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(Tor apgearances see Decision No. 91326.)

additional Apmearances

Aneore §, Bulich, Jr. and Allen R. Crown,
Attorneys at Law, for Califernia Farm 3Bureau
Federation and Norman G. Eéwards, for
himself, interested parties.

William J. Jennings, Attorney at lLaw, for the
commission secas:t.

SECOND INT=RIM OPINION

By this application Pacific Power & Light Company
L) recuests Commission approval to increase electiric rates
or Califoznia serwvice. 3y Interim Decision No. 913268 daoted
edbruary 13, 1980 in this matcter, Pacific was granted a parscial
eneral rate increase which was estimated to produce $4,276,000 in
additional annual revenues, a 25.2 percent increase over prior
rates based on the test vear 1979.

We no%w2l in Decizion No. 91328 that there were 15 issues
in zhis cceedin:, 21l but twe of which could be decided on th
ecord made rior <o that decision. Those :two iavolved zZuestions
On allocazions to Califorsnia from the Facific sys:tem and the ssread
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0f Del Norte County lifeline allowances over the calendar vear.
Accordingly, we orcdered acdditional hearings to further develop the
zecozd on those WO issues. Also, we deferreddiscussion and
resolution of the other issues to this £inal decision. After 2
prehearing conference in Crescent Cltv on March 7, 1980, the further
nearings were held in Crescent City on May 12 and 13, and in Yreka
on May 14, 15, and 16 before Administrative lLaw Judge (ALJ) Albert C.
Porter.
The following aze the 16 issues in the order we will
éiscuss them in this decision.
1. Allocations.
. ZIxpenses.
Rate Ddase.
Property tax savings.
e relationsuips.
recurn.

Wage/nrice guldelines,

Rate design.

Del Norte County lifeline.

Lifeline eligibility and 'status.

Refunds due 20 lifeline mischarging.

Residenszial well pumping.

Master metering/submetering.

Impact 05 increases on schools and hossitals.

Conservation programs.

Conservation Veoltage Regulation (CVR).




aag
Llowances aver

This decision authorizes rate increases to provide
increased annual revenues Srom Pacific's California service area
in the amount of $1.366 million or 5.8 percent above the interim

inecrease., Nevercheless, that i1s more than $600,000 less than

Tnis decision orders two significant changes for
coasumers in Pacific's terxitorv. First, for Del Noxte County
she winter period for usage of the lifeline allowance is
ced from six months te eight menth This means that th
rly allowance of 6,720 kWh at a reduction in cost of one~thirs
residential zes will be available from Octoper
monsh instead of 1,120 per month IZrom
This should help consumers who moderate

over a one-vear pericd, Pacific wi ffer its customers
£ a budget billing systenm. n this systen
cusctomers may be billed cone-twelfch 0f their estima:ed anncal

for L1 menshs and Ln the l2th montlh encug

actual
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A major issue in this proceeding was the appropriate

method =0 be used in allocating costs of operations between
Califorania ané the rest of Pacific's multi-state service area.
A witness for Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN) proposed
a novel method of allocating ¢osts incurred to meet increased
demand based on the relative growth of California sexvice compared
20 svstem-wide growth. This method would take into account the
slower growth in usage in California by allocating to California
Less of the expensive new plant neecded to satisfy demand growth
than would be done under the traditional cost allocation method.
Bv this decision the Commission concludes ;hat a sub-
stantial change in cost allocation is appropriate and that the
mezhod proposed by TURN has substantial mezit. However, the
decision recognizes that unilateral adoption of the new method
would imvite zetaliatory action by other states and perhaps
result in federal preemption of the field. The current cost
allocation method is maintained, but the Commission declares is
incent to bring the issue promptly to the attention of regulatory
authorities in other states served by Pacific to achieve 2 cooper-
cive resolution more consistent with the pressing need to
encourage energy conservation.
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Allocacicns - Issues ané Positions

Pacific's operation covers public utility power needs in
five statesi/ and is operated as a single, integrated system. Some
means of allocating revenues, operating expenses, and rate base
t0 each state is reguired because each state regulates the rates
Sor service wichin i¢s borders.

Tor that purpose Pacific uses an allocation procedure

wnich, at this time, has been accepted by all five states involved.
The staff uses the same procedure, the genesis of which is th
"Blectrzi tility Cost Alleocation Manual", an allocation guide
sublished in 1973. It is the product of a study sponsored by the
National Association of Regulatery Utility Commissioners (NARUC) and
carried out bv staff representatives of the Califorala, Michigan,
and Norsth Carolina State Commissions and the Federal Power
Commission. The method treats the allocation of investment and
exoenses in the same manner the system i1s operated, as one,
indivisible, interdependent system; each time an allocation is made,
all past allocactions are ignored, the system being viewed as though
a snapshot were taken at the time of allocation. Where it is
appropriate and possible, allocations are made on a direct bdasis,

as for example, transmission and distribution plant and expenses.
However, the most significans investment and expenses are allocated
on sysstem/subsystem relationships of peak demand and dower sales,

California, Montana, Qregon, Washinagon, and Wyoming., PRacific
alse serves Idaho but it is not included in the integrated
systen for alleccation purposes because service s provided
chroush separzate power lines under special contract rates from

inghton Waser Power, a @Private utility in the State of

ingeon.
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Twe following is a general cutline of the allocation bases used
by Pacific and the staff, which we will describe for purposes of this
decision as the "integrated system method."
Rate Base
Production Plant Peak Demand
Transmission Plant Local: Direct
Joint{ ©Peak Demand
Dissribution Plant Direct
General 2lant Various
Expenses
Power Production
Tuel kWwh Sales
QOther Peak Demand
Transmission Local: Direct
Joint: Deak Demand
Diseribution - Direct
ustomer Accounts & Service = Billings and/or Direct
Administrative & Generzal - Various as Overheads
Although the staff uses the same system as Pacific, staff's
results @f operations, and hence revenue reguirement, differs £from
Pacific's due to several expense ancd rate base adjus:meﬁts and stasf's rate of
recurn recommendation all discussed elsewhere in this opinien.
Also, the staff recommended Pacific develop and use in its
next rate case, 2 revised method of determining peak demand
relationships for allocation purposes. 2acific currently uses
Decemser ané Januarv c¢oincidental peak demands because, Facific
contends, iLts svstem is a winter-peaking system. 2acific, in this
case, used 12 data points, the December-Januvary data £or the winters

©f 1972=73 =hrough 19877-78, and trended these through the test vear

1879 to cdbtain the veak demand allocaticn gercent for Califeornia.
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The staff notes that even though it is staff and Commission policy
o use a coincidental deak denmand allocation method, and in this
Proceeding the staff sees no reason to deviate from that policy,
it would be preferapble to use a l2-month, or at least a 4-month
average 0f peak demands. Pacific believes these figures would be

too difficule to develop and unnecessarv-—/ however, the staff
recommends 2acific make an effort in its néx:t rate a;plication to use

a l2-month approach and at a ainimum a $-month average.

TURN prowoses a different allocation rocedure from that
used by the staff and Pacific, which is discussed later in this
decision. 3ut, if the Commission adopts the integrated system method,
TURN reconmends several adjustments t0 the procedure. John W. MNcCabe,
testifyving for TURN, argued that Pacific should develop an allocation

method using coincident demands f£or each of the 12 months of a given
est period. This method would more accurately reflect the costs imposed
on the svstem. He asserted that Pacific should not adjust for
normal temperatures when making allocations because the utility
musSt De Prepared to serve real loads not just normal loade under
average weather conditions., EXe testified that he did not know
whether or not his proposed changes, 1f adopted, would be advantageous
te California ratepavers. TURN bdrought out that data used by
Pacific in developing the veak demand allocation to California
extended only £0 January 1978 and should have included at least
Decemper 1878 and, if possible, Janvary 1979. Another »oint by TURN
is that data used for the adjustment of temperatures were based on

witness Terraro, shows that in 1979 the
Deaks exceeded Decemier and there was
faerance bHetween some summer andé winter

Table A& of Exhibit 11,

february and Novemder

asout 2 20 percent d&if
Daaks.,




the zeriod 1931 through 1960, 2 pericd endeé almost 20 vears from
the test year 1979. TURN suggested that it would Le more correct to
2roiect the trend in peak demand, California as a percent of the
system, into 1980 rather than 1979 as Pacific did. This would
decrease the 4.00 percent peak demand allocation factor used by
Pacific to 3.94 percent; the result would be less investment and
expense allocated to California. d

Pacific criticizes TURN's arguments as follows. It would
De difficult and expensive for Racific to develop l2-month data on
teak demand and the result would probably not change the allocations
appreciably. Temperature adjustments are proper because ratemaking
for a utilisy should be based on expected costs under normal
conditions and a utility must plan capacity sufficient to meet loads
caused by abnormally cold temperatures. PRPacific claims it is
reasonable to expect that over time the temperature in one
jurisdiction will not vary from normal more than the temperature in
any other jurisdiction. Therefore, use of unadjusced data for
computing temperature-sensitive peak loads, which may periodically
denefit or penalize a given jurisdiction, is not consistent with
scund ratemaking principles. As to including peak demand data
for Decenmber 1978 and January 1979, such data were not available o
Pacific when it compiled the results of operations £or test veer
1979 which were included in this application filed Januvary 17, 1879.
Pacific does not agree with TURN's argument that a projection should
have been made through 1980 for some of the data; Pacific points
out that the test vear, as accepted for ratemaking surposes, is
calendas vear 1979 and therefore projections througn 1980 would
e inapyropriate.

for purposes of an integrated svstem allocation we accept
the allocaction made by Pacific as adjusted by the szeff., Qf TURN's
2roposals for change discussed a2bove, the only two not soundly
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counterad by Pacific are the l2-month peak demand data dase and

the use of temperature-adjusting data almost 35 years old. The

seak demand matter has been addressed by the staff and we agree that
Pacific should either show good reason for not developing the data
or include them in its next major rate case. Aas the staff points out,

Pacific may have vroblems prevaring a l2-month average coincidental

neak demand, not the least of which is its five separate
jurisdicsions. 3ut the argument that it is too difficult to develop

e data is not convinciang. On the matter of temperature data,
Pacific's witness Reed testified that the data are being updated
but enly to 1970. It would seem that a later period could be and
should be developed.

A final ooint on allocations brought out by TURN involves

the period used to develop the basic data from which percentages
are derived to allocate certaln expenses. Illustrative of the
drocedure and the TURN criticisn is the manner in which fuel costs
are allocated. Taking £irst the plant in which the fuel is used,
she allocation is done by relative demand as discussed earlier.
That demand relationship is developed from historical data which
are s“rended into the test year 1979 to obtain an estimate for the
test vear. However, the estimated cost of fuel used in the plant
for the %est vear is allocated on the basis of kWh sales in the
five states for the vear encded September 30, 1978, a period 15
ontas removed from the test vear. (The midpoints for the two
deriods would be April 1, 1978 and July 1, 1979, respectively.)
Given the fact that California as a portion of the system has been
steadily declining for some vears, (see Tables 1 and 2) an
2llocation vased on data 15 months previous to the test vear used
Sor ratemaking will result in too much expense allocated to California.
TS Pacific uses iss present allocasion system again in California, data usec t©
develop the allocation sases for the various investment and expense items should be
feom apwrosriately consistent periods.
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TASLZ 1

Source: Ixhibit 1, Witness Gelger
Tables 1-4 & 1-5

Average Number of Annual Average kWh Use Per Res. Cust.
zlec=ric Cusc.=-indexed K il Cariz, Uver lngcexecg
Svscen ne - Svstem Calif, Svstem System Gali:s.
(L) (<) (3) (@) (o)=(w)2(23) o) (7}
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®
TABLE 2

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

Calif. As k¥Wh Sales=-Thousands
kWh Sales-Millions Percent Of Indexed
System Calit. System oystem Laliz.

11,867 528 4,45 : 1.00 1.00
12,199 499 4,09 1.03 .95
13,321 534 4.0l 1.12 .01
14,425 577 4.00 1.22 .08
16,568 639 3.86 1.40 .21
17,709 683 3.87 1.49 .30
16,477 612 3.71 1.39 .16
18,245 706 3.87 1.54 .34
20,014 761 3.80 1.69 L
19,691 748 3.80 1.66 W42
22,502 836 3.72 1.90 .38
22,580 806 3.51 1.94 093

S R T e i sl S o S o

*Estimated
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Two other procedures for allocating investment and
expense £rom 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 2. The first of these,
which we will call the “"state facilities method", was suggested by

Norman Zdwards, a cattle rancher and customer of Facifie¢ from Little
Shasta in Siskiyou County, California. Mr. Edwards' concern is
that California at one time hac an abundance of cheap hydroelectric
power to serve its power needs. And now, it seems, that source is
Seing taken from California and allecated 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,
clainms Edwazds, has recuired Pacific to build thermal plants which
are much more expensive than the hvdroelectric facilities of
Pacific, particularly those in California. Since the growth in

tates other than California exceeds that in California, California
is allocated those higher costs automatically under the integrated
svstem method. Mr. Edwards testified that Pacifi¢'s Exhibit 3
shows that the companv-owned hydroelectric capacity of Racific's
total svstem is 936.5 megawatts (MW); under the integrated system
allocation 4 percent, or 37.5 MW, would be allocated to California.
But, he points out that Califernia has a total of four hvdroelectric
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. PRacific counters this
with two arguments. First, Pacific points out that Mr. Edwards

id not include in the hvdro power available that power which is
urchased Irom operators of hydro facilities not owned by 2acific.
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When this is added in, and it totals 786.1 additicnal MW ©f hydro
power, the total allocated to California would be 4 percent of
1724.5 MW (938.5 + 785.1) or 69.0 MW, in excess ¢of the total of

§7.2 MN available from California sources. Second, Pacific shows
that the total reguired capacity to serve California, based on the
peak demand projected for December 1979, iq 153.1 MW, far in excess
0f the California hvdre capacity. Other than the discussion noted
above, there is no evidence in the record of the results of
opezrations the state facilities allocation procedure would produce.
Responsive to a data reguest of TURN, Pacific prepared and

furnished to TURN Racific's version ©f the state facilities method.
nis apparently went bevond the method suggésted by Mr. EZdwards,
that is, that California be given its hyvdro plus enough of the
remaining system average costs to make up California's reguired
capacity. Pacific's version would first give each state in the
svstem the penefit of the lowest cost generating facilities located
within its phvsical boundaries, and then any deficiency would be
obtained from generating facilities considered to be surplus to the
azea in which theyv are located. Upon reviewing the study and some
0f the assumptions it contained, TURN determined that it was not
useful for its purposes and did not introduce it.

TURN, through its witness Frederick J. Wells, introcduced

n allocation precedure which TURN claims makes a failr assignment
of the svstem to California by properly accounting for the
differential growth problem. Dr. Wells prefers to call it the
"growth share methed." Under this procedure growth ineguities between
states are accounted for by assigning the incremental costs ¢f such
growsh Proportionally to the states responsible for the growth. In
its simplest form, 1f 4wo states have certain capacity reguirements
at 2 zero (s+tarting) point in rtime, the expense of providing the




reguizement would be allocated based on the percentage relationship
of the two recuirements. Then, as the system grows, the increase
in expense :o provide that crowth would be allocated on the basis
of the crowzh relationship (growth share) between the two states.
2utting the theory into a numerical example, it would
work as follows. At zero point in time, states A and 3 are served
by a single system having a total cost of S100. State A reguires
25 percent of the system capacity of 100 units and state 3 75 percent.
At zero point in time, an allocation of the system cost is made
saseé on the integrated system method of 25 percent x $100 = $25 to
state A and 75 percent x S100 = $75 to state B. Say over the next
few vears the size of the system doubles and the average cost per
unit $0 build the increased plant doubles, today, then, the cost of
the system is $300, $100 of old plant and $200 ¢f new plant. Say,
also, thas state A now reguires 20 percent of the capacity of 200

units and state 3 80 percent, (state 3 grew more rapidly than

stace A) under the intecrated system allocation method (Pacific

and staff) state A& is allocated 20 percent x $300 = $60 and state B
80 percent x $300 = $240. Under the growth share procedure the

allocation is made in two parts, old plant and new plant, as
follows:

State present recquirement = 20% X 200 units = 40 units
Stcate zero point regquirement = 25% x 100C = 25
State portion of new plant = the difference = IS units

State sresent reguirement = 80% x 200 units = 160 units
tate zerc point requirement = 75% x 100 = 75
State portion of new plant = the difference = ~85 units

Allocate the incremental cost for the new plant based on
each state's growth snare:

State A growth = 15 units 15%
State 3 growth = 85 units 85

Total growth = 100 units 100%
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Incremental cost ©of new plant O State A = 13% x $200 = § 30
Incremental cost ©f new plant to State 3 = 85% X S200 = $170

final allocation to State A: 0ld plant $25
New plant 30

Total $55

Final allocation to State B: 0Qld plant = § 75
New plant _17c

Total "= $245

Thus, there is a shift of S5 from state A to state B using the growth
share method as compared to the integrated svstem method. In
actual application of the method, present costs are used for old
plant but for purposes of illustrating the two methods the above will
éo.

Iz is important %0 note that the growth share method
assumes 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 (Exhibit 43),
"It is based on the concept that the California operations of
(Pacific) could be treated as if they were a separate subsidiary or
company. Thls is not unrealistic as some utilitv companies do form

such subsidiaries for different localities and tyves of services.
All that is needed tO support the growth share cost allocation is
assume that the California subsidiary of (Pacific) ['California =
acific'] attempts to minimize i¢s costs of service." Again,
(Exhibit 43) when asked the guestion, "When you allocate the 1958
California share of hydroelectric capacity and purchased power

£o California customers in 1979, are you not vesting property righes
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in certain :esou:ces?"g/ Dr. Wells replied, "Yes. This matter of
vesting rights to cheap resources (hydro in this case] has long been
discussed bv 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.” Dr. Wells testified that the 1968
éata base was used as a starting goint becéuse it contained the
only conveniently available iniormation needed to apply his
Procedure. Dr. Wells stated that it would be preferable to apply
the growth share procedure on a year=bv-year basis and use as a
starting point the vear 1968 or a period earlier if possible. This
orings us to a fourth possible allocation procedure which we will
call the "incremental growth share method."” This method would have
zer¢o point similar to the growth share method whereby the €£irst
allocation is made by the integrated system method; from then, on
a vear=by=-vear basis, new (incremental) p2lant is allocated to the
jurisdictions responsible for the growth. Table 3 is an attempt
to 2ut the four methods we now have to consider into some
serspective 50 thev may be understood and compared. Although the
relative numbers in terms of units reguired reflect the general
zelationship of California to the Pacific system, it is not to be
implied or concluded that the results of the allocations in any way
illustrate the relative differences that would result from applying
the four methods to actual California/rRacific-system allocation
units, iavestments, and expenses.

3/ In applying his procedure to Pacific to obtain Califernia
results of operations for ratemaking ia this application,
Dr. Wells used, as the tero Point, the test vear results of
eperations £or 1968 as used by Pacific in i¢s rate case before
the Commission in 1969, Application No. 513353.




Table 3

A Comparison ¢f Four Allocation Methods

: COost rPer: gnits : : : :
: : Unit : Recuired : : Increase : Increase:
sYear :Installed: : :Total In : In : Total
+(N) : Year N :State A:State 3:Units : Units Cost
(1) (2) (3) (4) (3) (o)
(2)*(3)(4N{-(4N_l)(13 x(5) (7N_l+6N)

$10 160 2,000 2,100 2,100 $21,000(*) s21,000 (%
(4.8%)  (95.2%) (100.0%)

1095 »200 2,305 2,253 23,255
110 140 2,510 2,460 25,715
115 /50 2,718 2,665 28,380

120 80 2,920 2,870 31,250

2
125 3,000 3,125 3,075 34,325
96.0%

(4.0%) ( ) (100.0%)

(1) Initial cost of system

Allocation to State A by:
A-Integrated Svstem Method (Pacific/Staff)
34,325 x 4.0% = 51,373
EEE—

3-Qne-5Steo Groweth Share Method (TURN)

Cost to State A at Year 0 = $21,000 x 4.8%
Units installed after

Year 0 = 3,125 - 2,L.0Q
Cost of those units = §34,325 =$21,000
% of units installed

after Year 0 125-100

astributable to State A= ’

Cost to State A after
Year 0 = §13,325 x 2.4% =
Total cost to State A = § 1,008 - §320 =
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C=Incremental Growth Share Method

100 units x S10
S unit x S11
uniss §12
anits S13
unies x  S14
unies x S1S

u g uww nn

D=State Facilities Method (Edwards)

Assume State A had 50 units of the total system units at
Year 0 at a cost of $5 per unit. Cost of State A
facilities in State A = 50 x $S5 = $250

Cost of facilities on remainder of svstem = $21,000 - $250 = $20,750
§ of facilities not in State A but needed dy

State A = 100-50 _ ., 4%
2,100-30 2

-y

Cost to State A of facilities needed by, but not in
State A = §20,750 x 2.4% = $498

Cost to State A after VYear 0 = $320 (same as growth share)
Total cost to State A = $250 + $498 + $320 = S$1,068

Check for Allocation of 100% of Svstem:

A=To State B: 534,325 x 96.0% = $32,952
+ State A 1,373
Total 934,325

to State B at Year 0 = §$21,000 x 95.2% = $19,992

f units after Year (0 t0 State B = 3,000-2,000
1,025

Cost 50 State 3 after Year C = $13,325 x 97.6% = $13,005

Total cost SO State B = $19,992 + $13,005 = §32,997
+ State A = 1,328
Total 334,325

C=-(2,000 x SL0) + (200 x SL1) =+ (200 x S12) =+ (200 x $13)

+(200 x S14) <+ (200 x S19) = $33,000
+ State A = 1,325
Tozal 534,345

= 97.¢
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D-Costr of facilitcies located in State B at Year Q = SZOf?SO

3 0f those facilities needed by State B = 2,000
2, L00-5C

Total cost at Year 0 for State B = $20,750 x 97.6% = §20,252
Cost %o State 3 after Year 0 = S13,005 (same as growth share)

Total cost £o State B = §20,252 + $13,005 = §33,257
+ State A = 1,068
Teotal 3335325

= 97.6%

In rebuttal to TURN's proposed growth share allocation

method Pacific argques that the method gives vested property rights
of specific resources to the various states, an action 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 Wvoming, the benefits of some of the company's low cost
hyvdroelectric facilities. 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 regquire Wyoming to share the benefits of its coal-fired
ceneration to make up for the deficits in capacity that exist in
Washington, Oregon, and California.

Dacific claims that establishment of a property right to
consumers cannot be done under past U.S. Supreme Court decisions
ané cites Board of Public Utility Commissioners v New York Telephone
Company (1926) 271 US 23. In that case the Court determined that
che customers of a utility payv for service not for the property
used to render it. The Court stated "by paving bills for service
(customers) o not acguire any interest, legal or eguitable, in the

property used for their convenience or in the funds of the company.
Propertyv paid for out of monrevs received for service belongs to the
company just as does that purchased cut of proceeds of its bonds
and stocks." Turther, Pacific claims cthat the issue as 0 whether
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newly constructed or acquired utility property or power supplies
should be allocated to specific customers, thus providing higher rates
for new customers and lower rates ¢ old customers, has been
carefully considered bv the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) and its predecessor the Federal Power Commission. In Idaho
Power Companv (1978) 25 PUR 4th 91, the Commission established that
all customers of a regulated ucility 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 regulatorv commission decisions
on property rights and utilicy operations and the allocation of
s2ility property, Public Law §8-552 affects Pacific's electric
perations. This law establishes priorities for nonfirm secondary

a
nerg

available from the Bonneville Power aAdministration (BPA).

4/

\F
law grants Pacific Northwest states=—

e
BPA secondaryv energy. BPA has applied this provisien by restricting
the amount of energy it will sell to utilities to that amount
recuired to service loads within the Pacific Northwest. But

a preferential right to

In Exhibit 45 Pacific’'s witness Deesen describes the Pacific
Norshwest as "(l) =he region consisting of the states of
Orecon and Washington, the state of Montana west ©f the
Continental Divide, and such portions of the states of Nevada,
Utah, ané wWyoming within the Columbia drainage basin and the
staze of Idaho as the Secretary may determine to be within the
marketing area of the federal Columbia River power system,

ané {(2) any contiguous areas, not in excess of seventy-£five
airline miles £rom sald region, which are a part 0f the
service area of 3 distribution cooperative which has (i) no
generating facilities, and (ii) a discribution system from
which it serves both within and without said region. The
norchern California properties ¢f the Company are thereby
excluded as being a pars of the Pacific Northwest."




Pacific concedes that because it is an integrated system there is
a0 way of knowing which electrons produced by 3BPA are used in which
state 0f the system. Even so, BPA would not knowingly sell
energy to Californiaif that part of California which makes up the
Pacific system were a separate entity unless several ¢riteria had
Deen met drior to the sale. These criteria nake it mandatory for
3PA t0 sell the power to Pacific Northwest users first and to other
users second.

Pacific claims that the customers of the integrated
system in each of the five states served receive many benefits from
the integrated system approach. Customers in each state receive
access to the hvdroelectric, purchased power, and thermal resources
oL Pacific on an equal basis. The integrated system allows Pacific
o schecdule its resouzces 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 cuantity ¢f reserves from a diversity of sources in the
five~state svstem, thereby operating on a lesser reserve reguirement
than could a smaller or isolated one-state system. Pacific believes
that spegific benefits received by California customers come in
the Zorm of economies produced by central administration not
availadble 0 a small company, access to energv avilable from BRA,
Purchased power {rom cther sources, Pacific's Washington and
Wyoming coal resources, and assistance Srom other jurisdictiens in
supporting the revenue reguirement applicable to the cost of
transmission lirnes.

2acific asserts that the present allocation method assumes
that each state has access to the system with no state having a

preference 2¢ any part ©f the system; therefore, their allecation
is the only one consistent with the actual operation of )
facilities.




Pacific claims that if the Commission were =0 adopt the
TURN allocation proposal, it would be necessary ©0 keep track of
the available power and the cost of generating such power in order
0 schedule its facilities to meet the specific daily and hourly
recuirements of each state in the system. 2acific¢ cites the example
of assuming California to have zights to a specific percentage of
a given 2lant. If that is the case, then California should have
to depend on that percentage of that plant for its needs. If for
some reason that »lant 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 California.
This would destroy the flexibility of the present system and reguire
Pacific to spend aillions of dollars o provide the instrumentation
and facilities neecded to monitor the deliveries of power f£rom
each assigned generating plant to each of iss five state systems.
Even if the Commission were £O accept the growth share
nechod of allocation, Facific has several proolems with the manner
in which TURN's witness Wells applied the procedure. In order to
understand 2acific's criticism of that application, a background
as to how Pacific developed as a five-state integrated system is
in order. That background is contained in Exhibit 1 of witness
Geicer for Pacific:

o o Initially, its principal properties were in
he Yakima Vallev ané Walla Walla, Washington;
the Pendleton area, the Mid-Columbia area
adjacent to The Dalles and the Astoria area in
Oregon. Subseguently, the Company acguired a
number of small utilities contigucous %6 i%s
service areas and over the vears these
Droperties were integracted into the Companv's
system by construction ©f transmission lines
and through transmission lines of other private
companies, the 3onneville Power Administration
and the United States 3ur=au of Reclamation.
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2 1947, Northwestern EZlectric Company, an
atfiliate providing service in the City of
Portland and certain areas borderinc both sides
0f the Columbia River, was merged into the
Company. In 1954, the properties and service
areas of Mountain States Power Company were
acguired through merzger.

"The Mountain States service territory in Qregon
included urban and rural areas in the
Willamette Valley in Benton, Linn, Lane and
Marion Counties:; three Oregon coastal areas,
including Tillameook, Northern Lincoln County
and a substantial portion ¢f Coos County,
including North Bend, Coos Bay, Coguille and
Myrtle Point. The Tillamook properties
subsecuently were sold to another agengyv alse
serving that area. The Mountain States service
area also included Sandpoint; Priest River and
vicinities in Idaho; The Flathead Vallev in
Montana; and, 2 sudstantial part of the state
of Wyoming. 3eginning in 1955, several other
small systems in Wyoming were acsuired through
mezger and acguisition. In 1961, the
Califeornia Oregon Power Company was merged
into the Company, and the service areas were
thereby extencded to include portions of
southezn Cregon and northern California."

Further information on the development of Pacific can be
cuoted from Exhibit 45 of Pacific's witness Deesen,

"?rior to June 1961, the Company's present
electrical system in California was owned and
operated by the Califo:nia Cregon Power
Company (CORCO). T became aoaare“b an t

l&tg lgggl LKAL CGQCO would be unable to meet

the load growth of Northern California anrnd
Southern Qregon loads except through the

development of higher cost hydro and thermal
vlants. CQOPCO was not a cuspome: ©f the
Bonneville Power Admini tion (BPR) ané was
unadle t0 purchase low coSt energy from 3PA.

QOne 0% the najor benrnefists to California custoners
¢f the merger with the Company was caining

access shrough the three=gstate integrated system
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to the 'recuirement contraces' with BPA that
guaranteed the Company a power supply eguivalent
t0 the difference between the Company's total
load and its critical hydro energy capability

in the Pacific Neorthwest region."

Pacific claims that chaos could result if each of the
other four states in its system took the approach that TURN is taking
in California, which is in Pacific's words, a sharing and allocating
cf costs on the basis most favorable to the state invelved while
reguiring other jurisdictions to share egually in the transmission
costs reguired to deliver sower %0 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.
TOr instance, Oregon and wWashington c¢ould argue that since-they
were receiving energy from BPA, some of the Mid-Columbia projects,
and Paclfic's Lewis River project srior to the merger with CORCO

which served California, Oregen and Washington would be entitled
to retain such energv to the exclusion of California. The
Mid=Columbia hydroelectric projects which were owned and operated
Ov public uetility 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
orojects' present installed capacity. Other contracts which weré
favorable in 1958 have either been cut back or canceled and,
therefore, would no longer be available to California even though
a percentage of their capacity and production was allocated to
California in 1968. Through a careful analysis of the purchased
Dower contracts available to Pacific in 1968 and those remaining
in existence in 1979, witness Deesen compiled, in Exhibic 46, a
revision of Dr. Wells' data on which his allocation was made. The
results of witness Deesen's recapitulation of the enercv available
to California operations both in capacity and kWh resulted in




ALS/km

N .

revisions to Dr. Wells' exhibits which brought the revenue
requirzement under the growth share allocation almost egual to the
revenue reguirement 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 resuirement which is supported by the company and staff,
ané adopted by NARUC and every commission In the company's
five-=state integrated system, is consistent with (1) the actual
operation oI the companv's svstem, (2) judicial and regulatory
srecedents, (3) Public Law 88=552, (4) fair treatment of customers
in each of the company's service areas, and (S5) economic principles.”

The Commission staff supports the allocation procedure
used by Pacific with some changes as discussed elsewhere in this
decision. Through witness Ferraro the staff stated that it was its
policy =0 follow the NARUC electric service allocation procedure.
The staff's position on allocactions is that a company's investment
should be borne commonly by all users of the company's service
because 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 staff believes
a fundamental »rinciple of ratemaking is that there is no
economic Jjustification for a lower price to the customers who

napoen to live next door Lo a power plant than £or those more
distantly located when all customers are part of and benefit £rom

an integrated system. If neither the public nor the utility is to
suffer from inconsistent or incompatible actions, a uniform method
0f cost allocation is necessary for a system operating under several
juzisdictions., It is the staff's position that a reasonable method
should be agreed upon By the several regulatory jurisdictions and
implemented by =he utility in each case. The staff believes that
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any other scheme would result in each state devising its own
allocation method always attempting to minimize its share of the
tocal system and, in all likelihood, resulting in the parts not
eczualling the whole. Also overloocked is the necessity of an
integrated system so that all states can benefit from the security
ané reliabilicy such a system offers. The staff supports the
general srinciple underlyving an adeguate allocation procedure that
each expense should be distributed among the states served by the
utility in proporsion to the responsibilicy of each for the
incurrzence ¢f the expense.

TURN, ©of course, uses that same principle to support
izs arzsument Sor the growth share nmethod because it is TURN's
position that California has not been entirely responsible for the
additional plant necessary to serve the growth on the Pacific system
but only a poreion of it. It is TURN's position that the growth
in other states, which is relatively greater than California's, has
caused Pacific to build more exvensive plants than would
be required to serve the additional growth in California.

Nicholas Tibbetts (Tibbetts), for Assemblvman 30SCO, SuppPOrts
the TURN-proposed allocation procedure and, in fact, would prefer
o see an application of the Edwards method which would allocate
all California hvéro to California and make up the differential
needs by the average cost on the rest of the system. Tibbetts
Doints out an interesting possibilisy which focuses on the problems
that can occur by excessive growth in one state as compared o
another. This illustration has £o do with the projected future
of 2acific's Idaho customers. DPacific serves approximately 8,000
customers in Idaho which is about 25 percent of the number served
in California. According to Racific's witness Reed, Idaho relies
100 percent on purchased sower contracted with Washington Water




Power Company. Reed 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 mav be a time when Idaho will become
a part of a six=-state integrated system if Pacific cannet continue
serving through Washington Water Power Company. Thus, if Idaho
enters the svstem, it will come in resourceé »o0r. That is, it will
enter without any plant generating capacity but immediately add to
the system demand. This addition, plus current growth patteras of
the svstem will result in additional high cost capacity and power
0 be obtained some way by Pacific. This would further erode the
California hydro capacity ané the low=-cost purchased power that
California now enjovs. It is Tibbetts' position that Idaho, with
the cheapest rates in the entire system, although not being a part

£ the system, will not make any c¢ontributions of generating plant
gapacity or supply 1f it gets cdumped into the integrated system.
and California and the four other states will therefore subsidize
Idaho's entry. <California will do so by reducing its claim to a
Proportion of its hAydro capacitv and pick up the difference in more
expensive thermal units. Such a2 nmix would accelerate the increases
in cost to California sutting it at a further disadvantage. The

impacst would be felt by California customers in the form of ingreasing

gleczrical rates with those rates increasing at a greater rate than
California's growth in demand and consumption would require if it
were not for Idaho coming into the system.

California Farm Sureau Federation (Farm Bureau) takes
the position that the Commission should adopt the reguest of the
Farm Bureau in its opening bdrief filed after the c¢close ¢of hearings
in 1979:; it requested the Commission institute an investigation on
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its own motion iato the issue of proger interjurisdictional
allocations for Pacific and that the utility should be directed to
present a complete showing on the effects of allecating Califernia
hvdro to California customers (Zdwards method) and of alleocating
recent additions to generation and fuel costs on the basis of
incremental demand between jurisdictions. Farm Bureau renews that
recuest in its brief Siled June 16, 1980. .In the meantime, Farm
3ureau urges the Commission %o adopt the growth share allocation
method even though Tarm Bureau claims that it does have some £laws.
Tarm 3ureau suggests that in the long run the Commission should
assume an integrated operating svstem which continues to use 3PA
Power and other purchased power by displacement and that costs should
be allocated rather than megawatss or megawatshours as done by the growth
share method. \VNevertheless, Farm Bureau sees the underlying
caleculations in the growth share method as a starting point for a
better, more curzent, and effective allocation method. Farm Bureau
believes that if the Commission does not f£eel comfortable with
going Hack to 1968 as a base vear thén a more recent vear could be
adopted. In any event Farm Bureau urges the Commission to move
forward and reform the jurisdictional allocation method currently
applied to Racific's California operations and that in the interim
2 modified version ¢of the growth share method should be adopted.
urther, Farm Bureau urges that in Pacific's next rate case, racific

and the staff should pe reguired to present new alternatives to
allocations which can be fullv explored at that time.
Allocations - Discussion

Althousgh Tables.l and 2 indicate Pacific's system
kilowatthour usage per customer ié increasing at a constant rate:
(L7 percent from 1968 to 1978, the last recorded figures on tiis
record) it has not vet aporoached the usage per customer in California.
The Cali nia usace has increased ll percent in that period compared
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What would be the proper method of applying the growth
share system relative to the time frame invelved? TURN goes back
to the rate case of 1968 and works from there in ome jump to the
rate year in this case, calendar year L979. In Decision No. 87071
dated March 9, 1977 in Application No. 56395, the last general
Pacific rate increase proceeding in Califernia, we granted rates
based on results of operationms which were allocated to Calizornia
using the integrated system method. We do not believe it would be
fair to go beyond the rate year used in that decision as a starting
point for application of the growth share method, i.e., the 12 months
ended September 30, 1975. Therefore, in lieu of the data TURN
offered we requested ocur staff to duplicate to the best of its
ability the growth share method used by TURN but apply it to the
rate vear 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, £or illustrative purposes, how the growth share
method would be applied to test yeaxr 1979.
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In the TURN method, 1s there a problem with the
allegazion that the method allocates property rather than
costs? The answer to this lies in analyzing the purpose of

an allocation procedure. If =he TURN method allocates facil-
ities then s¢ does the integrated system method when it
allocates on a direct kasis. When direc¢t 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 TURN method does nothing different from that.
It allocates different parts of the system at different rates
but those alleccations are based on the same enéd reguirements
Pacific uses for the relationship of California to svstem. It
looks at that relationship at different time pericds rather than
at tle particular time that the allocation is being made. For
example, in this case, as far as Pacific is concerned, everything
stopped in 1979, a new system existed and California was a
percent of that system. The TURN system would have evervthing
stopped in the rate year 1968, take one step to 1979, and then
roceed on an incremental basis vear-by-vear from 1979 on.
Finally, although Pacific allocates { percent of all plant costs
to Califoraia, no one claims that Californians now have a vested
right to that plant.

The staff states that a general principle underlying
any allocation method is that each expense should be distributed
among tie states served by the utility in proportion to the
respensibilicy of each f£or the incurrence of the expense. Both
the growth share method and the integrated system method
arguably arxe consistent with this principle. OCne emphasizes
responsibility for new demands placed upon the utility while
the other relies upon a more static view ©f utility operations.
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we believe the growsh share method has substantial merit ia
chat Lt seeks £o correlate increases in cdemand wi
incremental coses ingursy to meet such demand. As proposed
by TURN, however, this allocation method has the disadvantage
0% assuming a direct correlation between demand growth in a
pazticular vear and plant additions in the same vear. This
assumption does not reflect the longer range planning reguired
in the utility business.

Should the fact that 2 proposed allocation procedure
has not been used nor adepted by any othexr jurisdiction,

including the jurisdictions with regulatory authority over

Pacific, be a reason to reject the pfocedu:e? We believe not.
The fairest allocation ¢f costs to California customers which
does not unfairly buxden cﬁstome;s in other states should be
adopted. Allocation procedures should reflect the constantly
changing demands and composition of multi-state utility services.
On the other hand, it would not serve the interests of Pacific's
California ratepavers for this Commission to take unilateral
action at this time which would likely be perceived as a shirking
0f responsibility by California and which might provoke other
surisdictions to seek cost allocation formulas which would
minimize their responsibility to cover Pacific's reasonably
incurred costs.

Will adoption of the integrated system method of allo-
cation adeguately account for the reduction in costs and usage
=0 Califcrnia which may be brought about by the wea.her;za._on

tives program approved in D. 814977 The weatherization

program authorized by D. 91487 will not beccme effective until
well into the vear 1980. Therefore, the problem need not e
resolved in this decision. However, in the next rate case
brought by Pacific, we will expect all parties to make
recommendatiens as to wue-he: and, if so, how to pass on the
real savings oI the weatherizasi program te Californians. In
this regazd, we must note ¢ weatherization incentives

progranm authorized in D, as modeled on similar programs
waich nave been in place and operating for several vears in
Pacific’s Qregon and Washing:on sarvice azeas. The guestion

O wiese conservazion is benefisfting whom is shus not a simple Anre.

-

-30-
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s Pacific's argument valid that under the growth

share method it would be necessary to set up eguipment to make
sure that California received the proper percentage of the
capacity ©f each of the installations assigned to it to reflecs
its share of allocated costs? As stated in answer t0 an earlier
guestion, we 4o not helieve the growth share method should be
considered as allocating specific property to California con-
sumers. We loox at it as a methed, 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 the comments of TURN's witness Wells concerning his
analogy ©f 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/Racific merger with part of the justification
being that an integrated svstem would be advantagecus for California?
When the Commission approved the COPCO merger, it did not

stipulate that any particular allocation procedure should be
used for determining the California results of operations
under the merced systems. We believe it is our responsibility to
consicder changes in allocation procedures when appropriate to reflect
the changing conditions of utility systems and subsystems.

How should the choice of allocation methods be affected

by this Commission's concern to encourage energy conservation?
We see the growth share method as providing a more precise price
signal and a more effective conservation incentive to Pacific's
customers than does the integrated system method, because the
former method allocates the burden of additional operating costs
and investments in accordance with increases in demand. Adoption
0f the crowth share method would provide a slightly lesser increase
in razes ¢o California customers, but it offers the possibility of
in¢reasing rates in other states, where overall usagce and con-

umption per household are growing more rapidly than in Califernia.
reasion oI che appropriate price signals in other states will
reguire a cooperative effort anéd is unlikely to be achieved by the

ceral action cof this Commission.

=31-




e relevance to the allocation issue of the
fact that Pacific is a multi-state utility? It is only because
Pacific is a multi-statze utilisy that this Commission gives
serious consideration o allocating costs on other £han an
integrated system basis. This is because Pacific's multi-state
character gives us only limited control, for practical purposes,
over Pacific's resource planning aad investment decisions.
Certainly we retain our authority to disallow the passing through
to California rate payers of costs of plant imprudently constructed
or of no benefit to Califorania, but sensible regulatory policies
should seek to avoid the development of situations where such
drastic action is necessary. One such sensible policy would be
the development of a cost allocation formula attuned to the
current need for energy conservation and the scaring costs of
new plant censeructien.

In view of the long-c¢ontinuing 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 rate payers to benefit by the fruits of their
conservation 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 o Pacific by this Commission
is appropriate and that the growth share method has substantial
merit as an alternative approach. We are concerned by the
ineguities which may result from application of the precise method
proposed by TURN, parsicularly with regard to the year=hy-vear
basis for allocating costs, which falsely assumes that responsi-
hility for each vear's increased plant costs are attributable

to that vear's increase in customer demand. However, this is a
matter of detail which could be corrected without abandoning the
hasic concept of allocating incremental costs ia accordance with

responsibility Zor such costs which we preceive to be the
essence of the growth share metheod.

-32-
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Pacific's present c¢ost allocation method is based upon
one which was developed through such cooperative efforts within
the framework of NARUC. It was developed at a time when attitudes
roward electric demand growth were still strongly influenced by
the experience of declining marginal costs. These facts have
changed; the era has changed; but the value of working cooperatively
through NARUC to achieve an allocation formula which will encourage
energy comservation and proper cost wespensibility throughout

sacific's service area is undiminished. As a net importer of
energy, dependent upon the abundant hydroelectric power ot the

Northwest and the newly developing fossil fuel resources of the
Rocky Mountain region to meet 3 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
osfers substantial advantages, we will not adopt it at this time.
To do so unilaterally, without having consulted with other
regulatory authorities having jurisdiction over portioms of
Paciric's operations, would likely be perceived by those
authorities as a well camouflaged but unprincipled effort to
shield Calirornia ratepayers from their fair share of responsi-
bility to support Pacific's operations - in short, an example of
the all too prevaleant ''pull up the drawbridge' approach to social
responsibilities. It would invite each other state to lmprovise
1ts own cost allocation method to serve its parochial interest in
minimizing shozt-term costs to Lts citizens, leaving Pacific and
all its customers to reap the whirlwind of inadequate return,
inferior service, and ultimately higher costs. It would also
iavire federal interventlion in an area traditcionally lezt to the
cooperative efforts of state agencles.

-_)3-
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We emphasize, however, our conclusion that the growth

shaze 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 tie attention of the appropriate
regulatory authorities with jurisdiction over Pacific, and we
have already had preliminary discussioms o that end. In additiom,
we will send to each such authority a copy of this decision together
with a transmittal letter seeking the cocperation of these
authorities ia ceveloping a method of interjurisdictional cost
allocation more appropriate to present cilrcumstances. Even in the
absence of agreement among all the states, it may be appropriate

to adopt an adaptation of the growth share method in Pacific's next
genmeral rate application. We will therefore instruct Pacific to
provide as part of its next general rate application a proposal for
allocation of costs to its California service area based upon a

rowth 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 wmodified by the staff. Upon this
basis, Table & shows a comparison of the staff's, Pacific's, and
the adopted summary of earnings, along with a parallel calculation
based on the growth share method described on page 27.
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TABLE 4
Pacific Zower & Lisht Compeny

ESTDATED SUAARY OF ZARNINGS
Test Yeazr 1979

Growth Share
Allocation

racific Mmtnod Adoonted
=} (C) z Di
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Total Cperating Revenues $24,592 $25,388 324,459 824,741

aracing Doensas
ozeduction 6,275 5,351 6,016 6,249
Transnission 778 L0 790 778
Sigzzibusicn 1,128 L,l2¢ 1,128 1,128
Cuseomer Account 531 533 531
tustamer Service and Information 2 : 210 20
Administrative and Gereral : 33 1,83 1,833
Subeotal 0,509 10,729
ook Depreciation 3,146 3,59%
1,230 1,250
38 359
490 Le6
15,736 15,015
8,724 8,726
86,L58 86,433

12.05% 10.05%
5,361 5,642

—

[ S )
~

l_’
w
e

-
-~
in
[V ]

maxes Coker Than on Ingome

-

Y ]

Sta=a Carperation Framehise T
Federal Income Tax

a3 L

[V
o

motal Coersating Sxperses
Vet Coerzating Revenues Adjustad

-

Oy Os O
~ -~
« U
o Oy
wn

(23]
~

Oh
[&]
-

Rage Sase
Rate of Rewurn

Tonsl Amount Of Incresse

o
- O
ry
A

b

» Of Incresse in Raverues xcl. \ .
Soacial Sales and Other g 3L.TR 32.30

% of Incraase in Towsl Reverues ‘ 28.1% 25.5%




4.58605 ALJ/km/ec

.' ]

Exvenses

Pacific and the staff were the only parties to the
proceeding to make estimates of expenses with the following
excepticns by the staff:

1. Exclusion of the Libby, Montana generating
facility expenses. These were eliminated
because in the staff's opinion it is a
standby facility to be used zs a peaking
unit if needed to serve the Libby, Montana
service area. The staff eliminated $6,000
of operating expenses which were allocated
to California.

Disallowance of research and development
costs associated with the Liguid Mecal Fast
Breeder Reactor associated with the Trojan
Nuclear Power Plant. This disallowance
amounts to $15,000 which is allocated to
California £from Pacific's contribution of
$§306,000 to the reactor. Payments to this
project by Pacific have not been made since
1977 due to the failure of Congress to act
on the project: congressional action nmay
not occur during the test vear and bevond.
For this reason, the staff excludes the
expense.

The allcocation of transmission expenses
solely on a demand basis. The stafs
recommends 4«hat Pacific adopt the demand
allocation method as used by other
California utilities or make an appropriate
presentasion for a different tvpe of
allocation. In lieu of that, the staff
recommends that transmission expenses be
allocated 100 percent on cdemand.

Use of actual budget amounts for ocutside
services. racific estimated outside
services by trending, whereas the staff
celieves the actual oroject amount should
be used. The staff made a $14,000
adjustment in this expense for California.
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For parposes of s BIGCCECLNC; FACLILC A1d M3k challenge
the staff adjustments outlined above. They will be adopted for
purposes of expenses in the results of operations used herein.

TURN, through iLts witness McCabe, wanted to do what is
known as a budget variance analvsis. Accozdiag to TURN, such an
analysis provides the means to adjust a future budget €0
reflect the expense levels that will most likely occur. This is done
through a guantity and guality variance analysis which adjusts test
period estimates proportionately by the relationships of actual
achieved results to budget estimates for a given historial period.
TURN recuested Pacific¢ furnish items necessary to complete such an
analvsis; the response of Pacific was not acceptable to TURN because
of certain restrictions on the use of the material. TURN could not
accept the conditions, did not pursue it further, and no analysis
was made.

Rate Base

again, the staff and Pacific were in general agreement on
cthe items and the amounts to be included in rate base. The major
adjusstments recommended by the staff were:

1. A $1,100,000 svystenm adjustment to the
Centralia 2lant precipitators of which
$44,000 is allocated to California.

2. Removal of the Libby, Montana gererating
Sacility from rate base as discussed
previously under expenses.

As a result of the recommendazion of the
staff accountant, the sz2ff disallowed
preliminary surveys and investigations
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associated with construction work in process.
This included $808,000 representing
preliminary survey and investigation,
miscellanecus work in progress, miscellaneous
deferred debits, and other miscellaneous
items. Also excluded was $68,000 from
electric utility plant in service related

to allowance for funds used during
construcktion. ?Pacific did not 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 Norte substation was being delaved because of a strike at
Westinghouse, the supplier ©Z the transformer. $827,000 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 endineg balances for the rate vear, $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 1979. Therefore, we will not make the correction.

Tibbetts alleges that the Washington State Utilities and
Transportation Commission determined that Pacific's working cash
reguirement is negative. The Commission staff exhibit escablished
that estimated working cash allowances are derived bv using the
FERC method. The staff alsco performed a working cash analysis as
recommended by its standard gsractice U~-l6 and concluded that
since the result of that analysis exceeds.racific's estimate, no
2djustment should de made to the Facific figure. We will not make
an adjustment to working cash.
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Tibbetts pointed out that deferred income
taxes associated with accelerated depreciation should be

included in Pacific's capital structure because such an inclusien

was made in results of operations used by Pacific¢ in the State of
Washington. Pacific replied that this was done because Washington
pernitted normalization of the tax benefit associated with
accelerated depreciation of certain proverty. In contrast, Pacific's
revenue requirement in California does not reflect any deferred

taxes created by normalized accounting praéiices. We will accept

the Pacific and staff estimates on this matter.
Other Staff Recommendations

In addition to the above reccmmendations on expense and
race base adjustments, the staff made the following recommendations
on future treatment ©f revenues, expenses, and rate base, which
we will adopt.

1. Include in operating revenues additional
imputed amounts for the U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation Contract.

Discontinue charging institutional
advertising and Trojan Nuclear Flant
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.

Provertv Tax 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 reguired bv Proposition 13 property
cax reductions. The staff has reviewed rate reduction £ilings that
Pacific made relative %0 Proposition 13 and confirms that the
reductions recuired have been accomplished. We adopt the staff report.
The second concerns litigation between Pacific and the
State ¢f Oregon regarding asset evaluation for property tax purposes.
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mhas case was recently resolved favorably 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 vears. The staff recommends that California's allocated
share of Oregon property taxes for the test year 1579 be reduced by
$32,000 to reflect the lower obligation for that year; Pacific
econcurs in the adjustment. :

However, TURN contends that the proper treatment of
the refunds is =0 pass through to California customers their full
share of the amount Pacific will recover because California rates
have been hased on the taxes estimated for the year ended
September 30, 1975. Specifically, TURN recommends that $32,000 for
each Of the three tax years, a total of $96,000, should be treated as
revenue to Pacific in the 1979 test year and any rate increase
cranted 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 TURN'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 a given

rate setting case. A utility is granted only the opportunity to

make its anticipated 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 2

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 Dbe
contrary to the intent of Section 456 (re Pacific Tel. & Tel. (1977)
83 C2UC 230). It is, however, our respensibility to reflect properly
the expenses anticipated, as we may find them to be reasonable, in
a current rate case; by adopting the staff proposal.on this issue we will
accomplisn that in this proceeding.
Affiliate Adjustments

Pacific owns a two-thirds interest in the Jim Bridger
coal-fired generating plant in Wyoming. Coal for that plant is
supplied by the Bridger Coal Company, which is two-thirds owned by
Pacific Minerals Inc. ©Pacific Minerals Inc. is a wholly owned
subsidiary of NERCO Inc., which, in turn, is a wholly owned
subsidiary of Pacifi¢c. The remaining one-third interest in the
Bridger Coal Company and in the Jim Bridger Generating Plant is owned
oy Idaho Power Company. Therefore, Pacific is purchasing its coal
supplies for the plant from a subsidiary company under its control.
TURN claims that it is well-established law in California that the
srices a utility pays for purchases from an affiliate can provide

no greater return to the affiliate than that allowed for the utility
ieself and cites Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company v 2UC
(1965) 62 Cal 28 634 and Decision No. 78851 (1l971) 72 CPUC 327 and
Citv of Los Angeles v PUC (1972) 7 Cal 34 331, 334.

At the reguest of TURN, Pacific presented exhibits based
upon estimated 1979 data which duplicated an exhibit in Washington
Utilities and Transportation Commission Cause No. U-78-52, which was
decided June &, 1979. That decision adjusted the coal prices paid
v Pacific to the Bridger Coal Company resulting in a reduction in
the cost of service in the Washington case. The exhibit put in by
Dacific shows that if one were o follow the Washington case
methedology, the resulting reduction in California fuel expense
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would be $25,600. No evidence was presented on the record concerning
the appropriate return for the Bridger operation considering the
special c¢characteristics which may be inherent in a ¢oal mine operation.
TURN's witness McCabe testified that in his opinion the adjustment
shoeld 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.

Rate Of Return

Pacifie, through its witness John H. Geliger, senior
vice president-£finance, recommends an overall rate of return of
10.26 percent; this would produce a return on common egquity capital
of 14.50 percent. The staff recommends an overall return of 9.92
percent which reflects a 13.50 percent return on eguity. There is
little difference between the Pacific and staff-recommended
capitalization ratios and ¢ost of long-term debt and preferred
stock. (See Table 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 eguity.

Pacific's contention that 14.50 percent is a reasonable
retuzn on common equity is based on a mathematical rate of return mocel
known as the "Pacific Medel". PRacific uses the model to determine
the rate of return reguired to support a specific growth rate
applicable 0 common sStock ecuity capital and enable Pacific to sell
stock at a price that will not reduce D00k value per share. The
nedel 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 the judgment of Pacific personnel. The final formula in the
mocdel calculates return on equity capital using four independent
variables: the growth rate in eguity capital, the dividend payout




TABLE 3

Pacifie's Recuested Rate ¢f Return

Capitalization Weighted
Component Ratios cost

Long~-Term Debt 54.00% 4.19%
Preferred StoOcCKk L0.00 .85
Common Stock Equity 36.00 5.22

Total 100.00% 1C.26%

Staff's Recommended Rate o6f Return

Capitalization Weighted
Component Ratios Cost

Long=Term Debt 53.28% 4.18%
Preferred Stock 11.78 1.02
Common Stock Equity 34.94 4.72

Total 100.00% 9.92%
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ratio, the ratio of net proceeds to market drice prior to announcement
of a new offering, and the market capitalization rate, alsc known
as the common stock investors' discount rate or expected return.
™e formula 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. 2acific chose two values,
13.5 and 14.5 percent, for that factor and'kept the other three
constant to calculate a low ané high estimate £or return on common
equity. That produced 14.04 and 15.12 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. PRacific claims
the 14.50 percent is in line with Commission Decision No. 90405
dated June 5, 1979 in San Diego Gas & Zlectric Company (SDGS&E)
Application No. 58607. itness Geiger stated that SDG4E and Pacific
are gimilar with respect to their common equity return redquirements
and pointed out that the staff listed SDG&E among 20 companies it
considered comparable to Pacific. Like Pacific, SDGS&E has its
first mortgage bonds rated Baa by Moedy's which is the lowest
investment -grade bond rating. Pacific claims the 14.50 percent
cranted SDGSE, which also provides an after-tax interest coverage
0f 2.7 times, is appropriate for Pacific as well as SDG&E.

Bdwin Quan, a financial examiner on the Commission staff,
testified that an overall 9.92 percent rate of return is proper f£or
Racific. That return would provide a 13.50 percent return on common
equity and 2.4 times interest coverage. Witness Quan stated that 2
fair and reasonable rate of return results £rom the consideration
of many factors and that one cannot rely solely on definitive
formulas or precise mathematical calculations. In his opinion,
judgmens is the determining factor in the final analysis with due




A.53805 ALJ/km

consideration of the reguirements of the individual utility. The
staff presented a study containing 13 statistical tables developed
to assist it in making a f£inal judgment. Some of the tables
compared the operating results of Paciiic for the years 1974 through
1978 with comparable results for ten combination gas and electric
utilities and ten electric utilities which the staff believes are
regulased public utilities having business and financial risks
similar to those of Pacific. The comparisons show that Pacific's
earnings on total capital and times-interest earned were lower than
the average of the comparative groups, whereas its earnings on
equity were higher than the other utilities. The common eguity ratio
for Pacific and the comparative groups was about the same. 1In
another comparison, Table ll, Exhibit 16, the staff set forth the
results of a survev of recent degisions 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 updated the comparison with a more recent decision

on Portland General Electric Company and the addition of data on

the last decisions of SDG&E and Cleveland Electric Illuminating

Company, twe companlag khe ¢kaff gaid are comparabl€ @ Pacific

but were not listed on Table ll. With that revision the simple
averace allowance on common ecuity rose to 13.59 percent.

TURN recommends that the stipulated 13 percent return on
ecuity recentlv granted in the State of Washington in Cause No. U-78-52
dated Sune 4, 1979 be adopted for Pacific in this decision. However,
TURN maintains that in no case should the equity return exceed the
s-aff recommendation of 13.50 percent. Additionally, TURN recommends
a reduction in the overall adosted rate of return of .06 percentage
Points %o account for TURN's recommendation concerning the
conservation procram discussed 2lsewhere in this decision. As an
example, if she Commission were to adopt the staff recommendation, the
overall return should be rzeduced from 9.92 percent to 9.85 percent.




farm Bureau maintains that the evidence presented by
Pacific does not support a 1l4.50 percent equity return; it claims
Pacific did not properly analvze the risks faced by Pacific or the
returns earned by similarly situated utilities. Farm Bureau
believes the allowance of 14.5 percent granted to SDG&Z in
Decision No. 90405 should not serve as a criterion fZor Pacific. That
decision recognized that SDGSE is facing some particularly difficult
problems as a result of the disapproval of its Sun Desert Project,
interest coverage shortfalls, and, particularly, high rates of
growta. ZFarm Bureau believes Pacific is a relatively low risk
investment because its electric operations are fairly large, it
Operates in six states, and estimated 1979 total sales will bDe 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
amount of nuclear, it is insulated f£rom oil and natural gas price
increases, it owns and mines much of its coal regquirements, and is a
diversified company with water and steam system ¢perations. Also,
Pacific has substantial mining, miﬁe:al, 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 £inancial makeup to form a reasconed
opinicon 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 reguirements over
the next five years. On the other hand, the staff criticized Pacific's
approach to race of return as one which puts too much reliance on
a2 mashematical model that, in witness Geiger's words, "i
intended to develop the rate of return that will enable the company
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to sell stock at a price that will not reduce 200k value per

share."” The staff views this aprroach as contrary to long=-standing
Commission policy that rate of return is a matter of judgment and
nct merely a matter of applving a2 mathematical formula.

In this case we criticize Pacific and the staff, the only

two parties to present adeguate evidence on which we can make a
judgment. As for Pacific, the model it uses is very sensitive to
the value one chooses for a market capitalization rate. If that
Zactor ¢an be legitimately chosen with a range of one full percentage
Point and thereby produce an estimate of that same range, there
appears to be a question of objectivity, something that one should
De able to look to as an inherent advantage ¢f 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; consideraticn must be given to
the requiremensts of the individual utility." (Exhibit 16, page 4.)
Indeed, it appears the data most relied on by the staff are contained
in Table 1l 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. 1ll." (Exhibit l6,
page S5.) 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 common eguity 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 adjustment

o its recommendation on common ecquity; we will increase that from

3.50 to 14 percent based on the update of Table 11, Exhibit 16.
hus, the following is our adepted rate of return:
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Long-Term Debt 53.28% 4.18%
Preferred Stock 11.78 1.02
Common Stock Zguity 34.94 .89
Total 100.00% 10.09%
Wage/Price Guidelines
The Federal Council on Wage and Price Stability (Council)
mas issued several price standards to impléhent the President's
anti-inflation program. (See Decision No. 91107 dated December 19,
1979 in Application No. 58545 of Pacific Gas and Electric Company.)
Por purposes of calculating estimated rate year 1979
expenses, Pacific assumed pro forma emplovee wage and salary in¢reases
0f 5 to 7 percent ané associated wage-related bdenefits not exceeding
she levels in effect prior to October 1978. Thus, Pacific claims,
expenses for wages and wage-related denefits included in its rate
vear estimates are within the pay standard guidelines.
Pacific used three arguments to® show that its requested

inerease in ratves 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

vears equates tO an annual increase of just over 7 percent, well
withia the voluntary guidelines. Second, the Council has agreed to
creat Pacific's electric, steam heat, and water utility operations as
a separate reporting company for guideline purposes. Under such
treatment, Pacific's overall utility increase complies with the
Council's st=andards although certain jurisdictional rates have risen
more than others. Also, increases for the various customer classes
can be different for different tyvves of service such as electric,
gas, ané steam, as well as between customer classes within a given
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service. Finally, the thizd argument by Pacific is that 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
percent return on common eguity. It claims this would be inadeguate,
unreasonable, and confiscatory. Pacific holds that rate applications,
in spite of voluntary »rice guidelines, still must be judged by the
tancards of state and federal law which pfohibit confiscation.

Anv application of the guidelines which preoduces confiscatory levels
ef return would be in violation of Federal Power Commission v Hope
Natural Gas Company (1943) 320 US 59l.

All three of Pacific's arguments that the guidelines have
been considered and voluntarily complied with are persuasive. fThe
rates acdopted bv this decision will be no more than necessary £0

Protect Pacific's customers from higher than necessary prices, and
vet assure that the needs of customers can be met in the future and
Pacific's shareholders are treated fairly.

Rate Design

Tor purposes of the discussion in this section rates
are assumed toO be those in effect prior to the interim increase
agthorized by Decision No. 91326 supra, unless otherwise noted. The
Sollowing are the primary issues concerning rate design:

(a) Should the rate spread be accomplished in
this proceeding by allocating to each
¢lass an egqual percentage of its long run
incremental cost (LRIC) or should the
Commission move in steps toward the goal
of LRIC-based pricing?

Should a fixed customer charge ¢f $2 as
proposed by Pacific and the staff be
instituted in lieu of the minimum charge
based on kWh usage in effect under present
rates?




what should the relationships be between
the following schedules: lifeline
domestic, nenlifeline domestic, general
service, and agricultural pumping?

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

Should the proposals for thé agricultural
sumping schedule, PA-20, congerning
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 simplified?

Should the street lighting tariff
orovisions be simplified and split into
two schedules, one for company=-owned
lights and one for customer-owned lights?

Should time-of=-use rates be extended?

Should Pacific's recommendations for
changing the charges for reconnections be
adopted?

Does the tyve of allocation procedure used
0 allocate ¢osts to the various
surisdictions affect LRIC ratemaking?

Does the ratemaking adopted in this decision
satisfy the federal standards involving
aspects of ratemaking as set forth in

she Dublic Utilities Regulatory 2olicies

Acs of 1978 (2URPA)?

(1) EHow do the rates in California compare to
Qregon's?

LRIC Study - Dacific based its proposed spread of rates
te its customers on its LRIC study, Exhibit 5. Pacific did not
srovide anv embedded or average cost Of service data for this
record. An LRIC study is similar %o a long-run marginal

coss studv. It attempes to determine the cost per unit
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0f serving incremental load of a given customer ¢lass over a future
period. The study then develops the revenue by major class which
would be generated by charging all rates egual 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 2acific to scale the LRIC rates back to produce

the desired revenue., Paclific dié this by geducing the difference
Detween current revenues and LRIC revenues on an egual 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 dicd not exempt the lifeline sales from an increase under

its method and also did not calculate agricultural rates based on
LRIC. The agricultural group aloeng 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 LRIC. No one challenged Pacific's method of
computing the LRIC bv customer class. A staff witness on rate
design recommended moving immediately through this rate case to the
goal of rates based on LRIC. On the other hand, Pacific proposes
that the difference between each class' present revenues and

its LRIC e applied uniformly in this proceeding. In effect,
Pacific's proposal results in small increases for those classes
¢loser to their LRIC and larger increases for classes further

from LRIC. Pacifi¢ claims its method has the desirable
characteristics 0f aveiding disproportionate rate increases

to customer classes; there would be an orderly phasing in of
incremental cost of service results, treating each class of customer
na uniform manner. Tor each class the difference between LRIC and

K
S
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prasent revenues would he reduced by a uniform percentage and

in successive rate proceedings each class' revenue level would be
moved progressively into line with its LRIC while at the same tinme
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 trges the Commission to adopt
Pacific's more gradual phase in. )

Basic Customer Charge - Pacific and the staff propose a
restructuring of the residential service schedule to consist of a
$2 kasic charge plus a charge in cents per kWh for kWhs used. This
oroposal is consistent with what we have done in rate design for
other utilities in California and we will acdopt it.

Rate Relationships =~ Most of the evidence in the area of
rate design concerned the relationships of residential

lifeline to nonlifeline, the residential average to
the system, and Other rate schedules and classes Lo the
systenm 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 ancd 3,789 cents per kWh for hours in excess of
ifeline. Pacific claims this would maintain the relationship
between lifeline and nonlifeline rates which was in effect when
Pacific's application was f£iled in Jancary 197%. When Pacific reduced
rates as a result of Proposition 13 and che 1578 Revenue Act, the
decreases affected only nonlifeline charges. ?2Racific's proposal
would restore nonlifeline rates 0 the Januwaryv 1979 level and then
impose the remaining rate increase in 2 manner that would maintain
che lifeline/nonlifeline relationship thas existed in 1979. Pacific
estimazes that if its increase is granted in full, the lifeline
rate would increase 35.9 percent over the January L, 1976 level, the
average system rate for the sane period 69.3 percent, and nonlifeline
rates an average of 126.8 percent.

-5%=
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The staff recommends that the lifeline portion of
Pacific¢'s residential rates be increased by an amount equal to the
change in the consumer 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 c¢hanged and March 1979 was the mest recent month
for which CPI data were available. This would resuls in a lifeline
increase of 31.8 percent. Stafs maintains’ that increasing lifeline
rates by an amount smaller than the change in the CPI would give
customers a false signal concerning the cost of producing electricity.
The staff witness also pointed out that social security payments
are tied to the CPI. Pacific points out that if the staff had used
More current CPI 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 0r 3 percent and brought up four arguments in support of its
position. First, such action is required, TURN claims, by PURPA and the
Miller~Warren Energy Lifeline Act; second, the lifeline rate proposed
by Pacific is too high to meet the statutory reguirements of low-cost
rates for minimum guantities of electricity; third, a small increase
in lifeline rates would promote conservation by producing & more
teeply inverted residential rate schedule; and, fourth, witness
McCabe for TURN suggested it would be appropriate to follow what
Ne terms a "contract theorvy" in which each customer would be allowed
to retain the economic advantages of the tvmes of generation in
use when that customer first connected to the Pacific system. For
instance, if a person built a house in 1969 and put in electric
heat, that Person acted upon an analysis of the cost of that
installasicon. Witness McCabe believes, based on that example, that

& good argument can be made for low lifeline rates because
oresumadly the lifeline users use the bhasic generation capability
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of the company. McCabe helieves that lifeline rate increases should
oe limited to increases egualing a utility's variable costs without
consicderation of the utility's new capacity costs. Specifically,
TURN, through witness NgCabe, suggested that the lifeline differential
D¢ 25 percent below the system average. Under Pacific's proposal

it would be 4.2 percent below the average and under the staff
Droposal 7 percent below. g

Pacific claims TURN's "contract theory" is not valid

economically and is not relevant to the lifeline rate determination.
Pacific claims electric demand does not know the difference between
old and new customers. Turther, it should be clear that a change

in enersy use by customers with similar demand patterns will

sroduce comparable cost changes for Pacific without regard ¢o the
chronglogical connection time of individual customers. Pacific feels
it is apparent that McCabe's azgument has nothing to Ao with lifeline
zates, which apply to new as well as old customers. Under the McCabe
theory, a residential user of 1,000 kWh per meonth who connected

in 1969 would get that entire amount at low ¢ost, while a user with

a 500 kWh per month reguirement who connected in 1979 would pay much
higher rates.

Congerning the Miller=-Warren Act and PURPA, TURN believes

that taken together, the two Acts reflect a clear legislative policy
hat eleciricity reguired to meet Hasic human needs must de available
S0 all citizens at an afforcadble price. TURN points out that
throughout the public witness hearings in this case théere were many

statements indicating that significant numbers of ratepayers simply
cannot azfford increases in thelr utility bills. 3y preserving the
current lifeline rate these pressing social needs can at least be

partially met. TURN Zfurther argues that an increase in lifeline

rates would cdo little to further this Commission's stated goal of
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encouraging energy conservation thouch rate design. The reasen for this is
that most rzesidential custemers use considerably more than their lifeline quantity
gach month. ZFor instance, testimony of Pacific's witness Sloan shows that, on
the average, residential customers use at least 200 kWh greater than their
lifeline allowance. Therefore, if the Commission wanted £o enccurage conservaticn,
the ampunts above lifeline should e priced considerasly higher than the lifeline.
We note here that this is what the Cammiésion has triad to do recently
Dy its rate-setting policy. We will follow that policy in this proceeding and
set the average residential rate at aprroximately the svstem average rate with the
internal relationship of residential ronlifeline to lifeline at about 150 percent.
This should promote conservation within the residential class by providing
appropriate signals %o residential customers concerning the ¢ost of the energy
they use as well as providing a penalty for usage over the lifeline amount. The
acopted resicdential rates are shown in Appendix B.
Larce General Service -The staff recommended a rate design for
Pacific'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 kiWWs, and a single energy charge.

Pacific proposed a schedule which also contained a basic charge
based on the average ¢f the two highest measured monthly demands,
either on=-peak or off-peak for the current and preceding ll months.
Pacific claims that its preogpesal is far more ecuitable for the
cussomers., It appears that the mininum charge proposed by the stafl
would never be imposed because it is less than the demand charge for
the minimum demand customer. The staff c¢onceded that its recommendation
may have been based on faulty data. We will adopt Pacific's proposal
£or these schedules, which are shown in Appendix E.

For Schecdule No. A=36, "Large General Service = Optional,
100 kW anéd Quer", both Pacific and the staff are recommending that
the rate ! ease be based upon the LRIC studv. We concur with this
recommendation. The adopted rates Zor Schedule No. A-35 are shown in
aprendix D.




Agriculsural Pumping - Proposals for the general irrigation
schedule, PA-20, generated some of the sharpest controversies
during the hearings, Pacific proposas a substantial restructuring
of the schedule independent of the amount of inc¢rease, L1f any, to
Se imposed on that schedule as a whole. Staff supports Pacific's
Droposals. TFarm Bureau rejects Pacific's rate spread for the
Schedule . PA-20 . on the ground that the increase is arbitrary
because the lamk of LRIC data reguired Pacific to lump the smaller
classes together and give them a system average percentage increase.
Eowever, PA-20 did not receive the average 34.8 pe:Eent because
an arbitrary formula 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 difference was
made up bv the agricultural PA-20 schedule by giving it a 40 percent incCrease.

There are two significant areas ¢f change proposed by
Pacific. First, the concept of the "irrigation season" will become
much more critical. The current schedule defines the season as
Mazeh 1 to October 31; Pacific proposes substitution of the phrase
"meter readings March 27 through November 27" as the agricultural

irrzication season. The winter season definition would be
corzespondingly changed to the rest of the vear. Also,. Paciiic
Droposes rates which will vary a great deal by season. Energy charges
will be rouchly doubled in the winter season for instance, and

inter demand charges will be assessed monthly in addition to a
regular annual charge. Under the new system much of the March
consumption ¢could be billed at the high winter rates depending on the
date meters are read. TFor instance, if a customer began irrigating
Mareh L ané the billing cycle called for reading that customer's
meter on March 26, a great deal of consumption would be billed at
nigh winter rates. A neighbor, with 2 similar consumption pattern
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but a March 28%:h reading date, would pay 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 Bureauv believes strongly that

all consumption occurring on or after March 1l should be at the
on-season or lower rate. Obviously, not all meters can be read

on March 1 without some automatic device ghat will do the reading.
The ALJ suggested that perhaps postcard meter reading c¢ould be
emploved ané 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.
Pacific 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 Sdue to the change in meter reading
dates.

The second change proposed by 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 changes would most seriously affect customers who pump
for only two or three months. Thev would =2av an annual demanéd charge
under the proposal egual to about six months ©f current monthly
demand charges. This change could result in large increases
for manv 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

nge from 2.60 cents to 1.867 cents over only two blocks instead
ive., However, the break bestween the two blocks would be
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14,00C kWh 2er menth. This would result in a substantial increase
for customers who use 14,000 kWh and less. Presently the 2.49 cents
applies up %0 1,500 kWh for example, but uncder the proposal the

2.49 cents would be 2.60 cents and apply all the wayv up to 14,000
eWh.

Farm Bureau points out that the wholesale redesign of the
echedule makes it nearly impossible to detérmin in advance whether
the actual adopted rates embody the percentage increase supposed
L0 be borne by agriculture. 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 egual percentage,.

Public witness testimony at the hearings indicates that
irrigation power by eleetricity is a critical element in the econemics
of hay and pasturing in California agriculture. This activity is a
very important segnment of the rural eccnomv 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 2acific customers
in California are procducing for the same market as farmers in
Pacific's Oregon territory. Farm Bureau's position is that the
Commission should not put California customers of Pacific in an
uncompetitive pesition with Oregon customers.

Edwards objected to the annual charge in the PA-20 schedule.
Zis objections prompted an explanation by a witness for Racific.

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

oI those costs not be associated with kWh consumption. For

example, Lf owo customers are the same size and have

identical fixed distribuction costs and one uses energy from Lits
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dedicated facility for only twe months while the other

takes service for eight months, a charge for dedicated

service based on kWhs of use will procduce unequal payments

for ecuivalent facilities installed to serve the two customers.
Accordingly, Pacific proposes the energy charge te recover energy-
related costs and the annual minimum charge to recover dedicated
gistribution-rzelated costs. ‘

Farm Bureau c¢laims that customers will not be given much
guidance on how they should alter thelr comsumption patterns in
order to reduce future costs. Pacific points out that its
proposed revision of the PA-20 rates will give extremely clear
signals o customers. Further, Farm Bureau asserted that the rate
increase was arbitrarv but Pacific points out that this ignores the
zestimony of its witness Sloan. Sloan explained that the rate
spread was determined on the basis of attempting to give a proper
signal to customers by reducing tae difference between the present
revenues and the LRIC of each customer class. He testified that the
gmaller classes of service were not included in the LRIC study, and
Dacific used the formula approach to determine the overall revenue
increase for such classes. Pacific believes additional revenue
recuirements should be recoverad Irom a percentage increase and an
increase in the energy charge in order to recognize that all forms
0% costs incurrzed by Pacific have increased during recent years.
This approach, which is not an azditrary one, oroduced total percentage
increases for other customers different from that given the
agrigultural customers.

Pacific concurs that the customer who irrigates in

mas a meter read prior to March 27 will be

but Pacific testimony established that its proposal will

Dercent of the enerzgy used for irrigation at the
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Lower seasonal rates. Even though cCcustomers whose meters are read
oricr t2 Mareh 26 will indeed have usage during that pericé billed
at thehigher winter rates, these same customers, because of

their meter reading schedules, will have November consumption billed
at the lower seasonal rates. Singe irrigation customers have xuch
more consumption in November than in March, Pacific's proposal
clearly benefits this group of customers, claims Pacific. Pacific
showed that only .3 percent of the i:rigation kWhs may be billed at
the higher winter rates and believes the additional expense and
inconvenience of a postcard system is not justified by the kWhs
that 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
reading procedures, We will order Pacific to file an advice letter
Prior to the 1981l season establishing procedures whereby customers
who are on the PA~20 tariif mav, at their option, read their meters
through a postcard procedure as described above.

Small Power Customers - Present Schedule A-32 is designed
Sor small power customers and has a flat besic or customer charge and
a five=-block energy charge. The first two blocks incorporate a
demand compenent. It was the goal of both the staff and Pacific to
simplily this schedule in this proceeding. However, when a simple
two-block basic, one-block demand, and two-block energy charge was
tested it had a drastic impact on about 235 customers. To moderate
the impact and spread it more evenly among the customers, the staff
proposes to use Pacific's proposed rate structure except for changes
necessary to generate the reguired revenue. That proposal is shown
in Appendix € and will be adopted. The customer charge therein was
designed %o recover more of the fixed costs of serving seasonal and
intermittent customers and customers with low load factors.
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Street Lichting - The three major California utilities have begun
procrams to oonvert all thelr company-owned incandescent and mercury vapor street
lights o high pressure sodium vapor. The st2ff recommends that Pacific should
consider such @ program. The staff also recommends that central computerized
records be kept on the number, size, and type of lamps in Pacific's system so
that information regarding lamps in service is readily available. The staff
selieves that Schedule 1S~57, which covers street lishting, is teo comelex. It
includes customer-cwried lichts as well as company=-cwned lichts. In stafi's
cpinion the two types should be treated differently since the former invelve
energy only and the latter include installation and ecuizsment costs. For this
reason, the staff recommends that the present LS-57 tariff be divided intc two
schedules; one schedule would be for company-owned lights and the other would be
Sor customez-owned lishes. This would follow the general schedule format of other
major utilities. The staff maintains that such a restructuring would
sinplify street lighting tarififs and make them easier to apply and
understand. As a further aid to the user, the staff urges Pacific
te plot graphs of monthly rates versus lumen size for the various
types of lamps sO users can easily make comparisons. The staff
Selieves Pacific's method £or increasing the street lighting rates

in this proceeding by applving a formula to the energy rate only

is unduly discriminatory in faver of compmany-owned lights. In
their allocation the staff applied the overall system percentage
increase to the energyv portion and the inflationary increase to the
nonenercy portion of the rates for company=-owned lights.

By Resolution E=1899 on August 19, 198C the Commission
approved Pacific's new schedules for high pressure sodium vaper street
ané outéeor Lig and also closed incandescent, mercury vapor, and
fluorescent li o new installations. 3ecause this action removes
the reason inflationary increases tO the nonenergy nortion and the
new Sodium vapor rates are based on present ¢osts, we will apply a
uniform cents ser kWh increase to all lighting schecdules.




Time~of£=-Use Rates - Bv QOrdering raragraph 2 of Decision
No. 35539, as revised by Decision No. 86543 issued March 16, 1976
and October 26, 1976, respectively, in Case No. 9804, Pacific¢c was

orcdered to file specific time-of-use tariffs for customers with
demands sreater than 502 k. 2acific has complied with another
of that ordering paragraph by insti:uting time=-of-use ratces
customers with demands greater than 1,000 kW. This was done
reating Schedules AT=-47 and AT=-48. To comply with the other
isions ©f the ordering paragraph cited, Pacific has submitted
in this proceeding revisions to Schedules AT-47 and AT-48 which
gualily all customers with demands greater than 500 kW. The staZff
agrees with Pacific that the current rate case is the appropriate
time to extend the time=-of-use rates. Also, the staff believes
that designing a separate rate schedule for demand between 500 and
1,000 kW is unnecessary. The staff claims that any differences in
¢osts can be reflected in different customer or minimum charges and
ina voltage cdiscounts as demonstrated by Pacific in their rate design
exhlicic. We will adopt those schedules; they are shown in
Appendix E.
Reconnect Charges - Pacific proposes to increase its
reconnection charges from $5 to $S15 during regular office hours and

from S8 to $30 at other times. Witness Sloan for Pacific testified
that the ¢great majority of reconnections result from 2rier
termination for nonpayment. It would appear £rom the record then
that some customers who may not de able to pay their regular bills

in the Zirst place will be faced with higher reconnection charges,
i

t difficuls to raise the reconnection fee and, therefcre,
de denied power. TURN suggests that 2acifiic be regquired to accept

may Ziné
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Davments in four equal installments. We £ind this to be a reascnable
proposal with the modification that instead of four egual installments,
we will order the Dayment £0 be accepted at a2 rate of §7.50 per
installment; therefore, two installments would pay the charge of $15
and four installments the charge of $30.

LRIC Ratemaking and Allocation Procedures ~ One thing which

none of the parties brought up during the hearing is the possibility
that LRIC-type ratemaking coulé be affected by the type of allocation
procedure which we adopt in this proceeding. Indeed, the gzowth
share method may amend the type of long-range incremental costs
which would be assigned to various customers under the various rate
juriséictions. However, we &0 not see this as a problem because
LRIC ratemaking is done on a svstem basis and the growth share method
ideally assigns additional ¢osts to the various jurisdictions on an
incremental basis. Therefore, rates resulting from application of
the growth share allocation method may more truly reflect incremental
CCsts assigned to the various customers ©f a single jurisdiction.

Adooted Rate Designs and PURPA - Title I of PURPA
established federal standards involving aspects of ratemaxing.
Standards (1) through (6) of Section 11l (d) were examined in Case
No. 9304. Decision No. 85559 dated Marca 16, 1876 in that case
initiated recuirements which led to the utilities’' £filing time-cf-use
rates £0r customers above 500 kW and condugting time=-of~-use

experiments Zor customers less than 500 kW. The decision reguires

consideration of seasonal and declining block rates. The

decision also requires the utilities to experiment with and

develon interruptible and automatice load curtailment rates.
Section 10l of PURPA establishes the purposes of Title I

of the Act: the purposes are tO encourage:

1. Conservation of energy supplied by
utiliscies,
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Optimization of the efficiency of use of
facilities and rescurces by electric
utilities, including capital resources,
and

3. Eguitable rates for consumers.

The staff believes it is not necessary that all three of
these purposes be achieved in any one action by the Commission;

rather if anv of the purposes are achieved and the others are not
negatively impacted, a finding can be made that the purposes of the
title are carried out.

Section 1ll(a) reguires each state regulatory authority
to consider each stancdard established by subsection (d) and make
a determination concerning whether or not it is appropriate to
implement such standard to carry out the purposes of the title.
Section ll3(a) requires each state regulatory authority to adopt the
standards established by subsection (b) (other than paragraph (4)
thereof) if the state determines such adoption is appropriate to carry
OUt the purpose of the title. Section 114 recuires 2 determination
of whether lifeline rates should be established if a utility does
not Have them and authorizes lifeline rates as an exception to the
federal standard on cost of service (Section 1ll(d)(l)).

¢ is the staff’'s opinion that Commission actions in prior
proceedings and the staff proposals in this proceeding satisfy the
candards of Section lll and achieve the purposes of Title I. In
certain areas the Commission is moving gradually, such as initiating
time-of~-use rates with the largest customers. This gradual approach
appears consistent with the Joint Explanasery Statement of the
Committee of Conference which states, regarding Sectieon 1ll, that the
state authority may decide to partially implement the standards such
as moving toward time-of-use rates but not fully implement t2
standard in that regard.
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Not all standards under Section L13 were considered by the
staff in this proceeding but Section 113 does not reguire
consiceration in each rate case. Rather, it requires each state
authority to examine the standards in a hearing within two years
afier enactment. The standards for the automatic adjustment clause
ané termination of service are appropriate ‘for separate investications.
The standard for information to consumers i1s in the process of Reing
implemented by the staff based on Commission orders. A standazd for
master metering and advertising have been achieved consistent with
the purposes of Title I.

We Delieve the ratemaking procedures adopted by the
Commission in this proceeding satisfy the requirements of coordination
with PURPA. The final effects of the adopted rate design are shown
on Table 6.

Rate Comparison with Oregon - In the continued series of
hearings held in May 1580 an exhibit was introduced by Edward L.
Ackerman, a witness appearing on behalf of Chapter 788 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. He Delieves this bias can be shown by comparing the

Cregon and Califeornia residential rates for homes with electric
and water heat. Ackerman's Exhidbit 40 (reproduced herein as
Appendix I is Ackerman's exhibit as updated by Pacifi Exhibit S51)
to May 1, 1980 rates) ¢id indeed show that the rates I{n effect in
California and Oregon on May L, 1930 Fmr homes with no electric
water Or space heat were quite different. California rates
exceeded QOregon's by percentages ranging from a low of about 13 to
a high of aboust : the same date 2 comparsison for homes with
electric water heat ithout ele

exceeding Qregon rates by




TABIE 6

Pacific Power & Light Company

Estimated 1979 Sales and Revenues

Presenby Aﬁ thorized?-/

Sales Rates Avg. Ratles Increase
M Kih Revemeo ¢/¥ih Revenue Revenue ¢/idh A

CYs/ . §0%26°Y

Residential

lifeline (IL) 164,639 $ 5,021 2.4 5, 105 38 0.2 9.6
Honlifeline (NLL) 167,990 4,351 2,59 6,792 2,1 145 56,1
Subtotal Res. 332,629 8,372 2,52 11,197 2,825 0.85 33.7

Honresidential 323,898 8,136 2.60 11,262 2,826 0.88 33.5
usBR 15,116 135 0.89 180 45 0,30 33.6
Subtotal 671,643 16,943 2.52 22,639 5,696 0.85 33.6

Increased
Iteconnect Chgs. - 3 3

Subtotal 16,943 22,612 5,699 33.6

Other Revenue 2,156 2,099 g - 57
Total Revenue 19,099 2, 7h1 5,642 29,5

ltatios
ML/ 1.06
Sys/IL 1.03
Sys/Res. 1.00

1/ Hates in effect before interim Decision No. 91326.
Appendix A, Decision No. 91326.

2/ Authorized rates in this decision.
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except for 1,000 kWhs during the winter months; and when

residential rates were compazed for homes with electric space and
water heat California was below Oregon in four categories of usage
£zom 1,000 to 4,000 by about 1 to 33 percent, but in all

other classes of usage, California rates exceeded Oregon's bv a

range of about 4 o 32 percent. Ackerman testified that he had

tried many wavs to get an explanation as to why there is such a
ifference between California and Oregon bills. No party to this
record had an explanation of why there should be a difference in the
5ills, although the cuestion was asked of several witnesses.

Ackerman also urged that the Commicsion should consider ordering
Pacific to include in its billing procedures more definitive
information on how lifeline is calculated and what lifeline gquantities
re available to customers. As discussed elsewhere in this deg¢ision,
Pacific has instituted a new billing format which shows the lifeline
amounts available and the lifeline amounts used on each customer's
bill.

Del Norte Countv Lifeline

One of the reasons for further hearings in this matter
involved the lifeline cuantities and allowances in Del Norte County,
particularly as such allowances affect Crescent City customers. 1In
the interim opinion in this application, Decision No. 91326 dated
February 13, 1980, we stated the following:

"On the appropriateness of lifeline guantities
for Del Norte County, the record shows that

Del Worte County is a unigue 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 ¢oastal
California areas. We have addressed and will
Surcher consider approwpriate lifeline cuantities
in generic proceedings and will not consider
such sewarately in this proceeding, However, we
are interested in taking evidence on now
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lifeline 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 guantities. 2one 3 comprises areas with heating degree
davs in excess @f 4,500 but not more than 7,000.§/ The space
heating kWh per month allowance feor that zone is 1,120 for each of
the six months in the winter season for a total annual space
neating lifeline allowance of 6,720 kWh.2/

The primarv question we face on this issue is whether the
aanual allotment £or Del Norte County should be spread over a
greater number of months than six. The only evidence presented on
the guestion was sponsored by staff witness Jhala. Jhala's Exhibit 39
contained a graph 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 guite different. VYreka's curve indicates

Heating or cooling degree days are calculated by relating the
average monthlv normal temperature, which is derived by o
averaging the maximum and minimum daily temperatures, to 65
and multliplying that result by the number of days in the
month.

t is of interest to note that during its study @f the
Crescent City data the staff noticed the 30-vear 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
Cresc¢ent City residents are receiving 1,120 kWh per month
instead cf 800 kwh per month space heating allowance., The
staff did not suggest nor recommend that the Crescent City
allowance be reduced because the c¢ity of Eurzeka, less than
10C miles south ¢ Crescent City, has 4,675 heating degree
davs. The staff believes it is appropriate for both cities to
have the same amounts because weatherwise they are identical
based on st2ff data complled for 1971 through 1973.
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cold winters and hot summers, whereas Crescent City has a much

flatter curve because the summer-winter temperature differences are
noet as great. One has to conclude that it is the cool spring and
sunmer teéemperatures that gualify 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 aporopriate for Del Norte Countv. Witnéss Jhala agreed that the
flatcter 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 usace figures for the summer and winter periods.
Therefore, 1f we are to consider adding one or two months to the
neating season, we MusSt make some reasonable estimates of how much
energy is actually consumed in the variocus months. To assume level
average usage for each month £from November through April for
instance, ignores the degree day data shown on Chart C.

in questioning Jhala, the ALJ set up two criteria by which
the Commission micht want to measure whether a change should be
nade in the discribution of the lifeline allowance in Del Norte
County. These criteria are (1) how the lifeline allowance could be
credited to customers in order to give them the minimum total bill
for a one-vear period, and (2) how a redisetribution of the lifeline
allowance could accomplish the most even monthly billing over a
one=year period. For the first criterion the staff believes the
present six-month allowance period would provide the lowest possible
vearly bill, 1In order to accomplish the second, the staff
recommends Paciiic offer an equal or budget billing »lan. Such a
»lan would take the estimated annual utility »ills of a customer
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and put them on equal monthly pavments with any overpavment or
underpayment taken care of in the l2th month of the vear.

In general, the staff concluded that the space heating
period should not be extended because (a) it will-encourage increased
consumption, (%) Put a greater burden on customers with large families
and, consecuently, large monthly bills, (¢) half of the currentspace
heating customers will be recquired to pay more, and (&) perhaps similar
adiustments willbe required for most ¢f the coastal areas served by
other utilities south of Del Norte County. Pacific agrees with the
staff position.

TURN, at first, took no position on this issue; however,
based on cross=-examination of the staff, it urged through its clesing
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. TURN 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
Detter ¢off under an eight-month heating season. TURN acknowledges
that witness Jhala raised a valid point concerning any revenve loss
resulting from greater lifeline utilization which will have to be
recovered somewhere, quite possibly from the residential class as a
whole, However, TURN points out that this shoulé not be a barrier
to extension of the heating season because elimination of dec¢lining
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 space heat customers £o other
residential users, this would tend to soften the impact on D=3
custoners (basic plus space) and D=4 customers (basic plus water
plus space). TURN claims another significant benefit of extending the
heating allowance to eight months would be in the area of
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conservation; i1f the winter season is lengthened, thereby lowering
the monthly lifeline allowance, more customers will exceed their
lifeline allowance thus exposing them to the higher tailbleock rates
0f the iaverted rate design.

e Dellieve the evidence is convincing that an ex:tension
in Del Norte County of the coming winter season by two months, so
taat it extends from October through May, will benefit the méjority
of Pacifie's customers in Del Nozte Couaty. Also, we delieve the
best solution to the uneven billing problem is to establish an
optional budget billing svstem by which customers would pay an amount
each month equal to one-twelfth of their estimated annual 2ill. At the end
of <he vear any debit or credit balance would be taken care of in the final
month's billing. ‘e also agree with TURN that in crxder to retain the incentive
for conservation under such a system, the monthly bill should contain some type
of report indicating whether the customer's usage is above or below the budgeted
amount.

We will order a change in duration of the winter heating
period over which the present annual lifeline allowance for space
heating is allocated. We will also ordexr Pacific to propose a budget
billing system to be f£iled in the form of an advice letter making
available budget billing for all of Pacific's customers in Califormia
should they desire it. 1In the near future, we expect to consider the
subject of lifeline allowances on a statewide generic basis. Upon
completion of the statewide studies, we should be able to set allow-
ances that, while recognizing the widely varying climatic conditions
found in California, will be applicable for all uvtilities.

Lifeline Tligibility and Status

In the moraing session of the public 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 taviffs. Consecuently, an explanation of the lifeline
allowances was given by doth the staff and Pacific pexscnmel. It was
reconmended that during the aoen Tecess customers check their bills in

-7l
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order to determine theilr residential rate schedule, and during the

-
-

~
[~
-

afternoon session lifeline eligibility caxds were made available
so that customers could inform Pacific of their proper lifeline
categorv. As of sugust 22, 1979 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 judgment all of the residential .customers have been
propexly notified of the lifeline program and virgtually all customers
are being billed on lifeline rate schedules which are not less
favorable than the ones to which the customers are entitled. Two
questions remain. 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
resceant City hearings in 1979, Pacific would send an additional
lifeline notification to all persons who had not respounded to
earlier lifelime mailings; (2) Pacific would follow the PURFPA
requirements that Pacific inforam all of its residential customers
of the various rate schedules not less than once each year; and
(3) as a zesult of a staff recoumendation, Pacific would modify its
bill format and would print all of the residential lifeline rate
schedules on each customer's bill, The bill format would notify
each resideatial customer, each wmonth, of the available lifeline
rate schedules as well as inform customers of the necessary quali-
fications for each of the various allowances. The second gquestion
concerned how Pacific should inform custowers of their status
concerning lifeline rates. Pacific responded that it would enclose
a postecard with the wmailed notice indicated under number (1) above
that the custowmers can return.

ALl parties agreed with these actions. No further
Commission acticn is required,
Refunds Due to Lifeline Mischarzing

The question on this issue is whether chere should be
rafunds oxdered for customers wno were not properly notified of their

“72a
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eligibility for lifeline rates and, thezefore, 'did Hot receive
such gates.because they did not inform Pacific of their proper
status.

Pacific claims that there is no evidence on this
record that any customer of Pacific failed to receive proper
notice 0f lifeline status. A witness for Pacific ocutlined iss
extensive notification efforts, efforts which produced a 95 percent
customer response. The assumption is that most of the customers
who still have not responded do not have electric water or space
neating. All new c¢ustomers reguesting service of Pacific are, as
a matter of standard procedure, askec qugstions by Pacific's
persennel 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 recommended that any refunds should be
granted retroactively to February 1978, a date 30 days after
Pacific's last general lifeline mailing. Pacific does not faver
such refunds but if they are ordered, then it would request that
a balaacing account be authorized for recovery in the next rate
proceeding. TURN believes that such refunds should be ordered all
the way back to April 1977 when lifeline rates first became effec-
tive. TURN's position is that if customers have been charged more
than what thev should have been under the effective tariff, refunds
should be mandatory.

There is no evidence that Pacific has failed to provide
Proper customer notice of the availability of lifeline allowances.
Upon this record we cannot order Pacific to provide refunds to
customers who hereafter come forward to establish their past

eligibility for increased lifeline allowances, unless they can

prove that PP&L failed to provide them with the proper notice. We
do, however, expect Pacific to make all appropriate adjustments

in such customers' rates on a prospective basis. We will, of course,
expect Pacific to continue to provide periodic notice as wo avail-
able rate schedules, in accerdance with the reguirements of PURPA.
Residential Well Puxping

Another gquestion which arose during the proceedincs was
what rate consideration should be given for residential well »umping.

The staff found that the annuval energy requirements to pump the

~73=
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lifeline quantity of water would be approximately four to six kWhs
Per month. 3ecause of the very small magnitude of the reguirements
staff believes chere is 10 significant need for a special

lifeline allowance and no chance should be made to the present
lifeline allowances of electrical energy to provide for residential
well pumping. ?2acific agrees with the staff and no other parties
object to the staff's position which we adopt.

Master and Subnmetering

A guestion was brought up concerning what provision
should be made with respect to metering/submetering for trailer
varks and similar establishments. In order to give such master meter
customers 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 wich the staff recommendations. No other
parties had comments. We will adopt the staff recommendation.

The staff made three other recommendations on multi~family
residential service which we will adopt. One, Pacific has
not, out should, comply with requirements of Decision No. 88651. 7/
Sacond, as part of its plan to encourage individual metering,

7/ Orderlﬂg Paragraph S5 in Decision No. 88651 dated April 4, 1978
in Case No. 9988, stated:

"All respondent electric and gas utilities shall
immediately initiate an extensive program or
expand upon existing programs to encourage the
separate metering of units in existing multi-
unit residential facilities now served only
through a master meter. Each respondent shall
f£ile within ninety days after the effective
date of this order a comprehensive outline of
thelr »rogram. Ther ea ter, each respondent
shall file semi-annually a rTenort covering
Progress achieved and further actions proposed.”
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Pacific should make a survey of all multi-family customers to
determine 1f they are on the appropriate schedule. Third, customers
shoulé se iaformed of the options available, either by mail,
personal contact, or as part of an energy conservation audit and
survey.

Impact of Increases
On Schools and Hospitals

Pacific has approximately 60 schools and hospitals in its
California service territory and thev are served on either General
Service Schedule A~32 or Larce General 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 approximasely 34 percent. If
the Commission should grant Pacific's request for those schools
anéd 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. It appears from the rate schedules that we will adopt in this
sroceeding 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 Programs

Staff engineer Srian D. Schumacher testified concerning
Pacific's conservation programs. He concluded that Pacific's
program as a whole is far better than the nationwide effort and equal
=0 or better than that of manv California utilities. He added that
the President of the Commission has held Pacific's conservation

program up as being something that other utilities might emulate.
The staff g¢oncluded the following in its report

onm Pacific's ceonservation programs:

- ALl conservation programs apgpear to de
cost-efiective,
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Programs, which after trial have not proved
to be cost-effective, have been discontinued.

Pacific has submitted no goals for
conservation effectiveness, and for 1979 is
claining only one-eighth to one-third of the
annual amount necessary to meet state and
national geals.

pacific has been involved in both cogeneration
and solar domestic water heating for some
vears Hut no actual energy conservation as a
result of Pacific's activities in these areas
1s either claimed or apparent.

Witness Schumacher makes the following 1S recommendations
which are concurzed in by Pacific for purposes of this proceeding:

1. DPacific should be directed to implement
and expand its conservation programs
planned for 1979 and succeeding years.

2. Pacific shouléd be granted $195,000 annually
in rates as reguested to support its
conservation Programs and other customer
service and informational expenses.

Pacific should be granted an additional
§15,000 now budgeted for incentives as
authorized in Decision No. 90308.

Pacific should be directed to report its

expenses for CVR as a separate item when

next applying to this Commission for rate
relief.

Pacific shoulé increase its number of energy
consultants Zor both aome ané commercial/
industrial energy analyses.

Pacific should identify which advertising
orograms are most successful in generating
recuests £or energy analyses ané emphasize
those in order to fully utilize the trained
energy consultants.

Dacific should submit with its regular
March 31, 1980 report, sales estimates by
customer class based on all factors
excent conservasion by utility, customer,
w—————— -

and government mandate for the IZive vears
1979 through 1983.
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Pacific should submit in connection with
sales estimates, and support within the
submittal, its estimate of conservation
total poteatial, the conservation utility
goal, and the conservation forecasted amount
or percentage, for each class (er
conservation program, covering all classes)
by year, through 1983.

Pacific should explain and support each
difference it reports between the
conservation forecasted and the annual
amount needed to meet the Commission staff's
goal of a 20 percent total reducticon dy

1983 over normalized vear 1978 usage.

Pacific should éGevelop anéd implement a
cost=effective agricultural and water
utility pump testing program.

Pacific should submit guarterly interim
reports on the results of its CVR circuit
test, including an analysis of the mix of
load types on the circuit.

Pacific should submit formal plans and
schedules for reaching c¢ircuit-~by=-circuit
conclusions about the cost-effectiveness
0f CVR and for implementation of Phase II
Projects where cost-effectiveness is
indicated.

Pacific should submit a June 1979 progress
report on its solar water heating test
pProgranm.

Pacific should submiz a plan and schedule
for cost-effective conversion from mercury
vapor to0 high pressure sodium streetlights.

Pacific should further revise its bills to
provide its customers with additional
information about the effectiveness of their
individual conservation efforts. The bill
should include:

a. Customer's usage for the current
month and corresponding month of
the prior vear,
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Customer's average usage per day
for the current month and
corresponding month of the prior
year,

c. Customer charge,

d. Lifeline quantity and rate, and
commodity charge in dollars,

\ \
e. Nonlifeline quantity and rate, and
commodisy charge in dollars, and

£f. Energy conservation messages.

A sample of a modified bill format incorporating this information
for another California electric utility, Scuthern California Edison
Companv, is included as Appendix J.
Conservation Voltage Regulation (CVR)

Staff witness Schumacher testified that Pacific's delay
in studies and implementation of CVR may have cost its California
ratepayers 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

progran if it could have obtained the necessary data. Based on

those observations, the staff points out it could recommend

gshifting some of the financial burden from Pacific's customers to its

stockholders through a reduction in rate of return. EHowever,

recently the staff was informed that Pacific's average distribution

voltage has been less than the maximum allowable, as noted earlier.

Ta additicn, a staff in-depth study of methodology for adjustments

to rate of return for conservation considerations, upon which any

recommendation should be based, is not vet complete., Overall,

consicdering the projected effectiveness cf the conservation program

Pacific now nas in place ané its experience through trial anc errzor
confidence to these estimates, staff makes no recommendation

that rase of return be adjusced for conservation effectiveness.
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TURN recommends the Commission adopt the staff estimate
of $54,000 and adjust the final adopted rate of return accordingly.

Because of Pacific's concurreance in the staff recom-
mendations regarding comservation, and Pacific's receat cooperative
effort in a weatherization program (Decision No. 91497, supra) we
will adopt the staff's recommendation. '
TURN Request foxr PURPA Funds

TURN bas petitioned in this proceeding for participation
Zunds pursuant to Section 122 of PURFA. 1In 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 Commission, and may at some future point be the subject of
petiticns for writ of review before the California Supreme Court.
We will therefore defer a decision on TURN's petition until our
own Teview of the petitions for rehearing, and, if necessary, that
of the Court, are completed.
Optional Notice of Intent (NOI) Procedure

We recognize that this proceeding has taken an unusually
long time to conelude. 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 che interim decision, under our Regulatory Lag Plan for
major utilities im California our intent is to conmclude rate
cases withia one year and Pacific should not be treated differently.
Accordingly, we invite Pacific at its optiom to use the NOI procedure
as adopted by Resolution No. M-4706 for its next rate case.
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FPindings of Fact
l. By this application Pacific regquests increases in

its electric service revenues for its California customers in
the amount of $6,287,000 or 37.1 percent over revenues undexr
present rates based on the test year 19785.

2. Duly noticed hearings in this application were held
in 1979 ané were continued in May 1980, at which all interested
parties had an opportunity to be heard.

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
under 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 svstem has been declining steadily although the rate of

decline is decreasing.

S. The average California kWh usage per customer is
greater than the system average.

6. The difference of kWh usage in California versus the
system stabilized in 1972 at approximately 1,000 kWhs per
customer per vear.

7. Over the last =en vears the Pacific system outside
California has been growing much more rapidly than the California
porcion of the system.

8. When the Commission approved the COPCO/Pacific merger
in 1961 it did not stipulate that any particular allocation
procedure should ke used for determining the California results
0f operations under the merged system.
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9. Allocation procedures should be changed when appropriate
to reflect the changing conditions of utility systems and subd-
systews.

10. Aadoption of a growth share method of cost allocation
throughout Pacific's service area would provide more accurate
price signals and more effective comservation incentives to
customers chan does the present integrated system method.

11. A growth share method, like other allocatiom metheds,
uses units to determine the allocations of plant and expenses,
such units merely reflecting the jurisdictiomal rate year
relationships for a given rate case.

12. and 13. - not used.

l4. Unilateral adoption of a growth share method would
{nvite other states with jurisdiction over Pacific to lixewise
improvise incomsistent cost allocation methods and would create

a risk of 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 zmethod should be pursued through
cooperation with other state regulatory authorities,

16. This Commission's obligation to Caliroraia ratepayers
mas been discharged if the rates paid by consumers are based on

results of operations which reimburse Pacific for the expeases and
return necessary to maintain an operation sufficient to serve '
California.
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17. The California results of operatioms adopted in this
decision based on the integrated system allocation method reflect
chose costs which Pacific imcurs in serving Californla customers
and allows Pacific the opportunity to earn a reasonable return
on the plant allocated to Caliornia for support of the California
system.

18. peak demand data used in the futuze for allocation
purposes should be based on a lZ-month.average coincidental peak
dewand.

19. 1In future proceedings if temperature data are used for
adjusting historical data, rhat data should be the most recent
available.

20. Allocations made for future proceedings should employ
data from appropriately comsistent 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 allocationm, the
allocation made by Pacific, as adjusted by the stafl, is appropriate.

" 24, The basic system rate base estimated by Pacific, as
adjusted by the stafif, Is reagonable for the purposes of the results
of operations in this proceeding.

24. The estimated basic system expenses Sor the rate year
1979, as presented by Pacific and adjusted by the staff, are
reasonable for purposes of this proceeding.

25. pacific has properly accounted for tne r funds in California
requized by Proposition L3 propersty tax reductions.
a utilitv accomplishes a reduction in an anticipated
was found reasonasle bv the Commission for the purpose
mf setiing rates in 2 previous case, the Commission should not order
refund unless such a2 recduction was nticipated.

-82-
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27. The staff approach to adjusting California allocated
expenses as a result of property tax refunds to Pacific in the
Seate of Oregon is appropriate and should Dbe adopted.

28. A reduction in California fuel expense of $25,600 is
appropriate to account for the fact taat Pacific controls the
Sridger Coal Company fromwhich it buys coal for its operations.

29. For purposes of this proceeding the staff rate of return
recommendation, adjusted for an appropriate 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.

12, Ppacific's conservation program as a whole is far Detter
shan the nationwide effort and equal to or better than that of many
California utilities.

33. The stafs recommendations concerning further efforts by
Pacific toward conservation are reasomable and should be adopted.

34. Pacific has delayed studies and implementation of
CVR which mav have ¢ost California ratepayers as much as $54,000.

35. Because of Pacific's concurrence in the staff recommendations
regazding further conservation efforts and Pacific's recent
cooperative effort in a weatherization 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
=0 Califoraia ratepavers of delay in implementation of CVR is
reasonable ané should be adopted.
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36. In Pacific's next rate case before this Commission all
parties participating should make recommendations on how to pass
through to California ratepavers the real savings of the California
weatherization program approved by Decision No. 91497.

37. It is the duty of this Commission £0 encourage conservation.
38. Rewarding customers for their conservation efforts

relative to the conservation efforts of ocﬁer states is a valid
goal.

39. t is a legitimate Commission action to reward consumers
who try to conserve by giving them lower rates.

40. The procedures by Pacific concerning (a) lifeline
eligibility notification, (b) modification of Pacific's bill
format 50 that residential lifeline rate schedules are on each
customer's bHill, (¢) distribution of information to customers ¢f the
necessary qualifications £or the various lifeline allowances, and
(d) notification to customers ©f their lifeline rate status are
satisfactory.

4L. 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 %o which the customers are entitled,

42, Pacific has proper tariff provisions in effect to provide
acdéitional payments £0 Pacific or refunds by Pacific in case of
misecharging.

43. In order to achieve the minimum total bill for a one-year
period through the maximum usage of the lifeline allowance, the
upcoming winter period for lifeline usage in Del Norte County should
be extended from the present six-month pexicd of November =hrough
April to an eight-mounth period of Octobexr 1980 through May 1981,
with the present annual lifeline space heating allowance of
6,720 wWh spread equally over that period.
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14. There i5s no significant need for a special lifeline
allowance for residential well pumping.

45. Pacific should comply with the reports reguired by
Secision No. 88651 concerning programs o encourage the sepa—ate
metering of units in existing melei-unit zesidential facilities
served only through a master meter.

46. As par:t of its plan to encourage individual metering,
Pacific should make a survey of all multi-family customers to
derernine if thev are on the appropriate schedule.

47. DPacific's customers residing Ln multi-unit residential

iries shouléd be informed of the opt;ons available for metering

sezvice either by mail, personal contact, or as a part of an
energy conservation audit ané sursvey.

48 Pacific's proposals to change the PA-20 agricultural tariff are
'easonable except that Pacific should De ’ecu;:ed to file an zdvice lette
Prior to the 198 season establishing procedures whereby customers on the
garifs may, at thelr opticn, read their meters through a postcard procedure
as Jescribed in this decision.

49. The staff recommendations on tarif revisions and records Lo De
kemt Sor customer-cwned anc comzany-cwned street lights should e adopted.

50, ™me staff recommendation conger aing Pacific's provision
ro consumers of grephs of monthly rates versus lumen size £or street
lights is reasonable and should be acdopted.

SL. =n order to achieve 2 more uniform monthly billing over
one-vear period, Pacific should offer its customecs the option of

\

budget Silling svstenm.
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52. The rates ané rate designs in the appendices to this

decision, and which will produce estimated additional annual revenues
of 51,366,000 over interim rates now in effect, are reasonable and
should be adopted.

53. The rate increases authorized by this decision and Interim
Decisicn No. 91326, supra, comply with the yoluntary wage/price
suidelines as issued by the Federal Council on Wage and Price
Stapility.

S4. The ratemaking procedures adopted in this proceeding
satisfy the recuirements of coordination with PURPA.

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

S6. The increase in rates and charges authorized by this
Gecision is justified and is reasonable:; the present rates and
charges, insofar as theyv differ from those prescribed by this
decision, are for the future, unjust and unreasonable.

§7. There is an immediate need for the rate relief authorized
herein because Pacific is already incurring the costs which will
Se o0ffset by the rate increase authorized because 1979, the rate year
Sor which the increase has been calculated, is now past.

Conclusions of lLaw

1. D2acific should e authorized to rlace into effect the
increased rates found to be reasonable in the findings set Zorth
apove.

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

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. After the effective date of this order Pacific Power &
Light Company (Pacific) is authorized to file revised rate schedules

raflecting the ractes and rate increases set forth in Appendices A-G
=0 this decision and concuzrently withd:aw'énd cancel its presently
esfactive schedules. Such €iling shall comply with General Order
No. 96-a. .

2. The effective date of the revised schedules authorizec
av Orderin paragzaph L shall be four days after the date of filing.
mwe revised schedules shall apply only to service rendered on and

feer the effective date hereof.

3. Until Zurther order £ pne Commission, Pacific shall
adjust its billing system and cariffs so that the sresent annual
lifeline space heating allowance for Del Norte County is spread
equally over the period Qctober through May inmstead of November
chrough April.

4. pacific shall file an advice letter prior to the 1981
asion season which establishes procedures whereby customers

sing the PA-20 tariff may, at their option, read their meters
1Y

through the postcard procecure described in this decision.

3. wWishin sixty cays from the effective date of this decisien
nacific shall comply with the reporting requirements of Decision
Ne. 88651.

6. Concerning mulci-unit residential facilities metering,
Pacific shall:

a. Make a survev of all multi-family customers
to determine if they are on the appropriate
schedule and

inforn custon stions available
for metering ' ]
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7. Within sixty days from the effective 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 xeview 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 share method as discussed herein.

9. TURN's petition for participation funds under Sectiom 122
of PURPA 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 orxder is the date hereof.
Dated NQV 1€ 1380 , 4t San Francisco, California.
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AFFENDIX A

RESDENTIAD SZRVICE

Schedule No. D

RESDDENTIAL SERVICE

APTLICAZTLITY

Azplicadle to single-Bhese altermating curwent electric service Ior

residential purposes in single-family dwellings and as specified under
secial Comditions of thisz Schedule, %o zmuleiple dwellisg wnits in which
ach of the singleafazily dwellings receive serrice directly Ircm e
Ueility through separate meters., The Tates specified herein will Dde
designased for each service in accondance Witk the energy uses qualified
and elected by the Customer. The Sasic Residential Use lifeline allewans
will azely umless lifelizme allowances avallable Ior electric space heatiz
and/or elsctzic water RNeating ore qualified and elected.

TEIRT.0RY
Within the extire terrisory served in Califermia by

SATZS

Jer Meter Per Monta

i¢ Charge: $2.00

Dneszy Charge: Pex Mcomth
Lifeline Nop=Liseline
Rates Rates

AL asper HE .. a e e . a .. .. 2,337 b.ok2¢

Minizezm Charge;
The zonthly mimimus chasze shall e the Basic Charge. A higher
oindoim zmay be recuired under contTact o cover special conditions.

STEICIAS CONDITZIONS

1. No moter Load shall exceed a total of 7 1/2 hersepower cormected
2% one %ime,

2. ALY electris space heatens lasger then 1,550 watts rated capacity
sha’l be desigmed and conmested for operation at 280 volis, and each space
weating wmit having a Tated capacity of two (2) iilowatts or larger shall
be thermostasically controlled by auscmatic devices of a type which will
cause a2 mimimim of radio interferenmce. Space heaters served under tid
schadule sha'l be of tyves and charnctaristics apTroved by the Utility.
Thdiitdiuat Reaners shall 2ot exgesd a capocity cf five (5) wllowassc.

3. Sesvice under this schedule may be furmished o mltizle lamoly
dwellings such a3 afartments, ccoplexss, condeminiups end motile Nexme
Tarks iz which the single-family dwelliogs Trcelve servigce dizmetly Soom
“he UGitssy skhoougk sejarate neters.
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PTSDIX B
Page L of &

GENZRAL SIRVICT

Schedule No. A=32

CINERAL SERVICT

APPLICABILITY *

Appl.cable to single=phase or three-phase aliermating currenc electric
service, at such voltage as the Utility may have available az the
customer's prtaises, for all purposes excepc cthose for which specific
schedules are provided. Deliveries at more than ome poing, ¢r more than
oqe voltage aud phase classification, will be separately mecered and
billed. A wvzizten agreement shall be required for applicacioan of this
schedule 2o service furnished for: (a) interzitcent or highly fluctuacing
loads, o (b) seasonal use. Not applicable to serzvice for use in parvallel
viih, in supplement to, or in standdy for cuscomer's eleciric genmeraction ot
athes enecgy sourses.

TERRITORY
Wizhin the enzire : served in Califoraia by

RATZS

3asic Charvge:

I1f Load Size Is: The Mouthlv Basic Charge Is:
Single Phase Three Phase

20 k4> or less $S $8

Ovez 20 k= $S plus Sl per kn* $8 plus Sl pe: KW »
for each knv in for each wW iz
excess of 20 knw excess of 20 A~

K& load size, for determination of the Basic Charge, shall
be the average of the two greatest nonm=ze¢ro monthly
demands established durimg the l2=-month period wiich
includes and eads wizh the current bdilling month,

Demand Charge:

No charsge for the £izsc 100 kWof Billing Demand.
$.62 per W for each kWof of Billing Demand in excess of 100 KW,

Eaerzv Charze:

L,L85¢ per Wh for the £i
Sov each kW ofB
2.655¢ per ¥h for all ad

6,000 kxwh plus 75 Wih per Win
ing Demand in excess of 20 XW.
ional kn,

sl
tyy !
-
[
e

-
-
v
-
d 3




Schedule No. A-32

GENERAL SERVICE
(Continued)

Minizum Charge:
Toe Soncaly Minimuwn Chazge shall be the sum of che Basic Chasge
and cthe Demand Chacge for the curreat pomth. A wigher minizum
may be required under contract Lo cover special coanditions.

Reactive Power Charge:
—he oDaximum Lo—cinute integrated reactive demanc in kilovol:~
amperes occurriag duriag the soach in excess of 50X of the
paxigum measured lLS-minute incegrated demand in kilowaz:s
occurring duriag the moath will be billed, in addition to che
above chacges, at 4S5¢ per kVa of such excess reactive dezanc.

Lo ING DEMAND
Tue 3i.ling Demand shall be the maxizum deasured 15—=inuce integraced
demand i kilowatcs occurtiag durting the month. AL the Usilicy's option, 2
demand mecer will Se insctalled when Cthe Uzilily escimates that a customer's
demand may exceed 20 k¥ per month. Tne saxizua demand shall noc be less
thaz the divessified rcesistance welder load computed in accordance will
Rule No. H=21-b.

TSRM OF CONTRACT
Not Less chan five years for seasonal secvice and n0: less ihnan
one vear for all other service,

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

1. Tezporacy disconnection of any soztion of load will
sidered as affecting cthe ponthly minimum charvge.

2. For recucren: seasonal or intermizceat service To 2 s¢Tmanentl
escablished business or eaterprise, the tocal asnual billiag snall de nc
less than twelve Cizmes the zonthly minimum chacge.

1. TFor commercial bulldings, apartiment houses, ¢ourt groups, auil
cemps, ané the like, for which individual customers are subgmetered, Che
charge o individual custosers must be at ene Utilizy's regelar zazilf
cate for the Zype of sevvice waich such individual customer may acsuaily
receive,

by
-
.
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GENERAL SZRVICE

Schedule No. A=lJ]

GENERAL SERVICE
PARTIAL REQULAEMENTS SERVICE

APPLICABILITY
ApplLicable to partial requirements, supplementary, or standdby eleciri

secvice furnished for loads haviag other energy sources, including on=site
geaeratien, at a single poiat of delivery at Utilicy's locally szandars
voltage. Not applicable to service for: loads which have cegistered 500 kv
or more, more than oace im any consecutive l§=—moath period, resale, inCer-
mizzeat or highly fluctuatiang loads, or seasonal use. T™his schedule is not
Tequired whece on-sice generazion is employed only for emergency supply
during utilicy outage.

TERRITORY
Within che entire terTitozy sesved ia Califoraia by the
MONTHLY 3ILLING
Toe seachly billiag shall Be the e of the Electeie Seevies Cracge,

the Standdy Charge and the Reactive Power Charges.

Electric Sezvice Chazge:

Tae CLeccooic Service Chavge shall be compuced in accordance
wizh the 3asic, Demand, Etaergy, Minigum, dnc Voltage Charges S
Scnedule A-36 of chis cariff; provided, howvever, that the Billing
Dezand shall De as defined herein,

Scandhy Chatze!

S1.25 per k4 shall de applied to 505 of cthe kW by which cus=
coger's Centract Capacity or Total Load Demand, as provided by
contract, exceeds the Billing Demand.

e service contrac: shall specify customes's selectiorn from
scated alteraacives of service provisions by which the ma nitude of
Utilicy's secvice and of the k¥ applicable to the standdy charge is
determined from (a) customer's Tocal Load Demand, including any
coiacident power supplied dy customer's on=-site genevatisas, or,
alzesnacively, by (b) a Contract Capacily expressed as & fixed total
aumber 0f kW,

*n the absemce of a curreatly applicable service ceoatrac: ?

qualifving service frcw preexisling facilicies, the $1.25 per ki sd

be applied to B0Z of the muz=der Dy which the 3illing Demand in ki i3
exceeded bv the rated kVa capacily oi the service transformer or,
Whese sacvice is fursished directly from Utility's prizaczy-voliage
diszriduzion system sesving othe:r cusiomers, 3y the maxizun kN of the
recozd of service for the most recent Ihree years,
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GINERAL SERVLCE

Schedule No. A=33

GENERAL SERVICZ
PARTIAL REQUIREMENTS SERVICE
(Contiaued)

Reaczive Power Charges:

The Daxizum Lo—giaute inctegrated reacctive demand in kilovel:-
mperes occurring during che month in excess of 60% of the zaximem
peasured lS-mimuce integrated demand in kilowatts oeccurring duzing
the month will de bdilled ac 45¢ per kVa of such reaccive demand,
Ia addizion, all reactive kilovolt-ammpere hours (kVarh) which are
registered in excess of 50% of the registered monchly kilowatit=hours
(xNh) will be bHilled at 0.06¢ per kVarh.

. BILLING DEMAND
The SLiling Demand shall be che greacer of the following:

(a) the measured kW shown by or computed £rom cthe readings of
veilicy's demand meter for the li-minuce peciod of greates:
deliveries to cuszomer duzing the billing moach, deceraines o
the nearest kh. :

the average of the three greatest sonthly measured kw demands
established during the l2-month period which includes anc ends
with the current dilling month, or

(e) 100 wW.

=07AL LOAD DEMAND (where specified in Concract)

The measured ki shown by or computed from Utilicy's demand cotalizer
mecer Of the lS-=minute peciod of greatest coiacident ctotal of sustomer's
power use from customer's genmeration and Irom power supplied by Ueility
Sald demand kW as used for billing shall not exceed the kVa secting ©
any protective devices which limic cthe pover available %o customer £2
Ucilisy.

TERM OF CONTRACT
By wricten service contract for not less than five years.®

RCLES AND REGULATIONS

Secvice heceuncer is subject to the Geaeral Rules and Regulations
cotcained im cthe Utility's zegularly filed amd published tcaciff and o
those prescribed by regulatory authorities haviag jursidiccion hereol,
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LARGE GINERAL SERVICT

Schedule No. A=-36

LARCE CENERAL SSRVICE =~ Optional
100 XWw AND OVER

APPLICASILITY

ApplLicable to electric service leads which have noc registered 500 xW
ot mote; more than oace in any comsecutive l8-month period. Deliveries ac
mere ctham oae peint, or more than one veltage and phase classificacion,
will de separately metered and billed. A wricten agreement sha.l Dde
zequired for applicasicn of chis schedule Co service furnished fcor:
(a) imcesmizzent or highly fluctuating loads, or (b) seasonal use. Not
applicable 20 service for use in parallel with, in supplemenc cte, or in
staacby for customer's electiric generation or other energy souries.

TEIRITORY
. WiChin the encire tertictory served ia California by the Uzility.

RATES

Sasic Charge:

1f Load Size Is: The Monthlv 3asic

100 kw* or less §215
101 kWe = 300 kWw S 58 plus §1.57
Over 300 kW . S$184 plus §L.15

wNoce: KW load size, for decermination of the Basic
be the average of the two greafest non-zerd TeR
demands established duriang the l2-monch periocd «
includes and ends with the current billing monch.

Demand Charge:

$1.50 per kW £or each kW of Billing Dezand.

Energv Charge:

1.5L2¢ per kWh for all W=,

Minizwm Chasge: ‘ J
Monthly Miaimum Charge shall be the 3asic Charge plus the Demand

harze for the curtent month. A higher minimut say be Tequired
ynder contract to cover special comditicns.
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LARGZ CEZNZRAL SZRVICE

Schedule No. A=38

LARCZ GZNERAL SERVICE = Opcional
(Conzinued)

Reactive Power ChaTge:
The ®axizum LlS5=minute Lategrated rTeactive demand in kilevel:a-
amperes occurriag duriag the month in excess of 60X of thne
maximuz Deasured lS-aiaute integrated demand Iin kilowati:ls
oceursing duriag the aonsh will be billed, in addition o e
above charges, at 45¢ per kVa of such excess reactive demand.

DELIVERY AND METZIRING VOLTACE ADJUSTMENTS

The abdove zouthly charges ace applicadle withoutr adjustment fov
volzage whea delivery aad mecering are at Company's standazd secondary
disctribution veltage.

For as léng as Company elects for 4its operating comnvenlence o Teler
electric service to customer at prizmaTy voltage, the above charges shall de
reduced by one and one=half percent (1 1/22) to cowpensate for losses.

For as long as delivery %o customer is made at the current locally
standard primary voltage (1. W/ or greater), the above charges for any
month will be reduced by 15¢ per kW of load size used for the deter-
zimaclon of the momthly 3asic Charge; and where such deliveries arTe ceterec
2t prizary voltage, a $35 per month high voltage charge will bde addec.

Company retains the zight to change its line voltage or classiflca-
tions thereocf at any tizme, and after reasonadble advance notice to any
customer affected by such change, such customer then has the option o take
service at the nev line voltage or te accept service chrough tran formers
to be susplied dy Companvy. Cusctomer zust accept delivery at the mew lin
volzage to qualify for the above stated billing reductions.

The reduczion of charges shall not operate to reduce uinizuz chatges
for the firss 100 kv.

BILLING DEMAND
The billing demand shall de the greater of che following:

(a) the paximum measured lS=minuze inctegrated demand in kilowas:
occurTiang duriag the meonth,

(b) the diversified resistance welder load computed in azcordance
wvith Rule No. 28=-2=b, orT

(c) 100 ki.

Teid OF CONTRACT
Jeilicy may rvequire custozmer GO sign A writzen <o
have a2 term of not less than five vears.

SPECTAL CONDITIONS
1. <Temporacy disconmeczion of any portien of load will not Ye
considered as affecting cthe amonchly ainlzuz chalfge.
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TRE OF USE

Schedule No. AT=47

LARGE GENERAL SERVICE
PARTIAL REQUIREMENTS SERVICE - METERED TIME OF USZ
500 KW AND QVER

APPLICASILITY '

AppLicable %o partial requizements, supplementary, of standby elestri
service furaished for comtract capacities of 500 kW and over oz {0
takings vhich have ever registered 500 kW or more, more than once in any
consecutive l8-month period, having other energy sources, including on-sile
generacion, at 2 single point of delivery at Company's locally scancard
voltage. This schedule will remain applicable until customer fails co
equal or exceed 500 kW for a period of 36 consecutive months. Deliveries
1t more than ome poial, or more than ome voltage and phase classificaiicn,
will de.separately metered and billed. Not applicable to secvice for:
resale, intermittent or highly fluctuating loads or seasenal use. This
schedule is not requized wvhere om-site generation is employed only for
emergency supply during utilizy outage.

<
4

TS AR- TORY
7ichin che entire territory setved in California by the UTilily.

MONTHLY 3ILLING
The monchLy bdillimg shall be the sum of che Electric Service Chazge,
the Staadby Chacge, and the Reactive Pover Charges.

Tleciric Service Charge:

The CLectric Se-vice Charge shall be computed in accoriance
wizh che Basic, Demand, Enecgy, Minimum, and Voltage Charges af
Schedule AT-48 of chis cariff; provided, hovever, that the 3i.ling
Demand shall be as defined herein.

tandédbv Charge:

5..25 per xW shall be applied to 501 of the kW by which cus-
tomer's Contract Capacity or Total Load Demand, as proviced oy
coatract, exzeeds the Billing Demand.

This service contract shall specify customers' selection froc
stized alternatives of service provisioms by which the masni:ude

14! . '
Y Gtx&xty’s sezvice and of the Wi applicable ®o the standdy chacge
is determined from (a) customer's Tocal Ldoac Demand includ}ng Any
coiacideaz power supplied Dy customer’s om-sile generalion 0OF,
aliernazively, bv () 2 Concrac: Capacity expressed as a fixed tactal
auaber of kw. '
1z the adsence of a curtently applicadle service coniract for
qualifying service frcm preexiszing facilizies the §1.25 per %
shall be applied co 803 of the number by wnich the 3illing ODemand
ia k% i3 exceeded by the rated kVa capacily ¢I the service transisTaer
s, wheze service is furnished directly frem Uti ity's primazy-vollage
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~IME QT USZ
Schedule No. AT=G7
LARCT CENERAL SERVICE

PARTIAL REQUIRSMENTS SEZRVICE = METZRED TOME QF USE
500 XW AND OVER

MONTHLY 3ILLINC (Concinued)

Standby Charge: (Continued)

discIiduciof syslel serving othel cusiomers, by the maximua kW of
che zecord of service for the most recent three years.

Rerctive Pover Chaszes: ~

vy e w
- o

—The Dax.oum Lo—oinute integrated reactive demand in kilavelc-
mmperes occursing during che month in excess of 60T of the daxioum
messured LS5-minute integrated demanc in kilowatss occurring duzing
the =onzh will be billed at 45¢ per xVa of such reactive demanc.
tn addifiom, all reactive kilevolt-zmpeze hours (xVarh) which acfe
cerisceced in excess of 60% of the registered monchly kilowazt=hours
(kWh) will be billed at 0.06¢ pez kVarh.

NG DEMAND
The S:.iing Demand shall be Che greates of che fallowing:

(a) che measured kW shown Dy of compuzed from Ihe readings of
Ucilicy's demand meter fo7 the 1S-~minute peziod of grealtesc
deliveries co customer during cthe bdilling month, determined &2
the nearest k¥,

the average of the Zhree greates: monzhly measured dezanes,
including On-Peak Period dezands and any 0ff-Peak Period demancs
which exceed zhe Coamtract Capacity, eszablisted during tne
respeciive Summe: or WinteT moaths of che l2=momch period whieh

includes and ends with the curreal billing moath, of

(e) SO0 kW.

=07TAL LOAD DEMAND (wherze specifiec inm Contrac:)

meter

The mecdsured k4 shown by or computed Irom rzility's demand tocalize
of the lS=minute period of greatest coincident total of custome:’

pover use from customer's generation and from power supplied by Uzilizy

said

demand ki as used Zor dilliag shall not exceed the ka seiting of an

protective devices which limis the power availadle Lo custiodel from Compeny

Pty

OF CONTRACT

3y written servite coatrace fer not less han five vears.

RULIS AND RECULATIONS

contained in the Ui

whose

Service hereunder 1is subject o the General Rules and Regulations
liev's rvegulazly filec and sublished ctariff anc 9

. “m
srescrided by regulatery authocizies having Jurisdictien hezeol.
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TIME OF UsZE

Schedule No. AT=48

LARGEZ GENERAL SERVICE - METZRED TIME OF USE
500 XKW AND OVER

APPLICARTLITY

Tais schedule is applicadle to elect?ic service loads wvhich have
ever registered 500 kW or more, more than once in any consecutive l8-moazh
period. This schedule will remain applicable unzil customer fails co equal
or exceed 500 kw for a period of 36 comsecutive monchs. Deliveries at
more than oae poiat, or more cthan one voltage and phase classificzacion,
will Ye sedarately mecered and billed. Service for incermittent, parctial
requiremeacs, or highly fluctuating loads, or vhere service is seasonally
disconnected during 4ay one-year period will be provided only by special
coacract for such sezvice.

Paztial requiremencs sezvice for loads of 500 WW and over will De
provided oanly by applicacion of the provisions of Sahedule AT=47,

TERRITORY

Witnin che entire terrilory served in Califoraia Dby cthe Utilicy,

MONTHLY RATES

3asic Chazge:

If Load Size is: = The Monchly Basic Charge is:

1,000 KW* or less $360 plus $.80 pex kiw
1,00l to 3,000 kiwr o $660Q plus §.50 per kﬁf
Over 3,000 kuww $810 plus $.45 pez kww

*Noce: X4 load size, fot the determination of cthe Basic Charge,
shall be the average of the Cwo greacest non=zIefo monshiy
demands established during cthe lZ-month period whizh
includes and ends wizh the curreal dilling mongh,

De=and Charge:

On=Peak Peried Demand (Monday through
tiday: 6:0C a.m. co 10:00 p.2.) Winteswr  Summerv™
Monchs Months

For each kW of Billing Demand $1.52 1.00

wrNgze: Wwincer charges shall apply %o consumption in the s$ix
regular monchiy billing pericds November through April.

Sucmes charges shall apply to conswmplion in the gix
regulaz moazhly billing periods May through Octobder.
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TIME OF USZ

Schedule No. AT=48

LARCE GENERAL SERVICE - METIRED TIME OF USE
500 XW AND QVER

Enezgy Charge:
1.799¢ per wwh foc all kilh.

Minimtm Chazge:
The Monchly Minimum Charge shall de the Basic Charge. A
higher zinimum may e rTequired under contract £O Cover special
condizions.

Reactzive Power Charze:
The maxiamcm L5-miaute incegrated gteactive dedand ia kilevole-
amperes occurring during the month in excess of 60X 52 che
maximum measured lSeminuce integrated demand in kilowalts
oceusring during cthe momth will be billed, in addition 3o Ihe
above charges, at &5¢ per kVa of such excess reactive dezmand.

DELIVERY AND METTRINC VOLTAGE ADJUSTMENTS

The above monchLy charges ate applicablie without ad juszzen: for
voltage wvhen delivery and meseriag aTte at Company's standard secondarty
distribution voliage.

Tor as long s Company elects for its operating convenience T Teles
elecsriz semvice To customer at primasy voliage, the above charges shall e
reduced by one and one-half percenc (1 1/IX) to compensate Sor losses,

Tor as long as delivery %5 sustcmer is mace 4L e cuctend lacally
standard orimazy volrtags (L1 kV or greazer), the above charges far any
meath will De reduced by L5¢ per k4 of load size used foT the ceter=
aiaacion of the Monchly Basic Charge; and where such deliveries are metered
at primary voltage, a $35 per month high voltage charge will be added,

Company rezains the right to change its line voltage or classifica-
tions thereof at aay ctime, and after reasonable advance notice 2 any
customer affected by such change, such cusiomers thed Ras che option o Sake
service at the nev line voltage or o accept service through gransfommers
to bde supplied by Company. Cusiomer must accept delivery at the new line
voltage %0 qualify for the adove szated billing reductions.

=e reductions of charges herein shall noc operate o reduce
charges for the firsc SO0 kw,

BTLLING DEMAND
The 3:...ag Demand shall be the greater ol Che faliowing:

(a) the paximuxz measured l5=minute integrated On-Peak Period demand
im kilowatts occurrisg during the aonch,
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TIME CF USE

Schedule No. AT=48

LARCZ GENERAL SZRVICE = METERED TIME QF USE
500 KW AND OVER

(5) 503 of the highest demand eszadlished duriag the respective
Summer ot Wiater months of the l2=amonth perieod which include and
end with zhe current bdilling month, or

(e) 500 Wx.

TERM QF CONTRACY
USILAtY =4y regulre customer o sign a writlten contTact
have a terd of not less than Zive years.

SPECTAL CONDITION
Temporacy. disconnection of any portion of load will not bde
considered as affecting the monihly zinizud charge.
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Ju—-n R-A::S

Schedule No. AWH=3)

COMMERCIAL WATER HEATING SERVICE

NO NEW SZRVICE

APPLICABILITY

Appl.:ablc to noaresidential cuscomers for separately meteres Waler
heating service Caken through one meter and only vhen used in conmjunction
with other nonresideatial service. This schedule is 1ot applicable cc
water heating for space heating, stock valering, OC widler sedson
sucposes or o resale, standdy or breakdown service,

TTIRITORY
m.. N . . . . N .
wiihia Cthe eatilre tefrilory served & the Ucilaity,
TES
Per Moath
Basic Charge: o
For single=phase service §5.0C
Tor three-phase service $8.00

Enezgy Charge:
2.008¢ per kWnh for all Kin

‘gazhly Chazge:

minioum wonialy charge st vall be the 3asi:z Charge, plus $..45
®y for each KW in excess of 10 kW of ctoctal capacity of all
zing enits whizh may be aperated at one time.

SPTCIAL CONDITICNS

1. Cuscoce: shall install a separate circuit complecely enilosec
from meter fo heaters and associated equipment in mecallis cordui: er in
aT=oced or other cable accep:ab’ to Veilizy, to which cizguil eniy waler
heating and associated equimen: zay be connected. T™is cireuin shall
opeTate at a voltage and phase specified by che uoilicy Tae meter fo
this circuit shall be lccated adjacent to tle meler oS the associate
noaresidential service.

2. Except as noted below, cthe ctofal installed capacity of waler
heaters served under chis schedule shall not exceed the greater af &0 kW
or one-fifth of the total insta.led electriz loads of the associazed
nonresidential eleciris sesvice.

-
»
o

-
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CTEER RATES

Schedule No. AWE-IL

COMMERCIAL WATZIR MEATING SERVICE

NO NEW SERVICE
(Conzinued)

3. Waczer heaters shall be of the enclosed storage CLype of aot less
than 30-gallon capacity, The water heating elemencs shall be operated in
blocks not to exceed 10 kW each ov one-chizd of che tocal water heating
capacity under this schedule, vhichever is greater. Such operacion shall
employ separate chermosTats for each such block or shall be otherwise
artanged so that nol more ihan one block will be turned on or ofi within
any l0-second interval.

4. The Utility may, Dy written agreesent with the customer, provide
volume vacer heaciag service on an anaual or summes seasonal basis under
this schedule. The Uzility seserves the zight to attach special gonditions
and misimum chazges to such service.

5. All wacer heaters ané theis {nscallacion cust conforz co appli-
cable municipal, state and pational codes.

4. Sesvice will not be supplied except 2o custome=s receiving
service hereunder onm April 21, 1975 and thez only at the locacions then
occupied. Service will not Dde rendered heveunder in the event of any
increase in custoser's connected load afzer April 21, 19875, Wheneves
sezvice hereunder is discontinued for any Teason, iz will nec be ze=
eszablished under chis schedule,
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OTHR RATES

Schedule No. QL=135

OUTDECR ARSA LICHTING STRVICE

APPLICA3ILITY "

Yo aLl cuscomers for lighting outdoor aTeas otheT than public streets,
soads and highways. Lighting service will De furnished froc dusk to
dawn by Uzility-ownmed lumizaires vhich may be sezved Dy secondary volzage
circuics from Utilitzy's exissing overhead distridution systed. Luminaices
Will Se mounted on Usilisy's weod poles and served in accordance with
Uzilizy's specifications as to equipment and tastallacion.

TERRITORY
Wohis zhe encire cerTitory served Ln Califormia by che Cailizy.

RATES

Tyoe of Luminalize Nozminmal Lamp Rastin Per Lucinaire Per Month

Mercury Vaper w 7,000 lumens $ 5-23
" " w2l,000 ° .55
- - w§5,000 ° 23.37

Hizh Pressure Sodium $,800 $10.17
- - - 22,000 1,14
" " " 50,000 21.72

"o new Lastaslations

Pole Chartge:

Above cates izelude {astallacion of ome wood pole, if
Tequired. A meathly charge of $1.00 per pole will be nade
for each additional pole required in excess 0f the nu=ber
of luminaires i{nstalled.

SPECTAL CONDITIONS

1. A wo.ttea contract for an 4Lnitlal temTd of three years wil
be required bdv Utilicy.

2., Malacemance w1l be performed during regular working Nours &s
soon as nracticadle after customes was notifled Uzilicy of service failuve.

3. The Usilizy's dusk-to=dawn seIvice Is wased on a Suraing schedule
of avproximately 4,000 hours per vearl.
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OTHER RATES

Schedule No. QOL~42

AIRWAY AND ATHLITIC FIELD LICHTING SERVICE

APPLICASILITY ‘
AppLicabie 2o service for airvay beacons, the lighting of airfields,

the lighting of publicly owned and operated outdoor athletic fields, and
for incidenial use therewizh.

TERRITORY
Wiohin Che entirve tervizory sexved in California by che

PATT

Basic Charge:
For siangle-phase service

For three—phase service

Energy Chasge:
4.232¢ per kin for all kWh

Minimuzm Ch:-ge.
The m;u.mun sonshly cha'ge shall bde the Basic Charge, dut ia a0
event will che annual billing de less chan $1.20 per kW or SL.2
per harsepover of conneczed load,

SPTLTAL CONDITIONS
1. Delivery :o be made it one ceagral peiat.
inszall and maiatain the discridbution aysiem.
2. Exteasions to supply service under this schedule will de Bade
accordance with the estabiished rule of che Utility governing extensions,
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STRETT AND EICEWAY LICETING
Sehedule No. LS=31
KICH PRESSURE SQDIUM VAPOR

STRETT AND HLICRwWAY LIGHTING SERVICT
UTILITY=OWNED SYSTEM

APPLICAZILITY

<o service furnighed, dy zeans of Uzilicy-owned iassallations, for She
dusk=to=dawn Llluminacion of public streets, highways, alleys and parks by
zeans of high=pressure sodium-vapor siTeel lights installed on distTidu-
tion-type wood poles and served by overhead circuits. The type and kind of
fixsures and supporss will be in accordance with Uzelity's specificazions.
Se=vice includes iasctallacion, malntenance, eneIgy, lacp and glasswarge
renevals. -

AVAILASLE |
wicnin the entire terzizory in Califoraia served by Cellizr.

yeem - - -
o }!O?\ Ty R.Ad..'-

wozmimal
Tumen Raziag Race Zer lazme

5,800 $ 5.87
22,000 5.6k
5¢,000 17.82

§PTCIAL PROVISIONS '
T. Lcoilizy will feplace individually Surned out or braken lamss as
soen as sraczicable duriag regular wusimess WouTs after notificazion Ty IR
cusscTer.
2, Uzilicy zay requirte customer sareicipaticn 4in the gcost of in-
4

gszalling cirecuit To rencer siTeel lighting service when the tengeh of sus
cizeulz from a seurce of suizadble vollage on Ltilizy's systez To the peut
of coanection with the proposed streel light or strTeet lighting systen -
tn excess of 100 feec.

3, Uzilizy may not be requivec @ furnish seTvize hereunder L0 cine
chaa =unicipal cusiomers.

4. THe cusTcTer Day Tequest telporarty suspeasion of power IoT
lighting by wrilten notice. Turing such peslods, the monchly rtate wiil
se reduced by Uiility's estimated average monzhly rvelamping anc enesyy
costs for the luzminaire. Ugilicy will not be Tequired 0 Teeszablish
such service under €

s

-
{5 vate schedule 12 sectviie has Ddeen permanently
diszontinued by the cusiomerl.

§. Usilizy may not be Tequired ©¢ o7 maintain stlee
emoloving fixTures oOr supporss OT A= locazions unacceptable T

A
"

TTRY OF CONTRALT!
No2 less ihat one veart.
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STREST AND HICHWAY LIGEIING

Schedule No. LS=52

§PTEIAL STREZT AND KICHWAY LIGHTING SERVICE

UTILITY=QWNED SYSTIM,

ADPLICA3ILITY

o service furnished, by means of Utility=-owmed installations, for the
dusk=to=daca Lllumimation of public streets, highways, alleys and parks
under condizions and for siTeel ights of sizes and types noc specified oOm
other schecdules of cthis ctarill. Usility may not be TequiTed To durnish
service Nereunder Co Othes than gusicinal customers.

TIRRITORY

wiznia She entize terTitorTy in Califoraia sesved by Unilizty.

NTT MONTHLY RATZ
A ‘lac Tate equal to one=twelith of Usilizy's estimated annual cost
for operaiion, =maintenance, fixad chazges and depreciation applicable to
sne scTeel lighting system, incLuding enevyy coszs as follows:
For cusk=co~dawn operation at tae Tacte of 3.030¢ peT Xmhl.

IR OF CONTRACT
Not Less chan five vyeats tap service from an overhead, oI ten vears
4=gm az undergTound, syslez WY wrizten goatrage.

CoNVERSION OF LICHT : .

Tmcancescent O JeTCuTry=vapory lighcs used o ¢, enish servize herteunce?
ace sudiecz to ceaversion 9 nigh=pressuce sadim=vaneT Lights ty not .ess
than sixty (68) days' writien nocice given by Ltility To the custoTer.
Conzingent on the availabilizy of adequate zanpovel and saterials, servile
neceunder will be coaverted GO high=pressure, s$oQlu==vapor stTeez=lightin
semvice, ia accordance with the following schedule:

ALl (ncandescent; Zl,OdO-luzen and 55,000-lumen stTeez 1IgNIS by
July 20, 1982.

ALl 7,000-lumen zersuly=vapor stiTeel lights dy July 20, 1985.
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STRETT AND HIGEWAY LIGHEIING

Schedule No. LS=52

SPTCIAL STMEST AND HICAWAY LICHTING SERVICZ

|remony emmy v:\'gn Svs-_-\q'.

L LR - it

(Continued)

SPTLTAL TOWDITIONS

1. Loeiicty will veplace individually bdurmed out of broken lamps as
soon as pracsicadle durimg nor=al dusiness houts afeer nocificacion by I
customeT.

2. Utilizy zmay not be requirved T iascall or maintall silTeel
emploviag SixtuTes OT SuppoeTis or as locations unacceptable to Ul

9. The customer =ay sTequest tezporary suspeasion of jower

f

lizhting by writien necice. During such periods, the monzhly rate will
ceduced by Utilicy's estizated average meazhly relacping and enelgy costs
&£
foz

..he .u—in; -. L4
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STREZY AND HZCEWAY LICEIING

Schedule No. LS=S5J

SPECIAL STREET AND RIGHWAY LICHTING SERVICE

CUSTOMER=QWNED SYSTIM

APPLICABILITY

To secvice furnished, bv means of customer—owned installations, foT
the dusk=tordawn {lluminaczion of public streets, highways, alleys and pavis
under condicions and for sctreet lighos of sizes and types not specilied on
other schedules of chis caviff. Utility may not be requirted to furtaish
service Mereunder %o other than ounicipal customerss.

T2RRITORY
Wichin the encire teseitory 4n California served by Utilicy.

NIn MCNTHLY RATL
a) wnere Lzility operates and maintains the systexm, 2 flat rTate ecual
=0 one=twelfth the estizated annual cest for energy, operailon an
caistenance with energy at cthe Tate of 3,520¢ per kWnhr.

Where the custocer operates and maiataias the systez, a :
equal to one=twelf:h the astimated annua) energy cost a
ner kwhz.

Tate

3.520¢

la
-
z

TR CF CONTRALT
NoC Less than five veass under option (a) or one vear uncer gpslon

().

SPTCTAL CONDITIONS

1. Uncer opcion (a), Usalisy will rep.ace individually burned ou

scken lazps as soon as praccicable duTing aor=al bdusiness hours

nozification by custocgerl.

2. Usility =mavy not be required to 3aintain streed ligh
tixsyres or at locacions unacceptadble to Ucilicy.

4. Ia the event the customer installs a seTies systez, the cusios
shall also provide, inszall and zaincain the necessaty series transfoTz ers-
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STREZT AND HIZEWAY LIGZIING

Schedule No. 1S-57

STREET AND STCFWAY LIGETING SERVICE
LTIV -QWzD SYSTEM
NO NE=w SERVICZ ¢

APPLICASILITY

Applicadle to lighting for pudblic streets, reads, highweys and other
Jublic cutdecr lighting sezvice.

TRRC-OT

'

within the entire terristory in Califorzia served by the Utility.
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STREZT ANC HIGHWAY LIGZING

Schedule No. 1LS=57

STUETT AND HTGHWAY LIGETTNG SERVICE
UTIiITV=0OWNED SY5TTM
MO NEW SERVICE
(Continued)

T. RTT NONTHLY RATT FOR LICWTS OWNTD, OPERATTD AND MAINTAINTD
BT UL1L.T7 BNU LnuS.ALLZD PRIOR 30 APRIL 4, 1977

A Qverhead Svstex

Street lights on distcidbucion type wood poles:
' Incandescent lamps
Nominal lumen Ratiag 600 1000 250C 4000 600C
Rate per Lamp $2.78 $3.11  $..87
“aroury-Vapor lLamps
Nominal Lumen Rating
Rate per Lazp = horizontal
te per lLacp = vertical

StceeC lights on metal poles:
Mercury=Vaper la=mps
Nominal Lumen Rating
Rate per lLacy
Horizonsal
Horizontal

Uade==round Svitex

Strees lighzs on metal poles:
MerToury=-Vaper Lazps
Nominal Lumen Rating
Rate per lLamp
Haorizsnzal
Verzical

II. NVIT MONTHLY RATE FCR OVIRHZIAD SYSTIM, PERCURY=VAPCR STREST LICH
T, COLrA-te AN ledoneAchio 3Y UTILITY AND LnSTAnLzd AFTIR APR.. &)

Ssreel Lizhts on dissTibulion type wvaod poles:
Nowinal Lumen Rating 70C¢ hpajale £8CQC

Rate per Lacp $6.58  $.0.58 $21.50




[
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STREED AND HIGEWAY LIGTING

Schedule No. LS=57

STREST AND HIGHEWAY LICELING STRVICE
UTILITY<OWNZD SYUSTIM
NO NEW ScRVICQHL
(Coacinued)

CONVERSION OF UTILITY-QWNED LIGHTS
Utiligy~owned Lncandescent orf mercury=-vapor lights usec to furnish
gervice hereunder are subject to conversion Lo high=pressure sodiw= vapor
tghts by not less than sixIy (60) days' written notice given by Utility
to the gzusiomer. Countingent on the availabdility of adequate manpover
and materials, secvice hereunder will de convercted to high=pressule,
. sodium=vapor strees-lighting service, {n accovdance with the Zollowing

schedule:

ALl tacandesceat; 21,000-lumen and $5,000-1umen street lights DY
July 20, l982.

AlL 7,000=lutmen mercuTy=vapeT streel lights by July 2C, 19835,

§PTCIAL CONDITIONS

1. <he Taces are based on dusk-to-davn durning.

2. The Utilisy will replace ¢adividually bduTaed out oT broken B 3-1
as soon as practicable during normal business hours after mofificatiszn by
the customer. _

3. The Utilizy may Tequare special five-yeaT conivagts o cover
unusual operatiag and aaintenance condizions due to & minizuex nezher
of lamps in service, the distance from service centers of undue hazazd
to equirment.
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ATONOIX T
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STRESI AND HIGHWAY LIGITING

Senedule No. 15-58

STREZT AVD HIGHWAY LICETING SZRVICE
USTOMER-OWNED SYSTEM
NO Niw SZTRVICE

Applicatle €0 lighting for public streets, roads, highways and other

sublic outdoor

TERITORY

Wectnin the entite tertitory

lighting service.

1a California served by the Utilisy.

NT? MONTELY RATE PER LGHI

Class A!

<nstalls, operaces aad mainzalng eaticte
Veility delivers enalyy at omne poin:

Custooe? owms,

reQui:ed {nszallacion.
ouly as neal as practical to rhe customer's 4installazion.

Customer owns and inszalls entize required iassallation.
Uciticy delivers energy at one point oaly as near as
praczical to the cuscomer's ianssallation. veility operates
and maiatalins eanclire required iastallation except for the
paincing, Tepalr aad reslacement of poles and elireuits.

NOMINAL LIMEN

RATING

CLASS 3

em—————_——

 QLASS A

1,000
2,500
4,000
6,000

7,000
21,000
$5,000

21,40C

INCANDESCENT
$ 1.30

2.57
L.19

5. T4

HERCURY VAPOR
$ 2,68

6.05
14,50

FLUORSSCENT
S 5.7%
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STREZT AND HIGHWAY LIGETING

Schedule Yoo LS=59

STRETT AND HIGCHEWAY LIGECIIC SERVISTE
CUSTOMES =CWNZD SYSTEM
NO NTwW STRVICE .
centinued

STECTAL CONDITICONS

T. The rates are based cz dusk-te-dawn duIning.

2. The Utility will meplace individually burned cut or broken lamps
as soor as practicadble during zorzal business mours afmer notificaticn Ty
the custeaer.

3. The Utility zey require speclal five=year contracts Lo Qover
unusuel operating and naiatenazce conditions due to a minimum avmoer of

la=ps iz service, the distaace ITom service cemntels or wdue nazasd to
. equizment.
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AGRICULTURAL PIMPING SERVZCE
Schedule No. PA-20

ACRICULTURAL PUMPING SERVICE

APPLICAZILITY

This schedule i3 applicadle to customers desizing seasoual service for
{rrigation aad soil dralnage pumping {astallations only. Service futnished
under this schedule will be zetered and billed sepacately at each point of
delivesy. .

TERRITORY
To all territory served by the Company in the State of Califoranla.

MONTYLY CHARGE

Zxcept 2or Novemder, the monthly bdilling shall be the sun of the
asplicable Dezand and Energy Chalges and the Reactive Power Charge. For
November, the billing shall be the sun of the Energy Chazge, the Reactive
Pover Charge, and the Annual Charge.

Meter Rezdimgs Prom Me=ch 27 through Yovezher 27

Energv Charge:
2.331¢ per KWh for the first 14,000 kwh

1.431¢ per k¥h for all additional k wh

Annual Charge:

1f Load Size is: Annual Charge is:

ingle=phase service, §1.0 per kw* but mot less than 2
any size: Basic Charge of $36

Three=phase service:
50 kn* or less 510 per W™ but not less than a
Basic Charge of SVl
51 to 300 kw $100 plus $8 per Ki*
Over 300 KA* $70C plus S$6 per WA*

KW load size, for determinaticn of the Annual Chatge, shall
be the average of the two greatest nomnwIielo monchly Billing
Demaads established duriag the ll-monid seriod which iacludes
and eads with the curreat dilling month.

Meter Resdinzs Feom Nevezmber 28 4h-oush Maven 26

Demand Charge:
s1.C0 per kiv of moachly Billing Demand

Enezzv Charvge:
w1llé pe= kih for the firsc 100 W4h momchly

per k¥ of monthly 3illing Jemaxd
2.301¢ pec k¥h for all addizlonal k“h




ATPTRIX G
Page 2 0f 2

AGRICULIURAL TUMPING SZIRVICE

Schedule No. PA=20

AGRICULTURAL PUMPING SERVICE
(Continued)

Reactive Power Charge: .
The GAX.DUD Lo=2inute integracted reactive demand for the aonth in
kilovolt-amperes occurciag duriag the month ia exiess of 6C% of
che maximum measured LS5-minute integrated demaad in kilowacis
occurring during the monch will de billed, in addition to the
adove chacges, at 45¢ per kVa of such excess reactive demand.

3ILLING DEMAND

~he measuced kW shown by or computed from the readings of Ceiliey's
demand meter, or by appropriate ctest, for the 15=minute pericd of cus-
tome:'s greates: use during the billing month, but not less than two ki
provided, however, that for moCors oot ove: 10 hp, the desand may, subject
to confirmation bv test, be determined Irom the nameplate np rating and the

followiag table:

1)
chrough 3 H? kW
through 5 AP kW
through 7.5 HP kW

.5 through 10 H? kW

SPECTAL CONDITIONS

L. Pumping service during the period other thar cthe irTigalion
season will be furaished at the same delivery point to any irrigazion
customer served hezeunder; provided, however, chat the Uciliiy =ay, at
its discrezien, Tequire che customet €O limit his hours of operation &9
net more than eighteen hours in any oae day. The hours of opezation vwill
be designated by the Uzilizy. 1If operacion is for other hours than those
desigaated by the Utility, the entire use vill de billed on the applicabdle
general service schedule.

2. Ao application of che monthly rTate which includes erergy in
excess of 750 k#: per k¥ will be compuced with such excess a: the average
price per Kih of the first 750 WWh pef kil

7. Reactive Dowe: Charge: When the conneccted load is ia excess
of S0 HP, reactive mezering will bde instilled and charges for reactive
power will be as follows:

4. No billimg will bde rendered uniil che accumulaged measured Xin
equal or exceed SO kinh.
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PACIFIC POWER & LIGAT COMPANY
TULUITRATION OF APTLICATION OF THE GROWDH SHARE METHOD T0 TEST YZAR 1979
ALLOCATION NOTES
1979 Egtimarad Test Qeried

Growth Shares Allocation
Prior to 1975 1976=79
Electric - California 4.0000% 46,32% 3.539%
= Oregon $2.7200%
- All Other 33.2800%

Based on the relative coancribution of separate state demands to the
five—syzats systen peak. These are calculated by trending historical
cemperature adjusted (except For Meatana. and Wyoming) demands at
the time of system peak over the past five years.

 Electric - Califorata 3.7577% 3.9148% 2.942%
- Oragon 60.3097%
= All Other 35.9326%

Based ou 4AWh sales Iz the states of California, Oregon, Washiagton,
Mogtans, and Wyomizg for the 12 wmomths ending September 30, 1978.

Electric ~ Califorata 6.7795% 6.76%
- Qregon £9.9756%
- A1l Other 33.2449%

Trazsadission plant Lavestment iz the Oregon~Washingtow—Calilorala-
Montasa=Wyomisg system s assigned ou the dasis of use %o group “A”
or %o “local.” Local™ plant is directly assigned to the state %o
which it relates and the group A" or joint use portiom is allocated
on the basis of Yote l.

Electric = Califoraia 3.5160% 3.31%
= QOregon §5.13102
- All Other 41.,3530%

Trassmission plant investment iz Wyoming is assigned on the Ddasis
of use ro "local” or “"system.” The amount of system iuvesthent is
allocated on dasis of Note l.

Tlectric ~ Califoraia 2.5505% 2.37%
- Qragon 39.9917~
-~ ALl Other 57.4578%

Tavestzent i3 Momtazma tramszission plant L3 assigmed on the basis
of use; jolatly used plaat is allocated oo 3he basis ol Noce l.
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Grewtn ShaiTe: AdavsaTion
Zlectric - California 4.96%

= QOregon

= ALl QOther

-

Iavestment i3 Oregon traasmissiom plant Ls assigned om the basis
0f use; JjoiZacly used plant Ls allocated on the basis of Note l.

Eleczsic = California 2.8768% 3.10%

- Oregon 45.1080%

= All Other 2.0152%
Iavestment in Washington transmission plant i3 assigned on the dasis
of use; ‘oinmcly used plant i3 allocated om the bdasis of Note l.

Sleccric - California 55.0345% 49.75%

= Qregon 29.6134%2

= All Other 15.3521%
Iavestzest in Califorala transmission plant is assigned on che basis
of use; Jolantly used plant is allocated om the basis of Note l.
Electrid = Ovegon 79.3800%
All Other Utilicy Operazions 20.6200%
Based on Northwestern Slectric Company iuvestment in 1947,
Zlegctric ~ California 16.6428%

= QOTegon §3.3572%
Based on The Califoraia Oregon Power Company Lavestment in 1961.
37467

4
0.2115%
5.4139%

Eleceric = Califomla
= Qregon 7
= All Other z

Calculaced zhe same as Note 1A excludiang washingctoen.

Electric = California 2.0000%
= Qrtegon 31.36Q0%

All Ochers Uttlity Operations 56.6400%

Lincola production plant structures (excluding dus house), bSeller
slant, and miscellaneous power plant equipment allocated SC% to
alecroic and S0% to szeam heating on che basis of relacive monchly
seaking capadbilities. The electITic portion i allocazed on the dasis
0% Noce L.
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Growth Share Allocation

b

Electric = Californlia | 3.704352
- QOregon 58.0851%

All Other Utility Operations 38.2)04%

Aldany production plant land apd tailrace land assigned to electric,
remainder of plant allocated to water 8.5% and electric 91.5% on the
basis of relative amount of water usad. The electrTic portion is
allecated on the basis of Note 1. '

Electric — California 5.2783%
— Oragon 60.4745%

ALl Other Ttility Operacioans 34.2472X "

Based on directly assigued and allocated gross investhent in uwtility
plant excluding allocable items of genzeral office equipment and
organization cost.

Electric = California 5.3722%
- Qregon 6l.S511%
- All QOther 33.0767%

Sased on directly assigned and allocated gross investment in electric

plant excluding allocable items of general office equipuent and
organization cost.

Sleczric = California -3100%
= COregon §7.3200%

All Other Utility Operations L11.8700%

Albina Stores structures and land allecated 79% to general stores and
21% mo Portland district on basis of area occupied. Portlazd disctricc
L3 assigned dirsct. General stores allocated between electTic and
steam heat on basis of materials stored. Electric portion then
allocated on basis of stores issued in 1963.

Zlectric - Califoraila 21.1442%
- Qregomn 73.8558%

3ased on plant iz service of rhe districts im che Southwestarn
Division at 12=31-77.

Electzie = Califomia .8610% 832%
= Oragou 13.4999%
=~ All Ocher 85.6391%

3ased on directly assiguned and allocated gross Montana electrl

geilicy plant 4o service at L2-31-77.
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CGrowth Shave Allocation

-

Zleczzic - Califorala 65.12422 85.252%
= Qregon 22.8363%
= All Other 12.0395%

Based on directly assigned and allocated gross California eleczzic
ucilizy plant in service ag 12=-31=77.

Eleccric - Califorania 1.8950% 1.909%
= Oregon 86.53822

ALl Other Utility Operations 11.5668%

Based ou directly assigned and allocated gross Oregon electric
utilicy plant 4in service excluding licemsed trmansportation plant
at 12=31=77.

Electric - California 3.4675% 3 273%
= Oregon $4.,.3704%
= A1l Qther a2.1621%

Based oun directly azssigned and allocated gross Wyoming electric
plant ia service at l11=31-77.

lectric = Califoraia 3.1662% 3+298%

. = Oregon 49.7708%
= All Other 47.0630%

3ased oun directly a;signed and allocated gross Washinpgtoan plant in
service at 12-31-77.

None
Elecrric - 2foraia 4.1228%
- Oregon 65.0289%
All Other Utility Operacticas 30.8483%
Portland office furniture and equipment allocated l4.5% <o Portlamd
electric, l® to Portland steam heating and 84.51 to all utilities on

the basis of estizmated use. Portiom to all utilities Is allocated on
basis of Note 2].

Dlectzic = California 4,8790%
= Qregoun §9.7975%
ALl Other TUtilizy Operations 35.32335%
3asad on zhe average of direczly assigned and allocated gross plaat

iovestmen: and opeTatisg expenses, excluding general office plant and
expenseas.
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Zleczrice = California 4.9906%

= Oregon 6).1882%

= ALl Other 33.8212%
Sased ou the average of dizectly assiguned and allocated gross electric
plant investment and electTic operating expenses, excluding general
office plant aund axpenses.
Electzic = Oregon 97.3138%
Other Utilicles 2.6862%
3ased on the average of Oregon directly assigned and allocated gross
alant investment and operating expeanses, - excluding general office
plant and expenses.
Electric = Montana 97.2227%
Other Utilitdles 2.7773%
Based on the average of Montana directly assizned and allocated gross
slant I{ovestient and operating expenses, excluding general office
plant and expenses.
Electzic ~ Qregon 78.8920%
All Other Utility Operations 21.1080%
Based ou the average of Ovegon and Washington directly assigned and

allocated gross plant iavestment and operating expenses, excluding
general office plant and expenses.

Electridc = Oregon 76.9573%
= All Other 23.0427%
Based on the average of directly assigoed and allocated gross plamc

iavestaent operating expenses of the above electric systems, excluding
general office plant and expenses.

Noune

Zlectric = Qregon 99.0682%
Qther Jtilitles .9318%
3ased on the average of directly assigned aad allocated gross plant

iavestment and operatiaz axpenses, excludiag general office plamt and
exrenses.
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Electzic = Oregon 96.3762%

Other Utilicies 3.1238%

Sased on the average of directly assignmed and allocated gross plaat
investhent and operating expenses, excluding genexal office plant and
expenses.

Eleecszic = Wyoming 96.5167%

Other Ucilicies 3.48332

Based ou the average of directly assigned and allocated gross plant

iovestzent and operating expenses, excluding general office plant and
expensas. )

None

Electric = Oregon 19.2645%
All Other Utilicy Operatioms 80.7355%
Based ou operating expenses, excluding gemeral office, of Columbila

Basin Division districts and departments for the twelve mouths ended
September 30, 1978.

Electric = Oregen 91.9007%

Qcthar Ucilicies 3.0993%

Based on operating expenses, excluding gemeral office, of Mid-Oregon
Division 4districts and departments.

All Octher Trzlity Oparatioms 100.0000%

3ased ou operating expenses, excluding gezeral office, of Wyoming
distsicts and departhents.

Electzic = California 21.1107%

= Oragon 78.8893%
3ased on operating expenses, excluding general office, of Southwestern
Division districts.

Noue

Noue
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Electric = Oregon 92.7725%

Steam Heating = Oregon 7.2275%
Based on operating expenses, excluding general office, of Portland
dlsczice.,

Electrie - California 5.0531%
= Oregon 60.9441%
- All Other . 34.0028%
Based on average number of electrzic customer billings for the twelve
mouths ended September 30, 1578.
Electric = California 4.8601%
- Oregon 58.6161%
All Other Ugility Operations 36.5238%
Based on average sumber of customer billinogs for the twelve umonths
ended September 30, 1978.
Electric ~ Oregonm 99.1343%
Stean Heatiang = Oregon .836357%
Based on the average number of electric and steam heating customer

billings {z Portland for the twelve months euded September 30, 1978.

Eleczrie = Califorala 4.80152

- Oragon 6L 24425

= All Other 33,9543%
Based oun average onumber of electTic customer billings, excludiag
duplicate Sillings, for che welve mouchs ended September 30, 1978.
Noue
Electric - California 5.1687%

= Qregon 59.1889%
ALl Other Utility Operations J35.6424%

3ased ot direecly assigmed and allocated operating payroll for che
aine mouths ended Sepcember 30, 1978,
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Elacsrie = Califorada 2.4076%
= Oregon 77.7788%

All Other Utilicy Operatious 19.8136%
Based om directly assigned and allocated operating payroll for the
State of Oragon for the aine Toaths ended September 30, 1978,
Electric - California 2.3120%

- Qregoen 33.3202%
All Octher Utility Operations 64.3678%
Based oo directly assigned and allocated operatiag payroll for the
Scate of Washington for the nine months énded Septamber 30, 1978.
Elactric - Califoraila 57428

= Oregon . 7.6536%
All Other Utility Operatioms 91.7722%
Based on directly assigned and allocated operating payroll for the
State of Montans for the aine months ended September 30, 1978.
Electric = Califoraia

= Oregou
All Other Utility Operations 52.9403%
Based ou directly assigned and allocated operating payroll

State of Wveming for the ninme moaths ended September 30, 1978.

Elecoric = California 74.3889%
- Qregon 16.6232%
= ALl Qcher 8.9879%

Based on directly assigned and allocated operating payroll for the
Scate of California Z%or the niae xonths ended September 20, 1978.

Elactric = Oregon 15.3642%
= All Other 84.6358%

Based om average zumber of alectric customer billings, excluding
duplicates, iz Columbia 3asin Division for the twelve mouths ended
September 30, 1978.
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5.

Zleceric = Califoraia 10,6258
- QOregon 83,3749%2

Based on average numer of electric customer billings, excluding
duplicates, in Southwestern Divisicn for the twWelve mounths ended
September 30, 1978.
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PACIFIC POWLR & LIGHT COMPANY
Growth Snare Allocation Methed

12-31-79 California Cavacitv Requizements

(Lidby (Idaho
PP&L _ PP&L  Plant) Requiremeng)
0.04 (Note L Ratio) x / 5,923.5MW (Table 3-2) less u6 W Less 37 MW/

= 0,04 x 5060.54W = 234.4M4

12-31-79 Calizornia Cavacity Supplies

(PP&L (PP&L 197>
Yvdroelectric: 938.5W Table 3-2) x 0.0432 Note L Ratio)
(PP&L 1975
1975 Thermal (a): 1374.0 x 0.0432 Note 1 Ratio)
(1975 Puzrchased
1975 Purchased Power: 11a3.1 MW Line L9 on attached x 0.0432 Power Ratio)

(Share calculated
Therual Plants (b) (PP&L to provide
Juilt Since 1975:  1627.6MW Table 3-2) x 0.03539 aitference)

(Share calculated
Purchaseda Power Line 15 to provice
Since 1Y75: 277.3 on attached x 0.0U3339 cifterence)

= 40,5 MW
= 59.4

- 4

49,4

149.3 MW

- 27,5

Total Supplies 234 4MV

(a) Centralia, D. Jolmston
(o) Wyvodak, Jim Bridger, Trojan
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TALIFLC POWER & LICHT COMPANY
Growtx Share Aliocatuom lMethoc

1979 California MWh Reanimement

Cal, Note 1A Share

Toral Svstem Requirements

0.037577

/725,357,250 Mwn
(PP&L Note 1A

x

« 0.037577 x 25,168,400 MWa

1979 Catizoxnia M _Supplies

4,257,450 MW
(PP&L Tabie 3-2)

Hydroelectric:

1975 Thexmal (a): 8,359,230

1975 Puzchased
Power: 4,741,860 Mwh
Line 19 of

attached

Thermal Plants
Built Since 1975: 6,974,820

(PPLL Table 3-2)

x

Purchased Power
Since 1975: 834,990
Line 19 of

attached

(a)
(%)

Centralia, D, Jokmston
Wyodak, Trojan, Jixm Bxidger

x (Share calculated

Idano xacuirement

188,850 Mwn/

less

(PP4L Table 3-2)

1

e 945 750 Mih

0.0432 -
(PPAL 19/ Note L Ratxo

183,920 Mwh

0.039148
(PP&L 1975
Note 1 Ratio

0.0432 -
(PP&L 1968
Note 1 Ratio)

204,850

716,020 MW

0.02942 205,170

(Share calculated

to provide
difference)

24,560 MwWh
to provide
diffevence)

945,750 Mwn

et r——

Total Supply




S State System

CG\O‘U&UN:"

BPA- Supplemental Capaclty
BPA- Fntitlement Capacity
Hanford - WPPSS

{lanford - Extension

CSTE

Prlest Rapids-Grant Co.
Wanapumi-Grant Co.

Rock Deach

Wells

Swept #2

Talent }
Hiscellaneous Contracts

Cove ~ PGAE

Peak Capacity -BPA
Secondary Purchases
Interchange - Recelved

Interchange - palivered
Subtotal (1975 Bases)
Callfornla Share @ 0,0432

" Remalnilng Purchased Power

20,
21,
22,
23.
24,
5.

26,
27,

Z8.

29.
30,
3L,

Jim Bridger Test Energy
Peak Capacity
PeakfEnergy Exchange
Secondary Energy
Interchange - Recelved
Interchange - Delivered

Subtotal - Remalnder

Allocated to Peak
Allocated to Energy
California Share @ 0.03539

Califormia Share @ 0,02942
Total Callfornia Share

Appendix sll’

Page 12 of 12

Pacific Power & Light Company
Purchased Power - Net Interchange

1975 Rate Case

612,000
51,100
3,861,900
230,700
4,100
24,000

178,100
7,900

5,849,800

1979 Rate Case

2

292,146
292,146
506,800
3,710,804
1,938,669
2,629,004
3,424,696
1,217,616
1,553,712
1,404,000
487,548
506,768
10,332
2,400,000
578,228
y0,850

625,130
502, 640
3,009, 760
220,390
67,100
106,840
26,000

178,100
7,500

21,103,379

911,666

3,309,975
4,827,600
6,555,702

(7,286,400

49.4

477.3
300.0

-

4,741,860
204,850
420,670

(711-300)(Valued @3,0 mlls/
2,019,220 kWh)

{633,600)

7,406,877
7,141,500
265,377
252,738
7,807

i17.3
177.3

27.5

-

835,990
834,990

24,560

L2k 26,9 _.229,410 (Lines 19+¢29+30)




-

ALJ/km

APPENDIX I
Page 1 of 2

California and Oregon Residential Rates Compared for
Homes with No Electric Water or Space Heat

WINTER SIX MONTHS

(1) (2) (4) (5)

$ Tor S ror Total

Zach Adé'l Each Add'lL  COregon

KWs 1,000 k¥h 1,000 kW Accum-
Used Calis, Qrecon lative

%,000 kw. $37.34 $33.C4 $ 33.04
2,000 KA. 370 30.04 63.08
3,000 xiW. 37. 30.04 93.12
4,000 KA. 37. 30.04 123.16
5,000 kW, 37. 30.04 153.20

SUMMER SIX MONTHS

$30.31 $ 30.31
27.31 57.62
27.31 g4.93
27.31 112.24
27.31 139.55
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California and Oregon Residential Rates Compared for
Homes with Electric Water Heat but without Electric Space Heat

WINTER SIX MONTHS

(2) (3) (4) (5)

$ For Total $ for Total
Each Add'l Calif. EBach add'l Cregon
1,000 kwh Accom= 1,000 kwh AcCum—
Calif. lative Qregon lative

$32.72 $ 32.72 $33.04 $ 33.04
37.70 70.42 30.04 £3.08
37.70 108.12 30.04 93.12
37.70 145.82 30.04 123.16
37.70 183.5C 30.04 153.20

SUMMER SIX MONTHS

$32.72 $ 32.72 $30.31 $ 30.31
37.70 70.42 27.31 57.62
37.70 108.12 27.31 84.93
37.70 145.82 27.31 112.24
37.70 183.50 27.31 139.55
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California and Cregon Residential Rates
Compared for Homes with Electric Space and Water Heat

WINTER SIX MONTHS

(3) (4) (3) (6) (7

Total $ For Total Calif. Calif.,
Calif. Each Aadd'l  Oregon Above above
Accumu~- 1,000 kWh Accumu~ Or Below Or Below
lative Creaon lative Qrecon § Orecon %

$ 2.9 $33.04 § 33.04 5-11.05 =33.4%
46.84 30.04 63.08 -16.24 -25.7
84.54 30.04 93.12 - 8.58 - 9.2
122.24 30.04 123.16 - 0.92 - 0.7
159.94 30.04 153.20 6.74 4.4

SUMMER SIX MONTHS

$32.72 $ 32.72 $30.31 $ 30.31
37.7C 70.42 27.31 §7.62
37.70 108.12 27.31 84.93
37.70 145.82 27.31 112.24
37.70 183.52 27.3L 139.55

SOURCE: EXHIBIT 51
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SC: PLEASEZ RETURN THIS PCRTION
SOUTHERN CALIFCANIA f0ISEN — . MATL PAYMENT TO

FCMTYBELLG JIITRICT ?7.0. 30X 400, ROSEMEAD, CALIF, 91771

PLEASE
9ILL 3. NEW 2AY THIS
POST CFFICY BOX 12348 i AMQUNT
LEBEC, CALIFOANIA 92640 NOW DUE

la 22 bOy 3EC0C Gl COCCs2  COUCssis 51126

SCE © KEZEP THIS PCRTION FOR YCUR RECTADS
SCUTMERN CALIFORNIA EDISCN

| rom susmveas | vewm accower | oaTe sLe
semyzsy iooaizs | oFrIcE ALl NUTZER 1S PREPARED
BILL §. NEW

o T
1000 IOISON PLACY, APARTMENT Q=113 209=300=00040 16-22-604-3500-01l 11-32=78
WEBEC, CALIFCANIA 90640 299=0¢0=0008

LIreLNe i RATE

-
AVERAGE QALY BILLING PERIZU , DAY3 | XWH USAGZ ] DAILY AVERAGE
ALLOCATION seNETULE

cosT

w30 XN

THIS YEAR ’ a8 ] 1250 , 26.8 KuM

ol | lasge 3.7 Kud

SYRVICE

svw-cz PERTICS METER READING | INERGY
racH ™

FPRCM | TG | usage AMQUNT

ELECTRIC

|

g-3 I a9 | LasT vEaR
|
i

l
Tree cr l
I

09-01-73 i 10-31-78 | 00100 | 01350 | 1380 K $56:34
LEBEC CITY TuX 5 2:81

CEP=30 7845

ELECTRIC SERVICZ CEARGE =

?’RS"‘ c40 XWH AT 2,855z bl

NIXT 250 XWR AT AVG COsST 2. 2. &7c% = .
USE LI5S S¥23GY AND BNCOY LOWER RAT2

* STATE ZNERGY TAX QF 9,010 PER 100 KM INCLUTED WITH ZLICTRIC CHARGE
| PLEASE PAY THIS AMOUNT NCW DUE
RECINT PATMENTS MAY NOT HAVE BEEN QUCUCTZD FRCM THIS 8ILL

ay " CUITCMEN MESIAGE

¥ Messace Zor average sing SCJ Kvh electricitv.
.hese guantities do ] thls,
..U' are useﬁ 0117




