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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Pacific Gas and

Electric Company for authority to

adjust its electric rates effective Application 86-04-012

August 1, 1986. (Filed April 4, 1986)
(Electxic) (U 39 M)

INTERIM _OPINION

Summary .

This decision requires the Power Users Protection Council
(PUPC) to provide additional information in support of its Request
for a Finding of Eligibility for. Compensatioa for its participation
in Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Applzcatlon (A.) '
86-04-012. Once this information ls-prov1ded the COEMlSolon will
rule on the merits of PUPC’s Request-

’ PUPC filed a Request for Finding of Ellglb;l;ty tor
COmpensatlon on January 2, 1987. In its request PUPC states that
it is a non-profit organizatlon, representing tarmers, run by"
volunteers, and !unded through donations and fund ralslng
activities. Addltlonally; PUPC. argues that because the r;nanc1a1
interests of its. 1nd1v1dual members are small in’ compar;son to the
cost of part;clpatlon in this proceeding it would experience a
financial hardship without compensation for its expenses. PUPC.
provided no- specific intormation about the: electrlc bills of its
menmbers which would document this assertion.

While other parties. addressed issues :or the entxre
agrxcultural class, PUPC’s representation was. £ocused on rate
design for farmers who use electricity to pump. water for '
agricultural purposes. PUPC maintains that without its

- participation the interests of thxs narrow group of customers would
not have been adequately represented. Addltionally, PUPC had only
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. received $23,544.84 in donations when its eligibility request was
filed, which is just over half of its compensation request. Since
all funding for PUPC has been from contributions and no grants have
been received, PUPC maintains that without additional funding it
could not pay the costs of effective participation.

Di . .

To be eligible for intervenor compensation, a participant
in one of our proceedings must meet the two-pronged test for
7significant financial hardship” which is set forth in Rule
76.52(f) of our Rules of Practmce and Procedure:

(1) That, in the judgement of the Commission,
the customer has or represents an interest
not otherwise adequately represented,
representation of which is necessary for a
fa;r determ;natlon of the proceedlng. and,

Elther that the customer cannot afford to
pay_the costs of effective participation,
including advocate’s fees, expert witness .
fees, and othexr reasonakhle costs of

. participation arnd the costs of obtaining
judicial review, or that, in the case of a
group or organization, the economic:
interest of the individual members of the
group or organization is small in
comparison to the costs of effective
partlcipatxon ln the proceeding.”

We: agree that in this proceed;ng PUPC represented an interest——
farmers~-who might not have otherwise been adequately'represented-‘¢‘

.

Our concern with PUPC’s Request ror Ellgibllxty focuses on the
second part of the hardship test. We have generally Lnterpreted
this test as requiring us . to judge whether a hypothet;cal e
individual ratepayer would sufrer rinaneial hardsh;p in order to f
participate effectively in our proceed;ngs.‘ As we explained in
D.85-06~028, in granting a request hy the grouprroward Ttility Rate
Normalization (TURN) for a t;nding of" eligibillty to receive
compensation' : ,
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#...when determining significant financial

hardship for an organization representing

individual customers we look only to the

econonic hardship posed by the hypothetical

individual customer within the class

represented instead of to the organization’s

financial condition.” (P. 4.)

Although PUPC has provided us with some information on its own
financial condition, it has not shown any specifics on the economic
interests of the customers which it represents. We have reviewed
our previous compensation decisions, and note that PUPC’s. request
is the first time that a group representing ratepayers in the
agricultural class has applied for eligibility for. intervenor
conpensation. Indeed, this is the tirst éémpensation request in an
energy utility proceeding from a group»representlng other than |
individual persons or the residential and small commercial classes.
We note that the agricultural class conta;ns a wide varzety of
customers, with a wide range of economic Lnterests, some of them
very large, in their power bills. We must recogn;ze the

poss ibility that for. some-agr;cultural customers the costs of .
participating in our proceedings mxght not be small in compar;son
to the economac interests of such custcmers.‘ In this instance we
have nothzng ‘but PUPC’s sxmple assertlon that this is not the case
for its members. ‘ ,

Due to the«diversa‘nature:ofathé agricultural class, we
feel that PUPC should provide us with more substantial information
about the economic interests of its members. We will allow PUPC to
supplement its Request in recognition of the groundbreak;ng nature
of its application. Therefore, before we act on PUPC’s request, we .
will require PUPC to provide us with the average annual PG&E o
electric bill of its members, and the. range of. annual bllls, £rom
the lowest to‘the highest, ot 1ts-membershap. '

Pindi EJE !
1. PUPC filed a Request £or Flndxng of Elxgxballty ror
Compensation on January 2, 1987.
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2. PUPC is a non-profit organization, representing farmers,
run by volunteers, and funded through donations and fund raising
activities.

3. The agricultural class contains ratepayers with a wide
range of flnanclal interests in their power bills.

4. PUPC’s Request is the first compensation applxcat;on
which we have received from a group representng agricultural
ratepayers. | N

5. PUPC’s Request contains no-speci:ic information on the
economic interests of its members.

1. PUPC’s representation of farmers in PG&E’S service
territory was necessary for a fair determlnatlon of agrxcultural
rate design.

2. PUPC has not made an adequate show;ng ot s;gnlf;cant
financial hardship under Rule 76.25.

3. PUPC should be allowed to supplement lts Request wlth
more detalled information on the econom;c znterests of its.
menbership: specltlcally, the average and the range of the annual.
power bills of its membership. This lnzormatxon Wlll allew us to
rule on the merits of PUPC's ellglbelxty request.

_ S -

IT IS ORDERED that before we act on its Request for
Finding of Eligibility fox Compensation or on its Request for
Compensation, the Power Users Protectidn Council shall supplement
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" its eligibility request to include information on the average
annual power bill of its members, and on the range, from the lowest
to the highest, of those annual bills.

This order is effective today.

Dated March 9, 1988, at San Francisco, California.

STANLEY W. HULETT
President
DONALD VIAL
FREDERICK R. DUDA
G. MITCHELL WILK
JOHN B. OHANIAN
Commissioners

! CERTIEY Tt-:AT]ﬁ-E:'s ‘oECH m
WAS APPROVED &Y. THE -Ase.,ovs:,.
COMMISTIONTAS TODAY. - - .
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SunmaAry

This decision requires the Fower Users Protection Councill‘"
(PUPC) to provide additional information in' support of its Request
for a Finding of Elxgibility for Cémpensation for its participation
in racific Gas and Electric Compdﬁy (PG&E). Application (A.) 86-04-“
012. Once this information is provided, the Commission will rulc
on the merits of PUPC’s Requesép o - |

. PUPC filed a R quest foxr Findlng'of Eligibility for
Compensation on January/z, 1987. . In its request PUPC states. that
it is a non-profit organization, reprasent;ng farmers, xun by
volunteers, and £unded(through donations and fund’ ramsxng
activities. Additiopally, “PUPC arques.that because the txnancxal | S
interests of its individual members are small in comparlson to~the SRR
cost of participatfon in this proceeding it would. experlence a
financial hardship-without compensation for its expenses. PUPcﬂ‘
provided no specﬁ@ic information about the electrzc bllls o! 1ts
members which would’ document this" assertlon., ‘
while/ other parties addressod 1ssues !or the entxre
agricultural class, PUPC’s representat;on was rocused on rate
design for tarmers-whoruse electr;city“to pump water for
agricultural puxposes._ PUPc maintains that without its
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participation the interests of this narrow group of customers would
not have been adequately represented. Additionally, PUPC had only
received $23,544.84 in donations when its eligibility request was
filed, which is just over half of its compensation request. Since
all funding for PUPC has been from contributions and no grants have.
been received, PUPC maintains that without additional funding it
could not pay the costs of effective participaption.

To be eligible for interven compensation, a participant
in one of our proceedings must meet _ e'two-pronged test for
#significant financial bardship” which is set forth in Rule
76.52(f) of our Rules of Practic€ and Procedure:

1) That, in the judgement of the Commission, the
customer has or represents an interest not
otherwise adequategly represented, representation of
which is necessa for a-fair'determination~o:Vthe‘
proceeding; and :

2) Either tha ‘the customer cannot afford to pay
the costs of /effective participation, including
advocate’s fees, expert witness fees, and other
reasonabl:#costs ‘of participation and the costs of

obtaining
a group or organization, the. economxcrinterest of
the individual members of the group or organization
is small/in comparison to - the costs of effective
partic;pation in the proceeding.

udicial review, or that, in the case of

We agree that 1n this-proceeding PUPC represented an interest -
farmers =-- who-might not have otherwise been adequately
represented. Our concern with PUPC’s-Request tor Eliglbil;ty
focuses on the second part of the hardship-test. We have generally
interpreted this test as requ;r;ng us to judge whether a

vhypothet;cal individual ratepayer would sutfer financxal\hardship--"
in order to participate effectively in our proceedings. As we
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explained in D. 85-06-028, in granting a request by the group
Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN) for a finding of
eligibility to receive compensation:

... when determining significant financial hardship

for an organization representing individual

customers we look only to the econémic hardship

posed by the hypothetical indivighal customer

within the class represented insgtead of to the

organization’s financial condi¥ion. (p. 4)
Although PUPC has provided us with s e‘inrormatxonlon its own.
financial condition, it has not sho¥n any specifics on the economic
interests of the customers which it represents. We have reviewed
our previous compensation decisions, and note that PUPC’s request
is the first time that a groug/erresenting-ratepayers in the
agricultural class has applxgd for eligibility for intervenor
compensation. Indeed, th::zis the first compensatlon.request in an

energy utility proceeding from a,g:oup-representing other than

individual persons or the /residential and small commercial classes.

We note that the agricultural class contains a wide variety of
custorers, with a wide range of economic interests, some of them -
very large, in their pOWer bills._ We must recoqnlze ‘the
possibility that for séme agricultural customers the costs of
participating in our roceedings might not be small in comparison
to the economic interests of such customers. In this instance we
-have nothing but PUPC's simple assertion that this is not the case
for its members.

Due to-the diverse nature of. the agricultural class, we
feel that PUPC should provide us with more substantial information
about the economﬂé-interests of its members.‘ We will allow PUPC to .
supplement its Raquest in recognition of the groundbreaklng'nature

of its applicatxon, Therefore, bezore we act on PUPC’s reques ’ we:;vﬁ”w” 

will require PUPC to provide us with the average annual PGSE
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electric bill of its members, and the range of annual bills, from
the lowest to the highest, of its membership.

indi r Fact

1. PUPC filed a Request for Finding of Eligibility for
Compensation on January 2, 1987.

2. PUPC is a non-profit organ;zation, representing farmers,
run by volunteers, and funded through donations and fund raising
activities.

3. The agricultural class conjAins ~ratepayers with a wlde
range of financial interests in thedr power bills.

4. PUPC’s Request is theﬁ rst compensation applicatlon
which we have received zromle oup representing_agricultural
ratepayers. S o |

5. PUPC’s Request coptains no specific information on the
economic intexests of its fembers. ' ‘

conclusions of Law

1. PUPC’s repr entation of farmers in PG&E’S service
territory was necessary for a talr determination of agruculturell‘
rate design.

2. PUPC has mot made an adequate showing ot sign;fmcant
financial hardshi under Rule 76.25. . ,

3. PUPC should be allowed to-supplement its ‘Regquest with
more detailed intormation on the economxc interests of its

membership. specffically, the, average and-the range of the annual -

power bills of /its membership. This inzormation will allow~us.touﬂi(q'f

rule on the merits or PUPC's eligibilmty request-

y
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OQRDER

IT IS ORDERED that before we act on ifs Request for
Finding of Eligibility for Compensation or its Request for
Compensation, the Power Users Protection founcil shall supplement
its eligibility request to include inf
annual power bill of its members, and on the range, from the lowest
to the highest, of those annual biXls. |

This order is effective today.

Dated MAR : , at San Francisco, California.

AMEY"W HULETT
ST . Pmsidcn: N

DONALD VIAL -

FREDERICK R wm P

¢. MITCEELL WILK
JOHN B. OHANIAN

Comxissioners | |




