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GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

SECTION N LABOR CHARGE OUT RATE 

m Basls 

Reefer Cargo (Hatch and 
container work only) $1.00 Per Man Hour 

Handling Noxious Cargo 
(Hatch work only) $5.35 Per Man Hour 

Bagged Cement (Hatch work 
only) $3.50 Per Man Hour 

Scrap Metal Cargo 
(Hatch work only) $3.50 Per Man Hour 

Arnrnunidon or Explosive Cargo $3.50 Per Man Hour 

Bulk Cement (Hatch work 
only) $5.35 Per Man Hour 

ISSUED: EFFECTWE: 

ITEM 
NO. 
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GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

PORT AUTHORITY O F  GUAM 

SECTION V EQUIPMENT RENTAL RATES AND SERVICES 

APPLICABILETY 
The following charges are for use or services of the equipment in conjunction with any 
services not included in the Cargo Throughput Rate or for other purposes. The rates iisted 
below are in charges per hour, or fraction thereof, and include fuel and maintenance. 
Equipment operators wdl be charged at the applicable labor Charge-Out Rate. 

Fo-mG-HO1 JRLY RA'maMI-RGES 

SIT Rate Min~mum 
l k r b K  Charee 

Forklift, rated capacity below 
20,000 Ibs. $30.00 1 hour 

Forklift, rated capacity 20,000 lbs., 
but less than 40,000 50.00 1 hour 

Forklift, rated capacity 40,000 lbs. 
or greater 56.00 1 hour 

Top Lifter 60.00 1 hour 

Side Lifter 35.00 1 hour 

Tractor 34.00 1 hour 

Rubber T i  Gantry Crane 170.00 1 hour 

Manitowoc, 140 tons 315.00 2 hours 

Crane, Gantry, Heavy Lifts 394.00 2 hours 

Plck-up Truck, 314 Ton 
capacity or less 20.00 1 hour 

Truck, Dump 23.00 1 hour 

ISSUED: EFFE-: 

ITEM 
NO. 
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GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

I PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

I S E m O N  V EQUIPMENT RENTAL RATES AND SERVICES 

1 Welding Machine 

SIT Rate hhmurn 
kLrhu Charee 

$ 34.00 1 hour 

I h k  Mule 1 1.50 1 hour 

I ~ o c k  b u y ,  rated 2.000 lbs. 2.50 1 hour I I 
Dolly Trader, rated capacity 
20 tons 

Passenger Platform 

Battery Charge 

1 1.50 1 hour 

13.50 8 hours 

16.00 ---- 

RE he following WLII be billed at regular hourly rates on equipment rental: 

a. Actual travel time to and from site of work, if site is not within Port Authority 
facility. 

I b. Time consumed in removing crane boom for travelling and reassembling. 

/ ISSUED: EFFECllVE: 

(a) When equipment listed above is used in special service or other purposes is diverted 
to other uses at the discretion of the Port, the user shall be charged on an accumulated 
time basis that the equipment is used per shift, but not less than the minimum charges 
specified. 

46 



GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

AND CHARGES G O V E M G  THE U E  
E 

SECTION V EQUIPMENT RENTAL RATES AND SERVICES 

(b) No mechanical equipment may be brought for use on the terminals of the Port 
except as authorized by the Port. kght is reserved to refuse permit when s~rmlar 
equipment, in capacity or nomenclature, is available for use, or when the equipment 
does not meet with the approval of the Port. The rental cost of any equipment so 
hired will be borne by the requesting agent, owner, or operator. 

The term "Cargo Boards" and "Pallets" as used herein are understood to have the same 
meaning. When available, stevedore type cargo boards (pallets, as it will be used 
hereafter) may be used directly in the transfer of waterborne cargo to and from the 
terminals under the terms and conhtions outlined herein. 

I E M  
NO. 

46 

I (a) Use of the Port's owned and conwlled pallets: I I 
( 1) To return said pallets to Port terminals in like order and condition within a 

pend of ten ( 10) calendar days from date of receipt and to pay a charge for 
the use of the pallet at the rate of $0.50 per pallet per day. 

I ( 2 )  The port will issue receipt for pallets returned in good condition and order. I I 
(3) To reimburse the Port at the rate of $35 per pallet for any pallet not returned 

at the end of this period. 

I (b) Interchange of standard stevedon pallets: I I 
When a trucker, consignee, shipper, or other party carries a stock of pallets 
constructed in a manner identical to and in all other ways acceptable for inter- 
change with the standard pallets controlled by the Port, the Port will: 

(1) Release cargo on pallets and accept in exchange a like number of identical 
pallets in like good order and condition, or, 

(2) Release empty pallets for a hke number of identical pallets received for out- 
bound cargo, all pallets to be in good order and condition. 

ISSUED: 



GOVERNMENT OF GUAM. 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

I ~TEM 

Free time is exclusive of Saturdays, Sundays and holidays observed by the Government 
of Guam, and unless otherwise specified, is computed from the first 8:00 a.m. occurring 
after freight is received or unloaded on the wharf or wharf premises, or in case freight is 
from a vessel, from the first 8:00 a.m. occurring after vessel completes discharge. 

SECTION VI WHARF DEMURRAGE AND FREE TIME - 
Non containerized cargo 10 days * 

NO. 

I Containers (CY) Dry 10 days aggregate* 

1 Transshipped Dry Cargo 15 days I ( Tuna Transshipped Fit avadable vessel I 
Operating Refrigerated 
Containers 2 days 

* The free time period for non containerized cargo and dry containers will be reduced 
from 10 days to 7 days six months after the tariffs effective date. 

(a) Regulated commodities, such as explosives, firearms and ammunition, 
inflarnmables, and hazardous commodities shall be allowed no free time and 
shall be subject to immediate removal from the wharf premises. 

(b) Livestock shall be allowed no free time and arc only permitted to pass over the 
wharf subject to immediate loading or removal. 

(c) Salvaged or offensive frtight, etc: Salvaged freight in damaged or offensive 
condition or offensive freight of any nature may, at the option of the Port, be 
refused any fne time on the wharf and shall be subject to immediate removal. 



GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

I PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM I 

I ION OF TIMg 1 I 

SECRON VI WHARF DEMURRAGE AND FREE TIME 

The Port Manager may allow extension of free time for good cause. 

r n M  
NO. 

(a) Transit Shed Wharf Demurrage charges are fdteen dollars ($15.00) per day per 
revenue ton after the free period. 

(b) Outside Wharf Demurrage charges for paved area are ten dollars ($10.00) per day per 
revenue ton after the free period. 

(d) Each full container that has been in the yard. past the k e  time allowed will be charged 
a daily rate of: 

(c) In the caw of export or transshipment cargos which are accruing demurrage charges, 
such charges shall cease on the date stevedoring services are performed. When the 
carrier, or its agent, q u e s t  for stevedoring services to commence within twenty-four 
(24) hours of the vessel's arriva! and, through no fault of the carrier or its agent, the 
Port is unable to provide such services, demunage charges shall cease on the date of 
vessel arrival. 

I First & (6) Mo- the T a n f f s t i v e  D w  I I 

5 1 

20 foot dry container or less .......... $ 2 1.00 from day eleven ( 1 1) through day 
twenty (20); and, $42.00 every day 
thereafter 

Greater than 20 feet .................... 42.00 from day eleven ( 1  1 )  through day 
twenty (20); and, $84.00 every day 
thereafter 

All Operating Refrigerated Containers 70.00 for fmt two (2) days; and, $140.00 
every day thereafter 

ISSUED: EFFEc'rvE: 



GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

SECTION VI WHARF DEMURRAGE AND FREE TIME 

the Seventh M o n t h e c t ~ f f e c t l v e  Date 

20 foot dry container or less .......... $ 2 1.00 from day eight (8) through day 
fourteen (14); and, $42.00 every day 
thereafter 

Greater than 20 feet .................... 42.00 from day eight (8) through day 
fourteen (14); and, $84.00 every day 
thereafter 

All Operating Refrigerated Containers 70.00 for first two (2) days; and, $140.00 
every day thereafter 

(e) Daily demurrage charges applies for a 24-hour period, or fraction thereof, commencing 
with 08:W of one day to 08:00 of the following day and includes Saturdays, Sundays, 
and holidays. 

(f) Empty containers wdl be placed on the next available carriers vessel, otherwise there 
will be a d d y  charge of seven dollars ($7.00) per day subject to force majur. 

ISSUED: EFFE-: 

ITEM 
NO. 



GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

SECTION VII PORT ENTRY FEE - 
All vessels (except rmlimy, government-owned, non commercial fishing, commercial 
fishing vessels under sixty-five (65) feet and pleasure boats, the home waters of which 
are in Guam) shall pay a PORT ENTRY FEE as indicated in the schedule below when 
entering. 

BATES 
For vessels of 1,000 gross tons and under ..................................... $25.00 

For vessels between 1,000 gross tons and 2,000 gross tons ................. 51.00 

For vessels over 2,000 gross tons, $5 1 plus an additional 
charge per each 2,000 gross tons or fraction thereof in 

excess of 2,000 gross tons ...................................................... 38.00 

ISSUED: EFFECIIVE: 

ITEM 
NO. 

5 2 
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GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

SECTION VIII DOCKAGE 

IS FOR CQMPUTING DOCKAGE CHARGES 

Dockage charges shall be based upon the vessel's length overall as published in "American 
Bureau of Shipping" or "Lloyd's Regster of Ships." Length overall shall mean the linear 
distance, expressed in feet, from the most forward point of the stem of the vessel to the 
aft most part of the stem of the vessel, measured parallel to the base line of the vessel. If 
the length overall of the vessel does not appear on "American Bureau of Shipping" or "Lloyd': 
Register of Ships," the Port may obtain the length overall from the "Vessel's Regster" or 
may measure the vessel. The following will govern the dsposition of fractions: Five (5) 
inches or less Isregard, over five (56) inches, increase to the next whole figure. - 
Dockage shall commence against a vessel: 

(1) When making fast to a wharf, dolphin, or other structure. 

(2) When occupying the berth immediately alongside a wharf. 

(3) When making fast to a vessel lying alongside a wharf. 

(4) When fust boat, raft, lighter, etc., reaches wharf and shall continue upon such 
vessel until she is completely freed from and vacates her mooring or anchoring 
until last boat, raft, lighter, etc., leaves wharf. - 

Free dockage shall be afforded as follows: 

(1) At discretion of the General Manager. 

(2) Free time totalling one hour may, at the discretion of the Harbor Master, be 
allowed to an idle vessei when it arrives and departs within one hour. 

ISSUED: EFFECTIVE: 

r n M  
NO. 
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GOVERNMENT OF GUAhC 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

SECllON VIII DOCKAGE 

(3) To government owned or operated vessels paying courtesy, training or 
recreational visits, or engaged in dredging or repair of harbor facilities, or 
as approved by the General Manager when no cargo or passengers are 
loaded or off-loaded. 

RATES 
of Vessel ~n Feet of VeSSP;) in Feet 

But Not Charge Per But Not Charge Per 
sm Over2mQKQu Over 34-Hour Day 

0 100 $ 37.00 550 575 $ 663.00 
100 150 55.00 575 600 736.00 
150 200 72.00 600 625 840.00 
200 250 128.00 625 650 977.00 
250 300 188.00 650 675 1,112.00 
300 350 25 1.00 675 700 1.25 1 .OO 
350 37 5 308.00 700 725 1,508.00 
375 400 343.00 725 750 1,663.00 
400 425 379.00 750 775 1,883.00 
425 450 420.00 775 800 2,113.00 
450 475 457.00 800 850 2,428.00 
475 500 500.00 850 900 2,764.00 
500 525 565.00 900 ---- 
525 550 608.00 

(dl 

(a) w . . . . 

Vessels, other than small craft, anchoring within a port-controlled harbor shall be 
assessed at the rate of one-founh the full dockage per day or any fraction of a day. 

(b) Charges for ksscwug . . 

When a vessel is shifted directly from one wharf or anchorage (berth) to another 
wharf or anchorage (berth) operated or utilized by the Port, the total time at such 
berths wdl be considered together in computing the dockage charge. 

ISSUED: EFFECTTVE: 

r n M  
NO. 

5 6 
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GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

SECTION WI DOCKAGE 

( c )  ADDllcatlOnofF- 
. . 

Dockage shall be assessed against all vessels at the full dockage rates except as 
otherwise provided. In computing dockage only, halves of days shall be 
assessed as follows: 

(1) Twelve hours or less shall be charged one-half of one full day's dockage. 

(2) Over 12 hours and not more than 24 hours shall be charged the full dockage 
rate. 

(d) Dockage charges for vessels over 900 feet in overall length shall be $3.40 per 24- 
hour pend for each foot of overall length or fraction thereof in excess of 900 feet, 
in addtion to the above rate of $2,764. 

RATE FOR N O N - O r n ~  AND--= 

(a) Dockage for vessels or other floating equipment being dismantled, salvaged, repaired, 
or rebuilt at piers not currently required for other purposes, as avadable only, shall be 
charged at the rate of three-fourths the fuil dockage per day, or any hction of a day. 

(b) One-half the full dockage rate shall be assessed against vessels subject to dockage 
charges as follows: 

(1) When vessel is lying alongside of, or tied up to, any vessel made fast to or 
lying alongside a port wharf. 

(2) When vessel is a floating drydock, floating crane or equipment barge. 

(c) One fourth (114) the full dockage rate shall be assessed when a vessel is a fishing 
vessel homeported in Guam and regularly fishing within the tenitorial waters of 
Guam and the Northern Marianas. 

ISSUED: EFFECTIVE: 

lTEM 
NO. 
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GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

SECTION IX MISCELLANEOUS SERVICES AND CHARGES 

OUS mV1cF.S AND 

(a) Line Handling is the talung, releasing or shifting of vessel's lines on terminal facilities. 
At the request of water carriers, the Pon will provide line handlers. 

The charges for line handling services for vessels will be as follows: 

Each Movement (Note 3) 
s- Ovemme 

Vessels not otherwise shown 
(Note 1) $300 $450 

Passenger vessels and vessels 
600" and over (Note 2) $400 $600 

Note 1 : Rates provide for 6 people 

Note 2: Rates provide for 8 people 

Note 3: Above rates include two (2) hours of standby and line handling time. 
Additional time will be assessed on the basis of the applicable labor 
charge-out-rates. 

(b) Fresh water will be furntshed to vessels at a rate 20% over the Public Utility Agency 
of Guam's currcnt rate per ton or a fraction of a ton. 

In addition, a charge of $35 will be levied to connect and disconnect hoses and 
couplings except on Saturdays, Sundays and holidays. On Saturdays, Sundays 
and holidays, a charge of $80 will be levied for this service. 

(c) At the ques t  of the carrier, or their agent, electric power shall be supplied to 
vessels at the same rates that the Guam Power Authority would charge for the service 
if supplied directly, plus the following service charges: 

ISSUED: EFFECTIVE: 

ITEM 
NO. 
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GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

SECTION IX MISCELLANEOUS SERVICES AND CHARGES 

(1) For connecting light or power circuits to vessel when shore cables, plugs or 
motor connections are supplied by the vessel, the service charge shall be $8. 
If the vessel temporarily leaves the terminal and returns during the same 
voyage, an additional charge will be made for again connecting the light or 
power circuits as herein provided. 

(2) For connecting light or power circuits to vessel when shore cables, plugs or 
motor connections are supplied by the Port, or for the extension of light or 
power circuits, the service charge shall be $1 1 plus time at the established man- 
hour rates. 

(3) Forinstallationofsubmeter,wherenecessary,thechargeshallbe$2.50andsuch 
charge shall be in addition to charges provided in paragraphs (1) and (2). 

(4) Vessels moving of their own volition from one pier to another and requiring 
light or power connections shall be charged for such connection as provided in 
paragraphs ( I ) ,  (2). and (3) hereof; however, vessels berthed for repairs and 
moved by order of the Port will not be requlred to pay additional service charges, 
but shall, in lieu thereof, pay the time at the established labor charge-out rates 
and materials at cost in effecting connections and/or submeter charges provided 
in paragraph (3). 

(d) A fee of $25 must accompany each claim fded against the Port for any loss or damage 
to freight or merchandise. Where the Port is liable for loss or damage to freight or 
merchandise, subject fee will be refunded. 

( e )  A fee of $5 shall be charged for each weight tag for the use of the Port scale. 

(0 Rates for lease or rental of any port facility or portion thereof, shall be established 
and published by the Port Authority Board of Directors, exclusive of the Terminal 
Tariff, in accordance with provisions of the Adrmnistrative Adjudication Act. Any 
such lease or rental agreements in effect at the date of adoption of this tanff by the 
Board of Directors shall be continued in effect at existing rates unal expiration of 
such agreements, unless otherwise provided in the subject agreements. 

ISSUED: EFFECrrVE: 

ITEM 
NO. 
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NOTE: All Passengers are subject to compliance with a l l  applicable 
Federal and Temtorial laws, rules and regulations. 

b 

GOVERNMENT OF GUAM 

PORT AUTHORITY OF GUAM 

SECTION X PASSENGER SERVICE FEE 

G F m  - 
The Amval Facility Service Charge for vessels originating outside Port of Guam shall be 
$3.50 per each terminating or arriving passenger. 

The Departing Facility Senice Charge for vessels originating at the Port of Guam bound for 
destination outside territorial waters of Guam shall be $1.50 per each departing 
passenger. 

ISSUED: EFFECrIVE: 

ITEM 
NO. 
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(FAX 477-5795) 

SENATOR DON PARKINSON 
2lst GUAM LEGISLATURE 

192 ARCHBISHOP FLORES ST. - ROOM 203 
XGANA, GUAM 96910 

Honorable Joe T. San Agustin 
Speaker, Twenty-First Guam Legislature 
Temporary Building, 155 Hesler St. 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Dear Mr. Speaker: 

The Committee on Energy, Utilities and Consumer Protection wishes 
to report out its findings on Bill No. 939: (As substituted by the 
Committee on Energy, Utilities and Consumer Protection) An Act to add 
a new subsection 12000 (c) to 12GCA and to amend l2GCA subsection . 

12015 relative to authorizing the Public Utility Commission to 
establish General Lifeline Rates for residential utility customers of 
Guam. 

The Committee's Voting Record is as follows: 

TO PASS: -12- 

NOT TO PASS: -0- 

Abstain: -0- 

A copy of the committee Report and other pertinent information 
are attached for your information. 

Sincerely, 

Senator Don Parkinson 
Chairman, Committee on 
Energy, Utilities and 
Consumer Protection 



COMMI'ITEE ON ENERGY, UTILITIES AND 
CONSUMER PROTECTION 

VOTING SHEET ON: 

Bill No. 939: (As substituted by the Committee 
on Energy, Utilities and Consumer Protection) 
An Act to add a new subsection 12000 (c) to 
l2GCA and to amend l2GCA subsection 12015 
relative to authorizing the Public Utility 
Commission to establish General Lifeline Rates 
for residential utility customers of Guam 

COMMI'ITEE ON MEMBERS: INITIAL: TO PASS: NOT TO PASS: Abs ta in  

Sen. Don Parkinson 8 
Sen. Herminia Dierking d 
Sen. George Bamba -J&!L- 
Sen. Anthony Blaz 

Sen. Doris Brooks 

Sen. Gordon Mailloux .c- 
Sen. Marilyn Manibusan -7- 

Sen. Martha Ruth 

Sen. Frank Santos 

Sen. Antonio Unpingco 

Spkr. Joe T. San Agustsn 
Sen. Xadeleine Z. Bordallo 



REPORT OF THE COMMI'ITEE ON ENERGY UTILITIES AND 
CONSUMER PROTECTION ON BILL NO. 939: (As substituted by 
the Committee on Energy, Utilities and Consumer Protection) AN 
ACT TO ADD A NEW 12GCA SUBSECTION 12000 (c)  AND TO 
AMEND 12GCA SUBSECTION 12004 AND SUBSECTION 12015 
RELATrVE TO AUTHORIZING THE PUBLIC UTILITY 
COMMISSION TO ESTABLISH GENERAL LIFELINE RATES 
FOR RESIDENTIAL UTILITY CUSTOMERS OF GUAM. 

PREFACE 

The committee on Energy, Utilities and Consumer 
Protection conducted a public hearing on Monday, August 24, 
1992 at 9:00 a.m., in the Legislative Public Hearing Room on 
BILL NO. 939: (As substituted by the Committee on Energy, 
Utilities and Consumer Protection) AN ACT TO ADD A NEW l2GCA 
SUBSECTION 12000 (c) AND TO AMEND l2GCA SUBSECTION l2004 AND 
SUBSECTION 12015 RELATIVE TO AUTHORIZING THE PUBLIC UTILITY 
COMMISSION TO ESTABLISH GENERAL LIFELINE RATES FOR 
RESIDENTIAL UTILITY CUSTOMERS OF GUAM. The Committee 
Members present at the hearing include: Senator Don 
Parkinson, Chairman; Senator Anthony Blaz, member; Senator 
Marilyn Manibusan, member; Senator Doris F. Brooks, member; 
Senator Michael Reidy; Senator John P. Aguon. 

TESTIMONY 

The following appeared before the Committee and 
presented testimony: 

1. Mr. John Benavente, General Manager, Guam Power 
Authority, submitted written testimony which is listed as 
Exhibit "Aw. In his written testimony Mr. Benavente 
indicated that GPA has previously filed testimony before the 
Legislature supporting ~esolution No. 33 which requested the 
PUC to establish lifeline utility rates for residential 
customers of Guam. He also indicated that testimony had 
also been submitted to the PUC also supporting and providing 
GPAts input for electrical lifeline rates. Mr. Benavente 
stated in his testimony that while GPA supports lifeline 
rates, a definition of general lifeline rates should be 
included in the bill. GPA also recommends that the 
provision of the bill that precludes adjustment of the 
general lifeline rate unless there is at least a 20% 
increase in the overall cost of service be eliminated. GPA 
believes that is should be the PUCts responsibility to 
determine when lifeline rates are adjusted based on 
testimony filed with the PUC by GPA, Georgetown Consulting 
Group, and other interested parties. GPA believes the 
hearing process before the PUC will result in sufficient 
evidence to make appropriate adjustments in the general 
lifeline rates; and meets the primary concern that rate 
structure adjustments such as a general lifeline rate does 



not result in a loss of PUC approved overall revenue 
requirements. 

2. Mr. David Sablan, Chairman of the Board, Guam Power 
Authority, submitted written testimony which is listed as 
Exhibit "B8*. Mr. Sablan in his testimony, which supports 
the concept of lifeline rates, indicated that GPA found 
several other states and jurisdictions have experimented 
with nlifeline rates" with differing results, e.g. some have 
found it illegal, some offer financial assistance to a 
certain level if rates exceed a certain amount, some are 
still testing it and etc. Mr. Sablan also indicated that 
GPA would be more than happy to work with the PUC in 
developing criteria for such rates and fully appreciates the 
needs of its customers. Mr. Sablan and GPA also suggests 
that if a program is to be undertaken, that it be done more 
on the basis of General Fund Subsidy, rather that a 
reallocation of any resultant revenue shortfall between and 
among one or more customer classes. Mr. Sablan stresses 
that this approach would minimize the tendency for such 
costs to be absorbed 

3. Mr. John Hoffman, Attorney at Law, Law Firm of 
Wilentz Goldman and Spitzer submitted two letters, both of 
which are at Exhibit "CW. Mr. Hoffman in his written 
testimony supports the concept of lifeline rates and has 
made several specific recommendations as to appropriate 
language that should be included in bill 939 that would make 
it more meaningful for the people who will be using the 
lifeline rate structure as well as for the PUC and GPA to 
manage the new class of rate payers. Mr. Hoffman indicates 
that the bill essentially provide the PUC with the authority 
to implement certain preferential rates. He also advises 
that "a general lifeline ratem rather than a Ittargeted 
lifeline rate," is authorized in the bill and would be 
applicable to all residential customers as opposed just 
those that are needy. Because of this he recommends that 
the words "said needyw be amended on line 10 of Section 1 to 
gtresidential  customer^.^ Mr. Hoffman also recommends that 
subsection (a) on line 10, page 2 of Section 1 be changed to 
read: 

Residential customers are given the opportunity to 
receive the lowest possible rate for a level of 
utility senrice necessary to satisfy their 
essential needs. 

Mr. Hoffman further indicates the need to delete subsection 
(b) of Section as not being needed or helpful because of the 
language contained in Section 12004, lines 26-26 on page 3 .  
He also recommends that the "incremental costs incurred as a 
result ofw be inserted between "foru and "demandn on line 1 6  
of Section 1, Subsection (c). In another recommendation Mr. 



Hoffman recommends that the definition of "General Lifeline 
Ratesu be modified to read: 

General Lifeline Rates means a lower than average per 
unit charge for a level of utility service necessary to 
fulfill the essential needs of all residential 
customers. 

Mr. Hoffman has also recommended that the prohibition on 
increasing lifeline rates unless the overall costs of 
services increases by 20 percent, be deleted because it 
places unnecessary restriction on the discretionary 
authority of the PUC. Additionally if this restriction 
remains in the bill, Mr. Hoffman recommends that the term 
"overall cost of service*' be defined. and recommends the 
following language: 

"Overall Cost of Servicet* shall mean the utility's 
total actual cost of providing service to all classes 
of customers. 

COMMITTEE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Committee on Energy, ~tilities and Consumer 
protection finds @*Lifeline Rates1' should be established to 
meet the needs of the utility customers. The Public utility 
commission, Guam Power Authority and this Committee should 
work very closely to devise a rate structure that will 
benefit the intended customers, and not place and undue 
burden on the remaining rate payers . Therefore, the 
Committee on Energy, Utilities and Consumer protection 
recommends that Bill 939 as substituted be the Committee on 
Energy, Utilities and Consumer protection be passed by the 
21st Guam Legislature. 

EXHIBITS 

Exhibit "Aw Written Testimony of Mr. John Benavente, 
General Manager, Guam Power Authority. 

Exhibit "BW Written Testimony of Mr. David Sablan, 
chairman of the Board, Guam Power ~uthority. 

Exhibit '*CW Letters from Mr. John Hoffman, Attorney at 
Law, Law Firm of Wilentz Goldman & Spitzer. 

Exhibit '*DW PUC Doc No. 92002, "Lifeline Utilities Ratesm 

Exhibit "Ew Bill No. 939 as introduced. 

Exhibit ItFw Bill No. 939 as substituted 



Exhibit "GW Witness Sign-In Sheet displayed at the public 
hearing. 



GUAM POWER AUTHORITY 
ATURID~T ILEKTRESED~T GUAHAN 

P.O. BOX 2977, AGANA, GUAM, USA96910-2977 

August 21, 1992 

Senator Don Parkinson 
Chairman, Committee on Energy, 

Utilities & Consumer Protection 
21 st  Guam Legislature 
Agana, Guam 96910 

RE: Bill No. 939 

Dear Senator Parkinson: 

The Guam Power Authority is pleased to  have the opportunity to provide comments 
on Bill No. 939. GPA filed testimony before the Legislature pertaining to  Resolution . 

No. 33 which requested the PUC to establish, develop and implement lifeline utility 
rates for residential customers on Guam (attachment 1 ). GPA has filed testimony in 
Docket No. 92-002 - Lifeline Utility Rates before the Public Utilities Commission 
(attachment 2). 

In each of these testimonies, GPA supported the concept of  lifeline rates, but 
recommended targeted lifeline rates. However, the PUC, after reviewing GPA and 
Georgetown Consulting Group's testimony determined that a general lifeline rate is 
more appropriate. It is not GPA's intent to argue the merits of  a targeted or general 
lifeline rate before the 21st Legislature, but merely to provide the Legislature with a 
summary of GPA's position on the lifeline utility rate issue. 

GPA has the following comments on Bill No. 939. 

1. GPA would recommend that a definition of general lifeline 
rates be included in the bill. GPA believes the PUC could 
provide a definition. 

GPA would recommend the provision that precludes 
adjustment of the general lifeline rate unless there is at 
least a 20% increase in the overall cost of  service be 
eliminated. GPA believes that it should be the PUC's 
responsibility to  determine when lifeline rates are adjusted 
based on testimony filed with the PUC by GPA, 
Georgetown Consulting Group, and other interested parties. 
GPA believes the hearing process before the PUC will result 
in sufficient evidence to  make appropriate adjustments in 
the general lifeline rates. 
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If you have any further questions, please contact me. GPA's primary concern is that 
rate structure adjustments such as a general lifeline rate does not result in a loss of 
PUC approved overall revenue requirements. 

Sincerely, 

General Manager 

attachments 

/y ac 



GUAM POWER AUTHORITY 
Board of D~rectors 

March 27, 1991 

Senator Don Parkinson 
Chairman, Committee on Energy, 

Utilities & Consumer Protection 
21st Guam Legislature 
Agana, Guam 96910 

ATTACHMENT 1 

RE: RESOLUTION NO. 33 

Dear Senator Parkinson: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment once again on resolutions 
pursuant to wlifeline'u utility rates. 

Attached is Guam Power Authority's testimony which was submitted on 
October 17, 1990 with respect to Resolution No. 578. Our position 
remains the same, and we are, therefore, resubmitting our comments 
pursuant to Resolution No. 33. 

As always, please be assured that GPA will work with the PUC on the 
issue. 

attachment 

/yac 



GUAM POWER AUTHORITY 
Board of Directon 

October 17,1990 - 
Senator Don Parkinson 
Chairman, Committee on Energy, 

Utilities & Consumer Protection 
Twentieth Guam Legislature 
Agana, Guam 96910 

RE: PESOLUTION NO. 578 

Dear Senator Parkinson: 

GPA appreciates the opportunity to appear before your Committee on Resolution 578, 
which would ensure 'reasonable rates' to every household on Guam by urging the Public 
Utilities Commission to establish wrtain 'factors associated with electricity consumption 
and adopt and implement LIFELINE rates to ensure that people in need are not deprived 
of this essential utility'. 

GPA has found that several other states and jurisdictions have experimented with Tieline 
rates' with differing results, e.g. some have found it illegal, some offer financial assistance 
to a certain level if rates exceed a certain amount, some are still testing it, etc. GPA 
would be more than happy to work with the PUC in developing criteria for such rates and 
fully appreciates the needs of its customers. 

We would suggest that if such a program is to be undertakm,-thatit bedone more on 
the basis of General Fund Subsidy, rather than a reallocation of any resultant revenue 
shodall between and among one or more customer classes. This approach would 
minimize the tendency for such costs to be absorbed by customers in the higher KWH 
consumption brackets, and avoid questions regarding discriminatory rates. 

In any event please be assured GPA will work with the PUC on the issue. 

We will answer any questions you may have. 
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AtTORMLVS AT LAW 
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February 27, 1992 

Harry M. Baertzel, E s q .  
Moore, Ching & Baerteel 
Suite 400, GCIC Bldg. 
414 West Soledad Avenue 
Agana, G u m  96910 

R e t  MXTXET NO. 92-002 ORDER INSTITUTIW TWYESTTGATIOY 

GPA has prepared this reeponse to the Cornmisoion 
inquirims set forth in Item 3 of the January 10, 1992 Order 
I ~ t i t u t i n g  an Investigation of . Life Line Rates (Docket 
92-002). GPA's responses are provided below: 

. -**-. - .*-. * . --. _,.- . ... . I _ _ ._._ _ _  ~ *.. .. ---- - - -  .---. 

What should be the grFarary objectivs o f - l i f e l i n e  policy? 

- Should lifeline rates be structured to enauro the 
affordability of osrential r ~ a e s  of aloctricity and 
telephone services for a l l  reeidential customers; or 

.I Should l i f e l i n e  rates  be targeted to assiet  s p e c i f i c  sub- 
groups of the reeidential customers, such an low income or 
elderly persons? 

GPA haa filed teetimony with the Conuuitteo on Energy, Utilities 
C Consumer Protection that supported a lifeline rate targeted 
to a s s i 8 t  specific aubgroupr of reridential customeru. GPA 
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Harry N, Boertzel, Esq, 
MOORE, CHING & BOERTZEL 
February 27, 1992 
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believes a targeted lifeline rate will ensure affordable 
essential rrlectric eervice to those residential cuetomers who 
can justify the need, GPA recommends that the program would be 
a subsidy to  the  cuntomero who qualify for l i f e l i n e  assistance. 

GPA doe. not bel ieve  that a lifeline rate baeed on a rate 
reduction for an initial block of usago (0.g. 500 kwh) 
applicable t o  a l l  residential cuetomera w i l l  effectively 
provide affordable essential electric service to the needy. It 
is GPA*a belief t h a t  the lifeline rate applicable to all 
cuetamere ie not effective because low use curtornerr are not 
necessarily low income customers and high-use customers are not 
necessarily high income cuetomers . Mr, Bruce Oliver also 
statas t h i s  on Page 4 ,  Footnote 1 of hie report. Thus, GPA 
believes the targeted lifeline rate vith a dlrect  subsidy 
ohould be adopted by the Coauaimsion, 

Ausuming the  PWC should decide to bas+ lifelfao ratom in whole 
or in part, on eesential  use concepts, how shoald es8entfal use 
requirements ba eutablished? 

The essential use could be developed based on GPA Engineering 
Depmtment preparing a study on essential usage for a 
residential customer. The study should include an independent 
assersmnt  by GPA, a aurvey of other lifeline programs and 
infomation contained in the Bdieon Electric Institute and the 
D . 6 ,  Department of Energy studies referenced by I&. Bruce 
Oliver on Paga 11, Footnote 1 of his report. The study should 
also obtain input frcm the Committee on Energy, Utilities r 
Consumes Protection. 

Assuming the PUC should decide to implement a targeted lifeline 
rate program, what baoim should be used in  determining customer 
qual i f icat ion for service under l i f e l i n e  rates? 

9P& Rs8- 
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GPA would recommend the use of an existing assistance program 
of agencies such a8 Public Health and Social Services or any 
other appropriate agency. 

What cost baais, i f  any, should the PUC require for the 
establishment of lifeline rates? 

GPA would prefer an embedded co8t aggroach to determining 
l i f e l i n e  rate8. However, as t h e  Comiosion in a w a r e ,  GPA hae 
only recently implemented a Load Research Program to obtain 
specific load characterietice. T h e  Load Research Program ir 
not designed to capture load information to deuign lifeline 
ratao b a r d  on embodded cost. Therefore, GPA would recommend 
ahort run marginal cost.  

How should revenue losses that renult from lowexing rates for 
rec ip ients  of l i f e l i n e  service be offset to ensure that  GPA and 
GTA finanaial requirements are rset? 

- Should lower charges for lifeline sexvice be offset b 
increased -cftdagee- for nonlifelino portion. of reuidentia 
eenrices; or 

X 
- Should some or a of the cost of offering lifeline 

service be borne by non-residential cumtomera? 

If the lifeline rate is targeted to a specific subgroup of 
res ident ia l  customers, GPA would recoqapend a subsidy paid by 
GOVGUAM directly to GPA for each qualified residential 
customer. 

If the lifeline rate i~r a reduction i n  an initial block of 
uaage (500 kwh), GPA would recommend that  the revenue loss from 
lover charges be bornm by all cu8tomerm. I t  i s  GPAte pos i t ion  
that thim is a rocfal program and thus, a l l  cuotomerr should 
participate in recouping the revenue l o a t  due t o  the lower 
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lifo1Lne rats.. GPA would point out that i f  it wae a aubaidy, 
all taxpayer. would p u t i c i p a t e  in funding the lifeline rate 
program and that the majority of GPA's cuotomers are taxpayers. 

A r e  there identifiable societal costs (as opposed to utility 
coats) that can be reduced or avoided as a result of lifeline 
offerings, and how should those coste be considered in the 
development of lifeline rates for GPA and GTA? 

GPA ha# not identified any societal cout at t h i s  tine. 

V e r y m l y  your., 

PDI /CS~UI  
012149-35 
cct John Benavente (vfa telecouier) 

Greg Taranax (via telecopiir) 
69202172 



GUAM 2OWER AUTHORITY 
P. 0. BOX 2977. AGANA. GUAM. USA 96910.2977 

- 

TLLLX 6131 

January 2, 1992 

Senator Don Parkinson 
Chairman, Committee on Energy, 
Utilities & Consumer protection 

21st Guam Legislature 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Re: Lifeline Rate Data 

Dear Senator Parkinson: 

As you requested in your December 27, 1991 letter, I am forwarding 
herewith the number of residential customers within given kilowatt 
usage blocks. The attached summary contains the monthly summaries 
from January 1991 through November 1991. 

Contact me directly if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

attachment 
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GUAM POWER AUTHORITY 
ATURID~T IEKTRESED~T GUAHAN 

P.O. BOX 2977, AGANA, GUAM, USA 96910-2977 

August 21, 1992 

Senator Don Parkinson 
Chairman, Committee on Energy, 

Utilities & Consumer Protection 
21 st Guam Legislature 
Agana, Guam 96910 

RE: Bill No. 939 

Dear Senator Parkinson: 

The Guam Power Authority is pleased to have the opportunity to provide comments 
on Bill No. 939. GPA filed testimony before the Legislature pertaining to Resolution 
No. 33 which requested the PUC to establish, develop and implement lifeline utility 
rztes for residential customers on Guam (attachment 1). GPA has filed testimony in 
Docket No. 92-002 - Lifeline Utility Rates before the Public Utilities Commission 
(attachment 2). 

In each of these testimonies, GPA supported the concept of lifeline rates, but 
recommended targeted lifeline rates. However, the PUC, after reviewing GPA and 
Georgetown Consulting Group's testimony determined that a general lifeline rate is 
more appropriate. It is not GPA's intent to argue the merits of a targeted or general 
lifeline rate before the 21st Legislature, but merely to provide the Legislature with a 
summary of GPA's position on the lifeline utility rate issue. 

GPA has the following comments on Bill No. 939. 

1. GPA would recommend that a definition of general lifeline 
rates be included in the bill. GPA believes the PUC could 
provide a definition. 

GPA would recommend the provision that precludes 
adjustment of the general lifeline rate unless there is at 
least a 20% increase in the overall cost of service be 
eliminated. GPA believes that it should be the PUC's 
responsibility to determine when lifeline rates are adjusted 
based on testimony filed with the PUC by GPA, 
Georgetown Consulting Group, and other interested parties. 
GPA believes the hearing process before the PUC will result 
in sufficient evidence to make appropriate adjustments in 
the general lifeline rates. 



Senator Don Parkinson 
August 21, 1992 
Page 2 

If you have any further questions, please contact me. GPA's primary concern is that 
rate structure adjustments such as a general lifeline rate does not result in a loss of 
PUC approved overall revenue requirements. 

Sincerely, 

General Manager 

attachments 

Iyac 



GUAM POWER AUTHORITY 
Board of 01recto.s 

- 
March 27, 1991 

Senator Don Parkinson 
Chairman, Committee on Energy, 
Utilities & Consumer Protection 

2lst Guam Legislature 
Agana, Guam 96910 

RE: RESOLUTION NO* 3 3  

Dear Senator Parkinson: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment once again on resolutions 
pursuant to Nlifelinelu utility rates. 

Attached is Guam Power Authorityls testimony which was submitted on 
October 17, 1990 with respect to Resolution No. 578. Our position 
remains the same, and we are, therefore, resubmitting our comments 
pursuant to Resolution No. 33. 

As always, please be assured that GPA will work with the PUC on the 
issue. 

attachment 

/yac 



GUAM POWER AUTHORITY 
Board of D~recton 

October 17, 1990 

Senator Don Parkinsorr 
Chairman, Committee on Energy, 

Utilities & Consumer Protedion 
Twentieth Guam Legislature 
Agana, Guam 96910 

RE: RESOLUTION NO. 578 

Dear Senator Parkinson: 

GPA appreciates the opportunity to appear before your Committee on Resolution 578, 
which would ensure 'reasonable rates' to every household on Guam by urging the Public 
Utilities Commission to es tab i i  certain Yactors associated with electricity consumption 
and adopt and implement UFEUNE rates to enswe that people in need are not deprived 
of this essential utility'. 

GPA has found that several other states and jurisdictions have experimented with lifeline 
rates' with differing resutts, e.g. some have found it illegal, some offer financial assistance 
to a certain level if rates exceed a certain amount, some are still testing it, etc. GPA 
would be more than happy to work with the PUC in developing criteria for such rates and 
fully appreciates the needs of its customers. 

We would suggest that if such a program is to be undertaken, that it be done more on 
the basis of General Fund Subsidy, rather than a reallocation of any resultant revenue 
shortfall between and among one or more customer classes. This approach would 
minimize the tendency for such axts to be absorbed by customers in the higher KWH 
consumption brackets, and avoid questions regarding discriminatory rates. 

In any event please be assured GPA will work with the PUC on the issue. 

We will answer any questions you may have. 

nfi 0-.. 9077 Annrvr G m m  l l $ A  96910. 2977 Telr I6711 477.1404 FOX: (671) 472-1987 Telex: 6131 



ATTACHMENT 2 

ATTORMtYSAT LAW 

1- W t S T  SOLEDAD AVENUE 

M N K  OF HAWAII BUILOINO. SUITE 401 

POST OFFICE BOX Br 
AGANk GUAM 98810 

T-HMtC W7ll472-6.lS 

TAX W7u 4 n . 4 a n  

Harry Y. Boertzal ,  Bsq. 
more, Ching & Bbertael 
S u i t e  400, GCIC Bldg. 
414 West Soledad Avenue 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Re: DOCXBT NO. 92-002 ORDER INSTITUTIM3 INVESTIGATION 

GPA has prepared t h i s  response to the Cornmisoion 
inquiries aet forth in Item 3 of t h e  January l o f  1992 Order 
Instituting an Inveet igat ion of L i f e  Line Rates (Docket  
92-002). GPA'e rorrponseo are provided belor: 

What should be the prfmaty objectiva of.lifelina policy? 

- Should l i f e l i n e  rates be structured to  ensuro the 
affordability o f  essential use. of electricity and 
telephone ueroicea for a l l  residential custanerr; or 

- Should l ifeline rates be targeted to assist specific sub- 
groups of the reeidential customers, such as low income or 
elderly persons? 

GPA has f i l e d  testimony vith the Committom on Energy, Utilities 
L Consumer Protection t h a t  supparted a l i f e l i n e  rate targeted 
to aoaist specific eubgroupr of reuidential cuatomsr8. GPA 



Harry N, B o e r t z e l ,  Esq. 
MOORE, CHING C BOERTZLL 
February 27, 1992 
Page 2 

believes a targeted lifeline rate will ensure affordable 
errsential electric service to those residential cu~tomero w h o  
can justify the need. GPA zecommends that the program would be 
a subsidy to the customers who qualify for l i f e l i n e  assistance.  

GPA doer not believe that a lifeline rate baeed on a rate 
reduction for an i n i t i a l  block of usage (0.g. 500 kwh) 
applicable t o  a l l  residential custoinera rill effectively 
provide affordable essential electric aemice to the needy. It 
is GPA*s belief that  t h e  lifeline rate applicable to a l l  
customero ia not effective becauee low use cumtollurra are not 
necessarily l o w  income customers and high-uar customera are not  
necessarily high fncoae cuatoraers. Mr. Bruce Oliver also 
states this on Page 4 ,  Pootnota 1 of his report. Thus, GPA 
believer the targeted lifelihe rate vith a d k s t  eubsidy 
should be adopted by tho C o ~ i s m i o n .  

Aosurning the PUC should decick to bare l i f e l h o  rator in w h o l e  
or in  part, on erreential use concept., hor rhould eusential use 
requirement6 k eo tab1 is hed? 

The eseential use could be developed based on GPA Engineering 
Dewtarent pzeparing a study on essential usage for a 
residsntial curtomor. The study should include an independent 
asoerament by GPA, a rurvey of other lifeline program8 and 
inforaation contained in the Bdieon Electric Institute and the 
U.6. Department of  Enorgy rtudimr referenced by nt. Bruce 
Oliver on Pag. 11, Footnote 1 of h i s  report. The study erhould 
a1.o obtain input from the -ittee on Bner~y, Uti l f t i ea  c 
Conaumez Protection. 

Assuming the PUC should decide to implement a targeted l i f e l ine  
rate program, w h a t  basir should bo used in determining customer 
qualification for serrticm undor l i f a l i n e  rate@? 
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GPA would recommend the use of an exinting assietance program 
of  agencies such as Publ ic  Health and Social Services or any 
other appropriate agency. 

What cost  ba6i8, i f  any, ehould the  PUC require for the 
establishment of lifeline rates? 

GPA would prefer an embedded cost approach to determining 
lifeline rates. However, as the  Cornmimaion i o  aware, GPA haa 
only recently implemented a Load Research Program to obtain 
specific load characterietics. The Load Resear~h Program ia 
not designed to  capture load information to deaign lifekine 
rates basd on embedclod coat. Therafore, GPA would reco~omsnd 
nhor t  man marginal cos t .  

How should rsvenuo loreras that resul t  from lowering ratem for 
recipient8 of lifeline service be offset t o  enrum that GPA and 
GTA finaf~oi81 requirements are met? 

- Should lower charge6 for lifeline service be offset b 
increased charges for  nonlif oline portiom of residenti a 
~clmic88; ol: 

Y 
- Should oomo or all of the coat of offering lifeline 

service be borne by non-re~ident ia l  cucrtorerm? 

If the l ifeline rate i r  taxgeted to a specific subgroup of 
res ident ia l  curtomerr, GPA would recoqrmend a subsidy paid by 
W V G m  directly to GPA for each qualified residential 
cumtamer. 

If t h e  lifeline rate i s  a reduction in an initial block of 
usage (500 kwh), GPA would recomamnd that tho revenue loss from 
lover charges be b o r n  by all customers. It 18 GPA'e posi t ion 
that th i s  f a  a social prograiu and thus, a l l  customers should 
participate i n  recouping the revenue l o a t  due t o  the lower 
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lifmline rate.. GPA would point out that if it wae a subsidy, 
all taxpayers would participate fn funding the lifeline rats  
program and that  the majority of GPA.8 customers are taxpayers. 

Are these identifiable societal cost8 (as opposed to utility 
costs) that can be reduced or avoided as a result of lifeline 
offerings, and how should those coste be considered in the 
devalopment of lifeline rate6 for GPA and GTA? 

GPA ham not identified any oocietal cost at t h i s  the. 

P D I / C ~ ~  
012140-35 
cct John Banavente (v ia  telecopier) 

Gteg Taraaar (via telecopier) 
69201172 



GUAM ./OWER AUTHORITY 

January 2, 1992 

Senator Don Parkinson 
Chairman, Committee on Energy, 
Utilities C Consumer Protection 

21st Guam Legislature 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Re: Lifeline Rate Data 

Dear Senator Parkinson: 

As you requested in your December 27, 1991 letter, I am forwarding . 
herewith the ntlmber of residential customers within given kilowatt 
usage blocks. The attached summary contains the monthly summaries 
from January 1991 through November 1991. 

Contact m e  directly if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Genacal Manager 

attachment 

/yac 
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PETER R. SGRO. JR. 
TRAYLOR 1. MERCER 
JOSLPH A. CALVO 

MOORE. CHING & BOERTZEL 
A PROFCSSIONAL CORCORATIOY 

SUITE 400. G.C.I.C. BUILOINQ 

414 WEST SOLLOAD AVENUE 

AGANA. GUAM 9 6 9 1 0  

TELLPHONES:;67l) 4 7 7 - 9 7 0 8 / 4 7 2 - 8 8 6 8  

FAX: (671) 477-0783/LS11 

August 19, 1992 

The Honorable John P. Aguon 
Vice Speaker and Chairman 
Committee on Tourism & Transportation 
TWENTY-FIRST GUAM LEGISLATURE 
155 Hessler Place 
Agana, Guam 96910 

RE: L E E L I N E R A T E S  

Dear Senator Aguon: 

Attached you will find copies of two recent letters from John Hoffman of W~lentz 
Goldman & Spitzer which recommend several revisions to Bill 939, the proposed 
legislation which authorizes the establishment of lifeline iates.: 

If the Public Utilities Commission can be of further assistance, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

MOORE, CHlNG & BOERTZEL 

~ o s ' e ~ h  A. Calvo 

Enclosures 

CC: - Public Utilities Commission Members 
- Harry M. Boertzel (firm) 
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Please repb to, 
Wood~ridge 
(908) 855-6077 

August 13, 1992 

VIA FACSIMILE AND REGULAR HAIL 

Harry H. Boertzel, Esq. 
Moore, Ching & Boertzel 
Suite 400 
GCIC Building 
414 West Soledad Avenue 
Agana, Guam 96910 

Re: Guam PUC: Lifeline Rates . . 

Dear Mr. Boertzel: 

I have reviewed the proposed legislation (Bill . .. - - No. . ,  
939) for 

the implementation of lifeline rates for utility service in the 

territory of Guam. In general, the legislation is satisfactory in that 

it essentially provides the Guam hlblic Utility Commission 

(wCommissionN) with the authority to implement certain preferential 

rates. The following are my specific comments. 

Because the legislation authorizes a "general lifeline ratew 

rather than a "targeted lifeline rate," the lifeline rate will be 

applicable to all residential customers as opposed to just those that 

are needy. Therefore, I recommend that the words "said needy" on line 

10 of Section 1 be amended to "residential customers." I also 
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A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

recommend that subsection (a) on line 10, page 2 of Section 1 be 

changed to read as follows: 

Residential customers are given the opportuni-ty to 
receive the lowest possible rate for a level of 
utility service necessary to satisfy their 
essential needs. 

Subsection (b) of Section 1 indicates that residential 

utility customer rates will be based upon the cost oi providing service 

to residential customers. This subsection could be construed to mean 

that the residential customer class would be responsible for absorbing 

costs associated with the reduced rates provided pursuant to the 

lifeline program. In light of the language on lines 26-27 on page 3 

(Section 12004), I do not think that this finding is necessary or 

helpful. Therefore, I recommend its deletion. 
_ .  . .." . . ,  . - .  . . '  

With regard to subsection (c) of section 1, I suggest that 

the following phrase be inserted on line 16 between tafortg and tldemandtg: 

"incremental costs incurred as a result of." 

In Section 2 of the proposed legislation, I recommend that 

the definition of "General Lifeline Ratesw be modified. I realize that 

the existing definition was set forth in our Memorandum of Law. 

However, I think it would be clearer if it were changed to the 

following: 

General Lifeline Rates means a lower than average 
per unit charge for a level of utility service 
necessary to fulfill the essential needs of all 
residential customers. 
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Lines 3-5 on page 3, of Section 2 prohibit the increase in 

lifeline rates unless the overall cost of service increases by no less 

than 20 percent. I realize that the State of California's lifeline 

legislation contains a similar prohibition, however, in my opinion, I 

think this restriction unnecessarily limits the discretionary authority 

of the Commission. This provision does not appear to be necessary to 

the extent that this result could be achieved by a Commission decision 

if the Commission deems it appropriate. In the event that this 

restriction remains in the legislation, I would recommend that the term 

"overall cost of servicen be defined. 

If you have any questions regarding my comments, please 

contact me. 

- ,  . - Very truly yours, 

' - - -. ._. ---.-..-. _ _  - . - _ - *  ._-.. 
nnm/149007 
Copy for: Jamshed K. Madan (v ia  ~acsimile and regular mail) 

Hesser G. McBride, Esq. 



V I A  ?- 

Joseph A. Calvo, Esq. 
Moore, Ching C Boortzel 
Suits  400 
GCIC Bui ldf ng 
4 t h  a t  14  Wert Soledad Avrnue 
Agana, Qwm 96910 

Dear Mr. C.1~0: 

In ny letter dated Au uet 1 3 ,  1992,  I rmcomsnded that tho 8 provision in tha proposed Life1 ne legiolation prohibit ing an 
inoresue In lifelina rates, unless  thare i~ an overall Lncreaue in 
cost of servica by 20 percent, be deleted. Alternativ@ly, I 
rugqeltmd that the  term ttoverall cost of ~ a r v l c e ~  be defined. Jim 
Hadan rmqueotod that T provid. a dafinitlon. I supgomt the 
followinqr 

nOvorall Comt of S ~ r v i c e * ~  s h a l l  nean the 
utility's total actual cost of providing service 
to all cla8sms o f  auutorn~rs. 

If you would like to discus6 this natter ,  pleaoe contact me. 

Very t r u l y  yours, 

W~.*rn 
JOHN A. H O F m  

JAH/hqm/ ram 
cct Jamahad K, Madan (via regular mail) 

Horaar a. Ncarida, Jr*, Emq. 
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AGANA GUAM 96910 

July 24, 1992 

Senator John P. Aguon 
Vice Speaker 
TWENTY-FIRST GUAM LEGISLATURE 
155 Hessler Place 
Agana, Guam 96910 

RE: PUC D O C K E T 1 9 2  - - RATES 

Dear Senator Aguon: 

As Chairman Duenas is presently off-island, I am responding to yobr inquiry 
dated July 6, 1992 regarding the implementation of lifeline utility rates. 

Attached you will find the PUC's transmittal letter dated July 24, 1992 to 
Speaker San Agustin which recounts the Commission's efforts made in response to 
Resolution No. 33 as well as the evidentiary record in Docket No. 92--092, -- -- 

Based on advice of counsel, the Commission has determined that express 
statutory authorization is necessary for the PUC to establish lifeline rates for GTA and 
GPA. We therefore recommend that such legislation be considered by the Guam 
Legislature. 

If I can be of further assistance,.please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

PUBLIC UTILITIES c~)FF 

cc: Commission 

uc . .  r . ction, --- 
1-XL a r .: 7- 



PbdLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ROOM 103. AOMlNlSTRATlON BUILDING 

PO. BOX 862 
AGANA GUAM 96910 

477-7537/7538 

July 24, 1992 

The Honorable Speaker Joe T. San Agustin 
TWENTY-FIRST GUAM LEGISLATURE 
Pacific Arcade Building 
Hernan Cortes Street 
Agana, Guam 96910 

RE: REPORT OF THE GUAM PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION ON 
DOCKET NO. 92-002 - LIFELINE UTll ITY RATES 

Dear Mr. Speaker: 

On April 3, 1991, the Guam Legislature adopted Resolution No. 33 which 
requested that the PUC establish, develop and implement lifeline utility rates for 
residential customers on Guam. Lifeline rates are intended to provide residential 
customers with an amount of electricity and telephone service necessary to meet 
"essential needs" at a price below the actual cost of providing such services. The 
resolution states that lifeline rates are necessary in order to make essential utility 
services a f f o r d a b l e - @ ~ ~ = e t B e t l j r ; - t h d ~ x e b  -retirement m ~ ~ n ~ e j  m-ij - ' .  - - 

the less fortunate in light of foreseeable increases in utility rates. _ ,.,__,_.. _.,_,.. ,*-_. .. _.-_ ..- ..-. . - a  - . - -  . - . - Y - '  - - - * - . - -  * -  - 

In response to the resolution, the PUC, on May 9, 1991, directed Georgetown 
Consulting Group, Inc. ("Georgetown") to prepare a report which addresses: 

1) the concept of lifeline utility rates; 

2) the procedures which should be undertaken to examine relevant policy 
issues; and 

3) the PUC's authority under its enabling legislation to implement such 
rates. 

Georgetown complied with the PUC's directive by filing with the Commission the 
following: 

1) A report by Revilo Hill Associates dated October, 1991 entitled Lifeline 
Rates for Electric Service and Their Potential Application to the Guam 
Power Authority, 
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2) A legal memorandum dated October 21, 1991 by the law firm of Wilentz, 
Goldman & Spitzer which examines whether sufficient statutory authority 
exists for the PUC to establish and implement lifeline utility rates; and 

3) A report by Georgetown dated December, 1991 which addresses the 
application of lifeline rates to services provided by the Guam Telephone 
Authority. 

By its order dated January 10, 1992, the Commission also instituted an 
investigation to consider the propriety and the potential effects of establishing and 
implementing lifeline electric and telephone rates in the Territory of Guam. A duly 
noticed public hearing was held on March 11, 1992 for the purpose of addressing the 
issues and questions set forth in the order instituting the investigation. At the hearing 
the Commission received testimony and comments from the Guam Telephone 
Authority, the Guam Power Authority, Leticia Espaldon, Director of Public Health and 
Social Services and Senator Michael J. Reidy. 

Georgetown, through its counsel, Wileritz, Goldrnan 81 Spitzer, has advised the 
Commission that ' [tlhe optimal way for the Guam PUC to implement lifeline rates is 
pursuant to specific legislation authorizing the implementation of lifeline rate plans'. 

such legisfation ii'%=u"rice?f&fi wsheth'erthe' PUC, 'GPA-Md G;TA(i'@ pijblic'-' 
bodies whose powers are prescribed by the Legislature, possess the legal authority to 
implement such rates under..thsir-.existing e.na$!ing !e@slation. ..-. .. ..-, .. . .. - .. . 

The Commission is in agreement with the opinion provided. Accordingly, the 
Commission hereby transmits the evidentiary record of Docket 92-002 for the 
Legislature's consideration and recommends that the Legislature pass legislation 
which expressly authorizes the PUC to establish and implement lifeline rates for the 
Guam Power Authority and the Guam Telephone Authority. Please let me know how 
the Commission can be of assistance during the drafting process. 

Cordially, 

Commissioner 
CC: WITH WCLOSUfES 

Senatw John Muon 
Senator Miae l  Reidy 
HAND W E R  WITHOUT ENCLOSURES 
Guam Power Authority 
Guam Telephone Authority 
Cnmm~rcinn Mamhnrc 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE TERRITORY 'OF GUAM 

Investigation on the  1 Docket No. 92-002 
Commissionls own motion of 1 
the issues pertaining to the 1 
implementation of  lifeline ) 
electric and telephone rates 1 
in the Territory of Guam. 1 

1 Lifeline rates for electric service and their 10/91 
potential application to the Guam Power Authority 
prepared by Bruce R. Oliver of Revilo Hill 
Associates, Inc. 

2 Memorandum to Georgetown Consulting from John A. 10/21/91 
Hoffman and Hesser G. McBride, Jr. of Wilentz, 
Goldman 6 Spitzer, P. C. regarding establishment 
of "Lifeline" utility rates 

3 Report on lifeline services of Georgetown 
Consulting 

4 commission's Order Instituting Investigation 

5 Copy of PDN publication of Order Instituting 
Investigation (published on January 17, 24 and 
31, 1992) 

6 Guam Telephone Authority's comments on the 02/27/92 
reports 

7 Guam Power Authority's comments on the report 02/27/92 , 
dated 02/27/92 (letter from Mr. Isaac) and its 
subsequent comments dated 03/06/92 

8 Department of public Health 6 Social Services 03/02/92 
comments on the reports dated 02/25/92 (letter 
from Dr. Leticia V. Espaldon) 

9 Senator Michael J. Reidy's comments on the 03/04/92 c 

reports dated 02/24/92 
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tmILWEn RAT88 Tan lLICCTRltC #ma 
am nt.tr mnwrrrt ru?nruawzar ea 

TIU O U M  WIllR 

A recent re8olution oC Urr tvgialaturr oi Ula Sarritory o f  

cum (wGuam*) requests the Public Utilitiu Commisaion of Guu 

(GPUC) to establish lif elinen utility rates for auaential uti l i ty  

eervicea. This report exwines issues arreociatod w i t h  the design 

and implemurtation of Rlifoline* rates for eleatric senticem #at 

the GPUC may need t o  address if it finds tha inpll~mentation of 

lifeline rates to In appropriate for application to Guam Pavsr 

Authority ( *GPAw ) senticr . 
The df scusaion of Iff @line  rate8 contained. h u e i n  i s  organisad 

in four sections, Following this Intrarfuc+fon (Seetion 1) , is an 

Executive Summary (Section XI) which attempt8 t o  highlight kuy 

considaratlons regarding tho structPrincJ of l i f e l i n e  rate pr6grmre 

Next, Section XI1 addlce8sa.s tha concept of  l f f 8 l ina  rataa, tha 

history of the use of liltelha r a t u  bp Mabland U.S .  el8atric 

utf l i t i o s ,  and the factors that inf luene8 the developaarnt of  elec- 

tric utility application8 of l i f e l i n e  r a t r  conceptrr. seation IV 

identifie. key policy variable8 in t a m  atmcturing of eleotric 

u t i l i t y  l i f e l i n e  rate progrMPe as they may be applied flz Guam, and 

discusses alternative desiqm tor lifelinm rate program that the 

Comnrission may w i s h  t o  consider, 



- - -  - * -  - - :=.-PI = = .  - .  - .  . - - - -  . .  - ,r, - - :  :5:37 - - - I  - I - .  . ,,,, . . -  

Thwe is no broadly accepted dafinition of l i f e l b  ratu .  

Howwar, lifaline rates are generally understood to represent rat. 

structure approachas f o r  improving tha affordability o f  easantial 

residential utility cervices. Tho kap p a r u a m t u m  of lifeline gat. 

programs for elactrfc service are: 

(1) The determinants of eligibility for l ifeline rates; 

( 2 )  The types  and amounts of electric service to  b. 

billed at lifmlino rat. levala; 

( 3 )  The mthodm used to sat ratas for lifeline carvica 

and the relationshipa betweon tho#* mathods and thr 
. -~ - .. . -~ - --.. ---- 

utility's costa of  service; and 

( 4 )  The manner in which r e d u d  revenu.8 for lifeline 

suvlcea are offsat by increased charger and 

revenue requirenon+s for non-lifeline services. 

Furthemmre, coneidwing the paxaarsters listed a m ,  the. 

development of a lifeline rat8 pregzanl should ba premised on: 



A clearly articu1at.d set of policy objectfvem and 

planning assmptiona for u3e in  the davolopnant of 

lifalina rate.; 

A detailed and well-concaived acr8888su3t of the 

a ~ r i s b x a t i v o  aomCm of implomonefng rltornatjvc 

lifeline program e+ructure8; 

specification o f  the measure8 of utility costa, if 

any, that should be considered in setting rate8 for  

lifelina services; 

G u l J u l i r r w a  for the rodio+ribution- oC r a v m u m  re- 

quirements t o  non-lifeline 8arvic.s; and 

- - -- - - - 
Asooscments of e b i l l  impacts of th. propo8.6 

lifeline rates for both p a r t i c i p ~ c ~ a - -  n o n ~  - - .  

participants. 

One of the most important deteminations which rmut be made in 

the structuring of a. l i fe lhe rate prograo concmmm t h m  type8 of 

customers and/or usage' which the progran is intmded to bmef it. 

A program which Is des iqnd  to ansurm the affordability of au8m.n- 

tial use requirements for a l l  r ~ d d e n t i a l  customerr is likely to b. 

very different in structure and supporting rationale than on* which 

is designed primarily to  asn f s t  law-inconm customer8. For exampla, 



programs that are designed to  assist lov- CON c u 8 t ~ r ~  tend t o  

have greater administrativa costs, due to the need for eligibility 

determinationm, than programs which at- to make 088mti.l ura. 

of electricity affordable for all residuatial crutommr8.l On 

other hand, prograzns that arm made nore gonorally availabla to 

reslaentiaL cubtomvrr (a. y , &to+ t a r q m k d  to lev-inoolm ouo+omaea) 

tend to affeot grmater portions of tho utility's ovarall r88id.n- 

tial semice and, thereby, have greater impact8 on rates  for those 

customers who do not qualify for l i f e l ine  service. 

The commission should also  recognim that tha establishment of 

enbeddad cost-based rationale for lifelfnm rate design proposals i r ,  

a t  best d i f f icul t  where l ifaline rates are t a m e d  only t 0  lw- 

income remidurtial customus. Since thr u8aga. characteristic8 and 

costs of serving low-incoma cueto~nus arm not neaeaaarily distinct 

from those for other ramidsntial customus,. tna application of 

different rates to custor~sss with iduttfcal load chr rae tu imt iu  

may ba diflfcult to justify on a basis Costs. Hw8ver, umr of 

narginal cost pricing rationale8 carr provide the . c d s s i o n  with 

economically justifiable grounds for differentiation of rate8 for 

low-income cu8tomus. 

I Some early lifeline prograxm ptremisrd on the notion that 
low incme customers w u e  r;ynon]nousl with Zow use customar8, 
While a sitive correlation can g m u a l l y  be eetablfsheb 
ht3m.n Ecome and u ,  significant excaptions to th.+ 
relationship exist.  A s  a result, t h m  mqmatation should be 
that significant numbus of lor-use custa~rmrr arm not low- 
income cuetomars and not a l l  high use  custommxs arm cu8tomerm 
with incomes above the poverty level. 



Regardless of the cost basis u s d  in the demi- of l i f a l f n r  

rates, increasrs in the amount of usage provided a t  lifeline rat. 

revrls must either result in increa8.8 i n  tha bills of non-putici- 

pants or serve to narrow differential8 botwaan lifolina and non- 

lifeline charges. The Commission must recognize, howaver, that #a 

Fmplementation of lifeline rates qenerally involves th8 utility@. 

incurrence of additional administrative coat8, and the magnitude of 

those additional administratfv8 cost9 vary with the specific 

parameters of the Lifeline program that  is implemented. A p r o w  

balancing of these considerations may require either (1) an itera- 

t i v e  approach to the declign o f  lifeline chary.. and charges for 

non-lifeline services and/or (2) a request that GPA preuurt calcul- 

ations or lifeline charge8 undor altaznatfvr 8curu.ios. Xn rithor 

case, the Commission should attempt to avoid the adoption of pro- 

gran structures under which the eddftlonrl -ta of administaring 

the lifeline rate stzucture exceed th8 h e f i t s  provided to thosa 
-. -. - 4- - -. a- -__ - - .__I---*-. 

sharing in the direct benef i ts  of lifrlino ratrm. Rutnorsore, tho 

administrative costs of a lifeline program that is targeted to low- 

incorn. custoaters should bo expected to exc8.d thou for lifolinm 

rates that are offered without incorm- or other eligibility 

criteria. 

GPA'S development of lifeline rater can be facilitated by 

prior deterr~inatfone, or at least preliminary indication., of 

Commiosion policy regarding: 



(a) ~h.; types o f  customrrs or usage that th8 Ccnanismion 

believes should be targeted by a lifelina rat. 

program t 

(b) The mannar in which revuaue requirsasn+r would be 

reallocated to non-lifeline cumtomera; and 

(c) c he cost, conservation, or other rationale that 

should be used by GPA in the derign of charges for 

lifeline service. 

In the absence of such guidance from tha Commission, CPA could 

be inappropriately placed i n  the posit ion o f  having to  make recorn- 

mendations regarding social policy. . 

Finally, the structuring of l i f e l i n e  rate programs, particu- 

larly i f  targeted t o  low-incoma custoa~rtr, should consider the 

structure of  other low-incomr assistance prvgrama which my already 

exist. For example, tho federal Low-Incase Honk8 En- A s s i m t . n c r ,  

Program (LIHEAP) may be viewed a s  a i t h u  a complement to, or sub- 

stitute for, a l i f e l ina  rate program. 



Lifeline rate concept8 mrgd d ~ i ~  the period of sharp 

snrrgy cost increases in the U.S. in the mid-1970'8. A6 conrumua 

grappled with large unforeseen increauem in utility coat., a var- 

iety of lifeline rate concepts emuqcld. During that period the 

mlifelinem label waa applied to a variety o f  rats proposals which, 

while generally similar in their objectives, often reflected sub- 

stantial differences in design and supporting rationale. The puah 

for lifeline rates appeared to receive a boost in 1978 with the 

enactment of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies A c t  (PtTRPA) 

which included specific requirements for consideration of lifolinr 

rates by electric utilities and t h m i r  regulators. Howav.r, few 

utilities or regulatory jurisdiction@ reversed thok prior position 

regarding lifeline ------ rates - - - - - - as - a reault of those PURPA mandated pro- 
- 

crdings. 
- - -  -- -- - 

Since the mid-1980fs, fsw if any Hainland U. S. utilities have 

implementad new lifelinr rate progrracl, and the Rlffelinen l a k l  

has generally fallen into disusa. A. the relatfvr costa- of 

electricity of have. fa l l rn  i n  the U . 8 .  during the last dead., 

i saues regarding thr af fordability of electric sentice have tondad 

to focus on more narrowly defined low-income cuetos8r groups. 

Stlll, continues to bm considerable activity with reapeat to 

assisting payment-troubled cuetomers and maintaining aftordabla 

rates for electric service to low-incowr residential cuntomus. 



~lthough no universally accepted definition of lif elin. rate. 

aists, there is a contmon t h e m  to l i f e l f n m  rate propomrlr, That 

th-e can be characteri2.d a8 the use of rate structure to inprove 

the af f ordabf lity of speof f f .d utility s-f ce8 by setting Charger 

for such services at levels b e l o w  moue whick would have othuvioe 

applied. In the ratemaking calculus, hwrvmr, 10- rates ganer- 

a l l y  cannot be provided For onr clan8 of cuetaaU8 or category 02 

use without increasing rates for ather cuprtaaerm or type. of 

service. The key exceptions would be when either (1) lowcrr rates 

are directly associated wit& looter overall costs of servicm or (2) 

incremental sales are captured and servad a t  les8 than the util- 

ity's average coot. In o t h u  words, all 0th- thing8 being equal, 

a utility cannot lower rat- to one claso of currtarpcor8 or category 

of service without raising rates to other clacllsem of customor# or 

categories of service. Th-, tha sffeetiv, realXocation of coat 

(and revenue) responsibilities within and among customu claeara 

ha8 been a thorny, and often hotly dobatad, aspect of lifelfno rate 

considerationst 

Zslrue* regarding the rea2location of cost raaponsibilities 

among due to the implementation of lifmline rate grograma have 

typically been addressed through tha US* of one or norm OF the 

following approachest 



Limiting tho impacts of such reallocation8 by ra- 

stricting the types of cuotomurm or categories of 

s w i c e  to which lifelina ratas would be applied, 

~ r e e e n t i n g  o i t h e r  embedded or naryinal coot ration- 

a le  to  support lower rates for  tha identified lifa- 

line services, theroby demonstrating that any ra- 

sulting reallocation of revenuer ia reflaotiva of a 

more accurate assessment of c las8  cost responsibil- 

i t i e s ,  rather than a non-cost-based subeidy; 

offering price elasticity and conservation ratfon- 

a l e  for lowuing charges to c e a i n  categories of 

eleatrfc sucvice while increasing chucgu for other 

electric servicu; 
-- IL 1-4 --I*-.-- ----= 

Assmrtifiq that- ctrargeg For .-micar , - i f A ~ a 7  - --' 

held a t  affordable leva18 through the regulatory 

procass, would irnposm even m a t u  costa on the 

aociaty; or 

Assessf ng tha t  comparatively inelastic l f f  eline 

usom of elwtricity are Iear  risky to sew. on 

averago than other utility rsenticea, and theraforo, 

should be allowed to provide a lessu return on 

investment. 


