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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of San
Diego Gas & Electric Company (U902E)
for Approval of its Proposals for
Dynamic Pricing and Recovery of
Incremental Expenditures Required for
Implementation.
And Related Matters.

Application 10-07-009

Application 19-03-002

E-MAIL RULING ALLOWING FOR SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY
REGARDING DYNAMIC RATES

Dated July 17, 2020, at San Francisco, California.

/s/ JEANNE M. MCKINNEY
Jeanne M. McKinney
Administrative Law Judge
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From: McKinney, Jeanne <jeanne.mckinney@cpuc.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2020 1:59 PM
To: stephaniec@greenlining.org; kmills@cfbf.com; PUCservice@DRAlegal.org;
Fadia.Khoury@sce.com; DCheng@TURN.org; fortlieb@sandiego.gov;
joshua.nelson@bbklaw.com; joshua.nelson@bbklaw.com; Lee@ucan.org;
SDAP@sdap.net; LEarl@SDGE.com; Sue.Mara@RTOadvisors.com; Sher, Nicholas
<nicholas.sher@cpuc.ca.gov>; jennifer@utilityadvocates.org; Gail.Slocum@pge.com;
MAlcantar@Buchalter.com; NSheriff@Buchalter.com; John@OhmConnect.com;
JArmstrong@GoodinMacBride.com; SSMyers@att.net; Rita.Liotta@navy.mil;
Daniel@DenebeimLaw.com; service@cforat.org;
CESA_Regulatory@StorageAlliance.org; oshirock@pacbell.net; cmkehrein@ems-ca.com;
Scott@CalSSA.org; kmills@cfbf.com; YLu1@sdge.com; Barbara@BarkovichAndYap.com;
liddell@energyattorney.com; kjsimonsen@ems-ca.com; Tesfai, Leuwam
<leuwam.tesfai@cpuc.ca.gov>; regulatory@mceCleanEnergy.org;
Ryan.Mann@enel.com; info@communitychoicepartners.com; Li, Xian M.
<Xian.Li@cpuc.ca.gov>; MRW@mrwAssoc.com; AUmaretiya@ResourceInsight.com;
PChernick@ResourceInsight.com; RUmoff@seia.org; larry.r.allen@navy.mil;
Khojasteh.Davoodi@Navy.mil; CPUCdockets@EQ-research.com; htran@consultbai.com;
mbrubaker@consultbai.com; tklossner@consultbai.com; LWHouse@InnerCite.com;
Mona.Tierney-Lloyd@Enel.com; Douglass@EnergyAttorney.com; case.admin@sce.com;
Legal.Admin@sce.com; Lucas.Utouh@CalpineSolutions.com;
Paula.White@CalpineSolutions.com; tyree.dorward@bbklaw.com;
Maguirre@amslawyers.com; Courtney@ucan.org; Edward@ucan.org; Jane@ucan.org;
KKloberdanz@SempraUtilities.com; YLu@SanDiego.gov;
rhansson@semprautilities.com; TCahill@SempraUtilities.com;
CentralFiles@SempraUtilities.com; GAnderson@SDGE.com;
WFuller@SempraUtilities.com; Siebuhr, Alan <Alan.Siebuhr@cpuc.ca.gov>; Gutierrez,
Benjamin <Benjamin.Gutierrez@cpuc.ca.gov>; Danforth, Christopher
<Christopher.Danforth@cpuc.ca.gov>; Clay, Christopher
<christopher.clay@cpuc.ca.gov>; Hogan, Christopher
<Christopher.Hogan@cpuc.ca.gov>; ed3@cpuc.ca.gov; Sogbesan, Eyitejumade
<Eyitejumade.Sogbesan@cpuc.ca.gov>; McKinney, Jeanne
<jeanne.mckinney@cpuc.ca.gov>; Brown, Mary Claire
<MaryClaire.Brown@cpuc.ca.gov>; Foudeh, Masoud <Masoud.Foudeh@cpuc.ca.gov>;
Karle, Matthew <matthew.karle@cpuc.ca.gov>; Young, Megan
<Megan.Young@cpuc.ca.gov>; Chau, Nathan <Nathan.Chau@cpuc.ca.gov>; Obiora,
Noel <noel.obiora@cpuc.ca.gov>; Phillips, Paul S. <paul.phillips@cpuc.ca.gov>; Saraie,
Ryan <Ryan.Saraie@cpuc.ca.gov>; Richardson, Whitney
<Whitney.Richardson@cpuc.ca.gov>; James@UtilityAdvocates.org;
Jennifer@UtilityAdvocates.org; AYG3@pge.com; BEllis@Buchalter.com;
YXT5@pge.com; lrafii@buchalter.com; KCameron@Buchalter.com;
Brian@ohmConnect.com; Maria@OhmConnect.com; cem@newsdata.com;
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RegRelCPUCCases@pge.com; RegRelcpucCases@pge.com;
JAC@CPowerEnergyManagement.com; Alison@LTMuniConsultants.com;
Paul@BarkovichAndYap.com; pniemann@borregosolar.com; RBird@BorregoSolar.com;
TLindl@KeyesFox.com; TomB@CrossborderEnergy.com; janmcfar@sonic.net;
Bill@mcpmEconomics.com; Sieren-Smith, Bridget <Bridget.Sieren-Smith@cpuc.ca.gov>;
Bawa, Niki <niki.bawa@cpuc.ca.gov>; Lau, Elaine <elaine.lau@cpuc.ca.gov>; Petlin,
Gabriel <gabriel.petlin@cpuc.ca.gov>; Tan, Lee-Whei <lee-whei.tan@cpuc.ca.gov>;
Irwin, Louis M. <louis.irwin@cpuc.ca.gov>
Cc: ALJ Docket Office <ALJ_Docket_Office@cpuc.ca.gov>; ALJ Process
<alj_process@cpuc.ca.gov>; ALJ_Support ID <alj_supportid@cpuc.ca.gov>
Subject: A1007009/A1903002 Email Ruling Allowing for Supplemental Testimony
Regarding Dynamic Rates

A1007009/A1903002 EMAIL RULING ALLOWING FOR SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY
REGARDING DYNAMIC RATES
In the interest of ensuring that the upcoming evidentiary hearings are focused
and efficient, this ruling authorizes supplemental written testimony on real-time pricing
(RTP) rates. Testimony served addresses how such a rate might benefit enrolled
customers and how RTP could support grid reliability and the state’s goal of reducing
greenhouse gas emissions. But, testimony does not address concerns about RTP pricing,
such as whether it could result in intra-class cost shifts, and it does not include bill
comparisons and other data that would be necessary to evaluate a new RTP rate. This
ruling provides more detail on the type of supplemental testimony that would support
consideration of RTP rates. The supplemental written testimony authorized by this
ruling is due July 31, 2020 (supplemental direct testimony) and August 7, 2020 (rebuttal
testimony).
1.

Background
The Commission has previously indicated its support, in principle, for dynamic
rates, including real-time pricing (RTP) rates. (See, e.g., Decision (D.) 17-01-006 at
Appendix 2 (Illustrative Time-Varying Rates Compendium of Rate Designs Discussed in
Rulemaking 15 - 12 - 012).) The Commission has already approved dynamic pricing
options for San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) customers. For example, small
commercial customers are subject to a dynamic rate adopted by the Commission in
Application (A.) 10-07-009. More recently, the Commission has approved a dynamic
Vehicle-to-Grid Integration (VGI) rate and the Public Grid Integration Rate (GIR) for
certain customer groups. The GIR rate includes a component tied to the CAISO DayAhead Hourly Price.
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In 2019, in its decision denying a petition for rulemaking, the Commission
reiterated that new dynamic rate designs can, and should, be addressed in individual
utility general rate cases (GRCs). The Commission found that
. . . analysis of a particular utility’s costs and billing determinants in GRC
Phase 2 proceedings is essential to the task of rate design, including . .
. RTP tariffs. (Petition for Rulemaking 18-11-004 at finding of fact 12.)
In other words, a specific RTP rate proposal should be made and evaluated in the
individual utility’s GRC.
Before adopting a rate, the Commission must ensure that the rate is just and
reasonable. This is a complex determination that requires the Commission to consider a
myriad of factors and balance competing rate design principles. The Commission has
adopted the following rate design principles for residential rates and applied them in
other cases:
1. Low-income and medical baseline customers should have access
to enough electricity to ensure basic needs (such as health and
comfort) are met at an affordable cost; 2. Rates should be based
on marginal cost; 3. Rates should be based on cost-causation
principles; 4. Rates should encourage conservation and energy
efficiency; 5. Rates should encourage reduction of both
coincident and non-coincident peak demand; 6. Rates should be
stable and understandable and provide customer choice; 7.
Rates should generally avoid cross-subsidies, unless the crosssubsidies appropriately support explicit state policy goals; 8.
Incentives should be explicit and transparent; 9. Rates should
encourage economically efficient decision-making; and 10.
Transitions to new rate structures should emphasize customer
education and outreach that enhances customer understanding
and acceptance of new rates, and minimizes and appropriately
considers the bill impacts associated with such transitions.
Rates should be based on cost-causation and any cross-subsidies or incentives
should be transparent and support explicit state policy goals. Therefore, it is essential
that the Commission understand how any customer cost-savings will impact other
ratepayers. For example, if the customers on an RTP rate are expected to save $28
million, then the Commission must consider how the utility will recover that $28 million.
Will the utility have a corresponding $28 million in savings? Or, will the $28 million be
shifted to another customer group?
The Commission must also consider whether customers will be able to
understand and respond to the new rate. This is especially important for time-varying
rates that are designed to flatten peak loads and reduce renewables curtailment.
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Typically, the Commission uses bill impact forecasts, modeling based on historical data
and illustrative rates to make this evaluation.
In the instant proceeding, in addition to expressly including dynamic rates in the
scoped issues, a workshop was held on October 15, 2019 to allow parties to explore
ideas for dynamic rates. Although the workshop itself is not part of the record, the
knowledge gained through the workshop and set forth in the workshop report and
comments should help parties develop thoughtful and responsive testimony. In making
a decision, the Commission relies on the evidentiary record; the Commission can take
notice of the workshop report and comments, but that does not eliminate the need for
evidentiary support. According to the workshop report, Commissioner Shiroma
emphasized this point in her closing remarks by indicating that “any intervenor
testimony on real-time pricing or dynamic rate proposals needs to be as thorough as
possible and provide ample supporting research and regulatory citations.” (Dynamic
Rate and Real Time Pricing Workshop Report at 1.)
Intervenor testimony was served on April 6, 2020. California Solar and Storage
Association, OhmConnect, Inc., and California Energy Storage Alliance filed joint
testimony on the need for an RTP rate. These parties are collectively referred to as the
Joint Advanced Rate Parties (JARP). The JARP testimony proposes that an RTP rate based
on the real-time prices of electricity be made available to all customers classes on an
opt-in basis and that SDG&E be required to implement a core set of capabilities to allow
customers to take advantage of RTP rates. The JARP testimony does not, however,
include the type of information necessary to evaluate and adopt a new rate design.
2.
Supplemental Testimony
In the interest of time and efficient use of evidentiary hearings, this ruling is intended to
make parties aware of this current gap in testimony, and provide an opportunity for
supplemental testimony to address that gap. This testimony could include (but is not
limited to) the following:
A. There are already dynamic rates available for some SDG&E
customers, including a rate component tied to the CAISO DayAhead Hourly Price. Supplemental testimony could include an
explanation of why these rates are not sufficient and how a pilot
rate or an optional rate with capped enrollment would not be
duplicative. Supplemental testimony could also address whether
there is existing customer interest in a new RTP rate.
B. Supplemental testimony could address how cost-shifts and the
risk of undercollection could be studied and addressed in the
future.
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C. Supplemental testimony could include review of how other
time-varying rates have addressed the risk of cost shifting and
undercollection. Sources could include: ComEd and Ameren RTP
rates, recent dynamic rate pilots in California, and the results of
the residential time-of-use pilots.
D. Supplemental testimony could include the estimated cost of
designing and automating a rate that includes an RTP
component.
E. Supplemental testimony could include illustrative rates,
comparisons with existing SDG&E rate options, and bill impact
analysis based on SDG&E billing determinants.
F. The Utility Reform Network (TURN) rebuttal testimony suggests
supplemental testimony that TURN believes would be necessary
for the Commission adopt the JARP RTP proposal. The
supplemental testimony could respond to the concerns raised
by TURN.
G. Supplemental testimony could address how to structure a pilot
(e.g. customer eligibility, program caps, measurement and
evaluation) should the Commission wish to first pilot the
dynamic rate proposed by the JARP.
The supplemental testimony is due on the following schedule, and the schedule
may be further adjusted if necessary to promote the efficient and fair resolution of this
proceeding.
Supplemental Testimony, served
July 31, 2020
Supplemental Rebuttal Testimony, served August 7, 2020
All parties are permitted to serve supplemental testimony on RTP and other dynamic
rate proposals. No party is required to do so.
IT IS SO RULED.
THE DOCKET OFFICE SHALL FORMALLY FILE THIS RULING.
Jeanne M. McKinney
Administrative Law Judge
California Public Utilities Commission
jeanne.mckinney@cpuc.ca.gov
Notice: This communication may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information for the use of
the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized use or disclosure is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication.
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