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Decision 89-02-034 February 8, 1989 FEB 15 1989®[MU~U~&~ 
BEFOR.& THE PUBLIC UTILI'rIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF" CALIFORNIA 

Order Institutinq.Rulemaking into 
natural gas. procurement And system. 
reliability issues. " 

) 
) 
) 

----------------------------) ) 
Order Institutinq. Investigation, into ) 
natural gas procurement and system. .) 
reliability issues, de£er.J:ed from ). 
0.86-12-010.. - ) 

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

'R:.88-0S-01S: 
(F1J.ed:Auqust 10, 1988,) 

I .8.7 -03-036·. 
(Filed~ March· 25, 1987)' 

In this order, we address a joint proposed interim 
stipulation filed, on January 3, 1989, by Southern California Gas 
Company (SoCalGu), the California Industrial Group (CIG), and Mock 
Resources, Inc. (Mock). 'rhe stipulation addresses the issue of the 
California gas utilities" use of interruptible transportation 
capaci~ on the inte~tate pipelines of ~l Paso Natural Gas Company 
(El Paso) and. Transwestern, Pipeline Company (Transwestern). 
lMe)cgxound 

On October 14, 1988, Mock and CIG, filed a "Joint 
Emergency Motion of Mock Resources, Inc. and the California 
Industrial Group Requesting That the Commission Direct Southern 
California Gas Compaay and Pacific Gas and Electric Company to 
Develop a PlAn to Use Their Interruptible Interstate Transportation 
Capacity on Behalf of NOncore CUstomer~ and Their Suppliersw ,(Joint 
Motion). The Joint Motion asserted that non-core·eustomers .and 
their suppliers ,had encountered difficulties transporting gas 
stemming from rate design changes on tbe,El ,Paso:system. effee'tl.ve 
July l, 1988. ". 
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As explained in the Joint Motion, 
MThe availability of capacity on the El Paso 
system chanqed ••• with the implementation of El 
P~so's new rates on July 1, 1988 in accordance 
with a ruling by the PERC on June 30, 1988~- An 
'unbundling' of El Paso's rates for mainline 
transmission,. field transportation (gathering) 
and production area charges, in combination 
with an increase in each of the elements. of El 
Paso's rates,. created economic incentives for 
interruptible shippers transporting on· the El 
Paso system, including particularly SoCal'and, 
PG&E, to purchase 'off-system" gas and'move 
that gas to interstate pipeline 
interconnections. with El Paso rather than to 
purchase qas from.. producers connected to,the El 
Paso gathering system. 

MAs a consequence of this qaspurchasinq 
strategy by the utilities and other 
, qrandfathered.' shippers, capacity constraints 
at receipt points in the Permian and Anadarko 
Basins (where most interstate pipeline 
interconnections with El Paso are located) 
became severe in August 1988. In largo 
measuxe,. Mock and other 'non-qrandfathered' 
interruptible shippers, including many noneore 
customers in california, were prevented from 
scheduling deliveries on the El Paso :Jyt:Jtem 
[footnote omitted].w (JOint Motion, pqs. 4-5.) 

The Joint Motion requested the Commission to order 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and SoCalGas to use their 
qrandfathered interxupt.ihl.e capacity on behalf of non-core 
transporters. The Commfssion held two publicly noticed workshops 
(October 6,. 1988 in Los. 'Angeles,. and December 22,' 198a in San 

Francisco) to di.sc:ii.:ss .fssuesraised by the Joint"Mot.:ton ond 
possible solutions.. On Janum:y 3, 19'89 ~ SoColGas, Mock, and. CIG 
sul::nn.itted the proposed. stipulation. 
S'9!Nn' of the rupalatMm 

'1'he intention. of the st.:Lpulat.:Lon. is t~ protect third, 
party interstate qas transporters from unexpected, disruptions that 
may occur when noneore ~ment demand ·e~c~s. ut!l.it~es..' 
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"The availability of capacity on the El Paso 
system,changed ••• with the implementation 
of El Paso's new rates on July 1, 1988 in 
accordance with a ruling by the FERC on June 
30, 1988. An 'unbundling' of El Paso's rates 
for mainline transmission, field 
transportation (gathering) and production area 
charges, in combination with an increase in 
each of the' elements of El Paso's rates, 
created economic incentives for interruptible 
shippers transporting on the El Paso system, 
including particularly $oCal and PG&E, to 
purchase 'off-system' gas and move that gas to 
interstate pipeline interconnections with El 
Paso rather than to purchase gas from 
producers connected to the El Paso gathering 
system. 

~As a consequence of this gas purchasing 
strategy by the utilities and other 
'grandfathered' shippers, capacity constraints 
at receipt points in the Permian and Anadarko 
Basins (where most interstate pipeline 
interconnections with El Paso are located) 
becdme severe in August 1988. In large 
measure, Mock and other 'non-grandfathered' 
interruptible Shippers, including many noncore 
customers in California, were prevented from 
scheduling deliveries on the El Paso system 
(footnote omittedJ.~ (Joint Motion, pq. 4-5) 

The Joint Motion requested the Commission to order PG&E 
and Soeal to use their grand fathered interruptible capacity On 
behalf of non-core transporters. The Commission held two publicly
noticed workshops (October &, 19a8 in Los Angeles, and 'December' 2'2, 
1988 in San Francisco) to discuss issues raised by the' Joint Motion 

- 2 -



• 

• 

• 

R~88-08-0181' I.87-C3-036. ALJ/KIM/pc *" 

foreeasts. The stipulation also seeks to· provide third party 
shippers some flexibility in bringing nominations and. deliveries 
into balance over the course of a month_ 

The stipulation a&ks theCommiss1on to'direct SoCalGas 
and PG&E to implement the following specific provisions: 

1. Execute new interruptible transportation 
agreements with,El Paso (SoCalGas. tuld PG&E) 
and. 'rranswestern" (SoCalGas),. if they have 
not already done so. 

2. Use existing qrandfathered; transportation 
agreements to transport their monthly 
forecast core anel noncore sales. 
requil::ements. The forecas.ts shall fix the 
amount of qraDdfathered transportation 
capacity reserved by SoCalGas and PG&E for 
noncore sales requirements for the entire 
month. If actual noncore sales 
requirements exceed the forecast,. the 

,utilities will transport excess volumes 
uncler the new agreements. If actual 
noncore r~ements are lass than the 
forecast,., the utilities, shall reduce their 
takes- in accord.mtce w:i.t:b.: c:u:rrent practices . 
None of. the procedures, w.ill affect the 
utilities," abUi.t:r to increase or decrease 
the use of their qrand£a.thered rights to 
meet the: needs of core: customers. 

3. Permit noncon customers to exceed the 
maximum daily quantity (MOQ) in their 
agreem~ with tha California utilities, 
at the- "ti'Tfti.es:'" cffsc:retion. A cus.tomer 
~ be:- pei mi'tted! tOl exc::ee<:f its MOO only in 
omer ta. '"malca up:'" for prior 
mu:lel:deI.i.'veriea ¢aT:f'nq- the current month. 
A omtomer is nat pED::Jltit:2:ed. to build up- a 
"'cttlSl:tfol:I:'" o£ p!t by exc:eed!nq its MOO on a 
partic:u1Ar dar in: ant.:i::d.pation of future 
undel:delive:ci.es du:x:ing the month. A 
customer is DOt pex:mi.tted to exe.eed its MOO 
in Ol:der to,make- up; for tmderdeliveries in 
. a. prev±aa:s IDI:II1th:... 

'rhe parties: to the· s:t::::fptrI.atcm. prop?se . their. agreement". as. 
an interim meuu::te' w"'fdt mar'be) ~ bya f1M.l Commission.:." 
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decision in R.S8-08-01S or other Commission proceedinq., The 
parties state the stipulation would provide significant b~nefits t~ 
transportation customers in california, such. as· better assurance- of 
uninterrupted transportation, easier administration for the 
utilities and. pipelines, and increased stability of deliveries.. 
Utility forecastin~will be improved. because more reliable service 
will m; n j mize mid-month shifts. by noncore customers. from 
transportation service' to procurement services.. 

The parties. to the stipulation also state that, contrary, 
to the concerns of some parties, the noncore WACOG. is unlikely to 
rise and. the stipulation balances the interests of noncore 
transportation customers with noncore procurement ,customers. The 
stipulation also protects the core WACOG by protecting the 
qrandfathered rights for core' customer transportation. 
~ositions of the Parties 

1.. ~1r10'A of Ratepayer AdvocAtes 
Oivis'ion of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) generally supports 

the stipuJ~~ion as Ionq as it applies to both PG&E and SoCalGas • 
ORA. states. that the pr09J:~ 'tDAy provide valuable experience, and 
appropria.tely offe:cs' both· risks and'opportuni ties for noncore 
customers .. 

ORA states that the stipulation should apply to both 
SoCalGas and PG&E so that the utilities and their customers face 
similar market risks and conditions. UnequAl implementation of the 
stipulation, according to DRA, would allow one utility to· exercise 
qrandfathel:ed rights to obtain more gas to meet unexpected noncore 
demand and "'bump oU- cu&tomers in its territo:x:y, and the territo:z:y 
of the ttt.illty operating. under the terms of the stipulation. One 
utility could use its riqhts. ,to obtain-gas. to, meet unexpected. needs 
of the other, ea:n,monopoly profits~ and shut out:competitors. ORA 

• L, _. .' \ .. , ..•. ,. ....,. .. 

does not s:o;pport the stipulation unless it appl'ies' to both 
utilities. 

,', I " 
...... '. ' ....... ' ..... "r ,.-". _. 
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DRA also proposes that the Commission require the 
establlshment of an Intexxuptible Short Term Purchase Account 
(IS'l'PA) under which, 100 pe%Cent of excess, interruptible purchases 
are allocate~ to noncore eastomers~ ORA believes such a proce~u:re 
is requi:red- in,orcier to il1Alate core- customers from the risks 
associated with the te:rms of- the- stipulation.. T~s accounting 
would not require the- cre~:tion of' new sales portfolios .. 

ORA acknowledges that the- provisions of the stipulation 
may not pxoteet the utilities f:r:om losing some-, of their 

- -
grandfathered, capacity to. eut-of-California: customers (EOCs) if 
the utilities cio not- nominate all~of that capacity_ ORA does· not 
believe, however' that this. ,is a· sufficient reason for rejecting the 
stipulation. 

2. ~ 
PG&E. does not oppose implementation 0,£ the stipulation 

for SoCalGas, , but U'gues that imposition of the stipulation on PG&E. 
is unnecessary' and,; .undes.i:r:able.. PG&E' does not agree that the 
stipulation offers' any a~dition4I service reliability to third 
party shippers-_ An interila pJ:Og'raIU, would requ.i:r:e the utili ties to 
change their opera.:t.:ing: proc:eclures twice_ 

PG&E. states that lCld.er- the te:c:ns of the stipulation its 
transportation' tariffs should. be modified. to reflect the lowe:r: 
reliability of unforeCll.St IIOncore supply quantities. PG&E' Gas Rule 
No. 14 shoulct be mocLifi.ed so th.At:. those customers causing the 

grea.ter risk waa:Icf be. subject to> fnter::t:aption prior to customer$ 
with forecastecf Q'ema:ncf. 

If tl:re Comm£ssioD. ado.pt:s: the- s:tipulation, PG&E recommends. 
the followinqmodf£icationG: 

a. Short tex:m paxchases: ma:d.I!' pursuant to the 
stipn:Iation slIouId.: be 4U'.igned. directly to 
the xu:mc:o.re portfcllOl accoant in order to 
proteet.. core c:t.lS1:ODlel:Z. 

b. ''J!he. rtfpttlaticn. S'bQ~d: :bet texminated,' upon 
fmpJ:emen.tat1ca of a. pe:z:ma:zzent program 4lld 
S'Il&jec:t to fut'l:lJ:& mod:.tf.f.ca.t1ons ',. to :ens.u:re 
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consistency with the balanc1nq provisions 
in PG&E's storage banking implementation 
plan and standby I imbalance charge . 
proposals.. 

c _ The CommiSSion' should clearly ind'icate that 
core and core-elect procurement customers 
would continue to have full access to the 
supply and price benefits achieved.: through 
use of PG&E's qrandfathered. rights. on the 
El Paso- system ... 

d. Third pdrty supplier service to unforeeast 
changes in customers·' demand should also be 
baaed· on lower transport capacity rights, 
and third party suppliers should, be 
providecl'. lowest transportation priority for 
incxeased. level of service which was . not . 
beinq provided by that supplier at the 
beqinn:i,ng of the month. 

3. xug 
XORN does not object to the stipulation as long as it is 

implemented with) protectioM- for core customers. 'rt1RN proposes 
that the u'tilit1es- lxt:.- required.. to- report the impact. of the new 
arrmlgemen'C on core. e:natome:r:s.~ In. addition, the stipulation should 
autolll4tic:aIJ.y ten'; nate. a£ter six months,. This will insure" 
according tOI TtJRJI~ that neqative impa~ts on the core .will be 
detected: andl the- partieS" wU~ have an opportunity to object to the 
continuation of the experiment~ 

4 .. 

'J:r.anaweste:n:.l!DlppOl:tS, the atip~lation as a reasonal:>le 
inter.Um measux:&_ D: Pl=D'20B1S that further steps ue .. necessary,: ' 
however,. to; ad~,E ODgo:ta:q c:cncerns, regarding thixd-pa:rty access 
to i:a.tel:stata Id-perinR capac::i.ty. 

5_ XobiI on C9;cp9X4tfcm 
Kahll Ollc:ca:po:attfon (Mobil) supports, the stipula.tion as 

an interim meas:um: for ~'th4t~ ,the, interst4tetransportation 
of thfrd-pa:ct:y qeD:. ;i;.$ not unnec~S~11Y di~ruPted si.mply because 

~ • " ... >' .... ..' " • ' ... ~ \. ' , . ., 
• '. ,_", .. ' ~ .'. < ',0' , , E ',,'1 
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lltilitynoncol:'e sales, deJll4Dll1·unexpectedly. exceeds. the· utility's. 
forecast. 

Mobil' does, raise- concerns. that the utilities may have an 
incentive- to over-nominate- under the' terms. of·, the .. stipulation but 
does. not propose" a method for chanqing.~ that incentive. It also, 
recommencls thAt the·' COIImiSlSion· consider a means.· by- which shippers 
could balance- their accounts on" ~I" monthly basis. in order. to· avoid 
penalties as~iated.-with unclerdeliveries.. 

&. Shell Westem· Ii? Inc •. 
Shell Westexn. E&P Inc.. sup~rts.. the s.tipulation, as a 

reasonable interim measure. 

7.. SCn!thern QUfoXDia Edison C9!IIp9JlY 

Southern california Edison Company (SCE) opposes the 
stipulation. If it is adopted~ the Commission should first conduct 
a full investigation.. on the financial: impacts of useof,
qrandfathered'transportation rights. 

SCE believes the stipulation will increase SoCalGas' 
noncoX'e WACOG,. thereby ino:easing.' SO"s. customeX's·' rates. SCE 

believes higher rates will result becauseSoCalGas will not have 
access to the most desirable delivery points where least expensive. 

gas is: avai.lable. Related to this-" 'SeE is concerned thAt UEG 

customers will be subject to "'economic curtailment", further 
increasing OEG and core customer rates'. 

Further. seE _ believes; tl:t4:t:. the Itwinners. It under the 
stipulation will be EOCs rather than third . party shippers because 

EOCs will be able to increase tbei'rability to purchase lower cost 
gas supplies by using their g:randfa1::hered. rights, which would be
superior to the . new interruptible rights. 

Like PG&E, SCE.is .conc~ that the st1pulation would 
create additionAl ~dminist:r:atLve pxo<:e<:lures thAt:the gas utili.ties 
would. have to cMnqe p\lrS'Q4Ut ~ a.' peman~nt .. solution .... Finally, 
sa argues that the' stip~t1~ l~s ~y issues'unresol~ect:,' so 

, ,,' " \ """, ,'.,. ' 

,". 
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the CoZlllission' should- hoJ4 hearinqs,' on the' impacts and' 
implementation of tlut stlpulation. 

8". SDGi!f" 
San·: Diego, Gas ~ Electric Company (SDG&E), doee not obj eet 

to· the .stip.:latiOn, but- :recommends- two· conditions if the- Commission 
approves it. First, the Commission, should' state that priorities 
4DlOD.q. shippers Qal-J.. be-- governed:; by. the- Federal Energy Requlatory
COImission'$ (FBIC) priorlty_ scheme, of Orders 43& and' 500. This 
provision" acco%dinq to·SI)G&E,. would:!· address unauthorized'use' of 
intrastate' prio:z:itiea: fo~-:interstate transportation. 

Second" ~E believes the- stipulation' should be 

termiXUlted. as soon as SoCalGas ,gains the al:>ili ty to and does assign 
portions of its, firm pipeline capacity to its wholesale and/or 
noncore customexs. ~s type of sunset provision is preferable to' 
a specific' cutoff' date-" ·,..aaich·, could leave shippers with unnecessary 
uncertainty as the eDCl· ot.: the.' period: neared. 

,- lQ Pas! 

• 

Xl P-aao $UppOrta> the·- stipa:1ation, but comments that it is • 
unlikely to solve: capacitY.' problems. goince EOCs would still have the 
abili.ty to' .):)=zp-' lower; pr±ori.~ $hippers at lJIly specific receipt 
or delivery point. XJ:.Paso,'states.ft will continue to support a 
lonq te:rm solution to-' the:: issue, of capacity allocation. 

10.. City of LoDg Beach . 

'l1I.e; City of;. Long Beacm (O:.onc; Beach) opposes the 
stipulatfon' bee" ... it. believes th&s:tipulation fails to recognize 

the inte:z:ests: of whalesa-l. cox:ec:ttS:tomers. Long Beach states the 
stipulat:icn would: c:IeDr-' ~ OZS'tOmer8 access· to interstate 
pipeline~ if. the nti-Tit"i;8s: faI:ecaa.t l:t:£qh sales. The Commission 
shoa.ld: acknowIectge: that wba.tetJa:I:a- Cttstomers need core.:.equ.ivalent 

, , 

access'tcr t=nlmi.sPd.om OD:beb:.E::E of their own core. requirements in 
order tofmpI9"M11!lle: tbeirowzr:·poLt:folio,:pl.,iulinq.' ,i' - ,- "-

. 
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'%he- State-of: NeW' Mexj;Co. supports the 'stipulation so long' 
as the- measures. are- considered- interim .. 
X>isctasaiog. 

We- haTe embarJced.: on a· restructuring of the" natural qas. 
market in· California. that' promises to bring the- benefits of 
increased flex:il>i:llty- and- competition· to all ratepayers,. core' and 
non-eore alilce_ Since-"our"' implementation of the: neW' structure' on· 
May 1,: 1988: we have continued- to- develop the- program further by 
unbuncUinq· storaqe (0.88-11-034), and by re-examining' our 
prceureoent pol.ic:ies.~ (.R.8s-;OS"-OlS). We have adopted. in principle· 
the cODCept; of CApacity; assigmnent as the best mean:s. of allocating 
interstate pipeline capacity- among eustomer:s. (I>~8S-12-099), and we 
continue t~pursu&the implementation of such a pro9'r~. 

We a:r:e optimistiC" about the long-tem effeCtiveness' of 
our gas fra.eWork, but -we" are concerned that non-core customers' 
confidence·in aDd· relianceon~our proq.ram has been jeopardized by 
the short-term· operational' c:li:fficul ties, recited by SoCalGas, Mock,. 
and. CI~ We will act to,a!lev.iate these temporary "difficulties 
without t:ul:ning-from:'.the.: longer-r4Ilqe goals of our program, 
inclUding capacity asnqnment,. and without slowing down. in our 
movement towarcr those-"" qoals·.. We share PG&E' $. desire to- continue to 
fOCUs. on practiC2J. lonc;:-te:x:m.. solutions to- the many issues 
stc:ro'aDdinq 0lU:: tn"s'[!'Xtwtimt pr09Tam, and. we- believe that an 
interim soI'Dt'hm~ ~ 't:he!: ~ems raised in th&' SocalGas/Mock/CIG 
agreement wUL ar:t"n«1"~'enhmxc:e our ability to do so byhelpinq to 
retain the conf5deuce;o andic::z:eativeenerqiu' of 'third.-party .. 
transportel::s'" their." su.pp:t£ea,. and their shippers. 

Onr considerat::i:olt" of the proposed interim stipulation has 
focused on. thatattow.ing; com:e%nS, all of which··were rai.sed and 
disC1lSSe<f.f:a:t::b«>co""e:n1::S of' one. or more parties: .' 

WiII"'thEt"'sti"Wl'«t'ism aChieve- its' s'tAteQ's2"f of· enhanCing 
non=core'c:gtorfter&"~.;hi:Ifty .. to move=:qas reliAbly<'9ver:the~" .... 

',,-, 

" 1'".; •• ,,' 
".", 

, '1' 

-' 9' -



R.sa-OS-Ol~, I.S1-03-03~ ALJ/KIM/pc· 

interstate pipelines? By. its nature, this central question,must 
remain unresolved ~ the absence of operational experienc~with the 
proCedures called: for in the stipulation. Both. PG&E and, Edison
argue that Eoes would: garner :benefits from· the stipulation·· equal to 
those given to third.-:p4rty transporters, at least with. respect to· 
firmer access to interstate capacity. "We aqree with ORA,. however, 
that .the measures. proposed in.. the stipulation .contain the· promise' 
of easing transporters' di£fieu1ties.,. and that there is value~ in 
implementing· even. ~ uncertain· solution so· long as the risks.. are' 
carefully monitored· and managed. 

What effeet will the stipulation have on the core and 
non-core WACOGs? Ed.i.son· .arques that the stipulation would 
necessarily increase the non-core W,ACOG by denying the utilities 
access to low-cost receipt points should. their non-core sales 
forecasts prove: in mid-month to have been set too low. We note 
that Qec:ause of our accoun:ting: rules, it follows from Edison"s 
arqument that the ,core, W,ACOG would increase as well,. as relatively 
higher-priced 94;S flows. through. the short-term ,purchase -account and 
into both WACOGs. DRA'S\. propos~ IS'rPAwould prevent core. WACOG 

increases. 
We are' uneonvineed. As ORA correctly notes (ORA 

comments,. pq:. 3),. increasin~ the reliability of non-core 
transportation would improve the market signals between well-head 
and burnertip,. the end. result of which could be higher or lower 
prices. Ed..iso~'a. ste.tic an.al.ysis ignores the. dynamic responses to· 
be expected !.roml 4.WlJ:ket when price signals are·allowecl to flow 
freely. We' can cert2'fn .yy imagine competition among suppliers. being 
enhanced :by aq~m:m-c:ore transportation customers confid.ent 
of theirab:t.l.£ty ,to; move qas to their burnertips. 

HOW' fcmg- shoJ;,IcE the; stipulation remain in effect? As·we 

noted previcn:aF~r,.~ ~ eousider· this proposal to- be .interim ... ancl we. 
expect our fj'WI'T pX'oc::a;rement,polic1es"ine,lud1nq,. capacity' . 

. ", .. ,-.... ••• ,.... "_', "., , .. , ..., ... ~ •. ,.. r ... " . ·~."'I .... ,~~., , • • ' 

assiqnment~ to~obv..f.ata- the need. for .the,.measures.conciLined.i, .. inthe 
_ · __ ··-w·.··._"..,.'.,· , .. , ... ",., .... , "" . "., ........... " .. ,', ...... _,'.,.' ... , '" ,.~." ... ".' .. ' ... _",,,' 
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stipulation. We- adopt. 'l'OJtN's proposed: six-month sunset date- and 
invite the parties' to' request an extension of the' proqram if 
experience has $hewn that· this is warranted. 

We approve- the proposed stipulation because we' believe 
that the proposecl.; measures promise real benefits to non-core 
customers. by inc::reasing the certainty of interruptil:>le 
transportation Olt the: interstate pipelines. In adopti.ng the 
interim stipulation" we stress· that we do no't consider the
stipulation· 4 subs.titute·for the lon9'~term. resoIution of capacity 
allocation, which we will. continue to· pursue. 

We do DOt grant PG&~'s· request to excuse it from the 
te:rms of the stipulation. As DRA, points out, the result would be 
to place PG&E at an advantage over SoCalGas and customers ~n the 
southern California market.. We take the unusual step of applying 
the terms of a stipulation to a' non-signatory because PG&E has 
challenged no' facts and has not requested hearing, and' has

exerciseQ its full. measure of due process.. We have adopted some of 
PG&E's proposed cldr.i.:ficatiollS' and! mod:1fications. 

We deny Edison's· request for a' hearing.. We are not 
convinced that the factual issue$. raised by Edison would lend 
themselves to further c-larifiea.tioJ;l;in a hearing process. We note 
that the adopted procedures ~interim in nature, and the 
experience we gain during the implementation will allow us the 
benefi t of answex:s: to, Ed:fson."s; qaestions in our consideration of a 
long-tex:m., prog:r:am:.;;. 

We sympathfze. w:f.~ tbe c:onc:erns voiced by I.cng Beach over 
wholesale core e:a:s:tcme:s'" acc:ess to interstate eapac1ty, but ae we 
discussed. in: D·.8a'-I2-Q.'99" _ must vtit for action by the FERC in 
order to add.reS'S· tho8e cOncerns. 

In order to ensure that core customers are insulAted from 
the enhanced price risk inhe:r:ent :in the program,. we adopt DRA' S 

proposed ISTPA to l:eC'cn:d the purchases under the-. newinterrup1:,tble 
agreements, and order that all costs as8oc1at~ with~th~'new" , 

\ ' 

, , ... ~. . '; 
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agreements be allocatecl:entirely to- the non-core _, 'l'he, IS'l'PA, will • 
work in concert with the already-existing long-term and short-term.. 
purchase accounts. 

A number of, commenters requested clarification of certain 
points in the event that the COmmission approved,the.stipulation. 
We now provide clarification where appropriate. , 

SDG&E requests that we clarify that, shippers/interstate-
• • • I 

priorities Will continue to be- governed. by nRC orders 436· and 5·00_ 
We agree. 

PG&E requests clarification that core-elect customers' 
volumes will continue to· be made thxough grandfathered priority 
rights. We agree. No change to core portfolio procedures. is, 
contemplated by this order. 

We decline to adopt PG&E's proposal that we require 
procedures to pldce the risks. of interruption and higher cost 
supplies on ~those customers whose unforecast gas needs created the 
risks" • We rely on the utilities" expertise inf~recastin9' to-, 
minimize forecast errors and in so doing minimize the use of ,the 
new interruptible agreements. 

We also deeline to, adopt PG&E's proposal that we require 
third-party shippers.. to exec:ate new interruptible ag-reements with 
the pipelines. We doubt the efficacy of the proposal, and it is 
certainly beyond our authority to order. . . 

We share Mol:lil's concerns. over. ,the pra~tical workings of 
the stipulation"s b4lancinq provisiOns, l:lut we will al~ow the 
stipulation'S p:oeedures a c:llance to work l:lefore ,we, .consider 

. .. . .... 
modifying them., "" " " 

We will requ.i:r~~,the utilities .tc>pr~vide monthly reports. 
allOWing us to- monitor the workings of the measures we ;approve· 
t0d4y. ,.... .' ... '-' .. ~." , ... _. 

. ~, .... ' :t"~' ... , 

12. -

, . ...•. ' :.1, ' .• "",' ' "~: ',' .. :'~ 
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Findings of FaCtl; 
1. The Joint Proposed Inter~Stipulation seeks to resolve 

the issue of the california gas utilities" use of interrupt.ible
transportation cap4ci~y. 

2. The stipulation provides for the implementation of a 
reasonable program on an intertm basis. 

3. Nominations by shippers EOC may stand in' the way of the 
fulfillment of the stipulation's objectives. 

4. PG&E would realize an· unfa:i.r . competitive advantage over 
SoCalGas and southern california shippers !f PG&E were not a part 
of the agreement. 

S. Core and core-eleet customers' rates could rise under the 
terms of the stipulation. 

6. An ISTPA would shield core and core-elect customer3 from 
any negative effects of the program if all entries are allocated to 
the noncore WACOG. 

7. The Commission intends that the benefits to' core and 
core-elect customers of utilities' qrandfathered transportation 
rights be retained. 

8. Terminating the program on August 3,1, 1989 would' allow 
the CommiSSion to reconsider its risks and'benefits after gaining 
some operational experience .. 
Conel~8i9n8 of Law 

1. The Joint Stipulation filed by SocalGas, CIG, and Mock 
should be adopted_· 

2. PG&E and'. SOCalGas. should be ordered to establish 
, ,." .. 

ISTPAs to track all purc,h4ses made under the new interruptible 
transportation·a~eem~~t8. All volumes from the ISTPA should flow 
directly to the non-eore portfolio. 

.. .. 

:: -; .~ 
~- .... , '- ~... .... - _ -,. . 13 -. ~ _ ......... , . 
... "',"', 
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3. Approval of the Joint Stipulation, should expire- AuguS,t • 
3l, 1989. 

IT IS ORl)ERBD that: 
1. The motion to .adopt the Joint Proposed Interim 

Stipulation filed. by Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGae),. 
Mock Resources Incorporated,. and CAlifornia Indu$trial Group is., 
granted as clarified herein. Approval of the me.asures· in the, 
stipulation shall expire August 3·1,. 1989. 

2. Pacific Gas and. Electric Company (PG&E) .and SoCalGas 
shall est.ablish ISTPAs.'for all volumes purchased. under the new 
interruptible agreements established pursuant to the interim 
stipulation. 

3. PG&E and SoCalGas" shAll submit monthly reports to. the 
Commission Advisoxyand Compliance Division giving total volume and 
average cost of spot gas moved ~ the utility under e.ach 

. . 

transportation Agxeement,. :broken. down :by individual shipping 
nwnber. 

4. This order becomes effective 30 days from today .. , 
Dated Fe:b~ 8, 1~8~, at San Francisco, California. 

- 14 -

G. MITCHELL'.WILK '. 
Presid.ent 

FREDElUCX R.' DUDA 
, S'l"AN.t.EY WpH'OLET'r 
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Decision 89 02,034 

... . 

FEB 8 1989 

" .. 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFO 

Order Instituting Rulemaking into ) 
natural gas procurement and system ) 
reliability issues.) 

-------------------------------) ) 
Order Instituting Investigation into ) 
natural gas procurement and system ) 
reliability issues deferred from ) 
0.86-12-010. ) 

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

R.SS-08-018 
(Filed August 

I.,87-03-03 

, 1988) 

(Filed ch 25, 1987) 

In this order, we address a joi t proposed interim 
stipulation filed, on January 3, 1989, y Southern California Gas 
Company (SoCalGas), the California In strial Group (CIG), and Mock 
Resources, Inc. (Mock). The stipul ion addresses the issue of the 
California gas utilities' use of . terruptible transportation 
capacity on the interstate pipe1 nes of El Paso Natural Gas Company 

~ (El Paso) and Transwestern Pi Company (Transwestern). 

• 

:s.,eJsQ'l':'oung 
On October l4, CIG filed a ~Joint 

Emergency Motion of Moe Resources, Inc. and the California 
Industrial Group Reque ting That the Commission Direct Southern 

and Pacific Gas and Electric Company to 
Develop a Plan to U e Their Interruptible Interstate Transportation 
Capacity on Behal of Noncore Customers and Their Suppliers" (Joint 
Motion). The Jo'nt Motion asserted that non-core customers and 
their supplier had encountered difficulties transporting gas 
stemming from ate design changes on the El Paso Natural Gas 
Company syst m effective July 1, 1988. 

explained in the Joint Motion, 
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and possible solutions. On Janu~ry 3, 19~9, SOCal, Mock,. and CIG 
submitted the proposed stipulation. 

liUmmarv 2.f. ~he Stipul!!l<i.2!l / 
The intention of the stipulation is to pr ect third 

party interstato gas transporters from unexpected 
may occur when noncore procurement demand oxcee utilities' 
forecasts. The stipulation also seeks to pro de third party 
shippers some flexibility in bringing nomin ions and deliveries 
into balance over the course of a month. 

The stipulation asks the Commi ion to direet SoCalGas 
and PG&E to implement the following s 

1. Execute new interruptib transportation agreements 
with El Paso (SoCalGas and PG&E) Transwestern (SoCalGas), if 
they have not already done so. 

2. the red transportation agreements 
to transport their monthly fore st core and noncore sales 
requirements. The forecasts s all fix the amount of grand fathered 
transportation capacity rese ed by SoCalGas and PG&E for noncore 
sales requirements for the tire month. If actual noncore sales 
requirements exceed the fo ecast, the utilities will transport 
excess volumes under the, ew agreements. If actual noncore 
requirements are less t n the forecast, the utilities shall reduce 
their takes in accorda 
procedures will affee 
decrease the use of 
core customers. 

e with current practices. None O'f the 
the utilities' ability to increase or 

eir grand fathered rights to meet the needs of 

3. Pe 
quantity (MOQ) i 

noncore customers to exceed the maximum daily 
'their agreements with the California utilities, 

at the utilities discretion. A customer will be permitted to 
nly in order to ~make up~ for prior underdeliveries 

during the cu ent month. A customer is not permitted to build up 
a ~cushion" 0 gas by exceeding its MOO on a particular day in 

f future underdeliveries during the month. A 

ot permitted. to' exceed. its MOO in order to' make, up 

iveries in a previous month • 

- 3 -
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The p~rties to the stip.ul~tion proposo their ~greement as 
an interim measure which may be superseded by a final Commission 
decision in R.SS-OS-01S or other Commission proeeeding. The 
parties state the stipulation would provide significant benefit& 
transportation customers in California, such as better assuratl/ e 
uninterrupted transportation, easier administration for the 
utilities and pipelines, and. 1ncreased. stability of deliv 
Utility forecasting will be improved because more relia e service 
will minimize mid-month shifts by noncore customers f om 
transportation service to procurement services. 

The parties to the stipul~tion also sta e contrary 
to the concerns of some parties, the noncore WA OG is unlikely to 
rise and the stipulation balances the interes s of noncore 
transportation customers with noncore procu 
stipulation also protects the core WACOG 
grand fathered rights for core 

Positions o£ the P~rtie8 
1. DRA 

ment customers. 
proteeting the 

The 

ORA generally supports e stipulation as long as it 
applies to both PG&E and SoCalGJ. ORA states that the program may 
provide valuable experience, a~ appropriately offers both risks 
and opportunities for noncor~customers. 

DRA states that t~ stipulation should apply to both 
SoCalGas and PG&E so that he utilities and their eustomers face 

onditions. Unequal implementation of the 
stipul~tion, according 0 ORA, would allow one utility to exercise 
qrandfathered rightis t obtain more gas to meet unexpected noncore 
demand and "bump off" customers in its territory and. the teritory 
of the utility oper ing under the terms of the stipulation. One 
utility could use ~s rights to obtain gas to meet unexpected. needs 
of the other, ear.imonopoly profits, and shutout competitors. DRA 
does not sUpport;'the stipulation unless it applies to both 
utilities. ! 

O~lSO proposes that the Commission require the 
estab~ of An Interruptible Short Texm Purchase Account unde~ 
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which 100 percent of excess inte~ruptible purchases are allocated 
to noncore customers. ORA believes such a procedure is required7jo n 
order to insulate core customers from the risks associated, with t;le I 
terms of the stipulation. This accountinq would not require th 
creation of new sales portfolios. ~ 

ORA acknowledges that the provisions of the stiP~~tiC 
may not protect the utilities from losing some of th~ir 
grand fathered capacity to east-of-California customers if e 
utilities do not nominate all of that capacity. ORA ~oenot 
believe, however that this is a sufficient reason ~r jectinq the 
stipulation. 

2. PG&E 

PG&E does not oppose implementation of he stipulation 
for SoCalGas, but argues that imposition of stipulation on PG&E 
is unnecessary and undesi~able. PG&E aces n agree that the 
stipulation offers any additional servic eliability to third 
party shippers. An interim program wo~ require the utilities to 
change their operating procedures twi • 

PG&E states that under the~erms of the stipulation its 
transportation tariffs should be mified to reflect the lower 
reliability of unforecast noncore supply quantities. PG&E Gas Rule 
No. 14 should be modified so th, those customers causing the 

I 
greater risk would be subject 0 interruption prior to customers 
with forecasted demand. / 

If the Commissio adopts the stipulation, PG&E recommends 
the following modificatio s/ 

a. Short erm purchases made pursuant to the 
ssiqned directly to the noncore portfolio 

account in order to otect core customers. 
h. T e stipulation should be terminated upon 

permanent progr4m and subject to future 
modifications to ensure consistency with the balanCing provisions 
in PG&E's stor e banking implementation plan and standby/imbalance 
charge propos ls. 

and eore-e 

I 
! 

The Commission should. clearly indicate that core 
t procurement customers would continue to have full 
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access to the supply and price ~e£its achieved through use of 
PG&E's grand fathered rights on the El Paso system. 

d. Third party supplier service to un forecast 
changes in customers' demand should also be based on lower 
transport capacity rights, and third party suppliers should be 

provided lowest transportation priority for increased level 
service which was not being provided by that supplier at th 
beginning of the month. 

3. TORN 

TURN does not object to the stipulation as 10 
implemented with protections for core customers. 

the new that the utilities be required to report the impact 
a.rrangement on core customers. In add.ition, the st' 
automatic",lly terminate after six months. This w,' 1 insure, 
according to TURN, that negative impacts on the re will be 

detected and the parties will have an opportuni y to object 

should 

to the 
continuation of the experiment. 

4. 1'ranswestern Pipeline Company 
Transwestern Pipeline Company (Tr nswestern) supports the 

stipulation as a reasonable interim measu It proposes that 
further steps are necessary, however, to, address ongoing concerns 
regarding third-party access to inters te pipeline capacity. 

S. Mobil Oil CoxpoX'Ation 
Mobil Oil Corporation (Mob 1) supports the stipulation as 

an interim measure for assuring t the interstate transportation 
of third-party gas is not unnecest'rilY disrupted simply becaue 
utility noncore sales demand UTe' ctedlyexceeds the utility'S 
forecast. 

Mobil does raise c~cerns that the utilities may have an 
incentive to over-nomina.te under the terms of the stipulation but 
does not propose a method)6r changing that incentive. It also 
recommends that the co~sion consider a means bywh!chshippers 
could balance their ac bunts on a monthly basis in order .tc>·avoid 
penalties ith underdeliveries. 

estern E&P' Inc • 
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Shell Western E&P Inc. ,(Shell) supports the stipulation 
as a reasonable interim measure. 

7. SCE 

Southern California Edison Company (SCE) 
stipulation. If it is adopted, the Commission should first 
a full investigation on the financial impacts of use of 
grand fathered transportation rights. 

SCE believes the stipulation will increase CalGas' 
noncore WACOG, thereby increasing SCE's eustomers' ~tes. SCE 
believes higher rates will result because SoCalGa will not have 
access to the most desirable delivery points wh e least expensive 
gas is available. Related to this, SCE is coerned that UEG 
customers will be subject to ~economic curt lment~, further 
increasing UEG and core customer rates. 

Further, SeE believes that the '·winners" under the 
stipulation will be east-of-California ustomers (EOC) rather than 
third party shippers because BOCs wi be able to inerease their 
ability to purchase lower cost~as upplies by using their 
grand fathered rights, whieh would e superior to the new 
interruptible rights. 

Like PG&E, SCE is eOjXeerned that the stipulation would 
create additional administra~ve procedures thatthe gas utilities 
would have to change pursu~ to a permanent solution. Finally, 
SCE argues that the stipu~tion leaves many issues unresolved, so 
the Commission should hO~ hearings on the impacts and 
implementation of the/s.tiPulation. 

S. SDG&E 

San Oieg0f04s and Electric Company (SOG&E) does not 
I 

object to the stipuaation, but recommends two eonditions if the 
" Commission approves it. First, the Commission should. state that , 

priorities among/Shippers shall be governed. by the Federal Enerqy 
Regulatory Commission's (FERC) priority scheme of Orders 43& and 

.r 

500. This pr~iSion, ~ccordinq to SOG&E, would address 
unauthorizedjUse of intrastate priorities for interstate 
transportatxon • . 

l 
• 

I 

I 
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Second, SDG&E believes ~he stipulation should be ~/ 
terminated as soon as SoCalGas gain$ the ability to and does a3~qn 
portions of its firm pipeline capacity to its wholesale and/or/ 
noncore customers. This type of sunset provi$ion is prefera~le to 
a specific cutoff date, which could leave Shippers with umiecessary 
uncertainty as the end of the period neared. / 

9. El Paso 
El Paso Natural Gas Company eEl Paso) suSports the 

stipulation, but comments that it is unlikely t~ olva capacity 
problems since EOCs would still have the abili to ~bump~ lower 
priority shippers at any specific receipt or elivery point. El 
Paso states it will continue to support a ng term solution to the 
issue of capacity allocation. 

10. City of Long Beach 
The City of Long Beach (Lon 

stipulation because it believes the tipulation fails to recognize 
the interests of wholesale core c tomers. Long Beach states the 
stipulation would deny wholesale customers access to interstate 
pipelines if the utilities forrast high sales. The COmmission 
should acknowledge that whol~ale customers need core-equivalent 
access to tranSmission on ~half of their own core requirements in 
order to implement their 0 portfolio planning. 

11. New MexiCO 
The State of ew Mexico supports the stipulation so long 

as the measures 

Discussion 
We have 

market in Ca1ifo 
mbarked on a restructuring of the natural gas 

ia that promises to bring the benefits of 
lity and competition to all ratepayers, core and 

non-core alike Since Our implementation of the new structure on 
~y 1, 1988 w have continued to develop the progr~ further by 
unbundling stbrage (0.88-11-034) and by re-eXdmi~g our 
procurement!poliC,ies (R.SS-OS-01S). We have adopted. in principle 
the concepi ~f capaCity assig-nment as the ):)est means of allocatIng 

! 
- S -
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interstate pipeline capacity among customers (D.88-12-099), and we 
continue to pursue the implementation of such a program. 

We are optimistic about the long-term effectiveness of 
our gas framework, but we are concerned that non-core customers' 
confidence in and reliance on our program has been jeopardized 
the short-term operational difficulties recited by SoCal, 
CIG. We will act to alleviate these temporary difficul 
turning from the longer-range goals o·f our program, inc~,~ ••• ~ 
capacity assignment, and without slowing down in 
toward those goals. We share PG&E's desire to 
practical long-term solutions to the many issues 
transportation program, and we believe that 
the problems raised in the SoCal/Mock/CIG 
enhance our ability to do so by helping 
and creative energies of third-party 

our 
solution t~ 

will actually 

and their shippers. 
Our consideration of the ~~'~~~sed interim stipulation has 

focused on the following concerns, raised and 
discussed in the comments 

remain unresolved in the ~'~~.~~~ 
, this central question must 
operational experience with the 

procedures called for in 
argue that customers east 
benefits from the 
transporters, at least 
capacity. We agree 
in the stipulation 
difficulties, and t 
uncertain solution 
managed. 

Both PG&E and Edison 
California (EOCs) would garner 
equal to those given to third-party 

respect to firmer acceS8 to interstate 
DRA, however, that the measures proposed 

the promise of easing transporters' 

and 

. n h ve 
non-core that the stipulation would 
necessarily i rease the non-core WACOG by denying ·th~. utilities 
access to low. cost receipt points should their non-core sales 
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forecasts prove in mid-month to have been set too low. We note 
that because of our accounting rules, it follows from Edison's. 
argument that the core WACOG would. increase as well, as relativel:t,:>'" 

;' 

higher-priced gas flows through the short-term purchase account/and 
into both WACOGs. ORA's proposed Interruptl]:>le Short-Term chase 
Account would prevent core WACOG increases. 

We are unconvinced. As ORA correctly notes. 
comments, pg. 3), increasing the reliability of non- re 
transportation would improve the market signals be een well-head 
and burnertip, the end result of which could be gher 9r lower 
prices. Edison's static analysiS ignores the 
be expected from a market when price signals 

namic responses t~ 
re allowed to flow 

freely. We can certainly imagine competit~ among suppliers being 
enhanced by aggressive non-core transport ion customers confident 
of their ability to move gas to their b nertips. 

H w n h h n m n n ? As we 
noted previously, we consider this ~oposal t~ be interim and we 
expect our final procurement POliC~s, including capacity 
aSSignment, to obviate the need Fbr the measures contained in the 
stipulation. We adopt TORN~s 'oposed six-month sunset date and 
invite the parties to request an extension of the program if 
experience has shown that t . s is warranted. 

We approve th~OPOSed stipulation because we believe 
that the proposed meas~es promise real benefits to non-core 
customers by increasi,~ the certainty of interruptible 
transportation on the interstate pipelines. In adopting the 
interim stipulatiOn!, we stress that we do not consider the 
stipulation a subsfitute for the long-term resolution of capacity 
allocation, whiclfwe will continue to pursue. 

I 
We d~not grant PG&E's request t~ excuse it from the 

terms of the stipulation. As ORA points out, the result would be 

to place PG&E' at an advantage over SoCalGas and customers in the 
I 

southern C~ifornia market. We take the unusual step of applying 
the terms;6f a stipulation to a non-signatory because PG&E has 

$ . . 

challeng~a no facts and has not requested hearing, and has . 
I . 

r;f' 

~/ 
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exercised its full measure of due process. We have adopted , . 
some of PG&E's proposed clarifications and modifications. 

We deny Edison's request for a hearing. We are no~ 
convinced that the factual issues raised by Edison would lend 
themselves to further clarification in a hearing proces~ We e 
that the adopted procedures are interim in nature, the 
experience we gain during the implementation will low the 

long-term progr~. 
We sympathize with the concerns v ced Long Beach over 

wholesale core customers' access to inter~~te pacity, but 
as we discussed in 0.88-12-099 we must w~it action by the FERC 
in order to address those concerns. / 

In order to ensure that c~e c tomers are insulated from 
the enhanced price risk inherent ~ t~rogram, we adopt ORA's 
proposed ~Interruptible Short T~ ~chase Aeeount~ (ISTPA) to 
record the purchases under the;n~w nterruptible agreements, and 
order that all costs associated th the new agreements be 

allocated entirely to the n~- reo The ISTPA will work in concert 
with the already-existing;io,~term and short-term purchase 
accounts. / / 

A number of do~nters requested clarification of certain 
points in the event t~a~the COmmission approved the stipulation. 
We now provide clar~fi~tion where appropriate. 

I I 
SOG&E requ~ts that we clarify that shippers' 

interstate prio25i:t;.Is will continue to be governed by FERC orders 
436 and 500. We ~ree. 

PG&E refquests clarification that core-elect customers' 
volumes will c~tinue to be made through grandfathered priority 
rights. we. Tee. No change to core portfolio procedures is 
contemplat~:~ this order. 

Ie decline to adopt PG&E's proposal that we require 
procedur~ to place the risks of interruption and higher cost 
supplies/on "those customers whose unforecast gas needs created the 
risks".1 We rely on the utilities' expertise in forecastinqto 
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minimize forecast errors and in so doing minimize the use of the 
new interruptible agreements. 

We also decline to adopt PG&E's proposal that w& :equi 
third-party Shippers to execute new interruptible agreements w. th 
the pipeline$. We doubt the efficacy of the proposal, is 
certainly beyond our authority to order. 

We share Mobil's concerns over the practical 
the stipulation's balancing provisions, but we will a 
stipulation's procedures a chance to work before we onsider 
modifying them. 

We will require the utilities to prov~ e monthly reports 
allowing us to monitor the workings of the mea~res we approve 
today. 
Findings of I~c~ 

1. The Joint Proposed Interim tipulation seeks to 
resolve the issue of the California gas 
interruptible transportation capacity 

2. The stipulation provi as for the implementation of a 
reasonable program on an interim sis. 

3. Nominations l:>y sh;t'pers east of California may stand 
in the way of the fUlfillment;1:t the stipulation's objectives • 

4. PG&E would real~e an unfair competitive advantage 
If 

over SoCalGas and southern/California shippers if PG&E were not a 
/" 

part of the agreement. I 
S. Core and ,ore-elect customers' rates could rise under 

the terms of the stiput'ation. 
6. An Int~ruptible Short-Term Purchase Account would 

l shield core and core-elect customers from any negative effects of 
the program if al,tentries are allocated to the noncore WACOG. 

7. Th~Commission intends that the benefits to core and 
core-elect eusto~ers of utilities' grand fathered transportation 
rights be retained. 

S./Terminating the pr09'ram on August 31, 19&9 would 
allow the ,OmmiSSion to reconsider its risks and benefits after 
gaining some operational experience. 
COnelusidn3 of Law 

// 
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1. The Joint Stipulation filed by SoCalGas, CIG, and 
Mock Resources should be adopted. 

2. PG&E and SoCalGas should be ordered to establish , 
Interruptible Short-Ter.m Purchase Accounts to track all purChases~ 
made under the new interruptible transportation agreements. Al-{ 
volumes from the XSTPA should flow directly to the non-core 
portfolio. 

3. Approval of the Joint Stipulation should e 
August 31, 1989. 

IT IS ORDERED that, 
1. The motion to adopt the 

Stipulation filed by Southern California Gas 
Resources Incorporated, and California Ind trial Group is granted 
as clarified herein. Approval of the mea res in the stipulation 
shall expire August 31, 1989. 

2. Pacific Gas and Electric Company and Southern 
California G~s Company shall establi Interruptible Short-Term 
Purchase Accounts for all volumes p. chased under the new 
interruptible agreements establis d pursuant to the interim 
stipulation. 

3. Pacific Gas and ectric Company and Southern 
California Gas Company shall ubmit monthly reports to the 
Commission Advisory and Com iance Division giving total volume and 
average cost of spot gas m ved by the utility under each 
transportation agreement, broken down by individual Shipping 
nwnber. 

4. Thi.s is effective in 30 days. 

8 1989 
Dated __ ~ _______________ at San FranCiSCO, California • 

. ,. " "C',' ,", . 

',,' ',- < " •• 
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