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Decision 91-10~016 October 11, 1991 0cT 15 1991
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Oxder Instituting Investigation on )
the Commission’s own motion to )
develop policies and procedures ) I.91-01-012
for addressing the potential health ) (Filed January 15, 1951)
effects of electric and magnetic )
fields of utility facilities. )
)

OPINION GRANTING UTILITY MOTIONS TO PROVIDE
—FKUNDING_FOR_CONSENSUS GROUE MEMBERS .

Summary

The Commission opened this investigation in an oxdexr
dated January 15, 1991. In a ruling issued September 4, 1991, the
assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) announced the selection of
the California Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) Consensus Group. The
Consensus Group has been asked to return, within 120 days of this
order, with recommendations for intexim policies to be adopted by

the Comnission affecting electric utility responses to EMF
concerns. In this oxder, we endorse the creation of the Consensus
Group and authorize compensation and expense reimbursement for
members of the Consensus Group who are not utility or government
employees. In addition, we approve the use of memoxrandum accounts
by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California
Edison (SCE) and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) to track
expenses related to the Consensus Group.

Bagkgxound

In the oxdexr instituting this investigation, we invited
utilities and interested parties to provide their comments on
issues related to EMrs and regulated utilities. Al)l of those
commenting on the progress ¢of research scientists in investigating
any potential relationship between low level EMF exposure and
health problems agreed that more utility-funded research is needed.
Many of those filing comments argued that electric utilities should
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develop interim procedures for xesponding to EMF concerns raised - . ":
while the scientific. inquiry continues..- Many of -those filing »:"
comments also proposed that an-advisory gxoup-be ¢reated to'set =
priorities. for utility~funded research'.and.assist the Commission in:
developing interim policies. - . v T et
In the months following tho receipt of comments, :
extensive discussions werxe held. about: the: purpose:and:composition
of such an advisory gioupb,-In“acrulinggissued-Junewl77Ml99177ALJ~.#
Steven Weissman responded- to these suggestions by calling for the-
¢reation of a California EMF Consensus:Group. All interested:
parties were asked to participate-in the process of selecting. the-
group’s members. At the prehearing. conferences held:July-26 and:
August 26, 1991, many potential members. wexe suggested. In-a’
ruling issued Septembexr 4, 1991, ALJ Weissman. invited.the- follownngfﬂ
people to participate as members of the .Consensus Group: . e

Diana Brooks, PUC Division of Ratepayer: Advocates
John Dawsay, San Diego Gas & Electric Company .
Peter Frech, Citizens Concerned with EMFs

Scott. Hanlon,,Internat;onal Brothexrhood of:
Electrical Workers - ‘ o
Ellen Stern Harris, Fund for' 'the Environment"

Audrey Krause, Toward Utility Rate Normalization. -
Shirley Linde, Women For: .

Warren Luten, California Municipal’ Utilities Assoc;at;on
Landis Martilla, Intexnational Bxotherhood of R
Electrical Workexrs

Catherine ‘Moore, Pacific Gas and Electric Company’

Dr. Raymond- Neutra, California Department-of. Health
Services , o , o
Drx. Obed Odoemelam, California Energy Commission:' '
Bernard Palk, Los Angeles Department of Water. and "Powex .
Cindy Sage, Environmental Consultant.

Jack  Sahl, Southern California Edison Company

- Dr. Donald Short, City of.San Diego Quality of- Llfe "Boaxd
Kennftg Stuart, Calzfornxa Dzrectors of Envxronmental .
" 'Healt e

In addxtxon to these members, the Commlssxon s Safety |
D;v;sxon, the Offace of the State Axchxtect and the Callforn;a
School Super;ntendents Assocxatlon were ;nvxted to select one
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individual each to:sexve ‘as ‘ex officio members. While the'ex "
officio members were encouraged to attend all meetings and '
contribute fully to discussions, it would be the task ofthe ~ "
seventeen individuals. listed above to'arrive at’a cdllebtiﬁe“’~'”'“”
opinion as to policies to be recommended to the Comm;ssxon for"
adoption. : & ST T e R
-The‘CQnsensus"Groupwishcomprised'Idrgely*of~péo§1éfwith“**J
extensive experience in addressing EMF issues. It consists’ of four"
government employees, five utility representatives, two: - T
representatives of the International Brotherhood ‘of Electrical
Workers, one representative of a local-government advisory board -
and five who either are unaffiliated“or‘represent'éitfzen'gfbupﬁ&*”“"
Of the last five, one (Shirley Linde) has indicated that the -
organization which she represents.will pay hex' costs for " '
participating:in the Consensus Group, -and”anothexr ‘(Audrey- Krause"bf“T
TURN) has stated that hexr- 1ntentzon is to seek re;mbursement at the
end of this proceeding thxough the. Lntervenor compensat;on.process.
The xemaining three Consensus '’ Group members have zndicated ‘they are
without a souxce of funds in the neaxr temm o support thexr
involvenment. They argue that the trad;tzonal Lntervenor
compensation process, which would. prov;de ‘the’ poss;bmlxty of
reimbursement of expenses at the end of- the. proceedlng, would not
allow them to participate effectively in all of the- prehear;ng
travel and meet;ngs required by the Consensus Group process. They
argue that, at a minimum, monthly reimbursement of actual- expenses
(including rexmbursement for lost txme) ‘would be requlred.”

Senate Bill 920, wh;ch is . currently pending- before the
Califormia Leg;slature,'would provxde thms\Commlssxon w;th ‘funds to
support the Consensus Group. Although this bill is currently an
urgency measure, we do not know whethcr zt will ult;mately become
law. In the best of cxrcumstances, ;t Ls likely to be several -
months before funds would be ava;lable as d result of SB 920.» The ;2
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Division of Ratepayer Advocates. - (DRA) estmmates ‘that” funds from
SB 920 would not ‘be ava;lable untll some ‘time ;n 1992 or 1993,

The ities’” Proposals ‘ o o )

At the prehearing conference held July 26, 1991, the

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) offored to
reimburse citizen Consensus Group members for cxpenses related to
Consensus Group activities.) On August=23, 1991, both SCE and PG&E
filed motions proposing monthly reimbursement of'Consensus:‘Group
expenses and request;ng specxflc account;ng treatment’ for related
costs. . - ‘
SCE’s proposal asks the Commission.to do'four things:

1. To authorize use of S$B- 920 funds as soon as
. they become available to: ensure citizen -
partxcxpatmon Ln the Consensus Group,”

To nuthor;ze interxm fundlng o ensure:
citizen participation in the Consensus’
Group until SB: 920 funds: become available
by authorizing SCE and othex California -
utilities to provide such’ Lntermm fund;ng
on the following bas;s-“

- If membexship in the Consensus Group is
- dimited [with a fixed number of -
full-time membexs. as. adopted by the:
ALJ]}, citizen participant Consensus -
Group members should be: found
automatically eligible fox rexmbursement
of expenses; and

If membershxp in the. Consensus Group is
unjimited [as had been: recommended by
some parties andrrejectedi by the ALJ],
citizen participant Consensus. Group
members should prove to the Comm;ssxon
. they will make a’ substantial -~
contribution and cannot partxcxpate :
without upfront fundxng.

To authorize SCE to record in the Company 5
EMF Memorandum Account, established in-
Commission Resolution No. E-3130, dated _
February 24, 1989, the costs. of complzance o
with Commission orders. in the EMF”
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- Anvestigation,.-including-costs:associated
- with citizen participant Consensus G;oup
member expenses, if necessary; and T

To authorize SCE to modify its Prel;m;nary
Statement, Part N.4, "Electric and Magnet;c
Fields Study (EMF) Memorandum Account™ ag-. . .
proposed in an attachmont to its motion.

PG&E alse asksfthe Commission to use SB 920 funds for -
this purpose if and when they become  availakle. ' In the "interim,

PG&E proposes to do the following:r . T O T

1. To voluntarily fund public participation in
the Consensus Group and expenses lncurred
for the hiring of scientists/

_experts to advise or participate on the
Consensus Group up to a total of $100,000,
provided that the Commission authorizes the
recovery in rates of these expenditures.
PG&E. proposes that the memorandum account
authorized in Commission Resolution E=3130
be expanded to include costs associated:
with the funding of the Consensus Group,.
with the proviso that Consensus Group-costs
would not be subject to. further .
reasonableness review.

TO use these ratepayer funds to pay-the
reasonable travel, hotel and per diem
expenses for ellgmble~Consensus Group-
participants as well as a $100 per day
-honorarium to compensate for lost time.

To determine eligibility for expense
reimbursement by following a:two-part test.
First, the citizen group rxepresentatives
would be required to make a showing-of
financial hardship similar to that. required
under Rule 76.56 of the Commission’s Rules
of Practice-and Procedure (the. intexvenor
compensation rules). Second, the citizen
group representative would be required to
explain how he or she proposed to make a
substantial and meaningful.contribution to . .
the - efforts of the. Consensus Group.‘ s

To have the Comm;ss;on Adv;sory and
Compliance Division (CACD) advise- PG&E as
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. to the eligibility of specific Consensusil
Group members, to whom PG&E would disburse
payments.

To request that the Commassxon open a
second phase in this investigation to

. detexrmine how.the utilities would be
allowed to recover the costs of any |
mitigation measures requlred as a result of
the investigation.

On September 6, 1991, responses to thé' utxl;ty motions were filed
by TURN, DRA, and Citizens Concerned ‘About’ EMFs. Specafac comments
will be addressed below. Genérally, all of the parties’ who ‘have
expressed an op;nxon on the subject are supportave of’ prov;d;ng C
monthly reimbursement to Consensus Group members whose” * |
partxclpat;on would otherwase be 1mpa;red. e

1. ZIhe Conscnsus Group PXocess

(PR A

e

We are pleased that so many partres have endorsed ‘the
creation of a worxking group to provade polxcy recommendataons to

the -Commission. We: support the Consensus Group~as it has’ been
established, and look forward to receavang its recommendatlons.
The entities and intexests represented on the Consensus Group may
be facing & unique opportun;ty~to work together. ‘We' ant;c;pate
that by working together, the Consensus Group\members willr
be able to craft a collectlve op;n;on as to lnterxm steps ‘to be
taken in response to the EMF .issues outlxned Ln our'order
initiating this investigation. = ' WO LT, T R

In order to be successful the~proposals presented by the
Consensus Group must reflect consideration of a balanced set of
facts and concerns. Toward that end, its fact- f;ndang and
deliberations must be open to the public. Obvxously; we‘hope that "
the Consensus Group will propose interim solutions' that we ‘can’ .
adopt. However, its proposals must be tested in evadentmary
hearings in whach any other proposals would also be considered. we
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will use the Consensus Group process to help focus ‘the evidentiaxy
dialogue. ’ N ' e Qvay
Some, while endorsxng the Conscnsus Group process, have
argued that membershxp—on the Consensus Group should be unlimited.
Although it is c¢ritical ‘that the membersh;p of the Consensus Group
reflect a broad range of ;nterests,'wc arc not persuaded that the
creation of an open-ended committee would be most effective. We
are concerned that all of those officlally involved in the
Consensus Group form a comm;tment to attend all meet;ngs und work..
on an equal basis with all othex members to form a consensus.,‘An ‘
open-ended process would not assurxe that level of commitment and
continuity. Nonetheless, the Consensus Group should not.only .
conduct its business in publ;c, its members should do, all they can ,
to incorporate the concerns of those interested paxties who,axewnotg
official members. e e “,_T“waﬁ'wxs

In Lts current form, SB 920 calls for tho COmm;ssion\to -
create a work;ng group such as the Consensus Group.- In Sectxonhlrgx
the bxll acknowledges. that we . have opened this investigation. - .
Thon, Sectlon 5 states, in part: . e

The Commission, ln.consultatxon w;th the v ,
Department [of Health Sexvices], shall, as part
of its ongoing investigation: of policies and-
procedures for addressing the potential heulth
effects of utility generated electric and
magnetic' £ields, establishi a working group,
which shall include citizen paxticipation, to
help identify and develop research objectives,
interim utility procedures for addressxng '
risks, and other objectives of the .
;nvest;gat;on.

We intend for the Consensus Group £o sexve as the: workzng group
envzsxoned An SB 1 920. : -
Section 5 cont;nues as follows.ﬁ

The Commission shall, also consxder measures to
allow implementation of an interim policy of
prudent avoidance of exposure to electric and
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magnetic fields which would require utrlrtres
to- incur a rxelatively small ‘compliance ‘cost::
which the utilities. would be allowed to xecover .
in Commrssron rate proceedings. On ox before

. June 30, 1992, the Commission shall submit a°
report to the. Legislature identifying. prudontl
avoidance measures that were considered and
indicating whether the. commission has or’
.intends to implement an interim policy of .
prudent avordance.

Coast _)AJA.

This drrectlon is consrstont with. the rssucs set, forth by the
Commrss;on in the order ;nst;tutrng this investigation... -
In rts response to the utrlrty motions,.. TURN. pornts out
that SB 920 has become an urgency measure and that its fate may.
soon be known. PURN arguos that the Comm;ssron should,wtherefore,
wait for SB 920 to either. pass or.fail before deciding. .whethex. -
there is a need to establish a specral fundrng mechanism. We
disagree. First, we are interested.in cont;nurng .the.. Consenoua,
Group process, whether or not the. Leg;slature requires. us. to do so.
Second, ;f SB 920 does. pass as currently written, we will have; .a.
lrmrted amount of time to produce the xepoxt on . "prudent avoidance". -

that it would require. Since we rntendod to exploxe.that strategy .. .

in any event, it is logical to. proceed with the.inquiry at. .once. .
Finally, we believe an interim funding mechanism-for, the .Consensus. ...
Group process, including compensation aud.exponso,rormbursementiforfn
non-utility} non-government. group membexs, is desirable xegardless. .
of the fate of SB 920. 1If SB 920._becomes law, the funds would not
be available for our use for. at least several months.“ If $B.920-.
fails, we. wrll strll nocd To. provrde f;nancral support for. the,
Consensus Group process. ‘ . ) B

, _At the writing. of. thrs decrsron, SB 920 has boen approved
by the Legrslature and is awartrng approval from the Governor..., SBu;,
920 approprrates over $4 million for EME efforts by. DHS and.the,
CPUC over the next two years. The brll ‘requires investox .and.
publlcly-owned utrlrtres to contrrbute funds for, DHS and CPUC = .
efforts, the money would be depos;ted into the DHS EMF Study Fund,
from which the CPUC will receive funds for its efforts.
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We belxove that the SB 920 money allocatcd to the CPUC
should be used-for’ expenscs related to the operatxon of the EMF
Consensus Group, supplantrng the utrlrty rermbursemenz mechan;sms
discussed earliexr in thrs dec;s;on. We drrect CACD, Ln
consultation with the assrgned ALJ, to-work on. proccdures for
compensating non-utrlmtyy non-governmental members of the Consensus
Group with the funds received through 887920. This money should
also be available for any consultxng ox” spec;alist servxces ‘the

Commission might roqulrc during this investigation. Both tasks =

will, of course, require the CPUC' to enter into an’ rnter-agency
agreement with DHS for the allocation of the CPUC’s share of SB° 950
funds. We direct staff to begin and complete—agreements wrth DHS
as soon as possrble in order to alloW'our‘EMF investrgation to '
proceed. o S B
3. Compensation and Expense Rermbu:sement
~ The" consensus-bumldxng process ‘envisioned hero does not
fit comfortably into the ‘traditional intervenox fund;ng process.

C e
ey e

For the following reasons we reject the’ Lntervenor fund;ng paradigm““
and instead authorize compensation and” reasonable expenses’ for non= *

utility, non-governmental Consensus’ Group membexs . Flrst, we are
encouraging certain Consensus Group members to partxc;pate in
extensive meetings and creative work in advance of the hearxng
process.  The work is likely to requrre advance preparatron andy
travel to meetings. Second, rol;ance on tho substantial “ ’
contribution ‘standard may be" counterproductrve if the goal xs to -
reach consensus. We d0 not want participants to be dzscouraged
from reaching othexwise appropriate compxomise for fear that a’

failure to adhere to an earlier position could result Ln legrtlmate ,

expenses” not bexng rexmbursed. Finally, the Consensus Group has

not be partacipat;ng in any othexr phase of the procecdlng but whons
nonetheless may face expenses that cannot otherwise be rermbursed._

SRS TS Yo U S PR

IR
fhnwe
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,-In £iling their motions, SCE: and PG&E-have acknowledged
the importance of providing monthly reimbursement ‘ofi‘expenses.
LADWP has been in the forefront: in encouraging this: approachu::i. .- ' -%¥
SDG&E- and. the California Municipal Utilities Association  havealso'
spoken in support. There are, however, details of the- compensatmon'-
process that need to be addressed. . 7' .00, o oomeonnT ol -

- - PG&E proposes that ratepayexr funds be used to' reimburse ' -
those Consensus Group members requiring economic assistance f£or
reasonable travel,. hotel and .per diem expenses (at -rates’ 'that would
apply to state workers on occasional travel assignments) as ‘well as -
a $100 honorarium for each meeting day to compensate fox-Xost time. -
SCE and SDG&E support this proposal. LADWP:indicated that’'it had
considered the possibility of provxdmng & 8200 da;ly feeto help
compensate for. lost time. U 3 R T S

DRA and Citizens Concerned‘About EMFs argque that:a:$100. -
daily fee is insufficient to suppoxrt those  Consensus: Groupimembers:
who arxe self-employed and lose the opportunity to-earn a’living on ‘-
days when they are attending Consensus' Group meetings. Several -
other parties raised this concern at the August 26, -1991 prehearing:"
confexence. In addition, several parties pointed out that. ' '
participation in a consensus-building process could involwve - '
expenses not reflected in PG&E’s suggested categories. - o
Duplication, mailing and telephone costs are the most’ obvious. - At -~
the prehearing conference, the utlllty repxesentatives‘indicated
that they would not object to the reimbursement of these expenses,
as well. Do s

- The: $100 amount is: consmstent.w1th honorar;a typically
paid to those serving on governmental advisory committees. :Fox: . =
this reason we will authorize conmpensation in the amount of -$100 . .
per meeting day for non-utility, non-governmental Consensus’Group -
members. Meetings of the committee and a subcommittee'occurring on -
the same day will be eligible for a single $100 compensation..

.

oy
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. .. Our orxder in this case. represents a selective departure
from a policy. which, in the past, has .disfavored compensating:a.::
voluntary participants on advisory committees: beyond reimbursing . L'
theix costs of attendance. In taking this.step, we recognize that '~
ratepayers’ interests are well guarded by DRA‘s efforts, and that - .
the health concerns of California citizens are protected by DHS.: .
However, in this proceeding, we have become convinced that the.’
public interest is best served by participation in the Consensus
Group of as broad a cross~-section of Californians .as possible.: We .
also are convinced that some of the designated members. would ‘be: .-
unwilling or unable to participate without the modest: compensation: ::
we are approving.. T T U B R SR TAN ST L

Thexefore, we: approve the. utilities’: proposal to'i:@ .« . ...
reimburse Consensus Group members to-the following extent: -~ = .. o .ou
Consensus Group members who are not employed by government 'or.the ' ..
utilities may claim reimbursement for -reasonable travel, hotel, and
per diem expenses discussed above when incurred -in the: performance
of officially delegated committee and subcommittee work.- In
addition, the utilities shall recognize.compensation: claims made by
non-utility, non-governmental Consensus Group members of $100.pexr- -
day for attendance and participation in official meetings of the
committee or any subcommittees that may be foxrmed. - It will not-be "
necessary for the utilities to.seek any additional. -approval from: .o
the Commission to ensure recovery of payments at this: level. . . . .-
3.2 Continuing Applicability of . ... . oot no s s

We anticipate holding hearings after receiving the report .:
of the Consensus Group.. Asi such, Consensus Group-participants may
seek intervenor compensation pursuant; to Article:18.7.o0f.the' <! 2.
Commission’s Rules. for expenses related to their.participation-as:. ...
parties in the hearing and decisionmaking process.: : Insorder to
receive compensation in. this manner, participants:will be . subject.:
to all the limitations  set forth in the rules, including ‘the need ' .
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to demonstrate eligibility -and the need: to have:made a»substantial::

Lok

contribution to a decision ox orxdexr issued in this proceeding. v -

However, for reasons addressed earlier, we do not find intervenor . .

conmpensation to be an appropriate means: of. supporting Consensus

Group activities.  Compensation for Consensus Group-activities: will:.:

be limited to reasonable actual expenses and- the §100. compensation:: -

per day for committee and subcommittee meetings..

3.3 Eligibility fox Monthly Exponse and ggjnmz_\gg&z,gnu

SCE proposes that if the membership of the Consensus: .

Group is to be limited, as we. have determined it will, then those.

who have been chosen as membexs should automatically be eligible .

for monthly expense and per diem compensation. PG&E: proposes.that:: -

Consensus. Group members seeking monthly reimbursement be required - -
to follow the procedures that normally apply to requestsi.fox. i . - -

intervenor compensation. This would include .a showing of financial
hardship, an estimate of expenses and-a-statement of- the nature and .

extent of planned participation in the proceeding. .DRA-agrees that

a showing of financial hardship should be: xequired. : ‘= | v v,

We- have discussed above our rationale for departing: from -

the~intervenor-compensatmonqparadxngxnpthzs‘case.“.For.the"llm;ted,

purposes ¢f reimbursing Consensus Group expenses, and awarding .
compensation in the amount of $100-pex day,. a conventional: showing
of financial haxrdship is unnecessary. = . oo . Ml

3.4 Disbuxsement of Fundg @ i - o Lol s taTann R

- In its proposal, SCE. suggested .that rexmbuzsemen:s to.
Consensus Group membexs be made -by CACD with funds. provided by
participating utilities.- One concexn: appears to be a desire: to.

avoid judging which charges are reasonable and which are mot.  PGLE: .

suggested that it would disburse its funds. directly to the = -

Consensus Group members with the. approval of the:-Consensus. Group. ...

DRA suggests: that CACD manage the funds and.make:r disbursements.. . ...

Several parties have asked that the. funds be:.disbursed by CACD or ... ..

some other office within the Commission;,: for feaxr. that-the -
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participation: of members of the public may -appear compromised:if .. -

ke e
i

they receive: payments from the utilities. to support theix ..,
involvement. T Lo o oew T Do oo Lo 0l
We will ask those utilities contributing to the:funding..
process to axrxange among themselves for. one utility to- xeceive:
monthly invoices, pay the amounts-billed, and collect: the '
appropriate amounts from the othexr utilities involved.: ‘We know of
ne convenient mechanism- for' having the'funds processed by the
Commission staff.  In addition, we will not ask the utility to

assess the reasonableness of the .amounts .requested, other ‘than to .
determine if travel, food and lodging reimbursement. requests appeax -

consistent with the amounts allowed for state employees. Those:-

requesting monthly reimbursement must maintain-adequate ‘records and '
make those records available for audit. by CACD.. Participants-will '

be asked to reimburse the utility fox: amounts paxd that -are not
adequately supported with records.. e Tt L T T
‘We arxe approving a. process under which .utility -

ratepayers, not shareholders,.w;ll‘be-supportlngmpubllc\anolvementf~

in the consensus: proc¢ess. Thus, the utilities will not: pay for
public ;nvolvement, but merely'w;ll act: as’ a condu;t for ratepayer
funds. : e : ' : :
- Limjtations to Ratepayer Exposure - . - SREREE ~
PG&E has proposed to provide no .more than .$100, Ooowto
Support contemporaneous costs related to the Consensus-Group: :
process. TURN has asked that-each:utility be limited: to spending
$100,000. We anticipate that three regulated utilities :and LADWP -
will contxibute to the funding process. We believe .it would be .
unlikely for the costs relating to the Consensus Group- to'.come

close to the level of funds that would be available if $200,000 pex:
utility limit applied. It is reasonable to adopt that figure: for a

limitation on utility expenditures in the  absence of furthexr:. '

Commission action. In addition, we will place a-one year limit on
the initial period of time for which Consensus Group members:can i

e gty
oat e s




I.91-01-012 ALJ/SAW/£f.5 www

seek. monthly‘reimbursements;p«ThiSwshouldaalso serve-to hold:.down:: ..
the costs of public:. participation. . . A R PR B S S LT TR

3.6 The Recasonableness of Utility ggggnsg---~ S

-The utilities seek assurance that.they will be- allowed to"

recover through rates amounts paid. for monthly. reimbursements. We
think that such: assurance is appropriate in. light ¢f. the unusual -
nature of the Consensus Group process and the limited amount-of - .
money involved. -Amounts paid by the utilities for monthly :.in' - .«
reimbursements and' compensation puxsuwant to this.oxdex  (and which-.

are not otherwise repaid to the utility) will be allowed.as an . .-
expense for the puxpose of establ;sh;ng rates by way of a dollar- -
for=dollar adjustment to -rates. = N
3.7 W&M&MM O
Thus far, SCE, PG&E, SDG&E.and LADWP have offered to

participate in the monthly reimbursement process. -SCE.suggests .- ..
that those utilities willing to share funding rxesponsibility .should .
provide funds in a proportion based on each utility’s California-
jurisdictional 1990 kilowatt-hour sales, as - c¢alculated by CACD.
This appears to be a fair method for allocating costs. We will-ask.
CACD to contact all regulated and municipal electrxic utilities that'
have filed appearances, including those who have yet to indicate -
whethexr they would participate in the monthly xeimbursement and .
compensation process, and develop the ratios for contributions from..
2ll utilities that agree to part;c;pate, no later than October 25,
1991. o L PR TR

aggg;ggsglga;zgugggggag_ e T RN LG

SCE. and PG&E have requested permission to track payments.:..

to Consensus Group members. in a-memorandum account... SCE -has.:gone. -
further to ask that it be permitted to use a memorandum: account to
track implementation costs stemming-from any order issued in this .-
investigation. Since we are approving monthly reimbursements, we
are finding them to be reasonable ratepayer expenses, and ! the: exact .
costs are as yet unknown, it is appropriate to track these costs in
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a memorandum account. In-addition, othex costs gtemming from- the
Consensus Group process (costs related. to staging meetings, -
expenses necessary to providing-outside expert assistance to the -+
Consensus Group) should also be tracked in -a memorandum 'account.

- SCE and PG&E have proposed amending the ‘existing EMF
Memorandum Accounts established in Resolution No. E-3130, dated- " -
February 24, 1989, to capture these expenses. This account was - -
established to track expenses related 'to eaxlier EMF legislation. '
For simplicity, we will direct SCE, PG&E and SDG&E to establish new"
EMF Consensus Group Memorandum Accounts to track the expenses
specified in this order. The utilities will be directed to file
advice letters in compliance with this order no later than
October 1, 1991, to become effective on filing. " n

.There are too many unknown: :factors concerning: subsequent
orders. that may be issued in this investigation for: us to’'agree now':
to allowing the new memorandum accounts to record any-other types
of expenses. PGSE has requested that ‘a second phase:of this ~ -
investigation be xeserxved for considering rate setting implications .
of any implementation requirements .to’be placed on the utilities. -
Fox this purpose as well, there are too many unknowns for'us to
agree to a specific procedure-this early in the investigation.  The’
utilities are certainly free to offer procedural suggestions when .«
we are closer to issuing a substant;ve oxrder in this- 1nvestxgat;on.
Conclusion '~ T L A T : i

Those invited to join the Consensus Group reflect a broad '
range of experience in addressing EMF concexrns. We are-optimistic.®
that the work of the Consensus Group:will make a' substantial
contribution to ocur EMF investigation. We encourage the Consensus
Group to be open and inclusive in "its exploration. .  Werencourage ' .
those interested in this investigation who have not'been'invfted'tod
be members of the Consensus Group ‘2O part;c;pate-fully in the :
Consensus Group procesa. " RPN SR e

Tyt

.
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'F,gndg,ngs of Fact .. . o i i cirltrh oo -
..The Consensus Group is ‘comprised:. largeiy of:-people with™
extensive experience in addressing EME LSsSues.. 7 uvioDur B oo
2. Senate Bill 920, which is currently: pend;ng'before“the‘
California Legislature, would provide this Commmssmon with' funds to
support the Consensus Group. - P S R S U T T
3. SCE and PG&E filed motions proposing compensation and -
monthly expense xeimbursement of Consensus Group expenses .and -
requesting specific accounting treatment for related ¢costs. ' 1 .
4. By working togethexr, we anticipate that the Consensus
Group members will be able to craft a collective opinion as to
interim steps to be taken in response to the EMF issues outl;ned‘xn
oux oxdexr initiating this investigation. ‘
5. IXf SB 920 becomes. law, the funds would not be: avallable
for our use for at least several months. : A
6. The consensus~building process. envisioned here does not '
fit comfortably into the traditional intervenor funding process.’
7. - The.$100. compensation is: congigtent with honoraria
typically paid to those servmng on‘governmental advxsory
committees. S T .
-~ 8. The lengthy process that has gone into selecting the
Consensug Group: membexs assures: us that . they are likely to' o
contribute significantly to the-dialogue: that is beginning.to:
unfold. RS
‘9. . The utilities will not pay foxr public- ;nvolvement, but
merely act as:a conduit for ratepayex funds.: S
10. The ¢osts related to the Consensus Group would be
unlikely to approach the levels of‘funds that would be available if
a $100,000 pexr utility limit applied.
on ion W BTV RS A AN
L., The' cxeation of: the-Caleorn;a'EMF Consensus*Group should
approved. B B P S B O P I A LA S I PR T

Coa o,
’
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2. Consensus Group members who are not employed:for < the: i nn "

purposes of this process by a. utility. or by goverament) should be
allowed to receive compensation-and.monthly expense rc;mbursement
in the manner.set forth in this oxder.. . . =~ ~ .0 oo

3. The period of time during which monthly compensation and
expense reimbursement will be allowed should-initially be Limited -
to one year from the date of this.ordexr.: - SRR VI

4. Those receiving monthly reimbursement and compensation

for Consensus Group participation will not be-allowed:to seek. . @ =

additional compensation or.expense reimbursement -fox’-Consensus

Group participation through the normal intexrvenor compensation el

process. . . . R T TR SRR
5. To allow the ConsensuS'Group'tofbegin its delibérationS“

as quickly as possible, we should direct each- partucmpatxng utxlity

to file, no later than Qctober 15,1991, an advice :letter
requesting establishment ofra-memorandum)accountwforvoutSLde.
expenses xelated t¢ the Consensus Group. - [ Lo

6. . The memorandum account should be consistent w;th priox

Commission practice for such accounts and should accrue' intexest in

the standard fashion until recovered in rates. S
7. The participating utilities .should be allowed to" recover,
through rates, unreturned monthly reimbursements-and: monthly::
compensation payments to Consensus Group members, ‘as described in'
this oxdex. e
8. , To allow the Consensus .Group:to begin its deliberations

as soon as possible, this oxder -should be -effective:rimmediately...:

Ve B A
~ i

[N

IT IS ORDERED that: N
. 1. The creation of the California: EMF‘ConsensusJGroup, as

descrlbed in this oxdex, is approved. DTS
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‘2. Those members of the Consensus:. Group whose: participation
in the-group’s activities is not otherwise supported.by a.utility:
oxr government may receive monthly reimbursement for actual expenses:
and compensation at the rate described in this ordex. . '

3. " Members of the Consensus Group may incur-expenses subject
to monthly reimbursement for a period not to exceed one year from
the date of this oxder.

4. Consensus _Group expenses shall not be eligible for
reimbursement through the noxrmal intervenor funding process.

5. Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), Southern
California Edison Company (SCE) and San Diego Gas & Electric
Company (SDG&E) shall contribute’ to the monthly reimbursement and
compensation process described .in th;s -ordex.

6. PG&E, SCE and SDG&E shall file advice lettexrs with the
Commission no later than October 1, 1991, requesting the
establishment of memorandum accounts in which monthly
reimbursements and compensation payments to Consensus Group menmbers
and other costs to the Consensus Group process (as described in
this oxder) shall be recorded.

7. The Memorandum Accounts described above shall become
effective immediately upon filing of the advice letters.

8. Amounts paid by the utilities for monthly reimbursements
and compensation payments pursuant to this order (and not otherwise
repaid to the utilities) will be allowed as an expense for the
purpose of establishing rates by way of a dollar-for=dollax
adjustment to rates.A‘

"—.
—
——

-
‘t“

-
-""-—-
e e
/-I,
.,,,---.

e -
MRV "W-ﬁ .




1.91-01-012 ALJ/SAW/f.s wv

9. -  The motions of.SCE andPG&E are granted to theiextent
discussed in this oxrder. . In: all ‘othex respects ‘thermotions-are:.
denied. . C R S P AT TRt i S

This order is: effectlve today. o iU i oL e
Dated October 11, 1991, at. San:Francisco,: Calzfornla.

I S0

. JOHN B. OHANIAN
" DANIEL Wm. FESSLER
L o NORMAN D2 SHUMWAY /o vz el /oo
‘vpComm;gsionerﬁw

(RS AT
Y

) Commxssxoner Patr;c;a M. Eckert, .
" being necessarxly absent, did ‘not "
x‘partn.c:.pate. I RO SR SR TR TN e
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