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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMNMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COMMISSION ADVISORY AND RESOLUTION G-2958
COMPLIANCE DIVISION July 24, 1991
Energy Branch

RESOLUTION G-2958. PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (PG&E)
AND SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION (SOUTHWEST), SUBMIT PROPOSED
SUPPLEMENTAL TARIFFS AND RULES TO COMPLY WITH DECISION 91-
02-040 UNDER ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING (OIR)
86-06-006 AND 90-02-008 FOR CORE AGGREGATION PROGRAMS.

BY PG&E ADVICE LETTER 1637-G-A FILED ON MAY 21, 1991 AND
SOUTHWEST ADVICE LETTER 427-A PILED ON JUNE 17, 1991.

SUMMARY

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

- Requires PG&E to prioritize and sequence its ordering of gas
through intérstate pipelines, in accordance with customers®
service lévels and end use priority.

- Dirécts the utilitiés to provide for abandonéed core
aggregation customers.

- Provides for a PG&E four-month security deposit, with
modifications.

BACKGROUND , ‘

1. On February 21, 1991, the Commission adopted D.91-02-040,
which set forth final rules for a pilot program providing
iransportation-only service to core customers who aggregaté their
oads.,

2, On June 19, 1991, the Commission approved Interim Reésolution
G-2956, which orderéd PGLE and Southwest to revise their core
aggregation filings accordingly.

3. PGSE filed Advice Letter (A.L.) 1637-G-A on May 21, 1991.
Southwest filed Advice Leétter 427-A on June 17, 1991.
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NOTICE

Public notice of the abovée mentioned Advice Léttérs was madé by
each réspective utility's malling copiés to other utilities,
governméntal agenciés, to the service list of OIR 90-02-008, and
to all interested partiés who requeésted notification.

PROTESTS .
Several parties filed protésts or comménts with thé Commission
Advisory and Compliance Division (CACD) to PG&E’s advicé letter.
No protests were received for Southwest's advice leéetter.

1. SPURR (School Progéct for Utility Rate Reéduction) filed a
protest on June 1, 1991. PG4E responded on June 21, 1991.

2. Broad Street 0il and Gas Company (Broad Stréet) filéd a
protést on June 10, 1991. PG&E réspondéd on June 18, 1991,

3. Acceéss Energy Corporation (Accéss) filed a protest on June
10, 1991, PG&E responded on June 14, 1991.

4. Sunrisé Energy Company, SunPacific Enérgy Managéement, Inc.,
GasMark, Inc., GasMark West, Inc. (Sunrise/GasMark) filed a
protest on June 11, 1991. PG&E responded on June 20, 1991.

DISCUSSION
Transportation Issues

Capacity Allocation o _ _ ,
Access argues that PG&E’s tariff may résult in 4 higher priority
to pipeline and réceipt capacity for noncoré transportation
customérs than coré customers. Accéss béliévés that thée core
transportation customers should havé thé samé right as the
utility’s own core customers to thé LDC's (Local Distribution
Companiés) pipeliné capacity. Accéss in its protést dated June
10, 1991, restatéd its position reéegarding this issué and argues
that PG&E’'s noncore Schedulé G-CIG (Customér Identified Gas)
participants should not havé a right to pipeliné capacity which
is superior to core aggregation participants (Schedulée G-AIG).

SPURR also questions thé allocation of capacity among the San
Juan, Permian, and Anadarko Basins and PG&E'Ss own coreé
reservations on these basins. SPURR also requests that PG&E
r§¥iéé its tariffs, once PG&E’'S Transweéstérn capacity goes into
effect.,

PG&E responds that its proposéd Agent Idéntifiéd Gas program
(Schedule G-AIG) is in compliancé with Rule 9 of D.91-02-040
which requirés coré transportation customers to use the utilitY's
capacity rights and not be a part 6f thé pro rata allocation
mechanism established for noncore customers. PGSE believes that
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D.90-12-100 did not intend to givé core customérs a superior
right to capacity, but only to allow thém to usé the utility’s
capacity rights. PG&E states that the G-AIG program doés not
utilize capacity that has béén reserved for the noncoré customers
under the Customer-Identified Gas (G-CIG) Scheduleé, PG&E notes
that it will use its grandfathéred interruptiblé rights via El
Paso pipeline and its firm sales right via PGT (Pacific Gas
Transmission), if an "accéss agréeémént* is negotiated for the
coré AIG program, as has been for noncore program, &nd PG&E’s own
systéem supply procurement. PG&E states that it will provide a
nomination priority on the El Paso systém for a limiteéed amount of
capacity undér the CIG program. PG&E notées that since the
Commission did not requirée such nomination priority for core
customeéers under the AIG program, accéss to interstaté pipelines
will be restricted for thé core AIG program and PG&E's system
supply, and, therefore, will be provided on a pro rata basis.

PG&E statés that it only has transport rights at Topock from the
Southwest. PGLE adds that by specifying maximum quantities of
gas from each basin based on the ratio of PGiE's historic takes
from éach basin, PG&E can provideée access over the El Paso
pipéeline system that is comparable to the access received by core
sales customers.

Discussion ,

D.90-09-089 requiréd PG&E to maké availablé to noncore
transportation customers 450 MMcf of its pipeline capacity, 250
MMcf per day over the Pacific Gas Transmission (PGT) line to
Canada and 200 MMcf per day over the El Paso Natural Gas Pipeline
Co. (El Paso). D.90-12-100 clarified D.90-09-089 that core
transportation customers aré pérmitted to use the utility’s
capacity rights and are not part of thé pro rata allocation
méchanism established for noncore custonmers.

CACD has reviéwed this issueée with PG&KE. CACD recognizés that the
méchanism of delivery of gas from various basins to Topock is
complicated and is awaré of PG&E's limited control outside
California. PG&E concedes that it is possible that a noncore

transport customer’s gas may be delivered prior to the core
transport customer’s.

PG&E's core customers should receive the highest priority
service, Service Levél 1, ahead of all noncoré customers. D.90-
09-089 required PGLE to make available 200 MMcf pér day over El
Paso for noncoreé customers. However, the Commission did not
inténd that, in order to satisfy this réquirément, noncore
transportation customers’ gas should be delivered ahead of the
coré customers’ gas. PG&E must give core customers’ gas higher
priorjty when giving gas through interstateé pipelines to satisfy
this requirement. CACD recommends that PGLE prioritize its
ordering and sequéncing of gas deliveriés through interstate
pipelines based on customers' service levels and end use
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riorities, This service should bé offered on a best-efforts
asis until the capacity brokering program becomes effective.

Canadian Gas

Access, in its oriﬁinal protest/pétition, statés that it is
currently negotiating with a Canadian Gas producer which will be
able to meet & substantial portion of the gas requirement for
Access' core aggregated customérs. Acceéss also states that there
is at least one other significant producér of Canadian gas
capable of serving Access’ coré aggregated customers' load with
non Albérta and Southern Company {A&S) gas.

SPURR protests the grov131on that serviceé is not available via
Malin, Oregon, and belieévées that it is not consistent with the
Commission’s order. SPURR statés that it has been offéred
Canadian Gas from Alberta and British Columbia at a lower price
than PG&E’s gas price. SPURR arques that PG&E's refusal to
transport Albérta gas has no basis.

Sunrise/GasMark réquest that PGLE’s schedulé G-AIG be consistent
with the similar schedulé for the noncore, Schedule G-CIG, that
was addréssed in Résolution G-2948. Sunrise/GasMark protest that
PGEE is not offering servicé through Malin, and to not provide
this service is inconsistént with Comnission’s intent to provide

pro rata access to intérstate capacity for core customers over
both the PGT and thé El Paso pipelines.

PG&E responds that under current Canadian energy rules, short- ,
term éxport pérmits are unlikely to be granted or continued, and
in addition, rémoval of gas may be prohibited if the downstream
arrangements have béen changéd from those that were originally
forméd under the permit. PGLE concludes that until thereé is an
"access agreement" for core transportation customéers similar to
what was agreed for noncoré customérs, there is uncertainty in
the flow of any firm gas supply from a third-party supplier from
Canada. PG&E offers its cooperation with all interested parties
to develop an Access Agreement for core aggregators, similar to
the oné adopted in D.%0-09-089. :

Discussion

This issue has béen addressed under D.91-02-040. CACD has no
additional comments.

Maximum Daily Reservation Via Topock '
Sunrisé/GasMark object to the limitations on the daily
reseérvations on the El Paso pipeline. Sunrise/GasMark believe
there is no basis for these limitations and requests removal of

such restrictions since PG&E’s own core customers are not limited
by such restrictions.
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PG4E claims that the proposed limitations are based on PGLE’s
historical purchases from each of thé spécific basins. PG&E
believes that in this fashion it can YroVidé access over the El
Paso pipeliné system that is comparable to thé access received by
core sales customers.

Discussion ‘

PG&E's proposed tariff, Schedulé G-AIG, limits the daily supply
nominations, via El Paso, to 10% of thé total Topock réservation
from the Anadarko basin, 20% from the San Juan basin, and 70%
from the Permian basin. PG&E's noncore transportation customers
under Customer-Identified Gas, Schedule G-CIG, areée also limited
to similar percentages of supply from those basins., PG&E claims
that the above meéentionéd pércentagées aré based on its historical
purchases from each basin. CACD beliévés that it is reasonable
to rely on these historical purchases as guidelines to assure
that coreé transportation customers recéive acceéss to
transportation services équivalent to thé accéss provided to coreé
procuréement customers, and in proportion to théeir share of total
core démand. CACD récommends no revisions to PG&Es’'s tariffs
regarding this issue.

Best-Efforts Procurément Option -
Accéss seeés no reason why PG&E should procurée agent-identified

gas on a best-effort basis instéad of firm. Access is concerned
that this language in PG&E's tariff will creaté confusion and
requests revision to PGLE’s proposed G-AIG Schedule,

PG&E reésponds that sincé it does not have grandfathered
intérruptiblé transport rights from spécific basins on thé El
Paso system othér than at the Topock delivery point, it has no
control beyond the interstaté mainliné receipt points. For these
reasons it cannot guaranteé absolute firmness, only best-éfforts,

Discussion ‘

D.90-09-089 orderéd the utilities to use their capacity rights to
purchase gas supplies identified by individual customérs on a
non-discriminatory "best-efforts" basis. At this time,
capacity brokéring is not available to eithér thé utilitiés or
their customers. Until capacity brokering bécomes availableée, the
utilities may offer a best-efforts service. CACD réecommends no
revision to PG&E's tariffs regarding this issue.

Supply Arrangement )
Accéss objeécts to the provision of the Supply Agréeéement of
Schedule G-AIG, Expérimental Procurément serviceé for agent
Identifiéd Gas, which réquires the aggreégator to identify each
source of Suppiy by basin. Access is concerned that this
requirement limits the aggregators and precludes them from buying
gas from spot market. Access also comments that this réquiremeént
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prevents the aggregator from having thé same fleéxibility as PG4E,
and régquests rélief,

PG&E points out that in absence of a capacity brokering program
there aré several shortfalls to be dealt with, one being thé
réstrictions of the Schedulé G-AIG as a procuréemént portfolio
supply option. PG&E remains confident that this requirement will
not be an obstacle for service under Schedule G-AIG.

Discussion A

CACD believes that identifying ¢éach source basin available to
PGLE is & reasonable requirément in ordér to assure reliable
delivery of supplies and récommends no revision to PG&E’'s tariffs
regarding this issue.

Split Load and Scheduling Flexibility ‘ ‘
SPURR objects to the provision that gas procuréd by PG&E shall
réquire a monthly profile consistent with historical usage.
SPURR béliéves that this languagé is vagué and allows PGLE too
much discretion. Access also statés that thée monthly usage
nominations are not consistént with the utility’s own coré
réquirément and réquests that & two-day noticé bé permitted for
changes in monthly nominations.

Sunrise/GasMark object to the réquirement that when a customer
purchases gas from both the utility and the third party, the
first gas through the metér should be the utility’s gas.
Sunrisé/GasMark believe this provision unréasonably favors the
utility and argues that the customer group’s imbalance should be
divided among both utility and third party saleés proportionally,
if the aggregator has provided the full amount of gas nominated.
SPURR is also concérned about this requirément and beliéves that
it will discourage transportation.

PG&E résponds that thé monthly profile based on historical use is
intéendéd to conform with rules adopted in D.88-03-085, in order
to prévent seasonal "gaming". PG&E adds that the “first gas
through the meter" provision is also based on that purposé and is
consistent with Rulé 3 of D.91-02-040. PG&E éxplains that
customers who choose transportation-only sérvice should assume
responsibility for planning gas purchasés and should not "swing"
on PG&E’'s system. PG&E bélieves that this provision will assure
that customérs do not léan on the utility during theée winter
months and énables PGLE to forecast gas supplies for partial load
customers.

PG&E adds that the monthly nominations will be used to detérmine
thé quantity of storagé banking and capacity reservation and they
do not restrict the actual amount of gas nominated during a given
month. Finally, PG&E réequests that if the Commission requirés
any modification to this provision, because of the complicated
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tracking and billing procedurés for partial load customers,
splitting load beétwéeéen transportation and sales not bé allowed,
at least during the first year of this program,

biscussion

D,.91-02-040 dirécted the utilities t6 allow coré customérs to
sglit their loads between the utilities and third parties. To
allow the utilities to estimateée customer’'s gas demand, D.91-02-
040, adopted that the first gas through the méter should beé
utiiity sales. D.91-02-040 also adopted PG&E’s recomméndation
that core transport customers will be reéequiréd to specify monthly
utility gas sales. What was not clearly stated in this decision
was if customers'’ monthly nominations should be baseéed on their
historical profile as PG&E had recomméndéed. CACD agrees with
PG&E’s position on thé issué of réequiring customérs who split
their loads to nominate monthly gas purchases based on their
historic usagé pattérn and finds this réquirement consistent with
D.88-03-085, D.91-09-089, and Resolution G-2948 for the noncore
transportation customérs. CACD believées that this information
will assist PG&E in matching customer’s néeds and avaflable
supplies and will optimizé capacity, and récommends its approval
with no revisions.

Customers’ total gas usage i§ based on theéeir historical usage.
Customers arée réquired to identify the total annual contract
quantitiés that will be supplied by éithér PG4E, thé aggregator,
or othérs through the G-AIG (Agent-ldentifiéd Gas) schédule.
From this information, PG&E will calculatée customérs’ Maximum
Daily Quantity (MDQ) réservéd capacity. Under PGLE’s proposed
tariffs, customers will bé allowed to change their daily
nominations up to thé calculated MDQ with & 2-days’ prior notice,
PG&Ea claims that a 3-day notice, before the beginning of any
month, will be réequiréd for daily nomination changés of the
agent-identified gas.

CACD finds PG&E'’s proposal reasonable, but recomménds that PGLE
reviseé its tariffs to cléarly state thée abové descriptions of the
nomination procedures under its Rulé 21. PG&E should also revise
its Rule 1, Definitions, to réeflect the definition of an MDQ.

Annual Thérm Requirement _ B _
SPURR requeéests that PG&E revise its tariff language to define
treatment of any group that falls below the 253?030 therms per
Year requirement.

PGL4E récommends that any group falling below thé minimum
requirement of 250,000 théerms per yéar would be allowed to
continué under the transport program for the remainder of the
annual term. If the group fails to add sufficieéent membership to
meet the 250,000 therms per year requirement by the énd of the
annual term, it will no longer be eligible to participate in the
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program, PG&E requests Commission approval to amend its tariffs
accordingly. .

Southwest's tariff lack this provision.

Discussion ‘ )
CACD finds it reasonable to allow any group falling below the
250,000 therms per year requirement to remain in the program and

under the samé schédule until the end of the annual term. Such
groups of customers will be ineligible to participate in the
program if they fail to add nominations to meéet the minimum
requirement by then. In absencé of any conflicting guidelines
from D.91-02-040, CACD recommends adoption of the above meéntioned
provision in PGLKE's and Southwest’'s tariffs.

The Balancing Penalty
SPURR is concerned that PG&E's balancing provisions duvring a
curtajlment will hinder the core transportation progranm.

Sunrise/GasMark argue that the $10 per decatherm balancing
penalty to core customers during the periods of curtailment
should not apply.

Accéss protests the $10 per decatherm standby penalty during
curtailment and requésts that the Commission only allow this
charge to be imposed after the 10% tolerancé band is exceeded and
after the trading of imbalances and storage gas usagée have been
taken into account. Access furthér argués that PGLE’S own core
customers who lean on the system during curtailment periods are

not subject to any penalty and requests that core transportation
customers be treated equally.

PGLE responds that it has provided an Emergency Banking provision
to assist the customérs in avoiding any penalty charges during
curtailment periods. PG&E adds that while core customers,
through the Core Purchased Gas Account, pay for additional
charges incurred by PG&E during curtailment dué to procuring
additional supplies for them, core transportation customers will
not be paying for any such costs.

Discussion _ » o

CACD addressed this issue in Intérim Resolution G-2956, and
clarified that the $10 per decatherm penalty for core
transportation customers using balancing services applies when
Sexrvice Level 2 customers are curtailéd. Interim Resolution G-
2956 also adopted that this penalty should apply only to those
customers who are not within the 10% toleérance band.” CACD
béliéves that it is reasonablé to allow trading to occur before
applying this pénalty and thereforé recommends approval of the
provision that the penalty should not apply until the trading
period is over. CACD does not however, recommend approval of
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trading storage to avoid this penalty. This issue is discussed
in this Resolution under a separate topic.

Balancing Standards
Sunrise/GasMark believe that core transportation customers should
not bée subject to the same balancing requirement as noncore

transportation customers. Instead, thé balancing standard for
the core transgortation customers should bé the same standards
that PG&E applies to ité own core customérs. Sunrisé/GasMark
argué that balancing for téemperaturé sénsitive coré customers has
not yet been accomplishéd, and it is éssential that the same
standard bé applied to PGLE’'s coreé customers as well as the core
transportation customers. Sunrise/GasMark belieéve that a
combination of historical usage pattern and 2-days prior forecast
is réasonable. Likewise, Sunrise/GasMark réquest that the 10%
tolerancé band appliéd to coré transportation customéers také into
account the use of storagé and interstate capacity on their
behalf. Sunrise/GasMark propose that the 5.7% core
aggrégation annual storage quantity bé added to the tolerance
g:gdlwhether or not gas has been injécteéed into storage on theéir
chalf.

PG&E notes that thé coreé transportation customérs are no longer
éntitled to the éxact tréatment as thé utilities’ own core
customers., PG&E further éxplains that the 10% balancing
provision adoptéd by thé Commission was inténded to provide the
core transportation customers somé fléxibility. PG&E claims that
it can not allow a deviation of as high as 10% bétweéen gas
deliveries and receipts on its own system and must balance its
gas system each day. PG&E also reéeplies that there is no
rationale for combining an annual allocation of banking
réservation with a monthly balancing tolérance band.

Discussion .

CACD addréssed this issué in the Interim Resolution G-2956, dated
Juné 19, 1991. CACD finds PGLE’s balancing standards consistent
with D.§0-11-061, Appéndix A, Rule 8(b), which adoptéd that
balancing services would be providéd to core transportation-only
customers on the same térms and conditions as for noncore
transportation customers.

CACD believes Sunrise/GasMark’s proposal to increase the
balancing tolerancé band by thé amount of storagé capacity
réserved for the aggrégator has no basis, and récommends no
révision to PG&E’s tariffs regarding this issue.

Use of Storage to Offset Imbalanceés .
SPURR objects to PG&E‘'s proposal for withdrawing group gas from
storage to offsét imbalances during a curtailment. SPURR argues
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that the group, not PG&E, should maké the decision whether to
withdraw gas from storage or not.

PGLE résponds that it will only make withdrawals in order to
avoid charging the customer under the imbalance penalty
provision.

Accéss réquests that thé use of storage be allowed to offset
imbalances. Accéss protésted this provision in PG&E’s previous

Advice Letter 1637-G and still beliéves that PG&E should offer

?ccesi to storage similar to Southern California Gas Company
SoCal).

In addition, Sunrise/GasMark requést that the use of storage beé
allowed on & year-round basis for the purpose of balancing, and
that coré transportation customers be allowed to make an
injection ov withdrawal during the off-season for balancing
PUurposes.

Discussiont _ _
In Resolution G-2956, CACD stated that the Commission is awarée of
PG&E's storagé constraints. CACD récognizes that until PG&E
éxpands its storage facilities, there will be restrictions that
will limit the capabilities and flexibilities of PG&4E’s storage
program. CACD believes that as long as these limitations exist,

all of PG&E’s customers, transportation and salés customers
alike, have to share the limitations. PG&E’'s proposed storage
program doés not allow for the offsét or trading of gas stored
with imbalancés. Customers are allowed to deposit gas into
storage during thé injection season, normally beétweeén April and
end of October, and will be allowed to withdraw from their
storage on a two-days’ noticé during thé winter season. This
mechanism of injéction and withdrawal is éssential to PG&E’s
storage operation and any injections or withdrawals outside the
appropriaté cycle will not bé possiblée. CACD believes that it is
reasonablé for PGSE to not allow offset or trading of imbalances
with the stored gas, because it is not operationally feasible to
do so. CACD recommends no revision to PG&E's tariffs regarding
this issue.

PGLE’S Emergency Banking Withdrawal provision statés that PG&E
will withdraw the group's bankéd volume to offset differénces
bétweéén the group’s actual daily deliveriés and average daily use
during any peériod when balancing servicés aré curtailed to
noncoré customers. CACD bélieves that whilé coré transportation
customers are allowed to withdraw gas in accordancé with PGLE’s
Banking Provision under Schedule G-CT, PG4E‘’s proposal would hélp
avoid the $10 per decathérm pénalty during a curtailmeéent period.
During a curtailment period, it is a réasonable requirement to
withdraw gas from storagé béfore imposing a gas cost on othér
customers by requesting thé utility to purchasé more éxpénsive
spot gas. CACD believes PG4E’s proposal is fair, but notés that
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it should be revised to refléect Interim Resolution G-2956, which
stated that balancing servicé will be unavalilable to core

trans irgation customers when Service Level 2 customers are
curta ed,

Service Issues

Agreement Teérm

Access interprets the "Term"™ language in PG&E’'s Core
Transportation Schedule, Schedule G-CT, t6 meéan that PG&E has the
right to cancel the Natural Gas Core Transportation Service
Agreement at the end of the twelvé months upon 30-days’ notice.

PGSE clarifiées that the cancéllation référs to thé agreement
bétween the coré transportation customér and thé aggrégator only,
and does not apply to the résponsibilities betwéén thé aggrégator
and thé utility. PGLE states that it will revisé its tariffs to
clarify this issué upon Commission’'s orders.

Southwest’'s tariffs lack this provision.

Discussion _ .
CACD believes that the languagé in PG&E's and Southwest’s tariffs
nééd revision to refléct that the Sérvicé Agréémént may be
cancelled at the énd of onée-yéar term, if a 30-days‘’ prior

written notice is given to thé utility by the aggregator or theé
customer. PG&E and Southwest should revise théir tariffs.

Delinquéncies/Termination of Service

Broad Street objects to the términation provision in the Coré
Transportation Schedulé, Schédulé G-CT, which statés that sérviceé
will bé terminatéd for customérs whosé bills remain unpaid for 15
days when notification is given to the customér within tén days,
Broad Streét réquests a longéer notification périod be allowed, if
the four-month sécurity deéposit is adopted. Broad Stréet also
notes that theré is no provision for & colléction action against
the aggregator in PG&E’s proposed tariffs.

PGSE résponds that thé 15 day notification for delinquént bills
is in compliance with its Rulé 11 and &éeés no néeéd to léngthen
this peériod. PGLE beliéves that any additional délay in
collection of the unpaid bills may creaté more problems.

Access believes that theré should bé a writtén noticeé and a
reasonable opportunity to curé any payment default beéfore service
is terminated due to non-payment. Accéss thérefore requests
modification to Section 14 of the Agreement.

PG&E agreés that a written notice is réasonablé and proposés to
provide termination noticés under its Rule 11, Discontinuance and
Restoration oi Service.
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Discussion

Section 14 of PG4E‘'s Service Agréement states that the Service
Agreement is subject to términation if the p?¥ment of any bills
by thé aggregator or thé customer becomées delinquent. PG&E will

discontinue service if the bill is still unpaid after 10 days.

PG&E’s Rulé 11, Discontinuancé and Réstoration 6f Sérvice,
Section A.2, Nonpayment of Bills, provides guidelines for
discontinuvance of service for unpaid bills 6f reéesidential and
non-residential customers. It allows for an initial 19-day
period for residential customers and a 15-day period for non-
residential customers to pay their bills. After that, the bill
is considered gast due and is subject to a sécond noticé. 1If
payment is still not received within 15 days for residential and
5 days for non-résidential custonmers, service will be
discontinued for nonpayment.

Términation of servicé for nonpayment of bills occur after a A
total of 34 days for a résidential customér and aftér a total of
20 days for a non-résidential customer. The termination time
périods and noticing procedurés cited abové comply with
California Public Utilities Code Sections 779 and 779.1. PG&E
would apply theé provisions for términation of service and
noticing for a core aggregator under the assumption that the
aggregated loads consist of nonresidential customérs,

Howéver, under thé coreée aggrégation program, aggrégators may
combine gas loads for both residential and non-résidential
customers. In addition, somé of these non-résidéntial customers
may beé schools, institutions, or hospitals, where such a
foréeshortenéd notification time could be life-threaténing. For
this reason, CACD récommends that PG&E should only be allowed to
apply the longér, 34-day residential termination and noticing
procedure to coreé aggrégators.

For administrative simplicity and greater flexibility, CACD
récommends that afteér an initial 15 day peériod, PG&E should
notify both the customer and thé aggrégator if the bill has not
been paid. If payment is not received within 10 days, a notice
of discontinuance of service should bé sént to thé customer,
allowing 9 days to rémit paymént before sérvicé is términated.
This procedure shorténs thée time the aggregator has to réspond to
the bill, but allows thé customer more timeé to organizée and
respond béeforé termination should the aggrégator default. CACD
recommends this modification in ordér to protect uninterrupted
service to the core aggregation customers.

Changes in group membership 4 ‘ _
SPURR protests PGLE’s Schedulé G-CT réquirement of a 90-day
notice for a change in membership. Instead, SPURR réecommends a




ﬁi'fgﬂf;hMNRESbintion,G-29$é ) C -13- : July 24, 1991
% PG&E A.L, 1637-G-A & : , I A
Southwest A.L. 427-A/MEB

3—da{ notice to become effective with thé beginning of the next
billing period.

Sunrisé/GasMark believe that thé 90-day notice is too long and
requests a 30-day notice instead. Sunrise/GasMark stateé that
aggregator should not have to wait 90 days to remove délinquent
customers from thé group.

PGLE résponds that the 90-day notice requirément is in compliance
with Rulé 2, Appendix A of Decision éD.) 91-02-040., PG&E adds
that ag lications are approved on a tirst-come first-sérved basis
and wi g be processed within 30 days. )

Southwest’s tariffs lack this provision.

Discussion _
CACD agrees with PG&E that the 90-day noticé to notify the
utility of membership changes is consistént with Rule 2 of D.91-

02-?%2 and recommends no changes to the language in PG&E'’'s
tar .

Southwest should revise its tariffs to include this provision.

. Abandoneéed Customérs
PG&E’s tariffs provide that a customér whose aggregator has
ceased operation, has the option of éither finding another
aggrégator within 30 days or réturning to PG4E’s system for a
périod of at least 12 months.

Southwést has failed to address abandoned customers in its
proposed tariffs. CACD recommends that Southwest include

provisions for abandoned customers in its supplémental filing, as
discussed below.

Discussion .

CACD believes that PG&E’'s oné-month timeframe allowéd for .
abandoned customers to choose an option is not consistént with
D.91-02-040, which required a 90-days’ notice for changés in
membership. Customers whose aggrégator has ceéeased opération are
forced to change membership,and thérefore should bé given the
same amount of time to choosé bétweén réturning to thé utility
for service or finding a new aggrégator. PG&E should revise its
tariffs to allow abandonéd customers a transition period of
90days to choose betweén utility service or a new aggregator.

Southwest should also include a 90-day provision to provide the
customer with a choice of finding a new aggregator or of
réturning to the utility.

Under PG&E’S proposal, abandonéd customers choosing utility
. service or a new aggregator would receive service under Schedule
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G-BAL, Balancing Servicés. Schedulé G-BAL réquires a pénalty
that is equal to the highér of the 150% of thé commodity charge,
plus brokerage fee, and thé highest incremental cost of gas
purchased by PG4E during the samé month.

Providing servicé under Schédulé G-BAL whilé thé customer
searches for another aggrégatOrvis a harsh provision that ,
penalizes the customer for the failure of its aggrégator. CACD
recommends that the customer bé charged the coré-subscription
WACOG )Weightéd Average Cost of Gas) ratée whilé making its
décision. Thé customer should also bé charged a brokeérage fée,
as adopted in PG4E’s ACAP, in addition to the transportation and
theé ov§r548r under collection chargés which are adoptéd under
D.91—0 - »

CACD believes that due to the sizé limitation of Southwest‘s
opération in California, it would unfair to Southwest's core
customérs if Southwest wéré to charge coré WACOG rateés for
abandoned customers during the transition périod. CACD
recommends that Southwest charge thé coreé subscription WACOG rate
plus the ovér- or under collection charges cited above for
transitional, abandoned customérs. Sincé Southwest has not
pexformed a brokérage study and has no adoptéed brokerage fee
ugbundled from its rates, no brokerage fee should apply at this
time.

Audit Rights o _

Broad Street opposes PG&E's tariff provision giving coré
aggregation customérs thé right to audit thé books of the )
aggregator, and believés that it may result in thé réleéase of
sensitivé information. Sunrisée/GasMark also object to this
provision. Theéy argue that audit rights aré a private matter
that should bé négotiatéd betweéén thé aggrégator and the
customers, and that PG&E should not dictate the terms of the
customer’s contract with the aggrégator.

PG&E states that this audit of the aggréegator’s books is limited
to transactions bétween PG&E, thé aggreégator and the customér,
and is intended to fulfill the utility’s réquirément of notifying
thé customers of thé program risk. PG&E statés that since
disputeées betwéen aggregators and customers arée outsidé of the
CPUC’s jurisdiction, customers will be on their own to resolve
these differences.

Discussion

Under D:91-02-040, the Commission adopted that the customeérs are
ultimatély responsible for all utility billings. The Commission
also adopted that it would not héar any disputés béetwéen the
custoners and thée aggregators. In order to protect the )
customers’ right in casé of a disputé betwéeéen the customer and
its aggregator, it is reasonable to provide access to all
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transactions régardin? the customer's specific account. CACD
supports PG&E’s position and believes granting audit rights is
a reasonablé protection to provide the individual custoner.
CACD also récomménds that upon customers’ réquest, PG&E provide
all the notices and transactions between the utility and the
aggregator pertaining to thé customér, by forwarding them a
copy of such transactions.

Southwest should incorporate a similar provision in its tariffs,

Billing Issues

Capacity Reservation Deposit/Réfund _ 7
SPURR requests that the capacity reservation déeposit be applied
only during the initial open séason to réquested reservations,
and that after the close of the open séason no reservation
deposit bé réquired.

PG&E agrees with SPURR and récommends that aftér the opén séason
customers and groups will bé accepted on a first-come, first-
served basis when compléted contracts are submitted to PGLE.

Sunrise/GasMark requést that the capacity reservation deposit be

placed in an éscrow account where it would earn interest, and
also that it be returned more quickly than within 180 days.

SPURR also is concerned with the process under which the
résérvation deposits would bé refunded. SPURR argués that PG&E
should not keéep the deéposit beyond the béginning of the progran.
SPURR reémarks that the deposit is intéended to assuré reésponsible
participation in thé open séason, to guaranteé payment of
transportation charges.

Discussion . o

Appendix A, Rule 1 of D.91-02-040 required the utilities to
return the deposits within 180 days, with interest, to customeérs
who would not be reécéiving service. PG&E’s responsés to SPURR
and Sunrise/GasMark are inconsistent. PG&E responds to SPURR
that it anticipates to réturn the deposit, with interest, within
90 days from the start of the sérvice to the customer, while its

responsé to Sunrise/GasMark states that the deposit will be
réeturned within 30 days.

CACD’s interprétation of this rulé is that the utilities will
have 180 days to providée sérvice to the customer or return the
capacity reservation déeposit. PG&E’s proposéd mechanism for
collection and réfund of the deposit is different. For
administrative simplicity, PG&E has proposed to colléct the
reservation déeposit from the aggregator on behalf of the coré
transportation customers, instead of from the customer, and shall

Resolution G-2958 | July 24, 1§91 -




" Resolution G-2958 ’ July 24, 1991
PGLE A.L. 1637-G-A & ,
Southwest A.L. 427-A/MEB

hold thé reservation déposit in a suspénsé account until the
apgtbpriate timé for its release back to thé aggregator. PGSE
beliéves that since it is ggssiblé that an aggregator may néver
incur any charges, it may be unréalistic to hold the deposit for
future applications.

CACD believes that PGLE’'s proposed mechanism régarding collection
of the capacity resérvation deposit from the aggregator instead
of thé customer is reasonable and recommends its approval:; CACD
also recommends réfund of the reservation déposit within 30 days
of the establishment of the aggregator'’s account.

Security Deposit/Creditworthiness ,

SPURR bélievés that theéeré is no Commission &suthority for PG&E’s
four-month security deposit requirément and réquests its removal
from the tariffs. Access alsc objects and states that the
utility should be able to get an *"early réad" on an aggregator’s
account, sufficiéent énough to not requiré a four-month deposit.

Broad Street objécts to the four-month déposit requirémént and
statés that the assumption of a 100% default raté is impractical
and impossible, given thé stringént requireméents for transporting
gas through interstate pipelines. Broad Streét also notes that
the four-month security deposit is unnéceéssary givén thé fact

PG&E réquests holding all sécurity deposits until it deems
necéssary. Sunrisé/GasMark also expréssed its concern that the
proposal that PG&E may hold the déposit until it dééms néceéssary
is open-ended, and reéquests reasonable limits be adopted
regarding this issue. Broad Street is also concernéd that
leaving the credit to the satisfaction of PG&E is also an opén-
ended and undefined provision, and requests instead that a limit
bé established on the amount of time that PG&4E may hold the
security deéposits.

Sunrise/GasMark argue that thée four-month sécurity deposit is an
additional obligation applied only to thé core transportation
customéers, that noncore transporters are not requiréd to meet.
Sunrise/GasMark recommend that if an aggrégator incurs an
*excessive imbalance" at the énd of a month, PG&E should retain
a comparable amount in escrow to bé kept as an imbalance penalty,
until the excessive imbalance is traded or the appropriate
penalty is paid off.

PG&E explains that its four-month security deposit is based on
thé potential credit exposure to PG&E when the aggregator'’s
balancing charges beéecome delinquent. PG&E furthér éxplains that
balancing charges are not billed to customers immédiateély after
the usage period, but instead are billéd after the trading
period has occurred. PG&E uses thée following éxample for
clarificationt
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* If an aggregator incurs an imbalance in August, the
aggregator will have until the end of October to trade that
imbalancé. (The August imbalance appéars on the Séptembeéer
bill, and trading occurs between the Septembér statement
and October.] If the imbalance ié not traded, PG&E will
bill the aggrégator for balancing services in early
November, Assuming the bill is issued on November 10, it
will become delinquent on November 25. By that date, it is
conceivable that thé aggrégator may bé subjéct to
additional balancing charges [incurred) for Sépteémber,
October and November."

Dué to this long trading périod that delays the issuance of ,
balancing charges, it may be four months béfore a balancing bill
becomes delinguent.

PG&E responds that it will use thé currently éstablished credit
guidelines, in its gas Rule 6, for securing accounts and its Gas
Rule 7, for returning deposits. PGLE claims that it will review
accounts aftér oné year and will réturn the deposit upon the
establishment of a good credit history.

In résponse to thé Sunrise/GasMark escrow account proposal, PG&E
notes that it would consider a provision that would réquire a
lésser initial deposit with an immédiate creédit deposit by the
aggregator egual to the proposed four-month deposit, if less than
half of the gas used by core customérs was actually delivered by
thé aggregator in a given month. PG&E believes that this would
considér somé of Sunrise/Gas¥ark concerns without the detailed
administrative work of establishing an éscrow account for each
aggregator.

Discussion

PG&E's currént Gas Rulé 7, Déposits, requires a security deposit
for nonresidential accounts of twicé thé maximum monthly bill, as
éstimated by PG&E. Whén thé utility is providing traditional
service for customérs, two months is a réasonablé time to act on
paymént problems. However, as PG&E has illustrated, under this
new program, it may be four months before PG&E can act on a
nonpayment bill.

Théerefore, CACD believes that it is reasonable for PG&E to
requiré a security deposit covering four months of service, in
consideration of the réequiréed time before PGSE can act on a
delingquent bill.

The security deposit réquired should be comparable to an amount

held for othér utility customér. PGLE’s current customer deposit
rule allows for securing two months’ deposit at twice thé maximum
monthly bill, which includés the commodity and the transportation
rates. PG&E is proposing to use the balancing penalty of 150% of
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the WACOG. The extra 50% is a penalty to discouragé customers
from incurring imbalances under the balancing provisions.

The utility is not at risk for the penalty. It only risks
replacement of thé gas at the time the imbalance is incurred,
given an under deélivery and it risks the value of the misused
capacity given a positive or negative imbalance.

The commodity costs are generallgltwice as high as the
transportation costs. This roughly equals tot

2/3 GAS + 1/3 TRANSPORTATION // 100% GAS + 50% TRANSPORTATION

Using this analogy, 150% of the WACOG is an appropriate valué to
charge, because it covers thé reéplacément of thé commodity and
the replacement value of the capacity. Therefore, CACD believes
that PG&E should use the 150% of the WACOG balancing penalty in
thé egquation.

CACD believeés that both the 4-months’ timeframe and the 150% of
the WACOG value should bée used to calculate the sécurity deposit
required of core aggrégators and their customers. For these
réasons, CACD reécommends PG&E's proposed 4-month security deposit
from the aggregator and 2-month security deposit from the
customer based on 150% of the WACOG.

CACD agrees with PG&E’s proposal to use thé Annual Contracted
Quantity (ACQ) in déetermining the monthly charges and recommends
using thé forecasted core WACOG from the utility’s the most
récent Cost Allocation Proceeding. CACD notes that PG&E's
customers who have éstablished credit with PG&E should not bé
régquired any additional or new deposits for participation in this
program, and should return such déposits upon éstablishment of a
good credit standing. PG&E should revise its tariffs to reflect
the above.

Price Confidentiality

Sunrise/GasMark are concérned that the contract prices will not
be képt confidential, since PG&E has not provided the same
accounting mechanism for core aggregators as it has for noncore
customers. Sunrisé/GasMark request the same treatment for the G-
AIG accounts as was ordered by the Resolution G-2948 for noncore,
G-CIG accounts.

PG&E agrées with Sunrise/GasMark that theée same level of
confidentiality provided under proposed Schedulé G-CIG should
apply to proposed Schedulé G-AIG. PG&E répliés that the same
cogfédential billing group will provide the same service for both
schedules.

Discussion
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PG&E has éstablished a aegaraté accounting group to handle
noncoré customers' buy/sell transactions. This arrangement will
ensure keep the negotiated price confidéntial from PGEE's gas
department. CACD refers further discussion of this issue to
Resolution G-2959, but récommeénds that in order to provide the
same level of confidéntiality for core transgortation customers,
the same segarate accounting group sérving the noncore
transportation customérs should handlé core transportation o
transactions as well. Therefore, PG&E should revise its tariffs
to include this provision.

Delinguént Bills ,

Broad Street believeés that PG&E’'s réquiremént that the aggregator
agrée to wave its confidentiality right whén a bill becomes
delinquent, as is proposed under PG&E’s Rule 11, can lead to the
release of sensitive information that can hurt the aggregator or
the customer. Broad Stréet requests that certain standards be
éstablished.

According to PGSLE, its confidéntial billing unit is not equipped
to handle the collection proceduré. Whén a bill is past due,
it becomes necessary to suspend the confidentiality provision in
ordér for PG&E’'$ credit and colléction department to start the
colléction procéss. PG&E offers that its Rule 10, disputeéd

bills, prescribes the procédures for résolution of any disputed
bills that can not bé résolved between the utility and its
customers.,

Discussion ‘ , _

Resolution G-2948 approved a similar provision for noncore
transportation customers, which adoptéd thé condition that the
customer waive its confidentiality rights should its bill become
delinquént. CACD agréés with PG&E that whén the collection o
procédure commences, the customer’s confidéntiality rights should
be waived. Additional standards for procedures concérning
customer résponsibjlitiés and billing aré available in thé
utilitiés adoptéd Rulés. CACD récommends no additional revisions
to PGLE’s tariffs régarding this issue.

Early Withdrawal/Termination Provision

Access finds Section 16 of the Agréémént vague and requésts
clarification. Section 16 statés that whén a customér términates
1t§ servicé with PG&E, all other customers in thé group could be
affected.

PG&E résponds that whén a customér léavés a group, other group
membérs may becomé ineligiblé for futuré participation in the
program if their balance falls below thé minimum requirement of
250,000 therms pér yéar. Since each member of the group is
responsiblé for liabilities incurred by the aggregator, such as
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failure to adjust nominations after a customer has left the
groug, the rémaining mémbérs could ultimately be responsible for
the balancing charges incurréd as a reésult of such an action.

Broad Stréet argues that PGEE’s proposed 50% peénalty, aYplied to
éach therm deliveréed aftér a customer’s early withdrawal and
réturn to PG&E for gas procurément, is an excéssive penalty in
addition to all the other penalties.

PGLE reésponds that the 508 WACOG pénalty for per each therm
deliveréd after early termination réflécts thée cost for standby
gas under the balancing service. PG&E believes that this penalty
would apply only for the duration of the initial térm of the
custoner’s contract and is meant to discouragé customers from
taking utility sales only during the winter season.

Discussion , o .
D.91-02-040 adopted & minimum term of 12 months for participation
in thé core aggregation program. CACD agrées with PG4E’s
intéerpretation that whén a customér léaves the group other group
membéers may bé afféctéd. A customer’s leaving may reduce the
group's annual theérm quantity bélow thé minimum reguirémeént of
50,000 therms per year. If the aggregator fails to make the
appropriate reduction, adjusting delivéries, the group members,
who aré ultimately résponsible for all utility bills, may have to
béar the additional cost. These circumstances can also affect
thé negotiated price between thé aggrégator and the producer, and
imposes a gas cost on (1) other core (SL-1) customers, and then
(2) non-transportation, core subscription (SL-2) customers,
becausé the utility did not anticipate this additional demand and
must supply additional gas to meéet it.

For these reasons, and in the absencé of any conflicting
guidelines from the D.91-02-040, CACD récomménds imposing a
penalty for customers who teéerninate éarly from the program. This
pénalty will also discouragé customers from taking utility gas
during winter séason. However, CACD beliévés that PGLE’s
proposéd 50% WACOG penalty for the remainder of thée térm is
unreasonablé and harsh. This situation is similar to the
circumstances disussed earlier, where the customers have beéen
abandonéd. Thereforée, CACD recomménds that such customers pay
the coré subscription rate for the remainder of theéir contract
térm, coupléd with the brokerage fee and the over- or
undercollection adder.

Since thé penalty is baséd on the fact that thée utility incurs
additional cost to meet theé customer’s démands, it should be
noted that this penalty should not apply to the delivery of any
gas that was stored by thée customer prior to the early
withdrawal. PG&E should deliver the stored gas to the customers’
meter with no additional penalty.
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Southwest’s customers withdrawin? early from thé program should
pay the coré subscription raté plus the ovér- or undeércollection
adder as well,

Minimum Avérage Rate Limiter , _

In Resolution G-2956, CACD récomméended and the Commission adopted
that PGLE, Southwest, SoCal and San Diégo Gas and Electric
Company (SDG&E) establish a tracking account to noté thé charges
associated with the Minimum Averagée Raté Limitéer for Mobil Home
Mastér Méter Customérs (MARL) participating in thé core
aggregation program.

The MARL was eéstablishéd in PG&E's Geéneral rate Case 1990, D.89-
12-057 and applies only to PG&E. CACD corrécts its Resolution
G-2956 recommendation to refléct that thé MARL does not apply to
SoCal, Southwest, and SDG&E. CACD récommends that the
Commission not require SoCal, Southwést, or SDG&E to establish a
tracking account to capturé costs associated with the MARL.

FINDINGS OF PACT

1. PG&E’s noncoreé customers may receéivé gas prior to PG&E’s core
transportation customers.

2. PG&E is not offering service via Malin to its core
aggregation customers, but instead is offering to reserve the
maximum daily capacity at Topock.

Undéer PG&E's proposed core aggregation program, daily supply
nominations via El Paso are limitéd to 10% of the total
Topock capacity from the Anadarko basin, 20% from the San
Juan basin, and 70% from the Permian basin.

PG&E's core aggregation program provides procurement of agent
identified gas on a best-efforts basis.

PG&E's core aggregation program requireés aggregators to
identify nominations by each supply basin.

PG&E reéequires split-load customérs to nominaté gas based on a
monthly profilé consistent with historical usage for gas
procured by PGLE for & périod of twélve months,

PG&E doés not allow changes in monthly nominations, but daily
nominations may be ajusted upon 2-days’ notice.

PGLE requires that whéen a customer purchases gas from theé
utility and thé third party, the utility gas should be first
gas through the meter. :
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PGGE's and Southwest’s tariffs fail to addreéss treatment of
any core aggregation group that falls below the minimum
requirement of 250,000 thérms per year.

PG&E réquires a $10 pér décathérm imbalancé peénalty of core
aggregation customers during a curtailment.

PG&E's balancing standards are based on the samé terms and
conditions as for noncore transportation customers.

PG&E will withdraw gas from group storagé on behalf of the
customers to offsét imbalancés and to avoid imbalance penalty
chargss during periods of curtailment.

PGLE's storageé constraints limit customer fléxibility for
injections and withdrawals of storagé gas.

PG&E does not allow the use of storage to offset imbalances.
PG&E’s provisions for canceéllation of the Service Agreement
aré vague and régquire revision.

Southwest’s tariff lacks provisions for cancellation of
service agreements.

PG&E's termination provision is consisteéent with Rule 11,
Discontinuance and Restoration of Serviceé, but needs minor
modifications.

PGLE's tariffs require a 90-day notice for changes in
membership.

Southwest’s tariffs lack provisions for changes in
membership.

PG&E's provisions for abandoned customers would only allow 30

days to séleéect anothér aggregator or to return to thé utility
for service.

PG&E would serve abandoned customers under its balancing
schedule until thé customer selectéd anothér aggreégator or a
return to utility service.

Southwest’s tariffs lack provisions for abandoned customers.

gg&s's tariffs allow the customer to audit the aggregator’s
oks.

PG&E requires a capacity reservation deposit from the
aggregator on behalf of thé aggregator‘’s customers.
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25,

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

PG&E will hold the capacitﬁ reservation deposit in a suspense
account and return it to the aggregator within 180 days 6f
establishment of the aggrégator's account.

PG&E requires a four-month sécurity deposit from the
aggregator.

PG&E’'s tariffs fail to provide any accountin? mechanism for
keeping the aggreéegator's gas price confidential.

Upon commencemént 6f PG&E’s collection procedure, the
configentiality rights of customers with past due bills are
waived.

PG&E's customers withdrawing early from the coré aggregation
program will be charged a 50% of WACOG peénalty for every
therm deliveréd to their meter.

Southwest’s tariffé lack provision for éarly withdrawal of
customers from the core aggreéegation program.

PGLE’'Ss tariffs inform thé coreé transportation customers of
the risk when a group membéer leéaves.

MARL charges only apply to PG&E, not also to Southeéwest,
SoCal, and SDG&E.

CONCLUSIONS

1.

PGSE should prioritizé and sequence its ordering of gas
through interstaté pipelines in accordance with customers’
service levels and end-usé priority on a best-efforts basis.

PG&E's proposéd limitations holding a customér’s nomination
to proportions baséd on historical takes on the El Paso
pipelines are reasonable.

PG&E should offer its agent identified gas schedule for core
aggregators on a best-éefforts basis.

Customers should bé réquired to nominaté théir gas by source
basins available to PG&E to assure reliable delivery of
supplies.

PGSE should be allowed to réquire monthly.usage nominations
based on historical usage.

PG&E should révise its rariffs to state that daily _
nominations shall bé adjusted two days in advance. Prior to
the beginning of any month, a 3-days’ notice shall be
required for agent-identified daily nominations adjustments.
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7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

i6.

17'

18.

19.

PG&E should be allowed to reqguire the utility gas be first
through the meteér.

PG&E should provide provision for treatment of customers who
fall below the 250,000 therms per year requirement.

Southwést should provide grovision for treatment of customers
who fall below the 250,000 therms per year requirement.

PG4E should be allowed to withdraw core aggregation gas from
storage during any curtailment period in order to allow the
aggregators to avoid the imbalance pénalty of $10 per
decatherm.

PGLE should not be required to allow customers the use of
storage to offset imbalances at this time.

to allow for a 30-day prior written notice by the aggrégator
or the customer,

PG&E should revise its cancellation of the servicée agreément

Southwest should revise its tariff to allow for a 30-day
prior written notice by the aggregator or the customer for
cancellation of thé service agreement.

PG&E should revisé its Rule 11, Discontinuance and
Réstoration of Service, to include new noticing and
términation provisions for coré transportation customers and
aggregators.

PG&E should be allowed to require a 30-day notice for changes

in core aggregation membership.

Southwest should include the 90-day notice for changes in
core aggregation membership in its tariffs.

PG&E should revisé its provision for abandoned customers to
reflect that such customers will have 90 days to choose
betweéen a new aggregator or return to the utility for
sérvice,

Abandoned core aggregation customers in PG&E’s territory
should pay the core subscription rate, plus the
over/undercollection adder and a brokerage fee for the
duration of the contract term.

Southwest should revise its provision for abandoned customers
to reflect that such customers will have 90 days to choose
between a new aggregator or return to the utility for
service.
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Abandoned core aggregation customers in Southwest's seérvice
territory should pay the coré subscription rate plus the
over/under collection adder for the duration of the contract
term.

PG&E should be allowéd to provide the core transportation
customers with audit rights of the aggregator's books.

PGLE should revise its tariff to refléect that an audit of the
aggregator’'s books is limitéd to the customers' own account.

Upon customer’s request, PG&E should forward a copy of all
transactions between the utility and thé aggregator regarding
the customer’s account.

Southwést should provide thé core transportation customers
with audit rights of the aggregator’s books.

Southwest should note that an audit of the aggregator’s books
is limitéd to the customer's own Account.

Upon customer’s regquest, Southwest should forward a copy of
all transactions betwéen thé utility and the aggrégator
regarding the customer’s account.

PG&E should revise its tariffs to staté that the capacity
reservation deposit will bé required from the aggrégator
instead of the customer.

PG&E should revise its tariffs to staté that the capacity
réservation deposit will be réfunded to the aggregator within
30 days after the establishment of the aggregator's account.

PGLE's proposal to collect a 4-month security déposit from
the aggregator and 2-month déposit from the customérs is
reasonable, exceéept that PG&4E should include that customers
who havé already éstablished credit with the utility should
not bée reguired the new deposit.

PG&E should maintain its customers’ price confidentiality by
using a séparate accounting group to handlé customer
transactions.

PG&E should bé allowed to require an aggregator to waive its
confidentiality rights when the utility commenceés a
collection procedure.

PG&E should revise its tariffs to state that coré
transportation customers withdrawing early from thé program
should be charged a penalty by paying thé coré subscription
rate, plus the brokerage féeé and thé over- or undercollection
adder for the remainder of their contract térm.
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33. Southwest should revise its tariffs to state that core
transportation customers withdrawing early from the program
should be charged a penalty by Yaying the core subscription
rate, plus the over- or undercollectlion adder for the
remainder of théir contract term.

34. Southwest, SoCal, and SDG&E should not be required to
establish a tracking account to noté the MARL charges.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED thatt

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Comgany shall file
complété, revised set of advice letter and tariff sheets
in compliance with the provisions of Geéneral Order 96-a,
consistent with éach of the findings and conclusions
listed above.

2. Southwest Gas Corporation shall file complete,
révised set of advice letter and tariff sheets in
compliance with the provisions of General Order 96-a,
consistent with each of the findings and conclusions
listed above.

3. Pacific Gas and Electric Company and Southwest Gas
Corporation shall file complete, revised advice letter
and tariffs within five business days from the effective
date of this resolution and to all other parties of the
rgggrd as soon as possible, but no later than August 16,
1 .

4. Pacific Gas and Electric Advice lettér 1637-G-A and
its accompanying tariff sheets shall be marked to show
that they were supplemented.

5. Southwest Gas Corporation Advice Létter 427-A and
its accompanying tariff sheets shall be marked to show
that they were supplemented.

6. This Resolution is effective today.
I hereby certify that this Resolution was adopted by the Public

Utilities Commission at its regular meeting on July 24, 1991.
The following Commissioners approved its¢ ; _ . '

PATRICIA M. ECKERT
President
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