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• Decision 83 00 063 JUN 1 5 1983 @OO~@~[lJ£~ 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND ) 
ELECTRIC COMPANY for authority to ) 
i~crease its ElectriC and decrease its ) 
Gas tariffs under its Solar Financing/ ) 
Adjustment clause authorized by l 
Decision No. 92906 as modified by 
Decision No. 9,272. 

(Electr1c and Gas) 1 

OP!!!.2.! 

Application 82-01-59 
(Filed Jar~uary 29, 1982; 
a:ler~ded November 3, 1982) 

:3 

By this a,plication Paci!ic Gas ~~d Electric Com,any (PG&E) 
seeks to adjust its electric and gas rates and charges under its 
Solar Financing Adjustment (SFA) clause to re!lect estimated costs to 
be irlcurred ir1 1983. As amerlded, the proposed rates would irlcrease 
electric revenues by about .09~ or $;,776,000 a~d decrease gas 

~ revenues by .01% or 5239,000 !or the 12-month period, January 1, 198; 
to December ;1, 198,. 

PG&E was authorized by DeCision (D.) 92906 dated.April 7, 
1981, and amer1ded by D. 93272 da.ted July 7, 1981, to increase its gas 
and electriC rates by $,.77 million and S2.37 million, respectively, 
to implement the Solar Financing Program ordered in D.92251 dated 
September 16, 1980, in Order Instituting Investigation (OIl) 42. 

On December 2, 1981, to match 1982 demonstration program 
costs, PG&E filed AdVice Letters 879-E and 1176-G to increase 
electriC rates by S1 ,013,000 and decrease gas rates by $5,14;,000. 
To enable the CommiSSion to process demonstration prograc rate 
adjustments uniformly with other respondents in OIl 42, the advice 
letters were withdrawn at1d Ap,lication (A.) 82-01-59 was filed. 
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Beca~3e A.82-01-59 had not oee~ acted on and at the suggestion 0: the 
Com~iS3ion sta!f (staff), ?G&E a~cnded the application on Novembe~ ;, 
1982, seeking an SPA ~ate adjustment fo~ the 1983 prog~am as well as 
for the 1982 prograo. 
Staff Su~mary and Reco~mendations 

~he staf! ~ecommendation3 we~e p~esented by memoranda which \ 
we~e provided to PG&E. They are included in the fo~mal file of this 
p~oceeding which is being handled on an ex pa~te oasis. 

Eaced on the ~~co~ded balances in PG&E'$ balancing accounts 
and staff's recommended 511.17 million in prog~am coote, staff 
recommended an SPA inc~eaze of SO.53 million. Eoweve~, staff 
recently ~evised its recommendations in a memo of ~ay 25, 1983 
because escalation ~ates adopted by the Commi:zion (D.93892 in PG&E 
A.59788) for ~atemaking pu~pozes are lower than those p~oposed by the 
utility and used in the original ~ccommendation. Sta!f now 
recommends that S11 .13 million be adopted ~o~ 1983 prog~a~ expenses, 

~ and that an SPE increase o! S~48 ~illion ~e approved. This iz a 
reduction of $40,000 from its pr~vious recomm~nded exp~nses. The 
staff states this increase will provide revenu~ ~or th~ gas and 
electriC balancing acounts for funding the zingl~-family electric 
(SFE), multifamily, and low-income z~~ents of the program during 
1983, while allowing PG&E to meet its oolig~tions to those in the 
re~a~e proe~~ as of December 31, 1982. 

Table! reflects PC&E's 1982 recorded expenses ~or January 
through August, estimated expenses for the balance of 1982 and 198;, 
and the staff's reco=~endations. Table:: con~ains the zta!f-
recommended gas and electric rates for 198; based on recommended 
expenses and the recorded year enc balancing account. 
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A. 82-01-S9 (AAeoJcd) 
rrograll l-:xpc_I!S:~s for 1982 and 198) 

A 8 
z I 1/82-8/82 I 9131=T1 

t I I PG&& I 1~&F. 
I I I RecoeJcd I Estillilted 
I LIne t Table of Ptograa Costs t tlCpcnscs I Exv 

" 
INCENTIVES 

1 Slogle-Famlly ~6 $1,126,6~1 $9111,460 $9 ..... 460 $1,641.101 $2,641,101 $ 2.649,360 $ 2, M9, 360 
2 Slogle-F~lly Ele~ttlc 1,0)1.194 ~~6,6tJO 6~S.)21 1,593,814 ',692,516 2,460,000 2,111,160 
) Huh I-Fa', tty 192 ,4H l16.1M ----1.L6 .2 M 608.111 608,121_ •• lll.0H_ l.114,Oll 

" TOTAL 3,156,192 1,681,404 ',la6,046 ... ,84 ),696 4,942,))8 6,426,432 5,941,151 

ADKIHlSTRATlYE 
I 
w S Ll teratute 15,000 8S0 850 15,850 15,850 2,448 2,448 
I 6 Ptcgraa 605,000 288,612 laa,612 891,612 893,61l 199,91) 186,101 

1 Mvertlstng 4,000 13.050 ll,OSO 11,050 11,050 21,680 19,382 
8 Labor 885,000 446.81S 446,alS l,lll,UtS 1,1)1,815 l,1lS.4S' 1,101,989 
9 OVerhead 69 ~OOO_ _ 91,150 )4.500 __ ~J .1~0 101.S00 )56.458 108,354 

10 TOTAL 1,518.000 841.531 Iln.8~1 2,419,:»1 2,361,881 2,321,9$) 2,018,480 

EVALUATION 

11 St4tewide ~aluatton 10,400 141,100 141, 100 l~I, SOO 1 SI, 500 18,150 18,150 
11 PG&E Evaluat Ion Support 6,600 1~,200 1~.200 11,800 11,600 S28,900 Sll,100 
II Monitoring Equtp'ent h081.S00 ~83,80Q. 1,081 .. 800 1 .083 .80_0_ 

14 TOTAL 11,000 l,lS&,lOO 1,2S6.tOO 1,211,100 1,213,100 601.6S0 609,8~0 

LOW INCOKE 

IS Sit e Se lee lion I, SOO 0 0 I, SOO 1,500 
Ib Solar Watet Heattng 

Systc~s 2) ,500 hots .200 1.015.100 1.038.100 I,OJ8_llO~ 2 ___ 1_53 ____ 219_ 2.562.S"'--Cl 

11 TOTAL 25,000 1,01 ~,200 1,015,200 1,040,100 1,040,200 2,153,229 2,562,549 

18 TO~AL PROGRAM COSTS 4,116,292 4,600,141 4,841.2)) 9, S16. 5)] 9,611,525 12,109,26'4 11,132,031 
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A. 81-01-~<) (hnClwcd) 
ECB Staff Reco~ended Solar Offset Rates for 198) Test Yeat 

A 8 

I 
I 

Line I Hett I Electrlc Gas 
... 

I EeB Recommended F.~pendltu(est l/t/83-l2Ilt/S} $3,074,017 $B,051,954 

(Ft'OCI Table I, line 18, ColUiR G) 

2 PC6E Estimated 83lanciog ~~ount &llance as of 11/11/82!1 911.ISl (l,8llt,906) 

3 Total of (1) and (2) 
.. ,047 ,264 4,243 ,048 

I 

" Rate fot Franchise Factors and Uhcollectlbles .00193 .0018) 
f--
I 

~ Franchise and Uncollectible Mounts (l) x (4) 32,095 33,223 

6 Toul. Recolillended Revenue (3) + (~) 4,019,359 4,216,211 

1 EstlJlated Affected S3les (fco~ ApplicatIon) ~4 ,641 ,OUO HklAl 4,SSl,90S Kth 

8 New Rate ~co~lIended (6) 7 (1) .00001 S/kWh .00091 $/th 

<) Cuccent Rate (Ft~ 0.92906. effective 4/1/Ul) .00002 $/k~ .OOlU S/th 

10 Recomaended R3te lnctease (8) - (9)1/ .oooo~ $/k~\ (.00049 $/th) 

" lleco_ended Re'/enoo Increase (1) x (lO)Y 2,1)2.050 (2,246,013) 

12 Total Estimated Revenue (1) x (8) 3.824,810 4,.266,152 

JJ Bracketed Mounts represent oveccollect Ion In the balancing account. 

Y &acketed amounts tcpcesent decreases in rates and re'lenU'!. 

e' 

c 
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Discussion 
Program Goals and Aetivitz 
:able III in the staff report sets forth PG&E's per~ormar,ee 

in 1982 and expected performance in 198;. It shovs that for single­
family gas (SFG) the 9,000 system ceiling was reached in 1982 ar~d no 
additional systems will be allowed into this portion o! the program 
in 198;. For SFE, 4,258 systems qualified in 1982 and an add~tional 
4,008 systems are expected to qualify in 1983. For multifamily 6,760 
systems qualified in 1982 and 9,060 are expected to qualify in 1983. 

PG&E states that several factors have contributed to lower 
SFE and multifamily activity in 1982. It notes that SFG customers 
outnumber SFE customers by nearly five to one in its service 
territory and that many customers with electric water heaters live in 
isolated areas with relatively few solar contractors. For 
multifamily sector, PG&E maintains that uncertainties regardi~g tax 
treatment, sizing requirements, and micro utility guidelines r~ve 
contributed to low penetration, particularly in the early stages o~ 
the program. PG&E also maintains that the recession has hindered 
solar marketing to all types of customers. Staff is satis~ied with 
PG&E's performar.ce and points out that the total number of systems 
expected to qualify under each category is within the ceilings 
established in D.92251. 

PG&E's performance in 1982 and goals for 198; appear 
reasonable. 

Incentives 
A. Single Family 

PG&E estimates that it spent $1.59 million on SFE 
rebates in 1982 and requests at, increase of 55~ in 198; to $2.46 
million. This request is based on the utility's estimate that 4,008 
new systems will qualify i~ 1983. It 1$ also based on the estimate 
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that 2,155 systems would qualify for rebates from September throu&~ 
December of 1982. However, only 729 new SFE systems entered the 
program in the last four months of 1982 for the reasons discussed 
above. This decrease of 1 ,426 participants reduces the required 1983 
level of rebate funding for systems entering the program in 1982 trom 
$1.19 million to $852,000. Since PG&E is not responsible for making 
up the shortfall in 1983, and has no plans to do so, '983 SFE funding 
should be reduced from $2.46 million to $2.12 million. 

The $1 .59 million estimated 1982 SFE rebate expense is 
based on $1 .04 million recorded for the first eight months, and on 
estimated expenses of $556,680 in the last four months. Eal~~cing 

account entries submitted to the s~a!f on January 28, 198;, show that 
PG&E disbursed $655,;22 in SFt rebates in the last four months of 
1982. As to why the actual disbursements exceeded the prOjection 
during a period when program activity was less than anticipated, PG&E 
explained that the estimate vas based on a projected lag period of 
three months from passing inspection to disbursement of the first 
rebate, the three-month period being the maximu: period of lag. In 
reality, the first rebate check may be issued as early as two weeks 
after passing inspection, depending on the backlog, the date of 
installation, and other factors. Thus, due to a sho~te~ lag period, 
many participants who are expected to receive their first rebate in 
1983, actually received it before the end of '982, vhile others who 
were estimated to receive one rebate in 1982, actually received two. 

- 6 -



A.82-01-59 ALJ/km/md 

This is a valid explanation at.d the actual $655,~22 
rebate expense for the last four months of 1982 should be adopted.' 
Since this amount has already been entered in the balancing account 
adoption of this expense for 1982 will not require a balancing 
account adjustment, and thus will not affect staff-recommended 
revenues tor 1ge~. 

B. Multifacily 
PG&E requests a 117~ increase in 1983 funding for multi­

family rebates from $608,721 in 1982 to $1,317,072. This request is 
also based on the number of people projected to enter the prograo in 
198~, and in the last four months of 1982. ?G&E estimated that 3,696 
units would qualify trom Septe~ber to December of 1982, but only 
2,206 units actually entered the prograo. This shortfall of , ,490 
units will reduce the demand for multifamily rebates in 198~ by 
$14;,040. Accordingly, PG&E's request for multita=ily funding in 
198; will be reduced from $1.32 million to $1.17 million. 

PG&E incorporated its multifamily rebate expenditures 
with its SFG expenditures in the balancing account. Staff has 
indicated that, due to its heavy workload, it has been unable to 
audit this account and, therefore, is uncertain about the exact 
amount of multifaoily expenditures for 1982. For the purpose of this 
adjustment, we will use PG&E's estimate of S216,264 and direct the 
staff to audit this account prior to the next SPA. It the staf! 
audit reveals that an adjustment is necessary, it will be made at 
that t1~e. 

, Syste~s receiving first rebates sooner than expected will also 
leave the program sooner. This will reduce rebate expenditures 
toward the end of the program. 
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Management and Sup~ort Allocatio~s 
Many division and general o!!ice personnel provide 

management and support services to more than one conservation 
program. In 1982, these expenses were charged against a si~gle 
Management and Support (M&S) account, and then distributed among the 
administrative categories of each conservation program according to 
each category's sh~re o! the administrative expenses. PG&E's 
esti~ate tor 1982 ~~s expenses is $816,000. 

PG&E has eliminated M&S allocations in 198~ by imple~enting 
a Responsibility Budgeting System (?~S)- Under this system, all 
employee time must be directly charged to the appropriate prograo. 
Cha~ges which were distributed throu~~ Y~S allocation in 1982 will 
thus be registered against each conservation progr~ as direct 
laoor. PG&E estimates that under RES direct labor charge will 
increase in 198~ by $715,785. This estimate is calculated by 
reducing the $816,000 projected 1982 r~s allocation in proportion to 
reduced activity in 198) and by taking in!lation into accou~t. 

Prograo E~enses 
A. Marketing 

PG&E estimates it spent $21,750 on workshops and !air 
activities in the last !our months of 1982. 4~ o! this estimate was 
apportioned to Progr~ Marketing. These are marketi~g expenses which 
will not be charged directly to advertising accounts by the divis1o~ 
personnel. PG&E did not explain why some marketing expenses a~e 
charged to advertising ~~d some are not; nonetheless, it appears that 
total ?rogr~ Marketi~g expenditures !or 1982 are reasonable. Frior 
to the next SFA, PG&E should take steps to clari~y its method o! 
allocating expe~ses in this area. 

Por 198;, PG&E requests that it be allowed to spend 
$46,13~ on total marketing. $18,45) of this acour.t would go to 
Program Marketing. Noting that PG&E !ell short o~ its :ulti!a:1ly 
and SFE goals in 1982 in spite ot its marketing e!!orts, the sta!f 
recocmends that total marketing expenses tor 198~ be limited to 
$~2,30~, $12,921 of ~h1ch ~ill go to Program Marketing. We tind this 
reduced aQount reasonable. 
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E. Rebate Check Mailing 
Rebate check maili~g costs include the cost of 

envelo~es, postage, and clerical labor. We will adopt PG&E's 
estimated 1982 mailing cost of $21,175 because of the likely 
offsetting effects of shortfalls in SFE and =ultif~ily activity in 
1982, and the overestimation of lag time between final certification 
and mailing of the first rebate. 

For 1983 PG&E estimates it will cost 57;,500 to mail 
88,612 rebate checks. This includes not only the costs for envelopes 
and check preparation, but also includes an assumed cost for postage 
of 22.5¢ per check. We believe a postage cost of 20¢ per check 
should be used in caleulating the total mailing expense. 

The 1982 shortfall of SPE ~~d multifamily activity will 
lower the nuober of mailings required in 19S~. With ~ewer rebat~s 
cail~d and the reduced cost for postage, we will adopt the staft's 
recommendation of 565,426 for 198; mailing costs. 

C. Other Costs 

Other costs include the costs of data processing, 
inspection mileage atLd training, and PG&E's share of OIl 42 advisory 
committee costs. PG&E's estimate of $54,219 spent in this eategor,r 
in the last four months of 1982, and its request for $107,960 in 
funding for 1982 is reasonabl~. 

D. Advertising 

PG&E spent an estimated 517,050 on advertising in 1982, 
including $13,050 in the last four months of the year. !t explained 
that this expenditure caoe late in the year to coincide with end-of­
year contractor marketing based o~ the solar tax credit, and because 
marketing activities were still in the start-up =ode ~or =ost o! the 
first part o~ 1982. Accordingly, PG&Z's expenditure o! $17,050 !or 
1982 is reasonable. 

However, we agree with sta!f that PG&E's 198; 
advertising funding should be limited to 519,;82. 
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E. Labor 

PG&E spent $782,000 in inspection at!d noninspection 
labor for the first eight months ot 1982 ~~d an estimated $395,31S 
for the last tour months ot that year. The workpapers furnished the 
staff show the development of these costs trom recorded and projected 
inspections, and from direct charges for division and general o!!ice 
personnel directly administering the program. Noninspection laoor 
for the last four months is charged at the same rate as in the first 
six months. M&S allocations comprise the remainder ot 1982 labor 
expenses. It appears that PG&E's esti:ate ~or the :inal tour months 
labor expense is in keeping with the first ei&~t months recorded 
expense. No adjustment is recommended and PG&E's estimate will be 
adopted. 

PG&E's 1983 labor expense was developed trom projected 
inspections, a 9.4~ labor inflation rate, and 1982 noninspection 
expenses prorated for progr~ activity. The requested 51.74 million 
in labor expenses tor 1983 includes 5715,785 in additional esti~ted 
direct labor oharges due to elimination ot the M&S allocation by t~e 
new RES accounting procedures. T~is amount is excessive. Instead, 
we will adopt the revised statt recocoendation ot $1,701 ,989 set 
forth in a memorandum dated May 25, 1983 which uses 7.3% labor 
inflation rate adopted by the CommiSSion in D.9,892. 

F. Overhead 

Recorded overhead charges for the !irst ei~~t months of 
1982 were $66,000. PO&E est10ated that it would spend $90,650 in the 
last four months ot i982 based on a tixed overhead charge per 
equivalent inspection and noninspection position. PG&E, however, 
could not support its estimate for the final tour =onths of 1982. 
Therefore, we will adopt the staft's recommendation that o~ly $33,000 
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in overhead expenses be allowed tor the last third o! 1982 based on 
charges recorded for the first eight months. For 1982 we will adopt 
the statt recommendation ot 5103,500 including the M&S allocation tor 
the reason stated. 

For 198; we will adopt stat! recommended amount ot 
5108,354 which retlects the 4.69~ nonlabor escalation rate adopted by 
the Commission in D.9;892 in PG&E's A.59788. 

Evaluation 
A. Statewide Evaluation 

For 198? $157,500 is budgeted towards PG&E's portion· 
(42~) ot the 5750,000 allocated by the tour utilities participating 
in the statewide evaluation o! the OIl 42 prograQ. It assumes that 
such costs will accrue over the three-year evaluation period, with 
50% spent the first year and 25~ spent in each ot the next two years. 

For 1983 P~E's portion (42~) ot the 5750,000 allocated 
by the tour utilities partiCipating in OII 42 is 578,750. It assumes 
that 5~ ot the stateWide evaluation costs will have been paid during 
1982 and an additional 25% will be spent during both 1983 and 1984. 

B. Evaluation Support 

Because ot delays in imple:entation ot the monitoring 
(i.e. monitoring hardware and the list ot customers to be monitored 
were not available until January 1983), expenditures for 1982 
amounted to only $31 ,800. PG&E plans to use the unspent tunds in 
1983 when the monitoring program gets underway. This deferral ot 
expenses is reasonable and is similar to that granted S~~ Diego Gas & 
Electric Company in D.S;-02-00S. 

C. Monitoring Eoui~ment 

The monitoring eqUipment allocation ot $1,08;,800 was 
made in the last quarter of 1982 for equipment purchase and 
installation. The equipment, however, was not received until early 
198;. The allocation was based on an estimated 1 ,275 single-fa:ily 
monitoring systems installed at an average cost of S850 tor hardware 
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a~d labor. This amount is reasonable, but since PG&E anticipates 
some changes to the monitoring program that will alter costs, any 
over- or under-expenditure in 198; should be entered in the 198~ 
balancing account. 

Low Income 

D·92251 dated September 16, 1980 re~uired 1~ of all 
expenditures over the lite of the Solar Rebate Program be reserved 
for the low-i~come customer. That decision set a goal of 800 low­
income dwelling unit installations. 2 Subsequent decisions 
authorized PG&E to target low-income fur~ds on publicly or 
cooperatively oWTied multifamily housing. 

The low-income program is proceeding within the established 
guidelines. PG&E reports that by December ;1, 1982, 1 ,005 low-income 
solar systems had been installed, thus surpassing the Commission's 
goal for the life of the progra=. The expenditure of $1 ,0;4 per unit 
($1 ,0;8,700 in low-income grants / 1,005 units solarized) is 
comparable to that spent in other utilties' low-income programs. 

PG&E plans no sigr4ificant change from its 1982 low-income 
program. Its budget request of $2,753,000 was computed by adding all 
program expenses (excluding 1982 lOw-income costs) from Septe:ber 
1980 through December 31, 1986, and dividing by 90% to obtain a total 
program cost. 1~ of this total, less the 1982 budget, gives the 
1983 budget request. We believe the staff's revised computation 
using recommended non-low-income expenses for 1982 and 1983 plus 
prOjected reduced expenses for 1984 through 1986 and yielding 
$2,562,549 is the proper amount tor PG&E's 1983 lOw-income budget. 
The co~putation is shown in Table III. This amount takes into 
account the labor and nonlabor escalation factors adopted in 
Commission D.93892 in PG&E's A.59788. 

2 A dwelling unit is a single-family home, or a room/stUdio, or 
apartment in a multifamily complex. One low-income solar system 
usually serves more thar~ one dwelling unit. 
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Findings of Fact 

1. PG&E is in need of and entitled to an increase in its gas 
and electric revenues to retlect the costs ineurred in carrying out 
its 1982 and 1983 Solar Rebate Progra:. 

2. Increased revenues ot $483,977 in the gas and electric 
components of PG&E's SPA clause are required to offset costs of tne 
1982 ar~d 1983 Solar Rebate Progra:. 

3. ~he rates authorized by this decision will provide PG&E 
with sufficient revenue to continue its Solar Rebate Progra: !Of 1983. 

4. PG&E's SPA balancing account balance as of December 31, 
1982 showed an overcollection of $2,841 ,719. 

5. PG&E's current SFA rates are $.00002 per kilowatt-hour tor 
eleetrie and $.00142 per therm tor gas. 

6. Statf recommends new rates of $.00007 per kilowatt-hour for 
electric and 5.00093 per therm for gas. 

7. Stat!-recomcended rates will produce total increased 
revenue ot 5483,977. 

8. PG&E's current SPA rates are now and for the tuture unjust 
a:~d unreasonable. For the future, 5.00007 per kilowatt-hour and 
S.00093 per there are the just and reasonable SFA rates. 

9. Since PG&E is already incurring the costs this order shall 
be effective the date of signature. 

10. Staff should audit the unaudited account described in the 
opinion prior to the next SPA ~~d recommend all necess~~ adjustments. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. PG&E should be permitted to recover all reasonably incurred 
ex~enditures associated with the Solar Rebate Program ordered in OIl 
42 through its SFA clause. 

2. The increases in rates and charges authorized here are just 
and reasonable. 

3. PG&E should be authorized to file and place into effect the 
rates found reasonable by this deciSion. 
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IT IS ORDERED that on or a!te~ the e!!ective date of thi3 

o~der P~cific Gas and Electric COQpa~y is ~~tho:ize~ to file solar 
i'ina:'.cing ac.just::cr1t clause 'billing i"l:I.ctor rat~z a.s foll0·"s: 

Electric r~tp.s $.00007 per kilo~a~t-ho~r o~'all 
sales except to the ~epart~ent o! ~ater 
Resourc~s. 

Gas rates $.00093 per there o~ all o~les except 
to Priority 5 and reoale customers. 

Such filing sh~ll co:ply with Oenercl Order 96-A. The effective date 
of the revised schedules shall be ~o~r d~Js after the d~te o! 
filing. The revised sched~le$ shall apply only to service rendered 
on or after the effective date of this order. 

This order i: effective today. 
Dn.ted JUN 15 1983 ,at Sar. :'ra:,~ci$co, California. 
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LEOAARD M. GRIMES, JR. 
Presiden't 

V!CTOR C~VO 
?R!SCILLA C. CRE*r'i 
DONALD VIAl. 
WI~:'IAM ':'. BAGLEY 

co~issioners 



A.82-01-59 ALJ/km/md 

Because A.S2-01-59 had not been acted on and at the suggestion o! the 
Commission staf! (staf!), PG&E amended the application on November ~, 
1982, seeking an SPA rate adjustment for the 1983 program as well as 
for the 1982 program. 
Staff Summary and Recommendations 

r--------"/ 
Based or~ the recorded ba.lar~ces ir. PG&E' s balanci·rig accou!.ts 

/' 1 
I 
i 

I 
arld stat!' s recommended $11 .17 million in program cO,st's, stat! 

/' recommerlded a.r. SPA ir~crease of SO. 53 mi llioth H.wever, stat! 
recently revised its recommendations in a memo~! May 25, 198; 
because escalation rates adopted by the C~isSion (D.93S92 in PG&E 
A.S97SS) for ratemaking purposes are lo~r th~n those proposed by the 
utility and used in the original rec~endation. Staf! now 
recommends that $1i .13 million be~oPted for 1983 program expenses, 
and that an SFE increase of $.4~m~11ion be approved. This is a 
reduction of $40,000 from its/previous recommended expenses. ~he 

st~:: states this increase wi~l provide revenue for the gas and 
I 

electric balancing acountsJfor funding the single-family electric 
(SFE), multifamily, and low-income seg:ents o! the program during 
1983, while allowing PG&E to meet its obliga~ions to those in the 
rebate program as of December 31, 1982. 

Table I reflects PG&E's 1982 recorded expenses for Jar.uar,y 
through August, estimated expenses !or the bala~ce of 1982 ar.d 198;, 
a~d the staff's recocmendatio~$. Ta.ble!I co~tains the staf!-
recommended gas and electric rates !or 1983 based on recommended 
experlses and the recorded yea.r er.d balarLcing a.ecour.t. 
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