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PUBLIC UTILiTIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COMMISSION ADVISORY RESOLUTION G-2957
AND COMPLIANCE DIVISION - July 24, °"1991
Energy Branch

RESOLUTION G-2957. SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY
(SOCAL) AND SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (SDG&E)
SUBMIT SUPPLEMENTAL PROPOSED EXPERIMENTAL TARIFFS AND
RULES IN COMPLIANCE WITH DECISION 91-02-040 FOR CORE
AGGREGATION UNDER ORDERS INSTITUTING RULEMAKING
86-06-006 AND 90-02-008.

BY SOCAL ADVICE LETTERS 2022-A, 2056, AND 2051, FILED ON
JUNE 7, 1991 AND SDG&E ADVICE LETTER 748-G-A, FILED ON
MAY 24, 1991.

SUMMARY

This Resolution conditionally approves the advice letters
. identified, with modifications. It alsot

-Deletes tariff réferénces to future capacity brokering
rules and procedures because the rules and procedurés on
capacity brokering have not been rendered under R.88-08-
018. ‘

-Adopts SoCal’s computer-nomination program and honors
SoCal’s request to backfill on the day béfore the gas
flows on an intérim basis, with both conditions subject to
review, audit, and a limited-scope proceeding.

-Requires that SoCal provide summary statistics about daily
flows and any near-term projections on its bulletin board
on an interim basis.

~Provides for the forfeiture of the capacity reservation
deposit in proportion to the amount of capacity reduced.
BACEGROUND
1. On June 1%, 1991, interim Resolution G-2955 ordered SoCal

and SDG&E to file revised coré aggregation filings in compliance
with D.91-02-040 and interim Resolution G-2955.
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2, per interim Reésolution G-2955, this is the subsequent
resolution addressing the proteésts to So6Cal’s and SDG&E’s
supplemental filings to core aggregation.

3. On Junée 7, 1991, SoCal submitted Adviceé Lettéer (A.L.) 2051
(Rule 32, Transportation of Aggrégated Service Lével 1 Customer-
Owneéd Natural Gas), to file proposéd terms and conditions for a
core aggregator, an agent of a coré aggregation group. This
filing was to clarify and éxpand thé proposed procedures set
forth in SoCal'’s A.L. 2022 and supplemental A.L. 2022-A for core
aggregation.

4. On Juné 7, 1991, SoCal submitted A.L. 2050 to file the
contract documents for its core aggregation and targeted sales
programs.

5. On May 24, 1991, SDGAE submitted supplemental A.L. 742-G-A
for its core aggregation program

6. The core aggrégation program is an éxperiméntal program
which will begin on August 1, 1991. After the third year of the
program, the Commission may consider under what conditions the
program should continue.

NOTICE

1. Public noticé of the abové mentioned advice letters was
made by ¢ach respective utility mailing copies to other ,
utilitiés, governméntal agenciés, to the service list of OIR 86-
06-006 and OIR 90-02-008, and to all interested parties who
requested notification. )

PROTESTS

1. Protests to SDG&E’s A.L. 748-G-A wére filed by gas
marketers Access Energy Corporation (Access) and Broad Streéet
0il and Gas Company (Broad Street) on June 13, 1991. SDG&E
filed a separate response to each protest on June 25, 1991.

2. Protests to SoCal’s A.L. 2022-A, A.L. 2050, and A.L. 2051
were filed by Access Energy Corporation, SunPacific Energy
Management, Inc., GasMark, Inc. and GasMark West, Inc.
(Ssunrise/GasMark) on June 27, 1991. Broad Street filed a
protest to SoCal’s A.L. 2051 on June 27, 1991. SoCal filed a
response to Broad Street’s and Sunrise/GasMark‘’s protest on
July 10, 1991.
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‘Transportation Issues

Targeted Salés Program

Sunrise/GasMark object to SoCal’s proposéed Rule 32 that subjects
the aggregator'’'s participation in capacity brokering to the same
rules applicable to noncore participants. Sunrise/GasMark
consider this improper because coreé transportation customers are
entitled to a portion of the firm interstate capacity that is
reserved for core customérs. Sunrise/GasMark assert that _
capacity brokering should only apply to coré transportation if a
core transportation customer or its aggreégator requires in
éxcess of theé customer'’s proportionate share of thé firm
capacity reserved for thé core.

Discussiont SoCal did not reéspond to this issue, but the
Commission Advisory and Compliancé Division (CACD) has reviewed
the proposed Rulé 32 and finds that it is consistent with
D.91-02-040. The decision states that thée individuval core énd-
usérs or groups of core end-usérs shall be ablé to participate
in any future capacity brokering program, and that their
participation shall be govéerned by the sameé rules and proceédures
applicable to noncore participants in that program.

SoCal's proposéd tariff quotes the language from the decision in
the body of its tariff. Although thé core aggrégation decision
makes this statement, thé rules and procedures applicable to the
core and noncore participants may not be the same in the
decision emanating from R.88-08-018. Bécause a decision in

. R.88-08-018 has not beén rendered, and in the interest of
goodwill, CACD suggests that SoCal delete the portion of this
statement referencing that core customer'’s participation shall
bé governed by the same rules and procedures applicable to
noncore participants.

Interstate Pipeline Capacity

SoCal’s proposed Rule 32 states that "interstate pipeline
capacity available for aggreégators under the G-TARG (Targeted
Natural Gas Sales to Transportation Customers) program shall be
10% of the utility'’s reserved core capacity." Sunrise/GasMark
submit that this provision is vague because there is no specific
access apportioned by supply basin, and there is no description
of how aggregators or core transport customers may shift from
one supply basin to another from one month to thé next.
Sunrise/GasMark propose that aggregators and/or coré transport
customers should have the same flexibility as the utility to
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obtain more or leéss of their gas suppliés from a particular
supply basin in a particular month.

SoCal réplies that it does not object to Sunrise/GasMark
progosal to obtain access to6 speéecific sugply basins. _ SoCal
would allocate interstateé pipeliné capacity on a pro rata basis
between the core and noncoré markets, and coré aggre%ators would
be allowed to specif{ the receipt points from the different
supply basins. But like SoCal, core aggrégators must specify
the receipt points on a monthly basis.

To comply with the noncore procuremeéent décisions, D.90-09-089,
et al, Socal exglains that it must crganize accéss to the .
interstateé pipeline system so that Service Leévél 2 customérs nay
be able to transport théir gas volumes on a firm basis. Like
SoCal, core aggregators will bé able to pick specific monthly
pipeline routes for their gas.

Discussiont SoCal would allow core aggrégators to specify the
receipt points from the different supply basins on A& monthly
basis. According to SoCal, this is the same proceéduré that
applieés to SoCal'’s opération. SoCal éxplains that it would also
provide core aggrégators with their proportionatée share of the
access to the supply basins reserved for coré customers.

D.91-02-040 provides that core transport customers be givén
transmission access equivalent to the access given to core
procurément customers. The decision also provideées that the core
transport customers are éntitled to a pro rata access to the
interstate pipeline capacity in addition to the capacity for
noncore transportation service. Core transport customer’s
access to interstate pipeliné capacity should be equal to the
utility’s and in proportion to their share of total core deéemand,
exclusive of the pipeline access for noncoreée transport
customers.

CACD believes that it is réasonable to éxpect SoCal to
accommodate monthly nomination changes for accéss to particular
supply basins. CACD notes that SoCal would also provide core
aggrégators with their proportionate share of the access to the
supply basins reserved for core customers. Since Rule 32 does
not reflect these two policies for core aggregators, CACD
recommends that SoCal incorporate them under its description of
targeted sales, as well as under the proposed Schedule G-TARG .
for targeted sales for clarification.

Nomination Flexibility

SoCal'’s proposed tariff provides that nominations for core
transportation volumes must bé based on weather forecasts and
historical volumes, and must be made in advance of the date of

+




Resolution G-2957 B 5 July 24, 199
SoCal A.L. 2022-A, 2050, 2051
SDG&E A.L. 748-G-A/nygq

consumption. SoCal’s G-TARG program (A.L. 2028-A) and Rule 30
(A.L. 2022-A) requirée monthly nominations to be submitted éither
five days (Transwestern) or six da¥s (El1 Paso) prior to the
first day of the month. Daily nominations are due thrée days in
advanca, SoCal's nominations for its bundled core salés areée not
so restricted and SoCal is able to adjust its nominations for
its core sales customers up or down on the day beforé the gas
flows. Sunrise/GasMark submit that aggregators must have the
same flexibilit¥ that SoCal has in nominating gas supplies for
its core portfolio on a monthly or a daily basis.

SoCal replies that it purchases core portfolio gas supplies on a
monthly basis, not on a daily basis, and uses its storage
facilities to make up for fluctuations in demand. SocCal
explains that core aggregators will also bé allowed to do the
same in their gas purchases, using storage similarly.

Discussion: SoCal explains that its core portfolio purchases
aré done on a monthly basis, and that it usées its storage gas to
meét demand changes. Sunrise/GasMark object to SoCal’s changes
in monthly and daily nominations, as well as its ability to
adjust its own daily nominations oné day in advance of
deliveries.

In conjunction with implémentation of an electronic bulletin
board use for trading imbalances, SoCal has also introduced a
computerized nomination system for transportérs. As a
consequénce of the computer-nomination program GasSelect, and
per SoCal, due to the changes required by the procurement
decision’s implementation, SoCal has changed past procedures.
Monthly nominations have increased from two days to four days on
the El Paso system and to five days on thé Transwesteérn system.
Daily nominations and adjustments have increased from two days
to three days for all transport customers. If a customer
communicates by facsimile instead of the computer-nomination
program, another day must be added.

Standard nominations on the interstaté pipelines have been two
days in advance of the month and two days in advance of daily
deliveries. SoCal has modified the two-day rule to accommodate
the expected increase in individual nominations and the
additional information needed to implement the gas sequencing
required for the various Service levels. PG&E has not imposed
such a nomination requirement, but PG&E is not also introducing
an electronic nomination system.

CACD requested SoCal to éxplain why it required the additional
time for customer monthly and daily nominations. SoCal replied
in a written response that the use of the interactive computer
program, or manual entries for customers participating without a
computer, will require transaction entries and validation, and
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iterations to accommodate éntry error reconciliations,
transaction incompatibilities, and reéntries.

SoCal's jimplementation of a computerized nomination systém is
élongating the nomination process for transportation customeérs.
This is counterintuitivé. CACD believes that the use of an
eléctronic nomination system should enhance nominations, not
impede them.

Moreover, the effect of the nomination changes made by SoCal
amount to gerrymandering or skewing the procurement market,
espécially at the onset of each month. When all other consumers
in PG&E’s teérritory or cut-of-state transporters confirm
nominations two days in advance, SoCal’s énd-users are
disadvantaged, having to pay the price of nominating two and
three days in advance of éveryone else. Meanwhile, SoCal does
not state when it will require its own gas department to
nominate.

In addition, SoCal requests reservation of the right to use the
single day, El Paso notice to backfill behind all of the
nominations. 1In its written response to CACD, SoCal explains
what happens on the El Paso system one day prior to the flow of
customer’s gast

"On Day 4 (1 day prior to flow date) SoCalGas contacts El
Paso pipeline regarding scheduled volumés. SoCalGas still
retains the right on El Paso pipéliné to fill-in behind
any interruptible or Targeted Sales shorftfalls with
discretionary purchases should capacity become available*.

SoCal may have notice from E1 Paso that some nomination space
remains unfilled or that some delivery may not bé made. 1In such
cases, it is prudent for the utility to make any adjustments it
can to optimize capacity use. It is this day which
Sunrise/GasMark want to be able to have the same ability SoCal
has to backfill behind scheduled nominations. CACD cannot
confirm if SoCal's "discrétionary purchases™ refer to core ,
portfolio gas, storage gas, backup supplies, or some combination
of the three.

SoCal has not shown that the changes in the monthly or the daily
nomination processes from two day’s advance notice is warranted.
SoCal has also not shown that it is reasonable to reserve
backfill adjustments solély to itself. No other party protested
these changes to Rule 30, which initially were inserted into
SoCal’s supplemental noncore procurement filing on May 30; only
Sunrise/GasMark raised the issues in protest to the core
aggregation program.

It is too near the implementation date to call whether these
actions are required or not. CACD would prefer to recommend
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that SoCal not change its currént nomination procedures at this
time, but instead réturn to thée Commission after threée months to
request a change from the current Rule 30 Transportation tariff
for nomination changés to a longer lead time if difficulties
have arisen. In addition, CACD would prefer to sée SoCal offer
backfilling to customers on an as availablé basis,

However, to SoCal’s credit, it has taken the inftiative to
create an interactive computer program to ease the complexities
of nominations. It is far too late to cancel use 6f thé program
at this time. Therefore, CACD récommends that the Commission
adopt implementation of the computér-nomination program and that
it also honor SoCal’s requést to backfill on the day beforé gas
flows on the system on an intérim basis, with both conditioens
subject to réview, audit, and a limited-scope proceéding. Both
SoCal and transporters need time to adjust to all the - _
transportation changes, for it is difficult to predict what will
occur after August 1. Thé noncoré procuremént and coreée
aggregation programs will bé more difficult to administer than
either what SoCal has done in the past or what is expected under
capacity brokering. All parties will need the best tools
availablée to ease the transitions.

Daily Contract Quantity/Maximum Dail nantit

Sunrise/GasMark object to SoCal’s proposed daily contract
quantity (DCQ) that would limit aggregator’s nominations to 105%
in the summer months and 130% in the winter months. In their
view, theéese are the same restrictions imposed upon noncoreé
customers under SoCal's proposed Rule 30 and should not be
imposed upon core customers.

In this connection, Sunrise/GasMark also object tot

(1) SoCal’s A.L. 2051, Core Aggregation Service Agreement
(Article I, Section 1.2.3), which limits the
nominations for Service Level 1 transportation
services to the ¥MDQ, and is inconsistent with SoCal's
Rule 1, which limits nominations to the DCQ: and

SoCal’s A.L. 2051, Marketer/Aggrégator Contract
(Article I, Section 1.2), which limits the ,
aggregator's transportation capacity to the total
cumulative MDQ, and fails to account for gas to be
injected into storage.

Broad Street objects to SoCal's DCQ and SDG&E’s maximum daily
quantity (MDQ). Broad Street believes that SDG&E's 110%
tolerance is low for the winter months while SoCal’s 105% summer

tolerance is too small and less than the 10% tolerance band for
imbalances.




Resolution G-2957 _ 8 July 24, 1991
SoCal A.L. 2022-A, 2050, 2051
SDG&E A.L. 748-G-A/nyg

SoCal replies that Sunrise/GasMark is confusing MDQ's and DCQ's.
SoCal's Core Aggrégation Service Agréeement definés the MDQ as
105% of the DCQ for summér (Summer MDQ = 105 x DCQ), and 130% of
the DCQ for winter( Winter MDQ = 105% x DCQ). Thérefore, the
core aggregator is allowed to nominate in exceéess of its DCQ and
there 1s no inconsistency on SoCal's filing.

SoCal éxplains that the calculation of its MDQ’s gives latitude
over the customers' expected daily usage. Since core
aggregators will have differeéent typeées of customers, it would be
easier for aggregators to keeép a combined load within thése
limits for it is not anticipated that all customeérs will
experience peak usage at the same time. With régards to storage
capacity, the aggregators have thé ability to usé the additional
5% in thé summer and the additional 30% in the wintér. SocCal
states that it provides no additional spaceé for its own Summér
coré storagée and 25% for its own winter corée storage. SoCal
points out that aggregators would éven havé léss fléexibility if
it wants eéqual treatmént with SoCal’s coré customers.

SDG&E reépliés that it beliéves that its 110% (of recorded
séasonal peak day demand) MDQ is sufficient tolérance to meet
customers’ full démands in the summer or wintér season. Since
SDG&E bases its MDQ on seasonal peak-day usaqe, SDGLE believes
that théré is no reason for a higher MDQ. SDG&E will not refuse
a legitimate customer request for a4 new MDQ, but it will not
allow customérs to abuse the nomination/delivery system to the
possible detriment of other customers.

Discussiont Contrary to Sunrise/GasMark’s view, SoCal has not
imposed the same nomination restriction on core aggregator’s
loads as it has for noncore customers. SoCal'‘s daily contract
quantity is based on an annual, historical average of usé per
customer. SoCal’s varying calculation of 105% during the summer
months and 130% during the winter months does offer greater
flexibility to core aggregators over both noncore customers and
SoCal‘’s core operations.

As SoCal points out; not all customers will expériénce peak
usage at the same time, so that an aggregator, with some varying
combination of residential and small commercial loads, should
experiénce offsetting demands. SoCal has allowed core
aggregators 5% tolerance abové its own core operations year
round. This tolerance plus the 10% tolerance band above and
below imbalances should offer core aggrégators sufficient
flexibility.

SDG&E has provided éven greater fléxibility to aggregators, with
its calculation of 110% of séasonal peak day usageé. Again, with
another 10% tolerance band above and below this amount for
imbalances, core aggregators should have reasonablé flexibility.
Both utilities know their customers, climate conditions, and
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their system opérations. CACD must rely on both utilities’
offered tolerances as being based on éxpected, annual
operational requireménts. CACD recommends no changes to thesé
tolerancés at this time.

‘Bléectronic Bulletin Board

- Sunrise/GasMark proposé that SoCal bé réequired to provide
currént and projected system gas flow information through
SoCal’s électronic bulletin board. Aggregators should be
allowed to use this information to coordinate supply deliveries
with systém conditions.

SoCal réplies that the current and projected system gas flow
information is voluminous and theée provision of such information
in SoCal’s eléectronic bullétin board would not bé hélpful to the
aggregators. Instead, SoCal suggésts the use of its GasSeleéct
system which will provide bullétins on interstate outages and
curtailmeéent events. SoCal believes that the information on
intérstate outages and curtailments is all an aggregator should
neéd.

Discussiont SoCal'’s electronic bulletin board will enable
brokérs, marketers, shippers, suppliers, and customers to post
and access information concerning gas volumes available for
purchase and/or sales and access industry information.

SoCal should welcomé Sunrise/GasMark’s request for systéem flow
information. SoCal should provide any aggrégator’s réqueést for
gas flow information, at least summary information by pipeline
and basin on the interstate system and at SoCal receipt points.
Transportation customers need to plan procuremént stratégies and
reguire such information to plan what counterstrategieés can be
made to assure deliveries and maintain balances. It is sénsible
for SoCal to provide as much information about the system status
as possible to éensure transporting customérs’ pérformance and to
optimize capacity.

1f SoCal believes that this information will be voluminous for
its electronic bulletin board, then it should provide summary
information, at least on a daily basis for transporter's use.
CACD recommends that SoCal provide summary statistics about -
system daily flows and any near-term projections on its bulletin
board on an inteéerim basis. If warranted, such information could
be programmed into the GasSelect systemn.

Evidence Satisfactory to the Utility

Sunrise/GasMark questions SoCal’s proposed Rule 32 that requires
evidence satisfactory to the utility *“that supply arrangements
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are agreed upon b¥ all parties.* SoCal does not define what
constitutes satisfactory évidéence. Sunrise/GasMark point out
that aggrégators should not be required to provide SoCal with
price information in suppliér contracts, but should only have to
provide the volumes and receipt points into thé interstate
pipeline system.

SoCal replies that it wants a sufficient confirmation of the
existence of contracts béetwéén thé aggrégator and énd-use
customers, and between the aggregator and the supplier. SoCal
states that it is not requiring thé price information in any
documentation providing this confirmation.

Discussiont Price information concérning thé gas contractéd by
the aggregator from its supplier is confidential. Socal is not
réquiring aggregators to provide this information, howeéver, it
is unclear what information will prove satisfactory, since it is
not definéd in thé rule. CACD récommends that Socal clearly
state in its tariffs the satisfactory évidencé that it will
accept from the aggregators to support the existeénce of
contracts between the aggregators, its éend-use customeérs, and
its suppliers.

Imbalancé Charges

Sunrise/GasMark protest SoCal's Rule 32 (under Billing) which
provides that the customer is not responsible for the
aggregator'’'s imbalance charges in the event of a default by the
aggregator. The customer should be ultimately reésponsible for
all charges imposed by the utility for transportation or supply-
related service.

SoCal replies that Sunrise/GasMark is asking for a modification
of D.91-02-040 (Appéndix A, page 2, Item 3), which cleéarly
states that imbalance charges will be the aggregator's
responsibility. SoCal states that Sunrisé/GasMark should have
filed a petition for modification, not a protest to an advice
letter filing, to request for a change in 4 Commission decision.

Discussiont D.91-02-040 (Appendix A, page 2) clearly states
that imbalance charges will be the responsibility of the
customer agents. Ultimately, end-users shall be résponsible for
all utility charges except those pertaining to imbalance
charges. SoCal’s tariff is consistent with D.91-02-040.

Split Loads
Sunrise/GasMark agree with SoCal’s tariff that the split of

loads between procurement from the utility and from an
aggregator is consistent with D.91-02-040. But, according to
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Sunrise/GasMark, this procedure imposés a "disproportionate-*
bﬁrden on aggregators when there is an imbalance At the énd of
thé montht

*I1f, for example, a customer éstimates its total gas
purchases for a month and splits its purchasés equally
between the utility and the aggre ator, and if the
customér only consumes oné-half of its estimate, the
éntire burden for the imbalance is imposéd upon the
aggregator. This is the casé even if the aggregator
delivered to thé California bordér thé exact amount of gas
requested by thé customer".

Sunrise/GasMark eéxplain that, although D.91-02-040 provides that
imbalancés shall be the aggregator’s résponsibility, it is
unfair to have the aggrégator bear thé full burden for an
imbalance that is attributable to procuremént from both the
utility and the aggregator. Thereforé, for *split loads", gas
should flow through thé meter on a proportionate basis between
sales and transportation gas.

SoCal replies that Sunrisé/GasMark had since February 1991 to
petition for a modification of the =split load" provision of
D.91-02-040 and chose not do so. SoCal states that protésts to
advice letter filings are used to cite utility tariffs’ non-

complianceé with a Commission decision, not to request for a
decision modification.

SoCal also replies that the aggregator’s imbalance pénalty
resulting from thé variance in customers’ usageé is a problém
between the aggregator and the customer. It makes no difference
- to the utility what caused the imbalance.

SoCal adds that it would be administratively impossible for
SoCal to revise its billing system effective August 1 service
"on a proportionate basis between sales and transportation gas, "
as proposed by Sunrise/GasMark.

Discussiont D.91-02-040 réquires core customers nominating
portions of their loads to specify monthly gas purchases from
thé utilities, which would be counted as the first volumes
through éach customer’s meter. CACD was able to poll the
utilities on how many core aggregation customers have eleéected to
split their procurement loads. To date, SoCal is the only
utility having such customers and the incidence is small.

Whilé it appears unfair to have the aggregator bear the full
imbalance penalty for an imbalancé that may not be totally
attributable to the aggregator, D.31-02-040 clearly states that
imbalances are the aggregator's responsibility. Without a
Cgmmisgion action to modify that order, this policy cannot be
altered.
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Imbalance Services

sunrisé/GasMark protest SoCal’s tariff (Rule 32, paragraph I),
which provides an imbalance tolérance of 10% to core transport
customers. SunriséfGasMark state that this is the same
imbalance toleranceé for noncore transport customérs.
sunrise/GasMark argué that thé balancing standard for core and
noncore transport customers must not be thé same due to the
difference in their type of load and due to theé absolute
flexibility afforded to core salés customers. In this
connection, Sunrise/GasMark also protest SoCal’s A.L. 2051,
Marketer/Aggrégator Contract (Article V), which subjects the
aggréegator to the same balancing and storage banking rules that
apply to noncoré customers and their marketer/supplier.

Sunrise/GasMark argue that core customers’ loads are extrémely
température-sénsitive, and thérefore, an accurate balance can
not be achieved, remarking that even SoCal is unable to balance
its core loads on a day-to-day or monthly basis.
Sunrisé/GasMark further argue that the aggregatéd core
transportation is a pilot program, and balancing for core
customérs has nevér been doné on a formal basis.

SoCal replies that D.91-02-040 recognized that coré transport
customérs are not in the samé position as utility core sales
customers, and therefore, making a distinction between these two
typés of customérs is appropriate. For negative imbalances,
SoCal states that it will have to provide backup sérvice through
the purchase of gas which would bé more eéxpensive than its
average procuremeént costs. SoCal arques that core aggregators
should, therefore, be in balance over a monthly period to avoid
SoCal’s increased cost of operation. SoCal states that the 10%
(positive or negative) imbalance tolerance plus the 5%
procurement tolerance should provide coré aggrégators with
sufficient flexibility in purchasing gas for its core customers.

Discussiont D.90-11-061 provides that core-transport customers’
balancing service shall be on the samé terms and conditions as
noncore transport customers; D.91-02-040 also implies the same
provision. Therefore, SoCal’'s tariff requiring an imbalance
tolerance of 10% is consistent with the decision’s intent.

Sunrise/GasMark arque for greater flexibility and SoCal has
provided greater flexibility than it requirés of its own
operation for core balancing. The 5% tolerancé provided to
aggregators, in addition to the 10% imbalance tolerance and the
cushion of SoCal providing backup supply if something goeés
wrong, does provide aggregators with additional flexibility over
noncore transporters and over SoCal. CACD recommends no
additional changes to SoCal’s current provisions for imbalance
services to core aggregators.
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SDG&E Balancing Penalty

Access is uncertain of SDG&E's ?Ositién on thé $10/decatherm
balahcing»fenalt¥. SDGLE’s réply to Accéss’ protest/petition
dated April 29, 1991 and its revised Rule 14 (under A.L. 740-G-
B) state that thé balancing pénalty will apply when noéncore
customers arée curtailed. However, SDG&E’s Schedule GTCA
(Natural Gas Transmission Seérvice for Core Aggregation
Customérs), Standby Service Feé, statés that the balancing
penalty will apply whén core customers are curtailed.

Further, Accéss requests that SDG4E’s Schédule GTCA, Standby

Servicé Fee, includé not only the use of storagée volumes to

avoid the standby service fee, but that it should also include

im?alance trading. Use of both will sérvé to kéep the system in
alance.

SDG&E replies that the issues concerning the $10 per decatherm
balancing pénalty and the use of storagé gas to éfféct a trade
are addressed in Resolution G-2955. SDG&E will revise its

tariffs to show the changes as set forth in Résolution G-295S5.

Discussiont While it is not cléar to Acceéss why SDG&E’s reéply

to Access’ protest/pétition doés not match its proposed tariffs
for thée balancing penalty, it is clear that SDG&E will apply the
$10/decatherm balancing fee whén all noncore gas sérvice is
fully curtailéd. SDG&E should submit révised tariffs to comply
with Resolution G-2955. CACD has no additional recommendations.

SoCal Balancing Penalty

Sunrise/GasMark support SoCal‘’s proposed tariff which imposes
the standby and balancing charge when standby seérvice is
curtailed to any other Service Level 1 customers.
Sunrise/GasMark disagree with the Commission’s interim
Resolution G-2955 which imposes the balancing and standby charge
whén standby service is curtailed to Service Level 2 customers.
Although SoCal concurs with Sunrise/GasMark that core standby
service is to be curtailed concurrently with that of Service

Level 2 standby service, SoCal replies that Sunrise/GasMark is
again objecting to a Commission decision in Resolution G-2955.

Discussiont Resolution G-2955 provides for the followingt

~-The balancing penalty applies when balancing services to
Service Level 2 customers aré curtailed;

~-Imbalance trading and the use of storage gas should be
used to eliminate or reduce imbalances{ and
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~-Storage gas should be used to effect a trade.

The resolution ordered the utilities to amend their tariffs
accordingly. CACD notes that SoCal’s Rule 32, paragraph (N),
incorrectly states that the balanclng penalt¥ applies when ;
service to any Other coré customeérs Is curtailéed. SocCal should
revise its tariff to read that balancing charges apply when -
standby service is curtailéd to Serviceé Leévél 2 customers.

Sunrise/GasMark may file a petition for modification of interim
Resolution G-2955 to addréss the adoptéd imposition of standby
and balancing charges whén standby service is curtailed to
Service Level 2 customers. )

SDG&E Corée Storage

Acceéss points out that SDG&E’s Schedule GTCA, Core Storage
Allocation, does not détail the scasonal schédulé of storage
injections, withdrawals, and adjustments. Accéss is concérned
with SDGLE’s storagée flexibility and réequests that the
aggrégatéd-load core transportérs’ proportionatée share of
‘storage have the same storagée schedules and injection and
withdrawal flexibility available to SDG&E’s core load.

Access also questions SDG&E’s Schedulé GTCA, Special Condition
No. 19, which prohibits the usé of core storage gas to effect a
trade.

To comply with Résolution G-2955, SDG&E repliés that it will
revise its Schedule GTCA to includé the détails of its storage
program for core aggregation and to state that coré aggregation
customers may use storage gas, if available, to effect an
imbalance trade.

Discussiont CACD recommends that SDG&E révisé both its core
aggregation schedule to provide details of its storage program
for core aggregators and its Schedule GSTORE to reflect these
changes. SDG&E should also outline the conditions when storage
gas may be used to effect an imbalance trade.

ScCal Core Storage

Sunrise/GasMark object to SoCal's proposed tariff that allows
aggregators a total of one cyclé of injection and withdrawal
each yéar. Sunrise/GasMark point out that this is a rigid
provision that fails to consider core transportation customers’
need to inject or withdraw gas from storageé during off-périods
to satisfy imbalances or to make-up for prior underdeliveries
into storage. Core transport-only customers should be able to
use storage for balancing on a year-round basis.
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Sunrisé{casxark submit that ag?regAtors should have the same
flexibility to use additional intérstate capacity for the ,
purposé of storage injections as is enjoyed by SoCal on behalf
of its core sales customers.

SoCal replies that Sunrise/GasMark fail to understand that Socal
uses only oné injectionf/withdrawal cycle for its coxé purchases,
Socal follows a pattern of consistént injections up to November
‘1 of each year and a pattern of consistent withdrawals through
May 1. SoCal seéks to ensure that core aggregators are limited
to similar storage availability. SoCal notes that the
Commission’s provision for imbalance storage allows aggregators
to either inject or withdraw gas in any given month. But such
imbalances cannot be allownd by SoCal to be cycled continuously
in and out of storage free of chiArge bécausé this would rendér
the Commission’s balancing requirements meaningless. Through
SoCal’s one injection/withdrawal cycleée, SoCal intends to limit
the aggregator injection/withdrawal on a cumuladtive basis.

SoCal agrees to revise its Rule 32 to further clarify its
injection and withdrawal procedure.

SoCal’'s core transmission rate only includés the costs
associated with a single cycle of injéction and withdrawal.
SoCal argues that if core aggregators are allowéed to inject and
withdraw gas at will, without reimbursing SoCal, the additional
costs will not be recoveréd through the core transmission rate,
and would initially bé borne by SoCal’'s shareholders, and
ultimately would bé passéd on to ratépayers. Accordingly, SoCal
states that it is reasonable to limit core aggregators to a
single injection/withdrawal cycle unless aggregators pay for the
costs of additional injections and withdrawals through the use
of SoCal’s G-STOR program.

SoCal also explains that just as it cannot withdraw gas from
storage if insufficient gas has béen injected into storage, core
aggregators should not bée permittéd to withdraw gas from storage
unléss aggregators have injected sufficient gas in storage.
SoCal states that core aggregators will always be permitted to
have the flexibility to adjust deliveries downward, but will be
prohibited to adjust deliveries upward unless they have provided
sufficient gas in storage.

Discussiont CACD requested that SoCal provide a description of
one cycle of injections and withdrawals into storage. Socal
responded that one cycle referred to a cumulative injection into
storage up to an aggregator’s portion of core storage and a
cumulative withdrawal of this storage over the year.

Sunrise/GasMark argue that the single cycle provision is rigid
and fails to allow for imbalance trading or for make-up of prior
underdeliveries to storage. SoCal states that this provision
follows its own annual pattern of storage for the core and
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follows the rate design incorporated in the coré transmission
rate, SoCal adds that if aggregators believé they néed
additional flexibility, the storage program will be available.
CACD believes that no changes in SoCal‘’s core aggrégator storage
provisions are required at this time, but that

its single cycle terminology in its tariffs.

t should define

Interruptibility by the Customer

SDGLE’s Schedulé GTCA, Special Condition No. 25
(Interruptibility by the Customér), réquires a 30-day written
noticé prior to any customer action which would “significantly
impact® thé delivery of contractéd gas volumés. Broad Streéet
believes that this requirément is unreasonablé considéring the
probable members of the core aggrégation group. Broad Street
adds that it is not clear what constitutes a “significant
impact®, and it would be difficult for customers to know 30 days
in advance when their facilitieés might be required to shut down.

Broad Street is aware that significant changés in noncoré loads
may affect SDG&E. But this is not trué of corée customers who
are part of the core aggregatée groups and who may not have the
ability or theé advance knowledgé to providé the 30-day written
notice required by SDG&E's proposed tariff. Broad Street
requests that SDG&E change its tariff accordingly and define the
term “"significant impact.*

SDG&E replies that this provision was carried over from its
previous tariffs and agrees to delete such provision from its
Schedule GTCA. ‘

Discussiont SDG&E’s 30-day noticé provision is an old condition
required of transport customers to allow for scheduled
maintenance of the customer‘’s facilitiés. The utility needed
the advance notice to plan systém operations. CACD agrees with
SDG&E that this provision is not applicablé to core aggregators,
and that it should be removed from the tariff.

Service Issues

Open Season

Broad Street points out that SoCal‘’s and SDG&E's core
aggregation tariff rules are too laté since the open season énds
on July 1. Broad Street argues that protests to SoCal’s A.L.
2051 and SDG&E's A.L. 748-G-A need to be considered by the
Commission, and any changes in SoCal’s and SDG&E’s tariffs may
not even be published before the end of July 1 opén season.
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SDG&E replies that it recognizeés thé critical timing issueé of
the filing and approval of new coreé aggrégation tariffs, but
many issues need further clarification and resolution by the
Commission.

Discussiont The Commission issued interim Resolutions G-2955
and G-2956 on June 1%, 1991 because it was ¢oncerned with the
timely filing of the néw core aggregation tariffs beforée the end
of the opén season. Bécause speéecific issues and protests to the
suppleméental coreée aggregation filings have to be reésolved, a
subsequent Commission résolution is requiréd. CACD is aware
that there may be quéstions éven after the program commences,
and éncourages the utilities and coré aggregation customers to
achiéve a reasonablée solution consistent with the guidelines of
the aggregation decision and résolutions.

Changes in Membership

Access argues that SDG&E’s Schédule GTCA, Special Condition
No. 3, requires a 90-day written notice to the utility for
membéership increasés and that Special Condition No. 5 (Open
Nominating Séason), also requires a 90-day advance noticeé for
sérvicé requests after August 1, 1991. Access réquests a
reduction of SDG&E’s service initiation to 30 days, bécause 30
days is more than adequaté time to change a core customer
account to A core-transportation only account.

Broad Street objects to SoCal’s and SDGSE’s proposed tariff
which allows the addition and éxchange of membérs after a 90-day
notice to the utility. Broad Street arqgues that this is not
consistent with the D.91-02-040 which provides for a 90-day
restriction béfore an aggregating group may changé membership.
As an alternative, Broad Street suggests use of PG&E’sS procedure
which allows additions to theé corée aggregate group, Once a new
member is qualified, effective as of the next méter reading
after the completion of the necessary paperwork.

sunrise/GasMark argue that aggregators should not have to wait
for 90-days to remove a delinquent customer from a core
aggregation group even though D.91-02-040 requires a 30-day
notice for a group membérship change. . Instead Sunrise/GasMark
suggest a 30-day period to replace a delinquént customer whose
loss will cause the group’s total demand to décrease below the
250,000 therms per year. On the other hand, a 30-day writteén
notice to the utility (in addition to othér availablé remedies)
will allow a customer’s removal from the group.

SDG&E repliés that it has taken the 90-day requirement directly
from D.91-02-040, Appendix A, page 2. .
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soCal reéplies that Sunrise/GasMark protest a requirémént in
D.91-02-040, and that the Commnission should réjéct this attempt
tOo usé a protest to an advice letter filing in lieu of a
petition for modification. SoCal states that it normally takeés
approximately six months beforée it can terminate a customer’s
service. Accordingly, it not unreasonable to require coreé
aggregators to grovide the utility a 90-day notice prior to the
removal of a delinquent customer from the aggrégator'’s group.

Discussiont D.91-02-040 gave core customers desiring utility-
transport only services an opportunity to participaté in the
core aggregation program initially throu?h an opeén season.

After the open season, the core aggregation service will bé open
to all qualifiéd customers until the 10% levél of the total
retail core réquiremént threshold is mét. Thé réquests for core
transport service aftéer the open season shall bé proceéessed on a
first-come, first-served basis (FCFS). After August i, 1391,
when the coré aggregation program is on operation, core
aggregation groups may change their members following_a 90-day
notice to the utility, provided the total volume of 250,000
thérms per year is satisfied. SoCal’s and SDGLE’s tariff
requiring a 90-day notice for addition or deletion in the core
aggrégation’s group is consistent with D.91-02-040. SDGSE's
tariff requiring a 90-day notice for servicé requests after
August 1, 1991 is not necessarily consistéent with D.91-02-040.
For servicé requests after the open season, D.91-02-040 only
provides a FCFS processing. Therefore, upon complétion of the
necessary paperwork, core transport service can comménce. CACD
recommends that SDG&E's tariff be amended to state that requésts
for core aggregation sérvice after August 1, 1991 shall be
processed on a FCFS basis, and that core transport service will
begin after qualification and completion of thé necéssary
workpapers.

To remove a delinquent customer whose loss will cause the
group’s total to decréase below the 250,000 therms per year,
SoCal proposes to give aggregators 90 days to réplace a
delinquent member. If the deficient load is not replaced, the
aggregator will be allowed to remain in the program until the
end of the one-year contract term. SoCal’s proposal is
consistent with D.91-02-040 and CACD recommends no additional
changes.

Renewal of Service

Broad Street points out that SDG&E‘’s Schédule GTCA, Special
Condition No. 2 (Gas Service Agreement), requirés a written
renéwal notice prior to the éxpiration contract from core
aggregation customers. Broad Street argues that SDG&E‘'s rénewal
notice is unnecessary and places the shipper at some risk for
lapses of contract terms. Instead, Broad Streét proposes the
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adoption of PG4B's évergréen reénewal term, which automatically
continues participation in the core aggregation program unless
otherwise notified by the customér. Broad Street adds that it
will benefit the core shippers if utilities’ tariffs are
consistent,

SDGLE replies that it will revise its tariffs to allow for an
automatic renewal of the customer’s service agréement unléss the
customer provides SDGAE a 30-day advance notice of termination.

Discussiont D.91-02-040 does not address the issue of service
renéwal after each contract term. CACD rnotés that both PGLE and
SoCal have an evergreen renewal term, which automatically
continues customérs' participation in the core aggrégation
program to the following texin unléss a discontinuanceé notice is
sent to the utility. CACD believes Broad Street'’s réquest is
reasonable and recommends SDG&E’s tariff adopt an evérgréen
rénewal term.

Acceptance to the Program

Broad Street believés that SoCal’s proposed Rule 32 (A), 1.
(Opén Season), should be corrected to state that the
"customers, * and not aggregators,. will be accepted into the
program until the total core aggregation capacity is reached.
Broad Street’s proposed correction is consistent with the
definitions proposed by SoCal‘’s A.L. 2022 and 2022-A.

Discussiont D.91-02-040 basically provides core aggrégation
rules for core transport customers. Broad Street'’s request is
reasonable. CACD réconmends that SoCal revise its tariff to
state that "customers® will be accepted to the core aggregation
program until the 10% of the total retail core capacity
requirenent is reached.

Billing Issues

Deposit Fee for Reserving Capacity (Good Faith Deposit)

Broad Street protests SDG&E's Schedule GTCA, Special Condition
No. 14 (Deposit Fée for Reserve Capacity), and SDG&E’S Rule 7
(C), Deposits, which place the burdén of the capacity
reservation deposit on the aggregator. Broad Streét arqgueées that
this is inconsistent with D.91-02-040, which provides that the
core transport customers bear thé $10 per thousand cubic feet
per day deposit on capacity requésted. Broad Street adds that
an aggregator and a customer may choosée to have the aggregator
bear the cost, but that this is a decision between them. Broad
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Street requests that SDGSE’s tariff be amended to placé the
deposit payment responsibility on the customer.

Broad Street also protésts SDG&E's Rule 7 (A), Deposits, which
provides for the establishmeént of credit by depositing to the
utility two months’ éstimated avérage monthly bill. Broad
Stréet argues that this deposit is éxcessive, and that a
customer'’s creditworthiness réquirement for coré aggregation
makes the deposit unreasonable and unnecéssary.

Sunrise/GasMark claim that SoCal should correct its tariff
regarding the good faith deposit of $10 per thousand cubic feet
per day, to state that it will be éither creditéd to the
customer'’s or aggregator’s first bill, or refunded, within
180-days after the request for service,

SDG&E replies that it will revise its tariff to clarify that the
capacity reservation déposit will bé collected from the
customers. SDGSE agrees with Broad Stréet that the
determination of whéethér the aggregator or thé customer bears
the capacity réservation fée can bé negotiated bétween the
parties, but SDG&E’s tariffs neeéed not reflect such details.

SDG&4E also réplies that the provisions of Rule 7 (A), Deposits,
are eéxisting provisions that have been approved by the

Commission. SDG&E explains that it only added a provision for
core transportation deposit in compliance with D.91-02-040.

Discussiont D.91-02-040 provides that coré transport customers
shall be responsible for the $10 péer thousand cubic feeét per day
deposit on capacity requésted. The decision also provideées for a
deposit refund, with interest, if utility seérvice is unavailable
within 180 days. SDG&E’sS Schedule GTCA and Rulé 7 should be
révised to state that thé core transport customers are
responsiblé for the capacity reservation deposit. But SDG&E’'s
tariff need not detail any capacity reservation deposit
negotiations between thé customer and theée aggregator.

SoCal’s good faith deposit should be revised to state that the
capacity reservation deposit may be credited to the customer’s
or aggregator’s bill, or refunded, with interest, within 180
days if utility service is unavailable.

CACD agreés that the provisions of SDG&E's Rule 7 (A), Deposits,
are existing provisions preéviously approved by the Commission,
and that the additional provision for the core transportation
déposit complies with D.91-02-040.

CACD notes that SoCal‘'s tariff states that the good faith
deposit of $10 per thousand cubic feet per day of capacity
requested will be "forfeited either totally or in proportion to
the amount of capacity that has been reduced*. CACD notés that
D.91-02-040 only provides for the forfeiture of deposits for
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capacity réservations in general by customers who subséquéntly
decline core aggregation servicé. ~CACD believes that it is
reasonable for SoCal to include a partial forfeiture of
customer’'s deposit, in addition to total deposit forfeiture,
becauseé the customer may deprive the utility from Offering
additional capacity to othér customers when customers hold on to
more capacity than they néed. CACD notes that SDG&E's core
aggregation manual also reflects a total or partial deposit
forfeiture, but this provision is not reflected in SDG&E’s
tariff. CACD recommends that SoCal's tariff retain and SDG&E's
tariff include the total and partial forfeiture of deposit
provision. .

sStandard for Creditworthiness

SoCal’s establishment of credit tariff would allow SoCal to
términate an aggregator'’s contract if SoCal détermines that an
aggregator'’s financial change has advérsely affected its
creditworthiness. Sunrise/GasMark point out that if SoCal can
terminate a contract based on the aggregator’s failure to meet a
creditworthiness standard, then that standard should be stated.

SoCal éxplains that, if there has been a change in the
aggregator's financial status, it intends to provide an
aggregator an opportunity to continue participation in the ‘
program by either having the aggregator re-establish its line of
credit or by limiting the extent of the aggregator's
participation. But to the extent that an aggregator’s
creditworthiness is substantially diminished, SoCal would
terminaté the aggregator’s contract immediately. SoCal adds
that the aggregator can dispute SoCal’s decision to términate
the contract by filing a complaint with the Commission.

Discussioni SoCal Rule 32, paragraph B.l. would allow SoCal to
terminate an aggregator's contract if SoCal determines that the
aggregator'’s financial situation has adversely changed the
aggregator'’s creditworthiness. Sunrisef/GasMark’s réquest that
SoCal state the financial standard that an aggregator has to
meet. CACD notes that SoCal’s reply to Sunrise/GasMark’s
request is inadequate. SoCal’s reply fails to state the
aggregator's financial condition which SoCal would consider
below the standard. SoCal's tariff should state the

financial standard aggregators must meet and the options
available to the aggregator, depending upon the degree of
financial change.

SoCal Security Deposit

Broad Street questions SoCal's Rule 32, which requires a
security deposit in the amount of the daily contract quantity
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times the avefage bundled ¢corée rate times sixty days. Broad

" Streét agrées with the sixty-day peériod, but it disagrées with
the use of a bundléd rate which amounts to §0.596 per therm,
Broad Stréet believes that this proposal should bé rejected
because it is an onerous requiréméent that would cause an
unnécéssary hardship to the aggregators.

Sunrise/GasMark comment that SoCal‘’s proposed sécurity deposit
is excéssive and should bé limitéd to no morée than one month’s
procurement chargé at the core subscription price.
Sunrise/GasMark argue that it is unnecessary and unreasonable to
impose & security déposit in excéss of oné month bécausé the
utility has the récoursé of terminating the aggregator for
nonpaymént. To énsure that the utility receivés paymént from
the aggregator, Sunrise/GasMark suggest that customers could be
réquiréd to pay into an escrow account during the time in which
an aggregator’s creditworthiness has not béén confirmed.
sunrise/GasMark argue that an éscrow account baséd on current
revenues is moré reasonable because there is no largée amount of
cash or credit outlay by an aggregator and held by theé utility
for an unspecified time.

Broad Street and Sunrise/GasMark also protést SoCal’s proposed
tariff to charge a $700 credit application fée to cover thé cost
of analyzing a potential aggregator's crédit in lieéu of a
security deposit. This credit analysis shall be done by an
outside agency. Broad Street and Sunrise/GasMark argue that
this proposed fee has no basis.

SoCal explains that its réquirement in the amount of thée average
bundle coré rate times sixty days is consistent with SoCal’s
curréent Rule 7, which réquires new customérs to make a security
deposit in the amount of two months of avérage use. SoCal
argues that it is fair that the aggregator be subject to a
similar deposit requiremént since the aggregator is theé
customer’s agent. SoCal statés that thé creditworthineéss
standards are neceéssary to proteéct SoCal’s coré customers who
participate in the program from paying the cost of gas delivered
twice. With this standard, SoCal wants to protect ratépayers
from the defaulting aggregator.

SoCal replies that although thé protestants allége that there is
no specific authority for a credit application fee, the
protéstants fail to acknowledge that theré is also no
prohibition for SoCal providing this option. SoCal further
states that the $700 fee accurately réflects the cost of an
initial credit determination and a periodic réevaluatcion
theréof. Since this feeée accurately réflects the credit
evaluation cost, the fee is reasonable and cannot be refunded to
the aggregator.
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Discussiont CACD notes that SoCal proposés to allow core
aggregators to éstablish crédit in two'ways. First, the A
aggregatOr ma¥ éstablish a liné of credit though completion of a
a credit application that shall include financial information
needed to establish the aggregator's line of credit. SocCal
would réguire a $700 non-réefundableée credit application fée to
cover the cost of initial credit detérmination and a periodic
réévaluation thereof. The creditworthiness évaluation shall be
conducted by an outsidé crédit analysis agency and shall set the
daily contract quantity (DCQ). The DCQ shall bé the quantity of
gas an aggreégator réquirés for its core aggregation customérs on
a securéd or unsecured basis, Second, the ag?regator may submit
a security deposit in lieu of theée creditworthiness evaluation.

The security deposit may be in the following forms: cash
deposit, guarantees, létters of crédit, or surety bonds.

wWhichevér way the aggregator chooses, the amount of sécurity
deposit or crédit limit must équal sixty days of the daily
contract quantity (PCQ) at thé avéragée bundléed corée raté. The
average bundléd core ratée is the twelve-month avérage core-
subscription, wéighted avéragée cost of gas (WACOG) plus the
average core transmission rate. The requiremént of thé avéerage
bundled coré rate for sixty days is consistént with SoCal’s Rule
7, Déposits, which requires residential and non-residential rew
customers to déposit an amount equal to two months of average
use.

CACD notes that the creditworthiness standard is not addréssed
in D.91-02-040. Thé utility's purpose for this réquirement is
to énsuré thé payment of gas purchaséd and delivéréd by the
utility due to the aggregator's failure to deliver the
contracted core aggregation group’s gas load. This requirement
is consistent with the utility’s new customers’ deposit (Rule 7)
requiremént to establish credit, which réquireés a deposit equal
to two months average use. This creditworthiness requiremént
would also protéct the core transport customérs from “double®
payment of gas. In thé event of aggregator's failuré to deliver
the-contracted gas, the utility has the résponsibility of
purchasing (and also charging) gas for the core transport
customers. Most likely, the core transport customers will have
paid their aggregator, and the core transport customers may have
to pay again for the utility procured gas in thée event the
aggregator fails to deliver and pay for the utility purchased
gas. With the security deposit requirement, the utility can A
apply the aggregator's déposit to the utility purchased gas. If
the aggregator’s deposit is not sufficiént to cover the utility
purchased gas, then the core transport customers would be liable
for the difference.

CACD believes that SoCal's two ways of establishing credit is
reasonablé. The $700 non-refundable credit application fee is
reasonable because it would cover not only the cost of initial
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credit determination by an outside creédit a?ency, but also a
reevaluation. Howéver, the basis of the dally contract quantity
- is not clear. CACD recommends that daily contract quantity be

based on the average of the total daily contract quantity. The
requiréement of 60 days is also adéguate and is consistent with
soCal's present Rule ?, Deposit. The average bundléd core rateé
(commodity plus transportation costs) is reasonableée because the
utility may have to purchase gas at a higher rate. Therefore,
CACD recommends thé adoption SoCal’'s two-way proposal under
which an aggregator can éstablish credit, with an explanation
that the DCQ s$hall be based on thé average total daily contract
quantity.

SDG&E Security Deposit

Accéss argués that SDG&E’'s assumption of a core aggregator’s
four month total failure of payment should be réduced by half,
because it is unreasonable to base a creditworthiness ,
réquirement on the assumption of a full four-month total failure
of payment.

Access further argues that SDGLE’s coreée aggrégator's
creditworthiness standard requirés lettéers of crédit issueéd by
banks with an intérnational officé and located within SDG4E’s
serviceé area. Access statés that this is an unreasonable
restriction because other reputable banks reéside outside SDGLE
service area. Access requests that this restriction beée removed
from SDG&E's procedure.

SDGLE replies that its creditworthiness policy reflects the
end-use customer's established two-month'credit deposit for full
bundled service to offset 100% of the WACOG for the first two
months of the four-month risk period. The core aggregator is
only required to post the additional 50% for the first two
months plus 150% for the other two months. SDG&E bélieves that
the four-month full risk réquirement is réasonable for it
protects thée end-use customers from imbalance penalty costs,
which may not be under the end-use customers' direct control.

SDG&E also replies that it agrees with Access that an
irrevocable letter of credit should be allowed from any bank
subject to SDG&E’s approval and acceptance.

Discussiont CACD notes SDG&E’s proposed billing procédure for
coré aggregator'’s nonpayment. If the core aggregqgator agent
delivérs zeéro volume in month one, SDG&E will apply the
following procedures: (1) notify the aggréegator of the
imbalance at the end of month one; (2) bill the aggregator for
the imbalance after month two; (3) begin credit action during
month three; and (4) give the aggregator until the end of month
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four to make full gayment. Therefore, SDGLE’'s total risk is
four months, assuming a zero delivery from thé aggregator.

Currently, SDG&E customers post a two-month security déposit
when initiating service. This degOSit is returned with inteérest
when a customer has received continuous service and has paid his
bills for a perifod 6f 12 consecutive months. CACD beliéves that
SDGLE’'S requirement allowing the usé of thé end-usé customer’s
two-month credit deposit to cover 100% of the WACOG for the
first two months is not reasonablé and should be modified to
reflect the forécasted WACOG established in the most recent cost
allocation proceeding. Also, whén a core customer has
established a good credit standing with the utility, thé end-use
customer’s two-month credit deposit should not apply. This
réquirement should only apply to néw corée customers, not to
those with established credit historieés.

SDG&E's requirement for the aggregator’s own credit
establishment is reasonablé. However, CACD récomménds the
following modifications to SDG&E’s crédit requirementi _ ,
(1) application of the end-use customér’s two-month deposit only
to new customers to the utility’s system, and (2) use of the
forecasted WACOG as provided in the most réecent cost allocation
procéeding. CACD recommends that SDG&E's tariff be revised
accordingly.

Interest on Security Deposit

SoCal's proposed tariff providés for interest to accrue on thé
aggregator’s security deposit, except during any billing period
in which the bill is not paid within 10 days. Sunrise/GasMark
argue that this exception constitutes a *double-pénalty" for
late payment and should be rejected. Sunrise/GasMark state that
SoCal should not impose an additional penalty for late payment
by the aggregator because SoCal already proposes a late paymént
gharge of 1.5% per month for non-payment of bills within 10

ays.

Sunrise/GasMark also object to SoCal’s tariff which requires a
1.5% per month late payment charge for aggregators. .
Sunrise/GasMark submit’ that the late payment charge should not
be higher than the interest rate set forth in SoCal'’s Rule
8(B)(Interest on Deposit). CACD notes that SoCal‘’s Rule 8
computes interest on deposits at the rate of 1/12 of the
interest rate on commercial paper (prime, 3-month), published
thﬁsprior month in the Federal Reserve Statistical Release,

GI -

SoCal replies that it is not reasonable for interest to accrue
on an aggregator’s security deposit when an aggregator is
delinquent in paying its bills. SoCal further explains that the
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laté payment chargé of 1.5% pér month is a disincéntive for
aggregators to pay theéir bills laté, and that this disincentive
is eéssential because an overdue aggregator’s bill could be
substantial.

Discussion:i CACD notés that an a%gregatorfs security deposit
ensures utility payrént in case of a efaulting_aggregatof. The
security deposit should earn interest, as it would have éarned
intérest had that amount been dépositeéd or invésted soméwhere
else. The security deéposit should continue to éarn intérest
even at times when the aggrégator is délinquent in making its
payment. The payment of intérest should only cease oncé that
deposit is réturned or applied to thé payment of délinquént
bills. CACD rnotés that for laté payment of bills, the
aggregator is moré than adequately pénalizéd by thé utility’s
imposition of the 1.5% penalty chargé. This pércéntage should
bée tied to the standard commercial papeéer intérést raté, so that
the utility doés not colléct any moré or any less than it pays
on interest.

CACD notés that SoCal’s réply does not justify its 1.5% per
month late paymént charge for aggregators. Sunrise/GasMark's
proposal to apply SoCal’s Rule 8 interest rateée on late payments
is reasonablé. CACD récommends that SoCal reviseée its late
payment charge tariff to comply with thé réequiréménts of SoCal'’s
Rule 8.

Delinquent Bills

Sunrise/GasMark and Broad Street object to SoCal‘'s proposed
tariff which states that the bili to thé aggregator is
consideréd delinquént if it is not paid by wiré transfer within
10 days of the statement mailing date. Sunrise/GasMark suggest
that aggregators should have 19 days to maké payments, which is
the rulé that applies to SoCal’s core customers. Sunrise/
GasMark add that this provision is not consistent with the
provision of A.L. 2050 (Core Aggrégation Seérvice Agréement),
Article III, which statés that aggregators who have assumed the
core customers’ bill paying responsibility should not bé subject
to a stricter payment schedule.

Broad Street points out that SoCal's delinguent bill tariff will
not work because of mail delay. Furthér, wire transfers are not
even required of SoCal's own core customers. Instead, Broad
Street suggests that ScCal use its "GasSéléct" system, an
electronic communication system as proposed in its A.L. 2047 and
A.L. 2049. In this way, billing information transfers can be
accomplished, and SoCal can be paid promptly by check.

SoCal replies that its utility electric geénerating and wholésale
customers are able to make payment within this time period by
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wire transfer, and there is no reason for a financially solid
aqgregator to fail to meet this obligation. SoCal adds that
this requirement was one of thé reasons why SoCal would allow
only two-month deposit instead of a four-month deposit from the
aggregators. SoCal plans to work with any aggregatOr who may
have a difficulty in meétin? the ten-day deadliné so that the
aggregator may receive billing data as soon as possible.

Discussjont SoCal staff explained to CACD that it is requiring
aggregators to make payments within 10 days because the billing
mechanics involved in the coré aggregation program aré different
from the rest of the coré customérs. According to SoCal staff,
4 longer lag time is involved for core aggregators due to
mismatchés_gn billing cycles. However, CACD does not have
substantial information to change SoCal’'s effective Rule §
(Discontinuance of Service) tariffs for delinquent payments.
CACD notés that SoCal’s and SDG&E’s tariff rule allows a total
of 34 (19 + 15) days for residential customéers and a total of 26
(19 + 7) days for non-residential customers, before termination
of gas seérvice.

Although thé core aggreéegation members would consist of
.residential and non-residential customers, CACD récommends that
the utilitiés apply the rule applicable to résidential customers
to allow increased program flexibility, because a stricter time
limit would negate existing statutés governing termination rulés
for residential customers. CACD recommends that SoCal include
aggregators under the réquirements of SoCal’s existing Rule 9
for late payments. CACD notes that SDG&LE staff state that, in
cases of late payments, SDGLE inténds to apply its éxisting Rule
11 (Discontinuance of Service) requirements, as applicable to
regular residential customers. CACD recommends that SDG&E's
core aqgregation tariff filing include the late payment
provision.

Disputed Bills

Sunrise/GasMark object to SoCal’s proposed tariff under Rule 11
(A.L. 2022-A), which requires that bills disputed by the
aggregator must be paid psrding resolution of the dispute.
SunrisefGasMark submit that aggregators should have the same
right ‘as core customers to deposit payments on disputed bills
with the Commission. Sunrise/GasMark add that it is appropriate
for the aggregator to deposit the payment for a disputed bill
with the Commission, pending disputée reésolution, because the
Commission has jurisdiction over disputes between the utility
and the aggregator.

SoCal replies that it does not object to the proposal allowing
the aggregator to deposit the payment on disputed bills with the
Commission. It is not clear to SoCal whether the Commission has
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asserted its jurisdiction over dis£utes between the utility and
the aggregator, but SoCal agrées with Sunrisé/GasMark that the
Commission should decide such disputes.

Discussiont D.91-02-040 provides that the Commission will
continue to resolve any dispute between the utility and its
customeérs, eéven in cases whéré a marketer or brokér may be
billing individual coré customers. Since SoCal is under
Commission jurisdiction, any dispute bétween SoCal and its
customers may be brought to thé Commission’s atténtion for
resolution. CACD notés that SDGLE‘’s tariff fails to provide for
disputed bills. CACD recommends that SoCal’s and SDGLE's tariff
be amendéed to includeée this provision for disputed bills between
the utility and its core aggregator.

Billing Form

Sunrisé/GasMark object to SoCal’s requirement that its billing
form must bée used when the aygregator peéerforms the function of
billing thé customers. SoCal‘s tariff also providés that any
rebates or réfunds in the bills shall be passéd on to theée
customors by the aggregators. Sunrise/GasMark believée that this
provision is outside the Commission’s jurisdiction. The
contract bétwéen the aggregator and the customer is a private
contract. The customer and the aggregator will allocate costs
and risks based upon mutual negotiation and agréemént.
Sunrisé/GasMark arque that neither SoCal nor the Commission
should dictate the contents of & privaté contract.

SoCal replies that Commission’s General Order (G.0.) 58-A,
Section 19, provides that it is in the public interest for
customers to receive their bills in the form set forth in the
general order. SoCal states that, if the aggregator bills the
customers, the billing form and content must follow the
Commission’s order.

SoCal also replies that any refund or réebate that SoCal will
make to its customers will consist of monies originally paid by
SoCal’s ratepayers for intrastate or interstate utility service,
and therefore should be returned to the core customers.

Discussiont Commission’s G.0. 58-A, Section 19, clearly states
the information that should appear on the bills rendered to
customers such as, the number of cubic feet or units of gas
supplied and the charge per unit of service. G.0. 58-A also
provides that copies of all forms of bills, bill stubs and
noticés reélating to the payment of bills shall be filed with the
Commission. The general order also provides that no change
shall be made in any such bill, bill stub, or notice, without
Commission approval. The aggregator's billing form should
comply with Cormmission G.0. 58-A. Any utility réfund or rébate
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to core transport customérs should be passed on by the
aggregator in the core transport customers’ bills. CACD
recommends that SoCal revise its tariff to show that the
aggregator'’s billing form shall cOmply with G.0O. 58-A., CACD
also recomménds that thé aggregator fileé its billing form with
the utility, and the utility in turn should filée this billing
form through an advice letter filing.

Billing Inserts

Sunrise/GasMark protest SoCal’s A.L. 2051, Marketer/aggregator
Contract (Article III, Section 3.31, which requires aggregators
to send legal notices and billing inserts to customer.
Sunrise/GasMark point out that Résolution G-2955 directed the
utility to provide such notices.

SoCal repliés that it intends to continue sending all legal
noticés to its customeérs, as stated in SoCal Rulé 32, Section Q.
SoCal's Marketer/Aggregator Contract, Article III, Section 3.3,
which provides that aggregator will be résponsiblé for sénding
out utility information to its customers if déeemed appropriate
by SoCal, because SoCal is concérned that its own notices may
not be read if they are for information only. SoCal states that
it is not avoiding its obligation to continue providing all
legal notices to its customers, but that it just wants to
protect its ability to communicate with thése customers.

Discussiont Reésolution G-2955 provides that the utility shall
send notices or inserts régarding utility-proposed changes
affecting its end-use customers. CACD récommends that SocCal
revise its tariff to clearly indicate this utility-notice
provision.

Monthly Transmission Charges

Broad Street argues that SDG&E's Schedule GTCA, Special
Condition No. 12 (Monthly Transmission Charges), seéms to imply
that the transportation rate is locked-in for the first twelve

consecutive months of service. Broad Street argues that SDGLE’s
tariff is not in compliance with D.91-02-040 and may be )
misleading to potential customers. Theérefore, Broad Street
requests a clarification of SDG&E's Schedule GTCA, Special
Condition No. 12.

SDG&E replies that Broad Streét has éither misread or
misunderstood its Special Condition No. 12. SDG&E explains that
the customers will be réequired to pay the regqular applicable
transportation rates plus an “adder®, for the first twelve
consecutive months of service. After the twélve-month period,
the "adder” will no longer be collected. The “adder™ is in
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compliance with D.91-02-040, Appendix A, gage 3, which reflects
the most recent positive or negative imbalances in the utility's
coré gas balancing accounts. ;

Discussiont CACD agreés that SDG&E‘’s tariff is in compliance
with D.91-02-040, which provides that coré aggrégation
customers'’ transportation rates include an “adder* for the first
year for balancing account imbalances. CACD recommends no
additional changes.

Taxes

SoCal'’'s proposed tariff requires that aggregators pay the
applicable utility user’s tax or any applicable local fees and
taxes. Sunrise/GasMark recommend that SoCal amend its tariff to
stateé that the payment of such taxes is the customer’s
responsibility, although, the assumption of this responsibility
by thé aggrégator can be négotiated bétween the aggregator and
the customer.

SoCal explains that Sunriseé/GasMark mistakenly have interpreted
the tariff language as placing the financial responsibility for
such taxes on the aggrégator. SoCal states that the utility
usérs’ tax is the responsibility of the customer, and that this
amount is included as part of the customer’'s bill. 1In the event
customers’ bills are directed to the aggregator, the aggregator
becomes résponsible for the collection and payment of such taxes
to the utility on behalf of the customer.

Discussiont CACD agrees that utility taxes that apply to 1local
fees and taxes are theé customers’ responsibility. bD.91-02-040
provides that the utilities should handle the issue of city
taxes on utility sérvices the same way they handle it for ‘
noncore transport customers. The deéecision adds that this issue
will be revisitéd if it becomes a source of controversy. CACD
recommends no additional changes.

FINDINGS

1. The capacity brokering rules and procedures emanating from
R.88-08-018 may not be the same for core and noncore
participants.

SoCal's proposed Rule 32 does not réflect accommodation of
core aggregators’ monthly nomination changeés for access to
particular supply basins or the core aggregators'
proportionate share of access to the supply basins reserved
for core customers.
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3. SoCal ro§oses to adopt a computér-nomination program under
its Rule 30 Transportation tariff,

q. SoCal has lengthened the nomination process.

5. SoCal requests réservation of the right to use the single
'~ day, El Paso notice to backfill behind all of the
nominations in order to make additional gas purchases.

SqCal proposes a nomination maximum daily quantity of 105%
of theé daily contract quantity in thé summer months and
.130% of the daily contract quantity in the wintér months.

SDG&E proposes a nomination maximum daily quantity of 110%
baséd on a seasonal péak-day usage for both summér and
winter months.

SoCal does not provide current and projected system gas
flow information through its electronic bullétin board.

SoCal’s proposed Rule 32 does not define thé satisfactory
evidence that it will accept from theé aggregators to
support thé existeéence of contracts bétween the aggregator,
its end-use customers, and its suppliers.

SoCal’'s proposed Rule 32 is consistent with D.91-02-040,
which requires that customers are not responsible for the
aggregator’s imbalance charges in the event of a default by
the aggregator.

SoCal'’s proposed Rulé 32 is consistent with D.91-02-040,
which allows an imbalance tolerance of 10% to core
transport customers. -

SoCal's proposed Rule 32 is consistent with D.91-02-040,
which provides that core aggrégation customers may split
their loads and purchase gas from a third-party and the
utility, with the utility gas counted as the first volumes
through the customer’s meter.

SDG&E's Schedule GTCA (Natural Gas Transmission Service for
Core Aggregation Customers), Standby Service Fee,
incorrectly states that the balancing penalty will apply
when core customers are curtailed.

SoCal’s proposed Rulée 32, paragraph (N), incorrectly states
that the balancing penalty will apply when standby service
is curtailed to core customers.

SoCal’s tariffs limit core aggregators to a single cycle of
storage injections and withdrawals each year.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

SDG&E's Schédulé GTCA, Special Condition No. 19 (Core
Storage Allocation), does not detail thé seasonal schedule
of storage injections, withdrawals, and adjustments, and
prohibits the use of core storage gas to effect a trade.

SDG&E’s Schedule GTCA inadvertently carried over Special
Condition No, 25 (Interruptibility by the Customer), which
requires a 30-day written noticé prior to any customer
action which would "significantly impact® the delivery of
contracted gas volumes.,

SDGLE's Schedule GTCA, Special Condition No. 3 incorrectly
statés that coré aggrégation servicé requests reéequire a 90-
day advance notice aftéer August 1, 1991.

SDG&E requires a written rénéwal noticé prior to the
expiration of the contract from corée aggregation customers.

SoCal’s proposed Rule 32(a),1 (Opén Séason) states that
"aggrégators” will bé accépted into the core aggregation
program until the total capacity is reached.

SDG&E's Schedule GTCA, Special Condition No. 14 (Deposit
Fée to Resérve Capacity), and Rule 7 (C), Deposits,
incorrectly places the burdén of thé capacity reservation
fee of $10 per thousand cubic feet per day on the
aggregator.,

SoCal’s proposed Rule 32 concerning good faith deposit

fails to provide for the refund of the deposit within 180-
days after the reéquest for service.

SoCal’'s proposed Rule 32 includés a description of the
proportionate forfeiture of the capacity reservation fee,
but SDGEE’s core aggregation tariffs does not have this
description.

SoCal proposes to réquire core aggregators to post a
security deposit equal to sixty days of the daily contract
quantity at the average bundled core rate.

SoCal’'s proposed Rule 32, paragraph B.l. does not define
its acceptable standard for thé aggregator’s financial
condition and whén this financial condition is considered
below thé acceptable standard.

SoCal allows aggregators to establish either a line of
credit, subject to a $700 non-refundable credit application
processing fee, or by a security deposit.
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27. SDG&E proposes to requiré core aggrégators to post a '
security equal to-thé full potential risk of four months at
150% of the weighted average cost of gas.

SoCal proposes a 1.5% per month late payment charge to
aggregators.

SoCal would apply the noncoré standard for termination
procedures to core aggregators.

SDG&E's core aggregation tariff does not provide for
procedures to be taken when payments are delinquent.

SoCal proposes to require aggregators to make payménts
within 10 days by wire transfer.

Sunrise/GasMark proposé that disputed bills between the
aggreégator and the utility should be depositeéed with the
Commission. .

SoCal‘’s proposed Rule 32 requireés that the aggregator’s
billing forms shall be in accordance with the form and
content of bills rendered by the Utility.

SoCal’s A.L. 2051, Marketer/Aggregator Contract (Article
ITI, Section 3.3) incorrectly requires aggregators to send
legal notices and billing inserts to customers.

35. The utility will apply applicable taxes to the aggregator’s

bill.

36. Taxes are the responsibility of the end-use customer.

CONCLUSIONS

1. SoCal should delete from its tariffs the referencé that the
core customers’ participation in future capacity brokering
will be subject to the same rules and procedures applicable
to noncore participants.

SoCal’s Rule 32 should reflect the utility’s accommodation
of monthly nomination changes for access to particular
supply basins and the core aggregator’s proportionate share
of the access to the supply basins reserved for core
customers.

On an interim basis, SoCal should implémént the computer-
nomination program under its Rule 30 Transportation tariff,
subject to review, audit, and a limited-scope proceeding.
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4, On an interim basis, SoCal should havée thé right to use the
singlé day, El Paso noticé to backfill behind all of the
nominations, subject to review, audit, and a limited-scope
proceeding.

SoCal's and SDG&E’s nomination maximum daily quantities
should be retained in their tariffs.

~ SoCal should provide summary statistics about system daily
flows and any near-term projections on its bulletin board
on an interim basis.

SoCal should clearly stateé in its tariffs the satisfactory
evidence it will accépt from the aggregators to support the
existence of contracts between the aggregators, its énd-use
customers, and its suppliers.

SoCal should retain its Rule 32 imposing imbalance charges
on aggregators and requiring an imbalance tolerance of 10%.

SoCal’'s and SDG&E's tariffs should comply with D.91-02-040
which imposes the standby and balancing charge on core
aggregators whén standby service is curtailed to Service
Level 2 customeérs.

SDG4E should revise its core aggrégation schedule and
Schedule GSTORE to provide details of its storagé program,
as well as the conditions when storage gas may be used to
effect an imbalance trade.

SoCal should define the term single cycle in its tariffs.

SDG&E’'s Schedule GTCA, Special Condition No. 25 1
(Interruptibility by the Customer) should be deleted from
its tariffs because this condition does not apply to core
aggregators.

SDG&E should provide in its tariff that coreée aggregation
service requests after August 1, 1991 shall be accepted on
a first-come, first-served basis.

SDG&E's tariff should adopt an evergreen renewal term.

SoCal’'s Rule 32 (a), 1 (Open Season) should state that
"customers® will be accepted into the core aggregation
program until the total capacity is reached.

SDG&E's Schedule GTCA, Spécial Condition No. 14 (Déposit
Fee to Reserve Capacity), and Rule 7 (C), Deposits, should
place the burden of the capacity reservation fée of $10 per
thousand cubic feet per day on the customer.




Resolution G-2957 -35- July 24, 1991
SoCal ‘A,L. 2022-a, 2050, 2051
SDG&E A.L. 748-G-A/nyg

17,

'SoCal’'s Rule 32 should state that SoCal will credit the

good faith deposit on the customer’s or aggregator’s first
bill, or will refund it with interest, within 180 days
after the réquest for sérvice.

SoCal shouwld retain and SDG&E should include in its tariffs
a provision for a proportionate forfeiture of the capacity
reservation fee.

SoCal should déefine in its Rulée 32 the acceptable and -
unacceptable standard concerning the aggregator’s financial
condition.

SoCal and SDG&E should retain their seécurity deposit
requirements.

SoCal’s late payment charge should bé tied to the standard
commércial paper intérest rate.

SoCal should provide billing procedurés for coreé
aggregators following the préscribed pattern for
résidential customers.

SDG&E's core aggrégation tariff should include its
provisions for laté payments.

SoCal and SDG&E provision on delinquent bills should be
subject to their existing rulés for discontinuvance of
service.

Disputed bills should be deposited with the Commission.

SoCal’s tariff should state that the utility will send
legal notices and billing inserts to customers.

SoCal should revise its contract to state that the utility,
not the aggregator, will sénd legal notices and billing
inserts to customers.
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED thati

1. Southerna California Gas Com{any shall file a
complete, reévised set of advice letter and tariff
sheets for core aggrégation in compliance with the
provisions of General Order 96-A, consistent with each
of the Findings and Conclusions iisted above.

2. San Diego Gas and- Electric Company shall file a
complete, révised set of advice lettér and tariff
sheets for coré aggregation in compliance with the
provisions of Genéral Order 96-A, consistent with each
of the Findings and Conclusions fisted above,

3. Southérn California Gas Company and San Diégo Gas
Company shall file a complete, révised set of advice
létter and tariffs five business days from the
effective date of this resolution, and to all other
parties of record as soon as possible, but not later
than August 16, 1991.

4. Southern California Gas Company Advice Létters
2022-A, 2050, and 2051 and their tariff sheets shall be
marked to show that they were supplemented.

5. San Diego Gas and Electric Company Advice Letter
748-G-A and its tariff sheets shall be marked to show
that they were supplemented.

6. This Résolution is effective today.

I hereby cértify that this Resolution was adopted by the Public

Utilities Commission at its régular meeting on July 24, 1991.
The following Commissioners approved iti

PATRICIA M. ECKERT

Presidect
G. MITCHELL WILK
JOHN & OHANIAN
DANIEL Wm. FESSLER
NORMAN D. SHUMWAY ) S/ B AR I
Commissioners / NPAL  J. SHULMAN -
Exécutive Director
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