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1'0. the ~tter of the Application of PACIne ~ 
GAS AND ELEC'mIC COMPANY for auchority, among 
other things, to change cer'tain rate schedules 
to tmplement additional time-varying rates for 

Application No. 57666 
(Filed November 2, 1977) 

85559 as modified by Decision No. 86543. 
electric service pursuant to Decision No. ~ 

(Electric) 

• 
'. 

Proceeding 

Malcolm R. Furbush, Robert Ohlbach, and Kermit R • 
. 1Cubitz, Attorneys at Law, for Pacific Gis and 
Electric Company, applicant. 

Hugh Cook, for 'Wille Institute; Gordon E. na·.ris and 
William H. Booth, Attorneys at taw, for 
Ca1iforn1& Manufacturers Association; Robert T. 
Howard II, for Southern California Edison 
eomp:ao.y; Elmer G. .Johnson, for Building Owners & 
Managers XSsocl.ation; thOmas S. lCnox, Attorney at 
Law, for California Retailers Association; Boris R. 
Lakusta, Jerry .:J. Suich, and David .:J. Marchant, 
Xttorueys at Law, for california Hotel & Motel 
Associ&tiOtt.; Karl E. Vogel, for Raycbem Corporation; 
.John C. Lakeland, for Curtis Machine Company; 
Edward Mrizek, for City of Palo Alto; Lee 
SnOW6erg, for Port of Oakland; Glen .J.-rutlivan, 
lttorney at Law, for Califom:l& Farm Jureau 
Federation; John A. Wilson for California . 
Energy CoumLssion; Harry winters and Allen B. Wagner, 
for University of California; interested parties. s 

Elinore C .. Morgan, Attorney at Law, and Andrew ~okmaltorr, 
~t~~s~~~ Engineer, tor the commission .tai£ .. 

01'1lfl0N -------

Pacific Ga. and Electric Company (PG&E) filed Application 
.0. 57666 011 Bovember 2, 1977 requeatiDs auih.ority to cbaDge certain rate 
acbedules in order to implement additional time-varytag rates for electric 
aerv1ce • 

• 



E:-l 

A.57666 Alt.-CID-ei/tg 

4It Duly noticed public hearings were held at San Francisco before 
the assigned Administrative Law Judge on February 27 and 28 and on 
April 19, 20, and 21, 1978 and the matter submitted subject to opening 
briefs filed on May 12 and reply briefs on Hay 29, 1978. 
Summarv of Decision . 

This decision directs PG&E to file a new tariff 
Schedule A-22 to provide time-oi-use rates for approximately 
700 customers with demands becween 1,000 kW and 4,000 kW. 
These customers include, among others, industrial firms, very large 
retail establishments, very large hotels and motels, water utilities, 
and agricultural users. PG&E's ti~e-of use rates have formerly been 
applied under Schedule A-23 only to larger industrial and commercial 
customers with demands in excess of 4,000 kW. 

The purpose of time-of-use rates is to encourage customers to 
shift energy usage from peak to partial-peak and to off-peak periods, 
thereby postponing the need for new generating facilities, which 

~ directly equates to savings for all PG&E ratepayers because new construc­
~tion of generating capacity is reduced and less fossil fuel is required 

for peak demand period generation. Because the assumed 10 percent shift 
in load from' the on-peak to the off-peak time interval did not occur 
under PG&E's time-of-use Schedule A-23 (large industrial users), the 
staff proposed a time-of-use rate with a greater differential in the 
energy rate than tha~ p:oposed by PG&E. The ~ime-of-use rates were 
opposed by California Retailers Association, Property Management Systems, 
California Hotel & Motel Association, Raychem Corporation, and 
California Manufacturers Association on the ground that many of the 
customers they represent are unable to shtft loads and would therefore 
incur an increase in their energy charges. We are not convinced that 
the A-22 customers can achieve no further conservation or load shifting. 
!he time of use rates adopted are neither those proposed by PG&E nor the 
staff but have been designed by the Co~ssion based upon the evidence 
in this proceeding. It is anticipated that there will be an overall 
reduction of 10 percent in the on-peak decandand energy usage and a 6 

~percent reduction in partial-peak demand and energy usa;e by the customers 
~ affected, and that the reduction in on-peak and partial-peak energy usage 

will be shifted to the off-peak. '~!he increased basic revenue requirement 
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4ID for Schedule A-22 pursuant to Decision No. 89319 in Application No. 
57284 issued September 6, 1978 is $90,524,000. No increase in such 
revenue requirement is provided in this decision. !he increase in 
revenues from those customers whose charges are increased by the time­
of-use r~tcs in Schedule A-22 will be offset by the decrease in 
revenues from those customers who avail themselves of the incen,tives 
to shift their energy usage from on peak and partial peak to off peak. 

• 

PG&E is required to furnish customers a visual type demand 
meter or display equipment Within 180 days. a..rter request bY' the 
customer. 

The time of use rates are as follows: 

RATES 

Cus tomer Charge: .................... " ... " .... " ........ .. 

Demand Charge: 
On Peak, per kilowatt of Maximum Demand ... 
Plus Partial Peak. per kilowatt of Maximum 

Dema.nd ., ................ " ... " .. " ......... "" ..... " .. "" .... .. 
Plus Off Peak, per kilowatt of Maximum 

Demand ...... " .... " .......... " .................................. " .. .. 

Energy Charge: 
On Peak, per kilowatt hour .••.••.....•.. 
Plus Partial Peak, per kilowatt hour ..•. 
Plus Off Peak, per kilowatt hour ..•..... 

Per Meter 
Period A 
$538.00 

2.45 

0.26 

No Charge 

0.021 
0.018 
0.010 

Per Nonth 
Period B 

$538.00 

0.70 

0.20 

No Charge 

0.018 
0.013 
0.010 

• 
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The time periods are as follows: 

Period A shall be applicable to Qeter readings from May 1 to 
SeptemBer 30 inclusive for the following hours: . 

.. 
On Peak 12:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. 

Partial Peak 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. 
6:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. 
8:30 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. 

Off Peak 10:30 p.m. to 8:30 a.m. 
All day Sunday and holidays. 

(Monday through Friday~ 
except holidays.) 

(Monday through Friday, 
except holidays.) 

(Saturday, except 
holidays.) 

(Monday through Saturday, 
except holidays.) 

Period B shall be applicable to meter readings from October 1 to 
April 30 inclusive for the following hours: 

On Peak 4:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. (Monday through Friday, 
except holidays.) 

Partial Peak 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. (Monday through Friday, 
8:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. except holidays.) 
8:30 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. (Saturday, except 

holidays.) 

Off Peak 10:30 p.m. to 8,: 30 a.m. (Monday through Saturday, 
except holidays.) 

All day Sunday and holidays. 

The holidays 'specified in this schedule include: 
New Year's Day, Washington's Birthday, Memorial Day, 
Independence Day, labor Day. ,Veterans' Day, Thanks­
giving Day, and Christmas Day, as said days are 
specified in Public law 90-363 (U.S.C.A. Section 6103). 
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• 
Position of the Parties 

R;&E 

PG&E believes that the.~ppr6ach adopted oy tbis Commission in 

Decision No. 86632 authorizing t:t:me-of-use rates for cU8~omers greate:r 
tban. 4,000 kW is a reasonab le way to inttoduce load management incentives 
into rate design without unduly burcieuing either PG&E or its affected 
customers. The customer response identified by PG&E I S monitoring of the 

Schedule No. A-17 (::'0'W' A-2;) time-of-use rate design during its lini.ted 
existence b.~s 'been sig:.ii'ieant and ?G&E i'e~ls :that the prel:im;nary e!vide!lce 
substantiates the merit o£ a new rate de~ig::::.. Because the .1,000 kTJ to . 

4,000 1dJ customer group is generally an extension of the customer mix 

encountered on PG&E's larger customer time-varying rate Schedule No. A-17, r expects that similar conclusions will result from this sector. 
PG&E submitted two time-of·use rate designs intended to provide 

the Coumtssion with time-of-use rate designs which promote load management 
(one was of its ow. devising and one· in response to the Commission staff's 

request of August 29, 1977~ tba~_~~j~C?vi~e -an -invert:ed-t~-of-ase 
alternative in its applica:1on)._1 !he customers involved include the 
approx1.maeely 700 cus.tome%'s between. 1,000 lQl' and 4,000 kW of demand who are 
typically served from. either iG&E Sc:b.edules Nos. A-12, A-13, ·PA-l, P-3, . 
or S-l. . 

According to M&E, itS:. proposed rate desigu is analogous to the 
design approved in Decision No. 86632. '!he proposed design is si:m.1lar to 
the one authorized tor Southern California Edison Company Schedule No_ Tou-8 
in DeC:ision No. 87744. 

11 PG&E advocates use of its rate design as the proper one to provide 
- customers witb. explicit .price signals. Its proposal does not increase 

ar decrease the revenue requirement of this class of customer • 

• -2-
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• PG&E '4 proposed Schedule No. A-22 would pl~ce the rema1nlllg 
PG&E Large Light ~nd Power customers on & t1me-of-use rate. According 
to PG&E ~ it is logical that this design bi uniform. throughout the 

customer class 4lld that changes to the rate design be made only after 
evidence is established vb1ch substantiates that an alternative design is 
superior to an existing rate design. The price elasticity assumptions 
implicit in FG&!'s proposal include the assumption that average price 
elasticity impacts will not be relevant due to no change in the average 
rate level for this customer group. A kW demand shirt ot: 5 percent 

has been Assumed. This shirt is reflected in a redistribution o~ 
on-peak billing kW and. kWh to the partial-peak and off-peak time periods. 
'Xbe 5 percent figure is in contrast to the 10 percent figure authorized 
in Decision No. 86632 and is the :t1gure substantiated by the evidence on 
load-shifting obtained to date. According to PG&E, the time-of-use 

rate design merr!ly reallocates the intra-schedule derivation of revenue 
in relationship to t:1me-of~use consumption patterns. Kost winter period 

•
b11;LS will be smaller under time-of-use designs. 1'bese lower bills will 

e offset by higher stmmer period bills. Some customers will see increases 
in their annual bills. Because the des1g~ of the rates is built upon the 

existing Schedule Xo. A-13 rate structure, this intra-schedule redistribu ... 
tiou of revenue is minimized • 

•• 
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Commission Staff 
In accordance with Decision No. 85559 in Case No. 9804, 

OrderL~ Paragra?hs 8 and 9, the Commission staff performed analyses 
of customer usage characteristics, evaluated rate proposals made 
by the utility and cr1teria for selection of time-of-use rate 
structures. The staff introduced several TOU rate sChedules. The 
primary criterion for evaluating the effectiveness of a rate structure 
used by the staff is the relative magnitude of the price signal sent 
to the customer by his monthly energy bill. A secondary criterion 
was that rates should generally reflect marginal costs. 

Testimony introduced oy the staff shows that the utility 
proposed rate structure provides a weak economic 1ncentive tor load 
management action. Typically, a load shift of 5 percent from the 
on-peak interval to the partial-peak (60 percent of the sh1fted 
energy) and off-peak interval (40 percent of the shifted energy) 
res~lts in only 0.5 to 1.5 percent reduction in the customer's bill, 
depending on whether the customer's usage character1stic 1s out of 
phase with the system load characteristic or whether it tracks the 
system. The staff points out thet the $0.002 d1fferential between 
the utility proposed on-peak and off-peak rates represents in fact 
only a 5 percent difference L~ the effective rates which does not 
produce a substantial change in the bill when load is shifted. 

One constraint on the relati~e magnitude of the differential 
between the rates is that under present policy electriC rates consist of 

two principal components~ viz, the energy cost (ECAC) and t~e basic rate. 
It is only the basic rate for which tioe variation applies. If the 
energy cost component of the rate were time differentiated, considerably 
greater rate differentials could be established. There is a limit to 
the relative bill reduction associated with a given load shift with a 
standard time-or-use rate structure. Therefore, the start presented 
an alternative, viz, a rate structure where on-peak rates vary 
progressively with the relative amount of the customer's usage in the 
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on-peak period. The staft testified that .its proposed rate 
alternatives do not exceed marginal costs ot electric service during 
the peak hour, as developed by the staff 1n the PG&E general rate 
case Application No. 51284. 

California Retailers Association (eRA) 

It is the position of CRA that retail establishments which 
would be served under Schedule No. A-22 have previously implemented 
energy conservation and load reduction programs. CRA argues that its 
members cannot shift additional demand to otf-peak periods without 
changing their ope~ations which they maintain is not feasible. ' 

The CRA, the California Manufacturers' Association and 
PG&E object particularly to the L~verted rate schedule proposed by 
the Commission staff on grounds that, under this rate structure, a 
customer who increased his consumption in the off-peak time interval 
thereby changing his usage pattern could L~terpret the change in 

his billing as indicati.."lg that a limited amount of energy had been 
made available to him at a lower rate than the equivalent cost of 
oil. This would provide a price signal that would tend to oppose the 
objectives of conservation. 

Property M~~agement Systems 
As operators responsible to the general community and also 

to its ownership, Property M~~age~ent Systems has undertaken the 
reduction of both the consumption an~ the demand factor within its 
properties. It has spent a considerable amou.~t of money and has achieved 
~ositive results. Unfortunately,"the'proposed rate schedules would 
nonetheless considerably increase its cost of electricity as it is not 
a.b1e to shift its demand usage at its own desires. The on ... pea.k demand 
periods as" outlined in" the proposed rate schedule basica.lly coincide 
with the peak demand periods in the operetion of an office building. 
Property MSiJlagement Systems has lea.se ooligationsto~1ts-tena.nts Who 
are ooen during normal business operatL~g hours in order to do 
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business with members of the cocmunity, and with the general 
business cocmuni ties tra-oughout the country. Property Management 
Systems believes that it is unfair for its utility costs to continue 
to escalate when its conscientious and sincere effort to reduce 
electricity consumption has been successful. 

California Hotel & Motel Association (CRMA) 
The California Hotel & Motel Association presented three 

'litnesses who testified that, while hotels and ~otels in California 
already have achieved marked success in implementing energy conserva-

,tion programs, they C~lot control the major amount of their'electric 
usage. CHMA mainta.ins 't;hat the Commission's obj ecti yes in 1:nplementi.."'lg 

time-or-use pricing woUlj be thwarted by blanket application of time­
of-use rates to all customers 1n this dem~~d class. It requests that 
the Commission allow those of its members who can be certif1ed by the 
utility as having achieved maximum possible conservation to remain on 
their present schedules. AccordL~g to CRMA such exempt10n would ha~e 
no deleterious effect on the utility syste~ or the time-of-use pric1ng 
program. In the alternative, the hotels and motels could disconnect from 
the utility system ~~d generate their own electric power causing a 
loss of revenue to the utility. If time-of-use rates are implemented, 
the CHMA requests that Visual demand meters be required to be installed 
before such pricing takes effect. 

Raychem Corporation (Raychem) 
It was the understandL~ of Raychemrs representative that 

Raychem'::; power costs have been l.."'lcreas1ng and that PG&:E' s proposal 
would cause a further increase. It was also his understandi.."'lg that 
both of the staff's proposals WOUld, it adopted, impose greater 
energy charges tha..."'l PG&E' s proposal • 
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Port of" Oakland 

~ IJ ... / 
(71 

It was the position of the Port of Oakland that adoption 
of time-of-use rates in ~~ of their proposed torms~ with no provi~ 
sions tor customers who resell part of the1r electricity, would be 
unfair. 

University of California 
The University o~ C~11torn1a took no posi~ion except that 

it has an ~~terest that Schedule No. A-13 continue to exist. 
Discussion 

PG&E proposes to place in effect Schedule No. A-22, a 
t~e-o!-use rate des1gn~ to apply to approx!catelY 700 customers 
w1th demands between 1,000 kW a.'"ld 4,000 kW.. PG&E states that results 
obt~."ed to date fro~ the application of time-of-use rates to 
customers with de~ds in excess of 4,000 kW can be applied to these 
customers. 

We are conv1nced that t~e-or-use rates improve the 
efficiency with which resources are used by affecting patterns of 
usage and reflecting marg~."al costs. Reference was cade L." th1s 
proceeding to the staff ~arg~"'al cost study presented in Application 
No. 57284. The ~esults of that study clearly demonstrate the t~e­
varying na.ture of marg1nal costs and prov1de usetul. 1nt'or.uation 
regarding the relevant costing periods. However, none of the rate 
designs presented for ou~ consideration were specificallY based on 
marginal costs. We ha.ve not~ thererore, attempted to directly relate 
our design of Schedule A-22 to the magnitudes or ratios of PG&Ets 

:narg1nal costs. 
The record in this proceeding contains sufficient ev1dence 

to allow us to deSign rates which serve the load ~."agement function. 
We recognize that the rate must provide ~~ adequate dirferent1al 
oetween the peak and off-peak prices to encourage customers to shirt 
load to the ott-peak period. Under the current time-or-use 
Schedule A-23~ there is a 4 mill di!terent1al in the base energy 
charge. The addition of an equal ECAC charge to each period Sign1f­
icantly lowers this differential. 
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One issue which cannot be finally resolved in this proceed­
ing is the a:nount of usage which will 'be shifted as a result of' the 
time-of'-use rate. In DeciSion No. 86632, in Application No. 56124, 
we assumed ~ 1~ shift in load f'rom the on-peak time interval to r 
the orf'-peak. As ~qu1red in that decision, PG&E su'bmitted, on 
March 31, 1978, a report describing the previous year's experience 
with time-of-use Schedule A-23. The report showed that a full l~ 
shift had not occurred. 

In design1D.g this rate schedule we were aware that the 
usage shifts trom the A-23 rate were less than antiCipated. We 
accept the argument of staft that a greater differential in the 
energy rate 13 needed to cause a s~f~ in usage. Also, we recognize 
that the total revenues collected from the customers on the A-23 
rate schedule should be no more th~ the amount authorized tor that 
group by Decision No. 83316 in Application No. 57284 which W3S the 
last general rate proceed~ for ?G&E. Within the constraints of' 
increasing the energy differential while maintaining the revenue 
level, we have chosen to establish an energy differential of two 
to three times that of A-23. The peak to otf-peak differential is 
11 mills in the summer period and 8 mills in the winter period. 
We expect that the effective rate f"or A-22 will provide an adequate 
incentive to shift energy usage from the peak period. 

We do not find the experience with A-23 necessarily 
inconsistent with our prior assumptions. One would expect the 
reduction in peak-period usage to be increased over time and the 
A-23 rate had been in effect for only one year at the time of the 
analysis. In addition, increasing the peak to off-peak dirrerential 
as we have done for A-22 shouJ.d encourage :nore sh!.:ft1ng or load awa:y 
from the peak period • 

-8-
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For these reasons ~~d also for purposes ot stability ot 
the applicant's revenues, we will continue to expect a reduction of 
10% 1n the oIl-peak demand and energy usage. Further, ba.sed on the 
results of the analysis of A-23 usage patterns, we will assume that 
there Will be a 6~ reduction in partial peak dem~~d and energy usage. 
The oft-peak energy usage is ass\lmed to increase by an amount corres­
pond~~ to the reduction in the peak ane partial-peak periods. 

We rec~gnize that we cannot predict the exact alterations 
in usage patterns which will be caused by the adopted rate design. 
At this time any time-ot-use rate which is implemented must be 
considered experimental and must be caref'ully mom. torec.. Only 
through experience will we be able to determL~e the rate design 
which would cause the optimal usage patterns for the class. 

In Decision No. 89316, in Application No. 51284, issued 
on September 6, 1978, follow1ng submission of the instant application, 
we authorized h1ghe~ electric rate levels for PG&!. This increased 
the basic revenue requirement for SChedule A-22 to $90,524,000. L~ 

accordance with the considerations discussed aoove,we have designed 
Schedule A-22 to recover this increased level of revenue. The revenue 
recovery is demonstrated on the attached table • 
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Pa.eifie G:u: a::.d. Electric Company 

TIME 01 USE SAIZS, _RM!SS AIm REVENOliS 
Sehed'Cle A-22 

· : Authorized. · Item · Sales : Rates · 
$ 

CUstomer CbArge ($ Per CUstomer Per Mo .. ) 8,56$ 538.00 

Demand M'vT 
Period A - S'Ul:'lCltt 

Pet1.k 4,595 2.45 
Pa.rtial Peak 4,780 0.26 

Period B - Winter 
Pe~ 5,384 0.70 
Portial Peak 6z201 0.20 

Subtota.l (Demand) 20,960 

EnerSj" MWh 
Period A - Sw::ner 

Peo.k. 458,892 0.021 
Pc...""ti3.l Peo.k 737,021 0.018 
Off Peak 1:-048,913 0.010 

Period B - Winter 
Peak 341,340 0.018 
Partial Peek 1,173,502 0.013 
Oft Pealt: 1.: 361.,3?2 0.010 

Su'btota.l (Etlergy) 5"z121zooo 
Total Revenue 

Target Revenue 

Exee:::: 

-9-

.. · . · : Revenues .. · 
M$ 

4,610 

11,258 
1,243 

3,769 
l::24O 

17,510 

9,637 
13,266 
10,489 

6,144 
l5,256 
13 .. 613 
68z405 

.90,525 

90,524 

1 
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We are not persuaded by the testimony of the Cali~o~a 

Retailers Associatio~ and the Califo~-ia Rctel & Motel Association 
to the effect that their me~bers can acbieve no further conserva­
tion or load shift~. !n the present proceeding, no specific 
evidence as to the effect ot time-or-use pricing was introduced. 

It would not be equitable to exempt users who cannot 
shift their loa~ from time-of-use rate schedules. Time-of-use 
rates reflect the time-v~-ng nature of utility costs, an~ it is 
proper that such costs be bo~e by those who use the service. 
This is consistent with our Decision No. 90146 in Application 
No. 5765; by Southern California Edison Company which is similar 
to this one. In that decision no exemptions from TaU schedules 
were granted to any class of customers or users. It should also 
be pointed out that Decisions Nos. 85559 and 8654; in the generic 
time-o£-~se Case No. 9804 did not provide for exemptions trom 
time-or-use rates. 

We consider it important to emphasize that the oft-peak 
rates in Schedule No. A-22 are not constructed for the purpose of 
proViding ~~ergy et a lower price ths-~ equivalent oil prices. A 
time-of-use rate is a load management technique. If effective, 1t 
will prov1de an economic incentive to transfer electric usage from 
the highest to the lowest time of use, thereby postpon1ng the need 
for new generating facilities. 

-10-
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There is no merit to arguments objecting to the Commission 
sta!ffs inverted rate st~Jctu-~. Any excessive icpact o! such rates 
can be mitigated by an appropriate adjust:ent of rate levels while 
still preservi:g the e!!ective~ess of the rate structure in providing 
a price signal to the custo::e= that would pro::pt. hi::1 to take load 
shirting action. No data is available at this tice as to what price 
signal would exceed the tbreshold. a~ vhich a given class of customers 
would be ecoIl,omically moti vatec. to systematically shirt his load. 
An answer to this question could o:c.ly be established by experimenta­
tion. Although we do not adopt the inverted rate structure proposed 
by the staff in this decision we may at a future ti~e r~d an 
appropriate applicatio~ for it in an e~eriment invol~-ng suitably 
selected eusto:e=s. 

It is reasonable to require -that ··'the·-ut111ty·prov1cie 8. 

visual display meter or other d1splay device on request of the 
customer. The costs of such mete~s or deVices like other facil1ties 
necessary to render the service should be recovered through rates 

author1zed under Schedule No. A-22. 
Findings 

1. on October 26~ 1976, the CommiSSion issued Decision 
No. 86543 requiring appl1cant to file specific t1me-of-use tar1£fs 
for customers with demands greater t~ 1,000 kW. Pursuant to such 
order applicant filed the instant application. 

2. Decision No. 85559, C~se No. 9804~ dated March 16, 1976~ 
found thatTOU rates would reduce peak loads (see FindingS 20-25) 
and. directed respondent utilities, including PG&E~ <'to present TOU 

rate proposals. 
3. Estao11shment of TOU rates for large general service 

customers presently served. W'lder Schedule No. A-22 with demand 
between 1,000 and 4,000 kW should. result in. reducing or shifting 
peak load requirements • 
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4. Customers served by applicant with monthly maximum dem~~ds 
between 1,000 and 4,000 kW L~clude, among others, industrial firms, 
very large retail establishments, very large hotels ~~d motels, 
water utilities, ~~d agricultural users. 

5. In order to provide increased load shi~tL~g incentive, 
the effective energy rate differential for ~he A-22 rate should be 
gre:ater than that in PG&::E t S CUT:-ent time-of-use Schedule No. A-23· 

6. App11c~~t has not had suff1c1~~t experience with tioe-of­
use schedules to provide data from which one could determine with 
certainty the amount of load shift resultir~ from a time-of-use 
tariff. 

7. The revenue require~ent to be :net through basic rates in 

this schedule is $90,524,000. 
8. The adopted rate w1ll recover approximately the same 

revenue a.s contemplated in Dec1s1on~No. 89316 from customers that 

will be served under Schedule No. A-22. 'this schedule c.ontorms 
to the «U1del1nes tor time-of-use rate structures establ~shed by the 
Commission • 
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9. Schedule A-22 will provide 1ncent1v~ tor a shirt in 

customer use and demand of' electr1c1 ty. The exact amount or sh1:rt 
is impossible to ascert&~ without data based on experience. It 
is reasonable to assume that there will be a 10 percent decrease 
ot the on-peak demand and energy usage, & 6 percent decrease 10 the 
partial-peak demand and energy usage and an increase in the otf-peak 
energy usage corresponding to tbe addition of the on-peak and partial­
peak energy reductions. 

10. Customers served under Schedule No. A-22 who use energy 
during periods ot peak consumption on the PG&E system contribute to 
the additional incremental expense required to maintain and operate 
peak-period generating capacity. 

11. If those Schedule No. A-22 customers wno either cannot or 
will not shift usage to off-peak periods are charged the higher rate 
authorized herein, they will bear a portion or the expense required 
to generate the incremental peak demand capacity necessary to serve 
them. 

12. It would not be appropriate to exempt users with inflexible 
load characteristics from time-ot-use schedules. It is proper that 
the costs at the time-of-use be borne, to the extent poSSible, by 
those who use the service. 

13. A visual display type meter or other display deVice on 
request ot the customer would provide the customer with timelY 
~ormat1on on his current use. 

14. It is necessary for the applicant to continue to proVide 
the COmmiSSion with extenSive data and analyses reqUired tor efficient 
aOn1tor1ng of the performance of t1me-ot-use rate schedules. 

-13-
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Conclusions ot Law 
1. The rates authorized 1n the following order are just" 

reasonable" and nond1seriDinatory. 
2. PG&E should be directed to tu.rn1ah customers served under 

Schedule No. A-22 with visual demand metering or other display 
equipment on the customer's premises. 

3. PG&E mould be directed to t'ile per10<11c reports on the 
operation or its Schedule .0. A-22 80 the effects of the following 
order can be analyzed and possible modification considered. 

~~~ER 
IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company is directed to t1le with 
the Commission" not later than thirty days at'ter the er!ective date 
ot this order" 1n conformity with the prOvisions or General Order 
No. 96 ... A" new tari!!' Schedule Xo. A-22 With rates" charges" and 
conditions modified as set forth in AppendiX A attacbed to this 
order and, on thirty days' notice to the public and to the Commiss10n" 
to Il&ke the reVised tariffs effective. It 18 authorized to aake 
such rates effective as to the indiVidual customers ar!ected on the 
dates ot the reading ot the customer's aeter on or after the effec­
tive date of the tari!!. 

2. Pacific Gaa &ad Electric Coapar11' _ball include in its 
Scbedule Ro. A-22 a statement specifying that & visual type demand 
.ete%' or display equipment will M turn1ahed an<1 installed 1d.th1ll 

ODe hunc1red an<1 eighty days Arter request by the customer. 

-14- / 
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3· Tariff filings required or authorized by paragraph 2 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. 

4. Wi thin one hundred and eighty days after Schedule No. A-22 

authorized in this order shall take effect, Pacific Gas and ElectriC 
Company shall commence tll1ng with the COmmission semiannual reports 
on the operation of this schedule. These reports shall show dis­
tribution of sales and revenues With respect to time-of-use and. 
billing periods. 

The effective date of this order shall be thirty days 
after the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ San __ F'ran __ d:eco _____ , California, this 

:3 i g day of JUlY'~ , 1979 • 

-15-
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AF.PLICA.B!UT! : 

APPENDIX A 

Page 1 of 4 

PACIFIC GAS A.."m ::r.m'I:?IC COMP.A1'Y 

Scbecule No. A-22 
General Service - Tice Mete~ed 

Tbis schedule is applicable to polyphase alte~ati~g current 
service for all existi~g custo~e=s served i~ strict accorda~ce witb 
any applicable General ?owe:, Ge~eral Service, Agricultural Power, 
Refi~ery, or Standby Service scbedule whose ~ontbly ~xi~ de:and, 
during t=e l2-co~ period preceding the effective date of tbis 
schedule, waS 1,000 kilowatts or g=eater for three consecutive ~ont=s 
in any tice period, and to new custo~ers on and after the effective 
date of this scbedule whose ~ontbly ~xi~ de:and is expected to be 
1,000 kilowatts 0= g=eater io any ti~e ~eriod. New custo:ers may, 
at their option, elect to be served ~der a~y other applicable 
scbed1.l1e until t=eir ::1o:otb1y :axi:::lu:: d.e::.and i::l any ti:e per ·.od is 
1,000 kilowatts or greater for three consecutive :::lontbs. ~y custo:er 
served under this scbedule whose aggregate diversified ::onthly :axizu: 
de~nd in any ti:e period, at a siDgle service location, haS fallen 
below 900 kilowatts for any 12 co~secutive ~ontbs ~y, at bis optio~, 
tbereatter, elect to conti~ue to receive service under tbis scbedule 
0: unee: aDY otber applicable scbedule until sucb custo~er's ~o~thly 
maxi~u: de=a:od. ~ a~y ti~e period sball tberea!ter equal or exceed 
1,000 kilowatts for three consecutive montbs. This schedule is not 
applicable to service for wbicb Sched~le No. A-23 is applicable . 

. TEE.F.I~roF.Y: 

Tbe entire ter=ito=.y served. 

RATES 
Fer Met~r Per Mon~h 
Period A. Period. B 

Customer Charge: •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1.538.00 
Dell8Jld Charge: 

,On Peak. per kilowatt o!'MaXimU= De~d ••• ~ ••••••••••• 
Plus Part~ Peak, per kilovatt ot M.u:imum Demand ••••• 
Plus O!t~Peak, per lti.lowatt o~ Max:Uzn;zm Dem&tl.d •••• · ...... 

Enorg:r Charge: 

2.45 o. TO 
0.26 0.20 

No Charge No Charge 

On Peak, per kilowatt hour •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Plus Partial Peak, per kilowatt hour •••••••••••••••••• 
Plue Ott-Peak, per kilovatt hour •••••••••••••••••••••• 

g~g!r--g~~-- I 
Ncm;: Energy cha:ges exclUde the energy coat, tnel collection balance and tax. 

change a.d.juatment5. Voltage and Power Factor Adjuetment5 .are the same 
&8 in Special Condi tio:zus o! Sc~e·d.ule .A.-2.3. 

/ 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

1. Time Periods: 

J.P.Pm.Dn: A 
Page 2 01 4 

Period A Shall be applicable to meter readings from May 1 to 
SeptecSer 30 iDclusive for the following hours: 

OD Peak 12:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. 

Partial Peak 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. 
6:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. 
8:30 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. 

Of! Peak 10:30 :p.m. to 8:30 a.m. 
All day S~day aDd holidays. 

(MOD day througb Friday, 
except holidays.) 

(MoDday througb Friday, 
except bolidays.) 

(Saturday, except 
bolidays.) 

(MOnday tbrougb Ss~xday, 
except holidays.) 

Period B s~all be applicable to meter readings from October 1 to 
Apr~l 30 i=clusive tor the following bour:: 

OD Peak 4:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. (Mo~day tbrougb Friday, 
except holidays.) 

Partial Peak 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m • 
8:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. 
8:30 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. 

Off Peak 10:30 p.m. to 8:30 a.m. 

All day Slmday and 
bolidays. 

(MoDday througb Friday, 
except bolidays.) 
(Saturdays~ except 
bolidays.; 

(Monday througb Saturday, 
except holidays.) 

When billing includes usage in botb Period A aDd Period B, DO proration 
of cbarges be tweeD Period A aDd Period B ~ill be made wbere meter 
readitlgs are takeD wi tbin ODe work da~ (MoDday tbrougb hiday iDclu:sive 
but excludi:cg bolid.a~s) of either May 1 or October 1 of aDy year. I:c 
sucb cases tbe billi:cg will be based 0:0 tbe rates aDd charges of eitber 
Period A. or Period B, wbichever CO:otaiDs the predom:csnt :cumber of days i:c tbe billing period. 

2. Holidays: ~e holidays specified iD tbis scbedule iDclude: New 
"rear's Day, W'ashingto:o' s Birthday, Memorial Dey, hdepe:cdeDce Day, 
Labor Day, VeteraDs' Day, T:ba:cksgivi.tlg Day, 8Dd Christmas Day, as 
Said days are specified i:c PIlb1ic Isw 90-363 ('0' .. S.C.J.. SectioIl 6103)., , 

Speeial Co%lditio%ls 3 tllrougb 6 iDclu.sive are the same as speci!ied 
iII Schedule .A-,23 .. 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS - (Contd.) 

APPDrnrx A 

Page :; of 4 

7. Facility Cbarge: Tbe ~stomer sball pay any cbarges and perform 
any obligations that may be required UDder tbe utility's applicable 
line extension or service rules. ~ additio~, wbere tbe estimated 
installed cost of only tbose facilities ~ecessar,y to'provide 
regular service wbicb are installed after 
is in excess of tbe esti~ted annual reveD-u-e~to~b~e--a~e-r-~~v~e~a-t~r-o-~----
rates under this scbedu1e (exclud~g tbat portion of revenues equal 
to tbe product of esti~ted annual kilowatt bour usage times tbe 
net ~~el Cost Adjustment) an additional ~oDtbly charge of 1-3/4 
percent of sucb excess will be made. It the custo~er elects to 
adVaDce such excess cost to tbe utility, the additio~al montbl~ 
cbarge will be 1 percent ot such excess cost. Upon discontinuance 
of tbe use of sucb facilities due to termination of service or 
otberwise, tbe customer sball pay to tbe utility its net cost to 
install and remove such facilities. Any customer advance tor costs 
of sucb facilities sball be applied as a credit toward such net 
installation and removel costs. Further, ~be=e the customer 
requests special facilities wbicb are in addition to in substitution 
for, or otberwise causes tbe utility to incur additional costs 
above those for regular service facilities wbich the utility would 
normally install, and tbe utility determines that it is able to 
provide sucb taci1ities, tbe additional costs tbereof sbal1 be 
paid by tbe customer in the same manDer as defiDed above for 
regular service facilities. 

8. Contract: Electric service supplied under this schedule shall be 
iD accordaDce wi tb a cont=act autborized. by tbe Public Utili tie~ 
Co~issioD of tbe State o! CalitorDia. Sucb cont=act will be 
required for a term o! three years wben service is first rendered 
bereunder and for subsequent terms of one yea= each tbe=eatte=, 
continuing until canceled by either party by written notice ODe 
year iD advance or the iDi tial term or any subsequent tem. 
Customers ot record on date of decisioD served under existiDS 
contracts tor service will cODtinue to be served under sucb 
co:otracts except that !ollowiDg the expiration of tbe iDitial 
tem sucb contracts will contiDue in effect tor subsequent terms 
of one year eacb until canceled by either party by written 
notice one year in advance ot tbe initial ter: or a~y subsequent 
one-year term. I! the applicant is unwilling or unable to si~ 
a cODtract tor an i:oitial tbree-year term, service will be 
establisbed under tbe provisions or ~le No. 13, Temporar,y 
Service • 
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.APPENDIX A 
Page 4 01 4-
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CEJ.'NGES TO 0TE:El-. TAlUFF SCHEDULES 

~e aQoptio~ or Scbedule No. A-22 as proposed here would require 
the followi~g 8dditio~ to tbe Applicaoility provisio~ iD,Schedules 
Nos. ~-1, PA-l, P-3, A-12, a~d A-13. 

licable to service to whieb Scbedule No. A-22 

U~der its terms, Sc~e No. 5-1 ce~ be made applicable to se:vi~e 
greeter tban 1,000 kW without change. 

Schedule No. P-8 is revised to p:·ovie.e tor Applicability of ei toe: 
Schedule No. A-22 or Scbedule No. A-23 as appropriate. 

This scbedule would Dot be applicable to a~y custome~ served unee: a 
Domestic ~ari!! regardless of size. 

. . 


