ORIGINAL

Decision No.

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT

COMPANY under Section 454 of the

Public Utilities Code of 4the State Application No. 56395
of California for authority %o (April 9, 1976)
increase rates for slectric service.

Gerald K. Drummond and Marcus Wood, Attorneys at
Law, for Paci<ic Power-& Light Company, applicant.
Tlizaveth Freeman and Thomas M. Ducev, for themselves,
protestants.
William H. Edwards and Allen E. Crown, Attorneys
at Law, for Galifornia rarm Bureau Federation,
interested party.

Magg Carlos, Attorney at Law, and p. V. Garde, for
the Commission staff.

Pacific Power & Light Company (Pacific) seeks an increase
in rates for electric service designed to yield increased revenues
of approximately $2,974L,000 based on data for a historical test
year ended September 30, 1975. The request reprosents an average
rate increase of approxdmately 25 percent.

Pacific 45 a Maine corporation which provides electric
service as a regulated public utility in Califormia, Oregon,
Washington, Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho. Pacific’s California service
area includes the cities of Crescent City and Yreka, as well as
a number of smaller communities im the extreme northern portion of
the state. During the test year ended September 30, 1975, Pacific
had an average of 29,792 customers in Califormia, and had electric
operating revemues assigned and allocated to Califormia of $11,624,000.
During this period, 3.91u48 percent of Pacific’s total kilowatt—hour
sales were assigned and allocated to California customers.
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Duly noticed public hearings were held before Examiner
Mall%ry in Crescent City on October 5, 1976, in Ircka on October 6
and 7, 1976, and in San Francisco on October 22, 1976. The application
was swrmitted on November 30, 1976 upon receipt of concurrent briefs
filed by Pacific, the California Farm Bureau Federation (Farm Bureau),
and the Cormission staff.

Bvidence was adduced on behalf of applicant, the staff,
Farm Bureau, and by customers of the utility.

Pacific and the Commission staff presented testimony and
exhibits concerning revenues, oxpenses, rate base, and rate of
return on rate Yase for a test year ¢nded Sepiember 30, 1975 under
present and proposed rates. Witnesses for Pacific and for the staff
also presented recommendations concerning a reasonable rate of
return on rate base. Applicact and the staff also offered in
evidence proposed rate levels designed to produce the additional
revenue Sought herein.

Public Witnesses

- Witnesses appearing for Farm Bureau are ranchers located
in Scott Valley and other areas in and around Yrecka who produce
forage crops requiring extensive irrigation. Their testimony was
directed to their need for lower agriculiural pumping charges than
proposed by Pacific or the staff. Three witnesses living ix Crescent
City appeared in opposition to proposed incrcases in electric rates
for household usage, including punping of water. A building
contractor, in a statemont, questioaed the economic feasibility of
continuing to build houses heated by clectricity when, in the future,

other forms of energy for space heating will become more efficient
and less costly.

Rate of Return

Applicant's witness on ¢ost of capital and rate of return
testified that an overall rate of return of 9.98 percent would be
reasonable for Pacific's operations, because that rate of return
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would produce a return on common equity of 15 percent required by
Pacific.
Pacific’'s witness testified that to enable the company
to obtain that rate of return, Pacific would need annual operating
revenues of $17,363,000, or $1,863,000 more than requested hercin.
The witness for the Commission staff recommended a rate
of return in the range of 9.0 to 9.2 percent, with a corresponding
range for return on common equity of 12.26 to 12.84 percent. The
taff results-of-operation witmess testified that staff estimates
of test~year revenues, expenses, and rate base under proposed rates
developed a rate of return of 9.02 percent. The staff {inancial
witness testified that such rate of return will be reasonsble for
applicant.
Results of Operations
There is no dispute between Pacific and the staff
concerning Pacific's overall test-year revenue requirement nor
amount of increased revemues which will be reasonable and should de
authorized in this proceeding. The staff, however, differed with
Pacific concerning the treatment of certain revenue, expenses, and
rate base items. Because there is no dispute with regard to Pacific's
overall revenue requirement, the staff and Pacific agreed that
certain issues neced not be briefed or decided in this proceeding.
On October 22, 1976, an agreement was reached that the issues of the
appropriate methods to be used in making allocations of certain
expenses, the inclusion or exclusion of the Libby Gas Turbine from
rate base, the increase in the Bomneville Power Administration's (BPA)
wheeling charges, the inclusion or exclusion of certain oxpenses in
connection with the Cemtralia precipitator, and certain sales oxpense
adjustments proposed by the staff would be deferred to a future
proceeding. For the purposes of deciding revenues, exponses, and
rate base, Pacific will accept the staff estimates on these matters
- for the purposes of this proceeding only-

-
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Certain additional disputed issues must be considered as a
result of Commission directives or actions in ocher procecdings.l
Wwith respect to thosc issues, Pacifi¢ does not contest in this
proceeding staff's proposals relative to Chamber of Commerce dues
or executive salaries. In addition, Pacific concedes the staff’'s
adjustment to its BPA wheeling charge expense for purposes of this
proceeding only, without conceding the validity of staff's reasoning
supporting that adjustment. '

As 2 recult of the stipulation between Pacific and the
staff, only two results~of-operations issues remainag/‘These issues
are (1) adjustment of rate base to exclude the unamortized cost of
acquisition of abandoned projects and related maintenance c¢ost,
and (2) the staff's imputation of revenue in connection with sales
to irrigation customers made in accordance with a contract betwoen
Pacific and the United States Bureau of Reclamation (Usmacontract)-g/

1/ The issues for which no stipulation was reached are the executive
o salary adjustment, Chamber of Commerce dues, the accounting
adjustments shown in staff Exhivit 13, page 2-1, the imputation
of revenves as a result of the USBR contract and rate spread for
agricuitural uses. -

2/ Pacific urges in its brief +hat the Commission not rule on these
TWo matters at this time. The brief states that because the
reasonableness of Pacific's proposed revenue increase is conceded
by stalf, all revenue requircment issues are =oo%t. Furthermore,
the two issues are not among thosc which the Commission has
declared must be resolved in all proceelings. Pacific argued that
the disputes between Pacific and staff raise regulatory policy and
constitutional questions which should be resolved at a time when
the resolution will have some effect on the outcome of a rate
increase request. Pacific states<hat any deocision reached on
these issues in this proceeding would be nonappealable, and
therefore would have little, if any, value as precedent.

2/ The imputation of revenues to Pacific in connection with the USBR
contract potentially affects both Pacific's revenue requirement
and its rate spread. In Exhidbit 15, pages 2-1 and 2-6, staff
Proposes that Pacific's revenue deficiency be reduced by
$25,000 through the imputation of revenues under the USBR comtract,
and that the residential ¢lass revenue requirement be reduced
by an ecquivalent amount. )
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In addition to the aforementioned issues, Farm Bureau
raised the issue of appropriate rate levels for agricultural pumping.
Treatment of Abandoned Projects

Staff recommends that abandoned projects and associated
maintenance ¢ost be excluded from rate base. Some 16 projects are
involved, the largest of which is the High Mountain Sheep Preject.
The projects which have vcen abandomed are being amortized as an
expense item over five years. Pacific has included the unamortized
portion of those expenses in rate base until they are expensed, thereby
carning a return on that portion. .

Staff does not question the fact that these projects were
prudent undertakings by Pacific. Nor does staff oppose the recovery
of the costs associated with those projects. Staff is opposed to
Pacific recovering more than its original costs by ecarning a return
on the unamortized portion in rate base. The staff asserts that
through that device, the ratepayer is paving Pacific $2.11 in
gross revenues to generate each dollar of revenue for a project that
is neither used nor useful %o the ratepayer. _

The staff brief states that it can find no procedeat for
recovery of the cost of abandoned property plus 2 return dnjthax
Same property, while the cost is being amortized. The staff argued
that it is well settled that:

"The property upen the value of which a usility is
entitled to a fair return is that 'devoted' o
public service or 'used and useful' in public
Sorvice or 'used useful or reasonably necessary’
for public service.” (Waitten-Wileox on
Valuatiozn 2d ed. Vol. 1, p.803.)

The staff brief points to recent Commission decisions
purportedly bearing on this issue. The brief indicates that in
Decision No. 83160 dated July 16, 197L in Application No. 53797 the
Commission deleted from Southern California Gas Company's (SoCal)
rate base the preliminary expenditures for a2 synthetic natural gas (SNG)
project, which was later abandoned. In a subscquent opinion
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(Decision No. 83881 dated December 17, 197L in Application No. 55117)
SoCal waz permitted to amortize over a period of 60 months the
engineering and planning costs of $1,346,877 involved in the abandored
SNG project.

The staff urges that treatment of the projects of Pacific
which are no longer used or useful in utility service should be the
same as for those of other California ugilities.

Pacific disagrees with the treatment of the deferred
debits related to abandoned projects. Pacific's witness testified
that Pacific will continue to incur suck deferred debits because of
abandonment of other generating sites. The witness explained that
Pacific rmust acquire alternate sites for nuclear and coal-fired
electric generating projects; and that the continuing acquisition
of such sites is compelled by environmental restrictions, state
regulatory requirements, and the requirements of the Federal Nuclear
Regulatory Commission. The altermate Sites not approved for
construction of power plant facilities become abandoned projects.
Pacific points out that the staff conceded that the projects in
question were prudent undertakings, and similar abandomments of
élternate generating plant sites will occur in the future.
| Pacific argued that there is no parallel to the staff's
accounxing treatment for any other item on the staff report. Pacific's
brief states that the staff acknowledged that the challenged axpenses
Should be recovered by Pacific. Pacific argued that the staff's
theory that the recovery of a retura on the unamortized debits
would allow Pacific a double recovery is at odds with the universal
treatment of all other rate base items and ignores the cost of
éarrying the investment over the amortization period. Pacific urges
that its treatment is correct because capital is devoted to the
carrying of all of Pacific's investments, in order 0 receive the
full recovery of an expense which is being amortized, Pacific must
receive a reasonable return each ycar on the unamortized portion.

—6-
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It appears that the adjustment made by the staff is based
on the theory that Pacific should not earn a return on plant not
actually placed in service and, thus, not used or useful in Pacific’s
public utility operations. This is the policy established by recent
Commission decisions. The testimony shows that Pacific has required,
and will require in the future, additional generating facilities in
order to meet its public utility obligations; that, because of
regulatory requirements, excess numbers of plant sites must be
obtained and be available for use in addition to the plant sites
ultimately approved by the several federal and state ageancies involved;
and that it cannot be determined by Pacific prior %o final approval
which of the plant sites will be used and which will become surplus.
It is only in the recent past that electric utilities have had to
seek multiple agency approval for new electrical generation plant sites.
Therefore, this Commission must take 2 new look at its past methods
of treatment of such expenses for accounting purposes. The accounting
treatment recommended by the staff is appropriate for the purposes of
this proceeding. The Commission must comsider in future proceedings
whether excess property should be treated for ratemaking purposes in
the same manner as the treatment of plant which is used and useful in
utility operations where the utility is obligated by a regulatory
agency to acquire excess plant sites (or other utility property) in
advance of approval of the use of such property by the agency with
the full knowledge of the regulator that some portion of the property
will never be used for public utility service.

The record shows that not all of the involved projects are
excess plant acquired to provide alternate sites for new projects.

For the purposes of this proceeding we find that the exclusion from
rate base of the uvnamortized portion of écquisition and maintenance
expense of excess plant in question will be reasonable.
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Impeted Revenues Froxm Customers
Served Under USBR Contract

Op January 31, 1956, Pacific's predecessor, the California
Oregon Power Company (COPCO), entered into a fifty-year contract
with the United States Department of Interior {(Bureau of
Reclamation). This contract extended for £ifty years an agrecment
of February 24, 1917, between the United States and predecessor of
COPCO, which agreemen®t had provided for the comstruction of the
Link River Dam and for the regulation of Upper Klamath Lake. Among
ite many provisions, the USBR comtract requires Pacific (as
successor to COPCO) to supply electricity at specified rates for
pumping by certain irrigators within the Upper Klamath River Basin
Reelamation Project (Project) and for drainage of Project land.

By its terms, the contract became effective only after it was
reviewed and approved by the California Public Utilities Commission.

The contract was approved by the Commission in Decision
No. 52809 dated March 27, 1956 in Application No. 3772L. The
Commission found that there was 1o unreasonable diserimination in
the application of the rates and charges contained in the USBR
contract under the particular clrcumstances then obtaining.

The terms of the contract provide that the rates specified
therein may not be raised during the fifty-year term of the contract.
Under Pacific's interpretation of the comtract, violation of the
contract terms could result in cancellation of the contract and
Loss of benefits to Pacific accruing under the contract.

Rate increases recently grarted and those sought herein by
Pacific widen the differcnce between the contract rates and Pacific's
variff rates for agricultural pumping purposes. The staff has imputed
a 25 percent revenue increase for agricultural pumping Service
furnished to USBR special accounts because customers furnished water
pursuant to the USER contract are presently a c¢lass of customer who




A.56395 kw

is not receiving any rate increase while the company's other
customers are receiving an average 25 percent. The staff believes
that in a 20~year period after approval of the USBR ¢contract by
the Comission circumstances have changed substantially and there
now exists a rate disparity between on=project and off-project
agricultural users which is unduly discrininatory. The staff
brief contains the following estimate of the revenue deficiency
resulting from the USBR comtract which must be made up by other
customers. -

Under Present Under Proposed
Rates Rates

Annual Revenue if
tnder PA=~20 $333,734 $L,17,888

Actual Revenue 100, 000 100, 000

Difference (to be absorbed ‘ .
by other customers) - 8233,73L $317,882

The staff brief points out that the difference under the proposed
rates is approximately 18 percent of the Pacific’s total revenue
roquivement in the present proceeding. Staff believes it unfair
To ask other customers in the system to make up that difference.
Further, staff does not believe that an increase in rates
to USER customers in violation of the contract would have the
catastrophic effect that Pacific deécribes. Staff argued that the
contract mdy be subject to cancellation, if it does not immediately
become void. The contract does not give the United States any right
o use Klamath Water for the purpose of generating electric power
SO even if the contract were canceled Pacific would retain the right
To generate electricity. Similarly, the comtract provides
specifically that cancellation shall iz no way curtail or affect the
rights which COPCO now has in the waters of Link River and the
Klamath River. The staff argued that, at noSt, the right to release
water from Link River Dam at Pacific's convenience would be lost.
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The staff doubts that this is significant Yecause it has no reason
to believe that a federal agency taking over the operation of the
dam would not cooperate with Pacific relative to the timing of water
released for electrical generation, particularly in these energy-
conscious days.

It should be noted that staff is not at tHis time
proposing that Pacific be required to bring the approximately 160
USBR contract customers under the PA-20 rate schedules; the staff
imputed that effect solely for computing proposed revenues. The

vaff brief states that if Pacific chooses not to pass that amount
on to the USBR customers in the form of higher rates then presumably
the stockholders will bear the difference. '

On this issue, Decision No. 84234 dated March 25, 1975 in
Application No. 54651, in which Pacific was last granted an increase,
states as follows:

"The staff stated in its recommendations on rate
design that it could not find 24y reason whky all

custoners shouwld not share the burden of the
proposed rate increases. The staff has imputed a
revenue increase of 23.7 percent to customers served
by special contracts for which applicant proposed
no rate increase. This would remove any burden of
the special contracts on custeners not served under
their terms. Applicant has agiroed to attempt o
renezotiate its contract with the U.S. Burecau of
Reclsmation. It appears that applicent chould
renesotiate all long~term special contracts with
fixed charges to reflect current costs of service
and to equitably share with other customers the
ineresases in such costs, unlecs it can be demcn=-
strated that unrcasonable discrimination does not
exist and that all customers benefit from these
special contracts.”

Farm Bureau also argued that the staff adjustment is
proper, and revenue should be imputed to Pacific as a noncollectible
portion of its revenue requirement. Farm Bureaw asserted that
Pacific should not be permitted to collect revenues froem its off-
project (non-USBR) customers for the benefit of its on-project

1.0~
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customers and its shareholders in view of the refusal of the
Commission to extend the lower USBR rates to other customers,
(Decision No. 83659 dated August 29, 1956, in Application No. 37918).

In its brief, Bacific argued that no provision in the
contract allows Pacific to alter the charges; according to the
contract, if Pacific does not follow the literal terms of the
2greement, the Secretary of the Interior way, upon 60 days' notice,
cancel the contract and terminate Pacific's use of the Link River
Dam and its appurtenances. , '

Pacific further argued that a directive by this Commission
0 reform the USBR comtract is unconstitutional under the Supremacy
Clause of the United States Constitution (Article VI, Clause 2),
which purportedly bars the State of California from taking legis-
lative or quasi~legislative action through ratemaking which impairs
any contract lawfully entered into with an agency of the United
States government. (Public Utilities Commission of Califernia
v United States 355 US 534, 2 L Ed 2d 470, 78 S Ct L4b (1958) reh.
den. 356 US 925, 2 L Ed 2d 760, 78 S Ct 713.; and United States
¥ Geogia Publie Serviece Commission (1963) 371 us 285, 9 L Zd 24 317,
83 S €% 397.)

Pacific's brief emphasizes that the USSR contract was
voluntarily made Subject to prior Commission review and approval
before the contract became effective and that the contract was
considered by the Commission and 1%, like Pacific, believed the
agreement to be prudent. Pacifie argued that once approved, the
contract became'effective, and Pacific cannot now raise the rates
called for by the contract; therefore, the staff's goal of forcing
modification of the USER rates camnot be attained and is
unconstitutional. Pacific urges the Commission o reject the
hypothetical USBR revenues advanced by staff.
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Without deciding the constitutional question the directive
in our prior decision, under which Pacific would seek renegotiation
of the USBR contract, is rescinded. The imputation of a revenue
increase to Pacific's USBR customers in the average percentage amount
sought for all other customers does not infringe upon or impair its
contract with USBR and, therefore, does not violate the comstitutional
suprenacy clause. As indicated above there is a large disparity
in revenues under the USER contract ratves and under rates generally
applicable to agricultural pumping. VWhile benefits may indirectly
acerue to all customers of Pacific ac a result of the USBR econtract,
the value of those indirect benefits and the value of the services
which are offset by the extremely low rates for a narrow class of
customers were approximately equal only at the time the contract
initially was made. Certainly no one could foresee at the time the
USBR contract was approved by this Commission that worldwide energy
costs would escalate at the present rate, and that such 2 large rate
disparity between USBR customers and other agricultural customers
would result from the rapid increase in energy costs. VWhat was
prudent at the time the USBR contract was approved is no longer
prudent. Thus, while no undue discrimination existed between
¢lasses of customers at that time, changed conditions result in
undue discrimination between USBR and other customers at the present
time. The customers already subject to substantially higher rates

than the USBR rates should not be required to further subsidize
USBR customers.
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The Commission cannot require Pacific to raise i%s rates
% USER customers; the only means afforded it to offset the effect
of what is now an unduly diseriminatory low rate for USER customers
is to require Pacific to absorb that portion of the additional
Teverue requirements sought herein Stemming from the maintenance of
the depressed USBR rates. We find that the staff adjustment to
revenues is reasonable and should be adopted.
idooted Results of Operation

In view of the stipulation between applicant and the staff
thav resolution of certain contested matters should be deforred %o
a subsequentvproceeding, the staff's test~year estimates of operating
results will be adopted for the purposes of this proceeding.
We find the following estimates of operating reveznues,
éxpenses, including taxes and depreciation, the rate base, and rate
. of return for the test year ended September 30, 1975 are reasonsble

and such results of operations are adopted for the purposes of
this proceeding.
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TALE I

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
ADOPTED SUMMARY OF EARNINGS ~ CALIFORNIA ELECTRIC OPERATIONS
ADJUSTED 12 MONTHS ENDED

?
gDollars in Thousandsi

PROPOSED
ITEM

Operatinge Revemes
Reosidential Sales
Commercial & Industrial
Sales to Special Agencies
Special Sales
Temperature Adjustment

ther Revenue
Total Operating Revenucs

‘ Operating Expenses
. ' Production Expense
Transmission Expense
Distribution Expense
Cuztomer Accounts
Seles

Administrative and General
Subtotal

Depreclation and Amortization
Taxes other thex Income
State Corp. Franchise Tax

Federal Income Tax ____é&%l
Total Operating Zxpenscs 8,800
Net Operating Revenues Adjusted 34728
Rate Base ' 59,4519
Rate of Return 6.2

(Red Figure)
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Rate Design ~ General

Pacific and the staff presented proposed schedules of
rates (in Exhibits 8 (revised) and 15, respectively) designed to
. yield approximately $2,974,000 additioral annual revemues. Both
proposals contain lifeline rates for quantities of electric energy
necessary to supply the minimun energy needs of the average
residential user for space heating, water heating, lighting, cooking,
and food refrigeration, pursuant to the Miller-Warren Lifeline Act
-and Interim Decision No. 86087 dated July 13, 1976 in Case No. 998¢.
' The only rate-spread issues requiring decision relate
_ %0 the spreac of Pacific’s total revenue requirement among its
customer classes.h

Both Pacific and the staff propose a uniform increase in
cents per kilowatt—hour for all electric enmergy furnished in addition
to lifeline quantities. Pacific proposes to add 0.525 cents per
kilowatt-hour to each rate schedule. That rate increasc will result

in an overall average incrgase in reverues of 25 percent, although
sowé rate schedules applicable to commercial and industrial usage
will be increased by greater percentagé amounts.

The staff has accepted Pacific’'s proposal for spreading
its increased revenues among the customer classes, with one
e¢xception. Staff recommended that the inerease in revemues from

L/ Pacific proposed the establishment of vintage rates for street
2ighting; the staff concurs, but recommends that the date on
which the vintage rates take effect should be the effective
dato of the order. The staff also recommends that, in future
rate cases, the charges for incandescent street lights be
raised to0 a level that will cause the installatiop of more
efficient types of lights to present an economically attractive
alternative to incandescent streot lighting.

For example, rates under Schedule AWH-31 would increase 64.0
percent; under Schedule PA~20, 33.1 percent; and under Schedule
A-33, 30.3 percent. '
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residential customers be reduced from $1,514,000 to $1,459,0Q0,
which would decrease the percentage increase for residential
customors from 25.9 percent o0 25.0 percent. The staff proposes
that this reduction in residential revenues be recovered by a wniform
cents per kilowatt~hour increase to the commercial A-32 and A-36
schedules and through the imputed $25,000 revenue increase from USBR
contract customers. ‘
Rate Spread — Residential Rates

The staff witness based the proposed modification of
residential rates on the fact that application of lifeline principles
would cause residential tail-block rates to increase more than
60 percent and that sucha large increase would have a tremendous
impact on domestic customers. The witness recommended the overall
residential rate be reduced in order to ease this impact. However, on
cross—examination, the witness acknowledged that the residential
customers who take energy in the tail~block rates also receive
benefits under the lifeline rate. TFor example, in the ¢limatic
zone which Pacific serves, an all-clectric customer during the
winter months would receive lifeline rates for the first 1,6L0
kilowatt~hours of consumption; and in Pacific’s service territory,
a space heating customer who used up t9 2,U00 kilowatt-hours a
month during the winter would expericmce & rate imcrease of 25.0
percent or less. The record also shows that the tail-block rates
proposed by Pacific are consideradbly lowe:r thon PGZE's tadl~block
rates.

The record does not support the stalff's contention that
Pacific’'s nonlifeline residential customers would face an unusually
abrupt rate increase. On the contrary, the record indicated that
only very high users of electricity would face as much as a 25.0
percent inerease, which is the average revenue increase Pacific
secks. Also, even for the very bigh use customers, the increase
would be far less than suggested by the tail-block rate increase,
. because high-use customers also would receive lifeline benefits.

-16-
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i We find that the staff’s proposed reduction of Pacific's
proposed residential rate increase is not supported by the evidence of
record and conclude that it should be rejected. We will authorize a
revenue increase of $1,514,000 for the residential customers.
Consistent with Commission decisions on other electric utilities, we
ére revising the residential rate structure toward eliminatingdeclining
block rates while maintaining the requirements of the lifeline act by
reducing the number of declining blocks from four to two. The
iesidential rates authorized herein result in no increase for lifeline
usages under a rate structure of two emergy blocks and a minimum
¢harge.

Rate Design ~ Agricultural Pumping Rates

; Az heretofore indicated Farm Burcau zembers who are located
in and near Yreka testified in opposition to increases in electrical
rates for agricultural pumping. The temor of their testimony is that
recent agricultural prices are static or down while, in the same
period, all operating costs for growing fodder and feeding of cattle
5ave risen. Extensive irrigation is necessary <o produce fodder in the
%reas where the ranchers are located, and pumping costs are a signifi-
cant portion of the witnesses' operating costs. Further increases i
éharges for electricity for pumping irrigation water would adversely
éffect ranching operations which now are only marginally profitable.

: Farm Bureau, in its brief, recites that the company’'s
proposal is to achieve an overall revenue increase of 25 percent by
increasing all rates by 0.525 cents per kilowast~hour and that such .
uniform increase per kilowatt~hour produces a 33.1 percent increase
for service under Schedule PA-20 under both the staff and Pacific's
recommended rate design.

Farm Bureau contends that inverted tail=-block rates should
be established to promote conservation for all schedules other than
those applicable to agricultural pumping; and that the increased
revenues from customers who decide not to conserve should be used
to provide reduced rates to the agricultural pumping class. Cross-~
examination by Farm Bureau developed that under Pacific's proposal,

.domes’cic customers can use up to 1,000 kilowatt-hours during the
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suamer and 3,000 kilowatt=hours during the winter before a 25

. percent increase in cost of electricity is achieved. Farm Bureauw
asserts that the domestic rate proposals permit exorbitant amounts of
energy to be used by domestic customers before the average increase
is achieved; the staff's and Pacific's proposals, therefore, do not
comply with prior orders which encourage conservation.

Farm Bureau also argued that the record shows that
agricultural pumping in the summer and £all occurs in a different
period from Pacific's system peaking period in the winter months,
inasmuch as net system load is 20 percent lower in Summer than in
winter. Farm Bureau argued that agricultural pumping cost of service
should be appreciably lower than for other classes of service because
of its service characteristics; therefore, demand charges should be
less than those to other customer c¢lasses. Farm Bureau urged that
Pacific has not justified an increase to the agricultural pumping
class at 2 greater percentage than the system average on the basis
of a higher cost of service. ‘

In support of its proposed Schedule PA=-20, Pacific argued
as follows: Although the Farm Bureau advanced no explicit altermate
rate proposal, it contrasted Pacific's method of spreading rates
with an equal percentage increase to all customers. With an equél
percentage Spread, the PA-20 rate increase would drop from 33.1
percent to 25.0 percent and the increases to some of the other
customer classes would be more than proposed by Pacific. Pacific
stated that despite the Farm Bureau's apparent dissatisfaction with
Pacific's proposed irrigation rates, these rates remain less per
kilowatt-hour than the charges assigned to any other major customer
class of Pacifie's, including residential service and both small
and large general services. In addition, the PA-20 rates are
geﬁerally lower than the rates charged irrigators by Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PGéE); for example, for a 50-kilowatt pump, the
proposed rate for 40,000 kilowazt-hours is $698.70, PGXE charges
$872.00 for the same gervice.
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.' Pacific disputed Farm 3ureai's contention that the Cisparity
between revenues from Schedule PA~20 customers and revenues from
Pacific's other major classes of customers should be made even
greater than Pacific proposes because irrigation customers consume
energy during off-pesk periods. Pacific argued that the predominant
cause of Pacific’'s need for increased revenue has been and will
continue to be related to the capital and operating costs associatod
with producing kilowatt=hours. Pacific, therefore, proposed a form of
increase which could be applied in a gemerally uniform manner across
vhe full spectrum of customer loads and which would most appropriately
reflect the greatly increased revenue requirements resulting from
plant that has been and is being added to meet the erergy requirements
of Pacific's customers. Pacific stated that such an increase must be
distr:.buted in proport:.on to the cnergy conswmption of each customer.

Pacific further contended that the evidence Shows that
there is no particular benefit to Pacific in having a greater load

.in the summer months as opposed to the winter months, or at nighk,
e,.ss opposed £ the daytime, because Pacific's firz resource limitation
iz energy; . and not capacity, and that there is no season of the year
in which Pacific maintains excess capacity outside of a necessary
i-eserve margin.

: We find that, contrary to the contention of Farm Bureaw,
the service of agricultural pumping does not provide a benefit o
Bacific because of the time of year or time of day in which the
euergy 4s used. We also find that the proposed agricultural pumping
rates of Pacific are below the rates maintained by PGEE for the
comparable service, but are substantiazlly above the rates for
Project customers under the USBR contract; therefore, in order €0
ninimize the difference in rates between USBR customers and customers
taking service under Schedule 4=20, the increase in Schedule A—-20

. rates should not exceced the average 25 percent increase to all

\ customers. The $25,000 imputed to USBR customers should offset the

.rew}enue deficiency resulting from holding Schedule A~20 rates at the

-
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average increase to all customers. The balance of the revenue

cdeficiency resulting from the difference in Schedule A-20 rates
proposed by Pacific and the staff and the increase found reasonable
above should be spread to other commercial and industrial customers.
Rate Desigm ~ Conservation

In Decision No. 85559 dated March 16, 1976 in Case No. 980L,
Commission Investigation into Electric Utility Rate Structures Re
Changes to Encourage Conservation of Energy, the Commission made
findings on various aspects of conservation.

The staff was requested by the examiner to address the
issue of pumping power rates for agricﬁltural users in light of
Findings 77 through 82 in Decision No. 85559--/ It is staff's position

&/ The findings in questiorn are the following:

"C. The effect of rates based on average costs
incurred by a utility or the comservation
of electricity.

*77. Important reductions in sales of electric energy have
already been achieved under the operation of rates
based on average costs because of significant price
increases, voluntary coaservation brought about by
the fuel oil shortage and shortages of gasoline,
nandatory energy curtailment, and threatened reductions
in service and possible loss of service if conservation
were not achieved.

Pricing electricity above the value of service may
cause an uneconomic switch to self-generation by
industry or a switch to other fuels.

If this Commission establishes electyric rates for
California industries which are considerably higher
than electric rates which are charged competitive
industries e¢lscwhere, it may result in a loss of

the competitive position of the California industries
in the national and international markets and may
give the California industries an incentive €O move
T0 more favorable geographic locations with a
consequent loss of jobs and reduction of the economic
base in California.

(Contimued)
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that its rccommended rate design (Exhidit 15) takes fuld cognizance
of these findings. Each finding is discussed below together with

an explanation of how the recommended rate design is in agreement with
the finding:

"Finding 77 deals with reduction iz sales of
electricity. The staff recommended a uniform
cents per kilowatt~hour rate increase. This
type of increase tends to encourage reductions

in sales by leveling the declining block rate
structure.

"Finding 78 deals with pricing clectricity above
the value of service. Pacific's incustrial
customers already carry a large share of the
company's revenue requirement. In the absence
of any cost of service study, the staff did
not recommend that the industrial customers'
share of the revenue requirement be increased.
The staff also recommenced that revenue sShort-
fall due to lifeline rates be confined to
domestic customers ratvher than spread to all

. classes of customers.

A3

&/ (Continued)

"80. Agricultural pumpers use electric energy te meet
irrigation water needs which are relatively
inelastic. Increases in electric rates to
agricultural pumpers through electric rate
structure revision will ultimately increase the
cost of food and fibre.

The era of abundant and low-cost energy has

passed and we are now faced with emergy shortages
and soaring energy costs. Average cosis alone

are no longer controlling when comservation is a
principal consideration in establishing the electric
rate structures for Califoraia utilities. Both
average and incremental costs should be considered
in establishing electric ravtes.

The Commission should continue carefully to consider
the economic comsequences of its ratomaking policies
in future proceedings.”
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"Finding 79 deals with comparison of incdustrial
rates in California with those in other states.
The staff feels that Pacific industrial rates
are still quite competitive with those of other
utilities in Califormia and in other states.
The staff believes that its recommended rato
design will maintain this competitive position.

"Finding €0 deals with agricultural rates. The
staff recommended agricultural customers receive
the same cents per kilowatt~hour increase as all
other customers even though this resulted in a
higher percentage increase %0 the agricultural
customers than that given to other ¢lasses.

It is true that the agricultural increase will
probably result in increases in the cost of
food and fibre, but an increasec to industrial
customers results in an increase of the cost
of manufactured merchandise, and the increase
metered out to domestic customers was thought
To be all that could be borne without excessive
hardship. Agricultural customers still pay
the lowest average unit price for energy.

"Finding 81 deals with incremental costs. The
staff's recommernded rate design is based on
incremental cost. The major cause of the need
for increased rates in this case was investment
in base load genmeration. The incremental
costs in this case are energy related and a
uniform cents per kilowatt-hour form of increase
best reflects these costs. :

' "Finding 82 deals with economic consequences of
ratemalking policies. The staff carefully
considered the economic consequences of its
recommended rate design and feels that a
balance has been struck such that no one class
of customer bears an unfair share of the increase.”

We have carefully analyzed the staff comments and conclude
that the rate design proposed by Pacific (with the exception of
agricultural pumping rates) comports with the comservation principles
and ajms set forth in the findings and order in Case No. 980L.
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. Pacific's Conseérvation Program for 1977
Pacifie's late~filed Exhibit 9 contains its proposed
conservation program,Z/ Late=filed Exhibit 9-~A f£iled by the
Commission's Energy Conservation Team contains the staff's analysis
of Pacific's program and recommendations.
Pacific's 1977 conmservation program Set forth in Exhibit 9
consists of three program activities as follows:

A- Energy Guard Inspection Program -
An energy audit program which will
be available to all customers.

B. Registered Dealer Program - An
energy savings devices sales program
t0 be handled with dealers of
hardware and building supplies and
through direct sales at Pacific
business offices.

C. Insulation Program - A direct sales

and advice program for retrofit
insulation.

. The staff's comments and conclusions contained in
Exhibit 9=-A are as follows:

1. Pacific's Application No. 56395 is based on
a recorded test period for the twelve months
ending September 30, 1975. Since the proposed
energy conservation programs are scheduled t0
begin in late 1976, no costs for these programs
are or will be included in the pénding proceeding.

The 1976 development and implementation costs are
estimated to be $25,400 equating To approximately
$1.15 per customer during c¢alendar year 1976.
This expense would apply for rate~fixing purposes
only if Pacific files an application using a
1976 test period some time in the future.

The Pacific cnergy conservation program is
scheduled to be in operation during 1977 and
the costs of operating the program for a full
year are estimated at $68,650 or approximately:
$2.10 per customer during calendar year 1977.
Staff believes that this is the annual level of

7/ At the request of the staff, after its apalysis, Pacific filed
substituted pages & and 6 to Exhibit 9 to correct certain
. minor errors and omissions detected by the staff.

23~
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expenses that Pacific will seek %o recover
through rates in some future rate proceeding.

The Energy Conservation Team staff is concermed
about the relatively high cost of one of the
three prograzs, the Registered Dealer Progran,
which will cost about $1.50 per customer in
1977. The program according to Pacific has a
very high povential for energy savings and
should be implemented. Staff agrees That this
program showld be implemented at +this times;
however, it should be closely monitored for
continued cost effectiveness.

Staff believes that the two other programs

for energy audits and retrofit insulation are
promising and will yield worthwhile results 4if
carried out as planned. The cost of thic effort,
and indeed the whole comservation Program as
proposed is not excessive, on an asnualized basis,
considering the fact that heating is by
electricity in most of Pacific's service area.
Therefore, the comservation effort of Pacific
should be equated to that of a combination
heating (gas) and electric emergy utility. Also,
Dot to be forgotten, is the fact that Pacific
serves only about 25,000 customere in Califormia
reducing the potential for economy of scale
necessary for a broad conservation effort.

Pacific’'s conservation expenditures began in
Lave 1976; therefore, there is no requirement
for any allowance of these costs in Application
No. 56295 tect year 1975 adopted results.

Pacific's proposed 1977 energy conservation
progran budgeted expenses of about $25,L00 for 1976
development and implementation costs, and $68,650
are not unreasonable.. However, the programs

should be carefully monitored for continued cost
effectiveness.

Prior to consideration by the Commission of the
$68,650 in a future Pacific application for
rate relief on a 1977 test year basis, the utility
should provide additional evidence as to the
continued cost effectiveness of its conservation
programs.
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9. Pacific should not be penalized for lacking
an eflestive comservation program in
Application No. 56395 because that application
is based on a test period ended September 30, 1975.
However, Pacific's conservation programs should be
included in any study recommending future test
year adopted results and rate of return.

The Energy Conservation Team made the following recommen—
dations to the Commission in staff Exhibit 9-A:

1. Pacific should be authorized to carry out ivs
proposed conservation program as set forth in
late~filed Exhidbit 9 (as corrected).

2. Pacific should be directed to report asmually
on the effectiveness of its energy conservation
programs. However, the first report should be
filed no later than August 31, 1977, for the
six-month period ernding June 30, 1977. Subsequent
calendar year reports should be filed no later
than March 31 of the year following the calendar
year period involved.

Pacific should also be directed to file its
proposed 1978 energy conservation programs by
December 1, 1977.

Pacific should be directed to carefully monitor
its conservation programs to insure that continued
cost effective results are obtained. Should any
program fail to meet cost effectiveness goals,

then it should be dropped or changed for improved
results. -

Findings
1. The adopted estimates, previously discussed herein, of
operaving revenues, operating expenses, and rate base £or the test
year ended September 30, 1975 reasonsbly indicate the results of
applicant’'s operations in the near future.
2. A rate of return of 9.08 percent on the adopted rate
base and a return on common equity of 12.45 percent are reasonable.

3. Annual revenues will be increased 32,974,000 by the rates
herein authorized. : ‘
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4. The increases in rates aad charges authorized herein
are justified, the rates and charges authorized herein are reasonable,
and the present rates and charges, insofar as they differ from those
prescribed herein, are for the future unjust and unreasonable.

5. An increase in rates of 25 percent for agricultural
pumping in Schedule A=20 will not result in undue discrimination.

6. The rate spread herein provides for the establishment
of lifeline rates for residential customers in accordance with
the Miller-Warren Lifeline Act based on the lifeline gquantitities
of electricity approved in Decision No. 86087 dated July 13, 1976
in Case No. 998%.

7- The rates adopted herein give due consideration to and
are consistent with the comservation goals expressed in Decision
No. 85559 dated March 16, 1976 in Case No. 980L.

Conclusions

1. Applicant chould be authorized to establish the increased
rates found reasonable above. |

2. Vintage rates for street lighting should become effective
on the effective date of this order.

3. In future rate proceedings Pacific should consider
increasing the charges for incandescent street lights to a level
that will cause more efficient types of lights to be installed.

L. Pacific should be ordered to discontinue charging interest
during construction (AFDC) on Califormia customer advances, and
should be required to reverse orn its books $68,000 erroncously

recorded (as of September 30, 1975) in California electric plant
in service.
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5. The conservation plan for 1977 set forth in Exhibit 9 should
be implemented. Pacific should be directed to report annually
on the effectiveness of its energy conservation Prograns; the
first such report should cover the six-month period ended June 30, 1977
and should be filed with the Commission's Energy Conservation Teanm
on or before August 31, 1977. Pacific's 1978 proposed energy
conmservation program should be filed by December 1, 1977. Pacific
should carefully monitor the cost offectivencss of its conservation
programs, and any program which fails to meet its effectiveness
goals should be discontinued or revised.

6. Pacific is again placed on notice that this Commission will
monitor the continuing effectiveness of its energy conservation
efforts and will evaluate the utility's vigor and imagination in
implementing and expanding itS energy conservation programs when
deciding upon a fair rate of return in future Pacific rate cases.

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Pacific Power & Light Company (Pacific) after the effective
date of this order is authorized to file the revised rate schedule
attached to this order as Appendix A. Such filing shall comply with
General Order No. 96—A. The effective date of the revised schedules
shall be five days after the date of filing. The revised schedules
shallvapply only to Service rendered on and after the effective date
of the revised schedules. ,

2. Pacific is directed to make the accounting changes
referred to in Conclusion 4 of the above opinion.

3. Pacific is directed to report annmually on the effectiveness
of its energy programs; the £irst such report covering the six-month
period ended June 30, 1977 shall be £iled on or before August 31, 1977.

L. Pacific is authorized to place in effect the conservation
programs f£or 1977 set forth in Exhibit 9 (revised). Pacific shall
file its proposed conservation plans for 1978 on ¢r before December 1,

@
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5. Vintage rates for street lighting set forth in Appendix A
shall be filed to become effective on the effective date hereof.
The effective date of this orxder shall be twenty day
after the date hereof. - '

A
~- Dated at __. . . San Franecisco , California, this Q7

day of UARCH. y 1977

Covmissionar William Svmons, J‘r;; doing
nocessarily adrant, a1 not pmicipnto
in the disposition of this Dro¢esdisg.




A%6395

.. APPENDIX A
Page L of G

RATES - PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Applicent's electric rates, charges,and conditicns are changed
40 the level or extent set fortk in this appendix.

Schedule No. AWH-31

COMMERCTAL WATER HEATING SERVICE

NO NEW SERVICE

RATES.

Energy Charge:
m w’ w m PI.."'&....I.I‘...I.....II.....‘.... l.m¢

Minimuam Momthly Charge:
$3.00, plus $1.50 for each ko in excess of 10 kw of
total capacity of all hesting wnite which may de
operated at cue tine.

Schedule No. A-32

GENERAL SERVICE

RATES

Basic Charge:
For M’W amce.‘......-..-....-.......‘...-.‘..
‘ Fortbme amce l'...l'..‘.l.'l‘.l....ld.'.'...l-

Toergy Charge:

Plrst 60 kvhr per kw of Billing Demand but

not leﬂa tm the ﬁr’t 1,2“ m servsses
Next 60 kwhr per kv of Billing Demsnd dut

not less thau the nw 3.,200 KT cecvevss
N% s’m m’ m mr (A X RN R E NS S XN AR AR NS NN RERNYY ]
Hm ls,m w’ M m (XXX XYY RN F AR F Y PR YY)
m Mtim m’ W mr (A A A X R XA R AR A R AR AR XSS XN 2 ¥J

Minimm Charges: , |
The Basic Charge plus $L1.40 for eech kw of Billing
Demand in excess of 20 kw.
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RATES = PACIFIC POWER & LICHDT COMPANY

Sckedtle No. A-26

LARGE GENERAL SERVICE - Optional
100 Xw AND OVER

RATES

Per Meter

Per Month

Demnnd Charge:
Firgt 200 Xw of BLlling Demand, OF le8E sesevcscscrcconse  $180.00
Next each additicnal kw of Billing Demand scevcccvacecss, 1.25

Energy Charge:

Pxst 20 kwhr per kw of Billing Demand, but

pot lecs than 4he £irst 5,000 kwhr ....... 2.72¢
Nm 2o’m mr’ P@T kWhl' X PR Y YR FTY F ey ¥ Y 2'32¢
Nm so,m mhr, pcr mr (B E N N F N N R NN NENRS NENNEREENRENHNN] IIGM
cht 100,000 m, Pe:' m SoCsRaEN IO RINBLYyIBBROEEI NSRS lthw
Nm 2w,m mr, Per m I E R E NN NN NFREEN ZNEEYNENEYNRNNX) 1028¢
mmditim mr’ Pa m AR N R R ERENNENNESNENENREERNNZSNDYEN] 1018¢

Schedule No. D

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE

Pey Metear Per Month

Lifeline Non-Lifeline
Rates " Rates

Energy Charge:

Férst 50 kwhr, por JWAX ..eceeercesennss $2.50 $2.50
cht 250 'k\'hr, w m IZ YRR E R YR YN RS -0303 '0303
Mﬁtiom MI‘, m m AL XA X LRSS AR EEE SN ‘0158 '02657
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RATES = PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT CONPANY

Schedule No. D
RESIDENTTAL SERVICE (Continued)

SP‘ECIAL COHDITIOBB

5. Ihe ‘Tollowing qmtitiea of clec‘.:rs.city are to be biu.od at the
, :mtaa for nten.ne 'uneo-

‘ : ;' . Xwhr Lifeline Allowance
. End Uu" : Per Metexr Per Month

Bagic Residentisl US€ cecvcvcvconces 240
Rectric Woater Hoating.ceceocovecasne 250
Perzanently Installed Electric

Spece Heating (Nov. 1 through

m. m)o--o---..-.-o---.----o---a 1,220

znu-g&' used in excess of the lifelire allowance will be billed at
the non-lifeline rate, continuing from the quantity reeched by the lifeline
. Allowances. -

6. Hectric 'ntu- heat:!.ng iz defined as permanestly installed and
wired electrical dwicel which provide the principel source of hen.t Tor
bat mter. '

o 7. Permsnently. i.nataa.led electric space heating is dcﬁ.ned as any of -
“the following: permanently installed and wired resistive elements whick
provide the principel source of heat, heat pumps or any permonently installed

. water or stesm heating using electric heating devices as the principel

source of heat. Spece hesting lifeline allowance is ayplicuble ocly ror
thcpea-iodothovuberlthrou@AprnBO. .

‘ 8. The nreline a.ucvunces for spece heating m!.ll be 'prors.ted in the
May and November billing periods based o the ratio of the nmmber of deys
‘pricr to May 1 and -subsequent to Octodexr 31, respectively, to the total
.,nmbarordayc mmbﬁmmoe..
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AFPENDIX A
Poge 4 02 9

RATES -~ PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Schedule No. DS
MUTII-FAMILY RESIDENTYAL SERVICE - SUEMETERED

RATES

b ———

. The rate of the single-fandly domestic cervice schedule, less 10% discownt
on the rates applicadble to lifeline uzage.

SPECIAL CONDTITIONS

9. Hectric water hesting ic defined az Dermanently installed and wired
electrical devices which provide the principel source of heat for hot water.

10. Permanently installed electric space heating is defined as any of
the following: permanently installed and wired resistive elements which
provide the principal. source of heat, heat pups,or any permanently installed
water or steam heating using electric heating devices ac the principal
source of teat. Space heating lifeline allowance ig applicable only for the
pericd of November 1 through April 30.

1l. The lifeline allowances £or spece heating will be prorated in the
May and November pilling periods besed on the ratio of the number of days
prior £o May 1 and subsequent to October 31, respect:!.vcw, to the total
aumber of dny: in the billing pericd.

12. Threec-phase load will be supplied service wnder thic schedule for
wulti=Lfondly recidentisl customers who were supplied three-phase service
on o general sexvice schodulo on January 1, 1977.
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RATES - PACIFIC POWER & LIGET COMPANY

Schedule No. DM

MULYI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SERVICE ~ MASTER METEZRFD

RATES

The rate of the single=family darmestic service schedulé.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

. 8. Electric water heating is defined as permanently {nstalled and wired
electricnl devices wiich provide the principal source of heat for hot water.

9. Permmanently installed electric space hesting is heredy defined as
any of the following: permanently installed and wired resistive elements
which provide the principel source of heat, heat pumps Or any permanently
installed water or stean heating using electric heating devices ag the
principel source of heat. Spece heating lifeline allowance iz uppucn'ble
cly for the period of November 1 through April 30.

10. The lifeline sdlowances for space heating will de prorated in the
May and November dilling pexriods based on the rautio of the mumber of days
prior to May 1 and sudbsequent to Octoder 31, respectively, o the total
pumbey Of days dn the dLlling pexicd.

1. Three-phase loed vill de supplied service wnder thic schedule Zor
malti-Tanily residential customers who were supplied three-phace service
on & general service schedule ou Janwvary L, 1977.
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RATES = PACIFIC POWER & LIGET COMPAXY

Schedule No. LS=57
STREET AND RIGEWAY LIGHTING SERVICE

T. XNET MONTHLY RATE PER LIGHT — CUSTOMER-OWNED

Class A: .Customer owns, installs, operates, and maintainz eatire required
installation. Utility delivers energy at cue point orly as
near &s practical to the custemer's installation.

Customer ovns and installs emtire required installatiom. Utility
delivers energy at one point only a5 near as practical 40 the
customer's installation. Utility operates and maintains entire
required installation except for the painting, repair and replace-
nent of poles,and circuits.

MINAL IXUMEN
- RATDNG CLASS A

INCANDESCENT

$0.75
1.20
2.45
3.3%

MERCURY VAPOR

$1.55
3.55
8.5

FLOORESCERT
$3.35
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RATES = PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
Schedule No. LS-57

STREET AXD HICHWAY LIGRTIG SERVICE
~ (Continued)

TT. NET MONTELY RATE POR LIGETS OWNED, OPERATED AND MATNTAINED
BY UTTLITY AND INSTALLED PRIOR 70 MAY 10, 1970.

A. Overhead Oystem

. Streelights oo Aistridution type wood poles:

Incandescent Laxps
. Nominal Lumen Rating %
mtewm...--...... &‘50 & Ea $
Mercwry Vapor Laxps
Nominal Lumen Rating
Rate per Laxp - borizontal cesecscvsesonconscnsese
RM’& w M - vertim (XA TN R R R Y XN Y LYY ]

Street lights on metal poles:
Mercury Vapor Lampe
Yominal Lumen Rating
‘Rate por Laxp
Bordzoatal

[ A X F A R R RN R YR NN NN NN N NY ]

mm [ A N N R SR N PR RN NN NN NNY Y]
Underpromd System

Street lights on metal poles:
Mercury Vepor Lamps
Nominal Lumen Rating
Rate pexr Lamp '
Mmil IR A X NN P RN N LN R Y AN EERENENRRREEERNENYEXJNEJE )

vmic‘l.--.t'.-O...l.......'.t".l....'--..v.l
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. RATES - PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

Schednle No. LS-57

STRZET AND HIGHWAY LIGHYING SERVICE
(Continued)

IIT. NET MONTHLY RATE FOR LIGHTS OWNED, OPERATED AND MATNTATNED BY
UTILITY AND INSTALLED AFTER MAY 10, 1976.

A. Overbead system, mercury-vapor street lights

Street lights <n distridution type wood poles:
Nomirnsl Lumen Rating T7000. 21000
. mtewm.l.....l.'.‘....l'......l..'t $5.55 w.ls

Overhead system, high-pressure, sodim-vapor ctreet lighte

Street lights ca ddstritetion type wood poles:
Nomdnal, Iumen Rating 16000 25500

mtcmm-...-.-.-.---.-----. - @'35 $J.0-55

Iv. mmmrmmnmucmsorsmmmmr
. OTHERW.ISE PROVIDED IN THIS SCHEDULE -

A. Tor systems cwned, operated and msintained by Utility.

A flat rate equal to one-twelfth of Utility's estimated annusl
cogt for operation, maintenance, Tixed charges and depreciation

applicable to the street lighting system, mclud:!.ng energy <costs
as followa:

Por dusk to dawn operstion at the rate of 1.55¢ per kwh
Por dusk to midnight operation at the rate of 2.05¢ per kvh
B, For systems owned by cuctomer.

For alec‘cr:!.é gervice delivered to customer’s cystem and at
Utildty's ¢ption, either metered or wmetered, at elther the
primary or secondary voltage of Utility~owned transformers:

. AJLl kwk delivered at the rate of 2.05¢ per kvwh
Where Utility furnishes operation and maintenance service, an

additional flat rate egual to e=twelfth of Utility's estimated
anaual costs therefor shall be charged.

Iz the event customer installn & series syctem, customer shall
;J.so provide, Ingtall, and maintain the neceszary series trans-
ormETSs -

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

6. Utility may not be required to install or maintain street Lights
exploying fixtures or supports or at locaticus unacceptable to Ttility.
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RATES - PACTFIC POWER & LIGED COMPANY

Schedule Xo. OL-15
OUTDOOR ARPA LIGHTING SERVICE

Nominal Lamp Rating Per Luminaire Pexr Menth

7,@' lmm TP YT I X TN R Y Y] $ 5'1"5
21,@ lmmﬂ- YT IR R Y YRS L LR 9'h°
SS)m lmm esssNsssNGOEFOEPERISARS 17'50

Schednle No. OL-42
ATRVAY AND ATELETIC FIZLD LIGETING SERVICE

? Per Meter

® | Reremth

Energy Charge:-
m m’ w Mr...............'l'.--..........'..... 3-%

Minimm Charge:
43,00 per meter per menth for single-pbace service and
$8.00 per meter per month for three-phase service, but
in no event will the sanual billing be less than $1.00
per kilowatt or $1.00 pexr horgepower of ccunected load.

Schedule No. PA-20
AGRTCULITURAL PUMPING SERVICE

Demand Charge:
M™Mrst 25 Xw of B{1ling Demand, PEr LW ccevcrecccccvecae
Next 25 Jor of BLlling Demand, PEX KXW cvcecsaccecccoces
mces& m Dmnd’ m m .'.-........I.Q.O.....-..l

Energy Charge (t0 be added to the Demand Charge):
. m‘t l,sm w, w m P GTsPROUNTINTIUSTPRRRIANRNRERS
Nm S’m m’ w m ............-..‘...-...‘..
Nm 7,000 m’ per MJ.' (SR YT IR R Y S L X R R X
Next 1.6,.000 m, w m sesassANRLIT IR SIS RRRSIBIETTRSS
ALl Additicnal kwhr, Per XWAY ssescccccecacancvcnconcsas




