
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Application 10-03-014
Company to Revise Its Electric Marginal (Filed March 22, 2010)
Costs, Revenue Allocation, and Rate
Design, to Revise its Customer Bills, and
to Seek Recovery of Incremental
Expenditures.

NOTICE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATION

Pursuant to Rule 8.3 of the Commissions Rules of Practice and Procedure, the City and

County of San Francisco (“CCSF”) gives notice of the following exparte communication. The

communication took place on Friday, February 4, 2011 at 11:00 am. in the Commission’s San

Francisco offices. The communication was oral and included discussion of the attached document

summarizing CCSF’s presentation.

Margaret Meal, Regulatory and Legislative Affairs Manager for the San Francisco Public

Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”), and Thomas Long, Deputy City Attorney for CCSF, initiated the

communication with Scott Murtishaw, Advisor to Commission President Michael Peevey.

CCSF stated that the proposal of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) to flatten its

generation rates through the use of a Conservation Incentive Adjustment (“CIA”) is both

unnecessary and harmful. CCSF pointed out that PG&E has failed to demonstrate a need for

flattened generation rates despite bearing the burden of proof. CCSF also explained that PG&E’s

proposal would harm Community Choice Aggregators, confuse customers, and increase PG&E’s

revenue requirement. CCSF fUrther stated that PG&E improperly relied on decisions adopting

settlement agreements to assert, inaccurately, that the Commission had adopted a policy that all

utilities should have flat generation rates. CCSF supported these points with the information in the

attached presentation package.
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Dated: February 9, 2011 DENNIS J. HERRERA
City Attorney
THERESA L. MUELLER
THOMAS J. LONG
Deputy City Attorneys

By: IS!
THOMAS J. LONG

Attorneys for:

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
City Hall Room 234
1 Dr. Canton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, California 94102-4682
Telephone:(415) 554-6548
Facsimile: (415) 554-4763
E-Mail: thomas.1ongsfgov.org
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, PAULA FERNANDEZ, declare that:

I am employed in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California. I am over the age

of eighteen years and not a party to the within action. My business address is City Attorney’s Office,

City Hall, Room 234, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102; telephone (415) 554-

4623.

On February 9,2011, I served the NOTICE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATION by
electronic mail on all parties on the service list A10-03-014.

BY UNITED STATES MAIL: Following ordinary business practices, I sealed true and correct copies of theabove documents in addressed envelope(s) and placed them at my workplace for collection and mailing with the UnitedStates Postal Service. lam readily familiar with the practices of the San Francisco City Attorney’s Office for collectingand processing mail. In the ordinary course of business, the sealed envelope(s) that I placed for collection would bedeposited, postage prepaid, with the United States Postal Service that same day.

Jerry 0. Crow
Kerntax
4309 Hanh Ave.
Bakersfield, CA 93309

I declare under penalty of peijury that the foregoing is true and correct and that this declaration
was executed on February 9, 2011, at San Francisco, California.

IS’

____

PAULA FERNANDEZ


