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SZFORE T~E p~~t!C OTItITI!S CO~~ISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

A?plica:ion of ?ACIFIC ?OWER & 
tIGHT COMPANY Under Section 454 
of the Public Utilities Code of 
the State of California for 
Authoritv to Increase Rates for 
E:ect=ic~Se=vice. 

Application No. 58605 
(Filed January l7, 1979) 

(For a~pea:ances see Decision No. 91326., 

Additional Ao~earances . 

A~tone S. Bulich, Jr. and Allen R. Crown, 
AttOrneys ~t ~dW, for California Far~ Bureau 
Federation and Norman G. Edwards, for 
hi~self, interestec ?art~es. 

William J. Jennincs, Attorney at taw, for the 
CO~lsslon stat:. 

SECOND n~nr OPI~ION 

By this application Pacific Power & Light Company 
(?aci:ic) :e,,=-:uests Cor.:::1issior.. a~?:oval to increase electric rates 
for its Cali!ornia service. Sy !nteri~ Decision NO. 91326 d~ted 
rebru~ry 13, 1980 in this ~atter, Pacific was granted a ;artial 
seneral rate increase which was estimated to ?:oduce $4,276,000 in 
additional annual revenues, a 25.2 percent increase over p=ior 
rates based or. the test year 1979. 

i'ie :;,o':.e: in Oecision ~o. 91325 that there were l5 issues 
i:i ~~is ;~~ce~ci~:, ~:l out two of which could be decided on the 

. ~ . reco:c ~~~e ;:~or :0 that cecision. Those two i~volved ~~estions 

on ~:loca~ior.s to Cali:o:~ia =:o~ the :acific syste~ ~:id the s~read 

-1'" 



• 

• 

• 

,;.55605 .;!..J lien:' ec ** 

TAStE O! CONTE~TS 

Su.bject 

SECOND L.'rt!i...{D! OFINION ............. 
Decision Su.~~a:y .................. 
,:..lloc.3. t ;Lons 
.;lloca tior.s 
~X?enses 

R3t.e Base 

Issues and ~ositions 
Discussion 

Other Sta:: Recommendations 
Pro?erty Tax Savings 
A::iliate Adjus~~ents 
Rate of Return .....•• 

~aoe/?rice Guidelines 

...... 

.. '" ... 

.. ..... 

...... 
· ... 

. . 

· ... 
Rate Desio;:":. .. • ••••••• '" •• 'lito ••• 

:'R:C Stu.dy 
.. . ..... 3asic Customer Charge 

R3te Relationshi?s 
Large ~eneral Service 
~gricultural ?umping 
S~all Power Customers 

Street !.ighting 

•••••• oil .... 

~ime-o:-Cse ~ates 

Reco~nect Charges 
L~!C Ratemaking and Allocation 
Adopted Rate Oesigns and ?OR?A 
Rate Comparison with Oregon 

J~~ ~ort.e County ~ifeline 
~iieline ~ligibility and St~tus 

::\e:ur:.ds to l' '': ., ... ~_e':'lne ;·:;:ischarg ing 

· .. 

Procedures 
.......... 

· .... 
....................... 

?aqe ~o. . 

1 

2a 
3 

26 
36 

37 

39 

39 

41 

42 
48 
49 
SO 
S2 

52 
SS 

S6 

60 
.. , 
t:l ... 

02 
62 

63 
63 

65 
66 
-, 
'-... ., 
1_ 



... - ~ r- ~ 5 • ~ -I' I ** ...... ~ ~ 0 I,; .:-...... i(:nl e c 

Residential ~;ell PU:':Ij?ing ........ ., • III •••••••••••••••••••••• 

Xaster ~nd Submetering ............................................ 

:?ace ~o • . 

73 
74 

!~pact 0: Increases on Schools and 20spitals .•.••.•..••. is 
Conservation ?rogra~s ..•....•...•.......•....••.•....... 7S 
Conservation Voltage Regulation (CVR) .•.• ;.............. 7S 

:~~~ Re~ue5t for ?ORPA Funds ••••.•••..•.....••..•••.•.•• i9 

O~tional ~otice 0: Intent (NO!) Procedure •......•....••. i9 
= i nc: i::.9' S 0 f F ae t ................................................ 8 a 
Conclusions of taw ••.••.••••..••••••••••••.•••.•.••• • •• · 86 

S!CO~ ~D! OADE:!?",. . .................................. III • • 87 

-ii-



• 

• 

• 

A.5860S AL:/~~/ec * . 

of Del ~orte Co~nty lifeline allowances over the calendar year. 
Accordingly, we ordered additional hearings to further develop the 
record On those t· .... o issues. .:..1 so , we deferred discussion and 
resolution of the other iss~es to this final decision. After a 
~=ehearing conference in Crescent City on March 7,1980, the furt~e: 
hearings were held in Crescent City on Mav 12 and 13, and in Yreka . . 
on ~ay 14, 15, and 16 before Ad~inistrative Law Judge (AL:) ':"loert C. 
?o:ter. 

The following ~:e the 16 issues in the order we will 
discuss the: in this decision. 

1. Allocations . 
., ... 
3. 

4. 

5. 
6. .. 
I • 

8 • 

9. 

10. 

ll. 
12. 

13. 

l4" 

15. 

16. 

Sx~enses . 
Rate base. 
Property tax savings. 
Affiliate relationshi?s. 
Rate of :et~rn. 
Wage/?rice guidelines . 
R.3.te design. 
Del ~orte County lifeline. 
Lifeline eligibility and ·status. 
Refunds due to lifeline ~ischarging. 
Resicential well ?u~ping. 
~aste: ~ete:ing/suometering. 

!~?act of increases on schools and hos~itals. 
Conservation programs. 
Conservation Voltage Regulation (CVR). 
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:~ :eo:~a:y :9S0; :he Co~~ission ~u:hc:i:eci ?acifie :0 

i~c:e:se its :3:es foe Cali!o:~i: c~stome:~ by S~/276,COC, 3~ 

lve:~ge o~ :S.: o.ercenc 3bcve :~ces =~~~ i~ ~_ .. ~ .. ·ec~ .... ~~~ ;~c ... _ ... :east! 
~3S on an inceri= b~sis ~endin~ further hearings 3nd t~is fin~l 

6ecision. :he ~uc?ose of the ~u::he: he3:ings, which were held 
\ -- t:~~' ~ ~ ~ -- ~ see,..... ,.., ... ,. ., ~,.: , .. ,. e:"" ~ .." S ,.. ~ , ~ ~ .~ .. It·· 1 . ..l _ _ .. - ..... Iw .... : _ ..... .:._ "'_ I • .;.... ... .... ".,;.;",':e~ .... ? .lCC:" ::..ona ev:.. .... ence 
.~,.. ..... 1 , ... c ..... or.s o~ svs'"e'" C""'5" -"0 ..... ' t: .• • 
""- - __ '- ___ (0 ...... ht _ ~ :~C_ ~s ~o ~~~!' .. O::-.l~ .lr:.c :::'! S~teac 

~f the Oel ~oc:e County lifel:..r.e ~ilow3:: hou: (~~h) 3110wances over 

This decision authorizes rate i~creases to provide 
increased ann~al revenues from ?acific's Cali:or~ia service ~rea 
in the amount of Sl.366 million or 5.8 percent above the interi~ 
increase. Nevertheless, that is more than $600,000 less than 

?~ci:ic requested. 
This decision orders two sig~i:ica~t ch~nges for 

co~sumers in P~ci;ic's territory. First, for Del Norte County 
~nly, the winter perio~ :or us~ge of ~he lifeline allowance is 
exten6ed frcm six ~onths to eig~t months. This means that the 
y~arly allowance o~ 6,720 kWh at a re~uction in cost of one-third 
un6er aver~ge residential r~:es will be available from October 
:hrough ~ay ~t S40 kWh per month inste~d of 1,120 per month from 

their energy use to achieve a mi~im~~ total yearly electricity 
~ill. Second, in order ~o provide ;or ~ more uni!o=m monthly 
billing over ~ one-year ?erioci, ?aci!ic will offer its cus~ome=z 
the o?tion of a budget billing system. ~nder this system 
cus:omers may be billed one-twel:eh of their estimated ann~al 

:he ~ctual ~nnual ~ill incurred. 
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A major issue in this proceeding was t~e appropriate 

~et~oe ~o be used in allocating costs 0: operations bet~een 
Cali:or~ia and the rest 0: Pacific's multi-state service area. 
A witness for ~oward Ctility Rate Normalization (TuRN) proposed 
a novel method of allocating costs incurred to meet increased 
demand ~ased on the relative growth of California service compared 

to system-wide growth. :his me~~od would take into acco~~t the 
slower growth in usage in California by ~llocating to California 
less 0: the expensive new plant needec. to satisfy demand growth 
t~~~ would be done under the traditional cost allocation method. 

By this decision the Commission concludes that a sub­
stantial change in cost allocation is appropriate and that the 
method proposed by !C&~ has substantial merit. However, the 
decision recognizes ~~at ~~ilateral adoption of the new method 
would invite retaliatory action by other states and perhaps 
result in federal preem?~ion of the field. !he current cost 
allocation method is maintained, but the Commission declares its 
intent to bring the issue promptly to the attention of regulatory 
authorities in other states served by Pacific to achieve a cooper­

~tive :esolution more consistent with the pressing need to 

encour~ge energy conservation . 

-2b-
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Alloe~~icns - Issues and ?osi~ions 
Pacific's operation covers p~blic utility power needs in 

five states!/ and is operated as a single, integrated system. Some 
~eans of allocating revenues, oper~ting eX?enses, and rate base 
to each state is required because each state regulates the rates 
:0: service within its borders. 

:or that purpose Pacific uses an' allocation ~rocedure 
which, at this time, has been accepted by all five states involved. 
The staff ~Ses the same procedure, the genesis 0: which is the 
"Electric Utility Cost Allocation Manual", an allocation guide 
published in 1973. It is the product of a study sponsored by the 
Nation~l Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NAROC) and 
carried out by staff representatives of the California, Michigan, 
and North Carolina State Co~missions and the Federal Power 

• Co~~ission. The method treats the allocation of investment and 
expenses in the same manner the system is operated, as one, 
indivisible, interdependent system; each time an allocation is made, 
all past allocations are ignored, the system being viewed as though 
a snapshot were t~ken at the time of allocation. ~here it is 
appropriate and possible, allocations are made on a direct basis, 
as for exa~ple, transmission ~nd distribution ?lant and expense~. 
2owever, the most signi:ic~nt inves~~ent and ex~enses are alloc~ted 
on sys~em/subsystem relationships of peak demand and power sales. 

Cali:or:'l.ia, MO:'l.cana, Oreson, Washin<;ton, ar.c. ~.;'yoming. ?acific 
also serves Idaho but it is not included in the intesrated 
sysce~ :0: allocation ?u:~oses because service is provided 
through se~a:ate power lines under speci~l contract rates f:om 
~ashing:on Wate: ?owe:, a p:ivate utility in t~e State of 
i7~shi:-l~:on. 
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T~e :ollowi~S is a general outline of the allocation bases used 
by Pacific and the staff, whic~ we will describe for purposes of this 
decision as the "integrated system method." 

Rate Sase 
Production Plant 
Trans~ission Plant 

Distribution Plant 
General Plant 

E~enses 

Power Production 
Fuel 
Other 

Transmission 

Distribution 

- Peak Demand 
- tocal: Direct 
- Jointi Peak Demand 
- Direct 
- Various 

- kWh Sales 
- Peak Demand 
- tocal: Direct 
- Joint: Peak Demand 
- Direct 

Customer Accounts & Service - Billings and/or Direct 
Administrative & General - Various as Overheads 

Although the staff uses the same system as Pacific, staff's 
results of o?erations, and hence revenue requirement, differs from 
Pacific's due to several expe~~e and rate base adjus~ents ~~d staff's rate of 
return reco~~endation all discussed elsewhere in this opinion. 

Also, the staff :eeo~~ended ?acifie develop anc use in i~s 
next rate case, a revised method of determining peak de~and 
relationships for allocation purposes. Pacific currently uses 
December and January coincidental ?eak demands because, ?acific 
contendS, its system is a winter-peaking system. Pacific, in this 
c~se, used l2 data pointS, the December-:anuary cata for the winters 
0: :972-73 through 19i7-78, a~d tre~ded these through the test year 
1979 to ootain the ?eak de~and allocation percent for California. 

-4-
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The staff notes that even though it is st~;f ~nd Co~mission poliey 

to use a coincidental peak demand allocation method, and in this 
proceeding the staff sees no reason to deviate from that poliey, 

it • .... oule. be ~referable to use a l2-month, or at least a 4-month 
average 0: peak demands. Pacific believes these figures would be 
too difficult to develop and unnecessary;11 howeve:, the staff 
:eco~~ends Pacific make an effort in its next rate application to use 
a l2-:nont~ approach and at a ~inimum a 4-month average. 

TUR~ proposes a different allocation procedure from that 
used by :~e staff and Pacific, which is discussed later in this 
clecision. But, if the Commission adopts the integrated system method, 
TU:t.~ :ecor.t.~ends several adj ustments to the procedure. John N. ~1cCabe, 

testifying for TU~~, argued that Pacific should develop an allocation 
method using coincident demands for each of the 12 months of a given 
test periOC:. ~is method would more accurately reflect the costs imposed 
on the system. Re asserted that Pacific should not adjust for 
normal temperatures when making allocations because the utility 
must be ?re~ared to serve real loads not just normal loads under 
average weather conditions. He testified that he did not know 
whether or not his proposed changes, if adopted, would be advantageous 
to California ratepayers. TJ~~ brought out th~t data used by 

Pacific in developing the peak demand allocation to California 
extenced only to January 19i5 and should have included at least 
December 1978 and, if ?ossible, January 19i9. Another ?oint by TU~~ 
is that data used for the adjustment of temperatures were based on 

Table ~ of Exhibit ~l, witness ~erraro, shows that in 1979 the 
February and ~ovember peaks exceeded Decem~er and there was 
abou t a :20 ?e:cent di ffe:er.ce bet~·'eer. sOr.',e su~":'.er and winter 
?eaks. 

-5-
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the ~e:iod 1931 t~rou9h 1960, a ?eriod ended almost 20 yp.ars from 
the test year 1979. T~~ suggested that it would be ~ore correct to 
?roject the trend in ?eak demand, Californi~ as ~ percent of the 
syseem, into 1980 rather than 1979 as ?acific did. This would 
decrease the 4.00 percent ?e~k demand allocation factor used by 
?acific to 3.94 percent; the result would be less invest~ent and 
expense allocated to California. 

?aei:ic critici:es TURN's arguments as follows. It would 
be difficult and expensive for ?acific to develop l2-month data on 
peak demand and the result would probably not change the allocations 
a?preciably. Te~perature adjus~~ents are proper because ratemaking 
for a utility should be based on expected costs under normal 
conditions and a utility must plan capacity sufficient to meet loads 
caused by abnormally cold temperatures. p~cific claims it is 
reasonable to eX?ect that over time the temperature in one 
jurisdiction will not vary from normal ~ore than the temperature in 
any other juriSdiction. Therefore, use of unadjuseed data for 
computing tem~erature-sensiti~e peak loads, which may periodically 
benefit or penalize a given jurisdiction, is not consistent with 

sound ratemaking principles. As to including ~eak demand data 
for ~ecernbe: 1978 and January 1979, such data were not available to 
?acific·when it compiled the results of operations for test yeer 
1979 which were included in this application filed January 17, 1979. 

?aci:ic does not a;:ee with ~UR~'s a:gu~ent that a projection should 
have been made through 1980 for some of the data; Pacific points 
out that the test year, as accepted for raternaking ?ur?oses, is 
calenda: year 1979 and therefore projections through 1980 would 

For purposes of an integrated system allocation we accept 
the allocation ~ade by Pacific as ~djusted by the staff. Of TURN's 
proposals for change discussed above, the only two no~ soundly 
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co~nte:ee by Pacific are the 12-month peak demand data base and 
the use of temperature-adjusting d~ta al~ost 35 years old. The 
?eak demand matter has been addressed by the staff and we agree that 
?~cific should either show good reason for not developing the data 
or include t.~e!n in its ne.'<t major rate case. As t.~e s~ff points out, 

Pacific may have ?robleos preparing a 12-month average coincidental 
~eak de~and, not the least of whiCh is its' five separate 
jurisdictions. But the argument that it is too difficult to develop 
the data is not convincing. On the matter of temperature data, 
Pacific's witness Reed testified that the data are being updated 
but only to 1970. It would seem that a later period could be and 
should be developed. 

A final point on allocations brought out by TURN involves 

~~e period used to develop the basic data from which percentages 
• are derived to allocate certain expenses. Illustrative of the 

procedure and the TORN criticis~ is the ~anner in which fuel costs 
are allocated. Taking first the plant in which the fuel is used, 
the allocation is done by relative demand as discussed earlier. 
That demand relationship is developed from historical data which 
are tre~ded into the test year 1979 to obtain an estimate for the 
~est year. However, the estimated cost of fuel ~sed in the ?lant 
for the test year is allocated on the basis of kWh sales in the 
five states for the year ended September 30, 1978, a period lS 
mo~ths removed from the test yea:. (~he midpoints for the two 
?eriods would be April 1, 19i8 and July 1, 1979, respectively.) 
~iven the fact that California as a ?ortion of the system has been 
steadily declining for some years, (see Tables 1 and 2) an 
alloc~tio~ cased On data lS months previous to the test year used 
for ratemaking will result in :00 much expense allocated to California. 
:: ?~ci:ic I.!ses i:s ?resent allocation system again in ('Uifor:"..ia, data usee to 
develop ~~e a:loc~tion bases for ~~e variol.!s investment and expense ite~ should be 

• f:o~ a~?ro9riatel'l consistent ?erioCs. 
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Source: E;<hibi: 1, Witness Geige:-
Tables 1-4 & 1-5 

Ave:-age Number of Annu.al Averaze k'wb Use Pe':' Res. Cust. 
E!ec:ric Cus:.-!ndexec !(~n taJ.!.:. Ove= Incexec. 

~vs:e!':l ~I:.:. SV'stem-c.alif. Svstem System cari:. 
,J.) U) (3) ( ... ) (,:,).( ... )'tI,J) (0) \, I ) 

. 
1963 100 100 10,788 12,061 112 100 100 
~OA~ 
-.~. 102 101 11,493 12,685 110 10i 105 

19iO 105 103 11,539 12,542 109 107 10"-
10-1 _. J .. lOS lOS 12,237 13,371 109 113 111 

1972 112 107 12,331 13,183 107 114 109 

19i3 1 , ~ ... - 110 ,., 3Q 1 ... , " .. 13, 2S 2 107 115 110 

197':- , .... 
... .44 113 12.251 12,907 105 ll~ 107 

1975 12"- 116 12,856 , .. 98' .. J, .. 109 119 116 eo"- 125 119 12,S7S 13,748 107 119 11~ • I':,) 

'0"" 131 123 12,738 13,939 109 11S ' l' ... I , .. 0 

lS7S 137 127 12.61Lo. 13,Lo.32 106 117 111 

19:9~ 1-0 J. 1.31 U,Lo.62 13,812 103 125 115 

.... Es t i:n.a ted 

• 
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• TABLE 2 

Source: Exhibit 1, Witness 
Tables 1-4 & 1-5 

Geiger 

Calif. As kwn Sales-Thousands 
kWh Sal~swMil1ions Perc.ent Of Indexed 
~vstem ~Il.r. System System t:aIl.r. 

rt rt 

1968 11,867 528 4.45 l.00 1.00 

1969 12,199 499 4.09 1.03 .95 

1970 13,321 534 4.01 1.l2 1. 01 

19i1 14,425 577 4.00 1. 22 1. 09 

1972 16,568 639 3.86 1.40 1. 21 

1973 17,709 685 3.87 1.49 1.30 

1974 16,477 612 3.71 1.39 1.16 

1975 18,249 706 3.87 1.54 1.34 

• 1976 20,014 761 3.S0 1. 69 1.44 

1977 19,691 748 3.80 1. 66 1.42 

1978 22,502 836 3.72 1.90 1.58 

1979* 22,980 806 3.51 1. 94 1. 53 

*Estimated 

• 
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Two other ?roced~res for allocating investment and 
eX?ense from the system to California were suggested. Both are 
occasioned by the steady decline of California as a portion of 
Pacific's system. Again, see Tables 1 and~. The first of these, 
which we will call the ~state facilities m~thod", was suggested by 
Norman Edwards, a cattle rancher and customer of ?acific from Little 
Shasta in Siskiyou County, California. Mr. Edwards' concern is 
that Cali:ornia at one time had an abundance of cheap hydroelectric 
power to serve its power needs. And now, it seems, that source is 
being taken from California and allocated to other states in the 
Pacific system that are growing at a rate significantly above the 
California area served by Pacific. That growth in other states, 
claims Edw~rds, has re~uired Pacific to build thermal plants which 
are much more e~ensive than the hvdroelectric facilities of 

~ .. 
Pacific, particularly those in California. Since the growth in 
states other than California exceeds that in California, California 
is allocated those higher costs automatically under the integrated 
system method. Mr. Edwards testified that Pacific's Exhibit 3 
shows th~t the company-owned hydroelectric c~pacity of Pacific's 
total system is 936.5 megawatts (~w); under the integrated system 

allocation 4 percent, or 37.5 ~~, would be allocated to California. 
Sut, he points out that California has a total of four hydroelectric 
plants with a combined capacity of 67.2 MW. Thus, California is 
not allocated from system hydro capacity an amount even equal to 
that whiCh it has within its own borders. Pacific counters this 
with two a:;u~ents. First, Pacific points out that Mr. Edwards 
die no~ incl~ce in the hydro powe: available that power which is 
purch~sed from 0gerators of hydro facilities not owned oy Pacific . 

-10-
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When this is adc.ec. l:l., and i t tot~ls i86.1 addi tional MW of hydro 
power, the total allocated to California would be 4 ~ercent of 
1724.6 ~.;- (938.5 + 786.1) or 69.0 MW, in excess of the total of 
67.2 ~~ available from California sources. Second, ?acific shows 
that the total required capacity to serve California, based on the 
peak de~~nd projected for December 1979, is 153.1 ~w, far in excess 
0: the California hydro capacity. 
above, there is no evidence in the 

. 
Other than the discussion noted 
record of the results of 

operations the state facilities allocation procedure would produce. 
Responsive to a data re~uest of TO~~ Pacific prepared and 
furniShed to TO~~ Pacific's version of the state facilities ~ethod. 
This apparently went beyond the ~ethod suggested by Mr. Edwards, 
that is, that California be given its hydro plus enough of the 
re~aininq system average costs to make up California'S required 
capacity. ?~cific's version would first give each state in the 
system the benefit of the lowest cost generating facilities located 
within its physical boundaries, and then any deficiency would be 
Obtained from generating facilities considered to be surplus to the 
area in w~ich they are located. Opon reviewing the study and some 
of the assu~?tions it contained, TORN determined that it was not 
use:ul for its purposes and cid not i:l.troduce it. 

TOR.~, through its wi tness Frederick J. Nells, in trocuced 
an allocation procedure which TORN claims makes a fair assignment 
of the system to California by properly accounting for the 
differential growth problem. Cr. Wells prefers to call it the 
"growth share method." Onder this ?rocedure growth inequities between 
states ~re accounted for by aSSigning the incremental costs of such 
growth proportionally :0 the states responsible for the growth. In 
its sim~lest form, if two states have certain ca~acitv recuiremenes - . ~ -
at a :e:o (starting) point in ti~e, the ex;ense of providing the 

-11-
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re~uire~ent would be ~lloc~ted based on the percentage relationship 
of the two requirements. Then, as the system grows, the increase 

in expense to provide that growth would be allocated on the basis 

of the growth relationship (growth share) between the two states. 

Putting the theory into a numerical example, it would 
work as follows. At :ero point in ti~e, s~ates ~ and S are served 

by a single system having a total cost of SlOO. State A re~uires 
2S percent of the system capacity of 100 units and state a is percent. 
At zero point in time, an allocation of the system cost is made 

based on the integrated system method of 2S percent x SlOO = S25 to 
state A and 75 percent x SlOO = S75 to state B. Say over the next 

few years the size of the system doubles and the average cost per 
unit to build the increased plant doubles, today, then, the cost of 

the system is S300, SlOO of old plant and S200 of new plant. Say, 
also, that state A now requires 20 percent of the capacity of 200 
units and state B 80 percent, (state 3 grew more rapidly than 
state A) under the integrated system allocation method (Pacific 

and staff) state A is allocated 20 percent x S300 = S60 and state E 
SO percent x $300 = $240. Under the growth share procedure the 
allocation is made in two parts, old plant and new plant, as 

:o110ws: 

State A's present requirement ~ :20% x 200 units 
State A'S zero point re~uirement = 25% x 100 
Sta.te A'S portion of new plant :I the difference 

State B's present :equirement =- 80% x 200 units 
State B's zero ~oint requirement .. i5% x 100 
State S's portion of new plant = the difference 

Allocate the incremental cost for the new plant 
each state's growth share: 

State A growth 
State a growth 

':'otal growt':' 

• 15 units ..:: 
:I 85 units ;: -
.. 100 units ;: 

-12-

15% 
as 

100% 

~ 40 units 
;: 2S 
.r;- IJnits 

=- 160 IJnits 
;: 75 
=~ units 

based on 
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!nc:ement~l cost of new pl~nt to State A = 
Ineremen~al cost of new plant to State E • 
Final allocation to State A: Old plant ~ 

New plant .:II 

Total • 
Final allocation to State B: Old plant • 

New plant = 
Total' = 

15% 
85% 
S25 

30 -
S55 

S 75 
170 

S245 

x $200 • S 30 
x S200 c S170 

Thus, there is a shift of SS from state A to state a using the growth 
s~are method as compared to the integrated system method. In 

actual ap?lication of the method, present costs are used for old 
plant but for purposes of illustrating the two methods the ~bove will 
co. 

!~ is important to note that the growth share method 
assu~es a dedication of facilities to the states involved both at 
the zero point and at any point in time later when an allocation is 

made. As Dr. Wells states in his prepared testimony (E~~ibit 43) , 

"It is based on the concept that the California operations of 
(?aci:ic) could be treated as if they were a separate subsidiary or 

company. This is not unrealistic as some utility companies do form 
such subsidiaries for different localities and types of services. 
All ~hat is needee to support the growth share cost allocation is 
to assu~e that the California subsidiary of (?acific) ('California­
?aci:ic'] attempts to minimize its costs of service." ;"gain, 
(~xhibit 43) when asked the ~uestion, "When you allocate the 1968 
Califor~ia share of hydroelectric capacity and purchased power 
to California customers in 1979, are you not vesting property rights 
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:.n cert.!in resources? ,,11 Dr. ~';ells replied, "Yes. This matter of 
ves~ing rights to cheap reso~rces (hydro in this case) has long been 
discussed by economists. Such property rights make sense in this 
situation because it is illogical to expect that the California 
Commission should not protect California customers from subsidizing 
growth in other jurisdictions." Cr. Wells testified that the 1968 
data base was used as a starting point because it contained the 
only conveniently available information needed to apply his 
procedure. Dr. Wells stated that it would be preferable to apply 
~he growth share procedure on a year-by-year basis and use as a 
starting point the year 1968 or a period earlier if possible. This 
brings us to a fourth possible allocation procedure which we will 
call the "incremental growth share ~ethod." This method would have 
a :erO ?oint similar to the growth share method whereby the first 
allocation is made by the integrated system method; from then, on 
a year-by-year basis, new (inc:emental) plant is allocated to the 
jurisdictions responsible for the growth. Table 3 is an attempt 
to ?ut the four methods we now h~ve to consider into some 
?ers~ective so they may ~e understood and comp~red. Although the 
relative nu:nbers in terms of units required reflect the general 
relationship of California to the ?acific system, it is not to be 
i~?lied or concluded that the results of the allocations in any way 
i~lust=ate t~e relative differences that would result from applying 
the four methods to actual California/?acific-system allocation 
units, investments, and expenses. 

],1 !n a~~lvi~e his orocedure to ?acific to obtain California 
resuits·of·operations for raternaking in this a??lication, 
Cr. Wells used, as the :ero ~ointl the test year res~lts of 
ogera:ions for 1968 as used by ?acific in its rate case before 
the Commission in 1969, Application No. 51553 • 

-14-
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Table 3 

A Cornoarison of Four Allocation Methods . 

Cos~ ?er: Un~ts 
: Unit : ReO'Uired : Increase Increase: • :Year :Installed: :Total In In : Total ; 

: (N) Year N :State A:State 3:rJnits Units Cost . Cost . .. .' (1 ) ( 2) (3) (4 ) (5) ( 6) (7) 
(2)~(3) (4

N
).-(4

N
_l ) (1) x (5) (7 N-l +6 N) . 

0 S10 100 2,000 2,100 2,100 S21,000(1) S 21,000 (1) 
(4.8';) (95.2%) (10(').0%) 

1 ' , 'lOS 2,200 2,305 205 2,255 23,255 .... 
2 ' ., _ ... 110 2,400 2,510 205 2,460 25,7l5 

" 13 115 2,000 2,715 205 2,665 28,380 ,) 

4 14 120 2,800 2,920 205 2,870 31,250 

5 15 125 3,000 3,125 205 3,075 34,325 
(4.0%) (96.0%) (100.0%) 

(1) Initial cost of system 

Allocation to State A by: 
A-Integrated System Method (Pacific/Staff) 

S34,325 x 4.0% = 51,373 

3-0ne-Step Growth Share Method (~U~~) 

Cos~ to State A at Year 0 ~ S21,000 x 4.8~ 
Units installed after 

Year 0 
Cost of those units 
% of units installed 

~ 3,125 - 2,100 a 

• S34,325 -$21,000 • 

5 1,003 

1,025 
S13,325 

after Year 0 
attributable to State A= 

125-100 
1,025 2.4% 

Cost to State A after 
Year 0 

Total cost to State A 
= S13,325 x 2.4~ m S 320 
= S 1,008 • 5320 c §1,329 

. -
-.l.~-
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C-!:-:.crementa1 Growth Share Method 

100 units :< S10 = Sl,OOO 
S units :< S11 = 55 
5 units :< S12 = 60 
5 IJnits x 513 • 65 
5 units x S14 = 70 
5 l.:nits :< S15 ::I is 

Sl,m 

D-State F~ci1ities Method (Edwards) 
Assu~e State A had 50 units of the total system units at 

Year 0 at a cost of S5 oe: unit. Cost of State A 
facilities in State A .- SO x S5 ~ S250 

Cost of facilities on remainder of system = 521,000 - S250 • 520,750 

% of facilities not in State A but needed by 
State A = 100-50 

2,100-50 = 2.4% 

Cost to State A of facilities needed by, but not in 
State A = S20,750 x 2.4% = S498 

Cost :0 State A after Year 0 ~ S320 (same as growth share) 
Total cost to State A ~ S250 ... S498 ... S320 ~ Sl,068 

Check for Allocation of 100% of System: 

A-To State B: S34,325 x 96.0~ • S32,952 
... State A 1,373 

Total $34,325 

3-Cost to State B at Year 0 = S21,000 x 95.2~ • 
~ of units after Year 0 to State B = 3,000-2,000 

1,025 

S19,992 

= 97.6 

Cost to State S after Year C ~ S13,325 :< 97.6; = S13,005 

Total cost to State B = S19,992 + S13,005 ~ $32,997 

C-(2,000 x S10) + (200 x S11) 

+(200 x S14) + (200 x S15) 
+ State A 

Total 

+ State A::I 1,328 
Total §34,325 

... (200 x S12) ... (200 x S13) 

• S33,000 
• 1,325 

'S34,325 
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O-Cos~ of facilities located in State B at Year 0 = 
~ 0: those facilities needed by State B • 

S20;750 
2,000 

2,100-5C ::II 97.6% 

Total cost at Year ° for State B = S20,750 x 97.6% :II S20,252 

Cost to State B after Year o = S13,005 (same as growth share) 

Total cost to State B = S20,252 + S13,005 = S33,257 
oj. State A • 1,068 

Total $34,325 

In reb~ttal to T~~'s proposed growth share allocation 

~ethod Pacific argues that the method gives vested property rights 
of s?ecific resources to t~e vdrious states, ~n dction whiCh is not 

consistent with the operation of the company system for several 
reasons. It attempts to take from states which supply electricity, 

such as Wyoming, the benefits of some of the company's low cost 
hydroelectric :aci1ities. If applied state-by-state, the growth 

share system would give all of Pacific's hydroelectric facilities 
and purchased power to washington, Oregon, and California and a 
very minimal amount to Montana and wyoming. However, the company 
would still require wyoming to share the benefits of its coal-fired 

generation to make up for the deficits in capacity that exist in 
Washington, Oregon, and California. 

Pacific clai~s that establishment of a property right to 
consumers cannot be done under past U.s. Supreme court decisions 
and cites Board of Public Utility Commissioners v ~ew York Telephone 
Com?a~y (~926) 271 US 23. In that case the Court determined that 
the customers of a utility pay for service not for the property 
used to render it. The Court stated "by paying bills for service 
(customers) do not acquire any interest, legal or e~uitable, in the 

?roperty used for their convenience or in the funds of the company. 
?roperty paid for out of mor.eys received for service belongs to the 
company jus~ as does that purchased out of proceeds of its bonds 
and stocks.~ Further, ?acific clai~s that the issue as to whether 

-17-
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newly constructed or ac~uired utility property or power supplies 
should be allocated to specific customers, thus providing higher rates 
for new customers and lower rates to old customers, has been 
c~refully co~sidered by tbe Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC) ~nd its predecessor the Federal Power Commission. In Idaho 
Power Com~any (1978) 2S POR 4th 91, the C~~~ission established that 
all customers of a regulated utility should share equally in costs 
unless there is evidence that specific facilities were constructed 
expressly for the benefit of identifiable customers. Pacific states 
that in addition to the judicial and regulatory co~~ission decisions 
on property rights and utility operations and the allocation of 
~tility property, Public Law 88-552 affects Pacific's electric 
operations. This law establishes priorities for nonfirm secondary 
energy available from the Sonneville power Ad~inistration (SPA) . 
The law grants ~acific Northwest statesil a preferer.tial right to 
SPA secondary energy. B?A has applied this provision by restricting 
the a~ount of energy it will sell to utilities to that amount 
re~uired to service loads within the Pacific Northwest. But 

In Exhibit 4S ?acific's witness Oeesen describes the Pacific 
No:~hwes: as "(1) the recion consistina of the states of 
Orecon and Washincton, the state of Montana west of the 
Continental Divide, and such ~ortions of the states of ~evada, 
utah, and ~yoming within the Columbia drainage basin and the 
sta~e of Idaho as the Secretary may determine to be within the 
marketing area of the federal Col~~bia River power system, 
and (2) any contiguous areas, not in excess of seventy-five 
~ir:ine miles :r02 said :e;ion, which ~re a ?art of the 
service area of a distribution cooperative which has (i) no 
generating facilities, and (ii) a distribution system from 
which it serves both within and without said region. The 
northern California ?rooe::ies of the Com?anv are therebv 
excluded as being a ~ar~ of the Pacific NortSwest." • 
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Pacific concedes that because it is an integrated system there is 
~o way of knowing which electrons produced by S?A are used in which 
state 0: the system. Even so, BPA would not knowingly sell 
energy to California if ~~at part of California which makes up the 
Pacific system were a separate entity unless several criteria had 

been ~et prior to the sale. T~ese criteri~ ~ake it ~andatory for 
BPA to sell the power to Pacific ~orthwest dsers first and to other 
users second. 

~acific claims that the customers of the integrated 

system in each of the five states served receive ~any benefits from 
the integrated system 3pproach. Customers in each state receive 
access to the hydroelectric, purchased power, and thermal resources 
of Pacific on an equal basis. The integrated system allows Pacific 
to schedule its resources as available to meet the loads of all 
of its customers and provides a flexibility of scheduling which 
results in use of the lowest cost resources available. Pacific can 
obtain a quantity of reserves from a diversity of sources in the 
five-state system, thereby operating on a lesser reserve reGuirement 
t~~n co~lc a smaller or isolated one-state syste~. Pacific believes 
th~t specific benefits received by California customers come in 
t~e :or~ 0: economies ~rod~ced by central ~cministra:ion not 
~vailable to a sm~ll company, access to energy aVilable from SPA, 

?u:chasec power fro~ other sources, ?acific's ~~ashington and 
Wyoming coal resources, and assistance fro~ other jurisdictions in 
su?~orting the revenue requirement applicable to the cost of 
tr~ns~ission lines. 

Pacific asserts that the present allocation method assumes 
that each state has access to the system with ~o state havinq a 

preference to any part of the system; therefore, their ~llocation 
~ethoc is the only one consistent wit~ the actual operation of 
?acific's :acilities • 
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Pacific clai~s t~at if the Commission were to adopt the 
Tu~~ allocation proposal, it would be necessary to keep track of 
the available power and the cost 0: senera~ing such power in order 
to sched~le its facilities to meet the specific daily and hourly 
requirements of each state in the system. Pacific cites the exa~~le 
of assuming California to have rights to a .s,ecific percentage of 
a given plant. If that is the case, then California should have 
to degend on that percentage of that p~ant for its needs. If for 
some reaSOn that plant were to go out of service temporarily, a 
cecision would have to be made as to how California's load could be 
met from its share of any other plants assigned to Californ~a. 
T~is would destroy the flexibility of t~e present system and re~uire 
Pacific to spend millions of dollars to provide the instrumentation 
and facilities needed to monitor the deliveries of power from 
each assigned generating plant to e~ch of its five state systems. 

Even if the Commission were to acce,t the growth share 
method of alloeation, ~acific has several problems with the manner 
in which TURN's witness Nells applied the procedure. In order to 
understand ?acific's criticis~ of that application, a background 
as to how Pacific developed as a five-state integrated system is 
in o:der. That background is contained in Exhibit 1 of witness 
Geiger for ?acific: 

" rr-..i tia.lly 1 its pr inci?al properties were in 
the Yakima Valley and W~lla ~:alla, Washington i 
the Pendleton area, the Mid-Columbia area 
adjacent to The Oalles and the Astoria area in 
Oregon. Subsesuently, the Company acquired a 
number of small utilities contiguous to its 
service areas and o~er the years these 
pro?erties were intesra~ed into the Company's 
system by co~structio~ 0: transmission lines 
and through transmission lines of other private 
companies, the 30nneville ?ower ~dministration 
3nd the Gnited Sta~es 3ureau of Reclamation. 
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.. 
!n 194i, Northwester~ Electric Compa~y, an 
affiliate providing service in the City of 
Portland and ce:tain areas bordering ooth siees 
of the Col~~bia River, was merged into the 
Co:npany. In 1954, the properties and service 
areas of Mountain States Power Company were 
acquired through merger. 

"The Mountai:'l States service terri.tory in Oregon 
included urba~ and rural areas in the 
~'lillamette Valley in Benton, Linn, Lane and 
Marion Counties: three Oregon coastal areas, 
inc1udinq Til1~mook, ~orthern Lincoln Countv 
and a substantial portion of Coos County, • 
including North Bend, Coos Bay, Co~uille and 
Myrtle ?oint. The Tillamook properties 
subse~uently were sold to another agency also 
serving that area. The ~ountain States service 
area also included Sandpoint: Priest River and 
vicinities in Idaho: The Flathead Valley in 
Montana: and, a substantial ?art of the state 
0: Nyoming. Beginning in 1955, several other 
small systems in ~';yoming were ac~uired through 
~ercer and accuisition. In 1961, the 
C~li:ornia Oregon ?ower Company was merged 
into the Company, a~d the service areas were 
thereby ex~ended to include portions of 
southern Oregon and northern California." 
Further information on the development of Pacific can be 

~uoted fro~ Exhibit 45 of Pacific's witness Deesen. 
~'rior to June 1961, the Company's present 
electrical system in California was owned and 
oper~ted by the California Oregon ?ower 
Company (CO?CO). !t became a??arer.: in t~e 

la~§ l~~~ls that ~a~co would o~ un~~le t~';eet 
th~ lo~Q growth of ~orthern C~liforni~ 4nd 
Sou~hern Oregon lo~Gs except through the 
development of higher cost hydro and ther~al 
ol~nts. cOPco was not a customer o! the 
Bonneville Power Mdwi~ist:ation (BPA) and was 
~nable to purchase low cost energy from SPA. 
One 0: the ~ajor benefits to C~lifornia customers 
c! tbe merger with the Co~~anv was caininc 
access throu~h the chree-state inte~rated-system 
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to the 're~uirement contracts' with B~A that 
guaranteed the Company a ~ower supply equivalent 
to the difference between the Company's total 
load and its critical hydro energy capability 
in the ?:l.cific Northwest region." 
?acific clai~s that chaos could result if each of the 

other four states in its system took the approach that TORN is taking 
in California, which is in Pacific's words; a sharing and allocating 
of costs on the basis most favorable to the state involved while 
requiring other jurisdictions to share equally in the transmission 
costs re;uired to deliver power to that state. Pacific sees each 
state, in turn, preempting for itself the most favorable power 
source within its borders or that which was allocated to it in 1968. 

" 

For instance, Oregon and ~ashington could argue that since they 
were receiving energy from B?A, some of the Mid-Columbia projects, 
and Pacific's Lewis River project prior to the merger with CO?CO 
which served C.!l.lifornLa, Oregon and Nashington would be entitled 
to retain such energy to the exclusion of California. The 
Mid-Columbia hydroelectric projects which were owned and operated 
by public utility districts in 1968 have withdrawn some of their 
reserved shares of power which were available to Pacific in 1968. 
That reduction amounts to over 247 MW of capability based on those 
~rojects' ~=esent installed capacity. Other contracts which were 
:~vorable in 1968 have either bee~ cut back or canceled and, 
therefore, would no longer be available to California even though 
a percentage of their c3pacity anc production was allocated to 
California in 1968. Thro~gh a careful analysis of the p~rchased 
power contracts available to ?acific in 1968 and those remaining 
in existence in 19i9, witness Oeesen compiled, in Exhibit 46, a 
revision of Or. Wells' data on which his allocation was ~ace. :he 

results of witness Oeesen's rec~pitulation of the energy available 
to California operations both in capacity anc kWh resulted in 

-".,-.... 
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revisions to Dr. Wells' exhibits which brought the revenue 
requireme~t under the growth share allocation almost equal to the 
reve~ue requirement that Pacific's method produced. 

In summary, it is Pacific's position, as stated. in its 
brief, that "The existing method of allocating the company's 
revenue re~uirement which is supported by ~he company and staff, 
and adopted by ~A-~OC and every cor.~ission In the company's 
five-state integrated system, is consistent with (1) the actual 
operation of the com?~ny's system, (2) judicial and regulatory 
precedents, (3) public Law 88-552, (4) fair treatment of customers 
i~ each of the company's service areas, and (5) economic pri~ciples." 

The Commission st~ff supports the allocation procedure 
~sed by ~~cific with so~e changes as discussed elsewhere in this 
decision. Through witness Ferraro the staff stated that it was its 
policy to follow the NARUC electric service allocation procedure. 
The staff's position on allocations is that a comp~ny's investment 
should be borne co~only by all users of the company's service 
beca~se when a new generating station is constructed, it is 
available for service to all customers both existing and prospective 
regardless of their geographical locations. The st~ff believes 
a. fundamental principle of ratemaking is that there is no 
economic justification for a lower price to the customers who 
h~Pgen to live next door to a power ~lant than for those more 
distantly located when all customers are part of and benefit from 
an integrated system. If neither the public nor the utility is to 
suffer from inconsistent or incompatible actions, a uniform method 
of COSt allocation is necess~:y for a system operating under several 
jurisoic~ions. It is the staf:'s ?osition that a reasonable method 
shoulo be as=eed upon by the several regulatory jurisdictions and 
i~?:e~e~ted by the utility in each case. The staff believes that 
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~~y o~~er scheme wo~ld result i~ eac~ state devising its own 
allocation ~ethod always attempting to minimize its share of the 
total system and, in all likelihood, resulting in the parts not 
e~ualli~g the whole. Also overlooked is the necessity of an 
integrated system so that all states can benefit from the security 
a~d reliability such a system offers. The staff supports the 
general ;:inci?le underlying an ade~uate allocation procedure that 
each eX?ense should be distributed among the states served by the 
utility in ?:oportion to the responsibility of each for the 
incurrence of the expense. 

T~T, of course, uses that same principle to suP?ort 
its ar;u~ent :or the growth share ~ethod because it is TURN's 
position that Cali:ornia has not :een entirely responsible for the 
~dditional ?lant necessary to serve the growth on the Pacific system 
bu~ only a portion of it. It is TU~~'s position that the growth 
, '" .... ""' ... ' l' 1 "" C l' t: 'I h Jon ot •. er s ... a ... es, 'HulC •• JoS re atl.ve y greater t~l.an a l .. ornla s, . as 
caused Paci:ic to build ~ore eX?ensive plants than would 
be re~uired to serve the additional growth in California. 

Nicholas Tibbetts (Tibbetts), for Asse:nbl~la,n Bosco, supports 
the 'I'O~~-?roposed allocation procedure and, in fact, would prefer 
to see an application of the Edwards method which would allocate 
all California hydro to California and make up the differential 
neecs by the average COSt on the rest of the system. Tibbetts 
points out an interesting possibility which focuses on the problems 
that can occur by excessive grow~~ in one state as compared to 
another. This illustration has to do with the projected future 
of ?acific's Idaho customers. ~acific serves approximately 8,000 
customers in Idaho which is about 25 percent of the number served 
in Californi~. According to Pacific's witness Reed, :daho relies 
lOO ?ereent on purchased ,ower contracted with Washi:1gton t';ater 
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?ower co~~any. ~eed pointed out that rates are considerably 
cheaper in Idaho compared to other states in the Pacific system. 
However, that favorable contract is due to terminate in January 1981 
and Reed testified that there may be a time when Idaho will become 
a part of a six-state integrated system if pacific cannot continue 
serving through Hashington Water Power Comp,any. Thus, if Idaho 
enters the system, it will come in resource poor. That is, it will 
enter without any plant generating capacity but immediately ~dd to 
the system demand. This addition, plus current grow~h patterns of 
the system will result in acditional high cost capacity and ?ower 
to be obtained some way by Pacific. This would further erode the 
California hydro capacity and the low-cost purchased power that 
California now enjoys. It is Tibbetts' position that Idaho, with 
the cheapest rates in the entire system, although not beinq a part 

• of the system, will not ma~e any contributions of generating plant 
capacity or supply if it gets dumped into the integrated system. 

• 

~~d California and the four other states will therefore subsidize 
Idaho's ent:y. California will do so by reducing its claim to a 
proportion of its hydro capacity and pick up the difference in more 
ex?ensi?e thermal units. Suc~ a mix would accelerate the increases 
in cost to California putting it at a further disadvantage. The 
impac: would be felt by California customers in the form of increasing 
elec~:ical rates with those rates increasing at a greater rate than 
C~li:ornia's growth in demand and consumption wo~ld require if it 
were not for Idaho coming into the system. 

California Farm Bureau Federation (Farm Bureau) takes 
the position t~at the Commission should adopt t~e request of the 
Farm Bureau in its opening brieC filed after the close of hearings 
in 1979; it requested the Commission institute an investigation on 
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its o~n ~otion into the issue of proper interjurisdictional 
allocations for ?acific anc t~at the utility should be directed to 
present a complete showing on the effects of allocating California 
~ydro to California customers (Edwards method) and of allocating 
recent additions to generation and fuel costs on the basis of 
incremental demand between jurisdictions. Farm Bureau renews that 
re<;uest in its brief filed June 16, 1980. :In the meantime, Far=n 
3ureau urges the Commission to adopt the growth share allocation 
~ethod even though Farm Sureau claims that it does have some flaws. 
Farm Eureau suggests that in t~e long run t~e Co~~ission should 
assume an integrated operating system which continues to use SPA 
?owe: a~d other purchased power by displacement and that costs should 
be alloc.a ted rather than megawatts ox:. megaW'at':a"lours as done by t.'e growt..' 
share methOd. Nevertheless, ~a::n Bureau sees the underlying 
calculations in the growth share method as a starting point for a 
better, more current, and effective allocation method. Farm Bureau 
believes that if the Commission does not feel comfortable with 
going back to 1968 as a base year then a more recent year could be 
adopted. In any event Farm Bureau urges the Commission to move 
forward and reform the j~risdictional allocation method currently 
a?plied to Pacific's California operations and that in the interim 
a ~odified version of the growth share ~et~od should be adopted. 
?urtber, Far~ 8ureau urges that in ?acific's next rate case, ?acific 
and the staff should be required to ~resent ~ew alternatives to 
allocations which can be f~lly explored at that time. 
Allocations - Discussion 

Although Tables. 1 and 2 indicate Pacific's system 
ki10.watthour u~age per customer is increasing a.t a constant rate' 
(17 percent from 1968:0 1978, the last recorded :igures or. ::..is 
record) it has not yet approached the ~sage per customer in California. 
The California usage has increased 11 ?ercent in that ?erioc compared 
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:0 l7 ?e:cenc :or :~e sys:e~. :ces t~is have any effect on ~~o?~i~g 
a~ allocation ?coceou:e w~ic~ woulc rewarc Cali:o=~ia :0: less 
~:ow:~ :~an :~e syste~ ave:~se? T~e,e is no:~ing on this recorc, 
anc :h~ ~ues:ion was askec 0: nu~erous witnesses, chat explains 

why :~e C31ifo:nia usage ~e, customer has been traditionally hi9he: 
~~an t~e system. ~he system is now cacchins u? to California; 

~~ 1963 t~e Csli:o:ni~ usage ?e: custo~e: *as 12 ?e:cen: ~o:e :h~n 
the system: in 1979 it hac cropped to half that, being 6 percent over 
:he system usage. A great deal of discussion ~uring the hearings 

the system ~~h s~les versus California, and Cali~o'nia ~s a 

percent oi t~ose system sales. Char: A gra?hs the kWh usa~e ~o, 

system ~nd Cali~o:nia as well !s the ciffe:ential between those 
usages. :t can be se~n th~t che di:!e:ential s:!bili:ed in abou~ 
~ c-" .... _. ' .... 0 

?e: y~a:. Chart S shows t~e relationshi? of Callfo:nia k~h sales 

as a ~e:ce~: 0: system foe 1963 :~:ough :979. Tha~ decline has been 

O ~: -- :~~:. is, the eate 0: decrease is cecreasi~g. 

Co~~issior. adop:s the growth share allocation ?:oee~ure and the 

:el!:io~Shi?s b~g~~ to c~ange over the next few years with CaliEo:r.i! 

:. :s sys:e;.:? 

:~!t case i: wou:~ see~ that Cali!ornia would ~e St~ck w~:~ ~:s 

c~o~ce l~~ the Ot~er states would rea? the ~ene!i:s of the growth 
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What ~ould be the proper ~ethod of applying the growth 
share system relative to the time frame involved? !URN goes ba.ck 
to the rate case of 1968 and ~orl~s from there in one jump to the 
rate year in this ease, calendar year 1979. In Decision No. 87071 
dated March 9, 1977 in Application No. 56395, the last general 
Pacific rate increase proceeding in California, ~e granted rates 
basee on results of operations which were allocated to Cali:ornia 
using the integrated system method. We do not believe it would be 
fair to go beyond :~e rate year used in that deCision as a starting 
point for application of the growth share method, i.e., the 12 months 
encieci September 30, 1975. Therefore, in lieu of the data Tt~N 
offered ~e requested our staff to duplicate to the best of its 
ability the growth share method used by TURN but apply it to the 
rate year ended September 30, 1975 as a starting point. They have 
done this and the result is shown on Table 4, infra; the staff, 
pacifiC, and adopted results are shown also for comparison. 
AppendiX H shows, for illustrative purposes, how the growth share 
cethod wo~ld be applied to test year 1979. 
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PACIFIC POWER AND LIGHT CO. 

• Source: Tables 1 and 2 
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4It I~ ~~e =~RN method, is there a probl~~ with the 

4It 

4It 

alle;a~ion that the method allocates property rather than 
costs? The answer to ~~is lies in analyzing the purpose of 
an allocation procedure. If the TURN method allocates facil­
ities then so does the integrated system method when it 
allocates on a direct basis. When direct allocation cannot 
be applied, the integrated system method determines the per­
centage of California operations to system and applies that 
ratio to the total system plant cost to:obtain the California. 
plant cost. The TORN method does nothing different from that. 
It allocates different parts of the syst~~ at different rates 
Qut ~ose allocations are b~sed on the same end requirements 
Pacific uses for thOe relationship of California to system. It 
looks at that relationship at different time periods rather than 
at the particular t~~e that the allocation is being made. For 
example, in ~~is case, as far as Pacific is concerned, everything 
stopped in 1979, a new system existed and California was a 
percent of that system. The TU~~ system would have everything 
stopped in the rate year 1968, take one step to 1979, and then 
proceed on an incremental basis year-by-year from 1979 on. 
Finally, although Pacific allocates 4 percent of all plant costs 
to California, no one claL~s ~~at Californians now have a vesteQ 
right to ~~at plant. 

The s~aff states that a general principle underlying 
~~y allocation method is that each expense should be ~istributed 
~~or.g ~~e states served by the ~~ility in proportion to the 
responsibility of each for the incurrence of the expense. Both 
the growth share method and the integrated system method 
arguably are consistent with this principle. One emphasizeS 
responsibility for new demands placed upon the utility while 
the ot!:.er relies upon a more static view of utility operations. 

-29-



• 

• 

• 

A.saGOS AW/lh/ec 

.. 
~e ~elieve the ~row~~ s~3re ~ethod has subs~~~tial ~erit in 

incre~e~tal cos~s inc~rred to ~eet s~ch de~and. As proposed 
~¥ :C~~, however, this allocation ~ethod has ~he disadvantaqe 
0: ass~~ng a direct correlation between demand growth in a 
pa=~icular year ~~d plant additions in the same year. This 
ass~ption does not re=lec~ the longer range planning required 
in the utility business. 

Should the :aot that a ~roposed allocation procedure 
has not been used nor adopted by any oth~r jurisdiction, 
ir.cludi,nq ?he jurisdictions with regulato:y authority over 
?aci!ic, be a reason to reject the procedure? We believe not. 
:he :airest allocation 0: costs to Cali:ornia'customers which 
does not ~~:airly burden c~stomers in other states should be 
adopted. Allocation procedures should re:lect the constantly 
changing demands and composition 0: ~ulti-state utility services. 
On the other hand, it would not serve the interests of Pacific's 
Cali:ornia ratepayers :or this Co~~ission to take unilateral 
action at this time which would likely be perceived as a shirking 
0: responsibility by California and which might provoke other 
jurisdictions to seek cost allocation :orrnulas which would 
minimize t~eir responsibility to cover Pacific's re~sonably 
incur::ed costs. 

Will adoption of t~e integrated system method of allo­
ca~ion adequately accou~t for the reduction in costs and usage - . 
:0 Cali=or~ia which ~ay be brought about by the weatherization 
incentives ~rogr~~ approved i~ D. 9149i7 ~he weatherization 
~::Qq::a.'"n aut::.ori::ec. by D. 9l4~ 7 will no~ become ef:ecti ve u..~til 

well into the year 1980. !herefore, the problem need not be 
reso:veci in this decision. However, in the next rate ease 
brought by Pacific, we will expect all parties to make 
reco~~e~dations as to whe:her a~ci, if so, how :0 pass pn t~e 
re",': savings 0: the · .... eat-heri::"- tion progra.'t1. to Califo='!".ia~s. In 
:~is =eg~:d, we mus: ~ote that the we~t~e=i:ation incentives 
progra~ authori:ed i~ D. 91~9i was ~ocieled O~ si~ilar prog::a~s 

whic~ have bee~ in p:ace a~d o?eratinq :or several years in 
Pacific's Oregon a~d ~ashi~gton service areas. :he q~estion 
of whose conserv~~10n i.s ~ene:i==i~g whom is t.hus not a si.~?l~ n"e. 
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~s Pacific's argument vali~ that ur.~er the'gro~h 
share method it would be necessary to set up equipment to make 
sure ~~at California received the proper percentage of the 
capacity of each of the installations assigne~ to it to reflect 
its share of allocated costs? As stated in answer to an earlier 
question, we ~o not believe the growth share method should be 
considered as allocating specific property to California con­
sumers. We look at it as a method, like other methods, which 
merely uses units to determine the allocations of plant and 
expenses, such units reflecting the jur~sdictional rate year 
relationships for a given rate case. We do this with full aware­
ness of ~~e comments of TURN's witness Wells concerning his 
~~alogy of a separate "California-Pacific" utility with specific 
company assets allocated to that utility. 

Is it fair for the Commission to approve and adopt at 
this time an allocation procedure which does not treat the 
Pacific system as an integrated whole, even though the Commission 
approved the COPCO/?acific merger with part of the justification 
~eing that an integrated system would be advantageous for California? 
When the commission approved the COPCO merger, it did not 
stipulate that any particular allocation procedure should be 
used for dete=mining the California results of operations 
~~der the merged systems. We believe it is our responsibility to 
consider changes in allocation procedures when appropriate to reflect 
~~e ch~ngi~g conditions 0: utility systems and subsystems. 

Sow should the choice of allocation methods be affected 
by this Commission'S concern to encourage energy conservation? 
We see the g=o~h share ~ethod as providing a more precise price 
signal ~~d a more ef:ective conservation incentive to Pacific's 
customers than does the integrated system method, because the 
fo~e= method allocates the b~rden of additional operating costs 
and i~ves~~e~ts in accordance with increases in demand. Adoption 
0: the growth share method wo~ld provide a slightly lesser increase 
in rates to California c~stome=s, but it offers the possi~ility 0: 
i~c=easi~c rates in other states, where overall usa~e and con-. . 
s~~Pt~or. per :'ousehold are growing more rapidly than in California. 
Creation 0: ~he appropria~e price signals i~ other states will 
reauire a coooerative effort a~d is unli~elv to be achieved bv.. the .. .. 
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What is the releva~ce to ~he allocation issue 0: the 
:ac~ tha~ ~aci:ic is a ~ulti-state utility? It is only because 
Paci:ic is a multi-state I.:.tili":.y that this Commission gives 
serious co~sideration to alloc~ting costS on other than an 
i~tegrated system basis. This is because Pacific's multi-state 

character gives us only l~ited control, for practical purposes, 
over Pacific's resource pla:r.ing ~~d investment decisions. 
Certainly we retain our authority to disallow the passing through 
to California rate payers of costs of plant imprudently constructed 
or 0: no ~ene:it to Cali:ornia, but sensible regulatory policies 
should seek to avoid the development of situations where such 
drastic action is necessary. One such sensible policy would be 
t:"e development 0: a cost alloca.tion formula attuned to the 
current need for energy conservation and the soaring costs of 
new plant cons~ruction. 

In view of the long-continuing discrepancy in the rate 

of growth in demand between Pacific's California service area 
and the rest of its operations, the need to provide an opportunity 
for California ra~e payers ~o benefit by the fruits of their 
conserva~ion efforts, and the special character of Pacific as a 
multi-state utility, we conclude that a substantial change in the 
method of cost allocation applied to Pacific by this Commission 
is appropriate anc that the growth share method has s~stantial 
merit as an alternative approach. We are concerned by the 
inequities which may result from application of the precise method 
proposed ~y :UR.~, particularly with regard to the year-~y-year 
~asis for allocating costs, which falsely assumes ~,at responsi­
~ility for each year's increased plant costs are attributable 
to that year's increase in customer demand. However, this is a 
matter 0: detail which could be correctec without abandoning ~,e 
basic concep~ 0: allocating incremental costs in accordance wi~~ 

responsi~ility for such costs which we preceive to be the 
essence of the growth share method. 

-32-



• 

• 

• 

A. 58605 .~,' ec 

" 

Pacific's present cos: allocation method is based ~pon 
one which was developed thro~gh s~ch cooperative efforts within 
tbe framework of NARUC. It was developed at a time when at~itudes 
toward electric demand growth were still strongly influenced by 
the e~perienee of declining marginal costs. These facts have 
cbanged; the era has changed; but the value of working cooperatively 
through ~ARUC to achieve an allocation formula which will encourage 
energy conservation and proper cost responsibility throughout 
pacific's service area is und~inished. As a net importer of 
ene:gy, dependent upon the abundant hydroelectric power ot the 
Northwest and the newly developing fossil fuel resources of the 
Rocky Mountain region to meet a significant portion of our future 
energy needs, it would be shortsighted of California to incur the 
wrath of its sister states by failing to pursue a cooperative 

course of action. 
Despite 'the effective case presented on behalf of the 

growth share method and our conviction that such a methodology 
otfers substantial advantages, we will not adopt it at this time. 
To do so unilaterally, without having consultec with other 
regulatory authorities having jurisdiction over portions of 
Pacit1e's operations, would likely be perceived by those 
authorities as a well camouflaged but unprincipled effort to 
shield. Calitorni2, :,atepaye:,s from the1.r fair share of responsi­
bility to support ?ac1.:~c's operations - in short, an example of 
the all too prevalent "pull up the drawbridge" approach to social 
responsibilities. It would invite each other state to improvise 
lts own cose allocation method to serve its parochial interest in 
minimizing sb=:'t~:~rm costs :0 lts citizens, leaving Pacific and 
all its custome:'s t~ reap the whirlwind of inadequate return, 
inferior se:,vice, .:tnd ultimately higher costs. It would also 
inv1.te feceral intervention in an area traditionally lett to the 
cooperative e:forts 0: state agencies. 
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We emphasize, however, our conclusion that the growth 
share method offers a basis for allocating Pacific's costs in 
a manner appropriate to current needs and conditions. We intend 
to bring this issue promptly to the attention of the appropriate 
regulatory authorities with jurisdiction over Pacific, and we 
have already had preliminary discussions to that end. In addition, 
we will send to each such authority a copy of this decision together 
with a trans~ittal letter seeking the coopeiation of these 
authorities in developing a method of interjurisdictional cost 
allocation more appropriate to present circumstances. Even in the 
absence of agree~ent among all the states, it may be appropriate 
to adopt an ada~tation of the growth share method in Pacific's next 
general rate application. We will therefore instruct Pacific to 
provide as part of its next general rate a?plication a proposal for 
allocation of costs to its California service area based upon a 
growth share method. The method employed should address the concern 
about year-by-year allocation discussed previously. 

For this decision only, we will adopt Pacific's 
integrated allocation method as modified by the staff. Upon this 
basis, Table 4 shows a comparison of the staff's, Pacific's, and 
the adopted summary of earnings, along with a parallel calculation 
based on the gro~h share method described on page 27 . 
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Ex'Oenses 
Pacific and the staff were the .only parties to the 

proceeding to make estimates of expenses with the following 
exceptions by the staff: 

1. Exclusion of the tibby, Montana generating 
facility expenses. These were e1i~inated 
because in the staff's ooinion it is a 
standby facility to be used ~S a peaking 
unit if needed to serve the Libby, Montana 
service area. The staff eliminated S6,000 
of operating expenses which were allocated 
eo California. 

2. Oisallowance of research and develop~ent 
costs associated with the Liquid Meeal Fast 
Breeder Reactor associated with the TrOjan 
Nuclear Power Plant. This disallowance 
a~ounts to S15,000 which is allocated to 
California from ?acific's contribution of 
$306,000 to the reactor. Pavments to this 
project by Pacific have not Seen made since 
1977 due to the failure of Congress to act 
on the project; congressional action ~ay 
not occur during the test year and beyond. 
For this reason, the staff excludes the 
expense. 

3. The allocation of transmission expenses 
solely on a demand basis. The staff 
recommends that ?acific adopt the demand 
allocation method as used bv other 
California utilities or make an a?propriate 
oresentation for a different tv~e of 
allocation. !n 1ie~ of that, the staff 
recommends that t:~nsmission expenses be 
allocated 100 ~ercent on demanc. 

4. ~se of actual budqet amounts for outside 
services. Pacific estimated outside 
se:vices by trending, whereas the staff 
believes the ~ctual project amount should 
be usee. The st~:: made a S14,000 
adjustment in this ex?ense for California. 
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the staff adjus~~ents o~tlined above. The~ will be adopted for 

pUr?OSeS 0: expenses in the results of operations used herein. 
TURN, thro~gh i~s witness McCabe, wanted to do wh~t is 

known as a oudget variance analysis. According to TURN, such an 
analysis provides the means eo Adjust 4 future budget to 

reflect the expense levels that will most likely occur. This is done 
through a quantity and quality variance analysis which adjusts test 
pe=iod estimates proportionately by the relationships of actual 
ac~ieved results to budget esti:nates for a given ~istorial period • 
TURN requested Pacific furnish items necessary to complete such an 
analysis; the response of Pacific was not acceptable to TORN because 
of certain restrictions on the use of the material. TURN could not 
acce?t t~e conditions, did not pursue it further, and no analysis 
was mace. 
Rate Base 

Again, the staff and ?acific were in general agreement on 
the items and the a:nounts to be included in rate base. The major 

adjust~e~ts recommended by the staff were: 

1. A Sl,100,000 syste~ adjustment to the 
Centralia ?lant precipitators of which 
$44,000 is allocated to California. 

2. Removal of the Libby, Montana ger.erating 
facilitv from rate base as discussed 
?reviously under expenses •. 

3. As a result of the recommendation of the 
staff accountant, the staff disallowed 
preliminary surveys and investigatior.s 



• 
.. 

associated with construction work in process. 
This included S608,000 representing 
preliminary survey and in~estigation, 
miscellaneous work in progress, miscellaneous 
deferred debits, and other miscellaneous 
items. Also excluded was S68,000 from 
electric utility plant in service related 
to allowance for funds used during 
construction. :?acific did nO.t contest the 
above exclusions. . 

We will adopt them for purposes of the results of operations in this 
proceeding. 

Under cross-examination by TURN, Pacific witness Reed 
revealed that a new transformer scheduled for installation at the 
Del ~orte substation was being delayed because of a strike at 
Westinghouse, the supplier of the transformer. S827,000 for that 
project was included in Pacific's rate base estimate for the year 

~ 1979 since the transformer was expected to be installed in 1979. 
Because Pacific's rate base is calculated on an average of beginning 
and ending balances for the rate year, $413,500 would be attributable 
to rate base for this project. The record is unclear whether 

• 

Pacific will have the transformer installed and operating by the 
end of 19i9. Therefore, we will not make the correction. 

Tibbetts alleges that the Washington State Utilities and 
~rans?ortation Co~~ission determined that Pacific's working cash 
re~ui:ement is negative. The Co~~ission staff exhibit established 
that ~s:i~ated working cash allowances are derived by using the 
FERC method. The staff also performed a working cash analysis as 
recommended by its standard ~ractice U-16 and concluded that 
si~ce :he result of that analysis ~xce~s.?aoific's estimate, no 
~djust:ne:'l: should be made to the Pacific figure. t'1e will not make 
an adjust:nent to working cash • 
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Tibbetts pointed out that deferred income 
taxes associated with accelerated depreciation should be 
i~cluded in Pacific's capital structure because such an inclusion 
was made in results of operations used by Pacific in the State of 
Washington. Pacific replied that this was done because Washington 
per~itted normalization of the tax benefit associated with 
accelerated depreciation of certain property. In contrast, Pacific's 
revenue requirement in California does not reflect any deferred 
taxes created by normalized accounting prad~ices. We will accept 
the Pacific and staff estimates on this matter. 
Other Staff ~ecommendations 

In addition to the above recommendations on expense and 
rate base adjus~~ents, the staff made the following recommendations 
On future treatment of revenues, expenses, and rate base, which 
we will adopt. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Pro'Oertv Tax . 

Include in operating revenues additional 
imputed amounts for the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation Contract. 
Discontinue charging institutional 
advertising and TrOjan Nuclear ~lant 
Visitor Center costs to operating 
expense for ratemaking purposes. 
Discontinue the practice of taking 
allowance for funds used during 
construction on land and capitalizing 
related property taxes. 

Savings 
There are two property tax matters to be considered in 

this decision. The first concernS whether Pacific properly accounts 
for the refunds in California required by Proposition 13 property 
tax reductions. The staff has reviewed rate reduction filings that 
Pacific =nade relative to Proposition 13 and confirms that the 
reductions required have been accomplished. ioJe adopt t.,lje staff re~rt. 

The second concerns litigation between Pacific and the 
State of Oregon regarding asset evaluation for property tax purposes . 
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~hat case was recently resolved favor~bly for Pacific and will 
result in property tax refunds to Pacific for the tax years 1975-76 
and 1976-77, a possible refund for 1977-78, and reductions for 
subsequent years. The staff recommends that California's allocated 
share of Oregon property taxes for the test year 1979 be reduced by 
S32,000 to reflect the lower obligation for that year; Pacific 
concurs in the adjustment. 

However, TORN contends that the proper trea~~ent of 
the refunes is to pass through to California customers their full 
share of the amount Pacific will recover because California rates 
have been based on the taxes estimated for the year ended 
September 30, 1975. Specifically, TURN recommends that S32,000 for 
each of the three tax years, a total of S96,000, should be treated as 
revenue to Pacific in the 1979 test year and any rate incre~se 
granted should be reduced by that amount. 

Many times we have faced the situation of a utility'S 
reducing its expenses through the efforts of its management. We 
believe in this case that the staff approach is correct and should 
be adopted and !U~~'s proposal should be rejected. We do not expect 
a utility to come running to the Commission for a rate adjustment 
each time its expenses may be more than anticipated in ~ given 
rate setting case. A utility is granted only the opportunity to 
make its ~nticipated rate of return, it is not guaranteed that return. 
Conversely, if a utility accomplishes a reduction in an anticipated 
expense that was found reasonable by the Commission for the purpose 
of setting rates, the Commission should not step in and order a 
refund unless such a reduction was anticipated. To do so would soon 
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discourage utilities from searching for ways to cut costs and be 
contr~ry to the intent of Section 450 (re Pacific Tel. & Tel. (1977) 
83 cpec 230). It is, however, our responsibility to reflect properly 
the expenses anticipated, as we may find them to be reasonacle, in 
a current rate case; byadopti.cg the staff ·proposa.J. .on. this issue we will 

accomplish t~at in this proceecing. 
Affiliate Adjus~~ents 

Pacific owns a two-thi,ds interest in the Jim Bridger 
coal-fired generating ?l~nt in wyoming. Coal for that plant is 
supplied ~y the Bridger Coal Company, which is two-thirds owned by 
?acific ~inerals Inc. Pacific Minerals Inc. is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of ~~RCO Inc., which, in turn, is a wholly owned 

subsidiary of Pacific. The remaining one-third interest in the 
Bridger Coal Company and in the Ji~ Bridger Generating Plant is owned 
by Idaho Power Company. Therefore, Pacific is purchasing its coal 

supplies for the plant from a subsidiary company under its control. 
TO~~ claims that it is well-established law in California that the 

?:ices a utility pays for purchases from an affiliate can provide 
no greater return to the affiliate than that allowea for the utility 
ieself and cites Pacific telephone and Telegraph Company v POC 

(1965) 62 Cal 2d 634 and Oecision No. 78351 (1971) 72 C?OC 327 ana 
City of tos Angeles v POC (1972) 7 Cal 3d 331, 334. 

At the request of TU&~, Pacific presented exhibits based 
upon estimated 1979 data which duplicated an exhibit in washington 
Utilities and Transportation Commission Cause No. U-78-S2, which was 
decided June 4, 1979. That decision adjustec the coal prices paid 
by Pacific to t~e Bridger Coal Company resulting in a reduction in 
t~e cost of service in t~e washington case. The exhibit put in by 

Pacific s~ows that if one were to follow the Washington case 
~ethodology, the resulting reduction in California fuel expense 
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would be $25,600. No evidence was presented on the record concerning 
t~e appropriate return for the Bridger operation considering the 
special characteristics which ~ay be inherent in a coal mine operation. 
T~~'s witness McCabe testified that in his opinion the adjustment 
should range anywhere from $76,800 to $98,000 depending on how rate 
base and rate of return are determined. We adopt the $25,600 as 
the appropriate adjustment in this case. 

Rolte of Return 
~acific, through its witness John H. Geiger, senior 

vice ?resident-finance, recommends an overall rate of return of 
10.26 percent; this would produce a return on common equity capital 
of 14.50 percent. The staff recommends an overall return of 9.92 
percent which reflects a 13.50 percent return on equity. There is 
little difference between the Pacific and staff-recommended 
capitalization ratios and cost of long-term debt and preferred 
stock. (See T~ble 5.) Pacific agreed that for purposes of this 
proceeding it would accept staff's proposals on rate of return with 
the exception of return on equity. 

Pacific's contention that 14.50 percent is a reasonable 
retu:n on common equity is based on a mathematical rate of return mocel 
known as the "Pacific Model". Pacific uses the model to determine 
the rate of return required to support a specific growth rate 
a~pl~cable to co~~on stOck equity ca?ital a~c enable Paci~ic to sell 
stock at a price that will not reduce book value per share. The 
model involves certain aspects of the discounted cash flow approach 
to developing rate of return recommendations. It is not purely 
mechanical but requires the use of certain key assumptions based 
on ~he juc~ment of Pacific personnel. The final for~ula in the 
mocel calc~lates :etu:n or. equity capital using four independent 
va~iables: the growth rate in equity capital, the dividend payout 
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TABLE 5 

Pacific's Requested Rate o~ Return 

Ca?itollization 
Com'Oonent Ratios Cost . 

Long-':'er::l Debt S·L 00% 7.76% 

Preferred. Stock 10.00 8.45 

Com."non S toe k Equity 36.00 14.50 

Total 100.00% 

• Staff's Recommended Rate of Return 

Capitalization 
Comoonent Ratios Cost . 

Long-Term Debt 53.28% 7.84% 

?teferred Stock 11.78 B.6S 

COr:t."non Stock Equity 34.94 13.50 

Tot31 100.00% 

• 
-43-
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4.19% 
.ss 

5.22 

10.26% 

Weighted 
Cost 

4.18% 
1.02 
4.72 
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ratio, the ratio of net procee~s to market price prior to announcement 
of ~ new offering, and the market capitalization rate, also known 
as the co~~on stock investors' discount rate or expected return. 
The for:nula is very sensitive to the last factor, the market 
capitalization rate, which is the sum of the dividend yield and the 
expected growth in dividends per share. P~cific chose two values, 
13.5 and 14.5 percent, for that factor and kept the other three 
constant to calculate a low and high estimate for return on common 
equity. That produced 14.04 and lS.12 percent, respectively, about 
one-half percentage point above the assumed values for the market 
capitalization rate. Pacific recommends 14.50 percent, the 
approximate average of the 14.04 and 15.12 percent. ~aeifie claims 
the 14.50 percent is in line with Commission Decision No. 90405 

dated June S, 1979 in San Diego Gas &. Electric Company (SDG&.E) 
Application No. 58607. Nitness Geiger stated that SDG&.E and Pacific 
are similar with respect to their common equity return requirements 
and pointed out that the staff listed SDG&E among 20 companies it 
considered comparable to ~acific. Like Pacific, SDG&.E has its 
first mortgage bonds rated Baa by Moody's which is the lowest 
i:westment - grade bond rating. Pacific claims the 14.50 percent 
granted SDG&E, which also ~rovides an after-tax interest coverage 
0: 2.i times, is appropriQte for Pacific as well as SDG&E. 

Eowin Quan, a financial examiner on the Commission staff, 
testified that an overall 9.92 ?ercent rate of return is proper for 
Pacific. That return would provide a 13.50 percent return on common 
equity and 2.4 times inter~st coverage. Witness Quan stated that a 
:air and reasonable rate of return results from the consideration 
of many factors and that one cannot rely solely on definitive 
formulas or preCise mathe~atical calculations. In his opinion, 
juc~ment is the determinins factor in the final analysis with due 
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consideration of the requirements of the individual utility. The 
staff presented a study containing 13 statistical tables developed 
to assist it in making a final judgment. Some of the tables 
compared the operating results of Pacific for the years 1974 through 
1976 with comparable results for ten combination gas and eleetric 
utilities and ten electric utilities which ,the staff believes are , 
:egula:ed public utilities having business and financial risks 
si~ilar to those of Pacific. The comparisons show that Pacific's 
earnings on total capital and ti~es-interest earned were lower than 
the average of the comparative groups, whereas its earnings on 
equity were higher than the other utilities. The common equity ratio 
for Pacific and the comparative groups was about the same. In 
another comparison, Table 11, Exhibit 16, the staff set forth the 
results of a survey of recent decisions on two combination and six 
electric utilities. The simple average allowance on common equity 
for the six electric utilities was 13.08 percent. In its opening 
brief, Pacific updateo the comp~rison with a more reeent decision 
on Portla~d General Electric Company and the addition of data on 
the last decisions of SDG&E a~d Cleveland Electric Illuminating 

Company, t~c ecm~a~le~ the st~ff said are comporaole ~Q ~~cific 
but were not listed on Ta~le 11. With that revision the simple 
aver~ge allowance on common equity rose to 13.59 percent. 

TV&~ recommends eh~t the stipu1~ted 13 ~ercent return on 

e'iuity recently granted in the State of \';ashington in CalJse NO. 0-78-52 
dated June 4, 1979 be ado~ted for Pacific in this decision. However, 
TU~~ maintains that in no case should the equity return exceed the 
s:~ff recommendation of l3.S0 percent. ~dditional1y, T~~ recommends 
a reduction in the overall ado~ted ~ate of return of .06 pereentage 
points to account for TO~~'S recommendation concerning the 
conserva:~on ?rogram discussed ~lsewhere in this decision. As an 
exa~pl~, i: the Co~~ission were to adopt the staff recommendation, the 
overall :et~rn should ~e reducec from 9.92 percent to 9.86 percent. 
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Sar~ Bureau ~aintains that the evidence presented by 
Pacific does not support a 14.50 percent equity return; it claims 
Paci:ic did not properly analyze the risks faced by Pacific or the 
returns earned by similarly situated utilities. Farm Bureau 
believes the allowance of 14.5 percent granted to SOG&Z in 
Oecision ~o. 90405 should not serve as a criterion for Pacific. That . 
decision recosni:ed th~t SDG&E is facing some particularly difficult 
problems as a result of the disapproval of its Sun Oesert Project, 
interest coverage shortfalls, and, particularly, high rates of 
grow~'. Far~ Bureau believes Pacific is a relatively low risk 
invest~ent because its electric operations are fairly large, it 
operates in six states, and estimated 19i9 total sales will be nearly 
23 billion kWh. Also, it is not subject to one regulatory commission, 
its resources are low-cost hydro and base load coal plus a small 
a~ount of nuclear, it is insulated from oil and n~tural gas price 
increases, it owns and ~ines much of its coal requirements, and is a 
diversified company with water and steam system operations. Also, 
Pacific has substantial mining, ~inera1, and telephone utility 
subsidiary company holdings. 

In rebuttal to the staff proposal, Pacific criticized the 
staff's rate of return witness as lacking the required basic knowledge 
of Pacific's operations and financial makeup to form a reasoned 
opinion as to the return necessary for Pacific. That criticism ran 
the gamut from a lack of knowledge of what states Pacific operates 
in and the types of customers it serves to unfamiliarity with 
Pacific's load growth projections and financial requirements over 
the next five years. On the ot~er hand, the staff criticized Pacific's 
aP9roach to rate of return as one which puts too ~uch reliance on 
a ~a:he=a:ica1 ~odel that, in witness Geiger's words, ~is 

intended to develo? the rate of return t~at will enable the company 
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to sell stock at a price that will not reduce book value per 
share." The staff views this approach as contrary to long-standing 
Co~~ission policy that rate of return is a ~atter of judgment and 
not merely a ~atter of applying a ~athematical formula. 

In this case we ~riticize Pacific and the staff, the only 
two parties to present adecuate evidence on which we can ~ake a . '. 

judg~ent. As for Pacific, the ~odel it uses is very sensitive to 
the value one chooses for a ~arket capitalization rate. If that 
factor can be legiti~ately chosen with a range of one full percentage 
point and thereby produce an estimate of that same range, t~ere 

appears to be a question of objectivity, something that one should 
be able to look to as an inherent advantage of a formula approach. 
As for the staff, we believe some additional rationale should be 
given for the rate of return values chosen other than that the staff 
reliance on the "Hope Natural Gas case" and "In the final analysis, 

judgment is the determining factor; consideration must be given to 
the requirements of the individual utili ty. " (Exhibi t 16, page 4.) 
Indeed, it appears the data most relied on by the staffare contained 
in Table 11 of Exhibit 16. Witness Quan stated, "It is my opinion 
that my recommended earnings allowance on common equity of 13.50% 
is within the range of those shown on Table No. 11." (Exhibit 16, 
page 5.) That table was updated by Pacific with no comment from the 
staff or other parties. As previously noted, the update raised the 
average return on co~~on equity by about one-half percentage point. 

For purposes of this proceeding we will adopt the staff 
rate of return recommendation with the exception of an adjust~ent 
to its reco~~encation on common equity: we will increase that from 
~3.S0 to 14 percent based on the update of Table 11, Exhibit 16. 
Thus, the following is our adopted rate of return: 
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tong-Ter~ Oebt 
Preferred Stock 
Co~on Stock E~uity 

Total 
Wace/?rice Guidelines 

« 

S3.2S~ 

11.78 
34.94 

100.00% 

@ 

@ 
@ 

7.84% 

8.65 

14.00 
= 

4.18% 
1.02 
4.89 

10.09% 

The Federal Council on Wage and Price Stability (Council) 
has issued several price standards to implement the President's 
anti~in:lation program. (See Decision No. 91107 dated Oecember 19, 
1979 in Application No. 58545 of Pacific Gas and Electric Comp~ny.) 

For purposes of calculating estimated rate year 1979 
expenses, Pacific assumed pro forma employee wage and salary increases 
of 5 to 7 percent and associated wage-related benefits not exceeding 
the levels in effect prior to October 1978. Thus, Pacific claims, 
expenses for wages and wage-related benefits included in its rate 
year estimates are within the pay standard guidelines. 

Pacific used three arguments to show that its requested 
increase in rates complies with the price guidelines. First, Pacific's 
most recent California increase was granted in March 1977 but was 
based on a test year for the 12 months ended September 30, 1975. 
Since this application is based on the calendar year 1979, a 34.8 
percent increase spread over the 51 months between the two rate 
years equates to an annual increase of just over 7 percent, well 
wit~in the voluntary guidelines. Second, the Council has agreed to 
treat ?acific's electric, steam heat, and water utility operations as 
a separate reporting company for guideline purposes. Onder such 
treat~ent, Pacific's overall utility increase complies with the 
Council's standards although c~rt~in jurisdictional rates have risen 
more than others. Also, increases for the various customer classes 
can be different for different types of service such as electric, 
gas, and steam, as well as betwe~n customer classes within a given 
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service. :~nally, t~e third argument by Pacific is t~at a 9.5 percent 
rate increase in California, which would comply strictly with the 
guidelines on a one-year basis, would allow Pacific only a 3.22 

perc~nt return on common equity. It claims this would be inadequate, 
unreasonable, and confiscatory. Pacific holds that rate applications, 

in spite of voluntary price guidelines, still must be judged by the 
standards of state and federal law which p;Ohibit confiscation • 

• ~~y application of the guidelines which produces confiscatory levels 
of return would be in violation of Federal Power Commission v Rooe . 
~atural Gas Company (1943) 320 OS 591. 

All three of Pacific's arguments that the guidelines have 

bee~ considered a~d voluntarily complied with are persuasive. The 
ra~es adopted by this decision will be no more than necessary to 

protect Pacific's customers from higher than necessary prices, and 
yet assure that the needs of customers can be met in the future and 
Pacific's shareholders are treateo fairly. 
Rate Design 

~or purposes of the discussion in this section rates 
are assumed to be those in effect prior to the interim increase 

authori:ed by Decision No. 91326 supra, unl~ss otherwise noted. The 

:ollowing are the primary issues concerning rate design: 
(al Sho~ld t~e rate spread be accomplished in 

this proceeding by allocating to each 
class an equal percentage of its long run 
incremental cost (LRIC) or should the 
Commission move in steps toward the goal 
of LRIC-based pricing? 

(bl Should a fixed customer charge of S2 as 
p:oposed by ?acific ana the staff be 
instituted in lieu of the minimum charge 
based on kWh usage in effect under present 
rates? 
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(c) What should the relationships be between 
the following schedules! lifeline 
domestic, nonlifeline domestic, general 
service, and agricultural pumping? 

(d) Should the general service Schedules AT-47 
and AT-48 be redesigned in accordance with 
either the Pacific proposal or the staff's? 

(e) Should the proposals for th~ agricultural 
pumping schedule, PA-20, concerning 
changes in annual charges and agricultural 
seasonal periods be adopted? 

(:) Should the present Schedule A-32, which is 
designed for small power customers and has 
a flat basic or customer charge and a 
five-block energy charge, be si~plified? 

(g) Should the street lighting tariff 
provisions be simplified and split into 
two schedules, one for company-owned 
lights and one for customer-owned lightS? 

(h) Should time-of-us~ rates be extended? 
(i) Should Pacific's recommendations for 

changing the charges for reconnections be 
adopted? 

(j) Does the type of allocation procedure used 
to allocate costs to the various 
jurisdictions a~fect LRIC ratemaking? 

(k) Does the ratemaking adopted in this decision 
satisfy the federal standards involving 
aspec~s of rate~akin9 as set forth in 
the ?ublic utilities Regulatory ?olicies 
Act of 19i5 (?UR?A)? 

(l) How co the rates in California compare to 
Oregon's? 

LRIC Study - Pacific based its proposed spread of rates 
to its customers on its LRIC study, Exhibit S. Pacific did not 
provide any embedded or average cost of service data for this 
record. A~ LR!C study is si~ilar to a leng-run ~arginal 
cost st~dy. It attempts to determine the cost per unit 
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of serving incremental load of a given customer class over a future 
period. The study then develops the revenue by major class which 
would be generated by charging all rates equal to long-run 
incremental cost. Such a study usually produces revenue in excess 
of a utility's requirement as it did in this case for Pacific. 
This required Pacific to scale the LRIC rates back to produce 

~ 

the desired revenue. Pacific did this by reducing the difference 
between current revenues and tRIC revenues on an equal percentage 
for each major class of service. The result of this approach ranged 
from a high of 39.1 percent increase for residential service to a 
low of 26.9 percent for large general service of less than 500 kW. 
pacific did not exempt the lifeline sales from an increase under 
its method ~nd also did not calculate agricultural rates based on 
tRIC. The agricultural group along with a few other small classes 
was assigned an increase equal to the system percentage increase. 
Pacific and the staff agree that Pacific's California rates should be 
based on the use of tRIC. No one challenged Pacific's method of 
computing the tR!C by customer class. A staff witness on rate 
design recommended moving immediately through this rate case to the 
goal of rates based on tRIC. On the other hand, Pacific proposes 
that the difference between each class' present revenues and 
its LR!C be applied uniformly in this proceeding_ In effect, 
pacific's proposal results in small increases for those classes 
closer to their LRIC and larger increases for classes further 
from tRIC. Pacific claims its method has the desirable 
characteristics of avoiding disproportionate rate increases 
to customer classes: there would be an orderly phaSing in of 
i~cre~e~tal cost of service results, treating each class of customer 
in a uniform manner. For each class the difference between tRIC and 
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present revenues would be reduced by a ~nifor~ percentage and 
in successive rate proceedings each class' revenue level would be 
moved progressively into line with its LRIC while at the same time 
maintaining a predictable continuity in rate spread design. Pacific 
takes the position that the rate spread proposed by the staff 
witness would be reasonable but urges the C~mmission to adopt 
Pacific's more gradual phase in. 

Basic Customer Charqe - Pacific and the staff propose a 
restructuring of the residen~ial service schedule to consist of a 
S2 casic charge plus a charge in cents per kWh forkWhs used. This 
proposal is consistent with what we have done in rate design for 
other utilities in California and we will adopt it. 

Rate Relationships - Most of the evidence in the area of 
rate design concerned the relationships of residential 
lifeline to nor-lifeline, ~,e residential average to 
the system, and other rate schedules and classes to the 
system average rate. In addition to the $2 basic charge, 
Pacific proposed a restructuring of its residential service SChedule 
so that there would be a charge of 2.962 cents per kWh for the 
lifeline allowance and 3.789 cents per kWh for hours in excess of 
lifeline. ?aci:ic cl~ims this would maintain the relationship 
between lifeline and nonlifeline r~tes which was in effect when 
?acific's a?plication was filed in January 1979. t~en Pacific reduced 
rates as a result of Proposition 13 and the 1978 Revenue Act, the 
decreases affected only nonlifeline charges. ?acific's proposal 
would restore nonlifeline rates to the Jan~ary 1979 level and then 
i~pose the re~aining rate increase in a ~anner that would maintain 
the lifeline/nonlifeline relationship that existed in 1979. Pacific 
esti~ates that if its increase is granted in full, the lifeline 
rate would i~cr~ase 35.9 percent over the J~nuary 1, ~976 level, the 
average syste~ rate for the same period 69.3 percent, and nonlifeline 
rates ~n average of 126.8 percent. 
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T~e staff recommends that the lifeline portion of 
Pacific's residential rates be increased by an amount equal to the 
change in the cons~mer price index (CPI) from April 1975 to March 1979. 
Staff bases this on the fact that April 1975 marks the last time 
lifeline rates were changed and March 1979 was the most recent month 
for which CPI data were available. This wo~ld result in a lifeline 
increase of 31.8 percent. Staff maintains' that increasing lifeline 
rates by an ~~o~nt smaller than t~e change in the CPI would sive 
c~stomers a false signal concerning the cost of prod~cing electricity. 
The staff witness also pointed o~t that social security payments 
are tied to the CPl. Pacific points o~t that if the staff had used 
more c~rren: C?! figures than March 1979, the staff-recommended 
lifeline increase would be similar to Pacific's. 

TURN advocated a very small lifeline increase of only 
2 or 3 percent and bro~ght up four arguments in support of its 
position. First, such action is required, TU~~ claims, by ~A ~ the 
Miller-Warren Energy Lifeline Act; second, the lifeline rate proposed 
by pacific is too high to meet the statutory requirements of low-cost 
rates for minimum quantities of electricity; third, a small increase 
in lifeline rates would promote conservation by producing a more 
steeply inverted residential rate schedule; and, fourth, witness 
McCabe for TURN suqgested it would be appropriate to follow what 
he ter=s a "contract theory~ in which each customer would be allowed 
to retain the economic advantages of the types of generation in 
use when that customer first connected to the Pacific system. For 
instance, if a person built a ho~se in 1969 and put in electric 
heat, that ~erson acted upon an analysis of the cost of that 
i~stallation. Witness ~cCabe believes, based on that example, that 
a good a:gu~ent can be ~ade for low lifeline rates because 
presuma~ly the lifeline users use the basic generation capability 
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of the company. McCabe belie~es that lifeline r~te increases should 
be limited to increases e~ualing a utility's variable costs without 
consideration of the utility's new capacity costs. Specifically, 
TUR.1I.1, through witness ~!cCabe, s~ggested that the lifeline differential 
be 2S percent below the system average. Under ?acific's proposal 
it would be 4.2 percent below the average and under the staff 
proposal i percent below. 

?acific claims 'l'UR.~' s "contract theory" is not valid 
economically and is not rele~ant to the lifeline rate deter~ination. 
?acific claims electric demand coes not know the difference between 
old and new customers. Further, it should be clear that ~ change 
in energy use by customers with similar demand patterns will 
produce comparable cost changes for Pacific without regard to the 
chronological connection time of individual customers. Pacific :eels 
it is .!I.pparent that ~!cCabe's argument has nothing to do with lifeline 
r~tes, which apply to new as well as old customers. Onder the XcCabe 
theory, a residential user of 1, 000 k':'1h per month 'Nho connected 
in 1969 would get th.:lt entire amount at low cost, while a user with 
a SOO k:~':h per month. requirement who connected in 1979 would pay much 
higher rates. 

Concerning the ~iller-N~rren .:"ct and PURPA, TUR..'J believes 
th~t taken together, the two Acts reflect a clear legislative policy 
that electricity required to :neet basic human needs must be available 
~o all ci~izen5 at an afforcable price. TU~'J points out that 
throughout the public witness hearings in t~is case there were many 
statements indicating that significant numbers of ratepayers simply 
cannot afford increases in their utility bills. Sy preserving the 
current lifeline rate these pressing social needs can at least be 
parti~lly :net. 'l'U~~ further argues that an increase in lifeline 
:3tes would do little :0 further this Commission's stated goal of 
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encouraging e."lergy conservation ttough rate design. 'll'le reason for t.'4is is 

that ~st resiaential C.,lstomers use considerably :TOre than tb.eir lifeline 'i\Jantity 

each :ront.'. ?or ins~ce, testi."I'Ony of ?acific I s wi t.:"less Sloan s.'ows t.'at, on 
t."le average, residenti~ CJstomers use at least: 200 k~-Jh greater t.'1an t.'1eir 

lifeline allowance. 'Iherefore, if t.."le Commission wanted to encourage conservation, 

the aI\'OUl'lts =ve lifeline should be priced eonsider~ly higher thMl t."le lifeline. 
" 

;~e :"lOte here t.'.!t t.,is is what t."le Corrmission h~s tri~ to do recently 

by its :ate-setdng ~licy. Ne will follO<N that E=Olicy in t.,is proceeding ana 

set t."e average residential rate at approxi:nately t.'1e system averolge rate 'Hi t.'4 t.'1e 
inter~ relatio~'1ip of residential nOnlifeline to lifeline at about 150 ?erc~"lt. 

'n'lis should prorrcte eor..servation wit.lo..in the residenti.ll class by providing 

apprO!?riate si-;nals to residential c.Jstomers concerr:.ing t.'1e cost of the enerS"! 

t.."ley use as well as providi:1g a penalty for usage over t"e lifeline arrount. '!he 
aeo~ted residential rates are shown in AP,?endix B • 

!..lrge General Service - The staff reco!':U'!\enc.ed a rate design for 

?~cific's large general service schedules, AT-48 and the corresponding 

partial requirement schedule AT-47, which would provide charges for 

on-peak kWs, no charge for off-peak kWs, and a single energy charge. 

?acific proposed a schedule which also contained a basic charge 

based on the average of the two highest measured monthly demands, 

eithe: on-peak or off-pe~k for the current and preceding 11 months. 

?acific claims that its proposal is far more e~uitable for the 

cus:ome:s. It appears that the mini:~um charge proposed by the staff 
wo~ld never be imposed because it is less than the demand charge for 

:he minimum demand customer. The staff conceded that its recommendation 
may have been based on faulty data. We will adopt Pacific's proposal 

for these sched~les, which are shown i:1 A?pe:1dix E. 

For Schecule ~o. A-36, "Large General Service - Optional, 
100 1<;'; a:;c Ove:", ooth ?:lcific and the staff are recommending that 

the :a tei:'lc:e~se be based upor. the tR!C study. ~;e concur · .... i th this 

:ecom::'lenca tior.. The aco?ted :a tes fo: Schedule ~!o .. ~-3 6 are shown in 

Appendix o. 

-,. 
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Agricultural Pumping - Proposals for the general irrigation 

schedule, PA-20, generated some of the sharpest controversies 

curing the hearings. pacific proposes a substantial restructuring 
of the sched~le independent of the amount of increase, if any, to 
~e i~posed on that schedule as a whole. Staff supports Pacific's 
proposals. Far;n 3~rea'.l rejects ?acific 's ;ate spread for the 
SChedule. ?A-20 , on the ground that the increase is arbitrary 
~ecause the 1aek of tRIC data r~suired ?acific to l~mp the smaller 
classes together and give them a system ,average percentage increase • . 
However, ?A-20 did not receive the average 34.8 pe:cent because 
an aroit:ary for~ula for outdoor area lighting, private street and 
highway lighting, and airway and athletic lighting resulted in lower 
than average increases for those classes; and the di:ference was 
:nade up by the .l9r icul tural PA-:O sc."':.ecl1.lle by giving it a 40 percent increase. 

There are two significant areas 0: change proposed by 
?acific. First, the concept of the "irrigation season" will become 
much more critical. The current schedule defines the season as 
~arch 1 to October 31; Pacific proposes substitution of the phrase 
":neter readings Match 27 through November 27ft as the agricultural 
irrigation season. The wi~ter season definition would be 
cor:esponding1y changeci to the rest of the year. Also ," Pacific 
proposes rates which will vary a great deal by season. Energy charges 
will be roughly doubled in the winter season for instance, and 
win:er demand charges will be assessed monthly in addition to a 
regular annual charge. Under the new system much of the March 
consu~ption could be billed at the high winter rates depending on the 
date meters are read. For instance, if a customer began irrigating 
March 1 ~nd the billing cycle called for reading that customer's 
:ileter on :-larch 26, a great deal of consu~ption ' .... ould oe billed at 
~igh winter rates. A neigh~or, wi:h a similar consumption pattern 
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but a March 28th reading date, would p~y much lower rates and 
neither might know the true reading date. Many farmers testified 
that the start of the irrigation season was in March and that accurate 
billing is critical to them. Farm Surea~ believes strongly that 
all consumption occurring on or after March 1 should be at the 
on-season or lower rate. Obviously, not a~l meters can be read . 
on ~arch 1 without some automatic device that will do the reading.' 
The ALJ suggested that perhaps postcard meter reading could be 
employed and requested the advice of the parties on the idea. Farm 
Bureau endorsed it and Pacific opposed it. Under such a program 
agricultural customers might read their own meters on March 1 and 
mail the result to Pacific by a prearranged, preprinted postcard. 
?acific could read meters in its normal fashion but would know what 
consumption occurred between March 1 and October 31, the current 
season, by combining actual and postcard readings. The postcard 
arrangement appears to result in more fair and equal billing if large 
seasonal differences may occur due to the change in meter reading 
dates. 

The second change proposed oy Pacific is a dual one and 
would institute an annual demand charge in place of the current 
monthly demand charge and would reduce the energy blocks from five to 
two. Those changet would most seriously affect customers who pump 
for only two or three months. They would pay an annual dema~d charge 
~nder the proposal equal to about six months of current monthly 
demand charges. This change could result in large increases 
for many farmers. Although the number of blocks would be reduced, 
the declining block aspect of the rate structure remains. Currently, 
it ranges from 2.49 cents to 1.22 cents. The proposal is to have it 
range from 2.60 cents to 1.67 cents over only two blocks instead 
0: five. ~oweve:, the break between the twO blocks would be 
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14,000 kWh ~er month. This would result in a substantial increase 
for customers who use 14,000 kNh and less. Presently the 2.49 cents 
a~plies up to 1,500 kWh for ex~~ple, but under the proposal the 
2.49 cents would be 2.60 cents and apply all the way up to 14,000 
kWh. 

Far~ Bureau points out that the wholesale redesign of the . 
schedule ~akes it nearly impossible to deter~ine in advance whether 
~~e actual adopted rates embody the percentage increase supposed 
to be borne by a9:ic~lture. In the event there is an increase in 
the agricultural rates, Farm Bureau urges that each .element in 
Schedule PA-20 be increased by an equal percentage. 

Public witness testimony at the hearings indicates that 
irrigation power by electricity is a critical element in the economics 
of h~y and pasturing in California agriculture. This activity is a 
very i~?ortant segment of the rural eccnomy in general. Many 

witnesses testified that current operations cannot absorb increases 
of the magnitude of 60 percent or even 45 percent as shown in some 

exhibits On this record. Testimony indicates that p~cific customers 
in Cali:ornia ~re ~roducin9 for the s~~e market as farmers in 
?acific's Oregon territory. Farm Bureau's position is that t~e 
Cor.~ission should not put California customers of Pacific in an 
uncompetitive position with Oregon customers. 

Edwards objectee to the annual charge in the PA-20 SChedule. 
ais obje~tions prom?ted an ex?lanation by a witness for Pacific. 
The witness explained that since pacific incurs large fixed costs 
associated with dedicated distribution facilities that are used to 
serve such customers, Pacific has proposed that the recovery 
0: those costS not be associated with kWh consumption. For 

ex~~?le, if tWO customers are the same si:e and have 
identical fixed dist:i~ution COStS and one uses energy from its 
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dedicated facility for only two months while the other 
~akes service for eight months, a charge for dedicated 
service based on k~oJhs of use ·,..,ill produce unequal payments 
for e~uivalent :acilities installed to serve the two customers. 
Accordingly, Pacific proposes the energy charge to recover energy­
rel~ted costs and the annual minimum charge ,to recover dedicated 
distribution-related costs. 

Farm Bureau claims that customers will not be given much 
guidance on how they should alter thei~ co~sumption patterns in 
order to reduce future costs. Pacifici points out that its 
proposed revision of the PA-20 rates will give extremely clear 
signals to customers. Further, Farm Bureau asserted that the rate 
increase was arbitrary but Pacific points out that this ignores the 
testimony of its witness Sloan. Sloan ex?lained that the rate 
spread was determined on the basis of attemptin~ to qiv~ a proper 
signal to customers by reducing the difference between the present 
reven~es and the LRIC of each customer class. He testified that the 
smaller classes of service were not incl~ded in the LRIC study, and 
Pacifie used the for~ula approach to determine the overall revenue 
i~crease for such classes. Pacific believes additional revenue 
requirements should be recovered from a percentage increase and an 
increase in the energy charge in order to recognize that all forms 
0: costs incurred by Pacific have increasec during recent years. 
T~is approach, which is not an arQitrary one, produced total percentage 

increases for other customers different from that given the 
agricultural customers. 

Pacific concurs that the customer who irrigates in 
~arch and ~as a ~eter reac prior to March 27 will be 
penali:ec but Paci:ic tes:i:ony ~stablished that its proposal will 
:':'11 99.7 percent of the energy usee for irrig-atio'r.' at the 
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lower se~son~l rates. Even though customers whose meters are read 

?:ior t~ Ma:ch 26 will indeed have usage during that period billed 
at t~ehighe: wi~ter rates, these same customers, because of 
their meter readi~g schedules, will have November consumption billed 
at the lower seasonal rates. Since irrigation customers have much 
~ore consumption in November than in March, Pacific's proposal 
clearly benefits this gr~up of customers, c~aims Pacific. Pacific 
showed that only .3 percent 0: the irrigation kWhs may be billed at 
the higher winter rates and believes the acditional expense and 
inconvenience of a postcard system is not justified by the kWhs 
~hat would be affected. 

We will adopt Pacific's proposals on the PA-20 schedule 
with the exception that a customer who wishes may institute postcard 
rea~ing procedures. We will order Pacific to file an advice letter 
prior to the 1981 seaSOn establishing procedures whereby customers 
who are on the PA-20 tariff may, at their option, read their meters 
through a postcard procedure as described above. 

Small Power Customers - Present Schedule A-32 is designed 
for small power customers and has a flat b~sic or customer charge and 
a five-block energy charge. The first two blocks incorporate a 
de~and component. It was the goal of both the staff and Pacific to 
si~pli:y this schedule in this ?r.oceeding. However, when a si~ple 
two-block basic, one-block de~and, and two-blOCk energy charge was 
tested it had a drastic i~pact on about 35 customers. To ~oderate 
~~e i~?act and spread it ~ore evenly a~ong the customers, the staff 
proposes to use Pacific's proposed rate str~cture except for changes 
necessary to generate the required revenue. That proposal is shown 
in Appendix C and will be adopted. The customer charge therein was 
designed to recover ~ore of the fixed costs of serving seasonal and 
inte:~ittent customers and customers with low load factors . 
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St:eet Li7hting - The ~~ee ~jor california utilities have begun 

programs to convert all ~"leir corrpany~wned inc~escent .3nC mercury vapor street 
lights to !'ligh pressure sodium vapor. ':r.le staff recorrmends ~,.at ?aci:ic should 

consider suc.~ a pro;r~. ~e sUff also recQrt'U'nenes ~~t central computerized 
records be kept on ~"e number, size, and type of laIl'Ps in Pacific's system so 

I.. .,.. ~ • 1 . .. dil . , ~"'l "..., ft: t::.at :"!'l.tor:r.a~on rega:\ .. l.:l9 ~s In servlce ::.s rea ~ y aval. ... QI.I e. .....e sta .. 
;:,eli eves ~"l.lt Sc.~edule !.S-S7, 'Nhic."l covers street lighting, is itee cortl!?le.'<. It 
i!'l.cluces C'..:stomer~ed lights as well as CO!T1?any-owned lights. L" staff's 
opi~on ~"le eNO tJ~s should be treated differently since ~,e for.ner L"vclve 
energy ocly and t."le latter include instlllation ar.d equi';lment costs. For this 
reason, t.l-:.e staff recorrrnends ~~at t."l.e prese."lt ts-Si wiff be divided into two 

5C."ledules; one schedule would be for corr;>any-owned lights and ~"l.e o~"ler 'NOuld be 

for custome:-owned lights. ~is !,o,Ould follow the gener.ll sc."l.edcle fOr:T'..lt of ot."l.er 
~ajor utilities. 7he staff maintains that such a restructuring would 
si~pliiy street lighting tariffs and make them easier to apply and 
understand. As a further aid to the user, the staff urges Pacific 
to plot graphs of monthly rates versus lumen size for the various 
types of lamps so users can easily make com?arisons. The staff 
~elieves Pacific's method for increasing the street lighting rates 
in this proceeding by applying a formula to the energy rate only 
is unduly discriminatory in favor of co~pany-owned lights. In 
their allocation the st~ff applied the overall system percentage 
increase to the energy ~ortion and the in':lationary increase to the 
nonenergy portion of the rates for company-owned lights. 

9y Resolution E-1899 on August 19, 1980 the Commission 
approved pacific's new schedules for high pressure sodium vapor street 
and outdoor lights and also closed incandescent, mercury vapor, and 
fluorescent li9hts to new installations. Secause this action removes 
the reason for inflationary increases to the nonenergy ~ortion and the 
new sodi~~ vapor rates are based on present costs, we will apply a 

• uni :0:.':'. cents pe:.' :<:·:h inc:.'ease to all lighting schedules. 
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~i~e-of-Ose ~ates - By Ordering Paragraph 2 of Decision 
No. aSSS9, as revised by Decision No. 86543 issued March 16, 1976 
~nd October 26, 1976, respectively, in Case No. 9804, Pacific was 
ordered to file specific ti~e-of-use tariffs for customers with 
de~ancs ;reater than 500 k~7. Pacific has complied with another 
section of that ordering ?ar~g:aph by instituting ti~e-of-use rates 
for all customers with demands greater than 1,000 kW. This was done 
by c=~~ting Schedules AT-47 and AT-4S. To comply with the other 
provisions of the ordering paragraph cited, Pacific has submitted 
in this proceeding revisions to Schedules AT-47 and AT-48 which 
q~ali:y all customers with de~ands greater than 500 k~~. The st~ff 

agrees with Pacific that the current rate case is the appropriate 
ti~e to extend the ti~e-of-use rates. Also, the staff believes 
that designing a separate rate schedule for de~and between 500 and 
1,000 kW is unnecessary. The staff claims that any differences in 
costs can be reflected in different customer or mini~um charges and 
in voltage discounts as demonstrated by Pacific in their rate design 
exhibit. We will adopt those schedules: they are shown in 
Appendix E. 

Reconnect Charges - Pacific pr090ses to increase its 
reconnection charges from S5 to S15 during regular office hours and 
from 58 to S30 at other times. Witness Sloan for Pacific testified 
that the great majority of reconnections res~lt from prior 
ter~ination for nonpayment. It would appear fro~ the record then 
tha: some customers who may not be able to pay their regular bills 
in t~e first place will be faced ~ith higher reconnection charges, 
~ay :inc it cifficult to raise the reconnection fee and, therefore, 
be denied powe:. !~RN suggests that Pacific be required to accept 
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?ayments in four equal installments. We find this to be a re3sonable 
proposal with the modification that instead of four equal installments, 
we will order the payment to be accepted at a rate of $7.50 per 

installment, therefore, two installments would pay the charge of SlS 
and four installments the charge of $30. 

tRIC Ratemaking and Allocation Procedures - One thing which 
~one of the parties brought up during the nearing is the possibility 
that tRIC-type ratemaking could be affected by the type of allocation 
procedure which we adopt in this proceeding. Indeed, the growth 
share method may amend the type of long-range incremental costs 
which would be assigned to various customers under the various rate 
jurisdictions. However, we do not see this as a problem because 
tRIC ratemaking is done on a system basis and thesrowthshare method 
ideally assigns additional costs to the various jurisdictions on an 
incremental basis. Therefore, rates resulting from application of 
the growth snare allocation method may more truly reflect incremental 
costs assigned to the various customers of a single jurisdiction. 

Ado~ted Rate Desi~ns and PUR~A - Title I of PORPA . . 

established federal standards involving aspects of ratemaking. 
Standards (1) through (6) of Section lll(d) were examined in Case 
~o. 9804. Decision No. 85559 dated March 16, 1976 in that case 
initiated requirements which led to the ~tilities' filing time-of-~se 
rates for customers above SOO kW and conducting time-of-use 
experiments for customers less than 500 kW. The decision requires 
consideration of seasonal and declining block rates. The 
cecision also requires the utilities to experiment with and 
develop interruptible and ~utomatic load curtailment rates. 

Section 101 0: PURPA establishes the purposes of Title! 
of the Act; the purposes are to encourage: 

1. Conservation of energy supplied by 
utilities, 
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3. 

Optimi:ation of :he efficiency of use of 
facilities and resources by electric 
utilities, including capital resources, 
and 
Equitable rates for consumers. 

T~e staff believes it is not necessary that all three of 
~~ese purposes be achieved in any one acti~n by the Co~~ission; 
rather if any of the purposes are achieved'and the others are not 
negatively i~pacted, a finding can be ~ade that the purposes of the 

title are carried out. 
Section lll(a) requires each state regulatory authority 

to consider each standard' established by subsection (d) and make 
a deter~ir.ation concerning whether or not it is appropriate to 
implement such standard to carry out :he purposes of the title. 
Section 113(a) requires each state regulatory authority to adopt the 

• standards established by subsection (b) (other than paragraph (4) 
thereof) if the state deter~ines such adoption is appropriate to carry 
o~t the purpose of the title. Section 114 requires a determination 

• 

0: whet~er lifeline rates should be established if a utility does 
not have them and authorizes li!eline rate~ as an exception to th~ 

':eder.3l standard on cost of service (Section 111 (d) (1) ) • 
I; is the staff's opinion that Commission actions in prior 

proceedings and the st~ff proposals in this proceeding satisfy the 
s:a~ca:ds 0: Section 11l and ~chieve the purposes of Title I. In 
certain areas the Commission is ~oving gradually, such as initiating 
time-of-use :ates with the largest customers. This gradu~l appro~ch 
appe~:s consistent with the Joint Explanatory Statement of the 
Commi ttee of Conference which states, regarding Section lll, that the 
state a~thori:y may decide to partially implement the standards such 
as ~ovins toward time-of-use rates but not fully implement ~~e 
standard in that regard. 
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NOt all stancards uncer Section 113 were considered by the 
staff in this proceeding but Sec:ion 113 does not require 
consideration in eac~ rate case. Rather, it requires each state 
au:hority to examine the standards in a hearing within two years 
aft~= enact~ent. The s~andards for the automatic adjustment clause 
and te:~ination of service are appropriate""for separate investigations. 
:~e standard for info:~ation to consumers is in the process of being 
i~?lemented by the staff based on Commission orders. A standard for 
master metering and advertiSing have been achieved consistent with 
t~e purposes of Title I. 

We believe the ratemaking procedures adopted by the 
Co~ssion in this proceeding satisfy the requirements of coordination 
with ?URPA. The final effects of the adopted rate design are shown 
on Table 6. 

Rate Comparison with Oreaon - In the continued series of 
hearings held in May 1960 an exhibit was intrOduced by Edward L. 
Ackerman, a witness appearing on behalf of Chapter 7S6 of the American 
Association of Retired Persons. Ackerman stated that it appeared 
to his group that a bias, which may be inadvertent, exists that 
negatively affects the lifeline allowances of northern California 
customers. ~e believes this bias can be shown by comparing the 
O:egon and California residential rates for homes with electric space 
and water heat. Ackerman's Exhibit 40 (:e~roduced herein as 
Appendix: is Ackerman's exhibit as updated by Pacific (Exhibit 51) 
to ~ay 1, 1960 rates) did indeed show that the rates 1n effect in 
California and Or~gon on May 1, 1980 f~~ homes with ~o electric 
water or space heat were quite di::erent. Cali:ornia rates 

exceedec Oregon's by ?ercent~ges r~nging from a low of about 13 to 
a high of about 35; for the same date a comparison for homes wi~h 
elec~ric wate: heat but without electric space heat showed Califo:nia 

• exceeding Oregon rates by a range of 9 to 32 ?ercent 
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Pacific Power & Light Company V\ 

. P,,! 
Estimated ~979S81ea and Revenues 

. :.u 
~ 
t 

Pre5enJi AuU1oriz~ 
Sales Rates Avg. nates Avg. Increase 
H ktlh Revenue dldlh Revenue dldlh Revenue dE!!!! 1!. 

Hcsidential 

l.ircH.ne (11 .. ) 161,.639 $, '.,021 2.M. 1.,1.05 2.68 JOJ. 0.21. 9.6 
Uonlifeline (IlLL) 16"l.9?) 1,.J~1 2.59 2..m lu04 ~ 1.45 56.1 

Subtotal Res. ))2,629 8,372 2.52 11,191 3.31 2,825 0.65 )3.'-, 

nonresidential 323.898 8,436 2.60 11,262 ).48 2,S26 0.88 33.5 
I 15,116 0.89 180 --1!2 0.30 33.6 tJ· USBR -ill. 1.19 

VI 
\I> 671.643 16,91~) 2.52 22.639 5.696 0.65 33.6 I Subtotal 3.31 

Increased 
Uecormect Chgs. 3 ---1 

Subtotal 16,91.3 22,642 5,699 33.6 

OUlOr Uevenue 2,156 2,m ~ 
'fotal llevenue 19,m 21.,71.1 5.61,2 29.5 

Uatios 

IIIJ/LL 1.06 1.51 
Sys/U .. 1.03 1.26 
sysJncs. 1.00 1.00 

!I Hates in effect bafore interim Decision }lo. 91326. 
Appendix At Decision No. 91326. 

y Authorized rates in this decision. 
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excep: :0: l,OOO kWhs during t~e winter ~onths; and when 
:esicenti3l rates were compared for homes with electric space and 
water heat California was below Oregon in four categories of usage 
from 1,000 to 4,000 by about 1 to 33 percent, but in all 
other classes of usage, California r3tes exceeded Oregon's by a 
range of about 4 to 32 percent. Acker~an testified that he had 
tried many ways to ge~ an ~xplanation as to why there is such a 
difference between California and Oregon biils. No party to this 
recore ~ad an explanation of why there should be a difference in the 
bills, although the question was asked of several witnesses. 
Acker~an also urged that the Commizsion should consider ordering 
?~cific to include in its billing procedures ~ore definitive 
informacion on how lifeline is calculated and what lifeline quantities 
are available to customers. As discussed elsewhere in this decision, 
Pacific has instituted a new oilling format whic~ shows the lifeline 
amounts available and the lifeline amounts used on each customer's 
oill. 
Del ~orte County Lifeline 

One of the reasons for further hearings in this matter 
involved the lifeline quantities and allowances in Oel Norte County, 
particularly as such allowances affect Crescent City customers. In 
the inte=i~ opinion in this application, Decision No. 91326 dated 
February 13, 1980, we stated the following: 

"On the appropria:eness of lifeline quantities 
for Del ~orte Co~nty, the record shows that 
Del Norte County is a unique climatic area. 
The summer months in Del Norte County, and in 
particular the Crescent City area, have 
temperature ranges which equal those of the 
winter months in some of the lower coastal 
California areas. We have addressed and will 
further consider appropriate lifeline quantities 
in generic proceedings and will not consider 
such separa~ely in this proceeding. However, we 
are in:erested in taking evidence on how 
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lifellne allowances in Del Norte County could 
be administered so as to accomplish more even 
billings over typical annual periods." 
Del Norte County is in climatic Zone 3 for the determination 

of lifeline quantities. Zone 3 comprises areas with heating degree 
days in excess of 4,500 but not more than 7,000.if The space 
heating kWh per month allowance for that zQne is 1,120 for each of 
the six months in the winter season for a total annual space 
heatin9 lifeline allowance of 6,720 kWh. i / 

The primary question we face on this issue is whether the 
annual allotment for Del Norte County should be spread over a 
greater number of months than six. The only evidence presented on 
the question was sponsored by staff witness Jhala. Jhala's Exhibit 39 
contained a g:aph reproduced herein as Chart C which provides a 
graphic representation of the average monthly heating degree days 
for several California cities. The graph shows that Yreka and 
Crescent City have identical lifeline heating allowances; however, 
their climate conditions are quite different. Yreka's curve indieates 

~/ 

!! 

He~ting or cooling oegree Q~ys are calculated by relating the 
average monthly normal temperature, which is derived by 
aver~9in9 the m~xi~um ~nQ ~inimu~ d~ily tem~eratures, to 650 

and mul~i?lyi~g that result by the number of days in the 
mont~. 

It is of interest to note that curing i~s stucy of the 
Crescent City data the staff noticed the 30-year average 
heating degree days for Crescent City was 4,445 rather than 
the 4,545 as stated in Commission Decision No. 86087 which 
established the lifeline allowances. Because of this error 
Crescent City residents are receiving 1,120 kWh ~er month 
instead of $00 kWh per month space heating allowance. The 
staff did not suggest nor recommend that the Crescent City 
allowance be reduced because the city of Eureka, less than 
lOe miles so~th of Crescent City, has 4,679 heating degree 
days. The staff believes it is appropriate for both cities to 
h~ve the sa~e amounts beca~se weatherwise they are identical 
b~sed o~ st~:: data compiled for 1971 through 1973 . 
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cold winters and hot summers, whereas Crescent City has a ~uch 
flatter cur7e because the summer-winter temperature differences are 
not as great. One has to conclude that it is the cool spring and 
summer temperatures that qualify Crescent City for a lifeline 
allowance equal to that of Yreka. This factor alone may suggest that 
a longer heating season with smaller monthly kWh allowances would 
be appropria~e for Del Norte County. Witn~ss Jhala agreed that the 
flatter the line the more appropriate it would be to extend the 
winter heating season; but the staff makes no recommendation to 
change the current heating season of the six months, November 
through April. Unfortunately, the staff did not provide monthly kWh 
usage data. The only figures considered by the staff were the six­
month average ~sase figures for the summer and winter periods. 
Therefore, if we are to consider adding one or two months to the 

• heating season, we must make some reasonable estimates of how much 
energy is actually consumed in the various months. To assume level 
average usage for each month from November through April for 
instance, ignores the desree day data shown on Chart c. 

• 

In questioning Jhala, the ALJ set up two criteria by which 
the Commission ~i;ht want to measure whether a change should be 
~ade i~ the distribution 0: the lifeline allowance in D~l Norte 
County. These c:iteria are (1) how the lifeline allowance could be 
crecitec to customers in order to give them the minimum total bill 
for a one-yea: p~:iod, and (2) how a redistribution of the lifeline 
allowance could accomplish the most even monthly billing over a 
one-year period. For the first criterion the staff believes the 
~resent six-month allowance period would provide the lowest possible 
yearly bill. In order to accomplish the second, the staff 
:ecom~ends ?acific o::er an equal or budget billing plan. Such a 
?lan would take the estimatec annual utility bills of a customer 
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~ .. d p~t them on equal mont~ly payments with any ove:payment or 
underpa~ent taken care of in the 12th month of t~e year. 

In general, t~e staff concluded that the space heating 
period should not be extended bec~use (a) it will'enco~rage increased 
consumption, (b) put a greater burden on customers with large families 
and, consequently, large monthly bills, (c) half of the curreht-"space 

heating customers will be required to pay ~ore, and (d) perhaps similar 
adjustments will be required for most of the coastal areas served by 
other utilities south of Del Norte County. Pacific agrees with the 
st~:f position. 

Tt~~, at first, took no pOSition on this issue~ however, 
based on cross-ex~~ination of the staff, it urged through its closing 
brief that an extension of the winter heating season to eight months 
coupled with a budget billing plan would best serve the needs of 
Del Norte County residents. TU~~ concludes that with the elimination 
of residential declining blocks by the Commission in this proceeding, 

\ 

virtually no customers will be worse off and very many will be 
better off under an eight-month heating season. TURN acknowledges 
that witness Jhala raised a valid point concerning any revenue loss 
resulting from greater lifeline utilization which will have to be 
recovered somewhere, quite possibly from the residential class as a 
whole. 30wever, TURN points out that this should not be a barrier 
to extension of the heating season becau~e elimination of declining 
blocks will have a significant negative impact on space heating 
customers. If extension of the winter seaSOn results in shifting 
of some revenues away from the spac~ heat customers to other 
residential users, this would tend to soften the impact on D-3 
custorn~rs (basic plus space) anc D-4 customers (basic plus water 
plus space). TURN claims another si;nificant benefit of extending the 
heating allowance to eight months would be in the area of 
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conservation: if the winter season is lengthened, thereby lowering 
:ne ~ont~ly lifeline allowance, more customers will exceed their 
li:eline allowance thus exposing them to the higher tailblock rates 
of the inverted r~te design. 

We ~elieve the evidence is convincing that an extension 
in ~el ~orte Co~nty of the coming winter season by two months, so 
that it extends from October through ~~ay, w~ll benefit the majority 
0: Paci:ic~s customers in Oel ~o:te County. Also, we believe the 
best solution to the ~never. billing problem is to establish an 
optional budget billing system by which customers would pay an amount 
eac.~ :::ont.~ eq.:.al to one-twelft."'l of t.~eir estimated annual bill. At t.~e end 
of ':.."'le year a. ..... y cebi t or credit balance \oJOUld be taken care of in t.'ie final 
r."Ont."'l's biUir.g. \7e also agree wi t.' ':"'1oI'R.~ t.'1at in order to ret3in t.'ie incentive 
for conse!'"Jation. ul"i!e!' sue..~ a syste."l'\, the :ront."tiy bill should contain some type 
of report ir.dicating v.net.'er the C'Jstomer' s usage is a.l:ove or below the budgeted 

we will order a ch~nge in d~ration of the winter heating 
period over which the present annual lifeline allowance for space 
heating is allocated. We will also order Pacific to propose a budget 
billing syste~ to be filed in the fo~ of an advice letter making 
available b~dget billing for all of Pacific's customers in California 
should they desire it. In the near future, we expect to consider the 
subject of lifeline allowances on 3 statewide generic basis. U~on 

cocpletion of the statewide studies, ~e should be able to set allow­
ances that, ~hile recogni:ing the widely ~arying climatic conditions 
found in California, will be applicable for all utilities. 
Lifeline Elizibilitv a~d Status 

In the morning session of the p~blic meeting held in 
Crescent City on August 18, 1979, a large number of customers indicated 
that they were generally unaware of the various lifeline allowances in 
Pacific's tariffs. Conse~~ently, an explanation of the lifeline 
allo~3nces was given by both the staff and Pacific personnel. It was 
reco~ended tba: during the noon recess customers check their bills in 
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order to cieter:ine their resicential rate schedule, and during the 
afternoo~ session lifeline eligibility cards were made available 
so that customers could inform Pacific of their proper lifeline 
category. As of August 22, 19i9 no customers had informed Pacific 
that they should be receiving a different lifeline allowance than 
the one they were receiving. Customers who did contact Pacific 
found that they were receiving correct lifeline aLlowances. In 
Pacific's judg:ent all of the residential.~ustomers have been 
properly notified of the lifeline program and virtually all customers 
are being billed on lifeline rate schedules which are not less 
=a~or3ble than the ones to which the customers are entitled. Two 
questions re:ain. On how and when Pacific should notify its 
customers that they may be entitled to special lifeline rates, 
Pacific agreed to do the following: (1) Within 60 days of the 
Crescent City hearings in 1979, Pacific would send an adciitional 
lifeline notification to all persons who had not responded to 
earlier lifeline mailings; (2) Pacific ~vould follow the P~~?A 
=equire=ents that Pacific infor~ all of its residential customers 
of the ~arious rate schedules not less than once each year; and 
(3) as a result of a staff recommendation, Paei£ic would ~odi£y its 
bill format and would print all of the residenti~l lifeline rate 
schedules on each eustorner's bill. The bill format would notify 
each residential customer, each month, of the available lifeline 
rate schedules as well as info~ customers of the necessary quali~ 
fications for each of the various allowances. The second question 
concerned how Pacific should info=m customers of their status 
concerning lifeline rates. Pacific responded that it would enclose 
a postcard with the cailed notice indicated under number (1) abo~e 

that the customers can return. 
All ?arties ag=eed with these actions. No further 

Commission action is required. 
Refunds Due :0 Lifeline ~~schar~in~ 

The question on this issue is ~vhether there shoulc be 
refunds ordered ~or customers who were not properly notified of their 
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s~ch rates because they did not inform Pacific of their proper 
stat1.:.s. 

Pacific claims that there is no evidence on this 
reco=~ ~~at any customer 0: Pacific faile~ to receive proper 
notice 0: lifeline status. A witness for pacific outlined its 
extensive notification efforts, efforts which produced a 9S percent 
customer response. The ass~~ption is that most of the customers 
who still have not responded do not have electric water or space 
heating. All new customers requesting service of P~cific are, as 
a matter of standard proced~re, asked qu~stions by Pacific's 
personnel concerning their appropriate lifeline allowance even if 
they are moving into an existing residence. 

Also, the staff knew of no customer who failed to 
receive notice. Staff recommende~ that any refunds should be 
granted retroactively to February 1978, a date 30 days after 
Pacific's last general lifeline mailing. Pacific does not favor 
such ref~~ds but if they are ordered, then it would request that 
a ~alancin~ acco~~t be ~uthori=ed for recovery in ~~e next rate 
proceeding. TU~~ believes that such refunds should be ordered all 
the way back to April 1977 when lifeline rates first became effec­
tive. TC~~'s pOSition is that if custome:s have been charged more 
than what they should have been under the effective tariff, refunds 
should Qe manQatory. 

There is no evidence that Pacific has failed to provide 
proper customer notice of the availability 0: lifeline allowances. 
Cpon this record we cannot order Pacific to provide refunds to 
customers ~ho hereafter come forward to establish their past 
eligibility for increased lifeline allowances, unless they can 
prove that PPS.L failed to provide them with 'c.he proper notice. We 
dO, however, expect Paci!ic to ~ke all appropriate adjus~~ents 
in such customers' rates on a prospective basis. We will, of course, 
expect Pacific to continue to provide periodic notice as to avail­
ab:e :ate schedules, in accordance with the re~uirements of PcrRPA. 
Residential Well P~~~inq 

~~other ~uestion ~hich arose during the proceedings was 
what rate consideration should be given :or residential well p~~pir.g. 
The staff four.d that the annual energy requirements to pum~ the 
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lifeline qu~ntity of water would be approxi~ately four to six kw~s 
per ~onth. 3ecause of t~e very s~all magnitude of the requirements 
staff believes there is nO significant need for a special 
lifeline allowance and no change should be made to the present 
lifeline allowances of electrical energy to provide for residential 
well pumping. Pacific agrees with the staff and no other parties 
object to the staff's position which we adopt. 
Master and sut~etering 

A question was brought up concerning what provision 
should be made with respect to ~etering/submetering for trailer 
parks and similar establishments. !n order to give such master meter 
custo~ers a discount in accordance with cost, the staff proposes that 
Pacific's present 10 percent discount be retained and in 
addition, Pacific assess master meter customers only one customer 
charge. Pacific concurs wicl1 the staff recommendations. No other 
parties had co~~ents. We will adopt the staff recommendation. 

The staff ~ade three other recommendations on ~ulti-family 
residential service which we will adopt. One, Pacific has 
not, but should, comply with requireQents of Decision No. 88651.21 
Second, as part of its plan to encourage individual metering, 

21 Ordering Paragraph 5 in Decision No. 88651 dated April 4, 1978 
in Case ~o. 9986, stated: 

nAll respondent electric and gas utilities shall 
immediately initiate an extensive program or 
expand upon existing programs to encourage the 
separate ~etering of units in existing multi­
unit residential facilities now served only 
through a master meter. Each respondent shall 
file within ninety days after the effective 
date of this order a com~rehensive outline of 
t~ei: program. ~he:eafter, each respondent 
shall file semi-annually a re~ort covering 
progress achieved and further actions ?roposed.~ 
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Pacific should make a survey ~f all multi-family customers to 
determine if they are on the appropriate schedule. Third, customers 
should be informed of the options available, either by mail, 
personal contact, or as part of an energy conservation audit and 

survey. 
I~pact of Increases 
On Schools and Hospitals 

Pacific has approximately 60 schools and hospitals in its 
California service territory and they are s~rv€d on either General 
Service Schedule A-32 or Large G~neral Service Category Schedule A-36. 
The effect of Pacific's rate proposals on schools and hospitals served 
on Schedule A-32 is an increase of approximately 34 percent. If 
the Commission should grant Pacific's request for those schools 
and hospitals served on Schedule A-36, the increase would be 
approximately 32 percent. Pacific's rate proposals are based on 
keeping the residential lifeline adjustment within the residential 
class. !t appears from the rate schedules that we will adopt in this 
?rOceeding that the impact of the increases on schools and hospitals 
will generally be the same as'on residential customers which we 

believe to be a fair treatment. 
Conservation Procrams 

Staff engineer Erian D. Schumacher testified concerning 
Pacific's conservation programs. He concluded that Pacific's 
program as a whole is far bette: than the nationwide effort and equal 
to or better than that of many California utilities. He added that 
the President of the Commission has held Pacific's conservation 

progr~m ~p ~s oeinq sometbinq tb~t other utilities ~iqhe emulate. 
The star! concluded the tollowing in it~ report 

on ?~ei:ie's eonservation programs: 
- ~ll consetvatior. programs appear to oe 

cost-effective. 
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- Pro~:ams, which after trial have not proved 
to be cost-effective, have been discontinued. 

- Pacific h~s submitted no goals for 
conserva:ion effectiveness, and for 1979 is 
clai~ing only one-eighth to one-third of the 
annual amount necessary to meet state and 
national goals. 

- Pacific has been involved in b~th cogeneration 
and solar domestic water heating for some 
years but no actual energy conservation as a 
result of Pacific's activities in these areas 
is either claimed or apparent. 

Witness Schumacher makes the following 15 recommendations 

which are concurred in by Pacific for purposes of this proceedin9: 
1. Pacific should be directed to implement 

and expand its conservation programs 
planned for 1979 and succeeding years. 

2. Pacific should be granted S195,000 annually 
in rates as requested to support its 
conservation programs and other customer 
service and informational expenses. 

3. Pacific should be granted an additional 
S15,000 now budgeted for incentives as 
authorized in Decision No. 90308. 

4. Pacific should be directed to report its 
expenses for CVR as a separate item when 
next applying to this Commission for rate 
relief. 

5. Pacific should increase its number of energy 
consultants :or both horne and commercial/ 
industrial energy analyses. 

6. Pacific should identify which advertising 
programs are most successful in generating 
requests for energy analyses and emphasize 
those in order to fully utilize the trained 
energy consultants. 

7. Pacific should submit with its regular 
Xa:ch 31, 1980 :epor:, sales estimates by 
customer class based on all factors 
except conservation by utility, customer, 
and government mandate for the five years 
1979 through 1983. 
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8. Pacific should submit in connection with 
sales estimates, and support within the 
submittal, its esti~ate of conservation 
total potential, the conservation utility 
goal, and the conserva~ion forecasted amount 
or percentage, for each class (or 
conservation program, covering all classes) 
by year, through 1983. 

9. Pacific should explain and support each 
difference it reports between the 
conservation forecas~ed and the annual 
amount needed to meet the Commission staff's 
goal of a 20 percent to-tal reduction by 
1983 over nor~ali:ed year 1978 usage. 

10. Pacific should develop and implement a 
cost-effectiv~ agric~ltural and water 
utility pump testing program. 

11. Paci:ic should submit quarterly interim 
reports on the results of its CVR circuit 
test, including an analysis of the mix of 
load types on the circuit. 

12. Pacific should submit formal plans and 
schedules for reachi~g circuit-by-circuit 
conclusions about the cost-effectiveness 
of CVR and for implementation of Phase II 
Projects where cost-effectiveness is 
i!'ldicated. 

13. Pacific should submit a June 19i9 progress 
report on its solar water heating test 
program. 

14. Pacific should submit a plan and schedule 
for cost-effective conversion from mercury 
vapor to high pressure sodium streetlights. 

15. Pacific should further revise its bills to 
provide its customers with additional 
information about the effectiveness of their 
ineividual conservation efforts. The bill 
should include: 
a. Customer's us~ge for the current 

month a~c corresponding month of 
the ?rior year, 
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b. Customer's average usage per day 
for the current month and 
corresponding month of the prior 
year, 

c. Customer cha:ge, 
d. Lifeline quantity and rate, and 

commodity charge in dollars, 
\ 

e. Nonlifeline quantity and rate, and 
commodity charge in dollars, and 

f. Energy conservation messages. 
A sample of a~odified bill format incorporating this information 
for another California electric utility, Southern California Edison 

Company, is included as Appendix J. 
Conservation Voleace ReQulation (CVR) . 

Staff witness Schumacher testified that Pacific's delay 
in studies and implement~tion of CVR may have cost its California 
:atepayers as much as $54,000. This amount is 0.06 percent of the 
staff's estimated rate base of $86,480,000. The staff claims it could 
make a similar estimate based on the lack of an irrigation pump test 
progra~ if it could have obtained the necessary data. Based on 
those observations, the staff points out it could recommend 
shifting some of the financial burden from Pacific's customers to its 
stockholders through a reduction in rate of return. However, 
recently the staff was informed that ~acific's average distribution 

voltage has been less than the maxi~um allowable, as noted earlier. 
In ~ddition, ~ staff in-depth study of methodology for adjustments 
to rate of return for conservation considerations, upon which any 
recommendation s~ould be based, is not yet complete. Overall, 
consicering the projectec e:fec~iveness of the conservation program 

Pacific now has in place and its experi~nce through trial and error 
~hich lends confidence to these estimates, staff makes nO recommendation 
th3t rate of return be adjusted for conservation effectiveness. 
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!URN recommends the Commission adopt the staff estimate 
0: $54,000 and adjust the final adopted rate of return accordingly. 

Because of Pacific's concurrence in the staff recom­
~endations regarding conservation, and Pacific's recent cooperative 
effort i::1 a weatheriza tion program (Decision No. 91497, sl.lpra)' we 
will adopt the staff's recommencation. '. 
!u~N Request for ?u~PA Funds 

TU~N has petitionee in this proceeding for participation 
:unds pursua~t to Section 122 of PURFA. In Decision No. 91909, 
dated June 17, 1980, we adopted rules for such requests for funding. 
Petitions for rehearing of that decision are still pending before 
this Co~ssion7 and may at some future point be the subject of 
petitions for writ of review before the California Supreme Court • 
We will therefore defer a decision on !URN's petition until our 
own review of the petitions for rehearing, and, if necessary, that 
of the Court, are completed. 
O~tional Notice of Intent (NOI) Procedure 

We recognize that this proceeding has taken an unusually 
long time to conclude. This is partly due to the further hearings 
required and partly to the time needed by our staff to develop 
the data necessary for the revised allocation procedure. As we 
stated in the interim decision, under our Regulatory Lag Plan for 
oajor u~ilities in California our intent is to conclude rate 
cases within one year and Pacific should not be treated differently. 
Accordingly, we invite Pacific at its option to use the NO! procedure 
as adopted by Resolution No. M-4706 for its next rate case . 
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Findines of Fact - . 
1. By this application Pacific requests increases in 

i~s electric service revenues for its California customers in 
the amount of $6,2Si,000 or 37.1 percent over revenues under 

present rates based on the test year 1979. 
2. Duly noticed hearings in this application were held 

in 1979 and were continued in May 1980: at which all interested 
parties had an opportunity to be hearQ. 

3. By Decision No. 91326 dated February 13, 1980 Pacific 
was authorized a partial general rate increase to produce addi­
tional revenues of $4,276,000 or 25.2 percent over revenues 
~~der rates in effect prior to February 13, 1980 based on the 
test year 1979. 

4. The relationship of California kWh sales as a percent 
• of syst~ has been declining steadily although the rate of 

decline is decreasing. 

• 

5. The average California kWh usage per customer is 
greater than the sySt~~ average. 

6. The dif:erence of kWh usage in California versus the 
system. stabilized in. 1972 at approximately 1,000 kWhs per 

customer per year. 
7. Over the last ten years the Pacific system outside 

California has been growing ~uch more rapidly than the California 

portion of the system. 
8. When the Commission approved the COPCO/Pacific merger 

in 1961 it did not stipulate that any particular allocation 
proeeeure shoule ~e used for dete~ininq the California results 
0: ope:a~ions un~er the ~erge~ system . 
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9. Allocation procedures should be changed when appropriate 
to reflect the changing conditions of utility systems and su~-

s y s te'CllS . 
10. Adoption of a growth share method of cost allocation 

throughout Pacific's service area would provide more accurate 
price signals and more effective conservation incentives to 
customers than does the present integrate~ system method. 

11. A gro~h share method, like other allocation methods, 
uses units to determine the allocations of plant and expenses, 
such units merely reflecting the jurisdictional rate year 
relationships for a given rate case. 

12. and 13. - not used. 

14. Unilateral adoption of a growth share method would 
invite other states with jurisdiction over Pacific to likewise 
improvise inconsistent cost allocation methods and would ,create 

a risk 0: federal preemption. 
15. An incremental approach to growth share would allocate 

to California an appropriate share of the cost of growth, and 
adoption of such an allocation method should be pursued through 
cooperation with other state regulatory authorities. 

16. this Commission's obligation to Ca~itornia ratepayers 
has been discharged if the rates paid by consumers are based on 
results of operations which reimburse Pacific for the expenses and 
return necessary to maintain an operation sufficient to serve 
California. 

-81-



• 

• 

• 

A.58605 ALJ/df/ec 

17. The California results of operations adopted in this 
decision based on the integratee system allocation method reflect 
those costs which Pacific incurs in ser~ing California customers 
and al10~s Pacific the opportunity to earn a reasonable return 
on the plant allocated to Cali:ornia for sqpport of the California 

system. 
18. Peak de~nd data used in the future for allocation 

purposes should be based on a l2-mont~a~erage coincidental peak 

demand. 
19. In future proceedings if temperature data are used for 

adjusting historical data, that data should be the most recent 

a~3ilable . 
20. Allocations made for future proceedings should employ 

data from appropriately consistent periods. 
21. There is no evidence in the record of the estimated 

results of California operations that the state facilities 

allocation procedure would produce. 
22. For purposes of an integrated system allocation, the 

allocation made by Pacific, as adjusted by the staff, is appropriate. 
. 23. The basic system rate base estimated by Pacific, as 

adjusted by the staff, is reasonable for the purposes of the results 

of operations in this proceeding. 

24. The estimated basic system ex?enses for the rate year 
19i9, as presented by Pacific and ~djusted by the staff, are 

reasonable for purposes of this proceeding. 
25. ?acifiC has properly accounted for the refunds in California 

required bv ?rocosition 13 ~rooer:v :ax r~cluctions. _.. . " -
26. !f a utility acco~plishes a reduction in an anticipatec 

expense :hat was found reasonable by :he Commission for the purpose 
~f se:ting rates in a previous case, the Co~~ission should not order 

a :e:unc unless such a recuc:ion w~s ~r.:icipa:ed. 
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27. The staff approach to adjusting California allocated 
expenses as a result of property tax refunds to Pacific in the 
State of Oregon is appropriate and should be adopted. 

28. A reduction in California fuel expense of $25,600 is 
appropriate to account for the fact that Pacific controls the 

" 
Sr idge: Coal Company from which it buys coal for its operations. 

29. For purposes of this proceeding the staff rate of return 
recommenda tion, adj usted for an appropr ia te update of information 
the staff relied upon for its estimate, is reasonable. 

30. An overall rate of return of 10.09 percent, the detail of 
which is shown in this decision, is reasonable. 

31. Staff recommendations concerning future treatment of 
revenues, expenses, and rate base as outlined in this opinion are 
reasonable and should be adopted. 

32. Pacific's conservation program as a whole is far better 
than the nationwide effort and equal to or better than that of many 

Californi~ utilities. 
33. The staff recommendations concerning further efforts by 

Pacific toward conservation are reasonable and should be adopted. 
34. pacific has delayed ~tudies and implementation of 

C\~ which may have cost California ratepayers as much as $54,000. 

35. Because of Pacific's co~currence in the staff recommendations 
regareing further conservation ef:orts and Pacific's recent 
cooperative effort in a weatheri:ation program, as approved by 
Decision No. 91497, the staff's recommendation that Pacific should 
not be penalized through a reduction in rate of return for the cost 
to Califor~ia ratepayers of celay in implementation of CVR is 
reasonable and should be adopted. 
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36. I~ Pacific's next rate case before this Commission all 
parties participating should make recommendations on how to pass 

t~rough to California ratepayers the real savings of the California 
weatheri:ation program approved by Oecision No. 91497. 

37. It is the duty of this Commission to encourage conservation. 

38. Rewatding customers for their conservation efforts . 
:elative to the conservation efforts of other states is a valid 

goal. 
39. It is a legitimate Commission action to reward consumers 

who try to conserve by giving them lower rates. 
40. :he procedures by Pacific concerning (a) lifeline 

eligibility notification, (b) ~odification of Pacific's bill 
format so that residential lifeline rate schedules are on each 
customer's bill, (c) cist:ibution of information to customers of the 
necessary qualifications for the various lifeline allowances, ana 
(d) notification to customers of their lifeline rate status are 
satisfactory. 

41. All of Pacific's residential customers have been properly 
notified of the lifeline program and virtually all customers are 
being billed on lifeline rate schedules which are not less favorable 
than the ones to which the customers are entitled. 

42. ?acific has proper tariff provisions in effect to pro~ide 
accition~l pa:r.nents to Pacific or refunds by ?acific in case of 
:nis=!1a:ging. 

43. In order to achieve the minimum total bill for a one-year 
period through the maxi~um usage of the lifeline allo~ance, the 
~pcoming winter period for lifeline usage in Del Norte County should 
be ex~e~ded f=om the present six-month perioc of November through 
April to an eight-month perioci of October 1980 through ~y 1981, 
~ith the present ann~l li:eline space heating allowance of 
6, no ~:,;r. sp:,ead equ.j.1.1y ove:' that pe::'iod . 
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44. There is no significant need for a special lifeline 

allowance :0: residential well pumping. 
45. ?acific should comply with the reports required by 

~ecision ~o. 88651 concerning programs :0 encour~ge the separate 
~etering of units in existing multi-unit :esidenti~l facilities 

served only ~hrough a master meter. 
46. As part 0: its plan to encourage indi~idual metering, 

?acific should make a surv~y of all multi-family customers to 
deter~ine if they are on the ~?prop:iate schedule. 

47. pacific's customers residing in multi-unit residential 
facilities should be informed of the options available for metering 
their service either by mail, personal contact, or as a part of an 

energy conservation audit and survey. 
4a ?acific's proposals to c~~~e ~~e PA-20 agricultural tariff are 

reasonable ~~ce?t ~~at Pacific shoulc be required to file an advice ,letter 
. . .. 

prior to ~~e 1981 season establishing procedures whereby customers on ~~e 
c~riff may, at ~~eir option, re~d ~~ci: meters ~~rough a postcard procedure 

as :escribed in ~~is decision. 
49. The st~ff reco~end~tions on tariff revisions ~nd records to be 

~e?t for c~st~.~:-cwneC ~nd co~~~ny-owned s~reet lights should be adopted. 
SO. The staff recommendation concerning ?acific's provision 

to consumers of graphs of monthly rates versus lumen size for street 

lights is reasonable and should be adopted. 
51. !n order to achiev~ a more uniform ~onthly billing over a 

one-year ?eriod, Pacific should o::er its customers the option of a 

budset billing system. 
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52. The rates and rate designs in the appendices to this 
decision, and which will produce esti::lated additional annual revenues 
of Sl,366,000 over interi~ rates now in effect, are reasonable and 
s~ould oe adopted. 

53. The rate increases authorized by this decision and Interi~ 
Decision No. 91326, supra, comply with the y,oluntary wage/price 
guidelines as issued by the Federal Council on ~age and Price 
Stability. 

54. The rate~aking procedures adopted in this proceeding 
satisfy the re~uirements of coordination with PURPA. 

55. The rate schedules adopted herein will result in increases 
for schools and hospitals of generally the same magnitude as for 
the average residential customer and is a fair treatment. 

56. The increase in rates and charges authorized by this 
decision is justified and is reasonable; the present rates and 
charges, insofar as they differ from those prescribed by this 
decision, are for the future, unjust and unreasonable. 

57. There is an i~~ediate need for the rate relief authorized 
herein because Pacific is already incurring the costs which will 
be offset by the rate increase authorized because 1979, the rate year 
for which the increase has been calculated, is now past. 
Conclusions of taw 

1. Pacific should be authorized to pl~ce into effect the 
increased rates found to be reasonable in the findings set forth 
above. 

2. The effective date of this order should be the date hereof 
beeause there is an immediate need for rate relief . 
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SECOND INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDEREO that: 
1. ~:ter the effective date of this order p~cific power & 

Li;ht Company (Pacific) is authori:ed to file revised rate schedules 

re~lecting the rates and rate increases set forth in Appeneices A-G 
to this decision and concurrently withdraw 'and cancel its presently 

effective schedules. Such filing shall comply with General Order 

~o. 96-t,. 
2. The effective d~te of the revised schedules authori:ed 

by Ordering Paragraph 1 shall be four days after the date of filing. 

~he revised schedules shall apply only to service rendered on and 

after the effective date hereof. 
3. Until further order of the Commission, pacific shall 

adjust its billing system and t~riffs so that the present annual 
lifeline space heating allowance for Del Nor~e County is spread 
equally over the period October through May instead of November 

through April. 
4. Pacific shall file an advice letter prior to the 1981 

irrigation season \vhich est~blishes procedures whereby customers 

using the PA-20 tariff m~y, at their option, read their meters 

through the postcard procedure described in this decision. 
5. Within sixty cays from the ef!ective date of this decision 

Pacific shall co~ply with the reporting requirements of Decision 

NO. SS6Sl. 
6. Concerning mUlti-unit residential facilities metering, 

Pacific shall: 
a. Make a survey of all multi-family customers 

to determi~e if they are on the appropriate 
schedule and . 

O. !nfor~ custom~rs of ~he ootions av~ilable 
;o~ me·e~;~~ .~~;~ se~v;~'e 
... • i _ ..... ~ "'."..... "'..... 
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7. Within sixty days from the effe,ctive date of this 
decision Pacific shall file an advice letter establishing the 
optional budget billing system described in this decision; the 
system shall be subject to Commission review and approval by 
resolution. 

8. As part of its next general rate application, Pacific 
shall provide a proposal for allocation of costs to its California 
service area based upon a growth shore method as discussed herein. 

9. TURN's petition for participation funds under Section 122 
of Pu~PA will remain open until our review of petitions for 
rehearing, and, if necessary, that of the California Supreme Court, 

on Decision No. 91909 is completed. 
The effective date of this order is the date hereof. 

Da ted NOV l? 1980 ) at San Francisco, Ca lifornia . 



• 

• 

• 

. ..,.. SScC5 ;::..J /3A'j/ ec 

Sd:.e(!l.:!e ~o. D 

;.;F,,?:"::'C~-::,! 

~licaole to s~~e-~r~e al~e~a~~ ~ur=e~t ele~~=!c se~~ce !O~ 
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e:.c~ o~ t.."le :~le-r~ d ..... elli."':.g: ~e~e~:'e se~r..~e d~ectly !'~oc. ~e 
~~:.:.i,::r t."1."-Q~ sejla..-a,'~e ::.ete:-s. 't~e ::ates sjlec:',!"ied. ne~e:::' W":!~, 'oe 
des:'~3.tee !'o~ ea.c~ se:-r..ce i::. a.ceo:-d.ance '.r..-::: ~e e::.e:'e;7 -.:.ses ~u.a.li!:!.e= 
~"':.d. elect~ '01 t::e Cus-:QQe:-. ~e 3a.sic Res:'d.e::.t:'3! Use l!!e1.!ne all~:e 
~~ ~~lY ur':ess li!e~e ~owances ava~j~ble .!"o:' elec~~c s~ace hea~i:g 
~~d/o:" eleet=ie ~te::- ~e3.ti~ ~e ~~i!ied and. elected.. 

:t::.?.::o F.Y 
~':.-:~ t~e c'Ci.-e ter:-~::Q::t se::-ved. in Ca.l!.!'o:::.ia ~y the U'tili~~t. 

3asic C:~e: 

Liteli."1c 
Ra:es 

2.331¢ 

$2.00 

?e:- Mo::.th 

~tes -
4.042¢ 

~t!--::"::':: c-....!-:s~: 
':'he ::oct.:.l:r :i:::':u:: e:"--a -ge s~.:lll be ~:'e :s~:.~ C~a:ge. A hi;::'e:, 
=~~i:u= :aj be :,e~~ed. ~de::- cQn~~ct to cove::- s~ecial co::.~it:'o::.s. 

s:!:=...:.:. CO:mI::L:ONS 
1. No ~Qtc~ load shall exeeec a total o~ 7 liz hor~epawer cor_~e~ted 

a:: one ti:::e. 
2. All e~ee~::-ie s~a~e r.e~te=s la:g~r ~~~ 1>0;0 ~~~: ~~ed ea,ae!~j 

:~ be ~esio:ed &roe co::.~ec~ed 'for ~:,at:!.oQ at 2~O volts, &C~ e&~h S?~ce 
~ea.t!.:g ::!.t ha:t1..--.g a ==-~ec. c~pae:'~j of t· .. 'O (2) kilo~tts or l.a:oer sh.a.!.:. 
be ~e::os~&tieall1 cont~lled by a~:o~:!c ee~~~es of a t~e v:ic~ ~i' 
e<!.~e a. ::!:!.::t.: Qf :-ad:'o :""':.te:,~e:,e::.ce. S:9a~e he:.':e:-: se:""led tl.~ce::-. t::is 
sch~=::.le s!:a:.:.. 'oe of ':j-:?es .:.."'!.c:. c"'3.~ete~:'s~i:s a.~o ... "e= =1 the tIti1;.tj". 
~ .. ~J."""' .... ~ "'ea."e-- ..... ",'~ "0- e .......... ~ .. "" ..... .,cJ .. ·r,..J' .1'.:.,. (5) 1"o.j'O"",,,·,, ..... __ IfI .. iIIIIIIIo~ ................. ____ .......... ow .. ~ ,-_~ ... __ '" ..... * wi ....... _ "_w ... -... 

':I Se-"':c" '· ... .:Ie ......... S ........ e.:l··~- _",r"'e ..... _J .. \o, .... ..... -"'''':''''e 4"_':':. ~. '"" .-,;. _ ~'..- _ ...... _ W\., .. ~ .............. ...-.,; ~ • ____ w_,.;;;;_ ... "wI -'"~ .., ... ~- - ., 

d.~:..1.i::.;.: s-.:~::. !oS 3.:~:e::.ts, cec:::c:lexes) ec::.d.c"· -oI::c.s e... .... d. :to·:!.le :"c:e 
pa:~ !.:: .... !::!.:::.. :""le s:""!;le-!,ac::!..l:r e .... e .. ' ~ .. f:s :"'!-:e:"/e se:"'r..c'!! c::'::-ec':lj ~::-ec 

~e ~~!!!ty t=-~~ :e~2-~te ~ete::-,. 
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APPE..mn B 
:3.ge 1 0: 4 

Schedule No. A-32 

.' 
~pl~~abte to sin31e-?h~,e ot three-phase alternAein, curtent electric 

service, U suc:h volta,e .tS the atoilit), lUY hAve available .l:: the 
euscO'C:e~' s ptcisu I for all ?u1'j>Oses ex.:ej)c ch.ose for which .?~c:ific: 
schedules u~ pt'ovieeci. t>elive:ies at 1II0re :h~n one j)oint, Ot' ::ore th.1l'1 
one voltaae ~nd phase c:lassifi:ation, ~ill be separately metered And 
billed. A ..r.:i:tcn &g:lte::llent sh.lll be t'1I!(l.ui:ed for &ppli:&don of this 
sched1Jle too u:vic.: !urnished for: (.) inter.:i:tenc 0: highly :lIJC::IJ.ld.:'1g 
lo.a~s, 0: (~) seasonal us.e. Noc .aPl'licable to se: .... iee for USc in pa:"l:el 
v~:~. in sUl'pleoent co, 0: in standby :or customer's electric: ,en~:"cion or 
Qthe~ en!!!:;), sour:es. 

1'!RR::-OR"! 
:';:.:.~in the ."ntire :.::,::':0:)' se:vec!. in c"ll.!orni" boy the Uti~itl' 

!,uic: Charge; 

If Lo.ad S i:e Is: 

:0 \eli. 0 t' less 
Ovll!:' 20 kJi'" 

55 
S5 plus Sl pe: k~· 
for ~ac:h 'leN-- 1t'1 
exec ss 0 f 20 I<!";w 

sa 
S8 plus Sl ~e: KW~ 
f~r uc:~ ;..W ~:'. 
excess o! 2C ~Ww 

.No~e: K~ lO.ld si:~, for ~eter=i~~tion of tne 3£sic ChArge, ,h.ll~ 
be the &Vet'Age 0: the tvo gre.ates~ nOI'l-:::lCro t:onth:y 
dem.1t'1es established cu:ing the l:-:onth perioe w~i,~ 
i~c:1IJces .nd e~'s with the c~r:ent billing ~or.:h. 

No c:~~::ge fot' the !irst 100 kW 0: Bi.lling Demat'1c!. 
$.62 per kW fo: .each i(~,' 0: of 3illin.& Oe:.and in exctsS Qf lOC i:W. 

4.485¢ ~e:: ~h for :he firs: 6,000 ~:';h plu,s 75 lcdh ;>er lcJjh 
for each l<:.j of Billing Oe~And in excess 0: 20 leW. 

2.655¢ j)~:' ~h for all .~di:ior..al ~·h. 
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;':"';/3:.:J/ee 

~'DIX B 
Pa.se 2 Q! 4 

S~hedul~ No. A-32 

~m:RAl. St~V!C'E 

( Co:! n c i :lueeO 

'. 

Mi:'Ii.::...:m Ch~':'3e: 
~c ~nr:hly Mini:Z!UIl C1.a:ge sh&ll be the sue of che 3.asie C'I~=.~ 
.and c~e Oc:al'l.d Ou:ge for che: cun'enc monch. A ':'lighe: mir.i:.u.-: 
m.ay ~c :e~ui:ed under concr.a~: co cov~r s?eci.a~ condi:i~r.s. 

Reacciv~ ?o~er Char;e: 
!he mn!J:llum lS~inu:e incegracecl ruccive dem&nc! in Ic.ilovol:-
&m?cres occurring cluring che conch in excess of 60: 0: c~c 
m&ximulU meulJred l5-m:'nuce i.:'lr:eg:,ar:ec! demat'lc! iC'l kitova::s 
occurring du:ing che =onch ..,ill be billed, in ac!c.i:ion co :hc 
.above c':'luges, ac t.5( per Ic.Va 0: such excess re.ac eiv! de=.at'l~ . 

3::':'INC ~E~J...'\O 
!he 3illing Ocm&nd shall be Che maxim~ measured l5-:inuce i=Ccg:,a:ed 

de=&nc! in Ic.ilovaccs occur::'!'!.g c\u:ing che conch. A: che ucilicy's O?c:'OI'l., a 
de:.anc ecce:' ~ill be insc&lled ~h~n chc Utility es:i~.ates ch.ac oil cus:OQc:'s 
deund m&y exceecl 20 \tw pc: !I1oMh. 'r.'1e CUl.m1J:';l de:&nd sh&ll no: be less 
ch .. ::. che diversified resis:.ance welde: lo.a.d compuced in accodanee ... i::-: 

Rule No. ZH-2-b. 

1'!~~ 0: CON':'AAC'! 
Soc less :lun five yca=s for se.lSo:1al urvi.:c a:"ld no: ~ess ::'~oI:"I 

oC'le yeu fo: all oc~et' set''' ice. 

S?'EC:~ CO~~!:!ONS 
1. l'e:.por.a.:y discor.ro.ec:ion of .:lny ?O::ion of lo&c! wil~ ~.:: be :~!'!-

sic!ered ~s a!fec:ing c~e =or.c~l~ !I1inim~ c~.:l:se. 
2. Fo: reC1J::er.t seasot'l..al or inte:":l:i:cent se:vice co a ";'ott":':.:l:'lcn:ly 

cs:ablisl'lec! business or e:'l:e:";'t'lse, the tocal oilr'l!'ll.l.al billing sr..z:: be :'10. 

less cl'l.ar'l :~elve ci:es th~ ~onch:y =ini~~ ch.a:ge. 
j. For cOUlt:\e:eial buildi:'!gs, ap.a:t':lCM houses, eo\.l:' I: S~Ou?S, al.:.:~ 

cm?s, anc! tht lilc.e, fo:, tJhicn individu.al c:~s:ome:s are suboete:ltc!, ch~ 
ch&r&e :0 inciividuoll eustooe:s must b~ at :~tt Utility'S rcg-..la: :&:~:f 
ra:c fo: the :)'~ of Soe:,vice ..r..ich such indiv:'du.at C\lstome:ftlay ,,:ua~ly 
receivc . 
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AP?'.:.:r.oD: :B 
?a.ge 3 of 4 

S~he~~le No. A-33 

GLNERAL st::lV!C! 
?A.R'!"!AL ~gt:::..:.~~r!S st~V!C! 

AP?1.:CA!I!..I':"'f 
A;plie~ble eo ?rti~l req~i:~~nts. s~99le=ent~~y, or standby elec::ic 

lervic-: !ur:lished. for lOOlQS h .... ing other energy so~rc:es, including on-sice 
generation, at a sing le po int of ~el iVHY n tl't ili:y' s locd ly s :&o(La:: 
yolt&ie. Not &j)plicabtc to ser ... ice for: loads .... hich ha .... 1e 'alistuec 500 ~'J 
or =o:e, more than onee in any cons~cutiye lS-=o~th ?e:iod, resale, incer­
=i::enc 0: highly fluccuoiting loads, or seasonal use. This SChedule is noe 
:e~ui:ed. .... h~tot on-si.l:~ gene::&::'on is t't1lployed. only fQr eIIergenC;'- sl.:pply 
ci~ring uciliey out.ge. 

':!~R!'!"OR"! 
Wi.thin the enti.:e e~t":itOty s~t"e~ in ~lifo:nia by the Uc ili:y. 

XO~7"rU.y 3!I.!.!~C 

The. "Ot\c.~t'i eUUt\i ~~lLl b~ ~hl! $t:. ot ~~e £tte.~d: St!V~e.~ C\.t~~t. 
eh~ S:.1nd!)y C'l.1rge .nd the R.eolc::ive POYer O'l.lrge,. 

Electrie Service Charg~: 
!!'Ioe t~ec::l.C Service C:-t£:ge sh£:~ ~" eonsp'olc:ed in £c.::ord.a.nce 

"'i:.~ ,;~e ~6si~, Oe~a.t\d., t~e,:'b~, Mi~i:l.""";:, InC. vQ~age C~H.,:,e$ ;~ 
S~~l!clule A-36. Qf chis c~:i:!: ~~ovidtc!, howeYOir, ch~c che Bi.~Lb; 
De~.nd sh.ll ~e as de!i~ed h~~~i~. 

Scar.d~\f O\u~ot: 
$1.25 per \(.tI shall be .a~pl ied CQ 50: of che \(.~ by whi.:~ <:I.IS-

:omer's Contl:'~ct C~l)Ic:ity or :ot~l 1.0010 Oe:uanc!, as provi:ec! 'o~' 
c:on::a~t. exce~Gs the oilli~g DemanG. 

!he se':"viee eOl'u:r.ae: ,lull sped.!>· cus!:om.e:' s selecl:io~ !:om 
ItHec! dte::'Iati ... es 0: service ?rovisions oy .... hich che m~g=d.:l.ldt 0: 
Utility's se::"lice and of chit 'Ic,'w appl ic~btt to tnc Itlnd'oy ch.arge is 
dtce:miC'\ec! fro~ (~) custoeer's Toeal LOle! De:Ulnd, inc:ludi1'lS Ir.r 
coi~cidc:'lC l)o .... e: supplied b;.- customer's on-site lenct'leio1'l, or, 
al:e:n.advel;.-, 0)' (0) ~ C=C'\:r.ac:c C.ap.ci.:r Uj)rdud IS ~ fixed cocal 
nl.COe t' 0 f \c.;~. 

:~ the .aose!'!c:~ 0: ~ cu,:":,~~:ly al'pli.C:.1ble s~r .... ic:e c:c~c:.ac: fo,: 
~1.I.ali:ybg ser ... ice ::~ ?t'eexis:i.ng eaci.li:ies, :~e $1.25 pe: \t1. Shoill 
bot .a?pt ~eG to 80: o! Che n--=bet by ..m icn the !i l ~ ing De~ ... :\c. in k,',\ Ls 
excu~ed '0:, ehe raced \c'v".a capaci:y of t~e se: .... ice ct'lns!O:":lH or, 
vhe:~ .e:: .... ice is !utC1ished di:ec:ly f:ao uciHt:y's p:i= ... :y-vo~: ... &~ 
di.s:::i-:'\::io~ 'ys:= .e::ving Qt:l'le: eus:oee:s, ~;:.' ti'le =.axi::l.1.W 'i:; Q: t~e 
:ec:o:e of se:: .... i.ce for :hc most rece~: :h::ee yec:s. 
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A..,7P£:mIX B 
Page l£. of 4 

Schedule No. A-33 

CENtRAl.. S!RV!CE 
P.4JtT!.Al. R!.gUlRE~~rIS SE:iW:CE 

( Con::':l.ued) 

Reac:ive Po~cr Ch~r~~s: 
!he :n.aXl;::\.ID1 lS~i::l\.l:e incegrnea re~cdve demand in Id.lovQi.:-

mper~$ occurring during the monch in excess of 60: of che :ax:.c,-~ 
tue.asur;:d lS-:inuce integr.:ed d~:1.and in \tilo .... at:s occur-:-ing d' .. : i:'\; 
che =onch ..,ill ~e oilled ole 45, per kV., of such ruccive d~mal'\d. 
I:1. ~ddi:ior., dl reaccive kilovolc-=rIjJert hours (icVuh) whi.:h ",C'oe 

re1l;iscerec L:,. excess of 60: o~ che t'tgisce::'cd mor.chly kilo .... a::-r.curs 
(~~) .... i:1 ~e ~illed at 0.06c iJer kVarh. 

SILtINC O'E~';"~D 
!ne S~lLing ~mand sh~ll be the greater 0: the follo .... ing: 

c.) the measured. kioi sho .... ~ by 0: cocjJuted. from the :-ead.~:'Iis o! 
Utility's d~mand :n~:~r for che lS-=i:l.uce ?~:iod. of gt'taCcS: 
del ive: ies :0 customer during che 0 i 11 ing =O!'l:h. dlCter:line~ :0 
the neat'esc \(.VI. 

(b) che average o.f the tlulte g:u:est :or.:hly lDlCuuad It .... :!c.a:o:ds 
es:.aolished durin; the l2-:oM;h ?c:iod .... nic:h includes and e:'lci:s 
.... iCh ehe c:u:rcnc bilting month, or 

(;) 100 \(.W. 

~o~~ LOAD DE~~~D Cwh~rc s?~c:i!icd in ~I'\:rac:e) 
!he meas~red lti~ sno'Wt'l tly or c:ct!I!)u.I:~d f:olrl Uo:ili:y's dd.ar.d. cot:a~:':ltr 

mel:~: of the 15-=inute pe:iod of greatest c:oinddcnt: cota: of ;~s:C'l':er' s 
r>e~-er u.se !:o: Cu5tOU1Cr'S ge!'ler.a:ion .Inc !rcm I'OIJC:' supplied 0:, Ceil:':;.'. 
S.aid de:n~c'\(j kW as I"lsed foe billing sh~ll ao: exceed :ne kV& se:::':-,& o! 
&!'IY iHo:ec::ive devices -..thic:h limi: che poyer available to cus:ot:.c:' !:~ 
Oti1i:)'. 

t!~~ OF CON'I'!U.C! 
By 1oIf1.ttel'\ se:vice ;oa:.rlce for ao: lotss :\'liln fiv~ ~.a:s.· 

R:t!S &~~ ~C~1.A~!ONS 
Service he:eu.nce: loS s\,Ibjec: :0 :he Gotn~:al R\J,l.es anG i\1I!.~l.a:i.or.s 

cor.:ained in :!'le Utili:y's :~gul.Hl~ !i.led &:'\ei j)ubu'shec! :,ari!! .and to 
chose j)ccsc:rioed by rcgl.ll.acory &uthoricies h..,vi:'lg jl.lrsic!ic:io n he:",o!. 
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~:J:( C 
?~~ 1 0: 2 

Schedule No. A-36 

LARGE CE~!RAL S!RV!CE - O~cion~l 
100 le'" A..'tD OvtR 

A1'?!.!CA3:!..:'!'Y 
Antl.c:.&olc :0 dcec:ie service lo~ds ..,hich hi-VI nee: u,isareci 500"'W 

or moee. more ~h.n OQce in any consecucive l8-monch ~~ed. ~eliv~ties~: 
tIlorc cho&t1 OCl.e poine, or moee chat'!. o\"le volcage a\"lei ph~se elauiHcatior., 
..,ill ~e scp.r&ccly tIl~ccrcd .and billed. A "'ric:tc~ a,:.etllcnc sh,,:l b~ 
t''I!~l.lir~d fo: "pplica:i.on 0: chis seheC!~le co service furnished fc:: 
(,,) i:u:e::ai:C~:lc 0: highly !luc::uadng loads, or (b) sc&sond ~s<. Soc 
a'l';:lic:&ole. :0 service for usc i:'l. ?.lullel ..,ic~1 i:'l. su,'~plem.eM co, or i:-: 
sCa~G~y :0: c~s:~tr's electric genct'Icio\"l or ocher eneriY so~rces. 

!tRRI':ORY 
1,il.C~i:'I. Chc en:i:c ::crri::ory ser'll~d b. Cdi.!orni.l by chc ti:: ~li::-,. 

100 \t W*' or h3S 
101 \t~ - 300 kW. 
Ovitt' 300 \t W* 

The ~on.thlY 

S:lS 
S S8 plus 
St84 pllJ.,s 

3~si<: C~HW~ :s: 

S 1. S i ?e: ~w·· 

S l.l5 ?e :- kW· 

.Soce: K~ load si:e, :0: d~::e~in.l:ion 0: thc 3asi: ~"rgt. s~,,~~ 
'Oe ~he &verag.e of ::h~ Cwo g:ea:.u:: 1'10('l-:cro c::"I:~l:-, 
c1 tin a \"I d s e $I: .a b 1 ish It d d 1.1 ::i n g = he 12 -III Q M h ~ e !' i Q d ... hi.: h 

i~~l~aes a~d e~cs ~i=h ch~ c~r!'~nc billing monch • 

~ L :-d,::\,":n C~" a e : 
Mone~ly'~i~i~~ Ch~:ge s~~ll ~e :~e 3~sic ~a~g! ?lus :h~ je~a~, 
QI&t'~e tot' :he cl.lrrel'l: ~ol'l:h. A. h ~ihe: 1:d.ni:--= Q,ay 'o.e r"c:.u~!'~d 
unc1t:- con~:&c: :0 cove!' s?cci.~ !;Qt":C:'::ign.s. 
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A?~IX C 
?~e 2 ot' 2 

Schedule No. A-36 

LARCt CtN!~ S!~V!C! - Optional 
(Con:inued) 

Re.ctive Pover Charse: 
!he max!::u:: l.5-m..inute 1nteg:,atee r.eactive de::and i:1 k.ilovo1:­
amperes occutting duti:1g the mon:h 1n excess of 60: o!' the 
=axi:llu::l measured lS-=1:lutei:ltegrated demand in ic.ilo .... a::s 
oecu':'':'tng du:-ing the conth ~ll be billed. in acidition :0 :~e 
.above charges, .at 4Sc! per \l:Va of .uen excess :u.ctive de:na::.c!. 

Ot~:Vt~Y ~~ ~~:NC VOL~ACt ADJUSTX!~~S 

The .aoove ::onthly cha:'ges a=e .appl!ca~le v1thout adjust::ent for 
vo.!.:.age "WtIe:l. cieHve:y .a::d ::eteri:lg U'e olt COCl?.1ny's stanc!a:c! seconeary 
d1stri~u:ion voltage. 

Fo: as long as Compa:lY elects fo: its ope:'ating convenience to ::ae:e: 
elect:ic se':'Vice to CU$t~er at ?ri:a:y voltage. the above charges shall be 
::educec! 'oy one """d one-half ?e:'cent (1 l/2:) to co,:pensate for losses. 

Fo:' as loog as delivery to custooer is =,,~e at the cu,:,,:,ent 10c&ll:, 
standud ~ri:nary voltage (11 k~l 0: g:el.ter), the above cha=ges for an~' 
month .... ill be reduced by lS~ ?e: ic.w of load s1:e used fo: the cete:­
:n~~t1on of the :nonthly 3~sic Cha=ge; and whe::e such ce11veries are ceteree 
lot ?ri:la=y voltage. a s:l5 pe: month high voltage charge lo1ill ~e addec. 

Com?any :et.a.i:':.s :~e right to change its 11ne voltage or classifica­
tiocs the:eo! u any ti:lc, and a!ter reasona'ole advance :':.otice to any 
custome~ a!!ected by such ch.a.nge, such cust~e: then has the o?tion to take 
se:vic& at the nelo1 line voltage or to .a.cce?t se:-v1ce th:ougn transfo::e=s 
to be su?,lied oy Company- Cl.LStol:le:' !!l1.l.St acee?t de!1v!:y at tne :o:.e ... • !.:':'It 
voltage to ~~li~y for the above s:a:ed billing reductions. 

The reduction of charges sh~:l not operate to reeuce :I::n1=~= cha:ies 
!or the f:!.=s: 100 k~. 

3I!.I.tNC D~.A.~ 
The b111ing demand shall be the greater of the ~ollov1:':.;: 

(a) the =axim~ measured lS-:1nu:e i:':.tegratec de=a:':.~ in k!lo~a::s 
occu::ting du:1ng the month, 

(b) the dive:,si!,ied resis:.a.nce welder load computed in a::ord&nce 
Io11th Rule No. 2H-2-b, or 

< c) 100 k.~. 

:!?."f 0: CO~~C":' 
U:ili:y :I.ay rei;iu1re customer to sig~ .a ... ,,:,:'::en contract .. "hi;h .. ~':'l 

h.ve & te~ o! not less than five years. 

S?~C: . .u.. COSD:nONS 
1. '!eltl?orary Gisc()n!':.e~:10'!'l of .any 1'0:,':101':. of load v-ill :1.0: be 

considered as a!!ec:lng the =Qn:~ly =1~=u: c~a~ge. 
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~IXD 
P~e 1 of 5 

T..ARc:t ctNtRAL StRV!C! 
PAR~!AL R!oa:~~~s!S SE~V!C~ - ME~ZR!~ T!~ OF US! 

500 1('" ANO OVZR 

AP?!..ICA3r!.!T'! 
A~~lic~ble to parti~l re~ui:e:e~ts, supple=ent&ry, or .candby e:eetri~ 

.ervice f~rnished for contract cl.pacities of 500 kW a~d over 0: :~~ 
cald,ngs which have ever reg i.stc:red sao kW or more. :10U than. once in any 
consec~ti~ l8~0~th ~riod. h~ving other ~ncrgy $o~rces, incl~ding on-site 
gener&eion, at I. sin,le ?Cine of delivery at Co~?&~y's loc.al~y s:.a!'\C.lrG 
voltage. This schedule -.rill re:4in applicable until custo~er h~ls :0 
e~~&l Ot exceed 500 k i( for .a period of :36 consecut ive months. De 1 iveC' ies 
at ~ore th.a~ O~e ?oint, or =ore than one voltage &nd phase classi:ic.a:icM, 
vill be, sej:ll.:.ately metered anci billed. No: &p?lic~ble to service !QC 

reule, inte:=ittent ot: high 1)' !l~c:t\.1 .. tin, 10 .. d5 or seasonal use. "t'h is 
sc:hed.ule is not req,uit'ltd. vhere on-site genetu.ion is employed onl:-- for 
e=e:g~ncy su??ly during ~tili:y outage. 

'n':?.."..:TOR"! 
OJl.c:hi::. the e:ltl:-e ter:-i:ory uNed in c.ali!ot'ni~ oy the t:-:i:i:y. 

MONTH:'''! 3:!':"!~C 
!he =onth~y bi.lli:l.g sh&.ll be the S\.::l of the Electric Service Ou:ge, 

the S:&1.'I.dby Ch&:'ge, "1.'I.d the R.e~c:: ive Pover Chuges. 

tlec:ric Se~iee C~ ... rse: 
The Elec-:::'; Service Charge shall be com~utec!. i::. a;co::~n;t 

vi:h the 3_sic, Oe=~nc!, Energy, Hini::I1.,.'1':l, anc!. Volc:~gt C~H,r;es,:,: 
Schedule A,:,-.:..8 of chis :a:i!f; provided, hove .... er, c:h~t C!'!e ~i~:i:".S 
Oc:&::.d sh,,:: be as defined herein. 

Saneo .... Ch~ru: 
0: the k;'" b .... which ;IJS-. 
Oe:!and. u ?:,ovi<!ec! b~' 

Sl.25 ?er k W sh.all oe .J?plied. to SO: 
:ot:le:' s Cont:~ct Capacic:y or 1'0:.11 Load 
cOQtr~ct, ex:eec!s ehe Billing Demand. 

This service cOM:ac: sh&l1 sj)ccify clJscQCeu' seleeeion trot;. 
seated. alternac:ives of service provisions by which the m.~~it~de 

O~ Uta~t'll So ll!.':'-:\CI!. ~~e o~ t\\t, 't.~! 3.~,:>\\c:i~\t to tr.e sunc':>)' C~~:8e 
is I:Ie:er-='ined frOl:\ (.1) c\,l.s~O'I!Iet"'s 'tQcal ~.d 0e1und includin&: An;.' 
C 0 i :l ci c1 e :l : po .., e :' s '.1 n: :. c d. 0 ~ C 1J st ~ e: ISO 1.'1. - s i -: e , e 1.'1. e r .a:: ion 0: I 

ll:e:lu:~vtly, ~y (~) a c,,::t::-"c: Ca?.aeic:y eXl'('usec! as a fi.xed ::I:a: 
n IJr.I ~e r o! lei<'. 

In ::he aOsenc:e of a c:ut':et'.~1~ a??li~a'ote str .... i.ee eon:.ac:~ :0: 
~uali:ri~& servi;e :rcm ~ree~is:i~, :aciti:tes t~e Sl.:5 ?et ~w 
.h.ll be .ppl::cc ,~ SO: ot che nUIII~er b~ vni=1'I :he ;,Uu,:"tS ;,.e~.i:"tC:: 
1.:'1 k .... · i.s excee~ec! ov the ratee kii~ c:al"l&c~:v 0: :he service ::,'nsf:~<:' • r • 
0: I vhe:e set"lice is :\J,'rni:she~ I!i:t.c:lr frat: 'Jt n ity" 'j)d:ury-yolca&~ 
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A,!lP':..\"D!X D 
:3.ge 2 o! 5 

tA&CZ Ct~t~ SZRVlct 
PA.R':'IAL R!Ou!~~.:;!'r:s SERVlC! - ~:-:::R!~ 

500 !C1oi AND OVER 

.. 

".V'r" ....... OF USE 

SCoIndbv Char~e: (Concinucd) 
d.i.s::ib~t:"ot'\ syste:l serving ot~~: CIJS:'O=et's, by the :a.1xi:1U1'!l kW 0: 
tnt :ecord. o! service fo: t~e ~ost recent thr~e ye~rs, 

Re~ct~ve Poyer ~a=3~s: 
'Ihlt. tII~x.!.m1Jm t5~i:".u:e integ:atee tu.cdve d.e~.a.nci in ki~;)vQ:t-

.m?~re:5 occlJr d.ng du: ing thot :ont!'\ in exces s 0 ~ 60: o! the: :lax lOur.'! 
me.-:surtd 15-:t;inut~ in:e;:~:ed cielnolnc!. in id,lc'Watts occlJ::i.ng c!.~:inS 
the ~ot\:h .... ill be billed U 45, jJe: icVol 0: such :U'::lVe: d.t~,,:".G. 
In add!: ion, d 1 ruc: ive kil.ovolt-~\)e:< hour s ('ltV,,:h) .... h i.:h ,:< 
:t":"istertd in excess 0: 60: 0: ehe registered monthly ld.lowa:e-holJ:s 
('It~n) will be billed. at O.Oe( jJe: kV~rh. 

3 ::.:.. :SC ot~o\.-';~ 
~e 3~ll~ns Demanc!. shall b~ th~ grota:er of the :ollo~ini: 

(~) t~e :Ilotas\,It'td kl'i s~oyn by 0: com'P\,I:~d f:om the reac!.i:-:gs oJ: 
Utility's de:1and tIIett: for the 15~in\,ltt jJ~riod 0: g:ea:tst 
deliveries to custome: du;-ing the billing conth, deter:li:\olc!. :,:, 

t~e ncareH. kW. 

(~) th~ &ve~&ge of :he :h~ee g=e&~es: mon:h~y :l~.as~:ed de~a~:5, 
inc~~c!.in~ On-PeAK Period de:ands and an~ Off-Peak ?e:iQd d~£~c!.s 
.... hich ex.:eed :h~ COtH~ac: C&?.aci:y. es:abtishec c\,l:,i:l.i :::'i~ 
r..u?cc:i..ve S~mot: 0: wi.n:e':' months of t~e 12-:1ot'!:h j)c:-iod IJhi.::: 
includes .and e:'l.ds wi..~h the c~:ren: billi..n& mo~:h, 0:' 

Cd 500 kw. 

~O~A: LO~ ~~~~~~ (wh~rt sj)~.:i:i~c in ~:it:&c:) 
-:he meu .... :e~ k',.j sho..rn b~ or cQQ?~te<i !rQC\ \,;: iL i:y' s den,~<i toca!. i:ter 

mc:er of the 15-minut.e p.eriod 0: gre&:es: coi.ncident total of ':\,I"t,:,ce:'s 
poyer \,Ise ::oc C\,lstom.t::'s gene:adon and from povet' IUi>pli.te 'e~ Utili:y. 
S.id de::a:id \(~~. as used :,:,: billing shAll no: tx.:t.ec :he k\', setting 0: 011'\:' 

pro:ec:ive d~vices .... hich lLci: t!'\~ ?o .... e: avai:,ble :0 C\,lstO:1C: frao C~~j)£:".:'. 

-:::~"! 0 F COt-r:'?J,C':' 
3y ...-::i.t:en servi.:e cont:,,: :0: :i0: lus :h.a:'l !ivot yeus. 

&::"' .. ::::S A.~~ R!C:~::OSS 
Sel:"'l:.c:e here\,lndtr is lubjec: :0 tht Ceneral R .... lu &(ld ae.,.::ations 

cont,i:1cd in the Otili:v's u,&\.l13::v !i~ed And ~I"l'oli.ht!d arl.!! and :0 
:hose j:lru.::ioec!. O!, reg'..I:a:ot'!' &I.::hori:ies h"vi." jlJ:'i.sdi,:io:'\ he:<eo!. 
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APm:D:C< D 
pa,ge 3 of 5 

SGhedule No. AT-48 

!..ARC! C!m:RAL SERVIct - MZl'ZR!D '!'!M! OF USE 
500 ~ .. ANi) OVER 

~?1.:CA!!'!..!n 
~is s~heeu.le is .a~l'liclble to elee:t'ic s~:vi.ce load.s ..,hich h"ve 

evcr re,istered 500 kW or =or~. mor~ than once in .any conaeeucive ~S~o~:h 
period. This .ched~le ..,il1 re:.in .applicable until custo~er fAil' to e~u.,,~ 
or c:ce~ed 500 k .... for " petiod 0: :\6 conscc\.lcive months. Deliveries.l.t 
:o:e th"tl one poi:1t, or more eh.an one vole.a,e and ph.se ctusi.field-on, 
..,il1 ~e 'ep& rate 1)" me cered Ind bi lled. Se:v ice !or incer":!.i t:tM, ?Irt il.~ 
req\.li:ccncs, or highly flu.c::u..ating lo.ach, or ..,here scrvice is seuor'..ally 
dis~Qnnee:ed d\.lril'lg any one-yc.l.:' period ..,ill oe ?,ovided or.l:, 'by speda.l 
control': for su.ch se~ice. 

?a::i.d req\.li:e=encs service for loaes of 500 'A,W Ind OVllr ... i: ~ bt 
provided or.ly oy &pplic.ltion 0: the provisions 0: S~hedu.le A!-47. 

n: R..~!":Oit"! 
W .. thin the entire territory urved in ~li!orni.l 0)' th~ titility. 

ksic Chars!!: 

If Loae Si::e 15: 

1,000 kW· or less 
l,OOl to 3,000 \c.W-­
Ovt.: 3,000 k;":' 

The Monthlv Basic , 

S360 'j)l\.ls S.80 
$660 pl\.ls $.SO 
sa to pll,l.,s S.45 

Chusc is: 

pet \c,l,";' 
f)<il r ki';'" 
per \c,Ww 

"'Noee: 'to"; lo.ad si:e. for che a~ecnd,n.a~iQn of c.hot !4si, Cha~g~, 
shall be the .ave:.a,~ of th.e c,'<IQ lrutesc. non-:ero T:lon:hl.~ 
dem.ands established durin; the lZ-month -pedoe .... hi;:h 
incll,l.des .and en~s ... i:h the ~ur:~n: billinl monch. 

~e-=&~d Ch.a ':' S e : 

On-Pel\c, Period Oe~.and (~ond.ay through 
F:id.ay: 6:00 .a.lD. co :0:00 p.=..) Winte:-­

Monch! 

S 1. 5: 

su=:t:· ... 
l-!::nt:!'! s 

s:.OO 

~wte: ~intcr ~h.a:6es sh~ll .a~~~y t~ tons~~cion in che s~x 
reg\.ll.a: =onc:h~r billing pe:icds Novem~er thro\.l,h A?ril. 

Su=mc: charg~. sh.all &??l~ to cor.s~p:ion in the I~X 
relula: :on:hly billing ?C:iods ~~y th:oUCh Oe:obe:. 
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?3.ge 4 of ; 

1'!M:E: OF t.'S:E: 

Scnedule No. A!-4S 

URct c!~R.Al. St~V!C! - ~'!'!:u:, ::x:: OF USC: 
500 1<'.: A.~O OV::R 

'. 

Ene:'3 Y Chu~e: 
1.799¢ per kl'o'h fo t' all ki~h. 

\/' '. '""-.. l.:a::lI.:c! "" •• u'se: 
!~ e Mo n: h 1 y Min i: 1.1: Cn at' g e s h ~ II bee he h sic Ch ~ : g e . A 
higher =ini::I\,1t:1 m~y ~e :otquired uncle: con:uct e:o COvet' S?OCC ~.al 
eoncli:ions. 

Re~e:ive Pow~r Char~e: 
The lIlaX1::1.::l l'S-=.inut:e inr::eg:ar::ed rue dve tJ.=~nd in k.i 10voll:­
ampc::e$ ~ccu::ring during :hc mont:h in excesS o! 60: ~! the 
lIl.aximum meuIHed lS-t1inut:e in.l:ez:at:ed de:&nd i:l ic.ilow.a:t:s 
oceu::ing du:i:'!g t:he mOMh ..,ill bot billed, in ad~it:ion :0 :~-e 
~bove chargu, ~ e: 45c! pe: '('101 o! such excess :' uc: iv\! ci~:.a:'!". 

~~:!\~RY A.~: ~~R:NC VOL':'AC~ ADr~S~~S 
':'he above mon:h~y charges are a??lic.ab~e wi~hou: adjus::ot:'!: fo: 

voleage 'When delivery and me:aring a:e .ae COIUI).Iny's scandud second.a:y 
dis:ribu:ion vol:agt. 

For u long .as C()=?~ny elec:s for its operar::~ng cOl':':enience :: :e:cr 
electric se:vice to customer at pri=a:y vo1:age, thoe abov~ charges s~.ll ~e 
r.educed by one and one-hal f j>C:cent (1 1/::) :0 c01:1pcnute for losses. 

:0:' &s long AS delivery ':0 ~us:OaIU' is lude At the cl.I:,:en: l=.:a~~:-, 
sanc!.l:~ ?::i=A:y vol r.,,:. (ll l<~. 01:' ;:e.a:e:), the above c~.I:,;es ~~r A:':y 
=on~h .... i:1 be l:'ed'.1ced 'or 15, ple: it'ri o! :o~c. si:ot ustd !=: the cie:e::­
=i~at:ion of tne Monthly ~sic ~Arge; A~Q .... n~:e such de~ive:ies Ar~ Q~:ercc 
.It prim.:-y volage, II $35 'Per month hi.gh voltAge chuze .... ill 'oe .ad':ed. 

Cc'l:p&ny :-e:ai:'1s the ri.ght :0 change ies line vol::&ge or dassifi.:o1-
:ions thereof a: any ti.:le, and .a.:te: t'uso~.Ible o1cvo1l'\ce notice t= An:-­
customer affected 'oy sueh ~h.nge, s~ch C'.1stomc: then h.as the o?cion :~ ::.kc 
urvic:e .: the !'le .... li.ne VOltage ot' to leeeplt service through t:r.lnsfo::-::e:s 
to be sl.Iplpliec! by Ccmpl.ny. Customer must lecepc delivery Joe t:he n~"" liM 
voltAge to qua~i:y fo: the iloove stated 'oilling reductions. 

~e :educd.ons of cha::ges he:otin shall MC opuue :0 rcd~ce ::i:d.:1.:: 
ch£rges fo:, ~he :i:st SOO it~. 

!::':':NC 'OC:~A"~ 
~e 3~~l~:'1; ~e=ar.d sh.t: oe the g:eate:, 0: che !ollowi:'l&: 

(.) the :~xi::l.l: !II~""u:ec! 15-:d,nuce incegaccd On-Puk ?el:'iod dltm..t.:':d 
i:'1 kilo .... "c:s occ'.1::i:'1g du:ing e:he mone:h. 
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Sche4ul~ So. A!~8 

URCZ G'O."EltAl. S'E:?.V!C! - M!':'!RED !!~ OF USE 
50C KioJ A...-m OVER 

(0) SO: of the h~ghest dem~nd es:a~lished ~uri~g the rts?ect~ve 
S~er 0: ~~nter months of the 12-:onch period vhic~ 1ne~~de ~nd 
e,n4 'o.1.th the cU:':'ent 'oill!ng month, or 

Cd 500~. 

~R.."! OF COS':'F.AC':' 
i,jc~.l.!.ty :.&Y J;.eq\,l.i=e C\,lSCOCU' CO sign a \l"C':!.:c~n cont:,ac:t 'Jhic~ ..,u: 

have a ce~ o~ not les, than !ive years. 

SP!C:.~ CO~~:~:ON 

!em~o:l·:;J. disconnection of a.ny 'Portion o! load \Jill no: be 
c:ons!de:ea ~s a!!ec::i~g c~e =on:h:~ =ini:u= charge. 
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APP'::"~::C E 
?~e 1 or 4 

NO S't'w SZRV:CE 
'. 

A?P4,-c&ble :0 noaresidencid cuseo1:llers for uj).ar~eely :aC&:ce 'Jl.eer 
he,,:i:l.g servicll! e .. ken :h:Ol.lih one mete: and only whl!n us~d in conjl.ln.::: ~O:'l 
wi:h oche':' nonruideMioll service. This sC:heduh is :'10: '?plic:&ble eo 
w,;:t: he.a:ing !or sl:l&~e hCHing, Hock "'il:l!ring, or wi:'lt:cr se.asor..~ 
;>u:?c:lses or :0 :u.1le. s:.1ndor or brC.1k<:ovn st:vice. 

":!?-,:":OR'! 
·"i.:!li.n chI! e!'u:i:e :e::i:ory served in c.a:ifo:,~ia \)y the iJd.:i.:~. 

RA!'!S -
!.1..S i.e Ch .a!'~~ : 

Fo: n:-.gle·j)l'Iulil uNice 
:0:' :h:e~-j)~.ase service 

E:'Io¢:gv Cha:se: 
2.006¢ ?e: kWh for ill ~Wh 

S5.00 
S8.00 

:he ~~:'Ii~~ =on:~l~ charge shilll be the 3ilS~: ~a:6e, ?lus S:.65 
pe: ~ for uc:h leW in excess of LO Ie!"; 0: ::ot'~ caj:Ja.; i:y a! a.~ t 
hea:ing \,lni:s which ~.y \)c Qpec~::ed .at: one :i~e. 

S?EC:A~ COND!"::ONS 
l. Custcce: shdl install" upua::r: drl:ui: eOtlplec'fty c~::-:sce 

froo =e:e: to hcate:'s at'\d ilssociacc~ equij'motl'll: l':'l mf!cal.U.': eOI'\~ui: e: i:"l 
a~o:e-=' or ocher cab~t .cee",table :0 Ud.lie:--, :0 ... hieh d:,c:u::': on;')' "'.:l:!:' 
hu:ing and assoda:ed eq\,lijXIen: aI.)' b..: cOMce:ec. This ci.:.:ui: s!':.a~~ 
0?C:a:l:I .: .. vol: .. ,e and ~h,tlSe sped.!i.ed cy t:':'Ie Utili:),. !'ne m~:.er !o:, 
chis d.rcuit shall be lac.etc! .a.cljaeel'lt :0 t!'l~ meee:' o! the us~.:i.:e': 
non:esiaen:i.a.: servie..:. 

:. txeel'C as no:ed oelo'J, ::h4l! coal insa:l..:c c.a~ .. .:i::, o~ ... a:er 
he.a.:e:'s Ic:vec! uncle: chis sc:h..:dule shall not excttd the t:eater o! cO K'.~ 
0:' o:'le-!~!:h 0: the :0:'.: i:'l$:.~:ed elect:i.: lo.ds ~~ ehe asso.:ia;cd 
nonrcsider.eial elec:::i.: se:,vicc. 
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?8.g~ 2 of 4 

so m,:tJ s't:tV!a: 
~ Connn.l.1ec1) '. 

3. \Ja:ar heaters .hdl ~e of the enclosed stor~ge t1i>C of :1ot less 
than JO-Iwlon c:~~ad.:y. '::he vate: huting deeMS s~dl 'be o~er~teci i.n. 
~lo<:l<.s not to e:'Ccud 10 1<.-': e.&ch or one-et'li:d 0: thl!! to td water heuing 
capac: icy unde: this schedu.le. vhicheve: is ,rute:. Sl.1ch o~e:U ion sl'l.l.ll 
employ lep,,:ate ther:nostUS for uch sl.1ch ~loc:1<. or sh.all be other ... is~ 
arr~ng~ .0 t!'l~: ~ot :nore :!'Ian one blocl<. will be turnecl on or of: 'Ji.:hin 
any 10-second i:-.terval. 

~. !he Utility =011. ~y ~itten agree=ent vith t~e cu.sto=e:, previ.te 
volu=e vater heui<l& service on an annu.al or S\.m~e: seasonal buis I.1nde: 
this schedule. the C:ility reserves th~ :ight to attach special conditions 
and =ini~um charges to su.ch se:vi.cc. 

5. Al~ va:.:: hea:e::s anc1 :!'te:': l,nsc.ll.d.on :::1.10$: con!o ... :0 &'??ti-

cable ml.1nici,al, state ancl ~tion&l codes. 
6. Se,::vi,ce vill no: be SI.1?p1.i.ed except :0 cu.stomers recei'li.n, 

service he:eu.nder on April 21, 1975 .and then only oil: the 10<:a1: ions then 
occ.upied. Service will not be rendoered hereu.nder b the event: of at':>· 
increase in GuSl:omu's connected load a:te: April :1, 1975. ...-nene'lt: 
se:vi~e he:eunc1er is c1is~ontinl,jed ~or an1 :c~SOI\, i: will nOC be :oe-
es:~~~ishec unce: ehis seh~eu.le . 
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~'DD: E 
Page 3 o~ 1. 

Sc~edule ~o. OL-l~ 

O~~OOR ~ tIC~:~C SERV!CE 

" 

!o All ~ysto~e=s !o. lighting outdoor ~=e~s othe= than ,ublic st=eets. 
roacs ~~d hig~~ays. Lighting service ~ill be furnis~ec fro: cusk to 
d.&vc by t.::il.!.:y-o~ed l..:i:.a1res ~h!.ch Clay ~e sc:ved by secor.cl.&:y '/ol:.&ge 
c1rcu1:s f:'oQ tJt11i:y's exist!:'!.g overhuG d.1s:=!'oution syneQ. Lt.=1n.a.!.:u 
will be ':Iou'Med. on U:ili:y' s wood. "olu ~nd se :"'led :!.n .&ccord.a.nce wi:~ 
C:~:!.:y's speci!:!.ca::!.o~s .&5 to e~u1p=en: .&rod :!.nst~llation. 

~?"~:':'OR'! 
1.1:!'lin the et'l::'re :e::ito:y se:-ved in Cal1forn.1a by :\':e 1.::11:':y. 

u':'!s -

~ercury .... .a";lo: - i,COO 11.lCens 
-~1,000 

$ 6.53 
U..85 
23·37 

.. .. 

High ?:es$ure Sodiuc .. 

-55,000 

5,800 
22,000 
50,000 

SlO.l7 
l4.l4 
21.72 

?ole C'1.a:ge: 
A'oove rates :!.~clude i:'!.s:.all.a:ion of one wood. "ole. if 

re~u1red. A Clonthly charge of Sl.00 "er ";lole will be =.ad.e 
for each add.:!.tlor.al pole re~u1:td in excess of t~e nu:oe: 
of lu~in.&:!.res inst.&llec. 

S:'::C:Al. CO~"J!,:':O~:S 
1. A wr:.tten contraCt for an init:!.&l tt:":1 of three years will 

be required. by Utility. 
2. l"..ai:'lten.ance "~ll 'oe j)e:for::ed. dur!:'I.g nguhr 'oIor\(:!.nz hours as 

soon as "ract1ca~~e a~:e: custOQe~ ~as notifiee U:ilicy of se:vi~e !ailu:e. 
~. ~e U:~l~:r's eus~-:o-e.a~ se:vi~e is ~~sec on & 'ou:~in~ sche~u:e 

o! &~?ox~m_:ely ~,COO ho~:s pe~ ye~r. 
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APPt.:CA3:!.!'!"'! 

Ap';Il.c.able :0 SCl.'vic-: :00: 

I:~e USh I: ir.; Q: p\,lb tic: ~y ovned 
fo: i~ci~cn:~l use ehe:~vi:h. 

~io:v_y be&c:o~s. the li,hting of ~i:!ielcs. 
.n~ ope::,&C~ci outdoor athletic: !ic~cis I .I~: 

'n:~'Ct:!OR'! 
1O:.:l".iC'l the eMi.:e terri.:ory SC!'VCQ in Cali.!ot':l.i.l 'oy che ::tili.:.!". 

Buic Chuge: 
Fo: single-?h~se se:vice 
Fo: th:e~-ph.ase se:vic:e 

~ne:!,;, Ch.l:u: 
4.232; ,e: 

S5.00 
ss.oc 

~ini=1: Ch~:3e: 
The Clb.:um monthly charge shal.l 'oe the !~si.: C\a:;e. but l.:: \'\0 

event vill the .InC\ual 'oil1in, be less th~\'\ Sl.20 per kw ~r S~.=O 
per ~orse~ver 0: connected load. 

S?!C!A~ CON~:!!ONS 
l. Delivery:o oe tude u one ce:'1tal poine. ~e c\u:::.~:" s~a~t 

ins: ... :l ~r.d maintain the ~is::i'olJtion sY':~' 
:. txtensions to sup~ly service ~nde: this J'h~c!ule vill 'o~ o.le~ in 

accordance .... i:h t:he u:.ab lished rule 0 f the Ut il ity governir.s ex:e:u i:lr.s , 
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.• t/::I'·"'/." ...... ..,~, ..... 

;....~::mlX 'E' 
?a.se 1 o! 9 

H=~~ ~RtSS~~ SOO!~ VAPOR 
S-:R!!7 A~O H!.Cr:o,.;;..y l.tCH!l!lC SE:?.V!C~ 

1,)7 ::..: 7y-oi,~EO S~S7E.~ 

" 

.l..??t:CAS::':7! 
i:o se:v~c:e :'.It'nishee, ':I~ :eans o! U:!l1,:~-oW\'\ec1 ins'aH&:iQr.s, !o: :':-.e 

~usk-tQ.d&vn illumination of ~ubl!c: streets, highw£Y5, alleys ~nd ?&r~s 'or 
:Ut'LS o! h.i;r.-?tessurt so~i..:-va?or s::eet lights i::.s:.alled on dist:i'ou­
:ion-tyjJc wood ?oles .. rod se:"Ved 'oy ovcrhud c:i:c:..."its. :he t~·?C and ~i:'ld o~ 
!ix:ur~s &nd su~~o~~s will ':Ie in ~c:c:ot'danc:e w~th Utility's s?ec:i!~;~t~ons. 
Se:-'w9!ce i::c;'u~cs .inst.llJ.ciot\, C1a.inct~~nct. ene:.-o:,·. l .. ::.p' .Inc iltlss-9a::e 
renew.:,. 

;"\' ,U:..ASt.:: 
',.;;i.:h1n the enti:e te:ti:ot'y :.~ C&l!!or':".h SC:"'led by l::ili::;. 

~:o=:. r.a!. 
!.\J~e~ :tl:!.~: 

S,SOO 
:'2,000 
~C.OOO 

S 5.87 
9.64 

17.&! 

S?!C:At PROV!S:O~:S 
1. ;';t::'li:~..r..ll t'c?:'.c:e in~i ... id.ually OU:\'\ed out 0::' 'or'ok.cn :.:;5 ,1$ 

SQon .. 5 ?:~c::ic:a':lle du:1:'1g regu!.: ':Iusi~.ss ~ours .!:e: nQci!~c&:i~~ b~ :~e 
c~s:=c:. 

:. t.::!.l!.:y cay re(ll.li:e c:us:ocl!r j).a'::'~:'~.t!.en !.:'l :~e CQS: 0: :.~-
s:.lling c!.rc~!.: :0 re~~er s::ee: l!.gh:!.ns se:v1c:e when the !t:'l't~ o~ S~:~ 
~i:c:u!.t fto: a SQ~:c:e of suit.':Ilt vOl:ase on l:tili:y's s~sCt: co t~e j)~:':'l: 
o! CQ~nec:tion with the ?,oPQsed st:ee: light or street lii~:ins srs : e= ~s 
in exc:ess o! 300 fete. 

3. ~ti!i:: m.y not ce :e~ui:ed :0 !~rnish service ht=t~n~e: :0 c:~er 
t~n :~nic:i?l c:~sco:crs • 

.:.. ~~e c:..."stocc: :n.ay :e~l.I.e$t te:j)orary sl.Is?ension of ?owe: :or 
liihtin; cy vritte:'l notice. ~l.l=i:'lS S1.lch. pc:10<!s, thc 'll,onchly rate I.:i!:' 
=e =e'u~e<! 'oy i:::'li:Y's es:i:::.lted aver.lge :lor.:~ly relac?:'ng' an' e:'lt::,~r 
costs !o: che 1u::.i!'l.a!.re. Uti-lity will r.o: 'oe =e~uirtd. to reeS':~':llis~ 
s~~h se:-v!.ce ~nd.e= :~is :'He sc:hedule !.! se:v!.ce I'\,n ~ee:"\ pC:7.lA:",en:l!" 

d.!.s;on:i:'lued 'oy :he ~uscoce=. 
5. i::ility :l.Y no: 'oe :t\:i'.Oi:ec to i:-:s:.:: 0: ~int.a!.l':, st:ee: li;rtts 

emj)!oying :ixt'.l.:'u or slJppor:5 or .: 10.:&:::'0:".5 \m.~c:e?:.~lt :0 i.:til:':Y' 

7Z?.!~ Or ee~?...I,C-:: 
So c less :h.:'l one yea:. 
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A..~'DIX 'E' 
?age 2 o~ 9 

ScheQ~le No. LS-52 

A!':''t.!CA3::'!'!'! 
70 servi~e !~rn~~~ed, ~~ =eans of Utili:y-ovne4 i~st~l:~:ion~, for t~e 

Q\1sk-:o-daQ.tl, Ulu.::1i~t10n of p~'ol.i.c streetS. ':\igh .... a~s. alleys and parks 
~nder ~ondit1on' ~nd for strte: lights of s1:es and ty~es not s?e~1!ied on 
othet sc!'tedl,l!U of th~s tariff. '~:il:!.ty ':D.~y not be uqui:-ed to ~~:n':'sh 
se~i~e here~nder to other :h~n Qun1ci~&1 ~ustOQCrs. 

'!:;~R :-:-o:rr 
~1:~in the entire ta:~i:ory i~ California served by Utility • 

~:' :'10~"':"':\:' ~ RA 7;: 
A !la: rate equal to one-t~el!th of Utility's estl~ated annual cos: 

for ope:a:ion. :lair.:enance, ~ixe.d. chl.rgu and depteciation &::pli:a::'e :0 
the street lig~:ir.g sys:ec, incl~~ing en&:-gy costS as follo .... s: 

rot dusk-to-da~ o?er~:ion at the rate of 3.030¢ per ~~~r. 

:-:::~t OF CO~'7RAC7 
Sot less :~n five years for se:vict fro~ ~n overhead, 0: te~ ~e&rs 

~=Qe a~ ~~de:6~O~~~, sys:e~ ~~ .~~:t~~ eo~t:ac:. 

CO-:"'V::R.s:o:: or !.:C"r17S 
!.ncandes.:en: 0: :e:,c·.:ry-vapo: li.hts used :0 !'.l':nish serv!.;e here· .. :-.c!c:, 

~re subjcc: :0 conve=s~on :0 ~ig~-pre,su:e sQd~~-va?o: light' ~y not ~ess 
t~n sixty (00) d~ys' 1J':'~:ten no:::'~e given 'o~ :.!ti:.::.ty to t~e c .. ,:o::e:. 
Cor.ti~;ent on the &va.,U~bili:~ o! Ic!tq~:e c.~n~o\Jt: and =.&':&:'ia:'s. ,e:-... iee 
hereo.:ndet will be 'col'!.verted :0 ~igh-pressl,lrt. soei..:-vapor s::eet-l~6':"l:i~S 
service, 1n &c~o:d.&n~e .... 'i:~ the ~ollow4.n6 sche~u:e: 

A::' il'u:a:-.descer.t; ::, OOO-lu:=el'l ,UII:i SS. COO-l..:cn s':':'ee: ES~:S ':Iy 

;u1y 20, 1982. 
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;;:.,.; /3;.:J / e c 

Al'~".Or.c F 
?=.go:: 3 o'! 9 

Sche~ule ~o. LS-52 

S?!C:.A:' 'C~::, :~!O!:s 
.1.. I,;:.;.li:y wUl re~l.ac:e inc.!.vic.'.141ly burneCo Ol,lt 0:' brok.en l£:?s as 

soon .s prac:!.e~~le e'.1rins nor--al Ol,lsiness hours a!:er no:~!!.c:~:!or. ~y :~e 
eustocer. 

:. t.::!.li:y ::.y not be re~l.1i:ee to inse .. ll 0: u:::'na1::. s::ee: l:!.;':".:s 
ec.?l:ly:.::; ::!.x:~:e:s 0: 5'.11'1'0:'::; 01." at loc:~t:!.ons ~n.c:c:e?:.a.o1. :0 t.:::!..!.i::-'. 

3. ':he eus:oce1." :lay :e~l.1es: teml'0ra:y 5us?ec.sion o! 'OIo."C: :0: 
1i.h::!.ng by ~:!.::e::. not:!.~e. During such ,criods, the =onthly rate Io."ill be 
red.uc:ec. oy I::c':!.ty's utimate, avera;e ::on:h!y :el.1.C?!':l.i and. energy eos:s 
!o: the l~1c.ai:e. 
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A. 50605 

APP!:mIX p 
~3.ge 4 o! 9 

Schedule No. LS-53 

AJ'?~:CA!::.!n 
:'0 se,1ee !ur:l.1shedy ~~ ':IIea~s of c::ustocer-<l..rned. 1ns:.a.:':'.a.tioe.s, !o: 

:he dusk-e~da-~ illu:ina:io~ o! ?~b11~ streets. h1g~v~ys, ~lle~s a~c ?£~k3 
~nde: eondiciocs acd for scree: l~ghts of s!.:es and c~~es no: s,ec::i!ied on 
oche: schedules of chis car iff • Utility:n.a.y not be required. co fU:::l.ish 
se:vice hereunder to other :~n =un!ci?~l eustocers. 

7!l\l\I':'OR.Y 
~i:~in the entire territory in Cali!o~i~ se=ved ~y Utility • 

!';~ ~!c~!. '! itA':'! 

C~). 

a) ~~ere Utility o,eraces and Qain:~1ns the syst~, a flAc rate e~~.a.: 
:0 o~e-e~elt:h t~e esti:3ted acnua! eos: for eneriY, o~e:a:lon a~d 
t:.ain:enanc:e '-"ich energy a: the :ate of 3.;20¢ per kWh:. 

b) ~bere the c::us:ocer o~eraces aud =ain:.a.!.ns the sys:e: •• f:'.: race 
equ.al to one-t~el~th the es:1uted. annual enerlY cos: a: 3.520¢ 
,e: \c.'~h:. 

S?!c:..u. CO~;'O !!:O~S 
1. ~n~~= Q?tion (a), ~:~l1:y vi1l replac::e 1ndivid~11y ou:~e, out 0: 

~:Qken la::,s as soon as ?t'3etic::&ble during nor:.al business hour'S a::e: 
noci!i~a:ion ~v ~us:o=e:. 

2. Utili':Y ':IIay not ~e :e«u.ire' to ::~!.Mal:l st:u: lights e:;:~o:'!.~& 
!1xtu.:es 0: at lo~~tions ~n~c::ce?ca=!e to Utili:r· 

3. In the event che custome: inst~lls a sc:1ts syste:. the cus:o:e: 
sh£ll a!so ?:oviee. install and ~intain :~e necessary series tra:ls!or:ers. 



Seher!ule '0. IS-57 

ST~ A...~ !rr~t-!'I'1';.Y tI~nrc;. SnVIe! 
l..,,=~--:y-o\o,1~ S"!S::::x 

NO ~.; S13'l':CZ 

,;\-ppUeable ~o ~~~ 'tor ~1;I.'!:ll1e street:) ::-e&d.,s 1 o.i.gl::w'~s 3:).4 ot."l.e:o 

:public outQOOr l!g~t~g se:"'rice. 
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~:C<F 
Pa.ge 6 of 9 

S':':1.!:!': Ao.'ID ~GH'fj'A! tIGP.t!NG S'ERV'!CE 
r..~!:"'-rY -C~~'Z:l s"!S':~ 

:10 ~t· .• SERV!C! 
(Continued) 

I. ::1;'7 ::O~7.'1.'! RA~ ~OR 't.IC"rr.S O'..~"t~! OP!?, .. ).::'!~ A!:~·l-1A:~l":'A:~~ 
3"': t.::l:":':·~ ';''iiJ l~:S:;,,:,,:,,::::;l ?!UOR. :0 APR:':" o4! H77 

~. Ove~heac Syste~ 

St:tec lig~ts 01'1 dlst:1~utlon ty?e voo~ ?oles: 

600 1000 
!~c~ndesce~t ~~s 
Noci~l Lucen ~t1~g 
be. pe r UQ? $Z.78 $3.ll 

~:.e~ury-Vapor I..u:?S 
Noc.!n.al l.l.I=en R..l :1ng 
~te ?c: ~c~ - hori:ont~l 
R.ol:1! per T..&C'f) - vertic",l 

Street l!,h:a on =et~l poliS: 
~!e:,c'.1ry..qapor u.:1~S 

Soc.in£l ~men Racins 
bte pe: u::p 

Ho:1:0r.td 
Hor1:onc.;a! 

3. ~~de~a~ound S~s:eo 

Street 11gh:s on =e:~l ?o~es: 
:!e r cu:')"- Va po r !..Ie? s 

::oQ1:'1£l Lucen ~ ting 
R.a:e per I..acp 

HQ :1:Q M • .11 
Vertical 

250C 
$4.S7 

':'000 600C 
~ $8.33 

7000 nooo -$5.85 $9.99 
5.3l "'0 64 "!I ... 

700e ::000 --
$8.o€ 

$12.73 

,oeo ::lOC~ -

II. S!7 ~C~:~rl:' ~ RA7! Fe? OV~R~::.~~ S~S-:-!!,:, ~:!~Ct:~~-\'APCR S~!~ t:~~~S 
O;''':~~:l. CP2.?..A:2.: A.::O :~~::::;.::;2.:> ~~ L:::!..l:~ ;.:..;0 l:;S'!.:..:.!..t;:, )..t'7:?. A.n..:~... ;.;~7 

S::et: :i6~tS on ~~$:=:~u:~on :y,~ voo~ ~lt$: 
No\t!.~l ~en R..a ~i~g 7CCO :l~~O ~5CCC - -
R..a te ~ t' 1..aJ:. j) $6.58 
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A. ;260S ;.L.T/3A:;/ec 

Schedule No. LS-57 

S':'?!Z': A!-t~ :':::C'HWA! t!C}=~C S~V!c:: 
v:zz,r.:;y..o"1;3:) S-:.rs-:D1 

NO N£i.I stil.V let 
<CQnl:~n~e~D 

CC~~~~S:~S or ~!~!~-o~~!~ t:~~S 
Ut~l1I:,.v-Q~e~ l.nC:.1noucenl: or lZIercut'Y-V:;lpor li!:hl:s ~sec! 1:0 !'.It'':!!sh 

.e~ice hereunder ~rc s'.Ibjec: to conversion to high-,:ess'.Ire SQ4~~ v.1~o: 
l!.ihts by ':lot less th.a':l sixty (60) days' -.r:itten not1.c:e &ive:o. by Util~ .. ::-, 
to the c:us~oce:. Coatingen.t on the ava1hbility ot adectu.atelZlanpolJer 
and 1ZI&~:1als, ,~rvic:e here'.lnde: lJill be c:onverted to h1ih-?ress~:e, 
sod1~-v~?Cr street-lighting servic:e, in accordance vith the !ollolJing 
schedule: 

All incandesc:ent; 1l,OOO-luoen and SS,OOO-l~en Itteet lightS by 

Ju!y ::0, 198::. 

All i,OOO-lumen mercu:~-va?o: street lights by J~:-, 20, 1985. 

S?!CIA!. co~m!.':!O~S 
l. ~he rates are based on d~s~-to-davn burning. 
:. The Utility lJ'!.ll :e?bce tnd1vidua~ly bu:ned o~t 0: '=roic.en ll.=?S 

as soon U pr,,:1cable d~ring t'lot":l~l business hours a!te: t'lot1!ica:!:~ 'c~. 
the e\l.:stoce:. 

~. ~he Utili:y =~~ :e~~~:e s?eci~l !ive-ye&: co~::ac:s :0 eove: 
un'.lsu&l ope:at~~g an~ =&~n:enanc. eo~d~:~ons due to & ~ini=u: ~~==t: 
o! laps itt service, t~f! c!.is:&~ce fro: service ccnce:s 0: ~nci\,le ~.:.a:: 
:0 e~u1j:':en.t. 
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A. 5860., 

S':~Z'! AND :crCh"WAY UOl::=n;'C S~\''IC:; 
C:''S':o~..o\oi''NZD SYSTDl. 

NO s.::- SC:RVlC;: '. 

APn.1CA31!.1'!''! Applic~ble to lighting for public streets, ro.ads, highways and other 
?u~lic outd~or lighcing service. 

"t''E:?",'Q,!'rOi\'{ "'l:~.!.n the. enti:e tu':itory in c.a.11!ornia served. b:f the. Utility. 

Class~! Cu,t?ctt owns, installs, o~cr&te.$ and ~ain:ains entire. 
re~a1reG 1ns:~11a:10n. ~til1ty delivers cn.t~:f at one ?oi~: 
only as nu: u practical to che customer's 1nst.alh:ioa. 

Chss!: C\,Istomet owns and. ins:.alls e.nti:e u~u~r.d. ins:all.a.:ioth 
Utility delivers energy at one point only as neil: as 
?rac:1c~l :0 the customer'. ins:all.:ion. ~t11ity ope:.: c, 
and =&!.nt~in$ entire. rtQ,1.I1re.ci ins:.al.l.a:ion except fo ~ t~C 
~int1~,. te,air and. re,lacece.nt of poles aud circuits. 

!-1~:~;':' 1.~~ 
R)::n:C ,CUSS .... C!..ASS s 

:'~CA..\fO::'SC!~": 

1,000 $ 1.30 $ 2.;2 

2,500 2.57 3·84 
4,000 4.l9 ;.51 
6,000 5.74 7.ll 

~ZRC~R'! _V;..20R 

',000 $ 2.68 $ 3.4:a 

:a,ooo 6.05 6.84 

55,000 l4.50 15.57 
" 

nJjop"!SC!~-:' 

:U,40C $ 5.14 $ 7.69 
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."'-J 3..8/ ec 

S::'ZC:.AL CONDI'!'IONS 

.A.? p;:,. \'!l :!X F' 
?a.ge 9 o~ 9 

S":'RE!"!' AND H!C?WAY tIor."!'D'C s~·n~ 
CtJ'STO~-Cw~::D S"!S!D1 

:.l'0 ~,.; S~V!C'E 
( ccn'C;.nlled) 

l. T:e r8.tes are 'ca.sed 0::. ausk·to-daw 'ou.-:li."lg. 
2 0 ,!~e Ot.lli -:.., will :"~la.ce ~~i viduall,y' our:led Q\.::t or o:-eken la~:~s 

as sooc as ,r&ctiea~le ~~~ :0r.:Al b~1:es~ :ou:: ~~e:" :oti!1e&ticn by 

tee :u,s:ece::-. 
3. 't~e Utility =z:; ::-eG."I:.!..~ ~ecia.l !'i ve-ye:3: eoc:'::-aets to cove:­

un~U&l o~erat~ aed ~t~a:ee eon~ition3 due to & ~~ numce::- ~~ 
, i'I-r: i:1 semce, the tiista:lce ~rcm se:ov1ee ecte:-s or undue ~a...-d to 
equ!zcc t. 
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.A.?P::"''C:::~ G 
?&g'! 1 of 2 

ACE:C"..I"t:" ... "F.AL ? ... ~~ SZRVICZ 

Schedule No. ?A-20 

ACRICJt:uRAL ?~~~!NC SERV!CE 

AP!'!.ICA3!l!'!Y 
.h1s ,chcdule i. &~p1!c~~!e co cu,~omers desi:~Qg .ealoual .etv!ce ~Ot 

1rri,a~1oe a~d soil dr.inage pumping 1ns~all&t10ns only. Servici furnished 
andc~ this ,chedule Vill be metered and billed separately at &ach point ot 
deli ... ery. " 

-:n.~:70a"! 
Ie ~l ter1'itory served by the C¢mp.zny in the Stolte of C~Hotn!~. 

MON':":U."! OL\..~CE 
:::xce~t !or No ... ember. the monthly billing shall be the su:n of the 

a~plic:&ble Dc!und and Eners>" Charges and the Ruct1 ... e PO'JI!t' C~rge. For 
No ... c~er. the ':lilling shdl be the sum of ~he Energy Ch.arge. the Reactive 
?ower ~rie. and the ~~ual Cbarge • 

Energv eharge: 
2.361¢ per ~'h for the first 14.000 " .... h 
1.431¢ per "~h for all additional K~h 

A.nnual C~rge: 

If Load S1:e is: 

Single-~h.se se=vice. 
any s1:e: 

three-phase service: 
50 kW,· or lu s 

51 to 300 "io4"* 
Over 300 k!,oI* 

S!O ?er kw· but no: less than .. 
Basic ~:Ie of SJ6 

S10 ~er ~* ~ut noe less th.ln ~ 
Basic C~rlt o! S7: 

SlOO ?lus Sa ~r kW* 
$700 plus S6 per ~ * 

." Note: lC.W lOold ,1:e. for deter=in.at1on of the A.."'lnu.al Cha:ge, sh.all 
be the .... erage of ~he ~ .... o ,rutut non-uro monthly Billing 
Dcma~ds es:ablishe~ during the 12-=on:~ ?CrioG which i~c!udes 
And euds w!th ~he curren: billing month. 

Mete~ ~e~ir5s !~ Ncve=bc~ 28 ~-o~ ~~~~ 26 

De:u~d Choarse: 
Sl.OO ~: K:'~ o! ~oneh.l1 !1l1ing ~:land 

!:ne:'sV Ch .. t"34!: 
4.l.l.l¢ ~!' 'oI::,~" !or the HrS!: 100 'tIlh :Dont.~ly 

):Ie': k'/i o! alon:!':.lv '1!lil'lg :le=.and 
2.301¢ ~': ',,:'ih !ot' .11:' &d~i ':io'Ml ~:'~'h 
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;;:';';/SAJ/ec 

;.?:I;:m:o: G 
Page 2 of 2 

AC?!C" ... 1.:'t.."'RAL ~~G Sz:av:C;; 

S~~cdule No. PA-20 

AG'RtC"Jt.":"JR.A!. PUMP!~C SEP..V1CZ 
( C:H1C l. nue do) 

ltte&c::iv~ ?ower ChArge: '. 
:he =&X~~ ~~-=i:luce L~tegrat.d re,c:iv~ de=and for che =on~~ in 
kilovol~-ampe:c$ occ~r:i~, during the ~on~h in cx;ess of 60: of 
tile 1Iluimum ~euured lSll.inutl inr::e,:&~ed deand. in lc.i l:1 .... 'I::s 
Qccurring during the mcnr::h vill be billed. in Addition :0 the 
abo'll'e chu&es, at 45, per lc.V, of such exe:ess rue: :ive dem.al"ld. 

B r:.t!SC OEl"'.A..'iD 
':he measured ltW shown by or camplJted !:OUl che nadines of t:r::itir::y's 

demand meter, or ":I)' a~pro,;,riaee tut, for the l5~inute period o! cu,­
I:~e:' s g:utu: IJse dl.lring the billing monch, bue not less than two ~; 
provided. hovcver. chac for moCo:s QOC over 10 hp, tne de=&nd mar. subject 
to c:on!i~~tion b~ test, be deter.nined ~ram th~ n~epl&ce hp racing and the 
folloying table: 

2. HP or less .. kil • 
FrQC 2- thr.::lu-gh 3 R? 3 Ie. iI 

::0= 3 through 5 HP 5 ie'''; 

::om S chrough 7.S HP 7 ieW 

From 7.5 throush 10 1\P 9 \(.''; 

S?!C:AL CO~:~10NS 
L ?~=;H:'1g service ~uri:'1g :~e pedod o::her ChAr. che ir':'i.6a:~o:-. 

season ..,i.ll be ~u:nLshe~ ~e ehe s.a.c.e cieliv~,:,y poine to I:'Iy ir'rig,:iot'l 
clols:o=er .erv.r(i h~rlt'Jl'I<!e:,; jH'OVid.cd, ho",ever, :hol: ehe Uc:i~i:y :£!" £: 
ics dis.:::e:iot'\, aquirl( the c\u:oUlet eo limit his hours of operAtion I:~ 
not more choir. eighteen hours i.n. .lny ot'le d'~. The hours 0: opet'oIcior. ..,i:'l 
be duicnolced by the Utili::)". t! o~:,atiQI'I is f~t' oehe: hours tnan thou 
d~si,n&:ed by t~e ttilit~, thl( ~nti:e use vill be billed ot'\ the &~plic&b~t 
Ica.roll service s~hedule. 

:. An .?~t iCA:iol'\ of the ,:onthly :ate vhich inc:lud~s er.~:,y i:-. 
excess o! ?SO ie~ per Ic.''-: ",ill be COClputed ... it!"! such excess It t!'le aVerAge 
price ?e: lc:~h of c:hot !irs: iSO \(.'';\'1 poe:, iti~. 

3. Reactive Po ... e: Charge: """en the connected load is i:1 excess 
o! 50 H? ru.c:ive tIlc:ering ..,iLl be instIlled a!'lei C%'lUIU for rcactivOil 
po"'er vill be as follows: 

4. No billit'lg ",ill ~e rCl'\<ict'lItd und,: ;hc &cc\Dula:ed tIleulJrOll~ 'K.' .. ~. 
equ&:' or exceed SO ~it'l. 



• 

• 

• 

A.53oCS I~/~ lee . AP?!~" L"t h 
Page l.oi l2 pages 

'. 

l. 

?ACIF!C ?O~~ & t:ca: CO~~&~ 
h?!J!..:C;\:IO~j 0: :'!-Z CiRO\~~S Si".A?S :e:'::OD TO :'!S:- ~~ 19:9 

AtlOCA::O~ ~OtES 
1979 E$t~ted :est ?~rio~ 

Electric - C~1foru1. 
- Ortgoll 
- All Ot.her 

4.0000% 
62.i:.OO: 
33.:300: 

Crowth Share Allocation 
Prior to 1975 1976-79 

4.3~ 3.53~ 

B&S.~ 0'0. the rala.t1ve c:o'O.tribut:io'O. of se~ar3.te sta.te d.emaud..s to Qe 
!1ve-,tate systtm peak. These U'e wc:ulated. by trt'O.di:g historical 
tem:\)eratun a.d.just~ (e..-';I:.~?t :01:' :iOlltalla·.a.nd. ;¥yoming) demands .t 
~e t~e of syst-= peak over the past five years. 

LA. Elect=!c: - California 
- Ongoll 

3.7577: 
60.3097: 
35.9326::: 

3.91~ 2.94~ 

.. ... 

- All Other 

BASed. 011 ~~~ ,.les in the st~tes of C~1fo~a.. Oregon, ~ashingto'O., 
~o'O.:.a.:a. and. Wyom.ing for t~e 12 mo'O.t:'s end.ing September 30, 1978. 

Electric - ca.J.1!0~a. 
- Oregoc. 
- ..\11 Other 

6.7795: 
59.9756% 
3:3.2449:: 

6.76~ 

!:~:lSmi$$10U plaut bvest::.ent ~ the Oregon-~a.sh1ngtou-c.aJ.i!0r:.:!.~­
~ouuna.-Wyom1ng system is ASsigned 0'0. the 'oasis of use to grou.p "A" 
or ':0 "locu." '"'t.oc31" punt is d1!'!ctlr auigued to the state to 
·olb.1eh it :el&tl!S and tb.e g:roup "A ~ or joiut ~e pO'l:'tio'Q. is a.lloca.ted. 
ou ebe basis of ~ote l. 

2.A. Elec tric - Cal.!.! 0~3. 
- Oregon 

3.5l60: 
55.l3l0% 
4l.~S30: 

:3.31~ 

- All Other 

!:a.nsm..:!.ss::'on ?unt invest::nent in ;¥yOCl~g is ... .ss1gued on t):le 'oasis 
ol \loSe eo ~local." or "system." !he I.moWlt of systUl illvest::nent is 
allocated on 'oasis of ~ote l. 

23. Z:ect=ie - Ca.l!!o~a 
- Oregon 
- All Ot!:l.er 

2.5505:: 
39.99li: 
57.4578: 

2.3~ 

!:,vest:.ent in Xout:lna. '::3.lls~ssion ?l1.llt is assigned on t~e 'oasis 
of ~sej jointly ~$ed pl3.~: is ~llocated On :~e 'oasis 0: ~ote l. 
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~lect=~c - C.lifornia 
- O':'egon 

':'.8261: 
i3.ilS4:: 
21.':'S7S-::: 

4..96~ 

- All Ot~e: 

!:1vest:1euc 1:1 Oregon cranstli.5s1on pla.nt 1.5 assigned. on che oasis 
of use; joi:1tly us~d. plant is allocated on :~e ~&5is of ~oce 1. 

E!ec:=:!.c - C~i!o~a 
- Ongon 
- All Othe:-

:.8768::: 
45.1080: 
52.0152::: 

3.1~ 

Investment in wuh.ington t=a.ns'miss1on plant 15 a.ssigned. on th.e 'oasis 
of use; ~o1ntly used plant i~ 41loe&ted on the 'oasis of ~ote 1. 

~!ec:=1c - C.l1fornia 
- Oregon 
- All Other 

55.0:345: 
29.61:34:: 
15.35U: 

49.7Sf. 

Invest:neut in Cuifornia t:'ansmj,$S1on punt 1s .ss1gned on the 'oas15 
of use; jointly used. pl~nt is ~lloc3.ted. on the 'o~s1s of Sote 1. 

Electr1~ - Oregon i9.3800::: 

All Othe:' Utility O~:,a:1ons 20.6:00: 

Elect=1c - Cal1!o~a 
- O':'egon 

l6.6428::: 
8:3. :3572:: 

Based on the Cu1.forn1a Oregon Power Company 1nvest=ent in 1961. 

E!ectric - Cal1~orni~ 
- O:'egon 
- All Otler 

~eec=1c - C£l~:orn1& 
- O'tegon 

4.:3i46: 
iO.:?'US: 
ZS.~l39: 

:.0000: 
3 L .3600: 

All Oche: ~t1l1ty Operat1ons 66.6400: 

::!.ncoln production ~lant st:uctures (~~clud:!.ng ~us house), ~o:!.ler 
~lant. ~n~ ~!scell~neou5 powe= pl~nt equipme~t allocated SO: to 
elect:::'c and SO: t:o sceJ.:l!I heat:::.ng on ::he ~as::'s of rela.t::!.ve fllOnch.ly 
~eak:!.~g ~apa~::':!:::'es. ~e elec:=::'c port::'on ::'5 allocated on the basiS 
0: ~ot:e 1. 
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C~o~h Share Al12ca~ion 

:0. Electric - Cali!o~a 
- Oregon 

3.7045: 
S8.08S1: 

All Other Utility Ope=~t1ons 38.2104: 

Alba:a.y prod.uct1on plant loI.'!l.d. and. ta.ilrace la.nd. assigned. to electric, 
~.m&1nd..r of plant allo~t.d. to water 8.S: a~ electric 91.S: on the 
basiS of relative amol.U1t of ... a.ter used.. The electric' port1o"O. 1s 
allocated. on the basis of ~ote 1. 

11. Electric - California 
- Oregon 

S.278'3: 
60.474S: 

R~cd on <i1rectly assigned. and. &llocated gross 1nvesClent 1n ut1l!ty 
plant excluding allocable ite~s ot general o!tice equ1p~ent and 
organ1:ation cost. 

1:. Electric - Cal1!o~a 
- oregon 
- .uJ. Other 

S.372:: 
61.5S11: 
33.0767: 

345ed 0"0. directly a.ssigned. and allocated gross invest:eut in electric 
plant excluding allocaole items of general of~1c. equipment and. 
organi:ation cost. 

13. Electric - California 
- Oregon 

.:noo: 
67.8200: 

All Other Ot1l1ty O~ra.tions 11.8700: 

Alb1na Stores structures and. land allocated 79: to general stores and 
:1: to Portland. district on basiS o! area occupied.. Portland d.istrict 
15 u.s:!.gned direct. G.er.eral stons allocatee!. bet· ... eeu electric .and. 
steam heat on basis of :aterials stored.. Electric por:1on cheu 
~llocate~ on bas1$ Qf scores issued. in 1968. 

1~. Zlectric - Cal1~orn1. 
- Oregon 

21.1442:: 
78.8SS8: 

Sased O~ ?l&~c 1~ serv!ee of the d1str~ccs in the Souchvesceru 
~1v1s1on at 12-31-7i. 

15. ElectriC - Cal1forn1a 
- Oregon 
- All Other 

.8610: 
13.4999: 
85.639l: 

.83~ 

3ased. on d1=eccly ass~oued .Qd alloeaeed gross ~ontan& elec:=1c 
utility ?lant in ,erv!ce at l:-31-ii. 
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O!:ewt.h Share ;\llOC3. t:!.Oll .. 
lo. ~:ec::!c - c.!!!o~. 

- Oregon 
65.l24:: 
::.8:)6:): 
l:.0395::: 

65.252% 

17. 

- All Other 

!~eci 0'0. d.~rectly as:s1gneci _'!lei 4l10cueci gross CuUo:u.ia. electric 
utility plant in service at l2-31-77. 

Electric - Cal!torn1a 
- Orego'O. 

1.89S0: 
86.5382: 

All Otncr Ut1l1ty Operatio'O.s 11.3668: 

Sased. 0'0. directly assigned and allocated gross Oregon electric 
utUi:y pJ..a.ut :l.n service excluding licollsed t:a.M'Portatiou punt 
a.t 1:-:31-77. 

liA. £lect:ic - C41i!o~& 
- Oregon 

3.46n: 
S4.3704: 
42.1621: 

18. 

19. 

20. 

- All Other 

Sased oc directly &ss1gneci ~nd allocated. gross Wyoming electric 
plant in service a.t 1:-31-77. 

Electric - C~i!orn1a 3.1662: 
3.298% 

. - Oregon 49.7708: 
- A..ll Other 47.0630: 

. 
Sased. on directly ass1gued. and a.llocated gross Wash1ngtou plant in 
service at l2-31-77. 

~oue 

Electric - c.u::'!or:.ia 4.12:8: 
- Orego'O. 65.0289: 

All Ot~er U't~li:y O-perat1o'O.s 30.S48~: 

Portland ot!ice !u~ture and equipmeut allocated 14.5: :0 Portlaud 
electric, 1: to Portland steam heating ~ 84.S: to all utiliti.s ou 
the basis of esti=ated use. Portion to all utilities is allocated ou 
basis of ~ote 21. 

2l. ~ect=1c - Cali!or:.ia 
- Orego'O. 

4.8i90:: 
59.797S: 

3u.ed. ot:. :h.e average o! d1:ec:1.? ass1sned. and. a.:.loca.:ed. S:'oss plant 
1~vest~en: and ope=ating ~~?en$es, excluding general oftice plant and 
~~?euse5 • 
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....... Elect~~C - Cal!!ornia 
- Ongon 
- All Other 

~.9906: 
61.1882: 
33.82l2: 

P~ge S' of 12<p&Ses 

E.sed on t~e ave~~ge of ~i=ectly assigned ~nd allocated gross electr1c 
plaut inve5~nt aud. elec:t=~e operac1ng e.~~en.te:., e:ccilJd1ng general 
of~lce plant and axpeuses. 

23. Electric - Oregon 97.3l38: 

Other Otil1t1es 2.6862.: 

aas.d on eh. average of Oregon direc:tly ass1gned and allocated gross 
jllant 1nvesaent and. operat:!.ng ex'j)lnses,·. e.~c11.ldiXlg general of!:1.ce 
plaut .1D.d cxj)euses. 

2,4. C.ec cric .. Montana 97.2227: 

Other Utilities 2.i773: 

Based on the average of Montana directly ass1;ned and allocated gross 
,J..a.nt 1nvesacut and. operating eX';)enses. ..."(cluding general office 
plant and ~peuse5. 

lS • Elec cric - OregQ'C. 78.8920: 

All Other Ut111ty Operations 21.1080: 

bsed On the avera.ge of O~ego'C. aud. iJash1ngton di:-ecdy assigned and 
allocated gross punc inves:~ent a'Cd. operating e:t';lenses. exc:ltJd.1ng 
general o!~1c. plant and ex~nses. 

26. ~ectric - Oregon 
- All Other 

76.9573: 
2:3.0427: 

B.a.sed on t~c average of d.1=ec:tly as.s1gued and a..llocated gross plant 
invest=ent operating ~~?enscs of the &=0"10111 ~lectric systems. ~c:l1.ld1ng 
general of!!ce plant and ~~pe~5es. 

2i. None 

:$. Zlectr1e - Oregon 

Other tTt!l!ties .9:318: 

aased. on :he ave::age ot c.1rectl1 a.ss1~ed a.nd allocated gross ?lant 
l~ves~~ent a:d oper~:~~8 ex?enses, ~cluci1~g general of:~ce ?la~t .:d 
e.x~:lSes • 
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:9. Elect~ic - Oregon 96.376::: 

Othe1:' Otilities 3.l2:3S: 

3...sed. 00. the average of d.:!.=ect11 us:!.gned. .and olllocated gross plant 
investment and operating ~penses. ~~cludio.g general office plant and 
~~j)enses • 

30. Electric - Wyoming 96.Sl67: 

Other O'tWt:!.., 

Based on the avera.ge of d.:!.recdy assigned. a=.ci allocated. gross plant 
1llvesateo.t and. operat:!.llg ~~?eUSe:s. excludi:g general oHice pla.nt a.%I.d 
~o.s.s. 

31. ~one 

32. Electric - Oregon 19.264S: 

.~ Ocner Utility Opera.tions SO.73SS:: 

Sued. on opera.ting ~~penses. excluding general offiee, of Colt.Ul1b1a 
!&sill Division districts and ~ep4rt=euts for tne twelve mcntns ended. 
September 30, 1978. 

33. Electric - Orego~ 9l.9007:: . 
Ot:her Ucili :ie.!! 8.099:3: 

P>ased. on operating e:c,enses. excluding general office. of Mid.-Clregon 
~1~1on d1s~r1c:. and 4.p.r~m.n~s. 

~. All O~her ~c~liey O~r~c1ons 100.0000: 

!ued on opetat1:lg e."(?enses, e."tcl1J.liillg general office, of wyomillS 
d!str!~ts and departments. 

:is • Elac t:ic - Calif oruia 
- Ongon 

2l.ll07: 
78.8893: 

Based. on o?era.tio.g ex~o.sesJ ~"t~l~d.illg general office. of So~thwesteru 
D1v1s~on dist:1ets. 

36. ~one 
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38. Electric - O~egon 9:.7725: 

Seeam Reae1ng - Oregon 7.2275% 

!.ued 0'C. oper:u:i:l.g e.~j)enses, excluding general of!ice, of PorU&gd 
Oistrict. 

39. Electric - C.a.li.fOr::Uol 
- OregoQ. 
- All Other 

s.os~n: 
60.9444: 
34.0028:: 

Boased on average number of electric customer b1llings for the ewelve 
Mouths ended September 30, 1978. 

40. Electric - C.a.l1!0r::Ua 
- Ore80'C. 

4.860l: 
58.6161: 

All O~r Utility Operations 36.5238: 

Bued Oil average :lou=Cer of c~tomer 'oill1llgs for the t""'elve mOQ.ths 
ended September 30, 1978. 

41. Electric - O~egon 99.1343~ 

• Seeam Reating - Oregou .86sn: 

Based ou the .average number of electric .aud stum heating customer 
b1llings in Portland for the twelve Mouths ended Sepeember 30, 1978. 

42. Electric - C~1for::U& 
- Ot'egoQ. 
- All Othet' 

4.8015: 
6l.2':"42% 
33.9543% 

Bued Oil average 'C.u'C1ber of electt'ic cu.stomer b1llings, e."tcluding 
duplicate ~lll1ngs, for t.b.e t°.o1elve MOllChs ended Sellce!l1ber 30, 1978. 

43. ~one 

44 • nee cric - Cui! oro.1& 
- Ot'egon 

5.1687% 
59.1889% 

3ued ou d::.reccly a.ssigo:.ed 3.:l.d allocated o~u:lting l'aYt'oll for the 
~ne ~ollchs ended Se,eember 30, 1978. 
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~5. ~lec:ric - Cal!~o~a 

- Oregon 
2.40i6: 

i7.7788: 

All Other Utility O~e=ations 19.8136: 

Su4td on directly ass1gned a.nd a.llocl3.ted o-perating payroll for the 
Seate of Oregon for the ~~e ~onths ended Se-pte~ber ~O, 1978. 

46. Electric - C£lifo~a 
- Ongoo. 

2.3110: 
33.3202: 

47. 

48. 

All' Other Ut1l1~ Operations 64.3678: 

Rased 00. directly us:!.gned and. allocated. o,!)erati:J.g payroll for t.."l.e 
Sute of W'ash:.:l.8ton for the t1!ne lllonths 'end.ed. Se?te~ber 30 I 1978. 

Electric - C.J.,ifor:Ua .574Z: 
- Qngoo. 7.6536: 

All Other Util1ty O,!)erations 91.7721: 

Sued on d.irec:ly assigned and allocated operating payroll for t."l.. 
State ot Montana tor the aine llI.onths ended. September 30, 1978. 

Electric - c.l1tor:l1a 2.9812: 
- Oregon 44.0785: 

All Other Utility O?e:at1ollS 52.9403: 

Bued. on directly .1ssigned md alloca.ted operl3.ting payt'oll for the 
State of Wyoming for the aine months ended Se?te~ber 30, 1978. 

~9. Electric - c.l!!o~a 
- Oregon 

74.3889: 
16.6232: 
8.9879: - ..uJ. Other 

a..sed. on <iirectly .usigned .nd alloc3ted operating payroll for the 
Scate of Califor:l1a. !or ehe 'Il1ne :lIollths ended Se,eember 30» 1978. 

50. Electric: - Oregon 
- All Other 

l!i .3642: 
84.6358: 

Based Oil average number of Ilectric customer billings, exc:lud1ng 
dtJ.,!)l1c:ate:l, 1n Columbia Basin Division tor ehe ewelve motlt~ end.ed. 
S~?tember 30. 1918. 
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51. !lec:=~c - Cali:or:1a 
- On.gon 

:6.6251: 
83.3749% 

. A.??:::~'DI:t H 
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Based on avetage Qumer 0: electric customer billings, excluding 
dU1)licates. :!.n Southwesteru Division !or the t"..1elve tIlonths ended 
S.~tember 30. 19i5. 

" 
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Cr~~ Snare Alloea~ion Method 

~2-3~-79 California Ca~aeitv ~egui~e~ent~ 

Appr.'ld.ix Ii 
Page 10 of 12 

(Libby (Idaho 
PP&L PP&L Pl~t) Requiren~ 

O. 04 (~ote 1 Ratio) x L-S t 92;'. ~MW crable ;j-2) lC!::5S ~6 !.l\ol .Less :3 i MW 

• 0.04 x So60.5MW • 234.4~J 

12-3L-79 Cali!2~a Ca~aeitv Sup~l;es 

(PP&L (PP&L 197~ 
Myd:roeleemc: 938.S:'r,.; Table 3 .. :Z) x u.O",32 Note.1. Ratio) 

(PP&t. 1975 
19i5 ~e~ (a): lJ74.0 x 0.0432 ~ote 1 Ratio) 

(1975 Purchased 

• 40.5 }iW 

• 59.4 

'i.97~ Purchased. Power: 1143. ~ MW' Line .L9 on attached. x 0.0432 Powr Rat:.o) • 49 r 4 
149.;' M'W 

(Share caleulaud 
'I'herul Plants (b) 
~uilt Sinee 1975: 

(PP&L to provide 
.L62i.5.MW Table 3-l) x 0.OJS39 dit!erenee} 

(Share calcu~a~e~ 
Purchase<! ;power Line lo9 to previae 
Sinee 1~75: 777.3 on a~tached x O.u3S39 di!terenee) 

(a) Cen trah&. 0 • Johnston 
(b) WyociaK. Jim Erid;e:-. Trojan 

• 57.6 M'W 

Total Sl.1ppJ.ies 234. 4.\f'J 
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Cal, ~ote lA Sh.a.re 

0.037577 
(PPM. ~ote lA 

~A(,;IF.:.C ?owE.,< & LIliHI' CO:-D.'A:~ 
G:owt."'I. Sha:::e Al.l.oeatl.on :·1et.l'OC. 

',L'Ot.a1 Svstem Regui rements 

x L-25.357.250 ~h 
(?P&L Table 3-2) 

less 

A,p.nll1x H 
?a;e II of .:.2 

Idano xeeuire~ent 

188,850 ~ 

.0.037577 x 2.S, 168,400 !-tW'Ll • 945. 750 ~f..Jh 

1';179 Ca.l,po~nl"" X'::?p S'Wlies 

Hydroetec~c: 4,2S7,450 MWh x O.04~2 • 183.~2Q MWh 
~PP&l... Tab .... 3-2) (PP&L J.': I' Note ,I., Ka.u.o 

.1.97'5 Tb.e:rm.U (a.): 8,359,280 

1915 Pu:eh.ued 
Power: 4,741.860 ~n 

Line 19 of 
atuched. 

!he:mal P lets 
Built Since 1975: 6,974,820 

(pP&!. Table 3-2) 

Pu:rcb.ued POW$r 
Since 1975: 834,990 

Line 19 of 
&t'taChed 

(a) Centralia, O. Johnst.on 

(b) Wyodak, Trojan. Ji:D. 3rtdger 

x 0.039148 
(PP8r1. 1975 
Note 1 Ratio 

x 0.0432 
(PP&L 1968 
Not.e 1 Ratio) 

x 0.02942 
(Share caleu.lated 
to provide 
difference) 

x (Sh.ue calcW.a.ted. 
to provide 
c!.1:f'f'erence) 

Total Supply 

• 327,2.50 

• 204.850 

7l6,020 MW'h 

• 20~.170 

24. 560 M'w1'l 

945.750 M'w"h 
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S State Systera 

I. IlPA- Supplemental Capacity 
1. OPA- .~tltlement Capacity 
3. Hanford - WPPSS 
4. Ifanford - Extension 
). CSI'E 
b. PrIest Raplds-Grant Co. 
I. Wanapurut-Grant Co. 
H. Rock lIeach 
'J. \lells 
10. Swept 12 
II. Talent '} 
12. Hlscel1aneous Contracts 
11. Cove - PG&E 

14. Peak Capacity -BPA 
15. Secondary Purchases 
16. Interchange - Received J 
17. Interchange - Delivered 

18. Suhtotal (1915 Bases) 

19 • California Share @ 0.0432 

. Reraalntng Pllrchased Power 
lOt Jim DrLdger Test Energy 
ll. Peak Capacity 
12. Peak/Energy Exchange 
ll. Secondary Energy 
[4. Interchange - Received J 
L~. Interchange - Delivered 

26. Subtotal - R~.alnder 

21. Allocated to Peak 
l8. Allocated to Ener~ 
29. California Share @ 0.03539 
10. California Share @ 0.02942 
)1. Total California Share 

Appendix ~ 
P~g6 12 of 12 

Pacific Power & Light ~pany 
Purchased Power - Net Interchange 

19}5 Rate Case 

JoN HWh 

70.4 

19.~} 612,000 
H4.0 

104.3 HU.l00 

246°fr 327.4 3,tl61,900 
/5.9 
93. 
/6.7 130,700 
18.3 tl4,100 

3.0 L4,OOO 
100.0 

178,100 
1,900 

1,319.0 5,849,800 

1979 Rate Case 

~ H\l 

292,146 49.8 
292,146 
:>06.800 -;to.2} 

3,110,804 84.0 
1,938,669 147.0 
l,629,004 16g01 
3,424,696 220. t 
1,217,616 68.1 
1,553,112 H7.6 
1,404,000 76.7 

lJ87,54/j 18.3 
)06,768 

10.332 3.0 
2.400,000 200.0 

~18,228 
'JO,850 

21,103,379- 1,143.1 

':111,666 

J, 309,975 
4.827,6(JO 

6,555,102 

0.286.400 

49.4 

477.3 
300.0 

1,406,817 177.1 

1.141,500 177.3 
265.311 
;l52, 738 27.5 

1,80} 
L.112.211 76.2 

• 
). 
• , v. 

M1Ib 0) 
g; 
v, 

-"-
11 
<-. --

625.130 
'l'!-
OJ 
......... .. 
0 

~2,640 

3,009,16(1 

220,390 
67.100 

106,840 
14,000 

118,100 
7,SOO 

4,741,86(1 

204,1150 

120,670 

(711,3OU)tVa1ued @3.0 ~llsl 
2.019,220 kWh) 

(633.600) 

834,990 

834,990 

L4.560 
222.412 (Lines 19+29.30) 
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California and Oregon Residential Rates Compared for 
Homes with No Electric Water or Space Heat 

W!NTER S!X l-IONTES 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
$ :or Tow 5 ~or Total 

Eacb ;..ce'l calif. tac.'"! Add'l Oregon calif. % calif. 
!\~s 1 ,000 k~lh ACOJmJ- 1,000 kWh ~0Jl'm.1- Oller Over 

Usee Cll' .: lative Oreoon 1ative Oregon Oregon .... . 

1,000 kW. 537.34 5 37.34 533.04 S 33.04 S 4.30 13.0% 

2,000 k'~. 37."7'0 75.04 30.04 63.0S 11.96 19.0 

• 3 ,000 k:~. 37.70 112~i'4 30.04 93.12 19.62 21.1 

4,000 kW. 37.70 150.44 30.04 123.16 27.28 22.2 
5,000 kW. 37.70 188.14 30.04 153.20 34.94 22.8 

SW.MER SIX HONTRS 

1,000 kW. $37.34 S 37.34 530.31 S 30.3l S 7.03 23.2% 
2,000 kW. 37.70 75.04 27.31 57.62 17.42 30.2 
:3 ,000 k:.;. 37.70 112.74 27.31 84.93 27.81 32.7 

4,000 kW. 37.70 150.44 27.31 ll2.24 38.20 34.0 
5, 000 k~';. 37.70 188.14 27.31 139.55 48.59 34.6 

• 
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California .!lonc Oregon Residential Rates Compared for 
Homes with Electric Water Heat but without Electric Space Heat 

W!~TER SIX MONTHS 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

S E'er Total S for ToW 
Eac.~ Addll calif. Each ;..ddll Oregon calif. % ooif. 

K''';s 1,000 kWh ACC'JrnU- 1,000 kw'h Accumu- Atove Above 
Used Calif. 1ative Or~on 1ative Or~on Or~on 

1,000 kW. S32.72 $ 32.72 $33.04 S 33.04 S-0.32 - 1.0% 

2,000 kW. 37.70 70.42 30.04 63.08 7.34 11.6 

• 3,000 kW. 37.70 108.12 30.04 93.12 15.00 16.1 

.. ,000 kW. 37.70 145.82 30.04 123.16 '22.66 18.4 

5,000 kN. 37.70 183.50 30.04 153.20 30.30 19.8 

Stn-1MER S IX MONTHS 

1,000 kW. S32.72 5 32. i2 530.31 $ 30.31 $ 2.4l 8.0% 

2,000 kW. 3i.70 70.42 27.3l 57.62 12.80 22.2 

3,000 kW. 37.70 108.12 27.31 84.93 23.l9 27.3 

4,000 kW. 37.70 145.82 27.31 U2.24 33.58 29.9 

5,000 kW. 37.70 183.50 27.31 139.55 43.95 31.5 

• 
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California and Oregon Residential Rates 
Compared for Homes with Electric Space and Water Heat 

WINTER SIX MONTH$. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (i) 

S For TOw $ Fot :ow calif. calif. 
~ch .;Qd'l calif. ~c."l. Mdd'l Or~on A.I::Ove ;.J:;Qve 

K'"r'ls l,OOO kWh Aceumu- l,OOO kWh Accumu- Or Below or Below 
Used OOif. 1ative Orec:lOt'l. lative Oreson S Or~on % - . 

1,000 kW. 521.99 S 21.99 $33.04 $ 33.04 $-U.05 -33.4% 

2,000 kW. 24.85 46.84 30.04 63.08 -16.24 -25.7 

• 3,000 kW. 37.70 84.54 30.04 93.12 - 8.58 - 9.2 

4,000 kW. 37.70 122.24 30.04 123.16 - 0.92 - 0.7 

5,000 kW. 37.70 159.94 30.04 153.20 6.74 4.4 

SOMMER SIX MONTHS 

1,000 kW. S32.72 $ 32.i2 $30.31 S 30.31 S 2.41 8.0% 

2,000 kW. 37.70 70.42 27.31 57.62 l2.80 22.2 

3,000 kW. 3i.70 108.12 27.31 84.93 23.19 27.3 

4, ,000 kW. 37.70 145.$2 27.31 112.24 33.58 29.9 

5,000 kW. 37.70 183.52 27.31 139.55 43.97 31.5 

. 
SOORCE: EXHIBIT 51 

• 
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.;.PPE~O IX J 

'~tRM iJ,L.:'~NIJ. '!.OI~N 

~cm!:'1..0 ~::5TR:C':' 

?l~AS~ ~ETU~N THIS ?ORi:ON 
M,l.:~ I'A':"ME~T TO 

?O. 30X 600, RO~~E,l.O. CA~!F. 9l77l 

~I1.r. :s. I'Itlol 

P03T o,~:cz &OX :':34$ 
~tC. CAL:'ORMIA ':040 

1a 22 bC4 3EOC 01 000033 

laco :O:,QN P~C~. ~PAR~eNT O-l!3 
I.aec. ~1.!,o;NU ':01.00 

1..:P't~t lUo'1't 
.l.1.1.0CJ. TXCl'I '~~1.! 

'"40 K\o:H 0-3 

caaaS91S 
" 

'OR ~U':Nt:s, 
O"IC! CJ.1.1. 

:01-000-0000 
::~'t-OOO-OOOO 

~:, Yt~ 00 
\..I.'T Yt,loR III 

:':50 
1,4"0 

'I"'\'~ CI' M~~ S!~,!Ct ~R:cg Mt'I'tR RU,Ot!'lG I !N~J:!GY 
,I1C1'1 I '1'0 'RQrI I ':'0 I U:L\Gt ,V/v:ce 

• tl.:~:c 

MI.Ir=~ 

C:'-30i&lo5 04-01-74 I 10-31-i3 I 00100 I 01350 I l!SO K~ 
1.!!tC C:TY T~X 5 ~ 

!~!C:RIC SEgV!C~ CRARGZ • ~.SO 
"IRS: 2~O K· .. S A: 2. s:;s~ • b. 23 --------1 
N~: 2bC K~H A: ~VG COS: 2.~72~ • 6.~3 

OSZ L!SS ~Z~G! A~D !~~OY LOiZ~ ~A~~S 

PLEASE PAY TH:S A~OUNT ~C~ 

?~EASE 
?AV THIS 

AMOUNT 
NOW OUE 

:0.6 KloIH 
::S.7/ao1H 

AMOUNT 

••••••• ....................... I ..... It ........... C"J'''~!~ "E"..\C'! ............. I ...... 11.1t ................ w ..... ...... 

• IR •• 4. a •••• " ••• , ................................................................................................... a ......... . 

~ Mess~ge !c: ~ve=~;e l~!eli~e cus~Q=e: ~s~~g seo ~y~ elec~=ici:~ 
:hese ~u~~~itie3 do ~ot 2ate~ billec tot~ls, 

~~: i=~ us~d ool? as ex~=?les. 


