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‘Thie decision reduces the’ grous ‘revenue of" Southern
California Gas CQmpany'(SQCal) by $106.9 million (Appendlx B) and
increases the gross revenue of San D;ego Gas ‘& Electrlc COmpany o
(SDG&E) by $15.6 million (Appendix C).- “Included in’ ScCaI’s new
revenue requlrement are (1) $45 million in attrition’ revenue
increases authorlzed in Resolution G-2974 and (2) credzts (wzth
interest) to core ratepayers of $1.47 mlllzon and $2. 229 millzon in
accordance with Ordering Paragraphu 2 and 3, respectmvely, cf )
Decision (D.) 91-09-026.

W gécal’s core rates are reduced $200. 5 mlll;on or 8 J04% "
including a $249.1 million (8. 22%) reduction of res;dent;al rates.
The median reszdent;al blll isy - e

‘ '  ‘Present” Adopted"

~Rates = = _Rakes '~ - Change: ' ¢

Summer € 25 th/Month $17.18 © T 816.06 ”.?:w;eigg;.‘-
Winter @ 55 th/Month $31.45 $29.94 G 8%

SoCal’s noncore rates are increased by $98.0 million or
39.18% (Appendix B). The two pr;mary reasons for the noncore
increases are an increase in 1nterstate pxpel;ne demand” charges and
the elimination of the overcollection in noncore balanclng
accounts. In last year’s Annual Cost Allocation” Proceedlng (ACAP)
(D.90-112~023) rates for the noncore were reduced by’$88 mlll;cn to
amortize the overcollection in the noncore balancxng accounts.
'SDG&E’sS core rates will increase by-$12“3 mzll;on (4 9%)
(Appendix €) and its noncore rates by $3.3" mlllzcn (1 7%) o
(Appendlx ¢). A typical residential bill is: °
: Present ~ ~Adopted - %
-Rates .~ . _Rates. - Change.

Summer @ 20 th/Month - $20.66 v $11.28  s:
Winter @ 47 th/Month $24.40 $25.92
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The most contentious.issue in this proceeding was cost
allocation. SoCal and most interested parties asserted that more
costs were allocated to noncore customers than was reasonable. The
decision finds that there is insufficient evidence to shift
Administrative and General (A&G).costs more. toward the core. The
request to exenpt certain of SoCai's noncore customers- (those who-
transport their own gas on the Lnterstate system) from paying a
portion of SoCal’s interstate demand charges is: denied. .

Th;s decision denies the request of the City ot Vernon .
for wbolesale rates and denies. the request of the City of Long. -
Beach for a low rate so that 1t mlgbt compete with SocCal to. provide
service to Southern Callfornla Edzson cOmpany (Edisen) . The
decision authorizes SoCal to recover its prevxously authorzzed
brokerage fees but denles SoCal’s request to recover losses between
August 1, 1991 and the effect;ve date of’this decision. «

This decision was issued as ‘a Proposed.Decision to whxch
the parties submltted comments. Those comments have been
considered and changes have been made in response to those comments
and a review of the record.

I-,,BESKSIQBBQ

‘ SoCal seeks Ln 1ts Blennlal Cost Allocatzon Proceed;ng
(BCAP) to revzse 1ts rates erfectlve October 1, 1991, or .as.:soon. -
thereafter as possible. . .. : W T e

. The purpose of this appllcatlon is (1) to‘allocate'among
customers the nongas costs of. service prevzouslyﬂauthorlzed by -the.
comm1551on for recovery in rates, (2).to reflect in rates the
amort;zat;on ot the balances forecast as of September 30, .1991 .in:
various balancmng and tracking aoqountslprev;ously,authorlzedﬁby‘H
the Commission, and (3) to reflect in rates the forecast cost of
gas for core customers and other related costs paid to suppliers
and transporters of gas purchased by SoCal. Pursuant to ... =

. ]
- I . v e




A.91-03-039, A.91=03-066 COM/IBO/S5#t

D. 90-09 089 thas applzcatlon employs ‘a 24-month forecast peraod
running from October 1, 1991 to September 30, 1993.' For
convenzence, SoCal presented forecast data an thas appllcatron L
separately for the first and second 12-month perlods rn “the
24-month torecast ‘period. ”"‘“

o ,“ SoCal presented compllance rates that are produced by ;
appllcatron or the Commlsslon s prevaously adopted cost allocatron
and rate desagn guadellnes to forecasts of demand and throughput
SoCal also presented alternat;ve rates produced by certarn f
modifications proposed by it to those prev;ou ly adopted cost .
allocation and rate desrgn guzdelrnes." The rate changes proposed
by SotCal rerlect and pass through changed costs for servrces and
comnodities furnashed by it, and will not cause SoCal to devaate:
from the rate or return last authorlzed by the Comm1s51on.‘gH_‘

SoCal proposes rates that” would decrease total revenue
collected by approxamately 3142 mallron annually as compared to b
revenue at present rates. Assum;ng no change an cost allocatron ‘
gu;delrnes revenue from core customers will decreaee by . ‘
approxamately $278 mallron annually, approxlmately an llt'decrease
over core revenue at present rates. Assumlng no change rn cost ;
allocation gurdel;nes, revenue from noncore customers,’exclusrve of
revenue to recover gas costs, wall rncrease by approxamately $136
mrllron annually, approxzmately a 39% rncrease ‘from noncore nongas
revenue at present rates. This declsron author;zes an overall
decrease in SoCal’s rate of 5152 3 malllon, rncludzng a ‘core
decrease of $230.4 million and’ 2 noncore 1ncrease or $82 8 mllllon.

SDG&E in its brennaal cost allocation’ program ‘seexs
relief smmalar to SoCal’s to reflect and allocate in rates SDG&E’s
balancang account balances forecast as of September 30, 1991, and
SDG&E’s nongas costs and gas commodaty costs whrch lt expects to
lncur an the torecast perlod to provzde gas servrce.

SDG&E proposeﬂ to 1ncrease total gas rates by $20 6
million on an annual’ basrs, which conmstitutes a total system R
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average rate 1ncrease or 4. S%.h‘:hisﬂdec;sionmauthorizesﬁanﬂ§;;.1
million increase. o o t‘; o
o The requested effect;ve date for the rates zs 0ctobe_“i,
1991, or as soon thereafter as possxble. N h
A number of partles intervened and presented proposals
which supported SoCal’s request for a reallocatlon of costs from
noncore to core, and in some 1nstances, went far beyond SoCal'
request. Thls reallocation of ¢costs would anrease core rates by
approxamately 5160 mllllon. Issues other than cost allocataon were
raised by some parties. The part;es £iling briefs are Socal, :
SDG&E, D;v;smon of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA), Toward Utlllty Rate
Normallzat;on (TURN) , Pacrflc Gas and Electric Company (PG&E),
Ed;son, Indlcated Producers, California Cogeneratxon cOuncll,‘_ d
Southern Calrfornaa Ut;l;ty Power Pool/:mperxal Irrlgatlon Dzstr;ct
(SCUPP/IID), California Industrzal Group, the c;ty ot Long Beach
the C1ty of Vernon, Kexn Rlver Gas Transm1551on cOmpany (Kern
R;ver), and Roadrunner Club Assocxataon, Inc..(Roadrunners).q On
many issues the interested partles share 2 common pos;taon and '
thear brxe:s are often duplzcat;ve. In’ th;s declsaon, therefore,
we wxll not always mention each party that took a posatlon on 2
, partzcular 1ssue, but will only refer to the partles whose )
agreements are representatlve.'

E

d;scussed in ‘this deczsmon, but the flndlngs o: fact wmll anclude
all flndlngs required to set rates.

Both appllcatzons were consolldated ror hearlng before
Admxn;stratmve Law Judge Robert Barnett.

. ‘II.. N . N . -. . . - . . r‘“ e . . m.‘ s ‘[ﬂ» o ,. >

The spot gas and alternate £uel prlce forecasts are‘:?”"
dlrectly relevant to both the level of core-customer rates and the
rorecast oz gas demand by both core and noncore market segments.#
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-There is-no-.substantial difference between the crude:oiliand  ;:oc-
alternate fuel price forecasts presented in this proceeding by DRA
and SoCal. SeoCal has accepted DRA’s. forecasts,'as shall we. 1In
either .case no econonic fuel switching is expected. . An oil price
forecast of $19-per barrel. for BCAP periods one and two is adopted.

.SoCal -has also accepted DRA’s . spot gas forecast of $2.01
and $1.96/MMBtu for BCAP periecds one and two, respectively, but
SDG&E contends that its forecast of $2.29 and $2.28/MMBtu is.more
accurate. The major reason for the difference in these estimates
is tbat DRA-based its-estimates on average mainline prices, while

-SDG&E based its estimates on,the_CalifqrniaAborder;price-;¢1n using
the border-price SDG&E has combined the commodity .and - |
transportation components of delivered gas at a. time. when
transportation charges. are undergoing sxgnzflcant changes.« We have
used border price comparisons frequently and acknowledge their
validity, but in forecasting spot gas in this case we prefer the .

i -unbundled mainline comparison, and will adept the DRA .forecast...
. . SoCa) has. accepted DRA’s single portfolio Weighted |
Average Cost of Gas (WACOG) .forecast of S2. ll/MMBtu and. -
$2.01/MMBtu, -as - shall we.. . ...

,III.-, Qna_mmm -

Accurate predxctzons of gas demand are. cruc;al to a.falr
allocat;on,of costs and to providing.the. utility with aAfaLr
opportunity to earm its authorized rate of return. .-If. an e
unrealistically high. forecast of .gas . demand for . a part;cular class
of customers is.adopted,.that customer. class. wlll be-.allocated an
inordinately large share of the utility’s revenue requirements: .
rates. would be designed so that the allocated revenue requmrement
would be recovered only at the. adopted level of demand. IE . theﬁﬁ
actual demand . level is anything. less, the utxl;ty will not have a
fair opportunity to recover its revenue requirements from the
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noncore: sectorf~wh;ch is- subject onIy to-partxal balanc;ng acéount
‘treatment. g A S TSR D L SRR A T FAI T

In-this BCAP, ‘gas ‘demand forecasting’ has-been complicated
by the implementation of the Commission”s Procurement Decision”

- D.90-09-089, and by the impact of Priority 2A (P2A) “economic -
practicality” shifts of core customers te the noncore” class undexr
Commission Reselution G-2948 and other related decisions. -The = _
central issues concerning gas demandin ‘this BCAP involveithe '
noncore industrial forecast, the impact of P2A-“economic- *' -7
practicality” shifts, service level elections by-noncore- customers,
core aggregation and‘core‘subScription“load;“the'Long Beach ﬁtility
electric generation (UVEG) demand forecast, the-heat rate update’ -
from UEG customers (which is used to determine how much' gas- a
‘cogenerators can use under the Schedule“GN-50 rate), and other =7
issues, including anticipated discounting, which“are~direct1y* :
relevant to a forecast of non-enhanced oll recovery (EOR) * ‘
cogeneration -demand. = - S : i S

‘Both SocCal -and DRA have: deVeloped ‘econometric models to .
forecast throughput to -residential, ‘core commercial, core “"
industrial, and certain sectors of the noncore industrial’classes
of service. Under these models, demand has been forecast as a
function of weather, the price of natural gas, the price of

- substitute ruels, and econemic activity in the SoCal service area.
For the core classes of service, ‘the SoCal and DRA™ forecasts are
extremely close. However, for the noncore- classes~of” servmce,
DRA’S forecast exceeds that-of SoCal by 6.9% in’the" flrst year and
by '4.17% in the second year-of the- BCAP'perlod.- L '

With the: except;on of ‘the noncore industrial market’
sector, SoCal accepts DRA’sS demand forecasts. SocCal is also~in" -
agreement with DRA on the'retail'UEG'demand‘forecast'with“an“'
adjustment for the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
(LADWP) in order to reflect lmplementation of a two-tier rate. e
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A. Noncore Industxial Demand Forecast

" Both SoCal and DRA have forecast a reduct;on ln noncore
commercxal and zndustrlal throughput. However, the DRA forecast
expects more demand than that of SoCal ln hoth BCAP perlods, by
6.9% in ‘BCAP year one and by 4. 17% in BCAP year two. The reason"
for the drfzerence is’ the manutacturlng employment forecast T
utilized in DRA’s econometrrc models. Whlle DRA utlllzed the March

1991 University of Callfornxa at Los Angeles, Eﬂdingﬁs EQIEE:E: .
Lhe california Econemy, (UCLA forecast) as its Source foran

employment forecast, SoCal based its forecast on projectlons of
econonic conditions in the SoCal service terrltory whlch 1n turn,
are based upon assumptlons about the v.s. econony. The employment
data utilized by SoCal was rrom the SoCal Seerce Area Econom;c
Model. ‘The national data was taken trom the Data Resource, Inc.L;
(DRI) U.S. Model. -

'DRA argues that whlle SoCal s employment projectlons have
the advantage of being sexrvice areaspecific, DRA’S employment C
projectlons are based on a more recent forecast of natronal ‘and
state economac conditions than SoCal's. Furthermore,ls;nce
economic: act;v;ty in Southern Callfornla has a large lnfluence on’
the Ccalifornia economy, the use of a Calzfornla forecast captures
the bulk of economic activity in the SoCal serv1ce area.h”“

SoCal says that DRA’s argument in thzs regard is no
longer appllcable. on cross-examznatlon, DRA’S wltness admltted
that a nore’ recent UCLA forecast than that used’ by DRA ln ‘
:orecastzng noncore industrial demand bas revised the 1992 ’
manu:acturlng employment growth rate ‘downward from 2.1% to 1 34.'T
As’ a result, DRA’s argument ‘that’ lts forecast has the advantage of
utlllZlng more recent’ informatzon is moot. SoCal malntalns, ln -
fact, the" most recent rorecast by UCLA is very much” 1n line’ w;th
the forecast utilized by Socal. It is the dlfference between the‘
DRI employment forecast and the version of the UCLA employment
forecast utilized by DRA which is primarily responsible for the
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difference between their nencore commerCLal and lndustrlal demand
forecasts. SoCal argues that because the employment rorecast used
by DRA is not service area-speclflc (1n addltlon to the fact that
it has been revzsed downward s;nce DRA's flllng ln thzs,proceedlng,
s® as to brlng it more in llne w;th that utlllzed by SoCal), it
renders an 1naccurate plcture of manufacturlng growth in Southern
California due to the economic dlzrerences between Northern
california and Southern Callfornla. Southern Callfornla ls heav;ly
1ndustrlal compared to the rest of the state. o —
» ‘We agree wath SoCal’s assessment of manufacturlng
employment and w1ll adopt 1t.ﬂﬁ«
B. ‘E9n:EQB_SQSQHQIQEiQH_DQEBEQ .
~ soCal has zorecast 72 MMdth of non—EOR.cogeneratlon

demand dur;ng both BCAP perlods, 1ncludlng 8.0 MMdth tor long-term
transportatlon customers (excludzng 9.0 MMdth core exchange gas.
customers). Industrial. cogeneratlon volumes are pro;ected to be 50
MMdth, whlle the. co:mnerc;al cogenerat:.on requ:.rements are. forecast
at 22 MMdth.

} DRA did not take lssue wuth the company's forecast of 72
‘MMdth for BCAP perlods one and two.“ However, DRA dld take issue,
" with heat rates used to. calculate the amount of gas avallable at..
the cogeneratlon rate.' SeCal has submltted revmsed foreca ts usmng
the correct ‘heat rates. These wxll be adopted.‘ .

o TURN took issue with the :orecast and recommended
adjustlng it upward. TURN clalmed that SocCal. had excluded 8. MMdth
of load from the forecast whlch could be. retalned through
dlscountzng-. Tts witness estlmated that an addztlonal $3. 6 mllllon
1n revenue could be generated by retalnlng thls load on. the Systen
through dlscountlng. Based upon this, . he proposed.lncreasmng ‘the
throughput estlmate by 4. 5 MMdth which is the amount. of throughpu*
at the default rate whlch would generate thls addztlonal .revenue..
DRA supports the 'TURN recommendatlon. “ B S T

Py

s e
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SoCal ‘asserts that its’ torecast lncluded*dzsccuntlng to
retain non-EOR load. It proposed a ccgenerat;on rate of 9¢” per
therm and a discount down to 6.3¢ per’'therm in’ order to malntaln
the load forecast in the non-EOR cogeneration market. socal
contends that discounting-any lower will not achieve- any addat;onal
demand. SoCal’s :orecast appears reasonable and wall be EREE
adopted.’ : D S FE S

noe

SoCal has stlpulated to. the DRA forecasts or we;ghted
. average spot prices and of the 51ngle portfol;o WACOG ~and there is
no dispute concernzng capacity aasumptlons, flxed gas supply costs,

and other related direct billings. N

There are, however, several issues whzch 1mpact gas
supply and are subject to conmsiderable d;spute.3 Among-.these issues
are the methodology for calculation of the minimum purchase
obligation (MPO) transition cost, the projected start-up date for
the pipeline being constructed Jjointly by Kern- River: Mojave
Pipeline Company (Kern River or Kern/Mojave), and the meact of the
anticipated Transwestern Expans;on. o -
A. single Portfolio WACOG Foxecast

DRA’sS WACOG foreccast, after adjustment rcr MPO is
$2.11/Dth for BCAP year one and $2.01/Dth for BCAP. .year two. For
the purposes of this proceedang, SoCal has accepted DRA's single
portfolio WACOG forecast... . .. - - ST

TURN criticized-this forecast and speculated that it was
5% to- 10% too high.. We give no weight-to TURN’s. speculation and
wiil_adopt~the DRA forecast. - = .. . N S T RS

- MPO transmtxon costs-are excess cost s,incurred.to-satisfy
min;mum purchase obligations under long-term supply contracts .
executed before the Commission’s gas industry restructuring that
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was. implemented: in May 1988. These contracts include. SoCal’s
Caleornla, POPCO-Hondo, and. Federal offshore supply contracts. .
The orlg;nal intent of the ‘MPO transition cost. concept was. that .
certain high-cost con:racts—-wh;ch‘ne;the:»co:eknqunqncq;e_A _
ratepayers would purchase today if given the cheoice--would de . ..
fairly allocated between all ratepayers.. S S

The Commission’s existing method for calculatzng MPo
costs was dlscussed in D.87-12-039 (26 CPUC 24 213, 236):

”...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 consider uncompetitive"
is the combination of high minimum . purchase
obligations and h;gher-than-market commodlty
prices. .

wPor SoCal, there are MPO-related transition
costs associated with POPCO- and California:
supplies. The POPCO and California gas . . .. °
supplies will all be incorporated into the core

portfolio, and we are reasonably satisfied that'
the sum total of all other gas supplies
assembled by SoCal to serve the core is a
useful proxy for the competitive price of gas.
This proxy is relatively stable, easy to
calculate on a ¢ontinuing basis, and is not
based upon any particular rate design methed.
Because the supplies to which these transition
costs are attached are a relatzvcly small part
of SoCal’s overall purchases, we do not expect
great swings in the calculation of these costs..
Thus, the calculation avo;ds the concerns that
led us to reject for use in this proceeding the
‘bottoms=-up’ approach to excess gas costs.” -

SoCal has estimated MPO transition costs by comparing -
unit prices under the affected agreements with a weighted- average
of prices under long-~term and spot purchases.’ ThiS‘apprbachf(thé
WACOG approach) was first used by the- CQmmmsSLOn in D 87 12-039,
and lt was most recently used- in D. 90-11-023. R
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DA

A number of par't::’.es:L {(known as the Stlpulatlng Partles)

urge that we reconsider our method of” determlnang MPO”costs’ and
support the recommendation’of Long Beach, whzch ‘would reduce the'”
MPO transition costs for the two-year 'BCAP” perlod from’ $41 612 000
to $12,815,000 and place the entlre dlfference on the core
customer. - - o R .
A witness for Lohg“BeaCh“testiried that'M?o*traﬁsition'"
costs should be based on compar;son to pr;ces ‘contained in long-”j
term supply contracts, as specified by the ‘Commission” Ln o B
D.86-12-010. The witness stated that MPO transxtlon costs are a -
subset of ”excess procurement costs.” - Excess procurement costs .
were first discussed in D.86-12-0%0, p. 102: B

#An accurate assessment of the extent to 'which
procurement costs are excessive may be quite . .
difficult. The best comparison would probably
be to new long-term contracts. Absent that,
another approach would be to compare them to-
each other (e.g., to assess any difference
‘among’ commedity rates in-existing long-term
contracts as transition costs).”

o
Tan

In D.87-12-039, the Commission selected a WACOG approach in large
part because SoCal did not have long-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- '
D.87-12-039 and D.90-11-023 should not be continued because the
conditions that led the Commission‘to deviate from -its policy in
D.86-12-010 have changed. SoCal now has a substantial number of
long-term contracts negotiated“under"the‘post¥D§87-12-d39TharKEt"x

e e
oot A,

(3N

[T——

1 - The Stipulating Parties consist of’ Edison, SDG&E,: - - =v I
SCUPP/IID the City of Long Beach, and-the.-California.Industrial. :
Group, California League of Food Processors and California =
Manufacturers Association -(CIG)-. - These—partles are all noncore -
users of the SoCal system. They stipulated- that: $160 million: ot“'~_
costs should be transferred from the ‘noncore to the core. We are
not bound by that stipulation. del
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structure that can be used to‘determlne MPO transxt;on costs. ,In;
short, lt ls no longer -necessary.or- approprlate to-use the WACOG -
approach chosen in D. 87-12 039.‘”,_w. T e e
He contends that MPO transltxon cost should;reﬁlectyonly
those prrces in excess of the upper limit of the range of prices .
called for. ln SoCal’s new long-term contracts. He said. that our
task ;s to compare those contracts that are transition cost.
candidates with this upper limit and. to assesszpransltzon,costs
only when the candidate prices exceed the upper limit of prices
that SoCal would pay under its new long-term contracts. He -
calculated the MPO transition cost estimate for the two-year BCAP.
period to be $12,185,000 as compared to SoCal’s forecast- of
$41,612, 000. He believes it is approprlate to--use the ‘upper limit
of the range because transition costs .are.intended to represent the
excess of prices in pre-transition contracts over’currently
prevailing maxket prices. .The upper limit of prices in Socal’s new
long-texrm contracts places an upper limit on currently prevailing
market prices. Thus, only prices above this upper limit.should be
considered excess transition costs. Using an average price-is:-
inappropriate because there.is a range .of prevailing market-prices
above and below the average price which should not be considered. .
~excessive.” : IR SRS
SoCal DRA and TURN oppose any change in - the MPO
calculatxon. TURN’s witness testified that the Commission’s
reason;ng in D.87-12-035 continues to.support -the-use of the-
existing MPO calculation method. As a benchmark, the overall
portfolio WACOG is still relatively stable, it is easy to
calculate, and it is not based on any partlcular rate desmgn
methed. He said that the essential purpose .of -the MPO is to- share
equztably among all customer classes the excess gas costs that;~’
would otherwuse be borne solely by the .core portfol;o because that
portfolro-has served as the dumping ground for SocCal’s unmarke*able
- gas’ supply contracts. That reality has not changed since - 1987.,;;
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Perhaps the most precrse calculation 0L MPO.costs would result, from
a dete“mznataon of the‘prlce SoCal would pay .for replacenent. -gas: if
it were not requared to purchase under the MPO-related contracts.
SoCal’s evmdence indicates that in most months the.price: for..
replacement suppl;es would actually be lower than the. forecasted_
WACOG.” Thrs suggests that the current method understatesfrather
than overstates MPo-related transatron.cost-. , o e e

. 'h _ He testlfzed that Long Beach!s approach. . zs-extreme andg'
illogical. It lgnores the fact that the high-cost discretionary.
supplies used as the benchmark are not expected- to be. purchased: by
SoCal in any month of the forecast ‘period. In every single case-
SoCal could, and apparently would, dlsplace these expensive
dlscretlonary supplaes w;th spot gas, or less expensive.gas fromn-
its other contracts. Thus, the prlces that Long- Beach. uses.are .
more reflect;ve of the cost of 2 ‘peaking. supply than.of a baseload
must-take source-_A . T T DI

 He said it would be totally ;ncorrect to exclude all spot

gas supplles from the determlnatlon or the MPO. benchmark .as-Long. .
Beach suggests, because SoCal £:] market-responsmve ~long=texm..
contracts typlcally lnclude provmsmons that permit at least, llmlted
substxtutaon of spot gas w;thout charge when spot is cheaperr Spot
purchases are anticipated by and form an 1ntegral part.of-the.
contract’s supply package and,prlce., Tt would be a false
comparason to look only at the long-term przce 1n.the«contract,
while lgnorang the fact that the contract permits some. level of
spot gas substitution. ScCal’s spot and contract purchases are
both part of its overall contractlng strategy, -and .both .should be
1ncluded an the MPO calculatxon., F;nally, he. asserted that the .
contract praces used by Long Beach.have never beenhfound reasonable
by thls Commasslon. Indeed DRA has challenged several  of SoCal'’s
contracts in the latest reasonableness review. It would needlessly
complxcate matters to base the MPO calculat;on on a single contract

- P
oD e Tl
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“that might -ultimately be judged unreasonable. The current WACOG-
based caleculation ‘avoids ‘this potentaal problem. o
" We will make no changes in’ our method or allocatlng MPO

costs. We have used the WACOG approach for four years and have
found it to be simple in- applzcatlon and faar zn allocatzon.‘ The
recommendation by the Stipulating Partxes that we should change 2
simple computation for a complex ana1y51s of contract pr;ces and
purchases has no merit. It is nmerely a formula to sh;tt costs
which were incurred for all customers from noncore to core.
- SoCal’s overall WACOG of the non~Mpo- gas categoraes should contanue
to be used as the benchmark for the MPO calculataon, anasmuch as
these supplies represent the overall effectzveness of SoCal s .
contracting efforts and are a more accurate measure ot the ”excess”
nature of the MPO contracts. ' , e

' Certain parties have recommended that we announce a .
termination date for MPO costs. That is, they do not want MPO )
costs allocated to the noncore in ruture years. No reason is glven
except that MPO costs have been in place for a long tlme and these
parties are. concerned that the MPO rate mechan;sm wzll become a L
- permanent ‘feature of rate design. Thelr concern is unwarranted..
‘As soon as the contract’ obllgatxons have been satlsf;ed, the MPO
rate mechanasm will fall or its own welght._““

The date on which the Kern/Mojave pzpellne comes on-llne
is directly relevant to forecasts of system capaclty and _
curtailments, and demand and throughput rorecasts. It the papellne
were to be operatlonal earlier than July 1, 1992, as has ‘been )
forecast by Kern Raver, the forecast for EOR cogeneratlon bypass
would increase for the flrst BCAP per;od while the demand for thzs
market would decrease. The an-servzce date for the Kern/MoJave o
pipeline will also 1mpact zorecasted curtamlment._ In that regard
if this pzpelane were to come on-line in January or 1992,
curtailment could be eliminated in the months of January and
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February. In fact, under:the SoCal cold year forecast, curtamlment
would be eliminated ina cold year beginning the time:the'” S
Kern/Mojave pipeline is in operation. - The ‘adeption of an earlier:
on-line date.for. the.Kern/Mojave pipeline’ than July ‘1, 1992: would
impact ¢ost allocation to all customer classes due to the B
additional 'UEG demand ‘that could be served in a cold year.

A reasonable forecast of the anticipated date that the’
Kern/Mojave pipeline will be on-line 'is. necessary: to arrive atta -
fair cost allocation in this proceeding. ' SoCal and'DRA have -~ "
forecast July 1, 1992, -while Kern River ‘has proposed January 1,
1992. Our concern in this dispute is to be cautious.” Although -
Kern River has shown that parts of its project are currently on
schedule, the majority of pipeline segments which have been
completed are located in flatlands, not the mountainous terrain
which must still be traversed;"”Furthér;vconstructionﬁin*thisﬂf
mountainous terrain will have to.be completed in thewinter, which
increases the likelihood of substantial delays. " Unanticipated . = .
causes for-delay have already occurred since the hearings in:this =
proceeding and are likely to occur .again -in the future.: -‘Because of
thesmagnitude{of.thisuproject and: the difficult terrain it must
Cross we believe it is.prudent to anticipate some: delay and- will :
adopt.SoCal’s- ln-servmce-date of Juxy b 1992‘ror forecast
purposes. . . L R B HE AR
D. Ixanswestexn Expansion

Transwestern Pipeline Company (Transwestern) hasofiled to
increase its mainline capacity to California by 340-MMcf/d, which
is expected to be . in sexrvice by January 1992.. It already has firm:
commitments for this capacity of:200:MMcf/d from PGLE. and60.MMcL/d
from other parties (which .do not include SoCal).: SoCal-hasnot .=
forecast. add;tzonal-throughput from.Transwestern durlng the" BCAP: .
peried. . .. A SR S T LA SRl DO

' ”SoCal‘states that. it has*no"interconnection:agreement'ww:
with Transwesterm, nor has it shipper comnitments guaranteeing

ST
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recovery of the -increased facilities costs for such' . .wuiuwi”
interconnection. - It: says-it has no-plans at this time to installw
any- interconnection facilities except for some small.enhancements
which- would increase its capacity to receive Transwestern:gas.by 50
MMcL/d. RPol o Lo S A e L A P R A S
CTURN urges us to~1nclude thls addxtlon 50 MMcr/d inouxr:.
est;mates of . gas supply available to.SoCal. We shall-do so.
Although SoCal -does not plan a major upgrade to take.the.. ... ...
Transwestern increase, its “small enhancements” will be:in place:.:
and we would. expect, over time, a more substantial connection if. -
for no other reason than system security. - -~ vooooono 7 L

) Forecasts of balanc;ng and tracklng account
over/undercollections were first presented by SoCal as of . -
September 30, 1991 based upon recorded data as of January :31, 1991
together with. forecasted data for the months between January 3L, ¢
1991 and September 30, 1991. In September updated accounts were.
f£iled based upon. recorded.data as of August 31, (1991 together with
est;mated,ac;xvlty for September.. Only'the controversial accounts
are discussed in this decision. We will use the September update
for BCAP rates. e LT e
B. " Seasopal Rate Shortfall Accownt = .. .7 o oocolnT

. - In D.91-05-039 the Commission: adopted seasonal ~Nvolumetric
rates for noncore retail customers. - :Based upon this decision;: -:
lower. sumnex .rates went,1nt0uef£ect:on_hugust»1,“1991- ‘Bowever, "
due to-the’'timing of the:implementation date these lower -summexr =t
rates have: not been ¢ffiset by higher winter -rates basedion the -~
adopted revenues and rates from SoCal’s 1990 ACAP. For this o i
reason, our-action in D.91=05=-039 created a revenue shortfall which

- I e, e e e e e P R Iy .
N o ara oo P Aol e comt . s P . o - . “w r ‘. CREE PR IR A -y o e R
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we. authorized. SoCal to recover. through a Seasonal Rate: Shortfall"'
Accotm ' Lo I s s LT RS TS IR
. DRA es tzmates that th;s account- wzll have acerueds Sa
approxxmately $4 million by October 1, 1991. DRA recommends-that:
the- costs. accrued in the account be:allocated on an-equal cents-
per-therm basis to- the retail noncore. .Since:the shortfall.is. .
generated as a- result of the mid-term change . in- noncore:rate-:.
design, it: is appropriate that the costs: remain within the:noncore
class. Finally, since this shortfall is a one-time phenomenon, the
account should be abolished on the effective date of the BCAP: . .
decision which' follows after this BCAP-decision. DRA’s R
recommendation will be adopted. We should point out that. thms is:
not. retroactive ratemaking because at the time-we made: this- change
effective August- 1, 1991, we also- provided for-the revenue ..~:.. "
shortfall. - \ L S A
C. Breokerage Fees .. . - o Cmacnuo S oo

- - SoCal has-in the past purchased gas for .its noncore: ...
customers and. incurred expenseS“desiQnated as brokerage.fees. .. =
Recently, SoCal’s brokerage fee expense was estimated at.$4.23 . .
million-annually, which SoCal estimates for this- BCAP.. 'In SoCal’s
most recent. ACAP the noncore sales were in the-range-of-L60 MMDth
and the $4.23 million brokerage fee was recovered by charging.
$0.266/therm to core-eclect and noncore customers. However, in- . .-
D.90-09-089 we ordered -that SoCal’s noncore portfolio be eliminated
starting August 1, 1991. This action-reduced the amount-of noncore
sales to about 36 MMDth. If the $0.266/therm rate were:spread-only
over this reduced amount, the brokerage fee shortfall would be:: -
approximately $3.3 million.  SoCal does 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, SocCal
' points out that between August -1, 1991 and the time-this decision-:
becomes effective there will be a loss.of noncore sales which -willk
be only partly replaced by core subscription sales.. -The-difference
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in sales.results in an estimated brokerage: fee shortfall of'$0.43~
million. SoCal proposes to recover the $0.43 millien shortfall- "
from noncore retalil customexs'in the’ BCAP perlod on’ an equal ¢cents
per therm bhasis. = LTI ~ R e e
- DRA,dlsagrees<w1th SoCal' that: it should-be entitled”to:
full recovery of $4.23 million. : DRA argues that: this:base' revenue
requirement was adopted on the assumption of significant h@ncbre?”
procurement activity. SoCal has not provided: a' new. brokerage fee-
study based on its new, lower, procurement activity to consider -
revisions to: the level of expenses- allocated: to brokerage: '
activities. SoCal’s position is unrealistic, in DRA’s opinion,> -
because it assumes that there will be no- drop in brokerage-related
costs. even though volumes will drop dramatically.  Pending”a' study
showing SoCal’s cost of brokerage- activity for core subscrlptmon,»
DRA believes that the most realistic approximation is to- assume At
drop in brokerage costs proportional to the drop in brokered”
volumes. 'As a 'result, DRA asserts that SoCal should not recover
brokerage-related costs above the  $0.266/th rate currently ‘being- "
charged to core-elect and noncore customers. - - Gl eSS
‘SoCal argues that DRA’s assumption that it will“be 'able’
to aveoid an amount of brokerage-related expenses proportional to
the Arop in procurement volumes directly contradicts prior =~ -
Commission decisions which determined that allocated brokerage - -
costs be calculated on the basis of ‘embedded, as-opposed to avoided
costs. For example in D.89~03~014 ‘the Commission ruled:: “We will
‘adopt the brokerage fee policies proposed in R.88-08-018. “As 'we
stated in that order brokerage fees-will be based on embedded
costs.” (D.89-03-014, see p.-5.) -”Costs-allocated to-brokerage- -
should ‘not ‘be limited.to those which are avoidable in the ' short--~
term.” (D.89-09-094, Finding of Fact S, p. 17.) And, assuming a®
reduction in brokerage-related expenses, it does not follow that““
the reduction will result in excess revenue since other - expenses
related to procurement implementation-are likely to increase.
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SoCal asserts that lts base revenue requlrement 1s S
authorized in its general rate case “and’ subsequent attrztlon ;td“;
decisions. DRA is now proposlng to make the level of authormzed '
margin an issue in this cost allocatlon proceedzng.' Wh;le zt would
be proper for DRA to make a proposal for reallocatmng that amount
of authorized gas margin currently allocated as ”brokerage :ees,g
it is inappropriate for DRA to propose to remove these amounts rrom
- SoCal’s authorized margln. It DRA wxsbes to do so 1t must do so 1n
SoCal’s next general rate case.’ o -

Finally, SoCal explazns that even LR 4 ;t should experlence
some decrease in- brokerage-related expenses, 1t does not follow o
that the amount would become excess to its operatlonal needs.” It
cites,  for example, the $1.5 mall;on expense for "Serv1ce and )
Information’ for Large Commercial and Industrlal Customers,t whlch
is included in the current brokerage fee amount. In l;ght of the
Commission’s ongoing restructuring, 1nclud1ng the el;mlnatlon of
the noncore portfolio, transportation of aggregate core loads, the
conducting of open seasons to determane servzce level and core )
subscription elect;ons and the interim buy/sell arrangements, xt Ls
inconceivable, to SoCal, that anybody would argue that SoCal wlll
experience a reduction in noncore customer rhformat;on expenses.“'

" In regard to the brokerage fee shortfall occurrzng o
between August 1 and BCAP ;mplementatron, SoCal bel;eves it ls o
entitled to recover this amount for the same reasons lt should R
recover ‘the entire brokerage fee. ’ I

PGSE ‘supports SoCal ‘and recommends that the brokerage gd;
revenue requirement be made subject to balancmng account treatment:
as was done in PG&E’S last ACAP, D. 91-05-029. TURN supports thefi
use of ‘a balancing account to recover the $4.23 m;lllon revenue T
requirement because the fee is pased on fully allocated embedded
cost, ‘not avoidable costs, but argues that’ the antzcxpated
shortfall between August 1 and the effectave date of thls decmsaonf

-
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sbould not be recovered because to do so would be retroactavem,mi
ratemak;ng. "h s i
T We agree thh SoCal that 1ts brokerage fee expense sbould
not ‘be’ reduced 1n thrs BCAP'mereiy‘because it will suffer a dropnln
noncore sales. The ‘fees are. based on, embedded costs andrwere_,
autborlzed in SoCal’s general rate case. - We have been.gaven no -
good reason to reopen a rate case f;ndzng on one 1ssue.because of a
change in operations. Of course, brokerage fees will be again ..
reviewed in SoCal’s next general rate.case. .We w;ll adopt the
balanclng account treatment for tnzs revenue requzrement that we
adopted for PG&E. The request ror rel;et from the $0.43 million
sbortfall however, is dlfferent. In that instance.SoCal.is
seek;ng to make up lost .revenues, wbxch is. a request for.
retroactive ratenaklng and must be denred,‘_ IR Miﬁ,pvy;
D. Interutility Transportation = . .. R
' ~ Because of the new procurement rulcs whlch became
effect;ve August 1, 1991 SoCal. requests an alternate mechandsmffor
the recovery of 1nterut111ty transportatlon fees pald by SoCal.to:.
'PG&E for transportatlon serv;ces._ Under .the tradltlonal approach,
lnterutllmty costs are 1ncluded Wlth the cost of. spot gas.purchases
and, as a result allocated between noncore sales customers and
core customers based on the extent to which.the core .portfolio.
contalns purchases from the spot market- with tbenlmplementatlon,
of the procurement decision, noncore procurement is discontinued
and a new rate treatment for the recovery of 1nterut111ty costs is
requmred fOr the BCAP peraod. Absent the adoption of a.new . .. .-
treatment zor recovery of these costs-durlng the BCAP period, most
of the burden assoclated wlth znterutlllty transportation would. be
borne by core and. core subscrlptmon customers since, with the .
elmm;natron of noncore procurement, the costs of spot.gas purchases
will be zncluded 1n the s;ngle purchased gas.portfollo-whrch will:..
now przncxpally serve the core market.
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Both SoCal and DRA propose to~consolmdate interutllxty
revenues and’ costs, and 1nc1ude the net 'result in transmission”
rates for all customer classes. DRA alse. generally agrees'wzth
SoCal's estimate of lnterutxllty costs and revenues durxng ‘the BCAP
period but projects an annual’ average ‘of $3.09 mllllon ‘in net
1nterutzlxty costs compared to’ SoCal's pro:ect;on ‘of $3.35- m;lllon.
SoCal would allocate costs on the basis of average year throughput
(equal cents pexr therm) because 1nterut111ty costs are 'more in the
nature of variable transm;ssion costs. ' From the’ standpolnt ‘of cost
causat;on, ‘each therm of throughput contrzbutes equally 'to the ‘need
for usmng these transmlssmon servmces, regardless of customer '
class. SR L o o e

I

SoCal ‘is presently underoollecting the level of
interutility transportation costs previously found reasonable by
the Commission because of the”reduction'in“noncore‘procuréﬁent* B
services provided by SoCal beginhing”Augu st 1, i991."“Th£S‘:“‘
undercollection will continue until a“decision-is rendered in-this
BCAP.  To recover the shortfall between August 1 and the ‘decision-
date, SoCal’ proposes that it be permitted to- establish-a “Tracking -
account to record interutility transportation costs incurred from
August 1, 1991 through the effective date of this3decisiouf°”socal
points out,. but for the arbitrary selection of August 1, %991 by’
the Commission as the date for implementation of the new
procurement rules, it would not have been depr;ved of the” - '+
opportun;ty-to fully recover the ‘costs - of 1nterut111ty
transportatlou during the test period- adopted by the COmmlsszon ln
SoCal's last cost allocation’ proceed;ng. Te SRR Co

"As wmth.brokerage fees, it would be impermissible
retroactive ratemaking for us to authorize 'a tracking account to .
recover past costs. The only costs that can be' recovered through'a
tracking or balancing account are those which are incurred after -
the account is created. (Re PG&E, ‘D.88-09-020, pp. '18=21.)" We
will adopt DRA?shcostveStiuate)luhichjisfbasedfonfQgh’sESlightly




A.91-03-039, A.91-03-066 COM/JBO/jft,ﬁ

lower estimate of the volumes expected to move over line 300.
Costs should be allocated on the. basms of average. year. throughput
(equal cents.per therm). . = . L oo e

E. Ritas Point Costs = . . . - S R AR

..~ SoCal has requested authorlzatron to recover, both
prospectively and . retroactively to August 1, 1991, $752 OOO ln
franchise . fees and uncollectzbles (FF&U) related to lts purchase -
and resale of pitas Point gas. . TURN . is opposed because there lf
no explicit authorization for such recovery and becau e the request
is contrary to the representations made by SocCal and its aftlllates
when they .sought Commission approval of the Pitas Point . settlement
agreements with Union Oil and Texaco in 1985. -

Pitas Point gas is dellvered to.the SoCal system by an
azrzllated .offshore plpellne known as. PIOC. Pursuant to- the terms
of the. 1985 settlement of a lawsuit, w;th the gas. producer .pplouf
Oil and Texaco, SoCal purchases the gas from PIOC and. rmmediatelyq
resells it back to the producers at cost. .The gas is then. \h
transported. (technically ”exchanged”) to end use facxlrtles owned
by the producers within the SoCal service.territory for. a small. .
fee. The purchase and resale of the gas to the producers trlggers
a franchise fee obllgatlon, whlch SoCal is seeking. to. recover in
rates from other customers.. . : T

The Pitas Point settlements were submatted to thls
Commission in .1985 in.a series of. advace letter tll;ngs—-SoCal
Advice Nos. 1504-1505 and PLGS Advice No. .68, (Union 0il,. 4/12/85)
and Socal Advice Nos. 1525-1526 and PLGS Advice No. 69- (Texaco, _
6/18/85). The advice filings were,approyed.by‘Resolut;ous G-2§38;
and G~2639 - (Union Oil, 6/5/85). and G-2645, G-2646, and G=~2647
(Texaco, 8/7/85). No mention was made of any potential ratepayer.
obligation for FF&U. TURN. notes that the language of the.filings.
indicated. that.there would be,no‘cost,to ratepayers. as a.result of
the. transactions: - o o e e

#The effect of the Agreementrfor the.Sale of Gas...
by SoCalGas to Union is a' ‘wash’ transaction
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. with respect -to the.cost-of such: gas .to”

SoCalGas, and will have no lmpact on o

ratepayers. Therefore, SoCalGas has" proposed

to remove the cost of such:gas and the related:

revenues from treatment under the Consolldated

Adjustment Mechanism.” (Res. G—2638,

Attachment A, Sheet 3.) e

The cover letter of the Texaco advice letter package R
contained similar language, ‘as reflected zn paragraphs 4 and 5 on
page: 1 of Resolution G-2646." R -

-~ 7 soCal‘has been recovering Pitas Polnt-related Fr&U

through its ‘noncore porttollo prlce since 1985. Now,” with the
elimination of that’ portfollo, ‘the company wants to»asslgn all
ratepayers responsibility for these" costs. TURN sees no"
justification for such action. It argues that either the company
did not realize that these transactions would generate’ FF&U, in
which case the costs are its own problem, or else it dia know and
nonetheless represented the deal as a ”wasn,” in which case a’ -
strong rebuke is in order. 'In either case, ratepaycre should not
be held accountable for SoCal’s behav;or. SDG&E' supports TURN

“SoCal argues that as a result of these Commzsslon-‘*
approved Pitas Point transactions, it incurs a franchise fee ~~°
obligation for volumes purchased and sold back'to Union 011 and
Texaco. Since the inception of the Pitas Point settlement '
agreement, the Commission has allowed socal to recover the -
resulting FF&U expense through every'consolldated adaustment
mechanism -(CAM) and ACAP providing for the recovery of’ SoCal'
revenue requirement. The FF&U cost’ component was recovered in:
“rates in’each of SoCal’s CAM decisions since 1mplementat1on of the
settlement (D. 85—12-106, . 10; D 86=-08-082, PP- 14, 18, o
D.87=01-046, p. 37). The Commission has continued to approve rate
recovery of the Pitas Point FF&U costs in the last’ two' ACAP‘ R
dec;s;ons (D;QO-Ol-OlS App. B, Table 67 D.90- 11-023 App. o

I O
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Both SoCal and DRA ‘agree: “that & new~means for recovery of
Pitas Point FF&U must be’ dev;sed tor the BCAP per;od lnasmuch as
the exlstrng methodology authoruzes such costs to-be recovered
through the cost of gas purchased by noncore customer However,
to continue to treat the Pitas Point revenue requlrement as a gas
cost would require the expense to be allocated to . the single gas
procurement portfolio beginning August 1, 1991 and thus recovered
prlmarlly from core customers. As a result, both SoCal and DRA.
agree that the Pitas Point revenue requirement should .be treated
the same as transmission costs and allocated .on that. basxsun

Pitas Po;nt FF&U expenses in the BCAP perlod allocated on.a
transmission cost basis. TURN’s argument that we .should regect
this expense because of its interpretation of a 1985 SoCal £1r1ng
regardzng a wash transaction comes much too late. . The Pitas Point
expense has been allowed in all SoCal proceedings since 1985 and .
objections could have been made much earlier. TURN was aware.of .
this, DRA was aware of this, as were all parties over the years.. .
At this point, the issue is settled.  However, SoCal’s request to
recover anounts between.August 1,.1991 and the erfective: date of.
this order will be denied. . That request amounts to.retroactive ..
ratemaking. . e
F. Cogenexation Shortfall Account e SRR

‘SoCal requests $99,000.to compensate 1t for
undercollectaons which occurred when cogenerator5~were b;lled on -
their ”“otherwise applicable. tariff” at a time whenpthatntarltf‘was
below. the. forecasted UEG.zate. This shortfall: was. incurred between
May 1, 1988 and January 14,-1990.- .. - .. o Lt v e, ran

,SoCal's.regues;risgdenied-a,rhe”issue;of the cogeneration
shortfall account was addressed and finally resolved'in SoCal’s
1989 ACAP. - In that proceeding: SoCal sought to recover 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
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ACAP (D.90-11-023).) SoCal now attempts to recover $99,000 under a
new theory. SoCal cannot relitigate an is sue that has been . )
decided. Further, recovery of these dollars is now‘precluded by
the rule against retroactive- ratemakmng. The 1989 ACAP dec;saon
abolished the cogeneration shortzall account. There 1* presently
no account in which those dollars can be recorded and the S
Commission is- precluded by law rrom retroact;vely creat;ng such an
account. : - - e
G. ' Amortization Period :ar'saxaheing‘” - | e
In its initial f;ling in this proceedlng, Socal reflected
a 24=-month: amort;zatxon perxod for balanclng accounts and a 12—
month ‘amortization period for tracking accounts._ DRA states that
because the forecasted cost of gas is decreasmng, an opportunlty
now exists to amortize the large net balancxng account St
undercollections in 12 months without causlng a ozgnlflcant xmpact
on rates.. DRA asserts under these c1rcumgtances it 15 possxble to
zero out these balancmng accounts’ and Stlll achleve an overall rate
reduction for the forecast period. Thls, in turn,’ will contrzbute
to core rate stability and - will prov1de a’ .cushion agalnst ruture
potential undercollections. SoCal agrees.‘ We Wlll adopt DRA’S
recommendation. R
‘B. Storage Banking Revenue
The pilot storage’ banking program has been extended for
an additional year, pursuant to Resolut*on G-2973 therefore, the
forecasted ‘storage banking revenue credlt of $4. 5 mllllon has been
removed from the revenue requarement. e ‘ :

BT .,“u.‘ .

. .
cait

PR
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VI. Sest Allocation

A. 2dminigtrative and Gemexal .. .. ... L
- SoCal has presented two methods to allocate costs between
customer classes. . One method 15 ln compllance with past Commission
decxsaons and the alternate is. based ‘on a proposal which.SoCal and
its noncore customers assert 1s more closely .aligned to.cost:of -
service. SoCal believes that its alternate propeosal is more ... -
equitable and will allow SoCal to compete more effectively in an-
increasingly open marketplace. with the numerous ‘1ow-cost ‘bypass
opportunataes being offered to SoCal’s customers. .
| DRA and TURN object to SoCal’s alternate. proposal.m DRA
contends that the cost. allocat;on,methodology employed by -the -
Commlssaon since 1986 has remained substantzally intact until |
today, but in this proceedlng it has been attacked ‘with a vengeance
by noncore and wholesale customer interests -intent upon. shifting in
excess of $150 million in fixed costs permanently onto the . backs of
residential and commerclal custoners. Under DRA‘s. computation, if
1mplemented in their entlrety these proposals.would reduce noncore
transportatlon rates by over. 30%.and wholesale rates by almost 15%,
while increasing core transportataon rates by 10%. .. .. . oo on
SoCal’s alternate proposal would change the. manner in.
which a number of different costs are allocated,, including:the EOR
revenue credit, administrative and. general (A&vacostsv
dlstrlbutlon costs, lost and unaccounted fLor (LUAF) gas costs, MPO
transatxon costs, and UEG igniter fuel costs. There are .also.
several proposals to unbundle interstate demand charges thereby
shifting significant additional costs onto core customers. The
impact of these proposals is set forth in the following table, as
estimated by DRA.
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Incremental Revenue:Effects.of Proposed:

gn:AImpactvw”

A Ty _ _nn on core. ..

Cost Allocatmon -PLOPOSALS - et i i
Add to Revenue Obligation of Core —

A&G to -84% Operations/lé6%: Throughput Coelan et S 44.99
LUAF to -Distribution Load: Only EEREEE R 11 14f

WA -

ublstrlbutaon Allocated on Peak Hour Load  ‘;’r;jf;j2 'é3 63:;

rIgnlter Fuel to Noncore : UEG Rate . - . oo oo o TR

. - EOR Rev."Credited to Transmmss;on Only R "f””zeiélzéffh

] Unbundle Interstate Demand Chg * ‘“‘

MPO Calculated on Bas;s =} 4 Most Expens;ve
| Gas Under Longmterm Contracts**

Net,Revenue Changes: - .-.,

T e Cey

hor o

v owwr

W Th;s ls the worst case analys;s.fgel;”_"

W Thls represents the total- annual dollar: zmpaot
“on the core portfolio.

e DRAAstrenuously objects: to our: considering:-any change in
,cost allocatlon procedures in this BCAP.. It asserts-that.the major
and precedent-setting changes:propoledhby the parties should-only:
be undertaken. as part of a general-and: comprehensive reviewrwhich:
_considers. marginal cost-based rates: for all.of .California’svgas: -~
utilities. These issues. shall be deferred to:the Long-Run-Marginal
Cost (LRMC). proceeding.,. I.86-06-005.--The Commission has made. - -’
substantial progress in moving toward-a rate structure based:.upon-
marginal costs.and it should not be sidetracked by the proposals.in
this proceeding to alter the: existing embedded cost: allocators.. .-
.The utilities have already performed the marginal cost:studiesc:
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ordered by the. restructurzng dec;s;onsd The studdes have been the
subject of lengthy workshops and, based upon those workshops, the
Commission has adopted a set of guidelines for estimating marginal
costs. (D. 90-07-055.) It is only within the context of a generic
cost allocatlon proceeding that major rev;s;ons to the ex;stxng
methodology should be considered.” "

DRA notes a number of ‘problems with addressing -
significant cost allocation issues.in this proceeding. .Two of the
utilities’ major cost components'are operations and maintenance
(O8M) and ASG expenses. In prior proceedings, the same load
patterns were used to allocate functionalized plant, O&M, and A&LG.
Now. that there are proposals which would use a more extreme load -
pattern for both ALG and dlstrrbutron-related costs, of whzch O&M
is a major component the issue of how these costs relate to the
need for new plant becomes. crmtmcal. - However, the current '
allocators for O&M and ASG have still not been ‘examined. Another
issue.which has yet to be examined is whether the transmission
system, which is largely depreciated in comparison to the .
distribution system, is undervalued when embedded costs are used to
set rates. DRA believes these issues should be examrned 1n 2

altered.

Given the expedited nature of” the BCAP schedule and the
‘lack of advance notice that this was to be a cost. allocatdon pol;cy
proceeding, DRA says there-was no’ time for it to address” B
substantial changes in-allocations’ that would benefit core -~ -~
ratepayers. ~Consideration ofitheSe“issuesy“in‘DRK's“obinion’"would
likely reduce the rates of small distribution customers relatrve to
large transmission level customers-in”direct contrast: to the
proposals put forth by noncore’and  wholesale interests. DRA™~
submits-that ‘it simplyfis-not~rair5to‘core~ratepayer55to”addresS'
cost allocation revisions in such a piecemeal- fashion.- 'DRA-" -
recomnends that, for the purposes of thistproceed&ng,*the*only'cost
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allocation changes whlch should be addressed’are those wh;ch emther
flow out of ex;stlng cost’ allocatlon pr;nclple or are needed to“
conform the cost allocation to new declszons. Only three Ltems
£all into these categorles-‘ (1) the transfer of 1gn1ter fuel
serv1ce from core to noncore’ statu ”(2) the d;rect asszgnment of
UEG customer costs to correct a prlor oversight- and (3) the
calculatlon of default rates on the basms of demand’’ rather than
throughput to reflect the new serv1ce level structure wnxcn went
into erfect on August 1. These adjustmonts would have” a rclatively
minoxr 1mpact. The net efrect would be a 35 m;llion xncrease in
costs allocated to the core. ’ o

DRA’s argument is not completely persuas;ve in regard to
ASG expenses. In the event a clear and relatively complete study
could be'presented which provided a hxgh level of" confidence in its
results, we would conszder reallocatmon at this t;me. We Yrew in
1986 that a reallocat;on mxght be necessary and that we" would
reconsider the guestlon when better 1nrormat1on became available.
(D 86-12-009, P- 26; D.87=-05~ 046, pp. 24-25 ) This was the’ purpo
of allowing SoCal’s study into evidence in this case.’ leen the
difficulties discussed below we do not believe this is the ™ -
'approprxate timé to consider a new methoed of allocatlng ‘A&G”
- expenses. We agree with DRA that it will be more thorough to
revaew ‘this issue in our LRMC 1nvest1gatlon.' Whmle we' can ‘also
agree ‘with the proponents of the study that five years" is-a’ long
time to’ walt, our LRMC inves t;gatzon is mov;ng torward and can most
expedltlously handle this matter. - P TR e T e

We believe an explanat:on of why we cannot accept SoCal'
A&G proposal at’ th;s time is in’ order. ' ' T FRRLTR

SoCal argues that its- A&G study is: responszve “to“our’
directive in D 87-05-046 to #do a detailed study of” the major cost
components of the various A&G subaccounts, 1nclud1ng a :
functlonallzatlon and classification of these costs” (24 CPUC 2d -
231, 245). SoCar'requestsuthat the Commission digest’ the study" in
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,phases, thh the first blte, a shift. to a 65/35—A&G N
£unct1onal;zat1on ‘ratio, to pe taken in this BCAP._f:”“ “‘jﬂ]”t;

In thelr June 28 11991 stlpulatlon on BCAP cost,
allocatlon lssues, several partles strongly endorsed SOCal's A&G )
study, but objected to SoCal's phase-an proposal, recommendlng
instead full lmplementatlon of the study in thxs BCAP ' Were the
Commission to. adopt this recommendatzon, the A&G functlonalzzatlon
ratio would 1mmed1ately change from the current 50/50 spllt to the
84/16 breakdown derived in SoCal's study. The stzpulatlon partles
include Edlson, SDG&E, SCUPP/IID, Long Beach ‘and CIG/CLFP/CMA

We are sympathetic to the arguments ralsed by SoCal and
the stlpulatlon part;es that the "temporary” 50/50 A&G compromlse
adopted in D.86-12-009 should not become a permanent flxture of our
cost allocatlon methodology, and that 2 more reflned approach ls i}
badly needed. » '

. Unfortunately, the SoCal study lacks the proper
ev;dentzary foundation for makmng any change ln the 50/50
compromise at thls,tlme. Both .TURN. and DRA presented a number of
claimed defects of the A&G study.. Whlle we do not endorse all of
theirx cr;t;cxsms, it ls necessary for us to elaborate on several of
the defects of SoCal’s study w;th whlch we deo. agree._‘,_llwumJ

.SoCal’s study begins with a zlrst round functlonallzatmon
of costs.‘ The problem is that the flrst-round £unctlonallzat1on is
fatally flawed. Both TURN and DRA have noted the aggregatlon error
lnherent in defining the vague. category ”Operatlonal” wlthout fmrst
building it up from its dlsaggregated constltuents (l.e., .
transnmission, distribution, and. storage).; As TURN demonstrated 1n
Exhibit 55 and summarized in its. brlef, ”the breakdown lnto
operational versus other says virtually nothing. about the manner in
which the associated costs should be' allocated” (Exhlblt 55, . .
Page 6; TURN Opening Brlef, Page 1l1). Without gu;del;nes derlnlng
what is meant by "operatlonal" and "other” the respondents, to.
.SoCal’s survey are only guessing. 1n.response to, the quest;ons.,f;




A.91-03-039, A.91-03-066 .COM/JBO/mmm sk . ..

Whlle some areas of the.company may have a-feel:for.what is meant
by operational,.others, or may have rentirely different. ideas of .
_whgt the term means. This is not’ a sound manner.to gathero = ..
information useful in making substantial changes to cost-allecation
methodology. - . SRR SRR EN

Here, we must note DRA’s -terse. conclusmon that . the.
study s aggregatzon problem “raises the very serious. questlon ot
whgthe:“expenseo_that,cannot be classzﬁledpznto the specific .
operat;onallfgnctions can in fact be classified as ‘operational’ at
all,” is particularly compelling (DRA Opening Brief, Page 9)...If .
socal 6an not explain what is operational, how can it determine
what costs should be allocated as operatlonal. - DT o

We also agree with TURN‘s critique of the stud s
1nev1table dependence upon the assumption that ”A&G follows O&M,”
an assumption which D.86-12-009. rejected in. the absence of . -
suppofting evidence (22 CPUC 2d 444, 462). SoCal-simply: assumed
that A&G followed O&M .for purposes of -allocating. the amorphous -
”operatzonal” category of costs. SoCal did not functionalize this
information as required by our prior order. .Presentation of a
study based on a_methodology directly..contrary to Commission:
dmrect;ve can be given no weight in our proceedings, let alonerbe’
the basis for making. significant changes in.cost. allocation-:
proceed;ngs. B o .o
. Most persuasxve is TURN's crztaque o: SQCal’s very
objectlvmty in performing. 1ts cost study. In reference-to:a SoCal
internal memorandum, Mx. Florio testified: . R AR

. "Remarkably, this memo —- which is. supposed to
be seeking objective information -- actually
states the result- that the study is expected to
produce: , e PRI

#We: still expect to find. that ALG expenses are-
closely related to the .size of our.workforce s
which is predom;nantly 'operat;onal' ” (?URN L
Brief, Page 13,) : Seh Mreem
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.We:-do-not attribute this memo~soliciting the end result
as an act_of bad. faith. However, it casts such doubts” about ‘the™
value of this study that we"believe it is’ 1mposs:ble to glve 1t any
weight ‘in-our consideration of cost allocation. - e

SoCal clearly has not satisfied D.87-05-046’s directive
to functionalize and: classify A&G costs. We-therefore do not have
sufficient reason to move away from the original 50/50 compromise
at this time even though we believe some movement may be: warranted.
We refuse to make that movement to increase the amount of A&G "
allocated to the core based upon a-flawed -and biased methodology.
We also believe that any relief to the nen-core would ‘be' ‘
infinitesimal, especially for small -users. This is because ‘any
reduced allocation would be distributed on a'Volumetric'basis, and
large users (e.g., the Stipulating Parties) would receive most of
the reduction. It is possible that small users would see at’ most a
few dollars a month in reduced gas utility costs. ‘Such a small
level of relief is not a compelling reason to overrmde the serlous
concerns we have with the study. ' ' o R

However, because of the dxsappozntment whzch we belleve
this change from the ALY Proposed Decision will create, we w;sh to
further elaborate on our: reasons, and our expectatlons. we bel;eve
that the LRMC proceedrng is the proper place to decide’ thxs 1ssue,
and we are committed to to so. It was our intention rn creatlng
the Annual Cost Allocation Proceeding, which has"become’ the
Biennial Cost Allocation Proceed;ng, that a’ slmplifled procese
would be created with a minimum of contentious issues. To preserve
this streamlined process we have’ cons;stently rerused to revisit
major changes in our cost allocation methodologles 1n these
ACAP/BCAP proceed;ngs, referring these issues to- the” Long Run.
Marginal Cost proceeding. -We believe it would be’a- poor“precedent
to begin to lltlgate major. changes in cost allocat;on 1n BCAPs
because the current tight schedules for these cases:can not be
expanded with a reasonable expectation of timely decisions.
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Indeed,  the PG&E BCAP, which has:just:-been filed, would .likely -
become a-replica of the LRMC:proceeding-with-many.competing studies
and -showings. directed at major shifts of costs_ should.we venture .
onto. that path. - x Lo R S A T N R SRR A
- . s, We undexrstand- and ‘share the -concern.that the LRMC.-

proceeding -has been slow- in comlngct0¢gru;txon. .wermustunotewthat
part of the reason for the delays in the-LRMC has been a2 .desire of
the parties to focus upon other issues which were more pressing:.at
the time rather than -spread their own.limited.resources too.thinly
across several major proceedings.- These parties must accept their
share of the responsibility for the delays of the LRMC-proceeding.

We ‘agree that the-50/50 split was made five years ago
based upon rough estimation but SoCal’s -study has not met our.:
decisional criteria to enable us to make a more. concrete -
determination based upon.the record before . us. We are comm;tted to
rapidly resolving the LRMC proceeding-based upon a careful - '
examination of cost respensibility on a-thorough recordwembracingw
all allocation issues, rather than maklng piecemeal. changes in- a
. variety of proceedings. - .. - - o A SRR

A decision will -be-issued -in the LRMC proceedlng dur;ng
the 1992 calendar year.- Testimony is.due to be. filed in<January,:
1992, with hearings to commence -thereafter. A schedule. will be.-:
enforced calling for an ALY Proposed Decision which can- be- acted..
upon in December. We will meet. this schedule barring unforeseen
delays. We believe today’s decision will properly focus the
efforts of the affected parties upon that case -and .provide. the-- .-
correct incentive to expeditiously resolve.that proceeding. -~ . -
B.  Common Distxikution Costs .. ..-~- . . ooooc cnliow sl s

- -.The current cost allocation factor. for .common

distribution expenses is based on noncoincident peakrmonth:
throughput to customers.sexved off the distribution system. in.a
deéign cold year, an allocation authorized .in.D.86=12-009. - Under.
this -methodology, SoCal allocates 87% of distribution costs: to.the
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core and 13%:to noncore. .-SoCalbelieves that this approach-should
be .updated to more accurately reflect' the way distribution costs-
are incurred on SoCal’s system. SoCal claims its distribution-
system is designed to deliver the design peak hour-load for’core”
customers and the coincident hour:load- for noncore’distribution=-
served ‘customers. In support.-of this recommendation: SoCal- - “~ -
presented a study which concludes that the design peak: hour-volume
for core customers for 1991 is estimated to-be-216.1 MMcf,”
representing an allocation to the core-segment of 93.05%, which has
been reduced ‘to 92.19% to reflect the mmgratlon ‘of P2A volumes ‘from
core to noncore. S

‘DRA ‘and TURN disagree with-SoCal’s proposal.” They argue,
in the first place, the company’s recommended method does: not ' '+
appear to accurately reflect system design criteria. “The “evidence
‘shows that' SoCal builds its distribution facilities to.sexve the:
maximum expected load of each noncore:customer regardless of what
time of the year that occurs. This means that even-if’cost ' '
allocation were to be based. solely on design criteria, which it -is
not, the SoCal study has failed to measure -the eriteria for ‘noncore
customersﬁcorrectly,‘becausewtheréfis‘no-particular relationship
between the maximum individual demand of noncorxe customers and
their coincident demand at the time of peak-core usage. ‘SoCal has
performed- no studies of the-diversity of peak demands on its
distribution system that would support any other -conclusion. :

DRA and TURN point out that while SoCal has sometimes -
curtailed its noncore customers because of “inadequate-transmission
or storage capacity, SoCal’s witness did not know'of a-single’
instance in which noncore customers were curtailed ‘specifically -*
because of -inadequacy of the distribution system. - -The witness
stated that even with the -increased emphasis on firm service for ™
the noncore market, SoCal will not need to make any changes in"its
traditional distribution planning criteria. Therefore, am - -
allecation proposal such as SoCal’s, ‘which looks only at: nencore

- N v v
NI . e e DN b . I oD - .
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demand. at the time-of. system.-peak, will~fail to capture-<thelfull
‘responsibility- of the noncore for:distribution’system costs. i’

= -~ Finally, DRA argues.that it’is. inappropriate-to consider
SoCal’s distribution cost reallocation proposal .in-this proceeding.
SoCal singles out distribution-costs: for a new-allocation method,
while ignoring other system costs, such as transmission iand storage
systems. -Peak-day and hourly-loads may, :in'part; drive storage
sendout requirements.H-Furthermore,:somew%nalysts:believe:thauit
transmission and storage can be:substituted for each other.: -Thus,
it is reasonable to expect that a comprehensive evaluation:of :the
load assumption might also have-an:impact-.on the allocatien:of .
transmission and storage costs. . The appropriate place to evaluate
this issue is-the LRMC proceeding. -~ . -0 . v 0 L0 o oy oous

.. We.agree with DRA and TURN. No one has ever been: .
curtaxled ‘because of the inadequacy.¢f the distribution: system.,
SoCal’s testimony on how it ‘has. designed.its systen is not«: :
persuasave. That ”design” has not been tested and may never be'
tested. ' Whether the des;gn is for the .coldest day-in 60 years as
. TURN believes, or the coldest in 35 years as -SoCal claims, the: fact
is that there have been no curtailments:-because of lack of ~i-m .o
distribution system capacity. In-an average year the noncore '
receives over 45% of total throughput. but .only pays 13% of . = .
distribution costs. There is .no reason to change the allocation
more favorably to the noncore. - - .. ... L LI e
.- The costs incurred by. SoCal's Market Serv;ceswbepartment

(wh;ch lncludes1conservatlon), which amount- to .over $64.5 million
per year, are currently classified as- customer-:elated and’
allocated based upon- the number of. customers: in each- class, RERVIIE
weighted by undepreciated. distribution. plant. . Under this - - .
allocation core ratepayers begr,overr98%,ot,thesefmarketing‘andx
consefv;tion—related costs.-. TURN- and DRA-argue that-a 98%: ~
allocation is unreasonable and- recommend that.those costs.be ' -
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allocated -on a. cents-per-therm.basis.c “TURN ‘points out that’'this
Commission has held that . marketing and conservation’cests’are not
-customer-related. (D:86-08-083, p.: 51.)  TURN.acknowledges that as
to SoCal these-costs-have been allocated.on a customer-related™
basis-and .allocated 98% to the core;, but. urges us- e’ recons;der
~this position. . L rTr erooTome oD LIl Ul S
“TURN proposes that conservatxon and marketlng costs” be
classified _as commodity-related- ‘rather than customer-related, "’ and
allocated.on an equal cents-per-therm basis (average year. .~
throughput) ‘to all customer classes..” SoCal’s marketing:-budget-
includes -energy comservation programs, fuel substitution programs,
and . load retention programs, as well as customer information’ -
programs and other supporting activities. -TURN quotes SoCal - '~
President Warren Mitchell in his testimony in the company’s last
general rate case: “While the programs have'beenmcategorizedk*l
differently, they have the same goal: ' efficient use of ‘our ‘energy
resources.” TURN points out that in D.91=07-017 and D.91~07-018,
this Commission found that the costs or'PG&E'sfand"SDG&E'sin&tural
gas vehicles (NGV) programs should be aIIOCatedSOn~an&equaI-cenfé-
per-therm basis because such programs benefit all customers; ‘even
though residential consumers are unlikely to be able to participate
directly. TURN contends that if residential customers are required
to pay for NGV programs in which ‘they do not participate, then -
‘other ratepayer classes should help ‘to pay for SoCal’s market
services programs, regardless of the ‘extent ‘of their participation
in such programs. This Commission also recognized the principle
that all customers should make -a contribution to the costs of
socially beneficial programs: when -it' allocated' the expenses of '~
SoCal’s Women .and Minority-owned Business Enterprises '(WMBE) "
program to all classes on an equal cents-per-therm’ basis -7 77w
(D.90=11=023, pp. 35=37). Certainly efti;ientfuse”d!*énérgy“ah&f
the resulting environmental improvements are -important’ social "-T
goals,  comparable to equal economic opportunity.  DRA supports '

R s
sl e e
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TURN. TURN estimates ‘that by adopting its positich on’conservation
the direct effect is a shift of'533*8*nirrioﬂiih’maikétihéﬁcoété’“

out of the core class: $23.5 million to'noncore”and”$10.3" mllllon

to wholesale. SoCal estimates the shift to be“$47 million:’

SoCal asserts that TURN is resurrect;ng"lssues alreadi\’
»permanently put to rest by the Commission.” But, 'in any case, it
says that all.of SoCal’s conservation programs are-intended" to»help
residential and other core customers'save energy and-use natural
gas in the'most cost-effective and efficient manner. These '
conservation programs are-directed exclusively at’the core: market
and structured to-meet the unique needs of each utzl;ty’s serv:ce
area. ~Conservation program expenditures generally reflect the
number of homes in the sexvice territory and are thus-closely -
related in magnitude to the numbexr-of core customers Servéd:wnot”'
system throughput. SoCal cites our-demand side managcment decz*mon
(D.90-08-068, p. 20) to the effect that conservat;on costs should
be allocated solely to core customers. T e e

' CTURN’s -proposal will not be' adoptod; “TURN "has’ apparently
culled a number of statements from our decisions over ‘the years to
the effect that everyone benefits from: conservat;on -and therefore
everyone should: pay for conservation programs. ' While “TURN/s-
quetations are accurate their applicability to this proceedxng‘ié
slight. More to the point is that this Commission has held in~* "
prior Socal allocation proceedings that the core customer is to
bear 98% of the costs of SoCal’s -market service expensés and “TURN
has presented no study upon which to base a change.'’ TURN- ‘Has- -
argued that’a change should be made but the facts ‘to- support 1ts
argument are lacking.  If we are ‘to change the 98% - allocation'™
factor, that’ change must be'made on-a more—substantzal ‘record ‘than

has bheen presented “here. ‘- ST L SRR D

o~ !

Costs are’ currently allocated to—the ‘different customer
classes on the basis of estimated throughput rather than demand.
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‘Under th;s approach, customers that. are expected to be .curtailedr-
are allocated fewer costs and receive lower rates than would . .
otherw;se be the case.. DRA and TURN assert that .continuation of, .
this practace is. lnconsxstent with the new value of service type of
rate structure that went into place on August 1l.. ...

| . As they explain, the existing.cost allocation;- which is:
largely driven by cold year allocators, automatically includes a -
curtq;lmgntf:e;ated‘cost reduction to the default rates of- the
customer classes most likely;to'be,curtailed.w,Underfthemnewuz
transportation program, customers who choose interruptible- sexvice
will automatically receive a rate lower than- the default-rate.  -.
This is because the revenues.generated by the 1.2 cents/therm . -
surcharge paid by firm customers. will be. credited back:to-the.. . -
inte:ruptible rates. The larger. the firm elections, the-lower. the
interrﬁptible default rates..  Undexr this structure,- TURN-and- DRA .
claim there is absolutely no need. to forecast cold. year T T
curtailments for cost allocation purposes. The: curtallment issue:
is instead addressed directly throughvthe;ratekdesxgn&and customer
choice. In their opinion, centinuation of the present practice is
likely to result in low priority customers receiving a-double
benefit:  a reduction in the. -default.rate-through- the cost.
allocat;on and another reduction in the default rate through the
surcharge credit. e - T mn e L :u

To eliminate thls double bene!;t TURN and DRA propose.:

that costs be .allocated to customers on the basis- of-cold year-:
demand rathex than the current method.of cold year: throughput.
They contend that the effect of this change would- shift-, .- .. =
approximately $500,000 from the - core to the noncore. and-is:-.. ...
important for two reasons.  First, it would make-the-cost:
allocation consistent with the revised transportation program.
Second, it would simplify the-cost allocation -process. by . .-
elininating the need to forecast .cold year-curtailments:;
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AR . SoCal .opposes and argues’ that*the practical’ effect™ of- the
DRA and TURN propesal would be-teo ‘increase UVEG and: cogeneratlon
rates with the rates to other customers being- reduced: andvcore -
customers receiving most of the benefits, 'which it estimates at $2
million. To shift costs. from the noncore to the core, however,
would be inconsistent with the' Commission’s: intention” in the
procurement rulemaking to establish a system of service:level - . :
surcharges -and credits which would. be'revenue. neutral between the’
two classes of customers. (D.90-09-089, p. 45; Re_Gas Procurement;:
27 CPUC 2d 583, 608). In that case,: the Commission expressly. = ov
provided that noncore customers alone would pay the Service:lLevel™2
surcharges and noncore Service Level 3/5. customers alone would: ' ™
receive the credits which accumulate as.a result. : ... "% 7010
-SoCal- says that'DRA’s argument.that UEG customers, since
they wil1 receive service level credits: under the new procurement:
rules effective August 1, can now be subjected to:an increase in"
their base rates by means of .a new allocation methodology, ‘is-

simply attempting to do. indirectly. that which the Commission:has’
already said may not be done directly, that is, divert the:benefits
attributable- to the service: level discount from the noncore to the

core. SoCal maintains that DRA’s proposal effectively-transfers to
core customers a substantial share of the service level discount™ -
which the Commission has already determined. should be-reserved only
for those noncore customers who elect to be served on an = . .lnlnn
interruptible basis. . o o Lo

We agree with SoCal. . The firm.service-surcharge and.the
lnterruptlblevcredzt amount to'arredistribution of. .dollars within~™
the- noncore market based on the. service: level elections:of:noncore
customers. The proposal of DRA and TURN would shift additional
costs from the core market to the nongcore 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 service. That issue
was dealt with in D.90-09-089 where we allocated those surcharge
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dollars. to- the lower: sexrvice: levels.:,, DRA-and~TURN‘have‘prcvided no
- good; reason.to depart from. our: curxent policy of: allocatlng on -
estimated throughput. . ..« . o L oo am L Ol o
E.  Nongorxe Status for P23 Customers : D DT EAT
oo oo Pursuant to Resolution 6-2948, approximately 130 P2A . -
customers with a collective annual.demand of approximately 6.0 . .-
billion cubic feet (bcf). have notified SoCal prior to the August 1,
1991 deadline. of their desire-to become. noncore customers and. have
provided information intended to satisfy the economic practicality
condition imposed by Resolution G~2948. These applications have °
‘been subnitted to the Commission and are pending approval. As-.a >
result, SoCal has reclassified these volumes as noncore for cost -
allocatzon and rate design. . P L T
: The issue has arisen whethex it is. feasible to attempt to
implementutheﬂlmpact in this BCAP period of those customers whoo .
make such elections following the initial August 1, 1991 deadline.
SoCal says that:the practical problems.involved in swiftly:= -
incorporating these changes into the BCAP forecasts are not . - .
insignificant. The timing of BCAP hearings makes it impossible: to
prepare an:accurate list or forecast of volumes of those customers
electing a-change. in status-from core to noncore. Without an- -7
accurate forecast, it is not possible to implement. the'resolutiod‘
without serious risk of shortfalls or: wzndfalls to:either the’
ratepayer or the utility. DTl T T T
SoCal proposes that BCAP rates be implemented- onithe:’
basis that all currently forecasted P2A.volumes, with the exception
of ‘those that have already applied for noncore status: through: the:
economic pract;cal;ty process, will remain. in the core market:cost

o v g e
RN
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allocatlon.2 After BCAP lmplementatlon, the revenues from P2A. .-

tomers who seek and actually transfer to noncore status. after
the August 1, 1992 deadllne would be monltored separately, w1th
SocCal bookzng those revenues to the Core leed Costs. Account
(CFCA) . SoCal proposes that 1n Socal s next cost allocatlon
opportunaty, the approprlate allocatlons would be 1ncorporated lnto
rates. This proposal, in SoCal’s oplnlon, would ensure that core.
customers would not suffer a shortfall ln the CFCA smmply because
additional migration of P2A customers was not anthlpated er
provided for in the 1991 BCAP cost allocation process and that
Socal and noncore customers would reap no windfall.as the . .
alternative consequence of booklng the - magratory revenues lnto the
Noncore Fixed Cost Account.‘ .

TURN proposes an addltlonal tracklng subaccount (within
the CFCA) in order to record the d;fference between the actual
revenue pald by P2A customers transrerrlng to noncore status arter
August 1, 1991, and the revenue whlch would have been recelved had
these customers contlnued to be bllled at core rates., Thls revenue
shortfall ¢ould then be allocated equltably ln the next BCAP to all
customers. Secal belleves that TURN's concerns are unwarranted and
that lts proposal fox sub-account tracklng of the P2A shortfall 1s
unnecessary. SoCal arques that the ngratlon of PzA customers to
noncore status does not signal an avoldance of properly allocated
costs, but szmply reflects the reallty that the CFCA mlgratlon. -
shortfall is caused by termlnatlng the subs;dlzatlon of other core
customers by ch‘customers{_a”result contemplated by the,

s e

2 SocCal supports DRA’s proposalefor a~track;ng account to:: .
monitor revenues from P2A customers who applied for noncore status
prior to August 1, "1991"and who were ‘assigned noncore status’ for -
cost allocation purposes in this. BCAP, but- who, subsequently- fail to
satlsfy the Commission’s economic practlcallty test.
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Commission’s earlier detexmination that core rates should be e
equallzed regardless of allocated costs.“"‘ ' Tt

Because the need for a trackrng account 15 supported by
SoCal, DRA; and TURN our only concern lS the form 1t wzll take.w‘We
believe TURN’s proposal is the most conservatlve as 1t protects the
core; it will be adopted. In adoptang thls treatment for P2a
core/noncore transfers, there 1s no further need to~hold 1n ZMU
abeyance the processang of transfer appllcatlons recelved lp”
subsequent to the temporary August l, 1991 deadlzne specrtaed 1n,n
Resolution G-2948. | .
P. Interstate Papelane Demand Charges '

{Ihe Double Demand

SoCal pays demand and reservation charges to the
interstate papellne companles wrth whlch it has serV1ce agreements
for firm transmzssron capaclty rlghts ror elther sales or "_
transportatron servaces. Those costs are 1ncluded as a part o: the
company's nongas revenue’ requlrement and are allocated o the .

various customer classes usrng the annual cold year throughput o
allocator. The resulting sharzng of revenue requzrement forms the
‘basis for settlng retail and wholesale transportataon and sales '
rates.‘ Under the current rate settang mechanlsm, a customer must
pay for, ‘fn its 1ntrastate transportatlon rates, a portron of these
interstate prpelrne demand and reservat;on charges whether or not
SocCal actually utilizes its lnterstate rlghts on behalt ot that )

customer. _ “ ) o e
Now that rates”have been umbundled and 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 SocCal .to its destination, the noncore customer will pay
the interstate pipeline (e.g., Kern River oxr El Pasc Natural .Gas .
Company (El Paso) ) a reservatlon fee, plus’ other costs, assocmated
wlth transportlng their gas in lnterstate commerce. Some of those
customers will take dellVery dlrectly'from the 1nterstate plpellne,
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i. e., Kern R;ver, and will not incur additional p;pellne.costs-- t
Other customere w;ll regquire. SoCal's p;pelxne to. del;ver the gas..
If SoCal’s lntrastate rate 1ncludes any of SoCal" dinterstate. _
demand chargesr then the noncore transportat;on customers w1ll be
payzng two demand chaxges: (1) the demand charge it incurs for its
own interstate servxce and (2) a portion of SoCal’s 1nterstate.__”
demand charges which are included in SoCal’s lntrastate e e
transportatlon rate. } .

) The Indzoated Producers,3 Kern R;ver,4 and Edlson,.; -
among others, th;nk thls is unfair, whmle DRA thlnks the double .
demand charge is appropr;ate for shlppers over Kern Rlver but not
for shippers over El Paso. Many of these companles own interests
in, or are aff;l;ates or, xnterstate plpellnes. For example, Amoco
owns Amoco Altamont Company, whlch owns an 1nterest 1n.the propesed
Altamont Gas Transmission System, Mermdxan 01l is an atrlllate of
El Paso; Texaco and Union Pacific own: an. 1nterest in Point Arquello
Natural Gas Line Company. o

1. nasemgxing
our regulatory process 15 lntended to smmulate 2
competzt;ve market (Dz89-01-040- p-,15).7 One: of our'most recent
attempts to s;mulate a competltlve market 15 1n I 88-12 027, our
znvestzgatxon 1nto-the need for add;tlonal rnterstate natural gas

3 The Ind;cated Producers are Amoco Product;on,Company (Anmoce) ,
ARCO ©il and Gas Company, Chevron U.S.A. Inc., Conoco Inc., Mobil
Natural Gas Inc., Meridian Oil:Inc. (Merldlan 0il);,. Texaco Inc.,
(Texaco) , Union Pacific Resources Company (Union Pacific), and _ _
Unocal Corporation. These companies are both marketers and -
consuners of natural gas in SoCal’s service area and-as such are.
interested in the development of cost-based rates. .

4 Xern River is a Joint partnership between Williams Brothers:
and Tenneco. Tenneco is not a producer of natural gas Wllllams
Brothers is a conglomerate which includes both gas producers ‘and’

shippers.
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pipeliné'capacity. In that lnvestlgatlon we lssued Dl 90 ~02- 016 1n
which we encouraged the construction’ of new 1nterstate plpellues to
serve the California market. We found a near-term need for at
least an additional 900 MMcZ/d of natural gas and for sxgnlflcantly
more in' the long term. And we said we belleved that the’ local
distribution carriers (LDCs) reprefent & v;able and competltlve .
means of service. ‘ o
We were emphatic in our discussion and flndlngs regardlng
the beneflts of new'plpellnes and their etfect on competltlon. We
Sald’ o . . . . N s VI "
- wpdditional pipeline capaclty will”ﬁot'only '
- satisfy the need for natural gas but also will .
provide an enhanced level of transportation
 service to noncore customers; will access new
gas production areas; will secure price and .
supply on a long-term basis; and will permit

gas-on-gas and plpel;ne-on-plpellne
competition.” (At p. 116.)

* %
”"We 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
production areas and new producers. Undex the
current system of netback pricing there is:
every reason to believe that new gas producers
will absorb the costs of the new pipelines.
Producers 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 competitive prlces into the Southern Ceeee
Callfornla market. : (At p. 117. ) —_—

: .The noncore shlppers and their supporters who have
presented- evidence in this proceedlng would. have us. renounce our
position regarding competltlon before the competltlon starts.. They
seek a bonus for leaving SoCal’s system. They argue that they '
should 'not have to pay & ~“double: demand charge" and‘that SOCal
should remat the demand charge to them - elther dollar ror dollar
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as DRA recommends or as a reductlon ln lntrastate transportatlon
rates as Kern Rlver and. the Indlcated Producers recommend. o: ,
course, these shlppers do not have. to pay this so-called double
demand charge° they can take service from SoCal. To the extent
that they do not take service from SoCal 1t is a result of thelr
own chomce." Competltlve forces have shown those shmppers,that )
under current economlc cond;tlons lt 1s better Zor them to buy gas
directly from producers and’ shlp lt over lnterstate plpellnes to
the Callfornla border. Whether it ls hetter because 1t 1s cheaper,
or more efflclent or more rellable we do not know, but whatever
the reason the shippers made a competlt;ve cholce. They are not in
need of a subsldy from SoCal's core customers. N

- But, they argue, competlt;on is not the assue. They say
that by payang SoCal’s lnterstate demand charge ln the lntrastate _
rate they are paying a charge that they did not cause to be l ‘
1ncurred.‘ They cite the prlnclple that those ‘who 1ncur a cost
should pay the cost. This, of course, ls a prlnclple that only 2,
regulator can understand. In unregulated 1ndustry sellers charge
market rates and care llttle about the costs of buyers. . : ;

- We have held on numerous occasaons that rates should be_

cost based and for the most part there was a colncldence of cost
between the utility and the customers,,that 1s, the cost to the '_
utlllty was lncurred by the customer or group or cus tomers who pay
the rates whlch include the cost.A As the means of allocatlng costs
have pecome more soph;stlcated and the funct;ons of the utlllty
have become unbundled customer grouplngs have changed and .
subgroups have emerged. Where once we had resadentlal and )
1ndustr1al, we now have core and noncore.‘ And we have those who ,”
take service at the distribution level and those who take at the N
transmission level.. To a degree, the costs of servang those_fﬂ a
customers dlffer and rates based on those ¢os sts dlfter.. Because of
these dafferences the noncore customer, and subgroupsvwlthrn the -

A

noncore, such as EOR customers, ‘have sought to show that as a group

e
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they did not incur certain costs of the utallty and therefore B

should not have ‘those cos ts 1ncluded 1n thc utlllty s ratef for
service to the subgroup. Those customers have begun,to equate ‘“i
"cost of serv1ce-based rates” wrth ”just and reasonable” rates.gf”

Vit

The equatzon is flawed.

Our past decasaons have never held that just and
reasonable rates, the statutory standard (Publlc Utllltles (PU)
Code §§ 451 and 728), had’ only one component - costs.” We have'“
always held that factors such as conservatlon, aftordab;llty, |
,market przce, and equity had to be factored into the rates. Cases
which most strongly supported ‘cost=based rates lnvarlably tempered
those statements with language which showed our cencexrn for other
ratemaking factors. In welsn_m_ummled_eaumlm |
Serxvice (D. 87-12-039) 26 CPUC 24 213 we sald, ”In deczdlng both _
which costs to use and how to allocate them, we have exerczsed our
best judgment based on our ratemaklng phllosophy and the expert
testlmony we have recelved " (At p. 228, emphas:s rn the " f
original.) To the argument that we hould not use a ”value of 3
service” crlterlon for ratemaklng, we answered "the fact that we |
find the concept of benef;ts receaved userul in cost allocatlon in
no way contradlcts our contmnurng commrtment to cost-based rates..
(At p. 228.) Those comments were no more than a reafflrmat:.on o£
the truism that there is morxe to ratemaklng ‘than determlnlng costs.
In Be_Be&s_Rselsn_zex_Hnhundlsd.ﬁe&.ﬂ:;l&:x.ﬁsxx;ss (D.86- 12 009)
22 CPUC 2d 444 we said, ”Economac efflc;ency 1s, of course, ‘not the
sole conslderatron in our choace of a revenue requlrement 'Yf S
reconczl:.at:.on methodology. MWM s
. paramount.” . (At p. 457, emphasrs added ) ”...[F]alrness would be
ill-sexved by an approach that ultlmately resulted in hlgher rates
for precasely those customers whom we sought to protect._ :(At i
p- 457.) And we have held that settlng rates for the noncore on ;

the basrs of embedded costs could be self-defeatlng it the rates f
were too hlgh to attract trafflc (D .87- 05-046 p. 19),“ A '

LAl

vy




A.91-03-039, A.91~03-066 COM/JIBO/ft »

As recently as September 1990 ln D 99409‘089 we endorsed
value-of-service rates when we authorrzed noncore customers to ‘_
elect Service Level 2, to obtain rmrm serv;ce by payrng a :;f o
surcharge of 1.2 cents/therm. And in th;s BCAP we have allocated
that 1.2" cents to lowexr servace 1evel noncore’ customers._ Nelther
the surcharge noxr the credit has any relevance toward cost of _‘
serv;ce, but has every indicia of value of servrce.' Eoé rates’ are
based on value of servzce, as are contracts wath rates wh;ch are
below tariff rates and whrch are entered lnto to prevent bypass ot
the system. R

ERE ¢ read;ng of the PU Code leaves no doubt that the
Commrss;on must  look beyond costs when sett;ng rates. The R ,
prznc;pal rate sections of the code, §§° 451 and 728, refer to ”just
and reasonable: rates. There is nothing in the Code whach equates
cost-based rates as being a synonym for just and rea onable ratcs,
or as the sole standard by whlch rates are conszdered just and )
reasonable. ' One Code sectlon which discusses cost-based rates also
requires the consideration of arrordabalaty and conservatlon. '(PUj‘
Code § '739.6: “The Commission shall establish rates uszng cost o
allocataon principles that fairly and reasonably-assmgn to R
different customer classes the costs of provrdlng serv;ce to those
customers classes, consistent with the pol;cres of atfordabzlzty
and conservation.”) The clearest Code section whrch rncorporate
policy other than c¢ost as a basis for setting rates ae § 454.4
which provzdes that cogeneration customers shall pay the same rates
for gas as UEG customers.  This par;ty statute has caused us to set
the cogeneration rate to recover costs to serve cogenerators
approximately $10,000,000 per year lower than it woeuld be 1: rates
were set-on a cost—of—servrce basis. (See also §§ 785 and 785 7
which require us to ‘set rates for the transportatron of antrastate
gas equal to rates set for the transportatzon of’gas from any other
“source.) Other ‘statutory deviations from cost-ofhserv1ce S '
ratemaking include § 739(a) (baseline rates with’ spec1a1
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consrderatlon for persons with serzous health problems), § 739(%)
(to promote conservatxon),‘§ 739(9) (low zncome customer. . ...
ass;stance)"§ 735 (subs;dles for natural gas. vehlcles)' and §. 783
(restrxctlons on line extensrons) N A careful readlng of the Code.
will show moxe exceptlons to cost-based ratemak;ng and. more reasons
why ratemak;ng is an exerc;se in judgment and not the result of a
computer prlntout. . : : - o
o Nor is ratemakxng just an Lntellectual exerc;se.ﬂ Th;s
Comm1551on is concerned with the. ertects of its po11c1es.~hIt is .
counterproductrve to keep noncore rates hrgh if the result.will, be
bypass of the LDC system or, what ms worse, a barrier to entry to
new bus;ness 1n Callfornla. Regardless of cost, allocatlon theory,
if rates must be dropped to hold customers who. contr;bute to~marg;n
then rates ‘should be dropped. We do this .for EOR customers. and for
others on a case-by-case bas;s and. w111 contxnue to do S0, But. ..
there is no evidence of an ;nc;plent exodus of noncore customers.
from SoCal’s system, noxr is there ev;dence that ‘high gas rates are
preventing expansxon of business or creatrng a barrier to entry of
bus;ness.( The experts who test;fled in favor of sh;ft;ng -Costs to
the core spoke only in generalltxes about effectc on buszness.‘ The
Comm;ss;on ‘has always granted exceptlons to tarlffed rates.when .
circumstances warranted, and has changed its. pol;c;es on cost...
allocat;on when cxrcumstances warranted.j We shall contrnue to do
s0. - Py e
~ We have taken a great deal of txme to explaln what to ‘us
is obv:.ous :.n ra.temak:.ng because apparently many of the par‘t:n.es An
this proceedlng have elther rorgotten those principles or .chose to
lgnore them. Every wltness whoutestlrled on shifting. costs 0. the
core spoke only of cost causatxon, never about conservatlon or.,
aftordab;lmty or equ;ty or the oontrad;ctlon.between thelr -
testlmony and statutes such as cogenerator parity. .. Perhaps they
believe that lt 1s proper for the leglslature to deviate, from cost-
based ratemak;ng, but improper for this CommszLon to .do. so.,;Iheu
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money involved is substantial. Under SoCal's proposal rates will
be reduced by'about '$210 million overall with a $235 miiilon ' '.
reduction to the core customers and a $25 million anrease to the
noncore. With the reallocation recommended by the noncore”
representatives the reduction would be moxre lzke $25 million to the
core and $180 million to the noncore. The noncore’ partzes
obv;ously believe the time is r;pe for a mass;ve dumpang of costs’
on the core customer'because no increase in core rates will result.
What they 1gnore, among'other thlngs, is that a large part of the
reduction in rates results from an overcollection in the gas ’
balancing account because core customers have been paylng, and "
continue to pay, rates based on gas prlces whlch were projected
sxgnzfzcantly'above actual prices.

‘ The noncore customers alsoe 1gnore the !act that” SOCal 15
not a‘'pipeline company, but an integrated company that buys,"
transports, stores, and sells natural gas. It cannot ‘be broken'
down into constituent parts as if each part of ‘the’ company could
stand on its own. It certainly does not have two p;pellnes - one’
to carry‘znterstate gas and one to- carry intrastate gas, ‘as"the ",
cost allocation recommendations of some parta.ee would’ have us“'”
believe.- All classes of customers or the system benerzt becauso
all other classes use the systen. : - o

2. Xndicated Producers .

" The' Indicated Producers argue that there is'mo”
justification today for the allocation of pipeline demand and =
reservation charges to all transportation rates. TFirst, the
noncore transportation customers no longer benefit ‘from the =~
utility’s rights for gas transportation or gas""‘purcﬁa‘sés. Under
the c¢urrent regulatory'structure ‘the "noncore transportatlon '
customer will receive little or no- servzce ‘that employs the
utility’s interstate capacity rlghts. ‘Since the- Commzss;on has
eliminated the noncore portfolio, effective August 1991 “the '
noncore customers can obtain procurcment service only‘by elect;ﬁé”

T s S B Sl L I
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to the core portfolro or through uflng utrl;ty balancxng servxce,
The only except;on to thls is for those customers who receive,
targeted sales servxce from the utxlrty under SoCal’s. G-TARG
tarrff. L e e e
Second, the noncore transportatron customers have not
caused SoCal to retain the current level of firm capacity. that. 1t
holds on EL Paso’s and Transwestern’s comb;ned systems.. . SoCal.
'renegotlated its seerce agreements with El Paso and Transwestern,
durzng the last quarter of 1990. At that trme, SoCal had the
opportunity to elect to retain all or only a portion of the f;rm
rights that it had previously held on those prpel;nes.. SeCal .. |
elected to retain all of its existing rights on the two prpelrnes,
subject to a llmlted optron for relinquishment of. capaclty on El
Paso’s system at a future date. . SoCal’s. retentron of the. current.
level of firm rnterstate capacrty 1s not a result of. rts»
oblrgatrons to. noncore customers, but a result of its. oblrgatrons
to core customers. Accordingly, to the extent that, SoCal will use
those. capacrty rrghts not needed by the core class to prov;de
Limited noncore servrces, the costs assocrated with those. rights. .
should be borne only by those customers who benefit directly from.
those services and only to the extent of the benefits received.
The witness for the Indicated. Producerswrecommended that
the Commission unbundle the charges fox rnterstate transmission
services from the rates for noncore intrastate transportation .. -
service, that noncore intrastate transportation customers: be,. . .
charged a rate that reflects only intrastate costs and. that this..-
change,occur"on October 1, 1991. This unbundling, it.is argued,-
would be consistent with the .Commission’s.cost-of-sexvice rate . -.
policy and would prevent a distortipn in the gas.,suj_oply; market. .-
This distortion in the marketplace will create a real.economic: ;-
hardship to noncore customers and their suppliers who transport. ..
over Kern River, in the witness’s opinion. Supplies shipped. over.
Kern River’s interstate system and SoCal’s intrastate system will
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be unduly burdened wath two' sets of demand and reservatlon charges,
namely the Kern River demand’ charge and the allocated anterstate l
pipeline charges. In’ contrast competang supplles shapped over ;ﬁ
existing papellnes will not bear double demand charges, but w;ll ;
reflect only the- 1nterstate plpelane charges allocated through t‘f
SoCal’s: intrastate transportatlon rate. L s
3. Kexm_River o
" Kern River’s argument is much the same as the Indacated

Producers’. Xt argues that the zully allocated SoCal 1ntrastate )
transportataon rate includes costs for servaces or facalltaestthat
Kern River’s’ customers are not using or ror whach they are already
paying Kern River. Chief among the costs reflected 1n fully '
allocated rates are the demand/reservation charges assoclated thh
the existing interstate plpellnes that sexve SoCal. SoCal’s fully
. allocated intrastate rate includes demand/reservatlon charges zrom
El Paso, Transwestern, Pacific Interstate’ 'I‘ransm:.ss:.on Company
(PITCO), and Pacific offshore Plpellne cOmpany (POPCO) Sance Kern
River’s customers will not be using any of the four anterstate )
pipelines’ whose rates are reflected in’ SsoCal’s’ fully allocated N
intrastate rate, they should not’ be responsable for those costs.yl

Kern River points cut that DRA recognlzes that af Kern N
River shippers must pay SoCal’s’ rully allocated rate, they wrll pay
double demand charges for “interstate pzpellne capaclty. once’ to .
Kern River and once as part of the fully allocated rate‘they pay to
SoCal." Desplte this recognition, DRA does not propose to make a’
change in cost allecation for such shippers in this proceedlng. Co
Kern River ‘believes that this is basxcally 1nequatable and ‘ N
contravenes the competitive env;ronment that the Commlssaon has 'Yf
sought to’ develop. ‘ T S - R o

' ' 'Kern River contends that DRA’s rate recommendataon'

discriminates agalnst Kern River shlppers because whereas DRA
recommends against unbundling rates "in this proceedang for Kern ’
River customers, it recommends a credit for ‘customers that
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subscribe to relinquished El Paso capacity. _DRA proposed that ..
those who subscr;be to El Paso capaclty rellnqulshed by SoCal -and,
began paying plpellne reservatzon charges d;rectly to.El, Paso
should be given a dollar—for—dollar credlt against. the. lntrastate
rate charge by SoCal. But DRA proposed that shlppers on.new e
Pipelines should continue to pay the fully allocated lntrastate
rate, even though they are not us;ng existing 1nterstate capaclty
and are paylng reservatlon charges to the new-plpellne. Kern River
asserts that treatang shis>pers on new interstate pipelines._.
d;tteren tly from those that subscrlbe to rel;nquzshed capaczty on
exlstlng lnterstate p;pellnes places the shlppers on the new. ..
plpellne at a 51gnlfacant competltlve dlsadvantage: 1t is. unfalr
and dxscramanatory. . R P
R Egisgn SR R , o B
"' SoCal 1ntends to relinqu;sh next year 300 MMcf/d offﬁl
capacrty on the El Paso system. Edlson has executed an. agreement
with El Paso to acquare 200 MMcr/d of that capacity- As a result,
Edison w;ll start paylng demand charges directly to El. Paso in.
March 1992. In this proceedlng, Edlson asks us.to resolve the. .
follow;ng two separate issues: (l) how .should SoCalws.customersfm
rates reflect SoCal’s relznqulshment of capaclty on the El Paso
systen and the concomltant reduction .in . demand ¢harges that Socal.
will pay:; and (2) should the Commlsszon unbundle anterstate and ..
antrastate transportatzon costs for those customers who, subscr;be
darectly to ;nterstate capacaty prlor to amplementatzon.of capacaty
brokerang’ :

Edlson, as a flrm shlpper on the proposed Paclflc Gas
Transm;ssaon Company/PG&E expanslon project ‘has a substantlal
interest in ensuring that the Commission addresses.and resolves
cost allocation and rate desagn issues in a manner . that is fair to
all cus tomers - both core and noncore. - However,. Ed;son believes.
that_ the record in this proceed;ng is lnsuztlcxently developed.. to~
allow the Commzssxon to declde the policy .issues. of unbundling at.
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thisitime. Nevertheless it supports the proposal of'others that
the Comm;ss;on establl h a balanc;ng account wmthln whlch to record
certa;n costs, unt;l the CommLSSLon resolves these pollcyAlssues._

‘Edison observes that DRA proposes that customexs. o
acquiring relinguished EL Paso capac;ty rece;ve a crodlt ror ,elﬁ,
payments which they would otherwmse make for the same capaczty
through SoCal’s 1ntrastate transportat;on xate. Edlson and SoCalf
both support DRA’S proposal. other partles, 1nclud1ng SCUPP and )
Indicated Producers, while having taken pos itions regardxng ‘the
proper rate treatment for shxppers on the new Kern River pipeline,
have not opposed DRA’S proposal. Only Kern River and TURN/oppose
DRA’s proposal. e e s :

Edison argues that although parallels exist between the
unbundling issue identifiied by the-Kern River shippexrs and the
issue of relinquished ELl Paso capacity, critical dirzerences also
exist which make it approprlate tmseparately consider these two
issues. '
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To show the fairness of DRA!s recommendatlon, Edlson ‘has
pu* forth a hypothetlcal whlch assumes that SoCal currently has
firm capac;ty r;ghts of 100 unrts on the El Paso .System. Lox wh;ch
SoCal 1ncurs annual demand charges of $1oo., Ir SoCal allocates
this smoo among the varlous customer classes on an equal .cents-per-
therm basrs using cold year throughput, the results are as .. .
lllustrated 1n Figure 1. As shown ln Fzgure 1, Edlson rs allocated
10% of the total ($10), whlle all other customers are allocated the
rema;nlng 90% ($90)
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. . Assume further that SocCal.relinquishes~ 10.units<of:firm
capaczty, result;ng in-a reduction from- $100.te. $90, in-its annval
demand charge obligation. The impact of th;s reduccd SoCal demand
charge obligation is shown in Figure 2.7 o o
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Figure 2

ance SoCal makes no.adjustment. to- the- equal cents—per-
therm allocatxon factors, Ed;son!s-allocated share: of the-demand’.
charges remalns 10%, resultlng in an. allocatlon of $9. - At the:same
txme, Edzson pavs $20 directly. to.El Paso. for the relinquished
capacxty, so Edison’ S total.demand charge.obligation bhas nearly. :
doubled rrom $10 to $19. .Qther . custonmers, however,urecelvehawss.-
reductzon ln thezr allocat;on of .demand -charges. - . .o, u

chsequently, to.answer. the question about who would -
experience 2 cost reduction: <the $9 reduction that would accrue to
other customers would occur only because of the increase in
Edison’s total demand charge obligation, which will almost double
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in the example.. To alleviate' this situation,” DRA.proposes, and
Edison urges, the cred;tlng mechanlsm mllustrated zn Flgure 3. i

.
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“Figure 3

= . Under DRA‘S' proposal:, deson's net demand charge(
allocation is $10, unchanged: from:the" amount shown in’ Fmgure 1. ,
Other customers, meanwhile, are allocated$90, which is" also the f;
same amount-shown in Figure 1. Under:DRA’s’ proposal thus, Edlson
avoids-the payment of double demand: charges wh;le the allocatlon to
all other customers remains unchanged “from” that whlch existed’ pr;or
to relinguishment. The DRA’s cred;t:ng proposal simply recoénziee
that Edison will assume direct’ payment ‘of “the 'E1 Paso demand
charges that SocCal ‘avoids as a result of ‘capacity rel;nquzshmeﬁt?if-
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5. Discussion - .0 L0 LU UL Mo o Lamon 0 LU L

Although the ‘description of the double-demand charge- -
issue, especially as ;t.applles to' Edison, has been’ Iengthy, itst
resolution is bxief.. - . 0 oG o AT o L Tpaw ST

We deny the request of all parties to make ‘any>changes-in
the method used to allocate interstate demand charges...Qur first
reaction to the plea that noncore-shippers will pay:double’demand.
charge is that it is irrelevant. Itﬁisrthe“shipper'suchoicefto““;
ship via Xern River or take' firm service on El:Paso.' . Having made™
the choice with full knowledge of the facts, and especially:-if they
read our discussion of the issue in D.90-02-016, they should. :
neither complain nor seek relief from their own actions.” “Our =~ .=
second reaction is that as a'practical matter shippers. will mot: .-
actually pay a double demand' charge because gas producers-are . .
expected to netback prices so that the California border: price will
-be the same: for all buyers. -That was the finding.in D.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 DRA’S
proposal for Edison, Edison would be.receiving 200 MMcf/d of. firm-
rights to.the California border at .ng gost.  Our fourth' reaction is
that for SoCal to make this:payment it :would have to cook-its .books
with our acquiescence. Under Edison’s-example, SoCal would only =
pa& 90 units for El Paso service but: would charge its.custonmersas
if it paid 100 units. This.is.a fictitious.expense which-generates
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 ratepayers.s If SoCal’s costs are reduced
SoCal’s customers should benefit. Under DRA's and Ed;son’s~u— e

od -y

5o~ ALL. reports.submlttedﬁby SoCal to Federal State, and - locar~ﬁ
agencies plus. to private entities, which: descrlbe gross.revenue.
will. reflect this fictitious cost -and-will,:to 'that extent, be e
misleading. - (At least without a footnote o‘ explanation.) = S
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propesal SoCal’s costs are reduced but rates remain-high and the
difference is. paid to Edison as a reward for leavingi the system and
getting firm service in place of:interruptible. To .reduce:Edison’s
costs would trigger the same treatment for those who seekvpar;ty
with Edison, e.g., the cogenerators. : N

.Looking at Figure 2-, which-is the real: world, ‘when Edison
leaves the system SoCal’s cost go.down and. the “other” customers::
have their rates- reduced by 10%. In the fictitious world, which'is
Figure 3, ‘SoCal charges $100. for $90 of costs: and-the”others” pay
an additional $9 so that ScCal can-give.that $9 to Edison..: Edisen
pays an additional $1 which SoCal refunds to Edisen. .. SoCal,: of -
course, breaks even. .Edison is 100%.whole and has:'firm rights .. -
purchased with the “others’” money.: And the ratepayer ‘loses.the
firm rights and gets stuck with the'bill. Welcome'to the world: of
gas ratemaklng. Co S E T S SR ') SR SRS DR TN

- The remaznlng issue is in regard to.unbundling:intrastate
transportatmqn rates from theflnterstate“portmon\of.thewrate.f-“ﬂ
Putting aside the fact.that there:’ is.no evidence: of the amount of
gas that will actually flow for.the account.of. shippers:who pay: "~
demand charges on interstate pipelines, the fact that with: netback
pricing there will be no real interstate demand'charge,”and that.:
no party has presented a workable method-of calculating.andv: = .
refunding this double demand charge, we.reach the fact that the’
noncore parties, like Edison, have not shown why they should be .

.- R ol ey f

6 Edmson's credlt example 15, wlth a mznor modzt;cat;on, a
paradigm for unbundling interstate and intrastate demand charges.
If interstate demand charges are unbundled from SoCal’s intrastate
transportation rate then when Edison purchases 10 units of SoCal’s
El Paso rights SoCal’s payments become $90 and the “others”-- - -
continue to pay $90.  Edison-pays nothing toward: SoCal’s:interstatn
demand charge because-of .the unbundling. Instead Edison’s. former.
$10 payment to SoCal for 1nterrupt1ble rlghts lS transferred“to El
Pasc for firm rights. ;
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excused from payment. ' They claim they receive no-benerlts from -
SoCal’s interstate rights.  We find'that ‘they do. “The mnterstate
rights of SoCal provide security: for the noncore,” prov:de backup,
.and provide ‘storage and storage gas:; functions which would pe'
significantly lessened or eliminated if SoCal did not have =
interstate rights of its own. The capacity brokering program, 1:
implemented by unbundling-of interstate ‘denand charges; may
ameliorate the noncore concern and at the same time' protect ‘the’
core customer from paying higher rates to compensate noncore
‘customers. Lastly, if the noncore theory is’ taken ‘toits” loglcal
extreme we would also have o exempt those core customers who -
receive gas service solely on the intrastate system from pay;ng
interstate demand charges. We are not prepared to~exempt any" e
customers from these charges. R

© In-addition to-the cogent discussion of ALJ Barnett in”
rejecting the requested relief from the ”“double demand- charge”; we
wish to elaborate upon our concerns. ~First, the”double  demand- '~
charge” term is'misleading.~'SoCalfhas'abandoned 300'MMcf/d"of El-
Paso capacity effective March 1, 1992.. SoCal’s ratepayers wxll not
be responsible for those charges as of that date. “Edison’s”
decision to acquire those firm rights does-notnrel;evemanywexlsting
ratepayer of any existing charges. 'In” fact, Edison- has acquired '
firm interstate capacity, an asset which they- have'not previously-
held. It is appropriate to pay morefor a-higher level of“service.
Whether or not Edison is paying too- much for this level of :service
because of our own rate design is a question which cannot’be” 7
answered based: upon the record- in.this” proceeding. We assure
customers that acquire their own. capacity, be it-abandoned or new".
new capacity, that to the extent we’ are shown that intrastate rates
shift an unreasonable burden onte those customers that we will act
to the extent possible in the Capacity Brokering proceeding. It is
the Capacity Brokering proceeding where such a showing properly
belongs, and where we will properly visit this issue.
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. Second,. serious. cencerns, have ‘been ra:.sed Py -Kexrn -River
and the Ind;cated Shippers concerning matters-.in :which:the:. Federal
' Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)- may. have some jurisdiction.
Without prejudging any of these issues, -or our position upon:these
issues, we believe it is important to list some. of our concerns and
why it is prudent not to. take action upon the “double-demand:
charge” issue at this time since these issues were npt-fully'v
litigated, ;n.thls proceeding.:. s : . o o7

~ . An issue of serious. concern :is whether or not a. rebate to
Edison,_or»to”other_custome:s.who:acquzre;abandqned;capac;tyh,runs
afoul of non-discriminatory access. It is possible to: view the:
status of E1 Paso abandoned capacity as-.equivalent-to capacity-of
any'other;pipeline, It is capacity held by the interstate . ... -.
pipeline. lGiving a rebate to customers.acquiring. .capacity on El .
Paso and.not to- customers on Kern, River may raise .questions of
discrimination. Whether such arguments would be sustainable . -
threugh litigation is an open question. On the record before us in
this case we can not make that determination. - . - o v - B

We are also mindful of the argument that a shipper. movzng

gas under abandoned El Paso capacity which it-has acquired. may-
argue that its end-use.customers in California are entitled to the
same .credit which Edisen claims it is entitled to. How-to.. ...t
distinguish between these two end-users is not clear on the basis
of the.recoxd before us. It may: be both are entitled to such
credits, -oxr neither, or one and-not-the other.. We simply- can not:
make that.-determination at this time.- vl TR

... In terms-of our-process,:we have an ongoing. Capacxtyh
Brokering,proceedxng whxchnwlllplook_1ntofthese,matters:1nuthe1r;;
.entirety. That is: the proper place-to review these: issues,:and.not
in a BCAP. . S ' R O St
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G.- :'HoremoiCompressor"Station:"-u:?vi: SN S N S
Moreno/RAINDOW COXTIdOr - . o cocina o e
‘”SDG&E\owns“and”operates‘thé“Morenoicompressdr”Statiom‘“”'
which provides pressure  for-the Moreno/Raanbow‘papellnes, which are
- “owned- by SoCal. - Most of the gas transported on these" lzneS*goes to
. SDG&E’s customers although a small portion of ‘the gas flows to’
SoCal’s customers. DRA recommends “that the costs ‘of both-the -
Moreno compressor station ‘and the Moreno/Rainbow pipelines-be’
allocated between SoCal and SDG&E on a volumetric use basis. ' SoCal
supports -allocating the costs of the~Moreno7Raimbow?pipelines”om 2
volumetric use basis, but recommends allocating all or the costs of
the compressor station to SDG&E as ls-currently'done. ' e
SDG&E argues that it operates ‘the compressor- statiom“”
which in-actual operation also'provides“compression“for”socal"
customers. It is not a facility that is dedmcated exclusmvely to”
the service of SDGLE customers. B o
- ' SDG&E ‘has proposed that it receive a cred;t in’ its cost”
allocation ‘from SoCal in the- amount of $465,000," represent;ng ‘the "
proportion of throughput due to service provided to" socal retall
Customers downstream of the Moreno compressor statlon. SDG&E
asserts that SoCal’s customers along the'Moreno to Ralnbow'pzpellne
route receive the benefits et SDG&E’s‘Moreno compressor statlon.
SDG&E states that SoCal recelves approxlmately 7% of the
gas flowing from the Moreno compressor statlon and, as a’ result,
should be allocated 7% of the cost of this’ faclllty.i Currently
SoCal and its customers along that ‘route' are not allocated any _
portlon ‘of the Moreno compressor statlon costs. SDG&E's customers
are allocated the tull amount.’ SDG&E has made a calculat:.on to N
allocate to Socal “a portlon of the Moreno compressor stat;on costs
using the same methodology~SoCa1 uses to allocate its customer- f'
related transmassaon facllztles to SDG&E. If the same percentages
are used the allocatlon of costs to SoCal ls approxlmately “”;”“"f
$465,000. T
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SDG&E believes its throughput. forecast -for-thesRainbow
corridor is more accurate than SoCal's, and should be’ adépted.
SDG&E clains SoCal's forecast was based on -statewide numbers from
the California Gas Report, while SDG&E's -is based -on-pipeline-: ..
specific data. DRA .agrees with SDG&E's forecast and allocation.for
these facilities. This throughput is used to estimate: the $465,000
credit due SDG&E for the Morenc compressor station.  SDG&E has:
proposed . that the pipeline facilities that are not exclusively- -
dedicated to SDG&E be placed in SoCal's.demand related transmission
category for allocation purposes. The specific-SoCal facilities-
that SDG&Erﬁaintains should be transferred to SoCal's demand . -
related transmission category are the two shared-use.Moreno-Rainbow
pipelines (1027, 1028) and the.portion.of -the Coastline (1026) 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 transmission‘£acilltles.; The. net-result
of implementing this proposal .is to- shift approximately $1.2
million of transmission costs to SoCal's other customers. .. ..

- For the reason given by SDG&E, we will adopt its.. .. .

position.‘ L . |

' " In D 90-01-015, SoCal was ordered to hold the Mld— .
Loulszana deferred tax and Southland/Chevron refunds to offset
direct-billed Account 191 costs._ That deczslon was realermed in
D.90-11-023, the 1990 SoCal ACAP decxs;on. The El Paso general .
rate case settlement requlred that El Paso refund $6 m;lllon to..
SocCal. The Southland/Chevron refund was $7S 7 million ($49 2
mllllon recelved in June 1989 and $26 5 millien recelved 1n _
December 1989). Transwestern was permitted to dlrect bill Aceount
191 costs $33.5 ‘million to SoCal in July 1990._ Slnce the El ﬁaso
settlement prov;des for credmtlng sales and transportation refunds
agalnst the Account 191 dlrect bill, there w;ll be no~xccount 191
direct bill from El Paso. As a result, there is no longer any
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reason to hold the Southland/Chevron:.refund. for offset. against: .
Account 19) billings and the excess: of $42.2 million:($75.:7 million
Jess $33.5 million) plus the $6 million -El Paso refund... .7 .. .-~
Both  DRA and TURN have recommended that: the estimated
amounts of the El Paso and Southland/Chevron refunds,. net of:
directly billed Account 191 costs, should be returned to: ratepayers
by offsetting:SoCal's BCAP revenue requirement on the basis of, - -.
equal .cents per therm. For this purpose, DRA has. accepted SoCal's.
estimated refunds net of interest and of Account 191 at $48.2. . ..
million. :This: approach is acceptable to SoCal.. e
Several parties have.argued that this refund should. be
disposed*ozmby way of a.one tlmew.lump—sum.rerund;tofcustppersw
SoCal and TURN have presented evidence-that it would be extremely. ..
difficult.to ascertain which past customers are entitled to direct-
refunds because it is not clear who, if anyone, initially paid the
apounts now being refunded. In addition, because this refund . -
relates to:a long historical period . and-this money was never. - .
directlyAreflected.in‘:ates in the normal sense, a one tinme, lunmp-—
sum refund would require enormous effort and administrative .expense
to determine which past customers are entitled to these refunds-and
could lead to - potential litigation. - R TR P o S S e
‘We agree with DRA and TURN. We have treated. these same
refunds,-when made to PGLE, as an offset te rates.on an equal, ... -
cents~per-therm basis. No reason has-been offered to persuade us
that a-different result is required for SoCal. - - . . = . o~ .
Because of the unique service-characteristics of .EQR.. _ -
customers we have treated all EOR revenues as strictly -incremental,
i.e., no costs shall be allocated to such loads. EOR revenues are
to offset the revenue requirement borne by all other. ratepayers. -.
(D.87-05=046 at p. 20, and see the extended discussion pp. 18=22.)
Currently, EOR revenue is-credited to customer-classes-in e
proportion to the fixed margin- allocated-to each.class, 1nclud1nq
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interstate pipeline demand charges. ~Long. Beach, .and .others;, ~o.o.oz
believe that this method is inappropriate and that .EOR revenues:....
should be credited to the varicus customer classes 'in proportion to
their cold: year throughput, -in~oxrder to more accurately reflect the
costs incurred by each class because .of EOR service. o . .o

" Long: Beach  argues- that the ‘current .method is.not:. .
appropriate because there is no. causal relationship between:EOR
service’ and margin allocation by class.  Under this-method,:the. .
residential class is allocated the largest EOR c¢redit because.the-
residential class is the most margin-intensive .class... Qther: . . =
_ classes are allocated relatively less EOR revenue because they are
less margin-intensive. However, these results have Llittle:to-do .
with the cost allocation burden imposed on the various customex:. ™
classes due to the treatment of "EOR on an incremental rather.than'
. an embedded. cost basis. ' Long Beach believes it would:be~ "
appropriate to allocate EOR revenue credits on a basis that is more
in line with the cost responsibility that the various customer . -
classes must assume due to the Commission's cost treatment of EOR
sexvice. © Such an approach would better relate'the benefits of EOR
service (i.e., EOR revenue) to those custeomers who share. in the
costs that might otherwise be allocated to EOR service:.

Long -Beach's ‘witness considered three alternate EOR
revenue allocation approaches: . c¢old year throughput, ‘average year
throughput, and functional cost responsibility, because EOR"service
is essentially a transmission service. He said if 'costs.were -
allocated to EOR service in the ‘same manner as costs are~allocated
to the various other customer classes, one would expect costs
allocated to EOR-service to be similar to-those-set out-for: the .=
cogeneration and utility electric generation (UEG) classes:’ In- ..
other words, EOR service would bear a commensurate share of 'demand
related transmission, demand related storage, pipeline-demand’ .-~
charges, and 50% A&G factors. The appropriate share could -be: - " -
determined using any of the three-approaches. In his opinion”these
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approaches are super;or €5 the exzstxng EOR"revenue credit
methodology because they more accurately*cred;t ‘EOR"reveriues-in"
proportion to each customer class' cost allocation-Burden-die to”
EOR service. Under his theory o: cold year throughput allocation
Long Beach's share of EOR ‘revenue would' 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. = 0 UYL lanmnamiend
TURN argues that Long Beach is dolng noth;ng more than
maklng a grdb for more money for 1tse1£ and others: s;mxlarly
sztuated. The current methodology allocates EOR revenue’ credlts in
a manner that grvee each customer class an equal percentage
reductlon in its system fixed cost responsmbmlity. Since these
credzts represent the EOR market's’ only'contrmbution o system
fixed cost, an equal percentage spread of the benefits is’ fair."

' Long Beach's ‘analysis,  in ‘TURN's opinion) proceeds”from
the false prem;se that the Commission's historic treatment’ of EOR
customers represents a "cost allocation burden imposed” on the
varlous customer classes™ and that there are "costs incurred: by
each class because of EOR service." TURN contends this is® ‘totally
contrary to this Commission's long=standing ratlondle for its EOR
p011cy. The Commission has always maintained that ‘EOR revenues are
incremental, because no volumes-would move at fulli-cost-of-service
rates. Thus, it is incorrect to view the difference between full
embedded cost and EOR contract rates as’ a revenue or Cost recovery
shortfall, or some kind of ‘"burden" on -other ‘ratepayers. :
Incremental EOR revenues can be captured to-the benefit ofall -
ratepayers at mnrket respons;ve rates, or those revenues .can‘be -
lost entirely.l S SRR : e T

We agree- with TURN. 6ur'reeding of, D185”O§*046 shows
that the Commxsolon was tully aware of alternatzve nmethods of
allocatlng core revenue. and chose. what At found to be .xreasonable.
This was rollowed in D.87-12-039'over oppositzon similar to that
offered by Long Beach. No facts have been presented whxch chow our
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current method .of allocation of EOR revenue is unfair. The N
arguments. .for. change bas been»made before and were rejected. we N
reject: them again..

. SeoCal has. proposed to ra;se the resxdent;al customer B
charge from $3.10 per. month. to $4 10 per month.u The. customer _”
charge is-at the level it was Ln 1986., SoCal's ev;dence shows ‘that
in real terms the customer charge hos decl;ned substantlally and,
at this point, would recover only about 25% of the f;xed costs
required to serve residential customers._ In real terms the o
proposed $1 increase would merely return the customer charge to its
1986 level.. .. ‘ : « : . '

- SoCal asserts that a customer charge which 1s far below
actual cost results ln.cross-subsedles w;thln the customer class,
and becomes an inequity which is at. odds.wzth the Commmssmon s
general goal of achieving. cost-based rates.‘ An 1nadequate customer
charge means that low volume users -are subs;dlzed RS lerger volume
users which, in practice, means that customers in older,,less
energy-efficient homes subsmdlze gas.service to generally more ;
affluent residential customers in new. enexgy-efficient. homes.””‘

.DRA says that the average 1evel of fixed costs xncurred
by,eachvreszdentlal"customer,isqatwleastnse,,uAccordlmg;toﬁtheNDRA
witness: - ... - '

“[R]ecoverxng at least a portion of these costs,w

as SoCalGas' tariffs do, in a customer charge =~
is not-only economically efficient-but-also-
equitable.. If none of these fixed costs .
incurred by’ each customexr are recovered in a’
fixed charge, then an undue burden is:placed on"
the relatively large user,. since customer. costs
would then be recovered volumetr;cally w;th h
each therm of usage." o .

o




A.91-03-039, A.91=03=066 COM/JTBO/jLL ¥

. DRA, however, objects. to any.effort:to.recover:thesfull:
amount of the fixed costs through. the customer charge:because~to: do
so would be inequitable since: zuch costs are calculated.on an
average basis. Accordingly, DRA would fix the-level.of:the ~...:.
customer charge at a level not to exceed: the: minimum:level-of: fixed
costs incurred by any given customer. DRA recommends a 50€...-rno
increase to $3.60. . TURN recommends no increase, on: the.ground that
we have rejected this proposal on two previous occasions..n . oo

In D.90-11-023 we rejected:SoCal’s proposal-to.increase-
customer charges %o $5 per month.  We .said ”In- D.90=-01-015-we: said
the lower [customer] charge permitted greater customer:¢ontrol over
gas.use, maintained:an appropriate balance of- risk between: .-
ratepayers and utilities, and maintained conservation incentives. .
We will adhere to those reasons.” (At p. 53.) The reasonsiset!..
forth in D.90-11=023 remain. conv;nclng, we - w1ll contlnue the $3.10
charge. STl o

PU Code § 739.7 requires the Commission to‘reduce “high
non-baseline residential rates-as-rapidly as-possible.”: The
Commission has lnterpreted this dlrectzve ‘as” requlrlng the closure
between Tier I and Tier II residential. rates to-the extent possible
while avoiding excessive rate lncreases to residential customers.
The decrease in the average res;dentlal rate .proposed in this
proceeding presents an opportun;ty !or slgnlrlcant closure between
residential tiers whlle avoxdlng rate - lncreases to vzrtually all
residential customers. - - - TR o

The Tier I rate currently equals 56 9 cents per therm and
the Tler IX rate equals 80.1 cents per therm.l The gap 1s 23.2
cents per therm. SocCal proposes to close thls gap by so% to ll -6
cents per therm. Thzs proposal would produce an 1ncluszve riéf”i
-rate of 53. 9 cents per therm and a Tler II rate of 65 S cents per
therm., 'J.‘h:.s proposa.l would result :.n rate decreases to v:.rtually

- v IR O S R A A
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all. residential customers, except those with very lowwbllls and
~monthly volumes:well below: 20 thexrms.. @ 7 . w0 0T LS T
~-DRA. recommends awzo%uclosure'overnthe*BCAP”periodUtof“‘

assure that all customexs. benefit .from the: overall rate*decreaee”
;and. to-moderate. the potentlally severe. blll lmpacts on’ low-use

3 ont. We will adopt“SoCal'e‘recommendation. - 'Because- of- the -
rate decrease.we are. authoriz;ng this ‘is. an’ zdeal tlme to«mmplement
§ 739.7 ”as rapidly as possible.” - o "
B. Edison/ILADWP Sexvice Adqreements '

- 7..SoCal:has recently executed a rate design agreement- with
Edison for UEG service and expects tol execute a-similar agreement’
with LADWP shortly.. Key‘provisionstinfthe‘EdiSoﬁPagreementbare~the
follow1ng*‘ . CoRAy B N I I ST DO AR

"~ ©. The agreement provndes for” a demand  charge- -
and a single velumetric rate.

The volumetric rate equals three (3) cents
- .per therm.. .. e e

" .The monthly demand charge:is equal 'to-the -
adopted season noncore UEG rate, minus the . -
volumetric rate, times the adopted forecast

of monthly deliveries. - ‘

In the event SeCal is'unable~to-deliver_the
adopted throughput volume (as determined
over an annual perjiod based on average ..
temperature condmtlons), the demand charge

- will ‘be adjusted by a percentage-equal to or
less than a pexcentage of under-deliveries, -
depending on heating degree days experlenced
over the adjustment per;od. -

'Under the agreement all costs allocated to Edzson are
recovered through the demand charge and the volumetrlo rate and the
demand charge prov151ons are such that the degree or possmble g; N
revenue variation is less than that whlch would be present under )
all volumetrlc rates. Plnally, the agreement does not frustrate '
the attainment of UEG/cogeneration rate parity because equallty in
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rates between- cogenerators and Edison-<is- malntalned oh a“forecasted
basis as it has been under the UEG rate" deszgn “in effect before o
August 1, 1991, the effective date of.the new agreement with
Edison. -We conclude that rates for- SoCal's sales to Edzson should
be based on the new rate- des;gn agreement. T T
. Long Beach presently serves-Edison power plants Tocated
in Long Beach and Huntington Beach. Long Beach has the physical -
capacity to serve Edison about'85,000+Mc£/d.”-Edisén?c&nifeCéi063
this gas at- either its Alamitos Generating Statibn'Unité'f7thrcugh
4, or its four units at Huntington-Beach. SoCal serves ‘Edison and
LADWP UEG requirements in Long Beach under franchise agreements ”
with Long Beach that will expire during the BCAP forecast period.
Negotiations between Long Beach and SoCal regarding renewal of
SoCal’s franchises are continuing. ‘Depending ‘on’the outcome of |,
such negotiations, Long Beach’s UEG-demands may be-increased
substantially. Long Beach forecasts UEG demand of 60 MMcf/d, or
about 21.9 Bef on an annual basis. On-a heating value basis, ‘this
is~ equal to 228, 855 M therms, or about 27% hlgher than SOCallff =
forecast. ' P . I A e IR
Long'Beach-dispute5~SOCaI's'forecaSt=df*LongVB€hch'UEG”"
demand because the forecast is based on historical data regarding '
Long Beach’s monthly deliveries to Edisen during noncurtailment
months. Long Beach objects to the use ‘of such historical data for
this purpose and arques that the historical period- reflects the'-
effect of the rate design applied by SoCal to deliveries to leng
Beach since May 1, 1988. ' That rate design has materially ‘impaired
the ability of Long Beach ‘to serve:Edison’s requirements in’excess
of the forecasted requirements .as it causes Long Beach’s' demand ‘to
be understated. The historical data also does ‘not "account’for the
effect of recent improvements in Long Beach’s distribution system.
Under ‘current rate design the volumetric rate that SoCal*has '
charged to Long Beach has exceeded the second tier volumetric rate
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. that SoCal has charged to Edison. . Underx this .rate-design,:long.
Beach would serve Edison requirements.in excess of . forecasted: .. .
volumes at an out-of-pocket loss.to Long.Beach.. -Thus; Long:-Beach
may have “demand” for gas that.it cannot- serve, except at a-loss.
The historical period data incorporates this .effect.. - . ... -

Long Beach asserts that the effect on it of a rate des;gn
where the Long Beach tail block wholesale rate-and the SoCal tail
bloeck retail UEG rate are the same is to eliminate competition for
incremental UEG loads, because Long Beach has no .opportunity- to -
economically serve incremental UEG loads when the costs. it incurs
to serve the incremental UEG load are -added to the volumetric:
wholesale rate. Thus, equalizing wholesale and retail UEG tail. .
block rates. provides a competitive .advantage to,SoCalgzo;yserving
zncremental UEG loads. . : : ' RS

. To rectify this percelved 1nabi11ty t0>serve-zdzson

loads, Long.Beach proposes wholesale . rates for LongﬁBeach»thatrare,
on average, less than UEG retail rates. - Its proposal would result
in a wholesale tail block rate for long Beach that is:less than.the
retail UEG tail block rate.  Long -Beach justifies its reduced rate
proposal on the ground that SoCal’s rate Proposals are not cost-—:
based. They merely set portions of Long Beach’s wholesale rate
equal to.tail block retail UEG rates, without any considération of
differences in allocated costs of service to UEG.and wholesale -
customers. For example, in the 100% -volumetric UEG rate design- -
scenario., -the wholesale price -of gas destined for Long Beach’s UEG
load would be set equal to.the retail UEG rate. 'This.approach. . .
iﬁplicitly~assumes that Long Beach has no costs of its .own to:serve
its UEG loads. Long Beach, though, is confronted K with customex~
related and other costs to- sexrve UEG-loads. . Long: Beach -believes . it
would be unfair for it to pay a 100% volumetric rate for UEG-.,
relatgd gas that also included costs independently incurred :by “Long
Beach. Long Beach would, in -effect, be paying these costs:twice..

Lo oL e
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-Long .Beach ‘submits that to be consistent with”the: I .73
Commission’s policy commitment to. cost-based rates' generally,UEG:"
and wholesale gas rates should reflect allocated cost. ~This ,
concept -affects the relative overall rate: level.  Wholesale:and UEG
rates should also be consistent as to..average cost and’incremental:
cost allocations. This concept: affects the form of the rate::
design. - s A S L S S ST T ey

-Long Beach recommends that the Commission implement-a. ..
wholesale rate cesign that is .fully consistent with UEG:rate: .. '«
design. -Considering the likelihood of a negotiated: SoCal=~Edison:::
UEG agreement, the Commission should specify a mechanism:for timely
adjustment of wholesale rates to ‘¢oincide with the effective:date -
of rates under such a negotiated agreement. ' In the alternative,
SoCal should be required to submit any negotiated UEG: agreement for
Commission approval. The Commission could: then-appropriately -u.
consider and adjust the SoCal-Long: Beach wholesale rate:design to
reflect Long Beach’s allocated cost of service, and as. approprlate,
the negotmated SoCal-SDG&E contract rate design. Lo ol

Socal): points out that the default wholesale volumetric:
rate for Long Beach has been set for: the last: three cost allocation
proceedings equal to the average. retail UEG.volumetric:rates, that:
is, the average of the retail UEG Tier 1 and Tier 2 rates. ..’ R
(D.87=12=039, pp.. 104-105). This was recently reaffirmed by the
Commission in D.91-05-039 where the Commission, among other.things,
eliminated demand charges for service to noncore customers.: Under:
currently authorized cost allocation policies, wholesale:customers.
are relieved of responsibility for the volumetric-.component:of . ..
SoCal’s A&G expense. - As a result Long Beach’s wholesale.rate is
below the averagenretail'UEé'rate.’,Intlightrofwthe,recentuaay
requirement for pure volumetric rates for retail UEG:service:.. - v
imposed by D.91-05-039, a pure volumetric rate for Long .Beach:would
render SoCal unable to. compete for retail UEG load in-Long Beach’s
territory. As SoCal’s witness explained,-such-a-result:would - ..
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create an:annual windfall for Long Beach .of.$8 million-.at the
expense of .SoCal’s other. ratepayers. -~ 7 - -:o w0 bl 0

~To prevent this shift of -cost responsmbllxty from:Long
Beach1to.Socal!s.other customers, ‘SoCal ‘has proposed a two=-part
rate design by-which Long Beach would be charged the retail UEG.: .-
rate for those particular volumes that Long Beach .redelivers to UVEG
customers. The rate on Long Beach’s non-UEG volumes is then -
reduced so that the average combined rate equals. the raverage
allocated cost for Long Beach.. In this manner, SoCal -has an. equal
opportunity to compete for sales to UEG load:located in Long Beach,
and -there  is no automatic shift of cost responsibility from Long
Beach :to. other: customers sexrved by SoCal.. . .. - 0 Loowonoa

. SoCal notes that the recently executed gas service .

agreement with Edison provides for a variable . demand charge and.a-
volumetric: rate: amounting:to 3.0 ¢ents: per therm. . To. offer.Long:
Beach-ainegotiated‘rate featuring. .a.volumetric charge of .less than
the 3.0 .cents. per therm marginal rate applicable to SoCal’s service

to Edison would only ensure that SoCal would have no.opportunity: to
serve incremental demand at Edison’s UEG .units. located in Long
Beach. The-consequence of this, of course, would: mean a .
significant:shift in cost’ responsmbllzty from,ratepayers in Long
Beach to SoCal’s retail customers... .. . UL E e

© . DRA suppeorts a rate deszgn for LOng~Beach‘that.prov1des
parity at the margin with the rate paid by Edison. . Edison.and .-
SoCal have negotiated a customer-specific contract that- charges: .
$0.03/th. .at the margin. . long Beach should be charged 'this/ rate . =
with a demand-charge to recover the' balance of allocated cost.

‘We ‘agree with DRA. 'Long Beach’s request for rates lower:
than those SoCal charges Edison is difficult to  understand.:” Edisen
receives approximately 120 MMDth per year over SoCal’s distribution
system while Long Beach receives approximately 30: MMDth per -year.'.
Yet Long Beach declares itself a wholesale customer entitled toia.
lower rate than charged to Edison. - (Whether under this .Turizr
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circumstance Long: Beach. can be considered. a wholesale; customer in
- contrast to Edison’s. classification as .a;retail. customer- is-a ..
question for another day.) ' Why customer A who takes 75% less. -
service than customer B is entitled: to-a.lower rate. than:customer B
has not been explained. Certainly long Beach’s witness) :‘when asked
the questlon, could not explaln 1t. Long Beach’s request for a
lower rate than Edlson ls, to use a current phrase, ‘
counterlntultlve, ‘and not supported by the record.

h Long Beach's assertlon that 1t should pay a lower rate
because it has its own costs make no economlc sense. It 1s f'
SoCal’s costs that matter.= We are concerned w;th relatlonshlps
between Socal and its customers, w;th equlty between classes,'not
wlth whether one customer's costs are hlgher or lower than S
another’s. L
D. ZIaniter Puel and Cogenexator Rarity

 The California Cogeneratzon Councll (CCC) asserts that
SoCal’s rate for cogeneratlon servxce vzolates statute and
Commission policy. It argues that SoCal has.proposed a default
rate for transportation servlce to noncore cogenerat;on customers
of 9.713 cents per therm. However, the equlvalent derault ‘rate for
noncore UEG transportatlon servrce equals 9.363 cents per therm,
approxzmately 4% lower than the rate for the cogenerators.& ‘The
dlscrepancy results from the 1nclus;on of transportatlon costs
assoczated wzth VEG zgnzter zuel serv;ce,'a core erv;ce, ln the
costs used to calculate the default rate for noncore servrce T’
'cogenerators. As dlscussed below, we w1ll reclassmfy 1gn1ter'£uel
as Priority P-2B and _combine the 1gn1ter tuel volumes w;th other
UEG load: therezore, the controversy or whether to 1nclude agnlter
fuel volumes as part of the cogenerator paraty rate calculatlon ls

e e e
B e,

now IROOt -

Ignlter fuel transportatron ror UEGs should‘be ;ncluded
in Servmce Level 2 and accorded Prlorlty P-zB status. Ignater fuel
volumes should be rncluded zn the UEG class (noncore) for purposes
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of cost allocation.  The rate to'be'charged by Socal for-igniter
fuel transportation should be the noncore UEG default rate plus “the

12 cents per decatherm Service Level 2 surcharge.‘~ NI
E. Monthly vs. Annual Distribution - S R
of Sexvice Level Credits

' The Commassmon has recently afforded gas utllrtles an,
option of distributing Servrce Level 2 surcharge revenues erther on
a monthly basis or at the end o: a ratemak;ng per;od subject to
”true-up in erther event (Resolutlon 6-2948 Conclusron 77,

p. 72). As a result of thls cholce, SoCal has elected to y, L
distribute the 1nterrupt1b1e serv:ce dlscount to the elxgmble |
noncore customers on a monthly basrs in order to manmm;ze varzances
which could become substantial if the credits are reconclled on “an
infrequent basis. DRA supports SoCal becau e a month—to-month
true-up gets the credit to the znterruptrble customers as fast as
possrble and avoids the problem of a mlsmatch of customers
rece;v;ng servrce and receiving credzts. o S

' ‘ We agree with SoCal and DRA.
F. mmmmm
both dlstrrbutlon and transmlsslon levcls bas ed on avcrage-year
throughput. SoCal, DRA, and TURN support the present allocatzon,
but Ed;son, SDG&E and others belleve that the tlme has come to
change the allocatlon in order to<more properly reflect cost o
responsxblllty. Edrson and SDG&E placed in ev;dence a 1988 SoCal
study of LUAF c¢osts which purports to show that LUAF costs are the
result of the drstrlbut;on system and not the transmrssron system.

Based on 1ts rdent;t;catzon ‘and 1nvest1gat1on of four
components of LUAF, the study concluded that LUAF costs’ should be
allocated based upon d;strlbutlon level throughput. Accordrng to
the study, the first component leakage, is entlrely theww,
responszblllty of the dlstrlbutlon system s;nce any gas lost on the
transmission and storage systems is accounted for. The second
component, measurement error, is attributable to small meter set
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assenblies (MSA), all of wh;ch are on the d;strzbut;on system. The
third component, gas. theft, ‘occurs. only at the d;strzbut;on level.
The fourth component, losses’ from measurement variations due to
temperature, is also attributable to.smaller MSAs, .since the larger
MSAs have temperature correcting devices attached. . Under:SoCal’s:
Case A, LUAF.costs allocated;toﬁzdison,aredestimatedmatﬁamtwo-year
average of $3.267 million.  Under the allocation .methodelogy -
proposed by SoCal’s study, no LUAF costs would be allocated. to-
Edison because, by not utilizing the SocCal d;strlbgt;gpmsx§tem, B
Edison does not cause SoCal . to.-incur LUAF costs... ..

_ - TURN, supported by DRA, argues that the SoCal..study .
should not be the basis of a reallocation .of LUAF;eests,_,Thehstudy
was not sponsored by SoCal, no SoCal witness testified .in support
of it, it has already been.refused by the.-Commission -in, -..' i - -
D. 90-01-015,.and a new study .of LUAF costs is in. preparat;on by -
SoCal, expected in 1992. . Further, a PG&LE .LUAF study. con:rad;ets,‘
nany. of the conclus;ons presented An the SoCal STUAYer . o e

. In D. 90=-01~ 015 we considered the Socal -study but: decxded
that tnere was insufficient time to determ;ne its validity...We
7The Commission is not inclined to make interim..

rate changes on the basis of cost studies prlor
to determining their validity, unless the' ™ - i7"
changes are beyond dispute. In this instance,- . .
the need to reduce the allocation of costs to
wholesale customers appears clear, but this ' -
. conclusion still depends upon the validity of -
_the SoCal study. And, even if this general
conclusion - is valid, the -amount of the' -
reduction that may be warranted can not be . .
determined until the accuracy of the study is
determined. 0Of equal concern is the fact that.
wholesale rates could not be reduced, S
consistent with PU Code § 739.6, without
increasing other nonresidential rates to -
potentially unjustified levels. This issue .
requires further consideration. Because of
these concerns, we are persuaded that the

implenentation of SoCal’s A&G and LUAF, stud;es.“
should be deferred until their validity has
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“'peen " determxned ‘and until we are conrxdent -
" . that an- equxtdble.allooatlon ©f costs ‘can ‘be it

made to all customers classes.”.: - e cinw

Although: the applicalility of PU Code § 739.6 is o
longer an issue, we have still not ‘determined the validity of’ the
‘SoCal study’ and ‘SoCal did not spénsor it in this -proceeding.
Wwithout a witness we cannot determlne'validrty Unlike fine wine,
a study does'not improve with” age.-» N
G. mm LT e L ERSIEAR A PR N

The city‘o£4Verhoh~fs*whoIIy?loeated*witﬁiﬂ SeCal’s - "
service territory and is crossed by7major“exi$ting-aﬁdfproposed
transmiSsion“pipélines‘of‘SoCal;
gasutility department on'‘June 20, X991, ‘moxre than two years atter
receiving a request to -consider doing so from-a group of ‘19 magor
industrial gas usexs located in: ‘Vernon who sought ‘improved- ‘sexrvice
and lower rates. During that two-year period, Vernon ‘attempted to
negotiate with SoCal to meet the needs expressed by ‘the customers,
and ‘failed. Approximately three weeks before the commencement of
hearings, Vernon notified SoCal by letter dated June 20, 1991, of
its desire to become a wholesale customer. The letter stated ‘that
on that very date a resolutzon had been adopted by-Vernon
authorities creatlng the City . of Vernon gas. munrc;pal utility -
department. The letter said that Vernon intended to build a
parallel distribution system whereby the newly formed Vernon gas
' department would compete with SoCal ‘for ‘the right' to provide .
service to the 19 or so-largest zndustrlal custoners : -in Vernon and
formally requested SocCal *o propose a tarift contarnrng ”terms,
.conditions- and proposed rates for wholesale natural- gas
transportation service by SoCalGas to Vernon._, SoCal decllned.

Vernon offered test;mony which proposed a- wholesale
tariff for Vernon. 1In developrng lto ;n;t;al 1nter;m wholesale
rate, Vernon proposed to follow. the: 'same basic cost. allocatlon
principles used to develep ra:es for‘SDG&E,and,Long.Beeoh. Vernen
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was concerned, however, that applylng those prlncxples would not.. -
result in a truly cost-bnsed rate, .one; whlch reflects only- the.-
services Vernon actually uses or the benefrts it .receives. It
belleves a thorough rev;ew of the Commrsslon s overall cost. ...
allocat;on pol;cy and a detarled cost of service study are.. . . -
necessary 1n order to set a more. approprrate, and probably.lower,.
rate.” However, glven that SoCal has already. frled its BCAP
application wrthout proposrng a rate tor wholesale.service to :
Vernon, and grven the llmlted amount or t;me during.this hearlng,»
Vernon is willing to use the same basrc cost allocatlon prlncrples
applled to SDG&E and Long Beach as a. reasonable startzng .point for
the purpose of determrnlng the lnltlal 1nter1m rates it should.pay
to SoCal. Vernon expects 1nltlally to serve a group of roughly 20
large lndustrlal customers Wlth constant hlgh load factor loads-,
Most of the 20 are process gas users,,two or. three are
cogenerators., Vernon may. also serve gas to lts electrlc generatron
peaking unlt. Vernon does not expect to serve any resldentlal or .
small commercral load; rather, those customers wrll contlnue to-be
sexved by SoCal’s dlstrrbutron system unless and untll Vernon
installs suffrczent gas drstrrbutlon tacrlltres to serve those
customers, too. - e
Socal moved to exclude the lssue of wholesale gas servzce
to Vernon on the grounds, that Vernon's plans, however well-
1ntentloned, are 1nsutrlc1ently developed tor them to be lncluded
in the BCAP demand forecast and 1t 1s not clear that Vernon is
entltled 'to wholesale service. SoCal argues, !lrst, the e
engineering study commlssloned by Vernon concernrng the desrgn and
conrrguratlon or the system the gas department env;srons for .. .
constructron w&ll not even be completed for 60 to 90 days._,,;;N;M
cOnstructzon tlme, of course, Ls unknown. Second, 1t 1s far trom :
cIear whlch customers Vernon rntends to serve., Its proposed ‘
testrmony suggests that Vernon currently 1ntends to compete wzth

. '
- L e e O N .. X . A ! oo L
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SoCal for the raght to serve only the 19 ‘or so largest 1ndustr1al
customers within the cmty, leav;ng the balance for Socal. _‘ o
SoCal contends that the confmgurat;on of vernon s
proposed distribution system, the estlmated completlon date, and
the customers Vernon would serve are all critical’ varlables whmch
would not only influence the impact of Vernon’s plans on SoCal’
BCAP demand forecast and rate desxgn proposals, but also, pendzng
resolution of these unknowns, would foreclose any prospect ‘that ‘a
wholesale tariff could be des;gned and submxtted to the COmmasszon
for approval within the time constralnts of th;s BCAP The lack of
specificity as to which ‘customers Vernon proposes to serve, as well
as the design and configuration’ of the vernon gas department ;’"'
distribution system, 1nc1ud1ng the necessary 1nterconnect1on wzth
SoCal’s transmission’ tac;lztaes, “make it unlxkely that the real ‘L
impact of Vermon’s proposal can be known any time soon..fi S
' SocCal asserted that Vernon s proposal 1s compietely
dissimilar from the relatxonshlps SoCal has’ w;th ;ts other o .
wholesale customers. Any 1nter;m rate desxgn based on cost S
allocation principles appllcable to Long Beach and SDG&E -
therefore, would be a futile exercise.” Indeed test;mony ln the
record indicates that Vernon’s 1nterrm rate deszgn proposal would
shift about $7.5 million of costs presently pald by retazl .
customers in Vernon to SoCal’s remaxnlng retall customers.f Any
interim rate which has this result as a proxy for legztlmate co t-
based rates s;mply underscores,_xn SoCal's oplnlon,_the nndeveloped
nature of the proposal. T e
’ Socal raxsed the legal quest;on of whether Vernon ls )
entitled to wholesale serv:ce at all.’ It explains that Vernon s_:
proposal for wholesale sexrvice as dramat;cally dszerent rrom the
exastlng wholesale tarlrrs by wh;ch SoCal renders servzce to Long
Beach and 'SDG&E. While Long Beach and SDG&E offer serv1ce to every
customer within their respectlve geographxc sexrvice terr;torles,"'
Vernon proposes to serve only selected customers in competition

et
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with a publ;c utzllty‘whlch already serves the serv1ce terr;tory
pursuant to a’ rranchlse agreement granted by Vernon.' SoCal "m"
maintains ‘that it is far zrom clear whether it can be requlred to
serve an applicant for wholesale servzce when the” applmcant has no
service territory of its own and only 1ntends to compete for the f
most lucrative customers wlth ‘the’ very entlty to whom lt granted :
the franchise rights in the first place. _‘“
SoCal arqued that it would conszderably expand the;i;"
hearlngs o obtain the lnformatlon requlred to set a reasonahle .
rate for Vernon because (l) the’ teasablllty study relatlng to
Vernon’s proposed distribution system is still months from" l"“ o
completion, (2) construction of Vernon’ s proposed dzstrlbutlon“‘”
system cannot even begin until’ the study is complete, (3) “the
customers Vernon intends to serve have not yet been 1dentlfxed .
(4) the'wholesale gas’ demand or Vernon s ‘gas department 15 unknown,
(5) the- lnterconnectlon racilltles necessary to serve Vernon havev

allocable to Vernon ‘because of the uncertalntles o: the;r fi"._:
proposal have not been developed. ' B

' The ALJ granted SoCal's motlon and excluded the ;ssue of
wholesale gas service to Vernon on the ground that to 1nclude tHe
issue would unduly expand the hearlng 'in contraventlon of Rule S4.
Vernon purported to ”appeal” from the ALJ’s deczsmon. That ”"l‘_
purported appeal will be dismlssed as there is no~appeal from a‘a.
procedural’ or evidentiary rullng of a preszdlng offlcer. (Bg_ugéa;
Communications D.90=02=048 "in" A.89- 04 058 ) However in th;s o
decision we ‘will review the ruling. " W‘W'g

 The rullng ‘of the presiding officer was correct. The e

SoCal ‘BCAP is a procedure which is governed’by a tlght schedule (Bg
Rate Case Plan D.89-01-040 in R.87-11-012, App. D) to ensure a o
prompt decision. To have heard Vernon’s request would have =
required an extended period to gather the necessary facts and to
pernit discovery, if needed, by all parties. The issue of
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autheorizing wholesale rates to a ity so that it may undercut ...
SoCal’s serv:ce ls not one that can be deczded without g thoroughv
hearxng end a complete record. The ;mpl;catdons anolved in the ;
sh;ft of costs to the remalnder of SoCal 5 system are. enormous- -
Wholesale rates authorlzed for Vernon would set a. precedent for. the
entxre state. Thxs 1s not a m;nor 1ssue to be resolved among the.
myr;ad of issues in a BCAP, but 2, serzous attempt to reulmgn.gas
service throughout Calmfornla.' The ;ssue deserves a separate
hearzng as the ALJ recommended. Vernon 's otfer to accept the same
wholesale rate as authorlzed for Long Beach assumes that Vernon,xs
entltled to a wholesale rate. We are. not prepared to make ‘that ..
assumption. ‘ e e pom b g

H. UEG Customer-Related Trapsmission Costs = .. ... .. . . .
At the hearing, TﬁRN'established that . approximately $1.0
million in customer-related transmxssmon costs associated with
facllltles dedzcated excluslvely to UEG customers have up-until now
erroneously been lumped in thh the generel pot. ot customer-related
costs and thereby allocated ulmost entlrely to the .core. .TURN.
requests that we reallocate these costs to the UEG class, thereby
m;rror;ng the treutment already given. to customer. costs- assoc;ated
wzth SDG&E—dedzcated fac;l;tzes._ We shall adopt. TURN's -pesition.

- In thelr brxe! SCUPP/IID ergued in favor of dirxect .
ass;gnment of these costs 1n the form of raCLlltles charges to the
approprxate customers wzth;n the UEG class (Edison andNLADWP)-M,,s
SoCal opposes this request, stress:.ng the lack of any. record on.
this point. The record did not explxcltly address the. Lntraclass
allocation of these costs. However, since they are faczlltles_,
charges which are clearly dlsaggregated in SeoCal’s workpapers,
leogic dlctates they be directly assxgned within as well as-to the -
UEG class., SCUPP/IID's proposal ls 2 reasonable request for
clar;flcatlon and is adopted..:”
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o 1

Most of the 1ssues ra;sed by SDG&E have been dlscussed f
and resolved in the SoCal port;on or th;s declslon.' In th;s : |
section we discuss those remalnzng 1ssues whlch are pertlnent only
to SDGSE and its customers and wh::.ch have not bccn agrced upon by
the parties.’ - ) S
A, Forec%sta of Spot Gas and SDG&E'e o

SDGSE forecasts that its WACOG w111 average $2. 25/Dth at
the Califernia border during the forecast per;od.H SDGELE est;mates
that all of its purchases w;ll be made entlrely from the spot
market. DRA’s forecast is Sl. 94/Dth (Yr. 1) and $1 93/Dth (¥r. 2).
This difference is prlmarlly due to the assumpt;on made by DRA that
reduced xnterstate plpellne transportatzon charges wxll be passed ‘
on to California consumers on a dollar-for-dollar basm. SDGEE
belleves that "this’ is an unreasonable assumpt;on on whzch to‘base
rates. We agree with SDG&E. SDG&B’s cst;mate 1s reasonable and
should be adopted.

B.  Rate Desicn

' "SDG&E proposes to change the allocat;on between ‘Wmu
baseline and nonbaseline' rates depend;ng on whether the overall
change to the res;dentlal class lS ‘an lncrease or decrease. Ir the
overall resxdentxal group average rate change lS posmtmve, an
1ncrease “to both baselxne ‘and nonbaselxne rates would be applxed )
based on equal cents per thexn. If’the overall res;dentzal group '
average rate change is negatave, the entzre decrease would be’ w;”'Q
applied to the nonbasel;ne rate. Th;s approach contznues to T
decrease the differential ratio with the consmderat;on of a mlnlmum
impact on’ the reszdent;al customer bllls.

e
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DRA recommends closrng the .absolute trer
differential between Tier 1 and Tier 2 rates by lOa. Senate Bill
(SB) 987 drrected that the tiex dlfferentlal be closed as gquickly
as possrble, but not at the expense of causlng rate shock.: DRA’s.
proposal accompllshes both of these goals. Absolute tler closure.
of 10% is equltable teo both low usage and hmgh usage custoners, and
consistent with past tier closure decreases. Further, reducing the
absolute <ier differential will close the gap between. Tler - and
Tier 2 much more quickly than - SDG&E's proposal to—merely reduce the
tier ratio. DRA’s recommendatlon”1s&reasonable_and should be
adopted. S,

The Roadrunner Club is a, 326- pace mobllehome park
located in Borrego Sprrngs, Callfornra. The Roadrunner Club. . ..
Assocratzon, Inc. (Ass ocratron) is the assoclatlon of mobllehomc
owners (customers) within the Roadrunner Club._ erght & COmpany
(Wright) rs the owner of the Roadrunner Club. Collectzvely ‘the
Association and Wright will be referred to as ”Roadrunners.”.

‘The interest of Roadrunners. is limited to llqurd natural
gas (LNG) serxrvice provided by SDG&E to the Roadrunner Club.n.zhree
hundred twenty-one of the 326 spaces are plunbed . for gas and wired
for electric service. The remalnlng five are wrred for electric
servmce,_but not plumbed for gas serv;ce.* LNG servrce is also
provrded to-Roadrunner Club common area fac;llt;es.& SDG&E  sexves.
the ING customers wzthln the Roadrunner Club on rate Schedule GL-l.

Roadrunner Club resrdents are the only SDG&E customers
served under GL-1 and they are the only remarnlng SDG&E LNG. ., v
customers remalnlng rrom a pllot test Program 1n1t1ated ln,May of
1968 (D. 74169). The purpose or the test program was.to provrde an
opportunlty for the development of the then emerglng concept .of
using ING to, among other thrngs, fuel vehlcle fleets, and to.
provzde Comm1551on-regulated natural gas servrce to. remotely
situated communities. The Comm1551on s deczsmon envasloned
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eventual wldespread use of‘ﬁNG, and 1n some cases as a competatave
alternative to~ unregulated laquafled petroleum gas (LPG) suppl;er
The Roadrunner Club is a case in po;nt. € was recruzted a* the f
beginning of the LNG program by SDG&E competlng agaanst LPG ‘
suppliers. The LNG venture faaled and SDG&E only attempted to
serve ING to a total of 31 large customers and communatles,‘“
including the Roadrunner Club. Today, SDG&E has termanated LNG
service to 30 out ot the 31 customers, leavang only the Roadrunner
Club. ‘ o

The ‘current Schedule GL=1 rates were establxshed in
SDGEE’s last ACAP by D.90-11-023 (A.50- 03-049) . In that R
proceedang, SDG&E sought a 116% 1ncrease in GL—l rates, pha sed” in”
over an 18-month periecd. SDG&E‘claamed'that it was’ try;ng to
implement ~cost-based rates”'and eliminate what’ at calculated as a
$149,053 annual subsady to LNG customers (based on the ahﬁii&i cost
of service versus revenue at then current rates) The deflcat was
pramaraly due to the cost of’LNG exceedlng the cost oz natural gas.
DRA generally supported SDG&E’S proposal but recommended a more o
moderate increase to the facility charge and proposed a’ new R
commod ity surcnarge with a phased-an anrease over 2 three-year ’
peried. Roadrunners opposed the ‘increase. We granted a modest ,
increase, which brought the Roadrunners’ aVerage combaned ING and
electric bzll up to the average all—electrac ball ln the Borrego ‘
Springs area. o '

In this BC:AP S‘DG&E proposes a 10: 5% rate :.ncrease ::or "LNG
servmce to the Borrego Sprxngs area. SDG&E - states that thas
increase over ‘present average- rates is designed o™ move- toward the
cost of provadang this servmce. DRA supports SDG&E. Roadrunners
oppose. T e T : o

. The issue raised by‘SDG&E in 1ts proposal to’ 1ncrease its
ILNG rates to Borrego Springs was’ extensavely l;t;gated an SDG&E’s
last ACAP D.90-11-023 where we denied SDG&E'S rate” proposal but
increased rates to meet the average Borrego Sprzngs all-electric”
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user’s bill. We said that we would ”r..not approve rates that .
would :.ncrease the Roadrunners' average comb:.ned LNG and electr:.c
blll to exceed the average Borrego Spr;ngs all-electrmc user 'S e
bill.” (At p. 63) L :

_ Our v;ew of the cost responsrblllty of the Roadrunners:
has not changed s;nce D. 90 11‘023--w We expect.the Roadrunners to
pay., on average, no more than the. all-electrzc customers 1n Borrego
Sprlngs pay, on average, for servrce. We do not expect the .
Roadrunners to bear the entire burden of a falled experlment._ 0ver
the years LNG expenses will. lncrease, but the Roadrunners will stay
static or decrease. It is lnequrtable to 1mpose th;s burden On. 50
few. (D.90-11-023 at p. 63.) . s

' _ SDG&E has. presented ev1dence that under proposed rates an
average. monthly comblned gas.and electrzc blll ror the Roadrunners
when compared to the average. rate for all—electr;c users. 1n Borrego
Sprlngs 15 Roadrunners $79 30 - all-eleotrrc $83. 29-‘ The
Roadrunners' bill is comprlsed of $38 5 electr;c plus $4o 79 LNG.
'Under the c;rcumstances SDG&E's proposed rate lncrease 1s
reaSQnable'-'.wpu. . L A wj;‘hfhl o TN el e T

2. DRA's Refiners AcquLSLtzon.Cost oz Crude (RACC) :orecast
of 519 per. barrel for BCAP year. one and BCAP-year two»should be..
adopted.. ‘ . e b .. ‘ .

2. DRA's spot gas :orecast of $2 Ol/MMBtu for BCAP year .one
- and $1.96/MMBtu for BCAP. year two should.be adopted.. .-

3. .DRA’s forecast for the srngle portrolzo SoCal WACOG of .
$2. ll/Dth for BCAP year one and $2-01/Dth zor BCAP. year two. should '
be adopted. S : : e e s

4. DRA’S core demand forecasts should be adopted. ' e

5. DRA’s retarl .UEG. demand. forecasts, after. adjustment for
the LADWP. rn order to reflect a two—tler rate,. should be adopted..

6. The.noncore rndustrzal manufacturing. employment forecast
of SoCal should be adopted-

e
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nd o &

" Demand foreca ts for the nonreeldcntlal core and »
nonresadentlal noncore customer classes, lnsofar as they are
1n£luenced by customer serv1ce level electlons made ln the SoCal
ropen season,” nunber of ”economic pract:.cal:.ty” appllcat:.ons -
received by SoCal before August 1, 1991 whlch have been submltted
to the Commission for approval, core subscrlptlon volumes selected
in the SoCal ”open season,” and core aggregatlon transportatzon
appllcatlons which have ‘been complcted by August l 1991,.sbould be
based upon’ updated flllngs made by SoCal ln th;s proceedlng to f'_
reflect such customer selections. o

8. ~ The SoCal-Long Beach UEG demand forecast or 46 MMcf/d lS
properly based upon hlstorlcal data and should be adopted., fm

" 9. The non=EOR cogeneratlon demand forecast of SoCal arter
adjustment for updated heat rates pursuant to COmm1°51on Resolutlon
G-2946, is reasonable and should be adopted. ‘ ¥

'10. ' DRA’s forecasts of arlthmetlc welghted average spot o
prlces are reasonable and should be adopted. o "f

-11. The DRA slngle porttollo ‘SoCal’ WACOG forecasts ln thls
proceedlng are reasonable and should be adopted. A '

12. The definition of MPO orlglnally set forth ln D 87 12 039
is reasonable and should contlnue to be used as a valld calculatlon
of MPO transition costs. ‘

13. The forecast of the completlon date of the Kern/Monave
pipeline of July 1, 1992 is reasonable and should be adopted. o

" 14. TURN’s forecast of an add;tlonal 50 MMcf/d of addltzonal
throughput resultlng :rom the Transwestern Expans;on 1s reasonable
and should be adopted. ’ T

15. Capacity assumptlons of 3, 104 MMcf/d for BCAP;year one
and 3,296 MMcf/d for BCAP year two are reasonable and should be
adopted. - ' | o

16. A forecast of rxxed plpel;ne demand charges of)$3§f‘€y”
million for BCAP year one and $316 4 mlllmon'for bCAP year two

myem

should-be adopted. This forecast reflects the reduction 'of Socal’s

To e
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demand charges payable to Er Paso upon SoCal's relanqurshment of
300 Mch/d of rarm capacaty on March l, 1992._HPM s s

17.' SoCal has properly reflected curta1 ment by serv1ce level
electaons 1n its throughput and curtazlment forecasts, both of
which should be adopted.h, )

18. LUAP costs should be based on a factor of 1 2% oz total
system throughput.__ . e o Ny

- 19. Forecasts of balanczng and trackzng account e

over/undercollectlons presented on behalt of SoCal as. updated by
SocCal on September 27, 1991, are reasonable and should be, adopted.

20. The most recent avaalable recorded balance of. the
seasonal rate shortfall account, together with the forecasted
shortfall for October and November 1991, should be adopted, wath
the d;fference between estlmated and actual shortfalls belng trued-
up in the next BCAP cycle.m_.\ } . W iee

21. DRA’s proposal that Socal's total revenue requzrement be
reduced by an amount purportedly equavalent to the reductlon Ain
‘noncore procurement act;vaty under D. 90 -09-~089 should ‘be rejected.

22. SoCal should not be at full rlsk for shortfalls in
brokerage revenues and should have the opportunaty to recover the
'$4.23 mall;on prevaously author;zed by the Commasszon fox, brokerage
fees less any shortfall which occurs prror to the. effectave date of
thas decasaon. o .

23.. SoCal's costs oz anterutalaty transportataon fees pald to
PG&E for transportatlon servxces, whach have. prev;ously been found
reasonable by the Commassaon and wh;ch are 1ncurred from~August 1,
1991 through the effective date of thas BCAP, shall not be
recovered.‘ L , S e

24. Pitas Polnt revenue requzrements (rranchase Lee, and
uneollectible expense) should be treated in the same manner- as.
transmassaon costs and allocated on that basis. o

25. a1l "stranded” thas Poxnt franchase fee and -
uncollectrble expense, wh;ch are no longer belng recovered fron

S
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‘noncore procurxement- custonmers due-to the elim;natlon of the noncore

porttolxo ‘as of- August 1, '1991;" should ot " be recovered. e
26. ‘Tracking accounts for Pltas “Point’ franchlse fee and

uncollectible expense for the BCAP" perlod ‘should be" adopted.

27. SeoCal’s recuest for recovery of undercollectzons zn the
- Cogeneration: Shortfall Account ;n the amount of $99, 000 should not
be adopted. : R ST T

28. DRA’s proposal to amortaze balancing account nefnf
'undercollectxons over 12 months Ls reasonable and should be - o
adopted. - F I - BV U S PRI N TS U i SRR

29 The pilot storage- bankzng program has been’ extended tor
an additional year; therefore, the forecasted storage banklng
revenue credit of S$4. 5 malrlon should be removed’rrom the revenue
requ:.rement. } : . . AR T v AR DO

*30. SeCal’s recommendation'to”tunctionaliae“a’greatdr”“:“”'w
percentage of A&G expense should not be adopted at thls time.

31. - SoCal’s recommeéndation “to update the methodology for
allocating common distribution costs on the basis of the desmgn'”'
peak hour load for core customers -and the coincident hour™ load for
noncore distribution customers should not be adopted‘wu" o

32. TURN’s proposal to allocate market services costs ‘on the
basis of throughput should be rejected. T

33. -The traditional classification of market servzces
expenses as customer related, which are allocated on the same basis
as distribution plant, should be maintained. ‘ A

34. DRA’s proposal to allocate costs on the basis of cold
vear demand rather than throughput should- be*rejected. SR

35.  Rates should be implemented in this proceedang on “the
basis that all currently forecasted P2A volumes:- with" the exceptlon
of those that have already applied for noncore’ status through ‘the~
economic pract*callty process, will remain in the- core market cost
allocation, with revenues from such customers who actually transfer
during the BCAP period to noncore status being assigned to the Core

o
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IPlxed Cost . Account. The transfer. of volumes to noncorestatus-.for
cost allocatlon and ratesettlng purposes w;ll be - deterred to.the.-
next cost allocatlon proceedlng. This. approach is.reasonable in
llght of the uncerta;nty lnvolved in. forecasting such transfers and
should be adopted.m_ L . e ‘o

36 . The var;ouv proposals for reller rrom the pxpelxne demand
charge component ‘embedded in SoCal's intrastate rates should:be.
rejected. e T r B

37. Sh;ppers who—acqu;re rzrm capacmty on. theaEl Paso -ox -Kexrn
River plpelxnes knew or should have known that this Commission.had
refused to exempt them from SoCal’s interstate demand.payments to
El Paso and Transwestern.:‘”‘ IR T TS

38. . Xo author;ze the credlt ror the demand charges NONCOre, -
transportat;on customers pay directly for interstate service, as..
proposed by Edison and DRA, would be‘tqjcreateﬂa f;ctltlousnexpens
to be paid tor by the YALEPAYETS. - . . o s iz

39., To. authorlze the credit would requzre comparable
treatment for cogenerators to maxntaxn,parlty, with the loss of -
revenue be;ng recovered from all .other ratepayers. Y

40. Unbundl;ng intrastate transportation rates. rrom the
interstate portlon of the rate,xs not in the public 1nterest at
thls time. e e e e

41. .All classes of customers,oanoCal's system beneflt
because all other classes use the system. .. e

42. SoCal’s interstate rights on El °aso~ard Transwestern
benef;t the noncore by making SocCal- a.strong company and by
prov;dzng secur;ty for the noncore.. . . .. : . Ny

. 43. 1Tke EOR.revenue allocat;onrshould be a- credxt to customer

qclasses in proportion to the: fLixed margin allocated to each- class,
lncludlng interstate pipeline demand. charqes, as . was done .in--
SoCal’s last ACAP. . “ s

oy

Cowb s
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, . 44. To accede to Long Beach’s. - request for. a-pure:volumetric-

rate from SoCal would .result. ln an- annual .windfall for Long. Beach:
of $8 m;lllcn at the expense of SoCal's cther ratepayers.

45. Parity to cogenerators pursuant to PU.Code § 454.4.
results in an annual subsidy..to cogenerators from SoCal’s ,
ratepayers of at least $9 m;ll;on. L e

46. To permit the City of Vernmon to present its-case for
wholesale rates in this BCAP would. have unduly expanded ‘the hearing
1n contravent;on of Rule. 54‘..- e e S R T 7 P

. 47. The -proposal of Edzson and DRA that customers acquiring.
capac;ty relmnqu;shed by SoCal receive.a dollar-for~dollar credit .
equal to the demand charge associated w1th ‘the acquired -capacity is
not reasonable and. should not be adopted. . W

48. SDG&E’S propcsal to allocate to. SoCal a share of the
costs assoc;ated wmth the Morenc compressor station .and other..
transm;ss;on facilities 1n the Moreno to. Ralnbow Corrldor should be
adopted.r o / : : S ey

. 49. Tne DRA/TURN recommendatlon that estlmated amounts of El
Paso and Southland/Chevron refunds be returned to ratepayers by ..
'offsettxng the BCAP revenue requirement is. reasonable and. should be
adopted. . , W Cemet

" 50. SOCal's recommendatlon for an 1ncrease in the existing.
res;dentlal customer charge from $3 10 to $4. 10 per month should be
denied. . L L S T e

- SoCal's recommendatlon for an increase ln\the\core s
commercial customer chargef for Prlorlty 1 and Pr;orlty -2 .customers
of $13 and $65 per month, respectxvely, should be . adopted.d.“

52. In accordance thh PU Code § 739 7, ”hmgh non-baseline . -
res;dentlal rates” should be reduced ras rapldly as poss;ble" by ..
clos;ng the Tler 1 and Tler 2 dltferentxal by 50%. as, recommended by
Socal. IRt

53. To prevent an unwarranted shift of cost responsibility
from the City of Long Beach to SoCal’s other customers, SoCal’s
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recommendation that the” c;ty of Long Beach pay a rate equmvalent to
SoCal’s UEG retall service ror lts own UEG-related load should be
adopted. ' ‘ R oo

54. Rates for service to Edison should be based on the
recently negotiated amendment to- the SoCal/Edlson Gas Serv;ce SRR
Agreement. AT R S o RO R L S

'55. ' A"UEG customer charge is not?neededﬁ *;“"W o

- 56. Igniter fuel transportation for”UEGs”shouldvbe included”
in Service Level 2 and accorded Prlorlty P-2B status:’ Ignlter fuel
volumes should be included in the UEG class (noncore) for purposes
of cost allocation. Thé rate to bé charged ‘by ‘SoCal’ “for” Lgnlter b
fuel transportation should be the noncore UEG default rate plus the
12 cents per decatherm Service Level 2 ourcharge. -

57. SoCal has identified’ approxlmately Sl million ‘in annual
costs attributable to UEG exclusive use transmission facilities
that were excluded from the total ‘plant costs used to derive the -
allocator for UEG customer-related costs. These customer-related
costs should be excluded from the general system allocatlon and
should be directly allocated to the UEG customer class and asslgned
directly to the UEG customers. C

58. SoCal’s election to distribute Service Level 2 surcharge
revenues on a- monthly basms subject to ”true-up” should be ””_‘
approved. S S : Sl

59. The proposal of certain 1ntervenors to allocate LUAF
costs on a different basis should be deferred pendlng the results
of the ongoing Socal study of the 1ssue. ' : R

60. * TURN is found ellgible for" compensatlon pursuant to Rule
76.54. It has prev1ously'been found to have met’ 1ts burden of
showang -financial hardshlp ‘for “1991 in D 91-05-029 lt has ralsed
numerous issues in this proceedlng; ‘and it ‘estimates 1ts budget at
$65,000.

"l oo
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61. The increases and decreases in rates and charges f”*”'""
authorized by thls dec;smon are justlfled and are just and
reasonable.‘:

i pdings. ::2 '!k:'“;s::&zxr d
Co el SDG&B's gas prlce forecast is reasonable and should be :
adopted. - S N ;

63. The throughput zorecasts for SDG&E agreed upon by bRA and
SDGSE should be adopted. ‘ .

64. SDG&E should ' recelve a carrylng cost of storage 1nventory
credlt of $511,000 against its cost allocatlon from SoCal. o

' The DRA proposal to close the absolute tier dlfrerentlal
between Tier l and T;er 2 rates by lo% is reaoonable and should be
adopted. ' | o

66. The average comblned gas and electrlc blll for the'i‘
Roadrunners at’ SDG&E’S proposed LNG rate ls $79 30 per month. The
average all-electric customer bill 1n Borrego Sprlngs 1s $83 29. “a
rate increase for the Roadrunners is justlfled.

67. A LIRA partlclpatlon rate of 40% on the SDG&E system
‘should be adopted for both BCAP years.

68. SDG&E’s proposed core commerclal and noncore retall rates
should be adopted. ' o

69. ‘Winter adders for seasonally dlfferentlated noncore R
volumetric rates should be’ calculated accordlng to the methodology
agreed upon by DRA and SDG&E: ‘

70. SDG&E’s UEG rate deszgn proposal should be adopted.

71. ' SDG&E’s core rate cap should be adopted.

72. SDGSE should be authorlzed to establlsh a noncore CCSI
balancing account. ‘ -

73. SDG&E’s proposed allocation of storage banklng credlts
should be adopted. o

74." The 1ncreases and"decreases in rates’ and charges .
authorized by‘thls decision are justirzed, and “arxe just“aud
reasonable.

v ! [ ST sow \ AL T e T

R
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l,f Recovery of Prtas Poxnt :ranchrse fees and uncollectable
expenses, recovery of undercollectlons in 1nterut111ty R
transportation costs, and recovery of the shortfall in. brokerage
fees, all of which accrued between August 1, 1991 and the erfectlve
date of this decision, shall not be authorized because to permrt
recovery would constitute. retroactzve ratemakrng.

2. an entrty which purchases gas for resale 1s.not by that
fact alone entltled to a rate lower than other purchasers or
equlvalent amount of gas._,. . e

) 3.k The rate changes adopted for SoCal are set rorth ln o
Appendlx H.m . SUIPR

" 4. The rate changes adopted for SDG&E are set rorth ln,
Appendix K._, _ . ’Ar s

e 5{ The adopted gas demand, deliverxes,.portfolloApr*ces,
costs, and supply forecasts for SoCal are. set rorth ln Appendlx.D.

‘6. The adopted costs and srngle portfollo price forecasts
for SoCal are set forth in Append;x E. o e .

7. The adopted revenue requrrement for SoCal rs set £orth in
Appendix F. -~ R LR

8. The adopted coSthallocation‘sunmary'ror,Soga;_is;setjl..
forth in Appendix G. . ) ‘ ' , b

9." The core bundled rates and revenues and the noncore
transport rates and revenues adopted for SoCal are. set forth ln
Appendix H. ‘ . e segmen o

10. The gas demand and supplwaorecasts adopted for SDGSE are
set forth in Appendlx I.yh ca e e . , : :

11. The gas costs and revenue requlrements adopted for SDG&E
are set . forth rn Appendrx J, Tables la and.lb.. .

 12. The core customer cost allocation, the noncore customer
cost allocatron, and the noncore transport rates. and revenues
adopted ror SDG&E are set forth in Appendix J, Tables 2 and:3... .

. S,
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13. - “The core bundled rates and‘revenues and nonoore rates and
revenues adopted ‘tor SDG&E “are- set rorth in Appendlx KL SEEE

14, ‘The ruling of the admanlstratlve law judge preventlng the
City of Vernon from presentlng its case for wholesale rates ;s o
affirmedS ST s L . NN SR R A

15. There is no appeal trom the rul;ngu of the admlnxstratmve
law judge. The "appeal” by'the Clty or vernon should be d;smaseed.

._‘:_ > :'«'_.r‘ T

IT IS ORDERED that: ,

1. Southern Callfornza Gas Company (Socal) shall f;le, on or
after the- effectzve date of this order; and at’ least 3" days prlor
to their effective date, revised tariff 'schedules which’ 1mplement
the adopted changes shown ln Appendax H.

" 2. - SoCal shall file, 1Z months after the' erfectnve date of
the tariffs filed pursuant’ tor Orderlng Paragraph 1, new tarxzfs .

‘Nr‘ . ’ Vi
o o TR

contalnxng rate changes necessary to melement the -
balancang/trackang accounts amortization for the second BCAP year.
In its filing, SoCal shall 1temlze the balano;ng/trackmng account
amortization. Rates for the' second’ BCAP'year shall be based upon
the same average annual throughput data’ employed in’ establmahlng
the rates adopted in this decision for the first BCAP'year.

3. San Diego Gas & Electrlc Company (SDG&E) “"shall” rlle, on
or after the effective date of this order, and” at least 3° days
prior to their effective date, revised'tariff sohedules wh;ch -
lmplement ‘the adopted rate charges shown in Appendzx ) T

"SDG&E shall file, not later than 2 weeks after SoCal
files new tariffs pursuant to’ Ordermng Paragraph 2, netharlrfs
containing rate changes necessary to 1mplement the” T T
balancing/tracking accounts amortization for’ the second BCAP~year.
In its filing, SDG&E shall itemize the balanczng/track;ng account
amortization.” Rates for the second BCAP year shall be based- upon
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. the same average annual throughput data .employed in -establishing

‘the rates adopted in th;s deczszon for the Lirst BCAP-year..mm””
5. The revmsed tarlrf schedules shall become effective on or

after January 1, 1992, and shall comply wmth General Order 956-A.

The revised tariffs shall apply to service rendered on or after

their effective date. g o .

o 6. SoCal shall not recover Patas Po;nt tranchlse fees and
uncollectlble (?F&U) expenses accrued between August 1, 1991 and
the effective date of this decision.

. 7. SoCal shall not recover undercollections in interutility
transportation costs accrued between August. 1, .1991 and the
efrectlve date of this decxsxon._fl , o -

. 8. _Socal shall not recover the shortrall in brokerage fees
accrued between August’' 1, 1991 and the effective date -of. thrs o
decision. : s iy

9. Commenczng wath the effectzve date of thlsudeclslon,
SoCal may establish and ma;ntaan a.balanc1ng account for. the . ..
purpose of recoverlng rts currently authorlzed annual brokerage. fee
revenue. requirement of $4 23 malllon. SoCal shall not record in
thas account any shortfall revenues for which recovery has been
denled pursuant tOVOrderang Paragraph 8. The. outstanding.balance
in thls account shall be allocated equitably among. the.noncore in
SoCal’s next BCAP, in accordance w;th the methodology. to be decided
1n that proceedzng. ‘ S . .

10.' SeoCal shall, in the second BCAP year, recover (or -ecredit
to ratepayers) the difference. between actual and. estlmatedJSeasonal
Rate Shortfall Account revenue ror‘the months. of. October. and .
Novembexr 1991 and allocate the revenue on- an- equal- cents-per-therm
basis to.the. retall ‘nencore.. - Upon- allocataon of these “trued-up”
revenues, the Seasonal Rate Shortfall Account shall be .abolished.

1l. The Division of. Ratepayer Advocates’ request. in its -

June 24, 1991 letter to the Commission Advisory:and Compllance
Division that a: trackang account. be established. to recprd,the,,w

e
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o L] - ".»-. . 1 o Yo ,A .. Lo

'drtference between revenues assocratcd wrth forecnsted Prxorzty RA
volumes for which reque ts for reclassmrlcatlon to -noncore, Sstatus.
were filed prior to the August 1, 1991 deadllne spec;fled in
Resolutlon G-2948, and the. revenues assocxated wrth.the.actual
volumes so reclasgxfled is den;ed.

12. Subject to the proviso in Ordering Paragraph 14, SoCal
shall book: all revenues associated with Priority 2A volumes for
which requests for reclassrfmcat;on to noncore status did not meet
the August 1, 1991 deadline specified in Resolution G-2948, and
which the’ -Commission approves for such transfer, to the Core Fixed
Cost Account (CFCA). o

13. Toward Utility Rate Normal;zatlon s (TURN) proposal rbr
subaccount tracking within the CFCA, of the. dlrferenceubetween the
actual revenues paid by Priority 2A customers transferring 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 prov;so in Ordering Paragraph 14, SocCal
shall establish the subaccount’ as requested by TURN. SoCal’s next
BCAP will address the questzon whether and in what manner the
outstanding- balance in this subaccount will be allocated to
customers. . ‘

l4.  Any Pr;orxty 2A customers applying for transfer to
noncore status after the. August 1, 1991 deadline specified in
Resolutlon.c-2948‘shall be billed at core rates for all service
rendered prior to the effective date of this decision.

5. .The "appeal” by the City of Vermon from the rxuling of the
admlnlstratxve law" judge is dismissed.
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16. SoCal may track the :.nterest accrual on the $1. .47 million .
transfer from the core PGA to noncore customers mandated ;n ’"f”f

.

D.91-09- 026, Order.mg Paragraph 20
This oxder is effective today. )
‘Dated Decembexr 20, 1991, at San Franca.sco, Cal;form.a.

N -..""J
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APPENDIX A
List of Appearances

Applicants: E. R. Island, nggnija_j:nlg;;, and Thomas R. Brill,
Attorneys at Law, for Southern California Gas Company: and
Keith W. Melville, Attorney at lLaw, and Beih A. Bowman, for San
Diego Gas & Electric Company

Interested Parties: Barbara Barkovich, for Barkovich and Yap;
zg;z;gm;th;E;;;ngz, Attorney at Law, for California Energy
Commission:; Catherine M. Elder and John W. Jimison, Attorney at
Law, for City of Vernon; Messrs. Jackson, Tufts, Cole & Black,
by Evelvn Elsesser, Attorney at lLaw, for Messrs. Jackson, Tufts,
Cole & Black; Michel Peter Florio and Joel R. Singer, Attorneys
at Law, for Toward Utility Rate Normalization; Messrs. Biddle &
‘Hamilton, by B;ghgzﬁ_ﬁgm;l;gn, Attorney at Law, for Roadrunner
Club\Assocxatlon, Inc., erght and Company, and Western Mobile
Home Association; Steve Harris, for Transwestern Pipeline
Company; Messrs. Morxrison & Foerster, by Lynn Haug and Jerry
Bloom, Attorneys at Law, for Inland Container; i
for R. W. Beck & Associates; Michael HopKins, for City of
Glendale; Adrian J. Hudson, for California Gas Producers
Association; Brune Jeider, for City of Burbank; Messrs. Morrison
& Foerstexr, by Joseph Karp, Attorney at Law, and MRW &
Assoc;ates, Inc., by Dr. Robert B. Weisenmiller, for California
Cogeneration Council; Kﬁl&h_ﬂhﬁlﬁxZQQQ and Michael 7T. Mishkin,
Attorneys at law, for California Industrial Group, Califorxrnia
Manufacturers Association, and California League of Food
Processors; Ronald G. Qechslexr, for Recon Research Corporation;

, for Bakarat & Chamberlin; Leameon W. Muxphy, for
Imperial Irrigation District:; Messrs. Jones, Day, Reavis &
Pogue, by Norman 2. Pedersen, Attorney at Law, for Southern
California Utility Power Pool: BQEQI&_L__RQ&&LDQ&Q, for Los
Angeles Department of Water & Power; Florence Pinigis, Attorney
at law, for Southern California Edison Company; Ratxick J.
Powexr, Attorney at Law, for City of Long Beach; Andrew Safir,
for Canadian Petroleum Association:; Andxew Skaff, Attorney at
Law, for Kenetech Corporation and Broadstreet Oil & Gas; Messrs.
Armour, Goodin, Schlotz & McBride, by James Squeri, Attorney at
Law, for EOR Producers/Cogenerators; Alex Szabe, for City of
Pasadena:; Kevin Woodrufif, for Henwood Enerqgy Services, Inc.;
Randelph L. Wu, Attorney at Law, and Phyllis Huckabee, for El
Paso Natural Gas Company; Mark 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,
Gileaw, Attorneys at Law, Fay Fua, and Robert Marxk Pocta.

(END OF APPENDIX A)
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APPENDIX B

SOUTNERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
Summary of Revenue Changes

Effective Jamary 1, 1992

Reverwe at Revenue at
Present Rates Adopted Rates
(3000) (3000)

Increase
(Decreate)
¢3000)

Percent
Change

CORE Y/

Resident{al
Commercial

Transport only

Core Total

NONCCRE 1/

1,813,849
654,44k

2,492,900

Industrial
VEG
Cogeneration
Cogen LTXa

Subtotal

UNOLESALE

Long Beach
San Diego

Wholesale Total

Noncore Total

System Total

20,234 ,
;33 . 79,881

ssssssnmenss ssesmssses

103,673 99,236

447,255

2,739,695

2,846,617

1/ Core bundled revenue and noncore transportation revenue

NOTE: Due to adopted 12-month balamncing account amortization,
revenye changes apply only to the firat BCAP perfod.

END APPENDIX B

149,083
(56,365
5,188

€200,460)

37,089

46,164

14,850
¢128)

sSesvesermscs

97,976

(ar8)
(3,558)

4,437

95,539

€106,921)

=8.22%
=8.64%
21.08%

sssonpmene

=8.04%

38.467%
4Q.67%
37.95%
=12.92%

=46, 26%

-4.28%

26.44%

=5.76%
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SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
SUMMARY OF REVENUE CHANGES

Effective January 1, 1992

: ADCPTED = PRESENT : ADOPTED * REVENUE RATE PERCENT
CUSTOMER GROUP ¢ SALES : REVENUE  AVG RATE : REVENUE  AVG RATE : CHANGE  GCHMANGE  CHANGE

sssercvesmssssnsse (22 T T T L3 sRnsssssews csssssssmme

meherms mn C/therm ;-3 £/therm ms C/therm. %

Residential 330,442 ¢ 183,989 55,480 @ 193,309 58,500 : 9,320  2.820 5.1%

Commercial : 112,932 64,678 57272 ¢ 67,622 59.879 : 2,94  2.607 b.b%

TOTAL CORE T ALA3,376 1 248,468 56,085 @ 260,91 58,851 1 12,264  2.766 4,9%

NON=-CORE : H H
Industrial 67,608 @ 21,302  31.509 @ 21,591 31.9%6 : 289 0.427 1.4%
Cogeneration : 160,450 1 42,396 26,425 @ 42,841 26.715 445 0.290 1.1%
VEG 427,116 ¢ 137,905 32,288 @ 140,506  32.89T7 : 2,601  0.609

] esvesssamssssresrsess ¢ memesees

TOTAL NON=CORE : 655,174 ¢ 201,603 30,771 @ 204,959  31.283 : 3,355

RATE REVENUES 1,098,547 : 430,2M 40.988 - 465,890 42,410 @ 15,419 1.622 3.5%

MISC. REVENUES 3,152 ;3,52 : 4 0.0%

-
1S
-
-
.
S
.

TOTAL REVENUES 453,423 i 469,062

Rates reflect 1992 attrition allowsnce.
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TABLE 1

SOUTHERN CALIPORNIA GAS COMPANY
SUMMARY OF ADOPTED GAS DEMAND AND SUPPLY FORECASTS

Annyal Average Demand and Supply for
BCAP Forecast Perfod: October 1, 1997 thru September 30, 1993

THROUGHPUT TYPE GAS DEMAND
(Mdth)

Resfdential 280,264
Commercial Core 74,855
Commercial Noncore . 20,629
Industrial Core 30,278
Incdustrial Noncore 76,067
Retai! UEG 180,911
Commarcial Cogeneration 22,000
Incuatrial Cogeneration 50,000
EOR Cogeneration . 97,150
EOR Steamflood 48,401
Company Use 9,561
Loat & Unaccounted for (LUAF) 12,979
Storage Surface Losses 139
wholesale = Long Beach 29,704
wholesale - San Diego 111,050

seseRmpuavaseesnenERw

Total Sales and Transport 1,043,087 Mdth

Exchonge 31,676
Interutility Transport 4,749

TOTAL GAS DEMAND . 1,080,412

TOTAL DELIVERABLE GAS SUPPLIES 1,076,814 Mctth

sABScsssenesnrensarEReann

Average year curtaliments 3,599 Mdth

NOTE: Curtailments reflect Localized EOR
distribution bottienecks in first BCAP ywar,
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TABLE 2

¥

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ADOPTED DEMAND AND SUPPLY FORECASTS 8Y CUSTOMER CLASS

Annual Average Demand and Supply for
BCAP Forecast Period: October 1, 1991 thru September 30, 199Y

CLASS/SCHEDULE PRIORITY  SERVICE DEMAND * CURYAILMENT SUPPLY
LEVEL FORECAST FORECAST FORECASY
(Mdth) (Mdth) (Mdth)

RESIDENTIAL GR,US,GK . 278,470
RESIDENTIAL GT=10 1,794

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL 280,264

66,649
3,990
4,269

168
1,21
&
3
534
549
238
27
140
1,071
470
1,3%
5,608
1,043
9.219
37

2,654
0

2,310
7.25%
2,084
1,487
4,588

108

msms e L Y LY T Y P Y Y PR L

TOTAL COMMERCIAL 0 117,485

”
20,270
616
8,782
39

499
4,208
o908

0

0
3,13
5,583
7,083

COMMERGIAL GN-10C
COMMERCIAL GN=-20C
COMMERCIAL GT=10
COMMERCIAL GNe20T
COMMERCIAL GN-30
COMMERCIAL GT-30
COMMERCIAL GN<30E
COMMERCIAL  GN-30T
COMMERCIAL GN=-30T
COMMERCIAL GN-10C
COMMERCIAL GN-20C
COMMERCIAL GT=20
COMMERCIAL GT=30
COMMERCIAL GN<30E
COMMERCIAL GN-50E
COMMERCIAL GT=50
COMMERCIAL GN<30T
COMMERCIAL GN=50T
COMMERGIAL GN=50T
COMMERCIAL  GN-50T(L)
COMMERCIAL GN=5OT(L)
COMMERCIAL GN-30E
COMMERCIAL  GT+30
COMMERCIAL GN-30T
COMMERCIAL GN<30E
COMMERCIAL GY+30
COMMERCIAL GN-30T

LUHMNNUHNWNVHENNNNS S RUEUNNN A2 -3

SPCL CUST  GN-20N
INOUSTRIAL GN=10C
INDUSTRIAL GT-10
INDUSTRIAL GN-20CLE
INDUSTRIAL GN=20C
INDUSTRIAL GN=20T
INDUSTRIAL GN=30
INDUSTRIAL GT=30
INDUSTRIAL GN=20E
INDUSTRIAL GN-20T
INDUSTRIAL GN-30E
INDUSTRIAL GT-30
INDUSTRIAL GN-30T
INDUSTRIAL GT-30
INDUSTRIAL GT-30
INDUSTRIAL GN=10C
INDUSTRIAL GN=20N
INDUSTRIAL GT=20
INOUSTRIAL GN-30E
INDUSTRIAL GT-30

52
0
43
0
o
40

PN =3 B AP UUPIN S AN PN R o3 od ok od =3
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TABLE 2 (Cont)

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
"ADQPTED DEMAND AND SUPPLY FCRECASTS 8Y CUSTOMER CLASS

Anrual Average Demand and Supply for
BCAP Forecast Perfod: October 1, 1991 thru September 30, 1993

CLASS/SCNEDULE PRIORITY  SERVICE DEMAND CURTATLMENT SUPPLY
LEVEL FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST

(Mdth) (Malth) (Mdth)

INDUSTRIAL GN-50E
INDUSTRIAL GT=50
INDUSTRIAL GN=-3QT
INDUSTRIAL GN-50T
INDUSTRIAL GN=50T
INDUSTRIAL GN=50T¢L)
INDUSTRIAL GN=50TCL)
EOR COGEN  (CT=40
EOR COGEN  GT=40
£OR COGEN  GY-40
EOR COGEN  GLT=40
EOR COGEN  GLT=40
INDUSTRIAL GNe30E
INDUSTRIAL GT-30
INDUSTRIAL GN=30T
INDUSTRIAL GT-30
INDUSTRIAL CY-30
INDUSTRIAL GN=30E
INDUSTRIAL QN30T
INDUSTRIAL GT=30
INDUSTRIAL GT=30
INDUSTRIAL CT-30
EQR STEAM ® (T=40
EOR STEAM  GT=40
EOR STEAM  GT=40
EOR STEAM GT=40
EOR STEAM  GLT=40
EOR STEAM  GLT=40
EOR STEAM  GLT=40
SPCL CUST  GT=30
SPCL CUST  GT-30

(2,027
5>

(3)
€104)

HUHUWMPAURASHUMNWVMENUNVIRWUNNUNWHNHNDVRWEE NN

TOTAL INDUSTRIAL 301,896 (2,137

UEG SALES  CN=60C P28 2,291
UEG TRANS  GN-60T p=28 0
UEG  GN=6QT P-3 33,048
UEG  CN-60T pe3C , 9,628
UEG SeTERM GN-60T 3 88,343
UEG STERM GN-60T p-5 47,582

L2 YL Y N Y L e T 2 Y T Y Y

TOTAL UEG 180,91 0 . 180,911
4,725 4,725
0 0

0 0
1,79 1,759
0 0

1,590 . 1,590
0 ¢
3,877 3,877
9,053 9,053
5,626 5,626
0 o

0 0

EXCNANGE W/QTHER UTIL p=1
ONSHORE CAL. EXCH. P=1
OFFSHORE P.POINT EXCH p=1
ON SHORE CAL. EXCN. Pv2A
OFFSHORE P.POINT EXCH P=2A
ONSHORE CAL. EXCH. P28
OFFSHORE P.POINT EXCH P28
ONSHORE -CAL. EXCH. P=3A eor
OFFSNORE P.POINT EXCH  P=3Aother
ONSHORE CAL. EXCH. P-38
OFFSHORE CAL. EXCH. P38
OFFSHORE P.POINT EXCH p-38

[(FEAFRERFIF L |7 U T Qi S Y )
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA CAS COMPANY

APPENDIX" D
TABLE 2 (Cont)

ADOPTED DEMAND AND SUPPLY FORECASTS BY CUSTOMER CLASS

Anrwal Average Demand and Supely for

BCAP Forecast Period:

October 1, 1991 theu September 30, 1993

CLASS/SCHEDULE PRIORITY

SERVILE
LEVEL

DEMAND
FORECAST
(Mdth)

CURTAILMENT
FORECAST
(Mdth)

SUPPLY
FORECAST
(Mdth)

ONSHORE CAL. EXCM.
OFFSHORE P.POINT EXCH
ONSHORE CAL. EXCH.
OFFSHORE P.POINT EXCH

TOTAL EXCHANGE

FUEL UsE = INJECTION
FUEL USE = MAINLINE
MISC. COMPANY USE
MISC. COMPANY USE

TOTAL COMPANY USE

STORAGE SURFACE LOSSES
UNACCOUNTED FOR

TOTAL RETAIL

LBEACH SALES S-T TRN
LBEACK CO USE 3-T TRN
LBEACH UNACCT S-T TRN
LESS OWN SUPPLY

LBEACH SALES S«T TRN
LBEACH S=T TRANS
LBEACH VEG ST TRANS
LBEACH S=T TRANS
LBEACH REG 3-T TRANS
LBEACH S-T TRANS
LBEACK LEG S~T TRANS

TOTAL LONG BEACH

SDGLE UEG FORECAST
SOGLE RESIDENTIAL
SOGEE €O USE S-T TRN
SDGEE UNACCT S-T TRN
SOGLE COMMERCIAL
SOGZE IGN S-T TRN
SDGLE INOUSTRIAL
SDGAE COGENERATION
SDGIE VEG

SOGLE STEAM

SOGLE UEG

SOGRE VEG

TOTAL SDGIE
TOTAL WHOLESALE
INTERUTILITY

VIR NV IARN -3 a2 8 o3 s

NVNMNNN-S sy

1,880
0
3,169
0

1,880
0
3,169
0

T L T L L T T Y Y Y P Y Y Y P L Y Y YN P Y Y Y

31,676

2,141
6,856
539
25

9,561

139
12,979

¢ 37,676

2,141
6,85
539
2

LI Y YT R P R Y Y Y R YR R Y Y T

¢ 9,561

139
12,979

934,910
13,347
0

0
¢4,770)
68

328
3,102
0
2,619
- 968
13,662

(2,137 932,773

13,37
[«]

¢
6,770
648

328
3,102
¢

2,419
968
13,662

Y T Y Ty T Y Y Y Y T P PR Y YT Y XY )

29,704

0
33,064
87
694
11,545
254
5,657
17,400
7,809
0

4,093
30,348

111,050

¢

694
11,545
254
5,457
17,400
7,809
0 .
4,093
30,368

0 111,050

140,753
4,749

0 140,753
3,288

GRAND TOTAL

1,080,412

1,076,8%




A.91-03-039, A.91~03-066 APPENDIX D
TABLE 3

SOUTHERN CALTFORNIA GAS COMPANY
SUMMARY OF ADQPTED DEMAND AND SUPPLY FORECAST BY PRIQRITY AND SERVICE LEVEL

Annual Average Demand and Supply for

BCAP Forecast Perfod: October 1, 1991 thru September 30, 1993

PRIORITY

CURTAILMENT
FORECAST
(Mdth)

SUPPLY
FORECAST
(Mdth)

7,928
21,541
29,48
43,959
30,368

202,209
69,668

9,628
18,341
203,600

GRAND TOTYAL

1,080,412

1,076,814

DEMAND
FORECAST
(Mdzth)

CURTAILMENT
FORECAST
(Mdth)

SUPPLY
FORECAST
(Mdthy

470,055
280,003
231,725
12,784

85,845

0

¢
(3
(3
(3,392)

470,055
280,003
231,720
12,781
82,254

GRAND TOTAL

1,080,412

(3,599

1,076,814

APPENDIX D
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BCAP Forecast Period:

APPENDIX €
TABLE 1

SOUTHERN CALTFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ADOPTED COSTS

Anrwal Average Costs for

October 1, 1991 thru September 30, 1993

PRICE
($/dth)

SINGLE PORTFOLIO SUPPLIES 1/

Elk Hilils

California ¢NCPC)

Other California Purchases
Direct Purchases - SW USA
PITCO = Pan Alberta

POPCO = Hondo

Federal Offshore

Spot Market.

Total Single Portfolio purchases
PO Transition Cost Adjustment
Adjusted Single Portfolio purchases
Adjusted Single Portfolio WACOG

CORE STORAGE

Storage Withdrawal ‘
Storage Injection

" Net storsge

PIPELINE DEMAND CHARGES

EL Paso
Transwestern

PITCO = Pan Alberta
POPCO - Hondo

Total Pipeline Demarxi Charges

TRANSITION COSTS

Take-or-Pay

Southland/Chevron Refund

EL Paso Refund

Excess Commodity Purchases
MPO Transition Cost Adjustment

Total Transition Costs

0

4,205
x3,000
203,616
82,230
12,865
4,676
¢%,536

409,935

409,935

84,340 ¢
(84,620)

ssssesrsenne

(280)

1/ Nomcore Portfolio was abolished on August 1, 1991.

2.1116
2.3767
2.1402
2,0421
2.3825
3,709
1.8693

0
3,878
386

78,
435,789
167,922

30,450

16,602
129,981

vsssssssssssnsssnnenn

2.1179

2.0658
2.0658

868,207
€21,342)
846,864

174,233
¢174,8%1)

(578)

109,906
85,708
40,045

322,006

30,384
(53,300
€9,7100)

0

21,342

¢10,874)




A.91-03+039, A.91-03-066 APPENOTX €
TABLE 1 (cont)

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA CAS COMPANY
ADOPTED COSTS

Annual Average Costs for
BCAP Forecast Perfod: October 1, 1991 thru September 30, 1993

VOLUME PRICE
(Mdth) (3/dth)

BALANCING ACCOUNTS: 1/
Core Purchased GCas Account (CPGA) 2/ €48,073)

Core Nom=Gas ACcounts: .
Core Fixed Cost Account (CFCA) 151,617
Core Implementation Account (CIA) €12,247)
Conservation Cost Adjustment (CCA) 8,213
Enhanced OfL Recovery Account (EORA) 3,776

Total Core NomeCas Account Balance 151,159

Noncore ACCounts:
Negotiated Reverue Stability Account (NRSA) e
Enhanced OfL Recovery Account (EQRA) 1,047
Noncore Implemontation Account (NIA) $6,171)
Minimum Purchase Obligation (MPO) 7,578
Pipeline Demand Charges (PDC) 322
Carrying Cost of Storage €162)
Take=or-Pay ' 4,184
Noncore Fixed Cost Account (NFCA) <1,93%)
Conservation Coat Adjustment (CCA) . , 496

P{lot Storage Banking Account (PSBA) : (5,629)

Total Noncore Non-Gas Account Balance 709

COMPANY USE AND UNACCOUNTED FOR

Company Use 9,561
Lost and Unaccounted for (LUAF) 13,118

Total Company Use'% LUAF 22,679

1/ Balancing acccounts to be smortized over twelve months.

2/  Includes credits of $1.470 million and $2.229 millfon (plus {nterest)
mancated by D.91-09-026, Ordering Paragraphs 2 and 3.




A.91=03-039, A.91-03-086 APPENDIX E
TABLE 2

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ADOPTED SINGLE PORTFOLIO PRICE

Calculation for
BCAP Yoar 1; October 1, 1991 thru September 30, 1992

VOLUME PRICE
(Mdth) (3/dth)

Adjusted Single Portfolio Purchases 409,935
Net atorage €280)

Single Portfolio Demand ' l09, 655
Less: Company use & LUAF . 9,960
Plus: Core Purchased Cas Account (CPGA)

Subtotal

Plus: FFEU at

SINGLE PORTFOLIO SALES 309,695
SINGLE PORTFOLIO PRICE : $1.9868 /dth

NOTE: Oue to adopted 12-month CPGA amortization, this price applies only to the firat BCAP perfod.

END APPENDIX E _ ' :




A.91-052030, A.91-03-066 APPENDIX f

SOUTHERN CALLFCRNTA CAS COMPANY
ADOPTED REVENUE REQUIREMENT

Catculation for
BCAP Year 1: October 1, 1991 thru September 30, 1992

PROCUREMENT REVENUE REQUIREMENT

TRANSPORTATION REVENUE REQUIREMENT

Common Distribution 409,541
Demand Related Transmission 124,264
Demand Related Storage 107,106
Customer Related 712,988
50% Adminfutrative & General 153,786

1,507,664
pipeline Demand Charges x22,004
Agd:  FFRU 6,614
328,618
Transftion Costs €10,674)
Add:  FFRU 1M

€10,894)
Women Minority Business Enterprises (WMBE) L8
Demand Side Management 15,959
Migration Losses . 254
Cas Loss Memo Account (GLMA) 394
Carrying Cost of Storage . 2,817
Core Balancing Accounts 1/ . 151,159
Noncore Balancing Accounts 1/ : 709
Add:  FRIU , ‘ 3,65

176,974

Company Use Gas 19,751
Lost and Unaccounted for Gas .(LUAF) 27,107
Add: FFRU 953 .

csvessssmans

Seasonal Rate Shortfall 7,052
Pitas Point FRLY 572
Storage Sanking Revenue s [+]
Exchange Revenue (7,493
Interutility Transportation Revenue (including FF) 1,980
SDGLE Long=Term Contract Shortfall 2096

' 4,207
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION REVENUE REQUIREMENT . . 2,052,373

Brokerage Fees 563
Net LIRA contribution to revenmue requirement €10,464)

ssresserArancannvenee

TOTAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT (excluding LIRA and brokerage fees) 2,846,501
TOTAL REVENUE REGUIREMENT (including LIRA and brokerage fees) 2,836,601

1/ Due to adopted 12-month balancing sccount amortization, these
revenue requirement components apply only to the firar 8CAP perfod.

END APPENDIX F
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APPENDIX &
TABLE 1

SOUTHERN CALITFORNIA GAS COMPANY
SUMMARY OF ADOPTED COST ALLOCATION

BCAP Forecast Period:r October 1, 1991 thru September 30, 1993

TRANSPCRTATION COST ITEM

CORE
CosT
¢3000)

NONCORE
COosT
¢3000)

WHOLESALE

cosT

¢3000)

SYSTEM.
COsT
<5000)

Common Distribution

Demand Related Transmisafion
Demard Related Storage
Customer Related

50X Adninistrative & Gereral

SUBTCTAL = Base Revenue

Net EOR Adjustment
Interuti{{ty Tranaport Revenue
Exchange Revenye

Storage Banking Revenue

TOTAL = Adjusted Base Reverwe

Pipeline Demand Charges

Company use & LUAF .
Women and Mimority Bus. Ent. (WMBE)
Carry Cost Storage Inv (CCSI)
Migration Losses

Gag Loss Memo Account (GLMA)

Demanc! S{de Management

Pitas Point

Takeeor-Pay Transition Costs

MPQ Transition Cost Adjustment
Seasonal Rate Shortfall
Southland/Chevron & EL Paso Refunds

TOTAL = forecast Period Conts

BALANCING ACCOUNT AMORTIZATION - BCAP YEAR 1
Core Fixed Cost Account (CFCA)

Core Implementation Account (CIAD

Core Conservation Cost Adjustment (CCA)
Core Enhanced 01l Recovery Account (EQRA)
Noncore Negotfated Revenue Stability Acct (NRSA)
Noncore Enhanced OfL Recovery Account (EQORA)
Noncore Implementation Account (NIA)
Noncore Minimum Purchase Obligation (MPO)
Noncore Pipeline Demand Charges (POC)
Noncore Cogeneration. Shortfall Account (CSA)
Noncore Carrying Cost of Storage

Noncore Take=or=Pay

Noncore Fixed Cost Account (NFCGA)

Noncore Conservation Coat Adjustment (CCA)
Pilot Banking Revenues Account

SUBTQTAL « BCAP Year 1 Balamcing Accounts
TOTAL = BCAP Year 1 Transportation Costs

ALLOCATION. ADJUSTMENTS
Long=Term Contract Shortfall
Long=Term Contract Spread
CCS1 Credit to Wholesale
CCSI Whi. Credit Spresd
SOGLE LYK Shortfall Account

GRAND TQTAL ~ BCAP YEAR 1 TRANSPORTATION COSTS

330,356
58,381
60,89

699,217
7,76

1,268,565

(44,072)
874

(3,445)
0

1,201,922

151,199
18,086
2
1,929
%7 .
228
16,297
252
13,686
9,612

0
¢28,10%)

1,385,276

154,628

12,307
8,337

#

A

e ]
OOOOOOOOQQO&

154,345
1,539,639
-0
™6

0
30

0

1,560,465

59,185

218,140

47,061
789

€2,827)
0

263,143
124,067

347

838
€6,302)

3,512

586

0
{165)

412,672

0
18,528
16,608

2,659
3,363

40,958

(2,969)
317

¢1,221)
°

37,085

53,352
6,570
8

0

40

&

o.

92
4,971
3,491

0
¢10,208)

95,464

290
(4t)

0
2,096
99,236

409,541
126,264
107,106
712,988
153,786

1,507,664

<0
1,980

(7,493)
0

1,502,151

328,618
47,804
49
2,877
259

402
16,297
572

31,008

21,781

7,052
(63,682)

1,893,187

154,628
€12,307)
8,387
3,856
487
1,068
(6,302)
7.730
438
0
€165)
4,268
1,97
307
(5,733

155,000
2,050,277

€1,800)
. 1,800
44y
&d
2,09

2,052,373

NOTE: Cost allocation reflects P2B/Industrial class discount adjustment factor of 99.4%.




A.91203-030, A.91-03-066 APPENOIX G
TABLE .2

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ADOPTED CORE CUSTOMER COST ALLOCATION

BCAP Forecast Period: October 1, 1991 thru September 30, 1003

CORE

TRANSPORTATION COST ITEM RESIDENTIAL ~ COMMERCIAL TOTAL
(3000) (3000) {3000)

Common Distribution 279,076 71,280 350,356
Demand Related Transmission 42,959 15,642 58,381
Demand Related Storage 47,189 13,707 60,896
Customer Related 645,238 53,978 699,217
50% Administrative & General 57,888 21,828 ™,76

SUBTOTAL - Base Revenue 1,072,330 176,235 1,248,565

Net EOR Adjustment (37,264) €6,808) 6,072}
Interutility Transport Revenue 634 239 874
Exchange Revenue (2,534) ¢911) ¢3,445)
Storage Banking Reverue 0 0 0

TOTAL » Adjusted Dase Revenue 1,033,167 168,755 1,201,922

Pipelime Demand Charges 111,207 39,992 151,199
Company use L LUAF 13,134 } 18,084
Women and Minor{ty Bus. Ent. (WMBE) 16 22
Carry Cost Storsge Inv (CCSI) 1,495 1,929
Migration Losses 114 147
Gas Loss Memo Account (GLMA) 176 ) 228
Demand Side Managoment 11,835 16,297
Pitas Point : 183 : 252
Take-or-Pay Transition Coats T 9,987 13,684
MPQ Transition Cost Adjustment 6,980 9,612
Seasonal Rate Shortfall 0 0 0
Southland/Chevron L EL Paso Refunds ¢20,408) (7,695) : ¢28,10%)

TOTAL - Forecast Period Costs 1,167,836 | 217,439 1,388,276

BALANCING ACCOUNT AMORTIZATION = BCAP YEAR 1
Core Fixed Cost Account (CFCA) 112,287 42,341 154,628
Core Implementation Account (CIA) (9,082 ¢3,625) (12,507)
Core Conservation Cost Adjustment (CCA) 6,091 2,297 8,387
Core Enhanced 011 Recovery Account (EORA)Y 3,260 596, 3,356
Noncore Negotiated Revenue Stability Acet (NRSA) 0
Noncore Enhanced Q1L Recovery Account (EORA)
Nomncore Implementation Account (NIA)
Noncore Minimum Purchase Obligation (MPO)
Noncore Pipeline Demand Charges (PDC)
Noncore Cogeneration Shortfall Account (CSA)
Noncore Carrying Cost of Storage

Noncore Take-or-Pay

Noncore Fixed Cost Account (NFCA)

Noncore Conservation Cost Adjustment (CCA)
Pilot Banking Revenues Account

coo0oO00O0OO
cooocoocoocoo0oo00O
c0oo00co0cocooo0

SUBTOTAL = BCAP Year 1 Balancing Accounts o155 41,808 ‘ 154,365
TOTAL = BCAP Year 1 Transportation Coats 1,280,392 259,247 1,539,639

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS

Long=Term Contract Shortfall 0 0 0
Long=Term Contract Spreasd S78 218 796
CCSI Credit to Wholesale 0 0 0
CCSI Wwhi. Credit Spread 23 7 30
SDGEE LTK Shortfall Account "] 0 0

GRAND TOTAL = BCAP YEAR 1 TRANSPORTATION COSTS 1,540,445




AD1=03+039, A.91+03066 : APPENDIX G
TABLE 3

SOUTHERN CALTFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ADOPTED NONCORE CUSTOMER £OST ALLOCATION

BCAP Forecast Period: October 1, 1991 thru Septembder 30, 1993

P2B/LARGE CONTRACT EQR/ CONTRACT
TRANSPORTATION COST ITEM INDUSTRIAL INDUSTRIAL EQR COGEN COGEN
. (3000 (3000) ($000) (3000}

>80
339
230

&
509

Common Distribution 44,213
Demamnd Related Trarmamission 14,153
Demand Related Storage 9,901
Customer Related 6,301
50% Adninistrative & General 20,198

SUBTOTAL - Base Revenue 9,766 1,77
Net EOR Adjustment ¢4, 166) 82>
InterutiLity Transport Revernue 235 6
Exchange Revenue (663)

Storage Banking Revenue
TOTAL = Adjusted Base Reverwe 29,990

Pipeline Demand Charges X7.096
Company use & LUAF 4,869
Women and Minorfty Bus. Ent. (WMRE) 6
Carry Cost Storsge Inv (CCSI) nr
Migration Losses 24
Gas Loss Memo Account (GLMA) h1d
Demand Side Management 0
Pitas Point 68
Take=or=Pay Transition Costs 3,684
MPO Tromsitiom Cost Adjustment 2,587
Seasonel Rate Shortfall 2,103
Southland/Chevron & EL Paso Refunds ) (7,565)

¢
¢
0
0
0
¢
0
¢
0
0
0
¢
0
0
0
]
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

3
O
wn
w

TOTAL - Forecest Perfod Costa 133,216

BALANCING ACCOUNT AMORTIZATION = BCAP YEAR 1
Core Fixed Cont Account (CFCA)

Core Implementation Account (CIA)

Core Comservation Cost Adjustment (CCA)
Core Enhanced QL Recovery Account (EOQRA)
Noncore Negotiated Reverue Stability Acct (NRSA)
Noncore Enhanced Ol Recovery Account (EQRA)
Noncore Implemontatiom Account (NIA)
Noncore Minimum Purchase Qbligation (MPQ)
Noncore Pipeline Demand Charges (PDC)
Noncore Cogeneration Shortfall Account (CSA)
Noncore Carrying Cost of Storage

Nomcore Takevror«Day

Nomcore Fixed Cost Account (NFCA)

Noncore Conservation Cont Adjustment (CCA)
Pilot Banking Revenues Account

”~

(L ¥ 23 s
2O OVMONOOOCO

~r

~r

~
—lgl\

00

(-] OO0 O0CO00O0CO0OCO0OO0000O0
~

SUBTQTAL = BCAP Year 1 Balancing Accounts

o [=] 0000000000000

TOTAL = BCAP Year 1 Transportation Costs

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS
Long=Term Contract Shortfall
Long=Term Contract Spresd
CCSI Credit to Wholesale
€CSI Whi. Credit Spread
SOGLE LTK Shortfall Account

GRAND TOTAL = BCAP YEAR 1 TRANSPORTATION COSTS




A.91-03-039, A.91=03-066 APPENDIX G
TABLE 3
tcont’dy
SCUTHERN CALTFORNIA CAS COMPANY
ADOPTED NONCORE CUSTOMER COST ALLOCATION

8CAP Forecast Perfod: Qctober 1, 1991 thru September 30, 1993

NON=EOR NONCORE
TRANSPORTATION COST ITEM COGEN UEG TOTAL

(3000) {3000) ¢$000)
Common Distribution 14,393 o} 59,188
Demand Related Transmission 3,325 26,525 47,338
Demand Related Storage 5,704 13,768 29,602
Customer Related 1,005 3,941 11,312
0% Administrative L General 12,633 37,347 70,706

SUBTOTAL = Base Revenue 42,058 0,509 218,140

Net EOR Adjustment €2,012) €4,532) 47,061
Interutility Tranaport Revenue 138 410 789
Exchange Reverue : (497 €1,465) (2,827
$torage Banking Revenue 0 ] 0

TOTAL - Adjusted Base Revenve 39,687 74,012 263,143

Pipeline Demand Charges 21,816 64,276 124,067
Company use & LUAY 2,866 8,478 23,149
Women and Mimnority Bus. Ent. (WMBE) 3 10 20
Carry Cost Storage Inv (CCSI) 3 441 948
Migration Losses 1% 34 7
Gas Loss Memo Account (GLMA) 2 32 X 12
Demand Side Management - 0 0 . 0
Pitas Point 40 118 228
Take=orePay Tranaition Costs 2,169 6,6% 12,354
MPO Transition Cost Adjustment 1,528 4,506 8,877
Seagonal Rate Shortfall 1,238 3,662 7,052
Southland/Chevron & EL Paso Refunds (b, 454) €13,17%) €25,371)

TOTAL = Forecast Perfod Costs 65,106 148,829 414,449

BALANCING ACCOUNT AMORTIZATION = BCAP YEAR 1
Core Fixed Cost Account (CFGA)

Core Implementation Account (CIA)

Core Conservation Cost Adjustment (CCA)
Core Enhanced Ol Recovery Account (EQRA)
Nomcore Negotiated Revenue Stability Acct (NRSA)
Noncore Enhanced 01l Recovery Account (EQRA)
Noncore Implementation Account (NIA)
Nomcore Minimum Purchase Obligation (MPO)
Noncore Pipeline Demand Charges (PDC)
Nomcore Cogeneration Shortfall Account (CSA)
Noncore Carrying Cost of Storage

Noncore Take-or-Pay

Noncore Fixed Cost Account (NFCA)

Noncore Conservation Cost Adjustment (CCA)
Pilot Banking Revenues Account

SUBTOTAL = BCAP Year 1 Balancing Accounts
TOTAL = BCAP Year 1 Transportation Costs

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS
Long=Term Contract Shortfall
Long=Term Contract Spread
CCSI Credit to Wholesale
CESI wWhi. Credit Spread
SOGLE LTK Shortfall Account

GRAND TOTAL =~ BCAP YEAR 1 TRANSPORTATION COSTS 412,672




AD1-03-039, A.91-03-066 APPENDIX €
TABLE &

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
ADOPTED WNOLESALE CUSTOMER COST ALLQOCATION

BCAP Forecast Period: October 1, 19971 thru September 30, 1993

WHOLESALE

TRANSPORTATION COST ITEM . LONG BEACH SAN DIEGO TOTAL
(30005 (3000 (3000

Common Distribution 0 0 0
Demand Related Tronsmizsion 4,060 14,4468 18,528
Demand Related Storage 3,084 13,527 - 16,608
Cuatomer Related 299 2,160 2,459
50% Adminfatrative & General 658 2,705 3,363

SUBTOTAL ~ Base Revenue 8,008 32,860 40,958

Net EOR Adjustment €589 ¢2,381) €2,969)
Interutility Transport Revenue 67 250 nz
Exchange Reverwe €262) 978 1,221
Storage Banking Revenve ' 0 0 0

TOTAL = Adjusted Base Reverue 7,334 29,752 37,085

Pipeline Demand Charges 10,598 42,755 53,352
Company use & LUAF 1,386 5,183 6,570
Women and Minority Bus, Ent. (WMBE) 4 ’ 6 .3
Carry Cost Storage Inv (NCSI) : 0 0 ' 0
Migration Losses 7 33 40
Gas Loss Memo Account (GLMA)Y 12 3 63
Demand STde Management 0 0 0
Pitas Point . 19 ke 92
Take=or-Pay Trans{tion Conts 1,049 3,922 4,9M
MPO Transition Cost Adjustment 14 2,735 3,491
Seasonol Rate Shortfall . 0 o} Q
Southland/Chevron & EL Pasd Refunds o €2,154) €8,054) €10,208)

TCTAL = Forecast Per{od Costs 18,989 76,47 L 95,464

BALANCING ACCOUNY AMORTIZATION = BCAP YEAR 1
Core Fixed Cost Account (CFCA)

Core Implementation Account (CIA)

Core Conservation. Cost Adjustment (CCA)
Core Enhonced Q1L Recovery Account (ECRA)
Noncore Negotiated Revenue Stabflity Acet (NRSA)
Nomcore Emhanced Ofl Recovery Account (EORA)
Noncore Implementation Account (NIA)
Noncore Minimum Purchase Qbligation (MPQ)
Noncore Pipeline Demand Charges (PDC)
Noncore Cogeneration Shortfall Account (CSA)
Noncore Carrying Cost of Storage

Noncore Take-ore-Pay

Noncore Fixed Cost Account (NFCA)

Noncore Conservation Cost AdJustment (CCA)
Pilot Banking Reverues Account

Sy

g

_ SUBTOTAL - BCAP Year 1 Balancing Accounts 349
TOTAL = BCAP Year 1 Transportation Coats 19,338

ALLOCATION ADJUSTMENTS

Long=Term. Contract Shortfall 0

Long~Term Contract Spread &1

CCSI Credit to Wholesale (44)
CCSI Whi. Credit Spread 0

SDGLE LYK Shortfall Account 0

GRAND TOTAL = BCAP YEAR 1 TRANSPORTATION COSTS 19,355

END APPENDIX G




Ld

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

APPENDIX M
TABLE 1

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
CORE BUNDLED RATES AND REVENUES

Effective January 1, 1992

Core Customer Class

Adopted
Rate

Non-Gas

(3/th)

Present
Revenves
(3M)

Present
Throughput ¢+ Rates
(MTh) (S/unit)

Adopted
Rate
Cas

{$/th)

Adopted
Rate
Total
(S/unit)

Adopted

Reverwe

Non=Gas.
(& Lb]

Adopted
Reverue
Gan
(SMY

Adopted
Revenue
Total

(M)

Change
€3]

(A)

RESIDENTIAL
Customer Charge
Submeter Discount
Subtotal
Tier )

Tier 2
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL

(8) w 1O} 143

3.10
6.36

168,584
{3,210)
163,175
0.42090 870,990
0.80088 779,484
0.65136 1,813,849

1,811,168
973,534
2,78,702

0.47390
0.39914

0.26836

4] (-} CHY

3.10
6.26

168,384
¢5,210)
163,175
0.19868 ~ 0,46755 484,958
0.19868 0,67258 461,359
0.19863  0.59783 1,111,491

CORE COMMERCIAL
Customer Charge = P
Customer Charge = P2
Volumetric Charge

Summer Ti{er 1
Summer Ti{er 2
Winger Tier 1
Winter Tier 2
TOTAL CORE COMMERCIAL

10
50

0.60181
0.33621
0.73478
0.57682
0.65439 654,644

26,442
335

229,406
103,558
227,875

66,327

0.33853
0.27353
0.47150
0.31354
0.39914

TRANSPORTATION ONLY

CORE TOTAL

0.32966 24,607

0.64592 2,492,900 0.39914

13
65

0.53722
0.47222
0.67019
0.5122%
0.59783

435

129,047
52,769
146,226
36,326
369,178

0.19863
0.19848
0.19868
0.10868
0.19848

0.29914
0.59398 1,540,465

0.00000
0.19484

3,375

128} » )

0.0%
0.0x
0.0%
«2.8%

168,584
¢5,210)
165,175
350,849 846,807
193,625 656,786  =16.0%
553,276 1,666,765 -8.2%

30.0%
30.0%

«10.7%
«12.0%

=8.8%
=11.2%

34,375
. 633

204,783
91,008
207,844
50,344
597,879 ~8.6%

29,796 21.%%

vensssEREREsEREans

731,975 2,292,440 *8.0%

73,757
38,329
61,617
23,018
198,701

RESIDENTIAL LOW INCOME RATEPAYER ASSISTANCE (LIRA)

Adopted
LIRA Rates amdt Disgounts

LIRA
Rate
($/unit)

LIRA
Throughput
(MTh)

Non=LIRA
Rote
(3/unit)

Reverwe
Discount
(M)

Rate
Discount
(3/unit)

Customer Charge
Submetering Adjustment

Yier 1
Tier 2

Total

3.10 2.64

0.39742
0.57170

0.46735
0.47258

106,491
57,260

163,731

LIRA Surcharge Calculation

LIRA Jenmefit CM)
LIRA ALG M)
LIRA Balancing Acet (3M)
Total LIRA Cost
(Mth)

(s/th)

Nonexempt Volumes

LIRA Surcharge

(3My

15,413
996

€11,460)
4,949
4,735,805

0.00105

0.46 2,108

62

7,468
5,775

15,413

0.0701%
g.10089
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APPENDIX H

TABLE 2

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
NONCORE DEFAULT TRANSPQRT RATES AND REVENUES

Effective Jamuary 1, 1992

Noncore Customer Class

Throughput
(Mth)

Present
Rates
(S/th)

Present
Revenyes

(3M)

Adopted
Ratea
(3/th)

Adopted

Reverves

(M)

Absolute Relative

Change
(M)

Change
(%)

A

INDUSTRIAL
Customer Charge
Volumetric Charge
Sunmer
Winter
volumetric Subtotal
TOTAL INDUSTRIAL

(8)

678,150
360,767
1,038,917
1,038,917

({+4]

0.07964
0.10913
0.08988
0.09280

(]

3,036

34,008
39,370
93,378
96,414

(E)

0.11385
0.14220
0.12369
0.12850

UTILITY ELECTRIC GENERATION (VEG)
Facilities Charges
Volumetric Charge 2/
Summer
Winter
Volumetric Subtotal
TOTAL vee

v

1,300,553

508,550
1,809,105
1,809,103

0.05696
0.07733
0.06274
0.06274

COGENERATION
Volumetric Charge
Summer
winter
Volumetric Subtotal
Cogeneration LT Contracts
TOTAL COGENERATION

-

403,329
208,287
611,616

24,623
636,239

sew

0.05707
0.07736
0.06398
0.04020
0.06306

NONCORE SUBTOTAL
Net of LT Contracts.
Including LT Contracts

WHOLESALE
Long Beach
Demand Charge
volumetric Charge
+ Summer
Winter
Anrual
Total Long Beach
SDGLE
Demand Charge
volumetric Tier 1
Volumetr{c Tier 2
volumetric Tier 3
Contract Shortfall
Total SOGRE
TOTAL WHOLESALE

3,459,058
3,484,261

182,690
114,345
297,035
297,035

1,110,498
793,328
267,044

50,126

1,110,498
1,407,553

0.07199
0.07176

© 0.05696
0.06626

0.06312
0.00785
0.02697
0.00785

0.07314
0.07366

76,081

39,426
113,508
113,508

23,018
16,113
39,131

990

40,121

249,053
259,043

83,439
103,673

0.07%78
0.1078
0.08766
0.08826

0.07870
0.10477
0.08826
0.0350%
0.03620

0.10034
0.09588

(4.0

4,998

77,204
51,301
128,505
135,504

14}

1,962

3,197
11,931
35,127
37,089

CH)

6, 6%

43.0%
30.3%
37.6%
38.5%

B Y I Y Y T Y P Y Y Y P Y L)

1,078

103,752
54,841
158,593

159,672

L L Y Y Yy Y Y LY Y Y Y

31,763
22,238
53.981

842
54,843

347,157

348,019

29,671
15,415
“5‘:‘086'
46,164

8,725
6,125
14,850
€128)
1%,722

98,106
97.976

40.1%
39.1%
39.7%
40.7%

37.9%
38.0%
38.0%
=12.9%
36.7%

L Ly N Y N L L I I I P Y Yy VY Y YT Y T Ty 2y

39.4%
39.2%

dssssmssienansseeeERavEbRAaREsERRa

0.03000
0.06316

0.00794
0.02698
0.00794

0.07193
0.07050

NONCORE TOTAL
Net of LT Contracts
Include LT Contracts

4,867,171
4,891,796

0.07247
0.07231

352,726
353,76

0.09172
0.09143

BROKERACGE

212,160

0.00266

563

0.00266

10, 444

8,91
19,355

63,887

6,296
7,206
398
2,006
79,881
99,236

446,393
447,255

Fassssssesnswrfescsene

563

8,193

(9,072)
878

(5,729)
68

2

4

2,096
(3,558)
(4,437)

93,667
93,539

0

364.0%

=50.4%
“4.3%

-8.2%
1.1%
0.0
1.1%

=6.3%
“4. 3%

emcererlSscEsRRRRENERRREARERARRAR

26.6%
26.4%

17 The default UEG rate design applies to about 10X of forecast UEG throughput, due to recently-amended service

agreements with Edisom and LADWP,

rates of 0.03 $/th.

The contracts feature non-seasomally-differentiated tailblock volumetric
Edison’s residual seasomal allocated cost obligation fa recovered through monthly

demand charges, while LADWP’s {8 collected via a higher Tier I (18.5% of forecast monthly demamd) volumetric

rate,

Since Igniter Fuel (formerly P=2A) has been declared noncore,
present rates include prorated fgniter revenue at 34.157 cents/therm.

Both agreements expire upon implementation of capacity brokering, or 9/30/93, whichever occurs firse,
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TABLE 3

ADOPTED INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE RATE CREDIT

Effective Jamuary 1, 1992

NONCORE AVG. YEAR THROUGNPUT
Service Service Total
Curtomer Class Level 2 Level 3-%
(MTh) (Mth) CMTh)

Industrial 603,049 442,183 1,045,252
Cogeneration 138,329 423,287 611,616
VEG 1,%3%,290 475,815 1,809,105
wWholesale (Long B. Only) 37,150 167,660 204,790

“fotal/Average 2,161,838 1,508,925 3,670,763

Service Level 2 Premium (3/th) 0.01200
Service Level 2 Revenues (3M) 25,962
Interruptable credit to SL 3-5 (3/th) 0.01719

END APPENDIX H
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TABLE 1

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
ANNUAL AVERAGE GAS DEMAND

BCAP Forecast Perfod: October 1, 1991 to September 30, 1993

THROUGHPUT CATEGORY DEMAND FORECAST
(M Therms)

metlensrenrenrnassunnnenesunansravann .

Reafdential 330,442
Commercial 195,458

Induserial 67,608

vEe . 424,589

Cogeneration 160,450

Company Use 2,922

Loss and Unaccounted For ‘ 7,618

Gheenrssssassebtnonnpsnnan

TOTAL DEMAND 1,109,087
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APPENDIX

TABLE 2

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

ANNUAL AVERAGE SUPPLY PORECAST 8Y CUSTOMER CLASS AND PRIORITY

BCAP Forecast Perfod: October 1, 1997 to September 30, 1993

CUSTOMER CLASS

PRIORITY

Res{dential

Commercial

Commercial

Industrial

Incuntrial

tndustrial

Cogeneration

UEG

VEG

ves

Company Use

Unaccounted For

TOYAL SUPPLY

SUPPLY FORECASTS
(M Therms)

P L T T Y Ly T Y T Y Y Y Yy s senee

330,442

102,998

12,460

6,288
54,275
7,045
160,450
3,142
340
21,107
2‘.922'

7,618

sssssersssTssesSRoRRsRTTRRRREY

1,109,087
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TABLE 3

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
ANNUAL AVERAGE SUPPLY FORECAST BY SUB-ACCOUNT

BCAP Forecast Perfod: October 1, 1991 to September 30, 1993

SUB=-ACCOUNT SUPPLY FORECASTS
(M Therms)

LA L Yy L Y Y YR Y Y Y Yy Y

CORE SALES ,
Rea{cential 327,702
Commercial==GN1 102,995
Commercials=GN2A 8,916
Incustrial 2,420
Cogenerastion 4460

Sesssswesen

442,492

NONCORE SALES
Commercial==Ign{ter 2,527
Industrial 60,572
Cogeneration 97,665
VEG=-=CNS 424,589 .

assssssssew

585,354

TRANSPORTATION ~
Residential 2,740
Commercial==CN1 . 3
Commercial==GN2A & Igniter 1,018
Industrial ‘ 4,615
Cogeneration : . 62,525

70,702

COMPANY USE 2,922

LOSS AND UNACCOUNTED FOR 7,618

- Bssssneswew

TOTAL SupPLY 1,109,087




A91-03-039, A.91-03-066/CACD/PRW/S APPENDIX

TABLE &

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
GAS PROCUREMENT RATES

BCAP Forecast Parfod: October 1, 1991 to September 30, 1993

CORE & RETALL UEG &
(Dollars {n Thousands) CORE-SUB. NONCORE IGNITER TOYAL

LI Y T T Yy Y Y R T Y T Y Y Y Y LYY Y Y T T vy

Anmual Average Sales Volume (MMth) 442,492 158,238 427,116 1,027,846

WACOG Price (cents/therm) 22.26 22,26 22.26 22.26

Fr T Y Y Y T Py Y Y Y P YT YR AN Y T YT Y ¥ Y

Commodity Cost of Cas 398,477 335,216 395,055 $228,747

Core Purchamed Cas Account (PCA) . (316,721 50 30 ($%,721)

SassEsssseavesrvsAsmenssEm

Subtotal 83,756 835,216 393,055 3214,026

U 3 T32,086 877 30 32,962

ssEAsercteRlsssessUsaneERTRiRessERRRRRREREE S
.

Procurement Revenue ‘ 285,841 336,003  $95,055 $214,988

LT L Y YT Y YR T Y Y Y Y

PROCUREMENT RATE (CENTS/THERM) 19.399 22.809 22.255 21.111
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TABLE 1a

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

BCAP Forecast Period 1: October 1, 1997 to September 30, 1992

SOCALCAS S0GAE SYSTEM
ALLOCATED COSTS TOTAL
COSTs CosTs

L L T Y T Y Y LI LT T Ty

REVENUE REQUIREMENT
¢ollars {n Thousands)

PROCUREMENT REVENUE REQUIREMENT

Commodity «Cost of Gas $0.0 $228,747.0 $228,747.0
Core Purchase Gam Account (CPGA) 0.0 ¢14,721.0) ¢14,721.0)
Franchise and Uncollectibles (F&) 0.0 2,976.4 2,976.64

LA AL I I I Y R S T T R I TR Y T Y Y Y Y VY

TOTAL PROCUREMENT REVENUE REQUIREMENT . 0.0 217,002.4 217,002.4

TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIRMENT
Author{zed Gas Margin

*Commont Distribution

*Demand Rolated Transmissfon

“*Demand Related Storage

*Customer Related Distribution
Customer Related Transmissfon
*Commod{ty Related

*50% Adminfstrative & Ceneral Expenses
Pipeline Demand Charge

DSM Collaborative

Net EOR Adjustment

. Contract Adjustment (SOGIE)

TRANSITION COSTS

Takesor<Pay

Excess Commodity Purchases
EL Paso/Chevron Refund
Minimum Purchase Obligation

SDGLE BALANCING AND TRACKING ACCOUNTS
- CSA Cogeneration Shortfall Account

CFCA Core Fixed Coat Account

NTCA Noncore Tronz{tion Cost Account

CIBA Core Implementation Balancing Account
NIBA Noncore Implementation Balancing Acct
CCS! Carrying Cost of Storage Imventory
NRSA Negotiated Revenue Stability Account
GEBA DSM Balancing Account

FIU Franchise and Uncollectibles

* Adjusted for 1992 attrition by equal percent of existing margin.

0.0
14,468.0
13,527.0:

0.0

2,160.0
0.0
2,705.0
62,755.0

0.0
(2,387.0)

0.0

52,459.0

10,774.0

692.0

80,528.0

0.0 -
1,879.0

11,997.0 .

0.0
507.0
0.0
.0

52,459.0
25,262.0
14,219.0
80,528.0
2,160.0
1,870.0°
14,702.0
42,755.0
507.0

¢2,387.0)
0.0

LTS T TN T YT LYY Y LYY R PR YN Y Y Y VY T

73,234.0

3,922.0

0.0
(8,054.0)

2,755.0

¢1,377.0)

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

158,836.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
9,897.0

0.0
¢1,412.0)
€1,092.0)

0.0

0.0
3,368.0
285.6

' 232,070.0

3,922.0
6.0
€8,054.0)

- 2,755.0

savssmesneman

€1,377.0)

0.0
9,897.0
0.0
€1,412.0)
¢1,092.0)
0.0 .
0.0
3,3468.0
285.6

LY T T T Y LYY T LTy censresevenenns

0.0

11,066.6

11,046.6




A.91-03=039, A.91-03-066/CACD/PRW/4 APPENDIX J

TABLE 1b

SAN DIEGCO CAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
ADOPTED REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

BCAP Forecaat Perfod 1: October 1, 1991 to September 30, 1992

SYSTEM
TOTAL
cosTs

- LIS 2O T YN YT Y Y T T Y Y TP a g

SOCALGAS
ALLOCATED

S0CLE
REVENUE REQUIREMENT COsTS.
(Dollars {A Thousands)

SOCALGAS BALANCING AND TRACKING ACCOUNTS ALLOCATED TO SDGRE

Noncore Trams{tion Cost Account
Negotiated Revenue Stabflity Account
Pipeline Demand Charges

Minimum Purchase Obligatfon

Corrying Cost of Gas Storage

Noncore Fixed Cost Account .
Pilot Storage Banking

Enhanced 01l Recovery Tracking Account
Take=or-Pay Obl{gation

OTHER FORECASTED COSTS

Lost and Unaccounted For Gas (LUAF)

Company Use

‘CCSI/Migration Losses/Gas Loss Memo Account
Carrying Cont of Storage-Credit to Wholesale
Exchange Revenue

Interut{Lity Transportation Revenue:
Long=Term Contract Spread

SOGLE/SoCal Reconciliation

SDGLE/SoCal Moreno Credit

Pitas Point Shortfall

Storage Banking Revenue

Women & Minor{ty Business Enterprises

FLU on SDGLE Other Costs

FSU on SoCalGas Allocated Other Costs

TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIREMENT
MISCELLANEQUS REVENUE

TOTAL TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIRMENT
TOTAL PROCUREMENT REVENUE REQUIREMENT
NET LIRA COSTS

110.¢
202.0
1,750.0
0.0
€446.0)
€1,684.0)
184.0
966.0

1,082.0

2,998.0

2,185.0

8.0
511.0)
€978.0)

250.0

229.0

2,607.0

0.0

73.0

0.0

6.0

0.0

0.0

30.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

20.0
110.0
202.0

1,750.0
0.0
(446.0)
€1,684.0)
184.0
966.0

0.0

1,470.0
501.0

1,552.00

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

53.3
1,358.0

1,082.0

4,468.0
2,576.0
1,616.0 -
¢511.0)
(978.0)
250.0
229.0
2,607.0
0.0
73.0
0.0
6.0
53.5
1,358.0

b L Bl LD L D LI LY T LT Y Y Y T L T N o ey

6,943.0

79,882.0
0.0

79,882.0
6.0
0.0

NET REVENUE REQUIREMENT

$79,882.0

4,604.5

174,487 .1

(3,152.0)

257,271

217,002.4
€2,328.6)

LY T T Y T TPy

$465,897.0

171,535.1
217,002.4

(2,328.6)

L T T T T Y Y Ay Yy

$386,009.0

11,547.5

254,369.1

¢3,152.0)
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APPENDIX J

TABLE 2

SAN DIEGO QAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
CORE CUSTOMER COST ALLOCATION

8CAP Porecast Perfod 1: October 1, 1991 to September 30, 1992

TRANSMISSION RCVENUE REQUIRMENT
(Dollars in Thousands)
AUTHORIZED GAS MARGIN
Common Distribution
Oemand Related Transmiss{on
Demand Related Storage
Customer Related Distribution
Customer Related Transmizsion
Commodity Related
50X Adninfstrative & General Experses
Pipeline Demand Charge
DSM Collaborative
Net EOR Ad]ustment
Contract Adjustment (SOGLE)

TRANSITION COSTS
Take=or-Pay
Excess Commodity Purchases
EL Paso/Chevron Refund .
Min{mum Purchase Obligation

SDGLZE BALANCING AND TRACKING ACCOUNTS
CSA Cogeneration Shortfall Account
CFCA Core Fixed Cost Account
NTCA Nomcore Transition Cost Account
CIBA Core Implementation Balancing Account
NIBA Noncore Implementation Balancing Acct
CCSI Carrying Cost of Storsge Inventory
NRSA Negotiated Revenue Stability Account
GEBA DSM Balancing Account
FEU Franchise and Uncollectibles

SOCALGAS BALANCING AND TRACKING ACCOUNTS ALLOCATED TO SDGLE

Noncore Tramsition Cost Account
Negotiated Revenue Stability Account
Pipeline Demand Charges

Minimum Purchase Obligatfon

Carrying Cost of Gas Storage

Noncore Fixed Cost Account

Pilot Storage Banking

Enhanced OfL Recovery Tracking Account
Take~or=Pay Obligation

OTHER FORECASTED COSTS
Lost and Unaccounted For Gas (LUAF)
Company Use
CCSI/migration Losses/Gas Loss Memo Account
Carrying Cost of Storage-Credit to Wholesale
Exchange Revenue
Interutility Transportation Reverwe
Long=Term Contract Spread
SDGEE/SoCal Reconciliation
SDGEE/SoCal Moreno Credit
Pitas Point Shortfall
Storage Banking Revenue
Women & Mimority Business Enterprises
FLU on SOGLE Other Costs
F&U on SoCalGas Allocated Other Costs

TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIREMENT
MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE
NET LIRA CQSTS

COMMERCIAL COMM/L (GN=2A TOTAL
(GN~1) (& UEG IGNITER) CORE

RESIDENTIAL

L L L Y N Y L T T

$32,063.4 $7,425.9 $697.0 $40,186.2
8,514 2,614.7 280.7 11,206.2
6,391.2 1,539.6 164.7 8,075.5
75,504.7 3,936.4 1.9 79,483.0
728.3 206.6 24.0 938.9
365.2 176.2 21.3 6.7
4,422.3 . 1,378.4 166.8 5,967.3
14,416.7 4,090.0- 47l 18,981.1
377.9 118.8 10.3 507.0
(847.6) @233.0 €26.0) {1,106.6)
0.0 0.0 000 000'

LIS LT Y L L Y R Y Y T P Y ey Y Y Y Y Y Y Y T

142,133.6 21,053.4 ©1,836.3 165,021.6

1,179.7 367.7 4.5 1,591.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
€2,422.6) (755.1) (91.4) (3,269.1)
828.7 258.3 31.2 1,118.3

€414.,2) €120.1) €15.6) (538.9)
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
7,33%.3 2,286.1 276.6 9,897.0

0.0 0 0.0
€1,068.4) (39.5)
0.0 0.0

0.0

%o
..
oo

oho

.

(s -
MVOON2O
L .

2 OomN

(134.2)

(756.9) €182.3)
65.5 18.0 2.0

290.6 90.6 17.0

arosevensssssanasssue

wr

L L Y L LTI T rres

?,110.2 2,895.6 327.1 12,333.0

1,344.0 418.9 0.7 1,813.6
776.% 2615 29.2 1,045.6
626.5 153.3 %4 804,2
€229.7) €55.3) €5.2) ¢290.2)
(329.8) (93.6) €10.9) (434.2)

8.3 23.9 2.8 17,0
68.9 21.5 L6 93.0
84,2 20hrts .6 1,058.2
0.0 0.0 . 0.0
22.0 6.8 . 2.6
0.0 ' 0.0 0.0

1.8 0.6 . 2.4
28.8 7.9 X 37.6-
7144 201.3 2.7 938.4
3,900.2 1,171.3 1377 5,209.2
154,729.9 2,914 2,285.5 182,004,8.
¢1,917.3) (309.7) (28.3) (2,255.3)
€2,164,8) (93.0) (9.8 (2,267.6)

NET TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIREMENT

$150,647.7 $246,588.8 32,265.4 3177,481.9
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TABLE 3

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
NONCORE CUSTOMER COST ALLOCATION

BCAP Forecast Period 1: October 1, 1991 to September 30, 1992

TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIRMENT INDUSTRIAL  COGENERATION  UEG GAS DEPT TOTAL
(Dollars in Thousands) {GN3- TO ONS) NONCORE

wevsssEIRABINCBOSS wsdvesPaRRssssasanans ssssvssempmmnasasnnanay XYYy Y S

AUTHORIZED GAS MARGIN
Common Distribution 34,088.8 34,185.9 %0.0 312,272.8
Demond Related Tranamission 1,9346.5 3,657.1 8,864,2
Demand Related Storage 854.7 , 1,815.5 3,473.4
Customer Related Distribution 154.0 521.3 340.7
Customer Related Transmission 131.3 3.2 758.5
Commodity Related 115.6 27,4 T26.2
S0X Adminfstrative & General Expenses 904.8 2,147.3 5,682.3
Pipeline Demand Charge 2,599.1 6,160.5 15,014.3
DSM Collaborative 0.0 0.0 0.0
Net EOR Adjustment €144.5) (336.3) (793.6)
Contract Adjustment (SDGLE) 0.0 0.0 0.0

10,238.4 22,715.0 34,095.1
TRANSITION COSTS

Take~or-Pay 2614 572.8 1,515.9
Excess Commodity Purchases 0.0 0.0 0.0
Etl Paso/Chevron: Refund ‘ (L95.7) €1,176.3) 3,112.9
Minimum Purchase Obligation 169.6 402.4 1,064.8 1,636.7

Cmpessessessrasansnssrannwn sesesARIEERES B EEne

201.1) - (532.2) - (818.1)

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

¢1,002.0)
0.0
0.0

SDCIZE BALANCING AND TRACKING ACCOUNTS
CSA Cogeneration Shortfall Account : 0.0
CFCA Core Fixed Cout Account 0.0
NTCA Noencore Transition Cost Account 0.9
CIBA Core Implementation Balancing Account : 0.0
. NIBA Noncore Impiementation Balamcing Acct (268.5)

CCSI Carrying Cost of Storage Inventory 0 ) 0.0
NRSA Negotiated Reverwe Stability Account 0.0
CEBA DSM Balancing Account 0.0
" F&U  Franchise and Uncollectibles 6.7 (9.5)
SOCALGAS BALANCING & TRACKING ACCOUNTS ALLOCATED TO SDGRE
Noncore Tranajtion Cost Account : 0.0 0.0 . 0.0
Negotiated Revenue Stability Account 6.8 6.1 42,5 65,4
Pipeline Demand Charges 12.3 29.1 70.9 112.3
Minimum Purchase Cbligation 107.7 255.6 676.4 1,050.7
Carrying Cost of Gas Storage 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Noncore Fixed Coat Account €27.4) €45.1) (172.4) (265.0)
Pilot Storage Banking ¢101.2) (215.0) ¢611.4) (T27.6)
Enhanced- 07l Recovery Tracking Account 1.2 26.0 61.3 98.5
Take-or-Pay Cbligation 59.5 1411 ITE 573.9

TesEsesersesssERARRRERRARRRS

$67.2) (87.5) (69.6) €204.3).

* ® 9
o OO0 NPRQOO0OOD

©C O0O0O0OO00O0OO0OO0OO

OTHER FORECASTED COSTS . )
Lost and Unaccounted For Gas CLUAF) 275.0 652.6 1,726.9 2,654.4
Company Use 158.5 376.2 $95.6. 1,530.4
CCSI/Migration Losses/Cas Loss Memo Account 85.1 180.8 O3S 611.8
Carrying Cost of Storage-Credit to Wholesale €30.7) €65.2) 124.8) (220.8)
Exchange Reverwe ¢59.5) €140.9) (343.4) (563.8)
Interutility Transportation Revenue 15.2 87.8 139.0
Long-Term Contract Spread 14.9 83,5 136.0
SDGLE/SoCal Reconciliation 160.4 1,007.6 1,548.8 -
SDGRE/SoCal Morenc Credit 0.0 , 0.0 . 0.0
Pitas Point Shortfall ' 4.5 ‘ 43.4
Storage Banking Reverue 0.0 0.0
Women & Minor{ty Business Enterprises 0.4 346
F&U on SOGEE Other Coats ‘ 4.8 15.8
F&U on SoCalGas Allocated Other Costs 125.8 - 419.6

753.7 1,770.0 3,814.6 6,338.X.

TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIREMENT ) 10,860.1 24,196.4 37,307.8 72,366.3

MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE , €134.6) (299.8) (462.3) ¢896.7)

NET LIRA COSTS . 1.0 0.0 0.0 $61.0)

see anses

NET TRANSMISSION REVENUE REQUIREMENT $10,664.5 $23,896.6 $36,845.5 $77,406.6
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APPENDIX K

TABLE 1

SAN DIBGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
CORE BUNDLED RATES AND REVENUES

Effective Jamuary 1, 1992

CUSTOMER CLASS

THROUGKPUT

UNITS

EFFECTIVE 8/1/91

PRESENT
RATES

REVENUES

EFFECTIVE 1/1/92
ADOPTED TOTAL
RATES  REVENUES

TOTAL

PERCENT
CHANGE

RATE
CHANGE

RESIDENTIAL CR
Baseline
Non-Baseline
Employee Discount

RESIDENTIAL GR=LI
Baseline
Non-Basel{ne

RESIDENTIAL GS
Regular Baseline
Regular Non-Baseline
LIRA Bazeline
LIRA Non=Bageline
Unfit Discount

RESIDENTIAL GT
Regular Bazeline
Regular Non-Baseline
LIRA gaseline
LIRA Non=Baseline
Unit Diacount

RESIDENTIAL GM
Baseline
Non-Baselime

RESIDENTIAL GL-1
facility Charge
Volumetric Surcharge

Leze Transport-Only

13,746
4,481

1,454

mtherms
mtherms

mtherms

363 mtherms

132
33
69,811

7,270
2,97
1,687
861
333,27

42,363
12,292

3,792
126

(2,740)

meherms
mtherms
Cust=meh

mtherms
mtherms
mtherms
mtherms
Cust-meh

mtherms
mtherms

Custemeh
mtherms

mtherms

C/THERM

50.037
.32

21.284
1.425

41.852
59.943

50.037
71.321
41.852
39.943
($1.90)

30.037
7321
41.852
59,943
(36.00)

50.037
71.321

$13.82
9.653

26.454

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL SALES

CORE COMMERCIAL
GN=1 Servi¢e Charge
GN=2 Service Charge
Winter 0-3000 Therms
All Excess
Summer 0-3000 Therms
All Excess

Less Transport-Only

327,702

mtherms

cnew

36,145

(5000)

84,472
62,475
¢301)

C/THERM

53.453
72 h6°9

19,156
1.358

45.527
61.810

53.453
72.609
45.527
61.810
($1.90)

53.653
72.609
45.527
61.810
(36.00)

53.453
72.609

gSOOO)

79,073
61,563
€287)

5,780 6,288

2,770

€2,002)

21,308
8,813

(2,002)

22,763
8,972

16.169 20
19.399 {534)

¢S epsscnsneveenssane

183,909 | 58.98¢ 193,309

-

Cust-mth
Custemth
mtherms
mtherms
mtherms
meherms

mtherms

csn “ae

$5.00
$60.00
68.541
40.904
58.001
39.804

26.454

1,696
16

22,469
6,651
26,910
7,209

$40.00 16
.77 23,529
62.302 6,878
60.822 28,219
41.324 7,484

19.39¢ <199

TOTAL CORE COMMERCIAL SALES

111,910

mTtherms

57.795

60.426 67,622

sessssasane

Plug Transport Volumes
TOTAL CORE SALES

3,762
443,376

mtherme
mtherms

56.085

58.851

'$74.31 5 |

260,931 |

C/THERM %

3.4%6
1.288

(2.128)

6.8%
1.8%

=10.0%

3.675
1.867

3.416
1.288
3.675
1.867
0.000

3.416
1.288
3.675
1.867
0.000

3.4%6
1.288

0.490
6.516

(7.055) =26.7%

ssvssssasssswRseRsan

2.844 5.9%

semsssenvirerpsanen

1

. =
Lo R [e X e ]
NR%RR Fd

ahab
NRNN&

O OO 2O f)bitﬁ-‘(h Lo g ]

0.000
0.000
3.233
1.398
20821
1.520

¢7.053)

LI T YT ¥ Y

2.6

Sessssrmrapsscescssse

2.766. 4. 9%

Rates reflect 1992 attrition allowance.
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TABLE 2

SAN DIECO CAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
NONCORE RATES AND REVENUES

Effective Janwary 1, 1992
EFFECTIVE 8/1/91 EFFECTIVE 1/1/92

CUSTOMER CLASS THROUGHPUT UNITS | PRESENT . TOTAL | ADOPTED TOTAL RATE PERCENT
RATES  REVENUES RATES  REVENUES CHANGE CHANGE

C/THERM (3000} C/THERM ¢3000) &/ THERM X
COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
volumetric Charge Winter 25,328 mtherms 18.245 4,652 17.721 4,519 (0.524) =2.9%
Sunmer 42,280 mtherms 12.988 5,528 14,247 6,064 1.259 9.7%
Customer Charges: '
0% 3,000 therms 0 3/Month 9 (v k| 0 20.0%
3,001 to 7,000 therms 0 3/Month &6 0 55 0 20.0%
7,001 to 23,000 therms 108 $/Month .77 9 101 1 20.0%
23,001 to 126,000 therms 455 S/Month 168 7 202 o2 20,0%.
126,001 to 1,000,000 therms 98 3/Month 37 33 405 40 20.0%
Over 1,000,000 therms 0 S/Month ral 0 850 ] 20.0%

ssssssusss |(sesmsnssrasccssnenave [srssvsssvsssrenacann senssmssne

TOTAL éONMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL SALES mthermns 15.254 10,299 15.865 10,726 4.1%

- - eces | sessssasaseversnered [ancvenancranertinsns [ercacasnsssnsaverana

COGENERATION
volumetric Charge Winter 53,751 mtherms 12.928 6,999 12,043 6,520 €0.885) =6.0%
Sunmer 106,699 mtherms 8.468 9,101 9.566 10,287 1.008 13.0%

Customer Chargen:
0 to X,000 thorms 269  /Month 10 3 15 4 - 49.9%

%,001 to 7,000 therms S/Month 55 11 82 17 27 49.9%
7,001 to 23,000 therms $/Month 100 2% 150 37 50 49,9%
23,001 to 126,000 therms $/Month 200 & 300 - o7 100 49.9%
126,001 to 1,000,000 therms 3/Month 400 46 600 ‘49 200 49,.9%
Qver 1,000,000 therms $/Month 850 33 1,274 424 49.9%

ssvesw snne sensvssccne lssscssnnse Prsepecccvssssnsnnae

TOTAL COGENERATION SALES 160,430 mtherms 10.149 16,283 10.642 17,075 0.494
UTILITY ELECTRIC GENERATION .
Demand Charge 12 Cust=mth £1,915 $2,453 29,435 538
volumetric Charges: .

_ lgniter Fuel 2,527 mtherms 30.283 40,439 1,022 10,156 33.5%
Tier I 78,549 mtherms 7.666 6.479 5,090 $1.187) =15.9%

Tier 11 346,040 mtherms 3.781 2,82 9,905 ¢0.919) =26.3%

- ssnmaw sdsnasncensrenssrens|sncssunnnenaunsrayan

427,116 mtherms 10.033 10,442 45,452 0.609

- - sestpasscasesenesane (Aocsssnes

NONCORE TRANSMISSION SALES 655,174 mtherms 10.598 11.181 75,253 0.583

NONCORE PROCUREMENT
Retail Core-subscription 2,880 mtherma 26,454 19.399 559 ¢7.055) *26.TA
Retafl Noncore 158,238 mtherms 22.809 36,348 22,809 36,093 0.000 0.0%
UEG Nomcore 427,116 meherms 22.255 95,055 22,255 95,035 0.000 0.0%

—nw - 3 LY T snswerre cvvsssssssvennsrnsnce |ssnsasnnvennoenessvuan

NONCORE PROCUREMENT SALES 588,254 mtherms 22.469 132,170 22,390 131,706 €0.079) =0.4%

sesasses sececsssnws -me cesnassnsss vanassseseese

TOTAL NONCORE SALES 201,603 206,959 | 5,355 1.7%

.

TOTAL RATE REVENUES 450,271 | 465,800 | 15,819 3.5%
I [

Rates reflect 1992 attrition allowance,
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Norman D. Shumway, Commissionexr, dissenting:

I dissent from the majority’s decision. Although I 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. Thexe is ample
eéﬁdence, 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 none
core to the core.

To that end, I suppoxt a change from the present system
which classifies 50% of A&G expenses as commodity-related,
allocating them on an equal cents per thexm 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 decision. A limited reallocation from 50:50 to 60:40,
which is significantly less than the 84:16 which SoCalGas
proposed, is an appropriate and cautious intexpretation of the
record established in this BCAP. Such a reallocation ig in
keeping with the Commission’s stated policy of continuing to move
toward cost-based pricing.

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 none
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 cent per therm
decxease for the non-core. To a non-core customer who uses
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billions of cubic feet of gas per year in this state, these
savings are significant.

I am 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 sexvices
accurately so that those who incur the costs pay for them. The
majoxity’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 enexgy
available elsewherxe. I believe we cannot needlessly wait to take
the steps necessary to protect our industrial and manufacturing
base.

Morxeovex, the advantage to the non-core of moving from a
50:50 to a 60:40 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 $5 per month to a commercial core customer. For
residential customers, shifting the overhead allocators toward
the core, who require the most overhead to sexrve, would still
have saved 5% from last year’s average monthly bill, considering
that other costs have come down.

Many parxties have argued that the A&G study which SoCalGas
submitted in this BCAP is less comprehensive than that ordered in
D.87-05-046 and therefore provides insufficient support for
reallocation of A&G costs now. I concur with ALJ Barnett that
the recoxd 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 D.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 DRA, who
opposed our acceptance of the SoCalGas study and the 84:16
reallocation proposed, recommended that if we accept 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 maxginal cost (LRMC) proceeding,
I1.86=06~005, which has lanquished 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, moxeover, that some
parties have argued that the LRMC proceeding, and not a utility-
specific BCAP, is the appropriate forum for c¢onsidering and
resolving the issue of ALG cost reallocation. I believe that the
position may have mexit, 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.

NOQRMAN D. SHUMWAY
Commissionex

December 20, 1991 ¢ CERTIFY THAT THIS DECISION
ancisco, taliiornia WAS APPROVED.SY, THE ABOVE
COMMISSIONERS. TODAY
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