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52 06 021 Decision __________ _ JUN 2 1982 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF 'l'HE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Investigation on the Commissionts o~ ) 
motion into- the establishing of ) 
priorities among the types or cate- .) 
gories of customers of every electrical) 
corporation and every gas corporation ) 
in the State of California and among ) 
the uses of electricity or gas by such ) 
~stomers. ) 

----------------------------------------------) 

Case 98:84 
(Filed March 11._ 1975) 

(See Decision 9'3046 for appearances.)' 

Additional Appearances 

R.obert C. McLennan,. Attorney at Law. for Paci:f:"ic 
Gas and Electric Company. respondent. 

David G. Vander Wall. Attorney at Law~ for 
Pacific Refinery Company; Brian G. Ferris. 
Attorney at Law. and Donald E. Pryor, for 
Conrock Company; Norman Elliott, Attorney 
at Law~ for Air Products and Research. Inc.; 
R.obert Munro, for Blue Diamond Materials 
Division of Sully-Miller Contracting Company; 
Ed Yates, for California League of Food 
Processors; Calvin S. Smith. for Chevron USA; 
James E. Rath. for Union Oil Company:: and 
KarI E. Vogel. for Energy & Process Systems. Inc.; 
interested parties. 

FINAL OPINION 

In this long-:running proceeding. we have established 
priorities for electric usage and methods of curtailing electric 
service in accordance With such priorities. We d:i.rectedthe ,three' 
major electric utilities subject to our jurisdiction to file action 
plans which, incorporate the approved' priority system and' curtailment 
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methods .1:/ The purpose of this phase .of Case (C,. )9884. is to evaluate 
the ~pl:op¢sed action ploms. 

" ~ . 

Public hearing, in this phase of C.98:84 was held"befo·re 
Administrative La ..... ~ Judge Mallory' in San Francisco ~n June 2~through 25. 
1981 and Februa:ry- 17. 1982. The matter was submitted upon receipt of 

statements of position. At the' June 198:1 hearings the utilitie's,: 

presented evidence .....-ith respect to conformation of their action' plans' 
.....-ith the priority system and curta.ilment plans adop,t'ed in Dec.ision :/, (D.) 91548. Evidence was also presented by o.!fec:e"ed customers or the 

utilities. At the February 1982 hea.ring the staff of ourUtil:r.ties. 
Division presented its evaluation of and rccotmncnded changes, in the ' 
proposed action plans~ 
Summary of Decision 

We conclude that the proposed, action plans, should be accepted 
in spite of shortcomings described in the follow-long op,in'ion., We' also" 

conc~ude that the action pl.o.n's should become effective ,on~, year' from"the, 

date of this order to provide ample time for toe utilities to formulate 
and place in effect the means to implement the plans. 

We order tMt the action plans be reviewed and revised.annually 
to keep them up-to·-date'. We direct the utilities: to make specific 

. ,. ' -" 
ch..:l.nges concurrently with their first refiling and" in~he interim, to 
study the feasibility of making the other ch3nge:s described~ ", 

We conclude that a prolonged energy shortage' is: unlikely in 
the near term. in view of the overabundance of fuel oil reserves of 
the utilities and the ready availability of natural gas and hydro­

electric power. Moreover" to meet su:mmertimc c~pacity shortage·s'" we 
have in place the emergency plan adopted to meet possible' cap,acity .... 
shortages during the 1979' and 198:.0 summer seZl:sons~ Our analyse;>e>f 

~/ Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (PG&E) .propo,sed action plan.'is 
Exhibit 258. Southern California Edison Company's (Edison) .. action 
plan' is E."'Chibit 254. San Diego Gas & Electric Company's (SDG&E) . 
action plan is Exhibit 261. '" 
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statewide electric capacity reliability 'and. availability causes us 

to believe that th.e State will experience no major capacity shortage-
C. •• 

in the iltmediate future; thus, the, effective' date, of the act10n 
plans can safely be deferred for one year .. 

We conclude t.nat. t.he curtailment plan adopted ,in D-91548-
sho1:J.d be revised (1) by permitting the utilities to Ir.ake'40ff/o 
rather than 50% of their system. loads available for'rota:ting,outages; 

(2) by elil:linating the requirement for the filing of an Ex6e'ss Use 

Penalty Tariff (EU?T or penalty tariff); and (.3) by deleting'the 
, , 

"n:andatory" cur'Caillte.:lt actions associat.ed with a Stage II shortage. 
inast:.'l.:ch as there is no mechanism provided for enforcemen.t o·f the 
so-called n:andatory actions. We deny Edison·s request: for deleti'on 
of its Optional Bind.ing Mandatory Curtailment, (OSMC.). plan'froXll it,s, 

. , ,,- " 

em.ergency plo.n. 
3ackground 

In 197.3 there ..... 'as a sharp reduction in theavailab1lity 
, , ' 

of fossil ruel for electric generation in California ,resulting 
fro:t curtailments in imported fuel supplies. At-the sa~e .. tJJne' 
prices for fuel oil rose sharply. Following this was a drought 
year result.ing in a reduction in the availability of electricity 
fron: hydroelectr.ic generation facilit.ies.' To meet the potent:ial, 
ene:-gy shortages, the Cocmission. in D.S2l.39 dated No,vember 13;, 
1973 (unreported). D.82305 (1974) 76 CPUC 22.3, and D:.S28S1 (1974) 
76 CPUC 633 (C.95Sl), ordered respondent ele-etric ut.:tlitiesto: 

, -

put il'lto operation voluntary plans for conservation and curt.al.l-:-
ment of electric energy. 

The fuel crisis of 1973-74 was among the' eyentswh1ch led 

to le~islation reC1uiring this Commission to establish, p:r::io;:i:t-,ies,._~or ~ 
electric service.Y These priorit.ies are to be usedbY;_r.,egula~~~, .. : :., 
utilities for allocation of electricity in the event of;. su;pply.,~O:;:'_t,ages 

?:! Public Utilities (PU) Code §§ 2771-27.75, (Divis-io,n 1, Pari' 2:, 
Chapter 4 .. 5). / " - , 

.' " .' -
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(energy short3.ges) or in the event of major 'failures of electric 

generation or t:;.msmission facilities or cxtraordinaryus'agc because of 
extreme weather or simil41r conditions ,(capacity shortages). ,Energy 

shortages generally extend over a relatively long, pcriodo.f:time',~d 
can be planned for • while capacity short3.gcs ar,e of' relatively short' 
duration and m:l'Y be unexpected. 

, . 
This proceeding (C.9884) was instituted on March 11; 1975, 

to reeeive evidence on the establishment of electric priorities uncle,r 

the legislative mandate. Many decisions have been issued, in,this 
proceedins_ Key decisions in C .. 9884 and, related proce'edinS::;,are ' 

di$~~ssedbelow. 

D.S60S1 (l976)SO CPUC 157 

This decision estab-lished a system of electric prio:r-ities 

/ 

for statewide curtailment of electric service ~ required' thef:i.lingo,f~ 
updated emergency plans for implementing sequential, interruptions of 

,.service (rotating outages) • .md set further hearings £o,r impler:-,entation 
, .. of the curtailment plan adopted in that decision. '". 

D.S724l (1977) 81 CPUC 5'51 

Because of the then current drought and resulting,hydro­
electric generation shortage. this decision directed all custome:so£ " 

.".. ," ." 

regulated utilities to voluntarily reduce the:tr e1ectricusages:' .jl1d 

directed the utilities to provide information concerning. the c'ffect' 
of voluntary conservation. 

D.90427 in 011 43 (1979) lCPUC 2ei 761 
This decision established an emergency elec:tricreserve 

sb..a.ring plan to meet possible capacity shortages during the s_cr'of 

1979. Stage I of the plan called for voluntary c\lrta:t1mentsduring, 

peak usage periods., Stage II continued the voluntar)i"cUrtailmeri,t's for , 
residential customers ~nd provided for'manda'ting curta.ilments'ofce:rtain 
industrial customers. Stage III provided for mandatory' eu.r,ta:i:l~ents' .. ' 

,': ' 

and rotating outages. This plan later was, extended for the SUIr.mer " 

'e0f" 1980. 

'" 
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D.9l548 - April 15. 1980 (unreporecd) 
This d~cision: (a) revised 1:he electr'ic priority system 

adopted in D.360S1 by .:tdopting the staff-proposeapriority system 'for 
n:andatory cur...ailments and the .staff-proposed. system for rOUl,t,ingout,g,ges; 
(b) directed respondent electric utili1:ie& to file aC1:ion p1ans in 
aceo=dance with the action plc'ln recommended by the staff;. (e) under such 

" . ."' 

act:ion plans. for Sta.ge III (rota.ting. oU1:ages) respondent: utilities ,shall 
pl3n to interrupt customers sequentially in 5% increments up- to' 5'0% of 

system loads for one-hour duration' while protecting essential uses'to .. 

the extent possible; Cd) respondent utilities were.orderedto,noti'fy 
commercial and industrial customers who' are rea.sonably: abie ,to, complly 
with 1:hc OEl-Ie pla.n a.dopted; (e) respondent utilities were direct';~d to' 
file proposed penalty tariffs. which tariffs would be held in abeyance 
unt:i1 ma.dc effective by further order;, and (f) further 'hearings ,were, 
directed to be held to cv.::.luate the' a.ction plans filed' in ,comp,liance' 

•• ~th D.9lS4S. 
D.923l5 - October 3. 1930 (unreported) 

This decision; (a) denied rehearing of,D.9l548·; (b)address,ed 

the claim of PG&E that it cannot iml>lement the plan for rotating. outages, 
in that it could not keep. rota.ting outages to a one-hour dU,ra1:ion .. ' but' 
must have a minimum out.:J.ge o-f two hours; and, (c) pro·vided that: the"filed' 
action plans should conform to the summertime emergencypl~ sdop,t,ed:, 
in D.91751 for St.:J.ge I (voluntary curtailment) and' S:tage II (mandatory 

" '". " 

curt.:tilment) . The decision points out that the priority system:, attemptSj'. ',' 
to deal with potential shortages on a long-term baSiS" which may" , 

allow for advance warning, whereas the summertime' emergencY.pla.n 
addresses only specific summer peak conditions. 

D.93046 - May 19, 198'1 (unreported) 
This decision provided that the emergency: s;tate~dc 'peakload 

reduction plan adopted for the summers of 1979' and 1930 is establi,shed " 
as a p,ermanent summertime load reduction plan • 

• 
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Erder Instituting Investig~tion (OIl) 89 

The California Energy Commission (CEC). and this'Commission 
insti tuted a joint investigation in CEC Doeket 81~ESR-l: and OIl '$'9' 
to assess the .adequ.lcy and reliability of the·utilities." s~atewide 
electric system for the period 1982 through 1985". 'The proceed'ings, 

wore initiated to address concerns raised about ,.uncert~in\ 

scheduling of gener.) tion addi tions, the load' c~rryin9 .e·apae-ilityo:f 

new generation e~!?.)citydtJring initial years of operatio~.,.high 
forced outage rates at some existing plants, and,theade<:fuacy of . 

the transmission .and distribution system. Today weare i,ss,u'iL"1g , 
a decision in OIl 89 whieh adopts a Committee Report prepared by 

Vietor Calvo of this Commission and Russell Schweiekart o·f the 
C£C. The Committee Report concludes that .ldequate cap'acityis' 

anticipated to moet projected peak demand. in the 198.2 to19SS 

period without undertaking extraordinary action, such as,implementing 

the curtailment plans. 

S~ry of Action Plans 
The capacity shortage pl~n" provid(~s·, for curt~.ilments in 

four stages: 

Stage I - Voluntary Curtail~ent 

Stage II - !I..andatory Curtailment 

Stage III - Rota~ing Outages 
Stage IV - Automatic Under Frequency Load Shedding 
Stage I is triggered when spinning reserve is expected to­

decline below 5~ of the anticipatecl daily peak demand and· ,reduction, 
in custcmer load is necessary to maintain a 5% spinning resel"'ve.: 

Stage II is initiated whenever (1) custo·mers', act.ions in 
a Stage I alert do not achieve ·the necessary load re(iuction.' or. 
(2) spinning reserve fallS below 3%, or (3)' the.' capacity'shortage 
has deteriorated to such an extent that mandatory· curt a ilme'ntis 
necessary to prevent rotating outages (Stage' III) ... 

Stage III - Rotating outages are a last· resort to be 
invoked • ... nenspinning reserve falls bel;ow 1-1/2%. 

. ........ , .. '",." ... , "",. " 

" .,', 
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Stage IV - Automatic under frequency lead shedding;. is " 
automatically implemented when a sud'den' large lead, or capacity 
shertage occurs ~ in order to maintain system integrity.. Netification 
to customers is net possible. 

A similar action plan is preposed for' an: energy' shor,tage . 

except that the triggers for each stage are different.. For example .. 
Edison's Stage I is initiated whenever boiler fuel in oil 1llventory is' 
expected to' drep belew 4-1/2 million barrels within a future 30-6,0 day 
period or in the event ef a drought which substantially reduces 

hydroelectric generatien .. 

Stage II is triggered by the same decline in fuel "oil 
inventory or drought conditions as Stage I~ but· requires approval of 
this Commission before it may be invoked. 

Stage III - The likelihood of such an occurrence, during. an " 

energy shortage is remote, but may be invoked if prospects 'for fuel 

replenishment er relief frem drought conditiens appear' impossib·le in 
the near term. 

Under the capacity and energy shortage plans~. the' COImnission­
established priority system will be used. High priority customers are .. 
those with (1) essential end uses (these directly necessary for health,;' 

safety, and security); (2) business-use' priority (end" uses directly 

necessary for protection of the means ef production or the product); 

or (3) end uses. directly necessary tor product-ion, processing, storage, 
or transportation of food and other geods.and services. Essential 
customers erdinarily are exempt from rotating outages .. 

The action plans provide separate netification procedures 
for Stages I~ II,. and III situations., 

The action plans provide for OBMC and Voluntary Lead 
Reduction plans ~¢r large custo:ers • 

;'7-
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Under OBMC custon:ers lteeting the following requireItents . 
qualify for an exemption from planned rotating outage interruptions. 
The customer ~ust meet both of the following criteria: 

1. Be ca~ble of, and' agree to, curtail a maximum . 
of 50~ or the peak electrical load on the " 
entire circuit which serves the cu.stclter(s); and 

2. Substantiate that an. interruption in'servic'e 
from one to three hours would either po-se ,clear 
and ilr.minen t danger to personal health, or 
safety, or would create major economic damage. 

If a customer does not have sufficient load tomeet,the 50% requirement~ 

a joint curtailment plan can be filed 'With several other major 

customers served from the same circuit to guarantee a 5,O'~ load' 
reduction on the entire circuit. 

Penalty Surcharge Tariff 
As a means of encouraging conservation and' exacting. a penalty 

for overusag,e of electricity during an energy shortage ':.' we"requirecl 

.~in D.9l548 that respondents file a penalty tariff.Th.e surcharges 
. range from 301. to 200%. They are applicable to consump,tion; !nexeess' ' 

of a base-target consumption amount based on the customer's recorded 

electric consumption during an unspecified base. consumption p:eriod' ~ 

That period would be a period' of unspecified length i'lXlmectiately 
preceding the beginning of the energy shortage. The penalty-tariff 
would' not become effective for at, least 30 days after' the Commis,sion.'s 

• 

, '. 

order re<i,uiring its implementation. as energy shortages eanbe fo,reeast 
well in advance and the shortages. would ex.tend<O over a relatively> long; 

period. 

Evidence of Interested Parties 
Evidence was presented on behalf of the folloWing: California 

League of Food Processors (Food Processors) (Exhibj:t; 247) ~ Pacific 

Refining Company (Pacific Refining) (Exhibit 248); Union 011' Company 
(Union Oil) (Exhibit 249);, and CaliforniaManufaeturersAs~O¢iation(CMA.) .' ' , 

(Exhibit 271) . 
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Food Processors 
Electrical energy is essential to California foodproeessors 

in the proces.sing of approximately seven million tons of perish8.ble raw 
pr04ucts handled each year •. No alternatives to. the' use of", electrical 

energy are ava:rlable to food processors; therefore". mandatory, C1lrtailment 
or dis%Uption in electric supply could' baveirrcparable consequences 
and loss of ' product. Food processors are nonessential customers~ 

Food Processo:rs asserts that PG&E' s OBMC is discriminatory 
because the joint plan only provides protection under the unique cir­
~tance where there are sufficient nonessential customers on: a single 
circuit to share tre total reduction needed... rood Pro-cessors also· 
questions the fairness of circuit grouping and mandatory curtailments 
by rotating outage blocks. Assertedly the action plans fail to-: 
adequately recognize the ability of customers to,curtail. 

Food Processors is of the opinion that the voluntary approach 

... '.,." ... to managing an electri:al supply crisis has a- greater.' chance,.of success 
" "than the mandatory act:Lon plans. It' rec:omm.end's that·ian equitab·le'· 

voluntary plan be substituted for mandatory cUl:'tailments of, ~onessential·' 
customers. 

Pacific Refining 

Pacific Refining operates a petroleum refinery at Rercules .. 
It· is on an individual 66 kV circuit served from a PG&Esubstation .. 

Pacific Refining is \lnable to- curtail its electr:[c usages up·toS.O'7.. 
when the refinery is in full operation. to' qualify tor OBMC. 

Union Oil 
Union Oil operates a refinery at Rodeo. It faces. problems 

similar to 'those described by Pacific Refining. and:.asksthat :i>etroletlm·. 
refineries be included as essential customers in the electric prio?=ity' 
system. 

Q-fA. -
CMA has participated in C.9884 from itsineeption. ~ 

, \. ' 

believes that the Commission and' the parties have expended the bes:t,,' 
, . , 

• possible effort to develop a reasonable andequitab1e' prioritY'sys.tem, 
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but that no reasona,ble equitable priority ·enforcement system is available 
for a brief Stage III outage. No need exists for a priority system 
for short term Stage III outages. The priority system. should be appli.­
cable to extended' outages that occur normally. Primary reliance should 
be placed on voluntary curtailment in the- event of extended outages,. 

with the implementation of mandatory curtailments only as the last resort. 
Evidence of the Utilities and Our Staff 

The utilities eXplatned the operation of their indi~dual 
action plans. the manner :tn which essential use customers were identified. 
and the reasons for noncompliance with the action plan concepts adop,ted 

in D.9l548. The staff witness reviewed the action plans and made' 
recommendations for changes in the individual plans and the criteria in 

D.91548. 
;, 

Closing statements were filed' by PG&E and Edison. Both indicated 
that they could comply with the specific staff reeomm.endationsaffect-. 

ing their proposed action plans. PG&E; and Edison strongly oppo·sed the 
EUn and suggested that a customer surcharge replace the EUPT to· .. 
discourage excess use during a prolonged energy shortage.. ,Edison also 

asked that OBMC plan not apply in connection with its action p'lans. The' 

s~aff recommendations and the reasons supporting their acioptio~ or 
denial are discussed below. 
Determination of Essential Use Cust'omers 

Under the criteria adopted in D.915-48. essential use customers 
are protected from rotating outages. Surveys were conducted by the 
utilities using the criteria adopted in D.9l54S to identify the essential 
use customers on their systems. Different methods we:re used' by each 
utility. 

In conducting its survey, Edison had its local employees' 
contact each nonresidential customer to dete.rmine whethertbe customer 

met the D.9l548 criteria. A similar method was used by SDG&E"... PG&E 

first determined the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)' codes fOr 
, , 

each class of essential use customer~ It then used' its. central f:tl:es 

• to identify the customers falling within ,the SIC cod.es for.essent~al 

-lO~ 



• 
c ~ 9884 .ALJ /l'k/iy * 

use customers. As.:l result of the different survey methods,. PG&E has 
a greater perce.n:tage of its customers in thcessent:L:llusc category 
than Edison, although each h..'ts about the' samenumb'er of electric 
eusto'Cers~ 

All persons on the same. distribution, circuit, as an essential 
use customer are protected from rotating outages" in a Sta'sa III event .: 
Because of the differences in distribution circuit design and the ' 
ntl:Jlber of essenti<ll use customers, and because Edison excludes' customers I 
from the. essential usc category that have adequate emergency: generation, ' 
fAcilities to withstand a one-hour outage whilePG&E does not~ fewer 
PG&E customers are aV.:lilable for rotating outages "than Edison customers~ 
Only about 37% of PG&E customc:t"s would be available'.for rotating. ou~ages~ 
while .:tbout 56% of Edison's customers' would be available'~ 

The st:aff witness concluded that the ap'proach of bothEdison 
, ,and PG&E should be reviewed. Since Edison has a relatively l~rgc' 

.'portion of its load avail.:l.ble for rotating outages" it should make sure 
t~at all of its essential customers are properly protected f'rom the-, 
effects of rot.:lting outagcs to the extent possible. PG&E'shouldre..;. 
examine its SIC Code based list and remove those c'Usto~ers which are not 
trely essential. 

'!he staff recommended th.:lt the utilitiesshould,recx.a.mine 
their lists of essential use customers;, and t.hat. the lists of: ,essential , 

use customers and the action plans be reviewed at least, once' .. a, .. yea.r,~" to . 
keep them current~ Any changcs should be filed with the' COmmi~$;iori. 
As previously indica.ted the utilities are willing toree'xam.:i:ne :t!ie-ir, 

\ lists of essential use customers and to comply 'With the other staff" 
\ recommendations. 

Standby Genera.1:ing Eouipmcnt : . . , 
Edison continued' in its action plan its, practice' ofno:t" . 

exempting from 4'otating out~gcs those cust~mcrs that, can withs-t'and' 

a one-hour outage or which have adequate emergency gener,ation ~ , .even . 
though such customers fall within thc definition of.cssential use' " 

.customer adopted in D.9l.548. , '" 
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.... PG&E did not follow that concept in determining. the customers' 
exem.pted from rotating outages in its system. 

The staff believes that customers that have sufficient standby 
generating equipment for their essential load should not be routinely 
protected from rotating outages because this double protection may 
be j eopardi%ing other equally essential customers at the higher load 
'reduction levels. The staff recommends that the utilities be directed 
to evaluate the adequacy of the standby generating 'equipment- of protected 
customers and to consider removing them from the lists o,f essential use 
customers. Any changes to the ac:tion p.lans that may, result from this 
recommendation should be filed With the Commission. We agree with the 
approach taken by Edison as it frees more circuits for rotating outages;, 
therefore~ the staff recommendation will be adopted. 
System Load Reductions . 

D.9l548 ordered that actions should contain rotating outage' 
plans that provide for sequential :interruption of, customers up' to 5070 
of system loads. The 5010 criterion was not based on definitive analyses; 
rather it was our optimistic upper limit of expectation~ 

As indicated,. the ability of the utilities to achieve this 
criterion varies. Edison has made about 56% of it,S peak load available' 
for rotating outages; SDG&E about 451. of its peak load; and PG&E abo,ut 
371. of its peak load. Each utility has grouped its ava11ab-le peak load 
into 51. outage blocks, as required by D.9l548. 

It is clear that PG&E and SDG&E cannot both protect essential 
use customers and meet the 507.. criterion, as the num1>er of circuits 
available for rotating outages is limited by the existence of essential 
customers on more than 501. of the distribut:i:on circuits. The load a 
utility can make available for rotating. outages is also' limited by . 
the one-hour duration criterion. A load reductlon cannot exceed' half 
the load available for outages when an outage event exceed's' one" hoUr~ 
If a utility can make 50% of its load' available for outages,. 'the, one­
hour duration criterion'r'equires, that at least half' of it.'or2'5~/ .. , be eon at anyone time. 

-12-
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The :parties and the staf:t recommend t.nat 4~ o£a utility's 
peak load be made available for rotating outag~s, rather than the 
5~ criterion adopted in D.91548. The staf:t pO.ints out that a load 
reduction o:t 40'% 'WOuld allow the utilities to respond· to' a very 
serious event (i.e. a load reduction of 20%). As po·inted, out in 
EdiSOn'S testimony, a capacity shortage of that magnitude 'WOuld 
result in a Stage IV situation (:andatory 10ad-sbeddiD.g) before ',it 
would be necessary to curtail. A long-~erm energy shortage o~ a 
xr.agnitude in exceSs of 20-% o:t peak deXtand- seems highly unlikely' in 
view o:t the current and expected long-tent availability of' fossil 
fuels, and the ability of electric utilities to supplement- their 
own generation with purchased power. 

As pointed out in the staff exhibit, only PG&Ecurrently 
cannot %teet the 40% criterion. _ The staff believes-that if its_ 

, '. . 

other recoxrm:endations are adopted .. PG&E may be able to. achieve the 
4~ level while- still protecting all essential use custolters._ 

The 40% criterion is reasonable and' will be ado'pted. 
One-Hour Outages' 

PG&E, in this phase, as in prior phases ot C~9S84, strongly 

challenged the one-hour outage criterion. PG&E presented~ evidence 
designed to show that because o:t the design and. o-perati.n:g characterist.ics· 
of' its systelt, it could not readily comply with this criterion. 
FG&E believes that a tlot'O-holJr outage period' would better serve it 
and its custo::ers. The evidence shows that. PCi&E would experience' 
difficulty in cOltplying with this criterion because of'the- need to 
train personnel tc physically d.isconnect and' reconnect loads at 
outlying nnmanned substations. A training and: operat.ion'plan to 
achieve rotating outages lir:ited to one-hour' periodswould.~be 
expensive and difficult for PG&E to achieve. Ninety-seven, percent 
of' PG&:E's distribution circui.ts are ted.- .from unmanned: substations, 
(as opposed to SO% for Edison and 75'% for SDG&E.). PG&:Ets: service 
territory is the largest in the State and.' travel time ,is, great.er: 

-13-



• 
C.9884 ALJ/lk 

PG&E asks that at least for its syst~, the one-hour criterion 

for duration of rotating. outages be changed to'a two-hour period. 
The staff opposed this request.. It is the staff" s view that 

the one-hour criterion is, important to'many electr:tc customers~ such 

as those who must maintain the temperature of perishable items. the 

staff calls attention to previous testimony in this: proc'eeding which 

indicates that product damage will be min:tmized if' outages do' not exceed 

one-hour. The staff report states- that SDGScE"s- a'ction plan provides 
for one-hour outages. acknowledging that the actual length of ea'ch 

outage is dependent upon the severity of the crisis. Edisontsaction 

plan provides for one-hour outages in a capacity shortage and three-hour 
outages in an energy shortage. PG&E t S action plan provides for ,tWO-hOur 

outages at the 51. and 101. curtailment levels, three-hour outages at a 
15% curtailment level, and four-hour outages at a 2'0'. curtailment level .. 

The staff study states that a one';"hour criterion at the 5.% and 

• 
10% load reduction levels in a capacity shortage would accommodate the 

_ most likely rotating outage event. i.e.,. a load reduction reSUlting from 

the loss of a major generating facility. Although PG&E would' have 

• 

difficulty meeting this criterion. the staff urges that a criterion of 
one-hour duration for rotating outages at the 5% and 101. load: reduction 
levels can be achieved by PG&E if it institutes the procedures of 
testing its switching personnel in simulated outages. ,and by certifying 

or training other personnel to do energy switching whenever possible .. , 

We have carefully examined the position of PG&E and the 

alternatives suggested by our staff and conclude that we should adopt 
the 'staff recommendation that the one-hour criterion,be,ma:tnta1ned at 

the 51. and 101. load reduction levels and that we encourage: the utilities, 
to attempt to meet that criterion at higher load ~eduction levels and' 
in energy shortages, as circumstances permit .. 
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ZUPT r - Edison's witness testified. that the EUPT is counterproductive 
to customers who· have implemented' conservation measU%es and' practices' 
and. thus. may be diseriminato:ry. The staff recommends the' ret~ntion 
of the EtJP'r ~ and suggests changes in the procedures for implementing 
the tariff. 

The staff witness countered the result described.by Edison 
With a suggestion that the Base Target Cons'ClIlption Amount (BTCA). be 
detennined by the customer's previously recorded electric- consumption 

for an undefined prior period.. Edison and PG&E take the 'position that 
setting the :SICA in that manner may penalizethose'customers'who, have 

installed conservation measures in an earlier ttmeperiod.. They 

recommend that the Commission staff investigate the 'concept of design-' 
. . 

ing an increxnental surcharge tariff which would establish penalties 
for energy use beyond a min~um amount specified by the Commission . 

• The Commission could then adjust the level of the surcharge depending 
on the severity of the energy shortage. The utilities believe that a 

surcharge penalty of this nature' would actively encourage the installa­

tion of energy conservation measures rather thari penalize past conserva­

tion measures undertaken by their electric customers.' 

• 

The utilities also point out that the EUPT would be time­
eons'IlZXI.ing and expensive to prepare and administer. The utilities 
urge that, given the unlikel:thood of a prolonged~ energy shortage ,in 
the f'oreseeable future. this issue be held: in abeyance f'or'a future '. 
proceed1ng when there is a greater likelihood or- a spec1f'1",c need' 

for atari!f' prOvision desi~edto keep customer' usage down during, 

a prolonged enerF::/ shortage. 
We agree with the utilities t position on thi's po,int. We see 

, " . 

no CUlTent need to :ilJ:plement the EUPT', as the present u.ple; supplies'o:t 
f'oss11' :f"u.els available for electric generation' preclude a prolonged 

energy shortage. The pr.esent conditions are materiallydi££erent' 
from the shortages env:isi~ned when this proceeding was: initiated:.' . 

. " " 
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As pointed out in the testimony,. there will be',as~ffieient, 

period prior to a prolong.ed enc'rgy shortage in. which to .. establish 
appropri~te penalty provisions for excess usc during the shor1:a.ge~.so 
~hat the Commission and the utilities will havctime to develop 
appropriate measures. We find that the proposed EU1?!, has. tb',ep<>tential 

to penalize customers tholt ins1:ituc:ed con5~rva:tion p,rae~ices'prio~to, 

:m encrgy shortage and llUy be discrimin.,:tory' •. and that ~o' nc'ed cxis~s 
to have the mccrumics of an EU'?! in place at this 'timebec~use of the . 
unlikelihood of Q.. prolonged' energy shortage and because' . suffic~ent' .' 

time will be available to· establish excessive use pcnalticspriorto, 
the need for such provisions in the event of a prolonge~'e:nergy$hortage. 
The provision of D.91S4S will be amcnded to. delete t:h~' req'Uirementt'Jiat 

the utilities file an E'tJP! as part of their action plan . 

OBIr.C 

The 03MC pIon per::its nonessential use custorr.e:r:s· to-avoid, 

rotJl'ting out~ges · .... hcn such cilsto=:ers guara:l'tee reductions ill:, t.he: 
S.:l!l'.e arno,.;.nt as the- utility would. achieve ir .. each increment of' its 

rot.~t.in~ out.age plcm. 

The staff recom."!lenc.ed that. the OBlf.C, plan be re~ised to, ' 
recuire that. OBMC ;>~rt.icip.'lnt.s achieve a J...O~rcduction 'in 5~ir~cre'­

:ent.s in lieu of t.he present 50% reductio~, i:l' order to conformt6 
4.0% of' utility ?eak load to be made Clvailablefo-r curtailme~ts 

" 

under Stage III co,ndit.·ionz. The ut.iliti~s concur' in 'thisrecolr.n.end~ 
.o.tior... 

< •• ' 
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Edison anticip.:Ltcs th~t wit14 more of its customers participating, .' 

in the OBMC pla.n,. its ability to· ensure such customers are exempted' from' 
rot.'lting o'Utages will be diminished. Edison states that: "as it'takc:s. 

adva:o.t:~ge of :lnnual increases in the cspacity of its dis:trib'Utionsys~em., 
customer load blocks .:lre routinely switched from c.ireuit to ,circuit and 

substOltion to substation. Asscrtcdly. this manipul.:ltion m.:lkes, it' . 
cumbersome for Edison's operating personnel ,to keep track of Zl.ndmaintain· 
its OBMC c'1.lstomcrs on the appropriate circuit. As an e~ample •. as: a; 
custo::ncr is switched to an adjacent circuit, the peak k'tfof:that circuit 
...... "ill ehOlnge, and,the C'Ustomcr m.:LY no longer qU.:llify for participclt:ionin 
the OBMC plan. Thercfore, certain OBMC customers may become subject'to 
rotating outages. In the czl.s;~ ofs group' of qualifying O,BMC cust~m~rs .. 
if anyone customer is switched to another circuit, the ,remaining, 

• customers may no' longer comprise the 40% of, the' total c ix-cui t' k'W" 

" 
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required for participation in the OBMC p,lan. Edison recommends that 
the Commission recognize that customers partidpatingin the OBMC plan 
may be subject to disqualification, as a result,ofutility operating 
procedures. 

PG&E points out the enigma that results for OBMC customers 
in the transition from Stage II to Stage. III eondItions. During Stage II, 

customers without essential uses are required to reduce load. and remain 
in a standby or pro.tected state'. In many case's'· this may involve. load . , 

reduction well in excess o.f 201.. If a customer with an OBMC plan 
complies with a Stage II request to· reduce to a standby or protected 
state,. and then a Stage III si~tion occurs,. wh:tchrequires a5% 
reduction, the OBMC customer may actually increase its load; by the' 

difference between 5% (Stage III) reduction and 20'.' (Stage ,II) reduc­

tion. PG&E suggests,. in the alternative" that (1) Stage II should not 
call for mandatory reductions, but should' call for an ft:mtensi'fied 
load reduction effort"' or (2) that OBMC plan customers not be required 
to. reduce load in Stage II greater than the initial load reduction (5%) ,. 

contemplated under the OBMC plan in Stage III .' 
The staff recommended a change in the economic damage criteria 

applicable to the action plans. First,. under the plan adop.tediin 
D.9l548,. a large customer GOO kW or more) must show that it may suffer 
economic d.ama.ge in a rotating outage before it can file an ,OBMC p·lan. 
Second, small customers (less than 300kW) that are' susceptib·le to· 

economic damages may receive individual warning of ro.tat:U:igoutages from 
~ , . . 

the utility whenever possible. ' . 

The staff proposes to eltminate the economic damage and: the 
health or danger criterion as it applies to, OBMCplans... In: support, ,the 

staff states that the economic damage- criterion was established to:; 
l:tmit participation in OBMC plans _ The record shows that few' customers 
are involved in these plans. PG&E. has five OBMC .. customers. About', 50 

Edison customers and 24 SDG&E customers have shown intere'st, in OBMC"., 
but the utilities have not accepted any plans.. The staff: s.tates.that 
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" 
\ , 

there is no indication that the economic ,damage criterion is. responsible 
for the limited participation .. because the real restrictions are the,: 

ability to effectively control the entire load on a c'ircu:[t· and the" 
customer's ability to match the statewide load, reduct,ion.: The staff' 

believes that participation in OBMC may increase if the' load reduction 
criterion is lowered. 

We have reviewed the problems with the' OBMC plan described 

by interested parties ~ the utili ties. and our staff. ml:tl;e there are 
obvious enigmas and operational problems in the OBMC p,lan ~ as there 
are in the entire priority system, and curtailment plan adopted in' 
D. 91S4S.~ the enigmas and problems are not so' great as to,require' 
cancellatLon of the OBMC plan .. or to make major, modification in 

that plan. We adopt PG&:E's suggestion that the term "mandatory" 
be eliminated from actions designated to be taken, in'a Stage II 
situation. This will el:txninate the need for OBMC customers to· curtail 

•
"'.'. a greater percentage of load in Stage II than is required in S,tage III. 

~ Other problems concerning the OBMC plan are not fatal to- the plan .. 
particularly in view of unlikelihood that we will ever reach a, Stage III 

• 

situation because of an energy or a capacity shortage'. No'changes, are 
required on the OBMC plan adopted' in D'.91548:. 

Warnings to Small Customers 

The staff states that the economic damage criterion was 

adopted. in part.. in order to limit the number of 1nd1vidual warnings 
the utilities would have to give to customers prior to a'rotating. 
outage_ As the utility action plans would warn their large customers." 

that criterion ~cts as a limitation on the number of small customers 

that would receive warnings. The staff believes that warn:i.ngs~are 
important to all customers. large or small. However. because the' 
utilities may have insufficient time or resources to provide individual 
wa:rn1ngs to all customers ~ some limitation is necessary. The staff.,' 

recommends that warning should be given to customers.' in, descending;'order 
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or size. that believe they 'WOuld suITer seriouseconoltic d'amage~ and. the 

economic damage criterion otherwise be el:i.minatedwith respect to­

warning customers. 
No evidence was presented" to show how the utilities would 

be able to comply with this recommendation .. or whether time and 
resource constraints would ·limit the warnings to as many customers. as 
would receive warning under the serious. economic criterion. 'Iherefore~ 

it is not possible to determine whether this. recommendation would 

produce the desired objective. It will not be ad"opted~ 
Other Stage' II Problems 

PG&E recommends that Stage II provisions inutility action 
. ' 

plans calling for mandatory customer actions be deleted,., for the reason 
that there is no enforcement mechanism provided fo,r failure' to comply 

with the prescribed Stage II mandatory curtailments. PG&E suggests 
that in lieu of the term "mandatory" the words Uintensified load 

reduction effort" be, substituted' to more properly characterize the' 
action required in a Stage II situation. A similar recommend"ation is 
inherent in the testimony presented on behalf of CMA. 

This change is reasonable and will be adopted. It should 

help to eliminate the problem. where more curtailment is required of 

OBMC customers in a Stage II situation than in a Stage III situation. 
It also recognizes that curtailments under Stage II are, in fact, an 

extension of the voluntary curtailments requested of all utility, 
customers under Stage I; and that no enforcement of Stage II ttmandatory~' 

curtailment requirements by the utilities is possible against the' 
preponderance of their customers, who are the resi.dential or small 
business eustomers. Based on the l:ixnited Stage'I alerts called in 

connection with the s'tllmllert:ixne emergency curtailment plans, the general 

public has made excellent responses to utility p·leas for voluntary 
load reductions during peak periods. We l>elieve, thererore, voluntary' 
curtailment is a very effective method of achieving load·x:educti~ns- . 
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Under the action plan criteria adopted in D.91548" a Commission 
order is required prior to- implementing. Stage' II. PG&E stat~.s that this 
requirement presents little concern during an energy shortage·' which is 
generally foreseeable for some period of time. The need fora ,prior 
Commission order to instigate Stage II actions can be critical during 
a capacity shortage" which could proceed from, Stage I to- S-tage II in 
minutes. PG&E suggests that the ut:i.lities init:tate Stage ,II procedures 
without a Commission order whenever it would be infeasib-le to,',await -
such an order. 

As we have previously stated, we view Stage II as: the situation 
requiring intensification of Stage I efforts to achieve ,sufficient 
voluntary curtailments to avoid Stage III rotating outages. A Stage II 
situation is triggered by a further reduction in reserve margins beyond 

the critical point requiring Sta.Q:e I efforts.. Because, of'the urR:ency in 
achieving all possible reductions that would avoid rotatitlgoutages" 
the utilities should be free to start Stage II load reduction efforts 
in a capacity shortage situation without the possible d'elays aS8c>ciated 
With obtaining a Commission order. The recommendation w:tl:tbeadopted~ 
Implementing the Action Plans 

!'he action plans filed under D.9l54Sare proposed action plans 
which become effective on approval of the Commission after review. 

Oux analyses set forth above indicatetho,se areas where we 
believe further efforts are needed to achieve the results outlined'in 
D.9lS4S. However" it is not essential that we delay approval of the' 
filed action plans pending such changes. As we have expressedtbroughout 

this and prior opinions, it is om- view it is not possible to achieve a 

wholly non-discrilninatory or tully reasonable electric priority system. and 
cu:.rtailment plan. We recognize the many defects inherent :Ln:,boththe, 
priority system and curtailment plan adopted in this proceeding whi'ch 
result from the marmer in which electric distribution lines are con­
structed" and the need to exempt the large numbers, of distribution 
lines that serve essential use customers from rotating outages . 

• 
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\'ie'do not b.elieve tha't the St.age', III provisions, of~e , 

plan will be required in 'the foreseeable future, ,as there appenrs­
t.o ,be ample capacity availaole t¢ prevent ~> c$.'p.3.city shortage': 

The::-ei"ore, we belie-ve the utilities should. nave ,at . least, a. year, _ 
to bring their action pla.!'ls in line with the changed' ~iteri,a ad.opted.' 

here. We ...... -ill ClCCC1:>t for filin~ -the, -oro posed action -'Plans· s'Ub~tt.ed 
i:1 responsc to the directive in D.91S48 and' will d:i:recc'. chc utilities to 

revicw their plans to bring them into compliance with the criteria' 
adOpted in D.91S4S. asamcnded hero. 

Findings of Fact 

1. As directed in D.91S4S.PG&E. Edison, and SDG&E have filed 
proposed action plans reflecting the criteria adopted 'in D.9l54.S .. 

2. As discussed in the opinio'n, the propo·sed action plans 

do not fully :neet the criteria established in D.91S48-. -. , , 

1 

•
- - '" ~. 'The changes in such criteria described in the preceding. 

. opi':l.ion are reasonable and should 'be adopted. 

4. The utilities' proposcd action plans should be. reviewed 

and revised as indic3'ted in the prior opinion· to meet. the D .• 9'l548 ,'. 
crit..eria. 

S. As the likelihood, of a prolonged energy shortage 'or' anexteris,l.ve 

cap.:lcity shortage req'\liring implementation of Stage, II or Stage" 'III 

programs has diminished since the institu1:ion of' thi;pro;c'e'edi~g.,the 
utilities should be accorded amplc time to- rcvl.cw·thei:r actl.on:plan~ 
and ~o :r.akc the reviSions contemplated in the opinion portiotli"6~f t~s 
decision. 

Conclt:.sions o! I...aw 

1. The proposed action plans should be accepted forf:i:l:t~g,one 
year after the effective date of this order. 

• 
2. The filed action plans should be refilcd within one year.; to' 

bring them into compliance with the criteria ado'?,tedin D.91S48:a~ . 
revised-
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3. The .fUed action plans should be reviewed,' annually by 
the utilities, and any necessary changes· should: be.f:[ledw.i:th " the 
Commission. 

4. The purposes or the orcier instituting investigation in 

this proceeding having been !tet, this proceeding,' should· ,be clo:sed. 
5. The permanent StIlmCert1JLe load reduct1o:c. plan adopteci ' 

by D.9.3046 should remain !u.J.ly effective ror eaCh, designated .future 
S'Wl:mer period. 

FINAL ORDER: 

IT IS ORDERED that:· 

1. The proposed action plans, ,riled by Paci.fic Gas and Electric 
Coztpany, Southern California Edison Coltpany, and' San Diego Gas &: 

Electric CoItpany by 't.he directives· contained in D.9154o.are accepted 
for filing one year after the e.ffective date of this: order • 

2. Within one year after the' e£'£'ecti.ve date of the action' 
plans, respondents shall review their filed action plans, and )J:ake. , 

. . 

such reviSions as, are necessary to comply with the criteria acio'pted 
in D.9l548, as a:ended. 

:3. Respondents shall annually review the ir filed" action plans. 
and file such revisions as are necessary. 

4. Filings, made in compliance with Ordering Paragraphs. 2 and 
:3 shall be in triplicate, and shall be fUed' in the Commission t s 
Docket O.frice in San franciSCO, and' a separate co·py turnished', to, 
the Director or the CommiSSion '$ Utilities. Divi'sion. Co'pies shall 
be served on all appearances in this proceed'ing • 
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5. The proceedings 1n C.9884-are terminated on the-effective'" 
date of this order. 

This order becomes effective 30 days fromtoday~ 
Dated JUN:'.2-. .. at San hanc;[seo-".- California. 
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As poi~ted out in the t:est:~ony ... there 'Will be a' sufficient. 
period prior to a prolonged energy shortage in which to;. esta b,l,isb. 

appropriate penalty provisions for excess use during. the short~ge'. so 
that the Commission and the utilities will have time to develop,' " ' 
appropriate measures~ We find that· the propos.ed EUPT has th~ .po:ten,tial 

to' penalize customers that instituted' conservation practices. prior to . 
an energy shortage and may be discriminatory, and that no'n~cdexists 
to have the mecMnics of an Eun in place at this time because of the· 
unlikelihooe of a prolonged energy shortage and because sufficient, ' 

time 'Will b'C available to establish excessive' usepenaltic's:priorto 
the need for such provisions in the event o£ a prolonged energy short~ge~ 
The provision of D.91548 will be amended' to delete thercquirementthat 
the utilities file an EUPT as part of their, action planM' '". 
03r~C,. '- ..... .. 

.• . The O~~-1C ~lan ?ermi~S noness . use cust~mers.to ~vo'id 
rO':atl.ng outages. wnen, ?5Ch ~us~omers gua antee reductlons· In tne· 
sa:e' percentage of total.tas the utility we dachieve in, each staged. 
increment of the utility "S' rotating outo.ge pane!: . 

The s'taff' reco::unended that the OBMC lan' be revised to· 
require that OB!~C participants achieve a 40% re ction in 5%.incre­
:tents in lieu of' the present 50% reduction t in or '-r to confo,rm to 
4~ of utilitv ~e~k l03.d 'to be made available for ctaii~ent~ . . . . . 

under Sta.ge III conditions. The utilities concur 
': . ;:',' ." '. 

ation. .. 
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