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In the Matter of the Emergency
Application 0f San Dibgo Gas &
Electric Company for authority <
revise its Consolidated Adjusiment
Mechanien (CAM) gas rates, %o revise
its Energy Cos% Adju tment Clavse
(ECAC) eleecsri tes, and %o revise
its Zlectrical Base °a*és in
accordance with the Zlectrical
Revenue Adjustment Mechanisz (ERAM)
stablished by Decision 93802.
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Piled Vareh 22, 198%)
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Joha R. Asmus, Jr., Attorney au Law,
for San Diego Gas & Zlectric Company,
applicant.
John W. Witt, Cis tto-aey, by william 3.
Shaffran and Steven A. McXi ﬂ-ej,
tTtorneys a%t lLaw, for ne City of San
Diego; Peter ¥N. Osho= n, Attorney 2%
Law, for Southern California Gas Company
and Pacific Lightin Ga° Supply Company:
and Allen R. Cgbwn gﬂd nntogg % Bu ‘c%, Jr.,
ttorneys a% Law, for California Farm
Bu*bau Federation; interested parties.
Lionel 2. Wzlson te *ney 2%t Law, Rober<
Weissman, and Jeffr Do“nell, for
the Commission Stars.

By Application (A.) 83-03-56
Company (SDG&Z) requests authori<y %o
by about $69.7 million and 4o simul+an
rates by about S$80 million on an annual bHasi “wo days of
pudlic hearing and +the receipt of nine exhibits, this matter was
submitted upon the Liling of written statemenss on May S.

SDG&E offered the testimony of Alan S<¢rachan, Manager -
Rates and Valuation; Kenneth Clay, Rate Analys+; aqd Carl Green, Rate
Supervisor, in support of its application. The Commission stasfs
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(stafsf) offered the testizony of Parzald Ghazzagh, Assistant Utilities
Zngineer; Linda Gustalfson, Research Progranm Specialist I: Marti
O'Donnell, Supervising Utilities Engineer; and Joseph I.

FPowler, Jr., Senior Utilities Zngineer. The City of San Diego (City)
and Southern California Gas Company (SoCal) participated By way of

cross—exanmination of witnesses. Written statezents were filed by
SDG&E, U au., and Ci"'u

I. 3Zackground

This consolidated filing is in lieu 0f SDG&Z's regularly

scheduled April 1, 1983 Consolidated Adjus zent Mechanism (CAM)
revision to its ga 987 Znergy Cost Adjusinment
Clause (ECAC) revision At 4he basis for this
unusual procedure SDG&E rate iapacts that
would result frozm separate ¢o natiers, if i<

ate design proposals are adopte v rcy obiected 4o the
Comzission considering +this applicat Y rits.

IZI. Summary
3y this decizion the Commission grants SDGEZ a gas rate

increase of 821.0 nmillion above curreat rates. Zowever, hecause the
ate applicadle vo sales of gas from %the gas department 4o <he

electric department is reduced, <he overall impact on resail ra%tes is
an increase of $%4.1 million. rruptidble rates are also
reduced, requiring $3. 1 p itional revenue. The adopred
rate design spreads the increase on o< egual cents per
thern among customer classes and equal percenzages within the
residential class. The effect is 4o raise residential rates by adbout

15.0% and firm commercial and indus4rial rates by 12.9%.

This decision also grants SDG&E an electric rate reduction
of about 354.2 million, or about 4.4%. The reduction is spread among
customer classes on the basis of egual cents per xilowait-hour
(kWh). Within the residential class “he entire reduction is applied
to the lifeline rate. The effect is to reduce the lifeline rate dy

about 8.5% and the average residential rate by adout 4.5%.

-2 -
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IV. CAM Izsues

In its application SDG&E displayed an additional revenue
reguirenent for gas of T $76.5 zillion. In addition it proposes
70 reduce izs rate for i al o from ivs gas
depariment %o its electric iule G¥=5) by a factor
calculaved vo reduce revenue from such sales by abour 3%2.8 million
Thavt would then have to be recovered by way of higher razes charged
T0 Other customers.

taff calculates the additional revenue reguired az $27.5
million, using a lower wholesale rase, correcsed sales daza, and an
updavted balancing account dalance. 3t25F also Proposes vo reduce <The
Schedule GN-5 rate by a factor that would reguire about 929.5 million
T0 be recovered from oTner szales. During the proceeding SDGXE
svipulated o s3afl’'s proposed revenue requirezent for gas, sudjees
To adjusiment to reflect the wholesale r T0 be adopted in Sofal's
then pending CAM proceeding, A.83-0%-14.

By Decizion (D.) 83%-05~056 arnd GEDA Rezolution No. G-25%4
dated May 18, 1983, the applicadle wholesale rase was detormined.
Based on that rave and £taff's raste design proposal, the amount ofF
2ddizional revenue required is $%4.5 while <he reduced GN-5
rate would require further revernuec of $27.6 million, a
rate increase of $62.% million. Under ordinar

proceed vo the ruve design. However, in view o
cesign disparity that is proposed by SDGZE, we find
increass should be no larger than absolutely necessary.

We rnote that both SDCELE and sz ealculated zthe revenue
reguirement basced on six months amorvizat " the undercollection
in the gas balancing accounts. Using zonthe as the amorsizavion
period would reduce the additional revenue reguirement by abous $13.5

million T0 $21.0 million. Since the cost of gas is relatively

- )
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stable (the wholesale rate adopted in D.83-05-056 is actually a
slight reduction from the earlier rate), the longer amortization will
promote more stable rates, particularly since the durden of the
shorver amortization period would de dorme by only a portion of the
ratepayers. Therefore we adopt 12 months amortization “or the

calculation of the additional revenue requirement. The derivation o
the $21.0 million is shown in Tadle 1.
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TABLE 1

San Diego Gas & Zlectric Company
MENT*
(Revenue Dollars in Thousands)

GAS DEPARIMENT REVENUE REQUIRE

Iten

Revenue Reguirenment

B.
C.
D.

w

-

SAM

Cost 0f Purchased Gas

1. Capacity Charge
2. Commodity Charge
(764,037 % 30.41958)
%. LNG XNex
L. Total
Balaneing Account Amor+tiza%tion
Net PGA Requirezents
Pranchise Fee & Uncollectidle
on Retail Saleg*+
PGA Revenue

Revenue Recuirement

A.
2.
C.

2.
o

wt *

Base Cos%t Anount
Balancing Account Amortization

Gross SAM Revenue
SDPTD Exclusion

Net SAM Revenue

CPAC Revenue Recuirement

425,

Total Revenue Reguiremen®t (L.9+L.1445.15)

784 Mth x $0.01

Revenue at Present Rates

Increase (L.16 = L.17)

(Red Pigare)

$ 21,776.0

320,574.6
£6%.0

1%.849.2
'FSgTEEEfE

£,651.9
T6T &1

10%,427.5
82%.3
104,250.8

1502.6
“?6?7725721

4,253.8
469,316.7
448,321 .4

20,995.3

*Excludes San Diego Franchise Pee Differential

(SDPFD) revenue of approximately $1,834,000

which is not required for rate design purposes.
**(356,662.8 ~ [279,178.7 x $0.47164]) x 0.020676.
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Az indicated adbove, SDGEZ propoced a rave design that would
have significant inmpacts if adopved. oposed ravte design is
similar, shough differing in dezail.
recommendations are displayed in Tadle 2.

underlying their proposzals is the decline in fuel reby

-

associavted rate implications for inserruptidle custome

corresponding need <o derive additional reverues ‘ron high prioricy
customers. Because of the change in fuel o0il prices anéd relaved fuel
wivching probvlems we are required To concider gas rate design more
fully in zhis fuel offcet proceceding than we normally would. 7This
differs from the case of rate design in she ECAC, 23 noted halow.




A.83-03~56 ALJ/val

Table 2

Proposed Rate Desien
Classification Present SDG&E % Change
Residen%tial

% Change

Customer Chargé 31.70 $1.70

Tier I (Lifeline)
Tier II
Tiler IIZ

Toval

‘O4ther Retail

GN-1 Custonmer
Charge

GN-1 Commodity
GN=2
GN=2
GN-4
GN=36
GN-46
To%tal Retail

Interdepartzental
(GX-5)

Total Systen

.51293%
68011
86911

LT4ET70
.91188
1.10088

-58487

$1.70
.68011
.68011
67511
67511

.61725

.55
.58449

.81670

1.70
.68011
.68011
-59656
.59656
-56656
.56656
.76215

-425617
.6£183

82.4
22.9
39-0

%0.5
29.2

(Red Pigure)

*Variadble rate proposal.
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The evidence does confirm that fuel oLl prices have
declined significantly and that some recognition of that decline is
appropriate in rate design. In this record the issue {s most
thoroughly analyzed in terms of the GN-5 rate that might be adopted.

Although SDG&E did state that it will substiftute some lower
cost 0Ll for gas during the test period, fuel switching is not 2
consideration in determining the GN-5 rate, bYecause SDGELE makes i4s
decision whether <0 burn gas or o1l based on a cozparison of the cost

L fuel oil and <the price L% pays *o SoCal for gas. Rather, the
reason that SDG&Z proposes such 2 major reduction is to elinminate the
subsidy that it alleges its eleciric customers provide %0 its gas
custoners.

Originally SDG&Z proposed <o set the GN-5 rate at the level

£ one cent per thera 2hove the wholesale rate that SDG&Z pays o
SoCal. SDCG&LE subsequently accepted <he initial staff proposal
setting the GN-5 rave based oz the rolled-in wholesale cost of gas
from SoCal (capacity charge plus commedity charge) plus one cen%t per
thern.

taff bases Lts recommended n the prevailin
price of low sulfur fuel o0il, subject that the GN=5
rate be set no lower than the rolled-in wholesale rate. valf
that {t recognizes that Lfluctuations in spot marzet prices for
residual fuel o0il limi+ the ability of <he 0 set a
conpetitive GN=5 rate. 1% low sulfur Luel are lower
the rollel-in wholesale rate, s%aff states ¢ Z should burn %he
0oil as power plant fuel.

While we agree with staff that the GN-5 rate should reflect
alternate fuel prices, we are c¢concerned that the rate reduction
proposed by elther party is too large %o de absorbed entirely into
the rate structure at this time without unduly destadbilizing <he
remaining rates. Therefore we will provide for only a portion of the
arguably Jjustified reduction in this decision, reducing the rate %o
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50 cents per therm a* +this %time in recognition of other factors. The
next opportunity for a change in the GN-5 rate will occur in SDG&E's
next CAM f£iling which mar be decided in conjunction with SDGEE's
vending general rate case. In such a setting we are better able +o
weigh the competing rate design considerations.
In setting the GN-5 rate we are aware that a residual
consequence is the effect on SDGEE's earnings through o operation of
the Annual Energy Rate (AZR) cozponens of SDG&B electric rates.
Iwo percent of every dollar saved by SDGEZZT inures <o the benefit of
SDG&E shareholders. The City contends thas the SDG&E shareholier
will be the beneficiary of a windfall profit %o 4the exsent the
atepayer is denied 100% of the savings in fuel costs resulting £
"elimination of the cross-sudsidy."” Therefore City concludes that
100% of the fuel cost savings from the Lower 3N~5 rate should de
passed on 1o ratepayers in the form of lower electric rates.

City contends that %the AER was never intended as a recovery

vehicle for shareholders for %this Type of fuel cost. C(City states

risk
for a fraction of forecast annual fuel expense, dut that SDGEE has
never deen "at risk" for rates charged for interdeparimental sales.
Further, since the rate has no impact on SDGEZ's <uel zanagezment
decisions, City argues that +the ¢rosg=-subsidy represents neither 2
risk nor an incentive to SDG&E and is not properly subject t0 the AZR.

We find that City misconstrues <he operation of the AZR.
SDGEE is at risk for changes in the GN~5 rate, as is apparent i one
realizes that the rate change in this case would have been upward if
alternate fuel prices were higher than the existing rate. So long as
gas rate changes occur out of phase with the AZR calculation, SDG&E
is at risk.  This style 0f regulation would lack credihilisy if

savings were flowed-through to the ratepayers, while higher costs
were borne by shareholdlers.

that the AER was invended as a2 peans of lacing the utility at
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Further, the concept of "cross-subsidy” as expounied by
SDG&E and supported dy City is unsound. The notion rests on the
cifference between the wholesale rate and the GN-5 rate. This
comparison is meaningless for this purpose. The wholesale rate is
currently based on the average cost of gas to SoCal. Since GN-5
sales directly affect SoCal's purchases, such sales izmpact SoCal's
average cost of gas. Even when SoCal's shori-tern marginal cost of
gas is less than its average cost, 2s in the case of purchases froz
Z1 Paso Natural Gas Company, that cost is itself a rolled-in cost

o o

that masks the higher prices that are paid <o sustain high service %o
the eleetric generation customers. In +the next SoCal general rate
case we c¢an consider whether some change %0 the wholesale rate
structure 13 necessary %o bYetter reflect the economics of IVGEI's
service to low priority customers, particularly in light of <he
implications of %<he wholesale balancing account adopted in
D.8%3-05~056.

SDG&E asks for Commission guidance with respect +o %the

criterion to apply in deciding whether %0 burn gas or oil. Currently
SDGEE compares the cost of oil <o the wholesale commodity rate.

talf proposed that the o0il price be compared %o the rolled-in

wholesale cost. Under the current rate structure the commodity rate
represents the avoided cost and is the appropriate measure on the one
side of the equa%ion, recognizing *tha*t the cost of buraning oil
includes additional costs Yeside the commoldisy costs.

The adopted GX-5 rate of SO censs per +herz reduces the
contridution from interdepartmental/sales by about S$14 million.
After recognition of the Schedule G-01 rate change, the additional
revenue that nust be derived from retail sales is adout %4.1 nillion,

or less than half of the amount originally requested by SDGEE.
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The adopted rate design i{s shown in Tadble 3. The adopred
GN-3 and GN-4 rate ic about 8.7% lower +than the earlier rate. This
reduction reflects actual and potential fuel switching on the SDGEE
aystem. The rate level itself f{s based on rates adopted in
D.83-05-056 for SoCal gas for its interruptidle customers with No. 6
Tuel 0il alternate fuel capadility, plus 5 cents per therm to reflect
the higher cost of No. 2 fuel oil.
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Table 3

Rate Desigm (Gas)

Classification

Residential

Customer Months
Tier I (Lifeline)
ie
ie I
Subtotal

Other Residential (&1)

Qther Re<ail

GN=-1 Customer Months
GN~1 Commodity

GN-2

GN=-%

GN=-4

GN-36

GN=46

GCG

SC=-176

Subtoval
Total Retail
GN~5 Sales
Schedule G--©1
Miscellaneous
Total Revenue

Sales

Adopted
Rates

Revenues % Change

(Mshn)

257,203.2
£2,133.7
15,833.1

$1.70
.59427
.T78795
1.00687

(+000)

10,007.4
152,848.1
32,199.2
15.941.9

315,170.0

92,638.6
15,471.9
30,727.7
18,202.6

159,774.4
474,944 .4
279,178.7

754,123.1

-67264

1.70
.T76782
.76782
61655
.61656

-~

L

56552
16.48

-68907
.50
15.00

62233

(Red Pigure)
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*Variadle rate adopted.

211,996.6

39.6

510.3
71,129.8
11,872.6
18,945.5
11,223.0

1,542.6
5.1

115,2%5.9
327,272.1
1%29,589.4
1,92098.5
545.8
469,316.8
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The GN-36 and 46 schedules have been introduced %0 try %o
regain lost sales by providing an incentive for large gas users.
SDGEE accepted staff's proposed design of this schedule in which the
highest rate is the GN-3 rate less 3.0¢ and %he lowest rate is *he GN~
5 rate. Using the blocking proposed vy staff and the rates adopted
in this decision, the adopved GN-36 and 46 schedules are as Collows:

First 5,000 %therms, per therm $0.58656

Next 25,000 therms, per thern $0.55771

Nex% 70,000 therms, per thern 30.52886

Over 100,000 therss, per %herm 30.50000

ince this is an incentive proposal intended %o regain lost sales,
any sales on this schedule will be 2 Yenefit 4o %he systenm.

These rate reductions require an additional $% million %o
be derived from the other retail rates, or a toval of about $37.1
million. This revenue iz recovered fronm resaining saleg
(residential, GN-1, and GN=-2) by way o an equal cenis per therx
allocation between classes (adjusted for rounding). The additional
revenue allocated to residential sales is then derived on an equal
percentage basis between the tiers in order %o maintain the rate
proportions.

' As shown in Tadle 2, staff proposed o increase the
customer charge from $1.70 per month 4o $3.10. The adopted rates
retain the $1.70 customer charge. The appropriate customer charge I1s
an issue in the current general ra%te case. Any change in such 2
basic component of the rate siructure should ocour in the general
rate case decision.

For future rate design ¢ staff witness
O0*Donnell recommends <hat the vommis" SDG&E %o survey its
customers with alterna%te fuel capabilit to v0 quantify any
premiunm such customers may place on natural gas as 2 fuel, with the
results to bYe reported in SDG&E's next CAM application. We agree
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That such information would be useful and direct SDGKE +o proceed
accordingly.

V. Z2CAC Issues

SDG&E proposes an electric rate reduction of about $79.9
million. The amount i3 actually the net of an ECAC reduction of

30.0103 per kWh and an Zlectric Revenue Adjusiment Mechanism (ERAM)
increase of 350.00247 per kWh. 84aff accepts SDGEE's resource mix,
dalancing account asmortization, and ZRAM calculation. The only
cifference between the 4wo parties is the estimated GN-5 gas rate.
This difference is rendered moot by the action of the Commission in
setting the GN-5 rate in this decision. The resulting ECAC reduction
is derived in Table 4. On 2an annualized basis the amount of <he
reduction is adout 854.2 million.
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Tadle 4

Adopted ECAC Pactor Caleulation
May 1, 108% <o October %1, 1083

Inout

Current Unit Prices

Cost

(M2xWh)
Purchased Energy 2,341 .4
Nuclear Generation 0
Possil Fuel

Yatural Gas 1,705.1
Diesel 031l T
Residual 041 2,074.2

Subtotal Fos. Puel 3,780

Subtotal Fuel and
Purchased Energy 6,121.4

Plus New Albion
Resources

Plus Variabdle
Wheeling Expenses

Subtotal Expenses
(Subject to 2%
Calculation)

Less 2% of Line 11

Plus 70% of Carrying
Cost of Excess 0il
Inventory

Plus Underli®t Costs

Plus Carrying Cost for
Changing Valuve of Fuel
0il Reflected in AER

Total

Allocated Amount for ECAC
Recovery

Less ECAC Energy Cost
OfLset From Current
ECAC Offset Rates

Allocated Current Cost Less

Revenue From Current
ECAC Q0ffset Rates

($/38L) (¢/M2B<u) (¢/%xwh)

3.222132

500.0 5.770
719.35 6.371
550.03 5.53563

3

(MS)
75,44%.01
642.9

98,385.0
44.597
114,820.0
213,249.6
289,335.5
763.5

1,418.2

291,517.2
5,830.7

426.5
11,721.3

439.1
297,395.6

293,815.3

3%2,842.5

39,027.2
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Tavle 4
Aldopted ZCAC Factor Calcoulati
May 1, 198% <o Qctober 31, 1987
Input Current Unit Prices
(ir2vwn)  (S/23L) (¢/M2B3tu)  (¢/kwn)

ZCAC Offzet Rate
Decrease for

Recovery Sales ~.780%2¢/xWn
ECAC Q0fL%fzet Rate
Decrease Adjuvs
for Franchise
and Uncollect
Balancing Rate
Iniform ZCAC Decrea
TRAM Increace
et Rate Change
Civy ex
that SDGLE uses

é
es
es -.T90% 4 /v
case ~.00876¢/%vn
co - . 781788 /%Wn
L24700¢ /%Vn
.5%4%8¢ /%in
factors

<e
Te
nl
ner

s
-
-
&

asving fuel

the
ther. We find %hat

SDC&E's ECAC reasonableness review. able %o comnment

the conversion facsors used by each of the major utilisties in
California.
3DGEE and sxaff
G&E proposes that nearly “he entire
siden%ial customers (S0%) whil
gpread among
300&s




A.83-0%-56 ALJ/vdl

increase will be borne by such customers. In this way SDGEE alleges
that the "status quo” will be maintained, which will, in turn, allow
the Commission greater flexibility in setting rates in the general
rate case.

Staff argues that its rate design proposal ic consistent
with the Compission policy of mininmizing rate design issues in
proceedings tha%t are designed to expedite <the examination and
recovery of fuel expenses. Staff observes that the general rate case
is pending as is the introduction of haseline quantities, and argues
that its proposal will provide more stability as such matiers are
resolved. Svaff counsel suggests that SDG&E's rate design proposal
is intended primarily to placate residential customer concerns over
rising utility bvills.

This issve requires no fLurther elaboration. $Staff has
correctly applied Commission policy. A uniforz reduction is
appropriate unless extraordinary cirecumstances are shown (such as 2
reduetion following a nonuniform increase). The *iming of these rase
changes in relation 1o the pending general rate case and
implementation of baseline introduces a Lurvther concideration that
nilitates against a radical rate design change a%t this time. 3ecause
of seasonal veriations in gas and electric usage the average
residential customer that is the <arget of SDG&E's rate design would
never see the intended "wash" on a2 single moanthly b»ill.

Within the residential class staff proposes %o allocate %he
reduction between lifeline and nonlifeline so +hat the lifeline rate
is 80% of the system average rate, consistent with “he baseline.
Although this concept is reasonadle, implementation at this tine
would result in an increase to the nonlifeline ra%te, an anomaly 4in a
rate reduction proceeding. Therefore we provide £or no change in the
nonlifeline rate, while moving the lifeline rate toward the target
set by staff. The adopted residential rates are shown in Tabdle 5.
The lifeline rate is about 81.6% of the systenm average rate.
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Table §

Adopred Recidential Rate Decien

Precent ERAM ECAC ’f’eczive
Rates ¢/¥%Wh ¢ /¥vWn Ratas

Customer Charge $2.20
Tier I 10.253 0.247 {1.1228) .588
Tier II 1%.918 0.247 (0.247) 17.918
Average Residenzial Raze 11.685 11.1%

Staff z2liso staves whe ¢ifferenvial in tipe-of-uze
rates should remain consistent with existing differentials - any
changez should be developed in the general rate case. We find <his
recommendation reazornable.

Tincdingas of Tact

1. In view 0f <the potens cesign disparizy, vhe gas
rate increase should be no larger absolusely necessary.

Tne undercollecsion in balancinp accounts should bHe

over 12 monvtnsc decause atively ztadble gas costs.
Twelve months amortization will prozote more siable rates.

The amount of additional revenue reguired is $21.0 million,

inereased to 3%4.1 milliern by the changes in nonresall gas

Miel 0il prices have declined ¢ 1ly since gas rase
or SDG&E.

SDG&Z has suff - loce of lozé and may lose nore if
ptible ratesz are
Puel switching
rate.
8. The GN=5 rate should re
9. The CGN=-S raze raducvtion
T00 large o be absorbed envirely
time withour unduly destadbilizing
10. In these circumssances
fairly balances competing interesst
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11. Under the AER, 2% of every fuel dollar saved by SDG&E
inures €0 the bWenefit 0f the shareholders.

12. SDG&E is at risk for changes in the GN-5 rate.

13. The concept of cross-subsidy as expounded by SDG&E and
supported by City is unsound.

14. The wholesale commodity rate ic the appropriate measure %o
apply in comparing oil and gas costs.

15. The adopted GN-3 and 4 rates are based on rates adopted in
D.83-05-056 for SoCal, plus 5 cents per therm %0 reflect the higher
cost of No. 2 fuel oil.

16. The adopted GN-36 and 46 schedules provide an incentive Zor
large gas users 40 return 4o “he systex.

17. The remaining revenue requirezment is reasonadly spread by
way of uniform cents per kWh among %he customer classes.

18. Within the residential class, spreading the increase on an
equal percentage basis maintains rate propor<ions.

19. The ECAC factor is reasonadly calculated based on the
adopted GN-5 rate.

20. SDG&E's ERAM caleulation .

21. The amount of +“he electric ion iz adbout $54.2
million.

22. A uniform cents per kWh spread among custozmer classes
maintains rate relationships.

23. The entire reduction attridbutadle to residential sales
should be allocated to the lifeline rate.

24. The differential in time~of-use rates should remain
consistent with existing differentials.

25. 3Because of the large gas undercollection, this order should
be effective on the date of issuance.

Conclusions of Law

1. The AER should not be adjusted %0 reflect the lower GXN-5

rate.
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2. The adopted gas rate design is just and reasonable.
3. The adopted electric rate design is just and reasonable.

IT IS ORDERED that on or after the effective date of +his
order San Diego Cas & Zlectric Company is authorized %o file revised
tariff schedules reflecting the gas rates attached as Appendix A and
the electric rates attached as Appendix B. The revised tariffs shall
become effective on <he date of £iling and shall comply with General
Order 96-~A. The revised rate schedules shall apply only to service
rendered only on or after the effective date of the revised +tariffs.

This order is effective today.

dates  JUNZ2Y 1983

y at San Prancisco, California.

LZONARD M. GRIMES, JR.
President
VICICR CAZVO
PRISCILIA C. GREW
DCNALD VIAL
WIZLIAM 2. BACIEZEY
Commizzionorz

L 4 TGRS FATYA KN syt YR -,

e At WELT TS DECTSION
YA D L I o 14 arran T stk e B R Y ]
VS APFRROTED LT THRE LDCVE
NN R AN N (R A e

LG&’.‘;.E..: PORWIE S PR PV SN .,




A.83~03-56

APPENDIX A

San Diego Gas & EHlectric Company
Gas Department

ADCPTED RATES

CAM Rates
SAM : PGA CPAC : Effective
Fates : Rates Rates Rates
(S) ($) ($) - (9)

(L L N ]
" ¥ W

lass of Service

Residential
Schedules GR, &, &GS & GT
Qistomer Charge, per month 1.70 - 1.70
Tier I (LL) per therm» .10288 0.48139 .59427

Tier 1IT © per therm -29656 -48139 .78795
Tier III per therm .5154¢ .48139 %.00687

* Discomnts apply to lifeline rate on Schedules GS

QCther Retail
@

Schedule Q-1
Qastomer Charge, per month 1.70 1.70

All usage, per therm 27643 -48139 .76782
Schedule QN=2

All usage, per therm .27643 .48139 .76782
Schedule N3, —4

ALl usage, per therm 13517 .42129 .61656
Schedule GN=-26, ~46 (New)

Fizst 5,000 therms, per therm .L0517 .48139 -58656
Next 25,000 therms, per therm 07632 48139 .5577L
Next 70,000 therms, per therm 04747 .48139 .52886
Over 100,000 therms, per therm .01861 48129 -50000
(Minimum bill $5,700 per month)

Svecial Contract 176

Per lamp, per month 7.28 9.0l 16.48
Soecial Contract 186

ALl usage, per therm .27643 -48139 -76782
Schedule G-9L 15.00 0 15.00

Interdepartmental

Schedule @N=5
All usage, per therm




APPENDIX B

ADGPTED ELECTRIC RATESY
(¢/xn)

Present
Rates

RESIDENTIAL

Mer I 10.263
Ter II 13.518

NON-RESIDENTIALY

Present Rates

QfTaet Banme

7.287 12.567 5.527
7-287 11.966  L.926
7.287 9.666 2.626

(SAME A8 FOR AL-20U ABOVE)

11.176 T7.287 18.463 12.423
Off-PQ&k l -m 7 -287 8- m l .%9
Fote: System Average Rate 4s 11.511¢/8h
a/ Customer cbarges aod demand charges are 5ot sbhown as coly ERAM
and ECAC canpooents of rates are changed.
b/ Nop-residential rates are adjusted as follows: the ERAM portiocn

of the base rates is increased by 0.2474/14h, and the ECAC
Porticn of the offset is decreased by 0.78L¢/Kwn.
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IV. CAM Issues

In its application SDGEE displayed an additional revenue
requirenent for gas of about $36.5 million. In addition it proposes
to reduce its rate for i.‘épartmental sales from its gas depariment K=
To its electric department (Schedule GN-5) by a factor caleulated %o
reduce revenue from zuch salez by about 33%2.8 million that would <hen
have %0 bYe recovered dy way of higher rates charged <o other
custoners.

talf calculates the additional revenue regquired as $27.5
zillion, using a lower wholesale rate, corrected sales da%ta, and an
updated balancing account dalance. taff also proﬁgses vo reduce the
Schedule GN-5 rate by a factor that would requfPe adout $29.5 million
to be recovered from other sales. During/}ﬂg'proceeding SDG&E

stipulated Yo staff's proposed revenue reguirement for gas, subdbject
to adjustment to refleet the wholesale fate <o de adopied in SoCal's
then pending CAM proceeding, A.8%-0%3-14.

2y Decision (D.) 83-05-0%6 and GZDA Resolutiorn No. (—2534
dated May 18, 1983, the applicadlé wholesale rate was determined.
Based on that rate and staff's fate design proposal, the amount of
additional revenue required 19/234.5 nillion, while the reduced GN-5
rate would require furthery;@venues 0f 8$27.6 million, 2 net re%ail
rate increase of 362.71 milXion. Under ordinary circumstances we
night simply accept thiz/églculation ag +the revenue requirement and
proceed to the rate degign. Zowever, in view 0F the ex<reme rate
Cesign disparity that is proposed by SDGEE, we £ind that <he rate
increase should %e no larger than absolutely necessary.

We note that both SDGEE and staff caleulated <he revenue
requirexent dased on six months amortization of the uadercollection
in the gas balancing accounts. Using 12 months as the amortization
pericd would reduce the additional revenue requirement by adout $13.5
nillion to $21.0 million. Since the cost of gas is relatively
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As indicated adove, SDG&E proposed a rate design that would
have significant impacts if adopted. vaff's proposed rate design is
similar, though differing in detail. Their respective
recommendations are displayed in Table 2. The major consideration
underlying their proposals is <he decline in fuel oil prices and the
associated rate implications for interruptidle customers, with the
corresponding need 1o cerive additional revenues from high priority

custoners. ‘2 ¢ piit AT e M%Q/& , L. Mf/m
C el /%;éld:ziki. ) m;L44r£:fﬁLﬁl;4: Ly éaw¢£{40~g 2,8
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Tadble &

Adopted ECAC Pactor Calculation
May 1, 1983 to Qctober 33, 198%
Input Current Unit Prices Cost

(M2xWn)  (S/BBL) (g/M2B4w) (¢/kwn) (M)

ECAC 0ffset Raze
Decrease for

Recovery Sales -.78092¢/%Wn
ECAC 0ffset Rate

Decrease Adjuste

for Pranchise 1"ees

and Uncollectidles " JTO014g /W
Balancing Rate Increase <" 0 = ,008T6¢ /xWh
Uniform ECAC Decrease ‘e .78138¢/xVWh
ERAM Increase .24700¢ /%Wh
Net Rate Change — 5TLE8E [rWh

City expressed concern regarding <he conversion factors
that SDGEZ uses for comparing gas and 0il prices for forecasting suel
¢osts on +the one hand and for cy/ps‘ag between the fuels, on the
other. We £ind that this is a avtter that should be explored in
SDG&E's ECAC reasonabdleness eview. taff should be able t0 coament
of the conversion factors used by each of the najor utilities in
California.

SDG&E and staff offer radically different rate designs.
SDG&E proposes that nezrly the entire reduction be applied %o
residential customers/ (90%) while staf? proposes that the reduction
be spread among the/customer clagses on 2 uniform censs per ¥XWh bacsgis.

SDG&S supports its rete design recommendation on the basis
that the gas and electric rate changes are rela<ted %o the sade
principal underlying cause. SDG&E arguee that equitable treatment
requires that the largest part of <the electric reduction should go to
the residential customers, since the largest part of the gas rate
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Table §

Adopted Residential Rate Design

Presens ERANM ECAC Effective
Rates ¢/uWhn ¢/%Wn Rates

Customer Charge $2.20

Tier I 10.263% 0.247 (1.1228) 9.288
Tier II 1%.918 0.247 (0.247) 13.918
Average Residential Rate 11.685 11.151

Staff also states 4hat <he dif{;:en*‘al in tinme~0f-use
retes should remain consistent with exisfing differentials ~ any

/

changes should be developed in the genéral ra%e case. We £ind +this
reconmmendation reasonadle.

Pindings of Tact

1. In view of the potentidl rate design disparity, the gas
rate increase should bYe no larger than absolutely necessary.

2. The undercollecti;&/&n The gas bdalancing accounts should he
amortized over 12 months because of relatively stadle gas costs.

3. Twelve months ization will promote more s*able rates.

%v&aﬁ: The amount o{a ditional geyqnue e 0“9%% is 3*9'8'%;}3éf3554

5. Fuel 0il pric e declined subs®antially since %as rat

were last set for SD

6. SDGEE has guffered some loss of load and nay lose more if

ol oy

interruptidle ratey are no+t reduced.

T. Tuel swltching is not a consideration in de<ern
GN~S rate.

8. The GN-5 rate should reflect alternate fuel prices.

9. The GN-5 rate reductions proposed dy SDG&E and siass are
T00 large to be adbsorded entirely into the rate structure a% his
tizme without unduly des<tabilizing the remaining rates

Ve
10. In these circumstances a GN-5 rate of 50 censs per thernm
fairly balances competing interests.

lad

L<re




