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FINAL OPINION

In this long-rumning proceeding, we have established
priorities for electric usage and methods of curtailing electric
service in accordance with such priorities. We directed the three
major electric utilities subject to our jurisdiction to file action |
plans which incorporate the approved‘priority‘system«and”durtailmen:?7
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pethods. X/ The purpose of this phase of Case (C.) 988a 1s-to evaluate o
the proposed action plans. ' / :

Public hearing in this pha e of C 9884 was held before .
Adzministrative Law Judge Mallory in San Francisco on’ June 23 through 25,
1981 and February 17, 1982. The matter was submmtted upon reccapt of
statements of position. At the June 1981 hearzngs the utrlataes
presented evidence with respeet to conformatron of thelr action plans
with the priority system and curtailment plans adOpted in- Decxsaon : v)/
(D.) 91548. Evidence was also presented by affected cuseoners cf‘the e
utilities. At the February 1982 hearing the staff of oux’ Utalatles
Division presented its evaluation of and recommended changes an the o
proposed action plans. ' |
Summary of Decision o , ‘

_ We conclude that the proposed actmon plans should be accepted
in spa:e of shortcomangs desexibed in the following. oplnaon. - We: also a
conciude that the action plans should become. effectave one ycar from.the
date of this order to provide ample time for the utxlltaes to formulate
and place in effect the means to. mmplement the plans. , ;

We oxder that the actaon plans be revaewed and revmsed annually |
to keep them up-to- date. We direet the utllrc;es to make specafac L
changee concurrently with their first refalrng and in the 1nter1m to

udy the feasibility of making the other changes’ descrzbed |

We conclude that a prolonged energy shortage is unlakely in
the near term, in view of the overabundance of fuel oil reserves of
the utilities and the ready avaalab;lzty of natural gas and hydro-
electric power. Moreover, to meet summertime capaclty'shortages we ”j
have in place the emergency plan adOpted to. meet . poss;ble capacaty
shortages during the 1979 and 1980 summer seasoms. Our analyses of

1/ Pacific Gas and Electric Company's (PGSE). proposed action plan xs
Exhibit 258. Southern California Edison Company's (Edison). action
plan' is Exhibit 254. San Diego Gas & Electrzc COmpany s (SDG&E)
action plan is Exhibit 261. .
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statewide electrzc capaczty reliability: and avaxlabxlzty causes us ]7_:‘
o believe that the State will experience no ma jor. capaclty'shortage'-v
in the immediate future; thus, the effective date of the actxon
plans can safely bve deferred for one year. o

We conclude tnat the curtailment plan adOpted in D.91348
should be revised (1) by permitting the utilities to make. hO?
rather than 50% of their system loads avamlable fbr rotat;ng outages,
(2) by eliminating the requirement for the filing of an Exceos Use
Penalty Tariff (EUPT or penalty tariff); and (3) by deletlng the
"mandatory"” curtailment actions assoc;aued with a: Smage II shortage,
inaszmuch as there is no mechanism provided fbr enfbrcemenn of‘the ,
so-called mandatory actions. We deny Edison's requeot for deletmon
of its Optional Binding Mandatery Curtallment (OBMC) plan from.zto
energency plan. ‘ ' o
Backggou. ' B : . ,
In 1973 there was a sharp reduction in the avallablllty
of fossil fuel for electric generation in Callfbrnza resultmng
from curtailments in imported fuel supplles. At the same t&me o
prices for fuel oil rose sharply. Following this was a drought .
year resulting in a reduction in the avamlabllmty of electric;ty
Zrom hydroelectric generation facilities. To meet the potentlal
energy shortages, the Commission in D. 82139 dated Nbvember 13,
1973 (unreported), D.82305 (1974) 76 CPUC 223v and D. 82881 (197L)
76 CPUC 633 (C. 9581) ordered respondent electric utilltles to
put into operatlon voluntary plans for conservat;on and curtaml-
ment of electric ener ‘ BN H B

Tae fuel c¢risis of 1973-7& was among the events whzch 1ed |
to legislation requiring this Commission’ to- establlsh prloraties for .
electric service.Z These priorities are to be used by regulated - o
utilities for allocation of electricity in the event o@xsuPPlY;§§9§P?ges

2/ Public Utilities (PU) Code §§ 2771-2775 (Division 1, Part 2, . ’]fj
Chapter 4. 5). , | o o T ‘7Vﬁ1ff;,f _“v//,t |
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(enexrgy shortages) or in the event of major ‘axlures of electrzc !
genexration or txansmission facilities or cwtraordznary usage because of
extreme weather or similar conditions (capacity ahortages) Encrgy
shortages generally extend over a relatxvely long period of time and
can be planned for, while capacity shortages are of relatrvely short J/ |
duration and may be unexpected. : ' - A : o
| ' This proceeding (C.9884) was lnstltutcd on March 11 1975 “
to receive evidence on the establishment of cleetric przormtmes under

the legislative mandate. Many decisions have been issued in th;s ,‘f v//‘
proceceding. Xey decisions in C.9884 and related proceedango are '

discussed below.
D.86081 (1976)80 CPUC 157
This decision established a system of electrmc prxo*mt;e»
for statewide curtailment of electric sexrvice, requzred the lemng of-
updated cmergency plans for lmplemcntmng sequential. 1nterruptzons of
..service (rotating outages), and set further ‘hearings. for :.mplcmcntat:.on
-0f the curtailment plan adopted in that deCLQmon. | ' :
D.87241 (1977) 81 CPUC SS1 L .
Because of the then current drought and result;ng hydro-"g
electric generation shortage, this deecision dxrected all customers of
regulated utilities to voluntarily reduce their electrlc usages and
dixected the utilities to provide lnformatlon concernzng the effect
of voluntary conservatlon.
D.90427 in OIT 43 (1979) 1 CPUC 24 761 o
This deeision established an emexrgency electrmc reserve
sharing plan to meet possible capacity shortages. durmng the summcr of
1979. Stage I of the plan called for voluntary curtallments durmng
peak usage periods. Stage II continued the voluntary . curtallments for B
residential customexs and provided fox mandatmng curtaxlmente of certamn‘
industrial customers. Stage III provmdcd for mandatory curtamlmcnts |
and rotating outages. This plan later was extended for zhc summer

of 1980.

'
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D.91548 - April 15, 1980 Q..nreported) ,

This decision: (a) revmsed the electrzc prmor;ty system

adopted in D.86081 by adopting the staff—proposed priority system for |

rmandatory curtailments and the staff-propesed system for rotating outages;
(b) directed respondent electric utilities to file action plans in
accordance with the action plan rccommended by the staff (e) under such
action plans, for Stage IXX (rotating outages) respondent utilities shall
plan to interxrupt customers sequentially in-SZ;inCrcmentS'up§to»50%:of
systen loads for onme-hour duration while protecting essential'uses'to‘
the extent possible; (&) respondent utilitics werc ordcred to not;fy
commercial and industrial customers who are reasonably able to comply
with the OBMC plan adopted; (e) respondent utilities were dlrect 2d to
file proposed penalty tariffs, which tarlf‘s would be held ln‘abeyanee |
until made effective by further oxder; and (£) further hearzngs were
dirceted to be held to evaluate the action plans £filed in complxenee |

.w:.th D.91548. |
D.92315 - Qctober 3, 1980 (unreported)

This deecision: (a) denied wechearing of. D. 915&8 (b) addressed
the claim of PG&E that it cannot implement the plan for rOtatmng outages
in that it could not keep rotating outages to a one-hour duration, buf
must have a minimum outage of two hours; and (c) provmded that the flled "
action plans should conform to the summc*tmme emergency plan adoPted s
in D.91751 for Stage I (voluntary eurtamlment) and Stage 1T Cmandatory |
curtailment). The decision points out that the prlormty systcm attempts /
to deal with potential shortages on 2 long-term ‘basis, . whlch may J//

allow for advance warning, whereas the summertxme emergeney plan ‘
addresses only specific summer peak conditions.
D.93046 - May 19, 1981 (unreported) _
This decision provided that the emergcncy‘statewide”peakload%d
reduction plan adopted for the summers of 1979 and 1980 is established
as a permanent summertime load reduction plan. o R
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Order Ingtituting Inve*t;gatxon (OII) 89

The California Energy Commission (CEC) and thxs Comm1 sion-o‘ R

instituted a joint investigation in CEC Docket: BL-ESR-l and oIx 89
to assess the adequacy and reliability of the - utllltle statew;de
electric vetcm for the period 1982 through 1985. Thé proceed;ngs
were initiated to address concorno raised about uncortamn ' ,
scheduling of generation additions, the load ca:ry;ng capab&lxty of
new generatxon capacity during initial years of operatlon, hlgh |
forced outage rates at some exlstxng plants, and the adequacy of
the transmission and distribution system. . Today wc aro 1ssuzng

a decision in OII 89 which adopts a Commlttee Report prepared by
Vietor Calvo of this Commission and Russell Schweickart of the

CEC. The Committce Report concludes that adequate capac;ty 1s
anticipated to meet projected peak demand in the 1982 to 1985
period without undertaking extraordinary actlon, such as 1mplementlng
the curtailment rlans. S :

Summaﬁy of Action Plans

The capacity shortage plan- provxoos for curtailments ln
four stages: :

Stage Voluntary Curtailmen; .

Stage 11 Mandatery Curtailment |

Stage III ~ Rotating Outages.

Stage IV Avtomatic Under rreqaency Load Shedding )

Stage I is triggered when spinning reserve is expeoted to
decline below 5% of the antxcxpateddaxly peak demand and reduct;on
in custcmer load is necessary to maintain a S%Asznnlng reserve.‘

Stage II is initiated whenever (1) customersﬁ actzons in
a Stage I alert do not achieve the necessary load reductzon, or .
(2) spinning reserve falls below 3%, or (3) the capacity shortage _
has deteriorated to such an extent that mandatory curtailment 13 Q_»
necessary to prevent rotating outagcs (Stage IlI}., o

Stage III - Rotating outageo are a last reoort to beo
invoked when stnnlng reserve falls below 1—1/2%. '
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Stage IV - Automatic under frequency load'shedding;is‘:
automatically implemented when a sudden large load or capacity -
shortage occurs, in oxder to maintain system integrity. Notification .
to customers is not possible. | - :

A similar action plan Is proposed for an energy shortage'
except that the triggers for each stage are different. For example,
Edison's Stage I is initiated whenever boiler fuel in oil inventory is
expected to drop below 4=1/2 million barrels within a future 30- 60 day
period or in the event of a drought. which.substantially-reduces ”
bhydroelectric generation.

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

w replenishment or relief from drought conditions appear impossible in B

the near term. : :
Under the capacity and energy shortage plans, the Commzssxon-
established priority system will be used. High priority customers are
those with (1) essential end uses (those directly necessary’for health
safety, and security) (2) business-use priority (end uses directly
necessaxy for protection of the means of production oxr the product)
or (3) end uses directly necessary for production, processing, storage,
or transportation of food and other goods and services. Essential
customers ordinarily are exempt from rotating outsges.
The action plans provide\separate'notification'procedures
for Stages I, II, and III situations. '

The action plans provide for OBMC and Voluntary Load '
Reduction plans for large customers. :
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Under OBMC custormers meeting the followihg‘reQuirerentsf;
qualify for an exemption from planned rotating outage interruptions.
The customer nust meet both of the following criteria:

1. Be capable of, and agree to, curtail a maximum
of 50% of the peak electrical load on the ‘
entire circuit which serves the custcmer(s); and

2. Substantiate that an interruption in service
from one to three hours would either se clear
and irminent danger to personal health
safety, or would create major economac damage.-

If a customer does not have sufficient load to meet the 50% requrrement
2 joint curtailment plan can be filed Wlth several other major
customers sexrved from the same circuit to guarantee a SO%‘load
reduction on the entire circuit. '
Penalty Suxrcharge Tariff ‘
As a means of encouraging conservation and exactrng a penaltyf
for overusage of electricity durxng an energy—shortage we’ requrred
" in D.91548 that respondents file a penalty tarrff The surcharges
- range from 30% to 200%. They are applicable to consumpt:on,in exeess
of a base-target consumption amount based on the customer s recorded
electric consumption during an unSpec1f1ed‘base.consumptlon\periodr‘
That period would be a period of'unspecified‘length'immediately" N
preceding the beginning of the energy shortage. The penalty tarlff :
would not become effective for at. least 30 days after the Commissron s
order requiring its implementation, as enrergy shortages can: be’ forecast"
well in advance and the shortages would extend over a relatzvely long
period.
Evidence of Interested Partres ‘ L
Evidence was presented on behalf of the followrng~ 'Califorﬁia‘
League of Food Processors (Food Processors) CEthbrt 247), P861flc
Refining Company (Pacific Refining) (Exhibit 248) ‘Union 01l Company
(Union 0il) (Exhibit 249); and California Manufacturers Association (CMA)
_(Exhlbzt 271).
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Food Processors

Electrical energy is essent:x.al to California food processors -
in the processing of approximately seven million toms of‘perishsble raw
products handled each year. No alternatives to the use of. electricel
energyare available to food processors; therefore, mandatory curtallment
or disruption in electric supply could have irreparable‘ consequences
and loss of product. Food processors are nonessen:mal customers. .

Food Processors asserts that PG&E's OBMC is discriminatory :
because the joint plan only provides protection under thelunique-cir-
cumstance where there are sufficient nomessential customers on a s:’.ngle‘
circuit to share tletotal reduction needed. Food Processors also
questions the fairness of circuit grouping and mandatory curtailments
by rotating outage blocks. Assertedly the action plans fall to
adequately recognize the ability of customers to. curtail.

Food Processors is of the opinion that the voluntary approach

. to managing an electrical supply erisis has a greatexr chance of. success
. than the mandatory action plans. It recommends that, an equitable

voluntary plan be substituted for mandatory curtailments of nonessent:.al"
custoners.

Pacific Ref ining

Pacific Refining operates a petroleum refinery at Hercules.
It is on an Individual 66 kV circuit served from a PG&E substat:.on.
Pacific Refm:.ng is wable to curtail its electric usages up to 50/..
when the refinery is in full operationm, to qualii‘y for OBNC. |

Union Qil : -

Union 0il operates a refinery at Rodeo. It faces problems N
similar to those described by Pacific Ref:.ning. and: asks that petroleum ‘

refineries be included as essential customers in the electric p:::[or:[ty
system. '

QA

CMA has participated in C.9884 from its :.nception. . CMA
believes that the Commission and the parties have expended the best

. possible effort to develop a reasonable and _eq_u:.table pr_:.or;.ty system‘,‘ _

-9-
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but that no reasonable equitable priority enforcemeﬁt 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. Prfmary reliance ‘'should
be placed on voluntary curtailment in the event of extended outages
with the implementation of mandatory curtailments only»as.the last resoxt.
Evidence of the Utilities and Our Staff

The utilities explained the operation of their individual
action plans, the manner in which essential use customers wexre Identified,
and the reasons for noncompliance with the action plan concepts adopted
in D.91548. The staff witness reviewed the action plans and made:

recoumendations for changes in the individual plans and the criterla in
D.91548. S

Closing statements were filed‘by PG&E and Edisoﬁ- Both £n&iceted"
that they could comply with the specific staff recommendations affect-
ing their proposed action plans. PGS&E and Edison strongly-opposed‘the

- EUPT and suggested that a customer surcharge replace the EUPT‘to

discourage excess use during a prolonged energy shortage. Edlson also
asked that OBMC plan not apply in comnection with its action plans._ The
staff recommendations and the reasons supporting their adoptlon,or ‘
denial are discussed bdelow.
Determination of Essential Use Customers _ -

Undex the criteria adopted in D.91548, esSentiaI use customers
are protected from rotating outages. Surveys were conducted‘by‘thez«
utilities using the criteria adopted in D.91548 to identify the essential
use customers on their systems. Different methods‘werefueed by each
utility. A | o

In conducting its survey, Edison had‘its'locai‘employees' _
contact each nonresidential customer to determine whether | the customer
met the D.91548 criteria. A similar method was used by SDGSE. PGS&E"
first determined the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codbsforf
each class of essential use customer. It then used its cencral files

. to identify the customers falling'within,the SIC codes for‘_?,es“senrlialj: 3

-10-
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use customers. As a result of the dmffercnc survey mcthods PG&E has "
a greater percentage of its customers in the essential use category
than Edison, although cach has about the same number of electrlc
customers. -

All persons on the same dxstrzbutmon circuit.as ‘an. essentlal
use customer are protected from rotat;ng outagc¢ in a Stage IIX event.~.
Because of the differences in distribution Cchult design and the -
nunber of essential use customers, and because Edison etcludes customers “/'
from the essential use category that have adequate cmergcncy generatmon f
facilities to withstand a one-hour outage while PGSE does not fewer
PGS&E customers arc available for rotating outages than dzson customers-
Only about 377 of PG&E customers would be available for rotat;ng outages
while about 56% of Edison's customers ‘would be avallablc.‘ Vo

The staff witness concluded that the approach of both Edmson ff

‘and PG&E should be reviewed. Since Edison has a rolatmvely la rgc
portion of its load available for rotatlng outages,- it should make sure
that all of its essential customers are properly'protecteo from the '
e¢fects of rotati ng outages to the extent possmble., PG&E should re-
exzmine its SIC Code based list and remove those customers Wthh are not
truly essential. ‘

The staff recommended that the utllztxes should reexamlne
their lists of essential use customexrs; and that the llStS of essentlal
use customers and the action plans be rev:ewed at least once a. year to
keep them current.

As previously indicated the utilitics are wmlllng to reexamxne thexr

lists of essential use customers and to comply wzth the other staff
. recommendatlons.
Stand'by Generating Eou:.pmcnt )

-

Edison continued in its actionm plan its. practlce of not
exempting from rotatlng outages those customers that can w1thstand
a one-hour outage or which have adequate emergency generatlon even

though such custemers fall within the dcf;n;txonoof cssent;al use
customer adopted im D.91548. '
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« PG&E did not follow that concept in determining the customexs’

exempted from rotating outages in its system. | .
The staff believes that customers that have sufficzent standby

generating equipment for their essential load should not be routinely
protected from rotating outages because this double protect;on may
be jeopardizing 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 generatingﬁeqcipmeﬁt-offpretected -
customers and to consider removing them from the lists of esseatial use
customers. Any changes to the action plans that may result from this
recommendation should be filed with the Commission. We agree with the
approach taken by Edison as it frees moxe circuits for rotatfng.cutages:
therefore, the staff recommendation will be adoPted | |
System Load Reductions

D.91548 ordered that actions should contain Totating outage '
\ plans that provide for sequential interruption of customers up to 50%

of system loads. The 507 criterion was not based‘on defznitive analyses
rather it was our optimistic upper limit of expectatlon.

As indicated, the ability of the utilities to achieve this
criterion varies. Edison has made about 56% of its peak load available
for rotating outages; SDG&E about 457 of its peak load; and PG&E about‘:
37% of its peak load. Each utility has grouped its available peak load‘
into 5% outage blocks, as required by D.91548. | |

It is clear that PG&E and SDG&E cannot both protect essential
use customers and meet the 507 criterion, as the number of circults
available for rotating outages is limited by the existence of essential
customers on more thanm 507 of the distribution circuits. The‘load a
utility can make available for rotating outages is also limite&'by
the one-~hour duration criterion. A load reducticn cannot exceed half
the load available for outages when an outage event exceeds one’ hour.~
If a utility can make 50% of its load available: for outages ‘the one-ﬂ .
hour duration criterion réquires that at least half of it, or 25%, bep,‘ﬂ

. ‘on at any one time. ‘ |
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The parties and the staff recommendftnat_hO$Vof”a‘utility235,
peak load be made available for rotating outéges, rather than the
50% criterion adorted in D.91548. The staff pointSAQut-that 8 load
reduction of 40% would allow the utilities to respond to a very
serious event (i.e. a load reduction of 20%). As pointed out in
Edison's testimony, a capacity shortage of that magnitude would
result in a Stage IV situation (mandatory'load;sheddiﬁg) befbré“it _
would ve necessary to curtail. A long-term energy shortage of a
ragnitude in excess of 20% of peak demand seems highly unlikely in
view of the current and expected long~term 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&E currently
cannot meet the 4LO% criterion.. The staff believes that if its .
other recommendations are adopted, PG&E'may be able to-achleve tne
L0% level while still protecting all essential use customers..

The 40% criterion is reasonable and wall be- adopted._
One-Hour Outages '

PG&Z, in this phase, as in prior phases of C 9884, strongly
¢hallenged the one-hour outage crzterlon. PG&E presented evndence
designed to show that because of the desmgn and operating character;stlcs
of its system, it could not readily comply with this crite:zon.

PG&E believes that a two-hour outage period would better serve it
and its custorers. The evidence shows that PG&E would”exﬁerience'
difficulty in complying with this criterion because of the need to
train personnel tc physically disconnect and reconnect 1oads at
outlying unmanned substations. A training and operatzon,plan_to
achieve rotating outages limited to one~hour periods would be
expensive and difficult for PGEE to achieve. Ninety—sevén‘percent'
of PGAE's distribution circuits are fed from unmsnned substations
(as opposed to 80% for Edison and 75% for SDGE). PGEE's. service
territory is the largest in the State and travel tzme is greater.‘.‘
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PG&E asks that at least for'itS'system:'the one-houx criteriou"
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 electriC‘customers,usuch
as those who must maintain the temperature of periShablelitems, The
staff calls attention to previous testimony in this prOceeding\whioh‘
indicates that product damage will be minimized if outages do not exceed
one-hour. The staff report states that SDG&E's action plan provides
for ome-hour outages, acknowledging that the actual length of each
outage is dependent upon the severity of the crisis. Edison's action
plan provides for one-hour outages in a capacity-shortege and three;hour
outages in an enmergy shortage. PG&E's action plan provmdes for two-hour
outages at the 57 and 107 curtailment levels, three-houxr outages at a
15% curtailment level, and four-hour outages at a 20% 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'fromv_,
the loss of a major gemerating 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 10% 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 persommel to do energy switching,whenever,possible.-

We have carefully examined the position of PGSE and the
alternatives suggested by our staff and conclude that we should adopt
the staff recommendation that the one-hour criterion be. maintainediat
the 5% and 10% load reduction levels and that we encourage the utilitiesr
to attempt to meet that criterion at higher load reduction levels and
in enexrgy shortages, as circumstances permit.
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Edison s witness testified that the EUPT is. counterproductive
to customers who have implemented conservation measures and practices
and, thus, may be discriminatory. The staff recommends the retention
of the EUPT, 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 Consumption Amount (BTCA) be
determined by the customer's previously recorded electric—consumption
for an undefined prior period. Edison and PGSE take the position that
setting the BTCA in that manner may penalize those: customers who have
installed conservation measures in an earlier time period. They
recommend that the Commission staff investigate the concept of design-
ing an incremental surcharge tariff which would establish penalties
for emergy use beyond a minimum amount specified by the Commission.

The Commission could then adjust the level of the surcherge depending

on the severity of the emexrgy shortage. The utilities believe that a
surcharge penalty of this nature would actrvely-enconrage the installa- |
tion of emergy comservation measures rather than penalize past conserva-
tion measures undertaken by their electric customers. :

The utilities also point out that the EUPT would be time-
consuming and expemsive to prepare and administer. The ntilities
urge that, given the unlikelihood of a prolonged energ& shortage in
the foreseeable future, this issue be held in abeyance for a future
proceeding when there is a greater likelihood of a specific need
for a tariff{ provision designed to keep customer usage down during
a nrolonged energy shortage. « e _

We agree with the utilities’ position on this point We see'
no current need to implement the EUPT, as the present anple; supplies of
fossil fuels available for electric generation preclude a prolonged
energy shortage. The present conditions are materially different ES
from the shortages envisioned when this proceeding was. initiated. B
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As pointed out in the testzmony, there wmll be a ouff*clenz
pexiod prioxr to a prolonged enecrgy shortage Ln which to- establmsh
appropricte penalty provisions for excess use’ durzng the shortage $0
that the Commission and the utilities will have time to dcvelop
appropriate measures. We find that the prOposed EUPT has. tbe potentlal
0 penalize customers that LnstmtuCed conuervatxon practxces przor to
an energy shortage and may be dlbcvlmlnatory, and that noaneed exists:
to have the mechanics of an EUPT in place at this’ time because of the
wnlikelihood of a prolonged cnergy shortage and because sufflclent
time will be available to establish excessive use pcnaltles prmor to |
the need for such provisions in the event of a prolonged energy shortage.'
The prov1 n of D.91548 will be amended to deletc the requ;rement that '
the utilities £ile an EUPT as part of their actzon plan B

The O3MC plan permits nonessential. use cuutomers to avomd

rotaz;ng outages when Such customers guarantee reductmons in tne
saxe amount as the utility would achleve in each in crement of‘;tgl
rotating outage plan. ’

The staflf recommended that the, OBNC plan e rev;oed %o o
require that O3NC participants achieve a LO% rcduct-on in S”ﬁ_ncre-.
zents in lieu o the present 5C% reduction, in order 1o conf rm to
L% of ntxlzty pedk load to te made available for'curtallmentu

-

under Stage III conditions. The ut zlmtxes co*cur in tnls *ecommend-‘_
at ﬁno..tn
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Edison anticipates that wmth more of ltS customerb part;cmpatxng

in the OBMC<p1an its abzlxty to ensure such customers arc exemptcd fram

tating outages will be d1m1n1¢hed. Edmson states that as’ xt tamcs
advan: age of annual increases in the capacmty of its dlstrlbutxon system
customer load blocks are routinely switched from circuit to cmrcuxt and
substation to substation. Assertedly, this manzpulatzon makes 1t .
cumbersome for Edison's operating personncl to keep track of and maintain.
its OBMC customers on the appropriate circult. As an example -as a
customer is switched to anm adjacent circuit, the peak.kW'of_that;circuit"
will change, and the customer may no longexr qualify for‘participation‘ih”.
the OBMC plan. Therefore, cercazn OBMC customers may become subject to
rotating outages. In the caso of a gxoup of qualmfyzng OBMC customers
if any onec customer is switched to another circuit,. the’ remalnzng '

k. customers may no longer comprise the 40% of. the total c;rcuxt kw
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required for participation in the OBMQ plan. Edison reconmends-that]_
the Commission recognize that customers partnipating in the OBMC'plan
may be subject to dlsqualification as a result of utility operating
procedures.

PGS&E points out the enigma that results for OBMC customers |
in the transition from Stage II to- Stage.III~condit£ons. During Stage II,
customers without essential uses axe required to reducegloadfand“remadn'-
in a standby or protected state. In many cases this may in&olVejload"“
reduction well in excess of 20%. If afcustomer”with an OBMC'plan
complies with a Stage II request to reduce to a standby or protected
state, and then a Stage III situation occurs, which requtres a 5%“_
reduction, the OBMC customexr may actually increase its load by the
difference between 5% (Stage III) reduction and. 20% (Stage II) reduc-
tion. PG&E suggests, in the alterxnative, that (1) Stage IX should not
call for mandatory reductions, but should call for an‘"zntensifzed‘.'

. 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 undexr the OBMC plan in Stage III. : :

The staff recommended a change in the economic damage crmterma»
applicable to the action plans. First,under the plan adopted in
D.91548, a large customer (00 kW or more) must show that :f.t may suffer
economic damage in a rotating outage before it can,lee an OBMC plan.
Second, small customers (less than 300 kW) that axe suscept;ble to
economic damages may receive individual warning of rotating outages from
the utility whenever possible.

The staff proposes to eliminate the economic damage and the
health or danger criterion as it applies to OBMC plans. In.support ‘the
staff states that the economic damage'crlterion was established to-
limit 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 SDGS&E customers have shown interest in OBMC
but the utilities have not accepted any plans.‘ The staff states that
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there is no indication that the economic demage cfiiefioh‘is responsible
for the limited paxticipation, because the reai restrictions. are the |
ability to effectively control the entire load on a efreuit and the
customer's ability to match the statewide load reduction.’ ‘The staff
believes that partic:pat;on in OBMC may increase if the’ load reductzon
criterion is lowered. ‘ - :

We have reviewed the problems with the OBMC-plan descrzbed
by interested parties, the utilities, and our staff. While there are ‘
obvious enigmas and operational problems in the OBMC plan ‘as there
are in the entire priority system and curtailment plan adopted in "
D.91548, the enigmas and problems are not so great as to reqnire
cancellation 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 IT
situation. This will eliminate the need for OBMC customers to curtail
. a greater percentage of load in Stage II than is required in Stage’ III.\
- Other problems concerning the OBMC plan are not fatal to the plan,
particalarly in view of unlikelihood that we will ever reach a_Stage'III'
situation because of an energy or a capacity sho:tage;‘ No changes: are
required on the OBMC plan adopted in D.91548. .
Warnings to Small Customers

The staff states that the economic damage crzterxon was
adopted in part, in order to limit the number of indivzdual warnings -
the utilities would have to give to customers prioxr to a_rotatfng
outage. As the utility action plans would:warn.their“large'oustomers
that criterion acts as a limitation on the number of small customers
that would receive warnings. The staff believes that warnings- are
important to all customers, large or small. However ‘because the:
utilities may have insufficient time ox resources to’ provide . individual
warnings to all customers, some limitation Is necessary. The staff

recommends that warning should be given to customers, in. descendingﬁorderj
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of size, that believe they would suffer serious economic damage, and tnehr
economic damage criterion otherwise be eliminated with respect to
warning customers.

No evidence was presented to show~how~the utzlities 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 serlous.economic*crlterion. Therefore
it is not possible to determine whether this recommendation would
produce the desired objective. It will not. be adopted.

Other Stage II Problems. , .

PG&E recommends that Stage II proviszons in utzlmty action
plans calling for mandatory customexr actions be deleted, for the reason
that there is no enforcement mechanism provided for faxlure_to~comply ‘
with the prescribed Stage II mandatory curtailments. PG&E suggests
that in lieu of the term "mandatory" the words "i tenszfied load
. reduetion effort” be substituted to more properly character;ze.the"
action required in a Stage II situation. A similax recommendation is
inherent in the testimony presented on behalf of CMA. _

This change is reasonable and will be adopted. \Itfshould«‘
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 utmlzty
customers under Stage I; and that no enforcement of Stage,II‘"mandatory"
curtailment requirements by the utilities is possfble'against the |
preponderance of their customers, whe are the residential or small
business customers. Based on the limited Stage I alerts called in
comnection with the summertime emergency curtailment plans, the gemeral
public has made excellent responses to utility pleas for voluntaxry
load reductions during peak periods. We believe, therefore, voltntary«
curtailment is a very effective method of achieving Ioadfreductions;
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Under the action plan criteria adopted in D.91548, a Commission -
order is required prior to implementing Stage II. PGSE states that this
requirement presents little concerxn during an energy shortage which is
generally foreseeable for some period of time. The need for'a»prior
Commission order to instigate Stage II actions can be critical during
a capacity shortage, which could'proceed-from‘Stage‘Itto!Stage_IIiin
minutes. PG&E suggests that the utilities initiate‘Stage‘rI‘procedures
without a Commission order whenever it would be infeasible to’ await
such an oxrder. . :

As we have previocuslystated, 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 furthex reduction in reserve margins beyond

the critical point requiring Stage I efforts. Because of the urzency in
achieving all possible reductions that would avoid rotating,outages.

B the utilities should be free to start Stage Il load reduction efforts

in a capacity shortage situation without the possible delays associated
with obtaining a Commission order.v The recommendation will be adopted.‘
Implementing the Action Plans \ : ‘

The action plans filed under D.91548 are proposed action plans
which become effective on approval of the Commission after review.

Qur analyses set forth above indicate those areas wheretwe
believe further efforts are needed to achieve the results outlined in
D.91548. However, it is not essential that we delay approvniuof‘the'
filed action plans pending such changes. As we have expressed throughout
this and prior opinions, it is our view it is not possible to achieve a

wholly non~discriminstory or fully reasonable electric priority system and

curtailment plan. We recognize the many defects inherent in both the
priority system and curtailment plan adopted in this proceeding which
result from the manner 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.‘_ o
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Wie'do not believe that the S zage 111 prov;s;onu of tne ,
lan will be requzred in the foreseeable future, as tnere appears
0 be ample capacity availaole to prcvent a: capaélty shortage-
Therefcre, we believe the utilities should have at. least a year o
to bring their action plaans in line with the changed crlterla adOpted
here. We will accent for filing the proposed actzon planq submitted
in response to the directive in D.91548 and will direec: the utxlxtxes‘to
review their plans to bring them into complxance wmth the crmtcrza
adopted in D.91548, as. amended: here. a
Findings of Facet
1. As dixeeted in D,91548, PG&E Edlson and SDG&E have fmled
proposed action plans rcflcctlng the criteria adOpted in D QL548.
2. As discussed in the opinion, the proposed actzow plans
do not fully meet the criteria establmshed in D. 915&8 ,
7 W “ 3. The changes in such eriterfa described in thc preccdlng
:.Op...-n.on are reasonable and should be adOpted
4. The utilities’ proposed action plans should be rev;ewed

and revised as indicated in the prior onlnxon to meet the D. 915&8
critexria. :

5. As the likelihood of a prolonged eﬂergy"shortage'6r‘an‘ekteﬁs$ve o
capacity shortage requiring implementation of Stage II or Stage III. |
programs has diminished since the institution of th;s‘proccedzng, the

tilities should be accorded ample time to review: thelr actlon plans_ 
and to make the revisions contemplated in the op&nxon.portlon of uhisf
decision. : :
Conclusions of law \ -

L. The proposed action plans should be acccpted for f;lxng one3f
vear after the effective date of this order. : |

2. The filed action plans should be refiled within® one - year tof"'*‘”

bring them into compliance with the criteria adopted in D. 91548 as
revised- e




3. The filed action plans should be reviewed: annually by
the utilltles, and any necessary changes should be filed with the
Commission. ' '
L. The purposes of the order instltuting investigation in
this proceeding having been met, this proceeding should be closed.
5. The permanent summertime load reduction plan adopted

by D.93046 should remamn fully effective for each designated fusure
summer period. : :

FINAL ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that: : 1
1. The proposed action plans filed by Pacific Gas and Electric
Company, Southern California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas &
Electric Company by the directives contained in D. 915Lb~are accepted
for filing one year after the effective date of this order. ‘
2. Within one year after the effective date of the action

plans, respondents shall review their filed action plans, and maxe
such revisions as are necessary to comply with the~criterla adoPted
in D.91548, as arended. o

3. Respondents shall annually review'their filed actlon 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 filed in the Commission's
Docket Office in San Francisco, and a separate copy furnished to
the Director of the Commission's Utilities Divaslon.. COpzes shall
be served on all appearances in this proceeding.




5. The proceedings in,C 9884 are terminated om the effecttve
date of this oxder.

This order becomes effective 30 days from today. ‘
Dated __ JUN. 2982 .. San Francfsco Cal:.fornia.

‘JOI'NE. BRYSON L
'~ President.’ ww,. . (.:u :
 RICHARD D, GRAVELLE
. LEONARD M -

I CERTIFY TEAT THIS. chzsxov
WAS. ATDROVED BYREE A SVE
COMISSTONTRE ZCOAY: . .




C.9884 ALY/1k/iy *

As pointed out in'the‘testimony.etﬁexe"will be'd'Suffieiénty
period prior to a prolonged cnergy'shortage in which to'establish”‘ |
appropriate penalty provisions for excess use durlng the shortage
that the Commxssmon and the utilities wxll have time to develop
appropriate measures. We find that the prOposed EUPT has- thc potentxal
to penalize customers that lnstxtutcd conservation. practlces prxox to. .
an enexgy shortage and may be dmscrlmznatory, and that no need exists
to have the mechanics of an EUPT in place at this. tlme because of the-
unlikelihood of a prolonged cnergy shortage and because sufflelcnt |
time will be available to cstabllsh excessive use penaltmes prlor to.
the need for such provisions in the event of a prolongcd energy shortage
The provision of D.91548 will be amended to dclete the requlrement that
the utilities file an EUPT as part of their aCtlon plan '

The CBMC plan permxts noness ‘t;al use customers: to avomd,f'
“ovatzng ontagcs, when §5ch custcmers guarantee reductxons in tne
saze’ percentage of uotal‘a the utility wow.d: ach;evc ln each ctagedj
increment of tae ut;llty S rotating outage pAan. '@ |

The szaff‘reconmended that the OBMC ‘Rlan be revised to .
reguire that 0BNC oartzcznante a¢hieve a ao% rc\ ct1on in 5% 1ncre-‘ o
ments in lieu of the present 50% reduction, in or Qr to conform,to
L0% of utility pesk load to be made available for ¢ 'tallments |
under Stage III conditions. The utilities concur 1n 'hls recommend-*ef R
ation. " ' ' | o S




