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L INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rule 11.1 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s Rules of Practice
and Procedure, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) submits this motion, on behalf of the
Settling Parties”, respectfully requesting Commission approval of the attached Supplemental
Settlement Agreement which resolves various Medium Commercial Rate Design issues
remaining in this proceeding (collectively referred to as the Medium Commercial Rate Design
(MRD) Settlement Agreement). The MRD Settling Parties also identify in this Settlement one
issue on which they could not reach agreement, which they agree should proceed to litigation.

As described below, the MRD Settlement Agreement is reasonable in light of the whole
record, consistent with law, and in the public interest, and therefore should be adopted without

modification.

v The parties to this supplemental settlement are: the Energy Users Forum (EUF) and PG&E (MRD
Settling Parties). EUF represents a broad cross section of commercial class customers, including
both bundled and direct access accounts, from a variety of end-use sectors including retail, real
estate, education and healthcare. The Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA), the California
Solar Energy Industries Association (CALSEIA) and BoDean Company (collectively, the Solar
Parties) participated in settlement discussions but ultimately chose not to sign this MRD
Settlement Agreement.



I1. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The procedural and settlement history of this proceeding was set forth in the Settlement
on Marginal Cost and Revenue Allocation, filed on July 16, 2014 (MC/RA Settlement
Agreement), and is incorporated herein by reference.

Testimony on medium commercial rate design was served by PG&E on April 18, 2013,
and updated on August 16, 2013. Responsive testimony covering medium commercial rate

design was served by SEIA on December 13, 2013.%

II. SETTLEMENT TERMS ¥

The MRD Settlement Agreement accompanying this motion is supplemental to the
MC/RA Settlement Agreement. The MRD Settlement Agreement uses the revenue allocation
agreed to in the MC/RA Settlement Agreement, and addresses rate design issues that were not
resolved in that initial settlement. The MRD Settling Parties request that the complementary
outcomes of at least the issues resolved without litigation in this MRD Settlement Agreement
and the MC/RA Settlement Agreement be consolidated into the Commission’s final decision of
this GRC Phase II proceeding. The MRD Settling Parties agree that all testimony served prior to
the date of this MRD Settlement Agreement that addresses the issues resolved by this MRD
Settlement Agreement should be admitted into evidence without cross-examination by the MRD
Settling Parties.

The MRD Settling Parties further agree that the subset of MRD rate design issues that are
resolved in this MRD Settlement Agreement, while supported by the MRD Settling Parties, may
be opposed by the Solar Parties in part or in full. The MRD issues resolved in this MRD

Settlement Agreement are identified in Sections 1 through 8, below. However, the MRD

“ Several parties filed testimony on the proposed eligibility threshold for Schedule A-6 which
would require customers between 75 kW and 500 kW taking service on that schedule to transition
to Schedule A-10 or E-19V, including ORA, SEIA and SBUA. This issue is considered in the
Small Commercial (SC) Settlement Agreement.

=/ This section summarizes the fundamental components of the rate design settlement agreement
and necessarily simplifies some of the terms. To the extent that there is any conflict between the
exact wording of the settlement agreement and this motion, the MRD Settlement Agreement
should govern.
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Settling Parties have also identified one issue on which no agreement could be reached. The
remaining MRD issue that was not resolved in this MRD Settlement Agreement is described in
Section 9 below. The MRD Settling Parties have agreed that this unresolved medium
commercial rate design issue should proceed to litigation.

The MRD Settlement Agreement describes the manner in which rates for medium
commercial customers will be designed, and includes the following fundamental components
that have been agreed to by the MRD Settling Parties as follows:

1. Ilustrative Settlement Rates: Rates to collect the revenue allocated to
the Medium Light and Power customer class under the MC/RA Settlement Agreement shall be
designed consistent with the illustrative settlement rates set forth in Appendix A to this MRD
Settlement Agreement.

2. Basic Rate Design: The basic rate design for each of the applicable
medium commercial rate schedules will be updated upon implementation of this MRD
Settlement Agreement, using the methods underlying development of the illustrative settlement
rates for Schedules A-10 and A-10-TOU, as presented in Appendix A to the MRD Settlement
Agreement. |

3. Medium Commercial Customer Charge: Retain the current customer
charge for Schedules A-10 and A-10-TOU of $140 per month.

4. Medium Commercial Revenue Neutrality:

a. Design Schedules A-10 and A-10-TOU on a revenue neutral basis.

b. Continue the current annual updates to revise the Peak Day Pricing
(PDP) rate credits for Schedule A-10-TOU to be revenue neutral, based on updated customer and
sales forecasts and billing determinants.

5. Medium/Demand Charges: Schedule A-10 demand charges will be set
based on the methods described in Exhibit PG&E-4, Chapter 5, pages 5-7 to 5-8. Illustrative

demand charges are attached based on the MC/RA Settlement Agreement.



6. Medium Commercial Energy Charges:

a. Increase TOU differentiation for Schedule A-10-TOU from
approximately 3 cents per kWh (differential from summer on peak to off peak) to approximately
8 cents per kWh (differential from summer on peak to off peak) in the generation rate
component.

b. Distribution and generation energy charge principles and seasonal
relationships for Schedule A-10 are based upon PG&E’s August 16, 2013 filed proposals and
methods (see Exhibit PG&E-4, pp. 5-8, 5-9), as updated to reflect the MC/RA Settlement
Agreement. -

c. With rate changes for revenue requirement changes between GRC
Phase II proceedings, set the TOU pricing differentials for Schedule A-10-TOU to be equal (on a
cents per kWh basis) to the TOU differentials established with implementation of this Phase II
decision. | |

¥ Rate Programs

a. Continue the Schedule A-6 NEM solar pilot for current load. New
customers or additional load from existing customers may not be added to the pilot. After the
Commission’s decision on SEIA’s Option R proposal in PG&E’s 2013 Rate Design Window
proceeding (A.12-12-002), PG&E will address the status of this pilot and present its proposals
for the future of this pilot in a subsequent Rate Design Window proceeding. This A-6 NEM
solar pilot is for customers over 500 kW in size and is limited to 20 MW of solar capacity in
total. It is completely subscribed.

b. A new rate, Schedule A-8, that is structured like Schedule A-6
(i.c., without demand charges) should not be made available to customers between 75 kW and
500 kW. This proposal was offered by SEIA in conjunction with grandfathering certain
customers that take Net Energy Metering (NEM) service under Schedule A-6, in the event the
Commission adopted a new eligibility threshold for Schedule A-6. (See SEIA Testimony, dated

December 13, 2013 at pp. 24, 25.) . The proposed Schedule A-8 would be a rate that is revenue
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neutral to Schedule A-10, but structured as a TOU rate with no demand charge, similar to
Schedule A-6. While the MRD Settling Parties have agreed a new rate schedule as proposed by
SEIA should not be established, the question of allowing grandfathering of certain NEM
customers onto Schedule A-6 should proceed to litigation as set forth in the SC Settlement
Agreement.

8. Elimination of Flat Rates: Until the next GRC Phase Il proceeding,
continue the requirement that current/existing non-TOU customers must have 12 months of
interval data before they are transitioned to mandatory TOU.

9. Issues Not Addressed by Settlement: The SC Settling Parties agree that
one issue, which was deferred to litigation in the Large Light and Power (LLP) Settlement
Agreement, filed on July 25, 2014, should also proceed to litigation in the context of this
settlement. The MRD Settling Parties agree that SEIA’s proposal to allow NEM customers that
are on Schedules A-10-TOU to take service on PDP rates (See SEIA Testimony, dated December
13,2013 at pp. 30 and 31.) should be litigated. Both the MRD Settling Parties and the LLP
Settling Parties have agreed that the question of allowing NEM customers to take service on PDP

should proceed to litigation.

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT THE MEDIUM COMMERCIAL
SUPPLEMENTAL SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

A. Commission Policy Favors Settlements

The Commission has a history of supporting settlement of disputes if they are fair and
reasonable in light of the whole record.? As the Commission has reiterated over the years, the
“Commission favors settlement because they generally support worthwhile goals, including
reducing the expense of litigation, conserving scarce Commission resources, and allowing parties

to reduce the risk that litigation will produce unacceptable results.” This strong public policy

& D.05-03-022, mimeo, pp. 7-8, citing D.88-12-083 (30 CPUC 2d 189, 221-223) and D.91-05-029
(40 CPUC 2d. 301, 326).

= D.10-12-035, 2010 Cal PUC LEXIS 467 at *87; and see 1D.05-03-022, mimeo, p. 8, citing D.92-
12-019, 46 CPUC 2d 538, 553. See also D.10-12-051, 2010 Cal. PUC LEXIS 566 at *55
(Commission decisions “express the strong public policy favoring settlement of disputes if they
are fair and reasonable’); D.10-11-035, 2010 Cal. PUC LEXIS 495 at *17 (the Commission’s
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favoring settlements weighs in favor of the Commission resisting the temptation to alter the
results of the negotiation process. As long as a settlement taken as a whole is reasonable in light
of the record, consistent with the law, and in the public interest, it should be adopted.gf

Each portion of this MRD Settlement is dependent upon the other portions of that same
agreement. Changés to one portion of the MRD Settlement would alter the balance of interests
and the mutually agreed upon compromises and outcomes contained in the settlement agreement.
As such, the MRD Settling Parties request that this MRD Settlement be adopted as a whole by

the Commission, without modification.

B. The MRD Settlement is Reasonable in Light of the Record, Consistent with
Law, and in the Public Interest.

The Commission should adopt this MRD Settlement Agreement as reasonable in light of
the entire record, as it represents reasonable compromises after careful review and discussion by
all interested parties of the rate design proposals discussed in Sections 1 through 8, above, after
incorporating appropriate revisions and updates. The MRD Settling Parties reached settlement
after reviewing testimony and carefully analyzing each of the issues resolved in this MRD
Settlement Agreement. This MRD Settlement Agreement was reached only after substantial
give-and-take in arms-length negotiations, and after each party had made significant concessions
to resolve issues in a manner that reflects a reasonable compromise of their litigation positions.”

The MRD Settlement Agreement may be opposed in part or in full. Although the MRD
Settlement Agreement is not an “all-party” settlement, Rule 12.1 makes it clear that “Settlements
need not be joined by all parties,” The MRD Settling Parties fairly represent the interests of
medium commercial customers (that is, EUF and PG&E represent the interests of a wide variety

of medium commercial customers, including many EUF clients with roof-top solar installations).

[cont'd footnote 5] longstanding policy favoring settlement. ..reduces litigation expenses,
conserves scarce Commission resources...” and see D.10-11-011, 2010 Cal. PUC LEXIS 533 at
*50 (“There is a strong public policy favoring the settlement of disputes to avoid costly and
protracted litigation.”)

o See, generally, D.05-03-022, mimeo, pp. 7-13.
Yy D.13-11-003, mimeo, pp. 6-7; D. 13-07-029, mimeo, pp. 7-8; D.13-12-045, mimeo, pp. 10-11.
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The MRD Settling Parties have significant concerns about making a Schedule A-8 as described
by SEIA available to customers, as such a schedule would be inconsistent with cost based rate
design in that it would provide an option for larger customers without demand charges, and
would add further subsidies for solar customers that are sized between 75 and 500 kW, and by
extension shift costs and burdens to other customers in that size range; and therefore agreed in
this MRD Settlement Agreement that such a new rate schedule should not be adopted.
Therefore, the MRD Settling Parties have agreed that this issue should proceed to litigation.
SEIA, BoDean Company and CALSEIA chose not to join the MRD Settlement Agreement and
have reserved the right to oppose the MRD Settlement Agreement in part or in full.

The MRD Settling Parties believe that their agreement is reasonable, consistent with law
and in the public interest.

The CPUC recently reaffirmed its willingness to consider, and, when appropriate,
approve settlements that are not joined by all parties. In A.10-12-035 (the QF Summit Decision),
the Commission stated that, for many years, it has been willing to consider a settlement not

supported by all parties under the following criteria:

[W]e consider whether the Settlement taken as a whole is in the
public interest. In doing so, we consider the individual elements of
the settlement in order to determine whether the settlement
generally balances the various interests at stake as well as to assure
that each element is consistent with our policy objectives and the
law. (D.10-12-035, mimeo, p. 27, citations omitted.)

This settlement meets those criteria, as well as the usual requirements of Rule 12.1(d)
outlined above.

First, this MRD Settlement Agreement generally balances the various interests at stake.
The parties to it fairly represent the interests of the parties affected by it. That is, EUF and
PG&E fairly represent the interests of Medium Commercial customers. Only SEIA, which may
oppose the MRD Settlement Agreement, filed testimony on rate design for Schedule A-10.
Moreover, as demonstrated by the QF Summit Decision above, there is nothing in the Settlement

Rules that requires that all the desires of all parties be accommodated.
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Second, this MRD Settlement Agreement also meets these conditions because it is
consistent with current law, as it complies with all applicable statutes and prior Commission
decisions. These include Public Utilities Code Section 451, which requires that utility rates must
be just and reasonable.

Finally, the MRD Settlement is in the public interest because it saves the Commission

and parties from the time, expense, and uncertainty associated with litigating these issues?

V. CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth above, the MRD Settling Parties respectfully request that the
Commission:

1. Find the attached MRD Settlement Agreement to be reasonable in light of the whole
record, consistent with law, and in the public interest;

2. Adopt the attached MRD Settlement Agreement withdut modification;

3. Rule that the issue identified in Part III, Section 9 above (namely, SEIA’s proposal to
allow NEM customers that are on Schedules A-10-TOU to take service on PDP rates)
should proceed to litigation, and

4. Authorize PG&E to implement changes in rates in accordance with the terms of the

attached MRD Settlement Agreement.

& D.13-11-003, mimeo, p. 8; D.13-12-045, mimeo, p. 12.
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Dated: September 5, 2014

Respectfully Submitted,

By: /s/ Gail L. Slocum

GAIL L. SLOCUM

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street

San Francisco, CA 94105
Telephone: (415) 973-6583
Facsimile: (415) 973-0516
E-Mail: Gail.Slocum@pge.com

Attorneys for
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

On Behalf of the SC Settling Parties



SUPPLEMENTAL SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT ON MEDIUM COMMERCIAL
RATE DESIGN ISSUES IN PHASE II OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY’S 2014 GENERAL RATE CASE (A.13-04-012)

I INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Article 12 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC or Commission), the parties to this Supplemental Settlement
Agreement (Settling Parties) agree on a mutually acceptable outcome to the Medium
Commercial Rate Design (MRD) issues in Application (A.) 13-04-012, "Application of Pacific
Gas and Electric Company to Revise its Electric Marginal Costs, Revenue Allocation, and Rate
Design" (commonly referred to as Phase II of PG&E's 2014 General Rate Case). The details of
this MRD Settlement Agreement are set forth herein.

This MRD Settlement Agreement is a direct result of Administrative Law Judge (ALJ)
Long and Assigned Commissioner Peevey's encouragement to the active parties to meet and seek
a workable compromise. The active parties hold differing views on numerous aspects of PG&E's
initial MRD rate design proposals in Phase II of this General Rate Case (GRC) proceeding.
However the Parties bargained earnestly and in good faith to seek a compromise and to develop
this MRD Settlement Agreement, which is the product of arms-length negotiations among the
MRD Settling Parties on a number of disputed issues. These negotiations considered the
interests of all of the active parties on medium commercial rate design issues, and the MRD
Settlement Agreement addresses each of these interests in a fair and balanced manner.

The MRD Settling Parties developed this MRD Settlement Agreement by mutually
accepting concessions and trade-offs among themselves. Thus, the various elements and sections
of this MRD Settlement Agreement are intimately interrelated, and should not be altered as the
MRD Settling Parties intend that the MRD ISe‘L‘tlement Agreement be treated as a package
solution that strives to balance and align the interests of each party. Accordingly, the MRD
Settling Parties respectfully request that the Commission promptly approve the MRD Settlement
Agreement without modification. Any material change to this MRD Settlement Agreement shall

render it null and void, unless all of the MRD Settling Parties agree in writing to such changes.
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1L SETTLING PARTIES
The MRD Settling Parties are as follows:

o Energy Users Forum (EUF); and

o Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). .

The Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA) filed testimony in this proceeding. The
California Solar Energy Industries Association (CALSEIA) and the BoDean Company became
parties to the proceeding after testimony was filed. SEIA, CALSEIA and BoDean Company
participated in settlement discussions but ultimately chose not to sign this MRD Settlement

Agreement.

III. SETTLEMENT CONDITIONS

This MRD Settlement Agreement resolves the issues raised by the MRD Settling Parties

in A.13-04-012 (Phase II), on MRD rate design, subject to the conditions set forth below:

1. This MRD Settlement Agreement embodies the entire understanding and
agreement of the MRD Settling Parties with respect to the matters described, and
it supersedes prior oral or written agreements, principles, negotiations, statements,
representations, or understandings among the MRD Settling Parties with respect
to those matters.

2. This MRD Settlement Agreement represents a negotiated compromise among the
MRD Settling Parties' respective litigation positions on the matters described, and
the MRD Settling Parties have assented to the terms of the MRD Settlement
Agreement only to arrive at the agreement embodied herein. Nothing contained
in the MRD Settlement Agreement should be considered an admission of,
acceptance of, agreement to, or endorsement of any disputed fact, principle, or
position previously presented by any of the MRD Settling Parties on these matters

in this proceeding.
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3. This MRD Settlement Agreement does not constitute and should not be used as a
precedent regarding any principle or issue in this proceeding or in any future
proceeding.

4. The MRD Settling Parties agree that this MRD Settlement Agreement is
reasonable in light of the testimony submitted, consistent with the law, and in the
public interest.

5. The MRD Settling Parties agree that the language in all provisions of this MRD
Settlement Agreement shall be construed according to its fair meaning and not for
or against any MRD Settling Party because that MRD Settling Party or its counsel
or advocate drafted the provision. |

6. This MRD Settlement Agreement may be amended or changed only by a written
agreement signed by the MRD Settling Parties.

% The MRD Settling Parties shall jointly request Commission approval of this MRD
Settlement Agreement and shall actively support its prompt approval. Active
support shall include written and/or oral testimony (if testimony is required),
briefing (if briefing is required), comments and reply comments on the proposed
decision,—gl advocacy to Commissioners and their advisors as needed, and other
appropriate means as needed to obtain the requested approval.

8. The MRD Settling Parties intend the MRD Settlement Agreement to be
interpreted and treated as a unified, integrated agreement. In the event the
Commission rejects or modifies this MRD Settlement Agreement, the MRD
Settling Parties reserve their rights under Rule 12 of the CPUC's Rules of Practice
and Procedure, and the MRD Settlement Agreement should not be admitted into

evidence in this or any other proceeding.

Any oral and written testimony or briefing that might be required by the CPUC, or comments on
a Proposed Decision, may be prepared and submitted jointly by parties whose interests are
similar.
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IV. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The overall procedural and settlement history of this proceeding was set forth in the
Settlement on Marginal Cost and Revenue Allocation, filed on July 16, 2014 (MC/RA
Settlement), and is incorporated herein by reference. Testimony on MRD rates issues was served
by PG&E on April 18, 2013, and updated on August 16, 2013. Responsive testimony covering
MRD rate design issues was served provided by only SEIA on December 13, 2013. The

testimony filed by EUF did not directly address medium commercial rate design.

V. SETTLEMENT TERMS

Considering and both recognizing and compromising the litigation positions taken by the
individual parties, the MRD Settling Parties agree to the medium commercial rate design set
forth in this MRD Settlement Agreement. The rate design features agreed to in this MRD
Settlement Agreement are reasonable based on the record in this proceeding.

The MRD Settling Parties agree that all testimony served prior to the date of this MRD
Settlement Agreement that addresses the issues resolved by this MRD Settlement Agreement
should be adnﬁtted into evidence without cross-examination by the MRD Settling Parties.

The MRD Settling Parties agree to the rate designs set forth in Part VI, Sections 1
through 8 below. In addition, the MRD Settling Parties have identified one issue, described in
Part VI, Section 9, below, that should proceed to litigation.

VI. MRD RATE DESIGN SETTLEMENT

The MRD Settlement Agreement accompanying this motion is supplemental to the
MC/RA Settlement Agreement. The MRD Settlement Agreement uses the revenue allocation
agreed to in the MC/RA Settlement, and addresses rate design issues that were not resolved in
that initial settlement. The MRD Settling Parties request that the complementary outcomes of
the at least issues resolved without litigation in this MRD Settlement Agreement and the MC/RA
Settlement Agreement be consolidated into the Commission’s final decision of this GRC

Phase II proceeding,.
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A. Medium Commercial Rate Design

This MRD Settlement Agreement describes the manner in which rates for medium
commercial customers will be designed, and includes the following fundamental components to
which the MRD Settling Parties have agreed, as follows:

1. IMlustrative Settlement Rates: Rates to collect the revenue allocated to
the Medium Light and Power customer class under the MC/RA Settlement Agreement shall be
designed consistent with the illustrative settlement rates set forth in Appendix A to this MRD
Settlement Agreement. The MRD Settling Parties agree that the illustrative rates set forth in
Appendix A are consistent with the revenue allocation set forth in Tables 1 and 2 of the MC/RA
Settlement Agreement, which was based on May 1, 2013 effective rates.

The MRD Settling Parties agree that the actual rates derived at the time of
implementation of this MRD Settlement Agreement, once adopted by the CPUC, shall be
designed on an overall revenue-neutral basis to collect the then-required revenue allocated to the
medium commercial classes to reflect class level revenue allocation from the MC/RA Settlement
Agreement. Adopted revenue in effect at the time of settlement implementation shall be applied
to determine initial settlement rates. Therefore, the actual MRD rates that will result when the
Phase II rate changes are implemented will vary from those shown in Appendix A. However,
these actual medium commercial rates shall be based on the rate design methods described in this
MRD Settlement Agreement.

2. Basic Rate Design: The basic rate design for each of the applicable
medium commercial rate schedules will be updated upon implementation of this MRD
Settlement Agreement, using the methods underlying development of the illustrative settlement
rates for Schedules A-10 and A-10-TOU, as presented in Appendix A to this MRD Settlement
Agreement. The methods described herein shall be used to set initial rates upon implementation
of this MRD Settlement Agreement at the then-required revenue using settlement revenue

allocation principles.
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3 Medium Commercial Customer Charge

a. Retain the current A-10 and A-iO-TOU customer charge of $140
per month.

4. Medium Commercial Revenue Neutrality

a, Design A-10 and A-10-TOU on a revenue neutral basis.

b. Continue the current annual updates to revise the Peak Day Pricing
(PDP) rate credits for Schedules A-10-TOU to be revenue neutral, based on updated customer
and sales forecasts and billing determinants.

5. Medium/Demand Charges: A-10 demand charges will be set based on
the methods described in Exhibit PG&E-4, Chapter 5, pages 5-7 to 5-8. Illustrative demand
charges are attached based on the MC/RA Settlement Agreement.

6. Medium Commercial Energy Charges

a. Increase TOU differentiation for Schedule A-10-TOU from
approf(imately 3 cents per kWh (differential from summer on peak to off peak) to approximately
8 cents per kWh (differential from summer on peak to off peak) in the generation rate
component.

b. Distribution and generation energy charge principles and seasonal
relationships for Schedule A-10 are based upon PG&FE’s August 16, 2013 filed proposals and
methods (see Exhibit PG&E-4, pp. 5-8 and 5-9.), as updated to reflect the MC/RA Settlement
Agreement.

€. With rate changes for revenue requirement changes between GRC
Phase 1l proceedings, set the TOU pricing differentials for Schedule A-10-TOU to be equal (on
a cents per kWh basis) to the TOU differentials established with implementation of this Phase 11
decision.

Z 75kW Size Eligibility Limitation for Schedule A-6

a. Continue the A-6 NEM solar pilot for current load. New

customers or additional load from existing customers may not be added to the pilot. After the
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Commission’s decision on SEIA’s Option R proposal in PG&E’s 2013 Rate Design Window
proceeding (12-12-002), PG&E will address the status of this pilot and present its proposals for
the future of this pilot in a subsequent Rate Design Window proceeding. This A-6 NEM solar
pilot is for customers over 500 kW in size and is limited to 20 MW of solar capacity in total. It
is completely subscribed.

b. A new rate, Schedule A-8, that is structured like Schedule A-6
(i.e., without demand charges) should not be made available to customers between 75 kW and
500 kW. The proposal for Schedule A-8 was offered by SEIA in conjunction with
grandfathering certain customers that take Net Energy Metering (NEM) service under Schedule
A-6, in the event the Commission adopted a new eligibility threshold for Schedule A-6. (See
SEIA Testimony, dated December 13, 2013 at pp. 24, 25.). The proposed Schedule A-8 would
be a rate that is revenue neutral to Schedule A-10, but structured as a TOU rate with no demand
charge, similar to Schedule A-6. While the MRD Settling Parties have agreed a new rate
schedule as proposed by SEIA should not be established, the question of allowing grandfathering
of certain NEM customers onto Schedule A-6 should proceed to litigation as set forth in the SC
Settlement Agreement.

8. Elimination of Flat Rates: Until PG&E’s next GRC Phase 1l proceeding,
continue the requirement that current/existing non-TOU customers must have 12 months of
interval data before they are transitioned to mandatory TOU.

9, Issues Not Addressed by Settlement: The MRD Settling Parties agree
that one issue, which was deferred to litigation in the Large Light and Power (LLP) Settlement
Agreement, should also proceed to litigation in the context of this settlement.

The MRD Settling Parties agree that SEIA’s proposal to allow NEM customers that are
on Schedules A-10-TOU to take service on PDP rates (See SEIA Testimony, dated December
13, 2013 at pp. 30 and 31.) should be litigated. This same issue was also deferred to litigation in

the LLP Settlement Agreement filed on July 25, 2014. Both the MRD Settling Parties and the
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LLP Settling Parties have agreed that the question of allowing NEM customers to take service on

PDP should proceed to litigation.

B. Other

Unless otherwise specifically agreed by the MRD Settling Parties or addressed in this
MRD Settlement Agreement above, the proposals, methods and explanations contained in
revenue allocation and rate design Exhibit PG&E-4, Chapter 5, served on August 16, 2013, shall
be adopted for the purpose of implementing rates under this MRD Settlement Agreement.

VII. TIMING OF RATE CHANGES |

The provisions regarding the timing of this GRC Phase II rate change and rate changes
between General Rate Cases agreed to in the MC/RA Settlement Agreement, Part VIII,
Subsections 2 and 3, shall apply to this MRD Settlement Agreement, unless specifically noted
above or otherwise determined by the Commission.

To the extent that any elements of this MRD Settlement Agreement will require
employee training and/or changes to PG&E systems beyond those required for a normal change
in rate value, these structural and system changes will be implemented by PG&E diligently as
time permits in a manner consistent with smooth operations of the systems involved. The MRD
Settling Parties recognize that these changes could take several months to implement.

VIII. SETTLEMENT EXECUTION

This MRD Settlement Agreement may be executed in separate counterparts by different
MRD Settling Parties hereto and all so executed will be binding and have the same effect as if all
the MRD Settling Parties had signed one and the same document. Each such counterpart will be
deemed to be an original, but all of which together shall constitute one and the same instrument,
notwithstanding that the signatures of all the MRD Settling Parties do not appear on the same
page of this MRD Settlement Agreement. This MRD Settlement Agreement shall become
effective among the MRD Settling Parties on the date the last Settling Party executes the MRD

Settlement Agreement, as indicated below. In witness whereof and intending to be legally bound
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by the Terms and Conditions of this MRD Settlement Agreement as stated above, the MRD

Settling Parties duly execute this MRD Settlement Agreement as follows:
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The undersigned represent that they are authorized to sign on behalf of the Party
represented, for the purposes of this 2014 GRC Phase II Medium Commercial Rate Design

Settlement Agreement.

Energy Users Forum

vy, ot 2

Title: _ Consultant

Date: September 5, 2014
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The undersigned represent that they are authorized to sign on behalf of the Party

represented, for the purposes of this 2014 GRC Phase Il Medium Commercial Rate Design

Settlement Agreement.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company

By: Ea = 5&) Cet s~ }4“7 Loz
74
Title: Se ',9"'{' v, SEREY

Date: /4 e il ‘;‘/

-20 -



APPENDIX A



0008

oo'okk

00'0g

000k

£8986° £8586°
BSE6S'Y 696ESF
isiol ¥lgio’ 154200 8¥190” SOPLO°
ELSHE FIZLO BL¥L0 PEGLD SO¥L0°
25601 FLZL0 6L¥LD 8€850° 18¥20°
£eael’ FILZL0 6L¥I0 61180 Leven’
aoes}” FITLO BL¥LD 1040 Leven’
9E98E0’ pdTAl EBELD SEPSO” 85107
teeal” Iz E6ELD 09890° ¥6510°
LEZO0L izl €6EL0 £81L50° LEYEO
LyBZL LT E6ELD £08L0° LEVED
asesL’ wLZLO E6ELD LIBZL Levzn
SOLLY LA LSELD B80B¥0" 9ZE00
gelgl vzl Lselo 06850° gze00’
805.L0° L4T40N L5EL0° 608Y0° 9zZenon”
80660° harATE LSELD 010L0 9zZenon’
EbLEL vl L5EL0° oLl 9zenn”
sz'L St'v oo lee
vLEL SF'Y g £6'%
BY'L s’y o L4
el sty LEE 85F
s Sty 0o o
BE'8 SF¥ ZEE z9
1=aL B0 ddd 3] nsiq
£8586" £9586°
65665 F 65665
a¥eal” vIELD BLyL0° 20890° sovLo’
TZBEL’ vl 6LyL0" 80480 :600
leol’ vzl £BELD” zLoe0 ¥65H0°
ol r AR Iz £6ELD" 8ERL0 LEFEO
SlZ80° YIgI0 L5EL0° gleso’ 8Ze00’
046607 Phelo L5EL0° €L010° 92e00”
9TL ELad 00" 1:k4
¥lel Sk'y LLE E6F
Ey'L Sty 00" ¥0E
Wk Sty et 65'%
L0'G Elad 0o 29’
6e'8 SF'v zET A8
[EeL Jago ddd uan a5

00'0g

ooopk

00°0e

00'orl

£9585° £06586°
BGB65Y 65665
€1860° FIZLO 6eEL0’ Legao €4600°
8as51L" rielo’ BEELO0° ZE6LO7 £46007
LeLEL pieLo’ BEELD FA YT 9L920"
LETS Fizio’ B8EL0° 85660 9.820°
0LBSL" riglo’ BBELD” LEQOL” 9.820°
YLVED ¥l E9EL0° L2850 0f010°
60601 yleLo’ £9eL0” 28ZL0" 0L0L0°
A yizLo €9EL0° ZERLD” BLETO’
zeerL ¥lElo” £9€1L0° 9892607 BLE20°
20LPL riglo’ £8ELD’ 9v160" B6.LE20°
z9z80" ylZio® LZEeL0’ E6¥50° BL00
£8560° ylZio” LEglD” +1890° BZZ00’
gL001" ylewo’ el €0EL0" 82200
LELLV e’ LZelo’ B89880° 82C00
TATAR vz LZelo L0760° BZZ00
g9 SkY oo’ e}
reel St €9 9z's
859 5S¢y 0o €Lz
G9ZL S¥y e 9%
i e a0 £
LL'8 S¥'y £8°E e¥
=l RO ddd g fs1a
£9586" £9588°
BGBEBS'Y BSE6S ¥
Lgsor ¥IgIo” BHELD" 180407 €1600°
verpL ¥lzlo” B8ELD" SPLED 9.920°
FLLOL vizio” €9ELD" Lzean 0L0k0
zerel R TAeR £9E1L0° a0880° B6LE20
50680 YIELD" LEELD 9e190° 8ZZ00"
8¥0LL rlelo L2ELD’ 64280 82z00
Le9 i d 00" 261
pe'el SFY E9E az'g
85’9 ST 00" ELT
§6°2ZL S5P% EF'E 197
88y Erad 00" £
g S¥'Y €8¢ €
1=l B0 ddd usg a8

$31¥y 0350d0ud

S23EY AIJEASN|[] WIWIIRS [BHLBWWO] WNPIW ~- ¥ XIANIddY

ZID-FO-ET'Y |1 2sEYd DHD ¥T0Z
Aueduwios 314198|3 PUE SBY JUDEY

(£L02/1/S) SALYY LNIASTHd

{Aep/m1awis) 3DUYHD SS302Y

Y1va H3.L3IW TYNOILJD

(Aeppiayuirs) 334 30InM3S DISYE

Head-4a
s(ERd-jed
BN
Head-Ha
yeagd-Hed
seed
awwng
fiepuoaag
AeBd-HO
Heeg-yed
AT
¥ead-Ho
Head-Ued
yead
sluung
Aewpd
ELEE )
dEad-Hed
JEUAN
AEBS-HO
sead-ied
Head
salnng
UOJSSJUISUES ]
{UMOIS) IDUYHD AD¥ANT

A
Jeuiung
Alepuonsg
=
JBwwng
KRy
L
mwlng
uojsstusuzs]
(M) 3oEYHD ONvWaa

noL oKy

(Aeppr1awys) IDUYHD SSID0V

YIYa ¥I 13N TYNOILdO

(Aeppmauns) 334 30INEAS DISVE

Jopuin
seunung
fuepugsag
Uy
Jelutting
freung
Japapn
JBLULING
uopss|ursuelL

(upa($) IDEYHD ADHANT

oA
sewng
Keepusasg
dmiuiny
Jelliling
Ay
Ui
Jaling
UdIsslisUEl|
{n/8} 3DUYHI aNYINIT

al-v



