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OPINTION

1. Sumsmary
This decision resolves issues raised in Pacific Gas and

Blectric Company's (PG4E) first biennial cost allocation proceeding
(BCAP) for PG&B's natural gas opérations. As a result, PG&E's
total gas revenue requirement for thé two-year BCAP period will
decreasé by $437.0 million, for an ovérall 8.4% reduction. This
$437.0 million decrease is composed of an $448.6 million reduction
in the procurement révenué réquirement and a $11.6 million increase
in the transportation revenue requirement. Thé allocation of costs
results in total core rates decréasing by $433.6 million or 11.7%,
and total noncoré rates decreasing by $3.4 million or 0.2%,

We reject a stipulation proposéd by five partiés due to

its (1) allocation of the $5.2 million overcollection in the
noncore purchased gas account (PGA) to all noncore customérs,
(2) adjustmént in thé throughput forécast for bypass over thé Dow
Chemical Company (Dow) pipeline, and (3) inclusion of Transwestern
Pipeliné Company’s (Transwéstern) contract costs in rates. We
order the $5.2 million overcolléction in thé noncoré PGA returned
with interest to the noncore customers who paid the overcolléction
during the period Nay through July 1991, similar to our treatmént
of the core-eléct PGA réfund in Decision (D.) 91-05-029. Without
prejudice to any futuré consideration of this issue, wé adjust the
throughput forecast to eliminate the forecast of Dow bypass,
consistent with Dow’s agreement not to servé PG&E customers in
D.85-07-029. Pinally, wé éliminate Transwéstérn contract costs
from rates consistént with D.92-07-025. We accept all other
élements of the stipulation. ,

The contested elements in the proceeding are resolved in

the following wayst
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Noncorée PGAt PG&E's proposal for its
shareholdeérs to receive the $5.2 million
overcolléction in the noncore PGA is
réjected.

Transwesternt Transwestern demand charges
will not be recorded in an inteérést-bearing
memorandum account, but may be booked in
PG&E's balancing account consistent with

D.92-07"025 .

piscount Adjustment: A routine
recalculation of the discount adjustmént
wheénever gas base révenue requirement rate
changes are implemented will not be _
performed.

Storage Costst The existing méthodology for
allocating storage costs is rétained. e

Brokérage Fee Balancing Accountt The
$7.3 million undercolléction in theé
brokerage féeé balancing account will be
allocated to all noncore customers,
including coré subscription customers.

Alternativé Fuel Requiremeént and Noncoré
Statust Thé requirement for customeérs to
have an alternate fuél capability to bé
eligible for noncoré status is éliminated,
consistent with D.92-03-091. This =
réquirément also eliminatés the need for the
economic practicality test réequiréd of core
customers requésting a transfer to noncore
status. Theé peénalty for failure to curtail
is increased from $1.00 per therm to $16.00
per therm, and customers who show a pattern,
or reasonable éxpectation, of failing to
curtail will be movéd to the appropriaté
coré rate schedule. Tariff rulés will not
be modified to include either a specific
advance notice requirement or a& 24-hour
gracé period before the penalty appliés.
The size réquirement for noncore status will
be sét at either 100 Mcf per peak day or
20,800 therms pér active month. Existing -
noncore customers who do not meet this new
sizé requirement, but who earlier had
obtained noncore status (e.g., based oén
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alternate fuels), will rémain in thé noncore
class, consistent with D.92-03-091. .-
Implementation of these changes is .
suspended, however, pending furthér
consideration in the limited scope
procéeding in Rulemaking (R.) 86-06-006
ordered in D.92-03-091.

UEG-COgeneration Rate Parity: The utility
electric generation (UEG)-cogeneration rate
parity calculation will include the
California Public Utilities Commission
(cPUC) fee and exclude UEG igniter fuel.

Noncore Peaking Ratet A new noncoré péaking
rate will not be ordered.

Minimum Average Raté Limiter (MARL)t The
MARL will be applied to Schedulés GS and GSL
(master-metered apartment building customers
who submeéter to their tenants). The MARL
will neither be expanded, as proposéd by
PGLE, nor éliminated, as proposed by Westeérn
Mobilehome Association (WMA). Rather, it
will beée deféerred to PG&E’s genéral rateé
case, where consideration of thé electric
MARL is currently pending.

Wholesalé Ratesi The method of distributing
the wholésale class revenueé requirement is
revised. The methodology is not changed for
the calculation of wholesale core
entitlemént to the usé of PG&E’'s storage
facilities.

Finaliy, we authorize new rules for core transportation
rates t6 properly match amortization of the core PGA overcolléction
with rates for customers who switch to (or from) core transport
service. -

2. Background ,

The primary purposes of a gas cost allocation proceeding
aré to estimate the gas revenue requirément for both procurement
and transportation, allocate that revenue requirément to the
various customer classes, and design rates through which the
utility has a reasonable opportunity to collect the revenue
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réequirément. Thé annual cost allocation proceeding (ACAP) has been
réeplaced by the biennial cost allocation proceeding as a result of
D.90-09-089 (37 CPUC 2d 583, 626). PGLE filed this--its first BCaP
application--on November 1, 19%1, reéquesting an overall decrease in
gas rates of approximately $55.8 million (composed of a $2%7.0
million procurement cost decrease and a $241.2 million
transportation cost increase foxr the two-year test period proposed
to begin on August 1, 1992).

Issues wéréeé narrowed and defined as a résult of rulings -
by the assigned administrative law judge (ALJ). A motion was
denied to striké PG&E testimony regarding an increase in the
penalty from $1 to $25 pér therm for a noncore customer who fails
to curtail when réquested. Neéw cost allocation methods proposéed by
PGSE in pre-filed direct testimony wére struck, consistent with
Comnmission direction established in D.91-12-075 (miméo. pp. 33-34)
to defer major issués to thé long-run marginal cost (LRNC) )
proceeding (Investigation (I.) 86-06-005) and stréamline the BCAP.
Transwestérn contract costs were allowed to bé included in the
revenue réquirémént as a "defauvlt® or "placeholder™ cost for this
procéeding. The ALJ noteéd that thé Transwestérn cost used in the
BCAP decision would specifically be subject to refund based on a
reasonablenéss détermination in an appropriaté future énergy cost
adjustment clausé (ECAC) procéeding. Moréover, the allocation of
Transwestern costs in this BCAP would bé supérseded by thé results
of thé capacity brokering procéedings (Rulemaking (R.) 88-08-018,
R.90-02-008). Pinally, it was ruled that storage cost allocation
would remain an issué, while storagée unbundling and new rate design
for storagé would be treated in othér proceedings (i.e.,
1.87-03-036, 1.86-06-005).

D.91-12-049 adopts a stipulation and séttlement in which
Southwést Gas Corporation (Southwest) agrees to filé its first BCAP
coincident with PG&E's current BCAP. This matter was noted at the
prehearing conférence in this application and a schedule adopted
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for séxrving Southwest’s testimony. On Februvary 13, 1992, Southwest
filed a petition for modification of D.91-12-049, asking that theé
Commission vacate the filing requirement for Southwest’s initial
BCAP and formally order Southwest to file its initial BCAP
application at thé same timé as PG&E’S next BCAP (in about two
years). Also, on February 13, Southwest filed a motion to suspend
the serving of its teéstimony, pénding a Commission decision on its
petition for modification. Southwest’s motion was granted.
Evidentiary hearings were held on PG&E's application
beginning March 9, 1992. No objections wéré raised to a motion to
shortén thé noticé requirement for a stipulation conference
(Commission Rules of Practice and Procéduré, Rules 51.1(b) and
51.6(c)) and the motion was granted (Réportér’s Transcript (Tr.)
1t36). Theé conferencé was held March 13, 1992. A stipulation
bétweén five partiés was distributéed on March 19, 1992. No
objections weré raiseéd to a motion to modify the schédulée for
consideration 6f the stipulation (Rule 51.6) and thé motion was
granted (Tr. 1t9, 5t350; 6t534). Theé goals of thé settlemént rules
wére met, évén though thé procedure differed from that outlined in
Rule 51.6. At hearing, partiés’ original téstimony was réceived as
évidénce, as was thé téstimony in supp6rt of the Stipulation.1
Hearings on the stipulation bégan March 24, 1992. Opéning and
réply briéfs wére filed. Motions raiséd after the filing of reéply
briefs weré resolved by ALJ ruling. We affirm the rulings of the
ALJ.

Comménts and réply comménts were received on the ptdpbsed’
décision of the ALJ. Dow filed a motion for leave to file ‘
comments. No objections weré recéived. Dow’'s motion is granted.

1 We réfer to each party's original position by that party’s
name, and that of the stipulating parties’ position as the
stipulating parties.
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Luz Solar Partnérs III through VII (Solar Partners) filled a
petition to intervené, noting that its intérests had been
represénted by Luz Partnership Managemént (Luz) but Luz has
declared bankruptcy. No objéctions weré récéived to Solar
Partners’ petition and it is granted. Southwest filed a motion to
file its comménts one day late. No objections werée réceived.
Southwest’s motion is granted. PG&E filed a motion for leave to
file réply comménts to the comments of Dow. PG&E's motion is
granted.

On October 6, 1992 the assigned commissioner directed
PGS&E to providé the most recent recordéd account balances for
consideration in préparation of thé final décision. PG&E provided
that information, markéd as Exhibit 36. Parties weérée given 6 days
to comment. No party objécted to the réceipt of Exhibit 36, and it
is received into évidence.

The Division of Ratéepayer Advocatés (DRA) filed a motion
for laté réceipt of its comments on Exhibit 36. DRA’s motion is
granted. PG&E filed a motion to accept late-filéd comments and
comments supporting thé comments of DRA on Exhibit 36. PG&E’s
motion is granted.

Wé have carefully réviewed thé ALJ’s proposed decision,
along with thé comments, reply comments, and updatéd information.
We havée ignoréed comments which reargue positions taken in briefs,
consistent with Rulé 77.3. We incorporate changés in this decision
to réfléect thé comments which haveée merit, and the updated data, as
explainéd bélow.

3. Stipulation

FPivée parties entered into a stipulation to résolve
between themsélves many of thé issues in this proceéeding. These
parties are PG&E, DRA, Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN),
Southwest, and WMA (referred to heréin as stipulating partiés).
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The stipulation resolvées most of the. fssues in dispute between’
these fivée parties, as well as seévéral 6ther issués. The
stipulation 18 attachéd for reference as Appendix B.

Attachment A to the stipulation identifies 16 issues in
seven catégories not resolved by the stipulation. The stipulation
éxcludes several issues that were of interest to other parties so
that they could be addressed in the hearing proceéss, according to
' the stipulating parties. Nonethéless, the stipulation resolves
some items contested by other parties. Despite its resolution of
issueés contested by nonstipulating parties, thée stipulation
provides thatt - 7 ; :

*Unléss the Comnission accepts this Stipulation

and the récommeéndations it contains in their

entirety, without changé or ¢ondition, the

Parties agrée that thé Stipulation shall be

null and void.® (Stipulation, p. 12.)
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We do not approve stipulations ox séttlements, whether
contested or uncontésted, unless the stipulation or settlement is
reasonablé in light of the whole record, consistéent with law, and
in the public interést. (Rule 51.1(é).) We have acknowleédgéd in
priox decisions thé strong California public policy favoring
settlement and the propriety of settlément in utility matters.
(D.88-12-083, 30 CPUC 24 189, 221-223; D.91-05-029, mimeo. p. 42.)
1f the public policy goal is truly to encouragé settlements or
stipulations, then we must resist the témptation t6 alter the
results of a good faith negotiation procéss unless the public will
be harmed by the agreement. Otherwisé, partiés will legitimately
grow wary of our settlemént process. Substituting our judgment for
that of the partiés is only appropriate if thé public inteéereést is
in jeopardy. (D.91-05-029; mimeo. p. 42.)

Despite public policy favoring settlements, the burden of
proof doés not shift from the partiés to the Commission. That is,
the burden rémains with thé partiés advancing a stipulation or
settlement to show that it is reasonable, consistent with law, and
in thé public intérest. The burdén is not on the Commission to
accépt a stipulation or settlément unless the Commission finds it
fails one or more of our standards.

Nonstipulating partiés contest four eléments of the
stipulationt (1) allocation of storage costs, (2) allocation of
the $7.3 million undercollection in thée brokerage fee balancing
account, (3) allocation of the $5.2 million overcollection in the
noncore PGA, and (4) inclusion of Transwestern demand charges in
rates. While we find the stipulation reasénablé on nearly every
elemént, wé aré not able to accept the stipulation’s tréatmént of
the allocation of the $5.2 million overcollection in the noncore
PGA, nor the inclusion of Transwestérn demand costs. Moreover,
evén though not disputed by nonstipulating parties, we do not
accept the stipulation’s throughput forecast including Dow pipeline
bypass.
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The stipulation’s treatment of Dow bypass and.
Transwestern conflict with D.85-07-029 and D.92-07-025,
respectively. Thé stipulation’s allocation of the noncore PGA
overcollection is unfair to those who purchased the gas anrd differs
from our tréatment of a similar overcollection in the core-élect:
PGA in D.91-05-029. The stipulation is theréfore incompatiblé with
the public interest. We discuss these threé items in more detail -
bélow. 4 :
We are also troubled by the stipulation's treatment of
some contested issues (e.g., storagéej; brokérage fee balancing
account) while claiming to leave the contésted issues to theé
hearing. Due to this confusion, thé California Industrial Group,
California Manufacturérs Association, and the California Léague of
Food Processors (colléctively "CIG") suggést in their opéning brief
that the stipulation and CIG’s proposed storagé cost allocation may
be simultaneously adopted, 6r the stipulation may bé adopted with
modification. DRA’S8 reéeply brief makes cléar that the stipulatlng
parties contemplate no such options.

Parties may stipulate té anything they wish, whethér a
mattéer in disputé bétwéen thémselves or not. The stipulating .
partiés demonstratéd fair play by essentially not stipulating to
most issues in conténtion by othér parties. Nonethéeless, théy did
stipulatée to at least oné issue not in conténtion betweén
themseélves, but in conténtion by othér partiés. This might have
been to leverage the outcome, if on balanceé the Commission was not
éntirély pleased with thé stipulation’s resolution 6f this issue
but did not wish to réject thé entire stipulation. As it turas
out, our analysis of thé storage and brokerage fee balancing
account issues leads us to adopt the same result as contained in
the stipulation. Nevertheless, we are troubled by a stipulation
alleging it leaves disputed issués to hearing when it does not. We
encourage future stipulating parties to immediately make ¢lear




A.91-11-001 « ALJ/BWM/vdl *

whether or not they are stipulating to matters not in contention
améng themselves but which aré in contention by other partiés. -
The stipulating parties differ on what the ¢ommission can
do with the remainder of the stipulation. At hearing there seémed
‘to be some interest in the Commission considering as much of the
renaiander of the stipulation as possible. (Tr. $1575-80.) In
their briefs, however, stipulating partiés make clear that they.
recorménd the stipulation be treated in its éntirety. For éxample,

DRA statest -

"as stated in the Stipulation, it was négotiated

as a whole package and agreed to as a whole

packagé. Each party gave up certain advantagés -

to gain other advantages. Alteration of any

part of the séttlemént upsets the balance

struck during the negotiations. Were the

commission to pick and choosé among parts 6f

the stipulation, adopting somé¢ and rejecting

othérs, ...it would void the stipulation

leaving no agréement among thé parties as to

the resolution of the issues in this case.

(Stipulation at 12.)" (Opening brief of DRA,

p. 4.) .
‘ Béeing unablé to adopt three items of the stipﬁlation, we
are left no choice but to réject the entire stipulation.

DRA cautions thé Comnissiont

"In considéring the stipulation, theé Comnission

should kéep in mind that thé record in this

procééding was shaped by the stipulation. In

keéping with the purpose of seéttling theé igsués

in the case, the stipulating parties agreed not

to cross examine each othex’s witnessés on

{ssues resolved by stipulation. (Stipulation

at 11.) This méans that the positions. taken in -

testimony by stipuldting partiés on issues

subsequently résolvéd by stipulation have not

béén tested by cross examination.® (DRA

opening brief, p. 3.)

Rule 51.7 provides that upon rejéction of a stipulation
we may take various steps. Those steps include holding hearings,
letting parties renegotiate, or proposing alternative terms for the
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parties’ consideration. Wé may alsé maké a decision based 6n ths
recoxrd. Whilé wé understand thé stipulating parties elected not to-
cross-exaniné éach other, all the original téstimony was received
into evideéencé. We beliévé the record is substantial and ripe for
decision. As explained below, 6ur independent asséssment of the
many items résolved in the stipulation leads us to adopt the
stipulation’s results on all items except thé three iteéms
identified above.

Having réjecteéed the stipulation, wé now turn to address
each of the eleménts in this proéceeding.

4. Economic Activity, 0il Prices,
Alternate Fuél Prices

Economic activity and oil pricé forécasts aré used in
forécasting throughput. O0il prices are also used to forécast the
price of altérnaté fuels, which in tura are used to forécast the
amount of discounting nécéssary to rétain noncore transportation
customers. ' '

PG&E and DRA aré thé only partiés that took a position on
economic forécasting. DRA accépted PG&E's forécast. We adopt
PG&E's forecast.

PG&E’s pétroléum product pricé foréecasts for crude oil
and altérnate fuels are reasonable, according to DRA. No.otheér
party disputed thésée forecasts. We adopt PGkE's forécasts. (See
Appéndix C.) :

5. Gas Throughput

Gas throughput is defined as gas démand minus gas -
curtailménts. Curtailment of gas sérvicé occurs when démand cannot
be fully served dué to supply or capacity limitations. Thé gas
throughput forecasts aré an esséntial part of the BCAP, for both
cost allocation and rate design.
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5.1 Coxe
5.1.1 Residential and Commercial

PGB forecast residential throughput to be 207.3 and
209.1 MNAth for the first and second years of the BCAP test period,
respectively, and commercial throughput to be 91.3 and 93.5 MNdth
for the first and second years, respéctively. DRA forecast
residential throughput to be 209.7 and 221.2 MNdth for the first
and second year of the BCAP test period, respectively, and
commercial throughput to be 99.4 and 104.7 MMdth for the first and
second years, respectively.  DRA’s forecasts exceed thosé of PG&E
in large part due to DRA’s forecast of a lower gas pricé. As we
discuss below, we adopt a gas price approximately halfway betweéen
PG&E’s and DRA’s original eéstimates. We therefore adopt throughput
estimates which refléct our adoptéd gas pricé. We adopt a-
résidential throughput forecast of 208.5 and 215.2 MMdth for the
first and second years, réspectively. We adopt a conmércial
throughput estimate of 95.3 and 99.1 MMdth for the two years,
respectively. (See Appendix D.)
5.1.2 Core Interdepartmental, PGEE UEG

Iqniter FPuel, and Natural Gas Vehicles {NGV)

Coré interdepartmental, PG&E UEG igniter fuel and NGV
throughput comprise approximately 0.5% of total core throughput, a
relatively small sharé. DRA specifically adopts PG&E’s estimate of
NGV throughput, and doés not itemizeé & differénce 6n core
interdepartmental and PGSE UEG igniter fuel. We find PG&E’s
estimates réasonable. We adopt 0.2 MMdth for each year of the test
period for core interdepartmental throughput, 1.3 MMdth and
1.4 MMdth for PG&B UEG igniter fuel, and 0.1 and 0.2 MMdth for NGV,
for the two years. (See Appendix D.}
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5.2 Noncore °
5.2.1 Industrial ,

PG&E forecasts industrial ¢as demand as a functién of
industrial economic growth, natural gas prices, and altérnate fuél
prices. PG&E's ability to negotiatée individual contracts with
industrial customers leads PG&ER to foreécast minimal amounts of fueél
switching from gas to 0il. Given ninimal price-induced variations
in demand, PG&B forecasts growth in industrial gas déemand at
approximately the samé rate as the growth in the économy, measured
by industrial production growth.

DRA devélops an econometric model to forecast industrial
gas demand, including gas and oil prices as variablées. DRA also
adjusts its forecast for an error made by PGSE in calculating the
cogeneration backout estimaté. PGSR agrees with DRA’s adjustaent,

While both PGB and DRA forecast reduced industrial
demand in both BCAP periods compared to 1990 recorded leévels, DRA's
forecast exceéds PG&R‘s by 2.8% in the first BCAP year and 7.0% in.
the second BCAP yéar. Thesé forecasts éxclude cogéneration and
industrial bypass volumés which are addressed separately.

TURN supports DRA’s forécast. TURN suggests that if -
PGKE's forecast is used it should be increased by 4.8 MMdth per
year to refléect the poténtial for somé customer loads to return to
gas ‘usé after having préviously switched to various alternaté
fuels. .

Our adoptéd gas price forecast reduces thé différence
betwéen PG&E's and DRA's industrial throughput forecast. We adopt
PGLE's estimate of industrial throughput modified to refléct the
recalculation of the cogeneration backout. We also adjust the
industrial throughput to include 4.8 MMdth as recommended by TURN. .
This reasonably includes customer loads switching back to natural .
gas without overestimating the impact by assuming more price-
induced conversion than likely given the already large
proportionate use of gas.
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5.2.2 SCR Cool Water

PG&E originally estimatéd Southern California Edison
Company’s (SCE) gas deémand for its Cool wWater plant based on a
forecast developed by SCE in the Southern California Gas Company
(SoCal) BCAP proceeding (Application (A.) 91-03-034). DRA notes
that SCE provided DRA fivé gas supply alternatives for the Coodl
Water plant. These alternatives demonstraté that bypassing PG&E’s
system may be attractive. In rebuttal téstimony, PGLE eliminated
its estimated sales to SCB's Cool Water plant, assuming total
bypass of PG&E's system.

Total bypass is not certain. We adopt a throughput
forecast of 2 MMdth for each year to thé Cool Water facility. This
fncorporateés a conservativé approach by assuming that some
incremental throughput to Cool Watér from PGER will occur.

5:2.3 Cogéneration

DRA accepts PG&E’'s forecasting méthodology for
cogeneration as reasonablé. The primary différence in résults:
between DRA and PG&E cogénération forécasts is PG&R’s inadvertent
exclusion of gas demand for one cégéneration project during the
mnonths of January, February, and March of 1992 and 1993. We adopt
PG&E’s forécast of cogenération throughput adjustéd for this
project as reéecomnméndéd by DRA.

5.2.4 Enhanced 0il Récovery (EOR), Industrial
Interdepartmental, and Steam Heat

DRA accepts PG&E’s EOR forecast and forécasting
methodology, and no dispute surfaces régarding the rélatively small
forecast for industrial interdepartmental and stéam héat. No otheér
party devéloped a throughput forecast for thése customers. We
adopt PG&E's éstimate for these customers.

5.2.5 UEG

PG&E's electric departmént is one of its gas department’s
largest single customers, accounting for approximately 25% of total
gas throughput. Both DRA and PG&E utilized & préduction cost model
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t6 forécast UEG throughput. PGSE uséd the input assumptions it
filed in its 1991 ECAC proceeding (A.91-04-003), which were the -
latest available when it filed this BCAP. DRA used réesource
assumptions adopted in D.91-11-056 (A.91-04-003). Both the PG&E
and DRA forecasts assume 14.6 MNdth per year bypass by PG&E's
electric départment of PGEE‘s gas départment.

TURN testifies that this bypass is both uncertain and
poor policy. TURN identifies the facility involved as the
Shell/Steelhead systemn. TURN arques that thé entire project is
speculative. Finally, TURN contends that unléss this project can
be shown to réprésent economic bypass (in which case PGSE should
probably consider buying the pipeliné itself), the prospect of PG&E
bypassing its own system {s extremély troubling.

. TURN recomménds that we réject thé proposed bypass and -
add 14.6 MMdth back into the forecast of PGSE’s UEG demand. TURN
also récommends that PGGE be directéd to filé a separaté
application with the full details of the transaction before it
enters into any self-bypass ventureés.

The stipulation recomnénds no UEG bypass in the
throughput éstimite. It also contains ceéertain rateéemaking
provisions. : '
~ We adopt DRA’s UEG denmand éstimate, sincé it is based on
resoucé assumptions adoptéd in D.91-11-056, but wé maké an :
adjustment to rejéct UEG bypass. Appendix D shows our adoptéd UEG
forecast, including monthly volumes pér D.92-05-022. UEG bypass is
not now occurring. It is reasonablé to adopt a UEG foérécast that
reflécts thé current status. Moreover, we do not wish to préjudge
whether this bypass should or should not occur. - We noté that
reasonabléness determinations are made in ECAC proceedings:. Since
PG&E raised this issué in this BCAP--and in its original téstimony
requested that the Commission récognize 4 not insignificant amount .
of incremental UEG bypass--we spécifically direct PGSE to justify
its decision(s) to either bypass or not bypass somé portion of its
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UEG load in the futuré ECACs which cover the record periods from
Auguét 1,7 1992 through July 30, 1994. We address other elements of
UEG bypass bélow.

5.2.6 Wholesale

Both PG4E and DRA forecast wholésalé throughput to be
15.6 and 16.3 MMdth for the two years of thé test period.
Southwéest testified that the PG&B and DRA forecasts should be
réduced becausé 6f the bankruptcy of Luz International Limited.
Southwest also téstified that PG&E's wholésale éstimate may be
overstated because of poténtial Southwest bypass of PG4E, with
Southwést obtaining someé serviceé from SoCal.

We adopt thé PG&B forecast of wholésale throughput
adjusted to refléct the effects of the Luz bankruptcy. We do not
forecast any reduced sales to Southwest. We address Southwest
bypass furthér bélow.

5:2.7 Dow Pipeline

PGSR réduces its forecast of industrial and cogeneration
throughput by 8.9 MMdth pér year to reflect PG&E customérs sérved
by thé Dow pipelineé. DRA acceéepts PG&E’s forécast of this bypass.

TURN récomménds that PG&E’s industrial and cogéneration
demand forécasts bé increased by 5.2 MMdth and 3.7 MMdth,
respectively, to remove the éffect 6f thé assumed Dow bypass. TURN
further recommends a Commission investigation to ascertain whether
sérvice is being providéd without proper Commission authorization.
In support, TURN cités D.85-07-029. In that matter, PG&E filed a
complaint in 1985 seéking an order that Dow and its subsidiary,
Great Western Pipeline Company, Inc. (Great Western), céase and
desist from serving other end-use customérs over its pipeélineé
system without first obtaining a certificate of public convenience
and necessity (CPCN) authorizing such sérvice. That litigation
ultimately résulted in a settlement, approved in D.85-07-029, in
which Great Western agreéed to términate its sidles to other PG&E
customers and pay PG&E $1 million (to be credited to ratepayers to
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offset a portion of PGLE's lost margin contribution resulting from
the bypass). Dow and its affiliate also agreed that before they

. - engage in any future retail sales activity they would either o6btain
" a CPCN or an order stating that the proposéd actions are not
subject to Commission jurisdiction.

TURN testifies that it is not aware of any attémpt by Dow
to obtain a CPCN, nor a declaration of nonjurisdiction. TURN
statés it does not undérstand why PG&E has not taken action, as it
did in 1985, to prevent this bypass, unléess PGKE itsélf is
attenpting to work out a servicé agreement with Dow for direct
bypass to one of its own power plants. TURN asserts adoption of
PG&E’s proposéd adjustment would effectively shift the entiré risk
of révenue 1oss to ratepayers, leaving PG&E--the party in the best
position to take action--with no diréct financial responsibility
for the revenue loss that it has apparéntly tolerated. \

In rebuttal, PG&E argués TURN présénts no evidenceée that
the bypass is not occurring, will not continue, or that PG&E is
capablé of préventing the bypass. PG&E also contends that it is
inappropriaté to adjust thé throughput since thé BCAP is a forecast
proceeding.
Stipulating parties récomménd a throughput forecast which
reflects existing conditions, théreby reducing throughput to
refléct Dow bypass. PG&E agrees to file a Commission complaint
against Dow as a term of the stipulation, aleng with agreeing to
certain ratémaking provisions. -

Forecasting Dow bypass is inconsistent with D.85-07-029,
We add 5.2 MMdth and 3.7 MMdth back into PG&E’s industrial and
cogéneration demand forecasts, réspectively, to rémove the effect
of the assumed Dow bypass. We correct an érror in the proposed
decision so that sales are added back in the reverse of PG&E’s
exclusion. This correction also treats thése as prédominantly
transport rather than procurément sales.

PG&E comments$ that including theése sales gives PG&E the
wrong incentive and penalizes PG4E eévén though its actions are
prudént. As we direct below, PGS(E will file a report in its neéxt
ECAC justifying whatever action PG&E takes or does not take with

- 17 -
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regard to the Dow bypass. If the treatment we adopt here résults
in a penalty that PG&E successfully argues in the ECAC is

incorrect, we will réverse any improper penalty.
Dow conténds that its actions do not violate the settle-

rent which underlies D.85-07-029, while inclusion of these sales as
PGSE's will prejudge issues which may everntually come before the
commission. We disagree. The evidénce in this récord supports
rejection of the reduction in throughput for Dow bypass. At the
same time, however, we specifically state that by this treatment we
are not préjudging the outcomé in any futuré ECAC review (see
below), a complaint that may be filed by PGLE (see below), or
anything else that may come béforée us on this issue. This
treatment is consistént with the prior Commission decision, it
properly allocates the risk, and it provides PG&E with an incentive
to resolve this matter. We address otheér aspects of the
stipulation’s treéatment of Dow bypass bélow.

PG&E forecasts gas departmeént use plus lost and

unaccounted for gas in the category of shrinkage. No party
challénged PG&E's estimates. We adopt PGSE'S estimates.
5.4 Cold Year Throughput and Curtailments

cold year throughput may differ from average year
throughput for two reasonst (1) cold year conditions or
(2) different curtailments. We adopt cold year deémand forécasts
that are consistént with the average yéar demand forecasts
deternined above.

PGSE éstimates 11.1 NMdth of curtailments for the first
year of the BCAP test period. Neither DRA nor TURN proposes an
alternative estimate. TURN points out, howéver, that curtailments
are carried out on an économic basis. According to TURN, thé.
customer paying the lowest percent of the default rate is curtailéd
first, not the customer paying the lowest total raté. Because Cool
Water pays a lower percéntage of the default raté than UEG, TURN
reconmends that at least 1.2 MNdth per year of service to Cool
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Water at a discounted rate be curtailed prior to PG&E's own UEG.
This impacts rates in this BCAP becausé the other PGLE custopers
are allocated the dollars UEG would have paid if it were not

curtailed. ‘
We adopt PG&E's estimaté. This curtailment is allécated’

to UEG, with a small portion to EOR. This is reasonablée in light
of the fact that a relatively small throughput is estimated to Cool
Water, only a small component of which would occur in the winter
months when curtailments typically ¢ccur.

6. Ratemaking Provisions for Bypass

PGLE forecasts significant amounts of increnental bypass
(over 98 MMdth per year), including bypass associated with Cool
Water, Dow pipeline, and UEG. Throughput forecasts adopted in this
decision include bypass by Cool Water (except for 2 MMdth per ‘
year), and reject bypass éstimates for Dow pipeline, UEG, and
Southwést. The proposed stipulation creates special ratemaking
provisions for dealing with Dow, UEG, and Southwest bypass.

6.1 Dow Pipeline
The stipulation contains a throughput estimate which

assumes Dow bypass, with concurrent revenues losses. The
stipulation providées that the additional revenues recéived by PG&E
if thé Dow bypass completely céases to occur will be tracked and
réturneéd to all customers based on cold year throughput. wé adopt
a throughput forécast which réjects the estimatés of Dow bypass,
and therefore no special tracking or ratemaking treatmént néed be N

made.

Thée stipulation also provides that PG&E will file a
conplaint at the Commission against Dow, alleginrg that Dow's
actions constitute a business affected with the public interest and
inpresseéd with a public use. By rejection of thé stipulation, PGE
is relieved of this obligation. We will not direct PG&E to flle a
conplaint, but we strongly encouragé PGLE to pursue appropriate- 7
relief on behalf of its ratepayers., We will direct PG&E to file a
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report in its next ECAC proceeding justifying whatever action PGLE
takes or doeés not takée with regard to thé Dow bypass.
6.2 UEG

The proposed stipulation providées that PGLE will file an
application requesting Commission authorization before beginning
any UEG bypass. Further, the proposed stipulation provides that if
the Comnission authorizes UEG bypass, the UEG ‘monthly total deémand
chargés will bé réduced, with the undercollection récordeéd in a
balancing account to beé recovered in PG&E's néxt BCAP from all
ratepayers based on cold year throughput. By our rejection of the
stipulation, neither PG&E nor the Comnission is bound by these
provisions. ‘

while PGSE is relieved of its obligation to file an
application beforé its électric department bypasses its gas system,
nothing in our rejection of the stipulation prohibits PG&E from
filing if it wishes to do so. In fact, PGsE filed A.92-07-049 on
July 28, 1992, which proposes the establishment of an expéditéd
approval process for discounted long-térm competitive gas
contracts, including those to UEG. That proceéeding will address
whatever balancing account and ratemaking provisions may be
necessary. Similarly, PGLE may file another application to address
any othér teérms or conditions of UEG bypass outsidé the scopeé of
A.92-07-049, to the extent necessary. But, just as with Dow
bypass, no special balancing account or ratemaking treéatment need
be made heré, since our throughput forécast rejects bypass.

Weé understand thé stipulating parties’ argument that UEG
bypass involves policy issués better consideréd on a prospeéctive
rather than retrospectivé basis. As TURN points out, PGLE is
effectively foreclosed from bypassing its gas department unléss it
obtains a reduction in UEG demand charges. Thus, wé are reasonably
confident that PG&R will séek Commission review before engaging in
bypass of its gas départment, such as in A.92-07-049 or a similar
application, Moreovér, we have directed PG&E to file a report in
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its next ECAC application justifying its decision to either proceed
or not proceed with UEG bypass. ;
6.3 Southwest

Southwest currently réceives the majority of its
requirements from PG&E, with thé remaining volumés delivered by
SoCal under an intérutility éxchange agreement bétween PG&E and
SoCal. Southwest’s current service agreement with PGEE términates
in April 1993. Southwest testifiés that it is exploring the
possibility of discontinuing its historical full requirements
service relationship with PG&B and alternatively subscribing for
service from both utilities diréctly. To facilite Southwest's
options, Southwest recommends that PGEE’s demand charge under
schédule G-WRT be eliminatéd and the revenueés recovered through a -
volumetric rate,

PGLE opposes Southwest'’s recommendations. PG&4E argués
that SoCal has not givén PGSE notice of teérmination as required by
its interutility agreement with PGSE. Furtheér, PG&E asserts that -
the demand charge is justified since PG&E must include Southweést
coré volume in its system planning requiréments.

Thée stipulation providés that Southwest will not bypass
PG&E servicé during the BCAP period unless it first files an
application with the Commission seéking authorization to do so. It
further provides that if the Commnission authorizes Southwést’s
bypass, then PG&E’S démand chargés to Southwest will be
appropriately reduced, with thé undercolleéction recorded in a
balancing account to be recoveréed from all customers baséd on cold
year throughput in PG&B’s néxt BCAP.

Our rejecting thé stipulation means that Southwest is not
bound by the provision to file an application beforé bypassing
PG&E'S service. Nothing in our rejection of this stipulation,
however, prévénts Southwest from filing for such relief. This
reliéf would procedurally need to be sought by complaint since
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customers are not ¢ligible to filé applications (and Southwest is a
customer of PG&(E in this situation).

Moreover, we are convinced by PGSE not to redesign
schédulé G-WRT to an all-volumetric rate (at least pending reéview
in a complaint Southwest may filé). This effectivély forecloses
Southwest from discontinuing PG&E serviceé during the test périod
unléss Southwest files a complaint which would produce that result
and the complainant’s requested reliéf is granted. Furthér, if
Southwest elects to file a complaint, it may in that filing include
the 46thér ratémaking provisions contained in the stipulation (or
PG&4E may raise these provisions in its résponse to thée complaint).
This will allow us to considér on a prospective basis thé meérits of
Southwest bypass and its impacts on PG&E, SoCal, and Southwest.
Sincé wé assume n6é Southwest bypass in this BCAP, we neéd not make
othér ratemaking provisions.

: Southwest comménts that this treéeatment harms Southwést
ratépayers by establishing régulatory and procedural barriers to
Southwest'’s taking advantagé of competition betweén PG&E, SoCal,
and othérs. To the contrary, our treatment paralléls that in the
stipulation. Southwest’s réading of the stipulation différs from
ours if Southwest beliéves the stipulation would have allowed
reduced demand charges and bypass whilé an application is pénding.
Southwest, however, may seék whatever relief is appropriate in a
complaint.

7. WACOG and Procuremént Rates

7.1 WACOG

Thé natural gas purchased by PG&B is aggreéegatéd into a
single portfolio. An estimate of the portfolio’s weighted average
cost of gas (WACOG) is an important element of the BCAP, being used
to develop the commodity component 6f core ratées and thé total
procuremént revenué requirement. It is also used to estimate the
amount of necessary discounting to noncore customérs. The WACOG
does not include franchise fees and uncollectible accounts expense,
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brokerage feé¢es, procurement balancing account amounts, or

Shrinka ga .
The table below summarizes the recommendations 6f the

parties waking a WACOG forecast,
Line WACOG

No. party APl BCAP 2
: ($/dth)

PG&E Diréct Testimony
DRA

"~ TURN
PG&E Rebuttal Testimony
Stipulation

BCAP]1 = August 1, 1992 - July 31, 1993
BCAP2 = August 1, 1993 - July 31, 1994 _

Thé differences in thé recommended WACOG are significant.
The estimated procuremént révenué¢ réquirement over the two-yéar
BCAP period is approximately $300 million (168%) leéss using DRA’s
WACOG compared to PG&E’s original WACOG.

In developing its WACOG, each party makes assumptions
concerning the price of natural gas from Canada, the U.S. i
Southwest, and California. PG&E's pricée forecast is based on theé
assumption that the U.S. Southwest tends to bé thé price léader for
Canadian and California suppliers. In contrast, DRA assumes
greatér compétition bétween régions. DRA éstimatés lowver spot
prices from both Canada and the U.S. Southwest than doé¢s PG&B. 1In
addition, DRA does not attach any reliability premiums to its pricé
forecast of long-term supplieés. '

TURN récomménds that wé continueée to usé the 'rates in
effect® approach that was adopted with minor modification in PG&E’s
1990 ACAP deécision (D.90-04-021, 36 CPUC 2d 148, 201). TURN notes
that last year’s ACAP was séttled, so no specific methodology was
approved by the Commission in that proceeding.
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In rebuttal testimony, PG&E recommends using a rates in
effect approach for Canadian gas pricés because of the
uncertainties related to the outcome of the ongoing efforts to
restructure PG&B's Canadian gas arrangéments. PG&E revisés its
forecasted WACOG accordingly. The stipulating partié¢s recommend a
WACOG of $1.82%5 pér decatherm, without necessarily agreeing on thé
underlying components of the forecast.

Our rejeéction of the stipulation requires that wé make a
decision based on thé coéompeting teéstimony. After coéonsidéring all
the factors, we adopt an estimated WACOG of $1.825 per decatherm
for the two-year BCAP périod. This WACOG is not a forecast but
continues the rates in é¢ffect approach from D.90-04-021 (32 CcPUC 2d
148, 201). We embed in this WACOG no judgments on the success of
our restructuring efforts with Canada. Weé are hopeful,
nonétheléss, of improvements in the gas market which will maké the
$1.825 per decatherm a conservativée estimate. To the extent we areé
succéssful, ratepayérs will beénefit in the néxt BCAP by a c¢oré PGA
oveércollection.

7.2 Procurement Rates

PG&E provides procurément service under two separate
ratés, Coré customérs réceivé procurément service as part of the
bundléd natural gas rate. Noncore procurénent customérs purchase
gas from PG&E under PGLE’s core subscription ratée. Only the core
procuremént rate is actually éstablished {n the BCAP. Theé core
subscription rate is calculated monthly, based on theé actual WACOG
lagged oné month.

Procuremént rates aré determinéd by calculating thé cost
of gas, allocating the PGA balancing account balanceées, allocating
the brokerage fée revenué requirémént, and calculating thé
franchise fee and uncolleéctible revenue réquirement. In addition,
we include shrinkagé costs, consistent with our decision below to
include future shrinkage costs for PG&E's procurement customers
(those incurred aftér thé implementation of rates from this
proceeding) as a cost of gas in the PGA. This approach is
consistent with the methods adopted in previous cost allécation
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proceédings, with the addition of shrinkageé costs. Appendix E -
shows the resulting procurément rates.
8. Revenue Requirement

The total revenué reéequirement is the amount for which
PG&E réquésts récovery from customérs during the two-yeéar BCAP
period. The total révenué requiremént is composed of thé
procurement revénue requirement and thé transportatién revenue
requirement. The procuremént revenue requirement includes
components related to gas costs in the gas supply portfolio, thé
brokerage fee révenue requiréement, procurement balancing account
balances, franchise fees and uncolléctible accounts éxpense, and,
as discussed below, futuré shrinkage costs. Thé transportation
révenue requiremént includes forecast expénses and balancing
account balancés for transportation, including Transwestérn
pipeline démand charges should they bé allowed. Aftér'conéidéring
all thée evidence, we adopt thé methods for déveloping thé revéenue
réquirement outlined in PG4B’s prépared téstimony eéxcépt as
expressly noted heréin. The adopted révenué requiremént is shown
in Appendix P.

8.1 HNoncore Shrinkage Tracking Account
8.1.1 Current NRoncore Shrinkagé Tracking Account Balance

PG&E récomménds that the shrinkage subaccount of the core
fixed cost account bé combined into the core subaccount of thé PGA,
and that thé coré subscription shrinkage tracking account be
combined into thé coré subscription subaccount of thé PGA. DRA
does not opposé PG&E’'s proposed treatment of the shrinkage
subaccounts.

TURN, however, objects to PG&E‘s proposal to récover the
$7.0 million balance in the shrinkage tracking account from its
core subscription customers. TURN arques PG&E’'s proposal is
directly contrary to Résolution No. G-23%48 (May 22, 1991). That
resolution rejected PG&E‘’s proposal to transfer shrinkagé costs
from transportation rates to procurement rates. Rather, it was
determined that shrinkage tracking account costs should nét receive
balancing account treatment. PG&B's recommendation in this BCAP
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functions 1liké a balancing Account for raté recovery purposes, TURN
asserts. TURN argues that PG&E‘'s proposal to transfer its
shrinkagé accounts to the PGA on a prospective basis must be
réjeécted for the same reasons it was rejected in Resolution
No. G-2948.

The stipulating parties recommend we treéat the
$7.0 million balancé in the shrinkage tracking account as though
the éntries had been recorded in thée noncore fixed cost account,
Even though wé reject the stipulation, we adopt this solutioa on
its own merits. Prior to the Augqust 1, 1991, restructuring,
shrinkage costs werée includéd in thé noncore fixéd cost account.
Tréating the noncore shrinkage tracking account balancé as though
it had béen recordéd in thé noncore fixed cost account is
consistent with thé approach last adopted by the Comnlssion and we
aré not persuaded a change is justified.

8.1.2 Puture Shrinkagé Costs

Coreé subscription customers areée noncore customers who buy
gas from PG&E. PG&B récommends that futureé core subscription
shrinkage tracking account balances be amortized in core
subscription ratés rather than through thé noncore shrinkage
tracking account and noncoré ratés. TURN argués this
recommendation is inconsistent with Resolution No. G-2948. TURN
asserts PG&E should be at risk for variations bétweeén shrinkage
costs and shrinkage revenues, at léast with respect to thée noncoré
market. TURN claims such risk providés the incentivé for the
utility to6 minimize shrinkagé volumes. Stipulating parties
recommend future shrinkage costs bé recorded in the PGA, with PG&E
at risk for some of thé noncore portion.

We réject the stipulation in total, but we adopt its
recomnendation regarding future shrinkage costs on its own merits.
We direct that futuré core subscription shrinkage costs for PG&E’s
procurement customérs (those incurréed aftér the implementation of
rates for this proceeding) bée récorded as a cost of gas in the PGA.
This treatment is reasonable because core subscription shrinkage
costs are costs of gas bought for those noncore customers who
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purchase gas from PGSR, Custoners who procuré their own gas
already pay their shrinkage costs by providing shrinkage in klnd;
and thus should not be forxced to bear a portion 6f thé core
subscription shrinkage tracking account balance as well,

Further, wé direct that PG4E bé at risk for the noncore’
portion of the variation between the recorded shrinkagée costs and
récorded shrinkage revenués to the samé éxtent it is at risk for
the variation in revenués in thé noncoré fixed cost account.2
Partial balancing account treatment for futuré shrinkage costs
prevents the utility from bearing the full impact of fluctuations
in thé noncore shrinkage tracking account. At thé same time,
however, allowing only partial protéction gives PG&B an incentive
to minimizé shrinkage costs.

8.2 Continued Balancing Account Treatment
for thé Brokerage Fee Balancing Account

PG&E proposes that balancing account treéeatment continue
for thé brokerage fee balancing account. PG&E argues that it
should not be at risk for the brokeragé cost révenue requirément -
because such risk providés it with an incentive to sell gas té
noncoré customers. PG&E assérts balancing account treatment should
continue bécause of the éngoing changes in customer options for
noncére procurément, the resulting noncore sales forecast o
uncértainty and the poteéntial for further regulatory changes during
the tést period.

DRA testifies that the conditions which led to the
authorization of balancing account treatment in PGEE‘s 1991 ACAé’f
(D.91-05-029) no longer exist. At the time of the last ACAP, bﬁnj
conténds thé most important issue was detérmining the brokérage fee
revénue réquirément. D.$1-11-050 has now determined, and adopted,
an anount for the brokerage fee révéenue requirement. DRA QuOtes_'
D.89-09-094 wherein we state our intention is "to put PG&E at risk

2 Curreéntly, PG&E is at risk for 25% of this variation as of
May 15, 1992, (See D.91-05-029, mimeo. p. 41.)
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for recovery of brokeragé revénues." (32 CPUC 2d 500, 507.)
Furthér, we state that "the inmplementation of the brokerage fée
should make PG&E, not noncore ratepayers, liable for brokeérage feé
revenués and should promote a competitive market.® (32 CPUC

2d 500, 507.) DRA testifies that the intentions stated in
D.89-09-094 should now bé¢ permanently impleménted.

In rebuttal PG4E argues that the Commission has limited
the role of utilities in noncore ¢ustomer procurément sincé the
1989 decision establishing utility risk for brokérage fées. PGSE
testifiés that its UEG load is about two-thirds of thée forecast
core-subscription volume. Thus, PG&E claims UEG is forecast to pay
two-thirds of the annual brokéragé fee réevénué. PGLE testifies
that if it is put at risk for brokérage fees, a biased inceéntive is
created for PG&E power plant gas procurémént, foréclosing -any UEG
bypass. PG&E asks that we not creéate confllicting incentives for
the électric départment as it examines its gas supply options.
Moreover, if put at risk for brokéragée feés, PG&E will seék to sell
gas to noncore custoners in order to fully recovér PG&E’s costs and
contribute to shareholder earnings. _

We shall contimue the balancing account treatment for the
brokeragée fee balancing account. Given our actions to limit the
rolé of utilities in noncore custonér procurement, we decline to
place PG&E in the position whéere its primary opportunity to fully
récover its costs and contribute to earnings is to maximize UEG
sales and éncourage gas salés to noncoré customérs. Relatedly, as
we discussed as part of UEG bypass above, PG&E must justify in its
néxt ECAC proceeding its decision to either bypass or not bypass
UEG.

8.3 Shareholder or Ratepayer Recovery
of Overcollection in Noncore PGA

The noncore PGA ended on July 31, 1991 with a $5.2
million overcollection. PG&E recommends this overcollection not bé
used to reduce revenue réquirements. Rather, it should be given to
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shareholders who, PGLE argues, bore thé risk of an uadercollection
in this account. We rejéct PG&E’'s recommendation.

The noncore PGA was established in order to offér noncore
customers a utility sourcé for procuring an aggrégated short-term
gas supply (D.86-12-010, 22 CPUC 2d 491). This account was in
effect from May 1988 through July 1991, whena it was eliminated as
part of thé restructuring related to thé new procurement rules
{D.90-09-089, 37 CPUC 2d 583). On March 26, 1991, béfore it was
xnown whéther the account would ultimateély bé under- or
overcollected but when it was known that the noncore portfolio
service would énd August 1, 1991, PGSE filed Advice Letter 1624-G-A
requesting Commission approval to include the final noncoré
purchased gas méemorandum account balance in the core subscription
subaccount of the PGA. By this deévicé, PG&E would shift the risk
of the final balance to ratepayers. We denied PG&E’s request,
déciding instead that thé noncore PGA balancé should be sét aside
as of July 31, 1991 for disposition in PG&E's next cost allocation
proceeding. (Resolution No. 2948, Conclusions 75 and 76, p. 72.)

The final balance is a $5.2 million overcollection. We
aré convinceéd by DRA and Luz that this overcollection should be
returnéd to ratépayérs, not shareholders. The policies for noncore
portfolio sérvice wére established in D.86-12-010 (22 CPUC 24 491)
and clarified in D.87-12-039 (26 CPUC 2d 213). This service was
established to provide noncoré customers with thé option of a
short-term, month-to-month, bést efforts supply of spot gas..
Geénerally, we have not allowed gas utilities to profit from any of
their noncore procurement activities. As wé said in D.86-12-010¢

"Finally, wé réconfirm the proposal in the OIR

that utilities should not realize any margin

contribution or opportunity for profit through

gas procuremént ratés at this time.*®

(22 cpUC 2d 491, 520.)

*ytilities should not profit from gas sales at

this time.® (22 CPUC 2d 491, 565, Conclusion

of Law 28.)
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: As a result, we required the utilities to establish cost-
based tariffs for servicé from the noncoré portfolio, and to charge
noncoré portfolic customers thé noncorée portfolio WACOG. We
subsequéntly considered but rejected proposals to allow utilities
to charge procurement prices based on what thé market would bear.
We clarified in D.87-12-039 (26 CPUC 2d 213) that utilities could
adjust the noncoré portfolio WACOG only to true-up inaccuracies in
the prior months’ WACOG éstimatés. This allowed gas utilities to
amortizé undéxr- or overcollections in their noncoré PGA accounts
and thus to ninimize the balance in thé account. The utility was
not allowed to profit if, for example, in a particular month thé
sun of its spot gas WACOG plus the adjustment from prior months was
less than the overall market price which could havé beéén charged.

PGSB shareholdérs weré at no risk from thé noncore PGA as
long as PG&E provided a sérviceée which réasonably mét the
Conmission’s policy of offering a cost-based, best efforts
portfolio of spot gas suppliés. PG&E shareholders weré not meant
to profit from noncore portfolio salés, nor were they méant to lose
i1f the noncore portfélio final balance was undércollected.

Despite PG&B’'s attémpt in Advice Létter 1624-G-A to shift
the risk of the final balance ratemaking treatment from
shareholders to ratepayers, PG&B now argues that shareholders havé
borné all of the risk of under- or overcollection of the account
since its inception. In support, PG&E cites the Preliminary
Statement défining the térm "mémorandum account® in effect at theé
time thé Noncore Purchased Gas Memorandum Account was established:
*...thé stockholder is at risk for the resulting under- or
overcollection.® (Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. 12995-G, paragraph C.18.)
We noté that subsequent Preliminary Statements treat the definition
of memorandun account differently. For example, effective May 20,
1991, the définition indicates that the shareholder "may be* rather
than "is" at risk for the résulting undér- or overcollection. The
Preliminary Statement efféctive August 1, 1991 indicatés that
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*,..thé undér- or overcolléction may or may not be amortized in
future years." Whilé this latter definition of mémorandum account
was not effective until after thée termination of the noncore PGA
mémorandum account, PG&B’s witness testified that the changes in
these definitions weré not inténded to reflect any changes in
ratemaking treatment. Nor, contrary to PG&E's assertion, dé theéy
nake it cleéar whether shareholders or ratepayérs will ultimately be
responsible for any undercolléction or overcollection. (Tr. 2176.)

In Septembér 1990, we announceéd that the noncore
portfolio service would end on August 1, 1991. (D.90-09-08%, 37
CPUC 2d 583.) The experiéncé with thé balancé in the account sincé
its inception in Nay 1988, and particularly from September 1990
through July 1991, is particularly informativé with regard to
possiblé PG&E shareholder risk. Thé noncoré PGA balance varied
betweén positivé and negativé amounts, with révéenuves exceéding
expensés in somé months and not in othérs. In éach and évéry oneé
of the ten months aftér D.90-09-089, however, PGLE overcollected
from its noncoré portfolio customers. A $4.2 million cumulative
undércollection in thé noncoxé PGA in Septémber 1990 was converted
into a $5.2 million overcollection when the account was términated,
and final entries booked.

Given the uncertainty whéthér thée final balancé would
accrué to shareholders or rateépayérs, and PGiB’s incentive not to
lose money for shareholders, we conclude that PGSE systematically
sought to bring the noncoré PGA balance to zero. Indeed, this is
consistent with the way wé inténded thé noncore PGA to opérate.
That is, PG&E was authorizéd to réset thé pricés up to twicé a
nonth. (D.86-12-010, 22 CPUC 2d 491, 541.) Any undercollection
{(overcollection) was to be recovered (returned) as pricés were
reset. Monthly revenues excéeded expensés évery month after our
decision to terminaté the noncore PGA. This indicatés PG4E’s
ability to control thé balance in the account, consistent with our
expectation for PG&E's administration of this account. Given the
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way we intended the noncore PGA to operate and PGaE's ability to
carry out our intent, it cannot bé said that PGB shareholders bore
the risk for the final noncore PGA balance.

We do not havé any evidence to suggéest that PGLE
inproperly managed the noncorée PGA nor to show that the balances
were excessive at any time over the life of the service. Moreodver,
thé lag between posting the price for service and réceiving
révenues from customers or paying suppliers made achieving a zéero
final balancé very difficult. However, the fact that the balance
is now a $5.2 million overcollection does not éntitle PGKE
shareholders to this money.

8.4 Transwestern Demand Charges

PG&E's réquested forecast revenue requirement includes
$18.5 million per year for Transweéstérn demand charges. PG&E
proposes allocating these démand chargées to all gas customers baséd
on the cost allocation factors uséd for existing pipeline capacity.

Beforé and during hearings, no party moved for éxclusion
of Transwestern costs from the BCAP. A DRA motion was granted,
however, clarifying that Transwestern costs aré subject to a futuré
ECAC reasonableness review. It was also made clear that any cost
allocation uséd in this BCAP is subject to modification, and will
bé supérseded by, the résults of the capacity brokering proceédings
(R.88-08-018, R.90-02-008).

DRA recommends the implémentation of an interest-bearing
némorandum account to track Transwéstern pipeline demand charges,
togethér with an explicit Commission statément that thesé costs are
included in rates subjéct to réfund. DRA argues that a mémorandum
account and Commission statement would servé two important
purposes. First, it places PG&B, its sharéholdérs ard ratepayers
on notice that the ultimaté résponsibility for these costs remains
to be determined. Second, claims of rétroactive ratémraking could
not be advanced, claims which would seek to prévent the Commission
from being able to allocate these costs to shareholders or
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ratepayers in any future decision with the allocation going back to
the date thé costs wéré first incurred.

PG&E asserts customary accounting treatméent of the
Transwestern demand charges providés completé protéection for
extracting Transwestern costs in the event of a reallocation or
reasonablenéss determination. PG&E opposés the creation of a
special interest-bearing memorandum account. In its reply brief,
for the first timé, El Paso Natural Gas Company argues for thé
exclusion of Transwestexn costs from current rates based on’
D.92-07-025. - :

We now exclude Transwéstern pipeline demand charges from
the revénué requirement in this BCAP consistent with D.$%2-07-025 in
R.88-08-018. As we thére ordered, costs associated with PGELE’s
Transwéstern capacity commitmént will not be includéd in rates at.
this time. PG&E may énter the costs of Transweéstern pipélineé
capacity in its balancing account subject to reasonabléness réview
proceedings. Any Transwestern costs found reasonablé will be
allocated in & future BCAP. By this tréatmeént, PGsE, its
shareholders and ratépayers aré on noticé that all costs incurred
by PG&E for Transwestérn pipéline capacity aré subject to future
reasonablénéss and allocation decisions. ,

PG&R comments that thére is no requiremént that the
Transwestern demand charge component of D.92-07-025 be implemented
before impleméntation of D.92-07-025 generally. Further, PG&E
argués Transwestern charges are not unique, réquiring unique
ratemaking tréatment. To thé contrary, our treatment of
Transwestern costs in D.92-07-025 makes them unique. Further, to
include them now for a brief period only to excludé them with full
implementation of D.92-07-025 will add néedless complexity to
tracking these costs.
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8.5 Core Direct Billéd Take-or-Pay Account

* Take-or-pay costs allocated to thé core market are
recovered through a one-way balancing account in accordance with
the policy established in D.90-01-015 (35 CPUC 2d 3). This means
that if PG&E recovérs moxe than thé authorized amount it must
refund the overage, but if it recovers léss, then thé balance
cannot be recoveréd. This treatment is designed so that PGSE
shares in the risk of take-or-pay cost recovery.

PG&E's position on this issue is to true-up the account
onceé every two years consistent with futuré BCAPs. TURN objects,
arguing that a two-year true-up gives PG&E a greater opportunity to
achieve full cost récovery. With annual true-ups, PG&E may
overcollect in oné year but that balancé may not be used to offset
a shortfall that occurs in the néxt year, according to TURN.
Rather, TURN observes the balance would be refunded.

- We décline to accept TURN's recommendation to continue
the trué-up annually. All other balancing accounts will bé
reviewed in accordance with the two-yéar schedule sét for PGEE’s
BCAPs, and theé coré direct billéd také-or-pay one-way balancing
account should be treated consistently. Furthér, a two-year
schedulée for true-up allows the utility an opportunity to éarn its
authorizéd rate of return, whilé an annual trué-up would not. The
BCAP seéts rateés for two years and the forecast costs are spread
over a two-yéar volume forécast. Howevér, the forecast of core
volunes is lower for thé first year than the seécond. Thérefore,
the account can be eéxpected to be undércollected in the first year
and overcollécted in the second year. An annual trué-up of thé
account would therefore causé¢ PG&E’s shareholdérs to bear the
first-yéear undercollection, whilé the sécond-year true-up would
cause a refund of an overcollection to core customers. Without
setting separate rates for each year of the BCAP, a two-year true-
up périod avoids the first-year undercollection/second-year

overcollection situation.
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8.6 Core PGA
The California Gas Marketeérs Group (CGMG) raisés an issue

after the filing of réply briefs. Theé matter involves the proposéd
amortization of PG&E’s core PGA balancing account balance ovér the
two-year BCAP period. CGMG is concerned that a mismatch is createéd
for core customérs who switch from utility sales servicé to
transport only sérvice (or who switch back) at or near the
beginning 6f thé BCAP period.

Transportation ratés for coré customers who qualify for
transportation-only servicé are adjusted for thé first year of
transport service to include a component that réflects thé balances
in the core balancing accounts. (D.91-02-040, Appendix A, 3% CPUC
2d 360, 371.) sSimilarly, rates for coré transport customérs
returning to utility procuremeat sérvicé do not include, for the
first year, a componént for thé balances in thé corée balancing
accounts. Under the former ACAP procédure, a oné-year périod for -
including or excluding coré gas balancing accounts in coreé
transportation rates was appropriate bécausé thése balances were
fully amortized over the one-year ACAP period. Undér the BCAP, the
core PGA balancé will bé amortized over two years.

PG&E’s coré PGA is currently ovéercollectéed by $143
million. 1If, upon thé effectivé date of this décision, a core
customér switches from utility salés sexvicé to transport-only
service, its core transportation raté over the néxt year will
reflect a reduction dué to the overcollection in thé PGA account.
Becausé of the two-year amortization périod for the balancing
account balance, howéver, the customer’s rate reduction will only
bé for one-half of thé customer’s proportionate share of the
balancing account balance, according to CGNG.

CGMG proposés thréee possible rémedies. First, thé core
PGA could bé amortizéd over a one-year rather than a two-year ‘
Second, a refund of thé core PGA could bé made to all coré

period.
This procedure was used in last year’s ACAP to refund

customers.
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the overcollection in the core-élect PGA to all coré-eléct
customers, according to CGMG. Third, D.91-02-040 (39 CpuCc 2d 360)
could bée modified to provide a two-year period for including (or
excluding) positive or negativé balancing account balances in core
transportation customexs! rates. CGMNG recommends xemédy oné, with
the core PGA overcolléction amortized over a one-year period.

PG&B récomménds rémedy thrée, with a two-year period for
reflecting theé core PGA ovércollection in coré transport rates.
PG&E proposes "Experimental Coré Gas Transport Service
Schédule G-CT Rules™ to implemént this remedy. CGMNG objects to
PG&E's recommended rules, wheréin PG&E proposes that customers
taking service under Schedulé G-CT beforé the effectivé date of
this decision will continué to recéivé a crédit for only oné year
following their initial switch to this sérvice. CGMG also assérts
that PG&E's proposal is overly simplistic, inadéquate to énsure
core transport customérs gét thée full benefit, and will discourage
coré customers switching to transport-only sérvice prior to the-
effective date of thésée BCAP rates. '

Much as we said of the core-elect PGA issué in
D.91-05-029, it is unusual for an issue such as this to arise so
late in the proceeding and seemingly catch all parties by surprisé.
1f this concérn had beén brought té our atténtion éarlier, weé would
have solicited testimony on the appropriaté mechanism to address
these mattérs. Howevér, no parties résponded to CGMC’s motion to
supplement its réply brief concerning this issue, and the motion
was grantéed. PG&E submittéd a letter, to which only CGNC
responded. We will decide the issue here given that no party moved
for furthér hearing or other relief on this issue, the parties are
apparently satisfiéed with what they submitted, and we desire to
placeé PG&E’S new rates in e¢ffect as soon as possible.

We decline to amortize theé céoré PGA ovér one rathér than
two years in order to avoid two séts of BCAP rates, and because
there will be approximately only 18 months in this BCAP cycle
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(since we direct PGSE below to file its next BCAP application én
August 15, 1993). We also décline to order a refund. Core
transport customers are only a small fraction of all core _
customers. A refund would disturb our policy of amortizing under-
or overcollections (for rate stabjlity) to meét thé neéds of very
few customers while impacting many. We did réfund thé core-elect
PGA ovércollection in D.91-05-029, and do so for theé noncore PGA
overcollection (coveréd bélow), but the circumstances weré and are
different. Thé core-eléct PGA involved a changé in our regulation,
while the noncoré PGA is terminated. In contrast, we aré not
changing our regulation of the core PGA and it will continue.

We will adopt PG&B’s recommendation with modifications as
herée déscribed. Weé direct PG&R beélow to filé its next BCAP
application August 15, 1993 for effective rates April 1, 1994. Wwe
modify the Schédule G-CT rules to conform with the period of thésé
BCAP rates (about 18 months).

CGNC is correct that thé timing of this decision and
these rules may be unfair to, or discouragée some, customers (€.g.,
core customers who récently switchéd to core transport service).
Customérs make décisions to mové from oné to anothér service for
many reasons. The ovércollection was accumulated over many months.
We are not able to design a ruleée that pérfectly matches the return
of the ovércollection to thosé who paid whilé at the same timé
neither being unfair nor creating some skewed incentives for
customers to switch sérvicé. But, customers could not have _
reasonably elected to switch or not switch baséd on this decision
bécause they could not havé known the décision in advance.
Théreforé, wé direct the amortization only in relation to the
service customérs were taking Auqust 1, 1992. We use August 1
rathér than the effective date of this decision to avoid core
transport customers switching to bundled service during review of
the ALJ's proposed decision only so they could switch back after
the effectivé date in hopes of receiving part of the amortization.
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We use August 1 as a daté which is sufficiéntly before rélease of
the ALJ’'s proposed decision to prévent this gamesmanship.

We decliné to modify D.91-02-040 sincé notice to all
those béund by D.91-02-040 has not beén given (é.g., SocCal,
Southwest, and San Diégo Gas & Electric Company). We will,
however, adopt PG&E's proposeéd rules as aménded above to impleméht
this remedy for its coré transport customers in this case. (See
Appendix G.)

9. Discount Adjustment

Utilities may discount somé noncorée custemers’
transportation ratés in order to maké gas competitive with
alteéernaté fuels, and thereby prévent bypass. Costs and revenues
for thé BCAP test périods must account for discounting.

9.1 Noncore and Cool Water :

while parties use different techniqués to forecast
discounting, there is agreement that forecast discounting should bé
zéro in this proceéeding, with thé exception of discounting to the
SCE Cool Water facility. Baséd on our adopted natural gas and
altéernatée fuel price forecast, wé adopt zéro noncorée discounting,
with the exception of Cool Water.

PG&E originally forecast Cool Water throughput to be
9.9 MMdth pér year for a total annual expéctéd revenueé of
$4.7 million. DRA acceptéd PG&E’'s Cool Water estimates, but
identifiéed thé poténtial for bypass. In its rébuttal testimony,
PG&E forécasts that Cool Water will complétely bypass PG&E’S system
and obtain service from SoCal. Stipulating pérties agree on a
forécast of 2 MMdth of throughput to Cool Water for each year of
the BCAP test period, at a raté of $0.03 per therm.

SoCal’s contract with SCB contains a large fixed demand
charge and a small $0.03 per thérm volumétric rate. For the
reasons stated above, we adopt a conservative throughput forécast
of 2 MMdth per year for Cool Water, at an incrémental
transportation rate of $0.03 per thern.




A.91-11-001 ALJ/BWN/vdl *

9.2 Methodology and Recalculation
PG&B proposés that the discount adjustmént model beée rérun

whenever basé revénues aré révised. PG&E testifiés that there is
an inherent downward bias in the éstimated discounting since base
revénue increases from other procéedings are not incorporatéd when
running the discount adjustmént model. PG&E asserts that it would
not be reasonable in & BCAP to attempt to forécast changes in the
basé revenué requirement resulting from other proceedings, in
effect prejudging their outcomes. )

We decline to adopt PG&(EB's proposal. Adopting PG&R’Ss
proposal would méan rerunning thé discount adjustment and cost
allocation models in évery genéral rate case and attrition
proceeding in which basé rate révénues aré révised. This would add
neédless complexity to alréeady difficult or focused proceedings for
adjustménts which are likely to be small. Moreover, other factors
(such as lowér gas prices) may causé PG&E to overcollect industrial
revenues relative to the BCAP forécast. PG&E does not requést an
offsetting adjustment, and we do not adopt one.

PGSE may negotiaté risk proteéction in its discount
service agreements with noncore customers. Utilities should have
the opportunity and incentive to optimally managé risk for the
benefit of their ratépayeérs and sharéholders. Déclining to rerun
thé discount adjustment givés PG4E the right incéntivé with the
opportunity to manage risk in its discount contracts with noncoreé
customérs. Moreovér, adoption of PG&E’s proposal would provide
another layér of risk protéction for PG&E shareholders, contrary to
our genéral gas reéstructuring policy to shift risk onto the
company's shareholders as wé create a competitive marketplace.

10. Cost Allocation

The purpose of cost allocation is to assign
responsibility for a utility‘s fixed and variable costs to its -
customer classes. Parties raise issues regarding allocation of
storage costs and various account balances.
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10.1 Storage
PGSR proposes that storage costs beé allocated bASed on

the currént Commission-adopted methodology (cold year peak season
throughput), which allocates approximately 56% of storagé costs to
the core and 44% to the noncore. Neither DRA nor TURN took
exception to PG&E’s recommendation. Stipulating parties recommend
continuation of the current approach.

CIG proposes that no more than 10% of storage costs be
allocated to thé noncoré. Noncoreé transportation customers aré
afforded a 10% monthly load imbalance toleranceé, according té6 CIG.
Storagé facilities provide this load balancing service and CIG
recomménds using this factor for allocating storage costs to
noncorée customers. CIG submits that it is incumbent upon thé
Comnission at least to take this initial stép to mitigateé the -
current misallocation of storage costs, not putting off this issue
until either the LRMC proceeding, the storage invéstigation
({X.87-03-036), or the next BCAP.

CGMG proposeés that noncore customers pay no storage -
costs, with all storage costs currently émbedded in noncore
transportation-only customérs’ ratés béing reallocatéd to core and
core subscription customeérs on an équal cent-pér-thérm basis.
Furthér, CGHG proposés that the subsidization of coré subscription
customers by core customers (who suffer reduced storage benefits
due to coré subscription service, according to CGMC) be correécted
by reallocating storagé costs to coré subscription by the usé of
the equal cénts-per-thérm approach. _

CGMG, like CIG, argues that PG&E‘s storage facilities are
operated for thé benefit of PG&E‘'s coré and coré subscription, not
noncoré, customers. In addition, CGMG argues that the Commission’s
reasoning is backwards when the Commission viéews storage used to
shave the péeak demand of coré customers in the winter months as
conferring a benefit on noncore customéers. CGMG testifies that the
systemwide load balancing function of storage is incidental to the
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primary purposés of storage. CGNG argues that core subscription
custormer imbalance tolérance is unlimitéd, while noncore -
transportation-only customér imbalance tolerance is limitéd to 10%.
The 10% imbalance tolérance has no relationship to theé proper
allocation of storage costs, contrary to CIG's testimény, according
to CGMG. McFarland Energy, Inc, filéd a brief in support of CGMG 'S
recomnendations. , _ ‘

We déclined to changé our cost allocation for SoCal’s
administrative and general expeénses in D.91-12-075 because SoCal‘s
study was insufficiéent and not persuasivé, the amount of relief
small, and thé LRMC proceéeding the proper forum. Largély for the
same reasons, we decline to change our allocation of storage costs
in this BcCaAP.

We are not convinced by the evidencé and argument
presentéed by CIG and CGMG. Storagé provides beéenefits to noncoré
customers, including at least the provision of total gas system
load balancing, the improvement of pipeline utilizatioén, and the
improvement of gas service xeliability. CGMG's and CIG's witnésses
acknowledged the load balancing and réliability benefits. Wwé do
not accept that thése benefits are costléss, as CGMG's proposal
suggésts., CGMG récognizes that storagé helps to maximize
utilization of interstate capacity, but fails to acknowledge that
such gréater utilization lowers average interstaté transport ratés
to the benefit of all customer classés, including noncore. '

CIG argues noncore transportation customers’ storage
benefits comé in the pilot storagé banking program, for which they
pay a séparaté chargé. We find, howéver, that any bénefits '
obtained by participation in the pilot storage program are in
addition to the three or more benefits of storage generally
provided all custémers, including noncoré. The éxisténce 6f the
pilot program does not support a réallocation of storage costs

here.
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Further, we decline to accept that our previous reasoning
is backwards. All customers who use the system during peak periods
bénefit from the increased system capacity that storage provides,

not just customers whoseé loads vary by season.
Therefore, some storage costs are allocablé to noncore.

But we cannot adopt CIG’s recommendation toé allocate only 10% to
the noncore. We are not convinced that the 10% load imbalance
tolérance sufficiently captures the costs to justify sole usé of
this factor. We would make certain changes in this ox othér BCAPs
based on sufficient evidencé. We decline to make a fundamental
change in storagé cost allocation, however, baséd on the relatively

summary evidence presented here.

We said in D.92-03-030¢

“We do not endorse Marketing Group'’s (CGMG}

characterization of current cost allocation

policies as unfairly favoring core subscription

customers. Marketing Group has not presented

information sufficiént to reversé previous :

Comnission findings on allocation of costs and

benefits of gas storage.** If Marketing Group

wishes to challenge present cost allocation

policiés, it must do so by presenting credible

evidence; mere allegations in a petition do not

sufficé. In response to Marketing Group's

petition for a forum to further consider

storage issues, this [I.87-03-036, the storage’

investigation) is the relevant proceeding...*®

(0-92_03“OBO' pp. 3"4')

=++For example, Finding of Fact 12 in o

D.87-10-043, ‘The utilitiés’ storage fiélds
increase the reliability of service for all
gas users in California, including
transportation-only customers.’'"

CGMG argues that it presented sufficient information in
this BCAP to reverse previous Comnission findings. We disagree.
Equally so, CIG’s 10% is not based on an adequate study. A
crédible, comprehensive study fully and properly accounting for
costs and benefits is necessary before we will consider changing
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our method 6f storagé cost allocation. CGMG, CIG, and others
interested in storage cost allocation should focus their efforts in
the storagé investigation (1.87-03-036) and there present
sufficient, credible ¢vidence.
10.2 Allocation of Undercollection in

Brokerage Feée Balancing Account

PGtR proposes that the $7.3 million undercolleéction in
thé brokerage fee balancing account bé récovéréed from both corée and
noncoré ratépayers. Both DRA and TURN récommend that only noncore
customéers beéar thé undércollection in thé account. CGMG proposes
that the undércollection bé recoveréd exclusively from core
subscription customers. The stipulating parties récommend that the
undercollection bé recovered from all noncoré customers. In its
brief, CIG arguées the PG&E position that it should be allocated to
all ratepayers.

We direct the recovery not just from core subscription
customérs but fréom all noncore customers, including coré
subscription. Thée undéercollection résults from a variation bétweén
the forecast coré-elect and noncore portfolio sales volumes in
PG&E’s 1991 ACAP, and the actual volumeées purchased by core
subscription customers, primarily occurring aftér August 1, 1991
whén our procurémént rules weré impleménted (D.90-09-089%, 37 CPUC
2d 583). The reduction in volumes of procurément $érvices to
noncoré customers which léd to this variation was causéd by
customers who aré curréntly noncore transportation only custoners
who had previously purchased gas from PG&E. CGMG'$ proposal nisses
this critical point, éven though CGMG’s witness agréed that any
noncore transportation only customers who had beén subséiibiﬂg to
PG&E’s core-elect or noncore procurément sérvices prior to
August 1, 1991, would havé contributed to the current
undercollection in the account.
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CIG recommends modification of the stipulation because of
the stipulation’s recommended recovéry o6f this undércollection from
only noncore customers., CIG asserts that core as well as noncore
fixed costs accounts wére reduced by forécast brokérage fee
revenues in D.91-05-029., CIG contends that corxe customexrs directly
benefited from the forecast brokerage feés, and shbuld theréefore
bear some of the costs of the undercolléction,

We disagree. Our allocation 6f $6.4 millién of brokerage
fee revénues to the core in D.91-05-029 is not in conflict with our
decision to allocate thé $7.3 million current undercolleéection to
the noncoré. Brokeragé fees aré incurred for both coré and roncore
customers. Réallocation of brokerage feés occurréd concurrent with
our unbundling of gas services and costs. We said of brokerage
feés in D,.89-09-094:

“FPor thé timé being, PG&E should éstablish an

account to track brokerage fee revénués which

would bé uséd to offset thé revenue requiremeént
(i.é., costs] for coré and noncore customérs in

the next PG&E ACAP."

* % ®

"We will' implement thé brokéragé fee in PGEE's
1990 test yéar ACAP decision. Transportation
and core ratés establishéd in that decision
will reflect the adjustmeénts adopted in this

decision.”
* & %
"In PG&E's test year 1991 ACAP, actual costs,

baséd 6n a néw cost study, will be used."
(32 cpuC 2d 500, 507.)

We applied this approach in PG&E's 1990 ACAP
(D.90-04-021), and, because the néw cost study was not avallable,
in PG&E's 1991 ACAP (D.91-05-029). We made adjustménts lateér, in
D.91-11-055, when the study was availablé,
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Thus, our allocation of brokerage fee xevénués to core
customérs was consistent with brokerage feéé costs and ocur

unbundling of thoseé costs. But, wé also saidi

*As we have stated, thé implementation of the

brokéragé fee should makée PG&E, not core

ratepayérs, liable for brokerage fee reveénues

and should promoté a competitive market. At

the same timé, wé must provide PG&E with an

opportunity to recovéer its adopted revénue

requirement.* (32 CPUC 24 500, 507.)

Recovery of the curreat undércollection from noncoré
customérs is consistent with our prior direéction to make PG&E, not
core ratepayers, liablé for brokeragé fee revenués, while at the
same timé providing PG4E with an opportunity to recover its adopted
revenue requirement.

' Moreover, coré customers pay théeir own brokéragé costs
thréough the bundled core rate, and aré thereforeé properly éxcludéed
from being charged this undércollection. The undercollection is a
‘result of coré subscription customers transferring to noncore
service, not core custorers being allocated certain revenués. It
is thus appropriaté to charge this undércollection to noncore,
including coré subscription, customers. Since all noncoré
customers now havé gas procurément choices, the balanceé should be
allocated to the ndoncoré class, and not solély to thosé customers
who remain in coré subscription sérvice. Moreover, the brokérage
fee revenue requirement includes embédded costs (e.g., indirect and
overhead costs) and is therefore not simply based on the
incremental cost of selling gas to noncore customers. Rather, it
includes compénents for which all noncore customers are
responsible.

10,3 Refund of Overcollection in Noncore PGA _

PG&E recommends that the $5.2 million overcollection in
the noncore PGA be givén to sharéholders. DRA proposes that the
overcollection be credited to the noncore fixed cost account. The
stipulating parties propose that in the event the Conrission
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decides to rejéct PGAE's proposal and instead adopt DRA’s proposal,
_ that thé balancé bé given to all noncore customers by crediting the
roncore fixed cost account. Luz presents for thé first time in its
opening brief a recomméndation that thé overcollection in the
noncore PGA bé refunded to thosé customers buying gas through the
noncore PGA in the months of May to July 1991,

As discussed above, we are persuaded that the
overcollection should bé réturned to ratepayérs, not shareholders.
Moreover, we are convinced by Luz that it should bé reéeturned to
thosé noncoré customers who purchased gas accounted for in the
noncore PGA in thé months of May to July 1991.

Noncore portfolio customers are only part of PG&E’s
entire noncorée class. The stipulation would allocate thé noncore
PGA overcollection to all néncoré custémérs. The stipulation would
thus allocatée some of the noncoré PGA balancé to noncoré customers
who did not purchase noncoré portfoli6é gas during thé period whén
the final overcollection was accumulated. This would provide a
windfall to thoseé custoners, and deprive those who actually bought
gas at somewhat inflatéd prices ¢f a réfund.

PGL4E argues that Luz‘s proposal should be reéjected. PGB
points out that Luz présénts its argumént for the first time in its
opening brief, a last-minuté proposal depriving othérs of the
opportunity to cross-examiné or point out flaws through rebuttal
testimony. Weé cannot réject Luz’s récommendation on this basis.
The Commission encourages parties to participate early and fully in
all proceedings. We cannot forcé a party to do so, however. ,
Parties have a right to participate only through submitting a brief
if they wish. Even though this proposal comés late in the
proceeding, parties were able to, and did, addréss Luz’s proposal
in their reply briefs. Moreover, any party could have moved for a
reopening of the récord, if they believed the record to be
inadequate. No party did so.
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PG&E suggests that Luz's proposal is madé because Luz -
purchased a substantial amount of gas from the noncore portfolio
during this time, a fact PG&E asserts would have béén uncoveréd if -
it had the opportunity té test Luz's proposal during cross-
examination. Equally so, the amount of gas bought by PG&R’s UEG
during this period could presumably have beéen deteérmined.
Nonetheless, while Luz may have been a substantial purchaser, this
doés not invalidaté the argument that those who contributed to the
overcolléction arée, in fairness, dué thé refund, including PG&B’s
UEG.

PG&E argués that Luz’s proposal conflicts with Commission
policy against rétréactive rate adjustménts to noncore portfolio
service, citing D.87-12-039 (mimeo. p. 107; 26 CPUC 2d 213, 28}1).
There is no conflict. Wé said: )

*With frequent posting and fairly good-

forécasting thé adjustments should néver be

large. The critical issue from thé customers!’

and compeétitors' points of viéw is that theé

adjustments should not bé applied retroactively

for past usage.®' (26 CPUC 2d 213, 281.)

During thé account's 1ifé both undér- and ovércolléections
were corrécted in subséquént months, not applied rétroactively with
refunds or surchargés to customers based on past usage. The
abCOunt, howéver, has now terminatéd. Any concern about applying -
adjustrents retroactively as an ongoing principle guiding accoéunt
opération no longer applies. Rather, fairness dictates that those
customers who actually paid the overcollection are due thé réfund.

' PG&E argués that Luz’s proposal of réefunds to customers
nmaking purchases in the months of May through July 1991 présénts an
arbitrary timéframe. April could have been selected, arques PG&E,
being thé month when the balance crossed from négative to positive.
PG&4E says the month the account was established could equally have
been selécted. We disagree. We directed account opération with
frequent posting and fairly good forecasting so thé adjustments
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would never bé largé. Thosé customers o6ver- and underpaying in any
month paid a raté in the next month that included a factor seeking
to neutralizé the balance.

Indeed, PG&E achieved succéss in that goal, with the
month-ending balances fluctuating bétween positivé and négative six
times during its operation. PG&E offset an undercollection
accumulated through July 1990 by adjusting the WACOG and collecting
revenues greater than expeénses in all but oné month from August
1990 through July 1991. Theé undercollection of $1.3 million in
April 1991 bécame an overcolléction of $0.6 nillion by the end of
May 1991. At some point in May 1991, the account balarncé was zéro.
We do not have data on the daily account balances and we do not
seek that information. Customers in May through July 1991 clearly
paid the $5.2 million overcolléction. It is thosé customers who
should get a refund.

In support of the stipulation, DRA conténds that
administrative convenience dictates a generalized return of the
$5.2 million to noncoré ratépayers as a wholé. PG&E concurs,
claiming it would bé difficult to attempt to determine any
alternative réfund schéme. To the contrary, while the
circumstances which léd to our refunding thé $46.7 million
overcolléction in the coré-éléct PGA in D.91-05-029 weré different
than those facing us with thé noncoré PGA (é.g., memo versus.
balancing accounts} different market considerations; different size
of the refund), we there ordered a refund to specific customers,
and we oxder a similar refund heré. This réfund is baséd on the
unique circumstances with this account and does not éstablish a
précédent that future undér- or ovércolléctions be eliminated by
refunding or back-billing customéers based on prior usagé; just as
we found true for the coré-elect PGA réfund. Theé only concession
we make to administrative conveniénce is to abandon a search for
daily account balances of the noncore PGA. We order this refund
with interest. The noncore PGA did not accumulate interest during
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its operation, since overcollections could balancé uadeéercollections
and neutralizé the need for interest. Upon account termination,
however, the final balancé was fixed (except for late-booked
entries and adjustments). .

PG&E has a fiduciary duty to résponsibly manage moneéy in
its possession. PG&E would have been obligated to finance a
deficit at thé least reasonablé cost if the balance was negative.
similarly, an overcolléction must have béen put to reasonable
interest-bearing use.

Theré was no inténtion with account termination that PG&E
finance a deficit at its own cost, get an interest-freé loan or
keép thé return from investing thée balance until this decision.
Theréfore, weé direct the réfund with interest at the rate éarnéd on
thréee-month commercial papér, as réported in the Pederal Reserve
statistical Release, G.13, or its successor, from August 1, 1991
until thé paynént is made. »

We direct PGAE to crédit customer’s bills, as PGEE -
requésts, rathér than issué refund checks. The refund should bé
calculated on an équal cénts-pér-thérm basis and réturned to
customers who purchaséd noncoré portfolio gas in May through july“
1991. PGS&E should administer the refund within 120 days of the
effective date of its tariff schedules filed in complianceé with
this decision.

Solar Partners commént that thé réfund should be
calculateéd per month rather than as an average ovér the three
months. We disagrée. A pér-month calculation will do little to
increase accuracy and will make difficult the allocation of the
balance accunulating after the account terminated at the end of .-
July 1991.

10.4 Otherx

PG4E reécommends that the remaining balance in thé natural
gas vehicle pilot program account bé allocatéd to all custoners on
an equal cents-per-therm basis, that the balance in thé noncore-
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fixed cost account be allocated to all noncore customers on an
equal ceénts-per-therm basis, that thé custonmer énérgy efficiency
account balance beé allocated according to weighted number of
customers across all classes (consistéent with thé method used to
allocate custonmer energy efficiency program costs) and that any
balance in the firm surcharge/interruptible creéedit account be
included in the determination of the interruptible credit. No
party took issue with theése recommendations. Stipulating parties
recommend that PG&E’s original proposals bé adopted. We adopt
PG&E's proposals. PG&E comménts that the stipulation uses an
incorrect entry for the customer energy efficiency account. We
maké that correction.
11. Rate Design
11.1 Alternaté Fuél Réquirement for Noncore Status

Sevéral interrelated issues fall in this category. After
considering all the évidence and arguments, we decidé tot :
eliminaté the altérnatée fuel requiremént and thé requiremént that
custonérs electing noncore status pass an economic practicality
test to achieve that status; increase the penalty for failuré to -
comply with a curtailmeént order to $16 per therm; réitératé that
customers who fail to curtail must bée movéd to the appropriate core
rate schedule; retain éxisting rules for penalty application
(rejecting an advance notice requirement or a 24-hour graceé
period); set the minimunm size réquirement for noncoré status at
eithér 100 Mcf per peak day or 20,800 therms per active month} and
allow existing noncore customers to rétain their noncore status
even if théy are below the size requirement. Impleméntation of
thesé changes is suspendéd, howéver, pending further considération
in the limitéd scope proceeding in R.86-06-006 orderéd in
D.92-03-091.,
11.1.1 Eliminate Alternaté Fuel Requirément

In D.92-03-091 we stated our intentions to eliminate the
alternate fuel requiremént for noncoré customers, to increase the
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penalty imposed on noncoére customers who fail to curtail gas useé
when directed to do so, and t6 allow customers who have been
designated noncorée to rétain that status pending further reviéw in
R.86-06-006. While these¢ itens wére litigatéd in this case, DRA
argues that D.92-03-091 reserves these and rélated issues to
R.86-06-006. That, however, was not our intent. We obsérved in
D.92-03-091 that elinmination of thé altérnaté fuel requirement is
directly linked to the size 60f the penalty, and that PG&E had
already proposed changing thé amount of the penalty in its pending
(this) BCAP. We intendéd to make as full use as possiblé of the
record in this BCAP. Wé agréé with PG&E that a réasonably complété
record has been compiled on thesé issueées in this proceeding. To
the extent D.92-03-091 réfers matters to R.86-06-006, we mean that
the deécisions madeé here, including the further matters raised
herein, aré subjeéct to réview in conbination with proposals made by
SoCal and SDG&E in R.86-06-006.

We éliminaté the alternate fuél requiremeént for many
reasons. Our current alternate fuél requirément can be waived
undér somé circumstances (é.g., economic feasibility test). As a
result, some customérs have to install and maintain an alternate -
fuel system, and others do not. Elimination of the alternaté fuél
requirement will promote similar tréatmént, réeducé administrative
costs, and promoté fairnéss. Further, it will allow the customeér
to deétermine thé best way to respond té6 a curtailment (i.e., rély
on an alternate fuél, discontinue operations, perform equipment-
mainténance, do some other action or some combination of actions).
It will contribute to énvironmental benefits by allowing the
removal, in some cases, of underground fuel tanks which can causé
air and groundwater contamination or needless exposure. Finally, as
CIG'S witness testifies here, it will allow the réplacement of
older boilers with a more efficient system, saving enough natural
gas to héat many homes, a coaversion not possiblé with thé éxisting
alternate fuel requirement, CIG states, because the plant would
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lose its grandfathered air quality pérmits upon reémoval of the

existing boilers.
DRA and TURN oppose the ¢limination of the altérnate fuel

requirement since it blurs the distinction betweén coré and noncore
customers, causing unknown and unforécasted rateée impacts on the
coxe class. No party in this procéeding has made a forecast of
load migration from corxe to noncore classés if the alternate fuel
requirément is éliminated. CIG argues that a load forécast is not
necessary, however, since rate impacts can be followéd with a
tracking mechanisnm éstablished in this proceeding and treatéd in
the néxt BCAP. TURN agreés with CIG, but also observés that PGER’s
demand forécasts do not réflect that a significant number of core
custoners have already transferred to noncore status. An
undercollection in thé coré fixed cost account will result,
according to TURN. Theée actual transportation revenuées thése
customérs pay will bé recorded in thé noncore fixed cést account,
TURN assérts, générating an ovércollection of noncoré révenues, 25%
of which are retained by PG&E’s sharéholdérs.

As we did for SoCal in D.91-12-075 (Ordering
Paragraph 13, miméo. p. 96), we order a tracking account for
customérs transférring to noncore status after August 1, 1991 (the
deadline specifiéed in Resolution G-2948). The tracking account
will bé recorded in the core fixed cost account. It will accrue
the differencé betweén thé amount these transférring customérs have
actually paid or will pay and what they would havé paid if billed
at core rates. Partiés may address the allocation of this account
in PGsE’s néxt BCAP., This mechanism is réquired givén our
elimination of the alternate fuel réquirement without a concurrent
forecast of additional core to noncore transférs, and bécausé some
custonérs have alreddy been allowed to change their status. This
approach satisfactorily addressés DRA’s and TURN’s rate impact

coOncerns.
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In conjunction with our decision to éliminate the
alternate fuel requiremeéent, we also eliminate theé nécéssity for' -
coré custonérs to apply for and pass the economic practicality
test, as establishéd in D.87-12-038 and clarified in D.88-03-085.
Customers meeting the size requirements outlined below may elect
noncoré status without justifying the econonic practicality of

their choice.
11.1.2 Penalty -

PG&E proposeés to increéase the penalty for failure to.
conply with a curtailment request from $1 per therm to $25 per
therm. PG&E arqués that a customér could deécline to curtail for a
substantial numbér of days, pay the $1 per therm penalty, and still
be economically better off paying noncore compared to coré rates.
Some noncoré customers or their représenatatives (é.g., Aebi --
Nurséry, the Califoraia Floral Coéuncil, and thé California Cut
Plower Commission (jointly reférréd to heréin as Aebi)) do not
objéct to a penalty of $25 pér therm. Othéxrs (é.g., CIG and -
California Cogenération Council (CCC)) oppose an increasé in the
penalty. If the penalty is adjusted, CIG argués it should be '
raised to no moré than $2 per thérm for existing noncoré customers,
and $17 per therm for new noncoré customers (the $17 calculated -
using PG&E’s assumptions but updated for PG&R’s reviséd rate
proposal). TURN supports a $17 per therm penalty.

We raise the penalty from $1.00 to $16.00 per therm.
Whatéver the lével of thé peralty, as we said in D.92-03-091,
*customérs are capablé of détermining whether they require an
Alternate fuel system or would be bettér off facing curtailment in
other ways.' (Mimeo. p. 6.) But we stated "we believe thé trade-
off for eliminating the alternaté fuel requirement must bé & higher
curtailment penalty.* (Mimeo. p. 7.) If a higher penalty forces
customérs who elect to réspond by using alternite fuels to purchase
alternate fuel systems, we said "(t}hat is as it should be."
(Nimeo. p. 7.) This is equally true if a highér penalty forces
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customers who eléct to usé altérnaté fuels to perform increased
maintenance and keep their alternaté fuel systems ready for
immediate use. PG&E's proposal of $25 pex thérm mikes a customer
worsé off after threé days (72 hours) of failing té curtail,
calculated at PGtE's initially proposed rates. Corrected for the
rates wé adopt, thée equivalent penalty is $16 per thernm.

CIG argues that PG&E fails to show the existing pénalty
is ineffective or causes a "freé rider® problen (a freeé rider being
a customer who would take advantage of the lower noncore raté but
would have no intention of curtailing usé). CIG refers to
D.91-09-085, where we declined to increase the penalty and saidi
*Weée will bé open to futuré arguments that thé penalty should be
modified if experiencé shows that it is not sufficient to énsure
that curtailment is occurring.®” (Mimeo. p. 2.) This is one way we
would be opén to réexamining the penalty, but we did not staté this
would be the only way. Given very limitéd curtailment éxpériénce
with the pénalty in place, thé data may be insufficient to
conclusively detérmine the éffect 6f the penalty. We now have
evidence, however, that the $1 per therm penalty léaves noncore
customers bettér off by failing to curtail for up to 50 days at
PG&E’'s initially proposed rates (up to 49 days at our adopted
rates) and simply paying the penalty compared to paying coré ratés.
PG&E’s proposal to lowér the threshold to 72 hours is réasonable.

In fact, reducing the threshold to somewhere
substantially below 72 hours may be appropriate. Noncoére customers
understand that their rejéction of core service in exchange for
reduced rates carries with it a greatéer risk of curtailmeént than -
the risk faced by core customers. It may bé unreasonablé to set
the penalty so low that a noncore customér may decline to curtail,
thereby éssentially réceiving core quality seérvice, for even a few
hours and bé economically better off compared to paying core rates.
We will caréefully consider recommendations parties may make on this

in Rl 86-06-006.
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CIG testifiés that the $1 péer therm penalty provides a
substantial and meaningful measuré of détérrence, and, in thé casé
of one customer, translates into approximately $20,000 per day.
CIG's witness asserts that a penalty of this magnitude affects
profitability and a higher penalty would threaten the very -
existence of the firm ftself. The witness further testifies that a
large pénalty would foxce customers to maké unnecessary capital
investments in alternate fuel systems, facilities which are likely
to be unused and simply “"gather dust.®* TtThé witness fails, however,
to place thée $20,000 per day in perspective. No information was
provided on the size (total company, not amount of gas consuned),
process, or financial condition of the customer.? A penalty of
$20,000 for a customéer failing to curtail for 24 hours may be a
very small pricé for a very largeée customer (large in the customer’s
own industry and overall financial situation, not large in the
amount o0f gas consumed), O6r a customér who placés gréat valué on
the gas. As we said in D.92-03-091, if the penalty forces
custonérs to maké capital invéstments, that is as it shéould be.
Customers aré frée to make their own decisions whether to install
facilities they béliéve will rémain unuséed and gatheér dust, or -
comply with & curtailmént réquest in somé othér mannér.

CIG téstifiés that it is improper to calculate the
pénalty based on thé rélationship bétween noncore and core rates.
To the contrary, noncore customérs should become core customérs if
they requiré greater reliability. If rioncoré customers fail to
curtail when requestéd, they efféctively énjoy coré sérvice. Thé
appropriaté test is therefore to the core rate, not their current

3 Thé Départmént of General Services commeéents that it is unaware
the Commission détermines rates based on a customér’s pr0cess or
financial condition. We note that our comments hére aré in the
context of the weight to give CIG's testimony. It is CIG that
raises the matter of the impact of the penalty on the customer.
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noncore raté., Curtailments may become necessary at any time due to
any number of factors (e.d., weather, pipeline failure, supply
linitations, international politics). If a curtailment order is
givén, however, those customers on schedules providing for their
curtailment must curtail so that core customers, including
businessés who eléct to pay coré rates for core reliability,
receive the réliability and thé gas for which they are paying.

CIG argues it is ilmpractical to use corxe rates as an
economic alternative when it appéars that only o6ne small commercial
noncore custoner has eveér converted to core status. Rather, CIG
assérts that noncoré customérs have many léss expensive
alternatives, such as the use of alternative fuéls and production
curtailment. Thé use of less éxpénsive alternativés is exactly the
point. We sét the penalty in rélation to the effective quality of
serviceé if thé noncoré customer deéclines té curtail (i.e., core
quality service) with the éxpectation that noncoré customers will
use their less expénsive alternatives rathér than violating a térm
of their raté schedule.

CIG argués that "the overall objéctivé of a penalty for
failuré to curtail should be to provide a significant economic
" detexreént to prevent any customer from éngaqging in such practices
on a fréquent basis." (Initial brief, april 16, 1992, pp. 21-22.)
We cannot agree if CIG beliéves that failuré to curtail when
requésted is acceéptable as long as it is not too fréquent.

CIG pléads that circumstances may not allow a customer to
immédiately curtail gas usé despite a customer's diligént and good
faith efforts, and even despite the existence of installed
altéernateée fuel capability. Becauseé of this, CIG states thée penalty
should not be at a level that would dévastate business. We
énthusiastically agreé. Thée penalty we adopt heéré would allow a
noncore customer to fail to curtail for up to 72 hours and still be
better off compared to paying coré rates, even though the noncore
customer would be enjoying éssentially core quality service. This
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sufficiently accounts for custonmers not being ablé to immediately
curtail while not setting thée penalty at a level to devastate
businéss, especially in relationship to the rates paid by _
conmpetitors who choose core serxrvice. As we said above, however,
72 hours may be quite generous and we will closely examine this in
R.86-06-006.

CIG asserts the prudent coursé of action would be to
nonitor thé situation during curtailments, analyze the reasons for
any failuré to curtail, and then adjust the pénalty to déter
customérs if abusés have occurred. We disagreéee. It would be
.irrésponsiblé requlation to rétain a low penalty rate in the face
of this evidéncé., We will monitor thé éxperiencé with futuré
curtailments and maké adjustménts as necessary. But, wé will not
at thé sameé timé place coreé customers at risk for a degradation in
their servicé by retaining a low pénalty raté which allows nonéoré
customners to décliné to comply with curtailmént réequests for up to
49 days and be no6 worse off.

Core customers are léft with more "strandéd"” costs (at

sexvicé. Thé noncoré servicé tradeé-off is a greatér risk of
curtajilment for a lower rate. For this lower raté, however,
noncoré customers must fulfill their commitmeént to curtail wheén
réquésted. If théy do not, they havé not only negatively impacteéed
core rates by their migration, but théy both énjoy the equivalent
of core séervice without paying ité costs and jeopardizé coré
séxrvice to all other customers. It is important that customers
électing noncoreé service understand they arée subjéct to a lower
quality of service. As such, they must face a penalty that is
meaningful, and sends a clear and unambiguous signal. A penalty of
$16 per thérm will accomplish thosée goals pending furthéer reviéw in
R.86-06-006.
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11.1.3 Conversion to Coxée Schedule

Noncore raté schedulés specify that noncoré customérs
will curtail when requested by the utility. PG&E proposés that any
customer who fails to curtail be placed on thé appropriate core
rate schedule. CIG argues that this is an even worse penalty than
the penalty charge for failing to curtail, that it is unaffordable,
and-that it must bé rejected.

We eéndorsé PG4B’s réquest. Allowing a customér to remain
on a noncore rate schedule in violation of the conditions of
service would grant a preferénce or advantage to that customexr:
relative to other customers, in violation of Public Utilities (PU)
Code § 453(a). But we will also retain the $16 per therm penalty
charge sinceé the risk of béing assigned to a core rate schedule is
jtself not a sufficient deterrent. Without a pénalty charge in
addition to béing reassigned, thé customer would recéivé the
benefit of the noncore rate until such time as they fail to
curtail. At that time they would bé placed on the core rate
schedule from which they should have béen served all along. The
customer would thea be in the same position as if they had selected
the coré rate in the First place but they would have enjoyed thé
lower noncoré rate for somé time. Theréfore, the noncore customer
must face both a pénalty charge and a reassignment if they fail to

curtail.

Customer reassignmént, howeveér, should only be when there
is a pattérn, or reasonable expectation, of abuse. The penalty for
a customer failing to curtail is sufficient when réasonable
attenpts are being made by thé customer to comply. A pattern, or
reasonablée expectation, of abuse, howévér, would be unfair to core
customers and theréfore cannot be tolerated.

11.1.4 Grace Period
CIG recommends that, regardless of the level of the

penalty for failure to curtail, a 24-hour grace period be allowed




A.91-11-001 ALJ/BWM/vdl «ex

before customers are subjéct to the penalty provisions. CIG's
witnéss testifies that PG&E is not always able to provide ]
substantial advancé warning of a curtailmént ard a customer may not
be able to immédiately switch to alternate fuels when given little
or no notice. Twenty-four hours may be neéded by customers to get
their alternate fuel systems fully operational and to safely
curtail production at their facilities, according to CIG.

We réject CIG’s récommendation. PG&B simply would not be
ablé to operaté its system if all noncore customers waited a day
(24 hours) before beginning to comply with a curtailment request.
Even if PG&E could opératé its system with this lack of response, -
the failure to curtail would be an intolerable burdén on the
ensuing reliability of core service,

] Establishing a spécific number of hours during which a
noncore customeér can decline to curtail would allow noncoreé
customers to décliné to curtail évén whén they could otherwise
cease théir takeés. The néed for a curtailment can arise suddenly.
We do not think it réasonable to requirée anything more of PGSE then
that it givée as much noticé of an impending curtailment as is '
reasonably possiblée. In fairness to core customexs, we thén éxpect
noncore customérs to comply.

. Theréfore, we will neither add a specific advance warning
requirémént nor gracé period before the penalty for failuré to
curtail applies. Rather, we will rétain PG&E‘’s existing tariff
provisions including Rulé 14, wherein PG&E must givé as much notice
of an impénding curtailmént as is réasonably possible (e.g., PGEE’s
tariff Rule 14.H.1) and thé penalty applies without a gracé period
(e.qg., PG.E tariff Rule 14.H.8). :

CIG's witness testified that in theée January 1992
curtailment episode he was not notified that balancing gas had been
curtailed until thrée hours after thé curtailment began. To the
extéent CIG is arguing that no pénalty for noncurtailment should
attach until after a customer has been notified of the curtailment,
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we agree and so direct PG&E. If PG&E incorrectly applies the
curtailment penalty, thé customer should first séek a corréction
from PG&B. If that fails, thé customer may seek inférmal or fommal
Commission intervention to assure propéer application of PG&R’s
tariffs.

To ensure proper noticeé, a noncoré customer may wish to
provide PGSR a specific contact for notification of an impénding
curtailment, if neithér the customér nor PG4E has yet doné so.
Parties may propose this or similar changes to PG&E’s tariff
Rule 14 in R.86-06-006, if such changes aré necessary.

We aré not unsympathetic to the arqumént of CIG for a
grace perfod. At the same time, we noté othér noncoré customers or
their representativées (é.g., Aebi) do not object to & $25 per therm
pénalty, stating they have no intention of ignoring curtailment
orders. They staté théy undérstand that intérruptible service
means servicé may bé interrupted. Furthér, théy say they "arée able
and willing to drop off the system when necéssary and freé up gas
supply for those who cannot curtail.* (Aebi Opéning Brief,

April 8, 1992, p. 7.) An alternative that may bé satisfactory (if
it is not too administratively burdensonée and as long as it does
not éncouragé noncoré customers to delay curtailing) is an
increasing curtailment penalty. That désign would apply a lower
pénalty per thérm during thé first hour after a curtailment notice,
with the amount of the pénalty increasing as the number of hours
grows. An incréasing penalty may also addréss our céncern that a
flat $16 is baséd on a perhaps too genérous numbéer of hours before
the pénalty is meaningful in relation to core ratés. Parties may
wish to conment on this altérnativée in R.86-06-006.

11.1.5 Size Requirement

There is genéral agreement with a Foster Poultry Farms’
proposal that, if the alternate fuél réquirement is éliminated, any
customer having éither a minimum 6f 100 Mcf per peak day usage or
20,800 therms per activeée month usage bé eligible for noncore
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status. Aebi objects to the extent éxisting noncoré customérs
bélow thése limits would bé restricted frém noncore service.

With our elinination 6f thé alternate fuel requirement,
we adopt thé standard that any customér consuming 100 Mcf o6r more
per peak day or 20,800 therns or moré per activé month is eéligible
for noncoré status. Weé address Aebi's concern below.,

11.1.6 Existing Noncore Customers

Aebi opposes the élimination of the alternaté fuel
requirément as discriminatory against small growers. They also
assert that the sizé requiremént will be punitivée to small growérs.

As we détermined in D.92-03-091, we will allow customeérs
who havé been designatéd noncore in réliancé upon éither Reéesolution
G-2948 or G-2959 to rétain their noncoré status pending further
réview in R.86-06-006., This will accommodate éxisting small
nurseériés and growers, But, we aré équally concernéd with new
customérs who are below the sizé requirement. We theréforée will -
closely examine partieés’ proposals in R.86-06-006 for realistic and
practical definitions of coré and noncore classés which do not '
discriminate against small or new compeétitors, and which promoteé
equity betweén existing competitors. In addition, we ask partiés,
in making their proposals in R.8$6-06-006, to censidér the
interréelatedness of all thée térms addréssed in this séction.

11.1.7 Suspend Impleméntation : S

On October 19, 1992, PGSE sérved a letter on all parties.
PGLR states it is now reconsidering its récomméndations on theseé
matters (even though its eéarliér comments supportéd the discussion
of thése issues in thé proposed decision), as a result of méetings
with representatives of noncorée customer groups. PG&E states that
the penalty must be sufficient to prévent intentional
noncomplianceé, but must not bé so onerous that it discourages
businésses from using gas in California. PG&E récommends that the
decision on noncoré alternate fuel requiréments and curtailmeént -
penalties be deférred to R.86-06-006, pursuant to D.92-03-091.
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DRA originally argued that D.92-03-091 reserves all these
and rélated issués to R.86-06-006. For all thée reasons stated
above, we find these changes aré reasonable and appropriatée. We
adopt thesé¢ changes hére. Simultanedusly, however, we suspend
thesé changes pénding further review and consideration in
R.86-06-006.

11.2 Residential Rates
PU Code § 739.7 requires that thé Commission reduce high

nonbaseline résidential rates as rapidly as possiblé. PGSE
observes that partiés have proposed séveral methods to réducé thé
differential betweén Tier I and Tier II résidential rates in past
ACAPs. Rather than éxamining this issué repeatedly in every rate
case, PG&E proposés the adoption of & multiyear residential rate
désign policy that will reducé (and may eventually éliminate) the
differential.

DRA supports a multiyear tiér closure policy. DRA
génerally agrées with PG&E’s proposal, endorsing a substantial tier
closuré now but with some saféguards against large swings in future

rates.

TURN teéstifies that PG&E and DRA go too far by proposing
a multiyear plan that could virtually éliminaté any significant
tier differential. TURN objécts to automatic future tier
differential reductions, and observes the Commission has always
handleéd tiér différéntial reduction on a casé-by-caseé basis (in
order to retain flexibility), with no compelling reason to depart
from that approach hére. TURN recomménds that the Tiér II rate not
be léss than 135% of the Tier I raté. TURN observes that a 35%
tier differéntial is in the range of Commission-adoptéd
differentials prior to the mid-1980's, when Tier II ratés began to
dramatically increase.

The stipulating parties récomménd a rate design policy
only for this BCAP périod. Théy recomménd that PG&E's proposal be
used with three limitations, designeéed to safeguard against large
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‘swings while closing the differential and maintaining at least a
35% spread.

We adopt a résidential rate design policy which we will
usé until PG&E’s next BCAP. We do this bécause BCAPs are the
proceedings in which wé consider gas rate design, at least until
such time as wé move consideration to the géeneral ratée case.
(D.83-01-040, 30 cPUC 2d 576, 608.) Gas rate design is not an
issue in PG&B's pénding genéral rateée casé (A.91-11-036), éexcept for
the MARL discussed below. We do not consider gas rate design in
BECAC, attrition rate adjustment (ARA), or othér miscéllaneocus
proceedings. It is théreforé réasonablé to adopt a gas raté désign
policy in this BCAP which wé will implément in the genéral rate
case, ECACs, ARAs, and other proceedings until the next BCAP.

‘ We adopt a policy baséd on PG&E’s proposal with the
modiffcations récommended by DRA and TURN. We specifically adopt
the terms thatt »

a, If the avéragé residential gas ratés are
decreasing, all of the decreasé will be
allocatéd to Tier 1I; :

The Tier IXI gas rateée will not drop below
135% of the Tiér I ratée} and

The Tier II/Tier I ratio of 135% will not
be changéd on a perceéentage basis oncé that
linit is reéached.

Bécause we reach thé 135% limit in this decision, the
other specific terms of the policy aré moot (e.g., various terms
during increasing ratés; révenué néutral changes each Hay'to‘bfing>‘
the ratio down to 135%). Thé 135% ratio is controlling and we will
maintain that ratio as we change residential rates in other
proceedings, until thé policy is reassessed on the next BCAP.

_ Rates, whethér declining or inverted bleéck, send
important information to customers. We agreé with TURN that an’
appropriate price signal in the rate structurée may eliminate the
need for expensivée utility-funded incentive programs. Consérvation
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and energy efficiency are critical in these difficult times, and we-
agree the Tiér II/Tier I différential should not be reduced below a
ratio of 135% before a further examination in the next BCAP. Gas
marginal costs will soon bé known from R.86-06-006, et al. wWe will
consider whatever changes are appropriaté to this residential rate
design policy in thé next BCAP when we have the bénefit of our
decision on marginal costs.

11.3 UEG-Cogenaeration Rate Parity
PG&E proposes to éxclude the CPUC fee paid by

cogénerators in the UEG-cogenération rate parity calculation. CCC
opposes PG&E’Ss proposal, and furthér récommends that UEG ignitor
fuel be éxcluded from thé UEG-cogeneration rate parity calculation.
We will includé the CPUC fée aAnd éxclude UEG ignitor fuel in the
parity calculation.

We aré not convincéd by PG&E that the CPUC fee was
incorrectly included in the rate équalization calculation in past
BCAPs. Equally, we are not convincéd by PG&B’'s claim that the CPUC
feé paid by cogenerators is anadlogous té a utility tax and should
bé excluded in thé calculation just as are local utility taxes paid
by cogenerators.

UEG ignitor fuel is a core service and is not properly
included in éithér UEG noncoré ratés or noncore céogenération rates.
We agreed with CCC on that point in D.92-07-025 (mimeéo. p. 25).
PG&E’'s argumént that the parity statute (PU Code § 454.4) and prior
Comnission decisions do not exclusively mention parity by sérvice
level fails. D.92-07-025 clarifies that we intend the parity
calculation to bé done on a sérvice-level basis (Ordering
Paragraph 13, mimeo. p. 55).

11.4 Noncoré Peaking Rate

TURN récommends the adoption of a noncore peaking rate
for thosé customérs who take advantage of bypass opportunities but
continué to rely on PG&E to meet their peak demands. TURN argués
this rate would begin to confront the bypass issue from a rate
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design perspective:. As a countér to poteéntial bypass, this
proposal is superior from the coré customer perspectivé to a
reallocatlion of costs from noncore to core, according to TURN.

PG&E takes no position on TURN's recomméendation but -
points out most of the bypass forecast on thé PG4E system is total
bypass, leaving no péak load. Moreover, PGLE wishes to retain its
existing ability to négotiatée rates, including thé peaking rate, in
order to maximize reveéenués. Furthéer, PG4E obsérvés that the
negotiablé peaking rate has thé potential to bé an aréa of
substantial additional disputé in future cost allocation
proceedings given the amount of controvérsy discounting has
engéndered in past procéédings.

DRA and So6Cal support TURN’s recommendation. CIG offérs
that the récord is inadequateé to adopt this proposal. :

TURN’s proposal has mérit. Bypass is A growing reality,
as the discussions of bypass by Dow, Southwést, and PG&E's own UEG
department illustraté. We séek to sénd thé appropriaté economic
signals to customers regarding thé cost of bypass by thé désign and
lével of ratés. Customers aré now planning and computing the
économics of bypass.

The proposal, however, doés not adequately addréss how
the peaking rate can be madé consistént with our éxisting ratesi
volumetric rate for the UEG class; firm, interruptiblé, summer and
winter ratés for thé cogéneration class; and summéer and winter
rates for the industrial class. It doés not adéquatély éxplain how
the rate can be designed to promoté efficiéncy without reférence to
marginal costs, nor does it éxplain how implémentation will impact.
existing rates. Moreover, thereé may bé some confusion whéther its
implementation will genérate moreée révénue or result in a révenue
shortfall (as some customérs réspond to thé new rate), and how this
reveénue impact is properly measuréed and tréated. Therefore, we are
unable to adopt a noncoré peaking raté here.
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11.5 UERG and Wholésalé Service Level Eléction

We adopt PG&E's récommendation, which no party opposed
and DRA endorsed, regarding futuré changés in sérvicé level
nominations for UEG and wholésale customers. PG&E shall file an
advice letter, at the time new séxvice level nominations are made,
to change the fixed demand chargé component of thée UEG and
wholesaleé rates to refléct any changes in service level
nominations. Revénueés and credits due to thé néw sérvice level
nominations will bé tracked in the firm surcharge/interruptible
creédit account.

11.6 Master-Meter Discounts and Minimum
Average Rate Limiter [NARL)

As provided in PU Code § 739.5, master-méter customers
who submeter recéivée a monthly discount per submeteréd tenant
(Schedulés GT and GTL fox mobiléhome parks; Schedulés GS and GSL
for multifamily résidencés). Thé discount is reimbursement for
utility service providéd by the mastér-metéred customer. )

11.6.1 Recalculation of the Diversity Adjustment
for Master-Meter Rate Schedules

We adopt WMA'S unopposed recommendation to recalculate.
the diversity adjustment to the discount based on our adopted
residential rates and using PG&E's 1993 general rate casé diversity
adjustmént model. Thé diversity adjustment accounts for theé
master-meter customers’ ability to buy a portion of their master-
metér thérms at Tier I ratés and réséll thém to submeteréd
residents at Tier II rates. This recalculation incréasés the
nastéxr-méter discount by réducing the divérsity adjustment, to
reflect the lower diversity benéfits résulting from the adopted
residential rate tier closure. We make this recalculation for
Scheédules GT, GTL, GS, and GSL.
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11.6.2 gfoposatg :gegggggr Expand ox

We adopted & MARL for mobiléhome park master-meter
customers who submeter in PG&E’s 1990 geéneral raté case (34 CPUC 2d
199, 352). The MARL is a safeguard to énsure against an exceéssive
discount.

WMA and PG&E makeé proposals on thé gas MARL in this BCAP
which substiantially duplicate their proposals on the electric MARL
in A.88-12-005 (PG&E Electric Raté Design Window). PG&E proposes
to include additional cost elements to expand the MARL. WMA
recommends élimination of thé MARL.

Briefs were filéd on thé MARL issué after thé mailing of
D.92-04-063 in A.88-12-005. In D.92-04-063 we deéclined to expand
or éeliminatée the eléctric NARL, and statéd that it may be
considéred further in PG&E’s pending geéeneral rate case
(A.91-11-036). Based on that decision, WMA recommends that further
consideration of expansion or élimination of thé gas MARL be
deferred to PG&E's pending genéral raté casé. In the alternative,
WMA recommends ¢liminating the existing MARL.

PGS&E arques that this record is adequate for Commission
consideration of thé MARL and répétition of the issue in the ,
genéral rate case would bé redundant and wastéful. Further, PG&E .
argués that at least one element of its proposal is éxclusively a
gas rate design issue. Specifically, treatment of shrinkagé costs
differs for coré and noncoré transport customers relative to '
bundled sérvice customers on Schedulés GT and GTL, accoxding to
PG&E. PG&LE states that corée and noncore transport customers pay =
shrinkagée costs by providing shrinkage in kind. Thus, traﬁSpd:tif
customers pay shrinkage costs éven when thé MARL is applied, PG&E
asserts. PGSE claims that bundled service customérs, howevér, do
not now pay shrinkage costs when the MARL is applied becausé the
current MARL for thesé customers does not includé an amount to
cover shrinkage. In reply, WMA arques Schedule GT ratés already
include shrinkage charges and to include themr again constitutes a

double charge.
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We decline to make any changes to the gas MARL at this
time. It would not bé reasonable to adjust the gas MARL in this
BCAP whén wé so recently declined to do so for thée eélectric NARL
based on virtually idéntical argquments. We will allow parties to
make proposals in the rateé design phase of PGtB’'s pending 1993
géneral raté case.,

We decline to changé the MARL bécause, as we reasoned in
D.92-04-063, our treatment of thé MARL dépeéends on our treatmént of
the master-méter discount. We adopted thé MARL bécause of concerns
regarding possible inaccuracies in calculating the discount. The
MARL balancés the master-meter customers’ éentitlément to the
discount against the utility'’s eéntitlement to limit the discount to
the cost of providing comparablé sérvicé to other custéomers. We
directed PG4B in D.89-12-057 to develop a moré accuraté method of
calculating the mastér-métér discount payrment and to réport the
results in its next géneral rate casé application. A compléte
record will be developed in thé PGLE’s 1993 general rate case,

Since we have deférréd further consideration of the
electric MARL to thé general rate case, déferring further
consideration of the gas MARL to the geneéeral rate case will
establish & comprehénsivé forum to considér all aspéects of the MARL
in one procéeding. We will, howevér, adopt PG&E’s proposal to
extend the provisions of the gas MARL to Schedulés GS and GSL, as
we did for thé electric MARL in D.92-04-063. This proposal was rot
opposed by any party, and it sinply promotes consistent treatment
among master-metér customers.

While we defer & comprehénsive consideration of thé MARL
to thé GRC, our décision to include shrinkage costs in the
procurement rate has the éffect of treating thé oné issue PGSR
identified as an exclusively gas rateé design issuée. We are
satisfied this treatment corrécts an inequity betwéén bundled
service customers comparéd t6 core and noncore transport customers,
while not imposing & double charge.
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11.7 Bundled Commércial Service
Powerplant igniter-fuel volumés wéreée previously allécated

to Schédulé G-NR1. PGAE proposes to allocate all foreécast igniter-
fuel volumes to Schedulé G-NR2, since billing rxecords show that .
over 99% of ignitéer-fuel volumés aré billéd under Schedule G-NR2,
Ko party took issué with PG&E., We adopt PG&E'sS proposal.
11.8 Schedule GC-2 ‘ |

The °"GC-2 révenue differéntial® is the differencé bétween
the Schedule GC-2 customérs’ otherwise-applicablé transportation-
only rate and the GC-2 rate multiplied by the forecasted GC-2
volumes. Currently, PG&B calculateées the GC-2 revenue diffeérential
beforé allocating the low-inconme raté adjustment (LIRA) and ‘
Schedule G-10 subsidiés. Since thé allocation of these subsidies
results in an incréase in ratés, the current method of calculating
the GC-2 revenueé differential does not measure the full differénce
betweén thé GC-2 and otherwisé-applicable raté schedules. PGEE
proposés to correct the érxrror by calculating the GC-2 révénue
differéntial after adjusting for LIRA and Schéedulé G-10 subsidies.
No party took issue with PG(E. We adopt PG&E'’s proposal.
12. Wholesale Issues

Throughput and bypass wholeésale issues raised by
Southwést are addressed élséwhere in this decision. The rémaining
wholesale issues are discusséd here.
12.1 Cost Allocation

PG&E allocates costs to customer classes using four cost
allocation factors. Wholeésalé class-allocated costs are thén
distributed by PG&E among its wholésalé custémers in theé rate
design process. In that proceéss, PGS&E distributes the wholesale
révenue requirerent to each wholésale customer using only oné of
the four cost allocation factors. The City of Palo Alto (Palo
Alto) proposes that costs be distributéd to the individual
wholesale customers within the wholésalé class based on all four
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allocation factors. Alternatively, Palo Alto proposes that each
wholésalé customér be treated as a séparaté class.

PG&E takes no position on Palé Alto's proposal, but
recommends that if it is adopted, it bé implémented by treating
each wholesale customér as a separaté class. Southweést objects to
Palo Alto's recomméndation, claiming it duplicates efforts to be
undertaken in the LRNC proceéeding, it is inconsistent with
exclusion of similar cost allocation issués from this BCAP
proceeding, and it résults in preferential and discriuin&tdry
treatmént to other customers not permitted to raise their own cost
allocation issues. Southwest recommends deferring Palo Alto's
proposal to thé upcoming LRMC proceeding (1.86-06-005).

We adopt Palo Alto’s recomménded method for cost
allocation. This approach reallocatés less than 0.5% of wholesale
costs among PG&B’S wholésale customers. It applies the four )
factors used in class cost allocation consisténtly. Wwhile it may
be unlikely for us to apply the four-factor allocation to end-use
customers within classes, wholésalé customérs aré not end-use
custoners. ‘
Southwest's procédural objéctions are not pexsuasive.
Southwest is correct that we have deferréd many issués to thé LRMC
proceéding., Not all issués havé been deferred, however. Palo
Alto’s proposal is not based on long-run marginal costs and will
not duplicate efforts to bé undértaken in the LRMC proceeding.
Southwest conténds considération of Palo Alto’s tecommendation is
inconsistént with Comnission orders to éxclude such cost allocation
issues from BCAP proceedings. Southweést, howévér, neither moved to
striké nor objected to the récéipt in evidence of Palo Alto’s
testimony. Southwest claims it canceélled its own plans for
presenting cost alloecation testimony aftér motions to strike PG&E’s
proposals to alter cost allocation weré grantéd. Southwest
contends consideration of Palo Alto’s testimony is therefore
preferential and discriminatory to other customers. Southwest
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neither sought clarification of the granting of the motions to
strike PG&E‘’s testimony, nor offered its own testimony (which it
could have defended against motions to strike). Significantly, it
waited until the briefing stage to raise its concern regarding thé
scopé of the proceeding.

Wé decliné to impleément wholesale allocation by treating
each wholésale customer as a séparate class. PG&E offered no
reasons. why each wholésale customer should be treatéd as a séparateé
class. There is no différéncé in the results between Palo Alto's
proposal and its alternate proposal. Wholeésalée customers are
similar enough to be combinéd into one class. We sée no reason to
increase the number of classés. '

12.2 wholesale Core's Access to PGEE’s Storage

Palo Alto reécommends that whén capacity brokering is
impleméntéd, thé wholesale corée storagé éntitlemént should bée baseéd
on each wholesalé customér's sharé of storage costs allocated to
rétail and wholésale coré customérs. Palo Alto asserts wholesale
customers should receivé a core storagée entitlement proportionate
to thé amount 6f storagé costs allocatéd to wholesale coré loads in
PGSE’s most recent cost allocation proceeding, citing p.88-11-034.

We décliné to adopt Palo Alto’s recomméndation. Paleo
Alto’s proposal réallocates benefits without reallocating costs,
but we aré not convinced that our current methodology should bé
changéd. Moréover, Palo Alto’s proposal is premiséd on adoption of
capacity brokering, and Palo Alto madé this same récommendation in
R.88-08-018. Since wé madé no change in wholésalé customeérs’ core
storage entitlement in D.92-07-025 (R.88-08-018, capacity
brokéring), we make no change heré.

12.3_ Ratée Regotiations

Palo Alto urges thé Commission to reiteraté that
wholesale customérs havé a right to négotiate their rate structure
with PG&EB. When asked, however, Palo Alto's witness could not
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recall if Palo Alto has attempted to negotiate with PGLE
(Tr. 51346).

PG&E agrees that wholesale customers may fegotiate with
PGLB for a mutually acceptable rate design. PG4E argues that
wholesale customers do not havé a unilateral right to any
particular rate design other than that in authorized tariffs,
howeéver, and none should be granted in this proceeding,

We seé no particular neeéd to do anything more than note
that, consisteént with prior Commission décisions, wholesale
customers and PG&E may néegotiaté a mutually acceptablé rate design,
but no customer has a right to any rate or rate désign éother than
those in an authorized tariff.

13. Isplementation

By this decision we authorize PG&E to fileé neéew tariffs.
Consistent with the schedulé for cost allocation proceedings
established in D.89-01-040 and D.90-09-089, we direct PGB to file
its néxt BCAP application on August 16, 1993, with ratés to bécome
efféective April 1, 1994. Any déviation from this schedule should
be nade by a pétition for modification of D.89-01-040 and
D.93-09-089, Oor a letter to the Bxecutive Director, consisteat with
Rule 43.

14. TURN's Request for Pinding of
Eligibility for Compensation
on April 29, 1992, TURN filed a Request for Finding
of Eligibility for Compensation, undér Articlé 18.7 of the
Comnission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure. No party responded
to TURN's réquest. :
The purpose of Article 18. 7

*...is to provide compénsation for reasonable
advocateé‘’s fees, reasonablé expért witness
fees, and o6ther reasonable costs...of
participation or intérvention in any proceeding
of the Commission initiatéed on or after
January 1, 1985, to modify a rate or establish
a fact or rule that may influence a rate.*
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This is a Comnission proceeding initiated after Jaﬁuafy 1}?1985fto '
modify a rate or establish a fact or rule that may influence a-
rate. This proceeding theréfore falls within the purposeé of this

article. _
Rule 76.54(a) requires the filing of a request for

eligibility within 30 days of the first prehearing conférence or

within 45 days of the close of the evidentiary record. TURN’S

requést was filed within 45 days of the close of the évidéntiary
récord. '
_ Rule 76.54(a) requires that a request for eligibility
include four iteéms:
(1} A showing by the customer that ,
participation in the héaring or pxccééding
would pose a significant financial ‘
hardship. A summary of the financés of
the customér shall distinguish between
grant funds committéd to specific projects
and discretionary funds. If thé custémer
has met its burdén of showing financial
hardship in the same calendar year, as
detéermined by the Commission under Rule
76.05, 76.25, or 16.55, thé customer shall
make referencé to that decision by number
to satisfy this reéquirément;

A statemeént of issues that the customer
intends to raise in thé hearing or
proceeding;
(3) An éstimate of the compensation that will
be sought; and
(4) A budget for thé customer's présentation.
The adequacy 6f TURN’s filing on each of these items is
addresséd bélow.
14.1 Siqnificant Financial Bardship

TURN's request reférences that it has previously been -
found to have met its burden of showing financial hardship- for -
' calendar year 1991 in D.91-05-029. TURN states it has made its
showing for calendar year 1992 in its Request for Finding of
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Eligibility for Compensation filed January 27, 1992 in PGSR
A.89-04-033 (PG&EB/PGT Expansion Project), and that TURN expects a
ruling on that request béforé a decision in this BCAP. D.92-10-056
finds TURN meets its burden for calendar year 1992, Therefore, weé
conclude that TURN has mét the requirements of Rulé 76.54(a)(1) and
has shown that its participation in this proceeding would pose a
significant financial hardship. )

14.2 Statement of Issues

Rule 76.54(a){2) requires a statement of issues that the
party inténds to raise. TURN statés that the issues raised by it
in this proceeding are already matters of record, particularly as
set forth in its preparéed teéstimony, briefs, and as a primary party
to the proposed stipulation.

TURN addressed a widé variety of issués, including gas
costs, demand, throughput, the discount adjustmeént, bypass, the
revenue requirément, cost allocation, rate design, the alternate
fuel requirement, a noncore péaking raté, and Transwestern démand
charges. A réview of the récord and this decision provide clear
evidence that TURN has conplied with Rule 76.54(a)(2).

14.3 REstimate of the Compensation to be Sought

Rule 76.54(a)(3) réquires an éstimate of the compensation
to b¢ sought. TURN estimatés it may request about $50,000 for its
work in this case, based 6n an assumed 180 hours of
attorney/witness Florio's timé at a proposed hourly rate of $250,
2% hours of attorney Funkelstéin’s time at an hourly rate of $150,
plus $1,250 for r"other reasonablé costs,® primarily postage, and
copying expenses. TURN has conplied with Rulé 76. 54{a)(3).

14.4 Budget

Rule 76.54(a)(4) requires a budget for the party’s
presentation. TURN's estimated budget for this proceeding is
$50,000, as discussed above.
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TURN has complied with Rule 76.54(a)(4). The
reasonableness of this estimate will bé consideréd if and whén TURN -
réequests conpensation in this proceeding.

14.5 Conclusion

TURN has met thé requirements of Rulé 76.54(a) for this
proceeding. In addition, no party has responded to TURN's request.
We find TURN to be eligible to6 réquest an award of compensation for
its participation in this proceeding.

TURN is placed on noticé that it nay beé subject to audit
ox review by the Commission Advisory and Compliance bivision.
Therefore, adequateé accounting récords or other neceéssary
docunentation must be maintained by thé organization in support of
all claims for intervenor compensation. Such récord kéeping
systems should identify specific issues for which compensation is
being requésted, thée actual time spent by éach employeé, theée hourly
rate paid, fees paid to consultants and any othér costs incurred
for which compénsation may bé claimed.

15. Updated Account Balances
Exhibit 36 provides updated revenué requireéement and rate

tables based on August 31, 1992 recordéd balancing account
balances. The updaté would increase the révenué requirement, and
réduceé the rate decrease, by over $100 nillion. PG&EB argues,
however, that this would sérve no useful purpose. :
The large impact is primarily dué to thé highly seéasonal
naturé of the core fixéd cost account (CFCA), according to PGiE.
The undércollection in this account ténds to grow in the summér
(when core usage is less) and fall in thé winter (when core usage
is moré). PG&E notes that éven though éarlier PGSE ACAP rates
included séasonal adjustment, none was proposed in this proceeding.
Moreover, previous PGB ACAPs uséd estimated April 30 balances in
sétting rateés, according to PG&E. PG&E recomménds that in this
proceeding rates be set using July 31, 1992 recorded data without
further adjustmént. PG&E argues this is appropriate givén the
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two-year duration of thése rates and the ability to make a trigger
£11ling if necessary.

In its comments on Exhibit 36, DRA argues that April 30
balances havé been used in past PGSE ACAPs and should b¢ uséd for
the CFCA heré. This will amoxtizé the systeématic undercéllection
that has accruéd in this account, according to DRA. Moréover, DRA
asserts this will not burden customers with a high rate based on a
rélative seasonal peak undercollec¢tion which normal seasonal sales
variation will curé. DRA avers that répreséntatives of both PG&E
and TURN agreée t6 the use of thé April 1992 CFCA balance. DRA
further states that August 31 balances are acceptableé for other
accounts since they aré less vulnérableé to seasonal variations. By
subsequent filing, PG&E states that it &grées with the use of the
April 30, 1992 balancé for thé CFCA and thé August 31, 1992
balancés for othér accounts.

Ne use the April 30, 1992 balance for the CPCA, and
August 31, 1992 balances for all othér accounts. Thé April CFCA
balancé more accurately reflects the undércollection that we séék
to amortize whilé not basing ratés on A relativée séasonal péak
undercollection. Using July balances for all other accounts |
produces an overall raté reduction less than one percent différent
than that dérived from August balances. We use August balancés to
incorporate the most recént data. We éncourage PG&E and the other
partiés to include seasonal adjustments in future BCAP rate
recomméndations whereée appropriate,

FPindings of Pact :

1. PGsE filed its first biennial cost allocation proceeding
application on Novembeéer 1, 1991,

2. By ALJ ruling, parties weré allowed to include
Transwestérn pipéline contract costs in their récommended revenue
requirement, spécifically subject to refund based on a
reasonablenéss determination in an appropriate future ECAC and with
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the cost allocation subject to being superseded by the résults of
- the capacity brokering procéedings (R.88-08-018, R.90-02- 008) .

3. Five partles entéred into a stipulation to résolve
between themselves many of the issués in this proceeding.

4. Stipulating parties agreed that the stipulation shall be
null and void unless thée Comnission accepts thé stipulation and its
recomnméndations in their éntirety, without change 6r condition.

5. California public policy favors settlement and thé
propriety of séttlémént in utility matters.

6. Despite public policy favoring settlement, thé burden 6f
proof remains with thé parties advancing a stipulation or
settlément to show that it is réasonable, consistent with law, and
in thé public interest.

7. MNonstipulating parties contést four éléméents of theé
stipulationt (1) allocation of storage costs, (2) allocation of
the $7.3 million undercollection in the brokerage feé balancing
account, (3) allocation of the $5.2 million ovércollection in the
noncorée PGA, and (4) inclusion of Transwestern demand chargés in
rates,

8. The stipulatéd throughput forecast is reduced to réflect
bypass ovér the Dow pipeline.

9. Upon rejection of a stipulation wé may hold hearings, let
parties renegotiate, proposé alternative terms for the parties!’ '
consideration (Rule 51.7), or we may maké a decision based on the
record. :

10. The stipulatéd treatment of Transwestern pipeline costs
conflicts with D.92-07-025.

11. The stipulatéd allocation of thé noncorée PGA
overcollection is unfair to those who purchaséd thé gas, and
differs from our treatment of a similar ovércolléction in the core-
elect PGA in D.91-05-029. ‘

12. The stipulation is incompatiblé with the public interest.

13. This récord is substantial and ripe for decision, éven
though stipulating partiés elected not to cross-éxamine each other.
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14, PG&E’s economic, pétroléeum product pricé, crudé oil, and
alternate fuel oll forécasts are reasonable.

15, DRA's residential and commercial coére gas throughput
forecasts excéed those of PG&B in large part due to DRA'S forecast
of a lowver gas price.

16. Residential and commércial throughput forécasts
approximately halfway between PG&E’s and DRA's original estimatés
are reasonablé since we adopt a gas price approximately halfway
between PGSE's and DRA’s original estimates,

'~ 17. PG&E’s estimates are reasonablé for core
intérdepartmental, UEG igniter fuel and NGV throughput, and are not
in dispute between the parties.,

18. oOur adopted gas price forecast reducés the difference
betwéen PGaE’s and DRA’s industrial throughput forécast.

19. PG&E's éstimaté of industrial throughput is réasonable
when modified to both réflect the récalculation of the cogenération
backout, and to include 4.8 MMdth for customer loads switching back
to natural gas.

20. PG&E sales to SCE‘s Cool Water plant aré uncertain since
SCE may bypass PG&E and buy gas from SoCal.

21. A throughput forecast of 2 MMdth pér year to Cool Water
is reasonable as a conservative estimate since total bypass is not
certain.

22. DRA disputes PG&E’S cogeneration forécast only oveéer the
exclusion of gas demand for oné cogeneration project during the
months of January, February, and March of 1992 and 1993.

23. PG&E’s forecast of cogeneration throughput, adjusteéed for
the exclusion of gas demand from one projéct as récommended by DRA,
is reasonable.

24. PGiB’s forecasts for EOR, industrial interdepartmental,
and stean heat sales are reasonable.

25. Both PG&E and DRA forecast 14.6 MMdth per year bypass of
PG&B’s gas departmeént by PG&E's eléctric department.
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26. It is not reasonablé to include UEG bypass in the
throughput forecast since it is not now occurring and the forecast
‘should not prejudgé whether this bypass should or should not océur.

27. DRA's UEG forecast is réasonable whén adjusted to
elininate UEG bypass, sincé it is based on the most recént data,

28. PGiB's wholésale forecast is reasonablée when adjusted to
reflect thé bankruptcy of Luz.

29. PG&B’s throughput forecast assuming $.8 MMdth per year
for PG&E customers served by thé Dow pipeline is inconsistent with

D.85-07-029.
30. 1Including Dow bypass would shift thé risk of revenue loss

to ratépayers.

31. Elinmination of Dow bypass in the forecast properly
allocatés the risk of bypass and provides PG&E with an incentivé to
résolvé this mattér.

32. PGER’s shrinkage éstimatés are reasoénable.

33. PGsB's éstimates 0f curtailments are reéasonable without
Cool Water curtailment since only a small throughput is éstimated
to Cool Wateér,; only a small portion ¢f which would occur in the
winter months whén curtailménts are typical.

34. A throughput forecast which rejects estimates of Dow, -
UEG, and Southwest bypiss neéds no special tracking accounts,
balancing accounts, or ratemaking treatments as containéd in theé
stipulation.

35. Rejéction of the stipulation relievés PG&E of the - _
provision in the stipulation requiring it to file a complaint at

the Commission against Dow.
36. PGsR's wholéesale démand charge is justified since PG&E

must include wholésale custoner core volumé in PG&E'’s systen
planning requirements. E

37. Southwest is not bound by the stipulation provision to
file an application béfore it bypasses PG&E’'s seérvice, but nothing
in our rejection of the stipulation prévents Southwest from filing
a complaint.
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38, Given PG&E‘s wholesale demand charges, Southwest is
effectively forécloseéd from bypassing PG&E's sérvice during the
‘test period unless Southwést files a complaint which would allow
that reéesult and the réquested rélief is granted.

39, A WACOG of $1.825 per decathérm for the BCAP period,
calculated using the rates in effect approach, is reasonable,

40. .The inclusion of shrinkage costs in the procurement rate
is consistent with the inclusion of future shrinkage costs for
PG&E's procuremént customers as a cost of gas in the PGA.

" 41. PGsE's methods for developing the revenué réquirement are
reasonable except with regard té thé noncoré shrinkage tracking
account, shareholder recovery of the overcolléction in the noncoré
PGA, inclusion 6f Transwestern démand chargés and coré gas
transport rules, wlth our adopted throughputs, WACOG and
procurement rateés. -

42, Treating the $7.0 million undercollection in the
shrinkage tracking account as though it had beén recorded in the
noncoreé fixed cost account is consistéent with thé approach last -
adoptéd and is réasonable.

43. Recording future coré-subscription shrinkage costs for
PG&E’s procuremént customérs as a cost of gas in the PGA is
reasonable because coré-subscription shrinkage costs aré costs of
gas bought for thosé noncoré customérs who purchased gas from PG&E,
whilé customers who procuré their own gas alréady pay their
shrinkage costs by providing shrinkage in kind.

44, Ppartial balancing account treatment for future shrinkage
costs is reasonable bécause it prevents thé utility from bearing
the full impact of fluctuations in thé noncore shrinkage tracking
account while still providing PG&E an incentive to minimize
shrinkage costs. '

45. Given our actions to limit the role of utilities in
noncore customér procuremént, it is réasonable to continue the
balancing account treatmént for the brokerage feé balancing
account, thereby avoiding placing PG&E in the position where its
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primary opportunity to fully récovér its costs and contribute to
earnings is to maximizé gas salés to noncore customers.

46. Given our directions in D.$6-12-010 and D.87-12-039 that
utilities chargé noncoré procureément custémers the WACOG with
frequent adjustments to correct inaccuracies in prior months'! WACOG
estinmates, PG&E’'s shareholdérs weré at no risk from the noncore PGA
as 1ong as PG&E provided a service which reasonably mét the
Comnission policy of offéring a cost-based, best éfforts portfolio
of spot gas supplies.

47. The définition of memorandum account in PG&E's
prelininary statément doés not maké clear whether sharéholdérs or
ratepayers will ultimately be résponsible for any undercolléction
or overcollection in the noncoré PGA.

48. 1In each o6f thé 10 months aftér our decision to términate
noncore portfolio service (D.90-09-089), PG&E ovércollected from
its noncoré portfolio customers, converting a $4.5 million
undercolléction in Septembér 1990 inte a $5.2 million
overcollection when thé account was terminated and final entries
bookeéd. _ :
49, We authorized and intendéed PG&E to adjust thé WACOG price
up to twicé a month to eliminaté under- or overcollections in theé
noncoxe PGA.

50. Given thée way we intended thé néncoré PGA to opérate and
PG&E's ability to carry out our intént, it cannot be said that
PG&E’'s sharéholders boré thé risk of the final noncoré PGA balancé.

51. It is réasonable to excludé Transwéstern pipeliné deéemand
charges from thé revénue réquirément based on our decision to do so
in D.92-07-025.

$2. 1Inclusion of Transwestérn pipéline costs in PG&E’S
balancing account, with PG&E‘s ability to separately identify all
Transwestérn and rélatéed charges and interést, obviatés the néed to
track Transwestérn charges in a separate interest bearing
nemorandum account,

53. Truing-up the coré direct-billed take-or-pay account
every two years rather than annually is consistent with biennial
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review of all other accounts and allows the utility an opportunity
to eéarn its authorized raté of return (sincé the accounp‘can bé
-expected to be undercollectéed in the first year and overcollected
in the sécond year).

54. D.91-02-040 provides that transportation rates foxr core
customers who qualify for transportation-only service are adjusted
for the first yéar of transport servicé to include a componént that
reflects thé balances in the core PGA, while under the BCAP, the
coré PGA will bé amortized ovér two years.

55. We decline to amortize the coré PGA ovércolléction ovér
oné rather than two yéars, in order to avoid two sets of BCAP rates
and because there will be approximately only 18 months in this BCAP
cycle.

56. A refund of the coré PGA overcolléction would disturd our
policy of amortizing ovéer- or undercolléctions (for rate stability)
to meeét the néeds of very few transport customers at the expense of
impacting the majority of coré customers.

57. The circumstances justifying the refund of the coxe-elect
PGA and the noncore PGA overcolléctions (i.é., the change in our
régulation and the términation of the account) differ from the
circumstancés surrounding thé core PGA, an account which will
continueé. 7

58. It is réasonable to adopt rules for core transport
servicé to match amortization of the core PGA overcolleéection with
the period of these BCAP rates. _

59. It is not possible to désign a rule that perfectly
matches thé réturn of the ovércollectfon in the core PGA to those
who paid the excéss while at the same timé neithér beéeing unfair nor
creating skewed incentives for customérs to switch between core and
core transport service, . :

60. It is reasonable to direct the amortization of the core
PGA only in relation to the schedulés from which custémers took
sérvice on August 1, 1992 to mitigate customer switching for the
purpose of participating in the refund.
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¢61. It is reasonable to adopt zéro noncoré discounting, with
the exception of Cool Water, baséd on the agreement bétween the
-partiés that forecast discounting should be zero, and based on our
adoptéd natural gas and alternate fuel price forecast,

62. It is reasonable to foreécast PG&B salés to Cool wWater at
$0.03 per thérm based on thé $0.03 pér therm volumetric rate in
SoCal‘’s contract with SCE.

63. Rerunning the discount adjustment modél whenever base
revénues are revised would add néédléss complexity to already
difficult or focused proceedings for adjustménts which aré likely
to be small, and would miss other factors which may causé PG&LE to
overcolléct révénues relative to thée BCAP forecast.

64. Rerunning the discount adjustment would providé another
layer of risk protection for PGB shareholders, contrary to our
genéral gas restructuring policy to shift risks onté thé company’s
sharéholders as wé creaté a compétitive marketplace.

65. Storage provides bénefits to noncoré customers, including
at léeast the provision of total gas system load balancing, the
improvemént of pipeliné utilization, and the improvement of'gas
service reliability.

66. Any benefits obtained by participation in the pilot
storage program are in addition to thé three or more benefits of
storage generally providéd all customérs, including noncore.

67. All customérs who usé the system during péak periods
benefit from the increased systém capacity that storage provideés,
not just customers whosé loads vary by season. ,

68. The 10% noncore transportation load imbalance tolerance
does not sufficiently capture cost incurrénce to justify its sole
use in allocating storagé cost.

69. It is reasonable to récover the $7.3 million
undercollection in the brokérage fee balancing account from all
noncore customers, including core subscription customers, since the
undercollection results from a variation bétween thé forécast
core-elect and noncore portfolio salés volume in PG&E‘’s 1991 ACAP
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and the actual volumé purchased by coré subscription custoners,
primarily occurring aftér August 1, 1991.

70. The undercollection in the brokerage fee balancing
account is a résult of cora subscription customers transferring to
noncorée service, not coré customers being allocated brokerage fée
revenues in a prior procéeding.

71. It is reasonablé to return thé overcollection in the
noncore PGA to thos¢ noncore customers who purchased gas accounted
for in the noncoré PGA in thée months of May through July, 1991,

72. The stipulation would allocate thé noncoré PGA
overcodllection to all noacoré customers, thus allocating the
overcolléction to noncoré customers who did not purchase noncoreé
portfolio gas during theé period when the final overcollection was
accumulated.

73. Refunding the noncore PGA overcolléction to certain
customers doés not conflict with oux policy against reétroactive
raté adjustménts since the account has now términated and any
concern about applying adjustments retroactively as an ongoing
principal guiding account opéeration no longér applies.

74. Pairness dictatés that those customers who actually paid
the noncoré PGA ovércolléction aré dué the refund. ,

75. The undercolléction in the noncore PGA before May 1991
becamé an overcolléction by the end of Nay 1991.

76. Between May and July 1991, the noncore PGA accunulatéd an
overcollection of $5.2 million, including final entries into the
account.

77. PG&E has a fiduciary duty to résponsibly manage money in
its possession. :

78. There was no intention with noncore PGA términation that
PG&E would finance a deficit at its own cost, get an interést-free
loan, or get to keep the return from investing the balance.

79. It is reasonable to adopt PGLE's recommendations that the
remaining balance in thé natural gas vehicle pilot program account
be allocateéed to all custormers on an equal cents-per-therm basis,
that the balance in the noncore fixed cost account be allocated to
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all noncoré ¢ustomeérs on an equal cénts-pér-therm basis, that the
customer énergy efficiency account balancé be allocated according
to weighted number of customérs across all classes {consistent with
the method uséd to allocate customer énergy efficiency progran
costs), and that any balance in the firm surcharge/interruptible
credit account bé included in thé¢ detérmination of the
interruptibleée credit.

80. It is reéasonable to eliminate the nécessity for coré
custoners to apply for and pass the économic practicality test in
order to qualify forx néoncoré status. . )

8l1. It is réasonable to establish a tracking account for
customers transfeérring to noncoré status after August 1, 1991, to
record unforécasted rate impacts on thé core class.

82. At adopted rates, the penalty of $16 per therm for a
noncore custonér failing to curtail when requéstéd makes the
customer worse off aftér 72 hours of failing to curtail compared to
thé customér paying core rates, :

83. The penalty of $1 per therm for a noncoré custoéner
failing to curtail leaves thé noncoré customér better off at
adopted rates by failing to curtail for up to 49 days and paying
the pénalty compared to paying coré rates. ~

84. It is reasonable to calculate theé penalty for failure to
curtail based on the rélationship between noncore and coré rateés,
sincé noncore customérs should bécome coré customers if theéy
require greatér réliability.

85. Noncore customers effectively enjoy core sérvicé if they
fail to curtail when requesteéd.

86. If noncore customers fail to curtail when requested, they
not only negativély impact core ratés, but they both énjoy the
equivalent of coré service without paying its costs and jéopardize
core servicé to all core customers.

87. It is reasonable to reassign to the appropriateé core rate
schedule those noncoré custorérs who show a pattérn, or réasonable
expectation, of failing to curtail, theréby avoiding giving a




A.91-11-001* ALJ/BWN/vdl #3¢

preference or advantage to the noncore customer relative to other
customers.

88. A 2&-hour grace périod beforé the penalty for failure to
curtail would begin would not allow PGS&E to satisfactorily opérate
its system and would bé an intolérablé burden on thé reliability of
coré service.

89. Thé penalty for noncurtailment should attach only after a
customer has been notified of thé curtailment.

90. It is reasonable to apply éither 100 Mcf pér peak day or
20,800 therms per activé month usage as theé minimum sizeé
requiremént to be eligible for néncore status.

91, It is reasonable to suspend implémentation of eliminating
the alternate fuel requiremént, eliminating the econonic
praticality test, incréasing the penalty for failure to conply with
a curtailment order, and modifying thé sizé requirément for noncoreé
status pending further review in R.86-06-006.

92, It is réasonable to adopt a residential gas raté design
policy in this BCAP sincé BCAPs arée thé proceedings in which we
consider gas rate design.

93. It is reasonableé to includé the CPUC feé in the
UEG-cogenération raté parity calculation, consistent with our past
practice in PG&E proceedings, since the CPUC feé paid by
cogénerators is not analogous to a utility tax.

94. It is reasonablé to éxcludé UEG igniter fuel in the
UEG-cogeneration ratée parity calculation since UEG igniter fuel is
a core service and is not properly included in eithér UEG noncore
rates or noncore cogeneration rates.

95. It is reasonable to adopt PGs&E’s reéecommendation regarding
future changes in service lével nominations for UEG and wholesale
customers.

96. It is reasonablé to adopt WMA’s récommendation to
recalculate the diversity adjustment to the discount recéived by
master-néter custorérs who submeter based on our adopted
residential rates using PG&E‘’s 1993 géreral rate casé diversity

adjustment model.
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97. It is reasonsble to decliné to make any changés in the
gas MARL (with thé éxception of shrinkage costs) for the sanmé
reasons we declined to changed the ‘eléctric MARL in D.92-04-063,

98. It is réasonable to adopt PG&E's proposal to extend the
provisions of thé gas NARL to Schedules GS and GSL since this
proposal promotés consistént treatmént among mastér-metered
customers.

99. - Including shrinkage costs in thé procuremént ratés has
the effect of addressing the inéquity beétwéén bundled sérvice
custoners comparéed to coré and noncoré transport customeérs, while
at thé same timé not béing a doublé charge.

100. PG&R's proposal to allocate all forécast igniter-fuel
volumes to G-NR2 is unopposed and is reasonablé since over 939% of
igniter fuel volumes are billed undér Schedulé G-NR-2.

101. PGS&E’s proposal to calculatée the Schédulé GC-2 revenue
differéntial aftér adjusting for LIRA and Schedulé G-1¢ is
reasonable. :

102. Wholesale customers are similar enough to bé combined
into one class. &

103. Palo Alto’s wholésalé coré storage éntitlement proposal
réallocates bénéfits without réallocating costs. '

104. Palo Alto’s wholésalé coré storagé entitlemént prOposal
is premiséed on adoption 6f capacity brokéing, Palo Alto madé its
proposal in R.88-08-018, and its proposal was not adopted in
D.92-07-025. ‘

105. TURN has met the full requirements of Rule 76.54(a) for
this proceéding. :

106. <The CFCA is particularly sensitive to seasonal
variatfons. _

107. Using the April 30, 1992 CFCA recorded balancing account
balancé amortizes thé undércollection which has accrued in this
account without basing ratés on a rélative seasonal peak
undercollection.




A 91-11-001. ALJ/BWNM/vdl ##*

108, The overall revénue reduction using July 31, 1992 rathér
than August 31, 1992 recorded balancing account balancés differs by
léss than one pércent.

109. 1t is reasonablé to usée the April 30, 1992 recorded
balancing account balances for the CFCA, and August 31, 1992
récorded balancing account balances for all othér accounts.
Conclusions of Law

1. A stipulation should not be approved, whether contested
or uncontestéd, unless thé stipulation is reasonable in light of
the whole record, consistént with law, and in thé public interest,
and, despite public policy favoring settlement, unless the
stipulating parties carry their burden of proof.

2. The stipulation in this proceéeéding should bé rejected
since it is inconsistént with prior Commission décisions, is unfair
to noncoré PGA customers who took séxvice during May through July
1991, and is therefore unréasonablée, inconsistent with law, and not
in the public interest.

3. The résidential and commercial throughput forecasts
contained in Appendix D should be adopted.

4. PG&R's estimateés of core interdépartmental, UEG igniter
fuel, NGV, EOR, industrial interdepartmental, and stéam heat
throughput should be adopted.

5. PG&E’'s estimateé of industrial throughput modifiéd by both
thé recalculation of thé cogenération backout and 4.8 NMdth for
customér loads switching back to natural gas should bé adopted.

6. A throughput forecast of 2 MMdth per yéar for Cool Water
should be adopted.

7. PG&E's cogeneration foreécast, adjuSted for the gas démand
of one project during the months of January, February, and March in
1992 and 1993, should bée adopted. '

8. DRA's estimate of UEG demand, without reduction for UEG
bypass, should be adopted.

9. PG&E should justify its décision to either bypass or not
bypass some portion of its UEG load in the futuré ECAC proceedings
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which covér the record periods from August 1, 1992 through July 30,
1994. . o

10. PGsE’s forecast for wholesalé throughput; adjusted to .
refléct the efféects 6f thé Luz bankruptcy, should be adopteéd.

11. PGsE’s industrial and cogeneration démand forécasts
should be increased by 5.2 MMdth and 3.7 MMdth, réspectively, to
remove the effect of the Dow bypass.

12. Thé cold year throughput and curtailments in Appéndix D
should be adopted, béing consistent with the adopted average year
demand forecast without Cool Water curtailmenat.

13. PG&E should justify in its next ECAC proéceeding whatever
action PG&E takes or does not take with regard to the Dow bypass.

14. A WACOG of $1.825 per decatherm for the BCAP period

should bé adopted.
15. Shrinkage costs should be included in our calculation of

the procuremént rate.

1€. The $7.0 million balance in the shrinkagé tracking -
account should bé xecorded in thé noncore fixed cost account. ' -

17. Future core subscrlptlon shrinkage costs for PG&B'S
procurément customers should bé recordéd as a cost of gas in the
PGA.

18. PG&E should be at risk for part of the future shrinkage
cost balancing accéunt to nitigatée PGLE from carrying the full
impact of fluctuations while providing PG&E an incentive to

pninimize shrinkage costs.
19. We should continue the balancing account tréatment for

the brokérage fée balancing account.
20. The $5.2 million overcolleéection in the noncore PGA should

be réturned to custoners. .
21. Transwestern demand charges should be éxcluded fron rates

but réported in PG&E's balancing account subject to future
reasonableness review and allocation, consistent with D.92-07-025.
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22, The core direct billed take-or-pay account should be
trued-up biennially. . T

23. Ruleés should be adoptéd for gas transport service to
match the amortization of theé coré PGA ovércollectioa with the
period of théese BCAP rates, to ensuré customers transferring to and
from coré and core transport servicé after August 1, 1992 receive
their appropriate share of the $143 million ovércollection.

24. The discount adjustment model should not be rerun
whenever basé revénues are revised. .

25. Storagé costs should be allocatéd based 6n the currént
Commission approval methodology (cold year peak season throughput),
and parties should focus creditable, compreheasive studiés on
further storagée costs allocation analysis in I1.87-03-036.

26. The $7.3 million undercollection in the brokerage fée
balancing account should bé recovéeréed from all noncore customérs,
including coré subscription customers.

27. The $5.2 nillion overcollection in thé noncoré PGA should
be réturnéd with interést to those noncore customers who purchaséd
gas accounted in the noncore PGA in the months of May through July
1991,

28. The remaining balance in the natural gas vehicle pilot
program account should be allocated to all customéers on an equal
céents-per-thérm basis, the balancé in thé noncoré fixed cost
account should be allocated to all noncore customers on an equal
cents-per-therm basis, the customér énergy efficiency account
balance should be allocated according to weighted number of
customers across all classes and any balance in the firm
surcharge/interruptiblé credit account should be included in the
determination of the interruptible credit.

29. The alternate fuel requirement for noncoré status
qualification should bé eliminated, as should the économic
feasibility test; the peénalty for failuré to comply with a
curtailment order should be increased to $16 per therm} customers
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who show a pattern, or reasonablé éxpectation, of falling to
curtail should bé moved to thé appropriate core rate schedulé; the
rules for pénalty application should be retained; thé minimum size
requirement for noncoré status should be either 100 Mcf per peak
day or 20,800 therms per active month; and éxisting noncore
customérs should remain noncore if they aré below thé new sizé

' réquirements.

30. Thése changés should bé suspended pending furthér
considéeration and reviéw in R.86-06-0064.

31. Theé résidential gas rateé design policy describéd herein
should be adopteéd.

32. The UEG-cogenération parity rate calculation should
includé the CPUC feé and exclude UEG ignitor fuel.

33. PGSE should file an advicée léttér at the time new service
level nominations aré madé to change thé fixed demand charge
componeént of UEG and wholésalé rateés to réflect any changeés in
service levél nominations, with révenues and credits due to thé new
sexvice levéel nominations tracked in thé firm surcharge/
interruptiblé credit account.

34. The divérsity adjustment to the discount for master-
netered customérs who submetér should be récalculatéd based on the
adopted residential rates using PGSE's 1993 general rate case
diversity adjustment model.

35. No changes should bée made to the gas MARL in this BCAP,
excépt to the extent the shrinkage cost tréatment impacts thé MARL.

36. The gas MARL should be éxtended to Schedulés GS and GSL.

37. Forecast igniter-fuel volumés should all be allocated to .
Schedulé G-NR2.

38. Thé Schédule GC-2 revenue differential should be 7
calculated after adjusting for LIRA and Schedule G-10 subsidies.

39. The four factors using for overall class cost allocation
should be used to allocate costs within the wholesale class to

wholesale customers.
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40. The existing méthod of determining wholesale core storage

entitlement should be retained.

41. PG&E should filé fits next BCAP application on August 16,
1993, with ratés to becomé effective April 1, 1994, consistent with
the schedules for cost allocation proceedings established in

Dc89"01-0‘0 and Di90"09“089 L]
42. TURN should bé found éligible undexr Article 18.7 of our

ruleés to claim compénsation for its participation in this
procéeding.

43. PG&E’s BCAP rates should be based on the April 30, 1992
CFCA recorded balance, with all otheér balancing accounts based on
August 31, 1992 recorded balances.

44. This order should bé made effectivée today in order to
placé the new rates in effect as soon as possible.

ORDER

IT XIS ORDERED thatt
1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&B) shall file, in
- accordance with General Order 96-A, tariff changes which implement
the rules and rates adopted in this decision, and which are shown
in Apperdixes G and H, using the revenue requirement shown in
Appendix F.

2. The revised tariff schédules shall be filed no later than
5 days aftér the effective daté of this decision, with the revised
tariff schédules to be effective no later than 3 days after being
filed.

3. Adoptéd annuval and monthly throughput amounts are
contained in Appendix D.

4. PG&E shall justify its decision to eithér bypass or not
bypass some portion of its utility electric genération load in the
eénergy cost adjustment clause proceedings which cover thé record
periods from August 1, 1992 through July 30, 19%4.
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5. PG&E shall justify in its next énérgy cost adjustment
clause proceeding application whatever action PG&E takes or does
not take in regard to the Dow Chemical Company pipeliné bypass.

6. PG&E shall conform its accounting treéatment to the
decisions contained hérein for shrinkagé costs, the brokerage feé
balancing account, Transwestern Pipeline Company demand costs, and
the coré direct billéd také-or-pay account,

7. PG&E shall institute of a refund of the $5.2 million
overcolléction in noncoré purchaséd gas account with interest at
the rate éarned on 3-month commércial papér, as réportéd in the
Fedéral Résérve Statistical Releéase, G.13, or its succeéssor, from
August 1, 1991 until the payment is made, in compliance with theé
discussion in this decision. The refund shall be based on ¢ach
customer’s usé of gas accounted for in thé noncoré purchaséd gas
account in May through July 1991, shall bé calculated by an équal
centg-per-thérm method over the whole period, and shall be issuéd
as a credit on thé bill of éach eligiblée customer. Thé refund
shall be impleménted within 120 days from the efféctive daté of
PG&E's révised tariff schédules filéd pursuant to this decision. -

8. The residential gas raté désign policy discussed in this
decision shall be adopted.

9. The alternative fuel requirement for noncoré schedulée
eligibility and the économic practicality test shall be eliminated:
the penalty for a noncore customer’s failuré to comply with a
curtailment request shall be $16 per théerm} customers who show a
pattern, or reasonable expéctation, of failing to curtail when - -
requested shall be moved to the appropriate coré rate scheduléf the
ninimum size réquirement for néncore status shall be éither 100 Mcf
per peak day or 20,800 thernms pér activé month; and existing
noncore customers shall remain noncore at théir choice if they are
below the size requirements until further order. The changés in
this ordering -paragraph-are¢ suspended pending further consideration
and review in R.86-06-006.
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10. PG&E shall establish a tracking account for customérs

* transferring from coré to noncoré status after August 1, 1991,
which will accruée the differénce between the amount these
transferring customere have paid and what they would have paid if-
billed at core ratés. PGsE’s next biennial cost allocation
proceeding (BCAP) will address the issue of whether and in what
matter the outstanding balance in this tracking account will be
allocated to customérs.

11. PG&E shall file an advice letter at the time new service
level nominations aré made to change thé fixéd demand chargeé
component of the utility electric genération and wholésalé rates to
reflect any changés in the service leveél nominations.

. 12. PG&E shall filé its next BCAP application on August 16,
1993, with ratés to become efféctive April 1, 19%4.

13. Toward Utility Rate Normalization is eligible to réqueést
compensation for its participation in this proceeding.

14. This procéeding remains open for theé purpose of .
considering Toward Utility Rate Normalization's requést for .
compensation, and for melenenting changes which may be dirécted in
R.86-06-006.

This order is effective today.
pated October 21, 1992, at San Francisco, California.

DANIEL ¥m. FESSLER -
President
JOHN B. OHANIAN
PATRICIP} M. ECKERT
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY
Commissioners

| CERTIFY YHAT THIS DECIS!
()N
WAS APPROVED BY YHE ABOVE
COMM!SS!ONER$ TODAV

3 Lﬁ%ecuﬂve Dlrector

}l;i;f
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List of Appearances

applicant: Harry W. long, Jr., Mark Huffman, and Annie Tilleéry,
Attorneys at Law, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company. ’

Intérested Parties: Messrs. Ater, Wynne, Hewitt, Dodson &
Skerritt, by Michael P. Alcantar and Paul Kaufman, Attorneys At
Law, for cogenerators of Southern californiat Barbara Barkovich,
for Barkovich & Yap; R. Thomas Beach, for Luz Partnérship
Managenent{ Patrick J. Bittner, Attorney at Law, for california
Energy Commission; Messrs. Morrison & Foerster, by Jerry Bloon,
Lynn Haug, and Kevin D. DeBre, Attornéys at Law, for california
cogeneration Council; Messrs. Knox, Lemmon & Brady, by
Matthéw V. Brady, Attorney at Law, for State of california,
Départment of General Services; Rand carroll, Attorney at Law,
for Statée of New Mexico; E. G. Dittmér, for Petro Canada
Résources; Charles Doering, for McFarland Enérgy Company;
phillip D. Endom, Attorney at Law, Susan Gibson and Phyllis
Huckabeé, for El Paso Natural Gas Company} Michel Peter Florio,
K. Justin Reidhead, Thomas J. Long, and Robert Finkélstelin, :
Attorneys at Law, for Toward Utility Rate Normalization;
pavid B. Follett and E. R. Island, Attorneys at Law, for
Southern California Gas Company; Steven M. Harris, for .
Transwestern Pipeline Company; Michael Hopkins, for Ccity of
Glendale: Adrian J. Hudson, for California Gas Producers = .
Association; Messrs, Brady & Berliner, by John Jimison, Attorney
at Lav, for Independent Petroleum Association of Canadai Carolyn
Kehrein, for Procter & Gamblé Nanufacturing Company: Messrs.
Luce, Forward, Hanilton & Scripps, by John Léslie, for
california Gas Markeéters Group: Robert H. Mackie, for .
PanCanadian Petroleum Limited; Mesrs. Sutherland, Asbill and
Brennan, by Keith McCrea, Attorney at Law, for california
Industrial Group, California League of Food Processors, and-
california Manufacturing Association; Greqg McGillivray, for
Alberta Petroleun Marketing Commission} Keith Melville, Attorney
at Law, and Beth Bowman, for San Diego Gas & Eléctric Company}
Nelissa Metzler, for Bakarat & Chamberlin: Joséph G. Meyer, fol
Joseph Méyer Assoclates; Messrs. Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue, by
Norman A. Pedersen, Attorney at Law, for Southeérn Ccalifornia
Utility Power Pool Robert L. Pettinato, for Los Angeles
Department of Water & Power; Stephen E, Pickett, Bruce A: Reed,
and Annéette Gilliam, Attorneys at Law, for Southern california
Edison Company: Edward G, Poole, Attorney at Law, for Andeérson,

" ponovan & Poole; Patrick J. Power, Attorney at Law, for
Sacranento MNunicipal -Utility District} John D. Ouinley, for
Cogeneration Service Bureau; Sheldon D. Reid, for North Canadian
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Marketing, Inc.: Ariél Pierre Calonne, City Attorney, and andrew
Safir, for city of Palo Alto; Donald W. SchoénbécK, for
Regulatory and‘CégéneratiOn Services: Andrew J. Skaff, Attorney

- at Law, for KES Kingsburg, L.P.} E. M. Small, for Suncor, Inc.i -
Nesrs. Armour, Goodin, Schlotz & MacBride, by Jameés D. Squeri
and Regina D& Angelis, Attorneys at law, for Kelco pivision of
Merck & company, Inc.} Ronald V. Starsi, for city of Burbank}
Alex Szabo, for City of Pasadena: Bruce Tulloh, for Unitéd

Statés Departmeéent of the Navyi Rogér Vaultoy, for M-S-R Public
Powér Agency; John C. Walley, Attorney at Law, Thomas R. Shéets,
and Robért M. Johnson, for Southwest Gas corporation: Robert B.
Weisenmilleér, for MRW & Associatesj Kevin D. Woodruff, for
Henvood Energy Services, Inc.; E. D. Yates, for california

League of Food Procéssors; Jay E. Yount, for Chevron U.S.A.:,

Inc.: Lina M. Hale, for Aebi Nurserieés Victoria Simmons, for
EQson & Modisétte! Biddle & Hamilton, by Richard L. Hamilton,
Attornéy at Lawv, for Western Mobiléhome Association; and Méssrs.
Wright & Talisman, by Jerore candelaria, Attorney at Law, for
McFarland Enerqgy, Inc. :

Conmission.

Protestanté Ronald A. Enométo, for California cut Flower

Division‘df RatepaYéf Advocates: Car01~Hatchétt,'Attorﬁéy at Law,
Larry Klapow, Brian Schumacher, and Natalie Walsh.

(END OF APPENDIX A)
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY for Authority
to Ravise Its Gas Rates and
Tariffs effective August 1, 1992,
pursuant to Decision Nos.
87-12-039, 89-01-040, 89-05-073,
90-04-021, 90-09-089, and
91-05-029.

APPLICATION
NO. 91-11-0601

(U 3% G)

Tags St gt Sttt it S St Vt? g? Vg

STIPULATION BETWEEN PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY ;
THE DIVISION OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES,
TOWARD UTILITY RATE NORMALIZATION. SOQUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION;
AND

THE WESTERN MOBILEHOME ASSOCIATION

Thé parties to this stipulation (sStipulation) are Pacific
Gas and Electric company (PG4E), the Division of natepayer'
Advocates (DRA), Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TURN) ,
Southwest Gas Corporation (SWG),
and thé Western Mobiléhome Association (WMA).

PGEE, DRA, TURN, SWG, and WMA aré collectively

reférred to herein as the "Parties", and each may be individually

referred to heréein as a "Party."
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‘The Parties have entered into this Stipulation to fésolve
among themselves many of the issues in PG&E's Application No. 9%1-
11-001, PGLE's 1992-1994 test period BCAP proceeding.

The Parties believe that this Stipulation is a reasonable

compromise of their opposing positions.

Theréfore, the undérsignéed Parties, through their attorneys
of récord in this proceeding, agree in this Stipulatioﬁ't?
jointly support the recommendations described below for
resolution of issues in this procéedihg and to jointly urge the
adoption of thése recomméndations in their éﬁtirety.in this
proceeding by the california Public Utilitiées commission

(Commission).

1.
IS8UES8 NOT COVERED BY THE STIPULATION
Although this Stipulation addresses the vast majority of
jssues whose resolution is required to establish rates, it does

not resolve all issues. Some issues are not addresséd. Others

are addressed, but appear to be opposéd by one or moré of the
non-settling partiés. The unresolved issues can be groupéd into

seven catégoriés:
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Alternate fuel requirements for néﬁcOre etatus,‘
“and the noﬁcurtailment pénalty}

QF jissues;

Revenue requirement 1s$ues; 7

Storage cost allocation issues}-

Other eost allocation issues;}

wholesale rate design issues; and

Retail rate design issues.

Attachment A to this Stipulation contains a 1ist of issues
. raised in this proceeding that have not been wholly resolved by
this Stipulation.

I1I.
 RECOMMENDATIONS
A. | ReVenue sme )

The recommenaations presénted in Sections B thréugh I Below;
result in a revenue reéquirement decrease of $291 7 million over
the two year test perioca when compared to reVenues that would be

collectéd at present rates, as indicated in Table 4 attached té
this stipulation. The rates shown in Table 6 résult from (1) the
revenue requirement préesentéd in Table 4, (2) the throughpnt‘

forecasts presented in Tables 2 and 3 and (3) the recommendations

presented in Sections B through I below.
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Except as expressly stated in Sections B through I below,
those assumptions necessary for the derivation of revenues at
present rates, the revenu; réquirement and/or of rates are as set
forth in PGELE's Prepared Testimony, as modified by PGLE's Updated
Testimony. Thé Parties recommend that, with the exception of the
issues not addressed by this Stipulation, outlined above and set
forth in Attachment A, the Commission accépt thoseé assumptions
which are embodiéd in Tables 1 through é. With respect to any
1ssue$ raised in this procéeding thé résolution of which is not
necessary for the dérivation of révenuées at preésent ratés, the
réevenueé requirement and/or of rates, the Parties recommend that
no assumptions bé adopted, except as recommended below in

Sections B through I.

The revénue réquireément tablé and the resulting rateé table
do not représent the final rates the Commission would implément
by adopting this stipulation. One component of the Stipulation
is that thé Parties recommend that thé révénue requirement be

updated in general accordance with PGELE's updaté proposal set

forth in Chapter 1 of PGLE'S Preparéd Testimony. However, as

part of this stipulation, PG4E agrees to sérveé on all parties to
this proceéeding a draft of the Update Exhibit, not includ{ng the
most cuxrént balancing account balances, within sevén days after
the mailing of the Proposed Décision, which will provide 13 days
for review béfore the Update Exhibit is served. PGLE agreées not




A91-11-001 APPENDIX B
Page 5

to make any substantive changes between thé draft and final
Update Exhibit, except for estimates of balancing account
balances, without consulting with DRA,

B, 0i) Price and Alternate Fueél Price
The Parties recommend that the Commission adopt the
Refiners' Acquisition Cost of Crude (RACC) and alternaté fuel

prices reflectéed in Table 1. Thé alternaté fuel prices are

incorporated into the discount adjustment modeél discussed in

Section G.

C. Gas Demand and Throughput

The Parties recommend the adoption of the gas demand,
curtailment, and résulting throughput forecasts reflected in
Tables 2 and 3 for the first and second years, respectively, of
the BCAP test peériod. Monthly levels of démand have beén derived
"from Tablés 2 and 3 by scaling, using the monthly estimatés of

demand provided in PGLE's Updated Téstimony.

D. : oW : ss

The bypass forécasts for both UEG and thé Dow pipéline
reflect the status quo. UEG bypass is not currently occurring
and so is not reflected in the throughput forécast, while the Dow
pipeline bypass is occurring and so is reflected in the

throughput forecast.
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Wwith reépect.to the potential UEG bypass associated with the
Steelhead pipeline, PGLE agrees to file an application requesting
Commission authorization before beginning to take this service.
If the commission issues ; decision approving PG&E's application,
for each month thereafter for the remaindér of the BCAP test
period PG&E's UEG total monthly déﬁand charges will be reduced by
the ratio of the estimate of that month's bypass déve10ped in the
authorization application to that month's UEG throughput adopted
in this proceeding. Thé demand charge reduction will bé recorded
in a balancing account, to bé réecovered from all customérs, baseéd
on cold year throughput, in PGLE'S next cost alloecation

proceeding.

With respeéect to the Dow pipeéeliné bypass, PGLE agreés to file
a Commission complaint against Dow, alléging that Dow's actions

in connection with the Dow pipéline bypass constitute a business

affécted with the public interest and impressed with a public
use. If Dow completely céasés to transport natural‘gaé fér
others, either in response to $ commission order, VOluhtatily, or
for any other reason, for so long as Dow transports no gas for
others PGLE will record in the balancing account the revenues
réceivéd from PGEE's customers with prémise numbers 1043410,
0673599 and 4507589 for transportation service from PGLE up to
24.4 HDtﬁ per day, to beé returned to all customers, based on cold

year throughput, in PG&E's néxt cost allocation procééding.
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E. Gas Cost
Thé Parties recommend a forecast of $1.825 per décathérm for

the gas portfolisé WACOG for each year of the test period. These
values do not include franchise fees and uncollectible accounts

expense, brokérage fees, balancing account amounts or shrinkage.

F. Revenué Requirement

The Partieées récommend that thé balance in the noncore

shrinkage tracking account be treated as though the éntries had

been recorded in the noncore fixed cost.account.

The Partiés réecommend that in the future shrinkage costs for
PGLE's procureméent customers be récorded as a cost of gas, in the
Purchased Gas Account, except that thé Parties récomménd that
PG&E should bé at risk for thé noncoré portion of the variation
betwéén recorded shrinkage costs and recorded shrinkage revenues
to the same extent that it is at risk for the variation of
revenués in theé noncoré fixed cost accéunt. cCurréntly, PGEE is
at risk for 10% of this variation. Absent further Commission
action, PG&E will be at risk for 25% of this variation beginning

in May of 1992.

The Parties recommend that the core direct-billed take-or-
pay oné-way balancing account be trued up biennially, consistent

with holding cost allocation procéedings biennially.
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The Parties recommend that the balance in the Brokerage Fee
balancing account bs recovered from the entire noncore, and that
the Brokerage Fee balancing account remain in effect during the
BCAP test periocd. The P;rtiés agree that the brokerage tee issue
should be fully studied and reexaniﬁed in the next BCAP, in éxder

to reflect the changes currently under way in the California gas

market.

The Parties recommend that if the Commission adopts DRA's
recommendation that ratepayers receive the final balance in the

noncore PGA, then the commission shouid also adopt DRA's

recommendation to provide the balance to all noncore customérs by’

crediting the noncore gas fixed cost account.

G. Discount Adjustpent
The Parties recomménd that the Commission adopt a 100%
discount adjustment factor (no discounting) for the G-IND class

excluding Cool Watér, and for the G-COG class.
The Parties recommend that revénues from Cool Water be
forécast at 3¢/th for the 2.0 MMDth per year of throughput -

attributed to Cool Water.

The Partiés recommend that any recalculation of discounting

during the BCAP test périod, either as a result of the Commission .

adopting PG&E's pfoposal to rerun the discount calculation when
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implementing rates reflecting a changé in the base revenue
requirement, or as a result of the Commission adopting PGLE's

proposal in the Capacity Brokering proceeding to rerun the

discount calculation when'the rates resulting from the Capacity

Brokering proceeding are implemented, use the simplified discount

adjustment model attached as Table 5.

In thé event that subsequent actions of thé Federal E;érgy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) requiré unforeseen changes to the
commission's capacity brokering program .that impact the expectéd
amount of discounting by PGEE, then PGLE, DRA and TURN agree to.
pmeat and confer regarding any changes in thé discount adjustment
model set forth in Table 5. PG&E shall not unilateérally seek
commission modification of the simplifiéd discount adjustment
model during the BCAP test period without thé consent of DRA and
TURN. Such consént shall hot bé unréasonably withheld. |

H. Cost Allocatien

The Parties récommend that thé Commission adopt the cost
allocation methods presented by PG&E in its Updated Testimony,

which are consistent with those preseéentéd by DRA.

I. Rate Dpesian

The Partiés reécommend that the différential between
residéntial Tier 1 and Tier 2 ratés be reduced by the following

formula.
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PGLE's proposal should be used for this BCAP test periéa

with three limitations. As proposed by DRA, the absolute size of
the tier differential will not beée closed by morée than 50% in any
oné adjustment, and it tﬁﬁ average residential rateée is increasing
by more than 10%, then the tier d{fferentlal will remain
unchanged. As proposed by TURN, the Tier 2 rate will noi drop
below 135% of thé Tier I rate during thé BCAP tést periocd. 1If
that limit is reached the tier differential will not bé changéd
further, on a percentageé basis, during thé BCAP tést period.

The Parties agree that béginning with thé date rates are
implemented in this proceéding, for thosé customers which have
- been authorized to switch from coré to noncoré aftér August 1,
1991, or which do switch during the test périod, PG&E will track
the differénce bétween thé revénue colléectéd from thésé customers
at their noncore rates and thé révenué that would have been
collected if theéy had continued to pay core rates, assuming the
same usage. Thé allocation of this balance is to be détermined

in thé next cost allocation proceeding.

The Partiés récommend that the diversity adjustmént for
mastéer metered rate schedules bé recalculatéd, baséd on the rates
adopted in this proceeding, using PGLE's model for calculating

the 1993 PGSE General Rateé Casé diversity adjustment.
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The Parties recommend that Southwest Gas Corporation's (SWG)
rate design not be changed to all-volumetric in this prococding.
SWG agrees to file an application réquesting ccmnission
authorization before bypassing PG&B gervice. If the Commission
approves SWG's application, for each ponth theréatter for the
rémainder of the BCAP test period SWG's total monthly PGEE denmand
chargés will be réeduced by the ratio of the estinate of that
month's bypass developed 1in the authorization application to that
month's SWG throughput adoptéd in this procéeding. The démand
charge reduction will be recorded in a balancing account, to be |
recovered from all customers, baséd on cold year throughput}:fn.

PGLE's next cost allocation procéeding.

IX1.
GENERAL TERMS
Thé Parties agree that in this proceeding RO Party will
contest the issues résolved among the parties by_this |

stipulation, by cross-examination of any Party vitness on these

issues, during briefing,. or otherwise.

However, this shall niot be construéd to bé an acceptance or
endorsémént of the principles, assumptions of methodblbgiéé
underlying theése recomméndations. The Parties agree that ﬁhe ]
principles, assumptions and methodologies underlying the specific

{tems addressed in this Stipulation are recommended for the
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purpose of this proceeding only, and are not to be deemed by the

Ccommission or‘any other entity as précedent in any proceeding or
) litigation, except as necessary to implément theé recommendations

contained herein.

The Parties expressly réserve the right to advocate in other
proceedings principles, assumptions, or methodologies different
from thosé which may underlie or appeaf-to be implied by this
Stipulﬁtibﬁ, so 16ng as this does not conflict with
recommendations explicitly set forth iﬁ‘this stipulation.

Unless thé Commission accepts this stipulation and the
recommendations it contains in théir entirety, without change or
condition, the Parties agree that the stipulation shall be null

and void.

The Parties intend and agreeé that this stipulation is
subject to éach and every condition set forth, including its
acceptance by thé Commission in its entirety and without change

or condition.

The Parties agree to exteéend their best efforts to insure the

adoption of this stipulation.
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The undersigned Parties agree to this Stipulation through
their Counsel of Record in this proceeding.

pacific Gas and Electric Company

rToward Utility Rate Normalizatien

By /)7"' ( ) 4 / ;Jpate 3/19/‘?;

MICHEL P. FLORIO

Southweést Gas COrpOration"

pate 319 ?7———

Wwestern Mobilehome Association

By E“""‘"“- L‘m pate 3 }-

RICHARD L. HAMILTON
Ney
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ATTACHMENT A
Issués Not Resolved by
the Stipulation

Alternative Fuel Regquirements for Noncore Status,

and theé Noncurtailment Penalty

1. PGLE's proposal to éliminate thé alternate

fuel capability requirement for noncoré status;

2. PGELE's proposal to incréase the curtailmént

noncompliancé penalty from $1/th to $25/th;

3. Theé california Industrial Group, California
Léagué of Food Procéssors and califernia Manufacturers
Association's (collectively CIG) proposal for a 24-hour

grace périod for compliance with curtailmént requests;

4. TFostér Farm's proposal to sét the size
réequirement for noncore status as éither the 100 Mcf
per peak day or the 20,800 th per activeée month

réquirement.
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QF Issues

1. PGLE's proposal to eéxclude thé CPUC fee from

the UEG-Cogenoration:raté parity calculation;

2. Tbe california cogeneration Council's (ccc)
proposal to exXclude UEG igniter fuel from the UEG-
cogenération rate parity calculation;

1. PGLE's proposal that PGEE's shareholders
receive the final balance in the noncoré PGA and DRA's
proposal that noncere ratepayers receive this

balance!;

1. The california Gas Marketers Group (CGHG) and
CIG's proposals to change the méthodology for
allocating storage costs. (Thé Stipulating Partieés
récommend in the stipulation that the current

methodology be used to allocate storage c°sts.):

IThis Stipulation does provide that if thé cOmmissiOn adopts -
DRA's pProposal that ratépayérs récéivé this balance, thén DRA's
proposal to includé the balancé as an offséet to noncéré rates
should be adopted as well. This is discussed in Section II:F.
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.. 1)ocatier

1. DRA's proposal to record the Transwestern pipeline

demand charges in an interest-bearing mémorandum account.

2. DPG&E's proposal to rée-calculate the discount
adjustment wheneéver the Commission implements in rates a

change to PG&E's natural gas basé revenué réquirement?;

3. CGMG's proposal to allocate thé balance in
the brokerage fee balancing account to only core-
subscription customérs. (The Stipulating Parties
reconménd in the Stipulation that the balance be

allocated to all noncore customers.);

Wholesale Rate Design ISsué

1. Palo Alto's proposal to révise the method of

distributing thé wholesalé class revénue réquirement;

2. Palo Alib's proposal that the Commission

reconfirm wholésalé customers' and PG&E's ability to -

21nis stipulation doés address the discount adjustmént
méthodology to bé used if the Commission adopts PG&E's proposal
regarding thé frequéncy of calculating the discount adjustment.
This 3is discussed in Section II.G. , ‘
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negotiate wholesale rate design}
3. Palo Alto's proposal toé change the

calculation of the wholesale core éntitlement to the

usé of PG&LE's storage facilities.

cetal) Rate Desi cves

1. PGLE's proposals with respect to the Minimunm
Averagé Raté Limiter (MARL) for master-métered

' customers;

2. .TURN's proposal to adopt a noncore npeaking" rate.
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Table 1

PACTFIC GAS AND ELEC'I’RIC COMPANY
FUELS PRICE FORECAST
(Dollars per Therm)
Refiner's Avg. v _
Acquisition Cost No. 2 Distiliste
of Inported Crude® Whole, Rewil = Whole,
1$92:1 19.50 0.420
1952:2 19.10 o411 O 460 ,
1992:3 19.80 0.422
1992:4 20.40 0.432 o 431
1993:1 21.00 0.443
1993:2 20.80 0.439
1993:3 21.4 0.449
1993:4 22.60 0.460
1994:1 22.78 0.473.
1994:2 22.60 0.471
19%4: 3 2360 0.488

EE

BHEES

O OOCDOoOCOOOOOS
[ . W W M H

g

BCAPYL1 0.436
(Aug. 1992 - Jul. 1993)

e
&

BCAPYr.2 » ' 0.466
(Aug. 1993 - Jul. 1994)

*Price in Dollars per Barrel




GAS DEMAND AND THMROUGHPUT FORECASTS
nzrxscrn«rszrruuqnu:Anaumnumms,f
(MDTH)

BCAP P!RIOP‘I

AVERACE YEAR - : COLD YEAR

By Customer Classi GAS CURTAIL GAS GA3 CURTAIL CAS
DEMAND  MENTS  THROUGHPUT DEMAND MENTS  THROUGHPUT
Coxre Throughput - .
Residentia) 208,541 0 208,541 242,403 : 242,40
Commercial . 95,301 0 95,301 104,623 104,623
NGV 86 0 - 86 86 86
Interdepartmental 239 o 239 270 ' 270
PGLE Start-up Fuel - 1,298 o 1,298 1,298 - 1,298

Total Core’ 305,465 308,465 348,680 348,680

Noncore Throughput

Industrial 159,466
5CE Cool Water 2,000
SteamHeat ' 1,099

Interdepartmental 117

Cogeneration 58,458

EOR - _ 36,741
Wholewsale 14,487

159,466 159,466 . 159,466
2,000 2,000 : 2,000
1,099 1,212 ; 1,212

117 132 ' 132

58,458 58,458 58,458

36,741 36,741 37 36,366
14,487 16,232 © 16,232

61 9384
d XIGESJdY

. Y-N-N-N-N-N

Subtotal: . 272,368

272,368 274,241 375 273,866
UEG=PCLE 204,180

204,180 204,180 10,703 193,477

oo

o‘.

TotalNoncore ‘ - 476,548

476,548 478,421 11,078 467,343

Othex ‘
Gas Department Use 8,967 : 8,967 9,677 9,677
Lost & Unacct For (LUAF) 15,073 X 15,073 15,073 : 15,073

TotalOther 24,040 | 24,040 24,750 24,750

Total On-System ' 806,053 . O 806,053 851,851 840,773




GAS DEMAND AND THROUGHPUT FORECASTS
REFLECTING SETTLEMENT ADJUSTMENTS
(no1E)

BCP PERIOD 2

AVERAGE YEAR COLD YEAR

By Customer Class: GAS CURTAIL GA3 GAS. CURTAIL GAS

'DEMAND.  MENTS THROUCHPUT DEMAND MENTS  THROUCHPUT
Coxe Throughput

Residential 215,151 215,152 249,369

Commaxcial 99,076 99,076 108,751 108,751

NGV 229 229 229 . 229
Interdepartmental 243 i 243 273 273

PGECE Start-up Fuel 1,386 3,386 1,386 1,386

Total Core 316,085. 316,085 360,008

249,369

SGO,QOB
Noncoxes Throughput :
Industrlal 160,134 - : 160,134 160,124

SCE Cool Water 2,000 2,000 2,000

SteamHeat 1,104 1,104 1,218
Interdepartmental 119 : 119 134

Cogeneration. . 65,611 : 65,611 65,611

EOR 38,198 38,198 38,198
Wholesale 14,808 : 14,808 16,624

160,104
2'000'
‘1,218
134
65,611
16,624

o=
~a
=3 e
b o
o o =
- O
@ =t
A >4

W o
=~

Subtotal = , 281,974, . 281,974 283,919

| 263,919
UEG-PCEE 198,029 . 198,029 198,029

198,029

© o0 ©o0o00o00O

TotalNoncore 480,003 * 480,003 481,948 481,948

Other ‘ :
Gan Department Use 8,703 8,703

9,444 ' 9,444
Lost & Unacct Fror (LUAF) 15,073 2 15,073

15,073 0 15,073

TotalOther 23,776 22,776 24,517 24,517

866,473
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Table 4 .

mwmmmm
REVENUE REOQUIREMENT SUMMANRY

Forecast Poried: 34 monthe boginaing Angoet 1, 1902

The hems in boid ftalics are b
chandes 1 maxch the siguaton,

$000) Saroh 10, 1902

PROCUREMENT REVENUE REQUAREMENT _ TOTAL PERIGO

Forecasind Gas Supply Portiole Costs $1,760304
PGA Subsccount Balences (See Tabie S8 101,940
Sirinkage Purchases (LUAF § GOU) §55,922
Sudon! . $1.454.208
Franchise Fess and Uncolectible Accounts Expense 514,84

Brokanage Fees , $13.24

Tou! Proaw sment Revenye Aequirement ' $1.582.30
Last Procurement Revences o2 Present Rams 82,153.017

Change in Procursment Aevenus Requirement ’ o (Manssy

TRARSPORTATION REVENUE REQUREMENT

Forecas: Pariod Cosas: .
Base Reverve Amount (ncd Fw} ' : $2265.284

£OR Creca - {320,750

Imrudirty Crodin o S : ®

Srokernge Foe Credt o ;n;??

Loag-Term Contraci Credit o
Powing Cemand Charges o - $51209
Noncore Poeine Dematd Troep - 33N
Camying Coston Gas n Strafe - Slt.lls
Noncors Soxage Camying Conrt Trome : {s851}
Taka-oc-Pay Transison Coss $13.77%
Ef Pasd TOP Delerred Account Balnde (35.508)
CEA Dt Setvica s247
CEAExpanse :

GEDA Expenses 2613
NGY Astorzed Expenses $5.720
E! Paso Rehnd {347.3003
CPUC Fos Expense 2531
URA . ’ e

$2.685

¢ YEAAL

Totl Forecast Parod Cosss C : 2746817
Tmmmmm&ﬂ’dl!q - sere
AXS Frarchise Foes and Uncollectbie Accourts Expense 7AL]

Tot! Trensgorixson Revere Requirement $1.042.464
Less: Transpormeion Reverwes &t Present Ases 2002502

Charme intmmin Ravernyg Requirement ' $inan

Total Change in Revenve Requirement ($291,561)

Mo Tras reverus reuarement Soes 1t re e DRAY progpasal 19 Fetum e $3.2 maion svercoliedtion
1 whe Noncors Purchened Gas ACCOurt 18 Cusiomen.

sexuxxpryy

| B Y

£
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' TABLB 5
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
FORMULA FOR CALCULATING DISCOUNT

The following formula prodices the annual forecast discount to the industrial class,

given assumptions listed below.

Discount to industrial class = 42.0242 - [13.4092 / (.19202 + X)).

where:
The disébuﬁl is in pEroent (and not less than mb);
X =forc¢&st average standard industrial u-anspomﬁon rate (S!thcfm);

0. 19202 is the core-subséription procurement rate (based ona
WACOG of $.1825/th.);

So long as the interruptible rate is different from the standard average rate, the
discount calculated above must be translated to a discount to just the interruptible class.
This translation will be done following the methodology in Appendix B of PG&E's
Prepared Testimony.
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} TABLE A (Stipulstion)
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

1692 GAS BIENNIAL COST ALLOCATION PROCEEDING
CORE BUNDLED RATES AND REYENUVES

PRESENT AATES EFFECTIVE 311 PATES FORECASTSOR AUG 42
A% BE Dt Fowne Ady 3 bat FReweve
WTH ST ) WTH o 018 000
— K o] B S

L2 -k ™
53 bod . s e 353 608 831192

1N 122t 21

n n263
13.048 [0
NIIW . 13430

en? az0e?

1004 4§13
AT LU ik
s 548 829
B T? $£4 393

e 12
42828 m 171,560
stoh sodeso . w6
S84 11634 $e1 880
L1 e 1 T 1937080 A 1825 992
578l 1559883 s 13318

EXPERIMENTAL BUNDLED RATES AND REVENUES

SCHEDULE G-NGY1
Currome: Charge 1] un 10 0
Veolumevc Fuse 1599 $109% AY?

Teta! G-NGY1 1580 2R 1582 42533

SCHEDALE G-NGV2
Curnmat Crarp 7 113 so] 173 n8
Yolmetric Rase 157 S8 864 1578 53387

Total G-NGY? 1590 [T 1014 157 87052
TOTAL §-NGY 3,158 750 1828 3380 AT

¢ Emtutes qupsed WL APRES G ¥ Mns Svatms; vk bumpes eeive VAL Ta, i ne ebiew preswted & e Iy PRIE B Bu WE2 BCN 9% @ ) ngmied buuss.

= W e b theaus Saghuneting by Sutn Pupmnd gy WY remiutief N0et. s SERSRef Srius be JOw 1 SED f 135 tr PAMEY TRY DCAY hnt puat w heve b metind 15 o Sl MBZ. 1y WB et B
e b owen) svug & 00 putwnad & Sut BCAP pod. T v I od 10N Sumbe afmswd 9% Sa. be 1.5 e vl be aeened

= Fur bu pgment cons, Be B54T ol om wt wiedt 3 piiin B B draslly Sunsll. Piw Sug doumly Dunott o be guimtuted vhum AL e e e & B0 g
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___ TABLEGB (Stpulstion) _
_ PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
1992 GAS BIENNIAL COST ALLOCATION PROCEEDING
CORE TRANSPORT RATES AND REVENUES
FORECAST REVENUES USNG FORECAST AEVENUES USNG
_ PRESENT RATES EFFECIVE W) AATES FORECAST FOR AUG #2*
AS Bl Dot fas . Raveinn AS B4 Ont fan Rarvinn
MTH o QUS1T $TH 000 MTH o1 CUST Vin Wod
1)) X i} i3] {h [0

a2 2% 7L T 140
1500 S8 ) 1500
132 a5 Y M2

513 - §13
W S ¢ )
(1% (7]

Total Fesidertal
s

SCHEDWLE G-NA1
Custormer Crarge 1208 1207 1
Surnmer Yol Rt bl Y PRL Y .‘:::k
Wirter Vel Rae 40685 £51% §452
Total G-NAY 38458 11616 12 $554

scHEDAE &
2 | Cuntomet Charge s W 1% ] ] 15304 3]
Sumemar e 1% RE: T %1 ) 20544 s8¢
Wesiban 214 s n: 2140 33684 ng{ . 001

Total G-NR3 24019 FYir 1412 810 28016 1423 002
Commecal Trarsoott 31880 Sabed 1 027 T 3306 Wl
Total Core Trassoon a8 5% M1 15611 45 605 4147 14 533

TOTAL CORE €204 482 3829 165 € 204482 3280 122

*  Entutes sppred 12 Mree: furgm & bene vmns s bempes slasne VIR Tha of mw whies pruserand @ dub by PGLE 3 P 190 0CA2 5w oo 8 erms vt basit.
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. TABLEGC(Stpulation)
 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
1442 GAS BIENNIAL COST ALLOCATION PROCEEDING
INDUSTRIAL, UEG, & COGENERATION TRANSPORT RATES AND REVENUES

)

A& Ba et

PAESENT AATES ¢1
Far

FORECAST REVENVES USHG

FORECAST REVENUES LSNG

RATES |

FOAECAST FOR ALG §2°

Wiml

A B bat

Aan

Feverne

CHANGE INRATES

MHaCST [ $TH

{8 ©)

Peverve
000
(]

MTH o QST

™

(3]

7

0
&)

%
Qa

NOUSTRIAL [
SCHEDULE G-FT
Cumtornae Chare
Suryner Volumet'c
Wiraer Yokurelric
Avy S5 Raw (o vel}
A Rae tured vol)

SCHEDWLE GT
Custorrax Crane
Summer Yoluretic
Wirser Yolumeric

Avg. 5w Rae (5 vl
Ay Fase tured;, vol)

USTRIAL AVER

12,3 248

N3

SN
116185
Ws2n0

e
131 5871
110.34

$3.097
s

amnx
PR AT

02
91268
a1.014

W
W IR

lm.

Wik
¥

101049
107,089

1507
187515
1IN

1200 M8
123025

0856
1853448
128 W%

1]
150 062

17
-
142074

3064
] X

323505
126037

e
ot L)

a6t
08243
286
&80T

2
men
*$30
2N

I

30 0%

]

2448

ssaz
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TABLE 60 (Stipulation)
PACIFIC GAS AND ELEGTRIC COMPANY
 19$2 GAS BIENNIAL COST ALLOCATION PROCEEDING -
WHOLESALE AND SUMMARY OF NONCORE TRANSPORT RATES AND REVENUES
FORECAST REVENVES USING FORECAST REVENVES USNG GHANGE IR PATES
PRESENT AATES EFFECTIVE 0181 RATES FORECAST FOR AUG $2*

AdBA Dot Aate Aeveinn AS B Dot Az Revence
MTH o 0BT ™™ $000 MTH o CUST ™ $000 $TH
A ®) [\ {0 €) 2] 18 M

“[woLEsaLe
Oemand Chae n ’ 2483 2
o082% 1868]  ooony

Volumetric Aae 22640 00444 , I
Avg fam 262 540 [T . 09559 28 002 21026

TOTAL NG TRANSPORT , T
2555004 s : 2 Beoer] oo
2816080 06256 ai60eT) 00818

T2 . 1508 1663 -0
s S48 Dok
18820 2125 - 0d4sd
§57.007] - boads

REVENVE SUMMARAY
Core - - i :
Tranpént _ RET 1L 1650
Bunded e 3458303 12182
Total Core 570954 25148

Nohcore
Trarspon : e Ty
EOR-CPUC Ravere 570 (3,
Pm'q’ remert - '1‘:“" N N ‘51m7
Gas éost adnstmere 09 o
Total Noncore 1448 §52 . 1473 604
Taal § 016 548 - - L7240

*  Exbutes mpprvend 192 AmS e Gury © bet vt el bwns sleve VIAS Tha, of e hies prasemnd © Gun by PGAE 8 Tu 192 ICAP % o 4 ermoust base.
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
NOTES TO TABLESHA -6D

Residential volumes are adjusted fof G-10 sales.

*GS.GT Discount® refers to the discounts master-meteced customers recetve for providing
submaterning sérvicé 1 tenants,

Schedule G-NR1 is applicable 10 Pt and P2A customers with use of fewet than 20,800

' therms$ pes active month.

) pet active monh.

Schedule G-NR2 is appmmPtandpzAwstomrswhhuseomtéastzo.soom
Schedule G-NR2 includes UEG igniter fuel and cote interdepatmental.

Schédule G-NR3 is avafable 16 customers eligible for Schedule G-NR2 who desire

transportation-only sefvice from PGSE. . )

For non-residential schedules, the summer season is from Apr 1 16 October 31 and the

" wimér season is from Novembet 116 March 3t.

" cogenerators), P3B, P4, and P5 (othér than

" Opiion 3. The ratés adjust monthly

16 P28, P3A (ctherwise-apphicable schedule fof mest
eléctc generating plants) customers. This class

includes noncoré interdepatmental, stéam heéal, and SCE Cool Water throughput. Schédule
G-FT is fim trahsportation sérvice (Sefvice Level 2). Schedule G-IT is interruptivle
transpontation service (Service Levels 3-5).

The UEG class applies to PGAE noncore power plard use.

Thé Industnal class applies

Schédule G-PO3 applies 16 cogeneralors oa lnterim Standard Offer 4, Energy Paymém

baseéd 6n actual deliveries and reverwes from PG&E’s
steam-électric générating plants fécorded two months priof. Schédule G-COG éapplies to all
othér cogenerators. The rates fof Schedule G-COG afé based of the fotecasied averagé
transportation rate to PG&E's steam-electic gentrating plants.

Colurm (G) refiects the rateé design from Resolution No. G-2961. Column (D) is based on the

" &1/91 rate desigh and includes thé coré demand charge and noncore volmelric révénue.

10.

"

NGV bundled revenue is included in Columa (D). NGV procurement revenue is included in
Column (G).

Represents the forecasted undercoliection for Cote Subscription at the end of the BCAP fest
period.
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. TABLEGE (Stiulation) .
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC CONPANY
1992GAS BIENNIAL COST A_LI.OCATION PAOCEEDING
PROCUREMENT RATE CALCULATION TABLE
Peciod: Aug R te Sty M
OORE  CORESLA WHSL CS TOTAL

SALES (vt AT T BANAT 13470 9848500
WACOG (S 8250 18250 18250 18250
SUBTOTAL REVENVE {000%) - $1,126.003 $609. 030 2521 $1.7603

COAE PGA BALANCE 000°S) 318534 _ (148,534
CORE SUBSCRIPTION PGA BALANCE 1878 23 16 40
SUSTOTAL REVENVE (000%) Be04E  $%02T7 557 B

FLWAATEY 29900% B¥00% JO%00% 20T%
a1 LR Y]

iy
SUBTOTAL REVENVE {000's) $089.284 $UT N EI1288S

AATE BEFORE BACKEAAGE FEES .
AND SHANKAGE SN (a) A6

1610

W BROKERAGE FEES INCL FRU (000} 1208 2
12 BROKERAGEFEERATEQSA (Y - 0082 00138
13 SHANMAGE REVENVE o) - §15.48 ' $854622
W FAUON SHANXAGE AEY 000S) Lt 3501
1§ SHRMKAGE REY INCLFAU 0003} - X $19.522 508 $840
16 SMRINXAGE RATE (3 I ) Hoss DOSES

168238

TOTAL PAOCUREMENT AEV RA0Y) £30878 %
17 FANAL PAOCUREMENT RATE fasbec) 18908 . 1142

*/ WHSL PAYS FRANCKSE FEES ONLY.

(END OF APPENDIX
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
FUELS PRICE FORECAST
(Dollars pet Therm)

ReﬁsasAvg : _

1992:1 1%.50 0.420 1y
1992:2 1%.10 0.411 0460 .241 0302
1992:3 19.80 0.422 0.257

1992:4 20.40 . 0.432 0.265

1993:1 21.060 0.443 O. m 0.273

1993:2 20.80 -0. 439 ‘ o 270

1993:3 21.40 0.449

1993:4 200 0.460

1994:1 22.75 0.473 0. 297

1$94:2 2.60 0.471 :

19%4:3 23.60 0.488

BCAP ¥Yr. } : "0.436
(Aug. 1992 - Jul. 1993)

BCAP Yr. 2 a 0.466

. (Aug. 1993 = Jul. 1994)
_ *Price in Dollars per Barrel

(END OF APPENDIX C)
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ADOPTED GAS DEMAND AND THROUGHPUT

AVERAGE YEAR

(MDTH)

BCAP PERIOD
August 1, 1992 to July 31, 1993

By Customeéer Class

Core Throughgut

Resident

Commércial

NGV

Intérdepartméntal

PG&E Start-up Fuel
Total Core

Noncore Throughput

Industrial
SCE Cool Water
Steam Heat o
Intérdepartmental
Cogeéneration
EOR
wholesalé
Subtotal
UEG-PG&E
Total Noncoreé

Other

Gas Départment Use
Lost & Unacct
Total Other

Total On-System

Gas
Demand

Curtail-
ments

COC0000O00 OO

o oO0oOo

Gas

Throughput

208,541
95,301
86

239
1,298
305 465

164,643
2, 1000
1, 1099

117
62,160
36,738
14, 1487

281, 264

204 180

485,444

8,967
15,072
24, 1039

814,948




A 91-11-001

APPENDIX D

Page 2

hDOPTED GAS DENAND AND THROUGHPUT

By Customer Class

Core Throughput
Residential
Commerxcial
NGY
Intéerdéepartmeéntal
PG&E Start-up Fueél

Total Core

Noncoxré Throughput
Industrial
SCE Cool Water
Stean Heat ,
Intérdépartmental
Cogéneration :
EOR
Wholeésale
Subtotal
UEG-PG&E
Total Roncore

Other ]
Gas Department Useé

Lost & Unacct
Total Other .

Total On-System

COLD

YEAR

(MDTH)

BCAP PERIOD 1 ,
Ayqust 1, 1992 to July 31, 1993

De

Gas
mand

242,403
104, 623
86

270
1,298
348 680

164,666
2, ooo
1,212

132

62,158 .

36,741
16,232
283,141
203,180
487,321

9,677

15,073
23,750

860,751

Curtail-
ments

CO0oOO

3‘

11,078

Gas

Throughput

242,403
104, 6%3

270
1,298
348, . 680

164,666
2, 1060
1,212

132
62,158
36, 1366
16, 232

282,766

193,477

476, 543

9,677
15,073
24,1750

849,673
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ADOPTED GAS DEMAND AND THROUGHPUT
AVERAGE YEAR
(NDTH)

BCAP PERIOD 2
August 1, 1993 to July 31, 1994

By Customer Class

Core Throughgut
Resident
Commercial
NGV
Interdepartméntal
PG&E Start-up Fuel

Total Core

Noncoré Throughput

Industrial

SCE Cool Water

Stéan Heat

Intérdepartmental

Cogeneration

EOR

wWholesale
Subtotal

UEG-PG&E :
Total Noncore

Other _
Gas Departmrent-Use
Lost & Unacct
Total Otheér

Total On-Systeém

De

Gas
mand

215,151
99,076
"229

240
1,386
316, ,082

165,332

1,104
119
69,313
38,194
14,808
290,870
198, 029
488 899

8,703
15, 072
23,775

828,756

Curtail-
ménts

QCOOOoOOO

COO0O0O0OOOOO

Gas

Throughput

215,151
99, 076
'229
240
1,386
316 082

165,332 .
2, 000 :
1, '104

119
69,313
38,194
14,808

290,870

198, 029

488, '899

8, 703;
15, 072,
23,775

828,756
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ADOPTED GAS DEMAND AND THROUGHPUT

By Customer Class

Core Throu hgut
Residént
Commercial
NGV
Intérdepartmental
PG&E Start-up Fuel

Total Coré

Noncoreé Throughput
Industrial
SCE Cool Water
Steam Heat
Interdépartmental
Cogéneération
EOR
wholesalé
Subtotal
UEG-PG&E
Total Noncore

Other
Gas Departmeéent Use
Lost & Unacct
Total Othér

Total On-System

COLD

YEAR

(MDTH)

~ BCAP PERIOD 2
August 1, 1993 to July 31, 1994

De

Gas
mand

249, 367
108, 75&

490 848

9, 444
15,073
24,517

875,371

Curtail-
ments

000000000l cooooo

o ocoo

Gas

Throughput

249,367
108,751
229

273
1,386
360, ;006

165,334
2, 000
1,218

134
69,311
38,193
16,624

292, 319

198,029

490, "848

9,444
15, 073
24,517

875,371
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' ADOPTED UEG MONTHLY THROUGHPUT
AVERAGE YEAR
(MDTH)

Line: T 1992/93_ T 1993/94 __ 1
No.1 Month SL2-CS & SL4/S-IT : Subtotals SLg;cs t SL4/S-IT: Subtotal

15 969 15, 408 8,297 23,705
17, 954 13, 13278 7 150 20,428
21 243 8.412 4, 529 12,941
24 714 9,571 5,153 14,724
19 085 8,154_ 4,391 12,545
12 656 8,538 4,812 13, '350
11 118 s 731 ,101 13,432
12, '504 350 5,034 14,384
19, 379 12 1875 987 19,962
13, 1991 9, '519 126 14,645
Jun 9,871 15,186 10 462 5 633 16, 1085
Jul 13 '248 20 381 13,922 7,496 21,418

Total 132,717 463 204,180 128,719 68,310 198,029

Aug 10,380
Sep 11, 1670
Oct 13, 808_
Nov 16, 1064
Dec 12,405
Jan 8,226
Féb 227
Mar 812

Apr 12,59

May 9, 1094

V.V YRY. VT W RYTYN
~T UV O L o OV-CD- w3 O
G ty . M Ny Ny oy Ny . Ay
00 = (> QDb OO o NI UL
ond LA Oy bt - €O UV o \D

-~
-t
W
W

(END OF APPENDIX D)
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PACIFIC GAS 'AND ELECTRIC COMPARY
1992 GAS BIENNIAL COST ALLOCATION PROCEEDING
"PROCUREMENT RATE CALCULATION TABLE

Period: Aug. 92 to Jul. 94

LINE No. CORE CORE-SUS  WHSLCS -TOTAL  UNE No.

SALES (ViR 6,160,880 3,337,150 138,470 9,845,500
WACOG ($Rherm) 8250 18250 18250 .182%0
SUBTOTAL REVENUE (0009} 11,126,005 $609,030 125,271 #1,760,304

CORE PGA BALANCE {000'S) (1135,881) (#4135,881)
CORE-SUBSCRIPTION PGA BALANCE 147,984} (4331) {#8,315)
SUBTOTAL REYENUE {000's) T900.142  $601.048  $24,940 1,816,126

F&U RATE %/ B89900%  .99500%  .70500% 89807%

(AL . $.901 5,403 V72 14,482
SUBTOTAL REVENVE t000%s) 3999.043 3606450 425,118 $1,830,609

RATE BEFORE BROKERAGE FEES
AND SHRINKAGE($ 1) {a) L8192 8173 8138 16905

13,274

BROKERAGE FEES INCL F&U (000's} $12.745
' 00138

BROKERAGE FEE RATE {$4H (b} 00382
SHAINKAGE REVENVE {000's) 935,771 119,348 55,922
E&U ON SHRINKAGE REV 1000's) $174 $501 _

SHRINKAGE REV INCL F&U {000's) 6.033 119,522 $809 56,423
SHRINKAGE RATE ($3H (¢} . 60535 00584 00585

TOTAL PROCUREMENT REV {000's) 1,035,136 638717 26,454 1,700,307
FINAL PROCUREMENT RATE {a+b¥¢) A8777 19140 19104 A7828

(END OF APPENDIX
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ADOPTED REVENUE REQUIREMENT
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIG COMPANY

PROCUREMENT REVENVE REGUIRE MENT

Forecast Pedod Coete:
Forecarted Goe Supply Portfolio Coste
PGA Subscoount Balences
Shrirkage Purchases (LUAF & GOU}
Shrinksge Account Balances

Subtotal

Franciiss Fees & Uncoll. Accounts Expen.
Brokerags Fees

Total Procurement Revenus Requirement
Lass: Procursment Bev st Present Rates

Changs In Procurement Reverwe Requirement
TRANSPORTATION REVENUE REGUIREMENT

Forecast Period Costs:
Base Revennus Amount
EOR Credt
Intenatiity Credit
Long-Term Contract Credi
Ppeine Demand Charges
Noncomn Pipelne Demand Trueup
Camying Cowt on Gas n Storsge
Noncors Storsge Camrying Cost Truewp
Taha-or-Pey Tranaltion Coste
£1 Prso TOP Detered Account Balance
CFA Dadt Senvice
CFA Expenee
GEDA Expences
NGY expenses
€1 Paso Refund
CPUCG Foa Expense
LRA
CEE Exporse
Totsl Forecsst Perlod Costs
Trensportation Balencing Accounts
Add Franchise Fees & Uncoll. Accounts Expen.

Total Transportation Revenue Regquirement
Less: Transportation Rev st Present Ratss

MohTmc,onJﬁonmﬁ-m_
Total Change in Revenus Requirernent

Total Revenue Requirement

TOTAL PERIOD

Second Year

1,760,304
W48
156,922
0
EEEEBEEEATTETER

$1,672.050

1N
Ny

1,700,307
$2.148.913

{4448,004)

TOTAL PERIOD

2890,152 800,152

(972,008} 1472.608)
127,961 $27.981
- W 0

1836,025 838,025

1”740 17.4%1
18,637 $8.637

$050,153 0050.159
1.074.458 11.070.458
EmshaESES FTEEEAETmSEE .

1¥228.500 1$224,300

Firet Yoor - Soeondan

$2.4351,404
(420,796;
0
(113.274
. L ]
$475,7%0
$8.195
$12.813
11.238
19,600
145,09%5)
$247
$2.695
32,613
¥5.720
{449,006
18,175
$402
31,798

1,215,702 1,215,702
1%10.399] ($10.399)
0 10
{16,697 (46,637
%0 20
$237.865 $237,065
13,098 13,008
$6,406 $6,407
14619} . eb19)
19,800 9,800 -
112,948 12,847
"nad 23
$1,348 1,347
$1,%07 $1,308
$2.660 - 42,860
924,503 134,509
§4,208 4,387
$201 S 20
3898 3898

$2,877,7190

195,870

15,992
EEEMEEEEEXEESERRE
13,679,641
$3,068,045

AR A ESEREXEES
11,595

2SS RERESTSERERR
{1437.016)

SRR EESSSEERERN

H,779.940

$1,438.692 11,438,888
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PROCUREMENT BALANCING ACCOUNTS

Cote Subactount Balance

Cote-Subscripton Subsccount Balsnce
Balancing Charge Subsccount Balance

Core Excoss Supply Subsccount Belance
Procurement Take-or-Pay Subsccount Balence

Sum ot PGA Sunecéount Balence

PROCUREMENT MEMO ACCOUNTS

Noncore PGA Refund

TRANSPORTATION BALANCING ACCOUNTS

Cote Fixed Cost Acct. Bal.

CECA $hiinkege Subaccount Balance
Noncors Fixed Cost Acct. Bal..

Noncore Fixad Cost Account Balence
Noncore Transition Cost AcSount Balence
Enhanced OF Recovery Account Belance
Interutility Balancing Account Balance
GEDA Balencing Account Balance

CFA Expense Aécount Balance

CFA Debt Service Account Belanée

Low Incoma Rete Assistance Account Balance
Natural Gas Vehicle Account Balance

Page 2

firm SurchargeAnterruptible Credit Account Balsnce

Noncore Defferred Subescéount Balance

Curtsilment Charge Tracking Account Balance

Brokerege Fee Account Balance

Total Transportation Balances

TOTAL PERIOD

(4135,881)
(48,463)
$14s

$0

40

($144,178)

$155,015
1$7.369) -
$22,043
(48,889)
146,347)
$1,423
(457 -

- 431,251
$2,183
$4,622
($9,732)
$5,655
($11,659)
$0
41168}
$5,647

$195,870

(END OF APPENDIX F)
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APPENDIX G

EXPERIMENTAL CORE GAS TRANSPORT SERVICE
SCHEDULE G-CT RULES

Bundled c¢oré sérvicé customeérs electing coré transport-
only sérvice undér PG4E’S rate Schedulé G-CT after August 1, 1992
_ will réceive the core purchased gas adjustmént (PGA) credit for the
biennnfal cost allocation proceeéding (BCAP) period covered by
D.92-10-051, Schédule G-CT customeérs electing bundléd coré service
after August 1, 1992 will not receive thé PGA credit for this BCAP
period. _ ' _
‘These rules will remain in place until thé currently
scheduled end of the éxpériméntal coré-transport program (August 1,
1994), or the beginning of PG&E’Ss néxt BCAP peériod after
D.92-10-051, whichevéer comes first.

(END OF APPENDIX G)
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~ ADOPTED RATES AND REVENUES

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
CORE BUNDLED RATES AND REVENUES

FORECAST REVENUES USING
PRESENT RATES EFFECTIVE 1192

FORECAST REVENVUES USING
RATES EORECAST FOR AUG 92

A

L Adj.0a.00. |

Rate

Reverue

Adj.6.09t. §

Rete

Revenue

CHANGE IN RATES

MTH ot CUS
{8)

MTH
{€

$000
)]

TH ot CUS
(E}

st
(2]

$000
(G}

HTH
jLa}]

%
0

RES. NON-LIRA
Tier I {Basefine)
Tiet N

Subtotel NorrLIRA

RES. URA
Tiet I {Basefing)
Tt R
Subtotal LIRA

Pre-GSIGT Disént Subtor,
GS.GT Discount

2,929,769
953,008

52538
04558

1,539,210
$05,826

2,929,709
953,008

49589
86920

1,452,815
837.754

<0294%
< 17838

5.6 %
-20.9 %

3,882,717

255,285
83,045

80397

2,345,038

113,386
59.489

3,882,717

255,265
83,045

53843

41985
56684

2,090,569

107,174
47,074

~06554

- 02434
- 14950

-10.9 %

338,310

172,675

338,310

45594

154,248

-.05508

4,221,027

257,91
-12,3%0

4,221,027

5382

2,2¢4.818
-18,474

08470

Total Residentsl

4,221,027

2,505,521

4,221,027

527910

2,228,343

-.06587

$CHEDULE G-NR1
Customet Charge
Sumimet Vol. Rete
Winter Vol. Rete
Total G-NRY

196,284
734540
845,230

81,900
367,784
571,342

194,284
734,540
845,230

8,777
315,574
490,224

1,579,770

1,001,028

1.579.770

874,575

SCHEDULE G-NR2
Customer Charge
Summet Vol. Rate -
Wintet Vol. Rate

Total 6-NR2

514.8
171,960
185,120

151.48
44237
59720

1871
78,070
H1151

514.4
171,960
186,120

2,026
£4,418
94,125

.358,080

52807

189,092

358.080

160,568

Total Cormmercial

1,937.850

61414

1.180.118

1,937,850

1,035,143

Total Byndied Core

8,158,877

.60005

3,695,639

8,158,877

3,263,486

EXPERIMENTAL BUNDLED RATES AND REVENUES

SCHEDULE G-NGV1
Customnar Charge
Volumetric Rate

Tolal G-NGV1

12.83
53248

53421

SCHEOULE G-NGV2
Customer Charge
Volumetsic Rate

Total G-NGV2

TOTAL G-NGV
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- PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
1992 GAS BIENNIAL COST ALLOCATION PROCEEDING
CORE TRANSPORT RATES AND REVENUES

e

FORECAST REVENUES USING FORECAST REVENUES USING CHANGE IN RATES
PRESENT RATES EFFECTIVE 1/1/92 RATES FORECAST FOR AUG 92
Adj.BiN.Det. Rate Reverwe [ Adj.BA.Det. Rate Reverue

MTH ot CUST $H $000 MTH ot CUS $TH 4000
{A) 18} {€) (D) (E) (R {G)
RES. NON-LIRA
Tiotl (Beseline) 5,882 28528 1,678 5,882 32812 1,930
Tier R 1,500 80544 908 1,500 T.50143 752
Subtotel Non-URA 7.382 35030 2588 7.382 .38333 2,882

RES. LIRA
Tier | (Beseling) 513 .20407 105 .25208 129
Tioe Ul 131 A7622 82 39907 52

Suttotel URA 842 .2593¢6 167 28185 181

Total Residential 01379

SCHEDULE G-NR1
Customer Chatge - 1344 1,315 47N 1.462 148
Summer Vol. Rate .26058 4573 17.5%0 4,595 H0127
Winter Vol. Aate 43584 8,982 18,020 8.604 - 02382

Totad G-NR1 3838 12,871 33570 12,661 -00828

SCHEDULE G-NR3
Customer Charge 139.40 19 5.8 23 24.54
Sumimei Rate 19301 asi 1,870 ) 387 £1383
Winter Rate .34188 732 2,140 723]  -.603%0
Totel G-NR3 C 27728 1,112 4,010 1,133 00521
Cormmarcial Transport 37267 13,882 37,880 13,793 -.00503
Total Cots Transport 36696 16,735 45,805 16,857 -.00172
TOYAL CORE 3.712,374] 6,204,482 3,280,142
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'PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

. 1992 GAS BIENNIAL COST ALLOCATION PROCEEDING
INDUSTRIAL, UEG, & COGENERATION TRANSPORT RATES AND REVENVES

FORECAST REVENUES USING FORECAST REVENVES USING CHANGE IN RATES

PRESENT RATES EFFECTIVE 11192 RATES FORECAST FOR AUG §2

Adi.GnOet. ]  Rete Roverwe § Adi.Bill.Det. Rete Reverwe .
MTH ot CUST]  #/TH 1500 MTHercUST  $TH $000 $TH %
{A) B ___ 1) ) 13) 3 1G) ) U]

A91-11-001 ¥

INDUSTRIAL
SCHEDULE G-FT
Customer Charge 552.41 483,57 8,148 552.41 60275 799 129.19
Summar Yolumetric 1,181,850 42016 139,608] 1,181,850 J124 130,606 -00775
Winter Volumatric £65.270 13724 118,750 885,270 - 42387 111,509 -.00837
Avy. Std. Rate (odj. vol} | 2,027,120 A3048 264,503 2,027,420 12338 250,106 -.00710
AvQ. Rete tunadj. vol} 2,027,120 JA3048 264,503] 2027120 12338 250,106 - 00710

SCHEDULE 64T
Customat Charge 358.55 48357 3,987 358.55 80275 5,158 139.4%
Summet Volumetric 850,758 69509 80,898 852,088 071518 84,084 -01991
Winter Volumetri¢ 459,088 3218 51,438 480,023 09164 42,159 -.02054

Avi. $td. Rete tadj. vol) | 1,309,523 20411 138,383 13121 08489 111,380 -.01922
Avy. Rate funadj. vol) 1,337,350 10197 138,383  1,337.3%0 083128 111,380 -.01888

INDUSTRIAL AVERAGES
Customer Charge 908 .98 46357 10,113 908.96 802.75 13,149 139.49
Summet Volumetric 2,012,808 10956 220,508] 2,013,938 Ghses 194,670 <0128
Winter Volumetric 1,324,338 12855 170,248] 1,325,293 11595 153,684 -.01260

Avg. Std. Rate (odf. vol} | 3338943 12013 400,867] 333,20 16428 381,487 -01188
Avg. Rete {unadj. vol.} 3,384,470 11918 400,887] 3,384,470 10744 381,487 -.61170
vEG

Custormar Charge 1 84,475 2,027 H 93,856 2,253 $.381

Demand Charge 213,865 271,389 §7,525

Tier | Volumetric 541,182 04581 24791] 744,087 04298 3980 -00283

Tiet A Volumetric 3,480,928 01352 47,0621 3,278,003 00841 . 22.557] . -.060511%
Avp. Rate 4,022,690 07154 287,745 4,022 080 08284 333,180 .01130

COGEN
6-COG Firm

Surmmet Volumnetric 349,987 H9718 34,015 349,987 08952 31,473 -.00727

Winter Volumetric 238,151 REREY 28,509 238,151 10597 25,238 -.00534
Avg. Rate 588,138 L1020 80,524 588,138 09642 $6,710 -.00648

G-COG Interruptible
Summer Volumetric 175,322 H7213 12,648 175,322 05270 9,233
Winter Volumatric 139,787 08624 12,655 134,787 06375 9.810

Avg. Rate ' 315,108 071839 24,703 315,108 .05%82 18.849

G-COG Averages
Summer Volumetric 525,209 08883 45,661 525,309 07750 40,792

Winter Volumetric 377.938 10204 38,584 277,938 0922 24,848
Avg. Rate 803,247 03435 85,225 $03,247 .0§365 75,559

603 Fim 250,638 08452 21,185) 250,638 09643 24,169
G-PO3 Interruptible 92,732 06710 8,222 $2,732 05392 5,557
G-PO3 Aversges 343,369 07482 27,407 343,389 08657 29,726

Total COGEN 1,248,618 0%035 112,632] 1,248,618 08448 105,285
GC2 Reveiue 88,004 5,883 8,004 5,684
COGEN Inchuding GC2 1,314,820 03015 118,515] 1,314,820 08440 110,949]
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELEC

TRIC COMPANY

1992 GAS BIENNIAL COST ALLOCATION PROCEEDING
WHOLESALE AND SUMMARY OF NONCORE TRANSPORT RATES AND REVENUES

A

- FORECAST REVENUES USING
PRESENT RATES EFFECTIVE ti1/92

FORECAST REVENVES USING
RATES FORECAST FOR AUG 92

Adj.89.Det.
MTH or CUST

_Rate

Reverue

Ad].B.Oet.

Rate

Revenue

CHANGE IN RATES

MTH

8 ({4

$000
{0)

MTH or CUS

(3]

$/TH
(F)

$000
{G)

WHOLESALE
Demand Cherge
Volumatric Rete

232,940 00618

24,093
1,805

292,540

26,364
1,550

292,940 0884

25,897

292,940

27,914

Avi2. Rete

TOTAL NC TRANSPORT
Adjusted volumes
Unadusted volumes

09290
09262

8,466,593
8,994,120

833,024
833,024

8,968,881
8,994,120

833,529
633,529

CORE SUBSCRIPTION
Industrist & COGEN
UEG
Wholesais

Total NG Procurement

722,780
2,614,370
138,470

19253
19253
A9247

135,154
503,333
28,803

722,780
2,614,370
138,475

138,337
500,379
26,454

3,475,820 .19251

889,056

3,475,820

665,170

REVENUE SUMMARY
Core

Trensport
Bundied

16,735
3.897,531

18,857

3.264.014

Total Cote

Noncore
Trasnsport
EOR-CPUC Revenue
Procursment
Gas cost adustiment |

3,714,267

833,024
570
689,098

3,280,671

833,529
570
865,170
1)

Total Noidors

1,502,650

1,493,270

Totsl

5,218,957

4,779,940




APPERDIX B
Page-5
PACIFIC GAS AND RLEGTRIC COMPANY

1992 GAS BIENKRIAL COST ALLOCATION PROGEEDING
WHOLESALE RATES

PALO ALTO COALINGA CP NATIONAL  SOUTHWEST GAS

Aug-92 $148,208 $5,541 $2,828 $526,350
Sep-92 $163,774 $7.388 $2,828 - $536,172
Oct-92 $211,214 $6,464 43,771 $555,860
Nov-92] - $329,908 $12,005 $3,771 $730,146
Déc-92 $426,653 $26,857 $8,485

Jan-93] . $466,988 $37,862 $15,084 $1,295,414
Feb-93 $349,552 $23,086 316,027 $1,195,587
Mar-93 $342,421 $32,32% $8,485 $1,041,624
Apr-93 $280,369 $10,158 $3,771 $829,861
May-93 $220,790 $10,158 $943 $672,357
Jun-93 $168,969 $7,388 $2,828 $601,405
Jul-93 $149,910 $3,694 $4,714 $546,018
Aug-93 $148,209 $5,541 $2,828 $532,601
Sep-93 $163,774 $7,388 $2,828 $543,316
Oct-93 $211,214 $6,464 $3,771 $565,683
Nov-93 $329,908 $12,005 $3,771 $748,898
Dec-93 $427,515 $25,857 $8,485 $1,134,291
Jan-94 $466,988 = $37.862 $15,084 $1,295,414
Feb-94 $350,624 $23,086 $16,027 $1,195,587
Mar-94 $342,421 $32,321 $8,485 $1,041,624
Apr-94 $280,369 $10,158 $3,711 $829,861
May-94 $220,790 $10,158 $943 $672,357
Jun-94 $168,969 $7,388 $2,828 $601,405
Jul-94 $149.910 $3,694 $4,714 $546,018

| R Y S P

o ' A e

TOTAL $6,519,448 $363,844 $147,070 $19,333,742

Vol. Cherge (AN 0.00515 0.00551 0.00563 0.00533

(END OF APPENDIX H)




