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INTRODUCTION 

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) 

respectfully submits this Petition for Rehearing for the Court�s 

consideration.  The Commission concurs with the Court�s 

determination that the Commission afforded petitioner Southern 

California Gas Company (SoCalGas) sufficient due process in the 

underlying Commission proceeding.  (See Opinion, Discussion 

section C.1.)   

The Commission respectfully asks the Court to make two 

material clarifications based on the record and to correct two 

factual errors in the Opinion, as discussed below. 

DISCUSSION 

The Commission respectfully asks the Court to grant 

rehearing of the Opinion in order to make two material 

clarifications based on the record and to correct two factual 

inaccuracies.  These requested changes are addressed 

individually below. 

1. At page 3 of the Opinion, the Court states: 

In 1996, the Legislature created a 
division within the Commission, later 
naming it the Public Advocate�s Office 
(PAO, the Office, or Cal Advocates), �to 
represent and advocate on behalf of the 
interests of public utility customers and 
subscribers within the jurisdiction of the 
commission.� (Stats. 2018, ch. 51, § 39.) 
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This statement merits a material clarification.  The 

Commission originally created its Public Staff Division, the 

predecessor to Cal Advocates, in July 1984.  (See Commission 

Exhibit (Exh.) A, attached hereto, Enrolled Bill Report, AB 476, 

p. 1.)  The entity now called the Public Advocates Office was 

created in 1985 by adding section 309.5 to the Public Utilities 

Code pursuant to AB 476 of the Stats 1985 ch 562 § 1.  That law 

provided: 

The commission shall create an 
organization or division within the 
commission to represent the interests of 
public utility customers and subscribers 
in commission proceedings.  The 
commission shall, by rule or order, 
provide for the assignment of personnel 
to and the functioning of the organization 
or division.   

 

The Opinion makes a similar statement at page 16.  Both of 

these statements merit clarification on pages 3 and 16 should be 

appropriately clarified.   

2. At page 5 of the Opinion, the Court states that the 

underlying discovery inquiry involved three sets of data requests 

from Cal Advocates to SoCalGas.  The certified record references 
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at least sixteen separate data requests, contained in the following 

Exhibits:  1, 2, 3, 6, 9, 13, 14, 16, 33, 47, 50, 53 and 59. 

3. At page 5 of the Opinion, the Court states: 

SCG responded by producing a Work 
Order Authorization, which in turn 
contained a Balanced Energy Internal 
Order which accounted for shareholder 
contributions to fund the work order.  
The point of SCG�s production was to 
show that it did not use shareholder 
contributions to fund astroturf groups. 
 

This statement is incorrect.1  SoCalGas initially insisted to 

Cal Advocates that it was funding its advocacy organization 

Californians for Balanced Energy Solutions (C4BES) with solely 

shareholder funds, as it is required to do since ratepayer funds 

cannot be used to fund advocacy.  (See, e.g., SoCalGas Response 

to Data Request CalPA-SCG-051719 (June 14, 2019), Exh. 1, 

p. 49 (�Ratepayer funds have not been used to support the 

founding or launch of Californians for Balanced Energy Solutions 

(C4BES).�); Exh. 1, p. 50 (�Ratepayer funds are not used to 

support C4BES.�); SoCalGas Response to Data Request 

CalAdvocates-SC-SCG-2019-05 (August 27, 2019), Exh. 2, p. 141 

 
1 It is possible that the reference to �shareholder contributions� in the 
above-quoted text of the Opinion is a typographical error.  If so, the 
Commission respectfully asks the Court to correct this error. 
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(�[T]he Balanced Energy IO is not ratepayer funded.�); Exh. 2, 

p. 142 (�The Balanced Energy IO is shareholder funded, not 

ratepayer funded.�)  SoCalGas later acknowledged that for a 

period of approximately six months, from March 2019 until 

October 30, 2019, it utilized an �incorrect settlement rule� that 

improperly allocated advocacy costs related to C4BES to one or 

more ratepayer accounts.  (See Exhibit 14, p. 831; see also 

Exhibit 3, p. 4.)  This matter is not in dispute.   

4. At page 6 of the Opinion, the Court states: 

However, SCG redacted from its response 
shareholder dollar figures from the 
Balanced Energy Internal Order, and 
objected to their production as 
nonresponsive to the PAO�s request and 
unnecessary to the discharge of its duties. 
The PAO moved the Commission�s 
administrative law judge (ALJ) to compel 
further responses containing an 
unredacted Work Order Authorization, 
which the ALJ granted. 
 

This statement merits a material clarification based on the 

record.  The redacted Work Order Authorization (WOA) dated 

March 21, 2019 for tracking costs associated with C4BES shows 

over $27,000,000 in costs allocated to Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (FERC) account 920.0, which is an administrative 

and general salaries account passed through to ratepayers.  (See 
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WOA, March 21, 2019, Exh. 3, p. 218; see also 18 C.F.R Part 201, 

920.)  The Court�s statement cited above creates the impression 

that a portion of shareholder-funded advocacy was redacted from 

the WOA, when in fact the entire WOA was billed to FERC 

account 920.0, a ratepayer-funded account.  The only redaction on 

the WOA appears to be a name or signature.  (See WOA, March 

21, 2019, Exh. 3, p. 218; see also Exh. 14, p. 831 (SoCalGas notes 

that costs for C4BES were incorrectly booked to a FERC 920.0 

account, which is a ratepayer-funded account).)  The WOA plainly 

states that the C4BES-related costs are billed to FERC account 

920.0.  (See Exh. 3, p. 218.) 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission respectfully 

asks the Court to grant rehearing for the purpose of clarifying 

and correcting the issues discussed above. 

  



 

501412944 9 

January 23, 2023  Respectfully submitted,  

CHRISTINE J. HAMMOND, SBN 206768  
DALE HOLZSCHUH, SBN 124673  
CARRIE G. PRATT, SBN 186038 
 

   By: /s/ CARRIE G. PRATT   
     CARRIE G. PRATT 

 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 497-9295 
 
Attorney for Respondent 
California Public Utilities Commission 
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(Cal. Rules of Court, rule 8.204(c)) 

I, Carrie G. Pratt, of the California Public Utilities 

Commission, do hereby certify in accordance with California 

Rules of Court, Rule 8.204(c) that the word count of this 

Respondent California Public Utilities Commission�s Petition for 

Rehearing, according to the Microsoft Word computer program 

used to prepare the brief, consists of 894 words, including 

footnotes. 

 
 
January 23, 2023 /s/ CARRIE G. PRATT  
 CARRIE G. PRATT 

 










