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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking into 
naturalgaa,proeurement and system 
reliability issues. 

) 
) 
) 

------------------------------) 
And Related Matter. 

) 
) 
) 

------------------------------) 

Maif0d, 
R.SS-08-01S 'n ... · ~2 

(Filed August 10, 1988'~~ 1, i9cG:' 

I.8:7-03-036 
(Filed Ma.rch'2S, 1987') 

INTERIM OPINIQH 

On October 2~, 19sa, Pacific Gas and' Electric Company 
(PG&E) filed a petition for modification of R.88-08'-018:. PG&E: 
requests that it be relieved of the obligation to file testimony on . " 

brokeraqe fees in ita Annual Cost Allocation Proceeding (ACAP), 
Application CA.) 88-09-032. This requirement is contained in 
Ordering paragraph S of R.SS-08'-OlS. PG&E notes that it and,other 
parties have raised' significant policy issues concerning brokerage 
fees in the comments which have been filed in this case. These 
issues include (1) which cateqories of expenses should be included 
in the brokerage fee, (2) bow should these costs be reallocated 
among noncore procurement and transport-only customers, and 
(3) whether the brokerage fee should be applied to in-area as well 
as out-of-8%ea sales. A final Commission order in this rulemaking 
proc:ee<i"ing 'has not been issued. With these policy issues still, 
unresolved, PG&E sees no point in filing ACAP- testimony on the 
imp~lementation of brokerage fees.. 

Salmon Resources and Mock Resources (Salmon/Mock) filed a 
joint protest to PG&E'8 petition on November 14, 19'88.. salmon/Mock 
ur~;e us to- reject PG&E'. petition. They claim that the Comm.i.saion 
haa determined in R.SS-OS-01S that there is the need ,for 4 

brokerage fee to be applied to the utilities' sales of noncore gas" 
and that"we ,have indicated: generally the costs which need, to-be· 
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unbundled and allocated, in order to develop s,uch a fee .. 
Salmon/Mock claim that the next logical step, i8 to proceed to 
implement a brokerage fee in the PG&E A~, in which we are 
undertaking a detailed examination of PG&Ers. costs of providing gas 
service. 
OisCtlssion 

In R.S8-0S-01S' we issued a set of proposed rules.. We 
have yet to issue a decision approving final rules, although we 
expect to do, so in the near future. PG&E correctly points out that 
Ordering Paragraph 3 of R.SS-OS-01B specifically includes the 
discussion of brokerage fees within the 8COpe of comments to be 
filed in this case, and asks for alternative rules. ':rhu8, we have 
not finally decided to adopt the ~rokerage fee structure which we 
propo8ed in R.8S-0S-01S.. Unfortunately, hearings in PG&E"8 ACAP 
case began on November 28, 1988, and 4%'e currently scheduled to, 
conclude on December 16. ':ro proceed to implement a brokerage' fee 
in the ACAP' hearings, based solely on a set of proposed rules, 
would ahort-circuit the notice-and-comment procedure of our 
rulemaking. In addition, the brokerage fee issue is of statewide 
concern, and moving the forum for this issue to the PG&E A~might 
be inappropriate. 

However, we a180 recognize Salmon/Mock's valid 4%'gument 
that the ACAP proceedings are the logical forums. in which to. 
implement brokerage- fees, as these cases involve a thorough review 
of the structure of the ga8 utilities' costs.. Our solution is to 
defer the implementation of a noncore brokerage fee for PG&E to a 
second phase of its current ACAP case, A.88-09-032. This phase 
will begin promptly after the issuance of final rules on brokerage 
fees in R .. S8-0S-01e, and will be limited. to applying these rules to, 
implement a noncore brokerage fee for PG&E.. PG&E and other parties 
who submit testimony in this phase will use cost info~tion 
consistent with what is developed' in the record of the f.irstphase 
of the ACAP'.. We anticipate that several days ofhearing8 will be 
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held in the second phase. We d~ not intend to change noncore rates 
when we implement a brokerage fee for PG&E. 'rhus, parties who 
submit brokerage fee testimony should include a proposal for how-to 
treat the revenues from a brokerage fee, including the revenues 
from the· period between when the fee is effective--sometime after 
our decision in the first phase of the current ACAP--until our 
decision 1n PG&E's second (1990) ACAP. Southern Ca11fornia Gas and 
San Diego Gas and Electric should be able to implement brokerage 
fees in their first ACAP case, aa ordered in R.Sa-08-018:.· 

We believe that this resolution will allow for the timely 
implementation of a.·brokeraqe fee for PG&E, without "putting: the 
cart before the horse" with respect to the policy issues which· are 

properly the subject of R.88-0S-0l8. 
Finding of·P«et 

Hearings on PG&E's ACAP proceeding', A.8'8:-09'-032,. will be 
completed before the Commission issues a decision on the brokeraqe 
fee policy issues in R.88-08-0le • 
Conclusions of Law 

1. 'rhe policy 1ssues regarding brokerage fees· in R.8:8-0S-01B: 
should be decided before the brokerage fee for a specific· utility 
1s implemented in that company's ACAP proceeding. 

2' ~ 'lhe timely implementation of a brokerage fee for PG&E is 
best accomplished by establishing a second phase for A.8:8-09-032, 
in, which, we will con.s.ider testimony on brokerage fee 
.implementation. , , 

3,-: The second 'phase of A.SS-09-0l2 will' begin after the 
issuance of final 'rules. in R.88:-0S-01S • 
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IRTERXH ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that Ordering Paragraph 5 of R. 8S-08-0 18· is 
modified to read as fo11owsl 

·S. PG&E shall file testimony proposing 
unbundled noncore brokerage fees in the second 
phase of its 198.9 ACAP proeeeding', A.8.8-09-032'. 
Other interested parties may also file such 
testimony in this phase, which will begin after 
final rules have been issued in this 
proceeding. The brokeraqe fees proposed for 
PG&E shall be consistent with the cost 
information developed in A.8S-09-032. SOCal 
and SOG&E shall file such testimony as part of 
their first ACAP proceeding'_ All brokerage fee 
testimony shall be consistent with the final 
rules on brokerage fees adopted in this 
proceedinq. " 

IT IS PO~ ORDERED that this decision shall be served 
on all parties of record in both R.8=S-08-01S and A.88-09-032 • 

This order is effective·· today. 
Dated ·PEC 9 1988 , at San Francisco, California •. 
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Pre:iident 
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Commissioners 


