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OPINION REGARDING THE CUSTOMER EDUCATION PROGRAM OF PACIFICORP
AND SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY AND RELATED FILINGS

Summary

In Decision (D.) 97-03-069, the Commission allowed the investor-owned electrical
corporations to file motions in this proceeding to request permission to devise and
implement uti!ily-speciﬁc’ customer education programs (CEPs). Motions wete filed by
PacifiCorp, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric
Company (SDG&E), and Sierra Pacific Power Comipany (Sierra Pacific)."

Today's decision authorizes separate CEPs for PacifiCorp and Siecira Pacific up to
an amount of $180,000 and $80,000, respectively. We also authorize PG&E and SDG&E

to track the increase in expenses that are attributable to the likely increase in calling

volumes that their customer service centers are likely to experience as a result of electric

restructuring.

Background
In D.97-03-069, the Commission approved the proposal by the three largest

California investor-owned electrical corporations to educate the public using a joint
CEP. The decision‘also stated that there was nothing in Assembly Bill (AB) 1890 (Stats.
1996, Ch. 854) which would prevent utilities from de\'isihg and implementing theit own
CEP, subject to the Commission’s approval. D.97-03-069 allowed those utililies
contemplating such an effort to file a motion seeking authorization for a separate CEP.
The filing of such a motion must explain how the utility-spécific CEP will differ from
the joint CEP, and why separate efforts are needed. In addition, the motion is to
describe the separate activitics, include a proposed budget, and a description of how the

utility plans to fund the utility-specific CEP. The utility-specific CEP, however, must

' PG&E does not tefer to its pleading as a motion, bul instead views it as a “notification of its intent
to engage in some consumer education efforts about electrie restructuring that are spexific to PG&E
and independent of the statewide Consumet Education Program (CEP) authorized by the
Commission in Decision 97-03-069. PG&E contends that these éfforts do not risé to the level of a
utility-specific CEP, nor is PG&E requesling additional ratepayer funding at this time.
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still be developed in conjunction with, and approved by, the Commission. In addition,
the utility-specific CEP must be designed and communicated in an unbiased and
neutral fashion.

PacitiCorp’s Motion

PacifiCorp, which does business in California as Pacific Power & Light
Company, filed a motion on June 2, 1997 sceking authorization to establish its own CEP.
PacifiCorp serves approximately 40,000 retail electric customers in Northern California
in the communities of Alturas, Crescent City, Mt. Shasta, Yreka, and the Sur‘rounding
areas. Due to its location and operations, PacifiCorp believes trha-t its circumstances are
significantly different as to require its own C ED. o

PacifiCorp points out that much of its California service territory relies on local,
small town media or Southern Orégbn for its news. The major Califoraia print or '
breadcast media have minimal penetration in this area. |

PacifiCorp’s transmission system is of limited size, closely tied to its Oregon
operalions, and is not dfredly interconnected with the transmission sjstems of other
California utilitics. PacifiCorp has proposed committing control of all of its transmission
assets in California to the Northwest independent grid operator, instead of to the fiewly
established independent system operator (1SO) in California.

In PacifiCorp’s recently filed Transition Plan and Application, Appllcatlon (A)
97-05-011, PacifiCorp requests approval of direct access for all of its customers
beginning January 1, 1998, and a price freeze through 2001 without a 10 petcent price
reduction for residential and small commercial customers. PacifiCofp points out that its
California rates are Significantly lower than the rates of other investor-owned utilities in
California. PacifiCorp is not seeking explicit recovery of the competitive transition

charges (CTCs) during the price freeze, and is not proposing any rate reduction bonds,
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or a CTC balancing account.! PacifiCorp has also proposed that it not compete as a
power supplier for contestable loads within its Northern California service territory, but
would remain the default supplier to all within its current seevice territory. It would,
however, compete for custoniers outside of its exisling service territory.

PacifiCorp contends that a separate CEP best meets the information needs of
PacifiCorp’s California customers because of their unique circumstances. PacifiCorp
plans to target both external and internal audiences. The external audicnces are made
up of residential customers, including low-inconte and multilingual customers, and
those who are dependent on electricity for medical needs.” In addition, external
audiences include small commercial, agricultural ar‘\d‘ir‘ri.gation customers, and
community leaders and community groups. PacifiCor'b’ﬁ internal audiences will be
made up of its employees based in California or in close proximity to California, as well

as its business center employees, and retirees.

PacifiCorp’s comntunication plan for its external audiences consists of the

following eight elements:

& Commumty advisory groups: A small commumt)' adyisory group will
be formed in each key community (Yreka/Mt. Shasta, Crescent City,
Alturas) to help review PacifiCorp’s CEP and its messages, and to
provide feedback on its plans and materials. The group would test
PacifiCorp’s proposed niaterials to assure that the materials are clear
and unbiased, and nicet the needs of the target audiences. This activity
would take about two to three meetings beginning in early summer.

! PacifiCorp’s Transition Plan application proposes o teserve its opportunily to request recovery of
certain transition costs after 2002.

> According to United States Census data, PacifiCorp’s California service territory has a relatively
small multilingual population. In the three counties that encompass most of PacifiCorp’s tesritory,
approximately 250 Spanish- speaking households are ¢onsidered linguistically isolated. About 50
Asian/Pacific Island households in this area were identified as lmgunshcally isolated, and another
100 households were linguistically isolated due to another unspecified primary language. Some of
these households are served by electrical corporations other than PacifiCorp. More than 4,000
rmldenls over the age of 18 in this three-county atea, almost & percent of the adult population, have
a9™ grade or less education level, and 3,700 households, or 13 percent of the population in this
three-county ares, have in¢omes that are below the poverty level. PacifiCorp plans to work with
local community groups to identify persons in the above categories that may need special focus as
part of the CEP effort.
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. Baseline research: PacifiCorp plans to conduct focus group and other
research to determine a baseline of awareness of electric resteucturing
issues anmong local consumers, and to help determine what issues need
more specific explanation in subsequent materials. This activity would
take place in early summer.

Bill inserts: PacifiCorp plans to use a series of inserts to describe the
upcoming changes. Timing of these inserts would o¢cur in mid- to late
summer, with follow-up inserts about every other month in the fall.

. Media visits: PacifiCorp plans to meet with local print and broadcast
media on an ongoing basis to discuss the impacts of réstructuring, and
to ensure that media repreééntati\'es have the information needed to

~ help educate consurners. These activities would begin mJune and
continue through the summer. :

. Paid advertisements: PacifiCorp plans to place adsin local newspapers
and radio to inform consumers of the upcoming changes. These ads

" -would begin in early September, and run on a weekly or biweekly
basis through January 1998, and continue as needed through March

1998.

. Direct mail: PacifiCorp plans to mail out a brochure to all of its -
California retail customers that describes the basics of retail
compelition, who they can call for additional information, and when
there are public forum activities in their area. This activity wou]d take
place in early September

. Public forums: Town meetings would be held in each éommtinity
starting in October, and depending on the level of interest, later in the
fall.

. Public speaking opportunities: PacifiCorp employees would actively
seek out opportunities to speak on electric restructuring issues before
local ¢ivie and community groups. Most of these speaking
opporlunities are likely to oc¢ur in the fall.

For PacifiCorp’s internal audiences, it plans to hold meetings with its employees
to ensure that they have the background infor mahon they need to answer customer
questions. PacnfnCorp also plans to send general mformahon about the changes toits
California retirees so that they can help clarify issues for their friends and neighbors. - ‘
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PacifiCorp also plans to take advantage of other opportunities such as putting up
posters or displays at community gathering locations, placing information enits
Internet web site, and using the business center phone number as a resource for
customers who want more information on restructuring.

PacifiCorp recognizes the need to provide customers with sufficient information
to make an informed choice. The themes and messages that PacifiCerp plans to convey
will include the Commission’s suggested themes, and will also incorporate the
differences between PacifiCorp and the major investor-owned electrical corpc»ralion's.
In developing its communications plan, PacifiCorp plans to provide consumers with
enough information so that they can:

+ understand the basics and not fear the chmge,
realize that they have options, that they do not have to

change, and that they can change suppliers later if they
prefer;

understand that the safety and reliability of the power
delivery will be maintained, regardless of how the
customer decides to purchase the actual power supply;

have a preliminary understandmg of how electric
industry restructuring may affect them, and what is
driving this transition;

have a basic understanding of how PéciiiCorp will
implement difect access;

understand where they can go to find out more detailed
information or to get assistance if they have further
questions; and

know what they niust do to switch to a new provider,
and know the safeguards that are available if they want
to report a potential marketer abuse.

PacifiCorp estimates that its CEP efforts will cost approximately $268,000. The
' tentative breakdown of the budget is as follows: '
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Baseline research $15,000
Bill inserts 30,000
Paid media 150,000
Direct mail 30,000
Followup research - 15,000
Other expenses _ 28000
TOTAL $268,000

PacifiCorp intends to recover the costs of the CEP through rates. In Advice Letter

No. 282-E, dated May 27, 1997, PacifiCorp requested approval for its Industry
Restructuring Memiorandum Account (IRMA), swhich includes a subaccount for
tracking the costs of the' C EP.;S{ICh costs would be recorded in the IRMA subaccotint
allowing PacifiCorp the oppoftﬁnity to recover these COStS ata ia’tér date.

At the end of the CEP effort, PacnflCorp may éngage in additional consumer
education efforts that are similar to those of the Electri¢ Education Trust. Such an effort
could be used to target groups of custoniers who are not pérliClpating in this new
market, or who are the subject of marketing abuses. '

Discussion : o

In determining whether a utility-specific CEP sﬁo’uld be approved, we néed to
ensure that such a plan is consistent with the provisions of Publi¢ Utilities Code Section
392. Section 392 prd\'idés in pertinent part:

“(a) The reslructunng of the electricity mdustry will create a new _
electncll)' market with new marketers and sellers offering new goods

and services, many of which may not be readily evaluated by the
average consumer.

“(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that (1) electricity consumers be
provided with sufficient and reliable information to be able to
compare and select among products and services provided in the
electricity market, and (2) consurners be provided with mechanisms to
protect themselves from marketing prac tlces that are unfair or
abusive.” .

* Unless otherwise stated, all section references are to the Publi¢ Utitities Code. _
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"(d) Prior to the imph mentation of the competition transition charge,

. clectric corporations, in conjunclion with the commission, shall devise
and implement a customer education program informing customers
of the changes to the electric industry. The progranm shall provide
customers with information necessary to help them make appropriate
choices as to their electric service. The education program shall be

~subject to approval by the commission.”

In D.97-03-069, we concluded that Section 392(d) does not preclude utilities from
devising and implementing their own CEP if the utility does not want to participate in
the joint CEP. If the ulility elects to devise and implement its own CEP, the utility must
develop its CEP in conjunction with the Commission. In addition, we statgd thatthe
CEP must be designed and communicated in an unbiased fashion so that electricity
consumers have the information necessary to help them compare and make appropriate
selections with respect to their electric service. (D.97-03-069, pp. 11-12.)

Should a utility decide to pursue its own CEP, D.97- 03-069 directed lhat an
appropriate motion be filed, along with details of the plan and the proposed budget.
Pacifi(_‘ofp complied with this procedure by filing its motion on June 2, 1997. No one
filed response to PacifiCorp’s motion.

PacifiCorp’s proposed CEP is very thorough about the reasons PacifiCorp seeks
authorization for a separate CEP, the details of how it plans to devise and implement its
CEP, and how it plané to use the money that it has requested.

There are two primary reasons why a separate CEP is justified for PacifiCorp.
First, the majority of PacifiCorp’s customers are located in small cities and towns in the
northernmost counties of California. In order to effectively reach these customers, the
media strategy for PacifiCorp’s customers need to reflect the geographic location of
these customers. The second reason a separate CEP is appropriate is because
PacifiCorp's customers may not experience some of the financial impacts that AB 1890
mandates. PacifiCorp proposes that residential and small commercial customers not

receive a 10 percent rate reduction because its rates are already significantly lower than
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the other wtilities who are participating in the joint CEP. In addition, PacifiCorp is not
seeking explicit recovery of the CTCs during the rate frecze, nor is it proposing any
CTC balancing account or any rate reduction bonds. Thus, the messages that are to be
disseminated to PacifiCorp’s customers may differ somewhat from the nleséages that
are planned for the joint CEP.

PacifiCorp’s proposed CEP strategy is tailored to its customer base. Community
advisory groups in each key community will assist in the review of PacifiCorp's CEP
and its messages, and will provide feédback. Research will be conducted to determine
what kinds of electric restructuring information its customers need. PacifiCorp plans to
use bill inserts, media contacts, advertisements, direct mai), public speakmg
engagements, and town nieetings to assist in commumcalmg the CEP messages to its
customiers. Such a strategy is appropriate given the location of PacifiCorp’s customer
base. ’

PacifiCorp states that the community advisory grou>ps' will help PacifiCorp to
ensure that the CEP materials are clear and unbiased, and meet the needs of the target
audiences. We do not endorse the idea that the advisory group should be used to
ensure that PacifiCorp’s CEP messages are unbiased. There is nothing in PacifiCorp’s
motion which denonstrates that the community advisory groups have the éxpertise to

determine what are biased or unbiased messages. Instead, we believe that the intent of

Section 392(d) was to leave it up to the Commission to determine the impartiality of the’

CEP messages. The Commission staff has the technical krowledge about electric
restructuring issues, and is in a position to evaluate whether a proposed message
frames the utility in a better light than its competitors. Before the printed materials,
print and other media advertisements, and other materials to be used for PacifiCorp’s

CEP are finalized, PacifiCorp will need to forward those materials to the Commission

* This decision is not intended to address the merits of PacifiCorp’s position regarding whethet lhe
10 perceint rate reduction contained in AB 1890 applies to its custoiners. That issue is to be
addressed in A 97-05-011. The CEP materials should not address the possible diffetent financial
impacts until after the Commission has issued an order regarding PacifiCorp’s application.

R
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for review to ensure that the materials are of an unbiased nature. This is necessary so
that the ratepayer-funded CEP does not cast PacifiCorp in a more positive light thanits
potential competitors, that the information being supplied is accurate, and that
consumers have the kind of unbiased information they need to be able to conipare and

select among the products and services to be offered in this newly competitive electric

market. The community advisory groups may be used to provide other kinds of
feedback. .
Accordingly, we shall require PacifiCorp to submit all of its proposed CEP

materials to the Energy Division for review. This means that all of the materials that

PacifiCorp is planning to use or to incorporate in its printed and spoken matenals to
reach its customers, the general public, or the media must be submitted for review and
approval. Those materials may be provided in stages as the materials are developed. A
cover lelter explaining how the materials express the themes and messages contained in
AB 1890 and D.97-03-069 and other relevant Commission decisions and statutes of this
State, and how the materials will be used shall be included in this package. We delégafe
to the Energy Division the responsibility to review the submitted materials for technical
accuracy, and to ensure that the proposed materials are unbiased in nature. The Energy
Division shall have 10 days fron the date of receipt by the Conmission to review the
draft CEP materials and to notify the utility if the submitted materials are technically
inaccurate or biased. If no such notification occurs within this time frame, the materials
submitted shall be deemed approved for use in PacifiCorp’s CEP. |

In devising a CEP, a utility needs to recognize that the CEP is intended to inform
customers about the changes to the electric industry in an unbiased and neutral manner.
If, however, the materials being devised are designed to put the incumbent utility ina
more favorable light than its potential competitors, then those materials are deemed to
be marketing materials which are not subject t(j Commission approval. (D.97-03-069,
p 12, footnote 8.) The cost of those kinds of marketing related materials are to be borne
by the shareholders of the uhhty, and not by ratepayers.

PacifiCorp estimates the cost of its CEP at approximately $268,000. That works

out to an expenditure of $6.70 per household. The expenditure per household for

-10-
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PacifiCorp’s CED is comparable to the proposed cost per houschold for the joint CEP,
The paid media portion of PacifiCorp’s proposed budget makes up 55 percent of the
total budget. PacifiCorp’s proposed patd media amount seems excessive in comparison
to the proposed mass media budget for the joint CEP, which makes up only 33 percent
of the budget, and when it is conipared to Sierra Pacific’s media budget. Also, because

PacifiCorp’s paid media will consist mostly of print advertising and radio, as opposed

to television advertising, we would expect the paid media budget to be much less:

Althogh PacifiCorp covers a larger geographic area than Sierra Pacific, the media

budget remains too high. The paid media portion of the proposed budget should be
reduced by $60,000 to a total of $90,000. |

| The followup research should also be reduced by $10,000 to a total of $5,000. The
followup research should not require as much money as the baseline research. In
addition, the other expenses category should be reduced by $18,000 to a total of $10,000.
These reductions are justified when you consider that PacifiCorp has approximately the
same number of customers that Sierra Pacific has.

Based on the above, we authorize PacifiCorp to spend up to $180,000 to devise-
and implement its utility-specific CEP. PacifiCorp is authorized to track its
expenditures related to its CEP in its IRMA. We will presume that the expenditures up
to the total authorized fu.nding level of $180,000 are reasonable, unless the contrary is
shown by someone challenging the expenditures, or if the process for reviewing the

_impartiality of the CEP messages detects biased messages.* The recovery of the amounts
booked to the IRMA account shall be addressed in a future proceeding addressing the
transition costs of PacificCorp.

We shall also require PacifiCorp to include in its billing cycle a bill insert

describing the upcoming CEP activities. This bill insert is described in D.97-08-064.

* This rebultable presumption is warrantéd because no one filed any 0ppésmon to PacifiCorp’s or
Sierra Pacific’s request.
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Motion of Slerra Pacitic
Sierra Pacific filed a motion on May 30, 1997, requesting authorization to

implement a separate CEP. Sierra Pacific is a multi-jurisdictional investor-owned
electrical corporation which conducts approximately 90 percent of its business in
Nevada. Sierra Pacific’s California operations serve approximately 42,000 retail
customers, most of whom are located in the Lake Tahoe basin. Only about 8.4 percent of
its gross electric revenues come from its California operations. In previous filings with
the Commniission, Sierra Pacific acknowledged its obligation to provide its California
customers with the opportunity for direct access by January 1, 1998.

Sierra Pacific does not own any significant generation facilities in California, and
currently does not own any transmission facilit); with a voltage rating greater than 120
kV in California. Virtually all of Sierra Pacific’s gencration and transmission assets are

located in Nevada. Although it is interconnected with PG&E at Donner Summit, during

normal operations, Sierra Pacific serves its California customers entirely from its

generation and transmission facilities located in Nevada. Due to the location of its
facilities, Sierra Pacific has not placed its transmission assets under the jurisdiction of
the 150, and has not committed to bid its generation into the Power Exchange (PX).

Sierra Pacific states that its service area will be in a separate control area.
According to Sierra Pacific, the importation of power into the control area is severely
restricted because of system stability constraints. Due to Sierra Pacific’s status as a
control area operator, eneigy service providers (ESPs) will have to contract for
transmission service from Sierra Pacific, and not from the ISO. EST's will also have to
contract for generation service within Sierra Pacific’s control area, and not from the PX.
These limitations would exist even if Sierra Pacific joined the 1SO and PX.

Due to Sierra Pacific’s circumstances, its customers will face different procedures
and requirements than the customers of the three large utilities when contracting for
direct access. The manner in which the messages and themes of electric restructuring
are addressed will differ as a result. A separate education program is needed to explain

how direct access will work within its control area.
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Sierra Pacific points out that many of its customers live in very small, rural
communities. Different communications strategies are needed because its California
customers rely significantly upon television and radio news broadcasts from Reno, and
from Reno’s daily newspaper. The Nevada Legislature is also considering an electric
restructuring bill that is substantially different from AB 1890. In order to ensure that
there is no confusion between the informatibn disseminated to customers in California,
and the information provided to customers in Nevada, Sierra Pacific will need to rely
more heavily on direct contact with its customers in California.

Residential customers make up 85 percent of Sietra Pacific’s California customer
base. Over 50 perceni of these residential customets are second homeowners, niost of
whom maintain primary residences within the service territories of the larger electric
utilities located in California. Implementation of direct access for Sierra Pacific ‘
customers will differ from the implementation rules for the larger electric utilitics.
1her‘ef0re, Sierra Pacific will need to supplement the statewide education efforts in
order to inform its customers of its specific procedures.

Sierra Pacific also points out that its ratés have been considerably lower than
those of the three ﬁajor utilities, and that its California customers received a 5.6 percent
rate reduction on June 1, 1996. Siersa Pacific is not planning to implement the 10 percent
rate reduction that is associated with AB 1890. A major part of Sietrra Pacific’s CEP will
be to explain these differences. -

The CEP activities of Sierra Pacific will rely heavily on direct customer contacts. -
Sierra Pacific is considering the following activities: (1) bill inserts for California
customers describing the upcoming changes; {2) visits within its service areas with
media representatives to provide reporters with information on direct access and
related issues; (3) patticipation in local events that focus on residential customers;

(4) holding town hall meetings to discuss retail competition and how it will affect
customers; (5) media and newspaper advertising to provide some basic information on
customer choice; (6) appearances on radio talk shows or civi¢ or community speéches;

(7) a direct mail piece that answers basi¢ questions about direct access and AB 1890; and

%
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(8) educational sessions for its employees emphasizing the different approaches to
electric restructuring taken by Catifornia and Nevada.,

Sierra Pacific proposes a budget of $80,000 for its CEP activities. The proposed
budget amount and activity are as follows:

One on one visits with large customers $5,000
Media visits 500
Bill inserls Sam
- Media and newspaper ads 22,500
Local events 1,000
Town hall meetings 10,000
Local forums : 1,000
Direct mail piece 25,000
Employee education 4,000
Information sheets 5,000

Success measurement survey 3.000
TOTAL $80,000

Sierra Pacific proposes to use $30,600 from costs that were approved in its last

general rate case for residential and commercial encrg)" education programs. The
remaining funds would come from internal sources. Sierra Pacific frequests permission
to establish a memorandum account to track costs related to the CEP, which would be
recovered in rates after the year 2000.

No one filed response to Sierra Pacific’s niotion.

Discussion . _

Sierra Pacific’s situation is very similar to PacifiCorp’s ¢ircumstances. Sierra
Pacific’s customer base in Califomia is located closer in proximity to the neighboring
state of Nevada than to the urban areas of Califoria. According to Sierra Pacific,
Nevada is considering an electric resteucturing initiative that is substantially different
from AB 1890. In addition, many of homes served in Sierra Pacific’s service territory in
California are vacation homes, and their owners’ primary residences are located in
areas served by PG&E, Southem California Edison Company (Edison), or SDG&E.

 Sierra Pacific’s approach to electric restructuring is also similar to that of
PatifiCOrp, and different from that of I;G&E,'Edison, and SDG&E. }\«ording to Sierra

Pacific, the importation of power into its service territory in California is restricted

-14-
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because of system constraints. Sierca Pacific does not plan to place its transmission
assets under the jurisdiclioh of the 1SO. As a result, ESPs will have to contract for
transmission service from Sierra Pacific. In addition, Sierra Pacific is not planning to
implement the 10 percent rate reduction because of its existing low electric rates.”

The CEP proposed by Slerra Pacific reflects the differences between its planand
the ;omt CEP. In addition, Sierra Pacific’s media strategy is tailored to its customer base.
Much of the ¢ontact will come about through direct customer contact through meetings,
bill inserts, and direct mail. This strategy is necessary so that custoniers will not
become confused with what the Nevada Legislature is planning to do.

As we discussed eatlier, the CEP of Sierra Pacific must aiso be tlnbiasﬁei; and
neutral so that its custoniers have the kind of information they need to assist them in
cornparing options and makif\g 'a'ppr()priate‘ choices. To ensure that the messages to be
devised and impleniented by Sietra Pacific are appropriate, we shall eslabhsh the same
review procedures that we have adopted for PacifiCorp.

We will authorize Sierra Pacific’s request for a CEP budget of $80,000. Of this
amount, $30,600 will éd'ni’e front energy education programs that were previously
approved in Sierra Pacific’s last general rate case.

Sierra Pacific is authorized to establish memorandum accounts under the IRMA,
and to track its expenditures related to its CEP efforts that were incurfed on or after
March 31, 1997, the effective date of D.97-03-069. Sierra Pacific should fite an advice
fetter to establish these menorandum accounts within 30 days of the effective date of
this decision. We will presume that the expenditures up to the total authorized funding
level of $80,000 are reasonable, unless the contrary is shown by someone chéllenging
the expenditures, or if the process for reviewing the impartiality of the CEP messages

detects biased messages. The process to scek recovery of the amounts booked to the

? This decision is not intended to address thé merits of Sierra Pacific’s posnhon as to whether the 10
perceiit rate reduction in AB 1890 applies to its customers. Sierra Pacific’s CEP materials should not
address this possible differénce until after the Commission has issued an order on this issue.

)
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IRMA account will be addressed in a future proceeding addressing the transition costs
of Sierra Pacific.

We shall also require Sierra Pacific to include in its bilting cycle the same bill
insert describing the upcoming CEP activities that we are requiring of PacifiCorp and

the other utilities participating in the joint CEP.

Motion of SDG&E -

SDG&E is an active member of the Electric Restructuring Education Group
(EREG) and supports the objectives of the joint CEP. SDG&E filed amotion on May 30
1997, seeking permission to devise and implement a utility-specific CEP. SDG&E

belicves that the CEP objectives of providing consumers with information about the
upcoming changes will be more fully realized if the cfforts are supplemented by a
lltili(y-specific CEP. SDG&E seeks approval for its own CEP, and requests that it be
reimbursed for such a plan pursuant to Section 376.

SDG&E states that the joint CEP will cover messages that are applicable to all
customera statewide. The sub]ects to be covered include a description of the types of
changes that are expected to come about as a result of reslructurmg, such as customers’
ability to choose electric providers, how to switch service providers, the CTC, potential
changes in metering technology, and billing changes if direct access or the hourly PX
pricing option is chosen. The joint CEP will also cover the potential for marketing
abuses, and how to deal With abuses,

SDG&E believes that additional messages are necessary for customers to be fully
informed about changes to the industry. SDG&E believes that it is crucial that
customers receive information directly from the utility about its changing role because
its customers look to the utilily to provide them with information about energy
services. SDG&E contends that its customers are not familiar with the EREG, and
therefore may not trust what the EREG is saying or may not be receptive to the EREG's
message. SDG&E believes that it should continue to serve as an important

 communications link to its customers.
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The primary customer communication device is the monthly bill. SDG&E plans
to convey how consumers can be more informed about customer choices, and to
provide assurances about continued safely and reliability. SDG&E's proposed CEP
would also provide information on the new format of an SDG&E bill, and an example
of what the bill will look like. SDG&E asserts that customiers will better understand
these changes in billing if customers canrefer to a familiar example. SDG&E also plans
to provide information des_cribing how the products that SDG&E provided in the past
will now be available through other energy providers. SDG&E’s CEP would also
allocate resources to respond to a larger volume of calls from customers who would

rather call their local utility company regarding electri¢ restructuring than a statewide

800 number. \ ,
SDG&E's proposed CEP plans to us¢ the following vehicles to communicate with

- its residential custorners: print ads, bill inserts, stories in the monthly newsletter that is
distributed in the monthly bill, bill messages, printed messages on billing envelopes,
news releases, and collateral information providing in response to inquiries by
customers. To communicate with its small and medium-sized business customers,
SDG&E plans to use targeted print ads in business publications, news releases, direct
mail, bill inserts, and collateral information. Communications with major businesses
will be by face-to-face contact, newsletter, seminars, and collateral information.

SDG&E states that its CEP will not conflict with the joint CEP, and that SDG&E
expects to work with the Commission to ensure that its CEP is designed and
disseminated in an unbiased fashion.

SDG&E estimates its costs for its CEP for the period from September 1997 to
February 1998 at $1,407,182. Since SDG&E's CEP is specifically designed to implement
direct access, SDG&E requests that it be allowed to recover the costs pursuant to

Section 376. The cost breakdown for each proposed activity is as follows:
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Residential -
- Billinsert $ 25,150
Print and media 333,022
Collateral, pr, and fulfillment 293,366
Telephone center costs 312,020
Research 28,800
Subtotal $992,358

Small/Medium Business _ _
Bill insert _ $15,000°
Diréct mail 195,000
Print and media. 65,008
Collateral and fulfillment 48,668

- Telephone center costs 25,448
Research , _ 19,200
~ Subtotal $368,324

Major Business - I
Neivsletter - ' $ 7,500
Collateral - 13,000
Seminars 26000

Subtotal - - 46,500

Total L $1,407,182

Comments to SDG&E's Motlon
Latino Issues Forum (LII‘) and “The Greenhmng Inshtute (Greenlmmg) opposé |

SDG&E’s proposal to spcnd $1.4 million in ratepayer monies. 111ey c¢ontend that such
messages are lakely to be 1gnored LIF and Greenhmng propose that SDG&E subm:t a
proposal which would expend $1 million on a pllot program to test whether non- proht
organizations from the commumty ¢an design and implement more ¢ost-effective
messages. _ .

The Utility Reform Netwmk (TURN) is opposed to SDG&E's requesl TURN
contends that SDG&E'’s concern t_hal consumers may not be receptive to a message from

EREG is a valid one, but instead of spending an additional $1.4 million, TURN
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recommends that the Commission be made the official sponsor of all the educational
materials which target small customers. TURN also recommends that to the extent
possible, those materials should be delivered through .ulility billing envelopes, rather
than the use of direct mail from an unfamiliar source. By doing so, SDG&E's customets
would be familiar with both the source of the message and the medium.

TURN also argues that SDG&E has failed to make a showing that its CEP will
provide information that is differéat from what the joint CEP plans to provide. In
Attachnient A of SDG&E’s !;l:l()ﬁdl’l, the message comparison béf\\fcbn. the joint CEP and
SDG&E’s CEP demonstrates that five out of the seven préposed messages only
reinforce the statewide CEP, or personalize a message thatis already bemg addressed
by the EREG. TURN does not believe that additional ratepayer money should be spent
to make the sanie point.

As for SDG&E's plan to adwse its customers that many products and services
previously provlded by the utlhty will be available from a variety of sources, and that
custoniers will be sent a sample, redesxgned monthly bill, TURN contends thata
separate, utility-specific CEP is not necessary. TURN be_he\'es that if SDG&E wants to
produce separate materials on these issues, it should pay for it out of the money in rate
base that is already allocated for customer education.

The Utility Consumers’ Action Network (UCAN) opposes SDG&E’s motion on
four grounds. First, UCAN believes that SDG&E’s request is an unwarranted use of
ratepayer funds. UCAN asserts that all of the reasons offered by SDG&E for its separate
CEP will be adequately addressed by the CEP program. UCAN also points out that
SDG&E can use alternative avenues to communicate this information without incurring
additional expenses, such as using SDG&E’s monthly newsletter, which ratepayers
already '.pay for. UCAN further contends that SDG&E may be amoﬁg the least credible

* The comments of LIF and Greenlining were included in their June 12, 1997 comments on the joint
CEP.

%
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information sources for restructuring changes, so that the nonies it plans to spend are
likely to be the least cost-effective use of ratepayer mondes.

UCAN's second reason SDG&F's motion should be denied is that SDG&E has
adequate customer education funding under existing revenues to handle future
inquiries. UCAN points out that in recent years, SDG&E has radically altered the format
of its bills, but used current revenues to educate customers. No supplemental funding
was sought beyond the current funded levels. UCAN contends that there is still
previously authorized money available for SDG&E's efforts. UCAN afknloXs'ledges that
there are likely to be more phone inquiries about electric restructuring than for
SDG&E'’s past bill changéé. However, since the joint CEP is planning a toll-free call
center, SDG&E call center representatives should refer calls to the EREG call center.
UCAN also points out that SDG&E will benefit from the media altention and the
adverhsmg that the energy marketers will be conducting.

UCAN's third reason for opposing SDG&E's motion is that SDG&E has not
shown how the CEP program will be madequate., As for SDG&E's contention that the
utility should explain how the utility is changing its r'olé, UCAN asserts that this is
something that the EREG is planning to do. The CEP will also be responsible for
educating customers about. the new bills and what services will be available from
others, and a call center will be established to handle questions about electric
restructuring. ThilS, instead of SDG&E's message being different from: the joint CEP,
SDG&E’s proposal will only reinforce what the CEP already ﬁlans to do. The only thing
that will be different is an example of what SDG&E’s new bill will look like. UCAN
belicves that this can be covered by SDG&E's current customer education budget.
UCAN states that SDG&E has been underspending in its customer education and
customer service departments, and has had unprecedented high rates of return during

the past three years. During this time, SDG&E's call center has also taken on additional

non-utility services, such as signing up customers for newspaper subscriptions. If

SDG&H’s call ¢enters can handle this additional work, UCAN states that there is no

reason SDG&E's ¢all center cannot handle additional calls or refer calls to the CEP fdll-

free call center.
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UCAN's fourth reason of opposition is that it believes that consumers will view
SDG&E is the least qualified to provide unbiased information to its customers. The
ulility’s point of view is likely to be in contrast to the view of electric service providers’,
who will emphasize how they can lower the cost to the custonier.

UCAN recommends that SDG&E'’s motion be denied for the reasons stated
above. UCAN recommends that SDG&E be permitted to return to seek Section 376
reimbursement of unusual expenses associated with the education of custbmers about
the new bill and about electric restructuring. In the event of such a filing, UCAN |
recommends that SDG&E be required to show: (1) the extent to which call volume and
customer demand for this information exceeded histdri_éal levels of demand; (2) how
current funding for customer education and service was inadequate to meet the
increased demand; (3) how the CEP was inadequate, with support of specific examples;
and (4) a comparison of SDG&E'’s education effort with that of Edison and PG&E. |

Reply of SDG&E | | |

In its reply, SDG&E states that it shares TURN's concern that customers are not
familiar with the EREG, and may not be receptive to EREG’s messages. Even if the
Commission is made the sponsor of the EREG materials and messages, SDG&E
contends that the custorners of SDG&E “will still expect their local utility to inform
then about the upcoming changes.” In addition, SDG&E contends that the statewide

message will be more effective if the message is complemented with information from -

the local utility.

SDG&E contends that the statewide CEP will not address some of the messages
that SDG&E plans to cover, and that both TURN and UCAN have recognized those
differences in their responses. SDG&E argues that providing utility-specific detail about
the programs that are generally discussed by the statewide CEP is necessary for
customers to fully understand the effects of restructuring. SDG&E uses the example of
energy efficiency prdgrams where the delails of such programs vary from utility to
 utility, SDG&E contends that a utility-specific CEP is the best method of meeting those

customer education needs.

.
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SDG&E takes issute with UCAN's assertion that SDG&E is the least qualified to
provide unbiased informaltion to its customers. SDG&E is not aware of any preliminary
surveys by EREG which indicate that information from the utilities will be seen as
among the least credible sources by the public. To the contrary, SDG&E asserts that it is
highly qualified to deliver accurate, informative messages, and that SDG&E was rated
in a study as one of the top 10 most service-responsive companies in San Diego. SDG&E
also points out that in 1995, SDG&E'’s customer service telephone center was rated
among the best among all utilities by Call Center Magazine, and that SDG&E has an
excellent customer satisfaction record with 95% of its customiers being “very satisfied”
for the years 1994 through 1996.

In response to UCAN’s commient that SDG&E has no need for a utility-specific
CEP because it has successfully educated customers in the past about changes without
seeking supplemental funding, SDG&E asserts that the Legislature clearly
contemplated in AB 1890 that electricily customers be provided with sufficient and
reliable information. SDG&E argues that the merits of SDG&E’s request should be
based on the criteria in D.97-03-069, and not on previous customer education efforts. If
SDG&E’s approval is granted, SDG&E should be permitted to seek recovery of these-
program <osts.

With respect to UCAN's assertion that there is no need for a utility-specific CEP
because there will be heightened media attention and éd\'értising'messages— from
various energy providers, SDG&E agrees that customers may well be inundated with
information. SDG&E believes, however, that its customers will expect info‘rmalion from
their local utility, and that it must be actively engaged in the education effort.

SDG&E points out that its utility-specific CEP will be unbiased and neutral.
SDG&E proposes that its CEP will be developed in conjunction with and approved by
the Commiission. SDG&E’s own marketing materials, on the other hand, would be paid -
for by shareholders. _ ‘ 7

LIF and Greenlining have proposed that a pilot prograni be adopted to test

whether non-profit organizations can be a more effective medium for communicating -

SDG&E’s messages. SDG&E acknowledges that community-based organizaliohs may

222.




R.94-04-031, 1.91-04-032 AL)/JSW/bwg ¢

play a role in the utility-specific CEP, but does not want this to be substituted for
SDG&E’s approach. SDG&E proposes to use a variely of proven media to reach all

custoniers.

Discussion
We stated in D.97-03-069 that should an investor-owvned electrical corporation

decide to devise and implement a utility-specific CEP, in addition to the utility’s
participation in the joint CEP, the utility must make a showing of why a utility-specific
CEP is necessary, and why the joint CEP cannot address the utility-specific issue. In
addition, the utility-specific CEP must be developed in conjunction with and approved
by the Commission. The utility-specific CEP mwust also “be designed and communicated
in an unbiased fashion so that electncnly consumers are ‘provided with sufficient and
reliable information to be able to conipare and select among producls and services’ and
with the ‘information necessary to help them make appropriate choices as to their
electric service.” ” (D.97-03-069, pp.11-12)

SDG&E contends that a utility-specific CEP should be authorized for SDG&E
because customers should receive information directly from the utility about the
utility’s changing role. In addition, SDG&E argues that the utility must provide specific

“details about the various thanges that are discussed only generally by the joint CEP.
SDG&E points out that the joint CEP will not get into the various program details that
vary from utility to utility. Thus, the utility must provide that kind of information.

“The thrust of subdivisions (b) and (d) of Section 392 is that the information
provided from the CEP must be “sufficient and reliable” so as to “provide custorners
with information necessary to help them make appropriate choices.” We have
interpreted that to mean that the messages and themes must be unbiased and
informative. (D.97-03-069, p. 14.)

In reviewing the kinds of messages that SDG&E seeks to include in its utility-

* specific CEP, we are concerned that some of the messages that it seeks to convey may

not be impartial. For example, SDG&E proposes to include messages that SDG&E's role

is changing, that customers will have a choice of energy providers, that customers will

°
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continue to receive safe and reliable power, how to find out more information, and that
many of the products and services that SDG&E pr‘ﬁvidcd in the past will now be
‘available through other energy providers. Those lypes of messages are to be included in
the joint CEP.

We view SDG&B's request in this area as an oppdrlunity to putitself ina
favorable light and to promote brand or name recognition by getting its name in front
of its customers. Marketing which promotes this kind of recognition does not require
preapproval by the Commission. (D.97-03-069, p. 12, footnote 8.) However, the expense
associated with brand or name recognition niarketing is to be paid by the ulilit)?'s
sharcholders, and not by ratepayers.” The CEP paid for by ratepayers is to pay for
messages that are impartial, and which consumers can use to make informed choices
about electric services.

Changes in bill format is something the joint CEP will also address. SDG&E'’s
proposal to inforni its customers about how their bills will be itemized, and what the
 bill will ook tike is ot the kind of information that will help customers make

appropriate choices as to their electric service. Instead, that kind of information appears

only to be designed to explain what SDG&E’s bill will look like. That type of

information is related to positioning SDG&E as the preferred provider. As mentioned
carlier, that type of marketing material should be bome by SDG&E’s shareholders, and
not by ratepayers. SDG&E and the other investor-owned utilities need to recognize that
in this new competitive environment, ratepayers should not be obligated to pay for the
kinds of materials that SDG&FE’s compelitors must pay for as well.

One item which SDG&E proposes to be included as part of its CEP is additional
funding to staff its customer service center for questions about restructuring-related
changes. Undoubtedly, the customer service centers are going to experience an increase
in calling volume as we move from a monopoly provider to a competitive environment.

Consumers are likely to call the incumbent utility out of habit, or because they are
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unaware of other providers, if they have questions about electric restructuring. This
increase in calling volume is likely to be a direct result of the restructuring of the electric
industry. SDG&E estimates that such aclivities will cost approximately $338,000.

We will authorize SDG&E to track in its IRMA the increase in expenses that are
related to the increase in staffing for customer service center calls which exceed the
already authorized funding amount for customer service center costs. The information
that the service center ?épresentalives supply about electric restructuring should be as
impartial and neutral as possible. We also expect SDG&E to maintain a list or log of the
number of calls fielded by its customer service center, the general issue or issues raised
by the customer, and a comparison of the number of calls handled on a monthly basis in
compa-ri’sor\ to the aumber of calls handled during the same months for the last three
- years. The Encrgy Division shall be directed to work with SDG&E to develop this list or
log. Such a record will enable us to track the increase in calls as a result of electric
~ restructuring. This list, along with a summary of the amounts booked to the IRMA for
these activities, shall be submitted to the Commiission’s Energy Division and Consumer
Services Division on January 30, 1998, July 30, 1998, and January 30, 1999. This report
need not be served on the service list to this proceeding. Persons interested in receiving
this report should make that request upon SDG&E, which shall deliver a copy upon
request. |

Filing of PG&E

PG&E's filing of May 30, 1997 provides notification of its intent to engagé in
some customer education efforts that are specific to PG&E and independent of the joint
CEPD.

PG&E's current activities involve the preparation of three shareholder-funded
comnunication pieces on electric restructuring for its customers. PG&E believes that

this effort is needed prior to the start of the statewide campaign to ensure that

* PG&E apparently recognizes this difference by planning to use shareholder funds to pay for some
of the materials it is distribuling.

%
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customers have enough time to absorb the information and be comfortable with their
choices. PG&E has already distributed its June 1997 issue of its sharcholder-funded
newsletter describing the upcoming changes. PG&E is also planning an August 1997
issue discussing similar topics. PG&E is also creating a brochure that will be mailed to
custoners who request information on direct access/deregulation issues. PG&E states .
that it will not seek recovery from ratepayers for these three educational efforts.
PG&E believes that it will have to issue future communication pieces as well.
These may include such things as to how to read the new bill, or how to become a direct
access customer. Some of these efforts may be addressed in PG&E’s newsletter, Other
-~ activities, such as the cost of training PG&E personneél to answer customers’ questions
about direct access, to the extent those costs exceed already authorized funding, would
be tracked and reviewed in PG&E’s IRMA. PG&E states that the scopeof these
information activities will depend on the rules for direct access, and the dégrcé to which
the Commission, the EREG, or PG&E decides what utility-specific communication
effor_ts are required. If the costs are booked to the IRMA, PG&E states that it will bear

the burden of proof in demonstrating the reasonableness of these costs.

Discussion
As discussed above, we expect the incumbent utilities to experience an increase

in customer service calls related to electric restructuring. We will authorize PG&E to
track the increase in costs associated with training and hiring of additional personnet to
answer customers’ questions about direct access, to the extent those costs exceed
alréad)' authorized funding for customer service center costs. We shall also impose the
same reporting and filing requirements on PG&E as we did for SDG&E, as discussed
above.
Findings of Fact

1. D.97-03-069 allowed the investor-owned electrical corporations to file a notion
seeking authorization for a utility-specific CEP.

3. PacifiCorp filed a motion on June 2, 1997 seeking authorization to establish its
own CEP.
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3. PacifiCorp cstimates that its CEP efforts will cost approximately $268,000.

4. The majority of PacifiCorp’s customers are located in small cities and towns in
the northernmost counties of Catifornia.

5. Inorder to effectively reach PacifiCorp’s customers, the media strategy needs to
reflect the geographic location of these custonters.

6. PacifiCorp’s customers may not experience some of the financial impacts that -
AB 1890 mandates.

7. The messages to be disseminated to PacifiCorp’s customers will differ somewhat
from the messages that are planned for the joint CEP.

8. PacifiCorp’s proposed CEP strategy is appropriate given the geographic location
of PacnflC orp’s customer base.

9. There is nothing in I’acnfLCorp s motion which demonstrates that the commumly

advisory groups which it plans to use have the expertise to determine what are biased

or unbiased messages. _
10. The Comimission staff has the technical knowledge about clectric resteucturing

issues, and is in a position to evaluate whether a proposed message puts the utility ina
better light than its compehtors

11. PacmCorp should be required to submit all of its proposed CEP malenals to the
Energy Division for review.

12. Indevising a utility-specifie CEP, the utility needs to recognize that the CEP is.
intended to inform customers about the changes to the electric industry in an unbiased
and neutral manner.

13. The paid media percentage of PacifiCorp’s proposed budget seems excessive in
comparison to the joint CEP’s proposed mass media budget percentage.

14. The followup research and other expenses categories seem excessive in
compa rison to Sierra Pacific’s budget request.

15. Sierra Pacific filed a motion on May 30, 1997, requesting authorization to
1mplement a uhllty~spec1flc CEP. _

16. Sierra Pacific éstimates that its ut1|1ty~spe¢nf:c CEP will cost $50,000.
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17. Sicrra Pacific’s situation is very similar to PacifiCorp’s circumstances in terms of
its limited operations in California and the financial impacts on its customers.

18. The CEP proposed by Sierra Pacific reflects the differences betweenits plan and
the joint CEP, and its media strategy is tailored to its customer base.

19. Sicrra Pacific should be required to submiit all of its proposed CEP materials to
the Energy Division for review.

20. SDGE filed a motion on May 30, 1997 requesting authorization to implement a
ulility-specifif CEP. _

21. SDG&E estinates that its utility-specific CEP will cost $1,407,182.

22. Responses in opposition to SDG&E's motion were filed.

23. A review of the kinds of messages that SDG& seeks to include inits utility-
specific CEP leads us to believe that the messages may not be impartial, and may
position SDG&E to put itself in a favorable light, and to promote brand or name
recogaition.

24. The custonter service centers of the incurbent utilities are likely to experience an
increase in calling volume as a result of calls about electric restructuring.

25. SDG&E estimates that its customer service center costs related to electric
restructuring will cost approximately $338,000. 7

26. SDG&E should be required to maintain a list or log of the number of calls fielded
by its customer service center, the general issue or issues raised by the customer, and a
comparison of the number of calls handled on a monthly basis it comparison to the
number of calls handled during the same months for the last three years.

27. The Energy Division should be directed to work with SDG&E to develop this list
or log.

28. Thelist or log, together with a summary of the amounts booked to the IRMA for
these activities, should be submitted to the Commission’s Energy Division and
Consunier Services Division as discussed in the text.

29. Thesame repdrting and filing requirements should apply to PG&E.
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Concluslons of Law
1. Indectermining whether a utility-specific CEP should be approved, we need to

ensure that such a plan is consistent with the provisions of Section 392.

2. Should an investor-owned electrical corporation decide to devise and im plement
a utility-specific CEP, the utility niust make a showing of why a utility-specific CEP is
necessary, and why the joint CEP cannot address the utility-specific issue.

3. Ifautility elects to devise and implement its own CEP, the utility must develop
its CEP in conjunction with the CoﬁmiSSion.

4. The CEP must be designed and communicated in an unbiased fashion so that
electricity consumers have the inforﬁ\ation necessary to help them compare and make
appropriate selections Wi\lﬁ respect to their electric service.

5. This decision is not intended to address the merits of the positions of PacifiCorp
and Sierra Pacific regarding whether the 10 percent rate reduction in AB 1890 applies to
their customers, and their respe&ivé CEPs should refrain from addressing this possible
difference until the Commission has decided this isstte.

6. The intent of Section 392(d) was to leave it up to the Commission to determine
the impartiality of the CEP messages.

7. The Cormission’s Energy Division should be delegated the responsibility to
review the submitted CEP materials for technical accu racy and to ensure that the
‘proposed materials are unbiased in nature.

8. 1f the materials being devised are designed to put the incumbent utility in a more
favorable light than its potential competitors, then those materials are deemed to be
marketing materials which are not subject to C(’)n\missidn approval, and the cost of
those materials should be borne by the shareholders of the utility.

9. PacifiCorp should be authorized to spend up to $180,000 to devise and
implement its utilily-specific CEP, and to track its expenditures related to its CEP in its
IRMA. , -

10. The expenditures up to the authorized funding level of $180,000 shall be

presunied to be reasonable, unless the contrary is shown by someone challenging the

%
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expendilures, or if the process for reviewing the impartiality of the CEP messages
detects biased niessages.

11. The recovery of the amounts booked to PacifiCorp’s IRMA account shall be
addressed in a future proceeding addressing the transition costs of PacifiCorp.

12. Sierra Pacific is authorized to establish memorandum accounts under the IRMA,
to spend up to $80,000 to devise and implement its wtility-specific CEP, and to track its
expenditures related to its CEP efforts that were incurred on or after March 31, 1997.

13. The expenditures up to the authornzed funding level of $80,000 shall be
presumed to be reasonable, unless the contrary is shown by someone challenging the
expenditures, or if the process for reviéwing the impartiality of the CEP messages
detects biased messages. | -

14. The recovery of the amotints booked to Sieréa Pacific’s IRMA account shall be
addressed in a future proceeding addressing the transition costs of Sierra Pacific.

15. We ha\'e interpreted subdivisions (b) and (d) of Section 392 to mean that the
messages and themes from the CEP must be unbiased and informative.

16. SDG&E should be authorized to track in its IRMA the increase in expenditures
that are related to the increase in staffing for customer service center calls which exceed
the already authorized funding amount for customer service center costs.

17. PG&E should be authorized to track in its IRMA the increase in expenditures
that are related to the iricrease in staffing for customer service center calls which exceed

the already authorized funding amount for customer service center costs.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:
1. The motion of PacifiCorp, which does business in California as Pacific Power
& Light Company, seeking authorization to establish its own customer education
program (CEP) is grantcd to the extent set forth below:
a. 'si’:\z‘.;eoa'ilthorized funding level for PacifiCorp’s utility-specific CEP shall be
,000.
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b. PacifiCorp shall submit all of its proposed CEP materials to the
Comm\ssmn s Energy vansnon for rewew

(1) The materials tobe submntted for review include all of the materials
that the uhhty is planning to use or to incorporate in its prmted and
spoken materials to reach its customers, lhe general publi¢, or the
- media.

(2) The uhhty may submit the materials to the Encrgy Dmsnon in slages
as the matena]s are developed :

(3) A CO\’er letter contammg the mformahon descnbed in thrs de.. lSlOI’l _
shall aCCompany each submlssxon :

. PacnflCorp is authornzed ) track in its lndustry Restructurmg o
Memorandum Account (IRMA) the expenditurés related to its uhllty
_specnﬁc CEP that mcurred on or after March 31 1997

. Expendrtures up to ‘the authorrzed fundmg level of $180,000 shall be
presumed to be reasonable, unless the contrary is shown by someone
challenging the expenditureés, or if the process fot reviewing the
impartiality of the CEP messages detects biased me%ages ‘

(1) The recovery of the amounts tracked in the IRMA shall b; recoverable
from PamflCorp s customers pursuant to Public Utilities Code
Sechon 376,ina manner to be determmed in the future

. Pacif iCorp shall submit a monthly report to the Commrss:oners, the
Directors of Constitmer Services Division and the Eriergy Division, and the
assigned Administrative Law Judge. This monthly report shall be dueon
the 15® of every nionth beginning September 15, 1997, and shall detail the
previous month’s CEP activities, the total expenditures for the month by
expense categories, and the next month’s anticipated activities. The
reporting requlrement shall terminate on July 15, 1998 unless extended by
a ruling or by Commission decision.

. PacifiCorp shall include the bill insert descnbed in Ordermg Paragraph 11
of Decrs:on (D ) 97-08-064 in its monthly bill as soon as practicable.
2. The motion of Sierra Pacnhc Power Company (Sierra Pauhc) aeekmg
authorization to establish its own C EP is granted to the extent set forlh below:

a. The authorized funding level for Sierra Pacific’s utrhty—specnfu CEP shall
be $80,000.
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. Sierra Pacific shall submit all of its proposcd CEP materials to the
Commission’s Energy Division for review.

(1) The materials to be submitted for review include all of the materials
that the utility is planning to use or to incorporate in its printed and
spoken materials to reach its customers, the general public, or the
media.

(2) The utility may submit the materials to the Energy Division in stages
as the materials are developed.

(3) A cover letter containing l‘he information described in this decision
shall accompany each submission.

. Sierra Pacific is authorized to establish an IRMA to track its expenditures
related to its utility-specific CEP that occurred on or after March 31, 1997.
Sierra Pacific shall file an advice letter establishing its IRMA within 30
days fron today’s date.

. Expenditures up to the authorized funding level of $80,000 shall be
presumed to be reasonable, unless the contrary is shown by someone
challenging the expenditures, or if the process for reviewing the
impartiality of the CEP messages detects biased niessages.

(1) The recovery of the amounts tracked in the IRMA shall be recoverable
from Sierra Pacific’s customers pursuant to Public Utilities Code
Section 376, in a manner to be determined in the future.

. Sierra Pacific shall submita monlhly report to the Commissioners, the
Directors of Consumer Services Division and the Energy Division, and the
assngned Administrative Law Judge. This monthly report shall be due on
the 15 of every month beginning September 15, 1997, and shall detail the
previous month’s CEP activities, the total expenditures for the month by
expense categories, and the next month'’s anticipated activities. The
reporting requirement shall terminate on July 15, 1998 unless extended by
a ruling or by Commission decision.

. Sierra Pacific shall include the bill insert described in Ordering Paragraph
11 of D.97-08-064 in its monthly bill as soon as practicable.

3. The motion of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) sceking

' authorization to establish its own CEP is granted only with respett to its expenses
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associated with the increase in expenses that are related to the increase in staffing for
customer service center calls which exceed the already authorized funding amount for

customer service center costs.

a. Theinformation that the service center representalives supply about
electric restructuring shall be as impartial and neutral as possible.

. SDG&E is authorized to track in its IRMA the increase in expenses that are
related to the increase in staffing for customer service center calls which
exceed the already authorized funding amount for customer service center
costs.

. SDG&E shall be required to maintain a list or log of the number of calls
fielded by its customer service center, the general issue or issues raised by
the customer, and a c.ompanson of the number of calls handled on a
monthly basis in comparison to the number of calls handled during the
same months for the last three years.

. SDG&E shall submiit this list or log, tOgether with a summary of the
amounts booked to the IRMA for these activities, with the Commission’s
Energy Division and Consumer Services Division on January 30, 1998,
July 30, 1998, and January 30, 1999. This report need not be served on the
service list to this proceeding, but shall be made available by SDG&E

upon request.
4. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is authorized to track in its IRMA

the increase in expenses that are related to the increase in staffing for ¢customer service
center calls which exceed the already authorized funding amount for customer service

center ¢osts.

a. The information that the service center representatives supply about
electric restructuring shall be as impartial and neutral as possible.

. PG&Eis authorized to track in its IRMA the increase in expenses that are
related to the increase in staffing for customer service center calls which
exceed the already aulhorlzed funding amount for customer service center
costs.

PG&E shall be required to maintain a list or log of the number of calls
fielded b)' ils customer service center, the general issue or issues ralsed by
“the custometr, and a companson of the number of calls handled on a’
- monthly basis in comparison to the number of calls handled during the
same months for the last three years.
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d. PG&E submit file this list or log, together with a summary of the amounts
booked to the IRMA for these activities, with the Commission’s Encrgy
Division and Consumer Sérvices Division on January 30, 1998, ]ul)'

1998, and January 30, 1999. This report need not be served on the ser\'lcc
list to this proceeding, but shall be made available by PG&E upon request.

5. The Commiission shall delegate to its Energy Division the responsibility to
review the submitted CEP materials for technical accuracy, and for ensuring that the

proposed materials are unbiased and neutral.

a. The Energy Division shall have 10 days from the date of recelpt by the
Commiission to réview the draft CEP materials.

b. If the Energy Division determmes that the submltted materials are
technically inaccurate or biased, the Energy Division shall notify the
utility of this within the 10-day time period.

6. The Energy Division shall be directed to work with SDG&E and PG&E to
develop the format of the list or log of calls handled by the customer service centers of

SDG&E and PG&E.

‘ This order is effective {dday.
Dated August 1, 1997, at San Francisco, California.

P. GREGORY CONLON
_ President
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JR.
HENRY M. DUQUE
JOSIAH L. NEEPER
RICHARD A. BILAS
Commissioners




