PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY�REBUTTAL TESTIMONY�OF�BRUCE T. SMITH�chapter 2F�transition period ratemaking mechanism


Q  1	What is the purpose of this rebuttal testimony?


A  1	This testimony responds to the filed testimony of TURN and CLECA regarding the Miscellaneous Adjustment Mechanism (MAM) proposed by SCE.


Q  2	Has PG&E proposed an adjustment mechanism similar to the MAM?


A  2	No, PG&E has not made a specific proposal in this docket to recover the kinds of items SCE has included in its proposed MAM.  PG&E focused its testimony in this docket on the unbundling of the base revenue amount adopted by the Commission in the 1996 General Rate Case.  Conceptually, PG&E agrees with SCE that the miscellaneous items approved by the Commission and currently included in the ratemaking process will need to be recovered in future proceedings, for example in the proposed annual Revenue Adjustment Proceeding (RAP).


Q  3	Please review and respond to CLECA’s position regarding the MAM.


A  3	CLECA states that each element in the MAM should be “properly functionalized and included in the rates associated with that function” (CLECA, p. 11).  While PG&E cannot comment on the specifics of each element SCE proposes to include in their MAM, many of the items which PG&E would expect to recover through the RAP represent costs which, while not rising to the level of CTCs, were incurred to provide service to customers with the understanding they would be recovered from customers.  CLECA’s proposal could have the effect of denying recovery of these otherwise approved costs.  For example, if intervenor compensation ordered by the Commission in an ECAC filing is functionalized as generation related, PG&E would likely be unable to recover the cost.


Q  4	Does TURN take the same approach as CLECA?


A  4	While TURN does remove some specific items from the MAM, TURN’s concern appears to be focused on how the costs should be allocated between customer classes.  Even though TURN recognizes that the items are associated with the various functions (see table on TURN, p. 51), TURN’s approach provides the opportunity for the utility to recover costs which have been approved by the Commission.


Q  5	Does this conclude your testimony on aspects of Edison’s MAM proposal?


A  5	Yes.  Additional rebuttal testimony regarding the allocation of Unaccounted For Energy (UFE) in the MAM is provided in the rebuttal testimony of Daniel R. Pease.
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