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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company
for Approval of Modifications to its SmartMeter™ Application 11-03-014
Program and Increased Revenue Requirements to (Filed March 24, 2011)
Recover the Costs of the Modifications (U 39 M)

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S OPPOSITION
TO DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES’ MOTION TO
AMEND THE SCOPE OF THE PROCEEDING TO INCLUDE
DATA ON RADIO FREQUENCY EMISSIONS AND TO ORDER
PG&E TO SERVE SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY ON THE
COSTS OF AN ANALOG METER OPTION

L. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rule 11.1(e) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, PG&E
hereby responds in opposition to the Division of Ratepayer Advocates’ (DRA) Motion to Amend
the Scope of the Proceeding, filed on July 22, 2011.

In its Motion, DRA requests that the Commission amend the scope of the above-

captioned proceeding in the following two ways:

1. Amend the scope to include a factual investigation of whether PG&E’s
SmartMeters™ comply with Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
guidelines for exposure to radio frequency (RF) emissions; and

2. Amend the scope by ordering PG&E to develop and set forth supplemental
testimony on the retention of electromechanical (analog) electric/ gas meters
as an alternative SmartMeter™ opt-out option.

DRA’s requests are directly in conflict with the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling
and Scoping Memo (Scoping Memo), issued May 25, 2011. DRA’s Motion, filed almost
two months after the Scoping Memo was issued, is effectively an appeal of the Scoping
Memo. DRA’s Motion fails to set forth any compelling reason to second-guess the

Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling on scope. Furthermore, DRA’s second request is

rendered moot since PG&E has already agreed to provide cost data on analog meters at



an upcoming Joint Utility Workshop. For these reasons, DRA’s Motion should be

denied.

I1. DISCUSSION

A. DRA'’s Motion Revisits the Exact Issue— i.e., A Request to Include RF Issues
in the Scope of this Proceeding—That It and Other Parties Raised at the
First Prehearing Conference and That Has Been Decided by the Assigned
Commissioner’s Ruling and Scoping Memo in This Proceeding.

The scope of the first phase of this proceeding excludes RF issues and is limited to the
radio-off proposal raised in PG&E’s Application. The Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo
clearly articulates the three issues that are within the scope of this phase of the proceeding: 1)
whether PG&E’s opt-out “radio-off” proposal is reasonable and should be approved; 2) whether
PG&E’s estimated opt-out costs are reasonable; and 3) whether PG&E’s proposed cost recovery
methodology is reasonable (See, Scoping Memo, pp.3-4). The Scoping Memo was issued after
full consideration of parties’ comments and recommendations at the first prehearing conference
(PHC) about which issues the Commission should consider in this proceeding. One of the
primary purposes of the first PHC was for parties to identify issues that should be considered in
the proceeding. (See, Notice of [First] Prehearing Conference)(April 20, 2011). DRA was an
active participant in the first PHC and made the same request regarding RF issues that it attempts
to resurrect in the instant Motion. The following excerpted exchange at the first PHC

demonstrates the point:

ALJ DeBerry: The purpose of today’s prehearing conference in addition
to establishing a Service List and to identify the parties and their
participation is to discuss the issues in this proceeding and to identify
those issues...(PHC Transcript, p.5, lines 3-8)

With that information established, I’d like to begin to discuss what parties
believe are the issues that we need to address....if you’d like to summarize
what you believe some of those things are, I think that will help us to go
forward...(Id., p.6, lines 8-16)

3Y On May 6, 2011, Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Bruce DeBerry presided over the first PHC in this
proceeding, A.11-03-014.



Ms. Paull: ...DRA in its response to PG&E’s application raised several issues.
One is whether the SmartMeters as installed are in compliance with the current
FCC guidelines....DRA has called several times...that the Commission...should
have a factual record to determine if the meters as installed follow
guidelines...(/d., p.14, lines 11-21)

The Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo explicitly acknowledges that “[sJome parties
request that the resolution of the application include studies associated with the actual
SmartMeter™ technology and potential health effects.” (Scoping Memo, p.3). This language
demonstrates that the Assigned Commissioner and ALJ considered parties’ requests regarding
scope, and decided to exclude RF issues from Phase 1 of this proceeding. DRA has failed to
articulate a valid reason to expand the scope of Phase 1 beyond the issues identified in the
Scoping Memo set forth in PG&E’s Application.

Given that DRA raised this same issue at the first PHC, the subsequently issued Scoping
Memo should not be modified absent some intervening and compelling new facts. None exist.
DRA’s argument that additional factual determinations on the specific RF measurements from
PG&E’s authorized SmartMeter™ deployment are “critical” to this proceeding is simply not
true. PG&E’s SmartMeter™ devices and installation must comply with FCC RF emissions
guidelines irrespective of whether PG&E offers a SmartMeter™ opt-out. The two issues are not
linked. As the Scoping Memo recognizes, factual issues concerning RF emissions are not a
necessary component of an evaluation of PG&E’s radio-off proposal and related costs. PG&E is
committed to resolving its current SmartMeter™ radio-off proceeding without undue delay, such
as the delay that that would be caused by expanding the scope of this proceeding to include

unnecessary RF factual investigations as proposed by DRA.

B. The Commission Has Previously Found That PG&E’s Meters are FCC
Compliant and the FCC Itself Has Articulated That PG&E’s Meters Comply
With FCC RF Emissions Requirements.

As acknowledged by DRA, the CPUC has previously found that PG&E’s SmartMeters™
comply with FCC RF emissions standards. Specifically, the Commission found that “[a]ll radio

devices in PG&E’s SmartMeters™ are licensed or certified by the FCC and comply with all FCC



requirements.” (See, D.10-12-001, FoF 2). Further, the FCC itself has articulated that PG&E’s
SmartMeters™ comply with RF emissions levels. (See, e.g., FCC Letters stating that PG&E’s

SmartMeter™ devices comply with FCC RF emissions safety standards). (Attachments A and B).

C. PG&E as Applicant in this Proceeding has Proposed a Radio-Off
SmartMeter™ Option, not an Analog Meter Option. PG&E Has Agreed to
Provide to Other Parties Cost Estimates on an Analog Meter Option at the
Future Joint Workshop to Be Scheduled by the Assigned Commissioner.
DRA’s request that the CPUC order PG&E to develop supplemental testimony on an
analog meter option is procedurally improper given that PG&E is Applicant and PG&E has only
proposed a radio-off option; and is unnecessary because PG&E has voluntarily agreed to provide
analog meter cost data at a Joint Workshop. At the second PHC held in this proceeding on July
27,2011, PG&E voluntarily agreed on the record to provide cost estimate data on an analog
meter option at a Joint Workshop. PG&E also stated that it would respond to specific Data
Requests related to costs of an analog meter option. Given PG&E’s agreement to provide analog
meter cost data to the parties in this proceeding, DRA’s request to force PG&E to submit
supplemental testimony is moot. Consistent with the Scoping Memo in this proceeding,
“[p]arties may recommend other reasonable cost alternative methods which allow a customer to
Opt-Out of a SmartMeter installation.” (See, Scoping Memo, p.3). It is therefore unnecessary
and procedurally improper to require that PG&E — the Applicant — submit testimony on an
alternative that is inconsistent with its radio-off proposal.
III. CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth above, Pacific Gas and Electric Company respectfully requests
that the Commission deny DRA’s Motion to amend the scope of the proceeding and to order

PG&E to provide supplemental testimony. DRA has not set forth a valid reason to expand the



scope of Phase 1 of this proceeding as set forth in the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling and

Scoping Memo, issued May 25, 2011.
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Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

August 6, 2010

Ms. Cindy Sage

Sage Associates Environmental Consultants
1396 Danielson Road

Montecito, CA 93108-2857

Dear Ms. Sage:

Thank you for your letter of March 15, 2010, in which you request that we review
compliance with FCC radiofrequency (RF) exposure limits for the “Smart Meter”
technology being implemented by utilities across the country. In particular, you
expressed concern about multiple adjacent Smart Meter installations used to service
multiple dwellings such as condominiums, and the effect of increased data traffic on
exposure from collector or controller units.

The FCC Equipment Authorization (EA) program in the Office of Engineering and
Technology has taken a very conservative approach to RF exposure compliance for low-
power network devices such as Wi-Fi base stations and Smart Meter transceivers. For
such devices that are not expected to be used close to the body, it is generally
unnecessary to perform routine specific absorption rate (SAR) evaluations as field
strength or power density is a sufficient and appropriate measure of exposure. The
maximum field strength at a distance can be derived from the effective radiated power
(ERP). Also, FCC field strength limits, like the SAR limits, are time-averaged.
Accordingly, for devices that will not be used within 20 centimeters of the body, we rely
on the “source-based” time-averaged ERP and require that it be less than our specified
values of 1.5 or 3 watts, depending on frequency,’ in order to ensure compliance with our
exposure limits. This does not imply that FCC exposure limits will be exceeded at
distances less than 20 cm, but only that detailed evaluation of the SAR is not required if
the 20 cm separation distance can be maintained.

It is useful in considering this issue to recognize that the power level specified on the
Grants of Equipment Authorization issued by the EA program is the peak power as this is
the power relevant to interference concerns. For exposure evaluations, however, the
average power is relevant, which is determined by taking into account how often these
devices will transmit. Since the purpose of these devices is to provide very infrequent
information they transmit in occasional bursts. Thus, for exposure purposes the relevant
power is maximum time-averaged power that takes into account the burst nature of
transmission, and based on the typical maximum time-averaged transmitter power for
many of these devices, they would generally be compliant with the local SAR limit even
if held directly against the body.

With respect to multiple adjacent Smart Meter installations, since the antennas for each
device are mounted individually on each utility meter, the separation distance from
people for most of the transmitting antennas is relatively large compared to 20 cm and the

' See Section 2.1091(c) of the FCC rules.



meters’ contributions to the total potential exposure at any location are small, as only the
nearest few transmitters can add meaningfully to the total. Further, as a practical design
matter, when several of these meters are placed in a cluster, they have to communicate
with a single controller. In order to ensure that the controller receives the information
properly, only one transmitter can communicate with the controller at a time, eliminating
the potential for exposure to multiple signals at the same time.

The general issue of cumulative exposure from an arbitrary group of transmitter
installations or from all transmitters distributed in the environment can appear to be
complex, but as discussed, the need for orderly communications requires that a few
sources normally dominate. In addition, the exponential decrease in signal strength over
distance and additional signal losses due to non line-of-sight conditions for distant
sources ensures that only the contributions of nearby transmitters are significant.

In summary, compliance for Smart Meters is determined according to the operating and
installation requirements of each type of meter during equipment certification, and is
based on the maximum transmission duty cycle for the device, including relay functions.
Necessary installation requirements to maintain compliance for each meter are specified
in the Grant. Irrespective of duty cycle, based on the practical separation distance and the
need for orderly communications among several devices, even multiple units or “banks”
of meters in the same location will be compliant with the public exposure limits. These
conditions for compliance are required to be met before a Grant can be issued from the
EA program and auditing and review of Grants is a routine function of the FCC
laboratory.

With respect to interference to medical devices, which you also raise in your letter, Smart
Meters typically operate under Part 15 of the FCC Rules. Those rules specify power
limitations to avoid interference. The Smart Meter wireless technologies used today are
not significantly different from Wi-Fi devices, cell phones and other typical consumer
products. Certain medical devices may need specific precautions in many other
environments; these are generally considered during FDA approval of the individual
medical device.

I hope that this information will be helpful. In addition, some technical information on
the subject has been developed by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) and we
have enclosed that information for reference.

Please know that the FCC is continually monitoring the issue of RF exposure and related
health and safety concerns, both in the general terms cf the continuing propriety of its
regulations, and in individual cases where substantive concerns are raised.

Sincerely,

]
\ ( ; o I.
ko T f \\ - B—Ju
| Julius P. Knapp
| Chief
'/ Office of Engineering and Technology
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