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Dt~ision ~7-tJ6.1OS jlme 25, 1997· . U l@o~nrni\l 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STAT~HP~~'&I=YjRNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission's 
Proposed Policies Governing Restructuring 
California's Electric Ser\'i~ lndushy and Refomling 
Regulation. 

Order Instituting In\'estig~tion on the Commission's 
Proposed Policies Go\'eming Reshudllring 
California's Electric Services Industry and Retomling 
Regulation. 

Rutenlaking 9.J-o.t-031 
-- (Filed April 20, 1994) 

}m'estigation 9-1-04-032 
(Filed April 20, 1994) 

(See Attachment 2 (or appearances.) 

INTERIM OPINION ON NONBYPASSABLE GAS SURCHARGE 

By today's decision, we adopt the recommendations of the Energy Division, as 

presented in the l\iarch 31,1997 report "Consideration of a NOi\bypassabJe Gas 

Surcha'rge Mechanism As Ordered In 0.97-02-014" (Gas Surcharge Report), with certain 

clarifications and additions. Specifically, the Energy Division recommends that the 

Commission pursue legislation with the Legislature that would require all end use 

customers to pay a nonbypas..~ble gas surcharge to fund public purpose progran\s, 

such as energy efficienC)' and low-income assistance programs. Funding for these 

progranls are typically "bundled" in current rates. The surcharge mechanism would 

unbundle the costs of these programs into a separate rate compOnent. Further, the 

Energy Qivlsion recommends that an exenlption be granted for wholesale customers, 

utility electridty generation (UEG), and field gas. \Ve clarity that wholesale and UEG 

customers should be exempted from the noilbypassable gas surcharge ~nly to the extent 

that custo~ers of these entities will be subject to their own nOhbypassable public 

e purpose program surcharge. 
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• , \Ve also adopt the re«>mmendations of Pacific Gas and Elcdric Company _ 

(PG&E) and Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) that funding lor gas public 

. ,'. purpose programs should be established at 1996 authorized le\'els in order to be 

consistent With the treatment of electric utilities. lVe nnd thatSouthem California Gas 

Company's (&>Cal) position that ". ~ should significantly reduce authorized funding 

levels does not comport wlth our policy of treating gas and electric utilities consistently. 

, We deny SoCa}'s l\fatch 20, 1997 Petition For ~fodification of D.97-02-014, whkh 

requests that "·le defer any detennination of funding levels Until the actual transfer of 

progra'iri functions to the new administrative structure occurs. \Vith regard to the 

allocation of program costs, we will consider the appropriate allocation formula for gas 

public purpose program (()sts in out upcoming Natural Gas Strategy. 

We direct our I\ecuti\'e Dir~dor to fonvard today's decision and the Gas 

Surcharge RepOrt to the legislature fot its consideration, pursuant to the reporting 

requirements of senate Bill 678. \Ve intend to ('()()rdmate extensivelY with the 

Legislature on the issues presented in the report. 

Background 

By Dedsion (D.) 95-i2~, as modified by D.96-01.()()9, We described our vision 

of a competitive framework for the electric serVices industry. This vision acknowledged 

the continued need for activities pertoimed in the public interest, such as energy 

emdenC)', reSearch, development and demonstration, and low-income programs. By 

D.97~2-014, we addressed threshold iSsues regarding the administration of public 

pUrpose programs under a restructured electric utility industry. lVe also stated our 

intention lito establish a gas surcharge mechanism that will fund all public purpose 

areas and that win ultinlatelyapply to all retail gas (ustomers." (D.97-Oi-014, n'timeo. 

p. 4.) This sutcharge mechanism would unbundle the costs of public purpose programs 

into a separate rate component, ir\ contrast to the current practice of bundling these 

costs with other utility expenses. To this end, \\'e directed oUr Energy Division to hold 
. . . . 

workshops and $ubmlta report addressing gas surcharge implementation issues, 

including the following: 
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(1) How can the Commission ensure that the costs of these programs be 
borne equiti\bly by natural gas cltstomers regardless of their natural 
gas provider? 

(2) \Vhich class of customers should bear the cost for these programs? 

(3) \Vhat funding le\'el should be established? 

(4) \Vhat further Legislative action is needed to implement these 
changes? 

\\'e also noted that Senate Bill 678 (Stats. 1996, Chapter 285) specifically required 

a Commission report on similar issues [or low· income public policy programs: 

"This bill would require the commission to prepare and submit a repart to 
the Legislature that reron'unends an approach to finandng existing low­
income public policy programs that does not create a con'lpetiti\'e 
in'tbalance beh\'een natural gas providerS and nonutility natural gas 
providers .... 

"(a) on or before July I, 1997, the California Public Utilities Commission 
shall prepare and submit a report to the Legislature that recommends 
an approach to financing existing low-income public policy prOgrams 
that does not create a competitive imbalance between natural ga"s 
prOViders and nonutility gas providers. 

"(b)l1le repOrt shall identify the appropriate public paHcy cOsts to be 
included tot consideration in this financing approach, what 
mechanisnl.s ate necessary to assure that the costs of these pUblic 
policy programs ate borne equitably b}' natural gas consumers 
regardless of their natural gas provider, and which classes of 
customers should appropriately bear the cost {or these publk policy 
programs. 

"(c) The commission may address these issues and prepare its report by 
initiating a separate proceeding or through any pending or other 
proceeding as it deems appropriate." 

On ~{arch 6, 1997, the Energy Division sent a workshop notice to the Special 

Public Purpose service list in this proceeding soliciting pre-workshop comments on the 

above issues. TIle Energy Division received comments from the NRDC, PG&EJ SoCal
l 

the California Energy COil'lmission (CEC), and Grueneich Resource AdVocates on behalf 

of the University of California. 
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11le March 18, 1997 workshop was attended by rcprescnttlth'<,s of The Utility e. 
Reform Network (TURN), Sierra Club, CEC, Il\Sulation Contractors Association, SoCal, 

California/Nevada Comrnunity Action Association, Southem Ca1ifomia Edison 

Con\pany (SCE), Office of Ratepa}'cr Advocates (ORA), PG&E, NRDC, Independent 

Energy Producers, Residential Energy Efficiel\cy Clearing House, San Diego Gas &. 

Electric Company, and the Commission's Strategic PJaMing Division. 

The attached Energy Division report, entitled: I'NonbypassabJe Gas Surcharge 

\Vorkshop Report" was filed and Served on J\·fatch 31, 1997. (See Attachment 1.) 

By ruling dated April 2, 1997, the assigned Adn\inistrative Law Judge sen'ed the 

report on the Special Public Purpose service Jist in this proceeding and solicited 

comments on the report. Comn\ents,were filed on April 18, 1997 by ORA, PG&ll, SCll, 

SoCal, and TURN. 

Olscusston 

11\ its Gas Surcharge Report, the Energy Division recommends that: 

" ... the Comn\ission pursue legislation with the legislature that would 
require aU end use customers to pay a nonbypassable gas surcharge. 
Further, the Energy Division recommends that an exemption t' granted 
for wholesale customer, UEG, and field gas. At this time, the 1- i . .:cgy 
Division sees no reasOIlabte way to prevent the substitution of propane, 
butane or other like fuels (or natural gas as a way lor some customers to 
bypass the surcharge." (Report~ p. 9.} 

The positions of the parties are summarized in Attachment J, and will 110\ be 

reiterated here. Howeverl \ve note that most parties take the position that the 

nonbypassable charge (or public purpose programs should be Ic\·ied on retail gas 

customers connected to the distribution grid, as recommended by the Energy Division. 

The surcharge on gas customers is not supported b}' SoCal. SoCat argues that the gas 

industry has already experienced restntcturing for over lour years and public purpose 

programs {or gas customers are successfully continuing in their present (orms. Thus .. in 

SoCal's view, there is no delll.onstrated need (ot change. SoCal remail\s concerned 

about issue of (uel substitution, and argues that a gas surcharge should not be imposed 

until the potential bypassability by a wide range of alternate fuels can be addressed. 
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\\'e have previously stated our policy that gas and electric utilities should be 

treated conSistently lito ensure that low-income residents receive ron\ptehensive 

assistance in managing their electrk use." (0.95-12..063, as n,ooifiNl b)' 0.96-01-009, 

mime<). p. 164 footnote 68.} \Ve ha\'e also stated that the need [or oon'lparable treatment 

of ele<tricity and gas consumption o\'errides SoC'al's arguments for differing treatment 

of gas and electric public purpose programs. Nothing in SOCal's r~nt round of 

cormnents convmces us othen\'ise. \\'e continue to believe that a broader surcharge 

scope "wQuld mitigate concerns regarding cro~-subsidies and promote a level playing 

field between electricity and gas suppliers in a competitive markel." (D.97-02-014 .. as 

modified by D.97-Qi-Oi6, mime<>. p.75; Finding of Fact 25.) 

Nonetheless, Soeal's comments persuade us that achieving the level playing 

field requires Us to coordinate closely with the L~gislature as we cOntemplate 

implementing a gas surcharge mechanisn\. \\'hile we have the authority to immediately 

oidet jurisdictional invest6r-owned gas utilities to collect a surcharge from their 

e customers, as recommended by SCE .. ORA .. and others, we believe that it is mOre 

prudent to temporarily defer this actIon until we have further opportunity to 

coordinate with the Legislature. As TURN, Socal, and others point out .. state legislation 

is required in order to achieve a tody nonbypassable gas surcharge mechanism.' \Ve 

plan to work with the Legislature to de\'elop such legislation along the lines of tooay's 

recommendations. This approach pro\~ides SoCal and other jurisdictional gas utilities 

with a IOJ'lger transition time for the changes we contemplate. It ~lso provide'S us, as 

well as the Legislature, with the opportunity to consider how best to address the 

implementation issues raised by SoCal and others in their comments. 

1 In its Original response t6 the workshop notiCe, PG&E stated that federal legislation would 
likely be required to bring the "customers of the interstate pipelines into the program, In its 
April 16, 1997 ~ornrnent,s, PG&li cites a recent U.s Supreme Court decision that puts to rest any 
question of the ability Of the California } egi s1 atu re t6 impOse a public purpose program gas 
surcharge on the California cus16mers of interstate pipelines. Accordingly, PG&E has revised 
its earlier comments to reflect its belief that federal legislation is not necessary. \Ve COncur. 
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At the same time, we are unwilling to defer indefinitely the imposition of a retail e. 
gas surcharge program (or the vast majority of gas customers. A«ordingly, we may 

revisit today's decision to defer action, once we have had (\n opportunity to explore 

legislative options with the legislature. 

\Ve find the Energy Division's reco~endations to be consistent with our stated 

policies and reasonable in light of the record. \Ve adopt them subject to se\'eral 

clarifications and additions. First, we ~gree with PG&fi and TURN that wholesale and 

UEG customers should be exempt from the nonb}'Passable gas surcharge only to the 

extent thatctlstoi'ners of these entities will be subject to their own nonbypaSSable public 

purpose program surcharge. TheSe customers should be looked at on a case-by-case 

basis, depending upon whether their customers are subject to a public purpose 

surcharge. We also clarify that the summary section of the Report should reiterate the 

reoommended exemptions tor wholesale customers, UEG and field gas. This was an 

unintended omission that was noted. by SCE in its (. ~,Hnlents. 

As parties point out, the Energy Division tllti not submit spedfic 

recommendations on funding levels for the gas surcharge or on the specific allocation 

method among customer classes. SoCal's position that we should significantly reduce 

authorized funding levels to be consistent with its performance-based ratemaking 

proposal does not comport with our poHcy of treating gas and electric utilities 

consistently with respect to the provision of public purpose programs. We agree with 

PG&E and NROC that the funding for gas public purpose programs should be 

established at 1996 authorized levels in order to be consistent with the treatn\ent of 

electric utilities. \Ve wiU establish these levels as a minimuml «)nsistent with the 

treatment of funding for electric utilities in Assembly Bill 1890. As in the case of electric 

utilities, We will not be precluded from considering future increases to this level, should _ 

circumstances warrant. (See for example, D.97-Oi-014" mimeo., pp. 35-36, 71.) One way 

of distributing these funds fot program development purposes would be to transfer 

monies to the eh~rgy effiCiency and Imv-inoome boards, as we have done on the electric 

side. 
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'Ve will not decide the precise formula for allocating public p\lrpose program 

costs to customer groups "based On usage" (Gas Surcharge Report, p. 1) at this time. 'Ve 

are currently considering the positions put forth by parties in their comments, such as 

the equal cents per therm and equal percent of n\argmal cost approaches, in the 

unbundling phase of this proceeding for the electric public purpose charge. \\'e prefer 

to examine separately the precise cost allocation for a gas surcharge in our upcoming 

Natural Gas Strategy. 

On March 20, i997, SoCal moo a Petition for ~iodificati()n of D.97-02-o14 

(Petition) which requests certain modifications to the dedsion language regarding the 

treatment of gas public purpose programs. Some of SoCal's concerns were addressed 

with the recent language ri\6dilications ' ... ·e adopted in D.97-O-l-o.l4. (See p. 13 and 

Ordering Paragraph 5.) In its Petition, Soeal also requests that we not determine 

funding levels for gas progran\s until the actw\l transfer of program functions to the 

new administrative structure occurs. There were no responses to SoCal's Petition. 

Ho\\'ever, this issue was directly a~dressed by parties in the Energy DiviSion report. 

(See AHachment 1.) \Ve deny SoCal's Petition. As discussed abm'e, we believe that it is 

appropriate to establish gas program funding at 1996 authorized )e\'els, and see no 

reason to delay this determination. 

Findings of Fact 
1. Applying a publiC program. surcharge to gas customers, as we are doing for 

electric customers, would mitigate concerns regarding cross-subsidles'and promote a 

level playing field behveen electricity and gas suppliers in a competitive market. 

2. State legislation is required in oider to apply a nonbypassab!e gas surcharge to 

all of California's gas customers. This Commission currently has the authority to 

impose a public purpose surcharge on gas utility customers of utilities under the 

COInmission's jurisdiction. 

3. Coordinating with the Legislature befote impOsing a gas surcharge on customers 

of jurisdictional gas utilities would provide SoCal and others with "a longer transition 

time to implement the change. It would also provlde the Commission, as well as the 
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Legislature, with the opportunity to ('Onsider how best to address the implementation e. 
issues raised by SoCal and others in their OOmil\ents. 

4. This Comn\ission has stated its policy that gas and elEx'tric utilities should be 

treated consistently with respect to public purpoSe programs, in order to ensure fair 

and equal aeress to programs by customers and to promote a level playing field 

between electricity and gas suppliers in a competitive market. 

5. SoCal's pOsition that we should significantly reduce authorized funding Ie-vets to 

be consistent with its performance-based ratemaking proposal dOes not ('Omport with 

the Commission's pOlicy of treating gas and electric utilities consistently with respect to 

the provision of public purpose programs. 

6. The Natural Gas Strategy proceeding is the forun\ for considem\g the 

appropriate allocation of gas public purpose program costs across customer groups. 

Conclustons of Law . 

1. The Energy Division's recommendations in its ~1al'ch 31, 1997 Gas Surcharge 

Report are cOnsistent \vith the Commission's stated policies and are reasonable in light 

of the record. The Enetgy Division's recommendations, as set forth in Attachment I, are 

adopted subject_ to the following clarifications and additions: 

(a) \Vholesate and UEG customers should be exempt ftom the 
noilbypassable gas s\ltcharge only to the extent that customerS of 
these entitieS will be subject to their own J\onbypassabIe public 
purpose ptograiri surcharge. These custon\ers should be looked at on 
a case-by--case baSis, depending upon whethet their customers are 
subject to a public purpose surcharge. 

(b) The summary section of the report should reiterate the recommended 
exemptlons for wholesale customers, UEG, and field gas, \\'ith the 
clarifications described in (a) above. 

(e) The minimum dollai funding levels for gas public purpose programs 
should be ~tabHshed at 1996 authorized levels. 

(d) The Commission will examine the allocation formula in its Natural 
Gas Stategy .. 

(e) The Commissi,?n should temporarily defer imposing a gas surcharge 
on custoIriersoi jurisdictional gas ut~lities Until it has further 
opportunity to coordinate with the Legislature. Howeverl the 
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imposition of a retail gas surcharge for the vast majority of the gas 
customers should not ~ delayed indefinitely. The Commission 
should revisit today's adopted decision to defer acti6o., once it has 
had an opportunity to ex-plote legislative options with the Legislature. 

2. By July I, 1997, the Execuli\'e Director should fonvard today's decision and the 

attached Gas Surcharge Report to the Legislature for its consideration. 

3. SoCal's March 20., 1997 Petition for lvlOdification of D.97-Q2..o14 should be 

denied. 
'. ' 

.4. In order to (,(impl)' with Senate Bill 678 on a tin\ely basis, this order should be 

effective today. 

ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The Energy Division's recOmmendations presented in its March 31, 1997 Report 

entitled IINonbypassable Gas Surcharge \Vorkshop Report" (Gas Surcharge RepOrt), 

attached to this decision, are adopted subject to the (ollowing Clarifications and 

additions: 

(a) \Vholesale and utility 'electricity generation (UEG) customers should 
be eXeil1pt from the nonbypassable gas surcharge only to the extent 
that customers of theSe entities will be subject to their own 
nonbypassable public purpose program surcharge. These customers 
should be looked at on a case-by-case basis, depending upon whether 
their customers are subjeCt to a public purpose surcharge. 

(b) The summary section of the report should reiterate the recommended 
exemptions fot wholesale customers, UEG, and field gas

l 
with the 

darificati6ns described in (a) above. 

(c) The minimum donar funding levels for gas public purpOSe programs 
should be established at 1996 authorized levels. 

(d) The Commission will examine the allocation formula in the Natural 
Gas Strategy. 

(e) The Comn\iss.io~ should _te~por~uily defer imposing a gas surcharge 
01\ customers of jurisdktioital gas utilities until it has further 
opportunity to coordinate with the Legislature. However, the 
imposition6f a retail gas surcharge for the \'ast majority of the gas 
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customerS should not be delayed indefinitely. The Commission 
. should revisit today's dedsion to. defer action once it has had an 

oppOrtunity to explore legislative options with the Legislature. 

2. ByJul}' 1, 1~7, the Executive Director shall fon\'ard tooay's decision and the 

attached Gas Surcharge Report, as clarified in this order, to the Legislature for its 

consideration. 

3. Southern California Gas Company's March 2(), 1997 Petition tor lvfOdification of 

Decision 97-02-014 is'denied. 

This order is effective today. 

Dated June 25,1997, at San Francisco, California. 
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P. GREGORY CONLON 
President 

JESSm J, KNIGHT, JR. 
HENRY M. DUQtJB . 
JOSIAH L. NEEP~R 
RICHARD A. BILAS 

Commissioners 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
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" '\' 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CONMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemakinq on the 

Corr~ission's Proposed Policies 

Governing'Restructuring California's 

El~ctric Service Industry and 

Reforming R~9ulat~on. <:~.,.' 
'# • 

/" 

Ordet InstitutingInvestigation:~n 

the Corr~ission's Proposed P6~icies 

Governing Restructuring california's 
.... ""'--=- 0--=--___ -=--- • ' 

Electric Services Industry and 

Reforminl Regulation. 

) 

) . 
) 

) 

} 

) 

) 

} 

) 

) 

R. 94-04-031 

(Filed April ~O, 1994) 

I • 94-'-04-032 
(Filed April 20, 1994) 

NONBYPASSABLE GAS SURCHARGE WORKSHOP REPORT 

Consideration of a Nonbypassable Gas Surc~arge Mechanism, 

, '," .- ---- " " '" ';",':' ·tJ.":"Order&d ':in" [)~ 97-02-014 

March '31, 1997 

'Electric Restructuring 

Energy Division' 

Pr~pared ,!>y 
Patrick Hoglund 
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I. SUMMARY 

Currently gas utilities do not have a nonbypassable surcharge 

available to them in order to coilect funding for public purpose 

activities. To that end the COll'lllission has stated "we intend to 

establish a 9as surcharge mechanism that will fund ali public 

purpose areas and that will ultimately apply to all retail gas 

customers"! . 

In O.97-~2-014, the Commission directed the Energy Division to 

s~omit it report on implementation issues for Cornn'lission 

consideration. This report is bei~g served on the Special Public 

Purpose Service List. (Attachment 1) Parties reiterated their 

positions as co~tained in the Working Group reports. 2 The Energy 

. Division relied on the workshop, fil~d comments, and the Working 

Group reports in developing the following recommendation. 

The Energy Division recommends that the Commission support 

legislation that would apply a gas surcharge on all end use 

retail gas customers in the state. This surcharge should apply 

to all retail end-use customers of investor-owned and municipal 

utilities and be based on usage. 

t 0.91-02-014, pg.4 

2 See \Vorking Group Report on Public It\tetest RD&D Activities, September 6, t 996; Low­
Income Working Report, October 1, 1996. 
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II. INTRODUCTION 

By Decision (D.) 95-12"':063, as modified by 0.96-01"-009 ("policy 

decision"), the Com:nission described its vision of a competitive 

framework for the electric service~ industry. This vi~ion 

acknowledged the continued need for activities performed in the 

public interest, such as energy efficiency, ROSO, and low~income 

programs. However, the Commission viewed the role of utilities 

as the providers of these services as less clear. The Co~~ission 

found it appropriate ·to continue ratepayer funding for various 

public programs as We moved towards a competitive framework, and 

anticipated that the Legisiature would als6 provide guidance with· 

respect to apprbpriate modification of these programs. For low­

income, RD.t.O and: energy efficiency programs in the bl.-oader public 

interest, ~e called for a nonbypassable surcharge'to recover 

those costs. For renewables, we suggested a minimum purchase 

requirement. 

In early 1996, the Commission requested participants in 

California's electric industry restructur~ng process to form 

Workin~ Groups to address various issues ~elated to our vision of 

a restructured industry. Working Groups met during 1996 to 

discuss RO&O, energy efficiency, renewables, and low-income 

assistance programs and presented their reports. for our 

~ consideration. At the request of the assigned Co~missioners, a 

s~parate integration report concerning energy efficiency and RO&O 

a?tivities was also prepared.) Each report contained consensus 

) See Funding and Administering Pub1iclnt~restEner9X 
Efficiency Programs: The Report of the Energy Efficiency Working 

2 
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and nonconsenSus positions on policy and iro~lementation issues 

related to the administration of these programs in a restructured 

environment. 

On September 23, 19~6; AB 1890 was signed into law. ,(stats 1996, 

Ch~pt~r S54.) AS i8~O addresses el~ctri~ restructuring iti 

California; including the continu~d provision of public purpOSe 

programs through the imposition of a nonbypassable char9~on 

local distribution 'service. Echoing thll' Commission's call for a 

nonbyp~jsable surcharge for el~ctri~'customets, the Commission 

~~lled tor a nonbypassabla 9as surch~rge in D.97-0~-Oi~ to 

continue funding for gas programs. The Commission has indicated 

that a gas surcharge, comparable to that established for 

electricity, is needed to 'fund ~~s pro9tam~ and Create a level 

~ playing field. 

Group, August 16,~996; ~enewabl~s Workihg Group Rep~rtto the 
CPUC/ August 23, 1996;, Working Group Report. on ,public ,Interest 
RO&D Activities, September 6t '1996;. L6w~Income Working-Group, 
Rep6rt, October 1" 1~96;Workiri90t6Up R6portC6hcer~in~ the,~ 
Integration of Certain Public Purpose Programs, October 4, 1996. 

1 
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III. QUESTIONS POSED IN D.91-02-014 

The Commission intends to estabiish a gas surcharge 

mechanism that will apply to all public purpose areas and 

ultimately to 'all gas customers. To this end, the Energy 

Division he1d.a workshop on March 18, 1997 to address 

implementation issues, including the following:' 

" 
. 

-I 

. 

How can the Cowmission ensure that the costs 
of these programs are borne equitably by 
natural gas custo~ers regardless of their 
natural gas provider? 

(2) Which class of customers should bear the cost 
for these programs? 

(3) What funding level sh6uld be established? 

(4) What fUrther Legislative action is needed to 
implement these changes? 

A public goods surcharge that applies to gas customers would 

mitigate Concerns regarding cross-subsidies and promote a 

competitive level playing field between electricity and gas 

suppliers in a competitive market. 

, We note that SB 678 (Stats 1996, Chaptet 285) 
specifically requites a report t6 the Legislature on these issues 
for low-income public policy programs. This report is due by­
June 1, 1997. 
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IV. SUMMARY OF FILED COMMENTS (Attachment 2) 

The Energy Division received co~~ents from the Natural Resources 

Defense Council (NRPC)~' Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG!E), 

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), the California Ener9Y 

Co~~ission (CEC) and Grueneich Resource Advocates on behalf of 

the University of California (UC). 

The workshop ~as attended by representatives of The 'Utility 

Reform ~;etwork (TURN), Sierra Club; California Energy Commission 

:~EC), Insulation Contractors Association (ICA), Southern 

California Gas (SoCalGas), California/Nevada Community Action 

,Association (C~l/Neva), Southern California .Edison (SeE), Office 

of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), 

Nati9nal Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Independent Energy 

Producers ClEP), Residential ~ner9Y Efficiency Clearing House 

(REECH), San Diego Gas & Electric (SDGE), and the Commission's 

Strategic Planning division. 

NRDC 

In re'sponse to question 11, the NRDC states that the cost of the 

programs should be recovered from all retail customers investor­

owned utilities and municipal utilities. For question 12, the 

NRDC states that all retail customers should pay for these 

program~. The NRDC's answer to question '3 is that dollars for 

~ gas programs should be consistent with the electri~ side. Thus, 

the NROC reco~mends 1996 authorized levels~ Lastly, the NRDC 

responds to question 14 by pointing out that legislative action 

is required if the Commission wishes to capture non IOU customers 

'~ ands those with fuel switching capability. 

S 
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PG&E 

In response to question II, PG~~~tates that the cost of the 

programs should be recovered from transportation rates. For 

question Ii, PG&E states that all customers should pay for these 

programs, much as they do now, with the exception of UEG, cogen, 

and wholesale customers. PG&E's answer to question 13 is that 

dollars for gas programs should be consistent with the electric 

side. Thus, PG&E reco~~ends 1~96 authorized levels. Lastly, 

PG&E r~~ponds to question 14 by pointing out that legislative 

action is required to capture users of field gas, and customers 

ofint~rstate pipelines wll~fua~ bypass the local system. 

SOCalGas 

In-response to question '1, SoCalGas states that the surcharge 

should apply to FERC regulated pipelines, field gas customers, 

and anyone capable of switching fuels. For question 12, SoCalGas 

states that customers should pay for those programs that directly 

benefit them. SoCalGas also would exclu~e UEG, cogert, Enhanced 

Oil Recovery (EOR) customers from being charged. SoCalGas t answer 

to question 13 is that dollars for gas programs should be 

consistent with the electric side, with the notable difference of 

a proposed 1991 number filed in SoCalGas' PBR proceeding. Thus, 

SoCalGas recommends 1996 authorized levels with a potential 

adjustment, based on the outcome in the instant PBR proceeding. 

f Lastly, SoCalGas responds to question 14 by pointing out that 

legislative action is required if the Commission wishes to 

capture non IOU customers ands those with fuel switching 

capability. 

6 
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CEC 

In response to question 11, the CEC states that the cost of the 

programs should be recovered from all retail customers of the 

distribution utility. For question 12, the CEC states that ail 

customers should pay ,for these programs. The CEC'$ answer to 

question 13 is that dollars for gas, programs should be consistent 

with the electric side. Thus, the CEe reco~~ends 1996 authorized 

levels with an ~djustrnent, to 1994 levels, for RD&b'activities. 

Lastly, the CEC responds to question 14 by pointing out that 

le9isla~~ve action is required if the Co~missi6n wishes to 

~Qpture non IOU customers ands those with fuel switching 

capability. 

uc 
UC did 'not go into specifics or answer the questions. They 

simply reit~rated their position that efforts should be made to 

ensure a. level playing field. 

With the notable exception of SoCalGas, the parties achieved 

consensus, as reflected in the positions taken in the Working 

Group reports filed on public interest RD&D activities and energy 

efficiency issues with regard to who should pay the surcharge and 

the need for additional legislation to capture all end use 

customers. A guiding principle for the parties has been the 

notion of creating and maintaining a "level" playing field. 

Economic efficiency requires saving electricity and gas together, 

rather than running independent programs for each fuel. The 

Corr~ission has recognized this advantage in the past by requiring 

SoCalGas and Edison to jointly administer their demand-side 

1 
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management competitive bidding pilot in the residential sector. 

V. DISCUSSION 

Consistent with the Coz-r.mission's policy decisionl gas and 
. . 

electric utilities should be treated cons~stently "to ensure that 

low-income residents receive comprehensive assistance in managing 

their electric use." (0.95-12-063, as modified by 0.96-01-009, 

mimeo., p. 164 footnote 68.) 

M0st parties take the position that the nonbypas~able charg~ for 

public purpose programs should be levied on retail gas customers 

connected to the distribution grid. The surcharge on gas 

customers is not support~d by SoCalGas. SoCalGas argues that the 

gas industry has already eXperienced restructuring for over four 

years and public purpose programs for gas customers are 

successf~lly continUing in theii present forms. Thus, in 

SoCalGas' view, there is no demonstrated need for change. 

The Cowmission believess that the need for comparable treatment 

of electricity and gas con~umption overrides SoCalGas' arguments 

for differing treatment of gas and electric pu~lic purpose 

programs. A broader· surcharge scope would mitigate concerns 

regarding cross-subsidies and promote a level playing field. 

between electricity and gas suppliers in a competitive market. 

The Energy Division concurs with the majority of parties that a . 

surcharge should apply to all customers in order to provide a 

level playing field. The Cowmissiont however, can not i~plement 

8 
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an effective surcharge without additional legislative action. 

Without legislative action custom~rs would be able to bypass the 

surcharge by seeking service from municipal utilities and 

interstate pipelines, or by substitutirig fuels, or creating their 

own municipal utility, 

Were any of the above situations t6 take place, overall revenues 

coliected for public purpose programs would decrease, or require 

that remaining customers pay an increased surcharge. These 

conditit".ls would create undesired consequences. 

SoCalGas justifiably argues that its unique situation, two-thirds 

of its throughput is for the nOn-core and close proximity of 

interstate pipelines, warrants concern.- The availability of 

competitive options requires the Commission to look beyond its 

own jurisdiction in developing a truly nonbypassable gas 

surcharge. 

VI. ENERGY DIVISION's RECOMMENDATION 

The Energy Division recorrmends that-the Corrmission pursue 

legislation with the legislature that would require all end use 

customers to pay a nonbypassable gas surcharge. Further, . the 

Energy Division recommends that an exemption be granted for 

\ wholesale customers, UEG, and fieid gas. At this time the Energy 

Division sees no reasonable way to prevent the substitution of 

propane, butane, or other like fuels for natural gas as a way for 

some customers to bypass the surcharge. 

S See D.91·01-014 
9 
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l\tr. Patrick Hoglund 

11 Scale S!:ect 
S3~ rla~'lC4sc/). CA 
-41~'91l-2\.~9 
Tel~(l9ier -41 S,'5U-1813 
Telec~ier 41 5.'913-9211 

PO. Box 1U2 
S31 Fra~;s.co. tA 9U20 

Energy Dhision. Roorn 4208 
California Public Utilities Commission 
50S Van Ness Avenue 
San Frands\7o. CA 94102 

R..-tert I) ~!.cler."~' 
A..'1-.:mey a~ la,li 

Re: Response to \Vorkshop Notk~' on Gas Surcharge ~fechanism 
OIR 94-()4-031/01I 94-04-032 

Dear Mr. Hoglund: 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (pG&E) is responding t6 the imitation, in the March 6. 
1991 \Vorkshop Notice. te) address the questions posed in the notic~. PG&E currently 

. collects funds fot natural gas-related energy efficiency and low inc.ome public purpOse 
programs in gas rates_ On-system gas trans-portalion customers contribute to these costs, 
regardless ofwhete they obtain their natural gas supply. It makes little sense to have 
electric energy efficiency and low income programs run. by a state\\ide board. ",'hile 
keeping the much smaller gasprograms underutility adminiStration. Since these programs 
provide societal benefits., aU gas end-users should contribute. 

PG&E has the (ollo\\ing preliminary responses to·the questions posed in the workshop 
notice: 

L How can the COI:Ilrrussion ensure that the costs of these programs are borne e.quitably 
by natural gas customers regardless of their natural gas pro\ider? 

To ensure that the costs of these programs are borne equitably, these costs should 
continue t6 be recovered in in customers' tra.nspOrtation rates. As a result. whether the 
customer chooses procurement se£\ice from PG&E, or whether the customer purchases 
gas from a third party. is irrelevant, as long as the customer uses the PG&E pipeline 
system. All customers, except for wh6tesale cu stomers, pay the transportation rate and 
contribute to th~.se costs. lethe COrnnUssion returns to the equal-percentage-otmarginal­
cost method advocated by PG&E in Answer 2 below and in its. sCAP, wholesale 
customers \\ill return to pa}ing a share of these costs through their transporta.tion rates. 
For customers ofintetstate pipelines and entities using field gas, see the answer to 
Question 4. 
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2. Which class ofcustomers should bear the costs for these programs? 

In general, since public purpose programs benefit everyone. they should be 'paid for by all 
customers. Currently, CARE costs are allocated to residential, corrunerdal and industnal 
customers on an equal cents!therrn basis. UEG. cogen. and wholesale, customers are 
exempt. UEG is exempt because it is assumed that UEG contributes by ha\ing a CARE 
program on the ele.ctric side. For the same reaso~ wholesale customers do not contribute 
to our CARE subsidy C()sts, because it is assumed that they pro\ide similar ser"ices to 
their customers. Cogen does not contribute because its rates are set equal to UEG. PG&E 
did not propose any changes to this allocation in its recently fileJ BCAP. SoCal Gas 
pr';tx>sed changes in its BCAP that would limit induslrial customers c<lntributions to the 
CARE subsidy C<lsts, but those changes were not adopted in the propOsed decision now 
pending before the Commission. 

In PG&E's last BCAP, Decision 95-12-053, the COlnmission ordered a d;rect allocation 
ofDSM c.osts to the customer classes in direct proportion to the forecasted expenditures 
for programs for that cuslomer class. B~use the Commission has repeatedly expressed 
the pOlicy POsition that DSM programs primarily pro\;de societal benefits, a policy \\;th 
which PG&E agrees, PG&E has file~ an application (or rehearing on that part ofDedsion 
95-12-053, which application is still pending, and has filed testimony in its turrent BCAP. 
Application 97-03-002, to change that decision. DSM costs are a societal benefit, which 
should be borne by all customer ctasse.s, as is done \\llh electric DSM. 

3. \Vhat funding level should be e.stablished? 

The current funding level for PG&E·s gas DSM. including low-income energy efficiency. 
is about S27 n;:monlyear. as established in PG&E·s last general rate case (DeciSion 95-12-
055, Append .'. ;~'. page C·l. The CARE subsidy. which c()nsists of a 15% discount for 
low inc()me customers, varies depending on customer need, but currently costs ratepayers 
$11 millionfyr These numbers are equivalent to the numbers used for PG&E's electric 
energy efficiency and low-income allocations in AB 1&90, and should be adeq~ale. 

4. \Vhat further Legislative action is needed to implement these changes? 

e. 

The only natural gas customers located close to PG&E who do not currently use utility 
transmission lines (and therefo{e pay fot public purpose pl'ogranls) a.re cusjomers of 
interstate pipelines, such as Kern River and Mojave, and a few customers, primarily 
enhanced-oil recovery companies, who use loc.al field gas. State legislation \\illlikely be e 
required itthe fie1d gas c()mpanies are to be brought into the public purpose program 



·e Mr. Patrick Hoglund 
March 14, 1991 
Pagel 

umbrella. and tederal1egislation ,,;11 likely be required to bring the customers of the 
interstate pipetines into th~ program. 

\Ve "ill be attending the workshop on ~{arch 18th. 

Very tnity yours, 

!P,J 6 ~~~/ -----. t 
Robert B. ~fcLeiman 

RBM 

cc: An parties on the Special Public Purpose se(\ice list 
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. e On March 6, 1997, the Cal i fornia Energy Commission (CEC) 

received a PWorkshop Notice- in this proceeding (R.94-04-031/ 1.94-

04-032) from the California Public Utilities Commission's (CPUC) 

Energy Division concerning aimplement.ation issues related to a gas 

surcharge mechanism that may apply to all public purpose areas ••.• _ 

The Notice has scheduled the workshop for March 18 and poses four 

questions for parties to answer by March 14, 1997. The eRC staff 

hereby tender the following responses to the questions posed. 

J 

1. ~OW CAN rim COMM~SSION" ENSURE THAT "THE COSTS OF THESE PROGRAMS 
ARE BORNE EQUITABLY BY NATURAL GAS CUSTOMERS REGARDLESS OF TBSIR 
NATURAL ~S PROVIDER? 

This question was ad~ressed in the -Working Group Report On 
Public Interest RD&D Activities,- submitted to the CPUC on 

September 6, 1996. Virtually all of. the participants in-that RD&D 

Working Group, with the "exception of Southern California Gas 

Company,. agreed that a pUblic goods surcharge shOUld be imposed 6n 

both electricity and natural gas consumption, and - the repOrt 

specific~lly states that aif" the surcharge is impbsed On both 

electricity and natural gas consumption, then all retail customers 

(e.g. retail customers 6f IOUs, municipal utilities, independent 

power producers and gas pipeline companies) should pay the public 
• 

goods charge. a (RD&D Report, pages 3-17 and 3-18). Obviousiy, 

additional legislation and/or reciprocal cooperative agreements 

will be needed to extend a public a goods gas surcharge to entities 
beyond the CPUC's jurisdiction. 

This question was also addressed in nThe'Report of the Energy 

Efficiency Working Group,n submitted to the CPUC on AugUst 16, 

1996. The eRC staff supports the answer which appears on pages 3~2 

and 3-2 of that report, as set forth belOW: (New wording which has 
been added by CEC staff is underlined.) 
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-Question it Should all CPUC Jurisdiotional Customers Be 
ReqUired to Pay the (Publio Goods Charge)? 

"All Parties agree on the necessity of developing a 
surchal.-ge mechanism if public policy programs are to 
continue in the restructured electricitymarket. 1 Most 
Parties also agree this surcharge 'should be levied on 
both retail electricity and gas customers connected to 
the distribution grids •.•. However, this would require a 
change in current Commission policy which recovers the 
costs of gas DSM programs from core gas customers only . 

..• (D)ifferences oVer th~ Scope of customers wh6should 
pay the cost of these programs through a public goods 
charge reflect differeht percept~Oris of what types of 
customers are likely to benefit from pr6grams funded by 
the roc. (Most) parties: believe that both electricity 
an~ natural gas customers currently benefit from DSM 
programs and that the, switch to the PGC is simply a 
change in the collection method for gas DSM programs 
rather than a "new policy.R •.•. This will be even mOre 
true if the new BE Board is sUccessful in deVeloping 
programs that transform all energy markets'because these 
benefits will spillover to non core customers who do not 
currently directly participat'e in utility programs. 

Thus, the only way to ensure that the costs of these 
programs are bonte equitably by those who receive 
benefits from the program is to collect the charges from 
all, customers of the distribution utility. 

The majority of the (EE Working) Group (including the CEC 
staff) was able to agree that as a minimum condition: 

The public goods oharge shOUld be assessed at the meter 
to all jurisdictional retail customers connected to the 
electricity and natural gas grids. 

Beyond this level of agreement, there was no clear 
consensus on how to treat specific customers who might 
attempt to bypass the PGC (by either switching fuels or 
switching to an unregulated distribution provider.) ..• 

Question 2 I Should the pac Apply to CUstomers Who 
Generate Allor a Portion of Their Eleotrioity Needs? It 
So Should a Fee Be Charged for Both Their Natural Gas Use 
and the Electricity They Bither Consume on Site or Resell 
to the 'Distribution utility? 

1 TURN and EMG's support for the s1,lrcharge is conditional on the 
rate being non bypassable tor existing electricity customers. 
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The (EE Horking) Group recommends that the CPUC structUl.-e 
the charge so that energy customers are not required to 
pay the PGC t\o:ice, once as a surcharge on the gas 
purchased to fuel self or co-generation units and again 
as a charge when customers purchase electricity at the 
retail level .•.• 

o Most Parties (ARCA, CEC, ORA, EMG, lCA, Onsite Energy, 
PG&E, SCE, NRDC, Proven Alternatives, Sierra Club, TURN) 
recommended that the exemption from the PGC should be 
limited to that portion of the total gas used by the 
customer to generate electricity while any remaining 
retail gas use should be subject to the roc. These 
Part~es suggest this policy would ensure that the roc 
would only be levied on nretail a uses of gas such as the 
prOduction of heat or the use of gas as a feedstock and 
not on wholesale uses of gas to produce electricity whose 
sa~e is already subject to a separate PGC. 

[Note: !fhe EE Wox-king Group did not handle the more 
difficult issue of how to ensure customers don't switch 
from natural gas to some other unregulated fuel such as 
propane to avoid paying these costs. Some members felt 
the relatively small costs of the PGC less than 5 mills! 
therm " .. ould not be a significant enough part of the total 
cost to make a difference or cause a customer to switch 
fuels or seek gas from non jurisdictional suppliers. 
Others. including the Gas cOffioany disagreed.]" 

2. WHICH CLASS OF CUSTOMERS SHOULD BEAR THE COSTS 
OF THESE PROGRAMS? 

For the public interest RD&D program, all customer classes 

should contribute equally, as is the case with electricity 

surcharge authorized in AS 1890. 

For the Energy Efficiency (EE) program, both core and non core 

gas customers should bear the costs of these programs because they 

will provide benefits to both classes. Collecting costs from one 

class or the other will provide a perverse incentive for customers 

to switch classes and thus avoid paying these costs • 
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3. WHAT FUNDING L&VEL SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED? 

For the RD&D program, the CPUC should follow the precedent set 
in AS 1890, and establish a gas surcharge for the IOUs consistent 
with ahistQ~ica gas spending levels for Qpuhlic goods q RD&D prior 
to the onset of restructuring. For example, during the four years 
preceding commencement of restructuring (i.e. 1991-1994), So cal 
Gas spent an annual average of approximately $i4 million-per year 
on its RD&D activities, but this has now fallen to approximately $8 
million per year since 1995. (see RD&D Working Group Report, 
September 6, 1996, Appendix 111-21). Therefore, the Qpublic goOdsli 
gas surcharge for So Cal should recover the $6 million which the 
'comp~;.y has dropped from' its RD&D programs in recent years. A 
similar approach should betaken for PG&E's and SDG&E's gas RD&D 
programs. ,-

For the BE program, the cPuc should follow the precedent set 
in AS 1890 for electricity programs, and use the gas IOU's 1996 

authorized levels for DSM programs as the starting point that would 
be subject to change ~fter the BE Board is up and running in mid to 
late 1998. The i996 authorized DSM funding level for gas 10Us, is 

approximately $57 million per year (i.e. $36 million for So cal 
Gas; $16 million for Pg&E; and $6 million for SDG&E). 

4. WHAT FURTHER LEGISLATIvE ACTION IS NEEDED 
TO IMPLEMENT THESE CHANGES? 

With regard to the gas 10Us under the CPUC's jurisdiction, no 
further legislative action is required if the CPUC is willing to 
make its own independent determination of the appropriate minimum 
funding levels and order that ,these funds to be collected through 
a non byPassable gas customer surcharge. For an annual BE program 
funding level of approximately $57 million, this would be roughly 
5 mills/therm for core and non core customers. We have not 
calculated the RD&D mill rate at this time. 
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.~ FUrther legislative action will be required if the CPUC feels 
it is also important to collect ·public purpose- program costs from 
non IQU customers, or from customers ""ho switch to altel-native 
suppliers. Since the total impact of such -fuel switching w is 
likely to be extremely small, ",'e would not recommend this course of 
action at this time. 

---
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·e CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE 

I. Carolyn Spears, certify that On'this' day I servedc6pies of th"e 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY cOMMtsSION STAFP-aESPONSg-TO'QUESTIONS F6R -GAS 
SURCHARGE- W.ORkSHOP by, first,_cla:ss, mail, to the Energy , D~vision ' 
(Patrick HOglund) -of-the California' Public Utilities COtnrtiissioI\,-
all Commissioners, and t9 all o-t~er parties of record,asspecitied 
on, the current Special-~blic Purpos¢ service list provided by the 
California Public Utilities Commission. -

Dated March 14, 1997 at Sacramento, California. 

·Pd4J~~~ DECLARANT' , - , , . .-. . 

(Servi6e List attached to 
'the original only) , 
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COM~IENTS OF THE NAtVRAi. REsOURCEs DEFENSE COUNCIL 
_ FOR THE MARCH18~ 1997 \VORl{SHOP --

ON A NATURAL GAS SURCHARGE MECHANISM 

I. Introduction 

The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) respectfully submits these comments 

for consideration at the March 18. 1991 workshop on implementation issues related to a gas 

surcharge mechanism direcled by the Commission in D. 97-02-014. hTRDC responds briefly 

here to the questions posed by the Energy Division in the workshop notice. 

NRDC applauds the Commission·s stated intent to establish a gas sUrcharge mechanism 

that \\111 apply to all pUblic purpose areas and ultimately to all gas customers. (0.97.02.014. p. 

75) Vle support this policy and commit to working ~ilh other parties and the Conunissi6n to 

deVelop a fair and equitable public purpose surcharge mechanism {or-natural gas. 



, 
With one exception. this policy was supported by a1l of the parties to tlte Energy e. 

Efficiency. Low Income. and RD&D Working Groups.· It was generan)· agreed that public 

purpose activities should be funded in a manner whkh: 

• avoids or minimizes unfair competition, thus relieving pressure from natural gas 

utilities to cut pr~ven investments in favor of short·term Cost considerations which 

result in stranded benefits; and 

t captw-es overlapping benefits between natural gas and electric activities, increasing 

incentives for collaborative efforts between them. 

II. How Can The Commission Ensure that The Costs ot These Pr6grams Are Borne 
Equitably By Natura) Gas Custornrrs Regardless OrTheir Natural Gas Pr()\'ider? 

The pubJic pUrpose charge should be nonbypas-sable and should ultimately apply to all 

retail natural gas distribution customers in the state. Though physical bypass ()fthe electricity 

grid is rare and costly. this threat is pOtentially more relevant in the natural gas industiy. lbis 

dilenuna might be resolved if the charge applied to the retail customers of natural gas pipelines 

as well as the investor-cWoned and mllilicipal utilities. NRDC is confident that workable . 

solutions can be found to accommodate the special circwnstances of the natural gaS industry, and 

commits to working with parties to develop them. 

III. \Vhich Class or Customers Should Bear The Costs For These Programs? 

The public purpose swcharge for natural gas should appJy to all retail distribution 

customers in the state based on usage. Included in'this list are all retail natural gas customers of 
.. 

J Funding and Administering Public Interest Energy Efficiency Pr6g:rarn~. August 16. 1996. p.3-2; Working Group e 
Report on Public Interest RD&D Activitits.-Septemb¢r 6, t 996. p, ES·3; and l()w Income Working Group Report. 
October ,. 1~6, pp, IN·3-4. The oot txceptiM in all three reportS \lia.$ Southern California Gas Company. 

( 
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.e . . 
invcstor-o\\ned and municipal utilities, and gas pipcJin.e companies. As mentioned above, the 

majority opinion in all three working group reports suppOrts this \ie\\' . 

. The crucial concept here in distinguishing a retail customer is end-use senice: for 

example. the production of heat or use of gaS as a feedstock. Exemptions to this charge should 

be limited to \\'holesaJe uses of gas to produce electricity whose sale is subject to a separate 

surcharge. 

IV. ,\That leYeI of funding should b~ established? 

Initial funding for natural gas energy efficiency and low income assistance pr6giamS has 

been established by the Commission at 1996 authorized levels. \\ith opportunities for increases 

as appropriate. (D. 97·02-014, p. 36) NRDC suppOrts this initial level which is consistent v.ith 

__ legislative and Commission polic)' for the electricity industry. Any proposals that seek to set 

i~tial investment at current or planned funding levels should be rejected. since those le\'els 

refl~t significant reductions made Jargel)' in respOnse to competitive pressures and not Oil 

program merit. 

Southern Cali(omia Gas Company (SoCal Gas) correctly pOints out in the \"'orking group 

reports submitted to the Commission. that restructuring of the natural gas industry is already 

underway and in fact began before the electricity industry process. Indeed. we have experie~ced 

the same disturbing trend of ~uts in energy efficienc)'t low income and RD&D program 

investment in the gas industry that we did in electricity. Pressures resulting from impending 
. 

electricity industry competition have more recently accelerated these requctions in investment for 
, 

natural gas public purpOse programs. SoCal Gas, for example. has proposed reductions through 

their PBR in energy efficiency, low income. and RD&D programs totaling $47inilHon, or 

3 



approximatel)' SO percent of 1996 authorized funding levels.1 Instituting a non·bypassabte e. 
charge to fund investment in these programs as the Con\missiOn has proposed would take the 

pressure off of natural gas utilities such as SoCal Gas to cut proven investments. 

V. \Vbat Further Legislath'e Actlo~ Is Needed To Implement These Changes? 

\Ve beiieve that the Cominission currently has the authority to implement a public 

purpose surcharge appl)'ing to natural gas utilities in their jurisdtcti6n, und~t bOth state and 

federal law, without requiring legislation. However, in order to achie\'e a tiuly non·byp~le, 

competh'·.ely neutral result \\ithiri the natural gas industry, legislation mandating such a charge 
• 

for non.jwisdic~oilal natural gas providers may be "necessaty. 

Dated: March 14, 1997 . Respectfully submitted, 

Sheryl Carter(PoJicy Analyst 
Natural Resources DefenSe CoUncil 
71 Stevenson street, #182S 
San Francisco, CA 941 OS 
(415) 71'1-0i20 

\ 

I Opening Briefofthe Narural Resources Ot(ense Cpuncil.lanuaJ)' )1.l~1 in A. 95-06-002. 
. . 
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SOOTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY (U ~04 G) 
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SURCHARGE 1\tECHANISM THAT r.fA Y APPLY TO PUBLIC PURPOSE: 

AREAS AND. ULTThtATELY, TO ALL GAS CUSTOMERS . 
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Steven D. Patrick 

Attorneys fot 

.e 26 

Southern California Gas Company 
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Facsimile: (213) 6~~-9621 27 
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SOUTHERN CALIFOR1'\~ GAS C01\IPANY (U 904 G) 

WRITTEN OPENING STA TErtlENT 

FOR hlARCH 18,1997, \\'ORKSHOP ON I1\lPLErtfENTATIO~ ISSUES RELATED 
14 TO A GAS SURCHARGE 1\IECHAl'HSM THAT hfAY APPLY TO ALL PUBLIC 

PURPOSE AREAS AND. ULTIl\lA TELY, TO ALL GAS CUSTOMERS 
15 

16 Southern California Gas Company (SoCaiGas) hereby submits its position On Issues 

Related to a Gas Surcharge Mei:harusm that may Apply to all Public Purpose Areas. and, . 17 
tntimately, to all Gas Customers as part of the Commission's Electric Industry Restructuring 

18 
proceeilings. Although SoCaiGas is a gas.onJy utility, it participated in all of'the Public 

19 
Purpose \Vorking Groupsl' at the request of the COmrrUssion in order to "assure consistent 

20 treatm"ent of comparable costs among c.ompetitors. It SoCaJGas stated its position in detail in 

21 each \\'orking Group's report and subsequent filings to the Commission. SoCalGas intends to 

22 continue to participate in aI] of the workshops and proceedings related to the implementation 

23 issues for a gas surcharge for public purpose programs. 

24 In general, SoCaJGas has maintained a position on the funding and governance ofPubJic 

25 Purpose programs that is decidedly different than other working group particjpants. This 

26 difference is the understandable result of an important fact: SoCalGas operates in an industry 

27 where a restructured regulatory environment has already been established and in a marketplace 

28 
1 The Public Purpose Working Groups are: Energy Efficienc), (EE); Research. Dc\-eI6pment and 

Demonstration (RD&D); Renewables; and Low-Income (L1). 
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where competition has existed for some time which is a different kind and level of competition 

than experienced by electric comparues, as described below. This regUlatory structure and the 

unique competitive challenges confronting SoCalGas are the foundation otits reasoning as to 

why it is different than other California utilities. It is (or thls competitive reason that SoCalGas 

recommends that the non-b)'Passable Public Goods Surcharge (pGS) on gas consumption 

should only be impOsed on those custOmer classes that are direct beneficiaries of the public 

purpose programs. Although the concept of a non-byp!ssable PGS is meritorious. it does not 

exist in reality since industrial customers are rree to migrate to other states in order to avoid 

these costs. 

The C6mmissi6n itself has dearly' stated that SoCalGas is unique wlth regard 16 the 

iffiITl!:.ent b)'Pass thre4t pOsed by interstate pipelines such as Kern River and ~foja\'e.2 The 

Commission has also clearly recognized the competitive challenge posed by the Cit)' of Vernon 

and its efforts to duptlcate SOCalGas' distribution syste-m. The City 6fVernon has notified 

SoCalGas that it intends to start oonstruction oflhe first phase of its bypass of SoC alGas' 

syStem on Aprill. l~7. Thesethteats are in large part dri\'en by the fact that sOuthern 

California has an extremely dense population and is still the largest manufacturing base in the 

nation. As a resutt. areas like the LOs AngeJes basin contain the primary targets of such 

c.ompetit' ... e threats - highly concentrated industrial and large com;nerdal customers. No other 

gas utility in the state has such a customer base and the cOmpetition it attracts. Lastly, as a gas­

only utility. S6CalGas directly competes with a number of electric utilities,.) and many other 

alternate fuels. such as: butane. propane, refineJY gas, fuel oil. crude oil, liquefied natural gas 

and coal. Such oompetition, with a multitude of alternate fuets and electricity differentiates 

SoCalGas from the electric industIY and in large part hom other gas utilities. 

Over the past several years. the Commission has issued a number of decisions that have 

restructured the regulatory environment for the gas industry SO that it c()uld acoommodate and 

facilitate their competition, The Conurussion has recognized t6 a fair ex1ent the competitive 

2 C6inpetltioo tT6m these interstate pipelines has already resuJtoo in J SO Ikf per year of bypassed gas 
usage that \\wld ()tbernise be sen'oo b)' SoCalGas. 

3 These include Southern California EdiSOn "and Pacific Gas & Electric. whlcb are state-regulated 
public utilities. and se\'eraJ municipal utilities operating in such cities as l.()S Angeles. VernOn, 
Anaheim. Rh'e~ide. Pasadena. and Glendale. to name a few. 

2 
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challenges faced by SoCalGas. This understanding of the c<lmpetitive gas marketplace has 

prayed a key rote in the evolution of the Cornrnission's policies in the area of gas regulation. 

particularJy with regard to the issue of cost allocation. for instance. the Direcl Assistance 

Program and the vast majority o(Demand-Side ~{anagement program costs are not allocated to 

non-core customers. The Commission should continue to keep the competitive impacts on 

non-core customers in mind when implementing a tlon-bypas.sable PGS for public purpose 

programs. For example. if the le\'el offundmg for SoCalGas' "public goods" prograrns4 

remains at current levels. arid, if'the PGS is applied to all of SoC alGas' core customers1 and ONY 

to its industrial non-core customers.s this usage-based PGS would reallocate $12 million per 

yeat of cost responsibility from the rore to the non-cote market. This is roughty t\\lce the 

amour! currently 3110cated to the non-c-Ofe market. The following bneily summarizes 

SoCalGast specific comments on the issues outlined in the Commission's \\'orkshop Notice of 

11 l-ofarch 7, 1997. 

12 
I. Bow can the Com~ission ensure that the cOsts ofthtse programs are bOrne 

e 13 equitably by natural gas customerS regardless ottheir natural gas provider? 

14 In order to assure that the PGS is truly non-bypassabJe. legislation would have to be 

15 passed to impose a PGS on all customers capable of readily S\\;tching to alternate sources of 

16 energy. This would include the (01l0'".;n& groups of custOmers: wholesale gas utilities' 

17 customers; lOcal California gas production customers; Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

18 (FERC) regulated interstate gas pipelines serving CaJifornia customerS; butane customers; 

propane customers; refinery gas customers; liquefied natural gas customers; fuel oil customers; 
19 

crude oil and roaJ customers. At a minimum. a PGS should be imposed on FERC-reguJated 
20 

pipeline customers. newty created municipal or wholesale customers. and local California gas 
21 

production customers. AU gas customers subject to the PGS as utility customers should 

22 continue to be responsible for those costs if they by-pass the gas utility system. This will assure 

23 that gas customers are not provided an incentIve to bypass the utility system in order to avoid 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

4 These Yooofd be comprised of' SocatGas· California -Alternate Rates for Fnergy (CARE) Program. 
Direct Assistante Program (OAP). Demand Side Management (DSM) PrOgramS. and the public 
gOO:!s portion of its RD&D acti\ities. 

5 .1h.."'Se assumptiOnS are used (or illustration purposes On1y. SoCalGas does not believe they ate at 
all realistic and therefore understate the probable cost allocation impacts of a usage-based PGS. 
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the PGS. It should be noted that this form of non-by passable surcharge is ilot intended to 

include fuel s\\;tching from gas to electricity. 

2. \\'hlth class of (ustome-f should bur the- costs for these pro&ramst 

The PGS should be limited to. those customer ctasses that are the dired beneficiaries of 

the programs and ser:vices currently delivered to. those customer classes by the gas utility. 

Programs and Customer Oasses 

·7 Residential - CARE. DAP, Residential DSM, and the public goods portion 6fRD&D 

8 benefitmg residential customerS. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

'15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Core Commercial and Ind~strial (C&I) -Cote c&I DS~f.. CARE funding Ie\'els equ~ to the 

t-c.lefit received by core C&I low-income customers. and the public goods portion ofRD&D 

~nefiting core C&I customers. 

Non-Core Commerdal and Industrial- DSlo.{ (Select tedmologies only) and the public 

goods P6rtiOfi otRD&D benefiting non~eOre c&I CUstomers. . 

UEG-none 

Cogeneration - none 

EOR- flone 

Wholesale - ·noile 

3. What funding levels should be established? 

In allinstartces. S6CalGas believes that the currently ptoposed funding levels for gas 

Energy Efficiency. RD&D and Low Income programs filed in SoCalGas' Performance Based 

Regulation (PBR) proceeding and the approved October 1996 DSM and DAP advice lettet 

filings sh6uld be adopted by the ConU'nission as the appropriate funding level tor a PGS On gas. 

CARE costs. however. should be included at the 1997 actual level. 

If a PG S is imposed. revenues collected from specific utilities and Customer segments 

sh6~,ld be used to fund Energy Efficiency. RD&D and L()w Income programs.in eaph utility'~ 

Service temtory and customer seginent. Cr6ss-utility and cr6ss-eustomer Segment funding 

should be avoided. PGSfunds collected in one gas utiljiysse~ce terrltory should be spent On 

custorrte~ programs in that gas utHitYs service territorY With the excepti6n that a portion or· 



·e funds can be used for generic customer infonnation as determined by the Independent Board 
1 

for Energy efficiency and the Governing BOlId for Low Income programs. However, in no 

2 case should this amount exceed S% of the total funds collected in an)' gas utility's sel'ice 

3 temtory. Gas utilities should be allowed to retain currently allocated Nnds for conservation 

4 advertising in their seroice temtories. since that is the most efficient way to assure that 

5 custOmers continue to receive Conservation information tailored to each utility'S seroice 

6 territory. Regulatory compliance and l>.teasurement and Evaluation funds. currently a11oc-.ated 

7 by advice JeHer for those activities. tor all eXisting programs and all programs negotiated before 

the impOsition ot'the PGS should be retained by the gas utilities as specified in D.97·02·014 for 
8 

electric utilities. In addition. PGS funds collected in one gas utilit}'s seroice territory should be 
9 

spent <':1 gas related programs in that gas utilitis service territory. GaS PGS funds shou1d not 
10 

be allowed to fund fuel sYlitching i!om gas to electricity or ,ice versa. Given SoCalGas' 

11 competitive position. it is essential that ronds ool1ected in soCaiGas' seroice territory not 

12 subsidize fuel sV.itching or encourage by· pass 10 other g~ or electric providers. 

13 The PGS should be based on equal percent of marginal cost to collect dollar amounts 

14 equal to the funding levels propOsed by SoCaIGas in·its ongoing PBR proceeding. For 

15 SoCalGas. the funding levels for all public purpose programs should be as foUows: 

16 

17 

18 

19-

20 

21 

22 

23 

Public PumOst Program Funding unl 

Program 

CARE 
DAP 
DSM 
RD&D(PG) 

Total 
(a) $38 million is an estimate for the 1997 funding level. 

Total funding le .. 'el 
(SMillions) 

38.000 (a) 
12.000 
27.068 

0.500 
511.568 

4. \Vhaf further Legislath'e acdon is needed to implement these changes? 

24 SoCalGas recommends legislation that would authorize a PGS 6n wholesale and 

25 municipal gas custOmers, FERC regu1ated gas pipeline customers and local California gaS 

production customers. This legIslation should also provide a mechanism to recover the gas 
26 

utility's stranded costs associated with these public purpose programs. 
27 

28 



1 
forward to participating in the workshops arid shall work with au parties to aSsure that a trul); 

This concludes Southern California Gas CompanY'$ initial 'wntten Comments. Vle l~k 

2 non.bypassabJe PGS and a me(hanism to r~\'tt the stranded Costs associated Vtith these 

3 pUbli¢ purpose programs is adopted by the Commission and the Legislature fot gas utilities. 
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5 
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'1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

~{arch 14, 1997 
Q;\U5IkS\$rt\ILECO'Z •• COC 

RespectfullY. submitted. 

SOUTHERN CALIFORmA GAS C()~{pANY 

~ 
.... ~ 

."..... c • BY;L-7r~ 
...:=::=z . Steven D. Patrick 

moMAsR BRlLL. 
STEVEN i>~ PATRICK 
Att6meys (or . 

. soutHERN CALIFORNIA GASCO~{pANY 
63) West Fifth Strett, Suite 5200 
U,S Angeles, California ~71 .. 2071 
Telephone: (213) 89$.SI90 
Facsimile: (213) 629~9621 
Email: spatrick@pacent.com 
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~ ~£50URC£ AOVOCA rES 

·e Dian M .. Cru€nei(h. J.D .. 
Jeanne M. So!~. J.D. 

582 MartH Stre~t. Suite 407. S3n f,an(i~o. Ca!ii(>rnia 9-410-1 
Telephor.e -115.83 .... 2300 hC$imi!e -I15.83·U310 

[n1<!il gfa.~hoo\ed.nH 

March 13, 1997 

Energy DivisiOn 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van NessA\'e .• Room 3102 
San Francis(o. CA 94102 

TP~ Vniversity of California (Ve) appredates the oppOrtunity to coniment on issues related 
to I~~ implementation of a surcharge on natura} gaS Sa1es that may apply to all public pUrpOse areas. 
All but one of the parties who signed the Working Group RepOrt on Publlt·lnterest Research, 
Development and Defilonstration (RD&D) recQnunended that a surcharge for public· interest RD&D 
should apply to both electricity and natural gas. In explaining the reasoning behInd this 
reconwendation, the Working Group RepOrt stated: 

\Vorking Group meInbers who supported a combined electricity and natural gas 
surcharge did so, in part, becauselhey (elt it would be necessary to ensure a -level 
playing field- between electricity and con1petitors in a restructured market. (P. 3-17). 

UC, which signed the Working Group Report. continues to support the -level playing field- princ~ple 
and belie\'es that this principle should guide the Commission as it addresses implementation issues 
related to a gas surcharge mechanism for public purpose programs! 

Sincerely, 

Grueneich Resource Ad\'ocates / 

f ~9t\. S-o&-
~le 1'0.1. Sole . 
U::orneys for the University of Cali fomi a 

cc: Service List R.94-04-031fl.94·04-032 

'Questions regarding Ue's participatioIi in the \Vorklng Group can be addressed t6 Carl 
Blumstein at the University of California Energy Institute, 2539 Channing \Vay, Berkeley. CA 
94720. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby tel1it), that I have this day ser.'ed a copy of the SOUTHERN 
- - ". 

5 CALIFORNIA GAS CO~IPANY'(U 904 G) \\'RITTEN OPENING STATEJ\fl:r\'T FOR 
. . 

6 ltfARCH la. 1997 WORKSHOP ON ThtPLEltfENTA noN ISSUES RELATED TO A 

8 

~ 

10 

11 

7 GAS SURCHARGE l\IECHA?oUSM THAT ~ Y APPL \' TO PUBLIC PURPOSE 

AREAs AI'\TJ>, UL1ThtATEL~, to ALL GAS CUSTOr.IERS on aU parties in 1.l94~04':Oll 

by mailing by first class mail~ atopy there6fproperly addres~ to. each such party inchided on 

the list appended to the onginal docutntnt filed with the Commission. 

12 DATED at LOs Arigeles~ California, this 14th day6f~{atch. 1991. 
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16 o:\t'$US\S~\tt.tcon'."'-.c 
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I, Zaida C. Amaya-Pineda, cert,ify that the following is true and 
correct~ 

I am a resident of the United States, State of California, am 
over eighteen years of age. and am not a party to-the within 
cause 

z.ty bUsiness address is 50s Van Ness Avenue; Room 3-B, San 
Francisco, California 94102. 

By March 31, 1997,1 serVed the foregoing,document u~h ail 
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CALiFORNIA PUBLIC UTIIJITIES COMMISSION 
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BY __ ~~~~~=~~ __ ~~~ __ 
aya-Pineda 
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RE.'ORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~I~IISSI0N OF 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Orde-r Instituting Rule-making (In the Commission's 
Pr0r.:'s~ Policies Gowrning R~5tn:.cturing 
Cahfornia's Ek~lric SCIYiccs Industry and Rcfomling 
Regulation. 

Order Instituting Investigation on the Comniission·s 
Proposed Policies Go\'crning Restructuring 
California's EI«tric Scr\'ices Industry m'ld Reforming 
Regulation. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NOTICE OF \\'ORKSHOP 

R.9-1-0-l·0ll 
(Filed April 20, 199-\) 

I. 9-1-04-032 
(I"itcJ April 20, 199-1) 

TO AnbRESS THI-: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS FOR 

METERING AND nATA CO~IMlINICATION STANDARDS 

Pursuant to D.91-05-0-tO. Ordering. Pa.nlgraph 7(a). the Ellcrgy Di\'ision has schedu1eJ 

a workshop to address the technical ssx-cific3tions for metering and data communication 

e· standards in the restructured electric sen'ices industry. 

111e workshop \\in be held in the Con\mission's Hearing Room "A", 505 Van Ness 

Awnuc, San Francisco CA, on July 8,1997. The workshop "ill be conducted from 9:00 a,m. (0 

12 p.Il1.~ and 1 p.m. to 5 p.m. A workshop agenda will be dislributeJ prior to the \\wkshop. Any 

mell1~r of the public may attend this workshop. Hearing Room «<iV' is wheelchair·acces.sible. . 

QUC'SliOllS regarding the workshop should be addn:s.sed to Ste\'c Roseow of the Energy Dh'ision 

(phone: 4 I 5-703-2818; FAX: 415-703-2200; e·mail: scr@:cpue.c3.go\'). 

As discussed in [).91-05-0~0 (pp. 39-40), the workshop shaH addn:ss the te('hnica) 

sJX~itlcations for metering and metering communication standards, as well as protocols, and any 

necesS3fY cerlineation requirements and procedures. 

Interested parties may obtain the Final Workshop Report Outline, text of propos...lls by 

other parties. and other infonnalion froril the Direct Access Implementation \Vorkshop websih.\ 

located at hHp:1II62.15.5.2:80twk-groupfdail 

After the workshop, a workshop report shall be jointly pr.:par~d by the UDCs in 

conjunction with the other workshop jl..1rticipan(s, and mcJ with the Commission's Docket 

Oflicc by Jul)' 2511
\ The workshop r·epOrt shaH be served onl), Of) those participants attending the 

workshop, Oil the- as.signe-d C()~lIliissioners and AU. aJid anyone- else requesting a cop}' before 

the workshop teport IS filed. COnlments to this r.:port shaH be filed by August 1 I, 1997. 

- I -



R,9-1·0-I·OJI,l9-1·0-1-032 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I ccrtit}' that) have by mail this day ser\'ro a true copy of the original attached 

Energy Division Notice of Workshop toaddress the tedmica1 s{X"Cit1cations for'metering and 

data communication standards on aU p.'U1ies of record in this proceeding or their aUomeys of 

record. 
Dated Julie 21, 1997, at San Francisco. Ca1ifomia. 

Steve Ros~o\\' 

Parties should notify the Proccss OOice, Public Utilities 
Commission; 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francis~o. 
CA 9.t 102, of an}' change of address to insure that they continue to 
reccive documents. You must indicate the proceeding number on 
the sen'ice list on which your nan)e appears. 

The Commission's policy is to schedule hearings (meetings. 
workshops, etc.) in locations that are accessible to (X'opJe \\ith 
dis..'1bititics. To verify that a particular location is accessible. Call: 
Calendar Clerk (415) 103·1203. 

Ifs~cialized accommodations for the disabled are needed, e.g., 
sign language interpreters, those making the arrangements must 
call the Public Advisor at (415) 103·2074 or TDD# (415)703·2032 
fi\'e working days in advance of the c\·cnt. 



BEFORE TilE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO:\I1\lISSION Of" 
TilE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rule-making on the Commission·s 
Pro~scd PolitiC's G(weming Restructuring 
C'a1tfomia's EI\X'trk SC'n·jccs Industry and Refonning 
Reg.ulation. 

Order Instituting Investigation on the Commission's 
Proposed Policies Go\"cming Restructuring . 
California's Electric" Services Industry and Refomling 
Regulation. 

) . 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NOTICE 0"" ,,'ORt<SHOP 

R.9-1-04-031· 
(Filed April 20, ) 994) 

1.94-0-I-03i 
(Filed April 20,) 99-1) 

TO ADDRESS RETAIL SETTLEMENT ANI) 

INFORMATIOX FLO"'ISSUES 

Pursuant to 0.91-05-0-10. Ordering Paragraph 1(c), the Ellerg), Division has scheduleJ 

a workshop to address retail settlement and infoffilation flow issues rdated to implementation of 

direct access in the restructured electriC" sen'ices industry. 

The workshop \\ill be held in the COllllllission's Auditorium, 505 Van Ness Awnue, San 

francisco CA. on July 7, 1991. The workshop "in be conducted from 9:003.111. to 12 p.m., and 

I p.m. to 5 p.lil. A workshop agenda "ill be distributed prior to the workshop. Any member of 

the public may attend this workshop. The Commission's Auditorium is wheelchair-accessible. 

Questions regarding the workshop should be addressed to Stew Rosco\\' of the Energy Dh·ision 

(phone: 415-103-2818; FAX: 415-703-2200; e-mail: scr~cpuc.('a.go\'). 

As discussed in D.91-05-0-10 (pp. 50-51), the workshop shan address retail settlement and 

infonnation flow issues, including those related to the ISO and Schedule Coordinators, using 

consistent methods where appropriate. The workshop "ill also examine how the settlement 

proc(,dures call resol\"(' probJems that may OCcur with teslX~1 to aggregated loads, and explore 

whether the use of meters at the transmission and distribution nodes \\ill help to lessen the 

settlement imbalances. 

Interested parties may obtain the Final Workshop Report Outline, text of proposals by 

other parties, and other information flOm the Direct Access Implementation \Vorkshop website, 

located at hUp:flJ62. J 5.5.2:80!wk-group.'dai f 

After the workshop, 3 workshop report shall be jointly prepared ,by the UDCs in 

conjunction with Ihe other workshop participants, an~ filed "ith the COnimissionts Docket 

Oflice by Juty 2$bI. the report should discuss the issues identified above, and any issues that 

require the Commissionts further consideration. Comments (0 this report shall be filed by 

August I It 1991. . 

. I -



R.9-1-0-I-Oll.1.9-1-0-1-0J2 

CF.RTIFICATJ.: OF Sl:R\,ICE 

1 certify that I han' by mail this day stfvcd a true copy (lfthe original attachc-J 

En('rg)' Division Notice OfWOlkshop (0 address f"tail settlement and infomlalion flow on all 

Jl,.1.rtks ofn:cord in Ihis prlxe-eding or their attomC'ys ofnxord. 
Dated June 27, 1991, at San I-'rancisco. California. 

Stew Roscow 

Parties should notify the Process otnce. Pubtie Utitities 
COliunission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Roonl 2000. San Francisco, 
CA 9:-110i. of any cha..rlge of address to insmC' that they continue to 
receive docunlents. You finist indicate the proceeding number on 
the sen'ice list on which your name appears. 

The Commission's polic), is to schedule hearings (meetings, 
workshops, ctc.) in locations that arc accessible to people \\ith 
disabilities. To \"erify that a particular location is accessibJe. Call: 
Calendar Clerk (415) 703-1203. 

Ifspecialized acconUl1odations for the disabled are needed. e.g., 
sign language intclJlrelers, those making the arrangements must 
call the PubJic AdVisor at (415) 703~2074 or 10D# (415.)703 .. 2032 
IIw working days in ad,'ance of the event. 



STATE Of CAtlrORN'A 

PUBLIO UTILITIES COMMISSION 

June 27, 1997 

AnnP.Cohn 
AssistiU1t Gener~,l Counsel 
Southem California Edison Company 
P.O. BoxSOO 
2244 \\'alnut Gro,-e A,-enue 
Roseme<ld, CA 91770 

Dear Ms. Cohn: 

Re: Your letter dated June 25, 1997 

PETE WilSON, Go.·~.T)J( 

No. R.9-l-0-l-031, 1.9-1-0-1-032 

I am in receipt of your letter dated June 25, 1997, which Oil behalf of the three n~ajor 
California invesfor-owned electric utilities, requests a two-week exte'lsion of time to file 
the pro (orn\a tariffs and service agreen\ents_ In Decision (D.) 97-05-0-10, the 
Conlmissiol"l. ordered the utilities to file their direct aCcess inlplemcntation (OAI) plans 
on or before Jul)' 1, 1997. As part of the DAf plan, the utilities Were ordered to include 
pro (ornla tariffs which detail the terms and conditions of direct access. Your letter 
states that the utilities are plannIng to file a single OAI plan on July I, 19"97. Howe\'er, 
due to the magnitude of challges in the electric utility industry, the DAf plan is like)y to 
c\'o1\-e lip to the July I, 1997 filing date. In order for the pro (orma tariffs to accurately 
reflect the final vC'rsion of the DAf plan, the utilities request an extension until July IS, 
1997, to separately file the pro (orma tariffs and associated service agreements. 

Your request (or an extension of time to separately file the pro (Orma tariffs and 
assodated servicc agreen'l.ents is granted. Those items shall be filed on or before July IS, 
1997 with the Docket Office, and served on all parties to the electric restructuring 
proceeding. As sttlted in Ordering Paragraph 5_e.(1)(a) of 0.97-05-0-10, a Tuling will 
issue in the near future \ ... 'hieh describes the process that will be followed to address the 
issues associated with the pto (ornla tariffs and service agreements. 

Yours truly, 

~~~I~~~ 
• 

Executive Director 

cc: Scrvice List - R9-l-04-0.31/I.9.J-04-032 


