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IA.xision 98-05-059 l\fay 21, 1998 ~~fO)t1(~nr~1 ,'~\ \-\ 
ll\lUlo]Ut~j'l\ l -_:'I 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STA OF CAl1FORNIA 

Application of P.ldfic Gas and Electric Compan}' (or 
Rcco\'cry of 1996 Non·Nucle<u Cen('T(ltion Capital 
Additions Costs. 

(U39 E) 

Application of San Diego Gas « Elfftric Conlpany 
(U 902 E) (or COJilpetition TrMlsition C~arge ("erell

) 

Recovery of 1996 Capital Additions. 

OPINION 

Sumniary 

Applic(ltion 97-10-014 
(Filed October 3, 1997) 

Applicatiol\ 97-10-015 
(Filed Octob~~r 3, 1997) 

This decision adopts revenue requirements (or c.lpitat additions added to rate 

base in 1996 by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and S<u\Diego Gas & Electric 

Company (SDG&E). \Ve herein adopt the joint reconllilendations of PG&E, Office o( 

Ra.tepayer Advocates (ORA), Jan\es \Veil (\Veil) and The Utility Reform Network 

(TURN), and the joint recomlilcndatio)\s of SDG&E and ORA. The ali'lOunts adopted in 

this decision (or c(lpitat additions will be included in each llliHty1s Tr.u\sition Cost 

Balanciflg ACCOlH\t for recovery pursuant to Public Utilities (PU) Code Section 367. 

Procedural Background 

In Decision (D.) 97-09-0-18, in the Electric Industry Restntcturing rulcmaking 

(R.) 9-1-0-1-031, the Commission ordered Southern California Edison Company (Edison), 

PG&E, and SDG&E to file applications no later than October 3, 1997 to seek recovcry of 

1996 capital additions to non-nuclear generating plant (hereinafter referred to as 

"capital additions") based on an eX. post facto review of rccorde..t expenditures. TIle 

Comnlission required the applications in order to satisfy the requirements of PU Code 

Section 367 and set forth certain criteria (or evaluating c(lpital addhions. 
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PG&U, Edison, and SDG&E filed lhC'SC apptic(ltions on October 3, 1997, 

consistent with 0.97·09-0-18. ORA, TURN, and 'Veil filed protests to the applications 

and sub~uently submitted testimony tn r~ponse to utilit}· feslimony. 

Subsequent'}. on lA"'«'mber 1, 1997; PG&E, E .. -tison, and SDG&E filed a joint 

petition asking fot authority to estabHsh memorandum a«ounts to tr,\ck the re\,enue 

requiren\('ots associated with the anticipated earnings on the c~pital additions that arc 

the subjects of these applications and those which were completed in 1997. No pariy 

protes~ed the request and the Commission granted it in D.98-01-051. 

On March 13, 1998, SDG&E and ORA subn\itied a joblt recommendation 

resolving all outstanding disputes between them. Duringthe subsequen.t hearing, no 

active party statt:'d an intent to oppose or othen\'iSe con'lmenton the joint c_­

recommendation. The joint reCommendation was entered into the record by stipulation 

of all acti"e parties. 

On March 25, 1998, PG&E, ORA, TURN, ~rid \Veil submitted a jOint 

recon\mendation resolving ohtstanding disputes belween them. During the pending 

hearing, no activc party stated an intent to oppose or-otherwiseronlrnent on the joint 

recommendation. Thc joint recon\mendation was entered into the cC<'ord by stipulation 

of all active parties. The Administrative law Jltdgc filted that parties objecting to the 

joint recommendations subn\ittcd (or SDG&E or PG&E could do so concurrelU with the 

filillg of openh\g briefs. 

The COi'l\(\\ission held lourdays of hearings regarding Edison's applic(\lion. The 

parties filed briefs 6n April 30, 1998, which addressed Edison's application. A decision 

for Edison will be issued at a later date. 

PG&E·s 1996 Capital Additions Budget 

PG&E's application in- this prOlwding seeks $57.4 million in capital additions for 

1996. ORA, TURN, and \Veil submitted testimony recommending reductions in 

PG&Ii's request of abOut $12.6 million generally on the basis that the investments were 

not cost-effecth'e or not neCessary to maintain PG&E/s plant. 
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On March 25, 1998, during the course of hearings, PG&R, ORA, TURN, and \\'eil 

submitted a joint recommendation which fesol\'ro all outstanding disputes betwC('n 

them in this l"roccroing. The joint r('CommendaIiOJ\ proposes that all of PG&E's 1996 

capit,"t additions be l"Onsiderro reasonable with the cX('('ption of $3.955 million in costs. 

Of this, $1.928 1l1illion is associated with hydroelectric plant, $105,..145 is assodatt'd with 

geothermal plant, and $1.922"n\i1Iiol\ is associated with fossil plant. The parties sl,lte 

that these allocations among di(Cerer'lt types of plant is the result of a negotiated 

compromise that neither endorses nor rejcds the litigation positionS'of the individual 

parties. The joint recomr'n('ndation also provides that PG&E will not need to submit 

detailed information for llrojects UI~det $100,000 for PG&E's 1997-1998 noJ\-nuc1e,u 

c~pital additions application. The parlies agree that PG&E may trans(er about $434,000 

in costs for rG&E's Spaulding rullner project to niaterials and suppl}' inventory. 

No party protested the joint rccommel\datroil (or PG&:n. \\'e comment on one 

aspect of the johil itXonH'l\endation, w~hich is included in the r('Cord as Exhibit 27. 

Item 6 states, liThe Parlies agree that detailed information (or projects under $100,000 is 

not required ill order for PG&E to mcct its burden of proof regarding the 

reasonableness of (1997 capital additions) costs." \Ve inteqHet this to me<\n that the 

parties wish to cre:tle a standard of regulatory review which is conlnWnStlrate with the 

relatlve magnitude of the costs at issue, and we agree that this is a re,lsonable 

regulatory objective. \Ve presun\e this provision does not ask the Commission to make 

implicit findings in this proceeding on the reasonableneSs of costs subject to review in a 

future proceeding. It would not be within our authority to resolve issues that are not 

subjects of this proceeding and upon which other parties have had no opporlunil}' to be 

heard. \\'e also l'tote that the standard and burden of proof arc set by the law and by' 

this Commission ill fulfillment of its legal obligationsl and the standard and burden of 

proof is not affected by the agrccment of the parlies. \Vith these c.weats, we herein 

adopt the joh\t reconimendalion as a reasonable comproolise of interests. 
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SOG&E's 1996 Capital Additions Budget 

SDG&B seeks about $14.5 million in 1996 capittll additions. ORA submitted 

t('stimony rcrommending disallowance of about $1.6 nlillion of the amount . 

On March 13, 1998, SDG&E and ORA filed a joint recommendation resol\'ing all 

outstanding disputes between them in this proc....-.eding. The parlies recommend that 

$13.6-12 million of SDG&E's request be found reasonable. The joint rcromtnendation, 

which is included in the record as Exhibit 2, states that the associated disallowance of 

$SOS,120 d~s not appl}' to specific projCC:ls. 

No party opposed the joint recomn'tcndation presented by ORA and SDG&E. It 

is a reasonable comptornise of the col1tro\'efsies in this proceeding on behalf of 

r.ltep~lyers and we adopt it. 

Findings Of Fact 

I." No part)' prot('sts the joint rccomnlendiltion submiuc:xi by PG&E, \Veil" ORA, and 

TURt'l resolving PG&E"s 1996 capital additions budget and all issues relating to PG&E. 

2. No party prot('sts the jo-int tecomnlcndation submitted by SDG&E and ORA 

resol\'ing SDG&E's 1996 c<lpital additions budget and all issues relating to SDG&E. 

Conclusions of Law 
l. Thc joint recommcndation subn\ittc(.tby PC&E, \VeilIORA, and TURN in 

Appliccltlon (A.) 97-10-014 is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent wi,h 

law, and in the public interest. 

2. The Comn\ission should adopt thc joint recommendation submitted by PG&E, 

\Veill ORA .. and TURN in A. 97-10-014. 

3. The joint rtXomn'lcndation submittcd b}' SDG&E and ORA in A.97-1O-01S is 

reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with la\ ... ·, and in the public interest. 
. . 

4. The Commission should adopt the joint recommends submitted by SDG&E and 

ORA in A.97-lO-015. 
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ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that:' 

1. The joint (c<omtn('ndation of P"dfic Gas al\~' Electric Coml'''")', The Utility 

Reform Network, Office of Ratep"yer Ad\'ocates (ORA) and James \Veil is adopted as 

~et forth in this decision. 

2. The joint rerommend"U6n of San Diego Gas and Etedric Company and ORA is 

adopted as set forth in this decision. 

3. Applkati()J,\ 97·10-014 is dos'ed. 

4. Application 97-10-015 is do~ed. 

This order is effccthte today. 

Dilled ~fay 21, 1998, at Sal\ Francisco, Californi(\. 
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RICHARD A. BILAs 
President 

P. GREGORY CONLON 
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