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SUMMARY OF DIRECT TESTIMONY OF 

ROD MASLOWSKI  

 The Direct Testimony of Rod Maslowski on behalf of the City and County of 

San Francisco will show that: 

Intervening Facilities 

 1.   Under the Federal Power Act and PG&E’s WDT, the City’s end-use 

customers will qualify for WDT service where they meet the criteria for grandfathering 

or where the City’s owns or controls Intervening Facilities. Depending on the type of 

service, the Intervening Facilities required under the WDT include 1) the Disconnect 

Switch; 2) a Protective Device; 3) a Pole; 4) a Transformer; and 5) a Conductor, Wire, 

or Service Drop.  

2. In the case of primary service level points of delivery, San Francisco and 

PG&E largely agree on the required Intervening Facilities, with only minor 

clarifications needed. In fact, the Intervening Facilities San Francisco must own or 

control under the WDT are the same facilities San Francisco owned or controlled in the 

case of primary connections undertaken pursuant to the 1987 Interconnection 

Agreement (“1987 IA”). As a result, Mr. Maslowski testifies that there is evidence to 

support a conclusion that San Francisco owns or controls adequate Intervening 

Facilities in the case of all existing primary service level points of delivery connected 



 

pursuant to the 1987 IA and its predecessor agreements. Maslowski Testimony at 27:3-

29:7. 

3. In the case of secondary-level voltage points of delivery, notes to Section 

14.2.1 of the WDT clearly state that service entrance conductors are a sufficient wires 

Intervening Facility for underground to underground secondary service. Nonetheless, in 

diagrams and data request responses in this proceeding, PG&E asserts that San 

Francisco would have to own the service lateral or service conductor as well. Mr. 

Maslowski explains how San Francisco’s position is consistent with the WDT Tariff, 

and that PG&E’s position undermines the value of having the requirements spelled out 

in the Tariff in order to promote fair and nondiscriminatory terms. 

4. Should the Commission require more than the service entrance 

conductor to meet the Intervening Facilities wire requirement in the case of secondary 

service level underground to underground points of delivery, then Mr. Maslowski 

testifies that the requirement should be satisfied by ownership or control of a bus duct, 

which is a type of service conductor, or by a service conductor serving multiple meters 

beyond the meter between San Francisco and PG&E.  

5.      PG&E has not provided diagrams for all types of interconnections in San 

Francisco and has made some omissions or errors in the diagrams submitted in 

discovery.  Mr. Maslowski details a number of clarifications that would eliminate 

outstanding issues among PG&E and San Francisco with respect to required Intervening 

Facilities, and includes additional diagrams to clarify the Intervening Facilities 

requirements that should apply in the future. 

6. Mr. Maslowski addresses the challenges of installing Intervening 

Facilities for existing buildings in San Francisco’s dense, mostly built-out urban 

environment.       

Points of Delivery Eligible for Primary Service 

 7. For retail and wholesale distribution customers, primary service is 

available for points of delivery connected at a primary-level voltage at rates that are 

typically lower than rates for secondary service. This is because PG&E’s lower voltage, 

secondary facilities are not used in providing primary service, so the rates appropriately 

exclude the additional cost of these facilities. For wholesale customers only, PG&E also 



 

offers primary service to points of delivery connected at a secondary service-level 

voltage under certain circumstances.  

8. Mr. Maslowski details the evidence demonstrating that a large number of 

the City’s delivery points qualify for primary service.   

 9. Cost of Ownership Charges (“COO”) are added to the payments made by 

a wholesale distribution customer to the distribution provider, and are for facilities 

owned by the distribution provider that are dedicated to serve the distribution customer, 

otherwise known as “Direct Assignment Facilities.” Section 11.2 of the WDT 

acknowledges that San Francisco has paid for all or a portion of the facilities required to 

connect under the 1987 IA. While San Francisco does not dispute its obligation to pay 

COO charges for new direct assignment facilities dedicated to San Francisco’s use, Mr. 

Maslowski explains that PG&E does not fully credit San Francisco for payments it has 

already made for existing facilities. Maslowski Testimony at 40:12-42:6. 

 10.  Mr. Maslowski addresses how metering could be addressed for points of 

delivery connected at a secondary-level voltage that are eligible for primary service. 

Reserved Capacity 

 11. In PG&E’s WDT, Reserved Capacity is the maximum amount of 

capacity and energy PG&E agrees to transmit for a Distribution Customer over PG&E’s 

distribution system. Normally under the WDT, Reserved Capacity would be set at the 

time service was initiated to a Point of Delivery. However, the 1987 IA and its 

predecessors did not, for the most part, involve a point-by-point Reserved Capacity 

concept, and so no Reserved Capacity was set for most points when they were 

connected.  Mr. Maslowski explains that PG&E has improperly used information from 

San Francisco’s Application for WDT service to set Reserved Capacity that was neither 

intended nor reliable for that purpose. 

 12. Mr. Maslowski proposes an approach for developing a Reserved 

Capacity methodology that will allow San Francisco and PG&E to transition to WDT 

service in a way that is fair to both parties. Mr. Maslowski also recommends changes to 

the provisions related to Reserved Capacity in the Wholesale Distribution Tariff 

Interconnection Agreement (“WDT IA”) filed by PG&E in order to align the language 

more closely to the treatment of Reserved Capacity in the WDT, particularly with 



 

respect to the steps to be taken when the Reserved Capacity is exceeded at a point of 

delivery, and the allocation of costs for facility changes or upgrades that are necessary 

because the Reserved Capacity has been exceeded.  Maslowski Testimony at 53:4-

55:25.  His testimony also identifies the Reserved Capacity for each San Francisco point 

of delivery listed in the WDT SA filed by PG&E. For new or upgraded service 

connections, San Francisco will identify the Reserved Capacity based on its expected 

peak load. 

 13. If a System Impact Study demonstrates that changed or new facilities are 

needed, the costs should be addressed in accordance with Section 23 of the WDT. 

Consistent with current Commission policy, San Francisco should be responsible for its 

fair share of any costs related to changed or new facilities to the extent the changes or 

need for new facilities are caused by San Francisco. San Francisco should not, however, 

be responsible for the portion of the costs of changed or new facilities to the extent the 

need for the changes or new construction are caused by other PG&E customers. Further, 

no additional direct assignment or facility charges should be assessed if a system impact 

study is not needed. 

Other Changes to the WDT SA and the WDT IA 

 14. Mr. Maslowski explains why a power factor requirement within a 

bandwidth of 0.85 lagging to 0.85 leading is reasonable for San Francisco’s new points 

of delivery where there is metering equipment capable of measuring the power factor. 

Maslowski Testimony at 57:23-58:19. Unlike other WDT customers, San Francisco’s 

service connections, many of which are small loads, are deeply imbedded within 

PG&E’s distribution system so the application of a stricter power factor requirement at 

each point would be inappropriate.  

 15. The costs PG&E charges for new service in San Francisco can be 

significant, and provision of detailed cost information is necessary and appropriate to 

allow San Francisco to evaluate PG&E’s estimates and make responsible business 

decisions regarding these costs. For new service connections, the installation charges set 

forth in WDT SA Section 11.1 should be restricted to the costs directly attributable to 

San Francisco.  In order to ensure that costs are assessed properly, PG&E should be 

required to provide a detailed cost estimate and description of the work. 



 

 16. The WDT SA should be modified to make it clear that if PG&E alters 

and rearranges Direct Assignment Facilities for its own purposes and not at San 

Francisco’s request, these costs should solely be the responsibility of PG&E. Further, if 

the rearrangements that PG&E requires result in changes by San Francisco to its 

facilities, PG&E should reimburse San Francisco for the costs of those changes.   

 17. San Francisco has also made modifications to the WDT IA to ensure that 

its obligations are reciprocal with PG&E’s with regard to the following sections:  a) 

Modifications (Section 4.14); b) New Facilities Addition (Section 4.15); c) Adverse 

Impact (Section 4.2); d) Significant Operational Change (Section 4.21); e) 

Interconnected Operations (Section 5.1); and, f) Avoidance of Adverse Impacts (Section 

10). 

 18. With regard to load shedding, Mr. Maslowski recommends the adoption 

of clarifying language to the WDT IA to maintain the existing responsibility for PG&E 

to continue to be responsible for all the load shedding programs. Maslowski Testimony 

at 65:25-66:11.  San Francisco also recommends adding clarifying language which 

states that PG&E may not discriminate between its retail load and San Francisco load in 

determining whether and how to reduce, interrupt or restore service to San Francisco or 

whether and how to separate its system from San Francisco’s facilities. 

 19.  The 1929 Franchise Agreement needs to be cross-referenced in the WDT IA 

and the WDT SA to ensure that there is no ambiguity in the event there is a conflict. 

 20.  PG&E’s proposed hierarchy of documents as set forth in the WDT IA is 

confusing and ambiguous. Where there is an inconsistency between the WDT SA and 

the WDT IA, the WDT SA should control.  Where there is a disagreement between the 

WDT IA and the WDT Tariff, the WDT IA should control. 

 20. The term in the WDT SA should be the default term set forth in the 

WDT, and the term of the WDT IA should track that of the WDT SA. 

 21. The WDT IA does not set forth requirements for interconnection of 

generators, which is a common requirement.  It is important for both PG&E and San 

Francisco to have a clear understanding of the requirements and the process for 

interconnecting generation at the distribution level including minimal thresholds.  



 

23. Mr. Maslowski’s testimony and proposed  mark-up of the WDT IA and 

WDT SA address a number of additional recommended changes.  

Outstanding Obligations With Respect to the 1987 IA 

24. Mr. Maslowski identifies two outstanding issues with regard to the 1987 

IA concerning payments that PG&E may still owe San Francisco and delays by PG&E 

in processing applications for new points of delivery under the old IA. Maslowski 

Testimony at 73:7-25. 
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROD MASLOWSKI 

I. INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS 1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 2 

A. My name is Rod Maslowski. I am currently a Consultant with Flynn Resource 3 

Consultants Inc. My business address is 5440 Edgeview Drive, Discovery Bay, 4 

California 94505. 5 

Q. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU SUBMITTING THIS TESTIMONY? 6 

A I am testifying on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco. 7 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE AND 8 

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND. 9 

A. My educational background includes a B.S. in Electrical Engineering from the 10 

University of California, Berkeley in 1970, and an M.B.A. from St. Mary’s 11 

College in 1993. I am a Registered Electrical Engineer in California and have 12 

more than 40 years of electric utility experience, including 35 years at Pacific Gas 13 

and Electric Company (“PG&E”) where I performed transmission and distribution 14 

planning and operations work, as well as technical supervision. While at PG&E, I 15 
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was the division engineer, and later the division superintendent, for PG&E’s San 1 

Francisco Division, which was responsible for distribution, including customer 2 

connections, planning/engineering, construction, operations, and other functions, 3 

within the City and County of San Francisco. I was active in external transmission 4 

and distribution industry groups, including the Edison Electric Institute and the 5 

Western Electricity Coordinating Council, where I was chair of the Operating 6 

Committee. 7 

  As an electric utility consultant, my work includes technical advice and 8 

recommendations, North American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) 9 

registration and compliance support, reliability assessments, and process mapping 10 

and improvements. 11 

Q. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THE COMMISSION? 12 

A. No. 13 

Q. ARE YOU SPONSORING ANY EXHIBITS IN CONNECTION WITH THIS 14 

TESTIMONY? 15 

A. Yes, I am sponsoring the following exhibits to my testimony 16 

  Ex. SF-43 - Proposed WDT Service Agreement 17 

Ex. SF-44 - Proposed WDT Service Agreement (Blackline) 18 

Ex. SF-45 - Proposed WDT Interconnection Agreement 19 

Ex. SF-46 - Proposed WDT Interconnection Agreement (Blackline) 20 

  Ex. SF-47 - 1987 Interconnection Agreement  21 

Ex. SF-48 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-39 22 

Ex. SF-49 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-40, Attachment 1 23 

Ex. SF-50 - CCSF WDT Network Service Options (revised diagrams) 24 

Ex. SF-51 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-42 25 

Ex. SF-52 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-47 26 

Ex. SF-53 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-45 27 

Ex. SF-54 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-89 28 
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Ex. SF-55 - Protected San Francisco September 9, 2015 Redacted Letter to 1 

PG&E 2 

Ex. SF-56 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-91 3 

Ex. SF-57 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-25 4 

Ex. SF-58 – Protected Evidence of San Francisco Ownership or Control of 5 

Intervening Facilities for Seven Secondary Accounts  6 

Ex. SF-59 - Updated Appendix A 7 

Ex. SF-60 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-1 8 

Ex. SF-61 - CPUC Electric Rule No. 2 9 

Ex. SF-62 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-28 10 

Ex. SF-63 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-52, Attachments 11 

1 and 2 12 

Ex. SF-64 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-15, Attachments 13 

3 and 15 14 

Ex. SF-65 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-23 15 

Ex. SF-66 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-22 16 

Ex. SF-67 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-90 17 

Ex. SF-68 - Melville Declaration  18 

Ex. SF-69 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-54 19 

Ex. SF-70 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-87 20 

Ex. SF-71 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-33, Attachment 1 21 

Ex. SF-72 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-68 22 

Ex. SF-73 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-101 23 

Ex. SF-74 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-71 24 

Ex. SF-75 - PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE-73 25 

II. SCOPE OF TESTIMONY 26 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 27 
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A. The purpose of my testimony is to address certain defects in the Wholesale 1 

Distribution Tariff Service Agreement (“WDT SA”) for San Francisco, which 2 

PG&E filed unexecuted on December 22, 2014, in Docket No. ER15-704-000 3 

(eLibrary No. 20141223-5015). Specifically, I will discuss: (1) PG&E’s incorrect 4 

application of the Wholesale Distribution Tariff’s (“WDT”) Intervening Facilities 5 

requirements to San Francisco’s points of delivery; (2) outstanding work needed 6 

between PG&E and San Francisco to transition certain San Francisco points of 7 

delivery connected at a secondary-level voltage to primary service rates in 8 

accordance with the WDT’s criteria; and (3) reasonable corrections to PG&E’s 9 

proposed Reserved Capacity designations for San Francisco’s points of delivery.  10 

  I will also discuss other changes that should be made to PG&E’s filed WDT SA 11 

and Wholesale Distribution Tariff Interconnection Agreement (“WDT IA”). 12 

III. BACKROUND 13 

Q. WHAT ARE THE WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION TARIFF, THE WDT SA, 14 

AND THE WDT IA? 15 

A. PG&E’s WDT sets forth the terms and conditions for wholesale distribution 16 

service using PG&E’s distribution system. As the testimony of James Hoecker 17 

explains, it is an open access tariff intended to assure distribution service to 18 

qualified entities on fair and nondiscriminatory terms. The WDT includes as an 19 

attachment a pro forma service agreement (“pro forma WDT SA”) that identifies 20 

the particular points of delivery to be served and their key characteristics, and 21 

requires PG&E and the wholesale distribution service customer to provide and 22 

procure respectively wholesale distribution service in accordance with the terms 23 

and conditions of the WDT. In 2013, PG&E filed changes to its WDT and pro 24 

forma WDT SA in Docket No. ER13-1188-000. San Francisco intervened. The 25 

case was settled in spring of 2015. The offer of settlement in ER13-1188-000 26 

reserved a few issues to be addressed in these proceedings. 27 
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  PG&E requires its wholesale Distribution Customers to also enter into a 1 

wholesale distribution interconnection agreement that sets forth the terms for 2 

interconnecting distribution systems and facilities to PG&E’s distribution system.  3 

PG&E has not developed a pro forma wholesale distribution interconnection 4 

agreement. 5 

  In Docket No. ER15-704-000, PG&E filed unexecuted both a WDT SA, 6 

covering San Francisco’s distribution-level points of delivery, and a WDT IA. 7 

FERC accepted the WDT SA and WDT IA for filing and suspended them for a 8 

nominal period to become effective July 1, 2015, subject to refund. 9 

Q. YOU STATED THAT A WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION SERVICE 10 

AGREEMENT IS A PRO FORMA AGREEMENT ATTACHED TO THE 11 

WDT. IS THE WDT SA FILED BY PG&E CONSISTENT WITH THE PRO 12 

FORMA WDT SA? 13 

A. The WDT SA deviates from the pro forma WDT SA in a number of respects, some 14 

appropriate and some not. San Francisco is PG&E’s second largest wholesale 15 

Distribution Customer and its configuration is in certain ways unique. Deviations 16 

from the pro forma WDT SA to accommodate San Francisco’s particular 17 

circumstances are appropriate, provided that they are just and reasonable. In 18 

addition, PG&E filed the WDT SA before the settlement in Docket No. ER13-19 

1188-000 was concluded.  The WDT SA needs to be updated to reflect the latest 20 

WDT and pro forma WDT SA and certain terms in the offer of settlement in 21 

Docket No. ER13-1188-000 that relate to San Francisco. However, PG&E has also 22 

included in the WDT SA certain terms that I believe are inappropriate and which I 23 

discuss herein.   24 

Q. IS THERE PRECEDENT FOR SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATIONS FROM THE 25 

PRO FORMA WDT SA? 26 

A. Yes. The Western Area Power Administration (“WAPA”) is PG&E’s biggest 27 

wholesale Distribution Customer. PG&E’s wholesale distribution interconnection 28 

and service agreements with WAPA contains many provisions tailored to address 29 



City and County of San Francisco v. Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
Docket Nos. EL15-3-002, et al. 

Exhibit SF-42 
Page 6 of 78 

 
 

WAPA’s particular circumstances. As I stated above, as long as such deviations 1 

are just and reasonable and acceptable to both parties, I do not think such 2 

deviations are inappropriate. Here, however, PG&E filed substantial deviations 3 

without initially discussing these with San Francisco, and many of the deviations 4 

are not just and reasonable. (It is my understanding that PG&E filed the WDT SA 5 

within 24 hours of first sharing a draft with San Francisco and without providing 6 

San Francisco with an opportunity to comment.) 7 

Q. YOU STATED THAT PG&E HAS NOT FILED A PRO FORMA 8 

WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT 9 

WITH THE COMMISSION. 10 

A. No, it has not. 11 

Q. DID YOU REVIEW ANY OF THE WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION 12 

INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS BETWEEN PG&E AND OTHER 13 

ENTITIES? 14 

A. Yes. I reviewed a number of the wholesale distribution interconnection agreements 15 

between PG&E and other parties; and where relevant, I have referenced those 16 

agreements in my testimony.   17 

Q. ARE THE WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION INTERCONNECTION 18 

AGREEMENTS YOU REVIEWED SIMILAR? 19 

A. While a good number of the provisions are similar, others are tailored to meet the 20 

needs of the respective parties, particularly in the case of WAPA.   21 

Q. CAN YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN THE MARK-UPS YOU’VE ATTACHED 22 

TO YOUR TESTIMONY? 23 

A. Yes.  The attached mark-ups make a number of changes to the WDT SA and the 24 

WDT IA to correct problems in the agreements and to make the agreements more 25 

coherent and accurate. Ex. SF-43 through SF-46.  I will discuss the most 26 

significant changes in the body of my testimony. In addition, while I have not 27 

attached mark-ups showing revisions to the diagrams in Appendix F of the WDT 28 

SA (entitled “Sketches of Common Service Configurations”), those diagrams will 29 
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also need to be revised, probably in a compliance filing after the form of the WDT 1 

SA is determined. 2 

IV.   INTERVENING FACILITIES 3 

Q. COULD YOU BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY ON 4 

INTERVENING FACILITIES? 5 

A. My testimony addresses the Intervening Facilities that are required, where 6 

grandfathering is unavailable, in order to qualify for wholesale distribution service 7 

in particular types of configurations, including requirements related to PG&E’s 8 

radial and network systems in San Francisco. I address the extent to which PG&E 9 

and San Francisco agree on these and the extent to which they disagree. Where 10 

PG&E and San Francisco disagree on the required Intervening Facilities, my 11 

testimony explains San Francisco’s position. 12 

  My testimony details that in the case of primary-level voltage points of delivery, 13 

San Francisco and PG&E largely agree on the required Intervening Facilities, with 14 

only minor clarifications needed. My testimony explains that, in the case of 15 

primary-level voltage points of delivery, the Intervening Facilities San Francisco 16 

must own or control are the same facilities San Francisco owned or controlled in 17 

the case of primary connections undertaken pursuant to the 1987 Interconnection 18 

Agreement (“1987 IA”). It sets forth examples for which San Francisco already 19 

provided PG&E with evidence of its ownership or control of Intervening Facilities. 20 

This evidence supports a conclusion that the San Francisco owns or controls 21 

adequate Intervening Facilities in the case of all its existing primary-level voltage 22 

points of delivery connected pursuant to the 1987 IA and its predecessor 23 

agreements. 24 

  In the case of secondary-level voltage points of delivery, San Francisco and 25 

PG&E have a significant disagreement as to the Intervening Facility conductor 26 

required for underground to underground connections (service entrance conductor 27 

vs. service lateral or service conductor). I demonstrate that San Francisco’s 28 
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position is consistent with the WDT Tariff, and that PG&E’s position undermines 1 

the value of having the requirements spelled out in the Tariff in order to promote 2 

fair and nondiscriminatory terms. 3 

  I also discuss that, should the Commission require more than the service 4 

entrance conductor in the case of secondary-level voltage underground to 5 

underground points of delivery, 1) the bus ducts are service conductors and are the 6 

same facilities San Francisco owned or controlled in the case of connections 7 

undertaken pursuant to the 1987 IA, and 2) the San Francisco service conductor 8 

that serves multiple customers beyond its interconnection with PG&E’s facilities 9 

should be sufficient to qualify for the Intervening Facilities wire. I provide 10 

documentation confirming that the bus duct is the service conductor for a number 11 

of San Francisco’s larger secondary-level voltage points of delivery. Thus, as in 12 

the case of primary-level voltage points of delivery, this evidence supports a 13 

conclusion that San Francisco owns or controls adequate Intervening Facilities in 14 

the case of all its existing secondary-level voltage underground to underground 15 

points of delivery having a bus duct.  16 

  My testimony details a number of clarifications that would eliminate outstanding 17 

issues among PG&E and San Francisco with respect to required Intervening 18 

Facilities, and includes additional diagrams to clarify the Intervening Facilities 19 

requirements that should apply in the future. 20 

  Finally, my testimony discusses the challenges of installing Intervening 21 

Facilities for existing buildings in San Francisco’s dense, mostly built-out urban 22 

environment.       23 

A. Intervening Facilities: What Is Required. 24 

Q. WHAT MUST THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 25 

DEMONSTRATE IN ORDER FOR ITS CUSTOMERS TO RECEIVE 26 

DISTRIBUTION SERVICES UNDER PG&E’S WHOLESALE 27 

DISTRIBUTION TARIFF?  28 
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A. Under Section 14.2 of PG&E’s WDT, there are three ways for an Eligible 1 

Customer to qualify for WDT Service: (1) ownership or control of Intervening 2 

Facilities listed in Section 14.2.1 of the WDT; (2) meeting the criteria for 3 

grandfathering under Section 212(h)(2) of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 4 

§ 824k(h)(2)); or (3) receipt of a variance from PG&E from the Intervening 5 

Facilities requirement in accordance with WDT Section 14.2.1. I will be 6 

addressing the issue of Intervening Facilities in this testimony. James Hoecker (Ex. 7 

SF-1), Barbara Hale (Ex. SF-2), Pamela Husing (Ex. SF-20), and Margaret Meal 8 

(Ex. SF-29) will address the criteria for grandfathering in their testimony. PG&E 9 

can always provide a variance from Intervening Facility requirements under WDT 10 

Section 14.2.1 but because such a variance is discretionary, it does not assure San 11 

Francisco wholesale distribution service in accordance with the Federal Power Act 12 

and Commission policy.   13 

Q. WHAT ARE “INTERVENING FACILITIES” UNDER PG&E’S 14 

WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION TARIFF? 15 

A. “Intervening Facilities” (“IFs”) are defined in PG&E’s WDT, Section 2.20, as 16 

“Distribution Facilities that are installed between the Distribution Provider-owned 17 

Distribution Facilities and the Distribution Customer’s end-use customer’s load.”1   18 

  Here, the Distribution Customer is the City and County of San Francisco’s 19 

Electric Utility which is managed by the SFPUC. The end-use customers of San 20 

Francisco are City agencies and related public entities, City properties and tenants 21 

on those properties, and entities providing services on behalf of or in coordination 22 

with the City.  23 

  Depending on the level and type of service, the Intervening Facilities required 24 

under the WDT may include (1) the Disconnect Switch; (2) a Protective Device; 25 

(3) a Pole; (4) a Transformer; and (5) a Conductor, Wire, or Service Drop.  26 

                                                 
1 Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., Docket No. ER13-1188-000, Offer of Settlement, Wholesale Distribution Tariff 
Section 2.20 (Mar. 31, 2015), eLibrary No. 20150331-5502.  
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Q. PLEASE GIVE A BRIEF EXPLANATION OF THE DISCONNECT 1 

SWITCH, PROTECTIVE DEVICE, POLE, TRANSFORMER, AND 2 

CONDUCTOR, WIRE, OR SERVICE DROP. 3 

A. A Disconnect Switch is a device to disconnect or separate a customer from the 4 

service, commonly referred to as the main service disconnect switch. Protective 5 

Devices are used to shield portions of an electrical power system from faults (e.g., 6 

short circuits) by automatically isolating a faulted section from the rest of the 7 

electrical system. Protective Devices are typically called circuit breakers or 8 

breakers. The Pole is typically a wood pole used to support power system primary 9 

and secondary wires and other power system equipment. A Transformer is a 10 

device to step down or “transform” the voltage used in utility distribution lines to 11 

the voltage level used by the customer. Typical distribution transformers include 12 

pole mounted, pad mounted, sub-surface, or vault type. The Conductor, Wire, or 13 

Service Drop includes bare wire, insulated wire, or bus duct used to conduct 14 

electricity.  15 

Q. DOES PG&E HAVE DIFFERENT REQUIREMENTS FOR INTERVENING 16 

FACILITIES DEPENDING ON THE TYPE OF SERVICE INVOLVED? 17 

A. Yes, Section 14.2.1 of the WDT includes a table (copied below for convenience) 18 

of different voltage levels and physical interconnection scenarios and identifies the 19 

specific Intervening Facilities that must be owned or controlled by the Distribution 20 

Customer for each scenario.  21 

Intervening Facilities Overhead 

Primary      Secondary 

Underground 

Primary       Secondary 

Disconnect Switch Required Required Required Required 

Protective Device Required Required Required Required 

Pole Required Required Not Required Not Required 
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Transformer Required* Not Required Required* Not Required 

Conductor, Wire, or 

Service Drop** 

Required 

 

Required Required Required 

 1 

 The table focuses on the difference between interconnections at primary- versus 2 

secondary-level voltage, as well as between underground versus overhead service. 3 

The footnotes to that table provide further detail on the particular facilities that 4 

must be owned or controlled by the Distribution Customer to satisfy the 5 

Intervening Facilities requirement of WDT Section 14.2. In particular, a note to 6 

14.2.1 provides examples for the type of wire that will be required as the 7 

“Conductor, Wire, or Service Drop” for each of the types of connections listed. 8 

Q. WOULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 9 

PRIMARY- AND SECONDARY-LEVEL VOLTAGE CONNECTIONS? 10 

A. PG&E allows connections at what it terms “primary” and “secondary” voltage 11 

levels. Primary interconnections are connected directly at the PG&E primary 12 

feeder voltage and the customer-owned transformer reduces the voltage (if needed) 13 

to the level serving the customer. Secondary interconnections include a PG&E-14 

owned transformer that lowers the voltage from the distribution feeder.2  Some of 15 

the SFPUC’s largest customers take primary-level voltage service from PG&E’s 16 

radial distribution system as will be discussed more fully below.3 17 

Q. WOULD YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 18 

OVERHEAD AND UNDERGROUND CONNECTIONS? 19 

                                                 
2 Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., Amendment to Filing of Service Agreement No. 274 under PG&E FERC Electric 
Volume No. 4, Exhibit PG&E-1, Hailemichael Testimony 23 n.13 (Jan. 2, 2015), eLibrary No. 
20150102-5223 (“Hailemichael Testimony”).  
3 PG&E offers WDT primary service to both primary voltage connections and to some secondary voltage 
connections where there is a dedicated transformer and the service facilities are dedicated to San 
Francisco. I discuss WDT service level issues in my testimony regarding distribution charges. 
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A. Yes. As their names imply, overhead connections typically involve above ground 1 

connections, whereas underground connections take place underground. The 2 

equipment needed for these two types of connections differs. For example, 3 

underground connections do not involve poles as they take place underground. 4 

Q. PLEASE PROVIDE SOME BACKGROUND ON DIFFERENT 5 

INTERCONNECTION CONFIGURATIONS IN SAN FRANCISCO. 6 

A. Within San Francisco, PG&E operates two different types of distribution 7 

systems—radial and network. The PG&E radial system may be either overhead or 8 

underground; the PG&E network system is exclusively underground. A radial 9 

system involves feeders operated radially from the substation, which means each 10 

radial feeder has just one normal source of power. If a radial feeder goes out, all 11 

the customers severed from that feeder will be out of service.  12 

  In contrast, a network is a collection of feeders operated in parallel so there are 13 

multiple redundant paths for delivery of power to customers.  If a network feeder 14 

goes out, one or more other feeders continue to provide power, so there will be no 15 

interruption to the customers. Within PG&E’s networks, there are “grid networks,” 16 

which include an interconnected secondary system supplied from multiple 17 

transformers. There can also be “spot networks” which use multiple dedicated 18 

transformers to serve a single customer. Ex. SF-48, PG&E Response to Data 19 

Request No. CCSF-PGE-39. Thus, the network system has redundancy built in and 20 

is used to provide a high degree of electric service reliability for customers 21 

typically found in city-center locations such as high-rise office buildings, 22 

apartments, financial institutions, and governmental entities.  23 

Q. HAS PG&E CLARIFIED THE INTERVENING FACILITIES 24 

REQUIREMENTS FOR CONNECTIONS TO ITS DISTRIBUTION 25 

SYSTEM, INCLUDING DIFFERENCES IN LIGHT OF THE 26 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE NETWORK AND RADIAL SYSTEMS? 27 

A. Yes, in response to a discovery request by the San Francisco (Ex. SF-49, PG&E 28 

Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-40, Attachment 1), PG&E provided a 29 
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series of diagrams showing, for various interconnection scenarios: (1) what the 1 

SFPUC and PG&E were required to own under the 1987 IA; and (2) what PG&E 2 

proposes that the SFPUC will be required to own or control in order to have 3 

sufficient Intervening Facilities to qualify for non-grandfathered service under the 4 

WDT.    PG&E’s diagrams include information on both: (1) the physical 5 

configuration of various types of service connections and the Intervening Facilities 6 

that the SFPUC must own or control for each; and (2) PG&E’s treatment of certain 7 

PG&E-owned facilities in each scenario (e.g., identifying PG&E-owned Direct 8 

Assignment Facilities and facilities for which PG&E plans to assess Cost of 9 

Ownership charges to San Francisco). 10 

  For reasons described in more detail below, I believe that a comprehensive and 11 

clear set of diagrams that reflect Commission guidance for common configurations 12 

and depict the required Intervening Facilities will be important to reduce disputes 13 

between the parties in the future. Accordingly, I prepared and attached to my 14 

testimony revised diagrams illustrating San Francisco’s positions on Intervening 15 

Facilities. I will discuss these revised diagrams in my testimony going forward. 16 

They are attached as Exhibit SF-50. 17 

  PG&E’s diagrams (Ex. SF-49, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-18 

PGE-40, Attachment 1) also reflect PG&E’s positions on Direct Assignment 19 

Facilities and Cost of Ownership Charges. While I think the diagrams are useful to 20 

identify the required Intervening Facilities, I believe the determination of Direct 21 

Assignment Facilities is best left to a case-by-case evaluation and should not be 22 

included in the diagrams. I will discuss Direct Assignment Facilities and Cost of 23 

Ownership charges later in this testimony. For now, I would like to focus on 24 

physical configuration and Intervening Facilities and I will be referring to my 25 

revised versions of the diagrams.  26 

Q. DIRECTING YOUR ATTENTION TO PRIMARY-LEVEL VOLTAGE 27 

CONNECTIONS, DO YOU AND PG&E AGREE ON WHAT 28 
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CONSTITUTES ADEQUATE INTERVENING FACILITIES UNDER THE 1 

WDT? 2 

A. PG&E has provided the connection and Intervening Facility requirements for 3 

primary-level voltage connections in Diagrams 6 and 8. Exs. SF-49, SF-50. We are 4 

substantially in agreement for overhead radial primary distribution connections as 5 

described in Diagram 6, although in my revised diagram, I have added a footnote 6 

that San Francisco is to determine the number of poles needed to support the 7 

metering and protective device equipment, and a footnote that a transformer will 8 

not be required if the end-use customer requests a service voltage that is the same 9 

as the wholesale service voltage, pursuant to WDT Section 14.2.1 footnote *. See 10 

Ex. SF-50, Diagram 6.   The actual number of poles will need to be determined by 11 

San Francisco on a case-by-case basis, considering the equipment necessary and 12 

any limitation posed by local codes and General Order (“GO”) 95 requirements.4 If 13 

PG&E will own the primary meter, my understanding is that it must be installed 14 

on a separate pole from the transformer.  15 

  For points of delivery that are connected via underground radial distribution 16 

primary facilities, we are in agreement, although in my revised diagram I have 17 

removed the reference to San Francisco conduit and added a footnote that a 18 

transformer will not be required if the end-use customer requests a service voltage 19 

that is the same as the wholesale service voltage, pursuant to WDT Section 14.2.1 20 

footnote *. See Ex. SF-50, Diagram 6. PG&E’s Diagrams 6 and 8 and mine show 21 

that the SFPUC must own or control the following Intervening Facilities for 22 

overhead or underground primary radial connections: the Protective Device 23 

(identified as Breaker), the Disconnect Switch (identified as Switch), the 24 

                                                 
4 GO 95 is promulgated by the California Public Utilities Commission. It sets forth, for the State of 
California, the requirements for overhead line design, construction, and maintenance, the application of 
which will ensure adequate service and secure safety to persons engaged in the construction, 
maintenance, operation or use of overhead lines and to the public in general. See GO 95, Section I, 
www.cpuc.ca.gov/gos/GO95/go_95_startup_page.html.  
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Conductor and Transformer, and, for overhead radial connections, a Pole.5 These 1 

requirements match what is set forth in the Green Book for primary services. 2 

Q. YOU STATED THAT DIAGRAMS NUMBER 6 AND 8 ARE CONSISTENT 3 

WITH THE GREEN BOOK. WHAT IS THE GREEN BOOK AND WHAT 4 

IS ITS RELEVANCE HERE? 5 

A. Under the 1987 IA, the parties agreed to use the PG&E Green Book – “Electric 6 

and Gas Service Requirements” – to determine the service requirements for new or 7 

upgraded connections. This manual is used by PG&E across its system to specify 8 

the connection requirements for its retail customers to receive service from PG&E. 9 

For secondary connections, the Green Book specifies that PG&E will own the 10 

primary and secondary facilities up to the connection to the customer’s equipment. 11 

As I stated above, for primary connections, the Green Book facility and ownership 12 

requirements are a direct match with the new WDT Intervening Facilities 13 

requirements, with the customer owning the primary and secondary facilities, 14 

including the transformer, between PG&E’s primary Distribution Facilities and the 15 

SFPUC’s end-use customers.  16 

Q. WHAT ABOUT PRIMARY SERVICE FROM SPOT NETWORK 17 

INSTALLATIONS?  18 

A. We are in substantial agreement with PG&E here. Normally, WDT customers 19 

must own a transformer to take primary-level voltage service. PG&E, however, 20 

does not allow customers to own transformers on its spot network and, instead, has 21 

indicated on Diagram 2 that customers that own the service conductors—reaching 22 

from the network transformers within the transformer vault to the protective device 23 

or circuit breaker and disconnect switch—will be considered to own adequate 24 

Intervening Facilities. See Ex. SF-49, Diagram 2, PG&E Response to Data 25 

Request No. CCSF-PGE-40, Attachment 1. The diagram also indicates that 26 

secondary metering will be used at these WDT points of delivery and that the 27 

                                                 
5 The Diagram also shows a Conduit which is not a required Intervening Facilitiey under the WDT and 
therefore is not a part of this discussion. 
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SFPUC has the option to own the meter. (Once again, the Direct Assignment 1 

Facilities will be discussed later.) 2 

   San Francisco does not object to this arrangement, because PG&E has 3 

committed in its discovery responses to allow San Francisco to access the 4 

PG&E-owned transformer vault to inspect and maintain the SFPUC’s cable.6 See 5 

Ex. SF-51, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-42.  6 

Q.  WHAT ABOUT THE REQUIREMENTS FOR INTERVENING 7 

FACILITIES FOR SECONDARY SERVICES? 8 

A. PG&E provided the interconnection and Intervening Facility requirements for 9 

secondary-level voltage connections in Diagrams 4, 10, 12, 13, and 14 of Ex. SF-10 

49, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-40, Attachment 1.7 The 11 

issues here are more complicated and relate to the bulk of San Francisco’s points 12 

of delivery.  First, PG&E’s diagrams and statements produced in discovery are not 13 

consistent with the language in the WDT with respect to the “Conductor, Wire, or 14 

Service Drop” required for underground to underground connections. Further, in 15 

the case of configurations involving service by San Francisco to customers that do 16 

not have “co-located” meters (for example, when meters are located in separate 17 

buildings), PG&E’s diagrams do not credit San Francisco with owning wires that 18 

function as a distribution system. Finally, several of PG&E’s diagrams require 19 

                                                 
6 In particular, PG&E stated: “In these circumstances, INTERVENING FACILITIES are the service 
cables leading from the network protectors that are attached to the low side of the transformers. [The 
SFPUC] will access these facilities by providing reasonable notice to PG&E of its need to access and 
maintain the facilities. PG&E will provide the appropriate personnel to standby for access.” Ex. SF-51, 
PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-42. 
7 In the case of Diagram 4, with respect to the Grid Network, PG&E has indicated in this diagram that 
San Francisco will need to own service cables from the common secondary grid to the customer facilities, 
while PG&E will own and install fuses (limiters) at the connection point. PG&E has indicated that these 
limiters are needed to protect PG&E’s facilities from San Francisco’s facilities. The PG&E limiter fuse 
size needs to be consistent with the size of the customer load at the point of delivery. Otherwise, PG&E 
could install a fuse that would limit the amount of load that could be served at a particular Point of 
Delivery, below the capability of the Direct Assignment Facilities that are serving the load. In response to 
Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-47(d), PG&E has stated that “[t]he appropriate size of the limiter is 
determined by the size and type of cable. It is not determined by PG&E.” Ex. SF-52. I agree that this is 
appropriate.  
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certain clarifications, and a few additional diagrams are needed. These are 1 

discussed in more detail below. 2 

Q. TAKING THESE ISSUES SEPARATELY, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHAT 3 

YOU MEAN WHEN YOU SAY THAT PG&E’S DIAGRAMS AND 4 

STATEMENTS PRODUCED IN DISCOVERY ARE NOT CONSISTENT 5 

WITH THE WDT WITH RESPECT TO THE CONDUCTOR, WIRE, OR 6 

SERVICE DROP FOR UNDERGROUND CONNECTIONS. 7 

A. Footnote ** to the table in WDT Section 14.2.1 sets forth six separate examples of 8 

the type of “Conductor, Wire, or Service Drop” that will be required as the 9 

Intervening Facility for each type of service configuration. In the case of 10 

underground to underground secondary connections, footnote ** provides 11 

“[u]nderground to underground secondary service: the service entrance 12 

conductor.” (Emphasis added). Therefore, based on the plain language of the 13 

WDT, for underground secondary services, ownership or control of the service 14 

entrance conductor should suffice as to the Intervening Facility Conductor, Wire, 15 

or Service Drop. Nevertheless, PG&E’s diagrams and Data Request responses in 16 

this proceeding assert that the SFPUC would have to own or control “the service 17 

lateral or service conductor.”  See Ex. SF-53, PG&E Response to Data Request 18 

No. CCSF-PGE-45(b). This is clearly inconsistent with the plain language of the 19 

tariff which identifies only the service entrance conductor as sufficient for 20 

underground to underground secondary connections. 21 

Q. WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN A “SERVICE ENTRANCE 22 

CONDUCTOR,” A “SERVICE LATERAL,” AND A “SERVICE 23 

CONDUCTOR”? 24 

A. A “service entrance conductor” is the customer-owned conductor that acts as a 25 

connection from the service point of delivery, from the end of the service lateral or 26 

service drop, to the metering equipment. See Ex. SF-53, PG&E Response to Data 27 

Request No. CCSF-PGE-45(a) and (b), citing National Fire Protection Association 28 

Code 70: National Electrical Code. A “service lateral” or “service conductor” 29 
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means those dedicated secondary conductors leading from PG&E’s common 1 

secondary facilities (i.e., those facilities that serve both San Francisco and other 2 

customers), or dedicated facilities (i.e., a dedicated transformer serving San 3 

Francisco customers) up to the “service entrance conductor.”  See Ex. SF-53, 4 

PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-45(b). When I use the term 5 

“dedicated” I am referring to facilities that are used exclusively to serve one or 6 

more San Francisco end-use customers. 7 

Q. WHAT EXPLANATION DOES PG&E PROVIDE FOR ITS POSITION? 8 

A. PG&E is saying that the six separate examples set forth in the WDT for acceptable 9 

types of wire to satisfy the “Conductor, Wire, or Service Drop” requirement are 10 

not necessarily applicable because they are “examples.” In a discovery response in 11 

this proceeding, PG&E stated: 12 

The note **8 in Section 14.2.1 of the WHOLESALE 13 
DISTRIBUTION TARIFF is not an exhaustive list of the 14 
“conductor, wire, or service drop” that will be required as 15 
an INTERVENING FACILITIES. Instead, the note ** 16 
lists “examples” of the type of wire required and its 17 
general location. PG&E will evaluate the facilities needed 18 
at a particular POINT OF DELIVERY once CCSF has 19 
made a request for service under the WHOLESALE 20 
DISTRIBUTION TARIFF to serve that POINT OF 21 
DELIVERY.  22 

                                                 
8 The complete footnote says: 

** Examples of the type of wire that will be required are as follows: 

- Overhead primary service: the wire from 1) the Current Transformer (CT)/Potential 
Transformer (PT), or the recloser or other protective device, or the disconnect switch to 2) 
the point of interconnection with the end-use customer. 

- Overhead secondary service: the wire between the pole and the weatherhead. 

- Underground to underground primary service: 1) the wire from the CT/PTs, the interrupter 
or other protective device, or the disconnect switch to 2) the point of interconnection with the 
end-use customer. 

- Underground to underground secondary service: the service entrance conductor. 

WDT §14.2.1. 
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 See Ex. SF- 53, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF PGE 45(a). However, 1 

PG&E’s discovery responses and diagrams suggest that PG&E will never accept 2 

the service entrance conductor as a sufficient Intervening Facility “Conductor, 3 

Wire, or Service Drop,” belying PG&E’s claim that the footnote is only meant to 4 

be an example. Moreover, PG&E’s explanation undermines the entire value of 5 

footnote **. Finally, as will be explained further below, PG&E is not even 6 

consistent with its position on the service conductor or service lateral, since PG&E 7 

has noted further that it may not accept bus ducts as the necessary intervening 8 

facility wire, even though a bus duct is a type of service conductor, and also PG&E 9 

will not credit San Francisco for owning service conductors between the main 10 

meter between PG&E and San Francisco and the meters serving multiple San 11 

Francisco customers. 12 

Q. AS A PRACTICAL MATTER, WHAT WOULD IT MEAN FOR THE 13 

SFPUC, PG&E, AND OTHER WDT CUSTOMERS IF THE EXAMPLES IN 14 

SECTION 14.2.1 OF THE WDT NO LONGER DESCRIBE FACILITIES 15 

TO MEET THE INTERVENING FACILITIES REQUIREMENT? 16 

A. It would introduce a great deal of uncertainty for the SFPUC staff and customers. I 17 

believe the scenarios described in footnote ** were not intended to be an 18 

exhaustive list that would cover all potential situations. But, the examples given 19 

were intended to provide certainty to PG&E and its wholesale Distribution 20 

Customers as to what would satisfy Intervening Facilities in those examples for the 21 

configurations listed. The tables and footnotes set forth in WDT Section 14.2.1 22 

provide important guidance to the SFPUC engineers, and adherence to them will 23 

ensure fair and nondiscriminatory treatment of Distribution Customers.  24 

  I note that PG&E’s diagrams with respect to the five other examples are 25 

consistent with the language in footnote ** of Section 14.2.1. If PG&E’s only 26 

concern about the plain language of the WDT is limited to the Intervening Facility 27 

requirements for underground to underground secondary service connections, it 28 

would be appropriate for PG&E to seek to clarify for all its Distribution Customers 29 
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the correct Intervening Facility “Conductor, Wire, or Service Drop” that is 1 

required in the case of secondary-level voltage underground to underground points 2 

of delivery and not rely on an argument which could open up the whole of Section 3 

14.2.1 footnote ** to ongoing disputes. After all, the purpose of footnote ** was to 4 

provide certainty and minimize future disagreements.  5 

Q. IF, NOTWITHSTANDING THE PLAIN LANGUAGE OF SECTION 14.2.1, 6 

PG&E IS CORRECT THAT THE SERVICE ENTRANCE CONDUCTOR 7 

SHOULD NOT BE DEEMED AN ADEQUATE INTERVENING FACILITY 8 

WIRE FOR UNDERGROUND TO UNDERGROUND SECONDARY 9 

CONNECTIONS, ARE FURTHER CLARIFICATIONS NECESSARY? 10 

A. Yes. At a minimum, two clarifications are required. First, as I described above, 11 

PG&E states that in addition to the service entrance conductor, a Distribution 12 

Customer must own or control the service lateral or service conductor. As I will 13 

explain in more detail below, for certain secondary-level underground to 14 

underground points of delivery, the service conductor is a bus duct that, pursuant 15 

to the Green Book, the customer was required to own. Where there is a bus duct 16 

service conductor, ownership or control of the bus duct should suffice for proving 17 

ownership or control of the requisite Intervening Facility wire. 18 

  Second, for other secondary underground services, at most, San Francisco 19 

should be required to own or control only a portion of the service lateral or service 20 

conductor between the PG&E common secondary conductor or dedicated 21 

transformer and the service entrance conductor, rather than all of the service lateral 22 

or service conductor. 23 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR RATIONALE FOR THIS SECOND CLARIFICATION?  24 

A. Two factors support this conclusion. First, it is consistent with PG&E’s own 25 

depictions of common service configurations filed as part of the WDT SA. PG&E 26 

included as Appendix F to the WDT SA a series of diagrams that it described as 27 

“sketches of the common service configurations for CCSF’s Points of Delivery, 28 

which are referenced in Section 9.0 of each of the Specifications For Distribution 29 
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Service in Appendices C and D.” Scenarios 2 and 5 of these diagrams, which 1 

PG&E labeled Primary Plus and Secondary Plus respectively, set forth scenarios 2 

where PG&E owns a part the service lateral or service conductor and the other part 3 

of the service lateral or service conductor is labeled as the Intervening Facility. 4 

Consistent with these diagrams, San Francisco should be able to meet the 5 

“conductor” requirement by choosing to install a junction box or pole at the 6 

property line and owning or controlling the service lateral or service conductor 7 

from that point to the service entrance conductor, with PG&E owning the 8 

remaining portion of the service conductor, if San Francisco chooses not to own all 9 

of the service conductor. I made changes to Diagrams 4, 10, and 16 to illustrate 10 

this point. See Ex. SF-50. 11 

  Second, it is my understanding that this interpretation is also consistent with 12 

Commission precedent stating that Intervening Facilities need not be extensive. 13 

This factor is best addressed by the lawyers in the briefs. 14 

  If the Commission accepts PG&E’s interpretation that the service entrance 15 

conductor does not meet the conductor Intervening Facility requirement, then the 16 

service conductor depicted as an optional Intervening Facility in the diagrams 4, 17 

10 and 16 would be a required Intervening Facility. See Ex. SF-50. 18 

Q. YOU MENTIONED THAT A “BUS DUCT” IS SOMETIMES INSTALLED 19 

AS THE SERVICE CONDUCTOR. CAN YOU PLEASE EXPLAIN? 20 

A. Yes. Under the previous Interconnection Agreement, PG&E’s Green Book 21 

requires bus duct to be used as the service conductor for customer main switches 22 

larger than 2500 amps. A bus duct (also called a busway) is a metal duct 23 

containing busbars (a metallic strip or bar) for conducting a substantial current of 24 

electricity. It is used in lieu of a service cable and provides a higher capacity to 25 

match the high capacity main switch. Since a bus duct is the service conductor for 26 

these types of points of delivery, ownership or control of a bus duct should be 27 

sufficient to satisfy the Intervening Facility conductor requirement for secondary 28 

service to underground points of delivery that have them. 29 
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Q. HAS PG&E STATED WHETHER IT WILL ACCEPT BUS DUCTS AS 1 

THE REQUIRED INTERVENING FACILITY WIRE FOR SECONDARY-2 

LEVEL POINTS OF DELIVERY? 3 

A. In response to San Francisco’s Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-45(c), PG&E stated: 4 

“[i]t is unclear, without additional facts, whether CCSF ownership of all or part of 5 

a ‘bus duct’ can be construed as fulfilling CCSF’s obligations regarding 6 

INTERVENING FACILITIES pursuant to the WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION 7 

TARIFF. This question will need to be addressed on a case by case basis.” Ex. SF-8 

53. This response is unhelpful. As I stated above, and for the reasons stated above, 9 

ownership or control of a bus duct should suffice for purposes of demonstrating 10 

ownership or control of an Intervening Facility wire, in the case of secondary-level 11 

underground to underground points of delivery. Where they are in place, bus ducts 12 

were installed in accordance with Green Book requirements; it is unfair for PG&E 13 

now to reserve to itself the ability to determine whether these facilities are 14 

adequate Intervening Facilities on a case-by-case basis. 15 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN PG&E’S FAILURE TO CREDIT SAN FRANCISCO 16 

WITH OWNING WIRES THAT FUNCTION AS A DISTRIBUTION 17 

SYSTEM. 18 

A. There are circumstances in which a Distribution Customer may serve multiple end-19 

use customers beyond the point of delivery with PG&E even where the point of 20 

delivery is a secondary-level voltage connection. In these circumstances, if the 21 

meters to the customers are not in the same location (e.g., the meters could be at 22 

separate buildings), the wire between the point of delivery with PG&E and the 23 

customers’ meters is a service conductor. Nonetheless, in both the overhead and 24 

underground secondary service level configurations, PG&E does not credit San 25 

Francisco for owning or controlling this service conductor, and instead seeks to 26 

require San Francisco to own or control a further service conductor between the 27 

meter and the PG&E facilities. See Ex. SF-49, Diagrams 13 & 14, PG&E 28 

Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-40, Attachment 1.  29 
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  In response to a discovery request, PG&E confirmed this position and offered 1 

the following explanation: 2 

The wire to the right of the meter does not satisfy the 3 
requirement under the WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION 4 
TARIFF that CCSF own or control INTERVENING 5 
FACILITIES to obtain service as the wire to the right of 6 
the meter is already the end-use customer’s responsibility 7 
to install, own and maintain. Regardless of the tariff 8 
involved, the ownership of the wire to the right is the end-9 
use customer’s responsibility – thus not qualifying it as an 10 
“INTERVENING FACILITY” that a wholesale customer, 11 
i.e., the utility providing service to the end-use customer, 12 
must own or control. Furthermore, under normal 13 
circumstances, to meet the requirements outlined in the 14 
WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTION TARIFF to receive 15 
primary service, the INTERVENING FACILITIES must 16 
include all service cable and the transformer between the 17 
distribution line source (point of common coupling) and 18 
the meter panel. 19 

  Ex. SF-54, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-89. 20 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS RESPONSE? 21 

A. No. This interpretation ignores that a regular end-use customer does not serve 22 

multiple additional end-use customers; rather this is the role of a utility. It also 23 

suggests that multiple customers can be served only beyond a primary-level 24 

voltage point of delivery, but for San Francisco this is not the case. PG&E’s 25 

response fails to credit San Francisco for the service conductor it owns between 26 

the meter with PG&E and the San Francisco end-use customer meters. My 27 

Diagrams 13 and 14 correct this error. Ex. SF-50. 28 

Q. WHAT ARE THE OTHER CLARIFICATIONS THAT THE CITY WOULD 29 

MAKE TO PG&E’S DIAGRAMS FOR SECONDARY CONNECTIONS?   30 

A. I have proposed additional clarifications to PG&E’s diagrams for the following 31 

secondary-level voltage connection: Overhead Radial (Ex. SF-49, Diagram 12, 32 

PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-40, Attachment 1).  33 
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  Diagram 12 shows that San Francisco will need to own a pole for each Overhead 1 

Radial Secondary service point. In some cases, this might be correct; but that 2 

portion of the diagram should be considered as illustrative only. Whether an 3 

additional San Francisco-owned or controlled pole can be installed in a given 4 

location will need to be determined by San Francisco on a case-by-case basis, 5 

taking into account the particular location and configuration of the facilities in 6 

question, and by local codes and by GO 95, which establishes minimum allowable 7 

clearance requirements for overhead construction. In some cases, San Francisco 8 

may need to attach its overhead service drop to PG&E’s pole (e.g., if a separate 9 

San Francisco pole cannot be installed). In those situations, that configuration 10 

should be considered sufficient to satisfy the Intervening Facilities requirement of 11 

the WDT. See Ex. SF-50 for a revised version of Diagram 12 addressing these 12 

issues. 13 

Q. IN YOUR PRIOR RESPONSES YOU HAVE DISCUSSED 14 

CLARIFICATIONS TO THE DIAGRAMS PROVIDED BY PG&E IN 15 

RESPONSE TO DISCOVERY AND ADDITIONAL DIAGRAMS THAT 16 

YOU ATTACHED TO YOUR TESTIMONY. WHY ARE THESE 17 

IMPORTANT? 18 

A. Having diagrams that set forth the configuration and Intervening Facilities that will 19 

be required in different circumstances will be important going forward to prevent 20 

ongoing disputes between San Francisco and PG&E. In addition, such diagrams 21 

will be helpful to San Francisco as it plans new points of delivery or modifications 22 

to its points of delivery. As I explained previously, under the 1987 IA and for retail 23 

customers, the PG&E Green Book served this purpose. The diagrams identify the 24 

key difference between the retail interconnections addressed in the Green Book 25 

and wholesale interconnections, namely required Intervening Facilities (where 26 

grandfathering is not available). PG&E also should provide training for its service 27 

planning engineers assigned to San Francisco regarding changes to the 28 

requirements for service connections given the transition to wholesale distribution 29 
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service pursuant to the WDT, WDT IA, and WDT SA, and San Francisco will also 1 

have to train its own staff regarding these changes. The diagrams will be useful to 2 

both organizations in conducting such training and should be incorporated into the 3 

WDT SA. 4 

Q. IN LIGHT OF THIS EXPLANATION, ARE THERE ANY OTHER TYPES 5 

OF INTERCONNECTIONS THAT SHOULD BE DEPICTED IN 6 

DIAGRAMS? 7 

A. Yes, PG&E has not provided diagrams for all types of interconnections. Therefore, 8 

I am attaching additional diagrams to address certain relatively common scenarios 9 

in Exhibit SF-50; these are designated as Diagrams 15 and 16. Based on Exhibit 10 

49, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-40, Attachment 1, I believe 11 

that San Francisco and PG&E are in agreement with respect to Intervening 12 

Facilities for these types of interconnections. Nonetheless, I believe it is important 13 

to document the requirements for these configurations which are very common in 14 

San Francisco. 15 

     a)  Overhead Secondary Service, Dedicated Transformer, Ex. SF-50, 16 

Diagram 15 17 

 When San Francisco takes overhead secondary service in a location where a 18 

transformer is dedicated to San Francisco’s customer(s) alone, San Francisco 19 

should own or control the overhead service conductor, from the transformer to the 20 

customer facilities as is required by WDT Section 14.2.1.  21 

   b) Underground Secondary Service, Dedicated Transformer, Ex. SF-50, 22 

Diagram 16 23 

 San Francisco sometimes takes underground secondary service in a location where 24 

a transformer is dedicated to San Francisco’s customer(s) alone. In this case, 25 

consistent with the plain language of WDT Section 14.2.1, San Francisco should 26 

only be required to own or control the service entrance conductor. However, the 27 

service conductor identified as optional in Diagram 16 would be required if PG&E 28 

is correct that San Francisco should also own or control the service lateral or 29 



City and County of San Francisco v. Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
Docket Nos. EL15-3-002, et al. 

Exhibit SF-42 
Page 26 of 78 

 
 

service conductor. Ex. SF-50. Depending on the physical arrangements at each of 1 

the locations for this type of interconnection, at a minimum, San Francisco should 2 

be allowed to elect, at its discretion, to set a junction box in the service lateral to 3 

establish a new point of interconnection. 4 

B. Intervening Facilities Owned or Controlled by CCSF. 5 

Q. WAS OWNERSHIP OR CONTROL OF INTERVENING FACILITIES A 6 

REQUIREMENT OF THE PREVIOUS INTERCONNECTION 7 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN SAN FRANCISCO AND PG&E? 8 

A. No, that requirement was not part of any of the previous interconnection 9 

agreements between PG&E and San Francisco, though San Francisco does own 10 

some of those Intervening Facilities (as I will explain below). Instead, under the 11 

1987 IA, San Francisco paid PG&E for Direct Assignment Facilities owned by 12 

PG&E but dedicated to San Francisco, through a combination of up-front 13 

payments, subsequent reimbursements, and net revenues for service. In almost 14 

every case, the facilities directly assigned to San Francisco under the 15 

Interconnection Agreement would meet the Intervening Facilities requirement of 16 

the WDT if PG&E had not retained title and control of those facilities under the 17 

old rules. 18 

Q. UNDER THE NEW WDT, WHAT IS REQUIRED TO ESTABLISH 19 

OWNERSHIP OR CONTROL OF INTERVENING FACILITIES? 20 

A. Under WDT Section 14.2.2, an applicant may demonstrate ownership of 21 

Intervening Facilities by demonstrating ownership or anticipated ownership in 22 

advance of initiation of the service. Documentation shall be sufficient if it includes 23 

a copy of a paid invoice, purchase order, work order, or construction of other 24 

agreement indicating ownership or the intended owner, or a similar document. 25 

Further, if after a reasonable, good faith attempt to locate such documentation, the 26 

applicant finds that no such documentation exists, an applicant may demonstrate 27 

ownership of facilities with a sworn statement affirming ownership. Under WDT 28 
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Section 14.2.3, an applicant may demonstrate control through documentation of an 1 

agreement with the owner of the facilities showing the applicant has the right to 2 

use the capacity of the facilities to deliver electric energy, or a copy of a lease, 3 

operating, or other agreement. Once again, if after a good faith effort no such 4 

documentation is found, the applicant may demonstrate control of the facilities 5 

with a sworn statement affirming that they are controlled by the applicant.  6 

  In addition, under WDT Section 14.2.1, footnote *, evidence of ownership of a 7 

primary transformer will not be required if “1) the end-use customer requests a 8 

service voltage that is the same as the wholesale service voltage or 2) the 9 

transformer is a PG&E owned Direct Assignment Facility and the Distribution 10 

Customer contributes or contributed to the cost of such facility.” 11 

Q. WHAT STEPS HAS SAN FRANCISCO TAKEN TO DEMONSTRATE 12 

THAT IT OWNS OR CONTROLS INTERVENING FACILITIES? 13 

A. San Francisco believes all its points of delivery are appropriately grandfathered 14 

and communicated this to PG&E in its initial application. Nonetheless, it has had 15 

to devote significant portions of its limited resources towards developing 16 

Intervening Facilities documentation. However, given that San Francisco has 17 

limited resources, this is a new requirement, and there are over 2,000 points of 18 

delivery that were interconnected over the course of decades, gaps remain in the 19 

documentation. The types of documents that we have been able to identify that are 20 

responsive to the requirements under the new WDT include construction drawings, 21 

single line diagrams, purchase orders, contracts, and leases. We have conducted 22 

field visits and interviewed engineers throughout San Francisco including at the 23 

Port, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, the California Academy 24 

of Sciences, the Moscone Center, the de Young Museum, and the Department of 25 

Public Works.  26 

Q. DOES SAN FRANCISCO OWN/CONTROL INTERVENING FACILITIES 27 

AT EXISTING PRIMARY POINTS OF DELIVERY? 28 
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A. Yes. For all of its existing primary points of delivery, San Francisco owns or 1 

controls the primary and secondary facilities, including the distribution 2 

transformer. This is to be expected since the Green Book requirements for primary 3 

services that were in effect under the 1987 IA are consistent with the WDT 4 

Intervening Facility requirements.  5 

Q. HAS SAN FRANCISCO PROVIDED DOCUMENTATION TO PG&E OF 6 

ITS OWNERSHIP OR CONTROL OF INTERVENING FACILITIES FOR 7 

ANY PRIMARY-LEVEL POINTS OF DELIVERY? 8 

A. Yes, San Francisco provided to PG&E documentation of its ownership or control 9 

of the requisite Intervening Facilities for a number of primary-level points of 10 

delivery, as is detailed in the protected Exhibit SF-56, PG&E Response to Data 11 

Request No. CCSF-PGE-91. For each of these underground primary points of 12 

delivery, San Francisco has provided PG&E with evidence that San Francisco 13 

owns or controls the Disconnect Switch, Protective Device, Transformer and 14 

Conductor, Wire, or Service Drop located beyond the PG&E meter. See id. 15 

However, PG&E has not accepted that San Francisco demonstrated adequate 16 

“ownership or control” of these points of delivery. In protected Exhibit SF-56, 17 

PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-91, PG&E stated, in part, that 18 

the single line diagrams provided by San Francisco were inadequate because the 19 

diagrams “must, by some means (e.g., color coding, arrows, circling) clearly 20 

indicate exactly what facilities CCSF alleges are the relevant INTERVENING 21 

FACILITIES owned or controlled by CCSF.” I do not think it is necessary to add 22 

colors or circles to the diagrams as they clearly show the PG&E meter and San 23 

Francisco-owned or controlled Intervening Facilities beyond the meter. 24 

Nonetheless, if PG&E insists, San Francisco is willing to provide the diagrams 25 

with the additional markings requested by PG&E at a later point in this 26 

proceeding.  27 

Q. YOU SAID THAT FOR MOST ACCOUNTS PG&E IS NOT REQUIRING 28 

SAN FRANCISCO TO IMMEDIATELY DEMONSTRATE OWNERSHIP 29 
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OR CONTROL OF INTERVENING FACILITIES IN ORDER TO OBTAIN 1 

WDT SERVICE. IF THIS IS SO, WHY MUST SAN FRANCISCO AND 2 

PG&E RESOLVE OUTSTANDING DISAGREEMENTS ABOUT 3 

INTERVENING FACILITIES NOW? 4 

A. First, PG&E is making demonstration of ownership or control of Intervening 5 

Facilities a requirement for ongoing service for customers it labeled provisional. 6 

Further, given PG&E’s proposal on grandfathering, except where PG&E accepts 7 

that San Francisco has ownership or control of Intervening Facilities, PG&E 8 

reserves the right to terminate service to a point of delivery if the point of delivery 9 

exceeds a certain annual usage (in the case of a customer PG&E dubs Non-Muni 10 

Load Served by Agreement), or if a new customer locates to that point of delivery 11 

that PG&E does not consider a Muni Load customer (in the case of point of 12 

delivery currently serving a customer PG&E dubs a WDT-Qualified or Muni Load 13 

customer). Ex. SF-57, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-25; WDT 14 

SA Apps. C & D. Accordingly, it is important to San Francisco to establish its 15 

ownership or control of Intervening Facilities wherever possible. In light of the 16 

factors listed above, there is little basis for PG&E to dispute San Francisco’s 17 

ownership or control of Intervening Facilities in the case of its existing primary-18 

level points of delivery. 19 

Q. HAS THE CITY ALSO BEEN ABLE TO ESTABLISH THAT IT OWNS 20 

INTERVENING FACILITIES FOR SECONDARY SERVICES? 21 

A. Yes. So far, San Francisco has compiled documentation for a small group of points 22 

of delivery served at a secondary-level voltage where there is a bus duct that is the 23 

service conductor and one case where there San Francisco owns service conductor 24 

beyond two main meters (points of delivery) with PG&E. As I explained above, all 25 

secondary-level points of delivery with a bus duct were required to be installed in 26 

compliance with PG&E’s Green Book, and the requirements of the Green Book 27 

and the WDT as to the facilities to be owned by the customer are the same where 28 

bus ducts are used. Therefore, all secondary-level voltage points of delivery with 29 
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bus ducts should satisfy the ownership or control requirement of the Intervening 1 

Facility for the service conductor. Moreover, the documentation with respect to the 2 

two points of delivery serving multiple meters should be sufficient for that case.  3 

  San Francisco conducted a field inspection and document review for seven 4 

secondary services installed with customer bus duct. At each location, the bus duct 5 

physically extends from the PG&E transformer cabinet to other City-owned 6 

facilities making up a service conductor to the meter and load. For these seven 7 

locations, San Francisco owns or controls the service conductor (bus duct and 8 

Cables) between the Transformer and the customer’s facilities, and also owns or 9 

controls the Disconnect Switch and Protective Device, and hence it owns 10 

secondary Intervening Facilities. The details for these seven locations and the 11 

related documentation are set forth in Ex. SF-58, Protected Evidence of San 12 

Francisco Ownership or Control of Intervening Facilities for Seven Secondary 13 

Accounts to my testimony. 14 

  I have recently identified an additional bus duct point of delivery, SPID 15 

405060003, and expect that San Francisco will find additional secondary-level 16 

voltage connections where it may be able to show ownership or control of 17 

Intervening Facilities. Moreover, if the service entrance conductor is the required 18 

Intervening Facility wire for secondary-level voltage underground to underground 19 

points of delivery, there would be many additional points of delivery for which 20 

San Francisco would have adequate Intervening Facilities.  21 

C. Challenges of Installing Intervening Facilities for Existing Buildings in 22 
San Francisco. 23 

Q. WHAT ALTERNATIVES ARE AVAILABLE TO SAN FRANCISCO TO 24 

GAIN OWNERSHIP OR CONTROL OF INTERVENING FACILITIES IN 25 

THE CASE OF EXISTING BUILDINGS? 26 

A. Based on San Francisco’s past experience under the 1987 IA, there will be 27 

instances when San Francisco seeks WDT service for a new customer at a location 28 
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where the facilities that are technically needed to serve the customer already exist. 1 

For example, a City-funded neighborhood health clinic served by San Francisco 2 

could move to another existing building that already has adequate electric service. 3 

  In those situations, San Francisco may be able to install Intervening Facilities 4 

that would be duplicative of facilities PG&E already owns. However, in the dense, 5 

built-out environment of downtown San Francisco there could be significant 6 

challenges finding space for these duplicative facilities and for connecting them to 7 

the existing infrastructure. There would likely be significant financial burdens on 8 

San Francisco for this retrofit, as well as service delays and outages that would 9 

adversely affect the new or relocating customer. 10 

  As an alternative to an impractical retrofit, San Francisco may offer to purchase 11 

the requisite Intervening Facilities from PG&E at a fair price. However, it is 12 

uncertain whether PG&E, as San Francisco’s competitor, would be willing to sell 13 

such facilities to San Francisco. 14 

Q. DO THESE CHALLENGES ARISE IN THE CASE OF NEW BUILDINGS? 15 

A. No. Where a new building or facility is being built and interconnected, or even 16 

where substantial modifications to an existing building or facility result in the need 17 

for substantial new electrical facilities, new facilities that comprise Intervening 18 

Facilities would have to be constructed or installed in order to reliably interconnect 19 

and serve the new or substantially modified building or facility. To the extent these 20 

facilities were installed by PG&E and dedicated to San Francisco’s use, San 21 

Francisco presumably would have to pay for them as Direct Assignment Facilities. 22 

In this context, I would expect that San Francisco would opt to own the facilities, 23 

since it would be paying for them in any event, as Barbara Hale explains in her 24 

testimony. 25 

V.  POINTS OF DELIVERY ELIGIBLE FOR PRIMARY SERVICE 26 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE ISSUES BETWEEN SAN FRANCISCO AND 27 

PG&E WITH RESPECT TO ACCOUNTS ELIGIBLE FOR PRIMARY 28 
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SERVICE AND HOW YOU WILL ADDRESS THEM IN YOUR 1 

TESTIMONY. 2 

A. As I discussed above, PG&E provides two levels of distribution service: primary 3 

and secondary. For retail and wholesale Distribution Customers, primary service is 4 

available for points of delivery connected at a primary-level voltage and is 5 

typically lower than rates for secondary service. This is because PG&E’s 6 

secondary facilities are not used to serve primary-level points of delivery—so rates 7 

for those points appropriately exclude the additional cost of PG&E’s secondary 8 

service distribution facilities. For wholesale customers only, PG&E also offers 9 

primary service to points of delivery connected at a secondary-level voltage, if the 10 

PG&E-owned transformer and other downstream PG&E-owned facilities serve 11 

only the wholesale Distribution Customer’s points of delivery.9 12 

  In November of 2013, when it filed its application for WDT service, San 13 

Francisco listed the service voltage level for each point of delivery, but did not 14 

identify points of delivery connected at the secondary-level voltage that are 15 

eligible for primary service.10 In order to identify the points of delivery that should 16 

receive primary service, San Francisco must  17 

1. confirm with PG&E the points of delivery that are connected at primary-18 

level voltage; and 19 

2. confirm with PG&E San Francisco’s points of delivery connected at the 20 

secondary-level voltage that qualify for primary service; agree with 21 

PG&E on any necessary changes in configuration and/or metering and 22 

any associated new Direct Assignment Facility charges and Cost of 23 

Ownership charges; and advise PG&E on the final list of secondary-level 24 

voltage points of delivery that should receive primary service. 25 

                                                 
9 See definition of Direct Assignment Facilities, WDT § 2.11. 
10 San Francisco was not aware that this service option was available; a March 2015 settlement agreement 
on PG&E’s WDT filed in Docket No. ER13-1188-000 clarified the availability of this alternative. Pac. 
Gas & Elec. Co., Offer of Settlement (Mar. 31, 2015), eLibrary No. 20150331-5502. 



City and County of San Francisco v. Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
Docket Nos. EL15-3-002, et al. 

Exhibit SF-42 
Page 33 of 78 

 
 

 My testimony below sets forth: (1) the information San Francisco has with respect 1 

to points of delivery that qualify for primary service; (2) my position on the 2 

applicability of Cost of Ownership charges in the context of points of delivery 3 

connected at a secondary-level voltage that are eligible for primary service; and (3) 4 

my views on how metering could be addressed for points of delivery connected at 5 

a secondary-level voltage that are eligible for primary service. 6 

A. Errors in Identification of Primary-Level Voltage Points of Delivery; 7 
Secondary-Level Voltage Points of Delivery Eligible for Primary Service. 8 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS FOR PRIMARY 9 

SERVICE UNDER THE WDT. 10 

A. The PG&E WDT, Schedule WD-1, Section 2, specifies that: 11 

The Distribution Provider shall charge the Distribution 12 
Customer for its use of the Distribution Provider’s 13 
Distribution Facilities in accordance with Rate Schedule 14 
WD-1 (Wholesale Distribution Service). This rate is 15 
based on the Distribution Customer’s use of the serving 16 
Distribution Facilities and the applicable system average 17 
rate. Where (1) the point of interconnection of the Direct 18 
Assignment Facilities to PG&E’s Distribution system is 19 
at primary voltage and (2) the PG&E-owned secondary 20 
facilities are all Direct Assignment Facilities, i.e., for the 21 
sole use and benefit of the Distribution Customer, the 22 
service shall be primary service.11 23 

  Consistent with Schedule WD-1, and as discussed above, my understanding is 24 

that each of the following types of San Francisco points of delivery qualify for 25 

primary service: 26 

1. Where the service point of delivery is at a primary-level voltage; or 27 

                                                 
11 WDT, Schedule WD-1, § 2 (emphasis added). The emphasized text was added to the WDT pursuant to 
a May 27, 2014 WDT partial offer of settlement. Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., Docket No. ER13-1188-021, 
Offer of Partial Settlement (May 27, 2014), eLibrary No. 20140527-5141 (“PG&E Partial Offer of 
Settlement”). The Commission approved the partial settlement on July 29, 2014 (eLibrary No. 20140729-
3031). 
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2. Where the service point of delivery is at a secondary-level voltage and 1 

the PG&E-owned Direct Assignment Facilities assigned to San 2 

Francisco for the service point of delivery are connected to the PG&E 3 

primary system (Dedicated Connection to Primary).12  4 

Q. WAS PRIMARY SERVICE AVAILABLE UNDER THE PREVIOUS 5 

INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT? 6 

A. Yes, under the 1987 IA, primary service with a primary-level delivery voltage 7 

(Item 1 above) was available. In Ex. SF-59, Appendix A, I have included the same 8 

information provided in updated Appendix A by San Francisco to PG&E in 9 

responses to PGE-CCSF-Q01. This most recently corrected version of the list of 10 

existing points of delivery, indicates that San Francisco had been receiving 11 

primary service for 76 of its, mostly large, points of delivery. This service was 12 

available under the 1987 IA for loads expected to be at least 500 kVA at 12 kV, 13 

based on PG&E Rule 2.13 In general, primary service from secondary Direct 14 

Assignment Facilities connected to the primary system (Item 2 above) was not 15 

available under the 1987 IA. 16 

Q. DID PG&E IDENTIFY ANY SAN FRANCISCO POINTS OF DELIVERY 17 

AS PRIMARY SERVICES IN ITS WDT FILING? 18 

A. Yes, PG&E identified 68 points of delivery as receiving a “primary energy-based 19 

rate” distribution charge (i.e., primary service) in its proposed WDT SA (see 20 

Section 8.1 of each of the Specifications for Distribution Service in Appendices C 21 

and D of the WDT SA filed by PG&E). 22 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH PG&E’S DISTRIBUTION CHARGE 23 

DESIGNATIONS? 24 

A. No. PG&E appears to have assigned a primary service distribution charge 25 

designation only to points of delivery connected at the primary-level voltage, and 26 

                                                 
12 This includes service points where the service is from the PG&E “spot” network. See Ex. SF-51, PG&E 
Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-42. 
13 Ex. SF-61, CPUC Electric Rule No. 2, § D.3.b. 
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PG&E has not included all of San Francisco’s primary-level voltage connections 1 

in that category. I have identified corrections for San Francisco’s primary-level 2 

voltage connections, as listed further below. In addition, there are over 1,100 3 

additional San Francisco secondary-level voltage service points that are also likely 4 

eligible to receive service at the primary rate. 5 

Q. WHY IS THERE SUCH A LARGE DISCREPANCY IN THE NUMBERS? 6 

A. In its filing, PG&E states that it is providing the same level of service—i.e., 7 

primary or secondary—sought by San Francisco in its WDT application, with a 8 

few corrections.14 9 

  However, when San Francisco submitted its WDT application in 10 

November 2013, it only provided information on the point of delivery voltage 11 

level based on the service level used for billing purposes under the 1987 IA. San 12 

Francisco did not apply for primary service under the WDT for any of its 13 

secondary-level voltage points of delivery, in part because at the time San 14 

Francisco filed its application the eligibility criteria for primary service under the 15 

WDT for secondary-level voltage connections was not clear.15 In addition, 16 

information on PG&E-owned Direct Assignment Facilities—which is required to 17 

identify which secondary-level voltage points of delivery might be eligible for the 18 

primary service rate under the WDT—was not then available to San Francisco. 19 

Finally, PG&E has still not provided to San Francisco information on the Cost of 20 

                                                 
14 Hailemichael Testimony at 25:18-25. 
15 PG&E clarified primary service eligibility in the May 27, 2014 WDT partial offer of settlement that 
became effective after San Francisco submitted its WDT Application. PG&E Partial Offer of Settlement 
at 6:  

3.2 Clarifications.  

PG&E will add a clarification to Schedule WD-1 that states: “Where (1) the point of 
interconnection of the Direct Assignment Facilities to PG&E’s Distribution system is 
at primary voltage and (2) the PG&E-owned secondary facilities are all Direct 
Assignment Facilities, i.e., for the sole use and benefit of the Distribution Customer, 
the service shall be primary service.” 
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Ownership charges that it claims would apply if San Francisco transitions 1 

particular points of delivery from secondary to primary service. 2 

  PG&E appears to agree that a significant number of those points of delivery 3 

could qualify for primary service. In fact Mr. Hailemichael’s testimony identified 4 

this possibility.16  In response to San Francisco’s Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-5 

28, PG&E has acknowledged that there may be 773 secondary-level voltage points 6 

of delivery that could be eligible for primary service. PG&E qualifies its 7 

preliminary assessment by stating that its list is neither exhaustive nor definitive.17 8 

Q. THERE IS STILL A DISCREPANCY BETWEEN SAN FRANCISCO’S 9 

NUMBERS AND PG&E’S NUMBERS. HOW DID SAN FRANCISCO 10 

CALCULATE THE SECONDARY-LEVEL POINTS OF DELIVERY 11 

ELIGIBLE FOR PRIMARY SERVICE? 12 

A. I performed an evaluation of each point of delivery to determine if it meets the 13 

criteria in WDT Schedule WD-1, Section 2. San Francisco used this information to 14 

include a field identifying the applicable WDT distribution charge level—i.e., 15 

primary or secondary—in the most recently updated Appendix A, and this 16 

information is included in Exhibit SF-59.18 I believe there are 1,181 points of 17 

delivery that qualify for primary service under the WDT, including: 18 

1. Primary-level voltage – 83 points of delivery;  19 

2. Spot network connections – 45 points of delivery; and 20 

3. Other Dedicated Connection to Primary – 1,053 points of delivery. 21 

                                                 
16 Hailemichael Testimony at 25:29-26:12. 
17 Ex. SF-62. In both his testimony and his response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-28, Mr. 
Hailemichael asserts that these secondary voltage level points may need to be aggregated under a single 
meter to be eligible for primary service, subject to the validation by a field visit, jointly conducted by 
PG&E and San Francisco. As I discuss later in my testimony, San Francisco disputes the premise that 
primary service eligibility should be dependent on installation of primary metering. In addition, field 
visits should not be required in every instance to validate PG&E’s own Direct Assignment Facility 
records and distribution system facility information. 
18 Ex. SF-59, Updated Appendix A. 
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 Updated Appendix A identifies the service voltage level and the applicable 1 

distribution charge for each point of delivery.  2 

  This assessment was based on the specific points of delivery identified in San 3 

Francisco’s November 2013 application, with some changes made by PG&E in its 4 

WDT filing. Since that time, there have been many changes to San Francisco 5 

points of delivery, including additions and deletions.19 As a result, additional 6 

points of delivery may be eligible for primary service today. Updated Appendix A 7 

reflects the best information that San Francisco has with respect to the points of 8 

delivery that PG&E addressed in its proposed WDT SA. However, this 9 

information is subject to revision with respect to the points of delivery that have 10 

been added or changed since San Francisco submitted its initial WDT application 11 

over two years ago. 12 

Q. HOW DID YOU DETERMINE WHICH POINTS OF DELIVERY ARE 13 

CONNECTED AT PRIMARY-LEVEL VOLTAGE? 14 

A. I identified the points of delivery that are connected at primary-level voltage by 15 

using: (1) PG&E Protected Data identifying the point of interconnection voltage; 16 

(2) San Francisco documentation of Intervening Facilities and billing records; and 17 

(3) PG&E’s 2005 IA Termination Filing.20 Using these data, I confirmed that 73 of 18 

the 76 points of delivery identified in San Francisco’s original WDT application as 19 

being served at primary-level voltage are, in fact, primary-level voltage 20 

connections. The remaining three are actually secondary-level voltage points of 21 

delivery, which has been changed in Appendix A.  22 

  In addition, I identified ten other primary-level voltage points of delivery that 23 

San Francisco had incorrectly identified as being served at a secondary-level 24 

                                                 
19 PG&E submitted compliance filings to the Commission on January 27, 2016, identifying its 
understanding of these additions and deletions. Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., Compliance Filing to Revise 
Appendices B, C, and D of the Service Agreement for Wholesale Distribution Service under Service 
Agreement No. 275, FERC Electric Tariff Volume No. 4 (Jan. 27, 2016), eLibrary Nos. 20160127-5242, 
20160127-5277.  
20 This filing is discussed at length in Ex. SF-2, Barbara Hale Testimony. 
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voltage in its WDT application. These were points that, despite being connected at 1 

a primary-level voltage, had been misclassified under the 1987 IA and erroneously 2 

billed at the secondary service 1987 IA rate.  3 

  In total, 83 points of delivery are eligible for primary service based on being 4 

connected at primary-level voltage. 5 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW YOU DETERMINED WHICH 6 

SAN FRANCISCO SECONDARY-LEVEL POINTS OF DELIVERY HAVE 7 

A DEDICATED CONNECTION TO PRIMARY DIRECT ASSIGNMENT 8 

FACILIITES.  9 

A. I used several data sources to determine if such points of delivery are eligible for 10 

primary service because they have a dedicated connection to primary: 11 

1. I used the 21 points of delivery PG&E identified as being connected to the 12 

PG&E spot network in its protected response to Data Request No. CCSF-13 

PGE-52.21 I also used the protected data provided by PG&E in its response 14 

to Data Request Nos. CCSF-PGE-1522 and CCSF-PGE-5223 to identify an 15 

additional 24 points of delivery receiving service from PG&E-identified 16 

network feeders with point of delivery voltages that indicated spot network 17 

service.24 18 

2. I identified an additional 813 radial secondary points of delivery served by 19 

transformers dedicated to San Francisco customers by using PG&E 20 

protected data provided in response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-1525 to 21 

find locations where the number of customers PG&E identified as being 22 

                                                 
21 Ex. SF-63, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-52, Attachment 1. 
22 Ex. SF-64, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-15, Attachments 3, 15. 
23 Ex. SF-63, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-52, Attachment 2. 
24 Based on my review of this information, it appears that there are at least two instances where there may 
be existing San Francisco primary radial connections to PG&E network feeders. It is possible that these 
connections have erroneously been identified as network feeder connections in the data provided by 
PG&E. 
25 Ex. SF-64, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-15, Attachment 3. 
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served by a particular transformer equaled the total number of San Francisco 1 

customers served by the transformer.  2 

3. I identified an additional 231 San Francisco points of delivery that are served 3 

by PG&E Direct Assignment Facilities dedicated to San Francisco, based on 4 

the Direct Assignment Facility descriptions in the PG&E Response to Data 5 

Request No. CCSF-PGE-1526 that describe dedicated transformers.  6 

4. I identified an additional nine points of delivery for which PG&E’s FERC 7 

Quarterly Filings indicate that the service is provided by a dedicated 8 

transformer. 9 

Q. HOW CONFIDENT ARE YOU THAT THE SECONDARY-LEVEL 10 

VOLTAGE POINTS OF DELIVERY LISTED IN RESPONSE TO THE 11 

PRECEEDING QUESTION ARE IN FACT ELIGIBLE FOR PRIMARY 12 

RATES? 13 

A. I used the best information available to me to identify points of delivery taking 14 

service at a secondary-level voltage that are eligible for primary rates. While this 15 

information has required some interpretation and assumptions, there appears to be 16 

significant overlap in secondary-level voltage points of delivery with the 773 17 

points of delivery PG&E preliminarily identified in its response to San Francisco’s 18 

Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-28.27  19 

  But there remain differences between PG&E’s preliminary findings and my 20 

preliminary findings, as well as inconsistencies in PG&E’s data, that merit further 21 

consideration. In particular, the data described in Item 2 above, which show when 22 

a PG&E transformer is dedicated to serving just San Francisco customers, did not 23 

indicate that the points of delivery described in Item 3 above were served with 24 

dedicated transformers. However, as I mentioned earlier, we have included these 25 

points of delivery because the Direct Assignment Facility descriptions provided by 26 

PG&E suggest there is, in fact, a dedicated transformer serving these San 27 
                                                 
26 Ex. SF-64, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-15, Attachments 3, 15. 
27 Ex. SF-62, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-28. 
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Francisco customers.28 Given the discrepancy between my assessment and 1 

PG&E’s, it is necessary for San Francisco and PG&E to compare information in 2 

order to confirm the points of delivery connected at secondary-level voltage that 3 

are eligible for primary service rates. 4 

Q. HAVE SAN FRANCISCO AND PG&E WORKED TOGETHER YET TO 5 

IDENTIFY THE POINTS OF DELIVERY CONNECTED AT A 6 

SECONDARY-LEVEL VOLTAGE THAT ARE ELIGIBLE FOR 7 

PRIMARY SERVICE RATES? 8 

A. No. San Francisco and PG&E have exchanged data requests and responses on the 9 

matter, but the bulk of the work remains outstanding. 10 

B. Cost of Ownership Charges. 11 

Q. WHAT ARE COST OF OWNERSHIP CHARGES? 12 

A. In summary, Cost of Ownership charges are added to the payments made by a 13 

wholesale Distribution Customer to the distribution provider, and are for facilities 14 

owned by the distribution provider that are dedicated to serve the Distribution 15 

Customer, otherwise known as “Direct Assignment Facilities.” Cost of Ownership 16 

charges reimburse the distribution provider for its costs of owning, maintaining, 17 

and operating the Direct Assignment Facilities.29 A full description of Cost of 18 

Ownership charges is set forth in Schedule WD-1: Distribution Service, Section 3. 19 

Q. DO PG&E AND SAN FRANCISCO AGREE IN PRINCIPLE WITH 20 

RESPECT TO THE COST OF OWNERSHIP CHARGES THAT SHOULD 21 

APPLY WITH RESPECT TO POINTS OF DELIVERY CONNECTED AT 22 

                                                 
28 Direct Assignment Facilities are facilities or portions of facilities that are constructed by the 
distribution provider for the sole use/benefit of a particular Distribution Customer requesting service 
under this Tariff, and paid for by the Distribution Customer. Therefore, a transformer listed as a Direct 
Assignment Facility for a San Francisco service point should not be used by any PG&E customer other 
than San Francisco. 
29 See WDT, Schedule WD-1, § 3. 
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A SECONDARY-LEVEL VOLTAGE THAT CONVERT TO PRIMARY 1 

SERVICE RATES? 2 

A. It appears that they may not. Section 11.2 of the WDT SA correctly states that San 3 

Francisco “has paid for all or a portion of the facilities required to interconnect the 4 

Points of Delivery that were served under the 1987 CCSF IA either during the 5 

term of the 1987 CCSF IA or through arrangements prior to the 1987 CCSF IA.”  6 

PG&E’s responses to certain San Francisco discovery requests also clearly state 7 

that no new Cost of Ownership charges have been, or will be, assessed with 8 

respect to pre-existing facilities.30 9 

  Nevertheless, PG&E’s latest discovery responses now state that PG&E does 10 

intend to assess Cost of Ownership charges for pre-existing Direct Assignment 11 

Facilities for points of delivery that were not listed as primary in the November 12 

2013 WDT application and that seek to convert to primary service: 13 

Yes, CCSF will be responsible for any Cost of Ownership 14 
charges related to any existing DIRECT ASSIGNMENT 15 
facilities that have been used to provide service to 16 
existing secondary POINTS OF DELIVERY if those 17 
existing POINTS OF DELIVERY are converted to a 18 
primary plus POINT OF DELIVERY, even if at the time 19 
PG&E constructed the facilities CCSF elected to make a 20 
one-time upfront full payment for costs of such facilities. 21 

CCSF would be responsible for any Cost of Ownership 22 
charges related to any existing DIRECT ASSIGNMENT 23 
facilities under the described arrangement, because 24 
CCSF’s one-time upfront full payment when the facilities 25 
were installed did not include the costs associated with 26 
ongoing maintenance and repair/replacement of these 27 
facilities.31 28 

                                                 
30 Compare Ex.SF-65, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-23 (“PG&E will not assess Cost 
of Ownership charges with respect to pre-existing facilities.”) with Ex. SF-66, PG&E Response to Data 
Request No. CCSF-PGE-22 (“To the extent replaced or new facilities are Direct Assignment Facilities, 
PG&E will charge CCSF Cost of Ownership charges based upon the installation costs associated with 
those incremental Direct Assignment Facilities.”). 
31 Ex. SF-67, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-90. 
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  PG&E has not explained why it is appropriate to assess additional Cost of 1 

Ownership charges for pre-existing facilities when those points convert to primary 2 

service, when PG&E has also concluded it is inappropriate to impose Cost of 3 

Ownership charges for those exact same Direct Assignment Facilities if their level 4 

of service does not change after July 1, 2015. 5 

  San Francisco does not dispute its obligation to pay Cost of Ownership charges 6 

in accordance with PG&E’s WDT for new Direct Assignment Facilities that must 7 

be built for, or dedicated to, San Francisco’s use, including any new facilities that 8 

must be installed to transition a point of delivery connected at a secondary-level 9 

voltage to primary service. However, San Francisco does object to paying Cost of 10 

Ownership charges for existing Direct Assignment Facilities when it has already 11 

paid for such costs. 12 

  Mr. Melville’s Declaration, attached to this testimony as Exhibit SF-68 13 

illustrates that with respect to the vast majority (both standard and special) Direct 14 

Assignment Facilities used by PG&E to serve San Francisco’s points of delivery, 15 

the 1987 IA and PG&E’s own rules governing payments due under the IA ensure 16 

that PG&E has or will, without addition Cost of Ownership charges, recover its 17 

cost of ownership for those facilities.  18 

Q. HAS PG&E INFORMED SAN FRANCISCO OF THE COST OF 19 

OWNERSHIP CHARGES THAT IT BELIEVES WOULD APPLY TO 20 

POINTS OF DELIVERY CONNECTED AT A SECONDARY SERVICE 21 

LEVEL BUT ELIGIBLE FOR PRIMARY SERVICE RATES? 22 

A. No. San Francisco asked PG&E for this information in Data Request No. CCSF-23 

PGE-54. PG&E responded: 24 

PG&E cannot identify the associated Cost of Ownership 25 
Charges that would apply if service was changed to 26 
primary without performing a site-specific detailed cost 27 
estimate of the existing and the proposed new and/or 28 
modified Direct Assignment Facilities for each POINT 29 
OF DELIVERY for which CCSF is requesting primary 30 
service. Although Direct Assignment Facilities are 31 
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described in the WHOLESALE SERVICE 1 
AGREEMENT, Direct Assignment Facilities would need 2 
to be verified with visual inspection and may need to be 3 
reconfigured. CCSF’s design input may also be required 4 
for any such rearrangements to the POINT OF 5 
DELIVERY. 6 

 Ex. SF-69. 7 

C. Metering. 8 

Q. HOW DOES PG&E PROPOSE TO ADDRESS METERING FOR POINTS 9 

OF DELIVERY CONNECTED AT THE SECONDARY-LEVEL THAT 10 

ARE ELIGIBLE FOR PRIMARY SERVICE? 11 

A. While PG&E has not provided detailed information on the subject, Mr. 12 

Hailemichael stated that in order to convert at least some secondary-level points to 13 

primary service, they would have to be “aggregated under a single meter.”32 14 

Q. DOES SAN FRANCISCO AGREE THAT NEW METERING SHOULD BE 15 

REQUIRED? 16 

A. Only in a limited number of circumstances. In most cases, I believe that the PG&E 17 

proposal for primary service from the spot network is an appropriate model for 18 

metering at other points of delivery connected at a secondary-level but eligible for 19 

primary service rates. For the spot network, PG&E has proposed an arrangement 20 

whereby existing secondary metering would be used with a loss adjustment factor 21 

to reflect the load at the primary service connection location. This is reflected in 22 

PG&E service arrangement slides provided in response to Diagram #2, Data 23 

Request No. CCSF-PGE-40, Attachment 1. Ex. SF-49. In addition, PG&E 24 

indicates that San Francisco has the option of owning the meter.  25 

  This metering arrangement should also be acceptable for primary service when 26 

there is a dedicated transformer from the radial system. The same types of 27 

technical calculations that PG&E will need to use for the spot network connections 28 

                                                 
32 Hailemichael Testimony at 25:29-26:12; see also Ex. SF-62, PG&E Response to Data Request 
No. CCSF-PGE-28. 
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to account for transformation losses, can be applied in a straightforward manner to 1 

dedicated radial transformer connections. In contrast, installing a primary meter on 2 

all points of delivery connected at a secondary voltage level, but eligible for 3 

primary service, could be very expensive or even not practical given the congested 4 

conditions in much of San Francisco. 5 

  For points of delivery connected at a primary voltage level, I understand that a 6 

primary meter installation will continue to be required. 7 

Q. FROM YOUR TESTIMONY IT APPEARS THAT FINALIZING THE LIST 8 

OF SECONDARY POINTS ELIGIBLE FOR PRIMARY SERVICE RATES 9 

WILL REQUIRE TIME AND COORDINATION WITH PG&E. 10 

A. Yes. An appropriate process should be put into place to ensure that this effort can 11 

proceed promptly and efficiently. To the extent PG&E causes unreasonable delays, 12 

San Francisco should be made whole for any additional rates it paid as a result of 13 

PG&E’s delays.  14 

VI. RESERVED CAPACITY 15 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE DISPUTE BETWEEN SAN FRANCISCO 16 

AND PG&E ON RESERVED CAPACITY AND HOW YOU WILL 17 

ADDRESS IT IN YOUR TESTIMONY. 18 

A. In PG&E’s WDT, Reserved Capacity is the maximum amount of capacity and 19 

energy PG&E agrees to transmit for a Distribution Customer over PG&E’s 20 

distribution system.33 Normally under the WDT, Reserved Capacity would be set 21 

at the time service was initiated to a point of delivery. However, the 1987 IA and 22 

its predecessors did not, for the most part, have a point-by-point Reserved 23 

Capacity concept, and so no Reserved Capacity was set for most points when they 24 

were connected.  25 

  Nevertheless, as I will discuss shortly, when PG&E filed its replacement 26 

agreements, it assigned a Reserved Capacity for each point of delivery using the 27 
                                                 
33 See WDT § 2.34. 
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“Annual Max Demand (Demand Meters Only)” and “Estimated Annual Max 1 

Demand (Points Without Demand Meters)” columns in San Francisco’s 2 

application, and San Francisco did not intend these fields to be used to set the 3 

Reserved Capacity. PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-1. Those 4 

fields actually showed for the period October 2012–September 2013, (1) for 5 

demand metered points of delivery, the maximum recorded demand or (2) for non-6 

demand metered points of delivery, the estimated maximum demand using a 7 

system average annual load factor of 65 percent. 8 

  The Reserved Capacity figures used by PG&E do not accurately reflect San 9 

Francisco’s estimated peak load anticipated for its existing points of delivery, as 10 

specified by the WDT IA.34 The challenge in this proceeding is to develop a 11 

Reserved Capacity methodology that will allow San Francisco and PG&E to 12 

transition to WDT service in a way that is fair to both parties. My testimony 13 

proposes an approach for developing a Reserved Capacity value for existing points 14 

of delivery. I also propose some changes to the provisions related to Reserved 15 

Capacity in the WDT IA filed by PG&E in order to align the language more 16 

closely to the treatment of Reserved Capacity in the WDT, particularly with 17 

respect to the steps to be taken when the Reserved Capacity is exceeded at a point 18 

of delivery and the proper allocation of costs for facility changes or upgrades that 19 

are necessary because the Reserved Capacity has been exceeded. 20 

A. Reserved Capacity and Its Importance. 21 

Q. HOW IS “RESERVED CAPACITY” DEFINED IN THE WDT? 22 

A. Reserved Capacity is defined in Section 2.34 of the WDT as  23 

The maximum amount of capacity and energy that the 24 
Distribution Provider agrees to transmit for the 25 
Distribution Customer over the Distribution Provider’s 26 
Distribution System between the Point(s) of Receipt and 27 
the Point(s) of Delivery under this Tariff. Reserved 28 

                                                 
34 See WDT IA § 4.30. 
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Capacity shall be expressed to the nearest tenth of a 1 
megawatt on a thirty (30) minute interval (commencing 2 
on the clock hour and half-hour) basis. 3 

Q. DOES THE WDT SPECIFY HOW THE RESERVED CAPACITY SHOULD 4 

BE DETERMINED FOR NEW OR EXISTING POINTS OF DELIVERY? 5 

A. Section 12.8 of the WDT states, in relevant part, that  6 

The Distribution Provider shall provide deliveries of 7 
capacity and energy from the Point(s) of Receipt to the 8 
Point(s) of Delivery. Each Point of Receipt at which 9 
distribution capacity is reserved by the Distribution 10 
Customer shall be set forth in the Service Agreement 11 
along with a corresponding capacity reservation 12 
associated with each Point of Receipt. The greater of 13 
either (1) the sum of the capacity reservations at the 14 
Point(s) of Receipt, or (2) the sum of the capacity 15 
reservations at the Point(s) of Delivery shall be the 16 
Distribution Customer's Reserved Capacity.  17 

 WDT Section 15.2(vi) suggests that the Reserved Capacity is determined based on 18 

an estimate of the capacity and energy expected to be delivered and the 19 

corresponding distribution capacity requested by a customer pursuant to WDT 20 

Section 15.2(viii), which requires customers to list in their application “[t]he 21 

distribution capacity requested for each Point of Receipt and each Point of 22 

Delivery on the Distribution Provider's Distribution System.”   23 

  However, neither this language nor other provisions of the WDT address the 24 

treatment of Reserved Capacity for existing points of delivery transitioning from 25 

wholesale distribution service under an existing agreement, such as the 1987 IA, to 26 

wholesale distribution service under the WDT.  27 

Q. WHY IS IT IMPORTANT THAT RESERVED CAPACITY FIGURES BE 28 

CORRECT? 29 

A. Reserved Capacity is discussed in Section 7.1, Point(s) of Interconnection, and 30 

Section 9, System Planning Coordination, of the unexecuted WDT IA filed by 31 

PG&E. Reserved Capacity is important for two reasons. First, in its WDT SA, 32 

PG&E has made exceedance of Reserved Capacity a trigger for terminating 33 
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service to certain points of delivery, without Intervening Facilities, that PG&E 1 

asserts it is serving voluntarily.35   2 

  Second, under the filed WDT IA, if the load at a point of delivery exceeds or is 3 

expected to exceed the Reserved Capacity, it can trigger a system impact study and 4 

a study of the Direct Assignment Facilities serving that point of delivery.  5 

  In the WDT, Section 2.37, a System Impact Study is defined as  6 

[a]n assessment by the Distribution Provider of (i) the 7 
adequacy of the Distribution Facilities to accommodate a 8 
request for Distribution Service and (ii) whether any 9 
additional costs may be incurred in order to provide 10 
Distribution Service.   11 

The costs for the study are to be paid for by San Francisco. If the study shows that 12 

Direct Assignment Facilities or system-level facilities require an upgrade to serve 13 

the increased load, San Francisco could be required to pay for some or all of the 14 

facility upgrades.  15 

In short, incorrect values for Reserved Capacity could result in unnecessary 16 

costs to San Francisco or even in loss of customers down the line. 17 

The System Impact Study procedures are described in WDT Section 16.3 and 18 

can be used to identify any distribution system constraints and redispatch options, 19 

as well as required additional Direct Assignment Facilities or system upgrades. If 20 

such facilities or upgrades are required, pursuant to WDT Section 16.4, PG&E 21 

will conduct a Facilities Study that will include a good faith estimate of (i) the cost 22 

of Direct Assignment Facilities to be charged to San Francisco, (ii) San 23 

Francisco’s appropriate share of the cost of any required upgrades as determined 24 

pursuant to the WDT, and (iii) the time required to complete such construction 25 

and initiate the requested service.  26 

                                                 
35 See Ex. SF-57, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-25 (“Any increase in usage above 
this RESERVED CAPACITY for one of these ‘other’ POINTS OF DELIVERY would trigger the 
termination provision.”). 
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B. A Fair Transition for Points of Delivery Connected Pursuant to the 1987 IA 1 
and its Predecessor Agreements. 2 

Q. WAS RESERVED CAPACITY A FEATURE OF THE PREVIOUS 3 

INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT? 4 

A. No, Reserved Capacity was not a feature of the previous interconnection 5 

agreement.36 6 

Q. WAS RESERVED CAPACITY IDENTIFIED FOR EXISTING POINTS OF 7 

DELIVERY WHEN SERVICE WAS FIRST REQUESTED UNDER THE 8 

1987 IA? 9 

A. In a limited number cases, I identified documentation providing for a specific 10 

demand to be served (typically Facility Charge Agreement) that was higher than 11 

the Reserved Capacity amount is substantially similar to the Reserved Capacity 12 

construct under the WDT and should be used in these instances. These points of 13 

delivery are identified by a “Y” in the field labeled “Documented Reserved 14 

Capacity” in Exhibit SF-59, Updated Appendix A. 15 

  Instead, San Francisco provided its estimate of the load to be connected in its 16 

initial application and my understanding is that PG&E used its engineering 17 

                                                 
36 PG&E confirmed that Reserved Capacity was not a feature of the 1987 IA in its response to Data 
Request No. CCSF-PGE-1 as follows: 

PG&E did not rely on the RESERVED CAPACITY of any particular POINT OF DELIVERY in 
the past for purposes of planning or maintaining its distribution system, as the concept of 
RESERVED CAPACITY was neither relevant nor applicable to PG&E’s provision of 
distribution service to CCSF under the 1987 IA. PG&E generally considers the most current 
consumption data at each delivery point on a given circuit when planning or maintaining its 
distribution system, not the original load information obtained from the customer at the start of 
service 

. . . PG&E did not review, refer to or rely upon any DOCUMENTS prior to the submission of 
CCSF’s APPLICATION to determine RESERVED CAPACITY of POINTS OF DELIVERY in 
the past for PG&E’s planning purposes, because the RESERVED CAPACITY data were not 
required as part of applications for distribution service under the 1987 IA and were neither 
relevant nor applicable to PG&E’s provision of distribution service to CCSF under the 1987 IA. 
Instead, PG&E distribution planners periodically referred to current consumption data at various 
points served on its distribution network, and not information that may have been obtain from 
the customer in the application for service. 

Ex. SF-60. 
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judgment to decide what facilities to install to serve the estimated load. In general, 1 

I believe that PG&E’s practice is to prudently size its facilities to allow for some 2 

load growth at a point of delivery to avoid premature replacement of either the 3 

Direct Assignment Facilities or the PG&E common facilities. This approach 4 

determined the Direct Assignment Facilities and any common facilities that 5 

needed to be changed or constructed, and the applicable charges.  6 

  Accordingly, if the Reserved Capacity for points of delivery transitioning from 7 

the IA to the WDT is set unfairly low, San Francisco would not get the benefit of 8 

Direct Assignment Facilities or upgrade facilities it already paid for. 9 

 In order to ensure that does not occur, Reserved Capacity should be set using an 10 

approach that is similar to PG&E’s distribution planning study process. 11 

Q. HOW DOES PG&E PERFORM ITS DISTRIBUTION PLANNING 12 

STUDIES? 13 

A. PG&E describes its distribution planning process in WDT Attachment B, 14 

“Methodology to Assess Available Distribution Capability.”  In summary, PG&E 15 

selects a planning study area and determines the capacity of the substations and 16 

feeders serving the planning area. Capacity is determined with all facilities in 17 

service and under a contingency situation with a feeder out of service. PG&E 18 

makes a forecast of future load growth, based on least-square curve fitting using 19 

historical peak actual loads. The forecast may be adjusted for factors such as 20 

temperature and land-use changes, and planning at the feeder level may 21 

incorporate more localized information.  22 

  PG&E forecasts future load and includes load growth to plan its system, and it 23 

uses multiple historical peak load data points as part of that forecast.  24 

Q. HOW SHOULD THIS DISTRIBUTION PLANNING PROCESS 25 

INFLUENCE THE PROCESS FOR DETERMINING RESERVED 26 

CAPACITY? 27 

A. A similar approach should be used to determine the Reserved Capacity for existing 28 

San Francisco points of delivery by using historical peak loads and including a 29 
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factor for reasonable load growth. Applying such a model for the San Francisco 1 

points of delivery that have actual historical demand values would be an 2 

appropriate way to determine estimated peak load to include as the Reserved 3 

Capacity in WDT SA Section 5 and WDT SA Appendices B, C, and D. 4 

Q. DID PG&E USE THIS METHOD TO IDENTIFY RESERVED CAPACITY 5 

FOR EXISTING SAN FRANCISCO POINTS OF DELIVERY? 6 

A. No. PG&E used a less accurate method to identify Reserved Capacity for existing 7 

points of delivery. PG&E used only a single historical maximum load number, 8 

including estimated maximum load numbers based on a system average annual 9 

load factor for non-demand metered loads for the period October 2012–10 

September 2013 and included no amount for reasonable load growth to set 11 

Reserved Capacity for the existing points of delivery.37 For many of the points of 12 

delivery, the Reserved Capacity value specified by PG&E may not represent the 13 

actual historical maximum peak load for that service point, and does not represent 14 

the expected peak load.38  15 

                                                 
37 See Ex. SF-60, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-1: 

PG&E did not calculate the RESERVED CAPACITY numbers set forth in the WHOLESALE 
SERVICE AGREEMENT, Appendices C and D, Section 5 of the Specifications for Service. 
Rather, the RESERVED CAPACITY (kW) numbers appearing in the WHOLESALE SERVICE 
AGREEMENT were copied from the data appearing in the “Annual Max Demand” or 
“Estimated Annual Max Demand” columns that formed part of the CCSF WDT Appendix A 
Supplemental spreadsheet included in CCSF’s APPLICATION. 

See also Ex. SF-57, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-25 (“Any increase in usage above 
this RESERVED CAPACITY for one of these ‘other’ POINTS OF DELIVERY would trigger the 
termination provision.”). 
38 Section 4.30 of the WDT IA filed by PG&E clarifies the figure that PG&E considers the Reserved 
Capacity for each of San Francisco’s points of delivery. Section 4.30 states, “[t]he Reserved Capacity 
value for each Point of Interconnection is the estimated peak load identified in Section 5 of the WDT SA, 
Specifications for Service for that Point.” 

   The figure in Section 5 of each of the WDT SA Specifications for Service is also listed in WDT SA 
Appendix B. WDT SA Appendix B contains Table B.1, which identifies a Reserved Capacity value for 
each of the so-called “WDT-Qualified Points of Delivery.”  Appendix B also contains Table B.2.1, which 
identifies a Reserved Capacity value for each of the so-called “Non-WDT Qualified Municipal Public 
Purpose End-Use Customers.”  Appendix B also contains Table B.2.2, but this table does not identify a 
Reserved Capacity value for each of the so-called “Non-WDT Qualified Non-Muni Load Served By 
Agreement Under the 1987 CCSF IA,” and instead identifies an annual kWh amount. Appendix B also 
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  PG&E used the historical peak load information for October 2012-2013 1 

provided by San Francisco initially as part of its application as “Annual Max 2 

Demand (Demand Meters Only)” and “Estimated Annual Max Demand (Points 3 

Without Demand Meters),” but San Francisco did not provide the information for 4 

that purpose. At the time San Francisco submitted its WDT application, it did not 5 

have a draft replacement agreement from PG&E and did not realize PG&E 6 

intended to use the “Annual Max Demand” level to determine a Reserved Capacity 7 

value. 8 

Q. WHAT FIGURES SHOULD BE USED FOR RESERVED CAPACITY FOR 9 

EXISTING POINTS OF DELIVERY INITIALLY CONNECTED 10 

PURSUANT TO THE 1987 IA OR THE INTERCONNECTION 11 

AGREEMENTS THAT PRECEDED IT? 12 

A. Updated Appendix A to my testimony identifies the Reserved Capacity for each 13 

San Francisco point of delivery listed in the WDT SA filed by PG&E, as 14 

determined using the methodology described below. 15 

Q. HOW HAVE YOU DETERMINED THE RESERVED CAPACITY FOR 16 

EXISTING POINTS OF DELIVERY? 17 

A. I used several steps to determine Reserved Capacity for San Francisco’s existing 18 

points of delivery. In summary:  19 

1. For points of delivery with demand meter data, I identified the maximum 20 

historical demand and multiplied by a factor of 1.1 to accommodate 21 

reasonable load growth/variation (equivalent to about one percent annual 22 

growth for 10 years).39 If the recorded demand was zero, I treated it in the 23 

                                                                                                                                               
contains Table B.2.3, which identifies a Reserved Capacity value for each of the so-called “Non-WDT 
Qualified Prospective WDT Loads.” The Reserved Capacity amounts are also listed in Appendices C and 
D, including for the “Non-WDT Qualified Non-Muni Load Served By Agreement Under the 1987 CCSF 
IA,” even though these amounts are not listed in Table B.2.2. It is not clear how PG&E intends to use the 
Reserved Capacity values for these points of delivery. 
39 While WDT Section 2.34 specifies that Reserved Capacity is to be expressed to the nearest tenth of a 
megawatt, I did not do so because it could result in unnecessarily high Reserved Capacity amounts, 
particularly for smaller points of delivery. 
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same manner as the usage metered data described immediately below. I did 1 

not apply the WDT Section 2.34 requirement to state Reserved Capacity to 2 

the nearest tenth of a megawatt, because for San Francisco’s small accounts, 3 

it introduces undue anomalies in the results. In a limited number cases, I 4 

identified documentation providing for a specific demand to be served 5 

(typically Facility Charge Agreements) that was higher than the Reserved 6 

Capacity amount resulting from the calculation I described above. I believe 7 

that this amount is substantially similar to the Reserved Capacity construct 8 

under the WDT and should be used in these instances. 9 

2. For loads that did not have actual demand metered, or for which the recorded 10 

demand was zero, I stated the Reserved Capacity as “TBD.”  Creating a 11 

demand value from usage data would require too many uncertain 12 

assumptions to make the calculated Reserved Capacity value valid, and 13 

would either result in unnecessarily high Reserved Capacity amounts or 14 

result in many points exceeding the Reserved Capacity amount if I used 15 

estimates of the average load factor to apply to individual points. In addition, 16 

most of the non-demand metered points of delivery have relatively small 17 

amounts of load that have been, and reasonably should be expected to be, 18 

served within the capability of the PG&E distribution system. And again, if I 19 

were to apply the WDT Section 2.34 requirement to state Reserved Capacity 20 

to the nearest tenth of a megawatt, it would result in several hundred points 21 

of delivery being set to the minimum and grossly overstate the actual amount 22 

of capacity needed to serve those loads. In the future, if a demand meter is 23 

installed, the maximum non-zero demand after two years of experience with 24 

full operation of the customer facility plus a factor for load growth should 25 

become the Reserved Capacity. For any of the points of delivery without an 26 

established Reserved Capacity, if there is evidence of (1) significant load 27 

growth at the point of delivery above historical levels, and (2) an adverse 28 
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impact on PG&E’s system resulting from that load growth, San Francisco 1 

and PG&E should work together to address the issue.40  2 

 I believe this approach is reasonable since the PG&E Direct Assignment Facilities 3 

and common facilities in place already have accommodated the historical peak 4 

load identified above and PG&E’s distribution planning methodology allows for 5 

reasonable load growth.  6 

Q. HOW DO YOU PROPOSE RESERVED CAPACITY BE DETERMINED 7 

FOR NEW POINTS OF DELIVERY? 8 

A. Going forward, at the time it applies for service for a new point of delivery, San 9 

Francisco will identify the Reserved Capacity for a new or upgraded service 10 

connection based on its expected peak load.  11 

C. Proposed Clarifications to the WDT IA. 12 

Q. YOU EXPLAINED ABOVE THAT IF A SYSTEM IMPACT STUDY 13 

SHOWS A NEED FOR CHANGES OR ADDITIONS TO THE DIRECT 14 

ASSIGNMENT FACILITIES OR PG&E’S DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM, 15 

SAN FRANCISCO COULD BE REQUIRED TO PAY FOR SOME OR ALL 16 

OF THE FACILITY UPGRADES. HOW WOULD SAN FRANCISCO’S 17 

COST RESPONSIBILITY BE DETERMINED? 18 

A. If a System Impact Study demonstrates that changed or new facilities are needed, 19 

the costs should be addressed in accordance with Section 23 of the WDT, 20 

“Compensation for New Facilities and Redispatch Costs.”  To the extent consistent 21 

with current Commission policy and subject to the discussion below, San 22 

Francisco should be responsible for its allocated share of any costs related to 23 

changed or new facilities to the extent the changes or need for new facilities are 24 

caused by San Francisco’s demand exceeding the Reserved Capacity for a given 25 

point of delivery. San Francisco should not, however, be responsible for the 26 

                                                 
40 For all three categories, there may be isolated anomalies that will have to be worked out between San 
Francisco and PG&E. 
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portion of the costs of changed or new facilities to the extent the need for the 1 

changes or new construction are caused by other PG&E customers. I have made 2 

changes to Section 9.2 of the WDT IA filed by PG&E to clarify these principles 3 

and make the WDT IA (for which there is no Commission-approved pro forma 4 

agreement) consistent with the Commission-approved WDT. 5 

Q. WHAT IF PG&E DECIDES THAT A SYSTEM IMPACT STUDY IS NOT 6 

NEEDED, OR THE STUDY SHOWS THAT NO ADDITIONAL DIRECT 7 

ASSIGNMENT FACILITIES OR UPGRADE FACILITIES ARE 8 

REQUIRED, EVEN THOUGH THE LOAD EXCEEDED ITS RESERVED 9 

CAPACITY VALUE? 10 

A. If San Francisco notifies PG&E that the demand at a point of delivery is expected 11 

to exceed its Reserved Capacity and PG&E decides a System Impact Study is not 12 

needed, or the study shows no additional Direct Assignment Facilities or upgrade 13 

facilities are needed, the Reserved Capacity for the point of delivery should be 14 

increased to the new higher estimated peak load value, including an allowance for 15 

reasonable future growth.  16 

Q. WHAT IF SAN FRANCISCO EXCEEDS ITS RESERVED CAPACITY 17 

BECAUSE OF FACILITIES SHARED WITH OTHER CUSTOMERS? 18 

A. It appears from data provided by PG&E in response to DR 15 that for at least some 19 

of the San Francisco points of delivery, PG&E may be using San Francisco’s 20 

Direct Assignment Facilities to serve non-San Francisco customers. If San 21 

Francisco exceeds the Reserved Capacity amount at these points of delivery, it 22 

needs to be determined that any exceedance is due to San Francisco load before 23 

any System Impact Study is performed at San Francisco’s expense and before the 24 

cost of any new or upgraded facilities is assessed to San Francisco. 25 

Q. SHOULD PG&E BE ALLOWED TO DISCONNECT SERVICE TO A 26 

POINT OF DELIVERY BECAUSE IT EXCEEDED ITS RESERVED 27 

CAPACITY? 28 
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A. No. Section 12.8(c) of the WDT provides that exceedances of Reserved Capacity 1 

should be addressed pursuant to Section 19 of the WDT. Section 19 states that 2 

modifications should be addressed through a new application—in other words, 3 

PG&E should be notified and given the opportunity to require a new System 4 

Impact Study. San Francisco’s proposed modifications to Sections 7.1 and 9 of the 5 

unexecuted WDT IA filed by PG&E implement the approach from PG&E’s Tariff 6 

in this respect. I also made modifications to the WDT SA, attached to my 7 

testimony, to address this issue. 8 

  PG&E appears to agree generally with San Francisco in this regard, at least with 9 

respect to points of delivery serving customers PG&E terms as “Municipal Public 10 

Purpose” customers. In Exhibit SF-70, PG&E Response to Data Request 11 

No. CCSF-PGE-87, PG&E stated: 12 

Increasing the RESERVED CAPACITY at the POINTS 13 
OF DELIVERY served under section D.2.4 would not 14 
impact the POINT OF DELIVERY’s eligibility for 15 
service under the INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT. 16 
However, for reliability purposes and to help PG&E plan 17 
and operate its system, PG&E needs to be informed about 18 
anticipated changes to the expected maximum customer 19 
load of each of CCSF POINTS OF DELIVERY. Section 20 
7.1 of the INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT is 21 
intended to address such operational issues. Also, Section 22 
9.0 of the INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT requires 23 
CCSF to inform PG&E of anticipated changes to the 24 
maximum expected customer load and if necessary to pay 25 
for studies and system upgrades. 26 

  In Exhibit SF-57, PG&E Response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-25, PG&E 27 

takes a different position with respect to points of delivery serving customers 28 

PG&E deems something other than “Municipal Public Purpose” customers. PG&E 29 

attempts to explain this difference based on its technical needs, but there is no 30 

technical reason to treat points of delivery serving customers PG&E terms 31 

“Municipal Public Purpose” customers differently from those serving other 32 

customers. The impacts on PG&E distribution system resulting from increases in 33 
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demand above the Reserved Capacity are the same whether or not the end-user at 1 

the particular point of delivery is a “Municipal Public Purpose” customer. 2 

VII. OTHER NECESSARY CHANGES TO PG&E’S PROPOSED WDT  3 
AND WDT SA 4 

A. Power Factor. 5 

Q. WHAT IS POWER FACTOR? 6 

 Power factor is a ratio of the amount of real power to apparent power, and 7 

represents how much real power electrical equipment utilizes. Because real power 8 

can never exceed apparent power, the power factor can never exceed 1.0. There 9 

are two circumstances that can cause a power factor to be less than 1.0. Most loads 10 

connected to electrical distribution systems are inductive in nature, resulting in a 11 

power factor that is less than 1.0, which is referred to as a lagging power factor 12 

(designated with a – sign). Capacitive loads have a leading power factor 13 

(designated with a + sign); for example - 0.95 is a lagging power factor and + 0.95 14 

is a leading power factor. 15 

  Utilities typically attempt to operate their system at a power factor near 1.0. This 16 

is accomplished by a combination of power factor correction by the utility and 17 

power factor correction by individual customers. Utility-provided power factor 18 

correction is typically provided by the addition of capacitors on utility feeders and 19 

substations to cancel out the inductive load. Capacitors allow the utility to reduce 20 

the loading (in amps) on electrical facilities and also to boost the system voltage. 21 

The operation of capacitors is optimized by utilities through detailed power factor 22 

studies that coordinate the capacitor operation with other voltage control 23 

equipment, such as regulators and boosters. Utilities typically measure power 24 

factor at the feeder and substation level. 25 

  In its response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-33, PG&E provided sample 26 

peak power factors for 24 of its distribution feeders; the power factors ranged from 27 

0.81 to 0.996. Ex. SF-71. 28 
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Q. WHAT POWER FACTOR REQUIREMENTS DOES PG&E TYPICALLY 1 

APPLY TO ITS CUSTOMERS? 2 

A. PG&E uses financial incentives and penalties to encourage its largest retail 3 

customers to improve their power factor.41 Customers whose power factor is below 4 

0.85 incur a penalty; customers whose power factor is above 0.85 receive a credit 5 

on their bill. PG&E’s ability to monitor the power factor of an individual customer 6 

depends on the type of metering at the customer location. 7 

Q. WHAT POWER FACTOR REQUIREMENTS IS PG&E SPECIFYING FOR 8 

SAN FRANCISCO SERVICE POINTS? 9 

A. The WDT contains only a generic requirement. WDT Section 20.4 states that  10 

Unless otherwise agreed, the Distribution Customer is 11 
required to maintain a power factor within the same range 12 
as the Distribution Provider in the same area pursuant to 13 
Good Utility Practices. The power factor requirements are 14 
specified in the Service Agreement where applicable.  15 

 Section 12.1 of the WDT Specifications for Distribution Service (Attachment A to 16 

WDT) allows PG&E to require that the Distribution Customer maintain specified 17 

power factors at peak load and at minimum load. Generally, such power factor 18 

may be the same as, but shall not be required to exceed, the power factor PG&E 19 

maintains for that particular area. Id. 20 

  PG&E’s filed WDT SA is more specific: it states in Section 13.3 that for new 21 

points of delivery the power factor will be within a bandwidth of 0.95 lagging to 22 

0.95 leading (or, in appropriate circumstances, a less-restrictive bandwidth). 23 

Consistent with the requirement of Section 12.1 of the WDT Specifications for 24 

Distribution Service (Attachment A to WDT), in the case of San Francisco a less 25 

restrictive bandwith is appropriate. However, PG&E has only agreed to allow the 26 

existing power factor bandwidth and tolerances for each existing point of delivery. 27 

                                                 
41 PG&E Electric Schedule E-19, http://www.pge.com/tariffs/tm2/pdf/ELEC_SCHEDS_E-19.pdf; PG&E 
Electric Schedule E-20, http://www.pge.com/tariffs/tm2/pdf/ELEC_SCHEDS_E-20.pdf. 
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Q. WHAT POWER FACTOR REQUIREMENT SHOULD APPLY FOR NEW 1 

SAN FRANCISCO SERVICE CONNECTIONS? 2 

A. I believe that a power factor requirement within a bandwidth of 0.85 lagging to 3 

0.85 leading is reasonable for San Francisco’s new points of delivery where there 4 

is metering equipment capable of measuring the power factor. This power factor 5 

range is consistent with typical PG&E requirements for retail customers. Unlike 6 

other WDT customers, San Francisco’s service connections, many of which are 7 

small loads, are deeply imbedded within PG&E’s distribution system so the 8 

application of a stricter power factor requirement at each point would be an 9 

unreasonable burden on San Francisco. It is not always possible to use power 10 

factor correction equipment at individual customer locations due to space 11 

limitations.  12 

  I believe that the application of power factor correction equipment is best 13 

installed and coordinated by PG&E, since PG&E can consider all the loads on its 14 

circuits and the physical layout and technical requirements of its feeders without 15 

the added complication of coordinating with individual customer equipment. That 16 

has been the arrangement under the 1987 IA, and I am not aware of any technical 17 

problems that have resulted. I would expect this to continue as San Francisco adds 18 

new service points within a range of +/-0.85 power factor.  19 

  PG&E includes the cost of capacitors used for distribution system power factor 20 

correction in its WDT rates via FERC Accounts 362: Station Equipment, 365: 21 

Overhead Conductors and Devices, 367: Underground Conductors and Devices, 22 

and 368: Line Transformers-Overhead. See Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., Docket No. 23 

ER13-1188-000, Proposed Rate and Non-rate Changes to the Wholesale 24 

Distribution Tariff, FERC Electric Tariff Volume No. 4 and Related Service 25 

Agreements for Wholesale Distribution Service, Exhibit PGE-29, at 14, 36, 54, 62 26 

(Mar. 29, 2013), eLibrary No. 20130329-5091.  27 

Q. HAS PG&E OPINED ON THIS PROPOSAL BY SAN FRANCISCO? 28 

A. In its discovery response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-68, PG&E stated that: 29 
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Also, Section 13.1 of the WHOLESALE SERVICE 1 
AGREEMENT contains a provision that CCSF’s “power 2 
factor may be the same as, but shall not be required to 3 
exceed, the power factor PG&E maintains for that 4 
particular area. 5 

 Ex. SF-72. Furthermore, in Docket Nos. ER97-2358-002, et al., an Offer of Partial 6 

Settlement was certified concurrently with the September 1, 1999 Initial 7 

Decision42 and later approved by FERC on August 5, 200243 that resolved the 8 

issues set for hearing related to the WDT power factor requirements. The City and 9 

County of San Francisco was a party to that proceeding. Since 1999, all PG&E 10 

customers served under the WDT have complied with the power factor 11 

requirements set forth in the WDT.  12 

Q. DO YOU AGREE? 13 

A. No. As I noted earlier, data PG&E provided in response to Data Request No. 14 

CCSF-PGE-33 indicates that the peak power factors for 24 of its distribution 15 

feeders ranged from 0.81 to 0.996. Ex. SF-71. Thus, contrary to the WDT, with a 16 

95 lagging and leading requirement, PG&E would be asking San Francisco to 17 

maintain a power factor higher than what PG&E maintains in at least some areas. 18 

 Further, in response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-33, PG&E stated that it 19 

could not provide the power factor for each electric circuit carrying San Francisco 20 

load. Ex. SF-71. Without this information, neither PG&E nor San Francisco can 21 

verify the appropriate maximum power factor that PG&E can require pursuant to 22 

the WDT for each San Francisco point of delivery. In this context, and for the 23 

reasons I described above, the approach I recommend is both practical and 24 

consistent with industry practice. 25 

Q. HAS PG&E DESCRIBED THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ITS POWER 26 

FACTOR REQUIREMENTS FOR WHOLESALE CUSTOMERS AND 27 

RETAIL CUSTOMERS? 28 

                                                 
42 88 FERC ¶ 63,007 (1999). 
43 Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., Op. No. 458, 100 FERC ¶ 61,156 (2002). 
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A. Yes, in its response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-101, PG&E indicated that the 1 

difference is based solely on the requirements in the WDT. Ex. SF-73. PG&E 2 

stated that the WDT customers are presumed to be utilities and must adhere to the 3 

single standard identified in Section 12.3 of the WDT Specifications for 4 

Distribution Service (Attachment A to WDT), which specifies: 5 

The Distribution Provider shall specify a power factor 6 
within a bandwidth of 0.95 lagging to 0.95 leading (or, in 7 
appropriate circumstances, a less-restrictive bandwidth), 8 
and the Distribution Customer will operate at the 9 
specified power factor within the following tolerances: 10 

Peak Hours, 12:00 PM to 6:00 PM: ± 0.01  11 
Off-Peak Hours, 6:01 PM to 11:59 AM: ±0.02 12 
 13 

Q. DO YOU BELIEVE THIS IS THE CORRECT INTERPRETATION 14 

CONSIDERING SAN FRANCISCO’S SYSTEM? 15 

A. No. PG&E’s answer fails to recognize the unique nature of San Francisco’s 16 

system. San Francisco’s interconnections are imbedded within PG&E’s 17 

distribution system; at this time, the existing interconnections approach some 18 

2,000 individual points, including overhead and underground and primary and 19 

secondary connections. Many of these connections are small to very small loads. 20 

Going forward, I believe that San Francisco’s new interconnections will generally 21 

follow the pattern of the existing service connections, although there may be more 22 

underground connections. So, I would say that San Francisco’s system is unlike 23 

many other WDT customers. 24 

Q. ARE THERE LIMITATIONS ON WHERE CAPACITORS CAN BE 25 

INSTALLED ON UTILITY SYSTEMS? 26 

A. Yes, utility capacitors are not installed on secondary systems or where the primary 27 

facilities are underground. 28 

Q. WHAT DOES THIS MEAN FOR SAN FRANCISCO? 29 

A. PG&E has indicated that the WDT power factor range will not apply for the 30 

existing San Francisco’s service points. Presuming that new service points will 31 
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follow the form of the existing interconnections, most will be secondary and 1 

underground making the installation of capacitors impractical. 2 

Q. HOW ABOUT THE NEW PRIMARY SERVICE POINTS WHERE THE 3 

POINT OF DELIVERY VOLTAGE IS AT THE PRIMARY LEVEL? 4 

A.  These will be a small minority of the new connections, and many will likely be 5 

underground. Even for the few new overhead primary connections, typically these 6 

include only a few poles, which already support protective devices and metering. 7 

Adding more poles simply for capacitors may not be practical given the density, 8 

congestion, and other limitations in San Francisco. 9 

Q. COULD PG&E BE CONSIDERING THAT SAN FRANCISCO WOULD 10 

PASS ON THE RESTRICTIVE POWER FACTOR ARRANGEMENTS ON 11 

ITS CUSTOMERS? 12 

A. Hopefully not. This would mean that PG&E expects San Francisco to impose more 13 

restrictive power factor requirements on its customers than PG&E imposes on its 14 

own customers.  15 

Q. HOW DO YOU THINK THIS SHOULD BE ADDRESSED? 16 

A. As stated above, I believe a power factor range of +/-0.85 is appropriate for new 17 

connections. The WDT does recognize that less restrictive power factor 18 

requirements can be allowed, and I believe that is what should be done for San 19 

Francisco new connections in appropriate circumstances. PG&E has also stated 20 

that the retail customers would bear the burden for power factor correction. As 21 

noted above, San Francisco shears in this burden, by virtue of the costs for power 22 

factor correction being incorporated into PG&E’s WDT rates. 23 

B. Treatment of Relocations and Cost Responsibility for Altered or 24 
Rearranged Direct Assignment Facilities. 25 

Q. WHAT RESPONSIBILITY DOES PG&E PROPOSE FOR COSTS 26 

ASSOCIATED WITH A NEW SAN FRANCISCO SERVICE 27 

CONNECTION? 28 



City and County of San Francisco v. Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
Docket Nos. EL15-3-002, et al. 

Exhibit SF-42 
Page 62 of 78 

 
 

A. In Section 11.1 of its filed WDT SA, PG&E proposes to charge San Francisco for 1 

certain costs for new service points. In particular, it states that San Francisco will 2 

pay: 3 

 Installation Charges – PG&E’s total estimated costs for the facilities to 4 
serve the new load, less credits as shown on Exhibit B. 5 

 Income Tax Contribution to Construction (“ITCC”) (or Contribution In 6 
Aid of Construction (“CIAC”)) Tax. 7 

 Cost of Ownership on Direct Assignment Facilities. 8 
 9 
 While these general categories of costs are reasonable, the installation charges, 10 

specified in WDT SA Section 11.1, should be restricted to the cost of Direct 11 

Assignment Facilities needed to service the new point of delivery in question, plus 12 

any system upgrade costs that are attributable to San Francisco’s share of the 13 

upgrades.  14 

  In order to ensure that costs are assessed properly, PG&E should be required to 15 

provide specific cost support information for each new service construction. In 16 

particular, it should provide: 17 

 A detailed cost estimate, broken down by labor and material costs in 18 

major work categories, and  19 

 A detailed description of the work and technical drawings, consistent 20 

with all the work for which the customer is to be charged. 21 

  The costs PG&E charges for new service in San Francisco can be significant, 22 

and provision of detailed cost information is necessary and appropriate to allow 23 

San Francisco to evaluate PG&E’s estimates and make responsible business 24 

decisions regarding these costs. Further, I understand that PG&E prepares the cost 25 

information and diagrams referenced above in the normal course of designing its 26 

service facilities, so providing that information to San Francisco should not create 27 

any extra burden. 28 
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Q. WHAT RESPONSIBILITY DOES PG&E PROPOSE FOR COSTS 1 

ASSOCIATED WITH ALTERED OR REARRANGED DIRECT 2 

ASSIGNMENT FACILITIES? 3 

A. In Section 11.2 of the filed WDT SA, PG&E states that for the “existing, or 4 

legacy, CCSF Points of Delivery in Appendices C and D that were served under 5 

the 1987 CCSF IA” on June 30, 2015, San Francisco has paid for all or a portion 6 

of the facilities required to interconnect those points. Accordingly, PG&E 7 

provided that 8 

[n]o new Cost of Ownership charges have been assessed 9 
to existing, or legacy, CCSF Points of Delivery as of the 10 
start date of this Service Agreement. For those Points of 11 
Delivery where monthly Cost of Ownership had been 12 
collected under other agreements, Cost of Ownership 13 
rates have been updated to the currently effective 14 
distribution-level Cost of Ownership Rate under the 15 
Tariff. 16 

 Going forward, PG&E will assess Cost of Ownership charges to cover any 17 

modifications San Francisco requests to Direct Assignment Facilities serving 18 

existing points of delivery. I believe that this is generally a reasonable approach.  19 

  However, consistent with WDT Specifications for Distribution Service 20 

(Attachment A to WDT), Section 10.2, the WDT SA should be modified to make 21 

it clear that if PG&E alters and rearranges Direct Assignment Facilities for its own 22 

purposes and not at San Francisco’s request, these costs should solely be the 23 

responsibility of PG&E. Further, if the rearrangements that PG&E requires result 24 

in changes by San Francisco to its facilities, PG&E should reimburse San 25 

Francisco for the costs of those changes. These changes are reflected in Section 26 

11.1.2 of the marked-up WDT SA. Ex. SF-44.  27 

Q. HOW WILL THE COST RESPONSIBILITY BE HANDLED IF PG&E 28 

CONNECTS ONE OF ITS CUSTOMERS TO DIRECT ASSIGNMENT 29 

FACILITIES SERVING ONE OF SAN FRANCISCO’S CUSTOMERS? 30 
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A. PG&E has not addressed this topic in the WDT SA. However, the pro forma WDT 1 

SA negotiated in ER13-1188-000 provides in Section 10.2 that an equitable 2 

adjustment is required in this case and that a point of delivery will not lose its 3 

eligibility for primary service. The WDT SA should be amended to incorporate 4 

these pro forma provisions, as reflected in Section 11.1.2 of the marked-up WDT 5 

SA. Ex. SF-44. In addition, I believe that PG&E should have to notify San 6 

Francisco when such a connection is in the planning stage.  7 

C. Reciprocity Under the WDT IA. 8 

Q. CAN YOU EXPLAIN THE MODIFICATIONS SAN FRANCISCO HAS 9 

PROPOSED FOR THE WDT IA TO MAKE THE OBLIGATIONS 10 

THEREIN RECIPROCAL?   11 

A.  Yes. San Francisco believes it is appropriate for the agreement to reflect the 12 

interconnection of two distribution systems rather than merely interconnections of 13 

San Francisco “facilities.” As such, in the attached redlined version of the WDT 14 

IA, a number of obligations that PG&E drafted as applying only to San Francisco 15 

have been made reciprocal. In particular, changes have been made to the following 16 

sections:  17 

 4.14 – Modifications; the removal, addition, or change to either party’s 18 

facilities 19 

 4.15 – New Facilities Addition; the addition of new facilities by either party 20 

that connect to the other party’s facilities 21 

 4.2 – Adverse Impact; a reliability or capacity impact on either party’s 22 

system resulting from a modification, addition, or significant operational 23 

change undertaken or planned by the other party 24 

 4.21 – Significant Operational Change; operational change by either party 25 

that could reasonably be expected to significantly or materially affect the 26 

other party’s System 27 
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 5.1 – Interconnected Operations; interconnected and coordinated operation 1 

required of both parties systems 2 

 10 - Avoidance of Adverse Impacts; notification, avoidance, and mitigation 3 

of adverse impacts required of both parties 4 

 I believe that this provides an appropriate framework for San Francisco’s ongoing 5 

interconnection with PG&E, particularly as the WDT IA is intended to be a long-6 

term agreement. I understand that San Francisco’s facilities will evolve over time 7 

and may include increasingly large distribution systems within PG&E’s facilities. 8 

D. Automatic Load Shedding Under the WDT IA. 9 

Q. CAN YOU EXPLAIN AUTOMATIC LOAD SHEDDING AS IT IS 10 

ADDRESSED IN THE WDT IA? 11 

A. Yes, I can. The reliable operation of utility power systems requires that, in some 12 

system emergencies, load must be automatically disconnected from the system. 13 

This is referred to as Under Frequency Load Shedding (“UFLS”) (there are other 14 

less common automatic load shedding plans as well). Utilities commonly 15 

implement UFLS and other automatic load shedding systems with a combination 16 

of sensors and circuit breakers located at the utility substations.  17 

  PG&E is the NERC-registered distribution provider providing distribution 18 

service to San Francisco’s customers. In the NERC reliability standards, 19 

management and implementation of the automatic load shedding programs is 20 

assigned to the distribution providers. PG&E implements its load shedding 21 

programs through activation of equipment at its substations. This equipment has 22 

been in place for many years and has activated successfully as needed on a very 23 

infrequent basis. Some San Francisco load, as well as PG&E retail load, is 24 

interrupted by the PG&E load shedding program by nature of being connected to 25 

the feeders that PG&E disconnects as part of its load shedding.  26 

  As can been seen in the attached redlined WDT IA, San Francisco has added 27 

clarifying language in Section 6.4.3 that maintains the existing responsibility for 28 
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PG&E to continue to be responsible for all the load shedding programs. This 1 

simply maintains the status quo and is an appropriate clarification. PG&E agreed 2 

that it should be responsible for UFLS for the San Francisco loads connected to its 3 

distribution system in its response to Data Request No. CCSF-PGE-71.  Ex. SF-71. 4 

Q. HAS SAN FRANCISCO MADE ANY OTHER EDITS TO THE WDT IA 5 

REGARDING AUTOMATIC LOAD SHEDDING? 6 

A. Yes. San Francisco has added clarifying language in Section 8.7.2 stating that 7 

PG&E may not discriminate between its retail load and San Francisco load in 8 

determining whether and how to reduce or interrupt service to San Francisco or 9 

whether and how to separate its system from San Francisco’s facilities. This 10 

includes in developing and implementing its UFLS program.  11 

  San Francisco added this language because it has not been advised by PG&E 12 

how it decides which loads to interrupt as part of its load shedding programs. 13 

Further, PG&E has not provided a list of which San Francisco loads are included 14 

in PG&E’s load shedding programs. 15 

  In a similar vein, San Francisco has also added clarifying language stating that 16 

in the event of an interruption or reduction in service, PG&E shall restore full 17 

service to San Francisco loads on a basis comparable to the restoration of other 18 

public service and safety facilities, and, in any event, as directed by the authorized 19 

emergency response officials.  20 

E. Interconnection of Generation. 21 

Q. DOES THE WDT IA FILED BY PG&E SET FORTH REQUIREMENTS 22 

FOR INTERCONNECTION OF GENERATORS? 23 

A. No it does not.  This is surprising since other WDT IAs that I have reviewed do 24 

include such requirements.  In fact, the existing WDT IA between PG&E and San 25 

Francisco for the Hunters Point Shipyard includes such requirements. 26 

Q. WHY ARE SUCH REQUIREMENTS IMPORTANT? 27 
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A. I think it is important for both PG&E and San Francisco to have a clear 1 

understanding of the requirements and the process for interconnecting generation 2 

at the distribution level including minimal thresholds at which any WDT IA 3 

requirements would become operative.  As technology evolves and customer 4 

interest in onsite generation continues to grow, interconnection of distributed 5 

generation should not be delayed because of a lack of clarity in the WDT IA or 6 

because of disputes about the requirements for such interconnections.  7 

Q. HAS SAN FRANCISCO PROPOSED REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 8 

INTERCONNECTION OF GENERATION IN ITS MARK-UPS TO THE 9 

WDT IA? 10 

A. Yes.  The mark-up attached to my testimony as Exhibit SF-46 includes a Section 11 

8.9 with such requirements. San Francisco’s proposal is modeled on the 12 

requirements in the WDT IA between San Francisco and PG&E for the Hunters 13 

Point Shipyard.  They set forth a threshold below which photovoltaic generators 14 

can be installed without further study or without implicating the other terms and 15 

conditions in the WDT IA.  They require that the interconnection of all generators 16 

above that threshold proceed in accordance with PG&E’s WDT generator 17 

interconnection requirements. 18 

F. California Public Utilities Codes Section 2828. 19 

Q. WHAT IS CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE SECTION 2828 AND 20 

HOW DOES IT RELATE TO THE WDT IA? 21 

A. I understand that California Public Utilities Code Section 2828 was intended to 22 

afford to San Francisco points of delivery some of the benefits of net energy 23 

metering.  Both PG&E and San Francisco were consulted during the legislative 24 

process that resulted in Section 2828.  Section 2828 used the 1987 IA as the 25 

mechanism to credit San Francisco for the benefits of the law, and required San 26 

Francisco and PG&E to develop an alternative mechanism upon expiration of the 27 

1987 IA. See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 2828(e). San Francisco’s mark-up of the WDT 28 
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IA contains a placeholder for such a mechanism.  As part of the settlement 1 

process, PG&E conveyed to San Francisco a proposal for such a mark-up which 2 

San Francisco is reviewing; at any rate, San Francisco and PG&E will have to 3 

cooperate on developing the mechanism contemplated by the statute. 4 

G. Distribution Level Metering. 5 

Q. HAVE PG&E AND SAN FRANCISCO LARGELY RESOLVED THEIR 6 

DIFFERENCES WITH RESPECT TO METERING FOR SAN 7 

FRANCISCO’S WDT POINTS OF DELIVERY? 8 

A. It is my understanding that, except in the case of a few details related to small 9 

unmetered loads, which are addressed in the testimony of Margaret Meal, San 10 

Francisco and PG&E resolved the substantive issues between them on metering for 11 

WDT points of delivery in the settlement in Docket No. ER13-1188. I understand 12 

the agreement to be as follows: 13 

• Existing points of delivery will not be required to install new meters to 14 

qualify for WDT service. 15 

• New points of delivery above .5MW must comply with the requirements 16 

of Section 20 of the WDT. New points of delivery .5MW and below must 17 

have revenue quality interval demand meters with communications 18 

capability through a fixed network or other means of remote access 19 

(commonly known as smart meters). 20 

  PG&E has confirmed that all but three of San Francisco’s points of delivery 21 

have sufficient metering at this time. Ex. SF-75, PG&E Response to Data Request 22 

No. CCSF-PGE-73. 23 

 Because the settlement in Docket No. ER13-1188 was concluded after PG&E filed 24 

the WDT SA and the WDT IA, San Francisco has proposed edits to the metering 25 

provisions of the WDT SA and the WDT IA to accurately reflect the terms of the 26 

settlement. 27 
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H. More Balanced Treatment of the Respective Responsibilities of the CAISO, 1 
PG&E, and San Francisco. 2 

Q. WHAT IS SAN FRANCISCO’S RELATIONSHIP TO THE CALIFORNIA 3 

INDEPENDENT SYSTEM OPERATOR (“CAISO”) AND HOW DOES IT 4 

AFFECT THE WDT IA? 5 

A. The testimonies of Barbara Hale and Robert Jenkins describe various aspects of 6 

San Francisco’s relationship with the CAISO. With respect to the WDT IA, what 7 

is important is that San Francisco’s points of delivery connected to PG&E’s 8 

distribution system are within the CAISO Balancing Authority Area (“BAA”). 9 

Thus, San Francisco must have a Scheduling Coordinator to schedule its WDT 10 

loads with the CAISO, supply the power and ancillary services to meet these loads 11 

(and settle with the CAISO for differences), submit accurate meter data, and 12 

otherwise meet the requirements set forth in the CAISO Tariff that apply to load 13 

within the CAISO’s BAA. San Francisco calls these requirements the wholesale 14 

electric power requirements. It is appropriate that the WDT IA make San 15 

Francisco responsible for the wholesale electric power requirements of the load at 16 

its points of delivery. However, the provisions in the WDT IA filed by PG&E are 17 

unnecessarily duplicative and unclear, and also include aspects of these 18 

requirements that are more appropriately governed by the CAISO Tariff (and 19 

which may change as the CAISO Tariff does). San Francisco is proposing 20 

revisions to Sections 4.27. 6.1, and 6.3 of the WDT IA to correct these problems. 21 

These changes are modeled on similar provisions in the WDT IA between San 22 

Francisco and PG&E for the Hunters Point Shipyard. 23 

I. Granularity of Load Forecasts. 24 

Q. WHAT DOES THE WDT IA FILED BY PG&E REQUIRE WITH 25 

RESPECT TO LOAD FORECASTS? 26 
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A. Section 9.1 of the WDT IA requires San Francisco to provide to PG&E annually a 1 

five-year forecast of monthly electric peak demand and energy for each of San 2 

Francisco’s points of delivery.  3 

Q. IS THIS REQUIREMENT REASONABLE? 4 

A. No. Given that the load at the majority of San Francisco’s points of delivery is 5 

very low, this requirement is excessive. Further, there are not demand meters at 6 

many locations, making a point-by-point load forecast infeasible. Utilities do not 7 

typically forecast the loads at each of their points of delivery unless a significant 8 

increase (>500 kW) is anticipated. 9 

Q. WHAT DO YOU PROPOSE INSTEAD? 10 

A. San Francisco produces annually an aggregate five-year forecast of monthly 11 

electric peak demand and energy that it provides to the California Energy 12 

Commission. I propose that San Francisco convey this information to PG&E as it 13 

should suffice for PG&E’s planning purposes. Further, if there is a load increase 14 

anticipated that could require a change in the service facilities, San Francisco will 15 

work with PG&E through its service planning process, as it has for years. PG&E 16 

can incorporate this into its distribution planning process as needed. PG&E has 17 

served and planned for San Francisco’s load pursuant to the 1987 IA for decades 18 

without the detailed load forecasts it included in the WDT IA Section 9.1. The 19 

mark-up to the WDT IA attached to this testimony. 20 

J. Protective Devices. 21 

Q. WHAT DOES THE WDT IA FILED BY PG&E STATE WITH REGARD 22 

TO PROTECTIVE DEVICES? 23 

A. Section 8.6 of the WDT IA provides that  24 

[i]f, following the appropriate Notice, either Party adjusts 25 
protective device settings or modifies its System or 26 
Facilities, as appropriate, and consistent with Good Utility 27 
Practice, then the other Party must, as soon as practical 28 
thereafter, install, modify, set, or adjust its protective 29 
relaying equipment as may be needed in order to 30 
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effectively coordinate with changes or adjustments made 1 
by the first Party.  2 

 A party’s installations of or modifications to its protective devices shall be at each 3 

party’s own expense. 4 

Q. IS THIS A REASONABLE REQUIREMENT? 5 

A. No. If a party is required to install or modify its protective devices to 6 

accommodate an adjustment or modification by the other party made primarily for 7 

the benefit of that other party or its customers, then the first party should not bear 8 

the costs. San Francisco’s mark-up to the WDT IA attached to my testimony sets 9 

forth this change. 10 

K. Interruptions Should Be on a Fair and Nondiscriminatory Basis. 11 

Q. DOES THE WDT IA ALLOW PG&E TO INTERRUPT SERVICE TO SAN 12 

FRANCISCO? 13 

A.  Yes it does. Section 8.7.2 allows PG&E to interrupt service to San Francisco in 14 

particular circumstances. 15 

L. Installations of PG&E Equipment on San Francisco property. 16 

Q. DOES THE WDT IA ALLOW PG&E TO INSTALL ITS EQUIPMENT ON 17 

SAN FRANCISCO PROPERTY AND THEN COME ON TO SAN 18 

FRANCISCO PROPERTY TO ACCESS SUCH EQUIPMENT? 19 

A. Yes.  Section 12 of the WDT IA gives PG&E these rights. 20 

Q. ARE THESE RIGHTS APPROPRIATE? 21 

A. With a few constraints.  I agree that to carry out its responsibilities under the WDT 22 

IA, PG&E should be allowed to install and access necessary equipment on the San 23 

Francisco’s property. However, these rights need to be appropriately narrow. The 24 

location of PG&E equipment should be reasonably acceptable to San Francisco, 25 

and PG&E’s access should be subject to reasonable rules and regulations. As 26 

Robert Jenkins explained with respect to a similar issue in the Transmission 27 

Facility Agreements, as the owner of its properties, San Francisco must maintain 28 
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the safety and security of its electrical installations and the personnel on and 1 

around them. San Francisco must have the ability to establish reasonable rules and 2 

regulations for all personnel accessing such installations, including any PG&E 3 

personnel working within San Francisco’s properties. 4 

M. Cure Period. 5 

Q. WHAT DOES THE WDT IA FILED BY PG&E STATE WITH RESPECT 6 

TO THE CURE PERIOD FOR DEFAULTS? 7 

A. Section 22 provides for a thirty-day cure period after a notice of default by the 8 

nondefaulting party.   9 

Q. IS THIS REASONABLE? 10 

A. Given the severe consequence of a termination of the WDT IA for San Francisco, I 11 

do not think so. Some defaults might require changing or obtaining and installing 12 

equipment and cannot reasonably be accomplished in thirty days. Accordingly, 13 

San Francisco’s mark-ups to Section 22 provide for a sixty-day cure period, or 14 

such other reasonable cure period necessary to cure the default. 15 

N. Terminations of Service to Points of Delivery in the WDT SA. 16 

Q. WHAT DOES THE WDT SA PROVIDE WITH RESPECT TO 17 

TERMINATIONS OF SERVICE TO PARTICULAR POINTS OF 18 

DELIVERY? 19 

A. Section 14 of the WDT SA filed by PG&E provides for quarterly filings to 20 

indicate additions or deletions of points of delivery. While this approach is 21 

practical, it must be implemented in a manner that requires PG&E to file with the 22 

Commission before terminating service to a particular point of delivery. PG&E 23 

terminating WDT service to a particular point of delivery most likely would result 24 

in PG&E assuming the customer at that point of delivery as its own retail 25 

customer. This can have serious adverse consequences for San Francisco and 26 

should be subject to prior review and approval by the Commission. Accordingly, 27 
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San Francisco’s mark-up to Section 14 added a requirement that PG&E file with 1 

the Commission before terminating service to a particular point of delivery. 2 

O. Additional Clarifications and Changes that Are Legal in Nature. 3 

Q. ARE THERE ADDITIONAL CHANGES IN SAN FRANCISCO’S MARK-4 

UPS TO THE WDT IA AND WDT SA? 5 

A. Yes.  San Francisco’s mark-ups include a series of additional clean-up changes and 6 

clarifications including narrowing language that is unduly broad and deleting 7 

definitions that are set forth in other agreements referenced in the definition 8 

sections, in order to prevent inconsistencies and confusion. While my testimony 9 

does not describe each of these minor changes, I am happy to discuss them with 10 

PG&E and to answer any questions about them. 11 

  In addition, San Francisco is proposing changes that are more legal in nature and 12 

which counsel for San Francisco has included in the attached mark-up. To the 13 

extent PG&E raises any objections, I understand that these changes will be dealt 14 

with on brief; they are not discussed in my testimony. 15 

P. Outstanding Obligations with Respect to the 1987 IA. 16 

Q. ARE THERE ANY OUTSTANDING OBLIGATIONS BETWEEN SAN 17 

FRANCISCO AND PG&E WITH RESPECT TO THE 1987 IA THAT 18 

MUST BE RESOLVED AS PART OF THE AGREEMENT’S 19 

TERMINATION? 20 

A. Yes.  I am aware of two categories of obligations.  First, under the interconnection 21 

agreements that San Francisco and PG&E signed pursuant to the 1987 IA at the 22 

time many of San Francisco’s points of delivery were interconnected PG&E may 23 

still owe San Francisco certain reimbursements based on whether and to what 24 

extent San Francisco’s points of delivery have met the loads projected at the time 25 

of interconnection.  Because, pursuant to Section 9.26.2.1 of the 1987 IA, payment 26 

obligations incurred prior to expiration of the IA survive the termination of the IA, 27 
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San Francisco and PG&E will need to jointly assess the degree to which either 1 

party owes the other party payments under a myriad of existing interconnection 2 

agreements.   3 

  In addition, PG&E and San Francisco are still discussing the status of points of 4 

delivery for which San Francisco sought interconnection under the 1987 IA prior 5 

to its expiration. San Francisco should not be adversely impacted by any delays in 6 

processing those applications that are due to PG&E. 7 

Q. Use of FERC’s Uniform System of Accounts. 8 

Q. DO THE AGREEMENTS SPECIFY HOW PG&E AND SAN FRANCISCO 9 

SHOULD MAINTAIN ACCOUNTS FOR COSTS THAT ARE RELATED 10 

TO THE AGREEMENTS? 11 

A. Yes. Section 4.14 of the both the Transmission Interconnection Agreement 12 

(“TIA”) and the WDT IA state that costs are to be recorded in accordance with the 13 

FERC Uniform System of Accounts. In Section 15.1 the TIA filed by PG&E states 14 

that both PG&E and San Francisco must maintain their accounts for costs that are 15 

related to the agreement in accordance with generally accepted accounting 16 

practices and the FERC Uniform System of Accounts, or any account standard 17 

mutually agreed upon in writing by the Parties. Section 15.1 of the WDT IA states 18 

that each party shall maintain its accounting records in accordance with generally 19 

accepted accounting principles and the FERC Uniform System of Accounts. 20 

Q. HOW DOES SAN FRANCISCO MAINTAIN ITS ACCOUNTS? 21 

A. San Francisco is not a FERC-jurisdictional entity and is hence not required to 22 

maintain its account pursuant to the FERC Uniform System of Accounts. San 23 

Francisco maintains its accounts in accordance with generally accepted accounting 24 

practices and applicable law.   25 

Q. WOULD IT BE BURDENSOME FOR SAN FRANCISCO TO TRANSITION 26 

ITS ACCOUNTS RELATED TO ITS TRANSMISSION AND 27 
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DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES TO THE FERC UNIFORM SYSTEM OF 1 

ACCOUNTS? 2 

A. Yes.   3 

Q. DO THE CAISO TARIFF OR PG&E’S WDT MAKE MAINTAINING 4 

ACCOUNTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE FERC UNIFORM SYSTEM 5 

OF ACCOUNTS A CONDITION FOR OBTAINING DISTRIBUTION OR 6 

TRANSMISSION SERVICE? 7 

A. No, and PG&E should not be allowed to impose such a condition through the TIA 8 

or the WDT IA.  9 

R. Coordination-Related Work vs Modification Related Work. 10 

Q. DO YOU HAVE CONCERNS ABOUT THE WDT IA’S TREATMENT OF 11 

“COORDINATION RELATED WORK” VERSUS “MODIFICATION 12 

RELATED WORK?” 13 

A. Yes. Section 8.2 of the WDT IA provides that PG&E shall be responsible for all 14 

expenses related to the operation and maintenance of its own facilities, and San 15 

Francisco shall be responsible for all expenses related to the operation and 16 

maintenance of San Francisco’s facilities. The WDT IA, however, also envisions 17 

that some of San Francisco operation and maintenance work may “require[] the 18 

coordination of PG&E.” Id. In those circumstances, the WDT IA distinguishes 19 

between two categories of work performed by PG&E: “Coordination Related 20 

Work” and “Modification Related Work.” Id. The WDT IA provides that PG&E 21 

will not charge San Francisco for “Coordination Related Work;” but will charge 22 

for “Modification Related Work”—i.e., “[w]here the requested work performed by 23 

PG&E at the request of CCSF involves a Modification.” WDT IA § 8.2.2. The 24 

Modification Related Work is to be performed under a Work Performance 25 

Agreement (“WPA”). This provision is unclear as to the categorization of the work 26 
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activities; includes an improperly lopsided cost true-up mechanism, and could 1 

unduly pressure San Francisco to sign unreasonable agreements.44 2 

  PG&E’s proposed categorization of work as “Coordination Related” or 3 

“Modification Related” is ambiguous. The definition of “Modification” (WDT 4 

IA § 4.23) is very broad.  Thus, determining whether the PG&E work “involves a 5 

Modification” (WDT IA § 8.2.2) or is merely “Coordination Related” (WDT 6 

IA § 8.2.1) could result in numerous disputes. To reduce the possibility of 7 

disputes, San Francisco’s mark-up requires payment to PG&E only to 8 

accommodate San Francisco’s “material” Modifications. 9 

Q. WHAT ABOUT THE LOPSIDED TRUE-UP MECHANISM? 10 

A. PG&E has drafted Section 8.2, so that for PG&E work estimated to cost under 11 

$100,000, it is at PG&E’s sole discretion whether or not to true-up (or down) to 12 

actual costs. PG&E’s proposal to give itself a unilateral option invites abuse and 13 

should be rejected. Instead, San Francisco should have the right to demand upfront 14 

a true-up for Modification-related work performed by PG&E.   15 

Q. DOES THE CITY’S MARK UP ADDRESS ANY OTHER PROBLEMS? 16 

A. Yes. Because PG&E’s work to accommodate San Francisco’s Modifications may 17 

be urgent for San Francisco, San Francisco incorporated an ability to sign a WPA 18 

under protest. In this manner, the work can proceed while the parties resolve their 19 

differences, and San Francisco is not required to bind itself to an unreasonable 20 

agreement just to avoid delays.  It is my understanding that this approach was used 21 

between San Francisco and PG&E in the case of similar issues under the 1987 IA. 22 

S. Hierarchy of Documents. 23 

Q.  DOES THE WDT IA SET FORTH A HIERARCHY OF DOCUMENTS? 24 

                                                 
44 As detailed in Robert Jenkins’ testimony, San Francisco has similar concerns with respect to the TIA.  
In addition, in the case of the TIA, San Francisco believes the provision should be mutual as San 
Francisco is routinely asked to undertake work to accommodate PG&E.  San Francisco’s proposal to 
address the lack of clarity between paid work and unpaid work is different in the context of the TIA than 
the proposal here. 
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A. Yes. In Section 19.1, the WDT IA sets forth the relationship between the WDT, 1 

the WDT SA, and the WDT IA. As drafted by PG&E, it states that: 2 

The WDT SA is incorporated into the WDT IA as if it were fully set forth 3 
therein. 4 

 In the event of an inconsistency between the WDT and the WDT IA, the 5 
WDT shall prevail. 6 

 In the event of an inconsistency between the WDT IA and the WDT SA, the 7 
WDT SA shall prevail. 8 

 The WDT SA and the WDT will also govern the rights and obligations of the 9 
parties under the WDT IA. 10 

Q. DOES SAN FRANCISCO AGREE WITH THIS HIERARCHY? 11 

A. The hierarchy as drafted is confusing and ambiguous. As I understand things, the 12 

WDT and the WDT SA govern WDT service and the WDT IA governs the 13 

interconnection between PG&E’s and San Francisco’s distribution facilities. When 14 

it revised the WDT, PG&E could have combined the WDT SA and the WDT IA; 15 

in fact, it would promote fair and nondiscriminatory service if PG&E included a 16 

WDT IA as a pro forma attachment to the WDT, as it has done with the WDT SA. 17 

However, given that PG&E has opted to require two different agreements, with 18 

different terms about similar subjects, PG&E has created more ambiguity and 19 

confusion by stating that (1) the one agreement is incorporated into the other, and 20 

(2) one agreement is controlling over the other. Either PG&E should propose one 21 

cohesive agreement without duplicative and potentially inconsistent provisions, or 22 

it should proceed with two agreements and make it clear which agreement controls 23 

in the event of an inconsistency. 24 

Q. WHAT DOES SAN FRANCISCO THINK SHOULD BE THE HIERARCHY 25 

OF DOCUMENTS? 26 

A. San Francisco agrees with PG&E that where there is an inconsistency between the 27 

WDT SA and the WDT IA, the WDT SA should control. This is because, since it 28 

governs service, the WDT SA is the more important agreement, and it is based on 29 
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a pro forma agreement that has been the subject of more attention and scrutiny by 1 

the Commission and other parties. San Francisco believes, however, that where 2 

there is a discrepancy between the WDT IA and the WDT, the WDT IA should 3 

prevail. This is because the WDT IA was drafted to take the relationship between 4 

San Francisco and PG&E into account specifically.  5 

  That said, I am not aware of any conflicts between PG&E’s WDT Tariff and the 6 

WDT IA. To the extent PG&E believes there are any such conflicts, PG&E should 7 

identify them now so that San Francisco and PG&E can address them. . Going 8 

forward, San Francisco should not be required to monitor PG&E’s proposed 9 

changes to its WDT in order to maintain its rights pursuant to the WDT IA. To the 10 

extent, in the future, PG&E seeks to change the agreement between San Francisco 11 

and PG&E for distribution interconnections, it should do so by filing for a change 12 

in the WDT IA, rather than through a generic change to its WDT. PG&E should 13 

not include in a bilateral agreement such as the WDT IA, terms that it seeks to 14 

have generally applicable and subject to changes through modifications of its 15 

WDT.  16 

  The redlined WDT IA attached to my testimony contains revisions to 17 

Section 19.1 consistent with this testimony.  18 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 19 

A. Yes it does. 20 

 21 
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