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ALJ/KLM/avs ~ Mailed 12/28/98 
Decision 98-12-071 December 17, 1998 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Soulhcm Califomia Gas Company I 
to Unbundle Core Interstate Pipeline 
Transportation. 

Application 97-12-048 
(Filed Dccen\ber 3,1997) 

(See Appendix A (or Appearances.) 

o P I NI 0 N 

I. Summary 

This decision disnlisses this application filed by Southenl California Gas 

Company (SoCalGas) to unbundle interstate transportatio}\ services for core 

customers as part ot its core aggregation program. We dismiss the application on 

the basis that the passage of Senate Bill (58) 1602 preempts our authority to 

require SoCalGas to implen\ent the program it proposes or any vMiation of it. 

II. Background 

SoCalGas filed this application on December 31, 1997 pursuant to Decision 

(0.)95-07-048 which addressed rules (or core aggregation programs. SoCalGas' 

current core aggregation program permits smaller customers to take advantage 

of competitive options in natural gas commodity markets. 0.95·07·048 stated the 

Commission's intent to make available to core customers competitive options in 

interstate gas transportation nlarkets by uunbundling" SoCalGas' interstate gas 

transportation services. This application adopts a method (or unbundling and an 

allocation of stranded costs which will occur as clistOJllers nligrate to the services 

ot SoCalGas' COI'l\petitors. 
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The application was protested by numerous parties representing cllstOlller 

groups and competitors in gas markets. The Commission held two prehearing 

con(erences and five days of evidentiary hearings, one of which was attended by 

the Assigned Conlmissioner. 

Parties who played an active role in this proceeding besides the applicant 

include Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), The Utility Reion'll Network 

(fURN), Southern California Edison Company (Edison), Enron Corporation, 

EnrOll Energy Services, Inc., and Enron Capital & Trade Resources, Inc. (jointly, 

Enron), California Industrial Group and California Manufacturers Association 

fjointly, CIG/CMA), Southern California Utility Power Pool and Imperial 

Irrigation District (jointly, SCUPP III D), the School Project lor Utility Rate 

Reduction and Regional Energy Management Coalition fjointly, 

SPURR/REr-..1AC), Indicated Producers, and Utilicorp Energy Solutions, Inc. 

(UES). 

Following hearings in this proceeding, the Cali(on\ia State Legislature 

passed SB 1602, a bill which the Governor subsequently signed into law. On 

September 23, 1998, SCupp IIDD filed a motion to terminate the proceeding on 

the basis that SB 1602 precludes further action. On October 7, 1998, UES, Enron 

and SPURR/REMAC jointly filed a response and motion requesting our 

determination that S8 1602 does not apply to this proceeding. \Ve address the 

bill and its eUcct on this proceeding below. 

III. Overview of SOCaIGas· ApplicatIon 
SoCalGas' application in this proceeding proposes to unbundle core 

interstate transportation as follows: 

• Unbundle core interstate transportation (or core customers "nd corc 
aggregators acting on bcha1f of corc clistomers; 
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• Allocate to aU core customers the stranded costs resulting from 
unbundling core interstate transportation; 

• Price all interstate transportation to all core clistomers on the basis of a 
market pricc, recovering associated losses by way of a balancing 
account and allocating entries to aU corc customers; and 

• Retain all contractual obligations for the corc class of 1044 l\.1Mcfd. 

Partics rcpresenting the ilHerests of core customers protested the 

applicatiOn gencrally on the basis that it unfairly allocates all stranded costs to 

core customers. Competitors protested the application on the basis that its 

provisions to offer interstate transportation at market rates are anti·con\petitive. 

IV. Settlement Filed by SoCalGas, TURN, ORA, CIGlCMA,QST and 
Energy Users Forum· 

On May 29, 1997, SOCalGas, TURN, ORA, CIG/CMA, QST Energy, Inc. 

and EI\ergy Users Forun\) filcd a Joint Motion for Ordcr Adopting Settlement 

pursuant to Rule 51. TIlC settlclilent would resolve all pending issues in this 

proceeding, as follows: 

• Unbundle interstate capacity costs (rOIl\ core rates effective 
April 1, 1999; 

• Develop a Inethod by which to calculate a market price for 
capacity (or core custon\ers; 

• Include In core rates a "cost advantage" of 1.5 cents per thcrm for 
core IransporlcHion customers over core sales customers for a 
maximum of two years; 

• Retain core customer responsibility for 1044 MMdd of interstate 
capacity costs; 

I QST and Encrgy Users Forunl are not otherwise active parties to the proceeding. 

-3-



A.97-12-048 ALJ/KLM/avs f 

• Eliminate core customer responsibility for 10 percent of pipeline 
demand charges; 

• Allocate a portion of stranded core capacity costs to noncOre 
customers; 

• Establish the term and treatment of interstate pipeline demand 
charges through the cnd of the terms of agreements with El Paso 
and Transwestern; and 

• Accommodate adjustments to the noncore customers l stranded 
(ost responsibility depending on the outcome of TURNis 
app1i(\ltion for rehearing of A.96-03-031. 

The settlement parties believe the settlement is fair and consistent with 

Commission policy. They argue the settleme)\t parties are reflective of affe<:ted 

interests. 

Enron, Edison, Utili corp, SCUPP /IID, Indicatccl Producers and '.' 

SPURR/REMAC oppose the settlement, generally on the basis of their common 

view that its provisions do not further thegoaJs.of competition and improperly 

allocate costs to noncore customers. 

Because the seltlentent was filed before the initiation of hearings, the 

parties explored the seUlen\cnt's provisions in hearings and filed comments 

concurrent with opening briefs. 

v. Issues 

Several issues rAiscrl substantial controversy in this proceeding: 

• \Vhether costs associated with existing stranded capacity should 
be reallocated. bctween core and noncore custonlers; 

• How to allocate stranded costs resulting from unbundling Core 
interstate transportation between core and noncore customers; 

• \Vhether eleclric utility generator (UEG) customers should be 
exempt (rom assuming any stranded costs; and 
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• How SoCalGas' transportation services to core customers should 
be implemented. 

The Commission developed a record on each of these issues. 

Subsequently, the assigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) issued a proposed 

decision which would have resolved outstanding I'natters with regard to core 

transportation unbundling. The ALJ concurrently issued a ruling recognizing the 

possible impact of SB 1602 on the proceeding and soliciting the parties' views on 

the nuHter. The parties briefed the matter in their conunents to the proposed 

decision. 

VI. The Effect of SB 1602 

SB 1602, codified as Section 328 of the Public Utilities Code provides that: 

The tOn\mission may investigate iss~es associated with the further 
restructuring of natural gas servkcs beyond dedsions made prior to 
July I, 1998. If the con\mission determines that further natural gas 
industry restructuring for corc custon\ers, as considered in 
Rulen'laking 98-01-011, induding, but not limited to, opening or 
changing competitive markets, establishing consun\er protection 
stilndards, or unbundling costs, r,ltes or services, is in the public 
interest, the tommission shall subnlit its findings and 
recommendations to the Legislature. Prior to January 1,2000, the 
commission shall nqt enact any such g.lS industry restructuring 
decisions. Any decision s for core customers, as considered in 
Rulemaking 98-01-011 enacted prior to the effective date of this 
section, but after July I, 1998, shaH not be enforced. 

The parties dispute the applicability of Sedion 328. UES, EnrOll, TURN 

and SPURR/REMAC argue that the law does not apply to this proceeding 

because SoCalGas filed the application pursuant to an order issued in July 1995, 

that is, prior to July 1, 1998, the date after which Section 328 would prohibit 

Comn\ission action. TURN also states that although this proceeding was active 

when the Legislature p,'ssed SB 1602, the bill did not identiCy this proceeding 
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specifically, suggesting to TURN that the Legislature did not intend to influence 

the resolution of this proceeding. 

CIG/ClvfA believe that S8 1602 predudes further action in this proceeding. 

They argue that it prohibits any further core unbundling, an issue which the 

COll\r'nissioll identified in the ilGreen Book" associated with R.98-01-011. 

CIG/Ct\1A propose that the Conlll\ission suspend consideration of the matter [or 

now and revisit it in the broader context of gas industry restructuring in 

R.98-01-011. SCUPP/IDD make similar'conunents, adding that the record in this 

proceeding would be stale by the time the COll\rilission could irilplement core 

transportation unbundling and the Comn\ission should therefore abandon it. 

Coalition of California Utilit}' Employees and Southern California Gas Workers 

Council share these views. 

SoCalGas believes S8 1602 can be interpreted to prohibit action in this 

proceeding or to pern\it it, although it believes a literal interpretation would 

preclude COnllllission action durh\g the period identified by the hill. 

We find that S8 1602 precludes us (I'Onl implementing any program in this 

proceeding at this time. This proceeding addresses unbundling of costs, rates and 
, 

services, specifically those related to interstate transportation for core customers. 

The purpose of such unbundling in part is to open competitive markets to core 

custoll'l.ers. SB 1602 states that we n'l.ay not enact any decision which would open 

competith'e gas markets or unbundle gas r,ltes, costs or services. Our action on 

any of these matters is therefore specifically prohibited by SB 1602 until 

January I, 2000. 

Some parties argue that the Legislature Blust have recognized that this 

proceedhlg merely implements a progran'l. adopted in 1995 and that SB 1602 

would have identified this dockCt if the Legislature had intended to preclude 

action here since it refers specifically to I~.98-01-011. However, SB 1602 does 
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not provide exceptions to the provision that the Commission Inay not "enact any 

such gas decisions" prior to January 1,2000. The "such" here refers to specified 

topics, among them, the unbundling issues raised in this application. In this 

context, any interpretation of SB 1602 o((ered to justify action in this proceeding 

would be little mote than a legal sleight of hand in contravention of legislative 

intent. 

\Ve therefore dose this proceeding without ordering any further action by 

SOCalGas. Any party Il\ay n'love to reopen the proceeding at a later date. 111C 

Commission l1\ay, after January 1,2000, issue a decision on the basis of the record 

developed herein, supplement the record herein or abandon it, depending on the 

circumstances prevailing at the time. 

Findings of Fact . '. 
1. The Legislature passed SB 1602 which prohibits the COn\n\ission (rom 

enacting any gas decisions prior to January 1,2000 which would open competitive 

markets or unbundle the rates, costs or services of gas utilities. 

2. Implementing any of the proposals presented in this appBcation would 

require the Commission to enact a decision which would open a competitive gas 

tnarket to core customers and would require SoCalGas to unbundle its rates, 

costs and services for core intcrstate transportation service. 

3. The issucs raised herein were addressed in the "Green BooklJ associated 

with R.98·01·011. 

ConclusIons of Law 

1. The Commission should close this proceeding without further action in 

recognition of the requirements of S8 1602. 

2. The Commission is within its discretion to reopen this proceeding and 

isslle a decision in this proceeding after January I, 2000. 
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ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that this proceeding is closed without further action. 

This order is effective today. 

D,ltcd Dc~en\bcr 17, 1998, at San Francisco, California. 

I will file a written conCllrrence. 

/s/ JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JR. 
COlllnussioner 
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JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JR. 
HENRY M. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

Commissioners 



· /ALJ/KiH/avs . APPENDIX A 
pa~e 1 

~.* ••••••••• SERVICE lfST •••• t ••• ttt •• 

last updated On 27-JUL-1998 by: lPD 
A9712048 LIST 

Al~xi$ K. W6dtke 
Attorney At UW 
ALCANTAR & ELSESSER 
ONE EMBAACADERO t SUITE 2<420 
SAN FRANcISCO CA 94111 
(415) 421·4143 
awodtke@andellp.to0 
For: AmO~o Energy Trading Corp. 

E'lelyn Elsesser 
Attorney At UW 
ALCANTAR & ELSESSER llP 
SUITE 2420 
ONE EMSAACAOERO CENTER 
SAN F~tlS(O CA 94111 
(41S) 421.;4141 
~@l$e$$e~aandellp.coa 
for: Indicated ProducerS 

Daniel W. DOuglass 
AATER & HADoEN lLP 
CITICORP PlAZA 
725 S, FIGUEROA STREET, $T£ 3400 
lOS ANGElES-CA ~0017·S41S 
(213) 629 .. 9300 
dOugl ass@aiu.rhadden.com 
For: Noram £nergy Management t Int. 

lohn Burkholder 
BETA CONSULTING 
4364 BONITA ROAD. SUITE 601 
BONITA <:A 91902 
(6U) 479-1290 
burlcee~(ts. COB 

for: BETA consulting 

patrick }. ,oyce 
AttorMY At law 
BUCxWELl SANDERS MATHENY WEA.q,y lOMBAAOl 
13710 FNB PARKWAY t SUITE 200 
OMAHA HE -681H 
(.(/)2) 964·S012 
pjoyce@bsll1Wl.colD 
r6r: utilicorp Energy solutions. Inc. 

)oM )11115on 
AttOrney At law 
BRADY & 8ERLiNER 
5UrTE seo 
12~S 19TH STREET N.W. 
WASHINGTON bc200~6 
(iOn 9~S-6067 
johnj@bradyberliner.com 
Fot: City of VernOn. california 

R. JMmas a'each 
8RADY & BERLINER 
SUITE ll~ 
2560 NINTH STREET 
8ERKELEY CA 94110 
(SlO) 549~~790 
tbuch@vdn. (OlD . 

For: watson C69tntration Company 

JaSOn Mihos 
~egulatory correspondent 
CALIfORNIA ENERGV MAAxETS 
9 ROSCOE STREET 
SAN FRANCIS(O CA 94110-S921 
(US) 8l4·32n 
ja$onm4ne~sdata.(~ 
for: california Enetgy Markets 

peter MOr1tzb~rke 
~BRIOGE ENERGY RES£AACH ASSOCIATES 
1999 KARRtSON STREET. SUITE 950 
OAlCl..AND <:A 94612 
(SlO) 374-4381 
pmor1tzb~(erac~~b.c~ 
For: cambridge Energy Research Associates 

Ronald l. coffeen 
Manager. Maintenance Operation 
CARLTON fORGE ~~KS 
1743 E. AOAMS $TREET 
PAAN!OUNT CA ~7H·4200 
(562) 631-1131 
FOr: carlton forge works 



J 
A.97-12-048 '/ALJ/KI~/avs 

Andrp.'d J. Skaff 
Attorney At U'Ii' 

CR.OSBY HEAFEY ROACH & JAAY. 
26TH FLOOR. 
1999 HARRISON STREET 
OAXLANO'CA 94612-3573 
(SlO) 466-68$0-
askaffflchtll. (6111 
For: Natural ~as clearinghouse 

phil Eodor.! 
Attorney At laW . 
EL PASO NATuRAL GAS COMPANY 

.. 6S0 CAlIFORNIA STREET 24TH flOOR 
S~~ FRANCISCCO CA 9410a 
(41S) 76S"E425 
PAUJ~EPenetgy 
Fo'r: Elf3s0 Natural Gd cOmpany 

ca rol),n lCehrei 1\ 

ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES. ~AtL STOP 9 
1$0$ OUNLAP COVRT' 
OIXON CA 9S6iO-420S 
(107) 67S"9$06 
cmkehrein4ems·ca.cOlll 
For: ~ST Ertegy Trading, Inc. 

0.1 nwi n Farr~r 
Legal oivision 
AA. 4i07 
50S VA~ NESS AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102 
(41S) 701·1471 
tdf@cpuc.Ci1.gov 
For: OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 

,a~es W. ~c Tarnaghan 
AttOrney At laW 
GOODIN MAC8~OE SQUERI SCHLOTZ & RITCHIE 
SOS SANSOME STREET. SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111 
(41S) 392-1900 
jmctar~a9han~9mssr.(om 
FOr: Enron corp. 

APPENDIX A 

patrick L. Gileau 
Ltgal Oiv1sfOn 
R."f. S002 
SOS V~ NESS AVE 
SAN fRANCI~CO CA 94102 
(41S) 701-30$0 
plg@cpu(.ca.gov 
For! OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 

Robert Task 
Attotney At Law 
HI TRADING ANO TRANS~RTATION GROUP 
PO BOX 44SS 
HOUSTON TX 77002:-5231 
(7H) 207 .. S2H 
For: HOuSTON INDUSTRIES INCO~pORATED 

joe Rowley . ' . 
. IHPEUAL iRRIGAtiON OISTIUcr . 
iH EAST eARIONI BOULEVARD 
INPEA.IAl CA 9H$1 
(760) 339-9203 
jrowleyOiidpwr.tOn 
For: I~ptrial IrrigatiOn Oistritt 

sob Johnston 
2088S PLACERITA CANYON 
SANTA CLARITA cA 911~1 
FOt: AES plactrita 

Norman A. pedersen 
AttOrney At Law 
lONES OAV REAVIS & POGUE 
SSS ~EST fIFTH STR£ET. SUITE 4600 
LOS ANGELES CA 90013-102S 
(213) ~43-2810 
napederst~~Jonesday.com 
for: southern california utility Power' pcol 
(scupp) 

courtney schaberg 
AttOrney At Law 
JONES. OAY. AEAVIS & POGUE 
SSS W. FlFTH STREET 
lOS ANGELES CA 90013 
UU) 243-2513 
cmschabergfjonesday.com 
For: scuPS'/no 



A.97-12-048 /ALJ/KIM/asvs APPENDIX A 
pago J 

tttttttttttt· SERVICE LIST tt.tttttttttt , 
J.!ark C. Moench 
KIRK T. MOR(jA1~ 

Attorney At Law 
KERN RIVER GAS TRANS~ISSION COMPANY 
295 CHIPETA WAY 
SAlTLAXE CITY VT 84108 
(801) 5S4-70S9 
~oench@slc.~c.c6m 

john w. leslie 
Attorney At Law 
lUCE FOR~AkD HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, llP 
600 WEST BROADWAV, SUITE 2600 
SAN otEGO CA 9~101 
(619)-619-2$36 
j lesli e@1uce.cOnl 
For: SPURR: AEMA(; utiliCorp Energy -solutions. 
Inc. 

keith ft. Me etea 
AttOrney At taw 
H7S PENN$YLVANIA AVENUE. N.W. 
WASHINGTON oc-20604 
(202) 18)-070$ 
kmccrea@sabhw.c¢!ll 
For: california Industrial Group and California 
Manufacturer$-Assn. 

Oavid W. Anderson 
Attorney -~t LaW 
PACIFIC GAS ANO ELEctRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 7442 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94120 
(US) ~73-~6S9 
dwa3@pge.(om 
for: PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Patrick J. power­
Attorney At laW 
2101 WE8STER STREET. SUITE 1500 
OAXlANO CA 94612 
($10) 446·1142 
pjp¢werla~aol.(om 
for: CITY OF LONG BEACH 

• paul M. Pl'emO 
310 HAZEL AVENUE 
~ILL VALLEY CA 94941 
(US) 383 -6330 
paulpremo@msn.com 
For: FOSTER ASSO<I~TLS. INC. 

Vi(ki Aeschl~~an 
Director of Regulatory Affairs 
QST. INC. 
300 ~~IlTON aOULEVARD. SUITE 300 
PEO~IA Il 6i60~ 
(309) 6SS-1356 
vsaeschle~anQq$tmail.com 
For: (1ST. Inc. 

Keith W. Melville 
Att6rnty At law 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC 
101 ASH STREET. PO sox 1831 [8 11 
SAN DIEGO CA 9~112 
(619) 699-S0l9 
kmelvilt.sd~e.com 

Rodney winter 
KEITH W. ~ElVIllE 
AttOtiley At law 
SAN O!£W GAS & ELECTRiC 
101 A~H STREET 
SAN DIEGO CA 92112-41$0 
(619) 696-4817 
rwinter~$dge.c~ 

jamH solberg 
Managing birectof 
SCHOOL PROJECT FOR tlTlLITY AATE REDUCT 
3201 OANVIllE BLVD •• STE 20S 
AlAMO CA 9·H07 
(S10) 7·U-129}· 
tsolber9~$pUrr.rema(.~rg 
for: $PUR~~EMAC 

Gloria H. Ing 
Attorney At LaW 
SOUTHERN CAlIfO~NIA eDISON COMPANY 
PO BOX 800 
2244 WALNUT G~OVE AVENUE 
ROSEMEAb CA 91770 
(626) 302-60S1 
INGG~SCE.COM 

Lisa G urick 
Attorney At Law 
SOVTHERN CAlIfOltNlA GAS (0 
SUITE S200 
633 WEST STH STREET 
lOS ~~G£lES CA 90071 
(213) 39S-S4S3 
lurickfpacent.c6m 



A.97-12-048 IALJ/~IM/avs APPENDIX A 
page 4 

, •••••••••••• SERVICE LIST •••••••••• , •• 

Oavid 8. Follett 
Attorney At U'fi 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
633 W. $TH STREET SUITE S200 
LOS ANGELES CA 9~11 
(213) SgS-SlH 
dfollett@pa~ent.cOm 
For: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 

Ghn sull ivan 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
PO BOX 4690 
63l W. FIFTHSTRElT SUITE S200 
LOS.ANGELES CA 90011-2690 
(213) 895-5483 
gsul11van@pacent.cO!ll 

Thoma$ $o'berg 
SPURR/REYAC 
3i01 DANVILLE BOULEVARD. SUITE 205 
AlAMO CA 94S07-1!)38 
(510) 743-1292 
FOr: School p(oject lor utility ~ate Reduction. 
Regional Energy Management coalitiOn 

s>aul sui ... 
Attotnty At law 
THE UTILITY REFOJUot NETWOIUC 
711 VAlJ NESS AVENUE, SUITE lSO 
SAN fRANCISCO .~ 94102 
(US) lS9~0404 
p$te1~turn.or9 
For: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 

Theresa Mueller 
AttOrney At Law 
THE UTILITY AEFORH NETWORK 
111 VAN NESS AVE., SUITE lSO 
SAN f~~CISCO CA 94102 
(41S) 929-8876 
theresam@turn.org 

steve Jurek 
UTIlI(ORP UNITED. INC. 
181S CAPITOL AVENUE 
OMAHA HE 68114 
(402) 221~2262 
For: utiliCorp Energy solutions; Inc. 

paul pratt 
~IllI~~S ENERGY GROUP 
ONE WlLLIA.Io(S CENTER 
TULSA OK 14172 
(918) 588-24S9 
For: WILLI~~S ENERGY GROUP 

10yce Aliton 
Enetgy Division 
AREA 4-A . 
50S VAN HESS AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94i02 
(415) 10l-2616 
alffcpu~.(a.90v 

sCOtt TO!!I.lshefsld 
CALIF¢RHIA ENERGy COMMISSION 
1S16 9TH STREET j Ms ~i 
SAC~ENTO CA 9S814 
(916) 6S4-3958 

sandra J. Fukut~e 
office or Ratepayer Adyocat~s ' 
1Ut. 4101 
SOS VAN NESS AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA ~4102 
(41S) 70l-1917 
sJf~cpuc.(a.gov 
For: Office 61 Ratepayer Ad~ocates 

nina Horner 
01vi$lon of strategfc planning 
MEA S-B 
SOS V~~ NESS AVE 
SAN F~CI$CO CA 94102 
(US) 703-2132 
taMcpuc.ca.~v 

Kill Malc:olm 
Administrative law Judge o1~ision 
RM. S115 
S05 VAN NESS AVE 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94102 
(nS) 703-1926 
Jd tl@cpuc::.ca.gov 



~ A.97-12-048 IALJ/K~M/avs APPENDIX A 
Page 5 

r 
•••••••••••• SERVICE LIST ••••••••••••• 

Barbara Ortega 
Executive oi~fsion 
RH. Sl09 
101 S. BROAb~AY. ROO~ S109 
lOS A~GElES CA 90012 
(2U) 897-41S8 
bho@cpuc.ca.gov 

Robert M. pocta 
Offfce or Ratepayer Advocates 
RH. 4101 
SOS VAN NESS AVE 
SAN FRAN(ISCO CA 94102 
(415) 103-2811 
rmp@cpuc.ta.gov 

Robert L. Pettinato 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT Of WATER & PO~ER 
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 1104 
LOS ~GEL(S CA 90012 
(213) 361·0441 
rpettitladwp.com 

charles coole 
PHILLIPS PETROLEUM C¢MPk~Y 
6330 ~EST LOOP SOUTH 
BELLAi~E TX 77401 

Ronald to ·Kent 
(ore Ttansportation services Manager 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS CONPANV 

•••••••••••••• INFORVATJON ONLy···············. 
ssS WEST FIFTH ST., MAIN lOCATION 24Hl 
LOS ANGELES CA 90013 

catherine E. Yap 
BARKOV1CH & YAP, INC. 
PO BOX HO 11 
OAKLA~O CA 94611 
(SI0) 4S0-1270 
ceyap~eatthlfnk.net 

Ronald V. sussf 
CITY OF BURBANK - PUBLIC SERVICE DEPT 
164 WEST MAGNOLIA BOULEVARD 
BURBA."tK CA 91$02: 
(81$) 238-3651 
bjeider@ciburbank.ca.us 

Barnard V. Pa1k 
CITY OF GLENDALE - PU8LIC SERVICE DEPART 
141 NORTH GLENDALE AVENUE, 4TH LEVEL 
GLENDALE CA 91206 
(818) S48-2107 

Rufus Hightower 
CITY OF PASAOENA·OEPT OF VATER & POWER 
200 S¢UTH LOS ROBLES STREET, SUITE 150 
PASADENA CA 91101 
(626) 744-4425 
gbBowder@cci.pasadena.ca,us 

carolyn A. Baker 
Attorney At law 
EDSON + MODISETTE 
92S L STREET. SUITE 1490 
SAC~~ENTO CA 95814 
(916) S$2-7070 
cbaker~ns.net 

leff Jarvi s 
1600 SMITH. SUITE 1140 
HOUSTON TX 97002-734S 

(213) 2:44-l764 

(FND OF APPllIDIX A) 



STATE OF CAliFORNIA 

'~ PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
, 5<lS VA.'O.£ss AYE!'.\.IE 

SA.'1 fAA'-CASCQ. CA &4W2.~ 

December 30, 1998 

TO; pARTIES OF RECORD IN APPLlCATfON 97 .. 12-048 

OCcision 9~-12-071 \VaS maifed o~ Decen'lber 28, :1998, \vith6utth~ concurrence of 

CommtSsiO"rter Kn-ight.Attached herewith is the concurrence. 

Lynn 1', Carew, Chief 
Adrntnistrative L'l\v Jlldge 

LTC:vdl 

Attachment 

3m. 



A.97-12-048 
0.98-12-071 

Coinmissioner J~ssic J. Knlght, Jr., Concurring: 

For too long, outdated and antiquated reglllatory policies dating 

back to the mid-1980's have prevented so-called corecllstonlcrs Irom 

I'eaph\g the benefits of competition in the natural gas industry. These core 

customers have been held captive by regulatory policies that seek to shield 

thenl Ironl the mythical vagaries of thema'rkelplace. However, the true 

impact of these polities is to shnply deprive them of the n\yriad benefits of 

con\petition that Califoi.nia's larger na:turat.gas consun\crs have enjoyed 

for years. it is indisputable that the Commission knows what the right 

policy is for unbll1\dHllg the interstate core capacity. The sooner the 

Commission can n\OVe forward in this area,the greater the benefits al1 of 

California will rcap. Cot1\petiiioll in all aspects of California's natural gas 

business will enhance state compctitiven(>ss it\ the globa.1 eC(mOnlY and 

crcate jobs. California must mOVe fonvard soon to begin this process. 

However, this Commission's ability to truly rc£orJ'n the industries it 

r(>gulates requires a broad consensus of re(onn eXisting among leading 

poHcymakers. In the electric and telecommunications industry we were 

able to successfully achieve such a broad consensus. However, this year 

the Legislature passed SB 1602 which prohib~ts the COnlmission (ron\ 

enacting, prior to January I, 2(H)(), certain gas decisions which would open 

COJl\pctitive markets and unbundle the rates, costs or services o( gas 

utilities. While I believe lhat a credible argument exists that SB J602 does 

.'01 apply, which would aHow the Commission 10 go fOf\\'ard in this 

particular case within the letter of the law, I believe that going forward 

would not be dearly consistent with the spirit of the law.· 
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The Legislature has dearly indicated that the Commission should 

not move forward with our aggressive efforts to bring competition to the 

natural gas n'tarket at this time. It is unfortunate that the Commission was 

not able to build a broader consensus among the parties and polkyillakers 

regarding the benefits of opening up this industry to robust competition. 

However, that tin'le will come regardless of this regulatory hiccup. The 

Commission may have to think of a dj(fe~ent plait fot opening these 

markets to co~petition. It may have to eV61ve its thinking in certain key 

aspects in order to develop' a proposal thaf can garner the kind of broad 

support that is necessary. While all indication are that California will not 

be a leader in the gas revolution, the broader consensus needed here in' 

California will form as re(oims sweep acrossothe! states. When it does, 

California will reap the benefits thM greater competition in this ll\arket has 

to offer. At that time bold leadership will be needed by this Corilmission to 

mOVe the agenda forward. 

Dated December 17, 1998, at San Francisco, California. 
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A.97 -12-048 
D.98-12-071 

Commissioner Jessie J. Knight, Jr., Concurring: 
• 

Por too long, outdated and antiquated regulatory policies dating 

back to the mid-1980's havc prcvented so-called cotc customers from 

reaping the benefits of competitio}\ in the natural gas industry. These core 

customers havc been held captive by regulatory policies that seek to shield 

thelll frOIn the mythical vagaries of the marketplace. Howcver, the true 

impact of these policies is to simply deprive then\ of the myriad benefits of 

con'lpetition that California's larger natural gas consumers have enjoyed 

for years. It is indisputable that the Commission kl10WS what the right 

policy is for unbundling the interstate core capacity. 11l(~ sooner the 

COlnmission can move forward in thisareaJ the greater the benefits all of· 

California will reap. Competition ill all aspects of California's nahtr<ll gas 

business will ellhance state competitiveness in the global economy and 

create jobs. California nltlst move forw.ud soon to begin this process. 

However, this Commission's ability to truly reform the industries it 

regulates requires a brotld consensus of reform existing antong leading 

poHcyn)akers. In the electric and telecommunications industry we were 

able to sllccessfully achieve such a broad consensus. However, this year 

the Legislature passed SB 1602 which prohibits the Commission from 

enacting, prior to January 1,2000, certain gas dedsions whkh would open 

competitive markets and unbundle the reltes, costs or services of gas 

utilities. While I bclie\rc that a credible argument exists that SB 1602 dO('s 

not apply, which would allow the Commission to go forward in this 

particular Ci\Se within the letter of the law, I believe that going (orward 

would not be dC~lrly consistent with the ~p-irit of the law. 
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The Legislature has dearly indicated that the COJ)lIl\ission should 

not move forward with our aggressive efforts to bring competition to the 

natural gas market at this time. It is unfortunate that the Con'lmlssion was 

not able to build a btoader consensus among the parties and policymakers 

regarding the benefits of opening up this industry to robust competition. 

However, that time will come regardless o/this regulatory hiccup. The 

Commission may have to think of a different pIal) for opening these 

markets to competition. It 11lay have to e\~olve its thinking in certail) key 

aspects in order to develop a proposal that can ganler the kind of broad 

support that is necessary. While all indication ate that California will not 

be a leader in the gas revolutiol1, the broader consensus needed here in 

California will form as reforms sweep across other states. When it does, 

Califon\ia will reap the benefits that greater competition in this market has 

to offer. At that tinle bold leadership will be needed by this Comntissioll to 

move the agenda forward. 

Dated December 17, 1998, at San Francisco, California. 
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