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3EFORE :liE PU3L!C vT!L:T!~S CO~!SS:ON O? 
Rulemaki~g o~ the Co~issionts o~~ ) 
motion to establish st~~ca~cs fo~ ) 
the p~ocessing of gas ~~c electric ) 
offset rate Cases ~~d to revise the ) 
current schedule for tiling such ) 
offset rate cases. ) 
----------------------------) 

o P ! N ! 0 N ------.--

OI: 82-09-02 
(?i:ed Septe~ber 22. 1982) 

On Pebrua~ 16, 1983, the Com=ission issued Decision (D.) 
83-02-076, adopting a ~ew schedule ~or the filing of gas ~~c elect~ic 
offset applications. On March 16, 1983, Pacific Gas ~~d Electric 
Company (PG&E) filed a petition for modification of D.83-02-076. 
Southe~n California Edison Company (Edison) filed a petition for 
modification of D.83-02-076 on ~a~ch 17, 1983. ?G«E filed a second 

• 
petition tor modification of D.83-02-076 o~ July 2i, 1983. To~~rc 

Utility Rate Nor:alization (Tu&~) tiled a response to PG&3's second 
petition which fully supports it. The staff responded to all three 

• 

petitions for modification on August 10, 1983. 
P~'s Pirst Petition 

?~ asks that D.83-02-076 be mOdified o~ clarified to $ho~: 
1. ~~ethe~ April 7 is the filing date for PG&E's 

reasonableness application. 
2. ~~ether the revision dates for the Gas 

Adjustment Clause (GAC) are affected by 
D.8~02-076. 

3. _~ether PG&3's initial ~ual reasonableness 
review under the revised procedure is !or a 
10-:o:lth period .. 

4. Whether the require:e:lt to provide copies of 
the Uniform Monthly Puels and Operatio:ls 
Re~ort (UMFOR) refers o:l1y to nonco~idential 
material and pertains only to interested 
parties who :lor:ally participa~e in energy 
offset proceedings • 
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5. Whether D.83-02-076 implicitly modified the 
Electric Revenue Adjustment Mechanis~ (ERAM) 
procedures to require: 
a. One annual EPJU1 proceeding which will be 

consolidated with PG&3's annual Energy 
Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC) review with 
an August 1 revision date. 

b. That the forecasted ERAM adjustment for a 
February 1 revision date will not be 
included in determining whether a second 
ECAC filing is triggered. 

c. PG&E to postpone an ERAM adjustment to be 
effective February 1 if a second ECAC 
application is triggered. 

d. An amortization period for any balance in 
the EF~ bal~~cing account corresp¢nding 
to the ~ortization period for the ECAC 
balancing account p that is, a 12-month 
amortization period for the August 1 
revision date and a 6-month amortization 
period for the Februa~ 1 reviSion 
date • 

6. The definitions that should be used to 
calculate whether the trigger mechanism 
authorizes the semi~~~ual BCAC filing. 

Only the staff responded to PG&3 t s first petition p ~~d it 
largely agreed with the positions taken by PG&E. The staff argued 
that April 7 is the proper reasonableness filing date for ?G&E; that 
the PG&E's GAC reviSion dates are unaffected by D.83-02-076 ~~d 
remain October 1 and April 1; that the record period tor PG&3's 
reasonableness review Application CA.) 83-04-19 is the 10-month 
period between April 1,1982, and Janua~ 31,1983; and that in later 
years the reasonableness review period will be the 12 months ending 
January 31 of each year. We will adopt these clarifications, as they 
are uncontroverted • 

- 2 -



• 

• 

OI! 82-09-02 ALJ!jt!jn 

The staff also agrees with PG&3 ~hat it should provide the 
nonconfieential portions of the UMFOR to parties who have normally 
participated in its ECAC proceedings and who ~equest it in writing, 
stating their intent to use the mr.FOR to assist them in participating 
in the next ECAC proceeding. ~he staff also reco:mends, by way of 
further cla:'ification, that "parties who have norr:ally participated'" 
in PG&E's ECAC proceedings be defined as those who have cross-
exacined witnesses or sponsored testi~ony in at least one of PG&E's 
last two ECAC proceedings. These proposals are reasonable ~~d will 
be adopted. However, consistent with our prior decision allowing 
parties access to utility fuel contracts we will not restrict parties 
to obtaining only nonconfidential portions of the UMPOR. ~he entire 
report should be made available to parties u?on written request. 

The sta!f agrees with PG&Z that the ~~ proceeding should 
coincide with PG&Z's annual ECAC proceeding with an August 1 revision 
date; that ERAY. revenues should not be in the ECAC revenue adjustment 
usee to deterr:inc whether the semiannual ECAC filing is trigge:'ed; 
and that if an ECAC filing is triggered, an ERAM adjustment should 
also be filed. So· ... ever, the st~f does not agree that ECAC and ERJJt. 
a=ortization pe:iods should be 12 ~o~ths fo: the ~~nual !ilings ~d 6 
months for triggered !ilings. Although the staff believes those 
ar:ortization pe:iods will likely be adopted by the Coccission, it 
recommends that a:ortization periods be deter~ined in each 
p:,oceeding. We wish to retain some flexibility to deCide the 
approp:'iate a:ortization periods in any given proceeding. There!o:'e p 

we will not adopt PG&E's proposal in this respect. 
Por the purpose of calculating the trigger, staff ~~d PG&E 

ag:ee on the definition of ~12-month f~el cost estimate~ and on how 
the trigger should be calc~ated (see conclUSions of law). However, 
staff and PG&E differ slightly on the definition of ~annual 
revenue". PG&E proposes this de~inition: 
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"'Annual revenue' is ••• estimated CPUC 
jurisdictional revenue from electric sales ••• at 
rates in effect as of the Deceaber 1 filing date, 
as opposed ~o ~he February , revision date. 
Effective rates includes all base rate revenue 
(including ABa and ERAM) a.~d ECAC'1but excludes 
CPA, SPA, RCS, and SSAC revenues." 
Sta!f proposes the follo~ing definition: 

"'Total A~~ual Revenue' is the total estimated 
CPUC jurisdictional revenue from electric sales 
at rates in effect as of the December 1 filing 
date." 

The staff definition apparently includes all revenues that PG&E ~ould 
have excluded. The difference between the two definitions is 
negligible. We will adopt the staff definition. 
Edison's Petition 

Edison requests that D.83-02-076 be modified to: 
1. Allow updated data during hearings. 
2. Allow updated data to include all data that 

would change the AER ~~d ECAC billing 
factors. 

3. Clarify that ECAC rates should be developed 
based upon estiaates of costs to be incurred 
during the 12-month future test period during 
which rates will be in effect. 

4. Allow Edison to ch~~ge its ECAC ~~d AER rates 
to track changes in Southern California ~as 
Company's (SoCal) GN-5 rate by advice letter 
filing. 

The staff ag=ees with certain of these propositions. As to 
1 and 2 the staff agrees that· some updating should be allowed at the 
beginning of hearings. However, staff would limit updated data to 
the effect of: (a) more recent snow surveys, and (b) recent C?UC, 
court, or other governmental agency deCisions. The staff asserts 

1A;ER 
CPA 
SPA 
RCS 
SSAC 

= Annual Energy Ra:te. = Conservation Fina.~cing Adjustment = Solar Financing Adjustment = Residential Conservation Service = Steel Surcharge Adjustment Clause 
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that it would be unable to analyze other data in a ti~ely ~anner, ~~d 
suggests that other updated data should be allowed by the 
administrative law judge or the Commission only in extraordinary 
circumst~~ces. 

Although Edison's request is broader than the staff's 
for~ula, we will adopt the staff position. Major updating has been a 
significant factor contributing to delay in ECAC proceedings. We 
~ust fix the applicant's position at a point that allows the statf a 
reasonable opport~~ity to analyze and reply to it. ~he staff's 
reco~endation does this with a reasonable acount of flexibility. 

~he statf a~ees that the forecast period for dete~ining 
ECAC rates should be 12 ~onths beginning on the revision date for the 
annual proceeding. The stat! adds that the forecast period should be 
six months for the triggered proceeding. We will adopt these 
~oreoast periods. 

Stat! rejects Edison's last re~uest' reasoning that the 
Co~ission in D.83-02-081 (February 24, 1983) in A.83-02-04 based 
SoCal's floating GN-5 rate on the price of low sulfur waxy residual 
(LSWR) fuel oil. For AER purposes, esti~ating the cost of gas should 
be no ~ore difficult th~ estimating the cost of Ls\~ fuel oil. 
Moreover, the Co~ission set up the ECAC trigger ~echanis~ to take 
caie of unforeseen changes in all fuel-related costs. Unless the 
trigger is pulled, BCAC rates should not be adjusted for changes in 
gas costs. We do not believe that special h~~dling for SoCal's GN-5 
rate is warranted. 
PG&E's Second Petition 

PG&E requests that D.83-02-076 be modified to allow updated 
information based on its April 1 snow survey and the effect of recent 
CPUC decisions to be inco~porated into its ABa proceedings. The 
sta!~ and TURN suppo~t this request, and it will be adopted. 
Conclusions of Law 

1. April 7 is the ~iling date ~or PG&E's annual reasonableness 
~eview • 
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2. The GAC revision dates (October 1 ~~d April 1) are not 
a.!fected by D.83-02-076. 

;. PG&E's initial annual review is for the ten-month period 
between April ,~ '982~ ~~d J~~uary 3', '983. 

4. In later years the reasonableness review period for PG&E 
will be the fiscal year ending J~uary 31. 

5. PG&E should be required to provide all or any portion of 
the UMFOR to parties who have normally participated in its ECAC 
proceedines~ who request it in writing, and who state their intent to 
use it only to assist in their participation in the next ECAC 
proceeding. 

6. "Parties who have normally participated" in PG&E's BCAC 
proceedings are those who have cross-exa:ined witnesses or provided 
sworn testimony in at least one o~ PG&E's last ~wo ECAC proceedings. 

7. E~~ proceedings should coincide with PG&E's annual ECAC 
proceeding with ~ August i revision date • 

8. ERAM revenues should not be included in the ECAC revenue 
adjustment used to determine whether the semiannual BCAC filing is 
triggered. 

9. It ~~ ECAC filing is triggered~ an ]RAM adjustment should 
also be filed .. 

10. Amortization periods should be determined in each 
proceeding. 

11. "Total Annual Revenue," for purposes of the trigger 
mech~~ism, is the total estimated CPUC jurisdictional revenue from 
PG&E's electric sales at rates in effect December ,. 

12. For trigger mechanism purposes, PG&E's fuel costs should be 
estimated for the 12-month period beginning with the February 1 
revision date • 
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13. Toe 5~ trigger is pulled if the requested February 1 ECAC 
revenue adjustment is at least + or - 5% of Total Annual Revenue. 

14. Some updating should oe allowed at the beginning of 
hearings but it should be limited to more recent snow survey data and 
the effect of recent CPOC, court, or other governmental agency 
decisions. Other updated data may be allowed by the administrative 
law judge or by the COmmission in extraordinary circumstances. 

15. Tbe forecast period for the annual ECAC proceeding should 
oe 12 .:lonths begi'nning on the revision date. For the triggered 
proceeding the forecast periOd should be six months. 

16. PG&E should oe allowed to update its AER showing to include 
the e!fects of its April 1 snow survey and recent CPUC, court, or 
other governmental agency deCisions. 

11. Edison should not be allowed to change its ECAC and AER 
rates to track changes in SoCal's GN-5 rate oy advice letter 
filing • 

o R D E R - - - --
:T IS ORDERED that Decision 83-02-076 is mOdified to be 

consistent with Conclusions of Law 1 through 16. 
This order becomes effective 30 days from to~ay. 
Dated Novemoer 2, 1983, at San Francisco, California. 

LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR. 
PreSident 

VICTOR CALVO 
PRISCILLA C. GREW 
WILLIAM T. BAGLEY 

Commissioners 

Commissioner Donald Vial, being 
necessa~ily absent, did not 
participate. 
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13. The 5% trigger is pulled if the requested February 1 ECAC 
revenue adjustment is at least + or - 5% of Total Annual Revenue. 

14. Some updating should be allowed at the beginning of 
hearings but it should be limited to more recent snow survey data and 
the effect of recent CPUC, court, or other governmental agency 
decisions. Other updated data may be allowed by the administrative 
law judge Or by the Co:cission in extraordinary circu=stances. 

15. ~he forecast period for the al"nual ECA3.,·proceeding should 
be 12 months beginning on the revision date. ~or the triggered 
proceeding the forecast period should be s~months • 

./ 16. PG&E should be allowed to upd~e i~s AER showing to include 
the effects of its April 1 snow survey/'and recent CPUC, court, or 
other governmental agency decisions / 

17. Edison should not be a~ed to change its ECAC ~~d AER 
rates to track changes in SoCa~ GN-5 rate by advice letter 
tiling. ~ 

• /QRDER 

• 

I~ IS ORDERED J#hat Decision 83-02-076 is ~~~r~ 
modified to be consistent with Conclusions of Law 1 through 16. 

This orde~~ecomes effective 30 days fro: today. 
Dated .~ OV 2 1983 , at San Fra..~cisco, California. 

/ 
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C~!~~~O~~~ Do~~:~ v!~l. oci~o 
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'pa:"'t~e!p:::te .. 


