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DECISION ADDRESSING ASSEMBLY BILL 205 REQUIREMENTS FOR 
ELECTRIC UTILITIES 

Summary 

This decision authorizes all investor-owned electric utilities to change the 

structure of residential customer bills in accordance with Assembly Bill 205, 

Stats. 2022, ch. 61. 

Today, California’s investor-owned electric utilities recover nearly all costs 

of providing electricity service through the volumetric (cost per unit) portion of 

each residential customer’s bill. However, a large portion of these costs are fixed 

costs that do not directly vary based on the electricity usage of the customer from 

whom the revenue is being collected, such as the costs of installing final line 

transformers that make it possible for customers to access the grid. Most utilities 

nationwide and many publicly-owned utilities in California assess fixed charges 

on customer bills to recover these fixed costs, consistent with the general 

ratemaking principle that rates should be based on cost causation.  

As directed by Assembly Bill 205, this decision authorizes all investor-

owned utilities to change the structure of residential customer bills by shifting 

the recovery of a portion of fixed costs from volumetric rates to a separate, fixed 

amount on bills without changing the total costs that utilities may recover from 

customers. As a result, this decision reduces the volumetric price of electricity (in 

cents per kilowatt hour) for all residential customers of investor-owned utilities.  

The new billing structure more evenly allocates fixed costs among 

customers and will encourage customers to adopt electric vehicles and replace 

gas appliances with electric appliances because it will be less expensive to charge 

electric vehicles and operate electric appliances. 
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This decision adopts a gradual, incremental approach to implementing 

Assembly Bill 205 requirements, including the requirement to offer income-

graduated fixed charge amounts. The adopted billing structure will offer 

discounts based on the existing income-verification processes of the utilities’ 

California Alternate Rates for Energy and Family Electric Rate Assistance 

programs. The Commission will consider improvements to the new billing 

structure based on the initial results of implementation and a working group 

proposal in the next phase of this proceeding. 

Parties to this proceeding concurrently proposed how to implement the 

requirements of Assembly Bill 205. This decision adopts elements of several 

party proposals rather than adopting one party’s proposal. 

Southern California Edison Company and San Diego Gas & Electric 

Company shall begin to apply the adopted changes to residential customer bills 

during the fourth quarter of 2025. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Bear Valley 

Electric Service, Inc., Liberty Utilities, and PacificCorp d/b/a Pacific Power shall 

begin to apply the adopted changes to residential customer bills during the first 

quarter of 2026. 

The large electric utilities shall each implement the adopted billing 

structure changes through a Tier 3 advice letter as follows: 

a. Tier 1: Customers enrolled in the California Alternate 
Rates for Energy program shall automatically pay the 
lowest discounted fixed amount (approximately $6 per 
month). 

b. Tier 2: Customers enrolled in the Family Electric Rate 
Assistance program or who live in affordable housing 
restricted to residents with incomes at or below 80 percent 
of Area Median Income shall automatically pay a 
discounted fixed amount (approximately $12 per month). 
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c. Tier 3: All other customers will pay a fixed amount of 
$24.15 per month.   

In accordance with Assembly Bill 205, the revenues from the fixed charges 

will be used to (a) ensure that a low-income customer with average electricity 

usage will realize bill savings in each baseline territory without changes to usage, 

and (b) reduce volumetric rates for all residential customers.  

The new billing structure shall apply to all residential rates of the investor-

owned electric utilities, except for master-metered rates that are not sub-metered, 

separately-metered electric vehicle rates for customers whose primary meter has 

an income-graduated fixed charge, or rate schedules that are scheduled to be 

eliminated by the second quarter of 2026. The revenues from fixed charges will 

be applied to reduce volumetric rates equally across all time-of-use periods. 

This decision approves an aggregate total of up to $35.6 million for the 

implementation costs of the three large utilities. Each of the large utilities shall 

propose a plan and budget for customer education and outreach through a Tier 3 

advice letter. 

This decision approves the settlement agreement regarding Assembly Bill 

205 implementation between Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc., Liberty Utilities, 

PacificCorp d/b/a Pacific Power, and the Public Advocates Office at the 

California Public Utilities Commission, with exceptions to ensure compliance 

with statutory requirements. The small and multijurisdictional utilities shall each 

file a Tier 3 advice letter to provide additional information about base revenues, 

propose a customer education and outreach plan, and propose an 

implementation budget. 
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This decision also adjusts the methodology for calculating the large 

utilities’ average effective discount for California Alternate Rates for Energy in 

accordance with Assembly Bill 205.  

This decision addresses all Phase 1 Track A issues. This proceeding 

remains open to address the remaining Phase 1 Track B issues. 

1. Background 

On June 30, 2022, Assembly Bill (AB) 205, Stats. 2022, ch. 61 was signed 

into law. On July 14, 2022, the Commission issued an Order Instituting 

Rulemaking to establish demand flexibility policies and modify electric rates to 

advance the following objectives: (a) enhance the reliability of California’s 

electric system; (b) make electric bills more affordable and equitable; (c) reduce 

the curtailment of renewable energy and greenhouse gas emissions associated 

with meeting the state’s future system load; (d) enable widespread electrification 

of buildings and transportation to meet the state’s climate goals; (e) reduce long 

term system costs through more efficient pricing of electricity; and (f) enable 

participation in demand flexibility by both bundled and unbundled customers. 

The assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Wang held a prehearing 

conference on September 16, 2022. The assigned Commissioner issued a Phase 1 

Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping Memo) on November 2, 2022, that 

established Track A of this proceeding to determine how to implement the 

requirements of AB 205. The Scoping Memo directed parties to file concurrent 

opening testimony with proposals for implementing AB 205.  

On November 29, 2022, the Commission’s Energy Division held a public 

workshop to discuss how to interpret the AB 205 amendments to the Public 

Utilities Code (Pub. Util. Code). 
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On December 9, 2022, ALJ Wang issued a ruling to request statutory 

interpretation briefs. The following parties filed opening statutory interpretation 

briefs by January 23, 2023,1 or reply briefs by February 13, 2023:2 California 

Community Choice Association (CalCCA); Center for Accessible Technology 

(CforAT); Clean Coalition; Coalition of California Utility Employees (CUE); 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company 

(SCE), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (together, the Large Utilities); 

Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal 

Advocates); California Environmental Justice Alliance (CEJA) and Sierra Club; 

Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA); and The Utility Reform Network and 

Natural Resources Defense Council (TURN/NRDC).  

On January 17, 2023, and on March 23, 2023, ALJ Wang issued a ruling that 

provided guidance to parties to serve income-graduated fixed charge proposals 

as concurrent opening testimony.  

On April 6, 2023, the Commission issued Decision (D.) 23-04-008 to 

authorize a scope of work and budget for a third-party contractor to develop a 

public spreadsheet tool (Public Tool) to allow parties to understand the 

volumetric rate impact associated with a chosen income-graduated fixed charge, 

and to design an income-graduated fixed charge that allows for equitable 

revenue collection while avoiding a revenue shortfall. 

The following parties served income-graduated fixed charge proposals in 

concurrent opening testimony by April 7, 2023, or in concurrent reply testimony 

by June 2, 2023: Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (Bear Valley); Cal Advocates; 

 
1 The Clean Coalition received permission to late file an opening brief on January 24, 2023. 

2 All references in this decision to “opening statutory briefs” or “reply statutory briefs” shall 
refer to these respective briefs filed in January and February 2023. 
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CEJA; the Clean Coalition; Liberty Utilities; the Large Utilities; NRDC/TURN; 

PacificCorp d/b/a Pacific Power (PacifiCorp); Sierra Club; and SEIA. 

The following additional parties served reply testimony to address parties’ 

income-graduated fixed charge proposals by June 2, 2023: Advanced Energy 

United; CalCCA; CforAT; and Utility Consumers’ Action Network. 

On June 19, 2023, ALJ Wang issued a ruling that requested comments on 

the implementation pathway for income-graduated fixed charges. The following 

parties filed comments by July 31, 2023, or replies by August 21, 2023: Advanced 

Energy United; Alexis K. Wodtke; Bear Valley; Cal Advocates; California Energy 

Storage Alliance; CalCCA; California Solar & Storage Association; CEJA and 

Sierra Club; California Efficiency + Demand Management Council; Clean 

Coalition; CUE; Liberty Utilities; SEIA; Utility Consumers’ Action Network; 

Western Manufactured Housing Communities Association; and 350 Bay Area. 

On August 2, 2023, ALJ Wang issued a ruling to deny a motion to dismiss 

this rulemaking. On August 15, 2023, ALJ Wang issued a ruling to deny a motion 

for public participation hearings, because the motion was not timely. On August 

22, 2023, and on August 24, 2023, ALJ Wang issued rulings to remove evidentiary 

hearings, provide guidance for opening briefs, and provide directions for filing 

an exhibits motion. 

On September 26, 2023, ALJ Wang admitted Track A exhibits into 

evidence. 

The following parties filed opening briefs by October 6, 2023, or reply 

briefs by November 3, 2023: Alexis K. Wodtke; CUE; CalCCA; Cal Advocates; 

CforAT; Clean Coalition; Liberty Utilities, PacifiCorp, and Bear Valley (together, 
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Small Utilities); NRDC/TURN; PearlX Infrastructure LLC (PearlX); Sierra Club 

and CEJA; SEIA; and Utility Consumers' Action Network.3  

On December 18, 2023, ALJ Wang issued a ruling (Budget and Timing 

Ruling) to direct the Large Utilities to file additional information about budgets 

and implementation timing and request party comments on implementation 

timing. The following parties filed comments by January 24, 2024, or replies by 

February 12, 2024: Advanced Energy United, Cal Advocates, California 

Efficiency + Demand Management Council (CEDMC), CESA, Clean Coalition, 

CUE, the Large Utilities, SEIA, Sierra Club/CEJA, TURN/NRDC, UCAN, 350 

Bay Area, and Alexis K. Wodtke. 

On January 16, 2024, the Small Utilities and Cal Advocates filed a joint 

motion (Settlement Motion) for adoption of a Track A settlement agreement 

(Settlement Agreement). On February 14, 2024, CforAT, the Large Utilities, Sierra 

Club/CEJA, SEIA, and TURN/NRDC filed comments on the Settlement Motion. 

On March 1, 2024, the Small Utilities, CEJA, and the Large Utilities filed replies to 

comments on the Settlement Motion. 

This matter was submitted on March 1, 2024, upon the filing of replies to 

comments on the Settlement Motion. 

2. Issues Before the Commission 

The Phase 1 Track A issues before the Commission are as follows: 

a. How should the Commission establish an income-
graduated fixed charge for residential rates for all investor-
owned electric utilities in accordance with AB 205 and Pub. 
Util. Code Section 739.9? (i) Should the Commission 
establish an income-graduated fixed charge for all 
residential rates or only certain residential rates? (ii) What 

 
3 All references in this decision to “opening briefs” or “reply briefs” shall refer to these 
respective briefs filed in October and November 2023. 
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costs should be recovered through the fixed charge and 
what methodology should be used to calculate these costs? 
(iii) What income thresholds should the Commission 
establish for the income-graduated fixed charge? (iv) How 
should the fixed charge vary by income threshold? (v) 
How should the fixed charge be designed so that a low-
income customer in each baseline territory would realize a 
lower average monthly bill without making any changes to 
usage? (vi) How should the fixed charge vary between 
default residential rates and optional residential rates? (vii) 
How should income levels be verified, and how often 
should verification occur? (viii) How should customers be 
informed about the fixed charge and impacts on their bills? 
(ix) How should residential rate components of investor-
owned utilities’ electric rates, including volumetric rates 
and the California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) 
discount methodology, be adjusted to reflect fixed charges 
in accordance with AB 205? 

b. What implementation pathway should the Commission 
establish for implementing income-graduated fixed 
charges? (i) What metrics and evaluation requirements 
should the Commission establish for income-graduated 
fixed charges? (ii) When should income-graduated fixed 
charges be implemented? 

c. How should the Commission implement the requirements 
of AB 205 to adjust the average effective discount for CARE 
so that it does not reflect any charges for which CARE 
customers are exempted, discounts to fixed charges or 
other rates paid by non-CARE customers, or bill savings 
resulting from participation in other programs? 

d. Should the Commission adopt the Settlement Agreement? 

This decision addresses all of the Phase 1 Track A issues in the Scoping 

Memo, including all issues necessary to comply with AB 205.  
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3. Interpretation of AB 205 Statutory Requirements 

This section discusses how to interpret the new statutory requirements 

established by AB 205 in Sections 739.9, 831(a) and 739.1(c)(1) of the Pub. Util. 

Code. 

AB 205 amended Section 739.9 of the Pub. Util. Code to read as follows: 

(a) “Fixed charge” means any fixed customer charge, basic 
service fee, demand differentiated basic service fee, demand 
charge, or other charge not based on the volume of electricity 
consumed. 

(b) Increases to electrical rates and charges in rate design 
proceedings, including any reduction in the California 
Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) discount, shall be 
reasonable and subject to a reasonable phase-in schedule 
relative to the rates and charges in effect before January 1, 
2014. 

(c) Consistent with the requirements of Section 739, the 
commission may modify the seasonal definitions and 
applicable percentage of average consumption for one or 
more climatic zones. 

(d) The commission may adopt new, or expand existing, fixed 
charges for the purpose of collecting a reasonable portion of 
the fixed costs of providing electrical service to residential 
customers. The commission shall ensure that any approved 
charges do all of the following: 

   (1) Reasonably reflect an appropriate portion of the different 
costs of serving small and large customers. 

   (2) Not unreasonably impair incentives for conservation, 
energy efficiency, and beneficial electrification and 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction. 

   (3) Are set at levels that do not overburden low-income 
customers. 

(e) (1) For the purposes of this section and Section 739.1, the 
commission may authorize fixed charges for any rate schedule 
applicable to a residential customer account. The fixed charge 
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shall be established on an income-graduated basis with no 
fewer than three income thresholds so that a low-income 
ratepayer in each baseline territory would realize a lower 
average monthly bill without making any changes in usage. 
The commission shall, no later than July 1, 2024, authorize a 
fixed charge for default residential rates. 

   (2)  For purposes of this subdivision, “income-graduated” 
means that low-income customers pay a smaller fixed charge 
than high-income customers. 

(f)  Notwithstanding the requirements of subdivision (d) of 
Section 739 and Section 739.7, the commission shall not apply 
the composite tier method to the treatment of any revenues 
resulting from any fixed charge adopted pursuant to this 
section. 

AB 205 also amended Section 831(a) of the Pub. Util. Code to eliminate the 

previous requirement that certain Public Purpose Program costs be collected on 

the basis of usage and to read as follows: 

(a) To ensure that the funding for the programs described in 
subdivision (b) and Section 382 are not commingled with other 
revenues, the [C]ommission shall require each electrical 
corporation to identify a separate rate component to collect the 
revenues used to fund these programs. The rate component 
shall be a nonbypassable element of the local distribution 
service. 

In addition, AB 205 amended Section 739.1(c)(1) of the Pub. Util. Code to 

read as follows:  

The average effective CARE discount shall not be less than 
30 percent or more than 35 percent of the revenues that would 
have been produced for the same billed usage by non-CARE 
customers. The average effective discount determined by the 
commission shall not reflect any charges for which CARE 
customers are exempted, discounts to fixed charges or other 
rates paid by non-CARE customers, or bill savings resulting 
from participation in other programs, including the medical 
baseline allowance pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 739. 
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The average effective CARE discount shall be calculated as a 
weighted average of the CARE discounts provided to 
individual customers. 

3.1. Fixed Charges Subject to Income Graduation 

The ALJ ruling issued on December 9, 2022 (Statutory Briefs Ruling) asked 

parties what types of residential charges and service fees should be considered 

“fixed charges” subject to the income graduation requirements of 

Section 739.9(e). 

Section 739.9(a) provides that a “fixed charge” means “any fixed customer 

charge, basic service fee, demand differentiated basic service fee, demand charge, 

or other charge not based on the volume of electricity consumed.” 

SEIA argued that AB 205 did not modify the definition of fixed charges in 

Section 739.9(a), and therefore, the Commission’s previous interpretation of this 

term should apply.4 We agree that the Commission’s interpretation of 

Section 739.9(a) in D.15-07-001 should continue to apply.  

D.15-07-001 interpreted Section 739.9(a) as referring “exclusively to non-

volumetric charges that apply based on demand or the mere existence of a 

customer account.”5 It is reasonable to interpret the reference in Section 739.9(a) 

to “any other charge not based on the volume of electricity consumed” as 

meaning any non-volumetric charge that applies based on demand or the mere 

existence of a customer account. 

TURN/NRDC argued that the income-differentiation requirements of 

Section 739.9(e) should not apply to additional utility service fees, such as fees 

for interconnection, service extension, undergrounding, and smart meter opt-

 
4 SEIA’s opening statutory brief. 

5 D.15-07-001 at 221-222. 
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out.6 We agree that the additional utility service fees listed by TURN/NRDC are 

examples of fees that are not fixed charges subject to Section 739.9(e). Such 

additional service fees do not apply based on demand or the mere existence of a 

customer account.  

Some parties argued that the Commission should interpret Section 739.9 as 

applying to only a subset of demand charges that do not vary based on the 

volume of electricity consumed. For example, the Large Utilities argued that the 

provision should only apply to demand charges that are “predetermined” and 

do not vary from month to month. SEIA, Sierra Club, and CEJA similarly argued 

that demand charges based on individual customers’ maximum demand should 

be excluded from the definition of fixed charge because such charges are based 

on the volume of electricity consumed. 

TURN/NRDC disagreed in reply briefs, arguing that the language of 

Section 739.9(a) explicitly states that any demand charge is a fixed charge and 

does not provide any exceptions.7 We agree that the statute clearly provides that 

any residential demand charge is a fixed charge subject to Section 739.9(e). 

For purposes of Section 739.9(e), it is reasonable to interpret a “fixed 

charge” as meaning any fixed customer charge, basic service fee, demand 

differentiated basic service fee, demand charge, or other non-volumetric charge 

that applies based on demand or the mere existence of a customer account. 

The Statutory Briefs Ruling also asked parties whether the Commission 

may authorize a bundle of fixed charges that collectively comply with the 

 
6 TURN/NRDC’s opening statutory brief. 

7 TURN/NRDC’s reply statutory brief. 
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requirements of Section 739.9(e), or whether each individual fixed charge must 

comply with Section 739.9(e). 

TURN/NRDC and the Large Utilities argued that the Commission may 

authorize a bundle of fixed charges that collectively comply with 

Section 739.9(e). These parties argued that nothing in the statute prohibits this 

approach.8 SEIA, on the other hand, argued that the language of Section 739.9(e) 

requires each individual fixed charge to be established on an income-graduated 

basis.9 

Section 739.9(e) does not explicitly address the potential for the 

Commission to authorize a bundle of fixed charges that collectively comply with 

the income-graduation requirements. Allowing a bundle of fixed charges to 

comply with the requirements of Section 739.9(e) will provide the Commission 

with more options for designing fixed charges without undue administrative 

complexity.  

It is reasonable for a bundle of fixed charges to collectively comply with 

the requirements of Section 739.9(e). 

3.2. Customer 

The Statutory Briefs Ruling asked parties how to define “customers” in the 

context of Section 739.9(e)(2), which provides that “income-graduated” means 

that low-income customers pay a smaller fixed charge than high-income 

customers.  

Sierra Club/CEJA, CforAT, Cal Advocates, and the Large Utilities asserted 

that a customer should be defined as a household for purposes of Section 739.9. 

 
8 The Large Utilities’ and TURN/NRDC’s opening statutory briefs. 

9 SEIA’s opening statutory brief. 
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Cal Advocates and the Large Utilities argued that the definition of customer 

should be consistent with the CARE program, which defines eligible customers 

based on household income.10 

CforAT recommended that the Commission consider whether to define a 

household in terms of people served by a single meter, or whether to define a 

household based on the California LifeLine program definition in General Order 

153, which provides for multiple households to live in one dwelling.11 CforAT 

asserted that both options are consistent with AB 205, and that it may be more 

efficient to define a household in terms of people served by a single meter.12 

The Large Utilities and TURN/NRDC argued that a customer should 

include all persons served by the same electric meter. The Large Utilities asserted 

that allocating an income-graduated fixed charge to more than one household 

under a single billed account is not feasible because electric bills are calculated 

based on total metered usage and not the unique usage patterns of separate 

households that are billed as a single metered account.13  

The definition of a customer for purposes of Section 739.9 should support 

administrative efficiency and consistency with the implementation of the CARE 

program. It is reasonable to define “customer” for purposes of Section 739.9 as all 

persons residing in one dwelling and served by the same electric meter. 

 
10 Sierra Club/CEJA’s, CforAT’s, Cal Advocates’, and the Large Utilities’ opening statutory 
briefs. 

11 General Order 153 defines a “residence” as “[t]hat portion of an individual house, building, 
flat, or apartment (a dwelling unit) occupied entirely by a single Household as that term is 
defined by these rules. A room or portion of a dwelling unit occupied exclusively by a 
Household not sharing equally as a member of the domestic establishment may be considered a 
separate residence for the application of California LifeLine.” 

12 CforAT’s opening statutory brief. 

13 The Large Utilities’ and TURN/NRDC’s opening statutory briefs. 
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3.3. Number of Tiers 

Section 739.9(e)(1) provided that a fixed charge “shall be established on an 

income-graduated basis with no fewer than three income thresholds so that a 

low-income ratepayer in each baseline territory would realize a lower average 

monthly bill without making any changes in usage.” 

The Statutory Briefs Ruling asked parties how to interpret the requirement 

to establish “no fewer than three income thresholds” for a fixed charge. 

 Most parties interpreted the “no fewer than three income thresholds” 

requirement to mean that the Commission must establish a minimum of three 

income tiers for a fixed charge.14 TURN/NRDC argued that the legislative intent 

was to require a minimum of three tiers of fixed charge levels.15 Cal Advocates, 

CforAT, and SEIA each argued that the statute could be satisfied with three tiers 

if the first tier includes household incomes starting at a threshold of $0.16 

 Sierra Club/CEJA was the only party to argue that the statute requires 

four income tiers. However, Sierra Club/CEJA acknowledged that, if the lowest 

threshold is construed as the lowest limit on income, three income thresholds 

could result in three tiers.17  

It is reasonable for an income-graduated fixed charge to include a 

minimum of three income tiers. 

 
14 The Large Utilities’, CforAT’s, Clean Coalition’s, CUE’s, SEIA’s, and Cal Advocates’ opening 
statutory briefs. 

15 TURN/NRDC’s opening statutory brief. 

16 Cal Advocates’ opening statutory brief. 

17 Sierra Club/CEJA’s opening statutory brief. 
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3.4. Low-Income Ratepayer 

Section 739.9(e)(1) provides that the Commission shall establish a fixed 

charge “so that a low-income ratepayer in each baseline territory would realize a 

lower average monthly bill without making any changes in usage.” The 

Statutory Briefs Ruling asked parties how to interpret “a low-income ratepayer 

in each baseline territory.” 

The Large Utilities argued that a low-income ratepayer should be defined 

in accordance with the CARE program definition of “low-income electric and gas 

customers” in Section 739.1 of the Pub. Util. Code. The Large Utilities argued that 

the Legislature intended for the definition of low-income ratepayer to be 

consistent across Sections 739.1 and 739.9 of the Pub. Util. Code. The Large 

Utilities also argued that aligning CARE eligibility with the definition of low-

income ratepayer for fixed charges would reduce administrative costs of 

implementing fixed charges.18 

CforAT and TURN/NRDC asserted that the Commission has the option to 

adopt either a definition based on the Federal Poverty Guidelines or Area 

Median Income. CforAT acknowledged that it may be less administratively 

complex for the utilities to continue to use Federal Poverty Guidelines but 

asserted that Area Median Income better reflects the differing purchasing power 

in different parts of the state.19  

Sierra Club/CEJA argued that a low-income ratepayer should be defined 

as a ratepayer whose income is below 80 percent of Area Median Income or who 

qualifies for low-income programs such as CARE, CalFresh, or affordable 

 
18 The Large Utilities’ opening statutory brief. 

19 CforAT’s and TURN/NRDC’s opening statutory briefs. 



R.22-07-005  ALJ/SW9/sgu PROPOSED DECISION 
 
 

- 18 - 

housing. Sierra Club/CEJA also argued that its proposed definition is consistent 

with the definition in the Commission’s Environmental and Social Justice Action 

Plan 2.0.20 

The Large Utilities replied that defining low-income ratepayers for the 

fixed charge differently from the CARE definition would cause significant 

customer confusion and additional administrative costs. The Large Utilities 

emphasized the administrative efficiencies of aligning the definition of low-

income ratepayer with CARE customer eligibility.21 

We agree that aligning the definition of low-income ratepayer for fixed 

charges with the CARE definition would allow utilities to leverage existing 

CARE income verification processes, reduce administrative costs, and avoid 

customer confusion. This approach would also simplify customer education 

about the fixed charge.  

The Large Utilities proposed to define low-income ratepayers as customers 

enrolled in CARE for ease of administration.22 CforAT argued that the 

Legislature did not intend to limit the bill protections of Section 739.9(e)(1) to the 

subset of low-income ratepayers who are enrolled in the CARE program.23 We 

agree that the definition of low-income ratepayer should not be limited to 

customers who are enrolled in a specific low-income assistance program. 

It is reasonable to define a low-income ratepayer for purposes of designing 

an income-graduated fixed charge as a customer with a household income at or 

 
20 Sierra Club/CEJA’s opening statutory brief. 

21 The Large Utilities’ reply statutory brief. 

22 The Large Utilities’ opening statutory brief. 

23 CforAT’s statutory reply brief. 
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below 200 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines level applicable to that 

household under the CARE program. 

Parties also disagreed about whether Section 739.9(e)(1) requires a fixed 

charge to lower average monthly bills for every low-income ratepayer, or only 

the average low-income ratepayer in each baseline territory. 

CforAT argued that the intent of AB 205 was to ensure that each and every 

low-income ratepayer benefits from the fixed charge.24 On the other hand,  

TURN/NRDC and the Large Utilities argued that the Legislature intended for 

fixed charges to lower the monthly bills of the average low-income ratepayer. 

The Large Utilities argued that the reference to “a low-income ratepayer in each 

baseline territory”25 makes it clear that the Legislature intended for the fixed 

charge to lower monthly bills for the average low-income ratepayer because 

there would be no need to refer to baseline territories if the Legislature intended 

for the fixed charge to lower monthly bills for every single low-income 

ratepayer.26 TURN/NRDC argued that the Legislature intended for the average 

low-income ratepayer to benefit, and that if a small number of low-income 

ratepayers who use an extremely low amount of electricity see a small bill 

increase, this would not violate the statutory requirement.27  

 
24 CforAT’s opening statutory brief. 

25 The Commission historically used “baseline” amounts of electricity to determine how much 
electricity California households should receive at the lowest rate in a given climate zone. 
Baseline allowances of electricity are generally set around 60% of the average household usage 
in a given climate zone. Baseline amounts are higher in summer in areas with warmer weather 
and larger air conditioning loads and higher in winter in areas with all-electric home heating 
loads. A “baseline territory” is the geographic area within a given utility’s service territory that 
receives a baseline allowance of electricity. 

26 The Large Utilities’ reply statutory brief. 

27 TURN/NRDC’s opening statutory brief. 
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CforAT also argued that the only way to ensure that a fixed charge lowers 

the average monthly bill for each and every low-income ratepayer is to set the 

fixed charge at $0 for low-income ratepayers.28 However, AB 205 does not direct 

the Commission to exempt low-income ratepayers from paying a fixed charge. 

The statutory language referring to low-income ratepayers in each baseline 

territory indicates that the Legislature did not intend to require a fixed charge to 

lower the average monthly bill for each and every low-income ratepayer without 

making changes to usage. 

It is reasonable to adopt a fixed charge that lowers the average monthly 

bill for a low-income ratepayer with average electricity usage in each baseline 

territory without making any changes to usage. In other words, a fixed charge 

must lower the monthly bill, averaged over the course of a calendar year, for a 

low-income ratepayer with average electricity usage levels in each baseline 

territory. 

3.5. Fixed Costs 

The Legislature’s findings and declarations for AB 205 state that “only a 

portion of the electrical corporation’s costs directly vary based on how much 

electricity a customer consumes, while many infrastructure and operational costs 

do not.” Section 739.9(d) provides that the Commission “may adopt new, or 

expand existing, fixed charges for the purpose of collecting a reasonable portion 

of the fixed costs of providing electrical service to residential customers.” 

Parties generally agreed that AB 205 provides that a fixed cost should be 

defined as a cost that does not vary by how much electricity a customer 

consumes. However, parties disagreed about how to define fixed costs. 

 
28 CforAT’s opening statutory brief and CforAT’s opening brief. 
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SEIA proposed the narrowest definition of fixed costs. SEIA argued that 

only Marginal Customer Access Costs29 are fixed costs because all other costs are 

caused or affected by a customer’s use of energy or capacity from the electric 

system. For example, SEIA argued that energy efficiency and demand response 

program costs are not fixed costs because these costs were incurred to reduce 

demand by customers to avoid generation costs. SEIA also argued that its 

definition of fixed costs is consistent with prior Commission decisions that 

provided that a fixed charge should only recover “customer-specific” fixed 

costs.30 The Clean Coalition and the California Solar and Storage Association 

similarly argued that only transformer, service drop, meter, and billing costs 

should be included in the definition of fixed costs.31 

TURN/NRDC replied that SEIA’s definition of fixed costs was 

“excessively narrow” and that prior Commission decisions regarding the 

definition of fixed costs are not relevant because those decisions predate AB 205, 

which removed a prior requirement to cap residential fixed charges at $10 per 

month and added new goals for a fixed charge, including more equitable 

recovery of utilities’ fixed costs.  

TURN/NRDC also noted that AB 205 revised Section 381(a) of the Pub. 

Util. Code to eliminate the previous requirement that certain Public Purpose 

Program costs be collected on the basis of usage. TURN/NRDC argued that this 

provision of AB 205 showed a legislative intent to allow the Commission to 

 
29 Marginal Customer Access Costs are the marginal costs of the equipment required to provide 
a customer with access to the electric grid, plus revenue cycle services such as billing and 
customer care. 

30 SEIA’s opening statutory brief and Exhibit SEIA-01. 

31 Exhibit CLC-01 and the California Solar and Storage Association’s opening comments on the 
Implementation Pathway Ruling defined in Section 4 below. 
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authorize utilities to recover Public Purpose Program costs through a fixed 

charge.32 Cal Advocates, Sierra Club, and the Large Utilities agreed that Public 

Purpose Program costs should be considered fixed costs.33 

AB 205 finds and declares that the Commission has found that “electrical 

corporation customers are facing two areas of increasing cost pressures: growing 

electric transmission and distribution infrastructure and operation costs, 

including wildfire mitigation costs, and equitable recovery of utility fixed costs. 

Section 14 of AB 205 notes that a majority of an electric utility’s revenue 

requirement is recovered from customers by a volumetric rate, but only a portion 

of an electric utility’s costs “directly vary based on how much electricity a 

customer consumes, while many infrastructure and operational costs do not.”  

AB 205 also explicitly states the Legislature’s intent for the Commission to 

“establish reasonable fixed charges on default residential customer rates to help 

stabilize rates and equitably allocate and recover costs among residential 

customers in each electrical corporation’s service territory” and “more fairly 

distribute the burden of supporting the electric system and achieving California’s 

climate change goals.”34  

The definition of fixed costs must be broad enough to achieve the 

Legislature’s intent. Further, the declarations and findings of AB 205 refer to 

costs that “directly vary based on how much electricity a customer consumes.” 

The intent of the Legislature was to address the recovery of fixed costs that do 

not “directly” vary based on how much a given customer uses. In other words, a 

fixed cost has a revenue requirement that does not vary based on the electricity 

 
32 TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 

33 Cal Advocates’, Sierra Club’s, and the Large Utilities’ opening briefs.  

34 Section 14 of AB 205. 
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usage of the customer from whom the revenue is being collected. Cal Advocates 

supported this interpretation when it argued that non-bypassable charges should 

be recovered through a fixed charge because these costs “do not directly increase 

nor decrease” due to changes to a customer’s consumption levels, and therefore, 

a customer should not be able to avoid paying such costs if they decrease their 

consumption level.35  

For example, the CARE surcharge is collected from non-CARE residential 

and non-residential customers and is used to provide a 30 to 35 percent bill 

discount for qualifying low-income residential customers. While the magnitude 

of the CARE revenue requirement is driven by CARE customers’ usage, that 

revenue requirement is collected from non-CARE customers whose usage does 

not impact the amount of money that needs to be collected. Accordingly, the 

CARE surcharge is an example of a fixed cost. 

In contrast, some costs vary directly with a specific customer’s usage. For 

example, marginal energy costs are directly proportional to the amount of 

electricity a specific customer uses and are not fixed costs. 

It is reasonable to define fixed costs as costs that do not directly vary based 

on the electricity usage of the customer from whom the revenue is being 

collected.  

While AB 205 directs the Commission to establish fixed charges to collect a 

reasonable portion of fixed costs, it leaves up to the Commission how to 

determine what is a reasonable portion of fixed costs that should be recovered 

through a fixed charge, and which specific fixed costs to include in a fixed 

charge.  

 
35 Exhibit Cal Advocates-01-E. 
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In Sections 5 and 6 below, we will discuss which specific fixed costs to 

include in the adopted income-graduated fixed charges.  

3.6. Composite Tier Methodology 

Some residential electric rates have usage tiers that increase a customer’s 

volumetric rate if they use more than a baseline amount of energy. These usage 

tiers were adopted to encourage energy efficiency and conservation. 

AB 205 amended Section 739.9(f) to provide that the Commission “shall 

not apply the composite tier method to the treatment of any revenues resulting 

from any fixed charge adopted pursuant to this section.”  

TURN/NRDC asserted that this provision was intended to remove the 

previous legal requirement that fixed customer charge revenues must be 

included in the baseline usage tier for purposes of evaluating whether there are 

sufficient pricing differentials between usage tiers. This requirement, known as 

the “composite tier ratio,” reflected the results of the following statutory 

requirements: (a) Section 739(d)(1) requires the Commission “establish an 

appropriate gradual differential” between the baseline rate and the rate 

applicable to the next tier of electricity usage, and (b) Section 739.7 directs the 

Commission to “retain an appropriate inverted rate structure.” TURN/NRDC 

asserted that Section 739.9(f) reflects the request of their organizations and Cal 

Advocates for the Legislature to specify that the income-graduated fixed charges 

would not be subject to these requirements.36  

Cal Advocates supported the prohibition of the use of the composite tier 

methodology for fixed charge revenues to encourage electrification. Cal 

Advocates asserted that this prohibition allows revenue collected through a fixed 

 
36 TURN/NRDC’s opening statutory brief. 
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charge to reduce volumetric rates in all usage tiers. In contrast, under the 

composite tier method, fixed charges could not reduce volumetric rates for usage 

above the baseline usage tier. Cal Advocates argued that this will help customers 

who install electrification technologies because it reduces their rates for usage 

above the baseline usage tier.37 

Cal Advocates asserted that prohibition of the composite tier method will 

not change the current volumetric tier differential of 25 percent that was 

established in D.15-07-001. Cal Advocates argued that the fixed charge revenues 

must be applied to each usage tier proportionally to ensure that the ratio 

between the usage tier 2 and the usage tier 1 volumetric rates are maintained at 

the required 25 percent level.38 

Sierra Club/CEJA and the Large Utilities agreed that the composite tier 

methodology should not be used for fixed charge revenues in accordance with 

the statute.39  

No party disputed TURN/NRDC’s interpretation of the statute or Cal 

Advocates’ arguments that the Commission should maintain the current 

volumetric tier differential established in D.15-07-001. 

It is reasonable to prohibit the use of the composite tier methodology for 

any revenues resulting from a fixed charge. This decision does not modify the 

requirement of D.15-07-001 that changes to volumetric rates must maintain the 

usage tier differential specified in that decision. The income-graduated fixed 

charge revenues should be applied to each usage tier proportionally to ensure 

 
37 Cal Advocates’ opening statutory brief. 

38 Cal Advocates’ opening statutory brief. 

39 Sierra Club/CEJA’s and the Large Utilities’ opening statutory briefs. 
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that the ratio between the usage tier 2 and the usage tier 1 volumetric rates are 

maintained at the required level.  

3.7. Average Effective CARE Discount 

Section 739.1(c)(1) of the Pub. Util. Code provides:  

The average effective CARE discount shall not be less than 
30 percent or more than 35 percent of the revenues that would 
have been produced for the same billed usage by non-CARE 
customers. The average effective discount determined by the 
commission shall not reflect any charges for which CARE 
customers are exempted, discounts to fixed charges or other 
rates paid by non-CARE customers, or bill savings resulting 
from participation in other programs, including the medical 
baseline allowance pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 739. 
The average effective CARE discount shall be calculated as a 
weighted average of the CARE discounts provided to 
individual customers. 

For electric utilities with 100,000 or more customer accounts, prior law 

required the Commission to ensure that (a) the average effective CARE discount 

is not less than 30 percent or more than 35 percent of the revenues that would 

have been produced for the same billed usage by non-CARE customers and 

(b) the average effective discount would reflect any charges not paid by CARE 

customers. AB 205 amended the provision to require the Commission to modify 

the calculation of the average effective CARE discount to “not reflect” any 

charges for which CARE customers are exempted, discounts to fixed charges or 

other rates paid by non-CARE customers, or bill savings resulting from 

participation in other programs, including the medical baseline allowance. 

TURN/NRDC asserted that, based on prior law, the utilities currently 

consider any portion of a retail rate or charge not paid by CARE customers to be 

part of the CARE discount and reduce the CARE discount line-item accordingly. 

TURN/NRDC argued that the amendments to Section 739.1(c)(1) prohibit this 
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practice and are intended to ensure that the average effective CARE discount is 

“additional” to any other charge exemptions and discounts that CARE customers 

receive.40 The Large Utilities agreed.41 

This decision interprets Section 739.1(c)(1) as requiring the Commission to 

ensure that the average effective CARE discount is additional to any other charge 

exemptions and discounts that CARE customers receive. 

In opening briefs, TURN/NRDC made a revised proposal with the 

following process to comply with the amendments to Section 739.1(c)(1):42 

• First, calculate a total CARE discount budget set between 
30 percent to 35 percent of the revenues that would have 
been produced for the same billed usage by non-CARE 
customers. 

• Second, apply the total CARE discount budget in the form 
of a reduction in the overall bill for the eligible CARE 
customer.  

• Next, apply all rate discounts, exemptions, and reductions, 
including income-graduated fixed charge discounts. 

• Finally, allocate the CARE discount budget for collection 
on an equal cents per kilowatt hour (kWh) basis. 

TURN/NRDC argued that its revised proposal complies with the new 

average effective CARE discount requirements of AB 205 and ensures that the 

amount of the overall CARE discount budget is unaffected by the portion of total 

costs collected through fixed charges or volumetric rates. TURN/NRDC noted 

that while the CARE discount budget is recovered from all non-exempt 

customers through an equal cents per kWh method, discounts provided to lower 

 
40 TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 

41 Large Utilities’ reply brief. 

42 In its opening brief, TURN/NRDC acknowledged that it previously proposed a different 
method for compliance with Section 739.1(c)(1). 
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tiers of an income-graduated fixed charge will be assigned entirely to the 

residential class. TURN/NRDC argues that providing a CARE discount prior to 

removing exemptions and fixed charge discounts is necessary to prevent a 

reduction in the amount collected through the CARE surcharge.43 

The Large Utilities argued that TURN/NRDC’s revised proposal was 

inconsistent with the law. The Large Utilities argued that, because AB 205 

requires the average effective CARE discount to “not reflect” charges for which 

CARE customers are exempt,44 the exempt charges should be removed from the 

revenues used to calculate the CARE discount budget before the CARE discount 

is applied.45 The Large Utilities also argued that their proposal would avoid 

alterations to revenue allocations between rate classes.46  

AB 205 did not direct the Commission to shift the costs of the CARE 

program from one customer class to another. Nor did AB 205 direct the 

Commission to give CARE customers an additional 30 percent to 35 percent 

“discount” on charges and discounts that they are exempt from paying. Further, 

the Large Utilities’ interpretation of Section 739.1(c)(1) would make the average 

effective CARE discount additional to any other charge exemptions and 

discounts that CARE customers receive as required by AB 205. 

It is reasonable to adopt the following process for calculating and applying 

CARE discounts:  

 
43 TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 

44 CARE customers are exempt from paying the CARE charge, Wildfire Fund charge, the Self 
Generation Incentive Program charge, the Recovery Bond charge/credit, and the Wildfire 
Hardening Charge. 

45 Large Utilities’ reply brief. 

46 Large Utilities’ reply brief. 
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a. First, calculate the total revenues for CARE customers that 
would have been produced for the same billed usage by 
non-CARE customers; 

b. Second, remove from the total revenues all of the charges 
that CARE customers are exempt from and all rate and 
charge discounts that CARE customers receive, excluding 
discounts on income-graduated fixed charges; 

c. Third, apply the applicable CARE discount rate (between 
30 and 35 percent) to the volumetric and fixed components 
of the rate; 

d. Fourth, apply any remaining discount to CARE customers’ 
fixed charge that is needed to achieve the required income-
graduated fixed charge for CARE customers (note that this 
additional discount will not be funded by the CARE 
program, but will instead be funded by income-graduated 
fixed charge revenues collected from higher income tiers 
and is thus incremental to the CARE discount); and  

e. Finally, allocate the CARE discount budget for collection 
on an equal cents per kWh basis. 

TURN/NRDC argued that utilities should implement these changes prior 

to implementation of income-graduated fixed charges.47  No party replied to this 

comment.  

Each of the Large Utilities shall file a Tier 1 advice letter within 180 days of 

the issuance date of this decision to implement the adopted process for 

calculating and applying CARE discounts, provided that the fourth step will not 

take effect until income-graduated fixed charges are implemented. 

4. Implementation Pathway 

On June 19, 2023, ALJ Wang issued a ruling that requested comments on 

the implementation pathway for income-graduated fixed charges 

 
47 TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 
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(Implementation Pathway Ruling). The ruling noted that the Commission must 

consider how to manage the transition to the new residential rate structure 

consistent with the principle that “[t]ransitions to new rate structures should (i) 

include customer education and outreach that enhances customer understanding 

and acceptance of new rates, and (ii) minimize or appropriately consider the bill 

impacts associated with such transitions.”48 

The Implementation Pathway Ruling noted that the Commission 

previously implemented a five-year transition to default residential time-of-use 

rates through D.15-07-001, which established a schedule for additional rate 

reform activities, including utility applications, working groups, consultants, 

marketing education, and outreach (ME&O) plans, studies, progress reports, and 

workshops. 

California has not conducted pilots of income-graduated fixed charges for 

residential rates.49 A key constraint for designing income-graduated fixed 

charges is the feasibility of verifying the incomes of moderate- or high-income 

customers. Parties agreed that, without additional statutory authorization, the 

Franchise Tax Board cannot share income information or confirm self-reported 

income information without a taxpayer’s written consent.50 

The Implementation Pathway Ruling anticipated that this decision would 

establish a pathway for implementing income-graduated fixed charges over 

several years. The ruling noted that a gradual approach would allow the 

Commission to gain experience from the first version of fixed charges and 

conduct research and solicit stakeholder input before providing design guidance 

 
48 Electric Rate Design Principle 10, adopted in D.23-04-040. 

49 Exhibit Joint Stip 01. 

50 Exhibit Joint Stip 01. See also Section 4.2 below. 
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for the next version of fixed charges. The ruling anticipated that a decision would 

follow to provide guidelines and directions for utility applications for income-

graduated fixed charges, as well as authorize processes and resources to develop 

ME&O plans for income-graduated fixed charges and income-verification 

proposals for improving income-graduated fixed charges.  

In opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling, UCAN 

strongly supported a gradual and incremental approach to implementing 

income-graduated fixed charges. UCAN argued that attempting to do too much 

in the first step would be a “recipe for ratepayer dissatisfaction or failure” and 

would undermine the goal for income-graduated fixed charges to be successful. 

SEIA, Advanced Energy United, and the California Solar and Storage 

Association also strongly supported a gradual and incremental approach to 

implementing income-graduated fixed charges.51  

No party opposed a multi-step pathway approach to implementing 

income-graduated fixed charges. TURN/NRDC, Cal Advocates, and the Large 

Utilities, however, urged the Commission to avoid unnecessary delays by 

implementing income-graduated fixed charges through an advice letter process 

rather than through separate rate design window applications. In a ruling issued 

on August 22, 2023, ALJ Wang requested that parties address this issue in 

opening briefs. We will discuss these comments in Section 4.1 below. 

The Implementation Pathway Ruling instructed parties to comment on 

how the first version of income-graduated fixed charges could leverage proven 

processes from existing low- and moderate-income assistance programs to 

 
51 UCAN’s, SEIA’s, Advanced Energy United’s, and the California Solar and Storage 
Association’s opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling. 
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enable customers to self-attest and/or consent to verify their incomes to receive a 

lower fixed charge. We will discuss this issue in Section 4.2 below.  

Finally, in Section 4.3, we will discuss the procedural steps for improving 

income-graduated fixed charges. 

4.1. Procedure for Implementing Income-Graduated 
Fixed Charges 

In opening briefs, several environmental, social justice, and consumer 

advocacy organizations emphasized the urgency and importance of 

implementing AB 205. CEJA argued that California residents are facing an 

“energy emergency” and that AB 205 demands that the Commission take action 

so that low-income customers will realize lower bills without making changes in 

usage. Sierra Club argued that AB 205 is necessary to accelerate electrification 

and address the current unfair distribution of electric system costs.52  

TURN/NRDC agreed with CEJA and Sierra Club about the urgency of 

implementing AB 205 and argued that the Commission should expeditiously 

implement income-graduated fixed charges through a Tier 3 advice letter 

process.53  

Cal Advocates similarly urged the Commission to implement income-

graduated fixed charges through an advice letter process and reject proposals to 

delay implementation. Cal Advocates argued that requiring additional rate 

design window applications would delay implementation of income-graduated 

fixed charges by at least 18 months and duplicate the sufficient existing record of 

this proceeding.54 

 
52 CEJA and Sierra Club’s opening briefs. 

53 TURN/NRDC’s reply brief. 

54 Cal Advocates’ reply brief. 
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On the other hand, SEIA argued that the Commission should direct the 

utilities to file rate design window applications, rather than advice letters, to 

implement income-graduated fixed charges. SEIA argued that the record in this 

proceeding is insufficient for the Commission to provide direction to utilities to 

implement rates through an advice letter process.55 CEDMC and the Clean 

Coalition agreed with SEIA.56 TURN/NRDC replied that the record of this 

proceeding is sufficient to implement income-graduated fixed charges through 

an advice letter process because it includes detailed proposals from an array of 

parties accompanied by bill impact modeling.57  

We agree that the record of this proceeding is sufficient for the 

Commission to provide direction to utilities to implement income-graduated 

fixed charges through an advice letter process. In addition to reviewing 

concurrent party proposals and bill impact modeling served in testimony and 

reply testimony in this proceeding, we also reviewed parties’ statutory 

interpretation briefs, comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling, opening 

briefs and reply briefs filed in the fourth quarter of 2023, and comments on the 

implementation budget and timing issues filed in the first quarter of 2024.  

SEIA argued that the Commission does not have a sufficient record to 

determine how to allocate the revenue received from fixed charges to all 

residential rate schedules.58 As discussed in Section 5.4 below, the record of this 

proceeding is sufficient to determine how to allocate revenues received from 

 
55 SEIA’s opening brief. 

56 CEDMC’s and Clean Coalition’s reply briefs. 

57 TURN/NRDC’s reply brief. 

58 SEIA’s opening brief. 
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income-graduated fixed charges to reduce volumetric rates (for default and 

optional rate schedules) equally during all hours of the day.  

SEIA argued that the Commission cannot directly authorize rate changes 

in this rulemaking because the proceeding is not subject to the requirement for 

utilities to give customers notice of a rate change in accordance with Pub. Util. 

Code Section 454(a).59 TURN/NRDC disagreed and provided a list of examples 

of Commission decisions in rulemaking proceedings not subject to Section 454(a) 

that made rate changes through advice letters.60  

We agree with TURN/NRDC that this rulemaking may set rate changes 

for implementation through advice letters. This rulemaking was designated a 

ratesetting proceeding in the Scoping Memo. In accordance with the Rules of 

Practice and Procedure (Rules) of this Commission, ratesetting proceedings have 

the option to directly set rates. We also affirm the finding in the ALJ ruling filed 

on August 2, 2023, that this rulemaking is not subject to the notice requirements 

of Section 454(a) and that the Commission provided sufficient public notice of 

this proceeding. 

UCAN recommended rate design window applications to (a) require 

utilities to present an analysis of bill impacts on customers with all types of usage 

profiles, not just customers with average usage profiles, and (b) provide UCAN 

with an opportunity to weigh in on implementation issues.61 With respect to 

UCAN’s first issue, this decision determined that AB 205 requires the 

Commission to consider the impact of fixed charges on low-income ratepayers 

with average usage, rather than all types of usage, in each baseline territory. In 

 
59 SEIA’s opening brief. 

60 TURN/NRDC’s reply brief. 

61 UCAN’s opening brief. 
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addition, the Public Tool enabled parties to model bill impacts of income-

graduated fixed charges on customers with usage profiles that reflect adoption of 

electrification technologies such as heat pumps and electric vehicles. With 

respect to UCAN’s second issue, this proceeding has a sufficient record to 

address how to implement income-graduated fixed charges. In addition, the 

evaluation section of this decision provides stakeholders with the opportunity to 

weigh in on implementation issues through a working group.  

CforAT argued that it would be legal error for the Commission to delegate 

to its staff the authority to approve income-graduated fixed charges by Tier 2 

advice letter, as proposed by the Large Utilities, because General Order 96-B 

provides that Tier 2 advice letters are only appropriate where the disposition of 

the advice letter would be a “ministerial” act by Commission’s staff. CforAT 

acknowledged that the Commission could direct utilities to file a Tier 3 advice 

letter, which requires a Commission vote on a resolution. CforAT also expressed 

concerns that an advice letter process would be insufficient to ensure that low-

income ratepayers will receive bill savings if the Commission adopts the Large 

Utilities’ proposed fixed charges of up to $34 per month for CARE and Family 

Electric Rate Assistance (FERA) customers.62  

As discussed in Section 5 below, this decision does not adopt the Large 

Utilities’ fixed charge proposals. As discussed in Sections 5 and 6 below, this 

decision provides sufficient directions for the Large Utilities and the Small 

Utilities to ensure that income-graduated fixed charges will comply with 

statutory requirements for low-income ratepayers through a Tier 3 advice letter. 

 
62 CforAT’s opening brief. 
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Based on the foregoing, it is reasonable to direct each of the Large Utilities 

and the Small Utilities to file a Tier 3 advice letter to implement income-

graduated fixed charges. 

4.2. Income-Verification Implementation Pathway 

On January 17, 2023, ALJ Wang issued a ruling with a memo from the 

Commission’s staff (Staff Guidance Memo) that provided guidance for parties’ 

fixed charge proposals. The Staff Guidance Memo shared the Commission’s staff 

initial findings about three potential options for income verification. 

First, the Staff Guidance Memo noted that Section 19452 of the California 

Revenue and Taxation Code prohibits the Franchise Tax Board from providing 

this data without taxpayer authorization, and this restriction also applies to 

confirmation of any self-reported income data from the taxpayer. The Franchise 

Tax Board may only disclose the income of an individual taxpayer, not an entire 

household, upon receipt of written consent. The Staff Guidance Memo also noted 

that many low-income households do not file tax returns. 

Second, the Staff Guidance Memo shared findings about the potential to 

leverage participation data from existing income-verified assistance programs 

administered by other state agencies. The Commission’s staff consulted with staff 

from the California Department of Social Services, which administers the 

CalFresh program. CalFresh provides food benefits to low-income households 

through a state-supervised and county-operated program and has the same gross 

income threshold requirement as the CARE program (200 percent of Federal 

Poverty Guidelines). The Staff Guidance Memo noted that confirming enrollment 

of a customer in another low-income assistance program like CalFresh may also 

require customer consent. For example, the Commission’s California LifeLine 
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program obtains consent from customers before checking the CalFresh database 

to determine whether the customer is enrolled in CalFresh. 

The Staff Guidance Memo also noted that a third option would be to 

submit proof of income level to a utility or third-party administrator. 

The Staff Guidance Memo noted that because automatic verification of 

customers’ income by the Franchise Tax Board is not feasible without additional 

legislation, and because the Franchise Tax Board will not have income data for all 

customers, parties should propose which fixed charge tier level customers  

should be assigned by default in the absence of income data. The Staff Guidance 

Memo also recommended that party proposals include realistic estimates of the 

degree to which customers will be unintentionally assigned to an incorrect fixed 

charge level, along with the equity and revenue collection implications of 

misassignments. 

The Staff Guidance Memo shared enrollment rates of a few California low-

income assistance programs to help parties assess the potential income 

verification and self-attestation rates for income-graduated fixed charges: 

• In 2019, the Large Utilities’ estimated rates of enrollment of 
eligible customers in the CARE and FERA programs were 
as follows: PG&E (95 percent CARE, 13 percent FERA), 
SCE (88 percent CARE, 10 percent FERA), SDG&E (93 
percent CARE, 20 percent FERA).  

• The California Department of Social Services estimated 
that 80.4 percent of eligible customers were enrolled in 
CalFresh in 2020, excluding Supplemental Security Income 
households. CalFresh requires customers to verify and 
reverify their incomes. 

• California LifeLine Program Assessment & Evaluation 
Report (May 2022) estimated that 34 percent of eligible 
households were enrolled in California LifeLine. 
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The Staff Guidance Memo noted that CARE and FERA income verification 

is accomplished through self-attestation combined with post-enrollment 

verification of between 4 and 8 percent of participants per year. The Staff 

Guidance Memo noted that the following share of the 4 to 8 percent of CARE 

households selected for post-enrollment verification were unenrolled due to not 

responding to the income verification request in 2019: 78 percent in PG&E’s 

territory, 49 percent in SCE’s territory, 49 percent in SDG&E’s territory, and 56 

percent in SoCalGas’s territory.  

Parties’ initial proposals for income verification in opening testimony are 

summarized in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: Opening Testimony Income Verification Proposals 

Parties Administrator Process Default Tier 

Large Utilities Third-party 
administrator 

Franchise Tax Board 
data (requires consent 
or legislation) 

Highest tier, unless 
enrolled in CARE/FERA 

TURN/NRDC, 
Cal Advocates   

Third-party 
administrator 
or utilities 

Credit agency data 
(requires consent) 

Highest tier, unless 
enrolled in CARE/FERA 

CEJA Utilities Self-attestation and 
spot checks based on 
property assessment 
value 

Based on property 
assessment value or 
CARE/FERA enrollment 

SEIA/Small 
Utilities 

Utilities Existing CARE and 
FERA process 

Based on whether or not 
enrolled in CARE/ FERA 

 

The Large Utilities initially proposed hiring a third-party administrator to 

obtain customer income data from the Franchise Tax Board. The Large Utilities 

strongly opposed having a direct role in obtaining or holding customer income 

data. The Large Utilities asserted that, based on the costs of the CARE and FERA 

income verification processes, it would cost at least $97 million to initially verify 



R.22-07-005  ALJ/SW9/sgu PROPOSED DECISION 
 
 

- 39 - 

the incomes of all of their approximately 10.8 million residential customers, not 

including initial implementation costs. The Large Utilities acknowledged that 

these costs are very high and expressed a desire for the Legislature to authorize 

taxpayer funding to pay for these costs. The Large Utilities also noted that 

statutory changes allowing information sharing between the Franchise Tax Board 

and the Commission could make the process more efficient.63 

SEIA and CEJA opposed the Large Utilities’ income verification proposal, 

arguing that the implementation costs would be unreasonable. SEIA and CEJA 

also identified many Franchise Tax Board data gaps, including residential 

accounts with business names as the account holder, customer income from 

other states, and customers who do not file or pay taxes.64 We agree that the 

estimated costs of the Large Utilities’ proposal and potential gaps in data 

necessary to assign customers to a fixed charge tier are impediments. 

SEIA also noted that the Large Utilities’ proposal would require the 

creation of a new income verification process that would delay the 

implementation of fixed charges until at least 2028 and would require additional 

legislation to allow the Franchise Tax Board to share customers’ tax return data 

with the Commission.65 The Small Utilities similarly argued that while an income 

verification process administered by a third-party could be appropriate in the 

long-term, it would be more efficient and less burdensome to implement a 

process that relies on the existing CARE self-attestation process in the short 

 
63 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E2. 

64 Exhibit SEIA-02 and Exhibit CEJA-01. 

65 Exhibit SEIA-02. 
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term.66 We agree that creating a new income verification process administered by 

a third party would take significant time to implement. 

TURN/NRDC and Cal Advocates proposed to use The Work Number, an 

Equifax service that uses credit agency data to support income verification for 

many low-income assistance programs. These parties proposed to assign by 

default all customers that are not enrolled in CARE or FERA into the highest 

income tier and provide these customers with the opportunity to qualify for a 

middle tier fixed charge if they consent to income verification through the 

Equifax service. TURN/NRDC noted that California agencies already use The 

Work Number for some low-income assistance programs, such as Medi-Cal, and 

have a master services agreement that sets a rate per individual verification of 

$10.30-$15.08.67  

Several parties opposed this proposal. CEJA, SEIA, and the Large Utilities 

argued that the cost to ratepayers of using The Work Number service would be 

too high.68 The Large Utilities and UCAN also argued that The Work Number 

does not have sufficient data to place customers into tiers for fixed charges. The 

Large Utilities noted that The Work Number relies on payroll data from 

companies and does not have data from California residents who filed taxes but 

had no income from salary or wages, such as retirees. The Work Number also 

does not have records for more than two-thirds of working Californians, 

including small business employees, farmworkers, and domestic employees.69 

UCAN asserted that The Work Number would not account for investment 

 
66 Exhibit CASMU-1. 

67 Exhibit NRDC-TURN-01 and Exhibit Cal Advocates-02. 

68 Exhibit CEJA-01, Exhibit SEIA-02, and Exhibit Joint IOUs-03-E1. 

69 Exhibit Joint IOUs-03-E1. 
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income, which could result in higher income households being erroneously 

placed in a lower tier.70  

We do not adopt The Work Number as the main tool for verifying the 

incomes of customers with higher incomes at this time. The limits of The Work 

Number’s records for some segments of customers and the potential costs of 

using The Work Number to verify the incomes of millions of California residents 

are impediments to the immediate implementation of income verification using 

The Work Number. 

CEJA proposed that all customers self-attest to their income level by text 

message. Instead of assigning those customers who are not enrolled in CARE or 

FERA into the highest tier by default, CEJA proposed to assign customers into 

five income tiers based on publicly available property tax assessment values. 

CEJA proposed to assign renters in multi-family properties to a tier based on the 

median income of the census tract, unless the multi-family property is located in 

a disadvantaged community, in which case the customer will be placed in the 

lowest income tier.71  

Cal Advocates and the Large Utilities opposed the use of property tax 

assessment values to assign customers to income tiers. Cal Advocates argued 

that property tax assessments are a poor proxy for household incomes. Cal 

Advocates cited a recent academic evaluation of property taxes in Los Angeles 

County that found that property tax assessments lead to inequitable taxation that 

disproportionately burdens low-income residents; low-value homes face higher 

 
70 Exhibit UCAN-01. 

71 Exhibit CEJA-01. 
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tax assessments relative to their actual sale price than high-value homes.72 Cal 

Advocates also argued that CEJA did not provide cost estimates for assigning 

customers to income tiers based on property tax assessments and argued that 

this approach would likely cost more on a per-household basis than the Large 

Utilities’ costs for CARE income verification.73 The Large Utilities argued that 

CEJA’s proposal to assign renters in multi-family properties outside of 

disadvantaged communities to a tier based on the median income of the census 

tract would be inequitable because it would result in low-income customers in 

census tracts with high median incomes being defaulted to an income bracket 

that is too high.74 We share these concerns about using property tax assessments 

to assign customers to income tiers. 

SEIA proposed to rely only on the existing CARE and FERA income 

verification processes. The Small Utilities, which do not have FERA programs, 

proposed to rely on the existing CARE income verification processes. These 

parties argued that this approach would be the least expensive and most 

administratively simple to implement.75 UCAN supported SEIA’s proposal, 

arguing that it was the only income verification proposal that could be 

immediately implemented in a way that would not harm residential customers 

through assignments into the wrong income tier or impose unreasonable 

implementation costs on ratepayers.76  

 
72 Exhibit Cal Advocates-04, citing Berry, An Evaluation of Property Tax Regressivity in Los Angeles 
County, California (2022), The University of Chicago, Center for Municipal Finance, available at 
www.propertytaxproject.uchicago.edu (as of February 29, 2024). 

73 Exhibit Cal Advocates-04. 

74 Exhibit Joint IOUs-03-E1. 

75 Exhibit SEIA-01 and Exhibit CASMU-1. 

76 Exhibit UCAN-01. 

http://www.propertytaxproject.uchicago.edu/
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CforAT asserted that parties’ initial income verification proposals show the 

limitations of the status quo, which would require customers to provide consent 

for a credit agency or the Franchise Tax Board to share income data with the 

Commission. CforAT argued that the Commission should consider “reasonable 

interim solutions” for assessing household income that make it as simple as 

possible to recognize which customers belong in the lowest tier.77  

We agree with CforAT that the Commission should authorize a simple 

solution for income verification at this time. The parties’ opening proposals 

indicated not only the legal restrictions that apply to income verification, but also 

the high costs and time required to develop and implement a new income 

verification process. Further, party proposals presented more questions than 

answers about how to design and implement an income verification process that 

can differentiate between moderate- and high-income customers. It is clear that 

this issue requires further analysis and stakeholder engagement to avoid the 

potential pitfalls of customer confusion, assigning customers to the wrong tier, 

and inefficient spending of ratepayer funds. 

In opening briefs, Cal Advocates, the Clean Coalition, UCAN, the Large 

Utilities, SEIA, and the Small Utilities strongly supported relying upon existing 

CARE and FERA income verification processes for the first version of income-

graduated fixed charges.78 Cal Advocates argued that any new, untested, or 

more complex income verification approaches cannot be adopted until the 

Commission has had adequate time to vet their feasibility, cost, legality, and 

 
77 Exhibit CforAT-01. 

78 Opening briefs of Cal Advocates, the Clean Coalition, UCAN, the Large Utilities, and the 
Small Utilities. 
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customer acceptance.79 We agree that the Commission needs additional time to 

consider these aspects of new income verification approaches. 

It is reasonable for the income-graduated fixed charges authorized by this 

decision to rely on utilities’ existing CARE and FERA income verification 

processes. This decision addresses how to apply the utilities’ existing CARE and 

FERA income verification processes to income-graduated fixed charges in 

Sections 5 and 6 below. 

4.3. Process for Improving Income-Graduated Fixed 
Charges and Alternative Solutions 

Parties proposed stakeholder processes for improving income-graduated 

fixed charges and designing alternative rate mechanisms for supporting 

electrification of buildings and transportation. 

CforAT, Cal Advocates, TURN/NRDC, and the Large Utilities urged the 

Commission to quickly launch a working group to propose improvements to the 

income tier structure and income verification processes for income-graduated 

fixed charges. The Large Utilities recommended that the working group research 

and compare income verification approaches, assess new income data sources, 

review learnings from the income-graduated fixed charges, prepare to hire a 

third-party administrator for income verification, and prepare a working group 

proposal on the structure and income verification process for improving income-

graduated fixed charges. TURN/NRDC proposed that the working group 

develop both income tiers and income verification processes. Cal Advocates 

proposed that the working group focus on technical details of income 

verification alternatives.80  

 
79 Cal Advocates’ opening brief. 

80 CforAT’s, Cal Advocates’, TURN/NRDC’s, and the Large Utilities’ opening briefs. 
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SEIA opposed establishing a working group at this time. SEIA argued that 

the Commission should first consider whether to use other rate design tools (as 

alternatives to higher fixed charges) for meeting the proceeding’s goals before 

determining whether to establish a working group to develop fixed charge 

income verification and income tier proposals.81  

Sierra Club and CforAT acknowledged that fixed charges alone cannot 

address affordability but argued that income-graduated fixed charges, if 

designed well, could be an important tool for improving affordability. These 

parties urged the Commission to rapidly develop improvements to the design of 

income-graduated fixed charges.82  

There is no need to delay the formation of a working group to consider 

how to improve processes for income-graduated fixed charges. In Phase 2 of this 

proceeding, we will consider solutions for increasing demand flexibility in a way 

that reduces ratepayer costs and supports electrification while a working group 

develops a proposal to improve income-graduated fixed charges.  

It is reasonable to establish a working group (Process Working Group) to 

develop a proposal to improve processes for income-graduated fixed charges 

(Process Working Group Proposal) with the following components:  

a. An overview of existing income verification processes and 
alternatives to income verification used for moderate- and 
higher-income customers in California and other states; 

b. An assessment of existing and potential data sources for 
how customers could be assigned to income tiers; 

c. Proposed income verification processes and alternatives;  

 
81 SEIA’s opening brief. 

82 Sierra Club’s opening brief and CforAT’s reply brief. 
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d. A definition of moderate-income customer;83 

e. Administration structure, including a scope of work for the 
proposed administrator(s); and  

f. Estimated costs and an analysis of the costs compared to 
the benefits of each of the proposed income verification 
processes. 

CforAT and the Large Utilities supported hiring a third-party consultant 

with expertise in implementing income verification processes. The Large Utilities 

recommended conducting a request for proposals and hiring the consultant in 

time to launch the working group in the third quarter of 2024.84 Cal Advocates 

disagreed, arguing that a consultant is not necessary and would be unlikely to 

recommend different income verification solutions than the proposals in the 

record of this proceeding.85 Sierra Club recommended that the Commission 

address the issue of income verification for fixed charges in Phase 2 of this 

proceeding.86 

We agree with CforAT and the Large Utilities that the Process Working 

Group Proposal would greatly benefit from the expertise of a third-party 

consultant with experience in implementing voluntary income verification 

processes. A consultant could provide additional information and lessons 

learned about verifying incomes of moderate- or higher-income customers from 

other states. We also agree with Sierra Club that the Commission should address 

these issues in Phase 2 of this proceeding. 

 
83 Although this decision refers to moderate-income customers, it does not define this term. 

84 CforAT’s and the Large Utilities’ opening briefs. 

85 Cal Advocates’ reply brief. 

86 Sierra Club’s opening brief. 
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It is reasonable to direct PG&E to issue a request for proposals and enter 

into a contract with a third-party contractor with expertise in implementing 

voluntary income verification processes (Facilitation Contractor) within 8 months 

of the issuance date of this decision. The Commission’s Energy Division will 

provide guidance to PG&E on the selection of the Facilitation Contractor and 

approval of key deliverables of the Facilitation Contractor, including the scope of 

work and the Process Working Group Proposal. 

The Facilitation Contractor will serve the final Process Working Group 

Proposal to the assigned ALJ within one year of entering into a contract with 

PG&E. The assigned ALJ will issue a ruling in Phase 2 of this proceeding to 

request comments on the Process Working Group Proposal.87  

It is reasonable for the scope of work for the Facilitation Contractor to 

include the following items:  

a. Organize and facilitate Process Working Group meetings 
to develop consensus on working group issues to the 
extent feasible; 

b. Research and draft an overview of existing income 
verification processes and alternatives to income 
verification used for moderate- and higher-income 
customers in California and other states; 

c. Research and draft an assessment of existing and potential 
data sources for assigning customers to income tiers; 

d. Research and draft estimated costs of the income 
verification process options; and 

e. Draft the Process Working Group Proposal, incorporate 
input from Process Working Group members, and serve 

 
87 This decision anticipates that the Commission will issue a decision on the Process Working 
Group Proposal. Intervenor compensation is available to eligible parties for contributions to a 
Commission decision. 
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the final proposal to the assigned ALJ within one year of 
entering into a contract with PG&E. 

In Section 5, we will discuss the income-graduated fixed charges of the 

Large Utilities, including how the lessons learned from the implementation of 

income-graduated fixed charges will be incorporated into the process of 

improving income-graduated fixed charges. In Section 6, we will discuss the 

income-graduated fixed charges of the Small Utilities and next steps. 

5. Income-Graduated Fixed Charges of the Large 
Utilities 

5.1. Income Tiers and Verification 

As discussed above, the income-graduated fixed charges authorized by 

this decision will rely upon the existing CARE and FERA income verification 

processes. As a result, the first income tiers will need to reflect the limitations of 

the existing income verification processes.  

In addition, the income tier structure must enable the Commission to 

ensure that the fixed charges comply with the Section 739.9(e)(1) requirement for 

a low-income ratepayer with average electricity usage in each baseline territory 

to realize a lower average monthly bill without making any changes in usage. As 

defined above, a low-income ratepayer is a customer with a household income of 

200 percent or less of the Federal Poverty Guidelines level applicable to that 

household under the CARE program. 

After the Implementation Pathway Ruling, the Large Utilities, 

TURN/NRDC, and Cal Advocates proposed first versions of income-graduated 

fixed charges that primarily rely on the existing CARE and FERA income 

verification processes and do not require verification of incomes of customers 
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who do not participate in the CARE or FERA programs.88 Sierra Club and CEJA 

argued that its income verification proposals are similar to the CARE and FERA 

processes because they rely on self-attestation.89 SEIA maintained its original 

proposal. Table 2 summarizes parties’ updated proposals. 

Table 2: Income Tier and Verification Proposals 

Party 
Proposal 

Income Tiers Income Verification 

Large Utilities, 
Cal Advocates 

1. Up to 100% of Federal Poverty 
Guidelines (enrolled in CARE) 

2. Enrolled in CARE or FERA 

3. Not enrolled in CARE or FERA 

Modify CARE verification to 
collect income data on 
customers at or below 100% of 
Federal Poverty Guidelines 

TURN/NRDC 1. CARE-eligible or residing in 
deed-restricted affordable housing 

2. FERA-eligible 

3. Above FERA eligibility 

No modifications to CARE or 
FERA processes 

Use database to automatically 
include customers in deed-
restricted affordable housing 
in lowest tier 

SEIA 1. CARE eligible 

2. FERA eligible 

3. Above FERA eligibility 

No modifications to CARE or 
FERA processes 

Sierra Club Five tiers  

The threshold for the top tier is 
200% of Area Median Income 

Self-attestation with proof of 
income 

CEJA Five tiers  

The threshold for the top tier is $2 
million 

Self-verification and property 
tax assessment value 

 
88 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling, Cal 
Advocates’ opening brief, and TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 

89 Sierra Club’s and CEJA’s opening briefs. 
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In opening briefs, CEJA and Sierra Club each proposed five income tiers 

but disagreed about the appropriate tier thresholds. CEJA proposed a top tier for 

customers with incomes above $2 million, and Sierra Club proposed a top tier for 

customers with incomes above 200 percent of Area Median Income. Sierra Club 

and CEJA both proposed to rely on self-attestation (based on the CARE and 

FERA income verification process) paired with additional processes (proof of 

income and property tax assessment values respectively) to deter fraud.90 

CforAT supported both proposals because they set separate tiers for moderate- 

and high-income customers. However, CforAT acknowledged that it had not 

conducted a detailed analysis of these proposals.91  

Cal Advocates opposed CEJA’s and Sierra Club’s proposals, arguing that 

these proposals did not rely on existing CARE and FERA income verification 

processes but instead proposed additional processes. Cal Advocates noted that 

CEJA’s opening brief continued to propose the use of property tax assessment 

values to verify customers’ incomes in addition to self-attestation, and Sierra 

Club’s proposal in opening briefs would require each customer to provide 

income information. Cal Advocates argued that both proposals would require 

income verification for millions of California households that do not participate 

in CARE or FERA.92 The Large Utilities also argued that CEJA’s and Sierra Club’s 

proposals were not based on the existing CARE and FERA processes and were 

too complex for the first income-graduated fixed charges.93  

 
90 CEJA’s and Sierra Club’s opening briefs. 

91 CforAT’s reply brief. 

92 Cal Advocates’ reply brief. 

93 The Large Utilities’ reply brief. 
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We agree that CEJA’s and Sierra Club’s proposals would require 

implementation of new income verification processes. CEJA’s proposal would 

require a new process for a large portion of customers to challenge assignments 

based on property tax assessments to the wrong income tier. Sierra Club’s 

opening brief recommended requiring all customers that seek to be placed in one 

of four lower tiers to “provide proof of income” to deter fraud. Each of these 

proposals would require a new income verification process that would take 

significant time and resources to develop and implement.  

No party supported expansion of the CARE and FERA income verification 

process, which relies on self-attestation and spot checks, to higher-income 

customers without additional safeguards. Further, no party provided an example 

of a California program that provides substantial assistance or discounts to 

moderate- or high-income customers based on self-attestation and spot checks. 

CEJA’s proposal to use property tax assessments to identify higher-income 

customers indicates a lack of trust that higher-income customers will be 

transparent about their income levels. We do not have a sufficient record to 

support the expansion of the CARE and FERA income verification process to 

customers with incomes above FERA-eligibility levels. 

In opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling and in 

opening briefs, the Large Utilities proposed to create three tiers: (i) customers 

with incomes below 100 percent of Federal Poverty Guidelines, (ii) customers 

who are eligible for CARE (200 percent of Federal Poverty Guidelines) or FERA 

(250 percent of Federal Poverty Guidelines), and (iii) all other customers. The 

Large Utilities proposed to change their CARE applications to collect information 

about which customers have incomes below 100 percent of Federal Poverty 

Guidelines and to assign by default all other CARE customers to the middle tier. 
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The Large Utilities argued that it would be preferable to have a separate 

tier for CARE customers with incomes below 100 percent of Federal Poverty 

Guidelines (estimated to include around 11 to 13 percent of the Large Utilities’ 

residential customers) rather than a separate tier for the smaller percentage of 

customers who are enrolled in FERA (around 1 percent of the Large Utilities’ 

residential customers). The Large Utilities reported in December 2023 that 24.5 to 

27.5 percent of residential customers were enrolled in the CARE program.94 

Cal Advocates supported the Large Utilities’ proposal, noting that it could 

also be applied to Small Utilities, which do not have FERA programs.95 We will 

separately address whether this approach is appropriate for Small Utilities when 

we discuss the Settlement Agreement below.  

CforAT strongly opposed the Large Utilities’ proposal to assign by default 

all CARE customers to the middle tier unless they take action to be placed in the 

lowest tier. CforAT argued that this approach would result in the lowest-income 

households being the only customers with an administrative burden to be placed 

in the correct tier.96 TURN/NRDC agreed, asserting that this approach would 

likely result in under-enrollment and higher than necessary bills for the lowest 

income customers. TURN/NRDC noted that the data provided by the Large 

Utilities indicated that PG&E only had income data for around 8 percent of its 

CARE customers as of July 2023.97 We agree that it would be preferable to avoid 

 
94 PGE’s, SCE’s, and SDG&E’s Monthly Disconnections Reports filed in R.18-07-005 in December 
2023. 

95 Cal Advocates’ opening brief. 

96 CforAT opening brief. 

97 TURN/NRDC reply brief. 
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an income tier structure that would require the lowest income customers to take 

additional actions to receive benefits. 

Several parties supported SEIA’s proposed tiers (CARE eligibility, FERA 

eligibility, and all other customers) due to its administrative simplicity for 

customers and low administrative costs, including 350 Bay Area, the Clean 

Coalition, TURN/NRDC, and UCAN. We agree that this approach provides the 

greatest administrative simplicity. Further, this tier structure aligns the lowest 

fixed charge tier to our adopted definition of a low-income ratepayer. 

SEIA and TURN/NRDC each supported a separate tier for FERA 

customers and argued that the FERA tier could have a sufficient number of 

participants if the Large Utilities increased enrollment levels for the FERA 

program. SEIA also supported modifying the eligibility requirements for the 

FERA tier. TURN/NRDC agreed that it would be preferable to increase the 

eligible population for FERA but suggested that it would require the 

Commission to consider additional outreach and income verification by the 

utilities.98  

We agree that the Large Utilities’ low enrollment levels in the FERA 

program are concerning. However, the Commission recently authorized new 

enrollment goals and ME&O funding to increase FERA participation to 

70 percent by 2026.99 Further, in the ME&O section below, this decision includes 

education about FERA in the approved list of topics for ME&O for the Large 

Utilities’ first income-graduated fixed charges.  

 
98 SEIA’s opening brief and TURN/NRDC’s reply brief. 

99 D.21-06-015 at Conclusions of Law 49. 
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TURN/NRDC also proposed to assign by default all residential customers 

who live in deed-restricted affordable housing to a CARE/FERA-eligible income 

tier. TURN/NRDC recommended that the Commission direct the utilities to use 

the publicly available data in the California Housing Partnership’s database100 of 

affordable rental homes that receive state and/or federal subsidies to make these 

tier assignments. TURN/NRDC argued that no additional income-verification 

should be required to assign residents of deed-restricted affordable housing to a 

CARE/FERA-eligible income tier. TURN/NRDC cited a report by the California 

Housing Partnership that found that there were 527,528 government-subsidized 

affordable rental homes in California as of January 2023.101 

Both state and federal subsidies for affordable housing set maximum 

incomes for eligibility to rent these affordable homes based on Area Median 

Income. Low-income affordable housing assistance is generally available to 

households with incomes at or below 80 percent of Area Median Income.102 The 

Large Utilities opposed including these households in a low-income tier with 

CARE customers, arguing that deed-restricted affordable housing is defined by 

Area Median Income rather than Federal Poverty Guidelines and therefore the 

eligibility is not aligned with the CARE program, and many of these customers 

 
100 The California Housing Partnership was created by the Legislature in 1988 as a nonprofit 
organization to create and preserve affordable and sustainable homes for Californians with low 
incomes by providing expert financial and policy solutions to nonprofit and public partners. 
The California Housing Partnership maintains a database of all affordable rental housing units 
in California that receive state or federal subsidies, available at https://www.chpc.net. 

101 TURN/NRDC’s opening and reply briefs. 

102 See the Department of Housing and Community Development’s state and federal income 
limits for housing assistance programs, available at https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-and-
funding/income-limits. 
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in locations with high Area Median Incomes would not qualify for CARE or 

FERA.103  

Most parties agreed that the first version of income-graduated fixed 

charges should have only three tiers that do not require a new income 

verification process for customers who do not qualify for CARE or FERA. As 

noted above, several parties agreed that the most straightforward approach is to 

create separate tiers based on CARE eligibility and FERA eligibility. The Large 

Utilities conceded that the Commission could create a separate tier for FERA-

eligible customers but expressed a strong preference for its proposal to create 

two low-income tiers, arguing that its preferred approach would create a middle 

tier with a much higher percentage of residential customers and additional 

savings for low-income customers in the lowest income tier.104 Cal Advocates 

supported the Large Utilities’ proposal.105 

On the other hand, CforAT and Sierra Club/CEJA argued that the 

Commission should not adopt the Large Utilities’ proposal because it would 

create new administrative burdens for customers with the lowest incomes. Sierra 

Club/CEJA further argued that income-graduated fixed charges should protect 

customers who qualify for low-income housing assistance programs but who do 

not qualify for CARE or FERA.106  

We see an opportunity to use TURN/NRDC’s proposal to address 

multiple concerns: increase the number of customers that participate in the 

 
103 The Large Utilities’ reply brief. 

104 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling. 

105 Cal Advocates’ opening brief. 

106 CforAT’s opening brief and Sierra Club/CEJA’s reply comments on the Implementation 
Pathway Ruling. 
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middle tier, avoid additional income verification requirements for customers 

beyond the existing CARE and FERA processes, and provide a discounted fixed 

charge for customers who have modest incomes but do not qualify for CARE or 

FERA. Rather than assigning residents of deed-restricted affordable rental 

housing to an income tier based on CARE eligibility, we will direct the Large 

Utilities to assign these customers to the middle tier if such customers are not 

enrolled in CARE.107  

It is reasonable to adopt the following tier structure for income-graduated 

fixed charges of the Large Utilities: 

a. Tier 1 will be assigned to customers with incomes of 0 to 
200 percent of the Federal Poverty Guideline levels 
applicable to that household under the CARE program; 

b. Tier 2 will be assigned to customers (i) with incomes above 
200 percent and below 250 percent of the Federal Poverty 
Guideline levels applicable to that household under the 
FERA program or (ii) who live in an affordable rental 
home that is restricted by the rules of federal or state 
subsidies to residents who have incomes at or below 
80 percent of Area Median Income; and 

c. Tier 3 will be assigned to customers who do not qualify for 
the first or second tiers. 

It is reasonable to adopt the following income tier assignment processes 

for income-graduated fixed charges of the Large Utilities: 

a. Utilities will assign all customers enrolled in CARE to Tier 
1 without the need for the customer to take any action; 

b. Utilities will assign all customers enrolled in FERA to Tier 
2 without the need for the customer to take any action; 

 
107 We also note that there is precedent for relying on California Housing Partnership’s database 
of deed-restricted affordable rental homes for utility incentives; Solar on Multifamily Affordable 
Housing, authorized by D.17-12-022, has used this database to qualify homes for incentives. 
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c. Utilities will assign all customers who (i) live in an 
affordable rental home that is restricted by the rules of 
federal or state subsidies to residents who have incomes at 
or below 80 percent of Area Median Income and (ii) are not 
enrolled in CARE to Tier 2, without the need for the 
customer to take any action, based on the statewide 
database of such homes maintained by the California 
Housing Partnership; and 

d. Utilities will assign all other customers to Tier 3. 

This decision does not modify any of the income verification processes or 

rules of the Large Utilities’ CARE or FERA programs. 

5.2. Fixed Costs and Fixed Charge Levels 

The issues of which fixed charge levels to establish and which fixed costs 

to recover through income-graduated fixed charges are connected. Accordingly, 

this section will address both issues.  

First, we will discuss how to establish the fixed charge levels at a high 

level based on policy considerations and the requirements of AB 205. Second, we 

will discuss which fixed costs may be recovered through fixed charges and 

whether recovery of those fixed costs would result in a reasonable average fixed 

charge level. Finally, we will establish a method for setting fixed charge amounts 

for each income tier in accordance with the requirements of AB 205. 

Throughout this section, we will refer to the Public Tool that parties used 

to develop income-graduated fixed charge proposals for the Large Utilities.108 

The Public Tool incorporated a dataset from a study conducted by Next 10 and 

 
108 As noted in the background section of this decision, D.23-04-008 authorized the 
Commission’s staff to approve cost recovery by the Large Utilities for consulting services 
provided to the Commission’s staff for developing a Public Tool for use by the public to design 
income-graduated fixed charge proposals.  
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the Energy Institute at the University of California Haas Business School.109 The 

dataset included aggregated residential customer monthly bill data from the 

Large Utilities.  

Parties used the Public Tool for the following purposes: 

• Calculate an average fixed charge level based on selected 
fixed cost categories based on the Large Utilities’ revenue 
requirements and billing determinants; 

• Design income-based (or CARE-based) differentiation of 
the fixed charge; 

• Apply the CARE discount based on requirements of AB 
205; 

• Incorporate a demand-based rate component, if desired; 

• Specify the degree to which discounted fixed charges for 
CARE customers are funded through the CARE surcharge 
versus revenues generated by the fixed charge; 

• Identify the volumetric rate reduction that would result in 
a revenue neutral rate design; 

• Compare the resulting rate design to existing rates;  

• Estimate the bill impacts of proposed fixed charge levels on 
households of different income levels, while accounting for 
the climate zone that a customer is located in, whether the 
customer is enrolled in CARE, and whether a customer is 
enrolled in Net Energy Metering or a Net Billing Tariff; 
and 

• Estimate the impact of proposed fixed charges on the cost 
efficiency of vehicle and building electrification for various 
customer segments. 

 
109 See the Staff Guidance Memo. The Public Tool incorporated data from: Borenstein, Fowlie, 
and Sallee, Paying for Electricity in California: How Residential Rate Design Impacts Equity and 
Electrification (September 2022), Next 10 and the Energy Institute, available at: 
https://www.next10.org/publications/electricity-rates-2. 

https://www.next10.org/publications/electricity-rates-2
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Parties included the outputs of the Public Tool in their fixed charge 

proposals. 

5.2.1. Fixed Charge Levels 

Parties proposed average fixed charge levels across all residential 

customers, as summarized in Table 3 below.110  

Table 3: Proposed Average Charge for Income-Graduated Fixed Charges 

Party Proposed Average Fixed Charge 

SEIA, Clean Coalition $8 (PG&E), $8 (SCE), $11 (SDG&E) 

TURN, NRDC $23.50 

Cal Advocates $23.25 (PG&E), $24.52 (SCE), and $25.62 (SDG&E) 

Sierra Club $28.48 (PG&E), $36.65 (SCE), $36.44 (SDG&E) 

Large Utilities $42 (PG&E), $41 (SCE), $60 (SDG&E) 

The Clean Coalition argued that the Commission should establish an 

average fixed charge level similar to fixed charges of electric utilities in other 

states and based on the Large Utilities’ current minimum bill of $10.111 SEIA 

proposed similar fixed charge levels. Cal Advocates responded that SEIA’s 

proposed fixed charge would not provide significant savings for low-income 

ratepayers and would therefore not meet the legislative intent of AB 205.112 We 

agree that establishing an average fixed charge of around $10 would fail to 

address the Legislative intent of AB 205. In addition to requiring bill savings for 

 
110 Table 3 includes the parties’ proposed average fixed charges for the initial version of the 
income-graduated fixed charges. See the opening briefs of the Cal Advocates, the Large Utilities, 
Sierra Club, and TURN/NRDC, Exhibit CLC-02, and Exhibit SEIA-02. Because SEIA and the 
Clean Coalition propose to recover the same set of fixed costs through the fixed charge, the 
average fixed charge proposed by Clean Coalition is the same as what was proposed by SEIA. 

111 Clean Coalition’s opening brief.  

112 Cal Advocates’ reply comments on Implementation Pathway Ruling. 
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low-income customers, AB 205 removed the $10 cap on residential fixed charges, 

indicating an intent for the Commission to adopt higher fixed charges. 

TURN/NRDC argued that the Commission should consider 

benchmarking the first income-graduated fixed charge amounts against the fixed 

charges of the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, which is located adjacent to 

PG&E’s service territory and applies a $23.50 fixed charge to the monthly bills of 

residential customers who do not qualify for a low-income discount.113 Cal 

Advocates agreed with TURN.114 We agree that it would be useful to consider an 

existing residential fixed charge that has been successfully implemented by a 

publicly-owned utility in California when establishing fixed charges for the 

Large Utilities. 

The Large Utilities replied that they have different marginal costs and 

revenue requirements than the Sacramento Municipal Utility District and 

establishing an average fixed charge level around $23.50 would prevent recovery 

of a sufficient portion of fixed costs.115 The Large Utilities did not provide a 

sufficient justification to support its argument that a fixed charge of $23.50 will 

not recover a sufficient portion of the Large Utilities’ fixed costs. Further, this 

decision adopts a gradual approach to implementing income-graduated fixed 

charges that includes next steps for improving fixed charges or alternative 

solutions for recovering fixed costs. 

Parties also argued about what fixed charge levels would comply with 

Section 739.9(d)(2), which requires the Commission to ensure that any approved 

fixed charges shall “[n]ot unreasonably impair incentives for conservation, 

 
113 Exhibit TURN/NRDC-01 and TURN/NRDC opening brief. 

114 Cal Advocates’ opening brief. 

115 Large Utilities’ reply brief. 
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energy efficiency, and beneficial electrification and greenhouse gas emissions 

reduction.” 

The Large Utilities argued that income-graduated fixed charges based on 

the Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s default fixed charge would not 

sufficiently support electrification.116  

This decision adopts a gradual approach for implementing income-

graduated fixed charges. As discussed in Section 5.2.3, this decision adopts 

income-graduated fixed charges that will make a significant contribution 

towards supporting electrification. In Phase 2 of this proceeding, we will 

continue to consider how to support electrification through improved income-

graduated fixed charges and/or alternative solutions, such as increasing the 

time-of-use rate differentials. 

SEIA argued that high fixed charges paired with volumetric rate 

reductions across all time-of-use periods will unreasonably impair incentives for 

conservation and energy efficiency.117 However, SEIA did not argue that 

Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s fixed charges would unreasonably 

impair incentives for conservation or energy efficiency. Instead, SEIA argued that 

Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s fixed charge of $23.50 is not an 

appropriate comparison for establishing an average fixed charge level for the 

Large Utilities because low-income customers of Sacramento Municipal Utility 

District are eligible for a $10 monthly discount on the fixed charge.118 We agree 

that the Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s current default fixed charge is a 

 
116 Large Utilities’ reply brief. 

117 SEIA’s opening brief. 

118 SEIA’s reply brief. 
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better comparison point for the Large Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges 

for Tier 3 customers.  

It is reasonable to use the Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s 

residential fixed charges as a benchmark for establishing the initial income-

graduated fixed charge levels of the Large Utilities.  

We note that the Sacramento Municipal Utility District recently raised its 

default residential fixed charge to $24.15 per month and its low-income 

residential fixed charge to $14.15 per month.119 This decision will use the 

updated fixed charge amounts for benchmarking purposes. 

5.2.2. Fixed Costs 

In this section, we will discuss which fixed costs may be recovered through 

income-graduated fixed charges and whether recovery of those fixed costs would 

result in a reasonable average fixed charge level.  

Parties unanimously agreed that Marginal Customer Access Costs are 

fixed costs that should be recovered through an income-graduated fixed 

charge.120 We agree that Marginal Customer Access Costs are fixed costs and that 

it is reasonable to recover these costs through income-graduated fixed charges. 

Parties argued that income-graduated fixed charges should not recover 

transmission or reliability services costs in the near-term because recovery of 

these costs would require action by the Federal Energy Regulatory 

 
119 Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s Residential Service Rate Schedule R, available at 
https://www.smud.org/-/media/Documents/Rate-Information/Rates/1-R.ashx; Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District’s Energy Assistance Program Rate Schedule EAPR, available at 
https://www.smud.org/-/media/Documents/Rate-Information/Rates/01_EAPR.ashx.  

120 See the opening briefs of Cal Advocates, Clean Coalition, Large Utilities, SEIA, Sierra Club, 
and TURN/NRDC and Exhibit Joint IOUs-04. 

https://www.smud.org/-/media/Documents/Rate-Information/Rates/1-R.ashx
https://www.smud.org/-/media/Documents/Rate-Information/Rates/01_EAPR.ashx
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Commission.121 Parties also asserted that the Competition Transition Charge 

must be recovered volumetrically in accordance with Pub. Util. Code 

Section 369.122 We agree that income-graduated fixed charges should not recover 

these costs at this time. 

TURN/NRDC, Cal Advocates, the Large Utilities, and Sierra Club 

supported recovery of all of the Public Purpose Program charges through 

income-graduated fixed charges.123 Public Purpose Program charges pay for 

programs that benefit all California ratepayers, such as energy efficiency 

programs and low-income programs. The Public Purpose Program charges 

include the CARE charge, the Self-Generation Incentive Program charge, and the 

non-CARE exempt charge.124 TURN/NRDC argued that AB 205 revised 

Section 381 of the Pub. Util. Code to eliminate the previous requirement that 

certain Public Purpose Program costs be collected on the basis of usage, 

indicating a legislative intent to recover these costs through a fixed charge.125  

SEIA disagreed, arguing that all costs other than Marginal Customer 

Access Costs are not fixed costs because they vary based on customer 

consumption. SEIA specifically used the example of Public Purpose Program 

 
121 Exhibit Joint IOUs-04, Exhibit SC-01E, and Exhibit NRDC-TURN-01. 

122 Cal Advocates’ and SEIA’s opening statutory briefs and TURN/NRDC’s reply brief. 

123 TURN/NRDC’s, Cal Advocates’s, the Large Utilities’, and Sierra Club’s opening briefs. 

124 CARE customers are exempt from paying for the costs of CARE and the Self-Generation 
Incentive Program. All other Public Purpose Program costs are included in the non-CARE 
exempt charge. No party asserted that there are any legal restrictions on the recovery of CARE-
exempt charges through a fixed charge.   

125 TURN/NRDC opening brief October 6, 2023. SEIA’s opening statutory brief agreed that AB 
205 removed the requirement to recover certain Public Purpose Program charges on a 
volumetric basis. 
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costs, arguing that the costs of demand-modifying programs like energy 

efficiency are driven by customer consumption.126  

In the statutory interpretation section above, we defined fixed costs as 

costs that do not directly vary based on the electricity usage of the customer from 

whom the revenue is being collected. The costs of Public Purpose Programs such 

as the Self-Generation Incentive Program will not decrease if the customer from 

whom the costs are being recovered reduces their energy usage. Accordingly, 

Public Purpose Program costs are fixed costs. 

It is reasonable to recover the costs of all Public Purpose Program charges 

(including the CARE surcharge, the Self-Generation Incentive Program charge, 

and non-CARE exempt charges) through income-graduated fixed charges. 

TURN/NRDC supported recovery of the Power Charge Indifference 

Adjustment through income-graduated fixed charges. CalCCA strongly opposed 

it, arguing that the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment calculation is too 

complex to include in a fixed charge because it includes both fixed and 

volumetric costs.127 Sierra Club argued that the Power Charge Indifference 

Adjustment should not be included in a fixed charge due to its volatility.128 We 

agree that the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment costs should not be 

recovered through income-graduated fixed charges due to its volatility and 

complexity. 

TURN/NRDC and the Large Utilities proposed to include the New System 

Generation and Local Generation charges in income-graduated fixed charges. No 

party raised any legal restrictions that would prevent recovering these costs 

 
126 SEIA’s opening statutory brief. 

127 CalCCA’s reply brief. 

128 Sierra Club’s opening brief. 
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through fixed charges. The charges fund essential generation reliability resources 

that were previously procured by the Large Utilities to meet state procurement 

requirements and collected from all customers through the Cost Allocation 

Mechanism.129 This cost is fixed because the energy consumption of a given 

customer will not affect the revenue requirement for this cost category. We agree 

that income-graduated fixed charges may recover these costs. 

TURN/NRDC, Cal Advocates, and Sierra Club proposed to recover the 

Wildfire Fund and/or the Wildfire Hardening non-bypassable charges through 

fixed charges.130 The Large Utilities and SEIA noted that the Commission 

determined in D.19-10-056 that the Wildfire Fund must be collected on the basis 

of usage to comply with Section 3289(a)(2) of the Pub. Util. Code.131 The Large 

Utilities also asserted that contractual agreements prevent the recovery of the 

Wildfire Hardening charges through income-graduated fixed charges in the 

near-term.132 We agree that income-graduated fixed charges should not recover 

these costs at this time. 

Sierra Club proposed to recover the Recovery Bond charge through 

income-graduated fixed charges.133 The Large Utilities asserted that contractual 

agreements prevent the recovery of the Recovery Bond costs through income-

graduated fixed charges in the near-term.134 While we may consider doing so in 

 
129 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E2 and Exhibit NRDC-TURN-01. 

130 TURN/NRDC’s, Cal Advocates’, and Sierra Club’ opening briefs. 

131 The Large Utilities’ and SEIA’s opening statutory briefs. The Large Utilities’ opening 
statutory brief cited D.19-10-056. 

132 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling. 

133 Sierra Club’s opening brief. 

134 Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling. 
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the future, we will not recover these costs through income-graduated fixed 

charges at this time.  

Sierra Club also proposed to recover both the Public Utilities Commission 

Reimbursement Fee and the Energy Commission Fee through fixed charges.135 

Cal Advocates commented that the Public Utilities Commission Reimbursement 

Fee must be collected on the basis of usage in accordance with Section 432(c)(1) 

of the Pub. Util. Code.136 TURN/NRDC agreed.137 The Energy Commission 

Reimbursement Fee must also be collected on the basis of usage in accordance 

with Section 40016(b) of the Revenue and Taxation Code. Accordingly, neither 

fee may be recovered through income-graduated fixed charges. 

The Large Utilities proposed to recover Nuclear Decommissioning non-

bypassable charges through fixed charges. The Large Utilities opined in their 

opening brief that there are no legal restrictions on the collection of this cost 

category through a fixed charge.138 No party disputed this opinion. This cost is a 

fixed cost because the energy consumption of a given customer will not affect the 

revenue requirement for decommissioning nuclear power plants. We agree that 

income-graduated fixed charges may recover these costs. 

The Large Utilities proposed for SDG&E’s income-graduated fixed charges 

to include an Electrification Incentive Adjustment.139 This proposed charge is not 

associated with an existing fixed cost category. The Large Utilities argued that 

SDG&E’s fixed charges should include this adder to reduce its volumetric rates 

 
135 Sierra Club’s opening brief. 

136 Cal Advocates’ opening statutory brief. 

137 TURN/NRDC’s reply statutory brief. 

138 Exhibit Joint IOUs-04 and the Large Utilities’ opening brief. 

139 Exhibit Joint IOUs-04 and the Large Utilities’ opening brief. 
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to incentivize electrification. However, the Large Utilities did not justify why this 

proposed cost should be considered a fixed cost that may be recovered through a 

fixed charge in compliance with AB 205.  

TURN/NRDC, Sierra Club, Cal Advocates, and the Large Utilities each 

proposed for income-graduated fixed charges to include a portion of Non-

Marginal Distribution Costs.140 The Large Utilities argued that all Non-Marginal 

Distribution Costs are fixed. The Large Utilities described these costs as 

including many distribution costs that are not directly linked to marginal costs, 

including the costs of wildfire mitigation and vegetation management, reliability 

improvements, safety and risk management distribution costs, ongoing 

distribution operations and maintenance, many regulatory balancing accounts, 

and various programs and policy mandates.141 Sierra Club argued that most of 

these costs vary based on a customer’s usage, except for Non-Marginal Customer 

Access Costs. Sierra Club’s testimony attached data request responses from the 

Large Utilities that indicated that the Large Utilities do not maintain a full list of 

the cost categories included in Non-Marginal Distribution Costs.142 The record is 

therefore not sufficient to determine which portion of Non-Marginal Distribution 

Costs are fixed costs. We will not recover these costs through income-graduated 

fixed charges at this time. 

The tables below list the fixed cost categories that may be recovered 

through the Large Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges at this time, along 

with estimates from the Public Tool of the revenue requirement for each cost 

category as a dollar amount and as a percentage of the utility’s delivery revenue 

 
140 TURN/NRDC’s, Sierra Club’s, Cal Advocates’, and the Large Utilities’ opening briefs. 

141 Exhibit Joint IOUs-04. 

142 Exhibit SC-01E. 



R.22-07-005  ALJ/SW9/sgu PROPOSED DECISION 
 
 

- 68 - 

requirement143 for the residential customer class based on the most recent 

General Rate Case decision applicable to each utility. 

Table 4(A): Estimated PG&E Fixed Cost Revenue Requirement   

PG&E Cost Category 

Revenue 
Requirement 
($Millions) 

Percent of 
Delivery Revenue 

Requirement 

Marginal Customer Access 454.8 8.3% 

Public Purpose Programs - SGIP144 58.9 1.1% 

Residential CARE Contribution145 267.2 4.9% 

Public Purpose Programs - Not CARE Exempt 230.7 4.2% 

Nuclear Decommissioning 37.9 0.7% 

New System Generation Charge 97.0 1.8% 

Average Customer Fixed Cost 1146.5 20.9% 

 

Table 4(B): Estimated SCE Fixed Cost Revenue Requirement 

SCE Cost Category 

Revenue 
Requirement 
($Millions) 

% of Delivery 
Revenue 

Requirement 

Marginal Customer Access 427.6 8.5% 

Public Purpose Programs - SGIP 23.6 0.5% 

Residential CARE Contribution146 191.4 3.8% 

Public Purpose Programs - Not CARE Exempt 313.3 6.2% 

Nuclear Decommissioning 2.4 0.0% 

New System Generation Charge 149.0 3.0% 

Average Customer Fixed Cost 1107.2 22.0% 

 

Table 4(C): Estimated SDG&E Fixed Cost Revenue Requirement 

 
143 The delivery revenue requirement includes all utility costs other than generation-related 
costs. 

144 CARE customers are exempt from paying this cost. 

145 This revenue requirement value is estimated (not the actual 2023 revenue requirement). This 
revenue requirement reflects this decision’s revision of the CARE average effective discount 
methodology. CARE customers are exempt from paying this cost. 

146 This revenue requirement value is estimated and reflects this decision’s revision of the CARE 
average effective discount methodology.  
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SDG&E Cost Category 

Revenue 
Requirement 
($Millions) 

% of Delivery 
Revenue 

Requirement 

Marginal Customer Access 183.0 11.5% 

Public Purpose Programs - SGIP 8.8 0.5% 

Residential CARE Contribution147 77.4 4.8% 

Public Purpose Programs - Not CARE Exempt 61.4 3.8% 

Nuclear Decommissioning 0.5 0.0% 

Local Generation Charge/New System 
Generation Charge 81.9 5.1% 

Average Customer Fixed Cost 413.1 25.9% 

 

The tables above show that the Public Tool estimates that the approved 

fixed cost categories that may be recovered through income-graduated fixed 

charges have a combined residential customer class revenue requirement of 

22.0 percent of SCE’s residential delivery revenue requirement, 20.9 percent of 

PG&E’s residential delivery revenue requirement, and 25.9 percent of SDG&E’s 

residential delivery revenue requirement. These fixed cost categories represent a 

significant portion of each of the Large Utilities’ delivery revenue requirement 

for residential customers.  

It is reasonable for income-graduated fixed charges of the Large Utilities to 

recover all or a portion of the revenue requirement as established in the most 

recent applicable Commission decision for each of the following fixed cost 

categories: 

a. Marginal Customer Access Costs; 

b. Public Purpose Program non-bypassable charges; 

c. New System Generation or Local Generation charges; and 

d. Nuclear Decommissioning non-bypassable charges. 

 
147 This revenue requirement value is estimated and reflects this decision’s revision of the CARE 
average effective discount methodology. 
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In the next section, we will determine which portion of each of the 

approved fixed cost categories will be recovered by income-graduated fixed 

charges. 

5.2.3. Fixed Charges for Each Tier 

In this section, we will establish a method for setting fixed charge levels for 

each income tier in accordance with the requirements of AB 205. 

As discussed in the statutory interpretation section of this decision, 

Section 739.9(e)(1) requires the Commission to ensure that a low-income 

ratepayer with average electricity usage in each baseline territory will realize 

lower average monthly bills (over the course of a year) following the 

introduction of the new fixed charges without making any changes in usage. This 

decision defined a low-income ratepayer as a customer with a household income 

at or below 200 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines level applicable to that 

household under the CARE program. For brevity, we will refer to a low-income 

ratepayer as a CARE-eligible customer in this section. 

A baseline territory is the geographic area within a given utility’s service 

territory that receives a baseline allowance of electricity based on the climate 

zone. Warmer climate zones have higher baseline allowances, and cooler climate 

zones have lower baseline allowances. 

The impact of a fixed charge on a low-income customer’s bill depends on 

the customer’s usage level. TURN/NRDC explained that customers in hot, 

inland areas pay higher average monthly utility bills over the course of a year, 

and they are more likely to realize savings from a fixed charge than customers in 

cool, coastal areas.148 A fixed charge must result in a lower average monthly bill 

 
148 TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 
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for a CARE-eligible customer with average electricity usage in each utility’s 

baseline territory, including its coolest (coastal) baseline territory. 

The impact of a fixed charge on a low-income customer’s bill also depends 

on the total amount of revenues recovered through the fixed charge. If the 

income-graduated fixed charge collects more revenues from all residential 

customers, those revenues can be applied to result in larger volumetric rate 

reductions and associated bill savings. 

Most parties proposed initial income-graduated fixed charges of $7 or less 

for CARE-eligible customers. CEJA, Sierra Club, CforAT, and the Clean Coalition 

each proposed a $0 fixed charge for all CARE-eligible customers.149 Cal 

Advocates proposed fixed charges ranging from $4 to $7 for CARE-eligible 

customers. SEIA similarly proposed fixed charges ranging from $3.37 to $6.21 for 

CARE-eligible customers. TURN/NRDC proposed a $5 fixed charge for all 

CARE-eligible customers.150 On the other hand, the Large Utilities proposed 

much higher fixed charges for CARE-eligible customers with incomes above 

100 percent of Federal Poverty Guidelines: $26 (PG&E), $15 (SCE), and $34 

(SDG&E).151  Each party used the Public Tool to show compliance with AB 205 

requirements to provide savings to CARE-eligible customers with average usage 

in every baseline territory.  

This decision approved fewer fixed cost categories than proposed by the 

Large Utilities, resulting in lower potential revenue recovery by the fixed 

charges. Accordingly, the fixed charges for CARE-eligible customers must be 

lower than the amounts proposed by the Large Utilities to comply with AB 205. 

 
149 CEJA’s, Sierra Club’s, CforAT’s, and Clean Coalition’s opening briefs. 

150 Cal Advocates’, SEIA’s, and TURN/NRDC’s opening briefs. 

151 Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling. 
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Next, we will consider differentials to create between the income tiers of 

the fixed charges. On the one hand, adopting a $0 fixed charge would maximize 

savings for low-income customers. On the other hand, if we were to adopt a 

fixed charge of $0 for the CARE-eligible income tier, we would have to adopt a 

higher fixed charge for the top income tier or provide lower volumetric rate 

reductions for all residential customers. 

Several parties raised concerns that could be mitigated by adopting a 

relatively mild income graduation for the fixed charges. Cal Advocates, UCAN, 

and TURN/NRDC argued that the first version of income-graduated fixed 

charges should be designed to protect customers who are initially assigned to the 

wrong tier, such as customers who are eligible but not enrolled in CARE or 

FERA.152 While CforAT, Sierra Club, and CEJA each supported a $0 fixed charge 

for Tier 1 customers, they also opposed a high fixed charge for customers with 

incomes slightly above the CARE and FERA eligibility thresholds.153  

On balance, this decision adopts a relatively mild income graduation for 

income-graduated fixed charges to mitigate potential impacts on customers with 

modest incomes who do not qualify for a lower tier or are initially placed in the 

wrong tier. Customers in Tier 1 will receive a low fixed charge (rather than a $0 

fixed charge) to avoid charging a higher than necessary fixed charge for Tier 2 

and Tier 3 customers or reducing volumetric rate reductions for all residential 

customers. 

Next, we will consider whether the fixed charges will recover 100 percent 

of each of the fixed cost categories authorized in the section above. The Public 

 
152 Cal Advocates’, UCAN’s, and TURN/NRDC’s opening briefs. 

153 CforAT’s, Sierra Club’s, and CEJA’s opening briefs. 
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Tool estimated that recovering 100 percent of each of the authorized fixed cost 

categories would result in an average fixed charge of $25.41 for SDG&E, which 

would require a Tier 3 fixed charge significantly higher than the Sacramento 

Municipal Utility District’s default residential fixed charge of $24.15 to comply 

with AB 205 requirements for low-income customers to realize bill savings. 

Several parties, including the Large Utilities, proposed to recover a 

percentage of certain fixed cost categories rather than 100 percent of approved 

fixed cost categories. We will apply this approach to establish consistent fixed 

charge levels that comply with AB 205 and are aligned with the Sacramento 

Municipal Utility District’s residential fixed charge levels. 

Finally, we will consider the appropriate fixed charge level for each 

income tier. As discussed in Section 5.1 above, Tier 1 refers to the lowest income 

tier (for CARE-eligible customers), Tier 2 refers to the middle income tier (for 

FERA-eligible customers and customers who live in affordable housing restricted 

to residents with incomes at or below 80 percent of Area Median Income), and 

Tier 3 refers to the highest income tier. 

As shown in Attachment A, the Public Tool estimated that a Tier 1 fixed 

charge of $6.00 per month paired with a Tier 3 fixed charge of $24.15 and a Tier 2 

fixed charge of $12.08 would comply with the AB 205 requirement to lower the 

average monthly bill for a low-income ratepayer with average electricity usage in 

each baseline territory of each of the Large Utilities without making any changes 

to usage. A Tier 1 fixed charge of $6.00 per month is also aligned with the 

proposals of most parties, who recommended fixed charges between $0.00 and 

$7.00 for CARE-eligible customers.  

A Tier 2 fixed charge of $12.08 reflects a discount equal to 50 percent of the 

Tier 3 fixed charge and is similar to the Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s 
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low-income customer fixed charge ($14.15). We note that the Tier 1 fixed charge 

is significantly lower than this figure. This fixed charge level is reasonable to 

apply to customers who are eligible for FERA or who live in affordable housing 

restricted to residents with incomes at or below 80 percent of Area Median 

Income. 

As shown in Attachment B, the Public Tool estimated that the adopted 

fixed charge levels for the Large Utilities will result in significant rate saving 

benefits for customers on default residential rates who adopt building and 

transportation electrification technologies.   

It is reasonable for the Large Utilities to propose income-graduated fixed 

charge levels in their Tier 3 implementation advice letters based on the most 

recently adopted revenue requirements that meet all of the following 

requirements:  

a. The fixed charges shall recover 100 percent of Marginal 
Customer Access Costs; 

b. The fixed charges shall recover up to 100 percent of the 
following fixed cost categories: Public Purpose Program 
non-bypassable charges, New System Generation or Local 
Generation charges as applicable, and Nuclear 
Decommissioning non-bypassable charges; 

c. The fixed cost and fixed charge calculations shall use the 
latest revenue requirements and billing determinants 
approved by the Commission; 

d. The Tier 1 fixed charge shall be $6.00, provided that the 
fixed charge shall be reduced if necessary to comply with 
the Section 739.9(e)(1) requirement for CARE-eligible 
customers to realize average monthly bill savings in all 
baseline territories without changes to usage based on an 
updated customer bill impact assessment; 

e. The Tier 2 fixed charge shall be $12.08; and 
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f. The Tier 3 fixed charge shall be $24.15, provided that the 
Tier 3 fixed charge shall be reduced if 100 percent recovery 
of each of the authorized fixed cost categories through the 
income-graduated fixed charge is not sufficient to produce a 
Tier 3 fixed charge of $24.15 while also complying with the 
remaining requirements listed here and the AB 205 
requirements for the CARE discount.154 

The Commission may consider whether to adjust the fixed charge amounts 

for each income tier in future decisions on General Rate Case Phase 2 

applications filed after the implementation of the income-graduated fixed 

charges adopted in this decision. The Commission will continue to consider the 

structure and role of income-graduated fixed charges in this proceeding.  

The section below on implementation timing for the Large Utilities will 

address the deadline for the Tier 3 advice letters. 

5.3. Small and Large Customer Differentiation 

Section 739.9(d)(1) of the Pub. Util. Code requires the income-graduated 

fixed charge to “[r]easonably reflect an appropriate portion of the different costs 

of serving small and large customers.” The Implementation Pathway Ruling 

asked parties whether income-graduated fixed charges should be differentiated 

based on the different costs of serving (a) customers with high non-coincident 

 
154 Based on analysis of the income-graduated fixed charge adopted in this decision using the 
Public Tool, it is estimated that the Tier 3 fixed charge for PG&E’s default time-of-use rate may 
be less than $24.15 based on 100% recovery of the authorized fixed cost categories and the 
billing determinants included in the Tool. However, this may not be the case when the income-
graduated fixed charge is implemented using more updated billing determinants and revenue 
requirement amounts. 
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peak demand levels,155 (b) customers with large panel sizes,156 or (c) single- or 

multi-family homes, based on the number of meters at a property or whether the 

property has shared or dedicated service line drops. 

No party supported differentiating customers based on non-coincident 

peak demand. TURN/NRDC argued that this approach would work against 

electrification goals by penalizing off-peak EV charging and would be confusing 

for residential customers. PacifiCorp argued that peak demand charges would be 

difficult to explain to customers.157 

No party supported differentiating between customers with different 

panel sizes. The Large Utilities and PacifiCorp noted that they do not collect this 

information.158  

Several parties expressed interest in differentiation between single- and 

multi-family housing (either directly or through a proxy indicator such as a 

shared service drop).159 TURN/NRDC and Sierra Club/CEJA supported 

differentiation between single- and multi-family housing or the use of a shared 

service drop versus a dedicated service line due to the differences in Marginal 

 
155 Non-coincident peak demand refers to the highest total power (typically in kilowatts) that a 
customer is drawing from the electric grid during a single interval in a given billing period 
(typically a 15-minute period over the course of a month), regardless of whether that period 
coincides with system peak hours. 

156 Panel size refers to the amperage that a customer’s electric panel is rated to handle when 
drawing electricity from the grid. A larger amperage rating means that a customer is able to 
draw a larger current from the grid, and thus serve more load. 

157 TURN/NRDC’s and PacifiCorp’s opening comments on the Implementation Pathway 
Ruling. 

158 The Large Utilities’ and PacifiCorp’s opening comments on the Implementation Pathway 
Ruling. 

159 A service drop is the connection between a distribution line and a customer’s residence. 
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Customer Access Costs.160 The Large Utilities did not dispute the value of this 

approach but responded that PG&E and SDG&E do not have this data, and that 

it would require substantial additional time and costs to collect this data and add 

it to its billing system.161 SEIA expressed interest in further discussion and study 

of the difference in costs for service drops and final line transformers.162 Cal 

Advocates supported collecting information to differentiate between single- and 

multi-family customers for future versions of income-graduated fixed charges.163 

We agree with parties that this potential solution requires additional data 

gathering about costs and feasibility and would be more appropriate for a future 

version of income-graduated fixed charges.  

It is reasonable to initially adopt income-graduated fixed charges for the 

Large Utilities that do not differentiate between the costs of serving small and 

large customers and direct the Large Utilities to prepare a study regarding how 

to differentiate between customers who live in single- or multi-family housing.  

The Large Utilities shall (a) each prepare a study on the collection and use 

of data that identifies whether a given residential customer lives in single- or 

multi-family housing (either directly or through a proxy indicator such as a 

shared service drop; several options may be evaluated in the study), including 

the feasibility and cost of collecting such data, the timeline for data collection, the 

reliability of the data, the difference in cost of serving the different customer 

types, and any other information that will inform the design of income-

 
160 TURN/NRDC’s and Sierra Club/CEJA’s opening comments on the Implementation Pathway 
Ruling. 

161 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling. 

162 SEIA’s opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling. 

163 Cal Advocates’ opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling. 
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graduated fixed charges that differentiate between single- and multi-family 

households; (b) jointly host a public workshop and present these findings at the 

workshop by the end of February 2025; and (c) each file a report that 

incorporates any feedback gathered from parties at the workshop in this 

proceeding within 90 days of the workshop.  

5.4. Adjustments to Default Residential Rate 
Components 

This section will discuss how to adjust default residential rate components 

to account for recovery of certain fixed costs through the income-graduated fixed 

charges. First, we will discuss whether to eliminate the minimum bill. Then we 

will discuss how to adjust volumetric rates. 

5.4.1. Minimum Bill 

D.15-07-001 authorized minimum bills in lieu of fixed charges for 

residential customers of the Large Utilities.164 A minimum bill ensures that 

customers with no usage or extremely low usage pay for some of the costs 

incurred on their behalf.165 D.15-07-001 authorized minimum bills consistent with 

the prior statutory limit for fixed charges (no higher than $10 per month).166 

Parties generally agreed that a minimum bill will no longer be necessary to 

ensure that residential customers pay some amount of fixed costs when income-

graduated fixed charges are implemented. The Large Utilities argued that the 

minimum bill structure would be redundant and would add unnecessary 

 
164 Conclusions of Law 19 of D.15-07-001. 

165 Findings of Fact 177 of D.15-07-001. 

166 Conclusions of Law 24 of D.15-07-001. 
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complexity to customer bills.167 SEIA, TURN/NRDC, and Cal Advocates made 

similar comments in support of removing minimum bills.168  

Only UCAN argued that a minimum bill will remain necessary to ensure 

that low-usage customers make some payment toward customer-related costs.169 

Because this decision authorizes income-graduated fixed charges for all 

residential customers, including low-income customers, minimum bills are not 

necessary to ensure that every low-usage customer will make some payment 

toward customer-related costs. 

It is reasonable for the Large Utilities to remove minimum bills from 

residential rates that include an income-graduated fixed charge. 

5.4.2. Volumetric Rate Adjustments 

In the statutory interpretation discussion of “fixed costs” above, we noted 

that Section 14 of AB 205 declared that a majority of an electric utility’s revenue 

requirement is recovered from customers by a volumetric rate, but only a portion 

of an electric utility’s costs directly vary based on how much electricity a 

customer consumes, while many infrastructure and operational costs do not. 

This language indicates a legislative intent for the Commission to design fixed 

charges to reduce volumetric rates. 

Parties agreed that the revenue collected through income-graduated fixed 

charges should be applied to reduce volumetric rates for residential customers. 

However, parties disagreed about whether volumetric rates should be reduced 

equally on a cents per kWh basis across all hours or if greater reductions should 

 
167 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling. 

168 SEIA’s, TURN/NRDC’s, and Cal Advocates’ opening comments on the Implementation 
Pathway Ruling. 

169 UCAN’s opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling. 
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be applied to off-peak periods to encourage customers to shift energy usage to 

off-peak periods. 

The Large Utilities and Cal Advocates argued that the volumetric rates 

should be reduced equally across all hours of the day because fixed costs do not 

vary based on time of usage.170 The Large Utilities also argued that adjusting the 

price differentials between peak- and off-peak periods is not in the scope of 

Phase 1 of this proceeding.171 

SEIA, the Clean Coalition, and the California Solar and Storage Association 

(CalSSA) urged the Commission to apply all revenue from fixed charges to off-

peak periods. These parties argued that reducing volumetric rates equally during 

all hours would fail to comply with the requirement of Section 739.9 (d)(2) that 

fixed charges shall not unreasonably impair conservation or energy efficiency. 

These parties argued that lower peak period rates would encourage more usage 

during peak periods, which would result in higher revenue requirements and 

rates over time.172 

The income-graduated fixed charges adopted by this decision do not 

unreasonably impair incentives for conservation or energy efficiency when 

applied to volumetric rates equally during all hours of the day. Attachment A 

shows the results of modeling the income-graduated fixed charge rate design 

adopted in this decision using the Public Tool. Attachment A shows that default 

time-of-use summer season peak period rates for bundled customers are 

 
170 The Large Utilities’ opening brief and Cal Advocates’ opening comments on the 
Implementation Pathway Ruling. 

171 The Large Utilities’ opening brief. 

172 SEIA’s and the Clean Coalition’s opening briefs and CalSSA’s opening comments on the 
Implementation Pathway Ruling. 
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expected to be $0.437/kWh, $0.522/kWh, and $0.783/kWh for PG&E, SCE, and 

SDG&E, respectively, if fixed charge revenue is used to reduce volumetric rates 

equally on a cents per kWh basis across all time-of-use periods. This represents 

an expected reduction of $0.047/kWh, $0.046/kWh, and $0.068/kWh for the 

three Large Utilities, respectively, compared to the existing rate structure, which 

translates to summer peak period rate reductions of between 8.0 and 9.8 percent. 

TURN/NRDC cautioned the Commission against applying fixed charge 

revenues in a time-differentiated way without further analysis. TURN/NRDC 

commented that the Public Tool did not include the functionality to model bill 

impacts of allocating fixed charge revenues to volumetric rates in a time-

differentiated way.173 SEIA and the Clean Coalition similarly argued that the 

Commission does not have a sufficient record in this proceeding to apply fixed 

charges in a time-differentiated way and argued that rate design window 

applications would be required to develop such a record.174  

We agree with parties that encouraging customers to shift demand to off-

peak periods is a priority issue in this proceeding and that the Commission 

should not apply fixed charge revenues in a time-differentiated way without 

further analysis. Rather than delay the adoption of income-graduated fixed 

charges, we will separately consider whether to adjust time-of-use volumetric 

rate differentials to encourage shifting usage to off-peak periods in Phase 2 of 

this proceeding. 

Volumetric rates currently include distribution rates and the costs of 

specific line-items that are recovered on a volumetric basis, such as Public 

 
173 TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 

174 SEIA’s and the Clean Coalition’s opening briefs and CalSSA’s opening comments on the 
Implementation Pathway Ruling. 
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Purpose Program charges. This decision concluded that revenues from income-

graduated fixed charges should recover the costs of certain line-items listed in 

this decision. The remaining revenues from income-graduated fixed charges 

should be applied to reduce distribution rates. 

It is reasonable to apply revenues collected through income-graduated 

fixed charges for default rates to reduce distribution rates on an equal cents per 

kWh basis during all hours of the day. 

5.5. Optional Rates and Master-Metered Rates 

AB 205 allows the Commission to adopt income-graduated fixed charges 

for optional rates.175 Section 739.9(e)(1) provides that the Commission “may 

authorize fixed charges for any rate schedule applicable to a residential customer 

account.” 

TURN/NRDC, Sierra Club, CEJA, CforAT, the Large Utilities, the Small 

Utilities, and Cal Advocates argued that the Commission should simultaneously 

authorize fixed charges for optional rates when authorizing income-graduated 

fixed charges for default rates to prevent higher income customers from selecting 

an optional rate to pay lower fixed charges or entirely avoid fixed charges.176  

We agree with these parties’ concerns about higher income customers 

avoiding the default fixed charges if we do not require fixed charges for optional 

rates. This could result in a substantial under-collection of fixed charge revenues 

compared to forecasted revenues. Further, this result would be inconsistent with 

the legislative intent of AB 205 to support equitable recovery of fixed costs. 

 
175 Optional rate refers to a rate that a customer would not be enrolled in unless they specifically 
select it. 

176 TURN/NRDC’s, Sierra Club’s, CEJA’s, CforAT’s, the Large Utilities’, the Small Utilities’, and 
Cal Advocates’ opening briefs. See also TURN/NRDC’s and Sierra Club/CEJA’s opening 
statutory briefs and CforAT’s and Cal Advocates’ reply statutory briefs. 
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SEIA opposed application of income-graduated fixed charges to 

electrification rates.177 SEIA argued that electrification rates already have fixed 

charges, so there is no need to apply income-graduated fixed charges to these 

rates.178  

The existing fixed charges for electrification rates do not comply with the 

AB 205 requirement for all fixed charges to be income-graduated.179 In addition, 

if we did not modify the amount of the fixed charges for electrification rates 

(currently around $15 to $16 per month),180 higher income customers would still 

have an incentive to switch to electrification rates to avoid paying the default 

fixed charges. Accordingly, it is necessary to modify the existing fixed charges 

for electrification rates. 

The Western Manufactured Housing Communities Association 

commented that master-metered customers should be exempted from verifying 

incomes of its sub-metered tenants.181  

Master-metered rates apply to multifamily dwellings where service is 

provided through a single meter. This type of rate is often used in residential 

 
177 Electrification rates are optional rates that benefit customers with certain end-use 
technologies such as electric vehicles, battery storage, electric space heating, and electric water 
heating. These rates currently feature a fixed charge to offset a portion of volumetric rates, as 
well as more differentiated time-of-use periods. PG&E’s E-ELEC, SCE’s TOU-D-PRIME, and 
SDG&E’s TOU-ELEC are electrification rates. 

178 SEIA’s opening statutory brief. 

179 Section 3.3 above determines that all fixed charges are subject to the income graduation 
requirements of Pub. Util. Code Section 739.9. 

180 D.21-11-015 adopted a $15 fixed charge for PG&E’s E-ELEC rate. D.18-11-027 adopted a $12 
fixed charge for SCE’s TOU-D-PRIME rate, which has increased to approximately $15. D.22-11-
022 adopted a $16 fixed charge for SDG&E’s TOU-ELEC rate. 

181 The Western Manufactured Housing Communities Association’s opening comments on the 
Implementation Pathway Ruling. 



R.22-07-005  ALJ/SW9/sgu PROPOSED DECISION 
 
 

- 84 - 

recreational vehicle parks and residential hotels. The account holder (i.e., the 

landlord) is the sole utility customer for the entire premise, and it is the account 

holder’s responsibility to charge individual tenants for their share of the utility 

bill. 

Master-metered rates can be classified into two categories: sub-metered 

and non-sub-metered. Sub-metering allows account holders to charge tenants for 

their actual usage. Tenants who are sub-metered for master-meter rates are 

eligible for CARE and FERA discounts since the account holder can apply this 

discount to the individual tenants’ bills. Tenants who are not sub-metered for 

master-meter rates are generally not eligible for CARE or FERA discounts.182  

The adopted income tiers for income-graduated fixed charges will not 

require verification of customer incomes outside of the existing CARE and FERA 

program processes. Accordingly, it is reasonable to apply income-graduated 

fixed charges to master-metered rates with sub-metering.  

However, income-graduated fixed charges will not apply to master-

metered rates that are not sub-metered at this time. The Process Working Group 

Proposal should include recommendations on whether to apply income-

graduated fixed charges to master-metered rates that are not sub-metered. 

In its opening brief, UCAN argued that income-graduated fixed charges 

should not be applied to pilot rate schedules. Similarly, the Large Utilities 

asserted that fixed charges should not be applied to rates that are scheduled to be 

eliminated soon.183  

 
182 One exception is SDG&E’s Schedule DM rate, which allows qualifying non-profit group 
living facilities to take service with a CARE discount. However, other customers on this master-
metered rate are not eligible to participate in CARE. See SDG&E’s Schedule DM, available at 
https://tariff.sdge.com/tm2/pdf/tariffs/ELEC_ELEC-SCHEDS_DM.pdf. 

183 The Large Utilities’ opening brief. 
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The Large Utilities also argued that its separately-metered electric vehicle 

rates, which reflect a lower fixed charge to account for shared facilities, should 

not have a full income-graduated fixed charge if the customer’s primary meter 

(for non-electric vehicle household usage) is required to take service on a rate 

that has an income-graduated fixed charge.184 We agree that a residential 

customer should not be required to pay two fixed charges for a single residence. 

The Large Utilities recommended exempting rate schedules that are 

scheduled to be eliminated in the near-term from income-graduated fixed 

charges.185 We agree that it would be inefficient to implement fixed charges for 

rate schedules that will be eliminated soon after the implementation of income-

graduated fixed charges. 

In opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling, the Large Utilities 

each provided a list of all of their residential rates and whether each rate is a 

separately-metered electric vehicle rate, a master metered rate that is not sub-

metered, or scheduled to be eliminated in 2025. This information is summarized 

in the tables below.  

Table 5(A): PGE’s Rates 

Utility Schedule 
Current fixed 

charge 
Exemption from Income-Graduated 

Fixed Charges 

PG&E 

E-1 No None 

E-TOU-C No None 

E-TOU-D No None 

EV-2A No None 

ESR No None 

E-ELEC Yes None 

EV-B Yes (meter charge) Separately metered electric vehicle rate 

EM No Non-sub-metered master meter rate 

 
184 The Large Utilities’ opening brief. 

185 The Large Utilities’ opening brief. 
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EM-TOU No Non-sub-metered master meter rate 

ES No None 

ET No None 

E-TOU-B No Scheduled to be eliminated in 2025 

EV-A No Scheduled to be eliminated in 2025 

 

Table 5(B): SCE’s Rates   

Utility Schedule 
Current fixed 

charge 
Exemption from Income-Graduated 

Fixed Charges 

SCE 

Domestic 
Tiered Yes None 

TOU D 4-9 Yes None 

TOU D 5-8 Yes None 

TOU D 
PRIME Yes None 

DM Yes Non-sub-metered master meter rate 

DMS 1,2,3 Yes None 

TOU D A Yes Discontinued in March 2024 

TOU D B Yes Discontinued in March 2024 

TOU D T Yes Discontinued in March 2024 

 

Table 5(C): SDG&E’s Rates   

Utility Schedule 
Current fixed 

charge 
Exemption from Income-Graduated 

Fixed Charges 

SDG&E 

DR No None 

DT-RV No None 

TOU-DR1 No None 

TOU-DR2 No None 

TOU-DR No None 

DR-SES No None 

EV-TOU No Separately metered electric vehicle rate 

EV-TOU-2 Yes None 

EV-TOU-5 Yes None 

TOU-ELEC No None 

DM No Non-sub-metered master meter rate 

DS No None 
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It is reasonable to authorize income-graduated fixed charges for both 

default and optional residential rates. It is reasonable to apply income-graduated 

fixed charges adopted for default rates to all optional rates, except for master-

metered rates that are not sub-metered, separately-metered electric vehicle rates 

for customers whose primary meter has an income-graduated fixed charge, or 

rate schedules that are scheduled to be eliminated by the second quarter of 2026.  

In Section 5.8 above, this decision concluded that it is reasonable to apply 

revenues collected through income-graduated fixed charges to reduce 

distribution rates equally on a cents per kWh basis during all hours of the day. In 

opening briefs, the Large Utilities strongly supported this approach but 

recommended that the Commission allow the Large Utilities to make 

adjustments for optional rates as needed to prevent a situation where a customer 

receives a negative volumetric rate during certain hours.  

This decision adopts substantially lower income-graduated fixed charges 

and associated volumetric rate reductions than proposed by the Large Utilities. 

Accordingly, we do not expect that volumetric rates will be reduced below zero 

for most of the Large Utilities’ optional rate schedules if we apply the revenues 

from fixed charges equally during all hours of the day. However, we 

acknowledge that this could occur for some optional rates with very low super 

off-peak volumetric rates. To address this potential scenario, we adopt a limited 

exception to the requirement for Large Utilities to reduce distribution rates 

equally on a cents per kWh basis following introduction of the income-graduated 

fixed charge.  

It is reasonable to apply the revenues recovered by income-graduated 

fixed charges for optional rates as follows: any fixed charge revenues that are not 
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used to recover the costs of specific line items should be used to reduce 

distribution rates on an equal cents per kWh basis across all time periods, unless 

doing so would result in a negative distribution rate during any time period for a 

given rate schedule. In this scenario, distribution rates should instead be reduced 

on an equal percent basis across all time periods (i.e., reduced proportionally 

such that the prior time-of-use differentials are maintained).  

5.6. Marketing, Education, and Outreach 

In opening testimony, the Large Utilities shared the results of research 

conducted by contractors in 2022 and 2023. PG&E hired a consultant to conduct 

research in 2022 to explore customer reactions to messaging about a residential 

fixed charge. The researchers found that residential customer focus groups (a) 

reacted to the concept of income-graduated fixed charges with confusion and 

distrust, (b) expected their bills to go up, (c) wanted 3 to 6 months of notice 

before their bills increased, and (d) need information with real examples of 

before and after bills.186  

SDG&E hired a consultant to conduct research in 2023 to inform ME&O 

about income-graduated fixed charges. The researchers found that (a) 

participants assumed that a fixed charge would automatically result in higher 

bills, (b) some participants were concerned that making increased usage more 

affordable is in conflict with years of conservation messaging, (c) email was 

preferred for communication, followed by direct mail, and followed by the 

SDG&E app, (d) participants preferred to receive 3 to 6 months of notice before 

 
186 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E. 
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implementation of a fixed charge, and (e) a high income-based differential for 

fixed charges would be unfair.187 

SCE conducted a survey of nearly 700 residential customers about 

perceptions of an income-graduated fixed charge in 2023. The survey showed 

that 66 percent of customers felt that an income-graduated fixed charge was 

effectively a tax. Participants thought it would be unfair to make higher income 

customers pay higher fixed charges. Energy conscious customers felt that they 

would be penalized by fixed charges.188 

The Large Utilities proposed the following ME&O topics and objectives: 

• Help customers understand that the way they have been 
charged for electricity will be changing, why and when the 
new structure is being applied, what the funds will be used 
for, how their bill may be impacted, and helpful ways to 
manage energy costs;  

• Inform existing residential customers of their household’s 
income-based categorization and provide a way for 
customers to dispute their income bracket assignment if 
incorrect; 

• Explain how the income-graduated fixed charge will be a 
separate line item shown on their bill rather than a change 
in rate design;  

• Explain that the new fixed charge line item on their bill had 
previously been embedded in their volumetric energy use 
charge (and how all customers’ volumetric charges will be 
going down once the fixed costs are relocated to a separate 
line item); 

• Assure low-income CARE and FERA customers that their 
assistance program discounts will not be affected by the 

 
187 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E. 

188 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E. 
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fixed charge and that they may see lower bills as a result of 
the fixed charge; and 

• Explain that the pricing structure will encourage adoption 
of electrification technologies by allowing expanded use of 
lower-priced, cleaner, more plentiful electricity and 
reduced use of fossil fuels.189 

The Large Utilities also shared the following lessons learned from the 

transition to residential time-of-use rates and translation into proposed ME&O 

strategies for income-graduated fixed charges: 

• Communicate early and often with customers through 
multiple channels. Direct communications for the time-of-
use transition began at least 90 days in advance of the time-
of-use rate change and was paired with outreach by 
community-based organizations, web-based targeted 
earned and paid media, and messaging through the Large 
Utilities’ channels. The Large Utilities propose to begin 
fixed charge communications through a broader set of 
communications channels at least six months ahead of the 
rate change and to begin direct notices to customers at least 
120 days before the rate change, with at least two direct 
notices for customers. 

• Explain how the rate change will affect bills. Customers 
eligible for the time-of-use rate change were provided with 
rate impacts. The Large Utilities propose to provide 
customers with sample bill impacts based on their income 
tier assignment. 

• Educate about the equity and electrification benefits of 
the rate change. Customers’ acceptance of time-of-use rates 
increased when they understood the clean energy and grid 
benefits of reducing peak usage. The Large Utilities 
proposed to explain how the previous rate structure put an 
unfair burden on some customers and how the new 

 
189 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E. 
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structure will be more fair. The Large Utilities also 
proposed to explain how the rate change will encourage 
electrification by reducing the price per unit of energy and 
how it will encourage the use of cleaner energy sources.190 

The Large Utilities proposed the following ME&O strategies: 

• Conduct additional research prior to commencing ME&O 
activities, including refining messaging language, 
identifying clear and well-received terminology, and 
testing messaging for customers by income tier and 
whether they have solar systems; 

• Use customer segmentation to create personalized, tailored 
communications and provide targeted messaging for sub-
groups that are more likely to need specialized outreach; 

• Use a multi-touch approach with a broad range of 
communications channels;  

• Collaborate with community-based organizations and 
CCAs; and 

• Strategically integrate messaging into other marketing 
efforts191 

The Large Utilities proposed to conduct ME&O in three phases with the 

following timing: 

• At least six months prior to implementation, begin 
awareness building about what, when, and why fixed 
charges will be implemented and where to get more 
information; 

• Up to 180 days prior to implementation, begin providing 
customers with information about individual bill impacts, 
how to challenge their assigned tier, and online resources; 

 
190 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E. 

191 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E. 
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• After implementation, provide ongoing energy 
management messaging, education, and promotion of 
electrification.192 

Cal Advocates and TURN/NRDC agreed that the ME&O for income-

graduated fixed charges should include explanations about how the fixed 

charges will affect customers’ bills and incentivize electrification. Cal Advocates 

agreed with the Large Utilities that the ME&O should include information on 

how to move to a lower income tier. TURN/NRDC additionally recommended 

that ME&O (a) make customers aware of the existence of different rate options 

and the availability of rate comparison tools to determine which tariff is optimal 

for their consumption and load patterns, and (b) boost CARE and FERA 

awareness and enrollment.193 We agree with parties that the ME&O for income-

graduated fixed charges should include this additional information 

recommended by TURN/NRDC. 

It is reasonable for the ME&O for income-graduated fixed charges to 

address the following topics: 

a. When the new fixed charge will be applied; 

b. Why and how the new fixed charge will reduce volumetric 
rates; 

c. The amount of the fixed charge and how the fixed charge 
will affect customers’ bills; 

d. How tiers will be assigned and how to move to a different 
income tier; 

e. Different rate options and rate comparison tools; 

f. Options to enroll in CARE or FERA and other ways to 
manage energy costs;  

 
192 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E. 

193 TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 
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g. Assure CARE and FERA customers that their assistance 
program discounts will not be affected by the fixed charge 
and that they may see lower bills as a result of the fixed 
charge; and 

h. Why and how the fixed charge will encourage the adoption 
of electrification technologies and associated reduced use 
of fossil fuels and how customers can find rebates to 
electrify. 

The Large Utilities proposed a major departure from the overall ME&O 

approach for the time-of-use transition. The time-of-use transition relied on both 

(a) statewide ME&O to provide high-level messaging through mass and targeted 

media and (b) utility communications to their customers about bill impacts and 

tools for mitigating bill impacts. The statewide ME&O plan for the time-of-use 

transition was created through a large working group process facilitated by a 

third-party consultant. The Large Utilities argued that statewide ME&O is 

unnecessary for income-graduated fixed charges and that creating a statewide 

ME&O plan and associated working group process would result in unnecessary 

delays and expenses.194 

The Large Utilities also argued that the Commission should not require a 

working group process for developing utility-specific ME&O plans. The Large 

Utilities argued that one public workshop, held within 30 days after the final 

decision, would be sufficient for sharing the details of the Large Utilities’ ME&O 

plans with stakeholders. The Large Utilities proposed to file Tier 2 advice letters 

with individual ME&O plans for each utility’s income-graduated fixed charges 

after the workshop.195  

 
194 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E. 

195 Exhibit Joint IOUs-01-E. 
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Sierra Club and UCAN agreed that statewide ME&O should not be 

required for income-graduated fixed charges. Sierra Club argued that individual 

utility ME&O plans would be more efficient and contain costs. UCAN argued 

that the Commission should set general guidelines for the plans and provide 

room for utilities to customize their individual plans to better serve the different 

needs of their communities.196 

Other parties argued for statewide coordination and consistency. Cal 

Advocates and TURN/NRDC argued that the Commission should require a 

working group and a statewide ME&O plan with consistent messaging.197 

CalCCA similarly recommended that the Large Utilities coordinate messaging to 

customers through a working group.198  

We agree that requiring a working group process to develop a statewide 

ME&O plan would be time consuming and would delay the implementation of 

income-graduated fixed charges. We also share parties’ concerns that a statewide 

ME&O approach would unnecessarily increase implementation costs. However, 

we also share parties’ concerns that inconsistent messaging could lead to 

customer confusion. 

This decision adopts an efficient process for developing ME&O plans with 

consistent terminology, high-level messages, and metrics. In addition, we will 

separately address oversight of ME&O implementation in the evaluation and 

implementation working group section below. 

It is reasonable to direct each of the Large Utilities to develop an ME&O 

plan for income-graduated fixed charges through the following process: 

 
196 Sierra Club’s and UCAN’s opening briefs. 

197 Cal Advocates’ and TURN/NRDC’s opening briefs. 

198 CalCCA’s opening brief. 
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a. The Large Utilities shall meet and confer with each other 
and the Commission’s staff to develop consistent proposed 
terminology, high-level messages, and metrics. 

b. The Large Utilities shall invite parties to this proceeding to 
a workshop, consult with the Commission’s staff to plan 
the workshop, and jointly host a public workshop to 
discuss each utility’s ME&O plan and consistent 
terminology, high-level messages, and metrics. 

c. Each Large Utility shall propose an individual ME&O plan 
in a Tier 3 implementation advice letter with the following 
components: (a) consistent terminology and high-level 
messages, (b) sample bill impact templates, (c) consistent 
ME&O metrics, and (d) a proposed ME&O implementation 
budget, with a line-item breakdown and justifications for 
the proposed cost of each individual line-item.199 

We will discuss the deadlines for these requirements in the 

implementation timeline section below. 

5.7. Adjustments to Address Revenue Imbalances 

The Large Utilities and Cal Advocates asserted that income-graduated 

fixed charges have the potential to under- or over-collect revenues compared to 

projected revenues. Cal Advocates asserted that placing a significant number of 

customers in the wrong tier could cause the under- or over-collection of 

revenues. The Large Utilities asserted that revenue imbalances could also be 

caused by changes to the actual number of customers who fall into each income-

graduation tier compared to forecasts.200 We agree that income-graduated fixed 

charges may under- or over-collect revenues compared to projected revenues. 

 
199 The budget justifications should include an explanation of why each line-item is incremental 
to previously authorized ME&O funding, such as funding for CARE and FERA ME&O.  

200 Exhibit Cal Advocates-01-E and the Large Utilities’ opening brief. 
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Generally, the Large Utilities propose revenue requirement changes 

through General Rate Case Phase 1 proceedings and rate design changes through 

General Rate Case Phase 2 proceedings once every several years. In addition, the 

Large Utilities each file an annual year-end Consolidated Revenue Requirement 

and Rate Change advice letter as directed in Resolution E-5217 (Annual True-Up 

Advice Letter) to implement rate changes and address revenue imbalances in 

certain balancing accounts. 

The Large Utilities proposed to true-up income-graduated fixed charge 

revenue imbalances using the Annual True-Up Advice Letter process. The Large 

Utilities proposed to use existing revenue balancing accounts to record the 

revenue over- and under-collections throughout the year and use the Annual 

True-Up Advice Letter to apply over-collections to reduce the next year’s fixed 

charge revenue requirement and apply under-collections to increase the 

subsequent year’s fixed charge revenue requirement.  

TURN/NRDC supported the use of the Annual True-Up Advice Letter 

process and additionally proposed to adjust the income-graduated fixed charges 

each year through the Large Utilities’ Energy Resource Recovery Account 

applications with the goal of limiting volumetric rate increases to no higher than 

the Consumer Price Index (CPI).201 

SEIA opposed both proposals to make annual adjustments to fixed 

charges, arguing that fixed charges should remain relatively stable over time, 

similar to fixed monthly charges for other utility or subscription services. SEIA 

argued that the TURN/NRDC proposal was the most extreme and was likely to 

 
201 TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 
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lead to “explosive” increases to the income-graduated fixed charges if rate 

increases are much higher than inflation rates.202 

We are concerned that TURN/NRDC’s proposal to address revenue 

imbalances could result in substantial increases to income-graduated fixed 

charges without further consideration in this proceeding about the design and 

role of income-graduated fixed charges.  

The Large Utilities’ proposal to record revenue imbalances in existing 

balancing accounts and use the Annual True-Up Advice Letter to address 

revenue imbalances is aligned with standard ratemaking practices and is 

designed to account for electric revenue forecasting errors. However, we have 

concerns about using a Tier 2 advice letter process to potentially increase the 

revenue requirement for income-graduated fixed charges. Instead, we will direct 

the Large Utilities to use the Annual True-Up Advice Letter process to propose 

how to modify distribution rates to address revenue imbalances. We will also 

require the Large Utilities to create new distribution balancing accounts (rather 

than use existing accounts) to record these imbalances to increase transparency. 

It is reasonable for each of the Large Utilities to (a) establish a new 

distribution balancing account (Income Graduated Fixed Charge Balancing 

Account) to record over- or under-collections of revenues compared to projected 

revenues from income-graduated fixed charges, and (b) propose in each Annual 

True-Up Advice Letter how to modify distribution rates to account for over- or 

under-collections of revenues by the income-graduated fixed charges compared 

to projected revenues.  

 
202 SEIA’s reply brief. 
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5.8. Evaluation and Implementation Working Group 

CforAT, Cal Advocates, UCAN, and the Large Utilities each proposed 

informal processes for assessing income-graduated fixed charges and informing 

the development of improvements to income-graduated fixed charges. The Large 

Utilities proposed to regularly report metrics to a working group on a quarterly 

basis. The Large Utilities argued that extensive new evaluation plans are not 

needed for income-graduated fixed charges that rely on the existing CARE and 

FERA income-verification processes and that will not require additional income 

data collection or other complex rate or program elements. CforAT similarly 

argued that the Commission should not invest a lot of resources into evaluating 

income-graduated fixed charges that do not have separate tiers for moderate- 

and high-income customers. Cal Advocates and UCAN opposed an independent 

evaluator for income-graduated fixed charges and supported regular reporting 

of metrics by the Large Utilities.203 

SEIA supported the use of a working group for evaluating income-

graduated fixed charges but also advocated for hiring a third-party evaluation 

contractor. SEIA argued that the Large Utilities should not be responsible for 

evaluating the performance and merits of income-graduated fixed charges 

because the Large Utilities have shown a preference for larger fixed charges and 

will not be objective. 

We agree that a working group (Implementation Working Group) should 

evaluate the Large Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges. This approach 

addresses parties’ concerns about efficient use of resources as well as SEIA’s 

concerns about preventing a conflict of interest by the Large Utilities. The 

 
203 CforAT’s, Cal Advocates’s, UCAN’s, and the Large Utilities’ opening briefs. 
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Implementation Working Group could also be used to provide feedback to the 

Commission’s staff about implementation concerns and potential solutions. 

The Large Utilities shall (a) report metrics on income-graduated fixed 

charges and associated ME&O efforts within 30 days of each calendar quarter to 

the service list of this proceeding, and (b) present metrics and lessons learned 

from income-graduated fixed charges and associated ME&O efforts to the 

Implementation Working Group at least once per calendar quarter.  

The Implementation Working Group will be convened and facilitated by 

the Commission’s staff. The Implementation Working Group shall have the 

following scope of work relating to assessing and evaluating income-graduated 

fixed charges: (a) identify problems with implementation and ME&O efforts and 

suggest solutions at meetings, and (b) provide written recommendations to the 

Commission’s staff about how lessons learned from the implementation of 

income-graduated fixed charges should influence the design of future income-

graduated fixed charges or alternative rate mechanisms.  

The Commission’s staff will prepare an evaluation report for income-

graduated fixed charges based on one calendar year of metrics and input from 

the Implementation Working Group. The Commission’s staff will facilitate the 

filing of the evaluation report in this proceeding to build the record for a decision 

on the next version of income-graduated fixed charges or alternative rate 

mechanisms. 

The Large Utilities proposed to report metrics for income-graduated fixed 

charges on the number of customers in each tier, the number of customers who 

change tiers, average customer bill impacts, and awareness and understanding of 

the new rate structure. In opening testimony, the Large Utilities also proposed to 

track press article mentions, reach and/or impressions of paid media, outbound 
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targeted communications, bill messages, email responses, and call center 

feedback.204 Cal Advocates agreed with the Large Utilities’ proposed metrics.205 

We agree that the quarterly reports should include these metrics. 

UCAN proposed to also require the Large Utilities to report on all ME&O 

activities and dollars spent, the number and type of calls and other customer 

inquiries concerning income-graduated fixed charges, the number of customers 

for whom income verification is requested, and the outcomes of income 

verification requests.206 We agree that the Large Utilities’ quarterly reports 

should include metrics on ME&O dollars spent, number of calls about income-

graduated fixed charges, the number of customers who were subject to income 

verification through the CARE and FERA programs, and the number of 

customers who successfully verified their incomes through the CARE and FERA 

programs. 

TURN/NRDC proposed that an evaluation also consider the cost 

efficiency of utility work on implementation, customer and market surveys to 

determine the effectiveness of ME&O, customer changes to usage in response to 

changes in volumetric rates, bill impacts for different customer sub-groups, 

changes in CARE/FERA enrollment, and changes in purchases of building and 

transportation electrification assets.207 Many of TURN/NRDC’s proposed 

evaluation questions are more appropriate for the evaluation of a future version 

of an income-graduated fixed charge with greater impacts on volumetric rates 

and electrification decisions. However, we agree that the evaluation metrics for 

 
204 The Large Utilities’ opening brief and Exhibit Joint IOUs-01. 

205 Cal Advocates’ opening brief. 

206 UCAN’s opening brief. 

207 TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 
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income-graduated fixed charges should include bill impacts for different 

customer sub-groups. We also agree that the Large Utilities should conduct 

surveys to determine the effectiveness of ME&O. 

It is reasonable for the Large Utilities’ quarterly reports on income-

graduated fixed charges to include the following metrics: 

a. Number of customers in each tier; 

b. Number of customers who change tiers; 

c. Average customer bill impacts for each tier and each 
baseline territory; 

d. Number of press article mentions; 

e. Impressions and reach of paid media; 

f. Number and type of outbound targeted communications 
and bill messages;  

g. Number of related calls or emails received; 

h. ME&O dollars spent; 

i. Number of customers who were asked to verify their 
incomes through the CARE and FERA programs; and 

j. Number of customers who successfully verified their 
incomes through the CARE and FERA programs. 

In the ME&O section above, we directed the Large Utilities to discuss their 

proposed ME&O metrics at the joint ME&O workshop before proposing ME&O 

metrics in their individual Tier 3 implementation advice letters. The Large 

Utilities’ proposed ME&O metrics may include additional metrics not described 

above.  

5.9. Timing of Implementation 

In their opening brief, the Large Utilities provided the following estimated 

timeline for income-graduated fixed charges: 

• Each of the Large Utilities could file an implementation 
advice letter within 90 days of a decision; 
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• SCE and SDG&E could begin ME&O activities in the third 
quarter of 2024; 

• SCE and SDG&E could each complete all necessary billing 
system upgrades and pre-launch ME&O activities within 
12 months of a decision and begin to apply the fixed 
charges to customer bills in the third quarter of 2025; and 

• PG&E could complete a transition to a new billing system 
and begin to apply the new fixed charges to customer bills 
in the first quarter of 2028. 

On December 18, 2023, ALJ Wang issued the Budget and Timing Ruling to 

direct the Large Utilities to file additional information about budgets and 

implementation timing and request party comments.  

In opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling, PG&E proposed a 

revised timeline for implementing its income-graduated fixed charges:208 

• PG&E could program income-graduated fixed charges into 
its current primary billing system (Customer Care & Billing 
System) for 98.2 percent (4.8 million) residential customers, 
conduct ME&O beginning in 2024, and apply the fixed 
charges to these customers by the first quarter of 2026; and 

• PG&E could propose an interim billing solution around the 
summer of 2024 for how and when to apply fixed charges 
to the 1.8 percent of residential customers (approximately 
90,000 customers) who are currently billed through its 
legacy billing system (Advanced Billing System). 

PG&E notes that the remaining customers who are billed on the Advanced 

Billing System are primarily solar customers on complex Net Energy Metering 

Rates. PG&E explained that the main problem with implementing a fixed charge 

for these customers is that the Advanced Billing System has been in use for over 

30 years and is unstable. PG&E intends to eventually move these customers to a 

 
208 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 
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new billing system. PG&E asserted that it would not be prudent to add 

additional functions to the old Advanced Billing System until it has been 

stabilized. PG&E asserted that it needs additional time to evaluate other options 

and offered to prepare a supplemental advice letter filing in mid-2024 to propose 

an interim solution for those customers, including updated cost estimates and 

timing.  

Cal Advocates supported PG&E’s revised timeline for implementing 

income-graduated fixed charges, including PG&E’s proposal to continue to 

evaluate how to transition the customers who are billed on the old Advanced 

Billing System.209 TURN/NRDC generally supported expediting the 

implementation of income-graduated fixed charges to support equity and 

electrification.210 

Several parties asserted that implementation of income-graduated fixed 

charges should be delayed. UCAN argued that SCE’s and SDG&E’s proposed 

timeline for ME&O is too compressed to support customer understanding. 

Advanced Energy United and California Energy Storage Alliance also argued 

that the Commission should delay implementation to provide more time for 

ME&O.211  

Although TURN/NRDC opposed delaying implementation, they agreed 

that ME&O efforts are critical and should be initiated as soon as possible to 

ensure that customers understand the upcoming changes to rates and potential 

impact on bills. TURN/NRDC argued that this effort is especially necessary in 

 
209 Cal Advocates’ reply comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 

210 TURN/NRDC’s opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 

211 Advanced Energy United’s, California Energy Storage Alliance’s, and UCAN’s opening 
comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 
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light of “organized efforts to intentionally mislead the public and spread 

misinformation” about the purpose of the fixed charge and its expected impacts. 

TURN/NRDC noted that online articles have labelled income-graduated fixed 

charges as a “utility tax” and have incorrectly implied that a fixed charge is an 

additional cost added to customer bills rather than a restructuring to reduce 

volumetric rates without increasing revenues from residential rates.212 

We agree with parties that ME&O is necessary to enable customer 

understanding of the adopted income-graduated fixed charges. However, it is 

not necessary to delay implementation of the Large Utilities’ income-graduated 

fixed charges. This decision authorized an expedited approach to developing 

ME&O plans, which will enable utilities to begin ME&O activities as soon as 

possible. Each of the Large Utilities proposed a schedule that included around 12 

months between filing its ME&O plan and applying income-graduated fixed 

charges to customer bills. The proposed timeline is sufficient for promoting 

customer understanding. 

In opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling, SEIA argued that 

implementation of SCE’s and SDG&E’s fixed charges should be delayed until 

PG&E’s fixed charges are implemented to prevent customers in Southern 

California from feeling that it is unfair to be subject to fixed charges earlier than 

other customers in the state. On the same day, PG&E proposed a revised timeline 

that reduced the gap between the implementation of the SCE and SDG&E fixed 

charges and the PG&E fixed charges for most of its customers to two calendar 

quarters.213  

 
212 TURN/NRDC’s reply comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 

213 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 
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Cal Advocates replied that the time-of-use transition showed that phasing 

in implementation of rate changes is not problematic.214 350 Bay Area similarly 

commented that a later rollout of ME&O by PG&E could enable PG&E to learn 

from the results of ME&O by the other Large Utilities.215 

We agree with Cal Advocates and 350 Bay Area that the transition to 

income-graduated fixed charges does not need to be simultaneous, but we also 

see benefits to generally aligning implementation timelines of the Large Utilities. 

We will direct SCE and SDG&E to begin the transition in the fourth quarter of 

2025 and PG&E to begin the transition in the first quarter of 2026. 

It is reasonable to adopt the following timeline for implementing the Large 

Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges: 

a. Within 60 days of the issuance date of this decision, the 
Large Utilities shall jointly host the ME&O workshop 
required by this decision;  

b. Within 90 days of the issuance date of this decision, each of 
the Large Utilities shall file a Tier 3 advice letter to 
implement income-graduated fixed charges; 

c. Between October 1, 2025 and December 15, 2025, SCE and 
SDG&E shall begin to apply fixed charges to residential 
customers’ bills; and 

d. Between January 1, 2026 and March 31, 2026, PG&E shall 
begin to apply fixed charges to residential customers’ bills. 

5.10. Implementation Budget and Cost Recovery 

Generally, the Commission reviews each of the Large Utilities’ revenue 

requirement for a multi-year period through General Rate Case Phase 1 

proceedings. When directing a Large Utility to incur substantial additional costs 

 
214 Cal Advocates’ reply comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 

215 350 Bay Area’s opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 
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for activities that were not considered in a General Rate Case Phase 1 proceeding, 

the Commission considers how the utility should track and recover these 

additional costs. 

In their opening brief, the Large Utilities proposed to each file a Tier 1 

advice letter to create a new balancing account within 30 days of a decision to 

track actual implementation costs (e.g., ME&O, billing systems upgrades, 

operations) that are incremental to each utility’s authorized revenue 

requirement. The Large Utilities proposed to recover these implementation costs 

from Public Purpose Program charges through the Annual True-Up Advice 

Letter. 

Cal Advocates supported cost recovery through Public Purpose Program 

but recommended that the Large Utilities record implementation costs in a 

memorandum account to provide the Commission and parties an opportunity to 

conduct a review of the reasonableness of the costs.216 TURN/NRDC similarly 

proposed that the Commission review the reasonableness of implementation 

costs in an upcoming General Rate Case proceeding.217  

The Large Utilities replied that additional scrutiny of costs is not necessary 

because the Commission had the opportunity to review reasonableness of 

proposed implementation costs in this proceeding.218 However, the Large 

Utilities provided only high-level information about implementation costs in this 

 
216 Cal Advocates’ opening brief. 

217 TURN/NRDC’s opening brief. 

218 The Large Utilities’ reply brief. 
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proceeding.219 We agree with TURN/NRDC and Cal Advocates that additional 

scrutiny of actual implementation costs will be required.  

It is reasonable for each of the Large Utilities to create a new Income-

Graduated Fixed Charge Memorandum Account to record the actual incremental 

implementation costs of implementing income-graduated fixed charges and 

propose to recover such costs through a future General Rate Case or rate design 

window application proceeding. Each of the Large Utilities shall file a Tier 1 

advice letter within 30 days of the issuance date of this decision to create the new 

accounts. 

On January 24, 2024, the Large Utilities filed opening comments on the 

Budget and Timing Ruling with updated implementation budget proposals for 

income-graduated fixed charges that are summarized in the table below. The 

Large Utilities also proposed ME&O budgets. However, as discussed in the 

ME&O section above, we will determine ME&O budgets through the Tier 3 

advice letter process when we review each utility’s ME&O plan. 

Table 6: Large Utilities’ Revised Budget Proposals220 

Activity PG&E  
($ millions) 

SCE 
($ millions) 

SDG&E 
($ millions) 

Income Verification $4.452 $1.898 $2.630 

Billing System $9.245 $2.900 $4.250 

Customer Rates Tools Updates $0.674 $0.059 $1.200 

Customer Support (Contact 
Center) 

$11.895 $16.191 $5.930 

 
219 The Large Utilities provided updated budget estimates in their opening comments on the 
Budget and Timing Ruling. Generally, the Large Utilities provided estimated costs for large 
categories (such as income verification) without specific budget breakdowns by sub-tasks or 
estimated staff hours or contractor hours for each budget category.  

220 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 
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Program and Product 
Management 

$2.445 $0.550 $1.560 

Total $28.711 $21.598 $15.570 

 

The Large Utilities each asserted that the implementation of income-

graduated fixed charges would increase income verification costs and/or call 

center costs of the CARE and FERA programs due to (a) anticipated increases in 

CARE or FERA enrollment, or (b) costs related to the Large Utilities’ proposal to 

create two different income-graduated fixed charge tiers for CARE customers.221 

No party commented about whether to approve the Large Utilities’ proposed 

implementation costs.222 

The first category of costs (relating to increases in CARE or FERA 

enrollment) is not an implementation cost of income-graduated fixed charges. 

The Commission sets goals for increased enrollment and considers budgets for 

CARE and FERA implementation costs through CARE and FERA program 

application proceedings. As noted above, CARE enrollment levels are already 

very high (88-95% among Large Utilities in 2019), and the Commission recently 

authorized new enrollment goals and ME&O funding to increase FERA 

participation to 70 percent by 2026.223  

The latter category of costs (related to the Large Utilities’ proposal to create 

two income tiers for CARE customers) is not relevant because this decision 

 
221 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 

222 Several parties filed reply comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling, but no party 
commented on whether to approve the Large Utilities’ proposed implementation costs. SEIA’s 
reply comments expressed skepticism about PG&E’s proposed estimated additional costs of 
expediting implementation of the first income-graduated fixed charges but did not oppose the 
cost estimate. 

223 D.21-06-015 at Conclusions of Law 49. 
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approved only one income tier for CARE-eligible customers. Accordingly, this 

decision does not approve additional funding for income verification by the 

CARE and FERA programs or increased call center volume for the CARE and 

FERA programs. 

The Large Utilities each proposed estimates for billing system upgrade 

costs. SCE’s proposed billing system costs are relatively modest, presumably 

because SCE currently has a fixed charge on its residential rates. SDG&E 

proposed an initial cost of $2.65 million for the initial billing system upgrades for 

implementing income-graduated fixed charges, and an additional $125,000 to 

$140,000 for implementing each individual rate schedule, for a total of $4.25 

million. PG&E’s proposed billing system upgrade costs are substantially higher 

because they include $3.5 million for the potential costs of implementing a 

temporary solution for customers on the old Advanced Billing System.224 Since 

PG&E needs additional time to propose a solution for customers on the old 

Advanced Billing System, we will not approve the estimated costs for that 

component of the billing system upgrades at this time.  

It is reasonable for PG&E to propose a billing system solution and 

implementation costs for addressing the Advanced Billing System in its Tier 3 

implementation advice letter or in a future application for billing system upgrade 

costs. 

The Large Utilities each proposed updates to their customer rates tools. 

This is consistent with our decision to require the Large Utilities’ ME&O efforts 

to include information about rate comparison tools. The cost of updates to rate 

comparison tools should be modest. SCE proposed only $59,000 for this activity, 

 
224 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 
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likely because SCE’s residential rates currently include a fixed charge. SDG&E 

did not provide a justification for why their proposed costs are twice as high as 

PG&E’s proposed costs.225 For this reason, we reduced SDG&E’s budget for this 

cost to match PG&E’s budget.  

Each of the Large Utilities proposed large budgets for incremental costs of 

customer support through call centers. PG&E’s estimate assumed a 50 percent 

higher incremental call volume than what they experienced during the time-of-

use transition, where PG&E received calls from 3.2 percent of residential 

customers about time-of-use rates.226 We do not expect that the transition to 

income-graduated fixed charges will result in a higher call volume than the time-

of-use transition. The new income-graduated fixed charges are modest and will 

not require many customers to take action to change income tiers. PG&E also 

assumed that average calls about income-graduated fixed charges would take 

substantially longer than average calls about other billing-related topics (11.5 

minutes versus 8 minutes). The adopted design of income-graduated fixed 

charges is simple compared with time-of-use rates and should not take more 

time to discuss than other billing-related topics. Accordingly, this decision 

adjusted the budget for PG&E’s call center costs to allow for up to 3.2 percent of 

residential customers to call about the income-graduated fixed charges during 

the initial roll out period and spend an average of 8 minutes on these calls. 

SCE commented that 8 percent of residential customers affected by the 

time-of-use transition contacted a call center during the transition. SCE estimated 

that 8 percent of CARE customers with incomes under 100 percent of Federal 

 
225 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 

226 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 
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Poverty Guidelines would call about providing income data, an additional group 

of CARE customers with significantly changed income levels would call about 

qualifying for the lowest income tier, and 7 percent of non-CARE customers 

would call with billing questions about income-graduated fixed charges.227  

We do not expect such a high percentage of SCE’s customers to contact a 

call center during the transition to income-graduated fixed charges. The adopted 

design of income-graduated fixed charges is simple compared with SCE’s time-

of-use rate designs and do not require many customers to take any action. We 

expect PG&E customers’ call volume for the time-of-use transition to be more 

reflective of how customers will respond to income-graduated fixed charges than 

SCE customers’ experience, given that PG&E’s two period time-of-use rates are 

much easier to understand than SCE’s three period time-of-use rates. Further, 

SCE’s proposal included the costs of customers calling to provide proof of 

incomes below 100 percent of Federal Poverty Guidelines to qualify for the first 

tier, which relates to a provision of the Large Utilities’ proposal that this decision 

did not approve.  

In accordance with our budget adjustments for PG&E, we adjusted the 

budget for SCE’s call center costs to allow up to 3.2 percent of all residential 

customers to call about the income-graduated fixed charges during the initial roll 

out period. Applying this assumption to SCE’s residential customer class of 4.5 

million customers produces an anticipated incremental call volume of 144,000 as 

opposed to SCE’s estimate of 271,000. Call center costs were scaled down 

accordingly for all costs other than training and interactive voice recognition 

 
227 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 
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software upgrade costs ($1.759 million and $150,000, respectively) since those 

costs do not scale with call volume.  

SDG&E assumed that the Customer Care Center would receive 8 percent 

incremental call volume in 2025 compared to the average for 2019 through 2022 

(or 123,000 additional calls) relating to fixed charges and general inquiries. This 

would be approximately 9 percent of SDG&E’s residential customers. We expect 

that the incremental call volume for income-graduated fixed charges should be 

similar to the incremental call volume for a transition to time-of-use rates. 

SDG&E commented that they do not have an accurate estimate for the number of 

calls they received during the time-of-use transition that were truly related to 

time-of-use.228 Accordingly, we will apply the incremental call volume 

percentage that PG&E experienced during its time-of-use transition (3.2 percent) 

to adjust SDG&E’s estimate.  

For the reasons discussed above, we adjusted SDG&E’s budget for 

additional call center volume to allow for 3.2 percent of all residential customers 

to call about income-graduated fixed charges (rather than 9 percent). This 

adjustment was applied to all call center costs other than the estimated 

$1.125 million of non-labor costs, which we expect will not be reduced with 

lower call volumes. 

Each of the Large Utilities also proposed budgets for program and product 

management. SCE proposed a budget of $550,000 for this purpose.229 No party 

objected to this proposed budget line-item. We agree that a budget of $550,000 

 
228 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 

229 The Large Utilities’ opening comments on the Budget and Timing Ruling. 
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for SCE’s program and product management for implementing income-

graduated fixed charges is reasonable.  

PG&E and SDG&E proposed budgets of $2.445 million and $1.56 million 

respectively for program and product management. Neither party provided a 

justification for why their proposed costs are roughly three to four times higher 

than SCE’s proposed costs for the same activities. This decision adjusted each of 

PG&E’s and SDG&E’s budgets for program and product management to match 

SCE’s proposed budget. 

It is reasonable to adopt the implementation budgets for the Large Utilities 

in Table 7 below. 

Table 7: Large Utilities’ Approved Implementation Budgets 

Activity PG&E  
($ millions) 

SCE 
($ millions) 

SDG&E 
($ millions) 

Income Verification $0 $0 $0 

Billing System $5.745 $2.900 $4.250 

Customer Rates Tools Updates $0.674 $0.059 $0.674 

Customer Support (Contact 
Center) 

$7.304 $9.498 $2.833 

Program and Product 
Management 

$0.550 $0.550 $0.550 

Total $14.273 $13.007 $8.307 

6. Whether to Approve the Small Utilities Settlement 
Agreement 

The Small Utilities and Cal Advocates filed a Settlement Motion for 

adoption of the Settlement Agreement on January 16, 2024. On February 15, 2024, 

SEIA, CforAT, Sierra Club/CEJA, and TURN/NRDC filed responses to the 

Settlement Motion. SEIA, CforAT, and Sierra Club/CEJA each opposed different 
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provisions of the Settlement Agreement. TURN/NRDC did not oppose the 

Settlement Agreement but raised concerns about certain provisions. On March 1, 

2024, the Small Utilities, CEJA, and the Large Utilities filed replies to comments 

on the Settlement Motion. 

Section 12.1(d) of the Commission’s Rules provides that the Commission 

will not approve settlements, whether contested or uncontested, unless the 

settlement is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in 

the public interest. Where a settlement is contested, it will be subject to more 

scrutiny than an uncontested settlement. While our policy is to favor the 

settlement of disputes, we will not approve unreasonable settlements.  

Specifically, this decision considered whether the Settlement Agreement 

fully and fairly balances the relevant public interests and those of all affected 

stakeholders and addressed any contested issue in the proceeding. This decision 

also looked at whether the Settlement Agreement substantially aligns with 

Commission policies and practices or complies with the law. Finally, this 

decision considered the reasonableness of the Settlement Agreement in light of 

the proceeding record and whether the proponents of the Settlement Agreement 

adequately explained and justified each provision of the agreement. 

The parties to the Settlement Agreement represent the interests of Small 

Utilities and their ratepayers. However, the parties to the Settlement Agreement 

do not represent the interests of the parties who oppose the agreement (i.e., 

environmental and social justice organizations, people with disabilities, and the 

solar industry). 

The Settlement Agreement addressed all of the contested issues relating to 

the first version of the Small Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges, except for 

one major issue. The Settlement Agreement proposed to primarily recover Small 
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Utilities’ base revenue costs through income-graduated fixed charges. However, 

the Settlement Agreement did not include an agreement about which specific 

cost categories within the Small Utilities’ base revenue costs are “fixed costs” that 

may be recovered through a fixed charge in accordance with AB 205.230  

SEIA, Sierra Club/CEJA, and TURN/NRDC filed responses to the 

Settlement Agreement that disputed the Settlement Agreement’s proposal to 

recover base revenues without an assessment of whether all included cost 

categories are fixed costs.  

For the reasons discussed in the statutory interpretation section above, 

only fixed costs may be recovered through an income-graduated fixed charge. As 

discussed in Section 6.2 below, the record of this proceeding did not include 

sufficient evidence about the Small Utilities’ base revenue costs to determine 

which portion consists of fixed costs that may be recovered through a fixed 

charge in accordance with AB 205. Accordingly, the Settlement Agreement’s 

proposal to recover base revenues through income-graduated fixed charges is 

not reasonable in light of the proceeding record. 

The Settlement Motion provided that each clause of the Settlement 

Agreement is severable, and if any clause is deemed illegal, void, or 

unenforceable, such determination will not affect the validity of any other clause 

of the agreement. It is reasonable to sever the portion of the Settlement 

Agreement that is unsupported by the record of this proceeding and consider 

whether the balance of the Settlement Agreement is reasonable in light of the 

whole record, consistent with law, and in the public interest. 

 
230 In Exhibit Cal Advocates-03, Cal Advocates contested recovery of Liberty’s generation base 
revenues through a fixed charge. 
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The Settlement Motion provided that it should not have precedential value 

for future Commission decisions related to income-graduated fixed charges, and 

that there are no separate agreements between the settling parties that relate to 

issues in the Settlement Agreement that are not disclosed in the Settlement 

Agreement. 

For the reasons below, this decision approves the Settlement Agreement, 

with the exception of the proposal to recover each of the Small Utilities’ base 

revenues (and Bear Valley’s General Rate Case Revenue Requirement 

Memorandum Account) and the associated fixed charge levels. As explained 

further below, this decision directs the Small Utilities to file a Tier 3 advice letter 

with more information about the cost categories included in base revenues and 

makes the determination of fixed charge levels subject to an analysis of the total 

revenue requirement for fixed cost categories approved in this decision. The 

approval of the Settlement Agreement should not have precedential value. 

The Settlement Agreement did not address several uncontested issues 

relating to the Small Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges, such as the 

implementation budget and metrics. This decision considered how to address the 

uncontested issues based on the record of the proceeding. 

6.1. Income Tiers and Income Verification 

The Settlement Agreement proposed the following income tiers for the 

first version of income-graduated fixed charges for the Small Utilities: 

• Tier 1: Incomes between 0 to 100 percent of Federal Poverty 
Guideline levels; 

• Tier 2: Incomes above 100 percent and up to 200 percent of 
Federal Poverty Guideline levels; and 

• Tier 3: Incomes above 200 percent of Federal Poverty 
Guideline levels. 
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The Settlement Agreement proposed to rely on the existing CARE income 

verification processes amended to obtain income information from customers 

with incomes between 0 percent to 100 percent of Federal Poverty Guideline 

levels.  

The Settlement Motion argued that the proposed income tiers comply with 

the requirements of AB 205 because they include three tiers and enable the Small 

Utilities to apply a lower fixed charge to low-income customer bills in 

accordance with AB 205. We agree that the proposed income tiers comply with 

the requirements of AB 205. 

The Settlement Motion argued that the proposal is reasonable in light of 

the Small Utilities’ limited staff resources and small customer bases. The 

Settlement Motion argued that the Commission has authorized different 

requirements for Small Utilities than Large Utilities in the past to limit 

administrative burdens for Small Utilities. 

The Settlement Motion argued that the proposal is also reasonable because 

it leverages existing CARE and FERA income-verification processes in 

accordance with the Implementation Pathway Ruling. The Settlement Motion 

argued that the CARE program is the only program that the Small Utilities 

currently use to identify customers as low-income for monthly billing purposes. 

The Settlement Agreement did not propose a middle tier based on FERA 

eligibility because they do not administer FERA programs.  

The Settlement Agreement’s proposal is consistent with the proposal 

advanced in the Small Utilities’ opening brief. In its reply brief, CforAT opposed 

the Small Utilities’ income tiers proposal because it would put additional 

administrative burdens on the lowest income customers and because the middle 

tier would not include customers between 200 and 250 percent of Federal 
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Poverty Guidelines.231 Sierra Club/CEJA also opposed the tier structure, arguing 

that it fails to prevent placing low- and moderate-income customers in Tier 3 

with high income customers.232  

The Settlement Agreement’s tier structure is aligned with the adopted 

definition of low-income customer, based on 200 percent of the Federal Poverty 

Guidelines level, but does not differentiate between customers with moderate 

and higher incomes. In Section 4, this decision adopted an implementation 

pathway approach for implementing AB 205. We determined that it is reasonable 

for the Large Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges to rely on utilities’ 

existing income verification processes for CARE and FERA. In Section 4, this 

decision also established a Process Working Group for proposing a new income-

verification process to enable the next version of income-graduated fixed charges 

to differentiate between customers with moderate and higher incomes. 

This decision did not adopt the Large Utilities’ proposal to separate CARE-

eligible customers into two tiers in the same manner as proposed by the 

Settlement Agreement. However, we agree with the Settlement Motion that the 

Small Utilities have different circumstances because they do not administer a 

FERA program.  

It is reasonable for the Small Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges to 

rely on their existing CARE income verification processes as amended to obtain 

income information from customers with incomes between 0 to 100 percent of 

Federal Poverty Guideline levels. The Process Working Group should develop a 

proposal for how to improve the income verification processes of the Small 

 
231 See also CforAT’s response to the Settlement Motion. 

232 Sierra Club/CEJA’s response to the Settlement Agreement. 
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Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges, including how to verify the incomes of 

moderate-income customers. 

TURN/NRDC did not oppose the tier structure but expressed concerns 

about how customers will be placed into either Tier 1 or Tier 2.233 We are 

similarly concerned that customers eligible for Tier 1 will not be aware of how to 

enroll in Tier 1 or will face barriers to enrolling in Tier 1.  

The Settlement Agreement’s income tier and income verification proposal 

is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the public 

interest. Each of the Small Utilities should provide information in their Tier 3 

implementation advice letter about when and how customers will be informed 

about the opportunity to be placed in Tier 1 and how to reduce barriers to 

enrolling in Tier 1. 

It is reasonable to adopt the following tier structure for the income-

graduated fixed charges of the Small Utilities: 

a. Tier 1 will be assigned to customers with incomes of 0 to 
100 percent of the Federal Poverty Guideline levels 
applicable to that household under the CARE program; 

b. Tier 2 will be assigned to customers with incomes above 
100 percent and at or below 200 percent of the Federal 
Poverty Guideline levels applicable to that household 
under the FERA program; and 

c. Tier 3 will be assigned to customers who do not qualify for 
the first or second tiers. 

It is reasonable to adopt the following income tier assignment processes 

for the income-graduated fixed charges of the Small Utilities: 

 
233 TURN/NRDC’s response to the Settlement Agreement. 
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a. Small Utilities will assign customers who attest to having 
eligible incomes through the CARE application process to 
Tier 1; 

b. Small Utilities will assign all other customers enrolled in 
CARE to Tier 2 without the need for the customer to take 
any action; and 

c. Utilities will assign all customers who are not enrolled in 
the CARE program to Tier 3. 

6.2. Fixed Costs and Fixed Charge Levels 

The Settlement Agreement proposed the initial income-graduated fixed 

charge levels in the table below. 

Table 8: Settlement Agreement Total Fixed Charge Levels 

Utility Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3 

Bear Valley $5.77 $10.83 $25.24 

Liberty $5.00 $10.00 $32.76 

PacifiCorp 
(single-family) 

$7.21 $15.64 $33.98 

PacifiCorp (multi-
family) 

$5.20 $10.25 $23.40 

The Settlement Motion argued that the fixed charge levels above are 

consistent with the law because low-income ratepayers (Tier 1 and Tier 2) with 

average usage in each baseline territory would see a reduction in monthly bills 

without changes to usage. The Settlement Motion attached the Small Utilities’ 

work papers to show compliance with the law for each of Tier 1 and Tier 2. 

Sierra Club/CEJA and CforAT opposed the fixed charge levels, arguing 

that the fixed charges would not meet statutory requirements to provide bills 

savings to all low-income ratepayers (not just customers with average usage). 

However, in Section 3.4 of this decision, we concluded that AB 205 requires 

income-graduated fixed charges to lower the average monthly bill for a low-
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income ratepayer with average usage in each baseline territory without making 

any changes to usage.234  

TURN/NRDC expressed concerns that the Tier 2 customer savings would 

be modest compared to Tier 1 customer savings but did not oppose the specific 

fixed charge levels or dispute that the fixed charge levels would comply with 

statutory requirements to result in bill savings for Tier 2 low-income customers 

with average electricity usage in each baseline territory.235 The Large Utilities 

replied that TURN/NRDC’s response should not assume that each of the two 

low-income fixed charge tiers would be required to separately comply with the 

AB 205 requirement for the “average low-income customer” to realize bill 

savings in each baseline territory. In other words, the Large Utilities argued that 

the Commission should allow a combined analysis of bill savings for the two 

low-income fixed charge tiers. The Large Utilities are incorrect. 

This decision interpreted AB 205 as requiring bill savings for “a low-

income customer with average electricity usage.” TURN/NRDC is correct that 

the Small Utilities must show compliance with the AB 205 bill savings 

requirement separately for Tier 1 and Tier 2. As noted above, the Settlement 

Motion demonstrates compliance with AB 205 separately for Tier 1 and Tier 2. 

The Settlement Agreement proposed to recover two categories of costs 

through fixed charges: (a) a portion of base revenues, and (b) specific cost 

adjustment categories. The proposed fixed charges primarily recover base 

revenue costs rather than specific cost adjustment categories. For example, the 

 
234 Sierra Club/CEJA’s and CforAT’s responses to the Settlement Motion.  

235 TURN/NRDC’s response to the Settlement Motion. 
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proposed Tier 3 fixed charge of $32.76 for Liberty recovers $31.70 for base 

revenues and only $1.06 for specific cost adjustment categories.  

The Settlement Motion argued that the proposed fixed charge levels are 

reasonable because they recover a reasonable portion of fixed costs. However, 

the Settlement Agreement asserted that no specific methodology for calculating 

fixed costs was agreed upon in the Settlement Agreement. The Settlement 

Agreement did not include an agreement about the total amount of each Small 

Utilities’ fixed costs or what percentage of the Small Utilities’ fixed costs the 

proposed fixed charges would recover.  

The Settlement Agreement proposed to recover the following adjustment 

schedules through the Small Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges: 

• CARE program surcharge (all Small Utilities); 

• Energy Savings Assistance Program surcharge (all Small 
Utilities);  

• Catastrophic Event Memorandum Account recorded costs 
(all Small Utilities); 

• Public Purpose Program surcharge (PacifiCorp and Bear 
Valley); 

• Energy Efficiency Balancing Account (Liberty); and 

• General Rate Case Revenue Requirement Memorandum 
Account (Bear Valley). 

The Settlement Motion argued that all of the proposed adjustment 

schedules for recovery through the fixed charges are fixed costs for the Small 

Utilities that are not directly tied to the amount of electricity used by a customer 

and are incurred regardless of how much electricity is used. 

The statutory interpretation section of this decision determined that 

Section 739.9 of the Pub. Util. Code provides that only fixed costs may be 

recovered through a fixed charge. Further, this decision defined a fixed cost as a 
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cost that does not directly vary based on the electricity usage of the customer 

from whom the revenue is being collected. 

As discussed above in the section approving the Large Utilities’ fixed costs 

for income-graduated fixed charges, public policy-related costs like CARE 

program surcharge are fixed costs because the revenue requirement for such 

costs does not directly vary based on the electricity usage of the customer from 

whom the revenue is being collected. Each of the following costs are public-

policy related fixed costs: CARE program surcharge, Energy Savings Assistance 

Program surcharge, Catastrophic Event Memorandum Account recorded costs, 

Public Purpose Program surcharge, and Energy Efficiency Balancing Account. 

No party raised any legal restrictions on recovery of any of these costs through a 

fixed charge. 

The Settlement Agreement also proposed to recover Bear Valley’s General 

Rate Case Revenue Requirement Memorandum Account through income-

graduated fixed charges. Bear Valley did not previously propose to recover the 

costs of this account through a fixed charge.236 The Settlement Motion argued 

that these costs are incurred regardless of customer usage and are fixed costs. No 

party argued that there are legal restrictions on recovering this cost through a 

fixed charge. 

SEIA responded that the Settlement Motion did not explain why these 

costs are incurred regardless of customer usage.237  This memorandum account 

was established in D.22-08-010 to track the difference between rates effective on 

December 31, 2022 and the rates that would be authorized in a subsequent 

 
236 Exhibit BVES-1 and the Small Utilities’ opening brief proposed to recover all distribution 
costs allocated to residential customers through a General Rate Case decision. 

237 SEIA’s response to the Settlement Motion. 
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decision. The Settlement Motion does not provide sufficient information to 

determine which portion of Bear Valley’s General Rate Case Revenue 

Requirement Memorandum Account costs are fixed costs. 

It is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the 

public interest to approve the recovery of the following cost categories through 

the Small Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges: CARE program surcharge, 

Energy Savings Assistance Program surcharge, Catastrophic Event 

Memorandum Account recorded costs, Public Purpose Program surcharge, and 

Energy Efficiency Balancing Account (together, the Small Utilities’ Line-Item 

Fixed Costs). 

Neither the Settlement Motion nor the Settlement Agreement included an 

agreement or argument about which portion of each Small Utilities’ base 

revenues are fixed costs. The record of this proceeding does not include sufficient 

evidence regarding which portion of each Small Utilities’ base revenues are fixed 

costs. Neither Bear Valley nor PacifiCorp previously proposed to recover base 

revenues; instead, each utility proposed to recover all residential distribution 

costs through fixed charges.238 In opening testimony and the Small Utilities’ 

opening brief, Liberty proposed to recover both “distribution base revenues” and 

“generation base revenues” through fixed charges.239 Cal Advocates initially 

opposed inclusion of generation base revenues, arguing that these costs are 

related to usage and are not fixed costs. Cal Advocates also noted that Liberty 

did not provide any indication whether the generation costs were related to sunk 

costs or stranded assets.240  

 
238 Exhibit BVES-1, Exhibit PAC-01, and the Small Utilities’ opening brief. 

239 Exhibit Liberty-01 and the Small Utilities’ opening brief. 

240 Exhibit Cal Advocates-03. 
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SEIA commented that the Small Utilities failed to provide information 

about what cost categories are included in base revenues in response to a data 

request and therefore the fixed charge levels are not justified.241 Sierra 

Club/CEJA also raised concerns about the Settlement Agreement’s failure to 

identify which costs are included in base revenues and argued that the proposed 

fixed charge levels are not justified.242 In reply, the Small Utilities simply 

reiterated that the base revenue fixed charge component consists of “distribution 

costs that are fixed in nature” without further description of these costs.243  

The Settlement Motion proposed fixed charge levels based on the revenue 

requirement for specific costs. The Small Utilities’ base revenue costs comprise 

the majority of the proposed costs for recovery through the fixed charges. 

Whether the proposed fixed charges are reasonable depends on whether all of 

the proposed base revenue costs for recovery are fixed costs. 

TURN/NRDC recommended that the Commission require the Small 

Utilities to identify the cost categories included in base revenues and explain 

why these cost categories are similar to the cost categories that the Commission 

authorized for fixed charge recovery (for the Small Utilities or the Large 

Utilities). TURN/NRDC recommended that the Commission reduce the Small 

Utilities’ fixed charge levels if the Commission finds that the total revenue 

requirement (for the proposed fixed costs) is not high enough to support the 

proposed fixed charge levels.244 

 
241 SEIA’s response to the Settlement Motion. 

242 Sierra Club/CEJA’s response to the Settlement Motion. 

243 The Small Utilities’ reply to responses to the Settlement Motion. 

244 TURN/NRDC’s response to the Settlement Motion. 
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The record of this proceeding is not sufficient to determine which portion 

of Small Utilities’ base revenues are fixed costs that may be recovered through a 

fixed charge. We agree that TURN/NRDC’s proposed solution is a reasonable 

way to address this issue. 

It is reasonable for the Commission to determine which portion of the 

Small Utilities’ base revenues are fixed costs that may be recovered through 

income-graduated fixed charges through a Tier 3 advice letter process.  

If the Commission determines in a resolution of the Tier 3 advice letter that 

the total revenue requirement for all of the Small Utilities’ fixed cost categories is 

sufficient to support the fixed charge levels in the Settlement Agreement, then it 

would be reasonable for the resolution to approve the Settlement Agreement’s 

fixed charge levels. If the Commission resolution determines that the total 

revenue requirement for all of the Small Utilities’ fixed cost categories does not 

support the fixed charge levels in the Settlement Agreement, it would be 

reasonable for the Commission resolution to reduce the Small Utilities’ fixed 

charge levels accordingly. 

Each of the Small Utilities shall include the following information 

regarding proposed fixed costs and fixed charge levels in a Tier 3 advice letter for 

implementing income-graduated fixed charges:  

a. A list of all base revenue cost categories that the utility 
proposes to recover through its income-graduated fixed 
charges and the revenue requirement associated with each 
cost category; 

b. An explanation of why each listed base revenue cost 
category is a fixed cost similar to a category approved for 
recovery through this decision; 
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c. The revenue requirement for each of the fixed cost 
categories approved in this decision, if applicable to the 
utility; 

d. An explanation of how each base revenue cost category 
was converted from the current volumetric rate to a new 
per customer rate, if it is incremental to the current fixed 
charges; 

e. If a review of the base revenue cost categories shows 
insufficient fixed costs to support the Settlement 
Agreement’s fixed charge levels, then the utility shall 
propose lower fixed charges; and 

f. A bill impact analysis demonstrating that both Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 customers with average electricity usage in each 
baseline territory without changes to usage will realize a 
bill savings compared to currently effective rates. 

6.3. Small and Large Customer Differentiation 

The Settlement Motion argued that the Settlement Agreement complies 

with the Section 739.9(d) requirement for fixed charges to appropriately reflect 

the different costs of serving small and large customers. However, the Settlement 

Agreement does not differentiate between small and large customers of Liberty 

or Bear Valley. The Settlement Agreement does propose lower fixed charges for 

multi-family housing customers of PacifiCorp than single-family housing 

customers. No party opposed this provision of the Settlement Agreement. 

This decision determined that it is reasonable to initially adopt income-

graduated fixed charges for the Large Utilities that do not differentiate between 

the costs of serving small and large customers. This decision directed the Large 

Utilities to take specific actions to enable the Commission to study the feasibility 

of identifying small and large customers based on whether the customer is 

located in a single- or multi-family residence, among other potential solutions.  
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It is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the 

public interest to approve the Settlement Agreement provision for PacifiCorp to 

reflect the different costs of serving small and large customers by imposing a 

lower fixed charge on customers in multi-family housing compared with 

customers in single-family housing. 

It is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the 

public interest to approve the Settlement Agreement provision for the income-

graduated fixed charges of Liberty and Bear Valley to not reflect the different 

costs of serving small and large customers. 

However, Liberty and Bear Valley must take similar steps as the Large 

Utilities to enable compliance with the statute in the next version of its income-

graduated fixed charges. The Commission directs Liberty and Bear Valley to 

each (a) consult with PacificCorp to understand how PacifiCorp differentiates 

between single- and multi-family housing and whether it would be feasible for 

Liberty and Bear Valley to collect and use similar data for the purpose of 

differentiating fixed charges; (b) present their findings at the workshop hosted 

by the large utilities regarding differentiating between single- and multi-family 

households; and (c) file a report in this proceeding within 90 days of the 

workshop. These findings will be used by the Commission to help inform the 

design of the next version of the income-graduated fixed charge for the Small 

Utilities.  

6.4. Rate Adjustments 

6.4.1. Volumetric Rate Adjustments 

In Section 5 above, this decision determined that the Large Utilities shall 

apply revenues collected through income-graduated fixed charges to reduce 

distribution rates equally during all time-of-use hours. 
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The Small Utilities’ default residential volumetric rates are tiered based on 

monthly aggregate usage and are differentiated by season but not by the time of 

day.245 The Settlement Agreement did not address whether Small Utilities should 

apply revenues collected through income-graduated fixed charges to reduce 

distribution rates in a time-differentiated or season-differentiated way. No party 

argued that Small Utilities specifically should apply revenues collected through 

their income-graduated fixed charges to reduce volumetric rates in a time-

differentiated or season-differentiated way.  

For the reasons above, it is reasonable for the Small Utilities to apply 

revenues collected through income-graduated fixed charges to reduce 

distribution rates equally during all hours of the day and during all seasons of 

the year. 

6.4.2. CARE Adjustments 

The Small Utilities argued that the provisions of AB 205 that modified 

Section 739.1(c)(1) of the Pub. Util. Code to change how Large Utilities calculate 

the average effective CARE discount do not apply to the Small Utilities. As 

discussed in Section 3.7 above, Section 739.1(c)(1) only applies to utilities with 

100,000 or more customer accounts. The Small Utilities asserted in opening 

testimony that they each have fewer than 100,000 customer accounts in 

California.246 We agree that Section 739.1(c)(1) does not apply to the Small 

Utilities. 

The Settlement Agreement provided, “The fixed charge rates for low-

income tiers already reflect a discount for low-income customers. No further 

 
245 The Settlement Motion noted that the Commission did not require the Small Utilities to 
transition their customers to time-of-use rates in D.17-01-006.  

246 Exhibit BVES-1, Exhibit PAC-01, and Exhibit Liberty-01. 
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discount will be applied to the fixed charge through the CARE program, 

however, the CARE discount will continue to apply to the volumetric rate.”  

In response to the Settlement Agreement, TURN/NRDC urged the 

Commission to ensure that shifting a portion of fixed costs from volumetric rates 

to fixed charges will not reduce the CARE program revenue requirement that is 

funded by the Public Purpose Program charge, which is paid for by both 

residential and non-residential customers. However, TURN/NRDC did not 

argue that there is a legal requirement to adopt their preferred approach.   

It is reasonable in light of the record, consistent with the law, and in the 

public interest to approve the Settlement Agreement’s provisions regarding the 

application of the CARE discount. 

6.5. Optional Rates and Master-Metered Rates 

The Settlement Agreement did not address whether the Small Utilities’ 

income-graduated fixed charges should apply to all residential rates, and if so, 

whether the fixed charges should vary between default residential rates and 

optional residential rates. 

This decision authorized the Large Utilities’ income-graduated fixed 

charges for all default and optional residential rates, with the following 

exceptions: master-metered rates that are not sub-metered, separately-metered 

electric vehicle rates for customers whose primary meter has an income-

graduated fixed charge, and rate schedules that are scheduled to be eliminated 

by the second quarter of 2026.  

In their opening brief, the Small Utilities argued that fixed charges should 

apply “equally” to default and optional residential rates. The Small Utilities 

argued that applying the same fixed charges to all residential rates would 

prevent rate shopping and will allow for a more equitable allocation of costs to 



R.22-07-005  ALJ/SW9/sgu PROPOSED DECISION 
 
 

- 131 - 

customers. The Small Utilities have fewer optional rate schedules and did not 

propose to vary the terms of income-graduated fixed charges between default 

and optional residential rates. No party argued that the exceptions for applying 

fixed charges to optional residential rates or master-metered rates should be 

different for Small Utilities than Large Utilities.247 

It is reasonable to authorize income-graduated fixed charges for all of the 

Small Utilities’ default and optional residential rate schedules, with the following 

exceptions: master-metered rates that are not sub-metered, separately-metered 

electric vehicle rates for customers whose primary meter has an income-

graduated fixed charge, and rate schedules that are scheduled to be eliminated 

by the second quarter of 2026. 

6.6. Marketing, Education, and Outreach 

The Settlement Agreement did not include a proposal for ME&O for the 

Small Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges.  

In their opening brief, the Small Utilities originally supported a statewide 

ME&O approach. The Small Utilities proposed using ME&O to inform customers 

about how volumetric rates will decline, how income-graduated fixed charges 

will function, and how the income-graduated fixed charges will impact overall 

electric bills. The Small Utilities proposed to use statewide ME&O to provide 

awareness and notice of the rate changes, and the subsequent utility-specific 

ME&O plans would provide details about how the fixed charges will impact 

customer bills. 

In its reply brief, the Small Utilities made a revised proposal without a 

statewide ME&O plan. The Small Utilities asserted that they met and conferred 

 
247 The Small Utilities’ opening brief. 
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with the Large Utilities about lessons learned from the Large Utilities’ previous 

ME&O activities and expectations for income-graduated fixed charges. The Small 

Utilities reported that they agreed to hold another meet and confer with the 

Large Utilities in the first quarter of 2024, open to all parties, to learn more about 

the research findings and refined ME&O proposals of the Large Utilities.  

The Small Utilities argued that this approach to collaboration with the 

Large Utilities is an efficient and cost-effective alternative to a statewide ME&O 

plan for informing the Small Utilities’ ME&O efforts and communications. 

The Small Utilities’ proposal is consistent with the directions this decision 

provided for the Large Utilities to jointly host a public workshop to discuss each 

utility’s ME&O plan and propose individual ME&O plans in Tier 3 

implementation advice letters.  

It is reasonable for the Small Utilities to collaborate with the Large Utilities 

to learn more about the Large Utilities’ research findings, best practices, and 

detailed ME&O plans for income-graduated fixed charges. 

Each of the Small Utilities shall (a) participate in Large Utilities’ joint 

ME&O workshop to discuss the Large Utilities’ ME&O plans, research findings, 

and messaging, and (b) include in its Tier 3 advice letter for implementing 

income-graduated fixed charges a utility-specific ME&O plan, a line-item budget 

for ME&O activity costs, and a justification for each proposed line-item cost. 

6.7. Revenue Shortfalls and Overcollection 

The Settlement Motion explained that each of the Small Utilities will 

project the number of customers that will be enrolled in each income tier, and if 

the projections are incorrect, the income-graduated fixed charges will either 

collect more or less than the Small Utilities estimated. 
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The Commission approves the Small Utilities’ revenue requirements every 

few years through a General Rate Case decision. Liberty and Bear Valley each 

record the difference between authorized base revenue requirement and the 

recorded revenues collected from customers in their respective Base Revenue 

Requirement Balancing Account. D.12-11-030 authorized Liberty to file a Tier 2 

advice letter to request recovery of costs recorded in its Base Revenue 

Requirement Balancing Account when the recorded total over- or under-

collection exceeds 5 percent of the authorized base revenue requirement. 

Similarly, D.14-11-002 authorized Bear Valley to file a Tier 1 advice letter to 

request recovery of costs recorded in its Base Revenue Requirement Balancing 

Account. The Settlement Motion noted that PacifiCorp does not have a similar 

balancing account. 

The Settlement Agreement proposed to address the over- or under-

collections of revenues by the Small Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges as 

follows: 

• Bear Valley and Liberty would each use its existing Base 
Revenue Requirement Balancing Account to record 
revenue imbalances. Each utility would adjust the portion 
of the Small Utilities’ Line-Item Fixed Costs recovered 
through fixed charges to address the over- or under-
collection. 

• PacifiCorp would file an advice letter once per year with a 
calculation of the differences between projected and actual 
revenues from fixed charges. PacifiCorp would add a new 
adjustment schedule to residential customers’ bills to 
provide a surcharge or credit based on the annual 
calculation. 

In other words, the Settlement Agreement proposed two different 

mechanisms for addressing the differences between projected revenues and 
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actual revenues from income-graduated fixed charges: (a) Bear Valley and 

Liberty would record the imbalances in balancing accounts and file an advice 

letter (Tier 1 advice letter for Bear Valley, Tier 2 advice letter for Liberty) to either 

increase or decrease their income-graduated fixed charges to address the 

imbalance, and (b) PacifiCorp would calculate revenue imbalances once per year 

and would file an advice letter to add a surcharge or credit on residential 

customers’ bills to remedy the over- or under-collection of revenues.  

No party opposed this provision of the Settlement Motion. 

The Settlement Motion argued that these proposed mechanisms are 

supported by the record because they are consistent with the Small Utilities’ 

previous proposals in this proceeding.248 We agree that these proposals are 

consistent with the Small Utilities’ previous proposals in this proceeding. 

The Settlement Agreement’s proposed mechanisms for recording revenue 

imbalances from income-graduated fixed charges and proposing adjustments are 

generally consistent with the record and the Commission’s standard ratemaking 

practices.  

The Settlement Agreement did not specify which type of advice letter will 

be required for proposing adjustments. A Tier 2 advice letter requires approval 

by the Commission’s staff prior to the rate change taking effect, whereas a Tier 1 

advice letter takes effect immediately. We will require each of the Small Utilities 

to file a Tier 2 advice letter to request any adjustments to address such revenue 

imbalances to ensure sufficient oversight of such adjustments. 

 
248 Bear Valley’s opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling, Exhibit BVES-1, 
Liberty’s opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling, Exhibit Liberty-01, 
PacifiCorp’s opening comments on the Implementation Pathway Ruling, and Exhibit PAC-01. 
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However, we are concerned that the proposal for Bear Valley and Liberty 

to adjust its income-graduated fixed charges to recover over- or under-collections 

could result in volatility in income-graduated fixed charge levels and customer 

confusion. We will make a minor adjustment to the implementation of the 

Settlement Agreement. This decision approves the standalone adjustment 

schedule approach (proposed for PacifiCorp) for all three Small Utilities. This 

does not substantially change the outcome or impacts on any party. The only 

difference will be how the adjustment will be presented on customer bills. Each 

of the Small Utilities may propose in its Tier 2 advice letter (for addressing a 

revenue imbalance) to add an adjustment schedule on residential customer bills 

that represents a surcharge or credit to remedy the over- or under-collection of 

revenues. 

It is reasonable to approve the following provisions for Small Utilities to 

calculate and recover an over- or under-collection of revenues by income-

graduated fixed charges: 

a. Bear Valley and Liberty shall each record any over- or 
under-collection of revenues by income-graduated fixed 
charges as a separate line-item in its existing Base Revenue 
Requirement Balancing Account; 

b. Bear Valley and Liberty may each file a Tier 2 advice letter 
to address any over- or under-collection of revenues 
recorded in its Base Revenue Requirement Balancing 
Account associated with income-graduated fixed charges. 
Each utility shall include in the advice letter the proposed 
amount of surcharge or credit to residential customer bills 
that would be implemented through a standalone 
adjustment schedule; and 

c. PacifiCorp may file a Tier 2 advice letter once per year to 
propose to address any over- or under-collection of 
revenues from income-graduated fixed charges. PacifiCorp 
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shall include in the Tier 2 advice letter its calculation of the 
over- or under-collection of revenues, and the proposed 
amount of surcharge or credit to residential customer bills 
that would be implemented through a standalone 
adjustment schedule. 

6.8. Metrics and Evaluation 

The Settlement Agreement does not include metrics, reporting 

requirements, or evaluation requirements for the Small Utilities’ income-

graduated fixed charges. 

Initially, the Small Utilities did not propose metrics, reporting, or 

evaluation requirements in the testimony or their comments on the 

Implementation Pathway Ruling. In their opening brief, the Small Utilities 

argued that any reporting requirements should focus on customer bill impacts of 

income-graduated fixed charges and whether the fixed charges provide sufficient 

revenue to meet utility costs. Small Utilities proposed to only require Small 

Utilities to provide one report every two years with the following metrics: 

revenue collection data, actual utility cost data, and comparison data for low-

income customer bills to demonstrate how customer bills were impacted by 

income-graduated fixed charges. The Small Utilities argued that the Commission 

should avoid placing additional administrative burdens on Small Utilities and 

associated rate impacts on each utility’s small customer base in California. No 

party commented on this proposal in reply briefs. 

For the Large Utilities, this decision (a) required quarterly reporting of 

metrics to the service list of this proceeding and (b) established a process for the 

Commission’s staff to draft an evaluation report for income-graduated fixed 

charges based on one calendar year of metrics and input from the 

Implementation Working Group. The evaluation report will be used to inform 

the design of the next version of income-graduated fixed charges.  
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While it is not necessary to require Small Utilities to serve quarterly 

reports, we will increase the frequency of reports to once per calendar year to 

enable the Commission’s staff to include an assessment of the Small Utilities’ 

income-graduated fixed charges in the evaluation report. 

This decision directed the Large Utilities to report the following metrics:  

number of customers in each tier, number of customers who change tiers, 

average customer bill impacts for each tier and each baseline territory, number of 

press article mentions, impressions and reach of paid media, number and type of 

outbound targeted communications and bill messages, and number of related 

calls or emails received. 

We do not expect the Small Utilities to conduct substantial ME&O. 

Therefore, it is not necessary for Small Utilities to report on ME&O metrics. 

However, the Small Utilities should report on the number of customers in each 

tier, the number of customers who changed tiers, and average customer bill 

impacts for each tier and each baseline territory. The Commission’s staff will 

include this information in its evaluation report for income-graduated fixed 

charges. 

It is reasonable for each of the Small Utilities to serve a report on the 

service list of this proceeding within 30 days after each anniversary of the launch 

of its income-graduated fixed charges with the following metrics: number of 

customers in each tier, the number of customers who changed tiers, and average 

customer bill impacts for each tier and each baseline territory. 

6.9. Implementation Costs 

The Settlement Agreement did not propose a budget for the Small Utilities’ 

implementation costs. However, the Settlement Agreement included a proposal 

for each utility to establish a memorandum account to track all implementation 
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and administrative costs (such as billing system upgrade costs) and recover these 

costs through a future request. The Settlement Motion asserted that use of a 

memorandum account to track costs is consistent with standard practices. No 

party commented on this issue in response to the Settlement Motion. 

We agree that tracking administrative costs in a memorandum account is 

consistent with standard practices. We will also clarify that each of the Small 

Utilities must propose an implementation budget in its Tier 3 implementation 

advice letter. 

It is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the 

public interest to approve the Settlement Agreement’s provision for each of the 

Small Utilities to track implementation and administrative costs of the income-

graduated fixed charges in a new memorandum account.  

Each of the Small Utilities shall (a) establish a memorandum account to 

track all implementation costs and incremental administration costs of income-

graduated fixed charges, and (b) include a proposed implementation and 

administrative costs budget, with a breakdown by line-item and a justification 

for each line-item, in its Tier 3 advice letter for implementing income-graduated 

fixed charges. 

6.10. Timing of Implementation 

The Settlement Agreement does not address the timing of implementation 

of the Small Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges and associated ME&O 

efforts.  

The Small Utilities did not provide estimated timing of implementation of 

its income-graduated fixed charges. In its opening brief, the Small Utilities 

argued that they could not provide estimated timelines without knowing the 

design of the income-graduated fixed charges. However, the Small Utilities 
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asserted that they could implement fixed charges more quickly if the 

Commission adopted a simple design based on their recommendations. No other 

party specifically commented on the timing of applying the Small Utilities’ 

income-graduated fixed charges. 

This decision adopted the Settlement Agreement’s simplified design for 

the income-graduated fixed charges, including reliance on the Small Utilities’ 

existing CARE income verification processes. Further, this decision authorized a 

Tier 3 advice letter process for approving the Small Utilities’ income-graduated 

fixed charges and associated ME&O efforts. Further, the Small Utilities must 

leverage the Large Utilities’ existing ME&O research and best practices rather 

than conducting additional research. Accordingly, we expect that the Small 

Utilities will be able to quickly file a Tier 3 advice letter and implement the 

income-graduated fixed charges along a similar timeline as the Large Utilities. 

It is reasonable to direct each of the Small Utilities to file a Tier 3 advice 

letter within 90 days of this decision to implement income-graduated fixed 

charges. The Tier 3 advice letter shall include an implementation schedule that 

facilitates beginning to apply income-graduated fixed charges to Small Utilities’ 

customers by the first quarter of 2026. 

7. Summary of Public Comment 

Rule 1.18 of the Commission’s Rules allows any member of the public to 

submit written comment in any Commission proceeding using the “Public 

Comment” tab of the online Docket Card for that proceeding on the 

Commission’s website. Rule 1.18(b) requires that relevant written comment 

submitted in a proceeding be summarized in the final decision issued in that 

proceeding. 
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Over 900 public comments about income-graduated fixed charges were 

posted on the Docket Card of this proceeding. These comments generally 

opposed the Large Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charge proposals, additional 

income verification requirements, high fixed charges, or varying fixed charges 

based on income levels. 

8. Procedural Matters 

This decision affirms all rulings made by the assigned ALJ or the assigned 

Commissioner in this proceeding.  

9. Comments on Proposed Decision and Modifications 
to the Settlement Agreement 

The proposed decision of ALJ Stephanie Wang in this matter was mailed 

to the parties in accordance with Section 311 of the Public Utilities Code and 

comments were allowed under Rule 14.3.  Comments were filed on __________ 

by ___________, and reply comments were filed on _____________ by 

________________.  

Pursuant to Rule 12.4(c), the Commission may provide parties to a 

settlement agreement with a reasonable amount of time to elect to accept 

alternative terms proposed by the Commission or request other relief. The 

modifications to the proposed settlement set forth in the proposed decision 

constitute alternative terms. The parties to the Settlement Agreement may file 

comments on the proposed decision to accept the modifications to the proposed 

settlement or request other relief. 

10. Assignment of Proceeding 

President Alice Reynolds is the assigned Commissioner and Stephanie 

Wang is the assigned ALJ and Presiding Officer in this proceeding. 
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Findings of Fact 

1. California has not conducted pilots of income-graduated fixed charges for 

residential rates. 

2. The Franchise Tax Board cannot share income data or confirm self-

reported income data without a taxpayer’s written consent. 

3. California agencies have used The Work Number as a tool for verifying 

incomes for low-income assistance programs but have not used it to determine 

whether customers have higher incomes based on salaries, wages, or 

investments. 

4. In 2019, the Large Utilities’ estimated rates of enrollment of eligible 

customers in the CARE and FERA programs were as follows: PG&E (95 percent 

CARE, 13 percent FERA), SCE (88 percent CARE, 10 percent FERA), SDG&E 

(93 percent CARE, 20 percent FERA).  

5. The Large Utilities together serve approximately 10.8 million residential 

customers. 

6. The Commission needs additional time to consider the feasibility, cost, and 

administrative burdens of new processes for verifying the incomes of moderate- 

or high-income customers. 

7. Around 1 percent of the Large Utilities’ residential customers are enrolled 

in FERA programs. 

8. There were over 527,000 government-subsidized affordable rental homes 

in California as of January 2023. 

9. The Sacramento Municipal Utility District currently assesses a default 

residential fixed charge of $24.15 per month and a low-income residential fixed 

charge of $14.15 per month.   
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10. The following electric utility cost categories are fixed costs: Marginal 

Customer Access Costs, Public Purpose Program non-bypassable charges, New 

System Generation charges, Local Generation charges, and Nuclear 

Decommissioning non-bypassable charges. 

11. The Public Tool estimated that a Tier 1 fixed charge of $6.00 per month 

paired with a Tier 3 fixed charge of $24.15 and a Tier 2 fixed charge of $12.08 

would comply with the AB 205 requirement to lower the average monthly bill for 

a low-income ratepayer with average electricity usage in each baseline territory 

of each of the Large Utilities without making any changes to usage. 

12. The Commission needs additional information about how electric utilities 

can identify large and small customers for purposes of complying with 

Section 739.9(d)(1) of the Pub. Util. Code.  

13. The Large Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges adopted by this 

decision do not unreasonably impair incentives for conservation or energy 

efficiency when applied to volumetric rates equally during all hours of the day. 

14. SCE and SDG&E can begin to implement income-graduated fixed charges 

for its customers by the third quarter of 2025. 

15. Around 98.2 percent of PG&E’s residential customers are served by its 

current primary billing system. 

16. Around 1.8 percent of PG&E’s residential customers are currently billed 

through an unstable legacy billing system. 

17. PG&E can begin to implement income-graduated fixed charges for its 

customers on its primary billing system by the first quarter of 2026. 

18. PG&E needs additional time to evaluate options for applying income-

graduated fixed charges to the residential customers on its unstable legacy 

billing system. 
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19. ME&O is necessary to enable customer understanding of the Large 

Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges. 

20. The adopted timeline for implementing the Large Utilities’ income-

graduated fixed charges is sufficient to promote customer understanding. 

21. The parties to the Settlement Agreement did not represent the interests of 

all affected stakeholders. 

22. The Settlement Agreement did not address the contested issue of which 

specific cost categories within the Small Utilities’ base revenue costs are fixed 

costs that may be recovered through a fixed charge in accordance with AB 205. 

23. The Small Utilities do not administer FERA programs. 

24. The CARE program is the only program that the Small Utilities currently 

use to identify customers as low-income for monthly billing purposes. 

25. The record of this proceeding is not sufficient to determine which portion 

of Bear Valley’s General Rate Case Revenue Requirement Memorandum Account 

costs are fixed costs that may be recovered through a fixed charge. 

26. The record of this proceeding is not sufficient to determine which portion 

of Small Utilities’ base revenues are fixed costs that may be recovered through a 

fixed charge. 

27. The Small Utilities each have fewer than 100,000 customer accounts in 

California. 

Conclusions of Law 

1. For purposes of Section 739.9(e) of the Pub. Util. Code, it is reasonable to 

interpret a “fixed charge” as meaning any fixed customer charge, basic service 

fee, demand differentiated basic service fee, or non-volumetric charge that 

applies based on demand or the mere existence of a customer account. 
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2. It is reasonable for a bundle of fixed charges to collectively comply with 

the requirements of Section 739.9(e) of the Pub. Util. Code. 

3. It is reasonable to define “customer” for purposes of Section 739.9 of the 

Pub. Util. Code as all persons residing in one dwelling and served by the same 

electric meter. 

4. It is reasonable for an income-graduated fixed charge to include a 

minimum of three income tiers. 

5. It is reasonable to define a low-income ratepayer for purposes of designing 

an income-graduated fixed charge as a customer with a household income at or 

below 200 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines level applicable to that 

household under the CARE program. 

6. It is reasonable to adopt a fixed charge that lowers the average monthly 

bill for a low-income ratepayer with average electricity usage in each baseline 

territory without making any changes to usage. 

7. It is reasonable to define fixed costs as costs that do not directly vary based 

on the electricity usage of the customer from whom the revenue is being 

collected. 

8. Only fixed costs may be recovered through an income-graduated fixed 

charge. 

9. It is reasonable to prohibit the use of the composite tier methodology for 

any revenues resulting from a fixed charge. 

10. The income-graduated fixed charge revenues should be applied to each 

usage tier proportionally to ensure that the ratio between the usage tier 2 and the 

usage tier 1 volumetric rates are maintained at the required level. 



R.22-07-005  ALJ/SW9/sgu PROPOSED DECISION 
 
 

- 145 - 

11. It is reasonable to adopt the following process for the Large Utilities to 

calculate and apply CARE discounts, provided that the fourth step will not take 

effect until income-graduated fixed charges are implemented:  

(a) First, calculate the total revenues for CARE customers that 
would have been produced for the same billed usage by non-
CARE customers; 

(b) Second, remove from the total revenues all of the charges that 
CARE customers are exempt from and all rate and charge 
discounts that CARE customers receive, excluding discounts 
on income-graduated fixed charges; 

(c) Third, apply the applicable CARE discount rate (between 30 
and 35 percent) to the volumetric and fixed components of 
the rate;  

(d) Fourth, apply any remaining discount to CARE customers’ 
fixed charge that is needed to achieve the required income-
graduated fixed charge for CARE customers (note that this 
additional discount will not be funded by the CARE 
program, but will instead be funded by income-graduated 
fixed charge revenues collected from higher income tiers and 
is thus incremental to the CARE discount); and  

(e) Finally, allocate the CARE discount budget for collection on 
an equal cents per kWh basis. 

12. It is reasonable to direct each of the Large Utilities and the Small Utilities 

to file a Tier 3 advice letter to implement income-graduated fixed charges. 

13. It is reasonable for the income-graduated fixed charges authorized by this 

decision to rely on utilities’ existing CARE and FERA income verification 

processes. 

14. It is reasonable to establish a Process Working Group to develop a Process 

Working Group Proposal with the following components:  
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(a) An overview of existing income verification processes and 
alternatives to income verification used for moderate- and 
higher-income customers in California and other states; 

(b) An assessment of existing and potential data sources for 
assigning customers to income tiers for income-graduated 
fixed charges; 

(c) Proposed income verification processes and alternatives; 

(d) A definition of moderate-income customer; 

(e) Administration structure, including a scope of work for the 
proposed administrator(s); and  

(f) Estimated costs and an analysis of the costs compared to the 
benefits of each of the proposed income verification 
processes. 

15. It is reasonable to direct PG&E to issue a request for proposals and enter 

into a contract with a Facilitation Contractor with expertise in implementing 

voluntary income verification processes within 8 months of the issuance date of 

this decision. 

16.  It is reasonable for the Commission’s Energy Division to provide guidance 

to PG&E on the selection of the Facilitation Contractor and approval of key 

deliverables of the Facilitation Contractor, including the scope of work and the 

Process Working Group Proposal.  

17. It is reasonable for the scope of work for the Facilitation Contractor to 

include the following items:  

(a) Organize and facilitate Process Working Group meetings to 
develop consensus on working group issues to the extent 
feasible; 

(b) Research and draft an overview of existing income 
verification processes and alternatives to income verification 
used for moderate- and higher-income customers in 
California and other states; 
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(c) Research and draft an assessment of existing and potential 
data sources for assigning customers to income tiers; 

(d) Research and draft estimated costs of the proposed income 
verification processes; and 

(e) Draft the Process Working Group Proposal, incorporate input 
from Process Working Group members, and serve the final 
proposal to the assigned ALJ within one year of entering into 
a contract with PG&E. 

18. It is reasonable to adopt the following tier structure for the income-

graduated fixed charges of the Large Utilities: 

(a) Tier 1 will be assigned to customers with incomes of 0 to 200 
percent of the Federal Poverty Guideline levels applicable to 
that household under the CARE program; 

(b) Tier 2 will be assigned to customers (i) with incomes above 
200 percent and below 250 percent of the Federal Poverty 
Guideline levels applicable to that household under the FERA 
program or (ii) who live in an affordable rental home that is 
restricted by the rules of federal or state subsidies to residents 
who have incomes at or below 80 percent of Area Median 
Income; and 

(c) Tier 3 will be assigned to customers who do not qualify for 
the first or second tiers. 

19. It is reasonable to adopt the following income tier assignment processes 

for the income-graduated fixed charges of the Large Utilities: 

(a) Utilities will assign all customers enrolled in CARE to Tier 1 
without the need for the customer to take any action; 

(b) Utilities will assign all customers enrolled in FERA to Tier 2 
without the need for the customer to take any action; 

(c) Utilities will assign all customers who (i) live in an affordable 
rental home that is restricted by the rules of federal or state 
subsidies to residents who have incomes at or below 80 
percent of Area Median Income and (ii) are not enrolled in 
CARE to Tier 2, without the need for the customer to take any 
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action, based on the statewide database of such homes 
maintained by the California Housing Partnership; and 

(d) Utilities will assign all other customers to Tier 3. 

20. It is reasonable to use the Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s 

residential fixed charges as a benchmark for establishing the first income-

graduated fixed charge levels for the Large Utilities.  

21. It is reasonable for the income-graduated fixed charges of the Large 

Utilities to recover all or a portion of the revenue requirement as established in 

the most recent applicable Commission decision for each of the following fixed 

cost categories: 

(a) Marginal Customer Access Costs; 

(b) Public Purpose Program non-bypassable charges; 

(c) New System Generation or Local Generation charges; and 

(d) Nuclear Decommissioning non-bypassable charges. 

22. It is reasonable for the Large Utilities to propose income-graduated fixed 

charge levels in their Tier 3 implementation advice letters based on the most 

recently adopted revenue requirements that meet all of the following 

requirements: 

(a) The fixed charges shall recover 100 percent of Marginal 
Customer Access Costs; 

(b) The fixed charges shall recover up to 100 percent of the 
following fixed cost categories: Public Purpose Program non-
bypassable charges, New System Generation or Local 
Generation charges as applicable, and Nuclear 
Decommissioning non-bypassable charges; 

(c) The fixed cost and fixed charge calculations shall use the 
latest revenue requirements and billing determinants 
approved by the Commission; 
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(d) The Tier 1 fixed charge shall be $6.00, provided that the fixed 
charge shall be reduced if necessary to comply with the 
Section 739.9(e)(1) requirement for CARE-eligible customers 
with average electricity usage to realize average monthly bill 
savings in all baseline territories without changes to usage 
based on an updated customer bill impact assessment; 

(e) The Tier 2 fixed charge shall be $12.08; and 

(f) The Tier 3 fixed charge shall be $24.15, provided that the Tier 
3 fixed charge shall be reduced if 100 percent recovery of each 
of the authorized fixed cost categories through the income-
graduated fixed charge is not sufficient to produce a Tier 3 
fixed charge of $24.15 while also complying with the 
remaining requirements listed here and the AB 205 
requirements for the CARE discount. 

23. It is reasonable to initially adopt income-graduated fixed charges for the 

Large Utilities that do not differentiate between the costs of serving small and 

large customers and direct the Large Utilities to prepare a study regarding how 

to differentiate between customers who live in single- or multi-family housing. 

24. It is reasonable for the Large Utilities to remove minimum bills from 

residential customer bills when the income-graduated fixed charges are 

implemented. 

25. It is reasonable to apply revenues collected through the income-graduated 

fixed charges for the Large Utilities’ default rates to reduce distribution rates on 

an equal cents per kWh basis during all hours of the day.  

26. The Large Utilities’ existing fixed charges for electrification rates do not 

comply with the AB 205 requirement for all fixed charges to be income-

graduated. 

27. It is reasonable to authorize income-graduated fixed charges for both 

default and optional residential rates of the Large Utilities.  
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28. It is reasonable to apply the income-graduated fixed charges adopted for 

default rates to all optional rates of the Large Utilities, except for master-metered 

rates that are not sub-metered, separately-metered electric vehicle rates for 

customers whose primary meter has an income-graduated fixed charge, or rate 

schedules that are scheduled to be eliminated by the second quarter of 2026.  

29. Volumetric rate adjustments for the first income-graduated fixed charges 

should not cause any rate schedule to include negative rates. 

30. It is reasonable to apply the revenues recovered by the Large Utilities’ 

income-graduated fixed charges for optional rates to volumetric rates as follows: 

any fixed charge revenue that is not used to recover the costs of specific line 

items should be used to reduce distribution rates on an equal cents per kWh 

basis across all time periods, unless doing so would result in a negative 

distribution rate during any time period for a given rate schedule. In this 

scenario, distribution rates should instead be reduced on an equal percent basis 

across all time periods. 

31. It is reasonable for the Large Utilities’ ME&O for income-graduated fixed 

charges to address the following topics: 

(a) When the new fixed charge will be applied; 

(b) Why and how the new fixed charge will reduce volumetric 
rates; 

(c) The amount of the fixed charge and how the fixed charge will 
affect customers’ bills; 

(d) How tiers will be assigned and how to move to a different 
income tier; 

(e) Different rate options and rate comparison tools; 

(f) Options to enroll in CARE or FERA and other ways to 
manage energy costs;  
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(g) Assure CARE and FERA customers that their assistance 
program discounts will not be affected by the fixed charge 
and that they may see lower bills as a result of the fixed 
charge; and 

(h) Why and how the fixed charge will encourage the adoption 
of electrification technologies and associated reduced use of 
fossil fuels and how customers can find rebates to electrify. 

32. It is reasonable to direct each of the Large Utilities to develop an ME&O 

plan for income-graduated fixed charges through the following process: 

(a) The Large Utilities shall meet and confer with each other and 
the Commission’s staff to develop consistent proposed 
terminology, high-level messages, and metrics. 

(b) The Large Utilities shall invite parties to this proceeding to a 
workshop, consult with the Commission’s staff to plan the 
workshop, and jointly host a public workshop to discuss each 
utility’s ME&O plan and consistent terminology, high-level 
messages, and metrics. 

(c) Each Large Utility shall propose an individual ME&O plan in 
a Tier 3 implementation advice letter with the following 
components: (a) consistent terminology and high-level 
messages, (b) sample bill impact templates, (c) consistent 
ME&O metrics, and (d) a proposed ME&O implementation 
budget, with a line-item breakdown and justifications for the 
proposed cost of each individual line-item. 

33. It is reasonable for each of the Large Utilities to (a) establish a new 

distribution balancing account to record over- or under-collections of revenues 

compared to projected revenues from income-graduated fixed charges, and (b) 

propose in each Annual True-Up Advice Letter how to modify volumetric rates 

to account for over- or under-collections of revenues by the income-graduated 

fixed charges compared to projected revenues. 

34. The Implementation Working Group should evaluate the Large Utilities’ 

income-graduated fixed charges. 
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35. The Large Utilities should (a) report metrics on income-graduated fixed 

charges and associated ME&O efforts within 30 days of each calendar quarter to 

the service list of this proceeding, and (b) present metrics and lessons learned 

from income-graduated fixed charges and associated ME&O efforts to the 

Implementation Working Group at least once per calendar quarter.  

36. The Implementation Working Group should have the following scope of 

work relating to assessing and evaluating income-graduated fixed charges:  

(a) Identify problems with implementation and ME&O efforts 
and suggest solutions at meetings; and  

(b) Provide written recommendations to the Commission’s staff 
about how lessons learned from the implementation of 
income-graduated fixed charges should influence the design 
of future income-graduated fixed charges or alternative rate 
mechanisms.  

37. It is reasonable for the Large Utilities’ quarterly reports on income-

graduated fixed charges to include the following metrics: 

(a) Number of customers in each tier; 

(b) Number of customers who change tiers; 

(c) Average customer bill impacts for each tier and each baseline 
territory; 

(d) Number of press article mentions; 

(e) Impressions and reach of paid media; 

(f) Number and type of outbound targeted communications and 
bill messages; 

(g) Number of related calls or emails received; 

(h) ME&O dollars spent; 

(i) Number of customers who were asked to verify their incomes 
through the CARE and FERA programs; and 
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(j) Number of customers who successfully verified their incomes 
through the CARE and FERA programs. 

38. The Large Utilities’ individual ME&O plans should include one or more 

surveys to assess the effectiveness of ME&O. 

39. It is reasonable to adopt the following timeline for implementing the Large 

Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges: 

(a) Within 60 days of the issuance date of this decision, the Large 
Utilities shall jointly host the ME&O workshop required by 
this decision;  

(b) Within 90 days of the issuance date of this decision, each of 
the Large Utilities shall file a Tier 3 advice letter to implement 
income-graduated fixed charges; 

(c) Between October 1, 2025 and December 15, 2025, SCE and 
SDG&E shall begin to apply fixed charges to residential 
customers’ bills; and 

(d) Between January 1, 2026 and March 31, 2026, PG&E shall 
begin to apply fixed charges to residential customers’ bills. 

40. It is reasonable for each of the Large Utilities to create a new Income-

Graduated Fixed Charge Memorandum Account to record the actual incremental 

implementation costs of implementing income-graduated fixed charges and 

propose to recover such costs through a future General Rate Case or rate design 

window application proceeding. 

41. It is reasonable for PG&E to propose a billing system solution and 

implementation costs for addressing the Advanced Billing System in its Tier 3 

implementation advice letter or in a future application for billing system upgrade 

costs. 

42. It is reasonable to adopt the implementation budgets for the Large Utilities 

in Table 7 of this decision. 
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43. The Settlement Agreement’s proposal to recover base revenues through 

income-graduated fixed charges is not reasonable in light of the proceeding 

record. 

44. It is reasonable to sever the portion of the Settlement Agreement that is not 

reasonable in light of the proceeding record and consider whether the balance of 

the Settlement Agreement is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent 

with law, and in the public interest. 

45. The Settlement Agreement, with the exception of the proposal to recover 

each of the Small Utilities’ base revenues (and Bear Valley’s General Rate Case 

Revenue Requirement Memorandum Account) and the associated fixed charge 

levels, should be approved and adopted. 

46. The approval of the Settlement Agreement should not have precedential 

value. 

47. It is reasonable for the Small Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges to 

rely on their existing CARE income verification processes as amended to obtain 

income information from customers with incomes between 0 to 100 percent of 

Federal Poverty Guideline levels.  

48. The Process Working Group should develop a proposal for how to 

improve income verification processes of the Small Utilities’ income-graduated 

fixed charges, including how to verify the incomes of moderate-income 

customers. 

49. The Settlement Agreement’s income tier and income verification proposal 

is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the public 

interest.  

50. Each of the Small Utilities should provide information in their Tier 3 

implementation advice letter about when and how customers will be informed 
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about the opportunity to be placed in Tier 1 and how to reduce barriers to 

enrolling in Tier 1. 

51. It is reasonable to adopt the following tier structure for the income-

graduated fixed charges of the Small Utilities: 

(a) Tier 1 will be assigned to customers with incomes of 0 to 100 
percent of the Federal Poverty Guideline levels applicable to 
that household under the CARE program; 

(b) Tier 2 will be assigned to customers with incomes above 100 
percent and at or below 200 percent of the Federal Poverty 
Guideline levels applicable to that household under the FERA 
program; and 

(c) Tier 3 will be assigned to customers who do not qualify for 
the first or second tiers. 

52. It is reasonable to adopt the following income tier assignment processes 

for the income-graduated fixed charges of the Small Utilities: 

(a) Small Utilities will assign customers who attest to having 
eligible incomes through the CARE application process to 
Tier 1; 

(b) Small Utilities will assign all other customers enrolled in 
CARE to Tier 2 without the need for the customer to take any 
action; and 

(c) Utilities will assign all customers who are not enrolled in the 
CARE program to Tier 3. 

53. It is reasonable to approve the recovery of the Small Utilities’ Line-Item 

Fixed Costs through the Small Utilities’ income-graduated fixed charges. 

54. It is reasonable for the Commission to determine which portion of the 

Small Utilities’ base revenues are fixed costs that may be recovered through 

income-graduated fixed charges through a Tier 3 advice letter process.  

55. If the Commission determines in a resolution of the Tier 3 advice letter that 

the total revenue requirement for all of the Small Utilities’ fixed cost categories is 
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sufficient to support the fixed charge levels in the Settlement Agreement, then it 

would be reasonable for the resolution to approve the Settlement Agreement’s 

fixed charge levels.  

56. If the Commission resolution determines that the total revenue 

requirement for all of the Small Utilities’ fixed cost categories does not support 

the fixed charge levels in the Settlement Agreement, it would be reasonable for 

the Commission resolution to reduce the Small Utilities’ fixed charge levels 

accordingly. 

57. Each of the Small Utilities should include the following information 

regarding proposed fixed costs and fixed charge levels in a Tier 3 advice letter for 

implementing income-graduated fixed charges:  

(a) A list of all base revenue cost categories that the utility 
proposes to recover through its income-graduated fixed 
charges and the revenue requirement associated with each 
cost category; 

(b) An explanation of why each listed base revenue cost category 
is a fixed cost similar to a category approved for recovery 
through this decision;  

(c) The revenue requirement for each of the fixed cost categories 
approved in this decision, if applicable to the utility; 

(d) An explanation of how each base revenue cost category was 
converted from the current volumetric rate to a new per 
customer rate, if it is incremental to the current fixed charges; 

(e) If a review of the base revenue cost categories shows 
insufficient fixed costs to support the Settlement Agreement’s 
fixed charge levels, then the utility shall propose lower fixed 
charges; and 

(f) A bill impact analysis demonstrating that both Tier 1 and Tier 
2 customers with average electricity usage in each baseline 
territory will realize a bill savings compared to currently 
effective rates.   



R.22-07-005  ALJ/SW9/sgu PROPOSED DECISION 
 
 

- 157 - 

58. It is reasonable for PacifiCorp to reflect the different costs of serving small 

and large customers by imposing a lower fixed charge on customers in multi-

family housing compared with customers in single-family housing. 

59. It is reasonable for the income-graduated fixed charges of Liberty and Bear 

Valley to not reflect the different costs of serving small and large customers. 

60. It is reasonable to direct Liberty and Bear Valley to consult with PacifiCorp 

about how to differentiate between customers who live in single- or multi-family 

housing and file a report in this proceeding about its findings.  

61. It is reasonable for the Small Utilities to apply revenues collected through 

income-graduated fixed charges to reduce distribution rates equally during all 

hours of the day and during all seasons of the year. 

62. Section 739.1(c)(1) of the Pub. Util. Code does not apply to the Small 

Utilities. 

63. It is reasonable to approve the Settlement Agreement’s provisions 

regarding application of the CARE discount.  

64. It is reasonable to authorize income-graduated fixed charges for all of the 

Small Utilities’ default and optional residential rate schedules, with the following 

exceptions: master-metered rates that are not sub-metered, separately-metered 

electric vehicle rates for customers whose primary meter has an income-

graduated fixed charge, and rate schedules that are scheduled to be eliminated 

by the second quarter of 2026. 

65. It is reasonable for the Small Utilities to collaborate with the Large Utilities 

to learn more about the Large Utilities’ research findings, best practices, and 

detailed ME&O plans for income-graduated fixed charges. 

66. Each of the Small Utilities should (a) participate in Large Utilities’ joint 

ME&O workshop to discuss the Large Utilities’ ME&O plans, research findings, 
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and messaging, and (b) include in its Tier 3 advice letter (for implementing the 

income-graduated fixed charges) a utility-specific ME&O plan, a line-item 

budget for ME&O activity costs, and a justification for each proposed line-item 

cost. 

67. It is reasonable to approve the following provisions for Small Utilities to 

calculate and recover an over- or under-collection of revenues by income-

graduated fixed charges: 

(a) Bear Valley and Liberty shall each record any over- or under-
collection of revenues by income-graduated fixed charges as a 
separate line-item in its existing Base Revenue Requirement 
Balancing Account; 

(b) Bear Valley and Liberty may each file a Tier 2 advice letter to 
address any over- or under-collection of revenues recorded in 
its Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account associated 
with income-graduated fixed charges. Each utility shall 
include in the advice letter the proposed amount of surcharge 
or credit to residential customer bills that would be 
implemented through a standalone adjustment schedule; and 

(c) PacifiCorp may file a Tier 2 advice letter once per year to 
propose to address any over- or under-collection of revenues 
from its income-graduated fixed charges. PacifiCorp shall 
include in the Tier 2 advice letter (i) its calculation of the 
over- or under-collection of revenues, and the proposed 
amount of surcharge or credit to residential customer bills 
that would be implemented through a standalone adjustment 
schedule. 

68. It is reasonable for each of the Small Utilities to serve a report on the 

service list of this proceeding within 30 days after each anniversary of the launch 

of its income-graduated fixed charges with the following metrics: number of 

customers in each tier, the number of customers who changed tiers, and average 

customer bill impacts for each tier and each baseline territory. 
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69. Each of the Small Utilities should (a) establish a memorandum account to 

track all implementation costs and incremental administration costs of income-

graduated fixed charges, and (b) include a proposed implementation and 

administrative costs budget, with a breakdown by line-item and a justification 

for each line-item, in its Tier 3 advice letter for implementing income-graduated 

fixed charges. 

70. It is reasonable to direct each of the Small Utilities to file a Tier 3 advice 

letter within 90 days of the issuance date of this decision to implement income-

graduated fixed charges.  

71. Each of the Small Utilities’ Tier 3 implementation advice letters should 

include an implementation schedule that facilitates beginning to apply income-

graduated fixed charges to Small Utilities’ customers by the first quarter of 2026. 

72. It is reasonable to affirm all rulings made by the assigned ALJ or the 

assigned Commissioner in this proceeding. 

73. This proceeding should remain open. 

O R D E R  

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc., Liberty 

Utilities, and PacificCorp d/b/a Pacific Power shall each file a Tier 1 advice letter 

within 30 days of the issuance date of this decision to create (a) a new Income-

Graduated Fixed Charge Memorandum Account and (b) a new Income-

Graduated Fixed Charge Balancing Account. 

2. Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall issue a request for proposals and 

enter into a contract with a contractor with expertise in implementing income 
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verification processes to provide the services described in this decision within 8 

months of the issuance date of this decision. 

3. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, 

and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall (a) meet and confer with each other 

and the Commission’s staff to develop consistent proposed terminology, high-

level messages, and metrics, (b) within 60 days of the issuance date of this 

decision, invite parties to this proceeding to a workshop, consult with the 

Commission’s staff to plan the workshop, and jointly host a public workshop to 

discuss each utility’s marketing, education, and outreach plan and consistent 

terminology, high-level messages, and metrics, and (c) within 90 days of the 

issuance date of this decision, each file a Tier 3 advice letter to implement 

income-graduated fixed charges, remove minimum bills from residential 

customer bills (if applicable), and propose a marketing, education, and outreach 

plan.  

4. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, 

and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall each file a Tier 1 advice letter 

within 180 days of the issuance date of this decision to implement the adopted 

process for calculating and applying California Alternate Rates for Energy 

discounts. 

5. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, 

and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall (a) each prepare a study on the 

collection and use of data that identifies whether a given residential customer 

lives in single- or multi-family housing (either directly or through a proxy 

indicator such as a shared service drop; several options may be evaluated in the 

study), including the feasibility and cost of collecting such data, the timeline for 

data collection, the reliability of the data, the difference in cost of serving the 
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different customer types, and any other information that will inform the design 

of income-graduated fixed charges that differentiate between single- and multi-

family households; (b) jointly host a public workshop and present these findings 

at the workshop by the end of February 2025; and (c) each file a report that 

incorporates any feedback gathered from parties at the workshop in this 

proceeding within 90 days of the workshop. 

6. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, 

and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall (a) record over- or under-

collections of revenues compared to projected revenues from income-graduated 

fixed charges in its respective Income-Graduated Fixed Charge Balancing 

Account, and (b) propose in each annual true-up advice letter how to modify 

distribution rates to account for over- or under-collections of revenues by the 

income-graduated fixed charges compared to projected revenues. 

7. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, 

and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall each (a) report metrics on income-

graduated fixed charges and associated marketing, education, and outreach 

efforts within 30 days of each calendar quarter to the service list of this 

proceeding, and (b) present metrics and lessons learned from income-graduated 

fixed charges and associated marketing, education, and outreach efforts to the 

implementation working group for income-graduated fixed charges at least once 

per calendar quarter. 

8. The settlement agreement attached to this decision as Attachment C is 

approved and adopted, with the exception of (a) the proposal to recover each of 

the small and multijurisdictional utilities’ base revenues and Bear Valley Electric 

Service, Inc.’s General Rate Case Revenue Requirement Memorandum Account 

and (b) the proposed fixed charge levels. 
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9. Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc., Liberty Utilities, and PacificCorp d/b/a 

Pacific Power shall each file a Tier 1 advice letter within 30 days of the issuance 

date of this decision to create a new income-graduated fixed charges 

memorandum account to track all implementation costs and incremental 

administration costs of income-graduated fixed charges. 

10. Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc., Liberty Utilities, and PacificCorp d/b/a 

Pacific Power shall each (a) participate in the large utilities’ marketing, 

education, and outreach workshop to discuss the large utilities’ plans, research 

findings, and messaging, and (b) within 90 days of the issuance date of this 

decision, file a Tier 3 advice letter to implement income-graduated fixed charges, 

propose a marketing, education, and outreach plan, propose a line-item budget 

for implementation costs, and provide a justification for each proposed line-item 

cost. Each of the small and multijurisdictional utilities shall include the following 

information in the Tier 3 advice letter: (i) a list of all base revenue cost categories 

that the utility proposes to recover through its income-graduated fixed charges 

and the revenue requirement associated with each cost category; (ii) an 

explanation of why each listed base revenue cost category is a fixed cost similar 

to a category approved for recovery through this decision; (iii) the revenue 

requirement for each of the fixed cost categories approved in this decision, if 

applicable to the utility; (iv) an explanation of how each base revenue cost 

category was converted from the current volumetric rate to a new per customer 

rate, if it is incremental to the current fixed charges; (v) proposed fixed charge 

levels; and (vi) a bill impact analysis demonstrating that both Tier 1 and Tier 2 

customers with average electricity usage in each baseline territory will realize a 

bill savings compared to currently effective rates. 
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11. Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. and Liberty Utilities shall each record any 

over- or under-collection of revenues by income-graduated fixed charges as a 

separate line-item in its existing Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account. 

12. Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. and Liberty Utilities shall each (a) consult 

with PacificCorp d/b/a Pacific Power to understand how PacifiCorp 

differentiates between single- and multi-family housing and whether it would be 

feasible for the utility to collect and use similar data for the purpose of 

differentiating fixed charges; (b) present their findings at the workshop hosted 

by the large utilities regarding differentiating between single- and multi-family 

households; and (c) file a report in this proceeding within 90 days of the 

workshop. 

13. Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc., Liberty Utilities, and PacificCorp d/b/a 

Pacific Power shall each serve a report on the service list of this proceeding 

within 30 days after each anniversary of the launch of its income-graduated fixed 

charges the following metrics: number of customers in each tier, the number of 

customers who changed tiers, and average customer bill impacts for each tier 

and each baseline territory. 

14. All rulings made by the assigned Administrative Law Judge or the 

assigned Commissioner in this proceeding are affirmed. 

15. Rulemaking 22-07-005 remains open. 

This order is effective today. 

Dated      , at San Francisco, California 
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Attachment A 

Estimated Bill Impacts for Customers of Large Utilities with Average Usage 

 

This attachment presents the income-graduated fixed charge design 

adopted for the Large Utilities in this decision, as modeled in the Public Tool, 

along with the estimated weighted average bill impacts by CARE/FERA-status 

and climate zone for each of the Large Utilities. Weighted average bill impacts (in 

Tables A-4 through A-6) were computed by averaging the bill impacts produced 

by the Public Tool for individual income groups within each customer segment 

defined by CARE/FERA-status and climate zone, using the customer count for 

each income group as a weighting factor.1 

Note that the modeled rates with an income-graduated fixed charge are 

compared to modeled rates based on the existing rate structure (i.e., purely 

volumetric recovery of revenue requirement)2 with both sets of modeled rates 

reflecting the AB 205-mandated change to the CARE average effective discount. 

This was done to isolate the impact of the income-graduated fixed charge (from 

changes to the CARE average effective discount) and demonstrate that the AB 

205 bill savings requirement for low-income customers can be met with this rate 

design. 

 
1 As an example of how a weighted average is calculated, consider a simple example with two 
income groups: the first income group’s bill impact based on average usage is $4 while the 
second income group’s bill impact based on average usage is $1. If the first income group 
consists of twice as many customers as the second income group, the weighted average bill 
impact would be $3 whereas the simple average of the two groups’ bill impacts is $2.50. The $4 
bill impact for the first income group is given twice as much weight because that group consists 
of twice as many customers. 

2 Although SCE’s current default residential rates feature a very small fixed charge (about 
$1/month), this rate component was excluded from the Public Tool’s analysis as a simplifying 
assumption. Given how small the fixed charge is, it would not materially impact the analysis. 
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Because this is a revenue neutral rate design, the utilities collect the exact 

same amount of money from residential customers with both sets of rates. That 

means that in order to provide low-income customers with bill savings and all 

customers with an electrification incentive, some non-CARE/FERA customers 

are expected to see some minor bill increases. 

Table A-1: Estimated Impact of Adopted Fixed Charges on PG&E’s Rates 

PG&E 
Existing Rate 

Structure 

Estimated 
Rate After 

Fixed Charge 

Estimated 
Rate 

Reduction 

Non-
CARE/FERA 

Energy 
Charges 
($/kWh) 

Summer - Peak  $             0.484   $             0.437   $             0.047  

Summer - Part-Peak  $                 -       $                 -       $                 -      

Summer - Off-Peak  $             0.421   $             0.373   $             0.047  

Winter - Peak  $             0.387   $             0.340   $             0.047  

Winter - Part-Peak  $                 -       $                 -       $                 -      

Winter - Off-Peak  $             0.370   $             0.322   $             0.047  

 

Table A-2: Estimated Impact of Adopted Fixed Charges on SCE’s Rates 

SCE 
Existing Rate 

Structure 

Estimated 
Rate After 

Fixed Charge 

Estimated 
Rate 

Reduction 

Non-
CARE/FERA 

Energy 
Charges 
($/kWh) 

Summer - Peak  $             0.568   $             0.522   $             0.046  

Summer - Part-Peak  $             0.460   $             0.414   $             0.046  

Summer - Off-Peak  $             0.353   $             0.307   $             0.046  

Winter - Peak  $             0.500   $             0.454   $             0.046  

Winter - Part-Peak  $             0.378   $             0.332   $             0.046  

Winter - Off-Peak  $             0.342   $             0.297   $             0.046  

 

Table A-3: Estimated Impact of Adopted Fixed Charges on SDG&E’s Rates 

SDG&E 
Existing Rate 

Structure 

Estimated 
Rate After 

Fixed Charge 

Estimated 
Rate 

Reduction 

Summer - Peak  $             0.851   $             0.783   $             0.068  
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Non-
CARE/FERA 

Energy 
Charges 
($/kWh) 

Summer - Part-Peak  $             0.537   $             0.470   $             0.068  

Summer - Off-Peak  $             0.373   $             0.305   $             0.068  

Winter - Peak  $             0.654   $             0.586   $             0.068  

Winter - Part-Peak  $             0.570   $             0.502   $             0.068  

Winter - Off-Peak  $             0.545   $             0.477   $             0.068  

 

Table A-4: Estimated Impact of Adopted Fixed Charges on Average Monthly 

Bills of PG&E Customers With Average Usage 

Climate Zone CARE FERA* Non-CARE/FERA** 

P  $  (8.53)  $(18.09)  $                        (4.21) 

Q  $  (6.24)  $(13.61)  $                        (2.24) 

R  $  (6.76)  $(14.28)  $                        (3.45) 

S  $  (5.74)  $(12.63)  $                        (1.47) 

T  $  (0.60)  $  (2.90)  $                          9.11  

V  $  (2.62)  $  (6.75)  $                          1.64  

W  $  (6.34)  $(13.48)  $                        (1.47) 

X  $  (2.61)  $  (6.70)  $                          3.40  

Y  $  (7.06)  $(15.43)  $                          2.49  

Z  $  (4.09)  $  (9.96)  $                        11.50  

* FERA customers were modeled in the Public Tool as all non-CARE customers in the 
two lowest income quantiles. 
** Non-CARE/FERA customers were modeled in the Public Tool as all non-CARE 
customers except those in the two lowest income quantiles. 

 

Table A-5: Estimated Impact of Adopted Fixed Charges on Average Monthly 

Bills of SCE Customers With Average Usage With Average Usage 

Climate Zone CARE FERA* Non-CARE/FERA** 

5  N/A***   N/A***   $                          0.82  

6  $  (1.62)  $  (2.40)  $                          6.41  

8  $  (2.66)  $  (4.02)  $                          5.13  

9  $  (4.39)  $  (6.80)  $                          0.43  

10  $  (7.08)  $(10.86)  $                        (0.28) 

13  $  (8.19)  $(12.25)  $                        (2.96) 

14  $  (8.36)  $(12.73)  $                        (2.12) 

15  $  (9.77)  $(14.94)  $                        (6.72) 
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16  $  (5.88)  $  (9.25)  $                          4.15  

* FERA customers were modeled in the Public Tool as all non-CARE customers in the 
two lowest income quantiles. 
** Non-CARE/FERA customers were modeled in the Public Tool as all non-CARE 
customers except those in the two lowest income quantiles. 
*** N/A indicates an insufficient number of customers in a given segment to report 
bill impacts. 

 

Table A-6: Estimated Impact of Adopted Fixed Charges on Average Monthly 

Bills of SDG&E Customers With Average Usage 

Climate Zone CARE FERA* Non-CARE/FERA** 

Inland  $  (6.63)  $(10.31)  $                          0.74  

Coastal  $  (3.78)  $  (5.94)  $                          2.39  

Desert  $(17.97)  $(27.50)  $                          0.33  

Mountain  $(19.79)  $(30.89)  $                        (6.79) 

* FERA customers were modeled in the Public Tool as all non-CARE customers in the 
two lowest income quantiles. 
** Non-CARE/FERA customers were modeled in the Public Tool as all non-CARE 
customers except those in the two lowest income quantiles. 

 

 

 

End of Attachment A
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Attachment B 

Estimated Change in Electrification Bill Impacts for  

Customers of Large Utilities 

 

This attachment presents the expected impact that income-graduated fixed 

charges will have on the cost-effectiveness of home and vehicle electrification. 

Specifically, this attachment presents how the bill impacts associated with home 

and vehicle electrification (under the existing default time-of-use (TOU) rate 

structure) will change with the implementation of income-graduated fixed 

charges. These results illustrate how the implementation of income-graduated 

fixed charges will lower the barrier to electrification for all customers on default 

rates across the state.  

These results were produced using the Public Tool’s electrification analysis 

functionality, which estimates the change in monthly electricity, natural gas, and 

gasoline costs for typical residential customers1 who electrify their end uses in 

each of the Large Utilities’ service territories based on their rate schedule, 

whether they are enrolled in a bill discount program,2 and whether they live in 

an inland or coastal climate zone.3 This analysis was done for a typical non-

CARE/FERA customer on a default time-of-use rate who does not receive a 

 
1 Whereas the rest of the Public Tool used average customer usage levels, the electrification 
analysis was based on typical customer load profiles based on National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory modeled loads. 

2 The Public Tool also allows for analysis based on a customers’ specific income bracket, which 
was included to allow parties to model proposals that differentiate fixed charges based on 
income level in addition to enrollment in a discount program. 

3 For the purposes of the electrification analysis, inland climate zone results are based on bills 
for typical customers in PG&E X, SCE 9, and SDG&E Inland climate zones. Coastal climate zone 
results are based on bills for typical customers in PG&E T, SCE 6, and SDG&E Coastal climate 
zones. 
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medical baseline allowance, with separate results for an inland and coastal 

climate zone for each utility. The counterfactual bills under the existing rate 

structure that were calculated for this analysis include the AB 205-mandated 

change to the CARE effective discount (in order to isolate the impact of the 

adopted fixed charge). 

 The results presented in these tables show the change in bill impacts for 

customers who fully electrify their home appliances (electrification of space and 

water heating, kitchen range, oven, and clothes dryer), and separately for 

customers who electrify their vehicles and use a managed charging schedule.4 

These two sets of results can be combined to show the change in energy bill 

impact for customers who electrify their homes and vehicles. 

 In this analysis, the bill impact associated with a given electrification 

scenario is first calculated under the existing default TOU rate structure (energy 

bill post-electrification minus energy bill pre-electrification, with both bills 

calculated based on the existing TOU rate; this is illustrated as step A in the 

example below). The bill impact associated with the same electrification scenario 

is then calculated under the new rate structure that features a fixed charge 

(energy bill post-electrification minus energy bill pre-electrification, this time 

under the new rate that includes a fixed charge; this is illustrated as step B in the 

example below). The difference between these two sets of bill impacts (B minus 

A) shows how the barrier to electrification has been lowered as a result of the 

fixed charge since all representative customers will experience lower 

electrification bill impacts compared to what they would experience under the 

 
4 Managed charging assumes customer shift their charging to off-peak periods as much as 
possible without modifications to planned trips. 
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current rate structure (which is presented in Tables B-1 through B-6 for typical 

residential customers in each climate zone type for each of the Large Utilities). 

To illustrate this process, consider a typical residential customer in a PG&E 

inland climate zone who is planning on replacing their gasoline-powered vehicle 

with an electric vehicle and using a managed charging schedule. The Public Tool 

estimates that, under the existing default TOU rate structure, this customer’s 

overall energy bill (electricity, natural gas, and gasoline) would increase by 

$10.86 per month. Under the new default TOU rate structure that features an 

income-graduated fixed charge, this customer’s energy bill would instead 

decrease by $6.66 per month when they switch to an electric vehicle. The total 

change in bill impact is a reduction of $17.52 per month. 

Bill Impact Under 
Existing TOU Rate 

(A) 

Bill Impact with 
Fixed Charge 

(B) 
Change in Bill Impact 

(B) - (A) 

 $           10.86   $            (6.66)  $          (17.52) 

 

Table B-1: Change in Impact of Electrification on Monthly Energy Bill 

(Electricity, Natural Gas, and Gasoline) Due to Adopted Fixed Charge for 

PG&E Customers in an Inland Climate Zone 

  Change in Bill Impact 

Full Home Electrification  $          (12.05) 

Vehicle Electrification  $          (17.52) 

Home + Vehicle Electrification  $          (29.56) 

 

 

Table B-2: Change in Impact of Electrification on Monthly Energy Bill 

(Electricity, Natural Gas, and Gasoline) Due to Adopted Fixed Charge for 

PG&E Customers in a Coastal Climate Zone 

  Change in Bill Impact 

Full Home Electrification  $          (14.19) 

Vehicle Electrification  $          (17.43) 
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Home + Vehicle Electrification  $          (31.62) 

 

Table B-3: Change in Impact of Electrification on Monthly Energy Bill 

(Electricity, Natural Gas, and Gasoline) Due to Adopted Fixed Charge for SCE 

Customers in an Inland Climate Zone 

  Change in Bill Impact 

Full Home Electrification  $          (11.24) 

Vehicle Electrification  $          (16.93) 

Home + Vehicle Electrification  $          (28.17) 

 

Table B-4: Change in Impact of Electrification on Monthly Energy Bill 

(Electricity, Natural Gas, and Gasoline) Due to Adopted Fixed Charge for SCE 

Customers in a Coastal Climate Zone 

  Change in Bill Impact 

Full Home Electrification  $          (12.17) 

Vehicle Electrification  $          (16.87) 

Home + Vehicle Electrification  $          (29.04) 

 

Table B-5: Change in Impact of Electrification on Monthly Energy Bill 

(Electricity, Natural Gas, and Gasoline) Due to Adopted Fixed Charge for 

SDG&E Customers in an Inland Climate Zone 

  Change in Bill Impact 

Full Home Electrification  $          (14.74) 

Vehicle Electrification  $          (25.11) 

Home + Vehicle Electrification  $          (39.85) 

 

Table B-6: Change in Impact of Electrification on Monthly Energy Bill 

(Electricity, Natural Gas, and Gasoline) Due to Adopted Fixed Charge for 

SDG&E Customers in a Coastal Climate Zone 

  Change in Bill Impact 

Full Home Electrification  $          (18.57) 

Vehicle Electrification  $          (25.11) 

Home + Vehicle Electrification  $          (43.68) 

End of Attachment B 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
Order Instituting Rulemaking to Advance 
Demand Flexibility Through Electric Rates. 
 
 

 Rulemaking 22-07-005 
(Filed July 14, 2022) 

 
JOINT MOTION FOR ADOPTION OF THE TRACK A SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

REGARDING FIRST VERSION INCOME-GRADUATED FIXED CHARGES FOR  
BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC SERVICE, INC. (U 913 E),  

LIBERTY UTILITIES (CALPECO ELECTRIC) LLC (U 933 E),  
AND PACIFICORP (U 901 E)  

 
In accordance with Rule 11.1 and Article 12 of the California Public Utilities 

Commission (the “Commission” or “CPUC”) Rules of Practice and Procedure, Bear Valley 

Electric Service, Inc. (“BVES”), Liberty Utilities (CalPeco Electric) LLC (“Liberty”), and 

PacifiCorp d/b/a Pacific Power (“PacifiCorp”) (collectively, the California Association of Small 

and Multi-Jurisdictional Utilities (“CASMU”) or the “SMJUs”) on behalf of the SMJUs and the 

Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (“Cal Advocates”), 

submit this Joint Motion for Adoption of the Track A Settlement Agreement Regarding First 

Version Income-Graduated Fixed Charges for Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc., Liberty Utilities 

(CalPeco Electric) LLC, and PacifiCorp (“Motion”) respectfully requesting that the Commission 

adopt the Track A Settlement Agreement Regarding First Version Income-Graduated Fixed 

Charges for the SMJUs Settlement Agreement attached hereto as Appendix A.   

As required by Rule 12.1 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, this 

Motion includes: (1) a statement of the factual and legal considerations that are addressed in the 

Settlement Agreement, (2) a statement of the grounds on which adoption is urged, and (3) 

information demonstrating why settlement is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent 

with the law, and in the public interest.  As described more fully below, the Commission should 
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adopt the Settlement Agreement because it is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent 

with Assembly Bill (“AB”) 205 and other laws, is in the public interest, and addresses the unique 

characteristics of the SMJUs and their customers.  It is also the intent of the SMJUs and Cal 

Advocates that the Settlement Agreement does not change their respective positions in 

testimony, comments, or briefs that are not related to the SMJUs’ Income-Graduated Fixed 

Charges (“IGFCs”).  

I. Introduction and Background.  

A. Description of the Small and Multi-Jurisdictional Utilities. 

BVES is a small electric utility in the Big Bear Lake recreational area of the San 

Bernardino Mountains located about 80 miles east of Los Angeles.  It provides electric 

distribution service to approximately 23,000 residential customers in a resort community with a 

mix of approximately 40% full-time and 60% part-time residents.  Its service area also includes 

approximately 1,500 commercial, industrial, and public-authority customers, including two ski 

resorts and the local waste-water treatment facility.  BVES’ service territory is connected to the 

California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) via Southern California Edison Company’s 

(“SCE’s”) system.   

Liberty serves approximately 50,000 electric customers in California, both in and around 

the Lake Tahoe Basin.  Liberty operates within the NV Energy, Inc. balancing authority area 

outside the CAISO balancing authority area.  Its service territory is geographically compact and 

generally encompasses the western portions of the Lake Tahoe Basin, and its customers are 

located in portions of Placer, El Dorado, Nevada, Sierra, Plumas, Mono, and Alpine Counties.  

Almost 80% of Liberty’s customers are located in the Lake Tahoe Basin.  The biggest population 

center is the City of South Lake Tahoe.  The Liberty service territory extends from Portola in the 

north to Markleeville and Topaz Lake in the south.  
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PacifiCorp serves approximately 48,000 retail customers in the northernmost areas of 

California.1  PacifiCorp’s California customers and its electric facilities are geographically 

dispersed, with only approximately four customers per square mile.  The main population centers 

in PacifiCorp’s California service territory are Crescent City, Yreka, and Mount Shasta.  

PacifiCorp does not operate within the CAISO balancing authority area, but rather operates its 

own balancing authority areas that encompass its six-state service territory.  PacifiCorp’s 

California service territory includes most of the area north of Shasta Lake to the Oregon border.  

PacifiCorp’s California customers currently comprise less than 2 percent of PacifiCorp’s total 

retail sales.     

B. Unique Characteristics of the Small and Multi-Jurisdictional Utilities. 

1. Given the Small Sizes of the SMJUs, their Customers Face 
Disproportionate Administrative Costs Compared to California’s 
Large Utilities. 

Although the SMJUs are electric utilities, they differ significantly from California’s 

largest investor-owned utilities: Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”), SCE, and San 

Diego Gas & Electric Company (“SDG&E”) (collectively, the “Large IOUs”).  The record in this 

proceeding shows the SMJUs are relatively small with 50,000 or fewer customers, and 

administrative costs are a more significant and disproportionate burden for their smaller number 

of customers than for Large IOUs customers, a fact that was undisputed.2  Utility planning 

efforts, program implementation and administration, customer outreach, and billing is conducted 

and handled by significantly smaller staff for the SMJU members than for the Large IOUs.  For 

 
1 PacifiCorp is a multi-jurisdictional utility providing electric retail service to approximately 2 

million customers in six western states (including California, Idaho, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and 
Wyoming).     

2 See August 15, 2022 CASMU Comments on the OIR, p. 3; Exhibit BVES-1, pp. 2-3; Exhibit 
CASMU-1, pp. 2-3.  
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example, BVES currently has approximately 45 employees and approximately 24,500 customers, 

and Liberty has approximately 137 employees and approximately 50,000 customers.  Compared 

to SCE’s 12,831 employees for its 5.244 million customers,3 BVES and Liberty, respectively, 

have approximately 0.4% and 1.07% of the workforce to implement and administer any new 

income-graduated fixed charge (“IGFC”) requirements and 0.5% and 0.95% of the customer 

base from which to recover administrative costs associated with the new IGFCs.  While 

PacifiCorp has more employees, its customers in California represent about two percent of its 

total customers from all six states PacifiCorp serves.  PacifiCorp, with approximately 48,000 

California customers, has approximately 0.9% of SCE’s customer base from which to recover 

administrative costs.   

2. The Commission has Traditionally Recognized the Unique 
Characteristics of the CASMU Members and Should Continue to do 
so by Approving the Settlement Agreement.   

The Commission has traditionally recognized the significant differences between the 

SMJUs and the Large IOUs, routinely finding that “the small size of [the SMJUs] and the nature 

of their operations” make it either: (1) inappropriate and burdensome for the Commission to 

impose certain requirements on the SMJUs; or (2) appropriate for the Commission to allow the 

SMJUs to take a more limited approach than that required for the large IOUs.4  The Commission 

has noted that imposing certain requirements on the SMJUs “would only impose costs and 

inefficiencies on these small IOUs.”5  Similarly, the Commission has recognized that the SMJUs 

 
3 These numbers are based on SCE’s 2022 Financial & Statistical Report, available at 

https://www.edison.com/investors/financial-reports-information/financial-statistical-reports.     
4 See, e.g., D.09-12-046, p. 2 (exempting the SMJUs from certain smart grid-related 

requirements).   
5 D.09-12-046, p. 27; see also D.08-05-028 (granting the SMJUs the ability to file less complex 

annual procurement plans or to use the integrated resource plans they file in other states).  

https://www.edison.com/investors/financial-reports-information/financial-statistical-reports
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may be at different stages than the Large IOUs with regard to infrastructure deployment or other 

initiatives and so meeting certain standards “could be overly burdensome on [an SMJUs’] small 

ratepayer base.”6  Precedent therefore exists for the Commission to carve out exemptions for the 

SMJUs or adopt different IGFC requirements for the SMJUs. 

Consistent with the Commission’s long history of recognizing the small sizes, unique 

characteristics, and more limited resources of the SMJUs in comparison to the Large IOUs,7 the 

 
6 D.09-12-046, p. 50; see also D.04-02-044 and D.03-07-011 (decisions granting Sierra Pacific 

Power Company, now Liberty, and PacifiCorp, an exemption from filing long-term procurement plans).  
7 See, e.g., SMJU exemptions from certain smart grid requirements: D.09-12-046 (Page 2: “the 

small size of these utilities and the nature of their operations both increase the costs and diminish the 
benefits of the EISA requirements”; p. 27: “we find that the small size of these utilities and the nature of 
their operations makes it inappropriate to impose such a requirement. … Thus, a requirement to consider 
Smart Grid investments before making any grid investment would only impose costs and inefficiencies on 
these small IOUs while producing no benefits”; p. 50: “the small size of these utilities and the nature of 
their operations make in inappropriate and unreasonable to impose such a requirement [as] the additional 
cost … could be overly burdensome on their small ratepayer base.”  See also Finding of Fact 18, 
Conclusions of Law 12 and 15.); SMJU exemptions from certain risk-based decision-making 
requirements: D.14-12-025 (risk-based decision-making requirements adopted for the large IOUs should 
not initially apply to the SMJUs.  Further, the SMJUs are not subject to Safety Model Assessment 
Proceeding or Risk Assessment and Mitigation Phase processes or requirements.); see also D.21-11-009 
(risk-based decision-making requirements apply only to the Large IOUs and not the SMJUs).   

Furthermore, it should be noted that numerous requirements adopted for the Large IOUs have not 
been adopted for the SMJUs.  For example: 

• The SMJUs have unique Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) requirements (See D.08-05-029 
(granting SMJUs the ability to file less complex RPS procurement plans or Integrated Resource 
Plans prepared in other states in lieu of an RPS plan; p. 17: “It is not fair and not necessary for 
any RPS administrative purpose to require the two small utilities to file the complex annual 
procurement plans we require of the large utilities.”); D.09-06-050, p. 36, footnote 32 (noting that 
SMJUs are not subject to procurement review group and independent evaluator requirements 
required for the Large IOUs); D.11-12-052, p. 63 (SMJUs “are not subject to the requirements 
and limitations [on] the use of procurement in each portfolio category” required for other 
California load serving entities); D.04-07-029, D.11-04-030, D.12-11-016, D.14-11-042, and 
D.16-12-044 (imposing least-cost best-fit criteria on the Large IOUs but not on the SMJUs));   

• The SMJUs were not subject to certain net energy metering requirements imposed on the Large 
IOUs (see D.16-01-044 (the net energy metering successor program requirements apply only to 
the Large IOUs and not the SMJUs));   

• The SMJUs were not subject to time-of use requirements imposed on the Large IOUs (see D.17-
01-006 (time-of-use requirements only apply to the Large IOUs and not the SMJUs));  

• The SMJUs were not subject to certain disconnection requirements imposed on the Large IOUs 
(see D.18-12-013, D.20-06-003, and D.21-10-012 (adopted requirements for the Large IOUs but 
did not require them for the SMJUs));  
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Commission should continue to treat the SMJUs uniquely when it comes to rate design and new 

IGFCs.  While the Commission has already recognized the unique characteristics of the SMJUs 

in the instant proceeding by exempting the SMJUs from certain parts of the proceeding,8 the 

Commission should also ensure that any IGFC programs for the SMJUs are appropriately 

tailored to account for the more limited resources and other unique characteristics of the SMJUs.  

The Settlement Agreement appropriately recognizes these unique characteristics and utilizes 

IGFCs that can be implemented and administered without overly burdening the SMJUs. The 

SMJUs provide additional details below about why the Settlement Agreement is appropriate and 

should be implemented for the SMJUs.   

II. Procedural Background.  

In recognition of high volumetric electric rates and to help advance California’s 

electrification and decarbonization goals, the Legislature passed Assembly Bill (“AB”) 205 

which requires default residential electric rates to include a fixed charge to be implemented on an 

income-graduated basis.  AB 205 repealed caps on fixed charges for residential customers and 

requires that the Commission approve IGFCs for each utility, with no fewer than three income 

thresholds as required by Public Utilities Code Section 739.9, by July 1, 2024.9  Utility IGFCs 

must also ensure that low-income customers realize a lower average monthly bill without making 

 
• The SMJUs were not subject to mid-term reliability requirements imposed on the Large IOUs and 

other California load serving entities (see D.19-11-016, D.20-12-044, D.21-06-035, and D.23-02-
040 (SMJUs are exempted from mid-term reliability procurement requirements)); and 

• The SMJUs were not subject to certain climate change requirements imposed on the Large IOUs 
(see D.20-08-046 (Climate Adaptation and Vulnerability Assessment requirements apply only to 
the Large IOUs and not the SMJUs)).     
8 Scoping Memo, p. 3 (“Track B will not apply to the small and multi-jurisdictional electric 

utilities.”).  
9 See Exhibit CASMU-1, pp. 1:19-3:8. 
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any changes to energy usage.10  Furthermore, IGFCs should not unreasonably impair incentives 

for conservation, energy efficiency, beneficial electrification, and greenhouse gas (“GHG”) 

reduction while reasonably reflecting an appropriate portion of the different costs of serving 

small and large customers.11   

In response to AB 205, the Commission included within the scope of the proceeding the 

authorization of IGFCs in Phase 1, Track A of the instant proceeding.  Following workshops in 

November 2022, on January 17, 2023, the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Providing 

Guidance for Phase 1 Track A Proposals and Requesting Comments on a Consulting Services 

Proposal (“Ruling”) was issued.  Based on directions included with the Ruling, the SMJUs 

provided opening testimony on April 7, 2023 outlining their IGFC proposals.   

Cal Advocates was the primary party that raised concerns with the SMJU IGFC proposals 

and proposed different IGFCs for the SMJUs in June 2, 2023 reply testimony as well as 

comments provided on July 31, 2023 and August 21, 2023 related to IGFC implementation 

pathway issues.  Subsequently, the SMJUs reached out to Cal Advocates regarding the 

possibility of settlement on the issue of SMJU IGFCs.  Since then, the SMJUs and Cal 

Advocates have collaborated to address individual concerns and arrived at a settlement proposal 

in principle.   

Cal Advocates and the SMJUs convened an all-party settlement conference in accordance 

with Article 12 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure to provide all participants 

the opportunity to openly discuss and negotiate the underlying principle in furtherance of the 

 
10 Pub. Util. Code § 739.9(e)(1).  
11 Pub. Util. Code § 739.9(d). 
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settlement effort.12  The settlement conference was held on October 24, 2023, and was attended 

by a wide range of parties representing numerous interests.  During the settlement conference, 

the SMJUs along with Cal Advocates presented the Settlement Proposal and addressed questions 

and comments from parties.  Following the settlement conference, the SMJUs and Cal Advocates 

prepared and enhanced the Settlement Agreement based upon party input received during the 

settlement conference.  Having held the settlement conference the SMJUs and Cal Advocates are 

submitting this Motion for adoption of the Settlement Agreement in accordance with Rule 

12.1(b).   

III. Request for Commission Action. 

In accordance with Rule 12.1(a) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 

the SMJUs and Cal Advocates respectfully file this Motion requesting Commission approval of 

the Settlement Agreement which includes the proposed first version SMJU IGFCs.  This Motion: 

(1) provides a statement of the factual and legal considerations that are addressed in the 

Settlement Agreement, (2) provides a statement of the grounds on which adoption is urged, and 

(3) demonstrates that the settlement is reasonable in light of the whole record, consistent with the 

law, and in the public interest.   

IV. Settlement Agreement Summary.  

The Settlement Agreement is summarized below and its terms are attached as Appendix 

A.13   

 
12 In accordance with Rule 12.1(b) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, the 

settlement conference was noticed to all parties listed on the service list for this proceeding at the time the 
notice was issued.   

13 In the event of any inconsistency between the summary and the Settlement Agreement, the 
terms in Appendix A control over this summary.   
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• IGFC Income Tiers: 
- Tier 1: up to 100% of Federal Poverty Level (“FPL”) 
- Tier 2: 100 – 200% of FPL 
- Tier 3: greater than 200% of FPL 

 
• Income Verification: 

- SMJUs will verify income using the existing California Alternate Rates for 
Energy (“CARE”) application process, as amended to obtain information for 
the additional 0-100% of FPL level.   

 
• Rate Design: 

- IGFCs will consist of two components, (1) a base revenue fixed charge, and 
(2) adjustment schedules that will be converted from volumetric rates to a 
fixed monthly charge.14   

- SMJU IGFC rates are summarized in the tables below: 
 

BVES 
Income Tier Base Revenue 

IGFC 
Total Adjustment Rates 

Converted to a Fixed 
Charge 

Total IGFC 

Tier 1: Up to 100% FPL $5.00 $0.77 $5.77 
Tier 2: 100-200% FPL $10.06 $0.77 $10.83 
Tier 3: >200% FPL $23.22 $2.02 $25.24 

 
 

Liberty 
Income Tier Base Revenue 

IGFC 
Total Adjustment Rates 

Converted to a Fixed 
Charge 

Total IGFC 

Tier 1: Up to 100% FPL $5.00 $0.00 $5.00 
Tier 2: 100-200% FPL $10.00 $0.00 $10.00 
Tier 3: >200% FPL $31.70 $1.06 $32.76 

 
 

PacifiCorp 
Income Tier Base Revenue 

IGFC 
Total Adjustment Rates 

Converted to a Fixed 
Charge 

Total IGFC 

Single Family Tier 1: 
Up to 100% FPL 

$5.00 $2.21 $7.21 

 
14 The adjustment schedules that will be converted to a fixed monthly charge are illustrative based 

upon a point in time and may change in the future.  The detailed rate design provided in Appendix A 
outlines how the adjustment schedules utilized in the Settlement Agreement have been converted from the 
current volumetric rates to monthly per customer rates based on the rates in effect and test period in use at 
the time of settlement negotiations in October of 2023.   



 

4063135.1  10 

Single Family Tier 2: 
100-200% FPL 

$13.43 $2.21 $15.64 

Single Family Tier 3: 
>200% FPL 

$26.35 $7.63 $33.98 

Multi-Family Tier 1: Up 
to 100% FPL 

$2.99 $2.21 $5.20 

Multi-Family Tier 2: 
100-200% FPL 

$8.04 $2.21 $10.25 

Multi-Family Tier 3: 
>200% FPL 

$15.77 $7.63 $23.40 

 
• Recovery of IGFC Implementation and Administrative Costs 

- SMJUs may establish a memorandum account to track all implementation and 
administrative costs related to their respective IGFC and may recover those 
costs through a future request for amortization.   

 
• Balancing of Revenue 

- BVES – track any over- or under-collection of the revenue requirement 
through its Base Revenue Requirement Adjustment Mechanism (“BRRAM”).  

- Liberty – track any over- or under-collection of revenue requirement through 
its Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account (“BRRBA”).  

- PacifiCorp – utilize a balancing adjustment to capture the differences between 
the estimated weighted average fixed charge and the actual weighted average 
fixed charge.  

- Adjustment schedules, which comprise part of overall IGFCs, may be adjusted 
to collect the full authorized revenue requirements in any given year.   

 
V. Reasons Why The Commission Should Adopt and Approve the Settlement 

Agreement. 

The SMJUs and Cal Advocates respectfully request that the Commission approve the 

Settlement Agreement because it is fair and reasonable in light of the whole record.  The 

Settlement Agreement is consistent with Commission decisions on settlements, which express 

the strong public policy favoring settlement of disputes if they are fair and reasonable in light of 

the whole record.15  The Settlement Agreement complies with Commission guidelines and 

relevant precedent for settlements.  The general criteria for Commission approval of settlements 

 
15 See, e.g., D.88-12-083 (30 CPUC 2d 189, 221-223) and D.91-05-029 (40 CPUC 2d, 301, 326).  
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are stated in Rule 12.1(d), which the Settlement Agreement meets, as described in greater detail 

below.   

A. The Settlement Agreement is Consistent with Longstanding Commission 
Policy Favoring Settlement.  

The Commission has a longstanding policy of supporting settlements “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.”16  The Commission’s “strong public policy favoring settlements weighs in 

favor of our 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.”17  While the majority of party positions, testimony, and 

comments in the proceeding have focused on IGFCs for the Large IOUs, apart from the SMJUs, 

Cal Advocates has been the most active party addressing SMJU IGFC proposals and issues.  

Based on the ratepayer interest they represent, the SMJUs and Cal Advocates are the most 

appropriate parties to seek settlement on IGFC issues.  The SMJUs and Cal Advocates maintain 

that adoption of the Settlement Agreement will advance the Commission’s longstanding policy 

favoring settlement, particularly as doing so is reasonable, will promote worthy goals consistent 

with the law, and is in the public interest.   

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

As outlined in Article 12 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, the 

Commission should consider whether the Settlement Agreement “is reasonable in light of the 

 
16 D.10-06-031, p. 12; see also D.05-03-022, p. 9, citing D.91-05-029 (40 CPUC 2d, 301, 326). 
17 D.05-03-022, p. 9. 
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whole record, is consistent with the law, and is in the public interest” when contemplating 

approval of a settlement agreement.18  As described more fully below, the Settlement Agreement 

satisfies these criteria and should be adopted.   

1. The Settlement Agreement is Reasonable in Light of the Record.  

Based on the unique characteristics of the SMJUs, the Commission’s traditional 

recognition of such characteristics when implementing new requirements, and party positions 

expressed throughout the proceeding, the Settlement Agreement includes reasonable IGFCs that 

should be adopted for the SMJUs.  Over the course of the proceeding, the SMJUs have provided 

extensive details about their differences from the Large IOUs and the Commission precedent 

recognizing these distinctions by customarily adopting simplified approaches for new SMJU 

requirements.  These assertions from the SMJUs, including those provided in testimony, have 

been largely uncontested.19  Moreover, no party has contested the fact that the Commission has 

historically recognized the unique characteristics of the SMJUs or that the SMJUs are very 

different from the Large IOUs.20  The August 11, 2023 Joint Case Management Statement for 

 
18 D.09-10-017, p. 4, citing Rule 12.1(d). 
19 For example, while no party opposed these positions taken by the SMJUs in comments or other 

filings made in the proceeding, when submitting the August 11, 2023 Joint Case Management Statement 
for Track A, the Sierra Club objected to stipulating to the fact that IGFC implementation is more 
challenging and costly for the SMJUs because Sierra Club did not believe the record fully established that 
fact.  However, all parties agreed to stipulate that the SMJUs “have significantly fewer customers than the 
larger IOUs.”  (Joint Case Management Statement for Track A, p. 8.)  

Additionally, not only are the SMJUs aligned with the Large IOUs, but they are also aligned with 
the NRDC’s proposal for the SMJUs specifically. See Joint Opening Brief of The Utility Reform Network 
and the Natural Resources Defense Council on Phase 1 Track A Issues Relating to the First Version 
Income-Graduated Fixed Charges, p. 19 (“Recognizing that the Small and Multijurisdictional Utilities 
(SMJUs) do not offer the FERA rate, TURN/NRDC support dividing the existing CARE population for 
these utilities into two income tiers as proposed by the SMJUs.”) 

20 D.09-12-046, p. 27; see also D.08-05-028 (granting the SMJUs the ability to file less complex 
annual procurement plans or to use the integrated resource plans they file in other states); D.09-12-046, p. 
50; see also D.04-02-044 and D.03-07-011 (decisions granting Sierra Pacific Power Company, now 
Liberty, and PacifiCorp, an exemption from filing long-term procurement plans). 
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Track A included the stipulated fact that the SMJUs “have significantly fewer customers than the 

larger IOUs.”21  Consistent with these points in the record, the Settlement Agreement applies 

uniquely to the SMJUs.   

While the initial SMJU IGFC proposals focused on utilizing simplified IGFCs that are 

best suited to address the SMJUs small sizes and unique characteristics, the Settlement 

Agreement incorporates additional information provided throughout the proceeding and 

addresses concerns and proposals raised by Cal Advocates and other parties.  The SMJUs and 

Cal Advocates worked extensively over multiple months to negotiate in good faith, bargain, 

debate, and compromise in order to develop the Settlement Agreement.  Further, while Cal 

Advocates was the primary non-SMJU party to address SMJU IGFCs, the Settlement Agreement 

has been updated to address concerns from other non-SMJU parties.  Specifically, the Settlement 

Agreement has been updated to provide additional work papers and justifications for the 

Settlement Agreement based on feedback provided from other parties during the October 24, 

2023 settlement conference.  These updates help address and mitigate concerns raised regarding 

cost impacts for low-income customers.  Based on the efforts by the SMJUs and Cal Advocates 

to address not only their own concerns, but other information and issues raised in the proceeding, 

and the fact that both the SMJUs and Cal Advocates have compromised from their initial 

positions, the Settlement Agreement is reasonable in light of the whole record.    

2. The Settlement Agreement is Consistent with Existing Law.  

As outlined more fully below, the Settlement Agreement complies with AB 205 and other 

existing statutory and CPUC legal requirements, further supporting adoption of the Settlement 

Agreement.  

 
21 Joint Case Management Statement, p. 8. 
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(a) The Settlement Agreement’s First Version of IGFCs Reflect a 
Reasonable Level of Fixed Costs.  

The Settlement Agreement’s first version of IGFCs rely upon two components, (1) a base 

revenue fixed charge, and (2) adjustment schedules that will be converted from volumetric rates 

to a fixed monthly charge.  While no specific methodology for calculating the fixed charges is 

agreed upon in the Settlement Agreement, the base revenue fixed charge for the first version 

IGFC is set at a level that reasonably balances the interests and considerations of the parties.    

The adjustment schedules, the second component of the IGFC, are based on fixed charges 

for the SMJUs.  All SMJU IGFCs include costs from CARE, Energy Savings Assistance, and 

Catastrophic Event rates that are incurred regardless of customer energy usage.  Likewise, 

SMJU-specific IGFCs incorporate Public Purpose Program, Energy Efficiency, or General Rate 

Case Revenue Requirement costs that are also incurred regardless of customer energy usage.  

These costs are not directly tied to the amount of electricity used by a customer; they are 

incurred regardless of how much electricity is used, and they represent a necessary and ongoing 

cost for the utility.  Including these costs provides a more equitable distribution of costs among 

customers rather than placing a disproportionate burden on those who use more electricity.  It is 

appropriate to include these costs in the IGFCs proposed in the Settlement Agreement because 

these costs are fixed for the SMJUs.  Additionally, basing the first version of IGFC on specific 

adjustment schedules and specific pricing for base fixed charges ensures that the IGFCs can be 

implemented and administered without overly burdening the limited staff of the SMJUs or 

disproportionately impacting rates for the limited number of SMJU customers. 

The Settlement Agreement complies with Public Utilities Code Section 739.9(d)(2) by 

not impairing “incentives for conservation, energy efficiency, and beneficial electrification and 

greenhouse gas emissions reduction.”  Since a significant proportion of costs will still be 
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recovered through volumetric rates, incentives for conservation are maintained.  At the same 

time, some reduction to volumetric rates will be achieved which will lower the cost of 

electrification.  Again, because the Settlement Agreement IGFCs are based on utility fixed costs, 

customers are still incentivized to reduce usage to minimize volumetric bill impacts.  This will 

ensure that the SMJU IGFCs encourage conservation, energy efficiency, electrification, and 

GHG reduction.  Finally, the Settlement Agreement complies with Public Utilities Code Section 

739.9(d)(3) since the IGFCs are “set at levels that do not overburden low-income customers.”  

As described more fully below, low-income customers will on average see a reduction in 

monthly bills, regardless of usage.  Accordingly, the Settlement Agreement complies with Public 

Utilities Code Section 739.9(d).   

(b) The Settlement Agreement Adheres to Existing Law by 
Utilizing Three Income Tiers. 

Public Utilities Code Section 739.9(e)(1) provides that IGFCs shall utilize “no fewer than 

three income thresholds.”  The SMJUs and Cal Advocates interpret this requirement to mean a 

minimum of three income tiers, which is what is included in the Settlement Agreement.22  This 

interpretation is consistent with the plain meaning of the statute, consistent with statutory 

construction principles, and consistent with the legislative history of AB 205.  The Settlement 

Agreement’s use of three income tiers is designed not only to comply with statutory 

requirements, but to ensure that IGFCs can be easily implemented and administered by the 

SMJUs.  By avoiding additional complexities associated with additional income tiers or intricate 

income verification methodologies, the Settlement Agreement recognizes and accounts for the 

 
22 January 23, 2023 Joint Opening Brief of PG&E, SDG&E, and SCE on Statutory Interpretation 

Questions Posed by December 9, 2022 Ruling (“January 23, 2023 IOU Opening Brief”), pp. 8-10 (the 
SMJUs authorized the Large IOUs to file the January 23, 2023 Opening Brief on their behalf); Ex. Cal 
Advocates-05, p. 9. […“No fewer than three income thresholds” means a minimum of three tiers of 
income-graduated fixed charge levels.”] 
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SMJUs’ more limited resources and small number of customers that face disproportionately 

larger cost impacts than customers of the Large IOUs.   

(c) The Settlement Agreement Leverages Existing Income 
Verification Methodologies Consistent with Existing Law.  

Importantly, AB 205 does not specify how customer income should be verified, simply 

that the IGFC “shall be established on an income-graduated basis.”23  As outlined in prior 

testimony, comments, and briefs of the SMJUs and other parties, the SMJUs lack access to 

customer income data and therefore cannot assess customers’ income.  Even for low-income 

program customers, the SMJUs do not collect and store income and household size for CARE 

participants.24  Barring external income verifications, which are untested and face substantial 

legal challenges, none of the SMJUs are in a position to verify customer income and would need 

to continue to utilize the self-attestation process currently used in the CARE program.  This is 

particularly true given existing privacy protections and restrictions that preclude utilities from 

accessing and analyzing customer income data.   

Given the small sizes and more limited resources of the SMJUs, in order to avoid 

disproportionate rate impacts for the SMJUs’ limited number of customers that will result if 

complex and burdensome income verification processes are adopted, the Settlement Agreement, 

including the provisions that allow the SMJUs to leverage existing CARE income verification 

processes for IGFC income tier classification, should be adopted.  The most efficient, cost-

effective method for establishing first version IGFC thresholds for the SMJUs is to rely on 

 
23 Pub. Util. Code § 739.9(e)(1).  
24 See Exhibit PAC-01 at 21:13-24:3. 
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existing low-income customer identification through the CARE program.25  For the SMJUs, the 

CARE program is the only program currently used to identify customers as low income for 

monthly billing purposes; therefore, for billing purposes for the IGFC, the definition of low-

income should be the same as that for the CARE program.  Additionally, the Settlement 

Agreement can be implemented based on currently available customer income information and 

does not require complicated coordination with outside parties or face other challenges 

associated with income verification.  This is not only consistent with existing law, but will 

simplify the billing process, and lower administrative costs.   

Moreover, the Settlement Agreement is consistent with recommendations provided in the 

Ruling for first version IGFCs.  As described in the Ruling, “the first version of IGFCs … will 

… rely on existing income verification processes used by the Commission for the California 

Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) and Family Electric Rate Assistance Program (FERA) 

programs.”26  To ensure both simplicity and an effective IGFC program, only three income tiers 

should be adopted for the SMJUs.  Additional tiers would overly complicate the IGFC program, 

particularly given challenges to income verification outside of the CARE process.  Accordingly, 

the Settlement Agreement’s income verification process and use of only three tiers should be 

adopted for the SMJU IGFCs.   

(d) The Settlement Agreement’s Tier Thresholds Are Consistent 
with Public Utilities Code Section 739.9(e)(2).   

The Settlement Agreement also complies with Public Utilities Code Section 739.9(e)(2) 

because it ensures that “low-income customers pay a smaller fixed charge than high-income 

 
25 See Joint Reply Comments of Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (U 913 E), Liberty Utilities 

(CalPeco Electric) LLC (U 933 E), and PacifiCorp (U 901 E) on the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling 
on the Implementation Pathway for Income-Graduated Fixed Charges, pp. 6-7. 

26 Ruling, p. 4, emphasis added.  
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customers.”  Specifically, the Settlement Agreement utilizes the following three tiers for SMJU 

IGFCs: (1) low-income based on the CARE program eligibility criteria; (2) very low-income at 

half of the CARE program eligibility criteria; and (3) all other customers.  By providing 

discounts to the two low-income tiers, the Settlement Agreement complies with Section 

739.9(e)(2)’s requirement that “low-income customers pay a smaller fixed charge than high-

income customers.”   

The Settlement Agreement is also consistent with existing law because apart from 

requiring that low-income customers pay a smaller fixed charge, AB 205 does not otherwise 

require differentiation between non-low-income customers.  Given the limited resources of the 

SMJUs as well as the fact that SMJUs do not currently have access to customer income data,27 

there is no legal justification to implement additional tiers beyond the three tiers proposed in the 

Settlement Agreement for the first version IGFC.  Including additional tiers, particularly at this 

time, would be overly complex and burdensome and would not account for the unique 

characteristics of the SMJUs or the disproportionate rate impacts that are likely to be borne by 

SMJU customers if additional tiers are required.  Accordingly, the Settlement Agreement is 

consistent with existing law. 

(e) The Settlement Agreement Complies with Existing Law by 
Ensuring that Low-Income Customers Will Realize Lower 
Monthly Bills Without Making Any Changes in Energy Usage.   

Public Utilities Code Section 739.9(e)(1) requires that IGFCs ensure “that a low-income 

ratepayer in each baseline territory would realize a lower average monthly bill without making 

 
27 The Ruling similarly recognized challenges associated with utility verification of income, 

accordingly finding that “the first version of IGFCs … will … rely on existing income verification 
processes used by the Commission for the California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) and Family 
Electric Rate Assistance Program (FERA) programs.”  (Ruling, p. 4, emphasis added.)   
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any changes in usage.”  As outlined in the work papers provided in Appendix B, the IGFCs 

included in the Settlement Agreement will ensure that on average low-income customers for 

each SMJU will realize lower average monthly bills without making any changes in energy 

usage.  This occurs for low-income customers, because the volumetric charge is lowered and 

fixed charges are discounted.  For example, under the new prices for PacifiCorp, low-income 

customers in the first and second low-income tiers would see a reduction of 10.4% and 4.5%, 

respectively, over current rates.  For BVES, customers in the first and second low-income tiers 

would see a reduction of 16.2% and 9.1%, respectively, over current rates.  For Liberty, average 

usage customers in the first and second low-income tiers would see a reduction of 14.6% and 

10.9%, respectively, over current rates.  As outlined in the January 23, 2023 IOU Opening Brief, 

all that is required to comply with Section 739.9(e)(1) is that under the new IGFC, an average 

low-income customer in each baseline territory will have a lower average monthly bill assuming 

no change in usage.28  This interpretation is consistent with the principle against rendering words 

or phrases in statutes “surplusage,” one of the key principles of statutory construction.29  Under 

this principle, the statutory language, “low-income ratepayer,” is qualified with the phrase “in 

each baseline territory,” which requires each customer’s baseline territory to be taken into 

consideration.  Accordingly, by considering each customer’s baseline territory, the IGFC must 

ensure that the average low-income customer with the same usage receives a lower average 

monthly bill.  The Settlement Agreement complies with this requirement as average low-income 

 
28 January 23, 2023 Opening Brief, pp. 16-19.   
29 See Moyer v. Workmen’s Comp. Appeals Bd., 10 Cal.3d 222, 230 (1973); Hughes Elec. Corp. v. 

Citibank Delaware, 120 Cal.App.4th 251, 270 n. 18 (2004) (“[w]herever possible, [courts] must give 
effect to every word in a statute and avoid a construction making a statutory term surplusage or 
meaningless”) (citations omitted).  
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customers of the SMJUs will receiver lower average monthly bills under the Settlement 

Agreement, as demonstrated in the work papers provided in Appendix B.   

Additionally, it would be impossible to develop an IGFC that complies with all elements 

of AB 205, including reducing volumetric charges, controlling rate volatility, and enhancing 

electrification efforts, while also ensuring that each and every low-income customer realizes a 

lower average monthly bill.  Interpreting the statute to suggest such an outcome is unreasonable, 

particularly in the case of low- or no-usage low-income customers.30  Assessing individual 

customers is also contrary to traditional rate design, which bases rates on different customer 

classes or groups, not individuals.  Accordingly, the Settlement Agreement complies with 

existing law.   

(f) The Settlement Agreement’s Process for Recovery of 
Implementation and Administrative Costs is Consistent with 
Existing Law.  

The Settlement Agreement authorizes the SMJUs to establish memorandum accounts to 

track all implementation and administrative costs related to the IGFC and recover those costs 

through a future request for amortization.  Utilizing a memorandum account is appropriate 

because the new IGFC program will impact all residential customers, and a memorandum 

account conforms with CPUC requirements.  Costs to be included in the memorandum accounts 

may include, but are not limited to, the costs of upgrading billing systems, communications and 

outreach to customers to educate and inform customers about new IGFCs, and any costs of 

complying with any Commission mandated implementation and/or ongoing IGFC 

requirements.31  Use of a memorandum account to track costs is consistent with existing legal 

 
30 See Joint Reply Brief of PG&E, SDG&E, and SCE on Statutory Interpretation Questions Posed 

by December 9, 2022 Ruling, pp. 9-10.  
31 See Appendix A, Attachment 1, Section IV.  
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requirements for utilities to track and seek recovery of costs, and prevents against legally 

prohibited retroactive ratemaking.   

(g) The Settlement Agreement’s Process for Balancing of Revenue 
is Consistent with Existing Law.  

The Settlement Agreement’s IGFCs are designed to achieve revenue neutrality based on 

expected customer classifications for each income tier.  Specifically, to ensure that utilities 

obtain sufficient revenue, the IGFCs proposed in the Settlement Agreement are designed so that 

the SMJUs will collect sufficient revenue under the IGFC program.  However, because the 

expected IGFC collections are based on estimated numbers of customers in different income tier 

levels, actual customer enrollment in each tier may differ from anticipated numbers, which may 

result in over- or under-collections to meet utility costs.  For example, if more customers enroll 

in low-income tiers than expected, such customers will pay a discounted rate which will result in 

a shortfall in collecting sufficient IGFC funds.  To address this, the Settlement Agreement allows 

the SMJUs to utilize different balancing mechanisms to ensure that the IGFC program ensures 

revenue neutrality.   

 The Settlement Agreement utilizes an approach that is consistent with proposals outlined 

in earlier comments.  Namely, BVES and Liberty propose to utilize existing base revenue 

requirement balancing accounts and PacifiCorp proposes to use an adjustment schedule to 

address under- or over-collections associated with the base revenue component of the IGFC.32  

 
32 See July 31, 2023 Comments of BVES on the ALJ’s Ruling on the Implementation Pathway for 

Income-Graduated Fixed Charges, p. 13, and Exhibit BVES-1, pp. 14-15; Comments of Liberty on the 
ALJ’s Ruling on the Implementation Pathway for Income-Graduated Fixed Charges, p. 12, and Exhibit 
Liberty-01, pp. 6-7, proposing use of its Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account (“BRRBA”); and 
Comments of PacifiCorp on the ALJ’s Ruling on the Implementation Pathway for Income-Graduated 
Fixed Charges, pp. 14-15, and Exhibit PAC-01, pp. 19-20, proposing use of a new adjustment schedule in 
light of the fact that PacifiCorp does not have a base revenue requirement balancing account like many 
other utilities. 
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BVES would use its Base Revenue Requirement Adjustment Mechanism (“BRRAM”) and 

Liberty would use its Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account (“BRRBA”) to address 

under- or over-collections associated with the base revenue component of the IGFC.  Unlike 

many California utilities, PacifiCorp does not have a base revenue requirement balancing 

account.  Accordingly, PacifiCorp would use a new adjustment schedule to capture any over- or 

under-collections associated with the base revenue component of the IGFC.  Any under- and 

over-collections in a given year would result in a surcharge or a credit to residential customers’ 

volumetric rates.   

The Settlement Agreement further provides that adjustment schedule components of 

SMJU IGFCs proposed in the Settlement Agreement, may be adjusted to collect the full 

authorized revenue requirements of each schedule for any given year.  The SMJU IGFCs may be 

increased or decreased to correct any under- or over- collections associated with the underlying 

adjustment schedules.  This process is consistent with existing law as it ensures revenue 

neutrality and protects customers and utilities from over- and under-collections.  Absent the 

Settlement Agreement’s revenue balancing processes, the SMJUs could not comply with existing 

laws by ensuring revenue neutrality and could not implement IGFCs.  Therefore, to meet AB 205 

requirements relating to IGFCs, the Settlement Agreement should be adopted.  

3. The Settlement Agreement is in the Public Interest.   

The Settlement Agreement is in the public interest because it advances the goals of AB 

205 by implementing IGFCs for the SMJUs, while at the same time accounting for the unique 

characteristics of the SMJUs and the interests of SMJU customers.  As outlined in Section V.B.2. 

above, the Settlement Agreement adheres to requirements outlined in AB 205, establishing 

“fixed charge[s] on an income-graduated basis with no fewer than three income thresholds so 

that a low-income ratepayer in each baseline territory would realize a lower average monthly bill 
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without making any changes in usage.”33  Furthermore, the IGFCs included in the Settlement 

Agreement “[r]easonably reflect an appropriate portion of the different costs of serving small and 

large customers,”34 do “[n]ot unreasonably impair incentives for conservation, energy efficiency, 

and beneficial electrification and greenhouse gas emissions reduction,”35 and “[a]re set at levels 

that do not overburden low-income customers.”36  Accordingly, the Settlement Agreement is in 

the public interest because it helps advance AB 205’s and California’s goals around 

electrification, decarbonization, and affordability.   

The Settlement Agreement is also in the public interest because it considers the unique 

characteristics of the SMJUs, namely, small numbers of customers (50,000 customers or less), 

limited staff, geographically dispersed service areas, and high percentages of seasonal vacation 

home customers who are not full-time residents.  For example, both BVES and Liberty have high 

numbers of customers who are part-time residents.37  Volumetric rates, as currently structured, 

do not fairly allocate certain utility costs between full time and part time customers.38  This 

means that vacation home owners and part time residents pay significantly less in overall charges 

than full time residents, so that full time customers effectively subsidize part time residents for 

utility expenses that benefit all customers.  Given the impacts of climate change, heightened fire 

risks, and the mountainous and forested locales of the SMJU service territories, many fixed costs 

for the SMJUs, such as wildfire mitigation costs, are significant and are expected to remain high 

 
33 Pub. Util. Code § 739.9(e)(1).  
34 Pub. Util. Code § 739.9(d)(1).  
35 Pub. Util. Code § 739.9(d)(2).  
36 Pub. Util. Code § 739.9(d)(3).  
37 See Joint Comments of Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (U 913 E), Liberty Utilities (CalPeco 

Electric) LLC (U 933 E), and PacifiCorp (U 901 E) on the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Advance 
Demand Flexibility Through Electric Rates, pp. 12-13. 

38 Id. 
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going forward.  It is important that all customers who benefit from utility services, including 

wildfire mitigation and other efforts involving fixed costs, share in the costs of such measures.  

The Settlement Agreement helps address current disparities by reforming fixed charges to allow 

utilities to charge more in fixed charges for authorized utility costs, such as wildfire mitigation 

expenses, which it can more fairly allocate costs to all customers.  This result is in the public 

interest as it benefits all residential customers.   

The Settlement Agreement is also in the public interest because it incorporates and 

addresses certain feedback from other parties.  The Settlement Agreement includes significantly 

lower proposed IGFCs, which was a primary concern of Cal Advocates as well as other parties.  

This will help with implementation of the new IGFCs and ensure that California’s broad goals 

for conservation, electrification, distributed generation, and decarbonization continue to advance.  

While lower overall IGFCs mean that reductions to volumetric rates will be less, it also means 

that incentives for conservation and energy efficiency based on volumetric rates will be 

maintained. 

Based on the unique characteristics and limited resources and customer bases of the 

SMJUs, the Settlement Agreement appropriately balances utility and customer needs, while 

advancing the goals of AB 205.  The Settlement Agreement avoids overly onerous IGFC 

requirements, which would not only be challenging for the limited staff of the SMJUs to handle, 

but would be more costly for SMJU customers as fixed costs get spread over a smaller customer 

base.   

VI. Conclusion. 

As demonstrated throughout this Motion, the Settlement Agreement is reasonable in light 

of the whole record, consistent with law, and in the public interest.   
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For the reasons provided herein, and consistent with recommendations provided in prior 

comments and testimony, the Commission should adopt the Settlement Agreement.  

 

 

DATED:  January 16, 2024 Respectfully submitted, 
 
DOWNEY BRAND LLP 

 
 
 
 By:      /s/ Jedediah J. Gibson 
 JEDEDIAH J. GIBSON 

 
Attorneys for Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc., 

Liberty Utilities (CalPeco Electric) LLC, and 
PacifiCorp 
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APPENDIX A 

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 



 

4063135.1  1 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
Order Instituting Rulemaking to Advance 
Demand Flexibility Through Electric Rates. 
 
 

 Rulemaking 22-07-005 
(Filed July 14, 2022) 

 
TRACK A SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT REGARDING  

FIRST VERSION INCOME-GRADUATED FIXED CHARGES FOR  
BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC SERVICE, INC. (U 913 E),  

LIBERTY UTILITIES (CALPECO ELECTRIC) LLC (U 933 E),  
AND PACIFICORP (U 901 E)  

 

In accordance with Rule 12.1 of the California Public Utilities Commission 

(“Commission” or “CPUC”)) Rules of Practice and Procedure, Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. 

(“BVES”), Liberty Utilities (CalPeco Electric) LLC (“Liberty”), and PacifiCorp d/b/a Pacific 

Power (“PacifiCorp”) (collectively, the California Association of Small and Multi-Jurisdictional 

Utilities (“CASMU”) or the (“SMJUs”)) along with the Public Advocates Office at the 

California Public Utilities Commission (“Cal Advocates”) (collectively, the SMJUs and Cal 

Advocates are the “Settling Parties”) enter into this Track A Settlement Agreement Regarding 

First Version Income-Graduated Fixed Charges for the SMJUs (“Settlement Agreement”), 

submitted for Commission consideration in the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Advance 

Demand Flexibility Through Electric Rates, Rulemaking (“R.”) 22-07-005.39  The Settling 

Parties believe that the Settlement Agreement is reasonable in light of the whole record, 

consistent with law, and in the public interest.   

 
39 In the event of any inconsistency between the Joint Motion for Adoption of the Track A 

Settlement Agreement Regarding First Version Income-Graduated Fixed Charges for Bear Valley Electric 
Service, Inc., Liberty Utilities (CalPeco Electric) LLC, and PacifiCorp and the Settlement Agreement 
(“Motion”), the terms of the Settlement Agreement control over the Motion. 
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I. Background. 

In recognition of high volumetric electric rates and to help advance California’s 

electrification and decarbonization goals, the Legislature passed Assembly Bill (“AB”) 205 

which requires default residential electric rates to include a fixed charge to be implemented on an 

income-graduated basis.  AB 205 repealed caps on basic charges for residential customers and 

requires that the Commission approve income-graduated fixed charges (“IGFCs”) for each 

utility, with no fewer than three income thresholds as required by Public Utilities Code Section 

739.9, by July 1, 2024.40  Utility IGFCs must also ensure that typical low-income customers 

realize a lower average monthly bill without making any changes to energy usage.41  

Furthermore, IGFCs should not unreasonably impair incentives for conservation, energy 

efficiency, beneficial electrification, and greenhouse gas (“GHG”) reduction, but should 

reasonably reflect an appropriate portion of the different costs of serving small and large 

customers.42   

The Commission initiated the instant proceeding “to enable widespread demand 

flexibility through electric rates” and to consider “reforming fixed charges and demand 

charges.”43  The Assigned Commissioner’s Phase 1 Scoping Memo and Ruling organized the 

proceeding into phases, with Phase 1 consisting of two concurrent tracks.  In Phase 1, “Track A 

will establish an income-graduated fixed charge for residential rates for all investor-owned 

electric utilities in accordance with Assembly Bill 205 (Stats. 2022, ch. 61) (AB 205) including 

 
40 Pub. Util. Code § 739.9(e)(1).  
41 Pub. Util. Code § 739.9(e)(1).  
42 Pub. Util. Code § 739.9(d). 
43 Order Instituting Rulemaking to Advance Demand Flexibility Through Electric Rates, pp. 1, 7.  
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small and multi-jurisdictional utilities.”44  This Settlement Agreement addresses the first version 

IGFC for the SMJUs as required for Track A.   

II. Settlement Terms and Conditions.  

The Settling Parties agree to the following terms and conditions: 

1. The Settling Parties believe that the Settlement Agreement appropriately assigns 

IGFCs for the SMJUs and complies with IGFC requirements specified in AB 205.    

2. This Settlement Agreement is intended to address the unique circumstances of the 

SMJUs and is not intended to impact, influence, or otherwise apply to other 

electric investor-owned utilities. 

3. This Settlement Agreement is not intended to have any precedential value for 

future Commission decisions related to IGFCs.     

4. This Settlement Agreement is limited to the IGFC recommendations set forth in 

Attachment 1, and is not a waiver of any party’s rights to advocate for additional 

IGFC proposals that are consistent with the IGFC proposals set forth in 

Attachment 1.  This Settlement Agreement is not intended to address other issues 

that arise outside of Phase 1, Track A of R.22-07-005, and all parties retain their 

rights to take any position on such issues that is not inconsistent with the IGFC 

proposals set forth in Attachment 1.   

5. If this Settlement Agreement is not adopted by the Commission, each Settling 

Party retains the rights to advocate for any IGFC, including the IGFCs reflected in 

Attachment 1.  There are no separate agreements between the Settling Parties that 

 
44 Assigned Commissioner’s Phase 1 Scoping Memo and Ruling, p. 2. 
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relate to issues in this Settlement Agreement but are not disclosed in this 

Settlement Agreement.   

6. This Settlement Agreement embodies compromises of the Settling Parties’ 

positions in this proceeding.  No individual term of this Settlement Agreement is 

assented to by any Settling Party, except in consideration of the other Settling 

Parties’ assents to all other terms.  Any party may withdraw from this Settlement 

Agreement if the Commission modifies, deletes from, or adds to the disposition of 

the matters settled herein.  The Settling Parties agree, however, to negotiate in 

good faith with regard to any Commission-ordered changes in order to restore the 

balance of benefits and burdens, and to exercise the right to withdraw only if such 

negotiations are unsuccessful.  The terms and conditions of this Settlement 

Agreement may only be modified in writing subscribed by all Settling Parties.   

7. Each of the clauses of this Settlement Agreement are distinct and severable.  

Should any clause be deemed illegal, void, or unenforceable, said determination 

shall not affect the validity, legality, or enforceability of any other clause or 

portion of this Settlement Agreement.   

8. The Settling Parties agree that this Settlement Agreement may be executed 

electronically or in one or more counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an 

original, and all of which taken together shall constitute one and the same 

document.  Each undersigned representative of the parties certifies that he or she 

is fully authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of this Settlement 

Agreement.   
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Dated this 16 day of January 2024, at Sacramento, California.  
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The undersigned represents that they are authorized on behalf of the Settling Parties to 
sign this Track A Settlement Agreement Regarding the First Version Income-Graduated 
Fixed Charges for the SMJUs in Rulemaking 22-07-005 

BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC SERVICE, INC. 

 

By:  

Title: 

Date:  
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The undersigned represents that they are authorized on behalf of the Settling Parties to 
sign this Track A Settlement Agreement Regarding the First Version Income-Graduated 
Fixed Charges for the SMJUs in Rulemaking 22-07-005 

LIBERTY UTILITIES (CALPECO ELECTRIC) LLC 

 

By: ____________________________ 
 Edward Jackson 
 
Title:  President, California 

Date: ___________________________ 

 

 

December 8, 2023
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The undersigned represents that they are authorized on behalf of the Settling Parties to 
sign this Track A Settlement Agreement Regarding the First Version Income-Graduated 
Fixed Charges for the SMJUs in Rulemaking 22-07-005 

PACIFICORP  

 

 

 

By: Matthew McVee 

Title: Vice President of Regulatory Operations and Policy 

Date: January 12, 2024 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

TRACK A SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT REGARDING THE FIRST VERSION 
INCOME-GRADUATED FIXED CHARGES FOR BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC 

SERVICE, INC., LIBERTY UTILITIES (CALPECO ELECTRIC) LLC, AND 
PACIFICORP 
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TRACK A SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT REGARDING THE FIRST VERSION INCOME-GRADUATED FIXED 
CHARGES FOR BEAR VALLEY ELECTRIC SERVICE, INC., LIBERTY UTILITIES (CALPECO ELECTRIC) LLC, 

AND PACIFICORP 

 

I. Income Tiers for Income-Graduated Fixed Charges. 

- The tiers would be established as follows. 
o Tier 1: up to 100% of Federal Poverty Level (FPL) 
o Tier 2: 100 to 200% FPL 
o Tier 3: >200 FPL 

 
- Verification of income would rely upon the existing California Alternate Rates for Energy (“CARE”) application process as 

amended to obtain information for the additional 0-100% FPL level. 
 

II. Income-Graduated Fixed Charge Rate Design. 

- Adopt fixed charge amounts for Bear Valley Electric Service, Inc. (“BVES”), Liberty Utilities (CalPeco Electric) LLC 
(“Liberty”), and PacifiCorp as shown in the tables below for the first version of the income-graduated fixed charge 
(“IGFC”). 
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PacifiCorp

State of California

Summary  of Total Residential Income Graduated Fixed Charges

Illustrative Summary Showing Settlement Base Revenue Fixed Charges Combined with Currently Effective Adjustment Rates Selected for Conversion to Fixed Charges*

Adjustment Rates to be Converted to Fixed Monthly Charges

Dwelling Type Income Level

Base Revenue 

Income Graduated 

Fixed Charge - 

Settlement

CARE Surcharge - 

Schedule S-100*

Catastrophic Event 

Memorandum 

Account Surcharge - 

Schedule S-96*

CARE 

Discount 

on S-96

Public Purpose 

Surcharge - 

Schedule S-191*

CARE 

Discount 

on S-191

Energy Savings 

Assistance 

Surcharge - 

Schedule S-192*

CARE 

Discount 

on S-192

Total Adjustment 

Rates - Illustrative*

Total Income 

Graduated 

Fixed Charge - 

Illustrative*

Column (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L)

Formula = (E)*20% = (G)*20% = (I)*20% =Sum (D) through (J) = (C) + (K)

Single Family Up to 100% FPL $5.00 N/A $0.46 -0.09 $1.35 -0.27 $0.95 -0.19 $2.21 $7.21

100%-200% FPL $13.43 N/A $0.46 -0.09 $1.35 -0.27 $0.95 -0.19 $2.21 $15.64

>200% FPL $26.35 $4.87 $0.46 N/A $1.35 N/A $0.95 N/A $7.63 $33.98

Multi-Family Up to 100% FPL $2.99 N/A $0.46 -0.09 $1.35 -0.27 $0.95 -0.19 $2.21 $5.20

100%-200% FPL $8.04 N/A $0.46 -0.09 $1.35 -0.27 $0.95 -0.19 $2.21 $10.25

>200% FPL $15.77 $4.87 $0.46 N/A $1.35 N/A $0.95 N/A $7.63 $23.40

Average Fixed Charge $20.08 $25.98

* Fixed rates for the residential adjustment schedules shown have been converted from the current volumetric rates to monthly per customer rates based on the rates in effect and test period in use at the time of this

 settlement in October 2023. The residential fixed rates for the adjustment schedules shown will be converted from volumetric rates to fixed monthly charges based on the actual adjustment rates and test period in effect

at the time of the rate change effective date for this proceeding.  Other volumetric adjustment schedules in effect at the time of this settlement in October 2023 which are not listed here will not be converted to fixed

monthly charges.
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Liberty Utilities (CalPeco Electric) LLC 

Summary  of Residential Net Income Graduated Fixed Charges

Illustrative Summary Showing Settlement Base Revenue Fixed Charges Combined with Currently Effective Adjustment Rates Selected for Conversion to Fixed Charges*

Adjustment Rates to be Converted to Fixed Monthly Charges

Income Level

Base 

Revenue 

Income 

Graduated 

Fixed Charge - 

Settlement

CARE Surcharge - 

Preliminary 

Statement 10*

Catastrophic Event 

Memorandum 

Account Surcharge - 

Preliminary 

Statement 13-A*

CARE 

Discount 

on PS 13-

A

Energy Efficiency 

Balancing Account 

Surcharge - 

Preliminary 

Statement 19*

CARE 

Discount 

on PS 19

Energy Savings 

Assistance 

Surcharge 

Mechanism - 

Preliminary 

Statement 17*

CARE 

Discount 

on PS 17

Total Adjustment 

Rates - 

Illustrative*

Total Income 

Graduated 

Fixed Charge - 

Illustrative*

Column (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L)

Formula = (E)*20% = (G)*20% = (I)*20% =Sum (D) through (J) = (C) + (K)

Up to 100% FPL $5.00 N/A $0.00 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 $5.00

100%-200% FPL $10.00 N/A $0.00 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 $10.00

>200% FPL $31.70 $1.06 $0.00 N/A $0.00 N/A $0.00 N/A $1.06 $32.76

Average Fixed Charge $29.63 $30.60

* Fixed rates for the residential adjustment schedules shown have been converted from the current volumetric rates to monthly per customer rates based on the rates in effect and test period in use at the time of this settlement in October 2023.

  The residential fixed rates for the adjustment schedules shown will be converted from volumetric rates to fixed monthly charges based on the actual adjustment rates and test period in effect at the time of the rate change effective date for this proceeding.

  Other volumetric adjustment schedules in effect at the time of this settlement in October 2023 which are not listed here will not be converted to fixed monthly charges.
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- The fixed charge rates for low-income tiers already reflect a discount for low-income customers.  No further discount will be 
applied to the fixed charge through the CARE program, however, the CARE discount will continue to apply to the 
volumetric rate. 

- The IGFCs above are intended to apply to the first version of the IGFC. 
- Any party may advocate for changes to fixed charges in future ratemaking proceedings. 

 
III. Income-Graduated Fixed Charge Adjustment Tariffs.  

- The adjustment schedules listed in Table 2 below for each utility shall be converted from a volumetric rate to a fixed monthly 
charge for residential customers.  Please refer to Exhibit A for an example of this calculation.  CARE customers will 
continue to be exempt from the surcharge that funds the CARE program.  The CARE discount will continue to apply to all 
other adjustment rates.   
 

BVES

Summary  of Residential Net Income Graduated Fixed Charges

Illustrative Summary Showing Settlement Base Revenue Fixed Charges Combined with Currently Effective Adjustment Rates Selected for Conversion to Fixed Charges*

Adjustment Rates to be Converted to Fixed Monthly Charges

Dwelling Type Income Level

Base Revenue Income 

Graduated Fixed 

Charge - Settlement ESA CEMA

CARE 

Discount PPP

CARE 

Discount CARE

CARE 

Discount GRC

CARE 

Discount 

Total Adjustment 

Rates - Illustrative*

Total Income 

Graduated Fixed 

Charge - 

Illustrative*

Column (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L) (M) (N)

Formula = (E)*20% = (G)*20% = (I)*20% = (I)*20% =Sum (D) through (L) = (C) + (m)

Single Family Up to 100% FPL $5.00 ($0.86) $1.80 -0.36 $0.24 -0.05 $0.00 0 $0.00 0 $0.77 $5.77

100%-200% FPL $10.06 ($0.86) $1.80 -0.36 $0.24 -0.05 $0.00 0 $0.00 0 $0.77 $10.83

>200% FPL $23.22 ($0.86) $1.80 N/A $0.24 N/A $0.84 N/A $0.00 N/A $2.02 $25.24

Average Fixed charge $22.21 $24.21

* Fixed rates for the residential adjustment schedules shown have been converted from the current volumetric rates to monthly per customer rates based on the rates in effect and test period in use at the time of this settlement in October 2023.

  The residential fixed rates for the adjustment schedules shown will be converted from volumetric rates to fixed monthly charges based on the actual adjustment rates and test period in effect at the time of the rate change effective date for this proceeding.

  Other volumetric adjustment schedules in effect at the time of this settlement in October 2023 which are not listed here will not be converted to fixed monthly charges.
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Table 2. List of Adjustment Schedules to be Converted to Fixed Charges for Residential 

 

PacifiCorp Liberty BVES 
Surcharge to Fund CARE (S-100) CARE Surcharge Provision 

(Preliminary Statement (“PS”) 10) 
CARE Balancing Account 
(Preliminary Statement (“PS”) G 

Surcharge to Fund Public Purpose 
Program (S-191) 

ESA Surcharge Mechanism (PS 17) Public Purpose Program Adjustment 
Mechanism (PS K) 

Surcharge to Fund Energy Savings 
Assistance Program (S-192) 

Energy Efficiency Balancing 
Account (PS 19) 

Energy Savings Assistance 
Balancing Account (PS H) 

Surcharge to Recover Costs Recorded 
in Catastrophic Event Memorandum 
Account (S-96)  

Catastrophic Event Memorandum 
Account (PS 13-A) 

Catastrophic Event Memorandum 
Account (PS N) 

  General Rate Case Revenue 
Requirement Memorandum Account 
(PS AAA) 

 
 

IV. Recovery of Implementation and Administrative Costs Associated with Income-Graduated Fixed Charges. 

- BVES, Liberty, and PacifiCorp may establish a memorandum account to track all implementation and 
administrative costs related to the IGFC and may recover those costs through a future request for 
amortization.  Costs to be included in a memorandum account may include, but are not limited to, the costs 
of upgrading billing systems, communications and outreach to customers to educate about income graduated 
fixed charges, and any costs of complying with any Commission mandated implementation and/or ongoing 
program requirements. 

 
V. Balancing of Revenue Associated with Income-Graduated Fixed Charges. 

- Adopt BVES’ proposal from its direct testimony to track any over- or under-collection of revenue 
requirement through its Base Revenue Requirement Adjustment Mechanism (“BRRAM”). 
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- Adopt Liberty’s proposal from its direct testimony to track any over- or under-collection of revenue 

requirement through its Base Revenue Requirement Balancing Account (“BRRBA”). 
 

- For PacifiCorp, which does not have a BRRAM or BRRBA, adopt the balancing adjustment described in 
PacifiCorp’s Direct Testimony page 19, to similarly capture the differences between the estimated weighted 
average fixed charge and the actual weighted average fixed charge through a volumetric adjustment.  This 
balancing adjustment may result in a surcharge or a credit to residential customers’ volumetric rates based 
on the accuracy of the estimate of the number of customers who will fall into each IGFC tier.  This adjustment 
will begin approximately one year after the initial implementation of IGFC in customer volumetric rates and 
may be updated annually.  Any party may propose in future rate proceedings that this adjustment is no longer 
necessary due to better accuracy of the customer income tier estimates used to set rates. 

 
- Adjustments rates, which form part of the total fixed charges displayed in Section II may adjust to collect the 

full authorized revenue requirements in any given year, in the manner described in section III.  For example, 
if PacifiCorp’s Public Purpose Program revenues increase, the PPP component of the total fixed charge may 
increase to collect the additional revenue requirement.   
 

VI. Disclaimer.  

Consistent with the California Public Utilities Commission precedent referenced in footnote 7 of the Joint Motion for Adoption 
of this Settlement Agreement, it is the intent of the BVES, Liberty, PacifiCorp, and the Public Advocates Office at the 
California Public Utilities Commission (“Cal Advocates”) that these terms are unique to the circumstances of BVES, Liberty, 
and PacifiCorp.  BVES, Liberty, PacifiCorp, and Cal Advocates agree that these terms apply only to BVES, Liberty, and 
PacifiCorp, and do not apply to any other investor-owned utility.  BVES, Liberty, PacifiCorp, and Cal Advocates further agree 
to in good faith defend this settlement throughout this proceeding, and in future proceedings, against any party or interested 
stakeholder who attempts to apply these terms to any entity other than BVES, Liberty, or PacifiCorp. 
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Exhibit A – Example of Conversion of Adjustment Rate From Volumetric to Per Customer 
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Table 1 – Example of Conversion of Adjustment Rate From Volumetric to Per Customer (Based on PacifiCorp Rates effective 
in September 2023) 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Current Volumetric Rate New Per Customer Rate

Example Tariff Rate ¢/kWh kWh Present Revenues Present Revenues Monthly Bills Tariff Rate $/month

(A) (B) (C) = (A)*(B) (D) = (C) (E) (F) = (D)/(E)

CEMA Surcharge (Schedule S-96) 0.054 249,794,237                134,889$                      134,889$                      293,005                        $0.46
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APPENDIX B 

SMJU WORK PAPERS SUPPORTING THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 



 

 

PacifiCorp Work Papers 



PacifiCorp
State of California

Income-Graduated Fixed Charge Proposal
Proposed Three-Tier Income Graduated Basic Charges

Tier 3 Tier 2 Tier 1 Total
Default 100% - 200% of Federal ≤ 100% of Federal

Non-Low-Income Poverty Level Poverty Level
Total Customer Count 24,394                  7,016                                4,405                     35,815                
Single Family Customer Count 21,169                  6,088                                3,823                     31,081                
Multi-Family Customer Count 3,225                     927                                   582                        4,735                  

Discount 0% 49.03% 81.02%
Single Family Basic Charge $26.35 $13.43 $5.00
Multi-Family Basic Charge $15.77 $8.04 $2.99

Proposed Basic Charge Revenue $7,304,079 $1,070,662 $250,271 $8,625,012
Present Basic Charge Revenue $3,492,096

Energy Usage (kWh) 251,204,744        72,697,049                     45,647,885           369,549,678      
Avg Reduction to Energy Charge (¢/kWh) 1.389                  

Average Monthly Usage 850                        850                                   850                        



Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT
PACIFICORP

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF PROPOSED RATE CHANGE

DISTRIBUTED BY RATE SCHEDULE
Forecast 12 Months Ending December 2019

Present Revenues Proposed Revenues Proposed Change Net Proposed Change
Line Pres. No. of Base Base with Net Base Base with Net Line

No. Description Sch. Customers KWH Revenue ECAC ECAC Adders1 Revenue Revenue ECAC ECAC Adders1 Revenue Revenue Percent Revenue Percent No.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

(5)+(6) (7)+(8) (10)+(11) (12)+(13) (12)-(7) (15)/(7) (14)-(9) (17)/(9)
Residential

1 Residential Service D/DL-6 35,838       368,139,171         $42,670,350 $9,265,961 $51,936,311 $11,224,441 $63,160,752 $42,698,425 $9,265,961 $51,964,386 $11,222,288 $63,186,674 $28,075 0.1% $25,922 0.0% 1

1a D 24,417       249,794,237         $29,037,241 $6,287,219 $35,324,460 $7,616,104 $42,940,564 $30,501,619 $6,287,219 $36,788,838 $7,617,942 $44,406,779 $1,464,378 4.1% $1,466,216 3.4% 1a

1b DL-6 11,421       118,344,934         $13,633,109 $2,978,742 $16,611,851 $3,608,337 $20,220,188 $12,196,806 $2,978,742 $15,175,548 $3,604,347 $18,779,895 ($1,436,303) -8.6% ($1,440,293) -7.1% 1b

2 Multi-Family - Master Metered DM-9 7                166,767                $17,960 $4,198 $22,158 $5,086 $27,244 $16,286 $4,198 $20,484 $4,778 $25,262 ($1,674) -7.6% ($1,982) -7.3% 2

3 Multi-Family - Submetered DS-8 16              1,243,740             $113,795 $31,305 $145,100 $37,923 $183,023 $97,988 $31,305 $129,293 $34,435 $163,728 ($15,807) -10.9% ($19,295) -10.5% 3

4 Total Residential 35,861       369,549,678         $42,802,105 $9,301,464 $52,103,569 $11,267,450 $63,371,019 $42,812,699 $9,301,464 $52,114,163 $11,261,501 $63,375,664 $10,594 0.0% $4,645 0.0% 4

Commercial & Industrial

5 General Service - < 20 kW A-25 7,131         51,917,789           $7,512,297 $1,305,694 $8,817,991 $1,864,833 $10,682,824 $7,512,297 $1,305,694 $8,817,991 $1,864,833 $10,682,824 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 5

6 General Service - 20 kW & Over A-32 1,125         67,115,094           $7,613,162 $1,687,325 $9,300,487 $2,020,695 $11,321,182 $7,613,162 $1,687,325 $9,300,487 $2,020,695 $11,321,182 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 6

7 General Service - 100 kW & Over A-36 191            80,107,394           $6,899,015 $2,014,070 $8,913,085 $2,011,123 $10,924,208 $6,899,015 $2,014,070 $8,913,085 $2,011,123 $10,924,208 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 7

8 Large General Service - 500 kW & Over AT-48 19              81,372,934           $5,085,195 $2,047,300 $7,132,495 $1,676,823 $8,809,318 $5,085,195 $2,047,300 $7,132,495 $1,676,823 $8,809,318 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 8

9 Agricultural Pumping Service PA-20 2,026         94,292,504           $9,877,761 $2,369,716 $12,247,477 $2,726,564 $14,974,041 $9,877,761 $2,369,716 $12,247,477 $2,726,564 $14,974,041 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 9

10 Total Commercial & Industrial 10,491       374,805,715         $36,987,430 $9,424,104 $46,411,534 $10,300,038 $56,711,572 $36,987,430 $9,424,104 $46,411,534 $10,300,038 $56,711,572 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 10

Lighting

11 Outdoor Area Lighting Service OL-15 760            913,538                $199,900 $22,971 $222,871 $46,654 $269,525 $199,900 $22,971 $222,871 $46,654 $269,525 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 11

12 Airway & Athletic Lighting OL-42 36              154,197                $26,275 $3,878 $30,153 $6,097 $36,250 $26,275 $3,878 $30,153 $6,097 $36,250 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 12

13 Street Lighting, Utility Owned LS-51 78              845,623                $221,017 $21,305 $242,322 $51,849 $294,171 $221,017 $21,305 $242,322 $51,849 $294,171 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 13

14 Street Lighting, Cust. Owned Energy Only LS-53 105            1,138,821             $136,648 $28,679 $165,327 $31,568 $196,895 $136,648 $28,679 $165,327 $31,568 $196,895 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 14

15 Street Lighting, Customer Owned LS-58 20              52,440                  $7,795 $1,319 $9,114 $1,802 $10,916 $7,795 $1,319 $9,114 $1,802 $10,916 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 15

16 Total Lighting 999            3,104,619             $591,635 $78,152 $669,787 $137,970 $807,757 $591,635 $78,152 $669,787 $137,970 $807,757 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 16

17 Total Sales to Ultimate Consumers 47,351       747,460,012         $80,381,170 $18,803,720 $99,184,890 $21,705,458 $120,890,348 $80,391,764 $18,803,720 $99,195,484 $21,699,509 $120,894,993 $10,594 0.0% $4,645 0.0% 17

18 Total AGA $194,473 $194,473 $194,473 $194,473 $194,473 $194,473 $0 0.0% $0 0.0% 18

19 Total Employee Discount ($35,933) ($7,862) ($43,795) ($9,524) ($53,319) ($35,973) ($7,862) ($43,835) ($9,233) ($53,067) ($39) 0.1% $252 -0.5% 19

20 Total Sales (inc. AGA and Employee Discount) 47,351       747,460,012         $80,539,709 $18,795,858 $99,335,568 $21,695,934 $121,031,502 $80,550,264 $18,795,858 $99,346,122 $21,690,276 $121,036,399 $10,555 0.0% $4,897 0.0% 20
Notes:

1 Total effects of Schedule ECAC-94 Deferred ECAC, Schedule GHG-92 Surcharge to Recover Greenhouse Gas Carbon Polution Permit Cost, Schedule S-95 Surcharge to Recover Mobilehome Park Utility Upgrade Costs, Schedule S-96 Surcharge to Recover Costs Recorded in Catastrophic Event Memorandum Account, Schedule S-191 Surcharge to Fund Public Purpose Programs,
Schedule S-192 Surcharge to Fund Energy Savings Assistance Program, and Schedule S-195 Tax Reform Memorandum Account Adjustment.  Excludes the effect of pass through adders.



PacifiCorp
State of California

Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT
Statement of Present and Proposed Rates

Present Proposed
Tariff Schedules Rates Rates

Schedule D (Standard Residential)
Basic Charge Single Fam Tier 3 $8.12 $33.98 /month
Basic Charge Multi Fam Tier 3 $8.12 $23.40 /month
Energy Charge
    Baseline kWh 16.176 13.893 ¢/kWh
    Non-Baseline kWh 18.237 15.954 ¢/kWh

Schedule DL-6 (Residential CARE)
Basic Charge Single Fam Tier 2 $6.50 $15.64 /month
Basic Charge Multi Fam Tier 2 $6.50 $10.25 /month
Basic Charge Single Fam Tier 1 $6.50 $7.21 /month
Basic Charge Multi Fam Tier 1 $6.50 $5.20 /month
Energy Charge
    Baseline kWh 12.484 11.114 ¢/kWh
    Non-Baseline kWh 14.133 12.763 ¢/kWh

Reflects present rates in effect at the time of the intial filing in this docket.



PacifiCorp
Average Residential Customer
Monthly Bill Impact Summary

Percentage Change in Bill
Full Transition to Proposed Basic Charges

Tier 3 - Full Basic Charge
Schedule D Single Family Summer Winter

Del Norte County Basic Use 4.24% 4.36%
All Electric 4.24% 4.43%

Outside Del Norte County Basic Use 4.21% 4.34%
All Electric 4.24% 4.43%

Schedule D Multi-Family
Del Norte County Basic Use -2.70% -2.78%

All Electric -2.72% -2.84%
Outside Del Norte County Basic Use -2.70% -2.77%

All Electric -2.71% -2.84%

Tier 2 - Income 200% FPL
Schedule DL-6 Single Family Summer Winter

Del Norte County Basic Use -2.13% -2.18%
All Electric -2.12% -2.22%

Outside Del Norte County Basic Use -2.11% -2.18%
All Electric -2.12% -2.22%

Schedule DL-6 Multi-Family
Del Norte County Basic Use -6.70% -6.88%

All Electric -6.70% -7.01%
Outside Del Norte County Basic Use -6.66% -6.85%

All Electric -6.69% -7.01%

Tier 1 - Income 100% FPL
Schedule DL-6 Single Family Summer Winter

Del Norte County Basic Use -9.27% -9.53%
All Electric -9.28% -9.71%

Outside Del Norte County Basic Use -9.22% -9.49%
All Electric -9.27% -9.71%

Schedule DL-6 Multi-Family
Del Norte County Basic Use -10.98% -11.29%

All Electric -10.99% -11.49%
Outside Del Norte County Basic Use -10.92% -11.23%



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule D, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Single Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule D Schedule D Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $33.98 $33.98 $25.86 318.47% $25.86 318.47%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $40.93 $40.93 $24.72 152.50% $24.72 152.50%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $47.87 $47.87 $23.57 97.00% $23.57 97.00%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $54.82 $54.82 $22.44 69.30% $22.44 69.30%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $61.77 $61.77 $21.30 52.63% $21.30 52.63%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $75.66 $75.66 $19.01 33.56% $19.01 33.56%
400  $72.82 $72.82 $89.55 $89.55 $16.73 22.97% $16.73 22.97%
500  $89.00 $89.00 $103.45 $103.45 $14.45 16.24% $14.45 16.24%
600 $106.74 $105.18 $118.90 $117.34 $12.16 11.39% $12.16 11.56%
700 $124.98 $121.35 $134.86 $131.23 $9.88 7.91% $9.88 8.14%
800 $143.22 $139.03 $150.81 $146.63 $7.59 5.30% $7.60 5.47%
850 $152.33 $148.15 $158.79 $154.61 $6.46 4.24% $6.46 4.36%
900 $161.45 $157.27 $166.77 $162.58 $5.32 3.30% $5.31 3.38%

1,000 $179.69 $175.51 $182.72 $178.54 $3.03 1.69% $3.03 1.73%

1,100 $197.93 $193.74 $198.67 $194.49 $0.74 0.37% $0.75 0.39%
1,200 $216.16 $211.98 $214.63 $210.44 ($1.53) -0.71% ($1.54) -0.73%
1,300 $234.40 $230.22 $230.58 $226.40 ($3.82) -1.63% ($3.82) -1.66%
1,400 $252.64 $248.45 $246.54 $242.35 ($6.10) -2.41% ($6.10) -2.46%
1,500 $270.88 $266.69 $262.49 $258.31 ($8.39) -3.10% ($8.38) -3.14%

2,000 $362.06 $357.88 $342.26 $338.08 ($19.80) -5.47% ($19.80) -5.53%
3,000 $544.43 $540.25 $501.80 $497.62 ($42.63) -7.83% ($42.63) -7.89%
4,000 $726.80 $722.62 $661.34 $657.16 ($65.46) -9.01% ($65.46) -9.06%
5,000 $909.17 $904.99 $820.88 $816.70 ($88.29) -9.71% ($88.29) -9.76%

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 524 Proposed = 524

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 727 Proposed = 727

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule D, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Single Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule D Schedule D Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $33.98 $33.98 $25.86 318.47% $25.86 318.47%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $40.93 $40.93 $24.72 152.50% $24.72 152.50%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $47.87 $47.87 $23.57 97.00% $23.57 97.00%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $54.82 $54.82 $22.44 69.30% $22.44 69.30%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $61.77 $61.77 $21.30 52.63% $21.30 52.63%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $75.66 $75.66 $19.01 33.56% $19.01 33.56%
400  $72.82 $72.82 $89.55 $89.55 $16.73 22.97% $16.73 22.97%
500  $89.00 $89.00 $103.45 $103.45 $14.45 16.24% $14.45 16.24%
600 $106.43 $105.18 $118.60 $117.34 $12.17 11.43% $12.16 11.56%
700 $124.67 $121.35 $134.55 $131.23 $9.88 7.92% $9.88 8.14%
800 $142.91 $137.53 $150.50 $145.12 $7.59 5.31% $7.59 5.52%
850 $152.03 $145.62 $158.48 $152.07 $6.45 4.24% $6.45 4.43%
900 $161.14 $153.70 $166.46 $159.02 $5.32 3.30% $5.32 3.46%

1,000 $179.38 $170.11 $182.41 $173.14 $3.03 1.69% $3.03 1.78%

1,100 $197.62 $188.34 $198.37 $189.09 $0.75 0.38% $0.75 0.40%
1,200 $215.86 $206.58 $214.32 $205.04 ($1.54) -0.71% ($1.54) -0.75%
1,300 $234.09 $224.82 $230.27 $221.00 ($3.82) -1.63% ($3.82) -1.70%
1,400 $252.33 $243.05 $246.23 $236.95 ($6.10) -2.42% ($6.10) -2.51%
1,500 $270.57 $261.29 $262.18 $252.91 ($8.39) -3.10% ($8.38) -3.21%

2,000 $361.75 $352.48 $341.95 $332.68 ($19.80) -5.47% ($19.80) -5.62%
3,000 $544.12 $534.85 $501.49 $492.22 ($42.63) -7.83% ($42.63) -7.97%
4,000 $726.49 $717.22 $661.03 $651.76 ($65.46) -9.01% ($65.46) -9.13%
5,000 $908.86 $899.59 $820.57 $811.30 ($88.29) -9.71% ($88.29) -9.81%

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 539 Proposed = 539

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 989 Proposed = 989

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule D, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Single Family
Residential Service

All Other Counties          Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule D Schedule D Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $33.98 $33.98 $25.86 318.47% $25.86 318.47%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $40.93 $40.93 $24.72 152.50% $24.72 152.50%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $47.87 $47.87 $23.57 97.00% $23.57 97.00%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $54.82 $54.82 $22.44 69.30% $22.44 69.30%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $61.77 $61.77 $21.30 52.63% $21.30 52.63%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $75.66 $75.66 $19.01 33.56% $19.01 33.56%
400  $72.82 $72.82 $89.55 $89.55 $16.73 22.97% $16.73 22.97%
500  $89.21 $89.00 $103.65 $103.45 $14.44 16.19% $14.45 16.24%
600 $107.44 $105.18 $119.61 $117.34 $12.17 11.33% $12.16 11.56%
700 $125.68 $121.60 $135.56 $131.48 $9.88 7.86% $9.88 8.13%
800 $143.92 $139.84 $151.51 $147.43 $7.59 5.27% $7.59 5.43%
850 $153.04 $148.95 $159.49 $155.41 $6.45 4.21% $6.46 4.34%
900 $162.15 $158.07 $167.47 $163.39 $5.32 3.28% $5.32 3.37%

1,000 $180.39 $176.31 $183.42 $179.34 $3.03 1.68% $3.03 1.72%

1,100 $198.63 $194.55 $199.38 $195.29 $0.75 0.38% $0.74 0.38%
1,200 $216.87 $212.78 $215.33 $211.25 ($1.54) -0.71% ($1.53) -0.72%
1,300 $235.10 $231.02 $231.28 $227.20 ($3.82) -1.62% ($3.82) -1.65%
1,400 $253.34 $249.26 $247.24 $243.16 ($6.10) -2.41% ($6.10) -2.45%
1,500 $271.58 $267.50 $263.19 $259.11 ($8.39) -3.09% ($8.39) -3.14%

2,000 $362.76 $358.68 $342.96 $338.88 ($19.80) -5.46% ($19.80) -5.52%
3,000 $545.13 $541.05 $502.50 $498.42 ($42.63) -7.82% ($42.63) -7.88%
4,000 $727.50 $723.42 $662.04 $657.96 ($65.46) -9.00% ($65.46) -9.05%
5,000 $909.87 $905.79 $821.58 $817.50 ($88.29) -9.70% ($88.29) -9.75%

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 490 Proposed = 490

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 688 Proposed = 688

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule D, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Single Family
Residential Service

All Other Counties           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule D Schedule D Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $33.98 $33.98 $25.86 318.47% $25.86 318.47%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $40.93 $40.93 $24.72 152.50% $24.72 152.50%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $47.87 $47.87 $23.57 97.00% $23.57 97.00%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $54.82 $54.82 $22.44 69.30% $22.44 69.30%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $61.77 $61.77 $21.30 52.63% $21.30 52.63%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $75.66 $75.66 $19.01 33.56% $19.01 33.56%
400 $72.82 $72.82 $89.55 $89.55 $16.73 22.97% $16.73 22.97%
500  $89.00 $89.00 $103.45 $103.45 $14.45 16.24% $14.45 16.24%
600 $106.62 $105.18 $118.78 $117.34 $12.16 11.40% $12.16 11.56%
700 $124.86 $121.35 $134.73 $131.23 $9.87 7.90% $9.88 8.14%
800 $143.09 $137.53 $150.69 $145.12 $7.60 5.31% $7.59 5.52%
850 $152.21 $145.62 $158.67 $152.07 $6.46 4.24% $6.45 4.43%
900 $161.33 $153.70 $166.64 $159.02 $5.31 3.29% $5.32 3.46%

1,000 $179.57 $169.88 $182.60 $172.91 $3.03 1.69% $3.03 1.78%

1,100  $197.80 $187.15 $198.55 $187.90 $0.75 0.38% $0.75 0.40%
1,200  $216.04 $205.39 $214.50 $203.85 ($1.54) -0.71% ($1.54) -0.75%
1,300 $234.28 $223.62 $230.46 $219.80 ($3.82) -1.63% ($3.82) -1.71%
1,400 $252.51 $241.86 $246.41 $235.76 ($6.10) -2.42% ($6.10) -2.52%
1,500 $270.75 $260.10 $262.37 $251.71 ($8.38) -3.10% ($8.39) -3.23%

2,000 $361.94 $351.28 $342.14 $331.48 ($19.80) -5.47% ($19.80) -5.64%
3,000 $544.31 $533.65 $501.68 $491.02 ($42.63) -7.83% ($42.63) -7.99%
4,000 $726.68 $716.02 $661.22 $650.56 ($65.46) -9.01% ($65.46) -9.14%
5,000 $909.05 $898.39 $820.76 $810.10 ($88.29) -9.71% ($88.29) -9.83%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 530 Proposed = 530

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 1,047 Proposed = 1,047

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule D & DS-8, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Multi-Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule D & DS-8 Schedule D & DS-8 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $23.40 $23.40 $15.28 188.18% $15.28 188.18%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $30.35 $30.35 $14.14 87.23% $14.14 87.23%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $37.29 $37.29 $12.99 53.46% $12.99 53.46%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $44.24 $44.24 $11.86 36.63% $11.86 36.63%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $51.19 $51.19 $10.72 26.49% $10.72 26.49%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $65.08 $65.08 $8.43 14.88% $8.43 14.88%
400  $72.82 $72.82 $78.97 $78.97 $6.15 8.45% $6.15 8.45%
500  $89.00 $89.00 $92.87 $92.87 $3.87 4.35% $3.87 4.35%
600 $106.74 $105.18 $108.32 $106.76 $1.58 1.48% $1.58 1.50%
700 $124.98 $121.35 $124.28 $120.65 ($0.70) -0.56% ($0.70) -0.58%
800 $143.22 $139.03 $140.23 $136.05 ($2.99) -2.09% ($2.98) -2.14%
850 $152.33 $148.15 $148.21 $144.03 ($4.12) -2.70% ($4.12) -2.78%
900 $161.45 $157.27 $156.19 $152.00 ($5.26) -3.26% ($5.27) -3.35%

1,000 $179.69 $175.51 $172.14 $167.96 ($7.55) -4.20% ($7.55) -4.30%

1,100 $197.93 $193.74 $188.09 $183.91 ($9.84) -4.97% ($9.83) -5.07%
1,200 $216.16 $211.98 $204.05 $199.86 ($12.11) -5.60% ($12.12) -5.72%
1,300 $234.40 $230.22 $220.00 $215.82 ($14.40) -6.14% ($14.40) -6.25%
1,400 $252.64 $248.45 $235.96 $231.77 ($16.68) -6.60% ($16.68) -6.71%
1,500 $270.88 $266.69 $251.91 $247.73 ($18.97) -7.00% ($18.96) -7.11%

2,000 $362.06 $357.88 $331.68 $327.50 ($30.38) -8.39% ($30.38) -8.49%
3,000 $544.43 $540.25 $491.22 $487.04 ($53.21) -9.77% ($53.21) -9.85%
4,000 $726.80 $722.62 $650.76 $646.58 ($76.04) -10.46% ($76.04) -10.52%
5,000 $909.17 $904.99 $810.30 $806.12 ($98.87) -10.87% ($98.87) -10.92%

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 524 Proposed = 524

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 727 Proposed = 727

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule D & DS-8, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Multi-Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule D & DS-8 Schedule D & DS-8 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $23.40 $23.40 $15.28 188.18% $15.28 188.18%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $30.35 $30.35 $14.14 87.23% $14.14 87.23%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $37.29 $37.29 $12.99 53.46% $12.99 53.46%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $44.24 $44.24 $11.86 36.63% $11.86 36.63%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $51.19 $51.19 $10.72 26.49% $10.72 26.49%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $65.08 $65.08 $8.43 14.88% $8.43 14.88%
400  $72.82 $72.82 $78.97 $78.97 $6.15 8.45% $6.15 8.45%
500  $89.00 $89.00 $92.87 $92.87 $3.87 4.35% $3.87 4.35%
600 $106.43 $105.18 $108.02 $106.76 $1.59 1.49% $1.58 1.50%
700 $124.67 $121.35 $123.97 $120.65 ($0.70) -0.56% ($0.70) -0.58%
800 $142.91 $137.53 $139.92 $134.54 ($2.99) -2.09% ($2.99) -2.17%
850 $152.03 $145.62 $147.90 $141.49 ($4.13) -2.72% ($4.13) -2.84%
900 $161.14 $153.70 $155.88 $148.44 ($5.26) -3.26% ($5.26) -3.42%

1,000 $179.38 $170.11 $171.83 $162.56 ($7.55) -4.21% ($7.55) -4.44%

1,100 $197.62 $188.34 $187.79 $178.51 ($9.83) -4.97% ($9.83) -5.22%
1,200 $215.86 $206.58 $203.74 $194.46 ($12.12) -5.61% ($12.12) -5.87%
1,300 $234.09 $224.82 $219.69 $210.42 ($14.40) -6.15% ($14.40) -6.41%
1,400 $252.33 $243.05 $235.65 $226.37 ($16.68) -6.61% ($16.68) -6.86%
1,500 $270.57 $261.29 $251.60 $242.33 ($18.97) -7.01% ($18.96) -7.26%

2,000 $361.75 $352.48 $331.37 $322.10 ($30.38) -8.40% ($30.38) -8.62%
3,000 $544.12 $534.85 $490.91 $481.64 ($53.21) -9.78% ($53.21) -9.95%
4,000 $726.49 $717.22 $650.45 $641.18 ($76.04) -10.47% ($76.04) -10.60%
5,000 $908.86 $899.59 $809.99 $800.72 ($98.87) -10.88% ($98.87) -10.99%

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 539 Proposed = 539

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 989 Proposed = 989

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule D & DS-8, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Multi-Family
Residential Service

All Other Counties          Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule D & DS-8 Schedule D & DS-8 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $23.40 $23.40 $15.28 188.18% $15.28 188.18%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $30.35 $30.35 $14.14 87.23% $14.14 87.23%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $37.29 $37.29 $12.99 53.46% $12.99 53.46%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $44.24 $44.24 $11.86 36.63% $11.86 36.63%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $51.19 $51.19 $10.72 26.49% $10.72 26.49%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $65.08 $65.08 $8.43 14.88% $8.43 14.88%
400  $72.82 $72.82 $78.97 $78.97 $6.15 8.45% $6.15 8.45%
500  $89.21 $89.00 $93.07 $92.87 $3.86 4.33% $3.87 4.35%
600 $107.44 $105.18 $109.03 $106.76 $1.59 1.48% $1.58 1.50%
700 $125.68 $121.60 $124.98 $120.90 ($0.70) -0.56% ($0.70) -0.58%
800 $143.92 $139.84 $140.93 $136.85 ($2.99) -2.08% ($2.99) -2.14%
850 $153.04 $148.95 $148.91 $144.83 ($4.13) -2.70% ($4.12) -2.77%
900 $162.15 $158.07 $156.89 $152.81 ($5.26) -3.24% ($5.26) -3.33%

1,000 $180.39 $176.31 $172.84 $168.76 ($7.55) -4.19% ($7.55) -4.28%

1,100 $198.63 $194.55 $188.80 $184.71 ($9.83) -4.95% ($9.84) -5.06%
1,200 $216.87 $212.78 $204.75 $200.67 ($12.12) -5.59% ($12.11) -5.69%
1,300 $235.10 $231.02 $220.70 $216.62 ($14.40) -6.13% ($14.40) -6.23%
1,400 $253.34 $249.26 $236.66 $232.58 ($16.68) -6.58% ($16.68) -6.69%
1,500 $271.58 $267.50 $252.61 $248.53 ($18.97) -6.99% ($18.97) -7.09%

2,000 $362.76 $358.68 $332.38 $328.30 ($30.38) -8.37% ($30.38) -8.47%
3,000 $545.13 $541.05 $491.92 $487.84 ($53.21) -9.76% ($53.21) -9.83%
4,000 $727.50 $723.42 $651.46 $647.38 ($76.04) -10.45% ($76.04) -10.51%
5,000 $909.87 $905.79 $811.00 $806.92 ($98.87) -10.87% ($98.87) -10.92%

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 490 Proposed = 490

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 688 Proposed = 688

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule D & DS-8, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Multi-Family
Residential Service

All Other Counties           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule D & DS-8 Schedule D & DS-8 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $23.40 $23.40 $15.28 188.18% $15.28 188.18%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $30.35 $30.35 $14.14 87.23% $14.14 87.23%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $37.29 $37.29 $12.99 53.46% $12.99 53.46%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $44.24 $44.24 $11.86 36.63% $11.86 36.63%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $51.19 $51.19 $10.72 26.49% $10.72 26.49%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $65.08 $65.08 $8.43 14.88% $8.43 14.88%
400 $72.82 $72.82 $78.97 $78.97 $6.15 8.45% $6.15 8.45%
500  $89.00 $89.00 $92.87 $92.87 $3.87 4.35% $3.87 4.35%
600 $106.62 $105.18 $108.20 $106.76 $1.58 1.48% $1.58 1.50%
700 $124.86 $121.35 $124.15 $120.65 ($0.71) -0.57% ($0.70) -0.58%
800 $143.09 $137.53 $140.11 $134.54 ($2.98) -2.08% ($2.99) -2.17%
850 $152.21 $145.62 $148.09 $141.49 ($4.12) -2.71% ($4.13) -2.84%
900 $161.33 $153.70 $156.06 $148.44 ($5.27) -3.27% ($5.26) -3.42%

1,000 $179.57 $169.88 $172.02 $162.33 ($7.55) -4.20% ($7.55) -4.44%

1,100  $197.80 $187.15 $187.97 $177.32 ($9.83) -4.97% ($9.83) -5.25%
1,200  $216.04 $205.39 $203.92 $193.27 ($12.12) -5.61% ($12.12) -5.90%
1,300 $234.28 $223.62 $219.88 $209.22 ($14.40) -6.15% ($14.40) -6.44%
1,400 $252.51 $241.86 $235.83 $225.18 ($16.68) -6.61% ($16.68) -6.90%
1,500 $270.75 $260.10 $251.79 $241.13 ($18.96) -7.00% ($18.97) -7.29%

2,000 $361.94 $351.28 $331.56 $320.90 ($30.38) -8.39% ($30.38) -8.65%
3,000 $544.31 $533.65 $491.10 $480.44 ($53.21) -9.78% ($53.21) -9.97%
4,000 $726.68 $716.02 $650.64 $639.98 ($76.04) -10.46% ($76.04) -10.62%
5,000 $909.05 $898.39 $810.18 $799.52 ($98.87) -10.88% ($98.87) -11.01%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 530 Proposed = 530

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 1,047 Proposed = 1,047

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 2, Single Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $15.64 $15.64 $9.14 140.62% $9.14 140.62%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $21.20 $21.20 $8.46 66.41% $8.46 66.41%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $26.75 $26.75 $7.77 40.94% $7.77 40.94%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $32.31 $32.31 $7.08 28.06% $7.08 28.06%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $37.87 $37.87 $6.40 20.34% $6.40 20.34%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $48.98 $48.98 $5.03 11.44% $5.03 11.44%
400  $56.44 $56.44 $60.10 $60.10 $3.66 6.48% $3.66 6.48%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $71.21 $71.21 $2.29 3.32% $2.29 3.32%
600 $82.66 $81.40 $83.58 $82.32 $0.92 1.11% $0.92 1.13%
700 $96.79 $93.89 $96.34 $93.44 ($0.45) -0.46% ($0.45) -0.48%
800 $110.92 $107.58 $109.10 $105.76 ($1.82) -1.64% ($1.82) -1.69%
850 $117.99 $114.64 $115.48 $112.14 ($2.51) -2.13% ($2.50) -2.18%
900 $125.06 $121.71 $121.87 $118.52 ($3.19) -2.55% ($3.19) -2.62%

1,000 $139.19 $135.84 $134.63 $131.28 ($4.56) -3.28% ($4.56) -3.36%

1,100 $153.32 $149.97 $147.39 $144.04 ($5.93) -3.87% ($5.93) -3.95%
1,200 $167.46 $164.11 $160.16 $156.81 ($7.30) -4.36% ($7.30) -4.45%
1,300 $181.59 $178.24 $172.92 $169.57 ($8.67) -4.77% ($8.67) -4.86%
1,400 $195.72 $192.37 $185.68 $182.33 ($10.04) -5.13% ($10.04) -5.22%
1,500 $209.85 $206.51 $198.44 $195.10 ($11.41) -5.44% ($11.41) -5.53%

2,000 $280.52 $277.17 $262.26 $258.91 ($18.26) -6.51% ($18.26) -6.59%
3,000 $421.85 $418.50 $389.89 $386.54 ($31.96) -7.58% ($31.96) -7.64%
4,000 $563.18 $559.83 $517.52 $514.17 ($45.66) -8.11% ($45.66) -8.16%
5,000 $704.51 $701.16 $645.15 $641.80 ($59.36) -8.43% ($59.36) -8.47%

Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 524 Proposed = 524

Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 727 Proposed = 727

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 2, Single Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $15.64 $15.64 $9.14 140.62% $9.14 140.62%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $21.20 $21.20 $8.46 66.41% $8.46 66.41%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $26.75 $26.75 $7.77 40.94% $7.77 40.94%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $32.31 $32.31 $7.08 28.06% $7.08 28.06%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $37.87 $37.87 $6.40 20.34% $6.40 20.34%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $48.98 $48.98 $5.03 11.44% $5.03 11.44%
400 $56.44 $56.44 $60.10 $60.10 $3.66 6.48% $3.66 6.48%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $71.21 $71.21 $2.29 3.32% $2.29 3.32%
600 $82.41 $81.40 $83.33 $82.32 $0.92 1.12% $0.92 1.13%
700 $96.54 $93.89 $96.09 $93.44 ($0.45) -0.47% ($0.45) -0.48%
800 $110.68 $106.37 $108.86 $104.55 ($1.82) -1.64% ($1.82) -1.71%
850 $117.74 $112.61 $115.24 $110.11 ($2.50) -2.12% ($2.50) -2.22%
900 $124.81 $118.86 $121.62 $115.67 ($3.19) -2.56% ($3.19) -2.68%

1,000  $138.94 $131.52 $134.38 $126.96 ($4.56) -3.28% ($4.56) -3.47%

1,100 $153.07 $145.65 $147.14 $139.72 ($5.93) -3.87% ($5.93) -4.07%
1,200 $167.21 $159.79 $159.91 $152.49 ($7.30) -4.37% ($7.30) -4.57%
1,300 $181.34 $173.92 $172.67 $165.25 ($8.67) -4.78% ($8.67) -4.99%
1,400 $195.47 $188.05 $185.43 $178.01 ($10.04) -5.14% ($10.04) -5.34%
1,500 $209.61 $202.19 $198.20 $190.78 ($11.41) -5.44% ($11.41) -5.64%

2,000 $280.27 $272.85 $262.01 $254.59 ($18.26) -6.52% ($18.26) -6.69%
3,000 $421.60 $414.18 $389.64 $382.22 ($31.96) -7.58% ($31.96) -7.72%
4,000 $562.93 $555.51 $517.27 $509.85 ($45.66) -8.11% ($45.66) -8.22%
5,000 $704.26 $696.84 $644.90 $637.48 ($59.36) -8.43% ($59.36) -8.52%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 539 Proposed = 539

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 989 Proposed = 989

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 2, Single Family
Residential Service

Outside Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $15.64 $15.64 $9.14 140.62% $9.14 140.62%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $21.20 $21.20 $8.46 66.41% $8.46 66.41%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $26.75 $26.75 $7.77 40.94% $7.77 40.94%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $32.31 $32.31 $7.08 28.06% $7.08 28.06%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $37.87 $37.87 $6.40 20.34% $6.40 20.34%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $48.98 $48.98 $5.03 11.44% $5.03 11.44%
400  $56.44 $56.44 $60.10 $60.10 $3.66 6.48% $3.66 6.48%
500  $69.08 $68.92 $71.37 $71.21 $2.29 3.31% $2.29 3.32%
600 $83.22 $81.40 $84.14 $82.32 $0.92 1.11% $0.92 1.13%
700 $97.35 $94.09 $96.90 $93.64 ($0.45) -0.46% ($0.45) -0.48%
800 $111.48 $108.22 $109.66 $106.40 ($1.82) -1.63% ($1.82) -1.68%
850 $118.55 $115.29 $116.05 $112.78 ($2.50) -2.11% ($2.51) -2.18%
900 $125.62 $122.35 $122.43 $119.16 ($3.19) -2.54% ($3.19) -2.61%

1,000 $139.75 $136.48 $135.19 $131.92 ($4.56) -3.26% ($4.56) -3.34%

1,100 $153.88 $150.62 $147.95 $144.69 ($5.93) -3.85% ($5.93) -3.94%
1,200 $168.02 $164.75 $160.72 $157.45 ($7.30) -4.34% ($7.30) -4.43%
1,300 $182.15 $178.88 $173.48 $170.21 ($8.67) -4.76% ($8.67) -4.85%
1,400 $196.28 $193.02 $186.24 $182.98 ($10.04) -5.12% ($10.04) -5.20%
1,500 $210.41 $207.15 $199.00 $195.74 ($11.41) -5.42% ($11.41) -5.51%

2,000 $281.08 $277.81 $262.82 $259.55 ($18.26) -6.50% ($18.26) -6.57%
3,000 $422.41 $419.14 $390.45 $387.18 ($31.96) -7.57% ($31.96) -7.63%
4,000 $563.74 $560.47 $518.08 $514.81 ($45.66) -8.10% ($45.66) -8.15%
5,000 $705.07 $701.80 $645.71 $642.44 ($59.36) -8.42% ($59.36) -8.46%

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 490 Proposed = 490

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 688 Proposed = 688

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 2, Single Family
Residential Service

Outside Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $15.64 $15.64 $9.14 140.62% $9.14 140.62%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $21.20 $21.20 $8.46 66.41% $8.46 66.41%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $26.75 $26.75 $7.77 40.94% $7.77 40.94%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $32.31 $32.31 $7.08 28.06% $7.08 28.06%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $37.87 $37.87 $6.40 20.34% $6.40 20.34%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $48.98 $48.98 $5.03 11.44% $5.03 11.44%
400 $56.44 $56.44 $60.10 $60.10 $3.66 6.48% $3.66 6.48%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $71.21 $71.21 $2.29 3.32% $2.29 3.32%
600 $82.56 $81.40 $83.48 $82.32 $0.92 1.11% $0.92 1.13%
700 $96.69 $93.89 $96.24 $93.44 ($0.45) -0.47% ($0.45) -0.48%
800 $110.82 $106.37 $109.00 $104.55 ($1.82) -1.64% ($1.82) -1.71%
850 $117.89 $112.61 $115.39 $110.11 ($2.50) -2.12% ($2.50) -2.22%
900 $124.96 $118.86 $121.77 $115.67 ($3.19) -2.55% ($3.19) -2.68%

1,000 $139.09 $131.34 $134.53 $126.78 ($4.56) -3.28% ($4.56) -3.47%

1,100  $153.22 $144.70 $147.29 $138.77 ($5.93) -3.87% ($5.93) -4.10%
1,200  $167.36 $158.83 $160.06 $151.53 ($7.30) -4.36% ($7.30) -4.60%
1,300 $181.49 $172.96 $172.82 $164.29 ($8.67) -4.78% ($8.67) -5.01%
1,400 $195.62 $187.10 $185.58 $177.06 ($10.04) -5.13% ($10.04) -5.37%
1,500 $209.76 $201.23 $198.35 $189.82 ($11.41) -5.44% ($11.41) -5.67%

2,000 $280.42 $271.89 $262.16 $253.63 ($18.26) -6.51% ($18.26) -6.72%
3,000 $421.75 $413.22 $389.79 $381.26 ($31.96) -7.58% ($31.96) -7.73%
4,000 $563.08 $554.55 $517.42 $508.89 ($45.66) -8.11% ($45.66) -8.23%
5,000 $704.41 $695.88 $645.05 $636.52 ($59.36) -8.43% ($59.36) -8.53%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 530 Proposed = 530

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 1,047 Proposed = 1,047

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 2, Multi-Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $10.25 $10.25 $3.75 57.69% $3.75 57.69%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $15.81 $15.81 $3.07 24.10% $3.07 24.10%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $21.36 $21.36 $2.38 12.54% $2.38 12.54%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $26.92 $26.92 $1.69 6.70% $1.69 6.70%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $32.48 $32.48 $1.01 3.21% $1.01 3.21%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $43.59 $43.59 ($0.36) -0.82% ($0.36) -0.82%
400  $56.44 $56.44 $54.71 $54.71 ($1.73) -3.07% ($1.73) -3.07%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $65.82 $65.82 ($3.10) -4.50% ($3.10) -4.50%
600 $82.66 $81.40 $78.19 $76.93 ($4.47) -5.41% ($4.47) -5.49%
700 $96.79 $93.89 $90.95 $88.05 ($5.84) -6.03% ($5.84) -6.22%
800 $110.92 $107.58 $103.71 $100.37 ($7.21) -6.50% ($7.21) -6.70%
850 $117.99 $114.64 $110.09 $106.75 ($7.90) -6.70% ($7.89) -6.88%
900 $125.06 $121.71 $116.48 $113.13 ($8.58) -6.86% ($8.58) -7.05%

1,000 $139.19 $135.84 $129.24 $125.89 ($9.95) -7.15% ($9.95) -7.32%

1,100 $153.32 $149.97 $142.00 $138.65 ($11.32) -7.38% ($11.32) -7.55%
1,200 $167.46 $164.11 $154.77 $151.42 ($12.69) -7.58% ($12.69) -7.73%
1,300 $181.59 $178.24 $167.53 $164.18 ($14.06) -7.74% ($14.06) -7.89%
1,400 $195.72 $192.37 $180.29 $176.94 ($15.43) -7.88% ($15.43) -8.02%
1,500 $209.85 $206.51 $193.05 $189.71 ($16.80) -8.01% ($16.80) -8.14%

2,000 $280.52 $277.17 $256.87 $253.52 ($23.65) -8.43% ($23.65) -8.53%
3,000 $421.85 $418.50 $384.50 $381.15 ($37.35) -8.85% ($37.35) -8.92%
4,000 $563.18 $559.83 $512.13 $508.78 ($51.05) -9.06% ($51.05) -9.12%
5,000 $704.51 $701.16 $639.76 $636.41 ($64.75) -9.19% ($64.75) -9.23%

Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 524 Proposed = 524

Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 727 Proposed = 727

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 2, Multi-Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $10.25 $10.25 $3.75 57.69% $3.75 57.69%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $15.81 $15.81 $3.07 24.10% $3.07 24.10%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $21.36 $21.36 $2.38 12.54% $2.38 12.54%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $26.92 $26.92 $1.69 6.70% $1.69 6.70%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $32.48 $32.48 $1.01 3.21% $1.01 3.21%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $43.59 $43.59 ($0.36) -0.82% ($0.36) -0.82%
400 $56.44 $56.44 $54.71 $54.71 ($1.73) -3.07% ($1.73) -3.07%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $65.82 $65.82 ($3.10) -4.50% ($3.10) -4.50%
600 $82.41 $81.40 $77.94 $76.93 ($4.47) -5.42% ($4.47) -5.49%
700 $96.54 $93.89 $90.70 $88.05 ($5.84) -6.05% ($5.84) -6.22%
800 $110.68 $106.37 $103.47 $99.16 ($7.21) -6.51% ($7.21) -6.78%
850 $117.74 $112.61 $109.85 $104.72 ($7.89) -6.70% ($7.89) -7.01%
900 $124.81 $118.86 $116.23 $110.28 ($8.58) -6.87% ($8.58) -7.22%

1,000  $138.94 $131.52 $128.99 $121.57 ($9.95) -7.16% ($9.95) -7.57%

1,100 $153.07 $145.65 $141.75 $134.33 ($11.32) -7.40% ($11.32) -7.77%
1,200 $167.21 $159.79 $154.52 $147.10 ($12.69) -7.59% ($12.69) -7.94%
1,300 $181.34 $173.92 $167.28 $159.86 ($14.06) -7.75% ($14.06) -8.08%
1,400 $195.47 $188.05 $180.04 $172.62 ($15.43) -7.89% ($15.43) -8.21%
1,500 $209.61 $202.19 $192.81 $185.39 ($16.80) -8.01% ($16.80) -8.31%

2,000 $280.27 $272.85 $256.62 $249.20 ($23.65) -8.44% ($23.65) -8.67%
3,000 $421.60 $414.18 $384.25 $376.83 ($37.35) -8.86% ($37.35) -9.02%
4,000 $562.93 $555.51 $511.88 $504.46 ($51.05) -9.07% ($51.05) -9.19%
5,000 $704.26 $696.84 $639.51 $632.09 ($64.75) -9.19% ($64.75) -9.29%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 539 Proposed = 539

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 989 Proposed = 989

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 2, Multi-Family
Residential Service

Outside Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $10.25 $10.25 $3.75 57.69% $3.75 57.69%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $15.81 $15.81 $3.07 24.10% $3.07 24.10%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $21.36 $21.36 $2.38 12.54% $2.38 12.54%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $26.92 $26.92 $1.69 6.70% $1.69 6.70%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $32.48 $32.48 $1.01 3.21% $1.01 3.21%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $43.59 $43.59 ($0.36) -0.82% ($0.36) -0.82%
400  $56.44 $56.44 $54.71 $54.71 ($1.73) -3.07% ($1.73) -3.07%
500  $69.08 $68.92 $65.98 $65.82 ($3.10) -4.49% ($3.10) -4.50%
600 $83.22 $81.40 $78.75 $76.93 ($4.47) -5.37% ($4.47) -5.49%
700 $97.35 $94.09 $91.51 $88.25 ($5.84) -6.00% ($5.84) -6.21%
800 $111.48 $108.22 $104.27 $101.01 ($7.21) -6.47% ($7.21) -6.66%
850 $118.55 $115.29 $110.66 $107.39 ($7.89) -6.66% ($7.90) -6.85%
900 $125.62 $122.35 $117.04 $113.77 ($8.58) -6.83% ($8.58) -7.01%

1,000 $139.75 $136.48 $129.80 $126.53 ($9.95) -7.12% ($9.95) -7.29%

1,100 $153.88 $150.62 $142.56 $139.30 ($11.32) -7.36% ($11.32) -7.52%
1,200 $168.02 $164.75 $155.33 $152.06 ($12.69) -7.55% ($12.69) -7.70%
1,300 $182.15 $178.88 $168.09 $164.82 ($14.06) -7.72% ($14.06) -7.86%
1,400 $196.28 $193.02 $180.85 $177.59 ($15.43) -7.86% ($15.43) -7.99%
1,500 $210.41 $207.15 $193.61 $190.35 ($16.80) -7.98% ($16.80) -8.11%

2,000 $281.08 $277.81 $257.43 $254.16 ($23.65) -8.41% ($23.65) -8.51%
3,000 $422.41 $419.14 $385.06 $381.79 ($37.35) -8.84% ($37.35) -8.91%
4,000 $563.74 $560.47 $512.69 $509.42 ($51.05) -9.06% ($51.05) -9.11%
5,000 $705.07 $701.80 $640.32 $637.05 ($64.75) -9.18% ($64.75) -9.23%

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 490 Proposed = 490

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 688 Proposed = 688

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 2, Multi-Family
Residential Service

Outside Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $10.25 $10.25 $3.75 57.69% $3.75 57.69%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $15.81 $15.81 $3.07 24.10% $3.07 24.10%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $21.36 $21.36 $2.38 12.54% $2.38 12.54%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $26.92 $26.92 $1.69 6.70% $1.69 6.70%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $32.48 $32.48 $1.01 3.21% $1.01 3.21%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $43.59 $43.59 ($0.36) -0.82% ($0.36) -0.82%
400 $56.44 $56.44 $54.71 $54.71 ($1.73) -3.07% ($1.73) -3.07%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $65.82 $65.82 ($3.10) -4.50% ($3.10) -4.50%
600 $82.56 $81.40 $78.09 $76.93 ($4.47) -5.41% ($4.47) -5.49%
700 $96.69 $93.89 $90.85 $88.05 ($5.84) -6.04% ($5.84) -6.22%
800 $110.82 $106.37 $103.61 $99.16 ($7.21) -6.51% ($7.21) -6.78%
850 $117.89 $112.61 $110.00 $104.72 ($7.89) -6.69% ($7.89) -7.01%
900 $124.96 $118.86 $116.38 $110.28 ($8.58) -6.87% ($8.58) -7.22%

1,000 $139.09 $131.34 $129.14 $121.39 ($9.95) -7.15% ($9.95) -7.58%

1,100  $153.22 $144.70 $141.90 $133.38 ($11.32) -7.39% ($11.32) -7.82%
1,200  $167.36 $158.83 $154.67 $146.14 ($12.69) -7.58% ($12.69) -7.99%
1,300 $181.49 $172.96 $167.43 $158.90 ($14.06) -7.75% ($14.06) -8.13%
1,400 $195.62 $187.10 $180.19 $171.67 ($15.43) -7.89% ($15.43) -8.25%
1,500 $209.76 $201.23 $192.96 $184.43 ($16.80) -8.01% ($16.80) -8.35%

2,000 $280.42 $271.89 $256.77 $248.24 ($23.65) -8.43% ($23.65) -8.70%
3,000 $421.75 $413.22 $384.40 $375.87 ($37.35) -8.86% ($37.35) -9.04%
4,000 $563.08 $554.55 $512.03 $503.50 ($51.05) -9.07% ($51.05) -9.21%
5,000 $704.41 $695.88 $639.66 $631.13 ($64.75) -9.19% ($64.75) -9.30%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 530 Proposed = 530

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 1,047 Proposed = 1,047

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 1, Single Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $7.21 $7.21 $0.71 10.92% $0.71 10.92%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $12.77 $12.77 $0.03 0.24% $0.03 0.24%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $18.32 $18.32 ($0.66) -3.48% ($0.66) -3.48%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $23.88 $23.88 ($1.35) -5.35% ($1.35) -5.35%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $29.44 $29.44 ($2.03) -6.45% ($2.03) -6.45%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $40.55 $40.55 ($3.40) -7.74% ($3.40) -7.74%
400  $56.44 $56.44 $51.67 $51.67 ($4.77) -8.45% ($4.77) -8.45%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $62.78 $62.78 ($6.14) -8.91% ($6.14) -8.91%
600 $82.66 $81.40 $75.15 $73.89 ($7.51) -9.09% ($7.51) -9.23%
700 $96.79 $93.89 $87.91 $85.01 ($8.88) -9.17% ($8.88) -9.46%
800 $110.92 $107.58 $100.67 $97.33 ($10.25) -9.24% ($10.25) -9.53%
850 $117.99 $114.64 $107.05 $103.71 ($10.94) -9.27% ($10.93) -9.53%
900 $125.06 $121.71 $113.44 $110.09 ($11.62) -9.29% ($11.62) -9.55%

1,000 $139.19 $135.84 $126.20 $122.85 ($12.99) -9.33% ($12.99) -9.56%

1,100 $153.32 $149.97 $138.96 $135.61 ($14.36) -9.37% ($14.36) -9.58%
1,200 $167.46 $164.11 $151.73 $148.38 ($15.73) -9.39% ($15.73) -9.59%
1,300 $181.59 $178.24 $164.49 $161.14 ($17.10) -9.42% ($17.10) -9.59%
1,400 $195.72 $192.37 $177.25 $173.90 ($18.47) -9.44% ($18.47) -9.60%
1,500 $209.85 $206.51 $190.01 $186.67 ($19.84) -9.45% ($19.84) -9.61%

2,000 $280.52 $277.17 $253.83 $250.48 ($26.69) -9.51% ($26.69) -9.63%
3,000 $421.85 $418.50 $381.46 $378.11 ($40.39) -9.57% ($40.39) -9.65%
4,000 $563.18 $559.83 $509.09 $505.74 ($54.09) -9.60% ($54.09) -9.66%
5,000 $704.51 $701.16 $636.72 $633.37 ($67.79) -9.62% ($67.79) -9.67%

Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 524 Proposed = 524

Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 727 Proposed = 727

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 1, Single Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $7.21 $7.21 $0.71 10.92% $0.71 10.92%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $12.77 $12.77 $0.03 0.24% $0.03 0.24%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $18.32 $18.32 ($0.66) -3.48% ($0.66) -3.48%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $23.88 $23.88 ($1.35) -5.35% ($1.35) -5.35%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $29.44 $29.44 ($2.03) -6.45% ($2.03) -6.45%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $40.55 $40.55 ($3.40) -7.74% ($3.40) -7.74%
400 $56.44 $56.44 $51.67 $51.67 ($4.77) -8.45% ($4.77) -8.45%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $62.78 $62.78 ($6.14) -8.91% ($6.14) -8.91%
600 $82.41 $81.40 $74.90 $73.89 ($7.51) -9.11% ($7.51) -9.23%
700 $96.54 $93.89 $87.66 $85.01 ($8.88) -9.20% ($8.88) -9.46%
800 $110.68 $106.37 $100.43 $96.12 ($10.25) -9.26% ($10.25) -9.64%
850 $117.74 $112.61 $106.81 $101.68 ($10.93) -9.28% ($10.93) -9.71%
900 $124.81 $118.86 $113.19 $107.24 ($11.62) -9.31% ($11.62) -9.78%

1,000  $138.94 $131.52 $125.95 $118.53 ($12.99) -9.35% ($12.99) -9.88%

1,100 $153.07 $145.65 $138.71 $131.29 ($14.36) -9.38% ($14.36) -9.86%
1,200 $167.21 $159.79 $151.48 $144.06 ($15.73) -9.41% ($15.73) -9.84%
1,300 $181.34 $173.92 $164.24 $156.82 ($17.10) -9.43% ($17.10) -9.83%
1,400 $195.47 $188.05 $177.00 $169.58 ($18.47) -9.45% ($18.47) -9.82%
1,500 $209.61 $202.19 $189.77 $182.35 ($19.84) -9.47% ($19.84) -9.81%

2,000 $280.27 $272.85 $253.58 $246.16 ($26.69) -9.52% ($26.69) -9.78%
3,000 $421.60 $414.18 $381.21 $373.79 ($40.39) -9.58% ($40.39) -9.75%
4,000 $562.93 $555.51 $508.84 $501.42 ($54.09) -9.61% ($54.09) -9.74%
5,000 $704.26 $696.84 $636.47 $629.05 ($67.79) -9.63% ($67.79) -9.73%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 539 Proposed = 539

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 989 Proposed = 989

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 1, Single Family
Residential Service

Outside Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $7.21 $7.21 $0.71 10.92% $0.71 10.92%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $12.77 $12.77 $0.03 0.24% $0.03 0.24%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $18.32 $18.32 ($0.66) -3.48% ($0.66) -3.48%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $23.88 $23.88 ($1.35) -5.35% ($1.35) -5.35%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $29.44 $29.44 ($2.03) -6.45% ($2.03) -6.45%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $40.55 $40.55 ($3.40) -7.74% ($3.40) -7.74%
400  $56.44 $56.44 $51.67 $51.67 ($4.77) -8.45% ($4.77) -8.45%
500  $69.08 $68.92 $62.94 $62.78 ($6.14) -8.89% ($6.14) -8.91%
600 $83.22 $81.40 $75.71 $73.89 ($7.51) -9.02% ($7.51) -9.23%
700 $97.35 $94.09 $88.47 $85.21 ($8.88) -9.12% ($8.88) -9.44%
800 $111.48 $108.22 $101.23 $97.97 ($10.25) -9.19% ($10.25) -9.47%
850 $118.55 $115.29 $107.62 $104.35 ($10.93) -9.22% ($10.94) -9.49%
900 $125.62 $122.35 $114.00 $110.73 ($11.62) -9.25% ($11.62) -9.50%

1,000 $139.75 $136.48 $126.76 $123.49 ($12.99) -9.30% ($12.99) -9.52%

1,100 $153.88 $150.62 $139.52 $136.26 ($14.36) -9.33% ($14.36) -9.53%
1,200 $168.02 $164.75 $152.29 $149.02 ($15.73) -9.36% ($15.73) -9.55%
1,300 $182.15 $178.88 $165.05 $161.78 ($17.10) -9.39% ($17.10) -9.56%
1,400 $196.28 $193.02 $177.81 $174.55 ($18.47) -9.41% ($18.47) -9.57%
1,500 $210.41 $207.15 $190.57 $187.31 ($19.84) -9.43% ($19.84) -9.58%

2,000 $281.08 $277.81 $254.39 $251.12 ($26.69) -9.50% ($26.69) -9.61%
3,000 $422.41 $419.14 $382.02 $378.75 ($40.39) -9.56% ($40.39) -9.64%
4,000 $563.74 $560.47 $509.65 $506.38 ($54.09) -9.59% ($54.09) -9.65%
5,000 $705.07 $701.80 $637.28 $634.01 ($67.79) -9.61% ($67.79) -9.66%

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 490 Proposed = 490

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 688 Proposed = 688

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 1, Single Family
Residential Service

Outside Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $7.21 $7.21 $0.71 10.92% $0.71 10.92%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $12.77 $12.77 $0.03 0.24% $0.03 0.24%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $18.32 $18.32 ($0.66) -3.48% ($0.66) -3.48%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $23.88 $23.88 ($1.35) -5.35% ($1.35) -5.35%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $29.44 $29.44 ($2.03) -6.45% ($2.03) -6.45%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $40.55 $40.55 ($3.40) -7.74% ($3.40) -7.74%
400 $56.44 $56.44 $51.67 $51.67 ($4.77) -8.45% ($4.77) -8.45%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $62.78 $62.78 ($6.14) -8.91% ($6.14) -8.91%
600 $82.56 $81.40 $75.05 $73.89 ($7.51) -9.10% ($7.51) -9.23%
700 $96.69 $93.89 $87.81 $85.01 ($8.88) -9.18% ($8.88) -9.46%
800 $110.82 $106.37 $100.57 $96.12 ($10.25) -9.25% ($10.25) -9.64%
850 $117.89 $112.61 $106.96 $101.68 ($10.93) -9.27% ($10.93) -9.71%
900 $124.96 $118.86 $113.34 $107.24 ($11.62) -9.30% ($11.62) -9.78%

1,000 $139.09 $131.34 $126.10 $118.35 ($12.99) -9.34% ($12.99) -9.89%

1,100  $153.22 $144.70 $138.86 $130.34 ($14.36) -9.37% ($14.36) -9.92%
1,200  $167.36 $158.83 $151.63 $143.10 ($15.73) -9.40% ($15.73) -9.90%
1,300 $181.49 $172.96 $164.39 $155.86 ($17.10) -9.42% ($17.10) -9.89%
1,400 $195.62 $187.10 $177.15 $168.63 ($18.47) -9.44% ($18.47) -9.87%
1,500 $209.76 $201.23 $189.92 $181.39 ($19.84) -9.46% ($19.84) -9.86%

2,000 $280.42 $271.89 $253.73 $245.20 ($26.69) -9.52% ($26.69) -9.82%
3,000 $421.75 $413.22 $381.36 $372.83 ($40.39) -9.58% ($40.39) -9.77%
4,000 $563.08 $554.55 $508.99 $500.46 ($54.09) -9.61% ($54.09) -9.75%
5,000 $704.41 $695.88 $636.62 $628.09 ($67.79) -9.62% ($67.79) -9.74%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 530 Proposed = 530

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 1,047 Proposed = 1,047

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 1, Multi-Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $5.20 $5.20 ($1.30) -20.00% ($1.30) -20.00%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $10.76 $10.76 ($1.98) -15.54% ($1.98) -15.54%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $16.31 $16.31 ($2.67) -14.07% ($2.67) -14.07%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $21.87 $21.87 ($3.36) -13.32% ($3.36) -13.32%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $27.43 $27.43 ($4.04) -12.84% ($4.04) -12.84%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $38.54 $38.54 ($5.41) -12.31% ($5.41) -12.31%
400  $56.44 $56.44 $49.66 $49.66 ($6.78) -12.01% ($6.78) -12.01%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $60.77 $60.77 ($8.15) -11.83% ($8.15) -11.83%
600 $82.66 $81.40 $73.14 $71.88 ($9.52) -11.52% ($9.52) -11.70%
700 $96.79 $93.89 $85.90 $83.00 ($10.89) -11.25% ($10.89) -11.60%
800 $110.92 $107.58 $98.66 $95.32 ($12.26) -11.05% ($12.26) -11.40%
850 $117.99 $114.64 $105.04 $101.70 ($12.95) -10.98% ($12.94) -11.29%
900 $125.06 $121.71 $111.43 $108.08 ($13.63) -10.90% ($13.63) -11.20%

1,000 $139.19 $135.84 $124.19 $120.84 ($15.00) -10.78% ($15.00) -11.04%

1,100 $153.32 $149.97 $136.95 $133.60 ($16.37) -10.68% ($16.37) -10.92%
1,200 $167.46 $164.11 $149.72 $146.37 ($17.74) -10.59% ($17.74) -10.81%
1,300 $181.59 $178.24 $162.48 $159.13 ($19.11) -10.52% ($19.11) -10.72%
1,400 $195.72 $192.37 $175.24 $171.89 ($20.48) -10.46% ($20.48) -10.65%
1,500 $209.85 $206.51 $188.00 $184.66 ($21.85) -10.41% ($21.85) -10.58%

2,000 $280.52 $277.17 $251.82 $248.47 ($28.70) -10.23% ($28.70) -10.35%
3,000 $421.85 $418.50 $379.45 $376.10 ($42.40) -10.05% ($42.40) -10.13%
4,000 $563.18 $559.83 $507.08 $503.73 ($56.10) -9.96% ($56.10) -10.02%
5,000 $704.51 $701.16 $634.71 $631.36 ($69.80) -9.91% ($69.80) -9.95%

Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 524 Proposed = 524

Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 727 Proposed = 727

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 1, Multi-Family
Residential Service

 Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $5.20 $5.20 ($1.30) -20.00% ($1.30) -20.00%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $10.76 $10.76 ($1.98) -15.54% ($1.98) -15.54%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $16.31 $16.31 ($2.67) -14.07% ($2.67) -14.07%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $21.87 $21.87 ($3.36) -13.32% ($3.36) -13.32%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $27.43 $27.43 ($4.04) -12.84% ($4.04) -12.84%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $38.54 $38.54 ($5.41) -12.31% ($5.41) -12.31%
400 $56.44 $56.44 $49.66 $49.66 ($6.78) -12.01% ($6.78) -12.01%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $60.77 $60.77 ($8.15) -11.83% ($8.15) -11.83%
600 $82.41 $81.40 $72.89 $71.88 ($9.52) -11.55% ($9.52) -11.70%
700 $96.54 $93.89 $85.65 $83.00 ($10.89) -11.28% ($10.89) -11.60%
800 $110.68 $106.37 $98.42 $94.11 ($12.26) -11.08% ($12.26) -11.53%
850 $117.74 $112.61 $104.80 $99.67 ($12.94) -10.99% ($12.94) -11.49%
900 $124.81 $118.86 $111.18 $105.23 ($13.63) -10.92% ($13.63) -11.47%

1,000  $138.94 $131.52 $123.94 $116.52 ($15.00) -10.80% ($15.00) -11.41%

1,100 $153.07 $145.65 $136.70 $129.28 ($16.37) -10.69% ($16.37) -11.24%
1,200 $167.21 $159.79 $149.47 $142.05 ($17.74) -10.61% ($17.74) -11.10%
1,300 $181.34 $173.92 $162.23 $154.81 ($19.11) -10.54% ($19.11) -10.99%
1,400 $195.47 $188.05 $174.99 $167.57 ($20.48) -10.48% ($20.48) -10.89%
1,500 $209.61 $202.19 $187.76 $180.34 ($21.85) -10.42% ($21.85) -10.81%

2,000 $280.27 $272.85 $251.57 $244.15 ($28.70) -10.24% ($28.70) -10.52%
3,000 $421.60 $414.18 $379.20 $371.78 ($42.40) -10.06% ($42.40) -10.24%
4,000 $562.93 $555.51 $506.83 $499.41 ($56.10) -9.97% ($56.10) -10.10%
5,000 $704.26 $696.84 $634.46 $627.04 ($69.80) -9.91% ($69.80) -10.02%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 539 Proposed = 539

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 989 Proposed = 989

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 1, Multi-Family
Residential Service

Outside Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $5.20 $5.20 ($1.30) -20.00% ($1.30) -20.00%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $10.76 $10.76 ($1.98) -15.54% ($1.98) -15.54%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $16.31 $16.31 ($2.67) -14.07% ($2.67) -14.07%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $21.87 $21.87 ($3.36) -13.32% ($3.36) -13.32%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $27.43 $27.43 ($4.04) -12.84% ($4.04) -12.84%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $38.54 $38.54 ($5.41) -12.31% ($5.41) -12.31%
400  $56.44 $56.44 $49.66 $49.66 ($6.78) -12.01% ($6.78) -12.01%
500  $69.08 $68.92 $60.93 $60.77 ($8.15) -11.80% ($8.15) -11.83%
600 $83.22 $81.40 $73.70 $71.88 ($9.52) -11.44% ($9.52) -11.70%
700 $97.35 $94.09 $86.46 $83.20 ($10.89) -11.19% ($10.89) -11.57%
800 $111.48 $108.22 $99.22 $95.96 ($12.26) -11.00% ($12.26) -11.33%
850 $118.55 $115.29 $105.61 $102.34 ($12.94) -10.92% ($12.95) -11.23%
900 $125.62 $122.35 $111.99 $108.72 ($13.63) -10.85% ($13.63) -11.14%

1,000 $139.75 $136.48 $124.75 $121.48 ($15.00) -10.73% ($15.00) -10.99%

1,100 $153.88 $150.62 $137.51 $134.25 ($16.37) -10.64% ($16.37) -10.87%
1,200 $168.02 $164.75 $150.28 $147.01 ($17.74) -10.56% ($17.74) -10.77%
1,300 $182.15 $178.88 $163.04 $159.77 ($19.11) -10.49% ($19.11) -10.68%
1,400 $196.28 $193.02 $175.80 $172.54 ($20.48) -10.43% ($20.48) -10.61%
1,500 $210.41 $207.15 $188.56 $185.30 ($21.85) -10.38% ($21.85) -10.55%

2,000 $281.08 $277.81 $252.38 $249.11 ($28.70) -10.21% ($28.70) -10.33%
3,000 $422.41 $419.14 $380.01 $376.74 ($42.40) -10.04% ($42.40) -10.12%
4,000 $563.74 $560.47 $507.64 $504.37 ($56.10) -9.95% ($56.10) -10.01%
5,000 $705.07 $701.80 $635.27 $632.00 ($69.80) -9.90% ($69.80) -9.95%

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 490 Proposed = 490

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 688 Proposed = 688

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DL-6 (CARE), Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 1, Multi-Family
Residential Service

Outside Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DL-6 Schedule DL-6 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $6.50 $6.50 $5.20 $5.20 ($1.30) -20.00% ($1.30) -20.00%
50 $12.74 $12.74 $10.76 $10.76 ($1.98) -15.54% ($1.98) -15.54%

100 $18.98 $18.98 $16.31 $16.31 ($2.67) -14.07% ($2.67) -14.07%
150 $25.23 $25.23 $21.87 $21.87 ($3.36) -13.32% ($3.36) -13.32%

200 $31.47 $31.47 $27.43 $27.43 ($4.04) -12.84% ($4.04) -12.84%
300 $43.95 $43.95 $38.54 $38.54 ($5.41) -12.31% ($5.41) -12.31%
400 $56.44 $56.44 $49.66 $49.66 ($6.78) -12.01% ($6.78) -12.01%
500  $68.92 $68.92 $60.77 $60.77 ($8.15) -11.83% ($8.15) -11.83%
600 $82.56 $81.40 $73.04 $71.88 ($9.52) -11.53% ($9.52) -11.70%
700 $96.69 $93.89 $85.80 $83.00 ($10.89) -11.26% ($10.89) -11.60%
800 $110.82 $106.37 $98.56 $94.11 ($12.26) -11.06% ($12.26) -11.53%
850 $117.89 $112.61 $104.95 $99.67 ($12.94) -10.98% ($12.94) -11.49%
900 $124.96 $118.86 $111.33 $105.23 ($13.63) -10.91% ($13.63) -11.47%

1,000 $139.09 $131.34 $124.09 $116.34 ($15.00) -10.78% ($15.00) -11.42%

1,100  $153.22 $144.70 $136.85 $128.33 ($16.37) -10.68% ($16.37) -11.31%
1,200  $167.36 $158.83 $149.62 $141.09 ($17.74) -10.60% ($17.74) -11.17%
1,300 $181.49 $172.96 $162.38 $153.85 ($19.11) -10.53% ($19.11) -11.05%
1,400 $195.62 $187.10 $175.14 $166.62 ($20.48) -10.47% ($20.48) -10.95%
1,500 $209.76 $201.23 $187.91 $179.38 ($21.85) -10.42% ($21.85) -10.86%

2,000 $280.42 $271.89 $251.72 $243.19 ($28.70) -10.23% ($28.70) -10.56%
3,000 $421.75 $413.22 $379.35 $370.82 ($42.40) -10.05% ($42.40) -10.26%
4,000 $563.08 $554.55 $506.98 $498.45 ($56.10) -9.96% ($56.10) -10.12%
5,000 $704.41 $695.88 $634.61 $626.08 ($69.80) -9.91% ($69.80) -10.03%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 530 Proposed = 530

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 1,047 Proposed = 1,047

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DM-9, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Multi-Family
Residential Service - Multi-Family Master Metered

 Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DM-9 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $23.40 $23.40 $15.28 188.18% $15.28 188.18%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $30.35 $30.35 $14.14 87.23% $14.14 87.23%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $37.29 $37.29 $12.99 53.46% $12.99 53.46%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $44.24 $44.24 $11.86 36.63% $11.86 36.63%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $51.19 $51.19 $10.72 26.49% $10.72 26.49%
300  $56.65 $56.65 $65.08 $65.08 $8.43 14.88% $8.43 14.88%
400  $72.82 $72.82 $78.97 $78.97 $6.15 8.45% $6.15 8.45%
500 $90.96 $89.00 $94.82 $92.87 $3.86 4.24% $3.87 4.35%
600 $109.19 $106.31 $110.78 $107.89 $1.59 1.46% $1.58 1.49%
700 $127.43 $124.55 $126.73 $123.85 ($0.70) -0.55% ($0.70) -0.56%
800 $145.67 $142.78 $142.68 $139.80 ($2.99) -2.05% ($2.98) -2.09%
850 $154.79 $151.90 $150.66 $147.78 ($4.13) -2.67% ($4.12) -2.71%
900 $163.91 $161.02 $158.64 $155.75 ($5.27) -3.22% ($5.27) -3.27%

1,000 $182.14 $179.26 $174.59 $171.71 ($7.55) -4.15% ($7.55) -4.21%

1,100 $200.38 $197.49 $190.55 $187.66 ($9.83) -4.91% ($9.83) -4.98%
1,200 $218.62 $215.73 $206.50 $203.62 ($12.12) -5.54% ($12.11) -5.61%
1,300 $236.85 $233.97 $222.45 $219.57 ($14.40) -6.08% ($14.40) -6.15%
1,400 $255.09 $252.21 $238.41 $235.52 ($16.68) -6.54% ($16.69) -6.62%
1,500 $273.33 $270.44 $254.36 $251.48 ($18.97) -6.94% ($18.96) -7.01%

2,000 $364.51 $361.63 $334.13 $331.25 ($30.38) -8.33% ($30.38) -8.40%
3,000 $546.88 $544.00 $493.67 $490.79 ($53.21) -9.73% ($53.21) -9.78%
4,000 $729.25 $726.37 $653.21 $650.33 ($76.04) -10.43% ($76.04) -10.47%
5,000 $911.62 $908.74 $812.75 $809.87 ($98.87) -10.85% ($98.87) -10.88%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 405 Proposed = 405

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 545 Proposed = 545

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present
Schedule DM-9



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DM-9, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Multi-Family
Residential Service - Multi-Family Master Metered

 Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DM-9 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $23.40 $23.40 $15.28 188.18% $15.28 188.18%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $30.35 $30.35 $14.14 87.23% $14.14 87.23%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $37.29 $37.29 $12.99 53.46% $12.99 53.46%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $44.24 $44.24 $11.86 36.63% $11.86 36.63%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $51.19 $51.19 $10.72 26.49% $10.72 26.49%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $65.08 $65.08 $8.43 14.88% $8.43 14.88%
400  $72.82 $72.82 $78.97 $78.97 $6.15 8.45% $6.15 8.45%
500 $90.09 $89.00 $93.96 $92.87 $3.87 4.30% $3.87 4.35%
600 $108.33 $105.18 $109.91 $106.76 $1.58 1.46% $1.58 1.50%
700 $126.57 $121.35 $125.87 $120.65 ($0.70) -0.55% ($0.70) -0.58%
800  $144.80 $137.90 $141.82 $134.91 ($2.98) -2.06% ($2.99) -2.17%
850 $153.92 $147.02 $149.80 $142.89 ($4.12) -2.68% ($4.13) -2.81%
900 $163.04 $156.14 $157.77 $150.87 ($5.27) -3.23% ($5.27) -3.38%

1,000  $181.28 $174.37 $173.73 $166.82 ($7.55) -4.16% ($7.55) -4.33%

1,100 $199.51 $192.61 $189.68 $182.78 ($9.83) -4.93% ($9.83) -5.10%
1,200 $217.75 $210.85 $205.64 $198.73 ($12.11) -5.56% ($12.12) -5.75%
1,300 $235.99 $229.08 $221.59 $214.68 ($14.40) -6.10% ($14.40) -6.29%
1,400 $254.23 $247.32 $237.54 $230.64 ($16.69) -6.56% ($16.68) -6.74%
1,500 $272.46 $265.56 $253.50 $246.59 ($18.96) -6.96% ($18.97) -7.14%

2,000 $363.65 $356.74 $333.27 $326.36 ($30.38) -8.35% ($30.38) -8.52%
3,000 $546.02 $539.11 $492.81 $485.90 ($53.21) -9.75% ($53.21) -9.87%
4,000 $728.39 $721.48 $652.35 $645.44 ($76.04) -10.44% ($76.04) -10.54%
5,000 $910.76 $903.85 $811.89 $804.98 ($98.87) -10.86% ($98.87) -10.94%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 447 Proposed = 447

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 782 Proposed = 782

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present
Schedule DM-9



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DM-9, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Multi-Family
Residential Service - Multi-Family Master Metered

Outside Del Norte County           Basic Use

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DM-9 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $23.40 $23.40 $15.28 188.18% $15.28 188.18%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $30.35 $30.35 $14.14 87.23% $14.14 87.23%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $37.29 $37.29 $12.99 53.46% $12.99 53.46%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $44.24 $44.24 $11.86 36.63% $11.86 36.63%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $51.19 $51.19 $10.72 26.49% $10.72 26.49%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $65.08 $65.08 $8.43 14.88% $8.43 14.88%
400 $73.30 $72.82 $79.45 $78.97 $6.15 8.39% $6.15 8.45%
500 $91.54 $89.00 $95.40 $92.87 $3.86 4.22% $3.87 4.35%
600 $109.77 $107.07 $111.35 $108.65 $1.58 1.44% $1.58 1.48%
700 $128.01 $125.31 $127.31 $124.61 ($0.70) -0.55% ($0.70) -0.56%
800 $146.25 $143.55 $143.26 $140.56 ($2.99) -2.04% ($2.99) -2.08%
850 $155.36 $152.66 $151.24 $148.54 ($4.12) -2.65% ($4.12) -2.70%
900 $164.48 $161.78 $159.22 $156.52 ($5.26) -3.20% ($5.26) -3.25%

1,000 $182.72 $180.02 $175.17 $172.47 ($7.55) -4.13% ($7.55) -4.19%

1,100 $200.96 $198.26 $191.12 $188.42 ($9.84) -4.90% ($9.84) -4.96%
1,200 $219.19 $216.49 $207.08 $204.38 ($12.11) -5.52% ($12.11) -5.59%
1,300 $237.43 $234.73 $223.03 $220.33 ($14.40) -6.06% ($14.40) -6.13%
1,400 $255.67 $252.97 $238.99 $236.29 ($16.68) -6.52% ($16.68) -6.59%
1,500 $273.91 $271.21 $254.94 $252.24 ($18.97) -6.93% ($18.97) -6.99%

2,000 $365.09 $362.39 $334.71 $332.01 ($30.38) -8.32% ($30.38) -8.38%
3,000 $547.46 $544.76 $494.25 $491.55 ($53.21) -9.72% ($53.21) -9.77%
4,000 $729.83 $727.13 $653.79 $651.09 ($76.04) -10.42% ($76.04) -10.46%
5,000 $912.20 $909.50 $813.33 $810.63 ($98.87) -10.84% ($98.87) -10.87%

Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 377 Proposed = 377

Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 508 Proposed = 508

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present
Schedule DM-9



PacifiCorp
Monthly Billing Comparison - Income Graduated Fixed Charge - SETTLEMENT

Schedule DM-9, Income Graduated Fixed Charge Tier 3, Multi-Family
Residential Service - Multi-Family Master Metered

Outside Del Norte County           All Electric

Monthly Billing Change
Proposed

Schedule DM-9 Dollar Percent Dollar Percent
kWh Total $ Total $ Difference Difference Difference Difference

Summer Winter Summer Winter Summer Winter

0 $8.12 $8.12 $23.40 $23.40 $15.28 188.18% $15.28 188.18%
50 $16.21 $16.21 $30.35 $30.35 $14.14 87.23% $14.14 87.23%

100 $24.30 $24.30 $37.29 $37.29 $12.99 53.46% $12.99 53.46%
150 $32.38 $32.38 $44.24 $44.24 $11.86 36.63% $11.86 36.63%

200 $40.47 $40.47 $51.19 $51.19 $10.72 26.49% $10.72 26.49%
300 $56.65 $56.65 $65.08 $65.08 $8.43 14.88% $8.43 14.88%
400  $72.82 $72.82 $78.97 $78.97 $6.15 8.45% $6.15 8.45%
500 $90.28 $89.00 $94.14 $92.87 $3.86 4.28% $3.87 4.35%
600 $108.51 $105.18 $110.10 $106.76 $1.59 1.47% $1.58 1.50%
700 $126.75 $121.35 $126.05 $120.65 ($0.70) -0.55% ($0.70) -0.58%
800 $144.99 $137.53 $142.00 $134.54 ($2.99) -2.06% ($2.99) -2.17%
850  $154.11 $146.32 $149.98 $142.19 ($4.13) -2.68% ($4.13) -2.82%
900  $163.23 $155.44 $157.96 $150.17 ($5.27) -3.23% ($5.27) -3.39%

1,000 $181.46 $173.67 $173.91 $166.12 ($7.55) -4.16% ($7.55) -4.35%

1,100  $199.70 $191.91 $189.87 $182.08 ($9.83) -4.92% ($9.83) -5.12%
1,200 $217.94 $210.15 $205.82 $198.03 ($12.12) -5.56% ($12.12) -5.77%
1,300 $236.17 $228.38 $221.77 $213.98 ($14.40) -6.10% ($14.40) -6.31%
1,400 $254.41 $246.62 $237.73 $229.94 ($16.68) -6.56% ($16.68) -6.76%
1,500 $272.65 $264.86 $253.68 $245.89 ($18.97) -6.96% ($18.97) -7.16%

2,000 $363.83 $356.04 $333.45 $325.66 ($30.38) -8.35% ($30.38) -8.53%
3,000 $546.20 $538.41 $492.99 $485.20 ($53.21) -9.74% ($53.21) -9.88%
4,000 $728.57 $720.78 $652.53 $644.74 ($76.04) -10.44% ($76.04) -10.55%
5,000 $910.94 $903.15 $812.07 $804.28 ($98.87) -10.85% ($98.87) -10.95%

 

 Summer Baseline Quantity Present = 438 Proposed = 438

 Winter Baseline Quantity Present = 816 Proposed = 816

Baseline Quantities based on kWh/day allowance multiplied by 30.4 average days

Present
Schedule DM-9



 

 

BVES Work Papers 



Condition

Residential Base 

Revenue

Residential 

Total Fixed 

Charge 

Revenue Col C / Col B

Avg  

Permanent 

Residential 

Base 

Volumetric 

Rate ($/kwh)

Curent Rates $18,220,645 $1,755,822 9.64% $0.13656

2023 GRC BVES Proposed Rates $25,826,124 $2,759,148 10.68% $0.20284

IGFC BVES Initial Proposal $25,826,124 $9,709,526 37.60% $0.14056

IGFC BVES Settlement Proposal $25,826,124 $6,104,505 23.64% $0.17286



Avg  Seasonal 

Residential 

Base 

Volumetric 

Rate ($/kwh)

$0.24943

$0.33914

$0.23799

$0.29046



Tier

Current 

Rates IGFC Difference

Monthly 

Avg Bill

Monthly 

Avg Bill Col C- Col B

Tier 1 < 100% FPL $71.83 $60.19 -$11.63

Tier 2 100%-200% FPL $71.83 $65.26 -$6.57

Tier 3 > 200% FPL 

Permanent    $101.23 $102.34 $1.11

Tier 3 > 200% FPL 

Seasonal      $94.22 $95.18 $0.96

 



Tier

GRC 

Proposed IGFC Difference

Monthly 

Avg Bill

Monthly 

Avg Bill Col C- Col B

Tier 1 < 100% FPL $94.46 $82.58 -$11.89

Tier 2 100%-200% FPL $94.46 $87.64 -$6.82

Tier 3 > 200% FPL 

Permanent    $131.98 $133.06 $1.08

Tier 3 > 200% FPL 

Seasonal      $120.35 $121.32 $0.97



Tier

GRC 

Proposed IGFC Difference

Monthly 

Avg Bill

Monthly 

Avg Bill Col C- Col B

Tier 1 < 100% FPL $95.06 $83.49 -$11.57

Tier 2 100%-200% FPL $95.06 $88.55 -$6.51

Tier 3 > 200% FPL 

Permanent    $135.18 $135.19 $0.01

Tier 3 > 200% FPL 

Seasonal      $122.35 $123.45 $1.09



 

 

Liberty Work Papers 



RESIDENTIAL

CURRENT

Fixed Charge Distribution Generation ECAC - Offset

Permanent $12.00 $0.11779 $0.01662 $0.03461

$0.13916 $0.03067 $0.05254

Non-Primary $12.00 $0.13362 $0.02237 $0.05254

CARE $9.60 $0.07988 $0.01662 $0.03461

$0.09073 $0.03067 $0.05254

UPDATED IGFC

$31.70 $0.09778 $0.01662 $0.03461

$0.11552 $0.03067 $0.05254

$31.70 $0.11092 $0.02237 $0.05254

$5.00 $0.06501 $0.01662 $0.03461

$0.07348 $0.03067 $0.05254

$10.00 $0.06501 $0.01662 $0.03461

$0.07348 $0.03067 $0.05254

AVERAGE BILL

Customers 2023 kWh Forecast T1 Use IGFC BILL

Permanent 14,141 669 433 $184.12

Non-Primary 25,998 509 0 $157.48

CARE - Tier 1 3,748 595 434 $116.03

CARE - Tier 2 3,748 595 434 $121.03

Combined 43,887 568 177 $162.53



ECAC - Balancing CARE ESA-LIEE WNDRRBA EE SIP GHG Carbon Costs

$0.00953 $0.00187 $0.00000 $0.00089 $0.00043 $0.00072 $0.00555

$0.00953 $0.00187 $0.00000 $0.00089 $0.00043 $0.00072 $0.00555

$0.00953 $0.00000 $0.00000 $0.00089 $0.00043 $0.00072 $0.00555

$0.00953 $0.00187 $0.00000 $0.00089 $0.00043 $0.00072 $0.00555

$0.00953 $0.00187 $0.00000 $0.00089 $0.00043 $0.00072 $0.00555

$0.00953 $0.00000 $0.00000 $0.00089 $0.00043 $0.00072 $0.00555

$0.00953 $0.00000 $0.00000 $0.00089 $0.00043 $0.00072 $0.00555

Current Bill $ Increase % Increase

$185.40 -$1.27 -0.7% 0.322214

$154.46 $3.02 2.0% 0.592385

$135.85 -$19.82 -14.6% 0.085401

$135.85 -$14.82 -10.9%

$162.84 -$0.31 -0.3%



VGMGMT CEC/CPUC BRRBA GRCMA TOTAL kWh

$0.00000 $0.00160 $0.01006 $0.04070 $0.24037

$0.29372

$0.00000 $0.00160 $0.01006 $0.04070 $0.27988

$0.00000 $0.00160 $0.01006 $0.04070 $0.20059

$0.24342

$0.00000 $0.00160 $0.00000 $0.04070 $0.21030

$0.26002

$0.00000 $0.00160 $0.00000 $0.04070 $0.24712

$0.00000 $0.00160 $0.00000 $0.04070 $0.17566

$0.21611

$0.00000 $0.00160 $0.00000 $0.04070 $0.17566

$0.21611



R.22-07-005  ALJ/SW9/sgu 

(END OF ATTACHMENT C) 
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