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FIRsT INTERIM OPIIUONt PHASE 1 ISSUES 

1, summary of Decision 
This First Interim opinion decides phase 1 issues in the 

Test Year 1993 general rate case (GRC) 6f pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E). The major issues are test year revenue 
requirement, including appropriate levels of compensAtion for 
PG&E's employees; research, development, and demonstration (RD&D) 

activities; the Joint Recommendation for demand-side management 
(DSM); the Clean Air vehicle (CAV) program; a NOx retrofit recovery 
mechanism; methodological advancements in marginal cost development 
and refinements in revenue allocation. 

The principAl result of this decision is to authorize 
PG&E an increase over revenues at present rates of 3.42% for the 
Electric Department and 2.86% for the Gas Department. These 
figures are based on the January 1, 1993 consolidated changes in 
revenues reflecting the Return on Rate (ROR) Base adopted in 
Application (A.) 9~-05-006 et al., and Our decision on revenue 
requirement for the Electric Department in A.92-04-001. 

In adopting these increases, we have reduced PG&E's 
request for the Electric Department by $121,925,000 and $41,786,000 
for the Gas Department. - Our reductions in these areas were based 
on the inadequacy of P~&E'S affirmative showing. Likewise, for the 
areas where we approved PG&E's request, PG&E met its burden of 

proof. 
Generally, we have found PG&E's compensation levels 

supported by the record. However, we have made a sli9ht reduction 
and require further information in PG&E'S next GRe. In addition, 
we hold that post-Retirement Benefits Other Than pensions (PBOPs) 
shall be handled consistently with our decision in Investigation 

(I.) 90-07-037. 
Overall, in the areas of marginal cost and revenue 

allocation, we adopt PG&E's proposals. We believe PG&E proposals 
advance the accuracy of marginal cost pricing, and send more 
correct signals to consumers. Likewise, PG&E's proposal overall 
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presents a more accurate ,represontation of the agricultural class' 
nearness to Equal Percentage of Marginal Cost (EPMC)° 

2. procedural Background 
The long road leading to issuance of this decision begail 

when PG&E filed its Notice of Intent (NOI) on August 16, 1991. 
This filing began the process for a December 1992 decision pursuant 
to the rate case plan set out in Decision (D.) 89-01-040. At 
roughly the same time PG&E filed its NOlI it also provided 
substantial responses to Division of Ratepayer Advocates' (ORA) 

master data request4 
DRA indicated some 29 deficiencies in the NOI. After 

correcting and resolving these deficiencies, the NOI was accepted 
by letter of Executive Director on septewber 26, 1991. Sixty days 
after the acceptance of the NOI, PG&E filed Application (A.) 
91-11-036 on November 26, 1991, requesting significant rate 

increases. 
The original application requested authorization to 

increase revenue recovery over rAtes in effect on November 26, 
1991, by $60~,654,OOO tor the Electric Department and $221,595,000 
fo~ the Gas Department, for a combined increase of $831,549,000. 

- The~e incrE.O!ses equate to an 8.2' increase for the electric, sid~ of 
_ thebusines5 ana an 8.7\ increase for the gas portion of the 

company, resulting in an overall increase of 8.3\. 
A prehearirtg conference was held before the assigned 

administrative law judges (ALJs) on January 10, 1992. several 
procedural matters were discussed and based on those 
representations and the rate case plan, the ALJs issued a ruling, 
dated January 17, 1992, establishing a schedule for the evidentiary 
hearings to begin on March 19, 1992. It was d~termined that all. 
issues other than rate design would be heard in phase 1 of this 
application pursuant to the rate case plan. 
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e In addition, the ALJs' ruling adopted PG&E's 
recommendation that the electric sales forecast used in this 
proceeding would be the same as that adopted in PG&E's 1992 Enargy 
COst Adjustment clause;(ECAC) proceeding_ 

In addition, PG&E's motion for a protective order with 
respect to certain computer models and input data was granted. 
Finally, the ALJs' ruling consolidated the Geysers Unit 15 
1.90-02-043) and related case A.90-04-003, with this GRC. 

Meanwhile, as required by the rate case plan, on 
January 15, 1992, PG&E filed a revised results of operation 
proposed exhibit. This exhibit (PG&E Exhibit 21) reduced PG&E's 
requested increase to $475,597,000 for the Electric Department, and 
$118,756,000 for the Gas Department, or a combined total o£ 
$594,353,000. This $237 million reduction from PG&E's original 
application reflects the impact of the January 1992 rate chaJ\ge~ 
that resulted from the 1992 attrition decision and the lowered 1992 
authorized return on equity of 12.65\. These numbers continued to 
change as the proceeding progressed. 

As is the nOrm inGRCs, the Commission instituted an 
investigation to be a companion case to this application. ~he 
purpose 6£ this investigation is for the Commission to have a 
procedural forum and vehicle to fully act on recommendations on 
reVenue requirement, rates, practices, adequacy of electric and gas 
transmission and/or storage facilities, and other aspects of PG&E's 
operations which may be beyond the confines of the relief requested 
in A.91-11-0l6. Thus, I.92-02-0~2 was consolidated with 
A.91-11-036 on February 5, 1992 by order of the Commission. 

ordinarily, we do not comment on various procedurAl 
motions that the ALJ handles during the course of the case. 
However, we wish to affirm the AL3 /s proper handling of a 
particular motion prior to the commencement of hearings. Six 
parties to the proceeding (calling themselves "the Gang of SiX-) 
filed a motion to exclude certain evidence relating to PG&E's 
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proposed changes in marginal cost methodology_ The moving parties 
weres the california Department of General Services (t;>GS), the 
California Large Energy Consumers' Association (eLEeA), the 
California Manufacturers' Association (CHA); the Federal Ex~cutive 
Agencies (FEA), the Industrial Users (IU), and Toward Utility Rate 
Normalization (TURN). These parties requested the commission t6 
dismiss prior to hearings PG&E's proposals for area-specific 
transmission and distribution costs development, area-specific load 
development, and the present Worth method calculations of these 
costs ort the 9rounds that the proposals were 56 complex and data
intensive that they constituted a -black box· that could not be 
adequately tested, replicated, or verified by anyone including the 
Commission and its staff. Not surprisingly, the motion was opposed 
by PG&8 in addition to several other parties. The Agricultural 
Energy Consumers' Association CAECA), the California Farm Bureau 
Federation (CFBF), the California Cit.y-County Streetlight 
Association (Cai-SLA), and the Association of calif6rnia Water 
Agencies (ACWA) joined PG&E in opposing the motion. PG&E's 
position was that these new proposals were no mOre complex than 
other previous methodol09ical advances such as the ELFIN and PROMOD 

computer models, and frankly nowhere near as radical as the 
Commission's shift from embedded costs t6 marginal costs. Oral 
argument was held on the motion on Harch 23, 1992. The ALJ denied 
the motion in its entirety. We agree with the ALJ ruling and will 
discuss the subject matter of the motion and its underlying merits 
in a later section in this decision. As this later section will 
bear out, we believe it is important to allow parties to cOme 
forward with new ideas and suggest improvements to our current 
methodologies. The objecting parties seemed well able to deal with 
the issues by the time of hearings. 

Some 51 days of hearings have been held in this 
proceeding resulting in nearly 5,500 pages of transcripts, 
268 exhibits have been received in evidence with pages numbering in 
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the thousands, and briefs totaling nearly 1,500 pages have _been 

received from many par~ies. 
In addition to the parties already mentioned, we received 

briefs from the California Energy Commission (CEC), the coalition 
for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies (CEERT), the 
cogeneration Service Bureau (CSB), the County of Lake (County), the 
Union Intervenors (unions), and the Natural Resources oe£ens~ 
Council (NRDC). 

In addition to the filing of their briefs, PG&E and ORA 
submitted a Comparison Exhibit (Exhibit 235) on July 8, 1992 as 
required by the rate case plan, The Comparison Exhibit compares 
PG&E's and ORA's analyses of the 1993 Test Year showings On results 
of operAtions, resource assumptions, marginal costs, and revenue 
allocation, among other issues. In the Comparison Exhibit, PG&E 
presented further revised results of operations which modified the 
company's 1993 CRC requested increase to $412,143,000 for the 
Electric Department and $85,623,000 for the Gas Department or a 
total of $497,776,000. These Comparison Exhibit numbers showed yet 
another decrease in the total requested increase PG&E was seeking. 

The overall requested rate increases changed once Again 
in the septembet update exhibit (Exhibit 237) and agAin in the 
consolidated ECAC/GRC request to $484 million. Based on the ALJ 
proposed ROR in A.92-05-009 the number changes again to $393 . 
million. We note PG&E does not endorse the proposal in the cost of 
capital proceeding. phase 1 of this proceeding wAs submitted as of 

October 6, 1992. 1 

1 Additionally, we wish to acknowledge the fine job done by the 
project managers for both PG'E and DRA in their efforts to be 
cooperative and produce excellent comparative exhibits for our use. 
Winifred Walters from PG&E and Bill Y. Lee from DRA are both to be 
commended. 
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3. Public Participation Hearings 
In an effort to get opinions from the affected ratepayers 

regarding PG&E's requested rate increase, the ALJs travelled to 
nine locations in PG&E'S service area convening public 
participation hearings' Santa Rosa, Willits, Auburn, Chico, 
Dublin; Watsonville, Bakersfield, Fresno, and San Francisco. 
Nearly 100 people made statements at these hearings. In addition, 
commissioner John ohanian attended the pUblic participation hearing 
in Fresno. The Commission also received over 400 letters from PG&E 
customers, nearly all of whom object to the rate increase requested 
by PG&E. 

While many letters and speakers at public participation 
hearings had unique concerns, there were several consistent themes, 

Host speakers believed that PG&E's rates are increasing 
far more rapidly than people's incomes and other factors such as 
consumer price indices. They believe rates are already too high 
for the average ratepayer, but especially onerous for seniors and 
people with low and fixed incomes. Another COmmon theme was that 
the economic times do not warrant an increAse. They point out that 
unemployment and the recession are making it very difficult for 
people to make ends meet. Thirdly, many ratepayers noted that the 
conservation ~easures that had been encouraged by PG&E are not 
paying off. Several people commented that while they have cut 
their energy usage dramatically their energy bills continue to 
rise. 

In nearly every location there were many representatives 
of the farming community, The farmers pointed out that energy 
costs are a large proportion of their overall costs of production, 
ranginq anywhere from 15% to 25\. They claim that increases in 
rates continue to contribute to Agriculture'S decline and loss of 
productivity for the State. Farmers believe that it is unfair for 
them to continue to shoulder rate increases when much of the growth 
driving up PG&E's rates come from business and from housing 
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replacing agricultural land. Therefore, farmers believe that they 
should not be responsible for costs caused by new growth. In 
addition, the farmers argued that the high energy costs are forcing 
more and more farmers to convert to diesel fuel generators which is 
in conflict with the overall goals of increased environmental 
protection which PG&E espouses. Finally, farmers complain that the 
State of california is sending them contradictory messages. On the 
one hand, government entities involved in water tell farmers that 
surface water must gO to urban areas while at the same time this 
Commission's rate policies continue to drive up the cOsts o£ 
pumping groundwater. 

Many farmers pointed out the irony that water 
conservation techniques in fact often result in using more power at 
increasingly expensive rates. Several farmers urge the Commission 
to consider carefully the new methodologies of cost allocation that 
are being proposed by PG&E for various customer classes. It is 
their contention that the agricultural class as a group is already 
paying its fair share. -Farmers are voting with their dollars and 
moving out of PG&E.- (RT 6*193.) The farmers testified that many 
ot the very largest agricultural users have already left PG&E's 
system. They contend that this prOpOsed rate increase will drive 
smaller farmers off the system also. Then PG&E will be in position 
at haVing lost the margin that those farmers provide in addition to 
the increase in air pollution that will result from leaving PG&E's 
system. The ALJ also directed PG&E to address the issue of farmers 
using diesel engines and its impact On air quality during the 
evidentiary phase of the hearings. 

Another issue that came out at several different 
locations 6f the public participation hearings was the issue of 
employee discount that PG&E gives as a perqulsite or benefit of 
employment. The ALJ ordered PG&E to address that issue during 
evidentiary hearings. The evidence indicated that it would be more 
costly to compensate PG&E employees for the 1085 of the employee 
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discount than it is to give th6 ·employeediscount. In addition, 
PG&E does not believe that the empi6ye~·discount results in its 
employees using more power th~n the average customer. . 

Finally, the ALJ ()i'dered PG&E to follow up with specific 
customer problems raised at the hearings and' report the results to 
her by letter. PG&E has complied with her request. 

we sympathize with the concerns raised by all speakers 
and authors of letters sent to us regarding PG&E's requested rate 
increase and have taken those concerns seriously in making the 

decisions we reach today. 
4. Sales Forecast and present Rate Revenues 

PG'E and DRA agreed to use the electric sales forecast 
determined in the 1992 ECAC proceeding for this GRC. Therefore, 
the numbers set forth in the final ECAC decision are incorporated 

into the Appendices attached here. 

: ...• 

For the gas siiles forecast', we rely on our recently 
adopted Biennial cost AlloCation proceeding (BCAP) decision, D.92-
10-051 for the appropriate numbers for use in our appendices to 

this dedision. 
5. ca.pensation for g.ployees 
5.1 OVerview 

Once again, the issue of whether PG&E's compensation to 
its employees is set at reasonable levels was the subject of 
controversy during this proCeeding. In addition to the controversy 
on whether PG&E pays its employees too much, there was also an 
issue of whether PG&E had complied with Ordering paragraph 12 of 
the last GRC decision, D.89-12-0S1 (34 cpuc2d 199 (1989». DRA 
recommends a substantial penalty against PG&E tor failing to comply 
with the last GRC decision. At issue is whether PG&E's 
compensation report tiled in this case was supposed to include an 
analysis of pensions and benefits along with compensation. Because 
DRA believes that PG&E failed to comply with the order, DRA 
recommends that PG&E be given no labor escalation trom the last 
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recorded year; a recommendation which effectively results ·In 
disallowance of nearly a $129 million for rateroaklng purpOses. In 
addition, ORA argues that limiting recovery of PG&E'g pay rates, 
which ORA claims to be 8.5\ above market average rates, also should 
result in a disallowance worth sOme $54 million, CLECA supports 

oRA in its recommendations. 
Not surprisingly both PG&E and the unions disagreehOth 

with ORA's analysis of what was required in the last GRC decision 
and with the belief that paying wages slightly over market parity 
is unreasonable. PG&E and the Unions point to the labor 
productivity gains that PG&E has experienced in the last several 
years and argue that the efficiency wage theory supports payment of 
higher than market average wages in order to reduce turnover, save 
money on job retraining, and increase productivity. 

As on all issues in this GRC, the burden of proof of 
showing that its level of compensation is reasonable rests with the 
applicant, PG&E. As will be discussed o~ the following sections, 
while we believe that PG&E has met its burden of proof in this 
area, we will reduce to S\ above market the compensation levels 

PG&E has requested for ratemaking purposes. 
5.2 compliance with Last GRC necision 

ORA contends that PG&E is not in compliance with Ordering 

paragraph 12 of the last GRC decision. 
-12. In its next general rate application PG&E 
shall provide a full affirmative presentation 
on the level of overall compensAtion and the 
comparison to similar compensation levels in 
the relevant job markets,- (34 Cpucid 199, 
439. ) 
ORA contends that the term ·overall compensation- in the 

above ordering paragraph means that this presentation should 
include information on compensation and benefits for employees. 

PG&E disagrees with this interpretation. 
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'DRA admits that it nevet' informed PG&E 6f its opinion 
thilt the s~udy presented in this GRe should include a combined 
.compansation and benefits analysis. In fact, in several 
conversations and meetings leading up to the NOI filing, the ORA 
witness who lAter testified in this proceeding did not" make this 
pOsition known to PG&E personnel. The DRA witness, Arthur Jimenezt 
testified that it was after a decision wAs issued in southern 
California Edison companyis (Edison) most recent GRC that he 
reached the conclusion that PG&E's study should include both· 
compensation and benefits, Hr. Jimenez apparently reAds the 
ordering paragraph from that GRC decision the same as the PG&E 

ordering paragraph in question. 
-44. In its next general rAte cAse, EdisOn 
shAll file or serve testimony on the following 
topics! 

-a. Wages and salaries, with increa.sederophasis 
on total compensation, total benefits as a 
percentage of cash compensation, and the 
distribution of total compensAtion among 
comparable terms.- (D.91-12-076, mimeo. 
p. 225, ordering paragraph 44. Emphasis 
added. ) 

This decision, relating to a different utility, was 
issued nearly one month after PG&E filed its application and 
testimony in this proCeeding. In addition, a DRA representative 
discussed D.89-12-057 with the assigned ALJ and confirmed that it 
was the Commission's order that when reviewing overall compensation 
levels salaries, wages, and benefits were to be reviewed separately 
and together, (Exhibit 116.) unfortunately, the word benefits· is 
noticeably absent from ordering paragraph 12. Further, the fact 
that ORA sought an interpretation from the ALJ is evidence of the 
ambiguity of the ordering paragraph. Our decisions speak for 
themselves. Arty additional -interpretation- of our decisions that 
may be needed should be rendered only in subsequent decisions by 

the commission. 
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It is PG&B's position that ·overall compensation- meant a 
study that included base pay plus any incentiv~' pay program. PG&E 
points out that the Commission Advisory and Compliance Division 
(CACD) held workshops after the last GRC precisely on the incentive 
pay issue. PG&E attached t6 its Exhibit 10 a copy of the 
Management Incentive Plan workshop Report issued by CACD in May 
1991. PG&E contends that it is patently unfair for DRA to now 
claim that they should have included a benefits analysis in its 
compensation study. PG&E points 6ut the obvious! first, the 
Edison decision issued in December 1991 dOes not apply to PG&Eand 
second, the decision pOstdates PG&E's testimony in this proceeding. 

We agree it would be grossly unfair to hold PG&E to 
standard set in another utility's rate case in a later time frame. 
In additiofl,the Edison ordering paragraph, while it has no 
relevance for PG&E's showing, does in fact, have the word benefits 
in its directive. We can only hold PG&E responsible for what the 
ordering paragraph that applies t6 it says 6n its lace. 

In light of this analysis, we will reject DRA's requested 
penalty of some $120 million. PG&E's compensation totai cash 
compensation study (Exhibit 10) is in compliance with the last 
GRets ordering paragraph 12. PG&E reasonably relied both on DRA's 
earlier representations, the subject matter of the CACD workshop on 
incentive pay, and most importantly, the Actual lartguaqe of the 
ordering paragraph to develop the scope of its total cash 
compensation study. 

Finally, we note that PG&E's witness in the human 
resources area testified that his own department is called 
Compensation and Benefits. Further, he testified, that the 
literature regarding the subject area compensAtion and benefits 
usually used the two wOida separately. (RT 13,790i) 

Therefore we reject DRA's recommendation that PG&E 
receive no labor escalation. In addition, we note that ORA's own 
witness testified to the extreme difficulty of trying to proceed 
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with a combined compensation and benefits study. We wiil address 
what we wish PG&E to do in its next GRC in the final section on 
compensation. 
5.) Reasonableness of PG&E's Ca.pensati6n Strategy 
5.3.1. PG&B's Showing 

PG&E presented through witness Mr. BrOman a full 
affirmative showing of pG&E's compensation. (Exhibit·10.) PG&E 
contends that this exhibit is comprehensive in describing the 
objectives, strategy, economic basis, and market comparison. within 
the limits of survey accuracy. of PG&E's compensation. 

PG&E argues that this exhibit shows that PG&E's 
cOmpensation objective, to pay slightly above the weighted market 
average. is reasonable and appropriate to Attract, retain, and 
motivate employees that are critical to meeting custOmer needs. 
(RT 131705.) The exhibit includes as part of total cash 
compensation its incentive plan called Performance Incentive Plan 
(PIP). PG&E points out that DRA'S compenSAtion witness mak~s no 
objection to PIP in its compensation exhibit. 

PG&E emphasizes that its objective of paying slightly 
above the market average does not mean that PG&E pays higher 
salaries compared to all firms or for all positions. Rather, 
PG&E's salaries are generally at the 60th percentile, which means 
that PG&E salaries are still below that paid by 40% of the firms in 
the labor market. (RT 13&706.) 

The economic basis for PG&E's compensation strategy was 
described by several witnesses in this proceeding. PG&E's 
compensation objective is to provide total cash compertsation (Tee) 
which is slightly above the weighted market average in order to 
Attract, retain, and motivate a highly qualified work force 
critical to the company's success. Currently, slightly above is 
defined as 5\ above the weighted market average for nonattorney 
positions. (Exhibit 10, p. 10-6.) The original description of 
this premise, called the efficiency wage theory, was developed by 
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George Akerlof of the University of california, Berkeley. The 
efficiency wage theory suggests that it is more efficient and 
minimizes overall costs l to provide levels of wages or Tee that are 
slightly higher than current market rates. This will allow the 
company to attract and retain above-average performers. This in 
turn lowers turnover and training costs and improves prOductivity. 
The efficiency wage theory holds that the reSUlting financial 
savings exceed t~e additional expense of paying slightly above the 
market average. PG&E pOints out that the commission has agreed 
with this objective in a prior GRC decisiont 

-A small premium above market does benefit the 
ratepayer (a~d stockholder) particularly with 
regard to safeguardingPG&E's investment in 
employee training." (23 CPUC2d 149, 182 
(1986).) 

PG&& contends that empirical evidence sUPpOrts its 
contention that higher productivity outweighs the costs associated 
with PG&E's compensation policies. (Exhibit 221, p. 8-4.) pG&E 
goes on to identify numerous benefits of its compensation strategy 
which are greater than the proposed disallowance by DRA. PG&E 
arques that it avoids between $60 million and $90 million in extra 
costs associated with a turnover rate that would be closer to the 
national average, but for its compensation strategy. PG&E argues 
that its turnover rates are significantly lower than the national 
average because of its support of the efficiency wage theory and 
resulting compensation strategy. 

In addition, PG&E argues that cost savings of $150 
million are ~~alized through employing a more prodUctive work 
force. In response to criticism that other companies are laying 
off workers and downsizing due to the recession, PG&E points out 
that it began its process of restructuring and -rightsizing- more 
than four years ago, in 1997 and 1988, well before many other 
companies. 
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PG&E conducted comprehensive surveys in order to 
determine whether its compensation strategy is'.reas6nable. PG&E 
found that its compensation is within 3.3% of its target 
compensation objective of paying 5% above average market wage. The 
methodology used in the PG&E exhibit on cash compensation (Exhibit 
10) is similar to that employed in several previous market 
comparison studies that have been used by the Commission. PG&E 
went through a process of using job matching and comparisons with 
firms with similar types of labor needs. PG&E believes that the 
result is a representative description of the market compensation 
within a range of accuracy of about 10\. (RT 14.794.) 

In reaching that conclusion, PG&E relied on published 
analyses of error in wage surveys. The literature generally 
supports the propOsition that published survey data should be 
considered accurate within the range of approximately pius or minus 
10\. (PG&E Exhibit to.) since it is PG&E's goal to be slightly 
above or at 105\ of the market, the results Of the survey, which 
indicate that PG&E is S.5\ aboVe market average, are statistically 
insignificant given that there is a 10\ range of surVey error. 

Additionaily, PG&E chose to apply a conservative 
methodology to its total cash compensation study. PG&E did not 
adjust data for employee performance, for tenure, job size and 
scope, size of company, or geographic l~cation. In fact, if PG&E 
had used geographical adjustments, PG&E could have adjusted its 
survey data by up to 24\, whioh would depict PG&E's salaries as 
being below the market average. (Exhibit 221, Chapter 7, 
Attachment 2, p. 4-5.) 

PG&E disagrees with DRA's apparent unwillingness to 
accept any correlation between pay policies and productivity. 

In sum, PG&E has demonstrated labor cost benefits, a16ng 
with above average gains in labor productivity, that far outweigh 
any costs that may be associated with it. Even if the estimated 
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$210 to $250 million in savings were cut in hAlf, PG&E argues that 
they would still outweigh th~ recommended DRA oisal16wance. 
5.3.2 unions' Showing 

Of PG&E's 26,976 employees, 18,044 or 67i are represent~d 
by unions in coliective bargaining. 2 The unions put forward an 
impressive showing in this proceeding. Eleven different witnes~es 
testified, all with impressive backgrounds, professional expertise~ 
and knowledge related to compensAtion practices. Overall the 
Unions believe that the evidence fully supports PG&E's assertion 
that the total compensation for union-represented employees is 
reasonable and should be fullY recovered in rAtes. In addition, 
the Unions believe that as a matter 6f evidence, law, and sound 
reguiatory palicy, the ORA should not interfere in the collective 
bargaining and compensation policy. 

The Unions point out that unlike other cases, DRA made no 
effort to conduct a wage and sAlary study itself in this 
proceeding, limiting itself to merely critiquing PG&E's study. The 
unions did analyze PG&E's survey methodology quite thoroughly. The 
Unions point out that by definition wage and salary surveys are 
subject to considerable error. In one witness' opinion, PG&E's 
total cash compensation exceeds the -market- by only 7.37% rather 
than the 8.5% referred to by ORA. The Unions went on to point oUt 
variOUS errors that are likely to occur even when surveys are 
conducted in an objective and professional fashion. 

First, error may result from the sample chosen for th& 
survey. Any wage study, other than a census enumerating every -

2 Local 1245 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
workers

i 
AFL-CIO, represents 3,910 clerical employees and 12,427 

physica employees. The Engineers and scientists of California, 
MEBA, AFL-CIO, represent 1,622 professional and technical -
employees. These unions shall be collectively referred to in this 
decision as Unions. 
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labOr market participant's actual wage salary, is by definition 
incomplete since~t is a sample drawn from a population. The 
degree to which survey participants are representative of the 

" . 

entire labOr market is known as sampling error. (Exhibit 354, 
pp. 3-4 and 2-4,) Second, error may result during the matching 
process. Improper jOb matches that result in wages close to the 
survey average may not be flagged as errors, while proper match~s 
far from the survey mean may be improperly discarded. Third, th~ 
UniOns point out that firms may submit inaccurate data," or errors 
may be introduced when the data is transfOrmed Or cOded. The 
Unions cOntend that because of inherent difficulty in gathering 
infOrmation on otherwise confidenticH compensation data, there are 
endemic insignificant repOrting problems which mean that wage and 
salary survey analysts must expect a relatively large risk of 
statistical error. 

The Unions point out in this proceeding no information on 
standard deviation of surveyed wages (the most commonly used 
statistical meAsure of error) is available, and the surveys used by 
PG&E make n6 claims of statistical accuracy or representativeness. 
Rather, the user of the surveys is warned to exercise caution and 
judgment in assessing the representativeness of each survey. 
(Exhibit 354, p. 3-4.) 

The Unions point out that if one were to accept PG&E's 
estimate that the wage surveys it used are accurate plus or minus 
10\, then PG&E's finding of an overall wage level 8.5\ above the 
-market- has no statistical significance. (Exhibit 309, pp. 6-3, 
7-4, and ~-7 through 9-9.) 

The Unions go on to pOint out that any analysis Of wage 
survey data must also take into account not only survey error, but 
also survey bias. The Unions point out four choices in the 
underlying surveys used by PG&E that biased downward the measure of 
-market- pay. First, the Unions point out that PG&E's long 
unionized work force is compared to other workers, irrespective of 
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their union status. Especially with clerical workers, the surveys 
include for the most part firms with work forces which are not' 
unionized. Because unionized workers are paid on the average 15\ 
more than nonunion workers, the choice of nonunion survey 
participants biases the -market- downward. (Exhibit 354, p. 3-6; 
Exhibit 30~, pp. 5-6 through 5-7.) Second, the unions contend that 
bias is introduced because the survey does not compare wages at 
firms similar in size to PG&E. Large firms pay employees mor~ than 
small firms. PG&E is one of the largest employers in north~rfi 
California. Third, geographic pay differentials biased the PG&E's 
survey, again by forcing downward the -market- rate. The San 
Francisco area has one of the highest costs of living in the United 
States, and one of the highest general wage levels. Although the 
wage surVeys which PG&E used include data from throughout the 
western United States, PG&E did not correct for systematic pay 
differences across regions, thus Once again biasing downward the 
-market- wage. Finally; PG&E did not limit its survey to firms 
with work forces with similarly highly tenured work forces. 
Workers typically earn about 2% more for each year of experience. 
Utilities tend to have both lower turnover and higher seniority 
than other industries. This increase in seniority results in 
overall wages being higher than companies with a less experienced 
work force. (Exhibit 309, pp. 7-5, 9-7, 9-8.) 

The unions contend that PG,E's failure to make 
adjustments to its raw survey data to account for firm's size, 
tenure, region, and unionization result in its data being extremely 
conservative. The Unions express the opinion that this was 
undoubtedly motivated by a desire to be above criticism from DRA. 
The Unions point out that in other cases DRA has adjusted market 
wages for firm's size and region, although not for unionization or 
experience. (Unions Opening Brief p. 10.) Finally, the Unions 
question what meaning, if any, the Commission should attach to the 
observed deviation of PG&E wages from -market- wages. The Unions 
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5.3.3 DRA's and CLECA's critioisms 
BothDRA and CLECA fundamentally" disagree with PG&E's 

compensation strategy. They dispute that there is any value to 
ratepayers 6f PG&E paying above -market- wages. DRA believes that 
PG&E is paying 8.5i above market parity without demonstrating the 
benefit to the ratepayers. DRA points out the burden is on PG&E to 
prove the cost-effectiveness of its above-market pay philosophy. 
DRAcites a prior PG&E GRC decision which stated! 

.we will not hesitate to make a ratemaking 
adjustment if the evidence demonstrate~ that 
the prop6sed wage and salary expense of a 
utility is clearly unreasonable compared to the 
relative market.- (PG&E (1990) il CPUC2d at 
186.) 
In DRA's view the commission has never adopted or 

sanctioned PG&E's efficiency wage theOry to justify above-market 
pay. The main thrust of both ORA's and CLECA's argument is that 
PG&E has not produced any evidence to demonstrate that any benefits 
which accrue from abOve-market compensation outweigh its costs. 
Both parties argue that PG&E has not quantified any benefit which 
may accrue from paying above market compensation. 

ORA suggests that PG&E should have conducted a study 
comparing its productivity to the companies it surveyed tor wages 
to determine whether (1) increased productivity Occurred because of 
higher pay and (2) if so, how much it increased. Additionally, ORA 
criticizes PG&E for not comparing its training costs and turnover 
rates with the other companies included in the surveys in this 
proceeding. ORA does not ertliqhten us on how it believes this kind 
of information c6uld be obtained from unregulated companies. ORA 
also argues for m~rket average-based pay for ratemaking purposes as 
a means of utility cost minimization. Both DRA and CLECA argue in 
their exhibits that the payment of above-market wages cost 

ratepayers some $85 million in this GRC. 
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However, we are compelled to note that this figure is 
listed as $57 million itf the Comparison Exhibit, a fact which PG&& 
(and the ALJ) found confusing_ (PG&& Reply Brief, p. 4.) We note 
that the figure DRA chose to USe In its comments on the proposed 
decision was $55 million. 

ORA argues that california utility rates are near the top 
in the nation. DRA believes thAt the way to reverse that tre~d is 
to discourage excessive utility costs. It thinks that above-market 
compensation is a goad place t6 apply that effort. Finally, ORA 
and CLECA both argue that the current recession that california and 
the nation are experiencing should allow PG&E to select from a 
larger pOol ot people. ORA also supports its view on the 
inappropriateness of PG&E/s pay scales based on pay cuts state 
employees are currently facing 1n the budget crisis, and in fact 
have received. 

Finally, ORA concludes that If the Commission adopts 
ORA's disallowance there is no evidence that PG&E's union employees 
will even be affected. ORA states that some 17,000 of PG&E's 
employees have a compensation agreement with PG&E through the end 
of 1993. DRA makes no comment as to what the effect of its 
recommendation would be on the next round of union neqotiations, 
but seemingly asserts that it should have no impact. 

CLECA's position is basically a ·me too· argument of 
DRA's contentions. The witness for CLECA read several articles' 
cited by PG&E and Unions witnesses, which apparently is the extent 
of her expertise in this area other than Once havinq worked for 
ORA. In fact, the Unions in their reply brief raise the issue of 
the competency of both ORA and CLECA witnesses to address the field 
of compensation at all. 
5.3.4 Discussion 

We find ourselves once again debating the topic of 
whether PG&E pays its employees excessively. The last two GRC 

decisions address this issue and come to unsatisfactory 
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conclusions. The trend has been to qo a10n9 with PG&Eis pay pOlicy 
but to expre.ss discomfort with dOing so. Given the showin9 in thIs 
GRC by PG&E and the Unions and the p~ucity of arqument against that 
showing by ORA and CLECA, we conclude that PG&E's compensation 
strategy is basically reasonable and that its policy to pay at 
slightly above market levels is worthy of further consideration. 

We conclude that PG&E has met its burden- of proof for its 
compensAtion policy generally. By definition, it is inevitAble 
that wage surveys, like other surveys have a certain amount of 
error. Both PG&E, unions witnesses, and the cited literature agree 
On a 5% to 10\ error rate. We find that a 5\ error rate is more· 
reasonable given the record and the economy generally. on this 
basis, we will lower PG&E's above market compensation strategy down 
to s\ above market. We note this is still a generous compensation 
strategy relative to other California utilities. We believe it is 
an appropriate palicy given the record developed in this case. 
Given the number of the compensAtion surveys relied on by PG'E, 
including Mercer, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), and others, 
a margin of er~or closer to 5\ is more likely. 

we expect PG&E to minimize its costs as much as it can.· 
However, we find PG&E's arguments that its compensation strategy 
results in a lower turnover rate and accompanying reduction in 
training costs to be worthy of further study. It is undeniable 
that PG&E has experienced substantial productivity gains in the 
past few years. it is undisputed that PG&E has laid off or reduced 
its work force by some 3,000 workers in the 1~80S. It is als6 
undisputed that each worker now handles more customers thAn 
previously. PG&E's productivity gains rate very favorably with 
national standards. 

By rejecting DRA and CLECA's arguments in this GRC we are 
not suggesting that PG&E does not have the obligation to 
affirmatively prove that its compensation strategy is reasonable in 
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its next GRC. We will order PG&E to continue to refine and improve 
its analysis_-o£ itscompensati6n strategy. 

By allowing for ratemakinq purposes, a Si above market 
compensation strategy, we are not approving at this time particular 
requests for positions discussed in individual accounts. Whether 
additional positions are necessary in certain areas is a separate 
issue from PG&E's overall compensation strategy_ 

Since Edison's most recent GRC decision ordered a 
combined compensation and benefit analysis, we will do so here. We 
order PG&E to present a combined compensation and benefit analyses 
for all employees in its next GRC (Test Year 1996). We are 
particularly interested in executive pay and all the accompanying 
spacial benefits that may accrue to that grOup. Likewise, we wish 
PG&E to further explore the link between its compensation strategy 
and productivity gains within the company. PG&& should also 
inciude an Analyses of what impact, if any, our reduction of its 
compensation levels for ratemaking purposes from 8.5% above market 
to St aboVe market has on actual compensation levels paid to its 

• 

employees. 4It 
We will require that PG&E make the results of the various 

compensation surveys it relies on available to DRA. This material 
shall include ail applicable benchmarks and job matches, total 
employee cash contributions for benefit coverage as well as average 
bonus payments per e~ployee and all other applicable survey 
materials. 

We expect DRA and any other party who pursues this issue 
in future rate cases, to develop more solid testimony to support 
their positions. ~his is perhaps an area where consultants with an 
expertise in the subject matter at hand are most critical. We hope 
the additional guidelines on what PG&E must include in its next 
showing will allow DRA, or its consultants, to develop an 
independent measure of PG&E's compensation strateqy. 
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5.4 Impact on Collective Bargaining of 

,commission Analysis of PG&E's 
Compensation strategy 

We cannot leave the area of PG&Ets compensation for its 
employees without addressing the issues raised by the Unions 
regarding our right to analyze this area. It is not our desire to 
interfere in the collective bargaining process, rather it is to 
protect ratepayers from any unreasonably excessive costs Of 
compensation. However, we disagree with Unions that we are legally 
forbidden from such an evaluation of compensatiOn levels. We agree 
with DRA that the commission is not preempted under Federal law 
from looking into the issue of employee compensation. We endorse 
DRA's reading of southwestern Bell Telephone company V Arkansas 
Public Service commission, 824 F2d 672 (8th Cir. 1987). The 
southwestern Bell decision clearly rejected the union's preemption 
argument that the National Labor Relations Act prevents a public 
utilities coJtlrnission trom adjusting to recover in rates only a 
pOrtion of the wages and benefits that are the product of 

collective bargaining. 
-The Arkansas commission is charged with the 
responsibility of setting rates that state 
teleph~ne users will pay and determining a fair 
rate of return that SWB may earn. As part of 
this process, the commission assesses the 
Company's expenses to determine whether they 
are reasonable. If the commission finds that 
they are not reasonable, an issue controlled by 
state law standards ot arbitrariness and 
capriciousness, then tho Commission will not 
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pass them onto consumers in the form of rate 
increases. We conclude that the Commission's 
acti6ns disallowing recovery of certain 
nonmanagement wage and benefit expenses does 
not rise to the level of an impermissible 
intrusion into or control Over the relationship 
between the company and CWA. We finally 
observedJ as did the Ninth and First Circuits, 
that in any regulated industry, .myriad 
governmental,decisions, from ratesetting to the 
im~siti6n Of safety standards, undoubtedly 
wi~l aff~ct labor relations. Arty indirect 
effect of the ratesetting action taken in this 
case, however, falls short of the kind of state 
interference with the labor-management 
relationShip that Congress had intended to 
proscribe.- (824 F2d at 676.) 

Therefore while this decision does give our Commission 
authority to look into this area, it is not authority that we 
choose to exercise without good reasOn to do so. There has been a 
showing in this case that PG&E's coupensation policy is generally 
reasonable. We believe our modest reduction to 5\ above market pay 
is a reasonable e~ercise of our authority. 
6. Productivity 

PG&E complied with Ordering paragraph 1S from its last 
GRC decision (34 CPUC2d 199, 439 (1989)). As ordered, PG&E 
presented in this application a multilactor productivity analysis 
which PG&E calls a Total Factor Productivity (TFP) analysis.] 
This analysis is based on econometric models which are estimated 
for PG&E's Electric And Gas Departments. The rnodals' results 
described the productivity gains embedded in PG&E's Test Year 1993 
expense estimates for providing gasJ electric, and other energy 

3 Pursuant to an agreement with DRA, the PG&E productivity study 
includes only the variable factors of productiont labor, fuel, and 
materials. since the fixed factors are excluded, this approach is 
described in the economics literature as an analysis of multifactor 
productivity_ 
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e serVicEts'.' The re!3ults' of PG&E'S mod.~i.$how ananl\uaYaverag~ . 
productivity groWth rate of 1.2i for the Electricoepartmenf and 
1.4tlo'c the Gas Department 6Ver the forecast period 1991 to 1993. 
PG&E points but that these values ,are comparable to the average' 
annual productivity growth ratesexperi~nced in the last decade. 

Ne note that PG6Ewas the first utilityt6 utilize;the 
multifactot prOductivity model, which DRA prefers, and continues to 
be the onlY,anergy,utility to utilize this methOdology. DR1\ 
acknowledges PG&E'S cooperation by endorsing its productivity 

study. (RT 141889.) 
Inanalyzil'lg productivity'for the Elecfric and Gas 

Departments, PC'E and ORA utiiized a common methodologyartd data 
base and arriVed at very similar resultsi 

... 25a -



A.91~11-036 et al.AW/r...H/vdl 

ORA PG&E 
Percent 

Electric Department 

76-90 1.3 1.5 

91-93 1.2; 1.1: 1.2 1.4; 1.21 1.1 

PG&E &: ORA 

Gas Department 

76-90 
1. 81 

2.2: 1.2, 0.9 
91-93 

Indeed, ORA agreed that within the limits of statistical 

accuracy, PG&E's results and ORA's results are comparable. 
(RT 141989.) Likewise, ORA agreed that these estimated 
productivity gains are fully reflected in the test year estimates. 

The TFP analysis 1s an independent examination of PG&E'S 
historical and projected noncapital-related expenses. This study 
forecasts PG&E's 1993 Test Year expenses on an aggregate company
wide level. The analysis provides independent supporting evidence 
for the detailed account-by-account forecast test year expenses 
which are developed in the various exhibits spOnsored by FG&E's 
witnesses. Therefore, PG&E'S productivity results are 
appropriately used as independent verification of the test year 
estimates of non fuel expenses and the productivity gains that are 
contained in these estimates. For example, using ORAls 
productivity model, a forecast was made of nonfuel operations and 
maintenance expenses of $1,917;921,000. At the time of oRA's 
original report, the Energy cost Branch of oRA forecasted electric 
nonfuel operations and maintenance expenses of $1,688,221,000 or 
$~29.6 million below the productivity model estimate. (Exhibit 
106, p. 2.) ORA's productivity witness agreed that if the results 
of operations estimates are below the productivity model's 
projections for the test year, the results of operations include a 
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productivity component which is equal t.o oX' gr.eater than 'the . 
productivity estimated by the model, and that this would "be A fair' 
characterization 6f the econometric results compared to the results 

of operations estimates. (RT 141991-992.) 
For this reason, neither PG&E nor ORA recommends"any 

further productivity adjustment because all productivity gains in 
the tes't year are currently being allocated to ratepayers. 
(RT 121571.) According to PG&E'S productivity witness, Ansar, to 
the extent that these gains, reflected in lower test year estimates 
of expenses, are carried forward into the years 1994 and 1995, the 
implicit assumption appears to be that productivity will offset the 
increases in scope and quality that the utility faces in the 

attrition years. (RT 12*580.) 
In addition, PG&E witness Ansar went on to expiain that 

increasing productivity does not necessarily Fean that every cost 
input will be minimized to the same extent. In fact, she argued 
that there may be certain increases of certain cost inputs if they 

are valuable in order to increase productivity: / 
-1£ 1 may, I, as an i.llustrAtion of that very 
~int, if I may just tell a short story, if you 
will. 

-In 1914 , the Ford Motor ,Company announced that 
it would give its workers a wage increase, aU 
increased wage from $2.50 to $5.00 per day. 

-The going wage at other plants in Detroit 
remain at $2.50 for several years. 

-The day follo"~ing the $5.00 \','age announcement 
there were 10,000 people lined up outside 
Ford's Highland Park plant, all o( them eager 
for jobs. 

-And over the next fev I'lonths thousands more 
flocked into Detroit searching for jobs ~t 
Ford. Of course the question is why in the 
face of a sizeable excess supply of labor did 
Ford not lower its wage until the market 
cleared. 
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.Within the plant. the wage increase have the 
effect of disciplining the workers, knowing 
that they can immediately be replaced and that 
jobs those days were hard to find; Ford workers 
basically did what they could to ensure ~hat 
they would not lose their jobs. 

-They worked more diligently I more produ.: J:ively, 
they worked at a faster pace and they ~:,so 
respOnded with what some people have called 
unquestioning obedience to managerial 
authOrity. 

-Years later Henry Ford was actually to XE-;'a l'k 
the payment of $5.00 a day was one of the 
finest cost-cutting moves he ever made." 
(RT 12*578, 579.) 
We agree with both DRA'S and PG&E'S analyses that PG&E 

has continued to experience productivity gains. Because the 
numbers of the two econometric models are so close, and the ~esults 
are virtually the same, we will adopt PG&E'S modeling figures for 
productivity. We note that the Henry Ford story adds soma 
credibility to the notion that PG&E'S previously discussed 
compensation policies are a factor in the ever-increasing 

productivity of the company's workers. 
He will discusS the issue of the sharing of productivity 

gains in attrition years as propOsed by the DRA later in this 

decision in the section on Attrition. 
Finally, we agree with the parties that productivity 

gains have al~eady been e~bedded in the Test Year 1993 numbers. 
Therefore, the ratepayers reap the benefits of all productivity 

gains for the Test Yea~ 1993. 
7. Escalation 

Since estimates of test year expenses are developed from 
1990 constant G.ollars, it is necessary to accurately accountf.or 
the effects 0f inflation on PG&E's expenses between 1990 and 1993. 
PG&E's method of accounting for inflation for labOr as well as 
materials artd services expenses is similar to the practice adopted 
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productivity compOnent whiCh is equal to or greater than the 
productivity estimated by the model, and that this would be a fair 
characterization 6f the econometric results compared to the results 

of operations estimates. (RT 14t991-892.) 
For this reason, neither PG'E nor DRA recommends any 

further productivity adjustment because all productivity gAins in 
the test year are currently being allocated to ratepayers. 
(RT 121577.) According to PG&&'s productivity witness, Ansar, to 
the extent that these gains, reflected in lower test year estimates 
of expenses, are carried forward into the years 1994 and 1995, the 
implicit assumption appears to be that productivity will offset the 
increases in scope and quality that the utility faces in the 

attrition years. (RT 121580.) 
In addition, PG&E witness Ansar went on to explain that 

increasing productivity does not necessarily mean that every cost 
input will be minimized to the same extent. In fact, she argued 
that there may be certain increases of certain cost inputs if they 

are valuable in order to increase productivity. 
-If I may, I, as an illustration of that very 
point, if I may just tell a short story, il you 
will. 

-In 1914, the Ford Motor Company announced that 
it would give its workers a wage increase, an 
increased wage from $2.50 to $5.00 per day. 

-The going wage at other plants in oetroit 
remain at $2.50 for several years. 

-The day fOllowing the $5.00 wage announcement 
there were 10,00 people lined up out8~de 
Ford's Highland Park plant, all of them eager 
for jobs. 

-And over the next few months thousands more 
flocked into oetroit searching for jobs A.t 
Ford. Of course the question ~s why in the 
face of a sizeable excess supply of labor did 
Ford not lower its wage until the market 
cleared. 
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-within the plant the wage increase'have tlta 
effect of disciplining the ~orkers, knowinq " 
that they can immediately be replaced and thAt 
jobs those days were hard to find, Ford workers 
basically did what they could to ensure that 
they would not lose their jobs. 

-They worked more diligently, more productivelYt 
they worked at a faster pace and they alsO 
responded with what some people have called 
unquestioning obedience to managerial 
authOrity. 

-Years later H~nry Ford was actually ~o remark 
the payment of $5.00 a day was one of the 
£ines~ cost-cutting moves he ever mada.-
(RT 12&578, 579.) 

'. 

We agree with both DRAls and PG&E's analyses that PG&E 
has continued to experience productivity gains. Because the 
numbers of the two econometric models are so close, and the results 
are virtually the same, we will adopt PG&EIs modeling figures for 
productivity. We note thAt the Henry Ford story adds some 
credibility to the notion that pG&E'S previously discussed 
compensation policies are a factor in the ever-increasing 
productivity of the company's workers. 

We will discuss the issue of the sharing of productivity 
gains in attrition years as proposed by the DRA later in this 

decision in the section on Attrition. 
Finally, we agree with the parties that productivity 

gains have already been embedded in the Test Year 1993 numbers. 
Therefore, the ratepayers reap the benefits of all productivity 

gains for the Test Year 1993. 
7. Escalatioil 

since estimates of test year expenses axe developed ~rom 
1990 constant dollars,- it is necessary to accurately account for 
the effects of inflation on PG&E's expenses between 1990 and 1993. 
PG&E'S method of accounting for inflation for labor AS well as 
materials and services expenses is similar to the practice adopted 

- 29 -



A.91 .. 11-036 et ait AW/K.H/vdl 

by the Commission in previous GRCs; including PG&E's 1~90 GRC, 

(Exhibit 5.) 

'-

As bas been discussed already, the primarY difference 
between PG&E'S and ORA's recommendations for labor escalation is 
that DRA recommends zero escalation for labor as a penalty for 
noncompliance with the last GRC decision. We have already rejected 
ORA's position. There are other small~r differences between ORA's 
position and PG&E's position tor other price change effects. 

7.1 LabOr Bscalation 
DRA did recommend alternate escalation factors in the 

event that its zerO escalation recommendation was rejected. These 
escalation factors were based on the International Brotherhood o£ 
Electric Workers (IBEW) contract rates less the influence of PIP 
participation rate for the 1990 labor contracts. PG&E contends -
that PIP's impact on the escalation rate is 0.5% per year. Thus; 
PG&E's recommended labor escalation rates are as followst 4.25\ 
for 1991, 4.S0' fot 1992, and 5.00\ for 1993. (Exhibit 5, p~. 5-5 
and 5-8.) 

DRA's recommended alternative escalation rates are one~ 
half percentage point lower than PG&E'S rates. (Exhibit 102.) 
PG&E argues that DRA provides no rationale for excluding the PIP 
participation through its labor escalation witness. As we will 
cover in the discussion on PIP generally, we agree with PG&E's 

analysis of this issue. 
PG&E and ORA agree that the attrition year fo~ecasts of 

the consumer price Index-Workers (CPI-W) should be updated and the 
£o~ecasts are expected to be agreed upon at that time. Therefore, 
the numbe~s from the september 15 Update hearing for CPI-W 
presented by PG&E shall be adopted. 

The~e are some other impacts on the test year labor 
escalation recommendations that should be discussed here. There is 
a $7 million difference between PG&E's and DRA's position as it 
applies to contested labor base estimates stemming from diffe~ent 
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recommended activities level in the various expense accountS. The 
effect of. DRA'S alternate labor escalation'~ecommendati6n to 
exclude PIP-related escalation is $8 million on uncontested base 

-labor amounts and $1 million on the contested base labor amounts. 
For the Gas Department, the final remaining difference 

between PG&E and DRA concerns over $4 million in the test year due 
to the impact of DRA's alternate labor escalation proposal t6 
exclude PIP-related escalation. The final outcome of these 
differences will be decided in later sections 6f thts decision. 

1.2 Nonlabor Escalation 
For non labor escalatiot., DRA has indicated that it 

fundamentally accepts the methodOlogy employed by PG&E to develop 
its materials and service index (MS!), but recommends that all co'st 
elements not appropriate to the nonlabOr escalation base betemoved 
from the calculation. While agreement was reached on sorneof these 
issues at hearing, and the comparison Exhibit still indicated'some 
different M&S escalation rates for PG&E and DRA, these dlfferences 
were resolved in the September 1, 1992 update. (Exhibit i37,'p. 
2s-1.) ORA had no questiOns for PG&E's escalation witness during 
the update hearings. Exhibit 237 shows the following non labor 

escalation rates. 
1991 - 3.15\ 
1992 - 2.74\ 
1993 - 3.74\ 
1994 - 3.73\ 
1995 - 3.54\. 
These numbers include the weighted factors agreed to by 

PG&E and DRA. 
Finally, medical escalation differences exist between 

PG&E and ORA. DRA useS 1991 recorded data t6 estimate 1993 
expenses in 1993 dollars. PG&E's estimates for medical costs are 
given in 1990 dollars which must then be escalated at the rate 
shown in the comparison Exhibit. (Exhibit 235.) Fundamentally, 
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this difference is due· to disagreements over medical costs which.· 
will be discussed in connect-ion with Account 9~6 in AdministratiVe 
and General Expenses. 
S. Results of operations for Bl~tric Department

Operations and 1fit.intenance ( O&M) Expenses 

9.1 OVerView 
BOth PG~E and DRA have prepared complete estimates 61 

PG&E's results of operations for 1993. 
Throughout this decision we shall discuss the Electric 

Department first and in greater detail since it is the larger 
portion of PG&E's oVerall operation. Additionally, issues which 
are common to both gas and electric will be discussed in detail 
here. 

PG&E's electric operation and maintenance (O&M) expenses 
fall into three categoriest production expenses, transmission 
expenses, and distribution expenses. 

Electric production includes nuclear generation 
(excluding Diablo canyon), fossil and other generation, and 
hydraulic power generation. PG&E's nuclear generation expense 
estimate is for expenses associated with its Hw:-J>oldt Bay Power 
plant unit No.3. PG&E's fossil generation includes all ofPG&E's 
gas- and Oil-fired steam generation units and all of its geothermal 
units. Other generation includes PG&&'s gas turbine units and 
fixed bOnd payments and maintenance and operating expanse paid to 
various irrigation districts. PG&E's conventional fossil-fired 
generation units consist of 33 units with a net operating capacity 
of 7,213,000 kilowatts (kW). These units have an average age 
greAter than 34 years. 

PG&E's hydraulic power generation consists of 111 
conventi6nal hydraulic generating units and three pumped storage 
units with a total net 6perating capacity of 3,903,000 kw. 
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PG&E's estimate of $290,495,000 for electric production 
expenses was reduc-~d by DRA based on disallowances of $24,325, O()O. 
For nuclear production expenses, the PG&E estimate of $1,254,000 
was found reasonable by ORA. 

In fossil and other production, PG&E's estimate was 
reduced by DRA by approximately $20 million. 6f this amount, 
$lS million is due to estimating methodologies, and $4.Smillion is 
in programs. Most of this program difference relates to the areas 
of major plant maintenance items or asbestos removal work. 

In other production, DRA recommends a disallowance of 
$68,000. This difference is entirely due to estimating 
methodologies. 

In hydraulic production, ORA recommends a reduction of 
PG&E's estimate of $4.1 million. Roughly $2.2 million of this 
disagreement is due to estimating methodology and nearly $2 million 
is due to disagreements over programs. DRA does not believe PG&E 
should recover all of its proposed expenses associated with an on
line hydro maintenance system (OHMS), vegetation control, or 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) fees. 

PG&E's electric transmission expenses include SUbstation 
structures, substation equipment, poles, towers, conductors, 
underground line equipment, and miscellaneOUS plant operated at. 
50 kilovolts (kv) and above. PG&E's estimate of $65,523,000 for 
electric transmission expenses was reduced by DRA by $2,060,000. 
The principal areas of disagreement between PG&E and DRA are in 
estimates of electric and magnetic field (EMF) expenses, power· 
control staffing levels, tree trimming and removal expenses, and 
estimAting methodologies. 

PG&E's electric distribution expense estimate of 
$256,677,000 wAs reduced by DRA by $11,601,000. The parties 
disagree in EMF support and customer response expenses, training 
for supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA) system, and 
distribution automation, strategic technology support expense, 
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cable elbow replacement accounting, tree trimming and remOval 
expenses, and estimating methodologies. 

we have mentioned several times the differences in 
estimating methodologies used by pG&E and DRA. This refers to the 
different procedures the parties have used to forecast the 
reasonable cost to pG&E 6f providing and maintaining a reasonable 
levei of service in 1993. These estimates are done on a 
painstakingly tedious account-by-account basis. For each account, 
PG&E has forecast the expected level of work Or activity in that 
account in the Test Year 1993. For each account PG&E began with 
the base estimate and then adjusted the base estimate to reflect 
changes in the account activity expected in the test year. In most 
cases, PG&E used as its base estimate the actual recorded expenses 
for the last recorded year or a five-year average, three-year 
average, or sOme other combination. In certain instances, ORA 
chose to use a different methodology for making these estimates. 
For example, in a situation where ORA chose to make a three-year 
average PG&E may have used a last recorded year base estimate. Of 
course, to obtain Test Year 1993 numbers, these base year estimates 
are then escalated by the labor and nonlabor escalation factors 
discussed in the prior section. As ordered by the ALJ, PG&E and 
ORA prepared an account-by-account summary of methods used to 
estimate expenses. This account-by-account trending method summary 
appears as Appendix A to the Comparison Exhibit (Exhibit 235). As 
that appendix shows, for the vast majority of accounts pG&E and ORA 
agreed on the methodology. In fact, for many accounts there was no 
dispute as to the expense estimate for Test Year 1993. However I 
there are many accounts where there is disagreement either as to 
methodology or as to programs included in the accounts. We have 
not yet come up with a way to discuss these disputes without an 
account-by-account analysis in the GRC. The reader is encouraged 
to bear with us as we proceed into the world of individual account 
analysis. 

- 33 -



A. 91-11~036 et a1. ALJ/X.H/vdl 

&.2 Nuclear PrOduction Expenses . 
The oniy O&M expenses associated with nuclear production" 

in this GRC are for the Humboldt Bay Unit 3 plant. Humboldt Bay 
Unit 3 is in the process 6f being decommissi6ned. Prior to the 
final dismantlement and decontamination of the plant, O&M expenses 
will include the costs of monitoring and surveillanc~ activities' as 
well a~ maintenance of the security systems required by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. 

In its opening brief, ORA states that it agrees with the 
estimates PG&E has proposed for materials and services (M'S) but 
disagrees with the 3\ increase PG&E has requested as part of its 
PIP. DRA points to. its Exhibit 107 on TOtal cash Compensation for 
an explanation on the PIP disallowance in this account. However on 
reviewing that exhibit we find nO. such justification. We will 
therefore adopt PG&E's nuclear prOduction expense estimate already 
set forth of $1,256,000. 
8.3 Fossil Fuel production Expenses 

In order to calculate the fossil fuel and other 
production expense estimates for each account, both PG&E and DRA 
chose a base estimate as we discussed above. That base estimAte, . 
derived either from the expenses recorded in 1990 or an average of 
the last two to five years of recorded expenses, was then adjusted 
to allow for inflation or unusual events. 

According to PG&E witness czabarartek, art average of the 
last five recorded years would be used where the expenses in an 
account ·fluctuated,· i.e., increased and decreased over the five
year period. (RT 151942.) PG&E states that where changes in the 
accounting system used by PG&E had affected the ekpenses in an 
account midway through the five-year period, an averaga of the last 
two or three years of recorded expenses would be used instead. If 
an account had shown a continuous trend in one direction or 
another, PG&E used the last recorded year, 1990, for its base 
estimate. 
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Generally, ORA used similar guidelines for calculating 
base estimates. In DRA~s opinion, due to improvements in the 
fossil and other power production operations, it relied more often 
than did PG&E on the 1990 recorded expense levels as most likely to 
reflect those recent developments. (Exhibit 103, p. 4-B-2.) we 
will now proceed to discuss individually each account where there 
is a dispute between PG&E and ORA. Where DRA did not dispute 
PG&E'S numbers, we will adopt PG&E'S proposal. 'l'here is no need to 
discuss the undisputed accounts. We note that only seven Accounts 
are in dispute in this section under £6ssi1 fuel generation. For 
the ease of the reader we will list each account both by its CPUC 
account number and its PG&E account number. 
9.3.1 CPUC Account 505 (PG&E Account 764): Electric Expenses 

PG&E recommends an e~timate of $31,969,000 for this 
account while DRA recommends $25,956,000 for this account for Test 
Year 1993. This account includes the expenses associated with the 
operation of prime movers, generators, and auxiliary equipment. 

During hearings, PG&E did accept a reduction of $194,000 
for condensate reroute as recommended by DRA (RT 15t946.) This 
condensate reroute is due to a PG&E project to route the condensate 
from one Geyser geothermal unit to abate the high concentration of 
hydrogen sulfide in another. 

For this account PG&E chose to average labor expenses 
over the last four recorded years and average material and services 
Over the last three recorded years. DRA chose to use recorded 1990 
data for both labor and material and services in this account. 

PG&E justifies its methodology by its position that 
deoreases in this account over the last four years were related to 
decreasing chemical and waste costs at the Geysers powerplants. 
PG&E contends that these decreases due to installation of 
incinerators to burn off gases and upgrades to secondary abatement 
systems are the result of major projects to reduce chemical 
expenses which have now been completed. PG&E expects expenses to 
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rise in the future as a result of an increasing vOlume of gas~e!ng 
:released from the steam fields due to variable pressure operation 
and increasing disposal costs. (RT 15t998,) 

On the other hand, ORA witness Han argues that the 
appropriate base year is 1990, given the steady decline in 
expenses. ORA believes a continuing decline in labor expenses is 
due to the retirements and cold standby status of severa! Geysers 
units. The ORA witness does not expect any increAses in this 
account in the future. CRT 16t1084.) DRA points out that PG&gi s 
own stated policy is to use the last recorded year as a base 
estimate when there has been a steady decline. 

We are persuaded by ORA's argument on this issue. PG&E 
did not make an adequate showing that increasing expenses should be 
expected in the future in this account. Therefore we adopt ORA's 
estimate of- $25,956,000 for CPUC Account 505. 
8.3.2 CPUC ~count SOt; (~E AccOunt 7(5) t 

KiscellaileOus steaa Power Expenses 

This account deals with the expenses that are not 
assignable to other steam generation accounts. PG&E recommends 
$24,602,000 while DRA advocates $24,059,000 attributable to this 
account. The difference of $543,000 is due to the estimating 
methodology used by both parties. PG&E associated the 1986-87 
decline in labor expense with unit retirements, and therefore 
believes a four-year average is the correct methodology. PG&E 

points out that the labor portion of this account had dropped two 
out of five years in its estimate. (RT 15.946.) On the other 
hand, DRA used the 1~90 recorded figures to calculate labor 
expenses. DRA believes it is reasonable to use the 1990 recorded 
numbers because the labor expenses associated with this account 
will continue to decrease due to the retirements and ~lacement on 
cold standby status of several Geysers units. (Exhibit t03.) 
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We concur with ORA on this issue, believing that it is 
more likely that labOr expenses wIll contiftueto decline for this 
account. We~dopt ORA's figure of. $24,059,000 for AccOunt 506. 
8.3.3 CPOC Account 511 (PG&E Account 44lh Structures 

AcCount 511 includes the expenses associated with the 
maintenance of steam plant structures. PG&E estimates $2,579,000 
lor Test Year 1993 whil~ ORA estimates $1,153,000. The diflerence 
is due to the estimating methodology used by each party. 

PG&E used recorded 1990 figures for both the M&S porti6n 
and the labor portion for this account. PG&E'S witness testified 
that an accounting change in 1998 is One of the reAsons for a 
steady increase in expense in this account. That accounting change 
moved the responsibility of structure maintenance to the facilities 
themselves. pG&E ar9ues that it is reasonable that facility 
operators can most efficiently identify and accomplish needed 
structural lliHntenance. Further, PG&E contends that it is 
unreasonable to expect activities to decline in the future given 
the age and the harsh environment within and around powerplant 
structures. 

On the other hand, ORA used a five-year average to 
calculate labor and material expenses. ORA points out that in that 
five-year period there was a decrease lrom $743,000 in 1987 to 
$310,000 in 1988. (RT 15.949.) DRA notes that the account booked 
a substantial increase from $909,000 in 1989 to $2,670,000 in 1990. 
Given these fluctuations, ORA believes it would be inappropriate to 
use the 1990 recorded expenses lor this account. ORA points out. 
that jobs construction maintenance tends to vary substantiai1y in 
price and scope from year to year. (Exhibit 103, p. 4-8-12.) 

Given the evidence presented, we agree with ORA that a 
more appropriate approach for this account 1s to base the expenses 
on a five-year average. 
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8.3.4 CPUCAccollnt ~12.2 (PG&E Account 442). 
Bollers and Related Apparatus 

This account includes the expenses associated with the 
maintenance of boilers and their related apparatus such as 
furnaces, super heAters, and reheaters. In Addition, this account 
contains monies for ASbestos mitigation programs. PG&rE plants 
used insulating materials in the past which contained asbestos. 
PG&E's-total estimate for this account is $22/735,000. DRAts 
estimate is $21,681/000, or a difference of $1,054/000. ORA 
disagrees both with PG&E's estimating methOdology and the total 
dollars requested for the asbestos mitigation or removal program. 

As to its estimating methodOlogy, PG&E used an average of 

the last two years for its labor estimate and an average of five 
years for materials and services expenses. DRA chose to use the 
expenses for the last recorded year, 1990. PG&E argues that this 
is inappropriate because this account has shown an increasing trend 
over the years. However, we note that an increasing trend rather 
than fluctuation 1s generally considered a basis for selecting last 
recorded year expenses. PG&E's apparent problem with the DRA 
choice of methodology is that the account would be reduced by 
$634,000 from PG&E's own estimate. The fact that an account would 
be lower or higher given a certain methodology is not the basis for 
our selection ot the methodology in a particular account. We find 
that PG&rE has inadequately justified its request for a two- and 
five-year average in this account and wiil therefore adopt DRA's 
recommendation of using last recorded year expense data. This 
results in th& reduction of this account for methodological reasons 
of $634,000. 

In addition, DRA seeks to reduce the amount of the 
asbestos removal program for Test Year 1993 by $420,000. PG&Ets 
witness explained that asbest6s is currently removed from areas 
~ithin powerplants identified as hiqh exposure areas (i.e., areas 
of considerable human activity or significant movement near plant 
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boundaries). For example, PG&E has already removed considerable 
asbestos from the Moss Landing pOwerplant and will continue tod6 
sO into Test Year 1993. In 1991 and 1992 the expenditures for Moss 
Landing powarplant alone are approximately $1.7 million. PG~E 
argues that additional work at Moss Landing in 1993 could approach 
a level of $2.4 million. pG&E contends that reducing this amount 
would delay or extend the asbestos removal program. 

DRA notes and PG&E concurs that at this time removal of 
asbestoS from Moss Landing or any other powerplant is strictly 
voluntary for PG&E, under no mandate by federal or state law. 
(RT 15&959.) PG&E'S witness claimed that certain areAs of the HOSS 

Landing plant would not have asbestOS removed by the end Of 1992 
but was unAble to designate any specific areas. 

we agree with DRA'S estimate for Account 512.2. DRAis 
estimating methodology 1s more reasonable as we already stated. In 
addition we concur with DRA that a certain pOrtion of PG&E'S 
asbestos mitigation program is appropriate to remove from this·· 
account. While we applaud PG&E for its overall asbestos program, 
we must weigh the costs to the ratepayers of moving ahead with 
these programs when they are voluntary and accelerated in nature. 
Obviously, PG&E shareholders are free to make the decision to move 
ahead with mitigation programs prior to their being mandated by 

federal or state law. 
8.3.5 CPOC Account 512.3 (PG&E Account 443)1 

Boiler Plant Auxiliaries 
This account includes the expenses associated with the 

maintenance of boiler plant auxiliaries such as feed water systems, 
cranes, and other instruments and devices. PG&E estimates 
$17,233,000 for this account while DRA estimates only 
$13,316,000. The total difference between the two parties is 
$3,917,000, $210,000 of which relates to asbestos removal with the 
balance of $3,707,000 relating to differences in the estimating 
methodology. In this account, the difference in the estimating 
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methOdology -is a substantial one. pG&E used the last recorded A 
year, 1990, for its estimate. oRA, on the other hand, used the - .. 
average of-the last five years. DRA disagrees with PG&E's use of 
1990 expenses as the ba;Je estimate because 1990's expenses were 
roughly $3 million larger than any other year. ORA found PG&E's 
reasons for this difference to be vague and unpersuasive. ORA 

correctly pOints out "that the PG&E witness was somewhat vague as to 
the reasons for this increase during the opening round of hearings, 
or PG&E's initial showing. (RT 15*961.) Some of the reasons for 
the 1990 -blimp· in expenses were due to increased salinity in 
river water use for the powerplAnts, increased asbestos 
maintenance, and the cost of city water. Therefore DRA argues that 
using the five-year average is a more reasonable estimate due to 
this large and largely unexplained increase in expenses between 
1989 and 1990. In 'addition, ORA believes it is appropriate to 
reduce by $210,000 the amount of expenses PG&E sought to apply -to 
voluntary asbestos removal for the same arguments discussed fo~ 
Account 512.2. 

PG&E argues that last recorded year is more appropriate 
for this account as a reasonable estimate for 1993 expenses. In 
its rebuttal testimony, PG&E se~ forth that this account had 
already been reduced in its 1990 recorded year data for the 
unusually high amount of asbestos maintenance and removal thAt 
occurred in that year. PG&E admits to a closer review being made 
of this account in its rebuttal testimony. (Exhibit 221, p. 4-2.) 
This closer review indicates that the increase primarily relates to 
asbestos-related activities. While there are some reference to 
OccupatiOnal safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulati6ns 
being part of the reasons for the increased asbestos activity, PG&E 
has not made an affirmative showing to indicate that this level of 
asbestos w6rk in this time frame is mandated by any state or 

federal laws. 
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We agree with DRA that a change of this magnitude should 
have been explained more thoroughly in PG&E' s_ -opening showing in 
the case. We find the arguments raised in its rebuttal testimony 
to be unpersuasive to compel uS to use the 1990 recorded year. We 
believe the five-year average as proposed by DRA gives a more 
accurate arid realistic reflection of what the account expenses will 
be in ~est YeAr 1993. 
8.3.6 CPUC Account 512.4 (PG&E ACcount 444): 

Main TurbO-Generators arid Related Apparatus 

This account inclUdes the expenses associated with the 
maintenance of main turbo-generators such as throttle and inlet 
valves, pressure 6il, and steam pipings. Expenses in this account 
also include the Adjustments for nonroutine maintenance, the 
retirements of Geysers units, and the reliability improvement 
program for the Geysers pOwerplants. AlsO included and of 
controversy between the parties is the turbine blade replacement 
program. 

PG&E is requesting $32,217,000 for this account while DRA 

estimates $27,631,000. In this instance the methodological 
difference is only $621 / 000. ~he $3,965,000 disparity is due to 
the turbine blade replacement program. We note that while the 
turbine blade replacement program was discussed during hearings, 
DRA chose not to mention it in its briefs. PG&E used a three-year 
average for the labor pOrtion of this accOunt and a five-year 
average for the M&S portion. PG&E justified its three-year average 
for labor based on the decrease from 1996 to 1997 and then again 
from 1987 to 1988 as a result of unit retirements. PG&E beiieves a 
five-year average for M&S is appropriate to reflect the fhictuating 
nature of the past expenses. In contrast, DRA used 1990 r~corded 
figures for both lAbor and M&S expenses because of the declining 
trend in both portions. ORA believes that the declining trend is a 
result of the retirements and cold standby status of some units as 
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~~lr'as -th~iihs~t~liatiOcft6£~linprove-ddTa9nOst10 in'struments c4"hd~iri~· 
pla'\tpertormarice m"Jlftodllq devices. . inDJlA'. oplnt6n,thi..· .• 
d~clin{n9 trend should continue into the test: year. (Exhibit 103, 
pp~4··-B.;.lfthr6u9h 4-S':14.) . . 

we' iigteewith DRA as to both prongs of its positions fot 
'. this accolint, And will' therefor~ reduc'e this account by 

$4.586 rnilfiC)J\ per ORA's recomni~ndation. 
8.3. '7 cpocAcc'6uilt 513.5 (IGE ~cc011l'lt445) t 

xaln "rU:roo-Generator Auxiliaries . 

'This account includes theexpens~s'associated with the 
maintenance: 6felectric plant auxiliaries such as condensers i 
conderlsate, pumps jail' and vacuum pumps, vacuum break~rs, and 
pooling systems ,(Exhibit 103, p. 4-8-14.) . PG&E requests a total 
of $15,829;000 f6rthis account, while DRA recommends $13,259,000. 
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The difference Of $2,570,000 is divided as follows, . $210,000 d~e 
to a difference in asbestos removal projects and $2,3601600'~ue to· 

methOdological differences. 
As to the methodological differences, PG&E chose to use 

five-year aVerAges for bOth the labOr and M&S portions of the 
account. PG&E does not dispute that there has been a steady 
decline in labOr expenses every year since 1987 in this Account. 
Because of this t DRA argues that use of 1990 recorded expenses is 
more appropriate for the Test Year 1993 estimates. DRA attributes 
the decreases to retirements and cold standbY status of some units 
and improvements in the diagnostic instruments that monitor plant 
performance. On the other hand, PG&E claims that expenses are 
expected to increase in these areas, because most projects 
benefitting maintenance and operating expense have already been 

completed • 
. As to the reduction in asbestos mitigation expense, the 

parties make the same arguments that have been previously 

discussed. 
Once again we agree with DRA as to this account. We 

believe the 1990 recorded expenses are a more appropriate and 
accurate base for Test Year 1993 due to the declining trend that 
this account has shown. Likewisel we will follow DRA's 
recommendation as to the asbestos mitigation eXpenses being 
disallowed. Once again we note that our disallowance of some 
asbestos mitlgAtion expenses does not mean that PG&E's asbestos 
mitigAtion programs will not proceed. It simply means that it may 
or may not be necessary that the programs proceed at the pace which 
PG&E has recommended in this rate case. 
8.4 Hydro production Expenses 

For hydro production the main program or activities 
differences between DRA and PG&E are roughly $2.5 million which 
relate to the OHMS project (an automated computerized work 
management system)t FERC administrative fees, and vegetation 
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control. As to the methodological differences between ORA and 
PG&E; the major difference is due to the position on weather 
conditions as a factor. PG&E and ORA fundamentally disagree on 
whether the weather after 1986 was abnormally mild. ORA suggests 
that 1986 was an abnormal year but the years following that had 
normal weather. (RT 16t1115.) 
8.4.1 CPUC Account 535 (PG&E Account 780)* 

Operations, Supervision; and Engineering 

This account includes the expenses associated with 
general supervision and E'mgineerirtg for operation of. the hydraulic 
power generating stations. PG&E recommends an amount of $2,243,000 
for this account. ORA suggests an estimate of $1,750;000. The 
difference of $493,000 is due mainly to a ORA disallowance of OkMs 
costs. The methodolOgical difference is only $20;000. 

Both PG&E and ORA used 1990 recorded data for the base 
estimates of M&S expenses. For labor expenses ORA used last 
recorded year while PG&E used an average of three years. ORA 
believes it is more appropriate to use 1990 recorded figures in 
Order to capture the savings associated with the installation and 
operation of the OkMS. PG&E describes this as a computer automated 
work management system, which integrates operAtional performance, 
equipment records and history, accounting and materiAls stock 
status. PG&E projects full implementation by the end of 1995. ORA 
justifies its disal16wance for the OHMS work in 1993 because in 
its opinion PG&E has failed to show the productivity gains and 
savings that this program was promised to produce. PG&E's own 
witness testified to productivity gains and savings that should be 
apparent at least in the southern area in 1991. PG&E disagrees 
with DRA on this point, arguing that ORA's disallowance is 
inconsistent with the notion of encouraging productivity and 
efficient use of resources. PG&E argUes that much of the savings 
from OHMS will be in the scheduling of maintenance activities 
during and between outages plus reducing outage time and increasing 
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hydro enerqy output. PG&E concludes that this will reduce fossil 
energy need and be reflected in the ECAC as reduced fuel eXpEH1SeS. 
(RT 1lt100i.) pG&E argues that while not quantified, productivity 
will also improve beyond the test year as a result of this system, 
and ratepayers will benefit in future years. 

we aqree with DRA that promised prOductivity gains should 
have been somehow quantified to justify additional expenditures in 
this area. Therefore we adopt ORA's recommendations for CPUC 

Account 535. 
8.4.2 CPUC Account 536 (PG&E Account 781). Water tor power 

This account includes payments for the purchase of water 
for power. PG&E recommends $3,356,000 for this account. DRA's 
recommendation is $350,000 less, equalling a total of $3,600,000 
for this account. The difference is due to a difference in 
methodology. PG&E used the five-year average for labor and H&S 

expenses While ORA believed a three-year average was more 
appropriate. The differences in the averages focus on whether the 
year 1996 should or should not be included. DRA believes 1986 
should be excluded because unusually high expenses were associated 
with this account as a result of levy damage and flooding in 1986. 
ORA points to the testimony of the PG&E witness who argued that the 
storms of 1986 inflioted heavy damage to many hydro facilities, And 
that every year since 1986 has been characterized by mild weather. 
(RT 151979.) PG&E relies on the same facts as to weather 
conditions from 1986 onward to conclude that a five-year average is 
more appropriate. PG&E points out its belief that the mild weather 
experienced since 1986 is not -normal.-

We agree with PG&E on this issue. The mild weather that 
has occurred since 1987 is hopefully not going to continue 
indefinitely. Therefore we believe it more reasonable to include 
as one of the five years of experience a year with heavy rainfall. 
We note if the years since 1986 had been -normal weather- we would 
be more inclined to agree with ORA's position. However, that not 
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being the case, we will adopt PG&E's estimate of $3,356,000 for 
Account 536. 
8.4.3 cPuc Account 537.1 (PG&E AccoUnt 782)& nydraulic Expenses 

This account covers the costs of operating hydraulics 
works, including reservoirs, dams, and waterways. PG&E believes 
that this account is weather-dependent and that the level of 
expense reqUired for debris removal, vegetation control, and 
helicopter patrol is weather-dependent. (RT 15t980.) PG&E 
recommends a total estimate for this account of $3,609,000 while 
DRA recommends a reduction to $3,451,000. The difference of 
$158,000 is due to two factors. First, a methodological difference 
of $110,000 and second, a difference of $48,000 for a vegetation 
control employee position. For this account, both PG&E and DRA 
used a five-year average for the labor pOrtion. As to the M&S 
portion, DRA used a three-year average while PG&E used the five
year average. DRA believes a three-year average for M&S is more 
appropriate to reflect the -relatively flat- level of these 
expenses since 1988. (RT 15t991.) However, on cross-examination 
the PG&E witness did point to a slight increase from 1988 to 1989 
in the account. This increase would qualify this account for 
longer averaginq under the fluctuation theory that we have used for 
other accounts. However, PG&E's witness does state that it is a 
relatively flat fluctuation. DRA does not overtly dispute PG&E's 
claim that this account is weather-dependent and that debris 
removal is associated with the costs of vegetation control and 
helicopter patrol. 

As to PG&E's request that three additio~al e~ployees be 
funded to work in vegetation control, DRA believes that only two 
such positions should be funded. PG&E argues that the need for 
three new employees is because its system is divided into three 
different areas. However, PG&E could not say whether these 
positions in each area were full time. PG&E did state its plan is 
to contract out the work. Since PG&E could offer no evidence as to 
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~ whether the three P6s1tiOns were indeed full time, ORA recommends 
only two workers be approved. We agree with DRA as to the 
employees for vegetation control and will only allow ratepayer 
fUnding of two positions. Therefore in this account we have agreed 
with PG&E as to its methodological position and agreed with ORA as 
to reducing the vegetation control employee position. Therefore we 
will approve an amount of $3,561,000 for Account 537.1. 
8.4.4 CPUC Account 538 IPG&E Account 783)* Electric Expenses 

This account includes the expenses associated with 'th~ . 
generation of prime movers, generators, and their auxiliaries. 
PG&E requests an estimate for Test Year 1993 of $6,039,000. DRA 
recommends $5,668,000, reflecting a reduction of $372,000 due to a 
difference in its estimating methodology. DRA used last recorded 
year 1990 estimates for bOth labor and materials and services. 
PG&E, on the other hand, used last recorded year for materials and 
services but used a fiva-year average for labOr. PG&E justifies 
its live-year average methodoiogy by pointing to fluctuations in 
this account, showing a decrease from 1996 to 1987, an increase 
from 1987 to 1988, and a larger decrease from 1989 to 1990. 
However, the PG&E witness did testify that generally lor 8 out of 
12 months lower charges were experienced in this account. The 
witness could give -no real particular teason for it,- The witness 
went on to speculate that -I would probably account to our 
abilities to mOVe expenses around ftom one account to another where 
we may focus more attention in one area in one year and then 
another area in another year.- (RT 151983.) 

ORA believes that the 1990 recorded expenses for lab6r 
mote accurately forecast the expenses in this account in 1993 by 
recognizing the declining trend since 1988. We are not persuaded 
by PG&E's argument for the five-year average for labor for this 
account. Therefore we will adopt DRA's last recorded year numbers 
for both materials and services and labor for Account 538. 
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Therefore this account will show a Test Year 1993 estImate of 
$5,668,000. 
8.4.5 CPUC Account 539 (PG&E Account 784). 

M1scellaneaus Hydraulic power Generation Expenses 

This account includes costs for labor, materials, and 
other expenses not assignable to other hydraulic generation 
operation expense. Included among these expenses are fees 
associated with water use and hazardous waste regulation and FERC 
fees. PG&E requests $5,511,000 for this account, while ORA 
recommends $4,681,000. The methodological difference accounts for 
$95,000 while a dispute OVer the amount of FERC fees for 1993 
accounts for $729,000. Thus the total disagreement over this 
account between PG&E and ORA is $8~4,OOO. We will address the 
methodological difference first. 

PG&E used a five-year average for labor and a two-year 
average for materials and serVices to develop the Test Year 1993 
estimate. DRA used recorded 1990 expenses for both. ORA believes 
1990 recorded year figures are more accurate for both labor and 
materials and services to reflect the recent changes in the 
regulatory fee structures and in regulation in general. PG&E 
disputes ORA's use of 1990 recorded data on the grounds that 
despite mild weather experienced for the past several yeats, fees 
could increase during normal weather conditions. We agree with ORA 
that changes have occurred and there is a declining trend in this 
account. Therefore, we will adopt ORA's estimating methodology of 
last recorded year for both portions of this account. 

As to the dispute over the appropriate amount of FERC 
fees to allow for this account, PG'E's estimate is substantially 
higher than ORA's. PG&E 1s recommending a method whereby an 
average percentage increase lor FERC tees since 1986 is added on to 
the 1990 recorded figure. Then PG&E applies an H&S escalation 
factor. ORA believes that this method effectively escalates the 
FERC fees twice. ORA believes it would be more appropriate to base 
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them on 1990 recorded expense IUultiplied by the materials and 
services escalation rate. (Exhibit 103, p. 4C-S.) DRA notes that 
from 1988 through 1990 the fees paid by PG&E to FERC remained 
relatively constant. DRA attributes the increase in FERC fees 
experienced in 1991 to things not expected to occui:' in Test Year 
1993, PG&E cautions that in the event that 1993 returns to normal 
year condition, there will be an increase in hydro fees to FERC 
along with the increase in hydroelectric production qenerally. 

Given the trends in this account, we are inclined to 
adopt ORA's estimates. PG&E has not made enouqh of a showing to. 
cOnvince us th~t the FERC fees will actually increase in 1993. We 
note that by using 1990 as a base year we are giving PG&E a fairly 
generous estimate of FERC fees in comparison to prior years. 
Therefore, we will adopt a fiqure of $4,681,000, per DRA's 
recommendation, for Account 539. 
8.4.6. CPUC Account 541 (PG&E Account 460) i 

Maintenance Supervision and Engineering 

This account includes the expenses associated with the 
general supervision and engineering for the maintenance of 
hydraulic-powered generating stations. Both PG&E and DRA used 
recorded data from 1990 as the base estimate for both labor and M&S 
expenses. 

Therefore, the only remaining difference in this account 
is due once again to the OHMS system, resulting in an adjustment by 
DRA of $20,000. We note that PG&E made no mention of this account 
or the disagreement in its opening brief. However in its reply 
bri~f it seems to dispute DRA's recommendation. The reasoning 
behind our decision in this account is the same as that set forth 
for CPUC Account 535 where we first discuss the OHMS system. Once 
again, DRA believes the productivity gains PG&E claims will result 
from the implementation of OHMS should produce savings at least 
equal to the additional costs of completing OHMS. Therefore DRA 
justifies its disallowance of new increases in OHMS expenses and 
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concur with DRA on this issue and therefore will reduce this -
account by $20,000. 
8.4.7 CPUC Account 545.5 (PG&R Account 465): 

Mlsceliane6us Hydraulic Plant 

This account includes the expenses associated with the 
-maintenance of miscellaneous hydraulic generation plant facilities. 

PG&B originally requested $2,413,000 for this account. 
DRA's recommendation is only $655,000. PG&E has Agreed to delete 
$S76,OOO from 1ts request due to the Electra Powerhouse cleanup. 
(PG&E opening brief p. 95.) The remaining difference of $1,182,000 
is due to differences in estimating methodology. This fairly 
substantial difference between the parties is due to the tact that 
PG&E used recorded 1990 as its base estimate for both labor and 
materials and services while DRA used the five-year average. oRA 
justifies its choice by pointing out that a five-year average 
mitigates the effects of an increase in materials expenses that was 
live times in 1990 what it had been in 1989 and labor expenseS that 
were almost four tiroes higher in 1990 than in previous years. (Tr. 
15*990-991.) Thus, ORA believes a five-year averaqe best reflects 
the actual expenses likely to occur tn the test year given such a 
dramatic -blimp· in the recorded data. 

PG&E points out the majority of the increase in 1990 was 
due to hazardous waste activities. PG&E claims it reduced the 1990 
amount by a $100,000 for ~est Year 1993. PG&E believes this 
account is trending upward and suggests to us that the inoreasing 
stringency of envir6rtmental requirements and PG&E's commitment to 
conducting its business in an environmentally sensitive matter will 
result in this 1990 trend contlrtuinq upward. 

While we applaud PG&E's commitment to be environmentally 
sensitive, we note that our usual handlinq of accounts with such 
dramatic increases in a particular year is to average rather than 
use 1990 recorded year data. We also note that PG&E did not give 
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adequate, specific explanations as to why this accOunt will 
continue in the upward trend given th~ size of the dollars. 
Because PG&E failed to make a complete affirmative showing, we 
adopt ORA's number for AccoUnt 545.5 of $655,000. 
8.4.& CPOC Account 545.1 (PGGE Account 467)1 

Fish and wildlife Facilities . 

This account includes-the costs of labor and expenses 
incurred in the maintenance of fish and wildlife facilities. PG&E 
used a five-year average as its base estimate for both labbr and 
M&S expenses, while ORA used a three-year estimate for both. ORA 
believes its estimate is more appropriate since there has been a 
decline in materials and services expenses since 1988. Once again 
we note that PG&E chose not to mention this account in its opening 
brief, leading one to the conclusion that it had agreed with ORA's 
position. However, in its reply brief, PG&E did address this 
account, once again stating that because there had been 
fluctuations during the five-year period the fiVe-year estimate is 
more appropriate. 

We find PG&E's argument unpersuasive and will adopt ORA's 
estimate for Account 545.7. 
8.4.9 CPOC Account 54B.8(PG&E Account 468)i 

Recreation Facilities 

This account includes the expenses associated with 
maintaining public recreation facilities. PG&E used a five-year 
average for its base estimates of labor and M'S expenses. ORA 
believes the use of a three-year average tor both portiOns is mbre 
appropriate due to the declining trend in this accou .... t. While PG'E 
did not address this account in its opening brief, it did id its 
reply brief and testimony point out that this account 11keothers 
that have been discussed, is weather-dependent. PG&E also suggests 
that M'S has not shown a declining trend but rather increased in 
1988 and 1989. In order to be consistent with other accounts that 
are weather-dependent, we will adopt PG&E's five-year estimate. 
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8.S other Power Generation Expenses 
8.56 1 CPUC Account 549 (PG&E Acco~t 793) i 

Kiscellaneous Other power Generation Expenses 

This account includes the expenses associated with 
various expenses not assignable to other generation operation 
accounts. PG&E used a five-year average for bOth labor and 
mAterials expenses. DRA used the two-year average to calculate its 
base estimates for both labor and M&S to reflect the deciine in the 
recorded expenses in this account sirtca 1989. During hea'rings, 
PG&E's witness testified that in this account labor expenses had 
declIned since 1987. PG&E believes that since this account has 
shown slight fluctuation over the past five years, the 
-fiuctuating- methodology is appropriate. This is an account that 
PG&E chose not t6 discuss in its opening brief. 

We are not persuaded by PG'E's arguments as to this 
account. We will adopt DRA's estimating methodology for 
Account 549, Artd authorize $230,000. 
8.5.2 <;POC Account 551 (PG6:E Account 470)t 

supervision and Enqineering 

This account includes the expenses associated with 
general supervision and enqineering for maintenance activities at 
other power generation stations. DRA used a 1990 recorded figures 
for this account for both labor and M&S because this particular 
account has shown a declining trend. PG&E, on the other hand, used 
a five-year average to calculate its base estimates. PG&E did not 
address this account in its opening brief, stating in Its reply 
brief that this account's labor show some weather dependenoy. 

Since PG&E's rationale for its estimAtinq methOdology is 
not well explained, we will adopt ORA's recommendati6n of using 
1990 recorded data to develop Test Year 1993 numbers, adopting 
$131,000. 
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8.6 Electric Transmission ExpenSeS 
The electric transmission accounts include substation 

structures, substation equipment, pOles, towers, conductor, 
underground lying equipment, and miscellaneous plant operated at 
50 kV and aboVe. (Exhibit 6, p. 6-1.) PG&E contends that the 
operation of its transmission system is rapidly changing, as these 
facilities are be-ing used more extensively to gain access to excess 
generating capacity at other utilities through pOwer purchases and 
to purchase power from a growing number of rtOnutility genetatots 
whose sites and resulting pOwer flows are not under utility 

control. 
As with other accounts already discussed, both ORA and 

PG&E used one of two methOdologies for eacQ of the accounts 
(discussed in this section)t either data from the last recorded 
year (1990) or the average of anywhere from two to five years of 
data. overall in this area of transmission expenses, DRA reduced 
PG&E's requested amount by $2,060,000. PG'E's overall estimate was 
$65,523,000, with DRA'S estimate at $63,463,000. The main area of 
differences are in estimates of EMF expenses, pOwer control 
staffing levels, tree trimming and removal expenses, and as al~ays, 
estimating methodologies. We note that given the total dollars 
involved in these accounts, a disagreement of a little over 

$2 million is not terribly significant. 
8.6.1 cPuc Account 560 (PG&E Account 850)l 

Operations, Supervision r and Engineering 

This account includes the expenses associated with 
general supervision and engineering for transmission system 
operations. AlsO included in this account is a request to fund 5.5 
additional employees. According to PG&E, these employees are 
needed to handle inquiries about EMF and to measure EMF levels 
whenever requested by PG&E customers. The total dollars associated 
with Account 560 are $3,965,000 for PG&E and $3,310,000 tor ORA. 
This difference of $655,000 is broken down as followst $502,000 is 
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due to differences in the estimating methodology and $152,000 is 
due to differences regarding request for additional employe-as to 
handle EMF matters; 

First, we will discuss the differences in estimating 
methodologies, PG&E used 1990 tecorded data for its base estimate 
for both labor and H&S expenses. On the other hand, DRA used a 
five-year average to establish its base estimate for both portions 
of this account. PG'E believes its last recorded year approach is 
more appropriate because the recorded data show a steady three-year _ 
increase from 1988 throu~h 1990. PG&E says this is consistent with 
its policy to use 1990 recorded expenditures whenever a steAdy 
trend over the last three years is observed either up or down. 
PG&E believes the trend will continue upward, recognizing increased 
workload associated with transmission utilization. DRA, on the 
other hand, believes that because of sharp declines in expenses 
between 1986 and 1988 and then sharp increases between 1988 and 
1990, a five-year average is a more reasonable approach. We agree 
with DRA that the swings observed in this account are best handled 
by use of a five-year ayeraga. We disagree with PG&E that simply 
because the Commission is formally investigating EMF issues in an 
investigation, there will necessary be increased activity in the 
EMF and transmission-related fields. 

As to the issue of additional employees for the EMF 
area, we find PG&E's request for 5.5 additional employees to be 
excessive. This is a dramatic increase in this area given the much 
talk about productivity of PG~E employees. We find DRA's 
recommendation of only allowing three employee positions -to ~ more 
than adequate to address this area. We note that the upcoming 
investigation will address many issues relating to this field. It 
mayor may not be the case that PG&E continues to provide free 
estimates of EMF measurements to any and all customers who request 
it. Certainly, the ways of supplying EMF information packets at 
the levels that have occurred in the past should not require the 
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number of additional employees that PG&E seeks. We find ORA's 
argument that EMF inqu,iries peaked in late 1990 and 1991' to be' 
persuasive. The later months of 1990 showed requests on the 
decline. (Exhibit 221.) In addition, PG&E's witness on the topic 
was rather vague as to the actual time involved in taking EMF 
measurements, if they are to continue, giving a range of one hour 
to two days for the projects. Finally we note that PG&E adm-its 
that the company itself does not know what any given EMF reading 
actually means when done for the customer nOr does'the literature 
provide guidance on this point. Therefore the custOmer is not in a 
position to determine whether a reading indicates harmful or 
harmless levels. We will leave it to the investigation currently 
set for hearings in December 1992 to determine more of these 
issues. For the time being, we find PG&E's request to be excessive 
and will adopt DRA'S recommendation of funding only three 
additional employees rather than 5.5. 
8.6 .. 2 cpUC Account 561 (P<;&E AcCOunt 859)1 LOad fiispatchillg 

This account includes expenses associated with load 
dispatching operations related to the transmission of electricity. 
The parties have no disagreement as to what methodoloqy to use for 
their estimates. Both PG&E and DRA used 1990 recorded expenses. 
However, the parties disagree as to the number of additional 
employee positions needed in this account. PG&E's overall figure 
for this account is $7,223,000 while DRA's figure is $7,017,000. 
The difference of $206,000 is due to DRA's reduction of PG&E's 
request for seven additional employees down to four additional 
employees, 

Of the seven additional employees; PG&E is requestirtg 
three additional dispatchers hired primarily to relieve the 
existing 15 dispatchers for training purposes, and four scheduler 
positions. PG&E argues that these additional positions will 
address the increased workload associated with the increased use of 
PG&E's transmission facilities and provide relief to implement 
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training programs necessary to address the increasing system 
complexity and changing system operations technOlogy. PG~E pOints 
out that currently once dispatchers and schedulers g6 on shift in 
the power control department, there is no formal training becAuse 
in their opinion there are not enough dispatchers to allow for 
taking the person off shift. PG&E desires to take personnel off 
shift to allow·them to go through simulator training, a controlled 
series of events sO that they will be adequately prepared when an 
event occurs. (RT 15 t l03l. ) 

On the other hand, DRA, while agreeing that there has 
been a worklOAd increase in connection with this account, believes 
that severt additional positions ate too many. DRA recommends one 
additiOnal dispatcher to allow rotating training and three 
additional schedulers shOuld be sufficient to handle the increased 
growth. ORA points out that there is no discernable inadequacies 
in the current job performance of the dispatchers. Therefore a 
simulator training program could be introduced more gradually with 
the additiOn of only one new dispatcher. Likewise, the data 
provided by PG&E as to the need for four additional schedulers 1s 
not as compelling as ORA's position. DRA believes that authorizing 
three new schedulers is more than generous. 

We agree with DRA that PG&E should be able to meet its 
increasing workload with four rather than seven additional 
positions in this account. Once again we applaud the productivity 
of PG&E employees and have confidence that they will be able to 
deal with the increasing complexity of the transmission system. 
8.6.3 CPUC Account 570 (~E Account 552)* 

Haintenartce of station Equipment 

As its name indicates, this account includes the cost of 
maintaining station equipme~t. PG~E requests a Test Year 1993 
estimate of $11,250,000 for this account. DRA recommends 
$10,607,000 for this account. The difference of $643,000 is due to 
a difference in methodology for the labor portion of this account. 
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PG&E and DRA both used the five-year average to calculate the 
materials and services po~tion of the expenses in this account. 
For labOr, however, PG&E used 1990 recorded data as its base 
estimate And DRA again used a five-year average. DRA justifies its 
five-year average because it claims there were substantial 
flUctuations associated with these labor expenses. PG&E, On the 
other hand, claims that since the trend for the last three years 
has been an increasing trend, that the use of last recorded year's 
data is more Appropriate. We will adopt DRA's estimate for this 
accOunt since we believe that the fluctuations have in fact 
occurred over the last five years for both the H&S and labOr 
portions of Account 570, adopting an estimate of $10,607,000. 
8.6," CPUC Account 571. '13 (PG&E Account S '13) t Tree "l'ri.mm1nq 

This account inclUdes the expenses associated with 
trimming trees so that they do not interfere with transmission 
facilities. PG&E's estimate for Test Year 1993 is $3,114;000 while 
DRA's estimate is $2,558,000. This dIfference of $556,000 was not 
due to methodological differences. BOth PG&E and DRA used a ftve
year average as the base estimate for labor expenses and the 1990 
recorded expenses as the base estimate for materials and services. 
The area where PG&E and DRA differ relates to the casts associated 
with removal of drought-killed trees. DRA does not dispute that 
the drought conditions 1n this state over the past five years have 
killed a significant number of trees along PG&E's rights-ai-way and 
that those dead or dying trees must be removed. PG&E estimated 
that 12,600 trees would have to be removed at a direct cost of 
$70.00 per tree to assure transmission lines conform to 
California's line clearance provisions. On the other hand, DRA 
believes that some of that cost of removing those trees would be 
offset by a savings in routine tree trimming costs. At hearirigs, 
PG&E disputed that removal of drought-killed trees would be offset 
by tree trimming expenses because PG&E alleged that many 6£ these 
drought-killed trees were located some distance from the power 
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lines and are not in fact the same trees that PG&E routinely trims. 
(Exhibit 221, p. 5-6.)'.·PG&E believes its estimate of $7().()O per 
tree is quite conservative given an analysis ot similar tree 
removal work done during 1991. Actual dead tree removal costs 
incurred on several contrActs during 1991 showed a range from 
$76.33 to $316.34 per tree. 

DRA points out that PG&E's original information provided 
to DRA did not distinguish between the cost of tree trimming and 
the cost of tree removal. Therefore ORA calculated the costs for 
both activities together. ORA then divided the costs of tree 
trimming and removal in 1991 by the number of trees removed and 
trimmed to arrive at a cost of $32.00 per tree. (RT 16.10701 and 
Exhibit 121.) ORA believes it is unfair to allow PG&S the higher 
estimate of $70.()O a tree based on information made available for 
the first time during rebuttal hearings. DRA calls PG&E's 
information presented in its rebuttal Exhibit 221 carefully 
selected statistics which should be rejected. PG&E counters that 
argument by reiterating that the trees subject to removal are 
hazard trees and by definition, large trees. since power lines 
stand between 25 and 40 teet from the ground the tree must be as 
tall as the line to present the hazard. There is also an 
additional risk that the tree might fallon the line during the 
removal process. PG&E believes these factors make it obvious that 
the cost of removal of large trees is more expensive than routine 
trimming. 

We find ORA's showing for this account regarding tree 
trimming to be more compelling. We note that DRA did take an 
average of tree removal and trimming to arrive at a cost 6f $32.00 
per ttee. PG&E was rather vague as to the number 6f trees that 
needed to be removed that were not part of the tree trimming 
universe. We note also that the use of competitive bidding for 
tree removal has lowered tree removal costs in recent years. 
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Therefore we will reduce Account 571.73 by ORA's recommended 
$556,000. 
8.7 Distribution E~nses 

PG&E's total estimate of $256,677;000 for electric 
distribution was reduced by ORA by $11,601,000. The differences 
between the parties are principally due to disagreements over EMF 
support and customer response expenses, training for SCADA and 
distribution automation, strategic technology suppOrt expense, 
cable elbow repiacement accounting, tree trimming and removal 
expense, and as always, differences in estimating methodologies. 
8.7.1 CPUC Account 580 (PG&E Account 950)* 

Operations, Supervision, and Engineering 

This account includes the expenses associated with the 
general supervision, engineeringt and direction of the operation of 
the distribution system. Both PG&E and DRA used 1990 recorded data 
to estimate labor and M&S expenses. PG&E requests $24,104,OOO·for· 
this account. DRA's estimate of $22,961,000 is lower due to a 
dispute On the number of additional personnel PG&E needs to deal 
with EMF customer cOncerns. The difference is $1,143,000. pG&E 
has requested an additional 25 new positions, while ORA believes 
6.25 positions are more than adequate to deal with EMF issues.DRA 
believes PG&E's request is excessive for basically the same reasons 
as set forth regarding CPUC Account 560 in the transmission area. 

In order to be consistent with that previous account, 
here we will also adopt ORA's estimate of 6.25 additional positions 
rather than PG&E's 25 positions. We note that the outcome of 
1.91-02-012 has not yet been determined by the Commission. wa find 
that PG&E's request for 25 positions to be e~cessive in light ot 
the uncertainty of the outcome of that proceeding. This is 
particularly true in liqht of the fact that a resolution of the 
investigation may not occur until well into 1993. 
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8.7.2 cPUC Account 583.2 (PG&E Account 952), Overhead Line Expenses 

This account covers the expenses associat'~d with e 
operating overhead distribution lines. Included in this account 
are the costs of patrolling, changing line transformer taps, making 
load tests; and transferring loads. PG&E used a five-year average 
for both labor and M&S costs to come up with its base estimate for 
Test Year 1993. DRA used 1990 recorded expenses for both 
categories in order to better reflect the impact of PG&E's SCADA 
system and its distribution Automation (DA). 

DRA points out that SCAOA provides supervisory controls 
of sUbstation and gathers and displaying data about transformers, 
circuit loading, and voltage prOfiles. $CADA can also announce 
station alarms in a matter of seconds and sometimes even resolve 
them without involving field personnel. since this technology, 
$CAOA, and others are desiqned to save time and money, DRA believes 
the most recent recorded year, 1990, best illustrates what will be 
needed for Test Year 1993. 

PG&E admits in its bri~f that it did not describe in 
detail the reason for a particular estimating methodology for each 
account, this account beinq one of thOse. Rather, PG&E says that 
it reviewed the factors that influence each Acc6unt in determining 
the estimating method to be used. Based on that review, PG&E then 
selected one of three estimating methodologiest tl) last recorded 
data for accounts that exhibited trends; (2) averages for accounts 
with significant outside influences and to smooth fluctuations; and 
(3) tliree~, four-, or five-year averages based on historical 
expenditures and the extent of outside influences. PG&E claims 
that DRA did not base its estimates on such principles but rather 
use the circumstance that would produce th~ lowest estimate. 

For this account we find that PG&E tailed to make an 
affirmative showing. We find DRA's arguments for lowering the 
requested amount for this account to be compelling. 
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8.7.3 CPUC Account 585 (PG&E Account 955). 
Street Lighting and Signal Systems 

This account includes the expenses associated with· the 
operation of street liqhting and signal systems that are owned or 
leased by PG&E. The parties disagree on an amount of $27 / 000. 
Both PG&E and DRA used the four-year estimate for M&S expenses, 
PG&E used a five-year average for its labor costs while DRA used 
the lour-year average. DRA excluded 1986 expenses for labOr 
because they were higher than in any subsequent year due to storm 
damage. On the other hand, PG&E argues that the weather since 1986 
has been mild rather than normal. PG&E argues that it is in fact 
appropriate to include 1986 as oneaf the five years for averaging 
purpOses. we concur with PG&E on this account and will adopt its 

estimate for Test Year 1993. 
8.7.4 CPOC Accowit 588 (PG&E Account 961). 

~scellaneous Distribution Expenses 

This account includes the expenses associated with the 
distribution systems not accounted for elsewhere. Also includ~d in 
this account are expenses for technical training. PG&E's total 
request for this account is $31,503,000, while DRA recommends 
$29,187

/
000. The difference of $2,316,000 is divided as followst 

$495,000 disputed over SCADA support, $1,037 / 000 disputed over 
strategic technologies, and $784,000 is disputed due to 

methodological differences. 
First, as to methodological differences, both PG&E and 

DRA used 1990 recorded dAta to estimate labor expenses. The 
dispute arises over the appropriate time period to use for the K&S 
estimate. DRA used 1990 for this estimate to reflect the downward 
trend in "'5 expenses for this acc6unt. PG&E, on the other hand, 
chose to use a five-year average. We concur with DRA that use of 
last recorded year 1990 is more appropriate given the data in this 

account. 
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The parties are a1s6 in disagreement on the amount of 
money needed for training distribution employees in SCADA on an ~ 
on-going basis. DRA recommends a reduction in training of one-
half, eliminating some $498,000. DRA justifies this reduction by 
pointing out that SCADA is not yet fully implemented. PG&E'S own 
witness testified that iess than 20i of substations currently have 
SCADA installed in them. CRT 16.1043.) DRA points out that PG&E 
has not shown that the system will be fully implemented during Test 
Year 1993. Therefore ORA does not believe it necessary to train 
all employees on a system not yet installed. 

PG&E counters ORA's arguments with its position that 
SCADA is moving into other territories. PG&E claims that DRAdid 
not review PG&E's total planned need capital expenditures In its 
capitAl estimates for partial SCADA implementation. while PG&E 
asserts that those employees that are involved in SCADA are the 
ones that will be trained under this proposal, PG&E's witness could 
not give details as to what percentage of substations would have 
SCADA installed during the test year. 

We agree with oRA that the record is still unclear as to 
whether all distribution employees truly need to be trained in 
SCADA during Test Year 1993. In light of PG&E's inability to make 
the record clear on this point, we will adopt ORA's reduction of 
$498,000 for SCADA training. 

Finally, as to DRA's last recommended reduction for this 
account of $1,037,000, ORA chose not to address this portion in its 
opening brief. PG&E has requested 24 additional workers to support 
strategio technology. ORA recommended only three Additional 
workers. PG&E argues that strategio technologies are intended to 
capture productivity savings and improved custOmer service. The 
development and expansion of strategic technologies such as 
computer coordination and administration in local engineering and 
operations offices increase ekpense costs in a number of accounts. 
The costs include software development, construction, maintenance 
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and operation training, and system administration. (Exhibit 6, p. 
7-14.) 

In our effort to be consistent with our treatment of 
additional employee pOsitions for other accounts, we will Adopt 
DRA's recommendation for funding levels in this account for only 
three additional employee positions. We find PG&E has given us 
inadequate justification for such a large request of additional 
employee pOsitions. Hopefully, the productivity gains expected by 
these technologies will in fact occur and not result in a 
requirement for an ever-growing personnel population. 
8.7.5 CPOC Account S9i (PG&E ACcount 651)* 

ifaintenartce of Structures 
-

This account includes the costs of labor, materials, and 
other expenses incurred in maintaining structures. PG&E used 1990 
recorded expenses for its base estimate for labor and K&S, while 
DRA used the three-year average for both portions. PG&E's method 
necessarily included the larqe increAse between 1989 and 1990, . 
weighting it more heavily. DRA believes the three-year averages 
more appropriate in order to reflect the substantial fluctuations 
occurring in this account. During hearinqs, the PG&E witness could 
not identify in 1990 recorded data any expenditures associated with 
structural maintenance per set He testified that 99i ot the 
expenditures were for hazardous waste management and spill 
containment. (RT 16t1046.) Therefore PG&E argues that even though 
this account is entitled Maintenance Structures it in fact is used 
much more for management of hazardous waste in substation 
facilities. As it been discussed previously in prior accounts, 
PG&E believes this would be a continuing area of escalation. PG&E 
also accuses DRA of. selecting the methodology that will result in 
the lower estimAte for this account. 

We are unpetsuaded by PG'E;s arguments vis-a-vis this 
account. We will adopt DRA's estimates for AccOunt 591. 
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8.7.6 CPUC Account 593.62 (PG&E ACcount 662). 
Cleaning Insulators and Bushings 

This account includes the expenses associated with 
cleaning overhead distribution insulators an~ bushings. PG&E chose 
a five-year average to calculate the base estimate fOr labor and 
H&S expenses. ORA preferred 1990 recorded expenses. PG&E argu~d 
that its use of a five-year average was more appropriate to capture 
1986 data. Since 1986, as has been discussed previously, weather' 
has been mild rather than normal. On the other hand, ORA belieVes 
that its use of 1990 recorded expenses is legitimate because the 
use Of rionceramic insulators should resuit in expenses associated 
with this account declining. (Exhibit 103, p. 6-12.) 

As we have stated regarding other accounts, we generally 
concur with PG&E's analysis that including the year 1986 in 
averages for accounts that are somewhat w~ather-related is 
reasonable. We certainly hope that the drought does not continue 
indefiniteiy. Therefore we will adopt PG&E's estimate for CPUC 
Account 593.62. 
8.7.1 cPuc Account 593.63. (PG&E Account 663)i 

Replacing Line Insulators 

This account includes the costs of labor, materials, and 
other expenses incurred in replacement of and minor additions to 
line insulators. PG&E's and DRA's difference of $228,000 is due to 
an estimating difference. PG&E used a five-year average for its 
base estimate. DRA believes a four-year average is more 
appropriate in order to discount the unusually high expenses 6f 
1996. Consistent with our decisions on accounts that are weather
dependent, we believe it is appropriate to include the year 1996 
for averaging purposes. Therefore, we will adopt PG'E's estimate 
lor CPUC Account 593.63. 
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8.7.8 CPOC Account 593.65 (PG&E Account 665). 
Moving and Relocating Poles and Guys 

This account is described as including expenses 
associated with moving and relocating distribution poles and guys. 
DRA and PG&E both used a five-year average for their base estimates 
for materials and services for this Account. PG&E chose a fiVe~ 
year average for its iabor estimate while DRA uSed a three-year 
average to reflect in its opinion a declining trend in the labor 
expenSes associated with this Account. 

We concur with DRA that a three-year average is more 
appropriate giving the declining trend in this account and will 
therefore adopt DRA's Test Year 1993 estimate for Account 593.65. 
8.7.9 CPOC Account 593.66 (PG&E Account 666)* Pole Treating 

This account includes the costs of labor, materials, and 
expenses incurred in the testing and treating of wooden 
distribution pales. PG&E chose to use a five~year average for 'its 
base estimate for labor and a four-year average for its base 
estimate for materials. ORA determined that a three-year average 
was more appropriate given that expenses in this account in 1986 
and 1987 were higher than they have been in any subsequent recorded 
years. 

we concur with DRA that its estimate Is more realistic 
for what could be expected for Test Year 1993 and therefore adopt 
it. 
8.7.10 CPOC Account 593.68 (ro.E Account 668) l 

Reconditioning Conductors 

This account includes the costs of labor, materials, and 
other expenses incurred in reconditioning conductors. PG&E and DRA 
disaqree as to $1,609,000. PG&E used a five-year average fot its 
base estimate of labOr and a four-year average for its base 
estimate of materials expenses. PG&E points out that this is yet 
another account that is impacted significantly by weather and storm 
damage. PG&E argues that including 1996 in the averages is 
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reasonable given the mild, drought-year weather that has continued 
since them. 

DRA uses a three-year average for both its labor and 
materials estimates, basing it on SCADA and DA having provided 
better circuit protection, whIch has resulted in a declining trend 
in this account. 

We find PG&E's arguments concerning the value of 
including 1986, a normal year, in its estimates t6 be persuasiVe. 
Therefore we will adopt PG&E's estimates for Account 593.68. 
8.7.11 CPUC AccOunt 593.72 (PG&B Account 672)~ 

Other OVerhead Line Maintenance 

This account includes the costs of labor, materials, and 
other expenses incurred in installing or removing additional clarr.ps 
or insulators on guys in place, realigning poles, relocating 
cross-arms, and repairing roadways and grounds. PG&E and ORA 
disagree oVer $599,000 in this account fOr the Test Year 1993 
estimates. Both PG&E and ORA agree on the use of a three-year 
average to estimate labor expenses. However as to M&S expenses, 
PG&E used a five-year average while DRA used a four-year average. 
ORA arques that it is appropriate to exclude the high level of 
expenses obserVed in 1986 associated with heavy storm damAge. Once 
Again, PG&E argues that to exclude a nondrought year from the 
estimates is unrealistic. Once again, we agree with PG&E since 
this is a weather-dependent account, and will adopt PG&E's estimate 
for Account 593.7~. 
8.7.12 CPUC ACCOunt 593.73 (PG&£ Account 673lt Tree Trimming 

. This-account includes the costs of labor, materials, and 
expenses associated with trimming trees after the initial 
installation of distribution facilities. While we have visited the 
issue of tree trimming already in this decision, in this account 
the difference between DRA and PG&E totals $1,718,000. Both PG&E 
and ORA used a five-year average to estimate labor expenses. For 
the estimate of materials expenses, PG&E used the 1990 recorded 
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figures while ORA used the expenses budgeted for 1992. DRA 
j~stifies its position by the following reasOns I (1) once again 
DRA believes that the removal 6f drought-damaged trees will reduce 
tree trimming thereby offsetting the increase in tree removal 
costs; (2) PG&E has been using the system of competitive bidding 
for tree remOVAl, resulting in decreasing costs. ~herefore ORA 

argues that no additional increase above the 1992 budget level; is 
necessary for 1993. 

PG&E contends that ORA's use of 1992 budget estimates·is 
just another way to reduce the PG&E estimate. we disagree with 
PG&E and determine that it is appropriate to be consistent with our 
prior discussion on tree trimming and drought-killed tree removal. 
~here£ore we will adopt ORA's estimate for Account 593.73. 
8.7.13 CPUC Account 593.74 I~E Account 674)t Vegetation control 

This account includes the costs of labor, materials, and 
other expenses incurred in controlling the growth of vegetation 
subsequent to the initial installation of distribution faciH.ties. 
PG&E used a five-year average as its base estimate for both labor 
and g~s expenses while ORA used a two-year average for both. DRA 
justifies its pOsition by pointing t6 the declining trend in this 
account. 

We note PG~E gives little specific justification tor its 
request on this account. We find ORA'S points persuasive. We will 
therefore adopt DRA's estimate for Account 593.74. 
8.7.14 CPUC Account 593. 75 (~E Account 675) t 

Rights-of-way Clearirig 

This account includes the expen~es associated with 
clearing distribution rights-of-way after the initial iristallation 
of distribution facilities. PG&E believed a five-year average for 
both its labor and H&S expenses was more appropriate, while ORA 
used a two-year average for both to take into account the declining 
trend in these expenses. 
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reflect 
8.7.15 

we concur with ORA that its approach will mote accurately 
the reality of this account in Test Year 1993. 
CPUC Account 594 (PO&E Account 654)t 
Maintenance 6f Underground Lines 

This account coVers the costs of labor, materials, and 
other expenses incurred in the maintenance of underground 
distribution l1nes. PG&E/s total request for this account is 
$~i464,OOO. ORA recommends $7,333,000, a reduction of $1 / 131,000. 
Included in this estimate for this account are the costs for cable 
elboW replacement. A cable elbow is a device attached at the end 
of a piece of cable that allows connection of the cable to a 
transformer or another piece of equipment. The dispute in this 
account arises out of ORA's opinion that this cost should be 

capitalized rather than expensed, 
DRA argues that elbow replacements have been occurring as 

a matter of maintenance since they were first installed in the 
early 19'00s. In fact, in 1989, due to a significant number of 
premature failures, PG&E began an elbow replacement program. DRA 
points out the costs of that program were capitalized. ORA is 
concerned that PG&E's attempt to have the costs of this program 
treated as expenses will result in double-counting. This is 
because the work envisioned is the same. 

PG&E, on the other hand l argues that the work schedule to 
be done in 1993 is in fact routine maintenance of underground 
distribution lines and therefore is properly charged to expense. 
PG&E points out that ORA did not review any FERC accounting 
guidelines in making its recommendation to capitalize these 
replacements. PG&E also notes that the witness who has recommended 
this accounting change is not an accountant. PG&E urges that this 
activity is more appropriately kept in the expense category since 
it clearly benefits customers by improving service reliability. 
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. 
we concur with 'PG&E as to this account. The costs are 

more appropriately treated as expense items and we will thereiore 
adopt PG&E's Test Year 1993 numbers. 
8.7.16 CPUC AccOunt 59S (PG'E Account 655)t Line Transformers 

This account covers the costs of labor, materials, and 
other expenses incurred in the maintenAnce Of distribution line 
transformers. PG&E and DRA disagree as to methodology for 
estimating. The parties agree on the labor pOrtion of the 
estimates, bOth using five-year averages. HOwever, as to the costs 
of materials and services, PG&E chose to use a four-year averaqe 
while DRA used a five-year average. DRA's pOsition is that a five
year average is more accurate because this account tends to 
fluctuate substantially. We will adopt DRA's numbers In this 
accOunt. 
8.7.17 CPUC Accouilt 593 (PG&£ AccOunt 656)t 

Maintenance of Services--Overhead 

This account includes the costs of labor, materials, and 
other expenses incurred in mAintaining overhead serVice lInes. 
PG&£ and DRA disagree regarding an amount of $86,000. since this 
Is another weather-dependent account, PG&E used a five-year average 
for labor expenses and a four-year average for material expenses. 
On the other hand, in order to exclude the storm year 1986, ORA 

used a four-year average for labor and the five-year average for 
materials. As we have already stated regarding other accounts, we 
believe inclusion of 1~S6 with the following mild weather-drought 
years is appropriate for estimating Test Year 1993. We therefore 
adopt PG&E's estimate for this account • 

• 
8.7.18 CPUC Account 596 (~E Account 658) I 

Maintenance of Street Lighting and Signal Systems 

This account includes the maintenance of street lighting 
and signal systems. PG&E used a five-year average to estimat~ 
labor expenses and a three-year average to estimate material and 
supply expenses. ORA believed a three-year estimate was more 
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appropriate for both portions due to the declining trend in 
recorded- data. He concur with DRA in this account and believe it 
more appropriate to use a three-year trend as the best estimate for 
Test Year 1993. 
8 .. 7.19 CPUC Account 597 (PG5£ Account 659): 

Maintenance of Heters 

This account includes the expenses associated with th~ 
maintenance of meters and the equipment used to test them, PG&E 
chose to use a three-year averaqe for its M&S expenses while using 
1990 recorded data for its labor estimate. ORA, on the other hand, 
used 1990 recorded data for both its labor and H&S estimates in 
order to reflect the declininq trend in both portions of this 
account. We concur with DRA that its choice of estimating 
methodology gives a more accurate picture of what would be a 
reasonable estimAte for Test Year 1993. 
8. '1 .2() CPUC Account 598 (ro.£ Acco~t 660) t 

Miscellaneous Distr1bution Plant 

This account includes the miscellaneous expenses involved 
in maintaining the distribution plant. Once again the parties 
dispute the appropriate methodology for estimAtinq purposes. PG&E 
chose a five-year average for its base estimate of both labor and 
M&S expenses. DRA believed that use of 1990 recorded data is more 
Appropriate given the declining trends in both portions of this 
account. Once again we concur with DRA as to its chosen 
methodology for this account. 
8.8 CustO.er Account Expenses 

PG&E's estimate of $119,063,000 for Eiectric Department 
customer account expenses (excluding uncollectible accounts) 
exceeds DRA's estimate of $115,325,000 by $2,738,000. This total 
difference is the result of the following individual differences. 
$1,446,000 due to differences in estimates for customer growth in 
PG&E Accounts 971, 973, and 974, $1,153,000 due to estimate 
differences in PG&E Account 976, and $138,000 due to DRA's Steam 
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Department expense adjustment. The Steam Department expense c 

adjustment will be addressed in a later portion of this decision., 
At hearings, the parties agreed on the appropriate uncollectible 
factor to use for Test Year 1993. PG&E's witness changed his 
recommended factor from 0.294\ to 0.300\ based on ORA's request,to 
update this factor by estimating the econometric mOdel with year
end 199i data. We will nOw discuss each customer account where 
there is a dispute between DRA and PG&E for the Electric 
Department. 
S.S.l CPUC AccOunt 902 (PG&E Account 6971)t 

Meter Reading Expenses 

This account includes the labor and other costs 
associated with meter reading. PG&E proposes to increase meter 
reading expenses in this account by $499,000 to accommodate 
customer growth. ORA disputes this requested increase and believes 
that PG&E should be able to accommodate the additional workload by 
continuing to implement operating efficiencies. ORA's witness 
testified that PG&E already has the computer equipment available to 
improve its communication and scheduling operations. ORA contends 
that rather than assuming that meter reading expenses will 
automatically increase on an average-customer basis, productivity 
measures PG&E already has in place may well contain these expenses 
at 1990 levels or lower them. CRT 1611135-1137.) 

PG&E maintains the position that each year the number 6f 
customers continues to grow with a related increase in the volume 
of customer transactions. PG&E points out that ORA's argument is 
weak because it is founded on intangible, unquantifiable 
perceptions of improvements. PG&E points out that it has already 
undergone reorganization into diVisions, and no savings are 
reflected in its estimates. For example, PG&E has already closed 
or consolidated some 20 offices. (RT 1611130.) PG&E concedes that 
While it may be true that small improvements may be made in the 
day-to-day operation, other factors may work against cost 
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reduction. PG&E claims that it looked at technological 
improvements, but these must be balanced agai~st service 
requirements and the need for a community pr~sence. PG&E believes 
that expense projections which are based on the level of customer 
growth represent a reasonable estimate since its increased volume 
of customer transactions clearly increase the resources necessary 
to maintain service. 

We concur with DRA as to its request for CPUC 
Account 902. We note that DRA witness testified that in his 
opinion PG&E customers are generally satisfied with the level of 
service. once again we are confident that PG&E'S 
productivity measures will be sufficient to meet customer growth. 
8.8.2 CPUC Account 903 (PG&E Account 0972). 

Custo.er Contracts and Orders 

This account includes the labOr and other costs for 
pOsitions assigned to offices or to the field, for handling 
customer inquiries, service requests, energy costs inquiries, and 
other requests made by telephone or in person. PG&E requests An 
increase in this account of $293,000 for customer growth, some 
$970,060 for changing its accounting procedures for general 
conservation costs inquiries, and $961,000 for meeting the demands 
of cultural and language diversity. (Exhibit 6, pp. 8-4 through 
8-11.) For the same reasons stated in the above account, we will 
reject PG&E's arguments regarding customer growth. Likewise, we 
find PG&E's request for changing its accounting procedures for 
conservation costs inquiries to be reasonable. However, we are 
concerned as to the size of the request for increases in cultural 
and language diversity of $961,000. we believe some of this should 
be captured by what we are allowing for customer growth generally. 
~herefore we will reduce the request of $961,000 by $461,000, 
allowing $500,000 for this activity. 
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8.8.3 cpUC Account. 90) (PG&E Account 0973)1 
CUst6.ar Billing and Accounting 

This account includes labOr and other costs for positions
assigned to analyzing rates to assist customers in choosing the 
correct or most advantageous rate schedule. Also included are the 
costs associated with orderl processing, teleprocessingt and"bili 
preparation. PG&E requests an increase of $4,000,000 to rewrite 
its custOmer information computer program (CIS) and an additional-

$283,000 for customer growth. 
we note that we directed PG&E to give us a report On its 

progress to rewrite its CIS program in our last GRC. However, we 
believe that a $4 million expenditure has not been adequately 
justified. Once Again we agree with DRA'S arguments regarding 

customer growth. 
8.8.4 CPUC Account 903 (PG&E Account 0975)* 

Collecting Expenses 

This account includes the labor and other costs for 
employees assigned to credit and collection work. PG&E seeks an 
increase of $312,000 for customer growth for this account. oRA 
recommends a full disallowance of that increase on the ground that 
PG&E's productivity gains should balance out customer growth. For 
this subject area we once again agree with ORA that this moderate 
increase for customer growth should be offset by productivity. 
8.8.5 CPUC Accou.il.t 905 (PG&E Account (976). 

Miscellaneous custa.er Accounts E~nse 

This account records the labor and other expenses 
resulting ftom positions which cannot be categorized in other 
activities. ORA recommends exclusion of two items in this account. 
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First, DRA recommends disallowance 6f $659,000 for the customer 
payment option communication program and $494,000 for the 
customer's service program evaluation project. 4 

First, we will address the customer payment option 
communication program. PG&E justifies this request based on prior 
experience. PG&E believes to routinely develop winter customer 
information programs that communicate payment options t6 customers 
will meet a significant customer need. PG&E plans to provide this 
program in English as well as other languages to achieve maximum 
value. ORA's argument against this program is basically that it 
believes the existing program appears to be working satisfactorily. 
DRA believes that the special advertising campaign PG&E conducted 
during the 1990-1991 cold snap is not necessarily something that 
would need to occur on an annual basis. Likewise, DRA points to 
customer communication through PG&E's newsletter and various othe~ 
media tools to inform customers of various programs. We agree with 
DRA regarding the customer payment option program. There is 
already adequate money being spent in this area and the requested 
increase of $659,006 will not be allowed. 

The second area where PG&E requests an increase which ORA 
disputes relates to its evaluation and analysis of customer service 
programs. PG&E proposes to implement a program of using industry
accepted methods of market research to evaluate the value of 
existing programs, services, and methods of service delivery from 
the customer's perspective. Armed with this information, PG&E 
asserts that adjustments can be made to ensure the most signilicant 
needs are being met. 

4 The expense adjustment of $138,000 due to ORA's recommendation 
regarding how to treat PG&E's Steam Department will be dealt with 
in the section dealing with all Steam Department issues. 
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DRA opposes these requested inoreases once again stati~g 
that it belieVes the existirtg program appear~ to be working' . 
satisfactorily. PG&E counters that ORA does not recognize that· 
this program is actually a cost-reducing expenditure in the long 
run. PG&E maintains the need to contact customers to determine how 
they feel about the value of eXisting progrAms Is cheaper in the 
long run than reacting to customer complaints about levels and 
methods of service delivery. By focusing on customer value, and 
the services most desired by customerSt PG&E argues it cAn reduce 
costs for nonessential services and increase the value of the 
services it dOes provide. PG&E believes ORA's oppOsition to this 
is inconsistent with the progressive interpretation of the 
utility's obligation to continually improve its service to 
ratepayers. We agree with PG'E as to this pOrtion of this account 
and will authorize the $494,000 increase requested by PG&E. 

Finally, we note that this account included one other 
recOmmendation by ORA in its original exhibit and at hearings. DRA 

recommended an upgrade to PG&E's telephone network in order to 
reduce average customer waiting times. DRA's initial research 
indicAted it may cost as much as $10 miliion to fulfill this 
requirement. (RT 16*1138.) Given DRA's testimony that overall the 
level of service Is adequate at this time, we see no reasOn to 
order PG&E to pursue this area. PG&E's openinq brief indicates 
that it will complete a study in this area by Octob&r 1992. While 
that study may be provided to Commission staff, we are not in any 
way ordering that the results of that study be implemented at this 
time. 
9. Resul ts of Operations for Electric Depart.ent-

Administrative and General Expenses 

9.1 Overview 
Administrative and general (A&G) expenses represent 

indirect expenses not chargeable to operations and maintenance or 
other specific functions. PG&E presented its report on A&G 
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expenses for electric operations through two witnesses. ORA used 
five diffe~ent witnesses to address various areas of PG&E'S 
reports. while this section of the decision deals specificallY 
with PG&E'S Electric Department, we will address A&G matters that 
relate to both electric and gas, referred to as common issues.' 

PG&E estimates $504,979,000 for Electric Department A&G 

expenses. DRA's estimate is $81,109,000 less, resulting in an 
estimate of $437,342,000. This difference is composed of 
disagreements on a variety of programs covering some eight 
different A&G accounts. The areas of dispute include the 
following. the appropriate allocation factor for Diablo canyon 
costs, how to handle PG&E'S incentive pay programs, ratepayer 
funding of child care center, appropriate level of outside legal 
services, ratepayer funding of investor relations and other 
memberships/dues, the equal opportunity purchasing p~ograms (EOPP) 
and women- and minority-owned business enterprises (wMBE), the 
necessity of the blueprint for learning training program, line of 
credit fees, and the very large and very complicated area of 
nonhealth care benefits, medical benefits, and post-retirement 

benefits other than pensions (PBOPs). 
We will break down these areas of dispute by account. We 

note that for certain areas more than one account is involved. we 
will therefore have the bulk Of our discussion in the first account 

discussed, making reference thereto as necessary. 
9.2 Account 920 (~E) __ Administrative and General salaries 

PG&E requests $107,413,000 for the Electric Department 
portion of Account 920. This is $5,536,000 larqer than DRA's 
estimate. This difference 1s due to a dispute regarding how to use 
the results of the Diablo canyon Use study to the tune of 
$2,945,000; $2,415,000 is due to differences in the way PIP was 
removed from A&G in the recorded data before spreading incentive 
pay across all labor accountsJ disagreements over EOPP costs 6f a 
$141,000 (which actually was resolved during the Update hearings), 
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.. 
and $35,000 due to DRA's exclusion of the family benefit 
coordinator pOsition requested by PG&E. 
9.2.1 Diablo canyon Use Studies and 

Appropriate Allocation Factor 

Exhibit 41, the Diablo canyon Use Studies, was filed 
pursuant to Ordering paragraphs 9 and 10 of 0.89-12-057, PG&E's· 
last GRC decision. (34 CPUC2d 199, 439.) The purpose of this 
repOrt was to provide a comprehensive study to determine the proper 
allocation of A&G expenses between the Diablo canyon nuclear 
powerplant and other PG&E operations. Both PG&E and DRA cite 
Exhibit 41 as the source for their positions that they have 
correctly allocated A&G costs to Diablo canyon. 

In response to Diablo canyon Use Studies, DRA filed 
comments on March 29, 1991. DRA concluded that the Diablo canyon 
use Studies collaborate the revenue requirement impiications of 
Diablo canyon incorporated in 0.89-12-057. DRA recommended in • 
those conunents that no further action is necessary and believed 
that the cost allocation issue raised in the last GRC is reSOlved. 
The parties are in agreement that Exhibit 41 is responsive to 
D.89-12-057 and has in fact been reviewed and accepted by DRA and 
other parties. The disagreement between the parties arises from 
what is the appropriate allocation factor to use for base year 1990 
in developing figures for Test Year 1993. PG&E contends that 
13.52\ of total A&G costs from recorded data 1990 should be 
assigned to Diablo canyon. DRA believes, also citing Exhibit 41, 
that the appropriate allocation factor should be 15.8\. 

Both the 13.52\ factor and the 15.8' factor appear in 
Exhibit 41. The debate between the parties is over which nUmber is 
appropriate to apply to 1990 figUres. PG&E argues that the lower 
figure is appropriate for the following reasons. PG&E developed 
the 13.52' {actor based on 1989 A&G labor with the addition of 
labor related to certain nuclear power generation activities which 
0.89-12-057 determined should be classified as A&G expanses. 
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However, during the course of Diablo Canyon Use Study, it was 
determined that certain costs which were beioe) booked.·as A&G 
expenses really belong in other accounts. In Exhibit 41; these 
c6sts were adjusted out of A&G expenses and the percentage of 
restated A&G expenses was recalculated. That recalculation yields 
15.8%. This is the appropriate nuinber to use beginning in JanuAry 
1991. However, these costs were not spread back to nOfi-A&G 
accounts in the development of 1993 Test Year expenses. PG&E 
states that to do s6 would have complicated the development of Test 
Year 1993 estimates in those other accounts. 

Therefore, while the shift in costs from A&G to other O&M 

expenses will be in effect in 1993, that shift is not reflected in 
this application. Thus, the 13.52\ factor is the appropriate 
factor to use when assigning 1990 base costs to Diablo Canyon. 
Using either the 13.52% of the 1990 base or 15.8% of the base 
adjusted for 1993 accounting results in the same amount of A&G 
expenses allocated to Diablo canyon. PG&E argues that DRA has used 
a simplistic method of allocating the 15.8\ 6f all test year 
expenses costs in Accounts 920 and 921 to Diablo canyon. However, 
PG&E points out that the 15.8% factor is used incorrectly because 
it is based on A&G costs after removal ot some 1990 A&G expenses to 
O&K accounts. 

In developing its estimate of costs for Accounts 920 and 
921 (where the same issue of attribution of costs to Diablo canyon 
occurs) PG&E held the account to its 1990 recorded level except 
when increased or decreased for specific activities or adjUstments 
that will be discussed later in this section. PG&E points out that 
DRA never took exception to the use of 1990 recorded level as a 
starting point for developing the test year estimates for this 
account. PG&E concludes that DRA agrees that the 1990 recorded 
costs should in fact serve as the base for estimating Test Year 
1993 costs for Account 920. If that is the case, PG&E states the 
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obvious conclusiort is that the correct allocation factor for 1990 
is 13.52%. 

The issue is further complicated by the fact that the 
choice is not simply between two different allocation factors. The 
choice is between PG&E's use of specifically appropriate factors 
lor every item within its estimates of Accounts 920 and 921 Versus 
ORA's simplistic use of one factor across the board. There is no 
disagreement that PG&Eis approach was it multi-step factor which 
first assigned a portion of 1990 A&G expenSes to Diablo canyon as 
already discussed and then attributed a specific pOrtion of its 
test year adjustment to Diablo canyon. PG&E went through a process 
by which each specific incremental change was analyzed to determine 
the appropriate assignment of these costs to Diablo canyon. The 
amount attributed to DiablO Canyon was based on the ratio of Diablo 
Canyon A&G hours to total A&G hours as contained in the detAiled 
worksheets in the Diablo Canyon use Studies support volumes for the 
department in which the incremental change originated. (PG&E 
Exhibit 6, Exhibit 42.) PG&E believes this approach of attributing 
costs to Diablo Canyon operations on an item-by-ltem basis matches 
the intent of both the -Diablo Canyon Accounting Standilrds t 

Procedures and Instruction Manual- (Exhibit 43) and the Use Studies 
Exhibit (Exhibit 41). PG&E concludes that DRA's broad-brush 
attempt to allocate costs for Diablo Canyon across the board is 
exactly the type of error PG&E wAs attempting to goard against. 

We aqree with PG&E that given the circumstances for 
recorded 1990 data the 13.52\ allocation is more appropriate. We 
note that in anyone recorded year, the aotual percentaqe 6f A&G 
expenses charged to Diablo Canyon may not be exactly either of the 
two proposed percentages. The actual percentage would vary 
depending on such things as overtime work by various individuals, 
and the portion of that fixed distribution charged to Diablo 
Canyon. Therefore when applied to 1990 base year recorded costs, 
the 13.52\ allocation factor is the proper representation of the 
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overall aggregate effect of the Use Study. We will adopt PG&E's 
attribution of Diablo Canyon costs in Account 920. (We wili Aiso 
adopt it for Account 921, which will be discussed later, for the 
same reasons stated herein.) 

We rt6te that PG&E has stated in its Use Studies report 
that its intention is to perform such a study every six years, not 
in every GRC rate cycle~ (Exhibit 41, p. 1-4.) We agree that this 
is reasonable and so there need not be a separate study fi~ed in 
connectiOn with the next GRC. Assuming our rAte case cycle stays 
the same, the next Diablo canyon Use Study would be due for the 
Test Year 1999 rAte case. 
9.2.2 Incentive PAy--MAnaqement and Performance Incentive plans 

The debate between DRA and PG&E over the appropriateness 
of ratepayer funding for either the Management Incentive plan (HIP) 
or PIP programs is not new to this rate cAse. Since the last 'GRC 
PG&E has altered its incentive program as part of its total cash 
compensation to include virtually all employees. In the last GRC, 
the HIP which far f~wer employees were eligible to participAte in, 
was discussed. In fact, part of the discussion focused On the fact 
that the Test Year 1987 GRC decision (D.86--12-095, 23 cPuc2d 149) , 
had ordered workshops to explore the issue of incentive pay. Those 
workshops were not held prior to the Test Year 1990 GRC for PG&E. 
However, once again the Commission ordered workshops to be held On 
incentive pay. This time, the workshops were in fact held in 
February 1991. Therefore in this cAse we do not have the problem 
that was described in the last GRCt -The workshops were not heid. 
The r~cord which we had hoped would ba developed in these workshops 
is obviously not available. In the absence of a more developed 
recotd, we must evaluate PG&E'S request for increased funding of 
its new HIP based upon the recOtd PG&E has provided in this 
proceeding.- (34 CPUC2d 199, 257 (1989).) Based on the record in 
that GRC, the Commission disallowed all increased costs for the MIP 
program, keeping the funding at a level that had been adopted in 
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1986. Despite doing this, the conunission did endorse the-Co,Dc.i3-p't 
61. management incentives, stating that. ·we believe that sti9h 'plans 
can be part of a sound management strategy to attain 'cort>ora'te . 

goals and objectives.- (Id. p. 260.) 
Thankfully we are not presented in this ptoceedirigwith 

the dilemma of the prior GRC, of nonexistent workshops. Workshops 
did occur and the workshop repbrt regarding PG&E'S and other' 
utilities' incentive programs was attached to PG&E'S compensation 
exhibit (Exhibit 10). The conclusions of that workshop r~poit, run 
by the CACD, make it clear how the issue of incentive compensation 

programs should be handled. 
-The consensus reached in the workshOp was that 
the commission should not attempt to 
micromanage utility incentive compensation 
programs. Instead of adopting a 'cookie 
cutter' approach, workshop participants ' 
recommend that the commission review incentive 
compensatio~ programs utility by utility, as a 
component of the total cAsh compensation . 
requested in each utility's general rate case. 
They proposed, moreover, that the allocation of 
total cash compensation between salaries and 
incentives should be left to each utility's 
discretion. 

-Workshop consensUS was reached swiftly by . 
parties that rArely agreed. As a result of the 
workshop and the work performed by D&T . 
(Deloitte and Touche), the Commission now has 
the basic information it requested on how to 
evaluate MIPs in a fair, ptactical, and 
sensible manner. 

"By these measures, the workshop was a success.
(Management Incentive plan Workshop Report, 
CACD, May 1991, p. 53.) 

We note that DRA was an active participant in ~he CACD 
workshop on incentive pay. Further, we note that that workshop 
r~port made it quite clear, as have past Commission decisio'lts, that 
incentive pay is part and parcel of the overall compensation 
scheme. We find ORA'S separation of PIP evaluation from its 
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compensation exhibit to be inexplicable; particularly in light of~" 
DRA's criticisms that PG&& failed to_prepare a complete 
compensation report. In fact, it is DRA who produced a 
compensation report that left out an important component of 

compensation, to wit, incentive pay through PIP. Despite DRA's 
failure to address PIP in the proper exhibit, i.e., total cash 
compensation, we will discuss in the context of this accOunt ORA's 
objections to any inclusion of HIP and PIP expenses in ratemaking. 

These same arguments apply to mOre than Account 920 which 
we are currently discussing. Therefore the same arguments 
discussed here by ORA as to why they have disallowed PIP dollars 
will apply in other accounts and will not be repeated there. 
Finally, we must note that ORA's position on this entire area of 
PIP and incentive pay generally was not the easiest to comprehend 
and understand. Despite that we will try to summarize ORA's 
objections to PIP. 

ORA states that it is fundamentally concerned that a 
conflict may exist between the employee performance PG&E seeks to 

• 

reward with ratepayer funds and stated commission objectives. ORA ~ 

contends that there has been no Commission validation of PIP and no .., 
evidence exists to prove that ratepayers are not being asked to 
reward performance contrary to their own interests. secondly, ORA 

argues that PG&E ties its incentive program to increases in its 
earnings per share as a measure of improved productivity. ORA 

believes that an increase in earnings per share could also result 
from technological improvements paid by ratepayers. DRA contends 
that inc~ntive payments should be the result of, or be designed to 
generate, superior performance. ORA says it has no objection to 
employee incentive programs funded through savings linked to 
employee performance, but it does object to automatic inclusion of 
incentive payments in rates. Finally, ORA objects to PG&E's 
practice of including MIP or PIP costs in expenses transferred to 
construction work in progress (CWIP). DRA points out that both the 
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shareholder and ratepayer contributions transferred to CWIP earn, 
for shareholders, a rate of return On" "rate base that is funded by 

\ 

ratepayers. DRA contends that because the Commission has never 
given PG&E permission to place incentive costs in rate base that 

this is inappropriate, 
As near as can be understood from ORA's position, it is 

suggesting disallowance of all identified PIP dollars. 
PG&E determines that the dispute regarding Account 920 

between PG&E and ORA is $2,415,000 due to differences in the way 
incentive pay was removed from A&G in the recorded data before 
spreading incentive pay across all labor accounts. PG&E argues 
that the problem with discussing PIP in the context of this account 
is really due to ORA'S failure to address the issue in its 
compensation exhibit. PG&E believes that DRA has ignored the 
workshop repOrt. PG&E points out that ORA was the first party to 
question the need to discuss incentives separate from overall 
consideration of Tee. PG&E contends that ORA has not found a 
logical way to separate out HIP/PIP issue within the A&G account. 

PG&E further notes that ORA's objections to incentive.pay 
out of the contekt of overall compensation are contradictory to the 
position DRA took during the CACD workshop. PG&E contends that it 
is unclear as to what DRA's objections to PIP mean vis-a-vis A&G 
expenses. Even though he was the designated PIP witnesS, the ORA 
witness testified ·we felt it would be best to ••• not make an 
adjustment in my section regarding this particular item.- (RT 19. 
1510.) supposedly, ORA's overall requested downward adjustment for 
labOr costs proposed in Exhibit 107 (already discussed in an 
earlier section) would be all of DRA's recommended disallowance for 
PIP in the test year. We will briefly discuss ORA's recommended 
disallowance of capitalized PIP in the rate base section of this 

decision. 
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As to the speoifics for AccOunt 920, PG&& .. removed accrued 
incentive pay as recorded in 1~90 from the forecast of Account 920 
in the test year, spreading a PIP adjustment across all expense' 
accOunts as a percentage of labor in each account. PG&& believes 
this better reflects PIP as a portion of Tee and also better 
reflects the true cost of labor associated with various utility 
activities. In no way did PG&E intend to indicate that it felt Pip 
costs were not appropriate for recovery from ratepayers~ 
(Exhibit 221.) 

PG,E's removal of 1990 HIP costs was based on specific 
datal a journal entry showing officers' incentive pay and a 
specific subaccOunt in Account 920 where the KIP had been booked 
(Exhibit 221, p. 3-10). PG&E states that ORA's attempt to remove 
these KIP costs was done in a Byzantine fAshion. PG&E points out 
that rather than examine specific 1990 base year data, DRA looked 
at the growth in Accounts 920 and 921 between 1988 and 1989 and 
concluded that those Accounts grew more rapidly than ever due much 
if not ail to PG&E's management incentive plan. ORA went on to 
conclude that bOth accounts should be reduced by the full increase 
between 1988 and 1989 in order to adjust the base year for test 
year analysis. (Exhibit 102, p. 9C-9.) PG&E points out that the 
obvious problem with using 1989 data to adjust the base year is the 
base year is not 1989, it is 1990. PG&E produced an exhibit that 
indicated a decrease in recorded incentive pay from 1989 to 1~90 of 
$3.5 million. Additionally, PG&E points out that roughly $3.6 
million in 1990 was direct Diablo canyon incentive pay which was 
already removed from 1990 base year costs as part of the Diablo 
Canyon segregation process. PG&E concludes therefore that DRA's 
approach not only fails to reflect the decline in incentive pay 
between 1999 and 1990, it also double-counts the reduction for 
Diablo canyon incentive pay already taken as part of Diablo Canyon 
segregation process. 
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We concur with PG&E that DRA has incorrectly analyzed 
Account 920 specificaliy and the PIP program overall. We fail to 
understand why ORA chose to approach this issue in this account in 
the manner in which it did. it was a confusing presen"tation. We 
will adopt PG&E's estimates for PIP expenses for Account 920. We 
agree with PG&E that it was appropriate to spread PIP costs amortg 
other labor accounts. And we find in this proceeding that the PIP 
program as PG&E has designed it is art appropriate part of the total 
cash compensation which we have already found to be reasOnable. 
9,,2 .. 3 Equal opportunity Purcba.sing program (ROPP) 

All outstanding issues relating to the EOPP between PG&E 
and the CACO auditors5 were presented in the September 15, 1992 
Update Exhibit. (Exhibit 237.) There the company's revised EQPP 
estimates for several accounts were agreed to by staff. DRA in 
this proceeding is relying on CACO's review of this area. overall, 
an agreement was reached to reduce the company's original 1993 EOPP 
costs by $1,551,000. This inclUdes a $573,000 decrease to Account 
920. In addition for Accounts 921 and 923 there were agreed upOn 
reductions of $613,000 and $365,000, respectively. Even though we 
are discussing Account 920 here we will incorporate these other
reductions for the other A&G accounts without mentioning them again 
in the text of this decision. 
9.2.4 Family Benefits Coordinator position 

PG&E views this dispute with DRA regarding the 
appropriateness of ratepayer funding for a family benefits 
coordinator position to be a $35,000 difference for the Electric 
Department. The major role of this staffing position is to serve 
the PG&E-sponsored child care center on-site at c6mpariy 
headquarters, 77 Beale Street, San Francisco. ORA believes its 

5 CACO auditors took the lead on the EOPP review in this GRC 
rather than DRA staff. 

- 85 -



A~ 91"';il-036 ~t a1. ALJ/r...ll/vdl 

eXclusion of this position for ratemaking purposes isconslstent 
with its recommendations regarding ratepayer funding arid subsi~y of 
the child care center generally. That issue will be discussed in 
greater detail in Account 921 and the rate base section. PG&E 
makes the argument that this pOsition goes beyond the duties of 
coordinating the child care center and include the development of 
family-oriented benefit programs for elder dependents as well as 
for children and other members of the family. PG&E argues that 
this position clearly provides employee-related services which are 
a legitimate human resources cost for which DRA has given no reason 
for exclusion other than its association with the child care 
center. PG&E argues that the human resources challenges it will 
face in the 1990s and beyond justify that this new cost be 
recovered from ratepayers. 

We disagree. We find DRA's arguments persuasive that 
this kind of pOsition should not be funded by ratepayers. we note 
that we have been quite reasonable in our overall acceptance of 
PG&E's compensation and human resources goals. However, there are 
limits to such reasonableness. Within the dollars ~e have already 
authorized for compensation we believe PG&E can pursue such a 
position if it chooses to do so. If not, PG&E has the option of 
allowing the shareh6iders to fund such a position on the grounds 
that the benefits received from a happy workforce do in fact 
benefit shareholders. Our reasoning for the rejection of this 
position along with the child care center issues will be explain~d 
in another section in greater detail, in an effort to avoid 
repetitiVeness. 
9.3 Account 921--Qfflce Supplies and Expenses 

PG&E and DRA are roughly $14.5 million apart in their 
estimates for the Electric Department portion 6f AccOunt 921. 
The other differences are due once again to how to use the Diablo 
Canyon Use Studies, disputes regarding incentive pay (HIP/PIP), and 
finally a subsidy to PG&E's child care center. 

- 86 -

• 



A.91-il-Q36 et a1. AW/KoH/vdl 

9.3.1 Diablo canyOn use Studies 
The arguments of the pA~ies for what allocation £acto~ 

to use for Diablo Canyon are the same arguments that. have alreadt 
been discussed fairlY extensively for Account 920. Once again 
DRA's simplistic method of allocating 15.8% above test year 
expenses for Account 921 is unreasonable. Therefore we adopt th~ 
same method as we adopted for Account 920, that proposed by PG'E, 

for Account 921 for Diablo Canyon allocation. 

9.3.2 lncentive pay Adjustment 
DRA made an adjustment based 6n 1989 data, similar to its 

Account 920 adjustment, to remove the PIP costs from Account 921, 
based on its assumption that there must be some incentive pay in 
Account 921 becaUse Account 921 -tracks· Account 920. (Exhibit. 
102, p. 9C-8.) DRA has come to the conclusion that the increases 
and decreases 1n expenses for these two accounts are directly 

linked. 
PG&E states that ORA has made the same errors in 

analyzing Account 921. as it did in Account 920 plus an additi()Jl~l 
error. Once again, PG&E points out the inappropriateness of DRA 
making an adjustment based on 1989 data instead of basing its 
adjustThent on specific 1990 base year data. PG&E points out, 
however, that in this account the error is more egregiOus because 
no incentive plan payments (KIP) were booked in Account 921 in 
1990. PG&E does not deny that there may be some relationship 
between some of the costs recorded in Account 920 and costs 
recorded in Account 921, however, such a relationship is not 
necessarily direct or propOrti6nal. Further, PG&E pOints out that 
the increase in Account 921 that DRA relies on lor its 
recommendation between 1988 and 1989 was clea~ly due to things 

other than incentiVe pay. 
In its rebuttal testimOny, PG&E showed that the two 

detailed costs elements used in PG&E's accounting system to record 
the MIP and PIP did not appear in this subaccount and the costs 
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booked to this subaccount of Account 921 could be shown to be 
things othe~·than payments under either these incentive programs.· 
PG&E urges the Commission to reject oRA's tracking adjustment for 
Account 921. 

once again we concur with PG&E on this issue of 
incentive pay. PG&E has made its case that thete are no PIP 
dollars in AccOUnt 921. ORA's arguments are at be·st convoluted, 
and the link between Accounts 920 and 921 for incentive pay has not 
been shown. Therefore, we reject DRA's proposed $22 million 
adjustment for AccOunt 921. 
9.3.3 Child care Center Funding 

The dispute for Account 921 purposes centers on an 
operational subsidy to PG&E's employee child care center. DRA's 
recOmmended disallowance for this account is $29~,000 on a total 
company basis. The Electric Department disallowance is $165,000. 

PG&E would like to include in Account 921 the portion of 
the annual operational costs of its child care center not recoVered 
from users of the chiid care center. ORA recommends removal of 
these costs. PG&E contends that there are ratepayer benefits that 
derive from the running of an on-site child care center. PG&E 
argues that these benefits include the ability to Attract and 
retain employees. PG&E states that through the 1990s the business 
environment within which it operates will have many demographic 
changes. Included in these is an increased participation of women 
and minorities in the workforce and changing family patterns. PG&E 
states that by the year 2000, 80\ of women between the ages of 25 
and 44 will be in the workforce. PG&E believes that it will use 
this labor pool more heavily than most companies because the 
current average age of PG&E employees is older than the national 
employee average. (Exhibit 6.) 

PG&E has been congratulated by child care advocates lor 
sponsoring a center that emphasize quality. (RT 1811342-1343.) 
PG&E also cites that many other businesses have opened on-site 
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child care centers in recent yearsiPG&E claims that the average 
subsidy of these child care centers by the businesses sponsoring 
them is 40i. PG&E argues that its own operating subsidy is . 
comparable to those of other companies. 

DRA, on the other hand, does not dispute that PG&E'g 
child care center is a value to PG&E as an entity. The issue is 
~hether ratepayers should subsidize this project. DRA points out 
that PG&E's argument that it would be unable to attract qualified 
employees at a future date is somewhat diminished by the fact this 
child care center only has slots for some 68 children. It is also 
unclear from the record, in DRA's View, that the child care center 
~ill have such an impact on retaining and attracting competent 
personnel. DRA argues that PG&E has failed to show that the child 
care center will provide direct benefits to ratepayers. DRA 
contends that this was the standard set forth in its last GRC 
decision. (34 CPUC2d 199, 266-268.) 

We concur with ORA on this issue. We note that PG&E has 
been rather vague as to both the improVed productivity and employee 
retention that they claLm will follow from this child care center. 
At this point th~re is no plan in place to track an improvement in 
employee prOductivity. (RT 18t1371.) We note that a very small 
group Of employees will receive this benefit. The cost per child 
of the subsidy is extremely siqnificant. During questioning by the 
ALJ, PG&E's witness conceded that public relations benefits and 
goodwili to the company derive from the opening of such a child 
care. center. (Tr. 18.1367.) 

Likewise we firtd the statistics indlcatinq that other 
companies subsidize on-site child care 40% to be unpersuasive to 
the issue of whether PG&E's ratepayers should provide that subsidy. 
There is no information presented that these other companies in 
fact passed all of this subsidy on directly t~ custOmers. Likewise 
we note that PG&E was vague as to whether it had looked into 
various options that could reduce the operational cost of the child 
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care center, e.g., having it run by a nonprofit companyt~at will 
be perhaps eligible for a united Way funding, seeking employee 
contrihutions, and other fundraising efforts within the company. 
Further, as was stated by a child care advocacy group in a letter 
to PG&:E that was quoted in the record,PG&E has chosen to provide a 
high quality child caie center. That choice to provide a top-of
the-line child care center is one that PG&E is entitled to make. 
However, it does not necessarily follow that PG&E's ratepayers 
should subsidize an effort to be a top-of-line model. 

Finally, we find that ratepayers are already providing an 
operational subsidy to the child care center by providing the space 
for the center at no rental fee within PG&E'S headquarters building 
at 77 Beale Street in downtown San Francisco. When questioned as 
what the rental value of that space would be, PG&E's witness that 
it would be somewhere around $17 a square foot per annum. Given 
the child care center is 9,000 square feet, this equals an 
operating subsidy of over $150,000 a year.- We believe this is niore 
than adequate subsidy by PG&E's ratepayers of its child care center 
which will be a major public relations asset. we encourage PG&E to 
continue with its project, but not at ratepayers' expense. we note 
that perhaps if the shareholders pay for this project, the company 
will find a way to streamline its expenses and operations. 
9.4 Account 922--~G ExpenseS Transferred credit 

Account 922 is credited with the expenses recorded in 
Accounts 920 and 921 which are transferred to CHIP. PG&E and DRA 
Agree on the method to be used to determine the Account 922 credit. 
Both agree the allocation to construction credit represented by 
Account 922 should be developed by multiplying the total of 
Accounts 920 and 921 by a factor of 18.2'. Therefore we will apply 
that factor of 18.2' to the totals we approved for Accounts 920 and 

921 in today's decision. 
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9.5 Account 923--Outside Services Employed 
PG&& and ORA. have differences outstanding on three areas 

of this account. The first difference of $3,467,000 is due to 
ORAlS exclusiOn of PG&E's request for increased outside legal 
services; $1,596,000 is due to ORA'S exclusion of PG&E's request 
for outside legal services specifically related to third-party 
litigation; and finally $16,000 is recommended for exclusion-by ORA 
for software and consuitant services for use in its financial 
planning and analysis department. 
9.5.1 Outside Legal Services 

PG&E's estimate for the Electric Department portion of 
Account 923 exceeds DRA's estimate by roughly $5.1 million. $3.4 
million of this exclusion relates to PG&E's request for increased 
outside legal services. PG&E arrives at its requested increase 
based on a three-year trend in outside legal costs. ORA, on the 
other hand, believes that expenses for legal services, whether in
house or outside, should be maintained at 1990 ievels. 

The debate between the parties focuses on (1) ~hether 

increased legal demands have been placed On PG&E, and (2) whether 
or not PG&E's current staff of 77 lawyers should be ablato absorb 
the increase if it exists. Obviously, it is PG&E's burden "to prove 
that such an increase is needed. PG&E's original showing on this 
issue was so weak as to require the ALJ to request additional 
information on the subject in rebuttal hearings. PG&E's argument 
focuses on a belief that industry restructuring and increased 
regulatory initiatives have resulted in a more complex and ?reater 
number of proceedings. At the same time, PG&E contends that its 
regular legal activity is either cOnstant or growing. PG&E has 
detarmined that it is most efficient way to have its in-house 
counsel spend more of its time on regulatory matters and to hi,re 
outside counsel to handle general litigation. PG&E notes that its 
request, based on a three-year trend, is substantially less than 
what would have resulted from a five-year trend. The focus of the 
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debate between PG&E and DRA is not on the accuracy of the trendll19,· 
but rather on whether PG&E has proved that the supposedly increas~d 
volume 6£ legai work really cannOt be handled by the large in-house 
staff it currently maintains. 

PG&E believes many current Commission proceedings have 
increased the demands placed on its law department. However, the 
tables provided in their rebuttal testimony do not really indicate 
how busy any particular group of attorneys really is in the legal 
department. (Exhibit 221, Chapter 3.) While there are certainly 
some new dockets at the Commission whichPG'E must participate in, 
there are others that have closed. A mere listing of the number 6£ 
proceedings does not necessarily mean there needs to be an 
increased number of attorneys working on thOse cases. In fact, 
PG&E claims that it is attempting to build internal expertise in 
specialized areas unique to the utility industry. This internal 
eKpertise should result in fewer attorneys assigned to a particular 
case. The data provided by PG&E as to the actual case loads and. 
work of its legal department cannot lead us to the conclusion that 
-the propOsed increase from 199() levels is justified. One of our 
reasons for approving the compensation policy of PG&E is our 
expectation of productivity from PG&E's employees. We note that in 
these recessionary times there is an abundance of attorneys with 
excellent qualifications on the market. PG&E's legal staff shouid 
be of the highest quality given the mArketplace in which it 
operates. Therefore, we expect its staff at current levels to be 
able to handle any increased caseload if it arises. several of the 
cases mentioned by PG&E will not necessarily continue on for the 
whOle cycle of this GRC. Therefore, we concur with DRA on this 
issue of outside legal services and deny PG&E its requested 
increase. We agree that PG&E failed to produce the necessary 
evidence to convince us that these increased demands, if in fact 
they exist, could not be met by current resources. 
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9.5.2 Thi~d-Party Litigation Expenses 
While this area actually is a part of outside legal 

services, it was treated separately in this case by both PG&E and 
DRA. For purposes of the Electric Department p6rtion of Account 
923, the disagreement between the parties for this item is $1.6 
mi.llion. 

DRA contends that this issue typifies PG&E'S casuAl 
attitude toward ratepayer money. PG&E points out that it has 
requested this money to fund what PG&E describes only as -third
party litigation.- In DRA's original prepared testimony, DRA 
withheld its analysis of this item because of a dispute over 
confidentiality. DRA objected to PG&E's request that this subject 
area be referred to only as third-party litigation. However, the 
ALJ ruled that DRA's report could be released as written and any 
references to the subject area would use the term third-party 
litigation. DRA contends that PG&E's argument in favor of funding 
of this thlrd~party litigation is even more indefinite than those 
offered in support of outside legal services generally. DRA argues 
that PGt.E was unable, or unwilling, to provide any details of what 
steps have already been taken to pursue this third-party 
litigation, how long it would take, who will handie it, or how the 
funds would actually be spent. DRA concludes that PG'E does not 
know how its current legal bud9~t is being spent or where the 
additional monies would in fact g6. 

PG&E counters that this request is in specific reaction 
to federal, state, and local regulations governing hazardous waste. 
PG&E is currently pursuinq the investigation, improvement, and 
possible mitigation of hazardous waste contamination at many of its 
former operating sites. However, as also dictated by federal, 
state, and local legislation, other parties may share the liability 
for cleanup costs. Therefore PG&E is seeking to defray ratepayer 
expenditures by recovering these costs from the appropriate 
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parties. PG&E contends that to effectively do so, outside legal 
counsel and other expert stAff are needed in this area. 

.. ~.:. 

In this specific situation, PG&E has identified a new 
category of increasing legal demands lor which it believes that 
retaining outside counsel makes the most sense. Given the 
specialized nature of this litigation, PG&E believes that the need 
for outside counsel and experts in this area is justified. PG&E 
discounts DRA's contention that an increase in expenses for this 
environmental third-party litigation should be disallowed because 
there is no quarantee that PG&E will win. (Exhibit 132.) PG&E 
points out that this statement displays a failure to understand the 
nature of leqal proceedings. PG&E states that no litigation can be 
entered into with a 100i prObability of winning. Indeed, 
litigation may be resolved through settlement between parties •. 
PG&E points out that legal costs are associated with case 
preparation and negotiations in order to reach any potential 
settlements. PG&E argues that by pursuing these third parties 
thr6ugh litigation, PG&E can defray ratepayer responsibility for 
some of these costs. PG&E has suggested that any recovery could be 
credited as it is received directly against the memorandum account 
either as a refund or as an offset to fut~re ratepayers. Therefore 
PG&E concludes that funding 6f third-party litigation could lead to 
lower rates and should be allowed as a reasonable expense. 

On this issue we will grant PG&E's requested increase for 
third-party litiqation. We note that the nature of the litigation 
made it somewhat improvident for PG&E to provide access to much 
detail. HoweVer, we are aware, based on our concerns with 
hazardous waste cleanups and the pending memorandum accounts 
generally, how important it is for PG&E and other utilities to 
aggressively pursue payments by other responsible parties. It 
wouid be difficult for us to order PG&E to Aggressively pursue 
monies from other third parties if we did not in fadt provide it 
with the resources to do so. Likewise, we agree with PG&E that 

- 94 -



this is an areA where its own in-house staff does not necessarily 
have an expertise and frankly could probably not develop one in an 
ade(Iuate time frame. 

We instruct PG&E to aggressively pursue this area of 
third-party litigation to assist in hazardous waste cleanup 
payments. We do intend that any money that is received in 
settlements or as the result of judgments shall in fact return to 
the ratepayers. We also warn PG&E that we expect it to get good 
value for the dollars spent in this area. As we noted in the prior 
section, in these recessionary times, there is great opportunity to 
negotiate strongly and diligently with outside counsel and expert 
witnesses for reasonable fee structures. We approve PG&E's request 
for third-party litigation expenses. 
9.5.3 InVestor Relations Expenses 

This item relates to PG&E's cost of maintaining investor 
lists. PG&E justifies its request by stating that in order to 
raise capital in finAncial markets, PG&E must attract and retain 
investors. The requested expense increases are for softwAre and 
consultant services needed to identify and maintain investors and 
institutions who can be relied on as purchAsers o£ securities and 
sources of capital. PG&& hopes to attract investors capable of 
providing low cost sources of capital. PG&E asserts that this 
expense benefits both PG&E shareholders and ratepayers. PG&E 
denies the proposition that there is a distinct separation between 
what is gOOd for ratepayers and what is good for shareholders in 
terms of operating the utility in the most efficient and effective 
manner. PG'E contends that access to capital on r~asonable terms 
clearly benefits ratepayers. The Electric Department portiOn of 
this item is $16,000. 

ORA recommends that these expenses not be allowed. ORA 
points out that the last GRC for PG&& stated that a utility must 
prove that ratepayers derive a direct benefit from the expenses 
they are asked to bear. While the benefit need not be 
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quantifiable, it must be direct and tangible. (34 cPuc2d 199, 266":' 
2G8.) ORA" contends that the direct benefit fOr maintaining 
investor lists is clearlY with the shareholders and that any 
benefit that comes to the ratepayers is clearly two or three steps 
removed from the expenditure of the funds. 

We agree with DRA on this issue. We note that the 
overall dollars involved are very modest in the "big picture of this 
GRC. In addition, as PG~E has acknowledged, it is a large, well
known cOmpany, and it is able to employ a number of means to 
attract investor money. It seems clear to us that the benefits to 
the sharehOlders for this line item outweigh any indirect benefit 
which the ratepayers accrue. Likewise, we note that the overall 
results of this GRC should do much for PG&E by way of attracting 
low-cost capital. 
9.6 Account 926--Employee Pensions and Benefits 

There are some substantial disagreements between PG&E and 
DRA for the Electric Department portion Of Account 926. PG"E's 
estimate exceeds ORAts by some $47 million. ~he differenceS are as 
followst $50,621,000 due to differences in estimates for post
retirement medical benefits for active employees I negative 
$19,087,000 due to differences in medical escalation, $4,371,000 
due to allocation differences; $4,707,000 due to different input 
amounts for employee growth calculations; $2,932,000 due to 
methodology differences for employee growth, $2,821,000 due to 
DRA's exclusion of PG&E's request for funding for its blueprint for 
learning program; $604,000 for differences in estimates for pOst
retirement group life benefits for active employees; and finally 
$407,000 due to differences in estimates for medical benefits, 

At the outset we note that our decision in this case 
related to pOst-retirement benefits other than pensions (PBOPs) 
will be consistent and bound by decisions in 1.90-07-037. We note 
that a phase II proposed decision in that case was mailed on 
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October 5, 1992. We will rely On the findings ot that proposed 
decision for purposes of the proposed decision in this GRC. 
9,6.1 Medical Benefits Expenses 

It shouid be of no surprise to anyone wh6 reads the 
newspapers that the issue of medical benefits expenses is 
controversial in this proceeding. PG&E described in detail its 
plans used to provide 'medical coverage, including self-funded 
medical plans administered by Blue cross and Blue Shield and 12 
separate health maintenance organizations (HMOs). In order to 
ensure cost-effective operation of these plans, PG&E has undertaken 
a number of medical cOsts containment efforts, including reducing 
medical costs by designing and administering the self-funded plans 
in a cost-effective manner, developing state-of-the-art medical 
cost management practices, and influencing employees to adopt a 
healthier lifestyle. (Exhibit 6, Chapter lOS.) 

Effective January 1993, the beginning of the test year, 
PG&E will introduce a point of service managed care plan providing 
a network of service providers, with coverage reduced significantly 
for services obtained outside the network. All of these efforts 
are designed in part to help offset identifiable trends in medical 
costs which lead to cost increases at a rate faster than general 
inflation. 

PG&E developed Test Year 1993 costs based on Aggregate 
1990 claims escalated by the medical cost trends developed by 
William H. Mercer, Inc. (Exhibit 6, Chapter lOB.) ~hese cOst 
trends reflect all of the expect~d savings from PG&E's various cost 
containm~nt measures. The resulting initial medical cost trend 
increase of 14.5\, before adjustments, was applied to self-funded 
plan costs, and HMO costs were escalated at 12% based on prOjected 
increases in Raiser plan costs, since KAiser members represent 72\ 
of PG&E HMO pArticipants. 

The resulting estimated self-funded plan costs were 
reduced by $1.7 million to reflect estimated savings from new cost 
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containment measureS implemented in 1991; and by another 3\, or 
approximately $2.4 million in 1993, to reflect cost savings from 
the point of service managed care plan. PG&E cOncludes that the· 
combined savings from these plan changes and their impact on the 
overall trend result in total estimated savings of $1.3 million in 
1993, $10.6 million in 1994, and $14.6 million in 1995. 
(Exhibit 6; Chapter lOB.) 

ORA contends that these trends developed by PG&E are 
based on national trends. ORA states that it believes the trends 
should be based solely on PG'E's experience in health care costs. 
ORA states that in the last five years there has been a 6.8\ 
average annual percentage charge experienced by PG&E. ORA 
recOmmends that a rate of 9.9\ be used for medical inflation rate. 
(Exhibit 102, Chapter 9A.) 

PG&E disputes ORA's assertion that there has be~n a 6.8% 
annual increase in medical costs for the last five years.PG&E 
points out that this calculation assumes only a 1\ medical cOst 
increase between 1990 and 1991. PG&E states that the calculation 
supporting this percentage wrongly excluded pay-as-you-go 
retiree medical costs, thus understating the actual 1991 percentage 
cost increase of greater than 16\. (RT 1911452-43.) 

PG&E argues that its medical cost escalation trend was 
developed for PG&E by separating the major components of cost, and 
escalating those components based on the best available data, 
including PG&E's specific experience. This trend incorporates both 
current plan design and changes anticipated In 1991 and 1993 which 
lower the forecasted medical costs below what they would have been 
without such cost controls. Thus, PG&E concludes, that its medical 
costs escalation trend is reasonable and more appropriate over the 
forecasted period. 

We agree with PG&E that it has justified its proposed 
medical escalation trend for Test Year 1993 more than adequately. 
We admit we are still confused by ORA's arguments in this area. 
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Finally, we note that PG&E has requested an addit16nai 
escalation factor for the attrition years for medical expenses. 
while that issue will be addressed in the attrition section of this 
decision, it is all the more important that appropriate medical 
costs be adopted for 1993 Test YeAr. By adopting PG&E's medicAl 
escalation trends for Test Year 1993, we are presenting a realistic 
picture 'of what should occur in that year. 
9.6.2 Pre-funding of Post-Retirement Medical Benefits (PBOPs) _ 

we must begin by stating our belief that much of the time 
and discussion spent on the topic Of PBOPS was due in large part to 
ORA's dissatisfaction with the outcome of our Phase I decision in 
1.90-07-031, the PBOPs proceeding for all utilities. We note 
simply because ORA loses an issue in that proceeding does not 
necessarily mean it will win the issue by attempting to relitigate 
it in this cAse. Quite the contrary, we admonish DRA for the tIme 
it has wasted in this proceeding relitigating settled issues. We 
intend for this decision to be consistent with our findings in the 
PSQPs investigation, both phase I and phase II decisions. We were 
presented with no testimony in this proceeding to persuade-us that 
we should do differently. In fact, given the record developed by 
ORA in this proceeding, we are more confident than ever that 
nothing in this proceeding changes our adopted position in the 
PSQPe proceeding. 

In fact; DRA's position in this GRC is 9teatly eroded by 
its insistence on a misconception about the status of Diablo 
Canyon. DRA's witness continually referred to Diablo canyon a~ a 
nonregulated entity or part of nonregulated operations of PG&E." _ 
When querled on this theory by the ALJ, DRA's witness could pOint 
to no Commission decision that has so described Diablo canyon as 
nonregulated. This kind of characterization in the face of all the 
facts leads us to greatly question the credibility of the witness 
on this and Other areas. The fact is that Diablo canyon is in fact 

- 99 -



regulated, afbeit nontraditionally. DRAls project manager was at a 
loss to explain where the PBOPs witness developed thi~ opinion. 

As to PG,E's true nonregulated affiliates or subsidies; 
PG&E provided concrete evidence, in the form of specific language 
in trust agreements, to establish that no such nonregulated 
subsidiary or affiliate can participate in the Voluntary Employee 
Benefit Association (VEBA) trust established by PG&E. (Exhibit 
54.) 

Correctly, PG&E is requesting rate recovery for post
retirement benefit costs on a basis consistent with PG&E's filing 
ill phase 2 of the OIl, acknowledging that its rate recovery should 
be amended as necessary to be consistent with the upcoming phase 2 
decision in 1.90-07-037. We once again reiterate that pre-funding 
of PBOPs expenseS alleviates problems of interqenerational 
inequity, and is in the ratepayers' best long-term interest. 

Therefore, we approve PG&E's proposal fOr funding of its 
PBaps expenses in this GRC to be consistent'with the ratemaklng 
approach adopted for PBOP in 0.92-12-015 (1.90-07-037). we will 
incorporate the total company numbers of $161,898,000 for Post
Retirement Medical and $18,749,000 for Group Life, as provided by 
PG&E in its reply comments to the proposed decision in this GRC. 

However, we recognize that these amounts are subject to 
CACD approval by January 1, 1993 as ordered in Ordering paragraph 1 
of 0.92-12-015. Therefore, we will make the revenue requirement 
associated with these amounts subject to refund to the extent that 
they exceed the PBOP cost level corresponding to the method 
approved by CACD. In the event that CACO determines that such 
refund is required, PG'E should file an advice letter to adjust its 
authorized base rate revenue by January 30, 1993. 

Finally, we note that this area was in fact a large 
portion of DRA's overall reduction of PG&E's revenue requirement in 
this proceeding. Given DRA's limited resources, it seems 
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improvident for it to continue to pursue issues in the GRC 
proceeding that it has lost in other forums. 
9.6.3 Post-Retirement Life Insurance 

Once again, this issue centers on ORA's refusal to accept 
that we have authorized pre-funding of certain post-retirement 
benefits. Only in ORA's mind has PG&E not complied with the 
ordering paragraphs of the First Interim Order in 1.90-07-037 DRA's 
recommended disallowance is $1,188,000. PG&E pOints out that once 
again ORA's phantom nonregulated Diablo Canyon theory has no place 
in the real world. We reiterate that Diablo canyon is in fact a 
regulated entity, not unregulated. For the sarna reasons described 
in the prior section, we reject DRA's position on this issue. 
9.6~4 Group ~fe Insurance and Long-Term Disability Plans 

In its exhibit, DRA states that PG&E used certAin 
adjustments to 1990 recorded data which ORA opposes. ORA states 
that even though PG&E provided data on the past five years of 
expenses for these plans, PG&E could not identify which portions of 
the expenses for those years were due to the adjustments. Since 
PG&E's data was incomplete, DRA was unable to track previous 
adjustments or compare them to adjustments now claimed. In a 
situation such as this one, ORA recommends that when adjustments 
greater than 5% are made to base year data, then those same 
adjustments must also be made to data from the previous four years. 
DRA argues that this method will ensure some continuity for 
comparison and forecasting purposes. (Exhibit 102, Chapter 9A.) 

PG&E correctly points out in its reply brief that there 
is no disallowance connected with this recommendation by DRA. 
Accordingly, we will adopt PG&E's numbers for group life insurance 
and long-term disability plans. 
9.6.5 Employee G~wth calculations 

PG&E and ORA seemingly agree the employee growth factor 
used to develop amounts fOr Account 926 incorporated in this 
decision should be based on a ratio of 1993 Test Year labor to 1990 
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bas~y~ar labo'r' as" l<;l'lq as' that, labOi is on a c6~parable basis. 
The dift~rences .that exist b~tweenPG&Ear'ld OM ar~'inpart'caused 
by dlfter~jltestimated'arooUnti;6f Test Year' 1993 labor. 'rhe figure 
we "have decided in 'this decision f6r test year labOr is the same 
number tha(shoUld be used !nthe final calculation for Acc6unt 
926., PGtrE"explained in dQtail its recommended calculation loran 
employee growth factor~DRA tteverprovided anyguid.ance on the 

Lssua. 
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We adopt PG€rE's employee growth factor calculation not· 
only because DRA failed to give us any guidance, but because PG&E's 
calculation is olearly logical and meritorious on its own. 
9.6.6 Blueprint for Learning Expenses 

On a companywide basiS PG&E is requesting nearly $4.9 
million for a new training program called -Blueprint for Learning.
The Electric Department partion of this is $2.8 million. ORA 

recommends a complete exclusion of this expense. 
ORA contends that PG&E has failed to prove that this 

multi-million dollar program would be a direct benefit to 
ratepayers. ORA refers to PG&E's descriptions of this proqram as 
·pages and pages of oblique promises and meaningless jargon- that 
do nothing to show that ratepayers wOuld derive any benefit from 
this expensive and possibly duplicative program. (DRA opening 
brief p. 35.) 

PG&E describes its Blueprint for Learning as a conceptual 
framework to assist existing training at PG&E and to identify 
future traini~g needs, its primary strategy being to provide· 
quality training for the 1990s in a timely and cost-effective way. 
(Exhibit 221.) As justification for this program, PG&E once again 
points to its belief that its operating environment will undergo 
significant changes throughout the 1990s, Increasing competition, 
greater customer expectations, heightened environmental concerns, 
rapidly evolving technology, and increasing diversity among 
employees arid customers alike will be some of these changes which 
PG&E will have to deal with. PG&E believes the complexity of most 
jobs will increAsewhlle at the same time the supply of quailfled 
labor will decrease. Once again PG&E points out that it will be 
more greatly affeoted than other businesses since its average 
employee age is higher than the national average. PG&E believes 
that the net effect of all these changes will be an increased need 
for quality training and education. PG&E does believe that its 
current education and training programs have adequately served the 
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company up until nOWt but a chanqing world will require changes to 
its employee training and education. PG&E also asserts that the 
Blueprint for Learning wiil result in avoided future cost. 

We concur with ORA's conclusions that PG&E has not 
adequately shown that there is a need for this program separate 
from its on-going training that is a part of its day-to-day 
operations. Much of PG&E's arguments in favor of this program are 
superficial and glib. We must once again note that one of our 
justifications for accepting PG&E's compensation policy is in fact 
to allow it to be able to attract qualified workers. At the same 
time, it should not be necessary to have such an expensive training 
program. we also note that the details of this Blueprint for 
Learning were not sufficiently explained by PG&E. Therefore we 
find that PG&E has failed to make ail affirmative showing to justify 
the increased expenditures requested for this program. We wili 
adopt DRA's recommended disallowance for the Blueprint for Learning 
program. 
9.7 ACcount 930.2--M1scellaneous and General Expenses 

PG&E's estimate for the Electric Department portion of 
Account 930.2 exceeds DRA's estimate by roughly $11.2 million. 
Sliqhtly over $10 million of this difference is due to a difference 
in estimates for RD&O. Those dIfference would be discussed in the 
RD&D section of this b~ief. The remaining difference of slightly 
over $1 million is made up of the following differences. $B44,000 
due to differences in estimates for bank line of credit feesl 
$149,000 -dUe to ORA's exclusion of PG&E's request for dues 
specifically related to legislative policy research, regulatory 
advocacy, and regulated research functions of the Edison Electric 
Institute (EEI)I $70jOOO due to ORA's exclusion of subscriptions 
and dues associated with PG&E's membershIp in the Conference BOard, 
the US Business Roundtable, the california Roundtable, and 
Federated Employers of the Bay Area. (Exhibit 235, comparison 
Exhibit, p. 3-71.) 
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9.7.1 Lille of credit Fees 
PG&E pr¢dicts that its line of credit fees will increase 

on a tou'.l company basis of $1.25 million ($844,000 for the 
Electric Department). DRA recommends that this entire amount be 
disallowed. DRA bases its disallowance recommendation on the fact 
that PG&E was unable to provide any documentation from a banking 
institution to shOW what the new commitment rate would be. DRA 
argues that because PG&E cannot show with certainty with the new 
rates would be, it has failed its burden of proof to obtain an 

increase in this area. 
PG&E counters this argument by stating that definitive 

data on line of credit fees are simply not available. HoweVer, 
PG&E points to the fact other evidence makes it reasonable to 
expect that during the test year line of credit fees will incr~ase. 
PG&E believes it has met its burden of proof from a combination of . 
different inferences. 

First, current commitment fee contracts will expire in 
1993. PG&E believes that the reluctance of banks to commit at this 
time to a definite rate suggests that they certainly will not 
entertain keeping the rate as it currently is. PG&E believes-that 
current indications are that line of credit fees will increase from 
the present 0.125\ to 0.25' of the available credit per year. (RT 

18a1l37-1338.) PG&E pOints out that the banks' unwillingness to 
extend the present agreements indicates that in fact the fees will 

go up. Therefore, PG&E sees the question as how much will 
commitment fees increase? By analogy, during rebuttal hearings, 
PG&E provided documentation from banks providing bids for a letter 
of credit covering the company's workers' compensation liability. 
PG&E's analysis of those lette~s 6f credit indicated that the 
commitment fee rate being offered by the banks was actually higher 
than their estimate for line of credit fees in this GRC. Therefore 
PG&E believes that its estimate is in fact conservative. Finally, 
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PG&E points out that no forecast can be 9Uaranteed,but a iotecaot 
'."Can be adequately substantiated. By its nature, a forecast can 

only be as good as the best information available. 
We concur with PG&E that given the availability of 

information it has made a reasonable and in all probability a 
conservative estimate for its line of credit fees. Therefore we 

adopt PG,E's estimate for line of credit fees. 

9.7.2 Dues and Subscriptions 
PG&E and DRA disagree on several dues and subscription~ 

related issues for various organizations to which PG&E belongs. 
Some of the differences only relate to a portiOn of the dues for a 
particular organization. PG&E has not requested ratepayer funding 

of all dues it pays. 
PG&E argues that the portion of its dues for EEl which 

DRA recommends be disallowed are in fact legitimate and necessary 
activities. The activities in question are the legislative policy 
research, regulatory advocacy, and regulatory policy research 
function of EEl. PG&E argues that these activities benefit all 
parties concerned, both ratepayers and shareholders, by 

contributing knowledge and insight to policy makers about 
utilities, and by contributing the same to utilities about pOlicy 
decisions which affect the industry. PG'E co~tends that both 6£ 
these functions are performed collectively by EEl at a lower cost 
than individual utilities could achieve alone. PG,E argues that 
benefits accrue to ratepayers and shareholders by facilitatinq the 
efficient planning and smooth operation of the utility industry. 

• 

ORA points out that the same area was disallowed in 
PG&E'S last GRC. In that case, the commission found no evidence 
that the membership portion of the dues for these functions 
conferred any direct benefit on the ratepayers. DRA believes that 
PG&E has basically come up with no arguments showing that this is a 
direct benefit to ratepayers. DRA contends that PG&E is renewinq 
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the same request on the sarne basis o£ the same gerieralities that 
were found inadequate in its last GRe. 

We stated in the last CaSej 

-Instead, the issue before us is whether the 
membership will accrue direct benefits to 
ratepayers. Such benefits need not always be 
quantifiable, but they must be tangible.
«1989) 34 CPUC2d 199, 268.) 

In its brief, PG&E basically challenges our statement in 
the last GRC that the benefit must be direct to the ratepayers, 
calling it simplistic. PG&E believes that this line of thinking is 
based on an inappropriate division of ratepayer and shareholder 
benefits, as well as a confusion of what constitutes a direct and 
indirect benefit to ratepayers. PG&E argues that by stating that 
its membership in EEl has no direct benefit to ratepayers, that DRA 
is obscuring the real issue, which as PG&E sees it, is whether or 
not such membership is a legitimate corpOrate {unction which 
contributes to PG&E's ability to provide utility service at a 
reasonable cost. PG&E points out that when arguing the semantics 
of direct and indirect benefit in a rate case, the only true 
-direct- benefit to ratepayers of utility service is reliable and 
reasonably priced power, light, and heat. PG&E maintains that ·all 
such activities which contribute to the utility's ability to 
provide such service, such as legislative and regulatory research 
at issue here, are, by default, indirect benefits. (RT 18.1330.) 
In PG&E's opinion, this classification does not make them any less 
necessary or beneficial to ratepayers. Rather, in most cAses, PG&E 
believes they Are legitimate costs of service, which while not 
precisely quantifiable are perceivable in terms of avoided costs. 
PG&E contends that DRA's disallowance 1s not based on cost 01 
service ratemaking. PG&E argues that in cost of service 
ratemAking, a legitimate cost of service must be included in rates. 

While PG&E refers to ORA's position as being 
inappropriate, PG&E in effect is disputing our findings from the 
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last GRe decision. DRA's position in this case comes directly from 
that, i.e., a requirement that there be a direct tan9~ble benefit 
to ratepayers from the dues or subscription in question. 

We find PG&E's arguments made in this GRC to be 

compelling enough to alter the position we took in the last GRC •. 

The direct tangible benefit standard dOes seem to be One that would 
be difficult if not impossible to meet for certain subscription 
dues. We note that PG&E in fact did not request recovery for all 
business organizations to which it belongs. (Exhibit 6, Chapter 
lOA.) We agree with PG&E's analysis that we are still currently 
involved in cost of service regulation. We note that DRA 

acknowledges that EEl policy research may provide a necessary 
service, that service is not easily separable into ratepayer and 
shareholder impacts. We agree that the efficient and effective 
operation of the utility industry, which EEl research supports, is 
a joint benefit to ratepayers and shareholders alike. In fact, 
increased efficiency almost always translates into the reduction of 
unnecessary or avoidable costs, which if not so reduced would cost 
the ratepayers more in terms of rates. By not including theSe dues 
and subscription in rates, we are perhaps sending a signal to the 
company to not be a member of these organizations. That does not 
necessarily serve the ratepayers' interest. Therefore we will 
approve the portion of EEt dues which PG&E requested. 

In addition to the EEl, DRA also requests disallowance of 
the issue dues of several organizations. We will address them one 
by one, though the arguments overall are very similar to those 
already discussed relating to EEl and will not be repeated again. 

First, the Federated Emp16yers of the Bay Area provide 
information to its member companies about human resources 
management, labor relations, and labor negotiations. PG&E points 
out that this organization conducts extensive research and 
publishes numerous reports and surveys about comparative personnel 
practices, salaries, wages, and labor contracts. It also provides 
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consultation and education services on -compensation and benefit$ 
issues. PG&E argues that to· purchase such information, surveys, 
and studies on the outside would cost far more than the membership 
dues of $5,000. We agree and will allow PG&E t6 recover this 
membership cost in rates. 

A second organization is the California Roundtable for 
which PG&E requests its dues be paid by ratepayers. PG&E argues 
that an improved business and political environment is a benefit to 
both the company and its ratepayers. The callfornia Roundtable is 
involved with a number of different projects in california which 
are aimed at improving the environmental, business, and educational 
standards in the state. Among the issues promoted by the 
california Roundtable are improvements in California's public 
education system, workers' cOmpensation reform and state water 
improvements. AnY achievements in these areas promise improved 
operating conditions for PG&E. We agree with PG&E on this issue, 
rejecting DRA's argument that there are no direct benefits to 
ratepayers frOm membership in California Roundtable. workers' 
compensation reform alone could save ratepayers millions of dollars 
per year. california RoundtAble has a California focus that is 
very pertinent to PG&E and its ratepayers. 

AS to two other organizations in dispute, the Conferenc~ 
Board and the us Business Roundtable, we are less convinced that 
PG&E's ratepayers will accrue as many benefits from these 
memberships. In addition, these memberships may overlap with other 
groups in which PG&E already participates. Therefore we will 
disallow $19,000 for the Conference BOard and $34,000 £orthe us 
Business Roundtable. PG&E's arguments for these two organizations 
are not as persuasive as the ones previously discussed. 
9.8 AccOunt 931--Rents 

The only dispute between PG&E and DRA over this Account 
relates once again to the proper allocation factor that should be 

used for Diablo Canyon separAtion. PG&E assigns a 4.87\ of 
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compUter center expenses to DiablO Canyon using 1990 recorded· data
to calculate use tactors.based on DRA's request that use factors be 
updated between the NOI and the application. DRA assigns 6.09%6 
of computer center expenses to Diablo canyon using 1989 recorded . 
use data to calculate this factor. PG&E states that ORA is 
apparently arguing that the computer use factors should be as they 
appear in Diabl6 canyon Use Study and not updated for newer data. 
PG&E goes on to suggest that DRA only makes this recommendation 
when for a particular item the update results in a slight increase. 
To put it biuntly, PG&S argues that where there was a revision 
which increased the Diablo canyon adjustment DRA accepted it. In 
this setting, for the computer center use charge, where the 
revision decreased the adjustment, DRA rejected PG&E's revision. 
PG&E argues that DRA's position is inconsistent and itself should 
be rejected. Further, PG&E nOtes that the overall result of 
updating the use charges results in an increase of $2 million in 
the Diablo canyon portion of Account 931. 

He agree with PG&E that DRA is inconsistent in its 
anAlysis on this issue. We note that ORA chose not to address this 
issue at all in its opening brief. Likewise there seems to be 
discrepancy _between what DRA's recommendation is at this point in 
time. The Comparison Exhibit suggests that the allocation factor 
should be 5.86%, although in Exhibit 50, one could infer ORA's 
position was 6.09\. In light of this confusion, and because PG&E 
makes a reasonable argument for its recommendation, we will adopt 
pG&E's allocation factor of 4.87\ of computer center expenses to 
Diablo Canyon for Account 931. Other issues in AccoUnt 931 are 
undisputed and therefore PG&E's numbers will be adopted. 

6 The Comparison Exhibit (Exhibit 235) shows ORA's number as 
5.86\. 
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Ie) • Taxes 

10.1 Property TaX settiement With the Board of Equalization 
The parties agieed that testimony on property taxes 

should be deferred until the rebuttal phase of this pr6ceeding io· 
order to permit consideration of possible reductions resuitlnq from 
a settlement with the state Board of Equalization which would 
reduce PG&E's property tax expenses for 1993 and beyond. (Exhibit 
220.) DRA'S witness supported the property tax settlement. 
(RT 53t4850-4851.) The tevised property tax estimAtes, for Test 
Year 1993, are $110,165,000 and $30,265,000 for the ElectrIc and 
Gas Departments, respectively. There is nearly a $12,000 reduction 
from the originAl application. PG&E points out that the reVenue 
requirements reductions associated with the property tax settlement 
are slightly less than this amount because of offsetting income tax 
effects. PG&E, together with 26 other centrally assessed 
California utilities, entered into a property tax settlement 
agreement with the California cvunties, the State Board of 
Equalization, and the state Attorney General effective May 1, 1992. 
This settlement provides that PG&E's valuation fOr property tax 
purposes for the next eight years will be computed in accordance 
with the formulas, terms, and conditions contained in the 
agreement. (Exhibit 220.) 

We concur with PG&E and DRA that this settlement 1s 1n 
the best interest of PG&E's ratepayers. We support PG&E's ~ 

recommended implementation methodology. We find reasonable the 
property tax settlement described in Exhibit 220, inoluding the 
resulting prospective reductions in property taxes and assooiated 
expanses for ratemakinq purposes, and the waiver of claims for any 
period before the Hay 1, 1992 effective date of the settlement. 
Further, we find that the terms of the settlement have been 
incorporated into the property tax-related revenue determination 
for Test Year 1993 and attrition years 1994 and 1995. Given this, 
unless there is a change in the settlement, noninterest entries to 
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the memorandum account set pursuant to 1.92-03-052 are corr-ectly
iero for January 1993 and each month thereafter. (Exhibit 220~) 
10.2 payroll, Business, and Other Taxes 

ORA and PG&E agree on the method of calculating payroll 
taxes, the applicable tax rates, and the appropriate taxable base 
per employee. The only remaining payroll tax difference between 
PG&E and ORA is due to differences in payroll (both labor growth 
and labor escalation which include DRA's proposed labOr parity 
adjustment). We shall incorporate the adopted Electric Department 
payroll for the test year in the final determination of the test 
year payroll taxes. 
10.3 sales Tax Increase Adjustment 

PG&E and DRA differ as to how to handle the california 
state sales tax increase that became effective July I, 1991. 
California's basic sales tax rate increased trom 4.75\ to 6.'0\. 
PG&E argues that because this sales tax increase is not captured in 
the recorded 1990 data, a specific and separate increAse is 
necessary in the test year. 

DRA argues that any statutory increase in sales taxes is 
already included in the escalated estimates for M&S and that adding 
sales tax would result in a double recovery. (Exhibit 102.) pG&E 
counters that this 1s not the case with the M&S (services) 
escalation rate. PG&E points out that the materials and services 
escalation rate is not tied to California-specific indices. The 
K&S escalation rate is based on national indices which would 
reflect the effect of the increase in the california sales tax only 
to the extent that California's economy is a percentage of the 
national economy. (RT 23.1923.) 

We find PG&E's argument unpersuasive. The purpose of 
allowing for escalation is to capture such changes in sales 
tax. 
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10.4 Income ~axes 
PG&E and ORA agree on the methOd for calculating federal 

and California income and deferred taxes. 'rhedifferences between· 
PG&E's and ORA's income tax expenses and deferted tax estimates are 
entirely due to differences in other revenue and cost estimates. 

PG&E and ORA have agreed 611 a prOCedure for c6mpiiarice . 
with the treatment o£ investment tax credits required under the Tax 
Equity and Fiscal RespOnsibility Act of 1982 (TEFRA). In resportse 
to that act, a memorandum account was developed. PG&E requests 
that it be authorized to amortize TEFRA memorandum acCounts as 
provided for by D.83-12-068 and 0.86-12-095, by including the 
appropriate revenue requirements for 1993 and beyond until 
completely amortized over a six-year period. DRA has agreed to 
these amounts subject to revision to the short~term interest rate 
used to calculate carrying costs. 

Ne will adopt the position that the parties have reached 
regarding income taxes and the TEFRA implIcations. We commend the 
parties for reaching Agreement on this areA. 
11. Electric plant and Rate Base 
11.1 Overview 

PG&E presented orie witness to testify on eiectric plAnt 
and rate base, and the allocation of common plant to electric 
plant. DRA presented several witnesses to testify on these areas. 
We will express plant differences in this section as net of 

, -, . 

retirements rather than in gross dollars. ~he following table 
shows the differences between PG&E and DRA regarding eiectric rate 
base, excluding working cash differences. (Horking cash will ·be 
discussed in a later section in this decision.) 
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Detail of Differences in Rate Base 
Excluding Working cash 
(Thousands of DOllars) 

weighted Average Electric Plant 

Electric plant -
Common plant Allocation 

Total 

MateriAls and supplies 

Less Accumulated Deferred Taxes 

Depreciation ReserVe 

PG&E Exceeds DRA 

31,673 
27.891 

59 t 564 

6,260 

277 

-34,074 

99,621 
Total Rate Base 

Finally, we note that since filing its original request 
for its entire plant estimates in the 1993 GRC application (for 
electric, gas, and common plant), PG&E has reduced its plant 
request by $218 million. The individual projects that comprise 
that amount are set forth in Exhibit 225. PG&E'S plant witness 
testified that these reductions reflect the passage of time since 
the original filing in this case which results in circumstances 
having changed and many projects having been deferred or revised in 
scope or cancelled completely, This occurs in any qeneral rate 
case. But PG&E pOints out the unusual circumstance here where a 
number of projects are no l6nger required in their original planned 
time frame because anticipated load growth has not occurred. PG&E 
believes this is a direct impact of the recession, conservation 
efforts, and increased asset utilization by PG&E. (RT 22'1723-

1733.) 
11.2 Project AmQrtization--Abartdoned plant 

• 

project amortization shOWS up as a line item in Results 

of operations, referring to the first year of a three-year 
amortization of abandoned project costs. PG&E originally requested 
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some $66 million for rec6Very of 'electric abandoned project costs. 
originally DRA disputed some $43 million related to Geysers unit' -
21. During the Update hearings held in september, PG&E and ORA 
agreed on an appropriate way to handle the Geysers unit 21 

abandoned project recovery. 
since the opening hearings were held in this case, PG&E 

filed A.92-07-051 requesting the commission to approve it settlement 
agreement that, among other things, includes the condition that 
UNOCAL makes a payment of $43 million to PG&E for the major pOrtion 
of the Geyser 21 costs. PG&E agrees with ORA that ratepayers 
should not bear this $43 million cost if PG&E recovers it from 
uNOCAL. originally, the company did not reduce its abandoned 
project request because of the uncertainty whether or not the 
Commission would approve the settlement agreement. Actually, only 
a procedural difference exist between the parties. PG&E requests 
that the Commission find that PG&E has not violated the 
Commission's criterion tor a timely request for abandoned project 
recovery in the event that the commission chooses not to approve 
the UNOCAL application (A.92-07-0S1). ~herefore, in Update 
proceedings, PG&E reduced its request for abandoned project 
recovery of the Geysers 21 costs to the $931,000 that oRA agreed to 
in this GRC. Therefore, PG&E has resolved the remaining difference 

between DRA and PG&E on how to handle Geysers 21. 
We appreciate PG&E's effort to resolve this issue. We 

will give PG&E the assurance that if the commission does not 
approve A.92-07-051, then PG&E may raise its request in its next 

GRC for recovery of Geys~rs 21 costs. 
A second issue related to abandoned plant was raised 

during the Update hearings in September. oRA and PG&E had agreed 
to a request of $lS,844,OOO of abandoned project costs for the 
california/Oregon Transmission (COT) project. PG&E, by the time of 
its Update hearings, had determined that it would seek recovery of 
a portion of these costs from the other COT project participants. 
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PG&E pOints out that it is unlikely that the outcome of. this effort 
would be known by the time the Commission issues this decision. . . 
Therefore, in agreement with ORA, PG&E proposes that if it is 
successful in obtaining funds from the COT project participants, 
then an adjustment will be made to the ERAM balancing account at 
that time in ord~r to flow any payments through to ratepayers. 
Both parties agree that this is a better approach than adjusting 
any recommendations for abandoned proj~ct recovery of COT costs in 
this proceeding. 

we agree with PG&E and DRA that to make the adjustment in 
the ERAM account is a better approach. ~heref6re, given that the 
Geysers 21 issue has been resolved, ther~ are no remaining issues 
of disagreement between PG&E and DRA for abandoned plant. AS such, 
we find that PG&E has met our criteria fOr recovery of abandoned 
projects as has been set forth in prior Commission decisions. 
Those criteria include the following. (1) that the project ran its 
course during the period of unusual and protracted uncertainty, (2) 
that the project was reasonable throughout the project's duration 
in light of both the relevant uncertainties that then existed and 
of the alternatives for meeting the service needs of the customers, 
and (3) that the projects were cancelled promptly when conditions 
so warranted. 

These criteria having been met, we find PG&E's currant 
request for amortization of abandoned project costs shall be 
adopted. 
11.3 Differences Between PG&E and DRA Regarding Electric plant 

Despite PG&E's reduction during hearings of $2~8 million 
in electric and other plant, PG&E and ORA disagree as to 
$31,676,000 for test year weighted avera99 electric plant. The 
following table shows the areas of differences. 
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PG&E 
Ej(ceeds 

PGt.E ORA ORA 

(Thousands of Oollars) 

1. R&D wind Demonstration 1,9()2 () 1,902 

2. Hydroelectric Relicensing 9,654 250 9,404 

3. Breaker and Relay 
Replacement 

12,927 2,164 10,763 

4. Transm~ssion system 
Reinforcements 

10,001 5,661 4,340 

5. Echo Lake Dam stability 4,555 1,244 3,311 

6. Mokelumne Settlement 
Disallowance 

2.517 5S1 1,956 

Total Electric plant Difference 41,556 9,880 31,676 

11.3.1 Research" nevelopment (R&D) Wind Demonstration 
PG&E has included the costs of a research demonstration 

project of advanced wind turbine technology in its plant estimate. 
DRA has recommended no funding for this project as a research 
demonstration because it believes that wind technology has advanced 
to the point where PG&E no longer needs to promote it. Since this 
really is a research and development issue, we will discuss it in 
detail in the section on RD&D. However, for purposes of this 
section, we will remove the dollars sought from electric rate base. 
These dollars as shown in the chart above are $1,902,000. 
11.3.2 Hydroelectric Plant Relicensinq 

PG&E and DRA disagree as to whether it is appropriate to 

include the costs of relicensing eight of PG&E's hydroelectric 
powerhouses in its electric plant estimate. PG&E is seeking to 
relicense these plants before the Federal Bnergy Regulatory 
commission (FERC). PG&E'S costs for such an activity consist of 
studies, hearings, and answering inquiries prior to the award of 
the licenses to own and operate a hydroelectric plant. (Exhibit 
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235, p. 3-95.) The dispute between the parties is ri6t6ver the 
amount of the costs PG&E has accrued in its relicensinq efforts nor 
whether these costs were incurred unreasonably. The dispute 
focuses on whether these costs, prior to the actual receipt of a 
new iicense, should be placed in rate base now or rather, as DRA 
recommends, placed in an allowance for funds used during 
construction (AFUDC) for- now, and having the dollars transferred to 
plant after the license is rec~ived from FERC. 

ORA argues that relicensing costs should not be inciuded 
in plant until the relicensinq is successfully accomplished. ORA 

states that utility relicensing efforts prior to FERC approval are 
similar to construction work in progress, and should be treated as 
such for raternaklng purposes. ORA arques that ratepayers realize 
no benefit from the expenditure until the license is won. . (Exhibit 
103.) ORA's rate base witness succinctly set forth its reasons-for 
AFUDC treatment of these relicensing effortst 

"The basic reason for AFUDC treatment is to 
provide PG&E with the incentive to work 
efficiently toward hydroelectric relicansing. 
Work on relicensing should be properly 
prioritized and executed in a timelY manner •. A 
second reason is to place risk of failure 'on 
PG&E and to encourage sound management of 
relicensing projects. If all the risk is 
borne by ratepayers, PG&E would have no real 
incentive to manage such projects prudently. 
PG&E should exercise its best judgment and put 
forth its best efforts toward obtaining 
hydroelectric licenses. Allowing rate base 
treatment of relicansing expenditures places 
risk of failure on the ratepayers. Thirdly, 
ratepayers benefit only when the licenses are 
received and continued output from the . . 
generators is assured. Should PG&E fail to 
obtain the licenser the ratepayer receives no 
benefit. The Comm ssion has long used the 
criteria that rate base is treatment allowed 
only when the addition is used or useful." 
(Exhibit 170, pp. 1 and 2.) 
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PG&E counters that DRA has changed its position from the 
last GRC where these costs were allowed by the Commission. We note 
that PG&E gives rio citation to the 1989 decision for that positlon. 
In any event, PG&E goes on to argue that ratepayers in fact' 
received current benefits through PG&E's efforts of obtaining 
annual extensions to the hydroplant operating licenses, thereby 
allowing Powerplants that are currently used and useful to remain 
in operati6n. PG&E believes that the ability to continue to 
operate the cheapest source ot power pG&E has on its system through 
annual extensions to the license provides the substantial benefit 
to ratepayers while the relicensing activities are progressing. 
ORA disputes that all of these plants are operating on extensions. 
Some of the piants'are operating on current license authority. 
(RT 2211829-1830.) DRA does not believe it is appropriate t6 put 
the rellcensing efforts in rate base today based on -the 
expectation that they will eventually receive a license.-
(RT 22&1830.) DRA points out that expectations of the £utut~ are 
not current benefits. 

We agree with ORA as it has framed the issue in this 
case. We pOint out that DRA's AFUDC recommendation simply defers 
utility rate base treatment until relicensing actually occurs. At 
that time, the plants can and will be properly included in rate 
base. We agree with DRA that postponing the placement 6f these 
relicensing costs in rate base should give PG&E a~ additional . 
incentive to put its best efforts into obtaining these licenses. 
We also note, as ORA has pointed out, that i~ the event the 
licenses are not received, the benefit to the ratepayers does not 
exist. 

PG&E stated in its opening brief that in the event the 
commission adopted ORA's position that DRA's numbers would still 
need to be recalculated. PG&E notes that DRA accepted PG&E's end
Of-year plant estimates but those estimates included no AFUoC. 
PG&E argues that if AFUDC was included DRA's plant estimate for 
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these two projects should have been increased. We instruct PG&E 'to 
provide in its comments on this propOsed deo~si6n a proposal for 
what that increase should be. PG&E is ftee to place these comments 

in an appendix to its comments. 
11.3.3 Breaker and Relay Replacement prOgram 

PG&E has included $12,927/000 in its weighted average 
plant estimate tor continuation of its breaker and relay 
replacement (BARR) program to replace obsolete transmission system 
protective equipment. ORA's estimate is some $10 million less, 
being $2,164,000 for its plant estimate. The difference between 
the parties is a disagreement as to what the appropriate level of 
spending for this program should be in Test Year 1993. The BARR 
program was set up as a three-phas9.program, each phase covering a 
three-year period. The phase in dispute is the third, and final 
phase of the distribution business unit's portion of the program 
covering the years 1992 through 1994. DRA argues that PG&E's 
spending in 1991 was only $1.29 million for this program and that 
its expected spending for 1992 was only $1.2 million. ORA argues 

that the increase for 1993 is excessive. 
However, PG&E contends that ORA is confused on this 

issue. pursuant to the AL3 / S reqoest, PG&E filed an exhibit 
setting lorth the capital expenditures for this program from 1986 
through 1991. (Exhibit 234.) Exhibit 234 shows that PG&E has 
consistently spent over $9 million per year on the BARR program 
since its inception in 1985. PG&E contends that ORA has confused 
capital expenditures in plant additions and the pattern of plant 
transfers as one phase of the BARR program is completed and the 
next phase begins. PG&E points out that DRA is wrong when it 
states that during 1991 PG&E spent $1.29 million for the BARR 
proqram. PG&E points out that that amount is the plant addition 
booked at the beginning of phase 3 of BARR. The capital 
expenditures incurred in 1991 were $9.3 million. (Exhibit 234.) 
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Therefore, PG&E states that there is no large unexpl.ained 
increase between 1991 and 1992; rather, there is a shift in the 
pattern of pl.ant additions as planning and engineering is c6mpleted 

. . 

and installation begins. PG&E requests that this third and final 
phase of a ten-year program providing for the orderly replacement 
of these obsolete breakers be funded at the level it has requested 
in this GRC. 

We agree with PG&E that what ORA sees As a huge increase 
for Test Year 1993 is mote appropriately confusion on DRA's part as 
to what PG&E has actually spent on this progrAm. In fact it was 
because of the confusion of the record that the ALJ requested the 
preparation of Exhibit 234. We will authorize the dollars 
requested for the BARR program. We note that it is scheduled to be 
completed in 1994 and look forward to our review of the dollar 
spent on this program in the next GRC. 
11.3.4 Transaission System Saisaic Roinforce.ents 

PG&E and ORA disagree as to the appropriate level 6f 
spending for PG&E's program to replace seven 230 kv and twelve 500 
kV circuit breakers vulnerable to seismic damage at six 
substati.ons. Once again, the question is whether PG&E's reques"t 
for Test Year 1993 lunds is excessive. DRA contends that PG&E 
spent less than its budget~d amount on this program in 1991. DRA 
contends that even though the Commission'S safety Division's 
seismic report recommends this program, the Safety Division in no 
way deals with PG&E's ratemaking request lor any programs. DRA 
notes that the safety Division report does not mandate a particular 
time line for the circuit breaker replacement nor a budget. 
(Exhibit 74.) 

PG&E argues that ORA's lower estimate is due mainly to 
DRA's incorrect calculation of the unit cost for substation circuit 
breakers to be replaced under the program. PG&E argues that ORA's 
calculation of unit cost is flawed because the witness used PG&E's 
1993 plant estimate of some $12 million, which included only three 
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years of expenditures on whAt is now a four-year project ... PG&E did 
not show figures for 1994 in the application workpapers becaus~ 
they will occur aftex the test year. Dividing this dollar am6unt 
by the total number of breakers to be replaced for the entire four 
years resulted in an undarestimated unit cost •. The entire cost of 
the four-year project is estimated at $19 million. ORA's witness 
conceded that using th~ total four-year expenditure of $19 million 
rather than the $12 million estimate for the first three years of 
the program would have prOduced a higher unit cost. 

We agree with PG~E and our own safety Division that 
seismic safety is of great concern and an important effort for PG&E 
to pursue. ORA is correct that the safety report in and of itself 
does not necessitate the approval of the doliars sought by PG&S. 
However, we are persuaded by pG&E's arguments that the dollars 
requested here are an appropriate level of dollars for this 
program. Therefore we will authorize PG&E's requested dollars for 
the transmission seismic reinforcement program of roughly $10 . 
roillion for electric plant for Test Year 1993. 
11.3.5 Echo Lake Da. ~1eCt 

PG&E's estimate for this project exceeds ORA's by $i.3 
million. This was one of a couple of estimates that increased 
after the application was·· filed. The Echo Lake Dam stability 
project was originally estimated at a lower cost in PG&E's 
application. ORA has taken the position that that original 
estimat~ of $1.244 million be adopted while PG&E requests that a 
more current estimate of $4.555 million be used. In the spring of 
1992 an alternative approach was seleoted to meet the safety 
concerns ot the State Division of Dam Safaty (SODS) and FENC. The 
new construction method allows for extremely rapid installation at 
a far lower cost than traditional methods 6f dam construction 
because )'\0 concrete forms are required. This approach meets sims's 
and FERC's goal to have the construction completed by the winter of 
1992. DRA's major objection to this project is the delay in 
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receiving information, and secondly the request has increased since 
the original application. PG&E counters with the fact th~t since 
the application was filed PG&E has revised downward its plant 
estimates overall by $218 million. Therefore PG&E contends in 
fairness that DRA should be willing to accept increases in it tew 
projects as well as millions of dollars of decreases. PG&E 
contends thAt the Echo Lake Dam project is required for the public 
safety and has been revised in scope to meet the requirements of 
regulatory agencies, while it still represents a low-cost 
alternative through the innovative use of new dam construction 
technology. PG&E urges that its estimate for this project should' 
be adopted. 

It is difficult to reject these arguments related to 
public safety. We note also that DRA chose not address this issue 
in its opening brief. However, the difference is still listed in 
the Comparison Exhibit. (Exhibit 235, p. 3-94.) we must admit 
that it would be tempting to adopt DRA's position that no item can 
increase atter the application has ~en filed. However, we agree 
with PG&E that this seems unfair in light of all the decreases 
which we allow PG&E to make and frAnkly actively encourage. . .. 
Obviously, we could not allow the overall application request to 
increase. But certainly we can bllow certain items to fluctuat~ 
either upward or downward depending on the best available 
information that we have. We note that publio safety is an 
expensive proposition. The failure of the Echo Lake Dam could 
potentially cost PG&E's ratepayers many more millions of dollars 
than that being requested here. Therefore we will authorize PG&E's 
request of $4,555,000 for its Echo Lake Dam stability project to be 
placed into electric plant. 
11.3.6. The Mokeluane Settlement 

The difference between ORA and PG&E on this issue is the 
result of a proposal by a DRA auditor and thus deals with recorded 
plant, not future plant estimates. PG&E included in its 1990 
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-.- - -recorded intangible plant the cost o£ settling the Mokelumne 
prOject hydro relicensing dispute. DRA disputes the inclusion of 
$1. 9 million of those settlement costs. 0.90-12-123 adopted it 

settlement between PG&E and the City of Santa Clara regarding the 
dispute that originated in the 1970s. The issue then was whether 
municipal utilities should pOssess it preference over privately 
owned utilities in the relicensing of existinq hydroelectric 
projects. The settlement agreement called for PG&E to pay $1 
million to Santa Clara, to sell electricity to santa Clara and to 
design for santa Clara the grizzly hydroelectric facility. 

The parties disagree as to whether D.90-12-123 determined 
whether or not the settlement was beneficial to ratepayerS. The 
implication is that if the settlement is beneficial to ratepaYers, 
ratepayers should then pay the costs of the settlement. 

Shortly before the Update hearings, the situation 
changed. On September· 2, 1992, we issued n.92-09-022, grAnting 
PG&E's petition for modification of the oriqinal decision in the 
Mokelumne settlement. Finding of Fact 8 was revised as followst 

"PG&E's analysis of benefits to ratepayers under 
various scenarios indicates that benefits are 
hiqhestunder the provisions of the settlement 
agreement as amended, with grizzly being . 
constructed for santa Clara with later 
reversion to PG&E, principally because of 
continued high margin power sales to Santa 
clara, avoidance of any necessity to refund 
construction funds, and PG&E ownership of 
grizzly.- (0.92-09-022, Finding of Fact e.) 
PG&E believes that this revised language makes it 

even more clear that it was the CommissiOn's intention that the 
engineering study costs of the settlement, the $1.9 million in 
dispute in this case, are reasonable costs to be borne by 
ratepayers. 
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- We c6ncur wlth PG&E that the September. M6Xel,u.mne 
settlem~nt deoision clearly indicates that the ratep~yers have 
Mnefited from the s~ttlemeilt agreement. It follows that the 
settlement costs should be borne by the ratepayers. 
11.4 commOn plant AllOcation. 

In addition to diff~renc~s over the amount of common 
plant itself, there is a dilf~renee over the factor used to 
allocate common plant to the electric and gas departments. This 
difference in allocation factors will be Addressed later in this 

decision. 
PG&Ehas included $2,471,904,000 in its estimate of test 

year weighted average commonplatlt. ORA's estimate is 
$2,433,487,000. The difference of $38,417,000 is due to the 
disputes listed in the table below, PG&E 

Exceeds 
PG&E ORA DRA 

(Thcmsands 6f DOllars) 

1. Electric Vehicles 479 17 462 

2. Child care Center 2,093 0 2,OS3 

3. Steam system sale Ad1ustment -205 0 -205 

4. Recorded Capitalized PIP 0 -21,686 -21,686 

5. prospective capitallzed PIP 0 -14~391 -14,391 

Total Common plant Difference 2,357 -36,060 38,417 

11.4.1 Clean Air Vehicles 
PG&E exceeds. ORA's estimate by $462,000. However, we 

will address the issue of~l~otric vehicles conversi6ns and 
purchases in the context 6f the 6verall subject of clean air 
vehicles. The subject is addressed including this particular item 

in section 19 of this decision. 
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11.4.2 Child Care Center 
'Th6 subject of PG&E'~ child care cent&r has alr~ady 

received a fair amount of attention in this decision. In this 
context PG&E is seeking to include in its common plant estimate the 
cost of the establishment of the child care center in its general 
office bUilding in downtown san Francisco. The costs include the 
architectural changes made to the building as w~ll as the furniture 
and equipment within the center. The dollars involved are 
$2,083,000. ORA, consistent with its other recommendations, on 
this issue has not included any dollars in its estimate for this 
project for inclusion in plant. We will not repeat the arguments 
made by the parties on this issue. The rationale that we have 
already adopted is the same for these capital costs which PG&E 
seeks to include in rate base. We will deny inclusion of the child 
care center in PG&E's rate base for the reaSons already stated in 
prior Section 9.3.3 of this decisJon. We note that the price tag 
on preparation of this child care center suggests that PG&E spared 
no expense in setting the center up. We will allow the 
shareholders to reap all the rewards of the goodwill that its 
center will engender both among its employees and within the 
community at large. ORA's recommendation on this issue is adopted. 
11.4.3 Steam Syste. sale Adjust.ent 

The dispute between the parties on this issue is one over 
timlng, not substance. PG&E is in the process of selling its steam 
heat system. PG&E acknowledqes that such a sale requires 
Commission approval under public Utilities (PU) code § 851 and 
plans to file an appliCAtion sOon seeking such approval. For 
purposes of this GRC, PG&E has assumed that the steam system sale 
will occur by January 1, 1993, the effective date of the decision 
in this GRC. Thus, PG&E has reduced common plant by $205,000 to 
reflect the amount of commOn plant (chiefly motor vehicles) that 
will be sold with the steam system. ORA, on the other hand, has 
made no reduction to common plant for the sale, because of the 
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uncertainty of the timinq"of the sale. In its brief we note that' 
PG&E continues to believe that the sale will OCcur before ' : 
January I, 1993 and therefore requests that the Commission adjust 
cornr06n plant to reflect the sale. This sale also has effect on the 
calculation of the four factor allocation as will be discussed in a 
subsequent section. As instructed by the ALJ, pG&E included a 
status report on the proposed sales in its comments on the proposed 
decision. FG&E nOw expects to file an application to sell its 
Steam System in December 1992. Clearly, approval Of the 
applicati6n will not occur by January I, 1993. 

PG&& nOw COncedes that it is not appropriate to reflect 
the pending sale of the Steam Heating System in electric and gas 
revenue requirements in Test Year 1993. Therefore, we will adopt 
the reductions proposed by PG&& to the 1993 electric and gas 
revenue requirements! $833,000 fOr electric and $174,000 for gas. 

Finally, PG&E recommends that its 1994 attrition advice 
filing include a statement regarding the status of the sale of'the 
Steam System. PG&E believes that if the sale is complete or 
reasonably expected to be complete by January 1, 1994, then the 
Commission should remove the 1993 revenue adjustments. We agree 
and instruct PG&E to present a status report on this issue in its 
1994 attrition filing. 
11.4.4 Capitalized Portion of the 

Performance Incentive PrograD (PIP) 

Readers who enjoy beating dead horses will find this 
section of particular interest. We have already discussed the PIP 
extensively in this decision. (See section 9.2.2.) Nevertheless, 
we will discuss in this section briefly the issue of the 
capitalized portion of PIP. PG&E correctly points out that ORA's 
recommended disallowance for the capitalized portion of "the PIP is 
one of the largest in this GRC. The disallowance, as near as can 
be determined given the record, now totals some $50 million of 
plant in end-of-year terms. PG&E contends that DRA has taken a 
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very cavalier approach on this proposed disallowance. PG&E points 
out that the proposed plant disallowance was' .not included in its 
original reports, either in the rate base witness' repbrt or the 
PIP witness' report. Th~ rate base witness Acknowledged that his 
propOsal wAs completely dependent on that 6f the PIP witness, Mr. 
Tolbert. During the opening hearings, the rate base witness 
testified that the proposed disallowance had increased from $13 
million to $46 million. Durinq rebuttal hearinqs, at the direction 
of the assigned ALJ, DRA attempted to clarify its position on this 
point. unfortunately, the clarification Attempt merely muddied the 
waters more. The only basis given for this recommendation was that 
total incentive costs were never approved by the commission for 
placement in rate base. (Exhibit 164, p. 2 as corrected during 
hearings.) 

PG&E points out that DRA's recommendation is bOth 
retroactive and prospective in nature. The Comparison Exhibit sets 
forth DRA's recommendation as a retroactive disallowance for PIP 
costs of $21,686,000 and a prospective disallowance of $20,026,000. 
($14,391,000 on a w&ighted average basis.) The Comparison Exhibit 
notes that the information testified to by Hr. Tolbert during 
rebuttal hearings is not incorpOrated in the exhibit. The actual 
disallowance recommended by ORA is slightly higher than that set 
forth in the Comparison Exhibit. PG&E disputes DRA's argument that 
the Commission has never ruled that PIP amounts could not be placed 
in rate base. Rather, in the 1990 GRC decision, PG&E points out 
that the Commission recognized that it was extending to PG&E 
considerable flexibility in administering the total labor expense. 
This flexibility allows PG&E to put a portion of the ex~nses 
designated per salaries at riSK, and to make such payments as 
bonuses or awards. 

As we have already found in this decision, since PIP is 
part of PG&E's overall total cash compensation program, like other 
wage expenses it is appropriate for inclusion in rate base. PG&E 
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... . is correct that PIP is a labor-related overhead, no different tha~ 
other labor-related overhead and supervisory costs. Because the 
PIP is a labOr-related overhead, PG&E'S standard practices; as well 
as the FERC accountinq practices, require that a portion ot the PIP 
costs be allocated to capital, to -follow· the capital labOr 
dollars. PG&E paints out that its practice of allocating PIP to 
capital is fully in compliance with the FERC uniform System o£ 
Accounts, which hAs been adopted by the commission. PG&E contends 
that failure to allocate a portion of this labor-related costs to 
capital would violate FERC principles. (Exhibit 224.) 

Once again we must agree with PG&E on this issue as it 
relates. to PIP. We reject DRA's proposal to retroactively and 
prospectively disallow nearly $50 million of common plant for PIP •. 
DRA's recommendation is flawed in cAlculation, inconsistent with 
the results of our tAco workshop report on incentive pay, in 
conflict with oRA's position on total cash compensation, and in 
disregard of basic accounting principles governing allocatlonso{ 
overheads to labor. Therefore we approve all of PG&E'S PIP dollars 
it has attributed to rate base. The only exception to this would 
be to future PIP dollars which PG&E has capitalized if they relate 
to employee positions that have been disallowed in this proceeding. 

11.4.5 Four-Factor Ad1us~nt for Steaa system sale 
As we have already briefly mentioned, the expected sale 

of the steam system affects the estimate of common plant. It also 
has a linked impact on the calculation of the four factor 
allocation. upon sale of the system, the 0.11\ of total commOn 
plant that is currently allocated to the Steam Department through 
the four factor formula will be reallocated to the Electrio 
Department at 0.08\ and to the Gas oepartment at 0.03\. In other 
words, PG&E points out that the four factor allocation will change. 
Once again we point out that PG&E and DRA do not disagree on the 
method for calculating this change or the amountS) the only 
differertce is due to the uncertainty of the sale itself. PG&E 
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p6sits that the commission, if it appiove"s the sal~, should . - . 

incorporate PG&E'S position intO this decision. The difference~ 
that result in the all6cationof common plant due to the sale of " 

the steam system ar~ sh6wn in the table below. 

Total Weighted Average common 
Plant Difference 

common Allocation to Elec~ric (67.45\) 
Four Factor Adjustment for steam 
system Sale (.08i) 

Electric Department Allocation 

common Allocation to Gas (j2.44i) 
Four Factor Adjustment for Steam 
system Sale (.03\) 

PG&E 
Exceeds 

DRA 
($0005) 

38 / 417 

25,912 

1.978 

27,890 

12,462 

742 

13,204 
Gas Department Allocation 

As we just discussed in section 11.4.3, we are assuminq 
for purposes of Test Year 1993 that the sale of the steam system 
did not occur and have adjusted figures in our appendices 

accordingly. 
11.4.6 Seisaic aetroflttin for 215 245 Market street Pro "rties 

'. 

PG&E is currently pursuing a seismic retrofit of its 215 
and 245 Market street building, which are part of the company's san 
Francisco general office complex. This retrofit work began with 
the December 1991 relocation o£ employees who work in the buildings 

and it is expected to be complet~d in 1996. 
PG&E conceded to ORA's auditors' recommendation that 

these buildings should be tempOrarily removed from rate base 
pending completion of the seismic retrofit. Ms. Thompson, for DRA, 
further recommended that the plant be temporarily placed in CHIP, 

where it will accrue AFUDC. (Exhibit 1~5.) 
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At hearings, PG&E sought a clarification of ORA's 
propOsal.PG&E requested that property taxes should also ~ '.' 
capitalized as well as AFUDC while the plant is not in rate base~ 
Further, under ORA's proposal, which PG&E concurs with; once the 
retrofit of the buildings is accomplished the buildings will once 
more be considered used and useful. And ilt, that time the net plant 
would be transferred back to rate base and depreciation of the 
amount, plus the accrued AFUDC and property taxes, would 

recommence. 
We agree with ORA, and are happy to see PG&E'S 

concurrence, that these buildings should be removed from rate base 
during their retrofit. Therefore we will adopt ORA's pOsition on 
this issue with PG&E'S clarification discussed above. 

We note that by treating these buildings in this manner, 
we are not at this time passing judgment on the reasonableness 0* 
the dollars spent for the seismic retrofit of these buildings. We 
note this is an iu~ea wher~ thete can be a great variation in cost: 
of the work, and we expect PG&E to use its dollars wisely if it 
hopes to obtain ratepayer funding for these projects. we trust' 
PG&E will not use seismic retrofitting as an excuse for unnecessary 
-goldplating- of its buildings. We look forward to exploring this 

issue in PG&E'S next GRC. 
11.4.7 Mel Agreement Teleco .. unicatlons Savings 

In 0.92-07-007, the Commission approved PG&E's A,92-04-
011, finding in conclusion of Law 20 that the MCI -agreement offers 
substantial benefits for ratepayers,- That decision found that HCI 
will provide PG&E a certain amount of capacity on its nationwide 
telecommunication system in exchange for use of two parts of PG&E's 

system. 
0.92-07-007 went on to order PG&E to. 
~present in the update portion of A.91-11-036 
its revised estimate of the annual 
telecommunications expenditures for the years 
199) through 1995. The revised estimates shall 
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agreement.-

Therefore; during the update hearings PG&E presented 
additional information as to where the promised savings for 
ratepayers due to the MCI agreement were to be found in this GRC. 
unfortunately, there seem to be a substantial difference in dollar 
savings between what was represented in the HCI agreement 
application and this GRC update, The ALJ assigned to the PG&E/MCI 
application attended the Update hearings on this issue. Seemingly, 
what had been promised as ratepayer savings in the PG&E/Mcr 
application were more appropriately called cost avoidances in the 
GRC. Apparently, PG&E chose to increase its capital expenditures 
in other telecommunication projects to make up for the so-called 
savings from the Mcr agreement. DRA signed off on these increases, 
or shifting of dollars to other fiber optic network or other 
ongoing projects. PG&E reduced its request for A&G expenses in 
Account 921 by $567,000 on a total company basis. (Exhibit 237, 

p. 2D-3 through 2D-5.) 
However, this data still seems to be in conflict with had 

been represented in the prior application. Therefore, the assigned 
ALJ ordered PG&E to prepare further exhibits to expiain the 
discrepancies between the two showings. The ALJ received as 
Exhibit 245 portions of the materials submitted with A.92-04-011 
filed under seal in both proceedings. Likewise Exhibit 246, an 
effort by PG&E to reconcile the material presented in this GRC with 
the PG&E/MCI application, was filed under seal. cross-examination 
by the PG&E/MCI ALJ was held during the rate design phase of this 

proceeding, 
We are resigned to the fact that seemingly the savings 

promised in the PGE/Hcr application are in fact mere cost 
avoidances. Likewise, these dollars have been placed into other 
telecommunication capital projects, resulting in a much smaller net 
reduction in ratepayer expenses than we have previously hoped. 
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While we will make no adjustments based on the record before us, we 
must caution PG&E tha~" in the future it must make a greater effort 
to correctly and clearly represent the true facts in any 
applications for approving contracts with other parties. In 
hindsight, we do not know whether Or not we would haVe approved the 
MCI/PG&E deal given the record that is now before us. However, we 
have done so and we will stand by Our approval. PG&E is warned" 
that in the future when it represents savings to the Commission for 
th~ ratepayers that they had best be clear On exactly what kind 6f 
savings those will be. 
11.4.8 Materials & supplies 

PG&E estimates $93,429,000 in inventory for electric 
H&S. DRA's estimate is $87,169,000. The difference of some $6.2 
million is rooted In DRA's estimating methodology. Once again,' we 
note that this is a subject that ORA chOse not to address in its 
opening brief. However, in the Comparison Exhibit the differente 
between the parties is shown on page 3-97. (Exhibit 235.) PG&E 
bases its estimate on its own H&S inVentories. DRA's 
recommendation is based on a belief that PG&E's M&S ratios, of M&S 
to plant and K&S to n6nlabor expenses, are hiqher than those for 
other major energy utilities in california. DRA used San oie96 Gas 
& Electric company's (SDG&E) ratio of M&S to average plant (the 
next highest ratio) as a comparison. Based on that comparison, DRA 

recommends an ove~all 6.7\ ~eduction of PG&E's M&S. 
PG&E, on the other hand, does not believe it is valid to 

compa~e the levels of inventory at various utilities using the 
ratios employed by ORA as a means to determin~ the level of Jot&S 
that should be allowed in ~ate base for any given utility_ 
CRT 5515085.) PG&E points our that the operating characteristics" 
of utilities, which have a direct impact on the amount of H&S which 
should be held in inventory, can vary significantly. PG&E believes 
that H&S turnover is a ~tter indicator of the effectiveness of H&S 
handling policies and procedures than the plant to H&S ratios used 
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by ORA. PG&E argues that a high M&S turnover indicates that 
materials are moved quickly and eff~'ciEmtly in and out of the 
warehouse, reducing the need for high inventory levels. PG&E 
points to a 1990 inventOry survey conducted by Florida power & 
Light which found PG&E to have the highest materials turnover of 

the utilities surveyed. (Exhibit 224, p. 3.) 
Additionally, PG&E believes that DRA has incorr~ctly 

calculated its results. DRA relied 6n FERC Form 1 Annual Reports 
for its data. PG&E pOints out that the total materials reported in 
the FERC Form 1 are almost tl~ee times as great as the amount 6f 
M&S included in PG&E's rate base. This is because materials from 
FERC's perspective include Diablo canyon M&S, fuel stock, stores, 
gas linepack, unpaid liabilities, stock which is inactive after 
three years, and other minor categories of materials. None of 
these are included in PG&E'S rate base recommendation. PG&E 
concludes that when these adjustments are made to the FERC Formi 
data, PG&E'S M&S ratiOs are not out of line with other california 
utilities. Finally, PG&E points out that its estimate is a 
conservative One, simply escalating the recorded end of year 1990 
M&S balance. This approach deliberately makes no allowance for 
real growth in PG&E's system, reflects the successful efforts of 
PG&E's warehouse management personnel to implement innovative 
inventory control procedures, thereby lowering inventory levels and 
holding the line on cost increases. All this is done while still 
maintaining quality service to customers, in PG&E'S view. 

(RT 22a1B39 through 1841.) 
In reviewing the record on this issue, we find PG&E's 

showing to be adequate and more persuasive than DRA's arguments. 
Therefore, we will adopt PG&E'S M&S estimate for rate base 

purposes. 
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11.5 Depreciation Reserve 
Plant in service differences are the only reason that 

PG&E and DRA propOsed different depreciation reserve amounts. The 
differences are due to (1) PG&E and ORA disagree on plant additions 
up t6 and including Test Year 1993 and (2) PG&E recommends 
retaining Geysers Unit 15 in rate base while ORA recommends its 
removal. The Geysers Unit 15 wiil be discussed in a later portion 
of this decision. As to the Other, we will adopt depreciation 
reserVe amounts consistent with the plant additions we have 
approved in this decision. 
11.6 Customer Advances 

PG&E has stipulated to DRA's estimate of customer 
advances, which has increased rate base. DRA believes that its 
method, which used more recorded years of data, provides a more 
accurate allOcation of advances between electric and gas customers. 
Even though there is no dollar difference between PG&E and oRA On 
this issue, pG&E agrees with ORA's proposal 'that PGSE inVestigate 
alternative methods for forecasting customer advances prior to . 
PG&E's next GRC. Therefore, we shall endorse the stipulated 
agreement set forth in this GRC and order that PG&E report to us in 
its next GRC the results of this investigation. 
11.7 Utility Design. Inc. Reca..endationS 

A small consulting engineering firm, Utility Design, 
Inc. (UOI), has made some recommendations in this casa regarding 
tariff provisions and affecting rate base estimates. The 
underlying premise of this rec6mmendation is that if applicant
installed facilities (AIFS) were used more by the utilities, then 
there would be a tremendous saving to the ratepayers. It is nO 
mere coincidence that this position would also further the business 
opportunities of UDI. UOJ argues that PG&E's 1993 Test Year rate 
increase could be reduced by almost a hundred million dollars if we 
applied tariff rules currently in effect and required and 
encouraged more AIFs. (Exhibit 303.) 
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However, VOl completelY failed to prove its hypothesis. 
UOI's cross-examinati6n of PG&E's plant witness indicated how 
drastically it misused PG&E's recorded plant amounts to reach its 
conclusion that there will be ·savings· from increased use of AIFs. 
We find the arguments raised by UDI in this proceeding to be 
without merit. 

On a procedural note, PG&E pOints out that the same 
arguments have been raised by UOI before. In PG&E's last GRCI 

these issues were raised and the ALJ rUled that they should be more 
properly addressed in a complaint case. PG&E points out that 
complaint cases still open. Further, the Commission has opened 
Rulernaking {R.} 92-03-050 to investigate other aspects of the line 
extension rules for gas and electric facilities, which are the 
tariffs of cOncern to UDI. 

With a great deal of tolerance, the assiqried ALJ in this 
GRC allowed UDI to present its desired showing. However, we stand 
by our finding that this issue is better heard in a complaint case. 
We realize that the complaint is still pending before us. 
Therefore, we will direct this issue, if UDI wishes to pursue it, ~ 

to the rulemaking we have recently opened. We feel compelled to .. 
caution VOl that the showing it has made in this proceeding, if any 
example of the kind of showing it is capable 6f making, is not 
persuasive and will not at the end of the day compel us to adopt 
its views. 
12. Depreciation 

PG&E's electrio depreciation expense is $4,372,000 less 
than DRA's estimate. This is out of the total of some 
$620,000,000. The difference is due primarily to DRA's proposal to 
provide additional depreciation for retired Unit 15 at the Geysers. 
The remaining differences are due to ORA's proposed changes to 
recorded and forecast depreciable plant. Other than these 
differences, PG&E and DRA are in aqreement with characteristics of 
depreciation, expected service lives, net salvage rates, and 
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depreciation curve types. PG&E's estimate of $6,SO.l,9i3,OOC)" for 
the weighted average electric depreciation reserv~ is l~ss than 
ORA's estimate of $6,537,986,000 by sOme $34 million. This 
difference is once again due to ORA's proposal regarding the' 
treatment of Geysers Unit 15. (Geysers Unit 15 will be addressed 
as a separate section in this deciSion.) The remaining difference 
is due to DRA's proposed changes to recorded and forecast plant 
amounts. 
13. Decommissioning 
13.1. Fossil Plant DeCa.aissioning 

Decommissioning costs include the costs associated with 
the demolition of each powerplant and the restoration and ' 
remediation of the plant sites. These costs are associated with 
providing service. DRA does not object to the fossil 
decommissioning costs, Or the assumptions used in developing these 
costs. (Exhibit 108.) 

The decommissioning cost estimates include preparinq the 
plant for demolition which includes the removal and disposAl of 
nonhazardous, hAzardous, and Asbestos-containing materials. 
Secondly, the demolishing, removing, transporting, and disposing of 
the powerplartt and its associated eqUipment is completed. And 
finally, the sites are restored following the demolition, removal, 
and diSpOsal activities. (Exhibit 6, chapter 13.) Currently, 
total financial costs are $751 million. These cost estimates are 
based on current technology and current local, state, and federal 
regulations. These estimates will be reviewed and revised in each 
subsequent GRC filing to account for future increAses or decreases 
resulting from changes in project scope, cost estimating, 
methodology, technology, and regulations. It maybe ~O years or 
more before some of these plants are actually decommissioned, 
therefore, a reasonable expectation is that these cost estimates 
will chanqe. However, the current estimates are the best estimates 
available at this time. Therefore absent any future changes, these 
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ate the costs that PG&E reasonably can expect to incur f6r 
decommissioning. We agree with P~&E that these estimatesshouid be 
included in rates as reasonable estimates of costs requited to 
provide service in a manner consistent with protection and 
enhancement of the environment of caiifornia. we concur with th~ 
recommendations of DRA that such costs should be i~ternalized 
within rates. 
13.2 Nuclear Decommissioning 

PG&E and DRA agree on the amount of nuclear 
decommissioning expense for ratemaking purposes of $54,474 / 000 
annually. (Comparison Exhibit, Exhibit 235, p. 3-92.) PG&E's 
nuclear decommissioning cost study was admitted by stipulation. we 
agree with PG&E that its cost study was consistent with the 
requirements of the Nuclear Facility Decommissioning Act (Act), 
PU Code §S 8321 et seq. The purpose of the study is to assure that 
contributions accumulate sufficient funds for decomissioning. such 
costs and resulting contributions are reviewed during each rate 
proceeding. 

Cost estimates for decommissioning are based on loan 
changes from prior studies, state-of-the-art technology, and 
current federal regulations, pursuant to S 8327 of the Act. 
These studies produce estimates resulting in total decommissioning 
costs on a 1991 dollar basis of $712,806,000, including 
contingency, for Diablo canyon and $79,214,000, including 
contingency, for Humboldt Bay Unit 3. (Exhibit 6, Chapter i)-C.) 
Based on these cost estimates, PG&E estimated the revenue 
requirements for decommissioning based on cost escalation and 
return assumptions. The purpose of these estimates was to review 
the adequacy of the contributions to the decommissioning funds for 
both Diablo canyon and HUmboldt Bay Unit 3. PG&E is required to 
maintain externally managed, segregated funds for decommissioning. 
To estimate the required contributions to reach the ultimate cost 
of decommissioning, escalation rates are used to convert the 
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estimated dec6mmis~ioniJ'lg COsts in 1991 dollars into future year 
dollars. This t6ta~· is compared with contributions, and the 
estimated rates of return, net of any taxes or costs to adrninistei' 
the £unds J on the invested decommissioning trust funds. 
(Exhibit 6, p. 138-4.) 

PG&E points out that for Diablo canyon Unit 1 
contributions could be slightly higher and Unit 2 contributions 
could be slightly lower. HoweverJ in order to avoid unnecessary 
administrative burden of revising IRS Qualified contributions, PG&E 
recommends that this minor fluctuation in estimated contributions 
not result in a change for this rate case cycle in the present 
level of ratemaklnq expense for nuclear decommissioning for Diablo 
Canyon. 

For the HumbOldt Bay plant, the data presented in t~is 
GRC indicates that there now exist adequate funds to complete the 
decommissioning of Humboldt Bay Unit 3. Consistent with S 8322 of 
the Act, PG&E proposes that neither additional contributions rior 
refunds are necessary at this time for Humboldt. 

consistent with the requirements of the Nuclear Facility 
Decommissioning Act, we find PG&Eis nuclear decommissioning cost 
estimates to be reasonable and authorized their inclusion in rates 
for this rate cAse cycle 1993 to 1995, subject to review and 
updating in PG&E's next GRC. 

14. Working Cash 
For the most part, PG&E and DRA have resolved prior and 

during hearings the majority of their differences regarding the 
working cash line item in the results of operations. As shown in 
the Comparison Exhibit (Exhibit 235), one final difference between 
PG&£ and DRA is the allocation of certain total company items to 
the Electric D~partment based on a four factor allOcation. ·PG&E 
uses 67.53\ while ORA uses 67.45\, a 0.08' difference. In 
addition, PG&E and ORA differ on the Electric Department rate base, 
working cash, by an amount of some $16 million. This difference 
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derives reainly from differences in inputs~ from other sourceS in 
the r4[fsults of operations, and from different escalation rates. 

PG&E and [)RA are basically using the same base forecast' 
amounts for all components of the operational cash requirements 
before escalation, except for the amounts of accounts receivable 
and deferred debits, where PG&E stipulated to ORA's accounts. 
While PG&E and DRA are in agreement on the methodology, different 
escalation and growth factors were used by DRA in developing the 
operation cash requirements. we will use escalation rates for 
working cash that are consistent with escalation rates adopted 
elsewhere in this decision. 

Other differences that are the result of difference 
expense estimates provided by other witnesses will be resolved by 
being consistent with the estimates adopted for particular 
accounts. 
15. Jurisdiotional Allocation 

DRA and PG&E agree on the methodOlogy or allocation of 
costs and revenues between state and federal jurisdictions. GiVen 
that no other party contested the jurisdictional allocation, PG&E'S 
method for jurisdictional allocation and its underlying assumptions 
should be adopted. 

In PG&E's last GRC, we ordered that in future general 
rate cases PG&E provide a cost-benefit study for its discounted 
sales to be included in CPUC jurisdiction during the test year. 
(34 CPUC2d 199, 27S.) PG&E proposes to continue the treatment 
approved in that GRC of allowing revenues and costs associated with 
discounted sales to remain in the CPUC jurisdiction. While below 
fully allocated costs, the rates for discounted sales are above the 
incremental cost of pfoviding service. Therefore this provides the 
contribution to margin to benefit all customers. PG&E presented in 
this proceeding cost-benefit analysis demonstrating the benefits of 
each of these contracts. (Exhibit 8.) No party contested this 
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proposal. We find PG&E' s proposal reasonable and shall adopt li'irt 
th~'S proceeding. 
16. Results of Operations for Gas DepartDent 
16.1 Overview 

If the reader of this decision is datlnted by yet another 
foray into mOre seeminqly endless accounts, he should take comfort 
from the fAct that there are first I fewer accounts in dispute tot 
the Gas Department, and second, many of the arguments are commOn to 
those already discussed in detail in the Electric Department .. 
Therefore, we endeavor not to repeat arguments in this section. 

Both PG&E and ORA chose a base estimate to estimate the 
expenses associated with gas production, storage, transmission, and 
distribution for the test year. The base estimate was derived 
either from the use of 1990 recorded data or an average of the . 
costs in previous years. Adjustments were then made to SOme of the 
accounts to reflect specific changes and activity levels, speciai 
projects, and additions or deletions to plant. 
16.2 Gas Production Expenses 
16.2.1 CPUC Account 807. 2( PG&E Account 1716) t 

Purchased Gas Measuring Expenses 

This account includes the expenses incurred directly for 
me~surement activities associated with purchased gas for resale. 
PG&E originally used a five-year average for both materials arid 
labor base estimates. DRA chose to use 1990 recorded costs. In 
the comparison Exhibit, PG&E accepted DRA's pOsition. (Exhibit 
2l5.) 
16.2.2 CPDC Account 801.4 (Pc.E Account 1117) t 

Purchased Gas Calculations Expenses 

PG&E is requesting $1,584,000 lor this account, with 
DRA's estimate at $1,533,000. The $212,000 dilferenc~ represen~s a 
reduction DRA made to PG&E's request f6r additional manpower due to 
gas industry restructuring and associated PIP. PG&E accepts 
redtlctions proposed by DRA for forecast changes for labor and 
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materials and services in Account 1717 of $72,000 and $21,000 1 

respectively. Thus, PG&E has conceded that the use of last 
recorded year data as a base is reasonable. 

The issue still in contention between the parties is 
whether new positions need to be filled for this account (and 
related accounts to be discussed later) in light Of the 
restructuring that has been goIng on in the gas industry. PG&E 
argues that Additional pOsitions are necessary because the gas 
production operation has been extensively affected by gas industry 
restructuring since May 1, 1999. Five additiOnal positions were 
added in 1990 to deal with these cha)\ges. DRA points out that 
three of the five additional positions have yet to be filled by 
PG'E. PG&E also justifies its request for additional positions 
based on the amount of overtime that its existing employees have 
put in in recent years. ORA counters that argument by stating that 
overtime pay is captured in recorded year data and thus is already 
accounted for. While DRA agreed that the large amount of overtime 
was unreasonable to expect of anyone, PG&E continues to maintain 
that the current unfilled pOsition should take care of the 
increased need. The request for PG&E staffing is merely to 
carry out industry structure changes to provide new customer 
options at the direction of the Commission and therefore should be 
accepted. 

While in other sections of this decision we have painted 
to the compensation strategy of PG&E as sufficient reason to avoid 
needing new positions, (i.e., improved productivity from its 
employees) in this instance we agree with PG&E that the gas 
restructuring program which we have embarked upon could and has 
increased the workload on PG&E's Gas Department. The documented 
overtime hours indicate a need for additional personnel. There is 
nothing in 6ur ongoing qas restructuring dockets to indicate that 
this workload will diminish at any time in the near future. we 
note that PG&E has in fact shown a reason why it needs the 
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increased positions while DRA's argument that the three positi6hs 
unfilled in 1991 should tAke care Of the increased demand is not 
documented. We will adopt PG&E's estimate for CPUC Account 807.4 •. 
16.2.3 CPUC Account 807.5 (PG'E Account 1718)1 

Other Purchased Gas Expenses 

This account includes the expenses associated with 
purchased gas for resale that are not incorporated elsewhere. 
Ori9inally PG&E used a five-year average to derive both its base 
estimate for labor and materials and services. ORA used 1990 
recorded data for both categories. In the Comparison Exhibit PG&E 
has accepted DRA's position on this account. Therefore, DRA's 
position, being the more reasonable one in any event l will be 

adopted for this account. 
16.3 Gas Storage Expenses 
.16.3.1 CPUC Account 831 (PG&E Account 1411). 

Maintenance of Structures and I.proveaents 

This account includes the expenses associated with the 
,maintenance of underground storage structures. PG&E used 1990 
recorded data to arrive at a base estimate of labor and matetials 
expenses it claims to need to continue levee repair at McDonald 
Island. The total dollars for the McDonald Island levee repair 
that are in dispute between PG&E and DRA are $2.5 million. PG&E 
also seeks $383,000 for cleaning and repainting the co~pr~ssor and 
processing platforms beginning in 1992 and continuing thrOugh 1994. 
DRA recommends that this $383 / 000 adjUstment for repainting in the 
1995 attrition year should be disallowed. 

The disagreement over the McDonald Island levee repairs 
cannot be addressed without some historical background being 
presented. The failure of the levees around McDonald lsland in 
1992 led to the formation of a Reclamation District to undertake 
repairs to the levee system. Five property owners and PG&E make up 
the Reclamation District and PG&E currently holds one of the three 
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seats on the Reclamation District's boatdo£ directors. 
(RT 17.1177~1178.) 

The issue 6£ the McDonald Island levee repair work was 
the subject of testimony in PG&E's last general rate case. There, 
PG&E's witness testified that the work was expected to be completed 
by 1991. Additionally, in that GRC, the totbl levee rehAbilitation 
program cost was estimated at $13,717,000. (RT 16t1154-1155.) 
Likewise in the last GRC, PG&E's share of the assessments to the 
Reclamation District was 79%; in the 1990-91 fiscal year that shaie 
was increased to 9si. None of the other property owners on 
McDOnald Island have, at any time since the project began, 
contributed any cash to the assessment district. Instead, all the 
other players have made their payments in -dirt.- (RT 16t1178.) 

DRA states that these facts make it unreasonable for the 
ratepayers to spend any more money On the McDonald Island levee 
repair work. DRA bases this recommendation in large part on its 
opinion that PG&E seems to have little knowledge of, or control 
over, what is being done with the money. DRA points out that the 
design of the levee repair work seems to be a moving target 
fluctuating between a 300-year flood design down to a preparation 
for a 50-year flood. (Exhibits 160, 161.) 

As best as DRA could ascertain, the reason for the delay 
in completing the levee repairs is the virtual disappearance of the 
soil used to rebuild the levees. This is due in part to subsidence 
and in part to the nature of the soil being used. TWice as much 
soil will have to be shifted as originally predicted. DRA is 
concerned about the competence of the consultants, engineers, and 
cOntractors who have sO miscalculated the cost of levee repair. 
DRA further believes that the other property owners of the 
Reclamation District, who are only paying in dirt, should somehow 
have to increase their shares since the subsidence of the dirt has 
been one of the problems with the project. 
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Furthermore, DRA is troubled that PG&E has not 
aggressi"rely sought reimbursement of some of these funds fr6mthe 
State of California. DRA concedes that it is the Reclamatiori 
District that must seek these funds but notes that PG&E is one of 
the votes on the Reclamation District and is certainly the major, 
in fact the onlY, financial contributor to the project. DRA 
requests disallowance of this item, not because it does not believe 
that McDonald Island is of use to ratepayers, but because DRA is 
very concerned about the casual way in which PG&E has thus far 
handled this expenditure of ratepayer funds. 

PG&E counters with statements regarding the value to 
ratepayers of protecting the facilities on McDonald Island. pG&& 
points out that its gas storage facilities on McDonald Island have 
a cycle capability of 27 billion cubic feet and a maximum daily 
withdrawal capability of approximately 1.5 billion cubic f~et. 
PG&Ealso cites the testimony of intervenor sesto Lucchi, who 
testified that gas storage facilities are a small cost item 
compared to the benefits provided by storage to northern California 
ratepayers. (Exhibit 302.) PG&E argues that its share of the 
special assessment fee to the McDOnald Island Reclamation District 
for completion of levee rehabilitation work in 1993 is a reasonable 
expense and should be paid lor by PG&£'s ratepayers. pG&E argues 
that the costs for such a project are likely to change over time. 
PG&E's current best estimate for the total project is approximately 
$15.5 million. (RT 16&1159.) PG&E maintains that the range has 
gone as high as $28 million. In addition, an engineering study 
done by PG&E concluded the costs to be between $11.8 million and 
$17.5 million. (Exhibit 35, p. 2.) 

PG&E contends that it is unclear whether there will be 
funds available through the state for the Reclamation District to 
claim. Finally, PG&£ argues that its responsibility to provide gAs 
during the winter heating season means PG&E must take reasonable 
action, including ongoing levee rehabilitation. PG&E believes that 
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the cost of fail!ng to maintain the levees at McDonald Island would 
be far more expensive than including payments reasonably expected 
to Occur for 1993 levee work in gas storage expenses. PG&E has not 
so far experienced the same level of curtailments as other 
California gas suppliers. Therefore PG&E concludes that inclusion 
of these levee repair fees to the McDOnald Island Reclamation 
District is appropriate and prOVides direct benefit to ratepayers. 

On this issue we must agree with ORA that PG&E has failed 
to adequately substantiate and justify why the ratepayers should 
continue to fund the project that should have been aiready 
completed. PG&E'S initial showing On this issue was not terribly 
specific, and it is unclear as to what efforts PG&E is making t6 
influence the Reclamation District in the running of its project in 
the best interest of its ratepayers. We acknowledge that programs 
often have cost oVerruns. However, when this occurs, the burden is 
on the utility to convince us why we should continue to authorize 
funds provided by ratepayers. We are unconvinced that pG&E's share 
of the total project is reasonable and in the ratepayers' interest. 
We note that the ratepayers have already funded some $13 milliOn 
towards the levee repair work. We suspect that PG&E will have a 
greater incentive to urge the Reclamation District to obtain state 
funds 1f in fact PG&E shareholders are at risk for these doilars. 
While we agree that the McDOnald Island storAge facility is a 
benefit to ratepayers, PG&E has failed in its showing to convince 
us that more money is jUstifiably authorized for this project. 
Therefore, we will adopt DRA's estimates for CPUC Account 831. 
16.3.2 CPUc Account 834 (PG&B Account 1414). 

Maintenance of Compressor station Equipment 

This account includes the expenses associated with the 
maintenance 6f underground storaqe compressor station equipment. 
Although the parties originally disagreed as to the estimating 
methodology, PG&E accepted ORA's position in the Comparison 
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Exhibit. (Exhibit 235.) Therefore, we 'will adopt DRA's estimate 

for this account as reasonable. 
16.4 Gas Transmission EXpenses 
16.4.1 . CPUC Account 851 (~E Account 1851). 

System control and LOad Dispatching 

out of an account 6f over $6 pillion, PG&E and DRA 
disagree over toughly $160,000. However, PG&E accepted reductions 
of $30,000 proposed by DRA for mathematical error in this account. 
(PG&E opening Brief, p. 263.) The arquments related to this 
account are basically the same as those discussed above for cPUC 
Account 807.4. The issue is the need for additional manpower to do 
gas industry restructuring. DRA for this account recommends 
disallowance of funding for three of the eight pOsitions sought. 
The three positions ORA believes are unnecessary are for a gas 
planning engineer, gas analyst, and gas analyst programmer. while 
ORA agrees that additional work may result from gas industry. 
restructuring, ORA does not believe the need for new employees will 

be as great as PG&E claims. 
We believe that PG&E has sufficiently shown that the gas 

industry restructuring has caused a significant increase in 
workload for the departments affected by this account. We have no 
wish to foster a system of ekcessive 6vertime for existing workers. 
In fact we disagree with ORA's statement in its opening brief that 
no negative effects have been found on the remaining staff given 
positions not being completely filled. (ORA Opening Brief, 
p. 26G.) ORA does not give any particular justification for its 
recommendation of fewer staff positions. We are well aware given 
the number of decisions and proceedings ongoing in this area that 
the workload must have increased for PG&E staff. Therefore, we .. 
will authorize what PG&E has requested for CPUC Account 851. 
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16.5 GaS Distribution EXPenSes 
16.5.1 CPUC Account 877 (PG&E Account 1957,-i 

Removing and Resetting Heters and Regulators 

This account includes the expenses associated with 
resetting, removing, or changing nonindustrial meters and 
regulators. Both PG&E and ORA used 1990 recorded data to deriVe 
their base estimates 6£ labor and materials expenses. The 
differences in this account are due to differences regarding two 
programs of PG&E. The first is the gas pipeline replacement 
program (GPRP) and the second is the meter protection program 
(HPP). The adjustment fOr the GPRP in this account which DRA seeks 
is $243,000 and the adjustment for MPP in this account is 
$1,623,000. We will address these programs in the sections below. 
These programs also relate to several accounts to follow. we 
believe it makes more sense to discuss the programs as a whole. 
16.5.1.1 Gas Plpel:irte Replacement program (GPRPJ 

The GPRP was established in 1984 to replace, according to 
a 20-year schedule, deteriorating gas piping systems, specifically 
all cast iron distribution mains and most pre-1931 steel 
distribution mains. At the same time service replacement and meter 
relocation work is being done. The GPRP inVolves significant O&M 
dollars in several different accounts due to the required 
relocation of existing facilities in conjunction with the capital 
reconstruction work. Included in the operation expenses are the 
costs of maintaining service to customers during construction, 
coordinating the work with the various_agencies and utilities in 
the area, and engineering. Maintenance expenses include the cost 
of. relocating gas meters, 6f bringirtg the existing services. and 
meters up to current codes and standards not in effect when the 
original construction took place. 

DRA has recommended a reduction in Test Year 1993 
expenditures for this program in several accounts. 
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PG&E AccoUnt 1957 - $243,000 
Account 1964 $!~132,OOO 

AccoUnt 1603 - $525 / 000 
Account 1607 - $809,000 
Account 1609 - $~45,OOO 

The primary reason for DRA's suggested reductions from 
PG&E's requests for this program is a comparison of what PG&E has 
actually spent on GPRP as opposed ~o what it has forecasted since 
1988. DRA is convinced that PG&E consistently overstated the 
amounts needed to perform the different categories of work. ORA 
reached this conclusion through studying PG&E's GPRP annual 
progress reports filed with this Commission and developed from them 
unit costs for the services to be replaced. DRA believes that 
there is a declining trend in expenses in the san Francisco area 
whe!e the major portion of the work will take plAce. DRA also has 
taken into account PG&E's six years of program experience. DRA 
argues that the One undeniable fact about the trend of-GPRP 
expenses is that PG&E has consistently recovered more in rates than 
it has spent for O&M costs. since none Of the excess AmOUnts have 
been applied towards the expenses in future years, DRA believes' 
that these overestimations have resulted in windfall profits to 
PG&E shareholders and should be refunded. Finally, DRA recommends 
that further downward adjustment should be made to all the accounts 
including GPRP expenses in the attrition years if PG&E spends less 
than what is budgeted tor GPRP in Test Year 1993. (Exhibit 104.) . 

PG'E counters these arguments with the fact that the GPRP 
is moving into neighborhoods in san Francisco where the density· 
levels will result in higher costs. 

PG&E also points out that ORA's analysis and development 
of unit costs ignored abnormal data such as the fact that the 
dollars from the Marina District reconstruction after the i989·Loma 
Prieta earthquake were less than they would be in normal 
circumstances, since PG&E had the advantage of being able to work 
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in an area where the streets were closed down anyway. Likewise, 
PG&E points to a fact that a second DRA witness testified that a 
higher allowance for expenditures in san Francisco is needed 
because afthe density and resulting working conditions. PG&E 
pOintS out that DRA gives no citation to any evidence for its 
proposition that PG&E has recovered more in expenses than it has 
spent on this program, In facti PG&E replaced mOre gas ·pipelines 

than was expected in 1991. 
PG&E points out it is reasonable to expect the expense 

level for installation to change as work is performed in different 
areas of the city. In 1992 and 1993, the work will be moving into 
Chinatown where costs are anticipated to be high because of the 

density of the area. 
Finally, PG&E pOints out safety Division of the 

commission has supported PG&E's existing and planned gas pipeline 
replacement program. PG&E points out that the importance of this 
program should be obvlous. It is part Of the company'S overall 
seismic safety improvement program, for which the safety DiVision 
of the commission recommends older facilities be replaced. 
(Exhibit 74.) Finally, PG&E argues that it would be inconsistent 
with the state of california's policy on seismic safety improvement 
by the year 2000 for this Commission to reduce the dollars whlch 
PG&E plans to spend on this program for Test Year 1993 and beyond. 

On this program we must agree with PG&E as to both the 
importance and necessity of moving forward with the gas pipeline 
replacement ptogram as quickly as pOssible. The 1989 LOma prieta 
earthquake certainly showed us the importance of PG&E replacing its 
old pipes throughout the City of san Francisco. In fact, perhaps 
if the Karina District had its pipelines replaced, some of the 
problems that erupted in that neighborhood as a result of the 
earthquake may not have occurred. In any event, we want PG&E to 
move forward with thls program with due diligence. Because of that 
desire, it would be unreasonable for us to authorize less money 
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than PG&E believes it needs to keep this program on track. 
Likewise, we agree with PG&E's analysis that the cost of doing the 
pipeline replacement will vary from neiqhborh6od to neighborhood in 
San Francisco. Certainly to anyone who has walked the streets of 
Chinatown and the Financial District will realize that the unit 
costs will be substantially higher, than for examplej what the 
costs were on deserted streets in the Marina District after the 
earthquake. By authorizing the dollars PG&E requests for all of 
the accounts that deal with the gas pipeline replacement program, 
it is our fervent hope that PG&E actually spends the money on this 
program. We agree that this program is an important element of 
seismic safety improvement and urge PG&E to exercise due diligence 
in not only keeping the program on its tarqeted time line, but 
where feasibie speeding up the program. ~herefore, we will 
authorize all dollars related to the GPRP which PG&E has requested 
in this proceeding. 
16.5.1.2 Meter protection Program IMPPl 

In 1990, PG&E began the meter protection program to 
correct gas meter locations not in conformance with current 
policies and standards. Thus far, 7/821 meters have been checked 
and corrective action has been taken on 3,673 meters. (Exhibit 7.) 
PG&E seeks an increase of some $3.6 million for Test Year 1993 fOr 
this proqram. DRA, on the other hand, recommends that the inctease 
for 1993 over 1990 recorded expenses be limited to rouqhly $2 
million. The difference of $1.6 million is in dispute between the 
parties. This dispute exists in CPUC Account 877, discussed above. 

DRA proposes a disallowance f6r this project for tha 
followinq reasons. First, DRA Is not satisfied with PG&E's 
explanation of the dramatic discrepanoies in the costs of 
installing barrier pOsts. According to information provided by 
PG&E, DRA notes that the installation 6f the barrier posts in Santa 
Rosa costs $91, while in San Francisco it costs $1,161. Even 
PG&E's own witness questioned the accuracy of these estimates, but 
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PGGE then proceeded to base its expense estimate on these numbers 
anyway. 

Secondly, ORA believes that there is an obvious overlap 
between work performed in connection with the GPRP and that 
involved in the HPP t raised in the concern that ratepayers mayb~ 
paying twice for some jobs. Finally, DRA points out that PG&E's 
own annual progress repOrts on the MPP show that PG&E has 
overcollected for the work it has performed relocating, replacing, 
and protecting meters. (RT 17t1214.) ORA recommends that future 
expenditures for attrition years should be adjusted downwards if 
PG&E does not spend whatever the budgeted amount is. PG&E argues 
that the reduction in the expense estimate suggested by DRA could 
extend the MPP completion schedule beyond what has been agreed upon 
with the Commission's Safety Division. However; pG&E does not 
actually address ORA's assertion that there is overlap with the 
GPRP prbgram, other than denying that ratepayers will pay twic~f6r 
any part of the work. PG&E also states that ORA's concerns abOut 
unit costs are not well-founded. PG&E claims it used barrier pOst 
installation estimates of from $150.00 to $250.00 per post. 

For this program, we do not believe PG&E has made strong 
enough showing to justify the increase it requests. We believe 
PG&E did a better job in justifying its gas pipeline replacement 
program dollars. We agree with DRA that there should be SOme cost 
savings that PG&E has not calculated in coordinating the KPP 
program with the pipeline replacement program. Likewise, we are 
disconcerted by the seemingly wide variance in costs related to 
barrier posts. We note that ORA's recommendation does in fact 
allow for an increase over 1990 recorded dollars. Therefore, we 
will authorize ORA's recommended dollar amount for CPUC Account 877 

for the meter protection program. This results in a downward 
adjustment from PG&E's request of some $1.6 million. 
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16.5.2 CPOC Account 879 (PG&B Account 1964)1 
Customer Installation Expenses 

-., 

This account includes the expenses associated with work· 
performed on customer premises other than removing and resetting 
meters and regulators. The disagreement in this account between 
PG&E and ORA relates to the estimated GPRP expenses. ORA 
recommended the disallowance of $1,132 1 000 for this account. For 
the reasons already discussed related to GPRP, we will approve 
PG&E'S recommendation for Test Year 1993 expenses for CPUC Account· 
879. 
16.5.3 CPUC Account 880 (PG&E Account 1960). 

Distribution ~ps and Records 

Due to a difference in their estimating methodologies, 
ORA recommends a $270,000 reduction in this account from PG&E's 
request. This account includes the expenses assOciated with the· 
preparation of distribution maps and records. PG&E used a five
year average for both its labor and materials expenses to account 
for fluctuations that occur In this account. ORA believes the use 
of 1990 recorded data is more appropriate in order to reflect 
improvements in computer mapping technology that have occurred 
since the last GRC. However, PG&E counters that its automation 
program does not so much lower expense costs but rather provides 
the customer with better service. Future plans, for example, 
according to PG&E, include expansion to handle distribution data 
bases and document management associated with the map facilities. 
(Exhibit 7, chapter S.) 

We agree with PG&E that given the fluctuations in this 
account, its estimate is reasonable. Likewise, we agree that in 
this instance the computerization has not necessarily resulted in 
the reduction of expenses. 
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16.5.4 CPUC AccOunt 8ao (PG&R Account 1961). Other Expenses 
We note that PG~E has accept_ed DRA's pOsition in the 

Comparison Exhibit; therefore, there is no longer any disagreement 
over this account. we will adopt the number as set forth in the 
Comparison Exhibit for this account. (Exhibit 235.) 
16.5.5 CPUC Account 881 (PG&E Account IG03}! Mains--Other 

This account includes the expenses associated with the 
maintenance of distribution mains, excluding leak repairs on cast 
iron mains. DRA had recommended a disallowance of $525,000 due to
the GPRP expenses. We reject DRA's position on GPRP and adopt 
PG&E's estimate for CPUC Account 881. 
16.5.6 CPUC Account 892 CPG&E AccOunt 1607)t Services 

This account includes the expenses associated with the 
maintenance of gas distribution services. Once again, the only 
disagreement relates to the gas pipeline replacement program. Once 
again, we reject DRA's recommended disallowance in this account bf 
$809,000 for the reasons stated in the above sectiOn. 
16.5.7 CPUC AccOunt 893 (PG&E Account 16(9)t House Regulators 

This account includes the expenses associated with the 
maintenance of gas regulators. Again, DRA's only disallowance 
relates to the GPRP, of $245,000. Maintaining consistency, we 
reject DRA's recommended disallowance for GPRP. We will adopt 
PG&E's estimate for CPUC Account 893. 
16.6 Customer Account Expenses 

PG&E's estimate of $87,949,000 for Gas Department 
customer account expenses (excluding uncollectible accounts) 
exceeds ORA's estimate of $85,822,000 by $2,121,000. Disagreements 
over estimates for customer growth in several accounts contribute 
to $1,184,000 of the difference. The difference of $943,000 in . 
PG&E Account 916 is due to DRA's exclusion of the customer payment 
option communication program and the cUstomer's service program 
evaluatio~ project. (Exhibit 235, pp. 4-35, 4-36.) 
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We note that estimates of Electric and Gas Departments 
customer accounts expense are derived from an aliocation of total 
expenses. This is done because the expenses are similar or 
identical for both departments since, for the most part, it is the 
same meter reader or the same clerk perfOrming work for both 
departments. Therefore, issues which were discussed in the 
Electric Department customer accounts section, Section 8.8 of :this 
deoision, are equally applicable to the Gas Department. Therefore, 
we will follow the same reasoning we adopted for the Electric 
Department and keep the diScussion of the following accounts to a 
minimum. 
16.6.1 CPUC Account 902 (FG&E Account 1971): 

Meter Reading Expenses 
The disagreement between.PG&E and DRA on this account is 

$409,00\) due to customer growth estimates of PG&E. As we did on 
Electric Department side of the house, we will adopt DRA'S 

recommendations, 
16.6.2 CPUC Account 903 (PG&E Account 1972)t 

Customer Contracts and Orders 

This account includes the labor and other costs for 
positions assigned to offices or to the field, for handling 
customer inquiries, service requests, enerqy cost inquiries, and 
other requests made by telephone or in person. In this account, 
PG&E requests an increase of $225,000 for customer growth, $969,000 
for changing its accounting procedures for general conservation 
cost inquiries, and $781,000 for meeting the demands of cultural 
and language diversity. consistent with what we have done on the 
Electric Department side, we will allow PG&E its requested increase 
changes to its accounting procedures as requested. We disallow the 
customer growth request. As to the $781,000 requested for cultural 
and language diversity, we will lower that amount to $400,000, 
reducing it by $381,000, similar to what we did for the Electric 

Department. 
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16.6.3 CPUC Account 903 (PG'E Account 1973). 
customer Billing and Accounting 

This account includes labor and other costs for positions 
assigned to analyzing rates to assist customers in choosing the 
correct or most adVAntageous rate schedule. Also includad are the 
costs associated with order processing, teleprocessing, and bill 
preparation. For this account, for the gas side, PG&E<seeks 
increases of $3,219,000 to rewrite its customer information 
computer program (CIS) and $232,000 for customer growth. 

For reasons discussed in the electric side of the 

house, we reject PG&E's increases. 
16.6.4 CPUC Account 903 (~E Account 1975)t 

collecting Expenses 

This account includes the labor and other costs for 
employees assigned to credit and collection work. The increase 
sought is for customer growth, $305,000 for this account. AS we 
have done in most of the other accounts, we will authorize DRAis 

requested increase for customer growth. 
16.6.5 CPUC Account 905 (PG&E Account 1916)1 

Miscellaneous customer Accounts Expense 

This Account records the labor and other eXpenses 
resulting from positions which cannot be categorized in other 
activities. PG'E seeks an increase in connection with this account 
of $539,000 for communications to customers of payment options and 
$404,000 for evaluation and analysis of customer service programs. 
For the same reasons set forth in the discussion for the Elec~ric 
side of this account, we will authorize the $404,000 for evaluation 
and analysis of customer services programs. We will disallow the 
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requested $539,000 for the Gas Department portion of the 
'> communications to customers of payment options. As we have> already 
stated, we believe that customer communication is already bein9 
handled adequately by the company. In fact, our approval of PG~E's 

requested increases for customer growth should take care of any 
need in this area. 
16.7 Gas Administrative and General Expenses 

PG&Ets estimate of $239,940,000 for Gas Department 
administrative and general expenses exceeds ORA's estimate bf 
$180,919,000 by $59,021,000. 1 For virtually all of the A&G 
accounts there are nO differences between the ar9uments made for 
the Electric Department and the Gas Department. Therefore, we will 
follow the policies set forth in the Electric Department discussion 
of A&G accounts. In the sections to follow, we shall merely point 
out the dollar amounts that are affected by the policy decisions we 
have already made for A&G expenses generally. In Account 930.-2; we 
will discuss the merits of the membership in the American Gas 
Association, which has not been addressed yet in this decision. 
16.7.1 Account 920--Administrative and General Expenses 

PG&E's estimate of $49,335,000 for the Gas Department> 
portIon of Account 920 exceeds DRA's estimate of $46,674,000 by 
$2,661,000. we have previously rejected DRA's dlsa.l1owantesf6r 
the following areast application of the allocation factor from the 
Diablo canyon Use Studies, and ORA's proposal regarding the PIP 
adjustment, The differences between the parties to the Equal 
Opportunity purchasing program costs were resolved durin9 the 
update hearings. We will disallow DRA's recommendation of $17,000 
due to the exclusion of the family benefit coordinator position. 

7 This numbers do not reflect the EOPP stipulation reAched 
during the Update hearings. 
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16.7.2 Account 921--0ffice Supplies and ExpenSeS 
PG&E estimat~d a total of $43,547,000 for the Gas 

Department portion 6f Account 921. This estimate exceeds ORA's 
recommendation by some $7 million. AS we did in the Electric 
Department side for this account, we will adopt DRA's recommended 
disallowance for the child care center funding of $79,000. We 
refer the reader to the sectiOns for the Electric Department. 
16.1.3 Account 922--A&G Expenses Transferred Credit 

Account 922 is credited with the expenses recorded in 
ACCOUnts 920 and 921 which are transferred to CWIP. As with the 
Electric Department, PG&E and DRA agree on the method to be used to 
determine Account 922. Both agreed the allocatiOn to construction 
credit represented by Account 922 should be developed by 
multiplying the total of Accounts 920 and 921 by a factor of 18.2\. 
Such a calculation is reflected in the tables attached to this 
decision. 
16.7.4 Account 923-~tside Services Employed 

PC&E's estimate for the Gas Department portion of Account 
923 exceeded DRAIs estimate by $2,481,000. In keeping with our 
decisions made during our discussion On the Electric Department 
side of this account, we will disallow $1,667,000 due to our 
agr~ement with DRA's exclusion of PG&E's request for increased 
outside legal services. The other DRA disallowance which we will 
adopt in this account is for software and consultant services 
requested by PG&E for the development of investor lists. We 
believe the WHBE issue stated for this account was resolved during 
the update hearings. 
16.7.5 Account 926--Rmployee pensions and Benefits 

This topic is already received enough attention in this 
decision. We refer the reader to Section 9.6. PG&E and DRA were 
originally some $14.9 million apart for this account. HoweVer, 
most of ORA's recommended disallowances have been rejected. We 
will adopt as we did for the Electric Department, ORA's recommended 
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disaliowance of $l,245,OOOf6r exclusion o£ PG&E's request for 
funding for its Blueprint for Learning program. 
16.7.6 Account 930.2--~scellaneous and General Exvenses 

For the Gas Department, PG&Eis estimate of $15,212,000 
exceeds ORA's estimate by $2,041,000. We will discuss the 
difference related to research and development being $1,185,000 6f 
the difference, in the RO&D section of the decision. We will ailOw 
the $406,000 PG&E requests for an increase in bank line of credit 
fees, as we did for the Electric Department. Likewise, we will 
allow PG&E's membership in the California Roundtable and the 
Federated Employers of the Bay Area, amounts of $6,000 and $2,000, 
respectiVely. 

Finally, we will address the dues for the American Gas 
Association (AGA). PG&E requests $785,000 for AGA dues while oRA 
recommends only $362,000 of those dues be paid for by ratepayers. 
This difference of $423,000 is due to the portion of AGA dues which 
ORA asserts should he disallowed as ad~ertising and lobbying 
related to 9as consumption and the institutional position of AGA 
and the 9as utility industry. 

First of all, PG&E points out that it agrees that $38,000 
of total AGA dues should be disallowed and therefore did not 
include it in its request. This is the pOrtion, according to PG&E, 
of AGA's media communications program and lobbying program which 
specifically supports lobbying efforts aimed at promoting gas 
consumption or enhancing the image of AGA or the gas utility 
industry. PG&E argues that the remainder of the disallowance 
obtained in the last GRe decision is inappropriatej as the bulk of 
activities within AGA's media communications program and 
legislatiVe program support conservation and consumer cost 
r.eductions. 

ORA maintains that the methodology applied in the last 
GRe decision to disallow AGA dues related to advertising is 
appropriate. In this case, ORA also increases the disallowance for 
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dues related to lobbying to 10.5' of total AGA dues. (34 CPUC2d 
199, 298.) For AGA dues, as we were for Edison Electric IiH~titute 
dues, we are persuaded that PG&E has made an adequate showing in 
this proceeding to get us to alter what we did in the last GRC. _ ~e 
believe PG&E has shown that the amount disallowed in the iast GRC 
should not be the ruie for this GRe. 

We Agree with PG&E that AGA's research and information 
efforts in the arenAs of conservation, consumer cost reduction, and 
government relations have potential benefits to ratepayers and 
sharehOlders alike. Many such industry activities can be performed 
more efficiently and effectiVely at the collective or national 
level than by an individual utility_ These activities are 
performed collectively by AGA at a lower cost than individual 
utilities could achieve. Once again, we find that these 
memberships are legitimate cost of service which under a regulatory 
scheme'should be a recoverable cost for PG&E. ~herefore, we will 
adopt PG&Ets estimate for AGA dues for Test Year 1993. 
16.7.7 Account 931--Rents 

Once again the issues for this account are the same as 6n 
the Electric side of the house. The differerice between the partie~ 
for the Gas Department portion of Account 931 is $91 / 000 1 due to a 
difference regarding the percentage of computer center e~penses to 
be charge to Diablo canyon. As we have already found, we will 
adopt PG&E's allocation factor of 14.87%. There are no other 

unresolved issues for Account 931. 
16.8 Gas plant and Rate Base 

The parties have resolved all but two issues relating to 
gas plant and rate base. The first area of disagreement relates to 
the gas pipeline replacement program. DRA has recommended a 
reduction of $17,671,000. Once again, this recommended 
disallowance was based on ORA's concern about unit costs of the 
GPRP program. This ORA disallowance was presented by two different 
ORA witnesses. Nearly $5 million of this disallowance was not even 
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described in the ORA report. In fact, on June 1, 1992, PG&E saw 
for the first time a memo written by ORA's witness describing his· 
proposed reductions to PG&E'S GPRP plant estimate. However, 

I 

neither this memo nor any other evidence to support this 
recommendation has been placed in the record by ORA. For some 
reason, ORA went on to incorporate this reduction in its gas plant 

estimate. 
Given our rejection of ORA'S recommended disallowances in 

the O&M side for the GPRP program, it follows that \ole should 
likewise reject its recommendation on the plant side. We disagree 
with ORA that the unit costs of doing the pipeline work will 
necessarily decrease. In fact, it seems clear to us, as we have 
stated in the O&M section of this decision, that in all likelihood 
the costs would be on the rise given the neighborhoods that the 
replacement prOgram must now move into in San FranciscO. Likewise 
we are disconcerted by ORA's handling of the recommended 
disallowance for GPRP plant. It seems to be a fairly minimal 
requirement that DRA make clear what its disallowance is 
instead of just including it in a line item in a table. 
adopt PG&E's numbers for GPRP plant. 

for, 
We will 

The second area where there is still disagreement between 
PG&E and DRA relates to clear air vehicles, specifically the 
compressed natural gas stations on customer-owned sites. This 
issue, like all other issues relating to clean air vehicles, will 
be discussed in a later section of this decision. 

Finally, there is one further area that should be 

mentioned. During hearings, ORA abandoned its recommendation for a 
recorded adjustment for the gas pipeline replacement program of 
some $21 million. since ORA has dropped that recommendation, we 
need not go into it in greater detail here. However, for anyone 
who examines the comparison Exhibit, that abandonment of that 
recommendation is not reflected in the comparison Exhibit. Given 
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the record on the subject, we are pleased that DRA chose to 
withdraw this recommendation. 
16.9 Other Issues 

, . • 

All issues relating to taxes, depreciation, working cash; 
materials, and supplies are the same as they were for the Electric 
side of the house and will therefore not be discussed again~ The 
attached tables and charts to this decision shall reflect a 
consistent treatment f6r these areas between the Gas and Electric 

Departments. 
17. Hazardous Waste 

There is currently nO disagreement between PG&E and ORA 
regarding the level of hazardous waste funding. PG&E accepted some 
o£ DRAls changes in order to reach agreement. The major expense 
project deleted from the test year estimate was the contaminated 
oil cleanup for the Electra powerhOuse. DRA's recommendation was 
to use the advice letter process known as the EnvirOnmental 
Compliance Mechanism (ECM) for this particular project. PG&E 
accepted this recommendation. DRA agreed that with this removal of 
the Electra pOwerhouse cleanup expense, nO differences remain 
between the parties. (RT 25*2093.) 

PG~E, in its opening brief, requests two findings from 
the Corr~ission. First, PG&E requests that the Commission authorize 
the capital and expense levels for hazardous waste management as 
agreed to during hearings. second; PG&E requests that the 
Commission provide for workshops following the decision in this 
GRC, in time to provide guidance prior to the next PG&E general 
rate case, to discuss modifications in the ECM, which will allow 
the utility expedited approval to spend funds on any phase of 
hazardous waste projects which are not covered by base rates. PG&E 
believes these workshops should include discussion of how dollars 
for preliminary assessment of ECH projects should be recovered j 

whether there is sufficient certainty about major project cleanup 
activity to begin to include hazardous waste cleanup projects in 
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base rates· at some average leVel of activity reasonablyexpec'ted to 
occur, and whether the review of the reasonableness of such 
expendi.tures need to occur in separate proceedings with the 
resulting demands on Commission staff and hearing time, or whether 
they should be consolidated with general rate case proceedings. 

We believe that PG&E raises important issues which must 
be addressed to ensure the evolution of an appropriate regulatory 
framework for determini.ng rate recovery of hazwaste cleanup 
expenses. No party followed the ALJ's direction to comment on 
PG&E's proposal for modification in the ECM or any of the other 
workshop propOsals PG&E made. In D.92-11-030, however, we 
solicited comments on potential ratemaking alternatives to 
reasonableness review of hazwaste expenses. We will receive those 
comments in the first quarter of 1993 and therefore, at this time; 
decline to order the workshops which PG&E requests. However, our 
direction in D.92-11-030 was sufficiently broad to permit PG&E, and 
any other interested party, to address in the comments t6 be £il~d 
in that docket the remediation issues which PG&E has raised here. 
18. Research Development and Demonstration 

18.1 Overview 
At long last we have reached an area. where parties other 

thAn PG&E and DRA participated. The california Energy Commission 
(CEC) proVided three witnesses in the area of RO&D. In addition, 
Seimens Solar Industries provided a witness in this field. We haVe 
carefully considered the testimony, exhibits, and arguments of all 
the parties who participated in this field. 

PG&E is requesting $61.157 million for Test YeAr 1993 
RD&D expenses. ORA's recommendation is $50.676 million for Test 
Year 1993, a difference of $10.481 million. The CEC and PG&E are 
separated on their recommendations by $1.12 million. The major 
areas of diffe~ences between PG&E and ORA are in advanced energy 
systems RD&D, $7.3 million, customer systems RO&D, $2.8 million, 
and in research policy and planning, $320,000. 
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PG&E ls' alsO ~reqtiestin9'fhat-- the"Comrniss16n allo~'th~t an, 
additional. $35 mii:liotl'to be spent d~rin9199i th~ou9h 1'9'95 foi" 
demonst'fatlon projects quaiffiedfor capit.al tre~t.rtent •. ' Fot, Test 
Year 1993,'PG&E has r~quested $4.2million'inend-of-yea):"'piant 
additions. (Exhihit72. ) DRA has recOniinended 1:\0 funding, for 
demonstration projects in its plant eStim~te. tEe, while '. 
sUppOrting the demonstration projects proposed by PG&E, recoinrnEmds 
that allprop<>sed capital projects be expensed. 

As to the recominended disallow;'mces by DRA, we adopt them 
in total. wewiil' discuss, ea'ch 'disalloWance in the sections that 

- . . . . 

follow; First, however, we will Address the issue Of the 
appropriat~ RD&D funding range and limitations on shifting the 
funds. We iilcludea table showing the parties' recommendations and 
our adopted numbers. 
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Finally, we note that the LegislAture has-provided 
direction on the circumstances under which RO&D projects may be 
undertaken and the appropriate funding for RD&D projects in the 

PU code. 8 

8 PU Code section 740.1 provides: 

-The Commission considers the following guidelines in 
evaluating the research, development, and demonstration 
programs proposed by electric and gas corporation. 

-(c) 

• Ce) 

projects should offer a reasonable probability Of 
providing benefits to ratepayers. 

Expenditures on projects which have a low probability for 
success should be minimized. 

projects should be consistent with the corporation's 
reSource plan. 

projects should not unnecessarily duplicate research 
currently, previously, or intelligently undertaken by 
other electrical or gas corporations or research 
organizations. 

Each project should also support one or more of the 
following objectivesl 

Environmental improvement. 

Public and employee safety. 

conservation by efficient resource use or by 
reducing Or shifting system load. 

Development of new resources and processes, 
particularly renewable resOurces and processes which 
further supply technologies. 

Improve operating efficiency and reliability or 
otherwise reduce operating costs,-
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18.2 RD&D FUnding Range 
'7he issue of selecting an appropriate fU'nding range fO,r 

RD&D is derived from a prior commission decision. In D.90-09-045, 
we required that the utilities provide for maximum and minimum RD&D 
levels for their next general rate case. The funding range means 
that, if the utility's rate request for RD&D spending is within the 
funding range ordered in the current rate case, PG&E would focuS 
the discussion o£ RD&D on broad RD&D program directions. Only when 
the utility's RD&D program rose above the ceiling or fell below 'the 
floor would detailed information be required. PG&E paints out that 
in return for this, it and other utilities are today providing more 
detailed annual reports. The theory is that the utilities repOrt 
in mOre detail in their annual RD&D reports and less information 
would be required in the GRCS as long as the utility is within the 
funding range. PG&E correctly points out that this program does 
not preclude ORA or other Commission staff from utilizing data 
requests when more information is needed. Our goal was to give 
management discretion to manage within a reasonable floor and 
ceiling and not to micromanage the utilities' RD&D programs from a 
zero-based perspective in every GRC. (37 CPUC2d 390, 393). 

Therefore the issue before us is to select the 
appropriate funding range which would be PG'E's guideline in its 
next general rate case. PG&E has recommended a funding range of 
between 0.75\ to 1.25\ of its gross operating revenues (GOR) to be 
set by the Commission as the floor and ceiling for PG&E's RD&D 
program in the 1996 GRC. ORA, On the other hand, has recommended a 

range from 0.6\ to 0.8\ of the GOR. 
PG'E argues that DRA's range is too narrow. PG&E atques 

that with the modified annual report format and a blennialreport 
by CACO, there is more than adequate information available to the 
Commission to authorize a funding range more in line with PG&E'S 
recommendation. PG&E contends that DRA's reluctance to allow a 
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broader funding range indicates a reluctance to move ~way fro~ 
zero-based budgeting approach RD&D is put through in every GRe. 

ORA, on the other hand, is concerned that if PG&E's proposal is 
adopted, it will need to provide only minimum justification for 
RO&O expenditures up to $125 million or, more than twice its-1992 
authorized budget. That level of undocumented expenses is simply 
excessive. ORA argues that PG&E's request would constitute no 
commission management, if PG&E provides no thorough RD&D 
documentation until its budget level doubles from current 

standards. 
On this issue we believe the most reasonable approach is 

to set a funding range in between the recommendations of ORA and 
PG&E. We agree with PG&E that ORA's range is a bit narrow. 
Howevert we are concerned about going to as high a leVel as PG&E 
has recommended for some of the reasons stated by DRA. Therefore; 
in the spirit of compromise; we will set the funding range from 
0.6i to 1.0\ of GOR for PG&E's1996 GRC showing. We believe this 
range would give PG&E adequate flexibility b~cause we do not desire 
to micromanage its RD&D programs, yet not go sO high as to 
relinquish our obligations to monitor utility activities. 
18.3 Shifting of Funds Within the RD&D program 

ORA has recommended that PG&E be subject to the same 
rules regarding limitations on shifting funds within its RD&D 
budget that we now require of Edison and SDG&E. PG&E believes thAt 
these funding shift guidelines are unreasonable to apply to PG&E 
because PG&E has never behaved in the way regarding RO&D that has 

caused the Commission concern. 
The program funding guidelines regarding shifting are as 

follows I PGSE could reditect 20\ 6f its program funding without 
further Commission authority, 20 to 50% if the Commission grants an 
advice letter request, and above 50\ if the commission grants a 
request by application. These are the same restrictions placed on 

the oth~r utilities. 
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ORA argues that all. utility RDtoD programs should b~ . 
subject to the same regulatory requfrements. ORA claims that it is 
merely due to the GRC process that such regulations inevitably 
become a requirement of. each utility one at a time.DRA argues' 
that the rationale for a limitatioil on funding shifts ensures that 
utilities will not receive RO&D money for certain purposesl and 
then spend the money, without constraint, on another entirely 

different RO&D program. 
PG&E counters these arguments by stating that it has 

always been sensitive to the flexibility and management discretion 
allowed by the Commission for RO&D over its last three GRes. pG&E 
claims that it has never attempted to shift large amounts of 
dollars within its programs, if it represented a major change to 
what was authorized in its prior GRC decision. Further, PG&E 
states that any changes which were made have been reported in its 
annual RD&O repOrt to the Commission. PG&E states that there has 
been no negative feedback for its company regarding any changes 
PG&E has made to funding of its RObO work in the past. (RT 26. 
2251-2252.) PG&E concludes that it does not want to be penalized 
because other utilities have behaved unreasonably in this area. 

By putting these shifting of funds restrictions On PG&E 
also, we are not suggesting that PG&E has at all behaved in an 
inappropriate fashion regarding shifting of RD&D funds. We agree 
with DRA that it is appropriate that each utility be dealt with in 
a similar fashion regarding its RD&D programs, We also note that 
because PG&E has never attempted to shift large amounts of dollars, 
these guidelines, which are reasonable, should not be a burden on 
PG&E. If PG&E finds that these guidelines are a burden to it 
during this rate case cycle, we will revisit the issue in the next 
GRC and consider a change if PG&E can make a showing that it is 
necessary. For now, we will adopt ORA's recommendation to appiy 
the same shifting of funds requirement for PG~E that is currently 
applicable to Edison and SDG&E. Although somewhat restrictive 
these guidelines still give the utilities the flexibility and 
managemen't discretion to redirect funds to meet overall strategy 

and RD&O program needs. 
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lS.3.10rie:'::way:RD&D Balal101ng Account 
Ne- believe it is help'ful, at thi~ point, to add to our 

discussion 'of funding by reiterating our guidelines on th~ one.:..way 
RD~D halartcl~g ac~Ourtt. tri fi.~7~b7-021t ~~adbpt~d the balartclng 
account to ensute that authorized furidingfor RD&O was either spent 
on RD&O or returned to ratepayers. In that decisiont we stated! 

-Hedltect PG&E to mai~tairt a separat~ accourit 
for RD&D funding. The amount authorized in 
rates will be a ceiling.' Funds unexpended at 
the end of each year will accrue ,interest at 
the short-term paper rate. wi.thin a rate case 
cycle, funds not used in one year may be used 
in subsequent years.- (0.87-01-021, p. 4.) 

We also wish to add 'that we believe it is appropriate for PG&E to 
apply annual 6verexpertditures to the balancing account such that at 
the el'ld of the three;...year cycle, any unspent funds would be 
returned to ratepayers in the formo£ a ,credit to the ERAM 
balancing account. In this way, we pres~rve the principal of 
returriing unspent funds while maintaining flexibility in the timing 
of res~arch expenditures. 
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18.4 Advanced Energy Programs 
18.4.1 . Solar project Funding 

PG~E is requesting approximately $1.2 million tor this 
area, while DRA believes that $635 t OOO is a reasonable estimate for 
expenses for solar project funding. DRA points out that a major 
portion of PG&E's RD&D request for solar research has been 
withdrawn due to the bankruptcy of one of the research 
participants, LUz Solar, which casts a major shadow over the future 

of the research project. 
DRA has no disagreement with the funding PG&E seeks for 

solar research related to central receivers and disk systems. The 
area of controversy pertains to PG&E's proposed research on a solar 
trough. oRA points out that PG&Eis request for solar trough 
project expenses is tied to the Third phase of a solar plant 
demonstration. This Third phase of the project has already been 
delayed two years from 1993 to late 1995 because of the Luz 
bankruptcy. Accordingly, DRA believes it is reasonable to also 
eliminate the solar expenditures for the Third phase at thistirne. 
DRA believes it is only reasonable to fund phase 1 and phase 2 of 
the solar trough project because they are expected to he incurred 
in 1993 and 1994. PG&E counters that the funding level advocated 
by ORA is inadequate to do the testing and analysis work required 
to determine the technical viability of proceeding with a utility
scale demonstration of advanced trough technology. 

We are unpersuaded by PG&E's showing on this item. We 
agree with DRA that the timing slippage resulting from Luz's 
bankruptcy does alter what is a reasonable request for this 
project. we believe that we are providing an adequate funding 
level for PG&E to prOceed in this area. 
18.4.2 Wind Development 

DRA's recommended disallowances in the field of wind 
development relate both to e~pense requests and PG&E's desire to 
capitalize its wind turbine demonstration. 
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PG&E seeks to capitalize $9.465 mtllirin~n:th~ 1993 
through 1995 time frame for its wind turbine demonsttatici~ project, 
DRA believes that none of these amounts should be capitaiized. DRA 
believes that no wind turbine development expense, capitalized or 
not, should be included in rates. The project in ques'tirin is a 
several phase project totaling some $17 million. PG&E intends to' 
contact turbine manufacturers and select promising turbines for 
each phase. PG&E wants to buy approximately 20 wind turbines from 
four or five manufacturers and test them in a utility environment. 
PG&E wants the project to accelerate the entry of the next 
generation of utility grade wind turbines into the commercial 
market. (Exhibit 109, pp. 4-12 and 4-13.) DRA mad~ it quite clear 

. in its testimony under cross-examination why it believes this is an 
inappropriate RD&D project for ratepayer funding. 

-It is unreasonable and unnecessary fOr PG&E to 
use ratepayer funds to assist the promotion of 
wind turbine technology, a technology Which is 
already competitively viable and efficient. 
PG&E is not supporting wind turbine 
development, it is financially supporting a 
field test of state-of-the-art wind turbines 
for the benefit of the manufacturers. Any 
research results will be limited to the 
discovery of relatively small operating 
differences in newer turbines. None of these 
designs are alleyed or expected to be 
significantly more cost-effective than any of 
the existing turbines available. ~he . 
technology of wind turbines is commercially 
available and reasonably advanced. This 
research project is not needed.- (Exhibit 109, 
p. 4-13.) 

Further, DRA characterizes this as not suppOrting wind 
turbine development but rather subsidizing a field test for the 
benafit of the manufacturers. DRA believes this because PG&E has 
no plans to require the wind turbine manufacturers to provide th~ 
turbines for the project. PG&E says that this would be a financial 
burden for the manufacturers. However, DRA points out that the 
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turbine manufacturers would be the major beneficiaries 6f this 
research, because the manufacturers would learn the strengths and 
weaknesses of each turbine design, at no cost to them. ORA arques 
that PG&E has failed to demonstrate that the benefit to ratepayers 
is worth the cost PG&E wants to spend, or that the turbine market 
will be unable on its own to compiie the same information. 

The CEC disagrees with ORA and recommends that the 
Commission support pG&E's request. (Exhibit 307.) 

on a $400,000 expense for U.S. Windpower TUrbines, DRA 
also rejects PG&E's propOsal. DRA does not believe that rat~payer 
money should be use to design, construct, test, and co~~ercialize 
advanced wind turbines in a competitively viable market. ORA 
believes that the wind turbine market has been subsidized by 
ratepayers and is now healthy and competitively viable. DRA does 
not find further subsidies either necessary or reasonable. DRA 
points out that u.s. Windpawer Turbines .has already sold turbiQes 
to the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUO) that are 'the 
same type for which PG&E seeks RO&D ratepayer funding. (Tr. 

2512138-2139.) 
Once again, the CEC recommends funding this effort at 

$400,000 level requested by PG&E. The CEC argues that wind is an 
opportunity technology because it is a potentially competitive 
electric resource technology for california •. (Tr. 3112771.) 

There is one area in the wind development field that DRA 
believes is a reasonable expenditure of ratepayer dollars~ DRA 
supports a $100,000 for funding of PG&E's wind resource ev~luation 
program, ORA states that in contrast to the other proposed items, 
the geographically specific identification and evaluation of wind 
energy production potential of various sites are reasonable. DRA 
believes that further work for utility-specific applications is a 
reasonable use of ratepayer funds. The CEC concurs in this. 
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Overall, we are persuaded by DRA's ilr9uments that the 
level of fundingcwhich PG&E seeks to put·into{urther wind 
technology development 1s excessive. We agree with DRA that wind 
turbine technology, based in part on prior research and develOpment 
dollars, is now at a -level of commercial viability that nO longer- -
needs the infusion of RO&D dollars by PG&E's ratepayers. Likewise, 
we believe PG&E's desired capitalization of these funds-is 
inappropriate. We believe it is more appropriate for the wind 
turbine industry to finance additional development in this field. 
18.4.3 Phot6voltaics 

There are two areas for photovoltaics Which PG&E and ORA 
disagree on the appropriate funding level. The first area relates 
to photoVoltaic development and testing where PG&E requests 
$300,000 for the development of testing of PV energy systems and 
the optimization of balance-of-system components. DRA believes 
that the $300,000 is too large a request. Rather, it believes 
$50,000 annually is appropriate. 

PG&E is requesting $870,000 in capital for customer-sited 
PV demonstrations. DRA recommends no funding by ratepayers for 
this project. Ratepayer funds, in ORA's opinion, must not be used 
to promote research which favors utility services at the expense of 
the competitive market. (RT 26&2235-2236.) 

Both the CEC and Seimens Solar Industries disagree with 
DRA's analysis. They argue that PG&& needs to spend the full 
$300,000 in order to continue to promote this technology. PG&E 
believes that its leadership in this area, with dollars, is 
justified by its resource abundance and the match of that resource 
with load. PG&& argues that ratepayer benefits include the general 
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benefits of peak shaving, and location-specific RD&D upgriide· 
deferrals. 

We disagree with PG&E and its allies on this issue, 
finding DRA's concerns about the appropriateness of this high fevel 
of funding to be well taken. We will allow funding at the $50,000 
level recommended by DRA. 

The second project in the area of photovoltaics is the 
photovoltaics for utility scale applications (PVUSA). This is a 
$47 million demonstration project of which PG&E is one participant. 
Its purpose is to test large-scale photoVoltaics systems, and to 
provide utilities with information about the reliability, 
performance, operation, and maintenance cOsts associated with a 
utility grid-interconnected photovoltaic system. This project 
beg-an in 1986 and is scheduled for completion in 1995. PG&E is 
requesting $3.3 million for Test Year 1993 for this project and its 
grid-connected PV demonstration project at its Kerman substation. 
The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) will pay about 50% of PVUSA's 
costs. Other than DOE, PG&E says that co~funding by other pArties 
will reach only 8\ of total costs. PG&E forecasts that its own 
contribution to PVUSA total costs will reach 48\ by the time the 
project is completed. 

ORA disagrees that PG&E should carry such a high 
percentage of the project costs for PVUSA. DRA recommends that 
the Commission limit PG&E'g ratepayer funding in PVUSA to $500,000 
for Test Year 1993. DRA points out that that level of funding will 
allOW PG&E to aggressively participate in PVUSA as a 30\ 
participant; which is a higher level of participation than PG'E's 
1992 forecast of 27\. (Exhibit 109.) DRA argues the level of co
funding from other parties is very low. DRA points out that PG&E 
has made no forecast of funding from EPRI, SDGSE, or Edison. oRA 
states that all of these entities can benefit from PVUSA as much as 
PG!.E. 
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PG&E argues that it will make every attempt to mitdmi~-e 
"the actual funding by PG&E in all of its photovoltaic research. 
The CEC believes PG&E should be funded at its requested level, 
arguing that PG&E is the natural leader for the PVUSA project. Not 
surprisingly, seimens solar Industries, a company that stands.to 
benefit from any research done by ratepayers in this field, agrees 
that PG&E should be funded to the level it requests. 

once again, we must balance our desire and support to 
mOve forward with research in these impOrtant new technologies and 
our conCern over the fairnesS of how much ratepayers should be 
asked to pay to support this research. We find persuasive ORA's 
arguments that funding at a 30% level for Test Year 1993 is clearly 
a reasonable amount for one utility to be expected to fund. Since 
PG&E seems to be confident that other co-funding will materialize, 
eVen though it could not be definitively committed to for purposes 
of this GRC, we believe that our reduction in PG&E's request will 
not slow down the pVUSA progress. Rather, it will motivate PG&E 
and other participants to seek co-funding from the other interests 
in this field who stand to benefit from the overall success of the 
project. Therefore, we will allow ORA's recommended $500,000 
amount for the PVUSA project for Test Year i993. 
18.4.4 Fuel Cell Engineering 

PG&E has withdrawn its request for $3.5 million for 
development of a fuel cell, in cooperation with the city of santa 
clara. The proposed development was for a 2-megawatt facility. 
PG&E became concerned that a facility of that size was not yet 
ready to move forward, and requested the other project participants 
to agree to a delay pending further testing. Because the other 
participants wanted to mOve for~ard, PG&E withdrew its 
participation. ORA concurs with PG&E's withdrawal from this 
project. However, as to other fuel cell issues, PG&E and ORA 

disagree. 
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PG&E has requested an increase in its funding f()r stnal1.er 
fuel cell research above the level req~ested in its application. 
Originally, PG&E requested $1.1 milli()n and has now raised that 
request to $3 million. PG&E requests the additional money for 
increased testing of a 70-kil6watt unit, a 100-kilowatt unit, a 
lOO-kilowatt production unit, and a 200-kilowatt unit. 

(RT 25*2111-2116.) . 
DRA, on the other hand, believes that ratepayer funding 

should be limited to $500,000 for seVeral reasons. First, oRA 
points out, that the research and development of the smaller units 
of these fuel cells is sequential and conditional, meaning, that 
PG&E must build its larger unit only after the smaller unit is 
successfully tested. ORA believes PG&E'S planned schedule for 
moving forward with this devel()pment is oVerly optimistic. ORA 
points out that successful testing of the smaller unit is a 
prerequisite to beginning the next project level. PG&E's witness 
admitted that problems at any stage in this process can delay the 

next stage of testing. (RT 25&2115,) 
ORA argues that RO&D funding which assumes that the 

entire sequence of fuel cell testing will be perfectly timed and 
successful is unrealistic and inappropriately expensive. In 
addition, DRA objects to the fact that PG&E assumes almost no 
funding for this project from non-PG&E sOurces. During hearings, 
PG&E's witness said that perhaps $200,000 or $300,000 1n co-funding 
would be available. However, during 1991 PG&E received $746,000 
from EPRI in co-funding for fuel cell testing and $70,000 from the 
CEC. For 1~92, PG&E has budgeted $600,000 from EPRI for fuel cell 
testing, a $120,000 from the CEC, and $600,000 from GRI totallii'tg 
$1.32 million in fuel cell testing co-funding. While none of these 
amounts represent checks in the mail, ORA believes that the cO
funding will be substantially more than what PG&E has stated. 

(Exhibit 144, RT 2512124.) 
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Once again the tEC supports PG&E's plans to pursue thIs 
activity. PG&E also raises the argument that its propOsed program 
is different than that of an ongoing project of SDG&E. PG&E points 
out that it has constructed a pilot MCFC powerplant in its San 
Ramon Technology Center as a vehicle to begin the investigation of 
integrated fuel cell powerplant issues, albeit at the single stack 
level. PG&E points ·out that this program is different than the 
200-kilowatt project which SDG&E intends to participate in. PGSE 

argues that substantial technical differences in stacks from the 
two suppliers necessitate major differences in associated 
equipment, different and complementary lessons on integrating 
stacks into generating units will therefore be learned from the two 

efforts. 
our adoption of ORA's recommendation for this project is 

not based on the fact that this project as proposed by PG&E is 
redundant of the SDG&E project that is ongoing. Rather, we find 
DRA's concerns regarding the likelihood of timing to be persuasive. 
PG&E has not provided us with adequate assurances that its sched~le 
is realistic. We remind PG&E that the burden is on it to justify 
the dollars requested, not on DRA. Likewise this is another area 
where we believe PG&E needs to be givert an incentive to 
aggressively seek as much co-funding as possible from other 
participants •. We will adopt DRA's recommended $500,000 level for 

fuel cell engineering. 
18.4.5 System storage 

PG&E's energy storage research is in supe~conducting 
magnetic energy storage (SMES), compressed air energy storage 
(CAES), and hydroelectric. PG~E states that its project objective 
is to evaluate and assess other storage options and is requesting 
$1.233 million for this research. PG&E believes thatstorag9 will 
be increasingly necessary as renewable (nondlspatchable) resources, 
primarily having energy value as opposed to capacity, are added to 
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the system. The primary focus of PG&E's research is on the 
compressed air energy storage. 

DRA disputes that it is appropriate for PG&E to go 
forward with this level of. funding for this field at this time. 
DRA points out that there is no reasonable opportunity for storage 
economics to become cost-beneficial to ratepayers any time in the 
near future. DRA points out that PG&E has not presented any 
evidence in this proceeding that storage is marginally economic or 
even beneficial to ratepayers. Furthermore, PG&E has not 
determined that its storage fie ids are geologically capable of 
containing compressed air storage. DRA concludes -given the 
uneconomic cost of storage, the Commission declaring that wind is a 
resource that is deferrable by QFs, and the added cost of 
transmission losses this project would bring, it is unreasonable 
for PG&E to research a storagewide pO~erplant that has no prospect 
of being built by PG&E given the Commission's resource bidding 
process.- (Exhibit 109, pp. 3-8 and 3-9.) 

PG&E counters this argument by stating that one of the 
purposes of the testing is to determine the geological conditions 
of the depleted gas reservoirs that are being considered for this 
storage program. CEe points out that it is offering the co-funding 
level for the CEAS program of $400;000. Once again, CEC has 
recommended that PG&E get the full funding levels it has requested. 

We share DRA's cOncern that this level of spending by 
PG&E is premature for the system storage programs. We note that 
the CEC as it has with other issues is in favor of funding PG&E's 
requested levels. However, this Commission has considerations 
beyond those which are in CEC's jurisdiction. That is, this 
Corr~ission must consider the overall impact of these programs on 
the ratepayers who are being requested to pay for them in these 
tough economic times. Therefore, we will grant only the amount of 
funding that ORA has recommended for system storage programs. Once 
again we encourage PG&E to seek out additional co-funders in order 
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to proceed if it chooses to do sO wlih th~ pr6ject~ ~s it has 
structur~d them thus far. • 
18.4.6 Advanced Thermal Generation 

Overalll in this area, PG&E requests $1.167 million while 
oRA suggests a reduction of $150,000, allowing $1.017 miliion. 
PG&E pOints out that high efficiency gas conversion has the 
pOtential to develop technologies which will be significantly more 
elficent than existing technologies and they have the potential to 
reduce fuel costs by one-third or more. In fact, if the technology 
existed for USe in today's fossil plants l the amount of savings 
would be roughly $300 to $500 million per year in fuel costs alone. 

CRT 2512102-2103.) 
PG&E and ORA agree On the advanced repowering studies at 

$800,000, the advanced geothe~al and biomass study at $117,000, 
and advanced thermal generation exploratory research at $50,000. 
The area of disagreement relates to the advanced aeroderivative 
turbine demonstration where PG&E requests $~OO,OOO and ORA 
recommends only $50,000. 

PG&E contends that DRA's funding level will not allow 
this effort to proceed as planned and may send a signal to the gas 
turbine vendors that the california utilities are not interested in 
this technology. However, PG&E lists several other participants in 
what will likely be a california demonstration project. The other 
participants are Edison, EPRI, GRI, SDG&E, SoCalGas, SMUO, LOs 
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), and the CEC. It 
seems reasonable to once again assume that the other participants 
can perhaps add to their level of participation rather than 
burdening PG&E's ratepayers sO heavily. The CEC once again 
believes that PG&E should get its full request arguing that the 
benefits would far 6utwelgh the investment. (RT 31*2776.) 

Once again, in our efforts to balance the need to pursue 
RD&D and our obligation to protect PG&E's ratepayers from 
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unnecessary expenses; we believe ORA's recommendation of the· 
funding level for advanced thermal <jeneratlon is appropriate. 
1Q.4.7 Strategic Studies 

PG&E has requested $900,000 for this line item with DRA 
recommending only $50,000. PG&E argues that because it cannot 
realistically participate in ail R&D efforts, it does need to 
maintain an Awareness of what is being done by others. This effort 
scans for new technology, screens them for application by PG&E, 
determines who is leading .the R&D Edfort, and conti.nuously assesses 
the technoloqy development and compares the projected costs of the 
energy produced from new technOlogy with existing technologies. As 
to be expected, the CEC joins PG&E and its full level funding 
request. PG&E believes that DRA's recommended level of $50,000 is 
unreasonably low, barely covering one-half of the person's time. 

ORA justifies its reduction for strategic studies on the 
ground that ratepayers should not be funding an attempt to refine 
research costs when it is actually the market which \<.-111 determine 
which products are eventually built. Further, DRA believes that 
much of this research is done as pait of other ongoing projects. 
DRA believes that any additional research that needs to be done 
could be conducted by a research professional or perhaps student 
interns under guidance. (Exhibit 109.) 

We will adopt DRAls recommendation for strategic studies. 
We are concern that PG&E has not adequately justified these dollars 
requested for the different pieces of strategic studies. Once 
a9ain we point out that the burden for RD&D development in 
California is not on PG&E alone. 
18.4.8 Lake County Wastewater Pipeline Project proposal 

While this issue is being discussed in the context of 
PG&E's RD&D, we note that the issue w~s brought before us by the 
County of Lake rather than PG&E. We will discuss the overall 
project in a later section 6f this decision. However, it relates 
to RD&D in that CEC argued that the dollars requested by County of 
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Lake for this project could perhaps be' included in RD&D dollars. 
However, PG&E contends that this project requires a significant 
long-term financial commitment and does riot.fit the FERC definition 
of RD&D. In its brief, PG&E prOp6sed that an additional $300,000 
per year (instead of the $2 million requested by county of Lake) 
would be more appropriate and could be reasonably used to conduct _ 
injection RD&O at the Geysers, in an effort to quantify what the 
actual benefits of successful injection might be. Because of the 
way we intend to handle this issue on its merits, we do not believe 
that an additional increase in RD&D research at Geysers is 
necessary in the context of PG&E's RD&O accounts. Therefore, we 
will reject the suggestion made by PG&E in its brief and deal with 
the rest of the Lake county requests 1n Section 22 to follow ill 
this decision. 
18.4.9 Customer Systems program 

Overall, these programs focus on customer-based energy 
efficient technologies, and so are closely related to DSN 
activities. PG&E's overall request in this area is $10 million, 
while DRA believes a funding 6£ $1.17 million is adequate. 
Further, DRA recommends that the customer systems program be f'unded 
by demand-side management funds. DRA does recognize that this 
issue should be determined in a more appropriate forum than this 
GRC, namely the DSM proceeding (R.91-08-003, 1.91-09-002). DRA 
explained that the purpose of this recommendation is to strengthen 
the connection between customer energy efficiency RD&D and DSM, and 
to improve the effectiveness of researching and developing 
technologies which will be of tangible benefits to ratepayers. 
(Exhibit 103.) We agree with DRA that while this recommendation 
has merit, this is the inappropriate forum for it to be resolved. , 
We direct that this issue be addressed in our ongoing DSK 
proceeding. 
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The bulk of the differences between PG&E -and_ORA, some -
. $2.93 million, are found in five programs which will be di!;c'u5sed' 

below. 
18~4.9.1 Commercial Energy Efficiency 

PG&E requests $1,211,000 in this area, while oRA 
recommends a reduction of $366,000, leaving the total at $B51,o6~. 

_ .. PG&E plans to focus on systems integration and controls in_ 
achieving energy efficiency gains for such energy uses as heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning for lighting, and for vertical 
transport. ORA basis its recommendation for a reduction not 
because it does not support these programs but because of what it 
believes to be an overlap between this area and other existing PG&E 

programs. ORA explains this overlap! 
-The Commercial Energy Efficiency project . 
especially holds the potential for overlap with 
the ACT2 project, since the principal focus of 
ACT2 has been and will continue to be on 
commercial buildings. The t~o largest propOsed 
activities under this project are Office Energy 
Efficiency and productivity Demonstrations . 
($515,000), and Integration of Building cont~ol 
Systems ($532,000). PG&E has stated that this 
project differs from the ACT2 project in that 
it focuses on technologies and applications 
farther into the future, whereas ACT2 has 
greater near term application. conceptually, a 
distinction may exist, but much of the 
descriptions of these two projects appear 
nearly identical.- (Exhibit 109, p. 3-28, 
footnote omitted. 

PG&E states that there is little overlap between PG&E/S 
commercial energy efficiency RD&D program and the ACT2 project. 
However, PG&E does admit that the personnel of the two groups are 
housed in the same San Ramon offices so that communication is open 
and continuous, admitting that some overlap is inevitable as both 
of these efforts pass information back and forth. PG&E ~ade no 
effort to define that overlap. Accordingly, ORA recommends a 
funding level half-way between the funding average for 1990 through 
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199~ and the 1993 through 1995 requested amount. This is how DRA 
arrived at an' amount of $851,000. 

ORA's compromise seems to be reasonable given that PG&,E 

... 
did not address the issue of overlap between ACT2 and this program 
adequately. We will adopt oRA's number for commercial energy 

efficiency programs. 
18.4.9.2 Industria1 and Agricultural Energy Efficiency 

PG&E requests $1.19 million in RO&D funding for this 
project. PG&E states this project will focus on component field 
testingl technology scanning, process optimization, and system 
evaluation tools. ORA, on the other hand, recommends that 
appropriate funding for this project should be $728,000. This 
number is derived from the average level of funding for this area 
from 1990 through 1992. ORA believes its reduction is reasonable 
because ind~5trial facilities have characteristics that reduce the 
value of some research in this area. DRA points out the inherent 
complexity and nonuniformity of industrial facilities as compared 
to commercial customers. Likewise, oRA points out, that industrial 
customers' energy uses cannot be categorized as easily as 
commercial customers. ORA concludes that research into industrial 
systems is less likely to yield lessons appiicable to a large 
number of other industrial customers. At best, ORA believes that 
systems optimization in the industrial sector would assist only a 
small number of customers. (Exhibit 109.) Finally, ORA believes 
its reduction in the funding level is justified because PG&E has 
presented a lack of clear project direction in addition to the 
questionable goal of industrial system optimization. PG&E responds 
to ORA's arguments by saying that While these customets tend to'be 
unique, the overall fundirtg level requested is barely ~, of all 
RD&D funding_ PG&E points out that the CEC joins them in its 
requasted funding level for this area. 

We are unpersuaded by PG&E's arguments that it has 
adequately justified the level of funding it seeks. We will adopt 
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ORA's funding level of $728;000 for the industrial and agricultural 
energy effIciency program for the reasons stated by ORA. 
18.4.9.3 Residential Energy Efficiency 

PG&E requests $1,070,000 for this project, to further 
energy efficiency and load reduction by developing and applying new 
technolOgies, and to gain understanding of actual field performance 
of systems. ORA recommends that the funding for this area at the 
average level for 1990 through 1992, or $421,000. (Exhibit 109.) 

ORA has several reasons for its reduced funding level 
recommendation. First; ORA questions the potential ratepayer 
benefits of the portion of the program which pertains to home 
automation and customer communications activities. The major 
impacts of this research appear to be increased customer 
informatiOn from the utility, increAsed complexity of home energy 
controls, and possibly the ability to effect some peak shifting. 
Furthermore; ORA concludes that the peak shifting would only Occur 
with the introduction of time varying rates for residential 
customers. 

Likewise, ORA is concerned that there is a potential 
overlap with the residential energy efficiency project activities 
within the ACT2 project. In addition, Edison is conducting similar 
research with its horne-of-the-future program and ·Smart House
prototype. ORA does not believe PG&E should duplicate these 
efforts. 

Finally, ORA recommends its disallowance in this area 
because appliance testing and development has been included. ORA 
believes that appliance manufacturers, not PG&E, should bear the 
responsibility for developing advanced refrigerators and freezers. 
ORA believes that increased saturation with current technology 
holds more promise at this time. PG&E responds to ORA's argument 
by pointing out the Commission has already approved an advice 
letter by Resolution E-3229 dated May 8, 1991 to establish 
alternative residential time-of-use rates. 
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" PG&E points out that its central interest in home 
automation and customer communications RO&D is the potential of 
these systems to reduce peak electric loads through the effee'tive 
response to innovative pricing or other signals that may be 
dispatched through an advanced communication system. Likewise, 
PG&E states that it intends to work cooperatively with Edison. 
Overall, PG&E argues, DRA's recommendation considerablY reduceS 
PG&E's ability to do the work it believes is necessary in this 

field. 
Once again, we believe that PG&E has inadequately made a 

showing to convince us that the level of dollars it seeks are in 
fact necessary and not duplicative Or padded. As more of these 
areas actually move into residential use, we must examine carefully 
the dollar amounts requested for continued RO&D activities. ORA's 
recommendation allows sufficient dollars for PG&E to pursue 
residential energy efficiency programs in appropriate ways. 
18.4.9.4 power Quality/power Electronics/Xotors and systems 

PG&E recommends $1,010,000 for this area of RD&D while 
DRA recommends a reduction of 25i, leaving $758,000 for these 
activities. DRA believes that reduction was appropriate because it 
contends that PG&E's RO&D efforts in this area are not leveraged 
with other organizations. PG&E claims that in fact some leveraging 
will occur. A PG&E project which is leveraged with others 
generally entails PG&E sending money to someone else's RO&D project 
or consortium, where someone else collects the money from PG&E and 

others and manages that RD&D effort. 
We find PG&E's showing on this area to be inadequate to 

allow the full anount requested. We agree with DRA that a 2St 
reduction is appropriate and encourage PG&E to seek Additional 

funding from other sources. 
18.4.10 Transportation 

While the subject of natural gas and electric vehicles 
will be discussed in greater detail generally in the next section 
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of this decision, the areas that pertain °to the RD&O effort-sand 
budg~t will be addressed hete. Pg&E ~equestsa t6tal of $1,885,000 
tor this RDt.o area. ORA's recommendation is $885 j OOO. 

The largest area of disagreement is for funds tot PG&E'g 
support of the clean air vehicle technology center (CAVTC). DRA 
recommends that no funding be authorized for this program. 

The CAVTC is a privately owned and operated facility 
located in the Bay Area which will provide an objective and 
credible testing and analysis facility where PG&E, other utilities, 
private fleet owners, and regulatory agencies (bOth state and 
federal) can gO to test vehicle emissions, vehicle performance, and 
other parameters of alternative fuel vehicles. PG&E expects to use 
this facility for testing of advanced natural gas vehicles and 
electric vehicles. CEC joins PG~E in recommending approval of 
PG&E's $500,000 request forCAVTC funding. 

DRA believes this is an area of research that should be 
funded by the competitive market or a government agency, not PG&E. 
We note that DRA's overall recommendation in this RO&O field for' 
electric and natural gas vehicles is in keeping with its 
recommendation for that subject area. In order to be consistent 
with the level of funding we will approve for PG&E in this area, we 
will adopt ORA's recommendations for RD&D dollars for the 
transportation field. We note that the dollars approved should be 
more than adequate to continue to further support and encourage 
natural gas and electric vehicles in the State of california. 
18.4.11 Research Policy & Planning 

In this umbrella area, PG&E and DRA agree on $5.433 
million for a program management and administration. However, for 
the $19,067,000 requested for contributions, ORA recommends a 
reduction of $300,000. In addition, we raise the issue on our own 
as to the appropriateness of PG&E's contributions to EPRI of 

$14.5 million. (Exhibit 12, p. 2-179.) 
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ORA recommends a disallowance of $300,000 for PG&E'S 
support of the Gas Cold Reactor Associates (GCRA). PG&E contends 
that the advanced nuclear technology being deveioped through GCRA 
is a modular (lI0-megawatt) technology which emphasizes 
standardized design, for ease of mass production, and is inherently 
safe. FG&E believes it should continue to support GeRA's efforts 
as it has for the past three years. ORA disputes this saying that 
GCRA is not a research organization. We agree with DRA that this 
organization is more akin to an advocacy group than a research 
organization. We will suppOrt ORA's disallowance. 

In addition, DRA has recommended two additional 
disallowances, one a $10,000 contribution to the California 
Construction Technology Transfer Association and the second to the 
California state University Foundation ReSearch. As to the first 
disallowance, PG&E argues that its contribution to this entity 
enables PG&E's construction and engineering personnel to have 
access to the latest construction method technologies fora minimal 
investment. Likewis91 PG&E believes its contribution to CSU's 
annual R&D support for innovative thinking by college students in a 
number ot technoiogical areas including energy is a reasonable 
ratepayer expense. 

We disagree. We believe ORA's arguments that these are 
inappropriAte contributions with ratepayer funds. 

Finally, we wish to address the issue of EPRI dues. We 
note that these dollars constitute the major portion of the overall 
category of contributions. 

EPRI's mission, as described by PG&E, is to discover, 
develop, and deliver advances in science and technology for the 
benefit of member utilities, their customers, and society. EPRI's 
research program covers a broad range of technologies related to 
the generation, delivery, and use of electricity with special 
attention paid to cost-effectiveness and environmental 
acceptability. PG&E anticipates that its 1993 EPRI nonnuclear 
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contribution to be nearly $15 million. We note that in Edison's 
r~dent GRe decision, we diSAllowed a~y dollars set aside for EPRI 
membership. We noted in that decision that Edison/srequest'lor 
funding of EPRI came late in the proceeding. (0.91-12-076, mimeo. 
pp. 115-116.) such is not the case here. However, we are 
concerned as to whether the EPRI dollars spent is the best use of 
ratepayers' money. We note that EPRI is A national organization, 
yet a large portion of its overall funding is derived from 
california utilities. We are concerned as to whether enough 
attention is given to california issues in the disbursement of 
these funds. PG&E did not make an affirmative showing as to what 
benefits accrue to California ratepayers from EPRI funds expended 
on dues. Therefore, we will disallow PG&E's EPRI dues for now, but 
will allow PG&E to make a showing on hbW funds expended for EPRI 
dues benefit california ratepayers. since phase 2 of this 
proceeding is ongoing, PG&E may make such a showing in the 
currently scheduled Update hearings in Phase 2. Depending on that 
showing, we may reconsider this disallowance. In the meantime,we 
do not extend program funding flexibility to EPRI dues. 
19. Clean Air Vehicle programs 
19.1 overview 

PG&E, DRAt and the CEC all participated in the issue of 
PG&E's proposed clean air vehicle (CAV) programs.' PG&E describes 
the programs as designed to continue development and 
cororoercialization of two of the most promising alternatives to 
gasoline-powered vehicles. The two alternatives are natural gas 
vehicles (NGVs) and electric vehicles (EVs) which PG&E belieVes 
will significantly and substantially contribute to air quality 
improvements. None of the parties fundamentally disagree that this 
area of CAYs is one that is worthwhile. The disagreement among the 
parties relates to two major issuest First, where should these 
dollars for CAY be handled and based on what pOlicy considerations? 
secondly, what level of funding is appropriate to decide in this 
general rate case? Both issues will be addressed below. 
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19.:2 CAV program Classification -
TheCEC in particular is troubled by PG&E's 

classification of its CAY activities under one umbrella, as they 
have been presented in this GRC in Exhibit 14. The eEC argues that 
while this may haVe the virtue of simplicitYt it is fundamentallY 
misguided in that virtually all of these programs are either RD&D 
or DSM activities and therefore should be treated as such. The CEe 
goes on to ar9Uc that creating a separate category for CAV 
activities would decrease oversight by responsible PG&E management 
and by regulators, and would treat PG&E1s CAY activities 
substantially differently than those of Edison, the only other 
utility to have had a comprehensive revie\Ol of CAY programs in a 
GRC. Therefore, a major portion of eEC's recommendation in this 
case relates to a reclassification of PG&E's CAY programs as 
followst technology development to be handled in RD&Df market 
research infrastructure assessment and systems impacts to be 
handled in DSM measurement and evaluation; and NGV and EV promotion 
to be handled in DSM load building. 

oRA had a slightly different concern regarding the 
classification of the CAY program. ORAlS concern really fOcuses on 
the fact that many issues need to be addressed in the COminission's 
ongoing proceeding to develop a policy governing utility 
involvement in the market for low emission vehicles (LEVS). ORA is 
concerned that until issues are resolved in this LEV proceeding, it 
is unwise to treat utility involvement in CAY programs as automatic 
utility services and therefore to embed funding in general rate 

cases. (Exhibit 145.) 
In its reply brief t PG&E stated in response to eEe's 

concerns that in comments filed in the DSM OIR, 91-09-003, 6n 
August 3, 1992, both ORA and PG&E have recommended a new separate 
category for alternate fuel vehicles within the DSH funding and 
reporting classifications. In addition, PG&E submits that at this 
time incorporation of CAY programs within DSM and other reporting 
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areas is not required. PG&Ebelieves that reviewing and appr6vln~ 
CAY programs in the manner pr~sented by PG&E in this case makes it 
easier for the Commission and other parties to review the whole 
package and increases the likelihood that funding requests will be 
coordinated and efficiEmt, and will result in more effectiVe total 

effort. 
We admit that PG&E was somewhat caught between timing 

issues in several ongoing Commission proceedings. Therefore we do 
not chastise PG&E for presenting its CAY program in the manner it 
did in this GRC. We will allow for guidance in-both the oSMand 
LEV proceedings as to the appropriate way for PG&E to address its 

CAY programs in future GRes. 
19.3. Level of CAV prOgram Fuilding 

DRA sets forth in its Exhibit 156 a comparison of its 
funding levels recommended for CAY to PG&E's funding levels. 
Generally, CEC recommended funding levels between PG&E and DRA 

proposals. 
In the comparison Exhibit (Exhibit 235), PG&E's updated 

expense request for CAV is $9.940 million, $3.116 million for 
Electric, $6.824 million for Gas. ORA's r~commended funding level 
is $2.226 million overalll $.578 million for Electric and $1.648 

million for Gas. 
The major areas of. difference between PG&E and DRA are 

the internal PG&E fleet use of electric vehicles and the need for 
external clean air vehicle marketing and industry support 

activities. 
In reaching its much lower estimatesl DRA r~lied heavily 

onD.91-07-018, where the Commission authoriz~d PG&E to spend some 
$12.4 million plus interest to implement a pilot natural gas 
vehicle program. In issuing this decision; the Commission ordered 
PG&E to terminate its pilot program two years from the decision 
date, which would be July 2, 1993, unless further modified by the 
Commission. Furthermore, the commission ordered that no additional 
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funding would be granted until the completion of the two-year • 
program, and its subsequent review by the Commission. 

Overall, DRA believes it is inappropriate and premature 
for PG~E to request GRC funding which will transform their pilot 
NGV program into a normal GRC-funded operation. This concerns ORA 
because it is not clear that the Commission's development of a -
long-term policy will necessarily mean that utilities will be 
allowed a presence in the market for LEVs or CAYs. DRA believes it 
is appropriate to not enlarge this program prior to the Commission 
being allowed to develop a long-tenn pOlicy in a more appropriate 
forum of the LEV proceeding. (1.91-10-029.) 

This is not to imply that DRA wishes to disallOW ail of 
PG&E's current GRC funding requests. DRA believes that PG&E'S 
internal NGV program or its fleet program and its own stations are 
reasonable activities and should be-funded. The eEC has no 
specific dollar recommendation for this area. 

We are concerned that the level of £undingbe consistent 
between the expiration of the natural gas vehicle pilot program ~nd 
our pending decision in 1.91-10-029. We will treat this iSSue as 
we did in our recent GRC decision for SDG&E (D.9~-12-019). 
Therefore, we authorize continued funding at current annual lev~ls 
pending our order in 1.91-10-029. PG&E is authorized to continue 
the balancing account treatment pursuant to D.91-07-019 between the 
expiration date of the account and a decision in 1.91-10-029. 

HOwever, as to PG~E's request to incorporate 65 electric 
vehicles into its own fleet, DRA had major cOncerns. DRA 
recommended that only one vehicle per year be added, a total of 
three vehicles over the rate case cycle. DRA argues that while it 
was willing to allow PG&E to convert 800 of its vehicles to natural 
gas, the electric car market is much less farther along. DRA 
believes purchase and evaluation of three electric vehicles is an 
adequate number given their expense and the fledgling nature of the 
technology. (RT 2612198-2190.) DRA argues that PG&E has failed in 
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an affirmative showing that the cost of 65 electric vehicles/for. 
which it seeks ratepayer reimbursement, is reasonable given" the· 
high cost and linited usefulness of electric vehicles. Of ~6urse, 
ORA also points out that this is a major investment to make when sO 
many policy issues in this area are still pending before the 
commission. PG&E counters that it believes that 65 vehicles oVer 
three years are fully supported by the record and should be 

approved. 
The second area where PG&E and ORA had disagreement was 

to what ORA called external activities or those activities that do 
not relate directly to PG&E'S own fleet. ORA in this area 
recommended no funding at all while PG&E requested $7.7 miilion, 
broken down into $2.5 million for Electric and $5.2 million for 
Gas. Once again the CEC recommendations are difficult to state in 
exactly equivalent termS but are approximately $3.5 million total. 
ORA cites the pendency of the investigatiOn in this area as a 
reason to remove all funding that does not relate directlY to 
PG&E'S own fleet. ORA believes it is imprudent to prejudge the 
forum where these policy decisions are more appropriately 
determined. PG&E counters that if the Commission's long-term 
policy in the investigation is to suppOrt continued or expanded 
programs, then the funding levels for programs requested by PG&E in 
this proceeding are appropriate. Further', PG&E argues that 
continuity of funding is important because funding gaps can be 

disastrous to programs. 
particularly as to electric vehicles, we believe it is 

critical for this Commission to continue to show support and 
leadership in this area. Therefore, we will authorize mOre dollars 
than ORA recommends but less than PG&E's full request. In 
addition, we will alter the regulatory treatment proposed for 

electric vehicle purchases. 
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We agree with PG&E'S reasOns for placing eleotrio 
vehicles within its own vehicle fleet. We agree that the 
procurement of electric vehicles provides meaningful suppOrt for a 
new and promising technology. We also believ~ that PG&:E conveys it 

message of corporate responsibility by evaluating the performance 
of electric vehicle technology to reduCe emissions within its own 
vehicle fleet. However, we view these initial fleet placements as 
demonstrations to assess the degree to which performance 
characteristics of electric vehicles can serve the needs of the 
utility. We believe that the unproven usefulness of electric 
vehicles, coupled with their high cost, render these purchases as 
unreasonable additions to common plant on which the utility can 
earn its rate of return. Instead, we authorize PG&E to establish 
an electric vehicle tracking account and to record the totAl cost 
of electric vehicle purchases and related expenses as expense items 

in this account. 
Second, we authorize PG&E to spend no more than $1.8 

million ($1990) annually on electric vehicle purchases and related 
expenses which will be recorded in the electric vehicle tracking 
account. These activities would include the total cost of electric 
vehicle procurement, support/administrative activities related to 
the electric vehicle purchases, and $.061 million ($1990) in 
expenses as requested by PG&:E for participation in electric vehicle 
trade associations. We do not intend to further micro-manage the 
utility in how it chooses to allocate the authorized funds among 
areas that relate directly to its own fleet. Any funds which have 
not been spent in these areas prior to our pending decision in 
1.91-10-029 shall be returned to ratepayers, and subsequent utility 
involvement in electric vehicle activities shall conform to the 

policies we develop there. 
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4It . Finally, we appreciate the CEC;s input and concern in 
this area. we welcome its continued input in our LEV 

investigation, 
20, Demand"':s.tde Management 
20.1 Overview 

We are pleased that the area of demand-side management 
was not the painful proceSs that we went through in Edison's last 
GRC decision. We are pleased that the parties followed our overall 
directives that this was to be a lorum for funding issues rather 
than overall policy issues for DSM. We are progressing with our 
overall policy for DSM issues in our ongoing Rulemaking 91-08-003 

~hioh accompanies 1.91-08-002. 
Further, the issue was streamlined in this case by a 

Joint Recommendation on most issues being submitted by ORA, PG&E, 
CMA, CLECA, and the california State Department of General services 
(DGS). The one issue that was not resolved by the joint 
recoIDIDenders related to the appropriate funding level for thermal 
energy storage load management program. In addition, other parties 
who did not join in the Joint Reco~mendation raised certain 
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concerns during hearing. All parties were allowed to cross-examine 
the proponents 6f the 'Joint Recommendation as much as they 

requested. 
We are pleased to say that there is no party who believes 

the Joint Recommendation is outrageous. Rather, the following 
parties had concerns on fairly specific areas. The coalition for 
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies (CEERT), together with 
the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), generally support the 
Joint Recommendation but recommend that there be a restored funding 
for 30 megawatts of conservation acquisitions. This 30 megawatts 
comes from the Commission's decision in 0.92-03-038 to reduce the 
size of PG&E's DSM bidding pilot project from 50 megawatts to 20 
megawatts. While we appreciate that these tWb parties in 
particular were prObably displeased with our decision to downsize 
the pilot bidding program, we have no wish to revisit or alter that 

decision in this proceeding. 
The eEC also generally supports the Joint Recommendation 

of the parties but has concerns regarding how shareholder 
incentives were developed. Finally, TURN generally suppOrts the 
Joint Recommendation also but wishes to see changes in the 
refrigerator rebate program, full compliance with energy efficiency 
building standards (Title 24) as a condition for participation in 
the new construction program, a prohibition from spending any 
further money On the Delta project until clear results have been 
obtained, and a lowering of the shareholder incentives, the 
opposite of CEC's concern. CMA shares TURN's concerns regarding 

Title 24 compliance. 
We will address all 6f these issues in further detail 

in the sections to follOW. We note at the outset that it is not 
our desire to create an absolutely perfect DSM system in this GRC, 
but rather to have something reasonable in place as we continue to 
resolve generic DSM issues in our policy proceeding previously 

referred to. 
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20~2 The-joint ReCoirm:teridiitioIl 
PG&it and DRA,themajot J(\ove~s behind the Joint 

Re'comrnendationJ represent-that there were extensive negotiatioJ'ls . 
among ali. -active parties in this phase' 0-£ proteeding. That this is 
t~ue is indicated by_riot only -the signers of the-Joint 
Recommendation but the overAi.l general support by other par"tiesto 
this proc~edirig: with the few e>:ceptions, virtually all parti.es 
support the program funding levels arrived at in the-Joint . . 

Recommendation. We will -include in the text 6f this decisioil the 

Table ~ attached to the ~6int Recommendation that indicate's the 
funding levels requested by PG&E, then th6~erecomrnended by ORA, 
and finally the compromises reached under the Joint 
Recommendatioil. 

- 194 -



.:-, TabJ{i . 
-.993 'DS~1 Program_ . 

Funding Level '(1990. $ Milllon)l 

Program 

ConServa.tiOfl/Entty;y Efflcim:y 
Infoonati6n 

RtsidtruiaJ 
Nonresidential 

EMSelvi~ 
Residential 
C(){I111iudal 
Industrial 
Agriculo.ual 
Direct AssisWKt 

New Construction 
Residential 
Nonresideiltial 

PG&E· 
Requested" 

3.6 
3.0 

19.5 
8.6 
2.1 
2.8 

35.6 

34.2 
2tl 

Retrofit Enagy EffICiency lneeoth'es. 
Residential WeatherizatiOn 6.S 
Residential ApplianU 

Efficiency 24.1 
Commercia) EM InCeI'lUvts 26.2 
Industrial EM Jnttnnvt! 7.4 
Agricullllr4J EM InCentives 1.S 
Other DSM (Bidding) 14.0 

Other 
Residential 9.6 
Nonie.sidential II 

Total 
Conserulion/Entrgv E((ititntv 231.5 

Load Managtmellr4 0,8 RU. A/C Cydlng 
I nterruptibleJCurtailaNe 1.2 
Group Load Curtailment 0.4 
Timt-()(·Use (Res .• Nonrts. .• 

Ma!wlOry) IS.6 
Real Time Pricing 0.4 
Demand Control Ceilttt 0.1 
S'tI.'imming Pool Pump ." U 

Total Load Management 20.0 

Fuet Substitutioo 1.2 
I...oM RetentiOn 5.1 
l..6adBuildittg • 3.9 
MeasUItmtnl &. EvaluabOR 21.0 

Total DSM 288.6 

DRA" 
Rftommendtd 

3.6 
3.0 

1'7.0 
7.6 
2.7 
2.8 

35.6 

:n.2 
23.1 

S.I) 

9.4 
11.8 
S.2 
1.3 

14.0 

9:6 
J..Q 

191.9 

0.8 
1.2 
0.4 

15.6 
0.4 
0.1 
U 

20.0 

1.2 
2.S 
0.0 

21..0 
H2.6 

"JOIDt " 
RecommendatIon 

3.6 
3.0 

17.0 
8.6 
2.7 
2.8 

3S.6 

34.2 
23.1 

S.O 

22.0 
25.0 
7.0 
7.0 
5.13 

9.6 
-1.0 

211.9 

0.8 
1.2 
0.4 

IS.6 
0.4 
0.1 
U 

20.0 

1.2 
2.S 
0.0 

2U 

264,1 

2 The Parties agr~ lhal all prOgram t:tpenses. including (Ustomet rebates. shOutd be escalated to 1993 
dollars (oc the ttst 'jw. and 1994 and ]995 dollars respeclh·ely. (ot the lWO subsequent yeats. 
3 This amount was authorized in DSM Bidding Decision No. 92-03-038. 
4 Dots n6t include the Thennal Energy Storage Program. 
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The parties represent that the JOint Recommendation is a 
reasonable and fah~ compromise and further satisfies the h\terests 
of the commission, oRA, and PG&E. The parties note that the Joint 
Recommendation provides for the continued expansion 6f PG&E's 
energy efficiency programs. The parties agreed to an increase of 
approximately $66 million, or 45% abOve PG&E's 1992 authorized 
budget levels, for energy efficiency programs. programs that have 
shown particular success have been expanded even more rapidly. For 
example, PG&E'S nonresidential new construction program is 
increased by 379% and the agricultural energy efficiency incentives 
(EEl) progr8~ is expan~ert by 538%. In addition, the Joint 
Recommendatit.n also gives PG&E spending flexibility to increase 
funding for its retrofit energy efficiency programs by up to 30%, 
which equals $21.5 million per year above the -authorized levels.
The Joint Reconunendation providesthal PG&E be authorized to 
increase its budget ceilings tol30% of authorized spending levels 
only if certain advice letters are filed with the Commission. 

The Joint Recommendation also permits PG&E to borrow 
funds from future years for current OSM expenses or to carryover 
unused funds in one year into subsequent years. As demonstrated in 
Table 3 PG&E is allowed to shift funds and/or exceed authorized 
budgets, as long as the established minimum performance standards, 
when applicable, are met for each individual program. This gives 
PG&E a large a~unt of flexibility to respOnd to fluctuations in 

demand for its various programs. 
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Table 3 - -' 
Joint 'Rtcommendadoil'(or Sp~nd~ng- Flexi,bility and, Csp' 

DHcredonal')' Movement or Funds and Spending Cap 

e.iry·O,'er BtlwtfD Pilms. ID/Oul tJr 
C.rrI· WitblD CaltiOfl. Sptadilij 

For'1oard Cittlon Subriuio"S ell! 
I. SHARED SA VDtGS 

Res.AEr Yes Yes NA NA 
Res. WRI YeS Yes NA NA 
Comm. EEl Yes Yes N.A NA 
lnd. EEl Yes Yes NA NA 
Apic.EEI Yes Yes NA NA 

DSMBi&fulg Yes Yes6 NA NA 

ToW ShattJ SaYin~s Yes Yes No' '30~& 
n. PERfORMA..-"':CE ADDER 

A. New Construction 
Re$. NC "oes Yes NA NA 
Nonres.NC Yes Yes NA NA 

NC Subt6U.l Yes Yes 1"07 100% 
B. £,\1 Seoicts 

Res. EM SenicC$ Yes Yes NA NA 
Comm. EM Seoicd Yes Yes NA NA 
Ind. Em Sen;(;eS Yes Yes NA NA 
Ag. EM 5tr.-lceS Yes Yes' NA N.A 

EM Stokes SubtoW Yes Yes YeS 100% 
C. Dittc( AssisUtlCt 

(Non .rnar.:1a.!.:x)') Yes ~ Yes I~ 

ToW Penormanct A~t NA NA No" 100% 
m. EXPc.SSE-O!-oLY 

A. Dirt(l ~istanet. (Ma:hi) Yes NA No 100% 

B. WCtTT"IlZion 
Residenti3l Yes Yes NA NA 
Nonresi&n~ Yes Yes NA NA 

lrlOCTll3 ti on SubtoW . Yes Yes No l@ 

C. loaj Ma."i.lE«r.en1 
Res. AIC Cycling Yes Yes NA NA 
Pool Tlmet/frip~r Yes ¥es NA NA 
InlW ,/CUI12ibbYe Yes Yes NA NA 
~ Man.1gem~nl Subtotal Yes Yes No lcm 

D. Fuel Substiluti6n Yes Yes No - l~ 

E. lood RtttilOOo Yes Yes No 100% -

F. Musunmtnt I.: EvalU3tion Yes Yes No 1@ 

ToW bpei'L<.e-Only Yes Yes "0 1~ 

S Subcatt£Ocy awies .only 16 Perl'onnanct AMer a'id Expense-OrJyc.Utgories. , 
6 funds W\ be tr..tls(erred (rOm Other sha:w Sl'tiozs propam$ 16 DSM Bidding. but Mt trom DSM 
Bidding to woer Shared Sa'tings pr~-ra.'1ls. , 
1 An et~ption (0( shiftinl funds bef\lo'een S~.areJ Sa\ings 100 ptr!~t A6del ~-ra.'11.$ v.iU tc 
permiue.d (or 1995 pr~s. U',e nu.dmum amOcot shifted ... iU be $10 million and will be ba.seJ on an 
aj .. ·ic~ tener filing by rot.: E fLJw no btu l11a!1 Match I. 1994. 
~ The s-p.:n.iing cap 2W1ies 16 the t.)w of a1J Shared S3\ing~ programs. and fl6{ to t}.e indi .. idual programs; 
lhis s;-:n&ng up is sub~1 to the ronditio .. u &:~rit<J in Section -<b.6. 
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While it is tempting to look at the Joint RecommendAtion 
as perhaps a ·split the baby· approach.; the parties made it clear 
that this was not how the numbers were arrived at. (RT 51,4745-
4747.) To explain further, the JOint Recommendation differs frOm 
DRAls original recommendation primarily by $21 million of increased 
funding for energy efficiency programs. But on the other hand, 
PG&E agreed to reduce its load retention budget by 50%, and 
eliminated its load building programS entirely. These were two 
areas which DRA strongly advocated budget cuts. 

The Joint Recommendation also addressed the issue of 
shareholder incentives. This is an issue that has taken up much 
Commission attention in the last few years related to the D8H 
programs. Joint Recommendation proponents correctly point out that 
this GRC is being considered in the middle of a transition period 
of commission policy on sharehOlder incentives. we discussed the 
issue at length in Edison's last GRC decision (D.91-1~-076). In 
addition, the issue has been addressed in 0.92-02-075, in the DSH 
policy proceedingl where we set forth an interim opinion on target 
shareholder earning levels for DSK programs. DRA and PG&E, along 
with the other signers of the Joint Recommendation, believe that 
they have complied with the interim policy in their Joint 
Recommendation. The parties emphasized and we concur that the 
shareholder incentives adopted in the Joint Recommendation are 
again interim in nature. This interim nature should be kept in 
mind as we later discuss the various recommended adjustments or 
alterations to the Joint Recommendation. The parties correctly 
point out that the issue of shareholder incentives will be 
revisited soon in another proceeding and that the decision in that 
proceeding could supersede any finding here. Therefore, we will 
not go into as detailed a discussion as the parties have in their 

briefs and testimony on this issue. 
Overall, we find the Joint Recommendation (Exhibit 214) 

to be a thorough document and we commend the parties for the 
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clearly aidu6us effort that went into reaching agreement on these 
issues. We will only brie~ly highlight the other aspects 6£ the 
Joint Recommendation. The Joint Recommendation includes PG&EJs 
agreement to change program design and implementation procedure 'to 
further ensure that its various programs will be cost-effoctive for 
ratepaYers, In addition, PG&E has agreed to provide additional 
analysis of its CEE programs by specified deadlines and commits to 
a schedule for the releAse of its measurement and evaluation 
studies. In additionJ the Joint Recommendation sets up a 
reallocation of PG&E's proposed budget of targeted transmission and 
distribution, also known as the son of the Delta project. PG&E 
agrees to complete and distribute an evaluation study of its 
eXisting Delta program by June 1, 1994. 

Finally, the Joint Recommendation's resolution of the 
issue of spending flexibility, which is always a thorny issue in 
DSM programs, represents a compromise between oRA's and PG&E's 
positions. with respect to shared savings programs, PG&E is 
allowed to expand its programs by up to 30% above authorized levels 
and to shift funds between shared savings programs. PG&E would be 
permitted to make both of these changes without seeking additional 
Commission authorization. However, in the negotiations particular 
attention was paid to PG&E's flexibility regarding new construction 
programs. Under the Joint Recommendati~n, these programs are given 
.performance adder- incentive treatment rather than ·shared savings 
treatmenti- Accordingly, the 30% spending flexibility available 
for PG&E's retrofit programs is not applicable to the new 
construction programs. Instead, due to the recent slump in new 
construction starts and the possibility of a rebound during this 
GRC cycle, DRA agreed first, to a 93\ increase in the new 
construction program budget, and second, to grant PG&E flexibility 
to shift $10 million of funds from shared savings programs to new 

construction programs. 
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We adopt the Joint Recommendation in total. We will 
brieflY address the alterations to the Joint Recommendation 

proposed by various parties. 
20.2.1 NRDC1s & CEERT's propOsals 

NRDC's and CEERT's recommendations can generally be-

characterized as attempts to supplement the settlement reached by 
the Joint Recommendation. NRDC argues that the increases over the 
1992 budget are not quite as dramatic as ORA suggests. NRDC is 
troubled by the loss of the 30\ flexibility increase for all of the 
new construction programs. NRDC is generally in favor of 
additional spending flexibility for new construction programs. 
NRDC argues that providing additional flexibility does not mandate 
dollars be spent. If the program budget capa have been set high 
enough to meet system needs, then the additional spending authority 

would not be exercised. 
Additionally, NRDC and CEERT both wish to restore funding 

for 30 megawatts of conservation acquisitions. As we haVe already 
stated, this issue arises from our decision to reduce PG&E's DSM 
pilot bidding project in 0.92-03-038. NRDC and CEERT contend that 
since PG&E's original resource plan and budget included 30 

megawatts of cost-effective savings that cannot now be acquired 
from the pilot bid, it should be acquired instead through the 
utility'S own programs. NRDC conclude that otherwise PG&E would 
have to substitute more expensive generation for the lost 
megawatts. NRDC and CEERT do concede that the question of whether 
the 30 megawatts and associated funding should be restored is 
separate from that of whether private firms should participate in 
securing these saVings. NROC acknowledges that oRA is correct in 
noting that the Commission has never found that PG&E needed 56 
megawatts (the original proposal) of PG&E's sponsored energy 
service company (ESCO) activity during this rate case cycle. NRDC 
and CEERT argue that we have an ample record to support that 

conclusion in this case. 
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We disagree with NROC on budgetary fleje'ibility- being 
increased and with CEERT and NRDC as to the 30 megawatts of 
conservation acquisitions. As we have stated in prior proceedings, 
we will adopt settlements only if there is a showing that.they are 

not contrary to the public interest. 
-If our90al truly is to encourage settlements 
or stipulations, then we must resist the . 
temptation to alter the resultS of a good faith 
negotiation process unless the public will be 
harmed by the agreement. Otherwisej parties 
will legitimately grow weary of our settlement 
process if we alter settlements as a matter of 
course. Substituting our judgment for that of 
the parties is only appropriate if t~e public 
interest is in jeopardy.- (0.91-05-029.) 

While NRDC and CEERT disagree with the JOint 
Recommendation, we find their arguments do not question that the 
joint settlement is in the overall public interest given the status 
of DSM issues here at the Commission. We encourage both NRDC and 
CEERT to continue to participate in our policy-setting proceedings 

regarding DSM issues. 
20.2.2 CEC's proposals 

The CEC opposes the Joint Recommendation shared savings 
mechanism because in its opinion the mechanism has no economic or 
policy rationale, is unduly complex, and will discourage superior 
performance and achievement of the state's policy of obtaining all 
cost-effective DSM savings. The CEC is alone in its criticism of 
this aspect of the settl~ment, suggesting that PG&E will earn too 

little money. 
The CEe attempts to separate PG&E from the Joint 

Recommendation. However, PG&E has always stated that in the policY 
proceeding, R.91-0S-003, PG&E intends to argue for higher levelS of 
shareholder incentives than have been reached in the Joint 
Recommendation. The parties reached a compromise knowing that what 
was decided in this GRC is only temporary in nature. We appreciate 
the fact that the parties chose not to spend an undue amount of 
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time-litigating an issue that is more appropriately to be litigated 

in the DSM proceeding. 
We believe that the shared incentive mechanism as agreed 

to in the Joint Recommendation is fair, reasonable, and is in 'the 
best interest of PG&E/s ratepayers. It must be borne in mind that 
PG&E's ratepayers are paying for all of PG&E's DSM programs at this 
time. Given the generous increases which the Joint Recommendation 
allows, we believe that we are in fact following the state's policy 
of encouraging cost-effective DSM savings. 

As PG&E'S witness in this area put itt 
• The bottom line is that at the end of 
the day ~e {elt that the stipulated 
package ••• in total served the interests of the 
company and ~ffered us the type of incentive 
and program funding that we feel would be 
adequate to meet our resource plan objectives.· 
(RT 4814521.) 

In this regard, we believe PG&E is well able to look 
after its own interests. We reject the CEC's criticism of 
the shared incentives program for this GRC. As we have already 
encouraged the NRDC and CEERT, we welcome the CEC's participation' 
in our ongoing policy-making DSM proceeding. 
20.2.3 TURN's PrOpOsals 

'rURN enumerates four concerns that i.t has :tegarding 
the joint recommendation. First, TURN recommends that there be 
changes to the refrigerator rebate program in order to discourage 
the purchase of large refrigerators. TURN advocates a cap On the 
u~it size of refrigerators that are eligible for the PG&E rebate 
program. TURN points out that larger untts us~ more energy,·' and 

units with additional features (such as ice through the door) 
consume more than units of the same size which lack such features/ 
even among the more ~fficient models qualifying for PG&Eis rebate. 
TURNls argument is that if th~ refrigerator rebate program is t6 
achieve the greatest amount of energy savings, it should recognize 
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the additional efficiency benefits from smaller, less featlll:'e .. laden 

models and be structured accordingly. 
PG&E ar9uestha.t TURN's proposal is a throwback to the 

days when conservation was the theme of DSM, and people were 
supposed to get by with less, by givinq up creature comforts. 
PG&E points out that one of the themes arising out of the 
california collabOrative that was the precursor to our DSM 
proceeding is that people don't have to suffer to be energy 
efficient. PGtE states that many people, due to family sizet 
lifestyle, or personal preference, choose to buy larger 
refrigerators, or refrigerators with features such as water or ice 

through the doOr. 
PG&E ar9ues that manufacturers are going' to produce both 

large and small refrigerators to meet customer demand. PG&E 
believes that in the absence of its rebate On refrigerators in the 
larger category (over 20 cubic feet), there would be very few large 
refrigerators in the market that exceed the minimum federal energy 
efficiency standards. PG&E believes that significant lost 
opportunities in PG&E efficiency would result from ~URN'S 
suggestion because many people would continue to buy these large 
and/or featured refrigerators based on personal choice. 

PG&E believes TURN's recommendation in this area is a 
misguided regulatory attempt to tell consumers what they should be 
buying. PG&E points out that one Of the strengths of the energy 
efficiency programs is that they work with the market to produce 
and sell energy-efficient products that both meet consumer needs 
and use less energy than the standard product. . 

We concur with PG&E that it would be inappropriate lor us 
to limit the refrigerator rebate as it has been designed. 

TURN's second proposed change to the Joint Recommendation 
is based on TURN's serious concern about the failure ol members 
of California's construction industry to comply fully with the 
building standards set forth in Title 24 (Energy Efficiency 
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-Standards). TURN propOses·limiting participation in PG&E's new 
construction rebate program to those contractors whose structures 

fully comply with Title 24. 
TURN objects to PG&E using ratepayer money to reward 

builders whose buildings may not need all the basic Title 24 
requirements. Secondly; if PG&E-rebat?d equipment is being 
installed in a home not fully complying with Title 24, the measured 
gains in efficiency achieved by such equipment may be inflated. 
TURN points out that PG&E's new construction programs are irttended 
to achieve benefits beyond those statutorily mandated by Title 24 
in California. TURN's solution to this problem is for the 
Commission to direct PG&E not to provide rebates to any builder 
unless the entire structure (beyond the program areas) complies 
with Title 24, as verified by an onsite inspection conducted by 
PG&E of a representative sample of the buildings for which it is 
providing rebates. TURN recommends that a building with features 
funded by PG&E must comply with Title 24 standards not only at the 
time the plans are submitted, but also when construction is 

complete. 
TURN concludes that by requiring Title 24 compliance, the 

Commission will ensure that the energy efficiency measures funded 
by ratepayers actually achieve energy savings above and beyond 

those attained under Title 24. 
TURN goes on to state that any builder who wishes to 

receive the incentives under PG&E's program will have to submit the 
entire buildirig to scrutiny. conversely, those builders who will 
not allow full inspection will not be eligible for this program. 

No other party in the proceeding supports·TURN's 

recommendation. 
PG&E raises the concern that this kind of additional 

requirem~nt will discourage builder participation in PG&E's 
program. In addition, the issue of PG&E's jurisdiction to inspect 
and potentially second-guess the conclusions of local building 

- 204 -



departments has not been sufficiently answered by TURN. 
(RT 4914569-4573) '?G&E recommends that this issue continue to be 
worked on with its advisory committee on this overall program. 
PG&E points out that TURN found out about this issue through its 
participation in advisory committee meetings. 

We agree with PG&E that this is an issue not yet ready 
for any Commission action, We encourage PG&E to continue to 
address this issue in its advisory committee study. We have no 
desire at this time to make PG&E an unofficial building inspection 
department. The goal of the new construction program is to 
encourage builders to participate, not to burden them with 
additional layers of bureaucracy. 

TURN's third proposal is a rejection of any allowance for 
targeted transmission and distribution projects until the results 
from the Delta project have been evaluated. TURN pOints out that 
PG&E#S initial funding request sought $6 million for its targeted 
transmission and distribution (TT&D) program. This program's 
purpose is to defer transmission and distribution additions by . 
focusing the application of DSM programs upon a specific geographic 
area. Thus far, the only such program in operation is commonly 
referred to as the -Delta project.- TURN acknOWledges that the 
Joint Recommendation does not have a separate allocation for the 
TT&D program. Instead, a reduced amount of $3.5 million was 
redistributed among the other DSM programs. However TURN states 
that although the funds would no longer be specificallY designated 
for TT&D, nothing in the Joint Recommendation would prevent PG&E 
from taking these funds ftom each individual program and targeting 
a specific area, just as it the funds had been allocated for that 
express purpose. Thetefore, TURN wishes the $3.5 million which was 
reallocated from TT&D program to be stricken from PG&E's overall 
DSM budget. We note that TURN relies on the testimony of CLECA 
extensively in its briefJ however, CLECA is one of the signatories 

to the Joint Recommendation. 
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PG&E responds by stating that the T'l'&O language is Inth~~ 
'Joint Recommendation simply to express PG&E's intention to spend 
resource dOllars on a TT&D project. PG&E does want the ability to 
spend $3.5 million on a ·son of Delta- project, but will pursue 
further projects only in 1994 or 1995, after evaluation of the 
Delta project, and after consultation with the advisory cOn\mittee, 
in accordance with the concerns of CLECA and. TURN. (RT 51t4733.) 
PG&E pOints out that if, after consultation with the committee, 
the money is not spent, and if it is not spent on resOurce 
programs, the money will be returned to ratepayers, in accordance 

with normal balancing-account procedures. 
We believe the issue of further funding for TT&D programs 

has been adequately addressed by the Joint Recommendation. Nothing 
that TURN has raised convinces us that we should alter that 
agreement reached by many parties in the proceeding. 

On the issue of shareholder incentives, TURN feels 

differently than the CEC. TURN believes that the jOint 
Recommendation, which proposed that shareholder earnings be 
calculated as the product of the authorized rate of return and 
the forecast of annual utility program costs, is too generOus. 
TURN believes that the rate of return used in calculating the 
shareholder incentives for OSM prOgrams ought to be significantly 
lower than the rate of return earned on utility-constructed plants. 
TURN believes this is self-evident from one basic distinction 
between the two types of investmentst Shareholder funds are not 
at risk in the DSM programs. The money expended on these programs 

comes exclusively from ratepayers. 
We had thought that it had been made clear in our 

DSM proceeding at the issue of shareholder incentive would be 
addressed in that proceeding. The Joint Recommendation is adopting 
a program for only an interim period, which will be changed 
depending on what is the outcome of our policy-making OSM 
proceeding. Therefore, as we did with CEC's concerns, we will 
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reject TURN's suggestions fot purpOses of this GRC and adopt the 
shareholder incentives set f<;>-rth in the Joint Recommendation until 
a further order by the Commission in the DSM proceeding. 

Finally, TURN raised several issues regarding consistency 
between DSM programs and other areas of PG&Ets operations. We will 
not go into them at length here; we note that they are more 
appropriately addressed in either our Phase 2 rate design phase of 
this case or in the DSM proceeding. 

overall, objections raised by TURN do not compel uS to 
alter or modify that Joint Recommendation. Despite the comments of 
the few parties who raised concerns regarding certain aspects of 
the Joint Recommendation, we find it to be reasonable and in the 
public interest. This is particularly true in light of the fact 
that it is a temporary device and policy issues will be ultimately 
determined in the DSM policy proceeding. We encourage the parties 
who raised concerns in this proceeding to continue to participate 
in the policy-making proceeding on these issues. Certainly for 
purposes of this GRC, the Joint Recommendation balances well the 
interests of PG&E's ratepayers, stockholders, and other interested 
parties to our proceedings. Further, it does comport with our ' 
statutory requirements as set forth in the Code. 
20.2.4 Thermal Energy Storage 

The one area where PG&E and DRA were unable to reach 
agreement regarding DSM issues relates to PG&E's thermal energy 
storage (TES) program. Thermal energy storage systems make chilled 
water or ice during off-peak periods to meet cooling load during 
peak periods. As such, they are promoted as a load management 
program. Thermal energy storage systems has been an ongoing 
program for many years. (RT 49t4586.) During the hours of 
greatest air conditiolling load, the chilled water or ice reduces 
the size of the air conditioning unit needed for the building, thus 
reducing electrical demand. In a time of relatively high reserve 
margins for PG&E, this cApacity would have a reduced value. 
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ORA recotnmends that PG&E's thermal energy storage program-
-
be funded at $1.6 million per year. This 1s the same level 6f 
funding as was approved by the Commission in 
decision. (34 CPUC2d 199, 408, 412 (1989).) 
this recommendation. 

PG&E's last GRC 
The CEC joined oRA in 

PG&E, on the other hand, recommends funding of. $6 million 
for 1993, a four-fold increase. 

ORA acknowledges that the Commission recently gaVe PG&E 
an amount of additiOnal funding for its TES program in a recent 
ECAC decision. (0.91-12-015, mimeo., page 49.) There, $2.5 
million was authorized for 1992 TES program. PG&E argues that 
giVen what happened in the last ECAC proceeding, the budget should 
be Over $4 million. oRA responds that the ECAC decision should not 
form an adequate basis for a three-year expansion of this program. 
ORA contends that the issue was not the subject of much scrutiny 
in the ECAC proceeding. In fact, ORA points out that the decision 
Only has one sentence of discussion of PG&E's propoSed funding' 
level. ORA argues that the record is much more substantial in this 
GRC proceeding and fails to support the expansion of this program. 

ORA believes the Commission should treat thermal energy 
storage as a -reSource program.- Then TES would be subject to the 
same scrutiny as other resource programs that is rigorous 
measurement and resource plan linkages through Integrated Cost 
Effectiveness Methodology (ICEM) analyses. ORA points out that 
such a demonstration has not been made by PG&E for this program. 

In addition, both DRA and CEC point out that PG&E's-oWn 
analysis of this program shows it to be only marginally cost~ 
effective with the benefit/cost ratio of only 1.0SJ1. Therefore 
while ORA acknowledges that this program may have some merit and 
deserves further study, the increase sought by PG&E is 
inappropriate at this time. 

Finally, PG&E raises the point that if TES is not pursued 
now in new construction or major remodeling projects, it becomes a 
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-lost opportunity· that can never be pursued. Therefore, PG&E

contends that now is the t~me to increase the TES program from the 
level approved in the last ECAe decision to the $6 milliOn leVel 

sought in this GRC. 
We are more persuaded by the testimonY of DRA's and CEC's 

witnesses on this issue. An increase granted in an ECAC proceeding 
does not preclude us from doing a more fOrmal analysis in a GRC. 
In fact, it is in the GRC khere these programs obtain the scrutiny 
that they deserve. We concur with the arqumertts raised by CRC and 
DRA on this issue and will adopt a funding level for 1993 of $1.6 

million. 
20.2.5 Conservation voltage Reduction 

This issue was injected into the proceeding by Mr. Sesto 
Lucchi requesting that PG&E continue its conservation voltage 
reduction (CVR) program. Mr. Lucchi is a former Commission 
employee. However, PG&E has been filing reports to the Commission 
regarding CVR, indicating that beyond current maintenance it is not 
cost-effective and will remain noncost-effective until marginal 
costs rise significantly. In fact, PG&E points out that the 
Commission staff currently is no longer interested in even 
receiving reports about CVR (Exhibit 99). Mr. Lucchi point to no 
studies of cost-effectiveness nor did he know the cost of the 
proposal he is making. In its brief PG&E says that it will 
continue its current CVR maintenance activities. PG&E pOints out 
that it will reevaluate the program and reinstitute it when and if 
it becomes cost-effective in the future. But PG&E does not have 
any desire to continue to qenerate reports for CACD that no current 
employees of the Commission have an interest in reviewing. 

We concur with PG&E that there is no reason at this time 
to continue the reporting requirements which we set up sOme time 
ago for CVR. Likewise, Mr. Lucchi's recommendations are not backed 
up by facts to justify us to take any further action in this area 
at this time. While Mr. Lucchi's history of the program was of 
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soma i~teiest, it has added nothing of substantive value to this 

prOceeding. 
21. The Geysers 15 Retiremertt 
21,1 Overview 

PG&E and ORA disagree On several issues surroundinq 
the Geysers 15 power plant. The Geysers Unit 15 was retired on 
December 29, 1989. PG~E proposes to recover, through the ECAC 

balancing account, its prudently incurred steam costs for the 
operation of unit 15 1 including the $5,028,865 in steam payments 
for which recovery was deferred pending reasonableness hearings. 
PG&E also proposes to accord Unit 15 normal retirement status with 

no explicit adjustments to rates. 
DRA disagrees and believes PG&E should not recover the 

deferred steam costs. In addition, ORA believes PG&E should refund 
over a five-year period, with interest, $36 million that will have 
been accrued in a memorandum account for depreciation, return, and 
net O&H expenses for assumed costs allocable to unit 15 during the 
period Febr~ary 23, 1990 through December 31, 1992. 

In addition, PG&E and DRA have a major disagre~ment over 
rate base treatment of this plant. ORA believes that PG&E should 
reduce the overall Geysers plant rate base by $30.2 million and the 
Commission should allow PG&E to recOVer that amount over 
a five-year period, without interest. ORA believes it 
inappropriate to pay a return on Geysers 15 because it is no longer 
used and useful. ORA belieVes its proposed ratemakinq treatment 
fairly balances costs and risks between utility shareholders and 
ratepayers. ORA further contends that its recommendation is 
squarely in line with commission precedent. 

A brief history of electric generation at The Geysers 
since the 1950s may be in order. D~ring the 1960s and 1970s, 
the development and operatio~ of PG&E's geothermal power plants 
became a highly successful venture, both economically and 
technically. The Geysers developed into the largest geothermal 
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installation in the world. LocAted in Northern CaliforniA, 
The Geysers was viewed As a clean, environmentally preferred 
resource and was activeiy encouraged at virtually all levels of 
government frOm the CEC, the State Legislature, our own Commission, 

and the Federal GoVernment. 
The unit in question here, Geysers Unit 15 was actually 

pG&E's 13th Geysers plant, achieving commercial operation in 1979. 
unit 15 was the first in an area that had not previously been 
developed but at the time showed every promise of being as reliable 
and consistent as the then-developed portions of The Geysers. 
UnfOrtunately, almost from the start of operation, there were 
problems with the quality and quantity of steam available to Unit 
15. PG&E made numerous efforts to rectify the situation, making 
physical improvements to the plant, and working with the steam 
supplier. Later, efforts were made to sell the plant. 

These efforts did not work out. when PG&E enforced an 
offset provision in the steam purchase contract and ceased payments 
for steam, the steam supplier cut oft steam to Unit 15 on April ~J 
1989, thereby idling the plant. Thus, the retirement occurred on. 
December 29, 1989. ORA does not dispute this chronology of 
Geysers 15 history. What is in dispute is the appropriate rate
making treatment of this plant given its current circumstances. 

Unit 15t 

PU § 55.5 is relevant to the determination of the Geysers 

-455.5. (a) In establishing ratas for any 
electrical ••• corporation, the commission may 
eliminate consideration of the value of any 
portion of anyelactrici •• generation or prOduction 
facility which, after having bean placed in 
service, remains out of service for nine or more 
consecutive months, and may disallow any expanses 
related to that facility. Upon eliminating 
consideration of any portion of a facility or 
disallowing any axpenses related thereto under 
this section, the commission shall reduce the 
rates of the corporation accordingly and shall, 
for accounting purposes, record the value of that 
portion of the facility in a deferred debit 
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",". :: account and shall treat this amount similar to the 
treatment of the allowance for funds used during, 
construction. W~en that portion of the facility is 
returned to useful service, as provided in . 
subdivision (c), the corporation may apply t6 the 
commission for the inclusion of its value and ' 
expenses related to its operAtion for purpOses of 
the establishment of the corporation's rates. 

-(b) Every electrical.~.corporation shall 
periodically, as required by the commission, 
report to the commission on the status of any 
pOrtion of any electric ••• generation or production 
facility which is out of service and shall 
immediately notify the commission when any pOrtion 
of the facility has been out of service for nine 
consecutive months. 

-(c) within 45 days of receiving the notification 
specified in subdivision (b)j the commission shall 
institute an investigation to determine whether· to 
reduce the rates of the corpOration to re£lectthe 
portion of the electric ••• generation or production 
facility which is out 6f service. For purposes of 
this subdivision, out-of-service periods shall not 
include planned outages of predetermined duration 
scheduled in advance. 

-The commission's order shall require that rates 
associated with that facility are subject to 
refund from the date the order instituting the 
investigation was issued. The commission shall 
consolidate the hearing on the investigation with 
the next general rate proceeding instituted for 
the corporation.-

In compliance with that section, PG&E notified the 
Commission after Geysers Unit 15 had been shut down for nine 

'. months. The Commission reSpOnded by issuing 1.90-02-043 on 
February 23, 1990, and the investigation was properly consolidated 
with this general rate case proceeding in accordance with the abOve 

c6de section. 
21.2 Appropriate Rate Base Treatment 

The parties' disagreement over the appropriate rate base 
treatment for the Geysers Unit 15 is fundamental. PG&E believes 
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that because the Geysers plants ate for accounting reasons treated 
via group depreciation, there is no need to remove from rate ba'se 
any dollar amount that relates to Geysers 15 plant alone. PG&E 
points out that like most other utilities in the country and in 
conformance with CPUC Standard Practice u-4, PG&E 9roups similar 
items of plant and equipment together and depreciates the group 
over a single, composite average life, due to the beliet that 
an estimate of the group average life will generally be more 
accurate than an estimate of the expected life of any individual 
element. The usa of a composite life assumes that not all items 
in the group will live exactly the expected average for the group; 
some items will have a shorter-than-average life, while others will 
experience longer-than-average lives. under group depreciation, 
according to PG&E, an asset is considered fully depreciated at the 
time of its retirement. (Exhibit 221.) Therefore, PG&E concludes 
that there need be nO removal of any dollar amount for Geysers 
unit 15 from PG&E's rate base because the concepts of group' 

depreciation ate controlling. 
ORA strongly disputes PG&E's analysis and points to 

Commission precedents that make PG&E's pOsition incorrect. ORA 
points out that group depreciation is an accounting mechanism for 
setting depreciation rates. However, ORA believes that accounting 
methodologies must not override important ratemaking principles, 
the one at issue here being that shareholders earn a return only 6n 
plant that is used and useful. DRAis witness discussed this point I 

~My conception of my testimony here is that PG&E 
was in compliance with FERC regulations with 
respect to use of 9rouP life depreciation. 
However, although they were complying with FERC 
accounting regulation and also Generally 
Accepted Accounting principles, my testimony is 
that rate-making policy is mandated by this 
Commission, being the public Utilities 
Commission. And that overrides FERC accounting 
regulations as well as a Generally Accepted 
Accounting principles when it cOmes to rate
making policy,- (RT 2812391.) 
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ORA goes on to point to just two examples wher~-the· 
Commission removed from rate base property that was nO longer used 
and useful. DRA points out that when a plant is prematur~lY 
retired, as happened with Geysers 15, the ratepayers pay all of the 
costs of the plant, even though it operated less than expected. 
Under those circumstances, shareholders should receive th~ir 
investment back and a return when the plant operated j but should 
receive no return on undepreciated plant. DRA points to the first 
case, regarding PG&E's Humboldt Bay nuclear power plant retirement, 

for support of this propositions 
·with respect to PG&E's equity argument, 
we observe that plants which have exceeded 
their estimated useful lives have been fully 
depreciated. Thus, the shareholder already has 
recovered his entire investment from the 
ratepayer. The ratepayer who has paid for the 
entire plant is entitled to receive any 
additional benefit from the plant's continued 
operation. In the case of a premature 
retirement; the ratepayer typically still pays 
for all of th~ plant's direct cost even though 
the plant did not operate as long as was 
expected, The shareholder recovers his 
investment but should not receive any return On 
the undepreciated plant. This is a fair . 
division of risks and benefits.- (0.85-08-046, 
18 CPUC 2d 599.) 

ORA points out that group depreciation accounting is 
a convenience to PG&E and other companies that use it. If group 
depreciation were not used, utilities and regulatory commissions 
would need to litigate and set individual depr~ciation rates for 
each unit. As an administrative convenience, groUp depreciation is 
an asset to regulatory commissions and to utilities. ORA 
concludes, howeverj that group depreciation is a liability when the 
utility seeks, as PG&E has done here, to use it to attempt to 
thwart long-standing regulatory principles. particularly for an 
asset of the size of unit 15, the duty of the Commission and its 
staff to analyze the retirement costs is critical. 
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We will once again quote from the Humboldt Bay plant 
retirement decision to set forth the appropriate used and useful 
criteria which determine utility eligibility to earn a return on 
rate basel 

.We agree with staff th~t unit 3 is no lohger 
'used and useful' and should be excluded from 
rate base. While Unit 3 did operate for 13 
years, it will never operate again and can no 
longer be considered 'useful' utility plant. 
Unit 3 was entered into rate base under the 
assumption that it would serve customers for 30 
yeats. Shareholders were entitled to a return 
and ratepayers were liable for the full 
ownership cost as long as unit 3 no longer 
qualified for inclusion in rate base and was 
eventuallY and properly removed frOm the rate 
base in 1919. We will not deviate from the 
COmmission's well-established principle that 
only 'used and useful' utility plant shall be 
included in rate base.- (18 CPUC2d 599.) 

Additionally, ORA has correctly cited another case where 
the Commission haS rejected a specific ar9ument about group life -
depreciation. (D.85-12-108, 20 CPUC2d 115, 142.) ORA concludes -
that Geysers 15 plant is retired and nonfunctional and therefor~ 
requires the commission adopt ratemaking treatment consistent with 
that status. oRA argues that we are bound to remOve from rate base 
the undepreciated portion of Geysers Unit 15. The dollar valueo£ 
that removal is estimated by DRA to be $30.2 million. DRA points 
out that that number was derived from material obtained from PG&E 

during discovery in this proceeding. 
PG&E tries to isolate the two commission decisions relied 

on by ORA, arguing that those were exceptions rather than the rule. 
Unfortunately, PG&E could not point to any other commission 
decision that supports its rationale regarding group depreciation. 

We conclude that regarding this issue ORA has made a more 
rational argument consistent with Commission precedent. Therefore, 
we will adopt DRA's recommendation and remove $30.2 million from 
rate base to reflect Geysers Unit 15's retirement. We once a9ain 
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endorse our 10n9stilnding regulatory principle that shareholders 
should earn a return only on used and useful plant. We note that 
DRA's recommendation does provide that ratepayers pay PG&Eis 
shareholders for the entire remaining unamortized plant balance on 
Geysers 15, but simply not pay a return. we believe our decision 
is consistent with the Legislature's directives in PU S 4SS.5,and 

is fully supported by the record before us. 
However, we will allo~ PG&E to raise its group 

depreciation argument again in its next GRC if it chooses to do $0. 

The burden is on PG&E to produce a stronger showing_ 
21.3 OperatiOn and Maintenance Expenses Memorandum Account 

Our investigation on the Geysers Unit 15 plant put 
reVenue collected attributable to the operation of Geysers Unit 15 
i.nto a memorandum account subject to refund. ORA recommends that 
this amount, now at $36 million, be returned to ratepayers because 
the costs could not have been incurred by a plant that was not in 

operation. 
PG&E counter$ that these O&M expenses specific to unit 15 

are only an estimate of a pro rata share of overall O&M expenses 
that were allocated to Unit 15 in PG&E's last general rate case. 
PG&E acknowledges that O&M expenses at unit 15 were certainly less 
than PG&E had believed they would be during the 1989 GRC; however, 
PG&E argues that it incurred certain other expenses that had not 
been anticipated in the last GRC I'equest. PG&E aI'gues that it is 
precisely becAuse of these unexpected changes that expense dollaI's 
are not adopted for specific items, and management is given 
discI'etion to redirect the funds as needed. PG&E points out that 
at no time has ORA argued that there was any imprudence on PG&E's 
part in the opeI'ation and the decision to I'etire Unit 15. 

We disagree with PG&E. Clearly since the plant was not 
in operation, ratepayers should not pay foI' costs estimated to be 
associated with that plant because they were never incurred. 
Therefore we direct PG&E to I'efund the balance of the memorandum 

account over five years as recommended by ORA. 
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21.4 Steam Offset Payments 
PG&E points out that despite DRA's conclusion that PG&E 

acted reasonably in its operation of Geysers Unit 15, DRA has 
recommended tha.t PG&E not be allowed to reCOVl"r some $5,028,865 of 
steam payments made to the Unit 15 steam supplier, GRI. The 
dispute between PG&E and ORA centers on the offset provision ~f 
Section 60 of the steam contract b~tween PG&E and GRI. 

The Offset formula was based on PG&E's recovery of 
investment costs for the portion of the plant which remained idle 
due to insufficient steam. The recovery was collected through a 
reduction in the monthly payment for steam deliveries. DUring the 
period of time that the steam supplier was not supplying full 
contract q~antities of steam, PG&E sometimes enforced the offset 
provision, a.nd sometimes chose to suspend the offset and pay for 
the steam received. Because of the pending reasonableness review 
now the subject of this GRC, PG&E deferred re~overy of the offs~t 
payments in rates, and recorded the undercollection, including 
interest, in a subaccount of ECAC for future collection. Despite 
DRAls conclusion that PG&E acted prudently in its efforts to 
increase the steam supply and improve unit performance, DRA 
concludes that these payments were not required by the contract. 
PG&E points out and DRA agrees that there was a great deal of 
uncertainty about the enforceability of the offset provision of the 
contract, with which the DRA disallowance witness has no reason to 
disagree. 

Finally, PG&E notes that its primary concern in deciding 
to suspend offset payments was that GRI would shut 6ff the steam 
supply and go into bankruptcy. In fact when PG&E did resume the 
offsets in early 1989, GRI dld shut off the steam supply on 
April 7, 1989, which led to the eventual retirement of the plant, 
and went into bankruptcy in addition. This bankruptcy has left 
PG&E and its ratepayers little recourse against the steam supplier. 
CRT 2612298-2299, 2307.) 
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We agree with DRA's analysis of this issue. DRA 
points out that from March 1994 through October 1986, PG&E 
appropriately reduced its Steam payments to GRI. The payments 
resumed without justification in Novewber 1986 through April 7, 
1999. We conclude that PG&E was not required to make these 
payments under the contract. 
22. Lake County Wastewater Pipeline project prOposal 

The County of Lake (County) was a new participant to 
PG&E's ratemaking ptoceeding. The County appeared with a very 
specific proposal for the Commission's consideration. The county 
appeared in this proceeding urging the Commission to authorize 
funding in thi. general rate case cycle of a maximum of $2 ~illion 
annually for PG&E's participation in the southeast Geysers effluent 
pipeline project (project). The purpose of the Project, which will 
supply wastewater effluent for injection into Geysers steam fields, 
is to restore and maintain The Geysers geothermal steam reSOurce, 
a valuable source of clean electric generation, and to provide a 
means of necessary waste water disposal. The CEC joins the County 
in reco~~ending the funding of a maximum of $2 million annually for 
the project now. The County's proposed project is described as a 
solution to the declining productivity of geothermal steam 
resources at The Geysers. If productivity decline continues 
unchecked, steam resources in large portions of the reserVOir will 
diminish to the point of nonviabiiity'of power generation within 10 
to 15 years. (Exhibit 304.) The CEC cortectly pOints out that 
this decline in productivity cannot continue unabated with6ut 
cAUsing serious impacts to steam suppliers, utility investment at 
The Geysers, and the ratepayers. (Exhibit 301.) 

For the county, this decline is potentially disastrous. 
Geothermal power plant generation and geothermal-related 
employment, goods, and services constitute a major sector of the 
local economy and source of tax revenue lor local government. 
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The County believes that the seriousness of this problem justifies 
taking immediate action to mitigate or reverse The Geysers 
reservoir productivity decline. Thus, these concerns led the 
county to develop its proposal. The project in question would 
deliver treated wastewater effluent to the southeast portion of 
The Geysers steam reservoir for injection in steam fields serving 
six power plants, four of which are PG&E Geysers Units 13; 16; 18, 
and 20. The county and CEC agree that with the use of injected 
effluent, steam deliveries to these plants could equate to 25 to 50 
megawatts of additional capacity at an estimated cost of only 1.5 
cents per kWh, an amount significantly less than current utility 
avoided costs of 3.5 to 4.5 cents per kWh. (Exhibit 304 and 
Exhibit 307.) 

The County conducted a feasibility study of the project 
in 1991. Based on that investigation, the county concluded that 
a 2S-mile pipeline carrying 5 to 7 million gallons of effluent 
per day to the southeast portion of The Geysers would be 
technically and economically feasible if the costs were shared 
equitably among benefited wastewater treatment plants, steam field 
owners, and pOwer plant operators. The county contends that the 
type of guaranteed long-term effluent supply for augmented 
injection provided by the project would also avoid or prevent 
situations such as occurred at PG&E's Unit 15, which, as was just 
discussed in the prior section, had to be retired because of 
insufficient steam supplies. (Exhibit 304.) The cost of the 
pipeline, exclusive of debt service, is currently estimated at $26 
million to construct an approximately $2.2 million annually to . 
operate and maintain. (Exhibit 351.) 

pursuant to the direction of the ALJ, the County 
submitted a status report on the project On July 24, 1992. That 
status report indicates that the parties reached an agreement in 
principle. The agreement was signed by PG&E, Calpine corpOration, 
and the Northern California Power Agency. Because of this 
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progress, the Lake county Board of supervisors voted on July 21, 
1992 to sign all three agreements in principle. These Agreements 
are based on the principle that power plant operators will pay 
steam suppliers for demonstrable net steam increases resultingftom 

the Project. 
While PG&E and ORA support the Project conceptually and 

the agreement in principle in particular, neither of these parties 
believes that any funding should be provided for this project in 
this GRC. Rather, ORA suggests that the funding should be handled 
in PG&E's ECAC proceeding, although it is unable to recall a 
project like this being reviewed in an ECAC case. CRT 5515131) 
Likewise, PG&E believes that the Project agreement when in final 
stages should occur in some -then-appropriate- proceeding. 

We disagree with the concerns raised by PG&E and DRA as 
to the inappropriateness of setting aside funding for this Project 
in this GRC cycle, We believe we can do so in a way that will 
protect the interests 6f the ratepayers yet send the appropriate 
signal to the parties involved in this project that it is 
worthwhiie to pursue. It seems particularly appropriate after just 
discussing the dilemma 6f The Geysers area generally and Geysers 
Unit 15 specifically that we be supportive as a Commission of what 
has been propounded as a likely solution to several problems. 

We note that the testimony by County's witness, 
Dellinger, joined by the CEC, was compelling as to this project's 
potential positive value for all parties concerned. This is the 
kind of public-private partnership that has every hope of 
preserving and enhancing the very valuable renewable resource of 
The Geysers. At the same time, this project can potentially 
resolve the serious problem of wastewater disposal that the county 
and other agencies face. The project has the makings of a win-win 
situation for all participants, including PG&E's ratepayers. 
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BY.indicatirtg our preliminary suppOrt for this project, 
we do not intend to relieve PG&E of its continuing obligation to .. · 
negotiate the best deal it can for bOth its shareholders and 
ratepayers. We have every indication before us that that is the 
road that all parties are on. Therefore, we will authorize funding 
during this rate case cycle for the County project, of up t6 $2 
million annually beginning in 1994. We select 1994 because the 
timetable seems unlikely to actually commence in 1993. If PG&E 
does pursue the project j it may seek recovery in its attrition 
filings for 1994 and 1995. 

HOWeVerj in the event that PG&E determines that this 
project is not in the best interest 6£ its ratepayers, based on 
information not currently before us, we will allow these dollars in 
rates subject to a refund in the event that PG&E does not pursue 
this Project. Therefore we will have this money tracked in a 
memorandum account. We direct PG&E to repOrt back to us in the 
next general rate case as to the status of the project. 
23. Air Quality Adjustment Clause fOr NOx Retrofit Cost Recovery 

23. 1 overview 
In 1988, the california Leqislature passed a 

comprehensive California Clean Air Act (CCAA), whose impacts are 
now being telt on businesses, including utilities, throughout ~he 
State. The CCAA states that the priority of consideration should 
be placed on achieving the goal of healthful air as expeditiously 
as practicable. The state Air Resources Board (ARB) establishes 
California's own standards of ambient air quality, while local 
air pOllution control districts have primary authority over 
nonvehicular sources of pOllution. The CCAA requires each air 
district to develop clean air plans that outline aggressive action 
to achieve the California ambient air quality standard lor ozone. 
Nitrogen oxides (NOx) can combine with hydrocarbons to form OzOne. 
NOx emissions come from power plants and natural gas compressor 

stations, among other plants. 
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PG&E has power plants and natural gas compressor statIons 
operating in the San Francisco Bay Areal MontereYI San Bernardino, 
Kings, Sacramento, Tehama l Shasta, Colusa l and San Luis obispo 
county air quality management districts. currently, none of these 
districts meet the state standard for ozone in some locations. 
The CCAA at a minimum requires that each district reduce area-wide 
NOx emissions by an aver~ge of 5i per year (averaged OVer a three
year period) until the ambient air quality standards are met. 

The air districts where PG&E'S pOwer plants are located 
are currently developing their Clean Air plans, After these Clean 
Air planS ate officially adopted and approved by the ARB, the local 
air districts will proceed to develop and adopt specific rule~ for 
the various sources identified in the Clean Air plan. EAch 
district will conduct public hearings on its propOsed rules at 
which affected pArties will be able to provide input. The details 
on specific equipment to be regulated, startup and shutdown 
provisions, specific numerical standards, and measuring and 
monitoring requirements will be developed during this phase of 

the process. 
PG&E believes that becAuse of the stringent requirements 

of the CCAA, it is probable that each district will adopt the best 
available retrofit control technology (BARCT) for stationary 
sources such as PG&E's pOwer plants and compressor stations. 
At this time, PG&E believes that BARCT will require the 

of the following technologies on its facilitiest 
Selective catalytic reduction (SCR) lor 

installation 
1) 

2) 

most utility boilers, This would be a 
reduction of approximately 90\ over current 
NOx limits on PG&E boilers when burning 
natural gas. PG&E also believes 
restrictions will be placed on the use of 
fuel oil which is burned during periods of 
utility electric generation (UEG) gas 
supply interruptions; 

Lean-burn precombustion modifications for 
natural gas compressor reciprocating 
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engines. This technology reduces NOx 
emissions by 90%; 

3) Dry 10w-NOx combusters for gas compressor 
turbines. 

PG&E anticipates that beginning January I, 1993 and 
no later than January 1, 1994, final regulations for all its 
boilers and compressor stations will be in place and that the 
schedule for final cOmpliance will be adopted. PG&E contends that 
it is cooperating with the regional and lOcal air pollution control 
districts and the ARB on these matters. PG&E intends to work with 
the regulators to find the most cost-effective ways of achieving 
the necessary NOx emission reductions, including nonretrOfit 
options; such as replacement and/or repowering alternatives. 

Due to the uncertainty in NOx regulations at this tima, 
PG&E has not fully developed the scope, cost and schedule for 
various llOx reduction projects. However, PG&E did present its 
current estimate Of NOx retrofit costs by unit class or gas 
facility. These costs are based on extrapolations of limited data 
and represent a reAsonable high-range estimate of what these 
retrofits will cost for any given unit class or gas facility. 
In addition, certAin presumptions were made by PG&E in making this 
estimate! First, that the air districts allow PG&E to implement 
NOx retrofits during scheduled overhauls. Secondly, that the air 
districts require NOx retrofits on most units having scheduled 
overhauls in 1994 and 1995. Third, that generally larger units· 
(330 and 750 megawatt) are retrofitted first. And finally fourth, 
eqUipment designers and suppliers can meet PG&E's schedule 
requirements. Therefore PG&E is currently estimating total plant 
additions in 1994 and 1995 of $378,559,000. Further, PG&E 
estimates that rtonfuel maintenance and operating costs needed 
to support the additional equipment at the power plants will be 

$4.5-7.5 million per year. 
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Given the large dollars involved, one can see why this 
issue came before us in this 'GRe. In the next section we will 
discuss the mechanism which PG&E, with ORA's support, recommends 
for recovery of these very substantial NOx retrofit costs. 

23.2 PG&E's proposal 
In order to address the large investment that will be 

made on NOX retrofits, PG&E has departed from the traditional 
rate case recovery of investment costs associated with the NOx 
reductions projects and propbsed a special ratemaking mechanism. 
PG&E believes that its propOsed air quality adjustment clause 
(AQAC) is consistent with the ratemaking approach for major 
projects for Edison authorized by D.87-12-066, (26 CPUC2d 392, 444 
(1987». PG&E agreed with DRA to include certain NOx projects 
which are forecast to be operational in 1993 in base rates. 

Generally DRA has reviewed and supports PG&E's proposal, 
Fundamentally the new AQAC mechanism has been propOsed·. 

because PG&E and DRA believe that traditional revenue recovery 
through the general rate case is not appropriate for air quality 
improvement costs at this time because their exact timing and final 
cost cannot be forecast accurately and they are costs Over which 
PG&E has limited control. Therefore for the NOx reduction produots 
which are placed into service in 1994 and 1995, PG&E proposes cost 

recovery through the AQAC. 
This mechanism satisfies requirements for review of costs 

of projects over $50 million by using the major elements of 
a major additions adjustment clause (MAAC) while applying similar 
treatment for projeots under $50 million to deal with uncertainty 

in timing. 
PG&E is requesting, with DRA1s concurrence, that the 

commission approve a procedure which allows PG&E to begin recording 
revenue requirement, including maintenance and operating expenses, 
in the AQAC for each of the projects listed in Exhibit 93 in this 
proceeding. PG&E proposes that interim rates for each operative 
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project be implemented through advice filings concurrent wfththe 
next scheduled rate change (e.g., the annual attrition rate
adjustment mechanism). PG&E proposes that interim rates recover 
the estimated capital-related revenue requirement. 

For each project over $50 million, PG&E proposes to file 
an application to request that the Commission review the costs of 
the project, the reasonableness of the recorded costs of the 
project as accumulated in the AQAC, provide direction for final 
disposition of the balance in the AQAC, and authorize recovery of 
reasonable project-related costs in base revenues. PG&E proposes 
that projects under $50 million be reviewed in the next GRC 

application. 
The only opponent to the proposal is CLECA. The 

principal criticism of CLECA is whether any ratemaking mechanism 
should be adopted that does not include prior review of the 
Commission of whether these electric plant NOx retrofit projects 

should gO forward. 
partially in respOnse to CLECA's concerns, PG&E offered 

during hearings that it would be willing to submit a cost
effectiveness analysis of the project prior to construction, 
in the form of a compliance filing. Further, PG&E suggested that 
it may be appropriate to allow a 30-day comment phase to that 
compliance filing. PG&E did make it clear that it does not wish to 
bog down its retrofit projects waiting for Commission preapproval. 
PG&E's most fundamental reason for this position is that it hopes 
to accomplish the retrofit work while plants are scheduled for 
other maintenance. PG&E contends, that with the best of 
intentions, this commission cannot promise to get decisions on the 
overall- reasonableness of these projects done in a timely fashion 
to maximize cost savings due to coordination with scheduled outages 

for maintenance. 
CLECA interprets PG&E and DRA's proposal as an attempt to 

"seek a blank check from the Commission to spend hundreds of 
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millions of dollars on plant additions without prior Commissi~~ 
review.· (Exhibit 310i) Fundamentally, ctECA objects that the 
retrofit investments will be reviewed after the money has been 
spent. CLECA argues that without prior review of these investments 
the Commission and the public will lose their opportunity to 
evaluate other, more cost-effective alternatives to PG&Eis retrofit 
projects. One example of an alternative which CLECA cites would be 
the decision whether it would make more sense to simply retire the 
plant. CLECA argues that once the money is spent it is much more 
difficult to make other resource planning choices. CLECA believes 
that the cost-effectiveness analysis of any retrofit project must 
be performed in advance of the investment to insure that the NOx 
project proposed by PG&E is the most cost-effective option for 
ratepayers. 

CLECA recommends that a prior review program be 
implemented either in the Biennial Resource Plan Update (BRPU) 
proceeding or in a continuation of this GRC. Further, GLECA 
believes that a cost-effectiveness analysis could be undertaken 
without knowing with certainty the nature of the regulations that 
will be adopted. 

While we share CLECA's concern that PG&E only move ahead 
with NOx retrofit projects if they are truly cost-effective, we 
believe that the recommendations of. ORA and PG&E take careot this 
concern. CLECA's recommendations to require pre-reView, whether 
in BRPU or another phase of this GRC, would only submit PG&E to 
regulatory uncertainty and delay. No party disputes that 
coordinating retrofit work with planned outages will in the end 
save ratepayers money. Further, PG&E is under the jurisdiction of 
the air pollution control district which may not be tolerant of the 
time it takes to process an application at this Commission. 

We note that PG&E did in tact acknowledge the concerns of 
both ORA and CLECA in its agreement to the following. That PG&E 
would submit a cost-effectiveness filing six months prior to the 
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start of. the plant outage when the retrofits are to becompleted t 

since retrofit work will be'coordinated with other maintenance. 
In addition, PG&E has agreed to submit any retrofits that were to 
be recovered under the AQAC for the 110- and 120-meqawatt units to 
it cost-effectiveness review prior to the construction of selective 
catalytic reduction retrofits on these plants. We note that DRAls 
witness agreed to these cost-effectiVeness compliance filings. 

CRT 29t2551.) 
we agree with PG&E and DRA that their proposal is 

a reasonable compromise that -takes into consideration the concerns 
of CLECA. Due to tight schedules and need for coordination with 
other outages, it is not reasonable to submit PG&E to it lengthy 
preapproval process. However, by having a compliance filing 011 

cost-effectivenesS made, along with the opportunity for interested 
parties to raise concerns within 30 days, we put PG&E on notice 
that it proceeds at its own risk with these projects. Further, 
even if objections to the cost-effectiveness showings ate not made, 
the burden remains on PG&E to show that the money was well spent to 
proceed with the NOx retrofit instead of other alternatives with 

the plant, e.g_/ retirement. 
Finally, we note that CLECA#s proposal fails to pass the 

test of administrative practicality. We are simply not convinced 
that we can do a thorough review of these projects in the time line 
that is necessary to potentially save ratepayers the most money. 
Likewise, we are not writing PG&E a blank check to spend money 
without eventual review. We put PG&E on notice that it will have 
to substantiate the cost-effectiveness of its decisions to moVe 
forward with NOx tettofit projects. We will not hesitate to 
disallow dollars if we find in the post-retrofit review that 
a different alternative would have been more beneficial to PG&E's 
ratepayers. This will be true whether or not other parties raise 
concerns with the compliance filings which we order to precede any 

retrofit program. 
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Therefore, six months prior to a retrofit prograin',S 
commencement, PG&E shall file a compliance filing in this GRC 

docket. Other parties may have 45 days to respond to that 
compliance filing, either raising concerns or endorsing it. 

BY creating both the AQAC mechanism and the compliance 
filing accompanying it, we believe we are protecting ratepayers' 
interests and at the same time allowing PG&E to move forward with 

cost-effective NOx retrofit programs. 

24.. Attrition 
24. 1 overview 

Attrition is the year-to-year decline in a utility'S 
earnings caused by increased costs which are not offset by 
increased rates and sales. In order to protect utility 
shareholders from the effect of attrition to some extent, the 
Commission has adopted a ratemaking mechanism called the attrition 
rate adjustment (ARA) mechanism. The ARA mechanism was set forth 
in 0.85-12-075 to ·provide utilities with the reasonable 
oppOrtunity of achieving their authorized rates of return during 
years in which they are not permitted under the Commission's rate 
case plan procedures to file for general rate relief but in which 
they still face volatile economic conditions.- (0.85-12-076, 

Finding of Fact i.) 
The components of the ARA mechanism as set forth 

in that decision aret 
-1) Update of attrition year labor costs and 

non-labor costs (materials and services) 
using the most current recorded and 
forecasted escalation information, 

Adjustment of capital of rate base related 
adjusted, 

Adjustment of miscellaneous changes, such 
as postal rate changes, payroll tax changes 
and ad valorem tax changes; 

Adjustment of the jurisdictional allocation 
using the allocation factors developed in 
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the most recent GRC.- (0.85-12-016, 
Finding of Fact 1.) 

Both PG&E and DRA have proposed modifications to this ARA 

mechanism in this proceeding which will be discussed in the 
sections below. We are not inclined to adopt any of the proposed 
chanqes as they have been recommended, but rather will make one 

slight adjustment. 
24.2 PG&E's propOsed Changes 

PG&E proposes three specific changes to the current 
ARA mechanism. First PG&E wishes there to be a specific medical 
expense escalation due to the fact that medical expenses are 
escalating far more rapidly than the labor and nonlabor expenses. 
Second, PG&E wishes the commission to implement an advice letter 
procedure to capture miscellaneous changes currently authorized for 
recovery under the mechanism but only in the attrition year after 
they become final as a matter of law. Third, PG&E wishes to be 
permitted recovery of governmentally imposed payrne~ts, not 
currently recoverable in the present ARA mechanism, which are final 
as a matter of law and exceed $500,000 in annual expenses. PG&E 
proposes to file an advice letter for such miscellaneous changes 
and governmentally imposed payments as soon as such changeS become 
a matter of law. PG&E's plan envisions that from the date the 
advice letter is approved through the end of the year in which the 
miscellaneous change becomes final, PG&E would debit/credit as 

appropriate the ERAM or the gas fixed-cost accounts. 
DRA opposes all three of PG&E's proposed changes. As t6 

PG&E's first proposed change related to separate escalation of 
medical expenses, DRA points out that Edison recently propOsed a 
similar modification to its own attrition mechanism. ORA correctly 
cites 0.91-12-016 which rejected Edison's proposal. In that 
decision, as we shall find here, we agreed with the parties that 
health care costs are increasing faster than other costs. The 
dilemma presented for us in approving a separate health care 
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escalation, however, is the fact that health care costs are~lteady 
included in the development 6f the nonlabor costs for which \\'e 
currently allow escalation. Like Edison, PG&E has not separated 
medical costs from other labor and nonlabor costs~ Given the 
national data compiled to develop the escalation factors which we 
do use in the attrition mechanism, it seems unlikely that such a 
separation would be a simple or automatic exercise. 

One of the dilemmas facing PG&E and other utilities is 
that much of their health care costs are captured in what we call 
the ·other- category for attrition purposes. This category, which 
is separate from labor and the nonlabor category, is not escalated 
for attrition year purposes. Nowhere in our cases, including our 
first case on the attrition mechanism, is there any specific 
allowance for this "other- category to be escalated. Neverthel~ss, 
this has apparently been the past practice. We have corrected this 
error in Edison's last GRC decision, previously mentioned •. 

However, we are willing to make a slight change to this 
in order to accommodate somewhat the utility's legitimate COllc~rns 
over rapidly escalating health costs. Currently, the biggest 
portion of the ·other- category is administrative and general. . 
expenses of which health care is a predominant one. Therefore, 
we will allow PG&E to attribute health care costs which it Call 
identify separately in its A&G accounts as non labor costs for 
attrition purposes only. Therefore, as non labor costs, these 

expenses will receive some escalation. 
As to PG&E's two other proposed adjustments to 

the attrition mechanism, DRA's testimony best sums up its 

opposition. 
-Attrition allowance should not be construed as 
a means of risk-free ratemaking. DRA believes 
that in the interest of fairness if the 
commission is to protect the utility form 
'shortfalls' due to the timing of cost changes, 
ratepayers should also be protected from 
utility 'windfalls' due to the timing of other 
cost changes, such as plant additions. DRA 
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believes that if one area of cost change is 
protected by a balancing account treatment, 
then other areas of cost changes should also be 
considered. One example of ratepayer 
protection is the adjustment of the ERAM 
account for the refunding t6 the ratepayers any 
amount 6f actual return over and above the 
authorized level. 

-ORA is concerned about the additional 
regulatory burden in reviewing ,the adjustments 
to the ERAM account as proposed by PG&E. DRA 
disagrees with PG&E that the streamlined nature 
of the review and approval process can be 
retained. Also, PG&E's proposed mOdifications 
to the ARA mechanism amount to less than 0.005\ 
of the totAl revenue requirement. This is well 
within the margin of error of an approximation. 
In the opinion of ORA, to sacrifice the , 
streamlined nature of the ARA mechanism for a 
difference of 0.005\ is counter-productive.
(Exhibit 103, pp. 15-7 and 15-8.) 

We agree with DRA that we have not been presented with 
a showing to justify complicating what was intended and still i~ 
intended to be a relatively simple mechanism. Additional advice 
letter filings always add to the regulatory morass. Likewise, as 
DRA pointed out durlng hearings, the current mechanism has kept 
PG&E in a financially healthy state in the last several years. For 
the most part during attrition years, PG&E's recorded rate of 
return was actually higher than the authorized return by a healthy 
margin. (Exhibit 149.) We are unpersuaded by the reasons put 
forth by PG&E to alter the attrition mechanism that in our opinion 
has protected both utilities and ratepayers well. 
24.3 DRA's proposed productivity Sharing 

oRA set forth, apparently as an afterthought, a major 
revision to our current attrition mechanism. What 1s somewhat 
confusing is that one of ORA's arguments for not adopting PG&E's 
changes was that ORA supports the current mechanism. However, 
DRA's proposal regarding productivity sharing is in fact a major 
deviation from the current ARA mechanism. 
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As we can best understand.it, ORA recowmends that during 
attrition years there be a sharing between PG&E'S ratepayers and 
shareholders of the productivity savings realized by PG&E during 
those years. currently, those productivity savings during the 
attrition years accrue to PG&E. DRA acknowledges that for 
Test Year 1993 dollars all productivity gains have benefited the 
ratepayers, not the sharehOlders. DRA justifies its position 
because it believes customer growth tends to increase productivity 
and because output in sales has increased faster than labor and 
other assets which accompany the growth. DRA believes that 
ratepayers should share in the benefit of such growth or 
productivity benefits which stem from reaSOns other than customer 
growth. 

We must comment on the way this issue arOse during the 
prOceeding_ DRAls original witness supporting this recommendation, 
was replaced on this issue. It became clear during the seCOnd. 
witness cross-examination that rather than a refined proposal lor 
productivity sharing by DRA, we were presented with the beginning 
thoughts of an intellectual exercise. In fact DRA's witness 
described his proposal as • ••• perhaps the first rejoinder in what 
might be a long conversation that DRA would have with PG&E apart 
from this hearing room and perhaps apart from this proceeding.-
(RT 15t 923.) 

We agree with DRA's witness that the proposal is far from 
being sufficiently developed for further consideration at this 
time. Nor do we necessarily wish to send a signal that this is. 
an area that would be beneficial to pursue. We must note that 
it is not our preference for the hearing room to be used as the 
opening parley in a -dialogue.- We recommend that the parties 
pursue their think-tank analysis outside of our valuable hearing
room time. We reject DRA's productivity-sharing proposal as it has 
been explained. 
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24.4 DRA's Labor Escalation Penalty 
We have already thoroughly discussed the issue of DRAl.s 

position on PG&E's compensation study in an earlier section of'this 
decision. We have already rejected DRA's belief that a zero labOr 
escalation factor is appropriate for attrition year 1994 and 1995. 
Therefore,we will adopt PG&E's numbers for labOr escalation for 

the two attrition years. 
25. DRA's proposal Re PG&E's Accounts 

DRA recommends that PG&E's new accounting system should 

include FERC account numbers in the general ledger, source 
documents, and journal entries. (Exhibit 105.) DRA claims that 
PG&E's current system makes it difficult for DRA to perform an 
efficient audit of the accounting records because FERC accounts are 
not on source documents or journal entries. DRA further recorrunends 
that PG&E, if it does not comply, be disallowed 25% of the cost of 
PG&E's corporate accounting department, computer accounting 

department, in the next GRC proceeding. 
PG&E disagrees with DRA's recommendation. pG&E arques 

that its accounting system does in fact allow DRA to perform its 
audits efficiently. PG&E points out that the Daily Detail 
Transaction (DDT) data base used to generate general ledger reports 
and the reports themselves do include FERC accounts. PG&E argues 
against ORA's recommendation for the following reasons. 

1) FERC accounts are currently available to 
ORA in PG&E's DDT data base, and have been 
since early 1990; 

2) 

3) 

Detail accounting transaction tapes 
provided to ORA include FERC accounts; and 

The cost of implementing ORA's 
recommendation is estimated to be $30 
million in one-time costs and $12 million 
additional annual costs, which PG&E views 
as unreasonable in light of alternative 
ways to meet ORAls needs. 
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It became clear during hearings that in fact part; of 
ORA's problem was that it hadn6t reviewed material. it was given in 
a prompt fashion. We appreciate the time pressure that oRA is 
under during a general rate case review. Mowever, ORA indicated 
that part of the problem has now been solved through PG~E's 
agreement to add additional information to the detail tapes. PG&E 
points out that while Edison and southern California Gas Company 
(soCalGas) use FERC accounts, they are not combined gas 
and electric utilities and therefore have less problems in 
incorporating FERC accounts. (RT 12:636.) Finally, PG&E promi~es 
in a timely manner to provide ORA with any tapes in whatever format 

that will help ORA'S analysis. 
We agree with PG&E that it has made a showing that there 

is nO need to change their accounting system. We recommend that 
ORA more quickly inform PG&E of problems it is having with the 
data. Likewise, recent improvements made to the system should 

assist ORA in the future. 
As to the areas that the parties were able to teach 

agreement on in their testimony, we concur. DRA's further requests 
regarding changes to PG&E's accounting systems we reject. 

26. Marginal Costs 
26.1 Qvervie\llt 

It has now been over ten years since this Commission has 
made a transition from the use of embedded costs to the use 6f 
marginal costs for purposes of electric revenue allocation and rate 
design. The theory behind adoption of marginal costs was that they 
would provide a better price si9nal tocust6m~rs of the impact 6£ 
their consumption decisions on the utility cost of proViding 
service on a prospective basis and hopefully would induce them 
to be more efficient. As we stated in our opening s~ction of this 
decision, the procedural background, PG&E has presented a 
controversial and thorough alteration to our current methodology of 
marginal costs. In fact, certain parties were so threatened by 
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PG&E's proposed changes that they sought to exclude these chan~es 

from considerati6nl 
As we discussed earlier, it was appropriate for PG&E t6 

bring forward proposed changes to its marginal cost methodology in 
its application for a general rate increase. we are adopting today 
PG&E's methodology. We endorse the ALJ's ruling that this rate 
case was the appropriate forum for PG&E to bring forth its 

innovative ideas. 
Rather than discuss the position of each party 

individually we will attempt to divide the parties into the two 
.camps" revolving around the marginal cost issues. First, joining 
PG&E in overall support of its program, occasionally with minor 
modification, are the Agricultural Energy Consumers Association 
(AECA), the california Farm Bureau Federation (Farm Bureau), the 
Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA), and the Calif6rnia 
city county street Liqht Association (Cal-SLA). ~he oppOnents 
of PG&E's recommendations are generally ORA, CLECA, CHA, lUi 

Cogeneration service Bureau, FEA, and, to some extent, TURN. 
We note at this juncture that TURN seems more concerned 

with the adop~ion of PG&E'S proposed changes at this time rather 
than the principles involved. Likewise, ORA accepts certain 
notions of PG&E's showing while not wanting the company's proposal 
implemented at this time. ~he strongest opponents to PG&E's 
proposals are the large industrial user class representatives. 
Likewise, the biggest enthusiasts of PG&E's proposals are the 
agricultural class representatives. 

In adopting PG&E's overall proposal with some 
modifications, our goal is to continue to improve our methodoloqy 
of sending the most accurate marqlnal cost price signals to PG&E's 
customers. Because this is our goal, we agree with PG&E's policy 
principles that marginal cost components should be based on the 
design arid operation 6f PG&E'S system, accurately signal the cost 
of providing electrical service, be forward-looking, capture the 
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timing and magnitude of future investments, reflect geographic· 
differences where significant, reflect the value that PG&E'S 
customers place on electric service, only include those costs 
actually incurred by PG&E for revenue allocation purposes, and 
finally, provide consistent signals in the evaluation of supply 
and demand resources for planning purposes. 

Our goal is to more fairly and equitablY allocate 
responsibility to the several customer classes for recovery of 

PG&E's embedded revenue requirement. We acknowledge that 
this revenue requirement is much higher than the sum of all 
class marginal costs. However we are committed that marginal cost 
pricing, when refined sufficiently, will send price signals to 
consumers which will guide resource planning for the future. In 
fact, a major attraction of PG&E's recommended changes is the 
forward-looking aspect of its proposals. 

PG&E calls its changes to current marginal costing 
techniques -advancements.- We agree that this is how the prop6s~is 
should be described. We note that there is no party to the 
proceeding that is terribly enthusiastic about the current system, 
with perhaps the exception of the large industrial class. 

Briefly, PG&E's proposed changes include using a value of 
service (VOS) approach for estimating marginal generati~n capacity 
costs, because the vos approach directly measures and uses 
generation-related shortage costs and thus is more economically 
efficient because it takes into account both supply and demand. 
Secondly, PG&E proposes to compute separate bulk versUs areA 
marginal transmission costs because this results in more accurate 
marginal costs by reflecting the differing causes of investment for 
each. Further, PG&E proposes to present estimates of area 
transmission costs on a system-average basis but still take int6 
account the large transmission projects in certain geographic 
areas. Third, PG&E would also estimate marginal distribution costs 
on a I3-division basis because this substantially increases 
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accuracy, thus sending price slgnalswhich better reflect 
the differing costs customers cause PG&E to incur, and furthermore, 
provides the area-specific data necessary for future targeting of 
customer energy efficiency (CEE) programs. However, we note that 
we shall direct PG&E to further refine its original proposal of 
breaking down its area study to the Transmission planning Area 
(TPA) and Distribution Planning Area (DPA) levels in its next GRC. 

We endorse the concept that more disaggregated data yields better 
and more equitable marginal costs for different customer classes. 
FOUrth, PG&E suggests using the present-worth costing methodology 
because it is the only method which estimates the opportunity cost 
of deferring T&O investments due to a change in load growth, taking 
into account both the timing and magnitude of such changes. Fifth, 
PG&E proposes to use regionally disaggregated as oppOsed to system 
average marginal customer costs and reflecting the different costs 
caused by new versus ongoing customers. Sixth, we will exclude' 
residual emission adders from"marginal energy costs for revenue 
allocation purposes. 

We acknOWledge that our discussion of these issues may 
frustrate some parties, particularly those that lose issues, given 
the brevity with which we will discuss them. We note that glver\ 
the voluminous briefing on this issue, we could have easily doubled 
the length of this decision for the area of marginal cost and 
revenue allocation alone. We have no wish to do so. Instead, 
we will focus on the new changes that we are adopting_ The 
criticisms hava been analyzed and considered carefully, even if not 
described in great length here. It is in large part due to these 
criticisms that part of our order is to instruct the CACD to set· 
workshops for interested parties to participate in developing 
tracking mechanisms tor capturing the results of the use ot this 
new method61ogy. We expect PG&E to cooperata tully with other 
parties in providing data as requested. We axpect PG&E to use 1991 
data for the workshops. We expect these workshops to conclude by 
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July 30, 1993. CACD shall submit a report inthls docket On the. 
workshop results by September 1, 19·93. Parties should state their 
positions for the workshop report on whether methodological changes 
need to be made before the next rate case. How we View this issue 
in PG&E's next GRC will be largely dependent on the level of 
cooperation PG&E provides to other parties. We will order PG&E to 
revisit this issue in its next GRC and report to us on the success 
o£ the changes it has made and further refinements that we will 
order today. 

In addition we note that today we are only adopting these 
methodological advancements in marginal cost for PG&E 1 not other 
utilities. Likewise, by adopting these changes today we are not 
suggesting that the current methodology may not be appropriate 
in other arenas (notably long-run marginal cost (LRMC) for gas). 
We note that we are embarking on the early stages of LRMC for gas 
whereas the electric side marginal cost has been in place for many 
years. The time is ripe for improvements on the electric side. We 
view our venture down the road that PG&E proposes as a trial run. 
We are willing to revisit the issue and perhaps change our 
decisions today based on further information. 

We note that we believe both PG&E and the agricultural 
class representatives have been responsive to the direction given 
by Commissioner Ohanian in PG&E's last GRC. 

~We have resolved to move rates toward EPMC for 
all classes, but I am not entirely comfortable 
with our treatment of agricultural customers. 
I look forward to the upcoming studies of not 
only specific agricultural rates but if 
possible our approach to these rates in . 
general.- (Concurring Opinion, 34 CPUC2d 199, 
490.) 

The agricultural class has argued for some time that the 
current marginal cost methodology puts an unfair burden on them 
vis-a-vis their movement towards EPMC. It is clear from the data 
presented by PG&E in this proceeding that that was in fact the 
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case. By btin<)ing marginal costs down to a more area-specific· 
- I . ' :-

level, and adopting present worth and VQS'methodologiest the 
agricultural class is closer to its EPMC targets than ever analyzed 
before. We note that our previous methodology, based on system
wide averages, failed to adequately account for geographic and 
class-based differences in service costs, and indicated that the 
agricultural class was between 30 and 60% away from its appropriate 
EPMC target. PG~E's showing today, with some modifications, 
indicates that the agricultural class is much closer to its EPMC 
target than previouslY indicated. Finally, we agree with the 
concerns raised by AECA and the Farm Bureau that there needs to be 
some special treatment of the agricultural class in the ongoing 
drought period. Therefore we will order CACD to hold workshops to 
address drought-related disruptions in the agricultural community 
with the goal being to develop an appropriate mechanism to address 
these concerns. Likewiset we agree with AECA that we shouid order 
PG&E to continue to investigate the validity of current methods of 

forecasting agricultural sales. 
Finally, we will adopt AECA/s recommendation that PG&E 

explore developing special drought-related standby rates for 
farmers who are forced to develop new well capacity as a result of 
water-scarce conditions. Unfortunately, we have no indication that 
the drought will not continue into 1993. It is clear from the 
record before us that California farmers are deserving of what 

reasonable relief we can provide them. 
We conclude that we can make no progress in the area of 

more accurate marginal cost pricing if we are not willing to take 
steps to mOve forward. We reject the recommendati6ns of the 
parties who suggested we should simply send PG&E back to -further 
study theseproposals.- At sOme point we must be willing to bite 
the bullet and move ahead with ideas that we believe are 
sufficiently developed for implementation. Our order of further 
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workshops and a report·· in the next GRC should adequateiyprbtect 
the concerns Of the parties wh.o have opposed these changes. 

We will now briefly discuss the pros and cons of th~ 
various components of PGSE's proposed changes. 

It may be presumed that on certain minor issues which : 
we do not discuss we have adopted pG&Eis recommendation. That 
adoption is based on a full and complete record. 

By way of introduction to the sections below we will 

quote frOm our last general rate case! 
"Marginal costs are the change in total costs 
resulting from a ~mall change in a specified 
element of the utility's operation. The 
general rate case considers three general types 
of marginal costs. Marginal capacity costs 
measure the costs that change with changes in 
kilowatts of.peak demand. Marginal energy . 
costs vary with changes in kilowatt-hours (kwh) 
of energy. Marginal customer costs are the 
costs of providing access to the utility . 
systems, meter-reading, and billing that change 
as the number of customers changes. 

"Economic theory teaches that prices should 
reflect marginal costs,- (34 CPUC2d 199, 31j) 
(1989).) 

26.2 Marginal Energy Costs 
Marginal energy costs are the per kilowatt-hour costs Of 

fuel, operation, and maintenance. At issue in this general rate 

case are six areast 
1) Whether to use a built-out or barebones 

resource plan, 

2) 

3) 

Whether the calculati6n should come from 
a single-year production cost simulation or 
an average of six one-year production cost 
simulations, 

Whether the commodity price of natural gas 
should be based on southwest prices or 
an average of all prices, 
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4) 

5) 

6) 

Whether the gas commodity cost should be 
forecast on a seasonal or annual basis, 

Whether the gas transport cost should be 
based on the lOflq-run marginal cost to PG&E 
as one compAny or whether it should be 
based on the cost to PG&E's UEG department, 
and 

How emission adders should be used. 

26.2.1 Resource Plant Barebones vs. Built-Out 
The proponents of PG&E's overall marginal cost changes 

believe that a built-out resource plan is a better method th~n the 
barebortes plan propOsed by the opponents. The issue goes to 
fundamental resource-planning philosophy. PG&E proposes to employ 
a built-out reSource plan that includes all potential supply and 
demand resource additions which are found to be cost-effective 
using commission-approved methods. PG&E'S resource plan includes 
uncommitted OSM programs which DRA's barebones resource plan 
excludes. PG&E's uncommitted DSM resources are cost-effective 
pursuant to PG&E's -two-stage test.- This test is consistent with 
the CPUC/CEC joint standard practice. For supply-side resources, 
PG&E starts with a barebones plan and then includes new supply':'side 
resources only after they have met the iterative cost-effectiveness 
methodology (ICEK) test. PG&E argues that by using this 
commission-approved procedure, only cost-effective supply-side 
resource additions are included in its built-out resource plan. 

On the other hand ORA, CLECA, and TURN believe that 
a barebones resource plan will produce marginal costs that will 
encourage the development of demand-side management and provide 
an equivalent basis to ev~luate both supply- and demand-side 
resources. PG&E argues that none of th~se parties have 
demonstrated how the barebones plan-bas~d marginal costs will 
achieve their intentions. The opponents argue in favor of 
a barebones resource plan because it excludes resources not yet 
committed to be built. They recommend the use of a barebones 
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resource plan· s6 that s.upply;;'s!de re'sources and companY-S(>6nsored 
.dernAnd-slde mana9~merit and c6ilservatiOnaffotts ate also evaluated 
against t'he same ;resources. 

We agceewith the proponents·· that Use ofa barebones 
iesourceplan does not appear to·result in the goals advocated by 
oRA, based on. the evidence presented ttl this proceeding. ThEn:'efote 
we will Adopt PG&E'S built~6ut resource plan to develop marginal. 
costs because it more accurately represents how PG&E plans and 
operates a system. In oui DSMOIR/OII, we are9"u:rently examining 
methOds to develop a common yardstick for evaluating supply and 
demand-side resources. FOr purpOses of devel6ping marginal cOsts 
in this proceeding, however/·we adopt PG&E's proposed approach. 
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26.2.2 Gas CommOdity costs 
All parties who have taken a position on this issue; . with 

the exception of CLECA, recommend that southwest gas prices 00 used 
because -It is reasonable to assume long-term delivered southwest 
prices will be a proxy for supplies delivered by other interstate 
pipelines.- (Exhibit 203.) This is an issue because the 
predominant marginal fuel on PG&E's electric system is natural gas. 
Therefore, this is an impOrtant assumptlonfor estimating marginal 
energy costs. PG&E and ORA agree that Southwest gas acts as a· 
price leader for both canadian and california source gas. 

on the other hand t CLECA alone proposes that a simple 
average of canadian, california, and Southwest gas prices be used 
for estimating the marginal commodity cost of gas. (Exhibit 330.) 

We agree with PG&E and all the other parties who address 
this issue that it makes more sense to use the price leader, 
the southwest, to set the adopted natural gas price for purposes 
of marginal energy cost analysis. Therefore, we will adopt PG&E's 

recommendation. 
26.2.3 Commodity cost Forecast 

All parties that took a position on this issue, with 
the exception of CLECA, agree with PG&E that a monthly gas price 
forecast should be used to ref:le-ct recurring seasonal patterns 
in commodity prices. PG&E observes that gas commodity prices 
increase in the winter and decrease in the summer. The variation 
from the highest month to the lowest month is about 27%, clearly a 
significant difference worth reflecting in marginal energy costs. 

CLECA alone proposes using a constant annual price. 
CLECA acknowledges that the spot price increases in the winter 
but believes that PG&E's electric department actually maximizes its 
usage in the summer. PG&E points out that this may be helpful in 
estimating the average cost of gas but it is irrelevant for 
estimating the incremental cost of gas, which is the pOint of 

marginal cost analysis. 
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We agree with PGt.E that given the recurring patternco!· 
monthly gas price increases and decreaseS and the expected size 
of the variation, monthly gas prices provide important· detail 
for improving the accuracy of marginal energy costs. Therefore; 
we will adopt PG&E1s monthly estimates of the incremental COriUn6dity 

cost of gas. 
26.2.4 Gas Transport cost 

On this issue, DRA joins PG&E, the Farm Bureau, and 
Cal-SLA in the position that long-run marginal cost (LRMC) of 
gas transport should be used to evaluate supply-side resource 
options. PG&E argues that the long-run marginal cost of gas 
transport approximates the cost of gas transport that PG&E incurs 
to meet a small increment of demand. For this proceeding, PG&E 
used an internal gas LRMC study. When a final decision is issued 
in the current gas LRMC proceeding (1.86-06-005) on gas marginal 
costs,.PG&E will use the forecast adopted for future supply and 

demand cost-effectiveness analysis. 
CLECA, joined by TURN, believes that PG&E's proposed 

transportation cost is outdated. Rather, they believe that the 
incremental cost of intrastate transportation to PG&E's electric 
department is best reflected in the UEG transportation rate 
determined by the Commission in PG&E's BCAp proceeding. 

(Exhibit 330.) 
We disagree with CLECA and TURN and find PG&E and DRA's 

arguments more compelling on this issue. We will adopt long-run 
marginal cost as the appropriate methodology to develop the gas 

transport costs. 
26.3 Marginal Generation capacity costs 

Marginal generation capacity costs are those incremental 
costs for generation which result from inoremental load growth. 
These costs are expressed in dollars per kilowatt of each new 
kilowatt of demand occurring on the PG&E system. PG&E proposes 
adoption of a definition of marginal generation capacity costs 
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in this proceedinq which is based on generation-r~lated shortage 
costs which may, in a probablistic sense, be experienced by 
customers given PG&E's resource planning efforts. Thus, the 
controversy focuses on PG&E's proposal for adoption of its value of 
service methodology. 
26.3.1 Resource Plant Barebones vs. Built-Out 

We have alr"eady discussed the merits of the two 
approaches. We will be consistent and adopt the built-out resource 
plan approach advocated by PG&E, the Farm Bureau, AECA, and cal-sLA 
for development Of marginal generation capacity costs also. 
26.3.2 pacific Northwest Intertie AssUmptions 

PG&E and oRA have reached agreement on the amount of firm 
Northwest resources that should be included for the calculation of 
marginal generation capacity costs. PG&E and DRA propose to use 
the firm Northwest contracts which haVe been adopted by the CEG in 
its 1990 Electricity Report (ER-90), plus a lOO-megawatt contract 
between Western Area power Administration and pacificCorp that was 
executed subsequent to the adoption of ER-90. In addition to firm 
contracts, ER-90 also adopted the use of 700 megawatts of ·spot
capacity by PG&E for reliability planning purposes. The total 
capacity agreed to by ORA and PG&E is 1588 megawatts for the 1993 
test year. 

Both TURN and CLECA agree that ER-90 assumptions are 
appropriate but come up with total megawatt capacity that is 
larger. The difference between the parties arises from the issue 
of the proper amount of firm Northwest contracts from ER-90 that 
should be considered. PG&E believes it is improper to include 
contracts with entities outside of PG&E's planning area. 

We agree with PG&E and ORA that their assumptions 
regarding use of the PAcific Northwest Intertie for firm and spot 
capacity are the most reasonable presented. Therefore, we will 
adopt those assumptions. 
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26.3.3 Fossil unit Availability 
A total of 930 megawatts from PG&E '.s oil and gas 

generation plants which are currently operating are propOsed 
for standby status by the end of the year ~OOO. PG&E and DRA agtee 
that these units should be included in the calculation of marginal 
generation capacity costs, starting with the 1993 test year, and 
removed from the calculation only when they are actually sched~led 

to be placed on long-term standby. 
TURN and CLECA disagree. CLECA has proposed that units 

designated for long-term standby status in the longer term should 
not be included in the determination of the six-year Energy 
Reliability Index (ERI) forecast. CLECA suggests that many of 
these units may be retired sooner than projected in part due to 
requirements to comply with air quality standards. 

We agree with PG&E and DRA that it is more appropriate to 
include these fOssil units at this time for calculation of marginal 
generation capacity costs. while these units may go into standby 

status, they have not yet. 
26.3.4 SMUll's Loads and ResOurces in Planning 

PG&E included SMUD's loads and resources in PG&E'S 
planning area for purposes of its reliability analysis and to 
compute marginal generation capacity costs. In agreement with 
PG&E's treatment of SMUD loads are the CEC, ORA, and the Farm 
Bureau. PG&E argues that its inclusion of SMUD's loads and 
resources in determination of its target reserve margin is 
technically correct. FG&E contends that proper reliability· 
planning requi~e5 that a utility consider the probability that it 
will receive reserve suppOrt from its neighbors. PG&E points out 
that because of SMUD's size and the fact that the PG&E service 
territory completely encircles SMUD'sl the SHUD system is easier to 

model than other neighbors. 
TURN and CLECA ptopose that it is more appropriate to 

exclude SHUD loads and resources. TURN asserts that PG&E's reserve 
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fact TURN . 

that PGt.E 
1990 when 

sharing with SMUD is limited. As evidence of this 
prese~ted newspaper articles which it alleges show 
refused to provide SHUD with reserves in August of 
the tJacific Intertie was temporarily unoperational due to fires. 
However, our record indicates that these articles never mentioned 
whether SMUD actually requested emergency power from PG&E. 

(RT 42t3982-3983.) 
We find the arguments to include SKUD far mOre compelling 

than the arguments of ~URN and CLECA to exclude SMUD for planning 
purposes. ~herefore, we will adopt the viewpoint of the majority 

of the parties. 
26.3.5 value of Service Approach vs. ERI-Adjusted 

combustion Turbine P~oXy 

PG&E's proposal to use a vos approach in the develOpment 
of marginal generation capacity costs has divided the parties into 
two camps. Some of the opponents to PG&E's approach argue that 
while the concept of vos has merit; it is not yet ready to adopt. 
PG&E and its supporters disagree. 

PG&E argues that vos is clearly superior to the ERI-
adjusted combustion turbine (CT) proxy method currently used by 
this Commission. PG&E argues that its vos methodology results in 
reasonable marginal generation capAcity costs of $5.24 per 
kilowatt-year for test year 1993. PG&E points out that this figure 
was developed using PG&E's VOS methodology based on sound economic 
principles by explicitly considering both the value to PG&E's 
customers of additional system reliability and its cost to PG&E. 

PG&E points out that the Commission has accepted the use 
of the CT proxy in absence of a methodology that directly measures 
capacity value. In the past, the commission has instructed PG&E to 
investigate means of estimating capacity costs that did not rely on 
the use of a proxy. The Commission has complimented PG&E on its 
efforts in the past although it has rejected VOS previously as 

being premature. 

- 246 -

• 



-; 

A.91-11-036 et a1. AW/K.H/vdl· 

PG&E argues it has corrected any deficiencies that 
existed in its prior presentation of the VOS method. Further, 
PG&E notes that in addition to the parties that support its 
immediate adoption (California Water Agencies, the Farm Bureau; 
Cal-SLA, and AECA), DRA suppOrts the V0S concept in principle. 

Briefly, PG&E's proposed VOS method uses customer surveys 
from which average customer outage costs are determined on a dollAr 
per kilowatt-hour basis. A system average cost for each tyPe 6f . 
outage is then determined. A reliability model is used to estimate 
expected unserved energy (EUE) given assumptions about loads and 
availability of resources. The product of system average customer 
outage costs and EUE avoided by an increment of capacity addition 
produces a marginal generation capacity cost, with the underlying 
resource planning objective being to equate customer outage costs 
with the cost of additional capacity. 

PG&E supports the vos methOd because it is the only known 
method that measures and uses generation-related shortage costs 
directly in determining marginal generation capacity costs. 
Further, PG&E argues that the VOS method furthers important 
marginal costing policy goals. First, the use of voS in utility 
planning promotes economic ~£ficiency. Second, VOS is consistent 
with current adopted planning methodologies for resource planning. 
The CEe uses vos in practice for its resource planning. PG&E 
argues it is a logical extension for the CPUC to adopt VOS and 
to apply it to revenue allocation and rate design. Finally, 
PG&E points out that 'lOS methodology provides stable results •. , 

In addition to the concerns parties express that the 
studies or the customer surveys used to develop VOS are not yet 
sophisticated enough, there are other criticisms raised against 
adoption of the VOS methodology. CLECA in particular strongly 
disagrees with the use of the VOS approach for developing marginal 
costs and revenue allocation. CLECA disagrees that it is apparent 
that there is a link between resource planning and the other areas. 
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'I'he Ct:UK of CLECA· s criticism of the VOS methodology· for marqinal . 
cost and t:~venue allocation purposes is that there is no fie¢ 
marketplace for electric service. CLECA contends that because 
PG&E has no choice as to its provider of electricity that this 
concept of value, on which the vos methodology is based l does not 
make sense in the context of a monopoly service. CLECAis witness 
dismissed value of service as intellectually interesting brit fairly 

irrelevant. CRT 45*4281-4282.) 
TheAECA, while supporting PG&E·s VOS proposal, requests 

the Coromission to go one step further and apply the VOS approach 
to class-specific marginal genet:ation capacity costs. By dOing so, 
AECA argues that the Commission would correct the interclass 
subsidies that currently exist as a result Of the use of system
wide averages to determine reliability needs. presently, according 
to AECA, those classes demanding low genet:Ation reliability ate 
subsidizing classes which require a higher level of generation 
reliability. AECA points out that PG&E·s analysis makes it clear 
that the agricultural and residential classes have long been 
subsidizing the supply reliability of other customer classes. 

Finally, FEA believes that rather than an ERI-adjusted CT 
proxy, the full cost of the combustion turbine should be used for 
development of marginal generation capAoity costs. 

While we are sympathetic with the nervousness expressed 
by the parties opposing the VOS methodology, ","e think overall that 
the arguments made by the parties in favor of th~ methodological 
changes have more merit. This is the cAse particularly in light 6£ 
our concern that the ERI CT proxy is just thati a proxy until a 

better methodology is developed. 
DRA in particular recommended additional areas where 

VOS should be developed before adoption. However, the Farm Buteau 
and PG&E counter that there is nothing gained by waiting for 
progress in refinement because the end t:esult will not change. 
We believe given the level of work done by PG&E in this at:ea, 
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• combined with the support of other parties, that nOw is the time 
to proceed to adopt this methodological change. As for other 
changes we make today, we proceed On a trial basis, with workshops 
and a report back in the next GRC as to the success of these 
methodological changes. These caveats should relieve the concerns 
expressed by the parties that oppose the adoption of the VOS 

methodology. 
Finally as to AECA's proposal that PG&E's vos approach 

should he applied on a class-specific basis, we believe that is not 
sufficiently developed at this time for adoption. This will be one 
of the areas that we will direct PG&E and other parties to address 
in workshops prior to the next GRC. 
26.3.6 Combustion Turbine Cost 

Despite our adoption of the vas methodology, we als6 need 
to adopt a combustion turbine cost in this GRC. The Cogeneration 
Service Bureau has reached agreement with PG&E on a combustion 
turbine cost of $66.12 per kilowatt-year. The large industrial 
class representatives support this number and ORA has adopted it in 
its reply brief. Therefore, for the purposes of OF pricinq, we 
will adopt $66.12 per kilowatt-year for the combustion turbine 
cost. 
26.4 Marginal Transmission capacity Costs 
26.4.1 Splitting Transmission costs into Bulk and Area Components 

All parties except CLECA, IU, and FEA agree that it is 
more appropriAte to compute marginal costs separately for bulk 
and area transmission. PG&& has shown that bulk transmission 
expenditures are caused"by system peak load, whereas area 
transmission expenditures are caused by peak load growth in 
a particular area. Therefore, the parties who support PG&E 
acknowledge that the splitting of these two components results in 
more accurate marginal costs by reflecting these different 
causative factors. 
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CLECA developed two main arguments against this proposal. 
First, CLECA argues that using a voltage distinction is arbitrary 
and not suitable for spiitting transmission into bulk and area, 
and secondly, that load growth in one area on the transmission 
system may cause investment in another area on the transmission 
system. PG&E successfully rebutted both 6£ these points. 

We agree with PG&E and the majority of partiesth~t 
system peak growth cAuses bulk transmission expenditures and area 
load growth causes area transmission investment. Therefore, it is 
more appropriate for PG&E to distinguish between bulk and area 
transmission for purposes of estimating marginal cost. 

The AECA goes One step further and requests that the 
marginal cost of bulk transmission be set at zero. AECA argues 
that it is quite likely that all additional truhsmission capacity 
over the next ten years will be added to reduce energy costs. 
GiVen PG&E's capacity-rich situation, AECA believes it is extremely 
unlikely that new transmission will be connecting to neW generating 
plants as a means to garner additional capacity. As a result, AECA 
concludes that any such connections must be assumed to be energy
rather than capacity-related, Hence its conclusion that the 
marginal cost of bUlk transmission should be zero. 

PG~E disagrees with AECA's argument that there should be 
zero bulk marginal transmission capacity costs. PG&E points out 
that projects such as the Bulk System Reactive support project are 
caused by peak system load growth on the transmission system and 
are not related to qeneration tie facilities. Therefore, PG&E 
argues that its bulk transmission costs, which properly reflect 
such bulk transmission investments, should be adopted in lieu of 

the zero cost figure advanced by AECA. 
We agree with PG&E that the zero cost figure is not 

appropriate for adoption at this time. We will adopt PG&E's 

recommendation in this area. 
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26.4.2 Generation Tie in Bulk Transmission 
Generation tie cos"ts result from interconnecting 

generation sources to the transmission network. Unlike the 
expenditures included by PG&E in estimating transmission costs, 
generation tie expenditures are only incurred when new generating
resources are added to PG&E's system. As a result PG&E proposes 
to exclude generation tie expenditures when estimating bulk 
transmission costs. Joining PG&E are AECA, the Farm Bureau, 
and ACWA. Not surprisingly, opposing PG&E on this issue are ORA, 

CLECA, lU, and FEA. 
By definition, generation tie-related transmission 

expenditures are only added when generation is added and a major 
factor determining the expenditure amounts is the location of 
the generation. Hence, PG&E argues that generation tie costs are 
generation-related and should be excluded when estimating marginal 
transmission costs, for which the causative factor is peak load 
9rowth on the transmission system. An argument already mentioned 
by AECA supports this position, stating that PG&E's current 
generation capacity-rich situation makes it unlikelY that new " 
transmission will be connecting to new generating plants. 

The opposing parties all argue that generation tie costs 
are demand-related and therefore should be included in marginal 
transmission costs. Further, PG&E does not identify any future 
generation tie facilities currently projected. 

We agree with PG&E and its supporters that it more 
appropriately prices marginal transmission costs by excluding 

generation tie costs. 
26.4.3 Area Transmission costing Approach 

PG&E has identified 25 large load growth-related 
transmission projects which are pl~nned over a ten-year forecast 
horizon. PG&E p~oposes using these projects as part of the 
estimation of marginal transmission costs. In addition, PG&E 
proposes to allocate the cost of area transmission projects based 
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on the substations where the load growth is forecast to occur 
for purpOses of revenue allocation. Transmission planning 
projects (TPPS) are developed as a result of the identification of 
the specific problem to be solved by local area transmission 
planners. Each TPP has a distinct study area and PG&E's 
transmission planners identify the substations which are 
experiencing the load growth and where the need to construct each 
of these TPPs is located. PG&E has estimated the marginal cost 
associated with TPPs by applying the present-worth method to the 
estimated installed future costs of these facilities. (Exhibit 

207.) 
Along with these identified TPPs, of which there are 25 

in this GRC, a significant portion of load growth-related 
investment on the area transmission system is not specifically 
identified. These are generally projects which separately cost 
less than $1 million and are referred to as background investment. 
PG&E's calculation procedure starts by forecasting these background 
investments from 1990 to 2000. Then pG&E uses the present-worth 
method to estimate the marginal capacity costs. Although PG&E 
recognizes that area transmission nonspecific background investment 
varies by area, for this proceeding PG&E presents one background 
investment value for the whole PG&E system. This is a change from 
PG&E's original proposal of allocating annuals to the 110 
transmission planning areas (TPAs). While PG&E still expects that 
this area-specific detail may result in more accurate marginal 
cost, it believes this level of detail was not necessary for use in 
this GRC. Therefore, PG&E has withdrawn that part of its proposal 
in an effort to relieve the burden from certain intervenors in 

analysis. 
PG&E's estimate of marginal area transmission cost is 

$10.10 per kilowatt-year on a system-average basis, which is the 
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• sum of the TPP-based marginal cost estimate of $6.29 par kiiowatt~ 
year and the background investment-based mar9inal cost estimate of 

$3.81 per kilowatt-year. 
On the other hand, DRA proposes estimating area 

transmission costs on a system basis. Since DRA did not use the 
25 area transmission projects, it did not use this detail fbr 
purpOses Of- its revenue allocation proposals. In addition, the DRA 
uses the regression/real economic carrying charge (RECC) method to 
arrive at its estimate of $17.82 per kilowatt-year. The Farm 
Bureau, AECA, and cal-SLA all support PG&E's original proposal. 
While PG&E points out that it still supports in principle its 
original disaggregated costing propOsal, PG&E points out that the 
impact of moving from PG&E's original propOsal using TPAs and 
distribution planning areas (DPAs) to the current propOsal for 
transmission and distribution (T&D) costs is small. In fact the 
largest impact is an increase in the allocated cost to the 

agricultural class of 1.8%. 
While our overall goal in changing marginal cost 

methodology is to improve the accuracy of the numbers, in this 
instance, we will go with PG&E'g aitered proposal. HoweVer, we 
wish PG&E to continue to pursue its breakdown to the TPA levels for 
its next GRC. We find the objections raised to fail to outweigh 

the benefits set forth by PG&E. 
26.5 Marginal Primary Distribution capacity Costs 

PG&E proposes that marginal distribution capacity costs 
be based on its 13 old operating divisions. PG&E argues that at 
this level of disaggregation, the resultlrtC} marginal-c6sts are 
significantly more accurate than they would have been using system 
marginal costs because substantial cost differences In each of 
these 13 geographic areas can be reflected, but are still 
manageable enough to be easily used by other parties and in revenue 

allocation. 
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In its original showing, PG&E hoped to estimate marginal a 

distribution capacity costs by its 201 distribution plann_ing areas. .. 
This is because PG&E's distribution is planned and operated by 
these 201 relatively independent load centers. 

Much attention was spent in the heAring room developing 
the record that distribution planning and operation is clearly on 
a DPA basis and that constraints in one DPA cannot be permanently 
relieved by using distribution capacity in another area. Thus, 
this provides the conceptual basis for PG&E's area disaggregation 
of marginal distribution c6sts. 

PG&E points out that in order to accommodate DRA and 
certain other intervenors' concerns about the amount of detailed 
data to be reviewed under its initial 201 DPA proposal, the 
reduction t6 its 13 former operating divisions already represents a 
substantial compromise. PG&E argues that its 13-division proposal 
yields a more accurate allocation to the customer classes than does 
a single system average figure. PG&E argues that while its 
original 201 DPA disaggregation yields more accurate reSUlts than 
the I3-division proposal, in PG&E's view that additional accuracy 
is probably not needed for the specific applications in this case. 

PG&E argues that area detail for distribution is 
important to retain because marginal distribution costs comprise 
a large percentage of the total marginal costs attributable to 
capital ekpenditures. In fact, in PG&E's original 201 DPA 
analysis, costs ranging from zero in areas experiencing no load 
growth to over $100 per kilowatt-year in high-growth Areas we~e 
observed. (RT 34*3030-3031.) PG&E points out that the range is 
less under the I3-division proposal, but still shows substantial 
geographlc dlfferences in marginal costs across PG&E's service 
territory. 

The oppOnents to PG&E's overall program believe that 
marginal primary distribution capacity cost should still be 
determined on a systemwide basis. Likewise, the agricultural class 
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and ACWA would like the Commission to adopt PG&E'S original 
proposal of disaggregation to the 201 ~PA level. We think PG&E's 
secondary proposal is a reasonable compromise at this time between 
the two extremes. As we stated regarding the 110 TPA 
disaggregAtion, we would like PG&E to continue to pursue this 
disaggregation for its next GRC. workshops will be held in the· 
interim to allow intervening parties to develop a comfort level 
with this level of disaggregation. We believe that the increase in 
accuracy that has been indicated by the record developed in this 
proce~ding makes the efforts which all parties will have to expend 
in this area worthwhile. For now, we will adopt PG&E's 13-division 

approach. 
26.5.1 Distribution Expenditures 

PG&E proposes dividing distribution expenditures into 
large projects, as identified by distribution planners, and small~r 
background investments which remain relatively constant from year 
to year (annuals). PG&E proposes to use forecasts of upcoming 
large distribution projects, where the survey data from the 
distribution planners indicated that this was appropriate, while 
using historical accounting data to project the smaller and more 
stable annuals. PG&E argues thaL the use of forecasts forlarg~ 
projects reflects the location and magnitude of these costs much 
more accurately than historical accounting data alone. PG&E 
acknowledges that, while it is evident that investment plans are 
subject to revision, it is equally evident that area distribution 
planners can anticipate the timing and magnitude of large projects 
because of their knowledge of local distribution capability and 
local load growth. Because the development of marginal cost 
requires a look into the futurej PG&E believes its proposal using 
future plans forms a better basis for estimating future large 
project-related costs than would using simple extrapolations 
derived from recorded accounting data. 
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The oppOsition once again disagrees, argulng.that 
aggregate distribution expendit.ures are a better estimatiOn 
mechanism. DRA argues that the current system of estimating 
distribution expenditures by correlating system load-related costs 
over a ls-year period (10 years historical and 5 years fotecasted) 
is a superior method to PG&E's recommended change. ORA argues that 
PG&Eis propOsal, based more heavily on forecasting, has a greater 
potential for inaccuracies and personal bias than already exists. 
ORA believes that large one-time-only transmission and distribution 
investm~nts should not be closelY associated with load growth over 

short time periods. 
We believe, in keeping with our overall commitment to 

give PG&E's proposed changes a.trial in this GRC cycle, that its 
propOsal is justified. We believe pG&E's foreward-looking approach 
will have greater accuracy in estimating marginal primary 

distribution capacity costs. 
26.5.2 Number of Years of Historical Accounting Data for Estimate 

PG&E used seven years of historical data. at the 13-
division level to forecast the marginal costs associated with 

annuals are small 
meet l6ad growth. 
PG~E altered its original 

the distribution annuals. (Once again, 
investments indistributton capacity to 
They are not identified individually.) 
proposal, where its forecast was based on only one year's worth of 
data. still supportin9 the use of one year of data are ARCA, ACNA, 

the Farm Bureau, and Cal-SLAt 
PG&E expanded its base to seven years in response to the 

criticism of the other parties that wanted to use the traditional 

ten years of historic data. 
We believe PG&E's use of seven years of data is a good 

compromise and yet is in keeping with its overall effort to make 
mar9 ina1 costs more forward-looking. 
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2646 Marginal SecondarvDistribution capacity Costs 
Estimates for marginal secondary distribution capacity 

costs were not discussed at length in this prOceeding; however, 
it's reasonable to assume that the parties have the same positions 
with respect to marginal secondary distribution capacity costs as . . 

they do for marqinal primary distribution capacity costs. PG&E 
propOses adoption of estimates of ongoing and new business 
secondary distribution marginal capacity costs calculated by 
division usinq the present-worth method. DRA appears to propose 
estimates of ongoing secondary distribution marginal capacity costs 
as a system average using the currently adopted regression or REte 
method. As we did in the primary distribution capacity costs we 

will adopt PG&E's proposal. 
26.7 present worth VB. Regression/Real Economic 

Carrying Charge (REee) Methods 

This is an area of major contention between the two 
camps. PG&E proposes that marginal transmission and distribution 
capacity costs should be estimated using the present worth (PH) 
method instead of the currently adopted method. PG&E argueS that 
the present worth method uses a resource plan to estimate the 
marginal capacity costs. This method calculates the difference 
in total cost of meeting a change in loAd that begins next year 
instead of this year. This means that if there is a reduction in 
demand that pOstpones the need for the next investment, it will 
postpone the need for all future investments as long as demand is 

reduced. (Exhibit 100.) 
PG&E argues that its prOpOsed PW method represents a 

significantly more accurate method of capturing the actual value of 
capacity to PG&E's customers. The basis for using the PW method to 
estimate the value of T&O capacity is that it emulates the planning 
process that actually occurs in the development of distribution 
capacIty expansion plans. PG&E plans for a level of capacity 
sufficient to meet expected load growth over a number of years. 

- 257 -



. . " 

. . " 

"A.91-11-03"6et at. . ALJ/K.H/vdl 

PG&:E points out that to the extent that load is expected to gl"°'!'ll" 
investments are often 1arqer than necessary to mee~ short-term 
needs to take advantaqe of economies of· scale. However changes in 
load generally result in deferral of planned investments. PG&E 

argues that the value of this deferral is captured dil"ectly by the 
PW method. This value changes from year to year as the opportunity 
to defer different levels of investment changes from year to year. 

On the other hand, the currently adopted method uses 
a regression approach to estimate the marginal investment 
per kilowatt of peak demand. It then amortizes the marginal 
investment by multiplying the marginal investment cost by the RECC. 
This approach is favored by ORA, CLECA, FEA, and 10. TURN takes no 

position on this issue. 
Under the current method, the marginal cost for each type 

of capacity is developed using the same regression method. First 
the annual cumulative investment for the portiOn of the T&D system 
under study for ten histol"ical years and five forecasted years is 
identified. Then the cumulative change in loads during that same 
period of time is identified. The cumulative costs are regressed 
against cumulatiVe loads and the slope of the resulting line 
l"epresents the marginal costs of capacity for the portion of 
the T&D system under study. The marginal cost in dollars 
per kilowatt is then levelized using the RECC factor. This method 
creates an annual amount in dollars per kilowatt-year that is 
equivalent in real terms to the investment in dollars per kilowatt. 
Ongoing eXpenses such as A&G and O&M are added to the annual 

amount. 
Thus, the existing RECC method captures the' full cost, 

rather than the deferral value, 6f generation capacity costs 
amortized over each year of the life of the asset. PG&E argues 
that the full cost of an investment is equivalent to the permanent 
deferral value of an investment to perpetuity. PG&E does not 
believe that the lifetime of changes in demand that are represented 
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by typical consumer choices, like the purchase of efficient 
refrigerators; or the majority of end-use loads, haVe infinite 
lifetimes. PG&E arques that the PW method can be used to specify 
the number of deferral yearS that is appropriate for the 
application. PG&E believes its choice of 11 years is closer to 
the variety of bOth long- and short-run changes in demand that 
are reflected in consumer choices of energy-using equipment. 

PG&E argues that the PW method produces a more accurate 
estimate of the actual Value of capacity at any specific pOint 
in time, or as an average over the course of the plan. PG&E 
believes it is clear that the PW method represents a significantly 
more accurate method for estimating the value of capacity for 
actual distribution plans in area-serving loads where the duration 
of the change in demand is finite. PG&E concludes that the 
PW method alone accounts for future replacement of investments 
and discounts future investments to the present. 

The opposing parties are generally against what they view 
as more reliance on forecasting under PG&E's proposal than under 
the current methodology- Likewise, the opposition argues that the 
current methodology renders its results less sensitive to data 

errors. 
we will adopt PG&E's present worth method for estimating 

marginal transmission and distribution costs. By doing so in this 
decision, we are not determining that this is necessarily the 
appropriate approach to use in our long-run marginal cost gas 
proceeding, because the records developed in these two cases are 
different. We agree with PG&E that the PW method captures the 
lumpiness 6f capacity additions to the T&D system. Secondly, th~ 
PW method does not assume the change in demand which drives 
capacity additions lasts forever. A third reason for adopting the 
pW method is that it makes use of data that is lorw~rd-lookin9· 
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We find that the record in support Of the methodological 
change developed in this proceedin'g is full and cOIDplete and 
justifies our adoption of the present worth method. 
26.8 Marginal Customer Costs 

PG&E proposes region-specific costs because they are more 
accurate than system-average costs for four reasons. First, 
region-specific costs better reflect regional variations i~ 
pOpulation and housing density. Second, they reflect the extent of 

overhead versus underground installations in such regions. Third, 
different transformer sizes, due to at least in part different 
climates in each region, are reflected. And fourth, for the 
residential class, the relative percentages of single- versus 
multi-family dwellings in each of PG&E's six regions is a factor. 

Once again, the line-up of the parties on this issue 1s 
the same, with DRA, TURN, and the large industrial class 
representatives recommending that marginal customer costs stay on a 

system-average basis. 
The oppOsition states that the use of region-specific 

customer costs are not necessary because the cost differences fbr 
IDany classes of customers are not that large. Furthermore, these 
cost differences are rendered minimal by the revenue allocation 
process. (Exhibit 330.) 

PG&E counters this argument by stating that for every 
customer class for which region-specific values are proposed, 
significant variation is shown with the possible exception of 
CLECA's members (the E-20 class). 

In addition PG&E's proposal is criticized because 
for marginal customer costs six regions are proposed for 
disaggregation, rather than 13 divisions. However, the proponents, 
in other areas, also object to the 13-division disaggregations. 

We believe it is important to maintain consistency 
in our overall support of PG'E's move to more dlsaggregated data. 
However, we do not believe that this means that for each category 
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.' or issu~we mustdisa<jgregate the data to the, same degree. 
, . 

PG~E'S reasons for d!saggregating marginal customer co~ts to region 
rather'than division levels are justified. Likewise th.ecriticisms 
raised by the opposition are not compelling. We will adopt PG&E'g 
recommendation for mar9inal customer costs to be determined on 

a six-region basis. 
27.Reve~ue Allocation 

OVerall PG&E's revenue allocation proposals mirror the 
changes PG&E has made to marginal cost methodology. PG&E's 
proposed revenue allocation continues to use the Commission's 
adopted equal percentage of marginal cost (EPMC) methodology for 
allocating PG&E's total reVenue requirement among the variOUS 
classes. PG&E argues that its proposal makes substantial 
advancements in calCUlating the marginal cost reVenues which 
determine these allocations. specifically PG&E proposes three 

"major improvements in the determination of class marginal cost 

reVenues: 
1) 

2) 

3) 

The use of the VaS-based generation 
capacity costs; 

The incorporation of area-specific costs 
and loads; and ' 

The calculation of marginal cus~omer costs 
based on the incremental cost of providing 
customer access. 

PG&E argues that all three of these changes provide m6re 
accurate estimates of PG&E's costs to serve its various customer 
classes, thereby promoting a more accurate and equitable allocation 
scheme. PG&E argues that since marginal costs were first adopted 
more than a decade ago by this C6mmission, the estimating 
methodology has been constantly evolving. PG&E believes that the 
changes it has prOpOsed in this proceeding produce accurate 
marginal costs which better reflect PG&E's true marginal cost of 
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serVice and marginal cost tevenue requirement than do prior 

methOds. 
Overall, we agree with PG&E's representations and 

analysis that the changes we are adopting today to marginal cost 
methodologies as they relate to revenue allocation issues in fact 
create a more accurate picture. We note that by doing so the 
picture as to how close different customer classes are to EPMC has 
altered. The one customer class which receives the higgest impact 
from these changes is the agricultural class. In the past the 
agricultural class has disputed the old methodolOgy's results 
concerning the agricultural class'S distance from EPMC. The 
showing by PG&E, AECA, and the Farm Bureau in this proceeding 
indicates that the agricultural class's objections to the prior 
methodology \<tere well founded. The agricultural class is far 
closer to EPMC using the more accurate and refined methodologies 
presented in this case than was eVer thought before. 

27.1 Marginal Energy Costs 
27~1.1 Residual Emission Adders 

PG&E believes that emission adders should not be included 
in marginal costs used for revenue allocation. The lineup Of other 
parties ort this issue is different than ort most issues. DRA, 
joined by the farm representatives, TURN, and the ACWA all believe 
that 25\ of the residual emission adder should be used in marginal 
energy costs for revenue allocation purposes. 

PG&E and the industrial users' representatives oppose the 
inclusion of such social costs in its revenue allocation because it 
argues that the prices of customers' alternatives do not similarly 
reflect these costs. PG&E believes this is contrary to its stated 
policy that mar9inal costs should reflect a competitive market 
situation. The proponents of inclusion of emission adders pOint 
out that many aspects of rate-making lead to distortions in revenue 
allocation, the major one being the requirement to allow PG&E the 
opportunity to earn its full revenue requirement, since it is 
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approximately twice marginal cost revenues. TURN and AECA argue 
that the Conunission should take the necessary steps to further its 
policies on externalities and include them in the calculation of 
marginal energy costs for purposes of revenue allocation. 

~e concur with PG&E; CLECA, IU, CMA, and FEA that it is 
inappropriate to include residual emission adders for revenue 
allocation purpOses at this time. We agree with CLECA that 
emission adders have a potentially larqe impact on the allocation 
of reVenue requirement between the several customer classes. 
Further, we are concerned that the inclusion of adders in the 
marginal energy cost for revenue allocation purposes would 
substantially increase the risk of bypass, PG&E correctly points 
out that its customers l alternatives do not include these costs. 

The subject of emission adders is one that is worthy of 
further study but not ready for implementation at this time. 
27.1.2 Orte- or Six-Year Average 

On this issue DRA stands alone in recommending a six-year 
average marginal energy cost. PG&E and all other parties who took 
a position on this issue agree that a one-year marginal energy cost 
allows marginal energy costs in the future to reflect changes in 
gas prices, the resource plan, and in the forecast of hydroelectric 
generation. These Updated forecasts will result in more accurate 
marginal energy costs than DRA's methodology. We agree with the 
parties that the one-year marginal energy cost is a more accurate 
figure. 
27.1.3 Area-Specific Loss Factors 

PG&E argues that its area-specific loss fact6rs are 
reasonable and should be adopted. It points out that one of the 
primary advancements it has proposed in this proceeding is the 
incorporation of area-specific information to achieve greater 
accuracy in marginal costing. We note that we have agreed with 
this analysis in resolution of many other issues, and intend to do 
so here. 
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Once again the argument against disaggregation is· that. 
the benefits are small relative to the added complexity that a~ea.;;. 

specific loss factors create. Likewisa, once again, we reject this 
as a reasOn to not attempt to improve our marginal cost revenue 
allocation anAlysis. We adopt PG&E's area~specific loss factors 
as an improvement to the current approach. 
27.2 Generation Capacity 
27.2.1 ClaSS-Coincident Demands for Revenue A1iocatlon 

For revenue allocation purposes, PG&E argues that in 
order to be cOnsistent with our adoption of valUe of service 
estimates in the marginal cost arena, a minor change needs to be 
made for revenue allocation purposes. PG&E argues that along with 
the adoption of the VOS methodolOgy for calculating marginal 
generation capacity costs, the Commission should alsO adopt PG&E's 
relative shortage value (RSVAL) weighting proposal. No party 
disagrees that weighted loads should be used· to develop the 
coincident demands which are used to calculate generation capacity 
cost revenues. The only issue is whether the hourly weights should 
be based on RSVALs or loss-of-Ioad probabilities (LOLPs). The 
lineup On this issue is similar to how the parties aligned 
themselves regarding the VOS method. 

pG&E argues that its RSVALs are superior to the currently 
used LOLPs because they assess the probability of each of the 
three types of emergency action included in California's electric 
emergency plan. Each of these probabilities is in turn weighted 
by the estimates of customer outage costs developed by PG&E's 
VOS methodology. The sum of these three weighted probabilities is 
the hourly RSVAL. In contrast, PG&E argues that the LOLPs do not 
distinguish between the different types 6£ outa~es. 

PG&E correctly points out that ORA has admitted that 
there is little difference between the two methods for the purpose 
of computing coincident loads. Further, ORA's witness acknowledged 
that if the Commission adopts PG&E's VOS methodology for 
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calculating generation capacity costs, it makes sense for the 
Commission to also adopt the RSVAL weights. Therefore, we will -
adopt pG&E's proposal in this area to maintain consistency with 
our decisions regardlng the VOS methodology. 
27.2.2 Six-Year Average for Revenue AllOcation and Rate Design 

pG&E propOses that a six-year average generation cost 
be used for revenue allocation. PG&E believes, and the Commission 
concurred in its last GRC, that the six-year average provides a 
reasonable balance between the long-run and short-run assessments 
of the need for cost of generatiOn capacity. (34 CPUC 2d 199, 317 
(1989).) The Farm Bureau recommends a three-year average while 
the FEA suggests that no adjustment be made to the cost of 
a combustion turbine for short-term excess capacity. 

We disagree with the two proposed changes, believing 
there is not adequate evidence in the record to support elimination 
of the six-year average or to ignore resource planning assumptions. 
27.3 Area LOads VB. past Load-Estimating Hethods 

PG&E has proposed the introduction of class geographic 
cost differences (area-costing) into revenue allocation to more 
accurately reflect PG&E's costs and provide the basiS for pricing 
options that better integrate demand- and supply-side planning. 
PG&E argues that this proposal is in line with the Commission's 
role of promoting equity and economic efficiency through more 

accurate costing estimation. 
To complement the development of area unit marginal costs 

previously discussed, PG&E proposes the estimation of geographic 
loads (AREALOADS) by customer class for revenue allocation. 
PG&E has developed the AREALOAD method of load estimation for this 
purpose. AREALOAD extends the current adopted CLASSKW method 
by using the same information on a more disaggregAted level. 
PG&E points out that this feature allows AREALOAD to generate 
estimates of class share of area-specific peak demands. 
PG&E believes these area-specific demands are essential for 
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the introduction of area costing in reVenue allocation- in order 
to provide mOre accurate price signals to pG&E1s customers. 

(Exhibit 17.) 
Generally supportive of PG&E'g proposal are DRA, ACwA, 

AECA, cal-SLA, and the Farm Bureau. Not surprisingly, other 
parties have opposed it, favoring instead the continued use of 
the CLASSK~ method. The opposition claims that AREALOAD is 
too complex and data-intensive to be adequately tested and 
verified. PG&E points out that all parties agree that area
specific load estimates are a necessary improvement. PG&E argues 
that better utilization of existing disaggregated data allows 
direct estimation of TPA and DPA loads. In contrast, CLASSKW 
estimates system average class loads. AECA said it best I the 
AREALOAD study meets a clear and present need, and warrants 
immediate Commission approval. DRA also agrees that it is eager to 
incorporate direct estimates of distribution and transmission loads 

into its revenue allocation methodology. 
PG&E argues that, given this conceptual support and given 

what in its view is the accuracy of its area-load estimates, that 
they certainly should be used at the division level. We agree with 
PG&E that it has adequately shown the accuracy of its area-load 
estimates. (Exhibit 17.) Despite the fact that a level of 
accuracy has been achieved at a very disaggregated level, PG&E 
proposes to use this data only after it has been aggregated back to 

the 13 division levels. 
Finally, PG&E counters criticisms that AREALOAD and its 

other proposals form a -black box· that cannot be adequately 
tested, by pointing out that the AREALOAD methOd uses the same 
voluminous data as CLASSKW, but at a more disaggregated level. 

Finally, PG~E responds to a continuing theme of its 
opposition that a new methodology must pass a higher standard to 
replace an adopted methodology. The opposition parties argue that 
a new methodology must be shown to be clearly superior before it 
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can replace an adopted methodolOgy. While PG&E is confident that 
its changes recommended in this GRe, and specifically its AREALOAD 
methodology, meet that test, it disaqrees with the underlying 
premise that any new method must be judged clearly superior to the 
6ld method. PG&E argues that this 1s an excessive burden that 
would only hinder the evolution of regulatory improvements. 

We agree with PG&E and note that the parties have given 
no citations for this theory other than the human desire to resist 
change generally. We find in this proceeding that the changes 
as promoted by PG&E are in fact in the best interests of the 
ratepayers of california in moving forward towards more accurate 
marginal cost analysis. More accurate marginal cost analysis will 
likewise result in fairer revenue allocation policies. 
27.4 Marginal Transmission Capacity Costs 

PG&E proposes separating local from bulk transmission' 
costs 1.n revenue ailOcation. PG&E argues that this proposal is 
fully consistent with the way in which customers cause PG&E to 
invest in capacity. when a customer increases demand at the time 
of. its 'generation system peak, PG&E incurs an incremental capacity 
cost equal to the customer's change in load times the cost of 
generation capacity, pluS any additional transmission investment 
incurred to transpOrt the incremental load to local transmission 
areas. PG&E identifies these additional costs as the costs of bulk 
transmission capacity- Following this reasoning, PG&E proposes 
to allocate the cost of generation capacity and bulk transmission 

together. 
Only in the very rare case where the peak on the local 

transmission system corresponds exactly with the time of the 
generation peak would a customer's peak on the generation system 
indicate the cost to PG~E of providing local T&D capacity for that 
customer. Consistent with the marginal cost positions of PG&E, 
causative factors should be used to develop marginal costs and 
assign them to customer classes. Therefore, in the case of local 
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T&D systems, PG&E uses customer peaks on the lOcal T&D systems to 
assign those iocal costs to customer classes. 

PG&E proposes to uSe the same loads for bulk transmission 
as were used for generation capacityt the RSVAL-weighted 
coincident demands. The parties who supported PG&E in the VOS ~iea 

are in agreement with PG&E here. Likewise, PG&E acknowledges that 
if VOS was adopted for marginal cost purposes, PG&E's proposal 
for this area should also be adopted. 

CLECA, on the other hand, believes that bulk and area 
transmission capacity should be aggregated. PG&E argues that 
CLECA's proposal should be rejected because it would assign bulk 
transmission costs to customers based on local transmission system 
peaks which mayor may not coincide with peaks on the bulk 
transmission or generation system. We note that TURN, While 
not supporting PG&E's proposal, argues that it merits further 
study. 

Likewise, the farming interests in this proceeding , 
the Farm Bureau and AECA, would like to see bUlk transmission costs 
set at zero due to their belief that the cost of bulk transmission 
is a function of the amount of energy that a customer uses. These 
parties argue that, absent the need for additional capacity,any 
bulk transmission additions would be for energy-related reasons. 
PG&E argues that the Farm Bureau and AECA's argument should b~ 
rejected based on the grounds that bulk transmission cost is in 
fact load-growth related. We agree with PG&E. 
27.5 Marginal Pr~arv Distribution Capacity Costs 

All parties that support the use of area loads agree that 
DPA loads should be used to allocate the distribution expansion 
plan-related project costs. 

The selection of loads for use in allocating the costs of 
small investments in distribution capacity due to load growth 
(annuals) has attracted much attention because the choice of loads 
can change the allocation target for the agricultural class by 
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up to 11\. (Exhibit 233.)· The annuals account for approximately 
75\ of the total primary distribution marginal costs. PG&E and 
AECA propOse that the marginal cost revenue of the annuals be 

calculated using OPA loads. 
On the other hand; DRA proposes that the marginal cost 

revenues of the annuals be allocated using sO\ OPA loads, and sO\ 
final line transformer loads. CLECA proposes that the commission 
use customer loads at the time of the individual feeder peaks. 

The parties acknowledge that using the correct loadsf6r 
allocating annuals is difficult because of the lack of available 
data about the loads on the facilities which comprise the annuals. 
PG&E points out that reliance on final line transformer (FLT) load 
factOrs puts an unfair burden on the agricultural class. Because 
of the poor FLT load factors of the agricultural class, using FLT 
loads would assign a proportionally larger share of the costs for 
annuals to agriculture than it would on the other classes. Using 
DRA's proposal, the agricultural class's target ~ould increase by 
IIi by using 50% FLT loads. Therefore, given the uncertainty 
surrounding the annuals issue, PG&E's position has been to exercise 
caution by using 100% DPA and 0% FLT loads for the annuals. 

CLECA has its own proposal, recommending that marginal 
cost for annuals be assigned based on class contributions to feeder 
peaks. However, this proposal would be reasonable only if all 
investments in annuals were made for major feeder trunk lines. 
PG&E has pointed out that the greater share of load growth-related 
capital spending ori the annuals is on smaller additions to 
distribution circuits and for primary feeders to serve new 
customers. Further, CLECA's desire to use feeder loads is even 
more dlsaggregated than PG&E's use of 201 DPAs. PG&E testified 
that there are about 1500 transformers in PG&E's service territory 
with at least one feeder for every transformer. (RT 4013849.) 

We agree with PG&E and the parties supporting it that 
there is a lack of theoretical basis for CLECA's position. 
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Likewise, we are unpersuaded by' oRA's recommendation in this ar~a. 
We will Adopt PG&E's use of 100% DPA loads fo~ marginal primary 
distribution capacity cOst calculation. 
21.5.1 Exclusion of Dedicated Substations 

This is an issue on which many parties had no opinion. 
PG&E believes it is appropriate to exclude dedicated substation 
customers from the calculation of marginal primary distribution 
capacity costs on the grourtdsthat its planners do not include 
these customers in their area expansion plans. Customers excluded 
from an expansion plan cannot therefore affect the plan's load. 

Despite this, both oRA and CLECA believe that these 
dedicated substations should be included in developing marginal 
primary distribution capacity costs. PG~E argues that the position 
of DRA and CLECA ignores the fact that marginal capacity costs are 
meant to signal the incremental cost of a customer's increase or 
decrease in demand. In the case of dedicated substation customers, 
changes in their demand do not affect the DPA. Therefore, PG&E 
concludes that their marginal cost should be zero. 

We agree with PG&E that if planners exclude dedicated 
substations ftom their determinations about growth needs, these 
dedicated substations are properly excluded for reVenue allocation 
purposes. 
27.6 Marginal Secondary Distribution Capacity Costs 

In this area for revenue allocation purposes there is 
general agreement among the parties, or at least no active 
opposition to PG&E's proposal to use 100\ final line transformer 
loads f6r development of these costs. Only PG&E presented area
specific FLT loads and no party oppOses their adoption. However I 
the farming interests, AECA and the Farm Bureau, recommend that 
zero secondary capacity costs be assigned to the agricultural 
class. 

The fArmers argue that currently the agricultural class 
1s being misallocated approximately $3 million of marginal 
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s~c~ndary c6sts. The farrni~ginterestS ~ely o~ PG&Ejs own 
d~finition of roargi~al ~e~o~dary distribution costs fo~ the reason 
it should not apply to their class. secondary distribution 
capacity costs are the secondary distribution system costs 
associated with load growth only, and not with providing customer 
access to the electric system; hence, PG&E's reasoning that they 
should continue to be based on FLT demand. AECA argues this 
definition shows the cost responsibility for these investments 
should be assigned to those classes where incremental upgrades to 
FLTS are need~d because of load growth or from existing customers. 

While we are concerned bbout the issues raised by AECA, 
we believe the record does not yet reflect enough support for their 
adoption. we order this issue to be explored in the workshops 

arising out of this decision. 
21.1 Marginal Customer costs 

In support of PG&E's proposed changes to marginal 
customer costs for revenue allocation purposes, TURN joins PG&E's. 

standard supporters. 
Marginal customer costs are the costs associated with 

providing customers with access to the electric systema hooking up 
a customer to the system, maintaining the hookup equipment, reading 
the meter, sending the monthly bill, and maintaining customer 
recordS. PG&E has proposed two changes to the way marginal , 
customer cost revenues are calculated. First, PG&E proposes to 
assesS the cost of new hookups based on the number of new pustomers 
in each class because these are the very customers that impOse this 
cost on the utility. Secondly, PG&E proposes to assign the full 
cost of the hookup, rather than an annualized cost, since the 
investment is sunk once the facilities have been installed 

(Exhlbit 17). 
ORA, joined by CLECA and other industrial customers, 

disagrees with PG&E's proposal to assign a p6rtion of marginal 
customer costs associated with new customer hookups on the basis of 
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new customer class rather than the total number ,of. customers· 
in the class. ORA believes that allocatiJ1ghookup costs'only to 
new customers in a class results in more costs being allocated 
to classes which are growing more rapidly. DRA recommends that 
the status quo be maintained in this area. 

PG&E disputes DRA's objection to charging a fast-growing 
class more than a slow-growing class. PG&E says that it is exac~ly 
the growth in customers that causes PG&E to incur hookup COsts and 
that the more hookups in the class, the mOre costly it is to PG~E. 
PG&E stresses that ma~ginal costs should be based on causati~e 
factors, meaning that customer classes should be assigned costs 
based on how their usage imposes cOsts on the utility. PG&E 
concludes that since the costs associated with hooking up a new 
customer are dri~en by the number of new hookups, the marginal 
costs must be assigned based on the number of new hookups in 
a class. 

He agree with PG&E that its changes to the calculation of 
marginal customer costs are an improvement over our current 
methodology_ We also note that it has wide support frOm bOth 
the farming community and TURN. 

27.8 Revenue AllOcation for standby Customers 
PG&E and CLECA developed the two opposing positions 

on this issue. PG&E maintains contracts with standby customers to 
provide backup and maintenance pOwer in case of outages. Because 
of these contracts, area planners must plan capacity sufficient to 
meet the erratic needs of the standby customer. The theory 
underlying PG&E's analysis is that the more stand~y customers there 
are in an area, the less likely it is that all cUstomers will 
suffer generation outages at the same time. PG&E states that" this 
lower likelihood could then be translated to the percentage of the 
total standby reservation capacity that the area should plan for. 
PG&E then adjusted the capacity downward to reflect the fact that 
some outages are already reflected in the historical data. PG&E 
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belieVes that to neglect this adjustment would assign costs twice_, 
to the historic standby loads. PG&E applies the diversity and 
historical usage adjustment to generation and bulk l TPP, TPA; and 
DPA costs. (Exhibit 229,) On the other hand, CLECA's standby 
adjustments uSe the current coincident/noncoincident splits from 
the 1990 GRC. CLECA's adjustment factors do not take into effect 
the operating characteristics of standby customers nor the location 
of the standby customers throughout PG&E's service territory. 
CLECA's proposal is based on a load-splitting methodology 
as fol10wst 100i of secondary distribution and FLT loads; 57%0£ 
primary distribution loads, and 6\ of medium light and power, E-19, 

and E-20 area transmission loads. 
We believe PG&E's proposal is more in keeping with 

our desire to make marginal cost and revenue allocation more 
area-specific in this GRC. We will adopt PG&E's recommendation 
for revenue allocation for standby customers. 
27.9 EPKC Revenue Allocation with Appropriate Caps and Floors 

No party disagrees with our continued and dedicated 
movement towards EPMC target allocations. However, all parties are 
in favor of some sort of combination of caps and floors to mitigate 
the rate impacts. In the last GRC, this took the form of a capped 
EPMC allocation. Almost all the parties to this GRC support 
continuation of this approach, with the exception of TURN. PG&E 
sees TUru~'s proposal for an interim system-average percentage 
change (SAPC) allocation as a backhanded way to reduce the revenue 
a11ocatlon to its constituents, the residential classt that is a 
result of PG&E's more refined area-specific load and cost 

estimates. 
PG&E, joined by its usual suppoxters in this area, 

believes the cap for all classes except street1ighting should be 
set at SAPC plus or minus 3%, striking a fair balance between 
movement towards EPMC and the prevention of overly large rate 
swings. However, PG&E notes that should the adopted system level 
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· increase be less than 5\, PG&E would recommend that thEf coininlssion 
adopt a cap of SAPe plus 6r minuS 5% cap for class-level revenue 

allocations~ 
oRA believes that the appropriate cap should be of SAFe, 

plus or minus 5\. The industrial customers as a group prefer a cap 
of SApe plu6 5% with rto floor. Finally, Cal-SLA believes. cAp of 
SAPC plus 3\ is appropriate but with no floor to any decrease. 

Given the size of the rate increase that we are 
authorizing today, we believe FG&E's recommendation of SAPe plus or 
minus 3% is appropriate and will not result in onerOus rate 

changes. 
28. Agricultural Class Drought Relief 

This issue was raised in this proceeding by the ALJ, 
requesting the parties to present ideas of what could be done to 
alleviate the undisputed negative impacts'of the ongoing drought On 

the agricultuial class. 
In response to this request, AECAset forth four 

proposals a 
1) 

2) 

3) 

AEeA recommends that the Commission should 
adopt a mechanism to address disruptions in 
the agricultural community related to 
surface water supply scarcity. possible 
policies to address this problem include, 
but are not limited to, developing an 
agricultural class electricity balancing
account similar to the ERAM or developirtg a 
payment deferral program. 

until such policy is implemented the 
commission, accordirtg to AReA, should order 
PG&E to develop better methods with which 
to forecast agricultural electricity use. 

During drought y~ars in which the ,. 
agricultural class is cortsidered to be 
below its EPMC revenue allocation target, 
unless compelling reasons require 
otherwisei the Commission should adopt 
revenue a location caps for 
the agricultural class that are system
average percentage change. 
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4) The Commission sh~uld develop a special 
standby rate_ for farmers who, because of 
short-term surface water supply scarcity; 
are developing new well capacity. 

No participant in this case has challenged the evidence 
presented hy AECA and the Farm Bureau that California's 
agricultural sector is currently copi.ng with steep reductions' 
in water supplies which have in turn significantly increased 
agricultural electricity expenditures. For those with long 
memories, ~e began this decision with a discussion of the comments 
by farmers at our public witness hearings setting forth their 
dilemma. ~he farmerS point out that this economic hardship is 
unique to the agricultural class in part because this increase in 
electric usage is a result of natural events and State 'water 
policies beyond their control. State conjunctive use policies 
depend on increased agricultural groundwater pumping during water
scarce periods so that scarce surface water supplies can be 
delivered to urban areas and used to benefit the environment. 

Higher electricity costs disrupt farmers' ability to 

switch from surface to groundwater. 
Secondly, since water and electricity uses are intimately 

tied in the agricultural community, water scarcity increases the 
variability in agricultural electrical use. AECA argues this makes 
it particularly difficult to forecast agricultural electricity 
usage on an annual basis. As a result, AECA believes that 
agricultural sales forecasts tend to over- or underestimate 
agricultural revenue responsibility in any given year. AECA 
concludes that this type of variation can lead to interclass 

subsidization. 
While other parties do not dispute the hardships facing 

the agricultural class, which show n6 sign of abatement, no one is 
enthusiastic about AECA's proposed ERAM recommendation. AECA 
acknowledges that while that in particular it may not be the 
appropriate method, it does request very strongly that the 
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Commission develop some policy to address the·effects of drought on 

.. ·the ir cons ti tuency. 
AECA requests the commissiOn to develop some mechanism 

to address drought-related disruptions and to order PG&E to hold 
workshops to develop an appropriate mechani.sm and to address 
implementation issues. AECA urges that this be fully implemented 

if possible by the end of 1993. . 
We agree with AECA that all of its four points mentioned 

above deserve further consideration. It also seems to uS that 
a better forum to addreSS these concernS would be in a workshOp 
format. Therefore, we will order CACD to hold workshops on the 
areas set forth by AECA. l-/e are not endorsing an ERAM-type 
mechanism at this time. What we are endorsing is the principle 
that the agricultural class deserves some assistance from this 
Commission in dealing with the drought and we should try to 
mitigate the mixed signals it is receivinq from state water 
agencies and this Commission vis-a.-vis its electric rateS. 
Unfortunately, it is likely the drought will continue into 1993. 
Therefore, we direct CACD to submit a report to the Commission in 
this docket by July 30, 1993 after workshops have heert held. 

29. Transcript Corrections 
By letter dated July 17, 1992, PG&E requested certain 

corrections to the transcript. We accept these corrected changes •. 
They will be made in the Commission's official transcript. 

30. Comments on Proposed Decision 
The ALJ's proposed decision was mailed on November 13, 

1992. oparting comments were filed by the following parties on 
December 3, 19921 PG&E, ORA, AECA, CAL-SLA, CFBF, CLECA, IU, FEA, 
CEC

t 
CEERT, NRDC, CSB, county of Lake, and TURN. A one-day 

extension was granted for the filing of reply comments. On 
December 9, 1992, the following patties submitted reply commentsl 
DRA, PG&E, AECA, CFBF, CAL-SLA, CLECA, and TURN. 
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We have reviewed and carefully considered all the 
comments filed by the parties which did not merely reargue 
positions. We have made certain changes throughout the decision as 

appropriate. 
31 •. TURN's Petition To set Aside Submlssion 

on November 19, 1992, TURN filed a Petition to Set Aside 
submission of phase 1 6f this proceeding and reopen the case for 
the taking of additional evidence. TURN requests that the 
Commission take as a late-filed exhibit evidence that pG6rE has 
instituted a hiring freeze of indeterminate length. TURN states 
that the freeze took effect on October I, 1992, long after hearings 
were concluded. TURN argues that the hiring ,freeze constitutes it 

material change of fact and the financial impact of the hiring 
freeze will be unknown until PG&E is required to present evidence 
about the extent of the savings expected to result from the freeze. 
TURN believes PG&E's actions are similar to those that occurred in 
1986, when shortly before a issuance o£ a GRC decision, PG&E 
announced layoffs and early retirements. 

Therefore, TuRN requests the cowroission to reopen the 
proceeding to take additional evidence on the hiring freeze; direct 
PG&E to file a detailed description o£ the proposed hiring freeze, 
including the expected financial impact of such a freezeJ and put 
PG&E on notice that a penalty may be assessed if the commission 
ultimately finds that PG&E'S actions constitute obstruction of the 

irate case process. 
DRA joins TURN in its request to obtain further evidence 

on the" financial impact of this hiring freeze. 
On December 4, 1992, PG&E filed a timely response in 

opposition to TURN's position. PG&E argues that its hiring fteeze 
is nOt a material change o£ fact because it is merely an interim 
measure, and its effect is only to increase management control of 
outside hiring. PG&E points out that while its interim hiting 
freeze may limit employee growth, this is only one aspect of 
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overall costs examined by a GRC, and its effects may b~o£fsetby 
other factors, including employee turnover rates, outside s~rvicas, 
nonlabor expense, or capital expenditures. 

PG&E states the record in this proceeding is replete with 
discussions of PG&E's initiatives in restructuring and -right 
sizing,- cost savings through a more productive work force, and 
labOr productivity and the fact that each PG&E worker now handles 

more customers than previously. 
In addition, PG&E points out that the proposed decision 

rejected increased staffing levels because of the assumed 
productivity and efficiency of PG&E's employees in most accounts 

where it was an issue. 
Finally, PG&E argues that TORN and the Commission should 

applaud its cost-management efforts rather than complain about 
them. PG&E contends that the commission has stated numerous times 
its desire not to engage in micromanagement or interference in 
utilities personnel policies. PG&E urges the Commission to deny 
TURN'S petition and proceed with a final decision on all phase 1 
issues as scheduled by the Rate Case plan. 

We concur with PG&E that 'l'URN's petition sets forth 
inadeqUate grounds for reopening what was a lengthy and thorough 
record ort compensation and staffing levels for innumerable 
individual accounts. We disagree with ~URN'S characterization that 
the circumstances of this hiring freeze are the same as the program 
of layoffs and early retirements begun in 1986. N~ note that we 
have reduced overall compensation authorization from that which was 
proposed by the ALJ. We believe the record before us on 
compensation and staffing levels fully supports the decision we 
issue today. We construe PG&E'S tempOrary hiring freeze as part of 
its ongoing cost-management in personnel practices in which we have 

no desire to micromanage. 
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'Findings of Fact 
1. PG&E'S compensation strategy of paying slightly above 

market wage is worthy of further study. 
2. compensation surveys are subject to a 5~ to 10\ error 

rate, assuming the surveys are conductqed properly in the first 
place. However, a 5' error rate is mOre likely for the type 6f 
surveys in which PG&E participated. 

3. PG&E's pay at approximAtely S\ abOve market wage is 
reasonable giVen survey error rates, the size of the firm,the 
geographic location, the unionization, seniority and overall 
productivity of PG&E'S workforce. 

4. It is undeniable that PG&E has experienced substantial 
productivity gains in the past few years. It is undisputed that 
PG&E has laid off or reduced its work force by some 3,000 workers 
in the 19805. It is also undisputed that each worker nOW handles 
more customers than previously. PG&E'S productivity gains rate 
very faVorably with national standards. 

5. PG&E's total factor productivity modeling figures for 

productivity are reasonable. 
6. productivity gains are embedded in Test Year 1993 

figures. 
7. The primary difference between PG&E's and ORA's 

recommendations for labor escalation is the DRA zero escalation for 
labOr as a noncompliance penalty for compliance with the last GRC 

decision. 
8. The attrition year forecasts of the Consumer price Index 

Workers (CPI-W) should be updated. 
9. The agreed upOn non-labor escalation factors are 

reasonable. 
10. The only O&M expenses associated with nuclear production 

in this GRe are for the Humboldt Bay Unit 3 plant which is in the 

process of being deco~~issioned. 
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11. ,Prior to the final dismantlement and decontaminati6nof 
the plant, O&M expenses will include the costs o£mottit6ringand 
surveillance activities as well as maintenance of the security 
systems required by the Nuclear Regulatory-commission. 

12. PG&E did not make an adequate showing that increasing 
expenses should be expected in the future for electric expenses in 

CPUC account 505. 

• 

13. Labor expenses will continue to decline for miscellaneous 

steam power expenses in CPUC Account 506. 
14. A more appropriate approach for structures is to base the 

expenses on a five-year average in CPUC account 511. 
15. A certain portion of PG&E's asbestos miti9ation program 

is appropriate to remove from hoilers and related apparatus in CPUC 

account 512.2. 
16. The five-year average gives a more accurate and realistic 

reflection of what boiler plant auxiliaries expenses will be in 
Test Year 1993 in CPUC account 512.3. 

17. DRA's recommended disallowance for CPUC Account 512.4 
regarding turbO blade replacement is reasonable. 

18. The 1990 recorded expenses are more appropriate and 
accurate base for Test Year 1993 due to the declining trend that 
the main turbo-generator auxiliaries account has shown in CPUC 

account 513.5. 
19. It is more appropriate to use 1990 recorded figures 1n 

order to capture the savings associated with the installation and 
operation of the OHMS in CPUC account 535. 

20. It is more teasonable to include as one of the fiv~ years 
of experience a year, 1986, with heavy rainfall in variOus accounts 

that weather-dependent. 
21. For hydraulic expenses, it is reasonable to use a five-

year avera~e to calculate labor and it is reasonable to use two 
workers instead of three for vegetation control. 
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22 • The 1990 re"corded expenses for labor more accurately 
forecast the expen~es for electric expenses 101993 by recognizing 
the declining trend since 1988 in CPUC account 538. 

23. There is a decl1ninq trend in CPUC account 539 lor 
miscellaneous hydraulic pOwer generation expenses. 

24. Our usual handling of accounts such as CPUC account 545.5 
with such dramatic increases in a particuiar year 1s to average 

rather than take 1990 recorded year. 
25. It is reasonable to use a five-year average as a base 

estimate for both labOr and M&S expenses in the recreation 

facilities account CPUC account 548.5. 
26. It 1s reasonable to use the two-year average to calculate 

base estimAtes for both labor and M&S to reflect the decline in the 
recorded expe~ses since 1989 in the miscellaneous other pOwer 

generation account CPUC account 549. 
27. It is reasonable to use 1990 recorded figures for 

supervision and engineering for both labor and M&S because CPUC 

account 551 has shown a declining trend. 
28. The swings observed in operations supervision and 

engineering CPUC account 560 are best handled by use of a five-year 

average. 
29. The way of supplying EMF information packets at the 

levels that have occurred in the past should not require the number 

of additional employees that PG&E seeks. 
30. PG&E does not know what any given EMF reading actually 

means when done for the customer nor does the literature provide 

guidance on this point. 
31. PG&E should be able to meet its increasing workload with 

four rather than seven additional positions in CPUC account 561. 
32. It is reasonable to use the five-year average to 

calculate both the materials and sen-ices portion and the labor 
pOrtion of the expenses for maintenance of station equipment in 

CPUC account. 
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33. it is reasonable to calculate the cOst·of tree triTnming 
and the cost of tree re~6val together for the tree trimming· 

account. 
34. DRA's estimate of 6.25 pOsitions is more than adequate to 

deal with EMF issues in CPUC account 580. 
35. PG&E's supervisory control and data acquisition system 

(SCAoA) provides supervisory controls of substation and gathers and 
displaying data about transformers, circuit loading, and vOltage 

profiles. 
36. Since SCADA is designed to save time and money, the most 

recent recorded year, 1990, best illustrates what will be needed 

for Test Year 1993. 
37. The record is still unclear as to whether all 

distribution employees truly need to be trained in SCADA during 

Test Year 1993. 
38. Only three additional workers are required to support 

strategic technology because of PG&E's inadequate showing. 
39. The three-year average is more appropriate to reflect the 

substantial fluctuations occurring in CPUC account 591 for 

maintenance of structures. 
40. A five-year average is reasonable to calculate the base 

estimate for labOr and M&S expenses in CPUC account 593.62 for 

cleaning insulators and bushings. 
41. It is reasonable to use a three-year average to reflect a 

declining trend in the labor expenses associated with cPUc account 
593.65 for moving and relocating poles and guys. 

42. It is reasonable to Use a five-year average for base 
estimate of labor and a four-year average for base estimate of 
materials expenses in CPUC account 593.68 for reconditioning 

conductors. 
43. -In cPUC account 593.72 for overhead line mAintenance, it 

is reasonable to use a three-year average to estimate labor 
expenses. As to M~S expenses, it is reasonable to use a five-year 
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average because it 1s unrealistic to exclude a nondi6ught year fro>, 

the estimates. 
44. The removAl 6f drought-damaged trees will reduce tree 

trim~ing thereby offsetting the increase in tree removal costs. 
45. PGU; has been using the system of competitive bidding for 

tree removalj resulting in decreasing costs. 
46. It is reasonable to use a two-year average as a base 

estimate for both labor and M&S expenses in CPUC account 593.74. 
47. The work schedule for maintenance of underground lines to 

be done in 1993 is in fact routine maintenance of underground 
distribution lines and therefore is properly charged to expense. 

48. A five-year average for bOth labor and mAterials and 
supplies is more accurate because CPUC account 595 for line 
transformers tends to fluctuate substantially. 

49. In CPUC account 593 for maintenance of overhead services, 
inclusion of 1986 with the following mild weather-drought years is 

appropriate for estimating Test Year 1993. 
sO. For maintenance of street lighting and signal systems, a 

three-year estimate is more appropriate for bOth labor.and material 
and supplies due to the declining trend in recorded data. 

51. It is reAsonable to use 1990 recorded data for both labor 
and M'S estimates in order to reflect the declining trend in both 
portions of the maintenance of meters account. 

52. It is reasonable to use 1990 recorded data for both labor 
and M&S estimates in order to reflect the declining trend in both 
portions of the miscellaneous distribution plant CPUc account 598. 

53. PG&E's requested increases based on customer growth are 
unjustified given PG&E'S expected productivity gains. 

54. It is reasonable for PG&E to change its accounting 
procedures for conservation costs inquiries. 

55. Additional dollars for the customer information computer 
program (CIS) rewrite are not necessary at this time. 
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'56. There is al'ready adequate money being spent regarding the 

customer payment option program. 
57. The 13.52% allocation factor is the proper representation 

of the overall aggregate effect of the Use Study and is the 
appropriate factor to use when assigning 1990 base costs to Diablo 

canyon. 
58. P(;&E has met its burden 6f proof in justifying its 

handling all performance Incentive plan (PIP) costs 1n variOus 

acco"unts. 
59. PG&E and staff have agreed on PG&E's estimates for 

several accounts in the equal 6ppOrtunity purchasing program. 
60. It is appropriate to exclude a position for family 

benefits coordinator position for ratemakiog purposes. 
61. It is inappropriate to make an incentive pay adjustment 

ba~ed on 1989 data instead of basing an adjustment 6n specific 1990 

base year data. 
62. There is no plan in place to track an improvement in 

employee productivity because of the presence of a child care 
center, but a grant has been received from the Departmenta£ Labor. 

63. Ratepayers are already providing an operational subsidy 
to the child care center by providing the space for the center at 
no rental fee within PG&E's headquarters building at 77 Beale 

street in downtown san Francisco. 
64. The allocation to construction credit represented by 

Account 922 should be developed by multiplying the total of 
Accounts 920 and 921 by a factor of 18.2%. 

65. The actual case loads and work of PG&E's legal department 
cannot lead us to the conclusion that the proposed increase for 
outside legal services from 1990 levels is justified. 

66. Funding of third-party litigation could lead to lower 
rates and should be allowed as a reasonable expense. 

67. The direct benefit for maintaining investor lists is 
clearly with the shareholders and that any benefit that come to the 
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rAtepayers is clearly; two or three steps removed from the 

expenditure Of the funds. 
68. PG&E developed its medical cost escalation trend by 

separating the major components of C6stl and escalating those 
components based on the best available datal including PG&E's 

specific experience. 
69. pre-funding of PBOPs expe~ses alleviates problems of 

intergenerational inequity, and is in the ratepayers' best long-

term interest. 
70. PG&E has until January 1, 1993 to demonstrate to CACO 

that its pBOp expense amounts incorpOrated intO this GRC are in 
compliance with ordering paragraph 1 of 0.92-12-015. 

71. Diablo canyon is in fact a regulated entity, not 

unregulated. 
72. There has been no demonstrated need for a new training 

program called -Blueprint for Learning- separate for its on-going 
training that is a part of its day-tO-day operations. 

73. current commitment line of credit fee contracts will 
expire in 1993 and the reluctance of banks to commit at this time 
to a definite rate suggests that they certainly will not ~ntertain 
keeping the rate as it currently is. 

74. In cost of service ratemaking, a legitimate cost of 

service must be included in rates. 
75. It is reasonable to assign a 4.~7% allocation factor of 

computer center expenses to Diablo canyon using 1990 recorded use 

data to calculate use factors. 
76. The property tax settlement described in Exhibit ~20, 

including the resulting prospective reductions in proparty taxes 
and associated expenses for ratemaking purposes, as is the waiver 
of claims for any period before the May 1, 19~2 affective data of 
the settlement, is reasonabla and the terms of the settlement have 
been incorporated into the property tax ralated revenue 
determination for Test Year 1~93 and attrition years 1~94 and 1995. 
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77 • "Under cost of service ratemal\ir'lg/.itis reas()Jlable and- ... 
fair to allow PG&E to pass throughlncreased sales tax voted in by ~ 
the ratepayers of california. 

79. PG&E and staff have agreed to comply with the 
capitalization of construction period interest and real property 
taxes resulting from the tax equity and fiscal respOnsibility act 
of 1982 (TEFRA) and a memorandum account was developed in respOnse 

to that act. 
79. It is reasonable to allow PG&E to request recovery of 

Geysers 21 costs in its next general rate caSe if the Cortlrilissi.6n 
does not approVe the settlement in A.92-07-051. 

80. If PG&E is successful in obtaining fundS from the COT 
project participants I then an adjustment will be made to the ERAM 
balancing account at that time in order to flow any payments 

through to ratepayers. 
81. PG&E has met our criteria for recovery of abandoned 

projects as has been set forth in prior Commission decisions. 
82. utility relicensing efforts prior to FERC approval are 

similar to construction work in progress, and should be treated as 

such for ratemaking purposes. 
83. Seismic safety is of great concern and an important 

effort for PG&E to pursue. 
84. The potential failure of the Echo Lake Dam could 

potentially cost PG&E's ratepayers many more millions of dollars 

than have been requested. 
85. Language in our septe~r Mokelumne settlement decision, 

D.92-9-022, clearly indicates that the ratepayers have been 
benefited by the settlem~nt agreement. 

86. For allocation purposes, it is reasonable to assume that 
the sale of PG&E's steam system will occur before January 1, 1993. 

87. Since PIP is part of PG&E's overall t6tal cash 
compensation program like other wage expenses, it is appropriate 

for inclusion in rate base. 
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88. The headquarter buildings of PG&E in San FranciscO shoul, 
be removed from rate base during their retrofit, but be allowed to 
accrue AFUDC and capitalzed property taxes for inclusion in 

ratebase when the retrofit is complete. 
89. The savings promised in the PGE/MCI application are in 

fact mere cost avoidances. 
90. M&S turnover is a better indicatol: of. the effectiveness 

of M&S handling policies and prOcedures than the plant to M&S 

ratios. 
91. The stipulated agreement on customer advances is 

reasonable. 
92. The issues raised by Utility Design, Inc. are better 

heard in its complaint case or R.92-03-050. 
93. The estimates of fossil plant decommissioning shoUld be 

included in rates as reasonable estimates of costs required to 
provide service in a manner consistent with protection and 

enhancement of the environment of california. 
94. PG&E's amount of nuclear decommissioning expenses tor 

raternaking purposes of $54,574,000, based on current cost estimates 
and consistent with the requirements of the Nuclear FAcilities 
Decommissioning Act, is reasonable for the rate case cycle 1993 to 

1995. 
95. It is reasonable to continue the treatment approved in 

PG&E's last GRC of allowing revenues and costs associated with 
discounted sales to remain in the CPUC jurisdiction. 

96. It is reasonable to use 19~O recorded costs for purchased 

gas measuring account CPUC account 807.2. 
97. The gas restructuring program which we have instituted 

has increased the workload in certain areas of PG~E'S Gas 

Department. 
99. For other purchased gas accounts, it is reasonable to use 

1990 recorded data to derive a base estimate for labor, and 

materials and services. 
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99. The failure of. the levees around McDoflaldIsland·iil 1982 

led to the formation of a Reclamation District to undertakerepalrs e 
t6 the levee system. Five property owners and PG&E make up the 
Reclamation District and PG&E currently holds one of the three 
seats on the Reclamation District's bOard of directors. 

100. The McDOnald Island levee repair work was the subject 6f 
testimony in PG&E'S last general rate case in which pG&E1s witness 
testified that the work should be completed by 1991. 

101. In the last GRC, PG&E share of the assessments to the 
Reclamation District was 79\; in the 1990-91 fiscal year that share 
was increased to 95\. None of the other property owners on 
McDOnald Island haVe, at any time since the project begin, 
contributed any cash to the assessment district. Instead, all the 
other participants have made their payments in -dirt.-

102. Twice as much soil will have to be shifted as originally 
predicted, due in part to subsidence and in part to the nature 6f 

the soil being used. 
103. The other property owners of the Reclamation District, 

who are only paying in dirt, shoUld increase their share since the 
subsidence of the dirt has been one of the problems with the 

project. 
104. PG&E's share of the McDonald Island levee repair work is 

unreasonable and not in the ratepayer's interest. 
105. Given the changes that have occured due to industry 

restructuring I the workload must have increased for PG&E staff in 
the areas of system control and load dispatching. 

106. It is important and necessary to move forward with the 
gas pipeline replacement program as quickly as possible, 

107; PG&E has overcollected for the work it has performed 
relocating, replacing, and protecting meters. 

lOS. It is reasonable to use a five-year average for both 
labor and materials expenses, given the fluctuations in CPUC 
account S80 for distribution maps and records. 

- 287 -



109 •. The improved productivity that c6mes from the CIS rewrite 
~ - should more than make up for the customer growth request in 

customer billing and accounting-
110. Membership in the American Gas Association is a 

legitimate cost of service which under a regulatory scheme should 

be a recoverable cost for PG&E. 
111. The funding range for rese~rch, development and 

demonstration (RD&D) should be set at a range from 0.6% to 1.0% of 
gross operating revenues (GaR) for PG&E's 1996 GRe showing. 

112. It is appropriate that each utility be dealt with 
consistently regarding shifting of funds in their RD&D programs. 

113. It is only reasonable to fund phase 1 and phase 2 of the 
solar trough project because they are expected to be incurred in 

1993 and 1994. 
114. Wind turbine technolQgy, based in part on prior research 

and development dollars, is now at a level of commercial viability 
that no longer needs the infusion of RD&D dollars by PG&EkS 

ratepayers. 
115. Ratepayer funds must not be used to promote research 

which favors utility services at the expense of the competitive 

market. 
116. For the photovoltaics for utility scale applications, 

funding at a 30\ level for Test Year 1993 is clearlY a reasonable 
amount for one utility to be expected to fund. 

117. PG&E's planned schedule for moving forward with smaller 

fuel cell research is overly optimistic. 
I1S. It is unreasonable for PG&E to fund enerqy storage 

research at levels given that the technology has little prospect of 
being built by PG&E given the CommissiOn's resource bidding 

process. 
119. Funding for strategic studies should be reduced because 

ratepayers should not be funding an attempt to refina research 
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costs when it is actuafi..y the market which \oIil1 determine which 

product-s are eventually 'built. 
120. An additional increase in RD&D research at Geysers is 

not necessary in the context of PG&E's RD&D accounts. 
121. This is the inappropriate form for issues involving 

customer system programs to be resolved. 
122. For commercial energy efficiency, it is reasonable to use 

a funding level half-way between the funding average for 1990 
through 1992 and the 1993 through 1995 requested amount. 

123. Research into industrial systems is less likely to yield 
lessons applicable to a large number of other industrial customers. 

124. For residential energy efficiency programs, the potential 
ratepayer benefits from additional utility RD&D expenses are 

uncertain. 
125. PG&E's RD&D efforts in the areas of power quality, power 

electronics, and motors and systems are not leveraged with other 

organizations. 
126. The Gas Cold Reactor Associates are more akin to an 

advocacy group than a research organization. 
127. For clean air vehicles, it is inappropriate in this GRC 

to move forward at the pace which PG&E requests. 
128. It is reasonable to defer significant increases in clean 

air vehicle funding until resolution of our low-emission vehicle 

investigation. 
129. A Joint Recommendation on demand-side management issues 

has been submitted by ORA, PG&E, CMA, CLECA, and the california 

state Department of General services (DGS). 
130. The Joint RecommendAtion (Exhibit 214) is a reas6nable 

compromise of the parties' positions and in the public interest. 
131. The shared savings incentive mechanism as agreed to 1n 

the Joint Recommendation is fair, reasonable, and is in the best 

interest of PG&E's ratepayers. 
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< 132'. It ~ .. oul'd be inappropriate for the CPOC to iimit the 
refrigerator tebate'program as requested by TURN. 

133. The issue of further funding for TT&D programs has been 
adequately addressed by the Joint Recommendation. 

134. Thermal energy storage should be treated as a -resource 
program- and DRA·s recommended funding level is the most 

reasonable. 
135. There is no reason at this time to continue the reporting 

requirements which we set up some time agO for conservation voltage 

reduction. 
136. The Geysers 15 plant is retired and nonfunctional and 

therefore requires the Commission adopt ratemaking treatment of 

removing it from rate base. 
137. Shareholders should only earn a return On used and 'useful 

plant. 
138. since Geysers 15 was not in operation, ratepayers should 

not pay for costs estimated to be associated with that plant 
because they were never incurred. 

139. The steam offset payments were not a necessary pait of 
the cost of obtaining steam to operate Unit 15. 

140. The Lake County Wastewater pipeline project propOsal is 
the kind of public-private partnership that has ,every hope of 
preserving and enhancing the very valuable renewable resource of 

The Geysers. 
141. PG&E is faced with NOx retrofit of several of its 

pOwerplants during this rate case cycle in order to comply with the 

California Clear Air Act. 
142. The uncertainty of final NOx retrofit regulations makes 

it impossible for PG&E to fully develop the scope, cost, and 
schedule for various NOx reduction projects. 

143. It is reasonable for PG&E to plan to schedule NOX 
retrofit projects during scheduled maintenance outages because it 

will save ratepayers money. 
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144. PG&E'S propOsed AQAC isa reasonable ratemakirtq J'nechanis! 
because the exact timing-and final cost of these NOx retrofit ~ 
prOjects can be forecasted at this time. 

145. It is reasonable to review PG&E'S NOx retrofit projects 
after the fact because PG&E carries the burden of proof that all 

costs were reasonably incurred. 
146. The current attritioJi rate adjustment mechanism is 

working well, therefore, the changes proposed by PG&E andDRA are 

not appropriate. 
147. Health care costs are escalating more rapidly than other 

costs. 
148. It is reasonable to allow PG&E to attribute health care 

costs which it can identify separately in its A&G accouJits as 
nonlabOr costs for attrition purposes only in order to allow these 

ekpenses to receive some escalation. 
149. PG&E does not need to make any changes to its accounting 

system other than that stipulated to with DRA. 
150. PG&E's GRC was the appropriate forum for PG&E to propose 

changes to its current mArginal cost methodology. 
151. In adopting PG&E overall proposal, our goal is to 

continue to improve our marginal cost methodology in order to send 
the most accurate price signals to PG&E's customers. 

152. It is reasonable that marginal cost components be based 
on the design and operation of PG&E's system, accurately signal the 
cost of providing electrical service, be forward-looking, capture 
the 'timing and magnitude of future investments, reflect geographic 
differences where significant, reflect the value that PG&E/s 
customers place on electric service, only include those costs 
actually incurred by PG&E for revenue allocation purposes, and 
finally, provide consistent signals in the evaluation of supply and 

demand resources for planning purposes. 
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153. Our goal of more fairly and equitably allocating 
responsibility fOr'PG&E'S revenue requirement to the several 

customer classes is reasonable. 
154. PG&E Accurately charActerizes its changes to its cur~ent 

marginal cost methodology as advancements. 
155. PG&E'S VOS approach for estimating marginal generation 

capacity costs is mOre economically efficient because it takes into 

account both supply and demand. 
156. PG&E's proposal to compute separate bulk versus area 

marginal transmission costs is reasonable because this results in 
more accurate narginal costs by reflecting the differing causes of 

investment for each. 
157. PG&E's prOpOsal to take into account large transmission 

projects in certain geographic areas is reasonable. 
158. It is reasonable for PG&E to estimate marginal 

distribution costs on a 13-division basis becAuse it substantially 
increase accuracYt thus sending price signals which better reflect 
the differing costs customers cause PG&E to incur t and furthermore, 
provides the area-specific data necessary for future targeting of 

CEE programs. 
159. It is reasonable to direct PG&E to reline its original 

proposal of breaking down its area study to the TPA and DPA levels 
in its next GRC because we endorse the concept that more 
disaggregated data yields better and more equitable marginal costs 

for different customer classes. 
160. The present worth costing methodology is reasonable to 

use because it is the only method which estimates the opportunity 
cost of deferring transmission and distribution investments due to 
a change in load growth, taking into account both the timing and 

magnitude of such changes. 
161. It is reasonable for PG&E to use regionally disa99regated 

marginal costs in order to reflect the different costs caused by 

new versus ongoing customers. 
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162. it is reasonable to exclude residual emission adders" from 
" . 

marginal energy costs for purposes of r"evenue allocation in order 

to Avoid bypass. 
163. We are not suggesting by our adoption of PG&E's proposed 

changes that the current methOdology may not be appropriAte in 
other arenas, particularly LRMC for gas. 

164. By bringing marginal costs down to a diVision-specific 
level, and adopting present worth and value of service 
methodologies, the Agricultural class is much closer to its EPMC 
target than previously indicated. 

165. The agricultural class is deserving of some special 

relief during drought years. 
166. It is reasonable to convene workshops to explore 

mechanisms to. assist the Agricultural class in coping with the 

effects Of the drought. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. The increase in rateS authorized by this decision is just 

and reasonable and should be adopted. 
2. We should conclude that PG&E has complied with the 

ordering paragraphs set forth in its last GRC decision at 34 CPUc2d 

199, 438 et seq. 
3. We should adopt the transcript corrections that have been 

submitted by PG&E. 
4. PG&E should continue to use its TFP analysis. 
5. PG&E should not be required to file an update to its 

Diablo canyon Use studies report until its Te"st Year 1999 GRC. 
6. We should adopt all the adjustments made to PG&E's O&M 

expenses and A&G expenses set forth in this decision. 
1. The ratepayers should not fund PG&E's child care center. 
S. We should adopt PG&E's showing on total cash 

compensation. 
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9. We should require that POSE's showing regarding PBOPs·be 
consistent with our decisions in 1.90-07-037, and to the extent 
that it is not, the related revenue·tequirernent should be subject 
to refund ~s provided in this decision~ 

lO. We should authorize PG&E to recoVer its nuclear 
decommissioning costs in rates pursuant to PU Code § 8321 at seq. 

11. PG&E should be allowed to establish a fundinqiange for 
RD&D programs of 0.6t to 1.0% in its next GRC. 

12. We should adopt the Joint Recommendation on DSM issues 
because it is in the public interest as required by Rule 51 of Our 
Rules of Practice and procedure. 

13. By following past Commission precedents, we shouid remove 
Geysers unit 15 from rate base because it is no longer used and 

useful. 
14. We should allow PGSE to establish an AQAC for NOx 

retrofit projects scheduled for 1994 and 1995 with mechanisms for 
recovery as set forth in the otdering paragraphs below. 

15. we should adopt funding levels for CAY that allow a 
continuation 6f funding pending a decision in our invest19~ti6n. 

16. PGSE should be allowed to submit attrition filings In 

1994 and 1995. 
17. We should adopt the margin~l costs set forth in the 

appendices attached to this decision. 
18. He should convene workshops for the purposes set forth in 

the ordering paragraphs below. 

FIRST INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that. 
1. pacific Gas and Electric company (PG&E) shall, on or 

before December 23, 1992, fil~ with this Commission r~vised tariff 

sheets which. 
a. Comply with the appendices attached to this 

decision. 

h. Make other revisions as necessary to comply 
with this interim order. 
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·2. The revised tariff pages shall become effective 
January 1, 1993 and shall comply with General Order 96-A. 
revised tariffs shall apply to service rendered on or after their 

effective date. 
3. All transcript corrections received are incorporated in 

the record. 

•• 

4. PG&E is authorized to file attrition adjustments for 1994 
and 1995 based on the results of operation adopted in these 

appendices. 
5. PG&E shall continue to use the Total Factor productivity 

analysis in its next general rate case (GRC). 
6. PG&E shall update its report on its progress to rewrite 

its Customer Information System program in its next GRC •. 
7. PG&E shall not file a Diablo canyon use Studies repOrt in 

its next GRC, rather a report is due in the Test Year 1999 rate 

case. 
8. PG&E shall provide testim6ny in its next GRC ont (a) a 

combined wages, including incentive pay, and benefits analysis, 
with a particular focus on executive pay and benefitsl (b) the link 
between its compensation ~trategy and productivity gains within the 
company; (e) the impact of our reduction of compensation levels tor 
ratemaking purposes from 8.5% to 5\ above market. 

9. For its next GRC, PG&E shall provide to DRA the results 
of its various compensation surveys including, but not limited to, 
all applicable benchmarks and job matches, total employee cash 
contributions for benefit coverage as well as average bonus 
payments per employee. 

10. PG&E shall provide a report on its progress in third-
party litigation recovery for hazardous waste cleanup. 

11. The decisions in Investigation 90-07-037 shall be 
controlling regarding post-retirement benefits other than pensions. 
(a) PG&E's showing in its next GRC shall be consistent with those 
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decisionl (b) PG&E's FBOP revenue requirement incorporated into 
, this GRC shall be subject to refund as provided in this decision. 

12. PG&E shall report on the status of Geysers 21 in its next 
GRC and if necessary, may request recovery Of Geysers 21 costs. 

13. PG&E shall provide testimony in its next GRC on the costs 
of its seismic retrofitting of its 215 and 245 Market' Street 
building for our consideration as to their reasonableness. 

14. PG&E is authorized to include its nuclear decommissioning 
cost estimates in rates, subject to review and updating in its next 
GRC. 

15. PG&E shall provide testimony in its next GRC on the 
status of its Gas Pipeline Replacement program particularly as to 
whether spending occurred at levels authOrized for this rate case 
cycle. 

16. PG&E is authorized to set a funding range of 0.6\ to 1.0% 
for research, development, and demonstration (RD&D) programs for 
its next GRC showing. 

17. PG&E is authorized to shift RD&O program funding by 20% 
without further Commission, 20i to 50% 1f the Commission grants an 
advice letter request, and above 50% if the Commission grants a 
request by application. 

18. PG&E is authorized to implement the agreements set forth 
in the Joint Recommendation on demand-side management issues. 

19. PG&E shall remove $30.2 million from rate base to reflect 
Geysers Unit 15 retirement. 

20. PG&E shall refund the Geysers Unit 15 memorandum account, 
approximately $36 milliont to ratepayers over the next 5 years. 

21. PG&& shall be allowed to recover the Geysers Unit 15 
steam offset payments, $5,028,865, from its subaccount of the 
Enerqy Cost Adjustment Clause balancing account. 

22. PG&& is authorized to seek recovery of up to $2 million 
in its 1994 and 1995 attrition filings for the southeast Geysers 
effluent pipeline project. 
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23. PG&E shall report/ ·1n its"next GRC fl1iog, ontha·status 
of the southeast Geysers effluent pipeline.project. 

24. PG&E is authorized to set up its air quality adjustment 
clause (AQAC) to begin recording revenue requirement, including 
maintenance and operating expenses, for each of its NOx retrofit 
projects tentatively scheduled for 1994 and 1995. 

25. Interim rates for each operative NOx retrofit project 
shall be implemented through advice letter filings concurrent with 
the annual attrition rate adjustment mechanism subject to later 

reasonableness review. 
26. For NOx retrofit projects over $50 million, PG&E shall 

file an application for reasonableness reView 6£ the recorded costs 
of the project as accumulated in the AQAC. 

27. For NOx retrOfit projects under $50 million, PG&E shall 
provide a repOrt in its next GRC filing. 

28. PG&E shall submit a cost-effectiveness compliance filing 
6 months prior to the start of the NOx retrofit project in "this 
docket with co~ents by other parties 45 days after. 

29. PG&E is authorized to include in its 1994 and 1995 
attrition filings separately identifiable administrative and 
general health care costs in the non labor costs category for 
attrition purposes only. 

30. PG&E shall make the changes to its accounting system in 
the areas where PG&E reached agreement with Division of Ratepayer 

Advocates. 
31. PG&E is authorized to implement its proposed 

methodological changes to marginal cost and revenue allocation as 
set forth in this decision. 

32. The Commission Advisory and Compliance Division shall 
conclude workshops by July 30, 1993, submit a report in the DOcket 
Office by september 1, 1993 addressing the following issueSI 

A. Tracking mechanisms to capture the results 
of the use of the methodological changes 
approved in this decision. 

- 297 -



b.. App~oa'chesf6~ further disag
C

gI'eg8tion oi 
dAt,a for,area specific marginal cost· 
dev~lopment in the ne~tGRCthat allows for 
intervenor participation without undue 
burden. 

c. Mechanisms t6address drought-related 
disruption.faced by the agricultural 
c6mrnunitYI including, but not limited too, 
improving agricultural sales forecasts and 
developing drought-related standby rates. 

T~is order is effectiVe today. 
Dated December 16, 1992, at San Francisco, California. 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 1 

List of Appearances 

Applicants. Kermit Kubitz j Robert McLennan j and Gail S!ocumj 
Attorneys at Lawj _for Pacific Gas and Electric Company; and 
John D. Quinley, for Cogeneration Service Bureau. 

Interested Partiest Barbara R. Barkovich, for Barkovich & yap) 
Patrick J. Bittner, Attorney at Law, for California Energy 
Corrmission; Messrs. Morrison & Foerster, by Lynn Haug and Jerry 
Bloom, Attorneys at Law, for California Cogeneration Council; 
Michael Boccadoro, for Agricultural. Energy Consumers; 14et;srs. 
Jackson, Tufts, Cole & Black, by William H. Booth and Evelyn 
Elsesser, for California Large Energy Consumers Association; 
Thomas R. Brill, Attorney at La~, for Southern California Gas 
Company; Maurice Brubaker, for Drazen-Brubaker & Associates; 
Messrs. McCracken, Byers & Martin, by David J. Byers, Attorney 
at Law, for the California City-County Street Light Association; 
Ralph cavanagh, Attorney at Law, for.Natural Resources Defense 
Council; Tom Dalzell, Attorney at Law, for Local 1245, IBEW; 
Messrs. Brobeck, Phleger & Harrison,by Gordon E. Davis, 
Attorney at Law, for California Manufacturers Association; sam 
De Frawi, for the Department of the Navy; Mark Dellinger, for 
the County of Lake; Marc Estrada, for City of Palo Alto; Norman 
Furutal Attorney at Law, for Federal Executive Agencies; Steven 
Geringer, Attorney at Law, for California Farm Bureau . 
Federation; Marco Gomez, for Bay Area Rapid Transit District; 
Messrs.Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom, by Steven F. 
Greenwald, Attorney at Law, for various clients, Messrs. 
Grueneich, Ellison & Schneider, by Dian M. Grueneich, Attorney 
at Law, for California Department of General Services; Messrs. 
Biddle & Hamilton, by Richard L. Hamilton, Attorney at Law, for 
Western Mobilehome Association; Messrs. Graham & James, by 
Peter W. Hanschen, Attorney at Law, for Agricultural Energy 
Consumers Association; Steve Harris by Lisa Danyluk, for 
Transwestern pipeline; phyllis Huckabee and Phillip D. Endom, 
for El Paso Natural Gas Company; Yvonne Ladson l fo~ LOs Angeles 
Department of Water and Power; Donald H. Maynor, Attorney at 
Law, for Northern California Power Agency; Patrick McGuire, for 
Sierra Enerqy and Risk Assessment, Inc.; Melissa Metzler, for 
Barakat & Chamberlin; Joseph G. Meyer, for Joseph Meyer 
Associates; Sara steck Myers, Attorney at Law, for coalition for 
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies; Julie Miller, 
Attorney at Law, for Southern California Edison Company; Jeff 
Nahigiao, for JBS Enerqy; Thomas J. O'Rourke, for O'Rourke & 
Company; patrick power, Attorney at Law, for Sacramento 
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Municlpa'l utility oistrict) ROiet L. poynts i , for utility Design, 
Inc. J Justin K., Reidhead and M che~ Peter F otio, A~tori\~Ys at 
LaW, f9 t TOWard ~~ility Rat,a NOrmalizationl DOnald G.' SaloW, for 
,the Ass6ciati6J\ Of CalJforni.a Water Agencies; ,LeeShaviien and 
C. RicharQ swansory, . forsan Diego Gas:& Electric Company;' 
Reed V. Schmidt I for Main Street Light Authority, vi.ctoria 
Simmons/,~or Edsoil, "Modisettei M~ssrs. Downey,' Brand,Seymour & 
Rohwer I by philip A. stohr ,Attorney at Law, for Industrial 
u~~rsj, "'John c. 'wa~leY{A~torne¥ ~t L~~/, for,southw~st Gas 
'Corporc;ltion;Korse, R~chard,Weisennuller "'Associates, by 
Robert B. Weisenrnlller" for MRW " Associates; ROn Knecht, 'for 
the Economic & Technical Analysis Group; and Saste) F. Lucchi, 
for hi~s.lt. ,- ' ' , 

Division'of Ratepaye:rAdvoeatesi RobertCagen and Laura Tudisco, 
Attorneys at Law, and B. Y. Lee. 
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ApPENDIX"B 
"PACI fIe GAs AND' ELECTRIC COMPANY 

" . F;lectric D~pattment, Test Year 19~3 

SUKHA~Y OF EARNINGS, COMPARIson 
.(Thousa~ds 61 19~) dbl1ar~) 

--~---- CPuc JURISblCTlon -------
PG&E oRA ADOPTED Line 

No. Description 
------------------------~--------------------~-------------~-----------------

1 
2 

3 

------------------
ORe Revenues at Present Rates 
ORe Revenue change 

Total ORe Revenues 

Operating Expenses 
----------------~-

4 Energy Cost 
5 production 
6 Transmission 
1 Distribution 
8 customer AccOunts 
9 Uncollectibles 
10 Demand-Side Management 
11 Administrative & General 
12 Franchise Requirements 
13 project Amortization 
14 Adjustments 

15 

16 
11 
18 

Subtotal, 1990 Dollars 

tabor Adjustment To parity 
Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation (incl. medical) 

19 subtotal, 1993 Dollars 

20 Superfund TaX Increase 
21 oepreciat16n & Fossil Decommission. 
22 Nuclear Decommissioning Expense 
23 Taxe~ Other Than On IncOme 
24 california corporate Franchise Tax 
2S Federal Incorr-e TaX 

26 Total OperAting Expenses 

21 Net Operatin9 Revenues 

28 Return on Rate BAse 
29 Adjusted RAte BAse 
30 Rate of Return 

(A) 

3,465,352 
405,101 

(B) 

3,465,352 
129,218 

(C) 

3,465,352 
288,~OS 

-----------~--~--------------------
3,870,453 

85 
288,965 

59,011 
254,566 
111,913 

11,192 
202,445 
497,674 

24,119 
1,465 

o 

3,594,630 3,753;557 

85 
264,765 

51,157 
243,060 
115,189 

10,954 
195,5]0 
431,3]8 

22,991 
1,46S 

o 

as 
265,444 

57,157 
241,460 
111,354 

11,430 
196,752 
454,583 

24,068 
1,465 

o 
. . -----------------------------------

1,464,695. 

o 
15,092 
(H,110 

1;348,535 

(37,461) 
o 

56,570 

1,315,7j8 

(15,115) 
11,185 
76,223 

-----------------------------------
1,621,491 

450 
643,OS4 

54,119 
112,4t7 
9S,261 

354,431 

1,367;644 

154 
641,018 

54,119 
IS8t~lS 
95,132 

3S3,834 

1,508,571 

343 
648,416 

54,119 
166,582 
9S,679 

3S5,941 
-----------------------------------

-----------------------------------
929,224 

929,224 
9,112,993 

10.13\ 

917,81) 

917,813 
9,060,343 

10.13\ 

923,90$ 

923,908 
9,120,510 

10.H\ 

NOTEJ For c~parison purpOses, columns A and B have been recalculated by CACO 
staff to reflect adopted 1993 cost of capital. 

• 

B-2 CACO/ppm/2 
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PAC'IFICGAS AND ELECTRIC CQMPANY 
Electl'lcDepartreent,-Test Year i993 

SU)oI.HARY OF EARNINGS, ToTAI.SYSTEHANO CPUC JURisDictIoN 
(Thousands of 1993 dollars) -

Line ToUI 
CPUC.- , 

Jurisdiction 
No. Description 
-----~---------------~------~-~------~--------------------~-------~--~-(8) 

operating Revenues 
----------------~-

1 
2 

aRC Revenues at Present Rates 
aRC Revenue change 

3 Total GRC Revenues 

Operating Expenses 
------------------

4 Energy cost 
S Production 
6 Transmission 
1 Distribution 
8 CUstOmer Accounts 
9 Uricollectibles 
to Demand-Side Han~gement 
11 Administrative & General 
12 Franchise Requlre~ent~ 
13 Project APA>rtization 
14 Adjustments 

15 

16 
11 
18 

subtotal, 1990 Dollars 

Labor Adjustment To'Parlty 
Labor Escalation 
Non-Labor Escalation (lncl. medical) 

19 subtotal, 1993 Dollars 

20 superfund Tax In¢r~ase 
21 Depreciation & Fossil DeCOmmission. 
2:2 Nuclear Decommissionin9 Expense 
23 Taxes Other Than On Income 
24 California corpOrate Franchise Tax 
2S Fed~ral Income Tax 

26 

21 

28 
29 
30 

Total Operating Expenses 

Net operatin9 Rev~nues 

Return on Rate Base 
Adjusted Rate Base 
Rate of Return 

B-3 

(A) 

$3,533,779 
284,451 

$3,46S,h2 
288,20S 

------------------------

2,058 
266,853 
63,463 

249,512 
111,496 

11,418 
196,752 
460,913 

24,399 
1,129 

o 

3,153,551 

85 
265,444 

57,151 
247,460 
111,3S4 
11,430 

196,752 
454,583 
24,008 

7,465-
o 

------------------------
1,394,593 

(15,385) 
72,184 
11,089 

(15,115) -
11,185 
76,223 

------------------------

338 
660,lSS 
54,47. 

1M,U.1 
97,618 

362,999 

343 
648,416 

54,119 
166,582 
95,619 

l5S,941 
------------------------

------------------------
943,810 

943,810 
9,316,976 

to.il\ 

923,908 

923,908 
9,120,$10 

10.13\ 

CACO/ppro/2 



APPENOIXB ' 
PACIFIC GAS AND E1.ECtRlc COMPANY 

-Electrl,ctlepar-troeflt',1'est Year 1993 
, -

FRANCHISE FEES &UNCOLLECTIBLES 
(Thousands o119~j doUars) 

ADOPTED 
Line 
No. Description 
--_.---------------------------------------------------~---

1 
2 
j 

" s 

6 

'1 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 
13 

14 

AT ADOPTED RATES 
----------------General Rate Case Revenues 
percent of Revenues From CUstOmers 
Revenues From customers 

Steam Depart~ent Adjustment 
Uncoll~cti~le FactOr 

Uncollectibles 

Revenues From CUstOmers 
steAm Departroent Adjustment 
Uncol1ectibles 

Net Revenues From CUstOmers 

Franchise Require~ent9 
Franchise ~~rtlzatton 

TotAl Franchise Requirements 

8-4 

$3,818,230 
99.19\ 

3/el0/~12 

~~.M~ 
0.3000\ 

========:=== 

3,810,212 
99.89\ 

(U~418) _ 

3,794,603 

0.6430\ 

24,399 
o 

------_ .... _---
============ 

• 

CACO/ppm/2 



. AfPENDIX 8 < 
PACIFIC GAS AND EI;':CTRtC COMPANY 

. Electric DeP.irtment,-;tesl Year 1993 

EXPENSE suMJiAR'i 
(Thousands of 1990 doliars unless otherwi6e indicAted) 

AOOPTED Line 
No. Description 
-----------------------------------------------------------

1 
TOTAL NON-ESCALATED (1990$) 
Energy Costs 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
1 
8 
9 
10 
11 

steam Production 
Nuclear Production 
Hydraulic production 
Other Production 

Total production (lines 2 through 5) 
Transmission 
Distribution 
Customer Accounts 
Demand-side Manage~ent 
Administrative and General 

12 Total Non-Escalated (1990$) 

TOTAL ESCALATED (1993$). 
13 Energy costs 
14 SteA~ production 
15 nucleAr Production 
16 Hydraulic production 
11 other Production 
18 Total Production (lines 14 thiough 11) 
19 Transmission 
20 Distribution 
21 cust~T.er Accounts 
22 Demand-Side Management 
23 Administrative and Ceneral 

24 Total Escalated (1993$) 

TOTAL EScALATION (1990$ to 1993$). 
25 Energy costs 
26 steam production 
21 Nuclear Production 
28 Hydraulic pioductlon 
29 Other production 
30 Total production (lines 26 through 30) 
31 Transmission 
32 Distribution 
33 Cust6«,e~ Accounls 
34 Demand-side Management 
35 Administrative and General 

36 Total Escalation 

8-S 

$2,058 
113,SO) 

1,256 
41,610 
44,484 

266,85) 
63.463 

249,512 
122,063 
196,7S2 
483,494 

------------
1,394,195 

=::=======:::: 

2,058 
194,137 

1,412 
53,264 
46,629 

295,442 
71,3S~ 

2aO,404 
135,626 
211,$13 
531,366 

------------
1,Sl4,0~8 

============ 

o 
20,634 

156 
5,654 
2,145 

28,5M 
1,M6 
30,$~2 
H,S6~ 
21,061 
41,812 

------------
14~,SH 

============ 

CACD/ppm/2 



. ··APPENDii B 
PACItIC-OAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Electrlc Deparlment,Test Year 1993 
- -

LABOR EXPENSE"SUXMARY 
(Thousands of 1990 dollars untess otherwise indicated) 

Line 
No. Description 
-~----------------------~----------------------------------

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 

LABOR NON-ESCALATED (1990$) 
steam production 
Nuclear Production 
Htdraulic Production 
Other production 

Tota) production (lines 1 through 4) 
'transmission 
Distribution 
customer Accounts 
Demand-Side Management 
Administrative and General 

11 Total Non-Escalated LabOt 
12 Non-Escalated Wage-R~lated A&O 
13 Toul 
14 parity Adjustment 
15 Labor Escalation Factor 

LABOR ESCALATED (1993$)-
16 steam Production 
17 Nuclear Production 
18 Hydraulic Production 
19 Other Production 
20 Total Production (lines 16 through 19) 
21 Transmission 
22 Distribution 
23 CUstomer Accounts 
24 Demand-Side Management 
25 Administrative and General 

26 Total Escalated LabOr 
27 Escalated Wage-Related A&O 
28 Total Escalated Labor 

LABOR ESCALATION (19S0$ to 1~93$) 
29 Steam ProdUction 
30 Nuclear Production 
31 H~draulic Production 
32 Other production 
33 Total production (lines 29 through 3i) 
~4 Transmission 
JS Distribution 
36 c~st~er Accounts 
37 Demand-Side Management 
38 Administrative and General 

Total Labor Escalation 39 
40 
41 

Wage-Related A~O Escalation 
Total Labor & Wage-Related Escalation 

8-6 

$75,019 
68& 

23,129 
1,931 

107,367 
35,380 

1)$,519 
75,585 
jl,949 
94,92) 

480,78) 
is,017 

50s,80G 
(15,385) 
1.1439 

85,814 
781 

27,144 
9,07~ 

122,811 
40,471 

155,oM 
86,462 
36,546 

lOS, 5&2 

549,967 
28,611 

578,5tJ4 

10,795 
99 

J,US 
1,141 

15,450 
5,091 

19,510 
10,817 

4,597 
13,6S9 

69,184 
3,600 

72,784 

• 

CACD/ppm/2 
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. APPENDIX B 
PACIFIC GAS ANti ELECTRiC· cOMPANY 

Electric Departm~nt, .1'est '(ear 1993. 
~ .. '-

. - . 

NON-LABOR EXPENSE SUy~y . 
(Thousands ot 1990 doUare unless otherwise indicated) 

Line ADOPTED No. Description 
-------------------------~-----~---------~----------------~ 

1 
2 
j 

NON-LABOR NON-ESCALATED (1990$) 
ste~~ production 
Nuclear Production 
Hydraulic production 
other Production 4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
<) 

~6tai Production (lines 1 through 4) 
Transmission 

10 

Distribution 
custOffier Accounts 
Demand-side Management 
Administrative and General 

11 Totai tion-Escalated Non-LabOr 

12 Non-La~~r Escalation Factor 

tWN-LABOR ESCALATED (1993$) 
13 steam production 
14 Nuclear Production 
15 Hydraulic Production 
16 Other Production 
17 Total Production (lines 13 through 16, 
18 Transmission 
19 Distribution 
20 customer Accounts 
21 Demand-Side ManAgement 
22 Administrative and General 

23 Total Escalated Non-Labor 

NON-LABOR ESCALATION (1990$ to 1991$) 
24 steam prod~ctlon 
25 Nuclear Production 
26 Hydraulic production 
~7 Other Production 
28 Total Production (lines 24 through 27) 
29 Transmission 
30 Distribution 
31 customer Accounts 
32 Dema~d-side Han3gement 
33 Administrative and Ceneral 

34 Total non-Labor Escalation 

B-1 

$9~,4M 
568 

22,412 
10,OS1 

131, S15 
28,083. 

113,933 
26,891 

164,803 
124,336 

589,561 

1.0999 

108,323 
625 

24,651 
11,655 

144,654 
30,888 

125,315 
29,577 

181,261 
136,157 

~4B,4S8 

9,839 
51 

2,239 
1,004 

13,139 
2,605 
11/38~ 
2,686 

16,464 
12,421 

58,697 

CACD/pproJ2 



AP-PENDIX$ 
PACI FICGAS AND· ELEcTJHC· cOMPANY 

ElectricDep!itm~nij Test Ve:!r 1993 
- - -:... -_. - . -.- .--

-.) 

OTHER· EXPENSE SUMMARY 
(Thousands ot 1990 dollarsunle$S otherwise indicAted, 

Line 
No. Description . . - - . -----------------------------------------------------------

OTHER NON-ESCALATED (1990$' 
1 Energy costs 
2 steam Production 
3 Nuclear production 
4 Hydraulic production 
5 Other production 
6 Total Production (lines 2 through 5) 
7 TransmiSsion 
8 Distribution 
9 customer Accounts 
10 Demand-side ManAgement 
11 Administrative and General 

12 Total Non-Escalated other 

1) Medical Escalation Factor 
14 other Escalation Factor 

OTHER EscALATED (1993$) 
15 Energy Costs 
16 steam production 
17 Nuclear production 
18 Hydraulic Production 
19 other production 
20 Total production (lines 16 through 19) 
21 TrAnsmission 
22 Distribution 
2) customer Accounts 
24 Demand-side Management 
25 Ad~lnistrative and General 

26 Total Escalated Other 

OtHER (and Medical, ESCALATION 
27 Energy Costs . 
28 steam Production 
29 Nuclear production 
30 Hydraulic Production 
31 Other production 
32 Total Production (lines 2S through 3~) 
33 Transmission 
34 Distribution 
35 custorr.er Accounts 
36 Demand-side Hanaqernent 
37 Administrative and General 

38 Total Other (and Hedical) Escalation 

8-8 

$2,058 
6 
o 

1,469 
26, S02 
27,971 

(I 
(I 

19,587 
6 

239,218 
---------.;.--

288,834 

1.4095 
1.0000. 

2,058 
() 

o 
1,469 

26,502 
27,971 

·0 
o 

19,581 
o 

257,410 
------------

307,026 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

IS,1~2 
------------

18,192 

.. ,.-. • 

cAco/ppcn/2 



ApH'NDI~ 'b ': 
" PACIFIC GAS ANDELECTRIC"COMPANY . 

Electric DepartroiH\ti 1~$LYear 199) 

STEAM PR60UCTION'EXPENSE 
(Thousands of 1990 dollars urHessotherwlse lndl<:ated) 

Line AC<:Qunt 
No. Description No. -----------------------------------------------------------------

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 

8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
16a 

17 

18 
19 
20 

21 

22 

500.0 
501.0 
S02.0 
505.0 
s()6.0 
S07.0 

510.0 
511.0 
512.2 
512.3 
$13.4 
513.5 
513.6 
514.0 

Operatlon 

supervision and E09ineeriog 
Fuel - Other Expenses 
Steam Expenses 
Electric Expenses 
Kisc. steam Power Expenses 
Rents 

Total Operation 

Kaintenance 

supervision and tngineerin9 
structures 
Boilers and Related Apparatus 
Boiler plant Auxiliaries 
Main Turbos & R~lated Apparatus 
Hain TurbO Auxiliaries 
Accessory Electric Equipment 
Miscellaneous steam plant 

Total Maintenance 
steam Department Adjustment 

TotAL STEAM PRODUcTION (1990$) 

Escalation Arr.ounts, 1990 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total Escalatl6n 

~OTAL STEAK PRODUCTION (1~~3$) 

8-9 

$8,504 
1,797 

13,615 
H,9S6 
24,059 

1,918 

15,969 

9,766 
1,154 

21,681 
13,316 
21;631 
13,259 

3,804 
6,923 

------------
91,534 

o 

113,503 

10,19S 
9,839 

o 

20,634 

------------
IH,131 

CACO/ppm/2 



APPEliPix B . . 
PACI FICOAS AND' ELECTRIO. COMPMl'i . 

Electric Departm~r\t,'J:e$t.'i~~rI9§3 

NUCLEAR PRobUCTI6N' EXPENSE 
(Thoudnds of 1990 dollars unless .OtherwiSe. iildlcaUd) . 

. Line ·Account AOOPTEO 
No. . No. Description 
-----------------------------------------------------------------

1 
2 
3 

·4 
5 

6 

'1 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

16 

11 
18 
19 

20 

21 

operation 
---------51'1.0 Slipervision and Engineering 

519.0 Coolants and water 
520.0 steam Expenses 
523.0 Electric Expenses 
524.0 Miscellaneous Nuclear power Expenses 

528.0 
529.0 
530.2 
530.4 

. sH.4 
S31.S 
531.6 
532.0 

Total OperatUm 

Maintenance 
-----------supervision and Engineering 
structures 
Reactor and Related Apparatus 
Reactor plant Auxiliaries 
Main Turbos & Rel. Apparitus 
Main Turbo Auxiliaries 
Accessory Electric Equipment 
MiscellaneouS Nuclear plant 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL NUCLEAR PRODUCTION (1990$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1990 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
other 

Total Escalatlon 

TOTAL NUCLEAR PRODUDCTION (1993$) 

8-10 

$lSS 
19 

206 
65 

495 

1,14() 

to 
46 
o 

U 
9 
1 
7 
2 

------------116 

------------
1,256 

99 
51 
o 

------------
156 

------------
1,412 

CJ..CD/ppm/2 



Line Account 

, " .. , 

: APPENDiX B _ . 
pACIFIC GAS AND ELEcTFnc COkPANk"

Electric Departrnent,_1'estYear i993 

HYDRAULIC PRODUcTION EXPENSE 
(Thousands of 1990 dollars u(ltess otherwise indicated) 

ADoPTED No. No. 
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Description 

9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

19 

20 

21 
2i 
23 

24 

25 

535.0 
536.0 
537.1 
537.2 
531.3 
538.0 
539.0 
540.0 

541.0 
542.0 
543.0 
544.3 
S44.4 
545.5 
545.6 
54S.7 
545.8 

operation 

su~rvlsion and Engineering 
Water tor Po ... ·er 
Hydraulic Expenses 
Fish and Wildlife Expenses 
Recreation Expenses 
Electric Expenses 
Miscellaneous Hydro Expense Generation 
Rents 

Total operation 

Maintenance 

supervision and Engineering 
structures 
Reservoirs, Dams and waterways. 
Prime Movers and Generators 
Accessory Electric Equipment 
Miscellaneous Hydraulic PI~nt 
Roads, Railroads and Bridges 
Fish aild WUdHfe Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL HYDRO PRODucTlor-l (1990$) 

Escalation AmOunts, 1990 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total Escalation 

TOTAL HYDRO PRODUCTION (1993$) 

8-11 

$1,750 
3,j56 
3,561 -

52 
629 

5,668 
4,687 
4,651 

----.:...----~--
24,354 

4,601 
"55 

8,540 
4~921) 
2,343 

655 
1,444 

163 
135 

---------~--
23,2$6 

47,610 

3,415 
2,239 

I) 

5,654_ 

CACO/ppm/2 



-, '. 
." .. ~ 

: APPlamiX ~ ... ..... . 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC OOHPANY 

. Electr~cDepaltmentl'Iest year 199j 

. OTHER> PoWER- PRODUCTION EXPENSE 
(Thousands ot 1990 d6Uats unless ()therwlse indicat~d) 

Line Account 
Uo. NO. Description ADOPTED 

-~--------~------------------------------------------------------

1 
2 
3 
4 

5 

6 
1 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 
13 
14 

15 

16 

546.0 
548.6 
549.() 
S55.0 

551.0 
552.6 
5S3.0 
554.() 

operation 

supervision and Engineering 
Generation Expenses 
MiscellaneOus Other powe-r Expenses 
purchased Power~Other powet supplies 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------Supervision and Engineering 
Maintenance of structures 
Haintenance ot tl~ctrlc plant 
Hiscell. Other rower General p}ant 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL OTHER POWER PRODUCTION (1990$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1990 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Totai Escalation 

TOTAL OTHER POWER PRODUCTION C1~93$) 

8-12 

$49 
507 
2jO 

42,826 

43,612 

131 
S 

322 
414 

872 

------------
44,484 

11141 
1,004 

o 
------------

46,629 

• 

CACO/ppco/2 



-e 

.AHENDIX if 
. pACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

. Eiectilc Departrr,ent. 'Test. 'fear· 1993 . 

. tOTAL PRODUCTION EXPENSE 
(ThOusands of 1990 d61lars unlesS 6tllerwlSe indicated, .. 

tine ADOPTED Description 
--------------------------~--------~----~----------------~-

1 
la 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
6a 
1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 
II 
14 

15 

16 

Operation 
---------
steam 
steam Department Adjustment 
Nuclear 

Hydraulic 

Other 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------
steam 
steam Department Adjustment 
Nuclear 

Hydrautic 

Othti!r 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL PRODUCTION (199~$) 

Escalation k~unts, 1990 to 1993 
LabOr 
Non-LabOr 
Other 

Total Escalation 

TOTAL PRODUCTION (1993$) 

8-13 

$75,969 
() 

1,146 

24,354 

.43,612 

97,S34 
o 

116 

23,256 

872 

266,aSl 

15,450 
13,ll8 

o 
--~---------

2S,S88 
. .. ------------
29S,Ul 

CACO/ppro/2 
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, APPENoix 8 . . 
PACIFIC OAS ~D ELECT~IC :COKPAN¥ 

Electric Departm~nt, Test \"e'ar 1~93 

'tRANSMISSION EX·PENSE 
(ThousAnds of 1990 d6llats unless otherwise indicat~d) 

Line Account AOOPTED 
No. No. Description 
-----------------------------------------------------------------

9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

29 

30 

31 
12 
J) 

34 

3S 

operation 

560.0 supervision and Engineering 
56i.0 Load Dispatching 
562.0 station Expenses 
563.0 Overhead Line ExpenSes 
564.0 underground Line ExpenseS 
565.0 Transmission ot Electdclty By Others 
566.0 Miscellaneous Transmission Expenses 
561.0 Rents 

568.0() 
569.00 
S10.00 
571.62 
511.63 
Si1. 64 
511.65 
571.66 
511. 61 
571.68 
571.69 
571.10 
571.71 
511.72 
511.73 
571. 74 
571.15 
512.CJO 
573.00 

Total operation 

Kaintenance 

Supervision And Engineering 
structures 
station Eqtlipment 
clean Insulators and Bushings 
Replace Line Insulators 
stubbing poles 
Moving poles and GUYs 
pole Treatlng 
Emergency Repairs 
conductor Recondlt 10n1ng . 
Temporary Service set-Up W6rk 
Overhaul & RepAir Line EqUipment 
paint poles, Towers & Accessory· 
Other OverheAd Line Maintenance 
Tree 'frillVOing 
Vegetation control 
Right-of-Way clearing 
Underground Lines 
MiscellaneouS Transmission plant 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (19~O$) 

Escalation Amounts, 199~ to 1993 
Labor 
Non-LabOr 
Othel" 

Total Escalation 

TOTAL TRANSKI S5 JO~l (19~)$) 

8-14 

$3,310 
7,011 
~,76l 
3,685 

141 
7,346 
3,411 

211 
------------

34,888 

4,645 
566 

10,60'1 
965 

1,246 
sO 
18 
41 
6 

1, l16 
167 
126 
~49 

3,~S5 
2,558 

138 
140 
29S 

49 

------------
63,463 

5,091 
2,80$ 

o 
------------
------------

71,359 

. . , 
.. t •..• . e 

e· 

CACO/ppm/2 



~PPENbIX B 
PM~IFIC oM AND' ELEcTRIO cOHPMY 

ElectrIc Depart!!!ent, T_~st Vear 1993 - .-: , 

DISTRIBUTI6N -tXPE'NSE 
(Thousands of 1990 doHart~ unless 6therwls~ indicated) 

Line Account ADOPTEO Description No. No. .' .. ' -----------------------------------------------------------------
1 
2 
3 
3 
4 
5 
6 
1 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

15 
16 
11 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
21 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
31 
38 
39 

40 

41 
42 
43 
44 

45 

580.0 
582.0 
583.2 
583,3 
584.0 
585.0 
586.0 
581.1 
581.8 
581.9 
588.0 
588.6 
589.0 

590.00 
591.00 
592.00 
593.00 
593.62 
593.63 
593.64 
593.65 
593.66 
593.61 
593.68 
593.69 
593.10 
593.11 
593.12 
593.73 
593.14 
593.15 
594.00 
5~4.00 
595.00 
596.00 
591.00 
598.00 

OPERATION 
SuperviSion and EnqineerIng 
Stati6n Expense 
Overhead Line Expenses 
Removing & Resetting Line Transmission 
underground Line Expenses 
street Lighting & Signal system 
Meter Expenses . 
Invest. & Adj. Service complaints 
Radio & TV Interference Work 
other Work on CUstOmer Premises 
Hiscellaneous Distribution Expenses 
Distribution Haps and Records 
Rents 

Total operation 
HAINiENANCE 
supervision and Engineering 
structures 
station Equipment 
overhead services 
Clean Insulators and Bushings 
Replace Line Insulators 
stubbing Poles 
Hoving Poles and GuYs 
Pole Treating 
Emergency Repairs. 
conductor Reconditioning. 
Te~pOrary Service set-Up Work 
overhaul & Repair Line Equipment 
paint poles, Towers & ~ccessory 
Other Overhead Line Maintenance 
Tree Trimming 
Vegetation control 
Right-Of-Way clearing 
Underground Lines 
Underground Services 
Line TtAr'lsfonr,ers 
Street Lighting & Signal System 
Meters 
Hiscellaneous oistributi6~ plant 

Total Haintenance 

~OTAL DISTRIBUTION (1990$) 
Escalation Arr~unts, 1990 to 1993 

L3bor 
Non-L3bOr 
Other 

Total Escalation 

~OTAL DISTRIBUTION (1993$) 

8-15 

$22,961 
7,931 

12,951 
5,321 
4,166 
2,119 

24,414 
12,688 

630 
64 

29,181 
6,S65 

213 
129,810 

13,830 
41S 

1,176 
3,112 

354-
1,810 

98 
686 

·348 
o 

15,193 
520 

2,625 
36 

1,411 
U,OH 
1,118 

370 
9,464 
1,01$ 
9,6$1 
1,662 

~02 
32 

119,642 
------------

249,512 

19,510 
11,382 

o 
30,892 

------------
280,404 

CACO/ppm/2 
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·"'W/K.H*" . 

, A'PPENDix B' .... 
PACIFIC. GAS ANoELEcTitICWHPANY 

. Electric Departme.tlt, T~(t. Year 1993 
- . -

CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS EXPENSE 
(ThOusands of 1MO doUateuniess otherwise in-dicued) -

Line- Account 
Description ADOPTED 

No. 
.~~-------------------------------------------------------~-------

1 

2 

.. 
s 

7 

8 

9 

10 

10~ 
11 

12 
13 
14 

15 

16 

17 

901.0 Supervision 

9()2.0 Heter Reading Expenses 

903.0 Customer contracts and Orders 

903.0 CustOmer Billing & Accounting 

9(»).0 Hatllng customer Bl11s 

903.0 collecting Expenses 

904.0 Uncollectible Accounts 

905.0 Miscell. customer Accounts Expense 

90s.0 Rents 

TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS (1990$). 

Steam Department Adjustment 
Total (Less Uncol1ectlbles) 

Escalation Amounts, 1990 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total Escalation 

TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS (1993$) 

Total (Less Uncollectibles) 

8-16 

$4,639-

19;919 

42,1~7 

$,745 

9,033 

18,657 

10,567 . 

8,156 

190 
------------

122,063-

o 
1U,496 

------------
13,563 

------------
135,626 

125,059 

• 

e 
CACO/ppm/2 
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, APPEND'I X 8· . " 
PACIFIO GAS AND ELECTRIC oOKPANl 

EleCtric Departltent, Testvear 19~1, 

DEKAND-S'IDE MANAGEMENT EXPENSE 
(Thousands ot 19~O dollad unless otherwiSe indiCAted) 

Line Account 
NO. 
------------------------------------------~-------~--------~-----

No. Description 

1 

J 

4 

5 

7. 

8 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
15 
16 

17 

18 

Residential & Non-Residential 
conservation, Service planning, 
and Load Kanagement Expenses 
-------------------------------

907.0 supervision 

908.0 custOrr,~r Assi'stance Expense 

909.0 Informational & Instructional Expense 

910.0 Kiscellaneous 

subtotal 

$3,410 

17i,491 

2,126 

15,285 

--~---------
19J,302 

LOad Retention & LOad Building ExpenseS 
---------------------~-----------------

911.0 supervision 

912.0 Demo/selling - LOad Retention/Buildinq 

912.0 DemO/selling - clean Air vehlcles 

911.0 Advertising 

916.0 Kiscellaneous Marketing 

916.0 Rents 

subtotal 

TOTAL DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT (1990$) 

EscalatiOn Amounts, lMO to 1993 
LabOr 
Uon-Labot 
Other 

Total Escalation 

TOTAL DEMAND-SIDE Y~AGEHENT (1993$) 

1,426 

I,SOO 

o 

91 

o 

3,450 

196,752 

4,597 
16,4~4 

() 

------------
21,061 

217,813 

NOTEt Adopted DSH total reflects Joint RecOmmendatioo's expense 
level (see p. 8-18) plus Electric Vehicles proqram and ORA's 
recorr~endati6n on Thermal storage program. LabOr dollars 
includes PG~E'S Performance Incentive program adjustment. 

B-17 CACO/ppm/2 
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_. ,APPENO'i'XcB 

pACIFIC GAS'AND:ELECT~I¢'c6MPAN'i 
Electric '''eparttne:nt ,_':tce-~~~ear 1993 

JOINT RECOMXENDATJON;ON DEMAND-SIDE HANAGEKENT 
(Thousands of '1990t>ollArs) 

Line Electric -- Joint 
Reconvnel'ldati6n 

No~ Program 
-------------------------------------------------------------------~--

conservation/Energy Efficiency 
Information 

1 Residential 
2 Nonresidential 

EM Services 
3 Residential 
4 Nonresidential 
5 Industrial 
6 Agricultural 
'7 Direct Assistance 

Ne'''' contruction 
8 Residential 
9 Nonresidential 

Retrofit Energy Efficiency Incentives 
10 Residential Weatherization 
i1 Residential Applianc~ Eftlclency 
12 corr~ercial EM Incentives 
14 Industrial EK Incentives 
IS Agricultural EK Incenti~eB 
16 other DSK (Bidding) 

other 
11 Residential 
18 Nonresidential 

TOTAL CONSERVATION/ENERGY EFFICIENCY 

Load Management 
19 Residential A/C Recycling 
20 Interruplible/curtailable 
21 Group Load curtaIlment 
22 TOO (Residential, Nonres" Mandatory) 
23 Real Time pricing 
24 Demand control Centet 
~S Swi~roin9 pool Pump 

26 TOTAL LOAD MANAGEMENT (capital dollaia) 

27 Fuel substitution 
28 Load Retention 
29 Load Bullding 
30 Heasureffi~nt & Evaluation 

31 TOTAL I 

$2,843 
2,167 

1,913 
l,22S 
1,900 
2J~60 

19,105 

23,818 
22,098 

1,000 
21,61() 
22,500 

5,140 
6,440 
S,uo 

8,991 
1,000 

------------
16~/340 

71~ 
1,200 

438 
15,618 

383 
134 

1,502 
------------

20,OSO 

1,158 
1,620 

o 
21,469 

------------
206,631 

NOTEs Above totals do not include Therm~l Energy storage and Electric 
Vehicles pt09rams. Total DSM expense (i.e., excluding abOve 
capital dollars) is reflected on p. 8-11. 

• 

CACD/ppo/2 
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Llne Account 
No. 

et al. 

. APPENDIX B·. -
PACIFIO GAS AND EttC}'RIC cOMPANY' 

. Eh~c~r ie Depart':-.ent,: Test- Year i 99l 

ADMINiSTRATIVE AND GENERAL EXPENSES 
(Thousands of 1990 doUa:rs. unlessotheiwlae indicated) 

ADOPTED Description 
------------------------------------------------------~----------

1 
2 
3 

" 5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

14 

15 

16 

16a 

17 

18 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

24 

2S 

26 

920.0 
9ii.0 
922.0 
923.0 
924.() 
925.0 
926.0 
927.0 
928.() 
9jO.0 
930.0 
930.0 
9l1.0 

operation 

Administrative & General salaries 
Office Supplies and Expenses 
Admin. & General Ttatl§ter credit 
Outside services Employed 
Property Insurance 
Injuries and Damages . 
Employee Pensions and Benefits 
Franchise Requirements . 
Regulatory COlranissiotl Expenses 
Research, Development & Demonstration 

Other Miscellaneous General Expenses 
Rents 

Total operation 

Maintenance 

935.0 Maintenance of General Plant 

Total Maintenance 

steam Dept Adjustment 

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE' GENERAL (1990S) 

Total (Less Franchise Requirements, 

Escalation AmOunts, 1~90 to 1991 
LabOr 
Wage Related 
Non-tabor 
Other 
Medical 

Total Escalation 

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE' GENERAL (1993$) 

Total (Less Franchise Requirements) 

$106,980 
68;747 

(31,9&2) 
26,587 
13,885 
49,513 

170,452 (a) 
22,582 

123 
21,780 

o 
10,250 
15,865 

---~--------

3,221 

3,221 

(508) 

4&3.,495 

460,913 

13,659 
3,600 

12#421 
o 

18,191 

47,871 

531,366 

508,784 

(aJ Reflects total company Post Retirement Medical expense of 
$161,898,000 and Group Life ex~nse of $18,749,000, aa provtded 
in PG~E's Reply Corr~ents on Proposed Dectsion in ~.91-11-036. 

8-19 CACD/ppm/2 
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No. 

et· ai.·>' 

. j.PPEND'j X Ii· 
pACIFIC GAs AND ELEctRIC COMPANY 

Electric Departm~ntl>Test y~ar 1993 

TAXES ON oTHER THAN INCOME 
(Thousands o'f 1993 dollars) 

ADOPTtD Description 
--~~~------------------------------~-----------------------

1 

2 

3 
4 
5 
6 

8 
9 

10 

it 

12 

Ad Valorem Taxes 
----------------
california 

Total Ad Valorem Taxes 

payroll Taxes 
-------------
Federal Insurance Contribution Act 
Federal Unemployment Insurance 
State Unemployment Insurance 
san Francisco payroll Tax 

Total payroll Taxes 

other Taxes 

Business Tax 
Hazardous substance Tax 

Total other Taxes 

super Fund Tax (excl~dln9 incremental) 

TOTAL TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME 

8-20 

$110,539 

110,539 

53,451 
544 . 
102 

2,019 
---------;...--

56,116 

398 
1,091 

------------
169,667 

========s=== 

• 

CACO/ppo/2 
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APPE~bt~ B .-
PACIFIC GAS AND EtEC1RICOOMPANY 

Electric bepattreent,-TesiYeat 1993 

INCOME TAX AbJUSTKENTS 
(th6u~~~d~ 6f It9l dOllArS) 

ADOPtED Line 
No. Description 
--------~-------------------------------------------------~ 

california Inc~~e Tax Adjustments 
---------------------------------
Fiscal/calendar Year Adjustment 
Interest charges 
Operating Expense Adjustment 
capitali~ed Interest Adjustment 
vacation Accrual Reduction 
~tate Tax Depreciation - Dec nal.oce &) 
State Tax Depreciation - Other ) 
RemOval Costs 
Repair Allowance 

10 Total CCFT Adjustments 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

Federal Income Tax Adjustments 
------------------------------
Tax DeprecIation - SLSRj ) 

- Dec. Balance,) 
ACRS/HARCS &. ) 

-other ) 
Removal costs 
Repair Allowance 
preferred DIvidend credit 
Fiscal/calendar Year Adjustment 
Interest charges 
Operating Expense Adjustment 
capitalized tnterest Adjustment 
vacation Accrual Reduction 

Total FIT Adjustments 

Federal Tax Depreciation Deterred, 
ACRS/HACRS 

8-21 

$512 
381,064 

(1,691) 
(19,010, 
(2,966) 

513,215 

35,649 
24,110 

$991,537 
====:z::======= 

$463,978 

26,731 
19,193 

4,1()) 
572 

j&l,O~4 
(1,M1) 

(19,010) 
(2,966) 

$871,914 
======z::===z:: 

M,st2 

CACD/ppo/2 



.' 

... APPENDIX· 8 . ' 
pACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIOoOKPAN¥ 

Electric Department{ ,.ht.¥ear 1993 

TAXES ON INcOME 
(th6u~~nd. of 1993·d~11ars) 

ADOPTED Line 
No. Description 
-------------------~--------------~------~-----------------

california corpOratiOn Franchise Tax 
------------------------------------

1 

2 
j .. 
5 
sa 

Operating Revenues at Adopted Rates 

operating Expenses . 
Nuclear Decorr~issionin9 ExpenSe 
Taxes other Than On IncOme 
IncOme Tax Adjustments 
superfund Tax Increase 

6 
1 
8: 
9 

california Taxable Income 
CCFT Rate 
tCFT 
stat~ Tax Adjustment 

10 subtotal 

11 Defense Facilities credit 
12 Deferred Taxes - Interest 
13 Deferred Taxes - vacation 

14 70TAL cALIF, CORPORATE FRANCHISE TAX 

Federal Income Tax 
------------------15 operating Revenues at Adopted Rates 

16 operating Expenses 
11 Nuclear Decommissi6ning Expense 
18 Taxes Other Than On Income 
19 CCFT - prior Year 
20 Incoo.e Tax Adjustments 

20a superfund Tax Increase 

21 
22 
23 

Fed~ral Taxable Income 
FIT Rate 
Federal Income Tax 

24 Defense Facilities credit 
25 Flowback 6f Excess Deferred Tax 
26 Deterred Tax - ACRS/HACRS 
27 Deferred Tax - Interest 
28 Deferted Tax - Vacation 

29 TOTAL FEDERAL UlCOHE TAX 

8-22 

------------
l,si9,081 

54,414 
169,661 
991,531 

338 
----------_ .... -

1,073,134 
9.36, 

99,801 
o 

-------------
9~,801 

(1~) 
(1,'168) 

(216) 
------------
=====-=:==:= 

3,818,230 

1,529,081 
S4,474 

169,661 
99,5iO 

871,914 
338 

------------
1,093,186 

34.00\ 
371,68) 

(68~) 
(1,220) 

o 
(s,MI) 

(~IS) 

------------
362,998 

=========:c== 

• 

. e 
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, APPENDIX B 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC cOMPANY 

Electric Depattment;Test Year 1~93 

AVERAOELAG IN PAYMENT OF EXPENSES 
(Thousands of 1993 dollars) 

Expense 
Average 
Lac) Days product Line 

_ No. Description 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

CB) (C=AxB) 

34827001 
3302759 

-1292437 
8324461 

o 
13090026 

219398 
23:25396 

21391103 
() 

1 
2 
,) 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9' 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19-
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

Federal IncOme Tax 
Nuclear Decommissioning 
post-Retirement Medical 
state lncome Tax 
Uncollectibles 
Franchise Requirements 
Fuel Oil 
Ceothermal steam 
Natural cas purchas~d 
Nuclear Fuel 
Purchased power 
payroll (+ Clearing Account) 
Property Insurance 
Injuries and Damages 
Pension Expense 
Group Life Expense 
savings Fund plan 
Health, Vislon ~ Den~al 
coods and services 
MaterialS From storeroOm 
Depreciation 
Ad Valorem Tax - california 
FICA Tax 
Unemployment Tax - Federal 
Uner,1ployment Tax - calif. 
S.F. payroll & Business Tax 
Abandoned project AmOrt. 
Deferred Inc~e Taxes 
Adjustment to ERTA Tax Basia 

TOTAL 

Expense Lag DAys 

Revenue Lag Days 

ADJUSTMENT TO RATE BASE 

Rate Base 

New Rate sase 

CA) 

286171 
54414 
78159 
99S61 

·0 
50839 
21363 
92241 

521607 
o 

1817021 
580930 

13816 
49459 

639 
10422 
f6111 
'15689 

413124 
184901 
660185 
110539 

53451 
544 
102 

2417 
7129 

14704 
o 

5331759 

121.10 
66.6l 

-16.41 
83.41 
6.00 

257.-48 
10.27 
25.21 
41.01 

H8.56 
41.39 
13~ 17 
5.96 
5.96 

-16.H 
39.20 
O.~O 
9.22 

32.94 
0.00 
6.00 

44.15 
3.84 

75.33 
75.61 

141.18 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

86108625 
7999410 

8266S 
294176 
-10492 
408539 

() 

691856 
15584705 

o 
() 

4880297 
205252 

40986 
1712 

341212 
o 
o 
o 

198821)202 

31.25 (Ln.3oC I Ln.30A, 

4l. ~1. 

$87,1~9 (Ln.32-Ln:31) x Ln.30A I 365 

$9,229,817 

$9,316,916 (Ln.33 + Ln.34, 
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. ~PPENDiX-8 . 
PACIFiC GAS AND ELECTRIC COKPANi' 

El.ct~i~D~part~enti-t~s5 Year lt~' 

WORKING CAS~ CAPITAL SUPPLIED ~y INVESTORS 
(Thousands of 1~9l dollars) 

Line 
No. Description 
---~-~-----------------------------------------------------

1 
2 
3 
4 
S 

7 
8 

Operational cash Requirements 
-----------------------------
Required Bank Balances 
special DepOsits & Working Funds 
Other Receivables 
Prepayments 
Deterred Debits, company-Wide 

Total 

Lesst Amounts Not Supplied By Investors 
. . . ---------------------------------------

Accrued Vacation 
Working cash capital 

Total 

10 subtotal, Total company 

11 Electric Dept. Allocation Percentage 

12 Electrlc Department Allocation. 
13 Prepayments - Electric Department 

14 

1S 

16 

17 

Total OperAtional cash Requirement 

plust Average AmOunt Required 
------------------------------
Avg Amount Req. as a Result of paying 
Expense in Advance of collecting Rev. 

Toul 

AVERAGE NET AMOUNT' OF WORXINO 
CASH CAPITAL SUPPLIED B~ INVESTORS 

8-24 

$,u,510 
l,,418 

38,825 
9,286-
5,942 

101,041 

130,207 
11,041 

141,248 

--------------
(40,206) 

67.45\ 

(27,119) 
934 

(26, ISS) 

87,1S~' 

81,159 

------------

=====s:::==~==== 
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, APPEN'O'I X B. . 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Electrio Depa.rbr.~nti T~stYeat 1993 

PLANT-IN-SERVICE 
(Thousandsol'1993dolhrs) 

Line ADoPTED 
N6. 
------------------------------------------------~----------

Description 

1 
2 

ELECTRIC PLAInt 

--------------Tangible plantl B01 1991 
Intangible Plant 
Helms 3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
i2 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

plant Held For Future Use (PFHU) 
SOY 1991 

Tan/Intangible Plant Net Additions 
LOad Management Addition~ . 
Hazardous waste Management Additions 
PHFU Additions 

BOY 1992 
Tan/Intangible plant Net Additions 
Geysers Retirement 
LOad Management Additions . 
Hazardous Waste Management Additions 
Research, Development , DemOnstration 

BOY 1993 
Wtd Avg T!n/Intangible plant Net Add. 
LOAd Management 
Hazardous waste ManAgement 
Research, Development and Demonstration 

21 1993 wtd Avg Electric Plant 

COMMON PLANT - ELECTRIC ALLOCATION. 
22 Beginning of Year 1991 
23 Helms 
24 PHFU 
25 Total B01 1991 
26 common plant Net Additions 
27 SAle of S.F. steam system 
28 Hazardous waste MAnAgement 
29 clean Air Vehicles 

, 30 PHFO Additions 
31 BOY 1992 
32 common Plant Net Additions 
33 Hazardous Waste Mangement 
34 clean Air vehicles 
35 PHFO Additions 
36 BOY 1993 
37 Wtd Avg CommOn plant Net Additions 
38 Hazardous waste Mangement 
39 clean Air Vehicles 
40 PHFU 

41 

42 

1993 Wtd Avq Corr~n plant (electric) 

~OTAL 1993 WTO AVO ELECTRIC PLANT 

B-25 

12,245,353 
36 / 352 

768,iH 
7,129 

13,056;968 
750,593 

12,919 
.. 3/ 543 
(1/ 129 ) 

13,816,954 
750,015 
(41,911) 

9,438 . 
14,372 

o 
14,548,868 

3981 180 
5,66~ 
7,116 

o 
14,960,433 

------------
1,190,542 

711 
H 

1,191,216 
213,131 

o 
3,314 

454 
(23) 

1,408,152 
170 / 235 

76) 
613 

o 
1,519,163 

85,134 
344 

o 
o 

------------
1,665,240 

------------
16,625,613 

===========:::: 
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Line 

' .. 

MPENDtX B 
PACIFIC GAS ,a.ND ELEctRIC coKP/l.tIY 

Electric De('~rtmen~,· Te:st iear .1993 
.(\ 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 
(Thousands of 1993 dollars) 

ADOPTED 
No. 
~ . ,. -' -----------------------------------------------------------

Descr'iption 

1 
2 
l 
4 
5 
6 
1 

a 

9 
10 
11 

12 

Depreciation Expense 
. steAm PrOduction 

Nuclear Production 
Hydraulic production 
Other production 
Tdnsrilissi6n 
Distribution 
Ceneral 

$ubtota.l 

Fossil Decorrroissioning 
Experimental plant 
corrroOn utility plant AllocAtion. 

TOTAL DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 

$91,359·. (a J 
. 0 

41, 19~ 
3,516 

60,343 
290,224 

7,638 
---:---------

500,212-

38,022 
o 

121,M1 

fS60,l85 
- . . . ',. . ============ 

(aJ Refle~ts 5-year amortization 6f ceysers unit 15's· 
undepteciated plant balance C$jO.116 mIllion / S 
or $6.035 million). 

8-26 
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Line 

A.PEN~lXB . . 
P'-;C'u'IC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Electric Department.- -Test Year 1991 

.. DEPRECIP.T10N RESERVE 
lThousarids of 1993 dollars) 

Desctiptioh 
------------------~----------------------------------~-----(8) 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

19 

Depreciation Reserve; Beginnlng9f Year 
steam PrOduction . 
Nuclear prOduction 
Hyd~aulic PrOduction 
Other Production 
Transmission 
Distribution 
Gene~al 
C~TImOn Allocation 

Total sOY Depteci~tion Reserve 

Depreciation Rese~ve, End of Yeat 
ste<L1l Production 
Nuclear Production 
Hydraulic Production 
other Production 
Transmission 
Distribution 
General 
coumon Allocation 

Total EOV Depreciation Re5e~ve 

WEIGHTED AVERAGE DEPRECIATION RESERVE 

$1,218,624 
o 

590,255 
4()110~ 

809,156 
2,886 / 554 

42,135 
605t 316 

1,394,958 
,0 

629;458 
41,210 

859,58S 
3,111,609 

49,722 
729,M7 

6,811 ,9S9 

6,535,()81 
======::=:=== 

(a) Reflects remOval of Geyseis unit 1S's undepreciated plant 
balance of $30.176 million (tOm tate base. 
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., APPtND-IX 'B . 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELE¢TRICCOHPANY .. -

Electilc tl~pArtmenti )~BtYear 1993 

WEIGHTED AvERAGE DEPRECIATtO RATE BASE 
(Thousands of -H93 d6llat's) 

Line 
No. Description ADOPTED .. 

-------------------~---------------------------------------

Weiqhted Average Electric Plant 
-------------------------------

1 
2 

Electric PUnt 
Adjustments 

3 Total Weighted AvetAge plant 

working capital 
---------------

4 
S 
6 

Materials and supplies - Fuel 
Materials and supplies - Other 
worHng cash 

7 Total working capital 

Tax Reform Act Deferrals· 
. . .. " ------------------------

8 Deferred capitalized Interest 
9 Deferred vacation 
10 Deferred CIAC Tax Effects 

11 Total Adjustments 

Less Deducti6ns 
---------------

12 CUstomer Advances 
13 Accurn. Deferred Taxes - Defense 
14 Accum. Deferred Taxes - ACRS 
15 Accum. oaferted Taxes - Other 
16 Deferred lic 
17 Other 

IS Total Deductl6ns 

1~ oepreciati6n Reserve 
20 Adjustrr,ents 

21 TOTAL RATE BASE 

B-28 

$16,625,673 
o 

------------
16,625,67.3 

o 
93,429 
60,974 

154,403 

37,56S 
21,622 
60,351 

------------
125,538 

114, .)10 
7,367 

757,888 
(14,806) 
188,798 

o 

1,OSl,SS7 

6,53~,081 
o 

------------
9,316,916 

=:::====r=~-=aa= 
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• 

. ,. ". . . APPJ:H.I>!X .ll. ".. " " ." 
'. PACIFIO GAS AND ELECTRIC COKPANY 

Electric bepa.rtrc.en~,Test Year 1993 

NET-TO-OROSS MULTIPLIER 

(A) (S) (C=AxB) Line 
No. Description 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

1 Gross operating Revenues 1.000060 

2 Revenues FrO!'!l customers 0.997900 

3 Lesst UncOllectlbles 0.003000 0.991900 0.002994 
------------

0.99'1606 
4 

5 Lesst Franchise Reqoirerc.ents 0.006430 0.994906 0.00639'1 
------------

0.990609 
6 

1 Les~' super Fund Tax 0.001200 0.990609 0.001189 
------------

0.989420 
8 

9 Lesst state Income Tax 6.0H6o"o 0.989420 0.092016 
------------

10 
0.898593 

11 Less! Federal Income Tax 0.340000 0.989420 0.336403 
------------

12 Net Operating Revenues 0.5(,1001 

13 NET-TO~GROSS MULTIPLIER 1.000000 0.561001 1.182527 

(Ln.l)A I Ln.13B) 
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LIne 

ApPENDIX B 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRI¢ COMPANY 

'~e~t re~i 199) 

ESCALATION FActORS - Total cOmpany' 
COST OF CAPITAL -- CPuc Jurisdiction 

(A) ( B) (C) 

• 
(D) (E) 

No. .' _. _.' -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------DescrIption 
Estimated for 

Attrition Years 

1991 1992 1994 1995 
ANNUAL ESCALATION RATES 
------------------------------------------------------------~----------------

1 Labor 

2 lIon-LabOr 

3 other 0.00\ 

12.10\ 

4.50\ 

0.00\ 

13.10\ 

5.00\ ,).24\ 3.36\ 

3.73\ 3.54\ 

3.54\ 
" Medical , ' ' -----------------------------------------------------------------------------

COXPOSITE ESCALATioN FACTORS (i99Q dollars to 1993 dollars) 
-~~~---------------------------------------------------~-

5 Lab6r' 

6 Non-LabOr' 

7 other 

1.1H9 ' 

1.0999 

1.0000 

1.409$ 
8 Medical 

-----------------------------------------~---------------

capital- Wei9hted 

COST OF CAPITAL (a) Cost l%ation Cost 

---------------------------------------------------------
7 Debt 8.61\ 47.50\ ".M\ 

8 Preteried Stock 8.35\ S.75\ 0.48\ 

9 COf!",jToon Equity 11.90\ 46.15\ 5.56\ 

----------
10 Return on Rate aa.se (CPUC Jurisdiction) 10.U\ 

---------------------------------------------------------

(End of Appendix B) 
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. ' 
ELECTRIC DErAATiU;NT; S "TTJUTION¢Ai..CULATiON 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTJU6' cOMPANY 

. Electric pepartri;~nti ,Attrition Years 1994 ,and 1995 

PAGE 
TABLE 
---~~--~--~~-------~------------------~----------~---------------------

Test Year 1993 -- 0&'10( Expense fOt' Attrltlon cafculation • 
AY 1994 ,'1995 _ ... O&H Expense, CPUC Jut!sdict!on • 
Test Year 1993 -- Rate Base for Attrition calculatlon 
At 1994 -- Rate Base 
AY 1995 -:-- Rate Base • • • ,. • 
AY 1994 & 1995 capital-Related Items, 1/" 
AY 1994 ,1995 capital-Related Items, 2/4 
AY 1994 & 1995 -- capita,i-R,elated ltems, 3/4 

, . 

AY 1994 &: 1995 capital-Related Items, 4/4 ' • 
A'i 1994 &: 1995 -:-- Financial COlDpOnents " 
AY 1994 &: 1995 -- other Items and Adjustments •••• 
AY 1994 &: 1995 -- Change in Reveilue Requirement, CPUC Juds, 
AY 1994 - Results ofoperati<:,ns, CPUC Jurisdiction 
At 1994 - Taxes on Inc&.ne, 'cPUC Jutisdiction .' 
At 1995 - Results of operations, CPUC Jurisdiction 
AY'1995 Taxes on Income, CPUC Jurisdiction .. 

c-l 
c ... 2 
c-l 
c-4 
c-5 
C-6 
c-1 
c-8 
c-9 
C-10 
c-u 
c-12 
c-13 
c-14 
'C-15 
C-16 
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~ , .. 

- APPENDIx -c 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Electric Department, Mt'iitJon Years 1994 and 1995 

TEST YEAR 1993 -- O&K EXPENSE FOR ,..i'TRITtON CALCULATION 
(Thousands 6foollars) 

Line . Adjusted CPUC Adjd 
NO. Description TV 1993 Tran~jer TV 1~93 TY 1993 
--------~----------~-------~-----~----------.--~----------------------------

(8) (e) (0) (A) 

production 
1 Labor 122,811 122,817 122,168 

2 Noil-Labor 144,654 144,65-4 143,890 

3 other 21,911 21,911 i1,a}) 

4 Total 295,442 295,442 H3,882 

Storage 6 5 LabOr 
0 0 

6 Non-Labor 0 0 0 

1 other 0 0 0 

8 Total 0 0 0 

Transmission 
9 Labor 40,411 40,411 36,449 

10 Non-Labor 3D,SSS 30,888 27,819 

11 other 0 0 I) 

12 Total 11,359 11,359 64,268 

Distri.bution 
13 LabOr 155,089 155,089 153,813 

14 Non-Labor 125,315 125,315 124,284 

15 other 0 0 0 

16 Total 280,404 280,404 218,098 

customer Accounts 
11 Labor 86,462 86,462 86,352 

18 Non-Labor H,571 29,511 29,539 

19 Other (excl. Unc611ect. ) 9,020 9,020 9,069 

20 Total 125,059 1:25,059 124;900 

Demand-sid~ Management 
36,546' 

21 LabOr 
36,546 36,546 

22 Non-LabOr 181,261 181,261 181,261 

23 other 0 0 0 

24 Total 217,813 . 211,813 217,813 

Administrative &: General 
25 Labor 108,592 0 108,582 101,091 

26 wage Related 29,611 0 28,611 28,~24 

21 lton-LabOr 136,151 - I) 136,151 134,819 

28 other (eJecl. Franchise) 112,213 0 112~21l 169,848 

29 Medical 62,615 I) ~2,615 61,755 

30 Total 508,784 0 508,184 501,796 

Labor parity Ad,ustrrent 
31 Labor (15,385) (lS,3M) (15,115) 

32 Non-Labor 0 0 0 

33 other 0 0 0 

34 Total (15,385) (15,385) (1~i11S) 

-------~---------------------.-~--------
35 Labor 534,582 0 534,582 521,245 

36 Wage Related 28,611 0 28,~11 28,224 

31 Non-Labor 648,458 0 648,458 641,678 

38 other 209,204 0 209,204 20(,J660 

39 Medical 62,615 0 62,615 61,755 

40 TorAL O&M EXPENSE 1,483,416 0 1,483,416 1,465,582 

c-l CACO/ppm/2 



. APPENDIX ¢ . • 
Line 

. PA()IFJC CAS AND ElECTRIC cOMPANY 
Electi-lc_bepartrnent,AttdUonYears 1994 and 1995 

. . 

ArtRlTi6t~YEARS 1994 &: 1995 -- 6&H EXPENSE, CPub Jurisdiction 
(Thousands Of Dollars) 

Labor &: 
Wage-Rei. 

Non
L~bot other Medical TOTAL 

No. Descriptiori 
----------------------------------~------------------------------------------------

CA) CB) (e) CD) (E) 

Test Yeal' 1993 
--------------

1 Base (1993$) 555,469 641,618 206,680 61;155 1,46S,582 

2 1993 Adopted in GRC 0.0500 Q.0314 0.0000 0.1000 

3 199i Adopted in GRC 0.0450 0.0219 0.0000 0.1310 

4 1991 Adopted In GRC 0.0425 0.0315 0.0000 0.1270 

------~-------------------------------------------
5 Base (1990$) 485,600 583,319 206,680 43,812 1,319,411 

Attrition Year 1994 
-------------------

6 1991 Adopted in GRC c).04i5 0.0315 0.0000 0.1270 

1 1992 Adopted in GRe 0.0450 0.0219 0.0060 0.1310 

8 1993 (use recorded) 0.0500 0.(')374 0.0000 0.1000 

9 1994 (use updated estimate) 0.0324 0.03Jj 0.0000 0.0313 (a) 
. . . --------------------------------------------------

10 Base (l9~H) 513,466 665,613 206,680 64,058 1,509,818 

------------------------------------------~-------
11 1994 Escalation 11,991 23,935 0 2,.103 H,235 

12 1994 Uncollectib1es 54 12 c) 1 134 

13 1994 Fl'anthist! Requirement 116 155 0 15 286 

~----------------------------------------~--------
14 TOTAL 1994 ESCALATION 18,168 24,162 0 2,325 44,655 

==========:=======:=============================== 

Attrition Year 1995 
-------------------

H 1991 Adopted in ORC 0.0425 0.0315 0.0000 0.1210 

16 1992 Adopted in GRC 0.0450 0.0219 (hOOOO 0.13'10 

17 199) (use recorded) O.OSOO . 0.0374 0.0000 0.1000 

18 1994 (USe recorded) 0.03i4 0.0311 0.0000 0.0373 (a) 

19 1995 (use updated estimate, 0.033.6 0.0354 0.0060 0.OlS4 ta) 
--------------------------------------------------

iO Base (1995$) 592,135 689,176 206,6aO 66,326 1,554,916 

--~-----------------------------------------------
21 1995 Escalation 19,268 23,S63 0 2,268 45,099 

22 1995 Uncollect ib1es 58 71 0 1 135 

23 1995 Franchise Requirexent 124 152 0 15 291 

--------------------------------------------------
i4 TOTAL 1995 ESCALATION 19,451 23,166 0 2,289 45,526 

~====;==~===============~==:====~================= 

(aJ Use noh-labor escalAtiori rat. for attrition year ~.dlca1 .xpense. 

C-2 CACO/ppm/2 
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APPENDix c 
pACific GM N'~ .EtECTRIOCOK!,ANY 

Electric Depart~enti Attrition y~ar6 1994 arid 1995 

TEST YEAR 1993 -- RATE SASE tOR ATTRITION CALCULATION 
(ThOusal'lds otDOlhrs) 

Line 
Full Year 

1993 
}ltd Avg 

1993 
No. Description 

(A) -------------------------------------------~---------------------------------(8) 

1 
2 

Plant-in-Servicet Beginning of Year 
t Additions 

3 Total Plant-in-Service, End of Year 

4 plant Held For Future Use 

5 ToUl Plant 

6 
1 
8 

working c.~italt HatetiAls & Supplies 
I Gas Line pack 
t Working cash 

9 Total Working capital 

10 TRA Adjustmentsl Oeferted cap. interest 
11 I Deferred vacation pay 
12 I Oeferred CIAC Tax 

13 Total Adjust~ents 

14 Customer Advances 

15 Accumulated ACRS Deterred Taxest BOY 
16 t Additio~s 

11 Total AccumulAted ACRS Deferred Taxes 

18 Accumulated Deferred, Investment Tax credit 
19 I Defense Facilities 
20 • Othet 

21 Totai Accumulated Deferred 

22 Reserve' Beginning of Year 
23 I Accrual 
24 Fossil Decorrmissioning 
25 Net salvage 
26 I Adjustment 

27 Total Reserve 

28 TOTAL RATE SASE 

c-3 

16,12~/631 . 1,,12~,'31 
l,09~/359 497,~43 

------------------------
11,220,989 16,625,61) 

() 0 
------------------------

93,429 
o 

60,974 

16; 625,673 

93,429 
o 

60,974 
------------------------

154,463 

41,042 
28,217 
64,542 

lS4,403 

31,S65 
27,622 
60,3S1 

------------------------
133,SOl 

114,310 

116,008 

.. 114,310 

116,008 
41,880 81,3S6 

. . . ------------------------
797,364 

184,912 
6,983 

(15,391) 

151,M8 

188,198 
1,361 

(14,806) 
------------------------

116,498 

6/2$~,203 
622,163 

38,022 
(94,S74) 

o 

181,3S9 

6,252,203 
311,0&2 
19,011 

(41,2&1) 
13 

------------------------
6,811,814 

------------------------
9,603,201 9,316,976 

====:====~============== 

CACO/ppro/2 



.. . APPENDIX ¢ .. 
PACIFIC· QAS A.~[) ELECTRIC CoMPANY 

Electr1¢ oepartment, Attdt1onYe:Ars 1994 And 1995 

AY 1994 ~- RATE BASE 
(Th6u9~nds of Dollars) 

Line 
ruilYeat' wtd Avg 

1994 1994 
Htd Avg 1994 

Increase 
No. Description 
--------------------~--------------------------------------------------------(8) (C) 

59$,316 
466,502 1 

2 
plant-in-servlc~IBOy 

t Additions 

3 Totai plant-in-Service, E01 

4 Plant Held For Future Use 

6 
1 
8 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

1S 
16 

17 

Total Plant-ln-service 

Work in9 capitals Matls & Supplies 
! Gas Line pack 
t Workin!} cash 

Total Work in9 capital 

TRA Adjustmentst Det. Cap. Interest 
t Det. Vacation pay 
I Det. elAe Tax 

Toul Adjustrr.ents 

cust~~er AdVances 

Accum. ACRS Deter. Taxesi BOY 
I Additions 

Total Accum. ACRS Deter~ed Taxes 

(A) 

11,~26,9M 
1,0251 239 

11,220;9$9 
466,502 . 

-----------------------------------1,061,818 

o 0 o 
-----------------------------------
18,246,228 

93,429 
() 

60,914 

17,687,491 

93,429 
() 

60,914 

1,061,818 

o 
o 
o 

-----------------------------------
154,403 154,403 0 

50,144 45,468 1,903 
29,183 28,700 1,018 
73,000 68,110 8,419-

----~--------------------------~-~-
1S2,9~1 142,938 17,400 

114,310 114,310 0 

191,364 191,364 81,356 
88,741 44,373 2,493 

-----------------------------------
88~,111 841,131 &3,849 

18 Accurr.ulated Deferreds Investn:ent Tax 111,203 181,058 (1,140) 
0 

19 i Defense Facll. 
2() I Other 

21 T6tal Accumulated Deferred 

22 Reserves 80'1 
23 I Accrual 
24 * Fossil Oecorr~lssionin!} 
2S Net saivage 
26 Adjustment 

21 Total Reserve 

28 TOTAL RATE BASE 

1,361 1,367 
(14,806) ( 14,8(6) 0 

-----------------------------------
169,164 

6,811,814 
661,898 

38,()22 
(100,614) 

o 

173,619 

6 1 817,814 
330,949 

19,011 
(50,301) 

o 

(1,140) 

282,133 
299,653 

o 
o 
o 

-----------------------------------
7,417,120 . 1,111,461 582,386 

-----------------------------------
9,966,253 9,131,699 420,123 

=================================== 

• 
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APPENDIX C . 
pACIFIC oAS AND ELEctRIC COMPAN¥ 

Electric Departrrlent,· Attd.tlon. Years 1994 and 1995 

AY 1995 -- RATE BAsE 
(ThOUSands ot DollA~S) 

Line 
Full Year 

1995 
Wtd Avg Wtd Avg i995 

1995 Increase 
No. Description -----------------------------------------------------------------------------

(A) (8J (C) 

1 plant-in-Setvicet BOY 
2 * Additions 

18,~46,228 18;246,228 558,737 
1,617,455 490,261 490,261' 

-----------------------------------
3 Total plant, EOY 19,323,683 18,136,489 1,048,998 

4 Plant Held For Future Use 

5 Total Plant-in-service 

0 6 0 
-----------------------------------
19,323,683 18,7j6,489 1,048,998 

6 working capitalt Hatls & Supplies 
7 t Ga~ Line pack 
8 t Working cash 

9 Total Working Capital 

93,429 93,429 0 
0 0 () 

60,974 60,9'14 0 
-----------------------------------

154,403 154,403 0 

10 TRA Adjus.tmentsi Det.cap- Interest 
11 I Def. Vacation Pay 
12 t Def. CIAC Tax 

13 Total Adjustments 

60,242 55,456 9,988 
30,134 . H~658 958 
81,000 11,000 8,2l0 

--------~---------~----------------
171,376 162,114 19,1'16 

14 custOmer Advances 

15 Accum. ACRS Defer, Taxest BOY 
16 t Additions 

11 Total Accum. ACRS Deterred Taxes 

114,310 114,310 0 

886,111 886,111 88,147 
93,987 46,99'4 2,620 

-----------------------------------
980,09'8 933,105 91,361 

18 Accumulated Deferredt Investment Tax 
19 t Defense Facil. 
20 t Other 

~1 Total Accumulated Deferred 

207,693 173,370 (1,688) 
1,367 7,367 0 

(14,806) ( 14,806) 0 
-----------------------------------

200,254 165,931 (7,t88) 

22 Reservet sOY 
23 t Accrual 
24 Fossil Decorr~issloning 
25 Net salvage 

7,417,126 1,417,120 299,653 
101,154 350,577 316,2~1 

38,022 19,011 0 

(106,581) (53,291) 0 

26 t Adjustment 

27 Total Reserve 

-----------------------------------
8,049,115 1,133,418 615,950 

-----------------------------------
28 TOTAL RATE BASE 

10,305,685 16,106,243 368, $45 
==================~==========:===== 

C-5 
CACO/ppro/2 
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APPENOIX ¢ 
PACIFiC GAS AND Et.ECTRIC cQMPANY 

Electtic tlepa.rtlt':ent, IttttlttQn 'tech'S 1994 and 199$ 

AY 1994& 1995 -- CAPITAL-RELATED I7EKS, 1 of 4 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

1994 

• 
1995 

--------~---------------------~---~------------------------------------------ . No. Description 
(A) (B) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 
9 

10 
12 
13 
14 
is 
16 
17 

18 
19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
~5 
26 
27 
28 

29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

Depreciation Expense 
--------------------
1993 Depreciation Expense 
1993 ~td Avg Plant-tn-service 

systero Average Depreciation Rate 
x plant-in-service weighted Avera~e Inctease 
= Increase in Depreciation ExpenSe 
x Net-to-Gross Hulltiplier 
= Revenue Requirement 

x CPUC Allocation Factor 
= CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

Ad Valorem T~xe$ 
----------------
199) Ad Valorem Taxes 
1993 Plant-in-service, BOV 

622,16l 
16,625,613 

3.1422\ 
1,061,818 

39,135 
1.182521 

70;829 

0.9814621 
69,511 

3.7422\ 
l,04£J,9~8 

39,256 
1. 782S21 

69,974 

0.9814821 
68,618 

==::=================:== 

= system Average Ad Valotem Taxes 
x current Attrition Year Additions 

Increase In Ad Valorem Taxes 
x Uncoll. & Franchise Net-to-Gross Multipliet 

110,539 
17,220,9M 

0.6419\ 
1,025,239 

6,581 
1.009460 

6,643 

0.6419\ 
1,011,455 

6,916 
1.0094S0 

6,982 
Revenue Requirement 

x CPUC Allocation Factor 
CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requliement 

CCFT Depreclat ion 
-----------------
1993 CCFT Depreciation 
1993 plant-in-service, BOY 

system Average CCFT Depreciation Rate 

x current Attrition Year Additions 
Increase in CCFT Depreciation Expense 

x -CCFT Rate 
calilornia corporate Franchise Tax 

x Net-to-Cross Mulltiplier 
= Re .... enue Requirement 

calIfornIa CorpOtAte Franchise Tax 
x cPUC Allocation Fact6r 

CPUC sute Income TAxes 
x Net-to-Gross Kulitiplier 

CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

C-6 

0.9194264 
6,506 

0.9794264 
6,838 

=~====================== 

573,215 
17,220,9M 

3.3286\ 3.3286\ 
1,025,H9 1,017,455 

34,126 35,864 
-9.30\ -9.30\ 

(3,174) (l,33S) 
1.782521 1.782S21 

(5,651) (5,945) 
======~==========~====== 

P,174) (l,3lS) 
0.9823874 0.~823874 

P,118) (3/ 271 ) 
1.782521 1.782S27 

(5,558) (5,841) 
=================~====== 

CACO/ppm/2 
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'. '. . APPEND,IX C ',' 
PACIFiC GAS AND ELECTRICoOMPANY 

Electric Depattmentj'it.ttrit.19n Vdrs1994 and 1995 

AY 1994 " 1995' -- CAPITAt.~REL·ATE6 ITEMS, 2 01 4 
(Thousands of Dollars) Line 1994 1995 

No. Desctiption . . .... -----------------------------------------------------------------------------

9 
10 

FIT Depreciation 
----------------1993 FIT Depreciation 
1993 plant-in-service, 80Y 
= system Average FIT Depreciation Rate 
x Current Attrition Year Additions 

Increase in FIT Depreciation Expense 
x -FIT Rate 
x Net-to-Gross Hulitiplier 
= Revenue Requirement 

x cPUc Allocation Factor 
CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

11 Net Increase in FIT DepreciatLon Expense 
12 x -super Fund Tax Rate 
13 x Super Fund Tax Net-to-Gross Multiplier 
14 Super Fund Tax Effect on Fed. Tax Dep. Incr 
15 Total Revenue Requirement . 

16 
11 

x CPUC Allocation Factor 
Total cPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requlre~ent 

prior YeAr's CCFT Deductible tor FIT 

(A) 

463,918 
11,220,989 

2.6943\ 
1,025,239 

21,623 
-34;00\ 

1.1825~1 
(16,141) 

(8) 

2:6943\ 
1,071,455 

. 29,030 
-34.00\ 

1.182527 
(11,S94) 

=======~================ 
0..9819210 

(16,438) 
0.9819210 

(17,276) 
======================== 

21,623 
-0.12\ 

1.010693 
(34) 

(16,715) 

29,030 
-0.,12\ 

1.01069l 
(35) 

(11,629) 
==:===================== 

0.9819210. 
(16,472) 

0.9819210 
(17,31C)) 

====:=================== 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
21 
28 
29 

------------------------------------Prior Year's Revenue Requirement (Excl. super Fund Tax Effect) 
+ Depreciation 

70,829 
(4,662) 

(U,I0S) 
3,600 

41,697 
(176) 

98,183 
0.092016 

9,034 
(2,616) 
6,419 

+ CCFT Depreciation 
+ FIT Depreciation 
+ Rate Basel Preferred stock 
+ t commOn stock Equity 
+ CCFT 

prior Year's Revenue Requirement 
x CCFT CUffiulative compOnent 

CCFT Increase 
+ Prior Year's CCFT for CCFT Depreciation Expense 
~ Total CCFT Increase 

30. prlor Year's CCFT subtotal 
31 prior Year's CCFT Deductible for FIT 
32 Increase in CCFT Deduction for FIT 
33 x -FIT Rate 
34 x Net-to-Gross Hulitipller 
35 = Revenue Requirerr.ent (FIT) 

36 Net Increase in CCFT Deductible for FIT 
31 x -super Fund Tax Rate 
38 x super Fund Tax Net-to-Gross ~ultiplier 
39 = Super Fund Tax Effect on Incr. in Deduction 
40. Total Revenue Requirerr.ent 

(FIT and super Fund Tax) 

C-7 

99,801 
99,510 

291 
-H.oO\ 

1.782S21 
(176) 

106,220 
99,801 

6,419 
-34.00\ 

1.182S21 
(j,890) 

~~=~=z===~==========~=== 

291 
-0.12\ 

1.010693 
o 

(116) 

6,419 
-0.12\ 

1.0.10693 
(8) 

(3,898) 
======================:= 

CACO/ppm/2 
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_ APPENDIX C 
PACIFIC GAS ANO ELECTRIC COKPAlI'l 

Electric DepartrnenliAttdtlon Years _ 1994 and 1995 

AY 1994 , )995 -- CAPI7AL-RELATED iTEMS, 3 ot 4 
(Thous~nds of D611ars) 

1995 
No. Desctiptio~ 
----------------~-------------------------------~~---------------------------

CPUC Jurisdiction california corporation Ftanc:his~ 7ax 
------------------------------------~-----------------
pdor Yearts Revenue Requir~rnent (ExcL super Fund Tax Effect) 

+ Depreciation 1 
2 
3 

" 5 

+ CCFT Depreciation 
+ FIT Depreciation 
+ RAte Baset preierred stock 
+ t CommOn stock Equity 
+ CCFT 

priOr YeAr"s Revenue Requirement 
x CCFT Cumulative companent 

6 
1 
8 
9 
10 
11 

CCFT Increase 
+ prior Year's tCFT for CCFT Depreciatton Expense 
= Total CCFT IncreAse (CPUC Jurisdictton) 

12 PrIor Vear"s CCFT subtotal 
13 prlot Year"s CCFT Deduction for FIT 
14 = Increase in CCFT Deduction for FIT 
15 x -FIT Rate 
16 x Net-to-dross Mulitiplter 

91,751 
96,961 

190 
-34.60\ 

1.782521 
(419) 

69;511 
(4,581) 

( 12,868' 
3,524 

40,818 
(419) 

95,931 
0.092016 

8,821 
(2,570) 
6,258 

104,014 
9'1,751 

6,258 
-34.00\ 

L 182521 
(3, 1~2) 

11 CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement (FIT) ======::=:==:=::=:=s=::: 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Net Increase in CCFT Deductton on FIT 
x -Super Fund Tax Rate 
x Super Fund Tax Net-tO-Gross Multiplier 

super Fund Tax Effect on Incr. in Deduction 
Total CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 
(FIT and Super Fund Tax) 

C-s 

6,25a 
-0.12\ 

1.010693 
.. (8) 

(3,860) 

790 
-0.12\ 

1.016693 
(1) 

(480) 
======================== 

tACO/PPfll/2 
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'APPENDIX C .. 
pACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC 06MPAN~ 

Electrib DepArtmerit, Attt~ti~~V.ars 19~4 And It9~ 

A~ 1994 & 1995 -- CAPITAL-RELATED ITEMS, " of " 
(Thousands of DOllars) 

19~4 1995 Line 
No. Description 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------(B) (A) 

1 
2 

RATE BASE 

Prior Year's Weighted Average Rate Base 
current Attrition Year's Wtd Avg Rate Base 

L<>NG-TERK DEBT 
--------------

3 Prlor Year's Retorn on Debt 
4 x prior Year's Debt capitalization 
5 = Prior Year's Weighted cost of Debt 

6 ~hange in Weighted Average Rate Base 
1 x Prior Year's Weighted Average cost of Debt 
8 change in Weighted Cost of Debt 
9 x uncoll. & Franchise Net-to-Gross Multiplier 
10 = Revenue Requireffient 

11 
12 

x CPUC Allocation Factor 
CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

PREFERRED STOCK 

9,316,916 
9,131,699 

8.61\ 
47.50\ 
4.09\ 

420,123 
4.09\ 

11,208 
1.00!)480 

11,311 

9,131,699 
10,l1l6,243 

8.61\ , 
47.50\ 
4.09\ 

368,545 
4.09\ 

15,013 
1.609466 

15;216 
======================== 

0.9189U1 
11,005 

0.9189Ul 
14;895 

======================== 

13 Prior Year's Return on Preferred stock 
14 x Pri~r Yearts Preferred stock capitalization 
IS Prior Year's Wtd cost of preferred stock 

8.35\ 
S.1S\ 
0.48\ 

8.35\ 
5.15\ 
0.48\ 

16 Change in Weighted Average Rate Base 
11 x Prior Year's wtd cost of preferred stock 
1~ Change in Weighted cost of Preferted stock 
19 x Net-to-Gross Kulitiplier 
20 Increase in Revenue Requirement 

21 
22 

x CPUC All~cation Factor 
= CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

COMMON EQUITY 

23 ~rLor Year's Return on common Equity 

420,123 
0..48\ 

2,019 
1.182527 

3,600 

368,545 
0.48\ 

1,169 
1.782521 

3,153 
=================:=:=:== 
0.918~131 

3,S24 
6.91M131 

3,081 
==================:====z 

24 x Prior Year's C6mrr,6n Equity capLtall~ation 
2S Prior Yearis Weighted cost of C6mmOn Equity 

11.90\ 
46.15\ 
5.56\ 

11.90\ 
46.15\ 
5.56\ 

26 change 1n ~e19hted Averaqe RAte SAse 
21 x Prior Year's Weighted Cost of cOmmon Equity 
28 Change in Weighted cost of CommOn Equity 
29 x Net-t6-Gross Hulitipl1er 
30 = Increase In Revenue Requirement 

31 
32 

x CPuc Allocation Factor 
CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

C-9 

420,123 
5.56\ 

23,392 
1.182521 

4l,M1 

368,545 
5.56\ 

20;4H 
1.182521 

36,526 
======================== 

0.9189131 
40,818 

0.91891)1 
35,156 

===================s==== 

CACO/ppm/2 



APPENDIXC 
PACIFIC GAS AND EtECTRIO OOHP~1 

Electric Department, Attrition Years 1994 and 1995 

AY 1994 " 1<)95 -- FlNANCI"j..L cOKP6t1ENTS 
(Th6us~~d~ of DollArB) 

Line 1994 1995 
no. Description -----------------------------------------------------------------------------(A) (8) 

RATE BASE 

---------1 Weighted Average Rate Base 

LONG-TERM DEBT 
--------------

2 Prlor Year's Return on Debt 
3 x prior Year's Debt capitalization 
4 x Uncoll.& Franchis~ Net-to-Gross Kultiplier 
5 = PrLor Year's Gross Weighted cost ot Debt 
6 eurrent Attrition Year's Return On Debt 
1 x current AY's Debt Capitalization 
8 x Uncoll.& Franchise Net-tO-Gross Kultiplier 
9 = AY GrOSS Weighted cost of Debt 
10 Change in GrOss Weighted cost of Debt 
11 x Weighted Average Rate Base 
12 change in Revenue Requirement 
13 x CPUC Allocation Factor 
14 CPUC Jutisdiction Revenue Requirement 

1S 
16 
11 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
21 
24 
25 
26 
27 

28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
31 
38 
39 
40 

PREFERRED stOCK 
---------------prior Year's Return On Preferred stock 

x Prior Year's pret. Stock capitalization 
x Net-to-Gross Hulitiplier 

prior Year's Gross Wtd cost of Pref. stock 
Current Attrition Year's Return on Pref. stock 
x current AY's Pret. stock CApitalization 
x Net-to-Gros9 Hulit1plier 
= AY GrOss Weighted cost of preferred stock 

ehange in Gross ~td Cost of preferred stock 
x Weighted Average Rate Base 

change in Revenue Requirement 
x cPUC Allocation Factor 
= CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

COMMON EQU ltV 

-------------prior Year's Return on common Equity 
x Prior Year's common Equity capitalizAtion 
x Net-to-GrOss Hulltlplier 
= Prior Yr'a Gross Wtd Cost ot common Equity 

current Attrition Year's Return on common Equit 
x current AV's common Equity capitalization 
x Net-to-Gross Hulitiplier 
= A'i Gross ~e19hted cost of CommOn Equity 

change 1n Gross wtd cost of evmmon Equity 
x Weighted Average Rate Base 
= Change in Revenue Requirement 
x cPUc Allocation Factor 
~ CPUC JurisdLction Revenue Requirement 

8.61\ 
41.50\ 

1.009480 
0.041288 

8.61\ 
47.5()\ 

1.0094S0 
6.041288 
0.000000 

9,13'7,699 
o 

0.0000060 
o 

8.35\ 
5.15\ 

1.182521 
0.008556 

8.35\ 
S.7S\ 

1.182527 
6.608S56 
0.000000 
9,731,69~ 

o 
0.0000000 

o 

11.90\ 
46.75\ 

1.182521 
0.09~109' 

11. 90\ 
46.75\ 

1.182521 
O.M~lM 
0.000000 

9,137,699 
o 

0.0000600 
o 

8.61\ 
41.50, 

1.009480 
0.0412s8 
0.000000 

10,106,243 
o 

0.0000000 
o 

8:35\ 
5.15\ 

1.182521 
0.008556 
0.060060 

10,106,243 
o 

0.0000000 
o 

11.90\ 
46.15\ 

1.182527 
0.099109 
0.000000 

10,106,24) 
o 

6.0000000 
o 

• 

C-10 CACO/ppro/2 



APPENDIX C 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTiUC COMPANY 

El*CtriO D~~~rt~erit, AttrittoA Ye~t~ 19t4 add 1995 

AY 1994 & i995 -- OTHER-ITEMS &: ADJUSTKEtn'S 
(ThousaMs 'of D611ars) -

1994 1995 Line 
No. DesCription -----------------------------------------------------------------------------(A) 

(6,000) 

-9.30\ 
5S8 

1.782521 
995 

(8) 

(6,000) 

-9.30\ 
SSe 

1.182521 
995 

1 

2 
l 
4 
5 

6 
'1 
8 
9 
10 

state AOR Tax Depreclati6~ Adjustment 
-------------------------------------
State AOR TaX Depreciation Adjustment 

x -terT Rate 
= CCFT 
x Net-to-GrOss Mulitiplier 

Revenue Requirement 

california corporate Franchise Tax 
x CPUc Allocation Factor 

CPUC Jurisdiction CCFT 
x Net-te-Gross Mulitlpliet 

CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requitement 

Federal ADR Tax Depreciation Adjustment 
----------------------~------~---------

11 Federal ADR Tax Depreciation Adjustment 

12 
13 
14 

15 
16 

x -FIT Rate 
x Net-to-Gross Huiitipller 

Revenue Require~ent 

x cPuc Allocation Factor 
CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

11 Federal AoR TaX Depreciation Adjustment 
1S x -Super Fund Tax Rate 
19 x super Fund Tax Net-to-GrOsS Multiplier 
20 = super Fund Tax Effect on change in FIT Dep. 
21 Total Revenue Requireffient 

SS8 
0.9823874 

548 
1.182521 

971 

558 
0.9923874 

548 
1.182521 

911 
=======s==============~= 

(6,000) 

-34.00\ 
1.182527 

3,636 

(6,000) . 

-34.00\ 
1.182527 

3,636 
====================-=== 

0.98192'1() 
3,510 

(6,000) 
-0.12\ 

1.()10693 
7 

3,643 

0.9819270 
3,510 

(6,000) 
-0.12\ 

1.010693 
1 

3,641 
========:=============== 

22 
23 

x cpuc Allocation Factor 
Total CPuc Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

0.9819270 
3,S71 

======================== 

C-l1 CAco/ppn/2 
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_ APPENDIX 0-' 
pACIFIC QAS· ANO ELE¢TRIOc¢KPANY 

Electric Department,.Atftlti9n,tears i9~4 and 1995 

AY 1994 &: 1995 "-- CHAMGE IN REVENUE REQuIREHENT,CPUCJudsdictiOtl 
(ThOusAnds' of Dollars) . 

Line 
Attttiti6n Atttrition 
Year l~94 Year 1995 

NO. Descriptl~n 
-------------------------------------------~------~---------------------_.---CA) (8) 

-------------------------------
1 tabOr Escalation 
2 Non-Labor Escalation 
3 Medical Escalati~n 

4 Total operation & Maintenance Expense 

capital-Related Items 
---------------------

5 Book Depreciation Expense 
6 Ad Valorem tAxes 
7 Prior Year's CCFT 
8 state Tax DepreciatiOn 
9 Federal Tax Depreciation 
10 Rate Basee Debt Cost 
11 t Preferred st6ckcost 
12 t common Equity cost 

13 Total caplt~1-Re1ated Items 

Financial component 
-------------------

14 Debt cost 
15 Preferred stock cost 
16 CorrtUOn Equity cost 

11 Total Financial component 

Other Items 

18 Other 

19 Total other Item9 

20 SUBtOTAL 

special projects 

----------------
21 NOx Reduction 

22 TOTAL CHANGE IN REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

$18,168 
24,162 

2,325 

$19,451 
23,786 

2,289 
------------------------

44,655 

69,511 
6,506 

(4SO) 
(4,581) 

(12,895) 
17,OOS 
3,524 

40,81$ 

45,526 

68,618 
6,838 

(3,860) 
(4,864) 

(13,133) 
14,895 

3,687 
35,156 

------------------------119,414 

o 
o 
o 

106,851 

o 
o 
o 

----------_.------------o o 

o o 
-----------~~-----------o 

------------------------1S2,383 

o o 

------------------------
$164,669 $152,383 

• 

C-12 CACO/ppn/2 



... _. -

A.91~11~036 et a1. 

. , APPENDIX C 
PACIFIC-CAS AND ELEctRIC cOMPANY 

Electric Departmentj -Attdtion Years 1~94 and 1995 
. ~ . . 

AY 1994 -- RESULTS-OF-OPERATiONS, cPUC Jurisdiction 
(Thou~and9 of Dollars) 

Line 
TY 1993 
Adopted 

19~4 Attrition 
Increase Year 1994 -

No. Description 
(A) 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

1 

2 

3 
4 
5 
6 

operating Revenues 
------------------

Total Operating Reven~es 

operating Expenses 
------------------
Energy cost 
Production 
Tl'ansmiss ion 
Distribution 

1 customer Accounts 
8 Uncollectlbles 
9 Dem~nd-side Management 
10 Administrative' General 
11 FranchIse Requirements 
12 project A'Ilortlzatlon . 
13 Adjustments 

14 subtotal (1990 Dollars) 
15 Labor Adjustment TO parity 
16 Labor Escalation AmOunt 
11 Non-Labor Escalation AmOunt 

18 subtotal (1993 Dollars) 
19 Super Fund Tax Increase 
20 Depreciation 
21 Nuclear Decorrroissioning Expense' 
22 Taxes Other Than On IncOme 
23 callf. corporation Franchise Tax 
24 Federal Income Tax 

25 Total Operating Expenses 

26 Het Operating Revenues 

27 Het Return On Rate Base 

28 Adjusted Rate Base 

29 Rate of Return 

-----------------------------------3,917,630 3,753,557 

85 
265,444 

57,1S7 
247,460 
111,3S4 

11,430 
196,752 
454,583 

24,008 
1,465 

o 

164,072 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

491 
o 
o 

1,650 
o 
o 

85 
265,444 

57,151 
247,460 
111,3S4 
11,921 

196,152 
454,583 

25,058 
1,465 

o 
-----------------------------------1,317,278 

(15,115) 
89,782 

102,461 

1,315,13B 
(15,115) 
11,'785 
76,223 

1,541 
o 

11,997 
2~,238 

-----------------------------------1,554,347 
430 

681,416 

45, '176 
8S 

39,000 
o 

6,446 
~,258 

24,1M 

54,119 
173,02'1 
101,937 
380,126 

1,508,511 
343 

648,416 
54,119-

166,582 
95,679 

355,9-41 
---------------------------------~-

122,352 
==============~==========z:==::==== 

$965,62$ $41,120 
-----------------------------------

41,120 965,628 923,908 

9,120,510 

10.13\ 

411,851 9,532,361 

10.13\ 10.13\ 

currently Adopted ROR 
Net-to-Gross 
Additional Revenues 
Revenues 
New Revenue Estimate 

c-13 

10.13\ 
1.18253 

(0) 
3,917,630 
3,917,630 

CACD/ppm/2 
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"" 'APPENDIX 0 " 
. PAC'IFIC (lAs AND ELECTRICc()HPANY 

Eu.ctr"ic' 'Departltent l ' Attrition Y~ars 1994 and 1995 

AY 1994 -..; TAXES ON "INcOME; CPUC Jurisdiction 
" (ThOusands of Dollars) 

Line 
No. Description 

Tk' 1993 
Ad6pUd 

1994 Attrition 
Increase Year 1994 

. -' .' ., . . . -----------------------------------------------------------------------------
california corporation FrAnchise Tax 
------------------------------------

1 Operating Revenues 

2 Operating Expenses 
3 Nuclear DecOmmissioning Expense 
4 TAxes Other than On Income 
S Income Tax Adjustments 
6 super Fund Tax Increase 

1 california Taxable Income 
8 CCFT Rate 

9 CCFT 
10 CCFT Adjust~ent 

11 subtotal 
12 Defense Facilitte~ credit 
13 Deferred Taxes - Interest 
14 Deferred Taxes - Vacation 

15 Total CCFT 

Federal Income Tax 
------------------

16 operating Revenues 

11 operating Expenses 
18 Nuclear Decommissioning Expens 
19 Taxes Other Than 6n IncOme 
20 prior Year's CCFT 
21 Income Tax Adjustments 
22 super Fund Tax Increase 

23 Federal Ta)(ableInc(Xt~ 
24 FIT Rate 

25 Federal Inc~e Tax 
26 Defense Facilities Credit 
21 Flowback of Excess Deferred Tax 
28 Deferred Tax - ACRS/HACRS 
29 Deferred Tax - Interest 
)0 Deferred Tax - Vacation 

31 Total FIT 

(A' (9) 

$3,153,551 $164,012 $3,911,630 
-----------------------------------

1,508,511 
54,119 

16t),592 
912,195 

.343 

45,716 
o 

6,446 
44,475 

88 

1,554,.341 
54,119-

173,021 
1,017,210 

430 
----------- ---------- ------------

1,051,148 
9.30\ 

91,751 
o 

61,288 1,118,436 
9.30\ 9.30\ 

6,258 104,015 
o 0 

-----------------------------------
91,151 

(11) 
(1,131) 

(270) 

6,258 
o 
o 
o 

104,015 
(11) 

(1,131) 
(210, 

-----------------------------------
$95,619 $6,258 $101,931 

=========:========================= 

$3,153,5S1 $164,012 $3,917,630 
-----------------------------------

1,508,511 
54,119 

166,582 
96,961 

855,OM 
343 

45,116 
o 

6,446 
190 

38,011 
88 

1,554,34'1 
54,119-

113,021 
91,7$1 

893,16S 
4jO 

-----------------------------------
1,01i,M8 

34.00\ 

364,442 
(614) 

(1,194, 
o 

(5,137) 
(696) 

12,M6 
34.00\ 

24,185 
o 
o 
o 

° o 

1,144,1&4 
34.00\ 

389,221 
(614) 

(1,194) 
o 

(5,131) 
(896) 

-----------------------------------
$355,941 $24,18S $380,126 

=================================== 

• 
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... .. APPENDIX C . 
PACIYICGAS AND ELECTRICCOMPAN't 

ElectdCOepartreent, Attrition ¥e~ts.1994ar'ld 1995 

AY 1995 -~ RESULTS OF OPERATIONS, CPUC Jurisdiction 
(Thousands of D61lars) 

Line 
AttritiOn 
Year 199" 

1995 Attrltlon . 
InCrease Year 1995 

tio. Description -----------------------------------------------------------------------------(8) (C=MB) 

Operating Revenues 
------------------

1 Revenues 

Total Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenses 
------------------

3 Energy Cost 
4 Production 
5 Transmission 
6 Distribution 
1 Customer Accounts 
8 Uncollectibles 
9 Demand-Side Management 
10 A~~inistrative & General 
11 Franchise Requirements 
12 project AmOrtization 
13 Adjustments 

14 subtotal (1990 Dollars) 
15 Labor Adjustment To parity 
16 Labor Escalation AmOunt 
11 Non-Labor Escalation AmOunt 

18 subtotal (1993 Dollars) 
19 Super Fund Tax Increase 
20 Depreciation 
21 Nuclear Decomllissionil'lg Expense 
22 Taxes Other Than On Incoroe 
23 calif. corporation Franchise Tax 
24 Federal Incorr.e Tax 

2S Total Operating Expenses 

26 Net Operating RevenUe!l 

21 Net Return on Rate Base 

28 Adjusted Rate Base 

29 Rate of Return 

$3,911,630 $152,385 $4,010,015. 

-----------------------------------
3,917,630 

85 
265.444 

57,157 
247.460 
111,354 

11,921 
196,152 
454,583 

25,0'5$ 
7,465 

o 

152,385 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

456 
o 
o 

915 
o 
o 

85 
265,444 

51,157 
241,460 
111,354 

12,311 
196,752 
454,583 
26,033 

1,46$ 
o 

-----------------------------------1,378,709 
(15,115) 
109,051 ' 
128,292 

1,371j278 
(15 1 115) 
89,782 

102,461 

1,431 
o 

19,268 
25,830 

-----------------------------------1,600,817 
497 

125,944 

1,554,347 
430 

681,4i6 
54,119 

173,021 
101 1 931 
380,726 

46,530 
61 

38 1 529 
o 

6,114 
5,108 

18,832 

54,119 
119,801 
107,045 
399,5Se 

. . -----------------------------------
115,839 2,952,001 

===~====:==================~====s~= 
1,002,174 965,628 36,546 

-----------------------------------1,002,174 36,546 965,628 

9,532,361 

10.13\ 

360,113 9,893,134 

10.13\ 

currently Adopted ROR 
Net-to-Gl'oss 
Additional Revenues 
Revenues 
New Revenue Estimate 

C-1S 

10.13\ 

10.13\ 
1. 782S3 

(0) 
4,010,015 

$4,070,015 

CACO/ppcn/2 



. ~ .. : 

. 1.PPENDIXC 
PACIFIOCAS AND ELECTRIOCOKPAN1 

Electric b~partmetit, .AHrit1onyeats 1994 and 199~ 

A1 1~95 -~ TAXES ON INcOME, CPUC jurisdiction 
(Thousands of Dollars) -

Line 
Attrition 
Year 19~4 

1~g5 AttritLo~ 
Increase Year 1995 

No. Description -----------------------------------------------------------------------------(C=M8) (A) (S) 

California corpOration Ft~nchtse Tax 
-------------------------~----------

2 Operating Expenses 
3 Uuclear DecOr:vnisSloning Expense 
4 Taxes Other Than On Income 
5 Income Tax Adjustments 
6 super Fund Tax Increase 

7 
8 

california Taxable Income 
CCFT Rate 

9 CCFT 
10 CCFT Adjustment 

11 Subtotal 
12 Defense Facilities credit 
13 Deferred Taxes- Interest 
14 Deferred Taxes - Vacation 

15 Toul CCFT 

Federal Income Tax 
------------------

16 Operating Revenues 

11 Operating Expenses 
18 Nuclear DecOrrroissioning Expens 
19 Taxes Other Than On Income 
20 prior Year's CCFT 
21 Income Tax Adjustments 
22 super FUnd Tax Increase 

23 Federal Taxabl~ Income 
24 FIT Rate 

25 Federal Inc6me Tax 
26 Defense Facilities credlt 
27 Flowback of Excess Defer'd Tax 
28 Deferred Tax - ACRS/MACRS 
29 Deferred Tax - Interest 
30 Deferred Tax - Vacation 

31 Toul FIT 

$3,917,630 $lS2,385 $4,070,015 
-----------------------------------

1,600,877 
54,119 

179,801 
1,061,364 

491 

1,S54,341 
54,119 

173,027 
1,017,2'10 

430 

46,530 
o 

6,714 
44,094 

67 
-----------------------------------

1,173,3S7 
9.30\ 

1,118,436 
9030\ 

104,OlS 
o 

54,921 
~.30\ 

5,108 
o 

109,123 
o 

-----------------------------------
109,123 

(77, 
(1,731) 

(210) 

5,108 
o 
o 
o 

104,015 
(11) 

(1,131) 
(210) 

-----------------------------------
$5,108 $107,045 $101;937 

===============~s============:===== 

$152,385 $4,010,015 
-----------------------------------

1,554,347 
54,119-

173,027 
97,757 

Ml,16S 
430 

46,530 
o 

6,114 
6,258 

31,36~ 
67 

1,600,817 
54,119 

179,801 
104,014 
930,S15 

491 

-----------------------------------
1,200,172 1,144,7$:4 55,388 

34.00\ 34.00\ H.60\ 

389,227 18,832 4OB,OS9 
(614) 0 (674, 

(1,194, 0 (1,194) 
0 0 0 

(5,137) 0 (S,131) 
(896) 0 (M6) 

-----------------------------------
$380,726 $399,558 $18,832 

===============~=================== 

(End of Appendlx C) 

-• 
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APPENDIX D - CAS DEPAATKENT'S·RESI1LTS OF OPERATIONS 
PACIFIC CAS ).No ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Ga~ Depattment,. T~st: Year 1993 . 

TABLE OF C6NTENTS 

PAGE 
TABLE 
---------------------------------~------------------------------------

January 1, 1993 consolidated Revenue changes 
SUII'."!lary of Earnings, cooparlson • 
Franchise Fees and Uncollectibles 
Expense Summary 
Labor Expense sUll'~ary 
Hon-Labor Expense SUlI'itlary • 
Other Expense SUlI'trnary' . • 
Production Expense 
Underground storage Expense 
Local storage Expense 
Transmission Expense 
Distribution Expense" 
CUstooer Accounts Expense • 
Demand-Side Management Expense 
Joint Recommendation on Demand-Side MAnagement • 
Administrative and General Expense • 
Taxes other Than On InCome 
Income Tax Adjustments ," 
Taxes on Income 
Average Lag in Pa}~ent of Expenses • 
Working cash capital supplied by Investors 
plant-in-service • 
Depreciation Expense 
Depreciation Reserve 
Weighted Average Depreciated Rate Base 
Het-to-Gross Multiplier 

D-:1 
D-2 
0-3 
0-4 
D-5 
0-6 
0-7 
0-8 
0-9 
0-10 
0-11 
0-12 
0-13 
0-14 
0-15 
0-16 
D-17 
0-18 
0-19 
D-20 
0-21 
0-22 
0-23 . 
0-24 
0~2s 
0-26 
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• llllE 
110. 

, 
2 
3 
4 
S 
6 
1 
8 
9 
'0 
" 12 
U 
H 
15 
16 
11 ,s 

OESCRIf>II01ri 

protvternent 
Hrill $',Jicharge (redit 
CPOC he 
efA 
aoA. 
AIS Interutrlity A(cOunt 
LIRA 
Iransporation Cost I. t"" tr~-Up 
E~ 
Non Sase tas trKed (ost 
GtEE 1l'lCeotive leco't'ny 

Iota I Before Base 

G£\ElUl UTt USE lEvH/UES 
(If I; Ell ofUA TIN G REv( liVE S 
fEilA REtQvEtT (1st 6f 6 yrs) 

Preli.inaty Statement Adjust~ts 
long-fera (ontract .evenue 
fOol fO£tcast~ Iren EM Pa~ts 
Third-Party Interutility 
8rG\er~ge Ue 
('-'0 Allocated (~tGyees Oi~tount 

TotAL GAS IIXEO (ost ACCOUNt • 8~Sf 

lOfAL U,(Oo'VE$ 

.mE~j}(O 
fAClf It GAS ANi> (tECflIC (()1PAJtY 

. Gas Qepartlllef'lt 

hJlU.alt 1~ 199JCt~$6(joATEoiEvEWt (!WIGis 
($0(10) 

PRESENT RATE lEVEli'.t 
REYfwE [c) tlWllGE 

(A) (8) 

SS50,\SS 
(5,830) 
',3M 
4,874 

16,932 
0 

8,928. 
(l.U1) 

116 
311.029 

901 3.414 
.................. 

"19G,648 3,4U 

0 
(10.399) 

0 
(6.631) 

UO 
............. 111 ••• 

1.,W,3lS M,t1l 

2,389,913 68,281 

~tEO IEvE1IIJIE 
REWIREIII£NJ 

(e) 

Sss6. '~J . 
(S,MO) 
4.3M 
4,b74 

16,932 
0 

3,928 
(1.U3) 

116 
311,029 

4,315 (bl 
.. " ............. .; .. --
1.194,062 

1,231,311 fa' 
(1t 105) (a) 

3M tal 

0 
(10,399) 

0 
(6,631) 

660· 
.: ....... .i.i •••• 

1.264. '¢8 

2.4S3,26c) 

19 
iO 
21 
21 
23 
24 
25 
26 
21 
28 
29 
30 I'e·rcent tnGreise Over hvenue~ at Prdetlt htes 

2.UX 

IIOTU: 
(a) Adopted in thi$ decistbn. 
(b) 'dvpt~ in "'$E'$ EtAt O.9l·11·046. 
It) .eiletts one-year avera;e of the two-year BeAP revenues adopted In o.9l·10-OS1. 

u.CO/w:'/2 



et d. 

, ". APPENDIX [) , 
PACIFIC GAS AND 'ELE¢TRl¢'cOMP~Y 
cas'Departrtent,Test Year 1991 

SUKHARYOF EARNINGSI COMPARISON 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

Line PG&E ORA ADOPTED 
No. Description , ' ' -----------------------------------------------------------------------------

1 
2 

4 
5 
6 
1 
8 

operating Revenues 
------------------ORC Revenues at Ptesent Rates 
GRC change in Revenue 

Total GRC Revenues 

operating Expenses 
------------------Natural Gas Used by Gas Dept 
Underground and LOcal stoi~ge 
Production 
Transmission 
Distribution 

9 Customer Accounts 
10 Uncollectibles 
11 Demand-Side Management 
12 Administrative & General 
13 Franchise Requirements 
14 project Amortization 
15 Adjustments 

16 Subtotal, 1990 Dollars 

11 Labor Adjustment For Parlty 
18 Labor Escalation Amount 
19 Non-Labor Escalatlon Amount 

20 subtotal, 1993 Dollars 

21 Depreciation 
22 Super Fund Tax Increase 
H Taxes other Than on Ioeome 
24 california corpOration Franchise 
25 Federal Income Tax 

26 Total operating ExpenseS 

27 Net operating Revenues 

28 Return on Rate Base 
29 Rate Base 
30 Rate of Return 

(A) 

$1,215,101 
lU,396 

(8) 

$1,215,701 
2,470 

(C) 

$1,:215,101 . 
71,610 

-----------------------------------

o 
10,145 

3,590 
40,664 

121,555 
81,950 

3,332 
62,973 

199,205 
9,112 

351 
6 

1,218,111 

o 
7,645 
3,54l 

40,44l 
116,709 
85,822 

.3,121 
57,'197 

171,853 
9,095 

351 
o 

o 
1,645 
3,590 

40,604 
119,932 

82,566 
3,221 

56,149 
187,999 

9,401, 
351 

o 
-----------------------------------

539,417 
() 

o 
33,573 
2~,738 

502,379 

(16,703) 
o 

18,22j 

511,410 

(6,128) 
31,844 
27,269 

-----------------------------------
601,728 503,899- 563,855 

246,983 245,4l9 246,632 
135 (74) 85 

57,44S 51,6l2 54,801 
Tax 3l,M6 30,189 31,058 

112,676 111,429 112,500 

------~-----------~----------------
l,050,06l 943,114 1,008,933 

-----------------------------------
219,034 275,OS7 278,378 

219,034 275,0$7 278,378 
2,753,120 2,715,210 2,748,051 

10.13\ 10.13\ 10.13\ 

NOTE I For comparison purposes, columns A and 8 have been recalculated bV CACO 
staff to reflect adopted 1993 cost of capital. ' 
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APPENDIX D 
PACIFiC GAS,ANPELEc!RIC cOMPAN1 
Gas' Departtnent, Test'Vear 1993 

FRANCHISE FEES-' UNCoLLECTJ8LES 
(Th6uSandsof 1993 dOllars) 

M>OPTEO 
No. -------------------~--~------~---~--.---~-----------------~ 

Description 

1 
2 
3 

1 

2 

6 
1 

9 

10 
11 

12 

AT ADOPTED RATES 
--------_ .... ------
General Rate case Revenues 
Percentage of Revenues From customers 
GRC Revenues From custOmers 

uncollectible Factor 

uncollect ib1es 

Revenues From customers 
uncol1ectibles 

Net Revenues From customers 

Franchise Requirement Factor 

Franchise Requirements 
Franchise Amortization 

Total Franchise Requirements 

0-3 

$1,287/ 311 
83.51\ 

1,015,806 

0.3000\ 
. - , ------------

::-=-====::.==== 

1,01$,806 
(3,221) 

------------1,072,5'79 

0.8110\ 

--~---------
9,401 

=============:: 

CACO/ppro/2 



APfENOix:6 
PAciFIC ·OAS. /JiDELE'QTRtCCOKPANY 

Gas DepartmE:'ri~_; ~Te_st .~ear i993 

EXPENSE SUKHAR'f 
(Thousands of 1990 dollars ur'lless oth:eiwlse indicated) 

Line AOOPTEO 
No. oesctiption 
---------------------------~-~-----------------------------

TOTAL NON-ESCALATED' 

---------------~---
1 productiOn 
2 underground Storage 
3 LOcal storage 
4 other 
S Total Production and storage 
6 Transmission 
1 Distribution 
8 customer Accounts 
<} Demand-Side Management 
10 Administrative and General 

11 

12 
13 

ToUl Non-Escalated (1996$) 

Adjustmentst 

TOTAL ESCALATED 
------------- ... -

14 production 
15 underground storage 
16 LOcal Storage 
17 Other 
18 Total Production and storage 
19 Transmission 
20 Distribution 
21 customer Accounts 
22 Demand-Side Management 
23 Administrative and General 

24 Total Escalated (1993$) 

---------------------------------
25 prOducti6n 
26 undet9rOund storage 
21 Local storage 
28 Other 
29 Total Production and Storage 
30 Transmission 
31 Distribution 
32 custorr,er Accounts 
33 Demand-Side Hanage~ent 
34 Administrative and General 

3S Total Escalation 

0-4 

$3,590 
7,212 

433 
o 

11,235 
40,604 
119,93~ 
85,614 
56,149 

196,882 
------------

SiO,416 

3.20\ 
0.00\ 

4,050 
1,953 

4$4 
o 

12,487 
45,616 

135,293 
9$,516 
62,l6~ 

218,455 
------------

569,529 

460 
741 

$1 
o 

1,252 
5,c)12 

15,361 
9,902 
6,013 

21,513 
------------

59,113 



APi'ENDIX D 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELEcTRIC COMPANY 
Gas Departrr.ent, Test·year 199~ 

tABOR EXPENSE SUMMARY 
(Thousandsol 1990 dollars unless otherwise i~dicat~d) 

tine ADOPTED 
No. . ~ - _. ." ------------------------------------------------------------Description 

LABOR NON-ESCALATED (1990$) 
1 Production 
2 Underground storage 
3 Local storage 
4 other 
5 Total Production a~d storage 
6 Transmission 
7 Distribution 
8 cust6rr.et Accounts 
9 Demand-Side Management 
10 Administrative and General 
11 Adjust~ent9 
12 Total Non-Escalated Labor 
13 Non-Escalated Wage-Related A&G 
14 ToUl 

14a parity Adjustment 
1S Labor Escalation F~ctor 

LABOR ESCALATED (1993$) 
16 production 
11 Underground storage 
18 Local storage 
19 other 
20 Total production and storage 
21 Transmission 
22 Distribution 
23 CU6t~er Accounts 
24 Demand-side Management 
25 Administrative and ceneral 
26 Adjustrtents 
21 Total Escalated Labor 
28 Escalated Wage-Related A~O 
29 Total Escalated LabOr & wage-Related 

LABOR ESCALATION (1996$ to 199~$) 
30 production 
31 Underground storage 
32 LOcal storage 
33 Othet 
34 Total ptoduction and storage 
3~ Transmission 
36 Distribution 
31 cust~er Accounts 
38 Demand-Side Management 
39 Administrative and Gener,H 
40 AdjustC'lents 
41 Total Labor Escalation 
42 Wage-Related AtO EscalatLon 
43 Total Labor & Wage-Related Escalation 

D-5 

$2,283 
912 
1M 

o 
3,384 

21,709 
16,824 
S4,330 

9,171 
44,823 

o 
210,241 

11,048 
221,289 
(6,72~) 
1.1419 

2,612 
1,043 

216 
o 

3,811 
~4i833 
87,81~ 
62,148 
10,491 
51,213 

o 
240,495 

12,638 
253,U~ 

129 
131 
~1 
o 

4&1 
3,124 

1l,OSS 
1,81& 
1,320 
6,450 

o 
30,254 

1, ~90 
31,844 

C"CD/ppm/2 



APPENoix D· 
PACIFIC OASANO"tttCTRIO cOMPANY 
Gas Department, Test Year 1993 

--- - - -:-. ---- -c-"- :-.- _ • 

NON": LABOR "EXPENSE SUMMARY 
(Thousands of 1990 dollat8unless otherWise indicated) 

ADOPTED Line 
No. Description 
-----------------------------------------------------------

NON-LABOR NON-ESCALATED (1990$) 
-------------------------------

1 production 
2 Underground storage 
3 Local storage 
4 Other 
5 Total Production and storage 
6 Transmission 
7 Distribution 
8 customer Accounts 
9 Demand-side Management 
10 Administrative and General 

11 Total Non-Escalated Non-Labot 

12 Non-Labor Escalation FactOr 

NON-LABOR ESCALATED (199J$) 
---------------------------

13 production 
14 Underground storage 
15 Local storage 
16 Other 
11 Total productioA a~d stoiage 
18 Transmission 
19 Distribution 
20 CUstomet Accounts 
21 Demand-Side Ma~agement 
22 Ad~inistrative and General 

23 Total Escalated Non-Labot 

NON-LABOR EscALATION (1990$ to 1993$) 
-------------------------------------

24 pcoduction 
25 Underground Storage 
26 LOcal Storage 
21 Other 
28 Total Ptoduction and storage 
29 Transmission 
30 Oistribution 
31 CUst~er Accounts 
32 Demand-Side Hanagement 
33 Administrative and General 
34 Adjustments 

35 Total Non-Labot Escalation 

0-6 

$1,30'1 
6,162 

2U 
o 

7,653 
18,895-
43,108 
20,M6 
46,978 
55,039 

------------
192,S29 

1.0999 

1,438 
6,112 

268 
o 

8,418 
2(),183 
47,41" 
22,9 .. 0 
51 / 671 
60,53& 

------------

131 
610 

24 
(I 

165 
1,88$ 
4,306 
2,084 
4,693 
5,499 

o 
------------

19,235 

CACD/ppro/2 



, .' APPENDIX [) 
PACIFIC GAS AND' ELECtRIC cOHPANV 

GAB Departme"ti'J'~$tY~al' 1993 

,.' OTHER· EXPENSESUlJ.xARY 
(Thousandsot 1990 doHar~ unleSs' 6thetwise indicated) 

Line 
No. 
-----------------------------------~---------~-------~-----

Description 

OTHER NON-ESCALATED (1990$) 
---------------------------

1 production 
~ Underqround storage 
3 Local storage 
4 other 
5 Total Production and storage 
6 Transmission 
7 Distribution 
8 custOmer Accounts 
9 Demand-side Management 
10 A&G - Other & Medical 

Ii 

12 
13 

Total Non-Escalated Othe~ 

Medical Escalation Factor 
other Escalation Factor 

OTHER EscALATED (1993$) 
-----------------------

14 Production 
15 Underground storagE! 
16 Local Storage 
17 Other 
18 Total production and Storage 
19 Transmission 
20 Distribution 
21 customer Accounts 
22 DemAnd-side Management 
23 A&G - Other & Medical 

Total Escalated Othet 

OTHER (and Medical) ESCALATION 
-----------------------------

2s Production 
26 Underground storage 
27 Local Storage 
28 Other 
29 Total production and storage 
30 Transmission 
31 Distribution 
32 customer Accounts 
33 Demand-Side Management 
34 A&G - other & Medical 

3S Total other (and Medical) Escalation 

0-1 

$0 
198 

6 
'0 

198 
(I 

6 
10,428 

o 
85,972 

------------
96j598 

1.409S 
1~o()06 

6 
198 

o 
o 

198 
o 
o 

10,428 
o 

94,006 
------------

104,632 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

8,034 
------------

8,034 

CACO/ppcn/2 



. . APPENDIX D· , . . 
PACIFIC GAS ANt> tLEcTRtC COMPANY 
. Gas bepartroen.ti T~$t' Y~ar i 993 

PRODUcTION 'EXPENSE 
(Thousands 6f 1990 dollars unless 6then.'ise indicated) 

Line Account 
N~. . No. Des~riptiofi 

ADOPTED 

------------------------------------~----------------------~-----

10 

11 
12 
U 

15 

16 
17 
18 

19 

20 

710.6 
711.0 
733.0 
735.0 
198.0 
S07.2 
S07.4 
807.5 
813.0 

740.0 
741.0 
742.0 

operation 
---------
supervision and Engineering 
Liquifed Petroleum G~s 
Gas Mixing , 
Miscellaneous prOduction 
Gas Exploration &: Developtent 
purchased Gas Heas. stations 
purchased Cas calculations 
Other Purchased Gas supply 
other Cas Supply 

Total operation 

Maintenance 
-----------
supervisiOn and Englneering 
structures and Inprovements 
production Equipment 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL PRODUCTION (1990$) 

Escalation Amounts, 1990 t6 1993 
LabOr 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total Escalation 

T6TAL PRODUCTION (1993$) 

D-8 

$4 
6 
3 
6 
o 

582 
1,580 

604 
313 

------------
3,092 

45 
,3 

450 
------------

498 

------------
3,590 

329 
131 

o 
-------------

460 

----------_ ..... 
4,05.0 

CACD/ppro/2 



Line Account 

.. "'PPENOfx D·'· . 
pACIFIC GAS AND EL'ECTRIC cOKPAliY 

Ga$ Departm.ent, ,'t~it~ye.~i i993 
. . 

UNDERGROUNo'sroMGE'EXPENSE· 
(Thousands of 1990 dolhrs unless otherw'ise Indi.cUe:d, 

ADoPTED 
No. No. 
---~-------------------------------------------------------------

Description 

1 
2 
j 
4 
5 
6 
1 
8 
9 
10 

11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
11 
18 
19 

2() 

25 

26 

814.0 
815.0 
S16.0 
811.0 
81S.0 
819.0 
820.0 
821.0 
824.0 
825.0 

830.0 
831.0 
832.0 
8H.O 
sH.O 
835.0 
836.0 
831.() 

Operation 
---------supervision and Engineering 
Maps and Records 
Wells 
Lines 
compressor statton 
compressor sta Fuel & power 
Measuring & Regulating st~tion 
purification 
other 
storage Well Royalties 

Total Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------supervision and Engineering 
structures and Improvements 
Reservoirs and Wells 
Lines 
Compressor station ,Equipment 
Measuring & Reg station Equip. 
purification Equipment 
Other Equipment 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL UNDERGROUND STORAGE (1990$) 

Escalation AmOunts, 1990 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total Escalation 

TOTAL UNDERGROUND STORAGE (1993$) 

0-9 

$19 
b 

112 
.0 

586 
3,486 

322 
o 

24 
198 

--------~---
4,807 

38 
1,730 

139 
44 
13 
11 
13 

411 
------------

2,405 

------------
7,212 

131 
610 

o 
------------141 
------------1,953 

CACD/ppm/2 
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.. ··~PPENOtX [) . 
PACIFIC·GAS -AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
GaIJDepartm~llt~TestVeat'1993 

. L6C~ STORACE EXPENSE 
(Thousands of 1990 doHars unless othetwiSeindLcated) 

_ADOPTED 
No. . No. ----------------------------------------------------------~----~-

Description 

1 
2 
l 
4 

5 

6 ., 
S 
9 

10 

11 

12 
13 
14 

15 

16 

MO.O 
841.0 
842.1 
842.2 

843.1 
843.2 
843.3 
843.1 
843.9 

OperatiOn 
-------~-supervision and Engineering 
operation Labor and Expenses 
Fuel 
power 

Total Operat lon 

Maintenance 
-----------
supervision and Engineering 
structures and Impro.,;ements 
Gas Holders 
COropressor Equipment 
Other Equipment 

Total Haintenance 

TOTAL LOCAL STORAGE (1990$) 

Escalation Arn¢untsl 199() to 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total Escalation 

TOTAL LOCAL STORAGE (1993$) 

1993 

0-10 

$10 
51 
o 

28 
------------

31 
o 

60 
253 

o 
------------

------------

27 
24 
o 

------------
51 

-....;.----------
484 

• 

e 
CACO/ppm/2 
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APPENDIX D' 
PACIFIC OAS ~D EttCTRICcOMPANY 

Oas Departr-entlTest Y~ar 1993_ 

TAANSKISSI6N EXPENSE 
(Thousands of 1990 dolUrs unless otherwise indicated) 

ADOPTED' 
.' - . -----------------------------------------------------------------No. Description Uo. 

1 
2 
j 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
18 
20 

21 

22 

H 
24 
2S 

26 

27 

Operation 
---------

850.0 supervision and Enqlneerlng 
851.0 system control & toad Dispatcbinq 
853.0 compressor Station 
854.0 compressor Station Fuel 
855.0 Other Fuel & Power for Com. stations 
856.0 Mains Expense 
856.0 Revoval of condensate 
851.0 Measuring & Regulating station ExpenSe 
8s8.0 Transmission & compo of Gas by others 
859.0 Transmission Maps & Records 
859.0 other Expenses 
859.0 Joint Expenses 
860.0 Rents 

Total operation 

Maintenance 
-----------

861.0 supervision and Engineerinq 
862.0 Structures and Improvements 
863.0 Malns 
864.0 compressor Station Equipment 
865.0 Measuring & Reg station Equipment 
867.0 Other Equipment -

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (1990$) 

Escalation AmOunts, 1990 to 19~3 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total Escalatlon 

TOTAL TRANSMISSION (1993$) 

0-11 

$4,034 
6,312-
4,381 

o 
410 

2,129 
312 

2,063 
o 

205 
3,411 
1,211 

18 
-----~------

24,666 

1,446 
278 

5,586 
7,216 
1,237 

175 
------------

IS,9j~ 

------------
40,604 

3,124 
l,Me. 

o 
------------

5,012 
------------

45,616 

CACD/ppm/2 
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·APPENDIX·O 
pACIFIC GAS AND ELEcTRIO cOMPANY 

Gas Departlliel'ltITe:st·y~ar 1993 

DISTRIBUTiON EXPENSE 
(Thousands of 1990 dollars unless otherwlse indicated) 

Line Account 
llescription 

ADOPTED 
No. -----------------------------------------------------------------

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

13 
14 
15 
16 
11 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

24 

25 

26 
21 
28 

29 

30 

OPERATION 
----------

810.0 supervision and Engineering 
811.0 Load Dispatching 
874.0 Hains and Services 
815.0 Meas. & Reg. stations - General 
876.0 Meas. & Reg- statiOns - Industrial 
871.0 Rem ~ Reset Regulators 
818.0 Rem ~ Reset RegS & Meters 
819.0 Miscellaneous Meter Expenses 
819.0 customer Instal. Expense - General 
880.0 Haps and Records 
880.0 Other Expenses 
881.0 Rents 

885.0 
886.0 
881.0 
881.0 
888.0 
889.0 
890.0 
892.0 
893.0 
893.0 
894.0 

Total operation 

MAINTENANCE 
-----------
Supervision and Engineering 
structures and Iroprovernents 
Maios - Leak cl~~ps 
Hains - Other 
compressor station Equipment 
Meas. & Reg. station - General 
Meas. & Reg. station - Induatrial 
services 
Meters 
House Regulators 
Other Equipment 

Total Haintenanc~ 

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1990$) 

Escalation AmOunts, 1990 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total Escalation 

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION (1993$) 

0-12 

$10.240 
754 

3,2S9 
618 
164 

19,272 
598 

o 
23,405 

3,882 
22,498 

34 
------------

4,669 
1 

1,606 
11,701 

o 
2,018 

828 
9,244 
3,208 

909 
424 

------------
.14,608 

------------
119,93~ 

11,055 
4,306 

o 
------------

15,361 
------------

135,293 

e 
CACD/ppo/2 



APPENDIX O. 
PACIFIC GAS ~6 ELECTRIO 06HPANY 
Gas oepartE:entj-1'est 'ieai1993 

CUSTOMER ACcOUNTS EXPENSE 
(ThOusands of 1990 dollars unl~8S otherwise indlc~ted) 

Llne Account 
No. No. Description 
-----------------------------------------------------------------

1 

2 

3 

" 
5 

6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

11 
12 
U 

14 

1$ 

16 

901.0 Supervisi6n 

962.0 Meter Reading Expenses 

903.0 CUst6mer contracts and orders 

903.0 customer Billing' Accounting 

903.0 Malling custOmer sills 

903.0 eollectingExpenseS 

904.0 Uncollectible Accounts 

905.0 Misc. CUstomer Accounts ExpenseS 

905.0 Rents 

TOTAL CUSTOMER ACoOUN1S '(1990$) 

Total (tess Uncollectlbl~s) 

Escalation AmOunts, 1990 to 19§3 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
Other 

Total Escalation 

TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS (1993$) 

Total (Less Un¢ollectibles) 

0-13 

$3,71~ 

16,021 

25,552 

7,490 

'1,412 

14,664 

3,048 

7,515 

127 

~-----------

7,$18 
2,084 

6 
------------

9,902 

------------

CACO/PfXDj'l 



APPENOIX b . 
pACIFIC GAS AND ELEcTRIC COMPANY 
Gas D~p~rtmei\tl-Te'st~Yeat 1993-

DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT EXPENSE 
(Thousands of 1990 dollars unless otherwise indicated) 

Line Account 
Desctipti6n No. 

-----------------------------------------------~-------------~---

1 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
15 
16 

17 

18 

Residential , Non-Residential 
conservation, Measurement Evaluation 
and Other prOgram Expenses 
---------------------~---~----------

901.0 Supervision 

908.0 customer Assistance Expense 

909.0 Informational & Instruct. Expense 

910.0 MiscellaneOUS 

subtotal 

$916 

41,669 

i,COl 

5;609 
------------

55,255 

Load Retention & Load Building Expense 
--------------------------------------

911.0 supervision 

912.0 Demo/selling - LOad Retetl6n/BuUd-lI'l9 

912.0 DerOO/sell lil(J - clean Air Veblcle-

913.0 Advertising 

916.0 Miscellaneous 

916.0 Rents 

Subtotal 

TOTAL DEMAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT (1990$) 

EscalatiOn AmOunts, 1990 to 1993 
Labor 
Non-Labor 
otM~i' 

Total EscalatiOn 

TOTAL DEJI.AND-SI DE KAUAGEMEl~T (1993$) 

73 

776 

o 

o 

45 

------------
894 

1,320 
.,693 

o 
------------

6,013 

------------
62,162 

NOTE. Adopted DSK total retlects Joint Recommendation's expense 
level (see p. 0-15). Labor dollars include patE's 
Performance Incentive Program adjustment. 

0-14 

• 

e 
CACO/ppro/2 
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. APpENDIX D . 
pACIFIO GAS AND ELECTRIC C<>MPAN'/ 
Gas Departr.:ent, TestVeat 1993 

JOINT RECOkHENDATI6N 6N'DEHAND-SIDE MANAGEMENT 
(Thouundsoi. 1990 DollAl's) 

Line 
Gas -- 'Joint 
Recornnendation 

no. Pl'oqram . , -" -------------------------------------------------------------------
conservation/Energy Efficienc~ 

Information 
1 Residential 
2 Nonresidential 

EK services 
3 Residential 
4 Nonresidential 
S Industrial 
6 Agricultural 
1 Direct Assistance 

He'" contructiOn 
8 Residential 
9 Nonresidential 

Retrofit Energy Efficiency Incentives 
10 Residential weatherization 
11 Residential Appliance Efficiency 
12 corrrnercial EK Incentives 
13 Industrial EK Incentives 
14 Agricultural EM Incentives 
15 other DSK (Bidding) . 

other 
16 Residential 
11 Nonresidential 

18 TOTAL CONSERVATION/ENERGY EFFICIENCY 

} LQad Kanagement . 
19 Residential Ale Recycling 
20 Interruptible/curtailable 
21 Group LOad curtailre~nt 
22 TOU (Res., Nonresl Mandatory) 
23 Real Time pricing 
24 Demand control center 
25 swimming pool Pump 

26 TOTAL LOAD MANAGEMENT (capital dollars) 

21 Fuel substitution 
28 Load Retention 
29 LOad Building 
30 Measurement' Evaluation 

31 'fOTALI 

$151 
250 

9,051 
1,400 

sOO 
600 

16,488 

10,332 
1,002 

4,000 
330 

2,500 
1,260 

560 
510 

602 
o 

------------
50,496 

NIA 
NIA 
H/A 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 
HIli. 

------------o 

o 
880 

o 
6, 041 

------------
51,423 

NOTEt Total DSK excluding capital dollars is ~eflected on p. 0-14. 

D-15 
CACO/ppr../2 



LLne A(:count 

APPEN61x b 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELEcTRIC COMPANY 
Gas Depart:me>ntiTe~~,Year i993 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL EXPENs·g . 
(ThouSands of 1990 doH~1'8 ·unhsB 6the....,ise indic·ated) 

N6. Description 
------------------------------------~----------------------------

1 
2 
3 
4 
S 
(, 

7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

H
·20 

21 

22 

2l 

24 

920.0 
921.0 
922.0 
9il.O 
924.0 
91S.0 
926.0 
927.0 
928.0 
930.0 
930.0 
930.2 
931.0 

---------AdminiStrative' General salaries 
Office supplies and EX~n8es 
Admin. , General Transfer Credit 
Outside services Employed 
property Insurance 
Injuries and Damages 
Employee pensions and Benefits 
Franchise Requirements 
Regulatory commission Expenses 
Research, Development, , Demonstration 

Other Miscellaneous General Expenses 
Rents 

ToUl Operation 

Maintenance 
-----------93S.0 Maintenance of General plant 

Total Maintenance 

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE &- GENERAL (1990$) 

Total (LeS9 Franchise Requirements) 

Escalation Amounts 1990 to 1993 
UbOr 
Non-Labor 
Other 
Hedl.cal. 

Total Escalatl.on 

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE , GENERAL (1993$) 

Total (Less Franchise Requirements) 

$49,127 
32,095 

(14,782) 
11/'72-

1,362 
11,043 
7S,191 (a) 
8,883 

59 
1,930 

o 
S,024 
1,$29 

------------
195,333 

1,549 
------------1,549 

------------
196,882 

187,999 

6,450 
S,498 

° $,034 
------------

------------
208,e~o 

199,947 

(a) Reflects total company post Retirement Medical ex~ense of 
$161,898,000 and GrOup Life expense of $18,149,000, as provided 
in PG&E's Reply Corr~ents on propOsed Decision in A.91-11-036. 

0-16 

•••• 

e 
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APPENO'IXD 
pACIFIC GAS AND ELEctRIC COMPANY 
GU bepartment; T:estYeat 19~3 

. ' 

TAX OTHERTliAN ON INcOME 
(Th6USand~ o~ 19~3dollars) 

ADOPTED Line 
No. -----------------------------------------------------------Description 

1 

l 
4 
S 
(, 

7 

8 
9 

iO 

11 

12 

Ad Valorem Taxes 
----------------
california 

payrOll Taxes 
-------------
Federal Insurance contribution Act 
Federal Unemployu.ent Insurance 
state une~ployrnent Insurance 
san Francisco payroll Tax 

Total payroll Taxes 

other Taxes 
-----------
Business Tax 
Hazardous substance Tax 

Total Other Taxes 

Super Fund Tbx(excluding incremental) 

TOTAL TAXES OTHER THAN ON INCOME 

0-11 

------------
29,831 

22,401 
242 

61 
841 

------------
H,545 

175 
593 

------------

------------
54,803 

============ 

CACO/ppm/2 
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APPENDIX D ... _ 
PACIFIC GAS ~b ELEcTRI¢ COMPANY 

Gas Department, Test y~ar 19H 

INcOME TAX ADJUSTKENTS 
(Thousands of 1993 dollars) 

ADOPTED Line 
No. 
----------------------------------------------------------~ 

Description 

caliiornia IncOme Tax Adjustments 
------------------------------~--

1 state Tax Depreciation-Dec. Bal.& other 
2 Fiscal/Calendar Year Adjustment 
3 Interest charges 
4 operating Expense Adjustment 
5 capitalized Interest Adjustment 
6 capitalized Inventory Adjustments 
7 Vacation Accrual Reduction 
8 capitalized Use Taxes 
9 capitalized Ad Valorem Taxes 
10 capitalized pension & Benefits 
11 Removal costs 
12 Repair Allowance 

13 Total CCFT Adjustments 

Federal Income Tax Adjustments 
------------------------------

14 Fiscal/calendar Year Adjustment 
15 Interest charges 
16 Operating Expense Adjustment 
11 capitalized Interest Adjustment 
18 capitalized Inventory Adjustments 
19 Vacation AccruAl Reduction 
20 capitalIzed Use Taxes 
21 capitalized Ad Valorem Taxes 
22 capitalized pension' Benefits 
23 Federal operatin9 Expense Adjustment 
24 Federal Tax Depreciation-SLRL, 
25 Federal Ta~ Depreciation-Dec. Bal., 

26 Federal Tax Depreciation-ACRS/HACRS& 
21 Federal Tax Depreciation-Othet 
28 Removal costs 
29 Repair Allo~ance 
30 preferred Divident Credit 

31 Total FIT Adjustments 

32 Federal Tax DepreciatIon Deferred, 
ACRS/AACRS 

0-18 

) 
) 
) 
) 

$212,622 
59j 

112,395-
(721) 

(lOt 4s4 ) 
(1,343) 
(l,li!) 

o 
o 
o 

6,927 
4,148 

------------
322,MO 

$593 
112,395 

(121) 
(lO,4S4) 
(1,3U) 
(1,211) 

0 
0 
0 
0 

180,105 

5,1~S 
3,811 

697 

------------
289,601 

26,532 

• •••••••• 

e 
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Line 

APPENDIX D 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELEcTRIC OOHPAN1 
Gaa Depaitroent~ Te~tV.~t l~O~ 

TAXES ON INcOME 
(ThOusands of 1993 dollars), 

ADOPTED 

-----------------------------------------------------------
Description No. 

california corporation Franchise Tax 
------------------------------------

1 operating Revenues At Adopted Rates 

2 operating Expenses 
2a super Fund Tax Increase 
J Taxes other Than On IncOme 
4 Income Tax Adjustments 

5 california Tax~ble Income 

6 CCFT Rate 

7 CCFT 
8 Defense Facilities credit 
9 Deferred Taxes - other 
10 Deferred Taxes - Interest 
llDeferred Taxes - Vacation 

12 TOTAL CALIF. CORPORATE FRANCHISE ~;..x 

Federal Income Tax 
------------------13 operating Revenues at Adopted Rates 

14 operating Expenses 
lola super Fund Tax Increase 

15 Taxes Other ThAn on Income 
16 prior Year's CCFT 
17 Income Tax Adjustments 

18 Federal Taxable Income 

19 FIT Rate 

21 Federal Income Tax 
22 Fl6wback of Excess Deferred Tax 
23 Defense Facilities Credit 
24 Deferted Tax - ACRSjKACRS 
25 Deferred Tax - Interest & vacation 
26 AmOrtization of ITC 

27 TOTAL FEDERAL INOO!{E TAX 

0-19 

$1,iA7,311 

563,855 
. 85 
54,803 

322,890 

------------
345,618 

9.30\ 

32,148 
() 

o 
(972) 
(118) 

. . ------------31,058 
============= 

1,287,311 

56l,8~5 
85 

54,803 
35,796 

289,601 
------------

343,16S 

34.00\-

116,616 
(560) 

o 
o 

(3,616) 
o 

------------112,500 
============ 

CACD/ppro/2 
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Line 

APPENDIX 0 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELEC'l'RI¢C¢HPANY . 
GaBD~partmentl Test. Year, 1993 • 
.... . - . 

AVERAGE LAo IN' PAYMENT or EXPENSE' 
(Th6u~~nd~ ~t 1~93 dOllArs) 

Expense 
Average 
Lag Days 

• 
Product 

llo. Descripti6n 
----------------------------------------------~-----------------~------(C=AxB, (A) (8' 

1 Natural Gas purchased 526,186 41.01 21578888 

2 Federal Income Tax 90,1H 121.70 10910525 

3 State Income Tax 32,148 83.41 2681465 

4 Franchise Requirements 17,988 257.49 4631550 

5 payroll (+ cleating Account) 254,035 13.11 3498661 

6 property Insurance 1,362 5.96 8118 

') Injuries and Damages u,OH 5'.96 65816 

8 Pens Lon Expense 282 -16.41 -4628 

9 Group Life Expense 4,602 39.20 180417 

10 savings Fund Plan 7,406 0.06 0 

11 Health, Vision" Dental 33,448 9.22 308392 

12 Goods and services 147,092 32.94 4845210 

13 Materials From StorerOom S7,487 0.00 0-

14 Depredation 246,632 6.00 0-

15 Ad Valorem TaX - california 29,831 H.IS 1317304 

16 FICA Tax 22;401 3.84 86020 

17 unemployment Tax - Federal 242 15.33 18230 

18 Unemployment TaX - calif. 61 15.61 4612 

19 S.F. Payroll Tax 1,016 141.18 14H39 

20 Post Retirement Medical 34,743 -16.41 -510133 

21 Deterred Income Taxes 21,266 0.06 0 

22 Abandoned Ptoject ~JOrt. 351 0.00 0 
-----------------------

23 TOTAL 1,539,713 4916j286 

24 Expense Lag Days = ce)/(A) = 32.32 (Ln.23C / Lo.23A) 

2S Revenue Lag Days H.21 

26 ADJUSTMENT TO RATE BASE $45,940 (Ln.2S-to.24) x tn.23A / 365 

27 Rate Base $2,702,111 
-----------

2$ New Rate BaS& $2,14$,OSl (Ln.26 + tn.i7) 

e 
D-20 CACO/ppm/2 
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.. APPENDIX ·0 . 
PACIFIC CAS AND ELEc1~I¢ c6HPAN'I 
cas Depa.rtll'lent, Test Year 1993 

WOKRINOCASH CAPITAL SUPPLIED BY INVESTORS 
(Thousands Of 19~J dollars) 

Line ADOPTED 
No. Description 
--~---------------~-----~--~~----~-------------------------

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 

7 
a 

9 

Operational cash Requirements 
--~--------------------------
Required Sank Balances 
Special DepOsits & Working Funds 
Other Receivables 
prepayments 
Deterred Debits, company-Wide 

Total 

Lessl Amounts Not supplied By Investors 
---------------------------------------
Accrued Vacation 
Working cash capital 

Total 

10 subtotal, Total company 

11 Gas Dept. Allocation percentage 

12 Gas Department Allocation 
13 Miscell. Deterred credits - Gas Dept. 

14 Total Operational cash Requirement 

plus. Average Amount Requited 
------------------------------
Avg. Amount Req. as a Result of paying 

16 Expense in Advance of collecting Rev. 

17 Tout 

18 AVERAGE NET AMOUNT OF WORKINO 
CASH CAPITAL SUPPLIED B'I INVESTORS 

0-21 

$43,510 
3,418 

38,825-
9,~S6 
5,942 

. .. ------------
101,041 

130,201 
11,041 

------------

------------. . 

(40,206) 

32.44\ 

(1l,04) . 
. . 3 

------------
($13,040) 

45,940 
------------

45,940 

------------
$32,900 

==s=:=Z-=::::I:~= 
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APpiNOIk'p' . 
PACIFIO GAS AND ELEctRIC OOHP}.NY 
Gas »epartme,J\t,T~st' Yeat1993 

-~ 

PLANT-JN':~ERVICE _ 
(Thousands ~f 199~ dollars) 

ADOPTED Line 
No. -----------------------------------------------------------

Description 

GAS PLANTa 

---------1 Tan/Intanqible plant, BOY 1991 
2 StanPAC (6/1 Interest) 
3 Plant Held For Future Use 
4 BOY 1991 
5 Net plant Additions 
6 HazardouB Wast~ Management 
1 eNG Vehicles 
8 stanpac (6/1 Int, Net Additions 
9 BOY 1992 
10 Net plant Additions 
11 Hazardous waste Hanagement 
12 eNG Vehicles 
13 stanpac (6/1 Int) Net Additions 
14 BOY 1993 
15 wtd Avg Net Pit Additions 
16 Hazardous waste Management 
11 CNG Vehicles 
18 stanPAc (611' wtd AveJ Net Addit'ions -

19 Wtd Avg Gas plant, 1993 

COMMON PLANT - GAS ALLOCATIONt 
20 Beginning ot Year 1991 
21 Helms 
22 plant Held For Future Use 
23 Total BOY 1991 
24 common plant Net Additions 
25 sale of S.F. Steam system 
26 Hazardous waste Management 
21 CNG/Electric Vehicles 
~8 PHFU Additions 
29 BOY 1992 
30 commOn plant Net Additions 
31 Hazardous waste Management 
32 CNG/Electric Vehicles 
33 BOY 1993 
34 Wtd Avg corr~n plant Additions 
35 Hazardous Waste Management 
36 cNo/El~ctric Vehlcles 
l1 PHFU Additions 

38 Wtd Avg common Plant, 1993 

39 TOTAL 1993 W10 AVERAGE 3AS PLANT 

D-22 

$3,640,569 
20,212 

o 
3,~60,181 

330,6S0 
(1,341) 

316 
4,315 

3~~94,145 
292,691 

6,421 
1,2l9 
1,033 

4,302,141 
162,169 

2,208 
(11) -
153 

: . . ------------
4,461,260 

572,590 
342 

11 
512,943 
102,506' 

o 
1,594 

219 
( 11, 

611,251 
81,814 

361 
.. 295 

159,181 
40,946 

166 
o 
o 

------------
800,89& 

------------
5,268,158 

==========s::= 

e 
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, > "APP~N~IX '0. ,> ' , 
PACIFIC OASAND ELECTRICCOKPANY 
Gas i>ep~ J:~m~nt l-Te8t.~ear 1993 

• DEPRECIAT10N EXPENSE 
(ThOUsands o( 199) dollars) 

AOOPTED, 
No. 
~-------------------------------~--------------------------

Description 

1 
2: 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 
12 
13 

Depreciation Expense 
production 
underground storage 
LOcal Storage 
other' 
-Transmission - -Topock 
Tca~smisston - canadian 
TrAnsmission - other 
Distribution 
General 

Subtotal 

Net AdditiOns 
stanPac (6/1 Interest) 
common Utility plant Allocation 

14 TOTAL DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 

0-23 

$119 
6,517 

891 
6 
o 
o 

2~,278 
146,916 

1,4~6 
------------

161,343 

------------
246,632 

CACO/pp:n/2 



Line 

. . APP'ENDIX'O . 
PACIFic OASANOELE(mUC COMPANY 
Cas Dep.irtl!'i~r\tl 'rest Veal' 1993 

DEPRE¢IATION RESERVE 
(Thousands of i~93 dollars) 

ADOPTED 
Desctiption 

- -' . -----------------------------------------------------------

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
11 

Depreciation Reserve, Beginning ot Year 
pr6ductlon 
Underground storAge 
Local storage 
Transmission 
Distrlbution 
General 
6/1 Interest 11'1 stanpac 
corrrobn Allocation 

Total B01 Depreciation Reserve 

Depreciation Reserve, End of Year 
production 
Underground Storage 
Loca 1 stora ge . 
Transmission 
Distributlon 
General . 
6/1 Interest 11'1 stanPac 
cOmmOn Allocation 

18 Total £01 Depreciation R~serve 

19 WEIGHTED AVERAGE DEPRECIATION RESERVE 

0-24 

$a.69 
18,lt~O 

1,39S 
461,OOS 

1,369,4S1 
1S,SSO 

4,902 
291,156 

------------
2,H4,511 

1,048 
84,214 
8,292 

488,94) 
1,491,692 

11,004 
5,550 

350,189 
------------

2,453,592 

------------
2, lU,OSl 

=====::=s:~s=s 
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. \_ l~PENblkb 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC OOHPANY 
Gas Departmefit, 'feU. Ye.ar199l ... 

WEIGHTED AVERAGE DEPREOIATED RATE eASE 
(Thousands ot 1993 dolUrs) 

AOOPTED 
No. DescriptiOn 
---------------------------------------~-------------------

1 

2 

3 
4 

·s 

6 

7 
8 
9 

10 

11 
12 
1l 
14 
15 
16 

11 

18 

Weighted Average Gas plant 
--------------------------
Gas plant 

Total Weighted Average plant 

Working capital 
---------------Haterials and Supplies 
Gas Line Pack 
Working cash 

Total Working capital 

Tax Reform Act Deferrals 
-----------------~------
Deferred capitalized Interest 
Deferred Vacation 
Deferred CIAC Tax Ettects· 

Total Adjustments 

Less Deductions 
---------------
customer Advances 
Accumulated Deferred taxes - Defense 
Accumulated Deferted Taxes - ACRS 
Accumulated Deferted Taxe~ - Other 
Deferted ITC 
Other 

Total Deductions 

Depreciation Reserve 

1~ TOTAL RATE BASE (aJ 

$5,268,158 
------,;;.-----

21,907 
7,505 

32,900 
------------

68,:)12 

IS,010 
11,837 
19,982 

46,829 

48,001 
. 0 

192,731 
(4,277) 
54,736 -

o 
------------

291,191 

2,344,OSI 

------------
2,74$,051 

=====-======= 

(aJ Includes NGV capital investment authorized in NOV 
0.91-07-018. 

D-25 CACO/ppro/2 
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APPENDIX.£) 
PACltIOOAS AND ELECTRIO COMPANY 
Gas· oep'attment, Teet'ie~rl~~3 

NET-To~GR6ss MULTIPLIER 

(S) (C=AxB) (A) 
No. Descl'iptl6n 
-------------------------------~---------------------------------~-----

1 Gross Operating Revenues 
1.000000 

2 Revenues Frocn customers 
O.S35700 

3 Leasl Uncol1ecti.bies O.OQJOOO 0.$35100 0.002501 
------------

0.991493 
4 

S Least Franchise Requirements 0.008'110 0.83319) 0.oCn301 
------------

0.990186 
6 

1 Less Super FUnd Tax 0.001200 0.990186 0.001188 
--------~---

0.988998 
S 

~ Lessl state Income Tax 0.093000 0.988998 0.091977 
---------

0.898209 
10 

11 Lesst Federal IncOme Tax O.340Mo 0.988998 O.l36259 
---------

12 Net operating ReVenues 
O.S60762 

13 Net-TO-GrOSs Multiplier 1.000000 0.560162 1.183289 

(Ln.13A I Ln.13B) . 

(End of Appendix D) 
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. APPENDIX E 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC cOMPANY 

Gas Department', Attrition ¥e~J'Ii~1994 and 199$ 
. -. ' 

TEST YEAR 1993 -- O&K EXPENSE tOR ATTRITION cALCULATION 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

TV 1993 
Adjusted 

Transfer. TV 1993 
No. Description ~ _.' -----------------------------------------------------------------------

production (A) (S) (e) 

I LabOr $2,612 $~,612 

2 Non-LabOr 1,438 1"US 

3 other 
0 0 

" TotAl 4,050 4,050 

storage 
5 Labor 

1,259 I/~S9 

6 NOn-Labor 
6,9$() 6,980 

7 other 
198 198 

8 Total 
8,431 8,431 

Transmission 
9 LabOr 

24,833 24,833 

10 Non-LabOr 20,183 20,183 

11 other 
0 6 

12 Total 45,616 45,616 

Distribution 
13 LabOr 87,819 87t819 

14 Non-LabOr 47,414 47,414 

15 other 
6 0 

16 Total 135,293 U5t~93 

custOmer Accounts 
17 Labor 62,148 62,148 

18 Uon-LabOr 22,940 22,940 

19 other (Excl. Uncollectlbles) 7,380 7,3S0 

20 Total 
92,468 92,468 

Demand-side Management 
21 Labor 10,491 10,491 

22 Non-Labor 51,671 51 / 671 

23 other 0 0 

24 Total 62,16~ 62,162 

AdministrativE! &: General 
25 Labor 51;273 0 51,273 

26 wage Related 12,63& 0 12,638 

21 non-LabOr 60,53& 0 60,538 

28 other (Excl. Franchis&) . 51,471 0 51,471 

29 Medical 27,652 0 21,652 

3() Total 
209,57~ 0 2M,S72 

LabOr parity 
31 LabOr (6,1~8) (6,128) 

32 Uon-Labor 
0 0 

H Othel' 
0 0 

34 Total (6,72&) (6,128, 
-----------------------------

35 Labor 233,761 0 233,161 

36 Wage Related 12,638 0 U,638 

37 Non-LabOr 211,164 0 211,164 

38 Other 65,049 0 65,049 

39 V.edicH 27,652 0 27,652 

40 TOTAL O&K EXPENSE 550,870 0 550,870 

E-I 
CACO/ppm/2 
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APPENDIX E 
PACIFIC OAS AND ELECTiUC cOKPNiY . 

Gas Department, Attrition Veal's ·1994 and 1995 

AY 1994 , 1~9~ ~- O&K E~~~NSE 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

LabOr &: Non
LabOr OtMr 

No. Description - . . . . . ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Wage-Ret. 

(Al (B) (C) (D) (E) 

Test Year 1.993 
----_ .... --------
Base (1993$) $H6,405 $Hl,164 $6S,049 $21,652 $550,810 

1993 Adopted in ORC 0.0500 0.0314 0.0000 0.1000 

1992 Adopted in GRC 0.0450 0.0219 0.0000 0.13'10 

1991 Adopted in GRC 0.0425 O.031S 0.0000 0.12'10 

--~----------------------------------------------
Base (1.990$) (al 215,411 192,524 65,049 19,618 492,603 

Attrition Year 1994 

-------------------
1991 Adopted in GRC 0.0425 0.0315 0.0000 0.1270 

1992 Adopted in ORC 0.0450 0.0279 0.0000 0.1310 

1993 (USe recorded) 0.0500 0.0314 6.0000 0.1000 

1994 (use updated estimate) 0.0324 6.0313 0.0000 0.0313 (a) 

-----------------------------------~--~----------
Base P,994$) 254,389 219,663 65,049 29,684 561,794 

-------------------------------------------------
1994 Escalation 1,984 1,899 0 1,031 16,914 

1994 uncollectibles 20 20 0 J 43 

1994 Franchise Requirement 59 58 0 8 125 

-------------------------------------------------
'tOTAL 1994 ESCALATION 8,663 1,911 0 1,042 11,081 

==============:=====~============================ 

Attrition Year 1995 

0.0425 0.0315 0.0000 0.1210 
0.0450 0.0279 0.0000 0.1370 

0.0500 0.0374 0.0000 0.1000 
0.0324 0.0313 0.0000 0.0313 (a) 

-------------------
1991 Adopted 1n ORC 
1992 Adopted 1n ORC 
1993 (use recorded) 
1994 (use recorded) 
1995 (use updated estimate) 0.0336 0.6l!S4 0.0060 0.0354 (a) 

-------------------------------------------------SS5, III 
Base (1995$) 

1995 Escalation 

1995 Uncollectibles 
1995 Franchise Req\lil'ement 

~OTAL 1995 ESCALATION 

6S,04~ 29,699 

-------------------------------------------------17,339 

44 
128 

8,S47 

22 
63 

1,176 

20 
S1 

o 
o 
o 

1,01S 

3 
7 

1,025 11,511 -------------------------------------------------o 
================================================= 

8,632 1,853 

(a) Use non-labOr escalation rate for attrition year medical expense. 

e 

e 
E-2 
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APPENDIX t: 
PACIFiO'GAS AND ELECTRIC 06MPANV 

GeU Department,: Attritlon.Years 1994 and 1995 

TEST YEAR 1993 -- RATE BASE FOR ATTRITION CALCULATION 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

· .Lit.e 
Full Year 

1993 
wtd Avg 

1993 
No. Description -------------------------------~-----------------------~--------------------~ (A) 

$S,06i,92$ 
5090,545 

(8) 

$5,061,928 
206;231 1 

:2 

3 

4 

5 

Plant-in-servicet Beginning of Year 
t Additions 

Total plant-in-service 

plant Held for Future Use 

Total plant 

6 
1 
8 

Working capitalt Materials & supplies 
Gas Line pack 
Working cash 

9 Total Working capital 

10 
11 
12 

TRA Adjustmentst Deferred cap. Interest 
t Deferred Vacation pay 
I Deferred CIAC Tax 

13 Total Adjust~ents 

14 Custorr,er Advances 

15 
16 

" 

Accumulated ACRS Deferred Taxest BOY 
t Additions 

11 Total Accumulated ACRS Deterred Taxes 

18 Accumulated Deterredt Investffient Tax credit 
19 I Defense FAcilities 
20 I other 

21 Total Accumulated Deferred 

22 Reservel Beginning of Year 
23 I Accrual 
24 I Fossil Decommissioning 
2S Net Salvage 
26 Adjustment 

27 Total Reserv~ 

28 TOTAL RATE BASE 

E-3 

----~---------~-----~---
5,511,4135,268,158 

o 0 
------~-------------~--~ 

5,511,413 

:21,9(:)1 
1,505 

32,900 

27,901 
1,505 

32,900 
------------------------

68,312 

11,121 
12,093 
21,289 

68,312 

lS,010 
11,837 
19,982 

------------------------
50,503 

48,001 

181,872 
25,876 

46,829 

4S,OOl 

181,812 
10,859 

----------------------~-
207,148 

53,847 
o 

(4,lSI) 

192,131 

54;136 
o 

(4,211) 
------------------------

49,496 

2,234,511 
246,632 

o 
(21,608) 

50,4S9 

2,234,511 
123,316 

o 
(13,804, 

29 
------------------------

2,453,535 2,344,051 

------------------------
2,931, S03 2,14$,051 

=~====================== 

CACD/PPf'l/2 
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. 'APPENDIX E . 
pACJFICGAS AND ELECTRIC COMPW,/ 

GAB Depar"tment/AttdtlonYears '1994 and 1995 

AY 1994-- RATE BASE 
(ThOUSAnds of DOllars) 

Full Year Wtd Avg 
LiM 1994 1994 

Wtd Avg 1994 
Increase 

No. Description ----~----------------------------~----~-------------------------~------------(A) (9) (C) 

$303 1 :H5 
175,049 1 

2 

3 

plant-in-Servicet Beg. of Year 
t Additions 

Total plant-in-service 

4 plant Held for Future Use 

5 Total plant 

6 working capitalt Hatls & supplies 
1 t Gas Line pack 
8 t Working cash 

9 Total Working capital 

10' TRA Adjustments~ Det. cap., Interest 
11 t Def. Vacatlon PAY 
12 i Del. CIAC Tax 

13 Total Adjustments 

14 customer Advances 

15 Accum. ACRS Defer. Taxes! BOY 
16 t Additions 

11 Total Accum. ACRS D~rerred TAxes 

18 Accumulate Deferredt Investment TAX 
19 t Defense FACil. 
20 t Other 

21 Total AccumulAted Deterred 

22 Reserves Beginning of YeAr 
23 I Accrual 
24 Fossil DeCOmmissioning 
25 Net salvage 
26 Adjustment 

21 Total Reserve 

28 TOTAL RATE BASE 

$5,511,413 
432,504 

$5,511,413 
115,049 

-----------------------------------
6,003,911 5,146,523 

o o 6 

-------------------------~---------
5,146,523 

21,961 
1,5M 

32,900 

o 
o 
o 

6,003,911 

21,901 
1,505 

32,900 
-----------------------------------

68,312 68,312 0 

21,111 18,882 3,.812 

12,506 12,299 '462 
24,000 22,64S 2,663 

-----------------------------------
51,623 53,826 6,991 

48,001 48,061 0 

207,14B 201,14B 25,816 
23,404 11,102 au 

-----------------------------------
231,152 219,45() 26,719 

51,699 52,713 (1,963) 

0 0 0 

(4,211) (4,271) 0 
-----------------------------------

41,422 "'8,496 (1,963 ) 

2,453,53~ 2,453,535 109,483 
269,M:7 134,513 119,456 

0 0 0 

(30, 1l~) (1$,058) 0 

0 0 0 

-----------------------------------
2,692,446 2,$12,990 228,939 

3,1l0,aS6 2,919,111 231,666 
=:==::=======:==============~====== 

e 
£-4 
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" _~PPENDtj( E _ _ __ _ 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIO COMPANY 

(las Department, A~tr1ti6.i\ Yeats 1994 and 1995 

AY1995 -- RATE BASE 
(ThOusands of Dollars) 

FUll Year Wtd Avg Wtd Avg .1995-
1995 1995 increase Line 

No. Descttption -----------------------------~-----------------~------------------------~----(C) (A) (B) 

$6,003,9'n 
184,429 

$251,455 
184,429 1 

2 
Plant-in-servicet Beg. ot Year 

t Addltions 
~ ---------------.--------"------------

441,883 

$6,603,977 
455,618 

3 Total plant-in-service 

4 plant Held lor Future Use 

5 'rotal plant 

6 Working capitall Hatls & Supplies 
1 t Gas Llne Pack 
8 working cash 

Total Working capital 

10 TRA Adjustmentst Def. cap. interest 
11 t Del. Vacation pay 
12 t Del. (:IAC Tax 

13 Total Adjustments 

14 Ctlstomer Advances 

15 Accum. ACRS Deter. Taxes! BOY 
16 t Addltions 

17 Total Accum. ACRS Deferred Taxes 

18 Accumulate Deterredt Investment Tax 
19 t Defense Facil. 
20 t Oth~r 

21 Total Accumulated Deferred 

22 R~setVet Beginning ot Year 
23 Accrual 
24 Fossil DeCOmmissioning 
2S Net Salvage 
26 Adjustment 

27 Total Reserve 

28 TOTAL RATE BASE 

6,459,655 

o 
6,188,406 

o o 
-----------------------------------441,883 6,459,655 6,188,406 

27,907 
1/5Q5 

32,900 

o 
o 
o 

27,907 
7,505 

32,900 
----~----------------~----------~--o 68,312 

22,334 
12,:)10 
:25,500 

3,452 
411 

2,8S5 

68,312 

23,181 
12,914 
21,000 

-----------------------------------6,118 60,544 

48,007 

231,152 
12,590 

o 

23,404 
888 

63,095 

48,001 

231,152 
25,180 

-----------------------------------24,292 

(2,148) 
o 
o 

243,741 

50,625 

° (4,277) 

256,331 

49,551 
o 

(4,277) 
-----------------------------------(2,148) 45,274 46,348 

2,692,446 2,692,446 119,456 
289,714 144,8S7 128,641 

0 0 0 

(32,431) (li"HS) 0 

0 0 0 

-----------------------------------
2,949,729 2,821,O~8 248,097 

3,291,121 3,158,078 178,360 
=====~============:=============~== 

E-S 
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APPENDliE 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC 'COMPANY 

Gas Department, Attrlt1(,(\ y~ar9 1994 and 1995 

AI( 1994 " 1995 -- CAPITAL-RELATEO ITEMS, 1 of 3 
(ThouSands of'Dollars) 

1994 1995 
De~criptlon 

(A) -------------------------------~~-----------------------------------------~.-(8) 
No. 

Depreciation Expense 
--------------------
1993 Depreciation Expense 
1993 wtd Avg plant-in-Service 
= system Average Depreciation Rate 
x Plant-in-Service Weighted Average Increase 

Increase in Depreciation Expense 
x Net-ta-Gross Mulitiplier 

Revenue Requirement 
x CPUC Allocation Factor 
= CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

Ad Valorem Taxes 
----------------

10 1993 Ad Valorem Taxes 
12 1993 Plant-tn-service, SOY 

$246;632 
5,268,158 

4.6816\ 
418,364 
22,395 

1.1832M 
39,931 

1. 0000000 
39,931 

4.6816\ 
441,883 

20,681 
1.183289 

.. 36;891 
1.0000MO 

36,891 
=======:=========~====== 

29,831 
5,511,413 

0.5355\ 
432;504 
. 2,31'6 

0.5355\ 
455,678 13 = system Average Ad Valorem Taxes 

14 x current Attrition Year Additions 
lS = Increase in Ad Valorem Ta~es 
16 x uncoll. &: Franchise Net-to-Gross Multiplier 1.009~U 

2,339 
1.0000000 

2,339 

. 2,440 
1.009911 

:2,464 
1.0000600 

2,464 
=================~====== 

11 ~ Revenue Requirement 
18 x CPUC Allocation Factor 
19 = CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

CCFT Depreciation 

20 1993 CCFT Depreciation 
212,622 

2l 1993 plant-in-Service, soY 5,511,413 

22 system Average CCFT Depreciation Rate 3.8)63\ 3.8163\ 

23 x current Attrition Year Additions 432,504 455,678 

24 Increase in CCFT Depreciation Expense 16,506 11,l9() 

25 x -CCFT Rate 
-9.30\ -9.30\ 

26 = california corpOrate FrAnchise Tax (1,sl5) (1,611) 

27 x Net-to-Gross Kulitiplier 1.183289 1.183~M 

28 Revenue Requirement 
(2,1l1) (2,884) 

-----------------

29 california corp6rate Franchise Tax (1,535) (1,611) 

30 x CPUC Allocation Fact6r 
1.0000660 1.0000OC>O 

31 = cPUC State Income Taxes 
(1,535) ( 1,611, 

32 x Net-to-Gross Kulltipllec 1.183289 1.18U89 

33 CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement (2,131) (2,684) 
============~=========== 

• 
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APPENDIX E 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELEcTRIC COMPANY 

Gas Departr:ent, AttrU.ionYeacs .19~o$and 1995 

AY 1994 t. 1995 -- CAPITAL-RELATED I.TEHsj2 of 3 
(Thousands of DOllars) . 

Line 1994 1995 
Description ----------------------------------------------------------------~-----~------(8) 

NO. 
(A) 

$IS0,705 
5,511,413 

3,2434\ 
432,504 

14,028 
-34.00\ 

1.183289 
(8,S05) 

1.0000000 
(8,505) 

1 
:2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9-
10 

FIT Depreciation 
----------------
1993 FIT Depreciaton 
1993 Plant-in-Service, 80Y 
= system Average FIT Depreciation Rate 
x current Attrition Year Additions· 

Increase in FIT Depreciation Expense 
x -FIT Rate 
x Net-tO-Gros9 Hulitipliet 
= Revenue Requirement 
x CPUC Allocation Factor 

CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

11 Net Increase in FIT Depreciation Expense 
12 x -Super Fund Tax Rate 
13 x super Fund Tax Net-to-Gross Multiplier 
14 = super Fund Tax Effect on Fed. Tax Dep.Incr 
15 Total Revenue Requirement 
16 x CPUC AllocatiOn Factor 
11 Total CPUC Jurisdlction Revenue Requirement 

prior Year's CCFT Deductible tor FIT 

14,02a 
-0.12\ 

1.011125 
. (17) 

(8,522) 
1.0000000 

(8.,522) 

3.2434\ 
455,618 

14,119 
-"34.00\ 

1.183289 
(8,961) 

1.0000000 
(8,961) 

141 179 
-0.12\ 

1.011125 
(18) 

(8~979) 
1.0000000 

(8,979, . 

===========:==========~= 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
21 
24 
25 
26 
21 
2S 
29 

------------------------------------Prior Year's Revenue Requirement (Excl. Super Fund Tax Ettect, 
+ Depreciation 
+ CCFT Depreciation 
• FIT Depreciation 

39,931 
(2,405) 
(1,292) 

+ Rate easet Preferred stock 
+ • common stOck Equity 
+ CCFT 
= prior Year's Revenue Requirement 
x CCFT cumulative component 

CCFT Increase 
+ Prior Year's CCFT lor CCFT Depreciation Expense 

1,983 
22,910 

2,212 
51,405 

0.091911 
5,280 

(1,349, 
3,931 

Total CCFT Increase 

30 Prior Yearts CCFT subtotal 
31 prior Year's CCFT Deductible for FIT 
32 = Increase in CCFT Deduction for FIT 
33 x -FIT Rate 
34 x Net-to-Gross Hulitlpllet 
3S = Revenue Requirement (FIT) 

36 Uet Increase in CCFT Deductible for FIT 
31 x -Super Fund Tax Rate 

l2,14S 
35,196 
(3, ~48' 
-34.00\ 

1.183289 
2,212 

36,019 
32,14S 

3,931 
-34.00\ 

1.183289 
(2,383) 

~======~==~========:~s== 

38 x super Fund Tax Net-to-Gros9 Multiplier 
39 Super Fund Tax Effect on Incr. in Deduction 
40 Total Revenue R~quire~ent 

(3,648) 
-0.12\ 

1.011125 
4 

2,216 

3,931 
-0.12\ 

1.011125 
(5) 

(2,388) 

(FIT and super Fund Tax) 
======================== 

E-1 
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APPENDIXE 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIQ COMPAN'! 

Gas Department, Attrit1on.Yeare 1994 and 1995 

AY 1994 & 1995 -- CAPITAL-RELATEOITEHS, 3 6f 3 
(Thousands 6t D61l~rs) 

1994 1995 Line 
No, Description -----------------------------------------------------------------------------(8) (A) 

1 
2 

3 
4 
5 

RATE BASE 

---------Prior Year's Weighted Average Rate Base 
Current Attrition Year's Wtd Avg Rate sase 

LONG-TERM DEBT 
--------------prior Year's Return on Debt 

x Prior Year's Debt capitalization 
= Prior Year's Weighted Cost ot Debt 

change in Weiqhted Average Rate Base 
x prior Year's Weighted Average cost of Debt 
= change in weighted cost of Debt 
x Uncoll.' Franchise Net-to-Gross Multiplier 
= Revenue Requirement 
x CPUC Allocation Factor 

2t 148,051 
2,919,711 

8.61\ 
41.50\ 
4.09\ 

231,666 
4.09\ 

9,415 
1.009911 

9,569 
1.0000000 

9,569 

2,919,711 
3,158,018 

8.61\ 
41.50\ 
4.09\ 

118,360 
4.M\ 

1,295 
1.009911 

1,361 
1.0000000 

1,367 

6 
1 
S 
9 
10 
11 
12 cPuc Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement ======================== 

PREFERRED sTOCK 
---------------13 Prior Year's Return on preferred stock 

14 x Prior Year's preferred stock capitalization 
15 = prior Year's wtd cost of Preferred stock 

16 change in Weighted Average Rate Base 
17 x prior Year's Wtd cost of preferred stock 
18 = change in Weighted cost of preterred stock 
19 x t:et-to-dross KuUtiplier 
20 .. Increase in Revenue Requirement 
21 x CPUC Allocation Factor 

8.35\ 
5.15\ 
0.48\ 

2)1,666 
0.48\ 

1,112 
1.78)289 

1,983 
1.0000000 

1,983 

8.3S\ 
5.15\ 
0.48\ 

178,360 
0,48\ 

856 
1.183289 

1,527 
1.0000000 

1,527 
22 CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement =========:============== 

COMMON EQUIT't 
-------------23 Prior 'teat's RetUrn on common Equity 

24 x Prior Year's common Equity capitalization 
2S = prior 'lear's Weighted cost of commOn Equity 

26 Change in Weighted Average Rate Base 
21 x prior 'tear's weighted cost ot c~~n Equity 
28 = Change in Weighted cost ot CommOn Equity 
29 x Net-to-Gross Hulitlplier 
30 = Increase in Revenue Requirement 
31 x cPUC Allocation Factor 
32 .. cPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirerr.ent 

11.90\ 
46.15\ 
S.S6\ 

23l,6~6 
5.56\ 

12,881 
1.783289 

22,910 
1.00()6000 

22,910 

11.90\ 
46.15\ 

S.S6\ 

118,360 
$.56\ 

9,911 
1.783289 

11,6&5 
1.0000000 

11 ,685 
==========~========ss=== 

e 
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Line 

. APPENDIX· E . ...... .. 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC cOMPANY 
Ga9 Department, Te'8tYe<~'r, 1993 

At 1994 & 1995 -- FINANCIALOOHPONENTS 
(ThousAnds of Dollars) 

1994 1995 
No. Descriptlon -----------------------------------------------------------------------------(A) (8) 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

RATE BASE 
---------Weighted Average Rate sase 

LONG-TERM DEBT 
---------------prior Year's Return on Debt 

x prIor Year's Debt capitalizatIon 
x Uncoll.& Franchise Net-to-Gross Hultiplier 
= Prior tear's GroSS Weighted cost of Debt 

current Attrition Year's Return On Debt 
x current AY's Debt capitalization 
x Uncoll.& Franchise Net-tO-Gross Multiplier 
= AY Gross Weighted cost of Debt 

Change in Gross Weiqhted cost Of Debt 
x Weighted Average Rate Base 
= change in Revenue Requirement 
x cpuc Allocation Factor 
= CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

PREFERRED STOCK 

---------------15 Prior Year's Return on Preferred stock 
16 x Prior year's Pret. stock capitalization 
11 x Net-to-Gross Hulitipiier 
18 prior Year' 5 Gross Wtd Cost of pret. stock 
19 CUrrent Attrition Year's Return on pref. stock 
20 x current AY's Pref. stock capitalizati6n 
21 x Net-to-Gtoss Hulitiplier 
22 = AY Gross Weighted cost of preferred Stock 
23 change in Gross wtd cost of preferred stock 
24 x Weighted Average Rate Base 
25 Change in Revenue Requirement 
26 x CPUC Allocation Factor 
21 CPuc Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

-------------28 prlor Year's Return on corr~n Equity 
29 x prior Year's corrro¢n Equity Capltalt~ation 
30 x Net-to-Gross Mulltiplier 
31 : Prior Yrts Gross ~td cost of C~T~n Equity 
32 current Attrition Yr's Return on C0mm6n Equity 
33 x current AY's Corr~n Equity capitalization 
34 x Net-tO-Gross Mulitiplier 
35 = AY Gross Weighted cost of CommOn EquIty 
36 change in Gross Wtd cost of common Equity 
31 x Weighted Average Rate Base 
38 Change in Revenue Require~ent 
39 x CPUC Allocation Factor 
40 CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

E-9 

$2,919,717 $3,lS~,018 

8.61\ 
41.50\ 

1.0099'11 
O.D4130S 

8.61\ 
.u.s6\ 

1.009911 
0.041305 
0.000000 

2,919,111 
o 

1.0()OOOOO 
o 

8.35\ 
5.15\ 

1.183289 
0.008$60 

8.lS\ 
5.1S\ 

1.183289 
0.008560 
0.000000 

2,919,111 
o 

1.tiOOOOOO 
o 

11.90\ 
46.1S\ 

1.183289 
0.099'151 

11.90\ 
46.75\ 

1.183289 
O.09H51 
0.000000 

2,919,111 
o 

1.0000000 
o 

8.61\ 
41.50\ 

1.00991i 
0.041305 
0.006000 

3,15&,018 
o 

1~0()00600 
() 

a~3S\ 
5.1S\ 

1.'1832M 
0.008560 
0.600660 

3,158,018 
o 

1.0000600 
o 

11.90\ 
46.15\ 

i.7832M 
0.099151 
0.000000 

3,158,018 
o 

1.0000000 
o 

CACO/ppcn/2 



Line 

. - - " 

, ,,",,' , ;'PPE~[)IX' E, _ ,', 
PAOIFIC GAS AN~ ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Gas Departl!ient~ ~itritionVe~t8 1~94 and 19~5 

AY 1994 , 1995 --' OTHER iTEKS & ADJUSTMENTS 
(ThOusands of Dollais) 

1994 1995 
flO. Description 
-------------------~--~------------------------------------------------------(A) (8) 

stAte AOR Tax Depreciation Adjustment 
-------------------------------------

1 state ADR Tax Depreciation Adjustment 

2 x -CCFT Rate 
3 CCFT 
4 x Net-to-Gross Kulitiplier 
5 = Revenu~ Requirement 

6 california corporate Franchise Tax 
7 x cpuc Allocation Factor 
8 cpuc Jurisdiction CCFT 
9 x Net-to-Gross Kulitip1ier 
10 z CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

Federal ADR Tax Depreciation Adjustment 
---------------------------------------

11 Federai ADR Tax Depreciation Adjustment 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

x -FIT Rate 
~ Net-to-Gross Ku1itiplier 

Revenue Requirement 
x CPUC AllocatIon Factor 

CPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

Federal ADR Tax DepreciatIon Adjustment 
x -super Fund Tax Rate 

($2,000) ($2,000) 

-9.30\ -9.30\ 
186 1M 

1.7832M' 1.183289 
332 H2 

186 186 
1.0000006 1.0<>00000 

186 186 
1.783289 1.783289 

332 332 
======================== 

(2,000) 

-34.00\ 
1.783289 

1,213 
1.0000000 

1,213 

(2,000) 

-34.00\ 
1.1832M 

1,2U 
1.0000006 

1,213 
=;====================== 

11 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

x super Fund Tax Net-to-Gross Multiplier 
super Fund Tax Effect on change in FIT Dep. ' 

Total Revenue Requirement 

(2,000) 
-0.12\ 

1.011US 
2 

1,215 
1 .0000000 

1,215 

(2,000) 
-0.12\ 

1.0111lS 
2 

1,215 
1.00000M 

1,21S x CPUC Allocatlo~ Factor 
= Total cPUC Jurisdiction Revenue Requirement 

• 

e 
E-10 CACO/Pf£"/2 



· -,~. 

APPENE>JXE . 
PAcifIo OASAND- ELECTRI6 COMPANY 

_ Gas Departrtent,-AttrlUQO ye.ars1994 and 1995 

A'i 1994 & 1995 -- CuANGE IN P.EVENUE REQUIREMENT 
(Thousands of DoHars) 

Line 
Attrition Attriti6n 
Year 1994 Year 1995 

No. Description -----------------------------------~-----------------------------------_._---(A) (8) 

operating & Maintenance Expense 
-------------------------------

1 Labor Escalation 
2 Non-Labor Escalation 
3 Medical EscalatiOn 

4 Total operation & Maintenance ExpenSe 

c~pital-Related Items 
---------------------

5 Book Depreciation Expense 
6 Ad Valorem Taxes 
7 Prior 'fear's CCFT 
8 state Tax Depreciation 
9 Federal Tax oepreciatiOn 
10 Rate Basel Debt cost 
11 i preferred stock cost 
12 t Cornmon Equity cost 

13 Total capital-Related Items 

Financial Components 
--------------------

14 Debt Cost 
15 preferred stock cost 
16 comrr~n Equity Cost 

11 Total Financial components 

other Items 
-----------

18 other 

19 Total Other Items 

20 SUBTOTAL 

special projects 
----------------

21 NO~ Reduction 

22 TOTAL cHANGE IN REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

E-11 

$8,063 $8,632 
1,911 7,853 
1,042 1,025 

------------------------
17,082 

39,937 
2,3~9 
2,216 

(2,40S) 
(1,301) 
9,56~ 
1,983 

22,910 

-17,510 

36,891 
2,464 

(2;388) 
(2,S52) 
(1,164) 
.1,361 
1,521 

11,685 
------------------------

69,302 

o 
o 
o 

5l,230 

o 
o 
o 

------------------------o o 

o o 
------------------------o o 

-------------~----------
86,384 10,140 

o o 
----------------------_. 

86,384 70,140 
======================== 

CACD/ppro/2 



.. .. _ APPEtlDIX E 
.. PACIFtC GAS AND ELECTRiC COKPANV 

Gas Department, 1t.~ttltion Years 1994 and 1995 

. At 1994 .. - RESULTS OF OPERATIONS 
(ThoUSands of Dollars) 

1994 Attrition 
·Une Increase Year 1994 
No. Description 

T'i 1993 
Adopted 

~-~---------------------------------~-----------------------------------~----
(A) (B) (C=A+B) 

operating Revenues 
------------------

1 Revenues 

Total operating RevenUes 

operating Expenses 
------------------

3 uatural Gas U~ed by Ca~ Department 
4 storage 
5 production 
6 Transmission 
7 Distribution 
8 customer Accounts 
9 Uncollectibles 
10 Demand-Side Management 
11 Administrative & General 
12 Franchise Requirements 
13 project Amortization 
14 Adjustments 

15 subtotal (1990 Dollars) 
16 Labot Adjust~ent TO parity 
17 Labor Escalation A~unt 
18 Non-Labor Escalatior'l AmOunt 

19 subtotal (1993 Dollars) 
20 super Fund Tax Increase 
21 Depreciation 
22 Taxes Other Than on Income 
23 cA corpOration Franchise Tax 
24 Federal Incoroe Tax 

25 Total Operating ExpenseS 

26 Net Operating Revenues 

21 Net Return on Rate Base 

28 1t.djusted Rate Base 

29 Rate of Return 

$1,287,311 $86,383 $1,373,693 

-----------------------------------
1,287,31i 86,383 1,373,693 

0 () 0-
1,645 () 1,645 
3,590 () 3,590 

40,604 () 40,604 
119,932 0 119,932 
92,566 0 82,566 

3,221 211 3,444 
56,149 () 56,149 

187,999 0 187,999 
9,401 631 10,038 

351 6 3S1 
0 0 6 

-----------------------------------
511,470 B4S 512,318 

(6,728) 0 (6,728) 
31,844 1,984 39,828 
21,269 8,93D 36,199 

-----------------------------------
563,855 11,162 581,617 

95 58 143 
246,632 22,39S 269,021 

S4,a03 2,316 51,119 

31,058 3,931 34,989 
112,500 16,453 128,953 

. . -----------------------------------
1,008,933 62,915 1,0'11,84& 
=======~=z=========sz============·= 

218,318 23,468 
-----------------------------------

21&,318 23,468 301,845 

2,148,651 231,666 2,919/717 

10.13\ 10.13\ 10.13\ 

currently Adopted ROR 10.13\ 
Net-t6-Gtosa 1.18329 
1t.dditiona1 Revenues 0 

Revenues 1,3'13,693 
New Re .. 'enue Estimate 1,313,693 

• 

e 
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APPENDlX E . 
PACIFI¢ OAsAND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Gas Departreent, . ilttritlon 'lean 1994 and 1995 

A'i 1994 ;,.:.; TAXES ON iNCOME 
(Thousands of Dollars) 

Line 
TY 1993 
Adopted Increase 

Attrition 
Year 1994 

N~. Descriptlo~ 

(A) ----------------------~-~--------~------------------------------------------~ (8) 

california. corporation Franchise Tax 
------------------------------------

1 Operating Revenues 

2 operating Expenses 
3 super Fund Tax Increase 
4 Taxes other Than On Inc~~e 
5 Income Tax Adjustments 

7 callfornia Taxable Income 
8. CCFT Rate 

9 CCFT 
10 Defense Facilities credit 
11 Deferred Taxes ~ Other 
12 Deferred taxes - Inte~es~ 
13 Deferred Taxes - vacation 
14 Adjustrr,ent 
1S Adjustment 

16 Total CCFT 

Federal IncOme Tax 
------------------

17 operating Revenues 

18 Operating ExpenSes 
19 Super Fund TAx IncreAse 
20 Taxes Other Than On In.come 
21 prior Year's CCFT 
22 Income Tax Adjustments 

23 Federal TAxable Income 
24 FIT Rate 

25 Federal Income Tax 
26 Flowback of Excess Deferred Ta~ 

-----------------------------------
563,855 

85 
54,803 

322,890 

11,162 
58 

2,316 
23,981 

SlU,617 
143 

57,119 
346,811 

-----------------------------------
345,618 

9.30\ 

32,148 
o 
o 

(972) 
(118) 

o 
o 

3,931 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

387,944 
9.30\ 

3~,()19 
o 
o 

(912) 
(llS) 

o 
o 

-----------------------------------34,989 . 31,058 3,931 
=================================== 

1,287,311 86,383 1,373,693 

-----------------------------------
563,855 17,162 581,617 

85 58 143 
S4,803 2,316 51,119 
35,1g6 (3,648) 32,149 

289,601 21,s03 311,110 

-----------------------------------
343, 1~5 48,392 391,551 

34.00\ 34.00\ 34 .00' 

116,616 16,453 133,12g 
(S~O) 0 (560) 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 21 Defense Facilities Credit 

'-8 Deferred Taxes - ACRS/MACRS 
2g Deferred Taxes - Interest & VAcation (3,616, 

0 
0 (3,616, 
0 0 

-----------------------------------30 Arr~rtitation of ITO 

31 Total FIT 
112,500 

======:===========~================ 
128,953 16,453 

E-13 
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APPENDIXE 
. PACIFic CAS AND ELECTRIC C¢HPANY . 

Gas pepar~mentl Attrition Yeal'& 1994 and 1995 

. AY 1995 -.,. RESULTS ()F OPERATIONS 
(Th6~saJ\ds of Dol1ai~) . 

Line 
1995 Attrition 

Increase Year 1995 
Attrition 
Year 1994 

(A) ------------------------------~------~----------------------------------~----(C=A+8) 
No. Description 

(8) 

1 

2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Operating Revenues 
------------------
Revenues 

Total ()perating Revenues 

Operating Expenses 
------------------Natural Gas used by Gas Department 
stOrage 
Production 
Transmission 
Distribution 

8 customer Accounts 
9 Uncollectibles 
10 Demand-Side Management 
11 Administrative & General 
12 Franchise Requirements 
13 Project Amortization 
14 Adjustments 

IS subtotal (i990 Dollars) 
16 Labor Adjustment To parity 
11 Labor Escalation ~~unt 
18 Non-Labor Escalation Arn6unt 

19 subtotal (1993 Dollars) 
20 super Fund Tax Increase 
21 Depreciation 
22 Taxes ()ther Than On IncOme 
23 CA corporation Franchise Tax 
24 Federal Income Tax 

2S Total operating ExpenSeS 

26 Net operatt~g Revenues 

21 Net Return ori Rate Base 

28 Adjusted Rate Base 

29 Rate of Return 

$10,742 $1,444,435 

-------------------~---------------1,444,435 1,313,693 10,142 

0 0 0 

1,645 0 7,645 

3,590 () 3,590 

40,604 0 40,604 

119,932 0 119,932 
82,566 0 82,566 

3,444 177 3,621 

56,149 0 56; 149 

181,999 0 181,999 

10,038 518 16,556 

351 0 3S1 

0 0 0 

-----------------------------------513,013 
(6,128) 
48,17S 
44,990 

696 
o 

8,S47 
8,191 

-----------------------------------

512,318 
(6,128) 
39,828 
36,199 

599,6S1 
175 

289,714 
59,559 
31,551 

131,871 . 

18,034 
32 

20,681 
2,440 
2,562 
8,918 

S81,611 
14~ 

269,027 
51,11~ 
34,989 

128,951 
-----------------------------------1,124,522 52,674 1,071,848 
==============================z==== 

18,068 301,845 
-----------------------------------319,913 

3,158,018' 

301,845 

2,919,111 

18,068 

118,360 

10.13\ 

currently Adopted ROR 
Net-to-Gros9 
Additional Revenues 
Revenues 

10.13\ 

10.13\ 
1.18329 

o 
1,444,435 
1,444,435 

• 

New Revenue Estimate 

E-14 
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.. APPi;NOIX E 
PACIFic·OAS AND ELECTRIO COMPANY 

Gas Department,. At-tdtlon ye:are 19~. and 1995 

AY 1995· _ .. TAxES ON INCOME 
(Thousands of Donara) 

Line 
T'i 1994 
Adopted 

1995 Attrition 
Increase 'leal' 1995 

No. Description 
(A) ~-------------------------------------------------------------~--------------(C=M-B) (8) 

california corporation Franchlte Tax 
------------------------~-----------

I operating Revenues 

2 operating Expenses 
j Super Fund Tax IncteaSe 
4 Taxes Other Than On IncOme 
5 Income Tax Adjustments 

1 california Taxable IncOme 
8 ccrT Rate 

9 CCFT 
10 Defense Facilities credit 
11 Deferred Tax~s - Other 
12 Deferred Taxes - Interest 
13 Deferred Taxes - VacatiOn 
14 Adjustment 
15 Adjustment 

16 Toul ccn 

Federal Income Tax 
------------------

11 operating Revenues 

18 Operating Expenses 
19 super Fund Tax Increase 
20 Taxes Other Than On tncome 
21 prior Vear's tCFT 
22 Income Tax Adjustments 

23 Federal Taxable Income 
24 FIT Rate 

25 Federal Income Tax 
26 FlowbACk of Excess Deferred Tax 
21 Defense FAcilities credit 

$1,313,693 $70,742 $1,444,435 
-----------------------------------

599,651 
175 

59,559 
3-69,555 

5&1,611 
143 

57,119 
346,811 

18,034 
32 

2,440 
22,685 

-----------------------------------

36,019 
o 
o 

(972) 
(118) 

o 
o 

21,550 
9.30\ 

2,562 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

415,494 
9.30\ 

38,641 
o 
o 

(972) 
(118) 

o 
6 

---------------~-------------------31,551 2,562 34,989' 
=================================== 

581,617 
143 

51,119 
32,148 

311,110 

10,142 

18,034 
32 

2,440 
3,931 

20,074 

1,444,435 

599,651 
175 

59,559 
36,019 

331,164 
-----------------------------------

417,186 
34.00\ 

391,551 
34.00\ 

26,HO 
34.00\ 

8,918 
o 
4) 

28 Deferred Taxes - ACRS/MACRS 
29 Deferred Taxes - Interest & Vacation 
30 AmOrtization of ITC 

133,129 
(560) 

o 
o 

(3,616) 
o 

o 
o 
o 

142,041 
(5~0) 

o 
o 

(3,616) 
o 

31 Total FIT 
128,953 

-----------------------------~-----131,811 8,918 
====~========================:===== 

(End of Appendlx E) 

E-15 
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, . .. APPENDIX F •. . . 
pACIFIC GAS &. ELECTRIC <COMPANY c 

. 19930ENEMl AAT£CASE . 

Appendix 'F .. ~ ElectrieMatginal Costs 

Table ~------------<--~----~--------
Summary (if Marginal Energy Costs 
Matginal Generation Ca~acity Costs 
Area TranSmission Marginal capacity Costs . 
Primary Distribution MAtginafCapacitY Costs at' Division 
Secondary OistrlbuttOti Margi~al CapacitY Costs By Division 
MatoinalCustotn~t Costs . . 
Marginal Customet Costs Used fo( Revenue AllOcation 
Combustion Turbine Cost 

Page 

F-1 
F-2 
F-3 
F~4 
F~5 
F-6 
F·1 
F-8 
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. • ApPENtllX F 
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 

t99~ GENERAL RATE 'CASE 
SUMMARY Of MARGINAL ENERGVtOS'rS 

(:,\.\'01\ 

SUMMER SUr..-M£R SUMMER WINTER WINTER 

line PEAK PART PEAK OFf PiAK PART PEAK Off PEAK ANNUAL 

No. 
(GENERATION 

• ENERGY (indvdes O&M. 3.9l 3.21 3.02 4.41 3.61 3.58 

geott.ermal addet. and 

emissioM adder) 

2 CASH WORKING 0.0833 0.0693 0.OS4() 0.0935 0.0765 0.0759 

CAPITAL (!joe 1°2.12%) 

3 REV. REQ. fOR CASH 0.0129 O.OIOS 0.6099 0.Ot45 0.01\9 0.0118 

WORKING CAPITAL 

(line 2°15.52%) 

.. MARGINAL ENERGY 3.9429 3.2808 3.0299 4.4245 3.6119 3.S918 

COST (line I. '~3) 

5 MARG. (tY COST 3.9~Ol 3.31n 3.0585 4.45$2 3.656G 3.&256 

INCLUDING tf&.V 
(Tine 4'1.0(942) 

InV,NSMISSION 

6- TRANSMISSION lOSS 1.0140 1.0\03 H>li4 1.M 'S 1.0165 1.0165 

fAtTOR 

1 MARG. EGY COST 4.075$ 3.3458 3.0964 4.5176- 3.1t63 3.$854 

WIT .. liNE LOSSES 

(line SOina 6) 

[PRIMARY OIST. 

8 PRIMAIW LOSS fACTOR 1.0330 1.0320 1.('240 1.()270 1.0230 1.0230 

9 MAM. EGY COST t 4.2101 3.4SU 3.1707 4.6395 3.8018 3.1702 

liNE LOSSES (line 1 • lne 8) 

!SfCONOARV OI$T. ) 
10 S£CONDAFW lOSS FAC 1.0U .. 1.0291 1.0195 1.0487 1.0196 1.0196 

11 MARG. [OY COST. 4."13~ 3.SS)) 3.2325 4.8655 3.8163 3.U41 

liNE lOSS£S (!ine 9 • (ne 10) 

F·l 
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. -Af)~ENDlx'F' -
-. PACIFIC~ GAS&: "ELECTRIC COMPANY ,-

, -1993" GENERA.L'RAiECASE . 
" MARGINAl'GENERA"(ION'CAPACITv COSTS 

(used for teverluealJ?Catioh) 

1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
199& 

Six Veat Average 

Marginal capacitY 
Costs -

($/kW yearl -

5.24 
5.42 
5.31 

10.7S 
14.79 
1S.70 

CombustiOn Turbine 
ESealatiQil Rate 

1.03S 
1.03S 
1.0J7 
1.051 
1.054 

Marginal Capacity 
Costs 

11993 $/kW.,.ear) 

5.24 
5.23 
4.95 
9.66 

12.64 
15.17 

8.81 

• 



APPENDIX F -
PACIFIOGAs '&-ElECTRIC)COMPANY c_ 

_ 1993 Gertetal Rate Case,' -- - '--
AREA TRANSMISSION MARGINAL CAPACITY COSTS 

DIVISION LEVEL PROJECTS: 
Peoject 1: SF Near Term Reinforcement 
Project 2: SF/East Bay Reinforcement 
Project 3: Metcalf·Monta Vista Reinforcement 
Project 4: Feesno Area Reinforcement 

AREA TRANSMISSION PROJECTS: 
1. Fulton Junction - Fulton Trans Relief 
2. Fulton' Santa Rosa 115 kV Relief 
3. Cotati Substati6tl 115 kV Conversion 
4. IgnaciO - Sausalito 60 kV Reconductorlng 
5. Glenn Transformer Bank Increase 
6. Connect New Chico Substation 
7. Colgate 115 kV Transmission Relief 
8. Table Mountain 115 kV Transmission Line 
9. Rio Oso· Vaca Dixon 116 kV Transmission Line 
10. Atlantic Area Transmission Development 
11. Yolo Area Transmission Relief 
12. Reconductor Hillsdale Jct. • Half Moon Bay 
13. Install 230/60 kV Capability at Las Positas 
14. Concord Atea 115 kV Transmission Relie; . 
16. Newark· Magnesium 115 kV Trans. Reinfofcetrtel'lt 
'6. Reconductot Newark, Metcalf 116 kV Ltne 
17. Metcalf EI Patio 115 kV Trans. Reinforcement 
18. Santa Clara Transmission Service 
19. Metcalf 2301115 kV Transformer Bank Incteasa 
20. Clovis' Sanget 115 kV Emetger'lcv Relief 
21. Westpark· Magunden 116 kV Relief 

F·3 

AMualized Cost 
-- 1993 $ :per kW Year 

9.67 
70.77 
13.BO 
28.22 

72.46 
1.51 

19.78 
39.25 
52.74 

2.42 
2.42 

14.16 
0.41 
5.33 
9.50 

78.35 
6.05 
4.48 

20.92 
7.74 
0.47 
0.46 
2.12 
3.57 
2.14 

CACO~s'/2 



. '. ..,APPENDIX F . ",'. , ... 
" PACIFfC GAS & ElECTRI¢COMPANY ." ,-

. 19~3General RateCsse .' . 
PEuMARV' OiSTRIBUTION 'MARGINAL 

CAPACITY COSTS ev D1VISl9N 

DIVISION 

East Bay 
Golden Gate 
North Bay 
Saciamenta 
San Jose 
De SabIa 
Colgate 
Shasta 
Drum 
St~ktOn 
Coa$t Valley 
Humboldt 
San Joaquin 

F·4 

AnnlJalized Cost 
1993 $ pet kWVeat 

.53.50 
50.50 
61.71 
48.19 
61.32 
67.22 
77.68 
83.16 
80.89 
65.11 
58.69 
16.37 
44.95 

• 
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-'. -APPENDIX -f -.. . 
pACIFIC GAS & ElECTRIC'COMPANY .. 

. ' 1'9$3 Genera(Rate Ca~e 
.' SECONDARV .DISTRIBUTION MARGINAL 

CAPACITYCOSTS BV DIVISION 

Anl'lualii~d Cost 

DIVISION 

East 5a.,. 
Golden Gate 
North Bay 
Sattamento 
San J6Se 
De Sabia 
Colgate 
Shasta 
Drum 
StOcktOn 
Coast Valley 
HumbOldt 
San Joaquin 

F-5 

t 99~ $ ped:.W Year 

O.i9 
0.92 
1.99 
OA9 
1.26 
1.59 
2.16 
2.67 
0.74 
0.69 
1.65 
LB() 

1.19 
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APPENDIX F 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

1993 GENERAL RATE CASE 
MARGINAL CUSTOMER COSTS 

(1993 $ per customer ... ear) 

Golden Mission Sacramento San Joaquin 

Customer Class 
East Bay Gate Trail Redwood Valley Valley 

Residentia1 
106.89 88.24 134.31 132.69 140.02 120.S7 

Small Light & power 
258.32 20lA4 \95.67 '83.53 197.42 188.00 

Medium liQht & power: Secondary l.oai.il 1,587.32 1.279.42 1.30B.88 ',277.92 1,228.94 

Medium light & power: Primary 1.737.68 1.335.69 1.315.85 1.127.51 1.396.47 l,IS6.01 

Large Ught & rowet (E·19l: Secondary 2,0,58.14 2.658.77 2.656.77 2.&58.11 2.658.77 2,658.88 

Largtllight & power (E·19): Primary 1.212.48 1.434.78 1.239.83 1.239.63 1.239.83 1.453.75 

E-20: Primary 
'0,020.31 10.363.05 10,162.45 10,299.28 10,165.51 10,331.50 

E-20: Secoodary 
12,489.44 12.989.41 12,476.93- 12.471.05 12,495.81 12:,459.36 

E-19 and E·20; Transmission 
13.503.62 13,503.62 13.503.62 13,503.62 13.503.62 13,503.62 

Agriculture' Ag A 
465.63 3\0.62 347.11 426.93 351.27 349.22 

Agricutture • Ag B 
628.98 310.63 432.25 610.52 6\0.71 901.78 

Streetlighting 
198.19 198. \9 198.19 198.19 198.19 199.19 

F-6 •• 
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ApPENoIX F 
PACIFIC GAS ANO ElECTRIC COMPANY 

1993 GENERAL RATE CASE 
MARGINAL CUSTOMER COSTS USEO rOR 

REVENUE AUOCA1ION< 
(1993 $ per custoinet year' 

$/Customer Ye3( 

ResidentIal 
Small Light and Po ...... er 
Medium Light atid Power; Secondary 
Medium light and PoWel: Primary 
E-19: Secondary 
E-19: Primary 
E-20: Secondary 
E .. 20: Primary 
E-19 and E·20: Transmission 
Agricu!(Ute • A 
Agriculture· 8 & C 
Streetlighting 

f-7 

$68.66 
$t51.2:0 
$811.33 . 
$846.46 

$2,902.32 
$676.46 

$10,245.16 
$9.149.47 

$14.416.27 
$246.11 
$353.98 
$123.14 

• 
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line 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

__ .-APPENDIXF .~_.. _ 
PACIFIC GAS &. ELEctRIC COMPANY 

- -199~OENERAt RAie CASE - -
COMBUSTION TURBINE COST-

(a$ agreed to ~rld (~co(dedin Exhibit-231) 
\9930ollats 

Long term 1r''lVe$tment 

Installation (on-site) 

Overheads 

Ge-neral Plant Loading 

SUBTOTAL 

Annualized CoSt 

Short Run Costs 

Fixed O&M Expense~ 

A&G Loading 

SUBTOTAL 

Work~g Capital Allowartce 

Materials Supplies On Hand 

O&M Allowance 

582.80 

21.68 

604.48 

6.7\ 

0.13 

58.69 

4.60 

1.52 

$64.82 

Settlement Costs 

line \ • 0.0372 

line 1 .. line 2 

line 3 • 9.71 % t6nstatit $ 
carrying charge 

Line 4 .. Line 6 .. Une 6 

Revenue Requirement 
(Annualized Working Cash) 

6.84 Q&2 (line 8 .. Line 9)-9.71 % 
carrying charge 

TOTAL ANNUALIZEO COST 
$65.48 line 7 .. line 10 

Franchise fee$ and Uncol!~ctibtes 
Q.M Line 11 -0.00971 

ADJUSTED TOTAL ANNUALIZED COST 
$66.12 line 11 .. line 12 

END OF APPENDIX F 

F·8 
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.' .' . APPENOt)( G .. . 
. • '. PA¢IFICGA'S & ELECTRIO 'cOMPANY :c 

, 1'S93'GENERAL 'AATE'CASE 

AppefldixG .~ Eleetr~ R~veriue AUocation 

Tabre 

Adopted RelJenue Anocation ' 
fnttacTass Net Revenue Allocation 
Low Income Ratepay~r 

Assistance Sutcharge 

Page 

6 .. 1 
G-2 ~ G-4 

G-5 
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A 

Residential 

AgOeuf:ural 

$lrUtligt.liog 

Srrial1l&P 

MeONml&P 

E·190tlss 
t-~o Class TarIff 

E·20 Contracts 

Total E-20 Class 

TOTAL SYSTEM 

TOTAlINtI'lEAS[ 

B 

Tolal 

Safu (MWh) 

24.051.(l69 
3.381.119 

304.659 
6.S0S.441 
9.690.383 
9.903.-439 

15.88$.760 
'790.225 

16.615.984 

'70.925,705 

APPENDIX 0 
PACu=iC GAS AND ElECTRIC COMPANY 

1993 (;Metel Rate Csse 
AOOPTED REVENUE AllOCATK>N 

fOt Rates Effective 00 J~8ry 1.1993 
All Revenues in Thousands o' Dollars 

C 0 E F 

Preseot Plesenl Revtrl'Je 

Revenue al Rever.ue % AJlvcalion 

611/92 Ratu It (fMC ttwlge at iH.1C 

$1.345.547 U.887.452 1.47% $1.985.855 
$388.011 S4H.&15 11.49% U41.215 

$045.028 $ 44.M3 -0.71% 145.539 
$961.81" U61.6~ -9.71% $891.450 

11.014.029 11.016.028 -0.18% $1.0SO.S05 

S909.91' $916.831 0.15% . $948.403 

U.20s.6<:I6 $1.214.498 0.14% 11.259.101 
$51,920 $51.9.20 0.00% SSI.920 

11.251.526 11.266.418 0.71% • '.311.021 

$7.431.932 $7.431,932 0.00% n,6S6.341 
$254 •• (15 

G H I J 
Re .. ·enue Adopted 

% Aloeation % Reveoo~ 

Change at SAPC CMnge AJo<:e tiotI 

4.93% 12.942.550 3.41% $1.969.178 
15.21% 1401,191 3.40% 1412.729 

1.14% $45.896 1.93% t45.539 
,S.69% $994.489 3.40% $965.706 
2.61% 11.059.01' 3.41% $1.045.228 
4.22% $941.309 3..44% 1943.361 
4.44% $1.249.914 3.68% U,252,085 

0.60% $51,920 0.00% S5I,~20 

4.2S% $1,301,834 3.52% 11.304.005 

3.42% $1.686.347 3.42% n.U&.347 
$154.415 $154.,415 

1/ TN. h!lle It,o ... , Nt revenue •. N.l revenu .. roclud_ ~allo¢.ted .......... ad",l<nt .... nh fro .... 'I) optiofol .. TOO melit e"arg ... fbJ Sm.tlight'ni and Rd .... _" 

heiity c:"I'liIu.lcl I\6OOtiat.d e<>nlIttU. let) .h'ldb" c:"&fTil". (.J load manat;lel'l'>8nt. ute. and nonf"orm uNle_ cfilCounh. (I) j)O""" 'Kt~ nwnu ... fa) C·CSf 

twte'" twtc"y tr.&"1t •• N R .. lcfenti., AJC.load c:~ c:r.o" and ",,,t., _I ... cfi.counh. (i) lAA ''"''''Vt ,. ... nue •• and 0 unc:onwntlo<'l., o_r.Wn emllt. 

4' re"'tnltQ. c"anou .,.. ter.m-. to 'J.l At .......... at p.tt"t .. l ... 01 .. tiP'. how .... ' • .,.. bl.ed on e"ang ...... liouted "venue. ue"-'Cf"1nQ .".dol C:onlItclt. 

Aloeated tevenue. IU:W, ll\t ktm. tctentir.ed .... roo!nOt. t. The lobI r.c ......... l!Iouted ,. .... 0" .. uc:Wrno .~l" eontst<:11 t. 3.32% ra"'" til.,.. 3.41". 

Sf St .. et~M rave"",,' It p<uent ral .. ref1ec:t hc:iI'itl d .. 4"'11" at tN "'"I. t>doFted .... 1'0&£', '9~ GF\C ~JV.ted to tile IUlGRC ronenl ~riod. 

G-1 

• 
J( 

% 
CM~ 

4.31% 
6.31% 
1~14% 

0.40% 
2.01% 

3.61% 
3.86% 
0.60% 
3.70% 

3.42% 
5{ 
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A 8 C 

tltl 
, 

Volt 6H192 
tlass/Rata 5th llif Sales Re\'enue 

RESIDENTIAL: 

£-1 S 21.126.~36 $2.550,991 
EL-1 S 1 • .(89.3.60 $150,379 
E-1 S 1.408.319 $140,124 
£-8 S 36,111 U,199 

Stllndb.,. 2,031 U54 
TOTAL 24,057,M9 U,845,541 

AGRICULTURAL 

AG·l As 242.188 151.245 
AG-RA $ 24.531 n,4U 
AG-VA $ 46,168 15,59$ 
AG·4A $ 113,$19 115,825 

AG·5A S $O,M4 $8,991 

AG·l 8 S 43&,195 $M.733 
AG-M $ lO.M9 .... 085 

AG·VB S 24.973 n,283 

AG-4B 386,182 148.27& 
AG-4C S 18.850 12.42& 
AG-58 1.921.4$9 "10.872 
Ao.-SC S t&.529 '5.225 

Standby 312 $31 

TOTAL 3.381.119 flU.OI1 

APP£N[IIX G 
pACifIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

1993 Genetal Rate CaS$ 
INTRAClASS NET REVENUE AllOCATION 1/213/41 

All Revenues in ThOusands of Dollars 
Pel of 3 agt 

0 ( F G H 

A\'tra~ Net Present Nel AW:rago 

6/1192 Re~'fnue at % Rel/eoue Rates 

Rates (fMC Chal'll'J$ at [fMC al (fM<; 

10.12015 n,72S.131 0.99% U,821.~a1 UHI5 
$0.10097 
$0,09992 $155.121 10.66% $16<),884 $.11424 
$O.I04IS $3.363 5.H% U.478 $.11322 
$6.12486 $247 ·UO% $256 $.12551 

10.11828 U.Ml.4~2 1.47% $2,985.855 U2412 

10.21159 $55,386 8.0&% $51,251 1.23639 
10_13953 Sl.tt3 12_85% 13.988 U625a 

10.13121 16,29~ 12.56% 16.S05 $,15955 

10.13929 117,958 13.48% tl8.541 U6319 

10.11123 ttO.515 16~81% $ 10.865 1.1 34J3 

10.15151 $63,343 '1.84% S$5.495 U5015 

10.13345 13.86. ·5.42% H.994 '.13049 
'0.13147 n.1S0 ·3,15% $3,2&1 U3162 

'0,12481 148,472 0_41% $50,109 U2955 

SO.12870 $2,385 ·1.69% U,465 '.13078 
10.08893 ul6,~oo H.02'" UI1.316 UI313 

10.01854 $1.118 36.23% $7,3&2 1.t10&4 

$0"0046 134 7.36% 135 '.11154 
'0,11454 1432,615 11.49% $441,215 1.13203 

G·2 

1 J K l 

% Nel Averag~ % 

Char.ge Rel/eooe Rates Cha~e 

4.44% $2,663.,268 $.1260& ..... 0% 
$15&,233 $.10490 3.8~% 

14.33% $146,672 $.10415 4.23% 

8.71% $3,339 $.10870 4.37% 
0.52% $265 1.13030 4.36% 
4.93% U.969,718 Ui34S 4.31% 

11.72% 154,509 $.22501 $.37% 

It.52% n,$31 1.14802 $.08% 

1&.23% $5.938 $.1456& - 6.11% 
17.16% $16.1M $,1411$ 6.09% 

M.17% $9.559 1.11818 6.2t% 
-4.11% 113.123 U6764 $.39% 

·~.23% 14.344 U4190 6.33% 

0.11% $3.491 $,13979 6,33% 

3.$0% 151,337 U:U73 6.34% 
1.61% U.519 ',13683 $.31% 

21.21% 1181,833 1.694$3 6.41% 
40.90% $5.5&2 M83t<> t.4S% 
11.03% 133 1,16691 $.41% 
15.27% 1412,129 U2IU &.31% 

~. '. 
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A B C 

tlet 

Volt 6ili92 

ClasslR.!8 Sth lvl Sales Revenue 

STREULIGHTS /6 
lS-l S' 101,351 $26.946 

lS-2 S 181.522 $15.03'1 

lS~l S 2,430 $182 

01.·1 S 13.349 12.863 

TOTAL $304.659 145.028 

SMAUl&P 
A-I S 6,349.638 U03.781 

A·(' S 421,911 HUB4 

A-IS S 1.110 '410 
Te-1 5 126.166 113.545 

Standby 6.950 f'.034 

TOTAL 6,90&.441 U61.814 

MEDJUMl&P 
A·l0 9,M4.1S9 ",023,287 

Starodby &.193 1742 

TOTAL 9,&90.383 1 ,,024.029 

[·19 ClASS 
(-19 T 8.593- 1721 

£-19/25 P 562,791 147,339 

£-19/2S S 9.2U.52S 1851,054 

A·ATP-19 S 25.g93 12,399 

Star.dby 11,53' 12 •• 52 

TOTAL 9,903.439 1~9,91' 

APPENDiX G 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

1M3 General Rale Case 
INTRACLASS NET REVENUE ALLOCATION 112'3141 

All Revenues in ThOusands of Mars 
P 2 f 3 8Q8 0 

D E F G H 

Aveteg8 Net Present lIel Average 

6Jai92 Revenue at % RevenlJlI Rates 

Rates (f'MC Chang8 al [pMC aIEf'MC 

$0.26585 
$0.08019 
$0.01481 
$0.21448 
$0.14180 144,683 ..0.11% 145,539 $.14948 

$0.14234 $811.344 ·lo.H% 1839.001 U32t3 

SO.I0045 U9.330 -S.50% 140.664 '.09503 

$0.16552 $564 10.01% $581 '.32191 

10.11212 "5,594 15.U% 116.111 '.13401 

10.\4816 11.058 2.31% $1.688 t.15653 

16.13926 $867.890 -9.71% S89i,4SO 1.12994 

10.10567 ",OIS,291 .(1.78% ".050.052 '.10843 

to.I1991 $731 ·1.53% 1153 ',12151 

10.105&7 ",6It.OM -0.78% ",050.805 1,10844 

10.68456 1900 32.08% 1993 U15S1 

to.08411 H3,Ol1 ·9.01% 144,583 '.07922 

10.09221 86&,855 1.14% 1896,t90 1.09654 

10.09230 12.218 -S.07% 12,355 1.09662 

10.13986 13.673 49.81% 13,792 1.21574 

to.091S8 1916.837 0.75% 1948.403 1.09516 

G·3 

• 
I J K l 

% Net Aver8Q-1I % 

Change Revenue Rates (;hange 

$21,115 $.26152 0.63% 

$15.349 $.08185 2.08% 

$186 $.o1M9 2.23% 

U.881 $.21628 0.84% 

1.14% $45,539 ',14948 1.14% 

-7.11" $901,448: 1.14.291 0.41% 

-5.40% 143.113 $.10089 0.44% 

13.S2% 1471 U.Ml4 6.31% 

18.94% I 13,sat f.11308: 0.32% 

5.22% ",026 $.14167 -0.13% 

-6.69% 1965.104 f.13983 0.46% 

2.62% ",044.413 $.10185 2.01% 

1.41% 1154 t.l2180 1.&6% 

2.&1% ",645.228 '.1078& 2.07% 

3&.66% US3 '.08768: 3.69% 

-S.82 % t49.100 '.08714 3.12% 

4.&2% UM.49$ '.0956$ 3.&1% 

-1.U% 12.486 f.095&5 3.63% 

54.25% 12,516 '.14408 3.02% 

4.22% '943.362 '.09526 3.67% 



A B C 

Net 
Volt 6/1/9i 

C!ass!Rate Sch hi Se!es Re .. enue 

E-20 CLASS 
E-20 T 3,681,355 $210,684 
E-20 P 7.()M.090 $539,592 
E-20 $ 4.5aS.t73 H07,91S 

A-RTP-2() P 70,H4 $6.085 
A-RTP-20 S 174.094 114.535 

Slandbv 365.813 U6,795 
tAo Teriff. 15.hs.7f.() $1.105.Ul5 

r.ontrects: T 399.288 $17,255 
Contracts: P 3~tt46 U2.895 
Contract.: S 29.191 11.770 

Total Contract. 790,225 151.920 

TOTAL (·10 t6,675,984 U.157.sH 

SYSTEM TOTAL 10.92S.105 17.431.932 

Chee" 70.92S.70S n.431.932 
TOTAllNCRtASE 

APPENOIXO 
pACIFIC GAS ANo ElECTRIC COMPANY 

1993 Genetal Rate Cue 
INTRACLASS NET REVENUE AllOCATION 11213/41 

All R ... enues in Thousands of Oo/Iars 

a"e 0 P 3 I ~ 
0 E F G H 

A"erage Net Present Net A"er~ge 

611192 Revenue et % Revenue Rlltes 
Rates EfMC Cha;..ge elEfMC III tfMC 

~().051i3 $MO,163 -4.99% 1208,117 $_jj5653 
$O_076H $5IS.S49 ·3.S8% $537.85€i $.07609 
$0.Oa896 $449.141 t().l 1% H64.936 $.10140 
IO~Oa664 15,395 -IUs% $5.582 1.07947 
SO.Oil349 114,94' ~.79% 115.454 1.08811 
~0.0876~ 126,210 ,2.18% $27,156 1.088SO 
SO.075S9 $1.~l4.498 0.74% $1.259,101 1.07916 
SO.OM43 H7.255 0.00% $27.255 I.JJ6843 
10.06313 $12,895 0.06% 12i.595 1.05313 
10.06044 $t,770 0.00% 11.770 '.Oto44 
Sc)'c6S10 '51.920 0.00% 151.920 t.06570 

SO.07541 $1.166.418 0.71% 11.311.021 I.On6i 

'0.10479 '7.-431.932 0.00% S1.M~.l47 '.10785 
n,431.9U n,&S6.l47 

1254.415 

I J 

% Uel 

Change Re"enue 

·1.22% $119,383 
-0.32% 1500.467 
13.98% '423.059 
-8.28% 16.305 
$.31% $15.059 
1.35% $27,t1O 
4.44% 11,252,085-
0.00% $27.155 
0.00% I2U95 
0.00% lI,no 

15'-920 

4.25% 11,304,005 

3.-42% 17.&86,347 
n.&8U47 

$254,415 
11 Tt;s labf •• hO ...... MI ,. .. enues. flel r ... eoou Incfud •• rro<.t6d revemu end ~al!O¢.tfd revem. eapstmenfs '10m fa) Optk>neI TOO m.ter 

(hargU. (b) StreetJigt1ting enJ Reilwe.,. tecilit.,. (harget, rel ne~t1ated (onlreclt. (dl .t.ndb.,. (Nigel, r.) UCB. Ioed mgml, .M nonfirm discount., 

(f) pow.r f.clo. r ... enues, (g' CCSF Credits. (h) Residential AJC Ioed control.nd fllIIster meier discount., {h) LIRA surcharg. r.".oo •• end 
(i) un-:on .. enti<>nel generation (/td'tS. 

21 tlegotiated contract re .. enues ar. excluded from tM elIO(ation prO(tss end .tcefal6d usiroo escalation 'aet<>l. fn the contr6Ct •• 
31 (·20 tlau end System sales exclude ene/g.,. pro'O'ided to CCSf: c:ustorMr. 'rom Hetch H.td,.,.. 
41 Perc.ntag. changes ert relativ. to tiel R .... oo •• t pre •• nt r.tes. Clast teps. ho"'.ve,. trt bes6d on (hanges In elfo-eeled Itv.nues .xcWing 

special contrecll. Mocatfd revenues excluda 1M item. identified In foolr.ota I. TM lolallnereas.ln enoeet.d re ... roUes excluding special 
(Ontracts Is "&ROUNDIUH 116"100.2)&' % rather then "&.ROUNDUELS '71'100.21&'%.-

51 Slreellig~t revenu~s et presenl raltS reflect 'acir.tv charges at th~ le~'efs 6d'opted III PG&E's 199() GRC (or tM (CAC (){eCalt peM-i. 
0·4 

K L 

Average % 

Rates (har>ge 

l.jj5959 4_13% 
1.07928 3.87% 
1.09221 3_11% 
1.08978 3.61% 
l.jj8650 3.61% 
1.09094 3.79% 
1.07882 3.86% 
I.JJ6843 Ol)O% 
1.06313 0.00% 
1.06644 0.00% 
t.o6570 0.00% 

'.07e2C) 3.70% 

'.10837 3.42% 
5/ 

• 



'A.9.:i.-¢3'6.t. fl. 'AUM.H ., AP;EN6&ci---\, _.' 
-~ACIFic OAS ANDELt¢T~i6 C6M~ANY 

'1993 Gerttlol Rale 'Case 
- Calculation of Low-Incom, Ret~IIY~ Ju'stslance SurchatOt_ 

Ut.e 
No. Description: 

fl-1 Tier t 

A 

Pr.-surcherge 
Non-LIRA Rate 

0.11928 

LIRA Rete 

C D 

Effe¢ti ..... , Billing 

bi$~i,unt . ' Determinants 

(Col A-tolB) 

0.01189 1.1I8.1s8.~64 

E 

l~ W-Incofne 

()jscOurit 

(Col C'CoI 0) 

.20,063.858 

2 [l-I Tiet 2 O.1377~ 

O.IOU9 -
0.11712 

,US 
0.06 
11.83 

0.02<161 370.653 •• 62 ' t7.661.407 

3 £l-I Minimum M 

4 £l-7 Metet Charge 

S El-S Customet Charge 

6 £l-S: Sunvnet 

7 El-8 Winter 

8 Total (Sum of U~S 1 thlough n 

9 Forecast LIRA Atcoont &tan.ee on 12131/92 

10 Total LIRA PI~ram Costs 

(Une 8 + Une 9) 

Sale. Subl.ct to LIRA Surcharg. 

II Total foreeast Salu (kWh) 

5.00 
4_40 

13_92 

0.12260 

0.07034 

O.t042 1 
0.05979 

(A(fjusted tot EE diseount & incWts CCSF power from Hetch Hetchy sales; 

Adjustrmnts: 
12 fE Ad/.l5lment (already included in ine 111 
13 low-incOme forecut period sates (Col () Unes 1.2.6. and]j) 

14 low-ineOma forfcut period mnim-.Jm blli $ales 

15 Street Ught Sales [lS-I.LS-2.LS-3. Tc·n 
16 S~,ecial Contract Sates 

17 Total AdiJstments (Sum c:f Unu 12 wo-ug" 16) 

18 Total kWh sates Sublect to' lIAA Surchatge 

(lIne 11 • Un. 171 

C,'culation 01 the LIRA Surcharge 

19 Total LIRA Program Costs Ut (Une 10) 

20 Totall\\'h Sates Sub;ect to LIRA S\Jfcharga (tine 18) 

21 LIRA SUf(hargi UllWh) 

l(line I1JUne 1811 

thtes: 

0.75 

4.4 
2.()~ 

0.01839 
0.01055 

1. TM LIRA admiristrative (osts wit bi .tcover.d In base ,alU rather than the LIRA $urcllMge beginrirIQ in 

~1.9tO 
20.632 

258 

155,221 

152.146 

)ar-..;ary 1993. Ur .. 9, ho .... ever. does include LIRA e.jmjnistrative (osts i~\Orredt""ovgh 1M end of 1992. 

~. TM ResiJential ratts sho .... n are interm t>lJmbtrs. and do Mt ,eFled ,evisions Pa&E mgllt plC>p()st In the tat. 

des;~ phase of INS procee.:f"9-
END OF AmNOIX G 
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UO.933 
190,781 

$539 

12,873 

".60S 
$27.181.99$ 

($544.000) 

$27.237.996 

-========== 

71.267.079.748 

() 

1.<189.120.493 
541.618 

<10&.623.815 

790.224.'515 

2,686,516.501 

68.580.563.247 

=====~s:::=== 

$27.231.996 

68.590.563,247 
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• 
LINE 
NO . 

APPENOO<H 
pACifIC GAS AND ElE¢TRIC cWPAH'i 

For~Perica'S: ~~~0e¢.31.1993 
RESIDENTiAL AATES. lor 2 

CURRENT AOOPTED 
(6<OIM OMf19'2 OI,oIOOO1}Ofl93 " 

RATES RATES AATES RATES CtW~GE 
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER SUMMER 

~ 
CHANGE 
WiNTER 

............ Ui.-II:t ......... " ....... U ............ f.U ... Uill ... U •••••••••••• ..,-t ...................... u ........... , •• i .............. 6 •• " ...... , •••••••••••• ". 

I SCHEDULE E·1 
2 
3 MiNIMUM Bill ($MONTH) $500 $5.00 ssoo SSOO 00% (I.~ 

4 ES UNIT DiSCOONT (WNIUJONTH) $322 $322 $322 $322 0.Mf, 0.0% 
5 ET UNIT DISCOUNT (WNITA40NTH) $11.01 $UOI $11.01 $11.01 00%- O~ 
6 Es.£ T MlNIMUM RATE lIMITER ($IK\'\1Q $005091 $0.05091 $004e93 $0.04893 .j~ -39% 
7 
8 TIER 1 ENERGY (S.'I<WH) SO.1I439 $O.um $0.1196$ $0.1196$ 4.6"l. 46~ 
9 TIER 2' ENERGY ($.1<WH) $0.13290 so. 13m $0.13819- $0.13819 4~ 4.0% 

10 
II ..... I It .......... III II It ...... II ••••• 11- ................ i .. t-ll 1- •• II ................... t" t .. : •••••••••••• ............................................ ....... " .. -.. 
12 SCHEOUlE H·I (URA) 
13 
l~ MJNlMUM BILL ($.MONTH) $425 $425 $425 $425 00'1& o~ 
15 
16 TIER I ENERGY($.l<WH) $009701 $009701 $O.10'~ $0.10'39- 45,*, 45~ 
11 TIER 2' ENERGY (S,1M'H) $0.11274 SO. 11 274 SO.lm2 $0.11712 3.~ 3~' 
IS 
1~ t ...... I .. ' ............ ui-U ..... , ....... U •• '.ti .... iI ... U ..... " ... i. ........ " ..... 'ok.it •• -k ..... ......... u ......... • i ............... t ui ....... ,. ........ , ............ .~ ............. 
20 SCHEDULES E·7 AND El-7 
21 
2'2 MlNiMUY Bill {$-'MONTH} $SO'.) $SOO $5.00 ~500 o~ o~ 
23 E·7 METER CHARGE ($.'MONTH) $4.40 $4.40 $4AO $4.40 o~ OO'lL 
204 fl-7 METER CHARGE(S,MONTH} $000 $0.00 SO.CO $0.00 O~ 6~ 
25 
26 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($1<\"1H) $031399 SO.IOU3 $032n4 $0.10516 4~ .c.~ 
27 OFf·PEAK ENERGY ($.1M'H) $0 09'219 $0 oms SO.09585 $O.0e62S 4.~ H~ 
28 BASElINE DISCOUNT ($.'KWH) SO OISSI $O.OISSI $601850 SO 01650 -0.1'" ~.I% 
29 
30 ............... I""" It .... '" i ...... ' 1- ..... ttl I ..... II -II ' ••• Ui I ............ 1" .... 1 •••• t I- .................. ............... t ..................... t .......... ............... 
31 SCHEOULE E.a 
32 
3l CUSTOMER CHARGE (~MONTH) $13.92 $1392 $1392 $139'2 O~ OO'lo 
34 ENERGY CHARGE ($.'IMIH) $0.117"2 $006722 $0.12300 $0.67074 4.6" 5~ 

3S 
30- •••••••••• u ...... I-....................................... " ........................ ... , ........... t .f •• i ••••••••••••• I-........ t ..... tttUt ....... t ...... f .. U·U. 

37 SCHEDULE El~ (lIRA) 
3a 
39 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.-'MONTH) $11.61 $H.63 $t1.63 $tI.S3 M~ O~ 
40 ENERGY CHARGE ($.1M'H) $O.0995S $O.05e91 $0.10421 SO.05979 4.7% 5.t% 

t .............................................................. tt ......... t ................................. u,li ................................ " ••• " ............. 40 ••••••••••• 

H·' 



LINE 
NO . 

APPtNoOc H . . 
PACifIC GAS AND ElE¢TRI¢COMPANY 

c •. ".' 'EIeWi¢~ .•.. ; - '-. 
forecast Period: JaiL 1. 1993 TIYough Dee, 31, 1993 

RESIDENTIAL RATES. 2 (,(2 . 

eURRENT ADOPTED 
M<l1192 06'01192 01~119:l Ot01J'9l " 

RATES RATES 
SUMMER WINTER 

RATES RATES CHANGe 
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER 

.... tU' •• U"-h ..................... U.t.tt~U.UtU •• U ..... UU· ............. H ...... JUt ..... UiiH' •• tt ............ 1- ••• ' •• 16 ... ' .... t ............... "'II.'HU""" 

1 SCHEOUlES E.-A7 AND EL-A7 
2 
3 MINIMUM SILL ($Il.10NTH). .' $5.00 
" f-Al METER CHARGE ($IMONTH) $4AO 
5 £l-A7 METER CHARGE{f.'MONTH) $0.00 
6 
1 6N-PEAK ENERGY ($.1M'H) SO. 37639 
8 Off-PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $006100 
9 BASELINE DIscOuNT ($;KWH) SOOI851 

10 
II •••••.•• " ............... tt.u •• u ••• t.l-ttuu .................... u ........... . 

12 -SCHE()UlE E-B7 
13 . 

14 MlNiMUM SILL ($.~ONTH) 
15 f-87 METER CHARGE ($.-MC>NTH) 
16 
11 CRmcAl($.1M'H} 
t 8 HIGH ($/KWH) 
I ~ MEOIUM ($.'IM'H) 
26 LOIN ($.1'YIH) 
21 

$5.CO 
$4.40 

$0.07218 

$560 
$4.40 
$000 

$0.10041 
$OOn43 
$001851 

................ 

$SOO 
$4.40 

$0$.585$ 

Soomt 
$001218 

$500 $5.60 O~ O.~ 
$4.40 $4.40 O~ 0.0% 
$006 $0.00 0.0% 0.0% 

$031806 $0.16427 -0.1" 3.8" 
. $0.06183 $O.OS04I 7.2% 36% 

$001650 SOOIe.50 -0.1% .(). ''!6 

• •••• " ...... .,. ........ t ..... u ................ i-i I • ..... t ........... 

$500 $5.CO OOlJG OOlJG 
$4..40 $4..40 O.cw. O~ 

SO.ssm $(155m -0. 1;r. -0.1% 
$0.32107 -0.2'1{, 

$069t40 37'!6 
$O.076S2 $001682 5.6~ 5.6% 

22 • .,..I-...... "' ................. U.'ii-•• U ...... , ............ u., ... :.u. 1'.U'UU.i~'" .......... , ...... , .. IU .............. , .... ,.u.", ...... i-iUlllI-u".' .... u .......... . 

H-2 
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• 
. At1.11~,( If .. 

APS>£NDiXH 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

. EIectIic~,· 
fOfecast Period: Jan. 1. 1~ Ttrough Dee. 31. 1993 . 

LINE 
NO. 

SMALl Ltp RATES 

CURRENT 
~'I)tm oo'Otm 

RATES RATES 
SUMMER: WINTER 

AOOPTEO 
Ot~tl93 Ot,<)1133 IJ6. 

RATES RATES CHANGE 
SUMMER ~NTER SUMMER 

IJ6. 
CHANGE 
WitHER 

• ........................ t •••• H-U .. Uti ..... I , .... U tt •• u U.-ttll U t ........... ....... .,. ..... 1. Ut .. tt. • .... u ............... i., ... , ...... "'U ..... ,.. '.611· ........ . 

t SCHElXJlE A·1 
~ 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE: SINGLE·PHASE ($.'MO.) 
4 CUSTOMER CHARGE: POl\'PHASE ($-MO., 
5 
6 ENERGY($JI~v'-lH) 
1 

$1.50 
$$.75 

$0.14940 

$7.50 
$8.75 

$0.12279 

$1.50 
$875 

$1.50 
$8.75 

0.4% 0.4% 

8 ....................... , ••••. :h ................... ; •••••••••••• t' •• u .............................................................. ,. ........................... . 

9 SCHEDULE A-$ 
to 
11 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.'-lONTH) 
12 METER CHARGE ($. MONTH) 
13 PolYPHASE CHARGE ($/MO.) 
14 

$1.50 
$020 
sa.15 

$O~ 
$0.14349 
$007462 

$1.50 $7.50 
$6.20 $620 
$8.15 $8.15 

$O~ 
$007654 $0.144\5 
$0.05141 $007496 

$1.50 0.0IJ6. 0.0IJ6. 
$$20 0.0% O~ 
$6.15 0.0% O.OIJ6. 

OS'l6 
$0.07689 0.5% 0.5% 
$0.05761 0.5% 0.5" 

15 ON-PEAKENERGY(SIKWH) 
16 PART·PEAK ENERGY ($.'K'Mi) 
11 OFf·PEAK ENERGY ($IKv'w'H) 
18 -19 ............. u .......... , .. u ......... H ........ ~.u.," ..... uu ,u .. uu .... , .... H .......... i •• hU.UU .............................. ,ot ..... ;, ....... " ....... * .. " ..... . 

20 SCHEOUlEA·1S 
21 
22 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($:MONTH) 
23 fACfUNcHAAGE($.MONTH) . 
24 

$7.50 
$1.80 

$0.18466 $0.15-421 

$1.50 
$UiO 

$O.184al 

$1.50 
$1.80 

$O.'650S OS" 2S ENERGVl~~ 
26 27 ............ , ....................... tit •• ti .... , ........ tu ............... , .......... 'u ..... uu ............. , ..................................... ., •••• ., .................. .. 

2S SCHEDULE TC-I 
29 
30 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($;MONTH) 
31 
32 ENERGY ($.'kVw'H) 
33 
34 

$7.50 $1.50 $1.50 $7.50 0.0IJ6. 

$0.10591 

3S ........................................ +t ..................... , •• , •• u ............................... t.t .... , ......... :11 ........... II •• ' ..................... . 

H·3 CACO'CZit12 



LINE 
NO. 

APPENOOCH 
PAC!f1C G.A.SJ,Nt> ElECTRIC t,WP}Jf'( 

Electric Departmefi . 
Forecast period: Jan. •• ,m llvOo-'!tlOe¢: 31. 1m 

MEO!UM l!P AATES 

CURRENT ADOPTED 
~fl92 &1m 111m 111m· % . 

RATES RATES RATES RATES CHANGE 
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WiNTER SUMMER 

% 
CHANGE 
WiNTER 

• ...... 1- .. It ......... U ................. ~H to""'U'" U ....... _ UU It ............ Hu...... II .t .. u .. u. ,..... tit h .............. ,. ...... H .... It .............. t..... '1 ill ... tu. *u .. 

1 SCHEDUlE A·tO 
2 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE ("MONTH) 
-4 MAXIMUM DEMAND. tRANSM!$$K>N (snM,~) 
5 MAXIMUM DEMAND· PRIMAffi($'1<WtMONTH) 
6 MAXIMUM DEMAND - SECONDARY (S.lM'I~ONTH 
7 
8 ENERGYCHARGE{$/KWH) 
9 

$6300 $6300 
$0.60 $660 
$325 $3.25 
$-4_ IS. $4.15 

$009918 $007681 

$6360 $6300 06% 0()<Ji, 
$060 $0.60 O~ oC)l); 
$3.40 $3.40 -4.61f. -46% 
$4.30 $4.30 3.6% 36% 

$OJ0101 $007834 1.9% 1.9% 

10 iu ... -.. * ... t*.H ...... U., •••• *.t •• f.~.H.·h"t."'* •••• .; •• dl •• .......... t-u •••• , •• t .... , ...... ,tUt",.,,,,,t .................... i •• ' .......... U.iI .... ,. •• 

U SCHEOUtE £-1-4 
12 
13 CUSTOMERCHARGE($.MONTH) 
t 4 METER cHARGE ($'MONTH) 
15 M'IXIMUM DEMAND· TRANSMIsSION ($'KWIMO) 
t$ MAXIMUM OEMAND. PRIMARY ($.KVi,MONTH) 
17 MAXIMUM OEMAND· SECONDARY ($lKWN,ONTH 
18 6N-pEAK DEMAND CHARGe ($IKV{iM6NTH) 
'9 
20 ON-PEAl< ENERGY ($IIM'H) 
21 PART-PEAKENEfUlY($.1<WH) 
22 Off-PEAK ENERGV ($'KWH) 
23 
2-4 
25 

$6300 $6300 
$S.tO $$.10 
$060 $0.60 
$l25 $325 
$4.'5 $-4.15 

$11.10 

$0.'3681 
$OOOSSl $0.00-451 
$005761 $0055e1 

$6300 $63.60 OC)l); O.Q%. 
$5.'0 $$.10 0.0% 00% 
$0.60 $0.60 O.O<!r. 60% 
$3.40 $3AO 4.6% -4~6% 
$4.30 $4.30 36" 3.6% 

$12.65 8.61J6 

$0.15421 11.1% 
$007924 $O(:~m5 -1.1% SO'lL 
$0.06049 $6~ 5.C'l6 5.t% 

~ ... ..,u .......................... ,...u ... · .................... " ............... 6i ........... U .. 1 ....... :11 ........ I .... · .................................. t ••••• u.,.,. .............. u· 

H~ 

• 



LINE 
NO . 

APPENOO<H 
rAC!FI¢ GA$,.. .... b ElECTRl¢ COMPAHf 

-EIediic ~ .. 
Forecast Peroo: jail I. 1993 Th'Ough [)e¢. 31.1993 

E·19 FIRM RATES 

CURRENT ADOPTED 
0&'01132 0&'01132 OMl1m 01.01193 " 

RATES RATES RATES RATES CHANGE 
SUMMF.R WINTER SUMMER ~NjER SUMMER 

..... 'u ..... u ... I1-1 .... u ....... ,u ........ " ............ ,,, ....... 611 ....... -1 .......... UUt •• u ............. 1'1 ....... u ... :ttt ............................... " .... . 

1 SCHEOUlE E·1~T FIRM 
2 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE ). 5()j'tNi ($-'MONTH) $51000 $51().OO $510.00 $SIQ.()o 00% OCli. 
<I CUSTOMER CHARGE < 500 I<W ($lMONTH) $03.1» $63.00 $Q3CO $0300 00% 0.0% 
5 TOU METER CHARGE < 560 't<-N $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 OOlJ& O~ 
6 MAXlMUM OEMAND CHARGE ($IKW,'MONTH) SO.&) $060 $000 SO.$) 00% 001t'. 
7 ON·PEAI< OWAAO CHARGE ($.1<'W,M6NTH) $9.00 $935 3Wo 
8 ON-PEAl< ENERGY (~1M'H) $0.11409 $0.1119$ -f.8'lf. 
9 PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($-'KWH) soon44 $0.06621 $007601 $O.06m -1.8~ -1.8~ 

10 OFF-PEAK ENERGY (S .. ,<WH) $00$912 $005735 $0(;15800 $005629 -'.8" .'.8~ 
11 ON-PEAK RAre L;PJJT (~'K'NH) $O&ms $071e86 85 ... 
u 
13 • ., .. " ........ tl ........... u .... u>, ....... 'tio ............. tt ..................... u .... t..... t..................... • ......... "" ....... , ......... ,... .... ............. , ............... . 
14 SCHEDULE E-19" P FIRM 
15 
16 CUSTOMER CHARGE > 500 'tM! ($I"MONTH) $25000 $2S0.OO $25000 $250.06 00% 0.0% 
11 CUSTOMER CHAHGI: < fh:)}IY/ (~"'ONTH) $$300 $$306 $$jOO $6300 00% O~ 
18 TOU METER CHARGE < 500 tI.W $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 O~ 6~ 
19 MAXIMUM OE~D CHARGE ($.'KYM.40NTH) $325 $3.25 $3.40 $3.40 <16% <It>" 
20 ON-PEAK ()E~D CHARGE ($. KW."MONTH) $1000 $1I.)J 3.7~ 
21 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($.'l<WH) $Ill0n3 $0.11112 j.l~ 
22 PARTIAL-PEA.l( ENERGY ($.1<Vw"H) $0 073,l $O-062S2 $001543 $0.06449 3.1" 3.1" 
23 OfF-PEAK ENERG'r' ($.1<WH) S00S583 $0.05416 $065759 $O.056e6 3.1% 3.1" 
24 AVERAGE RATE U\1JT ($-'i<WH) $0.15379 $0.16679 $ $'" 
2S ON·PEAK RATE liMiT ($.'l<WH) $090561 $696148 $.5~ 
26 
21 ............. " ......... -II-II ...... u·-II ...................... · •••• -II ................. ut •• tI. ••• u .......................................................................... . 

28 SCHEDULE E-19$ FIRM 
29 
30 CUSTOMER CHARGE > 500 mI ($.lAONTH) $260.00 $28000 $280.00 $28000 O()ljf, O~ 
31 CUSTOMER CHARGE < 500 'tNt ($.MOUTH) $$300 $0300 SQ3()O $$300 O~ O~ 
32 TOU METER cHARGE. < 500 'tNt $5.10 $5-'0 $5.10 $S.10 o~ OCt .. 
33 MAXlMUM DEJ/ANDCHARGE ($.1<Y/,"M6NTH) $4.15 $4.15 $4.30 $430 3.6" 3.6~ 
34 ON-PEAK OWAAO CHARGE ($.')MI,MONTH) $11.60 $1205 3~ 
3S O~l-PfAK ENERGY (S 'KVv'H) $0.11211 $0.\1675 H~ 
3& PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY ($.1M'H) $007654 $O.CtS$4.4 $0079'24 $O.06ns 35 ... 35% 
37 OFF-PEAK ENERGY(~ $0.05843 $005$69 $OO6().$ $0.05869 3.5% 3.5% 
38 AVERAGE RATE lIPJJT ($.~ $0.15379 $016679- 85" 
39- ON-PEAK RATE LIMIT (S,1<WH) $O910ll $000725 8516 ., 
"1 •· ... · .. .- ...................................................... 1 .............................................. -11 ....................... t .......................... . 
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A$1-1t'¢)G chI. J.LJXH· 

APPENDocH 
PACifIC GASAN[) ELECTRIC COMPANY 

E~~1ir.eri 
f«eCa~ period: Jan. t. tm TlVougli Dec. 31.1993 

E-19NONFIRM RATES 

CURRENT ADOPTED 
00-{J1192 oo.{Jft92 Of,Q1193 01m193 1£ .;(, 

LINE 
NO. 

AATeS RATES RATES RATES CHANGE CHANGE 
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER 

I SCHEDULE E-19 T NONFIRM 
2 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.'MONTH) $.51000 $51000 $51000 $510.00 00% 0.0% 
4 CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE{$'MONTH) $190.00 $190.00 $190.00 $190.60 o.~ OOY, 
5 INTERRUPTIBlE METER CHARGE ($.'-40NTH) $200.00 $200.00 $20000 $200.00 O~ O.<Yl6 
6 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($.'l<VVMONTH) $0.00 $0.60 $0.60 $(tOO ocr.. 0.0% 
7 ON-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($IKWlMONTH) $3.12 $3.41 1J.~ 
8 ON-pEAK ENERGY ($.Wwli) $008512 S00S301 -25% 
9 PARTIAL·PEAK ENERGY (SII<WH) $006128 $Ooo.m $006$85 $006367 -2.1% -1.9% 

10 OFf-PEAK ENERGY($.'I<vVH) $005780 $005600 $005671 $06549'1 -1.W -1.9% 
11 UfR CREDIT (St1WH) $606091 $O.C0091 $O()(X)91 $0.(0091 O~ O~ 
12 NO~~COMPlWJCE PENALTY ($.'KY.WEVENT) $8.40$-t 20 $$.400"$420 $8.4/)$420 $8.4M42o 
13 
14 ......... u ....... UiU •• UIl.U ... U .... u .............. iii.' •• " •• ".tt"U •••••• ,ttu ......................... i •• ,." •••• u ... i ..................... ,. ....... t ••••• 

IS SCHEDUlE E-19 P NONFIRM 
16 
11 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.MONTH) $25000 $25000 $25000 $25000 OOY. O~ 
IS CURTAlLABlE METERCHARGE{$;MONTH) $19000 $19000 $19000 $19000 . 00% 00;(, 
19 INTERRUPTIBLE METER CHARGE ($.MONTH) $20000 $20000 $20000 $20000 00% 0.0% 
20 MAXiMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($. 'KW,MONTH) $325 $325 $3.40 $3.40 46% 4.6% 
21 ON-PEA)( DEMAND CHARGE ($. 'K'W.MOf4TH) $502 SS.42 80% 
22 OU-PEAK ENERGY ($.'IM'H) $007876 $000215 43~ 
23 pARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY (S.'IM'H) $006297 $0.00120 $0.00521 $0.06317 37'l1i 321(, 
24 Off-PEAKENERGYt$.:'KWH} $005451 $00$284 $0.05627 $005454 3.2% 3.2')6 
2S UFR CREDIT ($.'IM'H) $000091 $O.0C()91 $0.00091 $O.OC:OOI 0.0<1. O.~ 
26 NONCOVPL~CE PENALTY ($.'KVv'H/£VENT) SS.4U$-t 20 S8.~S-t20 SS.40.$420 $S.4U'$-t20 
21 
2$ •• tt ....................... u .............. I ......... IIIII .... U, ..................... t.. • ..... ,..u tt..... ...... ........• .................. .. ............. ..u ••••••••• 

~ SCHEDUlE E-19SNONfIRM 
30 
31 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.MONTH) $28000 $28000 $280 00 
32 CURTAltABLE METER CHA"~GE{$.MONTH) $10000 $190 00 $19000 
33 INTERRUPTIBLE METER CHARGE ($.MONTH) $200 00 $2C:O 00 $2CQ.00 
34 MAXlMUMDEMANDCHARGE(S/W/,MONTH) $-t.1S $4.15 $4.30 
35 ON-PEAKDEMANDCHARGE($.1<.\\I.MONTH) $512 $$.11 
3$ OU·PEAK ENERGY ($.1<WH) $0 063et0 $OOOns 

$2$000 
$19000 
$2CQ00 

$4.30 

37 PAATIAL-PEAKENERGY($.'l<WH} $Ot)SQ38 $0.06412 $6()$900 $006643 
3& OFF-PEAKENERGY($/KWH) $005711 $O.05S37 $005917 $0.05137 
~ UfRCREDlT($.1<.\\IH) SOC:0091 $0(0091 $0.00091 $0.00091 

O~ 
O~ 
00% 
36% 
7.9% 
4.8% 
4.1% 
3.6% 
"<Yl6 

40 NONCOMPLIANCE PENAL TV ($.'I<V'w'KEVENT) SS.4U$4 20 $8.40."$4 20 $S.4U$-t20 $S.04M4 20 
-41 ........ U .. U.U ..... -U ... UU .... t ••••• U ....... UUill ...................................... u .................. t .. u .......... I"U"",,' 16 ........... . 
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LINE 
NO . 

APPENOOCH 
PAC1F!¢ GAS AND elECTRIC CoMPANY 

EIeWic oepartmeii 
FOI'eeasl Ptrod: Jan. 1,lm Ttiough Dee. 31. 1993 

. E-20fIRMRATES 

CURRENT ADOPTED 
CII$.'()1I92 ~fl92 OVOI193 Of'()V33 % 

RATES RATES RATES RATES CHANGE 
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER SUYMER 

% 
CHANGE 
WINTER 

.......... uu ••• ., ................ tu .................. u.u .... -.tU ." .............. t ......... , ..... , .................. , .......... ,. .......... u ...... , , •• ,,,I,,.U. 
1 SCHEDULE E-20 T 
2 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($/MONTH}fIRM 
4 fJAX.iMUM OEMAND CHARGE ($.~iMONTH) 
5 ON·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE (S/KWiMONTH) 
6 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($iKWH) 
7 PARTIAL-PEAKENERGY(~ 
8 OFf-PEAKENERGY($.~ 
9 ON·PEAK RATE LIMIT ($.'1M'H) 

to 
Ii SCHEDULE E·20P fJR. ... 
13 
14 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($-'MONTH) . 
IS M.A.XlMUM DEMAtm CHARGE ($1<'NiMONTH) 
16 ON·PEAK DEMANO CHARGE (S.'IM'N.ONTH) 
17 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) 
18 PARTIAL-pEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) 
19 OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($IK'WH) 
20 AVERAGE RATe LIMIT ($IKWH) 
21 O!-l-PEAK RATE LIMIT ($.1<WH) 
22 

$510.00 
$0.60 
~.CO 

$O.0643S 
$0.05759 
$004397 
$O.651M 

$220.00 
$325-

$tO.90 
$O.t0278 
$066976 
$O.0S32$ 
$0.13106 
$Otee9S 

$510.00 
$0.60 

$004924 
$0.04265 

$510.00 
$0.60 
$935 

$O.ooeol 
$0.05974 
$064561 
$0.70030 

$22000 
$3.40 

$11.30 
$0.16635 
$007i16 
$0.0551. 
$0.14217 
$096433 

$51000 
$0.60 

SO.05107 
$004424 

00% 
o ox. 
39% 
3.7~ 
3.7% 
3.7~ 

85% 

O()0\.4 
.c6% 
3.7% 
3.5%· 
35')(, 
35% 
&.5% 
65% 

00% 
o.~ 

3.7')(, 
3.7~ 

3.M£. 
3.5;(, 

23 ..................... "' .... , ................ , •••• i', ,. t~ .... t"" .tl ....... It ......... t... ".t ..... I ...... ".. .t ..... fl. , ... ,,' It i ... tH-" ............. , ..... • •••••••••••• 

24 SCHEDUlE E-20 S ftRM 
25 
26 CUSTOPolfR CHARGE (S,?!ONTH) $33000 $33000 $»)60 $33000 O~ O.<Y4 
27 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE (S,'k\Y,'-40NTH) $'US 54.IS $4~ ",30 36% 3611. 
28 ON·PEAK DEMAND cHARGE ($.1(WjMONTH) $1I.t.o $1206 l~ 
29 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($.1<WH) $O.IIU6 $O.lIS19 36~ 
30 PARTIAL-pEAK ENERGY ($.1M'H) $007545 $0004s1 $007819 $0066&5 36~ l6" 
31 OFf-PEAK ENf:RGY ($.1\\'WH) $005760 $005S88 $0.05969 $005791 36~ 3.6% 
32 AVERAGE RATE lllJlT ($.~ $0.\310$ $0 .... 2\1 6.5% 
33 ON·PEAKRATE lIMJT (S,'I<WH) $0 69·tt6 $097001 &.5% 
34 
35 .................... ttU ........... UI ................................. u ........ t .... u ••••• u.t ••••••• , •••• , ................... 16 ................... , .. -, 

U·1 CACO'czn:12 



APPENDIX" 
PACtf)¢ GAS ANO ElECTRIC cOMPJ.Ni 

EfEctr.e Oepa ... fm~nl . 
FOfeca~ Period: Jan. I, 1m 11vough DEc. 31, 1m 

E-20 NONflRM RATES 

CURRENT ADOPTED 
0001 m 06<'01192 01,,-;)1193 OIAJI193 ~ ~ 

LINE 
NO. 

RATES RATES RATES RATES CHANGE tAANGE 
SUMMER 'IIINTER SUMMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER 

• ..... · ..... 01 ••••••••••••• " ................. .,*.· ..... '11 ......... 11 .... ' •••••• U,i'..... .t.III,., •••••• ill" ....... ttt •••••• , ,................ •••••••••••• • ..... 6111 ....... . 

I SCHEDULE E-20 T NormRM 
2 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE (U.IONTH) $510.00 $510.00 $51060 $510.00 0.6IJf. 00% 
4 CURTAlLABLE METER CHARGE{$lMONTH) $19060 $190.00 $100.00 $196.00 o ()<I, O~ 
5 INTERRUPTIBLE METER CHARGE ($oMONTH) $200.00 $20000 $200.00 $200.00 06lJf. 0.0'lf. 
6 ... AXlMUM DEMAN 0 CHARGE ($.'KW,'-40NT'H) $0.60 $0.60 $0.60 $0.60 00'1. O.~ 
lON-PEAl< OEMAP-m CHARGE ($/I<W"-40NTH) $3.12 $3.41 112% 
8 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($/KWH) $O.0558S $005904 5.1'" 
9 PARTIAL-PEAKENERG,{(t.~ $004143 $004192 $004958 $004915 4.5'" 38% 

10 OFf-PEAKENERGY(S.~ $004265 $0.04133 $0.04429 $004292 3.81j(, 3.8~ 
11 UFR CREDIT ($.1<WH) $O.OC()gl $O.Q(:()g1 $0.00091 $0.06091 00'1. 00% 
12 NONCOMPLIANCE PENALlY (SMNH.'EVENT) SS.4()1420 sa.40-$42O sa.+>1420 sa_40-142O 
13 t... • ... ,. ' .... 4 ... i ••• i ......... ,t ....... tlIU ....... 1t U ... t ..... t. I •• tt II." •• i..... ..•. ....... .., .• '11. ........ ........... •••••• ........ ........... ..... ......... .. ••• t ........ . 

15 SCHEDULE E-20 P NON FIRM 
16 
11 CUSTOMER CHARGE ("MONTH) sm.oo $220.00 $22000 $220.00 00'lr. O~ 
18 CURTAILABLE METER CHARGE{S/MONTH) $19000 $100.to S100.00 $'90.00 00% O(tj& 
19 INTERRUPTIBLE METERCHAAGE (S.'-40NTH) $moo S200.00 $20060 $200.00 O.(tj& 00'11. 
20 ... AXiMUM OEl/AND CHARGE ($.1<\V,MONTH) $325 $325 $3.40 $3.40 4.5'36 46% 
21 ON-PEAK DEMA.lm CHARGE ($.'K'W,MONTH) $502 $5.42 8.0'1. 
22 ON-pEAK ENERGY ($.'IM'H) $001381 $OOn38 48~ 
23 PARTIAL-PEA)( ENERGY ($.'KWH) $065966 $O.05e33 $000202 $0.66040 4.1 % 36 ... 
24 OFf-PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $005194 $005034 $005319 $0052U 3.6% 3.6'36 
2S UFR CREDIT (S.'KVIH) $00J091 $Ooml $0.00691 $000091 0.0% O~ 
26 NONCOMPLIANCe PENAllY(S.'IM'H'EVENT) sa.0$420 sa.01420 sa.4O>1420 $8.0'$420 
27 
2S 1 ............................................ ".11 .............. 11 ••••••• t.t tll .... II .... II ...... ' ••• t ....... t ....................... t •• "' ••• " ............. , .t ......... I-1 ••• 

29 SCHEDULE E-20 S NONFIRM 
30 
31 CUSTOMER CHARGE (S,MONTH) $33000 $330.00 $33000 
32 CURTA/LABlE METER CHARGE{$.MONTH) $190.00 $190.00 S19000 
33 INTERRUPTIBLE METER CHARGE (S, 'MONTH) S200 00 $2Ol.00 $200 00 
34 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($.1<W.'MONTH) $4.15 $4.15 $4.30 
35 ON-PEAKDEMANDCHARGE($.'i<W,MONTH) $S.n $6.11 

$33000 
$19000 
$20000 

$430 

36 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($.'I<Y.'H) $0 oe219 $0 00022 
31 PARTIAL-PEAK ENERGY($.'KMi) $006529 $000319 $O.~ $O()6S5.) 
3a Off-PEAK EN ER GY ($/KWH) $005623 $I:) 054$6 $0 05S37 $0 056S9 
~ UFRCREOIT($.'XWH) $006091 $0.00001 $000091 $O~1 
040 NONCOMPLIANCE PEHAl TV ($. 'IM'K 'EVENT) sa 40 $4 20 $8.40-14 20 $8.40.14 20 $8.40014 20 

00% 
00'1. 
0.0'1. 
36% 
1.9'% 
4~ 
42IJE. 
~.1'" 
00% 

o.()<f, 
06Y. 
00% 
36 ... 

3.1'" 
3.1Y. 
00% 

-41 .................................................... l1li ............... u .......... tt .............. t .............. 1 ••••••••• 11 ..... I •••• t ....... , ............ 111. 
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APPENDlXH 
PACifIC 0.&.$ AND ELECTRIC (X>MjW~Y 

EI&cm ~partileill . 
ForOCa$lPeOOd Jan. I, 1993 ThrOugh DeC. 31.1m 

UNE 
NO. 

1 
2 
3 

SCHEDUlE A·RTP PAlMARY 

4 E-26 CUSTOMER CHARGE (S!MONTH) 
5 OPnoNAl SERVICE CHARGE ($IfvIONTH) 
t; WJGMUM DE MAN 0 CHARGE ($1<WMONtH) 
7 
8 BAsE ENERGY RATE ($/KWH) 
9 

10 ON·PEAK ENERGY MUlTIPLIER 
It PART-PEAK ENERGY MULTIPUER 
12 OFf·PEAKENERGYMUlTlPuER 
13 
14 LOAD MANAGEMENT PRiCE SIGNAL ($ 'KWH) 
15 TRANSMlss!6N & ~STRIBunoN ADOER (SI!<VYH) 

REAL TIMEPRJ¢ING RA rES 

CURRENT ADOPTEO 
~4'.)lm 06 . .01192 OI,Qlt93 OI'()I193 % 

RATES RATES MTES . AATES CH!JKJE 
SU~ER ~TER SUMMER WINTER SUMMER 

$m.oo $220.00 $220.00 $220.00 O.~ 
$215.00 $215.00 $215.0) $215.0) oo~ 

$3.25 $3.25 $355 $3.SS 9.2% 

$600»1 $000334 $O.OO~ $0.00346 3.7¥. 

2.SS1S 2.6287 1.8% 
BS18 1.8944 26287 1.9697 t.8¥o 
U9·U 1.8944 1~7 U¢87 O~ 

$0.63 $0.65 32% 
$(1.09195 $0.09331 1.50/. 

% 
CHANGE 
Yv'lNTER 

0.0% 
000/. 
92% 

3.7% 

O.~ 
O.So/. 

16 
11 .......... , ................................ : ......... -1 ........ , ........... *.,.: ......................... ,., ........... ..... t .... H ..... ~ ................................ , ................ . 

18 SCHEDUlE A·RTPSEOONOARY 
19 
20 E-I9' CUSTOMER CHARGE ($,f,40NTH) $266.00 $280.00 $280.00 $280.00 000/. 0.00/. 

21 £-20 CUSTOMER CHARGE {S-MONTH} $330.00 $33660 $330.00 ~.OO 0.00/. 0.00/. 
22 OPTIONA.l SERVICE CHARGE ($tM0NTH) $215.00 $215.60 $215.00 $215.00 O.W- 0.00/0 

23 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($/KWMONTH) $4.1$ $4.1$ $4.50 $HQ S.4¥. &4% 

24 
2S BASE ENERGY RATE ($.'KWH) $000334 $0.00334 $0.00346 $0.00346 3.7% 3.1" 
26 
21 ON-PEA)( ENERGY MULTIPLIER ~581a H2S7 1.80/. 

28 PART-PEAK ENERGY MUlTIPLIER ~581$ 1.$944 ~.62S7 1.9067 1.8% 08% 

29 OFf-PEAK ENERGY MUlTIPUER '8944 1.$944 1.9¢87 1.9Oa7 0.8.% 08% 

30 
31 LOAD MJ..'lAGEMHlT PRICE SIGNAl ($1<'NH) $O.tl $O.M 32% 
32 TRANSMtSSION & ~STRJ8UnoN ADOER ($1<WH) $0.09195 $0.(9)31 I.S~ 

33 34 ......... ,., ••••• '111 .............................. , .................................... , .................................. It .............................. ~ •••••• 41.t.t .... , ...... t •••••• 

H·9 



APPENDIXH 
P!tCtFIC GAS }.NO ELECTRIC OOMPA1N 

E~lo Oep.vtTiif" 
foreeaslPeciOd. J2iI\. •• 1993 Thr6ughOe¢. 31.1993 

E·2SlAAGE tAP RATES 

CuRRENT ADOPTED 
(l6,Q1I92 06.~lm Ot'()lJ9:l 01.()fJ93 % 

RATES RATES RAtES RATES CHANGE 
SUMMER WINTER SUMMER ~NtER SUMMER 

UNE 
00. 

• ................ -ft ....... t ........ t •••. U .............. +iI,II:.,U ....... , .. · ... lttll-II- ........... *, ' •• U· •• iillldl •• t' , .••.. i'tlll""" .i ................. I.U ............ '.i ............ . 
1 SCHEOUlE E-25T 
2 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($ MONTH) 
4 MAXIMUM O£MAND CHARGE ($~,-M6NTH) 
5 ON·PEAK OEMAND CHARGE ($i)(W,MQNTH) 
6 ON·PEAKENERGV($1<'Mi) 
7 PART·PEAl< ENERGV ($;KWH) 
8 OFf·PEAK ENERGV (S,1<'NH) 
9 ON·PEAl< RATE UMIT($i1<WH) 

$51 (). 00 $510.00 
$O.EO $060 
$9.00 

$O,132~2 

$0.017-« $0.06621 
$0.05912 $0.65735 
$O.~2S5 

$510.00 $510.06 0.0% 0.0% 
SO.EO $0.60 O.~ '0,0% 
$9.35 39% 

$0.12991 ·U~ 
$0.07601 $0.06-499 .1.6% ·U~ 
$0.05003 $0.05629 ·UI% -1,$% 
$0.71886 6.5% 

10 t I .,. ... 1 ..................................... " ..... 11 ............. I' .. ·u ............... t ................................ u ••••• , ......... t ....................... , ............... , 

12 SCHEOUlE E-2SP 
13 
14 CUSTOMER CHARGE (WONTH) 
15 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHAnG E ($IKW"-'ONTH> 
1& ON·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($IKW"-'ONTH) 
17 ON·PEAK ENERGV ($OO*.'H) 
1& PART·PEAl< ENERGV ($1<'NH) 
19 Off-PEAl< ENERGV ($1<'NH) 
20 AVERAGE RATE UMIT ($/KWH) 
21 ON·PEAl< RATE lIMIT ($!KWH) 
22 

$250.00 $250.00 
$3.25 $325 
$10,~ 

$0.'2504 
$0.01313 $O.6G2s2 
$0.65583 $0,0$(16 
$0.15319 
$096501 

$250.00 $250,00 0.0'4 0.0% 
$UO $3.40 U% "-6% 

$1130 3.1% 

$0.'2896 3_1% 
$0.61543- $0.06«9 3.1% 3.1% 
$O.OSlS9 $0.055&6 3,1% 3.1% 
$0.16679 65% 
$O.961~ $5-% 

23 ................................................................................. " .............................. , ................. , ............... t ................................ . 

24 SCHEOUlE E-2S$ 
25 
~ CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.-MONTH) 
21 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($t1<W.~TH) 
28 ON·PE'&J( OEMAND CHARGE ($.1<WMONTH) 
29 ON-PEAK ENER(W ($.'KWH) 
30 PART·PEAl< ENERGV ($-'KWH) 
31 OFf-PEAKENERGV($'KWH) 
32 AVERAGE RATE UMIT ($ 'KWH) 

$2&000 $2110.00 
$4.1$ $4.1$ 

$11.60 
$O.I~ 
$0.01&54 $O.6GS« 
SO.65M3 $0.05669 
$0.1$319 
$0910;)3 

$280.00 $2eo.OO 0.0% 0.0% 
$4.30 $4.30 3.6% 3.6~ 

$1205 ~.9% 
$0.135$1 3.5% 
$001924 $O.6GnS 3.S% 3.5% 
$006049 $O.05a69 3.5% 3.S'Y. 
$0,1$619 6S% 
$09&725 6.S% 33 ON·PEAK RATE LIMIT ($1<WH) 

.34 ............... ·u ............................................ •••• ................... t .. HI.t.-H-•••••••• Ut •••••••••••••• t ........................................ . 

H·10 CAWczwl3 
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APPENDlXH 
PACtF~ oAS AAO ElE¢TR!¢ COMPJJN 

. E~ o.pann.al . 
Forecast Period: Jan. I, 1993ihio...ogh Deo.3l. 1m 

E-26 LARGE LAP RATES 

CURRENT . AOOf>TED 
oo.>Qlm 06..0119'2' 01K11m 01mm % 

RATES RATES 
SUMMER WINtER 

RATES RATES CHANGE 
SU~WER ~tER SUMMER 

% 
CHANGE 
WINTER 

LINE 
NO. 

• ................. U, ................. U ••• ,I ••••• ' .............. tl •• t ................ i:HU ........... , •••••••• '.1" ......... uu-., ..... ·u .. ttt .... ·i •••• H ........ . 

1 SCHEDUlE E-26t 
2 
~ CUSTOMER CHARGE ($MONTH) $510.06 $SI0.00 $510.00 $510.60 0.0% 0.0% 

4 CURTAlLABtE METEA CHARGE ($-'MONTH) $190.00 $190.1» $loo.1» $196.1» 00% 0.0% 

5 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($:'KWtMONlH) $0.$0 $0.60- $0.60 $O.~ 0.0% 0.0"1. 

& ON·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($«vi!MONTH) $474 . $s.b) 1.4% 

1 ON·PEAK ENEROY ($1<WH) . $O.090U $0.08196 -2.1% 

3 PART·PEAK ENEROY ($.'KWH) $0.07253 $0.06525 $1).07110 $0.06403 -~.O% -1.~ 

9 OFF-PEAK. ENEROY ($.1<WH) $0.0581& $O.~ $0.05707 $0.05533 -1.~ -1.9% 

1~ EXCESS DEMAND CHARGE I KWH $6.10 $6.10 16.10 $6.10 0.0% 0.0% 

11 12 ............. 'Ul ............ ·u-.u .............................. .., •• t* ••••• " •••••• ,,**' .......... .,. •••••••••••••• ut ••• Itt ............ , .. 6 ...... 6t- ... ~*'. u, ............ . 

U SCHEDUle e-26P 
u 
IS CUSTOMER CHARGE ($ 'MONTH) $m.oo $220.00 $220.00 $22000 0.0% 0.0% 

16 CURTAlLABlE METER CHARGE ($-MONTH) $100.00 $190.00 $100.1» $100.1» 0.0% 0.0% 

17 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($!KW.tMONTH) $3.25 $325 $3.40 $3.40 4.6% 4.6% 
13 ON·PEAK. DEMAND CHARGE ($.1<W-MONTH) $6.64 $1.04 6.0% 
19 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.1<WH) $Oo8.m $006-695 4.1% 

~ PART-PEAKENEMY($.1<WH} $O.06S22 $0.06156- $0.07052 $0.0&3.5.3 3.4% 3.2:4 

21 OFf·PEAKENEROY(S-1<WH) $O.Os4a1 $0.05320 $O.05U3 $0.05-400 32% 3~ 

22 EXCESS DEMAND CHARGE I K'NH $6.10 $6.10 $6.10 $6.10 00% 00% 
23 
2~ '2S ....... " ............. 6.,. .... ' •••• , .......... , ..... , .... ••••••• .. • ........................ , ................................. , ....... ,' .u ............................................. . 

26 SCHEDUlE E·26$ 
21 
2t CUSTOMER CHAAGE ($ MONTH) $330.06 »30.00 $330.0() $33(1» 0.0% 00% 

29 CURTAlLA81E METER CHARGE (SMOOTH) $190.06 $19000 $1900() $190.00 O.W- 00% 

~ MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($1<W,MONTH) $-U5 $-U5 $4.30 $4.30 36¥. 3.6% 

31 ON·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($1<WMONTH) $7.34 $1.19 6.1% 
~ ON·PEAKENERGY($1<WH) $O.0G.sa7 $0.09350 $~ 

)3 PART-PEAK ENERGY ($'KWH) $1).011$.3 SO.06m $O07413 $0.0&679 3.~ 36% 

3-4 OFF-PEAK ENERGY ($.-1<WH) $0.05741 SO.OSS73 $O.05~ $005713 3.6% 36% 

35 EXCESS DEMAND CHARGE IIM'H $6.10 $6.10 $6.1!) $6.10 0.0% 0.0% 

36 

H-U CACO/cUil3 



LINE 
NO_ 

" APPEND!x H . 
PACIFIC GAS AND ElECTRIC COMPANi 

. . .. Electric o£.pa.1ment 
f«e¢a$lPeOOd: J"'.lmlliooghDe¢.3i,l993 

5T ANOBV RA rES 

. tURRENT. AOOPTED 
06r1lf192 O&Jtm ()1J01~ OiK>1J93 ;r. . 
. RAtES RATES RATES RATES CHANGE 

SUMMER WINTER SUMMER ~NTtR SUMMER 

1ft 
CHANGE 
WINTER 

............... u.,u-t·U ..... I-f-iu.ttt .. ·u ........... t.ttt.-iut-t-t, ......... 'u.ut.t ........ u ........................................ -6 •• ' .. ttt ................... 61 •• 

I SCHEDuLE $ • TAANsp.)JSSION 
2 . . 
3 CONTRAcT cAPACITY CHARGE ($.'K ..... /MO.) 
4 
5 

$0.60 

.& .................... u,.. .. ,u" ...... , .......... , •• .,..'"*u ....... , t .... uu ...... . 

7 SCHEDULE S· PRIMARY 
8 
9 CONTRAcT cAPACITY CHARGE ($/K\V/MO.) 

10 

" 
$325 

12 ........................................ t ............................. , , ••• , ........... . 

13 SCHEDULE 5· SECONDARY 
14 
15 CONTRACT CAPACtTYCHARGE ($IkW,Mo.) 
IS 
17 

$..U5 

18 .......... i.t~., ...... t .......... uu-.... *u'.i •••••• u ..................... u ..... u 

19 REDUcED CustOMER CHARGES ($.-MO) 
20 . 
21 A·I/A-6 
22 A-fO/Ef9V 
2'3 E-19 TRANSMISSION I E-2O TRANSMlS$f6N 
24 

$320 
$27.00 

$426.00 

$0.50 

'UIU.U ..... ,. ... ltlt ... ,.. ....... " ...... -i ........... , ............... " ........... 611-•• 

4.S,*, 

.................... ............ , .... , ................... ,i-•••••••••• 611-••• " ... . 

Ul5 $4.30 3.6,*, 3.S'; 

... ,.~, ......... , ............ " ••••• i.t""*"'~tt.j. ................................ . 

$32() 
$27.00 

$42600 

$3.20 
Si7.00 

$426.00 

$3.20 
S21.00 . 

$4260:> 

O.~ 
OM(, 
0.0% 

2S •• , .............................................. , ............... , ••• t ............................ H ........... " .................................................. . 

H·12 CACO'GZW'2 
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LINE 
N6. 

t 
2 

SCHEDULE AG-fA 

3 CUSTOfv'ER CHARGE ($.-'MONTH) 
4 CONNECTED lOAD CmRGE ($.'l<'WIMoNTH) 
5 
$ ENERG'iCHAACE ($.~ 
7 

APPENOIxH 
PACifIC GAS AND ElECTRIC COMPAU'i . 

• •. ElectriC ~. -
foieusl PM;)d: Jan. I, 1m TJy~ Oe¢. 31,1993 

AGR~UlTURAl RATES.' 0(5 

CURRENT . ADOPTEO 
00.'01192 MOf~ Of~lm OIA>t193 % 

RATES RATES. RATES RATES CHANGE 
SU .... .MER 'WINTER SOMMER WINTER SUMMER 

$10.00 $fOOO $10.00 $fO.OO O~ 
$2.15 $2.15 $2~ $2.~ 7.~ 

$OJ400S $0.14«<) $0.15041 $0.15041 7.n. 

8 , ............ ill •••• 11. II iII·U- ........ I '''.tt., ........ III '.'111'" i ....... It ......... III ••• III •• t. ,,,. I. f ..................... , ..... ,. ....... 111 , ..... * ........................ 

9 SCHEDULE AG-RA 
10 
11 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.MONTH) $100:> $10.00 $1000 510.00 O~ 
12 METERCHARGE($.'MONTH) $$20 $620 $$20 $$20 o.~ 
13 CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE {$.'1M',1J.ONTH} 52.15 $215 52~ $2.30 7.t1I6 
14 
15 ON·PEAKENERGY($.1o.WH) $0.33605 SO.36022 1.0'lIr. 
16 PART-PEAKENERGY($.'KViH) $007053 $007541 
17 OFF-PEAK EN ERGi' (SrXWH) $001851 $005609 $006401 $600002 7.Ch. 
18 
19 ...... , ................ t.1 u II Ii d III U U ..... tt~.u tit ...... u,,,."'. , ••••• II , •• , ... ,. i •• , ............. " .... ............................... , .................. 
20 SCHEDUlE A.G-VA. 

2' 
22 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.'M6NTH) $10.00 $1000 $10(0 $tO.()() 00% 
23 METER CHARGE <$--MONTH} $620 $620 $620 $620 00% 
2<4 CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE ($.1<VV,MONTH) $215 $2.15 $2~ $~30 7.0% 
2S 
2$ Ofl·P£AK ENERG'i ($.'KWH) $03.-'063 $035348 6~ 
21 PART-PEAKENERGi'($.~ $006921 $001406 
2$ OFf-PEA!< ENERGi' ($.~ $001539 $005569 $006000 $O.05eOO 6~ 
29 
30 f ................ I ........................ lot ........ t .. u ..... , ............. , ....................... ,. ......... u ........ I ............... , ................................ 

31 SCHEDULE AG...cA 
32 
33 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($-'MOUTH) $1000 $1000 $10t.) $1000 O.O'lII 
34 fJETER CHARGE ($.MONTH) . $620 $$20 $020 $620 OCt4 
3S CONNECTEO LOAD CHARGE ($.'KNiMONTH) $2.1S $l.t5 $230 $2.30 7.0% 
36 
31 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($.'KWH) $032821 $035114 7.~ 
3S PAAT-PEAl<ENERGi'($,'X'wVtf) $006876 $0073$ 
~ OFf.PEAKENERG'i($.~ $Ow...ot $OC646a $001002 $OO5aSO 7.011. 
40 
<41 .t ... I f" It '" u ....... I ................. , •• , ........... t It t ..... tUt Io.t ...... :. .............. ................ i •• • " •• u ............. t-t."10 ...... , .-t ........... 

H-13 

O~ 
7.~ 

7.Zl!. 

.:t ............ 

O~ 
0.0'*. 
7.0% 

7.0% 
1.0% 

.. ........ u •••• 

O~ 
O~ 
7.~ 

6.9'i& 
$~ 

, ........... u-

O¢t4 
O~ 
7.0% 

7.0'1(. 
1.~ 

................. 



LINE 
NO. 

. : APPENDIX H 
PACIFIC GAS AND ElECTRIC COMPAJr( 

... E!eWic~ '., 
. Fciecasl Period: Jail. t, 1993 11'I00gh DeC. 31, f 993 

AGRIGULTURAL RATES, 2ol5 

CURRENT AOOPTED 
00I01J92 0Gt01J92 Ol}ljfm OI,QIJ93 " 

RATES RATES RATES RATES CHANGE 
SUrvMER WINTER SUMMER WINTER SUMMER 

" CHANGE 
WINTER 

•••••• u·.u·.,.u,., .............. , ....... , .............. " .......... , .... u ..... tUt"IU,ltU'." .............. , ............ , ...................... , ..... , •••••••••••••• h· ... -. 

1 SCHEDULE AG-SA 
2 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE (~ONTH) $1000 $1000 $10.00 $10.00 O~ 6.0% 
-4 METER CHARGE ($.MONTH) $620 $$.20 $6.20 $620 06'll. 00% 
5 CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE ($/KVO~ONTH) $5.1S $SJ5 $556 $550 68% 6.&'1(, 
6 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.1M'H) $0.23441 $0.25002 6.7% 
1 PARr·PEAK ENERGY (S.lKWH) $0.04911 $O.05i38 67% 
8 OFF·PEAK ENERGY ($.1<WH) $0.04823 . $003906 $0.0$144 $0.0'1166 6.7% 6.7% 
9 to .111 ................................... ' ....... 11 •• ' ...................................... 4 •• ' ...... , ................. u ••••••••• , .... It ••••••••••• 6t' ••••••••••• ~, .......... t 

II SCHEDULEAG-tA 
12 
13 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($. MONTH) 
t. CONNECTED LOAD CHARGE ($.'KW,lr10NTH) 
15 ENERGY CHARGE ($.'KYv'H) 
16 

$1000 
55.1S 

$00021S 

$10.00 
$SJ5 

$004275 

$10.00 
$5.50 

$()66145 

t 1 • ....... *'" 1-,- ',,"'1Ii I- ........ ",.. ••• t ....... ,. , ....... t ... u, ••• ., '·h .t.t ............ t .. t .... • ............ ",1-.' ........ It.' .......... , ................ t. , ...... , .... it 
18 SCHEOULEAG·IB 
19 
20 CUSTOVER CHA.~GE ($-MONTH) 
21 MAXIMUM DEr-JAND CHARGE 
22 SECONDAAYVOt'rAGE ($lKW1lr10NTH) 
23 PR~'" VOlTAGE DISCOUNT ($IKViJ.,ONTH) 
2. ENERGY CHARGE ($.'KWH) 
2S RATE UMiTER ($.1<'tVH) 
26 

$10.00 

$2.60 
$0.40 

sO.wss 
$1.15549 

21 .1-.............................. 61, ..................................... "11 ..... . 

28 SCHEDULEAG-RB 
29 
30 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.MONTH) 
31 METERCHARGE($.MONTH) 
32 ON·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($.1<W;MONTH) 
33 MAJ(JMUM DEMAND CHARGE (SIXW,MONTH) 
3A $ECO~mAA'" VOlTAGE (S.1<W,'MONTH) 
3S PRIMARy VOl rAGE DISCOUNT (SJl<YM.46NTH) 
36 ON·PEAl< ENERGY ($.'KWH) 
37 PART ·PEAK ENERGY ($.'K\\'H) 

$1000 
$5.10 
$2.to 

38 OFt·PEAl< ENERGY($.1<WH) $O.08S44 
39 RATELIMlTER($.'KWH) 51.tS549 
~ ................... t .............. -................... , •• l-tl:.,.I ......... t •• it •••• 

"-14 

$1000 $tOOO 

51.00 $21S 
$030 $0.45 

$0.12155 ~.1291S 
51.15$49 $1.22848 

$1000 

51.90 
$030 

$0.12915 
$1.22648 

OO'lfo. 

5.8% 
0 

67% 
6.3% 

5.6% 
o 

6.1" 
6.3~ 

................ ................... , ..................... u .................... , 

$1000 $10.00 $'0.00 (I.OIl(, 6()'j(, 
$5.10 SS.10 $5.10 O.~ O~ 

$2.75 5.8% 

51.80 52.1S $190 58% 56~ 
$030 $0.45 $030 125" O()'j(, 

$03'386 7.73~ 

$0079'. $O~ ~9% 
$00tm4 $0.00133 $006728 69'Ya 6~ 
51.15549 $1.2264a $,2264a 63% 63% 

••• * ............. ..u ...... " ........ ,., ........... HIt-•• I' ...................... 

CACO'czw12 



- Al'PENOO( H -
PACifIC G,l.S AND elECTRIC ¢¢MPAJfi 

EIe<;lfIC ~ __ 
forecast Period: Jan. i, 1993 ThOQJh Dee. 31,1993 

liNE 
NO. 

AGRltUL JURAL AA TES, 3 Of 5 

CURRENT ADOPTED 
6&--0119'2 oo,Qfm 01.4>1193 01.(11193 % 

RATES RATES RATES RATES CHANGE 
SUMMER WINTER SOMMER WINTER SUMMER 

q,. 
CI-WlGE 
WINTER 

t uu t .... tl t'" u ..... , .............. Ut u ............. u .... u ... t •• t ... i It .......... ........... It tttth .. tU i I. 1-." ... .-+tt* it ... " ." ...... " .... 'f ttt .... u .... i'-t .. I. lit ......... . 

I SCHEDULE AG-.VS 
2 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.'MONTH) $10_00 $10-06 $1060 $10_60 O_~ O~ 
4 METER CHARGe ($!MONTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5_10 $5.10 0_0% O~ 
5 ON·PEAl< OEMAHO CHARGE ($I'I(VJ,'MONTH) $2SO $275 58'1(. 
6 MAXlMUM DEMAN 0 CHARGE ($'KW,M6NiH) 
1 SECONOARY VOlTAGE ($IK\V,?lONiH) $260 $1_M $2_15 $1_9) 58% .5_6'1(. 
8 PRlMARY VOlTAGE OISCOOHT (S,'kW,?lDNTH) $640 $6_30 $0.45 $0-30 12.5 ... M~ 
9 ON-PEAK ENERGY ($-'l<V-IH) $0-25887 $0.21876 7.1-" 

10 PART-PEAK ENERGY ($. 'KY.'H) $007676 $606205 69IJ. 
11 OfF-PEA!< ENERGY (S.'XWH) $006032 $000103 $00658s $006523 69IJ. 6~ 
12 
13 RATEl~TER($~ $1.15549 $1.15549 $I~ $122648 63-" 6.3'" 
14 
15 ••• .......... I1·.' ........................ ."., .................. u ............. ' ... IH ••• U .......... , •• 1:6 ................. u ............................... * ...................... . 

16 SCHEDULE AG--48 
11 
18 CUSTOMER CHARGE (S,MONTH) $fO.CO $10.00 $1000 $tOOO O~ 0(1.16 
19 METERCHARGE(SMONTH) $5.10 $S_10 $5_10 $S.10 O~ 00... 
20 ON·PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($/I(W,'MONTH) $260 $215 5.8" 
21 MAXIMUM OE/MNO CHARGE {$.1<'W,MONTH} 
22 SECONDARY VOl TACE {S,'kW,MONTH} $2_00 SUO $27S $1.90 58~ 56 ... 
23 PRIMARY VOlTAGE DISCOUNT ($'W-I.MOUTH) $0.040 $0.30 $0.45 $030 125-" O~ 
24 ON·PEAK ENERGY (S.1<WH) $021464 $022946 6.~ 
25 PART-pEAK ENERGY ($.'l<IIIH) $001009 $OO7~ 1.~ 
26 OFf-PEAK ENERGY ($.'I<WH) $006735 $005636 $0_07204 $006629 7.~ 7.(yI. 
21 
28 RATE LIMITER ($iI<WH) $USs49 $1.15549- $t.22&4a $122643 6.3'1(. 63% 
Zi 
30 t .......... ,,. ............... t ...... ,. 1- ...... t ... , I- •• UI- •• I- .tt .......... t •• t I- ....... ,... ...,. ,t ......... I- .......... t. t .................. a ••• ''''.t.'' u it -itt ........... . 

H-15 CACo'czw!2 



1PPENOC<H 
PACifIC GAS AND ElE¢TRIC COMPAHi 

. Ele(lr):~.·.. . 
Forecast PE'fiOd: JaI\. I, 1m TlYOiJgh Dee. 31, 1m 

AGRICULTURAL RATES.<4orS 

CURRENT ADOPTED 
~fm 06.'Jf!n OtJOfm 01.<>1193 ~ . '" 

LINE RATES RATES RATES RATES CHANGE CHANGE 
NO. . SUMMER \*il1·HER SUMMER 'MUTER SUMMER WINTER 

.... u •• 'Uttl-" ..... I .. ltU.U •• u ........ -.......... uul.Ut.UH •• ' •••• Ut ••• ".,. • ........... ,.,... '.''''-11 ......... 1 •• u ..... u ......... • i ........ ,.... • ...... * •••••••• 

1 SCHEDULE AG4C 
2 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.MONTH) S1000 S1000 Sf 0.00 Sf 0.06 c).~ OOOL 
<4 METER CHARGE ($.\.10NTH) $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 $5.10 O~ 0.0116 
5 OU-PEAK DEMAND CHARGE ($;1'YiIMONTH) S2.60 S275 5.6~ 

$ MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($lKWlMONTH) 
1 SECONDARY vet TAGE ($I1'M',MONTH) $2.60 Sf.SO S275 $1.90 5.6'l11 5.6% 

8 P R!MARY VOlTAGE OISCOU NT ($.'l<\AlMONTH) $0.40 $0.30 $0.45 $0.36 12.5% 0.0'lIl 

9 ml·PEAK ENERGY ($.'l<WH) $0214&4 $022945 6~ 

lOP ART -PEAK ENERGY ($.'I'.Vv'H) $O.096S$ so 07089 $010449 $OO75sJ 82'l11 1.0'lIl 

II Off-PEAK ENERGY ($.'K'Mf) SO~7 SO~ $006769 $066029 82'l11 l.Ch. 

12 
13 RATE lIMJTER ($ilM'lf) SI.I5549 $1.15549 $1.22848 S1.22$48 6.3'l11 63~ 

14 15 ....... -ti.~.* ...... t.* •• U ......... iI •• :tt.t*.u ..... i ••• til.U •••••• ...... -t.Ut .. t • ..-1 •• , ............... , ......... u ...... , ......................... , ...................... . 

1 $ SCHEDULE AG-58 
17 
18 CUSTOMER CHARGE (S/MONTH) 
19 METER CHARGE ($.MONTH). . 
20 ON-pEAK OEMANO CHARGE ($.1(W,~ONTH) 
21 MAXIMUM DEMAND CHARGE ($.1(W,MONTH) 
22 SECOUOARYVOlTAGE 
23 PRiMA.RY VOlTAGE DISCOUNT 
2<4 ON·PEAK ENERGY ($.'kWH). 
25 PART-PEAKENERGY($.1(\AIH) 
26 OFf-PEAK ENERGY ($.'K'V'IH) 

Sf 000 
$S.10 
$255 

$004003 

$10.00 
$5.1G 

$,.u5 
SO.5O 

$fOOO 
$510 
$270 

$655 . 
St.OO 

$014964 

S10.oo 
$S.H) 

s.uo 
$0.65 

$004419 
$0.0351<4 

6.S'lIo 
11.1 ... 
69<IL 

27 
za RATE U~JTER($.'l<'NH) SI.15549 $1.15549 $1.2284S $1.2.284S 6.3'" 6.3'l11 
29 ••••• tt ......... t ...................................................................... tt.tu ••••••• , ...................... :6 •••••••••• t ............... t ••••••••• 

H·16 CAC()"CZW"2 
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LINE 
NO. 

APPENOOCH 
PACIFJ¢ GAS AND ELECTRJ¢ CwPlJN 

£lEctr.coepa.1me.-l 
Forecast Period: Jail t. 1993 TNOugh ~. 31,1993 

AGRiCUl TURAl AA TES, 5 of $ 

CURRENT ADOPTED 
06t'01 m 06.Q1 m Of~lm 01.(11.<93 % 

AATtS RATES RATES RATES CHANGE 
SUMMER VriNTER SUMMER WINTER SUMMER 

% 
CAANGE 
WiNTER 

• ..... ,. .. U I U •• H II 'U. u .......... , ... , Ii h:ll "!.U'H· ". a-u ... II .......... 1 ......... 1 • U.' 11 ...... t.t -t.t I U ....... i I' .. "" Itt .. " •••• II •• t. ...... • ............... . , SCHEDULE AG-5C 
2 
3 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.-MONTH) $10.00 51060 $10CO $1000 OCfJ& 00% 
4 METER CHARGE ($IMONTH) . $5.10 $S.,O $S.10 $S.10 O()lj(, O.~ 

5 ON-PEAK OEMAND CHARGE (S,'1<'/M"ONTH) $255 $2.70 5.gIj(, 
6 MAXIMUM OEMAND CHARGE (S/KV",.4()NTH) 
1 SECONOARy VOlTAGE $6.15 $4.15 $6$5 $4.40 6.5" t~ 
8 PRlr-MRV VOl lAGE DISCOUNT $0.00 $6.60 $1.00 $0.65 1I.1~ s.~ 
9 

lOON-PEAK ENERGV ($.i<'NH) $O.lm1 $O.U964 6~ 
11 PART-PEAK ENERGV (S-'l<V1H) $O.c6$OS $004149- $0.0500.) $004419 7.t" t.5" 
,~ OFf-PEAKENERGV($.l<WH) $OOOS03 so.rom $000152 $000514 7.11J. 6.5% 
13 
14 RATE LIMITER (S.'KWH) $U5S-$ $U5549 $12:2$43 $1.22848 6.3% $.3~ 
15 
16 ••• ":II ..... t-t •• I ..... It., ••• , ••• 11 ... II •• , ..... t ..... : •• II' ............. It • It" lI.i t I'U' .... ................ , , ... i .. u.u .. u ..... t ..... .,. ................. t •• ................ 
t 7 SCHEDULE AG-$8 
10 
'9 CUSTOMER CHARGE ($.'MONTH) $1060 $10.00 $16 ():) $1000 (lOll. 00% 
20 W0(IMUM o EW.Ml 0 CHARGE ($'KW,MONTH) 

$,4.40 6.5% 21 SECONDARVVOlTAGE $6'S $-l15 $655 66tf. 
i2 PRIMARV VOlTAGE DISCOUNT S09l $0.60 $1.00 $0.65 11.1% $.3% 
2l 
24 ENERGV CHARGE ($.WIH) SO~ $O~ $007566 $004006 10.7% U.1~ 
2S 
26 RATE LIMITER ($.'KWH) $1.15549 $Us54~ $122S48 $1.22848 6.3~ 631!f. 
27 
28 ••••••••• " ••••• t ••••• ' ••••• e ................. t •••••• " ........ t ................. ................. ................. ............... , •••••••• t ... . ............. 

H-11 CAC()!CZ\Oa."2 



liNE 
NO. 

.. . APPENDlxH .. 
PAClftC GAS AND ELECTRIC cOMf>AHY 

cc_c EIectnc~· ....... . 
ro.-icasl PeOcd:JMt: 1,1m jl'l'~Oec. 31~1~ 

STREETLIGHTLNG RATES. I 0(2 

CURRENT ADOPTED 
00.'01.092 oo.'b1.092 OlJ01J9l. 01..:)1J93 % 

RATES RATES RATES RATES CHANGE 
SuMMER VMTER SUMMER WINTER SUMMER 

'J6 
CHANGE 
WINTER 

, •••• i II". II II ..... t •• t. u t.,. II.". II u ..... IU Bit. II U. Ut. It it. t 'U Ii It U" lI,it.... .. ut. ItU ••• " I.' ..... t ................... " U:I' •• tI- , •• tlu. ..... • ................ 1-. 

f SCHEOOtE LS-I 
~ 
3 ENERGYCHARGE{S/KWH) $007200 $001290 $001457 $001457 23% 23% 
4 
S t ..... 11 u ••• tt .... u ••• t'.' it •• , ...... II .... u .............. h I ....... ,. , ... II It........... . ......... U. i. .t .. U UH 'H-I" ,. .............. 1 ........... ,. ••••••••• 1- .. .. 

6 
1 SCHEDUlE LS-2 
& 
9 ENERGY CHARGE ($.1<'vVH) $001290 SO 07290 SO 07457 SO 07451 2.3% 2.3~ to . 

1 t .1" •••• II II.' II ... II ........ tu ............... t ".t •• ",t,. ................... "" ........... ,.. .. •• II •• II 'UII i.U' .,..i II Ii .............. , •• i I •• II " ........ , ........ t. ..tt ". ," , ... t I 

12 
1j SCHEDULE LS-3 
14 
'5 $ERVICECHARGE($.'METERMO) $300 $300 $300 $3.00 0.0'lr. 00% 
16 
t7 SWITCHING CHARGE (S,'CtRCULT) $3 2s $3 25 $3 25 $3.25 O.CYlf.O.O'lr. 
fa . 
19 ENERGY CHARGE ($.1<\VH) $0.07290 $001290 $001451 $007451 2.~ 23-.. 
20 
21 •• IU ........ IU ••••• , .... t ........ ht .... * •• t •• t-IIU .... Hu.~U' ..... ..... '" ............. 111-........... ' •••• 111 ........... u· ................... ·u .... ·,. ................. .. 

~ 
ij SCHEDULE Ot·t 
24 
25 ENERGY CHARGE ($.'I<'NH) $001311 $007311 $007497 $0.01491 2S% 2.5~ 
26 
21 ................... , ......................................................... ,. ...................................... tt ............... " .......... , ... ,. ... i ••••••• , •• ,,. 

H·18 CAC().Qwf2 



e e e 
~~NOIIC.M 

PACI~IC CiM ANO l!~eCTRIC C~"ANV 
~o.w-

'",ec.o.,"-'Od: .len. I. 'IIII),T~~ )'.'l1li) 
t:m~eIlT~~TING HATIlS, 2 1112 

N()I<,IIN.\/, I,MII"HArINOS ..... ~ NIGHT ''"US PI'.R I.AA\- ~e~ MONTH 
"\IC~. -- ---

"",,-,~Iot), 

.......... KWMRt'(R INIT"", SCMI'.OUll'. lS,2 SCHeOULI!~M 

" ICEII 
1»'. , 01..,1 w ... TU IIiIONT .. W .. (NS " ~ <;; I " II C t). 0' " ~.' LS,2 

""ERCu""v~ ........ ~ 
100 .0 ),~ 3.'34 '0211 ~ 63<1 UI)4 7'~1I 0..')6 
11~ ea 7.@ ~m "06' ".~ ',.'64 1106 '0 ::00 ').008 '3.MO 20.2311- ,g."4 ""u,' o..:DO o.m 
~ $7 ",000 7',384 1.30& 88'2' '4,0103 ,o.l7.! 0..:1211 
400 ,62 ",000- ".<IM ,2.)ft, '21111~ ' •. 170. ",721 '8.'130 o..O'~ 0.,0.16 
100 2e6 37',000· ,11.11.7 21,2'\1- '21.7~ 27.'46 '23.8'7' 0.,1102 

',000 )11 ~1.ooo 2&.204 ~44'· 2\1.1146· ,.271 

INCANDEsceNT IJI/oII"5 
M 20 eoo ,0.06:1 0.,0IIII 
112 ), '.000 2 . ..aJ. ~oeo MOot '0.1103 0,,0& ,,.. tI) 2,1lOO .. - 7.7110 '284 ').I)g 1/,_ 0.,%20' 

M 101 4,000 7,11) ,o.~) ",,0.)1 ,6-:Hot 12.700 o..~:r 
~ ,~ '.000 'o.~'6 ,)7)7' '~.242 '116)6 0.,.7, 
1<'0 7'2 10,001> ,r.-\lGO- ,\I,.' '11,640 0."$ :;r: IlOO 2\14" '0.000 7.!,0~ ~6OIl o.,W7' ... ; -U> 

LOW "I,i~55UNe $OOI\i"" 

v""¢'lt"""'''' 
~ " 4,Il00 1.7". 0.,0.7' 
O~ 211 '.001> 2.l'4 G,Oge 
\lO .~ I),ti» lOOT 0..,0) 
')~ 62 ",~ .. 11. 0..2'0. ' 
1110 1. ».000 0.ua7 0.,264 

MIOH I"ICfr>'lV'le 1IQ04\.j .. 
vl>l'Ofl ........ ~ 

ATI20'IOI.U 
70 2U 0..Il00 2),. 331» lllll4 ao.\\ 81100 '01111 '0,1'1/ "0..,00 '0.'00 '0.70.)" ,0.". •. 0.22 . O-Oge o.,OW 

'00 ., g.1OO 3.201 4.213 4.m a.1I11 71114 ",08\1- ,tOW \\,10.1 11,'0.' ,e,11* 16."7' U30 0.,'''' 0.'.0 
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APPENDIXH . 0 

PACIFiC GAS ANu ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Electric Department 

Forecast Period: Jan~ 1, 1993 Th'0Ugh Deo_ 31.1993 

CUSTOMER AND SALES FORECASTS 

ClasURate Sch. CustOmers MWhSale Classmate $ch. Customers MWh Sales 

RESIDENTIAL: SMALL l&P 
E-I 3,656,682 22,615,9M A-I 319.932 6.349,638 
E-7 97,751 1.4M,319 A-t, 8,413 421,917 
E-8 2,143 30,717 A-15 831 1,110 
Standby 4 2,037 TC-1 9.091 120.166 
TOtAl 3,756.580 24.057.069 StandbY 105 6,950 

TOTAL 398,482 6,9M,44I 
AGRICULTURAL 
AG-IA 44.822 242.188 MEDIUM l&P 
AG-RA 2,293 24.531 A10 .. 0.336- 9,6M.I69 
AG-VA 3,371 40,768 Sfar.dby 25 6,193 
AG~A 10,428 113,619 TOTAl 40,361 9,690,382 
AG-5A 3,019 80,884 
AG-IS 11.485 43$,195 E-19 CLASs 
AG-RS 144 30,609 E-19 T . 1 8,593 
AG-VB 62' 24,973 (-19125 P 242 502,797 
Aa-4s 7,171 386,182 E-f9I2S S 10.693 9,2SS,525 
AG~C MI 18.850 ARTP-19S 8 25.993 
AG-SSo. 10,339 1.921,489 Standby 4f 17.531 
AG-SC 111 66,529 TOTAl 10,991 9,90t439 
Sfaildby 1 312 

TOTAL 95.618 3,387.729 E-20CLASS 
E-20T 6-4 3.631.356-

STREETLIGHTS E-ZI)P 409 7.009.090 
LS-I tvA 101.357 E-2OS 609 4.535.113 
lS-2 tvA 187.522 A-RTP-ZI)P 5 70,234 
lS-3 tvA 2.430 ARTP-20S 27 174.094 
Ol-1 WA 13,349 Standby 83 305.813 

TOTAL 26.296 304.658 E-20 Tariffs 1.191 15,8S5,760 

Contracts: T 2 398,283 
COntracts: P .. 362.6-46 
Cootracts: S 3 29,291 
Tolal Contracts 9 790,225 

TOTAlE-20 1,200 16.675,985-

SYSTEM TOTAL 70,925,703 

(End of Appen<b: H) 

H-20 CACOlczwf2 
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APPENDIX I 

PACIFIC GAS &: ElECTRIC COMPANY 
GAS DEPARTMENT 

CORE BUNDLED RATES AND REVENUES 
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APPENDIX I 

pACIFitoAS & ElECTRIC COMPANY 
GAS oEPARiMENT 

CORE TRANSPORT RATES AND REVENUES 
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APPENDIX I 

. PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
. (GAS DEPARTMENTt 

INDUSTRIAL, UEO. & COGENEAATIONTAANSPORT MUS AND REVENUES 

~~I.AA1U &: llVE'I't:ES ADOP'IID AA 1U &: IlEYDi\'ES ov...~GE L'\ 1t ... TE.S 

EflTCTIYE 1111192 EFffC11YE 11119l 

}.4jBi1LOd JYo~ Itcvenut M' Bi1LO<t. Fa~ h>mut 

!Un. UIHOfUrST SflH $000 M1lf«CUSl sim v.oo SflH I J 

St>. fA) (8) (C) (D) (I) m (G) an (I) 

L'"OOSTl'lAL (I) 
SCHEOOlE o· IT 

I ('uot.xn<t Oar,. S~1.41 602.1S 1.991 SU.41 SSf.06 U~ -4UO ·I.ot I 

2 S1JlT'.m.. ... \'o1umdric 1.161.150 .Inn 1~.606 1.161,150 • 116M IH,~ .rou~ ).911 

l '0\' nt<t \' ol=>dric US.21\) .I2Ul 111.509 US.210 .IUll IIsJU .o:i044~ UII 

• A'I. Sid. P.o~ (""j. ~ot) 2.011.1» .IUlI 25O.1~ 2.Q2J,120 .Inn 2.sS.!67 .00401 HOI 

S A, J. IU~ (un.>dj. .01) 2.021.120 .unl 250.106 2.021.120 .nus liS.JIH .<J04il} HOI 

SOfEDUl.E G-IT (I) 

6 ('U5IcmCr OM,t lS6 . .sS 602.1S s.m l56 . .sS SROS 4.141 -41.10 ·1.Ci I 

1 S~. \'obnc!si:: 1S1,0U .01SI1 6t.0S-I 'SI,MI .019SJ 67,7605 .000H S.U I 

• 'o\'ntc. Volumdti: 4~.on .091601 U.IS9 'S~.101 .0960' ~.H7 .o04U 4.19 I 

~ M,. Sid. P.o~ (""j. yot) 1.)11,111 .c!-tn III)~ l.JlI.1.SS .O~!9S 116.6S4 .0)401 4~1 

to A, I. Ito~ (...wj. .01.) I)H.JSO .CU2. III.J!O I.Hl.JSO .mnJ 116.6S4 .003~ 4.14 I 

ISOOSTIu.U AVU. ... GES (I) 

II ('''-.~r C'har,. 9'~.96 MJ.1S u.m 9oJ1.% SSt.06 n.()31 -41.N ·I.OS I 

tl Summ<.Yoh-nclti= 2.0)).911 .09666 1~.6N 2.OU;491 .lotOS N).41. .())41~ 4SS I 

U 'o\-... Ic. V,,1umdii: 1.lH.29J .tlS9S J}).~ 1.)14.911 .INlS 1S9.4-~ .(Io)MO l.19 I 

U A, ,. $"'. PA1<: (:>.!j. not) l.Jl9.1J1 .Ions !61.4U l,!lt.41S .lIllS )1S.021 .(»4~' l.n' 

IS A'f. J'.JO~ (u=di. ~ot) J)M.4?o .101-« HI.4U )Y.C.4?O .IIIU l1S.OJI .())4)2 l.1' I 

ew (I.) 

15 ('~IO.Mlt I 9).'56 J.1H 1 &6.21J 2.011 .j.su ·l.Oi I 

n Demand Ow-ct 171.!B 219.6S4 1.265 l.GS II 

II T",.I \"o1umclrio: 'Ron .().,I19t 11.9~ l«.on .GUII )).621 .00221> S.U II 

19 T oct 0 \" olumruic ),27'.00) .00}~1 21.S51 U7I.OOl .~n 2'.1~' .000» Hi II 

N A'I· ~~ 4.0n.0<» .0~1~ 1H.1I0 4.02l.0<» .0iSSS »4.00>S .00171 ).21 II 

~'OGES 

o·coor"", 
21 Surwnc. \·oLmctn.: lH.'l" .own 11.41) )H.\SJ .092M n.421 .00272 Ull 

H \\-~td \" o!wnctii.: 2H.1S1 .10591 H.m lJ'.UI .leM~ li.US .())272 H61 

lJ A' •. ~'" SH.Il' .O%tl 56.110 nl.1U .09914 n.l~ .00272 Ulll 

o-cOO r..~r"".,a.1c 
1~ $umm<' \'ol.u.nc\ric IH.111 .{JS1N '.119 US.Hl .OS~I '.114 .00211 S.I. II 

U \\· .. Ic,\·o~ IH.111 .0611S 9.610 "9.111 .07 .. 5 US. .oml ).94 II 

:6 A'I' , .. ~ llS.leI .(jSHl 1I.IH llS.tot .06U) 1~,1\)) .0.)211 U)lI 

O~A"r1Ila 

H $WlVt><. \" oMnc\ric SH.m .01150 ,un SH.J09 .OWll 41.1)1 .00211 '.S-) II 

2. \\-... 1<:. Volumetric In.9}1 .09121 JUt! l11.911 .09~n H.m .00111 l~ I 

n A'I' P .. ~ 'lOUH .O~)'S 1s,sS9 'lOJ.1H .o~n ".011 .00111 lHI 

)3 o-I'O) rorm 150.631 .~) 24.&6. 2S0.631 .OS"IU lUSC .00212 lUI 

JI O·I'O) tnt<r~~1c 91.1H .OH'il s.m 92,1)1 .(626) S.lef .00211 Ull 

H G-IQJA .. n,a Jt).H~ .C~6SJ n.m J·U~9 .o~'m H.6S! .<lOlH '.14 I 

H T..r.ICQGES l.llS.6S6 .OW6 IOS.llS l.l'6,616 .01111 IOS.6M .oom 1.21 I 

l~ OC2~'<c~ 61.004 S.fM 6'.004 S.l~ 

H CYlGES r",.", ... , c,<oJ USU20 .()UD 11~.~9 UIH20 .()UOC 11C.·U4 .OO~~ lUI 

(,AC~)S12 

1-3 



APPENDIX I 
PACIFIC GAS & ElECTRIC COMPANY 

GAS DEPARTMENT 
SUMMARV OF WHOLESALE &: NONCORE TRANSPORT RATES &: REVENUES 
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