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OP'INION ... ~----- ....... 

Pacii"ic Gas al"lC Electric Compa."lY (?C&E) is aut.horized to 
increase elec~ric r~tes by an est~ated S440.0 million to recover 
increased. energy-rela~ed expenses requir~dto serve its C'UStomers. 
The largest single po:"tion or ~his increase is caused by the 

impact. or- escal.lting i"uel oil prices incurred by ?G&E. The increase 
reflects 0. direct. ener~ cost offset and not, an upward adjustment 
in ~he utility~s authorized rate of return. 

All of PG&E's customer classes (residential, commercial 
a."ld industrial) receive about the same overall percent rat.e of 
inc:-ease. Howe'""er, the leyel of ra~es designed t.o re'cover, energy­
:elated expenses is increased less for the conservation-oriented 
residential customer who holds his consumption to the deSignated 
lifeline qua"ltity essential for household baSic requirements. 
For example, cto:nestic customers using 240 kvlh or less per month 
'1.1.11 e:Qerience an increase of Sl.55 (1$.7%) in monthly billings; 
whereas a domestic customer whose montr.J.y usage is relatively large 
(in excess of 1000 k~r."l) Will experience a monthly i.."lcreaseor . 
S$.40 (19.·7%) or more. Tr..is method of allocating a portion of the: 
$440. O. million rate increase among dOJ:lest.ic cus~omers rei"lects a y' . 
constructi ve effort to encourage coni:i:!lued conserv~tion e££o'rt.S by 

the efficient energy consumer, wr.ile dt the sa:ne time disco~'age . 
the trend of annual increased. electric consu:nption by the av~r:ige' 
PG&E domestic customer. 
Introduet.ion 

In Application No. 59248, PG&E requests authOrity 'Co 
increase, effective Ja:::.:::..ary 1, 19$0,. the Energy COSt Adjustment 
Clause (ECAC) billi:lg fact.ors as set fo:-th in its electric t~i". 
The rate proposal would. increase PG&E's electric revenues about 
21.7 percent or by an estimated $4e4~ 7 million a."l.nU~ly ~ .,The sought. 
increase is deSigned to (1) directly off'set the ut!.lity"s "Current· 

energy cos~ as calculated under established BCAC procedures~ and 
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(2) amortize the accrued energ:r cost balance reflected in the balance 
accOtlllt ror the 12 months endi!lg September 30, 1979. 

This . matter was assig:c.ed to Commissioner Grimes and referred 
to Admi::l.istrative Law Judge Gagnon for hearing. Duly noticed public 
hearingS were held on January 2;; 3;,'and 4, 19$O. On the latter date 
the proceeding was suOmi tted upon receip:t or late-filed starr 
Exhibit No. S, due on or be£"ore January 11, 1980. Only PG&'S and the 

, ' 

Commission stat! presented direct evidence relative to the utility~s 
sougnt ECAC tari!£ adjustment. Statements in opposition to the 
sought rate increase ·""erepresented. by four public W'itnesses:. 
ECAC Billing ?actor. . 

The ECAC billing factor recovers expenses (not otherwise 
reflected i:l base rates) a utility reasonably incurs for electrical 
energy or the fuel required to produce such energy-- Wi th 'CAe fuel 
and energy costs escaJ.ating, due to the economic i:npact: of' . i:o.f'lat1onary 
tre:J.ds, the 'ECAC billing f'actor now represents a very substantial 
portion or the customer's electric bills. "While 'ECAC as· a ra"temaldng 
mechanism provides a baSis !or a dollar-£or-dollar cost offset 
recovery or energy-related expense, the utility has the burden or 
demonstrati:lg the U::.ctU"red energy-related expense . to be recouped. 
through ECAC is both: reasonable and prudentT thereby justifying 
the Comxnission's authorization for higher rates to recover.the expense 
from. the utility's customers. 

The ECAe billing :factors wb:i..ch PG&'E now proposes to increase 
are comprised or two components: (1) TIle o:f'fset rate recovers fuel­
related. expense based on a recent l2-month recorded period.. Since 
t"he orfset rate 'is based on a historical recorded level of fuel-related. 
expense,which~ay not coincide With the level of such expense 
actually incurred while the :-evised offset rate is in e:f'.f'ect,.. the 
utility may experience either an over- or u:c.dereollection of, its' 
.fuel-related expellSe as reflected 'in a balancing accou::.t.. (2) A 
b.aJ.ancing rate component is provided to clear out a::J.y accrued'balance 
in the balanci::g aeCou:lt over a 12-month period.. The accru.e<I.· baJ.:ance' 
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can be either positive or negative, depending on whether the 
existi:!g billing factor was over or 'U:lder collect.illg'incurred 
energy-related expense. III this proceeding, the ::-ecord per;.od for 
the energy-related expense (offset rate component) is' bas.ed on the 
l2-month period ending September 30,. 1979. The ,record period .. .-r.tth 

respect to the balaneiDg rate is the months from March ;3l, 1979 
through September 30, 1979. 
pG&Er s ECAC Rate Pro'OOsal 

Of' the total sought estimated annual revenue increase , 
of $4$'4.7 million,. PG&E states that the proposed upward adjustmen.ts 
in its ECAC bil1i:lg factor offset and balancing rate components 
account for S33l.J million and $153.4 mllion, respectively- In 
order to generate the re~ested energy-related cost of!.s~t revenue 
requirements, PG&E seeks authon ty to increase its present ·billing 
.factors by the !o11o'Wing amounts: 

Class of' Service Propos~dlncrease.Cl) 
. Residential: ' (¢/kWb.} 

Lifeline 0.70S· 
. NoDllf'eline: 0.985' 

NonresidentiaL 0.849 
(l} Adjusted for franchise taxes and uncollectib1es. 

FG&E proposes to increase its total adjusted ECAC 'billi:lg 
factors for each class of custoc.er (except the resl:dential· lifeline 
class) by a u:.i!or::. 3tlount o! 0 .. S49¢~t1h. For the lifeline customer 
an increase or 0 .. 70S¢/kWh is recommended and is intended. to- maintain 

'I • . 

the averate lif'eli:e'rate level at a 16.47 percent differential. below 
the total average syste:::. rate established in ?G&:E~ s last ECAC 

Decision No. 90$69, dated Oeto'ber 10, 1979 in Application No. 58$91. 
The increase of 0.9S5¢/kWh ' proposed for no:cJ.1!'eli:o.e service re:f"leets 
the full burden of the lower lirel~e rate, thereby re~~ the 
total. reside:o.tial class to bear its proportionate share otthe sought 
'O.J:lifor.n increase. The impact of the sought increase upon PGeiE· s 
several classes of service follows: 
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Class of Service 
Residential: 

Lifeline 
No%lJ.if'eline 

Residential subtotal 
Small Light and Po-wer 
Medium Light and'Power 
Large tight and Power 
Public A'Ilthori"ty 

Agrieul t1.lral 
Street Lighting 
Ra:i:lway' 

Interdepartmental 
Total Jurisdictional 

PC&E's Revised Offset'Rate 

• 
TABLE. 1 

Increase In Revenues 
(12 monthsending12-31-S0) 

($000) 

$'62~43l 

106:075. 
16S~506 

39',546 
1l0,'676, 
,12i~,S42 

5~043 

31,.583 
3, . .464 
1,S3~ 
1,2li$'.· 

22~S 

16 .. 9' . 
20~Z~ 

, " 

24~9'" 

'" lS';';: 
21., 
.12~S: 

2S:.:.1 
20 ... 0: 

2l.7' 

PG&:E's 'Oro"OOsed offset rates re...~ect. the increased, use 0'£ .. .. 
fossil !"uels dur...ng tlle current record period commencing March 3J., 
1979 tbrough September 30~ 1979 ~d the increases in the costs o£ 
fossil fuels and pureb.ased po~r e~rienceC. during the same ~riod. 
The, utility'S witness explained that hydroelectric production 
decli:led i':-om about 13 percent above norm.aJ. i:l the prior reco,rC. 
period (endi:lg March 31, 1979) to, about 4 percellt above no:r:tal in 

the current record period. Power avad.lable for pt:rehase also, c.ecl:t:led· 
while sales to customers increased. This necessitated, an increase 
in steam electric fuel use oi' 15 .. :3 percent which when. combined 
with ,an increase i!l gas and oil prices of 20 .. 4 percent res'l.llted in 
an increase of 3$'.9 percent :in the cost or- steam electric fuel .. 
Overall~ the cu.-re:lt cost· 0'£ fUel and. purchased energy b..as 

increased by 35·3 ?ercent dur.ng tb.e cu.-rent record period. 
I:l PG&E"s Exb1.bit. No. 2 the net. eu:-:-ent cost i'orfuel· and 

purchased powe:":;.f'or 'the record period amounts to $1~340,511~OOO, based 
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on 55,393 ::ri.lliO:lS of kl'lh sales subject to the of~set r.ate. This, 
in t~, results in a rate per k'r,n of system sales o~ 2.420¢/k~~ Under 

presen't- of.fset· rates, effective October 11, 1979., totru. syst-em revenueS 

of Sl,022,.:305,000 are generat.ed. ?G&Z· seeks, theref'ore,; a. syst.em 

of.fset. revenue rate increase of $:31$,.206,000 (Sl,.:34.0,511,000·minus 
Sl,022,.305,OOO) which results in a syste!n o1"1"set. rate increase of 
O.5S0¢/k'fJTb..Y 
PG&Z Revised B~la~ci:l~ Rate 

?G&E·s proposed balanci:lg rates inc1:udethe recovery of 
the undercollected bala.''lce~ remaining in i t.s ECAC balancing account 

which as of September :30, 1979 amou:lted to Sl29.4mil1ion. From 
this undercollected bala.:lce $2.2. million in energy i'uellosses . 

associated -Nith sales to the California Dep~~ent. of Water Resou:ees 

(DWR) in excess of purcr.ases frol':l D~lR d:u.:-ing the record period was 

excluded~. This results in a net. adj~ted undercollection o~ 
S127.2 million remaining in the ECAC balancing account. as of 

September ):0, 1979. To offset. this 3lnO\lnt.~ PG&E indicates it 
:-equires aba13!lcing rat.e of 0.230¢/kWh based on applicable syst.em 
sales of 55:,:393 ::lillions of· kWh sales. Under PG&E.'s present balancing 
rates, effective October ll~ 1979,. an overcollection of approximately 
$20. ° million occurred d1;.ring t.he record period. PG&E; ·there!ore~ 
states t.h.'it. a new offset reVenuE:·· r.:>.te increase of $147.2 . million 

, . . 

(excluding': i'ra."lchise tax. and 1.l:lcollect.ibles.) ora. balanCing rate 
increase ot O.266¢/kl

/t"l is required ~ fully amortize the· $127. 2 mi11i.on 
I' , ' , 

t:..."ldercoll~ction s";atus of its ECAC balancing acCOunt' as of Septe:n'oer 30
7 

1979.- " 
St.aff Audit ~"ld Recornme~eations 

The Co::n:nission st.a!'f introduced evidence demonstrating 
t.he results ~r a star! audit. of PG&E' saccountinga."ld fina."lcial 
:-ecorC.s employed in t.he calculations of the u.ti1i t.y. s proposed billing 

.v 
y 

The proposed o!fset. reve~ue rate increase oi' $31S.2 million 
is excl'U.Sive of adjust.:ent.s for i'r3.:l.cl'·,j.se tax and 'U'llcollectibles. 
Decision No. e5731, dated April 27, 1976 in Case No~ 9886; 
DeciSion No. 9086910 dated October 10, 19·79,. in Applications 
Nos. 5SS9l .:md 5S46S. 
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factors. The staff aeCO'Wltant 9 s examl nation covered the.6-month 
. ! . , 

period April 1- through September 30, ~979.. It is the st,at';f" , 

accountant's opinion that, subject to certain exceptions,. PG&E's 
, '. 

ECAC balancing account. is maintained in accordance 'With the uti1.l.ty 9 s 
rUed tari£'f' and in conf'or.nance with generally accep~d. accounting 
and ratemaking principles. ~ 

Staf:ry s Revised Offset Rate. The st.a£f 9 s proposed 
increase in the energy-related offset rate component (0. SSO¢/kWh) 
for the 12 months ending ~ptember 30,. 1979 .coincides with PG&E· s 
like rate proposal. (Exhibit No .. 6,. Table 3-A.) 

Stafr·s Revised Balancing Rate. Pursuant to the af'ore­
mentioned staf'f aud.i tit is recommended that PG&E· S ,proposed , 
unde'rco11ected ECAC aCCO'Wlt bal.anee of $129 .. 4. million for the 12-

" 

month record. period enclUlg Septemb:er 30, 
the f'ollowing disallowances: 

TABLE 2 

1979' be made su~ject to . , 

PG&E9 s Energy Cost Adjustalent Clause 
Balancing Aceo~~t 

Item' -
Undercollected' Balance as of' 

September 30, 1919 

Staff Adjustment' 

a. DWR SiUes in Excess of' 
Pureb.ases 

Related Interest - Apri-l 
Through September 1979 ' 

b. Wheel1:o.g Charges. 

Related Interest - November 1976 
Through Septembe~ 1979" ' 

c.. Claim Ag~<-t SMrJD 
, . 
I 

Adjusted Undereol1ected 
Balance aso£ September ;30~ 1979 

;, " 
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3$2 
960 

139. (i~C99) 
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The disallowances recommended by the staf't', as noted in 

Table 2 above, result in a $IS .. ' miJ.J.:i.O:l. reduction in the amount of" 
t:.ndercolleetion recorded ill PGS's ECAC balancing account as of' . 

September 30, 1979. Under the staf'f"s recomme::.ded disallow8n~es, 
PG&E's adjusted ZCAC unciercollection balance o£ $127.2 million 

would be reduced to $S),.9 million for ·the 12-month record period' 

ending September 30, 1979.. To offset this adjusted Ulldercollection 
the staf'! illd.i.cat.es an increase ot'. O.190¢/kWh·.would·be reqmred in 

PG&.E's system ECAC balancing rate. 
The- DWR Sta:r~ Adjustments. PQ&:E's adjusted ECAC under­

collection balance 0!$l27.2 million ret'lects an exclusion of 
approximately $2 .. 2 ,,1' J ~.on for rmergr f'uel '~osses associated 'With 
sales to DWR in excess of' purchases from DWR.r The staff' contends 
that the methodology employed by ?G&E to determine the DWR adjust­

ment miSinterprets the generic ECAC Decision No. 8'5731', dated 
April 27', 1976, in Case No .. 9S'S6 (79 CPUC 758, 768") Where the issue 
ot matching revenues and expenses was discussed: 

... CO'· How are we going to match revenues and expenses 
more closely? . 

"This can be acco::lplished 'by the introduction 
of' what has been called a balancing account 
(or def'erred energy accounti.ng sys-ee::l) T on the 
books ot the u-eility. Each month the utility 
~-1l record the required data pertai~g to 
energy revenue and expense to determine what 
its increased cost was for the month on a 
recorded l2-month rolling average basis. It' 
the amount of cost exceedS the amount of revenue 
generated in 't.b.at m01:.th by the clause (or, prior 
to the first adjust:nent f'actor, adopted base 
rates)T a debit should be entered into, -ehe 
balanci:lg accou:c.tT indicating the utility has 
!u::.ds cOmi:lg to it at the time of the uple­
::lentation 0'£ the next adjustnent factor. If 
the reve=ue bas exceeded the cost of energy, 
on the Satlle basiS, for that month, then an 
entry on the credit·side of the account shc~d 
be entered to ~dicate the utility has colleeted 
excess revenue over energy costT which will be 
acco'tlllted :tor at the ti:::l.e ot' -ehe impleme:ltation 
of the next change. In the last day of' the, -ehird 
::.ontb. preceding the da-ee for :i.lnplementa~on, th.e 
account should be balanced out toimclement· the 
next t;ring." ., 
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From the above statement of the Commission, the starf 
concludes that a l2~onth recorded period is the' prop~r method for 
establisbi.ng an ECAC rate. In addition, the staff notes that, PG&'E 

was allowed $9.2 million for energy fuel losses associated with 
sales to DWR in excess of purchases for test year 1975: (Decision 

No. $93l6, dateo. September ,11, 1975in Application No. 5728'4) and 

$4 million for the test year 19$0 (Decision No. 91107, dated 
December 19, 1979 in Application ~o. 5$545) -_ The staf! maintai.ns 
that the tuldercollection o£ $129 .. 4 lJti.ll.ion recorC:ed: i:l PG&E.t s ECAC 
balance account as of September 30, 1979 should be reduced by , 
$9 .. 4 mill,ion, in lieu of' the $2.2 million proposed by PG&:E~ as 
an appropriate adjustment for D'WR sales in excess. ot purchas,es .. 
(See Table 2 .. ) 

PG&ZY s DWR ECAe adjustrllent is calculated on a net basis 

(sales v. purchases) and reflects atlonthly pro rata alloc'ation 
encompassing the period. f~ Ja:c.uary, 197$' through September,. 1979. 
,tExhibit No .. 3)" 'The~utilityts 'nW'R adjustrllents accepted by the-s-ea!~ 
and ultimately adopted by the Commission in Pc;&:EY s last ECAC Deei.si.on ' 
No. 90$69, supra, was calculated using the same method employed by 
the utility in ,this proceeding.. The staff, however, contends 

(!r 166) that its accepta!l.ce of PG&E's. DWR adjustment in DeciSion 
No. 90$69 was due to a lack of' suffieienttime to analyze the 
methodo~ogy employed by p~ 

The staff" s DWR ECAC adjust:ne:c.t was calculated on a gross 
excess sales "oasis i"or the 12 months e:c.d.i:lg September, 1979 ~ Tb:i.s' 
same method was employed in the San Diego Gas &: Electrie (SDG&E) 

ECAC DeciSion No. 90404, c.a:ed June 5, 1979, in Application No. 577$0 
and in 'the Southern Call£o~a Edison (SCE) ECAC Decision No. 904S$:, 
dated July 3, 1979 in Applieation No. 5$393. The l2-month DWR 

method employed 'by the s~a£'r has been shown to be consistent mth the 
ECAC rate procedure adopted i:l Decision No. $5731, supra, for :hatching 
revenues and expenses. No good reason has been offered in this 

proceedi:lg why we should deviate from the historical guidelines 
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established in Decision No. $5731, especially when such deviation 
in Decision No. 90869 was due to staff' oversight. Moreover~ we' are 
not convill.eeci that the Fa&:: suggested method does- not, in fact, 
result in an overcollectio:J. of' revenues by grossly understating the 
net ener,gr-related losses associated with DWR sales in eXceSS of.' 
purchases. The :ECAC, balancing account s~ould be reduced by $9.4 
million, includS.:lg interest, as proposed by "the stai"f. 

Star~ Adjustment for Wheeling Charges. The staff·s 
audit of.' PG&:E~ s purchased power costs, charged to Accou:c.t No. 555-
Purchased Power and recorded in PCi&E~ s ECAC balancing account,. 
revealed that the utility had included wheel~ charges in ECAC 
since April, 1976 through September, 1979. These wheeling charges 
amount to $1.1 m;U1ion. A si:nilar reqtlest "in PG&E·s priorECAC 

Application No. 58S91 was de:U.ed by Decision No .. 90869, supra,. 
wbich sustained the Commission's position that wheeling Charges 
should continue to be considered in. general rate proceedings" and :::lot 
in BCAC. 

The staff explains that in p~·s· last general rate ease 
the utility included a provision for wheeling expenses similar to, 
those included i:l ECAC over the past 3-1/2 yea.."'"S. Thes-e expenses 
were included in the adopteci 19S0 test yearest~ates in Dec~sion 
No .. 91107, supra. The sta£.f accountant states there is no justifi­
cation for allowi:lg PG&E to recover t.h.-ough 'ECAC wheeling charges 
which have been specifically excluded £rom BCAC by the Commission 
ill: generic ECAC Deci.sion No. S5731,. supra,. and rea:f'f"irmed by 
Dec:i.s:i.on No. 90404 dated J1.l:le 57 1979 in Application No. 577S0. 

PG&E· s inclusion 0'£ certa.i:l wheeling charges in the ECAC 
balanci:lg accoWlt is in accordauee 'With the utility's understanding 
of" the charges to be recorded in Account No. 565 v. Account No. 555. 
It was, b.o'~ever, clearly demonstrated that the specif'ic charges to 

be included i:l t.hese 1;" ..... 0, accounts were ambigt:.ous 'Wi -en respect to' 
I 

appropriate account~ for wheeling charges. This ambiguity should 
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be . clarif'ied. I:l. the interim, tbe sta££ maintai:lS that the Comro.ission· s 
historical policy guidelines relative t<> the exclu.sioD,' of wheeling . 
charges from ECAC should not be frustrated by an accoun~ ambiguity. 
We agree. The sta£r·s recommendation that $l.i m:i..l1ion (Table. 2) 
relating to wheeling charges O:l:l'd related interest be excluded from 
PG&B·s September 30~ 1979 :ECAC balancing account- is proper and· 'Will 
be adopted. 

The Staff Sacramento Mu.~iei~al Utilities District (SMrrD) 

Claim Adjustment. In PG&E" Ded.sion:N'o. S6S26~ dated Januar,r 5,. 1977, 
in Application No. 568:l0,. wherein authon ty was sought to increase 
electric rates under established ECAC procedures, the Commission· 
stated: 

"The starf' noted that purchased power costs reflect 
capacity charges pa:i.d to the Sacramento Mll:c.icipal 
Utilities District (SMUD) in accordance w.i. th PGandEY s 
contract ~th SMrrD, although no capacity was received 
as a conseqo.ence of' ~reqo.ent Rancho Seco No. 1 nuclear 
plant shutdowns. About $7,000,000 of that capacity 
expense, incurred between AprlJ. 1,. 1976 and " .­
Septe:ber 30, 1976, is :::-ef'lected i:1 the 'Energy Cost 
Adjustment Account Balance. PGanclE has filed ~~/ 
mc.lti-million dollar damage claim aga.inst SMrJD,.:!:.t!I 
attec.ptir.g recovery of' aJ.1. or part of that expense .. 
We ",dl.l expect PGandE to diligently 'Ou.-sue this claim 
and if' and when t.he recovery matter is settled.,. we Will. 
expect that a consO:l3llt proper adjustment be made i:l 
the Energy Coast Adjustment Account BaJ.ance. In 
sucmary~ -the staf~ i~vestigation satisfies us that 
the power purc!lased was in: accord witb: PGandEY s 
contracts,. and that the energy obtained was economical 
and resulted in overall lower energy costs· t.o the 
utility and its ratepayers" • 

.. ~. ~ '. ,". 

"W llthough SMUD advised. PGanc.E that Ra::lcho, Seco 
'WaS in':commercial operation status it develo'Oed 
that. the nuclear plant actually was out o~ .. 
se~ce f'or abottt II or 12 months". 

PG&EY s claim1"or $35 million fUed against SMrJD has apparently 
been in various stages o~ dispute Since 1975. Staff investigation,. 
however, i:ldicates that ?G&B "lf3ited until August 31, 1979 to actually 
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fUe a claim against. SMO'D be£'ore a ·bo'arC. of arbitration for· . 
resolutionlt'. It now appears' that any settlement '0£: this' outstanding. 
cl3im' may' not reasonably be expected until sometime late in 19 Sl 

or possibly as. late as m:i.d.-19S2. In the illterim~ PCi&E· s ratepayers 
have bOr:le the full burden o£ SMtJD's capacity cbarges (Exhibit No. 8:) 
as'refiected in the utility·s outsta:lding claim against SMUD. The 
starf contends that this ,protracted delay constitutes prima facie 
evidence· that PCi8:E has llot acted exped:i tiously no~ .has ,it d,j.1.1gent~y . 
pursued the ~atter to conclusion~th SMrrD. 

For approximately three years now the Commission has 
effectively allowed PG&E's ratepayers to absorb· SMiJ'I)'s capacity 

charges covering a period or 11-12 ::1ontbs in 1975-1976 d.url:lgwbich: 
Rancho Secc was,. in fact, not commercially operative and for 
which PG&E no·..r has a $35 :r::i.lli.on clai:n outstanding. The 
sta!r· s posi tio:l. that PG&:E's ratepayers have been called. upon to 
bear the cost of tms pending :natter too long aJ.ready and should 
not now be called. upon to continue tobeax' such costs for a future 
one or one and. one-hal! years is persuasive. It is the sta£'£"s 
view that PG&Efs stockb.olders should.. now come f'orwa.."'"Ci and share i:l. 

tms ou.~en Pe:ld.i:.g ri:laJ. disposition or the utili 'tY' S cla.i:n against 
OOD. We agree. There!'ore~ i:l our deter.::rl.:la.tion or PQ&E· s ECAc 
billi!lg factors for the i:mnediate i'uture ·..te shall exclude ar..y 
consideration or the pe::.d.i::.g. $); :cillion clai:::l agai::.s.t SMO'D as 
proposed by the s'tafr ~ its '"Sll,.; 'oi ts Nos. 6 and S-. Sucb: actio::.. should 

Article No .. 6 or the contract 'oet"..tee::l. SMO'D a:ld PQ&Z dealing 
with unscheduled outages states= 

"That UJ:Schedt0-ed outages, scheduled. outages extending 
beyond the scheduled?eriod o~ delays ~ complet10n 
or Sacramento Resourcesa::l.d other Sacrame::.to facilities 
cause Paci!ic to j.ncur add.i tional costs to obtai::l. 
capacity from outsid.e the Area to :naintaiJ:. adequate 
and reliable service withi::. the Area. Sac:-amento 
shall pay Paci£:tc ~he amount of such costs" .. 
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spur PG&'E on 'With added incentive to reach an equitable settleme:l.t 
o£ this claim in the immediate fut'fl:"e. Upon reacM::.g a satisfa~...o:"y 

resolution o£ this matter we would expect·PG&E to . come'£'orw-ard 'With 

whatever adjustments to its :E:CAC baJ.ancing· account it deems 
appropriate ~ the circamstances at the ne~ ~CAC proceeding. 
TURNts Fuel Cost Adju.stcle~:t . 

Toward U'til1:ty Rate Nor.nalization (TURN) ~ through cross­
examination of PG&Ets Witness, enc;eavored to o'bt~ the basis. for 
certain specified unscheduled outages that oc~ed at several or 
PG&E·s power plants during the 12-month record period ending 
Septec.ber 30, 1979. T'O"R...~ also sought the net cost of" a:r.yreplace:lle:l.t 
power required With respect to each ou.tage. The stated reasons for 
TURN's request was to £irst deter.:line whether the outages were 
caused by a:tJ.y unreasonable a::ld/ or imprudent act. of PG&E~ Secondly, 
if' it were shown that ar..y o£ the outages were the direct resd t of 
unreasonable and/or iIilprtldent actions by PG&E,. and the cost of 
replacement power involved was higher than' 'Wo'l:ll.d· otherwi-se· 'b:e 
in<::u::':"ed, TURN' would move -tor the exclusion of the resi.U ting hi.gher 
energy-related fuel costs from PG&Et s propos(~d ECAC. of'!s~t, rate 
adjustment. The staf! ~~orts TURN's position i~ this mat~r. 

In o:-der not to Unduly delay submission o£ the subject 
ECAC proceeding, TURN? P~7 and the staff \ all agreed that: 

I 

1.. PG&E ar..c. the sta£! wouJ.<i i::.i tiate a coordinated st'.ldy 
as to the u::J.c.erlying causes for the outages that 
occnrred at the following power plant sites. or 
?G&Z duri:g the 12-monthperiod ending Septenber 30~ 
1979: . 

Plant Site 

a. Htlmbolcit :Say Nuclear Unit 
b. Contra Costa U::lit No.1 
c. Potrero Unit No. 3 
d. Moss Landing Unit No. 2 
e. Moss I.&ld:.ng Uni~ No.4 
~. Mor:"O Bay Uni. t No.. 1 
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2. PG&E and sta:rf shaJ.l inf'or::l TURN of the resu.l:es of' their 
jOint investigation: 
a. To the excent that the parties all agree that 

the cause or the outages was not due to any 
unreasonable/impru.dent act "oy PG&'E, . no- further 
action is necessary or required. 

b. PGS:E and sta:f'f 'Will. determine the net, cost, of' tally 
replacenent power required :ror each respective 
outage. 

3. A:tJ.y sought exclusion. of energy-related fuel. cost deemed 
appropriate in the cirC'Umstances 'Will be considered 
in the en.st:.ing PG&Z' BCAC proceeding. 

PG&E's Rate Desigr~ 
In PG&E's 1as't 'ECAC Decision No. 90$69, supra, the 

Commission found: 
"$. It is reasonable to es'tablish'a differential of 

16 .. 47 percent. for ?G&E in this proceeding between 
the average sy~tem rate an~; the lif' eline rate'." 

I:l Decision No. 90869 the Cocmissioll was endeavoring to 
ac1U.eve some degree of consistency in the relationsbip 'between li£'eline 
rates and the rates' for aJ.l other classes of service as established 
'by the several California utilities pending further study of' the 
matter. The Co:mnission' s ac'tion was al.so designed to expand the 
differential between 1~e1ine and nonlifeline residential rates as 
a means of' promoting energy conservation. SiI:.ce it is no' longer 
deec.ed appropriate to :i:::pose upon nonresidential· customers the burden 
created 'by our decision to limi.t the am.Ot::lt of i:lcrease ~ocated to 
li! eli:.e reSidential rates to- less than the otherwise UI:i!or.n increase 
imposed upon,all other classes of service, sneh 'burden was imputed 
to- the !loIllireli:.e domestic customer. In do~ so, we 'found in 

DeciSion No. 90869 tbat: 
"11.. The above-described rate desig:l will require 

lifeline customers and the ::-eside:D:tial customer 
class as a whole to bear a reasonable proportion 
or PG&E's additional revenue re~reQents, Will 
recognize t~e relative inelasticity of li£eline 
usage and sales, . and ""'-;--11 emphasize di£:f"erenees 
in residential rates above the lifeline level 
that Will promote conservation." 
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PG3:E now recommends a rate design to recoyer its sought 
energy-related cost ot~set revenue increase ot$4$4.7 million which 
the uti~i ty believes comports w.i. th the er.i. teria established in 

DeciSion No. 90$69, supra. (The· ECAC rate proposals of PG&E and 
the staff were developed prior to the ZCAC guidelines recently 
established by the Commission in Decision No. 91107, supra.) 

The rate design advanced by Pc;&:;, wouJ.d increase the . 
utility's totally adjusted :ECAC bi' J ~ ng !'act¢rs as !'ollows: 

Class of Service Present PTo:egsed 

Residential (¢/kWh) . 

Lif'eli.ne 1.035 1.743' 
" "" 

Nollll!' eline 2.130 3.115· 
All other classes 1.954- 2.803: 

Under PG&E's rate proposaJ. it would increase the lif'eline ECAC 
billing !'actor by 0.70S¢/kWh and the :loIlli£eline rate :f'actor by 
0.985¢/kWo."which the utility explains would retai:J. the lifeline 

rate di£'f'erential of' 16.47 percent below the total. system average 
rate previously established by DeciSion No. 90$69, supra. The 
total adjusted. ECAC billing f'actor f'or all other classes of se.-vice 
reflectS an overall 'tm';.f'or:::t i:l.crease of 0.S499!/k"IZh. 

PG&E also directs attention to its related Application 
No.. 59249 y. now pendi.:lg be!'ore the Commission, wherein an increase 
is sought- i::J. the utility'S gas rate Schedule G-55. PG&E.'s electric 
department purchases gas felr boiler fuel from the utility's gas 
department at the G-55 gas rate level. Should an increase in the 
G-55 gas rate be subsequ,ently authOrized,. pursuant to Application 

No. 59249, ?G&E states that the- resulting interdepa.rtmentaJ. increase 

in fuel costs should be·reflected in the energy-related exPenses or 

the utility's Electric Department. Failure to do so would, of: course~ 
e£':f"ectively nulli.~ any authority g:-anted PG&E to increase_ it ~55 
gas rates were it ::lot :f"or the reSill ti.:o.g 'Ondereolleetion oei:!lg. reflected 
in the utility'S :ECAC balancing account. !ll view of the overall 
impact of the potential increase in PG&E~s G-55 gas rates"it.· ..... as agreed 
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that no' corresponding adjustment in electric rates couJ.d be considered. 
i:l. tbis ECA.C proceec!.l.:lg. Should undercollections actually occur" ' 
they Will ac~ate in the ZCAC bala~ account tor resolution 
in PG&'E· s next, ECAC proceeding .. 
Staf':f"'s 'Rate Design 

As a basis £or 1 ts ECAC rate design propos~ t.he staff' 
also gave conSideration to the various objectives of the Commission. 

In Decision No. 90$69, supra" we ~ld that li£eline allowances were 
intended to supply minimum essential needs and,. theretore" the 
elasticity ot demand 'Witb.i:l the li:reline block would be less than 
that f'or nonl'; feline saJ.es. Tins implies that a rate increase 'Will 
cause a greate~ reduction in consumption when applied to nonl1f'el~e 

sales 'chan when applied to lif'e1i:le sales. In the interest of 
encouragi;:.g conservation, the Commission decided to apply a greater 
portion ot the i:::.erease to :l.onlii'eJ.in.e sales.. I:l o::d.er to mi.nim:i..ze the 
rate increase to lif'eline" tl:m.S maxim:izing. the increase to- nol'llif'eline 
service" the Commission set the li!'eli:c.e rate 16.47 percent below' 
the average system rate. 

Since the total average reSidential rate .. .-las considerably 
below the total. average system rate, inDecision No. 90$69,. supra" 
we allocated the in.crease among classes of' customers (except lii"eline 
customers) on a'llI'li£'orm ¢/kWh basiS. This resulted in the est.abl1sh-· 

, 
ment o~ a tb:Lrd. ECAC billi::.g factor applicable oIlJ.y. to' non.lU'eJine 
domestic saJ.es that was bigher than the billing .factor rate applieable 
to li£elin.e domestic sales or for all other nonresi<!ential saJ.es. 

In Southern: Call!or.::.ia Edison Company ECAC Decision ' 
No. 9C967, dated October 23, 1979,. the CommiSSion adopted the following 
rate design:. 

"For purposes of this proceeding and pending a :!lore 
complete review of the rate relationships between . 
and w:ttlU:l classes of service in a ge:l.eral rate 
proeeedi:g, we ~ establish domestic rates which 
will result in an average domestic ra.te equal to the 
average system rate. Witbi::l the domestic class we 
Will adopt the staf£·s ree~endation for a substantial 
increase i:l. the nonli:f"eline rate and,. for the present,. 
utilize a noIlli£eline rate 50 percent above average 
li£eline."' 
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The decision went on to state Commission policy '£or future 
ECAC rate designs as £ollows: 

"'Since the new total rate for the domestie class will be 
the same as the average system rat"e, we will adopt. the 
policy that the bu.."'"Cien of' future "BCAC ratei:lcreases be 
bor::l. by all cJ.asses of customers on a Ulli:rOr.ll ¢/kWli ba.si.s. 
Witbinthe domestic class,. the bu......-d,en should be principally 
on nonlifeline rates.'" 
The st&:'!'s proposed rate desig:l coD!'orms 'With the aforemen­

tioned Commission guidelines, except that the total average ~esidential 
rate is not:.'~ set equ.a.l to the totaJ. system average rate and the 
differential between lifeline ~d nonli!eline rates is less. than 
50 percent. The sta£! proposal is, however, in basic agreement with 
the f'ollowi:lg . latest Commission rate deSign policy to. be observed 
in future ECAC proeeeding~as en~ciated in,the recent p~. general 
rate Decision No. 9ll07, supra, as subsequently modi!ied by 
Decision No. 91316 isStled Januar:r 29, 1980: 

"'Future ECAC Proceedinge 
In line With its pOSition adva:c.ced ill DeciSion No. 90$69,. 
supra, the Commission now Wishes to establish as !uture 
policy that electric rate res"troctu..-i::g between classes 
0'£ se::v.ice be accomplished. only i:l generaJ. rate proceedi::.gs. 
Absent a convi:~ shOwing that such a result would be 
inequi.table, we plan. to process subsequenti:l.creases or 
decreases in the :BeAC billing f'actor according to the 
standards set f'orth herein. Hereafter" PG&Z :BeAC rates 
should 'be set so that the no%llif'eline residential 'tOtaJ. 
average rate is 35 to 50 percent above the li!'eline 
total average rate.. The lif'eline and. no:clii"eli:J.e residen­
tial ECAC rates should be cal.culated in relation to a 
s1.ngl.e 'ECAC ra't.e for nonresident±aJ. customers, so as u 
assig:l a:J. e~ ce:::ts per kW.c. i:lcrease'; on the average" 
to each C".lStomer class (i:lcludi:lg the residentiaJ. class 
as a 'Whole). This approach will main.tai.:l c·cl. ... -rent 
dii"f'erentials in the rate per kWh !or each customer 
class. The no:c.lifeline resid.ential rate will remai:c 
the Mghest rate on the system.. ff 

The staf! recommends adoption of the !ollo~-ng adjusted 
ECAC billi:lg £actors £or ?Ci&E: 
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Residential 

• ," 
.;tIt,' 

Lifeline Nonlifeline Nonresidential, , 

Present 
Increase 
Proposed Rates 

(¢/k'ml) 

2.130 
0.910" 

3·040 

1.954-
0.770 
2~724 ' 

Except,f'or the level of'the sought increase~ the rate 
desi~ and resulting ]tAC billing factors, proposed by PG&E and 
the staff' are in substantiaJ. agreement. 

The starf" s proposed ZCAC billi::lg factors are premised 
upon a recommended rate design that would mai:lt8~:l the S8me generaJ. 
dif~erent1al between 1ifeline a=.d nonlifeline residential rates 
and. the existing percentage· relationship between lif"eline and 
the toUll average system rates (TASR) recently established by 

Decision No. 91107 ~ supra.., '" To a.ccomplish tlns o'bj ecti ve the staff' 
suggests sett~ the danest~c lifeline rate at 17.26 percent 
below the !ASR~ With a u .... ' ... orm i:l.creaseof' O.770¢/kWh bei:lg applied 
to all classes of' service excep~ lii"eline (0 • 646¢/kWh) • The 
resul ti.:l.g revenue deficiency generated, by the proposed li!"eli:le 
rate is canpe:o.sated £0':' by raisi:lg the nonlifeline residential 
rate by 0.910¢/kWh, i:l lieu of the a!'orementioned 'r.l:lifor.n increase 
o! 0 .. nO¢/kWh. On this basis~ the noru.if'eli:le residentiaJ. rate wo~d 
be set at 38.0 perce:l.t above theli.f'eli:le rate.. Tbis latter p-erce:l.tage 
relatio:c.shil> comes 'Witbin the 35 to 50 percent range established as 
Co::mission policy for !u.ture ECAC proceedings 1::. Decision No. 9ll07, 
S".l'pra. It should aJ.so 1>e note<! that the 17.26 percent variation be­
tween lif'eline and the TASR closely approx1:lates the 16.47 percent' 
dii"f'erential set in PG&B's last ECAC Decision No .. 90$69, supra. 

A coaparison of the total average rates reS'i.U ting 'U:lder the 
rate deSign proposals of' PG&:E and the staf'! With t::e'like tot~ average 
rates resulti:g under the present ECAC rate designs of' several other 
CaJ.if'ol""..ia utilities is sommarized in the folloWing Table· 3= 
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TABLE, 

Paoific Gas and Eleotrio Company 

r 
~ 

ENEOO'i COST ADJUSTMENT CLAUS.~, g 
Comparison of Average Rates 

• RUE (1) • 
1 I I . . I' '.., 1.(, '.', 

Olass I SPPO • SOO!o:E , SCH I Present. I Company ,Staft , 
Domestic (¢/kWh) 

Lifeline 3.723 5.0~7 4.220 3.)O? 4.017 ).955 
Nonlifeline ~.86~ 

'fotal, 5.155 
Small IJight. and Power ~.31~ 

Medium Light and PQwer 4.:345 
Large Llgh~ and Power 1 .. 185 
Agricultural 6.115 

1o~81 Average Slst.e~ R8~e (TASR) 5.0~1 

% Lifeline Below TASR: 25·91. 
~ NOnlife1ine AQQve Lite1ine -~ :.- 51.5) 
~ Inorease Over 1/1/76 )t"lI> 

. N/A ~ Not AvaUab1e 

(1) B8se~ Qn t.he wt..a1 ~ve.r8ge.rat,e3 ,~et. eorth 
in Table 9-7A, Qh~pter 9. 9t DCol~'-Qn Nr.l. 91107 t 
d8~~d Decem~er 19.·1919 •.. ' . . . 

6·2~~ 
5.806 
6.812 
5.761 
5,316 
6.424 
6,(yJJ 
17.00 
31.53 
65.57 

6.J29 ' 1' ~!t8 ~·~~l ~.!t~8 

5.112 3.890 4.139 4.660 
N/A 5.1)5 5.984 5.90~ 

5.426 4.211 5.069 ".981 

4-,'/30 3.5:32 4.J~1 4.)02 

5.'.91 4.0'/5 4.924 4.S4~ 

5.112 'u01O 4.859 4.100 
17.t.5 17.I,e 17.:33 11.26 
49.98 ')7 ./~. 37.74 ')6.00 

1,1 •• 82 . 51 •• 69 87.68 114.6) 

• 
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In view of the magnitude of PG&E r s sought ECAC adjustment 
($484.7 million) and its impact upon domestic bills 7 the staff does 
not recommend that tbe average res~dential rate now be set equal t~ 

tbe average system rate.. In order to promote energy conservation, 
however, it is suggested that the average residential rate be gradually 

a~justed upward t~ the system average in future rate cases. '!he: staff 
is also- opposed te> esublish1ng' at this time a 50 percent differential 

between lifeline and nonlife line residential rates. While lifeline 
rates are intended to meet only tbe minimalneecIs of customers,., it is 

recognized that some degree of energy conservation is attainable by 
castomers whose COtlStm'l.pt1on. never exceeds the lifeline allowance. 

Accordingly, the staff would set lifeline rates at a level which would 
give appropriate price signals to lifeline cust~rs. ~o this end 7 

the staff believes establishing a 50 percent different1B.l between 

~e11ne and nonl~fel1ne rates would be eoanterprod~tive,at this 
particular time. 

Withoat first analyzing the effects 0'£' present· rate design 
on. ca.stamer asage patterns, the staff submits that the impact of any 

new ra1:e design cannot be predicted. and 7 in fact, may run the tisk of 
producing results opposite 'to those or1gj.nally desired. In the most 
recent SDG&E ECAC Decision No. 9l106, dated, December 19, 1979', in 

Application No. 59108 the Commission ordered the utility 1:0 candact 

a study that would measure elasticities of demand for lifeline and 
nonlife line sales. '!he staff recOtlml.e11ds t:bat: the electric rate design. 
adopted in ro&E·s reeen.t general rate Decision No'. ~1107 ~ issuea 

. D~eember 19, 1919 ill Appl:.ea.1:10n No. 58545 be con'Cl.D.ued. and 1:bat: 

PG&E be re~uired to' condact a study that woald determine relative 

elasticities of demand between lifeline and nOlllifeline sales. When 
the results of this study are available further revisions in PG&E's 

electric rate design may th~ be considered as deemed appropriate in 
. the circumstances. ,\ 
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The development of elasticity of demand data" as proposed 
by the staff, would be of great assistance' ill any future rate desi.gn , 

, ( 

evaluation or analysis. We will direct PG&E to undertake sucb. a 
study for the domestic class, selecting' a random sam.ple of such 

customers and comparing seasotlally adj usted, life line and, nonlife line )­

usage before and after the rates authorized herein. Details of the 
study should be worked out between PG&E and our staff; the results 
should be filed with subsequentECAC applications (updated, to reflect 
the impact of pe:r:iodic rate modifiCations). '!be ensuing order will 
direct the routine development and presentation of this and other 
customer usage data in subseq,uent proceedings, and illustrates our 
determina tion to make maximum' use of rate design, as' a tool to promote 

conservation. It is, for example, couc:eiva~le that, we might find it 
necessary to establish an'ECAC billing factor and/or a base 'domestic 

.tailblock rate at some usage point that provides a still higher unit 
price to the domestic user who consumes'at: levels far in excess of 

essential household needs; such customers may be abusive users wh~ 
should pay accordingly as their high use likely ~ntributes to peak~ 
period generation demands. Given escalating energy rates and the 
need to encourage conse.rvation,. development of this and similarda ta 

on a routine basis is essential for enlightened utility management' 
. and the presentation· of constructive rate design proposals. 
Adopted Rate Design 

The com.parative revenue effect of the rate design proposals 
is set forth in Appendix A attached hereto. The effect of the pl:oposed 

rate" des_igns. on :nonthly billiDgs, is. set fortb...i.n attached Appendix B-. 
The staff condlJ(:ted an extensive audit: aud investigation 

into PC&E t s accounting and fiDancial records used in the calculation 
of the utility's proposed ECAC billing factors and found the energy­
related offset rate increase proposal to be acceptable.. We have 
also deterCined that the staffrs recommended reductions in l?G&Ers 

tmdercollections as set forth in i1:S ECAC balancing account to be 
totally proper and acceptable. 
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We shall adopt the increase in 12G&E' s billing factors as 
recommended by the suff. In doing S07 we recognize (,rable 3) 
that the domestic lifeline rate will be established approximately 

17.3 percent below the!ASR. We also note that the average rate 
for nonlifeline domestic sales (5.45&£lkWh) is setae 38.0 percent 
above that set for lifeline sales (3. 955~/kWh) which is within 
the framework of the ECAC rate design policy established in Decision 
No. 91107, supra. . 

In light of the contemplated elasticity of demand study 
to be conducted by PG&E. pursuant to the enStJ.l.ng order,. we may find . 

it necessary in future ECAC proceedings to further adjust the 
relationship between residential lifeline and nonlifeline sales. in 
order to advance and accelerate ow: energy c.oo.servation objectives. 
Pending completion of sucb. study, l:G&E will be authorized to 
increase its present: ECAC billing factor, for lifeline sales from 
1.03Se/kWh to 1.68le/kWh, and for nonlifeline sales the billing 

factor will be set at 3.040e/~. For all other classes of service 
the billing. factor will be increased from 1. 954i/kWh to 2. n4c/kWb. 
Findings of Fact 

1. PG&E requests authority for an energy cost offset increase 
in its present ECAC billing factors. The rate proposal would ... 
increase Ri&E's electric revenues· by an estit:Lateci $484.7 million 
"(2l~7"percent) annually. 

2.' Based ott. energy-related expenses incurred during. the 12-
,I 

month record period. ending SeptE-wer 30, 1979, appl~cation of 
PG&E's current ECAC billing fac:or offset rates would result in 
recovering $318.2 million less than total energy-related expenses~ 
excluding the usual adjustments for franchise tax requirements and 
uncollectible accounts. 

3. '!'he staff's audit of PG&E' s ECAC balancing accotmt covered 
the record period April 1, 1978 tb:::ougb. September 30, 1979,. witb. 
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primary emphasis on the utility" s· recorded gas" oil, geothermal, 
and purchased power costs, quantities of energy consumed, and 

revenues relating to sales of energy. 
4. 'Ib.e staff's audit confirms PG&E's proposal to increase its 

present ECAC billiQS factor offset rates by a uniform O.S80i/kWh 
for all classes, except the offset rate components applicable to 
lifeline and nonlife line residential sales would be adjusted upward 
by O.484i/kWh and 0.674i/kWh, respectively. 

5. The staff audit and investigation shows that ro&E's 
proposed ECAC balancing account undercollection of .$129.4 million 
for the record 12-month period ending September 30, 1979 should be 

reduced by $45.5 million to reflect the staff exceptions shown to 
be fully justified and reasonable. 

6. Tbe 12-month record period methodology employed by the 

staff to calculate the amount of excess D~ sales to be excluded 

from R;&E' s ECAC balancing account is in conformity with the guide­
lines established in the generic ECAC Decision No. 85731, dated' 
April 27, 1976" in Case No. 9886- (78 CPUC 758,768). Accordingly, 
~'s proposed exclusion of $2,162,269 in excess DWR. sales should 

be increased to $9,395,000. 
7. '!he staff's proposed disallowance of wheeling charges~ in 

the amount of $1,099:,000) from the outstanding undercollection 

recorded in PG&E's ECAC balancing account is in compliance with the 
guidelines specified in the generic ECAC Decision No. 85731, supra, 
and reaffirmed by Decision No. 90404, dated June 5, 1979, in. 

Application No. 57780. 
8-. :EG&E's purchased power expense reflects capacity charges 

paid to SMUD in accordance with a contractual ~eement. 
PG&E has paid capacity charges to SMUD for capacity not available 

during 1975-1976 when the Rancho Seco No. 1 nuclear power plant 
was comm.ercially inopera~ive, or otherwise out of service. In 
connection with unscheduled outages ~ Article 6 of ~he'EG&E-SMUD' 
contract provides: 
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"That. unschedu.led out.::.gcs, scheduled outages extending 
beyond 'th(! scheduled period or delays in completion of 
Solcr.:lmento Resources olnd ot.her $.;J.cramento faeilieies. 
cause P.'lcific to incur additional costs to. ob-tain 
capacity :£rom ou.tside t~e Area to maintain .:ldequate 
.:lnd reliable service within the A.:ea. Sacrament.o, s.hall 
p.:ly P:leifie the amoun:: o.f s1.lch co.sts. II 

9. J?G&E waited until August: 31) 1979 to. file .1 el:lim. in the 
amount of $35 million against S!1UD for resolution before a board 
of arbitration. The tot.'ll .'lmount of the claim represents capacity 
charges, including interest, p:lid to SMUD between April, 1975 olrid 
October, 1976 when no c.:l~city was, in fact, available. Settlement 
of this cl.,.im is not expect.ed until late 1981 0: mid-1982. In·the 
interim PG&E's ratepayers have borne the £t.tll burden. of SMUD's 
capacity charges plus the cost of any replacement power required 
due to the commercially inoperative status of the Rancho. Sec 0: No. 1 
nuclear power plant. 

10. As an added incentive to litigate this claim more diligently 
.3.J.!.d t.o eliminat.e the potential for future overcollection by:E'C&E: to,. 
th~ extent possible, the st.olff's contention that :tC&Z"s claim against 
SMUD fo: $35 million sbould be exc~uded from the utility's.ECAC 
balancing account. prior to' csta~lishing any projected future .ECAC 
billing folctor rolte in this proceeding is most persuasive and' will be 
adopted. ~ 

11. Adop-tion o,f the, staff's proposed exclusions from PG&E: 

undercollections, as recorded in its ECAC ba.lancing account fer the' 

l2-month period ending Septet:'lber 30, 1979', reduces the sought. est.i­
mated relief to :tpproximate-ly $'J...40 •. 0 million. 

12. ~ .:lna the staff should initiate a coordinated study to 
detertnine the underlying c,,-uses for the unscheduled outage·s specified 
in the Opinion hereof, including the net cost of any replacement power 
required b)~ e.:lch outage, and thereafter inform TURN as to the results 
of st.tch investig.ltion for wh:ttcvcr .:lction is deemed appropriate in 
the circutnS tances. 
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.. 13.. :EG&E' s total average system rate currently in effect is 
now more than 25 percent above the total average system rate ill:' 
effect: as of January 1> 1976 •. The utility's residential lifeline 
rates may now be inc:reasedpursuant to Section 739'(c) of the Publie 
Utilities Code. 

14. Except ,for the level of the proposed increase, the rate 
designS recommended. by PC&E. and the staff are in basic agreement. 
However> the staff's suggested rate design,. as subsequently modified,., 
is more closely in line with i:m:plementat101l of the ECAC 

rate design policy as enunciated :in Decision No. 91107,. supra. We 
shall,. therefore,. adopt the staff's rec01:ll:1euded ECAC' rate design for 
the 12-month record period ending September 30,. 1979. 

15. In adopting the staff's rate design proposals,. PC;&Z.' s' 
nonlife line residential total average rate will be set at 38:.0· percent: 
above the lifeline total average rate. A 1r~3 percent differential' 

. between lifeline total average rate and the total system average rate 
is also establ~shed. 

16. Adoption of the staff's J:'ate design proposal will increase . 
PG&E's ECAC lifel:tne billing. factor by O. 646i/kWb.,. the ECAC non-
life line billing factor is increased by O. 9'lOi/kWh,. and the billing , . 

factor for nonresidential classes Will be- adjusted" upward by' . 

O.770r/./kWh. 
17. The increase in PG&E ECAC billing factors have been shown 

to be just,. reasonable and nondiscriminatory:. 
18. Ihe rate increase authorized herein is consistent with the 

President's Voluntary Wage and Price Guidelines. 
19. Ibere are no ongoing studies designed to analyze the impact 

of a rate design adopted herein on domestic customer use. Such a 
study may determine the effect of price on elasticity of demand for 
both customers who usually exceed the lifeline quantity and those 
wbo are usually within it. 
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20. Information compiled. on the effect of electric rates 00. . 

consum.ption would. be most helpful in future proceedings; to assess 

and project cause and effect as conservation-oriented rate'structeres 
are evolved. 
Conclusions of Law 

1_ PG&E SQould be authorized to establish the revised ECAC 
billing fac'tors set forth in the following order; such rates are 
fair, just, and reasonable, and to-' .the extetLt slJ.bseq~nt review of 
balancing account entries results in changes to the balancing rate,. 
any overcollection will be credited to the balancing account. 

2. The following order should be effective the date of 
signature because PG&E is incurring the increased energy-related 
expense the re~sed rates are to ~eeover. 

IX IS ORDERED that: 

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (:ro&E) is author.ized to 
establish and file witfl this Commissio'Q. within five days after tbe 
effective date of this order, in CQ~ormity with tbe provisions of 
General Order No. 96-A, revised tariff schedules ofECAC billing: . 
factors, as follows: 

Residential lifeline 1.681i/kWh 
Residential nonlife line 3. 04oelkWb. 
All others scbedules 2.724i/kWa. 

2. PG&E shall: (a):Expeditiously undertake to :apply accepted 

statistical methodolo.gy and study the consumption patterns of its 
domestic electric customers before and after this and subsequent 
rate increases. A random sample of customers who usually exceed 
the lifeline qaantity and one of·' those who usually stay withi:l. that 

quantity should be studied to determine the effect o'f price on 
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elasticity of demand for both categories- of customer.. Details of 
this study shall be eoordinated by PG&E with the Commission's 
Electric and Energy Coo.servation Branches. The results shall be 

, presented in subsequent ECAC. and general rate increase proceedings .. 
(b) ,Prepare for presentation in subsequent ECAC and general rate 
proeeediD.gs information, on a seasonally adjusted basis, that. 
illustrates consumption per average cust~r by customer class. 
(e) Prepare for' presentation in sub'sequent ECAC and general rate 
increase proceediIlgs information on what percent of domestic customers' 
usage falls within the kWh usage categories as set forth in Append~ ~. 

3. PG&E shall conduct a coordinated study with the Commission 's 
"' 

staff to dete:r:m.ne the underlying, causes for tbe six outages as 
specified in the Opinion hereof) including the net: cost of· the re­
placement power required by each outage,. and tbereafter.inform !URN 
and the Commission as to the results of such investigation forwbatever 
future action is deemed appropriate in the circumstances. 

The effective date of this order is the date hereof. 
Dated F '13 California .. 
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