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This' cieeis:Lon i"educes the:', grossreveriueof'So~thefn.;: 
california, Ga-s Company (SoCal) by$i06,.9 miliion (Appe:nd:tx ij~rid' 
increases the' gToss revenue of' San D:i:ec;oGas '& Electri'e 'c~mpari§ " 
(SDG&E) by $l5.6 million (Appendix C) .' "Included :l.nSoCalrs '~ne~ ", 
revenue'requirem.ent are (1) $45 milllon in attrit:tdn're';~nue 
increases authorized in Resolution G-2974' and '(2) credits"'(~£th 
interest) to' cOre ratepayers of $1.47 million and $,2;'2'29' m:O:li'~nJ:n 
accordance wi tb. Ordering Paragraphs 2' and "3 ,respe'ct:tv~lY;" ot' '. 
Decision' (D.) 91-09-026~ .. " ' 

SOCal's oore rates are reduced' $2'OO~5 miJ;lion"or'<8'~04%;"::' 
including a $149.1 million(8.22%)reCluction of re'sid':entialC r~t:~~·.· 

r' - " ~ ". .••. " 

Themeciian residential bill' is:' ,.,," 

Swnmer @ 25 tb./Month 
Winter @ 55 th/Month 

'Present, 
Rates' 

$17.18 
$:31.45 

Adopted 
..,;Bates 

'--$'i&.06-
$29.94 

" ," ~ I ", • 

" ~Change.:: '<' 

"';"6'~S:% .' 
-4.8% 

Socal's noncore ratesare~:increased by $98.0' million or 
39.18% (Appendix B). Tbe two primary reasons tor the noncore 
increases are an increase in interstatepipelirie'dernand:~'ebarges and 
thee-1.imination o'f the overco'lleCtion 'in nonc6reball!.l'le:G~9':'~' : ", " , , 
accounts. In last year's Annual Cost AllocatiobPrOeeedinq-'(ACAP)" 

, . " . . '#' " " ,--",,, 
(I>~90-1J.-02·3) rates' for tb.e noxicorewere reduced' by$S8"million to, 
amortize tb.e overcollecti6ri "in the 'noncorebalancinq' aeeounts~.::'~ ",:; 

SOG&E's core rates will increase by $J.:i~':'f million" ('4 ~9%); 

"', 
(Append.ix C) and its noneore rates by $3':3:miflion (1.7%) 
(AppendfxC).' A typical residentialbill-:' i:5r: ., I , . ~ , ,J ' .. 

SUlUlUer @ 2 o· th/Month 
Winter @ 47 tb/Month 

Present : Adopted' 
,~ates' " ~: 

$10";.66 . 
$24.40 

- -2 '-

, " ' $11~Z8::' 
$25,.92 

';'5~8% 

6.2% 



A.91-03-039, A.91-03-066 COM/JBO(j~t .. ' 
. I 

,'\ " .).' -
... - ".' , J', 

The most contentio,us. issue in this proceeding was cost 
allocation. So cal and most' interested parties asserted that more 
costs were allocated to noncore customers than was reasonable. The 
decision tinds that there is insufficient evidence to shift 
Administrativ:e and General (A&G) ,costs more .. toward· the. core. The 
requ.est to exempt certain of So Cal ' s . nonc,ore .. customers:· (t:tl.,ose·. who . .' 

, .' .. .. ~. 

transport their own gas on the interstatesys~em).from:payin9' a 
portion of SoCal' s interstate demand charges is; denied. ". 

This decision denies the request of the. City of. Vernon 
" '. . ... " 

tor wholesale rates and denies .. the request of the City of.". Long .. 
• ,,1 • , •••• '" ,,- " 

Beach for a low rate so that it might compete with SoCal to·.provide 
. , .' . - . ,- ., .... , ~ , 

service to, So~thern California Edison Comp~ny, (Edison) ...The, .•. c ' 

decision authorizes SoCal to recover its previously. authorized' .. ' •. . ~ . ., ,. 

brokerage tees but denies SoCal's request to recover .losses between 
, ~ " , . ,. , " . 

August 1, 19.91 and the .effectivedat~of:.this decision •.. 

or 

• 

This decision was'issued as a Proposed. Decision. to ,which 
the parties submitted .comments. .Those comments have been 
considered-and changes have b~en made in response to those comments • 
and a review of the record.. " .. ;:< . ", .,,, .. 

• ' ':-: '" I, ~ 

1_ .- .»ackgroung 

-. 

"-, "., 
',' ., 

, ~ /'- ", "'I 

'~', .. 
,,, II 

.' I, I. 

SOCal seeks in its .Biennial Cost ; Allocation . Procee,ding" .. : 
• ,'- ,- -, '" ••• J, ' •• ', • ," •••• • 

(BCAP) to,revise its . rates effec~ive· :octob~r 1'1::: 1.9;91:r:. or,·:as.:;soon. ";.' 
thel:'eafter .as >possible.. ~. '. ;' .;\ .. ., - .. ' '.,. ..' 

The purpose of _this application is (,1) to..al·locate- .. among 
customers' .tb.~' nonqas costs of. se~ic~' pre~io~slY . ...autho;i~·ed~ ,·by ~.the 

. ", . .~ .• , '. _." u' .• ~ 

commission for recovery in ,ra.tes, .(.2). to ;reflee~, in: rates the . ' ," ,. ',' ~.,.,', .,. '. ".. 

amortization of the balances. forecas~ aso·f· Septem.ber 3:0:, :.19:9·1 :in,' .. , . . . ., " .. . 
various balancing and tracking accounts previously authoriz,ed.b~l: ',' ..... ."., ,. . " ' , , 

the Commission, and (3). ~o refleet.in, rates the forecast cost of 
gas for core customers. and other related costs paid to· suppliers 
and transporters of ga~ purchased ~y.Socal..Pursuant; ::to' :: .~. :' ',' ::; 

- .3 -
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D:90~09-0'89:~ ,thi~" application ei'nploys=a ·24.2month-:·f~'red~~i p;~'ioC:1;' 
,.,.- " . "-:'.",,,,'' - I"'· " 

running from October 1, 1991 to Septe:ml:>er 30, 1993 ~' Fo':i:·' ,',," . ' .. , 

co~veni~nce ,So'cal pre~~~te'f, f~re~a~tdata in thit'ap~'iication 
separately for the first and s~cond 12~m~nth 'perio~'~'in:"t~~ . 
2 4 ';'molltb. f ore~~t period.' ',', ,: " , " ',' ",' ':' : ' 

,_ .,., " ... ~ ", .. '1" " ,,~'~, ,~<-.: ':'·}'-.~'''~'lJr'·,'!·,~:,;.j . ,,. 

SoCal presented compliance rates that are produced by 
application ~''! '1:b~ com£ssion"spr~viousi:/'adop'ted~~st,~gli~6.iti~n 
and ra~e' ,ie~i'9-n 9'Uidelin~s> to fore~asts' of' dentand and -tl1~6~'qhp~t:: 

. ..~. .'" I . .", . ... , .' '" . "." I. ,. .,'" ,"".' •• ';. I": \', ' 
SOCal also'presented alternative rates produced by certain, 

, _. ,-,', '. .' . ,.-." , " .. - ., .' 

modifications p'roposed by it to those previously 'aclopted ~cost , " , 
- • .' I ., •• , ".'~'. "".' :' .', ~," :.,'./,. ,,'~.~'\~',.. 

allocation and rate design, gul.clelines. The rate changes proposed 
'. • , • >, .' • ~ , , .... ~ 

by SoCal' reflect and pass through changed costs for s'ervices"ll.l'id', 
, • , '" ,__ ... ,'",,' L 

com:mod.ities furnished by it, and will not cause $oCal'toclevia'te ~,' 
from the'rate of return last authorized "by 'the C~~isslo~ .. :" ,'. " 

'" • _ • • ',.'", .> , .,. • • r~-' ,~'l' 1 . \ '" 

"SoCal proposes rates that" would decrease totalrev'enue 
collected by approximately $142 niillion annu~lly ~'a; c~mpar~d '"t~' ,', 
revenue at pr~sent rates.Assum.i~q no"change in 'do~t ~lloc:at:i.~n 
guidelines.~' l:~venue ,from. core customers will decre~s~ by' 'v:,' : ' ,', ' 

approximately $278 million annually, approximately an ll% decrease 
over' core revenue. at' pr~sent ~ates. Ass~ing'n.o \ch.ang~')L'n ,c:~ci~~:·. 
allocation guidelines, revenue from noncore customers, exclusive of 
revenue to recover qas costs, will increase by ~ppro~ima~'~'li$i3::6' 
mill'ion: annually, appro~'imately ~ 39% incre~se' fr~m rio'ricore nongas 
revenue at pr~sent rates. This de~isionauth'orizes'an 'o~er~ii' 
decrease in Socal's rate of $152 ~'3 ;'illion, i~cludiriq ~"e~'r~' ,. 
decrease of $230.4 miliion and a n~ncore ':i:~c're~~e Of''''$~'2.8 million. 

SDG&E in its biennial'" cost allocation "program ' '~~ek:i :. ,.):; 
relief similar to Socal's to reflect and allocate in rates SDG&E's 
balancincj'" ac'coun.t b'alances forecast a~' of septe~er: 30 ;::199l,. and 
SDG&E's nonqas costs and gas commodity costs which it expects to, 
incur" in 'the forecast pe~iocl to'prov:td~, 9'ass~rV-:tc~.· 

, SDG&E proposes to increase total gas rates ):)y$iO~'6, 
million on an annual'basis,which· constitutes a totai system'''' 

- ,. ".... 

- 4 -
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averaqe rate increase of 4.5%. This d.ocision authorizes an $11.1 
, ,c •• \ ~ , ," ,"., I -',' ",'. l' r'O<.· .' , ,'" ;" ._ j ('., I . , million increase. .. , ... ... ,'.. ." , " ,- .. 

~ " ~ ~,' .... I -,~ , , .. ,~" .. ,,~", .. ··L,"'l' "1"7 '''''-

The requested effective d.ate for'the 'rates is octoo'er'l, 
1991, ~r "as sO,0n. therea~t,~;,a~ 'P~~'~ib'le,~ .... " ,:,'.,.",. 'I";"~'::" '. 

A nwnl:>er o·f partias intervened. and. presented. proposals. 
which supported Socal's request for a real'iocation':':o,f' c6sts"':f~~m' 
noncore'to core, and. in some instances, went' fa~ ·,beyo~d. SoCal's 
request. This reallocation of costs wOuJ.d increase eore:':rat~s" by 
approxilii~telY $l60 miilion. ' Issues other than c~st alioc·a~.i~n· were 
raised by. some parties: The parties filing briefs,.are Socal" 
SDG&E, Division of Ratepayer Ad.vocates (DRA), Toward. uti'lity Rate 
Normaliz~tion (TORN), Pacific Gas and Electric' co~p~ny'(pC;&E'( , 

Ed.ison, Ind.icated. Prod.ucers, California cogenerati~n counci'l, 
.". t" I .' , 

Southern ,california Utility Power pool/Imperial,IrriqationDistrict 
(SctTPP/IIO), california Ind.ustrial Group, the City·o!'LOng.'seaeh; 
the city of Vernon, Kern River G~sTransmission com~any ,(Kern 

, .... • , .'. . • .' • • • ,.~... •• ',,! >' ,: 

River), and. Road.runner Club Association, Inc. (Road.r'\lnners). On 
many issues' the interested. parties share a cOmlno'n position and. 
their brie'fs are often d.uplicative •. In' th'is deeisi~n, 'th~~e'fore, 
we' wlll not always mention each party that took apositi~~ o~: a' 
particular issue, but will only refer t~' the parties' WhO~~'~,~' ' 

• " . <, • > , , .... " 

agreements,are representative. 
, .. , For the lnostpart, only' the, controversial' issues ,are , ,'n 

diseUss~:d.in this decision; but the find.ings of fact 'Will 'include 
all fi~d'inqsrequired to set r~tes~' . "'"., .,:" ',.:':,',,',':i .. 

," Bo:th applications .. were consolidated. for" hearing'. before 
.' • " • , • '. .' <. • ,.:. '....! •. '.' • .1".' ,~! ••• ) 

Administrative Law Judge Robert . Barnett. " .. ,' 
• '. • ' ~, .: ~ I" 

• ,"r 

' ... • • • ':: .. :;"';' ... , ,,0'. '. '" 

.II _ Spot Gas and Alternate Fuel Price ~eastS, 

", .. P • .'."., ... , 

, ' .. •• i' ',' ".< 

The spot gas and alternate fuel price, f.orecasts~are 
.. • '. ,,\ I . .'. ," ,,' "" • '. , _ 

d.irectly relevant to both the level of core-cus:tomer", rates and the 
• ..... "J," I.,,, ',11 .... 

forecast of gas ,d.em~nd, by botl'l core and. noncore. market se9ltl,~nts., 
"" ! .. , .. ,. 

- 5 -
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.. There is· no··suJ:)stantial clifferencebetween 'the Cl:Ude·,·oil"·-ancl,.-,-.,,, .'. . " . , . • , . ',.. . ,." .. I.,OJ' 

al ternate tuel price forecasts presented in this proceeding,J~y., DRA. 
and Socal. Socal has accepted ORA's~forecasts'rc' asshal.l we. In 
either '. case no· economic fuel. swi tchingis ;expected. ,An "O'il ' pr.i~e' 
forecast of $19' per barrel for, ,BCAP . periods. one· ,and two· :is \'adopted • 

. socal· has also accepted ORA.' s<,spot gas ,forecas.t .0'£·:$2 .. 0,1 
and $1,. 961MMBtu, forBCAP periods one and ,two, ,respectively,,:, but 
SOG&E contencls that its forecast of $2.29. and $2~.:28/MMBtu is",more 
accurate • The maj or , reason for the- difference in., these estimates 
is. that ORA:: based" its ,estimates on average mainline p:::ices r ., . while 

·-S:oG&E based i:ts estimates on ,the .califo,rnia ,border,.price_<In usinq 
the, border:'price SDG&E has combined",the commodity,:and .. ',: -~>.," . 

transporta:tion components. of del i vex:ed gas at a _ :time .:,when :" 
transportation charges .. areunclergo:ing signi.fioant changes.,'," ,We have 
used borcler price comparisons frequently ancl acknowleclgc:.their ,', 
valicli ty, but in forecasting .spot gas in .:this <:,ase·we prefer the. 

,unbundled mainline comparison, and will adopt ,the ,ORA .. for,ecast,~,: . 
SoCal has- accepted, ·DRA's single portfolio Weighted 

Average Ccst cfGas (W~COG) _', forecast, c·f $2 .• 11/MMBtu, and::,:, . 
$2.01/~tu,-.as shall ,we,., .... ", .'" .. ," 

•• ''"' ., '", < .• ' .. 

"(',[':.' 

XXX._, ,- Gas Demand 

. ., ~ '" .,'. ",' , .. 
Accurate predictions"of ,gas',demand are crucia,l<tc,:~ f.a.:ir 

allocation of, costs and to ,px:oviding .ethe .u:tili ty with, a., fa·ir ,,, ".' . ~ , , , ... ' ".' ,,'" '. , ~, .' "'. 

opportunity ~o earn its. authorizecl ra.te.. of r,eturn.. :If .... an:.. " t,.,' ': 

unrealistically high. for~cast,cf ... gas ,:demand ,fo~, a. parti~ularcla,s.s 
of cus:tcmers is. adcpted, .. that customer" class-will~ . be,:.allocatecl an 
inordinately large share.ot the utility.'srevenue requiremen:ts.;. , 

• • ' " • _.' ".' , ", '...., 0- • 

rates, would be clesigned so that theal,located .revenue .requirement 
would,be re~cverecl. cnly at,the aclcpted,levelofd~~ci~ .:;'J:~~~~~~;. 
actual demand . level is anything less,.. the utllity .. will not have ~ . . " ,. _ '. ,.'" ,),. 

fair opportunity to reccver its revenue requirements frcm the 

" 
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noncoresector" ~which,:'is' subj:ect only:to--:partial::'balancing: account 
treatment.":. ,,,,.," .,,, .. ~, '" ' ...... ''-:'.\::::,c;>.'''': ,'> ,': ..... ,., 

In"this BCAP, ··qas':demand forecasting;;:has';been· comp:licated 
by the impl'ementationof the Com:mission"s Procurement Deeision~ 
D~90-09-0S9'~ and by the i:mpaet:of Priority" 2A '(P2A) "economl'c",,,, 
praCtieality* shifts of core ,'eustomers': to the noncore::class under 
Commission 'Resolution G-2948' and' other reiated' decisions."· The' 
central issues concerning gas: demand"inthis BCAP' invo-lve:,>the:: 
noncore industrial forecast, the impact of' P2A· "economic' ,;: ,.,' 
practicality'" shifts, service" level elections by'noneore' customers, 
core' aggregation and core'subscription'load, the Long Beach 'utll;ity 
electric generation (UEG) demand forecast, the~heat rate 'update:':' 
from TJEG customers (which is used to determine how much: 9'as~' 
'cogenerators'ean use under' the' 'Schedule'>GN-50 rate)., and·~ other :: :,' 
issues, ,inclUding anticipated discounting; which' 'are d'ire'ctly . 
relevant to: a forecast of non-enhanced' oil recovery (EOR) '>-: 
cogeneration :demand.' ,,".' " 

BothSoCa'land DRA: have developed 'econometric models to 
forecast throughput to 'resideritial;>core:'commercial'; core : .. ,:: ,<.' 

industrial, and certain sectors of the noncore:' industriaf':cla'sses 
of service. Under these models, demand has been forecast as a 
function of weather, the pricee,of:'natural gas, the price of . 

. sUbstitute fuels, anci economic activity in the SoC~l service ~rea. 

For the core' classes of serviee,the,'SoCal' and DRA- forecasts are 
extremely close • However , . 'for the "noncore" classes'> of~ serVic'e~" 
DRA's forecast exceeds that:of SoCal>by 6.9%' in'the':t'irst~:year~'and 

• .. • "'. ., ' ", <-, ",,' 'J" . "',', ./ .'~ by '4.17% :tnthe second year--of theBCAP-~per.lod:.;·' , '>-- ,. 

With the exception of 'the noncore industria:l"::market" 
sector, s6cal accepts DRA's>demand' forecasts~ SoCal is aliso:'~ir{- ~ 
agreement' withDRA on the retai'lUEG' demand forecast with 'an :'", 
adjustxnent 'for the Los Angeles Department of Water' 'ana" Power' >:N 

(IAOm>') in' order to reflect' implementation of a 'two-tier'rate:-~:':,' 
".~, ""','" '7' ,:...~ """ .,",~ , . 
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A. 'Noncore Industrial 'p@iand FOrecast 
, .; ", ... ' '., I • -,~ '-"'I '~.'- ,,';_ ,-)., ,'.' 

Both'Socal and ORA have forecast a' r~duction in' '~~rico~e' 
commercial and ,industrial throughput'~ However, the ORA fbrecast" ' 
expects 'more'demand than th'at of S~cal In both BciP:'p~;i~d~, by 
6.9% inBcAP' year one and by '4.17%" in' BcAP year t~o,. "'I'h:~ ~eas6n" 
for the'difference is' the manufact~ringe~ployment' forecast " " 
utilized in ORA's econometric models. : While ORA ~tilrzed:th:e'March 
1991' University of ca'iiforn'ia at La's' A."igele~, Busipess r9%'eeast ot 
the cal ifornia Economy,' (UCLA fo'recast) as its source' for" an' 
employment forecast, SoCal based'its forecast on'projections of 
economic conditions in the SoCal serv"i:ce territory' whrch:;"i:n' turn, 

., '. • .... '. • ,0,. ,', ,.. ", ... , .. ,f'J .'~, ' I 

are based upon assumptions about the u~s. econoxnY.'I'he'emplo:yment 
data utilized by SoCal was from' the': socal:' seriice Ar~~'::':Economic 
Model. The national data wa's takerifrom' the Oata' R~s~~~6e:; I~c. 

• , f ,. , ' ~ .' • . '"' ~ , 

(ORI) u.s~ Model. 
'ORA argues that' while:Socal'"s'employment projectio~;;h~,je 

the advantaqe' of beinq service area':'specific,' oRa' s ~mplo~ent: :, ' ' 
projections are based on a more recent forecast of nati6rial.:':'and 
state economic conditions than:' SoCal' s.Furthermor~,' "Since 
economic'activity in Southern California has a'large' i~fll,;.~ric~'on' 
the Cali'fornia economy~ the use ot': a :cali'fornia :forecast 6aptures" 
th~ bulk of', economic activity in the S~Cal serVice' area':':I:~ ," , 

SoCal says that DRA's argument in tiiis' r~gard ::is"no ' 
longer applicable. On cross-examination, ORA'S witnes~"admitted 
that a more' recent UCLA forecast than tb~t used' by'tlRA:in",·, 
forecasting noncore industrial demand has revised tn~ 1992 ... , , ." 

manufaeturing employment groWth 'rate downward from"2.1%to 1~3!',. 

As,'a result, 'DRA'S argUment 'that its forecast has the:' advaritag~ d,t 
utilizing more recent: information i's'~oot'. socalmainta:i:ns~' " in'" ~,~ .. 
taC:'t, the-most recent forecast by UCLA is verY much'in lil{~'with -
the foreCa~t utiiized by's'ocai. It', is' the difference between' th~ " 
DR! emploYll1ent forecast and the version ot'·the"UcLA\amplo~erit' ,"-" ," 
forecast utilized by DRA which is primarily responsible for the 

- s -
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difference between their noneore.com:rnercial and,industrial,.dexnand 
forecasts. SoCal argues that b~hause' .th~ 'employment "for~~~st U~~d 
by' ORA' is not- ~e~ice area":specific',(irl addition:.to . .th~ fact. :that 
it has been revised' downward 'since,oRA/s" filing .in, this, 'p,r~·ceeding, 
so as to bring. it more in line with that utilized by SoCai)"it,' 
renders ~ inacCurate Pi~ure'ot,manuf~ctu~in9"9rOwth,inSo~the~ 
california due to the economic differences :between Northern .. , 

. .,' .' /, '" ,',',. 

california and Southern California. So.uthern ,California i~.~eavily 
industrial comp~red to' the rest O,f the, .. state. _ '." , 

" We agree Wi,th Socai's assess:ment,~f manufacturing., 
employment: ,and ,,-,:il1 adopt it.,·h , .' " "_"~' ",,~. ~', 
B. Non-EOR' cogeneB>ion PcmanSl . 

. " ," .' 
5oCal, has forecast .. 72 MMdth of non-EOR cogeneration 

demand during both BeA:?' peri~ds, inci~din9',~ S,. 0 MMdth.to~ i~~9~term 
transpo~tion customers (eXcluding' 9.0' MMdth cor~ e~~a~g.~. 9'a~" 
customers). Industrial., cogeneration volwnes. are, projected to :be SO 

. ., ,'. " , ,-' 

MMClth, while the. commercial cogeneration requirements are,~ol;eca.st 
• I '" ...,' ' J. "" >,"" .w,' 

at 22 1-1Mdth. 
ORA did not, take issuewith'the company's forecast of, 72 

" .". .,." ...... '. '.' ... • ", ... ·1 ... h.' .' ".,' • 

. MMdth for BCAP periods one and. two.. However, DRA did take .. , issue. 
". • _ ,. f" /"."' .", , ..... 

, with heat rates, used to., calculate the,amount of gas available. at. 
. ' , .. ... , .. , .' .' ~ .. ' .. ' .~ .. 

the cogeneration ra~e. SoCal has submit~ed. ~evised forecasts using 
the correct heat rates. These. will :be adopted. 

- .• ,1 I ~ .. 

TURN took issue' with the forecast and recommended 
,. ,.,., .' .'.' ','. 

adjusting" it upward. TURN claimed that.,SoCal. had exclude,d, S, MMdth 
" , " , .. 

of load fro:m the forecast which could :be, retained. through "'" .... 
, . , .., .. .' , ,} ' .. - '." ,.. 

discounting. Its witness estimated that an additional" $3.6,. million 
. • " ." '. I , ••. '" ', •••• , 

in revenue could be generated by retaining this load. on. the '. system 
• I ' ~, • i,,, ' ... ' ..... , . . ,,~ , , , , .. " 

through discounting,. Based. upon this, he proposed increasing the 
throughput,estimate by ~~5.'MMdth which is-theaxn~~t,~f .tb.~~ug.b.P~t 
at ~the default rate which woUld.,generate- ,this addi~.ional r~~~n~e •. 

. ~ . ~ .. 
ORA supports the 'l'URN recomm.endation •. ,. 

" " ~ .. 
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Socal- :asserts 'that, its' 'forecast inclUded.:';'dJ.seounting'-to 
retain non-EOR J.:'oad. It proposed' a' cogene'ration> rate of'geGper' " 
therm' and' a. discount down to 6 ~ :3¢' per'.'· the:r:xnin' ord.er to~:maintaln; 
the load. 'forecast in the non-EOR coge'neration~ market': " SOCal" .' 
contends that" discounting'· any lower will not'achieve: any': aClditional 
demand. Socal's forecast'appears reasonable and wilf"be~' " .:: ' 

adopted. 

, :N,_ GasSUpply 

socal has st'ipulated to: the, DRA: forecz,.'sts· otweighted 
average spot prices and of,the-single portfol'iO'WAC'OG:~: 'and there is 
'no dispute concerning capacity" a,ssumptions; fixed' gas supply costs, 
and other related direct billi'ngs. " 

There are, however, several issues whi,ch, im:eaet gas 
supply and. are subject to- considerable dispute. Al'tiong<these issues 
are the methodology for calcu'lation: 'Of the minimum' purchase 
obligation.(MPO) transition cost, the 'projected start~up date for 
the pipeline being constrUct~d. j·ointly by Kern' River Mojave 
Pipeline company (Kern River'or Kern/Mojave), and:the impact of the 
anticipated Transwestern Expansion. 
A. Single Portfolio WACQG lotf;east 

DAA'sWACOG for~cast, after adjustment.for'MPO, is 
$2.11/Dtb.~.for BCAP year one and:$2, •. 01/Dth.for BCAP:.year two. For 
the purposes, 'oftb:i~ proceeding; SOCal· ha.s accepted:DAA's single 
portfolio- WACOG. fore6ast,~;:: ' "" \.. .... 

'l'ORN criticized' this !oreeastand.'speeulated'that it was 
S%:te: 10% too- high.· We give no weight:~to 'l"O'RN's".speculation and 
will adopt the DRA forecast.. .... 
S. The Kinilnum PUrchase Qbligati,sm CM:rol··· 

MPO transitioneostsare excess cost.s .incurred.to· satisfy 
minimum purchase obligations under long-:-terJ.'ll. supply:cont:l;acts>~" 
executed before the Commission's gas industry restructuring that 
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w~s,implem~nted: in May 1988.. These:, contracts in~lude."SoCal's . 
California, POPCO-Ho:odo, and,Federal offshore supply contracts .. 

, c,' ~ ...., • , _" .," • • ',' • • , "w " ' • , • '" .... ' ....~ 

The original intent oftheJ1PO transition, cost concept, was, that 
. . ., .. , .. -.. . ' ... ",' 

certain,. high~cost contracts--which neither core nor noncore, . 
ratepayerswoula purchase toaay if,: given. the choice--,w0!Jlci ~e ' 
fairly allocated between all ratepayers .. 

The Commission's existing method for calculating MPO . ' 

costs was discussed in 0 .. 87-12-039 (26 CPO'C 2d 213, 236): 
N ••• it' appears likely that POPCO and certain 
california supplies will continue to be taken 
by the utilities under contractual provisions 
which would not likely be tolerated in today's 
competitive market. It is important to 
reiterate that what we cons:ider uncompetitive' 
is the combination o,f high, minimum purchase 
obligations and higher-than-market commodity 
priC?es. 

NFor SoCal, there are MPO-related transition' 
costs assoeiated with POPCO;and CalifO'rnia' 
supplies. The POPCO and California gas" . " 
supplies will all be incorporated into the c'ore 
portfoliO', and we are reasonably satistieci that' 
the sum total of all other gas supplies 
assembled by SoCal to serve the core is a 
useful proxy tor the competitive price of gas. 
This proxy is relatively stable, easy to 
calculate on a continuing basis, ana is not 
based upon any particular rate design method. 
Because the supplies to which .. these transition' 
costs are attached are a relatively small part 
of Socal's overall purchases, we'do not,expect 
great swings in the calculation o,f these costs. 
Thus, the calculation avoids the concerns that" 
led us to rej ect for use in this proceeding the' 
'bO'ttoms-up' approach. to excess gas costs .. " 

. . '. ,'. 

SoCal has estimated MPO transition costs by ''eomparing 
unit prices under the affected agreements with 'a weighted~'average 
of prices under long-term':and-spot purchases~-:, This 'approach' (the 

WACOG approach) was first used by the Commission' in 0.:87-12-039, 
and it was 'most recently: used· in O.90;;'11~02':3. . : .. ; '.~.',,:' 

.'.. " ") 
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A nUInber of parties1 (known as the Stipulatin9 Parties) 
urge that'we ·"reconsider our :method 6t~' Cietermin'inq' 'MPO; costs';~nCl~' " 
support the recommendat1on~ 6f tong Beach'~'which would reduce 'the' ' 
MPO transition costs for the two-year S'ciP:"period from:"$41;:6.12;'"OOo' 
to' $12,81S,000:and place the entire difference'on'the core 
customer. 

, k' witness for Long'Beachtestif:i.ed that 'MPO 'transi ti'on ' " 
costs should" be" based on comparison' to prices contained :lIi long"':' 
term supply contracts, as specified.'l:lytheCommissionin' 
0.86-12-010. The witness stated' that MPO transition costs:'are' a 
subset of II" excess procurement costs • 11'" Excess procu.rexiie'~t' co~:its 
were first discussed in D.86~l;2-010, p~i02: ' ' '. 

II"An accurate assessment of the extent'to'which 
procurement costs are excessive may l:lequ.ite " 
difficult. The best comparison,would probably 
be to new long-term contracts. Absent that, 
another approach would ,l:le to compare' them to' 
each other (e.g., to assess any difference 
amon9'commodity rates in 'existing long-term ' 
contracts as transition costs)." , , 

In D.87-12-039, the Commission selected a WACOG approach in large 
part because SoCal did not' have lonq-term '''benchmark'''' contracts. 
The WACOG was a necessary simplification at that time and "has', been 
used since 'then,. He said that the"WACOG approach used in,"; 
0.87-12-039 and D.90-1l-'023 should not be continued because th'e'" 
conditions that led the'commission>to deviate from 'its:policy in 
0.86-l2-0l<> have changed.S~alnow :has a 'substantial ricinber' 'o;t' 

long-term' contracts negotiatedundertlle post;';'0·.-S7-1"Z-O'3'9lnarket' ':,: 

'. j , .. 

..-, ,~, .. ,'.;') '" , :"" 

',1, " The Sti'pulat:i:ngParties'consist'of 'Edisori>'SOO'&E'> ' :>:.. :;;':';' 
SCOPP/IID,. the City of Lonq.,Beach, and,the',Cal:ifornia~:Industrial,;" 
Group, california Leac;ue of Food Processors and Cali'fomia, .. 
Manufacturers Associatl.on'<CCIG)'. ' These- part1es'- are 'al-J: noneore' .. 
use.rs of ,tbe5OCal sys.tem. They stipulated,' that·, $160, mil'lion' ·of:::" ., 
costs should be transferred from the noncore to the core. We are 
not bOund by that stipulation.' " . 

- l2 -
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structure ~ll.a t . can . ~c used, to,de~,~rmi~e.: z.1POtransi :tion,co~ts;., In.' 
short, it is no lonc;er, necessary.,,, or" appropriate to· use the .WACOG.' , 

, .' . . . ~. \' , . ~ . . 
approach chosenin,l?87-12-039. "', . :, .:.~_"~-:,." 

He co~tends. that MPO transition costs should .. reflect-, only 
~I' ' ." '" ,.. • _.' 't'" \0 ' I . I 

those prices in e?,cess of the upper limit of the range of.prices· 
calle~ fo.x: in, socal ' s new long-:-term contx:aets.. He; . said,,, that our 
task ,is to. comparetho.se contracts that are ,transition cost: 
candidates with this upper limit and to, assess ~ransition: .. c9stS. 
only when.the cand.id.at~,prices exceed the upper .. lim:it of· prices 
that SOCal ,would pay und.er its ,new,loXlg-:-term. contracts.' He, .. 
calculated the MPO transitio.n cost estimate for the.two-year BCAP., 

period to. be $12,lSS~OOO as compared to· SoCal's forecas:t-o.f 
$4l,6l2,000. He believes it is~appropriate to." use the upper limit 
o.f the ranqe be~use transition c:osts:are.interi~edto represent the 
excess o.f prices in pre-transition . contracts -oVer-:eurrently 
prevailing market prices., .'rhe upper limit of prices in ,SoCal's new 
lonq-term contracts places an upper limit 'on currently' prevailing 
market prices •. 'rhus, only prices above this-upper limit-,should. be 
considered. .excess transition ·costs. ,Using' an . average price.' is:, :" 
inappro.priate because. there. is. a .range ;of, prevailing, market-;prices 
above and. belo~ the average price, which-should not ,.beconsidered. 
" excessive & "- , _ 

.SoCal', .DRA, and TO'RN~, oppo.seany ,change in . the' m>O,~' 
calculatio.n. 'l"C'RN's witness. testified that, theCommissi·on',s .. 
reasoning' in D.87-~2-039 continues. to·, support"the·,·useo! the, 

existinq MPO calculation method. As a benchmark, the overall 
port~olio WACOG is still relatively stable, it is easy to 
calculate, and it is not ?ased on any particular rate design 
method. He ~icl that the essential ·purpose ,o.f Fthe ~O,is-; to-',sha-re 
equita~ly alnonq all customer 'classes the exces'sgascost_sthat ,~.,"?~ 
would' otherwise be borne solely by the' , core portfolio 'because' ,th":t' 
port~olio- has- served as the dumping ground for' SoCar's . unmarketa~J:e 
gas supply' c~ntracts. 'rh~t r~~llty has: ,not Ch~n9'ed .dince~19,s7~.· ;i"~ ,= 

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

- 13 -

. • 

• 



-• 

• 

A.91-03-039, A.91-03-066 COMlJBO /,j ft ... 
... ,,"., " " '''''./ 

Perhaps the mostprecise.calculation:of. MPO '. cos:-tS;-,w:ould: ,-result. ,f.rom 
. a ·d~te~i~~tionofth.e:.pride :so~i w~~d p·ay, .. ,for~/:~epl:a,c,e~ent>qas-. if 

, •. ' I ,. :' •• ..;, .... " ,,' ", • ,.. ". • 

i t w~re not. required to purchase unde~ the MPO;"'re-la:ted,' contracts. 
I • _ • • • • 

SoCal's evidence indicates that j,n ,most months the ,-price' for:'. 
replacement supplies would. a~t?-~ily~.e,' low'~r than~ the "f:o:z::ecasted. 
WACO(';. This. suggests that the current, me;th.oo.·.uno.erstate.s-: .. :rather; 
than overstates MPO-related transitio'n:'~osts. .' '., :;~~ ". 

'.' He 'testified that Long. Beach.' s approach., ,is.extreme·:.and., 
.' .. , ,,', . " ," , 

illogical.' It ignor.es the :fact:,~at:, the high-cost discrctiona:z::y, 
supplies used as the benchmark are. ,not expected., to- be:: purchased: by 
SOCal. in any m~nth of theforec,a.~t period. In. every, single case· 
Socal could, and apparently. would", displace these expensiye ',' 
discr~tionar;i supplies with spot_g~s, or,.l~sse;q,ensive.: gas ~ from­
it~' ~ther: c~ntraCts. Thus,' the price~ tllat. LOXlg· Beach:uses-.are .. 
more reflective of the cost of a peaking .. supply than-of a baseload 
must~bk~~~urce.· .... '. ,. . ';' ; .. ':'~.;" . 

He said it would. be totally incorrect. to· .. exclude. ,all: spot 
, ". ,. ' I • • • " ( • i .' • "" " .~ 

gas suppl'ies from the determination of the .MPO .. benchmark.·;as:;Long, 
Beach' suggests, becau~e s~cal'. s market-r~~ponsi;'e ".iong-t~nl."· "', . 
contracts typi~allY in~lude' proviSions that pe~itat least.:l,imited 
substl t~tion of spot gas without" charge ... when s~oti~ .-cheaper -:' , Spot 
pur~as~s are anticipated by andf~rm. an integral part Of~~the 

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

contract's supply package and .price. , __ ; It woul,d .be, ,a false., ..... 
comparison to look only at the long~term p;fce in.the ;"cont~act, 

, • - J ' . ',.' ,.' -." ". > •• , • 

while ignoring the fact that the contract permits somele-vel- of 
,.. I. ' ••••• ' ", 

spot gas substitution •. SoCal's spot and contract -purchases are .. ~~ 
both 'part:'of . its overali contracting strategy', and ..bo'th.shoUld, be .. 
included. in . the MPO calculation., -F'inally., he a~~~d .th.atthe;,:;,~: 

• , ~, • .," , • ' , • !. • •• "., ,. ..,. ... .... , v" . ....' . 

contract prlces used by Lonq.Beach...have pever .been found ,reasonable 
"'), _.. " . , . , "'" , .... 

by this Commission. Indeed/,' ORA has. challenged several-of~, SoCa.l~·s 
I' • • ' '. ' .' ,', " •.• • ' • r' • -" 'e ~, , 

contracts in the latest reasonableness review. It·.would. needlessly 
• " ,_ ,0' ,~ .,,' .• .' , 

complicate matters to base the MPO calculation on a.single contract 
~ , • " " - I' ,'" 

- 14 -
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based" ,calculat~()n'avoids ·this pot~nt:i.~! ·:p:r~blem:' 
We will 'make no chanqes' ix{ our method o':fall~~ati~g, MPO 

costs.. We: nave used the wAC'OG approach . for' f~ur';ea'rs'~nd have 
.,., .. .' " ". . . " \ ... " ,-, ,~. . . 

found 'ittobe simple inappli'eation and" fair in al'loeation..,The 
recommendation by the stipulatinci parti~sth~t' weshouid' ch.ange 'a 
simple computation tor a complex ana1.ys:t~ of'~oritraetpi~~~~ and 
purchases :has no merit. It is merelyat'ormul:a'toshittcosts 
which~wereineurred tor all customers trom nonccreto core. 
SOCal "s overall WACOG otthe non~MP6 "C]as cate90riesSh~uld.· continue 

. ..' . 
to be used as the benchlnark' for the MPO calculation, inas,much ,as 
these supplies represent the overall' et'fectlvenessots'oCal's ' 
contracting efforts and are a more'; accurate mea~~;e '~:f':the~ 'H~xcessH 
nature. o:f theMPO contracts. .... ., . ',.. '. 'v.,"', . 

" ""'. .. " . ..,~. 

Certain parties" h~ve recommended that' we announce a 

J 

• 

termination date tor MPO costs. That is, they do'~~'t;;,~ant' MPO 
costs allocated' to the noncore in' tuture years~ No" reason, is given • 
e~ceptthat' MPO' costs have been' in place' for' a' l'ong. time,; and th~se 
parties 'areeoncernedthat' theMPO r~te rnechariis~ wil'l b~~~me a " 
permanent"feature'ot rate design.' ':Their conee~ is u~~arr~~t~d . . ' , 

As soon as the contract'obligations'h~ve been satistied; theMPO .. 
rate lD.echanism'-will fall 6{ its ownweight~ 
c. ~iec::ted Kernmoiave 'Pip¢lin~~rt-up' Date 

The date on which. the Kern/Mojave pipellnecomes on-line 
is directly relevant to forecasts o'~ system capacity, and. 
curtailments~ and'd.emanct and throughput 'forecasts. If the pipeline 
were to be operational earlier th~n' J';ly l, ''1992, as h.~s 'been . ", 

) ,_, ...' ". '". 'I' " I·' " 

forecast by Kern River, the forecast 'for EOR cogeneratlonbypass. 
. ,.... ". " ',' ,'. ". ,"'. " ..... 

would increase for thetirst BCAP period while the demand ~or this 
market' would decrease. The in-service' date tor the Kern/Moj ave ., .. , 

" ,..' ." • ' eo' •• '".' 

pipel'!ne' will also impact torecastedcurtailment. I.ntha:t ,.rega:t:d, 
if :thisp1i:>eline were to come on:~line in Januaryo't 'l992 " .... 

curtailment could. be eliminated in the months of January and 



~ 

• 
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February. In fact,; under ·:th-& SoCal'co-ld year, ·f'o:re·cast·~eurta:i:lm'ent 
would be eliminated in "a cold'year·beginning ·tne· time:.the·· .. · ,,"'f";"; 
Kern/Mojave'pipeline is :in . operation .... The ;adoption"o:f!'an'\earlie'r~ , 
on-line date .. tor the'Kern/Moj ave pipeline' than July 1:". 19·9,2 :would~:­
impact cost allocation to all customer classes due to the 
addition~l.:UEG demand·:tbat could be' :served in! a' cold:year. 

A·.reasonable forecastot, ,the.anticipated date:·tha~ the' 
:Kern/Moj ave· pipeline will" be on-line " is~' necessary' to arrive"'at:; a '. 
fair cost allocation in th·is. proceeding. socal and~::DRA have -, . 
forecast July 1, 199Z,. . while :Kern River :has. proposed: January 1·, 
1992. Our eoncern in this ·.dispute is to- be cautious .• ';' Although ".::' 
:Kern River has shown that parts of its project are curren~ly on 
schedule, the maj ori ty of pipe'line' segments ,which have been 
completed are located in flatlands, not the mountainous terrain 
which must still be traversed •. 'FUrther," construc:tion':in'this.' .. 
mountainous terrain will have to· .becompletedinthe':\ winter, which 
increases the likelihood o-f s~stantial delays;..·· Unanticipated 
causes for'delay have already occ:urredsince the hearings 'in::,this 
proceeding, and are likely to, occur . again. -in. the future-~:: : 'Because of 

the.magni tude of . this.· proj eet anct the difficult terra:in~i t must 
cross we.:bel·ieve it is prudent to antiCipate -some~ cieJ:ay and·, will 
adopt, socal 'sin-service- date of Ju-J.y '1,.:' 199 Zfor forecast::,·; .:' 
purposes. . r.'.: .' . '. ~.: .. 

D. Transwestern EXpansion .. : .... : .::' .. >. 
Transwestern Pipeline Company (Transwestern) ... has:~·fi·led to-

increase '.i ts· 'mainlineeapacity, to ,california.: ,by 34.01-' MM~I d, whieh 
is expected to be' in. service by Januaxy1992 .•. It 'already bas fi:rln~ 

eommi tlnents for.this capacity-of ':2'0 O~'MMcfl dfrom :PC&£'. and~-:,6-0" MMct'l d 
from. other parties (which.._do, notinci-ude SoCal):.::SOcaJ. .... has::-not '':,,':; 
forecast addi tiona! .throu9hput ' from. Transwestern .. durinq-'; the", BCAP::" .... ~ 

period. . .' - " " ..... /; ... : .': ":':.': 
.. Socal states that. it has' no- interconnection:.:·agTeement· ,Y: 

with Transwestern, nor has it shipper commi tlnents guaranteein9 

- 1.0.-; ... 
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recovery".o:f :the~increased .. facilities costs ,for such, "',',:,, ~ ','::' 
interconnection,. ,It:says,-;it has :no.'.plans at ,this,: time, to- instal):;., 
any interconnection facilities-except ,for ,some sEall.: enhancements;' 
which: ,would, increase its capacity to receive,'I'ranswestern:~gas,:,by:SO 
MMcf/d.···, .", " , ,," ".' 

.'I'URN J.l.:r:qes us to-include thi's adci'ition" 50 MMc.f/d":±n:~otlr:, 

estilnatesof .. qas ,supply available':to.Socal. We, shall,-~do so·. 
Although SoCal ·does not"plan;a maj~or .upgrade' to- take ,,,the ':., .'., ,''':'.', 
'rranswestern. increase ,:. its .. "'small enhancements" will "be !,in ' place·. ,: 
and we would , expect,..· 'over tilne·,.. a more . substantial ' connection' i,!,' 
for nO' other reason· than system security.'" 

:,) ,.'" ',' ,'," 

v _ Reyenue ,RequirelDents' , 
\ ,',.' _,' , r, ,I 

A. )2pdates tct BalAncing· and 'racking Accounts 'c,: 

Forecasts of balancing and tracking. account~: 
over /underccllectionswere first' ,presented by Socal ,as, 'cf " " 
September .30" 1991 based upon recorded data as' of Jaziuary:-:.3:1 f 1991 

together. with.- forecasted~ data for "the months between 'January' 3'1'r::' 
1991 and September 30,: 1.991.. In. Septe:ml:ler' updated accounts were ',: 
filed based upon recorded .. :data-,as of . August 31, :l99'1 together with.. 
estimated, ac:tivi ty for' September;., "only -the' ' controvers:L'al, "'accounts 
are o'iscusseo' in this decision. We will use the September ,upc:a:te·'. 
for BCAP rates. 
B. . ~asonal Bate- Shortfal'l . Account .' , .. ,.,.'"\ 

" l. '~,J, 

, In..D.9'1-OS-03.9. ,the. Comltlxssion '.ao'opted, seasonal'.::vol'-UII.etric 
rates fcr noncore .retail·customers...: :Based.upon,thisdec:ision,:' 
lower,. s1JlDIller. rates went .into-,eftect :on' :August, 1'~: :199'1;,:,.· 'However ,.~,:'-: 
due tc': the:~ timing of: .the; :implementationdate . these' lower ":summer, :;: ~~-: 
rates -have: not been, offset ·by.hig.herwinter-·:rates,'based:. :on ~the ..... ':" .> . 

adopted revenues and rates from SoCal's 1990 ACAP. For thJ.s '.':' .. :);~:. 

reason.,,-' cur' action: in:'o". 9'1-05-03 9-'created, '-a,. revenue shortfall which 
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we. authorized.;SoCal to' reeover. through; a,Seasonal Ra.te.·~S'hortfa·ll< 
Account:.··.· '. ~ ... ~ , " . ' "\ -.(',., . 

~ .. ~ ".. . 

··.DRA estilnates that. this .account:"will have.··acc=u:ed.,:J;'i ,--:·i~.( 

approximately $4 million by October 1, 1991. DRA recomlnend.s:"·;that,~ 

the:, costs: accrued. in- the: account -be:~ allocated. on:an.-: equal cents­
per-therm basis to:' the retail noncore· •... Since': the shortfal'l'.'·is; ..• : , 
generatedasa· result of the-. mid.-term: change; in~ noncore:ra.te": .. : " . 
d.esign:, it: is. appropriate that· the·costs·,:.remain:;W"ithin the~:noncore 
class. Finally, since this shortfall is a one-tixne phenomenon:,. . the 
account should, be abolished. on the effective aate of . the BCAl>·, .. ,' ".' 

decision which' follows after this BCAP-dec:ision.. DRA's.· -
ree.ommendation will De adopted. We. should point out tbat,thisis:' 
no.t.,; retroactive ratemaking' :because at .. the time' .. we made:' this change 
effective Auqust··l·, 1991, ,we also<.provided for:the revenue ;-'~", ." 
shortfall •. ~ ," ., ,'.: " 
c. Brokerage Fees. ' ,.: .: :.' , .' 'Y' ':' ;'" r ", 

'" . Socal, has- in the past purchasea:·gas. for.its noncore .. .' ' .. ': 
customers and· incurred expenses designated as brokerage. fees. ,: .. 
Recently, Socal' s brokerage fee expense was estimated>at,,..,$4 .. 2:3· 
million ... annually , which SoCal estimates for this' BCAP· .... ln SoCal's,. 
most recent· ACAPthe. noncore sales. were in· the . range· of ,·160- ;MMDth .~. 
and. the $4.23 million brokerage fee was recovered bY.charging .. ,.' 
SO.266/therm to core-elect andnoncore customers. However,in-
0",,90-09-089 .weordered ·that·. Socal' S ,noneore portfo'lio .De .. el,i:minated. 
starting Auqust·l,. 1991. 
sales. to about 36 MMDth .. 

This· action "red.uced the. amount ~·.·.of noncore 
If .. the:$O •. 266 /therm. rate .were·:::sp:r:ead,~'only 

over this reduced amount, the ,brokerage fee·shortfall.,would be.~; ::': 

approximately $3.3 million ... SOCal .aoes not propose-to, increase-.the 
$0 .. 266 rate'~but recommends ,that ,the shortfall be allocated.;:to·core: 
and-noncore based on the·adopted·1990 ·ACAP ratios~Further, "SoCal 

. points out that between/August .1., 199J.. and .:the time· this decision"; 
becomes effective there will Dea loss, of noncore .. sales.whi.ch..·~wil'l:' 
be only partly replaced by core subscription sales . '. ,".The-.d·if:ferenee 

. 
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in, sales_ resul. ts in an. estimated' brokeraqe", feeshortfalli -of.'!':$O-. 4'3" 

million. SOCal proposos to recover the $0 .. 4:3 million short:!all:';,:, 

trom noncorc'- retail eustomerS:'in 'the:" BeAll period: on' a'n"equal cents 
per' ther.m basis. '.: ,:: :,.; ': ' .. " '<:..- :~ ,<", :.~ >; ';" " ", 

DRA. a.isaqrees with SoCal', that:· i t: should::,'b~;f. 'enti tl'ecP to::, .. 
full .. recovery of $4.2'3: million. '::. DRA. argues that:- this':base-' revenue 
requirement was:' adopted on the' 'assumption otsiC]llit icant n~ncore ~.­
procurement a.cti vi ty. SoCal has not: providecf: a'new, brokerage;~\ fee~' 
study, based on its.:-' new, lower" procurement:· aetivi ty·,~ to~ eo'nsider -~ 

revisions to: the level of" expenses..' allocated: to brokerage:: :.< -',,' 

activities. SoCal's position is unrealistic, in,ORA?s·opin:ion,,',;. 
because it· assumes. that there·will be no·dropin·brokerage;"related 
costs· even though volumes. will drop, dramatically'. ,. Pend'ing':":a·' study 
showing socal's cost of brokeraqe.;activity, tor core' subscript'ion,' 
ORA believes that the :most realistic approximation is to· assume': a:: 
drop in brokeraqe costs proportional to the drop;' in: :brokered~ 

' .. ' • 

volu:mes;As a 'result, ORA asserts that SOCal shou.ld: not recover • 
brokerage-related costs abo~e the- $0.266/th ,ratecurrently~·beinq·": 
eharqedto,'core-elect and nonc:ore customers. '. ',::, . ,,'.' .',' 

Socal' arques that ORA's assumption' that "it :wiIJ:--'be:'able" 
to avoid an 'amount of :brokeraqe-related expenses proportional to: 
the drop in procurement volwnesdirectly contradicts prior 
Commission decisions which' determined that allocated' :brokerage' . " 
costs be calculated on the'basis ot '~em.bedded,as·;opposed;'to'avo:i:ded 
costs~ ForexaJIlple·in 0.8'9-03-014 the Commission ruled:" "We~will 

. adopt the brokerage fee policies :proposed in R~:8'8-08';'0J:8 ~ :'As·'we:,,; 
stated in, that order brokeraqe fees"wil.l be based on embedded . ',,;. 
costs.... . (D. 8"9-03-014 ;. see p.S.) ''''Costsallocated ; to,·:brokerage..:' , 
should :notbe limi ted·to those which are' 'avoidable in 'the I 'short .. ,;; 
ter.m~" (D.89';"09-09'4;Finding o'!FactS;p~ 17 .. } . And; assUlnirig'a' 

reduction in~rokerage-related: expenses,. . it does not' follow thatt',,· 
the reduction will result in excess revenue since other 'expenses""::: 
related to procurement implementat:ionare' likely to i'ncrea:se'.,, ,-, " .. 
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SoCal asserts that its base revenue requirement is, ' 
.. ,., " .• '" ,""" ,"'~ ..... \". r('~"''''I'" ,,~',' ", . .' •. ,~ ".,' "' .. :. ::'::-(~ I.~~ .••• 

authorl:zed:initsgeneral rate ca"se 'and" sUb's e quent' attrition , 
decisions. DRh is now proposing to make the level of autho·~iiZed. ~' 
margin"anissue in this cost allocation" proe~ecling~;Whlle it ,would 

. . " ."'. ,"' , ,",' '" " , . :,' :., I"':" ",;" .. ,,:":' ',J::" ' .. I" •. 

be' proper for'DRA to make a proposal 'for reallocating that amount 
• . '. , ", ',' , ' , " ", " • ," I' ". 1 " ••• ~ (.-.', ,", \ .~. 

of authorized 'gas margin currently allocateda7 ".brC?k~rage" f~es, ~ 
it is inappropriate for'DRA to'proposeto remove'these'amounts'from 
SOCal 'sauthorized margin. It DRA wisli'es" to do'" ~o."i t m"'~t'd.6 so: in 

"' ' •. , ' L.,' f"":' :; .~'. • .' • ,J ., .. -/ 

socal:'s next general rate Case:" 
, • "'"It '," . '.' '. '.' ,',.,'( ." ~ ... <\'w " '/-"> .... :' 

Finally, SOCal explalns that even If It' shouldexperlence 
some aecreasein -brokerage~related eXpenses; it d~~s ~~t fgli~w' '" 

• ,"_. " • "... • ;," '":, .• ~ d· .' I "·1.': / . 

that the amount would'become'e~cess to lts operatl.onal needs.·It 
cites," for 'example, the $1.5 million eXpense for' "service'and:' , 

'. ~ .. ' "'. ,:"'/ -;: :", ' •. '.' . 
Information '.' for' Large Commercial and Industrial CUstomers, " 'which 
is ineluded in the current brokerage'fee a.mo\lnt~ '" I~ ,light ::-gt:~he ' 

• •• ..... , ...... , 'nT" ,,,, •• , 1 

COXXllnission's ongoing restructuring r including the'elimiriati'on of" 
the noncore portfolio, transportation of aggr~g.ate eorc"loa;1~, t~e 
conduetinqof open seasons to determine servioe level and core 
s~scriptiori elections and the interim 'buy fseila:rrang~mel'li~', it ).s 
inconceivable, to SoCal ,that anybody 'wou'ld 'arqu~tnat S6c~:i "will' 
experience a reduction in noncore custo~er' ihformat.:ton e~eris~s'. " 

: In regard: to the brokerage tee shortfall"occu~ri~9' ' ' 
between August I and' BCAP implementation; 'SoCal belie\:.es 'rtd'is 
entitled to recover this amount for 'the same reasons"it~ ~h6U:id ." 

, .-'"'~"~' 

recover ':the entire brokerage fee~'" 
,PG&E:supports 'SOCa!"and recommend's that the' brokerage 

< • • '-< ~.' '.... '" 

revenue requirement be made'subjeet'to'balancing' aceounttreatinent 
as was done in "PG&E' s' lastACAP,D. 91-05:"02 9 ~ ,Tti:RN:supp~rt;S:"the': :-
use' of ':a' balanc'inq account 'to-recover the $4~23 'miliionrev~ri~~: -::' 

• • •• 'c. • ~ '"-<' ,+ " ~.' ,,~ ". , ," , < .... " '," ''''', , " (...,' ,~,", ',,' :-, :' ' 

requirement because the' fee is based on' fully' allocated' embedded" " 
cost ~ ':not avoidable costs': but' argUes that'the': :ant::i:cipat~d' :" ,'-', 
shortfall between August 1 and'the effect:tve ... ·d~t~' o:f"thi:s'~ decIsIon 

~...... , .... ". -... -.. \; .~. >' /, 
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") ,.-"' , . '", ",,),:: '~" .• ~ ;'.~~". ,'~"(,~',:.'" ,'.':'~:~.' .. I,"'",., ,~.I.'::):·~'(:·:; 

should not" be recovered. because to do, so would be. retroactive" '.'. . 
ratemaking..·" ._,', ,'.. . "' ..... ~,~ .- " . -"'. ' "'" 

.... '~,' We ~qree' ~ith socal', th~~·.:it~·'~b~~·k~~~~e·"£e~~'~exp·~~~~sb.OUld 
,"' "," ,." '", ,'. .. \,. "" .'.' ,"-' .... " .. ' ... ' ". ..." .. ,., , 

not be reduced in this BCAP. :merely .. b,ecause .it ,will,suffer.,.a (drop.~in 

no~c6re sai~s~ The fees are ba"~ed~ .o~.exnbedd~d'~~~t~,~~ ~~e;,e,::. . ': 
authorized in SoCA1's general rate .. case ... We have been. ,given no.: .. 
good reason to reopen a rate ca·s~.'fi~~ii~g. o~ one·i~~u~,.b~~~use· o·f· a 
,. .'. ' •• .1. I ..,.' •• " ,...~ "'""' .. , .• ~ • 

change in operations. Of course, b~okerage tees. will be,.again.:::,,: 
• ! " ., ',' : '"... .•• '" 

reviewed in Socal's next general rate, case •... We will ad.opt the 
'" • .. , • • . • • .,'" I. < ! ,.... '._ 

balancing account treatment for this reyenue requirement that we. 
adopted for PG&E.. The request f~r~elief. from the $0 .43, ~illion 
shortfall,' however, is different. In that in~ta~ce.·socal, is: " 
se~ki.n.g .to make up lost.reve~ues, which is .. a request:,'for,:', . 
retroactive ratemakingandmust be denied~ 
0.. Intcrut:Lli.tv ,.rMsportatism ., ". . '] '. ,'j r :'~" 

Because of the new procurement rules which "became"" 
. . .-. , ~ . ~., 

effective AUgUst 1,199.1, SoCal. requests an .alternate .mechanislIlr·for 
the rec~.verY of interutili ~y transp~rt~tion fees paid by ,SoCal;: to;:: 
PG&E for. transportation serv:ices .:under~ the tr,aditional.approach, 
interutility costs are included ,with. the cost of spot gas.,purchases . , .; " '. '.. . ..... 

and, as' a t:esult,. allocated. between .. ;noncore sales. customers and 
core customers based on the extent. to·/,which. the core ,:po:r,tfolio·.:.;. 
contal.ns pur,chases from the spot market~ With the . implementation :' 
of the procurement decision, nonc~re procureme:nt.is,disc:~ntinued.· 
and a new rate treatlnent for .the. recovery of interutility costs is 

,. ' '.' .' '. " 

required for the BCAP perioCl.., Absent the adoptiono.f. a.. new , .;,.~ 

treatment, f;r' recovery otthese co~ts.during the.BCAP; "p~io.d,: most 
• T' • • '.. •• '. • 

of the burden associated. with interutili ty transpo~tion would, b.e 
borne' by core- and, core. sUbscriptiOn.: customers sinc.e, with the . :....)~ ,,:: 
elimination,of noncore'procurement, the costs of· spot ' g:as purchases 

".. . ., , " .. " , 

will b,e included, in. thesinqle.purchased qas portfolio: which. ;wil;l,.:., 
• I ,. .' ' 

now principally serve the core market. 
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'Both socal and. oRA-propose to consolidate in·ee:rUt:i'lit~;:::'; 
revenues and' costs,' and i~<:lud:e' the'net~:'result"i~:'transm±iss~fon':'" 

• " ".~.. ", ',.... ", , .... "'I' ,. _" . r " .• ,~ \ 

rates for all custo:mer classes. OP.A also, qenerallyaqrees'~with" ' 
Socal's estimate of interutility costs and revenues ~~durinq"t.h.e- BCAP 
period' but proj ects an annual iveraqc of $3. 09 :mi'l~li.or(i'n net 
interutility' costs compared to', SoCal 's" projection ~of $3':'3'S,::'mil'l:±6ri:. 
SoCal wouldalloeate costs: on" the b~sis": of" average' year:th:iouqhput 
("equal eents per therm) because fnterutili ty : costs: are '::m.o're :in the 
nature of variaDle transmission costs';" , From' the': standpoint'ot" cost 
causation, each therm of thIouqhput contributes equal:ly':'to:the ':need 
for using these transmission:set"Viees, reqardless ofctlstoIner 
class. ,,;;';,;;;' ,." 

SoCal':Ls presently undercollecting the level of 
interutility transportation c'osts"previously' tound" reas'onabte' by 
the Commission ,becauseo!the' reeluction' in" noncore"procurement" 
servicesprovid.ed by Socal beginning Auqu.'St 1; '199'l.'::-T111's~: . " . 
undercolleetion will continue until:' a: elecis ion; is rendered. in "this' 
BCAP'.' To recover 'the shortfall between August 1,' and the 'ci"ecision 
d.ate ,soeal' proposes that "it' be permit.ted'· to establisb:a ":tracking" 
account: to 'record. interutility transportation costs' incurred from" 
August 1; 1991 through the effective date of this elecisi'on~';:)::socal 
points out" but for the arbitrary select:ion of AUgUst:l, ;l~9-1 by' " 
the Commission' as the elate 'tor-' implementation of the neW 
procurement rules, it would not have been eleprived' o,f the( 
opportunity to tully recover the' costs' 'ot inte~t.i:lity .,'" 
transportation during the test period' adopted' by' the Com:mlssi'on' i'n 
Socal"'s last costallocatio'n"'proc:eeding. .', . ,,"~ 

-As, with brokerage fees, it would: be impermissib;I;e :....::,' 
retroactive', ratemaking: for' us to authorize' a tracking" account' t'o ,.' ' 
reeoverpast costs. The only' costs that can be'recovered>tlirough:a 
tracking or bal:ancing account are those Which are': incurred 'a'ft'er: " 
the account is createel. eRe PG&E, '0.88-09-020, pp.'18';;2'J:~Y . We"":,' 
will adopt ORA/s cost,es:t~at'e~ 'which' i{based'- on' O~"{-slightly 

'".,,' . . , .. ' ,,) ~". , (, 
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lower ,estilD.ate of the . .vol:wnes expected:tomove .over ,line 300~ 
Costsshouldbe_aiioeat~d" on . the, ba;is.of a:ver~q~-.Ye"a~·:: ~hroUghput'J 

.• ' • .. • ~_<, • .. • ...,. ". - • ,,' '" I ,., ... 

(e~~,c~n,t,sper 't:-hermt~. , , ..... ; :' ::":" '. ''..~, 
E_ Eitas Point Costs" ",. ,_ " ':: ~"I :,~' • , ." ,), 

~,,_. ,.S9Cal ,has reque;;'ted, auth~~i~~t'ion .t.~ ,~~co~er,. b.o,th,: ': " 
•. " -. ., . ••. ~ . '., ~ , r., ,", '.' " ., " " .,' , .... ,,~... "'""", • ". I 

prospectively and,. retroactively to August, 1" .1991, $752,000., in. , 
:f;Z;a:nehls~ ,'tees and uncoilectibles(FF&tT) re'lated 'to: it~', pU;~h~~e,", 
and r~~ie of, pitas Point gas. , TURN, i~~ppo~ed, .. ' beea'us~, ,therei;.' 

.. ' "- , '.. - . -' ,'.' ',. .... ... ",--,', 

no explicit authorizati<:>n fo;- such ,recovery and because; th~ ,requ,est 
is, contrary to the repres~ntations,made bySoCal and its,a~~ilia:t:~s 
when they.souqht Commission approval of the Pitas Point.settlement 

. • ' , • ", f.,' '", 

agreements with Union Oil and Texaco in 1985. 
Pitas Point gas is delivered. to. the SoCal system by an 

, _.,' , .• '.e 

af:filia~d :,offsbore pipeline known a~, PIOC. .~suant :\:,0::: ~~~ .. terms 
of the"19,as, settlement ,ot a lawsuit.with the gas, producers,., onion, .. 

~ r, •• , •• ••. _ •• " r, ,. , • • • u' ~ ,'" "I. '.... _'. 

oil and Texaco, SOCal purchases ,the gas from PIOC,and,ilnmediately. 
~ •• " '.. ,.... '" ,. • • • d .,1. ,. 

resells it. back to the prod?Cers. at cO,~t.,'rhe qa,s is then, 
transpor,ted. (technically "exchanged") ,~o end use faciliti~~ o~ed, 
by the producers within the Socal service, territol:::{ .tor a. small"., 

- , , ,.' '. '_. I.. • •. _. "~ ... _" ,','0' 

fee.. The ,purchase and. resale of . theq,a,s t~ the: pr~?-uc~~s, t,r;i9qers 
a franchise ,fee obligation., which~.SoCalis seeking, to· recover in. 

. .... . . .. ......' "" \ ..... u·. 

rates from. other customer~.~, '. ," 
'I'he ,;>itas Point settlements, were submitted.to this .. , 

• _ _. ." > • l •• i 

comlnission in ,1985 in, a series of advice le:tter filinqs--Socal., .... 
• .< ,"' , • .' '. ~ , ,~I'. .. . . . . 

Advice Nos. lS04~lS05 and PLGSAdviceNo,. ,,68; (Onion Oil,.::~/~,2:/?~)., 
and "Socal Advice Nos. ,1525-1526, and PI.G~ Advice'N~. 69::~('I'.~~~~0,.,. 

6/l.8/85). The advice filings were app'royed by, .Reso.lut.i0n,~ a':'2,638:. 
and G-2639· (tTnion Oil, 6l5/~5). and G-264,5,. ~-26~6." and G-2647 
(Texaco,.8/7/8S) ~ No mention was made ot, anYI'0tential ,r~t~p~y.~r. 
obliqationfor FF&tT. TURN. notes that. the languaqe. ot the" filings, 

.. " . 'r,' . ,". '.' ' •. ' '-.0' 

indicated ,that., there would .be, no cost, to ratepayers as a .. , result of 
. . '.' '. .... • i... ... ' ( .'~ J'" • 

the, transactions: ' ~"', ,,' _.+ .,' ", I ... ,,' __ , 

lr'Xhe ' effect· ,of the' Aqreement: tor, the Sale of;, Gas .. ,. ' 
by Soca'lGas to onion is a' 'wash' transactiori'~"< 

- 23~7-

.,; . 

• 

• 



.. • 

• 

A.91-03-039, A.91-03-066 

. wi threspect .,to the .::cost "of .'such;, gas' . to, ,. ' ..... . 
SocalGas, and will have no impact on. . '. :. .. .. _.<~ .' , ' 
ratepayers. Therefore ,SoCalGas' 'has"proposed: ~., " 
·to: remove the cost of, sueh':gas. and the. related,:,':.:.::'" 
revenues from treatment under the Consolidated I 

Adjustment Mec:hanism~H '·(Res. G-2638, 
Attachment. A" Sheet 3,. )', 

The cover letter of the 1'exac:o, advice letter pac:k~g.e;:: 
,,' . • " • • ,,, f • • " ... ~, ....... ,. ... •• " 

contained si-milar language, . as reflec:tedln paraqraphs4' a~ct'5'on 
page: lot Resolution G,,;Z646.' .).... ,::" , .. ~ . ' ' 

SoCal"hasbeen' recovering 'Pitas Point':related'FF&U 
through its 'noncore' Portfolio price since 198-5,:":'" NOW;' W1th :the 
eliminat'ion"of that portfolio, the 'company wants to: 'assign all 
ratepayersresponsibi'lity tor these' costs. TURN; sees no·>J',· 
justi:fieat'ion:for sueh action.' It' 'argUes that either the :eompany 
did not realize that these :transactions would generate':FF&1r/ in-­
which ease' the costs are its own problem /or else it did 'know:' a'l-ld:: 
non,etheless represented the deal as a "wash," in' which ca'se:~{ 
strong rebuke is in order. In either 'case, ratepayers' sl'ioufd "not 
:be held accountable. for SoCal's behavior. SOG&E':SUPports~':itmN ~ 

"SoCal arques that as a resul to:fthese commi'ssi'on:::':' ,:. 
approved Pitas Point transactions, it' :tncurs a'franc:his'e'fee" /,',' 
obligation'for volumes purchased and sold' back to" Union 'o'i'f';and 
1'exaco. Since the inception of the Pitas Point settlement·:" 
agreement, the Commission has allowed SoCal to' recover-the' ,.,~.'. 
resulting FF&tT expense through e'ver:r consolidated' adj'ustment 
meChanism· -(CAM)' and ACAP' providingtor'the recovery' of;"SoCal-'s' 
revenue requirement. 1'he FF &"0' cost: component was recoveree\' in' ,.' 
rates in,'each of SoCal's C»t decisions since impl'cmentati'on-: 6:f'~ the 
settlement (D.85-12-106, p. 10: O·.8'6~08-082, pp~ 14~ 18::>: \' , 
0·.:87-01';"046, p. 37). The' Commi-ssion' has continued to approve rate 
recover:rof th~'Pitas Po-int FF&tT costs 'in" the last: two' AC~: '." ~".' 
decis'ions' (I>~9-<r-Ol';"01S, App·. B, '1'able' 6: D·.90~11702:'l;'AppJ:E'; 
Tab-le'6) ..... ,,' " '. '. '::'c,"'-;: .,,, 

.' - .24,:: '':'" -
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Both SOCal and "ORA. ;agree<:that a:,neW' means :'!or' recovery of 
Pitas Point ,FF.&U must' b:e' devisC:d for the 'BCAP',perr6d'::',in:asmuch as 

' .. J.. • • ~ • 'I" ., ' " .' " ,', ., .~, • ',. ,,; • 

the existing 'methodology authorizes·such'coststo.'be recovered 
.j ~ > " " ,-, " " \ : 

through the cost of gas put:chased 'by nonc,ore customers.. Ho.wever, 
to. co.ntinue to treat the Pitas Peintrevenu~ requirement as a gas 
cest ,wo.uld require the expense, to., .beallecated .te .the single gas 

. , . ~. . . ' '."',..' ,. .'.. . . 

procurement pertfo.lio beginning- August ~,. 1991,and thus recevered 
J . . , . " '. ' . .. , .. ' -' . .,' .' 

primarily frem core custemers. As a result" bo:th,,~C~l. an,d,ORA._ 
agree that the Pitas, PQint revenue requirement ,should ':be treated 
the same as transmissien cests and allocated.on that.basis .... -. ' . " 

.. We agree that SeCal.sheuld be allewed to, recever. its 
• ,. .. • • • ", • ..., .~.... " • ! ,', • 

Pitas Peint FF&U expenses in theBCAP peried-,.allecated .en,a- " .' . .,. ' , ,.. .'" , '" - '.. ". ''-' 

transmission cest basis. '!'URN's argument that wELsheulc1 reject . 
• • < .'. ,.' , " ,.. .', •• 

this expense because of its interpretatien efa 198.5, SCCal-filing 
, . '" . . ". 

regarding a wash transacticn Cemes ,much ,teo late .. -. The, Pitas Pcin:t 
expense has been allcwed in, all Socal preceedings since 1,9;8;$ anci ' 

~ . 

• 

ebjectiens could have been made much. car,lier.. TURN was:,awar:e.,cf: • 
this,. ORA was aware of this, as were all parties ove'r .the, years .. , 

'. ' . -. ..' '.,' .. 

At this point, the issue is settled •. Hcwever,.SoCal's.;request to. . . , '. . " .. - ... 

recover amcunts between August 1,..3.991_ anci the, ~ffecti::v:e: <:la-t,e o,t. 
this order wi~l, be denied. " That, request amounts' to. .,r,etro:ae::tive- ":. 
ratemakiDg:. 
F. COqenera'tign ShgXj;tall Account, ., 

SoCal requests $99:,000, ,tocolnpensate, i tfor" ' ..... ", •• 'r' 
.~ _, -e ,,,! 

undercol1ections which. occurred when.eogenerator:s- were~ ':b'i,ll~d·, ;01'1 ,-; 
• ".. ,<' 

their·.lI'o.therwise applical:>le.,tariff" at a time when-that, taritfwas 
• '., ," 'n • • •• '. •••• , 

:be~ow_.tbe. forecasted 'OEG. rate_ ,This, sbcrtfall:.:was"incurred_ ~tween 
May 1, 1985, and January 14,·19,90,,,: ::, '. ':::;.')::-' .. ~- ~:: 

SoCal.'s. request is: denied~.,.:Tb.e .. issue 0.'1' ,thecog,enerat,icn 
shortfall· account was addressed and· finally re.sol ved .. -in, ,.Socal '·s ,-

• • ,. • .,. •• - -'. f ,_ - ~. .,', .. 

1989 A~,. . In ~at ,proceeding: SOCal seught, to:,recoyer .over. $.14" ",: 
, "', ' , .. 

million recorded in this account under a theory which we rejected:_ 
(D.90-01-015-, pp. 73-76.) (Nor was recovery allowed in the 1990/91 



• 

• 

ACAP (D.90-11-023).) socaf now 'attempts to recover $99,000 under a 
new theory. SOCal cannot relitiqate an issue that has ~een ,", ""'';' ,." ,'l" .. < • " •..• ' •. ', ""I;' ~-"'_-. ~" ... ~, 

decided. Further, recovery of these' 'dollars is now precluded by 
the ruleaqa:tnst retroactiveratemak:Lng .. ' The 1989'ACA:P:decision 

. .". r" ,i , \ ,," , ~.~ ~', ". T, ,.1.':. . .: 
abolished'the coqeneration shortfall'account. There ,is presently 
no accoUnt in' which those dollars"ca~ b'e recorded"~no::~the ,> -

Commission -is-precluded bylaw trom retroacti veiy' :'cr~:~t-fng'such an 
.. ' ... '~ .. ,>.:.": .. , '/ '. 

account. 
G. ' lUDortl:zation Period. tor Balancing 

and Tracking-Accounts' 

::en :i.ts 'initial:fil'1nq':in this proceeding~ Socal'reflected. 
a 24-mon'th' amortization period' tor'ba:b~ncing' aecounts"and a 12-

• .. '. r ,", "." ~;,.r ,-., 

xnonthamortization period-tor track1nqaccounts. 'DRA'states that" 
because -the toreeasted60stof gas isdecreasing~ an opportunIty>' 
noW' exists to>'amorti::'e the'large netl:>aIan6rng' a6co~nt":": ,',: ' 
undercollections in 12 months without -causing 'a si'g.riif'ica-nt:-- i~pact 
on rat'es.' ORA asserts under thesecircumstance~' it is" pos:sil::>i'e:"'to 
zero-out these- balancing 'accounts,': 'and :stili> achieve an overali .,' 'rate 
reo.uetion' -for the fore'east, pe-rioo.. : This, -in: turn~ will eontri~ute 
to core: rate: stability and will proVide a ,cushion a9'ain~t' 'fliture 
potential und.ereolleetions. socal: -agrees. We' 'W:-ill: aclopt' ORA's' 
reeominenda t'ion'. ' 

" 

B;. storag<t-:BankiDS.,.BevCnU9- ' , :'-," 

The- pilot: storage' bai1Jdngprogram has' been:~ eXtended': for'; 
• • _', ,.' ..' ,. c • " .'. " " ' ", • ~ .... : : ,.,.' • ,,.. .', ~. 

an ao.ditional year, pursuant to Resolution G-2973: therefore, the' 
foreeasted·"storage hanking-' revenue' "Credi i·"of $4 a 5, mii:i:ton'~has btie~ 
removed -from' the -revenue- requirement.'" -, ' ',,'j''''":' , 

'. '" ,. .... " .... ~ ... ' " ."' ~" -
!" -,J'''/ .,u"" . 

1 (. .. ,~, " ,~."~ ,", 1 " 
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v.t. ~s Allocation 

". ' .. ') ,,~ .. : : 
,-

A. AClministntive all<LGCl)c@l ... " .' • ,._ •• '""1' ,'. '~ . . . 

SoCal has presented,two,methods.to,allocate.eosts)~etween 
. . " ,~ ..., " ,."., ,. ..... . 

eustomer classes. One method isin .. compliance. wi:t:h past .. Commission 
• • r ',' c.- ,,' '.... • ..'~ . 

decisions and, the alternate is .bas~d. ·on apropos~l;which:.,Socal and 
its noncore eustomers asser.tis .more.elosely,aligned to',cost: of ", 
se:r:vice. SoCal believes that i tsai tern~te proposal . is more.:,;~; 
equitable and will allow socal, t~ compete m~re eftec~i ~ely~"in an~ 
increasingly open marketplace with the nUl!1erous·l.ow~cost'~bypass 
opportuni ties being ottered, to SoCal's. customers .', 

, ,_ , ',. • • ..," 1... ,,' .,. 

. DRA and'I'URN obj.ect tOSoC~l'salt,ernate.proposalr.,- ,DRA 
contends that the cost allocation J:nethodology, employed.:by · .. the' .' 

.,' ••• ' '." , • • .- <' ,.. '. 

commission since 19S6 has remain~d ~~s.t":ntially,, intact, ,until,., ,,' 
today, but in this proceeding it has ,been attacked. wi:t:h a, xengeance . ,"" ,- ..... .. 

by noncore and wholesale eustomer inte:r:~sts .·:intent up~n. shiftin9' in 
excess of. $lSO million in fixed costs permanently onto· the .. , backs· <>f 
residential and. eommereialeustomers.Under ORA'S: eomputation·, if 

.' • .' I 

implemented. in their, entirety thElse .proposals .. would,. r,ed:uce· ,noneore 
transportation rates by over.'30t.,a1":d:' ~holesale, rates, by a.lmost l5:%, 
while increasin9' core transportation rates by 10% .. " , ",;, ,'" " . . - - - ',,' . .." , 

SoCal ' s alternate proposal would change the; manne:: in,.. 
which a nuxnber of different costs are alloc~ted,..,inclu,.d;.ng~,the EOl< 
re~enue cre~i tl administrative an,~., ,qeneral(A&G.)" costs.,:' 
distribution costs, lost, ~n~ Wlacc:ounted"for (L!]AF),· ga~,e~s:ts/' MPO 
transition costs, and UEG. igniter fuel costs.. 'I'here:, are "also:, , 

l 'u. .,.', " . 

several proposals to unbundle inters~te d.emano., .char9'e&/thereby ," 
~ " .. ,. .. ""', . 

shiftinq significant additional costs onto core customers. 'I'he 
impact of these proposals is set forth in the following table, as 
estimated by DRA. 

. 

• 

• 
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Incremental Revenue" Effects .,ot. ,.Proposecl:·. ','. , 
Allocation. Cb.anqQs 2ll Core.. CUs:t~t:r 

. '.,' "~''''' '. . '.'''''';'' '" :Ilnpact> 
,-.. ,. ,'. ,':' , " 

.. "_ .. ') ,on Core. "', 
., 'S: H;i:11 i"op'§ [Yr. 

Cost Alloeation:.P:I:oposals." '.:r,' .~. ' •. ,'. ., '. ",;':':,'. '::',:.7!·~:·\>~ ... ,.~:· .::: .... :.;'~. 

A. 

B. 

Add to Revenue Obligation of 'C~~~-::: ' ... " '... . .. : ,:~;;': . .':~c.: .:--.:>:<. 

A&G to ~S4%' Operationsll6%.:~'I'hrougllput" .. 

L'OAF'·to . D:i:stributfon 'Load ':'Orily:' , . 

',.':: $ 44.99 

. "J/~ .:." ;"~il'~':i4" 

c. Distribution Alloc~.t~d'·;O~ Peak H~.~;·'Load 
. :', .' '~:'. ,~:. ) .,:.>' ... : .... 

J ... 

... j, ~J " 

,,2.3.63·, ' ... 
'_'A__ !, 

D •. Igniter ·.Fuel to. Noncore o'UEG Rate·., '. 

E~ ·EOR·Rev~"·credl:ted to Transmission 'only' 

F ~ . Unbundle Interstate rie~~~d~h9·~·*·. -. 
po .: ~ .:.. • ~ •• ~. • '. ;"". ~ .. ''.: .'. '." • '.... • 

.. ( " •• ~ ~ .. <" ~~ .... -.',...... ... ~ .. , ..... '" " . 
, .' .,....._ 48.0.0 . 

G. MPOCal~lated on 'Basis~ of Mos.t Expensive' . 
Gas Under Lonci-terxn Contracts~~ .... 
',. ", . 

Net. Revenue, Changes:· . r. '". 

'.'::-, ;:-' I 

, I ., 
," 'i , ,~ . 

.. '. , " .:~ ~. ': . , : 

T- " '. ~. ,'.... ,.,," • ~ " • 

", 8.34 

.': ',':.' ". ~ 

" • .." ... '. ..,. • ••• ,',' ,_. f .<' ,-'. "". ~'i~~'h'::;'~""'" ~,;.. .'" 

.' .~~~~:"~s~~~e· worst.' e.~~e·a~~·l;r~~:~~ ... ·::: ". .:;: ,' . .:.,::: ". ;.7 .... :; 

..'rhis, .. ~epresent$ ,the .total~ annual do-llar~, impact:. : ':' e' , ..... ," 

on the core portfolio. . 
• ','~ \' ,1". "~~ , 

'. D.AA strenuous~ . .y~ objects.: ,to our.:' considering··any change in 
. cos.'t:.. ~~:tion. proeedure~ ,inthis.~;." .It~ asserts·:.that:: .. the major 
and preceaent,-settinq chal.'lges.,proposed·"by,the parties("slloUld.·only'; 
be undertak.en. as. part" of: a qeneral:,ancl:comprellensive' reviewcwhich:.: 
eO,nsidex:s., marginal eo$t-:-~ased rates:.· tor all. o·f, .California'. s'-:qas:' ',­
utilities.'I'heseissues. shall;, be aeferrea to::the iLong-Run~~M.arginal 
Cost (LRMC): proee,edinq'r I.8 .. 6-06-00S .•. ·.:The commission. has 'made ,,' .. ," 
substantial, prQqress in, moving-, .. to:ward,:, arate·strueture .. :based;,:upon-:-' 
margina~ costs and it should not· ~e' . sidetracked· :by the ~proposais ~. in 
this proeeeding to alter the: exis:t:ing exnbedded.eost;·.allocators.; ....... . 

'. The utilities have already performed the marginal cost::;studies:c: .;; 
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ordered by the:, restructurinq .. decisions:; :-'I'he:·"studies have been the 
subject of lenqth.yworkshOp~ and;',"~as~d 'upo~ the~~workshops, the 
Commissi¢n has adopted a set of guidelines for estimating marginal 
costs. (D.90-07-0SS.) It is only within the context of a generic 
cost allocation proceeding that major revisi'ons,:,to~thelexistiri9:/' 

0_ , , '. ' f'. '. '" I', .-, ... 

methodoloqy should be considered" . ~.' .. , . .. . '. ,. .. ,., "" 

ORA notes a nu:mberof"problems' w:tthadctressinq:· :.,;.'. 
significant cost allocation issue,s .. in. .. :this.:proceedinq •. :.,'I'wo of the 

... 

utilities' major cost components are operations and maintenance . 
(O&M)' and A&G expenses.. In prior pro<:e~d':i:~gs, the 'same'-ig~'d"'" .. , 
patterns were used to allocate,functionalized· plant;O&x;' and A&G. 
Now that there are proposals which would- use a, more .. extreme· ~load . . .' . 

pattern for both A&G and ~istribution-related costs, of whieh O&M 
is a major component, the issue' 'of' ho~' these' ~o~ts'relat~'t~: 'the 
need for new 'plant becomes critical.:' However, the current ;:-::/ 
allocators for O&M and A&G ha~e· stiii '-h~t: beert' ~xa%l\iri~d. . 'Another 
issue. which has yet to be exami'ned is whether the' transmission 
system, which is largely depreciated in comparison~,o: .~h.e_,,__. 
distribution system, i's undervalued when embedded costs ar,e used to 
set rates. ORA believes these issues ~hould 'be 'ex~mine~-'in a 
generic fashion before the existing'methodology is' "substantia'lly 
altered. --,. , .,:' .... , ...... :' ./ .'c. 

Given·the expedited nature o:t:) the:SCAP' s-chedu-le and the 
lack of advance notiee that· this ·wa·sto be':'a' cost', a!lo'cation' po!:i'cy 
proceeding;. 'ORA· says there:':was no=time "for"it:to; :addre'ss-':':>;:~: .... , 
substantialehanges in- allocations' that would- benel.'it"core·:::·":":: 
ratepayers'::""'Consideration of~ these:,: issues:~" 'in-' ORA/s:)'oplriron~:'w'o-c:ld 
likely reduce the rates of'small distribution customers relativ~'to 
large transmission level customers-in- direct' contrast; to·: 'the: -
proposals' put' forth· by noncore:: and- wholesale" interes"ts. . ORA':; 
submits' that it simply' is not fair~: to core" ratepayers': to.' address 
cost al!oeation revisions· in such' a' piecemeal:' fashion.'-'ORA":: . 
recommends that, for the purposes of this-proeee'd'in9,the:on.ty cost 

.. 

• 

• 
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.. ! '.~ "'\.- ,." ~~, ". ,..,. "'j 

' ..... "w' ' ... ' ,f ... ~, '" ,'~ 

allocation chang.e~ which. should': be- ad,dre-ss'ed- are-; th~se-';h!ch '-either 
,'" .' '" , • M • ~. '. .' .,. , .. : .,... , •.• /' .,,...,.-.. ." ,'0 ... "'" ' ..... ,>. ,.,... c, 

flow out of existing- cost" allocation'prineiples or- are' 'needed-to ,<" 

conform the cost' alloeation to" llew deeisions~ "" 'Only- thr~e items 
fall into -these categories;: (l) the trans'fer Of'ign'iter:':fuel'" 

e , 

service from core t'o noncore status; , (2) the- direct assignment- of -
UEG' customer' e~sts to' correet~a prior: oversight:ancr (3f·'~~' 
calcUlation ;;if default rates' on the' ba'sis of' d.emand: rather' than' 
throug-hput to'~reflect the new service level' structure' which A went -
into effeet on August l. Th'ese adju'stments- "~';OUld'h'avc~'a;;reiativc:ty 
minor impact. 'The net effect would'-be'~" :$5 million' inc:rease~"in:::; 
costs~ ~iioea'ted' to the 'core'. 'L~. 

. ... .,.... . ,",.. . -' '''. ".' . " ,..,. - .,.. :. , .. - . 
"DRA'''sargument is not- completely persuasive in"regard' to· 

A&GeXperlses. 'In the event a,: clear and: relatively' complete"~study . 
could· be:: presented which provided a:high level 0·'£ confiaeri~e;in: its. 
results, we would consider reallocation at this time.·We~kriew\iri· -
19S6 that 'a realloeat;ion might be 'necessary and' that we::would 
reconsider tb:e question when betterinfonnation" b~came availa:ble ';," 
(D.S5-li-009, p. 26; o.'a7-05·-046, pp> 24-25.) 'rhis- was the'7'pul:pose 
of allowing-'socal's study into evidence in this c::ase~' Given the 
diffieultie'sdis'cussed below we do not believe this is-the' -...•. 

. appropriate time to consider: anew method'of alloea::ing" A&G; . 
expenses. we'agree :with DRA that it will be'more' thoroug-h to 
review this issue in our LRMC investigation. Whi'le we' ean':also 
a~ee with the proponents of the -study that five' years" is: a,;'lon9' 
timeto'- wait, our LRMC in:Vesti9'ation is moving forward and:':ean :'most 
expeditiously handle this' matter ~ .;. . .- - .. 

We believe an explanation of why we cannot ~ecept: SoCa'i' s 
A&G proposal: -at' 'this ti:ne is in" order. ".' .;',:: ::.: .. :_ ... .-<. 

SoCal:' -argUes that its' A&cf study is: respons'i ve: to':· our h; 

directive inO~'S7~05-046'to Wdo a'detailed study' of'; the major-cost 
components 'Of the various A&G' su}jaccounts t 'inclua1nq' a"" ,,' 
funetionaliza.t"ion and' cl'assification of'these c'ost"s'" (,2'4CPt1C 2d" 
231, 24iSl. SoCal~ requests that thecommiss:lori> digest the studi~'l:n 
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. phases, .. with the., first bite, a shift. to a ,65/'3.5- A&G., _:,. ' .. 
~ .••• - '" " '.' '.'. ~ . ) ,_,: I '. •.•• ,'., • .. , .•. ,.'" \ ~ ',,' ' ... I ',I : .' .... J L ' •• _ '_ .. "" .1. .' 

functionalization ratio, to ~e taken in this BCAP. 
'. ' . , . " , '. ! .,.. r. . .' , .', "" ;. , . ~....;.. :.: ,. .. r,'" 

" ',,.. 1 

In their. June 28, 1991 stipulation on BCA~ ,cost., . .. . . ... . ~ . 
allocation ~ssues, several parties strongly, en~ors~d SOCal_~s A&G 
stuo.y, but obj ecteo. to, So cal ' s phase-in . proposal , "re.com:m~ilding· , 
instead fuli implementation of, the study in this BcAP.,··J wer~'the, .' 

.. - ',,' " '. .' . ' .' '.' . ' .. '~.' " -. ' .. :, . 

Commission to .. ao.opt this recommendat,ion, the. A&G func,:tionalization 
- • , '. • r • , ~, .,' .,1 

ratio WOUld. ixnlnediately change from the current 5,0/50 spli:t,to the 
.' , '" . . ,.'" ,' ... ,.' -

84/16 ~reakdown derived in SoCal's stUdy. The stipulati,on parties 
. , . ,. . .. ,.'" " -' ., ',' , 

include Edison, SOG&E, SCtl'PPIIIO, Long ,Beach, andCIG/.CL~P;/r;::MA ... 
, We are sYlI\pathetic to the ar~ents raised', by .. Socal and 

the stipulation parties that the II'temporary" 50/.50 A&G, ,compromise 
• • <', '.' 

adoptod in 0 .. 86-12-009 should not become a permanent fixture of our 
" !,,' .. 

cost allocation methodology, .. and that a more ref,incd appro,ach, is" .... 
• ' _,' .." • • -.-' , • _ 0 .' ,~~ '.' ~ ~ •• 

badlyneeclecl.. , . 
.. ', . " ~ '. ., __ • _+,~. ,_ 'c. • ': , .' '.. • I . , 

. Unfortunately, the SOCal . study lacks. the, p:r:op~r., " .. 
. .., " ,I." ~ 

evidentiary foundation for making_ any change in ,the 5,0/5'0 , .,: 
, '.".' ..'" ...., '." , ,., __ ,I "'. ~ :"' • 

compromise at this time. Both. TORN, and ORA presented a number of 
cla~med def~c~s of the A&G st~d.Y.. ~ilewe do' not ~ndor~~'~il' of 

~ , ' ~. ~ ~ .. ' ,j,;,. .. 

their criticisms, it is necessary f.o,X" us to elaporate on se~eral of 
the defect~ of Socal's study with which. we do ag~ee."':, . ,..' ..... " .. , 

.. ' ,SoCal's stud.y begins. with a first, 'round fun~ti~~~'liz~tion 
, . ' " • • , • - ~ ". • •• ., ' , '., 1 • '" ." • f " '> .' 

of costs. 'I'he problem is that th~ first-round, functional,~,zation, ,is 
fatally flawed.. Both 'I'URN and ORA . have. noted ,the aggrega~,i,on error 
inherent in definin~ the vague cateqory ,".Operational" withou~ first 

• • '. I " • • .j ,,'". I', ~,' .. 

building it up from. its disaggregated. consti tuents,( i .. e • , 
< ) 

transmission, distribution, and .. storage).. As TO'RN demonstrated in 
.~ ., , " • . .', ~ i, 

Exhibit 55 and sum:m.arized in its. brief, II'tbe breakdown .. into, 
.. ' " ' .. 

operational versus other says" virtually nothing_. about ,the manner in 
-'" • .' '. c " . '., ' • , ~. " _ • ~.. ,.r •• _ 

which.. the associated. costs should be' allocated" (Exhibit ,505·, .... '., ,. 
• ..... , ", " • • • ',.. '. •• '.. r" • •• , ., • ,,~, •• ~ 

Page 6; 'I'ORN Opening Brief, Page 11) .. , Withoutguidelinesdefininq 
what is meant by lI'operationaJ.~ and ,*otherll' the' resp~n,d~~~~ .. t,o',", ..... . 

. socal ' s survey are only g'Uess~ng, in., :re:sponse to: ~e ,_~es:t~~x:7 •. . ,,, 

> • 

• 
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While .. some areas of the,:. company may have, a, !eel:!or,what is meant 
by, operat~onal,. ,others, or ,may have·/entirely :d.ifterent/~,id.eas ;'ot .,. 
what the term means.. This is not· a, ,sound. manner ... ,to gather;) ,',' .,' 

information useful in making. substantial changes,to cost'al~ocation 

method.ology. . , .'_ .,. - 'j? 

Here,. ,we must note DRA's .. ',terse conclusionthat.the:.,., 
study' s aggregation problem "raises .the ,very serious, question' :of " 
whether "expe~es that .canno.t ~e classif,iedinto' the'. specific ,. 
operational:; functions can in fact be classif·ied' as 'operational' at 
all," is particularly compelling. (ORA Opening Brief,' Page ·9'),_~,,:If 
Socal can not explain what is. operational, how: can it deter.mine 
what costs should. be alloca1:ed.as operati.onal. 

We .. also agree withTTJRN.'s. critique of the stud.y's: 
inevitabl~ depend.ence upon the assumption that' "A&G t.ollows O&M, If, 

an assUlnpti~'ln ~hich. 0 .. 86-12-009.: rejected. in· the. absence". of: . ," 
supporting evid.ence (22 CPOC2d 444, 462). SoCal simply'.assu:mec1 

. . .' ' . 

that A&G followed O&M ,for purposes o,fallocating, .the amorphous 
"operational" category of costs. SOCal did'not.tunctionalize this 
informa.tion a~ required, by our prior order.· ,Presenta.tion of a 
study ,~as~d on ,a methodology directly ,contrary toCoxnxnission:: 
directive can be given. no weight in, ,.ourproceedings, ,let ~alone':be ' 
.' .'.' ... .,'" . 

the basis for making signifiCant. ,changes in· cost,.allocation"':' 
p:r'oceedinqs. . , 

. ''''t' 

... Most persuasive is 'l'ORN's.critique o,t S:oCal~s very·;, , " 
, . ..,. . '-

obj ectivity in performing,.i ts cost. study. In·, r:efe:r'ence::, to:' a: SoCal 
, ~~. ' . - , 

internal:mem~r",?d.um, Mr. Fl~rio testified: .. , " 
"Remarkably, this memo --. which;. is supposed,· to-,"" " 
be seeking obj'ective information actually,.. " 
states·the' result-that the"study is expected' to' -
prod.~ce: " .. ' ,,' ,.,. " ':"; 

"We. still. expect to find, that A&G expenses are~'~: 
closely related. to the, size of our·: workforce '.' . 
which is preciominantly 'opera.tional' .': (~ORN 
Brief" Page 13 .. ) ... , '''~ 

•• : " ~"I 
, ... , .. r, , ... 

- 32 .. -
\'. ~. 

.',.' 



A. 9l-03-039, A.9l-03-066- 'COM"IJBO/mltIin':""'''',,'' 
" , 

j" ' ... 1. 

,We';:do·:;not attribute this ,memo;~solicitinq' the end"result 
as an acto.f"bad, faith. However, ,:'itcasts,such'doubts':;'ab6i.lt"the'" 
value of this stud.ythatwe;:believe it is'impossibJ:e;'to'qlve it 'any 
wciqhtin::our considorationot, cost, allocation. " >. :' " 

Socal clearly has not satisfied D.87-0S-046,s>Ci:lreet1ve 

to tunctionalize and:classity :A&G costs. We·,thereforedo not have 
sUfficient ·:reason to. move away, from the original' s:o},Soc:'ompromise 
at this. time even though we believe some' movement may "~e ' warranted. 
We retuse to make' that movement to increase the amount" ofA&G :" 
allocated to the core based upOn a flawed'and biased methodology. 
We also believe that any relief to; the non-core would ':be ;,', 

"., . 

infinitesimal, especially fer small'users. Th1s is because any 
reduced, allocation would be distributed on a volwnetric basis, ana 
large users." (e.g .. , the Stipulating PartieS:) would' receive' 'most o·! 
the reductien.It is pessible that' small userswoulcl> seeat"most a 
few clollars a m.onth in red.uced, gas utility costs ~' , 'such a smail' 

~ 

• 

level of relief is no.t a compelling' reason to override' the' 'ser'io;"':s • 
concerns. we have with, the study. , ',. \, " .. ,'.,,' ", 

Ho.wever ,because ef the', disappointment'whichwe'·'bei:i:eve" 
this ehange fremthe Ar.:rProposed' Deeision Will 'create,' we'w:l'sh;to 
further elaborate on our· reasons, an'd ourexPectat:t~ris~'We'beli"eve 
that the LRMC proceeding is' the proper pJ:ace to declde=thl.s' issu(i~ 
and we are committed to to. so. It was our intention in:Cireat£ncl" 
the Annual Cost, Allocation· Proceeding,. which has " bec'ome'!' the 
Biennial Cost Allocation Proeeeding;that a'simpli'fied 'pro?ess"" 
would be ereated with 'a minimum of contentious iss'ues. '1'0." preserve 
this streamlined process we~have'- consistently're'!U-se'd"to:' revisit 

, . '. '. 
major cha%lges- in our cest allocation'methodologie:S:in •. tbese 
ACAP'/Bc.:AP proeeedings, referring these issues to' the'~ Long Run. 
Marginal Cost proceeding:. ,We, believei t would be' a'; poer' precedent 
to begin to. litigate'major, changes ,in cost alloeation':" in BCAPs 
because the eUrrent'~ight schedules for these· cases ' can:: not be 
expanded with a reasonable expectation of timely decisions. 



. 
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Ind.eed" ·:the, PG&E. BCAP II .'wh.ichhas,~j ustdoeenf±leci,; wou!ci.:l ikely> >~,,: 
become a :~,replica of the LRMC: proceeding .:w:i th. -:many :.competinq~ .:studies 
and·:showings; directed at major·· shifts ,of .. costs:~should ; we- : 'Venture- ,. 
onto: .. that path. ':, . ." : , .. : .. ;'. :::: ::.<-; .. 

. '.' ,) ,.We uncle:l:stancl·· anel· •. share. the .:'concern·. that .. the: ',LRMC.;··· .. 
proceedinqhas been slow-. in cominqcto':~ruition. ,We-must'.note- '.that 
par:t'. of the.· .reason for the delays in .:the~:L:RMC ·has:.been .a :.desire··o'f 
the parties to . focus .upon : other ;' issues .. which. were· lnor:e: :pressing:;.:at 
the,. time rather than -spread,their . own .:,1 ilnited'\':resources::too, : thinly 
across several ,maj or proceedings 0,:: .. These .. parties.1D.ust.accept· their 
share of the responsibility for the delays of the ,LRMC,.proceeding:~ 

We 'aqree thatthc'SOISO split was made;f'ive,.ycars ago 
based upon rough estilnation.but SoCal'.s~study has. not,me~,ou-r-.:;' ' 
decisional criteria to enable us -to, make a more, concrete ,::.' ., ", .. ', ." 
deterxnination based upon. the .·record. before ,: us .We ar.e commi tted·' ,to 
rapidly :r:esolving· ·the. LRMC, .proceedinq-:based upon a careful ,_ 
examination of cost responsibility on a ',thorough- record~embl:'ac'inq;; 

all .allocation issues,· rather.than . making, . p,iecemeal, chang,es ,in~ a:. 
variety of ,proceeding's., '.: .... . ..... ".' '., 

A decision will be .. issued ::,in the LRMc>proceeding: dur:ing:. 
the 1992·ca.lendar year ... Testimony is : due' .to: be:. filed· in: January ,.:; 
1992', with hearings to coxnmence .. thereafter. A, schedul,e,.'.wi-l:l ,be',':'. 
enforced. calling' for anAIJ Proposed ,~Oecision which: can· be',. acted ".:' 
upon in December.·· We will meet. this schedule barring .,unttor.eseen 
delays. We believetod.ay's decision will properly focus the 
efforts of. the affected.' ~parties, upon that: , .. caseand" .proy-ide:. the:-' ,:: ::' 
correct incentive to expeditiously resolve·"that,~p:t'oc~eding. ~:' 

B., Common Distribution' Costs : .. ,;,:.,.. ~.':_ ' ':::':::-;' .. :': . 

. ' .' "The. current. :cost,allocation factor ',f:e>:r:::"common ,':; 
distribution expenses ,is. . based:. on noncoineident·.peaJ<:r·month, 
throug'hput. to customers'serv-ed· off, tho ,distribution ; system: in., a:,.,::-.. . "'. . 
design cold. year,. an allocation authorized.·.:in·.: 0,'.:.8:6:-7l'2·-009·.·., , :t1nder.: 
this.·method.ology, Socal ·allocates ,a~7t of, distribu:t,ion,·cos:t,S;·:t,O:, the 



, \," ~ . ' .. , 

core and ll:%.:.to noneore,;;, "SoCaJ: ;:believes-;that'this:,approach::should. 
be -upda.ted,tomore accurate:ty,: retlect':"the way distribution costs ,­
are incurred on SoCal's '-system.: SoCalclaims' its "di'strilbuti'on - " 
system is designed to deliver the d.esiqn peak hour ·load for::core' 
customers and' the, coincid.ent'hour' load, for noncore:':distribution­
served. <customers. In ,suppo~· of this recommendation' SOCal',~ - ',::: 
presented. a study which concludes that the desiqnpeak','hour ' .. volu:me 
for core customers for'1991 is estimated;':to,be·:216 .. 1:'MMct;'~' -
representing' an allocation to'the core -seqmentot 93~~OS%, ',which has 
been:' reduced :to 92'.19% to' retlect,themigration',o! P2A volumes'trom 
core to: noneore ~ ~ ~." , ,>=' '".,. ~ '! t i 

.'. '. ::) ..... ,'~' 

DRA and TTJRN disagree with'-'SoCal rs, 'proposal ~-,'- They argue, 
in the first -place, thecompany"'s reconunended,':method"does<not' ",:, 
appear to accurately 'reflect' system deslgn criteria •. : '::'l'he' "evidence 
shows- that' SOcalbuilds its 'distribution :facilities to;serVe--:-:tne';~ 
maximum expected. load' of each'· noncore(customer ·regard.less' o:t : what 
time of,the year that 'occurs.. This'meansthateven,:tt-;cost: 
allocation ,were to- be based, solely on desi'qn criteria, wh1ch.it: -is 

not, the SoCal study has failed to measure the 6riter:ra'for'~noncore 
customerseorreetly, klecause",there,is no 'particular relationship 
between the maximu:m ind'ividual demando! noncorecustomers:and 
their coincident demand' at the time 'of peak core " usage .. ':SoCal: has 
performed:, no· studies of the,diversity o,f' peak demands ,on its'····· 
distribution system that would support anyother,conclusi'on .. 

DRA and '!'URN point out, that while SoCal' has sometlllteS 
curtai~ed, its: noncore customers because, of'inadequate'~'trans:m:rssion 
or storage capacity, SoCal rs . wi tnessdid. not know'v'of 'a ::s'ingle' 
instance in which noncore customers were curtailed "specific~ily':~ 
because of ,inadequacy of the d'istribution. system~ "'l'he','witnes's 
stated that' even with the: 'increased. 'emphasis orl'f:trm s'ervi-ee-'for:::' 
the- noncore market, socal will not need to make any charige's:in:':'.it's 
tradi tionaldiStribution plann:tnc; crit'eria.. Theretore ,a.n' ,. ~':.'.:,.;: 

allocation 'propOsal sueh as SoCal's'; ':whieh . looks only '~at 'noncore-:: 

- ""35 ':'- -, 
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demanc3.;,at the time.·:o:f ,system.~peak,:;'Wil:l-tail:.to· capture::th'e-:,tu':t'l, 
responsibili ty~. of the noncore tor:: distributionr.system costs., :'-;,r,,)~: 

Finally, .' : ORA argues. that: it c is, inappropriate":'.to, :·,con.s.ider 
SoCal's. distribution cost reallocation proposal:~in <·this proeeed'ing. 
SoCal. ,singles .. out distribution "costs: tor a : new "lalJ:ocation 'method:, 
while ignoring other system costs, such ~s transmissi:oncalld storage 
systelllS,.,·Peak~day. and hourly,loads may.;; ~in'part;;: drive storage 
sendout requirements. Furthermore,. some .. ;analysts :J~elieve,~tha.t,·: 
translllission and stora9'e can .be:~ substituted .for· each . other _. :~ "!'hus, 
it is,. reasonable to expect that a. comprehensiveevaJ:'I.';ati~ri:::o:f,.:the 

load assumption ,might also .have·'an.impact'.on·the: aJ;·location.<o·;f . 
transmission and storage costs., The ,appropr:i:at~ place·.to! evaluate 
this issue is the ,'LRMC proceeding. ,." ~'. "" ' ... , ,', ,.J. ' .• ,. 

We ··agree with, ORA and TURN. No one has. ever been' , ' . 
curtailed because of the inadequaey,;ot the' distribution.·.system. '. 
socal's :testimony ,on.how it ·has,.designed.itssystem: is:not< . 
persuasive. That ".design~'has not· .been, tested·, and>m.ay .never'be,· 
tested •. Whether, the design is" for. thecoldestdaY'd.:n:6'O" years .. as 
TORN. believes, or .the colclest in.:3 5- . years as·socaicl:aimS,.:<the:~ tact 
is that there have been .. no- curtailments."because' of· laelco'f,',::"" u' 

dis.tribution system capa~ity: •. ·.In·an average' year :.the· .. noncore 
r.eceives over4s.t o'!total. throuqhput",but,.only pays 1'3% .o.t" :', '~:" 

d.is.tribution .eosts.'l'here: is.,no 'reason' .to' change- the" al:location.' 
more favorably :.to· the: noncore. ,.: ,;, ~" ( , " '", 

. '. '"",. ~·.r -, • , ,", 

c.. . XarketinglCoDservatiQn CQs;ts" ".: 
~ .. , 'the.' costs· incun;:ed .. by: .:Socal,! 5 'Market Serv±ces' rDepartment 

(which. includes ~onser:vation), which: amount· to . over $64.'. 5:; .million 
per :year.,..a:re eurrentlY,elass.i,tied"as 'eustomer~related.\(ancr ':; .. :< : 

allocated, based: ·upon· the nUl'llber ot,'customers':in 'eac:n::c:lass, :' <> '; 
weighted by unclepreciateclclistribution·, plant ..... Under.:this u:., .," ~ 

allocation core ratepayers bear .over .. 98% ot.thes~,marketing- and'. 
conservation-related costs .... TORN· ,and ORA~.argue that'a9S,%.:: .~. 

allocation is unr.easonable and· r.ecommencl .that~ :thosecosts':' be-· . 

-.3'6' -.-



allocated '.on: a" cents-per-therm, ~as:i:s;:;' ,,~'':rORN "points out that;': this 
coruni.ssion hasheld.,', that .marketiJlg' aJld.'~,conservation::- c::o$ts:'at'e~' n'ot 
,customer-related... (D;.86-08-0S3',.·p. ::Sl;;'); 'I'trRN, acknowledges that as 
to., SoCal- these . costs 'have been ,allooatec!'· on a<eustomer';'reJ:atea'~, ' 
,basis -and .,allocated98% tothe,core',.but . urges usc.:to:'reconsider' 
thi'S position.. . ..< ,.:".,':,',' ,,: , , .,.~~' ';~. '; ,y,~~~ " 

.'.rORN proposes that conserv'ation and marketing costs:::be 
classified ,. as. eommodity-related":rather,than customer-related:,,':and 
allocated:..on an equal ,cents-per-therm, ~asis ", (average'year,~'~ ", , 
throughput) to ' all customer ,classes~,:' SoCal tsmarketing ·,'bud.get, 
incl-ucles "energy cOJlserv'ationpr09rams., ,fuel substi:tution'programs, 
and ,load. retention 'proqrams., as' well: as customer "information:' 
proqrams and other supporting activitieS.. ',1"ORNquotes" Socal '"" <:; 

President Warren Mitchell in his testlmonyin the'company's last 
general. ratecase~ WWhilethe proqralns have ,been,eateg-orized.',,' 
differently,:. they have the 'same,goal,::' efficient'use of",ourener9Y 

.. • 

~esources .. 1I' 'roRN, points. outth'at in'D~9'l-07-017 and D~9'1-07-01S., . • 
this Commission found, that the costs o'!' PG&E's';:anclSDG&E's ~natural 
gas vehicles (NGV) progTalIlS should be alloeatedonan \eqUal;, cents­
per-thermbasis because such, progTamS benefit, all customers:,' :'even 
though residential consumers· are unlikelyt(> be'able "to: ':parti'cipatc. 
directly. 'I'tT.RN, contends tha,t'if: re$:tdentlal customers'''are''.requi'red 
to pay for NGV prograxns. in whieh :they do: n'ot partieip'ate:,' 'then: ,., 
'other ratepayer classes shoula help ,to. pay for SoCalrs'market' 
servioes programs, regardless of the 'extent'o-rthe~ir::pa'rt:tc:tpatfon 
in such programs." 'l'bis'CoXllltiissional'so- 'recogn:tzeCl; the:: pl:inciple 

that all customers s.hould~ :make-a 'contribution 'to: the· 6osts'o~f' 
socially benefioial pr09'rams:iwh~n,it~allocated."the; expens'es'of 
SoCal's Women ,a.ndMinori ty-ownec! Business Enterprises'c'WMBEf" " 
progTaIn to'all classes on an' equal: :cents-per-therm:'basis ,,-::" ,,'y" 

(D. 90-~~-023, pp. 35-3.7) _ Certainly e:ft"i~ient: use· 'o~f:' e'nergy"'anc'[ 
the resulting:' environmental ,improvements are . important:' social' :' ':.'::: 
goals, .. comparable' to. equal: economio"'opportunity~ "DRA support's:" 

-- 3,7::: --
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TURN., TORN 'est':tmates 'that by' adoPtirig.'its;p'osit'io'ir'on~:c'o~s~rVati~n 
, , f' • ,~, • .' • " 'J • ~. " ..... I'" " (' f t- .'", j.' 

the direct" effeCt is a 'shift of $33~~8" mil'lion in'market'in9"" ~osts' ' 
out of, the' core: 'class: $23. s. il11lion' to:';noncore~:) anc;f; $:io. 3"'Irifl:l:ion 
to- wholesale. SOCal est.ima tes' the shift- to 16e~~' $47 'mil'l. ion; ",::' ",' 

SOCal asserts that TORN i's resurrecting' issues'>aireadY 
Npermanently put to. rest by the Commission. N But; "in any case, it 
says that all:~ of SOCal's conservation' p'rogramsare:' intended'~to.'''heip 
residential and other' 'core customers save ener9'Y' and 'use 'natural" 
9'as in, the'. most cost-effective;' and e-fficient manner. These""'-:;" 
conservation' prograltlS are-' directed exclusively' at'~: the":-core':mark~t :,' 
and structured, to-meet the unique needs of each utility"s'~·service''; 
area. ,"conservation prOg'ram expenditures g'enerally reflect the 
nUlnber' of homes in the service terri tory and. are thus closeiy ,,' ' 
related': in magnitude to, the number 'of' core customers s'erved;':~not ' 
system' throug'hput~ SoCal cites our demand side manag'cment':::deci'sion 
(D.90-0S-06S" p. 2'0) to. the' effect that 'conserv~tioncosts' should::' 
be allocated~solely to core customers. 

,.", < ... ", 

TrJRlit'sproposal will not be' adopted'.' ''l't'TRNhas "apparently 
culled a number of statements from our'~decisions over=t1'ie' years ,to~ 
the effect that everyone benefits from:conservation;and' 'th~retore' 
everyone should, pay tor' conservation proqrams'::' 'Wh'ile<:'I'ORN';s":: ",,' 
quotations are accurate their',applicability to' this p'rocee'ding<:is 
slight. More to the point is that this Coxmnissionhas'1'ield' 'in:"; :" ' 
prior Socal, allocation proceeding's 'that 'the' core-customer is to 
bear 98% of 'the costs of' SoCal "s-market se%'V'ice'expens'esand::'I'tT.RN'·: 
has presented' no study upon :whi'ch to ~base~' a cnan9'e~:: TURN'nas;'" . ", ,:' 
argued that:' a change 'should bemaclebut'the facts ,:'to"support ~'its': 

~ " .. , . , ,.' " i ... 1 •• r( 'r,""·" . 
argument are' laCking ~" If 'we ::are :to' change: the' 98%'alJ:ocation> .'" 
factor, that::chang'e, must be"made ,on:c-a'more ·substant£aJ.:':reeord"than: 
has been presented.'::"here _: ,~' .• "j ,,<- • ... 1 

D. 
Costs' are.currentlyaIlocated"to. the ':ditterentcustomer ' 

classes on the basis of estimated throughput rather than demand. 

, " 
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Under .. this approach, customers that are ·expected.te:-·be ~cuJ::tai.led~· 
" ~ -.' .-. ,"' ~. - ... ·"0·-

are .,allocat~ci;- tew:er, cos~s, anc1·; re,c~iv_e ~lower ,rates:. -.:.than. w.o~l~:~, .;; 
otherwise, ~:. the. case •. ORA. and. TORN.ass~ .that. ,continuat.ion:, of" ... 
this prac~ice. is· inconsistent ,with the .. new value' ,ot se:ryice~type: .of 
rat~ structure that went into place on; August 1.. ,,,,,,,'.; 

, As they explain, the existing .. costallocation'i~ :wh-ich" is' 
largely driven by. cold year alloca.tors, .. automatically' .includes.a 
curta,illUent-related cost reduetion to· the default. rates ,of· ,the . "" .... - .. "~ , 

customer classes most likely to be curta.iled •. ,.t1nderthe .. new" 
transportation program" customers who.. choose interruptibl~~,service 
will automati~ally receive a rate lower than· the default~'r:ate. 
This is because the revenues. .. generated by the 1' .. 2 cents/.therm., ,'" . 
surcharge,;paid by firm customers, will· ,be credited, back:: to::.the',; 
inte~:t>tible rates.. 'rhe larger.the~firm· elections"tbe,·lower."the 
interruptible default rates ... Under this strUcture,.· .'I'URN- and,.' ORA". 
claim there. is absolutely no need',to· forecast co·lei, year ...• · -:- .",.", 
curtailments for cost allocation, purposes·. The,:curtailment~f.issue~ • 
is .. instead addressed directly through" the rate: design<.and customer 
choice. In ,their opinion, continuationot the. present· practice is 
likely"to result in low priority customers receiving a,. ao\lble 
benefit:. .. ' a··reduction inthedefault.~ratE7-::throu9li· the cost,;, \ : 
alloeation.a:nd another redUction in, the default. rate, through' the:,.,' 
surcharge eredit~ ~', ,"~'.: ,',',', ,.', ,.' 

'Xo,eliminate this :~double;bene:fit,TURN :.and 'ORA,propose~ '::.; 
that c~s.ts be ,allocated to customersontbe,>basis' of;;eold year'''· 
demand rathe.r than. the eurrentmethod·,.:ofcold,year,throughput. 
'they .cont,end ,that the .. effect .. of this change:would,shift-::-{,::- ::;'" :.'" 
appro:!dJnately $500,OOOfrom.·,the-.coreto·.the noncore, ana-is.:;·· .. ,";'.'. 
imp~rtant" tor two reasons •. First, it. would make-:the·~cost:·_, 
allocation consistent with the revised transportation,:proqram,., 
Seeond,. it would simplifythe.,eost allocation ·'process. ,bY.r~"v.: 
eliminating, ,the nee.d tc> forecast ·cold, year'·curta.ilments-;;· 

,.', ' ,.; '," '. ': '" . , ., .•. '.~~ ::'.(j 
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. SoCa~ ,opposes and; argues.' ' that' the practlC:al(ef.fect~:cf:: the 
ORA and, TURN·:proposal. ',would be·-to, 'increase 'O'EG:: land: cogenerat1on: I ,Y" 

rates with the rates to other customers being·:reduced~·and~>core·:··, 
customers receiving most of the benef:i:ts·,:which._it,::estimat:es":'.~at $2 

million. To:' sh.ift costs, from'the noncore tothe'core',:"however, 
would be inconsistent wi ththe Conunission:' s.;. intention"; in the '.' .,., 
procurement rulemaking to establish' a system of servi'ce: ;l-evel·- .' ' ... 
surcharges':'and credits which.would.be. revenue· neutral 'between the: 
two. classes ef customers (O'.90-09-0S9,· p. '4S-: Be' G;§s' procuremen;t':i<', 
27 CPUC 2dSS-3,. 60S). In that· case,.: the Coramission'express·ly;;:''::· 
provided thatnoncore customers alone' would pay the Service.: Lever 2 

surcharges and noncore Service' Level, 3 IS ,customers alone:' would: .: ., 
receive the credits which accwuulate as,. a" result. .. ,. ";' .. :,:.:~, 

SoCal· says that· ORA.'s· argument, that ·UEG. customers, since 
they will receive service level' credits: under the'new;proeurement 
rules effective August 1, can: now ·be subjected to·: an-increase in " 
their base: rates .by means. of ,a new allocation' methodology'/' is: ,:)0:)­

silnply attemptinq .tc do, indirectly, that. which.·theConunission':has " 
already said may not be done direetly;. that is, "d·:i:vert.·:thet~enetits 
attributable- to the . service' level. diseount from the::noneore!·to;,~the 
cere. SOCal maintains that ORA's proposaleffectively·~transfers 'to 
core customers a substantial share of the service"leveldiscoun~" , 
which 'the, Commission has already determined. should be':reserved,',only 
for those noncore customers who elect to be' served. on an -; ...• :< .. ". 

interr:uptible- :basis. . :>: ,:: 

.. ' ' We agree with. Socal .. ,Thefirxn ,.service" surcharge ;-:and ;the 
interruptible- cred.i t amount to' a:redistri.bution of-.doJ:1Ars~wi th:in C,' 

the:noncore market .:basedon'the, service' level :elections:;ot:::noncore' 
customers. The preposal of ORA and TURN would shift additional 
costs from the core market to the noneore market. If such a shift 
is reasonable it cannot .be merely on the basis that some noncore 
customers are willing to pay extra for firm serviee. That issue 
was dealt with in 0.90-09-089 where we allocated those surcharge 
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dollars.;. to; ,the '. 1 ower.: service:, ,levels.:" ORA', and TURN 'have.: provided no, 
. good: reason. to: depart from our: cUttent,pol:icy.of'a:l'l:oeating'.ton :," 
estimated:throughput.:, ,:~' ',/ ,':'~ .... , 
E. N9Dcore Stat.v.s forE2A Qlstomers ,~" ',: :':::: '.-:',, 

, ".:.Pursuant to .Reso-lution 'G-29'48,. approximately':130, ,P2',A:, 

customers with a collective nnnual:. demand .ofapproxi1na.tely:<6~O .... " 
billion c:ubicfeet (bcf) , have, notified"SoCal.prior'to, the-'August'.l, 
1991 deadline.,o-f their desire '. to become, noncore·customers.,'a:nd,:have 
provided information intended tOo' satisfy the, econom£e. practicality 
condition ·ilnposed by Resolution· G-29·4S-.. These applicat:i:"ons> have': 
been submitted to the Commission and' arepending-approval_. As' 'a: " 
result" Socal has reclassified. these volumes as noncore ,for:cost,· 
allocation and rate design., 

,The issue has arisen. whether" it is, feasible~,·to attempt to 
implement'the:impact in this.: BeAl>: period of those·custorners.:'who:'';, 
make such· elections following the initial Auqust'l, 19,9:1· deadline. 
SoCal says that~the practical problems,. involved': in 'swiftly.:' ,." ,., 
incorporating' these changes into the· BCAP; f orccasts are not :. ' 
insiqnificant. The. timing of BCAP' hearings makes it impossib-le to 
prepare an':accurate list .. ' or forecast ·ofvolumes. o,f those,"customers 
electing a.' change. in status~from core'to- noncore;; without·~an·"·::· 

accurate forecast,. it is not possible to implement, the'resc>lution';, 
without serious risk of shortfalls or windfalls, to:eith·er·'the~, ',"" 
ratepayer or .the . utility.. " .,';,' ,.,:":::', 

Socal propos.es that BCAP rates be implemented.: on:,: the" ~'."." 

basis that'.all, currently forecasted P2A.volurnes,'with the exception 
of ,:those that have already' applied, tor noncore' status:.' through': the:, 
economic practicality process,. 'will':remain, in ,thec:ore market::cost 

. -', , ,.' 

, .-, .~, ..... 

. ':,,::, ,- " I~' • 

, • :.,j -

• 
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allocation .. 2 After BCAP implementation,. the revenues fromP2A", 
customers wh.o se~k and' ~etuaiiy, tra~$fer' to, nQnc~r,~,,' st'~t~~,~~it~~" 

• " •• ~.' ., .,' ..., ... ' ,~, '.-..1 " 

the August l, 1991 deadlin'e would be, monitored separately, with 
SocalbOoking those ~evenues to the Core F~xed"C~st>s', Ae'~~~~t, 
(CFCA). SoCal proposes that in SoCal's next cost ,allocation 

• '\,~ " .~ •.. , , .• , • w' , 

opport:uni ty,. the appropriate allocations would., be incorporated" into 
rates. This :p~oposal, in socal'sopinion~w'ould ensure,tb.~t,cor~~ 

, • , • .•.•• I _ .~, ... ' 

custQlncrs would not suffer a shortfall,in the eFCA.simply because 
additional migration of P2A, customers ,was not ~nti~ipat~d ,Q~ , " " 

L ,,' ,. I" ,..' .1 ...... , • 

provided for in the 1991 BCAP cost allocation process and.that, 
• • ,""' " ,I • _. <_ '",' 

soeal and noncore eustomers wo~ld reap no windfall",as th~, .. ,.,' , 
alternative consequence of booking the nu9'%:atoiy' 'reveIl~es .. i~t~ the' 
Noneore Fixed Cost Account. , ..... -

To:RNproposes an additional tracking subaccou;':t H,(withi,n 
the CFCi) i~ ofder to record the differenee,between"th~"a~t~al'" 
revenue p~id'by P2A customers transferrinq tO,noncore status,after 
August 1, 1991, and the revenue which would hav~ b'een rec~iv~d ,had . " , 

these customers continued to. be billed at core rates. 'l'hisreyenue 
shortfall' could then be allocated equitably in th~ next BC'/\p:'"to al'l 

. " ' . ... ..' ~ .~ ' . .,-... . ,.' 

customers. Socal' believes that TURN's concerns are unwarranted and 
that its proposal for sub':'account tr~ckinq ofthep2Asho;:eiall is.' 

• • .' • - ,I' , : r. " . • ~ . 

unnecessary. SQCal argues that the migration of, P2A ,customers,. to, 
, •• ." • '".' '" ,j i _,'_,f.. . 

noncore stat,us does not signal an avoidance of p:r:ope:r:ly. al,located 
. • " . '<, ., ,.I:.' ... '" 

costs, but silnply reflects the reality that the ,C:P:.CA.miqration. ."_. 
... , ' " .. 1 .... I : f • ,I "' __ . ~. ~. " " \ .' .. ' 

shortfall is caus'ed by tenninatinq the subsidization of other".co%'e 
customers by P2A customers, a result contemplated,by the, 

,~. - I " • '. c • '. ,_ ,,', ..... 1_ 

r ... " 
.. ~',' .... ~, 

............ 
.... 

',t, •. , 

" 
;"" ' .... 

'.Y·
l

' 

2. SoCal supports..,DRA's ,proposal ~fo.r.:a,~::tra9kinq.~ account:: ~o:",'.\"·":'.: 
monJ.tor revenues fromP2A customers ~ho~pp11.eQ_ .for nO,ncore,.s:ta,tus, 
prior to. August 'l'~'1991"·and' who, were assJ.qnec.'noncore' sta~us:for' ",' 
cost allocation .. purposes in this.· BCAP, ,but',who-; subs,equently' fail,.:.to 
satis~y the Commission's economic practicality test. . 

- 42 -



A.9l-03-039, A.9l-03-066 COM/JBOfjft''Ii 
, 1.' " c; .. ,. ,'." '~.' -.. 

Commission' searlier det~r.mitia tiol,.' "tila:t core' ra t'e's' shouldJ ;~~ :~":'~ " ,,' 

eqUalized" regardless of allocated' costs~ :;,' ',,': ;',1, ,~': ' ','" 

• • • •• ',' " , I "., • ~;... _.'. "~.' ,.~ 

Beeause the neeci tor a tracking account is supported. :by 
ScCal, DRA;and TURN' our only concern is the form i:t wi'li::'i~ke~", We 
believe:TORN"s proposal is the most conservati~e' a~ i~"protect'~ the 

, ., ',' , .. , • I· '( ",", 

core: it will be adopted~ In adopting ',this treatment 'for:"p'2A' ' , 
corefnoncore transfers; there is n~ further nee~ t'6. 'hoid" in ' 

, - ,., . '. ,. 

abeyance the processing of transfer applications re~e'ived 
subseqUent to the temporary August l, 1991 deadlinespec:Lfied, in , 

....' ',' " -" ','. • j , .,~. I.. • I., ': 

Resolution G-294S. 
F _ Intel:state Pipel:tne' 1')eman d ' CharqeS 

:.:;" . 
(The pouble pemand·, Charge) , ' . 

Socal pays demand and reservation charges ,t'o' ,the 
interstate pipeline eompanies with which it h~s s~rvic~agr:eements 
for tirm transmission capacity rights t~r eith~;' sai~s": or " .. "- " 
transportation services. Th.ose c::osts a:re includ.ed. ~s,~ p~rt,' Of. the 
company's nonqasrevenuerequirementand are allocated to'the 
vari'ous customer classes using the annual cold ye~r 'th.~OU~hPut, 
allocator~' The resulting sharing, of revenue requirement forms,the 
'basis for set'ting retail a~d wholes~le transportatio~ and s~les ' 

• \ ,J, ' • ", • 

rates. 'Onder the current rate sett~ng meehanisxn,acustomer,:must 
pay for; 'in its intrastate t'ransportation rates~aport:i:on"of these 

.• . ' .' , I ~, , 

interstate pipeline demand and reservat:ion,charges'whether,ornot' 
SoCal 'actually ut'l:lizes its interstate 'rights on behalf of'that 

• j ', + •• 

eustomer~ 
..... , ....... J. 

Now that rates have :been unbundled ana 'the noncore 
. customer can purchase its own gas to be transported over the 
interstate system to, the california border and over the intrastate 
system by SoCal.to its destination, the noncore customer will pay 
the interstate pipeline (e.g., Kern River or El Paso Natural·Gas. 
Company (El'Paso) ) a reservationtee'~' plus ,other :·costs., assOciated 
with, tran.sportinq their ,gas in' int~;~tatecomme;~e. SQ~e,ot'tho~e' 

, .... ~r • .. ,. • "', " ".,.c> ' •. ,,- "", J" .... '. "', ". ... 

customerS: will' take clellve:ry directly from the interstate'''pipeJ:ine, 
. "", . . . i : . . . '.~ ..... I " , .. " • ,I ' 

" .... .-' 
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i. ~ .. ,. Kern River, and. wi 1,1 not incur, ad.c1i tiona1 pipeline. costs .. ,." 
" .• , "r" .'. c' ' ..' _ '." 'M" .. ,,' • ." .,.,. "" ,,,,.- " "n - •. 

Other customers will require. SOCal's, ,pipeline to"deliver, the ,qas...., ., ". .... ,". " ". " .".' .~ ~u. ,., .,""' ".' , ,. " , 

If S,oCal ',s intrastate rate includes. any. of, SoCal 's,interstate, , ',;' 
." .. . . '_. "'. " . - ... " . ... . . ,~. '."-. 

demand charges,. then the noncore transportation· customers "will be 
• • ) • . - •. • .• .' • ,- ,> ........ • • ", •• ' ~ • 

paying ,two- demand charqes: (1) the demand charge ,it, incurs.for,its 
•• ; ~ ,. , y • , ..... •• 

owninters:tate service ana (2) aportion.of SoCal~s.interstate 
',. . ~ , ..' \ .' .~ .' . ,.., .... ",. . 

demand charges wh.ich are included in SoCal's intr.as~a:te_, .. ,': 
transportation rate... . , .. " ", '" ' 

.The 'Indicated Producers, 3 . KernRi ver, 4 . and Edison, . 
• ' .' " • <, '. J < " •• .~ '" • ., • 

among others, think this is unfair, while DRA thinks the doub~e:. 
demand charge :1.s appropriate tor shippers. over Kern River but not 

y ", • ,', ',_ •• • • ' •• , "."" ., •• a- .... '. 

for shippers over El Paso... Many" of these companies 'own: interests 
in, or areatfiliates of, intersta~~,pipe,line~.: Fo~,e~~mple, Alnoco 
owns A:moco Altamont Company,. which owns' an interest, in the proposed 

--, --, ,,"( 

Altamont Gas Transmission sys.:tcm.; Meric:1iaXl',Oil is, an:aUiliate of 
El Paso; Texaco ana Union Pacific own, an 'interest in point Arguello 
Natural Gas Line Company • 

1. RatemMing 
~u:t: requia~ory, proce~s,' isint~:rided to, si~ulaie'\ a 

competitive ·market (0'.89-01-040-,.' p..: lS),~ One:' of ,our,' most recent 

attemp:tsto"simulate acompet~tiye, market' '"is~n~,~:~:~S~~~2;027, our 
investiqation into the need for additional interstate:,natural qas 

_ '.L I .. ~. ',' -: ' '."' , ,f 

.~, . ' .. i 

"f I j".' • '" I 

, ," . I .... ~ ,~:' ~.: ,'" 

.,1" 
e . ' ,', 

3 The Indicated Producers are'; lUnoco. Proa'Q;ction:company (Amoco), 
ARCO Oil and Gas company, Chevron U.S.A. Inc., Conoco' Inc., Mobil 
Natural Gas, Inc., Meridian- Oil:: Inc. (Meridian 0±-1:);:,< Texaco Inc., 
(Texaco), 'Onion Pacific. Resources Company (Union Pacif,ic), and ~._ 
tTnocalCorporation..These companies are both' marketers and'" ,,' , 
consu:mers of natural qas in SOCal'sservice area:anc:1'assuch are. 

, interested in the development o,f cost-basea rates., ' ,<,._ 
d , • .. • ~.., I.,', 

4 :Kern River, is a joint partnership- between' Williams Brothers':, 
and Tenneco. Tenneco is not a producer of natural, gas., W,illiams 
Brothers is a conqlomeratc' which. includes both qasproc:1uccrs~'and.' ,. 
shippers. 

" 
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pipeline" capacity,. Inithatinvestig~~"tion ':we ;':issU~d'/O~96':o\2-016" in 
which we encouraged theconstruetio"n: of: neW';inter'st:at.~::P'£P'e-line'sCto" 

_ . " , ,-' ,'" ~ " , .. ,\. ~.: .,,\ ,--. ", 

serve'the California market.' We found' a near-term need "for-at' 
least an additional 900 MMC:r:/d'of natural gasanCl for':S:i9ll'ifie'a:ntly 
'more in' the long term~' And wesa'id' we believed: that the,""ioea;l 
distribution carriers (iocs) represent a" viable and c'ompe:t.:ftive A. 

means of service. 
. , .. '\ -:(. -. ~.'. ~""":,, 

We were emphatic in our discussion and fin,tj~n:gs:':rega:rding 
the benefits of new pipelin"es' and their' 'effect on" ~'omp~tition. We 
said: 

'''Additional p'ipelinecapacity wiilnot. only'" '" , .. 
satisfy the' need for natural gas but' als() :will',' 
provide an enhanced level. of transportation . 

. service to noncore' customers; will access new . 
gas prcduction areas: will·, secure price and ' 
supply on a long-term basis; and will permit 
gas-on-gas and pipeline-on-pipeline ,. 
competition." (At p. 116·.) 

* * * . '. '. ~ 

~e will not announce a position on cost 
reallocation at this time •. ' To reallocate costs 
at this time or to announce: a: position on ' ',', 
reallocation of costs would be to subsidize new 
pr<>duction areas and new producers. Und'er th'e' 
current system. of netback pricing there 'is " 
every reason to believe that new gas producers 
will absorb the eosts of the new pipelines. 
Pr<>ducers are prepared to netback all of the 
new pipeline demand charges in the cost of gas 
at the wellhead in order to be able to sell gas 
at eompetitive prices into the Southern 
california market •. "'.,. (At po.. 117.) 

The noncore shippers and: their supporters.'who,have, 
present,ed' evidence in this .proceedinq would·haveus rel"ioun,c:e;"ou:r,:"~ 
position regarding competition before'. the competition starts.· They 
seek a bonus for" leaving SoCal's system. They .argue that: :the'y , .. ., 
should' not have to- pay a' "doUble' demand eharge"anc:t 'that SoCal ' 
should remit the demand charge' to them -' eithe~ dc).liar·i~r:doll:ar 

. • 

.' 
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.. -~ "" \. 

as ORA recommends or as a., reduction~ i~- i~trastat~::~'~anspo~~:ti~n"" ,: 
i. • '.. .... " i,', .. ' . ,., ".' '}'.:" ' .. _,-, .J '. ,','" .. , •• '.,.,: I "., .,.",' ," 

rates as. Kern R~ver and th~ ,Indicated ~od\l<::::s, ,:t'ec,ow,ne.n~,~, ,Of ,''' 
course" these shippers do not, have ,to ,pay this ,so~ca,lled.~o.uble,,,,.,, 

,~' . - , . , . . , . " , . ,. '. . .. \..... ",', ... ' ~," 
demand. charge ~ they can take service from Socal.. , To ,the :,~~~nt 
that they do not take serviee from ,Socal,it is a, result"of their 

, " .,.- .• ' •• - I " ," .. ".' 

own choice. ,. Competitive forces have, shown .. 't:hose shipper~ .that, ,,' 
und.er, current ' economic' conditions . it, . is .. better !orthem t,~ 'tluyg.as 
directly from prociucers and." ship' it over intersta'te "pipeline's to'" , 
the californi~ border. Wh~~e~ it is 'better because it 'is'eh~aper, 

•• , • • '.. ~"" • • \ .1 .. _: ":~,c ",' I. ~; •• :, 

or more efficient, or more reliable we do not know, but whatever 
the rea~~n the shippers mad.e a' comp~ti ti ve choice .,Th,ey _ ar~, ~o't I in 

. .' , ~ I"... ' .. 

need of a subsidy from SoCal's core customers. 
. . But, they argu~, competition is' not the;(ssue. ,'They say, 

that by paying SoCal's interstate demand charge i~ 'the intr~~tate' 
rate they are paying a charge that they d.id. noteaus'e ,t,o"be', 
incurred. They cite the principle that those 'who incur a,cost 
should pay the cost. 'rhis, of , course, isa principle that ~niy a 
rcqulator can und.erstand. .. In unregulated' industry ,'se'llez:i :,charge '. 
market rates and care little about the costs of buyers.' .,,' 

• .' .', .. ~, I 

We' 'have held. on nwnerous occasions that rate~' '~should be 
, . 

cost based and for the most part there was a coincldenceoi.: cost 
. . ". ',:,' ,', . " .:, .'. ~. 

between the utility and -;he customers; that is, the ,cost to the 
utili'~y was incurred by the. customer or group of customerswh'opay 
the rates which include the cost. ,. As' the mea~~ of' ali~catlng costs 
have become more' sophistieated an~ thefunetions of the' ,it'ii:ity' 

• ' • • " " • _. " _'. ',~, • .~. ,) •• ,'-' I '. ":' L ' '. '.~ '..:,' • 

have become unbundled, customer groupings have changed and 
su.bc]roups have- emerged. wber~ onee', we h~d"r~sidentiai:and ' 
il'1dustrial ',' we' now hav:e core and nonc~re. And we' l'iave th~~'e who , 

I' . ',' ." "1 ' , "!"" _ 

take service at the distribution level and those' who take at the' 
transmission level... Toa degree~' thecostsot ~e~:i.ng tho'i'e:': ";:: 
customers. differ and. ratei based. on those cost;' 'differ:::' Becau;e~f 
these' differences the noncore custo~~~, and sUb9'r6~~~$' ~:Lth:L~' 'ihe' '~;' 

'. . ~ ,. ,~. . . ,. ',,' ... :," n:. ""... '~:., L~ • ': •• _ 4,'~' /':'\:: .. :. • ":, '~/lr~ 

noncore, such as EOR customers, have sought to show that as a group 
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they did not incur certain costs of the utility and therefore 
should' not"have 'those costs included in' the' uti'iity';s:'r~tos to~ 
service to the' ·subgroup.'ThoSe cust6mers" have be9u~ tO~qUate ' 

'. . ... ' 
"cost of 'service-based rates" with "just and reasonable'" rates." 
'I'he'e'qUation"is flawed. '":,,,:,,~::; " .... 

"Our past 'decisions have 'n~ver' h~ld that j~st>and'" 
reasonable "rates, the statutory-standard' (PUbiicUtiiities~ (PU) 
Code ,§§ 4'51 arid 72·8), h~d only' one c~~po~ent,'~\'::' 'costs." 'W~:~hav~'\' 
always held that factors such as conservation," ~:ff~~d~iliti~' 

.market price, and equity had to be factored into, the 'rites: "'Cases 
which most strongly supported cost-based rates inv~riably tempered 
those statements with language which showed our concern f~r other 
ratemaking factors. In Be Rate Design f2tUnbundleg;;Gas Utiltty , " 
~ryiee (D.87-12-039) 26 CPUC 2d2l3we said, "In deciding both 
which costs to use and ~ to alloc~te th~m,we: have;'~xerci~~d- ou~ 
best judgment based on our ~~temakinq' philosophy ~nd the ~xPert ' 
testimony we have received." (At p~ 228, emphasi~,in'the'" " 
~riginal.) ''I'othe argument that"we should 'not' use a '''value of' 
se~ice'" criterion for 'ratemakinq, we' answered "the:",fact that wo 
find the concept of benefits received useful i~ cost ali~c~tion'in 
no way contr~diets o~r continuinq commitme~t to co~t~based rates." 
(At p. 22'8.) 'I'hose comments ~~re no ~ore than a reatfi:rxna~ion;Q.:e 
the truism that there is more to ratemakingthan determiriin9co~t~. 
In Be Rate D~sisD for Unbundled GaS Utility ser:{iCe:\D.86~12~~09)" 
22 CPt1C 2d 444 we said, "Economic efficiency is~ of course,. 'not 'the 
sole consideration in our choice of a revenue requiremen~~'" 
reconcilia:tion :methodo109Y. Equity !Considerations" remaill'" ",':~, 
paramount." ,(At p. 457, -emphasis added .. ) " ... C FJ airness would' be 
ill-served by an app~oach th~t ~lt:i.matelY re~ulted:' i~"hi<3'he~ rat~s 
tor precisely those customers whom we s~ught to protect:~""":' (At ' 

• • .. ", ... , " , >-. ", • .:. • ") .' ", • ",- ••• ",. 

p.457.) And we have held that setting rates for the noncore on' 
the basis, of e~edded cost$ ~ould be self-defeatinq if th~ 'r~t~s ,-;; 
were tOQ ~iqh to attract traffic (D~S7-05~046,' p. 19)'.' ' , 

• f''''" :. :,') :., -"'.'.. \.' 
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AS' recently as Septe~er' 1990" in ·O~ 90;'09';'08'9' we' endorsed 
value-of-servl.ce ':rates when ~e autho'rized 'nonc6'f~" ~';'~to~~~:~<to . 
elect service Level 2, to obt~:infirm service;' by·payihg·.{""· . 
surcharge ofl.Z cents/them. And in this~ BCAP' we' hav~-aii6~~ted" 
that '1.2' cents to lower~ service level noncore customer~'~ ··N~ith.er 
the surcharge nor the credit has any relevance"toward cost 'of- " . 

• ' ,\ -> "'., .... "'V', ~ " -. -. : .... 

service, but has every indicia of value of service' •. ' EOR'rates-are 
based on' value 'of service, "as are contracts withr~tes::~hich are 
below tariff rates and which:' are entered into' to:'; prevent~ bypas~6f 
the system. '. '. e'.;;: .'7'~:. ·.:C .~...; "':' .. ," ,'." 

A reading of the" P'O' Code l~aves no: 'dOubt' that "th~ ," .,. ::. ': .. : 
Commission must· look :beyond costs' wh~n setting ~ates~'I'h~h" c.. .. 

principal rate sections of: the COde; ~ §§. 451 and 728, refEir':;t~ I~just 
and' reasonable' rates.*'I'here is nothing in the codewhich:;-~'~atei 
cost-based rates as being a synonym for j'ust and" reasonabie' r~t6$'; , 
or as' the sole standard by which 'rates are' consideredj 1iit :and '. 

. , .....'. 
reasonable. 'One Code section which discusses cost-based "rates a1so 

, L , L ,"~""', ".'. "' .,. 

requires the consideration o·t affordability and con'servatiori~' '. (Pu' 

Code § ·739.6: "The Commission shali estab~ish' rates ~~"in9:~O$t':' 
allocation principles that fa'irlY'and'reasonably assign' t'o ,'"' 
aifferent' customer classes the '. costs of provid'ing serV£c~::to th~~e 
customers classes, consistent with the p'olicieS: o'! af:fordab'ility, . 
and conservation.*) The cl:e'arestCode se:et:ron'~hlch' irieo~~'r~tes ~ 
policy other than cost as a basis tor setting rates is § 454 .. 4 

which provides that cogeneration cUstomers shall pa~/thE!' same rates 
• ~,. '0' , • " ." '. • • (' .... ','r ,or. .~. 

for gas' as o:E:G customers.:"" This paritY'statute has c'aused 'us' t"6' set 
the coqenerat'ion: rate "to recover costs to serve" c09'e~~rato'rs'" "" 
approximate'ly , $l.O,"oo 0, oOOper'year iowerthan,'1 t':wo~ld be' 'i.t 'r'ates' 
were ~set ~ori a' cost-of-service' basis'. . '(See also' §§' 785:':and :78'5.7:'::<> 

which requ;ire us·to·set rates for the transportatio~o'i'intrast~t~ 
. . .. ," .. . " . , ", . ,'- ',.. ." .,..." .. : .. , ..... ": "'''. "'~ ,," 

gas equal to' rates' set· for the transportat!l.on of qa's from any other 
• - ... .... . ~. ~',' ..'" • \., ,Y I', .' .... .,." _ j.' ,'..' ..• 

·soUrce.) Other '''statutory' deviations tromcost;"of-servi'ce" . 
ratelnaki:ng'±nelude§ 739 (,a) '(baseline rat'es'with~ spec::tal .:. ... .;.,) .... 
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consideration for persons with s.erious. ~~alth, ~.r~b.?-e;nsl·; § 739 (f) 
(to pr~mote conservation);. ,§ .739·(g)" '(lOW ,inco~e, customer". " '\ __ ', 

'. • '"':. ':. . ,r r, '. . , • i.."" _ ,'~' 0.' ">, '. "I ~,... •. ,,'.',: 

assistance); § 735 (subsidies"for natural. gas, vehicles) ·;.,,,and § •. 7.B,3, 
, • ' , '_""" 0, \" ~ .' < ",~ • • J • ,_ ,~ •• J 

(restrictions on line extensions)., A careful.l:'eading otthe.Code 
will 'show more excepti,ons to COs1:-based.~atemaki~g: ~d .. ~o~~ '~e~so~s-

. , . - " .",.' .'. -" ... -. . ,. 

why' ra~e:makin9 .. is an 'exercise" in judgment and not the .. ,re~~~ .. of a 
computer .. printout. " ....... , ... 

" . 
'.,' . ~ 

Nor is ratemaking. just an intellectual exercise. r ,·, This;.. 
• ' • • • 1 " •• ' ., .". • ~ " >0' . ' , ~'. '", .~.' .. • • 

Commission is concerned with" the effects of its policies • ." It ,is. '. 
• " • I ' 0' ,.,' • d' ". ". • ••• n,. I.... ,',,<, 

counterproductive to keep noncore rates high if the res~l~ .. ~ill, be 
bypass of the toe system or, ,What is worse,. a barr;~r.~ te:>' entry to· 
new business in California. ~eqardless Of .. cos::,. a~loc~ti0X?-: th~or:l, 
if rates. mUst be dropped. to hold, customers who contribute·· to, margin 

.... ..' <. ' .• " ." ... ' I,"'''' ,".- ,. . 

then rates shouldbc dropped. We do thi~.for EOR customers. and for 
others on'a case-by-case basis and .. will continue to do .. so·., But,. 
there is no eviaence of an incipie~t exoaus of.nonco~ec~st~mer$. .• 

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

from Socal'$. system, nor is there evidence that. high ,gas rates are 
, ".. . ", . .. - ~~ .. . 

preventing expansion of business or creating a barrier to entry ·,of 
" . . .. , .. 1,..' 

business. The experts who ·testified in favor· of shifting.·costs to 
• .. • < • , ~ • , • 

the core spoke only in generalitie~ about effects on business., The 
Commission has alw~ys granted exceptions to .ta~iff.ed ,ra~es. when 
circu:m.stances warranted,. and has changed its policies on cost.~ 

• • • , ,_. ' • ..., 'w' ,_ ~ 

allocation when circumstances warranted •. We shall continue,to 0.0. . ,,' , 

so. 
.' •• ' ,,', ~." •• ;' I ""~ :'~. ,~r . " 

. We have taken a 'great. deal. of. time .to ,explain .what to .us. 
, . . . " ., .' ,.' ,".'., .. , .. '. 

is obvious in ratemakinq because apparently many o~ the parties.in 
• , .' '" • - ~ '. • • - ,. " ' •• < .- ." 

this proceeding have e.ither forqottenthose.principles..or, .. chose.;t:o. 
.. " ,'. •• " '" • •. .'" • .'. ~ ,'.I • 

ignore them. Every wi:tness who. t'estified on shifting. cos.ts ·to,' the 
• '. ... ',. ' ,\, ' "."., ,' •• ,10, • 

core spoke only. of cost causation, never about conservation. or.,-
• ,_ • • _,.. ..... • , , '. ,'c~ .' 

affordabili ty or equity. or theeontrac1ietion between theiJ::::;. .:, ., 
testilnony and statutes such as coqenerator parity .. , . perhaps . they . . ..... . " .'., , 

believe that .it i.5 proper for the leqislature to' . deviate, from..cost-
• .' .... " ..... _ " .". ". " ". 1 , ••• , •• 

based ratemakinq,. but improper .for this commission to .. do, .. so. , .' The .. ", 
• '., ,_ .. ..,. , H. • ~ 
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money involvoa is substantial. Unacr SoCal's proposal rates will 
be reaucea by 'about$ZlO..miliion overali', with·~" S:23.5::miiiion::' ::,';' 

, • c. • " ," .,,', .' ,< : ' • - I '" ,-' I ••• '. ,~, "','" I ' ',' .. ' 

reduction't'o the core customers ana· a $25' mill"ion*increase "'to:-the-
noncore • With the reallocation recommended by the' , n:oncore': ," .' •.. 

representatives the reduction would be more like $25, million'to'the 
core and $180 million to thenoncore .. The'noncore'parties 
obviously believe the time is ripe for a massive dumping-of costs' 
on th~ core customer because no increase in eore rates will'>resuit. 
What they ignore, among- 'other' things, iS'that a large part'-of the 

.-, " 

reduction in rates results from an'overcollection: in the gas, 
balancinq accoUnt because core customers have been paying, and' 

• ,. j • ". -I- ., 

continue to pay, rates based on g-as' prices which were proj'ected .,' 
significantly above actual prices~ , """ 

The noncore customers also ignore the fact'thatSoCalis 
not a'p1peline company, but an'inteqra.ted company that buys,'" 
transports, stores, and sells natura'! gas. It' 'cannot' be broken' 

1 ,. ~ ... 

aownintoconstituent parts as' if' each"part of the company 'could . 
stana on its' own. It cc'rtainly does not have two' pipeiin~s~ "one' 
to carrY interstate qas and one to carrY intrastate gas;' 'as':the::' ' " 

." ." .. ~,~ 

cost allocation recommendations of'soine parties would 'have us" 
~lieve.' All classes of custom'ers.' of the system' benefi't b'ecausc 
all other classes use the system. 

. ""~,,., . 

, 2'. 
, ' 

Indicated Producers ' .. " , ,.:""", 

The: lridicated'Prod.ucers'arg'ile that there:is'no 
justificati"on today for the' allocatl:on of 'pipel'inedemand and 
reservation charges to all transportation rates ~ ':Fi'rst'~ : the: 
noncore' transportation customers no "longer benefit 'from ';the " ' 
utility"s rights for gas transportation or gas"purcha:ses:'':''''Under':'''~' 
the current re9Ulatory struCture 'the'noncore. transportation: ~'.." .. ,", 
customer will" receive little or no "service: that employs: the 
utilitY's'interstate capacity righ.ts.' Since the' Commission' has ., 
eli:minatea the noncore portfolio,' effectivl;! AU9USt'19§1,: ~the," 
noncore customers can' obtain procurement serVice only 'by ei'ecting

i

' 
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to the core, portfolio or through. using· utili ty~alancing" service ~'. 

, <.' .1" , •. ' •• .' _ ,.' - ._ ,_ • . 

The .. only excep,tion to this .is for those customers who receive, 
targeted sales. service from the' utility under SOCal ;'s:G-TA;RG.,. ':; '; ,> 

tariff .. 
Second~ 'the nonco;e~ transportation custom~~~ ha~~'not ," 
• •• , ~.. o( ',' • ,..,'..' •• , ' • • > 

caused SoCal to retain the current ,level of firm capacity, tha.t, it 
" .. -.... , " -" - , ~ " . . . 

holds on El Paso's and Transwestern's combined systems ....... ,Socal, 
., '-- ... " .. '.'" -,- . ",. ' 

renegotiated its service, agreements, with, El Paso ~nd, ,T:z::ans~e:.stern, 
during the last quarter of 199,O. At. that time, Socalhad"the- .. 

• • _ "' _ • • • • ~ , ., i 

opportuni ty to elect to, retain all or only a .portion o·f the .:firm,,~ 
rights that it had previously held on thos~ pipelines .. , SOCal, , , 
elected to retain all of its exi~ting, ri~h.ts on ~e, tw,o .pipelines, 
subject to a limited option ,for relinquishment of,capacity on El 

" ." J' , ""... 

Paso's system at a future date •. SoCal's , retention of the,current· 
. . .. '. 

level of firm interstate capacity is not a result. of, its..., '." ',"', :,: 
, ... ' . ,. ~ ,"', 

o~ligationsto noncore customers, ~ut a ~esult Of. i:ts,obligations 
to core customers., Accordingly, to the ertent· that. Socal will, ,use 
those capacity rights not needed by the core class-to, provide" 

.' , -" . . (, '"' 

limited noncore services, the costs associated "with those.: rights,: ,~ 

should b,e borne only by those customers who b,enefitdirectlY"from" 
those services and only to the extento:f the b,ene:fits received .. 

The witness for the Indicated Producers-recommended that 
the commis~ion Unbundle the. charg~s~or , inters:tate: .' transmission 
services from the rates, for noncore, intrastate transportation '. 
se%Vice", th~t ,noncore i.ntras~atetransportation customers: b,e,.". 
charged a ;rate ,that reflects only intrastate costs. and that,:th,.is~:, 
change, occur on October l, 1991. This unbundling, it. is argued,;. 
would be consistent with ,the ,Conunission's.cost-of-service . rate ." 
policy and would prevent, a distorti~n in the 9'as ,supply: market:w 
This distortion in the market~lace .."ill create .areal;,economic" , ;-:, 
hardship to noncore custome:r:sand, 1:heir suppliers, who transpor:t,; .. ', 
ove:z:- Kern rtiver, in the wi bess's .. op,inionw ,Supplies shippec:l. oyer,\ 
Kern River's interstate system and SoCal's intrastate system will 

- Sl -

• 

• 



• 

'. 

.,' .... , I ,. " ~~('~ ,'L , • , .. I .• ' • ...,. • ',./ ... 

A. 91-03-039, A.91-03-066 COMfJBO/j ft" w" 

be unduly burdened with' two' s~ts ~f"dem'and. and' rese~ation\~~~i9~i, 
. ,-, .' -, , .. '. " ..... " .... :., ,- /'/,- , " "'~':~",i;"'."::,"': ':~:"':'r': ':!.~.,'.;,', .... (+ 

nalllely the Kern River demand'char9'e an'dthe allocated interstate 
pipeline' charqes~ In' contrast,"comp;b~ng ·suppl.ies"shipped"~v~r'; ':. 
existing pipelines will not "b:ear double de~and" charges; b~~ ~lli" ' 
reflect only the' interstate pipe~inehha.-~geS ali6~dt~d',~h~0~9h"~' '; 
SoCal"s' int~state transportation rate. ,::. '~. 

'3:~- XernRLver 
'~ ':. r; " ...... : ,'. 

Kern River's argwnent is much the Sallle 'a; t'he "'iridi~at~d ' 
Producers':. It argues that the' tully'allocatedSoCal !ntrastat:e 

• > "'_ " • "1', '-I'"' ,"'OC~'" ',-' ";'~"\':''':'.L ',,) 
transportation rate' includes costs 'for services or taciJ:ities that 
Kern River's' customers are not' using or tor which "th~y:'::';:~e '-:~:lr~~d.~' 
paying' Kern River.' . Chief among the costs "reflected' 'in fully" . ,. , 

allocated rates are the demand/reservation charqe~:~sS6df~ied'wfth 
the existing interstate pipelines that serve SoCal ~,", 'S~'Cal'~' fully 

,allocated intrastate rate includes'deID.and/reserV~tion'~eharges t'roID. 
El Paso, 'rranswestern, Paci:ric Interstate' Transm:i:ss:i:~~ 6dmpin:/ ' " 
(PI'rCO), and Pacific OffshorePipelil'l.e Company (POPCO). 'S'ince i~~ 

I • '.. I". ,;; • '.,,'" c';.. .' 
River's customers wl.ll not be uS.lnq any of the 'four .lnterstate 

• , .'. - • ~ 1'. I' .~. . '" " ,": t," ',' ~ t . ','. " .. , 
p.lpell.nes'whose rates are reflected .In'SoCal's fully allocated 
intrastate' rate, they should not· be responsible for th6seeo's':t:s'. 

Kern River points out that ORA recognrze~: 'that' if/Ken;;··' 
River shippers must pay Socal's 'tully alIocated' 'rate, :tbey" 'wiil': p~y 
dOuble demand charges for"interstate ,,:pipe'llne"c~paeity: ohf{ t"o .' 
Kern'ltiver and once as -partot the tully: allocateci< ra:te: th~y'pay' 1:0 
Socal.' Oesp'ite this recogUition, oRA. doesnotpropo's'e' to::' make~ ~~' , 
change in cost allocation for such shippers in' this proC:~~din~~' ,. 
Kern River 'believes that this is basically inequitable~ and 
contravenes the competitive' environment' that the 'comniiss~-~r{ ha,~' ,-', 
sought to "develop. ,,c, -

.' Kern River contends that ORA's rate reeommendat:'ion' 
discriminates against Kern Rivershlppers because: whereaS::;'DRA.' 
recommends 'against unbundling' rates ~iri this proeeeding:'"i6r 'K~'rn:'" ': 

.' • > ~ ".' • ,'.. ., -- ,'", '"I " '" • ..,' 

ltivercustomers,"it recommends<a credit tor customers that .. ~ '<'0." 
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subscribe to relinquished El Paso capacity __ ORA proposed.. tha.t ,", 
th6ie~ho sUb~cribe to El. pa.so capacity. ~elinc;ishect .by's~c~~~nd~ 
begin-paying pipeline resen.:ation ~harges. dire~tiy ·t~:.EL·~~soJ.· .'. , 

. . """ .' , "..... ',', . '. -,", 

should be given a dollar-for~dollar credit against, the.,. intl:'astate 
. .' .'" • . ,tI... ..... .. ' ,". ., ", '.: .• ,' .,'" 

rate charge by SoCal. But DRA proposed. that. shippers ,on."new.: : ........ . " " ". ' , . ,. .., "-,," ',... ~" .... ' 

pipelines should continue to pay the tully allocated. intrastate.. , 
• '. ,r .' ," ., • , .1' 

rate, even though they are not using existing .intersta.te capacity 
~ • I ',. • .. 

and . are paying reservation charges to the .... new. pipelin~.~ .. Kern River 
asserts that treating ,shippers on. new interstate. pipelines .. ' . '_', .. 
differently from those that sUbscribe to'. relinquished _ c~paci ty . on· 
e:risting interstate pipelines places. the shippe~~.·on,.tbe,~e~ .. 
pipeline .at ".' signifiCant competitive.d.isad.vantag.e;,·,it is .. ~n£air 

" f. .. ' •• -, , 'I • ',. "'. 

and discriminatory. ,1.:': , ,'l, \,,', • 

4. Edison. ,'. '" '. _ ' .. " .... " .. ::t:,:, ;.:. .. .. :; 
sOCal intends to ,relinquish. next year. 300 MMcf/d ... of-.. 

capacity 'o~· 'th~ El Paso system~ ·<Ed.iso~~a~ ~xe~~~~~.~~_,ag17~~ent:, 
with El Paso to acquire 2.00 MMc!/d. of that capacity:~, As a result, 
.' . \ " ~ . . . . .., ,'..., '-.. 

Edison will start paying demand.' chal:'ges directly to· .El ... ~Paso.- in, 
-, , . -' . . ". -, - . ',.' -- "' 

March 1992 •. In this proeeed.ing, Ed.ison asks us to res.o'lve.,the. " 
'. . '. ' .. ,'. , -' ". ) _. . . 

follo,wing two separate issues:, (1) how ,should. SoCal ",s"customers.', " . . . ,. '", .. 

rates refleet SoCal's relinquishment of capacity, on theEl Paso 
, ,,- ' .' . . .' ... " ~ , 

system and. ,the concomitan:t reduction .in demand. c:b.arges :that, SOCal 
• • n ,"," ", • " 

will pay; and (2) sbould. th~ ,conuniss.i~nunbund.le,in:te:r::s,tate. and ..... · 
intrastate. transportation costs for those customers who; sUbscribe; 
dire'etly to interstate capacity .pr'1or "to .~Plemerl.tatio~, of 'capacity 
brokering? " .,. -' 

Edison, as a firm., shipper on the proposed Pacif·ic. :Gas " ,;' 
Transmission company/PGEcE exP~i~~'p~oj~et,., has,~. ~~s~ti:"l, .... :.' 
interest in ensuring -that 1:heco:m:mi~sion ·ad.d.~esses- -and ... :r:.e~~lve~:~.­
cost allocation and ,rate des.ign issues ina lnanner:that,is fair to 
all customers - both core and. n~~core., However ,..Edis~~ '.believes.. " 

" .... '. - "'" '- . ,'."" 

that~ the .reco.rd in this proceeding- is insufficientlyclevel.opecl~ .. :to", 
. , . . ' . ~, , , 

allow the commission to .decide th.e pOl.icy ,issues.-0f wWundli.ng .. at.:· 
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this -~t'illI.e. ,,'Nevertheless 'it 'supports the-proposai:,o,t, .. ~~~er.$_tha.t,,~ 
tho Commission establ'ish' a ba'ianeing ae~ourit' with'i~ whi~h'''t~- re~~~d 
certain 'costs, until the co~ssi'~'n -~esoivei' these:po'l-iey~ ':i'~:s~~s_.' 

- -Edison observes that: ORA' p~~p~ses" that c~stom~l:'s, ,.' -'" 

acquiring relinquished £1 Paso cap~cityr~ccivo'~' c~~di:tfor' . 
payments which they would otherwi'se' ~ake for the same" cap,a:~ity. 
through: Socal's intrastate transportation rate ~-, _\Edis~o'(l and' s~cai . 

. '.' _. "'~ , .. : . '·,.Ii , I',,' ,"' _' '. I ... t ... ' ' ' .. 

both support ORA's proposal. Other partl.es, l.ncl uding SCOPP and 
, • \, I' '", ". 

Indicated Producers, while having taken positions 'regarding.' the' ' 
proper rate treatment for shippers on the newlCern River pipeline, 
have not opposed'-DRA' s' proposal". o~iy' 'i;';;-"Ri ~~;'~nd '-_ oppose 
DRA's proposat-._-- .,_ .. _ ... _," 

Edison argues that, .al though parallels exist betw~en the 
unbundling issue identified'by"the-'Xern River shippers and, the 
issue of relinquished £1 Pas~ capacity, critical differences a~so 
exist which make it appropriate'"to--separately consider these two 
issues • 

(l :,' ; 

~\ ".:" "'. .. ~. 

!-.-....---' .. ~'.-
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< \ ... _",~ : I 
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To show the fairness of ORA's recommendat,ion, Ediso:c.has 
put forth 'a 'hypbthetlcal: wli£Ch :'~~;~es 'that' socai '~u~re~t:li.b.~~,',:" 
firm capacity' rights' rj£' J:oo unj:t~ 6n' the El. pas'o .. syst~fO~';hi~h 

, " "" ' , '~ :. .' " ...... ; .. cO<:,.: "," . ...' . '. .' _, ." . '". " ' J-

SoCalincursannual demand charges C?f$lOO~, If.,SoCal allocates 
this S100' amo~g 'the vario~s,custo~er classes, .~n"·an.e~al .,cents-per­
therm b~si~ using cold year:-throughput" the ~r~$,ults' ,are ~~' .. , '. " . 
illustrated' in Figure 1.' As,' shown 'in FiqUre '1 "Edis~'n ,i~, ~lloeated 
1:0% of the t6tai' (S10) , whiiea'ii oth~r custo~~rs~reaiioe~t~d:the 
remaining.:gO% (~90) ~ . " ',' .:;-':' ",':",.," 

; ","' 

. ,~ 
, • ,I .•• 

' .. ,.'.'''' 
'~, '" '". 

~', ., ,.... ',' " ... 
. ~ ....... ,'-v' 

$ 10.(1· 

Figure 1 
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• Assume further thatSo~al~, r.elinquishes" 10. ,uni:ts:<of·~t'im,: 
\. ',' ,.. ..... -, - .... 

capa.c.i tY.I.resu1:ting .. in:; a. red.uetion·from-,.$lOO,to~. $90'~ ill:'its annual 
aemand charge o~liqation. The impact of this roduced SoC~l demand 
charge -ob-liqation is shown in Fiqure'2 ......... ... , ........... ,. .. -.. ' .. ----

:,' ..,."',, ': .. _I"~" . ,n", • ,., __ , '" "'_ .~"'".~, 

no 

1:'_-.1..-_ 
i ~ .,. 

. , 

. ... ' "I .'-, .... ,'" '" .... ~ 

• """"~_"'> '. ~'''h-...' 

Fi~re :z 
"' -~-. :,,' ....., ... ' 

S.ince SoCal makes. no -. adj·ustment::: .to- the'~;equal> cents-per-. ,. ,~ ~. .... . . 
then allocation factors" Edison.' s.. allocated··share of .the"'~ demand ,' ... 

~ .. ,< '. :. u, '., '_ .••. , _ ..., ., • • 

charges.:=-emains. 10%, resulti~q .. :in an· allocation of $9.·;At .. :the··:.same 
time, Edison. pays $10 directly. to."El Paso·. for. the relinquished . ...... . , ." ,., 

capacity,. so Edison's total. de~ncl charge: obligation has nearl:y:.~\ 
doubled, . trom $10 to $19.. . Other. customers,. however,; .. ;receive~a·:.~$9 . 

.' , ',. . 

reduction in their allocation .. of '. demand '. charges. .' 
~ , ',. " '.' , -

Conse~ently, to- answer· the -question·. about .. who·· .would . , 
experience a cost reduction:. the $9 reduction. that'wouldaccrue to. 

~.. . ,. 

other customers would occur only ~ecause ot the increase in 
Edison's total de~d charge obligation, which will almost double 
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in-. the' exaltlple.. To. alleviate:: th'fs:· :situat:Lon ;':';DRA "propo'ses, and. 
Edison urges, the crediting"mechanfsm' i'l'lu-strated. in···:F':(;3'u~e··:3:.'··': 

...... . ,. 
,,' .. '., .. :. ' .. : .> '.,; '~r.:.,:~ -::.' .. 

.'. re' 

'''-'' ~ . to· 

_,"" .·5100 

, .... _"".w .. " ... _ .•.• ____ ""1._. __ ,..y ,..~ ... _,."""'. ,... .... ,.+" ... "" ",,,,,,,,,_'_ .' ... ,. •• '" .... , • ..,..., '," ,_ .... 

,:' - -' Ol'lderDRA 's' propOsal~,. : Ecii'Son -, s .' n~t' demand 'cha·rge. < 

allocation - is $10,' unchanged:- from; the .: amount- 'shown iii'Figure' 1'.' 

Other·customers~ meanwhile'~ are' allocated.: $9'0~~ whichis':";al~o; th~"'!': 
same amount~ show in FiC]Ure ,1. under;' ORA's' prop·~saf~'· thU$;~':Edi"s~ri" 
avoids"the payment of dou.cle-- demand' charges' -whiiE{ th~: allocation' t·o 
all" other customers remainsunchanged'~from' that'':;whichexlste'a' prio'r 
to relinquishment. The';' DRA' s' 'credi t±ng"proposal s1lllply" re;c~;l:z:~:S-; 
that Edison will assume direct'payment'of::'the'Eipas6:-de~and 
charges "that 'Socal:avoids asa result 01: 'capacity reiinqui·shinent.::? ,:' . 

,'". '.' ,~ .".'" '. .' .... :":;, .':»:~:,::.::, 

.... "" .: 

• 

• 
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5. Discussion _. - .. : "C:; J ,:,)::; ", .'.:;',:;~:,.·~c<,>'~· 

Although 't:he. 'description of the. double~,~ demand charge ;,,: ~,:, 
issue,. espec±al:ly as it ,applies to Ec1ison:,has-l::>een""lengthY;'-'its . 
resolution is brief .:~ ',',:,. .. .. : .:<·":;'N .. ,,' 

We deny the request of. all. parties,' to make ,'. any-:;>changes, in 
the method. used to al'loea.te interstate demand charges:;":-,our first 
reaction'to 'the pJ:oa that noncore' shippers' will pay:' double,:7demand· 
charge is,that it is irrelevant~ It·,'; is:the",shipper's:choice::to""" 
ship'via .Kern,.River or· take' firm service on, El':Paso:<:Havingmade'; 
the choice with full knowledge of the -facts, and: espcciallyi! they 
read our -discussion of the,issue inO.90-02'-OlEi, they'should'.. :', 
neither complain nor seek relie·f', from their.own,actions.- :::Our- ''',' 
second reaction is' that as. a',practical' matter shippers wi 1',1\ not ': ' 
actually pay a. double demand', charge'because gas. producer:r'a-rc :'" 
expected to netback prices so that the California border :'~pr:tce wi·Il 

. be the same for' all buyers. ,That was the . finding,,,in 0;..90-02-016 
and there is, no evidence in.' this 'proceeding -to· show any,· change ,:in , . 
position by the producers. Our third~reaction is .. that.::under;',ORA.l.s 
proposal for Edison, Edison would: be·. receiving. 200':MMcf/d of·:!'irm'· 
rights to. the california . border' atD,2 ~~" Our fourth"reaction' is 
that for Socal· to make this,~payment it :.would have to coo·k-;'its"books 
with our acquiescence. t7nder;'Edison's-example,SOCal' would,::only';:;' . . 
pay 90 units, for El,Paso servicebut:would chargeits.custome.rs::a.s. 
if it paid, 10'0- units.. This.:: is; a fictitious. expense .wh·ich'genera.tes 
a fictitious rate that should have no part in ratemaking. This 
fictitious rate will also generate franchise fees and uncollectible 
expenses to be paid by ratep'ayers. S If SoCal's costs are reduced 
Socal's customers should benefit. 'Onder ORA's and Edison·l:s .. ----· .. ·" .. -

' .. \. • .... , :.. .. ~ ~.< ,"".: ~ ........ ,. ... ,", .",', 

. " '.,- '., ...... '*..1 I.~ 

~: J • ..',- ,. 
" • \ •• '~ " " I - ••. ".~ 

•• ' .. ,' ,+~ ',. 

, ',,". . . " 
. " I , ~~ 

. ,;-::- "/""', 1'1': I: .. :\.):~:" ..... : ",~', .. :."::~.'.''' ,"" ... :', ::.:~ ."~'r:":j.~~' (;).~~:, ,., ... 
5 .... All_ reports.: submi ttec:l,~}:)y-SoCal ... to-;Federal,. ::state; and loea.l~ ~)::, 

agen~ies .plus" to private entities,.. ,whieh.:describe·gross."'revenue,.:'.,", 
will,~ reflect this fietitiouscost· ·and,: .. will,.:to;that extent,,..:',be:'· .::,' 
misleac1ing .. (At least without a footnote of expl:anation..:.) ;':':. 
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proposal SoCal's costs are reduced :but rates remain.~high and: the 
difference. is: paid,to·.Edison asa-: rewardfor,leaving':the system and 
getting, -firm service in place of·; :interruptible'_To: .reduce· Edison/ s 
costs would trigger the same treatment for those who seek' parity,­
with Edison, .e.g., the cogenerators .. 

Looking. at Figure 2-, which-, is the real"world, .·,when/Edison 
leaves., the " system Soca.l' s cost go·· down, and the" other* c:ustomers-'-:~­

have"their rates--,reciuced·:by lot. In,the. fictitious world,.: whieh'~is 
Figure'3, 'Socal· charges $100. ·for· $9'0 .. of ,costs~ and; thc,,;·:J"others"· pay 
an additional, $9 so- that. SOCal can'gi:ve.that~ $9to·Ediso~~,:),Edison 
p",ys an ",c:lc:litiona1 $1 which Socal refunds ·toEdison. ... SoCa:J.;/~ of .':' 
course, . breaks, even,.· Edison is 100%,,, whole and:has~ fin' rights- .. ,-," 
purehased:with ,the "others''''.~money •. ,And the ratepayer ·loses...',the·; 
firm. rights",and g-ets stuck with the"bill.: Welcome', to theworld:'of 
g-as. ratemaking ... . .: - ,'~ 

The remaininq.issue is in:. regard, to.unbundling:intrastate 
transportati~n rates f~o:m. the·. interstate portion.- of. the rate'~~, -" 
PUtting aside the fact, that-there-; iS~lno evidence>of the,:amount:of-" 
gas that will.'actually flow' for "the account .. of. shippers.:;; who, pay:·"''';' 
demandc:harg'eson interstate pipelines;..,thefact'thatwith.:::netback 
pricing' there will. be no real interstate _ demand' charge'/> and, that .' 
no party; has presented, a workable -method: of C"-lculatinq:; and::.:', 
re-funding this. double demand char9'e,. we reach the fact that the I 
noncore parties, like Edison, have not· shown why', they', shoUJ.-dbe 

. - . 
l ~.' ", '/ '," , I '. 

',', ~ ~ ," > . .".' to ... "". '. '.~ 
>, ~ ... ,. ••• ,... .c ~ ... ..." "._ 

-" ,-...... 
_____ ~,., _~ ... ' ~_ I _'... ."'c"~ .•. ;-~~.~.~ ....... '::J.;~",c~"~:;: ._·:::.,,,..r ........ :~~:,~;: .. ·:) ;:-,··,J:){::I;'.~ 

6 Edison's credit example is, with a minor modification, a 
paradigm for unbundling' interstate and intrastate demand charqes~ 
If interstate demand charges are, unbundled from SoCal's intrastate 
transportation rate then when Edison purchases 10 units of SoCal's 
El Paso rig'b.ts SoCal's payments :become $90 and the "others"~-'" -" ..... . 
continue to. pay. $90 •. ,Edison~pays-noth.ing. toward;'SoCal's::. interstat~ 
demand char9'e .. because'of .. the .. unbundling.. Instead Edison"s,''!ormer 
$10 payment to. Socal tor interruptible rights is trans,ferred~: to· E'l 
Paso for firm -righ.ts. -".' 

- S9; ~ . 
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.. , .' .~ ,'" ".' ,. ,' ..... - . -. .....), 
excused·trom:payntent.· They 'cla.l.m ;they'rece.l.ve· no-bene:hts from 
SOCal's interstate rights.' We 'find':th:at: ~thcy :dO';::"::Tli~ 'intcrst~te~i 
rights otsocal provide securi tytor the noncore ;'( provide . :baekUp.~: 

,and provide :storage and' storage· gas;- functions which'woul:d :be::':~:: ,', 
siqnificantly lessened: or eliminate'Q:··;ff SoCal did' not :have 
interstate rights of its' own. . The capacity' biokering' 'program, it 
implemented:by unbundling'··o·f 'interstate' demand charqes-,"::inay" c':·' -, .. , 

ameliorate the noncore concern and "at 'the: same; tlme:protect-; the; ., 
core customer from payinq hiqher rates to:' compensate noncore 
customers. ' Lastly, it the noncore theory is t~kento:\it's"; logical 
extreme we would also-- have to exempt> ·those' core-' customers who" .~! '.~ 

receive gas service solely on the intrastate . system· from paying.: 
interstate demand charges. ' We are not:· prep'ared to:- exempt"'anr '::. ' 
customers from' these: charges. .- . . .. , 

In~ addition to·' the' cogent discus'sl:ori: o·!' ~ Barnett in , 
rejecting the requested- relie'f"from the "doub'le' dema:nd~ charge"; we 
wish to, elaborate upon our concerns·.··First·, the:"do1:l:ble; demaricl'-' ," 
charge'" term ismislead·ing. ·SOCal· has: abandoned 30'~:: MMcf'jd"ofEl: 
Paso capacity effective March '1~' 1992,> SoCal's ratepayers will not 
be responsible for those charqe's, "as: o:f. that date.·:'Edison·'s:~':'" 
decision' to- aCqI.lire those~ firm rights does· notrel'ieve" any<exist±nq 
ratepayer ot any existing, charges. • In:· fact~' Ediso'n' has::'acqU:trcd " 
firm interstate capacity, an asset' which they: have~'not previously:' 
held_ It is appropriate to:: pay more" for a· higher leveFof~serVice. 
Whether or not Edison is: paying: too; mueh" for thIs level":o·f \ serv:i:ce 
because of our own rate design is.. a· question:which:"cannot::")je~~ .'., '; 
answered based' upon' the record< in" thi's~, proceed'inq:~' '., ' . We ,- assure 
customers that acquire their own· capacity,' 'be it·· abandoned:::or'neW"~ 
newcapaci ty, 'that to--' the ' extent' we" are' shown' that intrastate ~'ra'te's 
shift an unreasonable burden onto those customers that we'wfllaet 
to the extent possible in the Capacity Brokering proceedinq. It is 
the Capacity Brokering proceeding where such a showinq properly 
belongs, and where we will properly visit this issue. 

- 60":·- '0 



. .. ' Second.,.. serious .. cone.ems jha.ve. .. been .raised'by.' :Kern,··Riv~r 
"" . .... .." ' \ ,. ," 

and the, In.~i~te~ . S.hippers concerning: matters ". in;;which. :;tlie.1"ederal 
Energy Requlatory: commission (FERC)-may have some jurisdiction~ 
Without prejudging any of these issues,._or our positionupon\~tb:ese 
issues, we believe it is 'important to· list some. of our concerns, and . "' . , . 

why it ..is-prudent not to- take"action ,up<:>n the ~double·,demand· 
. • . I 

chargeH
. issue_ a.tthis. tim~ . sineethese;issues. were notfu'l-ly , ... 

litigated. inthisproceedingp.'., :~,. ".:".:. 
An issue of seriou~coneern, ;is whether or not a, rebate,;to 

Edison, ,or to ,othereustomers.' who: aequire':,abandoned capacity,: runs 
afoul. otnon-discriminatoryaccess.....lt, is possible .to: view.the:< 
stat:us of El Paso abandoned. capacity .'as .,equ:ivalent·~~t~ cap'acitY.-of 
any other· pipeline.. . It is capacity held by .. the' interstate. '. . '. . 

pipeline.. .Ci ving a rebate to customers., acquiring: ',capaei ty on El.:· 
Paso and~.not to. customers on Kern, River may raise: ~questions of 
cliscrimina.tion..Whether such a~quments. would· :be dsustainable·'. 
through. litigation is an·open question .. On the·reeorcl.:before.u:s in 
this case· we. can not make that determination.. ... , ,. 

We. are also mindful of the a rqume nt that. a shipper:. moving 
gas under abandoned EJ. Paso c.apacity· which. it, h.as. acquired.ltlay: 
argue tha.t its. end-usc, customers in California are entitled to; ·the 
same .. credit which Edison claims it·is.entitled.to.' How> to",;.,~ 
distinguish between these two.- end-users· is, not. clear: on .. the' basis. 
of the: record. before .us. I:t ma::t be .. both are,. entitled to such..· 
credits, ,or neither, or one and .. not:.the other."We· simply: can'.not· 
make that-deteonination. at this. time'~· " ' . 

. " '. ,In terms..· of, our~. process, . we: have an· ongoing: capac·ity,,· , .... 
Brokering proceecling which,~ will look:: into.-' these'.matters~· in:. their.::) 

.. entirety. 'I'hat is;, the,proper .. place·~tO'. review::' these'; issues>~:>.a:ldl,:not 
in a .BCAP~ : 

.' ' .. . . .. .. } ... 

• 
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G_,' :Horeno:::Compressor'station<-':"·::·:' :,',::,' ,",',: .>,<:',,~Y'::2 
IJoreno/Ra inQ.ow COrriQor '~, ': ;': ':, ",' ' '_<) 2, ' ,'" :::: ,;: 

'~ ":SOG&E, owns:and' "opera tes: the; Moren'O= cOlnpre~ssor":statfon:>':~ 
which 0 provides "pressure, for -, the Moreno/Ra'inb'oW', p-ip'eJ:in·e's:;':: wh:fch:' are 
owned- bySocal. Most 'of the 'qastra'nsported"ori,these'Tine:s~ qoes,to 
SDG&E's customers althouqh' a small portion of;:the-qas" floWs: to': ", ~ 

SoCal's: customers. DRArecomxnends ~,that'the: :costs 'of'l:iotn-th~, 
Moreno' compressor station 'and' the Moreno/Rainbow pipelin:es' bc': "" " 
'allocateCt, betweenSoCal and: 'SOG&E' ori, a volumetr'ic'usebasi's:>"SoCal 
supports', allocatinq the costs of the 'Moreno/Rairil:;ow: pi'peline's') on a 
volumetric use basis, but recownends allocating all o:f the~eosts of 
the compressor station to 'SOG&E as is: currently done.. '; ': .:',," 

SOG&E argues thati.t operates 'the compress'or', station " 
which in'actual operation also' provides'compress':i;on:'fo£'$oCal's 
customers. " 'It is not a fae±lity that iidedicated': cXClus:ivelyto 

_ , ~~: ~ ," 
the 'service 'of SDG&E customers.. " '0" 

:. SDG&E 'hasproposc'd that' it rcce:i:ve' a eredi't:in its'--eost'" 
allocation ~from' SoCal in the amount of: $4'65;0'00 ~'representing'the' 
proportion of ~throuqhput du'e to service provided to:' s·oi:'al retail 
customers downstream of ,the , Moreno compressor station. 50G&:£: 
asserts that socal's cust'om'ers along the Moreno"'tc) Rainf,~;~'pi~eline 
route 'receive the '1::>enefJ.tsof SDG&E""; Moreno' e~~pressor::station. , 

SDG&E" 'states tli'at·'soCal receives ~pproximately 7% of the 
qas flowinq from the Moreno· compre'ssol:>statiol'i arid'~' as: a ' result; 
should be allocated 7% ot' thecost"of' this; facility.': cU~e~tiy ,: .. , 
Socal and its customersal~:ng that' 'route are' not 'all~~ated:':ariy " 
portion 'of the Moreno compressor stat::i:on: 'c~'sts. : SDG'&E:'s'~ustome~~' 
are all:ocatea the tUll' amoWlt.· SOG&Ehas lU~de~'c';'i~ui~t£o~ :'to. " ': 
all'ocate 'to Socal'aportion' of the Morerici 'compr~~so:i: : st~ti6n:':6'6st:~ 
usi-ng the same methodolOgy: socal u's~~~to';':~l'i~cate" its· cust6~~i~ , ,," ;" 
. ,.. .... ' .' ." . _. '., h., , .. .". "",' " " " , .. , .,' .". ~" i'~' ," ' ..... -t •• ':" 

relat'ed transmission'faciliti'es to SDG&E.' If the' samepercentaqes 
• J,' .... ~.. • , - ~~.~ ... ,'" . '.. . _'.~'." ,: .:" ~~. .,' f ,,:,;.~. • .:' i'?':" 

of costs to SoCal is approxl.mately a~e used 'the "a~locat'i'on 
$4QS~'OOO.. .:', '. ' 

~. ,"',1. _ 
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SDG&E believes its through.put;·;:torecast,·.for0the:.R~ow::~ 
• .~ " ",,'" • ~ _. 'r ." • t'" , :"" "',-..'" 

corrid.or ~s more accurate than SoCal,'s., ·and.- should.'be' a'dopted.. 
SOG&E clail'llS-Socal' 5- forecast-was based on-statewide'''ntlmbers from 
the California Gas- Report,. while ·.SOG&E '.s -is based.·on··,pipe'line~; ;', 
specific, ,data. ORA . agrees with SOG&·E' s.·.·forecast and allo<;ation,'for 
these facilities. This . throughput is used to estimate:.the.,:$46S,000 
credit due SDG&E for, the Moreno, compressor station.' .SDG&E: ·has· .,~'. 
proposed, that the pipeline facilities that arenotexclusively'~':,' 
dedica~ed :t,o SDG&E be placed. in SoCal,,' s,demandrelated."transmission 
category fo~_, allocation purposes. Thespecific-SoCal :,facilities ; 
that SDG&E.,.ma.intains. should be transferred. ;to .SoCal' s .:demand ,._: 
related transmission category. are. the __ t~o .shared~use :',Moreno:-Rainbow 
pipelines (J.027 , .J.028) and. the-portion:o,f: ,the Coastline (J.026) that 
is in Orange County. These transmission ,pipeline facilities '.' serve 
both SOCal.,and SDG&E customers and ,should be treated no .differently . . . " .~, .. " 
than the rest of SoCal' s transmissi.on. facilities-.·· The net·.:result 
of ilnplementinq this pr,oposal is ,to: shiftapproxi.mately $J.. 2 
million of transmission costs to SOCal' So othereustomers_ ... '. 

" .' .... , ..... _,. 

.. ,For . the reason given .by SOG&Er:. we will) adopt its...,>, 

position. '......, .~. .., .". ,',' 
H. Southland Chevron And El PASO Retuns1s .... _ ' ... 

. In D.90-0J.-0J.5, SOCal was ordered to hold the Mid- "., 
, • ", " , • ," 'v' '.' .,' ·c-.'" t .,' 

Louisiana deferred tax and, Southland/Chevron r,e~und.s to: offset 
direct-billed Account J.9 J. costs. That decision:was reaffirlned ,. in 
Da 90-11-023., the 199.0 S~~l AW' d~~-ision. The, El ,paso: 'g:~~~~al' 

. ' . ' ,'~ ~ ,~/.., . 
rate case se:ttlement required. .,that El Paso ref.und $6 mill,ion to 

'. '. ' ".. I, • • • '. \ ........ <., ',_ eO ' 

Socal. The. Southland/Chevr.on refund .was $75.7. mi,llion (.$49 .. ,2, _ . " 
• , ~ . ' ' • ' • _,_ ',"' ,. 'H' .,' 

million reeeived in June .198.9 and. $26.5 million reeeived_ in .. 
, '. , I , ,',., ~"'. j • L, ' ... ' ,.1 ~ 

December J.989). Transwestern, was perlnittecl to clirect bill .. Account 
191 costs $33.5 million' to: SoCal 1n,JulYJ.·99'O.,· Si~ce:the 'Ei~~a;~, 

• .~ .' , , .... • Il .... , ~ ,'" 

settlement provicles for crediting sales and transpor:tation"refunds 
against t,he AccountJ.9J. d_~re~t b:ill,,~,there 'tiill'.:,'b:e: ,n~._Jt~~~~~'~' i,9'l 
clirect bill from El Paso. As a result, there is no· longer .,any., , 

• ',.' ',0' ,I '\ ' '.' /'! \ .. 
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rea sen .to. held .the Seuthland/Che..vren ... :re!~d·,.fer ·ottset .. against::; :' .. 
Aceou:at :L9~ l:>i:t1inqs. and the .exeess'rof $4.2_2·.million·::($~7.s:.,;., million 

.less$33'.5·mllien) plustheS6millien·El. Paso: refund.".::.",. ".,:.': ," 
:so:th. DRA. .and l't1RN have recemmended' that·: .. the estimat.ed 

ameunts ef theEl Paso. and: Southland/Chevren r.ef.unds/:net;e·f~ .... 
directly billed Acceunt 19'1 cests',.sheuldbe-.. returned~te~ ratepayers 
by otfsetting:.Secal'sBCAP' revenue· requirement en· .the .·:basis; -of:", 
equal: . cents per therm.. Fer.this purpese, .DRA has': accepted' SOCal~.' s. 
esti'mated refunds net ef interest and otAceeunt 191 a.t .$4S~ .. 2, . 

million .. · .. This' approach 'is,~aeeeptab'l'e ,to~ ,SoCal... .'. '.'.~ .. ' .j", "~,~ 

Several parties have. argued . that .this ret.und sheuld ,be 
disposedot:by way ef .a .. ene tilne,... lwnp-sum· retund~ t~ custe.zners .. 
SeCal and' 'rORN have presented,' evidence:that.it .we\,l;ld. be ext;r::emely .. ·" 
ditficul t .te ascertain which past, custemers are- entitled .~tedirect. 
refunds :Decause. it is not clear who-,. if :anyene, initially··paid,the 
~euntsnew being retunded. . In additien., .... because this retund-.•. 
relates·to.· a lons histerical period.and.this money was . never: " : ... 
directly.reflected in 'rates in the normal sense,. a..one.time,;lwnp~ 
SUlll refund would require enorIllous effert 'andadJninistrative. ·expense 
to. deter.mine which. past customers, ·are 'entitled·.tc."the.se: .re-!unds-and. 
could lead te'potential litigation .. :" . '. 

, .. ..J.,~ ,...' ... ... •. 
. •• ,t" ~ . .,., . h. ..'~' 

. We.aqree with ORA and 'I"OP.N. We' .,havett:eated·:.these same 
re~uncls,.'when ,macle toPG&E,. as<:an.· offset·to- ratcs.;,.on .an, equal.,. i' 
cents-per-therm, basis •. ,Ne .reason,.has.,.been of.tered to- pe:r:suade, us , . 
that a :different result is required.. fer ~al. ":. ,',';::: 
:1:. Enhanced Oil Recoyery CEOR) Revenue . Allocation " ......, .... 

Because of the unique ·se:z::vice , .. characteristics. .ot~.,EOR~ 
customers we. have treated all .EORrevenues as strictly:incremental, 
i.e., no., cests shall.be allecated. to- such loads.:" EOR re~enues;:are:. 
to· effset the revenue requirement borne ·by allethe:t:.:r~tep:ay,ers.-,. 
(o.S7~OS-046, .at p, .. 20, and see, the extended::discussion;,pp:-:: l_S.~22.)::, 
currently, EOR. revenue is ,credited to .custemer·~classes'.in ,: .. :: ~:' .. ,. 
proportien. to. the fixed margin· alleeated·toeach ',clas$., including. 

- " .' '. ~ .,< , • • '" , • I .. 
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interstate', pipeline ·demand·charges.~-;~Long Beach', .and ,others:-, ;·"~)';"'c·::: 

believe that,: .this method. is:. inappropriate and, tba-e .EOR rev:enUe5<.,;,). 
should be credited: to-the variouS:' customer· cJ.:a.sses .. in proportion. . to 
their co,ld: year throughput, "in: order ·to more accura.te'J:.y reflect the 
costs incurred.by.e.ach class· because: ,of EOR. service.·' '. ,-' 

, . Long: Beach·argues-that the:current, method >is .. not 'r: .... ' .. ' 
appropriate because there is. no, causal> rel'at:ionsh.ip'·.between.EOR 
service' and: :margin alloca tionby class.. Onder -this -:ll1ethod,:, ~the ~ 
residential clasS: is allocated:' the' . largest .. EOR creditbecause·:the'· 
residential class is the most marqin-intensive:cl'ass.: .' .. Other 
classes· are allocated relativelyless.EOR revenue because they are .. 
less margin-intensive. However, these results . have l'ittJ:e .;to·, do, 
with the"'cost allocation burd;en: imposed'on'the various' customer:::,: 
classes :due to. the' treatment of ':EOlt on' an incremental· rather than 
an elllbedded.· cost :basis_ .... Long Beach believes: it would.be· ..... 
appropriate toallocate'EOR-revenuec::reClits:on a PasiS: that:islnore 
in line with the cost responsibility that the various. customer· 

• 

classes lnust' aSSUllle due to, the Commission'''·s.cost treatment'.of : EOR' • 
service. '.' SUch an approach would· better relate ::the 'beneti ts .of EOR 
service :·Ci.er, EOR revenue) to· those·customers·who:shareinthe· 
costs that might otherwise be alloc:::atedto EOR service;.·' " 

'Lonq ·Baaeh'switness considered' three alternate EOR 
revenue allocation approaches~ cold year throughput,. ·:a.verage·"year 
throuqhput, and functional cost responsib;i;lity, because··EOR-:'.serv-ice 
is 'essentially a transmi:ssion service. He said if·:costs ;were· 
allocated to EORserviee in thesame':manner as costs" are~'allocated 
to the-various other customer classes, one would expect: costs 
allOcated 'to EOR··service to be . sim:i:larto .. those .. setout·;torthe:··:· 
eOqeneration and utility electric generation ('O'EG}'classes';:' In'·­
other words, 'EORserVice would bear a commensurate share o·f·:demand 
related transmission, demand relatedstoraqe,·pipeline·demand· 
charges, and 50% A&G factors. "Theappropriate share: could·:be·"::: 
determined. usinq any of the 'three" approaches.' In' 'his';' op-inion:": th'ese 
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approaches are superior' to' the eX:l.st:l.ng ~ EOR' revenue 'credl:t·· , ~ " ., ' 
me'thodolbqy, because the'y'more accUratelY' credit' 'EOR'~reveriues ;., in' 
proportion to each customer class' cost allocati6n-·l:)urden'':'due''t.o 
EOR service. Under his ~eory of cold year throughput allocation 
Long Beach's share of EOR're~enue"wollid: increase from $641,000 to, 
$1,945,000 while the core customer's share of EOR revenue would 
drop from $44,493,000 to $27,815,000.' .... ~":.-';-: .. ~:.:.,:" .. ~. 

TURN arques that Long Beach isdoinq' 'nothirig.::::more than 
making a 'g;;'abfor more moXiey 'for itsel:f and: others' s'ind,larly 
situated. The curr,ent'methodoloqy :allocates~EOR' revenue':~c:redits" in 
a manner that qives each' customer clas's "an equal percentage:' 
redu~tion-in its system . fixed costresponsibility~' 'Since these' 
credits represent the· EORmarket 'so only' contri~ution:: to " system' 
fixed c~st, 'an equal percentage spread of the bene~its:'is:'fair~'" 

Long Beach ts 'analys'is ,'·in' :T'TJRN"s' opinion~ proceeds:' ' from 
the false premise that the Commission's historic treatment'o!·EOR 
customers represents a "cost 'allocation burden imposed:: on the 
various custbmer classes"" and that t.here are It'costs'iricurrce'by" 
each class because of EOR·service." 'I'ORN contends this' ":ts)'t-otally 
contrary' to this Commission's l'ong-standing rat1on'a~e' for ·j;t's tOR 
POlicY. The Commission has always: ma'inta'ined that:~tOR···revenQ.es··are 
incremental, beCause no vo);umes" would 1!l0ve at fulr·cost--of-service 
rates.. 'rhus,' it is ineorrect to view' the d1ffe'rence "between":full 
embedded cost and EOR contract rates 'as~a' revenue·' oreost.'·recovery 
shortfall;" or some' kind of'lI~urden" ··on·other ·:ratepaye'rs. 
Incremental EOR revenues:' can' be 'captured:' to the ):)ene·f:i:t'·of· :a!l 
ratepayers at market responsive rates, or those revenues :can"-be." 
lost entirely •. ' . . . ... ' , . " - .:." . ," 

We. aq:r:ee- with, 'I't1RN~ ()ur:read.i~g ~f,D~~i:;;o5'~046 shows 
that the Commission was. fully aware'of"alternative:methods of 
allocating: core' re~enue and chose': what .. it f~und·t~':b~:reasonable. 
This was fo'llowed in D.8·7~l2~039' over"opp~s'ition' similar to that 
offered by Lonq Beach. No tacts' have:been:pre~~nted~which show our 
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current method .of allocation of· EOR .. revenue. is unfair. The 
, ,,'" ,..... ,J ~~. • I :, •• ' '''''-.J _.,1,. TO " ~.I" . .... ,/ ... "'. :.' •. '.'.i.~,~;'.;.':-:-: ·'~t'·~,· 

a%:guments.for.change,has .]:)eenmade betor.e" and. :w.er.ere:ie.c:ted:~", ~e .. '_ 
I ' ..• ~~ •• .• ~ .••. ~ ..... -.' .a.,1 r> ........ '. ':,,11..... • '.' .. ' ,~ .. ' "L 'L'" /\ .. 1 ';"~)"'"" .. :"., ) •. 

reJ·ect: them. agal.X?-..... ,.d. ,',: '':'' ,',:.'~~~':.", 
".,,' '~ .... ' 'r 

~.:.... ~. I~'-":: 

", . -.. • 1"1 .~, ! 

, " , ........ -, .... 
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A. ResidentiAl RAte Design ,'_ " " ... ". " 
.J '." ,' ..... '," , " .... '._ .~. " ',,' ",I, .:.:'", ... :.;;, ::~:)~:, •• ", <".)·::::'::~I 

.. l... - CUst01D~r Charge, , ", . .'" 
. socalha&,.propo~~dt~~ r.ai~~ the~res,identi'al~'customer, 

• • \.. " ,k '. .... f _"""'~", :." • <." '. ',...", ~'." : .•. :~":._ " .... , "".("'~.~: ",_:'; 

charge from. $3.,~0 ,per .. month-to $4.1,0 per month., .The"customer 
charge is.a:t the l~~~i 'it'~~~- in,·1~i8i.'·,,·,'S:oCal's~videnee ':~h:~'w~that 
in real t~rm$ the custo~er charge"h~~ .. ~,~ci:i.ned subst'anti.~~li£,:~~nd, 
at this point, would recove~ onli ab~ut' 25% of thef:Lxed'''costs' ,­
required to serve ,residential eust~mers. " In real' te~~"th.e: " ", ,.' 
proposeCl$l. increase. would merely return the. customer,eh.a~ge' to its .. \ .. , \ ' 

1986 level.·, • .':, . r' ":" Ie. • , '. •• ~. ' .. , • ~ , , ,: .• ,. . . . \ . ~. :' ~ 

·"Socal, asserts that a,customer.charge which ,is tar below 
actual cost results. in., cross"'subs':i.(1i~s· 'wi thin "the cu~:t'omer'diass, 
and· :becomes an inequity which is .. ~t .. od.dswith' theco~issi'~~i,'s ' 

• , 0" ", , ' '" • • • • , ' ~I,. '" • 

general goal of achieving,eost-based rates. ".An inadequate "eustomer 
charge means that low. volUlU~ us~~s ,,~re '~ubsidized .b·Y,l~rq~~_:voiUme 

, . . ., .• " , '. • 1 ~"'R 

users, which, in practice, means that customers ,in ,older,." less, " 
• •• ,. '" • •• ~,' ." e" ,~ "'."" \ , 

energy-efficient ,homes su}:)sidiz.egas .. ,service to ,generally more'" 
• ,,,' " .... ". • ,.,',. -, • < '". 

affluent residential customers in new .. ener9Y~efficient::, hom~~ : .. " ... ' 
,DRA says that the .:average,level, ot tixed costs:, incurred ".' ,. .. .. " "'" ~ '., .. " .... ~ . 

:by ,each residential, customer is at least $9. , According., to: the .. , ORA 
, ., ,! '." • '. • , '. • .. ".. ' ,. ~ .... ', " 

witness: . " 
" . 

n [RJecovering at least a portion of these costs,.". 
as Soca.1Gas' tariffs do" in a customer charge" 
is not' only economically efficient" but'~also·. . 
equita:ble .. ·. If .none of these fixed costs 
incurred ]:)Y' each customer· are recovered in' a" 
fixed charge" then' an 'undue burden is;: placed, on - .. 
the relatively large, user, " since customer· costs. . 
would then be. recovered volwnetrically with ".-
each ther:m of usage. n ". ., 
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DRA, bowever, obj,ects, to:, any., effort:~ to. recover'. ,.the'::, tull:· 
amount of the fixed costs thrcugh"the custcmer. charge':.because'-:tc<dc 
sO' would be inoqui table s.incC'-; ,such, ccsts, arc calculated,: cn an 
average basis.· Accord·ingly I,DRA wculd>fix.the~·level:. c'f~ the'":, 
customer ebargeat a level: not to exceed·' .tbe: minimum:~ level::of: fixeci 
costs incurred by any given customer. ORA recommencis a SO¢~':;'<'·.;:·' 

increase to· $3-.60 •. TORN. recO'mmencis no. increase,. on.:.the',';ground that 
we have rejected this proposal on two previous. occasions· ... :.:: ... <> .. : " 

In D.90-ll-023 we rejected::SoCal~s' prcposal,:tO' .. increase: 
customer charges to $S per mO'nth. We·.said,"In .. D· .. 9:0-01-01S':we;.· said 
the lower (customer) charge permitted greater customer::cO'ntrol over 
gas.. use, maintained. an appropriate' balance. of· risk"between:. , ... .-. 
ratepay.ers and utilities, and maintained"conservation incentives •. 
We will adhere to' those reasons." (At p. 53.) The reasons.: set ::.: 
forth in D.90-l1-0.23 remain. ccnvinc'ing~; we·will·cont±nue the $3.l0 
charge. 

. "',' I.!. , .• 

2 • Tisr Closure. ".. .".: .. -,:' .. \~:.. . -';":' '::J 

PO' Code § 739.7 requires the cO'nunisslon to"··;reciuce "high 
non-baseline residential rate~:, as,:. rapidly as' possibl'e." ':: The 
commission has interpreted thisc:lfrective':as'reqUir,f'ng the closure 
between Ti~r' I and Tier': II residential :"r~~e~ to~the=~ent possible 
while avoiding excessive rate increases. to' residential customers. 
The decrease i~ the average: residentia:(:rate:,proposed in this 
proceeding' presents an opportunity for signific::antclosure :between 

.' ,.' I • • ", 

residential tiers while avoiding" rate :·increases.·,tovirtually all 
residential customers. .;-:-'." 

Tbe Tier i rate ~ently.~equals' 56.9:::cent:s: per therm and 
the Tier II rate equals aO.l.cents per,therm •. The gap.is 23.2 

~ents per therm~' s~c~i .~t:O'~<?se;to .~iose, .thi~,~·ap.~i.·.'5;~:% ,)t,0;")~7; .;,6,~:. 
cents per therm.-~ This proposal would produce an incl usi ve, Tier. I, 

• ',,' .:/,'," • t .';: , 'yO ',."" .,("~" "~-":~:'> r~·,':;.,l-;;."N':.:J 

·rate of 53.9 cents per therm and aT:Ler II rate of 65;.5.cents.p.er 
. , , •• , , "., ,',,_ '.",_ ~~.' ~,' .• ~"!'\< '.;" •. ;I,j\",l'""t 

therm. Tbis proposal would result in rate decreases to virtually . 
• '. -, , ~ ; ; '." ",', ,: .,: : :" J':~;": .~ ') '0,( ~ • .,;* .~" 

.. 
• .~ 'J " 
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all. resid.enti.aJ.customers, , except:' those,''Wi th ver~t :low>'l>ills and. 
monthly' VOrl Ulnes ': well' below.' '20 \ therms:'.'·, ',.: I .,. ""'> :: ~"~;,l i,' ' 

"DRA:. recommends a20t;, closure"' over the' BCAP period::t"o: 
assure that' all customerS:. benef'i t ,from,the'; overa"l:l rate :decrea~s'e', 

.',and to-'moderate, the potentially severe~,biJ.;l imp.,:ets:on·'·low;"use:- ',.: 
customers. " ... , " 

"~::,", wewil'~ adopt'SOCal's ·recommendation. ·Because~ of"': the-'" '. 
rate decrease', we are authorizing this-iS:. ·an;· ideal time' t6, implement 
§' 739'_7".as-:rapidly~as.'poS:s'ible .• :"'- " '" .", '. I 

B. . 'Edisonl'1.ADWP· 5ervic!: " Ag:reementff 
"Socal: has recently executed, a rate" design::agreement'- with 

Edison forUEG: service'- and expects-, to: execute a: simi~ar·agreement'"' 
with LADWP shortly. ' Key' provis-ionsin the' Ed'ison:: 'agreement,>are;"the 
following:' ", ,.,' ~i' '" ' .• " ,', ,', 

o· . The agreement provides- for' a demand' charge- '.: " 
and a single volumetric rate. 

o The volumetric rate equals three (3') cents> 
per therm. ~."',:' 

0' ,The monthly demand' charge-is equal'to:,the" " :'" 
adopted season noncore.TJEG rate, "minus :the,· 
volumetric rate~ times the adopted forecast 
',of' monthly del i veries~: . , , ' '. , . , 

o In the event'SoCal is un~le to deliver the 
adopted throughput 'volume (as determined' 
over an annual period based on average 
temperature conditions), the demand charge 
will: be ' adjusted bya ,. percentage ~ equal to or 
less than a percentage of under-deliveries, 
depending on heating de~ree days experienced 
over the adj ustlnent perl.od.· ' 

Under the agreement all eostsallocated to Edison are 
recovered through the demand charge ~d the volUmet~icrate'and1:h.e 

• ~ ...' . . ",. I "c' , • 

dema-nd charg'e provisions are such 'that the d.egree of possilble' , 
re';enue' vari'ation is less than that ~hich 'wo~ld b~ present u~d~r' ,. 
all: vol~et~i'c rates.·FinallY,: ~e agreement d.oe~·· n~t' f~str~~~ • 

the attaimnent of OEG/eogeneration rate parity because equality in 
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rates ,between', coqenerators and Edison -::fs':maintained"on a ·:·fo·recasted. 
basis as it': has 1:Jeen under the·UEG·~ rate'·· clesigx-(: in ;effect ':be'fore ,.':< 

Auqust 1, 1991,'the 'effective date of. the' new' agreement:with."·· _. 
Eclison. ,We conclude that rates for'SoCal's' sales'to"Ed:isO'n should 
be based on the new rate'clesiqn agreement.·, 

,c. . Long' Beach :;', . . .. . 

" "'Long Beach pr~sently serVes"Edison power plants"~~iocated: 
in Long· Beach~:and Hunting'tonBeach.: 'Long-Beaeli'~has~'thephYsical~':' 

capacity to' serve Eclison about 85, OOO'Mct/cl.' Edisoncari::rec'e'£ve< 
"?his gas at-either its Alamitos Generating Stati'on:unfts,J;:through 
4, or its' tour units at Huntinqton ~ Beach. SoCa'l' serves"~Ed±ion' and 
IAOWP' UEG ,requirements in Long Beach uncler franchise:'"agreements' ..... : 

with Long Beach that will expire during the BCAP forecast period. 
Negotiations between Long Beach and SoCal regard.incFrenewal"ot" 
Socal's franchises are continuing. 'Depen'a..irig ,on "the outcome of , 
such negotiations, Long Beach's UEG,'demands' may be' inereas'ed' 

substantially. Long Beach forecasts tr.EGclemand of 60· MMe!/d/or'; 
about 21.9·Bcf on an annual basis. On:,:a:heating value·b'asls·,this 
is'equal· to 228-,855- Mtherms, or 'ab6ut27% higher than SoCal~Js\ ' 
forecast ... ., ,', 

Loriq' Beach d.isputes SOCal'sforecast.Of'":I.on9'···Seach'UEG······ 
demand because the forecast is basea.· onh:istorical' 'data':regardinq . 
Long-Beach"s monthly deliveries: to Edisonduring'non'curtai"lmen:t" . 
months. Long Beach objects' ·to the 'usc 'of ·such n:i:storical;·~a.at·~,;' for 
this pU%'pOse and arquesthat the' h;i:storicalperiOd"re'tlect's 'the:' 
effect ~ of . the .' rate desig'l'i appl iedby' ·Soc~:lto a.el'i veries:' ,tc>'Lonq; 
Beach since ,May l, 19U:. . That·· rate' Cleslqn has materially' :impa±:red 
the ability of: Long- Beach<to serve:~:Ecrison:'s requ:irements',·l.ri:::excess 
o! the !oreca.sted~ 'requirements :·asit· . causes Long-Beach i s~ demana. .. to· 
be understated-.:-The·'h'istorical· data alsc> 'does'not "account;:for.the 
effect· of" recent . improvements in LonqBeach'S: ·distri1:>ut'ion ·system~ .. 
Under:eurrent rate design the volumetric rate that'SoCa'l)'has ,.'. 
charged to Long Beach has exceeded the second tier volumetric rate 
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'. tl;lat So.cal, h~s . charged. to Ed.i~on.: Und.er:this:,rate::desiqn,,,:;:Long::: 
Beach wo.uld.,serve Ed.iso.n re~irexnents: in ,excess :',of:;forecas1;ed.', .. '.' 
vo.lumes a.-t.an out-of~pocket loss,·to Long::Beach.,:~'I'hus,:Long.:'Beach 
lllay have ''. ~emand" for gas that·, it cannot, serve" ' ,except ,.at a:· loss. 
'I'he historical period d.ata incorporates ,this effect~,~ ~", .. 

Long ,Beach asserts that the effect on it o,fa ~lI.te.d.e$-ign 
where the Long Beach tail :block wholesale rate ,and. the .. ,SoCal tail 
block retail'O'EGrate are the same is to. eliminate .competition for 
incremental UEG. load.s, ,. because . Long ,Beach;has no.opportuni ty::to 
economically serve incremental UEG .. loads .when thecosts;·,it.:.incurs 
to. serve the incremental UEG loadare.ad.d.ed· to the vo.lumetric.: 
wholesalerate_'I'hus, equalizing. wholesale, and retailUEG··tail, . 
block r~tes, provides a competitive,:ad.vantage toSoCal:~·,for:·serving 
incremental. UEG load.s. ' ' .... ,:~,,:,. 

'1'0 rectify this perceived.,.inability to. '!Serve- Ed.ison .. ; 
load.s,. Long. Beach proposes wholesale ;·ratestor Lonq .. Beach·~that· are, 

.' 

on average, less than tree; retail:z::ates. ," Its proposal.would.'result • 
in,a wholesale tail block rate fo,r, Long. Beach. . that is,.~.le'ss ,.than·,;.the . 
retail UEG; tail block rate •.. LongBeaeh~justi!ies_its :r-ed.uced. ·rate 
proposal on the ground. that SoCal's rate proposals are not,.cost~: 
based.. . 'I'hey merely set. portions of Long, Beach's ,:wholesale rate 
equ:al.to..tail block retail OEG rates,. withoutanyconsid.ex:ation of 
d.ifferences. in. -allocated costs of service to- trEG :,and. wholesale 
customers. ,For eXalI1ple, .in the 10'0% ·volumetric :J.1EG rate d.es:i;gn·~· . 
scenario., the who.lesale price' ,of gas destined,forLong,Be.ach-' s.OEG 
load .... would. be. set equalto"the: retail,trEG. rate·. ·'I'h·is:approach.. 
ilnplici:tly assumes that Long<Beaeh has no, ,costs ,of.its :own. to',se:z::ve 
its.;. UEG- ,loads_Long Beach-, .. :though, . is _ confronted .. withcustomer-·: 
related. and .otller .costs to· serve UEG ... loac1s. ,Long.: Beaeh,~elieves .~it 
wo.ulc1~ be unfair for it: to pay.a 1,OO.%,vol.wnetric'.rate- .for:UEG-·, 
relat~c1 9'as that also., included. ,costs· independently incurred :by-'Long 
Beach. Long~Beach would.:, in 'effect', ,be' paying~ these .. costs.~.;,twice·." 

,.... ".. ..~ 

,,' -..J <c~· 
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COmInission's policy commitment ,to, cO$t-basea.~· ,rates' general'lY'~';' OEG>:' 
and. wholesale gas rates· should reflect allocated-. cost:;,; "~. This 
concept -affects the' relative' overall rate' level .. '" Whole'sale:, and: trEG 
rates should· also be consistent as: to-'average' cost·:and.,:-; incremental-;, 
cost .. :allocations. This concept: affects-the form.:o,f the: rate,"·.: .'.,,',' 
design. '.~, . 

j, - • 

-Long .Beach recommends tbat·-theConunission implement·.,a::.·:< 
wholesale. rate' o:esign that is "tully consistent with' UEG-: rate-:" '>J 

c:iesign.. Consic1ering the likelihood' of, ~n~gotiated. SoCal-Ed.ison:<,:: 
U'EG agreement,. the Comm.issionshould~ specify a' mechanism:: for timely 
adjustInent of wholesale ra.tes to '~oincide with; the. effective.: date· . 
of rates under such. a negotiatedaqreement...:' In. the alternative, 
SoCal should' be required to' submit any negotiated, OEG:' agreement ·for 
commission approval. The commission could' then.. 'appropriately ";~. ,.-:' 
consider and adj_ust the SoCal-Long, Beach wholesale . rate:; design..:to· :. 
reflect Long: Beach's alloca.ted. costo! ,service', anclas, appropriate; 
the negotiated SoCal-SOG&E contract ra.te c:iesign.. ' .. ' '_.:. , .. , .. 

SoCal' points out that the a.etault who'lesale·.volumctric~ 
rate for Long. Beach. has been set .for· the last·:three cost',allocation 
proceed.ings equal to· the- average, retail UEG.volumetrie .. ~;rates,::that,: 
is, the average of the retail OEG Tier. 1'· .'and.", .Tier. 2 rates,~., ~7 ~... '0" I' 

(0.87-12-03~·,. pp. 104-105). This. was recently- reaffirmed by the 
Commission in 0.91-05-039.' where- the Commission, among other.:,things; 
eli%l.\inated demand charges for 'service-;.to . noneore customers .. :' 'Under: 
currently. authorized cost .allocation policies',. .. wholesale ::-eustomers'" 
are relieved of responsibility- for the volumetrie-:eomponent.:of .,. '- /, 

SoCal's A&G expense. ·As a result Long Beaen's wholesale·rate is 
below the averac;e· retail UEG rate. ,In' light of· ... the .. recent· ~;,:-::. :::~. 

requirement for purevolumetrieratesfor retail--UEG~:service:': ~. ,,: 
imposed. ,by D.91-05-039', .a pure· volumetric rate foJ:iLong.Beach::would 
render _SoCal unable' .to, compete for retail t7EG- load.· in':Long Beach~s'. 
territory. As Socal-'switness explained,'. sueha' resu1t:,would·", .. :·i: 

- 7·2 -
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e=eate an annual windfall for, Long Beacnof "SS ,mill:ion'.at the 
expense· of",socal',s other: ratepayers-: .. ",,,"0." '. •• .'. I. ' .t,.:', :~'''' ',:. ., .... ~, 

To prevent this shift of,"cost respons±:bilityfrom..:.I.ong'· 
Beach: to- . Socal:' s. other customers" . SOCal 'has:proposeci'a·'. two-part 
rate ,desiqn.:by·'which Long: Beach· would,'be'charged the'retai:l;,·t1EG<:· . 
rate for. those partieular.vol'WnesthatLollg Beach .re:deJ:'ivers·to 'O'EG 

customers. The rate on Long Beach's non-O'EG volumes is then ,. , 
reduced: so. that the average· .coml:lined. :rate'\ equals,:the :'average 
allocated- cost tor Long Beach....: In .this manner,. SoCal :has' an, equal 
opportunity,to"compete for salt?s to UEG' load·:.located· in'Long:Beach.., 
and there' is. no· automatic shift of cost responsibility- ·from.,'Long': 
Beach,; to. other.: customers-'.served by ·SoCal.,· ....... ~ ., 

So cal notes that, the recentlyexecuted,.gas ';service·.' ',' 
agreement wi th":'Edison provides tor. a· .variable . demand"cbarge and· '~a 
volUlnetric': rate: amounting •. to· 3 ... 0' cents:' .per· them.: ·.:To',offer, Long ~,'., . 
Beach· a: neg'otiated rate featuriDg,:a"volwnetrie charge ot .less' than. 
the 3. 0'. cents. per them 'marqinal rate appJ:icableto,Socal-':s ~ser.rice 
to Edison would only' ensure that SoCalwould' have' ,no opportunity' to 
serve incremental demand at' Edison's:. 'O'EG . units: , locatec1"in Long 
Beach·.. The ~ consequence oftbis,:' ofcou'X'se~ wouJ;d'·mean,a ':'." 
signiticant:shift in cost responsi):)ility' . from.. ratepayers'inLonq:' , 
Beach to Socal '.S retail. customers .:,: •.. . " ,. 

ORA supports a rate design:' for, Long- Beach. .that provideS:, 
parity 'at the margin with the: rate' pa.id ):)yEdison •. Edison) ,and>·: :,: 
Socalhave'negotiated a customer-specific contract ·that, cha.rges, 
SO.03/th, ·at the margin •. Lonq:' Beaeh:shoulc:t be ch.arged':this::rate': ':, 
with a demand -charqe to recover the ~ ba.lance ofalJ;ocated" . cost.:: 

'We' agree. wi thDRA... Long' Beach's reque$t for· rates lower' 
than those" socal charges. Edison is diftieultto' understand'~::' Edison 
receives approximately 120' MMDtb.' per year over SoCa);'"s. d'istril:>ution 
system while . Long' Beach receives. approximately-3'0:: MMOtb:' per ·year.,: 
):'et· Lonq Beach:Cl.eclares itsel:t a ""holesal:e customer :entit'l'ed. ·to::a>", 
lower rate than charged.· to Ed.ison.:.· (Whether under'this . '.:-:-~:,:: ~'.'~ ~ ".: 
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circumstance Long: Beach.. , can,:be,:eonside:t:ed~, :a,' whole:s:al~; e,ust~me,r in 
contrast to :Edison's.,. class:it,ication .as,a::r_etail~, e),ls.:t.omer:- ,is::' a.::.;;., 
question for another day.) : Why customer, A who-- takes ,7~ ,less.,:, :: 
service than customer B is entitled.,tO'a;.lower·,rate,than'.customer B 

, ,",' """ , .... '. j,-. • • 

has not been explained.. certainlyLon9"Beach"s.:'Witness--;'.~whe'Il asked 
the question, could not explain it. Long Beach.'srequest for a 

. ., '.. ,_ ..... :~ . - ., .,., 0.... . ' ,:,: . " . , . ,~. • '<", ,'_. ':' ,"! ,',' ~. ,,' 

lower rate than Edl.son l.S, ,to use,. a current phrase, , 
co~terint~i ti ve, and not supported:b~/ the ~ee~rd.: -:'. ", ':' "., 

. LOn9 .l~each.' s assertion that ,i t:' -sho~ld. 'pay a iowe~" rate 
• '," , .' - • ~. , "... ~ ... I, t \ t" ... ~ : • 'h • ... ~ 

because it has its own costs makes noeeonomie sense. 'It-is 
Socal's costs that matter •. ' We' 'are~~o~eerriedwith'-:relationships 
between Socal and its custome~s',"wi th egdity b~t~ee~:6id~~~~",not 
with wheth~r one customer's costs ~~e·h.igher 6~' lowe;; 'than ':.'~',-" . 

c • '. L,+> ,.' #,. ," ,'~ J~ • ~", ,n, " ' . , ..... ,,,,, ".. , • • 

another's. 
D. Ignit~r'-FUel and ~eneratO;;" Parity . .. ... ,~:"' 

.' "Xbe' california co~enerat:io,~, ~~~~cil" (CCe) a~~~rt'i; that 
SoCal's rate tor cQ9'cneration' service v'iolates"statut'e and- . 

_., n ". " , • ':.... , ' • "'~.' ',/' ': .:.1 '" • '.' ' 
Commission poliey. It argues that SoCal has propo'sed. a detault. 
rate for transportation servi~e to norie:or~ eoqenerati:on customers 
of 9.713 eentsper ther.m.However, the equ'ivai~nt"default'ir~te for 
noneor~"UEG'transportation servic~ e~;ai~ 9'.363 '~~~ts ~er therm, 
approximately 4% lower tlia~ therat'e for the cog.e'ne:~~tor~L· -~. iiie 
'. • •• • .' • '-, > t-' \' . • ". , " •. '." .• R: ,. 'K.; ",' ,,' ',. '\ ,'" _, , 

diserepancy results trom the l.nelUSlon Qf transport'atlon costs' 
assceiatecl w;i.th treG iqn;i.t~r fuel servic~/ a e6re's'ervie~; 'in the 
costs \1~edto ~lC\liate the:defa~lt r~te"fo~"~n~~eo-re' se~ic~""t.~·'" 
cogenerators. As d.is~ssedbelow, ~e ~illre'class:i:fi' ·:i:gri·:tter"fuel 
as Priority. P-2B andCo~in~the"i~:i:ter ~tuel ~oiWn~~:' 'with' other: 
'O'EG 'load; ther~tore, -the ~ontroversy oiwheth'er to' include:;:tgr{:tter 
f~eivolumes' a~part of the ~oqe%-lera:~~rp'arity'l':'at';;' c~iculation is 
now :moOt. '. : .'. ..," , . ..: ,,-"~.:" ,'~ -',:: ~ 

.. Iqni ter fuel' transportation forUECd;; should-be:' lnel~ded 
in servi~e· Level 2 'anci'acc~rded'Pri6:rtty~'P~2B: :Sta'tus~~' 'Ign-:tter-;f~el 

- '. '. . .. ' ..•.. ,., ':',.' '-'.. . -', :' I " "": ~ " ,'. • •. ",',"",\ ""~' '.',~~ .• "("'1.', .",,1'''': 
volumes should be l.ncl~dec:l. In the ~"G class (noneore)' '~or purposes 

::> '" " '" .,. ,- ...... ",.. ., <., .-• 

• . 1, ,.,' ,,', " 
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of cost allocation~' Theratc--t~ :be'.':charqed by: SQCal 'f:Ol:":::tqn,:!:'ter' 
fuel transportationshoul:d 'be the: 'nonCore·OEG: 'o:e'fault:r'at'eplus"~the 
12 cents perdecatherm Service· Level: 2 surcharge:~' :':',.' J':"::; :.:: :" ,'''' 

E,;: Honthly'vs. 'A:nnu.al: Distribution'.' " -.;,' . '<::. ,;·f 

of Service Level Crc4Us::, " ,. ' .... ' 
, ~. .' .. .1 F ~ '.~ ;' • . ., _,' . ~ ,~: • ;;: :~;- '" ):':1 ': ' , 

The Commiss10n has recently afforded gas ut1l1ties an 
,~: -.. __ ,'< • ".1 '.;' ",0' \' <;'. ,". '. '-:" .," .:' ~.:·i """ -~',<'",:'" . 

option of distributing Service Level 2 surcharge revenues either on 
a monthly basis or at th~- e~d of ~' :~~te~~king" per~~d"; "'i~j:~dt ;.'t~, 
"'t~~up"': in either event:' (R:~sO'luti~ri' G'-2948 , conci~'i:ron 77, 

, .' . .' ~" ... ,_ .' "r, " •• " . " .. ,' ~.' ," .' ~.. '")':, "," ~ 

p. 72). As a result of this choice, SOCal has elected to ' 
distribute' th~ interruptible se~ice discount to the'elig.ible" , 
noncore customers on a monthly basis i.n order to 'mini;niie "va;:ia'rices 

-, " ,.' '" ."'~ ~'.' ,.,' ... ,_ \ I .~.. .,,' no· ,. 

which could become substantial if the credits are 'reconc:i:led 'on "an 
.,', ". J"~ ..... , .. , ••• 

infrequent basis. DRA supports SoCal because a month-to'~xriorith " 
......... ' ...... , '",'" "~ <' 'j "" , •••• ,', :,' ,,;,;.,~ .yo":-,'·: :---)',",,' .... <~: 

true~up gets the credit to the iX?:te~ptible customer.s as~ fast as 
possible" and avoids the problem of a mismatch of customers 
receiving serVice and receiving cr.edits~ 

,We agree with SoCal and DRA~ .' 
F - Lo$ and 'O'naccoun't!:.d fox: Gas CWAFl 

/) .', ", ," . 

LUAF costs are presently allocated to a'll c"':stomers at 
both distribut"ion and. transmissio~le'v~ls based on ave'rag~":y~ar 
thro,ughput. SOCal, DRA,~nd TURN 'support th~present~ll.ocation, 

, • • 'r ,- -, ,. ,', ,_ " .•.•• ,. 

but" Edison', SDG&E, and others believe that the 't,ime has'come to 
•• ,' ' •• ',~' , ,I' .. , ,', .,~ ,. 1-, .' _} _. • <,j.,' ), .I~~)': ... ~ ':. , 

change the allocation in order to more properly reflect cost 
respons1biJ:ity. Edis~n and ':SDG&Eplaced iri evidenc~ ':a "1988 >SoC~l ' 
stUdy ;f L'C'AF eosts which 'purports, to . show'· th~t i.TJAF66~t~ ~r~: 1:h.e 

result of the distribution 'system "and not the ·trari~miss:i.6ri'~ys1:e:m. 
,.; ,Ba~d' on its identific~tion' and inve~ti9~ti6n; of:: fou~'; 

components of LUAF, the studyc;nci~ded thatLuiFcost~' Sh~uld"be 
allocated based upon distribution l~vel throughput. Acc~~ding"'fo 
the study, the first component; leakage, is entirelY.'the. ," 
responsib'ility of the 'distribution 'system since a~y '9a~:'l~st;o~"the 
transmission and storage systems is' accounted for. '. Th.~'·'s~~~nd.~·;"/ 
component, measurement error, is attributable to small meter set 
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assemblies (MSA), all of which are on the distribution system. ~he 
"','~' .". I. ~.,. ,',' '''',.,'" , .... " ... ::,' .~it..,· . . ',~;.<"' ••. ";"'" ; >,,~ ~~~'~".:).C~ 

third component,. :.gas. theft, occurs.:,only. ~,atth~, .:dist:r;ibution level .. 
The fourth component, losses" from measurement:variati'ons, due to 
temporature, is also,attribu:tab:le ,to;,sma.ller "MSAs.:,,::since the larger 
MSAsbave temp~rature c,orx:ecting·:dev:ice~ a:ttached. . "Under~';SoCal·' $( 

. ' " '-

Case Ar L'TJAF· cos.tsallocatedto:"Ed.isonare,.,estimated:;at:~:a.:,:two-year 
average cf .$3 .. 267 million., Und.er. the, a,llocation .me:thodolo9'Y:: .::­
proposed by SoCal' s study, no LOAF _costs, weuld ,b~ ,allocated,: .t~ . 
Edisen ~cause, by net utilizing the SeCal dis.tributi,o.~.sy?tem, 
Edison does not cause So,Cal. to.' ,incur Ltr~ .. c.osts_:.: .,,', 

'I'UR.N, supported by DRA, ,argues., that::theS:oCa1: ,S;1:udy. 
should net be the basis of areall.ecati9n.of LUAF ,costs..,:~hestud.y 
was not sponsored by socal." no- SpCal, witness tes;ti:fied .. ~n"s;uppo~: 
of it, .'ithas.a.lready been., refused tJY,th~:commi$sion ,in:,:,. ::. /;: .,:' " 

D.90-01-015-,. and a new s:t~dY::,of LUAF costs:.ls "in preparation .. by:, 

SOcal,. expected in 1992~ . Further, a ··PG&E YLUA.F"study.,contradict~ .. 
• -'. - • ~. • ... j ' '., " • • -., '~... - • • 

many. of the ~,on.clusions presented ,in· the, soca~ s.tudy.::- : ,""'1"" 

In D.90-01-015:we :conside~e.d, t.lle, Socal: .study ~,ut: ,de~id.ed 
that there was ·insufficient·time to' determine its validity"" .. We . ,",' . \ ". ,. '" .. ' 

said.:. 
"'l'he . Cemmiss.ien. is.. not inclined to make interim·,\ ' 
rate changes' en the basis e'!cos"t stud.ies prior 
to determining-their validity,' unless'the·":· :.' j .: 

chanqes are beyond. dispute:. . . In thiS; instance,,:" . 
the need to. reciuce the allocatien of costs to 
wholesale custemers appears clear , but this '. " 

. conclusion still depends upon the. validity of •. , 
. 'the SOCal study. And, even if this general 
" conclusion· is valid., the amount· o:f the' ., ':,' 
reduction that may be warranted cannot be 
determined until the aceu'racy o·f the study is ' 
determined. Of equal concern is the' fact that " 
whclesale rates could not· be reduced,. .. 
consistent with PU Code § 739.6, without 
increasing ether'nenresidential rates to 
potentially unjustified levels. Th.is issue 
requires further consideration. Because of 
these concerns, we are persuaded~ that ,·the 
implementation ·cf·Secal's A&G and LUAF,studies. 
should be deferred until their validity has . 
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,. ... \ 1 ..... 1 ..... '-1."" .......... _. ," ,I ,., ,.' ..• , ... ,j, , .•• " .•.•.• I .... 'I, ... _''''H.i"", ... "',." .... 'fli "~' '. • 

',.'. .-'<:J :, ..... I,".~, ~; ,':; .il~: ,'. ":,: _: .'~'.~ '., ,,' \' .. "',:~~:",\:) ;::i , .. ~~ ,~,:~.):::~/\'~: .. ,' 
, , been determined, ana until we are confident , 

c .. , .~that:. an:~equl:tab'le:r'a:l~loeat'ion ,o:f ',eo'sts ':~ean ;b·e:I~:"'>"C~·~,1 ~:, '.": ','.' 
, maae to, all, customers. classes. ~., ,: .: "'::'. . ',." ," . 

Although, the applicab'ility':of:PU' Code' §- 7,:3:9 .,6"i's·, rio . 
longer an issue, we have' sti:ll not,'det'ermI'ned":the"Valic1ity'o!,th'e: 
'SOCal: studiand' 'SoCal: . did· ' not'" sp'onsor 'it in' this';proceed-lng ;" 
Wi thout:a 'witn"ess' we'cannot det'ermine validity . Unlike :firie":' wine', 
a study: doeS"not improve witli~zi.g'e·~" " ,~>;., . ,.>\ :,>" " . 

G.Tbe:\CityO,&'Vernon '." ",." "'" ,.' ,',':, ,',,', c';::· ", 

The City of':Ve:riion fs:whol~ly :16:cated':witn£n soCa1."s''::'" 
serviceterrftory 'and is croSs'ed l:iy~' maj:oi) , exis.t'ing -arid.~'proposed 
transmission liipel'ines 'of , So Cal." 'vernon:'estabJ:ishea~( Iiiuri:iei'pa:L " 
g'as"util:i:ty,d'ep'artlnent ori':June-2:0:;; 1991,: 'mo're'than"two:"'ye'ars"after 
receiving' a request to ,'consider . doing" so: from,'a qroup:o!"l;9 'ma:jor' 
industrial' gas users locat"t~d' in' Vernon>wh'o: souqht·:l:mproved::'ser.r:i;ce 
and,'lower rates. During that two--'yea:r'period, vernon':attempted"'to 
neg'otiate withSoCal tome-et' the needs expre'ssedby':the'customers', 
and failed. 'Approximately three weeks before' 'the coinrriencement of 
hearings,~ Vernon notified SoCal by"letterdated June: 2'0 , ~1:9'9:1/ 'o'{ 
its desire to become a wholesale customer. The letter stated 'that 
on that veryda'te a: resoluti~n had 'b~en a~optec1b:r'\Ternon 
authorities' creating the City ,o,:fVernon: gas: ,municipal utility , 
departlnent. The lette~ said that~verno'nirlterided 'to: ,build a 
parallel distribution system whereby, :the', newly, fomed: :"vernon gas 
department would compete with., socal-:,for;theri9'ht',t6~ ,provide , 
service to the 19 or so. la:r:gest industrial custom'ers:in: Vernon and 
formally requested socaltopropose' :atariff'corita'ininq "terms, 
'condi tions and proposed X'~t'es ior wholes'ale natur.al· 'gas'; 
transportation service bysocalGa$_,~o ,ve~on~:N ':~,oca~~,:~~clined.. 

Vernon offered testimony which· proposed- a "wholesale 
tarirf for Vernon. In developing its, initial i~ter:im'wholesale 

I ", ",,' .,..,':, ", " , , ,. " ., 

rate, Vernon proposed to. follow. the~ same basic cost.,allocation 
principles used to develop, rates for SDG:&E ,'and.L6riq' ::Bea~h. Vernon 

. -' .~, .. ', ' . 

... ' ~.,' -, 
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was concerned, , however, "that applying ,those principles" would not.)' 
resu.:l t 'i11: a ~-t,~iy' CO~1:-b~Sedrate ~ :o~e: ~h.ich., ~efiocts :"~~ly., "the.; ,; ::' 
services vern~n 'actually: 'u~e~ '~r .th~ ,; b~n~f i t~ ,i t~ r'~~~.i:ves .' It" -. , 

• '.' •.. •• "'., , ___ ; _,' •. ' •• ' ' •. I'!, '.-.., '. I . I ..... ,- .,", ",,, •.. ,' 

bel ieves a thorough review of, the Commission's overall cost '. 
allocation policy and a' detailed ~o'st: of' service,stuey.a~e'."., 

" :-" . ".. ," / . ,', ~ ,.. ,,~ . .!. ,~"."' ... • .- ". . .... ,,,' "', .. ' 

necessary in order to set ,a more,. appropriate, and,.probablY·,lower ,,', 
rate. e How,ever" qiven. tha1:' socai~ has' al~eady filed its BaP' ' 
.' ',-, - . " '. - ~, 

app.lica1:i~n wi "t:h0ut proposin~. a,. ~~t~ ~or wholesale. seryice. to 
Vernon, and griven the limited,aInount of.time during,this hearing" 

•. , • j , "" .," ,". • ' r" " ~ , 

Vernon is. willing to use the same basic cost allocation principles 
, • • • ." I. '. ,"",' r I, .' .... 

applied to SOG,&E and Long Beach as, a ,.reasonable starting, ,point for 
the purP~se of determining, the" i~i tiai: i~terim ,rat~s it' ~h~,~i~ .'pay 

',,, '.. --,', '.,' .' " ....... - .. 
to Socal. Vernon expects .. initially to· serye a group of roughly 20, 

large indust~ial customers.,Wi1:h c~nstant" high 'lo~d ·fa~t~~,··l~ads: 
.", -'. .' .....;.'. '. • ",1_, .,. .' •• " ,," I. • ,.' • 

Most of the 20." are process gas"users; two or .. three ,.are " ""' "", .. , 
~. . -~, .. " , " " , " ..••• " I"~ 

coqenerators •.. ' Vernon may., also, serve gas to its: electric generation 
•• " 4 _ ' •• ", , 

peaking :uni~. Vernon does nO.t expe~to "serve anY' resider:t~al ox:, 
small commercial load; rather" those customers will .continue to..be 

, , .. ,,' . I,,,,, '"" " 

served :by Socal's distribution system .unless and ,until Vernon"." 
installs sufficient gas distributi~n f~cilities to "'~rVe th;~~".' 

..' .' •• ' " v ,..' • .J J. \,...~. r 

customers, too. '. " """, 
so~l moved' to exclude the "issue of "wh~lesale' "q~~ ;c'~ice 

I I '" .. " ,," ,! Or.... ' ,. ~ " . ,-<-, 

to Vernon' on the grounds, that vernon~,s ,plans, 'ho,wev:er well'7_, " 
int~ntioned," are insufficiently deveioped'!Orth~mt; b~:,. inci~ded 

• ~ • "" ... _, ' I • J :. ,', ., ,. .'" ',.'. ••..• ,', ,? ... '~. ',. •• ,','. " •. 

in the BCAP demand forecast".and ,it is, not ,clear ,:that ;.rernon is, ., 
" " , .'~ • -. . , . , .·M • " ....."., ''',.... • 

entitled 'to wholesale service. SoCal argues" .. fi~s:t, th.e 
engineering study commissioned by Vernon concerning the, . design and 

, . . .' . " '"'.". • •. ..1' • , •. _ .• . . '. • ,'~,., ,i'., 

con:fi9'llX'ationo:f the system the gas clepar:tmentenvis,ions .. :for. , 
construction ":"il1 not' even be' completed 'for GO t~· 9·O"day~. ' ,,' , 
cori~t:i:ucti~n time, . of course', is .~~oWn. sec·o~d',. it' i's,·far.i;~m , , 
ci~~r ~hich ~stomers vernon'i'nt~nds'toserve., .,' Its p~opo~ed ~,:", 

, • ~.' _ • '.. ,_ • • < ' , ~-'<' r " ..,. .... M', '.'\., ',' ,'.' 

testimony suggests. that., Vernon. currently intends .to .compete, with", 
- r ,,:, _. .~_. '; , ' / ' • .' ,. ",' ",," ... 

,i \'._' 
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SOCal tor-'the riqht to serve 'only'the '19"0::' so' i~rqe~:t':~£rid\I:itri~l 
customers' Within the city;" ieavincj' 'the' balarice::·to~'·S~Ca1~~·' ';.: ;:. ;,'" 

SoCal 'contends" that the 'c:'onfigur~t:ton'Of'verrio~ ,'i; '; .... '~.--' .... , 
proposed distribution system; the' e:st,imated complet:i:o~: date;- 'arici< 
the customers Vernon would serve are"allcritlca{::va;rr~b"fe:~:"·wh.ich 
would -not· only influence th.e~:unpact· ofVernotirs pl~tis 'o~ "s6'Cii;~i:~ 
BCAP demand forecast arid rate desiqzl:: propos"als, -but' 'also,;:O;pendiriq" 
resolution of these unknowns, WOUld" foreclose an''/ prosp~ht··th:at·~ 

'\ ., ~ _. ~ . 

wholesale tariff'could be designed"ana: submitted . to: the' commission 
for approval within the time constraints: of thisBcAP. T:b:e·i~~kof 
specificity as to whicheustomers v~rnon proposes~~'~~rV~,' ~s'~~ll 
as the desiqn and confiquration o'! tlie~ vernon' ga~ 'dep~rt~~;';t'" " 
distribution' system, including the necessary inter~6Mectlo:ri:~i th': 
SoCal's transmission' facilities; ~mak~' 'it:\mlike'ly th~t<th~':redi:' '. 

• ,. ".""', .,~ ,' •..• ,' .. " .. • 1.'1 ," .. ",\ "~I ","If' 

ilnpaet of vernon"s proposal can 'be lalown' any' time soon. " '" ' . 
SOcal asserted' that Vernon" s: proposal' 'is; coinpi~tely , 

• 

dissimilar from the relationships SoCal has with its oth~~ '.',: .... > • 

wholesale eustomers. MY' interim .. rate' design based: ~~:~6~{ . 
allocation principles applicable' to Long. -Beach and SOO&E,' .'~ .. :<-,' .. 

therefore, "would be a futile exerCise'> I~deed, - testi~~ny in the 
record indicates that· vernon's interim rate design pr~pos~i·~~uid.: 
shift about $7.S million of' costs pre~entlY: paid ~y):et~il '. 
customers in Vernon to Socalr~remainin9>retair custo:m~~s~':·r~y ,:" 
interim rate' which' has th:ts'result ~s·~ proxy-for i~giti~ite'~o~t':' 

• • ~ " + • ",-" ; _ ........ : ' /".' ". ,.:.~,.,.. <'.~'.~"" •. t .... • r· ::~." 

based rates simply underscores,":i:nSoCal's opinion, the undeveloped 
",,',' • '"\" ' ,., ::~".: .--. (".. ":.:" I:.: .. ··, \y. '::'.'~'" .... ")' .. ,1 '" ~-...... :" '.' 

nature of the proposal'. 
• ., >,"'.: 'r c .:;: ,.- ,'., ~:, '.: .": ;':".1 ¥, "~"':.1:;' , ..... ~ . .' ~~~.:' ; .. ~ ,': :-;:""'",' ! 

Socal raJ.sed the leg'al questJ.on of whether Vernon is 
. " " C " ".~ '." ',', ".,./ .... _ \' ~ ,.,.~. ~( ..... :""'-:';:"~'.,"~~,",,_,.,tcA ,:,'~~I 

entitled to wholesale service "at all~' It explains ,that Vernon's 
, ' . ' 't' ~-', ,~- ," ~~.,~ ,,"', ,'.: ." -'1;" .. ,.,' : .. ·'·'j, .... ~ .... :;~;-:/: ::' •. "."~.:.,:::) 

proposal for wholesale s'erv:tce is 'dramatically'different from the" 
. . -.~ ... - -.~: '~:.f/ " ;'. ',",~'~' .~: -~ .. -:::1' (':1;:'.' ::--·',..,;¥~::'"'~;;r:.'~., ... ~' 

existing' wholesal'e tariffs by whJ.chSoCal renders service to Lonq 
, •• ,. • ,-. •• • '" • t I • ~.~ j ,""".- " I " " .. ~.... - o',"f ''', 

Beach and ''SDG&E~ .' While' 'Long' 'Beach 'arid' SDG&E offer)service' to -every 
, .. , .. ,......... _:~""'V "I' ' •. '" : ... '.,~.,_',..." .• ~ .• :.~,:;,.t~,;: . .:....\.,,-,,':: 

customer'within their respective geog'raphic'service territories, 
Vernon proposes to serve only selected customers in competition 

':' ..... 
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with a pUblic utility which. alre'aay s~rves" the serVi~'et~g.i t'~~:-' . 
; .'~"." ," 1- "'- ,". •• '~l .... · ". "I ~ ... , ,',' '.' 

pursuant to a,"franChise' agreemen·e granted by' Vernon~ ---. s6cal' ~' ,,' 
. _ . " . ',."" . -." -. ,," "," ~ ,. '" " ~...,.> ., ' l:) .,"; ''''':,: -~ , -::. I' •. ' I 

maintains that it is tar'trom elear whe'ther it can be required to 
. . . '. '., . " "'" ,," .~. ,:'u·,'~,." . _ . I:: -:- ,,0,: ,~: ~ ",I t· I;' :r .~' ,. ;- -_ 

serve-an applJ.cant for wholesa.le servl.ce when the" applicant has no 
service'territory of its oWn and only:' intends~: t~' comp~t~ for <th~ , .. : 
most lucrative customers: with the;,;.jetyentity·to~hom it; g.~a~t~~· " 
the tranchise nqh.tsi'n the first piace..' "'.; ,~', ' 

socal argUed that'it would' considerably ~x:Pa~d':~~~:::' ' 
hearings to' obtal.n the into:r:1llation required" to' set'"a '~~as~n~ih; 

• • '",' '.' ,.', ... _. , ' ., '.1 • 

rate' for Vernon because (1) '" the' feasibility study'relating- 'to ','-
• . .. ." ... ','" . ~ .',. .. ,~' ,. ,,' ""0':., . t):;' ,:\. ... '." ,. 

Vernon's proposed d~stributl.onsystem'l.s stl.ll months from 
''I ,", ."~ ,~ ,~ 

completion, (2) construction of Vernon's proposed distribution 
system cannot even ~eqinuntil"the' stUdY' is 'complete;' (3) ")the 
customers Vernori'intends'to serve' ha~enot yet b~en.:id~n~it~~d, 
(4) the"'wholesale gas demand ot 'Vernon's 'qasdepartment is' ,unknown, 
(5) the 'interconnection taciiities:necessaryto serve ver~ori'l'ia~e; 
not been identified, designed, 0%> ec;~strUeted;and (6)' tne"~'o~t~ . " ,~ ,',. ," 

alloeable to Vernon, because ot the unecrtaintic'so"ttheir"" 
I ,,' • ~ .. , .. ' ' .,.. • !, ~,' "'. 

proposal, have not been developed. 
The AI.J" granted SOCal' s moti'on and'exdi Ucl~~the'~i~:;U:~"o't 

, _" . , . '. ,"',' "'\ '.: ,'" '.' , ,',-, '. '; ',_/~:""" .~ '''':'',' ~,: ~"-:.,J' ',,,,' 
wholesale gasservl.ce to Vernon on"the'qround that to l.nclude the 
issue would' unduly expand ':the-;hea:ri~g.' 'in'e~ntr~ventfdn ci:f Rule ,54. 

Vernon purportect" to "'appeaiw from tb.'e AI.J"s decis'i~n. 'Tl:i~'t'~~'"' 
purported appeal will be diSlll'issed:a;s' tb.e're is'nO:~ppe'al:fr~m'~ ,:, , 
procedura.:C or evidentiaryrUlinq of':a presiding of;(i'cer~ '/':(Re Msi-caw 
coltllimriicat±9D~ 'O.90-0Z-04;'g:,:'iil· A.89-04":058.) ~However':inthj:i:::' 

} "~' ',."' t' .... ' 

decisfori we ':vl.1l review the rulinq' .. ,·:", " " . 
" .- • ,+' ,.:,'::--

'The "rulinqof the :presid£ng officer wa:s correct;', the' . 
Socal :BCAP' is a proCedure' wh.lch is governed- by a' tight':;;eh~QU1~:'(~ 
Rate Ca:sft Plan 0.89-01-040 in R.a:7-1l":'Ol2 f APP~~: ,D)t~: ensure 'a' ,. 
prompt decision. To have heard Vernon";;, request: wouldhave" ' 
required an extended period to gather the necessary facts 'and to 
permit discovery, if needed, by ~ll p~rties. The issue of 
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authorizing wholesale rates. to .a ci:ty so that .. i t· may .undercut - - ",,' 
• ....,. "r', , .• :C", . "j' '. '.. ..'.': ......... ~ J . , ,'_ ., ,,' . .l,,""" ~, .... ,' '''< I, -J" ..... 

SoCal',s- service is not one that' can be.decided.wi,thout ,a" thorougb..., 
hearing 'a~~'a completerc-cord~ .Theilt\pli~ation~"i~~~lv~·~.t i~,'1:he",~ 

\.c,' " ,..... >. '" I ....., '." r " ._" . ' •.•• ' ",,'" ., 

shift of costs to the remaind.erof S,oCal',s system. are· enot'Xnous_., 
Whole~le ~ates a~thorized. fo~ ve~o'~ w~\:"ld s~t. a .pr~ceden:t_fo~. the 
enti~e' ~tate. This is' not' a .minor issu~' tobe_··~esol"~d·: ~~~g. the, 

myriad of l.ssues·· in a' BCAP, but,' a., 's~rious att~~pt. to re~ii~ 9~S::-" 
; • • .' • • ," .. " ".,_ .l. '" 

servic~ thro,,:ghout california. The ~:-sue deser:vesa separate 
hearing as the 'PJ.:J recommended.. , Vernon's offer to accept the same 

, , j 10'" • I '_0' ,.' 'w' r.,. , .. 

wholesale rate 'as authorized. for. Long.,Beachasswnes.that.-Vernon. is 
- , ".'. . , . ,~ 

entitled to' a ·wholesale. rate •. ,We are,.,no:t prepared, to .. make. that., " 
'"'" ' '." '-" '.' , '... . ~ 

ass1JlUption. , ''',' \ .. '" ". .. . L.;, .. '. '. ',,', " 
" 

B. 'O'ER' Customer-Related Transmission COsts .. , " :~, 
At the hearing, TORN e.stablished that. ~PJ?roximately,$·l. 0 

million in customer-related transmission costs associated..with 
facil i ties dedicated exclusively to'.treG, ~ustom~rs hav~ "up '. until now 

, ' .'" '.,. r' . ' ~." ," , • 

erroneously been lwnped in with.the general pot of customer-related 
costs and thereby allocated, almost entirely to ·the,eore~",TtJ'RN., 

• • '. • ... -.' '. '."' •• ' .- • , > 

requests that we reallocate these costS. to thetTEG-class, thereby-
• l.,'··' ,. ~ \ . ,', • I 

mirroring the treatment already given, to customer, costs,·associatec1 
. " " _.', ' , .. . I' .. ,. '." "'. • 

with SOG&E-dedicated facilities. We shall.,adopt TURN',s,.::pcsi,tion • 
• '. ,'-'. . -', .<., 

In their brie:CSCUPP/IIO argueci in favor ,of ,dire.ct; 
. .. . - •• .... ,., L' , • '. <. .'." ,/ ,,' 

assignment of these costs in the, f,orm of !acili ties ,charges. to .the' 
, ., /0 , <, •• \ ,",I,', 

appropriate customers within the tTEG. class (Edison and -LADWP), __ - , . ' ' '.' ~' .' " ~ "", 

Socal opposes this request, stressing: the . lack .of any"r,ecord ,on ...... 
, .' .. ,. . ·r·" "., ... 

this point. The record did not .~xplicitly, address ,the ',intraclass·· 
- j • ~ ". •• 

allocation of these costs. However r since they, are facilities 
,' ... ,,' ., . ..., '",. ' " " . 

charges which are clearly disaggrega:t,edin SoCal'sworkpapers, 
• " ,>'" ..... "," ','" ... 

logic dictates. they be directly, assigned within .. as well as,:,:to the:: 
tr.EG class., ., SCuPP/IIO',S proposal is .':areaso~abl~request.f~; . 'C 

clarifieation and isadopted~~, ... ' .,., - ".,," ,J... ~'.',.,," ',.":,'; 

." 

• 

.' 

.' ... 
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, • "'. ~. , 'r "," '! ~.' :" ',. . ~ .:> c_( " ~, ,', _" : ~ \< .::;: -,\ :-::- ::': " 

Most 'of the issues ra'ised:l=>y SD~&E have been disoussed 
and' resolved in the SoC~l l~ortion ot this' deoision·.' In, this ... ·0 ••• 

, . I ' .,", " • ", .:" ': ~" • ' ' , .• < •• " _, '., .. ).: J I,,; ., • I .... ' .' '" '., 

section we cUsouss those remaining issues which are ,pertinent,. only 
., j ,,' { • t ' • ", ,~ • , .' \'. ~';.~ . A .~! 

to SDG&E and its customers ~nd which'h~ve not been agreed upon by 
the-parties.' \' ,', .... ',:, :;"~: " ,: 

. ,-'" 

A. ForeCaSts of Spot Gas and SDG&E's'," 
COre We.ighted Avcrag<:Cos:t 'or· Gas', 

'". ' 

SDG&E forecasts that its WACOG will average $2:2SiOt):i~t 
the california border during the forecast period. SOC.&E estimates 

,. ;' . . .,..,; ','" ,",' c', • ". 
that allot its purohases will be m.ade entirely from' the. spot 
market. DRA's forecast is $1.94/Dth (Yr. 1)~nd'$:1.93/rith (Yr. 2). 

This difference is primarily due to" the . ass~ption '~~de bYDRA that 
reduced interstate pipeline tr~nsportation charges :~ill' ~e -pas~~d '. 

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

on to california consumers on a dollar-for-dollar basis.' SOOSE 

believes that"'this'is an unreasonable aS~\llnpt;o~ ·on,whichto. base 
rates. We aqree with SOG&E': SOG&E's estimate is re~sonable and . . . 
shoul~ be adopted. 

,'" ~'I'- ~,\ "~~ ~: ,.: •.. ~."~, ... ;, .. , 

1~ cot-eRates' " '.',.'. " "" ...... . 
...., ..... 

a:~\ ~idential Tier ""Cl2,IDlre . .:, .. 
. S:oG&E propos~s to' ch~nq~: (~e' al'loc~;~i~~b~tw~~'n . ' 

baseline and nOnbaseline' rates depend:i:rig" on ~heth~i ~he '~vel::all . 
change to' the r~sidential class' is: a:n :L~~~eas~' o~ d~e~~'~~'e:~ If the 

_" .... , • . , . " .. -".'·f. ., ,.,.,,~ :i .. :.~.'{). 

overall: residential qroup average rate' change is positive.,. an 
increase to 'bc)th baseline and nonb~~ei.ine< rates \;'I'OUld b~ appli~d. .. 
based 02,' equai cents per tne·rm.· It 'the' over~ii '~~s'id~~tial 'g;o~p,'" 
average rate change is negative, the~ enti~~ d~cr~ase' would' be' ' .... 
applied to'the nonbaselfne ~rate. 'Thisappro~ch contin~es' to, .~~ 

.. c • ,I • ":~" '. '.' • ."' .,' .. -, ,"r': :) ~ I c' • 

decrease the 'd.ifferential ratio with the' consideration'of a minimum 
. I~:_. .,',,''' .. ," ('. ...- \"' .. "" "", 

impact on'the':resl.dent-1al customer :bills. 
, \ ,~. ~ ,.. • < ,.~,.-. 

c, ~ '. 

,," 
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ORA recommends closing ,the a):)solute t:i:er., 
differential between Tier l;~d Ti~r '2>'~~tes by' 10%',,' .. 'senate Bill 
(S:8) 987 directed that the tier differential be. closed. .. as quickly 
as possible, but not at the~xp'ens~~i.~ausi~g·rate, ShO~k~, ORA/s. 
proposal accomplishes both o-f these~·goals. Absolute tie~" ~~s.~e. 
of 10% is equitable to both low usage, and high usage ~ustomers.,. and 

.. -.' . . " ',,' ~ , .... 
consistent with past tier closure decreases.. Further, re~ucing.the 
absolute '-:ier differential will close the. gap between. Tier,.l,.and .' 

: • \ • ,'," ""I-.~ ,~ \.,.' II< ' 

Tier.2 much more quickly than· SOG&E' s ,proposal . to- merely" reduce the 
tier ratio ... ORA's recoxnxnen~ationiscreasonableand should be 
adopted .. 

2. Borrego Springs LNG seiyice t '. ," 

The Roadrunner Club is a~'32i>-space mobileh~me park .. ,_. 
.. 

located in 'BOrrego springs,' . Cali:fornia. The Roadrunn~r,: c;w?~. , .. '.: , 
Association, Inc.. (Associatlon) "'is the 'association of.,mobilehomc 
owners ( customers) within the Roa~~er Club~', wright~, compa~y 
(Wright) is the owner o~ the Road~er C1Ub.Collectively.the 
Association and wright will be referred to ,as "Roadrunners." 

The interest of Ro'adrunners. is 'limi tedto',li~id, n~tural 
, ',.'''' ,. 

gas (LNG) service provided by SOG&E to the Roadrunner Club .. <" ,Three 
hundred twenty-one of the 326 spaces are plumbecLfor. ga::; a~~ wired. 
:for electric service. The rema.ining, :five ,are w:ired. for .electric 

',: , . '" 

service, but not plUlllbed for gas se:r:vice e'. LNG ~ s,ervice is also 
provided"t~ Roaciiunne'r Club coimnonarea faciliti~s, .... SOG&E,..serves 
the LNG custome;~within th~' 'Roa'd~erClub .on,:rat.~ S,~h~d:~~,,"GL"~. 

Roadrunner Club residents .are, the .only .SDG&E ;customers ,., 
. -. , " ~, ' I',.,. ,",..~., '. c ' -

served underGL~l and they are the only remaining, SOG&E LNG.... _ . 
customer~ re~aininq from a ';pi'lot test. program ini:ti~t~d ,,'in :M~y .. of .. 
1968(0. 74169) ~.. The purpo~eO:f 'the t~stprogram,was,,'to p:z::~;id~ a~. 
opportunity for thede~elopm~~t' o'f the ,'then' emerging ~'~o~ce'Pt,~f' ,., . 
using LNGt6~ amo~g 'Oth~~ thi~gs" .. fuel, vehicle'il~~ts;"~dto .', 
provide co~i'ssion-regUlated, na~u;al~:,g.'~.s· service ,to'.,;emc>~e~y,-~. 
situated communities. The Commission's decision envisioned 

- 83 -. 
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eventua'l 'widespread use-of UG;" arid in' s-:om"'e; c~s:Ei~ as a'~o~e'titi~~ 
.• I. ,- '/,' • ,'t. ,'," " ....... ,' ... ~,.' ... "1' ~"',:' t")t""i~.,. . f·I .... '~' • ", I. """,,'" 

alternative tounrequlated liquified' 'petroleum gas· (LPG),' suppliers. 
The Roadrunner 'Club is a case in' po::trit,., ~It~ was r~'~ruife:a" at~ the ~ :', 
beginning of the LNG program by SDG&E competing" against: 'LPG" , .; 

,_ , ' '", " , , .. - ':r, 
suppliers. "Tho LNG venture failed and- SOG&E o'nlyattempted to 
serve LNG to a total of 31 large eu~tomers' and communit1:e's,;";": " 
including the Roadrunner ClUb.'Today, 'SDG&Ehas' termitia.':t'ed:':'WG:' ' 
service to ~-o out 'of the 3'1 customers,' leavin9'only' the':Road;;'nn~'r 

-. .. . 1", '.' .: :~' ~,:" ," • " ;': :) -:. ,.: "" '~"'" 

The current Schedule GL":'l rat~s'wereesta:blishe:d" i'n' 
SDG&E's last ACAP by D.90-il':"023(A~.90:"03-04'9) .' ':i:i'::that''.,:, ,:" '. 
proceeding r SDG&E soug'ht a 116% incre~se iri, Gi;"'{ ~a:te~:: ph:~~ed 'in' 
over an 18-month period.SoG&:t 'claimec:rthat:: it wa;::: t~'ing to 
implexnent*cost-based' rates';'and el'iminate'" what', it e~icuiated' as" a 
$149:,053 annual sUbsidy to WG- customers '(based on':: th~annuai co~t 
of service versus revenue at th.en current' rates) • "The' defi'd.t ~as 
prilUarily due to the cost of LNG exeeedingthe'cost'of natur~i gas • 
ORA generally supported SDG&E't-s 'prop'osal' :but re'commend~d.' a:~~mo:i:e' ' 
moderate increase to the facility charge and proposed a'new" 
commodity surcharge with a phased-in increas'e. 'over' :a'three:yea:r 
peiiod~ Roadrunners opposect theincrea:se •. We gran,t~d.;,'~ modest 

.~ ,. . .. . . .,' , ... " ',~" <' .... '\'~" ,",' ;'" 

increase,-which brought the Roadrunners' average eombined" LNG 'and' 
electric bill ,up to the ave:z::age all-electrie bill in ~~~ Borr~90::' 
springs area _ ' ''.:- " ' 

In this BCAP SOO&E" proposes a lO~S% rate iner~a~e' !6r:':iNc; 
service to the' Borrego 'springs area~SDG&E 'stat'e~ that;:'thi~ 
increase' over present average' rates:" is designed t'o- move': tow~~d " th~ 
cost of provid.ing this service _ DRA supports SDG&E. Road~ers':' 
oppose. ... , .... :~~.:: , .. ~"':,.: ,~: " , '~.: I ',' 

,... , • . • • ". ... ......,., .. ,.' 'J'I'> ".' 

. ' The issue raised bySDG&E' in its" proposal ·to' . increase its 
LNG rates to Borrego sPrings was': extensively 'lit'igated in::SDG&E"s:': 
last ACAP- D~9'O;"fi~02'3~ where we" denied:'SDG&E'S'rate''>proposal':but 
increased rates to meet the average Borre'go" sprin:gs"aiJ:-~el~ctric:' ',~ 
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user's bill. We said that. w:e wo.uld .!~, ..... not approvera~estha.t . .­
would.' increase the :Roa~ers.; a\fe';age~Omb£n~d.·LNG.·~n~iei~~t·ric' 
bill to' exceed the average Borre90~' Springs alJ."':ele'otr'io .·~'S~~/S~· -,,' 

, ' , ~,: I • _ " 

bill." (At_p • .63.) .,"" ,_;-:; ..... , 
•. ' 6~ :view of the. cost . re~p·o:o.sib:ility. of .. tbe .. Roadr,unners . 

has not changed since I).90~.i1~023.·,.We ~xpeet.·the Roa~~rst~: 
pay., on' ~yerage, no more ... than .. the all-electric:. custo~ers '..'d.;; .B~r:r~go 

• • • ,,_ ." ',' • • ~ • _ '. > .. ., r'" S,. • 

Springs pay, .. on average, for ser:vice •. We .do not expect .the,., .. 
Road~ersto bear the entire burden' of a' failed . ~xperi~ent .', Over 

• 'I • 

the years ~~. eX?enses ~ill. incr,ease,:bu~ the ,Roadrunners will stay 
statio or decrease. It is "inequitable to impose this .burden·on. so 

.• ',' I , , • ' ' • ' • , "" ~ •• " , ' • ,'" \., .' 

few. (0.90-11:-.023 at p. 63.) ....... ,',,:"',' "<'~::. 
SDGScE has presented, evidence that. under proposed rates,.an 

average. monthly co~ined·g~s.~nd eie'ct~ic, bii'l. forth.eRoa~~;s . 
• ,_ '" •• ' •• ' ...... , .. > '" ,I,,' ',,' " .. ., ", "" " ...... "''' " ',. 

when compared to the average rate .for.- all-eleotrie users in. Borrego 
• T ,.' ~,'. • " J' " ..1 T" I." ., > .-

Springs is Roadrunners $79.3,0. - all-eleotric .$8.3 .. 29~,. ,~he,. 
• • .,' '. '..., A ", • I, " ," '<- .. " ,J • ..}., 

Roadrunners' bill is comprised"of$3S.51 .eleotric plus .$40.79 LNG • 
Under the oircumstances SOG&E.'s·proposedrate .. i?ore-~s.e·is'~·' :;: 
reasonable. 

" ., ., . 
'_.< ....... 

'" "',"" . . , .,'. - ~ .. " 

findings of Pact fOr Socal !" ,- '" 
," .'" ... ).1 • .. . 

1 ... ORA's,Refiners Acquisi:tionCost.of.crude .. (RACC) forecast 
of $19' per 'barr~i for BCAP, ye~r. one 'andBcAE. y~ar t~~: ~houl~i' ':b~ .. ," 

." _ , ... ' . . •. I.'. ~',.e ~ • • t _.' , '_"" T' , ......... ,. ;, '( j ., -,...,', , 

adopted. _.". ,~... ., . -. .'. " ... ' ... .i.: ~ ':: :< ".: ' .', 
2. ORA's spot gas foreoast of $2.01/MMBtu for 13~·:,y:ear.,'o?~ 

. and. $1. 96./~tu f.or.~ Bc:AP' year tW~.<~~,o~l.d:' .]:)~ ,acl~pt~d~:J ,-: 
3 •. ORA's forecast ~or the.single .portfolio· SoCal .WACOG of,. 

+ .. .I· •• d '. \', ' . , • '", '.,. .... ,... .... ,\ ,. ~ 

$2 .l,l/Oth. for BCAP year one and$2 ... 01/Dth tor .... BCAP', ,yeax:: .. two. should 
• .,',,'., • " .~ I ,~. • • J ., ". , .... 

be adopted. . " .,' ,,,: ., ... _ .. "',: ,,;, .. ;:: '~.: : .. ;:-::' 
4. ORA"s core demand forecasts should be adopted. ,,-. 
S. ORA'.s retail .. u:EG demand,foreoasts,. after.adjustment for 

.... , _ • " .", .,'., • ,I,.' •••• ' , _. '.' '. • 

the. LADwp.in order.to reflect atwo-tier_rate,.should. .be :ad.opted.: 
" , . ... ,~ .' , •• _', f. ,', . ~. , ,_.~."."..,,""" . ,<wI, 

6. The~noncore industrial manufacturing.e:mployment: f-oreoast 
'. '..' . ... . . -" .. , .... '..... ./. 

o:f Socal should. be adopted._ 
. " . - ".': 

•• < ... " •• '"; ..... 
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':.' D~mand forec,ast:s ,for ~c .. no~~:~·~~a.~f.t'i~\:.f?r~(: aij~~ ":',:-' 
nonresJ.dentJ.al noncore customer classes~ lonsofar as they are. 
influenced by customer servi'ce' 'iev~l' el~~1:(i6~~ma:de"'iX;the' SoCal 

. ." ..... . . . ··r· . .. ~. ..~: .:'., ' ;-.: :, ... 
"open season," nUl!lber of "economic practicality". applications.. 
received by Socal ):,efore August 1, 1991 whr~h'h~ve b~en.~·~~itted 

, . ' " '" • ,- ""I ., 

to theCommi'ssion for approval, core sul:lscription ' volumes. selected 
'rc"r"" ", .... ., '., ,. y 

in the Socal "open season," and core aggregation'transportation . 
applications which have 'been completed. by Au~st":i.'~···'1991, should be 

• '< , ,', •• <. ~ ... '" :~t I"',., .. .".', ,., .~ l~:':" ".:~ ~~'. ;'" ' } , J '.' _ 

based upon'updated filings made by SoCal·J.n this proceeding to . 
retiect such' customer selections •. '" . . ' .... ': ".;: 

. ., ,'. 

s. -' The SoCal-Long Beach OEG demand forecast ~f46 MMof/d is 
r- " ,". ,h • '" 

properly b'ased upon historical data and should' be adopted." 
'., 9'.' 'I'he' non-EOR cogene~ation' de;nand for~ca~t' 6f:s6cal, after 

• ,. ',. - ,", ' r .,'''! '., -; ~ -: ' ..... '" .', .' .. 

adjustment for updated heat'rates pursuant to Commission Resolution 
.. , .. '::1'.' . , 

G-2946, is reasonable and. should be adopted. " .. , . . :., ,'; 
. '10. DRA's forecasts of arithlnetic" weiC]ht~e ~ver~9'e.spot 

prices are reasonable and' sh'ould be adopted." . ,,' ' . 
. 11. The DRA'single portfolio'SoCal' WACOG f~rec~sts in,tlii~: 

proceeding are reasonable and should be aQoptcd~' 
12. 'I'he definition of MPO originally' set fortli in :D.·8'7~12';0:39 . 

is reasonable and should continue t~~b~ us~d'a~ii: ~~:lid;'6ar~uiati6n 
of MPO t'ransition costs. . ." .. , , . .:' ... :'" ' 

13. 'I'he forecast of the completion date of the i~'rri;Moj;ave 
pipelin~ of July 1, 1992 is' reasonable ; and sh'~uid be id6~ted;:' 

1'4. TORN's forecast· of anaddit:ton.al 50 'MMCi/d" ~:f"~dd:r~io~al 
. .'" - ".:-';, " .- •. , } .~ ..• /.,,: ':., .•. f~~,:·!":, ':' .. : .. 

throughput result long from the 'I'ranswestern Expansion ~s reasonable 
and should :be adopted.···· ; '.~.~ ,'. ;',' , .. " . . ';,. ; '::~ ... , .. ~) ~::;, :.~ •. •. ' 

" I'" ".' I ~.. '!" 

15. capacity assumptions of 3,104 MMcf/d for BCAP year 'one 
• ,. ,~' 'W .~,. ,_ " '", ",'" ''"' ," ,-," • "'-,( ~. 

and 3 ,296MMcf/d forBCAP'yeax:twoare 'reasonaklle'and" shouJ,'d be 
",").; ~::. . '\ " . "',"., :.",:.~~.> ' ..... ,:>:';."~~ 

ac:loptecf: 
16. A forecast of fixed"· pipeline . de~and"chat9~:;:; d(';'$32S";~i ,",;::/ 

. ', ..• ~ ."~' ".," ' •. , .. :': "", "",", .., ..... } .. ... ,.,.,j. .,.'l'\ ," ~ .-; .. :.1 (' 

million for SCAP year one and $316"."4 . million for' 'BCAP 'year "'twO: 
should ~beadopted. 'I'his fo'recast' refle:ct:s'~th~"~ed~ction:"di' "so'c~i'";'~ 
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demand charges payable to El Paso up,on, SO,Cal 's,relinqu;ishment ot 
300 MWCf/d' oi:iiriu c;pacity on M~rch )", 1992., .. "," '.' .~.",:.'" " ~'." ' 

1'-~' 'socal' has properly' reflect~d ·curtailment,.by s'~~i~'el~v~l 
electi~ns in'" its' throughput and curt~':i.lme~t iorecasts ,b'oth: ~'f ":,~ 
which ~ho~l'd be ad~'Ptc'~~' .~. ".,,:.'.' , . ' , , " " 

LO " • I" • I ,I" ~:,. ,,) ~/. ..' 

. is.' LUAF costs 'should be based on' a factor of 1.2% ,Of, total 
, ." ,. , .. ,,", ' ~ " ,'" .' , '.) ".' . , '" • , " " • ,. ': • ~ <., h_ 

system throughput. , " , .,_,' ~ ""', '_",'" "',_ -, .. , ", 
• '" -~ •. ~ • , ' I' , ' '. ,: I. .' "..,' ,. \ • . ',.1 I .. 

19. ' "Forecasts ot, balancin:9'"an~" tr:ackil:'l9' ,accoun,t ," :,: ,:;~' , . .-::;, :,~;, 
over/undercolleetions presented on bebaltof SoCal, as. updated by 

. ,.. " _,' •• ~., 1 __ • .' '- ".' _ , ", T'" ,'., • .,' ._' •• ':. ". \ _' I '.... ' ,\, .,' 

Socal on september 27, 1991, are reasonable and, should be, adopted .• 
" .. ' ' .. 

20. 'I'he most recent available recorded balance of,the 
.... , • I~' I . • 

seasonal rate shortfall account, together, with. the forecasted ,', '. ' 
sh.ortfall· for october and November 1991, ~hould·be. ad~Pt~d':.,~ith'\ 
the difference betwee~'estim~ted and ,actual shortfails, bei~9'.trUed-
,:"p in'the ~~xt BCAP'icYcle~,. ' . "<~ '-,.:'~ .... ,:~':) 

,_ > I 

21. ORA.'s proposal th,atsocal,~s total revenue requirement be 
".'" " :.,' ~. , , '", " ""~ .. ' .... , 

reduced by an amount pUl:portedlyequiyalent to the., red.uct.ion" ,in,,,, 

. noncore procurement activity under,D'.9.0,:",09-089 should be r~j'~cte~ • 
22. " sOCal should not be at full' ~iSk.· for 'Shortf~lls in .. -" .. ~, 

" " ;.' " , .. "" ""/' ~" '"+ ...... " '''', 

brokerage revenues and should have the opport~nity,to recoy~~ the 
$4.23 million previously' authorized. by ... the Commission tor,,(prokerage 
tees less any sliortfall 'which occurs pri~rto th.eeffe~~i~~d.ateof .' ,.' ",,, . ~ , . '.. . ~ , _. 

this decision. , '" . . . ' . 

23. ,'5OCa1'scosts of interutili:ty transportation fees. paid ,to 
PG&E i;r ·t~an.spo'rtation ~ervice~, 'which ,have pr~~io~~iy.',be~~, f~U~~ 
reasonable by the conunissi~n and ,whi~h;are, .. incu~red t~OItLA~~S~, 1,. 
1991 ~o~gh 'the' effecti':"'e 'd.at~ ofthi~' BW ,~b.~il' not ~~~~::,:: .. 
recovered. . '.' .;) ,. " :,";:~' -:: ,.>,:) ',' 

24. 'Pitas Point revenue. requirements. {franchise .. tee, and., 
unco1leetibl~ e~nS'e)'ShOUld be treate~ i~' the;a~e ;~~~;<~~:,':"': 
transmission costs and alloca~ed on,. that ,basis ~ , 

, . . . 
25, •. ,All "'stranded~. Pita,S '.~,?:~~ot: tranchise fee .~!:? ':,~'. 

uncollectible expense, .which .are no, lO,ngerbeing recov:ered.f~om. 
, . ~I. ,_ ...., " ' •• ,' ". ,.,..,. .. ~-' ; •• \J ...... < ' .... , 
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. . _ _ • ,'_', • .!, , ••. '" ., '" ,"' '-i-'''' "., ,., .. - -,'. "', .,' _,,; ";' :'," ~ ... ".,.... >", ',' I './ 

noncore procurement' customers'd.ue'-to the el'iminatlon ~o'f -~e: ri'oric'ore 
portfolio 'as of' AUqust'l,'199i;:,:should.:not'be r~c'Qve:re~cr?)~ .. ;,L :. ":':.' 

26. ' Tr.ackinq accounts for Pitas' Po,intfra;nch.is~;ie;':~ri:d :::.::, . 
unoollectible expense fOrthe,'BcAP';period'shou:td b~:;aciolite~~~"'" 

27. SoCal's request for recovery of uncle rc olIect;.i:on's'":: .in' 'th~ 
CoqenerationShortfall Account' in the" amount oi $99',0'00' sn6uld not 
be adopted.' .:' '. ,'., ':'. ;'::,:: ,,";" 

28. DRA's proposal to alI10rtize balancing- account net,)"':":;',:', 
... • " , •• , ,_.", " .,",,' '. ,. ' "' __ ,' ",~" I" ~ ,'", t" .r'" .' ..... ' "_" ',' .:-

undercolleetions ~ over ,12" lllonths is reasonable ·'and." 'should be" 
adopted.' ' ' .. "" ,< ",', ",. " :':~",': " :::)"~ ,.:0:,7, ,.~"., 

. .,' • ',", " ,. '. . . ,'. __. "/,,, ",,,~ r,.,., __ . , ...... 

':29'.: The pilot storag-e"banking-"program has: been"extend"ed" 'for-
... - c· • ~? •• , ""'I" ,", "." .. , c- ~., . : ' 

an additional year; therefore,. the forecasted" st'orag-e' banking-
_, _. '. ~ 'I" r • " ,- I ' '. I:""' .. ·' -,. .. ,.' I'"'' <>- .' 

revenue credl.t: of $4.SllUl'J:l.onsho1l1dbe removed."fro'm'the revenue 
requirement. 

, . _,' .• " ' .~ ... ,I .... ~'.I,,.. ',""'~ ~~I·,,·.,-.·.~·' 1"·/ 

,,~:-, 30. 'Soeal's reco~endation to functionalizeO'a"greater"" , , 
•.. ' ' , " ,i " ;..',~ r', '" I, •• , l ,', ,) 

percentage of A&G expense should. not be' adopted" at"thls ti:me. 
• ", _. • ._'. .: .c, .,,~ , ,\ • , .' , •• rn rot ,. 

31. ' socal's' recommendation -to update the methodoloqy' for 
allocatinq common distribUtioncostis 'on 'the basis :of'the design ," 
peak hour load for oore cUstome"rs'and the coinc':i:dent 'hour~; l'oad:: 'tor 
noncore distribution customers: should'not be adopted~'"'' 

3-2. 'l'ORN'sproposal to~allocate market serV1cescosts:"on 'the 
basis of throughput should be rejected. ' 

.. ,"c..... ! ... 

3-3. The traditional-ela'ssificatioli of" market': services ~ 
expenses as customer related, which' are' allocatecl orr the:: same 'basis 
as distribution plant, should be:: maintained'~' •. ' 

,", '''.''. 

34.' DRA's proposal to.: allocate cost's' on the' bas'isof cold." ,'" 
year demand rather than throughput-should be"~ rejeCte<f;.' ;'; ,,' -: /1' 

.~ " , ,,;, ,"''I .' " 

3-5.' Rates should be- 'i~plemented' in this proceeding' on'''the 
basis that' all currently 'forecasted P2A voliUne's~:'Wl.th: the-exceptio'n 

, ',.... 
of those that have alreacly applied for; noncore"status'~'throug.h:·the,,: 
economic practicality process, will remain in the~eQre:market'cost 
allocation, with revenues from such customers who actually transfer 
during- the BCAP period to noncore status being- assigned to the Core 
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Fixed Cost Aeeount. 
,~ '0..-' """" • : ,-.: \ • " -~ ..... ' ; ... , ~ '-, 

.'I'he transfer"of .. ,Volumes to .. noneore .. ,status ·,for 
.~ . I ,.) '" <. 'oN ,.., •• ...1 '... '.,.. ~, ..... --' ' .. , ... . ..... '. ' ... 

cost allo~:t.io~ :~d ratesetting ... purposes will .be· defer:t:ed ( to-the. 
'... _.' .' ,,",,' ~..... l,... ,... ~.. \ .. ~ -" ,_.. . , ' ,.'. , ~ 

next cost allocation proceeding .. ,. This. approach .. is.,reasonable in . .. '. ... . .. ,' -~ . . .,' , 

light of.the.uncer:tainty.involved in forecasting such transfers and 
, . '" .. , ... ' .. - '",." .' '. -,' ... ,,-,. 

should be:."~~~~1:e~. '~':;.'. .... .... " .>'. 
36 .•.. The var.iousproposals for"reliet trom.the:.pipeline:demand 

. , "' . . ~- \. . .," ,,' ,,' . ..... - _. -" -,,' ~ .. ' . -" - ,. ",. . . 

charge component embedded in SoCal's intrastate rates shou~d~be,,:, 
rejected": -'- ~ .. , " . 

~ ~.'~ '. 

~7. Shippers who. .acql.l.ire tirm..capacity .. on .. :the.,El .. <t~aso .. or,Kern 
_ T 'r . ._.. • . j .", •• -~ ,,,,,.+ .'" -' ',' -.' "'" - ... ' 

River pipelines knew or should have known that this Commiss:ion,:had 
refused .to .exempt them from Socal~sinterstatedemand,"payments to 

-.' ~ . ",-' .'~ .' . '" - .," .. -..- '. -' 

El Paso. .and 'rranswestern .•. ~ ". .,' ". . 
\ " " ": ~".' ) ." ... ,,'" ' ........ -

,38. , 1'0 authorize t.."'le credit tor ·,the dexnandcharges.··noncorc",,: 
, ", " ... • ... '. ._ " • • ,j .' • It •• _. .• • .'" .. ~ , . 

transportation customers pay directly for interstate service,. :.as .. ~ 
proposed by ,Edison and ORA.,. ,would .be to, crea.te,·a f·ictitious, 'expense 

_" ' u ' • " • • ~ , ••• ..!" "" ' 

to be paid for.b)!' 'the .. ratepayers., .. ': ,". ,., .... -,.:'. 
~ ... - '.,.., '.. ....- . ' 

• 

39.. 1'0 authorize, the. credit ,would require.. compat:able, .:: :. 
treatment io~ c09'enerato~~t~' llla~t~inp.a~ity f: .with::,the los.s. Of. 
revenue being ~ecovered from all o:ther, ratepayers:_,: ., _ ~ ,,;.:.. " 

40. UlW\lIld.1ing intrastat,e transportation-rates, from .. the,·,'· 
interstate portionot th~, rate. is n,otin thep:Ul:>~io,intere~:t at· 
this time. ,':<,.:. '.' . ,:;: ·i":,.,·::;: ; .::' 

41. . All classes of customers-.on.., ,socal'ssystem .benef,it· 
because all other classes use the .system.. •.. - .. ' .. :; ,';": ..' . . . .- . . " '.'- . 

42. SoCal's interstate rights on-El·:?aS:O':.and .'1'.ranswes:tern . 
benefit the. noneore, by lnaking .SoCal· a. strong-company and by . . . ~.. . ". " . . . 

providing se~ity·.tor the ,noncore.· ..... , .. _,,'. ,,:.' . _''/ 
43. The EOR revenue alloeationr,should ·be a·cred,it to, :eustomer 
~ .. ' -. ,.. ,. '" .. ' . -. .. 

cl~sses in. propo;-t~,on to the:.fixed margin al:locatedto.:, each~ class:, 
including .. : int~rstate . pipeline. aemand .chargres., ··as. ·was .donein~·.: 

" . ~ ~ , - ..."- , : 

SoCal's .. last,,;>'CAP. .. ~ .:, .,.:' ",,;: .::' I, .•.. "", 

... , " \' 
I J . ,"'" 

. " 
,.' t. 

'"' . .' '" -.', " 
.. ',,~ " .... "I ; 

I~:- .' I'~ '< ,.J.-,..',., , .',.J '., 
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, 44. To ,accede to LonqBeach' s' request for a:'pure'yolume:tric-:: 
, • .0' c,' ." ~ • • ." .,. - " 

ra:te from S~l would result, .in an· annual ,windfall .for Lonq::Beach~.; 
.' c.,.' ,'" ~ .. ". •• • •• , ... ~ ,. 

of $8 million at the expense of. SoCal ' s other ratepayers. .:. 
4~. Parity ~o coqen~rators pursuant to p'CrCode ,,§- 4.S4.4. 

resul ts in an, annual suJjsidy:. to coqenerators from SoCal '.s ... 
, .', . '. , ",.'" 

ratepayers of at least $9 million. . ,:-:" ,.,,' 
46. To permit the City of Vernon to present its·:case for . '-' ~ , ' , .." , . 

. ,.,,',' 

, " 

wholesale rates in, this. BCAP would" ha'\te ,unduly expanded, the"hearinq '. . . . -." . . . . . ~ - .. ,. · ,,' 

in contrayention of RuleS4. • .,',t • 
• ' •. 1.1 '.# 

" , 

· 47. . The proposal of Ed.ison and ORA that customers.acquiring .. 
ca~eity reiinquished,bY Socal' ;eceive.a dOllar-fo~-dolla~ cr~dit; 
equal to the demand charqe associated with the acquired.capacity is 

• • \ ',' ~ P • 

not reasonable an~should not be adopted_ .. ' ',,: ,.~ .-;.'. 
48. SDG&E's proposal to allocate to SoCal a share,; of "the 

.. .. ~ r',.· _, .'. . " . . .. 

costs associated with theMor~no comp~essor.'station . .and' , other;" 
transmission facilities in the Moreno to ,RaiMow Corridor' should, ,be 

adopted • 
.' '" I' ,~ \ : 

49. 1'he ORA/'I'ORN recommendation ,that estimated, amounts. of E1 
-- .. _' 

Paso and Southland/Chevron refunds l?e returned to ratepayers .by,:>, 
offsetting the BCAP revenue requirement is,reasonable' . and should be 

, ., •• ,' ,.Jo 

adopted.. ,,)(:: ; .. ' '. 
so. Socal's recommendation for an ,increase in.the,existinq. 

',.. • ,,'.. " •... ,_ T' ; • .' 0-' ,,", .J" • 

residential customer charge from $3.10 to $4.10 per month should " be 
_. c I ','. 

denied., , . , . ",,', ., ", 
· 51 ~ s~cal' s reco~enda~ion f~r.r::an incre,a~e. in. .tb:e.:. core:, ' , : '':) 

cOXlllllercial customer charqes for Priority. 1, and Prio%,'ity,.2:cus:tomers 
.... ." .. I, " • ..'~ ,"~, '. ......-, ,.,. .,' " - .~, 

of $13 and $65 per month,respectively, ... should. be . adopted. ",. 
."" ". " , "., ,. '.," "', ,w'", o,j .. " 

52., In ,accordance, with PO Code ,§ 739.:7 ,..Nb.igh non-baseline 
• , \' • .,' '"" '.,.... ," • -', >, - '" "" " 

residential rates"" should be ,reduced ,.~as rapidly as possible~.by". . .. . ,," '. ' .. ," .. ,,' " ' '', ' " ..... . .•. . " ._'.' - .. ,' 

closing the Tier ,1 ,and Tier 2 differential by 5·0%. as· recommended"by - ' '., . '... ",' '''' ... -.... - ...... ' 

SoCal. 
53. 1'0' prevent an unwarranted shift of cost responsibility 

from the City of Long Beach to SoCal's other customers, SoCal's 

9.0 -
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recommendation that the:'CitY'ot'Lonq'Beaeh:: pay 'a:~"X'ite 'e'cruivalent to 
'. , ~."., ~ '. - ,j', ,.... '. • ........., . •. \. .... I 

SoCal'sUEG retail service tor its own VEG-related l'oad"should be' 
adopted. ","" '::,,' ,~::;,;""", ,,. :'~ 

54. 'Rates for service 'to' Edison should: bebased"'c;h th~" 
. • .... '" -, .,' " ," • '. ~,' . ..., ,,"', ..... ,",' : I ~, 

recently negot:Lated amendment to -the" Socal/Ed:LsoX)' Gas' 'Serv:L'ce 
Agreement. 

, 55. ' A'UEG customer charge is not' needed~' :;',":' 
56. "Igniter fuel transportation tor:'UEGs': should': be 

'" .' ", 

in Service Level 2 and accorded PriorityP-2B st~tus'~; ';j:gnlte:r:: tuel 
volumes should be included" in the UEG' class (noneore)" t~r p;'~oses 
of cost allocation~ The rate' to be charged'bySoCal' tor': igniter: 
:fuel transportation should be 'the noncore"UEG'detault rate/"plus the 
12 cents per dceathenu Service'tcvcl 2'surchargc'.'·"" " 

57. SOCal has identitied' approximately $1 'million' 'in' ~:lnual ' 
eosts attributable to trEG exclus'ive' usetransmissiori tacilities . 
that were excluded frQm the total plant costs used' to derive~ the" 
allocator for trEG customer-related costs. These customer-related' 
costs should be excluded from'the general system alioe~tion"~nd 
should be directly allocated to the'trEe; customer'class'.a~d'~ssi9ned 
directly' to the UEG customers. """',, ,~' ;~, . , 

58. Socal's election to distribute Service Level 2 surcharge 
revenues on a'lt1onthly basis"subj*,:ct'to ".t:i:ue~~p'" 
approved. 

should 'be' ::,' 

59. The proposal of certain intervenors to' allocate LUAF~ 
costs on -a different basis should be' 'deterred"p'endingith:e re~ults 
of the ongoing socalstudyoftbe' issue~~'''-' , ",: :",i:: .. .',:~~" '~(" 

. ' ' -. ... "'", .. 
60. ' 'l"O'RN is found ~elig'ible' :ror' 'compensation "pursua.nt :''':.,0'; RUI~ 

76.54. It has previously been tOUnd: tO'have 'met it's burden ··of 
showing' 'financial hardship· for ~199l 1nD. 91-'0"5';';02'9 ;"-it h.a.s ·raised~~ 
nUlUerous issues 'inthi's' proeeed;ing';and it ::estima:tes' its 'b'udqet'~~~ 
$65,000. 

, .. / ,. .. ,I''''',,: ..... ".::--

,,' •• L •• , ",., , !) .,,' •. , ... 
I 

":',. ,I,\" 
".",~, .~:'~ 

• 

• 
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6l. The 
',-0' ",',,) :"'~';():"""-/l;:'''''~' '~~,~ 

increases and decreases in rates and: 'charqes!'; ;' ,', '. 
", '. I ,4 f

,.: ,"'" ...... ', :'.'~ ,l. ' ',~ ,': ~.'.',., ",":. ,'.' .. <'!.:.J".~.J .. :. 
thJ.s c1ecJ.s~on are·justJ.fJ.ed., and are just and 

, ", ., (\ :,." " ;.,., .: .... "~", ' .... -:-~, .;~:. \ ;",~,,~;, ~~'.',''''.:'<'.' 

reasonable. 
FiPd:inc{S<Ot'hCt'tOr:SDG&J{',: ,. -.' "' .... " . ",~, .• ~ ::":",'~':':": ~ ,,';" 

., .... :. -" . ,' .... , ... ' " ..... , "' .. '.'.'~·.,r" /' .'''~~''.:.~'-., :'"t~:,:",.<'I..,,~ .;:') v.,_ .. ,"'. " ",'_,. 

'62. "'SDG&E', s gas prlce'" forecast J.S reasonable and should be , 
adopted:. ' .. ,.,,',,;: .:' ,,>.1 • ':,:,' ,;; ': ,~. r:.~·~ ~, , ~, 

• p. ' '" "" '," ...... ', " '0 ,~, "" •• ".,. • ~l •• , L ,0, ......... , ,,", ... "",\~.' "\'_ ,.,.": .... , .. ".,.,, •• 

63. The throughput forecasts' for' SOG&E' ag're'eo. upon by" ORA - anc1 
SDG&E should be "adopted;.:''':" "," ,,",., . ,.", ",:: :::' ;"/' " 

64. "SOO&E should 'reeeiv'~ a carrYing. cost 6f':~t6~~g~:;i~~e~to~ 
" ." .~ .,., '. " ,,,' " "...,_ ." I ,Co,.' ., 

credit of $5-ll,OOO against its cost allocation froro."s6cal'~'·)~'" " .. 
65~" The 'DRA propo;al' to cl~se the ab:~~lu't.e' t:i'~r' d'ifferential 

between Tier 1 and Tier 2 rates by lO% is reasonable and;s~o~id be 
, ",.. ::". ' .' .. ,. : ~ ,:: (. ,'" . " 

adopted. ,. ,"" .... ,. '. 
I I I "j. \,..., ••. , r,,', 

66. The average combl.ned qas and electrl.c bJ.ll for the 
,. ..."- ~ ~ • '" , ,,', ,', ~ "V , . ' • , -', !'-,: ", ' " ,." • .~. 

RoadrUnners"at st)G&E's proposed"LNG"rate is $79.30,per"montli. The 
average all-electric custolner bill 'ii-l Borreg,o:' Springs' is ;'$8'3, ~Z9~" ,.': A 
rate increase for the Roadrunners is" j'ustified ... 

67. A LIRA participation rate of'40% on the·SOG&E .Sy~'~'~n{ 
should be adopted. for both' BCAP years; ",', .' , 

'.,> . 

6S. S~&E'S proposed core commer.cial.~nd noncore retail rates 
should' be adopted. . ' ., .. ':,," ',. 

69. 'Winter adders :for seasonally di:f:ferentidted 'no~c6re 
" " • • • '. • .'. , ," • • • "1' ,.'. • ' "', ...... \ '~','",", ~ ,) 

volumetric rates should' be'calculated'according to the methodology 
aqreedupon by ORA 'and: SOG&E;; ,' .... : ' ,:. ,:' ,..', "",", .. ,,'" 

-.'" .' 

70. SDG&E's UEG rate desig'Il proposal should be a.do.pteC!;' 
'7i~ " SDG&E-'s core rate' cap' should'be ~ciOPt~d::~.. ,,', C"'''' " 

72. SOG&E should be authorized to establish a "noncore 'CCSI ' .. 
balancing account. 

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

73. SDG&E's prOpOsed allocation of' storage: b~nkirig':C;re:al.t; '" 
should be adopted. '." , .~, ", '.: -. ' " .-

74'. The increases ari.cl::'decreases~:fn'rates·· and "eharg~s:'" ". 
authorized by this decision ' are j'usti!ied~ 'and:ar~ ;j:~~t ·~~tid i.'. ~' :" " 
reasonable. 
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'., '. ", 1....' ,., •• ~, ., 

Conclusions of Law .: '" " , 
": ,'. '. ,'.\ .:~ -::: '''t ...; ;~(: ." • , • ,',", ' .... ". -.. , ., ... , ....... \~, 

1.' Recovery of Pitas Point franchise ,fees, :and, uncolle,c:tible 
expenses', 'r~~ove;Y of Und.ercoiiecti~~~ iriint~rut·:i.'iitY "~'-,~'~'.' ~-, 

". I , ,~p ." (' ,.",1, .' 

transportation costs, and recovery of the" shor:t,fall, in .brokerage ',' 
fees, all of which accrued between ,August' 1,1991 \a~d. ' the'" ~':fecti ve 

.. • .'~ '.. , •• '", I, p , • " ,,' \.. I '" ~ .. .." \ , 

date of this' decision, shall' not be authorized 'because to .p,e~~t, , 
recovery would constitute re,troac::ti~e ratemaking." ' ' 

2 ~ .An' entity which purchases '9'~~ for :r:e~a:ie 'is not ,-b:Y.'that, 
• .,1., .": " .•. ,.,' t.," _,_' 

fact alone entitled to a rate lower than other purchasers of 
e~l.valent'~ount,S'Of ~~s~ :',',', ,,' ,,', :_'.""~': .:~,.:;"~.,, ,l 

3. 'The.' ra:te changes adoptc?:, .,~o~: SoCal, are . s~~ forth, ,_~ 

Ap~di~ H. .,' ':, "', ,~,,<.',\: 
, .. . ' ~ . 

4. The rate changes adopted for SDG&E are set :forth. ::~,>: " 

AP~d~~K~h~ adoPt~d"" ~as' de~~nd,.,' d~li~e~ie~, .. 'P~~f~lid:.pJ~~s,. ',' 
costs; and 'supply for~casts for' Socal:' are, set ,f~rth.'i~_·APP~~di~,.o: 

- "6. ':the ~dopted- costs .and. sin9le portfOlio 'price, fore~~sts', 
• , .. • ". ',r ._'. .," r 

for SOcal are set forth in Appendix E. 
, ., .. , .. 

7. The adopted revenue requirement for. socal is., set. forth in 
- .." .' .~. • >' ...... ' • • '. 

Appendix F .. -e •• ,. . .,'~ 
'. } ,~,' " I •• r' ", 

S.' The adopted cost allocation summary for S~~~'~'" is:.: s;e~. ~ 
forth in Appendix G •. 

, ~., ,~.' " \' 
, • ," ,r,' 
'. ' .. ', " .. \ , ,,' . . , 

~. ... ,The core bund.led. " rates and. revenues and the. ,nonCore ... " " 
transport rates and rev~n~es adopted. ior.'soc~i'·are .. s~tf~~·in." 

, ,\" .... ., ... ' .' • '.. . -' 'H· " \ ......... ~.... . 

Appendi~ H. .":)".".. ''''.: ' .. ,: .. ;,;'" 7::;r'::: • ")';-
10 • The gas .demand and supply _forecasts, adopted .... tor SDG&E are 

• '.J1' •• ' ,_ T" , '." ." • '. c ."~, " ., " ... ....... ,... • ,.-- ~ 

!.orth ~in: .. ,,~p~ndi~,I .. ' ... , ;. ',' c ;,,: " ' .. :.~.:: :~:.;: :::.".:'<:~ • ~~; set 

11. The gas costs and revenue requirements. ~d.~p~~~ fo~).SDG&E 
set .,forth. in App.endix J, Tables ... 1a and, 1b;_ '.' ," , " ". "',0":' 

• ._.' ' : ,~ • '. ' , , '" .' A ~ •• ," ', •• ',..... • " I • .. '''. '.' ,. • '- ' , 

are 
12. The core customer cost allocation, the noncore customer, 

..... " 1...,. .. h> • , •• ' 

cost allocation, .and the nonCore transport rates .. and revenues 
, . " ".' ' .". ,.',' -" -,.. .. .... .,. . 

adopted 1:.or .SOG&E are ,. set ,1:orth in Appendix. J,. . 'l'ables.2 and ,3,., ..•. 
• • " ~ '. . .. 'on' ,~ _. -.....,~. ~ .• 
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13'." "rhe corebund.i·ecr~'ra·te$'(:~anci ~revenue's~ and'7ti~nc~r~;':'iate~::and 
• '0 • : •• ,~-,'" ... '~. '~ ........ ~,I., \. ; "'~,"l:" ':', .. "- /' :"'~'\""""''''\': ....... :"""~""", ' ,-, 

revenues adopted for 'SDG&E'are . set' '!'orth . in: Appendix "K~ ... , .. 1" ', .. 

14: ~ 'The ruling of' the adluin:istra'tive law 'j'udge""' 'preventing the 
City of"Vernon from pres:entinqits 'case)'~for :W:holes~i~:ra:~~'~ I~' 

..... .' \ .... ,- .' ,,' 
affir.med'~: ' .. '-. '-.' ," , '" ". - ,,I'. " ... , -',' 

15. There is no appeal from the rulingso! the; .. ·a·dlIti~is·b:ative 
law' judge. The lI'apPe'ai" by 'th~ "City' ofvernon':'sho~id::;be di~missed. 

',~ " .. _" " ~:" .. :~.:'~:W.:'.,1 :::,,- ;~ n,,~,' '.,. ,~ . .::::...l':' ~'f~.;,'~l.:)J". 

.. 
' ... 

',' . ......,. ~, , " 

• ~ ~ • . ....1'-

,I , .. \,~,:~.: .. :::;".:,' .. :,' i ,-,< 

'" . " 

, "' " • _ < '" " "' •• _j, _ T' .r ... " ~I._" •. ,_""~, " .... '" 

1. Southern California Gas' Company (,Socalr sh'al'l fil"e-;' on' or 
after"theeffec1:ive date 'of this 'order, ~andat"ieast"3;' dais prior 

,',..' . ,... . • .... , -, ; . .'" '," , . ,,~ ,... . .'_,"'" I' ,.(~ '. "t. ,."-' ~ ' .. ,- . 

to the~Teffect~vedate, revlsed·tarltfschedules Whlch'lmplement 
the adopted changes shown in Appendix H. .no .... :;~:'."., 

_ . ' . ' " ' ,~ t' 

Z. So<:al shall tile,' lZmonths'after the"effective- date of 
the tariffs' fl:led pursuant to' Ordering Paragraph i:,new tarifi~ 
containing: rate changes necessal:y tOimp:texnent the "; '. 
balan"cingjtracking accounts alnortization':for the'second" BCAP' year. 
In its filing~ Socal"shall itexnize the b:alancin9'/trackiri9::'a.ccou~t 
amortization. Rates for the; secondBCAP year shall be p ba'sed'upon 
the saIne average annual throughput 'data' employed in'e'st:abl'ishing 
the rates' adopted in this decision for'the first'BCAP" ye'ar'~':' ' ... 

:3. San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E'):' shall'" rile~ on 
, , ', " ., .1· , "'"'C' -, I' " 

or after the effective date of this order, and at least 3'd.ays 
prior to their effectived.ate;' revised.·~taiift~ schedule's' wli!Ch ,::: 
il'nplement·th.e adopted' rate changes shown'in Appendix: K~' '",;:, ",', 'fe 

., 4:.- ~:SDG&E shall file, not:l'aterthan'zweeks'after Socal"-'~' 
fiXes new tariffs pursuant: to ordering 'Paragraph' 2";:': n'e~ t'arifts .' 
containing rate changes' riecessa1:)'" to' implexnent'the~::-: I;"", , 

balaneing /tracking accounts' 'axnort:i.zat±on 'for the second BcAP year. 
In its filing , SDG&E,'shallitemize the balanc1ng'/tracking' account 
amorti:.zation~·: Rates tor the second BCAP year shall be'::'t)ased'-upon 



the same,_ayerage annual. thx:oughpu:t._d.ata eemployed. .. in ,.,es.ta.bl·ishing 
•. , .... '~ .. ,,' -"" ~.' .. " ,~ .... , '., •• ' ....... , .• '~,h..-.,~.-.J" ,,...., .• ,,, .......... ' ...... . 

the rates adopted in this.,dec:ision, tor. the . first ·BCAP: .year, ... e.""" 
.' .,1,' ".' . ,._.,,,-' ~ .. '" )'~".\""·.I" ,,_. '",,""_ , ... " •• , ... ",J ... ,~)\'., 

5. The revised. tariff .. sc:hedules shall become ,ef.fec:tive on or 
.. .' ~, • ,., • ,. ~. ". ,.. J ' \ • , , ,. -... ",' ",' ... .. ",'," 

after January l, 1992, and shallc:omply with, General Order ,96-A" 
_ ",' • ,'. '" ,', .',..".) .' ..". ,.' • ,I , "", • ", "_........' '0 , ••••• 

The revised tariffs shall apply to servic:e rendered on o.:Z::,.af~er, 

their, effective date···~r: ",. . ....: .0,:."': • '.~ N 

6. Socal shall. not.:z::ec:over Pitas. po,int,.franchise ,fees. and, 
~colle'Ctible (FF&'O') expe~es' adcrU;db~t~~~n AUgust' l,' '19'9"i and 

the effective date of this,dec:ision.. 
7. Socal shall not recover'Undercollections in interutility 

transportation costs accrued between Aug:ust,l r ,199·1 and the 
".'."0" ",.'.' •• -, ., 

effective date of this decision. -- ',,' ,',:., \.::' 
. . ," . ' 

8. "SoCal shall not rec:over.the shortfall in. brokerage fees 
.... < , I. , '>" .• '. .. .• " If ,.<." .... "'- ,' .• -_., •. ., .. 

accrued between August' ,l, 19,9.l .and the. effective. date. -of ,.this. "., 
o. . ' ~ ~ I " ,", .'". '~"" I~ .... ,' ,J • ,,'... '._ ' ...... ,' ~'~~ .. , .,J '-./.,: 

decision. . " . ,I .. -;:~~/', -, .. .~·-'~-I'·', - ,'_'''1 .,)·~·,t,:f·:.1~~~,;:, \ . -:~ .. ~ 

9., commenc:ing: with the, ,effeetive date ot,thi~decis:ion, 
, \, \-_ ,.... • , ,I .\. :. • ' '" '. ' .. "- -' .. '.~ 

• 

socal may ,establish . and. maintain.a.. balancing.aeeount for, ,the. .',:' 
,purpose of' rec:o.verin9, it~: c,urr~ntl~ :author~z~~ ',,~u~i bii~~:~~9'e;i,:fee • 
revenue.. requirement, of $4.23 million. SoCa~,shall,not record in, 

, ., ," " ..' , ~ .. 

this account. any shortfall revenues,.!or whichreeove~: has :been. . . .~ , , ,'. ...~"". ., '" , , . - . ~ .. 

denied pursuant to Ordering. Paragraph." S. The. outstanding: ,balance 
, • .. .~, . ," ., . .• . '" N" ' 

in this account shall be allocated equitably among.the.,nonc:ore"in 
, ,~, " • . ,.' • I I -. ~ " • '., ' • , .,' , ~ • • •• • ,. 

SoCal's next BCAP, in, accordance with the methodology.to,:be-deeided 
'. "" ' • "'", ,," '''' 0.,. ao< ••• • , 

in that pr~eeding..' " 
,10., .s0Cal shall, ,in the secon~: B~: year.,,\,r~~over;; ('<:),r;,crelii t 

to ratepayers). the difference. between actual, and· .estimated,... Seasonal 
T, '... , ...' \'" .... '., ,,_ c' ~ ,~ .... _.J .... _ '" __ ,. " -

Rate Shortfall Account. revenue tor, .the months. of., October, ana, ' ,'" . " .. ..' '\ . . " ...... . - . ,~ '",. , .,' ,., . . '. ...',...' .. . '", -' ,. . ., 

November 1991 and alloeate the revenue on' an, equal· cents-per-therm 
, ....' ' oJ, • • " .' , '... 'c" _,.... . " ... ~"... .1 •• ',. ,'0-" '",' ... ~. " 

basis to. the retail nonc:ore •... ,Upon" aJ..loeation of ·these., "trued-up" 
\.. ' ' • ..' ... " •• J '.' ,> ,., '" .. I . ..'.", .. 

revenues, the Seasonal Rate Shortfall Account shall be ,abolished. 
.• ~. I .... , " 

11. 'the Division:: of.Ratep~y..e.r, Advoc:ates'reques.t::in..its,· 
June 24, 1991 letter to the commiss.ion Ad.visoryand. compliance . "." ~ .' . .., '. " -~. ..,.... , .' 

Division that a tracking ac:c:ount~e established.:to· reepx:d,:~~ .. 
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"",',. ""j", ""'\~:./ •. ,''''''.; ',>,.,"::,,~' ·./!:~1:;1 ":::'I:="""~~~~ .,0.'. 

cliffcrenee 'k)f~tween .x:evenues a,ssoc,iatecl w.ith "t,orecastcd,priority, .,2A 
~':"""'" ,: "H"""~I, ". ,,',';, ,,,,,,,,,',,p ""'.~ ,- .... ,'" ,""'" ,,,~, .. 

volumes for which requests for reclassifi,cation "to, .. noncore,,;st,atus,., 
, •• "',, "'" ",' ,.,,' -< .. ', _' \ ,,. ..... ,' ..... .A. _,. ',,' 

were filed prior to the August 1, 1991. deadline specified. in 
, ,,',1. ,'., .. , , ,I, d' '" " .. ," ,' .... < .... 

Resolution G-2'948, and, the "revenues ,associated with, , the., actual 
volU:m~~ so reclassif'ied, ' i~' d~~i~d·.'" \',. '.,,'. ",'" ... ' 

12. Subject to the proviso in ordering Paragraph 14, SoCal 
shall book all revenues: associated wi~ Priority 2A volumes for 
which reqUe'~tsfor reclassification to noncore status did not meet 
the August.'1,<,·'1991 ,deadline specified. in Resolution G-2948, and. 
which the"commission approves tor such transfer, t?' the Core Fixed 
Cost Account (CFCA). 

... ,-, '-,,, .. ,, ,. "', '\. .. ,. • ''! 

13. Toward. Utility Rate Normal':tzat:i:on"s ('!'URN) ;proposa1.J..·for~ 

subaccount tracking wi thin the CFCA, of the"dit!erence-\,:l:>etwe'en', the 
actual revenues paid by ,Priority 2A customerstransferr:Lng to 
noncore status after the August 1, 1991 deadline specified in 
Resolution G-2948, and the revenues which would have been received 
had these customers continued to be billed at core rates, is 
approved. Subject to the p~oviso in Ordering Paragraph,14, SoCal 
shall establish the sUbaccount"as requested by '!'URN. SoCal's next 
BCAP will address the question whether and in what manner the 

, ! , ' 

outstanding-balance .in this subaccount will be allocated to 
customers. 

l4. Any.Pri-ority 2A,customers applyinq for transfer to 
noncore' status' a.fter· the, August 1,,' 1991 deadline specitied in 

Reso-tu.ti~~ G~2948" ~hall be billed "at core rates for all service 
rend.ered prior t~'th-e effective date of this decision. 

1$., . The "appealH by the City of Vernon from the ruling o,f the 
administrative' 'iaw<'j udge is dismissed. 
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,':";' ~ :i \ ,,~: .... ".:' 

l6. SoC4l may track the interest accrual on the $1.47 million 
trAnsfer "from' the core :PGA to';nortco're' customers 'mandated":'rn:-;' .:. ,:. 
D .. '9'l~'09~6:i6:,'Orderinq~paraqraph~2~- '.:<) , , ::" ;':,' "·C· .':' ',:;; 

,.'.:' 

'This ord.er i~ ef'fective tocray;' .' - , . " , 
DAted December 20," 1991,' ':at:'S~n~'FranC:i:sco'>'Caiif~friia'~': 

, .,,1,. '. 

~ \ '~" .~, 

-' -,.' 

! • • '" ! . ~_ ::r','.'" (.)~':_ ~",' \t;, :,,~ . \. .. ' .i 

,- ' 
.... ~ .J. 

",: ~)~ PA'l'RICIA''''M;; ECKER'l"'·:';:~ ~ :,:,"',: 
,,', ," . ~ ;, . ',' .- .. ,' .. President ,'~' ~'.. ,-,',. 

", ".-:,' ,.' ; • : .- ' •.. ,j " ,'. "JOHN "S ~.' OHANI:AN' - ,;-,,,1 .-" -' .. - •. ' ,-

,.,. - " ,)" ,; ,:: :~,,>; "DANlEL-.::.Wm;:r..'FESSLER:;?:':':'; ';'~.:;' 

,.,,:'_"~_::' ,:.::., ":,,,~:;, ;,:::~;'/~;~:, ::, _co~~.~;L,,,.~~r~.:,,:,;; ,~,:;;,:<':: 

I. ,~:il,~::~~.l:; ,:~ ,,"?=itt,en, cli.,~s_en1::.:: ' .. "'~ r.:;' ','. ,,: ::: ~:::-:: :"'''''::'1'2 

, .... / .. / 'NOft~"'~'P\.- .~ .. 'f'IAiIII(JIIro..'""I' ,.,~ ... ,.',r.'l" ".,..- ~~'~,',,:,:',~,' " ...... ' :,: .• i::a_:;'-:'"~·I·.,~::::· .j·::~:~O:-}:~;'~I:-:'':''~.~' .. " .... &\6'~""~'.w .'~. ~101"'·,I,n.ft.,l. . ~ ~ ,,' , .. ' •..• ' . ". .' '"'' , -

:;;.:" , .. ,C"o~~~.l.on~r:::):':r.:."',,,,,::, /\:: ,.,J'" "-:-:'; ,;;~:,,~;~ ;:'-)~::1:Y.')-:::: Lv.'::::::'-

~', . , 
, :: ~.I , ... 1 • ~ 
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APPENDIX A 

List or hppearances 

Applicants: E. R. Island, pavid~t F21lett, and ~homas R. Brill, 
Attorneys at Law, for Southern california Gas Company; and 
Keith W. Melville, Attorney at Law, and Beth At Bowman, for San 
Dieqo Gas & Electric Company 

Interested Parties: ~ArbaG BArkoyich, for Barkovich and Yap; 
Patrick ~t Bittner, Attorney at Law, for Califo~ia Energy 
commission: catherine M. Elder and John W. Jimisgn, Attorney at 
Law, for City of Vernon: Messrs. Jackson, Tufts, Cole & Black, 
by Eyelyn Elsesser, Attorney at LaW, for Messrs. Jackson, ~ufts, 
Cole & 'Black; Michel ?ej:er Flgrio and Joel R. Singer, Attorneys 
at Law, for Toward Utility Rate Normalization; Messrs. Biddle & 

'Hamilton, by Richard HamiltgO, Attorney at Law, for Roadrunner 
Club Association, Inc., wright and Company, and Western Mobile 
Home Association; Steve Harris, for Transwestern Pipeline 
Company; Messrs. Morrison & Foerster, by Lynn Haug and ~ertY 
U12gm, Attorneys at Law, for Inland Container; D~vjd T. Helsb~, 
for R. W. Beck & Associates; Michael HgpkiD~, for City of 
Glendale; Adrian Jt HUds9D, for California Gas Producers 
Association; Bruno Jeider, for City of Burbank; Messrs. Morrison 
& Foerster, by Jgseph Karp, Attorney at Law, and MRW & 
Associates, Inc., by Dr. Robert ,B. Weisenmiller, for California 
cogeneration council; Keith R. Mccrea and Michael T. Mishkin, 
Attorneys at Law, for california Industrial Group, California 
Manufacturers Association~ and California League of Food 
Processors; RgnAld G. Oechsler, for Recon Research corporation; 
MeliSSA Metzler, for Bakarat & Chamberlin; Leamon W. MUrphy, for 
Imperial Irrigation District; Messrs. Jones, Day, Reavis & 
Pogue, by Ngrman A. ~~dersen, Attorney at Law, for Southern 
California Utility Power Pool; Robert L. ~~tinato, for Los 
Anqeles Department of Water & Power; Flgrence Pinigis, Attorney 
at Law, for Southern California Edison Company; patrick J. 
pgwer, Attorney at Law, for City of Long Beach: Andrew Safit, 
for canadian Petroleum Association;- Andrew Skaff, Attorney at 
Law, :for Kenetech Corporation and Broadstreet Oil & Gas; Messrs. 
Armour, Goodin, schlotz & McBride, by James Sgyeti, Attorney at 
LaW, for EOR Producers/cogenerators; Alex Szabo" for City of 
Pasadena; Kevin wood~t:, for Henwood Energy services, Inc.;­
Randolph L, Wu, Attorney at Law, and Phyllis Hu~kabee, for El 
Paso Natural Gas Company; Matk R. Huffman, Attorney at Law, for 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company; and Graham & James,. by Melissa 
WAksman, Attorney at Law, for Kern River Transmission Company. • 

Division of Ratepayer Advocates: Hallie Yacknin, Patrick L. 
Gileau, Attorneys at Law, Fay Fua, and Robert Mark Pocta. 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 
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APPENDIX S 

SOUTHERN CA~IFORNIA CAS COMPANV 
Summary 01 Revenue CManges 

effective January 1, 199Z 

Pag«t 1 

......................................................................... _ ••.....•..•••••............• 
Revenue at 

Present Rate. 
(SOOO) 

Revenl.le at 
Adopted Rate. 

(SOOO) 

Increase 
(Oecrease) 

(SOOO) 

Percent 
CMal'lge 

...................................................................................................... 

CORE V ......................... 
Resf~tial 1.813.849 1,664,765 (149,083) -8.22X 
COII'I'IIercfal 654,444 597,879 (56,565) -8.64% 
'l'rlll'lSpol"t only 24,607 29,796 5,158 21.08% ....... ----- ..... ~---- .. - .. ~.- .. --.-... ............. 
Core Total 2,492,900 2,29Z,440 (200,460) -8.04:\: 

NONCORE 11 .... - ... _ .. _--' ...... 
Industrial 96,414 133,504 37,089 38.47% 
UEC 113,508 159,672 46,.164 40.67% 
Cogeneration 39,131 53,981 14,850 37.95% 
Cogen ~TICI 990 862 (128) -1Z.92% ..... __ ..... " ---........ - ....... ,,-_ .. .. .......... 
Subtotal 250,043 348,019 97,.976 39.18% 

IJHO~ESALE 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Long BeaCM ZO,234 19,355 (878) -4.34:\: 
SlIl'I,Diego 83,439 79,1181 (3,558) -4~26:\: ..•••••..... ........... . •........ ". . .......... 
IJMoleaale Total '03,673 99,236 (4,437) -4.28X ... ------.~ .. . ---_ ..... . ............. . ......... 
Noneol'e Total 353,7'6 447,255 93,539 26.44% 

•••••••••••• •••••••••• • ••••••••••• • ••••••••• 
S'(5tet'l\ Total Z,846,61'7 Z.?'39.695 (106,9Z1) -3.76X 

V Core bur'ldled r~'and noncor. tran,portation revenue 

NOTE: Due to adopted 12-montM baLancing accOI.II'It amol"tixlltion, 
revenue changes appty only to the 1trlt SCAP pertod. 

END APPEND lX B 



• 

• 

• 

APPENDIX C 

SAN OtEGO GAS & E~~CTRIC COMPANY 
SUMMARY OF Rev~NUE CHANCES 

Effective JaMuary " 1992 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

ADOPTED: PRESENT ADOPTED : REVENUE 
CUSTOMER CROUP SA~ES : REVENUE AVC RATE : REVENUE AVC RATE: CHANCE 

RATE PERCENT 
CHANCE CHANCE 

•••............••••....•........••••.. ~ ... -.... --.........••••.....•••••••.....•••....... _ ....•...... 
mtherma /lIS C/therm /!IS C/therm mS C/therm % 

CORE 
Residential ~O.~ 183.989 55.680 193.309 58.500 9,320 2.820 5.1% 
Connerc:ial 112,932 64,678 57.272 . 67,622 59.879 2,944 2.607 4.6X ---_ ....... : . ..... -~--........•• : •.............••••. : ....•.......•••••••••..... 
TOTA~ COR~ 443,374 24a,668 56.085 260,931 58.851 12,264 2.,766 4.9X 

NOH-CORE 
Il'Idust,.ial 67,608 2'1,302 31.509 21,591 31.936 289 0.427 1.4% 
Cogeneratfon '60,450 42.396 26.423 42,861 26.7" 465 0.290 '.1% 
UEe 427. "6 : 137,905 32.288 140,506 32.897 : 2,601 0.609 1.9X 

--....... -: .. _----_ ....... _-.... :' --.-........ ~.~.-.. : ----•••........••••••..... 
TOTAL HON-CORE 655,174 201,603 30."1 204,959 31.281 : 3,.355 0.512 1.7% 

RATE RMHUES 1,098,547 : 450,271 40.958 : 465,890 42.410 15,619 1.422 3.5X . .................................................................................................... 
"'lSI:. RfV(HUES 3,152 3,152 0 O.OX 

.. 
TOTAL RMHUES 453,423 469,042 15,619 3.4X 
..................................................................................................... 

R.tes refLect 1992 att,.!tfon aLLowal'lC~ • 
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APP£Horx 0 

TAB I.!! , 

SOUTHERN CALIPORNIA CAS· COMPANY 
SUMMARY OF AOOPTED CAS DEMANO AHD SUPPLY ~ORECASTS 

AI'IrIUlil Average Demand and Supply 10r 
SCA? Forecast Period:' October 1, 199' thru Sept~r 30, 1993 

Page , 

........................................................................................................ 

THROUCHPUT TYPE CAS DEMAND 
(Mdth) 

........................................................................................................ 

R .. t<*'ltfal 
C~r~bl Core 
COmne~fal Honeor. 
Inclultl"'taL Col". 
Induatrtel Honeor. 
Retan U!!C 
COIIIMrcfel Cogeneration 
rnd4olStrf.l Cooet"Wtl"'at!OIt 
fOR CogtMl"att on 
EOR Steamflood 
~nyUI. 
1.00t , Unaccounted 101" CLUAP) 
Storlge Surface LO .... 
~l ... l •• Long leach 
~l ... l •• San Diego 

280,264 
74,855 

.20.629 
30,278 
76.067 

'80,.911 
22,000 
50,000 
97,150 
48,401 
9,561 

12,979 
'39 

29 .. 704 
"',050 -.... ----.... -------.. ~--........ -..... -.-..... --.....•••...•......... 

Ex~h.nge 
InteNtl l f ty Trln.port 

',043,987 

3' ,676 
4,749 

...................................................................... 
TOTA~ CAS OEMAND 1,080,4'2 

TOTAL D£lIVERABlE CAS SUPPLIES 1.076,814 

Average ye.r curtaf lment& 3,599 Mdth 

...................................................................... 
HOT!: curtllLments reflect locIl fzed I!OIt 

df.trl~tlon bottleneck. In flrat B~P y.ar. 
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TAal.~ 2 

• SOUTH~RN CAI.I'ORNtA CAS COMPANY 
ADOPTED DEMANO AHD SUPPI.Y FORECASTS BY CUSTOHER C~SS 

Annual Average Demand Ind SUWly for 
SCAP 'orKut Period: Octobor " 1991 thl'1.l SepteniX'r 30,. 1993 

........................................................................................................ 

CWS/SCHEDUI.E PRIORITY SERVICE DEMAND OURTAI~MEHT SUPPt.Y 
I.EVtL. 'ORECAST FORECAST FORECAST 

CMdth) (Mdth) (Mdth) 

........................................................................................................ 

RESIOEHTLAL. CR.es.GM ".1 2~.470 278,1.70 
RESIDENTIAL. ,T-'D P-1 1.794 1,794 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL. 280.264 0 280.264 

COMMERCIAl. 'N-10C P-1 1 66,449 66,449 
COMMERCIAL 'N-2OC P-2A 1 3.990 3,.990 
COMMERCIAl. 'T-10 P-2A 1 4.249 4,249 
COMMeRCIAl. 'N-20T P-2A , 168 168 
COMMERCIAL. eN-30 P-28 2 1.2t' 1,21' 
COMMERCIAl. ,r-:SO P-28 2 84 84 
COMMERCIAl. 'N-30E P-28 2 443 443 
COMMERCIAl. CH-30T P-28 3 534 534 
COMM!!RC!AL. GN-30T P-2I 2 549 549 
COMMERCIAL. QI-10C P-3A , 23& 238 
CClMMERCIAL. 'N-20C P-3A , 127 '27 
COMMERCIAl. CT-20 P-3A 1 140 140 
COMMERCIAl. 1OT-30 P-3A 2 1,071 , ,071' 
COMMERCIAl. GN-30E P-3A 2 470 470 
COMMERCIAL eN-50E P-3A 2 1,394 1,394 

• COMMERCIAl. lOT-SO P-3A 2 5,608 5,608 
COMMERCIAl. eN-30T P-3A 3 1.043 1,043· 
COMMERCIA' ION-SOT p-3A :5 9.219 9~219 
COMMERCIAl. eN-50T P-3A 5 237 237 
COMMERCIAL CN-SOTCL.) P-3A 2 2,454 2,1.54 
COfi4MERCIAL CN-50TCI.) P-3A 3 0 0 
COMMERCIAL. GN-30E P-38 2 2;.310 2,310 
COMMERCIAl. C:T-30 P-38 2 7,231 7.231 
CQIoIMERCIAI. eN-30T Pe3B 3 2,084 2,084 
COMMERCIAl. eN-30E P~4 2 1,487 1,487 
CQIoIMERCIAI. GT-30 P-4 2 4,588 4,588 
COMMERCIAL eN-3QT P-4 3 108 '08 

---.-----.-.. -----.....•.••••.•...••....••..... ~ .. -. 
TOTAl. COMMERCIAl. 117.485 0 , 17,485 

SPCI. OUST eN-ZON P-2A 1 72 72 
I NDUSTltIAI. 'N-10e P-1 1 20,270 20,270 
INDUSTRIAl. GT-10 P-1 1 616 616-
INDUSTRIAl. eN-ZOaf P-2A 1 8,.782 a,,782' 
INDUSTRIAL eN-zoe P-28 , 39 39 
INDUSTRIAl. eN-20T P-2A , 499 499 
INDUSTRIAl. eN-30 P-28 2 4.268 4,268 
INDUSTRIAL. CT-30 P-28 2 998 998 
INDUSTRIAL. ION-ZOE P-28 1 0 0 
INDUSTRIAL. eN-ZOT 1>-28 1 0 0 
INDUSTRIAl. eN-30E P-2B 2 3,.131 3,131 
INOUSTRIAI. 'T-30 P-28 2 5,583 5,583 
IHDUSTRIAI. eN-30T P-28 3 7.083 7,083 
INDUSTRIAl. GT-30 P-28 4 52 52' 
I NOUSTRtAI. 'T-30 P-28 5 0 0 
INDUSTRIAl. CN-10e P-3A 1 43 43-
INOUSTRIAI. eN-ZON P-3A 1 0 0 
INDUSTRIAl. GT-20 P-3A , 0 0, 
INDUSTRIAl. GW-30E P-3A 2 40 40 
INDUSTRIAL. (;T-30 P-3A Z 1,843 1,843 

• 
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TABL! Z (Cont) 

• SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA CAS COMPANY 
. ADOPTEe eEMANO A)je SUPPI.Y FORECASTS BY CUSTOHI!R Cl.ASS 

Annual Average Demand and SuppLy for 
lCAP 'orecaat Period: Octobel" 1, 1991 thl"u Sep1:enOer 30, 1993 

........... ~ ..................... -.....•......•...•.•........•.••••......•....•..........•.....•....•... 
CI.ASS/SCHEeULE PRIORITY SERVICE DEMAND ~RTAIL.MENT SUPPL.Y 

L.EVEL FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST 
(l4d1:tI) (Md1:'" (Mdth) 

.................................................. _ ...........................•......................... 

INOUSTRIAI. CN-50E P-3A Z 141 141 
UoIOUSTRIAI. CT-50 p.3A 2 9.236 9~236 
INDUSTRIAL (iN-30T P-3A 3 3,362 3,.362 
INDUSTRIAL (iN-SOT P-3A 3 35,154 35,154 
INDUSTRIAL CN-50T P-3A 5 181 181 
INDUSTRIAL (iN-50TCL.) P-3A 2 0 0 
I NOUS'I'R!AI. el/-50TCI.) P-3A 3 0 0 
EOR COCEN cr-40 P-3A Z 969 ge9 
EOR COCEN CiT-40 P-3A 3 926 926 
EOR COCEN CT-40 P-3A 5 132 132 
EOR COCEN CiL..,.-40 P-3A Z 785 765 
fOR COCEN CI.T-40 P03A :5 94,317. 94,317 
I NOUSTRIAI. CiN-3DE P-38 2 3,972 3,.9i"Z 
INDUSTRIAL CiT-3D P-38 2 17,526 17,526 
INDUSTRIAl. (iN-30T P-38 3 19,906 19,906 
INDUSTRIAL. CiT-3D P-38 4 0 0 
INDUSTRIAl. CT-30 P-38 5 0 0 
INDUSTRIAL (iN-30E P-4 2 59 59 
INDUSTRIAL (iN-lOT P-4 :5 4,429 4,429 
INDUSTRIAL CiT-3D P-4 2 3,444 3,444 

• INDUSTRIAL CiT-30 P-4 4 0 0 
INDUSTRIAL. CT-30 P-4 5 0 0 
EOR STEAM CT-40 P-5 2 813 813 
EOR STEAM CT-40 .p-5 3 432 432 
fOR STEAM CiT-40 peS 4 410 '10 
EOR STEAM Ci'l'-40 P-5 5 11,601 (2,027> 9,575 
EOR STEM Ci~T-40 P-5 3 22,317 (5) 22,312 
EOR STEAM CiLT-'O peS 4 12.322 (3) 12,320 
EOR STEAM CI.T-40 P-5 5 506 ,,04) 405 
SPCI. ~ST Ci'l'-30 P-3B 3 4,237 4,237 
SPCI. CUST CT-30 P·4 3 1,379 1~379 -..•....... ---.-.......... ~--.-•.......... ---.. -.... 
TOTAL INDUSTRIAL 301.896 (2,137) 299,759 

UEct SALES CN-60C P-2B 2 2,291 2,291 
UEe TAANS CiN-60T P·28 2 0 0 
UECi CN-6QT P-3 2 33,048 33,048 
UEct CN-6QT P-3C 2 9,628 9,626 
UEct S-T£ltM CN-60T P-5 Z 88,363 88,363 
UEct S-TEIt)4 CiN-60T peS 5 47.582 47.5~ ... ---........... ----........... -.-.-........••• ~ ... 
TO'l'AL. UEct 180.911 0 180,.91' 

EXCHANCiE W/OTHER UTIL P01 , 4,725 4,ns 
ONSHORE CAL. EXCH. P-, , 0 0 
OFFSHORE P.POINT EXCH P01 1 0 0 
ON SHORE CAL.. EXCH_ P-2A 1 1,759 '.759 
OFFSHORE P.POINT EXCH P-ZA , 0 0 
ONSHORE CAL_ EXCH. P02B 3 1,590 1,S90 
OFFSHOJtE P.POINT EXCH P-2B 3 0 0 
ONSHORE CAL. EXCII_ PO:5,a. eor 3 3,677 3.87'7 
OFFSHORE P.I>OINT £XCH P-lA01:h.,. 3 9,053 9,053 
ONSHORE CAL. EXCH_ po38 3 S,626 5.626 
O~~SHORE CAl.. £XCH. P-3B 3 0 0 
OF~SHORE P.POINT £XCH P-le :5 0 0 

• 
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TAnE 2 (Cent) 

SOUT~ERN CA~I'ORN[A CAS COMPANY 
ADOPTED DEMAND AND SUPPLY FORECASTS BY CUSTOMER CLASS 

AMual Average Oel1lllnd and SuppLy 10r 
BCAP ForeclSt Pe,.iOd: Octobe,. 1, 1991 thru Sept~1" 30, 1993 

........................................................................................................ 

CLASS/SCHEOULE PRIORITY SERvtCE 
~EVEL 

DEMAND 
FORECAST 
(Mdth) 

CURTAILMENT 
FORECAST 
(Mdth) 

SUPPLY 
FORECAST 
(Mdth) 

........................................................................................................ 

ONSHORE CAL. EXCH. P .. 4 3 1,880 1,880 
OFFSHORE I>.POtNT EXCH P"4 3 0 0 
ONSHORE CAL_ EXCH. p·s :5 3,.169 3 .. 169 
OFFSHORE P.l>OtNT EXCH P-s 3 0 0 ....... --.......... ~.--.......... ~~-................ 
TOTA~ EXCHANct 31,676 0 31,676 

FUEL USE • INJECTION P-1 2,141 2,141 
FUEL USE • MAINLINE P-1 6,856 6,856 
MISC_ COMPAN'foo USE P"1 539 539 
MISC. COMPANY USE P-2A 2S 25 ----.......... -_ ...... -....................•••••... -
TOTAL COMPANY USE 9,561 0 9,561 

STORACE SURFACE LOSSES P-1 139 139 
UNACCOONTEO FOit 1>-1 12,979 12,97'9 

..••....•...•....... ~ •.•.....•..........•••......••. 
TOTA~ RETAIL 934,910 (2,137) 932,773 

LBEACH SALES SoT TRW po' , 13,347 13,347 
LBEACH CO USE S-T TRN P-1 , 0 0 
LBEACH UNACCT S-T TRN 1>-1 1 0 0 

I.ESS O'oIN SUPPLY p., 1 (4,770) (4,.770) 
~BEACH SA~ES S-T TRN P-" 1 643 648 
LBEACH S-T TRANS P-2B 2 328 328 
LBEACH UE' S-T TRANS p.,3 5 3,.102 3,.102 
LBEACH S·T TRANS p .. 3A 5 0 0 
LBEACH RE' S-T TRANS 1>-3B 2 2,419 2,.419 
LBEACH SoT TRANS P"4 2 . 968 968 
LBEACH UE' S-T TRANS P-S 5 13,662' 13,662' •••..•.••• -~ •. -••••.••.•• ~~--...•••. -.-••• ------* ••• 
TOTAL 1.0N~ BEACH 29,704 0 29,704 

SDG&E UE' FORECAST 1>-5 2 0 0 
$Oc&E RESIOENTIAL ,1>-1 1 33,044 33,044 
$OC&E CO USE S·T TRN 1>-1 1 187 187 
Sl)c&E UNACCT S .. T TRN 1>-1 1 694 694 
SOc&E COMMERCIAL 1>10 1 11,545 11,545. 
SOC&E tGM S-T TJUj P·2A , 254 254 
SOIO&E INDUSTRIAL 1>-2S&3U4 2 5,657 5,657 
SCG&f COCiENERATtON P-3A 2 17,400 17,.400 
$OG&E UfG 1>-3 2 7,809 7,809 
SO"E STEA14 1>-4 2 0 0 
$Oc&E UE' P-5 5 4,093 4,093 
SOC&E UE~ p.,lM 2 30,368 30,368 ....... -..... --.... -........ -.. -...... ~ .... ---.... -. 
TOTAL SOc&E ", ,050 0 111,050 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TOTAL WHO~ESAI.£ 140,753 0 140,753 

INTERUTtLm P-3A,P-S 5 4,749 (1,462) 3,288 

........................................................................................................ 
GRANO TOTAL 1,080,412 (3,.599) 1,.076,tl14 
........................................................................................................ 
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TA81.E :5 

SOUTH!RN CA~t~ORNtA CAS COMPANV 
SUMMARV O~ AOOPTEO O!MANO ANO SUPP~Y ~OR!CAST BV PRIORITV ANO SERVICE ~~vE~ 

Annual Av~,.age Oemand and Supply fo,. 
BCAP !forecast Pe,.iod~ OCtobe,. 1, 1991 th,.u Septembe,. 30, 1993 

........................................................................................................ 
PRIORITY OEMANO 

FORECAS'T' 
<Mdth) 

CURTAILMENT 
FORECAST 
(Mdttl) 

SUPPLY 
FORECAST 
(Mdth) . ........................................................................................................ 

P-1 447.928 .0 447,928 
P-2.\ 21.541 0 21,541 
P-2B 29,484 0 29,484 
P-3 43.959 0 43,959 
P-3M 30.368 0 30,368 
P-3A 202,.9a3 (775) 202,.209 
P-3B 69,668 0 69,668 
P-3C 9,628 0 9,.628 
P-4 18,341 0 18,.341 
P-5 206,514 (2,824) 203.690 ........................................................................................................ 

C/tANO TOTAL 1.080,412 1,.076,814 ...................................................................................... ~ ..........•.••••• 

........................................................................................................ 

SEIMC! 
LML 

DEMAND 
'ORECAST 

<Mdttl) 

CURTAI~MENT 
~ORECAST 
(Mdth) 

SUPP~Y 
FORECAST 
(Mdttl) 

. ...................................................................................................... . , 
2 
3 
4 
5 

470,055 
280.003 
23',7'2S 
12,184 
85.845 

o 
o 

(S) 
(3) 

(3,592) 

470,.055 
280,003 
231.720 
12.781 
82,254 ........................................................................................................ 

CRANO TOTA~ 1.080,412 (3,599) ........................................................................................................ 
ENO APPENOIX D 
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TAB~E 1 

SOUTHERN CA~t'ORN!A CAS COMPANV 
ADOPTED COSTS 

~L Averlg_ Co~ts 10r 
BCAP 'orecast Period: October " 1991 thru Septeni:>er 30, 1993 

Page 1 

........................................................................................................ 

VO~UME 
(Mdth) 

PRICE 
(S/dth) 

COST 
(MS) 

........................................................................................................ 

SIN'LE PORTFOLIO SUPPLIES 11 

.ELIc HilLs 
Call10mla (NC9C) 
OtMr CaLf10mia PurchoHS 
Of r.et Purchases - S'oI USA 
PITCO - Pa~ ALberta 
POPCO - Hondo 
'~ral O1'hhore 
Spot Morke't. 

Total Sil'lOle Port1oL 10 pyrch.an 

MPO TranaltfOft-Cost Adjustment 

AdJuated Slngl_ Pomoll0 pul'ch ... 

AdJuated Single Port1olfo \lACOG 

CORE STORACE 

Storage \llthdl'awal 
Storage I~JectIOft 

Net stOrage 

PIPELINE OEMANO CHARCES 

El Poso 
Transwstem 
PITCO - Pa~ Albe~ 
POPCO • Hondo 

Total Pipeline Oemol'ld Charges 

TRANSITION COSTS 

T.k .. o..-'Pay 
South land/ChOYl'on R~und 
E l Paso Re1'und 
txcesa ComnodI1:'/ PurchaSes 
MPO-Tranaitfon Cost AdJuatment 

Total Trinaition-Coata 

o 
4,205 

33,009 
20S,616 
8Z,Z30 
12,865 
4,476 

69,536 

2.",6 
2.3747 
2.1402 
2.0421 
2.382'5 
3.7091 
1.8693 

o 
8,878 

78,.386 
435:,789 
167,_922 
30,650 
'6,602 

129,981 
• •••••••••••••••• w~~ ______ •• •• __ ·············~ _____ _ 

409,935 

409,935 

84,340 ' 
(/34,620) 

(280) 

2.' '79 

2.065a 

846,864 

174,.233 
"74,8" ) 

(578) 

109,906 
86,708 
85,346' 
40,045, 

30,384 
(53,300) 
(9.'00) 

o 
21,342' 

(10.674) 

" NOftCore Portfol fO wa~ abolished on AUgust 1. 1991 • 
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TAIII.! , (COI'It) 

SOUTHERN CAI.I'ORNTA CAS COMPANY 
ADOPTED COSTS 

Annual Averag~ Coata for 
BCAP 'orecaat Period: October', 1991 thru Septen'bor 30, '993 

Page 2 

........................................................................................................ 
VO~UM! 
(Mdth) 

PRICE 
(S/dtl'l) 

COST 
(MS) 

........................................................................................................ 
BAl,ANCINC ACCOUNTS: 1/ 

Core Purch .. ed Gaa ACCOI.M"It (CPeA) 2! 

Core Non·Gaa AccOIIIta: 
Core Fixed Cost AccOI.M"It (CFCA) 
Coro I~lemet'ltatiOl'l ACCCM.ll'lt (CIA) 
Conservation Coat AdJuatmot'lt (CCA) 
Enhaneed Oil Recovery Account (tORA) 

Noncor~ AccOI.M"Ita: 
Negotiated Revenue StabfLlty AcCount (NRS-') 
Emaneed Of l RecoV.ry Account (EORA) 
Noncore I~lement.tion ACCOl.M"lt (NIA) 
Minimum Purch ... Obligation ("PO) 
Pfr;>olfnt> Oemand ChllrQn CPOC) 
Carrying Cost of Storage 
Talc.-o~P.y 
Ncneor. ,1,x«lColt Account eNFCA) 
Conservation Coat AdJustmot'lt CeCA) 
Pi lot Storage Bank! ng Account CPSBA) 

COMPANY USE AHD UNACCOUNTED FOR 

C~ny Use 
Lost and Unaccounted for (LUA', 

Total Compeny Uao" LUA' 

1/ Balancing acecountl to be amortlXed over tweLv~ mon~l'Il. 

2/ lnelucln credlta of S1.410 miLlion .nd 12.229 miLlfon (plua Interen) 
mandated by D.9'I·09·026, Ordering ParaQraphs 2 and 3. 

2.0658 
2.0658 

151,4'" 
('l.247) 

8,2'3 
3,776 

15',159 

4Tf 
1,047 

(6,.'''' ) 
1,578 

822 
('62) 

4,184 
(1,933) 

496 
(5,629) 

709 

19~15' 
27 .. 101 

46,852 
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APPE~Drx E 

TAB~I! 2 

SOUTHERN CA~IFORNrA ~S COMPA~Y 
ADOPTED SI~G~E PORTFO~:O PRICE 

Calculation 10r 
BCAP Yoar 1: Oc~obe,. 1, 1991 ~h"~ September 30, 1992 

Page :5 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

VO~U~E 
(Mdtn) 

PRICE 
(S/dtn) 

COST 
(MS), 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Adju~ted Single Po/"tfolfo PurCho ... 
Net &torageo 

Single Por"tfollo Demand 

~e&.: Compeny use & ~UA' 

Plu,: Core Purcna&ed Ga& Account CCP~) 

Sul)totoL 

2.1207'% 

409,935 
(280) 

409,655 

9,960 

846,864 
(578) 

846,.286 

20,576 

(48,073) 

m,.637 

16,491 

........................................................................................................ 

SING~E PORT'OLI0 SALES 

SING~E PORTFOLIO PRICE 

399,695 794,.128 

NOTE: o~ to adopted 12'month CPCA amortization. tni& price applies only to the 11rlt BCAP ~rlod., 

END APPENDIX E 
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APpeNOIX F 

SOUTH~RN CA~l'ORNrA CAS COMPANY 
ADOPTEO R~VI!NUE REQUIREMENT 

CaLculat!OtI 10r 
8CA~ Y~ar 1: October 1, 1991 tnru Se~tember 30, 1992 

Pag~ 1 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~ROCUREMENT REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

TRANSPORTATION R(VfNU£ REQUIReMENT 

COIImOI'I Di atributi on 
Demand Related Tr.namiasiOtl 
Demand R~lated Storage 
C~stomer R.l.ted 
50~ Administrative' GeneraL 

~i~line Demand Cnarges 
AcId: FF&u 

Tr.nsition Coata 
AcId: "&U 

women Minority B~sineaa Enter~riaes (lIMBE) 
Demand Si~ Management 
Migration ~osaes 
Cu ~oss Memo Account (C~) 
carrying Cost 01 Storage 
Cor~ aol.ncfng A"~ta 1, 
Noneore Balancing Acc~nts 1, 
AcId: FFW 

CQIIIP8"y Use Ga. 
Lost and Uneec04.l'lted for Caa ·C~UAF) 
Acid: FF&u 

S.aaoNll Rate Shortfall 
~ftla Point FF&u 
Stor~~ Banlci ng Revenue 
Exchang. Revenue 
InteNtflfty Tranaportltion R~ (including H&U) 
SDG&E Long·T.rm Contract Short1all 

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION· REVENUE REQUtREMENT 

Brokerage Foo 
Net ~IRA contribution to reYel'lUe reql,lirement 

409,.541 
124,244 
107,106 
712.988 
153,.786· 

322,004 
6.614 

(10,674) 
(219) 

48 
15,959 

254 
394 

2,.817 
151,159 

709 
3,6:4 

19,751 
27,101 

953, 

7,052· 
572 

o 
(7.493) 
1.980 
2096 

563 
(10,464) 

794,.128 

1,507,664 

328,618 

(10,894) 

174,974 

47,.3Q!. 

4.207 

2,052',373 

__ ........ _____ •••••••• __ •••••••• -. ___ •••••••• ________ ••••• _______ M ••• _. ____ • ____ ••••••••••• _~ ______ ·_·· 

TOTAl REVENUE REQUIREMENT (excluding LIRA and broker.ge f .. ,) 

TOTA~ REVENUE REQUIREMENT (including ~tRA a~ brok~rage fee,) ........................................................................................................ 
1f Ou. to adopted 12-lI'IOt'Ith belanclng eec04.I'It lIIIIOrti2;ltlon,. tn.a. 

r __ requfre!llet'lt components apply only to the first BCAP period. 

END APPENDIX F 
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TABLE 1 

SOUTHI!RN CALIPORNtA CAS COMPANV 

• SUMMARV O~ ADOPTED COST AL~OCATION 

leAP 'or«:l&t Pltrfod:' oeto~r 1, '991 thru S.~tember 30, 1993 

......................................................................................................... 
CORE NON CORE IJHOI..ESAI..E SVSTEM 

TRANSPORTATION COST ITEM COST COST COST COST 
(SOOO) (SOOO) (SOOO) (SOOO) ............ _ ............................................................................................ 

COIIInOf'I D; atrfbl.lti on 350,356 59, '~5 0 409,54' 
Demand Related Trln&miaaion 58,~1 47,.335 '13,528 124,244 
Oemond Related Stora;& 60.896 2<J.602 '6,608 107,106 
Cuatomer Rltleted 699,217 11,312 2,459 712,9/3e 
50X AOniniatl'ltiw & Cenerll 79.716 70,706 3,363 153,7& 

SUBTOTAL. - aeae Rwenue 1,248,565 218,140 40,958 1,507,664 

Net EOR Adjuatment (44,072) 47,041 (2,969) (0) 
Interut; l ity Tr.napo~ RevenYe ~74 789 317 1,980 
Exchlnge R~ (3,445) (2,827) (1,221) (7,493) 
Storage Blnki"O R~ 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL. - AdJuated aese Rewnue 1,201,922 263,143 37,085· 1,502,,151 

P'i~li~ Oemand Charges 151,199 124,067 53,352 328,618 
C~ny use & LUM 18,086 23,149 6,570 47,804 
IJOIW\ and Mil'lOrity Bw. Ent. ('-"19E) 22 20 8 49 
Cal'ry Coat Storage trw (CCSt) 1,929 9~ 0 2,877 
Migl'ation L.oaaea 147 72 40 259 
Gac L.o .. Memo Account (CW) 22a 112 63 402 
~ Side> Managenw:nt 16,297 0 0 16,297 
Pitaa Point 252 226 92 5n 
Take-o,..P.y Transition COSts 13,684 12,354 4,971 3' ,006 
MPO Transition Cost Adjustment 9,612 8,677' 3,491 21,781 
Se.sonal Rat~ Short1.ll 0 7,052 0 7,052' • Southland/Chevron & El P'II&O Re1'unds (26,103) (25,371) <10,208) (63,6e2) 

TOTAL. • 'orecaat P~l'iod Coata 1,3e5,274 414.449 95,464 1,695',187 

BALANCINC ACCOUHT AMORTIZATION • BCAP VEAR 1 
COl'e ,ixed Cost Account (CFCA) 154,628 0 0 154,626 
Core I~lementation Account (CIA) (12,50n 0 0 (12,507) 
Core Conserv.tion Coat Adjustment CCeA) 8,387 0 0 6,387 
Core Enhanced 0; l Recovery ACCOYnt (EORA) 3.~56 0 0 3,856 
Noncore Negoti ated Revenue Stabil i ty Acct (NRSA) 0 347 140 ~7 
Noncore EnII.need Of l Recovery Account (fORA) 0 838 230 1',068 
Noncore Implementation Account (NtA) 0 (6,302) 0 (6,302) 
Noncore "'1ninun P'Yl'chlse Obligation <"'PO) 0 5,512 2,216 7:130 
Noncor .. P'ipe:lfl'le' O_nd eMrg" (PQC) 0 5116 252 ~ 
Noncol'e Cogenel'ati on 'Shol't'fall Account (C$.t.) 0 0 0 0 
Noncore Cal'ryino COat of Stor.ge 0 (165) 0 (165) 
Noncore Take-or·Pay 0 3.043 ,1,224 4,268 
Noncol'e Ffxed COct Account (NFCA) 0 (1,406) (566) (1,912) 
Noncore eonaerv.ti on Coat AdJus.tment CCCA) 0 507 0 507 
M lot Bankfng Revrnues Account 0 (3,665) (2,068) (5,733) 

SUBTOTAL. .. SeAP' V •• ,. 1 Ilalanei"O Accounts 154,365 (705) 1,430 155.090 

TOTAL. - BCAP' V •• ,. 1 Tr.napol'tation Coata 1,539,639 41~.744 96,694 2',050,.277 

AL.LOCATION.AOJUSTMENT$ 
Long-Tel'l'll CotItract SMr-tfall 0 (1,800) 0 (1,800) 
L.ong-Term Contl'ICt S~.ed 796 714 290 1,800 
CCSl Credit to lJholesal .. 0 0 (44) (44) 
CCSt IJhl. Credit Spreed 30 14 0 44 
SDCi&E L. TIC Shortfall Account 0 0 2,096 2,.096 

CRANO TOTAL - BCAP VEAR 1 TRANSPORTATION COSTS 1,540,465 412,672 99,236 2,,052,313 ......................................................................................................... 
NOTE: Coat .lloc.tion reflecta P2B/lnduatrfal cl.sa discount adJustment 1actor 01 99.4X. • 
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TABL.E .2 

SOUTHERN CAL.IFORNIA CAS C~PANY 
AOOPTEO CORt OUST~ER COST A~~OCATION 

. ........................................................................................................ 
CORE 

TRANSPORTATIOH COST ITEM RESrOENHAL. COHMERCIA~ TOTAL. 
(SOOO) (SOOO) ($000) ......................................................................................................... 

COImIOf't I)iatrib.ltfon 279,016 7'1,280 350,356 
Demend Related Tranamission 42,939 15,442 58,.381 
Oemend Related Storage 47,189 13,707 60,896 
ClAtOll'leI" Related 645,238 53,978 699,217 
50~ Administrative " ~I"al 57,888 21,828 79.716 

SUBTOTAL. - Sase Revenue 1,01'2,330 176,235 1,2~,,565 

NC't EOR Adjl,lstment 07,264) (6,808) (44,072) 
InteNtflfty Transpol"t R~ 6:S4 239 874 
Exchange Revenu. (2,534) (911 ) (3,445) 
Storage iIIn~fng Revenue 0 0 0 

TO'l'AL. .. AdJl,Isted llase Rev~ 1,033,167 168,755 1,201',.922 

PipeLine O_nd Charges 111,207 39,992 151,199 
C~ny 1,1" " ~U"" 13,134 4,.952 18,086 
~omen and Minority BI,II. tnt. (~BE) 16 6 22 
Carry Cost Storage Inv (CCSl) 1,495 434 1,929 
Migration Los ... 114 33 147 
~. Losa Memo AccCM.II'It «iLMA) 176 51 228 
Demand Sido MII'IIO~t 11,835 4,463 16,.297 
Pita. Point 183 69 252 
Tllk~ol"-P.y 'I'ransitlon Costs 9,937 3,747 13,684 
MPO Transition Cost AdJl,Ist~t 6,980 2,632 9,612 
SeasonaL Rate Shortfall 0 0 0 
SOUth Land/Chevron" EL P8l0 Refl,ll'lda (20,408) (7,695) '28,103) 

TO'l'AL • ~ol"eeast Period Coati 1.167.e36 217.439 1,385,274 

BALAHCIHG ACCOOH:r AMORTIZATION - BCAP YEAR 1 
Core ~fxed Coat Account (CFCA) 112,287 42,341 154.628 
COI"It I~lementation AccOI,Int (CIA) (9,082) (3,425) "2,.507) 
Core Conservation Coat AdJust~t (CCA) 6,091 2,297 ~,3~7 
Core Enhanced Oi l RltCovltry AccOIoInt (EORA) 3,.260 596· 3,~56 
Noneore Negotiated Revenue StabilitY ACCt (NRSA) 0 0 0 
NQn/;Qrlt Enhanced Of l Roc<:Wery Acc()I,Il'It (EORA) 0 0 0 
Honeore l~lementat1on Account (NIA) 0 0 0 
Noneore Minimum Pl,Il"chaae Obligation (MPO) 0 0 0 
NoneOl"1t Pi pel fne l)emand Charges (PO C) 0 0 0 
Honcore Cogeneration Shol"t1aU Account (CSA) 0 0 0 
NoncOl"1t Carrying Coat 01 Storage 0 0 0 
Noneore Take-or-Pay 0 0 0 
Noneol"e 'ixed Coat AeCCM.II'It (N~CA) 0 0 0 
Noneo,.. Consltrvatlon Coat AdJl,Istrnel'lt (CCA) 0 0 0 
PiLot Banking ReYenI,I4tS Account 0 0 0 

SUBTOTAL. - ICAP Year 1 iIIlanclng AccCM.II'It. "2.556 41,808 154,365 

TO'l'AL - lCAP Year 1 Tran.pol"tatfon Costs 1,280,392 259,247 , 1,539,639 

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS 
Long-Term Contl"lCt Short1alL 0 0 0 
Long-Term Contract Spread 578 218 7'96 
CCSl Cr-cjit to. \lhoLnale 0 0 0 
CCSl 'JIll. Credit Spt'eed 23 7 30 
SD(i&E ~TIC Shortfall ACCCM.II'It 0 0 0 

GRANO TO'l'AL. .. lCAP YEAR 1 TRANSPORTATION COS'I'$ 1,280,993 259,472 1,540.465 ......................................................................................................... 
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TABL.E 3 
C Page 3 

SOUTH~RN CAL.r~ORNrA CAS COMPANY 

• ADOPTED NONCORE CUSTOMER COS'r AL.L.OCAT!.ON 

lCAP' ~Ol'.c .. t PIl'fod: Octobel' 1. ,9Q, thru Sept~r 30, ,9Q3 

......................................................................................................... 
P2B/L.ARCE CONTRAI:T EORI CONTRAI:'!' 

TRANSPORTATION COST ITEM INDUSTRIAl. INDUSTRIAl. EOR COCEN COCEN 
(SOOO) (SOOO) (SOOO) (SOOO) 

......................................................................................................... 
Comnon Distribution 44,213 0 0 580 
De!I\IIl'Id Related Tranaml sa Ion ,4,'53 0 0 335 
Demel'ld Related Storage 9,901 0 0 230 
CUltomer Related 6,301 0 0 64 
50X Admlnlltl'atl~ & General 20,198 0 0 509 , 

SUBTOTAl. - 81" Revenw 94,766 0 0 1,717 

Net EOR AdJustment C4,166) 0 57,833 (82) 
Intel'utility Tl'a~.port Revenue 235 0 0 6 
I!xcl'lange Revenw (845) 0 0 (20) 
Storage B.~klng R~ 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL - AdJusted Baae Reve~e 89,990 0 57,833 1,621 

!>i pel I no Ol!!!lal'ld Charges 37,096 0 0 878 
Compeny 1,111 , I.UAF 4,869 0 6,821 115 
Women and Mfnol'fty Bua. I!~t. (WMBt!) 6 0 0 0 
Carry C05t Storage I~ ... (CCSr) 317 0 0 7 
Miaratlon 1.01111 24 0 0 1 
'-a I.OS1 Memo Account (CI.MA) 37 0 0 1 
Dl!!!Iand Side Management 0 0 0 0 
!>itaa Point 68 0 0 2 
Take-or-Pay Tra~altlon Coata 3,684 0 0 87 
MPO Tranlftlon Coat AdJua~t 2,587 0 0 61 

• Seasonel Rate Sho~fall 2,103 0 0 50 
S04.lth l.I'Id/Chevron & El Pa.o Refl,ll'ldl (7,565) 0 0 (119) 

TOTAl. - Foreeaat P~riod Costa 133,216 0 64,653 2,644 

BALANCINC ACCOUNT AMORTIZATION • lCAP YEAR 1 
Cor~ nl(ed COat Account (CFCA) 0 0 0 0 
Core Implementation Account (CIA) 0 0 0 0 
Co~e Conaervatlon COlt Ad]uatment (CCA) 0 0' 0 0 
Core £nh.~1d Oi l Recovery Account CEORA) 0 0' 0 0 
Noncore Neaotl ated Revenue Stabl l I ty Acct CNRSA) 103 0 0 2 
Noncore EnhancedOi l Recovery Account (EORA) 324 0 0 6 
Noncore Implementation Aeeou~t (NIA) (1,879) 0 0 (45) 
Noncor~ Mi~i~ PIoIrch ... Obligation (MPO) 1,644 0 0 39 
NoI'ICO/'e Pi pel i ne D_nd en.rQM CPOC) 175 0 0 4 
Noncore Coaeneration Snortfall Account CCSA) 0 0 0 0 
Noncol'e Carryf~ COSt of Storaae (55) 0 0 (1) 
Noncore Take-o,..Pay 907' 0 0 22 
Noncore Fixed COlt Account (N'CA) (419) 0 0 (10) 
Noncore Con"rvatlon Coat AdJuatment CCCA) 507 0 0 0 
Pilot Bankfng Revenues Account C1,:238) 0 0 0 

SUBTOTAL· leAP' YeaI' 1 Balancing ACCQ\jl'lta 6a 0 0 .18 

TOTAl. - BCAP' Year 1 Tra".po~atfon COlt. 133,285 0 64,653 2,662' 

AI.1.0CATlON ADJUSTMENTS 
loong-Term COntract Sho~.ll 0 0, 0 (1.800) 
I.eng-Tem Contract Spread 2'14 0 0 0 
CCSI Credit to Wholesale 0 0 0 0 
CCSl Whl. Credit spread 5 0 0 0 
SOC&E loT': SIIort1'.U Account 0 0 0 0 

'RAND TOTAL - BCAP ytAR 1 TRANSPORTATION COSTS 133,504 0 64,653 862 ......................................................................................................... 

• 
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APPfNDIX G 
TAIII.! 3 
(cont'd) 

SOUTHeRN CALIFORNIA CAS C~PANY 
ADOPTED NQNCQRE e~STQME~ COST AI.1.0CAT!ON 

BCAP Forecast Period: October 1, 1991 thru Sept~r 30,. 1993 

............................................. _ ••...............•••••.......................•••••••...•... 
NON·EOR NON CORE 

TRANSPORTATION COST ITEM COCEN UEC TOTAl. 
(SOOO) (SOOO) (SOOO) 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Common Diltribution 14,393 0 59,185 
OemaMd Related Transmf.,ion 8,323 24,523 47,335 
DemaMd Related Storage 5,704 13,768 29,602 
Customer Related 1,005 3,941 11,312 
50X Adminlltr.tf~ , General 12,633 37,367 70,706 

SUBTOTAl. - Bale ReYenue 42,058 79,599 218,140 

Net EOR Adjustment (Z,O'Z) (4,532) 47,041 
Interuti~ity Tranlport Revenue 138 410 789 
Exchange ReY~ (497) (, ,465) (2,827) 
Storage Bankfng R~ 0 0 0 

TOTAl. - AdJl4ted Base ReYenue 39,687 74,012 263,.143 

Pi pel i ne Oemand Chargn 21,816 64,276 124,067 
~ny 1,1&. , I.UA' 2,866 8,478 23,149 
~om.tI atld Minority alA. £1'11:. (101MB!) :5 10 20 
Carry Coat Storage Inv (CCSI) 183 441 948 
"'Igration 1.0 ... 14 34 72 
Ciaa I.oaa Memo Acc~t (CI.I'IA) 22 52 '12 
DelneMd Side Management 0 0 0 
Pitas Point 40 118 2Ze 
Take-or·Pay Transition Coats 2,169 6,414 12,354 
MPO Transition Coat Adjustment 1,523 4,506 8,677 
Seasonal Rate Shortfall 1,238 3,662 7,052 
SOI.lthl.nd/CheYron , ~l Paso Refunds (4,454) (1',17.5) (25,371) 

TOTAl. .. Forecast P.rfod Costs 65,106 148,829 414,449 

BAI.ANCINC ACCOUNT AMORTIZATION - BCAP YEAR 1 
Cor. Fixed COlt Acc~t (C'CA) 0 0 0 
Cor. I~lementation Acc~t CCtA) 0 0 0 
Cor. Conservation Cost AdJustment CCCA) 0 0 0 
COre EManced Of l Rec:~ Acc~t (EORA) 0 0 0 
Noncore NegOtf .ted RIl'WnI.Ie Stabil i ty Acct (NRSA) 61 180 347 
Noncore EManced Oi l Recovery Account (EORA) 156 352 838 
Noncore I~lemet'lUitfon ACC04.ll'\t CNI") <1,106) (3,.2'72) (6,302) 
Noncore Minimum Purchase Obligation (MPO) 968 Z,1562 5,5,.2 
Noncore PipeliM ~nd Charges (POC) 103 304 5156 
Noncore Cogeneration Shortfall ACC~t CCSA) 0 0 0 
Noncore Carrying Coat of Storage (32) (77) (165) 
Noncore Tak .. or-Pay 534 1,580 ',043 
Noncore Fixed COst Account (NFCA) (247) (7.50) (1,406) 
Noncore Conservation COst AdJultment (CCA) 0 0 507 
Pflot Banking R~ Acc~t (713) <1,7'14) (3,665) 

SUBTOTAl. • BCAi> Y.ar 1 Balancing Accounta (276) (515) (705) 

TOTAl. - BCAP Y.ar 1 Trenaportatf on Co-ta 64,831 148,314 413,744 

AI.I.OCATION ADJUSTMENTS 
~ong"Term Contract Shortfall 0 0 (1.800) 
~ong"T.1'II'I Contract Spt"e/td 126 373 714 
CCSI Credit to Whol .... le 0 0 0 
CCSI WM. Credit Spread 3 7 14 
SOG&E I.TIC Shortfall At:c:~t 0 0 0 

CRAND TOTAl. .. BCAP YEAR , TRANSPORTATION COSTS 64,960 148,.694 412,672 
......................................................................................................... 
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TABLE 4 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA CAS COMPANY 

• ADOPTED ~HOLESALE CUSTOMER COST ALLOCATION 

BCAP For~aa~ Period: Oc~obtor " '99' thrl.l S~tellCer 30, '993 

......................................................................................................... 
~HOLESALE 

TRANSPORTATION COST ITEM LONC BEACH SAN DrECO TOTAL 
(SOOO) (SOOO) (SOOO) 

......................................................................................................... 
Comnol"l O{atribYtion 0 0 0 
Demand Re~ated T"."'aII'Ifnfon 4,060 14,468 16.526 
Oemand Related Storage 3.~1 '3,,52'7 '6.606 
Cl.latomer Related 299 2.160 2.459 
5~ Admil"liatrative & Ceneral 656 2,705 3,363 

SUBTOTAL - Base ReYenI.Ie 6,,096 32,660 40,956 

Net fOR Adjlolatment (589) (2.381) (2,969) 
Il"IterutH lty TrAl'lSpoM: ReYenUe 67 250 317 
Exchange Rewnue (242) (978) C' ,221) 
$~or.ge Bal"lking Rev~ 0 0 0 

TOTAL· Adjl.lated aue Revet'll» 7,334 29,752 37,.065 

Pipel ine Oemand Charges 10,598 42,755 53,352 
~ny use & LUAF 1,386 5,.183 6,570 
Women and Mil"lOl"ity Bus.. £l"It. ~BE) 2 6 8 
eal"ry COSt Storage trw (CCSt) 0 0 0 
M{gration LOiaea '7 33 40 
c.. LOla Memo AccO\Jl"tt (CLMA) 12 51 63 
Oemand Side Management 0 0 0 
Pit •• Point 19 13 n 
Take-ol""Pay Tranaition Coata 1,049 3,922 4,9'71 
MPO Tral"laitfon Coat Adjuatment 137 2.755 3,491 

• SeaSOf'llll Rate Sho!"tfaU 0 ' 0 0 
SOuth land/Chevron' El Paao R4rll.lnda (~, 154) C8,054) (10,206) 

TOTAL • 'orpcaat Pel"iod Coata 18,9t19 76,4'74 95,464 

BALANCINi: ACCOUNT AMOItTlZATION • BCAP YEAR 1 
Core Fixed Cost Account (CFCA) 0 0 0 
Core I~lementatf on Account (CIA) 0 0 0 
Core Conservatfon. Coat Adjustment CCCA) 0 0 0 
Cor~ Enhonc~ Of L R~overy Ac:count (EORA) 0 0 0 
Noncore Negotf Ited Re\lenue StabfL i ty Acct CNRSA) 29 '10 140 
Noncore EnhM'ICed Of L Recovery Acc:ount CEORA) 46 '84 230 
Noncor. I~lementation Account (NIA) 0 0 0 
Noncore Minimum Purchlse ObligatIon (MPO) 4615 ',750 2,.218 
Noncore PipeL i!'le o-nd ChI"O" (POC) 50 202 252 
N~or. Cogeneration Short1a~l Account (CSA) 0 0 0 
Noncore e.rrying Coat of Storage 0 0 0 
Noncore Tlke-ol"·PIY 258 966 1,224 
Noncore 'fxed Coat AccO\Jl"tt (NFCA,) (119) (446) (566) 
Noncore conservation Cost Adjustment CCCA) o . 0 0 
Pi Lot Bol"Il(fng Rev~ AccO\Jl"tt (384) (1.6e4) (2,.066) 

SUBTOTAL· SCAP Yeal" 1 Boloncing Accounta 349 ',082 1,430 

TOTAL - &CAP Ye'l" 1 Tral"llpor-eatfon COlta '9,338 77,556 96,e94 

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS 
Long-Term· Contract Short1alL 0 0 0 
Long-Term Contract Spread 61 229 290 
CCSl Credit to \o'hoLeaale (44) 0 (44) 
CCSI WIll. Credit Spread 0 0 0 
SOI:&E LTII: Sho!"tfaU AccO\Jl"tt 0 2,096 2.096 

CRAND TOTAL - BCAP YEAR 1 TRANSPORTATION COSTS 19,355 7'9,88' 99,236 
......................................................................................................... 

ENO APPENorx C • 
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APPENDIX H 

TABLE 1 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA CAS CQIo!PANY 
CORE BUNDLED RATES AND REVENUES 

EHltCtivlt JanuAry 1, 1992 

Paglt 1 

.................................................................................................................................... 
Adoptltd Adoptltd Adoptltd Adoptltd Adopte<l Adopted 

Prennt Pre&ltnt Ratlt Ratlt Rltlt Rltvltl"lU~ RClvenl.l~ RfNltnult 
Cor~ cu&tomer Class Th"OUOh~t , Rates R~ltnues Non-Gas Cn Total Non-Cas Cn Total Chang~ 

(14th) (S/unlt) ($Iol) (S/th) (S/th) (S/UI'Ilt) (SM) ($Iol) (SI1) eX) 
.................................................................................................................................... 

CA' (8) (C) (D) (E) m CC) (H) en (J) (II:) 

RESIDENTIAL 
Cl,Ist~r cnerg~ 3.10 '68~384 3 •. 10 168,384 168,384 0.0% 
Sl,Ibmlttlt,. Discount 6.36 (5,210) 6.36 (5,210) (5,210) 0.0x. 
Sl,Ibtotel 163,175 163,175 163,175 0.0% 
TI~" 1 1~811. 168 0.48090 870 .. 990 0.26886 0.19868 "0.46755 4&,.958 359.849 e46,807 -2.8% 
TI~" 2 973,534 0.80088 719,684 0.47390 0.19868 0.67258 461,359 193,42S 654,784 -16.0% 

TOTAL RESIOENTIAL 2,784,702 0.65136 1,813,849 0.39914 0.19~ 0.59783 1,111,491 553.274 1,664,765 -a,2X ....•••.......................... --_ ............ _-..... __ ... --_ ............. -_ .......••••••...•......•••..............••••......•... 
CORE COMMERCIAl. 

CI,I!tome,. Cherglt • P1 10 26,442 1:5 34,375 34,375 30.OX 
CI,IS~ome,. Che,.glt • P2 50 335 65 435 . ,43S 30.0~ 
volumet,.ic Charge 

SI.IIIne,. Tiltr 1 381,193 0.60181 229,406 0.33853 0.19868 0.53722 129.047 75,737 204,783 '10.7% 
sl.IIIne,. Tf.,. 2 19Z,915 0.53681 103,558 0.27353 0.19868 0.47222 52,769 38,329 91,098 -12.0~ 
Winter Tf~r 1 310,127 0.7.5478 227,875 0.47150 0.19868 0.67019 146,226 61,617 207~844 -8.8% 
Wlnte,. Tilt" 2 115,855 0.57682 66,827 0.31354 0.19868 0.51223 36,326 23,.018 59,344 -11~ 

TOTAL CORE COMMERCIAl. 1,000,090 0.65439 654,444 0.39914 0.19868 0.59783 399,,178 198,.701 597,879 -8.6~ 
••••• ____ ••••••••••• *. __ ••••••• _ •••••••••••• ___ ••••• __ ••••• ____ •••••••••••• ___ ••••••••••• ____ •• ' ••••••••••• w _. ___ ••••• _ ••••• ~._ •••••• 

TRANSPORTATION ONLY 74,649 0.32964 24,607 0.39914 0.00000 0.Z9914 29,796 0 29,796 21', 1~ ........ -............... -----_ ... -....•••....•••....•••• -_ ........••••....•... --................................ __ ....•........ -._ .. 
CORE TO'!'AI. 3.859,440 0.64592 2.492.900 0.39914 0.19484 0.59398 1 ~540,465 751,975 2,.292,.440 ·8.0~ .................................................................................................................................... 

• RESIDENTIAL LOW INCQIo!E RATEPAYER ASSISTANCE Cl.tRA) 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Adopted 

I. I RA Rot~. ol'ld D i SCOUl'lta 
LIRA 

Thl'O\JOl'\put 
(14th) 

Non-LIRA 
Ret& 

(S/UI'II~) 

I.IRA 
Rotlt 

(S/l,Inl~) 

Ret:~ 
DfacOI.II'It: 
(S/UI'Ilt) 

R~.iIIJ~ 
Oiscol,lnt 

(SM) 
............................................................•... ~ .......................... . 

Cl,Istomer Cherglt 3.10 2.64 0.46 2.108 
Submlttering Adjustmen~ 62 

Tf~r 1 106.491 0.46755 0.39742 0.07013 7,468 
TI~r 2 57,240 0.67258 0.57170 0.10089 5,775 

Tota~ 163,731 15,413 

................................................ 
LIRA Sl,Irchergo calcl,Ilatlon ................................................ 
I.IRA 3eonefit (SM) 15.413 
I.IRA A&G (SM) 996 
LIRA Balancing Acet (SM) (11,460) 

Totel LIRA Coat: (SM) 4.949 

Nonex~t Vol",," (Hth) 4,735,805 

I.IRA Surc"erg~ CS/th) 0.00105 ................................................ 

• " 
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APPENDIX H 
TA8L£ 2 

SOUTwERN CALI'ORNIA CAS COMPANY 
NOH CORE DE'AULT TRANSPORT RATES AND REVENUES 

EHe<:tfve Jal'l\lery 1, 1992 

Page 2 

....... _ ....................................................................................................... . 
PrHent Present AdOpted Adopted Absolute Relat!ve 

Noncore Customer Class Throughput Rates Revenues Rat" Revenues Change Change 
CMth) (S/th) (s.4) (S/th) ($104) (s.4) (%) 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(A) (8) (C) (D) m en (e) eH) 

INCUS'1'RIAI. 
Customer Charge 3,036 4,998 1,962 64.61. 
VoLl.I!Ietrf c Charge 

$\lllller 678,150 0.07964 54,008 0.11385 '7'7,204 23,197 43.0% 
Winter 360,767 0 .. 10913 39.370 0.14220 51,301 11.931 30.31. 

Volumetric Subtotal 1,038,917 0.08988 93,378 0.12369 126,505 35,127 37.6% 
TOTAL INOUSTRIAL 1,038.917 0.09280 96,414 0.12850 133,504 37,.089 38.5% ••• ~ ______ •• __ • __ w. ___ •• ____ • ______ •• ___ ••• __ ._ •• ____ •••• --._ •••• _ ••••• __ •••• _____ ••••••• ~.~_ •• _ ••••••••••• _--_. 

UTILITY ~LECTRIC GENfRATION (UEe) 11 
Faci~ities Chargea 1,078 
Vo~umetric Charge 21 

S\lllller 1,300,555 0.05696 74,081 0.0'7978 10:5.752 29,671 40.1% 
IJil'lter 508.550 0.077'53 39,426 0.10784 54,841 15,415 39.1% 

Vo~umetrlc Subtota~ 1,1309,105 0.06274 113,508 0.08766 158,593 45,,086 39.~ 
TOTAL ul!e 1,~,105 0.06274 113,508 0.081326 159,672 46,164 40.n ........••••....•... --.......... ~---........... -....................................••...........••••••......... 
C~NERATION 

Vo~umetric Charge 
$\lllller 403,329 0.05707 23,018 0.07870 31,743 8,725 37.~ 
Winter 208,287 0.0'7736 16,113 0.106'7'7 22,238 6,125 38.0X 

Volumetrfc Subtotal 611,616 0.06398 39,131 0.08826 53,981 14,850 38.0% 
Cogeneration ~T Contracts 24.623 0.04020 990 0 •. 03501 862 (128) '12.9% 

TOTAl. CoeEN£RATION 636,239 0.06306 40.121 0.08620 54,843 14,.722 36.'71. ....•......••...••••.....••.....••...•••...•••• ---..... -... ~ .. --•••....••.. -........... -.. -.•.......•••....•.... 
NON CORE SU8TOTA~ 

Net of L. T Contracts. 
IncLuding LT Contracts 

IJHOL.£SAL£ 
Long 8eacll 

Oemand Charge 
Volumetric Charge 

S\,III1\er 
Winter 

AlYM.lll 
Total L.ong Deacl'! 
scC&£ 

Oemand Charge 
Volumetrfc Tier 1 
Volumetric Tier 2 
Volumetric Tier 3 
Contract ShortfalL 

Total SOG&E 
TOTAl. Io'HOLESALE 

3.459.638 0.07199 
3,484,261 0.07176 

182,690 . 0.05696 
'14.345· 0.06626 
297,035 
297,035 0.06a12 

1,110,498 
793,328 0.00'785 
267,044 0.02697 
50,126 0.00785 

',110,498 0.01514 
1.407.533 0.07366 

249,053 
250,043 

2,251 

10.406 
7,576 

17,9a3 
20,234 

69,616 
6,228 
7.202 

393 

83.439 
103,673 

0.10034 31.7,157 98,104 
0.09988 348,019 97,976 

10,444 8~193 

0.03000 8,9'1 (9,072) 
0.06516 19,355 (878) 

63,887 (5.129) 
0.00794 6,296 6a 
0.02698 7,.204 2 
0.00794 398 4 

2.096 2,.096 
0.07193 79.881 (3,558) 
0.07050 99,236 (4.437) 

39.41. 
39.21. 

364.01. 

'50.4% 
·4.3X 

'8.2% 
1.11. 
0.0% 
1.1X 

·4.3X 
-4.3X ..... ----_ ........ -----_ ......•. ---_ ........... -._ ........... _--.......••.....•.......•••............•••........ 

NONCOR£ TOTA~ 
Net of L.T Contracts 
Include LT Contract., 

4,867,171 0.0'7241 
4.891,794 0.07231 

352,126 
353,716 

0.091'72' 446,393 
0.09143 447.255 

93,667' 
93,539 

26.6X 
26.4% .•. ---.••.....••• ----........ --_ ........... --_ .......... ---_ .....•••.. _ ..•.....••••..........•.••......... _-_ .. . 

BROICERAG£ 212,160 0.00266 0.00266 563 o o.ox ................................................................................................................ 
1/ The default u£e rate design applies to about 101. o'f 'forecast U~G thrO\,jghput. due to recef'ltLy~amet'lded service 

agreements wltll Edison and LAOWP. The contracts feature non~seasOl'llLly·d!fferentiated tailblock voLumetric 
rates of 0.03 S/th. Ed!SOI'I's re&ldual seasonal allocated cost obLigation !s recovered thrOUgh mont~ly 
demand Charges. while LAOWP'. is collected via a higher Tier I (18.5% of forecast monthly demand) volumetric 
rate. Both agr~ta expire upon implementation of c.pac!ty brokerlng. or 9/30/93, ~hichever occurs first. 

21 Since Igniter '\Jel (i'o~rly P-2.4) has ~ decLared I'IOncore, 
present rates incllolde prorated fgnfter revenue at 34.157 cents/thermo 

.. 
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APPENorx H 
TABLE 3 

ADOPTeD rNTeRRUPT'fBI.E SERvIce RATE CRI!DIT 

Effective· January 1, 1992 

Page 3 

................................................................................................................ 
NON CORE AVG. YEAR THROUGHPUT 
Sel'Vice Service foul 

CUltomtr Cl.n L~l 2 Level 3-5 
("t~) ("t~) (Mt~) ................................................................................................................ 

Indultrial 
Cogeneoration 
UEG 
\Jholesale (I.ong B. Only) 

603,069 
188,329 

1,333,290 
37,150 

~,183 1,045,.252 
423,287 61',616 
475,815 1.809.105 
167,640 204,790 

Tota lIAverage 2,161,838 1,508,925 3,670,763 

Sel'Vice Level 2 Premilln (S/th) 
$ervf ce I.ewl 2 ReYet"M.IH (SM) 
I"terruptable credit to $1. 3-5 (S/th) 

0.0'200 
25,942 

0.0'7'19 

END APPENDIX H 
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APPI!NDlX 1 

TAB!.! 1 

SAN DrECO CAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 

ANNUAL AVERACE CAS DEMAND 

8CA~ 'orecaat Poriod: October 1 ~ 1991 to So~t~r 30. '993 
................................................................................ 

THROUGHPUT CATECORY DEMAND FOr!ECAST 
(M The"",,) 

•••••••• - •••• ----•••••••••••• --•••••• - ••• - ••• -~ ••••••• ••• ••• --__ w ••••••••••••••• 

Rnidentfal 330,442 

Ccwmiircfal 115,454 

Induatl'rel 6'7,608 

U!C 424,589 

Cogeneration 
'60,450 

~nyU" 2,922 

Lou and Ur.aeCOU'Ited For 7,618 

.... __ .••........ _--........... _-.•...................... ---~ .. --..... ----... -.. 
TOTAL DEMAND 

................................................................................ 

PACE 1 



• • 

• 

• 

APPENDIX r 

TAB!.E 2 

SAN 0 IECC CAS & EI.ECTR IC COfo4PANY 
ANNUAL AV!RAC! SUPPLY 'OREeAST BY CUSTOMER CLASS AND PRIORITY 

SCAP Forecaat Period: October 1, 1991 to Sept~r 3D, 1993 
.............................................................................. _ ......... . 

PRIORITY SUPP!. Y FORECASTS 
eM Tl'lermt) 

.....••••••••.........•......•.•••............. --_ .••••••..........•....•••••••.....•.... 

Resfdentfal p-, 330,442 

COIIII'IOrciaL P-1 102,998 

Comnercfal P-2A 12',460 

Industrial P-2B 6,.288 

fncluatrial p-38 54,215 

lncluatrfal P-4 7,045-

Cogeneration p-31\ 160,450 

UEC P-2A 3, '42 

UEC P-38 340 

U!C P-5 42'.107 

~"yUa. p., 2,922 

Unaccounted For p .. , 7,,618 

TOTAl. SUPPLY 1,109,087 
......................................................................................... 

PACE 2 
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TABL!! :s 

SAN DIECO CAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ANNUAL AV~RACe SUPPLY 'OReCAST BY sue-ACCOUNT 

BCAP 'orecalt P~rfod:' October 1, 1991 to Scpt~r 30, 1993 
•.•...••••••••...•..........•.....•..........•.......... _ ...................•...•••••••.. 

SlJB-AeeOUNT SUPPLY FORECASTS 
eM Tl'lorma) 

•• ww. ____ •••• __ ••••••••• __ ~. ___ ••••••••••••••• __ •••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

CORE SAL.ES 
RltSf~tfal 

COfIIIIel"cf .t--CN1 

ConmItref.l--CN2A 
Induatrfal 
Cogener"tfon 

NeNCORE SALES 
Commercfal-·lgnit~r 

Indult .. f.l 
Cogene"atfon 
UEC--CN5 

TRANSPORTATION 
RltSldentlal 
CClm'!W .. cl.l .... CN1 
CClm'!W .. cf.l--CNZA & Ignite .. 
IndultriaL 
CogeM .. atfon 

COt4PANV USE 

LOSS AND UNACCOUNTED FOR 

327,702 
102.995 

0.916 
2,420 

460 

442,492 

2.527 
60.572' 
97,.665 

424,589 ' 

585,354 

2.140 
3 

1,018 
4,615 

62,325· ............. 

.w _________ .... ______ . __________ ....... __ .......... _____ ....... ______ ••.•••••... __ ...... . 
TOTAL SUPPLY 1 •. 109,087 

......................................................................................... 

PACE :5 
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TAB I.E 4 

SAN OIECO CAS & EI.ECTRIC COMPANY 
CAS PROCUREMENT RATES 

BCAP "orecllllt Po~fod: ~tobor ,~ 1991 to Septen"Oer 30, 1993 
....•...•..•..•••.......•••...•.•....•...••........... _ •...•....•......•......•....•..... 

COOLL.~II in Thousand.) 
CORE & 

CORE-SUB • 
RETAIl. 

NONCORI: 
UEC & 

IeNnER TOTAl. ... ~------... -...........•••••.....•...••••• -....... ~-.--..•........ ~ .. --............... . 
442#492 421,116 1,027,&46 

W4COC ~~fce Ccentl/therm) 22.26 22.26 22.26 22.26 

....•..••••••••............••••••........... 

COtIIIIOdftY Cost of eu S98,477 S35,216 S95,055 S228~747 

Core Purch •• ed Ca. Account (PCA) so (S14~72') 

SubtotaL S35,216 S95,.055 S214,026 

12,086 so 

. •..•...••••.....•••......•••....•..••••• ---

S85,841 $36,093 S95,.055 S216,988 

...... ------_ .............. ---.. __ .............. ------~ •.•......•• ~ .. -----..........••••• -
PROCUREMENT RATE CCEHTS/THERM) 19.399 22.809 22.255 21'.111 
......................................................................................... 

PACE 4 
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APPENDIX J 

TAs~e 1a 

$AN DtECO CAS & E~ECTRIC COMPANY 
ADOPTED REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 

SCAP For&ClIlt Period 1: October 1, 1991 to Se~tember 30, 1992 
........................................................................................................ 

REVENUE REQUIREMENT 
(OoUal"a in ThOlolaanda) 

PROCUREMENT REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

Conrnodity <ost of Cas 
Core Purch.u Caa Accoun~ (CPCA) 

ilranchiae and UncoUec:tibl" (FlU) 

TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIRMENT 
Authorfxed eaa Margin 

·ComMOn Diatribution 
-o.n.nd Related Tranlll1faafon 
-o-nd Related Storaoe 
·Cuatomer Related Diatribution 
Cuatomer Related Tranlll1l.lfon 
·Conrnodfty Related 
-SOX AOnfnfatratfvt' &: ~ral !xpenaea 
Pi pe l f ~ Demend Cha rge 
OSH COllaboratfve 
Net Ealt Adjuatment 

Contraet Ad1ustlllOl'lt (SDC&E). 

TRANSITION COSTS 
Talc .. or~Pay 

!xcna ComIIodfty Purchaan 
E l Paao/CI'IevrOl'l Refund 
Mfnfmum Purchase Oblig.t1on 

SDC&E BAL.ANCINC AND TRACJ:INC ACCOUNTS 
'CSA Cogener.tion Shortfall Account 

CFC.t. COre Fixed Coat Account 
NTCA Noncoro Tron.1tfon Coat Acc~t 
ClBA COre r~lement.tfon Balancfng Account 
NlBA Noncore r~lemet"lt.tfon Balancfng Acct 
ccsr Carrying Coat of Storage Il'MII'Itory 
NRSA Negotiated Revenue Stabll f ty AccOIoInt 
CEBA DSM Balancing Account 

F&U 'ranchf .. and uncollectibles 

SOCALCAS 
ALL.OCATED 

COSTS 

so.o 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
14,468.0 
13,527.0 

0.0 
2~ 160.0 

0.0 
2,705.0 

42,755.0 
0.0 

(2,381.0)' 
0.0 

SOC&I! 
COSTS 

S228,747 •. 0 
(14,721.0) 

2,976.4 

217',002'.4 

52',459.0 
10,774.0 

692.0 
60,526.0 

0.0 
1,679.0 

11,997.0 
0.0 

507.0 
0.0 
0.0 

SYSTEM 
TOTAL. 

COSTS 

S226,747.0 
("14,.721.0) 

2,976.4 

217,002.4 

52,459.0 
25,242'.0 
14,219.0 
80,.528.0' 
2.160.0 
1,6~.0 

14,702.0 
42,.755.0 

507.0 
(2,381.0) 

0.0 
•••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 6 ••••••• 

73,234.0 156.836.0 232,070.0 

3.922.0 0.0 3,,922.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

(8,054.0) 0.0 (8,054.0) 
2,755.0 0.0 2,755.0 

................•••. __ .... __ ...•••••.•...... 
(1,377.0) 0.0 C1,377.0) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 9,897.0 9,897.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 (1,4'2.0) (1,412.0) 
0.0 (1,.092.0) (1,092.0) 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 3.368.0 3.368.0 
0.0 265.6 265.6 

............................. __ ._---.-' .................. 
0.0 , 1 ,046.6- 1'.046.6 

• Adjusted for 1992 attrition by equaL perCeflt of existing III/Iroln. 

PACE 1 
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APPENDIX J 

TABI.! 'b 

SAN DrECO CAS , EI.ECTRtC COMPANY 
ADOPTED RevtNUE REQU1REMENTS 

BCAP Forecaat P~rlod 1: Oeto~r 1, 1991 to S~pteft:)er 3D,. 1992 
........................................................................................................ 

REVENUE REOUIREMENT 
(Doll.,.. 11'1 ThOf.jNl'lda) 

SOCAI.CAS 
ALLOCATED 

COSTS 

SOG&E 
COSTS 

SYSTEM 
TOTAL 
COSTS 

--.... _----------------............•••••••••• _---.......... _-..... _------................... -.......... . 
SOCALCAS BAWCING ANO TRACKING ACCOUNTS ALLOCATED TO SOC:&E 

Noncoro Tral'lait;on Coat Account 
N~oti.ted R~ SUbiltty Account 
Pip.li~ Demand Ch.rgn 
Mini~ Purch ... Obligation 
Carrying Coat of Caa Storag. 
Noncor. Fixed Coat AccOYnt 
Pi lot Storag. Banking 
El'Ihal'lC«l 01 l Recowry Tracking Account 
Take-o"'Pay Obligation 

OTHER ~ORECASTEO· COSTS 
L.ost a~ Ul'IaCcounted flor eas (LUAfI) 
C~ny UN 

'CCSI/Mfgrotlon Losses/Ga. LOll M~ Account 
Carrying Co.t of Stor.grCredlt to Wholeul. 
Exchange Revenu. 
Interutflfty Tronsportltfon R.venue' 
I.ong-Torm Contract Spread 
SDc&£/SoCal Reconci Liati~ 
SOc:&E/SoCoL Moreno Credft 
PfU. Pofl'lt Shortfall 
Stor.g. Banking R.venue 
Women , Minority Bu.il'lOl& Enterprilel 
FW on SOC:&E Oth~r Costa 
F&u on soc:.lCa. Allocated Other COlta 

TRANSMISSION R!VENUE REQUIREMENT 
MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE 

TOTAL. TRANSMISSION RtVtNUt REOUIRMENT 
TOTAL PROCUREMENT REVENUE REQUIREMENT 
NET L.lltA CO$T$ 

SO.O SO.O SO.O 
110.0 0.0 110.0 
202.0 0.0 202.0 

, ,750.0 0.0 ',750.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

(446.0) 0.0 (440.0) 
,1,684.0) 0.0 (1,684.0) 

184.0 0.0 184.0 
966.0 0.0 966.0 ........ _----..........••••...........•••••. 

1,082.0· 0.0 , ,082.0 

2,998.0 1,470.0 4,468.0 
2~185.0 301.0 2,576.0 

84.0 1,332.0 1,4M.O 
(5".0) 0 •. 0 (511.0) 
(978.0) 0.0 (978.0) 
250.0 0.0 250.0 
229.0 0.0 229.0 

2,607.0 0.0 2,.607.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

73.0 0.0 73.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 
6.0 0.0 6.0 
0.0 53.5 53..5 
0.0 1,358.0 1,358.0 .. _---............. _-- ...... _._-••••......... 

6,943.0 4,604.5 11,547.5 

79,882.0 174,487.1 254,369.1 
0.0 (3,.152.0) (3,.152.0) ..... ' .. _--..................... "' ................. 

79,882.0 17'1,335 •. 1 251',.2,7.1 
0.0 Z17,002.4 217,002.4 
0.0 (2,3Z8.6) ·(2,328.6) -----....... _-----..... _-_ ...... _----........ _--..... _----..... __ ........ _-............... _ ... _--............ . 

NET REVENUE REOUIREMENT S79,882.0 S386,009.0 
........................................................................................................ 

PAGE 2 
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TABI.F. 2 

SAN DtECO CAS & EI.ECTRIC COMPANY 
CORE CUSTOMER COST AI.LOCATION 

BCAP Foreelat P~ri od 1: Octo~r 1, 1991 to SfPt~r :50,. 1992 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TRANSMISSION R~NUE REOUIRMENT 
(Dollars in Th~aands) 

RESIDENTIAl. COMMERCIAL COMM'I. (CN·2A 
(CN-1) (& UEC ICNITER) 

TOTAL 
CORE 

w •• w •••••••••• _ •••••••• __ ._*_ .. _____________ .. ___ .. __ ~ ................................. _ •••••.........................• 
AUTHORIZED CAS MARCIN 

Common Distribution $32,063.4 $7,425.9 1697.0 $40,186.2 
Demand Related ~ran5mlssfon 8,511.4 2,414.7 280.1 11,206.2 
Demand Related Storage 6.:591.2 1,.539.6 144.7 8,.075.5 
Customer Relat~ Distribution '75,504.7 3,.936.4 41.9 7'9 ,.48:.'1.0 
CloIStomer Related Tranamfnion 728.3 206.6 24.0 958.9 
Comnodl ty Rela~ 565.2 176.2 21.3 762'.7 
50X Aanfniatratiw , c.neral r:Xpenaea 4,422.3 1,378.4 166.8 5,,967.5 
Pipeline DeNnct Charge 14.416.7 4,090.0 474.4 18,981.1 
DSM CoLLabol'ative 377.9 118.8 10.3 507.0 
Net EOR AdJl.latmet'lt (847.6) (233.0) (26.0) (1,.106.6) 
Contract AdJloIStment (SDCi&E) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ............................••••••••...... ~ •............... 

142,133.6 
TRANSITION COSTS 

21,053.6 1,834.l 165,021.6 

Talcror-Pay 1,17'9.7 367.7 44.5 ',591.9 
Excen Comnodfty PIoIrchuu 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
El Puo/Chevron Refund (2,422.6) (755.1) (91.4) (3.269.1) 
Minimlolm P~~cha~ Oblf8otfon 828.7' 258.3 31:.2 1,,118.3 ........ _. ______ .. _ .. ___ ~~._.w~ ...........•••••••••••••.... 

(414.2) (129.1) 
SDC&E BAI.ANCINa AND TRAC(lNa ACCOUNTS 

(15.6) (558.9) 

CSA Coget'\el'ati on Shortfall Account ' 0.0 0.0 0" •. 0 0.0 
CFCA Core Fixed Cost Account 7,334.3 2,286.1 276.6 9,897.0' 
NTCA Noneor~ Transition COlt Account 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
ClBA Cor~ I~Lementat; on Sa lanei ng Account '1,046.4) (326.2) (39.5) (1.412.0) 
NIIA Noncore I~letMl'ltation Salaneing Ac:ct 0.0 0.0 0.,0 0.0 
CesI Carrying COlt of Storag. Inventory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
NRSA Negotf ated R ..... enI.Ie Stabi U ty ACC04.H'lt 0.0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 
GElIA DSJ!4 8a lanei ng Account 2,510.6 789.1 68.3 3,368.0 
F&U Franehfse end UneolLeetibles 219.1 68.5- 7.6 295,.1 

SOCAI.CAS IAI.ANCING AND TRAC(lNG ACCOUNTS AI.L.OCATED TO Stlc&E 
Noneore Trenaition Coat Account 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
N~otiated Revenue Stability AccOi.ll'lt 33.1 10.3 1.2- 44.6 
Pipeline Demand Ch.rgn 68.1, 19.3 2.2' 89.7 
Minimum Pyrchal~ Obligation 526.4 164.1 19.8 710.3 
Carrying Co~t of Ga~ Storege 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ' 
Noncor. Fixed Cost Account (134.2) (41.8) (5.1) (181.0) 
Pilot Storage Banlclng (756.9) <182.3) (17.1) (956.4) 
EManeed Oi L Reeo .... ry Trlclclng AccOt.lt'lt 65.5 18.0 2.0 85.5 
Talcror-Pay·Obligation 290.6 90.6 11'.0 392.1 •.•••.......... -....... ~ ... -........ -.. ~ •••................ 

OTHER FORECASTED COSTS 
9,110.2- 2.895.6 327.1 12',333.0· 

L.oat and Unaccounted For Gas (I.UAF) 1,344.0 418.9 50 .. 7 1,.813.6 
C~nyUM 774.9· 241.5 29.2 1,.045-.6-
CCSIlMlgration I.oases/Cas 1.0S& Memo Account 636.5 153.3 14.4 804.2 
carrying Coat of Storao.-Credit to WhoLeaal. (2~.7) (55 .. 3) (5.2) (290.2) 
~xc~ange Revenu. (329.8) (93.6) ,10.9) <434.2) 
InteNtH Ity Transportation ReYerM,Ie 84.3 23.9 2.8 '1r.o 
I.ong-Term contract S~I'ead 68.9 21.5 2.6 93.0 
SDCi&E/SOCal Reconciliation 784.2 244.4 29.6 1~058.2 
SOCi&ElSoCal Moreno Credit 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Pitas Point Shortfall 22.0 6.8 0.8 29.6 
Storage Banking Revenue 0.0 • 0 •. 0 0.0 0.0 
'ojOlllfn & Mil'lOrity I14.isfnesa Ent~rprfaes 1.8 0.6 O. , 2.4 
,W on SOG&E Other eoata 28.8 7.9 0.9 37.6-
F&U on SOCalCas Allocoted 01:1'101' Costa 714.4 201.3 22.7 938...4 ········· .............. ___ . ____ ~~_w.~ .... _ ..... __ ._ .. ____ .. 

3,900.2 1,171.3 '37'.7 5',209.2 
TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIREMENT 154.729.9 24,991.4 2', 283 S '82,004.8-
MISCEI.I.ANEOUS REVENUE (1,917.3) (309.7) (28.3) (2,255.3) 
NET I.IRA COSTs (2,164.8) (93.0) (9.8) (2,267.6) ... __ ......... -.......... _ .••........... _ .................. ---.. ----.---.---.. -.. ~ ............ -.-.. -.......... _-----... 
NET TRANSMISSION REVENUE REOUIREMENT $150,647.7 $24,588.8 $2,245.4 $177,t.a1.9' ....................................................................................................................... 
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TABI.! :s 

SAN OtECO CAS & EI.ECTRIC COMPANY 
NONCOR! C\JSTt)1ER COST AL.L.OCATlON 

BC4P Foreealt P~rfod 1: Octobfr 1, 1991 to September 30, 1992 
................................................................... w ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIRMENT 
(Dollars in Thousand~) 

INDUSTRIAL. COCENERATION UEC CAS DEPT 
(eN3 TO CN5) 

TOTAL. 
HOHCORE ........ *.*.--------_ ... -......... __ ................................................................................. ~. 

AUTHORIZEO CAS MARCIN 
Conwnon Oiatrfbutfon S4,OU.8 sa, 183.9 SO.O S12.272.8 
Demond Related Tranllllfaafon 1,534.5 3,.637.1 8,1164.2 14,.035.8 
Demand Related· Storage 854.7 • 1,815.5 3,.47.5.4 6,.143.5 
C~5tomer Related Dfatrfbution 154.0 521.3 369 •. 7 1,045.0 
Customer R.lated Tranamlaaion 131.3 311.2 758.5 1,.201'.1 
Conmodlty Related 115.6 214.4 726.2 1,. 116.3, 
50% Admlnfatratfve , Ceneral Expenses 904.8 2,147.3 5,682.3 .5,.734.5 
Pipeline Demand Charge 2,599 •. 1 6,. 160.5 15,014.3 23,.113.9 
DSM Co~laboratfve 0.0 0.0 0.0' 0.0' 
Net EOR AdI~atment (144.5) (336.3) (193.6) (1,.214.4) 
Contract AdJ~atment (SOG&E) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ........ ---....•.............................. ,~ ... --.----.-

10,238.4 22,715.0 34,095.1 67,048.4 
TRANSrnON COSTS 

Taltlt"or-Pay 241.4 S72.8 1 ;.515,.9 2,330.1' 
ExcHa COImIOdi tY Purchalft 0.0 0.0 0.0' 0.0 
El Paao/ChtM'on Refund (495.1) (1,176.3) (3,.112.9) (4,,7'S4.9) 
Min{~ Purchase Obligatf~ 169.6 402.4 1,064.8 1,636.7 --........ --............... ---~ .... ---.--~ ....... -......... 

(84.7) (201.1). (532.2) (818. " 
$OGlE BAlANCINC AND TRACKlNCACCOUNTS 

CSA Cogeneration Sl'tort'fall Account 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
CFCA Cor. Fflced Coat AcCOI,lnt 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
NTCA Noncore Tranaitlon Coat Account 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
ClBA Core I~lementation Balancing Account 0.0 0.0 ,0.0 0.0 
NlBA Noncore I~lementation Balancing Acct (113.1) (268.5-) (710.4) (1,.092.0) 
CCSI Carrying Coat o~ Storlge Inventory 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0-
HRSA H-ootiateG ReverM.le StabH Ity Account 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
C£BA DSH Balancing Account 0.0 '0.0 0.0 0.0 

, F&U Franchia. and UncoLleetiblt'& (2.8) (6.1) 0.0 (9.5) 
SOCA~GAS BAI.ANCIN~ & TRACKtN~ ACCOUNTS AI.I.OCATEO TO SOC&E 

Noncore Trlnsltion COlt Aecount 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Hegotiated Revenu. StabflltY Account 6.8 16.1 42.5 65.4 
Pipeline Demand Charges 12.3 29.1 70.9 112.3 
Minlnqn P\.Ir,chase Obligation 101.7 255.6 676.4 1,039'.7 
Carrying Coat Of Caa Storage O.~ 0.0 0;0 0.0 
Noncore Fixed Coat Account (27.4) (65.1) (1'12.4) (265.0) 
Pilot Storage Banking (101'.2) (215.0) (411.4) (727.6) 
Enhanced- 0; l Reeovery Trlcldng Aecount 11.2 26.0 61'.3 98.5 
Tak~r·Pay Obligation 59.5 ,141.1 37,5..4 57.5.9 

.-•• --.-••••• * ••• ~.----------------.---•••••••••••••••••••• 
(47.2) (87.5) (69.6) (204.3), 

OTHER F~ECASTED COSTS 
L.ost and unaccounted For Caa CI.UAF) 275.0 652.6 1,726.9' 2,654.4 
c~u~ 158.5 316.2 995.6, 1,530.4 
CCSIIM10rat1on L.esses/Caa L.Oh Memo Account 85.1 180.8 345.9' 61.1.8 
Carrying COst of Storage-Credit to Wholeslle (30.7) (65.2) '124.8) (220.8) 
Exchange Revenue (59.5) (140.9) (343.4) (543.8) . 
InteNt! l ity Transpol"tltfon Revenl,l4t 15.2 36.0 87.8 139.0 
L.ong-Term Contract Spread 14.1 33.4 88.S- 136.0 
SOc;&E/SOCa L Reconef l f atf on 160.4 380.8 1,007.6 1,548.8 
SOc;&E/SOCal MorMIQ Credit 0.0 0.0' 0.0 0.0 
Pitaa Point snomaU 4.5 10.7 28.2 43.4 
Storag. Barllei no R.wnue 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Women , Minot"ftY 8uail'lHa Enterprl," 0.4 0.9 2.3- 3.6-
F&u on SOG&E Oth.r Coat. 4.8 11.0 0.0 150.8 
F&u on SOCalCaa ALloeated Other CO$ta 125.8 293.7 0.0' 419.6-

----------••••••••••••• ~-••••••••••••••••••• * •••• ~ •••••• ~ •• 
153.1 1.770.0 3.81'4.~ 6,.338.3 

TRAHSMISSION REVtNUE REOUIRE~ENT 10,860.1 24.196.4 37,307.8 72.364.3 
MISCEL.L.AHEOUS REVENUE (134.6) (299.8) (462.3) (896.7) 
NET LIRA COSTS (61.0) 0.0 0.0 (61.0> --------....... --.---.... ~~.--------------................ ~.----------..... --....... -................. -.. --.. -.-....... 
NET TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIREMENT S10,664.5 $23,896.6 S36.845.5 S71,406.6 ....................................................................................................................... 
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APPENDIX Ie 

TABLE 1 

SAN DfECO CAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
CORE BUNDLED RATES AND REVENUES 

EffKtfve Jal'lUary 1 ~ 1992 

PACE 1 

::::::::·:::::····················::::::::::····:::::·I·:~:;i~;~;·~;~~~I:·I·:~~:~~~~~~·~;~~~~:·I···~::~:····::::::~· 
RATES REVENUES I RATES REVENUES I CHANCE CHANCE 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••••••••••••• 

RESIDENTIAL CR 
CIT HER" (SOOO) I C/THER" (SOOO) I C/THERM % 

Ba&ell~ 157,290 mtl'lerms 50.037 79,0'1'3 I 53.453 84,472 I 3.416 
Non·8aself~ 115,915 mtherms 71.321 61,563 72.609 62,675· 1.288 
Employeo Dfseount (287)1 (301)1 

21.284 19.156 (Z.1Z8) 

RESIDENTIAL CR·Ll 
1.425 I 1.358 I 

B4lelf~ 13,746 mtherms 41.1152 5,780 1 45.527 6,288 I 3.675 
Non-B4"ll~ 4,461 mtherflll 59.943 2,.687 61.810 2,770 1.867 

RESIDEN1'IAL C$ ! I 
Regular 8aself~ 1,454 mtherms 50.037 730 53.453 779 
Regular Non-8aself~ 363 mtherms 71.321 260 I 72.609 265 I 
LIRA 8a~lf~ 132 mtherms 41.1152 55 45.527 60 
~IRA N~-Baseli~ 33 mtherms 59.943 20 I 61.1110 20 I 
Ul'\lt Dfseount 69,811 Cust·mth (S1.90) (133) (S1.90) (133) 

RESIDENTIAL CT I I 
Regular 8aself~ 7,270 mtherms 50.037 3,642 53.453 3,890 
Regular Non-Basel f~ 2,974 mthern. 71.321 2,.124 I 72.609 2,162 1 
LIRA 8asell~ 1,4117 mtherm. 41.852 623 45.527 678 
LIRA Non-Basel I /'Ie 661 mtherma 59.943 397 I 61.810 409 1 
Ul'\ft Diaeoul'\t 333,271 Cust·mth (16.00) (2,002) (16.00) (2,002) 

3.416 
1.288 
3.675 
, .1.l67 
0.000 

3.416 
1.288 
3.675 
1.867 
0.000 

RESIDENTIA~ CM I I I 
aasel;~ 42,363 mtherma 50.037 21,308 53.453 22,763 3.416 
Non·8a~lfl'le 12,292 mth. erma I 71.321 8,813 I 72.609 8,972 I 1.288 

RESIDENTIA~ C~-' 

6.8% 
1.8%' 

6.S% 
, .S%. 
8.8% 
3.1% 
0.0% 

6.8X 
. 1.8%. 

11.8% 
3.1X 
0.0% 

FacILity Charge 3,792 Cuat·mth S13.82 52 1 S14.31 54! 0.490 3.5% 
Volumct~lc Surcharge 12~ mtherma 9.653 12 16.169 20 6.516· 67.5~ 

Less T~anspol"t-ortly (2,740) mtherms 26.454 (728) I 19.399 (534) I (7 .055) -26~"-
;~;~~-;~;~~~~;~~~·;~~;·----·········;V:;Oi··;~~;;;;·I··;6:;;:S····;8i:9S9·1··S8:ge9 .... ~9;:;09·1···2:~····· .. ·S:~~ 
..... -.---.--........ --.. ----.. --.............. ---.-.. I····················I····-·········~·····I··········· ......... . 

CORE COMMERCIAL 1 I I 
CN·1 Service CI'Ia~ge 337,334 Cust·mtl'l sS.OO ',696 SS.OO 1,696 0.000 0.0x. 
CN·2 Service CI'Iar-ge 264 Cust·mth 1 160.00 16 I 160.00 16 1 0.000 0.0% 
\Jil'\te~ 0·3000 Therm& 32,603 mtl'lerma 68.541 22,469 71.774 23,529 3.233 4 •. "-

All Excess 16,172 mtl'lerms I 40.904 6,651 I 42.302 6,e78 I 1.398 3.4% 
Summe~ 0-3000 Them. 46,144 mthern. 58.001 26,910 60.822 28,219 2.821 4.9% 

ALL Excess 18,013 mthermc I 39.e04 7,209 I 41.324 7.484 I 1.520 3.8~ 

:~-:~~~~~:;:~~=~-------············~!~~~~·~=~~:~·I··~~::~·······~~~~I··!~::~·······~~~:I··~::~~~~·····:~~::: 
~~~:.:~~:.~~:~:!~:_~::! ......... _!!!=~;~ ... ~;~~~~.I .. ~~:~·····~~~~·I n~::~~··_··~::~~~··I···~:~~·······_::~: 
PLu& T~al'\apol"t Voll,IIICIS 3,762 mthern. I I I. 
TOTAL CORE SALES 443,374 mthermc I 56.085 248,668 I 58.851 260,931 I 2.766· 4.9% ...................................................... .................... •••................. . ...•..•............ 
Rates rei'lect 1992 att~ftfon allowarICe. 
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SAN OrECO CAS & E~ECTRIC COMPANY 
NON CORE RATES AND REVE~U!S 

Effective Jenl.llry 1, 1992 

PAlO!! 2 

......................................... _ ............ , ...•................ , .................... , .................•.. 

I EFFECTIVE 8/1/91 I EFFECTIVE 1/1/92 I 
CUSTOMER C~SS THROUGHPUT UNITS PRESENT . TOTA~ ADOPTED TOTA~ RATE PERCE~T 

I RATES REVENUES I RATES REVENUES I CHANCE CHANGE ...................................................... .................... .................... . •........• _ ....... . 
COMMERCIA~/INOUSTRIA~ I eITHER" (SOOO) I e/THE~M (SOOO) I e/T~ERM ~ 

Vol~t~jc Ch.~g~ Winter 25,328 mtherma 18.245 4,652 I 17.721 
S\lmMtl" 42,280 ",ther". 12.988 ~,528 14.247 

(0.524) 
1.259 

Cuatom.I' Che/'gft: o to 3,000 th.rma 0 S/Month 9 0 11 0 2 20.0l 
l,001 to 7,000 therma 0 S/Month 46 0 55 0 9 20.0l 
7,001 to 23,000 th.rms 108 S/Month 84 9 101 11 17 20.0l 

23,001 to 126,000 tl'lerma 455 S/Month 168 77 202 92 I 34 20.0l. 
126,001 to 1,000.000 therma 98 S/Month 337 33 405 40 68 20.0l 

...... ~~:.;:~~~:~~~-:~~~ ........... -.--~ .. ~~~~:~ ...... ~~ .......... ~. ···-·~··········~·I·····~::·······~~:~: 
~~~~:·:~~~~::~~:~~~~~:~:·~:~~···--~::~·-~~~~~·I··~::~·····~~:~·I··~::~:·····;~:~~·I·--~:~~········::~: 
COGENERATION I" 

Voll.IIIetri~ Cherge lIin~el" 53,7'51 m~l'Iet'ml 12.928 6~999 12.043 6,520 (0 •. 885) ·6.8~ 
SIIfrMI" 106,699 mthel"ml 8.468 9,101 9.566 10,281 I 1.098 13.0% 

Customel" Ch.rgea: 
o to 3,000 ~~rma 269 S/Month 10 :5 15 4 I 5 49.~ 

l.001 to 7.000 t~rma 205 S/Month 55 " 82 17 27 49.~ 
1,001 to ZS,OOO t~rma 243 S/Month 100 24 150 37 I 50 49.9l 

23,001 to 126,000 ~hel"lllll 320 S/Month 200 64 300 97 100 49.9l 
126,001 to 1,000,000 thel'm& 115 S/Month 400 46 I 600 ·69 I 200 49.9l 

Ovel" 1,000,000 ~herms 39 S/Month 850 33 1,274 50 424 49.9l 

;O;;~·~O~E~E~;io~·~~~;····-········;60:~;O··;;~;;;;· ··;O:;~~·····;6:2e;·I··~O:~2··--·;7:0;;··I···O:~9~······ .. ~:~ 
~;~~~~·E~EC;;i~-~E~E;;~O~··u ........................ ·· .. ······-··-'······I····-···········'····I--·~······· ..... -.. . 

Oemaf'ld cne~e 12 Cust·mth S1,915 22,980 I 12,453 29,435 I 53S 28.1l 
Vol~t~fe Charges! 

Ignit@I" 'uel 2,527 mth.nna I 30.283 765 I 40.439 ',02Z I '0.156 33.5'; 
Tiel" I A~al 78.549 mtherma 7.666 6.022 6.479 5.090 ,1.187) ·15.5l 

------:~~:·::·····----···!~:··---·~:~~··~~~~~-I· .. ~::~~·--·~~:~~·I· .. ·~:~~······?:~~:·I··~~:~~~:···· .. :~:::: 
:~:~:-~~:-~::~ .... -------......... ---~:=;;~ .. ~~~:~- ··~~:~::·····:~:~:~·1··~~:~~·····:::::~·1···~:~··-·-··-~:;= 
NONCORE TRANSMISSION SA~fS 655,114 mthenna 10.598 69,433 I 11.181 73,253 1 0.583 5.5l 
...................................................... ····················,····················1············ .......• 
NON CORE PROCUREMI!N'I' I I 

Reteil Core-subscription 2,880 mthel"lllll 26.454 767 19.399 559 (7.055) ·26.~ 
R@teiL Noncore 158,238 mtherma I 22.809 36,348 I 22.809 36,.093. I 0.000 O.Ol 
UE(; Nonco~ 427,116 mtherma 22.255 95,055 22.255 95.055 0.000 O.OX 

~O~~O;f-;;~;£~£:;·~~£;············;;e:~·;;~;;;:··I··22:46~····~;i:~70·1·-22:j~O····~;~:706-I··;O:079;·-··--:O:Z~ 
-........... ---~-................. -...... -.................... ,········-···········I·····---····~·······I·--··-····· ........ . 
'I'OTA~ ~ONCORe $A~!!S I 201,603 I 204,959 I 3,355 . 1.~ ...................................................... , ........................................................•... 
TOTAL RATE REVENUES I 450,271 I 465,890 I 15.619 3.5l 
••· .. · .. ····•·•• ... ···································1····················1····················1··············· ..... 
Retea I"ei'Lect 1992 .tt~itfon .Llowance. 
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• Norman D. Shumway, Commissioner, dissenting: 

• 

• 

I dissent from the majority"s decision. Although:r agree 
with much that is in the decision, I cannot agree to a 
continuation of the flat allocator system which places a 
disproportionately high share of administrative and general (A&G) 
costs on the non-core customers of SoCalGas.. There is- ample 
eJidence, introduced in the evidentiary hearings in this 
proceeding, that non-core gas customers are paying an unfairly 
high bill under the present allocation system. In my judgment, 
it is reasonable to move, now, toward an equitable distribution 
of A&G costs by shifting a portion of those costs from the non­
core to the core. 

To that end, I support a change from the present system 
which classifies 50% of A&G expenses as commodity-related, 
allocating them on an equal cents per therm basis, and classifies 
the remaining 50% in the same manner as Operations and 
Maintenance (O&M) expenses. I support the 60:40 allocation 
recommended by Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Barnett in the 
proposed deeis;i.on. A limited reallocation from 5·0:50 to· 6.0:40, 
whieh is significantly less than the 84:16 which SoCalGas 
proposed, is an appropriate and cautious interpretation o·f the 
record established in this BCAP. Such a reallOCation is in 
keeping with the Commission's stated policy of continuing to move 
toward cost-based prieing. 

ALJ Barnett's proposal to move slowly towards the correct 
allocator by moving from a 50:50 to a 60:40 allocation, now, 
would have shifted approximately 12 million dollars from the non­
core to the core. This translates to an approximately 3/10 of a 
cent per therm increase to the core and 2/10 of a eent per therm 
decrease for the non-eore. To- a non-core eustomer who uses 



A.91-03-039 
0.91-12-075 

• billions of cubic feet of gas per year in this state, these 
savings are significant. 

• 

• 

I ~ troubled that the majority's decision, which retains 
the current 50:50 allocation, takes a step which is inconsistent 
with the Commission's policy of pricing gas delivery services 
accurately so that those who incur the costs pay for them. The 
majority's action leaves in place an unjustifiable burden on 
industrial users. I think it is particularly critical for us to 
be aware that employers are making an exodus from California to 
other states, in part because they can find cheaper energy 
available elsewhere. I believe we cannot needlessly wait to take 
the steps necessary to protect our industrial and manufacturing 
base. 

Moreover, the advantage to the non-core of moving from a 
50:50 to a 50:40 allocator at this time would have been free of 
any corresponding "rate shock'· for the core. By today's decision 
all SoCalGas customers will receive rate reductions; this would 
also have been true under the proposed decision. A shift to· the 
60:40 allocator would have meant, in most cases, a difference of 
less than $S per month to a commercial core customer. For 
residential customers, shifting the overhead allocators toward 
the core, who require the most overhead to serve, would still 
have saved 5% from last year's average monthly bill, considering 
that other costs have come down. 

Many parties have argued that the A&G study which SoCalGas 
submitted in this BCAP is less comprehensive than that ordered in 
0.87-05-046 and therefore provides insufficient support for 
reallocation of A&G costs now. I concur with ALJ Barnett that 
the record before us does not lead to that conclusion. While the 
study may not permit us to ascertain with precision what the 
ultimate allocation between the non-core and the core should be, 
the study provides substantially more information than we had 
before us when we issued 0.87-05-046, which declined to 
reallocate A&G costs. In my mind, the evidence before us now is 
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decisive -- the 50:50 allocation is inequitable.. Even ORA, who­
opposed our acceptance of the SOCalGas study and the 84: 16, 
reallocation proposed, recommended. that if we aceept the study, 
we allocate A&G costs on a 60:40 basis. 

I strongly support, with my colleagues, the expeditious 
resolution of our gas long run marginal cost (LRMC) proceed.ing, 
I.S6-06-00S, which has languished before the Commission for too 
many years already. I support the majority's commitment to 
address the allocator issue as well as a host of other cost 
issues in that proceeding. I am well aware, moreover, that some 
parties have argued that the LRMC proceeding, and. not a utility­
specific BCAP, is the appropriate forum for considering and 
resolving the issue of A&G cost reallocation. I believe that the 
position may have merit, to the extent that it is based upon a 
desire to maximize regulatory efficiency and achieve uniformity. 
However, on the basis of the persuasive record established in 
this BCAP and the delays to date in the LRMC proceeding, I 
believe a heightened pragmatism is required of us. As this 
recession deepens, I feel strongly that removing costs which 
don~t belong on industry'S bill is critical if California is to 
stay competitive and retain an industrial base. 

For the reasons discussed above I believe it would have 
been timely to act now, it would have been equitable to act now, 
and it would have been good policy to act now. I would have 
preferred to take one small step in the right direction today 
rather than require non-core customers to wait another year to 
finally get an accurate bill. 

December 20, 1991 
San FranCiSCO, California 

~MIlA&I~.~ 
N RMAN D. SHUMWAY j' 
Commissioner 
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