 1988. These, obviously, are not the 1993 abandoned projects that SDG&E is 

torecasting in this general rate case. Since SDG&E feels that the expense level is too low to 

justify specification. then it should follow that these expenses do not need 10 be included in 

rates. ORA ttconunends that becauSe SDG&E has failed to meet its burden of proof in this 

matter that the entire amount of $369,520 be disallowed. In this regard. SDG&E's forecast !s 
not only unsupported by the record, it appears to be inconsistent with existing Commission 

policy.n 
ORA also reportS that SDG&E failed to provide any respOnse to the staft's request (or 

infoI'miHion concerning a forecasted level of $267.862 for SONGS-related abandoned projectS. 

SDG&E alsO failed to provide the detail necessary to explain its tequest for "Contributions 

and Oues-Other Common" to be tracked in Subaccount 930.231, with an Electric Department 

allocation o( $IS5,168. In these areas, SOO&B's failure to tnake an affim'lative showing in 

this record is compounded by its apparent (ailure to provide adequate detail in response to 

DRA·s data request 

In 1991. SDG&B chOse to discontinue paying dues to the Electric Power Research 

Institute (EPRI). As part 0( its filing in last year's modified attrition proceeding, SOO&B 

indicated that it wished to reinstitute EPRI funding during 199i. In the settlement that was 

approved in 0.91-10-046, the parties agreed to an EPRI funding level of $3.600.000 (in. 1992 

dollars). reflecting $3,500,000 in dues and $100,000 for participation 10 technology transfer. 

The modified attrition settling parties agreed that SDG&H must return to ratepayers any 

portions of that $3,600.000 amount liot paid to EPRI during 1992. It was also agreed that the 

need to return such fonds would be determined in this general rate case . 

• S4-



A.9i-1 1-024. 1.92·()i·OO4 COM/DWFMw 

The parties to the settlement in this ptocetding hav~ made no reference to this refund 

provision. At the same time, SDG&E projects a 1992 EPRl dues level of $).023.000. which 

is $577,000 less than was allocated (or that purpOse in the modified attrition decision last 

year. Since the end of 1992 is yet to airlve, it is too soon to determine whether Or not the 

projected level of EPRI dues will be achieved. As part of this decision. we will direct 

SDG&B to report on its actual 1992 EPRI dues and to account (or any allocated funds in its 

next attrition filing. 
1.9.11.1 Research Development and Demonstration Fund 

In the settlement among the parties to laSt year"s mOdified attrition proceeding (as 

approved in 0.91-10-(46) the parties agreed that the total 1992 ptoposed revenues (or RD&D 

shouJd be $7.0 miIJioil {in 1992 dollars), exclusive of franchise fees and uncollectible 

expense. Of this amount. $3.5 million represents EPRI membership fees aM $100.000 

represents the cOst for participation in technology transfer. What remains is a $3.4 million 

budget for specific RD&D programs. One condition of the settlement in the modifitd 

attrition proceeding is that SDG&E·s RD&O programs and expenditures (or test year 1993 

would be the same as those in 1992 plus an inflation adjustment For the purposes of itS 

application in this proceeding. SDG&E states that it established a 1993 test year budget of 

$6.004.000 (1988 dollars) for RD&D activities -as agreed in the 199i modified attrition 

settlement- The settlement agreement in this proceeding would have the cOmrrUssion adopt 

this $6 million figuie nOt only fot 1993, but for the attrition years of 1994 and 1995 as well. 

The settlement agreement was silent as. to the programs that would be funded through this 

budget 
In the Comparison Exhibi~ in response to an inquiry from the AU. the parties at fIrsl 

indicated that they intended for SDO&E to continue with the ptograms approved in the 

modified attrition decision. Then. SDG&E repOrted that it was willing to accept a series of 

reconunendations included in the repOrt of Jolynne FJores on behalf of ORA. SDG&B 

·55 -



. ,-

••••• 

• 

A.91-J 1-024. 1.92-02-004 COM/DWFlklw 

presented a revised RD&O planning document as part. of its showing in the update hearings. 

The revised pJan includes program changes in respOnse to ORA·s cOncerns but propOses ito. 

change in the level of overaU funding. 

The California Energy Commission, which is nOI a party to the settlenieilt agreement. 

proposes that the Commission approve a larger RD&O budget. directing SDG&E (0 augment 

its plan by including increaSed funding for an advanced gas turbine project and funding tor 

participation in a multi-party solar thenna1 electric project. All of the settling parties op~sed 

the Energy commission's propOsal. 

The Energy Commission repOrted that, to stimulate the development of advanced aeto

derivative gas turbine generators. a number of utilities headed by PG&E have fonned the 

COllaborative utility advanced gas turbine ptoject The project has three sta~es. In Phase 1. 

which is currently underway. proposals have been received (ot engineering and econofuic . 

studies. The studies will be completed in late 1993. Phase 2 win involve the design and 

construction Of a 50 to 200 megawatt demonstration project. Phase 3 will involve the 

construction and operation of a commercial plant The target date for commercialization is 

iOOO but the program could be modified to accelerate develOpment to accommodate the 

neater tenrt needs of the participants. The Energy Commission recommended that Sod&E 

contribute $250,000 in 1993 for Phase 1 of the project (and $500.000 annually in each of 

1994 and 1995 for Phase i). The Energy Commission argued that those amounts are the 

minimum necessary for SDG&E to participate on the steering committee (or both phases of 

the project, to have a vo.te on impOrtant project decisions and to recelve the full benefits of 

the project. 

The Energy commission also recommended SDG&B participation in the Solar 2 
Demonstration Project As the Energy Commission explains. first generation central receiver 

technology has been successfully demonstrated in the So1ar 1 Project headed by SeE and the 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. Solar 1 used water as the heat transfer liquid. 
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Research. development and resting have shown that a molten nitrate salt oUers considerable 

advantages over water. SCE has organized a consoniurn of utilities. and other interested 

parties to conven SOlar 1 intO a 10 MW demonstration project tot themoheil sah technology. 

According t6 the Energy Commission. the purpose of Solar 2 is to teduce·the technical and 

economic risk 6f building commercial site (lOO MW) central receiver plants. The Energy 

Commission estimates that the first 100 MW plant could be brought on line in 1999 61' 2000. 
The Energy Commission recommends that SDG&E provide $1 million {or Solar 2 in 

three annual installments of $333,500 from 1993 through 1995. As with the advanced gas 

turbine project, the Energy Commission believes that this is the minimum level necessary tor 

SDG&E to participate fully in project management so that it can help tailor the projeCt to 

meet its needs and can receive impOrtant benefits. such as rights to the intellectual ptopeny 

produced by the project and any pOwer generated. 

SDG&E has declined to adopt the Energy Cornn'lission"s recommendation aM the 

other signatories to the Settlement agreement have spoken in support 0( the company. 

SDG&B has nOw committed $100,000 from its 1993 RD&D allocation to suppOn its 

involvement in the advanced gas turbine project, and indicates that this level of Involvement 

will be sufficient to assure full participation including voting rights. Consistent with our 

policy of aUowing each utility to maintain discretion over the exact expenditure of RD&D 

funds within the boundaries of certain guidelines. we will nOt dirett the company to invest in 

the advanced gas turbine project at the levels originally prOposed by the Energy eon\m1ssion. 

nor win we insist that the company participate in Solar 2. 

The projects presented by the Energy CommissIon appear tully worthy of participation. 

but so do the projects propOsed by SDG&E. We will encourage the company to consider 

ditecting fundS toward these projects. where appropriate. by granting it fuU discretion to 

redirect funds to either or both projects at the funding level propOsed by the Energy 

Commission without seeking further conunission review. 
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We face broader concerns in considering the appropriateness of SDG&E's reSearch 

and development plans for the test year and the two years which follow it. In D.91·12-016 

(SCE's mOst teeent general rate case), the CoJTUnissiM expressed its disappointment with the 

SCE's RD&D showing. Its case was afftcted by the lateness 0( its program changes and the 

insufficienc), of its cost information. We ate laced with similar concerns hete, as SDG&B 

has ptOp6sed significant changes in its program as late as the update hearings in September. 

aild provided vIrtually nO information to justify the estimated costs Of specific projeCts within 

each program area. We ate inclined to approve SDG&E's program because of the company's 

efforts to meet a.tleast some of DRA's Concerns, specifically the appropriate funding level for 

projects related to natural gas vehicles and the netd for increased supply· side research. 

SDG&E's plan and proposed budget are conspicuous in their silence as much as by 

their descriptions. As discussed earlier, SDG&E does nOt repOrt on the level of dues 

payments that ate made to EPRI. As required in the settlement approved in last year's 

modified attrition proceeding, SDG&B must return to ratepayers any sums received through 

!'evenues to cOVer EPRI payments that did not occur. In addition to requiring Soo&E to 

make such a showing in conjunction with its next attrition proceeding, we will continuc this 

requirement for any subSequent years where the company elects nOt 10 make fuJI dues 

payments to EPRI. The settlement in the modified attrition ptoceeding for 1992 also included 

a requirement that SDG&B make provisions during this general rate case to retuin RD&D 

royalties and licensing to ratepayers. The settlement is also silent on this issue. We will 

requite SDG&B to make a tull repOrt and propOse apptopriate refunds as part 0( its next 

attrition filing. 
DRA·$ RD&D report in this proceeding induded a series or recommendations and 

conditions affecting RD&D programs. In the comparison exhibit, the settling panies indicated 

that SDO&E accepted DRA~s recommendations and conditions and was preparing a revised 

planning document (or RD&D to address those issues. The revised plan was placed into 
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evidence during the update hearings. Howevet. the revised plan fails to sufficiently address a 

number of recommendations contained in the ORA tepOrt. and fails to ptovideprogram 

funding information On an annual basis. ORA recommended that SOO&E: (I) increase its 

level of end-use reSearch (not by increasing the overaJl budget but rather by redirecting 

established budget funds). (2) create a separate end·use tesearch program. (3) account (or 

energy efficiency reSearch as part Of DSM program costS. (4) increase utility research 

coordination. and (S) better quantify ratepayer benefits from reseatch projects. As part of its 

filing for ilext year's attrition proceeding, the company will be requited to file a teport 

identifying the steps it has taken to implement each of these ponions of the agreement. We 

expect the company will work with DRA and the other regulated energy utilities in proposing 

a means for increasing the coordination among the utilities undertaking reseatch and 

development efforts. In addition, the company should include. in its repOrt, RD&D funding 

levels by program area on an annual basis. 

The settlement is also silent on the isSue of the appropriate RD&D funding range to be 

adopted in this proceeding for use in the next GRC. The funding range requirement was Stt 

(ot in D.90.()9·04S and states that if the utility'S rate ttquest for RD&D spending is within a 

previously approved funding range. the utility could (ocus its initiaJ showing on an 

explanation of its broad pOlicy directions. In D.91-12-076 (the Edison rate case). the 

Commission called fOr the setting of funding range criteria in R.87·10-013 (the RD&D 

rulemaking). Since new rules have yet be issued. we must determine the appropriate range in 

this proceeding. 

The company repOrts that (rom 1989 through 1991. its research funding. excluding the 

nondiscretionary tariff to the Gas Research Institute. rartgtd from 0.31 to 0.33% of the 

companfs annual gross operating revenues. During this period. the conlpany reports that it 

found the level of 0.30% of annual gross operating revenues to be the lowest level of funding 

to allow for the conduct of meaningful research. This (unding level. according to SDG&E. 
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does nol aJlow (or a (uJly balanced program in end use. supply distribution. and transmission 

areas. The company maintains that it needs funding in the range of 0.30 to 0.45% in order 10 

implement a meaningful RO&O plan. At this range. SDG&E would project a minimum and 

maximum RD&O budget of $5.019.000 to $7.S28.000 (assuming total annual bj]]ed revenues 

(or gas and electric sales for test year 1993 of $1,672.897.(00). The company maintains. and 

ORA agrees. that this range will allow for the budget to reflect flexibility suggested in 0.90-

09·045 and would also allow (or changes in the operating environment 

We find this approach {or establishing a range of RO&D expenditures to be reasonable 

(or use in the next general rate cast. In that we anticipate issuing rules to consistently affect 

all energy utilities RD&D planning efforts. we emphasize that Our approval of the described 

approach in this proceeding does not indicate a determination lhat this is the appropriate 

pOlicy to apply in other instances. 

A (ew final words on the subject of RD&D report details afe in order. While it is 

critical that the company's RD&D report include sufficient backgrOund infonnation to place 

each program and project compOnent in context, it b also hnportant that the report·contain 

enough information to allow the Corrunission to understand that the funding level (or a given 

project is reasonable. The Commission does not intend to make judgments about how each 

RO&O dollar should be spent N6l'IetbeJess. enOugh specifiC budget information must be 

included to provide the Commission with confidence that the funding decisions being made 

by the company are reasonable. We will exptct SDG&E to provide a more detailed showing 

in subsequent RDBeD repOrts. 
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1.9.11 AccOunt 931 Rents 

This account includes rental payments fot office space for general office personnel aild 

fot communication lines. telephone. radio. and nUcrowave equipment The settlement 

endo.rses the uncontested forecast of $2,263.000 for this account. 

1.9.13 Account 935 Maintenance or General Plant 

This aCcOuilt includes the cOsts of maintaining the general office building. 

transportaclon. stores, and nUscellaneous structures of the company. This includes the office 

furniture and equipment used in the general office as well as COJ1\JTlunicatiOn equipment In 

the propoSed settlement, the panies agrte to ado.pt the unco.ntested company forecast of 

$2,383.000. SDG&E states that it employed a five·year historical average to. forecast 

maintenance and plant costs. but neither Specifies the five years used for the historical 

average nor justifies the fP"aSOnablentss of their use. The proposed forecast level iepteSerlts a 

50% inCl'tase over maintenanCe costS in 1989. the last year {or which recorded information i$ 

available. 

1.9.14 Taxes 

The methodology to be used tor calculating taxes in this procetding is not 

controversial. In that appropriate calculation of taxes is dependent 01'1 forecasts adopted iii 

other accounts. the accuracy of those calculations is subject to the same issues raised in 

discussion related to other accounts. 

1.10 Depredation 

Soo&B and DRA have agreed upon a methodology for calculatiilg depreciation that 1s 

reasonable for the pwposes 9f this settlement It relies heavily on mechanisms put in place 

during the last general rate case for SDO&E and approved in 0.88·12·085. The appropriate 

level of depreciation depends on the weighted average plal'lt which is adopted . 
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1.11 Amortization 

1.11.1 Land Rights 
The Settling parties agreed to adopt the uncontested (otecast 6f $1.372.000 (or the 

costs related to rights in land. Thts amount appears reasonab1e (or the purposes of this 

settlement 

1.11.1 Abandoned ProjectS 
SDG&E originally sought a five-year amortization of preliminary engineering and 

licensing service costs for three projects that it has now abandoned: The South Bay Unit 3 

Clean Air Project. the Combined Cycle Project. and the California·Oregon Transmission 

ProjeCt (COTP). DRA originally oppOsed the amortization of costS related to the SOuth Bay 

Unit 3 and the Combined Cycle Projects. In the settlement. parties have agreed to allow 

SDG&E to amortize all of the costs for each of these three facilities. although the period for 

an\oruzation is extended to six years and doeS not allow for the recovery of carry1ng costs 

related to these amounts. The result is a revenue requirement increase of $1.505.000 per yeat 

for it six-year period. 
ORA appropriately surrunanzes commission pOlicy related to instances where we 

allow the amortization of abandoned plant (as stattd in D.89-12-051): (I) that the project ran 

its course during the period of unusual and protracted uncertainty. (2) that the project was 
reasonable throughout its duration in tight of both the relevant uncenainties that then existed 

and of the alternatives for meeting the service needs of customers. (3) when the project was 

canceled. and (4) that it was canceled promptly when conditions warranted. 

It is imp6rtant to note that the treatment for these costs prop6sed in the settlement can 

only be found reasonable here because it is encompassed in a much broader settlement. 

SDG&B has presented evidence which. if fully litigated. would have provided the company 

with alleast colOrable arguments fot sOme recovery through amortization. ORA has also 

presented a substantial shOwing that would argue against recovery for the Combined Cycle 



and South Bay Projects. Thus. in a more limited settlement, it would be reasonable ((' 

include some level 0( recovery to reflect the relative litigation risks inherent when there are 

arguments (0 be made by both sides. However. the settlement offered in this instance allows 

for full recovery. The only exception is that carrying cOsts are n6t allowed. The CoriUr\ission 

generally.does not allow recovery of carrying costs (or plant that is not used and useful. The 

amortization plan proposed here can be accepted solely because it is part of a broader 

settlement. representing various trade·o(fs amOng the parties. 

1.U.3 Software 

SDG&E originally requested that $2.850.800 in costs related to new softwarepfojects 

be included in ratts in each of the next five years to amortize the cOSts (or those new 

products. SDG&E has not named Or descnbed the software products not explained why their 

uSe is neeessal)' Or reasonable. DRA had recommended the disallowance of cos~ related to 

six individual software projects resulting in a test year reduction of $SI8.200. 

For the PwpOscs of the settlement. a test year budget of $2,475.000 is adopted. 

I.U Amortization Reserve 

The figure adopted for this purpOse is dependent On the reSolution of iSsues c6ncerning 

land rights and software as well as the uSe of recotded 1991 data which was not available 

when SDO&E ftled its testimony. 

1.13 Rate Base 

1.13.1 Plant.in-Service 

The sett1ement reflects a compromise between DRA and the company on the value of 

rate base additions (or 1 m and the test year. SOO&B originally estimated its 199~· electric 

plant additions to tota) $221,2.62,000 while DRA estimated additions totaling $175.646.000. 

reflecting a difference of $45.616.000. These parties also disagreed 6n the appropriate 

forecast for plant additions in 1993. with SDG&B forecasting S316.088.000 and DRA 

predicting $222.959.000, a difference of $93,129.000. 
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One of the challenges presented by this settlement is that the Settlement and 

Comparison Exhibit are silent as to the plant addition figures that ue being pr6posedfor 

either 1992 Or 1993. By examining the workpapers underlying the settlement. we would find 

that it reflects a reduction of SDG&E's 1992 beginning-M-year plant-in-service balance by 

$33.000.000. a reducti6n of 1992 plant additions equaling $25.000,000. and a dif(eren~e in 

1993 weighted average plaitt additions of $32.000.00(). However, these figures are not in the 

record and thus cannOt be relied upon in making this decision. All that is appai"ent in the 

record is that the settling parties have agreed to not include some of the company's estimated 

plant-in-service cost in the rate base cakutatiOns (or this proceeding. N6nnally. a general rate 

case would provide an opportunity to reflect on the company's recorded planl-in.servi~e arid 

determine which projectS, if any, should n6t be allowed to remain in rate base. If adoption of 

the settlement implies that some of the company's estimated beginning-of-year 199~ plant-in~ 

service should be disallowed, what COst should we expect the cOmpany to remove from rate 

base? If adoption of the settlement would result in disallowance of millions of dollars worth 

of plant additions that the company had intended to place in ratc base, what assumption 

should the company make as t6 which projects have been disallowed? 

One example r'n3y help to illustrate this concern. In its repOrt 6n the results of· 

operation for SDG&B's electric department. DRA Objected to what appeared to be a $2.2-

million 1992 plant addition which reflects environmental cleanup costs associated with the 

Esco substation. DRA's COncern is understandable. in light of the Commission's p6Jicyt6 

allow utilities dollar-fot.doUar recovel)' for reasonable hazardous waste cleanup costs (to 

encourage responsible utility toooUCl)20 but to proceed with great caution befOre including 

20 See. however. D.92.1I-030 whlch solicited comments On whether reasonableness review is the 
appropriate procedure for recovery 01 hazardOOs waste expenses. In that decision (at p.8 Of lhe slip 
opinion). the COmmissiOn stated. "(b)ecause Ihe complexities associated \\ilh Hazwasle cleanup 
activities may make it vel)' difficult to establish. sO many years aftee the (act. that all expenses were 

(COntinued ... ) 
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such expenses in rate basel! (under the theory that utilities should not be allowed to profit 

from enviromnental damage they may have a hand iil causing). As is true with an other 

propOsed platH additions. the settlement is silent as to the propOsed treatment of the Eseo 

cleanup costs. In the update ~ngs in this proceeding. howeverj it came to light that 

SDG&B understands its agreement with DRA to imply that the Esco cleanup costS can go 

into rate base. SDG&E argues that such treatment is appropriate because the cleanup 

activities relate to substation conversion work that is currently in progreSs. Despite this 

argument. the record does notsuppQrt an assertion that the cleanup activities ate either a 

prerequisite to an upgrade of the substation or in any way related. Even if it could be 

established that the cleanup activities were related Or neceSsary (ot the improvement of the 

substation. the Commission has liot established that these criteria alone should result in 

allowing such costs to be capitalized. 
This example draws uS to· conclusions that are both specific and general. Specifically, 

we wish to ~ake it cleat to SDG&E that in the absence of prior commisslon approval j the· 

company sh6uld not place hazardous waste cleanup costS related to &co or any other project 

into rate base. We do nQt approve the inclusion of the Esco cleanup costs that have been 

brought to our attention in rate base. Generally. this problem underscores the need (ot more 

specific infonnation about the ways in which this settlement affects the dispOsition of specifiC 

projects. 

20( •.. continued) 
prudently or impNdently incurred. the reasonabJeness review procedure may not be Ihe best vehJcle 
lot detemiWngra1e recovery for Hazwasle cleanup expenses: At the same time, the Commission 
authorized, in the interim. the continued use of the advice letttr/mem6randunl account procedure for 
tracking of hazardOus waste cleanup expenses. 

11 See, (ot instance D.88-07·059 (28 <:PUC 2d 550) and D.8S.()9.()20 (2: CPUC 2d ISS). 

- ..-
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1.13.2 Plant Held Fot Future Use 

SDG&E has proposed placing property valued at $2SS.OOO in tate base as plant held 

(or (uture use. DRA opposes this treatment and (or the purposes·o( the sett1ement~ the parties 

have agreed t6 exclude these costs from rate base. 
The section of the settlement discussing this issue also indudes agreement by the 

settling parties to adoption of plant held (or (uture use gu~deHnes set (orth in Appendix B to 

D.87 .. 12·066 (SeE'S 1988 general rate case dedsion) with SOme modifications. In that there 

is n6 pending request t6 place any new plant held (or (utuie use into rate base. there ism> 

need for the Commission to reconsider its 1988 guidelines at this time. We reserve 

reconsideration of our policy in this area to such a. time as we ate provided with a (ull range 

of arguments for and against such changes, in the appropriate proceeding. 

1.13.3 Advances fot Construction 

SDG&E's lest year 1993 estimate 0( $25.078.000 is based on recorded revelo( 

customer advances at the end of the year 1990. increased by forecasted collecuons and 

decreaSed by forecasted refunds. SDG&E estimated the collections as a function. 6f electric 

customer gains using an ordinuy least Squares regression, while refunds were calculated 

based on 1m refund data. DRA's test yeat 1993 estimate of $28.S49.000 is baSed 6n the 

actual end 6f year 1991 level of custOmer advances. adjusted by SDG&E's (orecastt.d net 

change to advances in 1992 and 1993. For the purposes 6f the settlement, the panies agreed 

to adopt DRA's estimate. This is reasonable in that the DRA's estimate relies on mOote tetent 

recorded infonnation. 

1.13.4 Working Capital 

Working capital consists of Fuel-In·Storage, Materials and Supplies, and Working· 

Cash. There is nO. Fuel-In·Storage in rate base (or the test year. SDG&E's estimate 0( 

$42,507.000 for Materials and Supplies was developed by taking the August 1991 recorded 

level of $41.654,169 and adjusting it t6 reflect expected increases in the cost of general 
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supplies. The company's working cash estimate of $7,916.000 reflects an agreement between 

the company and ORA {or the Electric Department. as stated in the Joint Petition for 

Modification of 0.91-05-028. 

DRA disagrees only with the calculation of Materials and Supplies. The staff 

calculated the ratio between the company's original estimate tot Materials and Supplies and 

its original estimated weighted average plant in service. Applying the same percentage to 

DRA '$ estimated weighted average plant-in-service. the staff developed its test year MaterialS 

and Supplies estimate of $41.162.000. For the purpoSes of the settlement agreement. the 

parties propOse using SDG&E's estimate of Materials and Supplies. 

2. Natural Gas 

For the purposes of marty accounts. revenue ttquitements issues concerning ilatural 

gas parallel those related to electricity. In this discussion. we will focus 6n' areas where there 

are distinctions. 

2.1 Gas Sales and Customer Forecasts 

The economic models used to detenninc the level of gaS sates and customers ate the 

same as those used for electtic sales and custOmers. DRA was able to use more current 

information for its forecast and the models yielded a slightly lower fotecastof sales and 

customers. The settling parties have teconunended adopting ORA's estimate. 

2.2 Gas Revenues 

The Settlement adoptS DRA's estimate of gas revenues at present rates. DRA's 

estimate is derived by using billing dettrtninants which come (roin ORA's customer and sales 

forecasts. which have also been adopted. 

2.3 MiscellaneOUS Gas Revenues 

In the settlement, the parties propOse adopting a test year' figure of $2:.804.000. which 

is just $12.000 less than the revenue level propOsed by ORA. This prOpOsaJ closely patallels 
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ORA's recommendation which relies on mote current historical data and includes a forecast 

for gains from the disposition of gas plailt (a (actor that was not addtessedby SDG&E). 

2.4 Gas Supply Expenses 
As SDG&E explains, gas supply expenses relate to purchased gas calculations. supply 

acquisitions including transportation and gas availability and prict forecasting. These 

expenses include labOr and materials {or those activities. The Settlement adopts SDd&B·s 

forecast of $1,301.000 for theSe expenses. The entire forecast gas supply expense, however, 

is oilly $3il.000. reflecting two specific credits. Supply expenses ate credited to reflect the 

Cost of gas used for cOmpressor statiOn (uel. This amount is oUset by an equal d'rblt in 

Accouilt 854. In addition. a credit is applied for the cost of gas used for water andspaet 

heating at comp~')' f:!dlities. This amount is offset by an equivalent debit reflected· in 

various other aCCounts. DRA calculated its (orecast using mote reeent recorded data and 

ptoduced nearly identicaltesults. 

2.5 Gas Storage ExPenses 

As SDG&E explains. gas storage expenses are incurred for supervision and 

engineering, and operations and maintenance labor and expenses. The company's gas storage 

facilities currently include a burled pipe gas holder in an area referred to as Encanto and a 

remote liquified natural gas (LNG) facility at Borrego Springs. The Chula Vista LNG plant 

was decommissioned in 1985. No expenses for that facility are included in the test year 1993 

estimate. 
2.5.1 Acoount 840 Operations Service Supervision and Engineering 

Almost all 6f the difference between SDG&E's forecast of $193,300 and DRA's 

forecast of $86,()()() relates to hazardous waste cleanup assessment studieS that need to be 

perfonned at three Towngas sites and at the decomtnissioned old Chula Vista LNG site. Prior 

to the development of pipeline systems to bring gas intO San Diego County, facilities. 

commonly referred to as Towngas sites. were used to prOduce gas froOl coal and oil for local 
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use. The process of manufacturing gas from coal and oil resu1ted in by·ptoducts that were 

disposed 6f On site. At the Chula Vista LNG site, although the plant's process equipment and 

storage tanks were removed from the she in the summetof 1990. hazardous waste cleanup 

activities rnay be tequittd. 

The settlement adOpts a compromi$e (orecast ¢f $143,000. 

2.5.2 Acoount 841 Operatton Labor' and Expenses 

The settlement adopts SDG&E·s proposed forecast of $56,000. 

2.5.3 Account 843 Maintenance 

This account includes the cost of labor and expenses incurred in the general 

supervision and performance of maintenance of high pressure storage holders and liquified 

natural gas holders. For the purposes of the Settlement. the parties appropriately adopt a 

S30.000 (orecast which is consistent with the forecast developed independently by SOO&E 

and ORA. 

2.6 Gas Transmission Expense 

These expenses are incurred (or supervision and engineering; system control and load 

dispatching; communications system: compressOr stations; gas. other fuel. and pOwer used in 

compressor statiOns; and for the operation and maintenance of mains. measuring and 
regulating stations and other related tiansmlssion equipment. SOO&Es' gaS transmission 

system supplies gas to the various gas disttibutiOn systems within the company's service 

territOry. The trarismission system consists primarily of three large diameter pipelines aM 

several crossties. two comptessor stations and thiee major pressure regulating stations. 

For the purpOses of the settlement. panies prOpose adopting a (otecast level of 

$5.044.000. The forecasts prepared by DRA and SDG&E in this area are consistent. 

2.7 Gas Dislributlon Expense 

These expenses are incurred fot supervision and engineering; load dispatching; 

operation and maintenance of mains and services; measuring and regulating stations; meters 
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and house regulators and for various customer service activities. Customer service activities 

include service tum-6ns and shut;6{(s. seasonal telights and various customer service orde~s. 
The parties propose. fot the purposes of the settlement. the adoption ot a fotecastOf 

$17.487.()()() fot these purpOses. This is $115.000 less than originally requested by SDG&E 

and $75.000 more than originally propOsed by ORA. Consistently. ORA's multi-year 

averaging technique prOduced estimates that were sufficiently close to those prOduced by the 

company to lend support to the initial tequest. 

2.8 Customer AccOunting and Collections 

The numbers used here ate derived from the analysis related to eleCtric department 

customer accounting and cOllections discusSed aoove in SectiOn 1.1. 

2.9 Gas Marketing ExpenSe 

The discussion of electric marketing expense includtd. above. as Section 1.8. applies 

fully to the gas marketing expenSe account. with one exception. The $635.000 in 

Account 912 applies to SDG&E's natural gaS vehicle (NGV) marketing program rather than 

the electric vehicle marketing program mentioned in the electric marketing expense 

discussion. As with the electric vehicle marketing program. the settling panies have agreed 

that the cost o( SOO&B's NOV marketing program should be deferred to the low emission 

vehicles investigation. 1.91-10~029. 

2.10 Administrative and General 

The forecasts set forth in this section are derived (rom the analysis for electric 

department A&G expenses. discussed herein in Section 1.9. 

2.11 Gas Deparfment Depreda.tion 

There is no difference between the settling parties on either the methodology or rateS 

used t6 depreciate plant in service. Differences in depreciation expense forecast are solely 

and directly the result of differences in weighted average plant assumptions. SDO&E has 

utilized new mortality and forecast life studies as well as new salvage percent studies . 
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2.11 Gas Department Amortization 

The analyses of ORA and SOO&E prOduced virtually identical results for the 

forecasted expenses related to land rights amortization. The settlement resOlves minor 

differences between DRA and SOG&E concerning the appropriate expense for the 

amortization of software by adopting DRA·s lower numbers. SDG&E had sought recovery of 

$1.975,000 ($395,OOO per year over Ii five-year period) related to abandonment of the South 

Bay LNG removal project and the Borrego LNG special study project. For the purposes of 

the settlement, the parties agreed that these abandoned gas projects would not be reflected in 

the revenue requirement lot this proceeding, nor would SDG&E seek t6 recOver these costs in 

any luture proceeding. 

2.13 Gas Rate Base 

2.13.1 Plant-in-ServiCe 

In the comparison exhibit., SDO&E repOrts that it uSed end-of-yeat 1990 plailt data lor 

beginning-or-year 1991 and estimated additions thereafter. SDG&E's estimate of 1993 

beginning of year plant was $667.659,000. However. SDG&Ets tables for pJal'lt-;n-service 

have a conspicuous gap between 1988 and 1991. Thus. the record does not cOntain the end· 

of-year 1990 data that the company claims it relted on_ ORA used end-o(-I991 data to 

produce its 1992 beginning-ol-year balance in plant-in-service to produce corroboration lor 

$656,447.000 of SDG&Bts estimate lot 1993. 

The comparison exhibit indicates that fot the purpOses of the settlement. the parties 

agreed to adopt $663t I82.000 as the beginning-Of-yeat 1993 estitnatefot plant-in-strvice. 

According to the settling parties. mote ruent information was avaiJable to them at the time of 

the settlement and the settlement reflects that data. However. any mote recent information 

that may have been available t6 the parties has nOt been provided to the record in this 

proceeding. 
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Similarly. SOG&E's estimate of weighted gas plant additions (ot 1993 amounting to 

$23,001.000 is nOt cited iii the record. not does SDG&E itemize the costs related to the 

compOnents of its plant additions estimate. As we stated for electric pJant-in-service, as part 

of its next attrition filing, we will require that the utility include a report. signed by a 

representative of each settling paily. that identifies and quantifies each project disallowed 

from beginning-of·year 1992 plartt-in-service. £torn 1992 plant additions. and from forecasted 

1993 plant additions. in a manner consistent with the rate basc·amounts included in the 

settlement agreement. This report will be subject to review and approval ot rejection by the 

commission as part of the attrition ptocess. 

2.13.2 Customer' Advance (or Construction 
ORA and SDG&E utilize the same methodOlogy for developing (orecastS fot cuStOmer 

advances and have ptOduced virtually identical results. For the purposes of the settlement. the 

parties adopted Soo&B's estimate. which furthet reduces rate base. 
2.13.3 Working Capital 

In a manner consistent with the determination of working capital fot the electric 

department, ORA and SDG&E have proposed the adoption of the uncontested amount of 

$3,36S,OOO for test year 1993. This suggestion is consistent with the Commission's actions in 

0.91-07-014. 

3. Steam 

3.1 Steam Sates and Customer Forecast 
Soo&B'$ steam heat system producessttan'l foi the space heating and cooling as well 

as the watet heating requirements of a limited number of customers in downtown SanDiego. 

Until late 1989. boilers located at the company·$ Station B were operated to pioduce the 

steam which was subsequently expanded through the house turbine to reduce the pressure of 

the steam (or delivery to the customers. During 1989. twO package boilers were installed at 

Station B to produce the steam and to allow the leSs efficient boilers to be shut down. With 
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the installation of the package boilers. the house turbine is nOt required to reduce the steam 

pressure and its operation has been discontinued. 

SDG&E is in the process Of making a transition Out of the business of providing stearn 

heat. This is consistent with the COmnUssion's directive in D.85·12 .. 108. dated Decttnber 20. 

1985. In that yeat. SOO&E had 51 steam customers. By 1988. the company had reduced 

that number to 31. In the test year. SDG&E anticipates having only six custOn'leis remaining. 

The company has established its sales forecast by conducting a sUNey of its steam custOmers. 

These forecasts have been inCorpOrated in the settlement. 

3.2 Steam Production Expenses 

In D.85-12-108. the Commission also deterinined that SDG&E should reCOver tull 

cOsts of the Station B steam production from the steam customers. The COmpany iniLiatly 

forecasted its steam production expenses to total $606.000. ORA forecasted 1993 test yeat 

steam productiOn expenses to tOtal $552,000. reflecting a $54,000 difftrence. For the 

purpOses ot the Settlement, the panies propose adopting SS9S.000 as the test year reVenue 

requirement, capturing virtually all of the amount proposed initially by SOO&E. We will 

examine the differences between the parties on an account-by-account basis. 

3.2.1 AccOunt 60} Steam Heat Expense 

SDG&B utilizes a 1984 to 1988 average of recorded expenses, reduced by an amount 

equal to the cOstS associated with the operation of the house turbine, in arriving at its test 

year forecast of $363.100. The use of pre-1989 data fot the purposes of this forecast is 

puzzling in light of the fact that the company has dramatically changed its steam production 

techniques since 1989. As DRA pOints out in its testimony, there is no apparent reason to 

avoid using post·1988 data to forecast steam expenses. since there was nO apparent direct 

relationship between the seE merger activities and the operation of the steam production 

department. Using 1989 and 1990 data. DRA produced a steam heat expense (orecast of 

$307.000. 
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3.2.1 Account 612 ~fainfenance of Steam 'He~LEJJuiprnent 
Using the same pre·1989 approach. SOO&E forecasts its maintenance expense~·tO be 

$243,200 during the test year. Using the 1989 and 1m data. DRA prOduced \'inuaJly~ 

identical results. 

3.3 Steam Distribution Expenses 

SDG&E initiaUy forecasted $67.(tXJ in distrlbutlon expenses (or the test year 1993. 

ORA's forecast suppOrts $63,000 of this expense. The settlement proposes the adoption ot 
ORA's $63.000 estimate. 

3.4 Customer ActouiJdne and Collections 

The numbers in the settleinent fot these accOunts ate consistent with thosederlvtd in 

the analysis related to the electric depa.rtInent included above in Section 1.7. 

3.5 Administrative and General 

Similarly. A&G expense forecaStS ate derived in a manner consistent with those 

discussed in Section 1.9 abOve. 

3.6 Depreciation 

There is no difference between the settling parties on either the methodology or the 

rates used to depredate plant in service. Differences in the depredation expense forecast in 

the parties' Wtial showings were solely and directly the result of differences in weighted 

average pJant 

3.7 Plant.ln.Senict/Plant Addidons 

DRA·s estimate (ot plai1t·in-servke is virtually identical to that prepared by SDO&B. 

even though the company did not" have the benefit of end of the year recorded intormation for 

its forecast The settlement prOposes adoption of $6,137.000 for test yw 1993 plant.in· 

service. an amount that is within $3,000 of the estimates of either party. 

DRA and SDG&B agree On an estimate o( $IS,OOO (or materials and supplies and a 
working cash amount 6f $79.000 (or test year ) 993 . 
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4. Additional Issues Related to the Settle men I 

4.1 Pr'oducthlly 

As time goes by and technologies improve. it is expected that utilities will deliver 

utility services mott efficiently. In D.85-12-108. 20 CPUC2d 115.200 (me Test Yeat 1986 

GRC). the Commission expressed concern that SDG&E·s "relative performance in various 

categories of productivity seem(ed) suboptimal in comparison with other California utilities." 

For this reasOn. the Con'lnlission said. -(W)e will expect SDG&E (0 develop productivity 

measurement tOOls and standards in the future and (0 provide a showing on prOductivity in the 

next rate case." Subsequently. in D.86-12-095. 20 CPUCld 149. 178 (pacific Gas and 

Electric Company's 1986 Test Year ORC), the Con\mission adjusted PG&E's tevenue 

requirement to reflect productivity gains and stated that it expeCted all of the utilities to 

seriously address productivity issues in future general rate case proceedings. In respensew 

this mandate, SDd&E produced a productivity study fot this proceeding. me reSults of which 

appear to be supported by DRA's prOductivity analysis. 

Productivity measurement as it haS been performed by SDd&E and DRA. involves the 

development of a ratio of outputs (kilowatt hours and therms) to inputS (ratepayer dollars). 

The expectation is that improvement in this ratio should tesult in savings to ratepayers. 

SDG&E's analysis, in this case, involved examining recorded and projected costs for aU years 

starting with the 1988 base year and ending with the forecast revenue requirement fot 1993. 

and comparing those costs wilh the numbet of kilowatt houts of electricity sold 01' expected to 

be sold during the saint period. Based on this analysis. the cOropany concluded that the 

revenue requirement requested in the current application reflects compounded prOductivity 

gains of 8.2% since 1988. The parties to the Settlement then argue that since the Settlement 

would result in the company receiving even less tevenut than it originally requested. its 

adoption would ensure that the company will achieve even greater productivity gains. 

·15· 
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Developing assurance that SOO&E's revenue requ~ement reflectS the appropriate level 

of productivity gains is of particularly great significaoce 1n this proceeding. First, the 

company wishes to base over 40 percent of its fottCasted expense on costs retorded in 1988. 

Since the Test Year is 1993. these numbers are five years out of date. This (act. atone. -

provides exceptional potential for failing to capfuie efftciency gains. Second. this utility may 

be almost uniquely in a position to have acComplished substantial new efficiencies in the last 

five years. As time gOes by. less -of the company's electric generation plant is in rate base. 

since the company has not recently built new power plants and is substantially dependent on 

out-of.service-area power plitChases. In addition. the company was foreed to undergo the 

rigors of cost-cutting efforts during the pendency or the StE merger. SDG&E has 200 fewer 

employees today than it did just prior to the merger process. 

Nonetheless. the productivity analysis oft'eted by the company and affirmed by ORA -

provides no basis for uS to determine if the company has appropriately captured. in its bast 

rate revenue tequirement, the efficiendes gained during the last five years. Neither does it 

allow us to detennine that the company has improved its operations and cut its costs as it 

should have in response to its unique situatiOn. . -
one problem is that the company's analysis does not merely involve O&M and Other 

costs that are the subject of this proceeding. It looks at all of the company's costs. including 

fuel costs that are reviewed in ECAC and BCAP proceedings. thus. to offer one hypothetical 

example, the company's fuel cost assumptions for the Test Year could have been 

optimistiCally low. creating an over-all impression that the 1991 revenue requirement (efleets 

prodLKtivity gains. These apparent gains might disappear during 1993. without any cbange in 

base rates. if fuel costs tum out to be higher than predicted. Funher. the company's Test 

Year O&M forecast could reflect great inefficiencies and we would never be able to tell. 

since the productivity impacts of those expenses ate not separated, in SDO&E's analysis. 

from the impacts of favorable pOwer purchase COntracts, or stable or declining fuel costs. 
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Another problem is that an excessively high Test Year forecast could overshadow and 

defeat the benefits of earliet productivity gains. To Mfer another hYPOthelicaJ situation. ' 

SDO&E may have achieved ptoductivity gains substantially greater than 8.2% in earlier years. 

only to have those gains partially offset by substantial rate increases in the last modified 

attrition and current Test Year. New pOsitions Or added costs included in the revenue 

tequirement might actually intr6duce significant inefficiencies intO the company's operations. 

If this occurred, it would evade the analysis or the productivity experts testifying in this 

proceeding. The company may nOt have achieved. or may simply have (ailed to captute- in its 

revenue requirement. productivity gains in the cost areas that ate the subject of this 

proceeding. There is nO way (or us to know, based On the tecord before us. 

The Settlement Agreement is largely silent on the issue o( productivity. Yet. 

productivity is a critical issue because of its inagnitude. For instance. if the appropriate level 

ot productivity gains is over 8%, then the potential electric rate impact is over $57 million 

(compared to the $72 million electric tate increase propOsed in the Settlement). One way to 

determine if gains achieved in O&M and other related accounts have resulted in reductions to 

the revenue requirement is to identify specifiC efficiency·re)ated reductions associated with 

various programs. However. the company has 6nly been able to identify about $2 million in 

reductions it expressly made (rom 1988 expenses to reflect productivity gains. In the context 

o( an electric revenue requirement in excess of $700 milliM. this is less than (our tenths 0( 

one percent The company argues that it has implicitly captured additional savings. but has 

provided no calculations to support this claim. 
In addition', there is no way to tell, based on this reCord. that the company should not 

have achieved even greater efficiencies as a tesult of its unique situation. In other words, it 

argues that it has incoIpOrated an 8,~% reduction. but provides nO evidence to demonstrate 

that 8.2% is enough. As cited above. productivity was first raised as an issue (or this 

company when the Commission was concerned that SDG&E was not perfonning as 
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efficiently as it should. Yet. the retord does not enabJe uS t6 place the 8.2% estimate in 

contexl 
To suppOrt its argument that it has gained great efficiencies, the company boasts of its 

favorable employte-to-customer ratio and its in·house programs to encourage cost reduction. 

TheSe are {actOrs that should help keep the baSe rate revenue requirement low. We just 

cannot tell. based on the record before us. that the potential benefits stemming from these 

(actors are reflected in the revenue forecast. 
An additional concern is that the company's productivity analysis is limited to a -study 

of the Electric DepaItr11ent. SDG&E should also be measurably improving the efficiencyO( 

its operations in the Gas Department. It is less likely. although not impossible. thM the 

company could achieve productivity gains in its increasingly limited steam operation .. 

We will req'uite that future productivity studies include an analysis that isolates the 

cost components that ate subject to review in a General Rate Case proceeding. The utility 

shOuld also repOlt on recent productivity gains experienced by 6ther energy utilities and other 

comparable industries. ItI addition, the utility will be required to demonstrate how the -
productivity gains reflected in the study have been applied to reduce the forecast revenue 

requirement. 

4.2 Gain Sharing and The 10% Solution 

Two c6mponents of the company's effort to reduce costs are the Gain Sharing 

program and the 1()% Solution. 
Gain Sharing awards ate paid to employees when actual O&M Or capital expenditures' 

are tess than originally budgeted for a given purpose, 6r when customer satisfaction goals ate 

exceeded. To pay (or the awards, the company uses abOut half o( the O&M savings resulting 

(rom the awarded perfonnance. The remainder of the savings are retained by sharehOlders. 

In 1988 alone. this program resulted in rewards to employees exceeding $4 million. 

·18 • 
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The 10% Solution is an employee suggestion plan ,in which employees are rewarded 

by receiving 10% of the flist year's annual Cost savings stemming from imptovemtnts that 

ate implemented as a result of their suggestions. The remaining 90% of the savings are 

retained by shareholders. 
The current isSue raiSed by consideration of these admirable programs, is how rates 

should be adjusted in the next test year following any resulting improvements to reflect the 

(act that ratepayers can nOW be served at a lower Cost. 

These programs offer a significant incentive tor employees and shareholders to 

encourage ongoing efforts to cut costs. For instance, SDG&E reports that the employee 

suggestion program has generated nearly $12 miUion of rust-year annual cost savings. 

Employees wete awarded approximately $l.i million and. in the first-year savings alone. the 

sharehOlders received an extra $10.8 million. But the incentive payments to sharehOlders do 

not stop there. SuPpOse. for example. that $1 million of savings were generated in 1989. 

After payments to the innovative employee or employees in question, the shareholders would 

retain $900,000. Because the suggestion wOuld continue to generate savings, the shareholders 

would alsO receive an incentive reward of $1 million in 1990. $1 million in 1991 and $.1 . 

million in 1992, for a tOtal reward of $3.9 million. 
Is a $3.9 million incentive payment for a $1 million improvement enough to encOUrage 

the company to Seek cost-cutting changes in the (uture? Without conducting behavioral 

research. we wOuld hazard a guess that, in most instanCes, it is. Nonetheless, the settlement 

includeS a proposal that SDG&E be allowed to continue to ieceive. for at least another three 

years. a pOrtion of the revenues needed to cOver these expenses that nO. longer exist. When 

the company has made reward payments to employees, it has booked those payments as if 

they were O&M expenses and continued to bOOk them in each subsequent year (even though 

the payments were only made once). Under the settlement, the revenue requirement for at 
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least the next three years would continue to ptovidethe company With extra revenues equal to . . 

half of these one-tirne incentive payments. 
We wartt to encourage the utility to be creative in tis efforts to reduce the cost of service. 

However, we want to be assured that. after the company is amply rewarded for thosee/forts.the 

savings ate fully passed through to ratepayers by adopting a forecast that reflects rio mote thail 

the costS actually expected to be incurred. One of the major reasons tot adhering (0 a three· year 

rate case cycle is to encourage each utility to streamline itS operations where apptopriatt. with 

the promise of being able to retain any resulting savings that ·aCcun'lulate befoie the next general 

rate case conies along. However. it is appropriate that revenues be reduced. in the subsequent 

rate case. to reflect the actual cost of service. We do not agree with the assumption that the 

company should continue to eam on its past cost-cutting e((orts even in the years fOllowing the 

next general rate case and adopt nO such policy in this decision. 

IU. Non·Settlement Issues: 

A. Demand.Side Management 

The settling partieS choSe not to reSolve OSM issues in the Settlement Agreement. 

Instead. after SDG&E and DRA separately submitted OSM testimony, SDG&E. ORA and UCAN 

submitted a Joint RecommendatIon Concerning DSM Issues (Joint Reconunendati6n). 

1. Joint Recommendation 

1.1 ProgralTlS and Fundin2 

The parties recommended a 1993 test year total DSM funding level o( $58.2 million (in 

1993 dollars). Initially, SDG&B had requested $64.5 million and DRA had proposed $62.4 

million. This figure does not include amortiztd pOrtions of the 1990 and 1991 OSM rewards. 

• It does include the cost of the Residential Appliance Efficiency Incentives Program. which 

SDG&B proposed to be bid to third parties in the DSM rulemaking prOCeeding (R.91·08-O(3). 

This program is discussed furthet. below. 

The following table (as reproduced from Attachment B of Exhibit 6) summarizes the 

programs, measures and funding levels proposed in the Joint Recommendation . 
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The description of the teconunended programs and measures will not be repeated 

hertin. 11 is found in the company's Revised Report on Demand-Side Management (Exhibit 

4) and is modified in the Joint Re(ommertdation in the following ways: 

1. Residential Infonnation: the $500.000 recol1lJ1ltnded for the 
Cross-Cultural and Other Advertising component of this program 
includes $50.000 for research related to the advertising e((ort. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Residential Load Management: The re(ommended funding for 
Peakshift of $300.000 is to cover costs of tenninatlng the 
program in 1993 assuming approval of termination by the 
California Energy Commission. For 1994 and 1995. these funds 
would be used for a demonstration photovoltaic program to be 
developed and initiated in 1993 under the Residential Appliance .. 
Efficiency Incentives Program should photovoltaic technology 
prove to be cost-effective based on engineering analyses. Prior 
to committing to the program in 1993, SOO&E would file an 
Advice Letter including documentation and cost-effectiveness 
analyses. If photovottaic applications are not cost-effective • 
SDG&B would review plans for the use of lhese funds in 1994 
and 1995 with its DSM AdviSOry Committee. 

Nonresidential Information: The parties agietd that $3 million 
would be approved for a propOsed Energy Technology Center. 
SDG&E is investigating this project with its customers and 
others and plans to present itS recommendations to the DSM 
Advisory Committee for majority approval (the details of this 
approval process to be developed by the Advisory Committee). 
SOO&B vowed that it would not move forward in the absence of 
majority concurrence from the Advisory Committee. 

Nonresidential Energy Management Services: Audits would be 
conducted. with the auditors recommending the installati6n of 
appropriate energy·saving measures. Savings would be counted 
toward shareholder incentives only (or measures the installation 
of which is verified during (ollow-up visits conducted within 18 
months of the original audit. 
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1.1'· Spending' Flhlbillttand Caps· 
The parties tecoOuneod that the company be allowed a certain amour'lt 0( flexibility in 

deciding how·tO sptnd itS DSM budget They propOse that the prognlrl1s be divided iilfO eight 

separate categories. With,6n~ excepti6n. the c6n'1pany would be (ree t6 shift funds between 

ptogramS inthtsame categorY. The exception is tile $3 million pet ),eat illCluded in the 

proposed budget (ot the creation Of an Energy Technology Ctntet .. Because the expenditure 

of funds fot thlspuipose is·sO unCertain. the partieS ptop6St' that dollarsri6t spent (ot that 

puipOse be retuined to ratepayerS. SDG&E wou~d also be allowed to spend up to I30%of its 

approved. budget for New Consfiuction aM ~esidentia1 Appliance· Efficiency Incentive 

programs. The following table summarizes the proPosed fund·shifting bOundaries and 
',' ,-, . 

spending caps and is derived from AttachmentC to Exhibit 6; . 
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Because of the uncertainty as t6 whether and when the Eliergy Technology Center will 

be created. we will diSallow the current funding request' IC the utility firms up plans and a 

budget (or this facility, it may file an advice letter requesting memorandum account 

treatment With this exception. we will apptove the proposal (or spending flexibility and . 

caps. By designing a system of tight program categories. and by limitilig fund shifdng to . 

changes within a given categOJ)'. the system appears designed to maintain the overall 

priorities suggested by the spending plan befote us. The UO% spending caps for the 

measureS in categories I and 2: is appropriate t6 allow {or aggressive implementation of theSe 

highly cost-effective measures. 

1.3 Mid-courst Corrections 

When Soo&E wants to make changes to its program that are inconsistent with 

Commission authorization. it consults its DSM Advisory COn'U11iuee. If thtre are n6 

objections among the Advisory Committee members to the proposed changes. the company 

files an Advice Letter for Commission approval indicating that there ate no objections. If 

there are objections, the company says sO in its Advice Lelter filing and anticipates that 

hearings will be necessary. The DSM Advisory committee consists of representatives from 

ORA. CACD, the CHC, UCAN. the Natural ResOurces Defense Council, the California 

Department of General Services. the City of San Diego. the County of San Diego. the Sierra 

Club and the California State Depa.rtrnenl of Economic Development. 

SDG&B and UCAN recommend that, in the future. Advice Letters be deemed 

approved 40 days alter being filed if there art n6 filed protests and CACD detenrtlnes that the 

proposed program changes ate consistent with what has been reviewed by the Advisory 

Conunittee. DRA has not expressed suppOrt (or this recommendation. The assumption in 

support of this proposal is that, since CACD is a member of the Advisory Committee and 

reviews propOsed changes before an Advice Letter is filed, thete should be no need for funher 

extensive review of the Advice Letter. 

- 87· 
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Pursuant to the Commisslon·s General Order 96·A, the Commission canr'161 nOrmally 

apprOve an advice letter of this type until at least 40 days after the utility files it Where a 
timely protest is not flied. CACD attempts to prepare its analysis and the appropriate 

resolution (or the Commission's consideration as sOOn after the initial 40-day period as 

pOssible. This procedure not only provides for adequate notice and oppOrtunity to protest, it 

alsO assureS that CACD win have the time it needs to adequately study and cOnsider the 

proposed changes. 
It is nOt clear that. simply because CACD attends Advisory Commiuee meetings,- it 

win have sufficient information and time before an advice letter is filed to (ully review 

proposed changes. We see no need to undercut CACD's opportunity (or (ull review. As. we 

haVe said in the paSt. the advisory coniItlittees do not supersede the COnimission's role in 

approving and overseeing programs. We need to assure that CACD has sufficient time to 
present to us all relevant arguments to be considered in reviewing an advice letter. In 

addition. we are concerned that applying a "deemed approved" approach might encourage 

CACDto tecominend that advice letters be rejected in some instances. largely because CACD 

does not have sufficient time to complete its review. For these reaSOns, we will not adopt the 

SDG&E/UCAN proposal. At the same time, we encourage SOO&E to do everything it can to 

facilitate timely review of its advice letters by communicating early and often with CACD 

concerning the company's request and CACD's information needs. 

1.4 Shareholder Incentives 
The parties reccmul'Iended that we adopt a variety of fonnulas to calculate shareholdet 

incentive rewards. depending on the type o( DSM program involved. These formulas would 

be used through 1995. unless a new sharehOlder incentive mechanism is adopted in the DSM 

rulemaldng/investigation (DSM QIR/OO) Q.91-08·002/R:91.08-003) at an early date . 

• 88 • 



• 

A.9J-J )-024. J.92-Oi-004 COM/DWFlklw 

1.4.1 S-Shaped Curve. 

The parties would use anS-shape curve to define the relationship ot energy savings to 

shareholder earnings tor SDo&E's Residential Appliance Efficiency Incentives and its 

Nonresidential Energy Efficiency Incentive Programs. Separate S-shaped curves would be 

established fOr each program.21 

The propOsed S-shaped curVe is a shared savings mechanism with a variable share 

(similar to that adopted in SeE's recentGRC). The percentage share varies within a given 

program depending on performance and among programs depending on each ptogramts . 

incentive b.lsis. The incentive basis is defmed to be energy and capacity savings benefits 

. minus weighted costs equal to 2S% of utility incentive payments ptus 50% ot net participant 

cOsts plus 100% of utility administrative costs (all benefits and (osts are on a present value 

basis). 

Within a given program. the shareholders" tamings would vary as a functiOn of the 

ratio between the achieved and forecasted incentive basis. If SDG&E delivered between 0 

and 50% of fortcast savings. it would incUr a penalty which decreases at a COnstant rate 

reaching zero at 50% of forecast benefits. At this point. neither a pena1ty nOr an incentive 

would be t.arrttd. From 50% to 75%. SDG&B would receive ail incentive at the same 

cOnstant rate thai was used to calculate the penalty. Between 75% and 100% of forecasted 

benefits, the incentive rate would inctea.se, reaching its maximum at 100%. Between 100% 

and 130% the incentive rate decreases. At 130% and above. the incentive rate again becomes 

constant at the same level earned between 0% and 75%. This increasing.then·decteasing rate 

of incentive produces the ·S· shaped curve. 

u In D.92..09~80. we approved a pilot bIdding program (or the Residential Appliance Efficfency 
Incentives. In thaI decision. we allowed the company (0 earn sharehOlder incentives using the same 
mechanism apPlicable (0 other resourCe programs. 1be company was also directed (0 file a report 
describing h6w the minimum performance goals are reflected in the inceOlive mechanism (or this 
program. Any required changes can be incorporated in our final Phase I decision in this docket. 
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An individual share percentage is calculated (or each program covered by this 

incentive mechanism. The incentive rate is set so that if actual savings exactly equ3.l (otecast 

savings (or a given program. the incentive will equal the rate of return times the cost of that 

program. As a result, among the twO programs, the variable share depends on the relative 

incentive basis. 
This incentive mechanism w6uld not set an explidt maximum donat amount o( 

incentive that SDG8cE can earn for tach program. As long as SDG&E improves upon its 
forecast incentive basis. the company would be able to increase the amount o( incentives it 

earns. The mechanism does, however,limit the rate of incentive accrual 6nce achieved 

savings exceed 130% of targeted Savings. AbOve this point, additional savings would only 

earn additional incentives at the minimum tate established (or each program. 

1.4.2 Residential and Nonresidential New Construction Variable Shated 
SavingsIPerlormance Adder Treatment 

According to the panies. this mechanism is designed to promote the installation o( 

measures that exceed applicable building standards and (in the instanCe of some specific 

measures) to promote the achievement of positive net present value Total Resource Cost 

(lRC) values and cost·minimization. An earnings cap of $2 minion pet year would be 

applied (or the total of the New Construction Programs. 

1. Nonresidential Prescriptive and Lighting Measures: 

a For any measure that is 10-1$% mote efficienl than the applicable Title i4 

Building Standards. SOO&B would receive an award equal t6 6% of the liet present value 

(NPV) 6f these measures calculated using the (ollowing formula: 

Net Present Value = B· (UAC + (.S x Pc) + (.2S x UIC») 

Where: B = Avoided Energy and Capacity Benefits 

UAC = Unlity AdminisLrative Costs 

UIC = Utility Incentive Costs 

PC = Net Participant Costs 
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(All calculations ate on a ntt present value basis.) 

b. Fot any measure that offers Ii 15% or greater improvement in etfidencyas 

compared to Title 24 Standards, SDG&E would receive an award equaJ to 13.5% 6f the NPV 

of these measures calculated using the {ormula in a. abOVe. 

c. Peri'oimance Minimum And Penalty: The minimum penorrnance level tot 

these program elements would be 25% of the forecasted NPV calculated using the formula in 

3. aoove. If the minimum perfomailce level was nOt achieved. a penalty would be assessed 

to SDG&E. The penalty would be equal to the amount of the calculated NPV below the 

minimum. mUltiplied by 13.S%. 

2. Residential and all other Nonresidential Measures 

The foHowing incentive mechanism would apply for these programs: 

a. For any residential measures that is 5·10% mote efficient than the 

applicable Title 2:4 Standards. SOO&E would receive ail incentive equal to 4% of the TRC 

present value of benefits only (not NPV) of the measure. 

b~ For residential and all other nonresidential measures that oUer an 

improvement in efficienCy of atleasl 10% as compared to the applicable Title 2:4 Staildatds. 

SOO&E would receive an incentive equal to 9% of the 1RC present value of benefits only 

(not NPV) of the measure. 

c. AU other elements of the SDG&E proposal for these measures would be 

adopted. No minimums or penalties would apply to these measures. 

1.43 Residential Energy Management Services arid DitectAsslsfance Performance 
Adder Treatment 
The (oUowing describes the utility incentive mechanism proposed fot the Residential 

Energy Management Services and Direct Assistance Programs: 
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1. Reward Mechanism 
SDG&E would receive a reward equal to .5 percent 0( aU expenditures made by 

the utility on certain qualifying measures in the Direct AssistanCe Program and all 

expenditures in the Residential Energy Management Services Program. 

2. Non-Qualifying "Big 6" Measures in the Dirtct 
Assistance Program 

Measures which would not be eligible for detenninati6n of a reward to 

SDG&E: 
a. Attic insulation. 
b. Caulking, 
c. Weatherstripping, 
d. Low-flow showerhead, 
e. Water heater blanket, and 
f. DoOr and building envelope repairs which reduce air infiltration. 

3. Direct ASsistance Program Qualifying Measures 
SDG&E reward-eligible qualifying measures and expenditures shall be all other' e 

impIovementS. devices. or appliances provided and or installed by SOO&E which improve 

energy efficiency including. but not limited to: 

a Compact fluorescent lights. 
b. Furnace filters. 
c. Duct wrap. 
d. Appliance services. and 
e. In-home education. 

4. Minimum Requirements 
The utility target for weatherized units in the Direct Assistance Program is 

7.0<:IJ per year. SDG&E wOuld nOt be eligible (or a reward unless it weatherized a minimum 

number of units. The minimum wOuld be 70% of the 7.000 unit target. A minimum o( 

15.000 services would need to be achieved in the Residential Enetgy Management Services 

Program before a reward could be earned for this program. 
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A unit would be considered weatherized it .the need (or all of the "Big 6" items 

was aSsessed (or each unit and all o( the needed items were installed in each unit undet the 

SDG&E program. If a unit did not need any of the "Big 6," it would not be counted towai'd 

the minimum goal. Expenditures eligible (or a reward would nOt need to be made in the 

same units as thostcounted t6ward the minimum requirement. 

5. Reward·Eligible Expenditures for Direct Assistance 

All expenditures directly attributable to the quali(ying measure would be 

eligible for reward, in addition to 34 percent of all administrative or other program cOstS that 

are difficult to allocate between specifIC measures or jobs. 

1.4.4 Discussion 
The mechanisms proposed jointly by SDG&E. DRA and UCAN are similar to tJ10se 

adopted for SCE in its last general rate case. but pOrtions have been adjusted to give SDG&E 

the potential of earning mote (or each increment of energy saved than SCE. The partieS to 

the Joint Recorrunendation argue that it is appropriate f~r 5DG&E to have the oppOrtunity to 

earn more because it is regarded as offering better documentation of its programs and 

resulting savings. DRA makes the point in its testimony that the company has established a 

solid planning capability for linking program funding requests with longer-tenn resource 

planning activities. These conclusions support the panies' proposal which al10ws (or 

moderately greater earnings potential. while adhering to. the guidelines of 0.92·02-075. 

Our major concern in adopting incentive mechanisms at this time is that they be 

consistent with our interim policies adopted in D.92.:o2-075. We believe that the mechanisms 

propOsed by the parties satisfy those policies. but a few observations are in order. First~ the 

prOpOsal is complex. Each type of incentive has its own specific rules and limitatiMs. The 

danger is that a complex incentive strategy might influence company behavior in ways that 

are difficult to predict. It may nOt be possible to know. in advance, whether the potential for 

earning a five percent perfonnance adder for One type of investment at the same time that the 
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company CQuld earn 13.5% of the net present value of savings resulting (rom anOther type of 

investment will motivate the company to make optimal investment decisions. 

A second observation is that. while the record offers explanations (or the relative 

differences among the types of incentives available for the cOmpany. we ate not convinced an 

adequate showing has been made with regard to the overall level of inceiltives resulting (rom 

the proposal. While D.9i-Oi·07S established interim guidelines and pOlicies. the Commission 

said that the detennination of appropriate level of incentives (or SDG&E would occur in t~is 
general rate case. The Joint Recommendation reflects the maximum allowable incentive level 

within the curtenl guidelines. We expected the panies to have analyzed the relative riskS and 

associated returns cotrunensurate with the proposed investment in DSM programs. The 
interim guidelines include a supply-side comparability feature. but we expect to (ully explore 

the implications of this (eature in the context of the tulemaking taking into account the 

experience with the joint proposal adopted in this proceeding. 

We will approve the mcentive arrangement proposed jointly by SDG&E. ORA and 

UCAN tor other reasons entiiely. We have comntitted ourselves to supporting a long-term 

effort by our teguJated energy utilities to suppOrt DSM activities. CACD is currently 

studying the various incentive mechanisms that have been offered to the utilities in these 

initial years and we will focus Our efforts in the DSM Rulemaking docket on creating uniform 

guidelines for future incentive mechanisms and levels_ ORA emphasizes that the incentive 

process as a whole remains. at this phase. an experiment and that the results of this 

experiment could ultimately lead to changes to the incentive approach or the elimination of 

incentives altogether. SOO&B understands that the incentives approved here may be 

temporary. We have not formed. a corrtnUunent to continue the use of S-shaped curves Or 

detennined that cutrer'lt incentive levels are appropriate to the tasks at hand. Our continued 

commitment to supporting DSM activities will be demonstrated not by approving incentive 

levels that maximize earnings. but by establishing understandable. logical and predictable 
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boundaries within which the utilities' programs can operate. For now. we will approve the 

incentive mechanism that the parties suppOrt in order to assure program continuity during 

these early phases of maturation. We also remind the company that furthet incentive 

guidance is 01'1 the horizon. 

1.5 Accounting Transhion Mechanism 

SDG&E currently counts DSM achievements at the time a contract is signed wltb the 

customer, not at the time of equipment installation. The Commission has ordered in the DSM 

OIRJOII that the value of DSM savings be determined on an ex post basis beginning in 1994. 

SDG&E propOsed a trdJlsition m«hanism to change to counting DSM savings at the time of 

installation in 1993. Initially. DRA recommended that SDG&E change to counting savillgs at 

the time of equipment installation in 1993 without any transition mechanism. 

The parties to the Joint Recommendation propOse the adoption of a comptomise 

Transition Mecbanism \I) provide a complete trailsitioli to installed versus signed accounting 

by ]anu3l)'. 1994. It has two parts: 

I. If SDG&B exceeds its $9 milliM earnings cap in 1992. SDG&E would count 

. savings from certain contracts (as described below) signed after the date the 1992 $9 milliM 

cap is exceeded. during the year iii which the job was actually instalJed. Incentive payments 

made to customers (or contracts signed after the cap is exceeded would be counted in the ~ear 

the measures were installed; however, administrative costs would continue to be charged to 

1992 budgets (or all of the 1 m cOntracts. whether the cap is exceeded or not. 

Savings from projects would be counted in the follOwing manner once the cap has 

been met For contracts signed in December 1992. 80 percent of the savings would be· 

counted in the year measures are inslaUed. The percentage would be 60 percent for contracts 

signed in November and 40 percenl for contracts signed in October 1992. No savings would 

be counted (or contracts signed earlier than this even if the earnings cap has been met. For 
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contracts signed in 1992 aftet the cap has been met where Jritasutes ate installed· in 1992. no 

utility earnin~S would be available. 
The exaCt numbetof contractS netded to· teach the $9 million cap (ot 1992 will be 

affected by the final ubulatiOtlot administrative and incentive cOsts, as well as Commission 

acceptance of SDG&B's 1m efforts. If the Commission, after its review of SDG&E's 1992 

penonnance. detemunes that the date at which the earnings cap was met (it at all) is di({etent 

from the date originally designated by SOO&E, contracts deferred into future years would be 

added to 1992 results at their full value, up to the $9 m111i6n earnings cap. Adjustments to 

1992 expenses would be handJed through the t>SM balancing accounts. 

2. A "gradual- transition to installed versus signed accounting would be 

implemented fot contractS signtd in 199) as follows: 
DSM ActION ~COun(ed ~Couilled %Counled %Counted 

Trigger 

Contract Signing 

Installation 

100% 

0% 

75% 

25% 

25% 

75% 

For example, if a contract was signed all the 2nd quarter of 1993. 75% of the value of 

that contract would be counted toward the 1993 achievementS in 1993. It the measurt(s) 

were installed. for example. in the 4th quarter of 1993,··the remaining 25% of that value could 

also be counttd in 1993. H,bowevet, the measure were not i~stalled until 1994 (or some 

future year) the remaining 2S% could nbt be counted until that time. 
Neither component of this proposal will be adopted. As this proposal would add 

complexity to the incentives, it decreases our confidence that the incentives ate not 

inconsistent. The frrst component appears to be an effort to smooth the transition from a year 

with an earnings cap (l~2) to one without a cap (1993). We presuO\e that some parties were 

concerned that when SDG&E's projected earnings exceed the cap for 1992, the company 
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would be mOlivated 10 stall on the completion of new contractS, in order to gain the lull 

earnings benefits from those contracts in the following year. However. this is nOI an issue· 

unique to this transitional yeat. Whenever the utility tuns up against an earnings cap. it may 

have an incentive to hold of( 6n new contracts until the next year. For example. if the . 
company employed such a strategy at the end of 1991. such delayed contract signing would 

have contributed to meeting or exceeding the 1992 cap. 

A transition of this type is Hkety to make only the niost marginal of differences. For 

instance. since the percentage of earnings Saved lor a. later time would increase as 1992 draws 

to a close. the utility would have an incentive to put off October cOntracts to November. 

November contracts t6 December. D«ember COntracts to 1993. Instead of trying to stay a 

small step ahead of the utility's motivation. we prefer to make a clean transition. The 1m 
program will be completed under the same rules that the company expected when the year 

began. 
the second companent would establish for 1993 contracts what the panies desCribe as 

a gradual transition from rewards for signing contracts to rewards Cor achieving installations. 

The concern is that it can take as long as 1 ~ to 2 years hom the time the contract is signed 

to the time the installation will be cOnipleted. This compOnent of the transition does not 

appear to be necessary. First. by allowing for 100% of the reward in the year of signing fOr 

those contracts signed in the fIrst quarter of 1993, the utility would have an incentive to sign 

contracts as early in the year as pOssible. However. this is the same incentive the company 

would have without the transition. If the company wants to get as many installations as 
possible completed during 1993. it should try to get contracts signed as early in the year as 

possible. 
In addition, although a major reason for this aspect of the transition is to help stabilize 

the reward payments to the company. it is not etear that the proposal would have that effect 

The proposal would promote high DSM earnings in 1995 (be(ause the 1993 earnings are 
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calculated in 1994 and introouced into rates in 1995). However, 1994 rewards. which would 

be introduced into rates in 1996. would be calculated solely on an "instaBed" basis. 

Hopefully. the same number of installations win occur regardless Of when the tewardis 

calculated. The jOint recommendation simply pOstpOnes the inevitab1e impact of the change 

from a "conttact" basis to an "installed" basis white further complicating the process of 

calculating incentive rewards. 
If thete has to be a less thart smooth transition (and we are nOt convinced thete will 

be) then any aspect of the DSM earnings formu1a that could help hold rates down should rake 

effect as soon as possible .. The sizable rate increaSe reSulting from this application comes on 

the heals of a large increase in the modified attrition. Itt the midst of the curient recession 

and minimal inflation. we should make sure that the utility'S DSM activities do not raise rates 

unnecessarily. 

1.6 Recovery ot Shareholder Incentives 
One way to help aSsute that DSM earnings do not bounce precipitOusly is t6 continue • 

to amortize earnings over a three-year period. This is Our cwtent practice tor rewards 

sten'tining from the coltabOrative DSM procesS. However, SDG&E, bRA and UCAN 

propose. allowing the company to colle(t its full 1991 reward resulting from the 1988 ORC 

DSM ptograms through rates in one year. After 1991, there is nO longer a distinction 

between collaborative and ORC rewards. We do not adopt this proposal, because we find 

that it is logical to amortize all reward pa~nts in a consistent mafu"ler. 

For future periods. the parties to the Joint Recommendation propose allowing fot one-

year recovery of each year's reward. We reject this prop6sal. because it might tend to 

encourage greater fluctuations in rates and earnings from year to year. Instead. we will 

amortize both components of th.e 1991 reward. as well as rewards for DSM activities in future 

years. over a three year period. 
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1.7 1m AND 1991 DSM Rewatds 

In its RepOrt on Demand·Side Management SDG&E included a ttquest (or recovery of 

DSM rewards earned in 1990 and 1991 as follows: 

1. 1989 GRC Reward (or 1991 Programs: $7.15 million is requested (ot 

. SDG&E's 1991 program results under the penalty/reward mechanism authorized in Decision 

88-09-063. This is the maximum amount allowed according to the Settlement Agreement in 

SDG&E·s 1992 Modified Attrition Apptlcation. approved in Decision 91-10-046. 

SDG&E has provided its 1991 program results and support in its Annual Summary of 

DSM Activities filed March 31. 1992. These results were reviewed by CACD which. 1n a 

repOrt fiJed August 17, 1992, found that most of 5DG&E's savings were reasonable and 

tecoJi1nlended a reward level of $7.558.200. Since this anlOunl exceeds the cap. SDO&J;! 

would be eligible for the full $7.15 million reward. 

For activities stemming from its 1989 GRC DSM program, SDo&E has been allowed 

to earn rewards for having signed contracts with various customers for the installation of 

energy-measures, even belote the measures were installed. SDG&E must refund any reward 

payrncnts received for contracts that ate subsequently cancelled. This is discussed. below, in 

the section concerning CACD's recol1ll11endations. 

2. 1991 Collaborative Reward: $1.6 million is requested for rate Ittovery in 1993 

for SOO&E's 1991 program results under the collaborative shareholder incentive nl¢chanism 

authorized in Decision 90-08-068. This is one-third of the maximum reward of $5 milliOn 

allowed (or 1991. which SDG&B has earned. The remaining two-thirds would be recovered 

in equal parts in rates in 1994 and 1995. 

SDG&B has provided its 1991 program results and support in its Annual Sun'unary of 

DSM Activhies filed March 31. 1992. These results were reviewed by ORA. which agreed 

with the company·s conclusions. Review o( this reward has been transferred to this ORC 
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from SDG&Ets ECAC AppliCation 91-09-059 by Decisio!, 92-04-061. One·third 0( any' 

authorized reward should be included in SDG&E's January I, 1993 rates. 

3. 1990 COllaborative Reward: $.7 million is requested tor the second one-thL-d 

of SDG&E's 1990 program results under the collaborative shareholder incentive. The 1990 

reward of $1.1 million was approved in D.91-IO-046 in SDG&B's 1992 MOdified Attrition 

Application. Recovery of this $.7 million has betn transferred to this ORC from SDG&B's 

ECAC A.91-09-0S9 by 0.92-04-061 for recovery in the Januaty I, 1993 rates adopted in this 

pt6cetding. The fmal one-third of this reward should be recovered in 1994. 

The record suppOrts including; in the revenue requirement, appropriate sums to 

allow for recovery of the reward amounts requested by the cOnipany. The related teveriue 

rtquirement wiu be calculated to all6w fot wee-year rtcovel)' of all earnings. as discussed 

above. 

3. CACO·s Recommendations 

In its report conceming the 1991 operation of the GRC DSM program. CACD made 

many recommendations that may help improve the Operation and flow of information related 

to future DSM activities. The company has agreed to adopt many of those recOn\mei'tdations. 

The resulting changes are summarized as (ollows: 

1. Soo&B will inform cust6mers when suggestions designed to decrease 

electrical consumption will result in increased natural gas consumption (or vice versa). To 

assure that this information is conveyed, it will be included on a checklist given to the 

custOmer. 
2. The cOmpany wiU include in its me fot each tominetciaVindustrial audit a 

surrtrnary sheet describing the natW't of business operations at the audit site. 

3. In its conunerciaVu'ldustrial audit files, SDO&B will also include reference 

materials to support its estimate for the cOst and energy efficiency gains resulting (rom 

improvements thai were recommended. 
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4. For contracts relating to Commercial Cooling improvements, SDG&E will 

include the (ollowing limitations: a two year expiration date. with a One yeat extension opti6n 

(or retrofit installations and a (our year lirrtll (or new construction ptojectS. ThIs issue 
becomes nlO<>t in 1994 when rewards become subject to "ex Post" measuremenl 

S. SOO&E stated that it would be pOssible to add 10 its Annual Summary a table 

clearly showing the impact of contract cancellations on the total savings resulting (rom each 

program. We will require that the company include such a table in its Annual Summary. -

The CACD repOrt. included as Exhibit 61 in this docket. provides a dear explanation 

of the impOrtance of each of these changes. We will direct the company to incorporate them 

in its DSM prOgralTl activities. 

As part of its audit, CACD examined the debit that SDG&E proposed to apply to the 

1991 dRC DSM reward (or the cancellation of contracts that were signed in 1989. SDO&E 

subtracted the nominal reward amount from the 1991 pie-cap reward total. CACO 

recommended that the 1989 contraCt teward amount be escalated to 1991 donars using the 

1989 GRC"s DSM eSCalation value before subtracting out the cancellations. ORA 

recOminended that both the 1989 cancelled contract reward amount and the 1991 reward 

amour'lt be escalated to 1993 dollats and the subtraction be made at that point. ORA 

suggested that the formula used to escalate balancing account amounts should be used (or this 

pwpose as we)). UCAN argues that it is not enough to onl)' adjust the rewards received (or 

cancelled contracts b)' an inflation factor; the ratepayer's lost investment opportunity should . 

also be reflected. 
Let us try to took at this issue from another perspective. In 1991, SOO&E received a 

reward for energy savings related to its 1989 program efforts that. because of the contract 

cancella.tions, wiu not be realized. The company must refund this pOrtion o( the reward to Its 
ratepayers. By applying this "refund- to its calculation o( savings achieved in 1991 (a year in 

which its calculated reward exceeds its reward cap). the company makes an adjustment that • 
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at least for now. is metely on paper. If mote existing contracts are cancelled in later years. 
the adjusted reward mJght tall below the rewards cap and Si>G&E would be obligated to 

make an actual refund. 
However. there is no logical reason to apply a reduction (eJated to tM 1989 reward· to 

SDG&E's 1991 reward calculation. The reward received by the company in 1989 was not 

affected by a cap. Thus. any way you look at it. the ratepayers paid real dollars to the 

company as a reward for ContractS that will proouce nO savings. That money must be 

returned to ratepayers. We will adjust the revenue requirement in this proceeding to 

accomplish a refund of this teward. 
A question remains as to how to quantity this refund. SDG&E re(tived its reward for 

these cancelled 1989 contracts through rates in 1991. By paying this reward through rates. in 

1991, Si:>o&E;s ratepayers lost the opportunity t6 invest these fundS (or their own uSe. The 

nominal 1991 dollars should be adjusted to reflect that lost investment opportunity. The 

reward related to the cancelled COntracts should be adjusted to reflect the short term Treaswy 

Bill interest rates. (or the yeats 1991 and 1992. the years in which SDG&E actually held the 

nominal tewatd amount o( $880.740. 

4. Balancitlg Account UnderC()lIectlons and Offset Rates 

The Electric Efficiency Balancing Account (EEBA) and Gas Efficiency Balancing 

Account (GEBA). were originally authorized in the CollabOrative decision (0.90-08-068) (or 

the period 0( August 29. 199() through December 31. 1991. The balancing aCcOunts were 

established because the Collaborative decision authorized only expenditures. nOt (unding. and 

the utilities needed a way to record the expenditures for reimbursement in the (uture. These 

accounts were implicitly reauthorized by the Modified Attrition decisioil (D.91.U..()74) (or 

the period January 1. 1992. to December 31 t 1992. 

The electric offset rate was originally authorized by the 1991 ECAC (D. 91-04-(63) to 

be in place (rom May I, 1991. through April 30. 1992. 1t was then reauthorized in the 1991 
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Modified Attrition Filing (0.91-12-074) and the 1992 ECAC (0.92-04-061) to be in pJace 

from May 1, 1992, to April 30. 1993. The offset rate authorized by the 1991 ECAC was set 

at it level intended to capture DSM expenditures from August 1990 to Oecember 1991. which 

were not induded in the base rates. (lbe Modified Attrition decision, D.91-12-074, also 

authorized funds for DSM that were included in base rates.) 

The gas of(stt rate was authoriztd in SDG&E·s most rtterit BCAP decision 

(0.91-12-075) and the 1991 Modlfied Attrition decision. This rate was based 6n a forecast of 

expenditures for January 1.1991 through September 30. 1991, and actual expenditures ma.de 

from August 1990. through December 1990. The offset rate was expected to collect $3.37 . 

million fr6m January 1992 through December 1992. In addition. in the last BCAP decision. 

we authorized the two-yeat base rate amortization of $1.013,SOO, the forecast expenditure 

from October 1991 through December 1991. Accordingly, SDG&E is also collecting $0.507 
million in base rates in 1992 and 1993. The forecast gas OSM expenditure from August 1990 

through DeCember 1991 was $4.4 nullion. The intention is that the offset rate and the 

additional funds from base rates would baJance the GEBA by December 1993. if reyenues 

were collected as previously approved. As a result of this pattern o.f decisions. the oUset 

rates and the baJartcing accounts have been running o.n different cycles since they were 

established. SDG&B has had a fouNTlonth lag in the collection of revenue for the EEBA in 

1992.and mo.re than it year lag in gas revenue cOllectiOn as described above. 

SDO&B has proposed to. terminate its EEBA. GEBA and corresponding offset rates at 

the end of 1992. However, SDG&B claims that early termination of the offset rates will 

result in an undercollectic)n of $10 million in electric and $6 million in gas revenues. Thus, 

to zero-out the balancing accounts. Soo&E also proposes that the estimated amount of 

undercollection be included in the 1~3 revenue requirement by amortizing it o.ver the ftrSt 

year of the rate cycle . 
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The (oreCasted undercoUections ate based on the shortage of revenues that will oC~ur 
if the offset rates are terminated earlier than planned. the rates were previously set at a level 

that would have to remain in place thtough May I, 1993 for electric. and through September 

30. 1993 (or gas. in order t6 match authorized and forecasted expenditures. 

We will adopt SDG&E's proposal to eliminate the balancing accounts and the M(stt 

rates. thus simplifying the DSM tate-making process. In this rate case we will use SOO&E's 

estimates of the electric undercoBections to adjust base rates and thereby zero-out the electric 

balancing acCOunt. SDG&E should amortize the undercollecled amount over the three year 

rate caSe cycle. However, because the figures (or bOth expenditures and revenue collection 

art preSented here only as estimates. some accommodation must be made for actual under- or 

overcoUection through December 31. 1992. We will direct SDG&E to me an advice lettet to 

true up the tina] amount after the EEBA and offset rate have been terminated. 

When SDG&E files the advice letter it should specify the exact amounts recorded in 

the balancing accounts starting at the time of the Collaborative decision through December 

31, 1992. and the exact amount of revenue collected by the offset rate from May lil99l , 

through Decembet 31, 1m. The true-up amOur'lt should be included in the 1993 Attrhion 

filing. soo&B should update the amortized amour'lt (or the attrition year to reflett the 

true-up with interest from JanuaJ)' I, 1993 to. the time the new rate is implemented. The 

utility should complete the accounting and file the advice lettet by February 1, 1993. in order 

to allow time for a resolution to be incorporated into the attrition filing. 

According to SDG&B's revised (orecast, the gas offset rate is only expected to collect 

$2.8 milton by December 1992. leaving SDG&E with a shortfall of approximately $0.6 

million. The gas offset rate was not intended to. capture DSM gas expenditures made in 1992 

and only a portion of the $8.930.000 that was authorized in the Modified Attrition decision 

for 1992 gas DSM will be recorded in the balancing account. Since $4.876.000 Is being 

recovered in base rates. we calculate that $4.054.000 should be recovered in the OEBA and 
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woutd be undercoUected in 1992. However, SDG&E is predicting: that $6.08 minion will 
accrue in the OEBA by DeCember 31. 1992. Having nO detailed infoim:uion (rom the 

company. we assume the additional $2.03 million refleCts the spending flexibility 3uthorlztd 

by the Modified Attrition decision. which gave SOO&E a cushion of $5.6 million for certain 

ptograms. 
In total. SDd&E ptojects an undetcotlection of $6.9 million in the GEBA as of 

Decembet 31. 1992. The company's predicted 1992 accruals of $6.08 million. when added to 

the 1991 undetcollection of $0.6 million (ome close to equaHing the lotal predicled 

undercollection. Howevet. since there has been no audit of SDG&E's gas DSM ptograms~ 

we have no assuranCe that the company's figures are accurate Or that it has used hs available 

funds in a manner consistent with our previous orders. In fact. we cannOt even be certain that 

the extra $i.03 million relates to the $5.6 million cushion. 

We find it beneficial to zerO;)ut and preclude further use of the GEBA. as well as the 

EEBA. but cannot allow dIe collection of an extra $2.03 million without an audit tn 

addition. thete will be some b'Uc·up value for the estimated expenditureS from January 1991 

through December 1992. While we authorize the amortization of $6.9 millon over the next 

three years, the pOrtion of the revenues tha.t would be collected in 1994 and 1995 is 

contingent On the results ot an audit of the GEBA. DRA should verify the $4.05 million, the 

remaining $2.63 million and any true-up amount and propose an adjustment in the next 

attrition filing. following the audit 
Finally. DRA should verify that SDG&E bas not exceeded its $~O minion cap tor 

1992 DSM programs. Because all of the 1m DSM expenditure figures in this rate case are 

estimates, the Commission is still awaiting verification that SDG&E is within its spending cap 

for 1992. 
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5. SDG&E Headquarters Building Facade Lighting 

The City Of San Dieg6 chose one issue 10 vigorously litigate in this proceeding. With 

the supp6rt of UCAN and ORA, the City strongly objects to SDO&E's long· standing habit of 

illuminating the exterior of its cOrpOrate headquarters with floodlights. Prior to the raising 0( 

thIs objection, the company used a bank of 88 1.000 watt flood lamps. mounted at 

apjn:'oximately the third floor level and pOinting up, to wash the four faces of the headquarters 

building in white light. The company uses additional lamps to create a yellow trown atop the 

structure. SinCe the City has raised this objection. the company has selectively turned 0(( 

some of the lamps and tedirected others. teportedly resulting in a reduction of the over-all 

lighting by over 20%. Nonetheless. thete is n6 dlsagteement that the SDG&E headquaiters 

stands as a bright beacon on the San Diego skyline. 

The City argues that the utility's lighting pOlicy is inconsistent with its energy 

efficiency message and programs. for which the ratepayers ate spending over $60 million per 

year. As with one eye open the company spends over 10% of its DSM budget to sensitize • 

and educate consumers about the impOrtartce of cOnserving energy_ with the other eye. it 

appears to wink, suggesting that leaving the lights On after everyone leaves the room is just 

fine. While prOducing scant suppOrting evidence, the City and UCAN argue that inany of the 

area's residents ate deeply offended by the company's lighting display. The City asks the 

Commission to order the company to tum off what remains of the 88 floodlights. 

SDG&E is equally vigorous in defense of itS building lighting policy. The company 

offers evidence that at least some downtown landlords and business associations like to have 

the floodligbts burning. out of a sense that they enhance the safet), in the downtown area. 
SDG&B argues that when people see the lights shining On the building, they do not get the 

sense that SDG&B fails to cafe about energy conservation, or that it is talking out of both 

sides of its corporate mouth. 
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The City offeted evidence of a different cOrpOrate ,perspective that rna)' have prevailed 

during the 1970s. During each oil crisis. SDG&E voluntarily turned of( the lights ~nd 

boasttd that this. act corrtrr'lunicated to the community the companis strong desire to 

encourage energy conservation without compromising safety in the downtown area. $OO&E 

argues that its change in attitude is consistent with the diUerence in philosophy between the 

energy conservation eftons of the 70s and the demand·side management efforts today. In the 

70's. as the company sees it. we all were willing to "freeze in the dark" (or the sakeM 

national security. In the 90's. according to SDG&E. we seek not to discourage energy uSt. 

but to assure that it is used efficiently. 

SDG&B Says that its facade lighting promOtes safety by casting a glow OntO the 

SUirounding sidewalks. However, Scnne may disagree as to whether it is mote efficient to 

bounce 88.()()() watts Of pOwer off of the walls of a skyscraper to east a street·level glow than 

to simply provide a handful of strategically located stteetllghts. The City should be most 

concerned abOut promoting downtown safety, and it appears profoundly disturbed by the .. 

current lighting system. 
We are certainly nOt going to tell the company how to light its building. Only the 

dreaded word "micro-management- could adequately describe the nature of such an edict 

Nor is the evidence presented by either side strong enough to suppon the contentions made. 

Instead. we will offer a few observatiOns. 

There can be little doubt that SDG&E. Or any other company, lights its bUilding in 

order to send a message. That message may be one of corporate identity. of public safety. or 

of a certain perceived aesthetic. It would not be surprising to find that the desire to express 

each of these notions enteTs into the decision. Yet. if this is trut. can there be doubt that. at 

least to some people, a brightly lit yet largety vacant building also communicates some (oim 

of indifference to the effects of impulsive energy consumption? We wonder if a heavily 

floodlit corporate landmark interferes with an otherwise heavily promoted conservation 
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message, which is also so clearly identified with the corporation. In the final instant.SDd&E 

has to make that judgment. It would stem mOst appropnate that the company would work 

hand.in.hand with the dty in crafting a resolution of this issue. The City. of cOurse; may 

have the power to enfotce the soJution it finds most apptopriate through the passage "0( an 

ordinance. 
No matter what the company eventually does with its facade lighting. we remain 

concerned that it be more successful in inspiring efficiency than it may be in inspiring 

cynicism. This Commission has never advocated "(reezing in the dark". We have. instead, 

since the 70·s. encouraged the utilities to look at efficiency improvements as a reSOurce and 

to mine that resowce. when it is a cost·ef!ective choice. to help meet customer demand. 

Beyond the influence the company may wield as a symbol of respOrlsibJe corporate behavior, 

it is alsO a consumer of electricity and natural gas. It appears that while SDG&E encourages 

its other commercial and industrial customers to undergo energy audits. it has not undertaken 

a similar analysis of its own corporate headquarters. We win direct the company to 

undertake a comprehensive energy audlt of its cOIpOrate headquarters as won as possible and 

to submit with its next attrition filing bOth the results of the audit and the companyts detailed 

plan for implementing the audit's ttConuneooations. In that the company and its ratepayers 

should benefit {rom the audit process itself, the company should not include the results o( 

such an audit in its reward calculation. 

6. Pilot Bidding Program 

In D.92-()9·080 in the DSM tulemaking proceeding, we adopted SDO&B's ptopOsal to 

put out its residential appJiance efficiency program (or bid by third panies. Pursuant to 
Ordering Paragraph 9, SDG&E Is authorized to recover in rates a total of $)9.599.159 

(199!$) fot its residential appliance efficiency incentives program and associated 

measurement activities. Determination of revenue requirement and rate design for this 

funding were deferred to this proceeding. We will include the pilot bidding program costs of 
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$6.8 million in the revenue requirement approved in this order. We will also approve $6.8 

milli6I'l for 1994 and $6.7 million for 1995. 

B. Emerging Bus~ness Enterprises 
This compriSes the activities we Once referred to as Women and Minority Business 

Enterprises. Aftet the execution of the Setdernent Agreement, the CACD issue<ia Report 6n 

SDo&B's program costs entitled • Audit Report on the £merging Business Enterprises 

Program Costs of San Diego Gas &. Electric company fot 1993 Test Year". oRA and 

SDG&B propOse that me revenue increase of $274.900 (1988$) ttcornrnended in that repOrt 

be· added 10 the revenue requirement identified in me Settlement Agreement. The parties 

included this amount in the total propOsed for Account 9:lO in the Comparison Exhibit -

C. Affiliate Issues 
In its audit repOrt. ORA ptopOstd the following changes at(ecting the relationship 

between Soo&E and its affiliated businesses: 

1. SDG&B should not share diiectorS with affiliated companies; 

2. SDG&E should bill its afflliates fuUy loaded costs plus S% fOr 
services it provides. . 

3. SDO&B·s affiliates' share of cOIpOrate costs should be removed 
(rom SOO&B's COsts (or ratemaking purposes. This would 
result in a reductiOn of 1993 costs Of $303.000. 

4. SDG&'B should provide the eonuntssion with the following 
reports: 
a. The annual financial statements of each affiliate 

company, including the consolidating wOrkpapets of 
PacifiC Diversified Capital Company (pDCC); 

b. An annual statement which details the nature of all inter-company 
transactions COnCerning SDO&B, with a description of me basts 
upOn which costs were allOCated and transfer prices were 
established; 
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c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

An annual repOrt which details SDG&E's and its subsidiaries
t 

ptopOrtionate share of 1) total assets. 2) total revenues. 3) total 
expenseS. and 4) total employees; 

An annual statement or all ta..ngible and intangible ptoperty 
soJd/transfetred or otherwise used between SDG&E and its 
affiliates: 
An annual statement of all employees transferred between SDG&E 
and its affiliates: 
Il1\J1\ediate notification of the creation. dissolution. disposition or 
acquisition of any affiliate of SDO&E; and 

Immediate notification of the sale or transfer of any property which 
has a value of $100.000 or greater between SDG&E and any of its 
affiliates. 

After the Settlement Agreement was submitted. DRA agreed to withdraw the fU'St and 

third propoSals and SDG&E agrted to endorse the steoM and the forth. Although DRA has 

withdrawn its proposals to require entirely separate bOards of directorS and to remOve all 

affiliate-related cOsts from rates, we emphasize that the Commission has not passed judgment 

on the appropriateness of these proposals. 

D. Nuclear Expenses 
The Settlement Agreement propOses that $4,922.000 (1 ~3$) should be added for each 

additional SONGS refueling expected in 1993 in addition to the one refueling already 

included fot Unit 2. After adjustment to conform to D.~2-(')8-04i. the $4,922.000 refueling 

cost becomes $4.732.()O() in 1993$ which de-escalates to $4,09l.000 in 1988$. 

In its 1993 AttritiOn Year advice letter filing, SCE requests recovery of c6sts (or a 

total of twO SONGS refueling outages in 1993 (for SONGS Units 2 & 3). Based on this 

irtformation, SDG&E iequests increasing its nuclear refueling expense estimate by $4.093,000 

to reflect One additional refueling during 1993. 
A decision is still pending on SCE's advice letter filing. We will allow SDG&E the 

recovery it seeks for a second refueling outage while reminding the tompany that we do not 
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intend to make the ratepayers pay twice (or the Same expense. If either or oolh of the 

expected refueling outages do not occur in 1993. we will presume that the funds allocattd in 

1993 for that pUIpMe will be applied to each refueling outage when it does occur. SDO&B 

win not be awarded recovery a second tIme for outage costs that ate covered in this opinion. 

E. post-Retirement Benefits Other Than Pensions 

On October 5, 1992, AU Michael Galvin issued a propOsed dedsioll in 1.90-07-037 as 
consolidated with A.88·12-OOS and 1.89-03.()33 which. i( adopted, would change the 

accounting method to be used for tracking costs related to non-pension retirement benefits. 

SDG&B has distributed a late exhibit reflecting appropriate changes in the event that the 

Commission approves an order in I.90-01-037. The revenue requirement tables attached to 

this order have been m6dified to include the revenues forecast as being needed to satisfy the 

Galvin propOsed decision. 

F. Low Income Rate Assistance (LIRA) 

The Settlement Agreement does not include any administrative costs associated with 

this program. The Settling Parties ptopMe that theSe costS should continue to be recorded in 

the LIRA balancing account and recovered through SDG&B·s ECAC and BCAP proceedings. 

G. IntervenOr Fees 

The Settling Parties propose that intervenor fee compens.alion awards be recorded in 

ECAC and BCAP balandng accOunts and be recovered thtough those respective proceedings. 

This is a reasonable propOsal. 

H. LOw EmIssion Vehicles (LEV) 

Although the utility propOses that some costs related to natural gas vehicle 

development be included in its RD&D budget. the Settling Parties ptopOse that the recovery 

of other costs related to natural gas and electric vehicle activities be deferred to the LEV 

investigation (1.91.10-029) . 
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We ate concerned over the funding gap which may exist should the natura) gas vehicle 

development program, authorized in D.91-()7-017 i end prior the completion of 1.91-10-029. 

ShOuld such a contingency develop, we authorize continued funding at current annual levels 

pending our order in the LEV investigation. The utility is authorized to continue· the 

memorandum account treatment as authorized in O.91-()7-O17 between the expiration date of 
. 

the accOunt and the decision in the LEV investigation. 

I. Environmental COsts 

The Settling Parties argue that various environmental-related expenditures SDG&E 

may undertake during the 1993 - 1995 rate Case cycle are too uncertain to be estimated 

accurately at this time. Instead. they suggest that a mechanism be created to allow fot 

eventual recovery of reasonably incurred costs. They propose that SDG&E beaulhorized t6 

. use the memOrandum account procedures described below to recover all reaSonably intuited 

costs, subject to subsequent reasonableness review. 

a. Expenditures subject to memorandum account treatment The memorandum 
accounts procedure would apply to the (oHowing two categories o( 
expenditutes: 

• Hazardous Waste Cleanup Costs. Cleanup 
activities covered in this category would include 
(orTner manufactured gas plant sites. This 
category would also include all hazardous waste 
clean-up costs pertaining to the ESCO substation 
construction site incLIIted after the date of 
execution of the SettJement AgreemenL 
Recoverable expenses would include investigation 
expenses related to the remediation at the site. as 
well as aU expenditures associated with actual 
clean-up activity. 

Recoverable expenses would not include the costs 
of preliminary investigations conducted to ptovide 
an initial assessment 0( the contanUnation at a site 
and the assOCiated health risks. Revenues for 
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preliminary investigatiOns were included in the 
Settlement Agreement revenue requirement. 

• Environmental Compliance Activities.· Costs of 
environmental compliance activities nOt . 
specifically included in the Settlement Agreement 
revenues would be tracked through this . 
memorandum account prOCess. These activities 
include: 
1. Soo&E Project No. 91078: Enclr'la 

and South Bay Secondary 
Containment Waste Water 
Treatment Facilities, 

2. SooSeE Project No. 91079; Senate 
Bill 14-Hazatdous Waste SourCe 
Reduction, 

3. 

4. 

SOO&8 Project No. 91081: ·Bay 
and Estuary PJan -- mitigation 
measures required in cOnntCti6l'l .. 
with NPDES permits. 

Soo&E Project No. 91080: Plant 
modifications necessary to comply 
with proposed APCD Rule 69. and 

S. Compliance activities in response t6 
other subsequently adopted 
environmental regulations. 

b. DeScription of memorandum account procedureS. SD<J&8 would pursue 
recovery of the environmental expendituieS subject to· memorandum account 
treatment through the following procedures: 

• Hazardous Waste Cleanup Costs· Fot each 
hazardous waste management project site. Soo&B 
would file an advice letter that complies with the 
infonnational rt(}uiternents previously spedfied 
for such advice letters in Decision 88-09-020. 
Following Commission approval of the advice 
letter request. expenditures incurred on such 
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projects would be recorded in SDG~E's 
hazardous waste management memorandum 
account authorized by Resolution NO. 2981 
(March 31. 1992). Costs recorded in this account 
would be recoverable in rates to the extent the 
commission subsequently detennines them to 
have been reasonably incurred. 

• Environmental Compliance Activities (except Rule 
69.related NO" modifications at SOO&E p6wer 
plants) • In Decision 91-10-046. the Commission ' 
authorized Soo&E to establish an environmental 
compliance memorandum account and to record 
certain environmental compliance expenditures 
incuited in 1992. following the filing and apptoval 
of an advice letter. The Settling PartieS propoSe 
that the previously-ordered advice letter process be 
retained through the 1993-1995 rate case cycle 
and expanded to include all applicable 
environmental compliance expenditures incurred 
during that cycle. except Rute 69-related NOx 
modifications at SDG&E power plants. ExpenSeS 
recorded in the environmental compliance 
memorandum accOul'lt would be reviewed (or 
reasOnableness in a future SDG&E ECAC, Or such 
othet proceeding as the Commission might 
designate. Expenses found to be reasonable 
would be included in SDO&E's rates. 

• Rule 69-related NO" modifications at SOO&B 
pOwer plants· The Settling Parties argue that 
before the conunission might approve 
memorandum accouni treatment or c6Sts relattd to 
Rule 69-related NOx modificatiOns at SOO&B 
power plants, the Commission may want to 
undertake more substantial review. Accordingly. 
following the adoption of the final Rule 69 by the 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
(" APeD,. SDG&E would be allowed to request 
pennission to open a memorandum accoul'lt for 
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each generating unit that requites retrofit. In'its 
advice letter filing. SDG&E would provide: 

t. The Rule 69 compliance schedule 
and a forecast of compliance costS. 
including operation and . 
maintenance costs, and 
refurbishment costs. 

2. An analysis of the long-tetTn plan 
(or each plant for which SDO&E 
seeks permission to obtain a 
memOrandum account 

3. A comparison of the long-tero\ 
costs of retrofitting and operating 
the plant to various alternatives to 
retrofits. The alternative analysis 
will consider retrofits. plant 
retirements, repOwering. and 
emission credits, if any. as applied 
under Rule 69 to the SDd&E 
system. Anticipating that the 
APCD compliance Schedule may 
requite immediate action by 
Soo&E. DRA would review the 
Rule 69 advice lettet and oflei a 
rtCorrunendation t6 the con'U1'liSsion 
within 60 days of the Advice Letter 
filing. UpOn issuance of a 
comm.ission resolution, SIXi&E 
would be authorized t6 rtCotd itS 
Rule 69-related Nox modification· 
expenses in a memorandum 
account A separate authorization 
and account would be used for each 
generating unit. The recorded 
memorandum account expenses 
would be reviewed (or 
reasonableness in a separate 
SDO&E application Or a future 
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ORC. Expenses found to be 
reasonable would be included in 
SDG&E rates. SDG&E WOuld 
include the cost of complying with 
Rule 69 in (utuie BRPU filings. 

There are logical reasons to continue the practice of allowing the utility to track 

hazaroous waste clean-up costs through memorandum accOunrs. as described above. 

Remediation activities and costs are subject to change at each stage o( the clean-up process. 

We want to enCourage the utility to remain (ully respOnsive to clean-up needs. At the same 
time. the utility must establish the reasonableness of any clean-up expenses it wishes (0 pasS 

through to its customers by showing not only that it incurred reasonable costs in its clean-up 

efforts. but that it was reasonable in its activities that led to the original contamination. The 

memorandum account prOCess maintains the flexibility needed to mett these purposes. 

We are not wiJIing. however. to allow the company to extend the advice letter process 

to cover other costs that it describes as being reJated to environmental compliance. Although • 

the Settlement Agttement adopted in last year's mOdified attrition proceeding allowed 

SDG&E to track some such cOstS in a memorandum account during 1992. this is nM-

prtcedential under our stttlement rules. This treatment may have been appropriate for the 

purposes of a modified attrition process (our years distant from the last ORC (although D.91'" 

10-046. which adoptS the settlement. is silent On this issue). but environmental mitigation and 

compliance costs most appropriately should be considered in a general rate case alMg with 

other O&M and capital costs. Such costs should be considered by the utility when it makeS 

decisions concerning its resource plan and itS over-aU spending priorities during each rate 

case cycle. They should be included in the costS considered by the Conunission when it 

reviews the utility's spending plans. 

Because such environmental compliance costs should be reflected in the planning 

process and carefully controlled, they should be approved in advance. We expect the parties 

to include a forecast (or environmental compliance activities in their repom (or the ne)tC 
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ORC. In addition. we will allow the utility to respOnd to unexpected mid·cycle compliance 

requirements by filing applications requesting approval of special cost treatment. The 

applications can be handled in a manner consistent with the procedures outlined abOve. 

including review by ORA within 6() days. However, we will also require that the utility 

explain why it is reasOnable (or it to have (ailed to accOunt (or the project in question during 

the laSt ORC process. 
In the meantime. the record does nOt include adequate infonnation to allow fot 

approval of (unds for environmental compliance activities during the prospective rate case 

cycle. We will dittct the parties to addreSs 1994- t 995 enVironmental compliance (unding 

requirements as part of the mOdified attrition process in 1993. 
A final comment is in order concerning hazardous waste clean-up costs. We expect 

this company and all other utilities to take reasonable steps to minimize the generation of 

hazardous wastes through the u~ of efficient processes. reuse. recycling and appropriate 

chemical substitution. When reviewing the company·s clean-up expenses, we will consider 

the reasonableness o( historical waste minimization efforts. In order to help the company 

contain its future clean-up costs. we will requiie that it undertake a company-wide waste 

minintization audit, to be overseen by CACD. In a manner similar to Our past management 

audits. we will direct the company to hite outside exptns to review the utility'S processes and 

propOse waste-minimizing changes where appropriate. SOO8cE may seek recovery of cOsts 

related to this audit through an advice letter filing and memorandum account. just as it may 

cuirtntly seek to track its hazardous waste clean-up costs. We will review the results of this 

audit in the company·s next ORC, along with a report (rom SDG&E on its plans in response 

to the audit's rtCo~ndations. 

J. UCAN's Eligibility Request 
UCAN is a nonprofit consumer advocacy group that has represented residential and 

small business San Diego area ratepayers in proceedings before the Commission since the 
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group's inception in 1983. UCAN seeks compensation fot Costs it incurred as an intervenor 

in this proceeding. 
On September 8, 1992. UCAN filed its Request (or Finding of Eligibility. No party 

has filed any respOnse to UCAN's request. 
Rule 76.54 requires a ttquest (or a finding of eligibility fot compensation to indude 

the following: a showing that the intervenor would experience significant financial hatdship 

by participating in the ptOceeding, a statement of issues that the parttcipant intends to raise in 

the ptocetding. an estimate of compensation that wUl be sought and a budget (ot the 

participant's participation. 
The significant financial hardship test is passed if the participant has already received 

such a finding from the Commission during the same calendar year. The Corrunission made 

such a finding in 0.92-07-066. issued in July, 1992. Thus, significant financial hardship is 

established for the purposes of this proceeding. 
UCAN had already completed its expected participation in Phase I of this proceeding 

and distributed its testimOny for Phase II when it flIed its request. Its specification of isSues 

that it has addressed will serve as its "statement of issues that it intends to raise." It has 

included an estimate 6f $150,000 for itS participation in both phases of this proceeding. We 

find that UCAN is eUgible to claim intervenor c6mpensation. 

UCAN also asks for authority to request compensation for its Phase J participation 

independent of any request for Phase n participati6n. Because Phase I is largely focussed 6n 

settlement.related activities and because the phases are being heard by different AUs. we win 

grant UCAN·s request in this instance. 
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K. Rate or Return 
In D.9i-ll-047. issued on November 23. 1992. the Commission approved a new. 

lower rate of return and return on (ommon equity (or SDG&E. This change reduces the 

pt6j~ted revenue requirement by approximately $30 million and has been incorporated in the 

appendices attached to this decision. 

L. Revenue Allocation and Rate Design 

Issues related to. final revenue allocation and rate design ate being addtessed in' the 

second phase of this ptoceeding. For the purpose of interim rate design. we have used the 

marginaJ C6sts. tevenue allocation and rate design method employed in SDG&Ets most rectnt 

ECAC and BCAP. In its comments on the dratt decision. the California Street Lighting 

AssOciation objected to. several aspects of the calculations perfonned by CACD and included 

as appendices to the propO~ decision. Several changes have been made in the interim 

revenue allocation and rate design calculations in respOnse to these cOmments . 

M. Pay toll Taxes 

SOO&E tep6rtS that in November. 1992, the 1993 limits for FICA and Medicare were 

set by the federal government The limit for FICA 1s $57 .. 600 as compared t6 the $60.300 

level previously assumed (or purpOses of the Settlement Agreement. The Medic,are limit was 

reduced to $135,000 from the $141 t lSl level assumed for purposes 6f the Settlement 

Agreement The total revenue requirement impact of these changes is a reduction of $79.()()(). 

which i$ nOw included in Out revenue requirement calculation. 

IV. Conclusion: 
We adopt the Settlement Agreement under the conditions set forth in the ordering 

paragraphs. With few exceptions, we adopt the Joint Recommendation of SDO&E. DRA and 

UCAN (or the funding and operation of the company's demand-side management program In 
the years 1993 through 1995. SOO&B is al~ provlded the maximum reward allowed for its 

demand-side activities in 1991 and required to return to ratepayers previously eamed rewards 
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(ot effiCiency improvement contracts signed in 1989 that were later cancelled. The adopted 

Summary of Earnings and supporting tables ate attached to this decision as Appendices 8 

through M. 

Find;ngsof Fad 
1. On May 8. 1992. after DRA had filed its testimony in respOnse to SOO&E·S 

tlpplication. a Settlement Agreement addressing most revenue requirement iSsues was. filed 

with the Commission. 
2. Fot test year 1993. the settlement results in an increase in electric bast rate 

tevenues of $11.996 million or 5.01%. an increase in gas base rate revenues of $17.512 

million or 3.83%, and an increase in steam baSe rate revenues of $882.000 or 92.4.5%. 

3. In 0.91·01·014. the Commission determined that the sales forecast adopted in 

SDG&B's 1992 ECAC prOCeeding shOuld also be used for the purposes Olthis proceeding. 

4. The COrnnUssion adopted SDG&E's ECAC sales forecast in D.92·04..()61. 

5. SDG&E·s test yeat 1993 electric sales estimates have already been adopted by 

D.92-04-061 in SDG&E's ECAC proceeding. 
6. SDG&E's (orecast (or test year 1993 electric miscellaneous revenues is 

$14.526.000. 
7. DRA's estimate for test yeat 1993 electric miscellaneous revenues is 

$15.651.000. 
8. The level of test )'ear 1993 electric miscellaneous revenues included in the 

settlement is $15.057.000. 
9. 80th ORA and Soo&B suppOrt the company's zero based estimate totaling 

$1.209.300 on ilon-ECAC residual oil fuel handling expenses. 
10. The two methodologies used to prediCt boiler operation expenses produce very 

similar outcomes. 
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11. In order to enSure an adequate supply of cooling water to the South Bay and 

Encina Plant. SDG&E plans to dredge both the South Bay Powet Plant channel and· the 

Ertcina Lagoon in 1993. 
12. The parnes to the settlement have agreed that the Heber expense ($600.000) 

should be deducted from the estimate fot Account 506. 
13. The company and DRA agree on the adoption of SDO&Ets zero-baSed estimate 

of $9,488.800 for rentS related to eleCtric steam prOduction. reOetting the annual1ease 

payment (or Endna 5 as well as leases with the Unified Port District. State Land 

Conunission. and 6thermisceJlaneous entities. 
14. Parties have agrttd to adopt SOO&'E's uncOntested estimate of $611.700 in 

Account 510 electric expenses based 6n an adjusted average of 1984 through 1988 reCorded 

expenses. 
15. Relying on a five-year average of recorded expenses beginning in 1984. 

SOO&B estimated itS structural maintenance expenses in the test year to be $4.514.100. while 

DRAts estimate. based on 1988 recorded expenseS. is $4.155.800. 

16. The agreed upon expense level fot boiler maintenance in this settlement of 

$2.225.000 lies between the estimates of DRA and SDG&E and reflects the fact that either 

forecast meiliooology would produce reliable results. 

17. The settlement's estimate of bOiler ovemaul e~penses reflects the imputed 

savings due to "forced outage cost charged to capital instead of 0 & M-. 

18. The expense level agreed upOn in the settlement lot turbine maintenance is 

$1.099.000. reflecting a number lying between the results 6f two otherwise vatld inodels. 

19. The settlement adoptS SDO&E's original turbine overhaul estimate of 

$2,814.900. 
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20. The settlement adopts DRA's 3·year amortization of the SOuth Bay dredging 

expenses and otherwise relies Oil the 5-yw average methodology employed by Si>o&E 

resulting in an adopted miscellaneous electric maintenance expense level of $930.000. 

21. In 1988 doJlais. SDG&S's estimate (or total nuclear pOwer prOduction expenses 

during test year 1993 is $66.855.800. based On a methodology and data presented in SCE's 

1993 general case. A.90·12:·018. 
2:2. Since Unit 2: is scheduled for refueling in the third quarter of 1993 and Un!t 3 

is scheduled for refueling outage in the fourth quartet 0( 1993. a schedule change could cause 

an or portions of the refueling outage expenses to be incurred in a different calendar year 

than originally planned. 
23. SDO&E has a nuclear department consisting of a manager, two senior 

engineers. two enginetrs. and a secretary. 
2:4. According to SDG&E. the company's nuclea]' department personnel actively 

participate in the various SONGS working groups and provide infonnation to the comp:ulY's 

seniOr management so that they are well equipped to respOnd to SONGS-related issues. 

25. DRA estimates SDG&E"s test year nU(lear expenses to be $57.795.000. 

26. ,In the settlement. the parties agteed to adopt DRA·s expense estimate. after 

making a $79.()()() adjustment to reflect trrors related to NRC fees. 

27. From the outset, SDO&E and DRA have agreed that an expense estimate for 

gas turbine pOwer and other pOwer supplies of $2.393.2:00 is reasonable for the test yeat. 

28. Both SDO&B and DRA derive the estimates for Account 560 by adjusting 

1988 recorded costs to reflect a pattern of lower expenditures for information services. 

building services. and a lower level of labor. and agree on the resulting expense forecast of 

$885.300. 
29. SDG&E and DRA use adjusted 1988 recorded cost to derive tesl year estimate 

of $1.334.000 for load dispatching costs. 
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30. SDG&E's estimate (or this account is ~sed on 1988 recorded data and 

includes an increase of $81 ,200 {or landscaping expenses at the PenaSquitos substation. ,'j 

31. After a lOur of the PenasquitOs site. DRA staff concluded that the added 

expenses were not required because from aU appearances, the landscaping is complete. 

32. DRA argues that ratepayers should not be respOnslbte to pay expenses related 

to additional water use after five years of drought in CaHfomia. and that it is SOG&E;S . 

respOnsibility to install diought tesistant, low maintenance Jal'ldscapirig. 

33. The settling parties argue that it is reasonable to adopt SOO&E's original 

figure Of $391.200 for Account 562 sIriCe SDG&E's conditional use permit fot the 

Penasquitos substation requireS the company to provide the disputed landscaping. 

34. SOO&E and DRA agree that the cost Of labOr. rnaterials. and expenses ificurred 

in the operation of overhead transnUssion lines is estimated to be $513.600. 

35. It is likely that SDG&E's transmission engineers will soon be facing additional 

respOnsibilities. 

36. According to SDO&E. the DistribUtion Planning and Scheduling System 

provides a common infonnation base to be used by management pJanners, designers. and 

COnstruCtion personnel. 

37. DPSS is a totally integrated management system that supp6rts work order 

develOpment, construction, maintenance. and ptojecl accounting (ot electric and gas 

distribution activities. 

38. The Distribution Facilities Information System is another data base system. 

designed to provide timely. accurate inConnation concerning the company's distribution 

system. 
39. DFlS produces electric maps from the data base as weI) as perfonning 

engineering and property accounting functions. 
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40. Although· the company has provided a description 0( its goals in hnpltrnenting 

the OPSS enhancements, it has nOt sufficiently addtessed the legitimate conCerns raised by 

ORA. 
41. SOO&E and DRA agree that expenses during the lest year (ot di~tribution load 

dispatching purposes should be forecast to be $856.100. 
42. Soo&E's estimate of $2.522,500 for distribution station expenSes IS derived 

from the 1988 baSe of $1.846,300 and three adjustments totaling $676.200: iilCreased 

hazardous waste handling costs, additional landscape maintenance cost of substatiOn faCilities. 

and a change in accounting related to Some·capital projects. -

43. ORA wOuld ;rouce this amount by $262,100 by eliminating increases itquested 

for landscaping and water costs and by reducing hazardous waste handling c6sf/(ees by 
$137.000. 

44. Relying on 1988 rt(:otded data. SDG&E and ORA agree on a test year expense 

forecast of $1.638.100 for overhead Iiile expenses and $1,260.700 fot undetground line 

expenses. 
4$. The uncontested estimate fot streetlight lamp outages. lamp replacementS. aild 

glassware replacements contained in both SDO&E and ORAls testimony is $216.700. 

46. ORA reports that during a field investigation in January 1992 SDG&E 

acknowledged that itS Field Service System project is still in the developmental stage and that 

the company is still trying to detern'line it it wants to continue with the project. 

47. Although the record also $upports denial of SDG&B·s initial request fot 

additional Tum-On-Metet workers. we remain concerned that the company nOl be deterred 

(rom taking relatively low cost steps that are likely to improve service. 

48. DRA and SOO&B have bOth relied on adjusted 1988 recorded costs to produce 

an estimate for customer installation expenses of $1.926.700. adjusted to reflect costs related 

to staffing an electromagnetic fields (BMF) center. 
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49. The company's COmputerized mapping capability is an ongoing part of its 

distributio.n system operations. 

SO. While asserting that OMS will enable the company to process information 

(aster during system disturbanCes. Mr. McNabb and the c6mpany had provided the 

corrurussion with no evidence demonstrating how the system would deliver its promiSe. 

51. SDG&E states that it is seeking to maintain· a two.-yeat tree trimming cycle. 

52. Historically. SDO&E periOrrrlS preventive maintenance activities on a ten-yeat 

cycle. 
53. SDG&E hopes that mail frequent preventive maintenance will reduce capital 

cost for replacement equipment and c6ntribute to the cOip6rate goal o( improved electric 

reliability by reducing outages. 

54. SDG&E cannOt predict the extent 10 which outages will be reduced as a result 

of increased maintenance activities. 

55. The effects of changing the preventive maintenance cycle wilJ not be cleat until 

the first new cycle is completed. 

56. DRA recommends continued participation by SDG&E in the California Utility 

Exchange (CUE). a joint project among California energy utilities to maintain a common data 

base of new customers and delinquent customerS lor all utilities. 

57. The settling parties agree to continue participation by SDO&E in the CUE 

program. providing that it remains cost-effective. 

58. The record supports adoption of a company·wide estimate 6f pOstage expenses 

equaling $3.643.044. 
59. The parties have agreed that LIRA expenses would be deferred lot review in 

the reasonableness pOrtion of the ECAC and BeAP proceedings. 

60. DRA recommends using an uncollectible account tate 0( 0.274% which it states 

reflects inclusion 6f year-end 1991 data in the company's model. 
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61. There is no way to determine what expenses are included in Account 90S. 

62. SOO&E assigns acc6unt executives to major commercial and industrial 

customers to provide assistance with all their energy service needS. 

63. In its testimony, DRA argued that the Cosl of providing special attention to 

particular custometS should not be borne by ratepayers. 

64. In the settlement agreement, the panies propOse that SOO&E receive revenue 

requirement inclUding $1.620.000 for the Major Account Executive program. 

65. SDG&E's request (or funding through Account 912 rather than Account 903 

led to the impression that these expenses ate related to DSM programs. 

66. For future ptriods.SDO&E Will charge the cOSts of customer service for large 

customers to Account 903. 
67. Fot most A&G accounts. theparues have relied on what they describe as a 

'-

• 

widely accepted meth6d for deriving the allocation percentages t6 apply to the distribution of 

A&G expenses, resulting in an allocation of 74.56% to electric. 25.19% to gas, and O.iS% (0 -

steam. 
68. The total proposed budget estimate (ot A&G salaries is $19.333,000. 

69. SDG&E stares that it first subtracted (rOm its $1,400,000 1988 recorded A&O 

salary expenses to reflect -accounting adjustments and n6n-A&G charging- and then added 

$980.000 tot pOsitions that were "added in resource planning. pricing, legal. and human 

service areas reflecting new functions in regulatory requirements." 

70. SDO&B has not explained how many POSiti6ns it is adding under any of the itS 

A&O categories. how much the new employees will be paid. or why any and an o{the new . .. . pOslbons are necessary. 
71. DRA recommends an electric department Account 920 expense level of 

$17.653,000. with the difference of $1.680,000. stemming from DRA's proposal that all 
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expenses related to incentive compensation program plans be borne by shareholders. Mt . 

ratepayers. 
72. The proposed settlement does include revenues (or the Senior Management 

Incentive Compensation Plan. 
73. SOO&S·s atftnnative showing in this case includes not a single wOrd 

deScribing or dlscussing the Senior Management Incentive Compensation Plan. 

74. DRA is. 0( the opinion that there is a close relationship beh\'een expendiiutes 

(or salaries (refltcted in Account 920) and those for office supplies and expenses (as reflected 

in Account 921). 
15. The settlement prOposes adoption of the uncontested forecast of $4.194~OOO (or 

expenses related to professional consultants and others (such as accountants. auditOrs. 

actuaries. and lawyers) (or general services not specifically applicable to other acc~untS. 
76. The last year of recorded data offered (1988) indicateS costs in ACcount 923 

totalling $1 million. 
77. WithOut explattati6n. SDO&E offers its estimate o( $4,296.000 prOperty 

insurance (or 1993. 
78. DRA baSed its estimate 6f $3,497.000 fot this account On an eight-yeat 

average. citing the cyclical nature of insurance premium ex.pense. 

79. The settlement includes a propOsal that a budget of $3,791.000 be adopted (or 

Account 924. 
80. ORA argues that directors' and officers' liability insurance COSts mus-t be 

shared. at least equally, between shareholders and ratepayers. 
81. The Commission approved (ull recovery of directors' and o·fficers· insurilnce in 

D.91.12.076 (SeB's general rate cast decision) . 
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82. The SCE general rate case decision issued !ast December did notaddres~ the 

question of shared respOnsibility (ot directors and officers insurance. thus. providing no 

guidance as how to resolve the issue as raised by DRA in this proceeding. 
83. An open issue remains as to whether Or not ratepayers should beat the full cost 

of insurance for directOrs and officers. 
84. The company's total cost in 1990 for discttuon31y employee benefits waS 9.1% 

of its str~ght time payroll. 
85. According to SDG&E, it has held its benefits cOsts below the average paitia11y 

wough a greater degree of cost sharing by employees and partially by holding the line and 

benefit enhancements. 
86. Company-wide, SOO&E's forecasts for employee pension and benefit expenses 

in 1993 is $42,404.000. 
87. DRA recommended a $10,281,000 reduction to this request. 

88. For the purposes of the settlemen~ the parties propOse an electric benefits 

forecast expenditure of $24,444,060. 
89. The settling parties report that this figute reflects the PB()P expense level 

being limited to the pay-as-you-go basis, however. it is not possible to determine how much 

of the reduclion in revenue requrrement results from the PBOP pay-as-you-gO basis aM how 

much results from the compromises apparently strUCk On the Other issues. 

90. It is unclear why it is reasonable to adopt a figure that reflects a compromise 

between the premium. budget, claim. and expense data utilized by SOO&E and the more 

recent data utilized by DRA. 
91. For the purposes of the settlement, the parties agree on a (orecast of $4,623.()()() 

(or regulatory expenses. 
92. Year.to-year expense levels for internal electricity use are (airly consistent. 
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93. In the modified attrition settlement adopted in D.91-10·046. the parties agreed 

to a specific funding level (ot RD&D expenses in both 1992· and 1993. 

94. The total (orecast (or electric department expenses in Account 930 is 

$11.025.000. 

95. SOO&E tequests $6.004.000 (or IU>&D expenditutes in 1993. 

96. The mOdified attrition settling parties agreed that SDG&E must return to 

ratepayers any pOnions of the $3,600,000 amount approved for EPR) dues but not paid to. 

EPRI during 1992. 

97. Since the end of 1992 is yet to arrive. it is 100 sOOn to delenrune whether Or 

not the projected level of EPRI dues will be achieved. 

98. The settlement agreement was silent as to the RD&D programs that would be 

funded during 1993. 

99. SDO&E presented a revised RD&D planning document as part Of its shoWing 

in the update hearings teportedly including program changes in response to COncerns raised 

by DRA in its testimony; while propOsing no change in the level of overall (undlng. 

100. The revised RD&D planning document did not provide a breakdown Of planned 

expenditures by year. 

101. The Cali(ornia Energy Commission, which is not ,3 party to the settlement 

agteemen~ proposes that the Commission approve a larger RD&D budget. directing SDG&E 

to a.ugment itS plan by including increased funding fot an advanced gas turbine project and 

funding (ot participation in a multi·party solar thetmal electric project 

102. SDo&B has decUned co adopt the Energy Commission·s recommendation and 

the other signatories to the settlement agreement have spoken in support of the company. 

103. SDO&B has now conuniued $100,000 from its 1993 RD&D allocation to 

support its involvement in the advanced gas turbine projec~ and indicates that this Jevel o( 

involvement will be sufficient to assure full participation including voting rights . 
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104. The projects presented by the Energy Commission appear fully worthy 0( 

participation. but so do the projects propOsed by SOO&E. 
lOS. The revised RD&D plan (ails to address a number of recommendations 

contained in the DRA report. 
106. The settlement is silent On the issue of the appropriate RD&D funding range to 

adOpt (or SDG&E ts next general rate case proceeding. 
107. In 0.91.12-076 (the Edison rale ca-se). the commission called for the setting of 

funding range criteria in R.87-10-013 (the RD&O rulemaking). 

108. From 1989 through 1991. SDG&E's reSearCh funding. excluding the 

l'Iondiscretion3l)' tariff to the Gas Research Institute. ranged from 0.31 t60.33% Of the 

company's annual gross operating revenues. 
109. The company maintains that it needs funding in the range of 0.30 to 0.45% in 

order t6 implement a meaningful RO&O plan. 
110. The company maintains, and ORA agtees. that this range will allow (or the 

budget to reflect flexibility suggested in 0.90-09-045 and would also allow for changes in the 

operating environment 
11 J. In the proposed settlement. the parties agree to adopt the uncontested company 

forecast of $2.383.000 fot maintenance of general plant 

112. The methodology to be used fot calculating taxes in this proceeding is not 

contrOversial. 
113. SDG&E and ORA have agreed upOn a methOdology for calculating 

depreciation that is reasonable (ot the plitpO~ of this settlement. 
114. SDG&E originally sought a five-year amortization -of preliminary engineering 

and licensing service costs for three projects that it has now abandoned: The South Bay Unit 

3 Clean Air Project, the Combined Cycle Project, and the California-Oregon Transmission 

Project (COTP). 
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115. DRA originally oppOsed the amortization ~f costs related 10 the South Bay 

Unit 3 and the Combined Cycle Projects. 

: ·" 

116. In the settlement. parties have agreed to allow SDG&E to amortize all of the 

costs for each of these three facilities. although the period for amonization is extendedt6 six 

years and does not allow for carrying costs related to these amounts. 

117. SDG&E has presented evidence which. if fully litigated. would have provided 

the company with at least colorable arguments for some recovery through arnonization. 

118. DRA has also presented a substantial showing that would argue against 

recovery fot the Combined Cycle and South Bay Projects. 

119. It would be reasonable for a settlement to include some level of recovery to 

teflect the relative litigation risks inherent when there ate arguments to be made by both 

sides. 
120. The settlement offered in this instance allows for full reCovery. 

121. SDG&E has not named or described the software products for which it seeks 
recovery, nor explained why their use is necessary or reasonable .. 

122. The settling parties have agreed to nOt include some unspecified pOnionof the 

company's estimated plant-in-service cost in the rate base calculations fot this proceeding. 

123. The settlement is silent as to the proposed treatment of the Esco cleanup costs. 

124. The record does not support an assertion that the cleanup .activities are eithet a 

prerequisite to an upgrade of the substation 6t in any way related. 

125. In that there is no pending request to place any new plant held for future use 

into rate base. there is nO need for the COn\J'TUssion to reconsider its 1988 guidelines at this 

time. 
126. DRA·s test year 1993 estimate of $28.549.000 in advances for construc,hon is 

based on the actual end of year 19911evel of customer advances. adjusted by Soo&E·s 

forecasted net change to advances in 1992 and 1993 . 
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by taking the August 1991 recorded level of $41.654.169 and adjusttng it to reflect expected 

increases in the COst 0( general supplies. 
128. The company's working cash estimate of $1,916.000 teflects an agreement 

between the company and ORA for the Electric Department. as stated in the joint petitiM tor 

modification of D.91-OS·028. 
129. The economic mooels used to detennine the level of gas sales and customer's 

are the Same as those used for electric sales and customers. 

130. ORAts estimate of gas revenues is deriv~J by using billing dettmiinaniS which 

come from DRA·s cuSIo.inet and Sales forecasts. which have alSo. been adopted. 

131. ORA's proposal for miscellaneous gas ieVenues closely parallels DRA's 

recommendation which relies On mote current historical data and includes a torecaSt for ga~ns 
hom the disposition of gas plant (a factor that was not addreSsed by SOO&E). 

132. DRAcalculated its forecast for gas supply expenses using more recent recorded 

data than that relied on by SDO&E and produced nearly identical reSults. 

133. AlmOst all of the difference between 5DG&E's forecast of $193,300 and 

DRA's forecast of $86,000 (or Account 840 relates t6 hazardous waste cleanup asseSsment 

studies that need t6 be performed at three. Towngas sites and at the decommissioned old 

Chula Vista LNG site. 
134_ Consistently. the (orecasts prepared by DRA and SDG&B fot gas transmiSsion 

expenses support each ()ther. 
135. Consistently. ORA's mutti·year averaging technique ptoduced estimates tor gas 

distribution expenses that were sufficiently close t6 those produced by the company to lend 

support to the initial request. 
136. There is nO difference between the settling parties and tither the methodology 

or rates used to depreciate gas department plant· in-service . 
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131. SOO&E~s estimate of weighted gas plant additions fot 1993 amounting to 

$23.007,000 is not cited in the record. not does SDG&E itemize the costS related to the 

components of its plant additions estimate. 

138. DRA and SDG&E utilize the same methodology for developing forecasts (ot 

customer advances and have prOduced virtuaJly identical results. 

139. In a manner tons'stent with the detemUnation of working capital for the

electric department. DRA and SOO&E have proposed the adoption of the uncontested amo'unt 

of $3,365.000 (or test year 1993. 

140. Until Jate 1989. boilers located at the company's Station B were operated to 

prOduce the stearn which was subsequently expanded through the house turbine to reduce the 

pressure of the steam for deli ... ery to the customers. 

141. During 1989. twO package boilers wert installed at Station B to pl'6duce the 

steam and to allow the less efficient boilers to be shut down. 

142. SDG&B is in the process of making a transition out of the business of 

ptoviding steam heat. -

143. The company haS established its stearn sales forecaSt by conducting a survey o( 

its steam custoiners. 

144. Thete is nO evidence supporting SDG&E's propOsed use of a 1984 to 1988 

averaging approach to derive a (orecast (ot sttatn heat expenseS. 

145. Using the same pre·1989 apptoacb, SDd&E forecasts itS stearn heat 

maintenance expenses to be $243,200 during the test year. 
146. Using the 1989 and 1990 da~ DRA produced virtually klentical results. 

141. DRA's estimate fot steam heat plant·in-service is virtually identical to that 

prepared by SDG&a, even though the company did not have the benefit 0( end-of·the-year 

recordtd information for its (orecast. 
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148. Productivity measurement as it has been ~rfonned by SDG&E and ORA. 

involves the development of a ratio, of outputs (kilOwatt hours and lhetms) to Inputs 

(ratepayer dollars). 
149. The company cOncluded that the revenue requirement requested In the current 

application reflects compounded productivity gains of 8.2% since 1988. 

I'SO. The company bases over 40% of its forecasted expense on costs recorded in 

1988. 
15t. This utility may be almost uniquely in a position to. have accomplished 

substantial new effiCiencies in the last five years. 
152. SOO&E has 200 fewer employees tOday than it did just prior to the merger 

process. 
153. The productivity analysis offered by the company and a(fu1ned by DRA 

provides no basis for us to determine if the company has appropriately captured. in its base 

rates revenue requirement, the efficiencies gained during the last five years. 

154. Neither does it allow uS to detennine that the company has imprOVed its 

operations and cut. its costs as it should have in respOnse to its unique situation. 

155. The tornpmy's prOductivity analysis focuses not on O&M and other 'costs that 

are the subject of this proceeding. but on all of the company's costs. including fuel costs that 

are reviewed in ECAC and BCAP proceedings. 

156. An excessively high Test Yeat forecast could overshadow aM defeat the 

benefits of earlier productivity gains. 
151. The Settlement Agreement is largely silent on the issue of productivity. 

158. If thete ate any benefits to have come from the years spent iii planning (or and 

advocating the since-rejected merger. they should be in the (onn of efficiencies that were 

gained by the company during a period of intense self·reflection . 
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159. The company"s productivity analysis is lini!ted to a study of the Electric 

Department. 

160. Gain Sharing awards ate paid to employees when actual O&M Or capital 

expenditures are less than originally budgeted tor a given purpose. or. when customer 

satisfaction goaJs are exceeded. 

161. In 1988 alone. the Gain Sharing program resulted in rewards to employees 

exceeding $4 minion. 
162. The 10% Solution is an employee suggestion plan in which employees are 

rewarded by receiving 10% of the flISt year's annual cost savings sternrning from" 

improvements that are implemented as a result Of their suggestions. 

163. SDG&E reports that the employee suggestion prOgram has generated nearly 

$12 million of fIrst-year annual cost savings. . 

164. The Settlement includes a proposal that SDd&E be allowed to COntinue to 

~ive. for at least another three years. a pOrtion of the revenues needed to cover these 

expenses that nO longer exist due to the Gain Sharing program and 10% Solution. 

165. One of the major reasons fot adhering to a three year rate case plan is "to 

encourage each utility to streamline itS operations where appropriate. with the promise of 

being able to retain any resulting savings that accumulate before the next general rate case 

comes along. 

166. The parties recommended a 1993 Test Year total DSM funding level of $SS.2 

million (in 1993 dollars). 

167; The parties recommend that the company be al16wed a certain ail'IOUl'lt 6f 

flexibility in deciding how to spend its DSM budgeL 

168. There is uncertainty as to whether and when an Energy Technology Ce 1'1 ter will 

be created . 
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169. By designing a system of eight program categories. and by limiting (uM 

shifting to changes within it given category. the system appears designed to maintain the 

overall priorities suggested by the spending plan before us. 

170. The S-curVe propoSal for DSM rewards is based on iniernal assumptions aild 

calculus that may nOt be readily accessible to many reviewers within or outside of the 

CoJ1iJni ssion. 
171. While the record oUers explanations fot the relative differences among the. 

types of incentives available for the company. we ate not convinced an adequate showing has 

been made regarding the overall level of incentives resulting from the proposal. 

172. We expected the parties to have analyzed the relative risks and assOCiated 

returns commensutate with the proposed investment in DSM programs. The interim 

guidelines include a supply-side comparability feature. but we expect to tully explore the 

implications of this feature in the context of the rulemaking taking into account the 

experience with the joint proposal adOpted in this prOCeeding. 

173. The Joint recommendation reflects the maximum allowable incentivt level 

within current guidelines. 

174. We have cOmmitted o.urselves to suppOrting a long-term effort by out regulated 

energy utilities to suppOrt DSM activities and these programs have yet to matute. 

175. The incentive process as a whole remains. at this phase. an experiment. the 

resultS of which could ultimately lead to dramatic changes to the incentive approach OJ the 

elimination of inCentives altogether. 

176. We have not formed a commitment to continue the use of S-shaped curves or 

detennined that current incentive levels are appropriate to. the tasks at hand. 

177. SDG&B currently counts DSM achievements at the time a contraCI is signed 

with the customer. nOt at the time of equipment installation. 
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178. The COJTU11lssion has ordered in the DSM OIR/Oll that the value of DSM 

sav1ngs be detetrTlined on an ex post basis begmning in 1994. 

179. SDG&E propOsed a transition m«:hanism to change to couming DsM savings 

at the time of installation in 1993. 

ISO. The trailsition mechanism may cteatetonflictiilg incentives. 

181. A transition of this type is likely to make only the most marginal o( 

differences. 

182. A gradual transition from rewards for signing cOntracts to rewards (or 

achieving installations does not appear to be necessary. 

183. Although a major reason for the transition is to help stabilize the teward 

payments to the company. it is not clear that the prop6sal would have that effeel. 

184. If chete has to be a less than smooth transition (and we ate not convinced there 
will be) then any aspect of the DSM earnings formula that could help hold rates down should 

take effect as soon as pOssible. 

185. One way to help mute that DSM earnings do not bOunce precipitously is to 

continue t6 amortize earnings oyer a three-year period. 

186. In a report filed August 17. 1m. CACD found that most of SDG&E's 1991 

savings from its 1989 ORC DSM program were reasonable and recommended a reward level 

of $1,558,200. 

187. Since this amount exceeds the cap. SDG&E would be eligible for the full $7.15 

million reward. 

188. $1.6 million is requested (or rate recovery in 1993 for Soo&8's 1991 program 

results under the collaborative sharehOlder incentive mechanism authorized in D.90·08-068. 

189. The 1990 reward of $2.1 million was approved tn Decision 91·10-046 in 

SDG&E's 1992 MOdified Attrition Application. 

- 137· 



A.91.) )·024. 1.92~2·004 coM/DWF/klw 

lW. In its report concerning the 1991 operation of the ORC OSM ptogta'm, CACD 

made many recommendations that may help improve the operation and flow of information 

related to future DSM activitieS. 

191. CACD examined the debit that SDO&E proposed to apply to the 1991 ORC 

DSM reward (or the cancellatiOn of contracts that were signed in 1989. 

192. CACD recommended that the 1989 cOntract reward amount be escaJated t6 

1991 dollars using the 1989 ORe's DSM escaJation value before subtracting out the 

cancellations. 
193. DRA recommended that bOth the 1989 cancelled contract reward amount and 

the 1991 reward aniOunt be escalated to 1993 dollars and the subtraction be made at that 

point. 
194. UCAN argues that it is nOt enough to only adjustlhe rewatds received for 

cancelled contracts by an inflation factor; the ratepayer's lost investment opportunity should 

also be reflected. 
195. There is nO logical reasOn to apply ateduction related to the 1989 reward to 

SDO&B's 1991 reward calculati6tl. 

196. SDG&B received its r'cward for these cancelled 1989 cOntracts thrOugh rates in 

1991. 
197. SDG&B has proposed to terminate its EEBA. OEBA and COfresp6nding offset 

rates at the end of 1992. 

198. SDO&B claims that early termination of the offset rates will result in an 

undercollectiort of $10 milliOn in electric arid $6 million in gas revenues. 

199. Because the figures for both expenditures and revenue collection are presented 

here only as estimates, some accommOdation must be made for actual under- or 

overcollection through December 31, 1992 . 
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200. $4.054.000 should be r~overed in the GEHA and would be undetcollected in 

1992. 
201. Since there has been nO auditor SOO&E·s gas DSM programs. we h~ve no 

assurance that the company's figures ate accurate or that it has used its available funds in a 

manner consistent with our previous orders. 

202. We find it beneficial to zero-Out and preclude funher use of theOEBA. as well 

as the EEBA. but cannOt allow the collection of an extra Sl.G3 million without an audIt. 

203. With the suppon of UCAN and ORA. the City strongly objects (0 SDG&E's 

long-standing habit of iUuininating the exterior of its corporate headquarters with flOOdlights. 

204. Some of the area·s residents ate deeply offended by the comparty~s lighting 

display. 

205. At least some downtown landlords and businesS associations like to have the' 

floodlights burning. out of a sense that they enhance the safety in the downi6wn atea . 

206. Ouring each oil crisis. Soo&E voluntarily turned off the lights and boasted 

that this act communicated t6 the coirurtunity the company's strong desirt to encourage 

energy constJVatiOn without compromising safety in the downtown area. 
207. At least to some people. a brightly lit yet largely vacant building cOrntilunicates 

some (onn of indifference to the effects of impulsive energy consumption. 

208. It appears that while SDO&B encourages its other commercial and industrial 

customers to undergo energy audits. it has not undertaken a similar analysis of its own 

corporate headquarters. 

209. In o.~l-09·080 in the OSM rulemaking proceeding. we adopted Soo&E'$ 

proposal to put Out its residential appliance efficiency program fot bid by third parties. 

210. Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 9 of D.92-09-080. SIXJ&E is authorized to 
recover in rates over 3 years a total of $19.s99.1S9 (l99l$) for its residential appJiance 

efficiency incentives program and associated measurement activities . 
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211. CACD issued a Report on SDG&E·s program costs entitled "Audit Report on 

the Emerging Business Enterprises Program Costs of San Diego Gas & Electric Compa1'iy (or 

1993 Test Year". 
212. DRA and SDG&E propose that the revenue increase of $214,900 (1988$) 

reconunended in that report be added to the revenue requirement identified in the Settlement 

AgreemenL 
213. The Settlement Agreement ptopOses that $4,922,000 (199)S) should be added 

fot each additional SONGS refueling expected in 1993 in addition to the one refueling 

already included {or Unit 2. 

214. We still have no fll'nl indication that SCE currently plans to undertake two 

refueling outages in 1993. 

215. The settling parties propOse that appropriate administrative costs for the LIRA 

program should continue to be recorded in the LIRA balancing account and reco\"eted through 

SDG&E·s ECAC and BeAP procetdings. 

216. The settling parties propOse that intervenor fee compensation awards be 

recorded in ECAC and BCAP balandng accounts and be recovered through those respective 

prOctedings. 
217. Although the utility proposes that some costs related to natural gas vehicle 

devel6pment be included in its RD&D budget. the Settling Parties propose that the recovery 

of other costs related to natural gas and electric vehicle activities be deferred to the LEV 

investigation {I. 91·1 ().()i9). 

218. A funding gap may exist between the end of the natural gas vehicle 

development program authorized in D.91-01-017 and funding that may arise pursuant to the 

LEV investigation (I.91-10-0i9). 

219. There ate logical reasOns t6 (ontinue the practice of allowing the utility to 

track hazardous waste cleanup costs through memorandum accounts . 
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2iO. - We are not willing. however, to allow the cornp?my t6 extend the advice letter 

process to cover otherc6Sts that it describes as being related to eilvjron~1ental compliance .. 

221. Because such environmental compliance costs sh6uldbe reflect~d in the 

planning process and carefully ContrOlled. they should be approved in advance. -

222. The record does not include adequate information to allow lor approval ~( 

funds lor environniental compliance activities during the prospective rate case cycle. 

223. We expect this cOmpany and all other utilities to take reasonable steps t6 

minimize the generation of hazardous wastes thrOugh the use 0( efficient processes, reuse. 

recycling and appropriate chemical substituti6tl. 

224. The Settlement Agrtement is supported by each if the parties who were 

actively involved in Phase I. with the exception 6f the tEC. which only participated 

concerning a limited RD&D issue. 

225. UCAN is eligible to claim intervenor compenSation. 

Conclusions of Law 

I. The Settlement Agreement is reasonable. 

2. While SDG&E shOuld have the discretion to devote a ponion of Its RD&D 

budget to the Solar 2 project and increase its contribution to the advance gas turbine project, 

the Conunission should not requite the company to do so. 

3. SDG&B should return to ratepayers any amounts forecast for payments t6 

EPRI in 1991 Or later ytars that were nOt spent for that purpose. 
4. SDd&E should provide a repOrt on itS actual EPRI expenditures in 1992 as 

part of its next attrition filing. 

S. For the purposes of its next rate case cyete. SOO&E should be allowed 10 

make RD&D expenditures that fall within the range of 0.30 10 0.45% of its annual gross 

operating revenues . 
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6. As part ~f its next attrition filing. SDO&E ~hould report on its efforts to 

improve intet-utility RD&[) coordination as recommend"ed by DRA and CACD in th~s 

proceeding. 
7. As part of the next attrition filing. SDG&E should pro\'ide a report quantifying 

royalties and licensing fees stemming from RD&D results that it is required. pursuant t6 the 

laSt modified attrition proceeding Settlement, to return to ratepayers. 

8. As part of its next attrition filing. SDG&E should include a rep6rt indkab.ng 

the steps that it haS taken to implement each of the recommendations included in DRA's 

report On RD&D. 
9. While COst savings generated during the tate case cycle from approaches such 

as the Gain Sharing program and the 10% Solution tan be retained by shareholders, the 

adopted forecast for the subsequent test year should be adjusted to teflect any resulting lower 

costs. 
to. It continues to be Commission policy that public relations advertising costs win 

not be borne by ratepayers. 
11. With the exception of modifications specifically mentioned in this order. the 

loint RecOmnlendation o( SDG&E, ORA. and UCAN for DSM programs should be adopted. 

12. The propOsed funding (or an Energy Resource Center should be denied. 

13. SDG&B should be allowed to file an advice letter requesting memorandum 

aCCOunt treatment for initial costs related to an Energy Resource Center once the company has 

a fum plan (or the center in place. 
14. The mechanisms propOsed in the Joint DSM Recommendation (or a transition 

from time-of-contract incentives to time-or-installatiOn incentives and from incentive caps to 

no incentives caps should be rejected. 
15. AU DSM shareholder incentive payments should be amOrtized over a three-year 

period. 
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16. The revenue requirement should be reduced to reflect a refund of in~entlve 

paymen's received by shareholders for 1989 DSM contracts that were subsequentlycanceUed. 

17. The revenue reductiOn for this purpose should be calculated by adjusttng the . 

nominal refundable reward payment in the manner deScribed in this opinion. 

18. The DSM offset rateS should be eliminated. 

19. The GEBA and EEBA balancing accounts should be zerOed·out in the minner 

described in this opinion. 

20. While the Commission should not order SDG&E to cease using flood lights to 

illuminate its COrp6rate headquarters. we should encourage SDG&E to reConsider its turient 

lighting pOlicy in response to the cOncerns raised by the City of San Diego and work with the 

City in crafting a solution to its concerns. 

21. SDG&E should ordet an energy audit of its corporate headquarters and 

produce. lot the next attrition procteding. a report containing the auditor's recommendatiOns 

and the companfs implementation pJan. 

22. The adopted revenue requirement forecast should include the cOst oCthe 

company's DSM pitot bidding program as approved in D.92-09-080. 

23. CACO's tecQrnmended modifications to SoG&E's DSM procedures. as set 

forth in CACO's RepOrt On SDG&E 1991 Demand-Side Management Evaluation and 

discussed in this opinion should be adopted. 

24. The proposal included in Joint DSM Recommendatjon {or revising ~e 

ptocedures (or review of advice letter filings requesting DSM program changes should be 

rejected. 
25. The revenue requirement increase recommended in CACD's Audit Report On 

the Emerging Business Enterprises Ptogram Costs should be adopted. 

26. SDG&E should be authorized to cOntinue the memorandum account treatmtnt 

for its natural gas vehicle develOpment program as authorized in 0.91-01-017 subsequent to 
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the expiration date of the account to insute continuation of the piop-am at currenl annual· 

funding levels pending a cotnritissiondedsion in the ongoing LEV ir'lV'estigalion (1.91 .. 10-

(29). 
27. SDG&E should be atJ6wed to continue to track hazardous waste cleanup 

through memorandum accounts when authorized in respOnSe 10 an advice Jetter filing under 

existing rules. 
28. SDG&B should not be allowed to capitalize hazardous waste cleanup costs in 

the abSence of specific approval from the Corrurtission. 

29. In that the settlement does nOt specifical1y propOse capitalization of past 

hazardous waste cleanup costs associated with the Esco sile and the Commissi6n ,has not 

otherwiSe approved capitalization of those costs. such cOSts should nOt be recorded in the··· 

company·s plant-jn-setvice. 
30. A ha.zardous waste minimization audit should be perfoin'led as diSCUssed in this 

opinion. the results of which should be presented in thecompailyts next genera} rate case 

proceeding. 
31. The uSe of a memorandum account to track other types of environmental 

compliailce costs. although allowed during the 1992 modified attrition year. should not be 

continued. 
32. Requests (ot funding related to environmental compliance activities should be 

made in general rate casts, attrition mings, 61' other applications. 

33. As part of its attrition filing. SD<i&B should prepare a report (subject to. review 

and approval or rejection by the COrrunission) signed by it representative of each settling 

party, that identifies and quantifies each project disallowed from beginning-or.year 1992 

plant.in.service. 1~2 plant additions. and forecasted 1993 plant additions in a manner 

consistent with the rate base amounts included in the settlement agreement. 

34. UCAN should be found eligible to claim intervenor compensation . 
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3S. UCAN sh6uld be allowed to request compensation (or Phase Ipanicipation . 

prior to the completion of Phase II. 

36. So that the new interim rates can become effective on January I ~ 1993. this 

order should be made effective today. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

I. San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SOO&E) shall. On or -before December 

21. 1992. file with this Conunission revised tariff sheets which: 

2. 

a. Revise its authorized level of base rate revenue as set 
forth in Appendix B to this decision; 

b. Revise its authorized revenue allocation and rate desjg~ 
as set fonh in Appendices K. L. and M; and . 

c. Make other revisions as necessary to comply with this 
interim order. 

The revised tariff pages shall become effective January 1. 1993 and shall . 

comply with General Order 96-A. The revised tariffs shalt apply to service rendered on ot 

after their elfective date. 

3. The Settlement Agreement spOnsored by SDG&E. the Division of Ratepayer 

Advocates (DRA), the Utility Consumer Action Network (UCAN). and the City of San Diego 

(City) and attached to thls opinion as Appendix N is adopted, subjeCt to the limitations and 

intetpretations discussed in the loint compaiison exhibit and this opmion and to the following 

conditions: 
a. As part of its attritlOn filing. SDO&B shall prepare a 

repOn (subject to review and approval or rejection by the 
Commission) signed by a representative of each settling 
pany. that identifies and quantifies (in a manner 
consistent with the rate base amounts included in the 
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settlement agreement) each project disallowed from . 
beginning-of-year 199i plant-in-servke. 1992 plant 
additions and (orttasted 1993 plant additions. 

b. As part of its nexi attrition filing. SDG&E shall include a 
repOrt indicating the steps that it has taken to implement 
each of the recommendations included in ORA;s RepOrt 
on RD&D in this proceeding. as well as providing mOte 
detailed RO&D budget information as discussed herdn. 

c. Unless otherwise specified. memorandum accounts shaH 
not be used to track environmental compliance costs other 
than hazardous waste cleanup costs for which appropriate 
advice letters have been filed and approved. RequestSfor 
funding related to other environmental compliance 
activities shall be made in general ratt cases. the 1994 
mooified attrition filing. or Other applications. 

d. SDG&E shall provide a report on its actual 199i EPRI ." 
expenditures as part of its next attrition filing and shall 
return to ratepayers any forecasted amounts that were not 
spent for that purpose. 

e. As part of its next attrition filing. SOO&E shall provide a 
report quantifying royalties and licensing fees stemming 
from RO&D results which it is required. pursuant t6 the 
last mOdIfied attrition proceeding settlement. to rerum to 
ratepayers. 

f. As part of its next attrition filing. SDG&E shall report on 
its efforts to improve inter-utility RD&D coordination as 
recommended by ORA and CACD in this proceeding. 

g. Whether Or not specifically discussed in this opiniOl'l~ me 
treatment of each and every principle or Issue addressed 
in the settlement is non-prectdential in this Or any other 
future proceeding, consistent with Rule 51.8 ot the 
Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure. 

4. SDO&E may elect to devote a portion 0( the RD&D budget approved in this 

opinion to the SoJar 2 project and/or increase its contribution to the ad~ance gas turbine 
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project, if such an election is consistent with this Commission's rules coocetningRD&D 

expenditures. However, the company is not requited to do so. 

S. For the purposes of its next rate case cycle, SDG&E is aUowtd to inake . 

RD&D expenditures that fall within the range of 0.30 to 0.45% 0( itS annual gross operating 

revenues. 
6. While cost savings generated during the rate case cycle from efforts such as the 

Gain Sharing prOgram and the 10% Solution may be retained by sharehOlders. the ildopttd 

forecast for the subsequent test year shall be adjusted to refltet any resulting cost reductions. 

7. Public relations advertising costs shall nOt be borne by ratepayers. 

8. With the exception of modificatIons described in this opinion and/or itemiztd 
. -

in this Ordering Paragraph. the Joint Recommendation of SDG&E, DRA. and UCAN for 

DSM programs is adopted: 

a. The propOsed funding for an Energy ResoutceCentet is 
denied. SDG&E may file an advice letter requesting 
memorandum acCount treatment for initial cOsts related to 
an Energy Resource Center oliCe the company has a firm 
plan tor the development of the centet. 

c. The mechanisrm prop6sOO in the Joint DSM 
Recommendation for a transition from time·of-contract 
incentives to time-of-installation incentives and (rom 
incentive caps to no incentives caps are denied. 

d. All DSM shareholder incentive payments shall be 
amortized over a three-year period. 

e. The propOsed revision of the procedures for review 6t 
advice letter filings requesting DSM program changes is 
denied. 

9. The revenue requirement shall be adjusted to include One· third of the maximum 

incentive payment allowed for DSM efforts in 1991. 

10. The revenue requirement shall be reduced 10 reflecl a refund of incentive 

payments received by shareholders (or 1989 DSM cOntracts that were subsequently cancelled . 
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This reduction shall be calculated by adjusting the nomi".al refundable reward payment in the 

manner described in this opinion. 

11. The adopted revenue requirement shall include the cost of the company's DsM 

pilot bidding program as approved in D.92.()9·080. 

12. The DSM offset rateS are eliminated. 

13. The balances in the Gas Efficiency Balancing Account and Electric Efficiency 

Balancing Account shall be reduced in the manner described in this opinion. 

14. While the Commission will nOt order SDG&E to cease using flood lights to 

illuminate its corporate headquarters. we encourage SDG&E to reconsider its current lighting 

poUcy in respOnse to the concerns raised by the City of San Diego and work with the City in 

crafting a solution to its concerns. 

15. SDG&E shall order ail energy audit of its cOrpOrate headquarters and produce. 

for the next attrition proceeding. a report containing the auditor's recommendations and the 

company's implementation plans. 

16. CACO's re(onunended mOdifications to SDG&E·s DSM procedures. as set 

forth in CACO's RepOrt on SDG&E 1991 Demand-Side Management Evaluation and 

discussed in this opini6n. are adopted. 

17. The additional revenue requirement increase rCCorTllrtended in CACO's Audit 

Report on the Emerging Business Enterprises Program COsts is adopted. 

18. SDG&E is authorized to continue the memorandum account treatment for itS 

natural gas vehicle demonstration ptogram as authorized in D.91-07-017 subsequent to the 

expiration date of the account to insure continuation of the program at cutrent annual (uriding 

levels pending a Commission decision in the ongoing Low Emission Vehicle investigation 

(1.91·10-029). 

19. In the absence of specific approval (rom the Comrrussion. SDO&E shan not 

capitalize hazardous waste cleanup costs. 
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20. " The settlement adopted above does "not spe~ificaIly propOse capitalization of 

past hazaidousw~stecleanup costsass6dated with the Esto site and the CoJTU1lission has not 
" " 

otherwise approved capitalization of those costS. Therefore, such cOsts shaH not be recorded 

in the company's plant·in-setvice. 

21. A hazaroous waste minimization audit shall be performed as discussed in this 

opinion,the results 0( which should be presented in the company's ntxt general rate caSt 

proceeding. 

2i. In future rate case, SDO&E will" be expected to improve its productivity 

analysis in a manner consistent with the discussion in this opinion. 

23. UCAN is eligible to request intervenor compensation. 

24. UCAN may request compensation for its Phase I participation separate from 

Phase n. 
" This order is effective tOday.-

Dated December 3. 1992. At San Francisco. California. 
" " 
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NORMAN D. SHUMWAY 
commissioners 
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APPENDIX A 

APplicant: pavid R. Clark, william L. Reed, Keith W. Melviilej 
Vicki Thompson, Attorneys at Law, and Lee Schavrien, for San 
Diego Cas & Electric Company. 

Interested Parties: Peter V. Allen, Attorney at Law, for the 
city of san Diego; patrick J. Bittner, Attorney at Law, for 
the California Energy Commission, Morrison & Foerster, by 
Jerry R. Bloom and Joseph M. Karp, Attorneys at Law, for the 
California cogeneration council; Maurice Brubaker, for Drazen
Brubaker & Associates; Mccracken, syers & Martin, by David J. 
pyers, Attorney at LaW, for the california City-California 
Street Light Association; John M. Edwards, for sithe Energies, 
Inc; Norman Furuta, Attorney at Law, for Federal Executive 
Agencies; Steven Geringer, Attorney at Law, for california
Fanm Bureau Federation; Grueneich, Ellison & schneider; by 
Dian Grueneich, Attorney at Law, and Matt Brady; for 
California Department of General Services: Biddle & Handlton, 
by Richard L. Hamilton; Attorney at Law, for Western 
Mobilehome Association; Gerald L. Hein, for General Atomics; 
James Hodges, for Carr~esinos Unidoes, Inc. and the Metrolitan 
Area Advisory commission; Harry W. Long, Jr.; Kermit R. 
Kubitz, Robert McClennan, Attorneys at Law, and Mike Apra, for 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company; Barry J. Lovell, for 
university Cogeneration, Inc.; William Marcus and Jeff 
Nahigian, for JBS Energy; Melissa Metzler, for Barakat & 
chamberlin; Julie Miller, Attorney at LaW, for southern 
california Edison company; Mayor Tim Nader, by Dan Beintema, 
for the City of chula Vista; Edward J; Neuner, for hi~elfl 
steven D, Patrick and Nancy Day, for southern California GaS 
company; Donald G. Salow, for the Association of California 
Water Agencies (ACWA); Reed V. schmidt, for Bartle Wells 
Associates: Michael Shames, for Utility Consumers Action 
Network (UCAN); Tom Trimble and Terry campbell, for Winfield 
Industries, paul A. weir, for san Diego Mineral Products 
Industry (MPI) coalition; and Levy, samrick & Bernard, by 
patrick O'Donnell, Attorney at LaW, for california Travel 
parks Association. 

commission Advisory and compliance Division: scarlett c. Liang
Ue;io. 

Division of Ratepayer Advocates: Philip Scott Weismehl, 
catherine Johnson, Attorneys at Law, David Fukutome, and 
Darlene Clark: 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 



SAN DIEGO-OAS:'·ELECTRICCO!-tPANY 
.... Test Year i993 .-:.. . . 

suMMARY OF EARNi~GS 

TABLE OF CoNTENTS 

Title,· page 
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, SANDIE:G6'>dAS' "// ~t'~drRlc COMPAllY 
, ,- '~$~~~~'r1§§j 

-- ,"- .--:"--

's~Y;6FEARNiNGS 
COMBINED'DEPARTMENT 

(ThOUsands' 'of 1993 '. Dollars) 

500'E 
Description Estimated Adopted 

----------------------~------
operating ReVenUes 
------------------
Base Rate Revenues .;. R~tali 
Interdepartmental 
Miscellaneous 
Non-Jurisdictional 

Total operating ReVenues 

operatinq Expenses 
------------------
supply 
storage 
prodUction 
Transmission 
Distribution 
customer AccOUnts 
uncoliectibles 
Demand-side-Hanaqement 
Marketinq (Non~D5M) 
Administrative , General 
Franchise Requirements 
other Adjustment 

subtotal 

Depreciation 
Taxes Other Than On income 
TaXes On Income 

Total operating Expenses 

Net Operating Income 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

DSM 1990 & 1991 Rewards (Incl. FF&U) 
DSM Balanoinq Account AmOrt. (Ine!. FF&U) 
10/91-12/91 DSM CollabOrative 

TOTAL AUTH. BASE RATE REVENUES (ABRR) 
chanqe in Base Rate Rev. 

----------- ----------

$1,129,090 
11,901 
17,861 

1,375 

$1 / 095,770 
11,901 
17,861 

1,375 
----------- ----------

$1,160,217 $1,126,907 

594 594 
279 279 

122,763 122,686 
16,84'1 16,848 
63,045 63,046 
45,957 45,958 
3,690 2,998 

56,810 53,810 
0 0 

111,335 113,306 
22,208 21,555 
(2,182) (2,183) 

----------- ----------
$440,747 ' $438,896 

222,860 222,860 
47,884 47,805 

152,004 142,981 
----------- ----------

$863,495 $852,542 

$296,722 $274,365 

$2,760,210 $2,760,210 

10.75' 9.94\ 

$9,735 $3,899 
$17,073 $5,691 

$507 $507 
----------- -----------

$1,168,296 $1,117,769 
$118,377 $61,850 

11.27\ 6.46\ 



A.91-11-024, 
CACD/scl/3 . 

SAN:DIEGOGAS<&' tLEcTRIC"COMPAN'I 
. " "T~st' Year 1993 

. sUMMARY'· or. EARNiNG~' 
ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT 

(ThOUsands of.1993.Dollars) 

SDG&E 
Es"timated 1/ Description 

----------------------------- ------------
Operating Revenues 
------------------ $961.,926 

15,057 
1,375 

5 

Adopted 
---------

$932,642 
15,057 

1,375 
Base Rate Revenues - Retail 
Miscellaneous 
Non-Jurisdictional ----------- ----------

Total operating Revenues . 

operating Expenses 
------------------
Production 
Transmission 
Distribution 
customer Acctounts (incl.. Engy. serY.) 
Uncollectibles -
Demand-side-Management . 
Marketing. (NOn-DSH) 
Administrative , General 
Franchise Requirements 
other Adjustment 

subtotal 

Depreciation (Inol. N~oL DeCOmm.) 
TaXes other Than on Income 
TaXes On Income 

Total Operating Expenses 

Net Operating Inc6me 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

DSM 1990 , 1991 Rewards (Ino1.. FF'U) 
DSM Balancing Account Amort. (Inel. FF'U) 

TOTAL AUTH. BASE RATE REVENUES (ADRR) 2/ 
change in Base Rate ReV. 3/ 

122,048 
10,962 
41,819 
30,144 

2,636 
46,841 

0 
83,346 
18,565 
(1,575) 

-----------
$354,787 

193,470 
40,763 

131,985 
-----------

$721,005 

$257,353 

$2,393,984 

10.75\ 

$8,269 
$10,184 

-----------
$980,319 

$94,745 
9.66\ 

$949,074 

121,970 
10,962 
41,819 
30,144 

2,555 
44,140 

c) 

84,766 
18,000 
(1,575) 

----------
$352,782 

193,470 
40,705 

124,156 
----------

$711,112 

$237,962 

$2,393,984 

9.94\ 

$3,603 
$3,395 

----------
$939,640 

$54,006 
5.75\ 

e 

1/ 

2/ 
3/ 

As Calculated in SDG&E'sUpdated Results of Opere (Exh. 64), e 
which partially refleets the settlement Agreements(Exh.6 , 50). 
Excluding miscellaneous & non-jurisdictional revenues. 
Based on present ABRR of $885,634 adopted in D.92-08-042. 
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SANDIEG6- GAS '-, -ELEcTRIC COMPANY 
-' ,'test'Year i993 

sciHMARyoy,tARNINGS 
GAS DEPARTMENT 

(Thousands ot 1993 DOllars) 

Desoription 
-----------------------------
operating Revenues 
------------------
Base Rate ReVenues - Retail 
Interdepartmental 
Miscellaneous 

Total Operating RevenUes 

operating Expenses 
------------------
supply 
storage -
Transmission 
Distribution 
CUstomer Accounts (Inol. Edgy. Serv.) 
uncollectibles 
Demand-side-Management 
Administrative , Gen'ral 
Franchise Requirements 
other Adjustment 

Subtotal 

Depreciation 
Ta~es other Than on Income 
Ta)(es On IncOme 

Total operating Expenses 

Net operating IncOme 

Rate Sase 

Rate of Return 

. 

DSK 1990 , 1991 Rewards (Ina}. -FF&U) 
DSM Balancing Account Amort. (Incl,. FF'U) 
10/91-12/91 DSM Collaborative 2/ 

SDG&E 
Estimated 1/ 
------------

$165,552 
11,901 

2,804 
----------

$180,257 

594 
279 

5,885 
21,150 
15,808 

_454 
9,969 

27,659 
3,609 

(594) 
-----------

$84,th3 

29,139 
7,/)70 

19,933 
-----------

$140,955 

$39,302 

$365,601 

10.75' 

$1,466 
$6,889 

$567 
----------

Adopted 
----------

$:161,520 
11,9t)1 
2/8004 

----------
$116,225 

594 
279 

5,886 
21i151 
15,809 

443 
9,670 

28,196 
3,521 

(594) 
----------

$84,954 

29,139 
7,049 

18,742 
----------

$139,884 

$36,341 

$365,6tH 

9.94\ 

$2'97 
$2,296 

$507 
----------

TOTAL AUTH. BASE RATE REVENuES (ABRR) 
Change in Base Rate ReV.' 4/ 

3/ $186,315 $176,521 
$23,656 $13,862 

12.70\ 7.85\ 
1/ As calculate~ in SOO&E's Updated Results of Oper. (Exh. 64), 

which partially r~fleots,the settlement Agreements(Exh.6 & 50). 
2/ As adopted in SpG&E's last BCAP Decision (D. 91-12~075). 
3/ Exoluding miscellaneous revenues. ' 
4/ Based on present ABRR of $162,659 adopted in 0.91-12-074. 
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. SAN >DIEGO:<~<AS -, 'ELEct-Ric COMPANY 
-·Test -Year 1993 

s'~v- .hF'- EARNINGS 
_ stEAM DEPARTMENT 

(Tho\lsands of 1993-D611ars) 

SDG&E 
Description Estimated 1/ Adopted 
-----------------------------
operating Revenues 
------------------
Base Rate Revenues - R~tail 
Hiscel UmeOUs 
Non-Jurisdicti6nal 

Total operating ReVE!nUeS 

operating Expenses 
------------------
Production 
Distribution 
CUstOmer Acc6unts 
Uncollectibles 
Administrative , General 
Franchise R~quirements 
Other Adjustment 

subtotal 

Depreciation 
Ta)Ces Other Than On Income 
T.a)(es On lncome 

Total operatfnq Expenses 

Net Operating Income 

Rate Base 

Rate ot Return 

. , 

TOTAL AUTH. BASE RATE REVENUES (ABRIl) 2/ 
change in Base Rate Rev. 3/ 

------------ ----------

$1,602 o 
o 

$1,608 
o 
o 

----------- --------~-
$1,602 

715 
76 

5 
0 

330 
34 

(13) 
-----------

$1,147 

251 
51 
86 

-----------
$1,535 

$67 

$625 

10.75' 

$1,602 
($24) 

-1.49' 

$1,608 

715 
76 

5 
0 

343 
34 

(13) 
----------

$1/1~O 

251 
51 
84 

----------
$1,546 

$62 

$625 

9.94' 

$1,608 
($lS) 

-1.12\ 

1/ 

2/ 
3/ 

As calcul.ated. in SDG&Eis Updated Results of oper. (Exh. _ 64), 
which partiallY reflects. the settlement Aqreements(Exh.6 , 50). 
Excludinq miscellaneous revenues. 
Based on present ABRR of $1 / 626 adopted in D.91-12-074. 

e 

• 
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~ 

$M 0 IlGO U.s , fll(TI fe (WAllY 
'rtft v", 1993 e O~ liWosAN6 .AiA.MCI"G-At~lNtOR'·JZATI~ 

(lhMR of MOnt .... l Oo".rs) 

Oesttlptlon '991 1994 1995 Total 
, .. ~ .........••..•..•.•.• , ...•......•.. • ... i •• ...... 

0 
. .... . ..... 

1. itWIrdsl ......... 
1991 Gte Pr~r"i 

$1,~7 $1,907 Uedrlt 
$\,901 $S,12O ' 

Gas 477 471 471 .,.no ...... ....... . ........ .......... 
Tot.l 1991 Gat '(Off-_ $2,38] U.383 $2,383 17, '50 

1990 Coll~.tlyt trOS''''1 
tlettrfe 100 700 $1.400 
GIS • 0 ....... ,.; ....... ~ ..... 

Tot.\ 1m toU:.,ttw trot. $700 $700 $0 $1,400 

1991 C:oUatir.tlve ttogt_1 
',667 ',667 ',661 $5,600 

Uectrlt 
GIS 0 

..... ~ ....... . ..... . ......... 
Totll 1991 C:Olhbr.tlw ;t~. $1.667 11,661 11,667 $S,OOO 

Adjus t.enti 
1989 tant.H~ ProJect. 

($~) ($750) Electric (SOi) so so 
c..s (201) ($187) 0 0 ('81) 

• ..." .... . ........ .." .... . ...... 
Totll Aclj~t.ent ($931) so so ($937) 

Tot.l iewtds 
Ueetrfe $3,524 $4,273 13,$73 $11,370 

'-I 289 471 471 . ·1,2'" ....... ........ . .... " . 
Tot., lewerdS M/o if&u 13,813 S4,m S4,OSO $12,613 

tlectrlt $3,~ $4,370 $1,654 $11,626 

Gas 297 4a9 4a9 1,274 ........ . ..... ....... ........ 
TOTAl lEWMD$ 1m. ffIAJ 13,m $4,8$8 $4,143 $12,900 

2 ... l.net,. Atcouit MOitluUon .. ~ .........•••..•......•••. ~. 
ilecttft tffftenty .. ,. Adt, (EEIA) $l,m 13,120 $3,320 19,960 
CIs Effleener ht. Utt. (tI(lA) 2,240 2,z4(' 2,240 6,720 ...... .... " .. ........ " ..... 
Tot,l a.t. Acet. ~tfi.tlon $5,560 15,560 $5,560 116,630 

EEM $3,395 $3.3~ 13,39S 110,184 

GEIA 2.~ >2,~ 2.296 6,8$9 
.. , ..... . ...... . ..... 

TOTAL IAl. ACtT. AMORT. ltd. ff&u $5,691 $S,691 15,691 $17.074 

• (EIIO OF mE1I011( .) 
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SANDI'EGO 'GAS , ELECTRiccOMPANV 
"c~Test Year 1993 

ADOPTED SALES AND CUSTOMER FORECASTS 

Description 
------------------------
Electric Department 
-------------------

Residential 
commercial 
Industrial 
Agricultural power 
street Lighting 
Resale 

Total 

Gas DepartmEmt 
--------------

Residential 
Non-Residential·, 
Interdepartmental 

Total 

steam Department 
----------------

Schedule 1 
schedule 2 

Adopted 1/ 
----------

Sales customers 
--------- ---------

(dWb) 

5,572 
5,610 
3,194 

236 
67 

0.2 

1,029,984 
116,810 

547 
3,961 
1,540 

1 
---------- ----------

14,679 1,152,843 

sales custOJDers 
---------- ---------

(Mtherm) 

338,200 
352,900 

679,089 
28,029 

384jl00 
---------- ----------
1,075,100 707,118 

sales (lbs) CUstomers 
----------- ---------

(000) 

25,805 
o 

7 
o 

---------- ----------
25,905 7 

Note: 1/ As in the settlement Agreement (Exh.50, APPENDIX E). 

(END OF APPENDIX C) 
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Year 
------

1988 
19'89 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

-f 
A~PEND{)(·;D· .. 

. . SAN OI Edo . GAS. &.. EttdtRlt -COMPANV.: '. Test Year'1993 .' ............ . 

AOOPTEDESCl\LATION'RATES . 
(Sase Y~ar 198~) . 

Rate Index Rate ; IndeX: 

. . ------------------~------------------

-------------------------~-----------------
100.0 100.0 

3.82% 103.'S '4.76\ 104.8 

3.94\ 107.9 3~55\ 108.5 

4.51\ 112.13 3.31t 112.1 

4.33\ . 117.7 2.17\ 114.5 

3.47\ 121.7 3.43\ 118.4 

(END OF APPENDtk D) 
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Title 

APPENDIX E·· 

SAN DIEGO GAS , ELECTRIC coMPANY 
ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT 

Test Year 199~ 

RESULTS OF OPERATION 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Franchise FeeS and uncoll.- Adopted Rates •• 
Total production Expense •••••••••••.• , ••••• 
steam production ExpenSe ••••••••••••••••••• 
Nuclear production Expense ••••• , •••••••• .:, •. 
Gas TUrbine power PrOd. , Other power Supply 
Transmission Expense •••••••••••••••••••••• , 
Distribution Expense •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Customer Accounts Expense •••••••••••••••••• 
Marketing EXpense •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Administrative & General ExpenSe ••••••••••• 
opr. & Malnt. Expense Summary (1988$) ••••••• 
Opr, & Maint. Expense Summary (1993$) ••••••• 
Ta)tes Other Thinl on IncOme •••••• ~ • • • • • • •• • • 
Income TaX AdjUstments •••• -••••••••••••••••• 
Ta)(es on Income - Adopted Rates •••••••••••• 
Depreciation Expense •••••.•••••••••••••••••• 
Depreciation Reserve ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Ra te Bas e •••••••• , •••••• -••••••••• oj • .-. • • • • .- • • 

Development of Net-To-Gr6ss Kuiitpi.ii!r ••••• 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
'7 
8 
9 

10. 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
1S 
19 
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SAN ',DIEGO: GAs,' "ELEcTRICCOHPAMY " 
"', . ELECTRIC"'oEPARTiit'NT' , ," ' 

T~st Veak- 19'93 . 

FRANCHiSE FEES AND UNc6tLE6rXBLES :. ADOPTED RATES 
(ThoUsands'of 1993 Dollars) 

Description Adopted 
---------------------~-.------------~--------- ----------

Uncol U~ctibles 
--------------Adopted sase Rate RevenUes ... Retail 

Uncollectibl~ Rate 

Tot~l UnC6l1'ctibles 

Franchis& Requir~ments 
. . . . ----------------------

Adopted Base Rate RevenUes - Retail 

Franchise F~eRat~ 

Total Franchise Fe~s 

$932,642 

0.2740\ 
----------

$2,555 

$932,642 

1.~300\ 
----------

$18,000 



-, "'!' 

SAN D.IEGO.:G~S," ~tL~¢TRi:C,c6MP~V 
c . ELECTRIC c DEPARTMENT. ,~,-,.' 

Te'st y'ear i~93' . 

. TOTAL' PRODUctION EXPENSE 
,', (Thousands 6f 1988 Doli~rs UnlesS 6therw'ise'indicated) 

Descripti6n 
-------
operation 
---------
steam 

Nuclear 

other 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------
steam 

Nuclear 

other 

Total Maintenance 

other power supply 

TOTAL PRODUCTION (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
other 

Total 

TOTAL PRODUCTION (1993$) 

Adopted 
---------

$24,571 

35,120 

322 
---------

$60,Oi3 

14,483 

26,943 

2,060 
---------

$43,486 

$2,740 

---------
$106,239 

9,052 
6,680 

o 
$15,732 

---------
$121,970 



SAN·OIECO GAS' ·ELECTR1C,COMPANy 
... ELECTRIC DEPARTMEN,T:, .. 

Tiist''iear 19~3 . 

'STEAM PRODUCTION EXPENSE 
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars unless 6therwis~ Indicated) 

Account 
No. Desoription 

------ -----------------------------

500.0 ' 
5Q1.0 
502.0 
505.0 
506.0 
507.0 

510.0 
511.0 
512.0 
513.0 
514.0 

Operation 
---------Opere super~ision and Engineering 
Fuel Related Expenses 
Operation of Boiler 
Electrio Oper., of TUrbine 
Kisc. steam Power Expenses 
Rents 

Total operation 

-----------Kaint. superVision and Engineering 
Haint. of structures 
Boiler KAint. , Overhaul 
TUrbine Haint. , Overhaul., 
Miscellaneous EqUipment' 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total 

TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION (1993$) 

Aciopted 
---------

$3,348 
1,222 
3, .669 
5,681 
1,162 
9,489 

---------
$24,571 

678 
4,575 
4,386 
3,914 . 

930 
---------

$14,483 

----------
$39,054 

2,286 . 
3 , b37 

o 
$5,322 

---------
$44,376 



". 91~ii~62~, I. 92-0'2-604 ,'~r.ijsIw 
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SAN Dl:EGOGAS.'ELECr~tC"COMPANY· 
ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT' . 

'test Year 1993 

NUCLEAR PRODuctIoN EXPENSE . 
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars unlessOth~rwise Indicated) 

Account 
No. Description 

------ -----------------------------
Operation -------_ .... 

517.0 supervision and Enqineerinq 
519.0 coolants and water 
520.0 Operation of Reactor 
523.0 Electrio EXpenses 
524.0 Misc. Nuclear Power Expenses 
525.0 Rents 

528.0 
529.0 
530.0 
531.0 
532.0 

Total operation 

Maintenance 
-----------supervision and Engineering 
structures 
Maint. of Boilers 
Boiler Overhaul 
Maint. ot TUrbine 

~otal Maintenance 

TOTAL NUCLEAR PROD. (1988$) 1/ 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total 

TOTAL NUCLEAR PROD. (199l$) 

2/ 

Adopted. 
---------

$14,463 
1,559 
4,824 

543 
13,542 

189 
----------

$35,120 

8,102 
3,256 
6,777 
3,681 
5,127 

---------

---------
$62,063 

6,189 
3,146 

o 
$9,335 

---------
$71,397 

1/ Including SDG&E's share of SONGS base & two refueling 
outage costs: $38,265 Labor, $20,832 Non-LabOr, 
$2,539 Other (Total $61,636). 
Escalations for SoG&E's share of SONGS O&K expenses 2/ are calculated usin9 socal EdisoJi's~sc~lation rates 
adopted in seE's 1992 GRe deoision (D.91-12-076, 
Appendix C, page 1 6f 1, APpendix E, page 3 of 10). 

• 
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SAN DIEGO G"~'::·EtECTRi9CO}tt.MY : 
, "ELEctRic DEPARTMENT " " 

Test· Vea'r" i9~3 

GAS TURBINE POWER PRobuCTION & OTHER POWER SUPPLY 
(ThoUsands of 1988 Dollars', Unless Otherwise Indicated) 

Account 
NO. Description 

--~--- --------------~~--~----------

operation ---_ .. ----
546.0 supervision and Engineering 
547.0 Fuel Relat,ed EXPEmSeS ,," , 
540.0 Generation Expenses 
549.0 Misc. Other power Expenses 
550.0 Rents 

5!a.0 
552.0 
553.0 
554.0 

Total operation 

Maintenance 
-----------supervision and Engineering 
structures 
Maint. of Gas'TUrbine " 
Miso. other pow~r Gen. plant 

Total Maintenance 

other power supply 
------------------

556.0 sys. contrl. , toad DspAtch 
557.0 other Exp./Miso. Purchased power 

Total Other pover supply 

TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION '(1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
other 

Total 

TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION (1993$) 

Adopted 
---------

$U. 
29 
71 

i50 
61 

---------

145 
160 

1, '711 
44 

---------
$2,060 

1,531 
1,~()9 

---------
$2,740 

$5,122 

577 
497 

o 
$1,075 

---------
$6,197 
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SAN otEGO', GAS & ELECTRIC 'COMPANY, 
ELECTRIC tiEPARTHENT-

Test Year 1.99l -

TRANSMISSI6N EXPENSE ' 
(ThOusands of 198'S Dollars uitless6therwise iticilcate(i') 

Account 
No. Description 

------ --------~-----------~--------

560.0 
561.0 
562.0 
563.0 
564.0 
566.0 
567.0 

568.0 
569.0 
570.0 
571.0 
572.0 
57l.0 

Operation 
---------supervision and Engineering 
Load Dispatching 
statiOn Expertses 
overhead Line EXpenses 
Underground Line Expenses 
Kisc. Transmission Expenses 
Rents 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------
SupervisiOn and Engineering 
structures 
station Equipment 
Overhead Lines 
Underground Lines 
Misc. Transmission plant 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
LabOr 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total 

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (1993$) 

'Adopted 

$895 
1,334 

397 
514 

o 
1,557 

497 

$5,184 

147 
o 

1,769 
1,982 

7 
8 

---------
$3,913 

---------
$9,097 

1,245 
620 

° $1,865 

---------
$10,962 

• 
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e·, 'SAN DIEGO GAS '~ELECTittc'cOMPANY 
ELECTRtC·DEPAATMENT.:. ,. 

Test Year 19'93 

DISTRIBUTION EXpENSE " 
(Thousands ot 1988 D6llars unless oth~rw'is~ Indicated) 

Account 
No, Description -----------------------------

Operation 
---------

580.0 supervision and Engineering 
581.0 Load Dispatching , 
582.0 station Expenses 
583.0 Overhead Line ExpenSes 
584.0 Underground Line Expenses 
585.0 street Lighting' signal sys. 
586.0 Heter Expenses , 
587.0 customer Installations .' " 
588.0 Misc. Distribution Expenses 
58~.O Rents 

590.0 
591.0 
592.0 
593.0 
594.0 
595.0 
596.0 
597.0 
598.0 

Total op~rati6n 

Maintenance 
-----------supervision and Engineering 
structures 
station EqUipment 
overhead services 
Underground Lines 
Line Transformers 
street Lighting , signal sys. 
Meters 
Kiso. Distribution Plant 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-LabOr 
other 

Total 

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1993$) 

Adopted 
---------

$3,187 
856 

2,260 
1,6'~8 
1,261 

217 
3,230 
1,927 
4,926 

III 
---------

$19,615 

324 
41 

1,358 
8,486 
3,192 

536 
242 
908 

31 
---------

$15,118 

-------~-
$~4,733 

4,527 
2,559 

o 
$7,086 

---------
$41,819 
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SAN DIEGO GAS "~" 'ELECTRicr COMPAN'l 
ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT ' 

Test 'lear 1993 ' 

CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS EXP'ENSE 
, (ThOUsands Of 1989" Dollars unless 'Otherwise Indicated) 

AccoUnt 
No. Description 

------ -----------------------------
901.0 supervision 

,902.0 Meter Readinq Expenses 

903.0 cust. Records and collectibles 1/ 

904.0 Uncollectible Accounts 

905.0 Misc. customer Accounts EXP, 

TOTAL CUSTOMER Acers. (1988$) 

Total (Less Une6l1ectibles) , 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to'1993 
Labor 
NOn-Labor 
Other 

Total 

TOTAL cusTOMER Acers. (1993$) 

Total (Less uncolleotibles) 

Adopted. 

$261 

4,714 

20,351 

2,555 

81 
---------

$27,962 

$25,407 

3,228 
1,509 

o 
$4,737 

---------
$32,699 

$36,144 

1/ Inoluding costs for Energy Service of $1,620. 



APPENOIX"E 
-, . ~-

SAN DIEGO GAS&,ELECT:Riq COMPANY 
ELl:CTRICDEPAATHEtIT' '. '. '., 

Test Year 1993 , 

MARKETING., EXPENSE" .. ' .. 
(ThoUsands Of 1988 t>ollarsUnl~ss oth,erw!s~'Iridicated) 

Account 
No. Description 

------ -----------------------------
cust. serv. & Info. (DSH) 
--------------------------

901.0 supervision & clerical' 

968.0 customer Assistance EXP~nse 

909.0 Informational & Instruct. EXP· 
910.0 Hisc. Cust. serV.' I~f6. 

916.0 Hisc. Expenses 

Electric vehicle 
----------------

912.0 Demonstration' service Exp •. 

TOTAL MARKETING (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-LabOr 
other 

Total 

TOTAL MARKETING (199~$) 

Adopted 
---------

$1,099 

ll,001 

o 

.2,704 

360 

o 
---------

$37,164 

896 
6,680 

o 
$6,976 

---------
$44,140 
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SAN. DIEGO 'GAS '. " ~ ELEctRIC COMPANY' 
ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT>' ~ 

TestVear 1993 

ADMINISTRATIVE "GENERAL EXPENSES 
(ThOusands of 1988 DOllars Unless ()therwis~ Indicated) 

Account 
. No. Description 
-~~--- -----------------------------

~20.0 
921.0 
922.0 
923.0 
924.0 
925.0 
92'6.0 
927'.0 
928.0 
929.0 
930.0 
931.0 

Operation -------_ ... 
Administrative' Gan.Salaries 
oftice supplies and Expenses' 
Admin. & Gen. Transfer credit 
outside services Employed 
Property InSurance . 
Injuries and Damages . 
pensions and Benefits-Total . 
Franchise Requiremei'lts 
Regulatory commission ~xpens~s 
Duplicate charg~s 
Misc. General EXpenses 
Rents 

Total Operation 

Maintenance ---------_ ... 
935.0 Maintenance ot General Plant 

Total Kaintenance 

TOTAL ADMIN. 'GEN. (1988$) 

Total (LeSS Franchise Req.) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-LabOr 
other 

Total 

TOTAL ADMIN. 'GEN. (1993$) 

Total (LeSs Franchise Req.) 

Adopted 
--------

$17,7S0 
9,627 

(11,553) 
4,194 
3,797 
8,590 

25,865 
18,000 

4,623 
'(1,412) 
10,481 

2,263 
--------

2,383 
--------

$2,383 

--------
94,638 

$76,638 

4,321 
3,808 

o 
$8,128 

--------
$102,766 

$84,766 
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SAN Di:~~~~~C' D~~~:~~T¢OM'PANY '., 
TestVeari993 

OPER. &HAINT. EXPENSE SUMMARY 
(Thousands ot 198tfDollars) 

Description 
---------~----------------~------Total LabOr 
-----------
PrOduction 
Transmission 
Distribution 
CUstomer Accounts 
Marketing, 
Administrative and General 
Other Adjustment 

Total Labor (1988$) 

Total Non-Labor 
---------------
production 
Transmission 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Marketing, 
Administrative and General 
other Adjustment 

Total Non-Labor (1988$) 

Total other 
-----------
production 
Transllission 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Marketing 
Administrative and General 
Other Adjustment 

Total other (1988$) 

TOTAL O&H (1988$) 

.'. '~', 

Adopted 

$51,140 
5,"127 

20;825 
14,847 

4,123 
19,875 
(1,294) 

---------
$115,843 

39,721 
3,370 

13,908 
8,202 

33,041 
20,695 

o 
---------

$118,937 

14,778 
o 
o 

4,913 
6 

54,068 
o 

---------
$73,760 

---------
$308,539 



SAN DIEGO ·GAS"& ELECTkid"" COMPAN\t 
ELECTRICDEPAATMEUT' "."." 

Test Year 1993 

OPER" , MAIN'!'. EXPENSE sUMMARY 
(ThoUsands of 199j." DOllars) 

Description 
---------------------------------
Total Labor 
-----------
Production 
Transmission 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Harketir'uJ 
Administrative and General 
other Adjustment 

Total LabOr (1993$) 

Total Non-Labor 
---------------
Production 
Transmission 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Harketin~ . . 
Administrative and General 
other Adjustm(nlt 

Total Non-Labor (1993$) 

Total Other 

production 
Transmission 
Distribution 
CUstomer Accounts 
Marketing 
Administrative and General 
other Adjustment 

Total Other (1993$) 

TOTAL 0&" (1993$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
other 

Total 

---------

$60,792 
6,972 

25,352 
18,075 

5,Oi9 
24,196 
(1,575) 

$138,829 

46,401 
3,990 

16,467 
9,711 

39,121 
24,502 

o 

$140,193 

14,778 
o 
o 

4,913 
o 

54,068 
o 

---------
$73,760 

$352,782 

$22,987 
21,256 

o 
$44,243 
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SAN DIEGO -GAS 'ELECiRI~ -COMPAltY 
•• C ELECTtU:C.DEPARTHENT 

Test V~ari993 

TMCESoTHER:TaAN ON INcOME 
(ThOUsands of 1993·DQlla.rs) 

Description ----------------------------------------------
Ad valorem Ta~es 
----------------
california 

Total Ad Valorem Ta~eS 

payroll , Miso. Ta~es 
---------------~-----Federal Insurance contrib. Act (FICA) 
Medicare . 
Federal unemployment Insuralice(FUI) 
state Unemployment Insurance (SUI) 
Miscellaneous TaXes 

subtotal 

Labor Escalation Adjustm~nt 

Total payroll , Miso. 

TOTAL TAXES OTHER THAN ON INCOME (1993$) 

Adopted 
---------

$35,195 
---------

35,195 

3,250 
795 

77 
19 

550 
---------

---------
$5,516 

$40,705 



A:91-11-0~4 .. . . , 
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sAN DIEGO GAS' ,. ELEctRIC COMPAN'1 
ELECTRIC 'DEPARTMENT .•.. .. 

. Test Year 1~9l 

INCOME TMc·ADJuSTMENTS 
(ThoUsands 6t'1993 Doliars) 

Description ---------------------------------------------
california Income Tax Adjustments 
---------------------------------
Nuolear Decommissioning 
E)(cesS Salvage 
state Ta~ Depreoiation 
Book Depreciation 
cost of Removal 
Prop. Ta~t Book vs. Lien Date 
20\ Business Heals 
Percent. Repair Allow 
Reinstallation costs 
PBOP contributions to Grant TrUst 

TOTAL CCFT ADJuSTMENTS 

Federal Income Tax Adjustments 
------------------------------
Nuclear Decommissioning 
E)(oess salvage . 
Federal Tax Depreciati6n 
Book Depr~oiation 
cost Of Removal 
prop_ TaXI Book vs. Lien Date 
20\ Business Keals 
preferred Dividend credit 
Percent. Repair Allow 
Reinstallation costs 
psOP contributions to Grant TrUst 

TOTAL FIT ADJUS'l'MENTS 

Interest Charqes 
----------------
Rate Base 
unamortized ITC 

Adjusted Rate Base 
wtd. cost ot Long Term Debt 

state Allocation 
Federal Allocation 

Adopted 

$18,735 
(328) 

148,968 
(188,102) 

4,401 
884 

(138) 
12,756 

(301) 
(727) 

---------
($3,852) 

$18,735 
(328) 

109,090 
(188,102) 

2,530 
884 

(138) 
470 

6,937 
(301) 
(727) 

----------
($50,950) 

$2,393,984 
(93,886) 

--------------
$2,300,098 

3.660\ 
--------------

$84,184 
$87,620 
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DIEG6'dA~ &. ELECT~t¢.'C'OMP1ill'l" . 
, ELECTRIC" DEPARTMENT ~ .. . 

Test Year: 1993 ," 

TAXES ON INCOME" ;AOO~~DRkI'ES 
(ThOUsands of 19~3 Dollars) 

Description ---------------------------------------------
california corporation Franchise Tax'· 
------------------------------------
operating RevenUes 

Operating Expenses (Il'lcL . D6pr.) 
Ta~es Other Than on Income 
Interest charges . 
state Income TaX Adjustments 

california Taxable Income 

CCFT Rate 

TOTAL CCFT 

Federal Income TaX 
------------------
operating Revenues 

operating Expenses 
Taxes Other Than on IncOme· 
Interest charges 
CCFT - prior Year 
Federal Income Tax Adjustments 

Federal Taxable Income 

FIT Tax Rate 

Federal income ~ax 

Amortization of ITC 

Total Federal Income Tax 

TOTAL TAXES ON INCOME 

Adopted 
---------

$949,074 

546,252 
40,705 
84,184 
(3,852) 

---------
$281,786 

9.3' 
---------

$26,206 

$949,074 

546,252 
40,705 
87 1620 
25,540 

(50,950) 
---------
$299,908 

34\ 
---------

$101,969 

(4,019) 

---------
$97,950 

$124,156 



sAN DIEGO GAS, EL-EcTRIC·COMPANY 
- -ELECTRIC' DEPARTMENT --.. 

- Test Year -1993 : 

DEPRECIATION , AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
(ThOusands of -199j~t>oliars) 

Description 
------~--------------------------------------Depreciation Expense 
--------------------
steil. Production 
Nuclear Prod. - soNGS 1 
Nuclear prod, - SONGS 2, 3 
Nuclear Decommissioning 
Other production 

Total production 

Transmission - SWPL 
Transmission - Other 
Distribution , General 

Total Depr. Exp. for PIS 

Prorata Depreoiation.Expense 
Based on Depr. ot common plant 

Total Depreciation Expense 

Amortization Expense 
----------------~---Limited Term Investments 
Land Rights 
Amort. of Abandoned projects 
sottware 
Amort. ot Elect. Acq,Adj. 

Total Amortization Expense 

TOTAL DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION 

Adopted 
---------

$19,312 
7,505 

36,499 
:22,038 

2,365 
---------

$87,719 

7,189 
9,838 

78,775 

---------
$183,520 

4,58:2 

---------
$188,102 

o 
1,372 
1,505 
2,475 

16 
---------

$5,368 

$193,470 
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SAN ,DI~(;6q~~j~~~~~~~f~ ~OkPAN~ 
"ELECTRIC; DEPARTMENT ,',: " 

'Tes-t Yeat- 19~3 ' 

DEPREC:tATt6N,~ESERVE' 
(~h6usands ot 19~~ D611ar~) 

Description 
----------------~----------~-----------------
Depreciation Res~rve - Wtd.Avg. 
-------------------------------
steam production 
Nuclear Prod. - SONGS 1 
Nuclear prod. - SONGS 2; 3 
Nuolear Decommissioning 
Other prOduction 

Total production 

Transmission - SWPL 
Transmission - Other 
Distribution , General 

Total. Depr. Res. for PIS 

prorata Depreciation Expense 
Based 6n Depr. of Common plant 

Amortization Reserve 
--------------------
Limit~d Term Investments 
Land Rights 
software 
Amort. of Elect. Acq. Adj. 

T6tal EOY Amort. Reserve 

Total EOV Dep. , Amort. Reserve 

Total Weighted Depr. ReserVe 
for Rate Base 

Total Weighted Amort. Reserve 
f6r Rate Base 

Adopted' 
----------

$245,788 
72,661 

331,228 
o 

37/89~ 
----------

$687,576 

63,705 
133;413-
651,423 

----------
$1,536,117 

23,316 

----------
$1,559,493 

, 203 
14,135 

6,681 
113 

----------
$21,192 

$1,580,685 

$1,480,154 

$13,733 
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SAN DtEGO GAS :,. ELEcTRiC COMPANi" 
ELECTRI C ; DEPARTMENT" ." . 

Test Year " 1'993· . 

. RATE BASE· . 
(Thousands 6£1993 Dollars) 

Description Adopt~d 
-------------------------------------~----~-- ------------
Fi~ed capital - Weighted Averag& 
---------------~----------------Plant in service - 1993 BOY 
PHFU 

Total Fi~ed capital - 1993 BOY 

1993 plant Additions - Wtd.Avg. 

Total Fl~ed capital -wtd. Avg. 

customer Advance for construction 

Working capital 
---------------
Materials , supplies 
working cash 

Total Working capital 

Tot. Before Deduction for Reserves 

Deductions tor Reserves 
~----------~-----------Depreoiation 
Deterred IncOme Ta~es 
Amortization , Other 

Total Deduction tor Reserves 

WTD. AVG. DEPRECIATED RATE BASE 

$4,029,878 
o 

------------
4,029,878 

114,503 

------------

($28,549) 

42,507 
.7,916 

------------
$50,423 

$4,166,255 

(1,480,154) 
(278,384) 

(13,733) 
------------
($1,772,271) 

$2,393,984 
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SAN DIEGO'GAS-' EttC1'Jt[6:'c6MPANY " .. .. ELECTRIC "DEPARTM'ENT' .... " : . 
" T~s't Yt!a'r' 1993 ". '. 

. ' 

DEVEt.6PMENT 'OF Nt'l'-'l'6-GROSS MUL'l'IPLIER 

Description 
-----------------~--------

Gross Operating ReV~nUes 

LeSS! UncoU.ectibles 

Less: Franchise Fees 

subtotal 

Less: StI.T. 

Lesst F.I.T. 

Net Operating RevenUes 

N-T-G Multiplier 

N-T-G Muitiplier (FF'U Only) . 
N-T-G Multiplier (Ta~es OnlY) 

Rate 
-------

(A) 

0.2740' 

1.9~OO\ 
-------
2.2040\ 

9.3\ 

34\ 
-------

43.3\ 

(END OF APPENDIX E) 

Am6urtt 
Applied 
-------

(B) 

1.0000 

0.97196 

Tota~ 
---------

(C=A*S) 
1. 000000 

0.022040 
---------

0.977960 

0.423451 
---------

0.554503 

1..803416 

1.022537 
1.763668 
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SAN DIEGO GAS ,~, ELECTRIC·C6MPANY 
GAS 'OEPAATJ.r'tNT ,- --
Test Year '1993 

RESULTS OF OPERATION 

TABLE OF c6NTENTS 

Title 

Franchise Fees and Uncoll.- Adopted Rates •• 
supply EXpense ••• ,. i •••••••••••••• • •• • ," , • • • 

storage EXpense •••••••••••••••••••• ,; ••• ,o' ••• 
TransmissiOn Expense ••••• ' ... " • • • • • • • • • .. ~ ' ••• • 
Distribution Expense .,; •• .- ••••••••••••• '. • -. • • 
customer Accounts EXpense •••••••••••••••••• 
Marketing EXpense COSH) •••••••••••••••••••• 
Administrative &c.neral Expense ••••••••••• 
Opr. & Maint. Expense Summary '(1988$) •••• i •• 

Opr., Haint. EXpense Summary (1993$),.~~ ••• 
TaXes Other Than on Income ••••••••••••••••• 
Income Tax Adjustments ••••••••••• ~, •••••••• 
TaXes on Income -Adopted Rates •••••••••••• 
Depreciation Expense •••••••••••••• ·····,··· 
Depreciation Reserve •••••••••••••••••• lot • • 

Rate Base ................................... . 
Development of Net-To~GrossMulitplier ••••• 

Page' 

1 
~ 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
1l 
14 
15 
16 
17 
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SAN~ DiE¢6 -G~S' 'iLECTRiCCOKPANY 
'O"SDEPARTHENT- ' 
". 'i'estYear 1993 . 
-' -

FRANCHISE -FEES ~D uNCOLLECTIBLES-AOOPTED RATES 
(ThOUsands of 1993 . Dollai"s) . -

Description 
----------------------------------------~-----
Uncollectibles 
--------------Adopted Base Rate ReVenues "':.Retali. 

Uncollectible Rate 
Total uncollectibles 

Franchise Requirements 
----------------------Adopted Base Rate RevenUes - Retail 

Franchise Fee Rate 
Total Franchise Fees 

----.------

$161,5~O 

6.2746\ 
----------

$443 

$161,520 

2.-1800\ 
----------
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SAN DIEGO OAS ,: ELECTRic 'COMPANY . 
'OASDEPARTHENT'" . . . 
. Test Year 1993 ' 

SUPPLY', EXPENSE 
(Thousands Of 1999 Dolla'rs unless Otherllise' Indicated) 

. Account 
, 'No. Description 

------ -----------------------------
907.0 PurchasedGtls ExPenses . 
810.0 Compressor station FU.l - Credit 
812.0 Gas tor other operations - Credit 

T6tai Gas supply (1989$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
tabor 
Non-Labor 
other 

Total 

TOTAL GAS SUPPLY (1993$) 

Adopted 
---------

$1,301 
(934) 

(46) 

~--------$321 

223 
50 
o 

$273 

---------
$594 



• 

sAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
. . GA'SDEPARTMENT:>' . . . 

Test y~ar·1.993 

. ·sTORAGE EXPENSE.. . 
(Thousands Of 1908 Dollars unless otherwise Indicated) 

Acc6unt 
No. Description 

-----~ ----------------------~------
operation 
---------840.0 Oper. supervision and Engineering 

841.0 Operation LabOr , Expenses 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------

843.0 Maintenance 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL GAS sTORAGE (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-LabOr 
other 

Total 

TOTAL GAS STORAGE (1993$) 

Adopted 
---------

$143 
56 

---------
$199 

30 

--------~ $30 

---------
$229 

17 
33 

() 

$50 

---------
$279 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANV 
GAS' DEPARTMENT - ., 
Test Year 1993 

TRANSHISSI6N EXPENSE 
(Thous~nds Of 1988 Dol1~rs Unl~~s O~heiwls. Irtdicated) 

Account 
No. Description 

------ -----------------------------
operation 
---------

850.0 Oper, supervision and Engineering 
851.0 system Control' LOad Dispatch' 
852.0 communication systems Expenses 
853.0 Compressor station Labor' Exp 
854.0 Gas for compressor station FUel 
855.0 other FUel' power tor Compr~ stat 
856.0 Mains Expenses . 
857.0 Measuring' Regulating stat Exp.-
859.0 Other Expenses 
860.0 Rents 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------

861.0 Maint. supervision and Engineering 
862.0 Maint. ot structures' Improvements 
863.0 Maintenance Of HaIns 
864.0 Maint. of Compressor station Equip. 
865.0 Maintt of Meas. , Reg. sta. EqUip. 
867.0 Maintenance of other EqUipment 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 198~ to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total 

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (1993$) 

Adopted 

$596 
332 

20 
1,062 

934 
96 

435 
106 
143 
, 58 

$3,782 

303 
4 
4 

887 
64 
o 

$1,262 

$5,044 

561 
280 

o 
$842 

---------
$5,886 
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. CACD/scl/3 

SAN DIEGO GAS ~'ELEcrRIC cOMPANY.' 
GAS-DEPARTMENT 
Test Year 1993 

DISTRIBUTION EXPENSE 
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unless-Othen.rise Indicated) 

Account 
No. Description 

------ ---------------_.------------
operation 
---------

870.0 opere supervision and Engineering 
871.0 Distribution LOad Dispatchinq 
874.0 Mains' services Expenses 
875.0 Keas. , Reg. stat EXp. - General 
878.0 Meter' HOUse Regulation Expenses 
879.0 customer Installation EXpenses 
880.0 other Expenses 
881.0 Rents 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------

885.0 Maint. supervision and Engineering 
886.0 Maint. of structures & Improvements 
887.0 Maintenance of Mains 
889.0 Haint. of Meas.' Reg. stat EqUip. 
892.0 Haint. of services 
893.0 Maint. of Heters , House Regulation 
894.0 Maintenance Of Other EqUipment 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total 

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1993$) 

Adopted 

$2;526 
275 

1,550 
i6() 

2,865 
5;631 
1,376 

84 

$14,461 

277 
o 

1,433 
123 
594 
599 

o 
---------

$3,026 

---------
$17,487 

. 2;933 
730 

o 
$3,664 

---------
$21,151 



APPENDlk F 

SAN DIEGOO'AS' , 'ELECfRI'C COMPANY· 
GAS' DEPARTlfENT- .. 
Test' Year 1993 . 

cusTOMER iCCOuNTSEXPENSE . 
(ThOusands Of 1988 D6llars unless 6therwise Indicated) 

Account 
NO. Description 

-~---- -----------------------------
901.0 supervision 

902.0 Meter Reading Expenses 

903.0 cust. Records and collectibles 1/ 

904.0 uncollectibie Accounts 

905.0 Misc. customer Accounts Exp. 

TOTAL CUSTOMER ACcTS. (1988$) 

Total (Less UncOllectibles) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total 

TOTAL CUSTOMER Acers. (1993$) 

Total (Less Uncolleotibles) 

_ Adopted 
---------

$142 

2,567 

10;585 

443 

44 
---------

$13,781 

$13,338 

1,669 
S03 

4) 

$2,471 

---------
$16,252 

$15,809 

1/ Including costs for Enerqy service of $380. 
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,APPENDIX F 

• SAN 'DiEGO GAS-" ELEcTRICCOMPAN'I 
. GAS o· DEPAATMEttT ' 
Test'Veat"°1993 

.- . -

MARKETING EXPENSE 
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars UrilessDtherwise Indicated) 

Account 
No. Description 

------ -----------------------------
cust. Servo , Info. (DSM) 
--------------------------

~O~.O superVision' Ci*rical 

908.0 CUstomer Assistance EXpense 

909.0 Informational' InstrUct. Exp. 

91.0.0 Misc. CUst. Sarv. , Info,' 

916.0 Misc. Expenses 

TOTAL HARl<ETiNG (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total 

TOTAL MARl<.£TING (19g~$) 

Adopted 

$2l3 

7,248 

o 
574 

77 

$8,132 

276 
1,26l 

o 
$1,538 

---------

"-: .",' 



~~ ~:- .. ~'-~~ -... '- -' .. - .." ~. " ... - :~~.=-.~,;; 
. A. ~~-11';"624, -1.92-02-004 . AW/SAW 
CACD/scl/3 - '.' '.-- - . 

APPENDIX F 
. .; ':,.:' 

sAN DIEGO-GAS&-ELECTRiCCOMPANY 
-GAS 'DEPARTMENT.: . 
''l'estYear 1993 

ADMINISTRATiVE , GENEAALE-XPENSES 
(Thousands of 1988 -Dollars unless Otherwise Indicated) 

Account 
No. Description 

------ -----------------------------

920.0 
921.0 
922.0 
923.0 
924.0 
925.0 
926.0 
927.0 
928.0 
930.0 
931.0 

Operation 
---------Administrative it 'Gan.salaries 
office supplies and ExpenseS 
Admin. , Gen. transfer credit 
outside services Employed 
property Insurance , 
Injuries and Damages-
pensions and Benefits-Total 
Franchise Requh;ements -' 
Regulatory commission EXpenseS 
Misc. General Expenses . 
Rents 

Total operation 

Maintenance 
-----------

935.0 Maintenance of General plant 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL ADMIN. 'GEN. (1988$) 

Total (Less Franchise Req.) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 199~ 
LabOr 
Non-LabOr 
other 

Total 

TOTAL ADMIN. 'GEN. (1993$) 

Total (LeSs Franchise Req.) 

Adopted 
--------

$6,013 
3,270 

(4,223) 
1,417 

174 
2,422 

10,384 
3,521 
1,587 
2 / 956 

764 
--------

$28,285 

805 
--------

$805 

--------
29,090 

$25,569 

1,474 
1,153 

o 
$2,627 

--------
$31,717 

$28,196 



• 
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'C1>,CD/sclI3 '--,' " . ,-APPENOIX- -F . 

sAN DIEGO -GAS--,"ELEct~i-c COMPANY": 
'GAS DEPARTMENT-
Te"st ~ 'lear 1993-

OPER. & HAt NT , EXPENSE SUMMARV: 
(ThOUSands-ot 1988 DOllars) 

Description 
-----~---------------------------
Total Labor 
-----------
Supply 
storage 
Transmission 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Marketing 
Administrative and General 
Other Adjustment 

Total LabOr (1988$) 

Total Non-LabOr 
---------------
supply 
storage _ 
Transmission - -
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Marketing . . " 
Administrative and General 
Other Adjustment 

Total Non-Labor (1988$) 

Total other ----_ ..... ----
supply 
storage 
Transmission 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Marketing . -
Administrative and General 
other Adjustment 

Total Other (198~$) -

TOTAL O&K (1988$) 

Adopted 
---------

1,029 
- 71 

2,586 
13,517 
7,689 
1,210 
6,794 

(488) 
---------

$32,474' 

212 
152 

1,524 
3,970 
4,364 
6,862 
6,264 

() 

---------
$23,409 

($980) 
o 

934 
o 

1,728 
o 

16,032 o 
---------

$11,714 

-------.--
$13,596 



, APPENDt>( f " 
SAN DJ EGO' GAS'" ELEdr~i C~OMPAN''i ' 

, .. cOASOE'PAATHENT .c ' ' 
Test· y~ar 1993 ' 

OPER. &: MAIN'!'.,' tXPEttSESUMMARY 
(ThOUSands of 199.3D611~rs) 

Description 
-------------~-~-~--------~~-----
Total Labor 
-----------
supply 
storage 
Transmission 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Marketing 
Administrative and General 
other Adjustment 

Total Lab6r (1993$) 

Total NOn-LabOr 
---------------
supply 
storage 
Transmission 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Marketinq . 
Administrative and General. 
other Adjustment 

Total Non-Labor (1993$) 

Total other -----.... -----
supply 
storage 
Transmission 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Marketing 
Administrative and General 
other Acijustment 

Total Other (1993$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
other 

Total 

17 ' 

Adopted 
---------

$1,252 
94 

3,141 
16;450 
9,358 
1,646 
8,268 

(594) 
---------

$39,521 

$322 
185 

1,804 
4,166 
5,167 
8,124 
7,411 

o 
---------

$27,720 

($980) 
o 

934 
1,728 

o 
16,032 

o 
---------
---------

$84,954 

$7,041 
4,312 

o 
$11,359 

• 



e····· SAN DIEGO' GAS -'EL~CTRfc ,C6MPANY , 
. GAS"OEPARTHEN'r', -;c: . 

Test Yea'r 199~ 

TAXES OTHER THAN ON' INCOME 
('thousands 6f' 1993 Dollars)· 

, . 

Description ----------------------------------------------
Ad valorem TaXes 
----------------
california 

Total Ad Valorem TaXes 

payroll , Misc. Taxes 
---------------------Federal InsUrance contrib. Act (FICA) 
Medicare, ' 
Federal unemployment Insurance (FOI) 
state Unemployment Insurance (sut) 
Miscellaneous Taxes 

subtotal 

Labor Escalation Adjustment 

Total payroll , Misc. 

TOTAL TAXES oTHER THAN ON INCOME (1993$) 

---------

$5,240 
---------

1,183 
290 

28 
7 
3 

, . ---------
, $1,511 . 

298 

---------
$1,809 
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SAll DIEGO Gi~SD'~P~~~:i¢~~6~f&Y 
Test Year 1993 

INCOME TAX ADJUSTMENTS 
(Thousands Of 199:3 ~D61lars) 

Description 
-----------------------------------.--------.----

california Income Ta~ Adjustm~nts 
-------------------~~------------
Excess salvage 
state TaX Depreciation 
Book Depreciation 
cost of Removal 
Prop. TaXS Book vs. Lien Date 
20t Business Meals 
Percent. Repair AllOW _. 
PBOP contributions to Grant Trust 

TOTAL CCFT ADJUSTMENTS 

Federal lneome Tax Adjustments 
------------------------------
Excess salvage 
Federal Tax Depreoiation 
Book Depreciation 
cost of Removal 
Prop. Taxi Book Vs. Lien Date 
20t Business Heals 
preterred Dividend credit 
Percent. Repair Allow 
PBOP contributions to Grant Trust 

TOTAL FIT ADJUSTMENTS 

Inter~st Charges 
----------------
Rate Base 
unamortized ITC 

Adjusted Rate Base 
wtd. Cost of Lon~ Term Debt 

state Allocation 
Federal Allocation 

'6£:17 

Adopted 
---------

($82) 
24,646-

(28 / 021) 
5.87 
180 
(35) 

2,189 
(150) 

---------
($686) 

($82) 
19,868 

(28,021) 
338 
laO 
(35) 
56 

193 
(150) 

----------
($7,653) 

$l65,601 
(7,998) 

--------------
$357,603 

3.66' 

$ll,088 
$13,l81 
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, -- sAN'DIE<iO CAS' FiLtctRi'c·COMPAN'y· . , -- -' , o~s -DEPARTMENT ' '.' 
,,- Test Vea'r 1993 

TAXES ON INCOME:", ADOPTEDRA'1'ES 
(Thousandt. of 19~1- Dollars) " 

Description 
-----------------~--~~-----~~---------~---~--
california corpOration Franchise Tax 

-" . ~ . ------------------------------------
Operating RevenUes 

operating Expenses 
TaXes Other Than On Income 
Interest Charges " ' ' 
state IncOme Ta~ Adjustments 

california "Taxable IncOme-

CCFT Rate 

TOTAL CCFT 

Federal Income TaX 
------------------. 
operating RevenU~s 

operating EXpenses ' 
TaXes other Than on IncOme 
Interest Charges 
CCFT - prior Year 
Federal Income Ta~ Adjustments 

Federal Taxable IncOme 

FIT Tax Rate 

Federal IncOme Tax 
Amortization of lTC 

Total Federal Income Tax 

TOTAL TAXES ON INCOME 

Adopted 
---------

$176,225 

114,093 
7,6,4-9 

13,088 
(686) 

---------
$42,686 

9.3\ 
---------

$3,969 

$176,225 

114,093 
7,049 

13,381 
4,797 

(7,653) 
-- ... ~-----

$44,558 

34% 
---------

$15,150 

(377) 

-----_ .. --
$14,773 

$18,742 
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SAN DIEG6.G~S'~LE~RI6 COMpANY 
GAS, DEP1>RTHENT .. • 
Test Year 1.993' 

DEPRECIATION , AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
(Thc)usands of 1993 Dollars) 

Description ---------------------------------------------
Depreciation Expense 
--------------------
storage plant 
Transmission plant 
Distribution , General Plant 

Total Depr. Exp. for PIS 

Prorata Depreciation Expense 
Based On Depr. of common Plant 

Total Depreoiation Exp~nse 

Amortization Expense 
-----------~--------Limited Term Investments 
Land Rights ' 
AmOrt. of Abandoned projects 
software 

Total Amortization Expense 

TOTAL DEPRECIATION , AMORTIZATION 

, ' ' 

Adopted 
---------

$86 
2:,868 

2l,408 

$26,362 

1,659 

---------
$28,021 

c) 

171 
o 

947 
---------

$1,1.18 

$2:9,139 



" " 

SAN DIEGOGASf iLEcTtdC, COMPANY" 
.- eGA!; ~I>EPARTMENT~' " " . 

1'est Y~ar'i9§3 

DEPRECiATION RESERVE 
(1'housands 0[1993 Dollars) 

Description 
-----------.---------------~-----------------
Depreoiation Reserve - wtd. Avg. 
-------------------------------
storage plan 
TransmiSsion plant 
Distribution' General plant 

Total Depr. Res. for PIS 

prorata Depreoiation ExPense 
Based on Depr. of Common plant 

Total Depreoiation ExptmSe 

Amortization ReserVe 
--------------------
Limited Tern InVestments 
Land Rights 
software 

Total EOY Amort. Reserve 

Total EOY Dap. , Amort. ReserVe 

Total weighted Depr. Reserve 
for Rate Base 

1'otal weighted Amort. Reserve 
tor Rate Base 

Adopted 
----------

$1,513 
29,038 

263,809 
----------

$294,360 

8,410 

----------
$302,776 

----------
$4,848 

$307,618 

$289,081 

$3,~12 



. - - - -

SAN DI EGO GAS $: ELE¢rRIC·· COMPANY . 
. . GAS·OEPARTMENT .. o· ~ 

Test Year 1993 

RATE BASE 
erhousands ot 1993D6llars) 

Description Adopted 
--------------------------~------------------ ------------
Fi~ed capitai - weighted Average 

, - - ---------------------------------
piant in service - 1993 BOl' 
PHFU 

Total Fi~ed capital - 1991 BOY 

1993 plant Additions - Wtd. Avq. 

Total Fixed capital - Wtd. Avg_ 

customer Advance tor construction 

Working capital 
---------------
FUel in storage 
Materials , suppiies 
working cash 

Total Working capital 

Tot. Before Deduotion for Reserves 

Deduoti6ns for Reserves 
-----------------------
Depreoiati6n 
Deferred IncOme Ta~es 
Amortization , other 

Total Deduotion for Reserves 

WTD. AVG. DEPRECIATED RATE BASE 

$663,182 
o 

------------
663,182 

21,282 

------------
$684,464 

($14,085) 

172 
2755 

3,365 
------------

$6,292 

$676,671 

(289,081) 
(18,077) 
(3,912) 

------------
($311,070) 

$365,601 



s~ DIEGO'GAS'&ELECTRIC' cokPANY 
. . GAS DEPARTMENT' .. 

Test Year 19~3 

Description 

DEVELOPMENT OF NET-TO~GROSS MULTIPLIER 

Amount 
Applied 

----------------~---------
Gross Operating RevenUes 

Less: Uncollectibles 

Less~ Franchise Fees 

subtotal 

Less: S.I.T. 

N-T-G Multiplier 

N-T-G Kuitlpll~r (FF'UOrily) 
N-T-G Multiplier (Ta~es OnlY) 

-------
(A) 

0.2740\ 

2.1800\ _ ... ------

34\ 
-------

43.3\ 

(END OF APPENDIX F) 

------- . 

(8) 

1.0000 

0.97546 

Total· . 
----------

(C=A*S') 
1.000000 

0.024540 
---------

0.975460 

0.422374 .' 
---------

0.553086 

1.8080.38 ' 

1.025157 
1.763668 
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- SAN DIEGO ''oAS& 'ELECTRIC COMPANY 
- '- STEAM" DEPARTHEttT: -

Test Year 1.993 

RESULTS OF OPERATION 

TABLE OF 'cONTENTS 

, Title 
-----
Franchise FeeS and UncoiL - Adopted Ra.'t~s •• 1 
productionExpenSe' •••••• , ••••• , ••••••• ,... 2 
[)istribution Expense ••••••••••••••••••••••• :) 
cust6me'r Accounts Exp~nse •• " •••••••••••• ~. 4 
Administrative' General Expense ••••••• ~... 5 
opr.& Mitint. Expens~ Sum.mary (1988$)....... 6 
Opr. "Maint. EXpense summary (1993$)....... 7 
Tb)Ces Other Than On'IJicome ••••••••••••••••• 8 
Income TillC Adjustments .,,, • .,................. 9 
Tal(es on IncOme - Adopted Rates ••••• '.i.... 10 
Depreciation Expense ••••••••••••••• "."'...... 11 
Depreciation Reserve .................. " ••• ;0.. 12 
Rate Base 0 ' •••• 0-.................... • o ••• • •• - • 13 
Development of NE!t-T6-dross Muiitplier ••••• 14 
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- - . -

SANDIEG6 OAS ., :~ELECTRIC' COMPANY 
.. ...'-STtAMDEPARTMENT . - -

Te:st Y~ar 1993 

FRANCHISEFEE'S' AND' uNCOLLECTIBLES .- 'ADOPTED RATES 
(Thou.sailds - of ·199~ Dollars) 

Description 
-------~--------~--------------------~--------

UnC6U.ectibies 
--------------Adopted Base Rate RevenUes - Retail 

Uncollectible Rate 

Total Uncollectibles 

franchise Requiremerits 
----~-----------------Adopted Base Rate Revenues" Re'taii 

Franchise Fee Rate 

Total Franchise Fees 

Adopted 
----------

$1 t 608 

O.oooot 
----------

$0 

$1,60& 

2.106o\: 
----------



' ..... - - ~ .- <: 

A~~EHolX-d· 
SAN til EGO 01\$ " ELEcrRlc (:¢MPAit'V 

STEAK DEPARTMENT .. . . 
Test 'lear 1993 

PRODUCTION EXPENSE 
(ThoUsands Of 1988 Dollars UnlE~st;6therwise lndicated) 

Account 
NO. Description 

------ -----------------------------
operation 
---------601. 0 FUel - oiesel, Gas, & Handling 

602.0 Purchased Gas Expenses 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------

612.0 Kaint. of steam Heat EqUipment 

Total Maintenance 

Total steam produotion (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts j 1988 to 19~3 
lAb6r 
Non-LabOr 
Other 

Total 

TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION (1993$) 

Adopted 
---------

o 
$352 

---------
$352 

243 
---------

$243 

---------
$595 

71 
49 
o 

$120 

---------
$715 
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SAN DIEGO GAS '"ELEctRIC "COMPANY 
STEAK DEPARTMENT ; -
Test Year 1993 

DISTRiBUTION EXPENSE-
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars uniess.6therwise Indicated): 

Account 
NO. Description 

------ -----------------------------
Operation 
---------

620.0 Oper. supervision and Eligineerinq 
624.6 Mains' Services Expenses 
625.0 Meter' Regulator EXpenses 
627.0 customer Installation Expenses 
628.0 other Expenses 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------

634.0 Maintenance of Hains 
635.0 Maintenance of services 
636.0 Maintenance of Heters , Regulators 
637.0 Maintenance of other EqUipment 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1988$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total 

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1993$) 

Adopted 
---------

$12 
1 
o 
1 
o 

---------
$14 

38 
5 
o 
6 

---------
$49 

---------
$63 

16 
3 
o 

$13 

---------
$76 



SAN DIEGO GAS -, EttcTRICCOMPANY . 
'sTEAM DEPAAnfENT'-·-' . . 

Test Year 1993 

cusTOMER ACcOUNTS EXPENSE 
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars UnlessOthek-Wise Indicated) 

- Account 
No. Description 

------ -----------------------------
901.0 supervision 

'902.0 Heter Readinq Expenses 

903.£) Cust. Records and collectibles 

904.6 Uncollectible Accounts 

905.0 Misc. Customer Accounts EXp. 

TOTAL cusToMER ACcTS. (1988$) 

Total (LeSs UncOllectibles) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1991 
Labor 
Non-LabOr 
other 

Total 

TOTAL CUsTOMER ACCTS. (1993$) 

Total (Less Uncolleotibles) 

Adopted 
---------

$0 

1 

o 

---------
$4 

$4 

1 
() 
() 

$1 

---------
$5 

$5 

• 
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SAN DIEGO GAS ,'ELECTRiC; ~6HPAN'i ,< 
sTEAM DEPARTMENT' 
Test Year 1993' 

ADMINISTRATIVE & GENERA~ EXPENSES 
(ThoUsands of 1988 Dollars, Y'illess Oth'erwise Indicated) 

Account 
NO. Description 

------ -----------------------------

920.0 
921.0 
922.0 
923.0 
924.0 
925.a 
926.0 
927.0 
92s.a 
930.0 
93100 

operation 
---------Administrative , Gen. salaries 
Office supplies and Expenses 
Admin. , Gen. Transtercredit 
Outside services Employed 
Property Insurance 
Injuries and Damages 
pensions and Benefits-Total 
Franchise Requirements 
Regulatory cOiDJllission EXpenses 
Misc. General ExpenseS 
Rents 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------

935.0 Maintenance of General plant 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL ADMIN. 'GEN. (1988$) 

Total (Less Franchise Req.) 

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-LabOr 
other 

Total 

TOTAL ADMIN. 'GEN. (1993$) 

Total (LeSs Franchise Reg.) 

, Adopted 
--------

$60 
33 

(39) 
14 
28 
84 
96 
34 
10 
17 

7 
--------

$344 

8 
--------

$8 

--------
352 

$318 

15 
11 
o 

$25 

--------
$377 

$343 



. ArJ/s~",lt~:.~ : .. ' 
'. - ,'Ii,. ~. ; - • 

. ' APPENObf G : 
.. . 

sAN DIEGO GAS &.EJ,EcTRic·c6MPANY 
. STEAM' DEPAAnlENT -.. ' . - .. 

Test y~ar 1993 

OPER, , HAINT. EXPENSE'sUMMARV 
(iJ'h6usandsOf 1988 boilars) 

Description 
---------------------------------
Total LabOr 
-----------
production 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Administrative and General 
Other Adjustment 

Total Labor (1988$) 

Total Non-LabOr . 
---------------
production 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Administrative and General 
other Adjustment 

Total Non-Labor (1998$) 

Total Other ---_ ... ------
production 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Administrative and General 
Other Adjustment 

Total other (1988$) 

TOTAL 0&" (1988$) 

Adopted 
---------

$329 
47 
~ 

69 
(11) 

---------
$436 

$267 
16 

1 
58 
o 

---------
$342 

$0 
o 
o 

226 
o 

---------
$226 

---------
$1,003 
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SAN DIEGO GAS' ELECT~ic'c6MPhllV - . 
STEAK PEP10RTHENT -- ' ' ~,~ 

Test Ye'ar 19'93 

OPER. , HAINT. EXPENSE sUMMARv 
(Th6u~~rtdS 6f 199j fiollars) 

Description ---------------------------------
Total Ub6r 
-----------
productiort 

'Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Administrative and General 
Other AdjUstment 

Total LabOr (1993$) 

Total Non-LabOr 
---------------
Production 
Distribution , 
CUstomer Accounts ~ . 
Administrative and General 
Other Adjustment 

Total Non-Labor (1993$) 

Total other 
-----------
production 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Administrative and General 
other Adjustment 

Total Other (1993$) 

TOTAL O&M (1993$) 

Escalation Amounts, 19Qa to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total 

'-.; .' . 

Adopted 
---------

$399 
57 

4 
8~ 

(1.3) 
---------

$530 

$316 
19-

1 
68 
o 

---------
$404 

$0 
o 
o 

226 
o 

---------
$226 

---------
$1,160 

$9-5 
63 
o 

$157 
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SAN 'OIEGOOAS ':ELECT~IcCOMPAN" 
" STEAM, D~PARTMENTc 

Test 'iear, 1993 

TAXES OTHER THAN ON INC6ME ' 
(Thousands 6£1993 fi6li.'ars) 

Description 
----------------------------~--~~--------~----
Ad Valorem TaXes 
-~--------------California 

T6tal Ad Valorem TaXes 

payroll , Kisc. TaXes 
---------------------
Federal Insurance c6ntrib, Act (FICA) 
Medicare 
Federal unemployment Insurance (FOI) 
state Unemployment Insurance (SUI) 
Miscelianeous TaXes 

subtotal 

Labor Escalation Adjustment 

Total payroll , Miso. 

TOTAL TAXES OTHER THAN ON INCOME (1993$) 

Adopted 
---------

$13 
---------

25 
6 
1 
() 

o 
---------

$32 

'6 

---------
$38 

$51 
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lNCOME TAX ADJUSTMENTS 
(Thousands ot·1993,Dollars) 

Description 
--------------------------~------------------
california Inc()l11~ Ta)t Acl)ustme:nts 
---------------------------------
state Ta~ Depreciation 
Book Depreoiation 
cost of Removal 
PrOp. Ta~! Book ys. Lien Date 

TOTAL CCFT ADJUSTMENTS 

Federal IncOme TaX Acljustments 
------------------------------
Federal Ta~ Depreciation 
Book Depreoiation 
cost of R~moval. 
prop. Taxt Book ys. Lien Date 

TOTAL FIT ADJUSTMENTS 

Interest charges 
-----------------
Rate Base 
unamortized ITC 

Adjusted Rate Base 
wtd. Cost of LOng Term Debt 

state Allocation 
Federal Allocation 

Adopt~d 
---------

$121 
(251) 

12 
(1) 

---------
($119) 

$194 
(251) 

"1 
(1) 

---------
($51) 

$625' 
() 

---------
625 

3.66\ 

$23 
$23 
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, - 'APPENDIX' G: 

. SAlf DIEGO' GAS '& ~LE¢TRiC COMPANY 
STEAM DEPAATMENT' ~ - ' 
Test' Year 1993 

TAXES ON INCOME - AOOPTEDRATES 
(ThoUsiuids Of 1993 Dollars) 

Description 
----------------------------~----------------
california corporation Franchise Tax 
-------------------~--~-----------~-operating ReVenues 

Operating Expenses . 
TaXes Other Than on Income 
Interest charges 
state Income TaX Adjustments 

california Taxable Income 

CCFT Rate 

TOTAL CCFT 

Federal Income Ta~ 
------------------
Operating ReVenUes 

Operating Expenses 
TaXes Other Than on InCOme 
Interest charges 
CCFT - prior Year 
Federal Income TaX Adjustments 

Federal Taxable Income 

FIT Tax Rate 

Federal Income Ta~ 

Amortization of ITC 

Total Federal Income TaX 

TOTAL TAXES ON INCOME 

Adopted 
---------

$l,60a 

l,41i 
51 
23 

(119) 

$242 

9.3\ 
---------

$1,608 

1/411 
51 
23 
(6) 

(51) 

$180 

34\ 
----------

$61 

o 

----------
$61 

$84 

• 
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sAN OIEGO,GAS,&ELEcrRic c6kpANY' 
. - . STEAM 'DEPARTMENT 

Test Vea'r 1993 
y , < -

DEPRECIATION , AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
(Thousands of 1993 Doil,ars) 

Description ---------------------------------------------
Depreciation Expense 
--------------------
steam plant 

Total Depr. Exp.ior PIS 

prorata Depreciation Expense 
Based on Depr. ot common plant 

Total Depreciation Expense 

Amortization Expense 
--------------------
Limited Term Investments 

Total Amortization EXpense 

TOTAL DEPRECIATION ,'AMORTIZATION 

Adopted 
---------

$2l9 
---------

$239 

12 

---------
$251 

---------
$6 

$251 
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SAN DIEGO GAS·' ELt<irR-r¢C¢MP~Y 
Sl:EAM,D"EPARrifENT . 
·'l'estVear 1993 

:OEPRECIA'i'ION RES'ERVE .. 
(ThOusands 6f 1~93 Doli~~s) 

Description . . ---------------------------------------------
Depreoiation Res~rVe - wtd. Avg. 
-------------------------------
Steam Plant 

Total Depr. Res. for PIS 

prorata Depreoiati6n Expense 
Based on Depr. of CommOn plant 

Total Depreoiation Expense 

Amortization Reserve 
--------------------
Limited Term Investments 

Total EOY Amort. Reserve. 

Total EOY Dep. , Amort. Reserve 

Total weighted Depr. Reserve 
tor Rate Base 

Total weighted Amort. Reserve 
for Rate Base 

Adopted 
----------

$5,673 
----------

$5,673 

60 

----------
$5,133 

4 
----------

$4 

$5,737 

$5,614 

$4 
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S~. DIEG6 GAS" t't,ECTRic'C6.J~V , , STEAK" DEP).RnS-EWf-c • ..c c 

Test Year19~3 

RATE BASE ' 
(Thousands 'of 1~93Dollais) 

Description , ' Adopted 
--------------------------------------------- ------------
Fi~ed capital - 'Weight~d Average 
------------------~-~.---------plant in service - 1993 BOY 
PHFU 

Total Fixed capital - 199) BOY 

1993 Plant Additions - wtd. Avq. 

Total Fi~ed capital - wtd. Avg. 

CUstomer AdVance forconstrUctlon 

Working capital 
---------------
Materials , supplies 
Working Cash 

Total Working capital 

Tot. Beiore Deduction for Res~rVes 

oeductions tor Reserves 
~-------------------~--Depreoiation , 
Deferred Income Ta~es 
Amortization , other 

Total Deduotion for Reserves 

WTD. AVG. DEPRECIATED RATE BASE 

$6,146-
b 

------------
6,140 

------------
$6,149 

$0 

15 
',79 

------------
$94 

$6,243 

(5,614) 
o 

(4) 
------------

($5,618) 

$625 
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SAN DIEGO GAS _& 'ELECTRIO COMPANY 
STEAK 'DEPARTMENT . C - -

Test Year, 1993 

Description 

DEVELOPMENT ot NET-TO';GROSS MuLTIPLIER 

-Amount 
Applied 

----_._-------------------
Gross Operating ReVenUes 

LessS uncOllectibles 

Less: Franchise Fees 

subtotal 

Lesst S.i.T. 

Net Operating Revenues 

N-T-G Multiplier 

N-T-G Multipli~r (FF'U Only) 
N-T-G Multipiier (Ta~es 6nly) 

--_ .... ---
(A) 

0.0000\ 

2.1000\ 
---~---

2.iOOO\ 

-------
43.3\ 

-------
(8) 

1.0000 

0.97900 

(END OF APPENDIX G) 

Total 
---------

«:=A*B) 
1. 000000 

0.021000 
---------

0.979()00 

0.423907 
---------

0.555093 

1.801500-

1.021450 
1.763668 
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SAM OIEGO cAs & ilECTllt i(»4P~Y 
ElE(TRlt O[PAlTKEKT 

",iUIIO!! lAS[ iAtE lEVEWE lEOUIRtMtNT (STlMAT£$ 
'ThOUSands of Oollars) 

GRt Incteet. .rottell!. 

AdoPted Attrition Attrition AttritIOn AttritiOn 

OdttJption 1m 1m 1994 1995 1m 
.•.•.•..•. ~ ...... , ..... .. ............. .....••.•• . ............ ...~ ........... ..~ •••••• 01 

(a) (b) (c) (6) (e) 

Operlting leveRJeS 
.................. 
• ase •• te 1tveN.Jts •• etall 1932,642 $22,483 1955,13' S45,9Oa 11,001,039 

Miscellaneous '5,OS7 () 1S,057 0 1S,051 

won-JurlSdictiontl 1,315 0 1,315 0 I,ln 
........... . .............. . .. " ......... ............ . .......... 

Tot.1 Opet.ti", ltvenues $9049,014 122,488 1971,563 S45,968 $1,017,411 

Operltfr,g t~" 
...........•.....• 
ProdJCtlon 121,970 (5,987> "5,983 t4,~ nO,1al 

tr __ iulen 10,962 4~ 11,366 «7 u,au 

o Jstr-ibvtfon .U,81~ ,,5~ 43,313 1,nl 45,093 

• (ustORef Attount& 3O,t44 1,021 31.16S ','27 32,292 

UntollettiblH 2,555 '2 2,617 1Z6 2,70 

Oemand-S ide-MtNfelllent ", "0 ',830 45,910 2,102 4a,On 

Marketing (liotI-OSM)· 0 0 () 0 c) 

A~tnl.tr.tlvt , Genet., ",766 1,856 &6,622 Z.074 &a,6~ 

ftard\I.t .~t~t$ 18,000 434 18,434 886 19,3~ 

Ot~er Adjust.ent (1,575) (53) (1,628) (57) (1,685) 

............ ................. . ............. . .......... . ............. 
si.btot.l $352,712 ",U1 $353,902 m,629 1376,531 

Oepredatlon 193.410 ~,la7 202,657 ~.829 212,486 

TpH Ot~et Th .... CIr\ IntO. 40,705 1,909 42,614 2, \52 44,766 

Tpes On lneo-e '24, '56 ',$02 U8,6S! 4,616 133,D3 

..•....... . ............. ........ 10 ••• . ....•••.. ............ 

Total 6pet.tfl'l8 t~ $7U,112 1'6,71~ tR7,831 $3~.2&6 $767,117 

)let ~t.tlno lnee. $2)7,962 15,770 1-243,732 16,622 $2S0,3S4 

lItt ... e t2,393,984 55&,046 $2,452,030 $66,62' $2,5,a,651 

lItt of .etum 9.904' 9.94' 9.94' 9.9041 9.941 

OSM 1m , '991 hvateSs " $3,603 $167 54,370 ($716) 13,6S4 

0$1( htanelno AccO\IIt AMOtt. 2! 13,395 so $3,39S $0 S3, S9S 

....•..•.. ••..•..... . ............ . ....•.•.. ............. 

Totat "se I.te lev. 19S6,OR 123,ZSS 1979,327 S45,,92 1',024,S19 

" 
As shown fn ~h. I, hit S of S. 

21 As shown fn Appti'dfll i, h;e S of S. The IIIOt'thtd .outt 

'ot 1994 , 1m s}\outd be ~ttd (1\ the .urltfon fllfnes. 
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SAN DIEGO GAS 'ELEctRIC COMPANY 
ELECTRIC'DEPARTMENT 

SUMMARY OF ATTRITION INcREMENTAL REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
(ThOUsands Of Dollars) 

Description 
------------------------
O&M Expenses 
------------
LabOr Escalation 
Non-LabOr Escalation 
Nuclear Refueling Exp. (SONGS) 

subtotal 
Franchise Fees , uncollectibles 

Total O&K Expenses 

capital Related 
---------------
Depreciation 
Ad valc>remTa)( 
Income Taxes 
Rate sase 

subtotal 
Franchise Fees " uncollectibles 

Total capital Related 

Total Oper.Attr. Incr. Rev. Reqt. 

DSH 1990 , 1991 Rewards 1/ 
OSH Balancing Account Amort. 2/ 

Total Attr. Incr. Rev. Reqt. 

Incremt. 
Attrition 

1994 
----------

(a) 

$4,553 
5,510 

(9,438) 
----------

$625 
14 

----------.. 
$639 

$16,203 
1,952 

(5,298) 
8,511 

----------
$21,367 

482 
----------

$21,849 

----------
$22,488 

$767 
$6 

----------
$23,255 

Incremt. 
Attrition 

1995 
----------

(b) 

$4;889 
6,555 

16,173 
----------

$21,617 
487 

----------
$22,104 

$17~335 
2,201) 

(6,025) 
9,769 

----------
$23,279 

525 
----------

$23,803 

----------
$45,908 

($716) 
$0 

----------
$45,192 

1/ 
2/ 

Including FF&U. 
Including FF&U. The amortized amounts for 1994 & 1995 
should be updated in SOG&E's attrition filings. 

e 



·.' 

Year 

1. Adopted 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

, SAN DIEGO GAS·" ELEctR[C COMPANY 
ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT ' 

ESCALATI6N RATES FORA'M'RITIONYEARS 
(sase Year'19!)3) 

• 

Non-Labor 
-------------------- ---------------------

Index Inde~ Rate -------------------------------------------------

Escalation Rates for Test 

100.0 . 
3.82\ 103.8 
3.94\ 107.9 
4.51\ 112.8 
4.33\ 117.7 
3.47\ 121.7 

Year 19!)3 1/ 

4.76\ 
3.55\ 
3.31\ 
2.17\ 
3.43\ 

100.0 
104.8 
108.5 
112.1 
114.5 
11S.4 

2. Estimated Escalation Rates for Attrition Years 2/ ' 

1993 
1994 
1995 

100.0 
103.4 ' 
107.0 

100.0 
104.2 
109.2 

1/ As shown in Appendi~ 0, page 1 of 1. . 
2/ As ~stimated in SOG'E's updated Results of opr. (Exh. 64, 

page 14-15). Aotual escalation rates for attrition year 
1994 , 1995 should be updated in SoG&:E's attri~ion filings. 
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OestrJptfon . ~ .•..•.••......•• ~ .... 
.........•......•• 
PtodJct 101'1 1/ 

labOf' 
Ion-labOr 
Other 

-mENDJX' 

SAIII Olfr.o GAS '-tlECTut i~,u,l 
--; ElEctRiC OfP,Uillllll 

ATTRitiON iICRtM£NTAL O&M fxPiNSE$ 
(ThOusands of~lhrs) 

CAe 
Adopted 

199) . .......... 
(I) 

151,941 
19.aU 
14,m ........ ;..~. 

1112,5)2 

ltv.sfer 
of Otll.' 

to LabOt/ 
Won-Labor 

.............. 
(b) 

so 
0 
0 

.............. 
$0 

Totll tOf 
1994 

Attrition 
Pur'post 

........... 
(c) 

$57,941 
19,&12 
14,178 . ............ 

1"2,532 

2 
(Iklit '2 , 3) 

10. of lefuell"g OutlgH(SONGS) 2/ 2 
tlkllt z& ]) 

• due ling Outlit tot $ONCS 1/ 
libot 2,849 0 2,8049 

lfotl-llbOt' "m 0 6.m 
.............. • •••••••• .i. .......... ,. 

Totll .ffutllng Outlit 19.Ua SO 19.43a 

Tot.l 'rodUCtlon 
tibot" 60.1'92 0 60.1'92 
lon-l'" £6,'01 <» 46.'01 

Other 14,m 0 14,m 
........... .. ............. . ........... 

tout 'r~tlon $121,970 SO $121.970 

Tr ...... ts.lon 
l~ 6,012 0 '.9n 
.on-Lebot' 3,~ 0 3,990 

Other 0 0 0 
................ . .......... . •.•...... 

lot.l liens-I.llon ,,0.962 ~ 110,962 

DIstrlbutlcn 
libot 25.JS2 0 25,352 

Won" t abO( 16,461 0 16.467 

Other 0 <» 0 
•.....•... ........... .............. .. 

totl\ Olstrlbutlon 141,&\9 $0 141,619 

AttrlUOn AttritIon 
1m 1995 

... ........ 1. • .. • .i. ...... , •• 

(d) Cd 

$59,&66 $61,949 
.".339 41,287 

",m 14,718 . ........... . ....... ~ ..... 
11I5.9a3 S1~,014 

0 2 
(lA'l1t 2 , 3) 

0 3,045 

° 1.t2& 
............ . .............. 

SO $1O,1n 

St,w 64.* 
".319 50,415 

",m 14,771 . ........... . .......... 
S11S,9aJ SilO, t87 

7,~7 7,ua 
4,159 ',155 

0 0 . .......... . ••...•..• 
sn,w IU,813 

26,206 27, H8 
tT,IU 17,975 

0 <» 
............ . .•...•.•• 

S41,37J "S,09) 

1/ bctudine WlG-S refuel fno outille cOsts. 
SONGS ()UC expenses lot Audtlon Tur ,* Ire Ht.httd uslnt seE'. estlhUon r.td estlNttd In 
SCE'. 1992 CAC deelilon (0.91·12-076. Appendix i, t.;e 3 of 10). SCE'I "t.latIOn rites for 1995 
• re not .valllbte In It I ,ac de(f.,on. tllerdorf, ~'I estalltton tltes fot 1995 Ire used • 

2/ 'lied on SCE',-updated t.fuellno ,thedUltt In fts 1993 .ttrltlon filIng (A.l. 971'£). 
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• $AM OllCo $As , Jlt~tRlt t6KPAlY 
. EltU'ltOEPAATMEIIl 

AtTRITION llCiEMENTAL O&N EXPE~st$ (Cont.) 
(T1IOus*nds Of ~Uafl) 

Ti""f~r iotl' fot 
Gat of oi"~r 1m 

Adopted to ltbOt/ Attrition AttritiOn Att;Jtlon 

oescrlptlon 1993 lfon-LIbOI' Puij;Ose 1994 1995 

.A4 ••••••••••• ··········,· 
.. " ........ i ........... . ..••..... ............. .. ........... 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (~) 

Operltlng t.penses (Cor'It.) 
4~ ••••• ~ •• ········~······· 

(yst6Mtr Accountl 
labor $18,075 s.o SI8,075 SI8,6M SI~,334 

Ifon"libot 9,711 0 9,711 10,\24 10,601 

Ot~er (lei; Untoll.) 2,3$4 0 2,358 2,358 2,n8 

............. .... , ..... . ............... . ........... ............ 

Totl\ 'tulto.et Actt, S30,144 s.o 130,t" IJ1,165 132.292 ' 

JQrket h18(DSM) 
Leber 5.019 0 5,019 5,1ae. $,369 

Ifon·l.,. 39,12' 0 39,Ul 40,ie2 42,76C 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 

• ............. .. , ............ . ................ . .......... . ............ 
Total Marletl,.. ,,",140 s.o $44,140 145,910 $43,072 

Malnt&tr •• lft , Centtal 
labOr 24,1~ 0 24,196 25,011 25.881 

lfon-lab6t' 24,»2 0> 24,S02 2S,Sn 26.746 

Oth~t (l~. tranChtlt fees' 36,069- 0 36.069 36,069' 36,~ 

•...••...• ........... . ..•..•... . ..••..... ... "' ..... ~ . 
Total "" $&4,766 S() $&4,766 586,622 $&&,696 

Otflet AdjUlt.ent 
labOr U,SJ5) 0 (1,575) (1,628) (I,6M) 

(t_ct. luct~at I~fue\fne) 
Tota' labor . 135,981 0 'JS,ge1 140,534 14S,423 

Total lon-labor 133,603 0 '33,603 139,"3 t45,668 

total Oth~r (lKI ff&u) 53.204 0 53,204 n,i04 n,204 
•......... ........... .•.••...•. . .......... .............. 

loti I O&N (lei' ir&u) $322,18& s.o $322.188 $332,851 $3«,296 

IhCr..ent for AttritIon 
$10,064 SI1,4« 

(tncl. Ifucltar lefueUnQ) 

total labOr 138,829 0 138,829 '40,534 143,469' 

• t otll lfon-labOt 140,193 O· 140,193 U9,113 152',796 

total Oth~t (l~1 'flU) S3.~ 0 53,204 53,204 53.204 

........... ...•.•...• ..••...... .. .... , ........ ............ 

totl' 0&1( (lKI ,,&u) 1332,226 s.o 1332,226 13J2,8S1 $l54,469 

IhCreaent fOr Attrition 
$62S 121,617 
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. (AtO/stll] 

SAIl OIEGO GA~ '(I.U;TtIC COMPAICT 
'((fCTtte o-£PAATI'ItNT- .. 

• vC04t TAi( AoJUStMEltl$ Ie.. Al1111i6N 'fE,uS 
<ThouSands of Oolttrs) 

Gte Inct •• 

Adopted AUrl tlon AttritIOn 

Oestrtptlon 
,m ,* 1994 

.......•..•••.•••.•.•......••.•.. .............. .., ......... ........... 
(I) (b) (e) 

C.lIfom'. IncOMe llX Ad;ustlMflts 
.~ ..•• _ .•.••• '.~ ••• 6 •••..••• ···4. 
Stlte TI~ OepietJltfOn st4a,~ sa,oai $157,050 

iool. 6qitefltlon (18$,102' (9,187> (191,289) 

Other Adjust.ents 35,~82 0 lS,282 
.............. . ........... ........ ;1 •• 

TOtAL tcn ~JUSTMtns ($3.352) (Sf.105) (",957) 

feder.l Int~ T.x 'AdlUs~ts 
•••••••••••••• 4 ....... ~ •• •••••• 

;edtral hx oepreetetfon 109.090 . 5,918 . ItS,ooa 

loot Oepreclltion (18&,102) (9,1e7) (1~7,2a9) 

Other AdjUit.ents i&.oQ 0 Za.06Z 
............ .. ........... ........... 

TOTAL 'IT AbIUSTMEMTS ($$0,950) (U,Z69) ($54,219) 

InterHt thlt,.. 
................ 
lite .at. 52,393,984 5&,046 $2,4$2,030 

~thednC 
(93,886) 4.0'9 (89,867) 

............ ........... .... ..... ....... 
Adjusted lite .... $2,lOO,* $62,065 $2,362,t63 

Vtd. Cost of 10tlQ Ie ... Debt 3.66OX 3.66OX 3.~ 

St.uAllee.tf<ln $&4,184 52,Zn s&6.4SS 

,ederl' Allee.tlon 187,620 $2,124 ~,744 

l~r_. 

AttrItion Attrition 

1995 1m 
...4 •••• ··~ . ............ 

(d) (e) 

19,1ea $166,158 
(9.m) (207, Ua) 

0 35,282 . .......... . .......... 
unn (15.678) 

6.670 121.678 
(9.829) (207,11a) • ° 28.()62 

.. .......... ............ ;. . 
($3,t59) ($51,378) 

IU,U1 $Z,sta,651 

4,019 (85.84&) 
............ . ........... 

170.640 12,432.&03 
3.6601 1.66Ol 

52.SIS ta9.M1 
$2,43& S92,1U 
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APPfNOIX • 

$~O(tG6 GAS '& lltCTlle ci:MPAJI'T 
-.. EllCtlIC·OEPAATMEMt 

TAXIS c.r 1lC<IE #01. AttRlIION YEAlS 
(ThOUSands of OolllfS) 

CRe 
AdoPted Attrition 

hstriptlcin 1993 ,* .. , ....... ~.~ ••.......•.••..... ~. ........... ............ 
(I) (b) 

tel If • totpotltfon Itlidll" Tax. . 
••••••••••••••••••••••• 6 ••• ~ •• 6. 

opent In; leverues $94~,O74 $971;~ 

(!pet.1I ni EllPf"IS" (I tit I. Dept".) $.46,252 556,559-

t IUS 6tller Thill On I nC~ 40,705 4i,614 

Interest Chltiti 84, '84 86,4SS 

Stlte Int~ TIX AdjustMnts (],152) (4,957) 
•••••••• i. .. ........• .;. 

tilifomt. TIXIbIeineOle S2al,786 S290,191 

tC:FI •• te 9.]1 9.n 
.............. . ....... ... 

TOTAL (CFT ~6,206 $27,053 

Ilderll lroe_ Tax. 
..•.........•••... 
Oper.t r,. aivirues 1949.074 S97I,56:5 

Oper.tl~ l~ 
546,252 556,559 

Tues Othtt Thin en Intc.e 40, 70S 42,614 

Inter ... t tha ...... 87.620 89,144 

ten • Ptlot YeI" 25,540 26.2-06 

tedei.1 Inc_ lilt AdJuat.enU (SO,9S0) (54,~1~) 
........... ........ , ... 

'ldetal reubl. Inc«* S299.* $310.658 

fIT 1_ IItl 341 5041 
........... ... , ......... 

f lder. t 1r-.e0le 'Ill. "01,969- $1 OS. 624 

~rtfl.tlon of ITt (4,019) (4.01h 

............ .•••.•.•.. 

Toul ,ede,.11 Inc_ llll. $97,9S0 S101,60S 

lOT Ai TAXES 011 IlicaE "24,156 $128,658 

AttritIon 
1995 . ..... ~ ..... , 
(c) 

$1,017,411 

m,O'l 
«,76& 
e9,041 
(5,678) . .............. 

$30{),]25 

9.31 .......... " ... 
$27,930 

st,O'7.411 

589.017 
44,i66 
92,153 
27,053 

(57,311) . .....•... 
$32',130 

5041 
•••••••••• 

S109,422 

(4,019) 

. .. " ....... 
$105,403 

"33,33] 



.: ~.9t.fl~Oi'~ 
: CAttJisclll 

APPUOJX II 

sAx DIEGO GAS , ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ELtctR-leCE~JJTMilff 

lATE eAst ;e. ATTilTlON lEAlS 
(Th<lusl!'ds 6f Oollln) 

Gat 
AdoPted Attrltfon 

Descrfptlon 1993 1994 
..•.••.•...•....•....••....••... .............. ............. 

fIlled taplt" • WeIghted Awt,g. (I) (b) .... ~ .•.....••.••..• ~ ... ~ ....... 
,t .... t In Servft. • ,mtoT 54.029.878 14.270,008 

PIN 0 0 
.............. .............. 

Totd fixed (.pltl\ • 1991 lOT 4,C29,878 4. 270,ooa 

1991 ,Iant Additions· \ltd. AVI· 114,$Ol 10l,631 

.............. .~ ........ 40Io ... 

Jota' 'fxed taplta' .. wid. A'iV. 14.144,381 S4,3n,64$ 

tusto.r ~e f~ CQt1strvction ($28,«9) <sza,549> 

WorthlSi' (.plttl ........ .;. .. ~ ...... 
Kltetla', l $upplfea 42,501 42,501 

Vorl. I,.. e.sJ\ 7,t16 7,916 
.....•.•.... ............... 

Total Uorktni taptt,l SSO,4l3 $$0,423 

TOI. •• fore Oecb:lfon for lHetW S4,I66,~S 14,)95,5'9 

Oedlttfona fOt ltsetwt 
..............••....... 
oepteefatfon (1,480, '54) CI.""I~) 

Oefttted Inteo-e TaitH (271,184) (284,133) 

~ttl'tton , Othet (\3,733) (11,$96) 
......... 1- ..... . .............. 

TolI\ oecb:tlon '01' I ... ,...... (SI,m,211) (SI,94J,4a9) 

'"D. AVG. DEPaECfATEO lATE iAst 

Attrition . 
1995 

.." ............... 
(e) 

".501,669 
0 

• •• .ii .......... 

,,501,66~ 

111.275 

.. .............. 
14,618,944 

($2$,549) • 
42,501. 

7,t16 
..•....••... 

$SO.423 

14,640,81' 

(1,8I1,I3S) 
(289.51» 
(21,45~) . .... ." ....... 

(l2,1U,167) 

12,518,651 

• 
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SAN DlfX;O"CAS & EiEcTiHc COMPANY 
.' .. GAS DEPARTMENT' . 

ATTRITION REVENUE REQUiREMENT ESTIMATES 

TABLE OF cONTENTS 

Title 

. -.-. 

AttrltionBase Rate ReV. Reqt. Estimates •••••••••••••••• 1 
Summary oiAttrition Incr.·~ev, Reqt •••••••• , •••• , •••••• 2 
Escalation Rates tor Attrition Years •••••••••••••••••••• 3 
Attritio~ Incrementa~ 0&" EXpenses •••••••••••••••••••••• 4 
Attrition Incremental O&M Expeilses (C()Jlti) ••• '0 ••.••••••••. 5 
lncome Tax Adjustments for Att.rltion Years •••••••••••••• 6 
Ta)tes on :income for Attrition Years .••• ,.~ .•••.••••••••• 7 
Rate Base tor Attrition Years H •••••••••••••• \ •• • • • • ~ • ., . 8 
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·-. 
APPUOIX 1 

SAN OJ~G6 ~$' fttCTllt_tQMPANY 
CAS CEPAlTMEIiIl ... 

AlTltlJlOll lAse ';"i RfvEWE JEOUIREMEn UTIAAT£S 
(Tbousinds 6f Oottar,) 

G*( rnct_t. 
Ado9ttd Atttltlcn Attritrtn 

Otsttfptfon 1993 1m 1994 
•• _ ••••••••••• ~fi •••••• • •••• a. •••• ." ........ .............. 

(a) (b) (c) 

Ope r aU ng Rtven.'tl 
......••..•..•.••• 
Itst htt leverues • att.II 1161,520 110.44~ t111,969 

Inttrdeplrt~t.\ ",90\ 0 \1,901 

M Istt 11 ant(IUS 2,~ 0 2.804 
............... ........... . .......... 

lot •• Operltl,.. Revenues 1t76,m 110,449- SI86.614 

()ptrlt In; t~H 
........•........• 
$l4'P l y 594 56 6SO 
StOrage 219 It 290 

T" ..... ' " Ion 
S.886 153 6.06& 

OJsttibutl6il 21.1S1 154 21.905 

(usta.et Attountt 1S.1O? 535 16.~ 
\.Wl)tltttlbtH 443 29 ,47t 

OtlW"d-$fdt·~t ~,670 397 10.067 

Katttt tr'la (Iot\-OSM) 0 ° 0 

Ad.fnl'ttatlve , ~t.\ 28,196 594 2a.m 
'ranch Is. ltqulr.-enta 3.521 Zit 3.749 

Other Adlust-ent '(594) (20) ,(614) 
............. . ............. ............ 

kbtOh\ s&4,9S4 12,765 187,720 

O.,datlon 29,U9- 2,400 31,539 

lu .. Other Then On (ne .. 7,049 371 7,427 

'P" On lne_ la,742 . ~.~ 21,131 
.............. ........... ........... 

Tl)tal Optr.tl~ bpenlH S1J9,884 S7,932 SI47.816 

IItt ~f.tt'" Inco. $36,34' ~,$17 ll8.aS& 

late last $365.601 $25.120 $390,921 

lit. 6f btuM 9.941 9.941 9.94' 

DSM 1m & 199\ 1t'4r'ds 1/ $297 $\92 S4~ 

DSH ,.bnclns Aetount .-ott. 2/ '2,296 $0 12.~ 
.......•.. ........... ............. 

Toul "Sf I.t. ltv. $118.811 SI0,641 $189.459 

1/ As .?!OWn 1ft AfiPeMht I, Page 5 of S. 

l/ As .hCW\ 1ft ~Ia I, P.,. 5 of S. Tilt _tlzed ~t 
fOt 1~ I 1995 slIould be ~ted fft the .ttrltlon flU""s. 

h'it_t. 
Attrhlon Attrition 

1m 1995 
.. .............. . ........... 

(d) (e) 

18.482 I1M.4S0 
0 11,901 
0 2,~ . .......... . ........... 

18,482 $195, ISS 

61 711 
1Z 39l 

202 6,210 . 
822 21.,'727 
S90 t6.91S 
n 4~ 

4SS 10.522 
0 0 

662 29.451 
1as 3.934 
(2\) (635) ........ ~ .... ... .............. 

Sl.991 $90.711 

l,~2 D.741 
436 7.863, 
993 22,124 . .. ., ........ .; .. ............. 

$6,622 $t~,na 

U,8S~ S40,717 

$\8,707 $409.628 

9.94X 9.941 

$0 S-U9 
$0 12, 296 . ........... ............ 

sa. 4&2 $197,941 
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, sAN DIEGO GAS&: ELEctRIC COMPANY 
.. GAS' DEPARTMENT 

SUMMARV OF ATTRITION INCREMENTAL REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
. (ThOusandsot Dollars) 

Description 
-------------~----------

o&:" Expenses 
------------
LabOr Escalation 
Non-LabOr Escalation 

subtotal 
Franchise F~es &: Uncollectibles 

Total O&M EXpenseS 

capital Related 
---_ ... - .... --------
Depreoiation 
Ad valoreJll Tax 
Income TaXes 
Rate Base 

subtotal. 
Franchise Fees , UncOllectibles 

Total capital Related 

Total Opere Attr. Incr. Rev. Reqt. 

DSM 1990 &: 1991 Rewards 1/ 
DSH Balanoing Account Amort. 2/ 

Total Attr. Iner. ReV. Reqt. 

Incremt. 
Attrition 

1994 
----------

(a) 

$1,332 
1,177 

----------
$2,509 

63 
----------

$2,572 

$4,233 
388 

(658) 
3,722 

----------
$7,684 

193 
...... _--------

$7,817 

-----------
$10,449 

$192 
$0 

----..-.-----
$10,641 

Incremt. 
Attrition 

1995 
----------

(b) 

$1,421 
1/ 362 

----------
$2,783 

70 
----------

$2,853 

$3,884 
447 

(1,586) 
2,746 

----------
$5,491 

139 
----------

$5,629 

----------
$8,482 

$() 
$0 

-----------
$8,482 

1/ 
2/ 

Inoluding FF'U. 
Inoluding FF&U. The amortized amounts for 1994 &: 1995 
should be updated in SDG&E's attrition filings. 

e 
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Year 

APPEtn)iX I 

SAN DIEGO GAS. & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
GAS·DEPARTMENT 

ESCALATION RATES tOR ATTRITION YEARS . 
(Base Year 1993) 

-------------------- ---------------------
Rate Index Rate Inde)C 

-------------------------------------------------

1. Adopted Escalation Rates for Test Year 1993 1/ 

1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 

3.&2\ 
3.94\ 
4.51\ 
4.33\ 
3.47\ 

100.0 
103.8 
107.9 
112.8 
117.7 
121.1 

4.76\ 
3.55\ 
3.31\ 
2.1'1\ 
3.43\ 

2. Estimated Escalation Rates for Attrition Years 2/ 

1993 
1994 
1995 

100.0 
10~.4 
107.0 

4.25\ 
4.11\ 

lOo.a 
104.8 
108.5 
112.1 
114.5 
118.4 

100.0 
104.2 
109.2 

1/ As shown iil Appendix 0, Page 1 Of 1. .. . 
2/ As estimated in SOOlrEts updated Results of 6pr~ lExh • 64, 

Page 14-15), Aotual escalation rates to~ atttit 6nyear 
1994 , 1995 should be updated in SDG'E's attritiontllings. 



...........•....•.•..•. 

•....•..•.••...• ~. 
sl#ty 

LIbof' 
lIon;lMlOr 
othe; 

loUl Sl#ty 

stota,. 
llbot 
lon-lebOr 
other 

Tout Stotate 

tr .... ' .. fe:.n 
llbOt ' 
lon-lab« 
Oth.; 

Total Trans-tsston 

Ofstrlbutton 
libOt 
lon-l.tJOi' 
Oth,; 

Total oi.ttlbutlOn 

tust~r AttMt. 
libOt 
lon'lebOt 
Othet (ltl' uncoIl.) 

lotal tusto-ef Acct. 

$,ur OIEGO'GA,S .. fl{tTitt ((MPJJlT 

. CAS oH ... U~1iT 

AtTllTION IIiCtEMEIiTAL 0iIc ExPENSES 

(thOusands Of 00(1".) 

I rens te.r lottl for 

Gtt of OlMr 1m 
AdoPted to lKJotI Attrition 

1993 lon-llbOl" PurpOSe 

................ .. . ........... ........... 
(I) (b) (t) 

st,2S2 0 $1,252 

322 0 322 
(980) 0 (980) 

... .............. ••• l;i.':-- .... . ........... 
S5~ $0 $594 

94 0 S94 

las 0 185 

0 0 0 
........... .. ......•.• . ..•.•••.. 

$279 SO $279 

3,141 0 3,\47 . 

1,804 0 1,804 

934 0 934 
............ .. ........... ~ ............ 

15._ SO $5,886 

16,450 0 16,450 

4,700 0 4,7'00 . 

0 0 0 

....•....• ........... . .......... 
$21,1St $0 s21,1S1 

9.m 0 9,358 

5,161 0 $,\67 

1.285 0 1.2M 
....•..••. ............. . ..••...•. 

S\S.&(W SO $\S,~ 

Attrition Att; It 10t'I 

1m 1995 
.............. . .......... 

(d) (e) 

$1,294 $I,l40 
336 352 
(~) (9&0) . ............... .. .......... 
1650 Slil 

S97 SlOO 
193 202 

0 0 
... " ........ . ..... ~ ... 

S290 $102 

3,253 3,566 
1,sal 1,970 

934 934 . ........... ..... ~ .... 
S6,06a 16,270 

17.005 11.5~ 

4.@ 5.131 
0 0 

•....•..•. " ..... , ...... 
$21.90S W,n7 

9,673 10,009 

5,3&6 5,640 
I.28S 1.285 . .•.•.•.•. .. ;. ......... 

S16.3« 116,935 



, ~. A;91.if-o~,,· i .~~;~:O&'\\I.I/$A~ • 
(A(0/$(1/3' ' " ' 

Otsetfptilin 

.......•.•..•...•.. ~ ..... . 
Merkttfno (6~) 

libOt 
Mon-t*" 
Other 

Totll Mltletf .. 

AdDlnl.ttltlvt ., GeneI'll 
libot 
lo,\-LibOt 
Dthtr (Less ft...d.lu ftfl) 

Totl\ "" 

Othet MjUlt8ef'lt 
llllot 

Tote' hbef 
Tout Icn-LIbOt' 
Tout OUItt (ll$S 'f&u) 

totet OIM (l .. s "w) . 
InCte-ent for Atttition 

~ _. -

. j.,PEWoii". ' 

$AI olEGO GAS &'ELtCTllt·tOMP~T 
. USOEP.unt£1i1 . 

ATTRITION IMCREMEMTAl Q&M EXPfMSE$ (Cont.) 
(lhOusands'Of ~11.r.) 

Tr'-"'sfet Totll for 

Cit ofOtMt 1994 
Adopted to ltb«/ AttritiOn 

1m lIon':Lebor' Pwpose ... ~ ...... ........... . ........... 
(I) (b) (e) 

11,$46 SO 11,546 

8,124 0 8,124 

0 0 0 
J, ........... ................ 11_- . ............. 

~.670 SO $9,670 

8,~68 0 8.268 

7,41" 0 7,417 

12,511 0 lZ,S" ............ ,. ............. .•...•...• 
~8,196 SO m,l96 

(5'" (594) 

39,52' 0 1~,52' 
27,7Z0 0 27, 720 
13,750 0 13,750 

........... •••••••• i • . ............. 
sao,~' SO $80,99' 

AttritiOn Attrilion 
t994 1995 

.. .......... . ............ 
(d) (e) 

11,598 $1,653 

8,469 8.86a 
() 0 

............... ......... .:. .. 
$10,067 S~O,522 

8,541 a,&« 
l,nt ' 8,096 

\Z,511 U;511 . ............ ..~ .......... 
SZ8,m S29,451 

(614) (635) 

40,853 42,214 
28.197 3O,m 
13,750 13,750 . ........... . .......... 

143,$00 S86.2a2 
~.509· ~,713 



• ),91:U.b~,;.~9Fo2.00\ All/SAli • 
CAColst 1/3 . 

DestrlptlOn 
•..........•..••..•..•..•...• ~ ... 

·.··mtwoJlc i 

SAM OllG?"" , lltCUlC C()IPJJfl 

. CAS ~EP.uT"ll1T 

IIiCCIE lAX AD,MTMtU$ to. AUUIICII YEARS 
(tMusards of DoUar's) 

Gat Intt_t. 

Adopted Atttltfon Atttitfon 
lWl 1994 1994 

........... ......•... . ........... 
(tl (b) (d 

t.lffc>mi. InC~ Tax AdJust .... t • 
••• 6 ••••• ~ ••• ~i •••••••••• •••••••• 

Sute Tax DePreciation S24,6U SI,7&O 126,426 

iool: DeprKlaUcn (2$,021) (2.400) (3(1,421) 

Other Adjust.ents Z,~ 0 2,6a9 
........... ........•. . ........... 

(1686) (i620) (st,306) 

TOTAL (CiT ADJUSTME.TS 

'ederal Inc_ Tax AdjuStMtIts 
••••••••••• A ••••••••• ~~.······ 

federai Tax ~tCiatfon S19.868 11.415 slt,103 

too&: Deprec f at Ion (28.021) (2.400) (3(1,421) 

Othet·Adjust-ents SOO 0 SOO ....... " ... ........... ... . ..;, ............ 
TOTAL fIT At)MTJIt-rs (S7,65]) (1%5) (sa.618) 

Interest Chat;es ........ -.. ~ .... 
hte .ate 1365,601 S2$,3~ S390,921 

~tfzed ITt (7,998) ]71 (1,621) 

............... . ........... .....•••.• 

AdJusted· .. ie .... $351.603 $25,691 $3a3,300 

\ltd. (ost .6f lq ,.,. Debt 5.6601 J.UOS 3.66OX 

State Allotatlon S13,08& $9041 $1',029 

'ederal Altoeatlon "3,381 $927 $14,lOa 

InUat. 
Attrition Atttitlon 

199$ 1m 
... ........... .. ..•.••... 

(d) h) 

$2,05' $l8,417 
(2,202) (32,623) 

0 2,689 
..•......• . .....•.•. 

(S1SI) (",457) 

st,lIS! $22,956 
CZ,202) (32,623) 

c) 500 ........ ~ .. ............ 
($549) (S~, 167) 

"&,707 S409,628 

1n (7,244) 
....•.•••. . .......... 

$19,084 1402,3&4 
1.66OX J.66OX 

1698 "',n7 
$US $14,992 



• 

• 

,: 

A.'9i.";024, :'i~9l~O~:604 'Aljjs1ii' .,' 
t:,COJs.c'lJ) , 

, AtPfNOJX I 

,SAJlolt~ GA~'Eltttllt (WAXY 
tA.$ b£PAATME ... " 

iAxU ON.lllt~ lot.'ATi .. TlON: YEAU 
(ThOusands of OOII.r.) 

Gat 
AdoPted 

DescriptIon 1991 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~A ••••• ••• 

....•.•..•...•.••...••........ ~. 
()per aUn; .everuti 

Opera .. ,.. E~" 'Clnel. Otpf'.) 

Taus Othe; Than on Inte. 
Inttrest Ch.rtel 

(a) 

1176.22S 

11'.093 
7,01.9 

13,* 
(6&6) 

AttritiOn 
'994 ........ " ..... 
(b) 

119,2S9 
7.427 

",020 
<',306) 

Attrition 
1995 . ........ , 
(e) 

1Z4.45Z: 
7,863 

",n7 
(1,451) 

State Into.f Tax AdJ\oWt.ent. •...•...•. . ..... ~~ .. 
CeUfotnfa TMabie Inco. 

(en btt 

TOTAl t(ft 

•••.....•••....•.. 
Operate,.. ........... 

Operatfr1i l ....... 
TUH Othe; T"*' on Itlto-t 

tntettlt Charees 
CCFT • Prlot Year 
federal lnec.e tait ActJUlt.enti 

federal taxable lnec.e 

fit 'ax lat. 

~tfl.tfon of Itt 

Tot.l leder.1 Jnta.e tax 

TOTAL tAXES ON IIICOM£ 

9.31 ..... , ....... 

"76,225 

,,,,093 
7,01.9 

n,le1 
4,197 

(7,653) 
............ 

341 
........... 

(311) 

........... 
S14,m 

S18,lU 

9.31 . ........ .. 

1186,674 

119.2S9 
7,427 

14,sea 
3.~ 

, (8.618) 
.. ......... . 

341 
............ 

$17,"2 

(lTl) 

. ..•..••.• 
S16,n5 

$11,131 

149,571 

9.31 
..i ............ . 

119S,IS5 

124,452 
7,863 

14.992 
4,396 

(9,167) . .......... .. 

341 
................ 

i .......... . 

$17,$14 
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APPfltOJX t 

$AI(OltGO (A,(~ (~tCnit ~m 
GAS: DEPAlTMEM' 

tATE JASf tOlAnlme.. ,t,us 
(Illoustnds of Oolhu) 

Oturfptlon 
••••••••• 4 ••••• ~ •• ~·····~······· 

fbed (epUal • Ve'flhttd Average 
•••••••• '4 •••••••• ·········~···· 
'(WIt In knlte • 1m to., 
,..N 
Tota\ ;bed CapUll . 1993 86T 

1993 Plint Additl~ • wtd.AVV. 

Totll ilxed (apftal • Iltd. Ave. 

tusto.r J4i1irtt for tonsttueUon 

..... "" ... " ..... 
;utl In Storate 
MaterIals' SuPPlies 
Worklr~ Cash 

Tot.t WOrklne t.pltal 

Tot. lefore oeWeilon lot leu ...... 

Ot<lJetlw for tKttveS 
.....•..•.•...•....•..• 
Oeptetfltlon 
Oeftrred liIe_ T~" 
~tJlatl~ & Othtr 

Totat oeWetion for IKetvtl 

"'D. AVG. OfPU(IATEO tATE JAS£ 

Gat 
AcSapted 
t~3 .... ,,, ...... 

Ca) 

$663.1al 
0 

................... 

663.182 

2t.Za2 

................ 

16&4.464 

(114.OSS) 

In 
2,755 
3,365 

............ ~ .. 
16,m 

S676.6n 

(2e9.6aU 
(1a.077) 
(l,tU) 

............. 
($311,010) 

S16s.~t 

((NO Of APptllt)J~ I) 

Attrition 
t994 

.. ....... io6o ..... ill-

(b) 

sno,n] 
0 . ............... 

no. 933 

21,tSl 

. .............. 
$741,oas 

(S",oas) 

tn 
2,755 
3,365 

.. ............ 
S6.m 

'735.292 

(311,483) 
(21,8S8) 
(5,030> 

.............. 
(S344,371> 

$390.921 

AttrUion 
1995 

." ........ 
(e) 

sm.OGt 
0 . ............ 

m.OOI 

D.an 

.. ................ 
S7'i6.a75 

(S".OsS) 

tn 
2,755 
].36$ ......... ~ .... 

S6.m 

sm.082 

(348,122) 
(2$, ,64) 
(6,'48) . ............ 

($l19,'~) 
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Title 

SAN DiEGO 'GAS" ELECTRIC C()MpANY '.cSTEAM DEPARTMENT~c .. ' '. 

ATTRITION REVENUE REQUIREMENT ESTIMATES ' 

TABLE 'OF CONTENTS 
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Attrition Inerementili 0&11 Expenses, •• " ,.i •.••••••••••• • • .4 
IncOme Ta)(AjustJllents tor Attriti6n.Years •• ii ••••••• •••• 5 
Ta.xes 6n Incame for Attrition Vei!lrS •.•••••••• i ••••• i ••• • • 6 
Rate Bas~ for Attrition Years ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 7 



A.91.U.Ol4. 1·.~}.O~.(.64·"~:}':~~V" •. "" 
CAW/Hill 

WI OltW GA.S & ElttTllt tCI4PAlfi 
·--$TiM·DH.u.TMiiif~· ..... 

. A1iilTlON iAStlATE lfvEwE IECullEMEN. tsllliATEs " 
tThbusends bf Oolllrs) 

OeserSpt t c:n 
........•...•.•.•...•.• 

Opet.tlng ltwruri 

i.se l.te levenues • letlll 
II i stt It aneOUS 
"on' lui' hdittlonal 

Tote' ()ptr.ttne 1t'\'tf'UH 

ProclJctf On 
Dhtrlbutlon 
Custo.er AttOunts 
lkltollettlbtH 
Achfn'stfettw & Centf.l 
Irenchfs. tequlre.ents 
Otllet AdjUlt.nt 

$lj)tot.l 

Depree,.t I on 
TIJIH Other 1h .... On II'IC~ 
11J1" On l/ltc-e 

latt aast 

latt of Return 

Gae 
Adopted 

'993 
............ 

(I) 

SI,6Oa 
0 
0 .... ~ ........ 

51,60& 

71S 
16 
S 
0 

)43 
34 

(\3) 
................. 

51,160 

251 
51 
&4 

............ 
st,S46 

~ 

$625 

~.94l 

lnet_t. 
Attrition Attrition 

'994 ,~ ....... ;;. ...... .. ........... 
(b) (e) 

(S10) SI,593 
0 0 
0 0 

.............. ill ............... 

($10) ",59a 

27 n~ 
] 79 
0 5 
0 0 , 349 

(0) 34 

(0) (\4) 

........... .......... j, ... 

$15 S1, t9S 

2 2S1 , S2 
(30) Sl 

............. .......... "" 
sa S1,SSl 

($18) S4S 

(S177> S44I 

9.941 9.941 

,ncttllt. 
AttritIon AttritIon 

1995 1m 
.. ..... , ... ... •• ~ ........ .j 

(d) (e) 

S53 S1,651 
0 0 
0 0 . ........... . ........ " ... 

S~l SI,6~I 

30 m 
.~ al 

0 5 
0 0 ., 3$6 , lS 

(0) (t4) . .......... . ..... " ..... 
140 SI,235 

I 26t 

0 52 
I 62 

• •••••• ,a. ... . ................. 
S56 11,610 

(Sl) 141 

(S1$) 1413 

9.941 9.941 



:: ,:.; J\~~1"'11~024,~ -I~9~'~i~~~b~4'·'~'~Ul 
- CACO/sol/~ .-

. - . 

SAN' DIEGO GAS; ,0 ELEctRIC COMPANY .' 
'STEAMDEPARTMEN'l' - -

sUMMARY OF ATTRITi6NINCREHENTAL REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
(Thousands 6fD61iars) . 

Desoription 
------------------------
0&" Exptmses 
------------
LabOr Escalation" 
Non-Labor Escalation 

subtotal 
Franchise Fe~s , Uricollectibles 

Total 0&" EXpenseS 

Capital Related. 
---------------
Depreoiation 
Ad valorem TalC 
Irtcom~ Taxes 
Rate Base 

subtotal 
Franchise Fees , Uncollectibles 

Total capital Related 

Total Opere Att. Inct. Rev. Reqt. 

Il'loremt. 
Attriti6n 

1994 
----------

(a) 

$18 
17 

----------
$35 

1 
----------

$36 

$4 
1 

(23) 
(26) 

----------
($45) 

(1) 
----------

($46) 

----------
($10) 

Illcremt. 
. Attrition 

1995 
----------

(b) 

$19 
2() 

----------
$39 

1 

----------
$40 

$14 
0 
4 

(5) 
----------

$13 
0 

----------
$13 

----------
$53 

e 



• 

• 

Year 
------

APPENDIXJ :' 

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELEctRIC COMPANY 
STEAM DEPARTMENT ,c -

ESCALATION RATES FOR "ATTfUTIC)N YEARS ' 
. (Base Ye~r i~9l) 

LabOr' Non~Labor 

------~---------------~-------~---------- Index Index 
-------------------------------------------------

1. Adopted Escalation Rates fOl: T~st· Year 1993 1/ 

1998 100.0 100.0 

1989 3.82% 103.8 4.76\ 104.8 

1990 3.94% 107.9 :).55\ 10S.5 

1991 4.51% 112.9 :).31\ li2.1 

1992 4,33\ 117.7 2.17\ 114.5 

1993 3.47% 121.7 :).43\ 118.4 

2 • Estimated Escalation Rates for Attrition Yeare -. 2/ 

1993 100.0 106.0 

1.994 3.37\ 103.4 4.25\ 104.2 

1995 3.48% 107.0 4.11\ 109.2 

11 As shown in Appendi)( D ,page 1 of 1. . 
21 AsestiJlateci in SOO'E's Update~ Results of OI)~' IExh. 64, 

PAqe 14-15), Aotual escalation rat~s for'attrit on year 
1994 , 1995 shoUld be updated in SDG&E's attrition filings • 



Dtstrlptlon 
•••••••• ~ •••• i ••••• ~ ••• 

'f rocllc t t on 
libOr 

lon-llbot' 
Othet 

Tot.1 Pfoduttl~ 

DistributIon 
llbor 
If on-lllbOr' 
Other 

Toul DistributIon 

(usto-r AetOWiU 
lebOr 
lien -l eb6«" 
Other (LeS' ~Otl.) 

Tot.\ tusto-er Actt. 

~in,.tr.tfye , tener.1 
llbOt' 
1I00000-LIbOt 
Other (l'" 'r~f •• tees) 

IOt.1 A&G 

Other Adlust8ent 
libot 

ToU\ llbor 
Tol.\ IIOI"I-llbor 
Tot.\ Other (less 'flU) 

Tot.\ o&H'(less 'flU) 
lner~t fot AttritIon 

;; ", . 

mExOl.:' 

SAN OIEGO GAS" t~~~T.lt ec;u,AN" 
, C, STlAH 'cnAATMuT , < 

ATTilTIOM INCREMENTAL o&K EXPEWSES 
(ThOusIi'ds of ooth!'s) 

Transfer Tot.l for 
Gte', of Other 1994 

AdOPted to llbor/ Attrltlen 

1993 IOn-llbOt Purpose 
........... . ...•.•... ... ......... ,j."..;,."" 

(I) (b) Ce) 

1399 0 1399 

316 0 316 
0 0 0 

........... .............. . ........... 
S71S $0 S71S 

57 0 57 
19- 0 1~ 

0 0 0 
........... ..... 4. ...... • .. " ....... <!' • 

S~6 SO S76 

" 0 " 1 0 1 

0 0 0 
............. . .......... ...... .,;. ... , ...... 

IS SO SS 

83 0 83 

68 0 68 

192 0 192 
........... . ........... . ........... 

S344 SO S344 

(13) 0 (13) 

S~ 0 530 

404 0 404 
192 0 192 

.....•.... . .......... ......•••. 
11,1~6 SO SI,126 

Attrition AttritIOn 
1m 1995 ...... " .... . ............ 
(d) (e) 

1413 S4Z7 
3~ 3U 

0 0 
............ .. ............ 

STU sm 

59 61 
20, ~1 

0 0 .... ;. ..... . .......... 
S79 S32 

" " 1 1 

0 0 . ............... . .......... 
sS SS 

e6 89 
71 74 

.192 192 
........... , .......... 

1349 Sl56 

Cf4) (14) 

548 567 
U2 '" 192 192 

••..••.... . .......... 
SI,I61 SI,ZOO • SlS $39 



-'A.~1~,t.O~4,'1.9l;bj~~<>~~ ~. 
' .. ' t.AWlstl/l ... " . . 

OtiU'ptfon 
•••••••••• -•••••• ~ •••• & ••• , •••••• 

t.ltfom'l IneC*t Tax Acflu.t.eftU 
••••••••• ~ ••• ~~ •• ~ ••••• i •• ~ ••• ~ •• 

Stlte Tax DePredatIOn 
look DtpI"echt'on 
Other Adjustments 

TOTAL tCft AOlUSrME.TS 

IecXtlt IAIt_ Telt AdJult~ts 
•••••••••• ~ ••••• 4 ••• 11 •••••••• 

;eder.l tax OeptKhtton 
.ool hPretfltlOn 
Other Adjust.ents 

tOTAL ,n Iot>,MTI.ens . 

Intetest Chi'," 
••••••• 6 •••••• ~i 

.ate a ... 

...--orthed ITt 

Adjusted IItt .... 
Vtcf. (ost 6f lq Tt ... Debt 

Statt A',oelt'on 
'edtret Alloeatlon 

milOlK J --.-

mOft~ -u., ,ElECTuttWJJf1 _ -, sn ..... -~;MTPctIjT - . 

. -

l.eM TAx Al)MTMhTS tot AiUITlON ifAAS 
(Th6U&Wds of 'ocUlrs) 

GtC Iilet_t. 

AdclPtfd . Attrftton Attrition 

'993 1m 1994 
" ........... " . .... """.~ .. . .......... 

(I) (b) (t) 

$121 $5 $126 
(251) (2) (~3) 

" 0 It 
............... ..••..•.•. ............. 

(SUO) 13 (,',6) 

S9 $9 

(iS1) Ci) (253) 

~ (I ~ 
.••...•... ............ , . ............... 

($51) $1 (S44) 

$625 (1171) S448 
0 0 (I 

............. .............. . .......... 
I62S (1117) S448 

3.660S 3.660S 3.66Oi 

W ($6) $16 
til ($6) sf6 

, . 

lnet.t. 
Attrition Attrition 

,m 1m 
.. a.:6' ........... ............... 

(d) (e' 

(S1) S12S 
(8) (261) 

0 11 
... .......... . ........... 

($9) ($)i5) 

($2) $7 
(8) (261) 
0 ·260 

", .......... . .................... 
('to) ($5.() 

($n) $0413 
0 0 . ......••• . ......... , ... 

($35) $o4tl 
3.66Ol 3.~ 

($~) ltS 
(It) '1S 



~ .... ~ 
.('9Hi;O~'':i.92·oi.-t.04 . 

" ", ~to/$tf/2 -

SAN Ou:GO CAS & U(Ulrt «NArt 
" "S'tAM O(PAlTMUt' . 

TAxES 011 IlicoE tot ATIIIlI611 YWS 
(TfiOusards of ~1l,ri) 

Cie 
AdoPted 

OHtrtptf6n tm 

•...•..•..••..•.•..•.•...•••..•. 

6pttlUni (xpeNH (Incl. oept.) 
T.us other Thin on Inc:c.e 
IntetHt Char*" 
sute .reo. TuAdjUlt.nt. 

c.t lion'll. Tu8bte Inc~ 

CefT htt 

TOTAL ten 

........•.••..•.•. 
()petetlnt lawn.. 

Opetett,.. Expen." 
Tax .. OtM" TMtI on Int~ 
Intetett ~et'" 
ten • PrlOt Yee" 
fedet., lne_ Tax AdJ .. ~t. 

in Tax IItt 

fedtrel Int~ T .. 

~tll.tlon of 'Tt 

Totl\ federal Int<* , .. 

TOTAL TAXES 011 .ICtM 

(e) 

'1,608 

1.411 
51 
z3 

Cltt) 
........... 

1242 

9.n ........ ..;. .. ". 
122 

",668 

1,41t 
51 
Zl 
(6) 

(S1) 
............ 

.,eo 

341 
.............. 

161 

0 

............ 
$.61 

AttritIon 

1* ........... 
(b) 

$1,598 

I,m 
52 
,6 

(116) 
........... 

.,97 

9.31 ..... .; ..... 
$18 

" ,SM 

1,44& 
52 
16 
U 

(44) . •.•....•. 
.,05 

341 
..•...•..• 

$35 

0 

. ........• 
$35 

·53 

AttrftlOt\ 
1995 .... ~ ....... 

$1,651 

1.496 
52 
15 

(125) . ........... 
1212 

9.n 
••••• " •• ,;a. 

S20 

",651 

1,496 
52 
'5 
18 

(54) .."' ........ .,n 
341 

.. .......... ~ . 
142 

0 

. .......... 
142 

. ; 



A.ii'~' .O~4~' f ~9l.6~.bM· "~.l·;/si?' 
(ACO'scl/2 " .• 

)PftllO t tl 

's.ooW» tAt , El£ttllC c~m 
. . sTf»! 6EP/.iTlElii • 

lATE ,ASE fOlt A1TiUlCiM rEUS 
(ThOusends of Ooll.rs) 

GRC 
Adopted Atttlt'on 

Otstr'ptlon 1m 1994 
•..•....•....•..•.....••.•••... ~ ........... . ... , ...... 
FbedCeplt.1 • ",lilted Avetlie (.) (b) 

...•••........ ~.~ •..•......•.•.. 
P • .,;t In Sen-It •• 1993 iOY 16.140 $6.158 

tMfU 0 0 ........ " .......... ............... 

Tohl Fbed (.plttl . 1991 lOT 6.140 ,,US 

1m flint Additln • \ltd. Avg. 9 49 

Attt It t6n 
,m 

...... ".i. •• 
(c) 

16,41' 
0 

. ............... 
6,411 

(19) 

• •••••• 6 ••• ~ ~ ••••••••• -. • ••••••••••• 

Tot.l fixed Ceplt.t • Vtd. Avg. 

C~to-tr Mnnte for totIstrUtlon 

1Iof1e1,.. t.plt.l 
................... , 
",terl.1I & ~tI" 1$ IS '5 

Workl n8 t.sh 79 19 79 
............... ............ " .. ~ . . ............. 

Toul 110ft(,.. itph.t S94 * S94 

Tot. hfott Oecb:tlon fot leserve 16.241- 16,101 16,506 

Decb:tlor. fot .... ,...... 
...•.•.•..•.•.••...•..• 
Dtpte-el.tfotl (5.614) (S,84h (6.~) 

Ddetttd Int~ TIX" 0 0 0 

M6rtflltfcn' 6thr (4) (4) (4) 
.............. ..•...•..• , . . ............ 

Totlt Oedletfotl fot It$ervet (SS.618) ($$,153) (16.093) 

WTD. AW. OtPltCIATED lATE .... SE 

(EIIO 01 )PHIlO IX -I) 



" 

-

- " 

,m,f;,b Il(J 

WOltt;O ~S & tl.fCTIiC t(WAXY 
_ E!.f(utt Of'MTMEItT -

htee.n PeriOd: ".n. I. 199} Tht_~ DK,.],. -- ,- -, - - - - - - - -,-, - - ~ -

SUMMy Of CIlAllGES III '£VEIII,lE lEo,JllfMtIlTS " 
(ThOu$tnds of 1993 oolters) 

1993 

zz.~.~ •••••••••••• $.a.a.tzzs •••• as.t ••••••• a.a ••• sa.z.zzs •••• s •••• s.z: ••••••• s~ •• ~*.*~ta$~.~s.~s.~~~s:t.~s*s~:s 
.resent lItt hven.oe Adoped LIME 

LIME I:t~ Ch~t te~ 110. 

110. .~ Elen.ent (I) (b) ee) 
•••••• as.aata&.zs •• ssz ....... cs •• a •• aascassas.aas ..... c ••• ~asz.zz= ••• ~.z ••• as: •• =ssz:Zts:szs=Z%:zzs •• ::,ss.sz: 

1 .... SE lATE IEvEWES: 
1 

2 • AuthOrized KerOln ·(D.~i·oa-042) " WS,634 $0 $$8$.634 2 

1 • 1993 Gentre' l.tt t.st" - 0 47.008 47,065 3 

-' • 1991 DSM hwr'6 (\993 letovery) 0 3,6:03 3,693 4 

$ - OSJII •• I.nefI'lOAut • .-.ort. (UIA) 0 3,395 3,395 S 

6 
.............. ............ ..10\ ........ 6 

7 S\btofll $&35,634 $~,006 $939,640 1 
8 

a 
9- o Sales Jdjust.ent 17,S7S ( 17.575) 0 9 

................. .... ;" ..... . ............ '0 '0 
11 Total •• st latt Rtvenue 1903,209 136,431 $919,640 11 

12 
1~ 13 
13 
14 ERN( 8AWCIIiG AtauiT tATEa $19,227 $0 11~,227 t4 

\S 
IS '6 
16 
17 nEU 464,595 464,S~ 

17 

'8 - EntffY cost AJust.nt tilUS-t (EtAC) Offltt 0 18 

19 • ECAt •• lenel", AtCOUIt (29,6$2) 0 (29,6S2) '9 
20 

............ ............... . ............ 20 

21 Total Fuel S414,9U SO "1434,943 21 
22 

22 Z3 
U 
24 ELEtTllt (lfltlEIICY lAt. AttT. (t£lAh 24 

2$ • O$M offstt t.t. $21,433 ($21,43]) $0 2S 
26 

26 27 
27 
28 SUlTOTAL ",378,812 114,998 $1,393,810 28 

29 
29 30 
30 
n LOW llItOE .... TE ASSISTAlT (UlAlH6cU.M= 

31 

12 • LIlA Oh-tOU'lt (3,956) (66) (4,022) 32 

33 • LIlA Surdltfge 43' 0 431 31 

34 
.6 ......... .." ....... . .......... 34 

1$ Tot., LIlA 'rotf. (13,52$) ($66) ($3,590) 3S 
36 

16 31 
11 
38 TOTAL IETAIL .£VEIlUES 11.315,287 "4,933 $1,390,220 38 

39 'trtent.te In(tt.st-(let.ll) 1.091 39 

40 
.....•..•.•.•..•........•............•••.... " ...•....•..••....••.. , ...•....•.......•.•... 40 

41 In ft. \leneous 17.005 (1,948) 15,057 41 

42 .on·~urlsdltttcna\ 1.445 (70) 1.375 4l 
41 

43 " 44 
U TOTAL IEYUUES fOR tUClIlC OEPAlTIIEII1 11,193,731 112

0
915 ",406,652 4S 

46 'tttent.t' Inctt.s. (Tot.l Oepert.ent) .931 46 

tJ Irlclu:U~,m OSH ttttatd (1992 recovery) of 16,06S,OOO (D.9H2-074). 
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$AN onCQ GAS & ttfcrilc cwi.xY 
ELECTIIC OEPAiTMEMT 

~TtoOlivi.u 'All6.ICAtlON 
(~') 

for-teNt period: I"'~'. '~li"toUgh O~.S', 1~3 . ' 

ADOPTED 
SALES 

lUll 
(CWtil) 

110. MTCl4Et GaQJP (A) 
...........•............ ~ •• -&06 , ........ 

, ."Ident .. l 5,STO.334 

2 
3 (~rcll\/lndUstrSII 
4 Generll $trvfte (A) 1,771.4S1 
5 GS-OeMl'd Metered 20W (Ab) 1,51'.261 
6. litoe TOO 5,589.331 
7 Tot,\ t~rtl.l/lnduStr'.t 8,875.041 
1 
9 Agdtuttur't 159.355 

10 
II ltgftt rilg 7'~4H) 
'2 ••..••.•.•••.•.•.•.. .... ~.; ............ 
13 Total 14r679.14~ 

tot~ tllevlltlona; 
(A) sClUtee! VC?r~ ... 
(8) sourte:w6rkplpers «() eol i/tot AlI,OOO " 
(0) sour'tef Afpendht.~t .... 3 of 6. 
(E) (tot D)/to\ AJl,ooo 
(f) tot O·tol i 
(G) (to' b·to\ ')/'01 • 

".UUT l'ii$i~T AbdTto #b<)PtEO 
IEVtWE 'AVG UTE aEVEIAJE AV~ lATE 
t,*tt> (SIM) ($()OOt,) ($Ji\IH) 

(a) (t) cO.) , (U . ~ ... ~ .... , ...•••..... ...••..•...•.•• " ..... 
1602,567 $6.1oa17 'S608.314 ' sO.tCW22 

181,399 o.1oi40 '81,45' 0.'0241 
136,377 0.09006 145,011 0.09577 
'432,502 0.0773& 4lZ.61O 0.01741 

1750,215 SO.084~ $759,131 SO.oasS4 

514,62' $0.09115 '14,m sO. 09239 

S7.9$S $T,Ul sO.l65l1 SO. t0711 
• •••••••• i.~ •••••• ~.·~ .~, •.....•..••.. ~ ... , .. 
"':575,287 sO.09l69 ",390,220 $0.09471 

lottft '. . ,. 
I. 'restnU tM results of the tajlpecftq..l ,attent. of Ma,..lnel (o$t (iPMe) 
t~ aUocttfOn .. sed on tctcpted •• 'et. 

2. PrKent tete .even. ~ Slim ttAt I.t .. ~ 

tlWlG( 'M 
IE'iEWE 

($600'$) ~ 1IliE 
(f) (G) 110 • . •...••..•..••....•... 
SS~801 1.01 I 

2 
3 

52 O.OX , 
8,640 6.31 5 

168 0.01 6 
$$,&60 1.ll 1 

& 
5102 O.n 9 

10 
$!64 2.11 11 ...... ~~ ••.•.•.... 12 

114,933 1.11 13 



• 

, . ' 

A.9t-1'-024, J .9l:~2:~ J.~"j1A\I 
tAt»/"I/l 

$AI DIEGO '-', IUIU.lt CCHP,uy 
flECTllC DEPAlTMENl 

, ' 

AbOPIEOiEVtloiJE AllOJCAUCW 
(O£tAll) , 

foteust htiOd:Jtft. 1, 1993 thrQUVh Oee. 31, 1993 

UlUbMtEO MAlGIIlAL OO$t IttvtIU 
AbOPiEO 

LIME 

MAltC ton (PMe EfMC lMIA.IE 
ItvElIUE ALLOCATION ALloeAJIOM 
(SOOO's) fACtOR (SOOO's) 

ltvtNVE 
(~#I) lUE 

10. MTMi GWJP (A) (i) (C) (F) 110 • 

...•...•...••..•..•....• .~ ......•......•......•...••.•...•....•...•.......••••.......•...•..•......... 
S608,174 , 

I hsldent •• l 
2 
3 e~rtl.'/lnduStrl.\ 
4 Genei., Strvlce (A) 
5 CS-OeMl'd Metered 20kV (AD) 
6 lIt',e t6u ' , 
7 tot.l to..ertill/industriat 
a 
9 Agrltulture 

to 

$683,494 

s200,8rJ 
114.896 
46S,~1 

S&U,S50 

$16.411 

« .Ist 1614,469 

12.m S'8O,587 
11.311 '51,213 
3O.UI 41a,rO 
54.401 SJ5.6,563 

1.061 S14,754 

SI (ll,UH 

~ S52 $1S1,451 
0 " 145,017 
0 168 43l,670 
0 s16& S1'59,138 

s20 S3 S14,m 

n,on ~ $7,985 sS.US 0.351 $4,931 ..••............•. , •..•..•....•..•.••.•. •••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••• ,.,~ •• £. " lighting '2 ••••.•••..••••• 6.~ •• 

13 totl\ S1,$46,~O tOO.OOI S1,390,717 $3,093 (13,590) 11.390.2iO 

WPiO AllOCAfiOM DETAIL 

tmm .w~tllAl tOTAl 
VAlUE MAlGtllAl w;£o COsT ~ 
It fOil COST ALLOCATION AUOCATIOII EPMC ' 

AOMTMtlLtS AUGeATOIt iEVEIfJE lFwtIU AuOCATl6lI 

1111E (I CRAlGt) (SOOO'I) ($000'1) (sOOo's) . 

(,I) (r) 
10. (U$ Tc.E1 GaI1P (G) (I) (I) 
.•........•.•........••• -.... -.•.....•...... ~ ..•...•••••....•.•..• ~ ...•.•..•. '., .... ~, . 

S6U,Z34 , lesldenUl1 I/A S6t4.469 so 1612,2.34 

2 
3 Ca..eitl.,/lndu&trtal 

0.01 0 1111,399 0 181,3W 
4 ,,",I'll Urvlte (A) 
5 CS-D-.d Jtettred 20kV (AO) 6.n 0 144,969 0 ,«,969 
6 0.01 0 432,502 0 432,502 

lIi .. lOU 
1 total to..etcl.l/lndU&irl.t 

• 9 Aor f wit ..... I/A 14,754 0 14, TOO ",roo 
10 
1t lIghtfn8 ./A 4,931 0 4,913 4,911 

..............•............•..•••...........•............ ~ ..... 12 •••••••••••••••••••• 
t3 lotll S634,'S4 S758,a70 W, ,847 $1,390,711 ' 

(olu.n t.ltutatlonsl 
(A) lourtes ~b t, p.,. " of 6. ,. ' 
(i) l. _tllNt c~t f~ It~ per tot AI total Mt.I .... ' tott per tol A tine U. . 
«() tot.l EPfI( tlVtRlt .UotUlon per Une U- tewftlt ttqJlre.enti per worlpaptrs. EPIC , t"""'" .uoc.tlon fot MCh it'~ • total EPttC t."... allot.tlon .. tot II I fot thlt i"CKoP 
(0) .ourtti Append'. t, hit 4 of 6. " 
<U lilA (LOllI Intc.t l.tepayet A,UlstenC:e) AdJust.ent frc. Ittte DesIgn CII"9Ur 
<n tot K + tot ~ +,(ot l. adopted tlWRlt fncludes fatUity Chlrees lid LIlA ~JU$teent. 
(CO) tlfPed Ptrtentlft t.std on 't...nt leverue before AdJustMOts. 
(Il ('t~ef let~ ot ftc. tol C. 
(I) tIther lero ot tIpPed ttasl .lloeatlon. 
(J) Altoeltlon of r ... lnfni rtvtnUt to tl.sses using tol K allocators. 
(1:) SUI of tol I Ir'od tot J. ' 

lotH: 
I. 'resentl t~e Idopted teVtBJe req...lteeent allOt.ted ~ the custOllltr ,tOl.JiS ~sed 

on the custc.tt tt~ Mttl,...\ costs It'd EPMC teverue .\toe.tlon .thod. 

2 
3 
4 
S 
6 
1 
8 
9 

10 
11 
IZ 
13 

lUI£ 
110. . ..... 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
1 
8 
9 

to 
11 
12 
11 



$AI( OtEGO GAS , U(Cfllt eWAlIT 
.... tLlCTilC OfPAA,TlCElil . 
~. - -' 

AbOPTfoKuG1MA:( tOSYitVEWE·· 

torKlSt petrc>d:Jan. I, 1993 ThrOUgh Oee. 31, 1993 

lIljE 
1j0. MTMI GROJP .... ~ .. ~ •.•............• 

1 
2 
3 

" 5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

" Ii 
Il 
14 
15 
16 
17 
'8 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
zS 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
13 
34 
35 
36 

'"'denti., 
(oaMertt.l/lndustrf.l 

tenetel S.rvft.·(A) 
GS-D..nd Meteted 2Ok\I (Ab) 
Letee lOU . . 

Totll (c..ett,.t/JndUstrfet 

A;rltvlture 

17,557 
3,089 

20,640 
41,285 

2.282 

126,424 S6e9l 2(10,873 
U5,OSI . S6:m .174,896 
273,111 Vl,430 465,711 
$15,186 28S.079 841.$SO 

9.073 5,056 16,411 

lfgfltlni 666 2,4&4 2,]3~ 5,4&5 
•••••••••• i ••••••••• 

Total 

I16K-ALlOCATm tMIUS 

.... ~ ...... ~ ...... ~. 
h,ldent •• t 

t~ttrel/lndUittl.t 
Genetel $ervite (A) 
"-0--" Meteted 20", (All) 
l.toe lOU 

t,te\ C~rtt.\/Industtl.\ 

AgtJtultuf. 

lIghtir. 

Toul 

•••••••••• 4 •••••••• ~ •• ~ •••• •••••••••••••••••• 

15-4,536 9ZO,7SZ 471,Sn 1,S46,~O 

SflEET-
LIGHTG IOU METfl fACILITY 

tKAlGE$ twGE$ tAAlGtS 
<SOQO'S) (SOOO'S) (SOOO'$) 

(E) (f, (G) 
• •••••• ~ ••••••••••• 6 •• ~ •••• i ••••• 

0 1 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 20 20 

3,072 0 3,072 •......•.•. ~ ........ , ....... ~ ... . 
2' 3,093 

tol~ taleutetlontt 
(A) sourttl Appetdh; II!, , ... 5 of 6. 
(.) sOUtt.1 ~~x II!, ~ ... S of 6. 
(C) s6utt.~ 9~ tCAt v.lues tetlOtd b'f ftAt Sales to&Rt Sal" 
(0) tot A • tot •• to\t . 
(t, , (I) .ourcetwOf~n 
(G) tol f • tol , 

Votdl 
t. hannt' the thuHlntlon. of _t.t~\ ton tl'Venlt 11M dlunr.;.tlon 

of Mn-.Uotated tevenutt try eust<*t trOo,.fl. 



• 

'e-

'''');';''002'_ i.9i-oZ-oo4 A{USA-II 
tAt;)/,cll2 IJ'P(lIOllC K 

SAIl OU/iOGAS ~ HEcrilt toIPANl 
fLEtTllt QEPAlTMEII , 

- ' 

ADelPHi> ,wGJlIAl MTOMfl'cO$TIEvEIIUE 

"ill KUGJllAlAUGlllAl 
CUStOMEl IUlitl ,tvsT~1 

cOsT Of tO$l ItvEwE " 
(S/CUStOMER) CUStOMERS ($000'5) 'LIME 

(I) (I) (t) 110 • llli£ 

· ..•.........•.•..•..•.• 
t aesrdentf.t '08.37 1.018.303 110.35] \ 

2 

... ~ .. ~ .. ~ .. ~ ... ~.~.~.~,~ ....... ~~.~ .. ~~~.~~ ..... ~ 110. CUSTc.El ~ 

2 
3 t~ttt.tJlndustrt.\ 100.302 ' '7,'S57 

] 

" ~t.t ServIce (A) 175.4)4 " 
5 CiS.O.-nd Meteted 20kV tAb) 578.3& $.J.40 ' 3.089 ' 5 

6 L.,.;, TW l,741.n !,528 20.640 0 

7 Tot.l t~tcfet/lndustrl.t 11],170 41~~8S 7 
a 

a 
9- .lSideuttutt 620.22 3.679 2.282 9' 

,I) 
10 " 11 
U (s/Ml) GwMl (SOOO'S) ,2 

,] Llghthig 0.0089S , 74,4'0, 666 13 

" 
•• ~ •••••• i •••••••••••••• 66 •••••••••••••• ···········'·· ••• ~.~ ••• ~ ••• ~ ••• ~.~ 14 

15 lotll 
1~.S86 15 

tolu.n C.ltul.tronlt 
(A) Sourtt: 1992 EtAt D-etls'OtI. O.92-04·06'_~ A labf,' 
(I) 16ureet WOr"tpepe:-s tp '993 Gat IxMbtt .,' " , , 
(e) tot A x tol I I 1.000 except for tot.l. (lines 7, \] .nd 1$0) 

"ot"~ 1. prHent. the t.ttuhtfon of the Cust~,. tOit t~t of 
.rttNl tost r~ b)' tustc.et .,.0\4>. 



lIl1E 
110. ........ 

1 
2 
3 , 
S 
6 
7 • 9 

,0 
U 
12 
13 

~ftWoiiC ~'<. " " 
'.' ~ - " . . -. 

, SAM Oltt.l)'GAS , t~tcrll'e to4,,UY 
tutUleot;,uTMllil 

~TfO ',wGIKAlOtlwl6 (o$lIEVt~.1e ' 
(satW:T, . 

GtliEaATl6I TWSMJ~$I6I . DISTlIM10li 
($O()OII) (SObO'S) ($bOO'S) 

(e) CUST~El GROJP (Ai (I) 
• ~4 ••• ~ •••• ·~·'·6 •••. ••••••••••••• 6' •• 6 •• ~~' •••• 6 •••••••••• i~~.' .. m,. 
Its I dlntf.t 95,1S1 41.'" 
t~tcf.l/lndUStti.l 

Genet.l Service (A) 39,203 ",213 i3,ooa 
d.O.-rid Mlteted ~kV (AD) 35, ,,, ,t,ea, 66,988 
lltee TOU 97,2" 32.071 '44,387 

,Totll (~rcf.l/lndu5ttf.1 n~.636 59,ln 2M, 383 

Airlt\,tture 2.133 947 5,992 

626 264 1.594 Llthtfno ................. , .... .~ ........ ~ ...•..•....• ~ .. , ................ ' .. 
S4$,m 

Totl. 270,1n 101.861 

(otu.n tlttutltfOn&l . 
(oli (A) to «() • lased on ,991 E~ Wellton, 6.92-04-061, 

Appen A Tehle 4_flfnel cte.nd VllUH tf.es the 
t.Uo of '992 tCA( $It" to 1993 cat hitS 

(0.) tot A • tot •• tot ( 

.ot"i . . " , . 
1. ttHtnU the fuit~f6Nth.trOn 'of the ~ COlt to.ponent of _f"t".t 

lost teverut by tust_t 't~. .' 

TOTAL 
($01)0'$) lIljE 

(0) IIO~ . .. , ............... . .... 
394,039 

" 

2 
3 

126,424 , 
U5,OS, s 
273,71\ 6 
5'5,186 . 7 • 9.013 9 

10 
2.4M 11 

..................... 12 
920.782 13 



, 
-i.h- 11-024. I ~92-0i·~ .1.(i/sAII 

, • .. JucKMid A 
-. 

tAtJ:J/seili 
Al'i>iIllDIX ~ -hge • 'of t7 

SAN OIEGo GAS 1 £llttltC tW.tJI.l 
ElECTliC O£PAlTMEMl 

_- ;Ol'e<ut "rIOd:ltn. I,: 1993 lIttOVgh Dtc. 31. '993 

SUHHAlT Of ItSIOENTIAL RATES 

9/2192 CHANGe 

J>Rf$t1n AbOI>,tD .~ •...••...•.•... ~ ... 
lIljE DE$Cl I PllOli I.IIITS lA-'E lAiE NOMl X UIIE 

110. ( .. ) (I) (t) (D) (E) (f) lie) • 

..... ~ .. ~ ..... , ........ ~ ........ .......... . ........ "' ............ . ......... . ......... ." .. 
1 SC"[DULE Ol 

2 "s.Une trwrVl' S/i-tiIt 0.0974' 0.09&47 0.00106 1.09 2 

3 lIon-8u.lfnt EnetW sittilt 0.12297 0.12403 0.00106 O.M 3 

, "inr_ IUt S/Day 0.164 O. '64 0.000 0.00 " 5 
5 6 
6 SCHEDULE Ci-ll 

7 .. selltle ErwriY Sj'(.tiIt O.W77 0.08367 0.00090 1.09 7 

8 lon-hseUne Enetw S/i.tII 0.10450 O.I~O 0.00090 O.M a 

9 "inl .. tUl S/Da" 0.\39 0.139 0.000 0.00 9 

'0 
'0 " " SCHEDULE CIt 

12 l.nUne EnerVl' S/i.III 0.09741 0.09847 0.00106 '.09 12 

1] lon-'astlfrw Entr,y S/i.1II 0.12297 O. '2403 0.00106 O.M 13 

" "ini .. IHI S/Day 0.,64 O.IM 0.000 0.(16 \4 
15 

1S 16 
16 SCHEOOI..E OS 

t7 •• sfllne Energy S"tII 0.0974\ 0.09M7 0.00'06 '.09 11 

18 lon-'.sellnt tnetiY stctilt 0.12297 0.'2403 0.00,06 0.$6 ,$ 

'9 l .. eUne fneriY III S~ 0.08277 0.08367 O.~ '.09 19 

20 lon-hsetfne (netiY III srctll 0.100450 0.10540 0.00090 O.M 20 

21 tn't OlttOu'lt snay 0.110 6.110 0.000 0.00 21 

Zi Mfnf_ Inl '/Day 0.,64 0.'64 0.000 0.00 Zi 

n Minf_ 'Itl • III S/DlY 0.139 0.139 - 0.000 0.00 21 
U 

24 2S 
2S SCHEDuLE OJ 

26 ... ellne Eneff» ./tlll 0.69741 0.09847 0.00100 1.09 i6 

27 IOI'\-laut fnt irrerf'i .Jt.tl:i 0.'2297 0.12403 0.00106 0.46 27 

28 laset fnt (net .... III 'f(.tiIt 0.08277 0.08J.67 O.~ 1.09 28 

29 lOl'\-I .. eUne inetf)' Lit 'f(.~ 0.10450 0.'0540 0.00090 0.86 29 

50 Spate OltCW'lt 'nay 0.3\2 0.]12 0.000 
. 

0.00 30 

31 Mlnf_ .Ill '/Day 0.164 0.'64 0.066 0.00 31 

32 "'nt.ua .111 • III 'nay 0.159 0.139 0.000 0.00 32 

Wottl 
• ColUW'l Ct IntludeS r.te 1Cf1ust."U ordered fn 0.92-04'06' , 0.92-04·085 (SoG&£'s ,992 EUe 

procetdine), tffKttw S/tJ9Z. 
• Col"'" O. frO. t.te cSe-s1~ workpapt,.. 
• Cot~ EI ColUlln 0 • ColUlln e 
• (o\~ fa (CoIUll'l E I (01"... () • \00 
• III r~estnU lOll'lnto-e 



• 'A.~i·H~024; 
tAro/se til APpi1itlix IC 

$-'It OJiGOU,$ lJUeTlJ( cewAKf 
tlE(ltl( O£'AA1M£Ml 

~ A1'l.lt~lit .l 

r"~~ l 0; u 

forK.n period: lail. I. \99i lht~ Ok. 31. 1993 

SUMMAlt OF t£$(OENTJAl lATE$ (Cont.) 

9/2/92 cwGt 
,iESElfl .lOOP TEO ..... ,.~ .•.•..•...... 

LlIIE OESCt:1P110lr UltIli lATE lATE AWlMT S 1IliE 

I/O. (A) (I) «() (0) (I) (I) 110 • 

•••••••••••••••••• ' •••• 4 ••• ~ •••• .. ........ .......... . .......... . ..... "" ..... .... ,i ........ 

sc HE04.A.E O' SMf 
1 

2 tustOMr thltte S/Month 30.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 2 

3 On· h.t: Otlllllnd 'J'~ 9.69 9.67 ·0.02 (0.21) 3 

.\ i."une (Mff'f sll ..... 0.08016 0.66120 0.00102 1.27 4 

5 .on· ••• tllne (netf)' Sr/. .... 0.10121 0.,0227 0.00106 I.OS 5 

6 hstl the (neff)' LII $/t.1II 0.06&'5 0.06902 0.00681 1.21 6 

1 Ion' 'lui lne Enerf)' l/J SIi: ..... 0.08603 0.08693 0.00091) 1.05 1 

a ~St OhtOu'lt S;a:1II 0.110 0.110 O.bOO 0.00 a 

9 Spat~ Orsctult S"III 0.31Z 0.31Z 0.060 0.00 9 
10 to 

tI SCIf£04.A.f Oi· TOO 
11 

12 Minf_ illl S/DIY 0.164 0.164 0.000 0.00 12 

13 M~urrnsJ tII .... f S/DIY 3.28 3.28 0.00 0.00 13 

14 On·Pm Energy! "-r S/t.1II 0.3Z426 0.3Z1OS 0.00279 0.86 14 

15 Off-hit Energyi ~r $/XIII 0.07956 0.08025 0.00069 0.86 15 

16 On-Peat EnerliYi "inter $~tII 0.12161 0.128TS O.OOUO 0.86 16 

11 Off-".t: EnerjyJ "inter S/KtII 0.07956 0.0$0l5 0.00069 0.86 t1 

16 .. selfne Adjust.ent ."' ..... 0.0l$$6 0.02556 0.00000 0.00 1& 

,~ 
19 

20 StMtOUlE Ol'TQU'2 
20 

2' Ktnf_ anI S/Dr! 0.164 0.164 0.000 0.00 2' 
22 JMterf~CtI.tte S~·Y 3.2& 3.28 0.00 0.00 22 

2l On·hlt: lnerl)'i ~r S/t .... O.~ 0.28514 0.00280 0.99 23 

24 Off-h.t tnetfYi s~r .",111 0.0694] 0.07011 O.OO()6I 0.98 24 

25 On-hak EnetrYI Winter S/t ..... 0.11141 0.11251 0.00110 0.99 2S 

26 Off-hal EnetrYi Winter ./ttll 0.06943 0.0701' 0.00068 0.98 26 

e 



;-~;'9~'.it:~1~';:·,:.~i~ir~~ "'tU,iA" '.', ,-,",.,' 'CA~/ftiil .. '.' .... , <.;~.,:.·iAl;iii;Jk K <,::>~. 
WI OiEGO "'"' , lLEe'lit '(iNit4"Y 

. . . ;' ntcUltwh..l'tcEl{l.· - . 
f.&~"$t ~,rlod:. Ith. h '99l1hr~O~.l', 199) - . - - - - -, - - - - . - - -~-- -: -" - - - -

~/2!92 (MANGE 

tustin ADOPTED ~ ••••••••••• 4.~ ••• ••• 

L,tH DtWIPlIOM ~n$ htt·· tATE ~T " lIliE 

110. (A) (i) (t) (D) (E) . (I) 110. 

... " .~~.~ ••• ~ •••• ~~ •• ~ •• ~ •• ~~ ••••• ~4 .... -".,. .. .. ........... ........... ,." ....... . ........... 
, ; sc:Mtoule A 
2 o.ict~r ",.ree $/MOnth 5.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 Z 

3 £ritiv! CMtie $/t~ 0.o98t4 0.09816 0.00002 0.02 1 
4 , S 

5 scHtoult NJ 
6 tusto.er til-ret $/MOnth 15.00 15.00 0.00 0.00 6 

7 t>...nd Cherge $jrJ 6.74 7.U 0.43 6.36 1 

, Energy Ch.fge $/K~ 0.06671 0.07096 0.06425 6.37 a 

9 6n~;e.k·l.te Lt.ltert S~r $/ttl:a 0.14 0.74 0:00 0.00 9-

10 On'Peet lite U.Sttr, vinttt sf6l\ 0.29 0.29 0.00 0.00 10 



A.91~11.01~~ ') .~~.~~:;~~ 'j~;U$AII • 
. . . 

, . ~~i.;olll' . 
" (ACO/s(l/l sAx 01(<<1 CA.S , llEClllt t~IJI.Y 

ilfC'llt OEPAll~II' 
fOtttls\ htlOeS: san. " 1993 lhtOugfl ott. 31, 19113 

$lM!.UJ Of ((H(£ICIAl AMi> IlIOU$fUAl lATEs (tOt'lt.) 

9/2/9'2 

~. : 

• -"< 

A"At~lI~ A 
hie' of 17 

PRESENT ADOPTED •..•.••.••....•.....• 
lATE 

(C) 

lATE 
to) 

AMCuit 
(U CESClIPlION 

(A) 

~ITS 

(I) .... .•.....•.•.••..•••.•.........•.. •...•.... ...•..•.. •..•..... .•....••. . ....... . 
, 
2 
3 

" 5 
6 
7 
8 
9' 

10 
11 
12 
13 
t4 
1S 
16 
17 
18 
19 
ZO 
21 
22 
21 
24 
2S 
26 
21 
28 
~ 
30 
31 
32 
n 
34 
35 
36 
37 
33 
39 
40 
41 

SCI!ED'AE Al'lW (Oefeu\t 1I.s) 
servIce thltie 
On-Pe.t 'att If.ft.tt ~r 
On-Pe.t iat. LI.ttitt ~int.t 
Average tate l t.tter 
J(on-totnefdent o.-d 

setonda;y 
"Ialry 
Trans.I"tOn 

On-,eat otMl"d: ~t 
Secordll'y 
trl-ry 
T, II\SII r C$ t on 

On-,eal O~: wintet 
uc0nd8ty 
,rt_ry 
Tr.,..I .. IOt'I 

On-teak tnerf)'1 ~t 
SeCOndery 
"I_ry 
Tr.,.., .. fOn 

s_, "eM tMrrtS "-t 
SeCordary 
,d_ry 
uansalt.tOn 

Off"ett.. EnetrV' ~r 
ktondary 
'tf_ry 
Tr.,..tufon On-,." Enefjyi wtnter 
s.eordliry 

'r'-ry 
TtlNllt.alon 

S_I,'eak (nerrt' WInter 
Sttondary 
"I_ry 
t,ansal",on 

Off., •• t (netlY' wtnt.r 
seeOtdlry 
'tfaery 
transal"lon 

S/MOnt" 
S/llill 

11K'" 
Sj(1IIl 

30.00 
0.1.4 
0.29 
5.00 

3.71 
2.95 
1.24 

4.08 
4.OS 
1.64 

O.cnca 
o.onn 
0.0699S 

0.04984 
0.04747 
0.0460S 

0.0691\ 
0.06W 
0.06269 

0.04359 
0.04047 
0.03915 

0.03668 
0.03317 
0.03231 

30.00 
0.74 
0.29-
5.00 

3.70 
2.95 
1.24 

17.52 
17.52 
11.02 

4.07 
4.07 
1.64 

0.07698 
0.07201 
0.06986 

0.04971 
0.04141 
0.04599 

0.03765 
0.03523 
0.0341a 

0.04355 
0.04042 
0.03920 

0.03663 
o.onn 
O.On33 

0.00 
0.00 
0.60-
0.00 

(0.01) 
0.00 
0.00 

(0.02) 
(0.02) 
(O.O\) 

(0.01) 
(0.01) 
0.00 

(0.00010) 
(0.00010) 
(0.<10009) 

(0.0(1001) 

(0.C0006> 
(0.00006> 

(o.OOOOS) 
(0.00005) 
(0.00005) 

(0.00006) 
(0.00005) 
(0.00005) 

(0.00005) 
(O.OOOOS) 
(0.00004) 

0.00 
O.M 
0.06 
O.M 

(0.21) 
0.00 
0.00 

(0. tI) 
(0.11) 
(0.09) 

to.2S) 
(0.25) 
0.00 

(0.\3) 
(0.14) 
(0.13) 

(0.14) 
(0.13) 
(0.13) 

(0.13) 
(0.14) 
to.th 

(O.U) 
(0.14) 
(0.13) 

(0.14) 
(o.lh 
(0.13) 

(0.14) 
(0. is) 
(0.12) 

lIliE 
110. 

1 
2 
3 , 
5 
6 
7 
a 
9 

to 
11 
12 
13 
14 
\5 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2t 
22 
21 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
11 
3Z 
n 
34 
15 
36 
31 
34 
39 
40 
41 

• 



A.91·"-024, 1.91-02-004 : "'. ~ 

uoo/$u/2 
""APPElQl"X':::' " 

SAJf Oltto GAs'i E((CTUC 'CcWAMY 
EliCitlC OEPAltMfNT 

" foirelst hdod: ien.",1993 ThrOugh 0". 31, 1WI 

SlM4AAl' Of tOtt£l((Al N«> UIOUSTilAl tATES (Cont.) 

9/2/92_ tlWltE 

tlEStIlT ~rEO •• 4 ••••••••• i •• 6.~.~. 

UIIE ~E$cllPlIOli !MUS JAtE lAtE .IJI(UIT ~ liliE 

10. tA) (I) (t) (0) (E) (n 110 • 

. , ... ...... ~ ..... , ..... ~~ ....... , .... ••...•... "' ........... . ..... , .. . ........ .. ............ .. .. ". , , SCHEDUlE Al-TOU (OptiOnat TI~s) 
2 Strvt c:e a,tfge l/MOtIth 30.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 2 

3 On-Pelt itte Lt.lteta S~r IJj.tl\ 0.74 0.14 0.00 0.00 3 

, On-pelt lite Lf.ttttt Winter lj(tII 0.29 0.29 0.00 0.00 4 

S Averloe ilte L •• tttr l/KtII 5.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 5 
6 

6 Ion-CoIncident O,.nd 

7 Setondary 1jr:.tJ 3.71 3.70 (o.on (0.27) 7 

a ;tI-rt 1/toJ 2.95 2.95 0.00 0.00 a 

9 TfailSlli u I on $trY 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 9 
10 

'0 On-Peak. o-'d: Su..tr 

" Secondary ItrY 19.70 19.67 (0.0,3) (0.1$) " 
12 pri-rt sjrV 19.70 19.67 (0.0]) (0.15) 12 

13 Tf.,.,ssfon IjrV 12.39 n.31 (0.02) (0.16) 13 
14 

14 On-Peat o-"d: Vtntet 

1S ktondaty I/ttl '.08 4.07 (0.01) (0.25) 1S 

-- '6 pti-rt 1/iV 4.08 4.07 (o.On (O.lS) 16 

11 U.ns.I"lon 1/nI 1.64 1.64 0.00 0.00 11 

18 On-Peek. tner'gyi Su.et 
1& 

19 secondary l/'ltll 0.08656 O.0&64S (0.000'1) (0.1]) 19 

20 hl_rY 'ft."" 0.0809a O.oaoaa (0.06010) (0.12) 20 

21 Jr ... turon I""" 0.07!56 O.oms (0.00011) (0.14' 21 
22 

22 S-I-'eat E;ier,yi ~t' 

23 secondarY I""" 0.~S97 O.~S90 (0.00001) (0.13) Z3 

24 Ptl_rt 1/tJ,lI 0.05332 0.05324 (0.00008) to. IS) 24 

2S It ..... l .. lon $/K1i\ 0.051n 0.05165 (0.00007) (0.14' 2S 
26 

26 Off·Peat fneteys ~r 

27 secondat)' $/t.1i\ 0.03770 0.03765 (O.OOOOS) (o.n) 21 

2& Ptt-rt 1"- 0.0352& O.OlS23 to.OO()()$) (0.14> 28 

29 lr~'ulon S/t.- 0.03423 0.034'8 (O.OOOOS) (O.IS) 29 
30 

30 On-Peak Enet'9Yi Vlnter 

3' SecondarY l/'I.tII 0.06911 0.06W2 (0.00009) (o.n) 31 

12 ptt-rt l/ItII 0.06463 O.OMS-' (0.00009) (0.14) 12 

n It ..... ' .. len l/t.tII 0.06269 0.06261 (O.ooooa) (o.n) 31 
34 

14 Seal.telk. Enetgyj vlnter 

3S secondary $/ttll O.043S9 O.043~l (0.00006) (0.\4) lS 

36 Prl-rt I/t."" 0.04041 0.04042 (O.OOOOS) (0.12) 36 

31 transalulon I/t.- 0.03925 0.03920 (O.OOOOS) (o.n) 37 
38 

38 Off·Pelt ineteyl VInter 

39 Secondary S/t.tII 0.03664 0.03663 (O.OOOOS) (0.14) 39 

40 PtlNrt l"tII 0.03331 o.ann (O.OOOOS) (0. U) 40 

41 lrll\SlllUlon $/KtII 0.03231 0.03233 (0.00004) (O.IZ) " 



":.91*11·024. •• c' AHACKMtIll1 'I,' • 
::;> 

'CAco/~tl/~ c •• : ' c' J.,p.£wO'jx t ' . ,.;*6 -~f c 11 c 

$AI( bl(GO CAS , tUCll(C CCMPAIfl 
£L£(TlIC ~fPAliKE" 

fotecut Pttio.$: Ian;', l-W3 li-r~ 6K. ", 1993 e 
sUtWT 6# Wt4£iCIAl AMb 1ll6vSlliAl UTES (Cont.) 

9/~!92 (Wee 

,USE III Jba>TED .•••......... ~ ....... 
lIliE OEse.IPTlON UllfS lATE lATE NIOJIII x LIME 

110. (A) (I) (t) (D) (E) (I) MO. 

..... •..•.• ~ •••••••.•••••••• i.' .••••• j ........... . ... "' ..... .......... . ........ . .......... 
t SCMEDIJlE A,6-Ioo (D,hult 1(1IeS) 

1 

2: Servr tt dI.r" S/Morith 600.00 600.00 0.00 0.00 2 

3 On-t"t i.te LI.lt.rJ ~f Sit-tit 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.00 3 

4 On.Pelt l.tl Lf.tter. Winter Sft;tIt 0.2'9 0.29 0.00 0.00 4 

5 Aver.,. I.t. LI.'ter s/ilia 5 5.00 0.00 0.00 5 

6 Ion-CoincIdent 0""" 
6 

1 ,rf_ry StnJ 2.9S 2.95 0.00 0.00 7 

8 .rn-hafen s/rJl 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 a 
9 

9- On-Plat O-'d: ~r 

10 Prf-rv StnJ 20.89 2O.M (0.0)) (0.14) '0 

11 Ir.,..I .. lon S/lV 13.39- n.37 (0.02) (0. '51 11 

12 On-PHt D.wrl: Wintlr 
12 

IS 'rl-rv sJi:W 4.88 4.87 (0.01) (0.20) 13 

" U ..... 'ulon S/lV 2.11 2.17 0.00 0.00 U 

15 On·?elt Energyi S..-rr 
15 

16 Pr'-rv S/ttlt 0.07211 O.ono, (0.00010) (0. t4) 16 

17 lr .... 'uIOn S~ 0.0699S 0.06ge6 (0.00009) (0,.13) 17 e 
18 S-I-'" Enetni ~r I' 
19 prl-rv Sltlll 0.0.047047 0.0474' (0.00006) (0.13) 19 

20 lr __ tutOn sit-tit 0.04605 0.04599 (0.00006) (0.13) 20 
21 

21 Off-pm EnertYi ~r 

2i ,rf-rv S/Klia 0.0352$ 0.03523 (0.0000$) (0. t4) Z2 

23 lr ..... futon S~ 0.03423 0.03418 (b.OOOOS) (0.1S) 21 

24 On-'" (nltgyt Winter 
24 

ZS 'rl-rv S/K'" 0.06W 0.06454 (0.00009> (0. t4) 2S 

26 lr.-I .. lon S~ 0.06269 0.06261 (O.ooooe) (0.13) 26 

27 s.t-,. •• Enetr)'j winter 
21 

2t frf_rv S/tt#! 0.04047 0.04042 (0.0000$) (0.12:) 2t 

29- lr.-'u'on S/t.tlt 0.03925 0.03920 (O.OOOOS) (O.U) 29 

30 Off 0'" EntfTfl winter 
30 

SI 'rl-rv sft.'" 0.03337 0.OID2 (O.OOOOS) (0.1S) 31 

S2 Tr.,.'ulon 'tr.'" 0.03237 0.03233 (0.00004) (0.1U 32 



1.92·O~-·~ 
~ ~ . 

.... 91-11·024, ~.lJ/SA\I • 
tAw/stlll 

mJIIO(l( l( 

• SAX OIEGo CAS' (U'CTRIC (WANY 
ELECtRIC O(PAl!MEIiT 

• fottttst,etIOd: Ilh. 1, 1993 Thtough oet. 31, 1991 
-

SUHMAif Of COMMERCIAL AVO IVOUST.IAt JATES (Cont.) 

P.ESEU ADOPTED •• ~ ••••••••••••••••• 6 

\tilE outllPn6lc UIITS lATE lATE N«Uil i U-IiE 

116. (A) (I) (t) (I» (t) (I) 110 • 

..... ........ , ...... ~ .. ~ ... -.~.~.~~~. .." ...... .. ......... .... ~ ........... . ......... . ......... 
I SCHfO!JlE A6'IOO (OptCciNl TilleS) 

1 

2 servlte Ch.rge S/MOfttll 660.00 600.<» 0.00 o.()() 2 

] On'Pelk I.te Lf.ttefe $~r Sj'/.tI\ 0.74 0.74 0.00 0.00 3 

4 On,pelk lite l •• lttre Winter Sf{.tI\ 0.29 0.29 ().OO 0.00 " 
S Avetltt ilte Lf.lter SfCtI\ S S.OO 0.00 0.00 S 

6 
6 IOn-tolnefdent O.-id 
7 prt .. IY s/ill 2.9S 2.9S 0.00 6.00 7 

a Tr8nSllfUien StnI 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 a 
9 

~ On-Peet oeNlid: $ulner 

10 prf-IY StnI Zl.46 Zl.n (0.03) (0.13) 10 

11 TtanMfu'OI'I SfJ3J 15.04 tS.02 (0.02) (0.13) " 12 
12 On-Pelk O....-d: \linter 

13 Pr'.ry SfJ3J 4.sa 4.87 (0.01) (0.20> 13 

14 Tf.-' ss ton sfJ3J i.17 2.17 0.00 0.00 t4 
IS 

IS On·Pe.k (nervy: ~r 

16 p;f_ry sIitil 0.0&098 O.08Oa! (0. ()()()1 0) (0.12> 16 

17 Tr ...... s.on sretll 0.07856 O.07&4S (0.00011) (O.t4) " 18 
18 S_I,peK Enerjyi $ulllet 

\~ Prl_ry Sf{.tII 0.05332 0.05324 (O.ooooa) (O.IS) ,9-

20 Tr ... , .. tOn S/KtII 0.05'72 0.65'65 (0.()OOO7) (0.") 20 
21 

21 Off -hlk tnetf)'i ~t 

22 Pr'_ry S/ttll O.0352a O.C3SZl (O.OOOOS) (0.14) U 

23 Tr."..fufOl'l sIitil 0.03423 0.0341a (O.OOOOS) (0.15) 2l 
24 

24 (n-;eet EnetlYi vtnter 

is ,rf_ry SP:Ill 0.06463 0.06454 (0.00009) (0.14) is 

26 Tt.,..lu(on S/ttll 0.06269 0.06261 (O.ooooa) (0.13) 16 
27 

27 Se-I-pe.k Entr,ys vfnttt 

2a Ptl_ry ,/ttll 0.04041 0.04042 (O.OOOOS) (0.12) 28 

29 Tr.,..'ulon sfl.1II 0.0392$ 0.03920 (0.00005) (0. '3) 29 
30 

30 Of f· pe.t Enttty. vJnter 

31 p,l-ry Sft.tII 0.03337 0.03332 (O.OOOOS) (0.15) 3' 

]2 1' ...... ".101\ S/ttl\ 0.03237 0.03233 (0.00004) (O.U) 32 



... 91.11.02'; 1.92~Ol-004 i':l'~)~A\I • 
tAtoJ$cll2 

, " . ~,iMOIl( ~K ' 

. ' 

Ali ... t~~l J. 
. hit & 'of H 

$AJf ~JEGoGA$ i UECUI( t(MpAAY 
, " flE(lUe O£PAliM£IIl ' , 

, ,ort(l$( hrfodi Jan. 1. 1993 '''t~Otc. 3'. 1993 

$lMWy Oi ((MIlItiA!. ANO III000TtIU UTES (cont.) 

",.us 
(') 

9111'l2. 
PRE Still 

lATE 
(C) 

AW>W .. 
lATE 

CO) 

. ....•...•••••.•..... 
AMCuIT X 

(il (I) LINE 
1iO. 

OEstll: I PTION 
(A) 

•••• • •••••• 6 ••••••• ~ ••• ~·······~···· ••••••••• ••••••••• ••••••••• ••••••••• • •••••••• 

Z 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
a 
9 

10 
II 
'2 
13 

" ,$ 

'6 
11 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
2l 
24 
2S 
26 
2T 
za 
29 
30 
11 
32 
3l 
34 
3S 
36 
31 
3& 
39 
40 
4\ 
41 

tustOllti' th.t". 
lon-(olncldent DtMI'd 
en-Ptlt oeMnd: $~t 
en-hit oeNrld: Wlntet 
tnel'fl'J On'Peat 
Energy: Ssl ·hat 
(nergy: Off-P.at 

SCHEDUlE A06-TOU 
tulfa.t ttla; .. 
lon'(otntfdent O~ 
(In-,eal: O~: $ ..... r 
On.hat O--S:wtnter 
t~rtt: en·hat 
tnerfy: SeIIl-hat 
Energyl Off·P •• t 

$CHtouLt AT-TOO 
Servlte Charee 
On'Peat aate Lt.ttet 
Avtrl9t aate Lt.lt,t 
Jlon-ColnCldent 0.-.1 

s.eondlry 
PrI_ry 
Tr ... ,.don 

On-,..t 0"'" 
s.eOrdery 
trl_ry 
Tr.,..".lon 

On-Peel: Enerrv 
Sttondiry 
,rr_ry 
traflYltuton 

$eIIl·,.a" {netVi 
St(ondIry 
,rr_ry 
TrafIYI'ulon 

Oft-hal: (neri'l' 
$t(ondiry 
prSNty 
t,arMh.ton 

$/Month 
$Jlv 
Str't/ 
S/tV 
stttl. 
sft."" 
sjxtl<. 

S/MOnth 
S/tV 
S/nI 
S/KW 
SJJt~ 
SjXtI<. 
SJK~ 

50.(10 
8.82 

'$.61 
4.22 

O.04t49 
0.03471 
O.()3101 

m.oo 
8.82 

18.67 
S.Ol 

O.()I."~ 
0.03411 
0.03'01 

30.00 
0.48 
5.00 

3.71 
2.~ 
1.24 

'0.2' 
10.2\ 
5.85 

0.07520 
0.070'4 
0.06a26 

0.04632 
0.04343 
0.04277 

0.03160 
0.03461 
O.033n 

56.00 
S.U 

d.67 
4.22 

O.0414a 
O.Q3470 
0.03100 

250_~ 

8.82 
18.66 
S.03 

0.04\4& 
0.03470 
0.03'00 

30.00 
O.t.a 
5.00 

3.71) 
2.95 
1.24 

10.30 
10.30 
5.~ 

0.C75'6 
O.C7009 
0.0681a 

0.03756 
0.03457 
0.03168 

0_00 
(0.00) 
(0.00) 
(0.00) 

(O.()600I) 
(0.00001) 
(0.00601) 

0.00 
(0.00) 
(0.01) 
(0.00) 

{O.OOO6H 
, -(0.00001) 

(0.00001) 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

(o.on 
0.00 
0.00 

O.~ 
O.ot 
O.OS 

(0.00(04) 

(O.~) 
(O.ooooa) 

(0.00002) 
(0.0000) 
(O.OOOOS) 

(O.OOOM) 
(0.00004) 
(0.00004) 

0.00 
(0.03) 
(0.03) 
(0.03) 
(O.OJ) 
(0.0]) 
(0.03) 

0.00 
(0.03) 
(O.OJ) 
(0.03) 
to.(3) 
(0.03) 
(0.0) 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

(0.27) 
0.00 
0.00 

O.as 
O.SS 
O.as 

(O.OS) 
(0.07) 
(O.fl) 

(0.04) 
(0.07) 
(O.U) 

(0.11) 
(0.10) 

(O.U' 

L 111£ 
.. G. 

, 
Z 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 .. 
~ 

10 
11 
12 
1] 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
2' 
U 
21 
24 
2S 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

" 32 
13 
34 
3S 
36 
37 
33 
]9-
40 
41 

" 
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1~91~~2-~:"~il/$;''o/ A.91· "·O~'. • .A1f ... t~ ... i.. 
tACO/still 

1.PPElIOJl l . ..', . . ;~;e 9 ~f '11 

.' SAJI 6U(O"'-5" £l(CrUCCwA.li'f 
, lutiUt OtP .... !M£IIT . .: 'or~tlst ,etIOd: J.n •. i, ~993 ThrOugh Ott. 31, 1993 

$lMlAAY'Of Cc.wRCJAL AMi> :IIItlVSlIIAllAlfS (Cont.' 

912192 CIlA.liGE 

'RUin AZ>6Plto ...•.•......•.••.•... 
lIliE OEStllPlICIII \MJ1S .... TE lAtE AKulT X LlIIE 

110. (l) (I) (C) (0) (£) (f) 110 • 

.... ...•..•..•••......•..•......••. , ........... .......... . ........... ............. .......... ~ 
1 SCHEDUlE A-U 
2 eusto.et Charte S}Month 600.00 600.00 0.00 0.60 Z 

3 tontr.et 0--.:5 Sirtl 10.~ 10.44 0.02 b.19 3 

" lion-coincident O..n:i " 
5 sttOndeiy sirv 3.71 3.70 (b.Ot) (0.21) 5 

6 Prllllry sttw 2.95 2.95 (1.00 0.00 6 

7 Tt ...... iJsfon Sf('rI I.Z4 1.24 0.00 0.00 7 

8 fnettyz On-'e.l S/[tIl 4.44416 4_45659 0.01183 0.27 8 

9 fnetty= S_' ·Pe.\: S/Xtit O.CUM 0.06702 0.00018 0.27 9 

to iMt;y: Off·h.\: S/Xtil 0.03255 O.03Z~ 0.60009 b.la 10 

II 
II 

U tcMEOUlE .·TOU·3 
12 

13 Custc.t Chltge S/Month 600.00 600.00 0.00 0.00 13 

t4 Conttatt o-'d SiXV 10.~ 'O.U O.OZ 0.19 " IS- lon·Cofntfdent Ocawd IS 

16 setoncSlry sm 3.71 3.70 (0.01) (!).Z7J 16 

17 PrI_ry S/DI 2.95 2.95 0.00 0.00 17 

18 U.nillf iI Ion S/DI 1.24 1.24 0.00 (I.CO 18 

19 fnettyf S\4Itt~"elt sft."" 1.26144 '.26W 0.00335 0.27 '9 
~ fMtvYi On·~_ S/Ktil 0.10203 0.10230 o.oMu 0.27 .20 

it Enettyf Saf·Pe.t sft.tA O.o.wo 0.04a9l 0.~13 0.21 2' 
22 EnervY: Off·, .. Sft.tA 0.03255 0.03264 0.00009 0.28 U 

21 
23 

24 SCNEOVlE i-TOU" 
24 

2S tustc.tt thit-,e S/MOnth 600.00 600.00 o.()() 0.00 2S 

U Ccntt.et o--.d S/W 10.46 10.48 0.02 0.19 26 

27 rcn-Colnddent o~ 
27 

2& Setonct.l')' S/lV 3.71 3.10 (0.01) (0.27) 3 

29 Ptf-I')' S/DI 2.95 2.95 0.00 0.00 29 

30 Tr ..... hston S/"ill '.24 1.24 G.Ob 0.00 30 

31 tnetvY' """t-",\: S/Ktil (1.49347 O.4~79 0.00\32 0.27 31 

32 (ntttYt On·hal: S/X-Ji 0.08155 0.08177 0.00022 0.27 32 

33 fnefty' $at'Peet S/ttA 0.04401 0.04413 . O.OOC)12 0.21 33 

34 fntttYf Off-Peal: SJtJt 0.03lSS 0.03264 0.00009 0.2a 34 

3S 
35 

36 SCMEOULE $ 
~ 

31 ContrKted OeMI'd 
37 

34 Secondary S/KtIt 2.91 2.96 (0.'01) (0.27J 33 

39 PtfNI')' S/X';' 2.36 2.36 0.00 0.00 39 

40 Trans-halon S/t.-Ji 0.99 0.99 0.00 0.00 40 

• IoU: 1.-£1 ~IS ell.tn-ted 1/1/92. 



l.91. U~02', 1.92·02-004Allj$~V 
CACtI/SeltZ 

,,; -. 

. -_t. .. - APpi..o~i~ ,> ' .. 
$AI Dh~ GA$ , iticUIC C~AIIY 

. AllAtlOllltl A 

"it 100'11 

(l'C'll~ Oi'Al1MfMl 
'ot~(ln_ hriOo;5i Jan. _1,tW3' lhrQu9h 0«. 31, 

~Y OfCOtlEICIAl'lJIO IIiousTRlAl UTES (CoM.) 

UNITS 
(I) 

9/2192 
PlEst.i 

lATE 
(c:) 

AbOPTEO 
lATE 

(O) 

.-.~ ........ ~ ....... . 
AIOMT 1 

(E) (f) 

lfllE 
110. \1111£ 

110. 

OESClJPTJON 
(A) .....•.••..•.•.•.•......••.•••.. . ... ~.... .~ .. ~.... ...••.... .•.•..... .•..•.... . ... 

, $(HEDUlt J" 
2 lite At Utility Control SttV 

S/~ 3 lite I: tust~t Control 
, lite ( 

$ uttllty Control S/tv 
S/tv 6 tustc*r Conttol 

1 
a SCHEDUlE 1'2 
9 •• te At 1 fl (.nefll.tron 

10 Gultll\teed lo.d Credit S/W 

n 
u 
13 

" 1S 
16 
11 
Ie 
lSI 
~ 
21 
22 
21 
~, 

2S 
26 
21 
28 
29 
30 
), 
32 
33 
)4 

3$ 
36 
31 
33 
39 
40 
U 
U 
.n 

" 45 
46 

lite At 5 11 Cent.llitlon 
Glarenteed Lo.d Credit SttV 

,.te It 1 fl C.ne.llitton 
Cuar-nteed Lo.d (redit S/k'J 

•• te .! $ fl cantell.tlon 
tiult .... teed LOad Credit Sfk\I 

tate Ct , Yl C.nteltatton 
Gulrenteed Loed Credit SjW 

lite Ct S fl e.nceilition 
Guaranteed Loed Crtdtt S/W 

•• t. 01 1 fa tInt.ll.tion 
~r""tHdl6ldtred't SJW 

a,te 0: Yl Ceneellatfon 
brentted lo.d Credit S/W 

ht ... A-O, 
Credit fOt' tach Inttt,.yptfon ,/tV 

SCHEDUlE 1·3 
.,te At I Yl Cene.llltlOn 

eu.tantHd lo-d tr.dlt SjkV 
lite As 5 fl Cant.lt.tlon 

Gult .... teed load (tedt t S/W 
lite Is , Vl taneellatlon 

Guatanteed load trf<lft ./kV 
I.tt .s 5 VI tane.llatlbn 

GuaraMHd l* (r.cU t S/", 

I.te Ct 1 Yl Cant.ltellon 
CuerentHd Load Crf<ll t S/W 

.Itt Ct 5 va canttllatlon 
Culra"tted load Credit S/tv 

.at. Os 1 YI (anetlletton 
Gulrentted l* (redlt S/k\I 

lete Os ,. (anctllatlon 
Culrentted lOld Credit S/tv 

litH A-Os 
credit fot tach Int.t~tfon $/kW 

3.41 
2.29 

S.60 

1.06 

S.15 

5.24 

3.80 

4.80 

0.24 

S.6O 

6.4.1 

5.24 

3.80 

4.80 

0.28 

3.43 
2.29 

5.60 

1.06 

S.1S 

6.41 

4.IS 

3.eo 

4.80 

0.28 

5.~ 

S.IS 

6.4.1 

5.24 

3.80 

4.80 

0.28 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.60 
0.00 

0.00 
0.60 

0.00 

0.00 

o.beI 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01> 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2 
3 

" S 
6 
7 
a 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
18 
,~ 

20 

2' 
22 
Z3 
24 
2S 
26 
27 
28 
29-
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
3S 
36 
J7 
3& 
39 
40 
41 
42 
n 

" 4S 
46 

• 

• 
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'~;9HI'9U, 'f~~l;6l·~""rll$Ali • tJ.tbjs(l/~ ", " - -, """ : - - 'A;PEtib,~i:" ~ :t: 
",tACMMtlil A 
;,;e ',-1 ~{ f1 

We OIlGo-GAS" '"~tCt':lt (/).,pAIIT 
nU;T* It OEPAAtMUt 

"ottlut PrHOd: -.lin; t j 1WJTlliQUghOec. )i-~1993 c 

$tJtoIAAl Of tCMIEltlll /oJIb IIiDuSTil.U lAi($ (tent.) 

912192 -- tHANGE 

,IESEWT AW>lEO _ •• A.~' •••••• ' •••• • •• 

LlIIE DEsalPTlQI \.IIJlS lATE lATE A.IIOJNT , LlIIE 

110. (A) tl) (t) (0) (E) (0 110 • 

..... •••••• ~ ••• ~~6 •• 6.~ ••••••••••• ·~- .4 ......... ·;a, .......... ....... , .. ~ ..".6., •••• .i ......... . .... 
, SCHEME II 
2 tust~r therge $/lV no.cO 150.00 0.00 0.00 i 

3 Co;,tr.et Mtnl~ itcktf6n 
3 
4 

" tI..nd er'edl tt 
S Option , S/kV S.73 S.73 0.00 0.00 S 

6 Option 2 $/kll 4.30 4.30 0.00 0.00 6 

7 E~rfY Credit lor Outpvt 
7 

a OVer tontrett 
6 

9 OptiOn 1 S/WI 0.&5917 0.M917 0.06000 0.00 9 

1O Option 2 SIk'" 0.64438 0.6«38 0.00000 0.00 10 

11 tneii'/ (redi t lot Mput 
11 
12 

12 UndtrCMttett 

13 OptiOn 1 S!k\II 13.74675 13.74675 0.00000 0.00 13 

14- CPUcn 2 S/kill 10.31006 10.31006 " 0.00000 0.00 14 



.. 'A:91' n·024. 1.92:oF~ '~t:,i~ii·~· •. 
,. '. 'AP'E~liK'·. CAf:t)!$cl/l 

UlIE 

11<1. 
oUeRl mOl 

(A) 

I $CMtOUlE PA 
Z tuStc.et eIIarte 
3 Enetf)' 

" 5 $CMEOUlt tA'IOU 
6 Metering Ch.t;e 
7 tustOMet Charge 
a Energy. On~'eat 
9 Energy: Off·Peat 

10 
11 $CMEDULE PA-T-' 
12 
IJ 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
la 
19 
20 
21 
22 
2l 

Custo.er eIIatp 
O.-nd: On·hal: 

CipttOn A 
(pHOn • 
OPUon ( 
option 0. 
Opt'on E 
optiOn t 

C.-ncf: Still-"at 
(netlYl On·hat 
(nerlYj s-t ·hat 
EneriYt Off"Ht 

. $AX Citro GAS " (tEemc (<WANt 
.,lECtlIC OlPJ..lTMUt 

foteustperlod:J-".t. t99l1htoUghOtC. )1, 199] 

~llS 
(I) 

S/MOnth 
S/MOnth 
$!r.oJi 
$'r.oJi 

$jMotIth 

$fl\I 

Sfl\I 
Sfl\I 
S/lV 
$[rJI 

s/ttl 
S/'Ill 
Sit'" 
S/loJi 
s/ttlt 

. 9/2192 
PRfSUI 

UTE 
(c) 

8.00 
0.08916 

10.00 
8.00 

0.16917 
0.07073 

30.00 

11.5] 
10.13 
9.92 

10.33 
10.12 
9.69 
0.50 

0.09179 
0.06725 
0.04287 

~TEO 
UTt 
(0) 

8.00 
0.089&0 

10.00 
8.00 

0.17069 
0.01l~8 

30.00 

11.5' 

10. " 
9.90 

'0.31 
to.l0 
9.61 
O.sO 

0.oa&01 
0.0630& 
0.0]824 

........ ~ ........ ~ .. . 
AIOJNT l 

(0 (I) 

0.60 
0.00064 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00132 
0.OOOS5 

0.00 

(0.02) 
(O.Ol) 
(0.02) 
(0.02) 
(0.02) 
(o.oh 
0,.00 

(O.OO3n) 
(0.06"7> 
(0.00463) 

0.00 
c.n 

0.00 
0.00 
o.ra 
0.78 

0.00 

(0,.17> 
(0.20) 
(0.20) 
(0.\9) 
(O.l~) 
(0.21) 

0.00 
(4.OS) 
(6.20) 

(10.80) 

lIliE 

110. 

1 
Z 
3 , 
S 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
lZ 
IJ 
Ie 
\5 

'6 
17 
ta 
19 
20 
21 
~2 

Zl 



• 

A~h.'\·62" I :~l:C2:M4 
. (ACO/sUll 

Al;;SA'/ • . . -: 
.' ..... ~PfwO(I~.. . 
SAIl 0((00 GA$ , (lleftl( (WOO 

llEtT1IC otPAl,MiI' 

. ~1·(!-t~iI'(A 
p,~t n of, '7 

Joteiast Ptri~:·J.n. ',1993 lht~ Ott. 31, 1993 

L111£ 
liO. 

, 
2 
3 
4 
$ 
6 
1 
a 
9 

It) 
U 
12 
13 

" 15 
'6 
t7 
la 
'9 
20 
21 
2Z 
b 
24 
2S 
26 
21 
2a 
29 
30 
31 
32 
31 
34 
35 
36 
31 
34 
39 
40 
.U 
42 
43 
« 

SUMMAlY OF $TlEEtllt"T tATES 

OUCRIPlIOIl 
WAllS LUMENS 

(A) (I) 

............ 
lS-', Mettury VapOt. ct." A 

175 1,~ 
2$0 l~,OOO 
400 ~,OOO 
700 n.OOo 

(S/lWP) 
tt) 

~.M 
'1.01 
n.14 
33.60 

Lt-l. Mercury y~, ttlSS C, 1'l~ 
18.49 
24.Sl 
~.2s 

175 7,000 
250 '0.000 
400 20,000 

lS-', MttturY y~. ttlSS c, 2-llmP 
175 7,000 
400 20,000 

lS-I, KPsV, ttl'S A 
70 5,&00 

100 9,SOO 
ISO 16,006 
ZOO 22,000 
go 30,000 
4bo 50.000 

\,060 '40,000 
lS-I, ~, (tISS I. '-l.-p 

70 s,aoo 
,06 9, saO 
150 16.000 
2M 22,000 
2SO 30,000 
400 50,000 

1,000 140,000 
lS-1, MPSY, Cllss I, ~-l~ 

70 5,800 
tOO 9,500 
ISO 16,000 
200 U,OOO 
250 30,000 
406 50,000 

1,000 140.000 
lS-t. KPSV. (tISS t, l·l.-p 

70 5,&00 
,00 9, SOb 
'SO 16,000 
200 22,000 
2SO 30,000 
400 so, 000 

1,000 140,000 

2&.06 
47.58 

6.45 
7.« 
';79 

'0.56 
13.32 
16.55 
34.35 

7." 
8.13 
9.48 
1t~44 
14.20 
17.53 
n.4t 

12.40 
14.38 
t7.OS 
20.86 
26.38 
32.11 
6&.50 

15.10 
16.09 
17.45 
22.06 
24.U 
29.51 
48.29 

" tin 
UTE 

(S/lMP> 
(O) 

9.98 
U.21 
,a.OI. 
34.33 

1S.63 
l4.n 
29.56 

2S.3S 
48.20 

6.52 
7.54 
8.92 

10.n 
n.S2 
16.81 
lS.Os 

1.21 
I.U 
9.61 

11.60 
14.4\ 
17.84 
36.14 

12.54 
t4.Sf 
11.34 
21.19 
26.80 
!l.U 
69.96 

n.17 
16.1' 
17.S9 
22.23 
lS.04 
29.64 
49.01 

.~ ••.•....•.........•. 
(S/lemPl x 

(t) (f) 

0.14 
0.20 
0.30 
o.n 

0.14 
b.Zo 
0.31 

0.29 
0.62 

0.01 
0.1t) 
0.11 
0.17 
0.20 
0.32 
0.73 

0.01 
o.~ 
0.13 
0.16 
0.21 
0.31 
0.73 

o. " 
0.19 
0.26 
0.13 
0.42 
0.64 
1.46 

0.01 
0.'0 
0.14 
0.17 
0.22 
0.13 
0.74 

1.42 
1.5-4 
1.69 
Z.ll 

0.76 
O.U 
1.06 

1.0] 
1.!O 

1.09 
1.34 
1.48 
1.6' 
1.50 
1.93 
l.13 

O.ts 
1.11 
1,37 
1.40 
1.48 
t.17 
2.06 

I.U 
1,32 
t.S2 
1.sa 
1.$9 
1.95 
l.U 

0.46 
0.62 
0.80 
0.17 
0.89 
1.12 
I.S} 

lilliE 

110 • . .. ~ 
I 
2 
1 , 
S 
6 
7 
a 
9 

10 
U 
12 
13 
t4 
1S 
,6 
17 
fa 
19-
20 
zt 
22 
13 
24 
2S 
26 
27 
28 
29 
lO 
31 
l2 
33 
34 
3S 
36 
31 
3S 
39 
40 
4\ 
42 
U 

" 



'JJ>HlIOi~ IC 
, $All ~lE~tA$ '-":Ettllt (CMP,Uy

ElECTIl( OEPAh~1lT _ 
lortent hrl04: ian. 1, 199]'Plr~ he. ]'~ 

OESCltlPTlOIi 
WATTS LUKENS 

_ ~l 6f STlEElllGNl lAiEs (tont.) 

9/2/92 
RATE 

(S/L..p) 
(e) 

1/1/93 
tATE 

(s/L..,) 
(0) 

.. ilS~~i~{~~' -0',-

',-'ai"" of ,1 

Ulie 
~ . UIi£ 

110. CAl (.) ................... " ;. . . ... ~..... .£........ •.....•••• . ...•••. ~ .... .......... 
, LS-'. MiSv. tllss t. 2'L~ 
~ 70 5,800 
1 tOO 9,SOO 
4 150 16,000 
5 N) 22,060 
6 m ~,OOO 
7 400 50,000 
8 1.000 140,000 
9 LS-l, LPsV, (11SI A 

,0 35 4,800 
It 5$ 8,0(M) 
,2 90 13,500 
'3 '35 22,500 
" leO 33,000 
'5 LS-I. LP~, CIISS i. I-L~ 
16 3S 4,800 
17 S5 8.600 
18 ~ 13, soc> 
19 '35 22,500 
20 180 31,000 
21 LS·" l'iV, CI .. , I, 2-l~ 
22 35 4,100 
23 S5 8,000 
24 90 13,SOC> 
25 U5 22,500 
26 180 33,000 
27 LS-I, LP$V. tllss t, '-L.., 
28 3S 4,800 
29 SS 8,000 
30 90 15,500 
11 US 22,500 
32 110 31,000 
33 lS·'. lP$V, Cl ••• t, 2-l.., 
34 35 4, eGO 
1$ 55 8,000 
36 90 11,500 
37 US 22,500 
18 tao 31,000 

21.26 
D.26 
25.97 
13.20 
33.n 
44.n 
81. '4 

7.94 
8.57 

10.54 
,v» 
14. ,0 

8.64 
9.37 

11.14 
13.98 
15.09 

15.39 
16.n 
zo.~ 
ZS.84 
28.07 

16.59 
17.13 
19.12 
24.61 
zs.n 

24.27 
25.63 
29.59 
38.18 
40.4\ 

21.42 
23.45 
26.24 
33.54 

. 39.\5 
44.75 
82.61 

7.99 
8.63 
10~64 
13.12 
14.25 

8.68 
9.43 

11.44 
U.U 
'5.25 

15.48 
16.87 
20.89 
26.12 
28.33 

16.65 
17.40 
19.42 
24.75 
25 •• 

24.37 
25.76 
29.79 
38.47 
40.73 

0.14 
0.19 
0.27 
0.34 
0.41 
0.64 
1.47 

0.0s 
0.06 
0.10 
0.11 
0.15 

0.04 
O~06 
0.10 
6.14 
0.16 

0.09 
0.12 
0.20 
0.24 
0.31 

0.06 
0.07 
0.10 
0.'4 
0.'6 

0.'0 
0.13 
0.20 
0.20 
0.32 

0.66 
O.U 
1.04 
1.02 

I. " 
1.45 
1.81 

0.63 
0.70 
0.9$ 
1.00 
1.06 

0.44 
0.64 
0.88 
1.00 
1.06 

0.58 
o.n 
0.97 
, .0& 
1.10 

0.36 
0.40 
0.$2 
0;57 
0..62 

0.41 
0.51 
0.68 
0.76 
0.79 

1 
2 
3 

" 5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

" 12 
13 
14 
,~ 

16 
11 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
Zl 
24 
25 
i6 
21 
za 
Z9 
30 
31 
3Z 
13 
34 
3S 
36 
37 
18 



• 

• 

A.91· '-t·01,. 
CAto15tl/l _ -APPElIOj)! ._~.: - _ - ~:. 

SU DUG6 tAs 'hJt,~j( (~"Jjl
E1ECTlltO(PAlIM£1I1 

'ot'eun hrlocf: Ian. I, 199:5 Iht~ Cei. l', 199J 

lIliE 
IiO. .... , 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
~ 

'0 
11 
12 
U 
14 
15 
16 
'7 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
Z3 
24 
is 
26 
21 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
16 
37 
38 
3~ 
40 
U 
42 
U 

" 

OueR I PIlON 
WATI$ lUKE liS 

SUMKAAY Of S'REEILIGKT lAtES (Cent.) 

9/2/92 
RAIE 

(S/LIIIP) 
(C, 

1/1193 
RATE 

(S/LIIP) 
(0) 

.~ ..... ~~~ .. ~ ....... ~. 
(S/L.-.p) ~ 

(u if) 
(A) (I) 

...; ...... .;.. .............. •••••••••• 4 •••••••• • •••••••••• • •••••••• 

l$-I, i.ellities end lates, Ctass A 
(triter $\.o$pensfon 4.11 4.78 
lon-St..-datd \Iood Pole 

3O-loot 2.39 2.40 
35-loot 2.69 2.69 

leactor -,.llast DiscOunt 
'75 (0.97) (0.98) 
go (0.38) (0.38) 

LS.2, MttCury v~. tate A 
'75 '7,000 5.07 5.20 
250 10,000 7.es 7.24 
400 20,000 11.10 11.40 
TOO 35,000 '8.82 '9.13 

1.000 55,000 26.59 21.1' 
1$'2, Mertw)' vapot. bte i, tnern- , U';UedlCltnterwnte 

'75 7,000 5.67 5.81 
250 10,000 7.6$ 7.84 
400 20,000 1'.7' 12.0' 

1$-2, Mtrtury vapor. SWdl.r'ge fOr' ieriH service 
175 1,000 0.40 
2$0 10,000 0.50 
400 20,000 o.n 
700 35,000 1.12 

lS-2, ",$V, aate A 
SO 3,300 1.40 
70 $,800 2." 

100 9,500 3.40 
'SO 16,000 4.66 
~ U,OOO 5.M 
2S6 30,000 7.55 
310 37,000 9.24 
400 50,000 11.49 

1,000 140,000 26.59 
LS'2. 1lPSv, late I, Enett)' & U.Ued ~intenanee 

SO 3,300 2.08 
70 5,eoo 3." 

100 9,500 4.08 
ISO 16,000 S.lS 
200 22.000 6.63 
2SO 30,000 8.24 
31~ 31,000 9.9' 
400 50.000 12.19 

1.000 140.000 27.45 

0.40 
0.$0 
o.n 
t.32 

I." 
2.50 
3.4~ 
4.78 
6.10 
7.76 
9.49 

".80 
21.n 

2.12 
3.1a 
4.17 
$.48 
6.19 
'.45 

10.20 
12.50 
28.17 

6.01 

0.01 
0.00 

(0.01) 
0.00 

0.13 
0.'9 
0.30 
0.51 
o.n 

0.14 
0.19-
0.30 

0.00 
a.oo 
0.00 
0.00 

0.04 
0.06 
0.09 
0.12 
0.16 
0.21 
0.25 
6.31 
o.n 

0.04 
0.07 
0.09 
0.13 
0.16 
0.21 
0.26 
o.n 
o.n 

0.21 

0.4~ 

o.M 

(1.03) 

0.00 

2.56 
2.70 
2.70 
2.71 

2.7' 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

2.86 
2.U 
2.65 
2.58 
2.~ 
2.78 
2.71 
2.70 
2.71 

1.9i 
2.25 
2.21 
2.43 
2.41 
2.55 
2.62 
2.54 
2.62 

. .... 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
U 
14 
'5 
'6 
17 
ta 
19 
20 
2' 
II 
i3 
Z4 
2S 
U 
27 
2a 
29 
30 
31 
lZ 
53 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
U 
42 
U 

" 
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sA. OIEGO GAS &ntcUIC twfu : 
. lutUltOfPAA1MEIIT.. 

forte.it htlOd: l.n~ I, 1991 Thi~ OK. 3',1993 

OfSCIt I PTION 
~TTS LUMEIS 

9/2192 
lATE 

(I/L..p) 

(t) 

111/93 
lATE 

(S/LIIIiP) 

(D) 

.. _A1T~e~ifP -
: hit 16 of 17 _-

lilE 
110. (A) (i) 

............... ....•..... .~........ . ....... . . ... ..... 
1 
2' 
] 

-' 
5 
6 
1 
a 
t 

10 
11 
12 
I] 

14 
15 
16 
17 
la 
19-
20 
2' 
U 
23 
24 
2S 
26 
27 
2& 
29-
30 
11 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
]7 

3S 
]9 
40 

4' 
42 
43 
44 
45 

............ 
(S'2, MPSV, le6Jctlon for 120·volt leKtOt i.ll.st 

70 5,800 (0.40) 
100 9,500 (0.53) 
150 16,060 (0.49) 

L$.2, "SV, $ut(ht,. fOt Sedes SerYlee 
so 3,360 0.45 
70 5,&00 (0.2l) 

100 9,500 (0.23) 
ISO 16,000 0.02 
200 22',000 0.47 

LS'2, LPSV, •• te A 
35 4,abO '.57 
$5 a, 000 2.06 
90 13,500 3.40 

135 22',SOO 4.&3 
ISO 33,000 5.51 

lS-i, LPSV, Sur(h.rtt tor .ert .. servlte 
35 4,SOO(0.Z3) 
$$ 8,060 (0.13) 
90 13,506 0.45 

135 22,500 0.80 
ISO 33,000 0.51 

(0.40) 
(O.SS) 
(0.49) 

0.45 
(0.22) 
(O.2J) 
0.02 
0.4& 

1.61 

5.65 

(0.23) 
(0.13) 
0.45 
0.86 
0.51 

LS-2', IntendeStent L..ps, lite A, Entr-vY only 
1,000 1.71 1.76 
2,500 ].10 3.90 
4,000 5.72· 5.87 
6,000 8.39 a." 

10,000 14.24 14.63 
L$'2', lnedsnt L..,s, l.te I, inerf'( .-d LI.ft" ... fnteNnte 

4,000 7.67 7.83 
6,000 10.39 10.62 

L$.] 
EntitY that,. (1/1111) 
"In Chafle (S/eonth) 

0.07376 
5.&1 

Ol-I,.Metcury Vapor, a.te A, St light Luafnef,. 
175 7,000 9.n 
400 20,000 19.59 

Ol.I, KPSV, aate A, Stteet light L~fnl'te 
100 9,500 a.23 
150 16,000 9.60 
250 ~,OOO 14.61 
400 so, 000 17.58 

1,000 140,000 36.05 

0.08014 
5.81 

9.SS 
19.90 

&.33 
9.73 

14.82 
17.&9 
36.71 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.01 

0.04 
0.06 
0.09-
0.11 
0.14 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.0$ 
0.10 
o. ,$ 
0.22 
0.19 

0.16 
0.23 

0.01 
0.00 

0.13 
0.31 

0.10 
0.13 
0.21 
0.31 
0.73 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
2.13 

2.55 
2.91 
2.65 
2.69 
2.54 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

2.92 
2.63 
2'.62 
2.62 
2.74 

2'.09 
2.21 

8.65 
0.00 

1.34 
I.S8 

1.22 
1.1S 
1.44 
1.76 
2.02 

I 
2 
3 

-' 
5 
6 
7 
a 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

'4 
IS 
16 
17 
18 
19-
20 
2'1 
22 
b 
24 
g 
26 
21 
2a 
29 
30 
11 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
3& 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
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SAl Plteo '-'i "EutritC (iRAXY 

(LECTII( O(PAlTMEMT 
iOtetest period: Jan. I, '!91 ·thr~Ot{. 31. ',\993 

f/Z/'l2 1/1/91 tHANGE 

D£SCII PTION tATE tATE ..... ,~~ .......•.•••.• 
LIVE WATTS LlJ4ENS (Ill"') (I/L..p) (S/L*'P) ~ 

110. (A) (i) (e) (D) (E) (I) 

.............. ••••• .io ••••• " ........... . ........... . ............... ........... 

1 6l-1. JiPS'(, aite I, DlrectlONl Lu.tn.'te 

2 250 30.000 11.25 17.99 0.74 4.29 

3 400 50,~ 21.13 22.27 1.14 5.40 

4 1.000 140,000 ' 36.8' 39.3& 2.51 6.98 

5 (t." l;SV, alte A. !treetlfght lUNinalre 
6 55 a, 060 ' 8.6a 8.t4 0.06 0.69 

'1 90 13,000 ' to.61 10;77 0.10 o.~, 

8 '35 22,560 13.15 13.29 0.,4 1.06 

9 1&0 33,000 ".21 14.43 0.16 1.12 

10 Cl·t. 'ole 
11 30 it woOd pole 3.15 1.16 0.0.1 o.n 

'2 35 It woOd pol e 3.54 3.SS 0.01 0.28 

13 
14 OIA, i.tUttlri CheriH 
15 , 6f utH inv'st. 0.0186 o.o.t86 0.00 0.00 

16 oWl, EnerrYiW'd lMp )te'ntance Chir.e 
17 SO WaU IIPW 3.16 3.~ 0.04 1.21 

18 OIA, Min. Charge 15'.14 151.55 0.41 0.27 

llll£ 
110. 
• ••• 

1 
2-
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

" 12 
13 
14 
IS 
16 
17 
18 
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APPENDIXl .... 
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC 

1993 GENERAl RATE CASE 
(Gas oepartinelit) 

Foreeast PeriOd: January 1 thrOugh Oecembet 31,1992' 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN ReVENUE REQUIREMENTS 

BASE RATE REVENUES 

lASE REvENUES: PRESENT REV. REV. CHANGE 

s.t .. to eu.torMfS $141,579 $13.941 

Intlrdlp.rtment" $1{),171 $1,130 

Tot ...... Re .... nuN 1157,750 .,5,071 

Ad~ M.;gIn eo. .. 
DSM CoIebOl.1i .... ,,0191-12191) $507 to 
t $90 OSM Rewerd (1'U ReCovtrrl $1,959 ($1.959) 

1991 DSMRewenf l1tU R.eo .... M t6 $290 

Jln-tMrch Mergin II'Iter .. t 12.520 n2,520) 

OSM B.llncing Ace\. Atnorti18tion .0 $1,296 

Culltoar sOw M.gin Co. .. .'62,736 $13,185 

s .... MJU.tmtnt (t36) U6 

.... '00&'£ "'.gin Co.. Reco....tt .,62,700 $13.821 

ADJUSTMENTS TO GA$ MARCIN TO IE RfCOVERED IN RATES: 

Ph, $bau 0. Margin .'6~,700 $13,821 

l6w Womt Rete Ani,t.nc. (lIRA) (U.329) to 

s.rencing Account ~e1ionI .11,047 (U,452) 

SoCelO .. fixed Coste t90,69' to 
Othtt Tr~";on C6 ... t4,618 $0 

TOTA18ASE RATE REVENuU $256,117 $10.369 

PROCUREMENT REV. REO. $217,002 . to 

SU8TOT At ADOPTED REVS. $473,719 $10,369 

Mi.ceneneCKI' $3,162 ($348) 

TOTAL GAS DEPT. REV. $476,871 $IQ,021 

ADOPTED REV. 

$161,52Q 
$11,901 

$113.421 

$507 
to' 

'9--' ' $2 7 
to 

$2,2~6 

$176,521 

$0 

$176,62' 

$176,621 
($2,329) 
$7,695 

t SO. stn 
$4.618 

$261.086 

$211.602 

$484,088 
$2,804 

$486.892 
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ADOPtED 
SAlES 

A 

(MIherms) 
1 C6RE 
2 ResIdenIIII 338.191 
3 eon.r.dII 117,840 

4 YOTALcoRE 455,831 

5 NONCoRE 
6 ~ 8'.183 
7 c. .... 114.000 
8 ~ 235,183 

5 UEO 3&4,10& 

6 TOTAL NOHCORI: 810,2$9 

1 AAT! REcovERy 1,07$.100 

$ MISC, REVENuEs 

9 REv REatMEMENTS 1,075,100 

Note., 

APPENDlXl 
SAN DIEGO oAS & ELECTRIC 
1"' GENERAL RATE CASE 

(OAS DEPARTMENl) 

Forecast Period: January 1 through December 31,1~3 

GAS REvENUE ALLOCATION SUMMARY 

PREsENT PREsENT AD6t'TED ADoPtto REvEMIE RATE RATE 
REvENuEs Ave. RATE RMNUES Ave. RATE cHANGE tHAHOE . cHANGE· 
B C 0 E F 0 H 

($000) (~) ($COO) (c.v.rn) ($003) (Ct1henn) ('4) 

$20U23 59.707 $208,06& 81.523 1$.142 ute 3.04" 
.,148 58.524 $1'0,043 eo.jos $2,<:9$ U81 3.04" 

$270,771 50.402 $279,009 tl..209 $8)38 1.801 3.04" 

122.681 37.0e2 $23,148 37.848 $467 0.764 2.ot" . 
$50,582 29.070 $51,927 29.843 $',346 o.m 2.66Y. 
$n,2e2 31.154 $7S,07$ 3U25 SI,813 0.771 2.47" 

$'20,_ 33.763 $130,004 33.8.48 $3'8 0.083 0.25" 

$202.e4S 31m $20$,079 33.118 $2,1)1 0.344 I.OS" 

$413.71~ 44.063 $484,088 45.027 $10.369 o~ 2.t~ 

$3.152 $2,eo.t ($348) 

$47$,87' S*,m $10,021 2.1041 

1/ Llrt~. 6 through $ include transpOrtation-only chargee fot self-procurement custOmers. 
A. Buch, the average rate. exclude the purchase price of transport-only customers. 

Paq~2 or S • 
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APPENDIX L 
sAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC 
1~) GENERAL RA'n; CASE 

(GAS DEPARTMENT) 
Fotecast Peri6d: January 1 through DeCembtr 31,1 ~3 

ADOPTED SAlES FORECAST 

1993GRC 1992BCAP GRC-ScAP 

Customer~ A B c 

(MhennS) p.ItI«ms) tw*ms) 
I cORE 
2 Resi6er&f 33$.191 336,441 7,T5IJ 

3 U7.640 lIi,SOl ... '708 

.. tOTAL cORE 455,831 443,373 12,458 

/5 N6NCORE 
6 ~. 61,163 ~.fJJe {6,-445> 

7 Cq)ef .1IfiOI, 17",000 160.450 13,550 

e RETAI. SUBtOTAL fiSO,994 ~1.431 lO,!S63 

o UEG ~1OG .t27.U$ (43,010) 

to SYSTEM TOTALS t,075.100 1,*.$0 (23.447) 

P~3of$ 
.. ~. .' 

~ 
D 

CI8 i'· 

2.3% 
4.-2% 

2.8Y. 

-9.5~ 
a.4~ 

2.9% 

·10.1~ . 

·2.n~ 
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APPENOoCL 
iAN Dleoo GAS AI. ELECTRIC 

t"'OENERALRATE CASE 
'. (GAS DePARTMENT) 

F~ p-w: Jinu.yl dYOugh ~31.1991 

UNCAPPED GAS RATeS SUMMARY 

PRESENT ADoPTED RAtE 

CUSTOMER GROUP utflS RATES RAnS . CHAHOE % CHANGE 

A B C 0 E 

I RESIDEH11ALoA. OM. OS. &. 6T~ 
2 RtgI-W .,.,..,. CItfMnn sues 58.Sn 1.836 2.~ 

, RtogIM tfon-BeseIM CMenn 74.0.41 78248 Hoi 2.08" 

4 NBU8l~' c:.'IMnn 1 •. 155 IU2t 0.571 2.~ 

5 NBu8lR.tfo 1.35 1.)5 

e LIRA Bneh c:.'IMnn •. 737 43.127 '.:riO U"' 
1 LIM Hon-B.Mh CMerm .020 &le95 1.875 2.t7" 

8 coS Uf-A Obcouri $Imon1h (l1.to) <,1.to} 0000 o.~ 

• OT~ObOOuri $I1T"1OAh (M.oot (M.OO) 0000 o.~ 

10 MsUH11AL ot.:-t: 

11 FkIIy aw-g. $Imon1h 14310 IUU) 0.060 o.~ 

12 V~ surdIIfvie c:.'IMnn tuee 1 •. 1&9 0.000 o.~ 

U CORE COMMERcIAL! 
14 GN·I~CM-ge 

$Imon1f1 $5.00 $5.00 0.000 o.~ 

,S GN·2~CNrge 
$Imorih 1$0.00 $60.00 0.000 o.~ 

It Vcb'Mbtc CNrgts: . 

17 wnfll 0-3000"""" CMtrm 73.537 75.725 2.1&8 2.8'" 
It /lJ .... CNItrm 43.348 44.m 1.281 2.07" 

R.uo 1.70 t.70 

'9 SunmIf 0-3000 IfIerIN 
CMtrm 62,318 &l17t 1.&60 2.~ 

20 /lJ..c.st CMem1 42344 43.608 ,26-4 2.99" 

RItio 1.47 1.47 

21 NOV 'BusfWs CMtrm 50.000 ~.OI):) .0000 O.oOt4 

22 0tMr CMtrrn 10000 70.000 0000 o.~ 

23 ~M$td CMenn 35.000 35000 0000 o.~ 

- 24 CORE PRO¢uREMENT PluCE ~ 
19399 19.399 0000 o.~ 
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APPeNOCXL 
SAN DIEGO OAS A& ELECTRIC 
1"' GENERAL RAtE CA~E 

(GAS DEPARTMENT) "meed Perfod. JanuaIyt fv'ough ~ 31, 1993 

UNCAPf'EO oAs AA reS SIJMMARY 

PlUSEHr PltoroHO MoT£ 

CUSTOM£A OKOUP UMTS MoTU Morts CHAHOE ~E 

s X i c [j i 

1 COMMbtw.lMCMTluN. On.e: 
2 V~~'Wrfet CAI'Ienn ,. ott 1&h2 OeM (71" 

3 VofI~ <::IWgeS. $wm1ef C'II>!rm 1($1' 15275 0$9$ Hl" 

~ 1239 un 
4 CvstOmer CfIIiWeI: 
5 010 3.060 i.ennI SImorih 111 111 $3 O~ 

$ 3.00110 1.000 f'termI Vrnorch I~ IY.. so O~ 

1 1.00110 23.000Nrma SImorih 1101 $101 10 O~ 

e 23.00110 12$.000 '*"- ~ $202 sm 10 o~ 

t ue.oo, 10 "boo.ooo hnN $Irnorfh I«IS S4O$ 10 O~ 

'0 <Mr 1.000.000 Shn:rih se60 IMO so O~ 

11 Average T .... liMIorI RIle C'L'>enn "22$ 1U90 o t$.C HI" 

12 eooENIEAATlOM OT~: 
U V~~'YtWer (;.IIt-oem UU2 ,H,t OMI US" 

I. V",,~~·$wm1ef CIIhenn US2 1045~ 0101 725" 

Ratio 12S4 12'54 

15 tvn-C:MrtH: 
18 010 3.00011enN $Irnorfh $'S ItS SO o tIO'i 

11 3.00110 7,oJO'*"- $Irnorfh $82 182 $0 O~ 

1& 7,00110 23.bOO '*'"' $Irnorfh ,.50 "50 $3 000" 

,g 21.60' b '2$,000 '*"'" _ $hnonh s300 1300 SO OtlO'i 

20 128.001 b 1.000.000 ~ $Irnorfh U60 $&00 SO O~ 

2t (Mr 1.000,000 $Irnorfh $1.214 11,214 SO 000" 

22 A-.ge T--.ron RIle CNoenn '0,11 U.591 0113 1.t5" 

23 lITUT'( nECTNC OetEJv.ttOH. OTVEO: 
24 Demand CNrpet 

$O()Olrnor(h U.510 U,$2' $" Of". 

2$ VoUneIrle ~ .lgnIef FUll 
(.Menn 41 &62 42.1(.5 O~3 on.,. 

~ • Tlet t CMe<m &55t '5~ 004& OU" 

21 .Tlet2 CMetm 28$0 2890 0021 on" 

211 A~T~R* 
CMe<m 11506 n59' 0083 on.,. 

(En6d~lJ 
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LINE 
NO. 

1 
2 
3 

" 
5-

6 

7 
8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

APffNOiX M _ 
$AN oAleo GAS AND Eitcnvc COMPANY 1993 CRC 

ISTEAM DEPARTMENT' 
FORECAST PERIOo: JAHuAAV 1. 1tt3 THROUGH Dt¢EM1iR 31.1993 

SUMMAR'" Of CHANQU IN lASE RATE REvENUE 
1.(00) 

ffi[$OO 
REVENUE 
(A) 

BASE RATE ReveNUES: 
• Avthoriztd MarQin (111J92) l1.eu 
o 1993 Genllral Rate Case to 

o PrOpoSed Subtotal 11.$1$ 

o Sales Adjustment 11 '$Ion 
Subtotal ~se Rate Revenue 11.525 

SMM: 
• Balancing 1441 

TOTAl BASE RATE REvENUE ".973 

ECAC~ 
• Off .. , 1231 

• IWencine .11 
TOTAL FOR !tnAM btpARmENT 12.2'5 

REVENUE 
CHANGES 
CB) 

to 
(118) 

"'8) 

UO, .. ) 
10 

te3 

10 
.0 

t13 

ADOPTED 
REvENUE 
(eJ 

t1.$26 
(USI 

$1.60$ 

10 

".&08 

1448 

12.056 

1231 .11 
12.298 

Notes: 
J1 Sales AdjU$tmtnt teptesents char'll)e k'I tate tevenue recovery due to a teduction in sares. not a change in the authorized 

level of tate revenue. 
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APENOIXM 
SAN DIEGO GAS AND oiCTRl¢ 1tt3 eRe 

ISTEAM DEPMTMENTI -
FoRECAST PERIOD: JAAUARY 1.1~' THROUGH-DtciMBtR 31.1993 

AA6po~tb TOTAL 

BIlLING ilAn REvENUE REVENUE 

LINE DESCRIPTION UNITS ItNNm ItJ ttJ 

NO. (A) IS) IC) (OJ (Et 

1 S¢HEOUU 1 
:2 ev.tomet Cherg. 84 U50.000 121.060 UI.060 

3 Conmodity iI.t. 25.805 tie.229 12.27&.737 12.27&.737 

4 Subtotll 
12.297,73'1 

5 SCHEWlE2 
6 Cvstomtr Charge 0 1252.500 to to 
7 Con"Yn06ity iI.t. 0 "8.87& 10 16 

8 Subtot.l 
' 12.297,737 

9 AOO~DTOTAL$~R~E 
12.197,737 

(End of Appendl~ K) 
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. 

BEFORE THE PUBLIO UTILITIES CO~SSIOH 

OF TBB STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Applicatiori ) 
of San Diego G~s , Electric company ) 
for Authority to Increase its Rates ) 
and charges for Electrio j Ga's and steam ) 
service, effective January 1, 1993. ) 
(U 902-M) ) 

---------------------------------) ) 
order Instituting Investiqatlon into ) 
the rates, charges, and practices Of ) I. 92-02-004 
the San Diego Gas' Electric cOJllpany. ) 

---------------------------------------) 

JOHN A. YAGER 
PrOqram Manager 
CATHERINE A. JOHNSON 
staff Counsel 
DIVZSION OF RATEPAYER 
ADVOCATES Of the california 
PUblic utilities Commission 
505 Van Ne.. AVenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-1385 

STEPHEN L. BAt1K 
senior Vice President Law 
and corporate Affairs and 
General Counsel 
DAVID R. cLARX 
WILLIAM L. REED 
KEI'l'B W. MELVILLE 
Attorneys for , 
SAN DIEGO GAS , ELECTRl:C COHPANY 
101 Ash street 
post Office BO~ 1831 
San Diego,CA 92112 
(619) 699-5053 

MICHAEL SHAMES JOHN W. WITT 
city Attorney EXecutive Director 

UTILITY CONSUKERs I ACTION 
NETWORK 
1717 Kettner Blvd, suit. 105 
san Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 696-6966 

May 8, 1992 

C. ALAN SUMPTION 
Chief Deputy city Attorney 
PETER v. ALLEN 
Deputy city Attorney 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
525 -8" street, suite 2100 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 533-4700 
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I. INTRODUCl'ION AND BACKGROUND 

II. REAsONABLENESS OF THE SETTLEMENT 

III. SETTLEMENT AND STIPULATIONS 

A. OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE ("O&M") EXPENSE 
1. Authorized O'M ExpenSe 
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3. cost Escalation 
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8. Energy services 
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paqe 

2 

7 

9 
9 

10 
11 
11 
11 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 

14 
15 

15 
16 

16 

a. AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 17 

1. Abandoned Proj ects 17 
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1. Total Test Year Rate Base 18 
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-i-
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, 0. MISCEl.I.ANEOUS 
-. ~ ~ .'-.-. -
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In the Mattar ot the Application ) 
of San Diego Gas , Electric Company ) 
for Authority to Increase its Rates ) 
and charges for Electric, Gas and steam ) 
service, effective January 1, 1993. ) 
(U 902-H) ) 

------------------------------------) ) 
) 
) 
) 

Order Institutinq InVestigation into 
the rates, charges, and practices of 
the San Diego Gas , Electric company. 

---------------------------------) 
SE'l"'1'LEHEN'l' AGREEMENT 

A. 91-11-024 

I. 92-02-004 

pursuant to the California Public utilities commission 

("commission") Rules ot Practice and Procedure, Section 51.3 

("Rule 51.3"), the commi.sion·. Diviaion of Ratepayer Advocates 

("DRAM), San Diego Gas' Electric company ("SDG'Z"), the utility 

consumers' Action Network ("OCAN"), and the city of San Diego, 

(collectively, the "settling Partie.·) respectfully submit to the 

Co_iasien this settlem.nt Agreement. In this settlement 

Agreement, the settling Partie. provide to the co_i.sion a 

recommended resolution of the vast aajority of the issues that 

have been designated for consideration in Pha.. I of this 

proceeding, including the associated revenue requirement inorease 

for Test Year 1993. 
certain topics are not resolved by this Settlement 

Agreement and will be litiqated unless resolved by subsequent 

agreement. These unresolved matters includes Emerging Business 

Enterprise (Women/Minority Business Enterprise) costs, demand

side management proqram costs and incentive rewards, and certain 

-1-
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1 affiliate issues raised in the DRA's Report on the Results of 

2 Examination. The issues designate.d torcons1deration it. Phase 

3 ot this proceeding pertaining to cost of service, revenue 

4 allocation and rate design have not been addr~ssed. Pursuant to 

5 the Rate Case Plan established in Decision No. '89-01-040, the 

6 cost of capital to be adopted for SDG'E's 1993 Test Year will be 

7 litigated and determined in a separate qenerio proceedinq. 

8 Accompanying this Settlement Agreement 1. the Joint 

9 Motion of the settling Parties requestinq that the commission 

10 adopt the terms ot this settlement Agreement in its decision on 

11 Application No. 91-11-024. 

12 

13 

14 

I. 

nrrRODUCTIOB AND BACXGRO'O'ND 

In its Deoision No. 91-07-014 (July 2, 1991), the 

15 commission authorized SDG'E to til. • 1993 Test year general 

16 case ("aRC.). That deci.ion exempted SDG'E froa the requirement 

17 to til. a notice of intent and directe4 that SDG'EI. GRC 

18 application be tiled on Nav.mber 15, 1991. In addition, the 

19 deoision ordered two deviations trca standard aRC application 

20 content. First, it directed resource plan i •• u •• that would 

21 oX'cU.narily b. considered in a GRO to be adelr •••• d in Order 

22 Instituting Inve.tigation (RIR) 89-07-004, the Biennial Resource 

23 Plan update. Second, it ordered the 1993 Test Year electric 

24 sales forecast for SDG'E to be adopted from the sal.. forecast 

25 approved ir SDG'E'S Energy Cost Adjustment Clause proceeding 

26 III 

27 III 

2t III 



.... 9'l;.iY-024.- 1.92~Of-064 'ALJ/SAV/...:dt ,. " " 
APPENDIX N, ' 

1 applicable to the Hay 1, 1992 through April 30, i993 forecast 

2 periOd.l 

~ 

4 

pursuant to Decision No. 91-07-014, on November 15;' 

1991, SOO&E filed Application No. 91:-11-024 i which request'ed an 

5 increase in its authorized base rate revenues tor electric; gas 

6 and steam service of $143.4 million to be eft.ctive for service 

7 rendered on and after January 1; 1993. Based on the sales 

a forecast identified in SDG'E's application, this request would 

9 resul.t in a $145.3 .il.li6n rate increase. SOO'Els application 

10 includes 17 volumes Of testimony, supported by several thousand 

11 pages ot workpapers yhich were made available to ORA and other 

12 parties at the time of filing- On Karch 2, 1992, SDG&E 

13 distributed updated summary of earnings table. incorporating the 

14 etfeCtsof 1991 year-end commission decisions. These tabl.es 

15 express a reduction in SOG'EI. total ba.e rate revenue increase 

16 request to $140.3 million. 
17 ORAls examination of an appropriate revenue level for 

18 SDG'E'. 1993 Test Year began .everal months prior to the filing 

19 Of SDG'E'. application. Beginning on February 12, 1991, DRA 

20 issued to SDG'E a comprehensive master data request consisting of 

21 eWer 450 questions and requests for infomation. pollowinq the 

22 filing ot SDG'E'. application, DRA continued its indeptb 

23 examination, propounding over 1,345 additional. qUestiona and 

24 requests for information. These reqUests probed virtually every 

25 element of SDG&E'. prepared testimony addressinq Phase I issues. 

26 ORA also assigned two financial examiners who reviewed the 

27 

28 lThis forecast was adopted in Decision 92-04-061, dated 
April 22, 1992. 

-3-
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- 1 financ!al, accounting and opera'tinq records of sOGu:ln 'san' 

2 Diego. The settlinq parties believe Dt4 I S review of SDG&Els 

3 application and ~upportinq materials was b6th ext~nsive and 

4 complete. 

5 UCANls involvement in this case began prior to SDG'Els 

6 November, 1991 filing. Its actiy. role in the proposed merger 

7 afforded ucAN insiqhts into SDG'Els revenue needs and corporate 

8 policies which led to an active role in GRC discovery. UCAH's 

9 discovery included issuing eiqht separate data requests 

10 encompassing over 430 questions focused On SDG'Els proposed plant 

11 additions, administrative and qeneral costs and corporate 

12 policies. It also investiqated the utility's cUstomer service 

13 and the alleged need for enhanced reliability. OCAH retained the 

14 consulting fira JBs Energy to conduct in-depth analysis of SDGU: 

15 workpapers and calculations. JBS Enerqy staff also reviewed e 
16 ORA's repert and its conolusionS. 

17 The city of San Di890, a. represented by the city 

18 Attomey's Office, has been an active participant in all as~ots 

19 of this General Rate case. The City of San Diego propounded 

20 three formal data requests containing 37 questions, in addition 

21 to .ektensive inforaal discovery. Thi. discovery vas fOcUsed 

22 primarily upon SDG'E' s requuted pl.ant adcUtiona and operatinCJ 

23 and maintenance costs. 

24 A prehearing conference was beld on January 6, 19~2 

25 before the Assigned Commissioner, President Daniel Wm. Fessler, 

26 and Administrative LaW Judges steven A. Weissman and Thomas R. 

27 PUlsifer. At this conference, April 10, 1992 was established as 

28 the dat. for issuance of DRAls Phase I reports. In addition, 

-4-



IJIPEHDIX N 

1 SOO&t expressed its intention and desire to e)Cplore settlement 

~ 2 opportunities following the issuance of ORAl. reports and 

3 presented a schedule tor processing its application in th~ event 

4 a settlement was reached. Throuqh settiement SOG'E desitedto 

5 achieve earlier certainty of outcome than would othervisebe 

6 possible, thereby freeing up parties' and Commission resources to 

7 be used productively in other proceedings and enabling SbG'E to 

a get an early start on test year planning. 

~ On April 10, 1992, ORA served its 11 volumes of 

10 testimony on the parties to this proceeding, including detailed 

11 reports on SDG'E's electrio, qas and steam results of operations, 

12 and numerous other reports. In total, DRA's reports recommended 

13 that SDG'Els bas' rat. rev.nue increase ~ limited to $44.8 
• 

14 .illion. SDG'Els application and ORAls reports, including 

~ 15 appendices and exhibits, are inCOrpOrated herein by.reference. 

• 

16 Based upon the positions eXpressed in SDG'Els 

17 application and ORA I. subseqUent reports, the settlinq partie. 

lS perceived a pOtential to reach coapromises on variOus issues. 

19 Accordingly, following the issuance of ORAl. reports, the parties 

20 began intensive discussions Of pOtential .ettlement positions. 

21 On April 23, 1993, SDG'E and DRA jointly issued to all parti •• a 

22 Notice of Settlement Conference to be convened on May 4, 1992 in 

23 San Diego. 

24 A second prehearing conference was held before 

25 Administrative Law Judge wei&sman on April 27, 1992. FOllowing 

26 that prehearing conference, parties interested in revenue 

27 requirement issues. continued their confidential discussions 

28 regarding potential settlement positions. 

-5-
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- 1 consistent with the notice IDailed to parties on April 

2 23, 1992, Asottlement conference was beld on Kay 4, 1992 at-101 

3 Ash street, San DiegO, At that settlement conference,-parties 

4 held additional discUssions on their ~espeotive positions and on 

. 5 tentative aqreements that had been reached. 

6 Oth.r than SOG'! and DRA, only on. party bas filed 

7 testimony in this proceedinq reqardinq the matters addressed in 

8 this settlement Aqreement. Tbat party, the cal.itornia Energy 

9 commission, filed testimony on MaY 6, 1992, recoJDJDendirtg that 

10 SDG'E receive additional fundinq to support two specifio research 

11 proqrams. 
12 Because of the timing of the signing of this Settlement 

13 Aqreement; testimony that UCAN was preparing will not be 

1. intrOduced. Similarly, rebuttal testimony that Soo,!: was 

15 preparing will not be introduced. 'l'be city of san DiegO bas not e. 
16 prepared testimonY. The settlinq parties, in the course of 

17 negotiations, raised and considered many Of the arquments that 

18 would have been .et forth in intervenor ~ .. t1mony or SDG'EI. 

19 rebuttal. 
20 As compared to SOO'£'. request for an inorease of 

21 $140.3 ullion in bas. raUrevlinu •• , this settl .. ent Aqr ... ent 

22 results in an increas.e in bas. rate %'*\'anues of appro)Cimately 

23 $72.5 million. This settlement Agreement presents the 

24 compromises reached by the settling parties. These partie. urqe 

25 the commission to approve it as a fair and reasonable resolution 

26 of the issues. 

27 III 

28 III 
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APPll11>IX N; 

-- xx. 
REASONABLENESS OF THE SETTLEMENT 

. ,. ~ 

The settling Parties believe this settlement Agre~'ment 

complies with the commission's requirements that settlements be 

reasonable, consistent with law, and clearly in the public 

interest. The compromises embodied in the Settlement Agreement 

refl~ct the settlinq parties' efforts to acknowledge the 

pressures placed on SOG'E by inflation and a growing customer 

base. At the same time, however, the Settling Parties have 

insisted that SDG&E demonstrate efficiency in its operations such 

that prOductivity _achievements will offset a siqnifi~ant amoUnt 

of the requirement for increased revenues. In addition, the 

settling parties bave sought to reduce funding requests in light 

of continuing recessionary trends. 
As indications that the settlement Agreement reflects a 

reasonable and fair bottom line, the Settlinq parties wish to 

have the commission not. the followinq factss 

1) The workpapers supporting SDG'E's filing include a 

fully developed Business plan for 1~93. The BUSiness plan 

contains speoifio praqrams, activiti.s and projected *Xp*nsas in 

support Of the full. amount of -SDG'E'. requested increase tor 

22- 1993. In addition, SOG'E's corporate pol.icy testiaony in this 

23 case states eight corporate goals that SDG'E alleges will ~ide 
24 its conduct during the test period, inoluding goals to improve 

25 customer service and to r~ain the low-cost provider of electrio 

26 service among the state's investor-owned electrio utilities. 

27 This settlement Agreement does not endorse each of SDG'E's goals 

28 III 
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, '. 1 specifically, but the SettliJi9 Parties commend soG&Z for this 

2 publio commitment to such a set of corporate goals. 

3 2) produotivity studies prepared by SDG&E and ORAl 

4 support the settling Parties· conolusion that the leVel Of . 

. 5 revenues for SDG&E adopted in this settlement Agreement reflects 

6 the achievement of substantial levels Of productivity in the 

7 past, and will require SDG'E to achieve further productivity 

8 imprOVements during the test period in order to earn ita 

t authorizod rate of return. Between 1988 (the base year utilized 

10 by SDG&E and ORA in this proceedinq) and the beqinninq of the 

11 1993 Test Year, SDG&E will have eXperienced an increase of 

12 approximately 99,000 customers, yet its employe. population will 

13 be no higher in 1993 than it vas in 1988. SDG&E nOW has the 

14 lowest electric rates of the stat.·s investor-owned electric 

15 utilities, as compared to being the hiqh cost provider in 1988, ~ 
16 and will have virtually the same rates in 1993 as it did in 1988. 

17 3) The Settlinq Parti .. have recOCJIlized that there is 

18 risk inVolved in litigation, and that no party was likely to be 

19 lOOt successtul in supporting its filed case. The Settling 

20 parties have vigprously arqued their positions in this .attar, 

21 and have reached co-proais. positions that they beli.v. are 

22 appropriate in li~ht ot the litigation risks. In the proce •• of 

23 reaching these compromises, the Settling Parties in certain 

24 instances have considered SOme smaller issues in the aggregate 

25 rather than item by item. The Settling Parties believe that this 

26 approach vas used appropriately given·the multiplicity ot issues 

27 

28 'SDG&E's "Report on productivity" (SDG&E-10)I ORA'S "Report 
on Total Factor productivity." 
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addressed. The level of r4Jvel'lues Aqreed to in this settlement 

Agreement reflects the settling Parties' bestjudqments as to ttl~ 

totality of their positions and risks, and their agreement herein 

is eXplicitly based On the bottom 11ne result achieved. 

III. 

SETTLEMENT AND STIPULATIONS 

Append~ A to this settlement Aqreement contains tour 

summary of Earnings tables (Combined, Electric, Gas and steam). 

These tables set forth the pOsitions eXpressed in SDG&E's 

application, as revised on Karch 2, 1992, and in DRAls reports, 

by .FERC functional account area.' The final col\llDil on each 

tabl., labeled "settlement", presents the levels of expense (by 

functionai area), revenue and rate base agreed upon by the 

settling Parties, subjeet to: 1) changes resulting from updated 

escalation rates, as further described in subparagraph III.A.2. 

below, 2) any chang_ in SOG'E'S authorized cost of capital for 

17 the 1993 Test Year, and 3) variOus other adjustments describ.a in 

18 this settlement Agreement. 

19 In addition to the aqreeaents expressed in the 

20 "Settlement" col).UD.n on each SWIUIlary of Earnings table, the 

21 settling parties agre •• s follows' 

22 A. OPERATIONS AND ~CB ("O~' UPZHSB. 

23 1. Authorized O&K Expense. The settling Parties-agree 

24 that the amount of our expenses that SOO'E should b. allowed to 

25 recover in rates in the 1993 Test Year is $380.112 million. Of 

26 

'Al1 operations and maintenance eXpenses set forth in this 
Settlement Agreement are e~ressed in 1988 dollars unless 
otherwise specified. capital-related costs reflect SDG'E'S 
currently authorized rate of return (10.75". 
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1 this alllbUnt,$305. ~03 million is ~llocableto electrlo'setVlce, 

2 $73.218 mU.lion is allocable to gas service, and $.991 .'tllion 

3 is allocable to steam serVice.' 

4 2. Forecast Hetb6dolpg¥. Both SDG&E and DRA based 

'5 their respect! ve test year eXpense forecasts 1arqe1y on analyses 

6 of historical. data. In most instances the differences in their 

7 forecasts are the result of employing different forecast 

8 methodologies, such asl 1) trends, 2) averages, 3) zero-based 

9 estimating, 4) adjustments to recorded eXpenses, and 5) varying 

10 historical time periods. The settling Parties agree that the 

11 proper application of forecast methOdoloqies requires the use of 
• 

12 judgment and that, as in any forecasting .~ercise, there!. a 
" 13 range of reasonable outcom~s~ ~. settling Parties also agree 

14 that different methodologies can prOduce resUlts within this 

15 range and that no single methodOlogy vill produc. the sole 

16 reasonable result in ev.ry instanc*. 

17 The level of test year expenses recollllended by the 

18 Settlinq parties is baGe4 upon their inclividual jUcl91luts 

19 regarding the strengths and vealcnuses of competing forecasting 

20 methodoloqies, and the ruulting comprOJlis •• each party felt vere 

21 reasonable. EXcept as speoifically identified in this settlement 

22 Aqreement, the substantial c1if~.rence. aaong the settl,1neJ 

23 Parties' initial positions in each major eXpense area were 

24 resolved througb such judgments and compromises. 

25 TO the extent the settlinq Parties have identified 

26 policy issues affecting test year expenses, such issues have been 

i 
It 

27 
8 . 'As noted above, these amounts are subject to change due to • 

2 updated escalation rates, a revised cost of capital and other 
adjustments speoified below. 
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1 dealt with explicitly in this settlement Agreement, left tor 

2 litiqation, or deterredoto otherCommissi6n proceedinqs that may 

3 ~odify th~ test year revenue requirement. 

4 
3. cost Escalation. The Settling parties aqree to use 

. 

5 DRA's proposed escalation ~ethodoloqy, set forth in its "Report 

6 on the Results of Operations· (Electric), for escalating bOth 

7 labor and non-labor 0&" expenses. The settling Parties turther 

8 agree that this methodology will ~ applied to the aqreed upon 

9 O&K costs as set torth in subparagraph III.A.l. above, using 

10 third quarter 199~ DRI indices, tor final determinationot the 

11 allowed level of 0&" eXpenses for escalation to 1993 dollars • . 
12 The labor, non-labor and other eXpense allocations for purposes 

. 
13 of escalating fro. 1988 dollars to 1993 dollars for electric, gas 

l' and .tea. are set forth in Appendix B heretO. 
4. Franchise FIes and UncOllectibles. The tranchise 

16 fees portion ot 0'" expense bas been calcUlated using tranchise 

17 fee rates of 1.93t tor electrio, 2.18t for gas and 2.10' for 

18 ste .. service. The UncOllectible. pOrtion of O'-M expense bas 

It been calcUlated using- a rate of .274' for the Electric and Gas 

20 Departments. These rates are acceptable to the settling parties. 

21 s.cause franchise fees and uncollectibles are calculated based on 

22 total revenues, they are stated in 1993 dollars througbout tb.o 

23 settiement Agreement. 

24 5. Electrio Er6dugtion. 

25 a. Heber. The electric proc1uction expense agreed upon 

26 by the settling parties does not inolude the $.6 million (1993$) 

27 requested by SDG&E for maintenance of the Heber Geothermal Binary 

28 III 
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1 plant because the Commission in Resc>lution No. E-3236 (Oct. 23, 

2 1991) has approved the sale of this p·lant. 

b. Dredge. The settling Parties agree that, 1n order 

4 to avoid the need for attrition year adjustments, the electric 

5 production dredge eXpenses should be collected over a three year 

6 period. consequently; the revenue levels identified in the 

7 Settlement Agreement are eXpressly deemed to reflect a three year 

8 amortization of dredge costs. 

c. NuClear. The aqreed upon level of electric 

10 production eXpense contemplates only one refueling outage lor the 

11 San Onofre Nuclear Generatinq station ("SONGS·) units, of which 

12 SDG'E is a 20t owner. The settling Parties recoqnize that the . 
13 number of SONGS refuelinqs and the level of associated costs to 

14 be incurred in 1993 will be known with qreater certainty when 

15 southern california Edison Company (-Edison·) files its 1993 

16 Attrition Year aelvice letter. consequently, the settling Parties 

17 agree that the l.evel of electric production expense adopted in 

18 the tinal revenue requirement decision in this proceeding should 

19 reflect the number of sONGS refuelings in Edison l
• 1993 Attrition 

• 
20 Year advice letter. SDG'E'. cost per refueling is $4.922 .1l1ion 

21 (1993$) per unit. 

22 The settling parti •• also aqree that SDG'Ela 1995 

23 Attrition Year O'M expense adjustment shoUld reflect SDG'Els 

24 share of the SONGS related 0'" expense authorized in the 

25 Commission's decision on Edisonls 1995 Test Year GRC application. 

26 _ The settlement Agreement revenues inolude recovery of 

27 $2.2 million of Nuclear Regulafory commission fees related to 

28 SDG'E's share of SONGS ownership. The settlinq Parties agree 

-12-
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1 that any chanqe in such fees which becOJnes law prior to the final 

2 revenue requirement decision setting January 1, 19"93 reVenUe" 

3 levels should be reflected in that deoision • 

4 . 6. ~allfQrnia Utility EXchange (IICUE
II
). The Settling 

5 parties aqree that SDG'E should continue to participate in CUE, 

6 providing that it is generally cost effective. 

7 
7. postage. The settlinq Parties agree that SOG'E may 

. 

8 increase the agreed upon 0'" eXpense level set forth in 

9 subparagraph III.A.l., above, by the amount of increased postage 

10 eXpense SOG&E will incur in Test Year 1993 iithe o.s. postage 

11 rate is raised pri~r to the tinal revenue reqUirement d~cision 

12 setting January 1, 1993 revenue levels. Append!J( c shows the 

13 manner in· which this adjustment shall be made. 

14 8. Energy serviCes. '!'he settling parties agree that 

15 beginning with Test Year 1993, SDG'E will no lonqer Charge to 

16 Account 912 enerqy services expense. which ar. not related to 

17 demand-side management. Instead, these expenses will. be charged 

18 to Account 903. . 
19 ;. Officers' and Directors' CompenSatign. For 

20 purpose. of .et~in9 the authorized revenues in this settlement 

21 Agreem~t, the settling parti ... bave ~oifical.ly ~olUde4 the 

22 doll~. requested by SDG'E related to bonuses payabl.e to SDG'E's 

23 officers pursuant to the LOng-Term Incentive plan and the Short-

24 Term Incentive Plan. In addition, the settl.ing Parties have 

25 speoifically e~oluded the dollars requested by SDG'E related to 

26 the costs of directors' pensions. 

27 
10. Demand~side Management. This settlement Agreement 

28 does not resolve potential issues between the settling parties 

-13-
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1 regarding the appropriate level Of demand-side management eXpenSE 

2 for the 1993 Test Year. - This eXpense item vili b~the subjeot of 

3 i. further aqreement -or l.itigation. The demand-sid~ management 

4 eXpenses identified on the summary of Earnings tables (APPEUlciix 

5 A) are DRA's proposed level ot eXpenses and are presented in 

6 those tabl.es for illustrative purposes onlY. These exp.nses do 

7 not include the $6.831 (1993 $) associated vith SDG&E's proposed 

a residential appliance et'ficieney incentives program. BY ALJ 

9 Ruling dated April 2, 19~2, consideration of this program ~n4 its 

10 funding require~ents (including measurement and evaluation 

11 activities) have been transferred to a.91-08-003, 1.91-08-002. 

12 . The settlament Agreement-revenues do not includ. 

13 SDG'Els requested demand-side management incentive rewards. 

14 SDG,t's entitlement to the requested rewards vill be addr.ssed 

15 later in thi. proceeding. 
, 16 11. EPst-Retirement Benefits Other Than pensions 

17 <"PBoPs"). SOO'Z's Application includ" the requut for $2.6 

18 .tllion (1993$) (plus the associated ~ eftects) to perait 

19 accrua"l of the cost. assOciated with ;BoPs tor SDG5:E'. active and 

20 retired employees. The revenues set forth in the swamary of 

21 Earnings tabl.s (Appendix A) do not reflect such costa. SDG'I'. 

22 request rests upon Financial Accounting standard ("FAS") 106 

23 which requires the accrual of such coat. tor tinancial reporting 

24 purposes. The commission i. currently investigating in X. 90-07-

25 037.whether or not FAS 106 should be to~lowed tor ratemakinq 

26 purposes. until the commission resolves this issue, DRA believes 

27 that rate recovery beyond pay-as-you-go costs shOUld not be 

28 authorized. The settlement Agreement revenues do not include 

I 
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1 SDG'E's reqUested funding levels reflecting full PBOPs accrUal 

2 costs. 

3 It is anticipated that a decision in 1.90-07-037 will 

• be issued well before year end 1992. AccordinglYI the settling 

5 parties agree that the level of PBOPs eXpense in 1.9~3 Test Year 

6 rates should be governed by the commission's decision in 1.90-07-

7 037. The settling parties further aqree that if the commission's 

8 1.90-07-037 decision authorizes accrual accounting of PBoPs costs 

9 tor ratemaking purposes, any additional O&K eXpense (including 

10 tax eftects) should be authorized in the final revenue 

11 require~ents decision setting January 1, 1993 revenue levels; 

12 consistent with the decision in 1.90-07-037. In the event a 

13 decision in I.90-07-037 is not issu.d before the final revenue . 
14 requirements decision, but is subsequently issued approving 

.e 15 acorual accounting for ratemaldng purposes, SDGlE should be 

16 authorized to adjust its gas and electrio .argins consistent with 

17 that decision. These margin adjustments should be refleated. in 

18 SOG'E'. next rate proceeclinqs where such aaIVins are addressed. 

• 

12. Total compensation study. The settling Parties 

20 ac)cnow1ectge tha~ conducting a total compensation study uy not be 

21 practicable. Accordingly, they reC01lDlend that the cowaiuion 

22 convene generio workshops to determine the feasibility and value 

23 of requiring such studies by the major california energy 

24 utilities and, if appropriate, the aethodologie. to be .. ployed. 

25 
13. LOw InCome RAte AssistAnce ("LlRA") AdministrAtiye 

26 Costs. The settlement Agreement O~ expense does not include any 

27 1993 Test Year administrative costs for SOG&E'S LIRA program • 

28 The Settling parties agree that these costs should continue to be 
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1 recorded in the LIRA balanoinq account ~nd-recovered thrOugh 

2 
·1 

that e 
Intervenor Fees. '1'he settling parties aqree 

3 14. 

4 int~rvenor compensation awards shO.uld be r.covered by SDG&E 

5 through its fuel clause proceedings bY crediting the appropriate 

6 balancing account when the award payment is made. Th* reVenues 

7 prOpOsed iilthis settlement Agreement dO not include recovery ot 

8 any such awards. 
15. Emerging Business Enterprist ("EBE") PrOgram 

-
10 Exptnses • The settlinq parties agree that the total proposed 

11 1993 Test Year revenues for SOG'! do not include any fundinq for 

12 Emerging Business Enterprise (NOmen/Minority Business Enterprise) 

13 eXpenses. The commission has yet to open an investigation to 

14 review SDG'E's (and other utilities') EBE 1993 projected costs. 

15 The settling Parties agree that it is uncertain whether or not 

16 the commission will initiate and complete such an investiqation 

17 in_sufficient time to include tb. 199) EBE projected expense in 

18 5OO'E'. authorized 1993 rates. Accordingly, SDG'E baa. 

19 distributed testimony in this proceeding describinq its 1993 

20 programs and budget, Soo'E'. -Report on barging Business 

21 Enterprises- (SDG'Z-17). The s*ttling Parties agre. that this 

22 report, toqether with those of DRA and other interested parties, 

23 should be examined in this proceeding- The settling Parti •• 

24 further aqree that, in the event funding for SDG'E'. 1~93 EBE 

25 expenses is not Otherwise authorized prior to the final revenue 

26 requirement decision settinq January 1, 1993 revenue levels, this 

27 decision should include the additional funding demonstrated to be 

28 reasonable through the evidence presented in the ORC hearings. e 
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1 B. AMORTIZATION EXPENSE • 
2 1. AbandOned pro1ects- ~he settling parti.~a9ree 
. 3 that no costs for qas-related abandoned or canceled projects 

4 inclUded in SDG&E'S application should be recovered through this 

5 GRC proceedinq, The settling parties also Agree that SDG'E 

6 should recover through amortization the costs of abandoned or 

7 canceled electric projects at the rate of $1,505 .illion per year 

8 for six years. 
9 2. ~oftyare. ~e capitalization of software costs 

10 implicit in the agreed upon amortization eXpense level is 

11 qoverned by the follOwing SDG'E policyt system software, 

12 purChased in conjunction with hardware, will bet charqed to the 

13 appropriate hardware plant accoUnt regardless of .the i.vel of 

14 cost. software application systems, whether developed internally 

15 or externally, will be capitalized in Account 303.1, if estimated . 
16 costs ~c.ed $100,000. such costs aay include evaluation, 

17 programming, and installation. SDG'E will continue to flow 

18 througb the associated taX benefits. 

19 c. aD DLOUK ~8. 
20 1. ~er Instituting InvestigAtion NO, 92-03-052. 

21 The possibility exist. that· a .ettlement of litigation and 

22 potential litigation vill be executed between the state Board of 

23 Equalization and various california counties and utilities, 

2' includinq SOG'E. such a settlement aay alter the .ethod of 

25 property evaluation for ad valorem tax cODputation purposes. The 

26 commission has issued I. 92-03-052 to assure the flow through to 

27 customers of any resulting reduotion 1n property ta~es achieved 

28 through the settlement. The ad valorem tax expense agreed upon 
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]. in this Settlement Agreement is subject to chanqe pendin9 the 

2 outcome of I. 92-03-052.: 

3 1>. PAYROLL TAXES. 

4 1. rIcA Limit. The payroll ta~ eXpense agreed upon by 

5 the settling parties assumes a FICA limit ot $60,300 (1993 $). 

6 The s'ttlinq parties agree that the adopted payroll tax eXpense 

7 ultimately reflected in SDG'E's 1993 Test Year revenue 

8 requirement should be the actual statutory limit for FICA 

9 withholding applicable to the 1993 calendar year._ Accordingly, 

10 any change in the limit enacted prior to the final revenue 

11 requirement decision setting January 1, 1993 reVenue levels 

12 should be applied in that decision. 

13 B. DTB BUB. 

14 1. totAl Test year Bote Base. The Settling Parties 

15 agree that the total rate base which the commission should adopt 4It 
16 for SDG'Z's 1993 Test Year is $2,760.2 .111ion. However, this 

17 amount is subject to acSjustJDmt for 1993 plant additions 

18 authorized in the commission-. low .. ission vehicle (-LEV·) 

19 investigation as further described in subparagraph G.2., belovo 

20 2. Plant Held for ruture vse (IIPRFQII). 

21 propOsed $255,000 in rateba •• for PaFU has been excluded fro. the 

22 calculation of weighted average rata base for Test Year 1~93. 

23 SDG&E agrees to the PHFU guideline. set forth in Appendl~ B to 

24 Southe~ california Edison's 1988 GRC deoision (0.87-12-0"), 

25 provided that: 1) the period for General plant shall be five 

26 years instead of three years,· and 2) paraqraph 2b of AppendiX B 

27 is revised to read as followsS "The need for each new item in 

28 PHru must be justified in the next general rate proceeding.
1I 
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These modifications are consiste.nt-with the quideiines ~doPted 
for SOG&E's 1989-1991 r~te case cycle in Deoision No. 88-09-063. 

3 7. SALEs).N'i) CtJSTOMER LEVELS. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

The parties agree that the commission should adopt the 

torecasts of eleotric, gas, and steam sales and customer levels 

s~t forth in Appendi~ D. The electric forecast was determined in 

Decision No. 92-04-061, SDG&E1s most recent ECAC. The gas 

forecast is DRA 1 • recommended forecast which utilized more 

current historical data. The steam torecast reflects sOG'E'S 

proposed estimate. 

a. K%SCE:LWEOOS. 

1. Research. pevelopment and pemonstration (nRD'D·~. 

The settling Parties agree to continue the level of RD'D *Xpenses 

agreed upon in SDG'Els Modified Attrition (A.91-03-001) 

settl.ement Agreement. This treatment resUlts in SDG'E recoVering 

$6.0 JIlil116n annually for fundinq of RD'D programS during this 

rate case cyole, e~clusive of franchi •• fees and uncollectible 

expenses. The settliJlIJ Parties acJc:nowledge that these .funds are 

subject to one way balancinq account treabent adopted in 

Decision NO. 88-09-063.· -If at the end of 1993 or 1994 SDG'E bas 

spent less than the total authori~ed annual fUndinIJI the settling 

parties agree that SDG'E should be allowed to carry forward the 

underexpenditure to the next year and add it to the authorized 

level of spendinq for that year. over-expenditures in any year 

will be borne by shareholders and JIlay not be carried forward. 

26 
If, at the end of this rate case cycle (1993-1995) SOG'E has 

27 spent less than the total authorized funding, SDG'E will file an 

28 II/ . 
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1 advice letter by Karch 30, 1996 to reduce rates by th~ Unspent 

2 amount. 

3 2. Low EmissiCm yebieleProgram l"LEY")· SoG&E1s 

4 application includes a request to recover O&M eXpenses and 

_ 5 capital costs it desires to eXpend to continue its natural gas 

, vehicle ("NGV") Marketing program, following the eXpiration of 

7 the existing funding authorized in Decision No. 91-07-017. SDG&E 

8 is also seeking $217,000 in this application for the purpose Of 

9 tunding an electric Vehicle ("EV") Marketing prOqram. This EV 

10 Marketing program is not included in SOG&E1s RD&O program 

11 (discussed at section III. Q.l., above), but is separate and 

12 apart trom the RD&O budget. The settling Parties agree that the 

13 clean Air-Vehicles portion Of the Ro'D budget (including Hybri~ 

14 vahiele oevelopment, oriqinal Equipment MAnufacturer oevelopment, 

1S Emission Test center and EV Battery Development) is appropriatelY~ 

16 addressed in this p~oceeding, bowever, both the NGV and iN 

17 Marketing prograa costs should ~ deterred to the LEV 011, 1.91-

18 10-029. Therefor.., tb* total 1993 Test Year revenues agreed upon 

19 by the Settling Parties do not inolude recovery of any ot these 

20 NGV and EV Harke~ing eXpeilcli turea. 

21 Th* -S*ttlin~J parti .. agr •• that th* authorization of 

22 additional NGV and EV Karteting proqraJI funding should be 

23 determined in the Commission's LEV investigation, I.91-10-029. 

24 However, the settling parties acknowledg* that 1.91-10-029 may 

25 not re~olve the pending issues r*garding th* continuation of 

26 SDG&E's NGV program prior to the June 30, 1993 expiration of 

27 current proqram funding. SDG'E reserves the right to seek 

28 III 
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additional interim tundinq through" 1.91';10';'029 or a separate 

application. 
3. MiscellaneOUS Revenues. The se~tlinq Parties agree 

that miscellaneous revenues are projected to be $17.861 miiiion 

tor the 1993 Test Year. 'l'he allocation of this" amount among 

services is $15.057 million tor electric, $2.804 mil110n tor gas • 

4. uncertain Future Environmental ExPenditures, The 

settling parties recognize that various environmental-related 

eXpenditures SDG'E may make durinq the 1993 - 1995 rat. case 

cycle are too uncertain to be estimated accuratelY at this time. 

'l'he settling parties alsO recognize the need to establish a . 
.echanis~ by vhicb SDG&E may recover all such reasonably incurred 

costs. Accordingly, the settling Parties propose that SDG'E be 

authorized to use the memorandum account procedures described 

below to recover all reasonably incurred costs, subject to 

subsequent reasonableness review. , 
a. Expenditures subject to memorandum account 

treatment. '!'be two categories of e)Cpenditures to which the 

.emorandUll account procedures should apply are as follOWS I 

• Remedial Actiyities Belated to HaZArdOUS waste 

sites. ~is category should inolud. costs incurr*d in 

connection with former manufactured gas plant sit.s, as well 

AS other types ot sites. This category should alsO inolude 

all hazardous waste olean-up costs pertaining to the ESCO 

substation construotion site incurred after the date of 

execUtion ot this settlement Agreement. Recoverable 

27 expenses should include investigation expenses related to 

28 /1/ 
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1 

2 

3 

.. 
5 

6 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 III 

the remedfation at the site, as veil as aii eXpenditure~ 
associated withaotual olean-upa'otivity. 

Recoverable expenses should notinolude the costs of 

prefiminary investiqatiorts which are conducted to provide an 

initial assessment of the contamination at a site and the 

associated health risks. RevenUes for preliminary 

investiqations are included in the settlement Aqreement 

reVenue requirement. 
• Enylr6nmental cOmpliance Aotiyities NOt funded 

Through the settlement AgreMent Revenues. The costs of 

compliance activities recoverable'throuqb the memorandWD 

account process described herein include the costs of such 

activities which the settlinq Parties aqr •• are not 

recovered in the settlement Aqreement reVenue., includinqt 

i. SOO5E Project NO. 91078* Enciria and e. 
South BaY secondary containment waste Water Treatment 

Facilities, 
ii. SOO'E Project NO. 910791 senate 

Bill 14-Hazardous Waste Source Reduction, 

iii. SDG'E Project NO. 9108U BaY and 

Estuary plan -- aitigation .... ur.. requir*4 in 

conneation with NPDES peraita, 
iv. SDG'E PrOject NO. ~10801 plant 

modifications necessary to comply with propos*d APeD 

Rule 69, and 
v. Compliance activities in response to 

other subsequently adopted environmental requlations. 

-22-
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1 
b. Desoription of memorandUm acCOunt procedures. 

2 SoG&E will pursue recoverybf the environmental eXpenditures 

subject to memorandum account treatment through the followinq :) 

4 

5 

6 

7. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

. 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

procedures: 
• Hazardous waste Manogement PrQ1eots - For each 

hazard.ous waste .anaguent project site, SOO&E shall file an 

advice letter which complies with the informational 

requirements previously specified for such advice letters in 

Decision NO. 88-09-020. Following comm~ssion approval of 

the advice letter request, eXpenditures incurred on such 

projects shall be recorded in SDG'E's hazardous waste 
• 

management memorandum account authorized by Resolution No. 

2987 (March 31, 1992). costs recorded in this accoUnt shall 

be recoverable in rates to the extent the commission 

subsequently determin.. them to have been reasonably 

ilicurred. 
• EnyirOnmental egmplianee Activities (eXcept BUle 

,'-related "OX modifications at SQG'E pOYer plants) - In 

Decision No. 91-10-04', th. commission authorized sea'E to 

establish an environmental cOmpliance memorandum account and 

to record th..rein certain environmental compliance 

expenditure. incurred in 1992, following the filing and 

'approval of an advice letter. The settling parties agree 

that the previously-ordered advice letter process shoUld be 

retained through the 1993-1995 rate case cycle and expanded 

to include all applicable environmental compliance 

expenditures incurred during that cycle, except Rule 69-

related NOX modifications at SOG'E power plants. Expenses 
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1 recorded in the environmental compliance memorandum account 

2 should be reviewed for reasonableness in a future S6G&E 

3 ECAC, or such other proceeding as the commission shall 

4 designate. Expenses found to be reasonable will be included 

5 in SDG'E's rates. 

, • Ru1. 62-re1ated HOg mOdificatiOns at SPG'E power 

, plants - The settling Parties concur that the magnitUde and 

8 significance of certain Rule 69-related NO~ mOdifications at 

9 SDG'E power plants may require more extensive review prior 

10 to SOG'Els receipt of authority to r~cord the costs ot these 

11 compliance activities in a memorandum account. Accordinqly, 

12 for aule 69-r.~ated NO~ mOdifications at SDG'E power plants 

13. the settling Parties have aqreed that, following the 

14 adoption of the final Rule 69 by the San Diego Air POllution 

15 Control District ("APeD"), SDG'E may request permission to _ 

16 open a memorandum account via an advice letter filing for 

17 each generatinq unit that may reqUire retrofit. In it. 

18 advice letter filing, SDG'E will providet 

19 i. Tbe RUle 69 compliance schedule and a forecast 

20 of compliance costs, including operation and 

21 aaintenance costs, and refurbistment coats. 

22 ii. Ail analysis of the long-tar. pl.an for each 

23 plant for which SDG'E seeks peraission to obtain a 

24 memorandum account. 

25 iii. A comparative assessment of th* long-term 

26 costs of retrofitting and operating the plant to . 

27 various alternatives to retrotits. The alternative 

28 analysis will consider retrofits, plant retirements, 
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repowerinq, and emission cre~its, if any, as appiied 

under Rule 69 to the SOG'E system. 

Re~Oqnizing that the APeD compliance schedule may 

require immediate action by SOO&E, ORA will review the Ruie 

69 advice letter and offer a recommendation to the 

commission within 60 days of the Advice Letter tiling. Upon 

issuance of a commission resolution, SOG'E will be 

authorized to record its RUle 69-related NOx modification 

eXpenses in a memorandum accOunt. A separate authorization 

and account will be used for each generating unit. The 

recorded memorandum account eXpenses will be revie~ed for 

reasonableness in a separate SDG'E application or a future 

GRC. EXpenses found to be reasonable will be included in 

SOG'E rates. SOG'E will include the cost at complying with 

RUle 69 in future SRPU filings. 

S. PbotovoltalQ systems. The settling parties agree 

that SOGlE will inform customers who apply for uneconomic line 

extensions of alternate energy sources inclUding, but not lil1ited 

to, photovoltaio systems. The information provided will inolude 

general ranges of costs for the various alternative. and will 

encourage customers to conduct their own specifio inquiries on 

alternatives to uneconomio line extenSions. The information 

SDG'E provides also vill include an appropriate disolaimer 

eliminating any implied warranty of the quality or cost of the 

25 energy sources identified. SDG&E will consult with its OSK 

26 Advisory committee concerning the content of the information 

4It 27 provided. 

28 III 
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1 6. Attrition. SDG&E'S App~ication requested higher 

2 than normal attrition ailowances in 1994 and 1995, b~sedOn its 

3 forecast of capital#additions. ORA proposed lower than normal 

4 attrition allowances for SDG&E based on imputing additional 

5 productivity increases in 1994 and 1995. 

6 The settling Parti •• aqreethat these proposals shall 

7 not be adopted in this settlement, nor shall the settlinq parties 

i pursue these proposals in SOO&E'. 1994 or 1995 attrition 

9 proceedings. 

10 

11 

12 a. PERFORMANCE. 

xv. 

13 The settling parties agree to perform diligently, and 

14 in good faith, all actions required or implied bereunder, 

15 including, but not necessarily limited to, the execution 6f any 

16 other documents required to effectuate the terms of this 

17 Settlement Agreement, and the pr*paration of e~1bits for, and 

18 presentation of witnesses at, any required bearings to obtain the 

19 approval and adoption of this settleaent Agreement by the 

20 commission. No· settling party vill contest in this preceeding, 

21 or in any other forma, or in any .annar before this eomai •• ion, 

22 the recommendatic)Jl. contained in this settlement AC)reement. It 

23 is Understood by the settling Parties that time is of the essence 

24 in obtaininq the commission's approval of this settlement 

25 Agreement and that all will extend their best effOrts to ensure 

26 its adoption. 

27 III • 28 III 
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1 B • CONTRIBUTION op·UCAN. 

~ For purposes of determining intervenor co~pensati6n, 

3 the undersigned parties acknowledge the contribution of UCAN 

4 during the discovery phase and settlement negotiation process. 

5 During the discovery phase, UCAN was the most active party, aside 

6 from DRA. Because the settlement Agreement was reacbed prior to 

7 the date for filing intervenor testi~ony, UCAN did not tile 

S tormal testimony. However, it presented eXpert substantiation of 

9 its positions during the settlement phase of the case and 

10 participated in an informed, eXpert manner. 

11 c. T'BB PUBLIC INTEREST. 

12 The settling Parties aqree jointly by executing and 

13 sUblli tting this settle.ent Agreement that the relief requested 

14 herein is just, fair and reasonable, and in the public interest. 

15 The settling Parties acknowledge the value of in~luding 

16 ail active participants in this case in the settlement process. 

17 Accordingly, the settling partieS agree that in any fllture SDGU: 

18 rate proceedings, reasonable efforts shall be made to include all 

19 active parties at the commencement of settlement negotiations. 

20 D. 1I01l-PUCEDDTnL un:~. 

21 'l'bi. settlement Agre_ent i. not intencled by the 

22 settling P6rties to be bincling precedent for any future . 
23 proceeding. The settling parties have assented to the terms of 

24 this settlement Agree.ent only for the purpose of arriving at the 

25 settlement embocliecl in this settlement Agreement. Each settling 

26 party eXpressly reserves its right to advocate, in current and 

27 future proceedings, positions, principles, assumptions, arguments 

"28 and methodoloqies which may be different than those underlying 

-27-
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1 this settlement A9reem.nt, and tllasettling parties 'eXpr.ssly 

2 declare that, as proVided -{"Rule 51.8 ofthe.co,..,lsslon'8 RUleS. 

l of Practice and Procedure; this settlement Agreement should not 

4 be considered as a precedent for or aqainst them. 

5 B. INDIVXSIBILITY. 

6 This settlement Agreement embodies compromises of the 

7 settlinq parties' positions. No individual term of this 

8 settlement Agreement is assented to by any Settling Party except 

9 in consideration of·the other settling Parties- assent. to all 

10 other terms. Thus, the settlement Agreement is indivisible and 

11 each part is interdependent on each and all other parts. My 

12 party may withdraw from this Settlement Agreement if the 

13 c01lllllission modifies, ct.l~tes froll, or adds to the disposition of 

14 the ~atters stipulated herein. The sattling Parties agree, 

15 bowever, to neqotiate in gOOd faith with reqard to any 

16 c01lllllission-ordered chang.. in order to restore the halane. of 

17 benefits and burden., and to e~ercise the riC]bt to withcSraw only 

18 if such ne90tiationS are unsuccessful. 

19 The settlin9 Parti .. acknowledge that the positions 
-

20 expressed in th~ settlement Agreement vere r~cbad after 

-·"21 consideration ot all positions advanced in the prepared testimony 

22 of SDG'E and DRA, as vell .s numerous proposals offered by UCAN 

23 and the city of San Diego during the Bettle.ant neqotiations. 

24 This document seta forth the entire agreement of settling Parties 

25 On all of those issues, except as speoifically described within 

26 the settlement Agreement. The terms and conditions of this 

27 settlement Agreement may only be modified in writin9 subscribed 

28 by all settlinq Parties. 
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1 r. APPENDIOES. 

2 APPENDICES .!'a ~rOU9h ·D to this settlement.AC]reeJl1ent are 

3 part of the agreement of th~ settlinq Parties and are 
.' 

4 incorporated by reter~nc~. 

5 Dated this Bthday of Kay, 1992 in san Diego, 

6 cal.ifornia. 

7 

9 By: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

14 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27· 

28 

11 

~ By: ~~~~~~~~ __ __ 
S'l' 
Se lor vice president Law 
and corporate Affairs and 
General counsel 
sAN DIEGO GAS " ELEcrJuC 
COMPANY 

Bya ~~-I~~&L~l~. ==-~_ 
PETER v. ALLEN 
Deputy city Attorney 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

I 
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DRA SDG&B 
1993 Report Request Settlement 

REVENUES 
$955,762 ' $1,037,645 $978,684 

O&MBXPENSB 

Production 
$102,244 $115,124 $104,089 

'transmission 
$~,OI7 $9,5S4 $9,098 

Distribution $3~519 537,229 534,73l 

Customer Accounting $22,816 524,906 $23,781 

Uncollectibles 
$2,578 $2,932 $2,636 

Administrative" General $69,687 m,702 $75,017 

Franchise Fees $18,160 $19.720 $18,S68 

Demand-side Management $42,~ $44,81$ $31,649 • 

Energy Services -' 
SO $2,018 $1,620 

Adjustment " 1$4.145> ,~ (1\.294) 

Subtotal ($1988) $295,541 $334,010 $305,903 

Labor Escalation $21,$12 S26,96S :i!:. 
Non-tabOr EScalation 124.812 1)4·534 

TOTAL 0 " M BXi'BNSB ($1993) 5341,866 $395,509 $353,666 

t>eptedation/AmortizadOD 5190,584 $198,615 5193,469 

. 
Ad Valorem Taxes 537~3 $38,171 537,647 

Payroll" Mise. Taxes s~ 
S5,569 S5,569 

Income Taxes 
SI34,603 5130,980 

TOTAL OPERATING BXPBNSB S702.678 rnt467 5721.331 

Net OperatiDg Income $253,084 $265,178 $257,353 

Rate Base 
$2,354,270 $2,466,775 $2,393,984 

Rate of Return 
10.7596 10.7596 10.75% 

• ORA's DSM number adju~d fOr the Pilot Bidding Program deferral to the DSM OIVOIR. 
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REVENUES 

OkMEXPENSB 

Supply 
Storage 
Transmission 
DistnDution 
CustOmcr Accounting 
UncollcctJDles 
Administrative &. General 
Franchise Fees 
Demand-side Management 
1::nctgy Services 

.djustment 
TOTAL 0 k M BXPBNSB 

Depreciation/Amortization 

Ad Valorem Taxes 
Payroll 4r. Mise. Taxes 
Income Taxes 

Gas Depa.rtItlent 
(OOO's) 

DRA SDG&B 

1993 ReE0rt Requcst 
($93) ($93) 

S174.932 5188,220 

$619 $578 
5218 $344 

$5,862 56,020 
$21,217 $21,548 
$14,681 516,445 

$439 SS03 
525.804 530,011 
$3,497 . S3,820 

510,492 S1(),399 
SO $1~3 

($ 1, s9S) SO 
580,9l4 520.961 

$28,712 529.811 

S5,541 S5,635 
$1,494 $1,830 

SI9,558 $20,071 

TOTAL OPBRATING BXPBNSB . S136.m 1148.308 

Net Operating Income S38,693 S39,9U 

Rate Base 
5359,933 S37t,270 

Rate of Rcturn 10.7596 10.75" 

Tentative 
Settlemcnt 

(S93) 
S181,142 

5578 
5281 

$5,941 
$21,288 
$IS.316 

$456 
$28,000 

$3,628 
S10,03S • 

$463 
(S594) 

185.392 

$29.139 

S5,612 
S1,830 

519,867 

1141.840 

539,302 

$365,601 

10.75% 

* ORA's DSM number adjusted for the Pilot Bidding Program being deferred to the DSM OIl/OIR. • 

APPENDU A 

Pa8e 3 of 4 



:() 
··Ste':imDepllttfuetit·. 

:" .. ~:(OOO'S) . 

REVENUES 

O&MEXPBNSB 

Production 
Distnoution 
Customer Accounting 
Uncollectibles 
Admirustradve &. General 
Franchise Fees 
Adjustment 
Subtotal ($1988) 

I.aborEsc:a1atioD 
Non-Labor Escalation 

.. 

TOTAL 0 &: M BXP:BNSB ($1993) 

DeprcciationlAmOrtiDtiOD 

Ad Valorem Taxes 
PaytoD ct Mise. TaJe$ 
Income Taxes 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE . . . . . . . 
Net Operating IncOme 

Rate BaJe • 

Rate of Return 

DRA 
1993 Report 

$1,508 

S552 
S62 
S4 
SO 

$286 
$32 

£n§) 
$900 

. $82. 

121 
S1,OS3 

$lS2 

517 
. S31 •• 
1'·441" 

$67 
. 

$621 

10.75* 

AppendiX A 
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snokB 
Request 

$606 
$66 

S4 
SO 

S452 
S39 
"~ 

S1,167 

$104 .. 

~ 
SI,.07 

$2$1 

S17 
$38 
S88 

11.801 

$7t) 

$649 

lo.7S~ 

Settlement 

$1,623 

SS95 
S63 

$4 
$0 

$305 
$3$ 

!1!!) 
5991 

$9$ 
m 

$1. 

S2S1 

517 
S38 
$8S 

n·5S6 

S67 . . 
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY . 
. 1995·GENERALRAtECASe- .. 

"A. 91~11-O24 

LABOR. NON':LABOA·AND OTHER . 
OPERATING & MAINreNANCE EXPENSE ALLOCATION * 

(000$) 

ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT (1988$) 

LABOR 
NON-LABOR 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

GAS DEPARTMENT (19e!S) 

LABOR 
NON-LABOR 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

STEAM DEPARTMENT (1988$) 

LABOR 
NON-tABOR . 
aTHER 
TOTAL 

• Note: EXcludeS Franc:Nse FeeS & uncouec:tib'eS 

~r'KiXB 
Page 1014 

$115.915 
$110.540 
$49,245 

$32.183 
123.738 
$13.214 
Me.l33 



A.'91ilii~2<4.1 .92-ii2;,604'<~'j:£'jSJ.v/';di. ,,: 
APPENDIX'N 

ELEOTRIC DEPARTMENT (i988$) , 
= 

LABOR 

fSOG&E bAA SEn1.EMENT 

PRODUcTIoN * 
TRANSMISSION 
DISTRIBUTION 
CUSTOMER ACCTG 
A&G 
DEM.-SIDE MGMT *. 
ENERGY SERVICES 
ADJUSTMENT 
TOTAL 

$$5.222 
$$.658 

$21.75& 
$14.283 
$21.394 
$4,623 
$1.386 

$0 
$124.322 

$$1.114 $51.998 
$$.727 $5.727 

$19.999 '$20.825 , 
$13.002 $13.662 . 
'10.478 $19.775 
$4.3&4 $4.03& 

$0 $1.285 
($4.145) ($1.294) 

$109.539 $115.915 

NON-LABOR 

SOG&E ' ORA SEnlEMENT 

$46.726 $38.891 $39.852 
$3.$70 $3.290 ' $3.371 

$15.473 $12.520 $13.008 
$8.397 $7.456 $7.8$7 

$35.441 $10.W $20.5&4 
$40.202 $38.$()2 $33.613 

$$32 $0 $335 
$0 $0 $0 

$1$(),541 $120.092 $119.&40 

• NOte: SOG&E's sIW8 Of SONGS O&M Is $38.5~ (WXH) and $20.9&4 (1'tOiHabOr) In 1988$ 
•• Not.! Used ORA'. DSM R.pon nurnbtt fot ~ anario adjusted to defet PiJOt 

BIdcIng Program <»it 

ElECTRIO DEPARTMENT (1988$) 

dniER 

ORA 

PRODUCTION $13.178 $12.230 
TRANSMISSION 10 $0 
DISTRIBUTION 

. 10 $0 
CUSTOMER ACCTG 12.225 $2.358 

A&G $20.887 $3O.m 
DEM.-$IDE MGMT* 10 $0 

ENERGY SERVICES $0 $0 

ADJUSTMENT 50. 50 
TOTAl $3$,268 $45,173 

SETTLEMENT 

$1U30 
$0 
sO 

iU58. 
134,"" 

10 
$0 
sO 

*4.,245 

AppendiX B 
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ToTAL 

$oG&£ ORA SETTLEMENT 

"'5,124 $102,2 .... $104.* 
$0,328 $9.017 '0.* 

S37J20 $32.518 ' $34.m 
$24,101' 122.*1' $23.787 
m.702 •• 6$7 $75,017 
$44,825 ·$42.668 $37.&4. 

$2.018 $0 $1,620 
$0 ($4,145) ($1,2$4) 

$311.132 $27 ... 804 $284,600 

e. 



GAS o EPARTMENT (1988S) = 

SUPPLY 
STORAGE 
'tRANSMISSION 
OISTRtBUTlON 
CUSTOMER AceTO 
A&G 
DEM.-SIOE MGMT
ENERGY SERVICES 
ADJUSTMENT 
TOTAL 

fSDG&E 

$1.()~ 
$76 

$2,676 
$13,882 

$7.781 
$7,30$ . 
$1.071 

$558 
$0 

$34.378 

APPENDIX N 

ORA SETTLEMENt 

$1.011 $1.020 
$77 $77 

$2,495 $2.586 
$13.269 $13.517 

$7.083 $7.388 
$$.65& $6.7&6 
$1.083 $1.017 

$0 $301 
($1,554) ($488) 

$30.120 $32.183 

. , 

SDG&E ORA SETTLEMENT 

$272 $301 $212 
$204 $102 $153 

$1.4~ $1.549 $1.524 
$3,836 $4,143 $3,010 . 
$4,574 $4,0$1 $4,285 

$11,958 $5,902 $6" .:J:Z1 
$7.472 $7.534 $7.22$ 

5500 $0 $79 
$0 $0 so 

$30.315 $23.592 523.736 

_ Note: Used oRA', OSM Report 1'1uint* lot settlement SC$narlo ad'jUStfd to defer PIlOt 
Bidding ~ cost 

GAS DEPARTMENT (19$8$) 

SUPPLY 
STORAGE 
TRANSMISSION 
OISTRIBUT1ON 
CUSTOMER ACCTG 
A&G 
OEM.-SIDE MGMT
ENERGV SERViCES 
ADJUSTMENT 

TOTAL 

fSDG&E 
($NO) 

SO . 
s834 

$0 
.1.212 
$5.074' 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$7,140 

OTHER 

ORA SETT\.EMENT 

($080) ($$80) 
SO $0 ... $034 
$0 SO .,- '1. 

'10.557 $11.tTe 
SO $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$11.* $13.214 

TOTAL 

SDG&E ORA Sem.EMENT 

S321 a3S2 S321 
$280 '178 S2$O 

$$.100 $4.078 1S.044 
,11.718 . $17.412 '17.481 
'13,561 '12.420 ,12,t58 

125.237 $23.115 $24.958 
$8.543 $$,611 $8,243 

'1.058 $0 $380 
$0 ($1.554) ($48&) 

$11.833 $65,508 $6t.133 



A.9·1-il~oi4. i.92~·()2~004Au/SAW/Vdl: 

STEAM DEPARTMENT (108SS) 

PRODUCT1ON 
OISTRIBUT1ON 
CUSTOMER ACCTO 
A&Q 
ADJUSTMENT 
TOTAL 

[SOG&E 

$M8 
$SO 
$2 

$73 
$0 

$0473 

STEAM DEPARTMENT (1988$)' 

PRODUCTION 
DJSTRISl11iON 
CUSTOMER AcorG 
A&G 
ADJUSTMENT 
TOTAL 

ISOG&e 
10 
10 
$0 

$155 
10 

$155 

. 
Ot .. .!- • 

". . . 

APPOO>lX N 

LABOR 

ORA 

$301 
$47 
$2 

$67 
($36) 
5381 

OTHER 

ORA 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$1. 
$0 

$188 

SET11..EMENT 

$$28 
$47 
$2 

$S9 
($11) 
$435 

SETTLEMENT 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$171 
$0 

'178 

~ndiXB 
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NON-l:ABOA 

SDG&E ORA SETTLEMENT 

5258 52$1 $267 
$11 $16 $16 
$1 $1 $1 

$224 $54 $58 
$0 $0 $0 

$500 $322 $342 

TOTAL 

SDG&E ORA SE'TTLEMENT 

$608 $5S2 $585 • $67 $63 $63 
$4 $4 $4 

$4$2 $287 $305 
$0 ($36) ($11) 

'1.12i $870 ~ 

• 
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APPENDIXN 

IOSTAQI CALQULATIQH 

The S~ttling Parties agree theCOommissic)J\ should adopt the 
postage calCUlation and forecast as referenced in. Paragraph 
III.A.5, and shown below. 

A standard number ot pieces ot mail pel' customer is found by 
41 vidlng the nUmbers ot pieces of mail in the most recent )fear 
for which recorded data is available (lt91) by the number of 
customers in the most recent year fOol' which recorded data is 
avallable. 
This the ~veraqe nlmbU. of pieces per customer is then 
.uitipll~d by the number ofcustODers estimated for the test 

. year. That total i. then multiplied by the current (nominal) 
postaqe rate(s). 
Tbe formula is applied to each postal class to develop the 
aqqregate postaga reqUirement. 

1991 1'" 

custOmers 1,111,225 1,152,843 

Pieces Per custOmer 13."" 13.4" 

1992 PIECES PIEcES PoSTAGE 

CLASS RATE (000) (') (000) EXPENSE 

carrier Route 0.230 11,059 74.1' 11,477 $2,639,727 

Presort 0.24i 76" 5.1 793 19','45 

Pr •• ort + F •• 0.258 1,'41 11.0 1,703 439,244 

5 Di91t Bar 0.233 75 0.5 78 18,li6 

3 DiqitBar 0.239 25 0.2 26 6,244 

zip + " 0.242 1.3" ~ 1.418 343.04" 

Total 14,930 100' 15,4;4 $3,643,044 

Allocation of postage expen.-. for the 1993 Te.t Year, by 
service department i. as follows. 

Electrio '4.73' 
Ga. 35.2" 
steam .01' 

Appendix C ,. 
page 1 of 1 

$ 2,3Si,1()0 
1,284,500 

400 
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"APPENDiX N. 

,gRIll) 'SALIS NlD qvsiOKIB t.mx,s' .. ' . 

1. }:lectri¢ 'salis 'Arl~ '¢U'stOJilt!r.s " Th6 se·tti1n~· Parties aC#e~ . 
the commission should .. adopt~the following- forecast of electrio 
sales and customers in total and by cl~ssa 

glass Millions of 

Residential. 5,572.3 

commercial 5,609.6 

Industrial 3,193.9 

AgricUltural. Power 236.1 

streetliqhtirtg 6'.3 

Resale 0.2 

Total 14,6'9.4 

gwbrs 
Year End 
{:UstomeXs 

1,029,984 

116,810 

547 

3,961 

1,540 

1 

1,152,843 

2. gas Soli. an4 Qi.st6mtrs The settling Parties ogre. that 
the commission ah6ulcl adopt the following foracaat of gas sal •• and 
customer. in total and by cla •• t 

Class 

Re.idential 

Non-Residential 

SUb-total 

Interdepartaental 

Total 

J"hgli.on4. Of Thera' 
338.2 

352.1 

314.1 

Year End 
Qlst9Jll.tl 

679,089 

28,029 

707,118 

3. step sal" an4 curta.n !be settl!n9 parti .. agree 
that the oom.l •• ioD abOUl4 adopt the folloviDg forecast of .t ... 
.. 1_ and customer •• 

schedul.e 1 

Schedule 2 

Total 

J"housan4. Of pound. 

25,805 

o 

25,805 
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