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'OPINION: PHASE 1 ISSUES

Summary: Today we adopt, with noted Cxécplions'. a $cttl_c'mcnl prOffer"éd by
San Diego Gas & Electric, our Division of Ratepayer Advocates, the City of San Diego, and
the Utility Consumer Action Network which covers most of the issues pertaining to the
utility’s general rate case.! We take this opportunity to address the role which "all party" or
unanimOus setilements can play in assisting the Commission in discharging its regulatory
responsibilities.? We also indicate the areas in which the instant settlement proposal was,
from our perspective, deficient and where wc.anticipate that participants in future proceedings
will improve on the process.® Our decision rejects key recommendations of the leamed
Administrative Law Judge while échoing some of the concemns clcarly articulated in his

proposed decision.

' As we shall detail, the setlement do¢s not resolve the followmg issues pertaining to the uullly s
revenue rtqulrement (1) emerging business enterprise ¢osts, (2) demand-side management pmgram
costs and incentive rewards, (3) affiliaté issues, and (4) deferred costs.

? As uséd in this opinion an "all party" séntlément is one sponsored by all of the parties (o the -
Commission proceeding. Such a proposal is (0 be distinguished from an "uncontested” settlement
which may not be sponsored by all of the parties but in which the non joining parties do not contest
the terms pursuant to Rules $1.4--6 of our Rules of Practice and Procedure.

In the instant case the Califomia Enérgy Commissién entered the proceeding for a véry lunued
purpose and that with respect (o that purpose it has not agreed to the position taken by all othér
parties. Such a factor raises the immediate question as to whethét the failure of a single issue
padicipation party fo join in sponsdring a settlement deprives it of the "all party® c‘;ualily to which our
enunciated policy would apply, We conclude that it does nol. The failure of a single issue panticipant
10 ¢O-sponsor a settlement means that as to that issue we will not take the recommendation of the
sponsoring parties as potenually establishing reasonableness.

 We intend thal our views conceming the role and content of settlements as expressed in Part 11
B this decision shall be precedential in respect t0 future Commission proceedings. To this extent only,
weé expressly modify the non-precedential qualities of seitlements pursuant {0 Rule 51.8.

.2.
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L Background and Procedural History:
A. Background: _

In the périod since San Diego Gas & Electric Company's (SDG&E) last General Rate
Case, the company has been absorbed in what its President Jack E. Thomas describes as a
“three-year roller coaster ride of would-be mergers involving SDG&E, Tucson Electric Power
Company and Southern California Edison (SCE)." During that time, the company faced
constant uncertainty as to whether it would meet its future 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 coaster came to rest in May of 1991 when the Commission
issued a decision rejecting the proposed merger of SDG&E and SCE.

As it filed this application in November of 1991, SDG&E was just beginning 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, increasing its eamings per share, and improving its relationship with all of the
constituencies it serves. The company also pledged to weigh the environmental, 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 its service territory.

In offering its new mission to the Commission in this proceeding, SDG&E invites our
scrutiny 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. SDG&E asked for a base rate revenue
requirement totalling $1,049,739,000 (an overall increase of 8.7%) for its electric customers,
$190,287,000 (an overall increase of 4.2%) for its gas customers, and $1,869,000 (an overall
increase of 120.3%) :

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, SDG&E, DRA, and UCAN

offered joint recommendations conceming demand-side management (DSM) activities. -

We adopt the proposed settlement having concluded that it conforms to the brolad
guidelines which we now announce. Because we have been less than clear in educating
parties ¢concerning the criteria we will apply to setﬂér‘mms, we share responsibility with the
settling parties for the deficiencies which we identify in the proposal.

Our decision approves a base rate revenue requirement of $956,072,000 (an overall
increase of 2.28%) for electric customers, $178,818,000 (an overall increase of 1.7%) for
natural gas customers and $1,608,000 (an overall increase of 93.1%) for steam customers.

B. Procedural History:

Prior (6 this proceeding, SDG&E’s most recent General Rate Case was filed in
December, 1987, for Test Year 1989.¢ The rate case plan schedule catled for SDG&E to file
an application for a 1992 Test Year General Rate Case. In Decision (D.) 89- 12-052 the
Commission ordered SDG&E to defer its filing because of its then-peading application to .
merge with SCE. In D.91-07-014, we specified that a 1993 Test Year should be used for the
next SDG&E General Rate Case and directed the company to file its application on '
November 15, 1991. SDG&E was also allowed to forego its obligation to file a notice o_f_
intent. Finally, the Commission agreed to defer two issues to other proceedings. Resource
plan issues were to be addressed in Investigation (1.)89-07-004, the Biennial Resource Plan
Update, and the electric sales forecast was t6 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 15, 1991.

On May 8, 1992, after DRA had filed its testimony in response to SDG&E’s
application, a Settlement Agreement addressing most revenue requirement issues was filed

¢ Application (A.)87-12-003, which led 1o Decision (D.)88-09-063 and D.88-12-085.
.4 -
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with the Commission. The Settlement bore the signatures 0f representatives of SbG&E.f
DRA, the City of San Diego and UCAN. Hearings were held June 9 and Juné 16-18; 1992 to
take evidence on matters not included in the Settlement. These includéd a pr’opérsél' of the
California Energy Commission (CEC) for the addition of two new jtems to SDG&E’s
“Research, Development and Design ("RD’&D)’ program, a Joint Recommendation for DSM
programs and funding, and a proposal of the City of San Diego to direct SDG&E to reduce or
eliminate the use of floodlights 16 illuminate the facade of its headquarters building.
In response to direction from Administrative Law Judge Steven Weissman, on July 2,

1992, the Settling Parties served a Joint Companson Exhibit, explaining and clanfymg» térms
in the Settlement. Hearings were held on Jﬁly 27-29, 1992, to clarify issues raised by the
Comparison Exhibit. At the requést of the parties, the ALJ allowed for the filing of Opening
Briefs on August 26, 1992 and Reply Bricfs on Scplembcif 11, 1992. “An Update Hearing was
held on September 14, 1992, and parties were allowed to file additional briéfs on the Uﬁdatc
issues by September 25, 1992 The first phase of this proceeding was submitted on
September 25, 1992. -

IL The All Party Seftlement:

A.  Scope of the Settlement:
As they did in SDG&B’s 1ast general rate casé, the last ECAC proceeding, and last

attrition adjustment, the active parties in this proceeding offered a settlement. For test year
1993, the settlement results in an increase in electric base rate revénues of $71.996 million or
5.01%, an increase in gas base rate revenues of $17.512 million or 3.83%, and an increase in
steam base raté revenues of $882,000 or 92.45%. In this instance, the senlement 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 business enterprise costs.
This subject was previously referred to as women and minority business
enterprises. DRA and SDG&E have stipulated 16 adoption of the rate increase

-5.
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ER

proposed in a related report prepared by the Commission Advisory and =~ .
Compliance Division (CACD) which was released after the filing of settlement.

2. Demand-side management program costs and incentive rewards.
Although these costs were not included in the settlement, the settling parties
have offered joint testimony on all issues other than the external lighting of
SDG&E’s corporate headquarters building. SDG&E and the City of San Diego
offer conflicting testimony on the latter subject.

3 Affiliate issues.

After filing the settlement, SDG&E agreed to support the cost of services
recommendation included in paragraphs 10 through 12 of Chapter 5 and the
report on affiliated company’s recommendation expressed at paragraph 22 of
Chapter 5 of the DRA report on results of operation. DRA agreed to withdraw
from that report its recommendations regarding shared directors and corporate
costs. - o

4, Deferred cosis. ,
The setling parties agreed to defer certain cost items included in SDG&E’s
original filing in this case, for final resolution in other proceedings. For
instance, certain expenses related to operation and maintenance of the San
Onofre Nuclear plants are deferred to SCE’s 1993 atuition filing. In addition,
the final fevenue requirement adopted in this proceeding to reflect post- '
retirement benefits other than pensions would be changed to reflect the
outcome of 190-07-037 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 LEY cost for SDG&E be detennined in 1.91-10-029, which is cumrently
considering policy issues related to LEVs. Finally, the settling parties propose
that cost related to environment projects be tracked in 2 memorandum account
for potential recovery in subsequent proceedings. ‘

B. Role of settlements in disposing of the Commission’s responsibilities:

In recent years we have had increasing océasion to speak to the role of settlements and
the strength and weakness of this mechanism when centrasted with the traditional 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. Qur policy on all parly settiement proposals:

We envision setilements as a vehicle for éxecuting rather than formulating
Commission policy. With this objective in mind, we are prepared to adopt a settlement that
mieets sponsorship and content criteria which pertain to both the identity and capacity of the
sponsoring parties and the terms of their récommendation. As a precondition t6 our ai)f)ro'val
the Commission must be satisfied that the proposed all party settlement: -

a. commands thé unanimous sponsorship of all active parties to 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
Commission decisions;* and,

d. that the settlement conveys to the Commission sufficient information 6 permnit

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

2. The precedents and reasons which prompt the adoption of this policy:
Before detailing the precedcnts and reasons which have brought us to these views, we
will summarize our poticy on the role which all party settlements can play in furthering the

work of the Commission.

$ In formulating this criteria we do not intended o preclude the sponsoring parties from
suggesting changes in established Commission policy or precedent of proposing policy in areas we
have yet 1o address. However, we expect the sponsoring parties to clearly identify those portions of
any proposed all party settlement which would require modification of Commission policy or the
formulation of heretofore unannounced policy. Our goal is to always make policy amendment a
conscious decision of the Commission. Furihér, the sponsoring parties must understand that the
Commission is perfectly free (o reject the recommendation by adhering to established policy or -
refusing to go beyond it

.7-
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QOur recent history with respect 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 agréement excluding from rate base case all costs incurred by PG&E
in the construction, ownership and, operation of the Diablo Canyon nuclear power plant,
involved the first application of the settlement procedure rules formulated in Rulemaking
proceedings R.84-12-028. 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 disputés to avoid costly and protracted
litigation.” /d., at 221. Our predecessors were consciously building upon the proposition -
advanced in D.87-04-034 that settlements involved an "appropriate method of alternative
ratemaking. . .” /d.. The complexity and profound nature over time of the Diablo Canyon
~ proceeding convinced our predecessors that for that case settlement criteria and procedures
should closely approximate those used by both state and federal courts in disposing of class -
actions. In explaining the intended use of these procedures the Comimission declared:

, When a class action settlernent is submitted for approval, the role of thé court
is to hold a hearing on the faimess of the proposed settlement. Proposed Rule 51.6
provides that if there are contested material issues in a proposed seitlement, a hearing
will be scheduled. However, the fairess hearing is not to be turned into a 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 trying the case.
(citations).

The standard used by the courts in the review of proposed setilemients is
whether the class action settlement is fundamentally fair, adequate and reasonable,
{citation} The burden of proving that the settlement is fair is on the proponents of the
settlement. [citations) Proposed Rule 51.1(¢) provides that this Commission will not

¢ We note in passing that the settlement adopted by the Commission in Re Pacific Gas and
Electric Company, was neither an all party proposal nor uncontésted. While our discussion today is
limited to our policy on all party settlements, nothing in our statement of views should be taken o
indicate an indisposition to adopl settlements contested pursuant to Rule 51.6 of our Rules of Practice

and Procedure.
. 8-
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approve a settlément unless the °. . .settlement is reasonable in light of the whole
record, consistent with law, and in the public interest.’
30 CPUC2d 2227
In Re San Diego Gas and Electric Company, D.90-08-068, 37 CPUC2d 346 (1990),
we were presented with four unaninous settlements arising out of our demand side

management collaborative.? In adopting the four settlements with what we describéd as

T One month prior to our adoption of the setdement in Re Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
supra, the Commission made Operative general rules govemning stipulations and setilements, Article
13.5 of the Commission Rules of Practice as amended on November 11, 1988, distinguished bétween
those stipulations and settléments which command the allegiance of all parties to the proccedmg as
opposed to those which are contestéd pursuant to Rule 51.6. Since the settlement before us in this
proceeding ¢commands the unanimous sponsorship of alt parties, we limit our disCussion to such

proposals.

' Of the four setilements, the one pres¢nted by SCE along with eight joining pariies, posed the
greatest difficulty for the Commission. The deficiencies were not dissimilar to the objecuons raised by
the Administrative Law Judge to the proposal in this proceeding.

. . .The seitlement contained no summary or listing of its agreements that can be dlsplayed
here, since it consists primarily of voluminous attachments that are referenced but not
summarized in the text of the settlement, together with some specific agreements that are
¢ontained in the text of the settlement. At the request of the ALJ, SCE produced. . .an inde¢x
10 the attachments, identifying some of the duplicating portions of the application, while othet
atiachments replace portions of the application and still other attachments provide new
information. . . .However, even with the index, the setilement fails to identify of éxplain each
of the specific changes made to the application. _

SCE and othet parties to this settlement are put on notice that we expect better than
this in the presentation of settlements to this Commission. At a minimum, a séttléement should
clearly lay out the substance of the agreements reached by the parties and the effect of those
agreements on the positions previously taken by parties to the proceeding. . . .Thé confusion
crealed by the disorganized type of settlement presented 10 us here unnecessarily increasés the
time it takes to review the settlement. It also increases the risk that the setlement will be
rejecied for lack of clarity, misunderstood, or interpreted contrary 1o the intent of the setiling
parties, and the parties should require no further spur to clearly lay out their agreément. Were
this settlement not part of a ¢onsolidated proceeding with thrée Other utitities and were we not
committed to expeditious action on these applications (o revitalize DSM programs, it would
have been sent back to the parties for clarification. .

37 CPUC2d at 354,

.9.
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minor modifications designed to harménize the efforts of the four participating energy
 utilities, we made the following pertinent observations:
We recognize, as the setdlements point out o us, that these settlements resulied
from a good deal of give and take among the parties and refléct interrelated trade-offs
that may not be apparent to a reviewer who did not participate in the setdement
discussions. For that reason, we do not delve deeply into the details of the settlements
and attempt to second-guess and reevaluate each aspect of the settlement, so long as
the settlements as a whole are 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 empowers the parties to a degree which -
somewhat diminishes the fact finding role of the Commission.

While the programs set forth in these settlements offer a way to quickly
revitalize the DSM energy efficiency programs at the four largest California energy
utilities, the trade-off for this is our acceptance of the judgment of the settling parties
on the appropriateness of some details of the settlement in the absence of evidentiary -
hearings or specific substantiation of those details. This wade-off is inherent in many
of the settlements brought to the Commission for consideration. In judging such

~« setilement’the Commission retains the obligation to independently assess and protect -
the public interest. . . .
37 CPUC2d at 360.

Most recently the perceived advantages of 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 the setiling parties while retaining
an ultimate authority as the decision maker, the Commission closed the quoted paragraph with the
following statement: _

.. Parties (0 the setilement may chafe at what they perceive as intrusion on bargained-for
deals and may believe that this Commission should simply take their word thal the séttlements
serve the interest of the public in addition 1o the interests of the settling parties. However,
settlements brought (6 this Commission for feview are not simply the resolution of private
dispules, such as those that may be taken (0 a civil court. The public interest and interests of
ratepayers must alsa be taken into account, and the Commission’s duly is to protect those

interests.
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and Reliability Issues, R.90-02-008, ___ CPUC2d __, 127 PURdth 417, 462 (1991). There
© COMMISSIONER FESSLER fioted the incréasing presence of multiple parties in Commission
procéedings and the procedural dysfunction of the attempt to discharge our complex tasks in
the confines of a trial type hearing. In announcing a preference fora ™. .. cooperative
attitude toward problem solving [which would) achieve substantial procedural economiés
while enhancing our ability to fashion general rules and specific outcomes which guard the
public advantage. . ." the Commissioner noted:

Two factors are clearly in teasion. Our challenge is to balance them. First, the
members of this Commission may not surrender ultimate regulatory responsibility to
the very persons whose actions or inaction are affected with a public interest. Second,
for a settlemént forum to be productive the participants must envision advantage as a
consequence of open and committed participation. Excessive deference would betray
(the Commission’s] public trust. Refusal to value a settlement agreement would
deprive the parties of any incentive to negotiate in good faith. In a worst case
scenario, our use of alterative dispute resolution machinery with routine indifference
to its suggested conclusion would leave the parties with only two alternatives. They
could either posture for position in an eventual trial, or procrastinate in efforts t0
prolong a preliminary process. - For cach participant the election would be dictated by
the impact of time.

127 PURA4th 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 statutory provisions or prior Commission decisions.” Id.. 1If
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 ¢bligation to guard the public
interest. The application of such procedures as an "appropriate method of alternative

ratemaking” has already been embraced by the Commiission in Re Pacific Gas and Electri¢
Company, supra, 30 CPUC24 189, 221.
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- Both this view and approach are strongly supported in the recent decisions of
Commissions in other states. In Re Cleveland Electri¢ Hluminating Company, 99 PUR4th
407, 449-50 (1989), the Ohio Publi¢ Utilities Commission declared that:

(t]he ultimate question to be answered by the Commission is whether, in light of the
whole record, the Stipulation is reasonable. In considering the reasonableness ofa
settlement, the Commission has. . .recognized a need to analyze the following criteria:
1) Is the settlement a product of serious bargaining among capable, '
knowledgeable parties:
2) Docs the settlement, as a package, benefit ratepayers and the public

interest? _
3) Does the seitlement package violate any important regulatory principle

or practice?

Similar criteria were enunciated by the Texas Public Utility Commission which als6
summarizéd its reasons for preferring to rely upon sétilements in the course of an order
accepting an electric rate proposal that combined a prudence disallowance of a portion of El
Paso Electric Company's investment in Palo Verde nuclear facility and a rate moderation
plan. '

It is the policy of this Commission 1o encourage the settlement of proceedings

before this Commission, for the following reasons:
(a)  Settlements usually reduce the expense o ratepayers and taxpayers of

resolving the issues presented;
(b)  Settlements usually conserve the resources of the Commission avallable

for ratemaking:
()  Secttlements allow the parties to the setttement to avoid the risk that a

litigated resolution to the issues may produce results that are unacceptable to

such parties; and
_ (d)  Settlements promote peaceful relations among the parties.
In Re El Paso Electric Company, 14 Tex. PUC Bull. 929, 101 PUR4th 405, 409 (1988).

Finally, the Rhode Island Commission clearly recognized that in considering a-
settlement the focus must be upon the reasonableness of the whole rather than upon a
detailed examination of each constituent element. "(Tjhe 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 about each element of the agreement.’™
In Re New England Telephone and Telegraphy Company, 109 PUR4th 343, 347 (19_89).
3. The Proposed Decision of the Administrative Law Judge:

The ALJ 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 Commission would "not approve a setilement, whether or not it is
contested, unless the setilement is: (1) reasonable in light of the whole record, (2) ¢onsistent
with the law, and (3) in the public interest.” It was also noted that Rule $1.1 requires 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 prepare a
similar exhibit indicating the impact of the proposal in relation to the issues it contested, or
would have contested, in a hearing.

The ALJ corectly noted that, as originatly submitted, the all party settlement lacked
the comparison exhibits fequired by Rule $1.1. Accordingly, he directed the parties to
prepare a joint comparison exhibit including what he described as raccount-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 ALJ concluded that the settlement
was not "reasonable in light of the record as a whole because, in 2 significant number of
instances, there i no prima facie showing 1o support its recommendations.”® In his view:

The California Constitution (Article 12, Section 6) empowers the Commission
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 Commission
and a finding by the Commission that the increase is justified. Even when a utility

19 proposed decision of Administrative Law Judge Weissman at page 91,
-13-
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requesl is unopposed (i.c., where there is no dispute) there must still be an adequate
showing o support the rate request. As the Commission stated so clearly in a 1987
rate decision concerning Pacifi¢ Bell, "(t}he inescapable fact is that the ultimate burden
of proof of reasonableness, whether it be in the context of test-year estimates,
prudence reviews outside a particular test year, or the like, never shifts from the utility
which is seeking to pass its costs of operations onto ratepayers on the basis of the
reasonableness of those costs. Whenever the utility comes before this Commission
seeking affirmative rate relief, it fully exposes its operations to our scrutiny and
feview. It must justify the reasonableness of its request and its operations by making
at least a prima facie case of feasonableness, even in the absence of opposition. -
Where it faces opposition, its reasonableness showing is naturally a more difficult
undertaking." (27 CPUC2 1, 21; D.8§7-12-067)

The elimination of opposition no more relieves the utility of its burden of proof
than does the absence of opposition. The Commission fecognized this fact when it
established the rules under which settlements are reviewed. If evidence of the
existence of an agreement among all parties comprised sufficient showing to find 2
rate request reasonable, then the rules could simply state that whenever all parties
bargain in good faith and agree to a settlement, the Comiission would adopt it .
without review. Instead, the Commission created a three-part test that must be mét in
order to approve any setilement "whether contested or uncontested”: it must be - -
mreasonable in light of the whole récord, consistent with the law and in the public
interest. ™! -

For reasons which we shall now detail, we disagree with the ALY that an all-party -
settlement requires the introduction before the ALJ of a sufficient quantum of evidence to

establish prima facie that the settlement provisions are “reasonable.”
4. Our review of the all party seftlement:

We agree that Section 454 of the Public Utilities Code precludes our raising rates
except upon a showing that the new rate is justified. Bearing the requisite burden of proof in
a trial type hearing is surely on¢ way in which that showing may be accomplished. However,
in our view, the ALJ failed to apply our policy determination clearly uttered in Re Pécf:jﬁt
Gas and Electric Company, supra, 30 CPUC2d at 221, that the proffer of an all party

" 14, a1 pages 95-96 (emphasis original).
-14 -
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settlement is an appropriate method of altemative ratemaking. Instead, he proposes t6 place
the utility at risk for a proceeding which will have used the seftlement as a "rehéarsal for trial
on the merits.” This is precisc]y/whal we disavowed in our discussion of what was then
* proposed Rule 51."* Also ignoréd was our admonition in Re San Diego Gas and Electric -
Company, supra, 31 CPUC2d 346, 363, that "we do not delve deeply into the details of
setilements and attempt to sécond-guess and fe-evaluate éach aspect of the settlement, so long
25 the settlements as a whole are feasonable and in the public interest. . . ™

Sponsorship criteria: The proposed settlement in so far as it disposes of issues in the
application of San Dicgo Gas & Electric Company for aufhérity to increase its rates
commands the unanimous sponsorship of the utility, _thc City of San Diego, UCAN and our
Division of Ratepayer Advocates. These sponsors embrace the totality of the active parties 10
Phase I of the proceeding® and thus satisfy our requirement that the settlement be predicated
on "all party sponsorship.” | _

We now pass to the issue of full fepresentation of affected interests. As noted in our
review 6f recent precedent, a critical factor in our decision to adopt a settlement is confidence

n 14, at 222,

1} Nor can we agrée with the ALJ that our acceptance of this settlement is precluded by the
Comamission’s decision in Re Pacific Bell, D.87-12-067, 27 CPUC2d 1 (1987). Pacific Bell, which we
affim, did not enunciate rules respecting the approval of seitlements. None was proffered in that
proceeding. Further, it was decided before our adoption of Chapter 13.5 of our Rules of Practice and
Procedure governing stipulations and setilements, and the ¢nunciation of our views in Re Gas and
Electric Company, supra, 30 CPUC24 189.

4 An exception is the Califomia Energy Commission, which limited its participation (0 a relatively
namrow issue concem funding for RD&D. The Energy Commission’s concems are discussed in detail,

below,

-15-
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that it commands broad support among participants fairly reflective of affected inferests.”®
Here we find that the setilement is sponsored by a range of ‘partires ideally positioned to
commient on the operation of the utility and ratepayer perception. As noted by the ALJ,
SDG&E has recently emerged from three years of "would-be mergers. " In our cxpen‘enc'e,
the proCcedmgs before this Commission subjected the utility 6 the intense interest and ‘
Vscruuny of the City of San Di¢go and the San Diego based Utlity Consumér 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 setilement to this rate case.
Content criteria: Having concluded that the settlement passes muster under the first
of our review criteria, we next inquire Whether it contains terms which contravene slatutoﬁr
provisions or prior Commission decisions. No statutory provisions are offended by the terms
of this settlement. However, there are several instanices in which the setdement would
produce a result inconsistent with prior Commission decisions. In the discussion that foilows.
we will summarize the details of the settlement in the context of the initial positions of the
parties and, where applicable, address the appropriate disposition of eléments in the setilement
that challenge prior Commission decisions.
The second of our content criteria has proven quite problemaue wnh respect ™ thc
instant settlement. As we have just stated, to gain our approval an all party settlenient must:
. . .convey 16 the Commission sufficient information to permit 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 mzual
showing that sufficiently describes, explains and justifies the requested revenue requirement.

18 In Re San Diego Gas and Electric Company., supra, 31 CPUC24 346, 360, we put it this way: “In
evaluating settlements, onc factor we consider is the range of interests represented by the parties 1o the
settlements and any opposition to the setilements, as well as the settlement itself.”

-16-
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The purpose of a general rate case is (o cheIop and adopt sound, informed estimates
of the reasonable costs 1o be incurred in the test year, We know that our adopted ievéls_of
revenués and expenses may be at variance with actual experience. However, we must be
sufficiently informed (6 know that adopting a given estimate makes sense. Part of this
pmss involves making sure that we do not repeatedly approve revenues to meet a one-;ime
cost. When a utility's expense estimate includes the performance of a task it had planned to
accomplish with previously authorizéd funds, we will want to know why the utility did not
spend its funds as planned the first time around and will be hesitant to charge ratepayers
twice for the same expense. In addition, we want to be confident that the activities being
undertaken by the utility are lawful and othefwise consistent with public policy.

The company often does not even mention the name of major programs or activities
and almost never adequately explains its basis for forecasting related costs. The applicatibn
often makes only a general mQuesl 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 ¢urrent ¢ase does not meet our feQuireﬂmenis."

' Often, SDG&E simply states that "1988 base year recorded costs were adjusted as follows...”
Although this type of explanation might help a reader to understand where the cost figures came from,
it does not provide a justification. Why is it appropriaté 10 use a 1988 base year recorded cost for this
account? What changes are expected in staffing and operations? Why are the specified adjustmeénts
appropriate? How were they calculated? These types of questions should be easily answeréd by the initial
showing. - o

1 SDG&E's guarded initial showing may be a product of a protective, litigalivé instincl.  All 100
oftén, utilities offer only the most minimal support for their rate requests, choosing fnstead 16 wait 1o sé¢
what subjects appear to be of interest to DRA. In response 1o DRA's concems, utilities then provide
focussed rebuttal. ]

This strategy may be traditional, but it {s not acceptable. Hopefully, the company has done a more
complele job of satisfying itself thal a given program or expense is worthwhile. We would expéct the
company to make an equally convincing showing to this Commission when asking to pass those costs
through rates. Where a rate case is litigated or a settlement is ¢ontested, the utility must provide a more

detailed showing for all of its requested revenue requirement, in order 16 sustain its burden of proof.
{continued...)

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

Electricity
1.1  Sales and Customers

In D.91-07-014, the Commission determined that the sales forecast adopted in
SDG&E’s 1992 ECAC proceeding should alse be used for the purposes of this proceeding.
The Commission adopted SDG&E’s ECAC salés forecast in D.92-04-061, and that forecast is
reflected in the settlement agreement. -

DRA has agreed to use SDG&E’s forecast of electric customers for the purposes of
the setilement.
1.2 Presént Rate Revénues

The setilement adopts SDG&E’s estimate of present rate revenues for the purposes of
revenue allocation and rate design in this proceeding. Present rate revenues are the product
of forecast sales, customers, demand, and currently effective tariffs. SDG&E’s test ycar- 1993
clectric sales estimates have already been adopted by D.92-04-061 in SDG&E’s ECAC
proceeding.
13 Miscellaneous Revenues |

SDG&E’s forecast for test year 1993 electric miscellaneous revenues is $14,526,000.
Electric miscellaneous revenues are those received by SDG&E in exchange for goods and

1(...continued) o -
Where a settlement is adopted by all parties and is ¢onsistent with relevant law and Commission policy,
the utitity must provide 2 more detailéd showing to enable the Commission 10 be confidént both that the
settlement can be well undérstood in the contéxt of the company's initial request and that the Commission
and its staff will have sufficient information with which to monitor the utility’s activities and costs.
Without question, a utility seeking o encourage settlement must shed this traditional strategy and
be more forthcoming with support for its réquest. In addition to providing information that Is essential
to understanding and monitoring the results ¢f the settlement, amore complete initial shawing will quicken
the discovery process that is so critical to timely settlement. Bécause an all-party sellement obviates the
need for the development (through hearings) of an extensive evidentiary record, the quality of the utility’s
initial showing becomes all the more important. We will reject future rate case seitlements, nd mater how
reasonable they might otherwise appear, where they are not supporied by a compreheasive initial showing.

- 18-
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services other than electric energy. This includes revenues for service establishment, returned
check charges, rental of utility property, and wheeling charges.

DRA's estimate for test year 1993 electric miscellancous revenues is $15,651,000.
DRA auditors recommend that SDG&E recognize $594,000 in gaing from the disposition of
electric plant for test year 1993. SDG&E did not includé any estimate for gains or losses in
disposition of utility property in test year 1993 operating revenues. DRA auditors establish
an estimate for 1993 property sales gains based on historical data from 1987 to 1990 and also
teallocated recorded transactions in Accounts 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 Dcpanmct’\t miscellaneous revenue of $594,000. DRA’s miscellancous revenue
estimates were also based on its use of data more current than that which was available to
SDG&E during the preparation of its general rate case application.

The level of test year 1993 electric miscellaneous revenues included in the settlement
is $15,057,000. The settlement leaves several things in doubt. First is the nature of sales that
DRA claims were in‘apprbpriatcly recorded in 1988 through 1991, Seécond is the issue of the
éppropn‘ate disposition of revenues received through lease agreements as opposed to outright
sales.

1.4  Production Expenses
FERC Accounts' 500 through 557.3 present the expenses for operation and

maintenance of SDG&E’s steam, nuclear, and other power production equipment and
facilifes. Fuel expenses that are not recovered through the ECAC, system ¢ontrol and load
dispatch expenses, and other power production expenses are also included in these accounts.

1* "FERC Accounts™ refers to standard accounts ulilized by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission. For ratemaking purposes, we define most cosis by FERC account.

-19.
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141 Steam | o
14.1.1  Account 500 Operation, Supervision, and Engineering

SDG&E’s test year 1993 estimate is $3,406,400." The base estimate for this accbﬁn(
was developed from an average of the 1986 through 1988 adjusted recorded expenses. A 3-
year average beginning in 1986 was used by SDG&E because 1986 was the first year that the
resource planning and power contract effort was charged to Accounit 500. ‘The base estimate
was adjusted to include $393,500 of environmental staff expenses and $1,897,400 for '

environment permit expenses.
DRA’s estimate is $3,088.700. The difference is due to DRA's use of 1988 recorded

expenses as a baseline and its disallowances of $67,500 for environmental staff and $58, 022
in environmental permit expenses. The settlement reflects an agreed expense levct of
-$3,348,378. N -
1412  Account 5012 Fuel Oil Expenses
This account contains thc non-ECAC rcsndual oil fuel handling cxpcnscs 'I'tus s an
uncontested account. Both DRA and SDG&E support the company” s zero-based estimate
totaling $1,209,300.
14.13 Account 501.4 Fuel Gas Expenses
This account contains the non-ECAC portion of the gas fuel expenses. A S-year
historical average was used to develop $13,900 expeinses estimate for the test year 1993,
DRA'’s estimate is $12,600, a difference of $1,300. The estimating rncthodoIOgics used by
the two parti¢s yield very similar outcomes. The settlement adopts DRA's 1988 base year-
derived estimate of $12,600. '
14.14 Account 502 Operation of Bollers
SDG&E estimates its test year expenses to be $3,668,800. thc the company has
relied on an average of 1984 through 1988, DRA has relied on 1988 recorded expenses (o

19 Unless otherwise indicated, amounls are stated in 1988 dollars.
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develop its estimate of $3,699,000. The two methodologies produce very similar Outcéméé;
the settlement adopts the 1ower of the two figures. o
14.1.5 Account 505 Electric Operation of Turbines

SDG&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 of
‘cooling water to the South Bay and Encina Plant, SDG&E plans to dredge both the South-
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. Expenses
chargeable to Account 505 for dredging the Encina Lagéon total $219,000. DRA's estimate
for account 505 is $5,060,700, a difference of $3,438,900. DRA argues that SDG&E’s
estimates ar¢ not supported and are therefore unacceptable. While in the past the coquéryy -

dredged the Encina Lagoon once every three years, it now intends to dredge annually. DRA
proposes that the Encina dredging estimate be derived from recorded cost and then amortized
over three years starting with the test year. ,

Thé setilement includes an agreed expense level of $5,681,000. DRA's pr’oposéi o
amortize the cost of dredging the South Bay and related eavironmental cost over three years
offers an appropriate way to handle large test year expenses that do not recur in the atirition
years. The remaining differences relate to the appropriate methodology for forecasting thc
basic expense for this account, DRA's proposals to reduce SDG&E's estimated dredging
expenses at both facilities and other environmental expenses. The adopted amount falls
between the positions of the parties.
14.1.6 Account 506 Miscellanéous Expenses

SDG&E forecasts expenses reflected in this account to total $1,762,400. DRA éxpects
the same expenses to total $1,010,600. The major cause of DRA's reduction is the
decommissioning of the Heber Géothermal Plant. ‘The parties to the seitlement have agreed
that the Heber expense ($600,(30) should be deducted from the estimate for this account.
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14.1.7 Account 507 Rents

The company and DRA agree on the adoption 6f SDG&E's zero-based estimate of
$9,488,800 reflecting the annual lease payment for Encina § as well as leases with the |
Unified Port District, State Land Commission, and other miscellaneous entities. This is an

uncontested account.
14.18 Account 510 Maintenance and Supervision Engineering

Parties have agreed to adopt SDG&E’s uncontested estimate of $677,700 based on an

adjusted average of 1984 through 1988 recorded expenses.
14.1.9 Account §11 Maintenance of Structures
Relying on a five-year average of recorded expenses beginning in 1984, SDG&E

estimated its structural mainténance expenses in the test year to be $4,574,700. DRA’s
estimate, based on 1988 recorded expenses, is $4,755,800. For the purposes of the setilemént,
the parties have adopted the lower of the two estimates.

1.4.1.10 Account §12.1 Maintenance of Boilers

Oncé again relying on an average of 1984 through 1988 recorded expenses, SDG&E

estimates test year expenses in this account totaling $2,393,300. DRA’s use of 1988 recorded
expenses derives an estimate of $2,111,700. The agreed-upon expense level in this setilement
of $2.225,000 lies between the estimates of DRA and SDG&E and reflects the fact that either

forecast methodology would produce reliable results.
14.1.11 Account 5122 Boiler Overhaul _

The settlement adopts SDG&E’s estimate of $2,161,400 in boiler overhaul
maintenance expenses for the test year, Although DRA had oﬁgihally estimated expenses (6
be $241,500 lower, the settlement is reasonable in light of SDG&E’s ability to demonstrate
that its estimate reflects the imputed savings due to "forced outage cost charged to capital
instead of O & 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 Routing Matitenance of Turbines |

SDG&E has again utilized its actual recorded expenses from 1984 through 1988 to
develop its routine turbine maintenance estimate of $1,213,400 for the test yeai. DRA’s
estirate, based on 1988 recorded expenses, is $985,400. The expense level agreed upon in *
the setdement is $1,099,000. |
14.1.13 Account §13.2 Turbine Overhaul

The settlement adopts SDG&E’s original estimate of $2,814,900.2.

14.1.14 Accouni 514 Miscellaneous Expensés

This account includes costs for the South Bay and Encina Lagoon dredging operations
that are not reflected in Account 505. Approximately $500,000 of SDG&E'’s $1,260,700
estimate relates to the two dredging operations. Once again, SDG&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 setilement adopts DRA’s 3-year amortization of the South Bay dredging expenses
and otherwise relies on the S-year average methodology employed by SDG&E resulting in an
adopted expense level of $930,000.

1.42 Nuclear Power

SDG&E owns 20% share of the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS). Its
nuclear power production expenses include a 20% share of the O & M expenses for the plants
as well as cost related to SDG&E’s own in-house nuclear production management team.

In 1988 dollars, SDG&E’s estimate for total nuclear power production expenses during
test year 1993 is $66,855,800. SDG&E’s test year estimate is based on a methodology and
data presented in SCE’s 1993 general case, A.90-12-018. SDG&E updated its riuclear
expense estimate to reflect D.91-12-076 in SCE’s 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 dotlars for all three units. During these ohtages',_
numerous inspections, tests, equipment overhauls, preventative maintenance tests, repairs, and
plant upgrades are undertaken in addition to the refueling. Based on a 90% production féctor,'
all three SONGS units might bé scheduled for refueling outages in 1993, SDG&E’s share of
the 1993 refueling outage costs for these units would be $10,598,200 in 1988 doliars.

The actual timing for refueling outages of the various units will be affected by the
performance of the units. If the production factor is greater or less than the assumed 90%
value for any given unit, its refueling outage schedule would be advanced or delayed
accordingly. Since Unit 2 is scheduled for refueling 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 of the refueling 0utagc éxpenses 1o be incurred in a different calendar year
than originally planned. For this feason, SCE had requested implementation of a "fléxible

outage schedule™ in its 1993 general rate case. By means of an attrition advice letter,
adjustments can be made for changes i in the refueling schedule. SDG&E asked that it a]sb 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 cnginecré. two
engineers, and a secretary. One of the senior engineers is stationed at SONGS. The
department allows SDG&E to monitor and evaluate SONGS activities as well as to coOrdinatc
the company’s SONGS involvement. According to SDG&E, the company's fuclear '
department personnel actively participate in the various SONGS working groups and provide
information to the company’s senior management so that they aré well equipped to respond to
SONGS-related issues. In 1988 dollars, the test year 1993 estimate for SDG&E’s nuclear

department expense is $503,600.
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DRA estimates SDG&E's test year nuclear expenses (0 be 557.795 000 Thls ‘
rcpresents a $7,063,000 difference from the company’s estimate. DRA feports that its

dlffcrcnces are due primarily to the following:

1.  Use of a different forecasting methodology to denve
a base year estimate.

Removal of 2% gross added to SDG&E’s calculatod
share of SCE’s SONGS expenses.DRA objécted to -
SDG&E’s addmg 2% gross onto the base O & M -
and refueling estimate. DRA argues that SDG&E
mlsmtcrpretcd the Commission décision to include -
real growth in the attrition years 1993 and 1994 for -
SCE. SCE was only allowed to adjust for réal -
growth through 1992. There was no growth
allowance for 1993 and 1994.

The choice of labor and nonlabor escalators used to
calculate SDG&E’s share of SCE's SONGS
expenses. >

DRA objected to the company’s using its own labor
and nonlabor escalation rates for the purposes of
escalating SONGS expenses. DRA behcvcs that -
SCE’s escalation rates are more appropriate to ust
since SCE is the operator of the plant. '

A reduction in the number of nuclear rcfuclmgs in
the test year. '

In D.91-12-076, the Commission recognized only oné
rcfuclmg outage for SONGS in 1993. While .
agreeing that SCE and SDG&E 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 that it is therefore
appropriate to forecast expenses in 1993 for only one
refueling outage.




A.91-11-023, 1.92-02-004 COM/DWF/klw

SDG&E’s nuclear department expenses.
SDG&E’s nuclear department expenses reflect the
only portion of SDG&E’s nuclear expenses which are
not tied to the SCE general case decision. DRA
argues that the SDG&E nuclear department should
undergo some reduction in size in anticipation of the
shutdown of SONGS Unit 1. However, DRA makes
no specific recommendation for reduction in
expenses for the nuclear department.
In the settlement, the parties agreed to adopt DRA's expense estimate, after making a
© $79,000 adjustment to reflect errors 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 SDG&E be afforded in its attrition filings the
same ratemaking treatment given to SCE. This would allow SDG&E to recover its cxpcnSE;s
for each of the refucling outages identified by SCE in its 1993 attrition year advice letter, In
addition, the parties asked that the company’s estimated expenses be adjusted to reflect
changes in NRC fees which might become effective prior to the issuance of the revenue
requirement decision. These fecommendations are teasonable, as they will provide for
consistent treatment between the two major partners at SONGS.
143 Accounts §46 to 557 Gas Turbine Power and Other Power Supplies
SDG&E has used a series of 1988 base year and zero-based methods for forecasting
test year expenses related (0 gas turbine and other power supplies. The expense categories,
here, relate to maintenance, overhaul of gas turbines, systemt control, and load dispat_chfﬁg as
well as the portion of 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 DRA have agreed that an expense estimate of $2,393,200 is reasonable for the

test year. ‘The parties have adopted this figure for use in the setilement.
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1.5  Eleclri¢ Transmission Expenses
Transmission operations are compnscd of work funcuons associated with dispatching,

monitoring, and power control operations for the transmlssxon system Transmission
maintenance includes expenses associated with substatu)n and transmission line maintenance,
insulator washing and degreasing, substation breaker and relay maintenance, repair of -
damaged facilities, grounds keeping, and expenses assoclatcd with capital project construction.
1.5.1 Account 560 Operations, Supervision and Engineering

This account includes the cost of labor and other ‘expenses incurred in the general
supervision of the operation of the transmission systcm Both SDG&E and DRA dcnvc the
estimates for this account by adjusting 1988 recorded costs to reflect a pattern of lower
expenditures for information services, building sefvices, and a lower level of labor. Both
parties agree on the resulting expense forecast of $885,300, which is also adOpted for the

purposes of the settlement.

1.52 Account $61 Load Dispatching
For the purposes of this account as well, SDG&E and DRA agrée 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.
1.53 Account 562 Station Expenses

This account includes the cost of labor, materials used, and expenses incurred in the
operation of transmission substations and switch stations. SDG&E’s esumatc for this atcount
is based on 1988 recorded data and includes an increase of $81,200 for landscaping expenses
at the Penasquitos substation. The company argues that these added landscaping expenses
were needed i order to comply with the conditional use permit and for 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 not required because from all appcaranccs
the landscaping is complete. In addition, DRA argues that ratepayers should not be
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fesponsible to pay expenses refated to additional water use after five years of drought in -
California, and that it is SDG&E'’s responsibility to install drought-resistant, low maintenancé

landscaping.
The settlement adopts SDG&E’s original figure of $397,200.
1.54 Account §63 Overhead Line Expenses .
SDG&E and DRA agree that the cost of labor, materials, and expenses incurred in the

operation of overhéad transmission lines is estimated to be $513,600. Appropriately, this
figure has been adopted in the settlement as well.
155 Account 566 Miscellaneous Transmission Expenses

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

transmission fmaps and records work, transmission office expenses, and other transmission
expenses not provided for elsewhere. SDG&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 expensés from various operating depariments have been charged to
administrative and general (A&G) accounts. SDG&E has transferred some of these costs to
Account 566 and adjusted A&G Accounts 920 and 921 accordingly.

An additional adjustment of $222,500 was included {n this account for three engineers
and related transportation, computer 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 transmission access, and state and regional transmission
planning. SDG&E anticipates additional work related to the emerging FERC rules on
wheeling and case-by-case market pricing, and the increasing role of the CEC in the
transmission planning process. In addition, SDG&E anticipates that proposed changes to
General Order 131D, pertaining to new transmission lines under 200 kV, may place new

burdens on SDG&E’s internal planning process.
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DRA recommends disallowing one-half of SDG&E’s estimate for additional enginéem,
producing a test year revenue nequu'emcnt of $1,557,350, arguing that SDG&E has not -
dernonstrated the need for senior engineers as opposed to entry Tevel staff positions to fulfill
any increased responsibilities. The seitlement adopts DRA’s lower estimate.

1.56 Account 567 Rents _

DRA and SDG&E agree that rents for properties used, occupied, or operated in
connection with the transmission system, including payments to the U.S. govemment 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 DRA have estimated
future codt increases under the various lease agreements, based on an analysis of lease terms.
The analysis of DRA and SDG&E both support this result.

1.57 Accounts 586 to §73 Maintenance ‘ _
In each account related to transmission maintenance, DRA’S use of 1988 recérded year

data produces a similar test year forecast to that derived from SDG&E’s five-year average
analysis. Where differenices exist between the estimates of the parties, the settlers efred on
the side of using the lower estimate derived from DRA’s work, producing the following
results:

Account 568 Maintenance, Supervision, and Engineering - $146,700;

Account 570 Maintenance of Station Equipment - $1,769,000;

Account 571 Maintenance of Overhead Lines - $1,982,100

Account 572 Maintenance of Underground Linés - $7,100

Account 573 Maintenance of Miscellaneous Transmission - $8,400
1.6  Electric Distribution

Electric distribution expenses are thos¢ incurred in operating and maintaining the
company’s electric distribution system. These costs include labor, matenial, 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 equn‘pmem.r'.- '

SDG&E and DRA both estimated the distribution accounts based on 1988 recorded
expenses. '
1.6.1 Operation, Supervision, and Engineering

SDG&E requestéd $3,773,700 for test year 1993. The company adjusted baselmc
1988 recorded expenses by including $290,000 transferred from customer accounts, $241, 500
for project management specialist training classes, $588,600 for increased information services
usage and labor, and $1,175,100 for Distribution Planning and Scheduling System (DPSS)
enhancements. According to the company, these enhancements will allow the completion of a
project to interface PG&E’s two primary automated distribution planning systems: DPSS 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
docurnented the benefits of the interface project. The settlement adopts the figure of
$3,187,000, a figure that includes one-half of SDG&E’s estimate for DPSS enhanccnwgnts;

According to SDG&E, the Distribution Planning and Scheduling System provides a
common information base to be used by management planners, designers, and construction
personnel. DPSS is a totally integrated management system that supports work order -
development, construction, maintenance, and project accounting for electric and gas
distribution activities. The system also automates major portions of the planning, c05l
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 conceming the company's distribution '
system. DFIS produces electric maps from the data base as well as performing énginceﬁng

and property accounting functions.
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The purpose of DPSS is 16 work with the DFIS to assure .more efficient utilization of
SDG&E’s existing distribution network. SDG&E states thatrits primary goal in using DPSS
is to reduce its capital expenditures.

SDG&E began installing the DPSS systém in 1989, early in the SCE merger process.
It discontinued DPSS activities while the merger was pending. Through a data request, DRA
asked the company for a cost-benefit analysis justifying the DPSS enhancements it now is
requesting. In response, SDG&E produced a 1986 cost-benefit analysis for the DPSS project.
According to DRA, this analysis did not assume any post-implementation cost. DRA 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 dcscﬁplién of its
goals in implementing the DPSS enhancements, it has not offered information sufficient to
overcome the legitimate concerns raised by DRA.

1.62 Account 581 Load Dispatching

This account includes the cost of labor, materials used, and expenses incurred in load
dispatching operations pertaining to the distnbution of electricity. In their testimony, SDG&E
and DRA agree that expenses during the test year for this purposes should be forecast to be
$856,100. This is derived from a 1988 base of $881,700 and a downward adjustment of
$25.600. The adjustment reflects the elimination of two supervisors in distribution control
and an increase of $12,500 for the operations portion of a switching center operator. The
setilement adopts the uncontested figure.

1.63 Account 582 Station Expenses
This account includes the cost of labor, materials used, and expenses incurred in the

operation of distribution substations and switching stations. SDG&E's estimate of $2,522,500
is derived from the 1988 base of $1,846,300 and three adjustments totaling $676,200:
increased hazardous waste handling costs, additional landscape maintenance cost of substation
facilities, and a change in accounting related to some capital projects. DRA would reduce

.31 -
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this amount by $262,700 by eliminating increases rcquestéd for landscaping and water Cbsfs
~ and by reducing hazardous waste handling cost/fees by $137,000. B
The settlement adopts DRA’s estimate of $2,259,800.
1.64 Overhead and Underground Line Expensés
Relying on 1988 recorded data, SDG&E and DRA agree on a test year éxpense
forecast of $1,638,100 for overhead line expenses and $1,260,700 for underground line
expenses. The setiling parties adopt these uncontested figures.
1.65 Account 585 Streetlighting and Signal Systein Expenses V
Functions charged to this account include patrolling for streettight lamp outages, lamp
feplacements, and glassware replacements. The uncontested estimate contained in both
SDG&E and DRA’s testimony is $216,700. This amount has been reflected in the settlement

as well.
1.6.6 Account 586 Meter Expenses .
This account includes the cost of labor, matérials used, and expeases incurred in

removing, resetting, and relocating ricters and equipment, as well as cost incurred for mctcr |
tests, meter records, and turn-ons and shut-offs. SDG&E has relied on 1988 recorded
“expenses, with adjustments, concluding that 1993 test year expenses should be $3,532,200.
The adjustmesiits to the 1988 figures are inténded to reflect the impact of customer growth,
changes in the meter testing area, expanding programs to enhance customer satisfaction, and
implementation of a field order control system. DRA opposed the inclusion of two items
totaling $302,600: expenses related to the Field Service System and improvements dc#igned
to provide two-hour appointment windows for Tum-On-Meter workers. '
According to DRA, the purpose of the Field Service System is to place mobile data .
units in company vehicles to allow SDG&E 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 portion of a total program cost, most of
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which would be capitalized. DRA repfnis that during a field investigation in January 1992 ,
SDG&E acknowledged that this project is still in the developriental stage and that the
company is still trying to determine if it wants to continué with the project.

‘The additional Turn-On-Meter workers would be added t6 allow for the scheduting of
appointments within a two-hour period. SDG&E reports that surveys lndxcate their customcrs
want this service improvemient. DRA reports, however, that it reviewed available survey
results and found no indication that customers had even mentioned such a feature. DRA
argues that the highest customer concemn is for the reduction of rates and that accordlngly. the
réquest for additional Tum-On-Meter workers should be denied.

The setilement would adopt DRA’s estimates for Account 586. Du¢ to the company’s
apparent uncertainty ¢onceming the Field Service Systém, it is reasonable to 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 feiain concerried that the
company not be deterred from taking relatively low-cost steps that are likely to improve
service. We anticipate that the cornpany and DRA will reconsider this propolsal in the context
of SDG&E's next general rate case.

1.67 Account $87 Customer Installation Expeiises

This account includes costs related to investigating service complaints and rendering
services 1o customers. DRA and SDG&E have both relied on adjusted 1988 recorded costs 10
produce an estinate of $1,926,700. The adjustments prin‘ia:iiy reflect costs related to staffing
an electromagnetic fields (EMF) center. The purpose of this center is to respond to réquests
of SDG&E’s customers for information on EMF-related issues. The nine part-time EMF :
representatives and one full-time scheduler assigned to this centef follow 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 setlement,

the parties adopt this uncontested estimate.
1.6.8 Account 588 Miscelianeous Distribution Expenses | 7
 “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 for 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 to develop a
more typical year's budget, SDG&E relied upon 1991 recorded expenses, adjusied upward to
reflect enhancements to DFIS and the implementation of an Outage Management System
(OMS).

In its testimony, DRA proposed removing expenses related to OMS and theADFIS‘
system enhancements, totaling $793,200. DRA’s concems related to' DFIS cnhancér"nc'ntf ’
expenses seems to stem from the staff's assumption that DFIS and DPSS are intérdependent
systems. In that DRA suggested that DPSS-related costs be excluded from Account 580, it
has also proposed disallowance of DFIS enhancement costs here. SDG&E argues, however, |
that while the two programs are complementary, they are not interdependent. SDG&E’s
witness Lee Schavrien stated, at Tr. pp. 351 and 352, as follows:

"The DFIS project has been around for a 10ag 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 project is essentially a work order project for distributing projéct
work orders for ¢ither new service or maintenance that facilitates that. The
DPSS project uses information from the DFIS, but is not dependent on it. It
helps facilitate the information faster.

"So they are distinctly two different projects and they distincily have two
separate enhancemeént programs that link together for certain projects or issues
that have to be that way.”

SDG&E’s funding request for the OMS has both an expense and a capital component.
Within Account 588, SDG&E includes $353,100 for the OMS system. In addition, SDG&E
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would book $2,018,000 as a plant addition in 1993. Testifying for SDG&E, Michaérs;

McNabb states that:

“This project will enable information t6 bé processed faster during system
disturbances, allowing moére efficient management of company resources and -
reducing restoration times. One of the major issues with our customers,
particularly commercialfindustrial 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: o

“SDG&E predicts that this project will reduce the average outage by about 5 to -

10 minutes. Yet a recent survey showed that SDG&E's customers are already

quite satisfied with SDG&E's level of reliability. DRA believes that the

project is unnécessary at this time.”

While assérting that OMS will enable the company to process information faster
during system disturbances, Mr. McNabb and the company had provided the Commission
with no evidence demonstrating how thé system would deliver its promise. The ¢ompany |
asserts that the need for better information during a system outage is acutely felt by at least
some of its custorners. The company’s own survey results did not seem to support that
conclusion. SDG&E claims that OMS will help the company meet its corporate goal of
improving service to customers, but does not provide information which will help the
Commission determine whether this particular program is a cost-effective way to improve
service o customers. |

We want to find ways to encourage the company to improve its service wherevet it is
reasonable and cost-effective t6 do $0. With the limited information provided to the
Commission, the OMS program sounds like a promising addition. However, OMS doés not
represent an insignificant expenditure. Over three years, the program would incur expenses of
approximately $1 million while adding over $2 million to the company's rate base.
Hopefully, the company has done a more complete job of satisfying itself that commitrent to
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the OMS program is worthwhile. We would expect the company 16 make an'eqﬁélly
convincing showing to this Commission when asking to pass those costs through rates. |
1.6.9 Rents o
The settlement adopts the uncontested SDG&E 1993 test year estimate of $113,300 for
fents related to properties used, occupied or operated in connection with the distribution
system. »
1.6.10 Accounts 590 to 598 Mainfenance .
The setdement 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 vsed, and expenses im_:'gfr&l
in the maintenance of structures as reflected in Account 591.

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 $1,357,800 and an Vadjustmcm of $230,800 for system growth. -
Mr. McNabb, testifying for SDG&E, states that:

"Growth was calculated by determining the increase in the number of bréakers

in service from 1988 to 1990. The number of distribution breakers in service
was selected because they are a good indicator of the overall requirement for -
distribution substation maintenance. Yearly compounded growth of 3.2% was
applied to the five-year period from 1988 t6 1993 for an overall growth of

17%."

DRA originally proposed adopting a budget of $1,357,800. The difference is due to
'DRA's removal of increases requested for growth. DRA argued that historical expenses from
1984 1o 1988 suggest that this account does not track with system growth. On that basis,
DRA recommended use of 1988 recorded expenses.

For the purposes of the setlement, the parties adopt of DRA's recommended expense

Jevel.
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SDG&E proposed an expense level of $8.774,100 for overhead line matntenance
expenses. DRA originally proposed adjusting this amount by $702,200 to reflect the femoval
of increases requested for additional tree trimming ($451,300), a correction to a mathematical
estimate for damage caused by the general public ($62,800), and an adjustmenl of estimated
maintenance associated with capital ($188,100). ,

The setilement adopts an expense level of $8.486,000. This amount reflects SDG&E's
estimate, adjusted as proposed by DRA with the exception of approximately one-half of the
funding request related to additional tree trimming. The settling parties explain that DRA’s
original proposal contained an error. With respect 1o tree trimming, SDG&E states that it was
secking to maintain a two-year trimming cycle. One-half of the funding request is included
in the settlement agreement to facilitate this cycle.

SDG&E requests $3,965,200 for maintenance of underground lines (Accouﬁi 594).
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 for preventive maintenance of underground distribution lines. Historically, SDG&B
performs preventive maintenance activities on a ten-year cycle, resulting in base year
expenses of $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 ,694,400).

DRA suggests that a change from a ten-year cycle o a three-year cycle is "160 drastic
a change to be taken at once.” DRA instead suggests a more moderate change 10 a six-year
inspection cycle, resulting in 2 preventive maintenance budget of $1,240,300. Mt. McNabb,
testifying for the company, states that:

=Experience with this leagthy cycle has taught us that a ten-year interval is far
too long to maintain the system in proper operating condition. Extensive and
unrepairable corrosion i§ 2 major issue.”

SDG&E hopes that this change will reduce capital cost for replacement equipment and
contribute to the corporate goat of improved electric reliability by reducing outages.
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However, SDG&E acknowledges that it cannot predict the exteat to which outages will bé
fcduécd as a result of these increased maintenance activities. | '
For the purposes of the sctlement, parties adopt an expense level of $3,192,000,
reflecting a resolution of the preventive mainténance quéstion that lies somewhere between
SDG&E's proposed new three-year cycle and DRA’s 'proposed alternative six-year cycle.
“This reflects both the uncertainty as to the appropriate preventive maintenance cycle to adopt
and the rieed o test the results of an accelerated preventive maintenance program beforé |
reaching a conclusion about the vltimate cycle to adopt. As Mr. McNabb testified, the effects
of changing the preventive maintenance cycle will not be clear until the first new cycle is
completed. Thus, it is now unlikely that SDG&E will have any significant findings to réport
on the effects of its new strategy in time for the next general rate case. We will expéct
SDG&E to provide a detailed report for the general rate éase following the completion of the
newly adopted cycle. | ' o
Account 595 includes the cost of labor, materials used, and expenses incurred in -
maintaining overhead and underground distribution line transformers and voltage i‘cguiators;
SDG&E asked for $590,100 for the 1993 test year. In the settlement, parties agree t 5d6pt ‘
DRA'’s proposed reduction of $54,000 to reflect adjustments in Account 594 for the
preventive maintenance schedule. ' -
SDG&E and DRA agree that $241,900 should be included for expenses in Account
596, related 16 the cost of maintaining equipment use for public street and highway lighting
systems. This uncontested figure is reflected in the settlement proposal as well, -
The parties also agree on forecasts for costs related 1o maintenance of meters
($907,800), and maintenance of miscellaneous distribution plant ($30,700). - These amounts
have been reflected in the settlement proposal.
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1.7 Customer Accounting and Collections

As the setiling parties explain in the joint cOmpanson exhibit, customer accounting
and collection expenses include amounts related to activities such as: meter réading, billing,
processing of an accounting for customer payments, handling customer orders, processing
customer telephone inquiries, collections, and meter revenue protection. Postal expenses
inéurred in the mailing of customer bills and uncollectible write-offs are also included in this
group of accounts. Costs are éstimated on a total company basis, then allocated to electric
operations, gas operations, and steam operations baséd on the number of cusmmcrs in each
department, with extra weight being given té customers 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 Account 901 Supervision ,

SDG&E used 1988 recorded expenses of $322,000 to derive at a 1993 test year
estitnate of $288,000 for this account. Adjustments to this base include an increase of 7‘
$30,000 for customer growth niet of productivity and a decrease of $64,000 due to transfers to
the gas and electric transmission and distribution accounts. DRA recommends that the
$26,200 proposed for customer growth net of productivity be excluded as unjustified because
supervision at the Account 901 level does not vary directly with changes in customer
accounts. For the purposes of the seilement, the parties agree 10 adopt DRA’s adjustment.
1,72 Account 902 Mefer Reading

SDG&E’s test year estimate of $4,934,000 for this account is derived by adjusnng the
1988 recorded expense of $3,390,000 by including an increase of $475,000 for customer
growth net of productivity, an increase of $253,000 for the replacement of the existing hand-
held meter reading system and its associated data processmg coslts, an increase of $18,000 to
provide mechanized reading capability for the intemal data processors now being used, an
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increase of $220,000 for meter reading staff support and auditing, surveying and rerouting of
accounts, an increase of $58,000 for the initial phases of movlng to an automated meter
reading system, and a decrease of $21,000 for transfers to Account 901. - DRA recomménded
a reduction of $382,490 for some of the projects because of apparent overlap between the
specific projects and others which would normally be funded within the gr‘owlh-justiﬁéd
increase. The settlement includes a recommendation that a figure of $4,714,000 be adopted.

This account includes labor and other costs associated with answering customer
telephone inquiries conceming applications for service, disconnections, transfers, meter tests,
contracts, collections, and billings. SDG&E relies on 1988 recorded cxpchs‘e's' 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 for customer growth, an increase of $406,000 for upgrading and
training of telephone center personnel, an increase of $198,000 for 24-hour operation of the -
telephone center, an increase of $l,ﬁ33.000 for the implementation of new customer sérvice
programs, an inciease of $269,000 in data processing ¢osts in excess of the customer growth
component, and a decrease of $188,000 for transfers to the gas and electric transmission and
distribution ac¢ounts. |

DRA recommends excluding $1,151,600 from SDG&E's forecast. The staff argues
that "The growth factor less productivity is not appropriate for Account 903.1." It is not clear
what was meant by this argument and DRA provided no additional discussion to explain its
point. In addition, DRA argues that SDG&E's estimate includes a duplicative $79,800
‘expenditure for a new business office proposed for Encinitas. Further, DRA would disallow
$66,700 for a customer services records update program that it argues should be considered in
Account 903.4. Finally, DRA proposes that SDG&E’s requested funding for 24-hour '
customer service not be allowed. '

DRA argues that 24-hour customer service is not justified for this gas and electric

utility. DRA argues:
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"Banks and groceries have 24-hour ci_nStorhcr‘ service as a marketing program (o0 .
attiact custorners from other banks. SDG&E custorners can choose between -
hundreds of banks, but only one encigy utility. Customer service needs from

energy utilities is 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 DRA

recommends that SDG&E not add costly programs simply because some

customers polled indicate that the item would be nice (o have.”

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 reasonable to forecast expenses of $455.000 during
the test year.

1.7.5 Account 903.3 Collections _

SDG&E relied on the 1988 recorded expense of $1,759,000 in deriving its test year
estimate of $2,227,000. DRA agrees with this estimate. In addition, 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 for all utilities. SDG&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. DRA reports that SDG&E has its
own internal customer matching program that i_dcntiﬁes customers who have relocated within
the SDG&E service area without paying 2 closing bill. The staff argués that allhoug'l_l,
SDG&E’s 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&E will also benefit other CUE participants by improving

the information base.
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The settlement adopts the uncontested test year forecast for this account. In addition,

the settling parties agree to continue participation by SDG&E in the CUE program, j)roviding

that it remains cost-¢ffective.
1.7.6 Account 903.4 Customer Payments

The setilement adopts DRA'’s estimate of $1,199,000 for this account. This represents
a $43,175 reduction of SDG&E'’s proposed budget of $1,242,000 due to customer service
representative salary upgrades which DRA argues should have been included in gr‘i)wlh'.~

projections.
177 Account 903.5 Billing and Bookkeeping
The settlement adopts SDG&E’s estimate of test year expenses totaling $2,055. 000
DRA had argued in its testimony that $233,675 in savings resulting from newly capitalized
projects were not feflected in SDG&E’s estimate. SDG&E argues to the contrary. o
Joel Lubin, testifying for DRA, states that savings resulting from ncwly capnahzed
projects are not included, but never explains how he reached that conclusion. In the jomt
comparison exhibit, SDG&E simply responids that its estimate "does reflect savings from
newly capitalized projects.” However, SDG&E provides no evidence to support this

conclusion.

1.7.8 Account 903.6 Data Processing

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 propcSed
adjusting the 1988 recorded expense of $1,795,000 to refléct customer growth by adding
$177,000 to the forecast for this account. For the purposes of the settlement, the pames
agreed to stick with the 1988 recorded expense level as was advocated by DRA in its original

testimony.
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179 Account 9037 Postage
The postage costs reflected in this account relate t0 thé mailing of customes bills,

collection notices, and other ¢orrespondence. Without explaining how it derived that number’.
SDG&E has requested $2,442,000 for postage. The settling parties agreed to adopt DRA’s
recommended postage level of $2,358,000. In support of this recommendation, the s‘éuling
parties included a table demonstrating how the postage estimates were calculated. This table
!S 1ncludcd as Appendix C 10 the settlerient agreement. The record supports adoption ofa
company-wide estimate of postage expenses equaling $3,643,044.
1.7.10 Account 903.8 Energy Thefl 7

Costs included in this account relate to the investigation and prosecution of energy
theft cases. SDG&E proposed adjusting the 1988 recorded expense of $213,000 1o reflect
customer growth, resulting in a 1993 estimate of $237,000 for this account. DRA |
recommends simply carrying forward the 1988 recorded eéxpense leve), arguing that these
expenses do not vary directly based on the fiumber of customers. The setdement adopts

DRA’s position.
1.7.11 Account 9039 Customer Service Conservation LIRA Programs

SDG&E asks for $332,000 and states that this estimate was developed "on a prOgram
by-program basis.” For the purposes of the setilement, the parties have agreed that these
expenses would be deferied for review in the reasonableness portion of the ECAC and
Biennial Cost Allocation proceedings (BCAP).

1.7.12 Account 904 Uncollectible Accounts

SDG&E developed a 1993 estimate of $2,932,000 by applying an uncollectible factor
of 0.287% 1o the estimated revenues. The uncollectible rate is developed by use of an
econometric model. DRA recommends using a rate of 0. 274% which it states reflects
inclusion of year-end 1991 data in the company’s model. The settlement includes a
recommendation that DRA's uncollectible rate be applied, producing an expected uncollectible
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expense for 1993 of $2,578,000. In that DRA’s recommendation is based on more recent”
data, the record SuppOnS'ﬂ\c adoptioﬁ of this approach. -
1.7.13 Account 908 Miscellaneous Customer Accounts Expense

This account covers expenses ot provided for elsewhete. In its testimony, SDG&E
forecasts expenses of $89,000, without identifying what these expenses are. The sole supbbr_t
for SDG&E’s position is that its recorded expenses in 1988 were $80,000. DRA recommends
that the 1988 recorded expense level be carried forward without adjustments to reflect
customer growth. This approach is adopted in the settlemént as well.

1.8  Electric Marketing Expense

SDG&E’s initial estimate for éxpenses in its marketing accounts totals $46,843,000.

These expenses can be divided into three main categories: (1) DSM, (2) energy ser‘ﬁccs, and

_(3) electric vehicles. Expenses related 16 DSM programs were not part of the settlement
agreement. The settling parties have agreed to defer consideration of EV electric vehicle
marketing program costs to the low emission vehicle investigation, 1.91-10-029. “The
discussion, here, is limited t6 Account 912 as it relates to SDG&E’s Major Account -
Executive program. '

SDG&E assigns account executives to major commercial and industrial customers 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 expenses to its DSM program accounts.
The activities at issue include providing customers with assistance related to billing and rate
questions as well 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 are also included.

The company reports that it has provided these services to customers for several years.
In the public participation hearings held in this docket, numerous represcntatwes of businesses
in SDG&E’s service temitory provided testimonials praising the account executive program.
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The company proposes a budget for 1993 comparable to what it expects its actual expenses o
be for this pr‘bgraih in 1992, ’ :

In its testimony, DRA argued that the ¢ost of providing special attention o pariicular
customers should not be bome by ratepayers. In addition, DRA points out that similar - |
activities are already funded by ratepayers either through the DSM programs (energy issues)

or through customer accounts (billing and rate issues). "DRA thinks this special attention is
provided to enhance public relations or ¢licit good will rather than to merely provide |
informational services. The Commission has consistently rejected requests for ratepayer
funding of activities designed to enhance public relations or elicit good will.® DRA cites
D.84902 (78 CPUC 638) for the proposition that the Commission disallows public relation
expenses which, among other things, cannot be shown o encourage “the more efficient - -
operation of the utility’s plant, the more efficient use or presents services, or the conservation
of energy or natural resources, or present accurate information on the economical purchase,
maintenance, or cffective use of electrical or gas supplies or devices.” On this basis, DRA
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 DSM accounts. Thus,
DRA recommends that the Account Executive program expenses listed in Account 912 be
disallowed for ratemaking purposes. |

In the settlement agreement, the parties propose that SDG&E receive revenuve
requirement including $1,620,000 for the Major Account Executive program. In support of
the settlement, the parties argue that in 1987, when SDG&E created its major accounts
marketing section, that section had as its primary objective preventing bypass by large |
customers. A portion of the costs of such services were charged to Account 912. They
report that as SDG&E's rates have decreased and DSM programs expenditures have
increased, the focus of Account 912 expenses has become resolving bill inquiries and
providing other customer services for SDG&E’s large customers. While these expenses are
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not part of SDG&E’s DSM programs, SDG&E'’s request for funding through Account .91;2
rather than Account 903 led to the impression that these expenses are related to DSM
programs. The partics argue that in fact they are not related to DSM. Given the current
focus of eneigy activities, the setiling parties agree that for future periods, SDG&E will
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 o specific functional areas.
Such costs are recorded in FERC Accounts 920 through 935 and subsequently allocated o
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 paynients, consultant fees, employee
pensions and benefits, franchise requirements, 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 for deriving the allocation percentages to apply to the distribution of A;S’AG
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
on a historical trend of direct charges t0 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 for employees of all organizations
that are not specifically provided for in other functional accounts. Starting with 1988
recorded expenses, SDG&E states that it first 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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fegulatory requirements.” The total proposed budgct estimate is $19,333 000 SDG&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 any and all of the new
positions are necessary. This account also would include funds for a long-term incentive
compensation plan ($714,000), an cxecutive incentive compensation ($703,000), and a senior
management incentive compensation plan ($220,000).

DRA recommends an electric department Account 920 expense level of $17, 653000
reflecting a difference of $1,680,000. This difference results from DRA’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 1o reflect merger-
related Jabor. For the purposes of the settlement, the parties propose removing from the
Account 920 forecast all costs related to the Long-term Incentive Compensation and
Executive Incentive Compensation Plans. The proposed settlement dogs include reveaues for
the Senior Management Incentive Compensation Plan (apparenﬂy. at a level of $127,000).

192 Account 921 Office Supplies and Expensés

SDG&E secks $10,089,000 for office supplies and expenses that are not spoclﬁcally :
provided for in other functional accounts. The company developed its estimate starting wuh
1988 recorded expenses which are first reduced by $1, 400,000 to refléct accounting
adjustments (which arc never explained) and then increased by $2,570,000 for increased
expenses "primarily for information systems staff and related expenses of new personnel...”
The nature of these expenses is also never explained. DRA is of the opinion that ther¢ is a
close relationship between expenditures for salaries (reflected in Account 920) and those for
office 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 equaled 52% of the A&G
salary expense level reflected in Account 920, Applying this ratio, DRA derived a forecast
expense level for Account 921 equal to $9,194,000 ($895, 000 less than SDG&E'’s estimate).
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SDG&E and DRA disagree on the use of this methodology. The senlefﬁéﬁt proposes
adoption of $9,627,000, reflecting a compromise between the original positions of the parties.

1.9.3 Account 922 A&G Expenses Transfer-Credit _
This account captures the portion of expenses recorded in Accounts 920, 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 Uniform System of Accounts.  SDG&E
proposes using 1988 transfer rates, 14% for nonbeénefits and 38% for employee pensions and
benefits, to project 1991 to 1993 Account 922 amounts. The resulting electric départment
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 setilement as well. However, the final
number is related to amounts otherwise adopted for Accounts 920, 921, and 926.
1.94 Account 923 Qutside Services

The settleinent proposes adoption of the uncontested forecast of $4, 194,000 for
expenses related to professional consultants and others (such as accountants, auditors,
actuaries, and lawyers) for general services not specifically applicable to other accounts. Thc
settlerment adopts SDG&E’s uncontested estimate of $4,194,000 for test year 1993.
1.9.5 Account 924 Property Insurance

This account includes amounts for the amortization of premiums for both general and
nuelear insurance policies, such as for fire, storm, and explosions, and to cover losses of
uninsured property. Without explanauoﬁ SDG&E offers its estimate of $4, 296 000 for 1993.
DRA based its estimate of $3,497,000 for this account én an cight-year averagc DRA cites
the cyclical nature of insurance premium expense as supporting an averaging approach. '

The settlement adopts a budget of $3,797,000 be adopted for Account 924,
196 Account 925 Injuries and Damages

This account includes amounts reserved 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. SDG&E testifies that the account was forecast 'déing

&

fhdividual policy premiuim projections for comprehensive and public liability 1nsur’é_n'ce'énd :
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 excepl with respect to directors® and ofﬁéei#‘

liability insurance coverage.

DRA argues that the Commission has in the past charged utilities with making an
adequate showing as 10 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 shareholders

and ratepayers. DRA agrees that this coverage is necessary to attract well

qualified individuals to serve, both on the board of diréctors and as corporate

officers. However, ratepayers are 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 SDG&E’s ratepayers to totally indemnify the company, removing the - ,

need for careful scrutiny and selectivity among the shareholders when choosing

directors and officers...” o

DRA’s adjustinent to this account results in an estimate of $7,518,000. This isa
feduction of $1,071,700 for the electric department. Nonetheless, the settlement would have
the Commission adopt a forecast equal to that originally proposed by SDG&E ($8.590,000).
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 such recovery
should be granted here. -

The SCE general rate case decision issued last December did not address the question
of shared responsibility for directors’ and officers' insurance. Thus, that decision provides 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 SCE
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general rate case. SDG&E argueés that by not taking issue with DRA’s failure (o oppose théée,
expenditures, the Commission was implicitly approving the full recovery of directors and
officers insurance. '

It would be most disturbing if the Commission weie to approve a rate increase based
simply on the fact that DRA has failed to oppose similar rate increases in past proécedir‘igs.
The record in this docket raises a serious policy question which need not be resolved in order.
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 of insurance for directors and officers.
197 Account 926 Employee Pensions and Benefits

Account 926 includes premium expenses for health and welfare programs in excess of

amounts paid by cn‘iployceé; the company’s portion of funds provided for the SDG&E
‘employee savings plan; amounts paid 6 fund the company’s pension plan, the company's ¢ost
of life insurance and rnedical coverage for retired emiployees; and other employee beneﬁt and
welfare expenses.

SDG&E’s benefits program consists of a pension plan, a savings plan, medical and
dental coverage, life insurance, long-term disability protection, and cértain mandatory bcncﬁts
such as unemployment and disability insurance. The company reponts that its total cost in
1990 for discretionary benefits was 9.7% of its straight-time payroll. This, SDG&E argues,
was a lower percentage than that for any other electric and combined utility company in the
state. According to SDG&E, it has held its costs below the average partially through a
greater degree of cost sharing by employees and partially by holding the line and benefit
enhancements. The company implemented a flexible benefits program in 1990, allowing it to
gain a certain additional amount of cost ¢ontrol. Company-wide, SDG&E’s forecast for
employee pension and benefit expenses in 1993 is $42,404,000.

DRA recommended a $10,281,000 reduction to this request. This recommendauon
reflects the following conclusions and recommendations:
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Limit Post-retirement Benefits Other Than Pensions (PBOPs) to’
a pay-as-you-go level.
Adopt DRA's revenue requirement because it reflects the most
recent recorded premium, budget, claim, and expense data
available. DRA’S recortimendations also incorporate the most
recent changes in plannéd design, administration, and actuarial
accounting. DRA argues that the use of more recent
information and actual recorded data make its fecommendation
more accurate and reliable. |
Adopt a medical expense inflation factor of 0.81% per year,
which is derived by taking an average of expenses historically
experienced by the company. DRA argues that thi_s' o
recommendation provides a greater incentive for SDG&E
management to maintain health care cost increases at its current
trend levels rather than focusing rate recovery on national trends
that do not apply to SDG&E's situatio_n. .

: The portion of SDG&E's requested expense level attributable to electric A&G
expenses is $29,600,000. DRA’s recommendation would result in an electric A&G éxpense
of $20,995,000. For the purposes of the settlement, the parties propos¢ a forecast expenditure
of $24,444,000.

The settling parties report that this figure reflects the PBOP expense level bcir‘i_g
limited to the pay-as-you-go basis, however, it is not possible to determine how much of the
reduction in revenue requirement results from the PBOP pay-as-you-goé basis and how much
results from the corpromises apparently struck on the other issues.

1.9.8 Account 927 Franchise Requirements

This account reflects payments to muni¢ipal and other government authorities in

compliance with franchise, ordinance or similar requirements. The setilement reflects the use
of SDG&E’s uncontested approach for calculating 1993 franchise requitements by using the

otherwise adopted base rate revenues and appropriate franchise fee rates.
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1.9.9 Account 928 Regulatory Commission Expense
This account includes expenses incurred in connéction with fonnal cases. hcanngs. and

investigations before regulatory commissions. SDG&E used 1988 recorded data, increaséd
for additional anticipated regulatory requirements to derive its electric department forecast of
$4.932,000. DRA proposed a forecast level of $4,444,000, reflecting a difference of
$488,000.

For the purposes of the setilement, 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 fuel-
related balancing accounts in a manner consistent with other major California eneigy utilities.
The settlement reflects a réduction for this purpose.

1.9.10 Account 929 Duplicate Charges-Credits
: " In this account, SDG&E tracks the costs for its internal use of electricity. The p"ar‘ﬁcs
 agree, through the settlement, to adopt SDG&E’s uncontested forecast of $1,412,000.

1.9.11 Account 930 Miscellaneous General Expenses

This account includes research and development expenses; expenses re!ated to
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 decision approving a modified attrition adjustment for 1992 (D.91-10-046), the
Cornmission approved a seitlement 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 agreentent, 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 bclow.
However, the total forecast for electric depariment expenses in Account 930 is $11,025,000.
SDG&E has not provided a detailed explanation of how it intends to spend the remaining
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$5,021,000 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&D dollars in this account have been justified, certain specific expenditures were
highlighted in DRA's repon, and merit discussion here. Public relations and advertising
expenses are tracked in Account 930.12. DRA points out that public relations expenses
(including advertising) have been disallowed by the Commission for a :;umbcr of years.. DRA
points out that D.84902 (78 CPUC 638), dated September 16, 1975, was one of the earliest
and most detailed of a long list of decisions disallowing these expenses. As DRA states,
"“The Comnmission has repeatedly placed all utilities on notice that a substantial showing is
fequired 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 this general rate case.” On this basis, DRA
fecommends disallowing $166,08% for the Electric Department. '

For the purposes of this settlement, the ¢ompany has agreed with DRA that ratepayers
should not pay the cost of pension benefits provided to members of the Board of Duectérs
This i¢ consistent with éur conclusions in D.91-12-076 (the last SCE general rate case
decision) wherein we stated, "Pensions for members of Edison*s Board of Directors are not
" necessary and should not be recovered in rates.”

According t6 DRA, SDG&E is requesting to fecover abandonment cost of $495,335
for test year 1993, to be tracked in Account 930.216. The Electric Department’s allocated
amount for these costs is $369,520. As DRA explains, from time t6 time utilities stop work
on minor capital projécts that have not been completed. Such abandoned projects are not
included in rate basé (where the utility could earn a return on the investment) because these
projects have never become "used and useful” to ratepayers. DRA explained its p0$|u0n
conceming the inclusion of such amounts in rates as follows: "DRA is opposed to including
these dollars in this account. DRA requested from SDG&E a specific list of abandoned
projects that would meet the criteria set forth in Commission D.89-12-057. These criteria

.53.




A9l1-1 140'24. 1.92-02-004 COM/DWFAlIw

must be met before a utility can attempt 1o recover its cost for an abandoned project.
However, SDO&E’s response stated, *It is SDG&E'’s position that the minor abandoned
projects charged to A&G are not at an expense level high enough t6 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
forecasting in this general rate case. Since SDG&E feels that the expense level is 160 low to
justify specification, then it should follow that these expenses do not need to be included in
rates. DRA recommends 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 is
not only unsupported by the record, it appears to be inconsistent with existing Commission
policy.”

DRA also reporis that SDG&E failed to provide any response 1o the staff’s requcsl for
information concerning a forecasted level of $267,862 for SONGS-related abandoned projects.
SDG&E also failed to provide the detail necessary to explain its request for "Contﬁbuﬁo'né |
and Dues-Other Common” to be tracked in Subaccount 930.231, with an Electric Departinent
allocation of $155,168. In these areas, SDG&E’s failure to make an affirmative showing in
this record is compounded by its apparent failure to provide adequate detail in response to
DRA'’s data request.

In 1991, SDG&E chose to discontinue paying dues to the Electric Power Research
Institute (EPRI). As part of its filing in last year's modified attrition proceeding, SDG&E
indicated that it wished to reinstitute EPRI funding during 1992. In the seulement that_iv‘as _
approved in D.91-10-046, the parties agreed 16 an EPRI funding level of $3,600,000 (in 1992
dollars), reflecting $3,500,000 in dues and $100,000 for participation in technology transfer.
The modified attrition settling parties agreed that SDG&E must return to ratepayers any
portions of that $3,600,000 amount 1ot paid to EPRI during 1992. It was also agrccd that the

need to return such funds would be determined in this general rate case.
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The parties to the settlement in this proceeding have made no refereice to this refund
provision. Al the same time, SDG&E projects a 1992 EPRI dues level of $3,023,000, whnch
is $577,000 less than was allocated for that puspose in the modified attrition decision last
year. Since the end of 1992 is yet to arrive, 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&E 1o report on its actual 1992 EPRI dues and to account for any atlocated funds in its
fiext attrition filing. -
1.9.11.1 Research Development and Demdnstration Fund

In the settlement among the parties to last year's modified attrition proceedmg (as
approved in D.91-10-046) the parties agreed that the total 1992 proposed revenues for RD&D
should be $7.0 million Gin 1992 dollars), exclusive of franchise fees and uncollectible
expense. Of this amount, $3.5 million represents EPRI membership fees and $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 seitlement in the modified
attrition proceeding is that SDG&E'’s RD&D programs and expenditures for 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 1992 modified attrition
setillement.” The settlement agreement in this proceeding would have the Commission adopt
this $6 million figure not only for 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 Exhibit, in response to an inquiry from the ALJ, the parties at first
indicated that they intended for SDG&E to continue with the programs approved in the
modified attrition decision. Then, SDG&E reported that it was willing to accept a series of
recommendations included in the report of Jolynne Flores on behalf of DRA. SDG&E
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presented a revised RD&D planning document as part of its showing in the update hé@fings.’
The revised plan includes program changes in response to DRA’s concerns but proposes ﬁor'
change in the level of overall funding. »

The California Energy Commission, which is not a party to the settlement agr’eemé-nl,
proposes that the Commission approve a larger RD&D budget, directing SDG&E to aﬁgmcm
its plan by including increased funding for an advanced gas turbine project and funding for

participation in a multi-party solar thermal electric projéct. All of the seitling parties oppésed

the Energy Commission’s proposal. , N
The Energy Commission reported that, to stimulate the development of advanced aero-

derivative gas turbine generators, a number of utilities headed by PG&E have formed the
collaborative utility advanced gas turbine project. The project has three stages. In Phasé i,
~ which is currently underway, proposals have been received for engineering and crc‘:onor‘rﬁc'» -
studies. The studies will be completed in late 1993. Phase 2 will 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
2000 but the prdgram could be modified to accelerate development to accommodate the
nearer term néeds of the participants. The Energy Commission recommended that SDG&E
contribute $250,000 in 1993 for Phase 1 of the project (and $500,000 annually in each of
1994 and 1995 for Phase 2). The Energy Commission argued that those amounts are the
minimum necessary for SDG&E to participate on the steering committee for both phases of
the project, to have a vote on important project decisions and to receive the full benefits of
the project. |

The Energy Commission also recommended SDG&E participation in the Solar 2
Demonstration Project. As the Energy Commission explains, first generation central r’ec'civcr
technology has been successfully demonstrated in the Solar 1 Project headed by SCE 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 testing have shown that a molten nitrate salt offers considerable
advantages over water. SCE has organized a consortium of utilities and other |ntcrested
parties to convert Solar 1 into a 10 MW demonstration projéct for the molten salt lechnOlogy
According to the Energy Compmission, the purpose of Solar 2 is to reduce ‘the technical and
economic risk of building commercial size (100 MW) central receiver plants. The Energy
Commission estimates that the first 100 MW plant could be brought én line in 1999 or 2000.

The Eneigy Commission recommends that SDG&E provide $1 million for SOiar"z 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 minimurn level ncceisary for
SDG&E to participate fully in project management $0 that it ¢an help taitor the projéct to
meet its néeds and ¢an receive important benefits, such as rights to the intelicctual property

_produced by the project and any power generated. '

SDG&E has declined to adopt the Energy Commission’s recommendation and the
other signatories to the settlement agreement have spoken in support of the c0mpany.
SDG&E has riow comimitted $100,000 from its 1993 RD&D allocation to support 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 allowing each utility to maintain discretion over ihe exact expenditure of RD&D
funds within the boundaries of certain guidelines, we will not direct the company to invest in
the advanced gas turbine project at the levels originally proposed by the Energy Conimissitsn.
nor will we insist that the company participate in Solar 2. :

The projects presented by the Energy Commission appear fully worthy of parucnpanorn
but so do the projects proposed by SDG&E. We will encourage the company to consider
difecting funds toward these projects, where appropriate, by granting it full discretion t6
redirect funds to either or both projects at the funding level proposed by the Energy

Commission without seeking further Commission review.

-57-




A.91-11-024, 1.92-02-004 COM/DWF/Iw

We face broader concerns in considering the appropriateness of SDG&E'S reécai‘éﬁ '
and development plans for the test year and the two years which follow it. 1n D.91-12- 076
(SCE’s most recent general rate case), the Commission expressed its disappointment 1 w:th the
SCE’s RD&D showing. Its case was affécted by the lateness of its program changes and the
insufficiency of its cost information. We are faced with simifar concems here, as SDG&B
has proposed significant changes in its program as late as the update hearings in Scptembcf,
and provided virtually no information to justify the estimated costs of specific pro;ccts wuhm
each program area. We are inclined to approve SDG&E’s program because of the company s
efforts to meet at least some of DRA’s concems, specifically the appropriate funding level for
projects related to natural gas vehicles and the need for incieased supply-side rescarch.

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 are made to EPRL As rcquifcd in the settlement approved in last year;s
modified attrition proceeding, SDG&E must return (o ratepayers any sums received through
feveriues to cover EPRI payments that did not occur. In addition to requiring SDG&E to
make such a showing in conjunction with its next astrition proceeding, we will continue this
requirement for any subsequent years where the company elects not to make full dues
pzyments to EPRL. The settlement in the modified attrition proceeding for 1992 also included
a requirement that SDG&E make provisions during this general rate case 10 retuin RD&D
royalties and licensing to ratepayers. The settiement is also silent on this issue. We will
require SDG&E to make a full report and propose appropriate refunds as part of its next
attrition filing.

DRA’s RD&D report in this proceeding included a series of recommendations and
conditions affecting RD&D programs. In the comparison exhibit, the settling parties indicated
that SDG&E accepted DRA’s recommendations and conditions and was prcparihg a fevised
planning document for RD&D to address those issues. The revised plan was placed into
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evidence during the update hearings. However, the revised plan fails 16 sufficiently address a
number of recommendations contained in the DRA report, and fails to provide program
funding information on an annual basis. DRA recommended that SDG&E: (1) increase its
level of end-use research (not by increasing the overall budget but rather by fedirecting
established budget funds), (2) create a Separate end-use research program, (3) account for
eneigy efficiency research as part of DSM program costs, (4) increase utility research
coordination, and (5) better quantify ratepayer benefits from research projects. As part of its
fiting for next year's attrition proceeding, the company will be required to file a report
identifying the steps it has taken to implement each of these portions 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 utitities undertaking research and |
development efforts. In addition, the company should include, in its report, RD&D funding
levels by program area on an annual basis. |

The seftlement i$ 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 set
for in D.90-09-045 and states that if the utility's rate réquest for RD&D speading is within a
previously appréved funding range, the utility could focus its initial showing on an
explanation of its broad policy directions. In D.91-12-076 (the Edison rate case), the
Commission catled 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 procoedin.g. _

The company reports that from 1989 through 1991, its research funding, excluding the
nondiscretionary tariff to the Gas Research Institute, ranged from 0.31 to 0.33% of the
company’s annual gross operating revenues. During this period, the company reports that it
found the level of 0.30% of annual gross operating revenues to be the lowest level qf funding
to allow for the conduct of meaningful research. This funding level, according to SDG&E,
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does not allow for a fully balanced program in end use, supply distribution, and transmission
areas. The company maintains that it needs funding in the range of 0.30 (6 0.45% in ocder to
implement a meaningful RD&D plan. At this range, SDG&E would project a minimum and
maximum RD&D budget of $5,019,000 to $7,528,000 (assuming total annual billed revenues
for gas and electric sales for test year 1993 of $1,672,897,000). The company maintains, and
DRA agrees, that this range will allow for the budget to reflect flexibility suggested in D.90-
09-045 and would also allow for changes in the operating eavironment.

We find this approach for ¢stablishing a range of RD&D expenditures to be reasonable
for use in the next general rate case. In that we anticipate issuing rules to consistently affect
alt energy utilities RD&D planning efforts, we emphasize that our approval of the described
approach in this proceeding does not indicate a determination that this is the appropriate
policy to apply in other instances. ,

A few final words on the subject of RD&D report details are in order. ‘While it is
critical that the company’s RD&D report include sufficient background information 1o place
cach program and project component in contex, it i¢ also important that the report contain
enough information to allow the Commission to understand that the funding level for a givcri
project is reasonable. The Commission does not intend to make judgments about how each
RD&D dollar should be spent. Nonetheless, 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 expect SDG&E to provide a more detailed showing

in subsequent RD&D reports.
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1.9.12 Accounl 931 Rents
This account includes rental payments for office space for general office personnel and

for communication lines, telephone, radio, and microwave equipment. The settlement
endorses the uncontested forecast of $2,263,000 for this account.
1.9.13 Account 935 Maintenance of General Plant |

This accouit includes the costs of maintaining the general office bmldmg.
transportation, stores, and miscelaneous structures of the connpany. This includes the office
furniture and equipment used in the general office as well as communication equipment. I
the proposed settlement, the parties agree to adopt the uncontested company forecast of
$2,383,000. SDG&E states that it employed a five-year historical average to forecast -
maintenance and plant ¢osts, but neither specifies the five years used for the historical
average nor justifies the reasonableness of their use. The proposed forecast level represeiits a
50% increase over maintenance costs in 1989, the last year for which recorded information i§
available.
1.9.14 Taxes

The methodology to be used for calculating taxes in this pmcecdmg is not
controversial. In that appropriate calculation of taxes is dependent on forecasts adopte& in
other accounts, the accuracy of those calculations is subject to the same issues raised in
discussion related to other accounts. -
1.10 Depreciation

SDG&E and DRA have agreed upon a methodology for calculating _cicpmciatidﬁ that is
reasonable for the purposes of this settlenent. It relies heavily 6n mechanisms put in place
during the last general rate case for SDG&E and approved in D.88-12-085. The appropriate
level of depreciation depends on the weighted average plant which is adopted.
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1.11  Amortization
1.11.1 Land Rights
The settling parties agreed to adopt the uncontested forecast of $1,372,000 for the
costs related to rights in land. This amount appears reasonable for the purposes of this
settlement.
1.112 Abandoned Projects _
SDG&E originaily sought a five-year amortization of preliminary engineering and 4
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 setlement, parties have agreed to allow
SDG&E to amortize all of the costs for each of these three facilities, although the period for
amortization is extended 16 six years and does not allow for the recovery of carmying costs
related to these amtounts. The result is a revenue requirement increase of $1,505,000 per year
for a six-year period. |
DRA appropriately summarizes Commission policy related to instances where w@:‘
allow the amortization of abandoned plant (as stated in D.89-12-057): (1) that the pr_ojcci fan
its course during the period of unusual and protracted uncertainty, (2) that the project was
reasonable throughout its duration in light of both the relevant uncerainties that then existed
and of the altematives 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 important to note that the treatment for these costs proposed in the setlement can
“only be found reasonable here because it is encompassed in a much broader seitlement.
SDG&E has presented evidence which, if fully litigated,' would have provided the company
with at least colorable arguments for some recovery through amortization. DRA has also
presented a substantial showing that would argue against recovery for the Combined Cycle
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and South Bay Projects. Thus, in a more limited settement, it would be reasonable to'
include some level of recovery to reflect the relative litigation risks inhefént when there are
arguménts t6 be made by both sides. However, the settlement offered in this instance allows
for full recovery. The only exception is that carrying costs are not allowed. The Commission
generally does not allow recovery of carrying costs for plant that is not used and useful. The
amortization plan proposed here can be accepted solely because it is part of a broader
settlemient, representing various trade-offs among the parties. |

1.11.3 Software

SDG&E originally requested that $2,850,800 in costs related to new software projects
be included in ratés in each of the next five years to amortize the costs for those acw -
products. SDG&E has not named or described the software products nor explained why their
use is necessary or reasonable. DRA had recommended the disallowance of costs fe_latéd to
six individual software pr’ojéc(s' resulting in a test year reduction of $518,200. '

For the purposes of the setilernent, a test year budget of $2,475,000 is adopted.

1.12 Amortization Reserve N

The figure adopted for this purpose is dependent on the resolution of issues concerning
land rights and software as well as the use of recorded 1991 data which was not availablc
when SDG&E filed its testimony.

1.13 Rafe Base
1.13.1 Plant-in-Service ‘

The settlement reflects a compromise between DRA and the company on the value of
rate base additions for 1992 and the test year. SDG&E originally estimated its 1992 electric
plant additions to total $221,262,000 while DRA estimated additions totaling 3175..646.000.
reflecting a difference of $45,616,000. These parties also disagreed on the appropriate
forecast for plant additions in 1993, with SDG&E forecasting $316,088,000 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 Seutlement and
Comparison Exhibit are silent as to the plant addition ﬁgt.lr‘cs that are being préwsﬁd for "
either 1992 or 1993. By examining the workpapers underlying the setdement, we would find
that it reftects a reduction of SDG&E's 1992 beginning-of-year plant-in-service balance by
$33,000,000, a reduction of 1992 plant additions ¢qualing $25,000,000, and a difference in
1993 weighted average plant additions of $32,000,000. However, these figures are _nOtrin the
record and thus cannot be relied upon in making this decision. All that is apparent 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 raté base calculations for this proceeding. Normally, a generéi rate
case would provide an opportunity to reflect on the company's recorded plant-in-service and
determine which projects, if any, should not be allowed to remain in rate base. If adoption of
the settlement implies that somé of the company’s éstimated beginning-of-year 1992 pl.antfin'-
service should be disallowed, what cost should we expect the company to remove fror"r) ‘rﬁtc V
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 rate basé, what assumption
should the company make as t6 which projects have been disaltowed?

One example may help to illustrate this concern. In its report on the results of
operation for SDG&E’s electric department, DRA objected to what appeared to be a $2.2
million 1992 plant addition which reflects environmentat cleanup costs associated with the
Esco substation. DRA’s concem is understandable, in light of the Commission’s rporlicy 1
allow utilities dollar-for-dollar recovery for reasonable hazardous waste cleanup ¢osts (to E
encourage responsible utility conduct)® but to proceed with great caution before inclﬁding

2 See. however, D.92-11-030 which solicited comments on whether reasonableness review is the
appropriate procedure for recovery of hazardéus wasie expenses. In that decision (at p.8 of the slip
opinion), the Commission stated, *[blecause the complexities associated with Hazwaste cleanup

activities may make it very difficult to establish, so many years after the fact, that all expenses were
(conlinued....)
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such expenses in rate base! (under the theory that utitities should not be allowed to profit
from environmental damage they may havé a hand in causing). As is true with all other
proposed plant additions, the settlement is silent as to the pr’0p0$ed treatmeént of the Esco
cleanup costs. In the update hearings in this proceeding, however, it came to light that
SDG&E 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 curtently in progress. Despite this
argument, the record does not support an assertion that the cleanup activities are 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 for the improvement of the
substation, the Commission has not established that thes¢ ¢riteria 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 make it clear to SDG&E that in the absence of prior Commission approval, the-
company should not place hazardous waste cleanup costs related to Esco or any other project
into rate base. We do not approve the inclusion of the Esco cleanup costs that have been
brought to our attention in rate base. Generally, this problem underscores the need for more
specific information about the ways in which this settlement affects the disposition of specific

projects.

¥(...continued) _
prudently or imprudently incurred, the reasonableness review procedure may not be the best vehicle
for determining rate recovery for Hazwaste cleanup expenses.” At the same lime, the Commission
authorized, in the interim, the ¢ontinved use of the advice letter/memorandum account procedure for
tracking of hazardous waste cleanup expenses.

2 See, for instance D.88-07-059 (28 CPUC 2d 550) and D.88-09-020 (2- CPUC 24 185).
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1.132 Plant Held For Fufure Use

SDG&E has proposed placing property valued at $255,000 in rate base as piant held
for future use. DRA opposes this treatment and for the purposes of the setilement, the pames
have agreed to exclude these costs from rate base.

The section of the settlement discussing this issue also includes agreement by the
settling parties to adoption of plant held for future use guidetines set forth in Appendix B to
D.87-12-066 (SCE’s 1988 general rate case decision) with some modifications. In that there
is no pending request 1o place any new plant held for future use into rate base, there is no
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 are provided with a full range '

of arguments for and against such changes, in the appropriate proceeding.

1.13.3 Advances for Construction _
SDG&E’s test year 1993 estimate of $25,078,000 is based on recorded level of

customer advances at the end of the year 1990, increased by forecasted co_llec_uons and
decreased by forecasted refunds. SDG&E estimated the collections as a function of electric
customer gains using an ordinary least squares regression, while refunds were calculated
based on 1990 refund data. DRA's test year 1993 estimate of $28,549,000 is based on the
actual end of year 1991 level of customer advances, adjusted by SDG&E's forecasted net
change to advances in 1992 and 1993. For the purposes of the setilement, the parties agreed
to adopt DRA’s estimate. This is reasonable in that the DRA’s estimate relies on mbtc recent
recorded information.

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 for the test year, SDG&E’s estimate of
$42,507,000 for Materials and Supplies was developed by taking the August 1991 recorded
level of $41,654,169 and adjusting it to 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 agrecment bctwccn
the company and DRA for the Electric Department, as statcd in the Joint Petition for
Modification of D.91-05-028.

DRA disagrees only with the calculation of Materials and Supplies. The staff _
calculated the ratio between the company’s ériginal estimate for Materials and Supplies and
its original estimatéd weighted average planl in service. Applying the same percentage to
DRA’s estimated weighted average plant-in-service, the staff developed its test year Matcnals
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 many accounts, revenue requirements issues concerning natural
gas parallel those related to electricity. In this discussion, we will focus on areas where there
are distinctions.

2.1  Gas Sales and Customer Forecasts

The econonuc models used to determiné the level of gas sales and customers are the
same as those used for electric sales and customers. DRA was able t0 use more current
information for its forccast and the models yielded a slightly lower forecast of sales and
customers. The setiling parties have recommended adopting DRA’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 detérminants which come from DRA’s customer and sales
forecasts, which have also been adopted. '

2.3 Miscellaneous Gas Revenues

In the seftlement, the parties propose adopting a test year figure of $2,804,000, which

is just $12,000 less than the revenue level proposed by DRA. This proposal closely parallels
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DRA’s recommendation which relxes on smore ¢urrent historical data and includes‘ a forecast

for gains from the disposition of gas plant (a factor that was not addressed by SDG&E)

24  Gas Supply Expenses
As SDG&E explains, gas supply expenses relate to purchased gas calculations, supply

acquisitions including transportation and gas avaJ!ablluy and price forecasting. These
expenses include labor and materials for those activities. The settlemient adopts SDG&B's
forecast of $1,301,000 for these expenses. The entire forecast gas supply éxpense, however,
is only $321,000, reflecting two specific credits. Supply expenses are credited to reflect the
cost of gas used for compressor station fuel. This amount is offset by an equal debit in -
Account 854. In addition, a credit is applied for the cost of gas used for water and space
heating at company fzcilities. This amount is offset by an equivalent debit reﬂocted in
various other accounts. DRA calculated its forecast using more recent recorded data and
produced nearly identical results. L
2.5  Gas Storage Expe nses

As SDG&E explains, gaS storage expenses are incurred for supervision and
engineering, and operations and inainténance labor and expenses. The company’s gas storage
facilities currently include a buried pipe gas holder in an area referred to as Encanto and 2
- 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.
251 Account 840 Operations Service Supervision and Engineering

Almost all of the difference between SDG&E's forecast of $193,300 and DRA’s
forecast of $86,000 relates to hazardous waste cleanup assessment studie$ that need to be
performed at three Towngas sites and at the decommissioned old Chula Vista LNG site. Prior
to the development of pipeline systems 1o bring gas into San Diego County, facnlmcs.

commonly referred to as Towngas sites, were used to produce gas from coal and oil for local
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use. The process of manufacturing gas from coal and il resulted in by-products that \'-é‘er;e ’
~ disposed of on site. At the Chula Vista LNG site, although the plant’s process ef;uibment and
storage tanks wefe removed from the site in the summer of 1990, hazardous waste cleanup -
activities may be required. -

The setilement adopts a compromise forecast of $143,000.-
2.52 Acecount 841 Operation Labor and Expenses

The seitlement adopts SDG&E’s proposed forecast of $56,000.
2.5.3 Account 843 Maintenance

This accéunt includes the ¢ost of labor and expenses incurred in the general
supervision and performance of maintenance of high pressure storage holders and'liquiﬁcd
natural gas holders. For the purposes of the settlement, the parties appropriately adopt a
$30,000 forecast which is consistent with the forecast developed independently by SDG&E
and DRA.
2.6  Gas Transmission Expense _

These expenses are incurred for supervision and cngineeﬁng; system control and load
dispatching; communications system; compressor stations; gas, other fuel, and power used in
compressor stations; and for the operation and maintenance o6f mains, measuring and
regulating stations and other related transmission equipment. SDG&Es' gas transmission
system supplies gas to the various gas distribution systems within the company's service
territory. The transmission system consists primarily of three large diameter pipelines and
several crossties, two compressor stations and three major pressure regulating stations.

For the purposes of the setdement, parties propose adopting a forecast level of
$5,044,000. The forecasts prépared by DRA and SDG&E in this area are consistent.
27  Gas Distribution Expense

These expenses are incurred for 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 seivice tum-ons and shut-offs, seasonal relights and various customer service orders.

The parties propose, for the purposes of the settlement, the adoption of a forecast of
$17,487,000 for these purposes. This is $115,000 less than originally requested by SDG&E
and $75,000 more than originally proposed by DRA. Consistently, DRA’s multi-year
averaging technique produced estimates that were sufficiently close to those produced by the
company 1o lend support to the initial request. ‘
28  Customer Accounting and Collections

The numbers used here are derived from the analysis related to electric department

customer accounting and collections discussed above in Section 1.7.
29  Gas Marketing Expense
_ The discussion of electric marketing expense included, above, as Section 1.8, applics
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 éxpense
discussion. As with the electric vehicle marketing program, the settling parties have agreed
that the cost of SDG&E's NGV marketing program should be deferred to the low emission
vehicles investigation, 1.91-10-029.
2.10 Administrative and General

The forecasts et forth in this section are derived from the analysis for electric
department A&G expenses, discussed herein in Section 1.9,
2,11 Gas Department Depreciation

There is no difference between the settling parties on either the methodology or rates
used to depreciate plant in service. Differences in depreciation expense forecast are solely
and directly the result of differences in weighted average plant assumptions. SDG&E has
utilized new mortality and forecast life studies as well as new salvage percent studies.
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2.12 Gas Depariment Amortization

The analyses of DRA and SDG&E produced virtually identical tesults for the
forecasted expenses related to land rights amortization. The seitlement resolves minor -
differences between DRA and SDG&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 ($395,000 per year over a five-year périod) 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 for this proceeding, nor would SDG&E seck to recover these costs in

any future proceeding.
2.13 Gas Rate Base
2.13.1 Plant-in-Service | |

In the comparison exhibit, SDG&E reports that it used end-of-year 1990 plant data for
beginning-of-year 1991 and estimated additions théreafter. SDG&E’s estimate of 1993
beginning of year plant was $667,659,000. However, SDG&E's tables for plant-in-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 relied 6n. DRA uséd end-of-1991 data to
produce its 1992 beginning-of-year balance in plant-in-service 16 produce corfoboration for
$656,447,000 of SDG&E's estimate for 1993,

The comparison exhibit indicates that for the purposes of the settlement, the parties
agreed to adopt $663,182,000 as the beginning-of-year 1993 estimate for plant-in-servige.
According to the settling parties, more recent information was available to them at the time of
the sétilement and the setilement reflects that data. However, any more recent information
that may have been available to the parties has not been provided to the record in this

proceeding.
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Similarly, SDG&E’s estimate of weighted gas plant addmOns for 1993 amounung to
$23,007,000 is not cited in the record, nor docs SDG&E uemrze the costs related to the 4
components of its plait additions estimate. As we stated for electric plant-in- -Service, as pan
of its next attrition filing, we will require that the utility mclude a report, S|gned by a
representative of each settling party, that identifies and quantifies each project disallowed
from beginning-of-year 1992 plant-in-service, from 1992 plant additions, and from forecasted
1993 plant additions, in a manner consistent with the rate base amounts included in the :
settlement agreement. This report will be subject to review and approval of rejection by thc
Commission as part of the attrition process.

2.132 Custonier Advance for Construction

DRA and SDG&E utilize the same methodology for developing forecasts for customer
advances and have produced virtually 1denueal results. For the purposes of the scnlemcnt, the
parties adopted SDG&E’s estirnate, which further réduces rate base.

2.13.3 Working Capital .

In a manneér consistent with the determination of working capital for Lhe clcctnc
departinent, DRA and SDG&E have proposed the adoption of the uncontested amount of
$3,365,000 for test year 1993. This suggestion is consistent with the Commission’s actions in

D.91-07-014.
3. Steam
3.1  Steam Sales and Customer Forecast

SDG&RB’s steam heat system produces steam for the space heating and coolmg as well
as the water heating requirements of a limited number of customers in downtown San Diego.
Until late 1989, boilers located at the company’s Station B were operated to produce the
steam which was subséquently expanded through the house turbine to reduce the pressure of
the steam for delivery to the customers. During 1989, two package boilers were installed at
SmmBmmMWMMWmmMmmwmwMummmmMmmmmm®mfmm
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the installation of the package boilers, the house turbine is nét required to reduce the $team
pressure and its operation has been discontinued. "

SDG&E is in the process of making a transition out of the business of providing steam
heat. ‘This is consistent with the Commission®s directive in D.85-12-108, dated December 20,
1985. In that year, SDG&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 customérs remaining.
The company has established its sales forecast by conducting a survey 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 determined that SDG&B should recover full

costs of the Station B steam production from the steam customers. The company initially
forecasted its steam production expenses to total $606,000. DRA forecasted 1993 st year
steam production expenses to total $552,000, reflecting a $54,000 difference. For the
purposes of the settlement, the parties propose adopting $595,000 as the test year revenue
requirement, capturing virtually all of the amount proposed initially by SDG&E. We will
examine the differences between the parties on an account-by-ac¢ount basis.
32.1 Account 602 Steam Heat Expense

SDG&E 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 $363,100. The use of pre-1989 data for the purposes of this forecast is
puzzling in light of the fact that the company has dramatically changed its steam production
techniques since 1989. As DRA points out in its testimony, there i$ no apparent reason to
avoid using post-1988 data to forecast stéam expenses, since there was no apparent direct
relationship between the SCE merger activities and the operation of the steam production
department. Using 1989 and 1990 data, DRA produced a steam heat expense forecast of

$302,000.
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3.2.1 Account 612 Mamtenance of Steam Heat Egmgmen :
Using the same prc-l989 approach, QDG&E forecasts its maintenance expenses o be

$243,200 during the test year. Using the 1989 and 1990 data, DRA produced virtually -

identical results.

3.3  Steam Distribution Expenses
SDG&E initially forecasted $67, 000 in djst:nbuur.‘m expenses for the test year 1993

DRA’s forecast supports $63,000 of this expense. The settement proposes the adoptmn of
DRA’s $63,000 estimate. | E
34  Customer Accounting and Collections ,

‘The numbers in the settlement for these accounts are COnSIstcnl with those dcnved in
the analysis related to the electric dcpartment mcludcd above in Section 1.7.
35  Administrative and General , )

Similarly, A&G ¢xpense forecasts are derived in a mannér consistent with thosc '

discussed in Section 1.9 abave.

3.6 Depreciation ,
There is no difference between the scttlmg parties on either the mcthodolbgy or the

rates used to depreciate plant in service. Differences in the deprecnat;én expense forecas_t in
the parties® initial showings were solely and directly the result of differences in weighted

average plant.
37  Plant-in-Service/Plant Additions

DRA'’s estimate for plant-in-service is virtually |dcnncal to that prepared by SDG&E,
even though the company did not have the benefit of end of the year recorded information for
its forecast. The setilement proposes adoption of $6,137,000 for test year 1993 plant-in-
service, an amount that is within $3,000 of the estimates of ¢ither party.

DRA and SDG&E agree on an estimate of $15,000 for materials and suppli¢s and 2
working cash amount of $79,000 for test year 1993,

.74 -
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4. Additional Issues Related to the Settlement
- 4.1  Productivity

As time goes by and technologlcs improve, it is éxpected that utilities will dclwer
utility services more efficiently. In D.85-12-108, 20 CPUC2d 115, 200 (the Test Year _1986
GRC), the Commission expressed concemn that SDG&E’s "relative performance in various |
categories of productivity se¢m(ed) suboptimal in comparison with other California utilities.”
For this reason, the Commission said, "(W)e will expect SDG&E to develop productivity
measurement tools and standards in the future and to provide a showing on productivity in the
next rate case.” Subsequently, in D.86-12-095, 20 CPUC2d 149, 178 (Pacific Gas and
Electric Company’s 1986 Test Year GRC), the Commission adjusted PG&E’s revenue
requirement t reflect productivity gains and stated that it expected all of the utilities to’
seriously address productivity issues in future general rate case proceedings. In response to
this mandate, SDG&E produced a productivity study for this proceeding, the results of which
appear to be supported by DRA’s productivity analysis.

Productivity meaSUIcmcm as it has been performed by SDG&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 result ini savings to ratepayers.
SDG&E’s analysis, in this case, involved examining recorded and projected costs for all years
starting with the 1988 base year and ending with the forecast revenue requirement for 1993,
and comparing those costs with the number of kilowatt hours of electricity sold or expected to
be sold during the same period. Based on this analysis, the company concluded that the
revenue requirement réquested in the curreit 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 revenué than it originally requested, its
adoption would ensure that the company will achieve even greater productivity gains.
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Developing assurance that SDG&E’s revenue requirement reflects the appropriate level
of productivity gains is of particularly great significance in this proceeding. First, the -
company wishes to base over 40 percent of its forecasted expense on costs recorded in 1988.
Since the Test Year is 1993, these numbers are five years out of date. This fact, alone,
provides exceptional potential for failing to capture efficiency gains. Second, this utility inay
be almost uniquely in a position to have acc‘:Omplished' 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 purchases. In addition, the company was forced to undergo the
rigors of cost-cutting efforts during the pendency of the SCE merger. SDG&E has 200 fewer
employees today than it did just prior to the merger process.

Nonetheless, the productivity analysis offered by the company and affirmed b'yVDRA .
provides no basis for us to determine if the ¢company has appropriately captured, in its basé
rate revenue requucmcnl, the efficiencies gained during the last five years. Neither does ll
allow us to determiné 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 memly involve O&M and 6ther
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 conpany’s fuel cost assumptions for the Test Year could have been
optimistically low, creating an over-all impression that the 1993 revenue requiremient reflects
productivity gains. These apparent gains might disappear during 1993, without any change in
base rates, if fuel costs turn out to be higher than predicted. Further, 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 are not separated, in SDG&E’s analysis,
from the impacts of favorable power purchase contracts, or stable or dectining fuel costs.

.76 -
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Another problem is that an excessively high Test Year forecast could overshadow and
defeat the benefits of earlier productivity gains. To offer another hypothetical situation,
SDG&E may havé achieved productivity 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 fevenué
requirement might actually introduce significant inefficiencies into the company’s operations.
If this occurred, it would evade the analysis of the productivity experts testifying in this
proceeding. The company may not have achieved, or may simply have failed to capture in its
revenue requirement, productivity gains in the cost areas that are the subject of this
proceeding. There is no way for us to know, based on the record before us.

The Settlement Agreement is lasgely silent on the issue of productivity. Yet,
productivity is a critical issue because of its magnitude. For instance, if the appropnale level .
of productivity gains is ovér 8%, then the potential electric rate impact is over $57 mnlllon
(compared to the $72 million electric rate 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-related reductions associated with
various programs. However, the company has only been able to identify about $2 million in
reductions it expressly made from 1988 expenses to reflect productivity gains. In the context
of an electric revenue requirement in excess of $700 million, this is less than four tenths of
one percent. The company argues that it has implicidy 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 result of its unique sitvation. In other words, it
argues that it has incorporated an 82% reduction, but provides no evidence to demonstrate
that 8.2% is enough. As cited above, productivity was first raised as an issue for this
company when the Commission was concerned that SDG&E was not performing as
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efficiently as it should. Yet, the record do¢s not enable us to place the 8.9% estimate in
context _
To support its argument that it has gained great efficiencies, the company boasts of its
favorable employee-to-customer ratio and its in-house programs (0 encourage cost reduction.
These are factors that should help keéep the base rate revénue requirement low. We just
cannot tell, based on the record before us, that the potential benefits stemming from these
factors are reflected in the revenue forecast.

An additional concern is that the company’s productivity analysis is limited to a study
of the Electric Department. SDG&E should also be measurably improving the efficiency of
its operations in the Gas Department. It is léss likely, although not impossible, that the
company could achieve productivity gains in its increasingly limited steam operation. '

We will réquire that future productivity studies include an analysis that isolates the
cost componeiits that are subject to review in a General Rate Casé proceeding. The uuhty ’
should also report on recent productivity gains experienced by other energy utilities and other
comparable industries. In addition, the utility will be required to demonstrate how the .
productivity gains feflected in the study have been applied to reduce the forecast revenue

requirement.

42  Gain Sharing and The 10% Solution
Two components of the company’s effort to reduce costs are the Gain Sharing

program and the 10% Solution.

Gain Sharing awards are paid to employees when actual O&M or capital cxpendntures
are less than originally budgeted for a given purpose, r when customer satisfaction goals are
exceeded. To pay for the awards, the company uses about half of the O&M savings resulting
from the awarded performance. The remainder of the savings are retained by sharcholders.
In 1988 alone, thi§ program resulted in rewards to employees exceeding $4 miltion.
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The 10% Solutién is an employee suggestion plan in which employees are rewarded
by receiving 10% of the first year's annual cost savings stemming from improvements that
are 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 (o reflect the
fact that ratepayers can now be served at a lower cost.

These programs offer a significant incentive for employees and shareholders to
encourage ongoing cfforts to cut costs. For instance, SDG&E reports that the employee
suggestion program has generated nearly $12 million of first-year annual cost savings.
Employees were awarded approximately $1.2 million and, in the first-year savings alone, the
shareholders received an extra $10.8 million. But the incentive paymenis to sharcholders 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 sharcholdcrs
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 16 seek cost-cutting changes in the future? 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 receive, 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 t0 eniployees, it has booked those payments as if
they were O&M expenses and continued to book thein in each subsequent year {even thOugh
the paynients were only made once). Under the settlement, the revenue requirement for at
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 jeast the Rext three years would ¢ontinue to provide the company with extra revenues ¢qual o

half of these one-time incentive payments.
We want to encourage the utility t0 be creative in its efforts to reduce the cost of service.

‘However, we want to be assured tha, after the company is amply rewarded for those efforts, the

savings are fully passed through to ratepayers by adOpﬁng a forecast that reflects no more man
the costs actually expected to be incurred. One of the major reasons for adhering (o a threc-)'car
rate case cycle is to encourage each utility to streamling its operations where apprOpnate with
the promise of being able to retain any resulting savings that ‘a¢cumulate before the next general
rate case comes 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 efforts even in the years following the
next general rate case and adopt no such policy in this decision. '
IIO.  Non-Seftlement Issues:
A. Demand-Side Management

The settling parties chose not to resolve DSM issues in the Settlement Agrecmcnl
Instead, after SDG&E and DRA separately submitted DSM testimony, SDG&E, DRA and UCAN
submitted a Joint Recommendation Conceming DSM Issues (Joint Recommendation).
1L Joint Recommendation
1.1  Programs and Funding

The parties recommended a 1993 test year total DSM funding level of $58.2 million (in
1993 dollars). Initially, SDG&E had requested $64.5 million and DRA had proposed $62.4
million. This figure does not include amortized portions of the 1990 and 1991 DSM rewards.

"It does include the cost of the Residential Appliance Efficiency Incentives Program, which

SDG&E proposed (o be bid to third parties in the DS$M rulemaking proceeding (R.91-08-003).
This program is discussed further, 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 recommended programs and measures will not be repeated
herein. It is found in the company's Revised Report on Demand-Side Management (Exhibit
4) and is modified in the Joint Recommendation in the following ways: -

L Residential Information: ‘The $500,000 recommended for the
Cross-Cultural and Other Advertising component of this program
includes $50,000 for research related to the advertising effort. -
Residential Load Management: The recommended funding for
Peakshift of $300,000 is to cover costs of terminating the
program in 1993 assuming appfoval of termination by the
California Energy Commission. For 1994 and 1995, these funds
would be used for a demonstration photovoliaic program to be
developed and initiated in 1993 under the Residential Appliance -
Efficiency Incentives Program should photovoltaic technology
prove (o be cost-effective based on engineering analyses. Prior
to committing to the program in 1993, SDG&E would file an
Advice Letter including documentation and cost-effectiveness
analyses. If photovoltaic applications are not cost-effective,
SDG&E would review plans for the use of these funds in 1994
and 1995 with its DSM Advisory Committee.

Nonresidential Information: The parties agreed 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 fecommendations to the DSM
Advisory Committee for majority approval (the details of this
approval process to be developed by the Advisory Committee).
SDG&E 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 installation of
appropriale energy-saving measures. Savings would be counted
toward shareholder incentives only for measures the instatlation
of which is verified during follow-up visits conducted within 18
months of the original audit.




12 S endm Fléxllnht and Ca s _

~ The parues rccommend that the cémpany be allowtd a Ccrtaln amount of ﬂcxnblllly in
deciding how to spend its DSM budgct. Thcy propose that the programs be dmdcd into eight
separatc categones With one cchptnOn the cbmpany would be fres 16 shift funds betwecn

prOgrams in the samc catcgt)ry Thc cxccpnOn is the $3 mnlhon pcr yeaf mcluded in the
proposed budget for the creation 6f an Energy Technology Centcr Bccausc the expenditure
of funds for this purpose is $6 uncertain, the partic$ propOse thal dollars not spent for that
purpose be returned to ratepayers. SDG&E w0uld also be allowed 1o spcnd up to 130% of its
approvod budget for New Constmcnon and Res:denual Apphance Efﬁcrcncy Incentive

= programs “The following table summarizes the pr0p05ed fund shlftmg bOundanes and
spcndmg caps and is dcrlvcd from Attachmcnt C to Exhlbll 6.




Carry-Ove: Bdmnhoym InIO!lo(
Cury-Forward Within Catégary - Catégory

‘Catégary 1

Residedtial Appliance Eff. Incentives (2) Yes . . NA

Norésidential EE Incégives -~ - Yes © NA~
Noarésideatial EM Services S fes © Yes NA
Total Catégary 1 : . : 7 __ Yes : No (3)

Category 2 o 4 : _

Résideatial New Coastructiod - Yes Yes NA
Nooresidential New Construction i Yes NA
Total Category 2 Yes , No

Category 3 , ~ - g ,
Residential A/C Cycling - Yes : NA
Residential Timé-Of-Usé Yes NA
Resideatial Poot Pump - o Yes NA
InteTuptiblé/Curtailable - _ Yes NA
Total Category 3 . - Yes No

Category 4 : . .
Gas A/C : Yes Yes , " NA
Fuel Substituticn $tandard Incentives : o Yes NA
Total Catégory 4 . ‘ - Yes No

Categary S - _ ]

Diréct Assistancé - ' Yes ' No

Categry6 - ' .

Résidential Informatica .. , - o Yes NA

Nodresidential Infarmation ~ : - Yes NA

Residential EM Sérvices - : Yes No

Catégory 7 : : o C e =

Measuremént & Evaluation Yes No

Catégory 8

Oxber DSM - » © Yes No

mmwmgcapappnamm'mfaulprogamswahinawemmm;oiwﬁwmm |
Additional funding \pwthéapchuwfafrogmwmataemxsno&s'sdisam

(2) Fortions of this program awardéd 19 bidders will be reioved from this categary.

(3) Funding for Thermal Energy Stirage and Foel Substituticn Custixn Incéntives I8 included in subarizéd
fuding for Nooresidential EE Incentives. Whilé the funding ¢ames from Noaresidential EB Incéntives,
expeaditures and savings for projécts will b reportéd uoder Load Management and Fue} Substitution.

(4) Noiresidential EM Services is excluded far purposes of the spending cap for this caegary.

P
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Because of the uncertainty as to whether and when the Energy Technology Cc'nfcf'will
be created, we will disallow the current funding request.” If the utility firms up plans and a
budget for this facility, it may file an advice letter réquesting memorandum account
treatment. With this exception, we will approve the proposal for spending flexibility and -
caps. By designing a system of eight program categories, and by limiung fund shifting to -
changes within a given category, the system appears designed to maintain the overall
priorities suggested by the spénding plan before us. The 130% spending caps for the
measures in categories 1 and 2 is appropriate t6 allow for aggressive implementation of these
highly cost-effective measures. ‘
1.3 Mid-course Correclions

When SDG&E wants t6 make changes to its program that are inconsistent with
Commission authorization, it consults its DSM Advisory Committee. If thére are no '
objections among the Advisory Committee members 1o the proposed changes, the company
files an Advice Letter for Commission approval indicating that there are no objections. If

there are objections, the company says so in its Advice Letter filing and anti¢ipates that
hearings will be necessary. The DSM Advisory Committee consists of representatives from
DRA, CACD, the CEC, UCAN, the Natural Resources Defense Council, the California
Department of General Services, the City of San Diego, the County of San Diego, the Siemra
Club and the California State Department of Economic Development.

SDG&E and UCAN recommend that, in the future, Advice Letters be deemed
approved 40 days after being filed if there are no filed protests and CACD determines that the
proposed program changes are consistent with what has been reviewed by the Advisory
Committee. DRA has not expressed support for 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, there should be no need for further

extensive review of the Advice Letter.
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Pursuant to the Commission’s General Order 96-A, the Commission cannot normally -
approve an advice letter of this type until at least 40 days after the utility fites it. Where 2
timely protest is not filed, CACD attempts to prepare its analysis and the appropriate
resolution for the Commission’s ¢onsideration as soon after the initial 40-day period as
possible. This procedure not only provides for adequate notice and opportunity to protest, it
al¢o assures that CACD will have the time it needs to adequately study and consider the
proposéd changes.

It is not clear that, simply because CACD attends Advisory Committee meetings, it
will have sufficient information and time before an advice letter is filed to fully review
proposed changes. We see no need to undercut CACD's opportunity for full review. As we
have said in the past, the advisory committees do not supersede the Comimission’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 concemed that applying a "deemed approved™ approach might encourage
CACD to recomsmend 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 sami¢ time, we encourage SDGA&E to do everything it can to
facilitate timely review of its advice letters by communicating éarly and often with CACD
concerning the company's request and CACD's information needs.

1.4  Shareholder Incentives

The parties recommended that we adopt a variety of formulas to calculate sharcholder
incentive rewards, depending on the type of DSM program involved. These formulas would
be used through 1995, unless a new shareholder incentive mechanism is adopted in the DSM
rulemaking/investigation (DSM OIR/OII) (1.91-08-002/R:91-08-003) at an carly date.
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14.1 S-Shaped Curve .

The partics would use an S-shape curve to define the relationship of energy sa\kings to
sharcholder earmings for SDG&E's Residential Appliance Efficiency Incentives and its |
Nonresidential Energy Efficiency Incentive Programs. Separate S-shaped curves would be |
established for each program.?

The proposed S-shaped curve is a shared savings mechanism with a variable share
(similar to that adopted in SCE’s recent GRC). The percentage share varies within a given
program depending on performance and among programs depending on each program's -
incentive basis. The incentive basis is defined to be energy and capacity savings benefits -

- minus weighted costs equal t6 25% of utility incentive payments plus 50% of net paﬁicipanl
costs plus 100% of utility administrative costs (all benefits and costs are on a present value

basis).

Wi;hin a given program, the shareholders® ¢amings would vary s a function of the
ratio between the achieved and forecasted incentive basis. If SDG&E delivered between 0
and 50% of forecast savings, it would incur a penalty which decreases at a constant fate
reaching zero at 50% of forecast benefits. At this point, neither a penalty nor an incentive
would be earned. From $0% 16 75%, SDG&E would receive an inc¢éntive at the same
constant rate that was used to calculate the penalty. Between 75% and 100% of forecasted
benefits, the incentive rate would increase, reaching its maximum at 100%. Between 100%
and 130% the incentive rate decreases. At 130% and above, the incentive rate again bécomes
“constant at the same level eamed between 0% and 75%. This increasing-then-decreasing rate

of incentive produces the "S" shaped curve.

2 1n D.92-09-080, we approved a pilot bidding program for the Residential Appliance Efficiency
Incentives. In that decision, we allowed the ¢company 10 ¢am shareholder incentives using the same
mechanism applicable to other resource programs. The company was also directed to file a report
describing how the minimum performance goals are reflected in the incenlive mechanism for this
program, Any required changes can bé incorporated in our final Phase 1 decision in this dockel.

-89.
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An individual share percentage is calculated for each program covered by this
incentive mechanism. The incentive raté is set o that if actual savings exactly equal forecast
savings for a given program, the incentive will equal the rate of retumn times the cost of that
program. As a result, among the two programs, the variable share depends on the relative
incentive basis. N

This incentive mechanism would not set an explicit maximum dollar amount of
incentive that SDG&E can earn for each program. As long as SDG&E improves upon its
forecast incentive basis, the company would be able to increase the amount of incentives it
eams. The mechanism does, however, limit the rate of incentive accrual énce achieved
savings excéed 130% of targeted savings. Above this point, additional savings would only
eamn additional incentives at the minimum rate established for each program.

142 Residential and Nonresidential New Construction Variable Shared

Savings/Performance Adder Treatment
According to the parties, this mechanism is designed to promote the installation of

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

(TRC) values and cost-minimization. An eamings cap of $2 million per year would be
applied for the total of the New Construction Programs.

1. Nonresidential Prescriptive and Lighting Measures:
a. For any measure that is 10-15% more efficient than the applicable Title 24

Building Standards, SDG&E would receive an award equal t6 6% of the riet present value
(NPV) of these measures calculated using the following formula:
Net Present Value = B - [UAC + (.5 x PC) + (.25 x UIC)]
Where: B = Avoided Energy and Capacity Benefits
UAC = Utdlity Adminisirative Costs
UIC = Uiility Incentive Costs
PC = Net Participant Costs

-90-
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(All calculations are on a net present value basis.)

b. For any measure that offers a 15% or greater improvement in cfﬁcncncy as .
compared to Title 24 Standards, SDG&E would feceive an award equal to 13.5% of the NPV
of these measures calculated using the formula in a. above. ,

c. Performance Minimum And Penalty: The minimum pérformance level for
these program elements would be 25% of the forecasted NPV calculated using the formula in
a. above. If the minimum performance 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 13.5%.

2. Residential and all other Nonresidential Measures

The following incentive mechanism would apply for these programs:
, a. For any residential measures that is 5-10% more efficient than the
applicable Title 24 Standards, SDG&E would receive an incentive equal (0 4% of _thé TRC
present value of benefits only (not NPV) of the measure. '

b. For residential and all other nonresidential measures that offer an -
1mprovcmcnt in efficiency of at least 10% as compared to the applicable Title 24 Standatds,
SDG&E would receive an incentive equal to 9% of the TRC present value of benefits only
(not NPV) of the measure. '

c. All other elements of the SDG&E proposal for these measures would be
adopted. No minimums or penalties would apply (o these measures.

1.43 Residential Energy Management Services and DirectAssistance Performance
Adder Treatment

The following describes the utility incentive mechanism proposed for the Residential
Energy Management Services and Direct Assistance Programs:
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Reward Mechanism :
SDG&E would receive a reward equal to 5 percent of all 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 Direct
Assistance Program

Measures which would not be eligible for determination of a reward to

Attic insulation,

Caulking,

Weatherstripping,

Low-flow showerhead,

Water heater blanket, and :
Door and building envelope repairs which reducc air infiltration.

Direct Assistance Program Quahfﬂng Measures
SDG&E reward-eligible qualifying measures and expcndltures shall be all other
~ improvements, devices, or appliances provided and or installed by SDG&E which improve
energy efficiency including, but not limited to:

Compact fluorescent lights,

Fumace filters,

Duct wrap,

Appliance services, and
In-home education.

Minimum Requirements ,
The utility target for weatherized units in the Direct Assistance Program is

7,000 per year, SDG&E would not be eligible for a reward unless it weatherized a minimum
number of units. The minimum would be 70% of the 7,000 unit tarch A minimum of
15,000 services would need to be achieved in the Residential Energy Management Services
Program before a reward could be eamed for this program.

.92.
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A unit would be ¢onsidered weatherized if the need for all of the "Big 6" itcﬁﬁ; 7
was assessed for each unit and all of the needed items were installed in each unit under the
SDG&E program. If 2 unit did not need any of the "Big 6," it would not be counted toward -
the minimum goa). Expenditures eligible for a reward would not need to be made in the

same units as those counted toward the minimum requirement.

s. Reward-Eligible Expenditures for Direct Assistance
All expenditures directly attributable to the qualifying 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.

1.44 Discussion
The mechanisms proposed joindy by SDG&E, DRA and UCAN are similar to those

adopted for SCE in its last general rate case, but portions have been adjusted to give SDG&E ,
the potential of carming more for each increment of energy savéd than SCE. The pames o
the Joint Recommendation argue that it is appropriate for SDG&E to have the opponumty to
cam 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-term resource
planning activities. These conclusions support the parties’ proposal which allows for
moderately greater earnings potential, while adhering to the guidelines of D.92-02-075.

Our major concem in adopting incentive mechanisms at this time is that they be
consistent with our interim policies adopted in D.92-02-075. We believe that the méchanisms
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 sules and limitations. 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
eaming a five percent performance adder for one type of investment at the same time that the

.93.
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company could eam 13.5% of the net present value of savings resulting from another typé of

investment will motivate thé company to make optimal invéstment decisions.

A second observation is that, while the record offers explanations for the relathc
diffeiences among the types of incentives available for the company, we are not convinced an
adequate showing has been made with regard to the overall level of incentives resulting from
the proposal. While D. 92.02-075 established interim guidelines and policies, the Commission
said that the determination of appropriate level of incentives for SDG&E would occur in this
general rate case. The Joint Recommendation reflects the maximum allowable incentive level
within the current guidelines. We expected the parties to have analyzed the relative nsks and
associated returns commensurate with the proposed investment in DSM programs. The
interim guidelines include a supply-side comparability feature, but we expect to fully explore
the implications of this feature in the context of the rulemaking taking into account the
experience with the joirit proposal adopted in this proceeding.

We will approve the incentive arrangement proposcd jointly by SDG&E, DRA and
UCAN for other reasons entirely. We have committed ourselves to supporting a fong-term
effort by our regulated energy utilities o 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. DRA emphasizes that the incentive
process as a whole ferains, 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. SDA&E understands that the incentives approved here may be
temporary. We have not formed a commitment 1o continué the use of S-shaped curves or
determined that current incentive levels are appropriate to the tasks at hand. Our conunued
commitment to supporting DSM activities will be demonstrated not by approving incentive
levels that maximize eamings, but by establishing understandable, logical and predictable

.94 .
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boundaries within which the utitities® programs can operate. For now, we will a;ipfé'vé the
incentive méchanism that the parties support in order to assure program continuity dﬁrir’ig |
these carly phases of maturation. We also remind the company that further incentive
guidance is on the horizon.
1.5  Accounting Transition Mechanism

SDG&E currently counts DSM achievements at the time a contract is signed with the
customer, not at the time of equipment installation. The Commission has ordefed in the DSM
OIR/OII that the value of DSM savings be determined on an ex post basis beginning in 1994,
SDG&E proposed a transition meéchanism to change 16 counting DSM savings at the time of
installation in 1993. Initially, DRA recommended that SDG&E change to counting savings at
the time of equipment installation in 1993 without any transition mechanism. _

The parties to the Joint Recommendation propose the adoption of a compromise -
Transition Mechanism t» provide a complete transition to instatled versus signed accounting
by January, 1994. It has two parts:

1. If SDG&E exceeds its $9 million eamings cap in 1992, SDG&E would coudt

" savings from certain contracts (as described below) signed after the date the 1992 $9 miltion

cap is exceeded, during the year in which the job was actually installed. Incentive payments
made 16 customers for contracts signed after the cap is éxceeded would be counted in the year
the measures were installed; however, administrative ¢osts would continue to be charged to
1992 budgets for all of the 1992 contracts, whether the cap is exceeded or not. |

Savings from projects would be counted m 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 installed. The percentage would be 60 percent for contracts
signed in November and 40 percent for contracts signed in October 1992. No savings would
be counted for contracts signed earlier than this even if the eamings cap has been met. For
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contracts signed in 1992 aftef the cap has beén met where mieasures are installed in 1992, no

utility eamin gs would be available. »

The exact number of contracts néeded to ‘feach the $9 million cap for 1992 will be
affected by thc ﬁnal tabulation ‘of administrative and incentive costs, as well as Commission
acceptance of SDG&E’s 1992 efforts. If the Commission, after its review of SDG&E’s 1992
performance, determinés that the date at which the cammgs cap was miet (if at all) is different
from the date originally designated by SDG&E, contracts defcrrcd into future years would be
added to 1992 results at their full value, up 10 the $9 million cammgs cap. Adjustments to

1992 expenses would be handled through the DSM balancing accounts.

2. A “gradual” transition to installed versus signed accounting would be
impleme'nted for contracts signed in 1993 as follows:

DSM ACTION ~ %Counted %Counted  %Counted % Counted
Trigger - : ' .

Contract Signing 100% %% 50% 25%
Installation 0% - 25% 50% C15%

For cxammc. if a contract was $ _gn_eg in the 2nd quarter of 1993, 75% of the value of
that contract would be counted toward the 1993 achievements in 1993, If the measure(s)
were installed, for example, in the 4th quarter of 1993, the rcmalmng 25% of that value could
also be counited in 1993 If, howcver. the measure were not mstalled until 1994 (or some
future year) the remaining 25% could nét be counted until that time.

Neither component of lhIS propOsaI will be adopted As this proposal would add
complexity to the incentives, u decreases our confidence that the incentives are not
inconsistent. The first component appears to be an effort 16 smooth the transition from a year
with an eamnings cap (1992) to one without a cap (1993). We presune that some parties were
concemed that when SDG&E’s projected camings exceed the cap for 1992, the company

.96 -
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would be motivated to stall on the completion of new contracts, in order to gain the full '
camings benefits from those contracts in the following year. However, this is not an issue
unique 1o this transitional year. Whenever the utility runs up against an earnings cap, it may
have an incentive to hold off on new contracts until the next year. For exarmple, if the
company employed such a strategy at the end of 1991, such delaye:d contract signing would
have ‘contributed to meeting or exceeding the 1992 cap. :

A transition of this type is likely to make only. the most marginal of differencés. For
instance, since the percentage of eamings saved for a later time would increase as 1992 draws
to a close, thc utility would have an incentive to put off October contracts to November,
November contracts to December, December 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 1992
program will be completed under the same rules that the company expected when the year -
began. |

The second component would establish for 1993 contracts what the parties describe as
a gradual transition from rewards for signing contracts to rewards for achieving installations.
The concern is that it can take as long as 1% to 2 years from the tim¢ the contract is signed
to the time the installation will be completed. This component of the transition does not.
appear t6 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
mmﬁmﬁ

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 clear that the proposal would have that effect.
The proposal would promote high DSM eamings in 1995 (because the 1993 eamings are

.97.
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calculated in 1994 and intfoduced into rates in 1995). However, 1994 rewards, which would
be introduced into rates in 1996, would be calculated solely on an "installed” basis;
Hopefully, the same numbet of installations will occur regardless of when the feward is
calculated. The joint recommendation simply postpones the inevitable impact of the change
from a "contract” basis to an "instalied” basis while further complicating the process of
calculating incentive rewards.

If there has to be a less than smodth transition (and we are 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. - The sizable rate increase resulting from this application comes on
the heals of a large increase in the modified atriion. In the midst of the current recession
and minimal inflation, we should make sure that the utility’s DSM activities do not raise rates
unnecessarily. |
1.6 Recovery of Shareholder Incentives

One way to help assure that DSM camings do not bounce precipiiously is to continue
to amortize earnings over a three-year period. This is our current pr’actiée for rewards
stemning from the collaborative DSM process. However, SDG&E, DRA and UCAN
propose, allowing the company to collect its full 1991 reward resulting from the 1988 GRC
DSM programs through rates in one year. After 1931, there is no longer a distinction
between collaborative and GRC rewards. We do not adopt this proposal, because we find
that it is logical to amortize all reward payments in a consistent manne}.

For future periods, the parties to the Joint Recommendation propose allowing for one-
year recovery of each year's reward. We reject this proposal, because it might tend to
encourage greater fluctuations in rates and eamings from year to year. Instead, we will
amortize both components of the 1991 reward, as well as rewards for DSM activities in future

years, over a three year period.

P
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1.7 1990 AND 1991 DSM Rewards :
In its Report on Demand-Side Management SDG&E included a réquest for reccwcry of

- DSM rewards eamed in 1990 and 1991 as follows:
1. 1989 GRC Reward for 1991 Programs: $7.15 million is requested for
' 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 Application, approved in Decision 91-10-046. -
SDG&E has provided its 1991 program results and support in its Annual Summafj of -
DSM Activities filed March 31, 1992. These results were reviewed by CACD which, ina- ‘
report filed August 17, 1992, found that most of SDG&E'’s savings were reasonable and
recommended a reward level of $7,558,200. Since this amount exceeds the cap, SDG&E
would be eligible for the full $7.15 million reward.
For activities stemming from its 1989 GRC DSM program, SDG&E has been alléwéd
- 6 earn rewards for having signed contracts with various customers for the installation of
eneigy-measures, even before the measures were installed. SDG&E fnust refund any reward
payments received for contracts that are subsequently cancelled. This is discussed, bcléw'.'i'n
the section conceming CACD's recommendations.

2. 1991 Collaborative Reward: $1.6 million is requested for rate recovery in 1993
for SDG&E’s 1991 program results under the collaborative shareholder incentive mechanism
authorized in Decision 90-08-068. This is one-third of the maximum reward of $5 million
~ allowed for 1991, which SDG&E has eamed. The remaining two-thirds would be recovered
in equal parts in rates in 1994 and 1995.

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 DRA, which agreed
with the company's conclusions. Review of this reward has been transferred to this GRC
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from SDG&E’s ECAC Application 91-09- 059 by Decisioh 92.04-061. One-third of any’
authorizéd reward should be included in SDG&E’s January 1, 1993 rates.

3. 1990 Collaborative Reward: $.7 million is requested for the second One-thlrd
of SDG&E’s 1990 program results under the collaborative shareholder incentive.” The 1990
reward of $2.1 million was approved in D.91-10-046 in SDG&E’s 1992 Medified Attrition
Application. Recovery of this $.7 fillion has been transferred to this GRC from SDG&E's
ECAC A.91-09-059 by D.92-04-061 for recovery in the January 1, 1993 rates adopted in this
proceeding. The final one-third of this reward should be recovered in 1994. '

The record supports including, in the revenué requirement, appropriate sums to
allow for récovery of the reward amounts requested by the company. The related fevenue
requirement will be calculated to allow for three-year récovery of all eamings, as discussed
above.

3 CACD's Recommendations _

In its report concerning the 1991 operation of the GRC DSM program, CACD made
inany 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 recommendations.
" The resulting changes are summarized as follows:

1. SDG&E will inform custémers 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 will include in its file for each comnrercial/industrial audit a
summary sheet describing the nature of business operations at the audit site.

3. In its commercialindustrial audit files, SDG&E will als¢ include reference
" materials to support its estimate for the cost and energy efficiency gains resulting from

improvements that were recommended.
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4. For contracts relating to Commercial Cooling improvements, SDG&E wxll
include the following limitations: a two year expiration date, with a one year extension opnOn
for retrofit installations and a four year limit for new construction projects. This issue
becomes moot in 1994 when rewards become subject 1o "ex Post™ measurement

5. SDG&E statéd that it would be possible to add to its Annual Summary a table
clearly showing the impact of contract cancellations on the total savings resulting from 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 clear explanation
of the importance of each of these changes. We will direct the company to incorporate them
in its DSM program activities. |

As part of its audit, CACD examined the debit that SDG&E proposed to apply to the
1991 GRC DSM reward for the cancellation of contracts that were signed in 1989. SDG&E
subtracted the nominal reward amount from the 1991 pre-cap reward total. CACD ’
recommended that the 1989 contract reward amount be escalated to 1991 dolfars using the
1989 GRC’s DSM escalation value before subtracting out the cancellations. DRA
recommended that both the 1989 cancelled contract reward amount and the 1991 reward
amount be escalated t6 1993 dollars and the subtraction be made at that point. DRA
suggested that the formula used to escalate balancing account amounts should be used for this
purpose as well. UCAN argues that it is not enough to only adjust the rewards received for
cancelled contracts by an inflation factor; the ratepayer's lost investment Opportumty should .
also be reflected.

Let us try to look at this issue from another perspective. In 1991, SDG&E rcccwed a
reward for energy savings related to its 1989 program efforts that, because of the contract
cancellations, will not be realized. The company must refund this portion of the reward to e
ratepayers. By applying this “refund” 16 its calculation of 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 merely on paper. If more existing contracts are cancelled in lat‘c; years,
the adjusted reward might fall below the rewards cap and SDG&E would be obligated to
make an actual refund.

However, there is no logical reason to apply a reduction refated to the 1989 reward to
SDG&E’s 1991 reward calculation. The feward feceived by the company in 1589 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 produce no savings. That money must be

retumed to ratepayers. We will adjust the revenue requirement in this proceeding to

accomplish a refund of this reward.
A question remains as to how to quantify this refund. SDG&E received its reward for

these cancelled 1989 contracts through rates in 1991, By paying this reward through rates in
1991, SDG&E’s ratepayers lost the opportunity to invest these funds for their owi use. The
hominal 1991 dollars should be adjusted to reflect that lost investment opponuﬁity. The
reward related to the cancelled contracts should be adjusted to reflect the short term Treasury
Bill interest rates, for the years 1991 and 1992, the years in which SDG&E actually held the
nominal reward amount of $880,740.
4.  Balancing Account Undercollections and Offset Rates

The Electric Efficiency Balancing Account (EEBA) and Gas Efficiency Balancing
Account (GEBA), were originally authorized in the Collaborative decision (D.90-08-068) for
the period of August 29, 1990 through Décember 31, 1991, The balancing accounts were
established because the Collaborative decision authorized only expenditures, not funding, and
the utilities needed a way to record the expenditures for reimbursement in the future. These
accounts were implicitly reauthorized by the Modified Attrition decision (D.91-12-074) for
the period January 1, 1992, to December 31, 1992.

The electric offset rate was originally authorized by the 1991 ECAC (D. 91-04-063) to
be in place from May 1, 1991, through April 30, 1992. It was then reauthorized in the 1991
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Modified Attrition Filing (D.91- 12-074) and the 1992 ECAC (D.92-04- 061) to be in pla(‘c |
from May 1, 1992, to April 30, 1993. The offset rate authorized by the 1991 ECAC was set
at a level intended (o capture DSM expenditures from August 1990 to Décember 1991 which
were not included in the base rates. (The Modified Aurition decision, D.91-12- 074, also
authorized funds for DSM that were included in base rates.)

The gas offset rate was authorized in SDG&E’s most recent BCAP decision
(D.91-12-075) and the 1991 Modified Attrition decision. This rate was based on a forecast of
expenditures for January 1,1991 through September 30, 1991, and actual expenditures made
from August 1990, through December 1990. The offset rate was expected to collect $3.37
million from January 1992 through December 1992. In addition, in the last BCAP decision,
we authorized the two-year base rate amortization of $1,013,500, the forecast cxpendin{r'c
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 DSM expenditure from Augusi 1990
through December 1991 was $4.4 niillion. The intention is that the offsét rate and the
additional funds from base rates would balance the GEBA by December 1993, if revenues
were collected as previously approved. As a result of this pattern of decisions, the offsét |
rates and the balancing accounts have been running on different cycles since they were
established. SDG&E has had a four-month lag in the collection of revenue for the EEBA in
1992,and more than a year lag in gas revenue collection as described above.

SDG&E has proposed to terminate its EEBA, GEBA and comresponding ¢ffsct rates at
the end of 1992. However, SDG&E claims that early termination of the offset rates will
result in an undercollection of $10 million in electric and $6 million in gas revenues. Thus,
16 zero-out the balancing accounts, SDG&E also proposes that the estimated amount of
undercollection be included in the 1993 revenue requirement by amortizing it over the first

year of the rate cycle.
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The forecasted undercollections are based on the shortage of revenues that will &éur
if the offset rates are terminated earliér than planned. The rates were previously set at a level
that would have to remain in place through May 1, 1993 for electric, and through September
30, 1993 for gas, in order to match authorized and forecasted expenditures.

We will adopt SDG&E's proposal to eliminate the batancing accounts and the offset
rates, thus simplifying the DSM rate-making process. In this rate case we will use SDG&E's
estimates of the electric undercollections to adjust base rates and thereby zero-out the electric
balancing account. SDG&E should amortize the undercollected amount over the thice year
rate case cycle. However, because the figures for both expenditures and revenué collection
are presented here only as estimates, some accommodation must be made for actual under- or
overcollection through December 31, 1992. We will direct SDG&E to file an advice letter to
true up the final 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 1,1991,
through December 31, 1992. The true-up amount should be included in the 1993 Attnuon
‘ filing. SDG&E should update the amortized amount for the attrition year to reflect the
true-up with interest from January 1, 1993 16 the time the new rate is implemented. The
utility should complete the accounting and file the advice letter by February 1, 1993, in order
to allow time for a resolution to be incorporated into the attrition filing.

According to SDG&E’s revised forecast, the gas offset rate is only expected to collect
$2.8 millon by December 1992, leaving SDG&E with a shortfall of approximately $0.6
million. The gas offset rate was not intended 16 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 GEBA and
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would be usidercollected in 1992. However, SDG&E is predicting that $6.08 mi!iiqn i.vill. ‘
accrue in the GEBA by December 31, 1992, Having no detailed information from the' i
‘company, we assume the additional $2.03 million reflects the spending flexibitity authénzcd
by the Modified Attrition decision, which gave SDG&E a cushion of $5.6 million for ccrtam
programs.

" In total, SDG&E projects an undercollection of $6.9 million in the GEBA as of
December 31, 1992. The company’s predicted 1992 accruals of $6.08 million, when added to
the 1991 undercollection of $0.6 mitlion come close to equalling the total predicted _
undercollection. However, since there has been no audit of SDG&E's gas DSM programs,
we have no assurance that the company's figures are accurate or that it has used its available
funds in a manner consistent with our previous orders. In fact, we cannot even be Ceértain ihat
the extra $2.03 million relates to the $5.6 million cushion. '

" We find it beneficial to zero-out and preclude further use of the GEBA, as well as the
EEBA, but cannot allow the collection of an extra $2.03 million without an audit. In
addition, there will be some trué-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 that would be collected in 1994 and 1995 is |
contingent on the results of 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 has not exceeded its $50 mittion cap for
1092 DSM programs. Because all of the 1992 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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SDG&E Headquarters Building Facade Lighting

The City of San Diego6 chose on¢ issue 16 vigorously litigate in this pr’oceéding;‘ With
the support of UCAN and DRA, the City strongly objects to SDG&E’s long-standing habit of
illuminating the exterior of it corporate headquarters with floodlights. Prior to the raising of
this objection, the company used a bank of 88 1,000 watt flood lamps, mounted at
approximately 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 crown atop the
structure. Since the City has raised this objection, the company has selectively turned off
some of the lamps and redirected others, reportedly resulting in a reduction of the over-all
lighting by over 20%. Nonctheless, there is no disagreement that the¢ SDG&E headquarters
stands as a bright beacon on the San Dicgo skyline.

“The City argués that the utility’s lighting policy is inconsistent with its energy
efficiency message and progranis, for which the ratepayers are spending over $60 :mlllcm pet
year. As with one ¢ye open the company spends over 10% of its DSM budget to sensitize
and educate consumers about the importance of conserving energy, with the other eye, lt
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 many of the
area’s residents are deeply offended by the company’s lighting display. The City asks the
Commission to order the company to turn 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 floodlights buming, out of a sense that they enhance the safety in the downtown area.
SDG&E argues that when people see the lights shining on the building, they do not get the
sense that SDG&E fails to care about energy conservation, or that it is talking out of both

sides of its corporate mouth.




A91-11-024, 1.92:02-004 COMDWE/Kiw

The City offered evidence of a different corporate perspective that may have prevailed
during the 1970s. During each oil crisis, SDG&E voluntarily turned off the lights and : :
boasted that this act communicated to the community the ¢ompany's strong desire to »
encourage energy conservation without compromising safety in the downtown area. SDG&E
argues that its change in attitude is consistent with the difference in philosophy between the
energy conservation efforts of the 70s and the demand-side management efforts today. In the
470%s, as the company sees it, we all were willing to "freeze in the dark” for the sake of
national security. In the 90’s, according to SDG&E, we seek not to discourage eneigy hsa,
but to assure that it is used efficiently. .

SDG&E says that its facade lighting promotes safety by casting a glow onto the
surrounding sidewalks. However, some may disagree as (0 whether it is more efficient to
bounce 88,000 watts of power off of the walls of a skyscraper 10 cast a slrect-lcvel glow than
to simply provide a handful of strategically located streetlights. ‘The City should be most
concemed about promoting downtown safety, and it appears profoundly disturbed by the
current lighting system. : o _

We are certainly not going 16 tell the company how to Iught its bm!dmg Only the
dreaded word "micro-management™ could adequately describe the nature of such an edict.
Nor is the evidence presented by ¢ither side strong enough 1o support the contentions made.
Instead, we will offer a few observations.

There can be little doubt that SDG&E, or any other company, lights its bmldmg 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 desiré to express
cach of these notions enters into the decision. Yet, if this is trué, can there be doubt that, at
least to some people, a brightly lit yet largely vacant building also communicates some form
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, SDG&E
has to make that judgment. It would seem most appropriate that the company would work
hand-in-hand with the City in crafting a resolution of this issue. The City, of course; may
have the power to enforce the solution it finds most appropriate through the passage of an
ordinance.

No matter what the company eventually does with its facade lighting, we remain
concemed that it be more successful in inspiring efficiency than it may be in inspiring
cynicism. This Commission has never advocated "freezing in the dark™. We have, instead,
since the 70°s, encouraged the utitities to look at efficiency improvements as a resource and
to mine that resource, when it is a cost-effective choice, to help meet customer demand.
Beyond the influence the company may wield as a symbol of responsible corporate behavior,
it is also a consumer of electricity and natural gas. It appeéars 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 will direct the company t6
undertake a comprehensive energy audit of its corporate headquarters as $oon as pOSSlblc and
to submit with its next attrition filing both the results of the audit and the company’s detailed

plan for implementing the audit’s recommendations. In that the company and its ratepayers
should benefit from the audit process itself, the company should not include the results of

such an audit in its reward calculation.

6. Pilot Bidding Program
1n D.92-09-080 in the DSM rulemaking proceeding, we adopted SDG&EB's proposal to

put out its residential appliance efficiency program for bid by third parties. Pursuant (o
Ordering Paragraph 9, SDG&E Is authorized to recover in rates a tota) of $19,599,159
(1993$) for 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 ﬁm_illi()n in the revenue requirement approved in this order. We will also approve $68

miltion for 1994 and $6.7 miltion for 1995.
B.  Emerging Business Enterprises |
This comprises the activities we once referred to as Women and Min@r-ity»Buﬁness
 Entérprises. After the execution of the Setlement Agreement, the CACD iss‘uf‘:'d 2 Report 6n
SDG&E’s program costs entitled =Audit Report on the Emerging Business Entcr’priﬁes'
 Program Costs of San Dicgo Gas & Electric Company for 1993 Test Year™. DRA and
SDG&E propose that the revenue increase of $274,900 (1988$) recommended in that feport
be added to the revenue requirement identified in the Settlement Agreement. The p'artiés
included this amount in the total proposed for Account 930 in the Comparison Exhibit. -
C.  Affiliate Issues ‘ B
‘ In its audit report, DRA pr‘Oposed the following changes affecting the r';clation‘sh'iﬁ' |
between SDG&E and its affiliated businesses: ' ' o
1. SDG&B should not share directors with affiliated cormpanies.

s SDG&E should bill its affiliates fully loaded costs plus 5% for |
services it provides. - »

SDG&E's affiliates’ share of corporate costs should be removed
from SDG&E’s costs for ratemaking purposes. This would
result in a reduction of 1993 costs 6f $303,000.

SDG&E should provide the Commission with the following
reports:

s The annual financial statements of each affiliate
company, including the consolidating workpapers of
Pacific Diversified Capital Company (PDCC);

An annual statement which details the nature of all inter-company
transactions concemning SDG&E, with a description of the basis
upon which costs were allocated and transfer prices were
established;
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An annual report which details SDG&E's and its subsidiaries’
proportionate share of 1) total assets, 2) total révenues, 3) total
expenses, and 4) total employees;

An annual statement of ail tangible and intangible property
sold/ransferred or otherwise used between SDG&E and its
affiliates;

An annual statement of all cr’ﬁployecs transferred between SDG&E
and its affiliates;

Immediate notification of the ¢reation, dissolution, disposition or
acquisition of any affiliate of SDG&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 first and
third proposals and SDG&E agreed to endorse the sécond and the forth. - Although DRA has
withdrawn its proposals to require entirely $eparate boards of directors and to remove all
atfiliate-related costs from rates, we emphasize that the Commission has not passed judgn\cnt
on the appropriateness of these proposals.

D. Nucléar Expenses

The Settlement Agreement proposes that $4,922,000 (1993$) should be added for each
additional SONGS refueling expected in 1993 in addition to the one refueling already
included for Unit 2. After adjustment to conform to D.92-08-042, the $4,922,000 refueling
cost becomes $4,732,000 in 19938 which de-escalates to $4,093,000 in 1988$.

In its 1993 Attrition Year advice letter filing, SCE requests recovery of costs for a
otal of two SONGS refueling outages in 1993 (for SONGS Units 2 & 3). Based on this
information, SDG&E requests increasing its nuclear refueling expense estimate by $4,093,000
(o reflect one additional refueling during 1993, ,

A decision is still pending 6n SCE’s advice letter filing. We will allow SDG&E the
recovery it seeks for a second refueling outage while reminding the company that we do not
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intend to make the ratepayers pay twice for the same expense. 1If ¢ither or both of the
expected refueling outages do not occur in 1993, we will presume that the funds allocatcd in
1993 for that purpose will be applied to each refueling outage when it does occur. SDG&E
will niot be awarded recovery a second time for outage costs that are covered in this opinion.
E. Post-Retirement Benefits Other Than Pensions '

On October 5, 1992, ALJ Michael Galvin issued a proposed decision in 1.90-07-037 as
consolidated with A.88-12-005 and 1.89-03-033 which, if adopted, would change the
accounting method to be used for tracking costs related to non-pension retirement bcncﬁt‘s.
SDG&E has distributed a late exhibit reflecting appropriate changes in the event that the
Commission approves an order in 1.90-07-037. The revenue requirement tables attached to
this order have been modified to include the revenues forecast as being needed to saﬁﬁfy 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 propose that these costs should continue to be recorded in
the LIRA balancing account and recovered thiough SDG&E's ECAC and BCAP proceedings.
G. Intervenor Fees |

The Settling Parties propose that intervenor fee compensation awards be fecorded in
ECAC and BCAP balancing accounts and be recovered through those respective proceedings.
This is a reasonable proposal.

H. Low Emission Vehicles (LEVY)

Although the utility proposes that some costs related to natural gas vehicle
development be included in its RD&D budget, the Seuting Parties propose 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 are concerned over the funding gap which may exist should the natural gas vehicle
development program, authorized in D.91-07-017, end prior the completion of I. 91 10-029
Should such a contingency develop, we authorize continued fuiding at current annual levels
pénding our order in the LEV investigation. The utility is authorized to ¢ontinue ‘the
memorandum account treatment as authorized in D.91-07-017 between the expiration date of
the account and the decision in the LEV investigation.

I. - Environmental Cosis

The Settling Parties argue that various environmental-felated expenditures SDG&E
‘may undertake during the 1993 - 1995 rate case cycle are (60 uncertain to be estimated
accurately at this time. Instead, they suggest that a mechanism be created to atlow for
eventual recovery of reasonably incurred costs. They propose that SDG&E be authonmd to

~use the memorandum account procedures described below to recover all reasonabl) mcumed

¢osts, subject to subsequent reasonableness review.

a. Expenditures subject to memorandum account treatment. The mcmorandum
accounts procedure would apply to the following two categories of
expenditures:

. Hlazardous Waste Cleanup Costs. Cleanup
activities covered in this category would include
former manufactured gas plant sites. This
category would also include all hazardous waste
clean-up costs pertaining to the ESCO substation
construction site incurred after the date of
execution of the Settlement Agmmcm.
Recoverable expenses would include ancstlgatIOn
expenses related to the remediation at the site, as
well as all cxpcnd:turcs associated with actual

clean-up activity.

Recoverable expenses would not include the costs
of preliminary investigations conducted to prOwdc
an initial assessment of the contamination at a site
and the associated health risks. Revenues for
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preliminary investigations were mcluded in thc
Settlement Agreement fevenue requirément. .

Environmeatal Compliance Activities. Costs of -
_environmental compllanCc activities not L

specifically included in the Settlemient Agrecmcnt
revenues would be tracked through this =
memorandum account process. These acnvnucs
include: :

1. SDG&E Project No. 91078: Encma
and South Bay Secondary
Containment Waste Water
Treatment Facilities,

SDG&E Project No. 91079: Scnate
Bill 14-Hazardous Waste Source
Reduction, .

SDG&E Project No. 91081: Bay
and Estuary Plan -- mlugaucm '
measures réquired in connccm‘)n
with NPDES permits, '

SDG&E Pchct No. 91080: Plant .
modifications necessary to c_omply
with proposed APCD Rule 69, and
Compliance activities in response to.
other subsequently adopted
environmental regulations.

Description of memorandum account procedures. SDG&E w0uld pursuc
recovery of the environmental expenditures subject to m¢m0randum account

treatment through the following procedures:

. Hazardous Waste Cleanup Costs - For each
hazardous waste management projéct site, SDO&E

would file an advice letter that complies with the
informational requirements previously specified
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 Resotution No. 2987
(March 31, 1992). Costs recorded in this account
would be recoverable in rates to the extent the -
Commission subsequently determines them (6
have beéen reasonably incurred. ,

Environmental Compliance Activities (except Rule -
60-related NOx modifications at SDG&E powe
plants) - In Decision 91-10-046, the Commiission
authorized SDG&E 1o establish an eavironmental
compliance memorandum account and to record
certain environmental compliance expenditures
incurred in 1992, following the filing and approval
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 Rule 69-related NOx
modifications at SDG&E power plants. Expenses
recorded in the environmental compliance
memorandum accouit would be reviewed for
reasonableness in a future SDG&E ECAC, ér such
other proceeding as the Commission might
designate. Expenses found to be reasonablé
would be included in SDG&E’s rates.

Rule 69-related NOx modifications at SDG&E
power plants - The Setuling Parties argue that |
before the Commission might approve o
memorandum account treatment of costs related to
Rule 69-related NOx modifications at SDG&E
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
("APCD"), SDG&E would be allowed to request
permission to open a2 memorandum account for
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- each gCncraung unit that requires rctroﬁt In its :_‘;
. advice letter filing, SDG&E would provide:

L The Rule 69 compliance schedul(;
and a forecast of compliance costs,
including operation and
maintenance costs, and
refurbishment costs.

An analysis of the long-term p]an
for each planl for which SDG&E
seeks permission to obtain a
memorandum account.

A comparison of the long- tcm‘l

costs of retrofitting and opérating
the plant to various altematives to. - -
retrofits. The alternative analysis

will consider rctroﬁts, plant
renremcnts repowering, and S
emission credits, if any, as applied

under Rule 69 to the SDG&E
system. Anticipating that the
APCD compliance schedule may
require immediate action by
SDG&E, DRA would review the
Rule 69 advice letter and offer a
recommendation to the Commission
within 60 days of the Advice Letter
filing. Upon issuance of a
Conunission resolution, SDG&E
would be authorized to record 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 for
reasonableness in a separate
SDG&E application or a future
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GRC.. Expenses found to be
reasonable would be included in
SDG&E rates. SDG&E would
include the cost of complying with
Rule 69 in future BRPU filings.

Thete are logical reasons to continue the practice of allowing thé utility to track
hazardous waste clean-up costs through memorandum accounts, as describéd above.
Remediation activities and costs are subjéct to change at each stage of the clean-up process.
We want to encourage the utility to remain fully responsive to clean-up needs. At the same
time, the utility must establish the reasonableness of any clean-up expenses it wishes (o pass
through o its customers by showing not only that it incurred reasonable costs in its clcahoup
efforts, but that it was reasonable in its activities that led to the original contamination. The
memorandum account process maintains the flexibility needed to meet these purposes. |

We are not willing, however, to allow the company to extend the advice letter process
to cover other costs that it describes as being related to environmental compliance. Although
the Settlement Agreement adopted in last year's modified attrition proceeding allowed
SDG&E to track some such costs in a memorandum account during 1992, this is non-
precedential under our settlement rules. This teatmient may have been appropriate for the
purposes of a modified attrition process four years distant from the last GRC (although D.91-
10-046, which adopts the settlement, is silent on this issue), but ¢avironmental mitigation and
compliance costs most appropriately should be considered in a general rate case along 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-all spending priorities during ¢ach rate
case cycle. They should be included in the costs considered by the Commission 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 for environmental compliance activities in their reports for the next
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GRC. In addition, we will allow the utility to fespond to unexpected mid-cycle comptiaﬁcé |
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 DRA within 60 days. However, we will also recjuirc that the utility
explain why it is reasonable for it to have failed to account for the project in question dusing

thé last GRC process.

In the meantime, the record does not include adequate information to allow for
approval of funds for environmental compliance activities during the prospective rate case
cycle. We will direct the parties to address 1994-1995 environmental compliance funding
requirements as part of the modified attrition process in 1993,

A final comment is in order concerning hazardous waste clean-up costs. We cxpect
this company and all other utilities 16 take reasonable steps to minimize the generation of
hazardous wastes through the use of efficient processes, reuse, recycling and appropriate ,
chemical substitution. When reviewing the company’s clean-up expenses, we will considér
the reasonableness of historical waste minimization efforts. In order to help the company
contain its future clean-up costs, we will require that it undertake a company-wide waste
minimization audit, to be overseen by CACD. In a manner similar to our past management
audits, we will direct the company to hire outside experts to review the utility’s processes and
propose waste-minimizing changes where appropriate. SDG&E may seck recovery of costs
related to this audit through an advice letter filing and memorandum account, just as it may
currently seek 1o track its hazardous waste clean-up costs. We will review the results of this
audit in the company's next GRC, along with a report from SDG&E on its plans in response
to the audit’s recommendations.

L UCAN'’s Eligibility Request

UCAN is a nonprofit consumer advocacy group that has represented residential and

«mall business San Diego area ratepayers in proceedings before the Commission since the
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group's inception in 1983. UCAN seeks compensation for costs it incurred as an intervenor
in this proceeding.

On September 8, 1992, UCAN filed its Request for Finding of Ehglb:ht)' N6 party
has filed any response t6 UCAN's request.

Rule 76.54 requires a réquest for a finding of eligibility for compensation to mcludc
the following: a showing that the intervenor would experience significant financial hardship
by participating in the proceeding, a statement of issues that the participant intends to raise in
the proceeding, an estimate of compensation that will be sought and a budget for 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 Commission made
such a finding in D.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 1 of this proceeding
and distributed its testimony for Phase IT when it filed 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 of $150,000 for its participation in both phases of this proceeding. We
find that UCAN is eligible to claim intervenor compensation.

UCAN also asks for authority to request compensation for its Phase 1 participation
independent of any request for Phase II participation. Because Phase I is largely focussed on
setilement-related activities and because the phases are being heard by different ALJs, we will

grant UCAN’s request in this instance.
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K.  Rate of Refurn . (

In D.92-11-047, issued on November 23, 1992, the Commission approved a new,
lower rate of return and retum on common equity for SDG&E. This change reduces the
~ projected 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 fial revenue allocation and rate design are being addressed i"nr'th'c‘

second phase of this proceeding. For the purpose of interim rate design, we have used the |
marginal costs, revenue allocation and rate design method employed in SDG&E’s most fecent
ECAC and BCAP. In jts comments on the draft decision, the California Street Lighting
Association objected to several aspécts of the calculations performed by CACD and inclpdeﬂ
as appendices to the proposed decision. Several changes have been made in the interim
revenue allocation and rate design calculations in response to these comments. '
M.  Payroll Taxes

SDG&E reports that in November, 1992, the 1993 limits for FICA and Medicare were
set by the federal govemnment. The limit for FICA is $57,.600 as compared to the $60,300
level previously assumed for purposes of the Settlement Agreement. The Medicare limit was
reduced to $135,000 from the $141,151 level assumed for purposes of the Settiement
Agreement. The total revenue requirement impact of these changes is a reduction of $79,000,
which is now included in our 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 SDG&E, DRA and
UCAN for the funding and operation of the company’s demand-side management program in
the years 1993 through 1995. SDG&E is also provided the maximum reward allowed for its

demand-side activities in 1991 and required to retum to ratepayers previously eamed rewards
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| for efficiency improvement contracts signed in 1989 that were later ¢ancelled. 'n\e adopted
Summary of Eamings and suppomng tables are attachéd to this decision as Appcndlces B
thrOugh M.
Findings of Fact
1. On May 8, 1992, afier DRA had filed its testimony in response to SDG&E s

application, a Setdement Agrecment addressing niost revenue requirement issues was filed

- with the Commission. :
2. For test year 1993, the setdement results i in an increase in electric base rate

fevenues of $71.996 million or 5.01%, an increase in gas base rate fevenues of $17. 512
million or 3.83%, and an increase in steam base rate revenues of $882,000 or 92.45%.

3. In D.91-07-014, the Commission determinied that the sales forecast adoptcd in
SDG&E’s 1992 ECAC proceeding should also be used for the purposes of this pmccedmg

4. 'The Commission adopted SDG&E's ECAC sales forecast in D. 92-04-061.

5. SDG&E’s test year 1993 electric sales estimates have already been adopted by

D.92-04-061 in SDG&E’s ECAC proceeding.
6. SDG&E's forecast for test year 1993 electric miscellaneous rcvenues is

$14,526,000.
7. DRA’s estimate for test year 1993 electric miscellancous revenues is '

© $15,651,000.
8. The level of test year 1993 electric miscellancous revenues included in the

seitlement is $15,057,000.
9. Both DRA and SDO&E support the company’s zero based estimate mtalmg
$1,209,300 on non-ECAC residual oil fuel handling expenses.
10. The two methodologies used to predict boiler operation expenses produce very

similar outcomes.
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i1. In order o ensure an adequate supply of cooling water to the South Bay and '
Encina Plant, SDG&E plans to dredge both the South Bay Power Plant channel and the
Encina Lagoon in 1993.

12. ‘The parties to the setfement have agrccd that the Heber expense ($600 000)
should be deducted from the estimate for Account 506. :

13. The company and DRA agree on the adoption of SDG&E's zefo-based estimate
of $9,488,800 for rents related o electric steam production, reflecting the annual lease
payment for Encina 5 as well as leases with the Unified Port District, State Land
Commission, and other miscellaneous entities.

14. Parties have agreed to adopt SDG&E’s uncontested estimate of $677,700 in
Account 510 clectric expenses based on an adjusted average of 1984 thmugh 1988 recorded
expenses.

15. Relying on a five-year average of recorded expenses begmnmg in 1984
SDG&E estimated its structural maintenance expenses in the test year to be $4, 574, 700 while
DRA’s estimate, based on 1988 recorded expenses, is $4,755, 800. _

16. ‘The agreed upon expense level for boiler maintenance in this scttlemcnt of
$2,225,000 lies between the estimates of DRA and SDG&E and reflects the fact that either
forecast methodology would produce reliable results.

17. ‘The settlement’s estimate of boiler overhaul expenses reflects the imputed
savings due to "forced outage cost charged to capital instead of O & M”.

18. ‘The expense level agreed upon in the settlement for turbine maintenance is
$1,099,000, reflecting a number lying between the results of two otherwise valid models.

19. The settlement adopts SDG&E's original turbine overhaul estimate of

$2,814,900.
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50. The sctdement adopts DRA’s 3-year amortization of the South Bay dredging
expenses and otherwise relies on the S-year average methodology employed by SDG&E
resulting in an adopted miscellancous clectric maintenance éxpense level of 5930.006. :

21, 1n 1988 dollars, SDG&E's estimate for 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. |

22, Since Unit 2 is scheduled for refucling 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 of the refueling 0utag§ expenses 10 be incurred in a different calendar year
than originally planned.

23. SDG&E has a nuclear department consisting of a manager, (wo sénior
engineers, two engineers, and a secretary.

24. According t6 SDG&E, the company’s nuclear department personnel acﬁv'cl_y
participate in the various SONGS working groups and provide information to the conipany’s
seniof management $o that they are well equipped to rcsp(md to SONGS-related issues.

2s.  DRA estimates SDG&E's test year nuclear expenses (o be $57,795,000.

26. In the settlement, the parties agreed to adopt DRA’s expense estimate, after
making a $79,000 adjustment to reflect errors related to NRC fees.

27. From the outset, SDG&E and DRA have agreed that an expense estimate for
gas turbine power and other power supplies of $2,393,200 is reasonable for the test year,

28. Both SDG&E and DRA derive the estimates for Account 560 by adjusting
1988 recorded costs to reflect a pattemn of lower expenditures for information services,
buitding services, and a lower level of 1abor, and agree on the resulting expense forecast of

$885,300.
29. SDG&E and DRA use adjusted 1088 recorded cost to derive test year estimate

of $1,334,000 for load dispatching costs.
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- 30. SDG&E's estimate for this account is based on 1988 recorded data and
lncludes an increase of $81,200 for landscaping expenses at the Penasquitos substation.

31, After a tour of the Penasquitos site, DRA staff concluded that the added
expenses were not required because from all appearances, the landscaping is complete.

32. DRA argues that ratepayers should not be responsible to pay expenses related '
to additional water use after five years of drought in California, and that it is SDG&E's -
responsibility to install drought fesistant, low maintenance ]andscapmg

33, The settling parties argue that it is feasonable to adopt SDG&E’s onglnal
figure of $397,200 for Account 562 since SDG&E's conditional use permit for the
Penasquitos substation requires the company to provide the disputed landscaping.

34. SDG&E and DRA agre¢ that the cost of labor, materials, and expénses incurred
in the operation of overhead transmission lines is estimated 10 be $513,600. :

35, Itis likely that SDG&E’s transmission engineers will soon be facmg addmOna.l
rcspOnSIbllmes )

36. According to SDG&E, the Distribution Planning and Schcdulmg System -
provides a common information base to be used by management planners, designers, and
construction personnel. |

37. DPSS is a totally integrated management syStefn that supporis work order
development, construction, maintenance, and projéct accounting for electric and gas
distribution activities. |

38.  The Distribution Facilities Information System i$ another data base system
designed to provide timely, accurate information conceming the company’s distribution |
system.

39. DFIS produces electric maps from the data base as well as performing

engineering and property accounting functions.
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40. Although the company has provided a description of its goals in imple'merntin'g
the DPSS enhancements, it has not sufficiently addressed the legitimate concerns raised by
DRA.

41, SDG&E and DRA agree that expenses during the test year for distribution 1oad
dispatching purposes should be forecast to be $856,100.

42, SDG&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: increased
hazardous wasté handling costs, additional landscapé maintenarce cost of substation facilities,
and a change in accounting related o some capital pro_|ects

43. DRA would reduce this amount by $262,700 by eliminating increases requested
for landscaping and water costs and by reducing hazardous waste handling cost/fees by

$137,000.
44, Rclymg on 1988 recorded data, SDG&E and DRA agree 0n a test ycar cxpcnsc

forecast of $1,638,100 for overhead line expensés and $1,260,700 for underground line
expenses. ' _ _
45. ‘The uncontested estimate for streetlight lamp Outages' lamp replacements, and
glassware replacerments contained in both SDG&E and DRA's testimony is $216,700.

46. DRA reports that during a field investigation in Jaruary 1992 SDG&E
acknowledged that its Field Service System project is still in the developmental stage and that
the company s still trying to determine if it wants to coatinue with the project.

47. Although the record also supports denial of SDG&E's {nitial request for
additional Tum-On-Meter workers, we remain concerned that the company not be deterred
from taking relatively low cost steps that are likely to improve service.

43. DRA and SDO&E have both relied on adjusted 1988 recorded costs (0 produce
an estimate for customer installation expenses of $1,926,700, adjusted to reflect costs related

to staffing an clectromagnetic fields (EMF) center.
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49. ‘The company’s ¢oémputerized mapping'capabi!hy is an ongoing part of its

distribution system operations.
$0. While asserting that OMS will enable the company (0 proccss information -

faster during system disturbances, Mr. McNabb and the company had provided the
Commission with no evidence demonstrating how the system would deliver its promise.
51. SDG&E states that it is seeking to maintain a two-year tree trimming cycle.
$2. Historically, SDG&E performs preventive maintenance activities on a ten-year
cycle. -
53. SDG&E hopes that mail frequent preventive maintenance will reduce capital
¢ost for replacement equipment and contribute to the corporate goal of imprm)ed electric
reliability by reducing outages. |
54. SDG&E cannot prédict the extent to which outages will be reduced as a result

of increased maintenance aciivities.
55. ‘The effects of changing thc preventive maintenance cycle will not be c]car unul

the first new cycle is completed.
$6. DRA recommends continued participation by SDG&E in the Califomnia Utxllty

Exchange (CUE), a joint project among California energy unlmes t6 maintain a ¢ommon data

base of new customers and delinquent ¢ustomers for all utilities.
57. The settling parties agrée to continue pamclpauon by SDG&E in thc CUE
- prograim, providing that it remains cost-effective.
58. The record supports adoption of a c0mpany-mde estimate of postage expcnses

equaling $3,643,044.
59. ‘The parties have agreed that LIRA expenses would be deferred for review in

the reasonableness portion of the ECAC and BCAP proceedings.
60. DRA recommends using an uncollectible account rate of 0.274% which it states

reflects inclusion of 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 905.

62. SDG&E assigns account executives 1o major commercial and industrial
customers 1o provide assastance with all their energy service needs.

63. In its testimony, DRA argued that the cost of providing special attention (o
particular customets should not be bome by ratepayers. - '

64. In the settlement agreement, the parties propose that SDG&E receive revenue
requirement including $1,620, 000 for the Major Account Executive program.

65. SDG&E’s request for funding through Account 912 rather than Accounl 903
led to the impression that these expenses are related to DSM programs.

66. For future periods, SDG&E will charge the costs of customer service for large
customers to Account 903.

67. For most A&G accounts, the pafues have relied on what they dcscribe asa
widely accepted method for deriving the allocation percentages 16 apply to the distribution of
A&G expenses, resulting in an allocation of 74. 56% to electric, 25.19% to gas, and 0 25% 10
steam. :

68. The total proposed budget estimate for A&G salaries is $19,333,000.

€9. SDG&E states that it first subtracted from its $1,400,000 1988 recorded A&G
salary expenses 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 in regulatory requirements.” |

70. SDO&E has not explained how many positions it is adding under any of the its
A&G categories, how much the new employees will be paid, or why any and all of the new
positions 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 10 incentive compensation program plans be bome by shareholders, not
ratepayers. | , o
72. The proposed settlement docs include revenues for the Senior Managcmcnt
Incentive Compensation Plan. |

73. SDG&E’s affirmative showing in this casé includes not a single word
describing or discussing the Senior Management Incentive Compensation Plan.

74. DRA is of the opinion that there is a close relationship between cxpendnurcs
for salaries (reflected in Account 920) and those for office supplies and expenses (as reflected

in Ac¢count 921).
75. ‘The setlement proposes adoption of the uncontested forecast of $4, 194, 000 for

expenses related to professional consultants and others (such as accountants, audnors
actuaries, and lawyers) for general services not specnﬁcally applrcable to other accounts

76. ‘The last year of recorded data offered (1988) indicates costs in Account 923
totalling $1 million.

77, Without explanation, SDG&E offers its estimate of $4,296,000 prOpCrty
insurance for 1993.

78. DRA based its estimate of $3,497, 000 for this aCCOunl on an elght-yf:ar
average, citing the cyclical nature of insurance premium expense.

79. The settlement includes a proposal that a budget of $3, 797,000 be adopted for
Account 924,

80. DRA argues that directors® and officers® liability insurance costs must be
shared, at least equally, between sharcholders and ratepayers.

81, The Commission approved full recovery of dlrectors and officers’ insurance in

D.91-12-076 (SCE's general rate case decision).
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82. The SCE gcneral rate case decision issued last December did not addrcss the
question of shared responsibility for 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 bear the full cost
of {nsurance for directors and officers.

84. The company’s total cost in 1990 for discrétionary employee benefits was 9.7%
of its straight time payroll. - ‘

85. Acconding to SDG&E, it has held its benefits costs below the average pafﬁally
through a greater degree of cost sharing by employees and partially by holding the line and
benefit enhancements. '

86. Company-wndc. SDG&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 requcsl
88. For the purposes of the setilement, the parties propose an clcctnc beneﬁts .
forecast expenditure of $24,444,000. \
89. The settling parties report that this figure reflects the PBOP éxPcﬁsc level
being limited to the pay-as- you-go basis, however, it is not possible to determine how much
of the reduction in revenue requirement results from the PBOP pay-is-you-go basis and how
much results from the comipromises apparently struck on the other issues.
60. It is unclear why it is reasonable tb adopt a figure that reflects a compromise
between the premium, budget, claim, and cxpcnsc data utilized by SDG&E and the more

recent data utilized by DRA.
91. For the purposes of the setdement, the parties agree on a forecast of $4,623,000

for regulatory expenses.
92. Year-to-year expense levels for {ntemal electricity use are fairly consistent.
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93. In the modified attrition settlement adopted in D.91-10-046, the parties agreed
1o a specific funding level for RD&D expensés in both 1992 and 1993.

94. The total forecast for electric department expenses in Account 930 is

© $11,025,000.

95. SDG&E requests $6,004,000 for RD&D expenditures in 1993.

96. ‘The modified attrition settling parties agréed that SDG&E must return 1o
fatepayers any portions of the $3,600,000 amount approved for EPRI dues but not paid to
EPRI during 1992.

97. Since the end of 1992 is yet to amrive, it is too soon to determine whethér'of
ot the projected level of EPRI dues will be achieved. o

98. ‘The settlement agreement was silent as t0 the RD&D programs that would be
funded during 1993. S o

99. SDG&E presented a revised RD&D planning document as part of its showing
in the update hearings reportedly ihcluding program changes in response to concerns raised
by DRA in its testimony, while proposing no change in the levet of overall funding.

100. The revised RD&D planning document did not provide a breakdown of planned
expenditures by year. o

101. The Califomia Energy Commission, which is not a party to the settlement
agreement, proposes that the Commission approve a larger RD&D budget, directing SDG&E
to augment ité plan by including increased funding for an advanced gas turbine project and
funding for participation in a multi-party solar thermal electric project.

102. SDG&E has declinéd to adopt the Energy Commiission’s recommendation and
the other signatories to the settlement agréement have spoken in support of the company.

103. SDG&E has now committed $100,000 from its 1993 RD&D allocation to
support 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.
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104. The projects presented by the Eneigy Comnﬁssidn appear fully worthy of
participation, but $0 do the projects proposed by SDG&E

105. The revised RD&D plan fails 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 for SDG&E’s next general rate case proceeding. :

107. 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). :

‘ 108. From 1989 through 1991, SDG&E’s research funding, excluding the
fiondiscretionary tariff to the Gas Research Institute, ranged from 0.31 to 0.33% 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 to implement a mcamngful RD&D plan. '

110. The company maintains, and DRA agrees, that this range will allow for the
budget to reftect flexibility suggested in D.90-09- 045 and would also allow for changes in the
operating environment.

111. In the proposed scttlement, the parties agrce to adopt the uncontested company
forecast of $2,383,000 for maintenance of general plant.

112. The methodology to be used for calculating taxes in this proceeding is not
controversial. : ,

113. SDG&E and DRA have agreed upon a methodology for calcutating
depreciation that is reasonable for the purposes of this settlement.

114. SDG&E originally sought a five-year arortization of preliminary engineering
and licensing service costs for three projects that it has now abandoned: The South Bay Unit
3 Clean Air Projéct, the Combined Cycle Project, and the California-Oregon Transmission

Project (COTP).
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115. DRA originally opposed the amontization of costs rclalcd to the South Bay

Umt 3 and the Combined Cycle Projects. ,
116. In the setilement, parties have agreed to allow SDG&E to amortize all of thc

costs for cach of these three facilities, although the period for amortization is extended to six
years and does not allow for camrying costs related to these amounts. o

117. SDG&E has presented evidence which, if fully litigated, would have prowdéd
the company with at least colorable argumicnts for some récovery thréugh amortization.

118. DRA has also presented a substantial showing that would argue agﬁinsl
recovery for the Combined Cycle and South Bay Projects.

119. It would be reasonable for a settlement to include some level of recovery 10
reflect the relative litigation risks inherent when there are arguments (0 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 Sccks
recovery, nor explained why their use is necessary or reasonable. '

122. The settling parties have agreed to not include some unspecifi ed pomon of the
company’s estimated plant-in-service cost in the rate base calculations for thls proceg;lmg '

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 cither a
prerequisite to an upgrade of the substation or 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 Commission to reconsider its 1988 guidelines at this |
time. : -
126. DRA’s test year 1993 estimate of $28,549,000 in advances for construction is
based on the actual end of year 1991 level of customer advances, adjusted by SDG&E’s
forecasted net change to advances in 1992 and 1993.
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127. SDG&E’s estimate of $42,507,000 for Materials and Supplies was developed
by taking the August 1091 fecorded level of $41,654,169 and adjusting it to reflect expected
increases in the cost of general supplies.

128. The company's working cash estimate of $7,916,000 reﬂects an agréeément
between the company and DRA for the Electric Department, as stated in the joint peuu(‘m for
modification of D.91-05-028. ,

129. The economic models used to determine the level of gas sales and customers
are the same as those used for electric sales and customers. |

130. DRA’s estimate of gas revenues is derived by using billing determmants which
come from DRA’s customer and sales forecasts, which havé also been adopted.

131. DRA'’s proposal for miscellaneous gas revenues closely parallels DRA’ s
. recommendation which relies on more current historical data and includes a forécast for gams
from the disposition of gas plant (a factor that was not addressed by SDG&E).

132. DRA calculated its forecast for gas supply éxpenses using more recent rccordcd
data than that relied on by SDG&E and produced nearly identical results.

133, Almost all of the difference between SDG&E’s forecast of $193,300 and
DRA’s forecast of $86,000 for Account 840 relates to hazardous waste cleanup assessment
studies that need 16 be performed at thre¢ Towngas sites and at the decommissioned old

Chula Vista LNG site.
134. Consistently, the forecasts prepared by DRA and SDG&E for gas transmission

expenses support each other.
135. Consistently, DRA’s multi-year averaging technique produced estimates for gas

distribution expenses that were sufficiently close to those produced by the company to lend

support to the initial request.
136. 'There is no difference between the setiling parties and either the methodology

or rates used to depreciate gas department plant-in-service.
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137, SDG&E's estimate of weighted gas plant additions for 1993 amounting t6
$23,007,000 is not ¢ited in the fecord, nor does SDG&E itemize the costs felated to the
components of its plant additions estimate. .

138. DRA and SDG&E utilize the same methodology for developing forccasts for
‘customer advances and have produced virtually identical results. -

139. In a manner consistent with the determination of workmg capital for the’
electric department, DRA and SDG&E have proposed the adoption of the uncontested amount
of $3,365,000 for test year 1993. ,

140. Until late 1989, boilers located at the company’s Station B were operated to
produce the steam which was subséquently expanded through the house turbine o reduce the
pressure of the steam for delivery to the customers. ‘

141, During 1989, two package boilers were installed at Statxon B to produce lhc .
steam and to allow the less efficient boilers to be shut down

142. SDG&E is in the process of making a transition out of the business of

providing steam heat.” o :
143. ‘The company has established its steam sales forecast by conducnng a survey of

. its steamn customers.

144. There is no evidesce supporting SDG&E’s prbposcd use of a 1984 o 1988
averaging approach to derive a forecast for steamn heat expenses.

145. Using the same pre-1989 approach, SDG&E forecasts its steam heat
maintenance expenses to be $243,200 during the test year,

146. Using the 1989 and 1990 data, DRA produced virtually identical rcsults

147. DRA'’s estimate for steam heat plant-in-service is virtually identical to that
prepared by SDG&E, even though the company did not have the benefit of cnd-df_othc'-ycar
recorded information for its forecast.
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148. Productivity measurement as it has been performed by SDG&E and DRA,
involves the development of a fatio of outputs (kilowatt hours and therms) to inputs
(ratepayer dollars).

149. The company concluded that the revenue requirement requested in the curreat
application reflects compounded productivity gains of 8. 2% since 1988.

150. The company bases over 40% of its forecasted expense on ¢osts recorded in
1988. ‘
151. This utility may be almost uniquely in a position to have accomplished
substantial new efficiencies in the last five years.

152. SDG&E has 200 fewer employées today than it did just prior to the merger
process. '

153. ‘The productivity analysis offeréd by the company and affirmed by DRA
provides no basis for us to determine if the company has appropnately capturcd in its base
rates revenue réquirement, the efficiencies gained during the last five years.

154. Neither does it allow us to determine that the company has improved its
operations and cut its costs as it should have in response to its unique situation.

155. The company'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 Year forecast could overshadow and defeat the
benefits of earlier productivity gains.

157. The Settlement Agreement is largely silent on the issue of producuvny

158. If there are any benefits to have come from the years spent in planning for and
advocating the since-rejected merger, they should be in the form 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 limited to a study of the Electric ~
Dépantment.

160. Gain Sharing awards are paid to employees when actual O&M or capual
expenditures are less than originally budgeted for a given purpose, or when customer
satisfaction goals are exceeded.

161. In 1988 alone, the Gain Sharing program resulted in rewards to empIOyees ,-
exceeding $4 million. '

162. The 10% Solution is an employee suggestion plan in which émployees are
rewarded by receiving 10% of the first year's annual cost savings stemming from -
improvements that are implemented as a result of their suggestions.

163. SDGA&E reports that the employée suggestion program has generated ncarly
$12 million of first-year annual cost savings. : - '

164. The settlement includes a proposal that SDG&E be allowed to continue to
receive, 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 for adhering (o a three year rate case plan is 16
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 raté case

comes along.
166. The parties recommended a 1993 Test Year total DSM funding level of $58.2

million (in 1993 dollars).
167, The parties recommend that the company be allowed a certain amount of

flexibility in deciding how to spend its DSM budget.
168. ‘There is uncertainty as to whether and when an Energy Technology Center will
be created.
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169. - By designing a system of eight program categoﬁéé, and by limiting fond
shifting to changes within a 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 internal assumptions and
calculus that may not be readily accessible to many reviewers within or outside of the
Commission.

171.  While the record offers explanations for the relative differences among the .
types of incentives available for the company, we are not ¢onvinced 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 commensurate with the proposed investment in DSM programs. The intenim
guidelines include a supply-side comparability feature, but we expect o fully 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 altowable incentive lcvel
within current guidelines.

174. We have committed ourselves to supporting a l(mg-tenn effort by our rcgulated
energy utilities t6 suppont DSM activities and these programs have yet to mature.

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 of the
elimination of incentives altogether.

176. We have not formed a commitment to continue the use of S-shaped curves or
determined that current incentive levels are appropriate to the tasks at hand.

177. SDG&E currently counts DSM achievements at the tinie a contract is signed

with the customer, not at the time of equipment installation.
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178. The Commission has ordered in the DSM OIR/OII that the value of DSM

savings be determined on an ex post basis beginning in 1994. _
179. SDG&E proposed a transition mechanism to change to counting DSM savings

at the time of installation in 1993.

180. The transition mechanism may create conflicting incentives.

181. A transition of this type is likely to make only the most marginal of
- differences.

182. A gradual transition from rewards for signing contracts to rewards for |
achieving installations does not appear to be necessary.

183.  Although a major reason for the transition is to ‘help stabilize the reward |
payments to the company, it is not clear that the propésal would have that effect.

184. If there has'to be a less than smooth transition (and we are not conv:nced thcre

will be) then any aspect of the DSM eamings formula that could help hold rates down sh0uld

take effect as soon as possible.
185. One¢ way to help assure that DSM eamings do not bdunce prwlpltously isto

continue to6 amortize earnings over a thrée-year period.
186. In a report filed August 17, 1992, CACD found that inost of SDG&E’s 1991

savings from its 1989 GRC DSM pr'ogram were reasonable and recommended a reward level

of $7,558,200.
187. Since this amount exceeds the cap, SDG&E would be eligiblc for the full $7.15

million reward.
188.  $1.6 million is requested for rate recovery in 1993 for SDG&E'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 in Decision 91-10-046 in
SDG&E's 1992 Modified Attrition Application.
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190. In its report concering the 1991 opcratibn of the GRC DSM pr‘égr’a’rﬁ. '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 SDG&E propOsed t6 apply to the 1991 GRC

DSM reward for the cancellation of contracts that were signed in 1989.
192. CACD recommended that the 1989 contracl reward amount be escalated to

1991 dollars using the 1989 GRC’s DSM escalation value before subtracting oul the .

cancellations.
193. DRA recommended that both the 1989 cancelled contract reward amount and

the 1991 reward amount be éscalatéd to 1993 doltars and the subtraction bé made at that
point. .
194, UCAN argués that it is not enough to only adjust the rewards received for
cancelled ¢ontracts by an inflation factor; the ratepayer’s 1ot investment opportunity should
also be reflected.

195. ‘There is no logical reason to apply a reduction related 16 the 1989 reward o

 SDG&B’s 1991 reward calculation.
196. SDG&E received its reward for these cancelled 1989 contracts thrOugh ratés in

1991,

197. SDG&E has proposed to terminate its EEBA, GEBA and corresponding offset
rates at the end of 1992. :

198, SDG&E claims that early tcnmnautm of the offset rates will result in an
undercollection of $10 million in electric and $6 million in gas revenues.

169, 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 thiough December 31, 1992. '




A.91-11-024, 1.92-02-004 COMDWEKIw

200. $4,054,000 should be recovered in the GEBA and would be undercollected in

1992.
" 201.  Since there has been no audit of SDG&E’s gas DSM programs, we have no
assurance that the company's figures are accurate or that it has used its available funds in 2
manner ¢énsistent with our previous orders. '

202. Wefind it beneficial to zero-out and preclude further use of thc'GEBA, as well
as the EEBA, but cannot allow the colléction of an extra $2.03 million without an audit.

203.  With the support of UCAN and DRA. the City strongly objects to SDG&E’s
long-standing habit of illuminating the exterior of its corporate headquarters with floodlights.

204. Some of the area’s residents are deeply offended by the company’s Iighn‘hgf
display. .

205. At least some downtown landlords and business associations like to have the’
floodlights buming, out of a sense that they enhance the safety in the downtown area.

206. During each oil crisis, SDG&E voluntarily tumed off the lights and boasted -
that this act communicated t6 the community the company’s strong desiré to encouragé
energy conservation without compromising safety in the downtown aréa.

207. At least to some people, a brightly lit yet largely vacant building communicates
some form of indifference to the effects of impulsive energy consumption. '

208. It appears that while SDG&E encourages its other commercial and indus&ial
customers to undergo energy audits, it has not undertaken a similar analysis of its own .
corporate headquarters. oL

209. In D.92-09-080 in the DSM rulemaking proceeding, we adopted SDG&E’s
proposal to put out its residential appliance efficiency program for bid by third panies;

210, Pursuant t6 Ordering Paragraph 9 of D.92-09-080, SDG&E is authorized to
recover in rates over 3 years a total of $19,599,159 (1993$) for its residentiat appliancc

efficiency incentives program and associated measurement activities.
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211. CACD issued a Report on SDG&E’s program costs ¢ntitled "Audit Report on
the Emerging Business Enterprises Program Costs of San Diego Gas & Electric Company for
1993 Test Year".

212. DRA and SDG&E propose that the revenue increase of $274, 900 (1988$)
recommended in that report be added to the revenue requirement identified in the Settlement

Agreement.
213. ‘The Seitlement Agreement proposes that $4 922,000 (1993%) should be added
for each additional SONGS refueling expécted in 1993 in addition to the one refueling

alrcady included for Unit 2.
214. We still have no firm indication that SCE currently plans t6 undertake two

refueling outages in 1993.

215. The setiling parties propose that appropriate administrative costs for the LIRA
~ program should continue to be fecorded in the LIRA balancing account and recovered through
SDG&E's ECAC and BCAP proceedings. 7

216. ‘The settling parties propdse that intervenor fee compensation awards bé
recorded in ECAC and BCAP balancing accounts and be recovered through those respective
proceedings. '

217. Although the utility proposes that some costs related to natural gas vehicle
development be included in its RD&D budget, the Secttling Parties propose that the r¢c0véi-y
of other costs related to natural gas and electric vehicle activities be deferred to the LEV
investigation (1.91-10-029).

218. A funding gap may exist between the end of the natural gas vehicle
development program authorized in D.91-07-017 and funding that may arise pursuant {6 the
LEV investigation (1.91-10-029).

219. There are logical reasons to continue the practice of allowing the utility to

track hazardous waste cleanup costs through memorandum accounts.
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220. - We are not willing, however, 10 allow lh’é'Compéhy to extend the ad_vic_é letter
process to cover other costs that it describes as l_jéing related to éh?ir&némmal compliancé'. -

221.  Because such environmental ¢ompliance costs should be reflected in the -
planning process and carefully controlled, they should be approved in advance. -

222.  ‘The record does not include adequate information to attow for approval of
funds for environmental compliance activities during the proépcctive rate case cycle.

223.  We expect this company and all other utilities to take reasonable steps to
minimize the generation of hazardous wastes through the use of efficient processes, reuse,
recycling and appropriate chemical substitution.

224. ‘The Setilemént Agreement is supported by each if the parties who were
actively involved in Phase 1, with the exception of the CEC, which only paﬁicipatcd

conceming a limited RD&D issue.

225. UCAN is eligible to claim intervenor compcnsauon

Conclusions of Law
| 1. The Seitlement Agreement i$ reasonablé.

2. Whilée SDG&E should have the discretion to devote a pomon of its RD&D
budget to the Solar 2 project and increase its contribution to the advance gas turbine pmjcct,
the Commission should not require the company to do so. |

3. SDG&E should retumn to ratepayers any amounts forecast for paymcnts to
EPRI in 1992 or later years that were not spent for that purposc ' '

4. SDG&E should provide a report on ité actual EPRI expcnduurcs in 1992 as

part of its next attrition filing.

5. For the purposes of its next rate case Cycle SDG&E should be allowéd 16
make RD&D expenditures that fall within the range of 0.30 to 0.45% of its annual gros$

operating revenues.
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6. As pm of its next attrition filing, SDG&E should report on its ;fféﬁs to
improve inter-utitity RD&D ¢oordination as fecommended by DRA and CACD in this
proceeding. ,
7. As part of the next attrition filing, SDG&E should provide a report quantifying
royalties and licensing fees stermming from RD&D results that it is required, pursuant to the
last modified attrition proceeding settlement, to retum to ratepayers.

8. As part of its next attrition filing, SDG&E should include a report indicating
the steps that it has taken to implement each of the recommendations included in DRA's
report on RD&D.

9. While cost savings gencrated during the rate case ¢ycle from approachcs such
as the Gain Sharing program and the 10% Solution can be retained by shareholders, the
adopted forecast for the subséquent test year should be adjusted to reflect any resulting lower
costs. 7

10. It cOntinucs t6 be Commission policy that public relations advertising costs will
not be borne by rathaycrs

11.  With the exception of modifications specifically mentioned in this ordcr, the
Joifit Recommendation of SDG&E, DRA, and UCAN for DSM progranis should be adopted.

12. ‘The proposed funding for an Encrgy Resource Center should be denied.

13. SDG&E should be allowed ¢o file an advice letter requesting memorandum
account treatment for initial costs related to an Energy Resource Ceiter once the company has
a firm plan for the center in place. '

14. The mechanisms proposed in the Joint DSM Recommendation for a transition
from time-of-contract incentives to time-of-installation incentives and from inc'entive‘caps o
no incentives caps should be rejected.

15. All DSM shareholder incentive payments should be amonized over a three-year

period.
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16. The revenue requirement should be reduced to reﬂect a rcfund of mcenuve E
payments received by shareholders for 1989 DSM contracts that were subsequently cancelled |

17. The revenue reduction for this purpose should be calculated by adjustmg the
nominal refundable reward payment in the manner described in this opinion. -

13. ‘The DSM offset rates should be eliminated.

19. The GEBA and EEBA balancmg accounts should be zeroed-out in the manner

described in this opinion. _
20. While the Commission should not order SDG&E to cease using flood llghis to

illuminate its corporate headquarters, we should encourage SDG&E to reconsider its current
lighting policy in fesponse to the concems raised by the City of San Diego and work with the
City in crafting a solution to its concerns. ’ '

_ 21. SDG&E should order an encrgy audit of its corporate headquaners and
produce, for the next attrition proceeding, a report containing the auditor’s rcCOmmendat:ons
and the company’s implementation plan.

22. ‘The adopted revénué requirement forecast should include the cost of the '
company's DSM pilot bidding program as approved in D. 92—09—080 ‘

23. CACD’s recommended modifications to SDG&E’s DSM procedures. as set
forth in CACD’s Report 6n SDG&E 199t Demand-Side Management Evaluation and
discussed in this opinion should be adopted.

24, The proposal included in Joint DSM Recommendation for revising the
procedures for 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 Program Costs should be adOpted

26. SDG&E should be authorized to continue the memorandum account treatmcnt
for its natural gas vehicle development program as authorized in D.91-07-017 subscqucnt to
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the expiration date of the account to insufe continuation of the program at currenl annual
funding levels pending 2 Commission decision in the ongoing LEY investigation (L. 91 10-
029). '

27, SDG&E should be allowed to continue to track hazardous waste cleanup
through memorandum accounts when authorized in response to an advice letter filing under
existing rules. : ' - ’

28. SDG&E should not be allowed to capitalize hazardous waste cleanup cosis in
the absénce of specific approval from the Commission. -

20, In that the settlement does not specifically propose capitalization of past’
hazardous waste cleanup costs associated with the E<co site and the Commission has not

otherwise approved capitalization of those costs, such costs should not be recorded i in the

company’s plant-in-service.
30. A hazardous waste minimization audit shéuld be perforned as dlSCusscd in thls

opinion, the results of which should be presented in the company s next general rate cise
proceeding.

31. The use of a memorandum account to track other types of envitonmental
compliance costs, although allowed during the 1992 modified attrition year, should not be
continued.

32. Requests for funding related to environmental compliance activities should be
made in general rate cases, attrition ﬁlmgs, ot other applications.

33.  As part of its aturition filing, SDG&E should prepare a report (subjecl to review
and approval or rejection by the Commission) signed by a representative of each scttllng
party, that identifies and quantifies each project disallowed from beginning-of-year 1992
plant-in-service, 1992 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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35, UCAN should be allowed to request compensation for Phase 1 participation o
 prior to the completion of Phase I1. 7
36.  So that the new interim rates can become effective on January 1, 1993, this

order should be made effective today.

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. San Diego Gas & Electric Conmpany (SDG&E) shall, on or ‘before Decembeér
21, 1992, file with this Commission revised tariff sheets which!
a. Revise its authorized level of base rate revenue as set
forth in Appendix B to this decision; :
. Revise its authorized revenue allocation and rate design
as set forth in Appendices K, L, and M; and
c. Make other revisions as necessary to comply with this
~ interim order. .

, 2. The revised tariff pages shall become effective January 1, 1993 and shail
comply with General Order 96-A. The revised tariffs shall apply to service fer’ndcr‘:d on or

after their effective date. . .
3. ‘The Settlement Agreemient sponsored by SDG&E, the Division of Ratepaye
Advocates (DRA), the Utility Consumer Action Network (UCAN), and the City of San Diego
(City) and attached to this opinion as Appendix N is adopted, subject to the limitations and
interpretations discussed in the Joint Comparison exhibit and this opinion and to the following
conditions: ‘ o 7
a. As part of its attrition filing, SDG&E shall prepare a
report (subject to review and approval or rejection by the
Commission) signed by a representative of each seuling

party, that identifies and quantifies (in a manner
consistent with the rate base amounts included in the
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settlement agreement) ¢ach project disallowed from ~
beginning-of-year 1992 plant-in-service, 1992 plant
additions and forecasted 1993 plant additions. _

. As pant of its next attrition filing, SDG&E shall include a
report indicating the steps that it has taken to implement
each of the recommendations included in DRA's Report
on RD&D in this proceeding, as well as providing mofe
detailed RD&D budget information as discussed herein.

. Unless otherwise specified, memorandum accounts shall
not be used to track environmental ¢ompliance costs other
than hazardous waste cleanup costs for which appropriatc '
advice letters have been filed and approved. Requests for
funding related to other environmental compliance
activitics shall be made in general rate cases, the 1994
modified attrition filing, or other applications. ‘

. SDG&E shall provide a report on its actual 1992 EPRI .
expenditures as part of its next attrition filing and shall
feturn to ratepayérs any forecasted amounts that were not
spent for that purpose.

. As part of its next attrition filing, SDG&E shall provide a
report quantifying foyaliies and licensing fees stemming
from RD&D results which it is required, pursuant t6 the
Jast modified attrition proceeding setilement, to return to
ratepayers.

As part of its next attrition filing, SDG&E shall report on
its efforts to improve inter-utility RD&D coordination as
recommended by DRA and CACD in this proceeding.

. Whether or not specifically discussed in this opinion, the
wreatment of each and every principle or issue addressed -
in the settlement is non-precedential in this or any other

future proceeding, consistent with Rule 51.8 of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure. _

4. SDG&E may elect to devote a portion of the RD&D budget approved in this
opinion to the Solar 2 project and/or increase its contribution to the advance gas turbine
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proﬁct if such an election is consistent with this Conmimission’s mlcs concermng RD&D
expendntures However, the company is not required to do so. - N
5. For the purposes of its next rate case cycle, SDG&E is allowed to makc o

RD&D expenditures that fall within the range of 0.30 to 0.45% of its annual gross operating
‘revenues. | ' :

6. While cost savings gencrated during the rate case cyélc from efforts such as the
Gain Sharing program and the 10% Solution may be retained by shareholders, the adopted
~ forecast for the subsequent test year shall be adjusted to reflect any resulting cost reductions.

7. Public relations advertising costs shall not be bome by ratepayers. - | '

8. With the exception of modifications described in this opinion and/or itemized
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 Resource Ceiter is
denied. SDG&E may file an advice letter requesting
memorandum account treatment for initial costs related to
an Energy Resource Center once the company has a fum
plan for the development of the center,

. 'The mechanisms proposed in the Joint DSM
Recommendation for a transition from tire-of-contract
incentives to time-of-installation incentives and from
incentive caps to no incentives caps are denied.

. All DSM shareholder incentive payments shall be
amortized over a three-year period.

. The proposed revision of the procedures for review of
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 to reflect a refund of incentive

payments received by sharcholders for 1989 DSM contracts that were subsequently cancelled.

- 147 -




 AO1-11-024, 1.92-02-004 COM/DWF/kiw

This feduction shall be calculated by adjusting the nominal refundable reward payment in the

manner described in this opinion. _
11. The adopted revenue réquirement shatl include the cost of the company's DSM

pilot bidding program s approved in D.92-09-080.

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 ligﬁﬁng
policy in response to the concems raised by the City of San Diego and work with the City in
crafting a solution to its concerns.

15. SDG&E shall order an energy auth of its corporate headquarters and producc,
for the next attrition proceeding, a report containing the auditor’s recommendations and the
company’s implementation plans.

16. CACD's recomménded nmdnﬁcamns to SDG&E's DSM proccdurcs, as $et
forth in CACD’s chon on SDG&E 1991 Demand-Side Management Evaluation and
discussed in this opinion, are adopted.

17. The additional revenue reﬁuircmcnt increasé recommended in CACD's Audit
Report on the Emerging Business Enterprises Program Costs is adopted.

18. SDG&E is authorized to contmue the memorandum account treatment for its
natural gas vehicle demonstration program as authorized in D. 91.07-017 subsequent to the
expiration date of the account to insure continuation of the program at current annual fundmg
levels pending a Commission decision in the ongoing Low Emission Vehicle investigation

(1.91-10-029).
19. In the absence of specific approval from the Commission, SDG&E shall not

capitalize hazardous waste cleanup costs.
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30. “The settlement adopted above does ot specifically propose capitalization of
past hazé;fddu:s’wﬁ.sté‘cléanup costs associated with the Esco site and the Commission has fiot
othérwise approved capitalization of those costs. "Iher‘cfor’e. such costs shall not be recorded
 in the company’s plant-in-service. | | |
" 31, A hazardous waste minimization audit shall be performed as discussed in this
‘ épiﬁidh, the resulis of which should be presented in the company's next general rate case
proceeding. | - |
22, In future rate case, 'SDG&E will be expectéd to improve its productivity
analysis in 2 manner consistent with the discussion in lhlS opinion.

23, UCAN is'eligible to request intervenor compensation.

24. UCAN may request compensation for its Phase I participation separate from
 Phase I, . -
‘ " This order is effective téday._{ 7

‘Dated December 3, 1992, &t San Francisco, California.

DANIEL Wm. FESSLER

| _ President

JOHN B. OHANIAN
PATRICIA M. ECKERT
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY
Commiissioners

_ vlmcennrv THAY THIS DECISION
i‘ g::novm BY THE ABOWS:
"OMMISSIONE
PMMISSIONZRS TOpAY

/i,tc‘:‘" . A
VANV i
wil g ftientinal 1
s..p.;;.‘l{ CRGBURYG Difedior
e B

e
. &.U

.
T
LI

/I ’:’_;"r.-f"‘ o
LRI




APPENDIX A

- Applicant: pavid R. Clark, William L. Reed, Keith W. Hélvillé}_ﬁ
Vicki Thompson, Attorneys at lLaw, and Lee Schavrien, for San
Diego Gas & Electric Company.

interested Parties: Ppeter 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, Byers & Martin, by David J.
Byers. 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-
Farm Bureau Federation; Grueneich, Ellison & Schneider, by
pian Grueneich, Attorney at Law, and Matt Brady, for
California Department of Ceneral Services; Biddle & Hamilton,
by Richard L. Hamilton, Attorney at Law, for Western .
Mobilehome Association; Gerald L. Hein, for General Atomics}
James Hodges, for Campesinos 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.i william Marcus and Jet
Nahigian, for JBS Energy; Melissa Metzler, for Barakat &
Chamberlin; Julie Miller, Attorney at L.aw, for Southern
california Edison Company; Mayor Tim Nader, by Dan Beintema,
for the city of Chula Vista; Edward J. Neuner, for himseélf}
Ssteven D, Patrick and Nancy Day, for Southern California Gas
Company; Donald G. Salow, for the Association of California
watér 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-
Uejio.

pivision of Ratepayer Advocates: Philip Scott Weismehl,
Catherine Johnson, Attorneys at Law, David Fukutome, and

Darlene Clark.

(END OF APPENDIX A)
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'$AN DIEGO GAS & ELECIRIC COMPANY
L Lo Test Year 1593

. SUMMARY OF EARNINGS
. _COMBINED DEPARTHENT
(Thousands of 1993 -Dollars)

Description

Interdepartmental
Miscellaneous
Non-Jurisdictional

Total Operating Revénues

Opérating Expenses

Storage

Production
Transmission
Distribution

Customér Accounts
Uncolléctibles ,

Demand-Sidé-Managément i

Marketing (Non-DSM)
Administrative & General
Franchisé Requirements
other Adjustment

Subtotal
pepreciation ﬂ
Taxes Othér Than On Income
Taxes On Income -
Total Opérating Expensés
Net Opérating Income

Rate Baseé

SDG&E
Estimated

$1,129,080
11,901
17,861
1,375

$1,160,217

594

279
122,763
16,847
63,045
45,957
3,090
66,810

, 0
111,335
22,208
(2,182)
222,860
47,884
152,004
$863,495
$296,722
42,760,210

Adopted

$1,095,770
11,901
17,861

594

. 279
122,686
16,848
63,046
45,958
2,998
53,810
-0

113,306

$438,896
222,860
47,805
142,981
$852,542
$274,365

$2,760,210

Rate of Return : 10.75% 9,94%

DSM 1990 & 1991 Rewards‘(indl,,FF&U) $9,735 $3,899
DSM Balancing Account Amort.(Incl. FF&U) $17,073 $5,691
10/91-12/91 DSM Collaborative

TOTAL AUTH. BASE RATE REVENUES (ABRR) 81,168,296 $1,117,769

change in Base Rate Rev. : $118,377 $67,850
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- SAN DIEGO GAS:& ELECTRIC COMPANY
. - rest Year 1993 - '

© SUMMARY OF_ EARNINGS
' ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT
~ (Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

SDG&E

Estimated 1/ Adopted

Description

Base Rate Révenués - Retail
Miscellaneous :
Non-Jurisdictional

$932,642

$961,926 2, 64
15,057

15,057

Total Opérating Révenues $978,358  $949,074

operating Expenses

121,970
10,962
41,819
30,144

2,555
44,140
0

122,048
10,962
41,819
30,144

2,636
46,841
0
83,346
18,565
{1,575)

Production
Transmission
pistribution .
customer Acctounts
Uncollectibles .
Demand-Side-Manageémént .
Marketing (Non-DSM}
Administrative & General
Franchise Reguirements
Other Adjustment

(Incl. Engy. Serv.).

84,766

18,000

(1,575)
$352,782

Subtotal $354,787

193,470

pepreciation (Incl, Nuol. Decomn. )
Taxes Other Than On Income
Taxes On Income

193,470
40,763
131,985

$721,005

40,705
124,156

$711,112

Total Operating Expenses

$257,353 $237,962
$2,393,984

10.75%

Net Operating Income
$2,393,964

9.94%

Rate Base

Rate of Return
$10,184

$980,379
$94,745
9,66%

FF&U) -

DSM 1990 & 1991 Rewards (Incl.
FPLU)

pSM Balancing Account Amort.(Incl.

$939,640
$54,006
5.75%

TOTAL AUTH. BASE RATE REVENUES (ABRR) 2/
change in Base Raté Rev. 3/

1/ As Calculated in SDG4LE’s Updated Results of Oper. (Exh.64),
which partially_reflects_the Settlement Agreements(Exh.6 & 50) .
2/ Excluding miscellanedus & non-jurisdictional revenues.
Based on présent ABRR of $885,634 adopted in D.92-08-042.
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- Test year 1393

s or s
. " GAS DEPARTMENT
{Thousands of 1993 DOllars)

pDescription

Base Raté Reveénués - Retail
Interdépartmental '
Miscellanéous

Total Operating Revénues
Operating Expénsés '
Storagé

Transmission
Distribution

Customer Accounts (Incl. Engy. Serv.)

Uncolléctibles o _
pemand-side-Managemeéent .
Administrative & Genéral
Franchise Requiremeénts
othér Adjustment .

Subtotal
Depréciation S
Taxes Otheér Than On Income
Taxes On Income
Total Opérating Expenses
Net Opérating Income
Rate Base '
Rateée of Return .
DSM 1990 & 1991 Rewards (Incl. FF&U)

DSM Balancing Account Amort.(Incl. FF&U)

10/91-12/91 DSH collaborative 2/

TOTAL AUTH. BASE RATE REVENUES (ABRR) 3/

change in Basé Rate Rev. 4/

SDGLE
Estimatéd 1/

$165,552
11,901

$180,257

594
279
5,885
21,150
15,808
- 454
9,969
27,659
3,609

$64,813
29;139
7,070
$140,955
$39,302
$365,601
10,75%

$1,466
$6,889

$186,315
$23,656
12.70%

Adopted

$161,520
11,901

484,954
29,139

$139,884
$36,341
$365,601
9.94%
$21396

$176,521
$13,862
7.85%

1/ As calculated in SDGLE’s Updated Résults of Oper. (Exh. 64),
which partially reflécts the settlemeént Agreements(Exh.6 & 50}.
As adopted in SDG&E’s last BCAP Decision (D. 91-12-075).

3/ Excluding miscellaneous revenues.,

4/ Based on present ABRR of $162,659 adopted in D.91-12-074.
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_SAN DIEGO cAs & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Test Year 1993 - - '

SUHHARY OF EARNINGS
© STEAM. DEPARTHENT :
(ThOUSands of 1993 Doilars)

B SDG&E

Déscription Estimated 1/ ~ Adopted

Base Rate RévenUes - Rétail
Miscellaneous .
Non-Jurisdictional

Total Operating Révénues
operating Expenses-

Production

Distribution

Custonmér Accounts
Uncollectibleés . N
Administrative & Genérél
Franchise Requireéments
Other Adjustmént

Subtotal
Depreéeciation
Taxes Other Than On Income
Taxés On Incomé -
Total Operating Expenses
Net Opérating Income
Rateé Base

Rate of Reéturn 10.75% 9.94%

TOTAL AUTH. BASE RATE REVENUES (ABRR) 2/ $1,602 $1,608
Change in Basé Raté Rev. 3/ ($24) ($18
. -1. 49* -1012

As Calculated 1n SDG&LE’s Updated Results of Oper. (Exh. 64),
which partially reflects the Séttlement Agreements(Exh. 6 & 50). ‘

Excluding miscellanéous réevenués. -
Based on present ABRR of $1,626 adopted in D.91-12-074.




APPEMDIN B f

S-l.l DIEGO US [ tl(CIllC COMPARY
Iest Year 1993 . .

091 REHARDS AII) IAIAIICIHG ACCMI mnutlou
- {Théusand of Imiml Go!hrs)

1993 1994

ssdboe

Desctiption

ihdl.al.-i.-oabi-lbé.o&c.ic-.‘ob-‘--éio esbiis

'- mrds’ :

. 1991 Gac Progrus: o ‘ e _ ' ‘
Electric - . . $$,720
o - AT? 477 AT7 1,430

$ . .
o . " E . oaoti-
Total 1991 GRC Progrems 37,150
1990 collabrative Programéi
: : $1,400

Electric
Gas ) 4 ) : . .
- o : . . ésiene

Totsl 1990 Collsbéative Prog. $1,400

$691 Collabrative Projrams! .
. L8687 35,000

Electric
c.s - - ) & o
“ws : . 4 ssdias

Total 1991 Cotlabiative Prog. 85,000

Adjusteent i L . _
1989 Candelled l’ro]ecu - ; : L
Electelé (80%) ' { (3750}
Gos (20%) L 4 A ) (187)
Totat Adjustment. ($930)
Tots! Rewards - o B ,
Electefe o 524 2 K7 - $11,370
as : 289 ©E,43
. - - csnsda

Totel Rewards w/o FELU $12,613
Electrie R 603 %, : ,8 811,626
Cas S M1 W ) 1,274

TOTAL REWARDS |'m; FROY $12,900

Bsloicing Aecomt A-brttmlon :

s.th.n-..choéc.otibotcouco&ooo

Electric Efficency Bali Adét, (EEBA) $3,320 $3,320
Gas Efficenty Bal. Acet, (&u) ' ' 6,120

Totsl Bal. Aéct, A-ortlutlen

bdbosssse

$14,680

EERA £3 ' $10,184
GEBA - tad 2,296 2,29 6,889

TOTAL BAL, ACCT. MT. Inct. FFOU $17,074

(END OF APPENDIX B)
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SAN Dlzcb GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
Test Year 1993 :

ADOPTED SALES AND CUSTOHER FORECASTS

pescription Adopted 1/

Residential o 5,5 1,023,984
commercial . ) 5,610 116,810
Industrial S 9 547
Agricultural Power 236 3,961
Street Lighting : ;
Reésale

Total | 7 1,152,843

Gas Department a1é Customers

Residential : 338,200
Non-Residéntial. 352, 800
Interdépartmental

Total 1,075,100

Steam Department - Sales (1bs)

Schédule 1
Scheédule 2

Note:
1/ As in the settlément Agreement (Exh.50, APPENDIX E).

(END OF APPENDIX C)




hPPEHDIX D

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANYQ;;[):

Test Year 1993 o

ADOPTED ESCALATION RATES
(Basé Yéar 1988)

(END OF APPENDIX D)
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APPENDIX E
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT. =~ - -
Tést Year 1993 S

RESULTS OF OPERATION

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Franchise Fees and Uncoll.- Adopted Rates ..
Total Production EXPENSE iasevessscarassssnan
Stean PdeugtiOﬁ ExpeﬁSé shebdsab s adaneids
Nuclear Production EXPense secsasssactnaniie
Gas Turbineé Power Prod. & Othér Power Supply
Transmission Expensé R RN R R R N N I
Distribution EXPENSE «sscvetsssdosssiorsons
cCustomer Accounts EXPEeNSe sssciscissicedssns
Harkéting EXPENSEe .ssessssssabsatnsaiotiassis
Administrative & Général ExpéﬁSé sdser s e ei b
opr. & Maint. Expensé Summary (1988%).......
Opr. & Haint- Expénsé Summary (1993$)¢a.&.-0
TaXes OthéX¥ Than on INCOME sieeassssrisassns
Income TaXk Adjustménté otii]obtnio-.ina;iii}
Taxes on Income - Adoptéd Rates .isasissaies
DepréCiation ExpénSé Y R R
D2pregiatiéh RESErve .icisssssavsbissianesis
Rate Base .i}ooaa.t.o-ooa]..angi-dia;osyn;ii
Development of Net-To-Gross Mulitpliér .....
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
ELECTRIC DEPARTHENT
Tést Year 1993
FRANCHISE FEES AND UNCOLLECTIBLES - ADOPTED RATES )
(ThOﬂsands of 1993 ‘Dollars) o

Description Adopted

$932,642
Uncollect1b1e Rate 0.2?40%

Total UncblléCtiblés

Franchise Requiréments
$932, 642

‘Franchise Féé Rate 1.9300%

fotal Franchisé Fées
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APPENDIXVE

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
ELECTRIC DEPARTHENT :
o Test Yéar 1993

TOTAL PRODUCTIOH EXPENSE
(ThOUSands Of 1988 Dollars unless Otherwise Indicated)

DescriptiOn A

$24,571

Nucléar IR | 35,120

Other

Total Operation

Haintenance‘

Nuclear
otheér

Total Maintenance
other Powér Supply

TOTAL PRODUCTION (1988%) , $106,239

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor 9,052
other 0
Total : $15,732

TOTAL PRODUCTION (1993$) $121,970
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: ~ APPENDIX E
'SAN. DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY -

“BELECTRIC DEPARTMENT -
Tést Year 1993

. STEAM PRODUCTION EXPENSE L ,
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indicated)'

Account
pescription

" oper. Supervision and Engineering
Fuel Reélated Expenses _
Operation of Boiler
Electric oper. of Turbine
Misc. Steam Power Expenses
Rents

Total Operation $24 571

Halntenance

Maint. Supervision and Enginéering_ 678
Maint. of Structures _ 4,575

Boiler Maint. & ovérhaul -~ 4,386

Turbine Maint. & Overhaul - - 03,914
Miscéllaneous Equipment : o

Total Maintenance

TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION (1988$%)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor
Non-Labor
Other
Total

TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION (19933%) $44,376
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(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unless

Account

Including SDG&

CaeemNOIXE

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY-

" ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT
V_Test’Yéar'iésa :

NUCLEAR PRODUCTION EX

Operation

supervision and Engineering
coolants and Wateér -
operation of Reactor
Electric Expenses .
Misc. Nuclear Power Expenses
Rénts _

Total Operation

Mainténance

supervision and Engineering o

Structures :
Maint. of Boilérs
Boiler oOverhaul
Maint. of Turbine

Total Maintenance

TOTAL NUCLEAR PROD. (1988%)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1693 2/

Labor

Non-Labor

Other
Total

TOTAL NUCLEAR PROD. (1993%)

PENSE. . -
théruise Indicated)

$14,463
1,559
4,824
543
13,542

$35,120
8,102
3,256

6,777
3,681

1/ $62,063

6,189
3,146
4]

$71,397

E’s sharé of SONGS base & two refueling

outage costs: $38,265 Labor, $20,832 Non-Labor,
62,530 Other (Total $61,636). C

Escalations for SDG&E’s share of SONGS O&LM expenseés
are calculated using SoCal Edison

Appendix Cc, Page 1 of 1, Appendix

tg éscalation rates

adopted in SCE’s 1992 GRC decision (D.91-12-076,

E, Page 3 of 10)}.

© page 4 of 19
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" APPENDIX E

sAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY .
U ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT . - -
Test -Year 1993

GAS TURBINE POWER PRODUCTION & OTHER POWER SUPPLY
- (Thousands Of 1988 pollars Unless Othérwise Indicateéed)

Adoptéd

operation
Supervisioh~and'Engiheéring o
Fuel Related Expenses: "
Generation Expénses

Misc. Other Power Expénses
Reéents o

Total Operation

Ssupervision and Enginééring

Structures _

Maint. of Gas Turbine - =
. Misc. Other Powér Gen. Plant

Total Maintenance

Other Power suppiy‘

sys. contrl. & Lo;d'Dspatch
othér Exp./Misc. Purchased Power

Total Othér Power Supply '

TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION (1988%)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor
Non-Labor
oOther
Total

TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION (1993%)
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SAN DIEGO cAs é ELECTRIC COHPANY
“ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT - -~
- Test Year 1993 o

TRANSHISSION EXPENSE ﬂ ,
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unléss Othérwise Indicated)'

Account : : e
pescription - R ' 'Adopted -

- - - - - o D n e D W G 06 WP YR W WS S e e

Operation

supervision and Enginéering
Load Dispatching o
station Expenses

overhead Line Expenses
Underground Liné Expenses
Misc. Transmission Expénses
Rents :

Total Operation

Mainténance

Supervision and Engineering
structures ‘
station Equipment

ovérhead Lines

Underground Lines

Misc. Transmission Plant

Total Maintenance

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (1988%)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993

Labor
Non-Labor

Other .
Total ) $1,865

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (1993%) $10,962
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' $AN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY :
'ELECTRIC ‘DEPARTMENT - o
Test Year 1993

| DISTRIBUTION EXPENSE - '
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unless Othérwise Indicated)

~ Account
. pescription

supervision and Engiﬁeering
Load Dispatching

station Expénses

Overhead Liné Expéensés
Underground Lineé Expénses
street Lighting & signal Sys.
Meter Expensés

Customer Installations N
Misc. Distribution Expenses

Rénts

Total Opération

Maintenance

supervision and Engineering
Structures ' .

station Equipmeént

overhead Seérvices
Underground Lines

Liné Transformers

street Lighting & signal Sys.

Metérs
Misc. Distribution Plant

Total Mainteénance

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1988§$) ' $34, 733

Escalation Amounts. 1988 to 1993
Labor 4,527
Non-Labor 2,559
Other

Total

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1993%)




APPENDIX E-

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
: ELECTRIC DEPARTHENT .
Tést Year 1993

: ' . CUSTOHER ACCOUNTS EXPENSE .
- (Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unleéss Otherwisé Indicated)

‘Account o
: Adopted

pescription

supervision

Meter Reading Expenses

cust. Records and Collectibles 1/
Uncollectible Accounts |
Misc, Customér Accounts Exp.

TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCTS. (1988$)
Total (Less Uncollectibles) : $25,407

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor

Non-Labor
Other
Total
TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCTS. (1993$) $32,699

Total (Léss Uncollectibles) 430,144

1/ Including costs for Energy service of $1,620.
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SAN DIEGO GAS &, ELECTRIC COHPANY S
ELECTRIC DEPARTHMENT - R
Test Yéar 1993 ~

- MARKETING. EXPENSE
(Thousands of 1988 Dollars Unless Othérwisé Indicated)

~ Account

pescription , B N l hdoﬁtéd'

cust. Serv. & Info. (DSM)
supervision & Clerical -

Customer Assistanceisxpénse
Informational & Instruct. Exp. .

Misc. Cust. Serv.v& Info. '

Misc. Expénses

Electric Vehicle

pemonstration & service Exp.t

TOTAL HARKETING (1988$)

Escalatioh Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor 4 :
Non-Labor
othér

Total

FOTAL MARKETING (1993$) - - $44, 140
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPAHY
~°  ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT
Test Year 1993

S ADHINISTRATIVE‘& GEHERAL EXPENSES
(Thousands of 1988 Dollars Unléss Otherwise Indicated)

Account
© NO. pescription

- - -

Adopted

- 920.0 AdministratiVé & Gén. salaries

921.0 Office supplies and Expensés 9 627
922.0 Admin. & Geén. Transfer Crédit (11,553)
$23.0 oOutside services Employéd 4,194
924.0 Property Insurance 3,797
925.0 Injuries and Damages - - : 4 8,590
$26.0 Pensions and Benefits-Total 25,865
$27.0 Franchise Requiréments 18,000
928.0 Regulatory comnission Expenses L .4,623
26,0 Dup licate Chargés , g {1,412)
930.0 uisc. General Expénses .- ‘ 10 481
931.0 Reéents o . :

Total opeéeration

Haintenancé

naintenance of Géneral Plant

Total Maintenance

TOTAL ADMIN, & GEN. (1988%)
Total (Léss Franchise ﬁeq.) ' $76,638

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor
Non-Labor
Other
Total

4,321
3,808
0

TOTAL ADMIN. & GEN. (1993%) $102,766
Total (Less Franchise Req.) $84,766
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY

ELECTRIC DEPARTHENT
Test Year 1993 )

OPER. &- HAINT. BXPENSE SUHMARY
(Thousaﬁds of 1988 Dollars)

pescription 7 : _-':;-:L L AdOpted _

Production $51, 740
Transmission o _ 5,727
pistribution » B S ‘ 20 825
Customér Accounts : ' o 14,847
Marketing . _ 4,123
Administrative and General o 19,875
Other Adjustment o ,

Total Labor (10888) - $115,843

Total Non-Labor

production
Transmission
Distribution
Customer Accounts

Marketing -
Administrative and General

other Adjustment
Total Non-Labor (1988%) : f $118 937

Total Other

Production

Transmission

pistribution

Customer Accounts

Marketing ,
Administrative and General
other Adjustmeént

Total Oother (1988$%)

TOTAL O&M (1988%) $308 539
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!-, APPENDIX E

SAN DIEGO GAS. & ELECTRIC COHPANY'
*  ELECTRIC DEPARTHENT -
Test Year 1993

OPER.: & HAINT. EXPENSE SUHHARY
(Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

Description

Transmission
Distribution
Customér Accounts

Marketing
Administrative and Geneéral

other Adjustment
Total Labor (1993%) . - $138,829

Total Non—Labor

Production S ' 46,401
Transmission 3,990
pistribution . : 16,467
Customer Accounts 9,711
Marketing o 39 121
Administrative and General :

Other Adjustment ,

Total Non-Labor (19935)

Total Other

Production
Transnission
Distribution
Customer Accounts

Marketing
Adninistrative and General

oOother Adjustment
Total Other (1993$%)

TOTAL O&M (1993%) $352,782

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993 N
Labor $22,987 .
Non-Labor 21,256

0

Other )
Total : $44,243




.81-11-024, 1. 92‘02 004 ALJISA
CACD/sclls O '1 : TR
g APPENDIX‘E-;

SAH DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPAHY ,

: ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT -
B Tést Yéar 1993 :

: TAXES OTHER THAN ON INCOHE
(Thousands of 1993 DQllars)

Description

‘california
Total Ad valorem TaXes
PaYroll & Misc. Taxes
Hédicare
Federal Unémployment Insurance (FUI)
staté Unémployment Insurance (SUI)
Misceéllaneous Taxés
Subtotal

Labor Escalation AdeStment

Total Payroll & Misc.

TOTAL TAXES OTHER THAN ON INCOME (19935)

$40,705
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CeemRINE

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

ELECTRIC 'DEPARTMENT =~

Test Year 1893 -
INCOME TAX ADJUSTMENTS -
(Thousands of -1993 Dollars)

Nuclear Decommissioning

Excess Salvage

state Tax Dépreciation

Book Depreciation

cost of Removal _

pProp. Tax: Book vs. Lien Date
20% Business Meals ‘
Percent. Repair Allow
Réinstallation Costs : ,
PBOP Contributions to Grant Trust

TOTAL CCFT ADJUSTMENTS

Federal Incomé TaX Adjustmehts’

Nuclear Decommissioning
Excess Salvage _
Federal Tax Depreciation

Book Depréciation

Ccost of Removal

Prop. Tax! Book vs. Lien Date
20% Business Meéals
preferréd Dividend Credit
percent. Repair Allow
Reinstallation Costs

PBOP contributions toé Grant Trust

TOTAL FIT ADJUSTMENTS

Interest Charges

Rate Base

Unamortized ITC

Adjusted Rate
Wtd. Cost of

Base _
Long Term Debt

state Allocation
Federal Allocation

. page 14 of 19 ¢

$18,735
(328)
148,968
(188,102)
4,401
884
(138)
12,756
(301)
(727)

$18,735
(328)
109,090
(188,102)
2,530
884

($50,950)

$2,393,984
(93,886)

$2,300,098
3.,660%

$84,184
$87,620
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APPENDIX E }it S
SAH DIEGO GAS £ ELECTRIC COMPANY?
"ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT.. L
. Tést Year 1993 >>'
TAXES ON IHCOHE —-ADOPTED RATES
(Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

Déscription Adéptéd

operating Reveénues o o - - $949,074
Operating Expenses (Incl._Depr ) - , ' 546,252'
Taxeés Other Than on Income o 40,705
Interest Charges ‘ 84 184
state Incomé Tax Ad)ustments

california Taxable Income

CCFT Rate

TOTAL CCFT

Federal Income Tax

operating Revenues . . S $949,074

opérating Expénses .'>' : » 546,252

Taxes Othér Than on Income o o 40,705
Interest Chargés » _ 87,620

CCFT - Prior Year _ 25 540

Fedéral Income Tax Adjustments 7

Federal Taxable Income

FIT Tax Rate

Federal Incomé Tax = . $101 969

amortization of ITC
Total Federal Incomeé TaX _ $97 950

TOTAL TAXES ON INCOME $124,156




- ;A 91ﬂ11 <0247 1.92-02- 004 ALJISAH
U CACDIscl/f! 2 -

APPEﬂDIX E

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
ELECTRIC DEPARTHENT
-Tést Year 1993

DEPRECIATIOH & AHORTIZATION EXPENSE
(Thbusands of 1993, Dollars)

Description Adopted

steam Production

Nuclear Prod. - SONGS 1
Nuclear Prod. - SONGS 2, 3
Nuclear Decommissioning
other Production

Total Production
Transmission - SWPL

Transmission - Other
Distributién & Géneral

Total Dépr. Exp. for PIS

Prorata DepreoiatiOn Expénse
Based on Depr. of Common Plant

Total Depréciation Expénse

Amortization Expense

Limited Term Investments

Land Rights
Amort. of Abandoned Projects

software
Amort. of Elect. Acq. Adj.

Total Amortization Expense

TOTAL DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION $193,470
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APPEND X E'ff"

" SAN pIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC coHpANYf‘

ELECTRIC: DEPARTHENT
Test Yeaf 1993

DEPRECIATION RESERVE - :
- (Thousands of- 1993 Dollars)

Steam Production

Nuclear Prod. - SONGS 1 :
Nuclear Prod. - SONGS 2, 3 .
Nuclear Decommissioning’
other Production

Total Productioh
Transmission - SWPL

Transmission - Other
pistribution & General

‘Total Depr. Rés. for pxs

Prorata Depreciation Expénse
Based 6n Depr. of Common Plant

Amortizatioﬁ Reseérve
Limited Term Investments
Land Rights

software

Amort. of Elect. Acq. Adj.

Total EOY Amort. Resérve
Total EOY Dép. & Amort. Reserve

Total Weighted Dépr. Reserve
for Rate Base

Total Weighted Amort. Réserve
for Rate Base

$245,788
72,661
331,228
0

$687 576

63 705
133 473
651,423

$1,559,493

203
14,135
6,681

$21,192

$1,580,685

$1,480,154

$13,733
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~ SAN’ DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC coupAny»
- ELECTRIC: DEPARTHENT R
- Tést. Year 1993

RATE BASE »:" '
(Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

Descriptibn ‘Adpptéd

Plant in Servicé - 1993 BOY
PHFU

Total Filxed capital - 1993 BOY - ) 4,029,878

1493 plant Additions - Wtd. Avg. ' | 114,503
Total Fixed Capital - Wtd. Avg. . 44,144,381
customer Advance for Construction ' ($28,549)

Working capital

Materials & Supplies
working cash

Total Working capital

Tot. Before Déduction for Réservés 44,166,255

peductions for Reseérves

pepreciation (1,480,154)
peferred Income Taxes . (278 384)
Amortization & Other (13, 733)

Total Deduction for Reserves ($1,772,271)

WID. AVG. DEPRECIATED RATE BASE $2,393,984
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" APPENDIX E _
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
- ELECTRIC. 'DEPARTMENT
Test Yéar 1993 o
DEVELOPMENT 'OF. NET-TO GROSS HUHTIPLIER

. : . Amount.
pescription _ : Rate. '

. _ o (A)
Gross Operating Revenues ,

Lesst Uncolléctibles 0.27408

Less: Franchisé Fees 4 1,930§¥

Subtotal
¢+ S.I.T.

¢ F.I.T. _
- 0.,97796

Net Opérating:RéVénues

; Multipiier

Multiplier (FP&U Only)
Hultipiiér (Taxes only)

(END OF APPENDIX E)

(C=A*B)
1.000000

0.022040

0.977960

0.423457
0.554503

1.803416

1.022537
1.763668
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GAS DEPARTMENT :
Test Year 1993

' SAN DIEGO
RESULTS OF OPERATION

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Franchise Féeés and Uncoll.- Adopted Rateés ..
Supply,EXpéﬂSé Cisesissnbseasisasissnsnabias
Storageé Expénseé -aoiaa;coaooa-o-o-aoii;{i]ic
TransmiSsion Expénsé -oclc}ihola;o..a;i;]l}(
pistribution Expense hisedsesssrsrasecdBb b
Ccustomer AccOuntS,EXpensé ooc.io-oocdi--}po-
Marketing ExpénSé‘(DSH) coberrdanrsbr il s
Administrative & Geéneral Ekpensé PR S
Opr. & H&int. ExpénSé Summary ‘1988$)30!-i04
opr. & Maint. Expense Summary (1993$).......
Taxes Other Than on Income ceecssiaba s s EY
Incomé TaX Adjustméﬁts aoqa.a.}-.iii;-iccano
Taxes on Incomé - Adopted Rateés .e.ecesvssans
Dépréciation ExpénSé‘;..-.-.-...a.;-....;,;.
DepréciatiOh RESErVE ccssesrsssbssidavibiniin
Rate BaSé .‘...“............»..'.>.....‘.."'."..
Development of Net-To-Gross Mulitplier .....

AS & ELECTRIC COMPANY .
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APPENDIX Fo :
saN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC coupanv '
' “GAS DEPARTMENT = ° -
~ Test Year 1993
 FRANCHISE FEES AND UNCOLLECTIBLES = ADOPTED RATES
(ThOUSands of 1993 Dbllars)

Description AGOptéd

$161,520
Uncollectible Rate - f0.27{0%>

Total Uncolléctibles

Franchise Requirements
$1si 520
| Franchise Feé Rate 3. 1800%

Total Franchisé Feéé o
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
‘GAS DEPARTHENT'*"'-
Test Year 1993

S . SUPPLY EXPENSE
(ThouSands Of 1988 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indicated)

Account _ ' _ .
, Description _ S - Adopted

5 Purchased Gas Expenses
Compressor Station: Fuél - Credit (934)

Gas for oOther operations - Credit (46)

' Total Gas Supply (1988$) $321
Escalation Amounts, 1088 to 1993
Labor
Non-Labor
Other
~ Total

223

' TOTAL GAS SUPPLY (1993%)
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R APPENDIX F |

SN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY _'*

"GAS DEPARTMENT -
" Test Year 1995

o | "STORAGE EXPENSE .
~ (Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unléss Othérwise Indicated)

Account | J
. péscription : , A Adoptéd

oper: Supervision and Engineéring_
Operation Labor & Expenses _

Total Operation

Maintenance
Mainteéenance

Total Mainténance
TOTAL GAS STORAGE (1988%)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor :
Non-Labor
Other

Total

TOTAL GAS STORAGE (1993%)
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY -
'~ GAS DEPARTMENT -~ -~~~ =
Test Year 1993

_ . TRANSHISSION EXPENSE =
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unléss Otherwise Indicated)

Account o
pescription Adopted

oper. Supérvision and Engineering
System Control & Load Dispatch:
communication Systems Expénses
compressor Station Labor & Exp
Gas for Compressor Station Fuel
Other Fuel & Power for Compr. Sta.
Mains Expénseés

Measuring & Regulating Sta. Exp.
Other Expenses .
Rents

Total Operation

Maintéenancé

Maint. supervision and Englneering
Maint. of Structurés & Improvements
Maintenance of Mains _
Maint. of Compressor Station Equip.
Maintenance of Other Equipment

Total Maintenance

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (1988$)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor
Non-Labor
Other
Total

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (1993§)
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(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unless- Otherw

Account

"APPENDIX F

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY .

"GAS DEPARTHENT
Test Year 1993

DISTRIBUTION EXPENSE

Description

oper. Supervision and Enginéeéring
Distribution Load Dispatching
Mains & Services Expeénses

Meter & Housé Regulation Expeéenses °
Customeér Installation Expenses
other Expenses

Rents

Total Opeération

Maintenance

Maint. Supervision and Engineeéring
Maint. of Structurés & Improvements
Mainténance of Mains :
Maint. of Meas., & Reg. Sta. Equip.
Maint. of services o
Maint. of Méters & House Regulation
Maintenance of Other Equipment

Total Mainteénance

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1988%)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor
Non-Labor
Other
Total

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1993%)

ise Indicated) -

 Adopted

$2,526
275
1,550
160
2,865
5,631
84

$17,487

730
0

$21,151
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SAH DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
.- GAS: DEPARTMENT ,
Test Year 1993 s

' CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS EXPENSE | -
(Thousands of 1988 Doéllars Unléss Otherwise Indicated)

‘Account -
‘ DescriptiOn - ' . Adopted

supervision
Meter Reading Expensés
Cust. Recordé and Collectibiés 1/
Uncollectible Accounts
Misc. Customer Accounts Exp.
. TOTAL cuquazﬁ ACCTS. (1988%)

Total (Léss Uncollectibles)

Escalation Anounts, 1688 to 1993
Labor
Non-Labor
Other
Total:

TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCTS. (1993$) $16,252
Total (Léss Uncollectibles) ' $15,80%

1/ 1Including costs for Enérgy Service of $386.
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APPENDIX F
SAN DIEGO GAS ‘ ELECTRIC COHPANY
T GAS DEPARTMENT . . -
Test Year 1993 .

HARKETING EXPENSE
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indicated)

© Acceunt | o
- Ne Description i B '_' o  Adopted
Cust. serv. & Info. (DSH)

supervision & Clerical

Customer Assistance Expense

Informational & Instruct. Exp.

Misc. Cust. Sérv. & Into.

‘Misc. Expenses

TOTAL MARKETING (1988$)
Escalation Amounts, 1986 to 1993;
Labor
Non-Labor

Other
Total

TOTAL MARKETING (1993%)
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APPENDIX F ,
SAN DIEGO GAs & ELECTRIC COHPANY -

-GAS® DEPARTHENT
Tést Year 1993

ADHINISTRATIVE & GENERAL EXPENSES . _
(Thousands of 1988 Dollars Unleéss Otherwise Indicatéd)

' Account
pescription

Administrative & ‘Gen.: Salaries

office supplies and Expenses

Admin. & Gen, Transfer creédit (4, 223)
outside services Employed , 1,417
property Insurance - 174
Injuries and Danagés o 2,422
pensions and Béﬁefits-Total . 10,384
Franchise Requireménts , : 3,521
Regulatory commission Expensés : 1,587
Misc. Genéral Expenses ‘ , : 2,956
Rénts : : '€

Total Operation

Maintenance
Maintenancé of General Plant

Total Maintenance

TOTAL ADMIN. & GEN. (1988%)
Fotal (Less Franchise Reéq. )
Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993

Labor

Non-Labor

Other

Total

TOTAL ADMIN. & GEN. (1993%)

Total (Less Franchise Req.) $28,196




APPENDIX F

SAN DIEGO GAS e ELECTRIC conpAnyi?

GAS DEPARTHENT
Test Year 1993

OPER. & MAINT. EXPENSE SUMMARYE

(Thbusands of 1988 Dollars)

Description

Storagé

Transmission

pistributioen

custonmeér Accounts
Marketing - :
Administrative and céneral
other Adjustment

Total Labor (1988%)
Total Non-Labor

Storage
Transmission
pistribution \
customer Accounts

Marketing : ,
Administrative and General

Othér Adjustment
Total Non-Labor (1988%)

Total Other

storage
Transmission
pistribution
customeér Accounts

Marketing o _
Administrative and General

other Adjustment
Total Other (1988%)

TOTAL O&M (1988%)

$32 474

272
152
1,524
3,870
4,364
6, 862

$23, 408

($980)
0
934

-0
1,728
0

$73,596
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- : APPEHDIX F ’ '
Shﬂ DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC QOHPANY:'

~GAS" DEPARTHENT
Test Year 1993

OPERa & HAINT: EXPENSE SUHHARY
(Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

Description Adopted

storagé

Transmission

pistribution

Customer Accounts
Marketing - :
Administrative and Genéral
other Adjustment -

Total Labor (1993$%)
Total Non-Labor

Storage
Transmission
pistribution
customér Accounts’

Marketing
Administrative and General

other Adjustment _
Total Non-Labor (1993%) \ 827,720

Total Other
($980)
1)

Storage

Transmission 934
pistribution : 1,728
customer Accounts

Marketing

Administrative and Genéral

Other Adjustment

Total Other (1993%)
$84,954

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor
Non-Labor

Other :
Total $11,359

47,047
4,312
0
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' SAN DIEGO GAS ' ELECTRIC cOHpANYf
T GAS DEPARTMENT SRR
Test Year 1993

TAXES OTHER THAN ON INCOHE
(Thousands of- 1993 Dollars)

Déscription Adopted .

California
Total Ad Valorem Taxes
Payroll & Misc. TaXes

Hedicare
Federal Unemploymeént Insurancé (FUI)

state Unémployment Insurance (suI) -
Miscellanéous TaXes

Subtotal

Labor Escalation Adjustment

Total Payroll & Misc.

TOTAL TAXES OTHER THAN ON INCOME (1993%)
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APPENDIX F

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPAHY '
"GAS~ DEPARTHENT
Test Year 1993

INCOHE TAX ADJUSTHENTS
(Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

Description Adopted

Excess Salvage

State Tax Dépreciation

Book Depreciation

cost of Removal

Prop. Tax! Book vs. Lién Date

20% Business Meals

Percent. Repair Allow _
PBOP Contributions to Grant Trust

TOTAL CCFT ADJUSTHENTS

Féderal Incomé Tax Adjustments

Exceéss Salvage

Federal Tax Depreciation

Book Dépreéciation

cost of Removal o
Prop. Taxi Book Vs, Lien Daté

20% Business Meals

préferréd Dividend Credit
Percént. Repair Allow

PBOP Contributions to Grant Trust

TOTAL FIT ADJUSTMENTS ($7,653)

Interest Charqes
Rate Base $365,601
Unamortizeéd ITC

$357,603
3.66%

state Allocation $13,088
$13,381

Federal Allocation

Adjusteéed Rate Base
#wtd. Cost of Long Term Debt
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APPEHDIX F )
SAH DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC céupanv
~ 7 " GAS DEPARTMENT =
TeSt Year 1993 -

TAXES ON IHCOHE -, ADOPTED RATES
(Thousands of 1663 Dollars)-

Description

operating Revenues
operating Expenses

Taxes Other Than on Inconmeé
Interest charges

state Income TaX Adjustments
california Taxable Income-
CCFT Rate

~ TOTAL CCFT

Federal Income Tax

Operating Revenués

-operating Expenses

Taxés Oother Than on Incéme
Intérest Charges

CCFT - Prior Year

Fedéral Incomé Tax Adjustments
Féderal Taxable Income

FIT Tax Rate

Fedéral Incomé Tax

Amortization of ITC
Total Federal Income Tax

TOTAL TAXES ON INCOME

Adopted

$176,225

114,093
7,049
13,088

$176,225

114,093
7,049
13,381

$15,150

$14, 773

$18,742
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIO CONPANY ‘

: - GAS DEPARTHMENT S
Test Year 1993

DEPRECIATION & AHORTIZATION EXPENSE
(ThOUSands of 1993 Dollars)

Deéscription Adopted

Storagé Plant o _ _
Transmission Plant - 2,868
pistribution & Genéral Plant ' ' :

Total Depr. Exp. for PIS

Prorata Depreciatibn Expensé
Based on Depr. of Common Plant -

Total Depreciation Expense

Anortization Expense

Limited Term Investments

Land Rights
aAmort. of Abandoneéd pProjects

Software
Total Amortization Expeénsé

TOTAL DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION $29,139
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 SAN DIEGO a8 ' ELECTRIC COHPANY RS
' “GAS - DEPARTHENT L
Test Year 1993

DEPRECIATION RESERVE E
(Thousands - of 1993 Dollars)

DesctiptiOn

Storage Plan

Transmission plant
Distributjon' & General Plant
Total Depr. Reés. for PIS
Prorata pepreciation Expense
Based on Depr. of Common Plant
Total Depreciation Expense

Amortization Réserve

Limited Term Invéstments
Land Rights
software

Total EOY Amort. Reserve

Total EOY Dep. & Amort. Reserve $307,618

Total Weighted Depr. Reserve
| $289,081

for Rate Base

Total Weighted Amort. Reserve

for Rate Base $3,912
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- SAaN. DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC cOuPANYf
.GAS -DEPARTMENT . .
‘ Test Year 1993

RATE BASE
(Thousands of 1993 Déllars)

bescription Adépted

Plant in Service - 1993 BOY
PHFU

Total Fixed capital - 1993 BOY ' : 663, 182

1993 Plant Additions - Wtd. Avg.
Total Fixed Capital - Wtd. Avg. = _ $684,464
customér Advanceé for coﬁStruétiOn . ' ($14,085)

Working capitaii

Fuel in Storage
Materials & Supplies
Working cash

Total Working capital

Tot. Béfore Deduction for Reéserves $676,671

peductiéns for Réseérves

(289,081)

Depreéeciation
(18 077)

peferred Income Taxes
Amortization & Other

Total Deduction for Reseérves ($311,070)

WTD. AVG. DEPRECIATED RATE BASE $365,601
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o SAH DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
-~ GAS DEPARTHENT D
. ' Test Year 1993

DEVELOPHENT OF NET-TO-GROSS HULTIPLIER4
2 ' D Amount
‘Déscription ' . ate ’ Appliéd' :
| (C=A%B)
Operating Révenues : _ 1,000000
H Uﬂcolléctiblés |
Ffanchise'rées : 1800%-
| 0.024540
Subto£a1 | : | 0.975460
S.I.T. |
F.I.T.
0.97846  0.422374

' Net Operating Revenués 0.553086

Multiplier o 1.808038

Multipliér (FF&U Only) 1.025157
G Multiplier (Taxes Only) o 1.763668

(END OF APPENDIX F)
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- SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
S STEAM DEPARTMENT . . & . =o o

Test Year 1993

RESULTS OF OPERATION
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APPEHDIX G

'SAN DIE66 GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
s STEAH DEPARTHENT A
Tést Year 1993

FRANCHISE FEES AND UHCOLLECTIBLES = ADOPTED RATES

(Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

Description

Uncbllectible Rate
Total Uncollectibles

Franchisé Requireménts

Franchise Fee Rate

Total Franchise Fees

Adopted

0.0000%

$1,608
2.10060%
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APPEHDIX G

PV A

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
-° STEAM DEPARTHENT -
Test Year 1993

. PRODUCTION EXPENSE '
(Thousands of 1988 Dollars Unléss Otherwise Indicated)

‘Account ,
' . Description

Fuel - Diesel, Gas, & Handling
Purchaseéd Gas EXpénses

Total Operation

Maintenance
Maint. of Steam Heat Equipment

Total Maintenance
Total Steam Production (1988%)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor
Non-Labor
Other
Total

TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION (1993%)
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APPENDIX 6

. SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
STEAM DEPARTHENT -
Tést Year 1993

DISTRIBUTION EXPENS
" (Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unless- Otherwise Indicated)

Account
Description

oper. supeérvision and Engihéerinq
Mains & Services Expenses :

Meter & Regulator Expenses
customer Installation Expenses

Other Expenses
Total Operation

Maintenance

Maintenance of Mains

Maintenance of Sérvices
Mainténancé of Meters & Régulators‘
Mainteénance of Otheér Equipment

Total Haintenancé

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1988%)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor :
Non-Labor
Other

Total

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1993$%)




Test Year 1993

‘ CUSTOHER ACCOUNTS EXPENSE =
(Thousands Of 1988 Dollars Unless Otherwise Indicated)

- Account : '
o] pescription ' Adopted

supervision

Meter Reading Expénsés

Cust. Records and Collectiblés

Uncollectiblé Accounts

Misc. Customer Accounts Exp

TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCTS. (1988$)

fotal (Léss Uncollectibles)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor ‘
Non-Labor
other

Total

TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCTS. (1993%)
Total (Léss Uncollectibles)
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- SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
" S$TEAM DEPARTMENT . ol
Test Year 1993

ADHINISTRATIVE & GENERAL EXPENSES
(Thousands of 1988 Dollars Unless Othetwise Ind1cated)

Account

pescription _ . Adopted

Administrative & Gen. ‘Salaries
office supplies and Expénsés
Admin. & Gen. Transfer credit
Outside Sservices Employed
Property Insurancé .
Injuries and Damages

pensions and Benef its-Total
Franchisé Requiréments
Regulatory commission Expénsés
Misc. Géneral Expénses ,
- Rénts

Total Operation

Maintenance
Mainteénance of Geéneral Plant

Total Haintenaﬁce

TOTAL ADMIN. & GEN. (1988%)
Total (Léss Franchise Red.)
Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor v
Non-Labor
other
Total
TOTAL ADMIN. & GEN. (1993%)

Total (Less Franchise Réq.)
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SAN stco GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY;

-~STEAM - DEPARTHENT
Test Year 1993

" page s of 14

OPER._ HAINT. EXPENSE SUHHARY

(Théusands of 1988 Dollars)

pescription

Production

pistribution

Custoner Accounts
Administrativé and General
Other Adjustmént

Total Labor (1988%)

Total Non-Labor -

Production

Distribution

Customeéer Accounts
Adninistrativé and General
other Adjustment

Total Non-Labor (1388$)

Total Othér

Production

pistribution

Customer Accounts
Administrative and General'
oOther Adjustment

Total Other (1988$)

TOTAL O&M (1988%)

Adopted
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SAN DIEGO. GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY"J

STEAH DEPARTHENT
est Yéar 1993

OPER: & HAINT- EXPENSE SUHHARY'

(Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

pescription

Production

"pistribution

Customer Accounts
aAdministrative and Géneral
Other Adjustment _

Total Labor (1993$)

Total Non-Labor

Production

Distribution

Customer Accounts o
Administrative and General B
Other Adjustment

Total Non-Labor (1993%)

Total Othef

Production

pistribution

customer Accounts
Administrative and General
other Adjustment

Total Other (1993%)
TOTAL Ot (1993%)

Escalation Amounts, 1988 to 1993
Labor
Non-Labor
Other
Total

Adopted

o
226
0
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY"'
STEAM DEPARTMENT .= - .
E Test Year 1993 .

TAXES OTHER THAN ON IHCOHE
(Thousands of 1993 Déllars)

pescription Adopted

California

Total Ad Valorem Taxes

Payroll & Misc. Taxes'

Hedicare

Féderal Unemployment Insurance (EUI)
staté Unémploymeént Insurance (suIl)
Miscéllaneous Takes

Subtotal

Labor Escalation Adjustment

Total Payroll & Misc.

TOTAL TAXES OTHER THAN ON INCOME (1993%)
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY'- :
" STEAM: DEPART&ENT e
- Test’ Yéar 1993

INCOME TAX ADJUSTMENTS .
(Thousands of - 1993 Dollars)

Deéscription Adopted

state Tax Depreciation - o
Book Depreclation , o 7 (251)

Cost of Removal R
Prop. Tax: Book Vs. Lien Date

TOTAL CCFT ADJUSTMENTS

Féderal Incomeé TaX Ad)ustments
Federal Ta® bDépréciation

Book Deépreciation

Cost of Rémoval
Prop. Taxt Book vs. Lién Date

TOTAL FIT ADJUSTMENTS

Ihtérést Chargés

Rate Base
Unamortized ITC

Adjusted Rate Base
Wtd. Cost of Long Téerm Debt

stateé Allocation
Federal Allocation
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san DIEGO ‘GAS & ELECTRIC cOuPANY,~;‘
: -STEAM DEPARTMENT =~ - -
Test Yéar 1993 v‘

TAXES ON TNCOME - ‘ADOPTED RATES -
(Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

Adopted

Description

Operating Révenués

Operating Expenses -
Taxes Other Than on Incomé
Interest Charges

State Incomé Tax Adjustments
california Taxablé Income
CCFT Rate

TOTAL CCFT

Fedeéral Income Tax
Operating Reévenués
Opérating Expenseés
Taxes Other Than on Incomeé
Interést Charges ' _

CCFT - Prior Year
Federal Income Tax Adjustments

Féderal Taxable IncOme
FIT Tax Rate '
Federal Income TaX

Amortization of ITC
Total Federal Income TaX

TOTAL TAXES ON INCOME
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4 APPENDIX c :
 SAN DIEGO.GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY :
STEAM DEPARTMENT =~

Test Year 1993

DEPRECIATION & AHORTIZATION EXPENSE
. (Thousands’ of 1993 pollars)

Description
Steam Plant
Total Dépr. Exp. for PIS

Prorata pepreciation Expensé
Bpased on Depr. of common Plant

Total Depreéciation Expense

AnortizatiOn Expénse
Limjted Term Investménts

Total Amortization Expense

TOTAL DEPRECIATION t AMORTIZATION
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san DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC coupanv '
~ SYEAM DEPARTMENT ~ o
Test Year 1993

DEPRECI ATION RESERVE :
(Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

DescriptiOn ' S o ,  Adopted

Steam Plant

Total Dépr. Res. for PIS
Prorata Depreoiation Expense
Based on Depr. of common Plant

Total Dépreciation Expense

Amortization Reserve
Limited Téerm InvestmentS'

Total EOY Amort. Reserve
Total EOY Dep. & Amort. Reéserve

Total Weighted Depr. Réserve
for Rate Base

Total Weighted Amort. Reserve
for Rate Base
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- SAH DIEGO cas & ELECTRIC COHPANY
'STEAM DEPARTMENT
Tést Yéar 1993 :

' RATE BA
(Thousands of 1993 Dollars)

Description "Adoptédl

Plant in Servicé - 1993 BOY
PHFU

Total Fixed Capital - 1993 BOY
1063 Plant Additions - Wtd, Avg.

Total Fixed Capital - Wtd. Avg.

Customér Advancé for conmstruction

Working Capital

Materials & supplies
working Cash

Total Working Capital
Tot. Before Deduction for Resérves

peductions for Reserves

Depreoiation
peferred Income Taxeés
Amortization & Other

Total Déduction for Reserves ($5,618)

WID. AVG. DEPRECIATED RATE BASE $625
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o - APPENDIX G
o SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY a
_ STEAH DEPARTMENT =~~~
- Pest Yéar 1993
DEVELOPMENT OF NET-TO-GROSS HULTIPLIER

Amount

, DescriptiOn Applied

Gross Operating Revénues
Less: Uncollectibles
Less: Franchise Fees ‘
1.0000
Subtotal
¢ S.I.T.
¢ F.I.T.
| 0.479060

Net Operating Revénues

Multiplier

; Multiplier (FF&U Only)
: Multiplier (Taxés Only)

(END OF APPENDIX G)

1. 000000'

0.021000
0.979000

0.423907
0.555093

1.801500

1.021450
1.763668
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- AN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC 'COMPARY

'”fErECTaxcbePARTHENT:;?f;,__»—r'":

'ATTRITION REVENUE REQUIREMENT ESTIMATES

- PABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

Attriti()n Base RateRéVo -Reqgt. Estimates badosisr bbb N
Summ'ary Ofattritidn Incr. RéVn Reqt- P Y A L X .
Esca)étion Ratés fOf Attrition Yéars seassids b eba s b aedd
Attritién Iﬁcremental O&H Expéflses Tebdasis st inbiessbaas .
‘ Attrition incfémental b&" ExpénSéS (COnt-) Ceabseabensseie
"~ _Income Ta¥ Adjustments for Attrition Years .i..veeescencs
‘Jaxes on Incomé for Attrition Years .ieeisciseciaiiaseone
‘Rate Base for Attrition YEAYS sesssivsos o. ibeses css s s’

0~ OV U1 e L B b
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SAN D1€60 GAS & ELECTRIE COMPANY
- ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT :

ATTRITION BASE RATE REVEWUE REQUIREMENT ESTIMATES
o (Thousands of Dollars)

cré Increat. ' Incrent, 4
_ Adopted Attrition  Attrition Atteition  Attrition
Deséription _ 1993 1994 1994 1495 1995

PEEITE TR sbeébobova eviidosibd daboonnded

(a) () L)) ~{e)

widbmbrsbobbavibdodadiad

Operating Revenues

gase Rate Reverves + Retail $932,642
Niscellsneous . 15,057
Non-Jurisdictionat : 1,375

$955,13% $45,908  $1,001,039
15,057 0 15,057
1,375 o

abbebsoais crbadoredd sacsbabonns baibebiade

Total Opérating Reverues . $949,074 $22,488 $971,563 $45,908 81,017,476

Operating Expenses
Production 121,970 (5,987 115,983 14,204 130,187
Transalssion 10,962 404 11,366 “®T 14,813
olstribution o 41,819 1,554 3,373 1,721 45,093
30, 144 1,021 31,185 1,027 32,5492

o 2,817 124 2,713
2,102 48,072

Customer Acéounts
uncollectibles 2,555 &
Demand-$ide-Mahagement . &4,140 3,830 45,970
Karketing (Noh-DSM) - 0 0 ] 0 0
Adninistrative & General 8,766 1,854 8,622 2,074 83,606
Franchise Requirements 18,000 % 18,434 . 88 19,320
Other Adjustment : i {1,575) 53 (1,628) N ¢1,685)

dacsbabesd bebssdboser Csssasbiin ddedadanid ssadbsiaie

$ubtotal $352,782 T$1,1 $353,902 $22,629 $376,531

pepreciation 193,470 9,187 202,657 9,829 212,486
Taxes Other Than On Income 40,705 1,909 42,614 2,152 44,766
Texes On Income 124,156 4,502 128,658 4,676 133,333

sebsssrbss sssbsbevis dassscdese essesdardas sessdsbaien

Totsl Operating Experises $713, 112 $18,719 $727, 834 $34,284 $767,117
Vet Operating Thcome $237,062 5,770 $243,732 s8,622 850,354

Rate Base $2,393,984 358,046  $2,452,030 $66,621 2,518,658

Rate of Retwin 9.94% 9.04% 9.94% 9.94X 9.94%

OSH 1990 & 1991 Revards 1/ $3,603 $TT $4,370 (3718) S},&S‘
0SM Balsncing Account Amott, 2/ $3,345 $0 $3,395 $0 33,395

sesssastas sssnbssess sbsassbeséd sesanbsies ITILEETTE IS

Total Base Rate Rev, $956,072 $23,255 $979,327 $45,192  $1,024,519

1/ As shown fn Appendix 8, Page S of 5.
2/ As shown in Appendix B, Pege 5 of 5. The smortized amount
for 199% B 1995 should be updated in the attrition filings.
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APPENDIX H

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
E ELECTRIC DEPARTHENT

SUMMARY OF ATTRITION INCREHENTAL REVENUE REQUIREHENTS
(Thousands of DOllars)

~Incremt. - Increnmt.
Attrition Attrition

Description

Labor Escalation
Non-Labor Escalation
Nuclear Refueling EXp. (SONGS)

Subtotal -
Franchise Fees & Uncollectibles

Total O&M Expénses

capital Related

Depréeciation . $16,203
Ad Valorem TaXx ‘ 1,952
Incomé Taxes ' (5 298)
Rateée Base

Subtotal $21,367.
Franchisé Féés & Uncollectiblés

Total Capital Related

$45,908

Total Opér. Attr. Incr. Rev. Regt. . $22,488

DSM 1990 & 1991 Rewards 17 | $767
DSHM Balancing Account Amort. 2/ (v}

Total Attr. Incr. Rev. Regt. 423,255 $45,192

1/ 1Including FFé&U,
2/ 1Including FF&U. The amortized amounts for 1994 & 1995

should be updated in SDG&E's attrition filings.
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e R - $AN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY - -

~ ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT -

ESCALATION RATES FOR ATTRITION YEARS
(Basé year 1993) -

Year

1. Adopted Escalation Rates for Test year 1993 1/

1988 - 100.0 - -
1989 3.82% 103.8 4,76%
1990 3.94% 107.9 3.55%
1991 4.51% 112.8 : 3.31%
1993 3.47% ©121.7 3.43%.

2. Estimated Escalation Rates for attrition Yéafs-r; 

1993 - 100.0 -
1995 3.48% 107.0 4,71%

As shown in Appendix D, Page 1 of 1. _ - ,

As éstimatéd in SDG&E’s Updated Reésults of Opr. (Exh. 64,
Page 14-15}). Actual escalation rates for attrition year
1954 & 1995 should be updated in SDGLE’S attrition filings.
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sAN D1E60 €A 8 ELECTAIC COMPANY
- RLECTRIC DEPARTMENY
ATIRITION TNCREMENTAL 62 EXPENSES
(Thousands of Dotlars)

Tesnsfer  Total for
(1 of Other 1994
. Adopted to Labof/ Atteftion Attrition Attéition
Deséription : 1993 Noh- Labor Purpose 1994 1995

(o) (b) 3] ') (o)

bisinndsibodvadesidtiin

Operating Expenses
P O L T T

#roduction 1/ o _ o
Labor ) 357,943 $57,943 359,856 $61,949

Non-Labor 39,812 o 39,812 49,339 43,287
Other Ww,ms -0 14,778 1%,178 1®,778

cbaerssiie estbocirss esidiieban bsraabbede sdbasorini

Total Produaition $112,532 $0 $112,532 . $115,983 $120,014

No. of Refueling Outages(SONES) 2/ 2 2 0 2
(Unit 24 3) C(nit2¢3) (nfit 2¢ 3)

Refueling Outage for $ONGS 17
Lebor 2,849 0 2,849 0 3,045

Non-Labor 8,589 0 6,589 0 7,128

shesesibis seabesbvsd cassdbaedd seshsabans wosbbdsssh

Total Refueling Outsge $9,438 $0 $9,438 $0 $10,173

Total Production
Labor 60,792 60,792 $9,846 6,994

0
Non-Labot &6,401 ] 46,401 41,339 50,415
Othes 14,778 0 1%,778 w778 14,778

sesssbisne sbassnsie sebsacarda caassssnsd bsssasanss

Total Production $121,970 $121,970 $115,983 $130,187

Transaission »
Lebor 8,9m 0 8,972 7,207 7,458

Noi- Lebot ' 3,090 R 3,990 4,159 £,355
Other 0 0 0 0 0

sassdsdssa asdasbases sbabnossse YT YRR assssadess

Total Transmission $10,962 8 310,982 $11,366 $11,813

pistribution
Labot
Non-Labot 16,457 0
Other 0 6 0

asassssene sssesbesan shvbaPees R

Total Distribution 841,849 30 $43,819 $43,373 $45,093

5,352 ] 25,352 - 28,208 7,118
16,447 17,166 17,975
] ]

sesehbbren FESETTERY S

17 Excluding SONGS refuellng outage costs. :
SONGS O expenses for Atteftion Year 1994 sre escalated using SCE’s escalation rates estimated in
SCE’s 1992 GAC decislon (0.51-12-076, Appendix E, Page 3 of 10). $CE’s escalation rates for 1995
are not svallable fn fts GRC declsfon. Therefore, SOGRE’s escalation rates fof 1995 sre used.

2/ Besed on SCE’s updated refueling schedules in fté 1993 stteition fiting (A.L. 9T1-E).
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CAPPENOIX X

A DIEGO 6AS & ELECTRIE COPAXY
: UELECTRIC OEPARTMENT

© ATIRITION [RCAEMENTAL ORN EXPERSES (Cont.)
(Théusends of Dollars)

" Trensfer Totat fer
et of Other 1954
} Mopted  to Labdt/  Attrition  Atteition Atteition
Description 1993 Non-1abor Purpose 1994 1995

dbbssbosei sbeabnosds beiddbosde cebsbenite avebbbessd

te) (b) t¢) (C)) ()

wdsodbbbochbustbésibniitids

Operating Expenses (Cont.)

Sbbaniosnbeibodessadsibodie

Customer A¢counts : :
Labor : $18,075 S $18,075 $18,684 819,33
Non-Lebot 1 2 )] 0 9,711 16,124 16,604
Othér (Less Uncoll.) 2,358 0 2,358 2,358 2,358
R PYPY Ty Ty ebbbbbosen P Y YT T [ T Y bosmbniedi

Total Customer Accts 339,144 $30,144 - 831,168 $32,292 +

Marketing (D$N) _
Labot : 5,016 o S0 §,188 - 5,39
Non-Lebor 4 39,121 e 39,121 so,72 - £2,T04
Other : 0 .0 0 o 6
- hbessdetés 'YTITIL I Y] dodbbtbens besnbbiséa ssbssuside

Total Merketing . 44,140 %0 44,140 $45,670  s48,072

Adninistrative & éeneral o : : -
Labor - ‘ 24,196 0 24,196 2,01 T %,880
Non-Labdt 22,502 b 24,502 25,543 26,768
Other (Less franchise Fees) 34,069 : 0 34,069 34,069 36,069

sessbbasai snsssesens seshssbans sssbbbstnn sidbovisis

Total AkS 384,768 $0 84,766 $86,622 $58,65%

Othet Adjustment
Labor (1,575) . 1,575 (1,628) (‘,685)

(Exél, Nuclear RefuelSho)

Total Labor : 135,088 ) 135,981 140,534 145,423
Total Mon-Labor 133,603 0 133,603 139,113 145, 668

Total Other (Less FF8U) 3,204 ) 53,204 53,204 53,204

sasssceses sassesssse sbessesars ssasiaione sssesisnas

Total O&M (Less FFEU) $322,788 $0 $322,788 $332,851 $344, 206
ircrement for Attrition $10,0864 S0, 444

(Inch, Nuclear Refueling)
Total Labor 138,82 138,820 140,534 148,469

(Y
Totat Nor-Labér 140,193 0 140,193 139,113 152,796
Totat Other (Less fFRU) 53,204 0 53,204 © 83,204 . 53,204

sehsasbsbe sscbosesen sssbssssnse asabbonidos sasadesbénd
$332,851 $354,449

Total OLX (Less FFLV) $332,226 $332,226
$21,817

Ircrement fof Atteition
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SAX DIEGD G4 & ELECTRIC COPAKY
ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT ’

[NOOHE TAX ADNVSTHENTS $0R ATIRIVEON YEARS
(Thoussnds of DoLLers)

Ghe lictent, Intceat, :
Adopted Attrition Attrition Attrition Attrition
1994 1994 R 1995

dobbbabani Tessevee bos

pestription ) 1993

esssebibd absivsnse . mbrébmibén

(L) (b ({2 I (-}

-...-.-aco.o.ocia.o.o-...-oac.;.a

California Income Tex Adjustments

‘b......A.&¢.£aaéiéasn-..&&oo.sao

State Tax deprechation 3148,968 38,082 $157,080 39,108 7

Boock Deprecistion (183,100 (9,187) {197,289 9,829} (207,118)
0 35,282 0 35,282

abenbhboban

Other Adjustments

P X L) sbvenbadisn ) dessbshans

TOTAL CCFT ADJUSTMENTS : ($1,105) TR 1) (721 ($5,678)

federal Iniome Tax Adjustments

ooisooa&‘oaintia.aai.iao‘ioaoo . ) - R

federal Tax Deprecistion 109,007 S48 115,008 8,670 121,678
ook Depreciation (188,102) v, 08m (97,29 (9,829 (207,118)
Other Adjustments 28,062 o 28,082 0 28,082

absesbréss ddocssbos s dantesdadd badbbaboss dnbudsbosd

TOTAL FIT ADJUSTRENTS {$59,950) (33,269) (354, 2'%) (33,159 (857,378

(ntefest Chafges
....G..‘....l..‘

Rete Base , $2,373,984 58,006 32,452,030 866,621  $2,518,651
Unamortized ITC (93,886) 4,019 (89,887) 4,019 (85,848)
ctssaesetd IYYTY LI Y sesacnbane bosasssias bedebboasas
Adjusted Rate Bose _ $2,300,008  $A2,068  $2,362,183 $70,640 82,432,803
vtd. Cost of Long Term Debt 3.850% 3.850% 3.650% 3.660% 3.660%

stete Allocation $84, 184 82,212 $84,455 $2,585 $39,041
federal Allocation 387,620 $2,124 $&0, 764 $2,438 $2,183
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APPENDIX B

AN DIEGO GAS B ELECTRIC COPANY -
7 GLECTAIC DEPARTMENT T

TAXES ON THCOME FOR ATIRITION YEARS
(Thousands of Dollers)

GRC B
Adopted Atteition Attritfon
‘ 1996 1995

ssadbbicsd

Deséription 1993

seesbidsse sssbendend

() (b} : {c) _

lnioiaobo.dibéiC--ln--b‘iiiotiali

¢alif. Corporatitn ff’u‘«:ﬁise Tax -

osba..aéos.&i--baac-osil-aiai.s- .
Operating Reverwes C- $949,074 $071,663  $1,017,471
Opeiating Experses (Inct. Depr.) $46,252 556,559 589,017
Taxes Other Thah én Income 40,705 42,614 4,188
Interest Charget &8 85,455 82,041
$tate Income Tex Adjustments (3,852) “., 957 (5,678)

ssssecbabi sassnabsbe FETXETTE RS

Ealifornia Taxsble Income $281, 786 $290,891 $300, 325

CCFT Rate ‘ 9.3 9.3x 9.3%
L desiésbibe T TeTTIT

TOTAL CCFT ' $26,206 $27,053 821,930

federal Income Tax
.066.1000016866..0

Opersting Reverwes $949,074 $971,563 81,007,471

Operating Expenses 546,252 556,559 589,017
Taxes Otheé Thah on Income 40,705 2,616 4,76
Interest Charges 87,620 89,744 92,18
CCFT - prier Yeof : 25,540 26,206 . 27,053
federal 1ncome Tex Adjustments (50,9503 (54,219) (57,378

ssendiasase POSPYRYY YY) sssessbass

fedecsl Taxsble Income $209,008  $310,658  $321,8%0

£1T Tex Rate - ux X ux

ssasasdbaie cisbsesbas bosibbrins

Sedersl Income Tax $101,969 $105,624 $109,422

Amortization of 17¢ (4,019) €4,019) €£,019) -

sasnsbasde sesbsbabas sssddoboias

Total Federal lncome Tax $97,950 $10,605 $105,403

TOTAL TAXES OM JMOOME $124,156 $128,658 $133,333
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 NaTe BASE FOR ATTRITION YEARS
(Thoussids of botlers)

Gae
Adopted Attrition
1934

FYYYYTYI R Y

Desceiption
“0‘.i.“.di.éi'i-6.“‘.“-66606
Fixed capital * Welghted Averspe © by
bembdbisdciiiibbbiniiabensbbibsine .
plant {n Service » 1943 oY $4,029,878 4,270,008
PEFY 0 0

avsssnebidis Levetobadeid

Totatl Fixed Copftal » 1993 BOT 4,020,878 4,270,008

153 Plant Additiens - Wtd. Avg. 114,503 103,637

sbanbrbbrbed sebbasbbodas

Total Fixed Copital - Wtd. Avg.  $4,144,381 $4,373,645
‘Customer Advence for c'ohs'truc'tior.\ (328,549 {328,54%)

Vorking Cepftel

sechaboisiniedn )

Matecials L Supplies 42,507 42,507
Vorking Cash 7,918 - 7,46

FYEET T L L 2]  bdbsbbncesis

Total Vorking Cepital $50,423 $50,43

Tot, Before Deduction for Reserve 84,166,255 $4,395,519

beductions _fér Resetves

Depreciation (1,480,156 (1,641,160
Gefecced Income Taxes (278,384) {284, 733)
Amcrtization & Othet €13,733) {17,596}

esdbsoabstans ecssasinsasd

Totsl Deduction for Reserves ($1,772,2T1)  (31,943,489)

WTO. AVG. DEPRECIATED RATE SASE $2,393,984 $2,452,030

(END OF APPENDIX ¥)

Attrition
1995
dbordarsre

{c)

$4,501,649
0

dibdandddans

4,503,889
17,205

ebrossracecd

84,618,944

(328,549)

2301
7.9

tsbessssitre

$50,423

34,640,818

(1,811,138)
(289,573)
{21,459

abdbssrstss

(82,122,167)

$2,518,651
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A”’l"lw MSE IATE REVEM lEUJl!EHEII ES"MIES
(lbousands of bollors) ' :

Incrent, . Inéieat,
Atteition Atteition Atteition Atteltion
9% o1 1998 §95
7“‘0.‘00.' bdoisssedrd dbbabbband

) (¢) {d)

pesceiption

ceseidodssoviesbbidnsie

Opersting Revenues
cessbnbsbbonibnbuosdd

Base Rate Revecves - Retail $163,520 $10,649  $171,969 88,402 8180450
Intetdepartmentsl 11,901 0 1,901 0 11,901
Hitcellanecus 2,804 (1] 2,8 (] 2,604

sdsbeniens bhabibbnad abkevtndins dbnisahes s tosdvisins

Total Opersting Revenues $176,225 $10,449 $184,674 $8,482 $195,155

Operating Expenses
Supply 11 8 656 3 I ™
Storage ’ _ vy i1 Fe I 12 ' 302
Transaission 5,886 183 6,068 202 4,270
oisteibution 21,150 5 oo, 905 o 822 22,271
Customer Aétounts 15,809 535 16,344 590 16,935
Uncollectibles _ 43 o S T 484
Demand-§ (de-Naragement $,470 1174 10,067 3 10,522
Marketing (Noh-OSM) : 0 0 B U S K]
Adninistéative & Genetal 28,19 59 28,789 662 29,454
franchise Requirements 3,521 7. ] 3,749 185 3,93
Other Adjustment (5%4) (0) (&%) ¢3)) (63%)

sdsesbrsss ITYYTYRI YT asdibioiae veisbadbes’ sasandscne

Subtotal $84,954 82,765 387,720 $2,991 390,711

Depeeciation 2,13% 2,400 31,539 2,202 33,749

Taxes Other Thah On Intome 7,049 7, 7,427 434 7,863
Taxes On Income ' 18,762 . 2,369 21,481 o3 22,124

senibsnides bseveieniid esbebiabas ° ssibsesiis bebiidaasre

Totsl Operating Expenses $139,884 $7,932 $147,816 $5,622 $154,438
Net Opefating Income 836,341 $2,817  s3sade | 81,859 %0,717
Rate Base $345,601 $2$,320 $390,921 $18,707 $409,628

Rate of Retuén 994X X1e $.94% 9.94% 9,94

DSH 1950 & 1991 Rewards 1/ $297 $192 $i89 $0 489
DS Balsncing Actount Mort. 2/ $2,204 $0 $2,29%6 $0 82,296

scsssssiss Bebssssnss ssasssbine - séssbssser bassesssde

Total Base Rate Rev. $178,818 $10,644 $189,459 $8,482 197,941

17 As shown [n Appendix B, Page 5 of S.
2/ As shown in Appendix 9, Page 5 of 5, The smortized smount
for 1994 & 1995 should be updsted in the sttrition fitfngs.
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SUMMARY OF ATTRITION INCREMENTAL REVENUE REQUIREMENTS
“(Thousands of Dollars) :
Increént. Incremt.
attrition Attrition
pescription

Labor Escalation
Non-Labor Escalation

Subtotal S
Franchise Feés & Uncollectibles

Total O&M Expeénses

Depreciation
Ad Valorem Tax
Income Taxes
Rate Base

Subtotal ‘ :
Franchise Feées & Uncollectibles

Total capital Related
Total Oper. Attr. Incr. Rev. Régt. $10,449

DSM 1990 & 1991 Rewards 1/ o $192
DSM Balancing Account Amort. 2/

Total Attr. Incr. Rév. Regt. ‘ $10,641

Including FF&U. . : , 7
Including FF&U. The amortized amounts for 1994 & 1995

should be updated in SDG4E’S attrition filings.




APPENDIX I -

' SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
"~ - GAS DEPARTMENT o
ESCALATION RATES FOR ATTRITION YEARS
(Base Year 1993)

1. Adoptéd Escalation Rates for Test Yéar 1993 1/

1989 3.82% ©103.8 4.76%
1990 3.94% 107.9 ‘ 3.56%
19961 4.51% 112.8 3.31%
1992 4.33% 117.7 2.17%
1993 3.47% 121.7 3.43%

2. Estimatéd Escalation Rates for Attrition vears 2

1993 - - 100.0 -
1994 . 3.37% - 103.4 - 4.25% -
1995 3.48% 107.0 4.71%

As shown in Appéendix D, Pagé 1 of 1. i o

As estimated in SDGLE'’s Updated Results of Opr. (Exh. 64,
Page 14-15). Actual escalation rates for attrition year
1994 & 1995 should be updated in SDG&E’s attrition filings.
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64 D1EC0 GAS & ELECTRIE CORPANY
T - GAS DEPARTMENT

AVTRITION TNCRENENTAL ORX EXPENSES
(Thousands of 06llars)

Tesnsfer  Totel for
ore © of Other 1994
Adopted to Labof/ Atteition.  Attritfon  Attritien
pescription : 1993 Mon-Lsbor Purpose 1994 1995

adsssdsmcs ehbiveiats cinssbmaie irbnsssies P

¢ (b) te) () (e)

seedbinassbusdondiisnise

Operating Expenses

660-560-6665..)6}-

swpply _ : 7
Lsbor _ $1,252 31,252 $1,29¢ $1,340
Non-Labor : 322 322 336 352
Otheér ' (980 ' (980) (980) (980)

dasbdabios secndbnsin deasbevtes

sssnsbbive

Tots! Sigply ‘ ‘ $5M %0 $59% 8550 sTiM

Storagé : A
Labot _ . : Ty , 0 s so7 $100
Non-1abor ‘ , 195 0 185 193 202
Othet : ' 0 ) 0 0 '

evbsabbbds sonernndisd Savssndassn endbidibve

Totsl Storage ' I - $0 219 s

Téarnmission : S
Labds - ' 3,7 , 0 3,7 3,53
Hon-Laboe 1,804 0 1,804 1,881 1,970
Other 934 0 934 934 934

assebanedi shassavnss POYTYYYY TN abssnbased srnassaias

Total Tratsmission ; 5,884 80 $5,888 $6,048 $4,270

pistribution V
Labot $6,450 0 14,450 17,005 17,596

Non-Labof o 4,700 0 4,700 4,900 5,131
Other 0 o 0 L )

ssssbasene sssbebsbas sbassbosss dssssidiie bosbbrssoas

Total Disteibution $21,151 $0 $21,15% $21,905 822,727

Customer Accounts _ _
Lebot - 9,358 9,358 9,673 10,009

0
Non-Leboé _ 5,167 ) s, 187 5,386 5,840
Other (Less Uncoll,) 1,285 0 1,285 1,285 5,285

esasiassis srsasanss ssesssnnis snssasses’ dacndssene

Totsl Customer Acct. $15,809 30 415,809 $16,344 $16,935
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ATTRITION 1u¢ﬁ:"u£u'jd_; 6O BXGENSES (Cont.)
- {Thousands of Dollars)

Transfer - Total for
6ré - of Other 1994 :
o Mopted ~  to tebsr/  Attritfen  Atteition Atteition
- pesctiption 1993 Kon-Lebor  Purpose 1994 C1995
edddedadnd bdosnsasbie seosavddbed

cerbssdabonsassssdbbosiisia aseividbbe

(s . {¢) (d)
Opentlna Expens” (Cont ) : ’

¢n .4.-6006‘0.-.-6
Marketing (osn) '
Labor _
Non-Lebor 8,124
Othet S 6

disiiedaas sdbincinna

$1,546 $0 $1,546 $1,598
8,124 8,469
0 0 _ 0

Total Marketing $9,670 0 $9,670 $10,067

Achlnistntive & General :
Labof 8,268 8,268 8,547 _
Nor-lebot 7.7 7,47 1,7 8,00
Other (Lesé fnndme ms) 12,511 ' 12,51 2,511 12,51

o-oaa-‘c&a ddonebdas sbeindess stnbbobdceé

Total At $28,19%6 - 328,19 328,789 $29,451

Othef Adjustment
Labor

(596} sxy e (638

Totsl Lebot 39,521 0 39,521 40,83 82,274
Total Non-Lebof 27,70 0 27,720 28,897 30,858
Total Other (Less FFLU) 13,750 0 13,750 13,750 13,750

srsidacses sossnssnis sanssiscde sssbssscse asesebisse

Totsl OGN (Less FFRU) - $80,991 $0 50,99 $83,500 886,282
Initement for Attrition $2,50% $2,7803




A9 -33-024, 1.92-
CAEOSscl/3

rade s 8

_ APPENDIX T

. SAK DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC EompANY
S 3T - GAS DEPARTMENT - '

INCOME TAX ADJUSTMENTS FOR ATIRITION YEARS
(Thousands of bollars)

¢t Inifeat. Inciemt.
Adopted Ateeition Attéition Atteition Atteition
pescription o , 1993 1994 1995 1995
aaviesisdae assdénbons s webbobodoba dEdsebbans

(o) 1{) ¢d) (e)

ao.¢..an...i.-iao—isao..bso.i;..-

Californis Income Tax Adjustments
cobsassbniessddesibobasiiesnsiiie
State Tax bepreciation $24,646 33,780
Sock Depreciation : (28,021) (2,400)
Other Adjustments 2,689 0

assbo b aebbvbai i bevadiséen

(3486) ($620)  ($1,306) ($151) ($1,457)

326,426 32,054 $28,417
(39,421) (2,%02) (32,623)
2,689 0 2,689

cehédotsnedd cesesabisde
TOTAL €CET ADNUSTHENTS

‘Federal Income Tax Adjustments

Cibebdbbisashsssiancbblosrbanis i i
federal Tax Oepéeciation 819,868 $1,435 221,303 $1,653 322,956
ook Deprecistion . (28,021) (2,400) (30,421) (2,202) (32,823)
Other Adjustments 500 0 SO0 0 %00

ssedeissne Gronbdiddd PY T ] sesasbmoes P L T

TOTAL FIT ADJUSTMENTS (8$7,653) ($965) ($3,618) ($549) .. (39,167)

Interest Charges
PO R L X X Y )

Rete Dase $345,601 325,320 $390,924 318,707 $409,628
Unamortized ITC (7,998) 7 (7,621) i (7,244)

- sssesniats Lesdbisses sasesbbies ssssbandes sssssnsare

Mjusted Rate Bsse $357,603 $25,697 $343,300 $19,084 $402,384
wtd. Cost of Long Term Debt 3.660% 3.680% 3.660% 3.660% 3.680%

$13,088 $%41 $14,029 3698 s14,727

State Allocation 7
$14,308 $68% $14,992

federal Allocation $13,38% $927
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| SR BIEGO s § ELECTRIC CoPANY
U eas beeAaTHENT

| TAXES ON INCOME FOR'ATTRITION YEARS
' (Theusaids of pollars)

.- GRC .
) ~ Mopted Atteition Attrition
petcriotion 1993 1994 1995
bassbesnsa ebssbhobbis essbossiod

(s) ) {e)

eensdebbsbbesbbavonandiisbisbides

Calif. Corporation Franchise Tax
o.a.&i&nnia..&.i;a.-;a-.o-a.--sd .

Operating Revenues $176,22% $185,674 $195,155
Opersting Experites (Intls Dept.) 114,093 119,25% 124,452
Taxes Othef Then oA Income 7,049 7427 7,363
Interest Charges o 13,088 14,029 W, 7
State Incomé Tax Adjustments (684) ¢,308) (1,45

. eassssbibse bsbonscsis ‘dbscsossdds
Californts Taxeble Income : $42,680 $47,265 $49,571

CCFT Rate : - $.3% £.3% 9.3%

disndbissesd FEYE TS TR R ) sibbbinmbd

TOTAL ¢CFT $3,9¢¢ 4,396 $,610

federsl Inéome Tax -
Ghbssrnsbbbbsasste

Opersting Reverues $176,22% $188,67¢ $195,155

Operating Experses 14,093 1He, 259 124,452
Taxes Other Than on [hcome 7,049 T.427 7,843
Interest Charges : 13,381 14,308 146,992
CCFT « Prior Yesr 4,797 3,99 £,39%
federsl Income Tax Adjustments (7,653 - (8,618) 9,160

ssbosasnss dosssbaibes csbasssdas .

federal Taxsble Income $44,558 $50,329 $52,620

F11 Tex Rate X uX '

essasstase ebnbsessids  basiesssis

Federal [ncome Tax - 815,150 $17,112 $17,801

Amortization &f 11C om om am

sreesdbiis sassnssses sssebbonsd

Total Federal Intome Tax $14,113 $16,735 $17,54

TOTAL TAXES ON [NCOME $18,742 $21,131 22,134
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SAN D1E0 GAS & ELECTRIE COPANY

" - 6AS DEPARTMENT

SATE BaSE fOR ATTRITION YEARS
(Thousands of bollacs)

Dtscriptloh'

i-oa-bsogd1;Aast-.;ta45~ss&o.ai-

Fixed Copital + Weighted Avérage

B S T TS T L R R
pleat fn Service - 1993 oY -
PRFU

Totsl Fixed Capltal * 1993 80V

1993 Plent Additions ¢ Wtd. Avg.

Total Fixed Capitsl . utd. Avg.

[~ 15
‘Adopted
1993
ahbddbandén

(O]

$443,182
0

YYTY IR EY]

863,182
21,282

ceresdbibbras

3684, 454

Attrition
19%

3]

$720,933
o

bahadissedie
720,933
22,152

ssdicbsnvash

$743,085

Customer Advaice for Construction  ($14,085) ($14,085)

vorking C-;":ital

Fuel in Stofege
Materials ¢ Supplies
Working Cesh

Totsl Working Capitat

Tot, Before Deduction for Reserve

Decctions fof Reserves

serssbasssssssbornsrets

pepreciation
pefecced Iicome Taxes
Amcttization & Other

Totel Deduction for Reserves

WTD. AVG. DEPRECIATED RATE BASE

1
2,735
3,368

shsberseibed

84,202

$476,6M

(289,681
(18,07)
3,512)

assasstocdie

($311,070)

$345,601

(EwD Of APPENDIX 1)

172
2,715
3,345

$4,292

$735,292

1317,483)
(21,858)
(5,030)

($344,371)

$390,921

Attrition
1995
650.‘-3’.‘.

(c_)

$773,001
0

babeinsbssne

773,001
23,87

samssnsseiud

796,875

($14,685)

1 1¢]
2,5
3,365
sssssbsassbe

35,292

$709,082

(348,122)
(25,184
(6,148)

sdodhinsndann

($379,454)

$409,628
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A"llll@l IASE I.I'IE IEVEK.E IEWIQEHE“ ESI[MTES .
' Uhousands &f 0ollars)

- {5 incfemt, ‘ Increat, o
Adopted Attéition Attrition Atteitfon  Attrition

1993 3 1998 1995 1995
io-io.&.f. a ‘ve bisboinssa sesdbslaes inbdadasss

) () & te)

Description

evndabbssdanribbuisissed

Operating Revenues '

Base Rate Revenues ¢ Retafl $1,608 ' 81,651

Niscellaneous 0 0 : ]
on-Jurfsdictionat ] b ¢

Ssiwdobiide

bbdesnbbba bdoavrbseids Besibirassa

Totel Operating Revenues $1,408 ($10) $1,508 85 $1,651

Operating Expernses

production o )

bistribution ' 7 ' ™
Customer Atcounts ' 4 : : %
Uncelléctibles 0 .0 :
Adnintstéstive & Genetal 43 ‘ %9 _ 35
Fracchise Requirements . ‘34 () % . - - 35
Othet Adjustment 03 T {2 LTS T { )} Wy

sebsbdbose bibecisess | bebesrshis PP Y YY Yy sssesbides

subtotal 81,160 35 EIRL $40 $1,235

Depreciatisn : 24 S B s 264
Texes Other Than On [ncome $1 i 52 0 £2
Taxes On Income & 30) $3 8 62

YT TR L L] disbsaness PYTEY I IR dovsbidnbsd abssdsssas

Total Opetsting Expenses $1,544 8 $1,553 886 $1,610

Net Operating Income , s62 ($18) 5 (1 s

fate Base $625 1D $448 ($35)

Rate of Return 9.M4% 3 994X
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‘ SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COHPANY
: STEAH DEPARTHENT o

SUMMARY OF ATTRITION INCREHEHTAL REVBHUE REQUIREHENTS
(Thousands of- Déllars)

Incremt. Increnmt.
Cattrition  Attrition

pescription

Labor Escalation
Non-Labor Escalatiﬁn

Subtotal
Franchise Feés & Uncollectibles

Total O&M Expenses

capital Related

pépreciation
Ad Valorem TaX
Incomé Taxes
Rateé Base

Subtotal
Franchise Fées & Uncollectibles

Total Capital Related

Total Opér. Att. Incr. Rev. Regt.
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"~ SAN: DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY .
S TEAM DEPARTMENT ©

ESCALATION RATES FOR ATTRITION YEARS ' -
; (Base Year 1993) : o

Year

1. Adoptéd Escalation Rates for Pést Year 1993 1/

1989 3.82% 103.8 C 4.76%
1990 3.94% 107.9 . ..3.55%
1991 4.51% 112.8 3.31%
1992 4.33% 117.7 2,17%
1993 ' 3.47% 121.7 . ©3.43%

‘2. Estimated Escalation Rates for Attrition Years :

1993 - 100.0 L -
1994 3.37% - 103.4  4.25%
1995 3.48% 107.0 4.71%

As shown in Appendix D, Page 1 of 1. - |

As éstimated in SDG&E’S uUpdated Résults of Opr. ith. 64,
Pagée 14-15)« Actual escalation rates for attrition year
1694 & 1995 should bé updated in SDGLE’s attrition filings.
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ATIRITION INCREMENTAL ORM EXPENSES
(Thousends of Dollars)

Transfer  Totsl for
GRe - of Other 1994 :
_ Adopted ~  to Labor/ Attrition  Atteitlea  Attrition
Deséription : 1993 Non-Lsbdt - Purpose 199 1995
shsphessia

csibisnmbirbsibnsrnniéd sesnbsndis sdessaidee ecbébbisiie sesbibonsa

(s} (b} {¢) () (e)
Operating Expenses ’

ebbwbindbdibboctné
Production
Lsbor - 8399
- Non-Labof : 316
Othet ’ (1]

ceasdbbabes dbbbbanidé beddacnvéd

0 $399 ui3 $427
0 316 330 s
o 0 0 o

} . bbebssboba esbbssmide
Tetsl i’fod.:étlén o = $715 . $715 ST . $772
pistritution -
Lebor o 57 57 .59 81

o . 6 0

sabosnedie dsaassiine cbinsibisn

Other . U -0

bmbbbssnss sbbednias

(]
Non-Labor o N [ (] R {4 20 21
) o -

Total bistribution - 876 876 $79 82
Customer Accounts -
Lebor 4 0 4 4 4
Mon- Lebde 1 0 1 o i
Other (Less Uncoll.) - o 0 0 0 o

bsesiabobe bbencebbas cssbiddbas sebobososs

Totsl Customer Acét. s $0 $5 $5 $5

sssbhsbrse

Administrative & General
Labor : & 0 & & &
Non-lebor ‘ .. 88 0 68 4| 7
Othet (Less Franchise Fees) ‘ 192 0 R /] 92 - 192

ssbassisni basddnnsss sbasecasis sssbbcedie bsecisbane

Total AG : 344 80 - 34 0 s}9 $356

Other Adjustment
Lebot ) (§33] (14) (14

548 567
L22 41
192 192

bossibsene besesbriss

total Labor 530 0 530
Total Noa-labor L04 0 404
Totsl Other (Less FFRU) 192 0 192

sssesbasds sedsbbsdas sssessesb S

Total O8M (Less FFLY) _ $1,126 $0 $1,326 $1,181 1,200
Increment for Attrition : $3% $39
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srm BEPARTHENT :

o o s o o T
(Thousands of Doliars)

@ ircéet, - tntieat.
Mdopted . - Attfitlon  Attritlon  Attritienh  Atteitioh
1993 199 2 1995 1995

ersbibosibe bsbinaisdm

Descel pl fon

hbt---tlittb-cto-.oa.ob-.éiniooi- Ghbmssabed dasbbdniss

- o  ® : B N O
Colifornta Income Tax Adjustments - - -
Gesteibebbadobiodiboncbbbbisnnies

$tate Tax Depeecistion ' K 1F 1] 85 (s1) $125
Book Depieciation ’ : 51 1£3) (253} & (2461)

Other Adjusteents - 1" 0 o 1] i

PP PYSYY ensbensobe stedivsanh vibdiosbad  esmidsemie

($119) $3 ($116) (59 ($125)

TOTAL CCFT ADMUSTHENTS

Federal Indome Tax Adjustments
cisbudscebbbornbiveiblositossn . .

Federsl Tax bepreciation - S w $9 (s2) s7
Book Deprectation _ . e-3}) @) (53). #) (281)
Other Adjustments 200 .0 200 ¢ -

chseshosie sibresiase sleeaiisaa Cesaianedad
($10) ($54)

chhssebdses

TOTAL FIT ADJUSTMENTS (s51) . 8T ($44)

Intefest Charges
sessbasbasdscind

Rate Base 3628 ($177) $448 - (335) $413
Unamortized (T¢ 0 _ 0 6 N 0

ssrbsrabie sesibrsand assssbades desbssnidd sdsbsabben

17y 0 sk {838) 13

Adjusted Rate Base
3.6608 . 3.640%

vtd. Cost of Long Term bcbi 3.660% 3.640%

$tate Allocation (¢ )] s1é s - $15
Federat Allocation ' {%) $1é (s1) 815
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'STEAM DEPARTHENT -

VIAXES o lﬂm fm Alilllla YEARS -
(rhéusmds of béllara)

- : B
o _ Adopted Attritfon  Attritidn
pescription , 1993 1999 1995

aod.oa.aai..iilg.oa-oiiao-diitocd disademeid desnisdbid 2ssmdbbbin

_ - () (b} (c)
Colif. corporation franchisé Tax
Opefating Reverves o $1,608 $1,598 $1,651
Opetating Experses (lnct. beprs) 1,40 1,448 1,496
Taxes Other Than én Income 54 52 ’ s2
Interest Charges B 16 15
State Income Tax Adjustments (1 (116) 185y

ibenesians PP IrY C asesssnibes

Californis Taxable Income $242 $197 $212

CCFT Rote , $.3% 9.3% K2 8
. wbisedobba esdsnsbiand .-a..‘ooi;

TOTAL €CFT $22 $18 $20

federal 1hiome Tex

sbsssbastssbsasiaie

Opetating Reverues $1,608 $3,5%

Operating Expenses 1,411 1,48 1,496
Taxes Othef Theh of Inéo-e st 52 ) 52
Interest Charges 3 16 13
CCET = Prioe Yeer - %) rrd 18
federsl Income Tax Adjustments 41} (75} (54)

sbéssssdén ebsbessnie ssbosassse

81,651

Federal Taxsble Income B 3! $103 33

FIT Tax Rete ' b 7% | X 17T 3

secndsdins soesebsisne sbrsbsss e

Federal Income Tax 341 $35 $42

Amortizetion of 1T€ ] ¢ ]

drsasdasss besssesrné bedsucsesse

Totsl federal Inc¢ome Tax - $41 $35 $42

TOTAL TAXES ON 13COME 84
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. 1.92 -02- 06&
CACOIsclIZ :

n‘usiw

vnuon I

.fsu ql:oo €€ & ELECTIC CoPMY
' sle btunmn

RATE BASE FOR ATIRITION YEARS
" (Thousands of Dollars)

peséription

a-t;..o.s...-inla.a-acno-ﬁl.aas;

fined Copitel - lnlo‘nted Aveiage

...46‘0-60.0..-06.‘5“0.‘6.64‘.&
plent fn Seivide + 1993 8OY
PHEY

Total Fixed Capitel « 1993 807

1993 Plent Additions « VWtd. Avg.

Total Fixed Copital ¢ Vid. Avg.

customer Advance for Construction

Working Capltel

sisebbabosdoied
Katerials & Supplies
Working Cash

Totel Working Cepital

Tot. Sefore Deduction for Reserve

Deductions for Reserves
sesisbaneasebosissrines

Depreciation
Oeferred Intome Taxes
Amortizetion & Other

Totatl Deduction foi Reserves

WTD. AVG. DEPRECIATED RATE BASE

Adopted
1993
sesotendad

(o)

Atreiton
1995
eesdbsibae

{¢)

Amltion

6,140 4,158 8431
0 o o

6,431

GbbvebedsBis

6,158

6,140
9 4% Pt}

88,412

FFTTITI L L)

6,207

YR
$0 b sd

15

- S

15
v
asssdsbbanie

%

1%
(24
.6.0.6.5*.06

s

36,301 4,508

(5,61%) (5;8&#)
0 0
) NG

cessosssdace ssbrssssedis

(35,818) (85,853

(6,089
0

@y

eveshasebosi

(36,093}

(END OF APPENDIX 4)
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B ) T psge dof 6
] AsPERINK :
" SAN DIEGO GAS & ELEETRIC COMPANY

o EUECTRIC DEPARTMENT .. - S
Forecast Perfods Jon. 1, 1993 Thréugh Dece 31, 1993

SMARY OF CHANGES TN REVEWUE REQUIREMENTS -
7 (Thousaids of 1993 baltars)

1212333!’lt‘:li‘*%:t':’tﬂ:S:*:S’t83:!

SEXXRXEXE

Present Rate  Revenue Adoped LINE

LINE
8.

‘Reverwe Element

Reverue

)

Change
(b)

Revuenue x0.
(c)

TISEFEFZXIT

WO O g On A v G A et

BASE RATE REVEWUES:

- Aythorized Margin (0.92-08-042) 1/

« 1§93 Ceneral Rote Cose .

. 1591 DSH Reward (1993 Reéovery)

- OSH Balanting Atct, Asort. (EEBA)
Subtotel

+ Sales Adjustment

Totsl Base Rate Revenue
ERAM BALANCING ACCOUNT RATE:

FUEL! ‘

- Enefgy Cost AJustment Clause (ECAC) ﬁﬁse’t

« ECAC Balancing Adcount .
Total fuel

ELECTRIC EFFICIENCY BAL, ACCT, (EERA)!

» péM offset tate .

SUBTOTAL

LOW INCONE RATE ASSESTANT (LERA) PROGRAN:

+ LIRA Discount
« LIRA Surchafge

Total LIRA Frogrem

TOTAL RETAIL BEVEMES
peréentage Incrense (Retsll)

.Aa.aésclnloiooio;sncooaﬂoo‘onnoo-oondcbon-

Niscellaneous
Non-Jurisdictional

TOTAL REVENUES FOR ELECTRIC DEPARTMEND
Percentage Lncreate (Total Department)

$885,634
0

1]
o

densessbas

$335,634
17,575

bembiniods

- $903,209

819,227

484,595
(29,652)

ssdbsbed b

$434, 43

21,453

$1,378,812

3,958)
e
($3,525)

$1,375,287

17,005
1,445

3,393,737

$0

47,008
3,603
3,395
ssssdocsin
$54,006
s

$34,431

$0

0
0

‘ednbisbeia

$0

($21,433)
$16,998
(73]
70
($86)

- 314,933
1.09%

(1,948)
{70)

$12,915
b.93x

17 Including 1990 OSH rewsrd (1992 recovery) of $6,065,000 (0,91-12-074).

$939,640
')

damondibae

$939,640

OO -

$19,227

héh, 595
(29,652)

‘$434,943

$0

$1,393,810

t4,022)
31

sessnsasss

(33,590}

$1,390,220

visssisabsbasbbssssabocisssiisnsisssasisinions

15,057
V375

$1,404,652




mi n 02;, 1. 92 _
aoomuz - . T
AR “A iuuu X
- SAX DIECO us ‘t ntcmc COPANY
> uécmc oeputnsn
' momo “REVEWUE Aumnou
(suomn

rorecut Perlod. Jon. ‘l, 1#93 Ihrough bec. 31, 1#93

mxso msm ' msm Abcbm o0eted CHANGE B
7 - SALES | REVEMK “AVG AATE REVENUE  AVG RATE - NEVENUE
LN {Gnir) (s00076)  ($nam) | (800078 ($/XWH) (300015)
N0, CUSTOMER GROUP [{} L) N 12 Loy . - (ey 1 ()
oié‘-‘.-‘o.‘&-.laélt-ib‘ debdbbinntbe diksbbossdbedsdinatoads ---'60~bi--5066oiiooit bdswsdtasitndbennse

1 gesidentiat 5,570.334 | $602,567 $0.10017 $408,374 3010922 £5,807

2

3 Commercialfindustrial Sl )
L General Secvice (A) 1,771.451 181,399 m m 0.10%43
5 g$-Demend Metered 20iM ub) 1,514,264 136,377 00008 | 145,017 0.05T7 | 8,440
& Latge 5,589,331 132,502 73 432470 0.0774) T

o
7 Total Cmrclolllmtrhl 8 875.043 $750, l'_?a 8759,138 $0,08554 88,840

8 . L
9 Agriéultuce 150,355 | s14,620 W A $0.09239 | s102

10 . IR S
11 tighting 74410 $7,821 05 T s7,685  $0,10731 $164

42 siocensndosssnsasnies sesissasebas ‘ogoi-é-cz.looloao..;s witisseesisasisatiarssfedonvodidindabocnes

13 totsl 14,679.142 [8),375,287 80, 039 1,390, zzo $0.0%471 $14,933 1.9%

Column calevlstionsi

() souréel workpapérs

(8) sourée: workpapers

ey <ol Bfesl MY, 000

(0) sourte! Append Page 3 of 6.
(€} (eot DIsEol A1, %56

{63 ¢éol D-éol B

(€) (ot D-col B)fcol B

Notes:
f. Presents the results of the tcpptd Equet hreentm of lurglnal Cost (EPH-C) .

reverwe stlocetisén besed on sdopted sales.
3, Present Rate Revenue Uses 5]1/92 ECAL Rates,
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Caco/sel 72 . A
L AePENDIX X
~ SAN DIECO GAS § ELECTAIC COMPANY
ELECTRIC DEPARTHENT

ADOPTED REVENUE ALLOVCATION
" (DETAILY T

Forecast period: Jan. 1, 1993 Through bec. 31, 1993

UNADJUSTED MARGINAL GOST REVEME AD JUSTHENTS :
- MARG €OST - EPNC EPMC REVENUE | NON-ALLOC  LIRA ADOPTED
REVEWE  ALLOCATION - ALLOCATION REVEWE ADJSTMT  REVENUE
LINE ($000*s) FACTOR ($000s) (30007s)  ($000%s) . (30007s) LMNE

N0, CUSTOMER GROUP ) (A) ()] (3] o) (€) - (Fy . WO,

--.a---i.c.idAo)obt.-boS dtﬁaooaiid-‘-s.ié-‘.--ié-.4ioibiiiio--6o msbimssddmmidibbobdossbibobibbioisee baos

1 Residential ’ $683,44 .18 $614, 489 $1 ($3,861) - $508,374 1}
) 2

2

3 Cmrc_lalllr’dstrlll ) ) o .
4 Cenefal Service (A)  $200,873 - $180,587 |- $0 $52 $181,451
g ($-Demand Netered 20V (AD) 174,89 ) 157,233 48 145,017
& Large (e 1) : 445,781 418,743 148 432,670

3

<

H
:Iatjl Commercial/industeial  $841,550 736,563 s sm9se 7
lg Agriculture $16,411 .66 s, 754 $3 $|, 723 (9)
, , 1

11 Lighting 35,485 84,931 $3,072 s . $7,98 1
12

13

eubbbhosbbbbhabbotbbnadonsonbnbinindinis mbssbbosiishas cisibencdebiocds

2 sebvecssccinsesiesss

13 Total $1,548, 940 160.00% $1,3%0, 717 $3,003  (33,590) $1,3%0,220

CAPPED ALLOCATION DETAIL

CAPPED : WARGINAL TOTAL
VALUE MARGTNAL CAPPED €os1 AP
. BEFORE . COST ALLOCATION  ALLOCATION  EPMC
ADJUSTMENTS  ALLOCATOR REVEWUE REVEWUE  ALLOCATION
($000's) ($000¢s) (800075} -

sevbebobbnbobacnaiba

LINE o (X CRANGE)
. NO. CUSTOMER GROUP () L)) {}) ) ()

Biebabbssibobbitbinscnidd adbbwbdbbubitbntsssabosbinibisobbbnasisinnie

1 Residential : N 814,449 s B412,234 S8, 2%

2 i -

3 Commerelal/Industriol . L
4 Ceneral Sérviée (A) _ 181,399 T 18,399
5 £5-Demand Metered 20kM (AD) . 144,969 144,969
& Large TV 432,502 432,502
: Totat Commercial/Industriol -
g Agrfculture X/ 14,754 o 14,700 14,700

1
11 Lighting : M/A 4,931 ) £,913 L3

‘2 sssasbsbbisssscsrsne o..anc.ooohoooho...-ot-.o.o‘s.hia.ooo--..coot..olnc..--o.&éol&‘

13 Totsl _ $434, 154 $758,870  $631,847 $3,390,T17

Column Caléutetionss ,

(A) source: Apperdiz K, Page & of 6. ‘ ] o

(8) X = merginal cost for geoup per ¢ol A/ total meéglnal éost per ¢ol A Line 13.

(C) totsl EPMC reverue allocation per Line 13= reverwe requitements per wor rs. EPNC .
ceverwe sllocation for esch group = total EPMC Fevenue allocation x ¢ol B X fof that growp

(D) sources Appendin X, Page & of &, L ‘

{€) LIRA {Low Income Ratepayer Assistanée) Adjustment from Rate Design Chapter

(F) ¢ol K + ¢ol D + ¢col E, sdopted revenue Includes facility Charges and LIRA sdjustment,

{6) Capped Percentage based on Present Revenue before Adjustaents.

(n) €ither zero or from éol C.,

(1} tither zero of ¢apped ¢lass sllocation.

{3} Allocation of remeining revenue to classes using col ¥ allocators.

(x) Sum of ¢l 1 and col J. '

Notest
§. Presents the sdopted revenue requirement sliccated among the custamer groups besed

on the customer group marginat costs and EPNC revenue sliccation methed.
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PRI K o
SAN DFECO GAS & ELECTRIC COPANY
T ELECTAIC DEPARTMENT . -

ST kooeTes WARGINAL €OST REVEWE

forecast Perlod: Jan. 1, 1953 Through bec. 31, 1993

T RARGINAL COST REVEME
© DEMAND - ENERGY 10TAL _
L - (s00078) ($000's)  ($000's)  LINE
CUSTOMER GROUP : (a) m . () . {6) 0.

asadsbomsbisscasndoci sil&--SA.iioQ.i.-ﬁaoéon_oi.ioiti‘co-oo-aaislo. d¥é 8

Residentiel 110,353 394,039 179,102 634N

Counerthl/lmff[ul B . )
Geneial Service (A) 17,557 126,428 552,;?36 200,873

GS-Demend Meteced 20aW (AD) 3,089 135,051 - 58, © AT, 898
Lefge T 20,640 3,11 171,430 465,81

o o 2 OAN ), v
Total Ccmmeréfal/industrial 41,285 §15,185 285,079 841,550
Agriculture 2,22 9,03 5,05 16,613
Lighting 6 2,48 2,338 5,485

cscbbbbbebdatosinrblioiesbibvablosissaieiniide

154,584 920,782 471,572 1,546,940

000 = O -l Nt

-l
-

ssbsnbetsidosbiibocas

Total

NON-ALLOCATED REVEWJES .

STREET- L
LIGNTG  TOU METER  FACILITY
CRARGES  CMARGES  CRARGES
L (800078)  ($00018) (80008}
CUSTORER GROP (E) {7 B () I
bsasdbbbebobasisonts debbobsasdissnsnbasinsdiossiviises

tesidential 4 , o ] 1
Commeréial/lndustetal

General Service (A)

65$-Demend Metered 20KV {AD)

Larde TOU )
Tatal Commercial/industrisl

Agriculture N
Lighting 3,0m S0 3,012

sasesssbsdbissssnnsibossbanireion

yom 3,003

sassnsbbasssBorbosass

Totsl

Colum Caleulationst

(AY source: Appendix K, Page 5 of &,

(8) sources Appendix X, Page S of &, : )

(C) source: 92 ECAC values ratioed by ECAC Sales to GRC Soles
(0) colAecol Bacol € _ :

() & (F) source! wirkpapers

(6) col E ¢ éel #

Notess .
1. Presents the classifications of marginal ¢ost feverue and disapgrepation

of pon-allotated tevenues by Customer §roup.
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Cacorselz2 - o NP
R APPEMDIX K ,
* §AM BIECO GAS B ELECTRIC COMPANY
TUELECTAIC OEPARTHENT - .
JOGHTED RARGINAL CUSTONER 0081 REVERE

Forecast Perlod: Jan. 1,7 1993 Thicugh bec. 3%, 1?53‘

ONIT KARGINAL - RARGINAL

CUSTOMER MR T CUSTOMER
08T COF - COST REVEWVE ..
L ($/CUSTOMER) CUSTOMERS ($00018) LINE
CUSTOMER GROUP ) B : {3 N - N

ssbbisesadidédasniboed oc-a..ia-a.olaot-iis‘aid&tn.¢th.iaslao&q-641a sans

Residential 108.37 1,018,303 116,353

Commeféintlndustrist . o .
General Service (A) 175.04 100,302 97,557
GS-Desard Metered 20kV (L) $78.38 5,340 . 3,089
Large TV 2,741.72 7,528 20,640

Total Commefciel/Industriel 113,170 41,285

OO OV B U B e

Agricultude 820,22 3,679 2,282
(sam)  om (8000°8)
Lighting 0.00895 74,410 Y

.-s..‘o.4a-aﬁ..¢o¢$ibcs.da.s&asaéo}

154,585

“'-.-‘00b6io--l-ibb--.-“&.i‘l.‘..‘-t.b

Total

-l il b
AN

Column Caleulations! : o
(A) Source: 1992 ECAC Decislon, 0.92-04-061, Apperi A Table &

(8) soéurce: wirkpapers tp 1953 GRC Exhibit L
(€) ol A x €61 B 7 1,000 except for totals tlines 7, 13 and 15)

Motes? o
1. Presents the éslculation of the éustomer tost component of

merginal €ost revenue by dustomer group.




ST ORE
- Gawsserfe

- AN oltGO as F mcmc taom .
uecmc otrmnm S

ADCPTEO wclm penad oosr nsmus
(sw.un o .

Forecast Periéd- J-n. 1, 1993 lhrough Dec. 31, 1993 h

_ - . céuém:ou TRANSHISS10 orstatswiion | TOTAL _

LINE , T {800018) (3000753 (s$001s) | (s00078) - LIkE
NO.  CUSTOMER GROUP )] ey ey ] D) WO,
sdbdbadidodbbbin 04

sbss sbdbdbbbbosbdobbiise - -oao&.---5.s-bilis--ﬁiioo.-intoln.acn.--.g. -

Residentfal : 95,73 . 4, i zssaoa S 3N,039

Co-efthlllndastrhl L . R
Cenecal Service (A) 39,203 i, 213, 73, 008 - 126,424

¢é-Demard Metered 20kW (AD) - 35,181 12 8si 66 088 115,053
Large TOU 97,244 32,078 alzer | e, w1l

Total Ccl-!rchllltﬁstrial 171,63 59,172 3 | o 51518
X Cwr . sem| . eem

Y 28 1,5 | 2,48

sdbidbbasbiisnce

O OF = O 1 I il '

Agrléu!turc
Lighting

sassssnbraniedsbinss

-
OO0 ™ OV Ik N

-l
-

‘-.‘.‘-n‘nlbl-i..&ooblb.-.i..‘-nli-hl.--éoi-.

el
i N

Totsl 270,143 101,841 48,777 § . 920,

Column Colculations: o
Cols (A} to (C) * Based on 1992 EAC Decision, 0.92-04-051,
A Teble & marginal demsnd values times the
fatio of 1992 ECAC Sales td 1993 6at Sales
) tolnccolsoeotc i

Notess
1. Presents the ftn:tiémliutlm ef the demard cost ée-ponmt of urgiml

eost tevernue by customer group.
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aco/scuz ) o R ;.mumxr .
su DIECO GAS § ELECTRIC COMPANY
’ ) ntcmc OEPARTMENT _
© forecast Period: Jon. 1, 1993 Thicugh Dec. 31, 1993

Page 1 o! l?

SUARY OF RESIDENTIAL RATES

972192 CHANGE
‘PRESENT ADOPTED eabsachivsesabosrbsbe
DESCRIPTION WITS RATE RATE AHONT X LINE
y - ) ) {3} ) MO,

a.o&-a;-i..c.;‘-ii.‘-¢.‘.‘iaoa’-‘.c‘t sdnbdesbnd evsbobaia bbbsbions cssbsebid ssbassbed

SCHEDULE OR -
saseline Energy $/xuh 0.09741 0.05847 0.00104 1.09.

Non-Baseline Energy $/kvh 0.92297 002403 0.00106 0.86
Minfeum 8itl $/0sy 0148 0164 - 0.000 . 0.00

SEHEDULE OR-L1 )
Saseline Energy S 7 ) 0.08277 0.08367 0.00090
Non-Baseline Energy $/xuh 0.10450  0.10540 0.000%0
Ninimm Bill $/Oay 0.13¢9 0.139 0.000

SCHEDULE DM
saseline Energy s/ 0.09741 0.09847 0.00106

Non-Bsseline Enéigy - s/ 012297 0.12403 0.00106
Minfmun BilL ~ $/vey 0.164 0,164 0.000

SCHEDWLE O :
Baseline Energy $/vh 0.09744 0.09847
Won-Basellne Energy $/0uh 0.12207  0.12403
paseline Energy L/1 $/xuh 0.08277  0.08347
Non-Baseline Energy L/1 $/xuh 0.10450 0.10540
Unit Discount $/oay 0.110 0.110
Minfmm Bitl $/osy 0.186% 0.154
MNinjeum 1Ll ¢ /] sy 0.13% 0.139 .

'
0.
1.
6

o9
88

8

$CHEDWLE DT
Seseline Energy $/%uh 0.00741 0.09847

Non-Saseline Energy $/0h 0.12297  6.12403
saseline Enefgy L/ s 0.68217 0.08347
Non-Baseline Energy L/1 $/ 0.10450 0.10540
spete Distount $/Dey 0.312 0.312
Minteum BiLL $/0sy 0.164 0.18
Mintmm 811 « t/3 $/0ay 0.139 0.139

© 0000
23882388

-

Note:
. coluwn €1 Includes rate sdjustments ordered in 0.92-04-041 & 0.92-04-085 (SOGRE'S 1992 ECAL

proceeding), effective 571792
. tolumn D02 From fate design workpapers
« column Bt Column D » Column C
« Colum Ft (Colum E / Colun C) * 100
« L] represents Low-Income




TRGT11002, 1.92-02-604 © ATIACORENT A

L EACDssc2 . o L : Ammxx R Pagezof 113
- $AM DIECO €AS & ELECTRIC cwm ' :
e ELECTRIC DEPARTHENT -
Forecast Perlod: Jan, 4, _1991 lhrouqh Dec. 3, 1993 o .

. SUMMARY O RESIDENTIAL RATES oty

972792 CHANGE

pggsé" . WIEQ beeisbubsbaidbbcnbnnd
LINE DESCRIPTION : wiTs RATE RATE ANONT X LINE
[ (A) _ ()] () 1)) 3] ) no.

LR .-‘-o‘i-.i.t.‘l.--&.‘-..“‘ooi.t.‘

1 SCHEDULE O-SMF _
Customer Chaigé $/Month - 30.00 30.00 0.60 6.60
On-Pesk Demand $/5u 9.69 9.67 -0.02 {6.29
Saseline Enefgy $/xvhy 0.08018  0.08120  0,00102 1.27
Noa-Satetine Energy s 0.1012% 0.10227 0.00106 1.05
Baselihe Energy L/} $/%vh 0.06815 0.06902 0.000a7 .27
Non-Baseline Energy L/l 1Y, <) 0.068403 0.08493 0.00000 1.05
Unit biscount $/xvh 0.1 0.110 0.600 0.00
$pace Dlscout $/xvh 0.312 0.312 0.000 0.00

SCHEOWLE DR-TQU -
Minfwm Bill $/Day 0.164 0.184 o.ooo 0.00
Metéring Charge $/Day 3.28 3.28 0.0 0.00
On-Pesk Energyi Sumser $/Xuh 0.32426  0.32705 - 0.8
Off-Peak Energy: Summer $/xwh 0.07956  0.08025 o.ooow 0.86
On-Pesk Energyt Vinter $/xuh 0.12768  0.12878 . 0.85
Off-Peak Energyi Winter $/xh 0.07956  0.08025 . 0.8
aseline Adjustment | $/xuh 0.02556  0.02556  0.00000 0.00

SCHEOULE OR-TOU-2
Mintms #ELL $/Dsy 0.164 0.164 0.00
Hetering Charge ' $/Oay 3.28 3.28 0.00
On-Peak Eneigyt Summer $/xuh 6. 20204 0.28574 . 0.99
Off-Pesk Enecgy: Summet $Mtvh 0.06543 0.07013 0.98
On-Pesk Enefgy: Winter $/Xuh 0.11143 0.11251 0.99
Off-Pesk Energyi VWinter $/Xuh 0.06%43 0.0701% . 0.98

Note: D-ATCY and D-UTOU were eliminated 1/9/92.
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S “APPEWDIX K SEL S T T page 3 of 17
su DIECO us & egénae COMPANY oo

o . ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT

foncnt Pcrlod. Juh. 1‘ \993 lhrouoh Dee. 31. 1993

. 'ucomuz

i sucmr o«f cams:cm m luwsnm. mss

9/_2_1_6'2' o
, : PRESENT  ADOPTED
DESCRIPTION C s MATE RATE
N R wm.  © ey @

sts.i..aaaa.‘ia{.-.‘-53-.{5-664‘5‘ fesnabsia sesbeviad P

SCHEBILE A
© Customer chalge
Enefgy Chefje s/

siMonth - 5.00 00 000 0.0
0.0981 ' 0.60002 0.02

N

SCHEDE AD . C ’ ,
Custamer Charge $/Month 15.00  15.00 0.00 0.00
Demand Charge ' s % (3 T 0.3 6.36
Energy Charge $/xwh 0.04671  0.0709%6  0.00425 837
On-Peak Rate li-iteri Sw-er 7, 0.7% T K 0.00
On-péak Rate thiter: \linter $/Gh 0 .9 0.0 . 0.00

- .
© W N Oy W

-
[~
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SUBARY OF COMMERCIAL AND INOUSTRIAL RATES (Cont.)

912192 CHANGE
7 PRESENT ADOPTED desbesaniimansburens .
LIKE LESCRIPTION < ITS RATE PATE AMONT X LINE
%, () - ()} ({3 ' &) 3] 0.
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SCHEDWLE AL-TOU (Cefault Times) 7
cervice Chatge 7 $month 30,00 30.00 0.00 0.60
On-besk Rote Limiters Summer  $/Kuh 0.7 , 0.00 0.00
On-Pesk Rate Limiter: Winter $/%kvh 6.9 - 0.00 0.00
Averape Rate Limiter $/%vh 5.00 . 0.00 0.60
Non-Colntident Oemand
§edondary s/ 3.7 3.7 €0.01) 0.27)
primary s/ 2.9 2.9 0.00 ¢.00
Trarsmission s 1.% 1.24 0.00 0.60
On-Pesk Demand: :
$econdary $/xd 17.54 17.52 (0.02) 0.11)
Primary : sn 17.% 17.52 {0.62) 0.
Tearsalesion s/ 1.03 11.02 {0.01) (0.09)
On-Peak Demand: wintet . _
secondaiy s/ 4.08 L.07 (0.01) €0.2%)
Primacy Y t.08 £.07 {0.0% (0.25)
Trensmissien sy 1.64 1.84 0.00 0.00
oOn-Peak Energy: . _ .
Secondery $/%uh - o.07708  0.0Té%s  (0.00010) (0.43)
Prisary 0.07211  0.07201  (0.00010) €0.14)
Trensmission 0.06095  0.06985  (0.00009) (0.13)
seml-pesk fnergy: Summer
Secondety 0.0498  0.04977  (0.00007) (0.14)
primery 0.04747 0.04741  €0.00006) (0.13)
Transaission 0.04605 0.04599  (0.00006) 10.13)
off-Pesk Enetgy: Summet
Secondaty 0.0310 0.03765 £0.00005) €0.13)
Prisery 0.03528 0.03523 (0.00005) €0.14)
Tramaissioh : 0.03423 0.03418  (0.00005) (0.1%)
on-Peak Eneigyi  Minter '
secondery 0.06911 0.06902  (0.0000%) (0.13)
Primery 0.08443 0.04358  (0.0000%) €0.14)
Treranission 0.0826% 0.0626%  (0.00008) (0.1
seml-Peak Enedgyt Winter
secondary 0.0435¢9 0.04353  (0.00006) £0,18)
primary 0.04047 0.04042  (0.00005) (0.12)
Transaission 0.03925 0.03920  (0.00005) $0.13)
off-peak Enecgyt Winter
Secondary 0.03488 0.03543 (6.00005) €0.14)
primary 0.03337 0.03332  (0.00005) 10.15)
Transalssion . 0.03237 0.03233  (0.00004) {0.12)
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SCHEDULE AL-TOU (Optionel Times)
Service Chafgé $/Month 30.00 30.00 0.60 0.00
On-Pesk Rate Limiteés Sumer s/vh 0.7¢ 0.74 0.00 0.60
on-Peak Rate timiters Winter $./xvh 0.29 0.2¢ 0.00 0.60
Aversge Rete Limiter $/xuvh 5.60 5.00 0.00 0.00
Non- Colncident Demand :
$econdary $/xv 3.71 3.70 €0.01) {0.27)
primary ‘ s 2.5 2.95 0.00 0.00
Transaission $/V 1.24 .24 0.00 0.00
On-Peak Demend: J .
$econdary s 1%.70 19.467 €0.03) {0.15)
prisary 1Y ] X 19.47 (0.03) (0.15)
Transaission s/ 12.3%¢ 12.37 0.02) {0.16)
On-Peak Oemand:  Winter - ‘ .
Secondary sV .08 &.07 0.01) 10.25)
Privary $/xv 4.08 £.07 {0.61) {0.25)
Téansaission s 1.64 1.64 0.00 0.00
On-Pesk Energy: ,
$econdary s/Nvh 0.08656  0.08445  (0.00011) 10.13)
prisary $/xuh 0.08098 0.08088  (0.60010) (0.12)
Transaission $/Xvh 0.07856 0.078:% €0.0001%) (0.14)
Semi-Pesk Energy’ Summer I
secondery - $/Xuh 0.05597 0.05590  (0.000T) {0.43)
Primary $/xuh 0.05332 0.0532¢  (0.00008) £0.15)
Traraaission 0.05472 0.05165  €0.00007) (0.14)
Off-Peak Enecgy: Summer
secondary 0.03770 0.03788  (0.00005) (0.13)
Primaty 0.03528 0.03523  (0.00005) 10.44)
Trorsalssion - - 0.03423 0.63418  (0.00005) (0.15)
On-Peak Enefgy: Winter .
Secondary 0.06911 0.06002  (0.60009) (0.1
peimary 0.06483 0.08454  (0.00009) (0.14)
trareaission 0.06269 0.06260  (0.00008) €0.13)
Semi-Pesk Enefgyt Winter
Secondary 0.04359 0.04353  (0.00004) {0.14)
Primary 0.04047 0.04002  (0.00005) 0.12)
Trarsalssion 0.03925 0.03%20  (0.00005) ¢0.1%)
Off-Peak Energy: Winter
secondary 0.03668 0.03663  (0.00005) (0.14)
ptimary 0.03337 0.03332  (0.00005) 6.4%)
Transaission 0.03237 0.03233  (0.00004) €0.12)
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SCHEDULE AS-TOU (Default Times)
Service Chorge $Month - 600.00 £00.60 0.00 0.00

On-Pesk Rote Limiters Summer $/vh 0.7 0.74 6.00 0.00
On-Pesk Rate Limiter: Winter $/Kvh 0.29 0.29 0.00 0.00
Aversge Rate Limiter £ 7 & W 5 5.00 _0.00 0.00

Non-Coliré fdent Demend '
Primary s/ 2.95 2.95 0.00 0.00

Trarsatssion s/ 1.2 .24 0.00 0.00

On-Peak Demand: )
primary s/ 20.89 20. (0.03) (0.14)

Transaission /v 13.3¢ 3. 0.02) 0.15)

On-Peak Demaid:  Vinter
Primary sV £.88 . ¢0.01) 0.20)

Tisramlssion ) s/ 2.7 : 0.00 0.60
On-Peak Energy:  Summer o

Prisacy : o.07211 .07 €6.00010) ¢0.14)

Trarsaission $/iuh 0.06995 065 £0.0000%) 0.3
Seml-Pesk Energyi Summer

Primary S ' 0.04747 JO4] €0.00008) (0.13)

Transaissién ‘ 0.04605 L4599 (0.00008) 0.13)
Off-Pesk Energy: Summer

Primery ' 0.0352¢ . €0.00005) {6.16)

Trarsmission 0.03423 . £0.0000%) (0.15)
On-Pesk Enecgy: Vinter » S

Primecy 0.08483 . (6.00009) (0.14)

Trarsaisslon . 0.0626% . €0.00068) (0.13)
Sem!-Pesk Energyi Winter

primery 0.04047 . (0.00005) (0.12)

Traremission 0.0392% . (0.00005) 0.13)
0ff-Pesk Energys VMinter :

Primery 0.03337 R (0.00005) - (0.1%)

Trarsnission 0.03237 . €0.00004) $0.12)
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SCHEOULE AS-TOU (Optidnal Times) , ‘

service Charge . $/Month $50.00 0.00 0.00

On-Peak Rateé Limiteds Summer £ 7 & T 0.7¢ ' 0.00 0.00

On-Peak Rate Limitef: Winter s/ 0.2% .2 0.00 0.00

Avérage Rate Limiter $/Gdh 5 0.60 0.00

Non-Cofncident bemend
Primary s X 2.95 0.60 6.00
Transaission $/x 0.00 0.00

On-Peak Demand: ’
Primary
Transmission B s/

On-Peak Demand: Winteér
primary _
Trensaission _ SN

on-Peak Energy: . :
Primary

~ Transafssion

Seal-Pesk Energyi Summes
Primery €0.00068) €0.15)
Trarsatssion : 517 H5165  (0.60001) 0.14)

Oft-Pesk Energys Summer ) :
Primery 0. 060005) (0.14)
Tranéaission . . (0.00005) €0.15)

On-Pesk Energy: Winter
Primary
Trarsnission

Semi-Pesk Energy: VWintet
Primry
Trensaission

Off-Peak Energyt Vintér
Peimary )
Transaission

s/ . ) €0.03) €0.13)

' 2 ¢0.02) €0.13)

s & .8 (0.01) €0.20)
' 0.00 0.00

©.00010) (0.9
(0.00011)  (0.14)

(000009 {0.14)
€0.60008) €0.13)

(0.0000%) (0.12)
{0.00005) (0.13)

€0.00005)  * (0.35)
(0.00004) (0.1
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SCHEDLE AD-TOU o ,
Customei Charge ' $/Month 50.00 50.00 0.0 0.00
Non-Cofncident Demard $/xv B X 8.82 {0.00) (0.03)
On-Peak Demand: Summer R 7L 15.67 15.67 ¢0.60) ¢0.03)
On-Pesk Demand: Winter s/ .22 4.2 - ¢0.00) €0.03)
Enérgys On-Pesk s/ 0.04140  0.04148  (0.00001) 0.03)
Energy; Semi-Peak $/xwh . 0.034T 0.03470  (0.00001) £0.0%)

Eneigy: Off-Peak - $/xuh ©.63101 0.03100  (0.00001) {0.03)

SEHEDULE AOS-TOU
Customer Chorge $/Month 250.00 250.00 b.00 0.0
NHon-Coinedent ODemand s 8.82 8.82 0.00) €0.03)
On-Peak Oemend: Suwmer $/xd 18.67 18.65 €0.01) €0.63)
On-Peésk Demand: Wintér s/ . 5.03 $.03 {0.00) (0.9
Energy: On-Peak b 0.0449  0.0418  (0.00001)  (0.03)
Energy: Semi-Peak 1 0.03471  0.03470 . (6.00001) t6.03)
Energy: Off-Peak ¢ 0.03100 0.03100  (0.00001) {0.03)

SCHEDULE AY-TOU 7
Service Charge : ' 30.00 0.00 0.00
On-Pesk Rate Limfter ' . 0.48 X 0.00
Aversge Rate Limiter ( 5,00 . 0.00
Non-Colncident bDemend
Secondary :
frimary o . 2.9
Trarsalssion 0 f.24 -
On-Peak Oemand
Secondary ' /e 10.30 0.85
Primary | L A .2 1.3 0.85
Troramission 5.90 . . 0.85
On-Pesk Energy o ' .
Secondary . 0.07516 . 000 (0.05)
Prisary ' . 0.07000 (0. €0.07)
0.04818 « ) 0.5

3.7 0. (0.21)
0.00
0.00

Transaission

Semi-Pesk Energy _
Secondary 0.04630 (0.04)

Primary 0.08340 . {0.07

Transafssion 0.04272 . 0.13)
Off-Peak Energy

Secondary . 0.03758 . 0.11}
0.03457 . 0.10}

primaty
0.03348 . 0.1%)

Transalission
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SCHEDULE A-E2 .
tustomer Charge $/Month 400.060 600,00
tontiact Demand s/ 10.46 10.48
Kon-Coincident Oemand
Secondary : s/ 3.7 3.0 {0.01 w.2n
Primary sV 2.95 2.$% 0.00 0.00
Trarsaission $/xd 1.% 1.24 0.00 0.00
Energy: On-Pesk $/xwh 444476 445659 0.01183 0.27
Enetgy: Semi-Peéak $/xvh 0.06684 0.66702 0.00018 6.27
Energy: Off-Peak $/x0dh 0.03255 0.03284 0.00009 0.28

SCHEDULE R-TOU-3
Custémer Chafge $/Month 600.00 600,00 0.60 _
Contratt Demand . $/xv 10.45 10.48 0.02 0.1%
Hon-Colré [dent Demard : .
secondary $/nd 3.7 3.70 ¢0.01) 0.27)
Primary s/ 2.%5 G 0.00 0.00
Transaission s/ 1.2 . 0.00 0.00
Energy: Supet-Pesk 126148 .2 0.00335 0.27
Enefgyi On-Pesk 0.10203 ; 0.00027 0.27
Enecgy: Semi-Peak < 0.04880 . 0.00043 0.27
Enecgy: Off-Pesk 0.03253 . 0.00009 0.28

SCHEDULE R-TOU-4
Customes Charge
Conteatt Demand
Non-Coincident Demend

Secondaty

600.00 . 0.00 0.00
0.02 0.1%

.01y (0.2
Primary . 0.00 0.00

Transaission 0.00 0.00
Erecgy: Super-Peak . A9 0.00132 6.27
Energys On-Pesk L 0.00022 6.27
Enefgys Semi-pesk . 0. T 0.000%2 6.27
Energy: Off-Pesk . . 0.00009 0.28

SCHEDILE §
Contrected Demand
$econdary
Primary
Transaission

€0.01) €0.27)
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00

A-Et was eliminated 1/1/92.
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SCHEDIRLE 1-1 ’ ’
Rate At Utility Control  $/KW 343 3.43 0.00 0.60
Rate B: Customer Control ‘ ' 2.9 2.2% 0.60 0.00

Rate ¢ L - . ‘ :
utility Control ' 3.43 3.43 0.00 0.00
Customer Contfol 2.9 2.2 0.00 0.00

SCHEDULE [-2

Rate A § YR Candellation
Cuaranteed Load Ciedit

Rate At S5 TR Cancellation
Guaranteed Lood Credit

Rate B¢ 1 TR Concellation
Guasranteed Load Credit

Rate 8! 5 TR Cancellsticn
CGusranteed Load Credit

Rate Ct 1 YR Conceltstion
Guaranteed Load Credit

Rate €1 5 YR Cancellation
Gusranteed Load Credit

Rate D! 1 YR Centellation
Guarshteed Loed Credit

Rate O: YR Cancellatitn
Gusranteed Load Credit

Rates A-Di
Credit for Each Inteccuption

SCHEDWLE 1-3
fete At 1 YR Cancellation
Gustanteed toad Credit
Rate At 5 YR Concellotion
Cusrenteed Load Ciedit
gate 81 § YR Concellation
Cusranteed Loed Credit
Aate 8 S YR Concellation
Cuaranteed Load Credit
Rate Ci 1 YR Cancellation
Cuarsnteed Load Credit
Rate €t 5 YR Cancellation
Cuarantesd Load Credit
Rate O: 1 YR Cancellation
Cuaranteed Load Credit
Rote D: YR Cancellstion
Cuarsnteed Load Credit
Rates A-O¢
tredit for Esch Interpuption
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W'.‘” COMMEREIAL AND :nwsmn lunzs (tonh) ‘

2. - - Cmc.e
S . . PRESENT .
DESCRIPTION wiTs RATE ,
()] ‘ (s) {¢) , ey
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SCHEDULE LR ) o
Custo-er tharge s/ 150,00 150.00 0.00
- tontract Nin Loed ledxti(n '
‘Demand Crediti . ]
option 1 s/ - $.73 5.73 0.00
- eptin 2 - ' $.30 4,30 0.00
Energy Credit for Output '
Over Contraét : , :
optton 1 - 0.859%7 0.85917 0.60060
Coptisn2 : 0.64438  0.64438  0.00000
Energy Credit for Output ' :
Under Contfsct ' : S
option t B . 13.74675 . 1374675 0.00000
optin 2 ; 10.31006  10.31008 - 0.00000
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SCHEOULE PA ‘
Customet Charge $/Month 8.0 8.0 0.00 0.00
Enécgy $/xuh 0.08%16 0.08980 0.060064 0.72

SCHEDLE PA-TOU 7
Metecing Charge $/Month 10.00 10.00 0.060 0.00
Custéomeér Charge s Month 8.06 8.00 0.00 0.00,
Energy: On-Pesk $/xh 0.16937 017069 0.00132 0.78
Energy: Off-Peak $/xvh 0.07073 0.67128 0.00055 0.78

SCHEDULE PA-T+1 : _ 7 :
Customer Charfge _ $/Month 30.00 30.00 0.60 0.60
Oemend: Ori-Peak _ )

option A _ s/ 11,83 11.51 {0.02) .47
tption 8 ' s/ 10.13 10.11 €0.02) €0.20)
option € . s 9.92 $.90 €0.02) 0.20)
option b s/ 10.33 16.31 0.62) 0.19)
option € s/ 10.12 10.10 €0.02) 0.2%)
option ¢ s 9.6% 9.67 (6.02) 6.21)
Demand: s-a-mt s/ 0.%0 0.50 0.00 0.0
Enefgy: On-Pesk 0.09119 0.08807  (0.00372) 14.05)
Energyt Semi-Pesk 0.06725 0.08308  (0.00417) €6.20)
Energys OFf-Pesk 0.04287 003824  (0.00463) ¢10.80)
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ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT
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SUHMI oi snzsmm RATES

§s2/%2 11793 . CHANGE
DESCRIPTION _ - RATE LATE sbissheseadussiarniodn
WATTS LUMENS ($/Lamp) ($/Lamp) ($/Lamp) X
A) sy (3] ) (€) {F)

YT YYYY Y] evsmsdioidde soemibacis ecbicbands assiscninn Aensbasds

L$-9, Mercury Vapot, Class A )
1] 7,000 9.84 X . 1.42
20 10,000 13.01 132 6.2 1.54
400 20,000 .74 18,04 0.30 1.69
700 35,000 33.80 3%.33 207
L$-1, Keccury Vapor, Class C, i-lamp
7 7,000 18.49 18.63 0.7%
250 10,000 2,52 . .2 0.82
400 20,000 20.25 20.56 31 1.06
L$-3, Meréury Vapor, Class C, 2L
1143 7,000 28.06 28.35 . 1.03
400 20,000 47.58 48.20 . 1.3
Ls-1, mpsy, Class A
70 5,800 &.45 g.52 1.0%
100 ©,500 1.4 1,54 . 1K
150 16,000 - 8.7y 8.$2 S 0.3 1.48
200 22,000 10.54 10.73 B R} 1.6
L 250 30,000 13,32 13.52 L& 1.50
~ &bo 50,000 16.55 16.87 . 1.93
1,000 140,000 - 3,33 Bos - 0. 2.43
Ls-1, WY, Class B, I-lewp :
n 5,800 7.14 7.21 . .98
100 9,500 8.13 8.22 . .1
150 14,000 ¢.48 9.64 1.37
200 22,000 1.4 11.60 1.40
250 30,000 14.20 14.41 . 1.48
400 50,000 17.53 7.5 . W77
1,000 140,000 35.410 34,14 .T 2.0
15-1, WPSY, Class 3, 2-Lemp
70 5,800 12.40 1284 . 1.13
1% 9,500 1*%.38 w7 ’ $.32
150 16,000 17.08 17.34 .2 1.52
200 22,000 20.86 20,19 . 1.58
50 39,000 ' 26,38 26 .80 o 1.59
400 50,000 2.77 33.41 . 1.9
1,000 120,000 £8.50 9.5 2.13
Class €, 1-Llemp
70 " 5,800 15.10 15.47 . 0.48
100 ¢,500 16,09 16.1% 0.62
150 15,000 17.45 17.5¢ . 0.80
200 22,000 22.06 22.3 . 0.77
250 35,000 24.82 25.04 . 0.89
400 50,000 29.51 20.84 . .1
1,000 140,000 48,29 49.03 . 1.53
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_EUECTRIC GEPARTHENT
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sumv oF SIREEILIGII mzs (cont.

972792 Ill193 B CHANGE
DESCRIPTION ‘ . RATE RATE beiibessiseebisibesinbe
VATTS LUMENS ($7lemp)  ($/Lewp) ($/1wp) 3
(A) s (¢) [(}] . (F)

dsmbdaies sbesbsansics ebasdisrda Sbibanbiae benbonibds FPPYYER Y

1$-1, KPSV, Class €, 2-Lewp -
Iy 5,800 21.28 .42 . 0.68
100 9,500 3.2 23.48 .15 0.82
150 16,000 25.97 26.24 .2 1.04
200 22,000 33.20 33.54 . 1.02
250 30,000 B.n 39,95 . .1
400 50,000 TR «.75 . 1.45
1,000 140,000 81.14 82.6 . 1.81
1$-1, LbsY, Cless A ) :
35 4,800 7.4 1.9 .05 0.63
55 8,000 8.57 8.63 r
$0 13,500 10.54 10.64
135 22,500 12.9% 13.12 - . 1.00
18 33,000 13,10 1#%.2%
L5-1, LPSY, Class B, 1-Lamp }
35 £,800 8.64 8.68
55 8,000 @37 9.43
%0 13,500 13 s
13$ 22,500 13.98 16,192
180 33,000 15.09 1.2
1$-1, LPSY, Class 8, 2-Lemp ‘
T3S 4,800 15.3¢ - 15.48
55 8,000 16.75 16.87
90 13,500 20.6% - 20.89
135 22,500 5.8 2642
180 33,000 28.07 28.38
LS-1, LPSY, Closs €, 1-Lemp
B 4,800 16.5¢% 14.65
55 8,000 7.3 17.40
90 13,500 S 1932 19.42
135 22,50 24.80 2.7
180 33,000 5.1 .68
L$-1, LPSY, Clsss €, 2-Lamp
35 4,000 28.27 24,37
13 8,000 25.63 2.7
90 13,500 20.5¢ 2.7
135 22,500 38,18 38.47
180 33,000 £0.4% 40.73

RUPUPURUEYRNRUARUR
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ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT

forenst Pcrlod Jan. W 1993 Ihrough beé‘. 31. I§93
Slm-l' OF SIREETLIGHI MlES (COﬂh)

912492 VIV  GHANGE
°E$CRI"IIW RATE “]‘ .J>¢-¢.ni‘i_io..'n..oo.-'..
WATTS LUMENS ($/Lamp) ($/100p) ($/Lewp) X
(A ()] ) oy - (€) (3]

Tsassbebod beesdssnmiin Y bemceseddi esersivadi debscssnm

1$-1, Facilities and Retes, Class A
Center 5ysper\sior| 4.7 4.78

Mon-Standard Wood Pole )
30-foot 2.3% 2.40 0.01 0.42

33-foot 2.69 2.69 0.00 0.0
Reactor Sallast Discount _ :

175 ' (0.97) €0.98) 0.01) «1.03)

230 €0.38) €0.38) 0.09 0.00

0.01 0.21

LS-2, Wercury Yapor, Rate A _ .
75 7,000 5.07 s.20 0.13 2.56

20 10,000 7.05 7.2% 0.19 2.70
{00 20,000 11,10 11.40 .30 2.7
700 35,000 18.82 19.33 0.51 2.7
1,000 55,000 - 26.59 2131 0.72 2.1
15-2, Mercury Vapot, Rate B, Energy & Limited lhintenlnée T
75 7,000 $.67 - 5.81 0.14 2.47
20 10,000 7.85 7.84 0.19 2.48
400 20,000 1. o 0.30 2.5
L$-2, Mertury Yapor, Surcharge for secies service ' :
TS 7,000 0.40 0.40 0.00 0.00
20 10,000 0.50 0.56 0.60 0.00
£00 20,000 0.72 6.72 0.00 0.00
700 35,000 1.32 1.32 ¢.00 0.00
LS-2, HPSY, Rate A : )
50 3,300 1.40 f.44 0.04 2.84
70 5,800 : 2.4 2.50 0.06 2.48
100 9,500 3.40 3.49 0.09 2.65
150 16,000 4.66 478 0.12 2.58
200 22,000 5.9 6.10 ¢.48 2.60
Fol 30,000 7.5% 7.76 0.21 2.7
310 37,000 0.2 9.69 0.2% r 4]
400 50,000 11.4% 11.80 0.31 2.70
1,000 140,000 26.59 2.3 0.72 2.1
L$-2, WPSY, tate 8, Energy & Limited Maintenance ) i
50 3,300 2.08 2.42 6.04 1.92
7 5,800 3.Nn 3.18 0.07 2.25
100 9,500 £.08 £.17 0.09 2.1
159 15,000 5.35 $.48 0.13 2.43
200 22,000 4.63 6.7 0.16 2.41
250 30,000 8.2 8.45 0.21 2.55
3 37,000 9.94 10.20 0.26 2.62
400 50,000 12.19 12,50 0.3% 2.54
1,000 140,000 27.45 28.17 0.2 2.82
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suwm or msﬂueut ur:s (Cont )

o 972792 mm CHANGE
. OESCRIPTION | RATE RATE : .s..fu-aru.-.;na-..-u.
WATTS Lumens ($/Lenp) ($/Lenp) ($/\epy X
(A} ((}] (3] () €y - (P
essdhosea sbincsnbiedie YT YYY LY edmesbuass abbsavaecas sdsebevdd
L$-2, WPSY, Reduction for 120-volt resctor Ballest
] 5,800 (0.40) (0.40) - 0.00 0.
100 9,500 ¢0.53) {0.53) 0.00 0.
150 16,000 (0.49)  (0.49) 0.60 [
16-2, KPSV, Surcharge foc Séries Service :
50 3,300 0.45 0.45 0.00
70 5,800 - 0.22) (h.22) 0.00 o.oo
100 9,500 €6.23) (0.3} 0.00 0.00
150 16,000 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00
200 22,000 0.47 0.48 0.01 2.13
1$-2, LPSY, Rate A ' _ o ‘
35 ¢, 800 1.57 1.6 0.04 2.55
33 8,000 ' 2.06 2.2 0.04 2.9
$0 13,500 3.40 3.49 0.09 2.65
135 22,500 _ 4.83 £.9% 0.13 2.9
180 33,000 - 5.51 5.65 0.14 2.54
1$-2, LPSY, Surcharge for series service ) '
35 4,800 0.23) 0.23) 0.00 0.00
13 8,000 €0.13) €0.13) 0.00 0.00
90 13,500 0.45 0.45 0.00
135 22,500 0.80 0.8 o.oo 0.00
180 33,000 0.51 0.51 0.00 0.00
L$-2, Intandescent Leaps, Rete A, Energy Only
1,000 R 1.7 0.05 2.92
" 2,500 3.8 3.9 2.63
4,000 5.7 - 5.07 0. 2.62
4,000 % 8.41 . 2.62
10,000 18.2¢ 14.63 } 2.74
L$-2, Incdsnt Lemps, Rate 8, Energy and Linited Maintensnie
4,000 7.67. 7.8 . 2.09
6,000 10.39 10.62 '

00
60
.00
0.00

Ls-3
Energy Charge ($/kuh} 0.07376 0.08014
Nin Charge {$/month) 5.81° 5.0

OL-1, Mercury Vapof, Rate A, st Light Lumiraire
s 7,000 9.72 $.85
400 20,000 19.59 19.90
oL-1, WPSY, Rate A, Street Light Luninaire
100 $,500 8.3 .33
150 16,000 .60 .73
250 30,000 14.61 14.82
400 50,000 17.58 17.89
1,000 140,000 35.05 34,78
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) forecnst Perlod Jan. 'l 1993 Ihrough btc. 3i 1993

ReTE% '»793‘1.“
eacdsselse

suwary of suéemcut:m:s (Cont_.) '

$r2792 SR AL o CHANGE :
DESCRIPTION rATE RATE Seemsietesasasaiesiiig
VATTS LUMENS Cts/Lemp) ($/Lomp) (8/1Lemp) i
(A) L)) = (c) o) () )
L1, WPSY, Rate B, blfec’tibr’nl'l.uﬂmlrc_ :
250 30,000 17.25 17.99 0.74 429
400 - 50,000 a1 .21 1.6 5.40
1,000 140,000 34.81 . 3938 2,57 6.98
OL-1, LPSY, Rate A, $tieet Light tuninsire o
$5 8,000 8,68 8.7 0.06 0.69
90 13,000 10.67 1077 0.10 0.4
135 22,500 13.15 13.29 0.1 1.06
180 33,000 w7 14.43 0.1¢ 1.42
oL-1, Pole
30 ft wood pole
35 ft wodd pole 3.54 3.5

3.45 T 3.6 6.0 0.32
6.0% 0.28

o, fadilities Charges 7 .
$ of Util Invst. 0,018 0.0185 0.00 - 0.00

oML, Energy snd Lesp Mafntance Charge - L .
S0 Vatt WPSY ' 3.16 S 3.0 0.04
0L, Nin. Charge 154,14 151,55 0.81

(610 OF APPENDIX K)




. 'uuwummouAusAw o
T CACDAWISA2 o

APPENDIX L
SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC
_ 1993 GENERAL RATE CASE
- {Gas Department)
Forecast Period: January 1 thidugh December 31, 1992'

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

BASE RATE REVENUES
BASE REVENUES: PRESENT REV. REV. CHANGE ADOPTED REV.
$13,941 $161,520

Sales to Customers 5147,579 :
$1,730 $1 1,9"01

interdepartmentst $10,171

b= —— - —————— —
Total Bsss Revenues $157,750 $15,671 $173.421

Additionsl Maigin Costs : )
D$M Collsborative (10/91-12/31) $507 %0 $507
1990 OSM Rewerd (1892 Recovert .~ $1,959 (81,959) $0°
1991 DSM Reward (1993 Recovery) - 80 $290 $287
JarrMarch Margin Interest 82,520 ($2,520) - %0

DSM Balancing Acct. AmortizeSon $0 42,296 $2,296

Subtots! SDGLE Margin Costs $162,736 © o $13,785 $176,521.

Seles adjustment (336) $36 40

Net $DGLE Margin Cost Redovery 3162.700 $13,821 $176,621

ADJUSTMENTS TO GAS MARGIN TO BE RECOVERED IN RATES:

Net SDGAE Gos Margin $162,700 $13.821 $176,52%
Low Inéome Rate Assistants (LIRA) ($2,329) $0 {$2,329)
Balancing Account Amdrtizetions $11,047 ($3,452) $7.595
SoCelGas Fixed Costs 380,681 $0 430,689

Othet Trensmission Costs $4,618 40 44,61 8

. N e gamend R P ——
TOTAL BASE RATE REVENUES $256,717 410,369 4267,086

PROCUREMENT REV, REQ. $217,002 %0 $217,002

P — F— ] I
$473,719 $10,369 $484,088

$UBTOTAL ADOPTED REVS. '
($348) 42,804

Miscellansdus 43,162

TOTAL GAS DEPT. REV. $476,871 $10,021 $486,892
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APPENDIXL
- SANDIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
1993 GENERAL RATE CASE
(GAS DEPARTMENT)
Forecast Period: January 1 through Dedember 31,1693
GAS REVENUE ALLOCATION SUMMARY
REVENUES AVE.RATE  REVENUES AVE.RATE
A B D E

Merms) | (30009 oA ($000) (CAPer)
CORE

Residenfial 338,191 $205.923 ' $208,058

Commerciel : 117,640 $48.848 $70843 6005
456 | $20077% 54 40- $279,009

Commiindustrial 61,163 $2.6801 $23,148

Cogeneration 174,000 $50,502 $51,927
Sublotal 255163 $73,262 $75.078

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

ves 284108 $120,608 ‘ $130,004
TOTAL NONCORE 619,269 $202.648 $206,079
RATE RECOVERY Cosorsieo | seans 06 $484,008

8 MISC. REVENUES $3,152 ($348)

9 REVREQUIREMENTS 1075100 | sazeon $406892 $10,021

Notes
1/ Linés é through 8 include transportation-only charges for self-procurément customers.

As such, the average rates exclude the purchase price of transport-only customers.

Page2 of 5
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APPENDIX L
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
1993 GENERAL RATE CASE
_ (GAS DEPARTMENT) ,
Fofecast Period: January 1 through Decémber 31,1693

ADOPTED SALES FORECAST
\692BCAP  GRC-BCAP

B c
- (MEherms) (Mherres)

30,441 7.750
112932 4708

I 12488
67,608 {6.445)

Cojenerabion . 13,550

RETAK. SUSTOTAL

18,563

9 UEG 43010

(23.447)

10 SYSTEM TOTALS
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.. APPENDIXL
SAN DIEGO GAS A% ELECTRIC
- 1993 GENERAL RATE CASE
. " (GAS DEPARTMENT)
Forecant Period: January ! through December 31, 1993

_ UNCAPPED GAS RATES SUMMARY
PRESENT

CUSTOMER GROUP UNITS RATES

i
A B

RESDENTIAL GR OM, 08, 86T:
Regular Besefine .
Reguier Non-Baseline

NBUBLRstlo

LRA Brselne

LUIRA  Non-Baseline

GT Unh Diséount

RESDENTIAL GLA:

facilty Charge

Volumetric Surcherge

54858

CORE COMMERCGIAL:
GN-1 Service Cherge
GN-2 Secvice Cherge

Voltmdﬂccrm :
Wirter 0-3000 therms
All axcess

Summer 0-3000 therms
Al axcess

Other
Uncompressed

CORE PROCUREMENT PRIGE
 pagé 4 of 5 .
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. APPENDIXL
SAN DIEGO GAS A& ELECTRIC
1993 GENERAL RATE CASE
. (GAS DEPARTMENT)
Foreces! Period: Jorxaiy1 frough Decermber 31, 1993

UNCAPPED GAS RATES SUMMARY

PRESENT

o , - oTNe:
Yolurmetric Charges - Yirler .
VYolunetrie Charges + Summes

Oto 3,000 hems
300110 7000 therme
7001k 23,000 therme
23001 tc 128,000 thems *

128,001 10 1,000,600 therms
Over 1,000,000 ’

Aversge Tranemission Rate

COGENERATION 6‘[66;
Volumetric Charges - Winler
Volumelric Charges - Summer

Customer Charges:

O 3,000 herms
3001t 7,000 hems
7.001 1 23,000 therms
23,0014 126,000 herrme

28,001 fo $,000,000 therme
Over 1,000,000

Aversge Transmission Rate

UTILITY ELECTRIC QENERATION, OTVEG:
Dernand Charges ’
Yohumeliic Charges + lgnkter Fued
+Tiee d
o Tier 2

Average Transmission Rate
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" APPENDIX M i
§AN DIEGO cAs AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 1993 cnc
" |STEAM DEPARTMENT)
FORECAST pauéo JANUAHY 1, 1993 THROUGH oscmm 31, 1993

SUMMARY &_cmm IN BASE RATE REVENUE
{#600)

PRESENT
REVENUE
{A)
BASE RATE REVENUES:
- Authorized Margin (171792} » $1,62¢
- 1993 Général Raté Case $0
- Proposéd Subtotal , 43,826

- Sales Adjustment /1 , (s101)
Subtotal Base Rate Révewe 1,525

SRAM:
- Balancing

448

TOTAL BASE RATE REVENUE

10 ECAC:
11 + Offset
12 - Balencing

13 TOTAL FOR STEAM DEPARTMENT

- Notes:
n Sales Adjustment represents change in rate revenve recovery due to 3 reduction in sales, not a change in the authorized

Jevel of rate revenue.
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' A.PENDIX Mmoo :
SA_H DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC 1993 GRC

) {S§TEAM DEPARTMENT) -
FORECAST PERIOD: JANUAM 1, 1993 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 1993

suuwuw OF sm RATES

PROPOSED
RATE REVENVE
DESCRIPTION _ ($/UNIT) (£}
(A . ' (7] ()]

TOTAL
REVENUE
)

(E)

SCHEDULE 1 ,
Customet Charge _ 50, $21,000
Commodity Rate ’ 805 88. . $2,276,7137

Subtotel
SCHEGULE 2

Custome! Charge
Commodsity Rate

421,000
$2,278,737

$2,297.137

30
Y]

Subtotel

ADOPFTED TOTAL STEAM REVENUE

(End of Appendix M)

- $2,297,737

42,297,797
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMHISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of thé Application

of San Dlego Gas & Eléctric Company

for Authority to Increase its Rates

and charges for Eléctric, Gas and Steanm
Service, effective January 1, 1993.

(U 902-M) | |

A. 91-11-024

order Instituting Investigatien into
the rates, chargés, and practices of
the San Diego Gas & Electric Company.

I. 92‘02‘004

Y St St s Vgt gl Nt Vsl Wl Vg Nt gt

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

JOHN A. YAGER STEPHEN L. BAUM :
Program Manager Senior vice President law
CATHERINE A. JOHNSON and Corporaté Affairs and
Staff Counsel . _ General Counsel

DIVISION OF RATEPAYER DAVID R. CLARK

ADVOCATES of the California WILLIAM L. REED

Public Utilities commission KEITH W. MELVILLE

505 Van Ness Avenue Attorneys for : ,
san Francisco, CA 94102 SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

(415) 703-1385 101 Ash Street

Post Office Box 18631
San Diego, CA 92112
(619) 699-5053

MICHAEL SHAMES JOHN W. WITT
Executive biréctor - City Attorney
UTILITY CONSUMERS' ACTION C. ALAN SUMPTION
NETWORK B chief Deputy City Attormey
1717 Kettner Blvd, Suite 105 PETER V. ALLEN
san Diego, CA 92101 Deputy City Attorney
(619) 696-6966 CITY OF SAN DIEGO
- 525 ®Bn Street, Suite 2100
san Dlego, CA 92101
(619) 533-4700

May 8, 1992
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SALES AND CUSTOMER LEVELS

i~




c. | Iscsmous |

gRésea h, Devalopment and Demonstration ("RD&D")
‘Low Emission Vehicle Program ("LEV“) 3
Miscellaneous. Revenues .
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application

of san Diego Gas & Electric Company

for Authority to Increase its Rates

and charges for Eléctric, Gas and Steanm
service, efféctive January 1, 1993.

(U 902-M)

An 91"11"024 .

order Instituting Investigation into
the rates, charges, and practices of
the San Diego Gas & Electric Company.

I. 92-02-004

N St g W S g Vot Yot Name? Yo Wt Vnt?

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission
("commission") Rules of practice and Procedure, Section 51.3
('ﬁﬁle 51,3"), the commission's pivision of Ratepayer Advocates
("DRA"), San Diego Gas & Electric Company ("SDG&E"), the Utility
Consumers' Action Network ("UCAN"), and the City of san Diego,

(collectively, the "Settling parties”) respectfully submit to the

commission this Settlement Agreement. In this Settlement

Agreement, the Settling parties provide to the Commission a
recommended resolution of the vast majority of the issues that

have been designated for consideration in Phase I of this

proceeding, including the associated revenue requirement increase

for Test Year 1993.

Certain topics are not resolved by this Settlement
Agreement and will be 1itigated unléss reésolved by subsequent

agreement. These unresolved matters include: Enmerging Business

Enterprise (Women/Minority Business Enterprise) costs, demand-

side management progran costs and incentive rewards, and certain
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S APPENDIX N , T
affiliate issues raised in the DRA's Report on the Results of
Examination’. The issues designated for -'céné‘id'eratioh-i:ﬁ Phase II.
of this proceeding pertaining to cost Of'service, revenue

-

allocation and rate design have not been addressed. Pursuant to
the Rate Case Plan established in pecision No. 8$-01-040, the
cost of capital to be adopted for SDGLE's 1993 Test Year will be
1itigated and determined in a separate genéric proceeding.

Accompanying this Settlement Agreement is the Joint
Motion of the settling Parties requesting that the Commission
adopt the terms of this settlement Agreement in its decision on
Application No. 91-11-024.

i
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

In its Decision No. $1-07-014 (July 2, 1991), the
Commission authorized SDGLE to £ile a 1993 Test Year general rat.
case ("GRC"). That decision exempted SDGLE from the requirement

to file a notice of intent and directed that SDGLE's GRC

application be filed on November 15, 1%91. In addition, the
decision ordered two deviations from standard GRC application
content. First, it directed resource plan issues that would
ordinarily be considered in a GRC t6 be addressed in Order
Instituting Investigation ("I") 89-07-004, the Biennial Resource
plan Update. Second, it ordered the 193 Test Year electric
sales forecast for SDGLE to be adopted trom the sales forecast

approved ir SDG&E'S Energy cost Adjustment Clause proceeding

///
/77
/77
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applicable to the May 1, 1992 through April 30, 1993 forecast

pe!‘lod. _
Pursuant to Decision No. 61-07-014, on'NOVénber'iS,*
1991, SDG&E filed Application No.'91711-024, which requested an

and steam service of $143.4 pillion to be éffectivé for séervice
rendéered on and after January 1, 3993. Based on thé sales
forecast identified in SDGEE's application, this request would

1
2
3
4
5 §increase in its authorized base rate revenues for electric, gas
é
7
8
9

résult in a $145.3 millién raté increase. SDGLE's application
10 lincludes 17 volumes of testimony, supportéd by several thousand
11 | pages of workpapers vhich were madé available £¢ DRA and other
12 .parties at the timé of filing. On March 2, 1992, SDGEE

13 | aistributed updated summary of earnings tables incorporating the
14 | effects of 1991 year-end Commission decisions. These tables

15 | express a reduction in SDGEE's total basé rate révenue increase
16 | request to $140.3 million. |

7 DRA's examination of an appropriate revenue level for

18 | sDGéE's 1993 Test Year began several months prior to the filing
of SDGLE's application. Beginning on February 12, 1991, DRA
jgsued to SDGLE a comprehensive master data request consisting of
over 450 questions and requests for information. Following the
£i1ing of SDGLE's application, DRA continued its indepth
examination, propounding over 1,345 additional questions and
requests for information. These requests probed virtually every
element of SDGLE's prepared testimony addressing Phase I issues.

DRA also assigned two financial exaniners who reviewed the

IThis forecast was adopted in Decision 92-04-061, dated
April 22, 1992.
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: , APPENDIX N
tinancial, accounting and operating recards of SDG&E in San

Diego. The settling Parties believe DRA's review of SDG&E's
application and supporting materials was béth exten51Vé and

compléte.

UCAN's involvement in this case bégan prior to SDGLE'S
November, 1961 filing. Its active role in the proposed merger
afforded UCAN insights into SDGEE's revenue néeds and corporate
policies which led to an active role in GRC discovery. UCAN's
discovery included issuing eight separaté data requests
encompassing over 430 questions focused on SDGLE's proposeéd plant
additions, administrative and general costs and corporate
policies. It also investigated the utility's customer sétﬁiCé
and the alleged need for enhanced reliability. UCAN retained the

consulting firm JBS Energy to conduct in-depth analysis of SDGLE
workpapers and calculations. JBS Energy staff also reviewed

DRA's report and its conclusions.
The City of San Diego, as represented by the city

Attorney's Office, has been an active participant in all aspeécts
of this General Rate Case. The City of San Diego propounded
three formal data requests containing 37 questions, in addition
to -extensive informal discovery. This discovery was facﬁ..a
primarily upon SDGLE's requested plant additiens and'bperating
and maintenance costs.

A prehearing conferongt was held on January 6, 1992

before the Assigned Commissioner, President paniel Wm. Fessler,

and Administrative Law Judges Steven A. Weissman and Thonas R,
Pulsifer. At this conference, April 10, 1992 was established as
the daté for issuance of DRA's Phase I reports. In addition,
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SDG&E expressed its intention and desire to eXplore settlement

opportunities following the issuance of DRA'S reports and
presented a schedule for processing its application in the éVent
a settlement was reachéd. Through settiement SDGLE deésired to
achieve earlier certainty of outcomeé than would otherwisé be
possible, thereby freeing up parties' and Commission résources to
be used productively in other procéedings and énabling SDGLE to
get an early start on test year planning.

: on April 10, 1992, DRA served its 11 volumés of

testinmony on the parties to this proceeding, including detailed
reports on SDGL(E's electric, gas and steam results of operations,
and numerous other reports. In total, DRA's reports recommended
that an&s's basé rate revénue increasé bé limited to $44.8
million. SDGLE's application and DRA's reports, includinq
appendices and exhibits, are incorporated herein by reference.

Baséd upon the positions expressed in SDGLE'S
application and DRA's subsequent reports, the settl;ng Parties
perceived a potential to reach compronises on various issues.
Accordingly, following the issuance of DRA's reports, the parties
began intensive discussions of potential settlement positions.
on April 23, 1993, SDGSE and DRA jointly issued to all parties a
Notice of Settlement Conference to be convened on May 4, 19%2 in
san Diego.

A second prehearing conference was held before
Adpinistrative Law Judge Welssman on April 27, 19%2. Following
that preheéaring conference, parties interested in revenue

réquirement issues continued their confidential discussions

regarding potential settlement positions.
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CQnsistent with the notice nailed to parties on April

23, 1992, a settlenment conferénce was held on May 4, 1992 at. 101 .

a

Ash Street, San Diego. At that settlement conference, parties
held additional discussions on their respective positions and on

othér than SDGEE and DRA, only one party has filed
testimony in this proceeding regarding the matters addréssedVin

this Settlement Agreement. That party, the California Energy

cormission, filed testimony on May 6, 3992, recommending that
10 | sDGLE receive additional funding to support two specific research

1

2

3

4
-5 | tentative agreements that had béen reached.
é

7

8

9

11 | programs.
12 Bacausé of the timing of the signing of this Settlement

13 {Agreement, testimony that UCAN was preparing will not be
14 | introduced. Similarly, rebuttal testimony that SDGEE was
15 | préparing will not be introduced. The City of San plego has not .
16 ]} prépared testimony. The Settling Parties, in the course of

17 | negotiations, raised and considered many of the arguments that
18 | would have been set forth in intervenor testimony or SDGEE's
19 [ rebuttal.

20 As compared to SDGLE's request for an increase of

21 §$140.3 million in base rate revenues, this Settlement Agreenment

22 {results in an increass in base rate revenues of approximately

23 f$72.5 million. This settienent Agreement presents the

24 | compromises reached by the Settling Parties. These parties urge

256 lthe commission to approve it as a fair and reasonable resolution

26 | of the issues.

27 4/// ,

28 |77/
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. IX.

REABONABLEI‘!ZSB OF THE SE’I"I‘LE!ENT

The Settlihg Parties believe this settlement Agreément
cbmpliés with the Comnission's requireménts that ‘séttlements be
reasonable, consistent with law, and clearly in the public
{nterest. The compromiseés embodied {n the Settlement Agreement
refléct the Settling Parties’ efforts to acknowledge the
pressures placed on SDGLE by inflation and a growing customer
base., At the samé time, however, thé Settling Parties haVe
{nsisted that SDGLE démonstrate etticiency in its operations such
that préductlvity achiéVements will offset a significant amount
of the requiremént for jncreased revenues. In addition, the
Séttiing farties have sougﬁt t6 reduce funding requests in light
of continuing recessionary trends.

As indications that the Settlement Agreement reflects a
reasonable and fair bottom 1ine, the settling pPartieés wish to

Lhavé the Commission note the following factst
1) The workpapers supporting SDG&E'S £iling include a

fully developed Business plan for 1993. The Business Plan
contains specific programs, activities and projected aexpenses in
support of the full amount of SDGLE's requested increase for
».11993. 1In addition, SDGEE's Corporate Policy testimony 1nrthis
case states eight corporate goals that SDGLE alleges will guide
{ts conduct during the test period, including goals to improve
customer service and to repain the jow-cost provider of electric

service among the state's investor-owned electric utilities.

This Settlement Agreement does not endorse each of SDGLE's goals
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specifically, hut the Settling Parties commend SDG&E for this
public conmitment to such a set of corporate gcals.

| 2) Préductivity studies prepared by SDG&E and DRA’
support éhé Settling Parties' conclusion that the level of -
revenués for SDGSE adopted in this Settlement Xﬁreenent refléects
the achiévement of substantial leévels 6f productivity in the
past, and will require SDGL(E to achieve further productivity
!improvenents during the test period in order to éarn its
authorizéd rate of réturn. Betweén 1988 (thé base year utilized
by SDG&E and DRA in this proceeding) and the beginning of the
1993 Test Year, SDGLE will have experienced an increase of

approximately 99,000 customers, yet its eéemployee population will
be no higher in 1993 than it was in 1988. SDGLE now has the
lowest electric rates of the state's investor-owned electric
utilities, as comparéd to being the high cost provider 15 1988,
and will have virtually the same rates in 1993 as it did in 1988.
3) The Settling Parties have recognized that there is
risk involved in litigation, and that no party was likely to be
100% successful in supporting its filed case. The Settling
Parties have vigorously argued their positions in this matter,
and have reached compromise positions that they believe are
appropriate in light of the litigation risks. In the process of
eraching these compromises, the Settling Parties in certain

#instances have considered some smaller issues in the aggregate

rather than item by item. The Settling Parties believe that this
approach was used appropriately given the multiplicity of issues

3SDGLE's "Report on Productlvity" (SDGEE-10) 3 DRA's “Report
on Total Factor Productivity.®

.9
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addressed. The level of revenues agreed to in this settléméﬁt

Agreemént reflects the Séttling'parties"best/juﬁgnentsras'to the

totality of their positions and risks, and their agreement herein

s éxplicitly based on the bottom 1ine result a;hieved.
Iz,
SETTLEMENT AND STIPULATIONS
Appéndix A to this Settlement Agreement contains four

summary of Earnings tables (Combined, Electric, Gas and Stean).

These tables sét forth the positions expressed in SDG&E's
application, as revised on March 2, 1992, and in DRA's reports,
by FERC functional account area.’ The final column on éach
table, labeled "Settlement®, presents the lévels of expense (by
functional area), revenue and rate base agreed upon by the

Settling Parties, subject tot 1) changes resulting fron'updated
escalation rates, as further described in subparagraph III.A.2.

below, 2) any change in SDGEE's authorized cost of capital for

the 1993 Test Year, and 3) various other adjustments described in

this Settlement Agreexent.
In addition to the agreements expressed in the

msettlement” column on each Summary of Earnings table, the

Settling Parties agree as follows:
A. OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE ("O&¥™) BXPENSE.

1. Authorized OSM Expense. The Settling parties- agreée
£ O&M expenses that SDGELE should bé allowed to

3 Test Year is $380.112 millien. Of

that the amount ©

recover in rates in the 199

maintenance expenses set forth in this
settléement Agreémeént are expressed in 1988 dollars unless
otherwise specified. capital-related costs réflect SDGLE'S
currently authorized rate of return §10.75¥).

A11 operations and
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this amOunt, $305.903 nillién is. allocable to electric service,

$73.218 nillion is allocable to gas service, and $.991 nillion

{s allocable to stean service." .
5. [porecast Methodology. Both SDGE and nni based

their respective test year expensé forecasts largely on analyses

of historical data. In most instances the differences in their

forecasts are the result of enploying different forécast
méthodologies, such ast 1) trends, 2} averages, 3) zero-based
éstimating, 4) adjustnents to recorded expenses, and s) varying
historical time periods. The settling Parties agree that the
proper application of forecast methodologles réequires the use of
judgment and that, as in any torecasting exercise, there is a

rangé of reasonable outcomes. The settling Parties alsb agree

that different methodologies can produce results vlthin this

range and that no single methodology will produce the sole .

reasonable result in every instance.
The level of test year expenses recommended by the

Settling Parties is based upon their individual judgments
regarding the strengths and veaknesses of competing forecasting

pethodologies, and the resulting coppronises each party felt weére

reasonable. Except as specifically identified in this Settlement

Agreement, the substantial differences among the Settling
parties! initial positions in each major expense area were

resolved through such judgments and compromises.
To the extent the Settling parties have 1dent1f1¢d

policy issues affecting test year expenses, such {issues have been

ias noted above, these amounts are subject to change due to
updated escalation rates, a revised cost of capital and other

adjustments specified below.

-10-
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dealt with explicitly in this Settlement Agreeﬁent, léftiféf
litigation, or deferred to other COmnissidn procéedings thé% may
modify the test year revenue requirement. | o

3. ggg&_gggglg;ign. The Settling parties agree to use

DRA's proposed ascalation methodology, sét forth in its "Report
oh the Results of Operations® (Electric), for escalating both
jabor and non-labor O&M expenses. The settling Parties further
agree that this methodology will be applied to the agreed upon
OLM costs as sét forth in subparagraph III.A.1. above, using
third quartér 1992 DRI indices, for final determination of the
allowed level of O&M expenses for escalation to 1993 dollark.

The labor, non-labor and other expense allocations for purposes

of éscaliﬁing from 1988 dollars to 1993 dollars for electric, gas

and steam are sét forth in Appendix B hereto.

4. mmwg_unsﬂlssﬂm& The franchisé

feas portion of O&M expense has beén calculated using franchise
fee rates of 1.93% for electric, 2.18% for gas and 2.10% for

stean service. The uncollectibles portion of O&M expense has

beén calculated using a rate of ,274% for the Electric and Gas

Departments. These rates are acceptable to the Settling Parties.

Because franchise fees and uncollectibles are calculated based on

total revenues, they are gtated in 1993 dollars throughout the .

Settlement Agreement.
5. Electric Production.
a. Hebexr. The electric production expense agreed upon

by the Settling parties does not include the $.6 million (1993%)

requésted by SDG4E for paintenance of the Heber Geothérmal Binary

77/
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Plant because the COmmiSSion in Resolution No. E-3236 (Oct. 23,

1991) has approved the sale of this plant. .
b. p;gdgg; The Settling Parties agree that, in order

to avoid the need for attrition year adjustments, the electric
production drédge ekpenses should bée collected over a thrée year
periocd. consequently, thé revenue levels identified in the

Settlement Agréement are expressly deemed to reflect a threeé year

amortization of dredge costs.

c. Nuclear. The agreed upon level of electric '
production expense conteémplates only oné refueling outage for the
san Onofre Nuclear Génerating Station ("SONGS™) units, of which
SDGLE is a 20% owner. The Settling Parties récognize that the
humber of SONGS refuelings and the level of associated costs to
be incurred in 1993 will be known with greaier certainty when
seuthern California Edisen Company ("Edison®) files its 19_93 .

Attrition Year advice letter. Consequently, the settling Parties

agree that the level of electric production éxpense adopted in
the final revenue requirement decision in this proceeding should
reflect the number of SONGS refuelings in Edison's 1993 Attrition

Year advice letter. SDGLE's cost per refueling is $4.922 million

(1993%) per unit.
The Settling Parties also.agree that SDGLE's 1995

Attrition Year OtM expense adjustment should reflect SDGLE's
share of the SONGS related O&tM expense authorized in the
commission's decision on Edison's 1995 Test Year GRC application.

. The Settlement Agreement revenues include recovery of

$2.2 million of Nuclear Régulatory commission fees related to

SDGLE's share of SONGS ownership. The Settling Parties agree .
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that any change in such fees vhich becomes law prior to the final
revenue requirement décision setting January 1, 1993 reVenue

jevels should be reflected in that decision.
_ é. California U Exchange (" )., The Settling

providing that it is generally cost effective.

7. Ppostage. The settling Parties agrée that SDGLE nay
increase the agreéd upon OkM expenseé ‘level set forth in
subparagraph III.A.1., above, by the amount of increased prtagé

i
2
3
4
s | parties agree that SDGLE should continue to participaté in CUE,
é
7
8
9

16 | expensé SDGEE will incur in Test Year 1993 if the U.s. pbstage

11 | rate is raised prior to the final revenue requirement decision
12 settinq January 1, 1993 revenue jevels. Appéndix C shows the

13 {panner in which this adjustment shall be made.

14 8. Enerqgy Services. The settling Parties agree that
15 | beginning with Test Year 1993, SDGLE will no longer charge to

16 |account 912 énergy services expenses which are not related to

17 | demand-side management. Instead, these expenses will be charged

18 Jto Account 903.

19 6. officers' and Directors' Compensatien. For
purposes of setting the authorized revenues in this Settlement
Agréement, the Settling Parties have specifically éxcluded the
dolla;s requested by SDGEE related to bonuses payable to SDG&E's

officers pursuant to the Long-Term Incentive Plan and the Short-
Term Incéntive Plan. In addition, the Settling Parties have
specitically excluded the dollars requested by SDGLE related to

the costs of directors' pensions.

10. pemand-side Management. This Settlemént Agreement

t resolve potential issues between the Settling Parties

does no
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regarding the appropriate 1eve1 of demand-side nanpgépént'ékpense [
for the 1993 Test Year. ' This expense item will be’ the subject of.

a further agreeéement ‘or litigation. The demand-sidé management

expenses identified on the. Summary of Earnings tables (Appéndix
A) are DRA's proposed level of expenses and are presented in
these tables for illustrative purposes only. Thesé expénses do
not include the $6.831 (1993 §) associated with SDG&E's proposed
residential appliance efficiency incentives program. By ALY
Ruling dated April 2, 1992, consideration of this program and its

funding requirements (including neasurement and evaluation
activities) have beén transferred to R.91-08-003, I. 91-08=002,

_The Settlement Agreenent revenues do not include

SDGLE's requested dermand-side pmanagement incentive rewards.

SDGLE's entitlement to the requested rewards will be addréssed ‘

later in this proceeding.

1. Wunmm&nm
1_25225_1 SDGEE's Application includes the request for $2.6
aillion (1993%) (plus the assoolated tax effects) to pernit
costs associated with PBOPs for SDGL(E's active and
The revenues set forth in the Sunmary of

accrual of the

retired employees.
Earnings tables (Appendix A) &6 not reflect such costs., SDGLE's

request rests upon Financial Accounting Standard (“FAS®) 106

which requires the accrual of such costs for financial reporting

purposes. The Commission {s currently investigating in I. 90-07-

037 whether or not FAS 106 should be followed for ratenaking

purposes. Until the commission resolves this issue, DRA believes

that rate recovery beyond pay-as-you-go costs should not be

authorized. The Settlement Agreement revenues do not include
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SDGEE'S requested tunding levels reflecting full PBOPs acéfﬁil

1t is snticipated that a décision in 1.90-07-037 will
be issued well beforé year end 1992. Accordingly, the settling
Partiées agree that the level of 23095 expense in 1993 Test Year
rates should be governed by the commission's decision in 1.90-07-
037. The Séttling Parties further agree that if the commission's
1.80-07-037 decision authorizes accrual accounting of PEOPS costs
for ratemaking purposés, any additional 0&M expense (including
tax effects) should be authorized in the final revenue )
requirements decision setting January 1, 1993 révenue levels,.
consistéent with the decision in 1.90-07-037. In the event a
decision in I.90-07-037 is not issuéd before the final revenue
réquirenents’declsion, but is subsequently issued #pproving
accrual accounting for ratemaking purposes, SDGSE should be
authorized to adjust its gas and electric margins consistent'vith
that decisfion. These margin adjustments gshould be reflected in
SDGLE's next rate proceedings where such margins are addressed.

12. Total Compensation Study. The Settling Parties

acknowledge that conducting a total compensation study may not be

practicable. Accordingly, they recommend that the comnission
convene generic workshops to deternine the feasibility and value
of requiring such studies by the major california energy
utilities and, if appropriate, the methodologies to be employed.
13. Mﬂw
Costs. The Settlement Agreement O&M expense does not include anf
1993 Test Year administrative costs for SDGLE'S LIRA prograam.

The Settling Parties agree that theseé costs should continue to be
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recorded in the LIRA balancing account and ‘recovered thréugh

SDG&E's ECAC and BCAP prOceedinqs.,
14. Intervenor Fees. The settling Parties agree that

jntérvenor compensation awards should bé récovered by SDG&E

through {ts fuel clause proceedings by crediting the appropriate

palancing account when the award payment is madé. Thé révenues

proposed in this settlemént Agreement do not include recovery of

any such awards.

15. e “EBE"

The Settling Parties agree that the total proposed
include any funding for

Expenses.
1693 Test Year revenués for SDGEE do not
Emerging Business Enterprise (Women/Minority Business Enterprise)
expenses. 7The commission has yet to open an investigation to
review SDGLE's (and other utilities') EBE 1993 projected cés'f.s.

The Settling Parties agree that it is uncertain whether or not '
the commission will initiate and complets such an investigation

in sufficient time to include the 1993 EBE projected expense in
SDGLE's authorized 1993 rates. Accerdingly, SDGLE has.
distributed testimony in this proceeding describing its 1993
programs and budget, SDGSLE's "Report on Emerging Business

Enterprises® (SDGLE-17). The Settling Parties agree that this

report, together with those of DRA and other interested parties,
should be examined in this proceeding. The settling Parties

further agree that, in the event funding for SDG(E's 1993 EBE

expenses is not otherwise authorized prior to the final revenue

requirement decision setting January 1, 1993 revenue levels, this

decision should include the additional funding demonstrated
ough the evidence presented in the GRC hearings. .

to be

reasonable thr

16~
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B. AMORTIZATION EXPENSE, - o

1. mmgg_zmjﬂ_ts The Settling parties agree
that no costs for g;s-related abandoned or canceled preﬁects'
included in SDGLE's application should be réecovered through this
GRC proceeding, The settling Parties also agree that SDGEE

should recover through amortization the costs of abandoned or

canceled electric projects at the rate of $1.505 nillion per year

for six years.
2, goftware. The capitalization of software costs
implicit in the agreed upon amortization expense level is

governed by the following SDGELE policy: System software,

purchased in conjunction with hardware, will be charged to the

appropriate hardware plant account regardless of the lével of

cost. Software application systems, whether developed internally
if estimated

or externally, will be capitalized {n Account 303.1,

costs exceed $100,000. such costs may include évaluation,

programming, and installation. SDGSE will continue to flow

through the assoclated tax benefits.
¢c. AD VALOREM TAXES.

1.
The possibility exists that a settlement of litigation and

potential 1itigation will be executed between the State Board of

Equalization and various California counties and utilities,

including SDG&E. Such a settlement may alter the pethod of

property evaluation for ad valorem tax computation purposes. _The

commission has issued I. 92-03-052 to assure the flow through to

customers of any resulting reduction in property taxes achieved

through the settlement. The ad valorem tax expense agreed upon
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in this Settlement Agreement is subject to changé pending the

outcome of I, $2-03-052. : - S :

D. PAYROLL TAXES. | .
X. EIQA_Limit. The payroll tax é&pénse agréed upon by

the Settling Parties assumes a FICA limit of $60,300 (1993 $).

The Settling Parties agree that the adoptéd payroll tax expense

ultimately reflected in SDGEE's 1993 Test Year revenue

be the actual statutory limit for FICA

e to the 1993 calendar year. Accordingly,

requirement Shouid
withholding applicabl

any changé in the 1imit enacted prior to the final revenue

réequirement decision setting January 1, 1493 revenue leévels

should be applied in that decision.

Z. RATE BASE.

1. 7Tota) Test Year Rate Base. The Settling Parties
agree that the total rate base which the comnission should adopt .

for SDGLE's 1993 Test Year is $2,760.2 million. nowever, this
amount is subject to adjustment for 1993 plant additions
authorized in the commission's low emission véhicle ("LEV™)
investigation as further described {n subparagraph G.2., below.
2. 21;n;_ng1n_tgz_zn:nzs_nsg_izznrnzl- SDGLE's
proposed $255,000 in ratebase for PHFU has been excluded froa the
calculation of weighted averags rate base for Test Year 1993.
SDGLE agrees to the PHFU guidelines set forth in Appendix B to
Southern California Edison's 1688 GRC decision (D.87-12-066),
provided that: 1) the period for General Plant shall be five

years instead of three years}) and 2)'paragraph 2b of Appendix B

is revised to read as follows: "The need for each new itenm in

PHFU must be justified in the next general rate proceeding.” .
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Thése médif1Cations are consistent with the guideiines adopted

for SDGLE's 1989-1691 rate case cycle in pecision No. 86-09-063.

P, SALES AND CUSTOMER LEVELS.
The parties agree that the commission should adopt the

forecasts of electric, gas, and stean sales and customer leévels

set forth in Appendix D. The electric forecast was détermined in
pecision No. 92-04-061, SDGLE's most recent ECAC. The gas

forecast is DRA's recommended forecast vhich utilized more

[ |
currént historical data. The stean torecast reflects SDGLE'S

proposed estimate.
G. MISCELLANEOUB.

The Settling Parties agree to continué the lével of RD&D expenses

agreed upon in SDGLE's Modified Attrition (A.$1-03-001)

settlement Agreement. This treatment results in SDGLE recovering

$¢.0 million annually for funding of RDLD programs during this

rate case cycle, exclusive of franchise fees and uncollectible

expenses. The Settling Parties acknowledge that these .funds are
subject to one way balancing account treatment adopted in
pecision No. 88-09-063.. "If at the end of 1993 or 1994 SDGLE has
spent less than the total authorized annual funding, the Settling
parties agree that SDG&E should be allowed to carty torward the
next year and add it to the authorized
over-expenditures in any year
jed forward.

underexpenditure to the
jevel of spending for that year.

will be borne by shareholders and may not be carr

1f£, at the end of this rate case cycle (1993-1995) SDGLE has

spent less than the total authorized funding, SDGEE will file an
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advice letter by Harch 30, 1996 to reduce rates by the unspént

§ anount.
application includes a request to recover O&M éxpenses and

capital costs it desires to expend to continué its natural gas

vehicle ("NGV") Marketing program, following the expiration of

the existing funding authorized in Decision No. 91-07-017. SDGELE

{s also seeking $217,000 in this application for the purpose of
funding an electric vehicle ("EV") Marketing program. This EV

Marketing program is not inciuded in SDG&E's RD&D program

[
(=2

(discussed at Section III. G.1., above), but is separate and

(3
[

apart from the RD&D budget. The Settling Parties agree that the

-
N

Clean Alr Vehicles portion of the RDED budgef (including Hybrid

(T
- W

véhicle Development, original Equipment Manufacturer Dévelopment,
Emission Test Center and EV Battery Development) is apprOpriatély.
addressed in this proceeding: however, both the NGV and EV

N
L IR, N

Marketing program costs should be deferred to the LEV OII, I.91-

-
o«

10-029. Therefore, the total 1993 Test Year revenues agreed upon
by the Settling Parties do not include recovery of any of these

NGV and EV Marketing expenditures.
The -Settling Parties agres that the authorization of

NN e
» © v

additional NGV and EV Marketing program funding should be
detérmined in the Commission's LEV investigation, 1.91-10-029.
the Settling Parties acknowledge that I1.91~10-029 may

~N
N

However,
not resolve the pending issues regarding the continuation of

SDGLE's NGV program prior to the June 30, 1993 expiration of

current program funding. SDGLE reserves the right to seek

///
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additional interin funding through I. 91-10 029 or a separate ;

application. ‘ - | - 7
3. w;;mzﬂ&ml&i The set;tlirng"'pariief;';ér‘ee
that miscéllanéous revenues are projected to be $17.861 ﬁililoﬁ
for the 1993 Test Year. The allecation of this amount ambﬁg
services is $15.057 million for electric, $2.804 millién fof gas.
4. mmmmummmlmm . The
settling Parties recognize that various environmental-related
expénditures SDGLE may pake during the 1993 - 1995 rate casé
cycle are too uncertain to be estimated accurately at thlélfime.

The Settling rarties also recognize the need to establis§ a
mechanism by which SDGGE may recover all such reasonably incurred
costs. Accordingly, the Settling Parties propose that SDGLE be
authorized to use the pemorandum account procedures deScribéd
below to recover all reasonably {ncurred costs, subject to
subsequent reasonableness reviev.
a.mmwmmmm“
treatment. The two categories of expenditures to wvhich the
memorandum account procedures should apply are as follows!

. Bsm2din1_AEIi!i&12E_Bslﬂtﬁd_tQ_HQZAzﬂﬂns_Enﬁte
sites. This category should inoclude costs incurred in
connection with former panufactured gas plant sites, as well
As other types of sites. This category should also include
all hazardous waste clean-up costs pertaining to the ESCO
substation construction site incurred after the date of
execution of this Settlement Agreéement. Recoverable

expenses should include investigation expenses related to




5&.9111

. mmmxu , co
the remediation ‘at the site, as well as a11 expenditures

| 'associated with: actual clean-up activity.

_ Recoverable expenses should not include the costs of
;préllminary investigations which are conducted to provide an
initial asséssmént of the contamination at a site and the

 associated health risks, Révenues for preliminary
"1n§éstigatioﬁs are included in the settlement Agreement

revenue requirement.

"+ Environmental compliance activities Not Funded

ey . ‘The costs of

O O N O W E W N e

[
o

o
conpliance activities recoverable through the memorandum

account process described herein include the costs of such

-
(=3

.’_,
N

activities vhich the Settling Parties agree are not

-
W

. recovered in the Settlement Agreement revenues, including!
i. SDGEE Project No. 91078: Encina and.

South Bay Secondary Containment Waste Water Treatment

e e e
EU Y. L

Facilities,

vl

i{i. SDG&E Project No. 91079¢ Senate

Bill 14-Hazardous Waste Source Reducgion,
{i1. SDG&E Project No. 91081: Bay and

N e
o

Estuary Plan -- mitigation peasures required in -

N
-

connection with NPDBS permits,
iv. socu: Project No. 91080t Plant

NN
“W N

podifications necessary to comply with proposed APCD

N
r

Rule 69, and

N
"

v. Compliance activities in response to

N
o

other subsequently adopted environmental regulations.

N [ M]
[ S ]
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b.
SDGLE will furéué recovery Of the environmental expéndifdres 

subject to memorandum account treatmént through the following

pfoceduresz - .-
. Hazardous Waste Managemeént Projects = For each
hazardous waste nanagemeﬁt project site, SDGLE shall file an
advice letter which complies with the informational
réquireménts previously specified for such advice letters in

O B N O L L N e

pecision No. 88-09-020. Following Commission approval of

the advice letter request, expenditures incurred on such

[
(=2

projects shall be recordéd in SDGSE's hazardous waste

-
-

panagement memorandum account authorlzed by Resolution No.

(v
N

2987 (March 31, 1992). Costs recorded in this account shall

vy
™)

be recoverable in rates to the extent the commission

e
(PR

.suhsequently deternines them to have beeén reasonably

[
[,

incurred.

pecision No. 91-10-046, the commission authorized SDGEE to

-
-

e
o o

establish an environmental compliance pemorandum account and

~N
o

to record therein certain erivironmental compliance

»
-

expenditures incurred in 1992, following the £iling and
‘approval of an advice letter. The Settling Parties agree

N NN
o~ w N

that the previously-ordered advice letter process should be
retained through the 1693-1995 rate case cycle and expanded'

e
'y

to include all applicable environmental compliance

N
o

expenditures jncurred during that cycle, except Rule 69-
related NOox modifications at SDGLE power plants. Expenses

N
-]
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recorded in the environmental compliance memorandun account
ghould be réeviewed for reasonableness in a future SDGLE ‘
ECAC, or such other proceéding as the Commission shail
designate. Expenéés found to bé reasonable will be included
in SDG4E's rates.

plants - The Settling Parties concur that the magnitude and
significance of certain Rule €9-related NOx modifications at

P S S R S DS CI VU

SDGLE power plants may require more extensive review prior
to6 SDGLE's receipt of authority to record the costs of these

VR
» o

compliance activities in a memorandum account. Accordingly,

[y
N

for Rulé é9-related NOx modifications at SDGLE power plants
the Settling Parties have agreed that, following the

R o
w

adoption of the final Rule 69 by the San Diegd Air Pollution

-t
-~

control District ("APCD"), SDGLE may request pernissi.On to .

| ot
w

opén a memérandum account via an advice letter £iling for
each generating unit that may require retrofit. 1In its

advice letter f£iling, SDGEE will providet
{. The Rule ¢9 compliance schedule and a forecast

e
N Lo

N e e
o v o

of compliance costs, including operation and
paintenance costs, and refurbishment costs.
ii{. An analysis of the long-term plan for each
plant for which SDGLE seeks permission to obtain a

N NN
W W e

mpemporandum account.,

N
r

i11i. A comparative assessment of thé long-term

N
w

costs of retrofitting and operating the plant to .

[
(-3

various alternatives to retrofits. The alternative .

N
~1

analysis will consider retrofits, plant retirements,

L
w
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repowering, and emission credits, it any, as applied

under Rule 69 to the SDGLE systen.'

Recognizing that the APCD compliancé schéduleé may
require immediate action by SDGSE, DRA will review the Rule
65 advice letter and offer a recommendation to the
commission within €0 days of the Advice Letter filing. Upon
{ssuance of a commission resolution, SDGLE will be

authorized to record its Rule 69-rélated NOX nodification

expénses in a memorandum account. A separate authorization

and account will be used for each generating unit. The

recorded memorandum account expenses will bé reéeviewed for

n L) LS X I Sl [ (%3 ~N ~
W N M e WN O Vv e W :. ﬁt : ﬂ ﬂ

reasonableness in a separate SDG&LE application or a future
GRC. Expénses found to be reasonable will be included in
SDGE&E rates. SDG&E will include the cost of complying with

Rule €% in future BRPU filings.
$. Photovoltaic Svystems. The Settling Parties agrée
that SDGLE will inform customers who apply for unecononic 1line
extensions of alternate energy sources including, but not limited

to, photovoltaic systems. The information provided will include

general ranges of costs for the various alternatives and will
encourage custoners to conduct their own specitic 1nquiries on
alternatives to unecononic 1ine extensions. The information
SDGLE provides also will include an appropriate disclaimer

eliminating any implied warranty of the quality or cost of the
SDGLE will consult with its DS

Advisory Committee concerning the content of the information

enérgy sources identified.

provided.
///
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6. Attrition. SDG&E's Application requested higher

L]

than normal ‘attrition allowances in 1994 and 1995, based 6n its .

forecast of capital ‘additions. DRA proposed lower than normal
attrition allowances for SDG&E based on imputing add;tional
productivity increases in 1994 and 1995.

The Settling Partlies agree that these proposals shall
not be adopted in this settlement, nor shall the Settling Parties

pursue thesé proposals in SDGEE's 1994 or 1995 attrition

proceedings.
Iv.
ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS
A. PERPORMANCE.

The Settling Parties agree to perform diligently, and
in good faith, all actions required or implied hereunder,
including, but not necessarily linited to, the execution of any
othér documents required to effectuate the terms of this
Settlement Agréement, and the preparation of exhibits for, and
presentation of witnesses at, any required hearings to obtain the
approval and adoption ot thi- Settlement Agreement by the
commission. No Settling Party will contest in this proceeding,
or in any other forum, or in any manner before this commission,
the recomméndations contained in this Settlement Agreement. It
{s understood by the Settling parties that time is of the essence
in obtaining the cormission's approval of this settlemeént
Agreement and that all will extend their best efforts to ensure

its adoption.

/// "'
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B, CONTRIBUTIOH oF - UC&N. '
For purposes of deternining intervenor compensation,

the undersigned parties acknowledge the contribution of UCAN

during the discovery phase and settlement negotiation process.
puring the discovery phasé¢, UCAN was the most active party, aside
from DRA. Because the settlement Agreement was reached prior to

the date for filing intervenor testimony, UCAN did not file
formal testimony. However, it presenteéd expert substantiation of
{ts positions during the settlement phase of thé case and
participated in an informed, expért mannér.

C. TEE PUBLIC INTEREST.

The Settling Parties agree jointly by executing and
suhnitting this settlement Agreenent that the relief requested
herein is just, fair and reasonable, and in thé public interest.

The Settling Parties acknowledge the value of inq}uding

all active participants in this case in the settlement process.

Accordingly, the Settling parties agree that in any future SDG&E

rate proceedings, reasonable efforts shall be pade to include all

active parties at the commencement of settlement negotiations.

D. MNON-PRECEDENTIAL EZYFECT.
This Settlement Agreement is not intended by the
settling P&rties to be binding precedent for any future

The Settling Parties have assented to the terms of
g at the

proceeding.
this Settlement Agreement only for the purpose of arrivin

settlement embodied in this Settlement Agreement. Each Settling

Party expressly reserves its right to advocate, in current and

future proceedings, positions, principles, assumptions, arguments

and methodologies which may be different than those underlying
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this settlenent Agreement, and the Settiing Parties expressly 5

declare that, as provided in Rule 51.8 of the Commission's Rules
of Practice and Procedure, ‘this settlenent Agreenent should not ‘
be considered as a precedént for or against theém.
E. INDIVISIBILITY. |
This Settlement Agréement eémbodies compromisés of the
Settling Parties' positions. No {ndividual term of this
settlement Agreéeméent is assented to By any Settling Party except
in consideération of ‘the other Séttling Parties' assents to all

other terms. Thus, the Settlement Agreemeént is indivisible and

éach part is interdependent on each and all other parts. Any
party may withdraw from this settlement Agreement if the
commission modifies, deletes from, or adds to the disposition of

the matters stipulated herein. The Settling Parties agree,
hovever, to negotiate in good faith with regard to any - .
Commission-ordered changes in order to restore the balance of
ber{efits and burdens, and to exercise the right to withdraw only

if such negotiations are unsuccessful.

The Settling Parties acknowledge that the positions
expressed in the Settlement Agreement were repche'd after
consideration of all positions advanced in the prepared testimony
of SDGLE and DRA, as well as numerous proposals offered by UCAN
and the city of san Diego during the settlement ‘negotiations.
This document sets forth the entire agreement of Settling Parties
on all of those issues, except as specitically described within

the Settlement Agreement. The terms and conditions of this

Settlement Agreement may only be modified in writing subscribed

by all Settling parties. ‘
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¥, APPENDICEB.

APPENDICES A through D to this Settlement. Agreement are

part of the agreement of_the Settling pPartiés and are

incorporated by reférénce.

Dated this sth'ddy*bf May, 1992 in San Diego,

california.

ram Manager
DIVISION OF RATEPAYER
ADVOCATES of the california
Public vtilities commission

By!

.- MICHAEL SHAMES
Exécutive Diréctor '
UTILITY CONSUMERS' ACTION

NETWORK

ST BAUM

serlior Vice President Law
and corporate Affairs and
Geéneral Counsel

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

COMPANY

///W_,e

PETER V. ALLEN
Deputy City Attorney
CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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Com bined Departmen ts
- +(000’s ) .

‘DRA SDG&B
1993 Report Request ' Scttlement

$1,227,736  $1,161,466

REVENUES $1,132,287

O & M EXPENSE

Supply

Storage

Production

Transmission

Distribution ,
Customer Accounting
Uncollectibles ‘
Administrative & General
Franchise Fees : '
Demand-side Managemcnt
Energy Services - .
Adjustments

Qubtotal ($1988)

Labor Escalation

Non-Labor Escalation

TOTAL O & M EXPENSE ($1993) 423,938 $487,877
Depreciation/Amortization 219,548 $28677 $222,859
Ad Valorem Taxes 3, $43,276
Payroll & Misc. Taxes . - $6,092 S? 437 $7,437
Income Taxes 3150.935

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE $9R2.576° $864,743

Net Operating Incone $291,844 $305,160 $296,723
Rate Base . $2,714,824 $2,838,694 $2,760,210

Rate of Return 10.75% 10.75% 10.75%

. JRA’s DSM number adjusted for the Pilot Bidding Program deferral to the DSM OII/OIR.

Appendix A
Page 1 of &




E]ectric Department :
( 000’s)

‘DRA o SDG&B__
B 1993 Report Request Settlement

REVENUES B $955.762 $1,037,645 $978,684

O & M EXPENSE
Production 02,244 $115,124
Transmission §5 | $9,554
Distribution _ 32,519 $37.229
Customer Accounting $24,906
Uncollectibles , 32,932
Administrative & General $77,702
Franchise Fees . 519,720
Demand-~side Managcmcnt 2,666 $44,825
Energy Services ) $0 $2,018
Adjustment I {34,149 .30
Subtotal ($1988) - $334,010
Labor Escalation . 1,513 $26,965 $23,
Non-Labor Escalation . $24.812 $34.534 24
$395,509 $353,666

TOTAL O & M EXPENSE ($1993)

Depreciation/Amortization S198615 $193,469

Ad Valorem Taxes 37,35 | $37,647
$4,567 $5,569

Payroll & Misc. Taxes
Income Taxes $128,308 $130,980

$7102.678 $721.331

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE

$253,084 §257,353
$2,354,270 $2.466,775 $2.393,084
10.75% 10.75% 10.75%

Net Operating Income
Rate Base

Rate of Return

* DRA's DSM numbser adjusted for the Pilot Bidding Program deferral to the DSM OIl/OIR. .

Appendix A
Page 2 of &
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Tentative

1993 Report ' _ Settlement
593) (593)
REVENUES | $174,932 $181,142

O & M EXPENSE
Supply : ’ $578
Storage _ : ¥ §281
Transmission $5,941
Distribution y - ' $21,288
Customer Accounting : $15,316
Uncollectibles o ) 43! $456
Administrative & Genéral 25,80 _ . $28,000
Franchise Fees - _ $3,4 , - $3,628
Demand—side Management , : 99 “ $10,035 *
“nergy Services | 80 {29[ 16

- ‘ 0 (5594)

djustment
TOTAL O & M EXPENSB $80934 | $85.392
: $29,139

Ad Valorem Taxes  $41 s $5.612
: $1,830

Payroll & Misc. Taxes 1, R
Income Taxes $19,867

Depreciation/Amortization

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE i ‘ $141.840

Net Operating Income $39,912 $39,302
Rate Base $359,933 $371,270 $365,601

Rate of Return 10.75% 10.75% 10.75%

* DRA’s DSM number adjusted for the Pilot Bidding Program being deferred to the DSM Oll/OIR.
APPENDIX A
Page 3 of &




Steam Departmcnt
( 000’s ) |

: DRA
1993 chort

Settlement
REVENUES

O & M EXPENSE

Productlon

Distribution

Customer Accounting
Uncollcctibles
Administrative & General

Franclnse Fees
Adjustment
Subtotal (s 1988)

Labor Escalation _
Non-Labor Escalation

TOTAL O & M EXPENSE (§1993)
Depreciation/Amortization
Ad Valorem Taxes 7

Payroll & Misc. Taxes
Income Taxes

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE

Net Operating Income
Rate Base '

Rate of Return

Appendix A
Page & of &
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SAN DIEGO GAS&ELECTRIC COMPANY .
1993 GENERAL RATE CASE
“A.91-11-024

LABOR, NON-LABOH 'AND OTHER

OPERATING & MAINTENANCE EXPENSE ALLOCATION *
, (000$) , :

ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT (10883)

$115,91%

LABOR
NON-LABOR _ . $119,540

OTHER
TOTAL

GAS DEPARTMENT (19863) I

$45.245
$284,699

LABOR

NON-LABOR

OTHER
TOTAL

STEAM DEPARTMENT (1 saa!q'

LABOR

NON-LABOR -

OTHER
TOTAL

* Note: Excludes Franchise Fees & Uncoliectibles
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| ELEGTRIC DEPARTMENT (15888) .

LABOR N '  NON-LABOR

SDGAE DRA  SETTLEMENT [SDGAE  DRA  SETTLEMENT

PRODUCTION * $56,222 §$51,114 $51,998 $46,726  $38,891  $30,652
TRANSMISSION $5.668 6,727  $5727 $3.670  $3,200 833N
DISTRIBUTION $21,756  $19.999 $20.825 $15473  $12,520 $13,908
CUSTOMERACCTG  $14,283 §$13,002 $13862 .| $8.367  $7456  $7.667
ALG $21,304 $10478  $19.775 $35441 $10,633  $20.5%4
. DEM.-SIDEMGMT **  $4,623  $4,364 ~ $4,036 $40,.202 $35,302 $33613
ENERGY SERVICES ~ $1,386 $O  $1.285 $632 $0 $335
ADJUSTMENT $0  (84,145) ($1.294) $o0 80 $0
TOTAL $124,322 $109,539 $115915 $150,541 $120,092 $119,540

« Note: SDGAE'S share of SONGS O&M Is $38,523 (1abor) and $20,964 (non-labdi) in 1988$
** Note: Uséd DRA's DSM Report numbeér for Seftlement scenasio adjusted to defer Pilot

ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT (193439

OTHER . TOTAL

SDGAE DRA SETTLEMENT |$DGSE  DRA SETTLEMENT

PRODUCTION $13,176  $12230 $12239 $115,024 $102.244 $104,089
TRANSMISSION $0 $0 $9.328 $9,017  $0,098
DISTRIBUTION . o 8 $37.220 $32519  $34,733
CUSTOMERACCTG  $2,225  $2358  $2,3%8. $24,906  $22816 $23,787
ALG _ $20,867 $30.576 $34,648 $7T7,702  $80,687 $75017
DEM.-SIDE MGMT* $0 $0 $0 $44,825 '$42,666 $37,649

$0 $0

$0 .

ENERGY SERVICES $0 $2,018 $O  $1.62
ADJUSTMENT $0 $0 C S0 ($4,145) ($1.204)

TOTAL $36,268 $45,173 $49.245 $311,132 $274,804 3284.699

Appendix B
Page 20 4
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" GAS DEPARTMENT (19885)

LABOR ' NON-LABOR

SDGAE DRA  SETTLEMENT SDGAE DRA SETTLEMENT

SUPPLY $1,028 s1011 § 029 $272 $301 $272
STORAGE s$76 $77 $77 $204 $102 $153
TRANSMISSION $2,676  $2.495  $2,586 $1.499  $1.540  $1,524
DISTRIBUTION $12,882 $13269 S$13517 . $3836  $4,143  $3,070
CUSTOMERACCTG  S$7.781  $7,083  $7.388 $4,574  $4,061  $4,265
ASG $7,306  $6,656  $6,786 $11.958 85902  $6.227
DEM.-SIDE MGMT*  $1,071  $1,083 $1. 017 $7472  $7.534  §7.226
ENERGY SERVICES $5568 $0 $301 - $500 $0 $79
ADJUSTMENT S0 ($1.554)  (3488) $0 $0 $0

TOTAL » $34,378 $30,120 $32,183 $30,315 $23,592 $23,736

* Note: Used DRA's DSM Report number for Settiement scenario adjusted to defer Pilot
Biddng Program cost

GAS DEPARTMENT 5198831

TOTAL
' |SDGAE__ DRA SETTLEMENT

SUPPLY ' $3 $332 $321
STORAGE . $280 $179 $230
TRANSMISSION | ss100 84978 ss.ou
DISTRIBUTION $ $17.718 . $17.412
CUSTOMER ACCTG : 1, 4 $13,667 $12429 312.958
ASG 4 $25.237 $23,115

DEM.-SIDE MGMT* $0 | $8543 88617 $8.243
$380

ENERGY SERVICES $1,058 $0
($1,654)  ($468)

ADJUSTMENT ) , $0
TOTAL $71,833  $65,508
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STEAM DEPARTMENT (19885)

LABOR NON-LABOR

SDG&E DRA SETTLEMENT [SDG&E DRA SETTLEMENT

PRODUCTION $348  $301 $328 $258  $251 $267
DISTRIBUTION $50 $47 $47 $17 $16 $16
CUSTOMER ACCTG $2 $2 $2 $1 $1 $1
ALG $73 $67 $69 $224 $54 $58
ADJUSTMENT $0 (336)  ($19) $0 $0 80

TOTAL $473  $381 $435 $500  $322  $342

STEAM DEPARTMENT (19888)

PRODUCTION

DISTRIBUTION

CUSTOMER ACCTG

ASG

ADJUSTMENT
TOTAL

Appeéndix B
Page 4 of 4
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APPENDIX N
. ghe Settling Parties agree the comnission should adopt the

postage calculation and forecast as referenced in Paragraph
IIX.A.5, and shown below. - ‘

A standard number of pieces of mail ﬁerscustdmér is found by

dividing the numbers of pieces of mail in the most recent year

for which recorded data is available (1991) by the number of

customers in the most recent year for which recorded data is

available.

This the average numbér of pieces per customer is then

muitiplied by the number of customers estimated for the test

year. That total is then multiplied by the current (nominal)

postage rate(s). :

The formula is applied to each postal class to develop the

aggregate postage requirement.

1991 - 1693

Custonmers 1,111,225 1,152,843

Pieces qu Customer 13.44 13.44

- 1992 PIECES ' PIECES POSTAGE
CLASS RATE (060) (%) (000) EXPENSE

carrier Route 0.230 11,059 74.1% 11,477 $2,639,727
 Presort 0.248 764 5.1 793 196,645
Presort + Fee 0.258 1,641 11.0 1,703 439,244
5 pigit Bar 0.233 75 0.5 78 18,186
3 Digit Bar 0.239 28 . 0.2 26 6,244
Zip + 4 0.242 _1,366 9.1 ~1.418

Total 14,930 100% 15,494  $3,643,044

Allocation of postage expense for the 1993 Test Year, by
service department is as followsi

Electric 64.738% $ 2,358,100
Gas 35.26% 1,284,500
Stean .01% 400

Appendix C.
Page 1 of 1
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\ectrie salsx and Customers The Settling Parties agres.
the commission shoulQ;adopt;thé'féllovinq forecast of electrio
cales and customers in total and by classt - L
L S Year End
Class - pillions of Kwhrs . Customers
Residential §,572.3 | 1,029,964
commercial 5,609.6 116,810
Industrial 3,193.9 547
Agricultural Power 236.1 3,961
Streetlighting 67,3 1,540
Resale —_—0.2 —_—

.

Total 14,679.4 ‘ T 1,152,843

2. Gas Sales apd Custopers The scttliné\Pattles agree that
the commission ghould adopt the following forscast of gas sales and
customers in total and by class! ‘ ,

| Year End
cust _

‘l' 4- - Qlass '. |
Residential . 338.2
| Non-Residential _352.8
Sub-total i 691.0

707,118

Interdepartaental _as84.1
Total 1,075.1

3, Steam Sales and Customers The Settling Parties agres
that the Commission should adopt the following forscast of steam
sales and custonmerst v znd>

) ear En

.
Schedule 1 25,805
Schedule 2 -0
Total : 25,805
Appendix D
‘Page 1 of 1
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