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INION

By this application Southern California Zdison Company,
an electrical corporation as defined in Section 218 of the Public
Utilities Code, seeks to extend the application of its Schedule
No. TOU-8 to include customers whose raximum monthly demand
exceeds 1,000 k¥W. That schedule currently has application o
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customers whose maximur montnly demand exceeds 5,000 kW. Applicant
proposes adjustment in the level of rates in Schedule No. TOU-8
So that the total revemue generated therefrom will be the same as
the total revenue generated by current applicavle schedules for
customers with demands exceeding 1,000 kW.

Public hearings were held at 1os Angeles before
Administrative law Judge Thompson on March 8, 13, and 17, 1978,
and the matter was submitted on briefs received May 15, 1978.
There was opposition to applicant's proposal.

This application stems from Decision No. 85559, dated
March 16, 1976, in Case No. 9804. That case was an investigation
by the Commission into electric utility rate structures and the
changes therein that should be made to encourage conservation of
electricity. One of the changes considered by the Commission was &
requirement for new metering whica would enable nigher wprices for con-
sumption of electricity at the demand peaks each day. Crdering
Paragraph 1 of that decision required applicant, among other
utilities, to file specific time-of-use (TCU) pricing tariffs
covering large usage customers. Pursuant thereto, applicant filed
Application No. 56408 for review and consideration of a proposed
TOU pricing tariff for customers with monthly maximum demands
greater than 5,000 kW. Pursuant to Decision No. 87744, dated
August 23, 1977, applicant filed its Schedule No. TCU~E now
applicadble to monthly demand usage over 5,000 kW. Taat was tae first
step in the program formulated in Decision No. 85559 regarding
revision in rate structures t0 achieve higher prices for consumption
during demand peaks. The second step was initiated by the
Cormission in Decision No. 86543, dated QOctober 26, 1976, in which
applicant, among others, was ordered to file specific TOU tariffs
for demands greater than 1,000 kW. Pursuant to such order Zdisen
has filed this application, so that what is essentially involved here
is the second step in the implementation of the electrical rate
structure policy enunciated by the Commission in Decision No. 35559.

_2-
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Applicant provided altermate schedules, the staff
provided a number of alternate schedules, and California Retailers
Association suggested a schedule of rates. There was testimony
regarding the efficacy of TOU pricing schedules and of the effect
of the application of such schedules upon individual customers
and classes of customers. Before discussing any of the individual
rate structures proposed herein, it would be better to set forth
wnat all of those proposals are intended to accomplish, and to
describe generally what customers would be affected therebvy.

At this point it is intended by the rate proposals that they
govern the electric charges of all customers currently on an electric
schedule where the rates are predicated upon some demand feature,
and where tThe customer's monthly maxirum demands are greater than
1,000 kW. In general, that means customers presently served under
Schedules Nos. TOU-8 and A~7, and possibly three customers currently
being served under Schedule No. PA-2. Where there are customers
being served under other schedules whose charges for electricity
would be lower under any of the proposed schedules, it is contemplated
that those customers could shift to the TOU schedule. The proposals
would not supersede any schedules applicable to street lighting
maintained by applicant. .

A demand of 1,000 to 5,000 kW represents a substaatial
usage of electricity. Aside froz industrial customers having a
large usage, some of the types of customers that would be affected
by the rate proposals are very large departzent stores, large ‘
supermarkets, large hotels and motels, and water utilities.
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The objective sought to be achieved by TOU rates is a
shift in electrical usage from peak periods of high demand to times
of lesser demand so as to improve load factors on existing electrical
plant and thereby possibly negate or postpone the necessity of
construction of high—-cost additional plant; in other words, to
promote optimum use and efficiency of existing plant. The rate
schedules define the times of high, medium, and low demands of
electrical usage as:

On-peak: 12 nocn to 6 p.m. summer weekdays except
holidays. 5 p.m. to 10 p.m. winter week-
days except nolidays.

Mid-peak: & a.m. to 12 noon and & p.x. to 10 p.m.
summer weekdays except holidays. 8 a.m.
to0 5 p.x. winter weekdays except holidays.

Qff-peaic: All other hours and holidays.
The monthly charge to the customer has three components: a
customer charge wnich is fixed and does not vary with electricity
used, a demand charge, and an energy charge. Under the TOU .
schedules the rates for the demand component are very high for on-
peak, very low for mid-peak, and no charge for off-peak. The rates
for the energy component are lowest for off-peak, higher for mid-
peak, and still higher for on-peak. Keeping in mind that it is tne
intention of all of the various rate schedules proposed that they
will recover no more and no less gross revenue from the total c¢lass
of customers involved than is recovered from current rate schedules,
it is readily apparent that under TOU schedules the customer having
a constant and steady electrical load throughout the entire 24
hours of the day will have 2 lower electric bill than under present
rates with the same electric usage; and that the customer who uses
electric energy mainly during on-peak hours will have a higher electric
bill than formerly. The amount of difference will depend upon the
spread of the rates for on-peak, mid-peak,and off-peak, as well
as the amount of the customer charge.cozponent.

-l
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California Hotel and Motel Association (CAMA) presented
testimony that hotels and motels have achieved success in self- \//
implemented energy conservation programs with respect to tize use of

energy wnich is under the control of hotel-metel management.

However, CHMA alleged that most of a notel’s use of electricity 1s not
under the control of the hotel itself put 1S relatec T¢ toe cemands of

the guest. The electricity in tne rooms Ior ligating or use or

appliances such as velevision, the use of electricity in meeting

rocms, and tne use of power in the restaurants and lounges are at

the times when the guests decide to utilize those facilitvies. ~J/,

Certain uses of electricity are required by municipal regulations,

such as for ventilation and lighting in common areas. It is CiMA's

position that notels and motels nave little or no ability to shift

the use of electricity to off-peak perieds and tnerefore TCU rate

schedules should not be made applicable to them. N//
It may be true that management of notels and motels has very

little control over the TOU of electricity in their business;

however, any implication that the predomingnt use of electricity

there is during on-peak hours is not true. One need only lock at

the definition of on-peak to see such is not the case. As a

zatter of fact it was shown that at least one hotel (Beverly

Hilton) would have a reduction in charges under applicant's proposal.

A witness for CHMA stated that there is a great deal of individualism

in hotels because they are made up of different activities within

them. Xeeping in mind that we are here concerned wita customers

having electricity demands in excess of 1,000 kW, the hotels and

motels we are considering are likely to nave ballrooms and other

night-life facilities which would ve utilized during off-peak

nours. There is no evidence that motels and notels with demands

in excess of 1,000 xW, as a class, would te any more adversely

affected by TOU rates than some other classes of customers. Lt Tust

-5
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be kept in mind that to the extent that any customer or c¢lass of
custoners are able to shift, and do shift, their energy loads from
on~peak to mid-peak or off-peak, all customers, including the hotels
and motels, will benefit by having more energy available during
on-peak from existing generating facilities. The application of
TOU schedules to hotels and motels will not be unjust, discriminatory,
nor unreasonable.

The Western Municipal Water District of Riverside County
(District) supplies water to more than 43,000 acres of which 6,525
are planted for agricultural use. All water delivered is pumped

with 1ifts ranging from 230 feet 10 more than 1,000 feet. It
operates an intake and treatment plant, 16 pumping plants having a
total of 42 pumps, 17 storage tanks naving a capacity of 38 million
gallons, and 138 miles of pipeline with diameters up to 42 inches.
About 88 percent of the total water provided is for irrigation
customers. Almost 85 percent of the District's power is purchased
from applicant under Schedules..Nos. A-7 and PA-2. In 1968 and 1969
the District installed time programmers on its pumps in order to
take full advantage of the off-peak rates in Schedule No. A=7;
nowever, since then demand for irrigation water has increased to
such an extent that it has been necessary to operate the pumps on

3 nearly continuous basis during summer. During toe period

July 1, 1977 through September 20, 1977, the irrigation pumps
operated at an average monthly load factor of 88 percent.

District asserts that the concept of leveling demands by
price incentives for off-peak power use and constant rate use to
gain maximum use of the capital investment is sound. It does have
some concern regarding the zractical effects of initiating such a
program other than on a voluntary basis. There are some enterprises,
such as a water works, where there are design and technological
capabilities for construction of plant whereby on-peak electrical
use can be minimized and off-peak use maximized. The basic
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criterion of whether such design and construction is acceptable

is purely an economic one, namely, whether the capital required for
that plant design can be recovered by cost savings from resultant
efficiencies. In some instances, more often in connection with the
construction of a completely new system, the additional investment
is economically sound; but in many other instances, such as
modification of an existing system, the potential economies do not
warrant the major capital cost invelved. District contends that
presently the latter is the case with it and most existing water
systems. In its case very significant modifications to existing
plant would be recuired necessitating a large capital outlay. In
197G the District anticipates obtaining a new source of water supply
and will have to plan the design of pumps, transmission mains,and
other appurtenances to connect it into its system. It can design
and construct the project, at a somewhat higher capital cost, to
pump the water from the new source to storage during the eight—hour
off~peak and draw on that storage during the on-peak and mid-peak
hours. It desires some assurance that the propesed TCU rate design
is going to last for some period of tize. One of the possibilities
is that the objective of TOU rates will be achieved so that the
utility will have a level load over the 24 hours of the day. If
and when that occurs the TOU rate structure may be abandoned in favor
of a single rate structure to maintain that condition. If that
situation occurs within 4 or 5, or even 10 years from now, it is
uncertain whether the savings in the cost of electricity will have
fully covered the cost of the capital required for the construction
necessary for off-peak pumping.

. Neither the Commission nor anyone else can guarantee wnat
will or will not nappen 10 vears nence. There is always a possibility
that a technological breakthrough will suddenly occur which will
substantially lessen or even eliminate a demand for utility furmished
electricity. While the objective of TCU rates is towards leveling

7=
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the load and demand, it is doubtful that the objiective will ever be
completely achieved. The great mass of people have a tradition or
heritage of sleeping, eating, working, and being entertained at
particular times of day and the services for the people are
predicated upon that tradition. Unless some calamity greater than
an outrageous price of energy forces a break in that tradition, sJ//
on-peaks, mid-peaxs, and off-peaks of demands and usages of
electricity may be expected to continue to oscur more or less av the
times they now occur. As we see it, all indications are that the
future portends a continuing need for price incentives, and indeed
perhaps greater incentives, to shift electricity demands and usage
to present off-veak hours.

vWith respect to District's suggestion that the Commission
consider proceeding gradually with the implementation of TOU rate
design by making such rates voluntary, we point out that the

implementation is being done gradually. On Maren 16, 1976, the
Commission in its Decision No. £5559 acdopted the policy of TOU

rate schedules. Tne first implementation by applicant was on
September 14, 1977, when it filed Schedule No. TOU~8 applicable

to demands exceeding 5,000 kxW. Ve are now on the second step. The
third step of consideration of schedules for lesser demands and
usage will taxe place later.

California Retailers Association (Retailers) does not
oppose the concept of TCU rate schedules. It presented evidence
that the assumed 5 percent shift of energy use from on~peak to mid-peak
and off-peax will not be realized from the department stores and
supermarkets. For stores and office buildings electricity is used
as follows: lighting - 60 percent, air conditioning - 25 percent,
vertical transportvation-and wiscellaneous = 15 percent. For grocery

PR
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stores (supermarkets) use is refrigeration - 55 percent, air
conditioning - 15 percent, lighting - 30 percent. Stores
and markets are open when the customers desire to shop

which is during.on—~peax.and mid-pedit. . -t-is.durismg.taose .
hours that the use of electricity for air conditioning,

vertical transportation, and most of the lignting occurs. The
refrigeration units in markets necessarily must be operated
continuously. 3Because of those circumstances Retailers believes
that any estimate of a shift in electricity from on—-peak cannot be
reliable. It suggests that the TCU rate schedule be designed to
return revenues that would be received under present rates without
any adjustment for shift in usage. Realizing that some shifts

may occur, Retailers suggests adoption of a revenue equalization
clause as a mechanism which would provide for pericdic rate
adjustments designed to compensate the utility for any snift-
related revenue losses. With respect to any such losses, Retailers
contendS that it should be recovered from all customers on the
system and not merely from those subject to the TOU rates. It
reasons that the benefits of the leveling of demands that are

. intended from TOU rates flow through to all customers so that

all custemers should also contribute to the cost of achieving those
‘benefits.

The staff and applicant agree that the design of TOU
rates for customers with demands between 1,000 and 5,000 kW should
be govermed by these criteria:

A. Recovery of approximately the same revenues as are
currently being received from customers that will
be subject to the new tariff;

B. Compatibility with related rate schedules taat
may also be available to the customers subject to
the new tariff; and

Adherence to guidelines established by Decision
No. 8774L which established applicant's Schedule
No. TQU=8, as follows:

1. The same time-of-day on-peak, mid-peak, and off-
peaxk periods as currently defined in Schedule

2. The same surmer-winter season definitions as
in Schedule No. TOU-3;

-0
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Identification of separate customer, demand,
and energy charges;

Separate on-peak, mid-peak, and off-peak rates
for both demand and energy; and

Five percent reduction of on-peak demand and
energy to be shifted to mid—-peak and off-peak
periods.

Applicant presented two different schedules but the one it
recommends is its Alternate 1 set forth in Exhibit 4. The staff
presented four different schedules but it recommends the adoption
of its Alternate B. Retailers presented one schedule whica it

recommends. The forms of vag PFOT0GEN SCHAQN1AE awe similar but

they differ in certain respects. Applicant proposes one rate
scheaule (TOU-8) for all demands over 1,000 kW. Its proposal is

the present Schedule No. TOU~8 with different rates and wita
modifications regarding delivered voltage and voltage discounts so
as to be compatible with the present rules in Schedule No. A-7.
Retailers proposes one schedule for demsnds over 1,000 kW, but there
are two separate customer charge rate factors, one for 1,000 to
5,000 kW and another for over 5,000 kW. The staff proposes that

the present Schedule No. TOU-8 continue to apply %o demands in excess
of 5,000 kW and proposes a separate schedule of rates to apply to
demands between 1,000 and 5,000 kW. Comparisons of those propesed
schedules are set forth below.
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Compariéon of TOU Rate Schedule Provosals

Apolicant Retailers Staff»

Customer Charge '
1M - 5M kW $94L0 $ 500 $250
Over 5M kW 940 1,320 *

Demand Charge
On=-peak, per kW $2.50 32.19 $2.70
Mid-peak, vper kW «25 .25 .25
Off-peak, per kw No Charge No Charge No Charge

Energy Charge .
On=-peak, per kW 1.40¢ 1.401¢ l.41¢

* The staff rates apply only to demands between
1M - 5M kW, for over 5M kW the staff recommends
that the present Schedule No. TOU-~3 apply.

Applicant's proposal meets all of the criteria stated
above. Retallers'proposal would recover the same revenues as are
currently received only if there is no shift in usage, and it calls
for an $820 difference in rate at the magic'number of 5,000 kW. The ™
staf{'s proposal presents substantial problems of compatibility.

The principal problem with having more than one TOU demand
schedule is the crossover or break-back that necessarily results.
Rule 12 of applicant's tariff, in effect, allows customers to choose
any rate schecdule which may be more beneficial to the customer and
thus would allow a customer now on Schedule No. A-7 rates to chocse .
between the staff's proposed Sechedule No. TOU-7 and the presently
effective Schedule No. TOU-8. The crossover point between those
schedules is 832 kW. It was shown that in a sample of 25 customers
on Schedule No. A-7, 12 would have a lower average bill on the present
Schedule No. TOU~8 than under the staff proposal; in other words,
almost half of tkhe customers for whom the schedule is designed would
use a different (T0U-8) schedule. Also, the staff proposed Schedule

-11-
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Ne. TOU=7 would break back te Schedule No. A-7. Out of a sample
of 23 customers whose demands are between 450 and 1,000 kW, 22
would have a lower bill under the staff's proposed rates than under
Schedule No. A-7. Those circumstances would indicate that the
staff's proposal may not return as much revenue as it had estimated.
But beyond that, keeping in mind that Rule 12 permits the customer
the option of changing schedules only t¢ a new or revised schedile
or at intervals of not less than 12 months, the staff proposal
could result in two customers with identical demands and usages
paying entirely different rates for a period up to 12 months.
Retailers' proposal does not present as great a problem
in connection with crossovers or break-back, the only problem with
the two different customer charges being the sudden change in rates
amounting to $820 in the transition. What would present more of
a problem is that Retailers®' schedule provides for what it calls
"base rates" which would produce equivalent revenues if there is
no shift in demand or usage from on-peak. The reduction in revenues
that would result from a "shift" are proposed to be recaptured by
means of a Revenue Equalization Clause (REC). The proposed REC
would provide for quarterly adjustments in rates under which the
sum of the revenue which would have been billed under the TOU rates
for the proportions of on-peak, mid-peax, and off-peak demands
and usage for the 12 months preceding the effective date of the TCU
schedule, less the revenue actually billed, divided by the total
Jurisdictional kilowatt-hour sales during the adjustment period..
Retailers' proposal of the level of rates and REC consider
that no one can forecast with certainty tiae azmount of shift from
on-peak that will result from TOU rate schedules, and therefore,
some adjustment mechanism will be necessary; and that an adjustment
mechanism should be established wnich would spread the revenue
deficiency resulting from any shift among all ratepayers. It is true

-12-
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that a prediction of the precise amount of shift is uncertain. Tke
evidence shows that in the cases of some enterprises the nature of
their businesses is suck that any significant change in TCU of
electricity is not probable; in connection with other businesses
shift could occcur only upon expensive modifications winiich would be
Justified economically when the differences in rate levels for
on-peak, mid-peak, and off-peak usage become such that the savings
resulting from a switch will more than offset the capital costs

of the modifications. In the latter case the rate levels them—
selves will influence the amount of switch from on-peak. There

are still other enterprises that can make a switch in usage with a
small outlay of capital. Admittedly, any estimate thereon necessarily
would be imprecise; however, applicant's and the staff’'s estimate of a
five percent switch is not without support and is as good an estimate
as any that can be made until data from actual experience in the
application of TOU rates to customers with demands between 1,000 and
5,000 kW is obtained. At the time of hearing applicantegs Schedule
No. TOU-8 had been effective too short a time to provide it with

any data regarding shift from on-geak. PG&E had expérienced a

shift of about five percent as a result of its TOU rates applicable
to demands ia excess of 4,000 kW. It must be recognized that this

is a transition and is only one step in the transition to a new

type of rate structure.

The principal difficulty with Retailers' proposal is that
it could not function without REC, and we believe that further
expansion of balancing accounts and revenue recapture clauses other
than for temporary emergency purposes (Prop. 13 balancing accounts)
or for adjustments for continuing radical changes in costs (such
as ECAC) may not necessarily be in the public interest or in the
utilities' interest. TMurthermore, an establishment of a balancing
account system for individual rate schedules would present new
accounting problems as well as compound existing difficuities in
connection with present balancing account adjustment mechanisms. On

=-13=
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balance, we believe that the disadvantages €embedded in Retailers'
proposal outweigh the disadvantage of the fact that the five percent
estimate of shift is not an assured figure.

One of the objections o applicént's proposal is that the
proposed customer charge of $94L0 for all customers having demands
in excess of 1,000 kW does not give consideration to the difference
in average customer costs of the class having demands between
1,000 and 5,000 kW.froxz the average customer costs of the class of
customers with demands in excess of 5,000 kW. Innherent in this
contention is the implication that in the spectrum of customers wita
demands over 1,000 kW that there is a sudden change in customer
costs at the magic number of 5,000 kW. That, of course, is not
the case. That number has significance only historically as a point
for distinguishing large users of power from very large users of
power. The dividing line established by PG&E was 4,000 kW. The
customer charge component in the rates does not, and was not intended
to, fully compensate the utility for all costs to it unrelated to
the demands or usage by the customer. At the time of hearings
concerning the establishment of Schedule No. TOU~8 the custozmer
costs were estimated at over 31,800 for those customers to whom
that schedule would apply. The customer charge component was fixed
at $800. While costs are a consideration in ratemaking, they are
not the only consideration. If they were, the utility would have
to develop a separate rate for each and every customer and publish
it in its tariff. The purpose of a rate structure is to provide
rates simple of application which will spread the total c¢ost burden
fairly and equitably among the customers. Ia the end result the
1,000 kW customer is not veing treated unfairly. While his
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proportionate share per kW of customer charge would be higher tnan
the 5,000 kW customer, ais energy charge per kWh is lower than if
treated separately by reasen of the coxntribution of the 5,000 xW
customer. Actually, this circumstance readily ma& be perceived
by the fact that wanere tiae staff attempted to provide separate
schedules a great many of the customers for whom the Schedules
were designed would have found it more beneficial to them to change
to the present Schedule No. TOU-8 applicable to very large users.
Overall, we believe that applicant's proposal set forth
in Zxnibit 4 is the best of all of the rate proposals presented
nere for the second step ia the implezentation of TCU pricing
tariffs applicable to customers with demands in excess of 1,000 kW.
Tne customer with a high load factor will incur little if any change
in charges. The low load factor customer with high usage on-peak
will have a significantly higher electric bill but that Iis what is
intended, an incentive to shift on-peak demand to mid-peak and
off-peak. '
Cne other point requires discussiocn. Applicant proposes
TO continue to serve trhese customers with magnetic tape cassette
recording demand meters. Those recordings have to be interfaced
with a computer to develop the consumption reacdout. The meters do
not have a visuwal readout of demand nor will they indicate when
the peax demand Occurred. Demanc at any given time may de ascertained
from the meter by timing the meter with a stopwatceh and making a
calculation by means of a formula. CHMA contends that if TCU rates
are to create any inceantive at all for customers to shift, the
demand meter must be able to be read visually by that customer. The
meter need not be elaborate, but a customer faced with a rate schedule
st be able to determine readily what his current demand is so that
he can anticipate the growth and do something about it. CiMA asserts
that the stopwatch and formula calculation is not only cumbersome
but obviously requires a certain degree of expertise tnat zay 2ot
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be attributed to the customer. The staff and CRA did not take a
position with respect to this issve. Applicant contends that tae
stopwateh and formmla caleuwlation method is a simple one requiring
no expertise and that the only specific advantage of a visual type
meter over the magretic recording meter is that it records past
demand for a customer. It is applicant's contention that any
venefits to a customer from a visual type demand meter, which allows
the custemer to read nis present demand without the use of a stop-
watch, would be outweigned by the increased costs associated with
installation of such meters.

There is validity to both contentions. It is axiomatic
that a customer should have means at nis disposal to determine or
audit the amount of service for wnich he is being caarged. AT tne
same time the installation of visual type demand meters will result
in nigher costs for wnicn the utility is entitled to compensation.

This record shows that in some instances the nature of the customer's
business is such that ne has no control whatever of TCU of electrical
demand or usage. In those instances a visual type demana meter
would provide the customer with no real benefit. Iin other instances
where the customer does have control of demand and usage, the
determination of economic usage, and the design of plant systems

for economic production, will necessitate frequent readouts and
logging of demands. The stopwateh and computation method would be
cumbersore and inadecuate in these instances. We are of the opinion
that the utility has the duty to provide some kind of visual display
where the customer desires one in order to plan his electrical
consumption to his greatest benefit under the TOU rate schedules as
customers cannot respond to the TOU schedule unless they have
appropriate information. At the same time, however, those custoners
who would have no practical use for such display need not be provided
with it. In the circumstances the fair thing to do is te require

the utility to make a tariff filing which would provide tnat visual

display will be furnishec at the option of the customer. The
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utility should recover the additional expense of this service
through rates in this schedule. There is nothing in this record
which indicates what that differential in cost is; nor is there
any evidence regarding the availability of visual display of
demand. We will require applicant to furnish such visual display
upon request of the customer. 3ecause the availability of visual
demand display or meters with such display capability is not of
record, we will require applicant to file a tariff rule setting
forth the time within which a visual display or meter will be
furnished and installed after request. The tariff filings should
be by advice letter which should include evidence of the costs of
the equipment including the costs of the magnetic recording type
meters now in use and evidence regarding the availability of
visual demand display equipment or meters.

CAMA suggests that the TCU rates not be made effective
until visual type demancd meters are actually installed. We do not
consider that to be necessary in light of our conclusion that such

metering be cptional with the customer and our requirement that
such meters be furnished a reasonably short time after request.

On December 12, 1978, the Commission entered its Decision
No. 89711, in Application No. 57602, the general rate case of
applicant which was under submission concurrently with tzae
application herein. We therein provided for increases in electric
rates and also modified the energy charge components t¢ provide for
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a basic energy charge to which is to be added an Energy Cost
Adjustment Billing Factor (ECABF). At the time of our consideration
of that decision we were cognizant of the problems recited herein
regarding the establishment of a fair and reascnable TCU rate
structure applicable to customers with maximur demands of between
1,000 and 5,000 kW waich would return to the utility the same amount
of revenue that would be generated under Schedule No. A-7. One of
our objectives therein was to attempt to provide a structure of
rates generally compatible with any of the proposals nerein and
which would not require substantial modification by reason of any
of these proposals. Schedule No. A-7 adopted in Decision No. 89711
should generate approximately $238,600,000 gross revenue from
custozers with maximum demands between 1,000 and 5,000 kW. Tke

' gross revenues which would be generated from those same customers
under the Schedule No. TOU-8 prescribed in that decision, giviag

consideration to a five percent shift in demand and usage f{rom
on~peak and consideration to the revised rules for voltage discounts
proposed by applicant herein, will be approximately $238,500,000.
The margin of error in those estimates is $100,000 more or less.

Cur order herein will provide for the filing of tariff pages which
will modify the "Special Conditions" in Schedule No. TOU=-8 to
conform with those provided in Exhibit 4 (Applicant's Proposal
Alternative 1) and to make suca schedule applicable To customers
whose monthly maximum demand exceeds 1,000 kW for any 3 months
during the preceding 12 months. |
findings

1. After investigation the Commission on March 16, 1576,
issued its Decision No. 85559 in wnich it ordered electric utilities
to file specific TOU pricing tariffs covering large usage customers
for whom substantially all the necessary metering equipment had
already been installed, and to install additional metering for
customers with very high usage in order to permit the use of TCU
schedules with respect to such customers.

-] 8w
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2. By Decision No. 87744, dated August 27, 1977, the
Cormission ordered applicant to file a TCU tariff schedule as set
forth in Appendix A of said decision that would replace Schedule
No. A-8 and be applicable to customers with monthly maximum demands
exceeding 5,000 kW. Applicant filed such schedule (TOU-8) which
became effective as to each individual customer with the first
regularly scheduled meter reading of that customer taken on and
after Cctober 14, 1977. \//,

3. On Qctober 26, 1976, the Commission issued Decision
No. 86543 requiring applicant to file specific TOU tariffs for
customers with demands greater than 1,000 xW. Pursuant to such
order applicant filed the application aerein. '

L. Customers served by applicant with monthly maximum demands
between 1,000 and 5,000 kW include, among others, industrial firms,
very large retail establishments, very large hotels and motels,
and water utilities.

5. TOU of electricity, and the aemand therefor, by retail
establisnments, hotels, and motels is largely governed by the demands \//
and requirezents of their clientele and is governed by the TCU of
the facilities that individual businesses within that group

provide their customers. Managers of those businesses allegedly have ‘V/
very little, if any, ability to control the time of their custemers'

electrical use and demand.

6. TFor some types of businesses, in order for them to shift
on-peak electrical loads to mid-peak or off-peak, substantial
modifications tc existing plant would be required necessitating
a large capital outlay. The justification for such capital outlay
would result only where the cost of the capital can be amortized
over a reasonable period by savings in energy costs that will result
from the switching of TOU. The incentive to maxe such switch depends
ugon the amount of capital involved, the amount of savings in energy
demand costs involved, and the prospect that the TOU schedules will
remain in effect for a reasonable future period so as to permit
amortization of the investment.
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7. Applicant has not had sufficient experience with TCU
schedules wnich would provide data from which it may be determined
the amount of switch from on~peak use and demand that would result
from the establisnment of a TOU pricing tariff applicable to
customers with montnly maximum demands exceeding 1,000 xW.

8. Applicant and the staff obtained data frem PG&Z
of the switch from on-peak demand resulting from the establishment
of 2. T0U electric pricing tariff applicable tc custcmers with
demands exceeding 4,000 kW. The data furnisned indicate that ~///
the shift froz on=-peak demand 1s approacning Iive percent.

9. Applicant's TOU pricing tariffl oroposal setv forth in
Exhibit &, and described as its Alternate 1, will recover
approximately the same revenues as are currently belng recelved
from customers that will be subject to that tarilf; it is compatible
with related rate schedules that may also e available to the customers
that would be subject to that tariff; and it conforms to 70U rate
structure guidelines established by the Commission in Dec¢ision
No. 87744 :

1. The same time-of{~-day on-peak, mic-peak, and off-
peak periods as curreatly defined in Schecule
No. TOU=-8;

The same summer-winter season definitions as in
the current Schecdule No. TOU=E:

Identification of separate customer, demand, and
energy charges;

Separate on-peak, mid-peak, anc off-peak rates
for both demand anc energy; ana

Five percent reduction of on-peax demand and
energy. 1Tnls energy shnifted to mid-peak and
off-peak periods.

10. Applicant's rate proposal set forth in Exnibit L provides
incentives for a shift in customer use and demancd of electricity
of approximately five percent from on—-peak usage.
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11. The staff's rate proposals are not compatible with other
rate schedules that may also be available to custemers that would
be subject t¢ those propesals.

12. Retailers' proposal does not give consideration to loss
of revenues resulting from a shift in electrical usage and demand,
other than by application of a revenue equalization clause
mechanism which would cause unnecessary additional accounting
problems and expense.

13. Applicant proposes to continue metering customers with
monthly maximum demands exceeding 1,000 kW with magretic recording
meters waich do not provide a visual readout. Such meters will be
adequate for certaln customers who have no control over the TCU

of electrical demand or usage; aowever, they may not be adequate or

convenient for the needs of cther customers.
l4. By Decision Ne. 89711, dated December 12, 1978, in
Application No. 57602, the Commission prescribed a general adjust—

ment in applicant's electric rates. The rates in Schedule No. TOU-E

applicable to monthly maxirmum demands in excess of 5,000 kW, and
the rates in Schedule No. A-7 applicable to demands in excess of
200 kW were increased. The relationship between those increased
rate scales results in the condition that the revenues which would
be derived under Schedule No. A~7 from customers having monthly

maximum cdemands of between 1,000 and 5,000 XW would be approximately

the same as the total revenue that would be derived from those

ze customers if there is a shift of five percent in demand and
use from on-peak periods teo mid-peak and off~peak under Schedule D,
No. TOU=-E.

21—
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15. ZExcept as to rules for application, delivered voltage,
and voltage discount, Schedule No. TCU-8 established in Decision
No. 89711 has the same structure and format as those in applicant's
proposed Alternate 1 schedule set forta in Exaibit 4; and the
application of said Schecdule No. TOU-8 to customers wita montnly
maximum demands in excess of 1,000 kW will be compatible with
related rate schedules that may also bde available to the customers
that would be subject te the tariff, and ccnforms to TCU rate structure
guidelines established by the Commission in Decisiocn No. &7744.

16. With modifications in rules for application, voltage
delivery, and voltage discount provided in Zxhibit L, the rates
provided in Schedule No. TQU-8 established in Decision No. &9711
are, and for the future will be, just and reascnadble rates for
application tc customers with monthly maximurm demands in excess of
1,000 kW.

17. Although the rates in Schedule No. TCU-8 will return
approximately the same revenues as tie rates in Schedule No. A~7
from customers having monthly maximum demands in excess of 1,000 kW \//
and whose electrical service is now subject to said Schedule No. A-7,
the application of the TOU rates in Schedule No. TCU-~8 to those
custeomers will result in some custemers incurring increases in taelr
charges for electricity. Those increases are justilied.

18. There is no evidence of the availability of visual type

demand meters nor any evidence of the difference in cost, if any,
of such meters as compared to the cost of the magnetic recording
demand meter currently being utilized dy applicant.
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18. It is applicant's practice tc read the meters of the
custorers affected on different days during the month. It would
be impractical for applicant tc make meter readings of all suena
customers on the same date.

Conclusions .

1. Applicant should be directed to establish TOU rates
avplicable to large users with monthly maximum demands greater than
1,000 kW by filing and maintaining the rates, charges, and rules set
forth in the scihedule in Appendix A attached to this decision.

2. Applicant should be authorized to establish the aforesaid
rate schedule to become effective onr not less than thirty days'
notice to the Commission and to the public, and to maxke saic rates
effective as to individual customers on the date of the reading
of the customer's meter pursuant to applicant's regular and
usual schedule on and after the effective date of the tariff
schedule.

3. Applicant should be recquired to furnish a visual type
demand meter or display equipment upon request of a customer governed
by the rules in the tariff schedule to be establisned. In coannection
with such requirement, applicant should be directed to establish in
its tariff a rule prescribing the time within which such meter will
be furnished after request, subject to availability; and applicant
should recover the costs of providing this equipment through rates
orovided in this schedule.

L. In all other respects Application No. 57652 shouia de

denied.

——
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IT ZS ORDEZRED that:

L. Southern Califormia Edison Company is directed %o file
with the Commission, not later than thirty days after the
effective date of this order, in conformity with the provisions
of General Crder No. 96-A, revised tariff schedules with rates,
¢charges, and conditions modified as set forth in Appendix A
attached to this order and, oz 2ot less than tairty days' notice to
the public and to the Commission, tc make the revised tariffs
effective. It is authorized to make such rates effective as to
the individual customers affected on tihe dates of the reading of
the customer's meter on or after the effective date of the tariff.

2. Southern California Zdison Company shall furnisn a visual
type demand meter or display equipment as the supply thereol beconmes

available to any service govermed by its Scheaule No. TUu=o5 upon
request of the customer, and it shall amena its Scneaule No. TOU=2
to specify that such visual type demanc meter or disPIai equipment
will be furnished and installed witain one nuncred eignty days arter
reguest by thne customer. -
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3. Tariff filings required or authorized by paragrapns 2 /
ard=3. of this order shall be made by advice letter, and such
letter shall set forth the data upon which the specific rules and
charges set forth therein are based.
L. In all other respects Application No. 57653 is denied. / “
The effective date of tais order shall be tairty gays
after the date hereof.
Dated at wim Fraaced  , California, this ZQ@
day of __jppr , 1979.
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APFENDIX A
Page 1 of 3

Schedule No. TOU-8
GENERAL SERVICE - LARGE

APPLICABILITY

Applicable to three-phase general service, including
lighting and power.

This schedule is applicable for all customers of record
on _Twail. /0, 1977 y the date of tae decision in
Application No. 7 A ’.EZ@SR y and thnereafter whose monthly maximum
Cemana exceeas i,uuu Kw lor any taree woutds during toe
preceding 12 months. Anj customer whose mmonthly maximum demand

has fallen below 900 kW Jor 12 consecutive months may
elect to take service on any othe* applicadble scaedule.

TERRITORY

Within the entire territory served, excluding
Santa Catalina Island.

RATES
Per Meter

Per Month

Customer Charge -cvevecisrrccssanasns ceee $1,075.00
Uéﬁiﬁd ﬂharge (io Be added 4o Bustomer Charge):

All XW of on-peak bdilling demand, per KW .. 5.05
Plus all kW of mid-peak »illing dcmand,

BT K teeiinrnnrrnrenernncncsesannenans 0.65

Plus all kW of off-peak billing demand,
% 8 ¢ @ B E® S s e EEEES No Cn&rse

Energy Charge (to be added to Demand Charge)
All on-peak kWh, per kWh O.5§O¢

Plus all mid- peak KWh, per KW ieveennenes
Plus all off-peak kWh, per kWh .....

R e oY O




APFENDIX A
Page 2 of 3

Schedule No. TOU-8
GENERAL SERVICE - LARGE (Continued)

RATES {(Continued)

Minimum Charge:

The monthly minimum charge shall be the sum of the monthly
Customer and Demand Charges. The monthly Demand Charge
shall be not less than the charge for 25% of the maximum
on-peak demand established during the preceding 1l months.

Daily time periods will be based on Pacific Standard Time
and are defined as follows:

On-peak: = 12:00 noon to 6:00 p.m. summer weekdays except
hollidays.

5:00 p.n. to 10:00 p.m. winter weekdays except
holidays.

Mid-peak: 8:CO0 a.m. to 12:00 noon and 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
' summer weekdeys except holidays.

8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. winter weekdays except
holidays.

Off-peak: All other hours.

Off-peak holidays are New Year's Day, Washingten's
Birthday, Memorial Day, Independence Day,

Labor Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day,

and Christmas. .

For initial implementation of this schedule by the Company,
winter shall consist of the bllling periods for the six
regularly scheduled monthly billings beginning with the
first regularly scheduled dilling ending after November 14,
1977. Thereafter, regularly scheduled monthly billings
shall include sixX summer billing perlods followed by six
winter billing periods. In no event will winter include
schedwled bllling periods ending after May 31 of any year.
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APFENDIX A
Page 3 of 3

Schedule No. TOU-8
GENERAL SERVICE - LARGE (Continued)

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

Voltage Discount: The charges before power factor
adjustment will be reduced dy 3% for service delivered and metered
at voltages of from 2 kV to 10 kKV; by 4% for service delivered and
metered at voltaeges of from 1l KV to 50 XV; and by 5% for service
delivered and metered at volteges over 50 KV; except that when only
one transformetion from a transmission voltage level is involved, a
customer normally entitled to a 3% discount will be entitled to a
4% discount.




