
Mailed 9/3/98 
Dccision 98-09-019 Scpt~mb~r 3, 1998 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Applic,1Uon of Pdcific Gas and El~<tric Company 
to Identi(y and Separat(' ConlllOnrnts of Electric 
Rat~s, Effecti\'e Januilry I, 1998. (U 39E) 

AppJicalion of San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company (U 902 tvf) for Authority to Unbtmdle 
Rat~s and Products. 

In the ~fattet of the Application of Southern 
California Edison Company (U 338 E) Proposing 
the Functional Scparcltion of Cost COJllpOnents for 
En-erg}" Tr(lJlSmission tmd Ancillary Ser\'ic~s 
Distribution, Public Benefit Progr,ulls and 
Nuclear DCCOn'1I1\issioning, To be Effective 
January 1, 1998 in ~on(on\lance with 0.95-12-036 
as ~'fodified by D.96-01-009, the JUI\e 21, 1996 
ruling of Assigned CoI'l.'unlssioncr Duque, 
D.96-12-074, and Assembly mil 1890. 

OPINION 

Summary 

Applk"tion 96-12-009 
(Filed D('('emb~r 6, 1996) 

tqfil-l'10~)nf.\1 ~ [to 
llYJ Ull,lllJUWlti\[!o 

Application 96-12-011 
(Filed December 6, 1996) 

Application 96-12-019 
(Filed December 6, 1996) 

This decisi01\ dellies the petition of Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

(PG&E) Energy Services to modify Decision (D.) 97--08-056. 

PG&E Energy Services' Petiti6n to Modify 0.97·08-056 
On Pebnti'tr}' 17, 1998, PG&E Energy Services filed a petition to modify 

0.97-08-056 in which the Commission unbltl\dled (ertain cost categories 

pursuant to Assembly Bill 1890 for PG&E, Southern California Edison Compan}' 

(Edison) and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E). TIle decision also 
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(-st,lbJished a methodo1ogy (or ccllculaUng an a\'er'lg~i, nlonthly Competition 

Transition Chtuge (eTC) for (,(lCh customer c1ass based on a single average 

fi'tonthly Power Exchange CrNlit. The Conullission has denied an applicatioll for 

fehecuing and three petitions to n\odiC}' which propose changes to this 

nlethodology. 

PG&E Energy Services alleges that I'G&E and Edison's tariffs which 

imple01rnllhis n\ethodolog}' and which were approved in Resolution E·3510 arc 

in violation of 0.97-08-056. It claims that the resolution effectively modified 

D.97-08-056 in violation of Public Utilities C~e 1708 which providrs for prior 

notice and opportunity to be he<lrd. SpecificaJl}'I PG&E Energy Services argues 

that PG&E and Edison's advice letters, which the Conll'nission approved, seen' to 

propose to pefll\it each of the utilities to calculate n'lonthly PX credits for cach 

time-of-use period, averclglng oVer the peak, mid-peak and olf-peak hours in a 

n\onth instead of over all hours in a 11tonth. PG&E Encrg}' Services believes this 

avel'elging is contr,lry to 1).97-08-056;s provision requiring a single ntonthly 

average c<lkulation. 

PG&E Energy Services argues that the ntethod lor calculating the CTC 

adopted in Resolution E-3510 thwarts the Con1n\ission's goal to promote 

competition h}' elin\inatlng the difference between. the PX Credit and the utilities' 

avoided cost of serving the customer through pX purchases. The Comnussion 

explicitly rejected the utilities' proposals lor n"tasking such price differences in 

0.97-08-056. PG&E Energy $en'ices st<ltes it entered into contracts with 

customers in reliance on 0.97-08-056 and that Resolution E-3S10 is dan\aging to it 

and its customers. 
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1\.96-12-009 et at ALJ/KLM/j\Y,l 

Responses of Parties 
Office of Ratepaycr Ad\'ocatcs and EnvirOllJllental Def('nsc FUlld (jointly, 

ORA/EDF). Edison, and PG&E'fHcd r('spoJlses to PG&E Energy Services' 

petition. Edison, ORA/EDF and PG&B argue that the uliJities properly 

interpreted 0.97-08-056 in a\'er,'ging variolls tiine~or-use periods to calculate the 

eTC. TI1CY assert that PG&E Energ}' ScrviCes has misunderstood 0.97-08-056 

which in f.let st.lted an intent to rC(ognize rather "than elhninafe time-of-use price 

distinctions. Edispn believes PG&E Energy Scrvices' petition is "procedurally 

flawcd because PG&E Energy Services is not a part}' to the ptoceeding afid failed 

to protest the advice letters. Edison observes that othcr"eners}' service providers 

w~te involved in dc\'elopnlent of the relevant tariffs and none protestcd the erc 
c~l1culation. ORA/EOF add that e\'idellce of th~ COnll1\ission's intent to rctain 

tiille-ot-usc pricing is embodied in several parties t joint commcllts on the 

proposed decision and alternate, which advocated cakl11ating the eTC by timc­

"of-use period and which were incorporated into the COil\nlission/s final order. 

Discussion 
D.97-08-056 adopted a proposalot(ered by ORA, which it modified in 

certain aspeds. Although PG&E Energy ~rvkes Illay arguc that We did not 

explicitly order tiIl'te-of-use averagiJlg, we dearly stated our ongoing 

COIllmitn\ent to the "inlplenlentatiOi\ of effective time-differentiated price 

signals.iI Indeed, it was on that basis that we rejectcd the utilities' proposals. 

Our rc\tie\\' of the utilities' advice letters on this subject was extensive Ahd 

in\'oh'ed interested parties. \Ve dkl not overlook the proposals of Edison and 

PG&E or consider that their adoption would modify the Commission's order. To 

the contrary, we adopted them believing then,. t6 be fully consistent with 

D.97-08-056. That SDG&E did not adopt a sinulat nlethod is attributable to the 
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limit,ltions of its billing systen, and is not, as PG&E Energy Scrvices suggests, 

cvidence that Edison and PG&E's n\cthods are cootr"I)' to D.97-08-056. 

Findings of Fact 
1. D.97-08-056 intcnded the utilities to calculate the ere by averaging PX 

prices during different time-oE-usc periods. 

2. PG&E Energy Services' Pelition to ~1odify D.97-08-056 misinterprets the 

order by assun\ing the Conunission it\tended the utilities to calculate the erc by 

cillculating a single monthly aVertlge price. 

ConClusion of Law 
The Con\lnission should deny the Petitioll to ~1odi(y 0.97-08-056 filed by 

PG&E Encrg}' Scrvices'on February 17, 1998. 

o FrO E R 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The Petition to l"fodify Decision 97-08-056 tiled by PG&E Energy Services 

on February 17, 1998 is dellied. 

2. These consolidated l'lrocecdings are closed. 

This order is effective tooay. 

D,lted September 3, 1998, at Sail Fr,lncisco, California. 
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RICHARD A. BILAS 
President 

P. GREGORY CONLON 
JESSIE J .. KNIGHT, JR. 
HENRY ~1. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

COn\n\issioners 


