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1.

the November 6, 20 i 2 Assigned Commissioner a 1 mini strati ve

Law Judges’ Joint Ruling (“ACR”), ti n of Ratepayer Advocates (“DRA”)

hereby submits Opening Comments on questions and issues identified in that Ruling, 

The ACR allows parties to respond to the ‘‘Quest'*0118 Pertaining to the Coordination of

Elec

Pu

II.

I.

j have been an unusually large number of residential rate 

design cases at the CPUC. These cases include General Rate Case (“GRC”) Phase II 

Proceedings for SCE and SDG&E, and Rate Design Window (“RDW”) Proceedings for 

PG&E. There will hopefully be fewer residential rate design cases this year, which

would result in less need for coordination with the Rulemaking. DRA recommends that 

the Rulemaking be coordinated with any proceeding that deals with residential rate 

any proceeding that impacts rates for California Alternate Rates for Energy 

’) customers.- This coordination should include any new rate design cases and 

open cases such as PG&E’s 2012 Rate Design Window Proceeding, A. 12-02-020, and 

PG&E’s Pc

In the p

2. in

dieves that coordination of outreach and education is of paramount 

importance. This strong assertion rests on several key observations. First, the outreach 

and education budget of any given proceeding is substantial. Over the course of the

many varied recent rate redesign proceedings, hundreds of millions of dollars of

- In many instances, changes to non-CARE residential rates result in changes to CARE rates.
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ratepayer funding has been budgeted and expended. Therefore, coordination of outreach 

and education is an area that is ripe for efficiency gains and substantial budget savings. 

Secondly, the success of any rate redesign is predicated on the success of the outreach 

and education. Thirdly, the success of outreach and education has not always lived up to 

expectations as measured by customer response-

Above all, coordinating the outreach efforts in rate redesign with those in the 

energy efficiency and demand response programs is critical. As an example, PG&E 

currently is achieving a coordination synergy by jointly marketing its SmartRate (critical 

peak pricing) with its SmartAC (air conditioning cycling) program. In addition, any 

on-li aitlVleter outreach and education could include information about the new rate 

designs that are available. Coordination will increase customer learning overall, and be 

more effect ' dollar spent. Education is the key — customers need to learn how they 

can shift or reduce their electricity use in order to properly respond to the new rate design 

programs.

Rased on these principles, DRA makes the following recommendations:

Survey. Coordination efforts should start with a proper survey of current practice. 

The Commission should solicit reports from each utility on its current coordination of 

outreach and education efforts. Responses should address coordination between utilities 

as well as in-housc coordination efforts between the disparate rate related proceedings 

and program areas. Secondly, each utility should report on its ideas for future

eh and education, 

a joint core outreach 

n. The presentation /

document covers all the central themes touched on by the various rate proceedings.

11

d

-for example, in spite of the individualized outreach provided to PG&E’s largest commercial and 
industrial customers regarding default critical peak pricing, almost two thirds of the customers opted out 
of the new program. Such individualized outreach will not be possible with over 4 million residential 
customers, and thus an effective mass outreach program will be critical.
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c same presentation is used as a core message for multiple proceedings, it has 

the advantage of promoting a uniform statewide program. Such a program should present 

the reasons and advantages of transitioning to time-varying rates in simple language that 

is understandable to the public. The core presentation should avoid using terminology 

that is technical in nature (e.g. “marginal cost,” “cross subsidies,” etc.) that would be 

public.

The coordination effort should not lose momentum after the creation

1 ................ i; ■ h 11 create a vehicle / procedure for ongoing

iination of outreach and education issues.

u

o

progress

3.

part ’ &E’s Application 104J8-005 dealing with 

default residential Peak Day Pricing (‘ ) be dismissed, as the subject of residential

time variant pricing rates will be examined in this Rulemaking.

PG&E filed its original application on August id other parties

filed protests on PG&E’s Application in September, wing this there was a

long break, and then this proceeding was combined with a PG&E Rate Design Window

Application, A. 10-02-028, dealing with Peak Time Rebates (“PTR”). There was a 

general consensus, in the Default resident lication, that there was a need for

legal interpretation • A; Utilities Code Section r> : briefs examined rate

protections for residential customers and how time-variant pricing rates for residential 

customers would need to be designed. Op<

submitted on Man .> ■ l and Rep f

that these legal briefs on default residential

record of this Rulemaking. Further work on developing default residential time variant

DRA

he

- PG&E filed Application No. 10-08-005 on August 9, 2010. This is the Application of Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company for Approval to Defer Consideration of Default Residential Time-Variant Pricing until 
its Next General Rate Case Phase 2 Proceeding or in the Alternative for Approval of its Proposal for 
Default Residential Time-Variant Pricing and For Recovery of Incremental Expenditures Required for
Implementation.
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pricing should be performed in this 'Rulemaking. r moving the briefs on legal issues 

on time variant pricing to the Rulemaking, A. 10-08-005 can be dismissed.

The part of A. 10-02-028 dealing with PTR should continue to proceed and can 

proceed separately from the legal briefing on P.U. Code 745. The PTR issues have 

already gone to hearings, have been briefed, and the Commission is deliberating on these 

issues. The Commission should incorporate the findings of a decision < t for PG&E 

into the Rulemaking, SCE and SDG&E already have PTR programs approved, and these 

programs are being monitored and evaluated. rfully this evaluation will provide 

useful information on how to move forward with residential time variant pricing 

programs.

DRA also recommends that PG&E’s upcoming General Rate Case Phase II 

proceeding be delayed for six months. PG&E is scheduled to file its Application in 

February or March in 2013. There are many parties that will work on both PG&E’s 

Application and this Rulemaking. Both the Rulemaking and PG. case II will

require a considerable investment in time and resources. PG&E’s Application should be 

delayed so that parties can focus more time on the Rulemaking. Moreover, the outcome 

of th making potentially will affect PG&E’s residential rate design in the GRC

1 allow parties to take into consideration anyPhase II. A <
iip T n 4~1 m /~\ x remerging eoi

4.

Other than

outreach and education discussed in response to Question #2 above, DRA does not have 

any comments at'

stonier

5.

>es not have any comments at this time.
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6.

DRA

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ GREGORY HEIDEN

Gregory Heiden 
Staff Counsel

Attorney for the Division of 
Ratepayer Advocates

Californ lilies Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 941.02 
Phone:
Pax: (415) 703-
E-mai 1: gxh@cpuc.ca.govNovember:
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