
11UJJLlC UTILITIES CO~IMISSION 01-' TilE STATE O}<' CALIFORNIA 

ENERGY IHVISION RESOLUTION E·35U 
nECE~IRER 16, 1991 

RESOLUTION E·3512. SAN DIEGO GAS,~ ELECTRIC CO~"'ANY 
(SDG&E) REQUESTS APPROVAL OF ITS Pl-:IU'ORMANCE·BASEIl 
RATEMAKING BASE RATE MECIIANISM FINAII REPORT FOR 1996, 
'VIIICII DETAILS UEVENUESIIAR1NG CALCULATIO~S ANn 
llERFORMANCE RE'VARDS AND PENALTIES }<'OR TIIESUDJECT 
YEAR. SDG,~EtS ADVICE LETTER I036-E/1051-G, AS MODIFIED BY 
ADVICE LETTER I036-l-:·AIl051-G-A, IS APPROVED IN PART. 
REVENUE SIIARING SlIALL DE RECAI~CULATED. 

BY ADVICE LETTER 1O,)6·E/1051-G FILEIl MAY 15, 1997 AND AIlVICE 
LETTER I036-E-.. VIOSI-G-A I-ILf.:O AUGUST 14, 1997 

SUMMARY 

I. This Resolution approves the PDR rewards reported in San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company (SDG&E) Advice teHer (AL) I036-E/1051-G, as modil1ed by At 1036-E­
IVlO.5I-0-A. ll1ese ALs transmit SDG& E's Perfonnancc-Dast'd Ratemaking (PDR) 
Base Rate Mechanism Final Perfonilancc Rep0l1 for 1996 (Base Rate Report) in 
compliance with D~cision (D.) 9-1-08-023. The Oase Rate Report provides SDG&E's 
summary of 1996 performance under its base rate POR mechanism, ifleluding SDG&E's 
revenue sharing ca1culations and infonllation 3bout SDG&E's rewards and ~nalties 
pursuant to the mechanism's safety, reliability, customer satisfaction, and price 
perfonnancc components. 

2. SDG&E calculated a 1996 rate orre-tum (ROR) subject 10 sharing of 10.24%. This 
ROR is 117 basis points abo\'c thc authorizl'd ROR, which [.1.lIs \\ithin the st.'Cond band 
ofrewnue sharing, i.e. ratepayers would be allocak'd some.oflhe revenues. Ratepayers 
ate allocated 25% of the net operating income which corresponds to an ROR in excess or 
100 basis points abovc the authorized ROR. Using SDG&E's calculation. absent the 
electric rate frecze, ratepa,)"ers would ha,'c recel\"Cd SI.4million, while SDG&E 
shareholders would have h.'Ceh·cd $32.2 million. 

3. We orde-r SDG&E to lecalculatc its 1995 and 1996 PBR re\"Cnue sharing amounts, 
cxcluding two accounting adjustmellts which significantly aflt.'Cted the amount of 
re\'enucs which are allocated to electric and gas ratepayers under the POR rc\,cnue 
sharing mechanisIll. 
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4. Thc eJ-xtric rate freeze and the treatment of PAR rc\,.:-nue sharing we have orderN in 
0.97·10-056 \\ill ('\\ll~ electric ratepayers to actually h,'Cd\'c no dirlXt bcnct1t. The 
dC\:tric rateraY':-f rewnuc sharing amount \\ill only aO\.~t CTC costs. However, gas 
custOJllcrs \\ill n,xel\'e some dir~t benefit. 

S. In AL 1036-WI051·0, SDG&E reported that a reward results from its safely and 
customer satisfaction perfonnante. and reported that a penalty results fcom its e1~lric 
reliability perfoflll3.nce. Although SDG&E initially (':-pOrted in ALI036-FlI051·G that a 
JX"nalty alsO resulted from the el~lric price comparison cOhlpQnent of its PDR, SDG&E 
later reported in AL t036·E-,VtOS t-G-A that a reward had attually resulted. due to a 
revision (lfthe national electric price data which is the lxnchmark. fot the ~ompacis()n. 
SDG&E~s 1996lX'cfomlance results in a net perfomlancc reward of56.5 million under 
the price a.lid non-price ~rfonnance components. 

6. The (ollo\\ing perfonl\3flce rewards are hppco\'("d: 

ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT 

Non-Price PerfOnl13nCe Rcwards/(Penallies) 
Employee Safety 
Customer Satisfaction 
System Reliability 

Subtotal 

Price Perfonnance 
Conditionatit), Adjustment 

Total EIC'ctric Department 

GAS IlEPARTMENT 

Non-Price Perfonllance RcwaHJs!(Peliallies) 
Emplo)'ee Safety 
Customer Satisfaclion 

Total Gas De~lrhl1ent 

S2,520,ooo 
SI,680,000 

($1,500,000) 
$2,700,000 

$3,000,000 
'NA 

$5,700,000 

$480,000 
$320,000 
'S800,000 

1. Due to the eleclric rate frceu and thc treatment ofPDR rewards we have ordered in 
D.97-1O-056, lh~ portion ofSDG&E's reward allocated to the electric department \\ill be 
used to oOset eTC ('osts. 

8, The gas department aUocation of the reward \\ill be r«orcled in the Gas Fixed Cost 
Account (OFCA). 
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9. Utility Consum~rs' Action Network (DCAN) protested At I036-W1051·0 on one 
issllc. UCAN "protcsls SDG&E's rdiability calculation. on th~ grounds thaI its PUR 
rcliability indicator ('xdudN mor~ major e\'~nts th:m arc authorized by its tariO~n UCAN 
is uncertain oflhc resulling financial impacl, and r~('ommends that SDG&E Ix- rcquir,,"\J 
to recalculate its PUR reliability indicator, and resubmit the portions of the report which 
discuss the reliability indicator. 

10. ORA protesled J\L 1036-E-NI051-0-A. ORA protested the r~ward for the electric 
price comp.uison, since it believed that D.97-09-052 (not yet available at thc linle of 
ORA's protest) would or should eliminate the electric price comparison cOIllJ)(\ncnt of the 
PBR for 1996. 

II. UCAN's protest is denied. We do not find that SDG&E improperly excluded major 
c\'enls from its reliabilit)· calculations. In addition. the t'xclud.!d c\·ents· did not 
significantly afiecl the calculation ofthe reliabjiil), ~nchillark, and had no eOect on the 
amount of the penalty. 

12. ORA's protest is denied. D.97-09-052 eliminated the electric price comparison 
component efl;xtivc January I, 1997. 

13. This Resolution also adopts SDG&E's report that under the Base Rates PIJR 
methodology its authorized 1996 Research, Dewfoplllent, and Dl'lUonstration (RD&D) 
funding increased by 5295,000 from the 1995 allocation. 

BACKGROUND 

I. SDG&E's base rate PIlR was adoptN by the Commission in D.9-1-08-023. This PUR 
establishes the 1l1ethod by which the Compan)"s authorized base rate revenue 
requirements, i.e. those costs related to operation and maintenance ex~nS('s, general and 
administrative expenses, capital-related costs (e.g., rate base. depreciation, and property 
tax), and other nonfuel costs. are calculated. It also sets forth performance standards 
related to the total SDG&E electric price and for the quality ofser\'ice (customer 
satisfaction. electric reliability, and safet)·) providl'd. \\ith associated linancial rewards 
and penalties in the ewntthosc standards arc excc~d~d or ~ot met by the utility. Finally. 
in the ewntthat a reward is reported for the quality of ser\' ice performance indicators, 
while a l~nally is reported for price perfonnancc (or when a quality of service penalty is 
reported while a price reward is indicated), a «<conditionality" provision is activated 
which r,,-duces the rewards. 

2. The base rate PBR lx"('alllC effective on September I, 199-1. It was anticipated to be 
in clTe~t through 1999. or until sUP'?rscdN b)' SDG&E's next General Rate Case or other 
specific Commission actions. 
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3- D.9-1-08-023 r"'quir-:s SDG&E to file an annual r~port whkh pco\'id-:s a summary of 
th-: prior cakndar y-:ar (X'rformance on ~ fa}' I $A of each year. Ad\,iC' ... , tetter (AI.) 1036-
E/1051-G was l1I-:d on ~fay 1 $. 1997 to d-:tailthc r-:sults ofSDG&E p.:rfonnance under 
the b.1se rate POR for 1996. Previous annual performance r~ports haw ~en submiltN by 
SDG& E in 1995 and 1996 (for the ),e,us 199.1 and 1 99S). and both of those reports ,wre 
appro\"ro by the Commission. No protcsts were l1IeJ in response to ejther of those 
reports, but the Division of Ratepayer Ad"ocates (pr ... -.JC'('cssor to ORA) I1IN a report in 
response to the 199-1 (X'rforlllancc report. 

-t_ SDG&E also reports in AI.. 1036-EIlOS1-G the change in available RP&D funding 
resulting from application of the PBR escalation index. 

5_ SDG&E riled AI.. 1036-E-/VlOSI-G-A on August 14, 1997. This AI... re(Xlrts thatthe 
national avcrage ell'etric price for 1996 had ocen revised from the figure pro\"i~oo in AI.. 
1036-El lO51-0. The national average etcclric price as pro\"idC"d by the Edison ElC'('tric 
Institute is the basis for the benchmark for the etC'('tric price comparison of the SDG&E 
PIlR. The revised national average eleelric price resulted in a (eward for the price 
comparison componenl. 

6. The Commission suspended SDG&E~s obligation to prepare a Test Year 1999 
General Rate Case (ORC) in D_97-0.1-08S, but requin."tI SDG&E to include \\ith its 
distribution PBR application an appropriate distribution system cost-of-service sho\\ing 
or an explanation why such a sho\\ing is unnecessary and inappropriate. . 

1. The Commission issued 0.97-09-0S2 which suslX'nded the electric price cOlllparison 
componeot of the PBR, effective hnuary I, 1997, but leaves the other components of the 
PIlR in elll"l. 

8_ The Commission issued 0.97-1 0-OS1 which addresscs accounting changes for electric 
utilities during the transition to a cOn1petitive eleclric market in Cal i fornia_ The 
Commission ordered that the ECAC and ERAM Ilalancing Accounts be eliminated as of 
January I, 1998, and that SnG& E's request to establish a memorandum account or 
balancing account to defer rate making treatment of PBR rewards, (X'nalties, sharing or 
other cosls or revenues was denied. The Commission authorized SDG&E to create such 
an account for the purpose oflracking PBR sharing, rewards, and pcnallies which would 
be added to or subtracted from total billed rewnues available to ol1'set uneconomic 
generation costs. 

9_ The Commission requiroo a "midterm review" of the base rate PDR in 0.9.1-08-023. 
The "midterm review" had ocen conducted since Decemocr 1996, and parties ill\'oln~d in 
that midlenn review had been holding settlement discussions in an aHempt to rt'ach 
agreement on various issues related to the-mechanism_ No settlement or con-elUsion was 
reached frMl these discussions. In order to move the process along, the ALJ issued a 
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Ruling on S.:pl.:mtx-r 22, 1997 r.:qu.:sting ~ommcn's from p.'lrties b)' October 6, 19~1 on 
various issu.:s rdated to the POR. Comments were fikJ by SDG&E, ORA. and UCAN. 
nnJ r.:pJy C()nUllents were 111M by UCAN anJ SDG&E. On Dc('emtx-r l, 1997. we issunJ 
a decision. which terminatN the midterm r('\·kw, eliminatoo the r.:quir.:m.:nt for a 1999 
GRe. order~d Ihat a cost ofs.:r\'icc stud)' ~ pr':l'aroo for clC('tric distribution and the gas 
der-utment as part ofSDG&E's PAR application duc this month, and onkrcd that the 
rewnue sharing mechanism 00 retained for 1998. Any ehxtric rater-'lyer re\'cnuc sharing 
amounts for 1991 and 1998 should be credited as an ofl's.:t to CTC. 

10. In D.95-11-062,lhe Commission authorizcd a 1996 rate ofretum for SDG&E of 
9.37%. 

II. In D.96-06-055, the Commission ordered that a Markct Indexed Capital Adjustment 
Mechanism (MlCAM) be ad,lpted in order to .ktenlline SDG&E's Cost of Capital. but 
the application of the MICAM to the deten'ninalion ofPBR rewllue rl"quircll1ent \\ill not 
occur until the 1998 calendar year. 

12. In D.96-0-t-059. the Commission adopted a modified San Onofre Nucfe.u Generating 
Station (SONGS) settlement agreement. including a (educed ROn. for SONGS for 
SDG&E of 7.14%. 

13. On April 12. 1996, SDG&E submitted Advice Lellcr 98J-E in order to implement 
the SONGS rate making procedure adoph.'tl in D.96-04-059. The advice letter lx~ame 
eIT~"'\:ti\"C on its O\\lllUotion On April 15, 1996. 

14. The new rat('making procedure for SONGS remowd "incremental" expenses from 
base rates PDR treatment. and removed capital amounts and associated expenses from the 
calculation of the base rate PAR net operating income. Ilo\\"cwr, for the purpose of 
calculating the ROR subject to sharing, SONGS rate base is still included in the 
calculation. 

15. D.9-1-08-023 required that the Commission Advisory and Compliance Division issue 
its report on SDG&E's annual pcr[onnance on June 151

\. The Energ)' Division's report. 
incorpomted in this resolution, has lx"'('n delaycd in order (0 gain expected guidance from 
the Commission regarding the accounting trcatment for d~lric PBR rewnue sharing and 
rewarJs!JX'nalties, and regarding PAR incentiws. and from the p...'lrlies i1l\'olwd in the 
midterm review settlement discussions. As noted above the Commission issued a 
decision on PAR inccnliws. 1>.91-09-052. the partiC's w~re not able to tl'ach an agreement 
in the midtenn rcview, and the Commission issued its streamlining dcdsion. D.97-10-
057. In addition, SDG&E updated its advice feUer l1Iing in August 1997. 

NOTICE 

s 
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I. Public notice of this AI. was made by publication in the Commission caknd:l.r, and by 
SDG&E mailing copic-s ofthc l1Iing to intC'restoo parties, including othe-r utilities, 
gowrnmental agencies. and thc ser\'ice list to I\pptic\ltion 92-10-017. 

I. UCAN protested AL 1036-E/IOSI-G on June 9, 1991. Although prote~ts \wee due on 
June 4, 1997, UCAN states that its protest was latc due to an una\'oidable delay 
"attributable to the need to secure workpa~rs in support of the ad\'ice letter; the 
workpapers were not included in thc advice letter l1Iing." 

2. No party has ocen harmed due to the lateness ofUCAN's protest, so we \\ill consider 
it here. 

J. UCAN "protests SOG&E's reliability calcu1ation. On thc grounds that its PBR 
reliability irldicator excluded more n\ajor e\'ents than arc authorized by its laril1:" 

4. The SOG&E PBR mechanism indudes a component which provides an incC'ntive for 
SDG&E to maintain electric system re1iability at toughly historical standards. The 
benchmark (or this cOniponent is a System Average Interruption Duration Index (SAlOl) 
of 70 rllinutes. Certain "Illajor c\"CntsU which othem;sc anl~t the SAIDI may be 
excluded fro ill the calculation of the SAlOl benchmark used in the PDR. 

5. UCAN com.'Ctly notes that SDG&E indicated in its Base Rate Report that two 
outages it classified as Umajor events" were rdated to "seE drcuit problems". UCAN 
asserts that SOG& E's "(aril)" explicitly describes the type of c\"Cnts be)\')hd the control of 
the district which arc allowablc as 'Major En"nls,' and thc failure of a non-SDG& E 
supply or tral1snlissiollldistributlon source IS not one ofthem." 

6_ SDG&E tiled a responsc to UCAN~s protest on JUlie 16. 1997. While acknowledging 
that SDG&Ets tarin~dOes not specify that the failure ofa non-SDG&E supply or 
transmissiollldistribution source is included as a "major cvent" criteria, SDG&E argues 
that this typC' of outage is generally considered a major e\"Cntlx~ause it involved 
cllstomer outages beyond the control oflhe district "in which SDG&E's crews must 
stand by and not partlcipatc in restoration ofsef\,icc." SDG~E states that the outages 
noted by UCAN meet this criteria and therdore should be classilied as a major cwnt. 

7. ORA l1Ied a late protest to At 1036-E-A/IOSl-G-A on September 4. 1997. ORA 
protests the reward for the electric price comparison "since it was impossible for SDG&E 
management to affect rates after the implementation of AD J 890", and fx~ause 
"ratepayers are hanned 1x.~ause the collection period fot eTC is potelltiall)' extended if 
SDG&E shareholders were to recei\'e such rcwaros.H In its protest, ORA recognized that 
the Commission may have ruled on the suspension of the electric price comparison 3t the 
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Seplemtx-r J. 1997 conf.:rence. but ORA did not hal'e the final Commission dedsion at 
'he time it pr':f'-'red its protest 

S. ORA's protc:st was onl)' one day htC', and its latc:ness harmcJ no palty, SO we \\ilI 
consider it herl". 

9. In D.91-09-052. the COrllmission eliniinatlXi the eI;xlric price comp.l ri son compOnent 
of the SDG&E POR. due to the implementation of AotS90 and the electric rate freeze 
ordered by the Commission, effectil'e January I, 1997. 

10. SDG&E filed a response to ORA on Septemocr 12, 1997. In its response to ORA's 
protest, SDG&E correctly notes that D.97-09·052 did not eliminate the electric price 
comparison con\ponen\ for periods prior to 1997. SDG&E also argues that SDG&E's 
electric rates were not oflidally frozen by the CPUC until all cfil'Ctil'e date of January I, 
1991 by D.96-12-077. Finally, SDG&E argues that its electric rates would not haw 
changed in any case fron} JUlie to, 1996 to the end of 1996, because no ECAC ratc 
change decision would ha\'c been issued in Ihat time frame. Thus. \\ith or \\ithout a rate 
freeze, its electric mtes would have ~en the same. 

DISCUSSION 

Rennuc Sharing 

I. The Base Rate PBR Mechanism includes a revenue sharing compOnent which 
allocates SDO&E's recorded net operating income (NOI) octween th~ utiHt),·s 
shareholders and ratep.1yers. Recorded NOI associated \\ith combined gas and electric 
department rate ofretum (ROR) is allocated as follows: up to and including 100 basis 
~ints abo\'e the authorized RORt rl"C'ordnJ NO} is allocated 100% to sharehoMers; for 
the ROR greater than 100 ba.sis points but no greater than 150 basis points above 
authorized, recorded NO} is allocated 75% to shareholders and 25% to ratepa}'crs; and for 
the ROR greater than ISO basis points aooVe authorized, recorded NOI is allocated 50% 
to shareholders mid 50% to ratepayers. Shareholders arc at risk for all recorded NOI 
associated \\ith ROR below authorized. 

2. for 1996, SDG&E recorded a 10.24% combinoo ROR (for the electric and gas 
departments) adjusted to base rates, which is 117 basis points above the weighted 
.authorized ROR of9.01%. (The authorized 1996 ROR for SDG&E adopted in 0.95.11-
062 was 9.31%. In D.96-04-059 the ComI'nission adopted a modified SONGS scllicment 
agreement which included a 7.14% ROR for SONGS, cOectiye AyrillS, 1996. l;he 
cOl.~ti\'c ratc base-weighted SOG&E authorized ROR for 1'-'96 is 9.07%.) 

3. SOG&E·s r('('ordcd ROR is 117 b..1sis points alx)\'c authorized. which f.'dls into the 
second sharing rier ofthc base ratc PUR. i.e. rah.:pa)"Crs areaHocateo 25%ofthc NO} 
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associatN \\ith th~ ROR mor~ than 100 basis points abo\'~ authoril\.'\I. The total NOI 
associatC"t1 \\;th ROR mor~ thall 100 b.1sis points 'lbo\"~ authoriz,,'\1 is $-1,815,511. 
Ratep..1)"~rs ar~ allocated a total of S 1,358,287. after tax ~O\.'('(s. Oflhis amount, d.xtric 
r.lt~{\1)"~rs ar~ aHocated $ 1,140.961, and gasratep;.lycrs are allocated S217,326. Of the 
r,,'('orJcd NO) above allthoriud, SDG&E share-hoMers r~dved $32.2 million. 

-t. The Energy Division has rC'view~J SDG&E's reyenuc sharing calcu1ations and 
concurs that the calcu1ations \\we made COIT.xtly. Ilowcwc. as discuss~ below. the 
revenue sharing should be r.x-alculated. 

5. The Energy Division has also re\'iewed the re\'enuc sharing calculations for 199-1 and 
1995, and notes that: 1) in 199-1, SDG&E shareholders received SJl.5 million while 
ratepayers rct'cived $ 1.1 million. and 2) ill 1995, SDG& E shareholders receiwd S26.6 
million. while ratepayers fIl'('eived nothing. Therefor" ... for the first three years of the 
mechanism. SOG& E shareholders have received a ocncfit of o\'er $90 million, while 
ratepayers have been allocated a benefit ofS2.5 million. The SDG&E Dase Rates PUR 
revenue sharing m.x-hanism has clearly henented SDG&E's shareholders far more (han it 
has benel1ted ratepayers. 

6. The revenue sharing tiers which the Commission adopted for Southcm California 
Edison Company and Southern California Gas Company both pnwide potentiall)' greater 
revenue sharing ~ncfils to ratepayers than (he SDG&E PDR. Doth the seE and 
SoCalGas PBRs provide a larger ratepayer share of revellues for RORs above authorized 
than the SDG&E PDR, particularly within the initial sharing tiers. 

7. SDG&lrs Dase Rate Report indicates that the main reasons SOG&E exceeded its 
authorized ROR in 1996 were: 1) lower O&M eXJX'nse than authorized, 2) . 
"miscellaneous rcvenue'" 3) depreciation. and 4) lower m(c base than authorized. 
SDG&E~s previous Dase Rate Reports indicated that lower O&M and miscell3neous 
revenue also were the leadillg reasons for SOG& E's higher ROR for 199-1 and 1995, and 
dcpr\."Ciation also contributed to higher ROR in both of those years. 

8. Electric nongei'leration net capital additions form the bulk of PUR authorized electric 
capital additions. The Energy Division found that actual electric nongeneration rate base 
additions for the past two years have been far lower than th~ PDR-authorized ek'Clric 
nOllgelleration ratc base additions. For example, in 1996, the JlBR regression formula 
authorized 110ngeneration rate b.'lse net additions ofS222 million while SDG&E's actual 
nongeller3tion net additions were onl)' $19 million. This difference atlects both rate base 
and depredation eXJX'llse. 

9. The Energy Division found that SOG&E initiated a large reduclion in the number of 
its "base" and "peakload" employees in the year the rBR experinienl began, and has 
continued this reduction in 1995 and 1996. SOG& U's total workforce in 1996 was 16% 
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lower than in 1993. This has likely made a signifkant contribution to the r~uclion in 
"'ClUJ) O&M eX{>I:nse comp.1red to thc rnR-authorizeJ O&M C'xJX'nse. 

10. The Energy Division discown:d two accounting adjustments made in 1996 by 
SDG&E which had a signitlC'ant cOt'Ct on sharing alllolints. First, in OccC'mocr 1996. 
SnO&E rcwcsed an O&M eX{>I:llsc '",nilc-oO" it made in DlX'emocr 1995. In December 
1995. SOO&E \\Tote 00'S18.1 million in future capital costs it exp..""C'led to incur, rdated 
to air quality Rule 69, in an O&M production eXJX'nse account. In response to an Energy 
Division data request, SDO&E statcd that, at the timc, SDG&E bclicwd it would not be 
able to r«over these costs lx"Causc D.95-12-063 stated that u ... all future gencration 
related plant costs would not be recoverable unless they met certain limited cxceplions.n 

lbis \nite-oO'signilicantly reduced SDG&E's 1995 NOI. Absent the \\Tite-oft 
SDG&E's 1995 ROR would have ocen in the sharing tier, and a refund to ratepayc-rs 
$2,339,000 million would havc ocen calcutateJ. With the \\Tile-on: no refund to 
ratepayers was calculated using the PBR sharing tiers. 

11. In D~ember 1996, after An 1890 was passed, SDG&E believed it would be abJe to 
ultimately recoVet these costs, and reversed the \nite·on~ Absent the reversal, no 
rcvenue sharing would have occurroo in 1996. Thus, oWr the 1995·96 pc-riod, about 
another $1 million wou1d have ocen allocated to ratepayers, absent the 'nite-off and 
reversal. 

12. In 0.9-1-08·023, we required that "SDG&E should disclose any accounting 
adjustments that afi'eel sharing in the May t 5 annual ad,"icc leiter mings." (slip OPt pg. 
106) While SDG&E may not haVe changed ils established aceountingpraClict'S when it 
made this adjustmcnt, the adjustment did atll'Ct sharing, and SDO&E did not disclose the 
adjustment in either its 1995 or 1996 Base Rate Reports. 

13. In response to an Energy Division data r""quesl, SDG&E reported that it believcd the 
disclosure requirement referred only to significant changes in ils accounting practices 
which atll'Cted sharing. 

1-1. In addition, 0.9-1-08-023 allowed SDG&E (0 make applications for excluded 
"material external events" which have an impact of $500,000 or greater on rcwnue 
requirement. One of the s~dtl.cany-citeJ ewnts included u~ol11p1iance \\ilh air emission 
rules". SDG&E did not file an application for an "material external evenl" lor this 
adjustment In response fo an Energy Division data request, SDG&E stated that it did not 
file an application for a "material external ewnt" occause "In Dcceniocr 1995, the 
'material external ewnts' authorization was superseded by the Conunission's issuance of 
the Electric Restrucfuring Policy Decision which indicated that all future generation 
rdated plant costs would not be reco\·erable." 

IS. \Vc do not need to debate now whether these ('osts would have ocen recowrablc 
under our Electric Restructuring Policy D.:cision. D.95-12-063, and whether SDG&E 
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should haw 111ed an applicalion for a "material ('xternal ('\,ent" l'l\.",ause SOG&E has 
rc\'crsN the \\Tite-oll: lIow('ver, this ac('ounting adjustment had a significant impact on 
SDG&E's NOI and ROR, and the ('n"",t on the ROR had little to do \\ith SDG&E 
management activities \\ithin calendar years 199.5 and 1996. and \\we .lctually rdah.~ to 
aclivilies ~yond Ihe ~rfonllance year and ('wn possihly ~)'ond lhe term of the PAR. 

16. \\'e ~Jie\'e Ihat SDG&E should r"'('ilkulate the 1995 and 1996 PIlR rC\',enue sharing 
absent the "Rule 69" \\Tite-ofrand re\'ersal, and allocate to ratepayers the addilional 
re"enue sharing. 

11. The slX'ond 1996 accounting adjustment discovered by Ihe Energy Dh'ision was also 
made in DlXemocr 1996. In Ihat month, SDG&E \\Tote on'S43.5 million in its A&G 
account for (X'lisions, Account 926.2, in both the dlXtric and gas departments. The 
amount \\TiUen oll'in the eleCtric department Account 926.2 was 531.4 million, while the 
amount \\Titlen oll'in the gas department was Sl2.1million. 

18. In respOnse to an Energy Division data request, SDG&E explain~d that this write-oO' 
was made in accordance \\ith Generally Accepted Accounting Principles, lx'('ause its 
~nsion regulatory asset no longer met the requirements of SFAS No.71 for r,,'('ording an 
asset. SDG&E stated that" During 1996. it appearoo that \\ith EllXtric Restructuring, the 
AB1890 rate freeze and the continuation ofPDR, SDG&E may not ha\'e another GRC. 
Without the ability to reset rates and start to r,,'Co\w the timing difier~nce octw('en SFAS 
No.87 expense and p..'lst revenue requirements along \\ith current pension expense 
requirements, the pension regulatory asset no longer met the requirements of SF AS 
No.7) for recording an as...<;('l." 

19. SDG&E further statN "If future ratcmaking results in again meding the rcquirements 
of SF AS No.7 1 (which would require a customer rate increase) the assct would be 
reinstated, resulting in a crl.'\fit to pension expensc, increasing sharable re\'enue at that 
time ." 

20. In a phone convers.ation with Energy Division stall: SDG&E further explained that 
the \\Tite-orfin the elcctric department was rdatoo to pensions for all ekdric employees, 
including production. In the CTC proceeding currently before the Commission, the 
r,,'('owr), of about $5.3 million of this amount was consider~d for its eligibility as a CTC. 

21. In D.97-II-074, we denied SDG&E's request for transition cost r,,'('oWlY for the 
generation-rdatcd pension regulatory asset, but stated that SDG&E would be aHowed 
« ... to come forward in the aIUlUal transition cosl proceeding to establish that the ~nsion 
fund is under-funded, the derivation of the under-funding, ifany, the interaclion with ils 
PBR, and why these amounts arc eligible for transition cost rl.'('o\wy." (slip op, pg. 153) 

22. This $43.5 million \\Titc-offsignil1cantl)' afieeted the re\'Cnue sharing rl'sulting from 
the PBR methodology. Absent the pension \\Tih~-oO: ratepayers would have ocen 
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alloc\1teJ $14.099.000. in!tte_1d of $1,358,000 \\ilh the 'nile-on: The actual ROR would 
haw be~n in the- Ihin,J revenue sharing tier, i.e. ratepayers would have shar ... ,l in 50% of 
the NOI associated \\ith ROR great('C than 150 basis points above authol ized. 

11. We Me concerncJ that SOO& E did not bring th.:se accounting adjuslments to the 
attention of the Commission, esp... .. dally since they significantly sll'l"X'loo the rewnue 
sharing amounts calculated a«ording to the PDR methodology, While significantly 
afll"X'ting sharing amounts. the adjustment appears to have had little to do \\ith SDG&E 
management enOrls to control costs and largely rdate to pension accounting practices 
outside the performance year and even beyond the rllR ten11. 

2-1. If a rcversal of the ,nite-offwere to occur in some future year, the rC\'ersal anlount 
applied to a future PIlR would not be the s:unC' as in 1996. This is b..."'C'ause electric 
proouclion and transmission are being rcm.o\'oo from PBR treatment beginning in 1998. 

25. SDG&E again explained that it did not bring this adjustment to the attention of the 
Commission lx-cause it believed that only changes in accountingpraclices needed to 
raised in the Ma)' 15" f1Iing, and this adjustment did not represent a change in accounting 
practices per se. 

26. While we arc not prejudging the eligibility ofSDG&E's production-related pension 
regulatory asset for eTC treatment, or the possibility that some of the other ~nsion 
regulatory asset costs could be R"X'o\"CrabJe in the future, we believe that SDG&E should 
re-calculate its 1996 PBR revenue sharing amounts absent tbe pension ,nile-on: and 
credit ratepayers \\ith additional revenue sharing. We recognize that excluding the "Rule 
69" rc\"Crsal discussed abo\"(' in 1996 will dilute some of this sharing amount. IfSDG&E 
rewrses the pension 'nile-offin Some future yeart it may notify the Commission in its 
annual perfonnance report and exclude the future rc,'ersal from its PBR calculation. 

11. We belie"e that SDG&E should disclose such accounting adjustments which 
significantly aOl"'C't revenue sharing in its future annual perfonllancc reports. Impacts of 
such adjustments under POR should be clearly explained. 

Employee Safely 

28, 111e employee safely performance component is based upon the utility's perfonnance 
in the fr"'''quency of certain rost-time accidents reporled to the Federal Oixup..'ltional Safcl), 
and Health Administration (OSHA). The employee S3fety benchmark is set at an OSHA 
lost Time Accident (L TA) frequency of 1,20. For each hundredth of a point above and 
bdow this benchmark dO\m to 1.17 and up to 1.23, rewards and penalties vary. The 
maximum reward is $3 million (at t .17 and low~r). and the ma.ximum penalty is $5 
million (at 1.23 and higher). Rewards or penalties received for electric &'lfely 
)X'rformancc are allocated 84% (0 the electric department and 16% (0 the gas department. 
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29. For 1996. SDG&E r':lX1rts that it cXlX'licn(,N J7Ios(·(ime a('dd.:nts. (esulling in an 
LTA frcqu.:nc), of 0.98. ~lfld th~ maximum reward orS3 million. SDG&E has r~porh,"'d 
lh~ maximum reward for thre~ )'~ars in a row now, and has r~porh:J an actual LTA well 
~Iow th~ ~nchmark LTA. 

30. For 1995, SDG&E reporte-d 35Iost·tim~ 3cddcnts, r~sulling in an LTA of 0.90, and 
the maximum reward ofS3 million. 

31. For 1994, SDG&E r~port~d 42 lost·tim~ acddents, resulting in an L'fA of 1.04, and 
lh~ ma.ximum reward of$3 million, 

32. According to the March 31, 1997 midlenu evaluation repOrt conducted by Vantage 
Consulting for SDG&E, SDG&E's intemal corpomte goal is an l..TA of I. 10. 

33. The Energy Division has reviewed SOG&E's cmployc~ safety perfomlance reward 
calculations and concurs that they were made correctly. 

Customer Satisfaction 

H. The customer satisfaction perfonllance component is based on the utllity's year-to­
date pcrfom13ncc as reported in the Customer Service Monitoring Systenl (CS~fS) 
Results. CSMS is an intemally-gcnerateJ sur\'ey ofowr 10,000 SDG&E customers 
which SDG&E has conducte-d since the 1970's. It assesses customer &1.tisfaction in seVen 
service areas based on interviews \\1tl1 a &1.mple of customers receiving the particular 
ser\'ice owr the subject year. The customer satisf.1.ction benchmark is set at 92% of the 
surveyed customers indicating a "very satislied" response. The reward or ~nalty varies 
\\llh each halfofa percenlage point in lhl'se responses. dO\\ll (0 a maximum penal,y of 
$2 million al 89% or lower, and a maximum reward of$2 million at 95% or higher. 
Rewards or penalties arc allocated 84% to the electric department and 16% (0 the gas 
department. 

35. For 1996, SDG&E reported that 95% of the SDG&E customers which were 
surveyed arc "vcry satist1ed" with the utility's service, resulling in the ma.ximum reward 
ofS2 million. 

. 
36. The sllfwy was audited by an indelX'lldcnt accountant, Annando Martinez & 
Compan)', which found that the 1996 SDG&E CSMS Results were unbiased and ,·arid. 

37. This is the third )'ear in a row in which SDG& E has reporte-d the maximulll reward for 
customer satisfaction, 'n 1994 SOG& E reported a 95% "wry &1.tislied" cllstOJller 
response, and in 1995 SDG&E reported a 95.2% "very satislied" cllstomer response. 

3S. The Energy Division has reviewed SDG&E's customer satisfaction perlormance, and 
concurs that a $2 million reward results. 
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39. SOO& E's electric s)'sl~m rdiability (X'rformancc is bas~ on its Systelll Awrage 
Interruption Duration Indcx (SAlOl) as reportoo in the annual Et.xtric Distribution 
System Pcrfonllancc Rcport. SAlOl m.:"asures the average electric service intemlption 
dUTillion pcr customcr served (X'r year, excluding "major ewnts". The benchmark SAU)I 
in the SDG&E base rates PBR is 70 minulcs. Rewards or (X'nahies vary with each haifa 
minute change from the b..:nchmark, \\ith a maximum reward at 50 minutes or less, and a 
maximum (X'naity at 90 minutes or more . 

.to. Major ewnts arc excluded from thc SAID) calculation when the follo\\ing conditions 
a., b., and c. are met or condition c. is met: 

a. customer outages allributed to highly unusual e\'ents (e.g. severe storms or 
earthquakes); 

b. 10,000 customers out of service simultaneously in any single district; 
c. mOre than fivc simutlaneQus outages in any single district; 
d. customer outages beyond the control of the district. 

41. "Customer outages beyond the control of the district') are indicated in SOG&E's 
Preliminary Statement as bdng due (0 "no accesS (e.g. t100ding)" or "govcrnment agency 
request". 

4i. SOG&E's Prdinlinary Statenient also indicates that eWnts which niight cause 
"customer outages attributed (0 highly unusual events" include "off·system disturbances 
resulting in customer load sheJding". . 

H. For 1996. SOG&E reported a SAlOl of77.5 minutes which resulted in a Sl.5 million 
penalty. 

44. For 1994, SDO& E reported a SAlOl of 70.1 minutes, resulting in no reward or 
penalty. For 1995, SOG&E reported a SAlOl of67.4 minutes, rcsulling in a reward of 
S500,000. 

45. UCAN protested SDG&E's advice leller, asserting that ~OG&E had inappropriately 
excluded Iwo major evcnts from its SAlOl calculation. UCAN noted that these events 
were related (0 "SeE circuit problems'\ and slated that SDG&E's tarin-docs not 
s{X"'Cilically include the failure ofa non-SDG&E supply or transmissionfdistribution 
SOurce as being an cn'nt which is "lx-yond the control oflhe district". 

46. SDG&E excluded such events in both 1994 and ]995 from its reliability calculations 
and no protests Werc filed. 
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41. Thl! En~rg)' Division found that exclusion ofth.:~ (wo "major en'nts" had no 
signil1cant impact on the SAlOl r\"sutts in an)' casco Exclusion of the (wo en'nts in 
qu~slion dl.Xreas.:d the SAlOl from 77.6 to 17.5 minut.:s, but did not change the (X'n.lll)' 
for dectric reliability. 

48. SDG&E responded to UCAN's protest, stating that its tarm'only listed cxamples of 
c\"\"nts which arc "beyond the control of tIle district", and was not meant be all inclusivc. 
SOG&E statl"d that the "intent of 'condition d-' is to identify outages in which SDG&E's 
crews must stand by and not participate in restoration ofscr\"icc, as a Major E"cnt." 

49. There is no more pre'cise description of what constitute's an outage which is "~yond 
the control of the district" than what is contained in SDG& E's Preliminar}' Statement. 
The Energy Division requested that SDG&E exp1ain how it determines that condition d. 
is mel. SDG&E stated "A circuit meets the item 'd' major ewnt criteria if: 1) a circuit is 
taken out of ser\'ice, or could not be repairc-d, due to a request by a gowmment agency 
(Fire Dcpt., Forestry Dept., etc.). 2) An SDG&E circuit is t'\.'d from a circuit in another 
utility company's (cHitory (beyond SDG&E territory)_" 

50. \Ve find that events which cause outages which are ~yond the control ofSDG&E 
management are properly excluded from the calculation of the POR reliabilit). 
benchmark The failure ofa nOI1-SDG&E cirwit, for which rep..lir SDG&E crews must 
standby, apJX'ars to constitute an C\'ent which SDG&E management had no control over. 
UCAN's protest should be denied. 

Nationall),.ice Comparison 

51. The electric price perfonllancc component comparcs SDG&E's overa1l elc-clric price 
paid by on-system customers (excluding POR and other incentive rewards) \\ith the 
national awrnge electric price as reported in the Edison Electric Institute Statistical 
Yearbook. For the t 996 SOG& E perfomlance report, the national electric price reported 
by EEl is contained in its "Ad\·ancc Rdease" which is issued annually in May. Em 
re\'ises the national price later in the year in September. SDG&E~s Preliminary 
Statcment indicates that SDG&E then should revise its dectric price (X'rfonn3llcc results, 
ifncces..~r)'. in its annual October 15'" advice leller tiling, which sets forth POR rewnue 
requiremcnts for the following year. 

51_ 111e benchmark for SDG&E's electric price \'aries each year orthe PIlR mechanism, 
as a percentage of the a\'eragc national eleclrie price. For 1996, the benchmark was 
135.0% orthe Ilational average electric price_ Rewards or penahies vary with each half 
(X'rcentage point above or ~row the benchmark, up to a maximum reward or S I 0 miJJion 
at 130% or less, and a maximum penally of$1O million at 140% or more. 

53. For 1996, SDG&E initially reported in At I036-ElIOSI-G that a. price perfomlance 
penalty had occurred_ SDG&E had relied on "preliminaryU infonnation it received from 
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EEl. Ilow~wr, SDG&E reports in At I036-E·A/IOSI-O-A an owr.lll on·system d~lric 
price which was 133.6% orthe nationll price. resuhing in a $3 million reward. This 
calc-ulation is bascd on data prep..lrcd for the 1996 "Adnlnce Release" of the Statistical 
Yearbook of the Eledric Utility Industry 1996. EEl typically issue's a I1n~lI national price 
in Septelll~r. but this figure has not yet bc-en pubJishoo. (When this IIgure b..."'\:oIlles 
a\'ailabl.:-. SDG&E should update its POR reward infonllation in its 19971lasc Rate 
Report.) SDG&E's a\'erage price in 1996 was 9.51 cents {X'r K WI I. while the national 
average eketrie price was 1.12 cents ~r K Wit 

5 ... For 1995, SDG&E reported no reward or ~nalty for its prke JX'rformance. In 199-t, 
SOG&E reported a reward of 52 million. 

SS. The EEl Septemocr report issued in 199-1 and 1995 re\'ised the national cI~lric price 
for each of those years. SDG&E did not recakulate the impact of these re\'isions in its 
Octoocr 15~ advice feller filings. lIowever. the net efl\."'\:t would have been (0 cause a SI 
million reduction in the 199 .. reward. and a Simillion penalty in 1995. for onselling 
amounts. 

56. The Energy Di\'ision has reviewed the national ekctric price comparison calculations 
and concurs that they were made coreeetly. 

51. The Energy Division notes Ihat, while SDG&E has earned a reward under the price 
comparison component for two ofthe three years of POR operation, SDG&E's adjusted 
ekctric prices have generally increased as a percentage of the national e1~tric price since 
the base rates POR experiment ocgan. In 1991, 1992, and 199J.thc SDG&E dectric 
price was 132%, 131 %, and 130% of the national electric price an'rage. In J 99.1, 1995, 
and 1996. the SDG&E electric price was 136%, 136%, and 134%, resP'l'Ctiwly, of the 
national electric price awrage. 

Conditionality 

58_ The conditionality component of the SDG&E PBR \\ill reduce the amount of any 
price performance rewards SDG&E would earn ifit is assessed a ~natt)' in aggregate for 
its non-price perfonnance. Con\"\'rsdy, the total amount or non-price rewards the utility 
would cam is reduced ifSDG&E is assessed a penally for p.rice fX'rfonnance. The 
amount of the reduction is specified in detail in SDG&E's Preliminary Statement. If 
rewards or penalties arc assessed for both the price perfonnance and non-price 
perlonnance, no conditionality adjustment is made. 

51. For 1996, SOG& E reports a price performance reward, as discussed aoov(", of $3 
million. The non-price perfonnancc rewards for customer satisfaction and safe't)' amount 
10 $3 million and $2 million, respectively. The penalty for eleclric reliability anlounts to 
$15 m ill ion. An unadjusted net reward for the non-price pcrformallcccomponl!nts 
therefore amounts to $3.5 million. 
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60. Since rl!wards are r~ported in 1996 for both the price and non·prke components of 
the POR, the conditionality adjustment W.15 not acti\'atoo. 

61. No conditionality adjustments were made in 199-1 or 1995lx~ause SDG&E's 
perlormance r.:sulted in r.:wards or no penalties for both price and nOll-prke perfonllanc.: 
components. 

I{(·search. Den-Iopmen', and Ilemonstralion 

62. In compliance \\ith D_95-0-1-069, SDG&E also submits \\ith this advice leUer filing 
its report of the change in a\'ailabre RD&D funds r~sulling from the application of the 
performance-basOO O&M escalation index. 

63. SDG&E calculates that its authorized RD&D authorized rcwnue increased S295,ooo 
in 1996 from 1995 for a total RD&D budget ofS7,696,000. 

6-1. The Energy Division has re"iewOO the SDG&E calculations of the change in RD&D 
funds and concurs with the calculations. 

I nlllJicalions of D.91-1 0-057 

65. AI. IOJ6-ElI051-G indicates that SDG&E intended (0 record any 1996 electric 
rewards or penalties either in its ERAM nalancillg Account, or, if the ERAM was 
eliminated, in its proposed Re\"('nu~ Sharing, Peliallies and Rewards Balancing Account 
(RSPRBA) as described in its AL lOO5-E. 

66. The Commission issued 0.97-10-057 which addressed accounting changes for 
electric utilities during the transition period to a competitive dectric market in Ca1ifomia. 
In that decision, the Commission eliminated the ERAM balancing account during the 
transition period. effective January 1, 1998. The Commission also rcjected the proposal 
ofSDG&E to establish a memorandum account or balancing accounts to defer 
ratemaking treatment ofPBR rewards, penalties, sharing or other costs for the purpose of 
aflecting rates during or afier the rate freeze period. 

61. lIowewr, D.97-10-057 also indicates that "SDG&E is authorized to create such an 
account for the purpose oftraddng POR sharing, rewards. and penalties which would be 
added to or subtracted from tolal billed rcvenues in calculating rewnues 3\'ailabfc to 
onset uneconomic generation costs." (0.97-10-057, slip 01', pg. 27) 

68. Therefore, we would ex}X'C' I that SDG&E would record the electric pnR rewnue 
sharing amount and shar.:holder rewards as pro\'ided for in this resolution in .:ither the 
ERAM (if recorded priOr to January I, 1998) or in thc newly created account to track 
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sharing, rewards. and ~na1tics. The ekelric rC\'cnuc sharing and rcw;:uds \\iII not aft"""t 
ehxtric rates. hut \\ill servc to afteet the amount ofCTC SDO&E is able to rccover. 

FINDINGS 

I. SDG&E I1kd AI. I036·El1051·G on Ma)' IS, 1997. requesting approval of its pnR 
n"sc Rate 1\ fechanisI11 Final Perfonnan(c Report for 1996. This repOrt transmits the 
Com~lny·s rcwnue sharing calculations and pcrfonnancc compOnent rewards and 
)X'natties under the mechanism for 1996. 

2. At 1 036·E·A/I 051·G·A reported that a rcvision in the national cJ('(tric price changN 
the price perfonllancc results reported in AL 1036-EJ105 I ·G. Rather than a $4.0 million 
PCl1<llty as initi"Uy rCpOrted. the revision of the national awrage cI~tric price rcsulted in 
a $3.0 million reward. This also causoo the conditionality condition to be inactive. 

3. SDG&E made an accounting adjustment in December 1995 and two ac('ounting 
adjus'tments in Decemocr 1996 (0 its O&M expense aC('Qunts which signilicantly affected 
the re\'enue sharing amounts. In December 1995, SDO&E \\Tote offS18.1million in 
c1e.:tric O&M expense account 51LlnDecember 1996, SDd&E "reversed" this write· 
oft: Also, in De<-cmber 1996, SDO&E \\Tote 00"$31..1 million in electric A&G expense 
account 926.2 and $12.1 million in gas A&G cxpensl' ac('ount 926.2. 

4. SDG&E should recalculate the 1995 and 1996 revenue sharing al110unls absent these 
accounting adjustments. 

S. SDG&E should report in its future annual pnR pe'rfonnancc reports such accounting 
adjustments which signil1cantly afiect rcwnue sharing. SDG&E should work \\ith the 
Energy Division to develop guidelines to clarify what ac('ounting entries need to be 
disclosed in the future. 

6. UCAN med a protest of At 1036·ElI051·G on June 9, 1997. SDG&E responded to 
UCAN's protest on June 16. 1997. 

1. UCAN's protest of AI.. IOJ6·E/1051·G should ~ denied. SDG&E did not 
improperly exclude certain Illajor events from its SAlOl calculation. The impact of such 
exclusion was in an)' case negligible. . 

8. ORA tiled a protest of AI. 1036·E-IVI051-G·A on September"
t 

1997. SDG&E 
responded to ORlVs protest on September 12, 1997. 

9. ORA's protest of AL I036·E·NI051·G-A should be denied. lh,~ price perfomlancc 
component oflhe SDG&E PDR was not e1iminated for the )'ear 1996 by 0.97-09-052. 

10. The following performance rewards should be approved: 
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l:LECTRIC DEPARTMENT 

Non-Pric~ PerfQrmanc~ RcwarJ~(P~nJhks) 
EmpJoyC'~ Safely 
Customer Satisfaction 
System Reliability 

Subtotal 

Pric~ PerfomlanC'~ 
Conditionality Adjustment 

Total Electric Dcparlnlent 

GAS DEPARTMENT 

Non-Pric~ Perfomlance Rewards!(Penattics) 
Employee Safety 
Customer Satisfaction 

Total Gas Department 

Combined 1996 Performance R~\\"ardf(Pcnalty) 

$2,520,000 
$1.680.000 

($ I ,500,000) 
$2,700,000 

$3,000,000 
NA 

$5,700,000 

$480,000 
S320,ooO 
$800,000 

$6,500,000 

o..wmt-.:-c 16, 1991 

11. For the years 199-t, 1995, and 1996, SDG&E has achieved PBR rewards ofS7 
million. S5.5 ,'nillion, and S6.5 million. In addition, due to its achiewl11cnt of a higher 
ROR than authorized by the POR, SDG&E shareholders had gained O\'er a $90 million 
benelit, while ratepayers have benetitted b)' only $2.5 million. Thus, sharehoMers have 
achieved a net benefit of OWr $100 11\ ill ion. while ratepayers have shared only $2.5 
mimon, cven though eltXlric rates are higher thanbefore the PBR cxperiment began as a 
percentage of the natlonalawrage electric price. Aficr SDG&E recalculates revenue 
sharing amounts pursuant to our order, ratepayers will gain a slightly largC'r share of these 
revenues. 

12. SnO& E's etc-clrie rewards should be recorded in their ERAM Balancing Account if 
booked kfort:' January I, 1998. If booked afiC'rJanuary I, ~998, SDG&Ws el('('[ric 
[C'wards should be bookC'd in accordance \\;Ih 0.97-10-057. 

13. SDG&E's gas rewards should be recorded in their Gas Fixed Cost Account (GrCA). 

'-I. The RD&D authorized revenue increase fot 1996 should be $295,000. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

18 



Rew!utk.'O E·)S 12 
SOG,~E l\l. 1036·fJIOSt·G 
SDG,~E At. I036·E·AllOS I·G·A 

I. SOO& E's Das(' Ratc Report for 1996, <lS modi ned by A" I 036·E-AII 051·0·A, is 
(l-'utially approved, subjtXt to a rtXakulation of the revenue sharing <lmounts. 

2. SnO& E shaH rtXaku1atc thc re\'emlc sharing amounts for 1995 and 1996, absent the 
a~C'olinting adjustments discuSS\.'\I above, <lnd shaH me this rtXakulatlon as a supplement 
to AI. 1036·E/1051·G and AI. 1036·E-A/I051·G·A by DtXcmocf 23, 1991. 

3. SOO& E shall report su~h accounting entries in future annual PUR JXrformance 
rcports, and shall work \\ith our Energy Division to develop guidelines to daril)' what 
a~ounting entries need to be disclosed in the future . 

.t. SDG&E's electric and gas dCpJrtment rewards, as indicated above, are apprO\·ed. 

s. The eltXtric department rewards shall be booked to the ERAM Balancing Account if 
booked prior to January 1, 1998. I fthe e1tXtric rewards arc not booked by that timl". thl" 
lcwards shall be booked in accordance \\ith our order in D.91-1O-057. 

6. The gas department rewards shaH oc booked to the GFCA. 

7. The RD&D budget for 1996 shaH be $1,696,000. 

S. This resolution is eficctivc today. 

I hercby certify that this Resolution was adopted by the Public Utilities Commission at its 
regu1ar mecling on December 16, 1991. The following COllunisSioners "approved it: 
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WESLEY FRANKL.lN 
ExeCuli\"c Director 

P. Gre-gory Conlon, Pre-sident 
~essie J. Knight, Jr. 

lIenry M. Duque 
Josiah L. Neeper 
Richard A. nilas 

Commissioners 


