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PUBLIC UTILITIES COXKISSION OF THE-STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COHMISSION ADVISORY 
AND CoMPLIANCE DIVISION 
Energy Branch 

RESOLUTION G-2959 
July 24, 1991 

RE~OLYTIQN 

RESOLUTION G-2959. PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
(PG'E), SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS cqMPANY (SOCAL) AND SAN 
DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (SOG'E) ADVICE ;LEftERS 'l'O 
COMPLY WITH GAS PROCUREMENT FILINGS REQUIRED UNDER 
DECISION 96-09-089, ET AL FOR NONCORE PROC~NT. 

BY ADVICE LETTERS 1624-G-B AND 16S1-G FROM PG&E FILED 
HAY 3(f AND JUNE 7, ADVICE LETTERS 2009-A, 20~S, AND 2048 
FROM SOCAL FILED MAY 3(), MAY 21, AND JuNE 7, AND ADVICE 
LETTERS 740-G-B AND 757-G FROM SDG&E, FILED HAY 30 AND 
JUNE 7, 1991. 

SUMMARY 
1. Resolution G-29S9 addresses a variety of protested issues due 
to supplemental and new gas utility advice letter filings 
relating to compliance with Decisions (D.) 90-09-089, 90-12-100, 
91-02-022, and 91-02-046 (Procurement Decisions) and Resolution 
G-2948, which combine to restructure the gas industry noncore 
procurement market. 

2. PG&E#s accounting fee for targeted sales is modified. 

3. Utilities must file only those noncore transportation 
contracts of less than five years which contAin negotiated 
transportation rates. 

4. Minor wording revisions are adopted. 

BACKGROUND 
1. On Mny 22, 1991 the Commission adopted Resolution G-2948, 
which conditionally approved advice let~er filings required under 
the decisions from Order.Instituting Rulemaking (R.) 90-02-008. 
These decisions adopted final rules changing,the structure of the 
gas utilities' procurement practices and refined elements of the 
regulatory frame".;'ork for California gas utilities. 

2. On May 30, 1991, pacific Gas and Electric Company filed 
Supplemental Advice Letter 1624-G-B, Southern California Gas 
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company filed supplemental ~dvi~e tetter 2009-A1 and San D~ego . 
Gas and Eleotrio Com~any .~iled su~plemental A~v ~eLe~ter 740-G-8 
to comply with the proourement decisions and Resolution G-2948, 
which adopted modified rules from the utilities' original filings 
for noncore prOcurement. 

3.Sout~ern California Gas' Company tiled Advice Letter 2035 on 
Hay 21, 1991 containing a pro forma copy of its Gas service 
Agreement, applicable to.a~i noncore customers and core customers 
whose gas usage exceeds 250,000 therms per year, to comply with 
the procurement deoisions. 

4. On June 7, 1991, SbG&E filed Advice Letter 757-G to offer an 
o~lg1nal storage banking program for its customers, as a r~sult 
of Commission approval of a revlse~.Gas Service A~teement between 
SDG&E and SoCal, by Resolution G-2021, and in ~onjunoti6n with 
the procurement decisions and Resolution G-2948. 

5. Also on June 7, 1991, PG&E and socal filed Advice Letters 
16S1-Gand 2048 respectively, containing details 6£ the programs 
and bidding rules for sales of excess core gas, as established 
under the procurement decisions and ordered under Resolution G-
2948. . 

6. Notice of new filings was provided byp~~licati6n in the 
Commission's Daily caiendar. Notice of all f~lings was provided 
by the utilities to utility customer service lists, compr~sed of 
other utilities and government agencies, and to parties.of.record 
to the Procurement Rulemaking (R.) 90-02-008, and R.SS-OS-018, 
for capacity brokering. 

PROTESTS . ' . 
1. The California Industrial Group, California Manufacturers' 
Association and the_~alifornia League of Food Processors (CIG) 
jointly submitted a protest to PG&E's Supplemental A.L. 1624-G-B, 
relating to the main procurement filings, on June 14, ~991. PG&E 
replied to the protest on June 26, 1991. The California 
Cogeneration council (CCC) also submitted a protest to PG&E's 
A.L. 1624-G-B. PG&E replied to this protest on June 27, 1991. 
In addition, the Commission Advisory and Compliance Division 
(CAC~) received relevant co~~entsfrom Procter and Gamble 
Manufacturing Company (Procter & Gamble) regarding PG&E's A.L. 
1624-G-B on May 30, 1991. 

2. . Southern California Edis9n Company (SeE) and erG protested 
SoCal's Supp~emental A.L. 2009-A, relating to the main 
procurament filing, on June 19 and June 14, 1991, respectively. 
Socal responded to the protests in a combined reply dAted June 
28, 1991. 

3. The California Industrial Group, California Manufacturers' 
Association and the California League of Food Processors (CIG) 
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flled a protest to SDQ&E'8 Supplemental A.L. 740-G-B, relating to 
the main procurement fllingi On June 14, 1991. SDG&E responded 
to the protest on June 24, 991. 

4. The Cityof.san Bernardino (san ~rnardin6) protested 
soCal's A.L. 2035, containing the pro forma contract for the 
revised industry structure 6n June 14, 1991. San Bernardino 
agreed to withdraw its protest in a letter of agreement with 
SoCal dated July 11, 1991. 

5. University Cogeneration (University Cogen) submitted a 
protest to SDG&E's A.L. 7S7-G, relating to its new storage 
banking program on June 27, 1991. SDG&E submitted a reply to the 
protest dated July 8, 1991. 

6. The Division of R~tepayer Advocates (DRA) submitted a 
protest on June 21, 1991 to PG&E's A.L. 165i-G and soCai's A.L. 
2048, which contain the filings relating to sales of excess core 
gas. The u~ilities responded to the protests on July 11, 1991. 

DISCUSSION 

Accountin~ee 

CIG objects to the $0.004/decatherm accounting fee charge 
incorporated into the rate section of PG&E's Schedule G-CIG, 
which provides a buy/sell arrangement for customers for 
transporting gas. eIG believes that this charge is excessive. 
CIG further argues that there is no reason to believe that 
accounting fees ar~ directly proportional to the volume of gas 
purchased on behalf of a given customer. 

Procter and Gamble also objects to the imposition of the 
accounting fee under PG&E~s Schedule G-CIG. It states that this 
fee amounts to over. $1,200 per month ~or its local plant in. 
Sacramento, and amounts to over $650,000 per year for all of 
PG&E's Schedule G-CIG customers. Procter and Gamble comments 
that this seem rather high for the mere service of paying and 
rebilling gas charges. In addition, Procter and Gamble reasons 
that since the charges are not incurred on a volumetric basis, 
they should not be billed on a volumetric basis. It argues that 
if a charge is to be levied, it would be more fairly distributed 
as a set charge per contract. 

PG&E responded to the protest by attaching workpapers to document 
the calculation of the proposed.charge. It states that its 
proposed accounting fee is to offset the administrative costs 
associated with the development and maintenance of a separate 
accounting group, which was ordered by the Commission to provide 
price confidentiality for customers participating in its customer 
identified gas program . 
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Similarly, CIG prote~t~ the procurement tee applicable to SoCat's 
Targeted sales Schedule G-TARG_(A.L, ~o~&). CIa states that 
this schedule Is not a part 6£ Socal's A.L. ~OO~ filin9 and that 
Resolution G-~94& did not ~ddress the issueotw~ethe~ a 
procurement or brokerage fee should apply to buy/seil 
arrangements, CIG requests t~e Commission to resolve the issue. 
erG states that in prior protests it has opposed imposition of a 
procurement fee on targeted sales, since the customer has the 
reSpOnsibility for arranging for the purchase of the identified 
gas supplies. eIG renews its protest on this issue and requests 
the elimination of the procurement fee from SoCal's targeted 
sales provisions. 

socal responds that it has deleted the brokerage fee provision 
from its Schedule G-~ARG tariff by A.L. ~028-Ai dated June 13

1 1991, and consequently, states that there shou d be no issu6 n 
dispute. 

Discussion 
PG&E's establishment of a separate accounting group to handle 
noncore customer's buy/sell arrafigements is deSigned to assure 
price confidentiality negotiated between the customer and its 
producer jrom PG&E's gas department. These measures attempt to 
ensure the development of a more competitive gas market, so as 
not to disadvantage customers by revealing sensitive price 
information • 

In a meeting with PG&E, CACD learned that PG&E had contracted 
with Price Waterhouse to conduct a study to estimate the costs 
associated with developing and maintaining a group separate from 
its gas department to handle the accounting and hilling 
transactions for these customers. It is this study which PG&E 
has attached as its response to the protest. 

PG&E has not offered any alternatives. PG&E has not stated why 
this method is preferred or required over Socal's method, which 
simply charges the utility WACOG (wei9hted average cost of gas) 
and passes this on to th~ producer, wlth the producer and the 
customer settling the differences. CACD does fiot desire to 
recommend adoption or denial of PG&E's proposed costs, since the 
program impleme~tation date is so near. Instead, in 
consideration of the perceived need to establish a means to 
assure price confidentiality, CACD reco~mends the following 
treatment of PG&E's proposal until these costs can be properly 
adjudicated in a proceeding. 

PG&E should be placed at risk for these costs. It should 
establish a memorandum account to track the costs, until the 
amount can be addressed in its next General Rate Case Proceeding, 
Test Year 1993 (TY I 93). The funds collected should be subject to 
re~und to the specific customers affected, with interest 
calculated using the 3-month commercial paper rate • 
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There is no ~vidence supporting that the establishment of the 
separate accountin9 unit and the ongoing transa~tl~ns bea~ any 
relationship to the vol~es of 9as handled. Therefore,CA~D 
recommends that the interim rate design.not be made on ~ per 
therm.basis.CACD su~gests ~hat instead either anhourly.set . 
charge per transaction be used or that a set customer charge be 
established t? appor~~o~these.cost~. O~her.rate designs should 
be explored in the general rate case. In the interim, CACD 
recommends that PG&E use one of the two alternatives suggested 
above rather than the per therm rate design. 

As-Available Capacity 
eIG argues that PG&E's Schedule.G-CIG, the buy(sell arrangement 
for transporting custome~ identified gas, shou d be revised 
because it erroneously limits the service to PG&E's stated 450 
MKcf/day capacity, excluding any mention of as-available service 
for cus~ome~sunder Service Levels 3-5, as was adopted under 
Resolut~on G-2948. 

CIG recommends that the ~Applicability- section.of PG&E's 
proposed Schedule G-CIG for its Customer Identified Gas program 
be changed to.read that service under that s~hedule is limited to 
450 MMcf/day for customers on Schedule G-FT for Firm Transport 
only. CIG also re~oroIDends that language in the -As-Available 
Service- section of the tariff be incorporated into the 
RApplicability- section, since as-available service to Service 
Level 3-5 customers would have no specific limit. 

PG&E agrees that the as-available service under Schedule G~CIG 
will not be limited to the 450 MMcf/day that is available for 
allocation in conjunction with Service Level 2 during the Open 
Season. PG&E is not opposed to the changes suggested by CIG .. 

Discussion 
Under ResolutionG-2948, the COIDmission provided that PG&E's 
stated capacity for firm transportation customers should be made 
available to interruptible customers o~ a nonqiscriminatory, as­
available basis. PG&E·s supplemental filin~ fails to expand the 
applicability of its Schedule G-CIG for buy/sell arrangements to 
inclUde as-available transport ion for interruptible Service Level 
3-5 customers. 

In addition, PG&E's schedule limits transportation to 450 KMcfd 
of availaDle capacity. This lirnitationapplies to the firmer 
capacity arrangements available to service Level 2 customers. 
eIG argues that no limitation should exist for as-available 
transport customers. PG&E agrees with this and CACD also , 
supports this interpretation. CACD recommends that PG&E modify 
its applicability section under Schedule G-CIG to provide as­
available transportation for Service Level 3-5 customers and to 
specify that as-available service is only limited to the amount 
of remaining capacity available . 
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Alternate FUel Reguire.ents 
CIG protests PG&E's proposed rate schedules for noncore 
customers, for.theI continue to inolude a section entitled 
-Standby Fuel Requ rement-, which states that -[t)o receive 
service under the schedule, the customer must have adequate 
standby equipment installed and alternative fuel ready at all 
times fOr immediate o~ration in the event that natural· gAS 
transportation service is interrupted or curtailed in whole or in 
part- • 

CIGrelates that in a subsequent part of this section, PG&E 
includes language in response to Resolution G-2948 stating that 
customers previously served under Schedules G-IND and G-P2B may 
receive service on the schedule in question without continuing to 
maintain standby facilities. CIG argues that these ~rovisions 
are inconsistent, are confusing to customers, and fa11 to convey 
the true intent of Resolution G-294S, which eliminated the 
alternate fuel capability requirement. CIG requests that the 
title -Standby Fuel Requirement- and the first sentence of the 
section be deleted. 

PG&E states that while eliminating.the alternate fuel requirement 
would simplify the utility's job of reviewing noncore customer 
qualifications, PG&E does not believe Resolution G-29~8 intended 
to eliminate the alternate fuel requirement in its entirety. 
PG&E states that it interprets Resolution G-2948 to repeal the 
alternat~ fuel requirement for those customers having existing 
standby facilities, but not to fully eliminate the alternate fuel 
requirement. Therefore, PG&E interprets G-2948 to be a 
grandfathering provision requiring specific utility notice for 
customer~_with existing alternative fuel systems. PG&E believes 
its tariff correctly states the CPUC·s intent, that noncore 
custo~ers.are required to have alternate fuel systems, except for 
specifically-identified grand fathered customers. 

CIG objects to socal·s Special Condition 12 of Schedule GT-30 and 
Special Condition 1S.of schedule GN-32, which require customers 
to notify SoCal if the customer makes. any change in its alternate 
fuel capability_ CIG also objects to SoCal·s Rule 1 definition 
of alternate fuel capability for it contains wording that is no 
longer validt -having alternate fuel facilities installed, 
permitted and capable o~ use on a sustained basis ••••• CIG 
argues that retention of these statements is inconsistent with 
Resolution G-2948, which ~odified the requirement that noncore 
customers have alternate fuel capability. 

Socal states that although Resolution G-2948 modified alternate 
fuel.requirements, it did not address whether a customer must 
notify socal of a c~ange in alternate fuel capability. Socal 
argues that such information is an irnportantpart of its data 
base so that it can maintain knowledge of which customers may 
have alternate fuel capability in the event of curtailment. 
SoCal states that no other party has claimed that such a 
requirement is burdensome to customers. SoCal requests that the 
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Commission approv& its tariff language requiring customers to 
notify SoCal of any change in their alternate fuel capability. 

Regarding the alternate fuel capability.under Rule 1, .SoCal 
states that CIG misunderstands the pUrpOse ot the -definitions. 
of Rule 1. Socal states that this lan~age merely defines the 
term, but does not indicate the circumstances under which the 
term ~i9ht apply. SOCal adds that although Resolution G-2948 has 
limited the circumstances in which SoCal may requir~ alternate 
fuel capability, it did not change the definition of the term. 

eIG cites a portion of Special Condition 17 under SDG&E's 
schedule GTNC for non~ore transP9rtation customers regarding a 
customer'S alternate fuel capabiiity, and recommends that it be 
modified to delete reference to customers being required to 
maintain alternate fuel capability. SOG&E concurs with CIG that 
this provision requires modification, and will flle a revision to 
Schedule GTNC, Special Condition 17 to make this change. 

Discussion . 
Under Resolution G-2948, CACD recommended adoption of CIG's .. 
proposal to not require customers with installed altexnate fuel 
facilities to continue to maintain the facilities or the standby 
fuel, since current and future changes in air quality regulations 
generally prohibit the burning of alternative fuels, such as oil. 
CACD also recommended that such customers continue to curtail use 
o~ gas when requested to do so by the utility and that an 
electronic meter be installed at the customer's expense to insure 
that the customer curtailed when the utility requested it to do 
so. The Commission adopted these changes. 

To restate, these conditions aret 

1. Customers unable to use their installed alternate fuel. 
systems due to air quality regulatory changes are 
relieved of a utility and CPUC requirement to maintain 
such systems: 

2. Customers with systems permitted under current and future 
air quality rules should continue to maintain their 
systems. 

3. Customers meeting economic feasibility tests to qualify 
for noncore status (not having alternate fuel systems 
installed) must continue to submit to this process on an 
annual basis to maintain noncore status. 

4. All customers under these various arrangements must 
curtail when requested to do so. If they do not curtail, 
they will face a $l/therm penalty. In addition, all of 
these customers must install an electronic meter to 
verify that they curtailed when they were requested to do 
so . 
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In light of the above, PG&E ie correot. that the alternate f~el 
requirement is not entirely removed, because some systems can and 
should be ~aintalned to provide customers alternatives. to 
complete cessation of work. SoCal is also correct that 
Resolution G-2~4a did not address the additional utility 
requirement that customers notify socal if their alternate fuel 
systems change, CACD sees no reason to modify this utility 
requirement. Among other reasons, such a change might affect a 
customer's end-use priority. CACD does recommend that PG&E, 
socal and SDG&E clarify their statements describing alternative 
fuel -requirements·, so that customers are aware of the 
modifications and the particular circumstances where such systems 
are and are not required. 

Cogeneration Gas Allowance 
The cce protests the fact that PG&E's Supplemental Advice Letter 
1624~G-B does not include a Cogeneration Gas Allowance (CGA) 
based on PG&E's most recent Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC) 
proceeding. cec expresses a concern that PG&E's eGA is based on 
an Incremental Energy Rate (IER) that is two years out of date. 

PG&E responds that in its A.L. 1518-G, dated January 10, 1989, it 
requested that the CGA be revised to reflect the IER adopted in 
PG&E's 1988 ECAC, D.88-12-040. PG&E states that protests by 
various parties, including CCC, led the CACO staff to defer 
action until the issues surrounding the protests had been 
resolved. In response to CACO's initial request, and in light of 
Resolution G-2946, PG&E withdrew A.L. 1518-G and its supplements 
on June 26, 1991. In the absence of a more currently adopted 
value, PG&E states that it has used the most recently adopted CGA 
inA.~. 1624-G-B. PG&E adds that in compliance.with Resolution 
G-2496, which ordered SoCal, SDG&E and PG&E to file revised £GAs, 
PG&E has now filed A.L. 1653-G, on June 26, 1991. 

Discussion 
PG&E states that the revised CGA found in its supplemental filing 
1624-G-B is the most recently adopted eGA available. PG&E also 
~tates that it has submitted a newly revised CGA in a more recent 
filing on June 26, 1991. CACO confirms that PG&E has filed an 
updated CG~ in its A.L. 1653-G filing, increasing the current 
allowance from 0.093 therms/kWh (kilowatt-hour) to 0.09902 
therms/kWh, as adopted in it~ last ECAC proceeding, 0.90-10-062. 
CACD believes that receipt of PG&E's latest advice letter should 
allay CCc·s concerns about PG&E complying with Resolution G-2946, 
or that the CGA contained in A.L. 1624-G-B is out of date. CACD 
will process the eGA advice letter according to General Order 96-
A • 
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Curtai!.ents . . . 
SCE protests socal's Supplemental Advice Letter 2009-A filing in 
general ( stating that it fails to answer many questions that have 
been rU~$ed ~egard~n9.curtailments on the,sOCal 8ys~em after the 
new rules are implemented, and that confusion remains. In 
addition SCE requests a description of socal's nominating 
procedures and how Socal,wl11 nominate CU6tome~6' gas Under, the 
new syste~. SCE recommends that the Commission dela~ approval of 
the advice letter until after soGal has tully explained how its 
rules will be implemented. It also requests this delay so that 
those impacted by the new rules are better able to assess the 
potential impact of the rules. SCEsuqgests that the CACD host a 
workshop, or if necessary, the Commission hold a limited scope 
hearing for the purpose. 

socal,replies that seE's protest fails to allege that SoCal's 
A.L. 2009-Afi1ing is not in compliance with Commission decisions 
and that instead, seE seeks a delay for which there is no basis. 
socal remarks that it plans to continue its meetings with seE to 
explain its' curtailment procedures, but that this should not 
deter implementation or approval of its advice letter • 

. Discussion 
CACD agrees in general with SCE that curtailment and nomination 
procedures as outlined by SoCal, as ,well as those of SDG&E and 
PG&E need further discussion and definition. However at this 
time, any delay in the implementation of the procurement 
decisions and resolutions will create havoc with customers' 
contracted arrangements. The Corr~ission encourages the utilities 
and customers such as SCE to initiate conferences and to develop 
proposals to refine the current rules for nominations and . 
curtailments. Implementation will commence on August 1, 1991 
with no delay. 

use-Or-pay Forgiveness Provisions, 
CIG objects to SoCal's omission of the Commission adopted 
provisions under 0.90-09-089 which would forgive ~se-or-pay 
penalties in the event that the customer's usage falls below the 
required level -due to service interruptions imposed by the 
utility or upstream pipeline or force majeure conditions·. CIG 
points to Schedule GN-32, Special Condition 11 and Schedule GT-
30, Special Conditions 14(e) and (1), which allow for intrastate 
conditions but exclude interstate conditions. CIG requests that 
the approyriate language be incorporated into SoCa1's tariffs. 

socal replies that the omission of language forgiving use-or-pay 
penalties as a result of interruptions caused by an upstream 
pipeline was inadvertent. SoCal replies that this error will be 
corrected by a supplemental filing. 
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DisCUssion . . 
SoCal has inoluded lan~age requlred to forgive us&-or-pay 
penalties as a result Of an interruption caused on the. intrastate 
system, but has Omitted the inolusion o~ similar language . 
applicable to the interstate system. CACD.agrees that SoCal 
needs to correct this omlssion and recommends that it expand its 
conditions to forgive use-or-pay penalties due to a force majeure 
condition applicable to both the Intrastate and the interstate 
systems. 

cUrtailment of Standby Service . 
CIG states that to be consistent with the provisions of 
Resolution G-2948, Socal should modify its Rule 23 covering 
curtailments. CIG argues that application of the $l/therm _ 
penalty should be applied only t9 customers who are specifically 
requested to curtail and who fail to do so. CIG states that 
there is no reason to link the $l/therm penalty to the baiancing 
provisions •. 

CIG argues that Service Level ~ or 3 customers who are out of 
balance by more than 10 percent on any given day should not be 
penalized because curtailments are being applied to service Level 
4 and 5 customers. CIG argues that any attempt to convert the 
monthly balancing provisions of D.90-09-089 into daily balancing 
provisions would disrupt the service level choices customer~ have 
already made during the open season process. CIG recommends, 
that to the extent there are curtailments imposed upOn a given 
service level, standby gas should not be available to customers 
within that service level during curtailment periods. 

Socal replies that CIG apparently is unaware that the commission 
has specifically ruled that ·sta~dby service shall have t~e _ 
lowest priority during periods of curtailment-. (0.90-09-089, 
Appendix A., p.8) socal states that by ~his language, the 
Corr~ission recognized that it is unfair ~or lower priority 
customers to be curtailed, or curtailed further than necessary, 
simply because customers with a higher priority of service are 
not in balance. 

soeal defends that its proposed Rule 23 does not require 
cus~omers to balance deliveries and usage on a daily basis, but 
that it will only require that customers balance deliveries and 
usage during a particular curtailment period. socal states that 
it plans to read each meter at the beginning and the end of each 
curtailment period, and will keep track of imbalances for the 
period entirely separate from imbalances occurring outside the 
curtailment period. For sUch imbalances outside the curtailment 
period, SoCal states that the customer will be able to trade 
imbalances and will not be subject to the $l/therm penalty. 

SoCal states that although it is not required to offer the 10% 
imbalance range for usage during curtailment periods, it has 
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decided to do so in the spirit of helping customers avoid 
economic penalties. 

Socal states that, cOntrary to CIG's interpretation of ' its Rule 
23, it will not imP9se penalties even though the cUstomer's own 
transportation gas is delivered into the SOCal system and the 
customer has not been asked to curtail his own usage. Also, 
daily· balancing will not be required, nor will curtailment 
pena ties be made without any prior notice. socal states that it 
will endeavor to make every effort to provide at least 48 hours 
notice of any curtailment through a letter, phone call, 
facsimile, the electronic bulletin board system or some 
combination of these forms of communication. 

SoCal also states that r~ther than eliminating the distinction 
between the priorities of service, socal will continue to 
recognize the distinction between service levels for regular 
transportation service. SoCal argues that since the Commission 
has not made distinctions between service levels for standby 
service t that it will comply by curtailing standby service before 
curtail~ng regular transportation service. 

Discussion 
CIG requests that standby service be available to each of the 
service levels, so that no higher service level will be impacted 
by a curtailment to a lo~er service level. CACO confirms that 
Standby Service under SoCal's Rule 23, as prescribed by D.90-09-
089, has a lower priority than any of the service levels, and 
will be curtailed in reverse.order before any service level gas 
is curtailed. CACO also confirms that SoCal1s Rule 23 does not 
require customers to balance deliveries on a daily basis, but 
instead provides that during a declared curtailment, customers 
will be required to maintain a balance within their monthly 
nomination limits plus the 10\ tolerance band. Standby serv~c~ 
will be available to core Service Level 1 as well as core 
subscription and transportation Service Level 2 customers, but 
the balancing penalty will apply to SL-1 when service is 
curtailed to SL-2. ' 

-
CACD belieyes that the conditions outlined by Socal above will 
provide a flexible service for transport customers, even under 
curtailments. CACO recommends that SOCal retain the provisions 
discussed above, as filed under its Rule 23. 

Imbalance Trading 
CIG requests clarification of SoCal's Rule 30, Transportation of 
Customer-Owned Gas, under the conditions outlined for imbalance 
trading. It objects to Section B.(3) where it is stated that 
customers can trade imbalance quantities up to and within, but 
never exceeding, the 10 percent tolerance band. CIG states that 
it appears.that the intent of this language is to prevent 
customers from trading irobalances where such trades would cause 
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the customer to exceed the 10 percent tolerance level. CIG 
requests that this language be clarified accordingly. 

SOCal states that it agrees with CIG's interpretation of Rule 
30(8)(3), that custo~ers are prevented from tradin9 imbalances 
where such trades would cause the customer to exceed the 10' 
tolerance level. 

Discussion 
SoCal and CIG are in agreement regarding the transportation Rule 
30 provision on the 10% tolerance band. However, it appears that 
the language used by.Socal could be improved by removing the 
additional phrases of ·up to· and ·within·, by stating only that 
the customer must not exceed the 10\ tolerance level. CACD 
recommends that SoCal revise this provision accordingly. 

Industrial and p2B Classifications 
CIG protests Socal's supplemental procurement filing qn the 
grounds that it continues to maintain a distinction of the 
.prioritY.2B (P2B) classification from other industrial classes. 
CIG states that under 0.91-05-039, the Commission adopted 
seasonally differentiated. rates and agreed to eliminate any 
distinction between the P2B class and other industrial classes 
for rate purposes. CIG adds that although the failure. to merge 
these two rate classes may be an oversight, Socal should be 
required to make this change. 

Socal replies that CIG's point is premat~re. It states that the 
Commission has only required that SoCal file its proposed rate 
design no later than ten days before irnplemen~ation (August i, 
1991), according to 0.91-05-039, Conclusion of Law No.3, 
Ordering paragraph No.1. Socal states that.itwill adhere 'to' 
the C~rnmission·s schedule and will make ~ts filing showing 
specific rates no later than ten days before implementation. 

Discussion . 
Decision 91-05-039 states that the utilities shall file tariffs 
implementing rate design changes -no later than 10 days prior to 
the date upon which the rates are to become effective·, which 
will be August 1! 1991. CACD expects to receive filings from 
each of the uti11ties no later than Friday, July 19, 1991. 

Surcharge Revenues 
CIG protests SDG&E' s proposal to collect ~he Service Level 2 (SJ~-
2) surcharge revenues over a two-year period and then credit the 
revenues to interruptible customers in its next cost allocation 
proceeding, as described under its Preliminary Statement (para. 
13(b» and under Special Condition 15 of ScheduleGTNC,£or 
transportation of noncore gas. CIG cites that D.90-09-089 
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contemplates that surcharge revenues wlil be or~dited on a 
forecast basis to interruptible customers, and as auch, that 
there is no basis to support retention of the surcharge revenUes 
as is proposed. CIG argues that with t~e expected implementation 
of capacity brokering, many of the new prOCUrement rules will not 
be retained and fears that interruptible customers wiil not 
receive the full amount of credit to which they may be entitled. 

CIG suggests that the Commission require SDG&E to forecast SL-2 
surcharge revenUes and provide a credit against the interruptible 
default rates on an annual basis. CIG states that thereafter, 
the forecasted revenues can be trued-up to reflect actual 
experience in accordance with the procedures adopted in_the 
Commission's procurement decisions and Resolution G-2~48. 

SDG&E argues that its proposal to return surcharge revenues in 
its next cost allocation proceeding is not inconsistent with 
either the procurement decisions or Resolution G-29~8. SDG&E _ 
states that CIG's proposed treatment would have it forecast SL-2 
surchArge revenues and provide an immediate credit Against the 
interruptible default rates on an annual basis, subject to a 
true-up reflecting actual experience. S~&E argues that such an 
approach would place it at risk for the forecast of customer 
elections, and could subject customers to the same type of rate 
fluctuation at true-up time as CIG objects to in its outstanding 
Petition to Modify Resolution G-2948 • 

SDG&E also objects to CIG's proposed treatment on the grounds 
that it would require SDG&E to take funds fully subject to return 
to customers and to transfer them immediately to noncore 
customers, where only 75% is subject to bal~ncing account 
coverage. SDG&E argues that this has the effect of e~larging 
SDG&E·s risk, while providing no real, long-term benefit to _ 
customers. 

Discussion 
The distribution of the ~ljrcharge revenues to interruptible 
customers was discussed -under Resolution G-2948; page 51. CACD 
cited D.90-09-08~, which adopted the Settlement's pricing 
provisions! 

1) charges for Service Levels 3-5 would be at the default 
rates, subject to negotiation; 

2) the revenues from the 1.2¢/thermsurcharge would be 
credited on a forecast basis against the default rates 
applicable to customers in Service Levels 3-5; and, 

3) a tracking account would be established to protect the 
utilities from forecast errors. 

CACD also cited D.91-02-046, which statedt 
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·We will direct the utilities to provide estimates to their 
transportation customers of rebates they ~ay receiv$ at the 
end of the ratemakin9 period, based op demand f6~ various 
transportation services. Alternatively, as PG&E suggests, 
they may oredit interruptible rates immediately based on 
forecasted demand, subject to adjustment At the end of the 
ratemaking period.· 

CACD then outlined that the issue raised was when surcharge 
revenues were to be oredited to noncore customers. -Neither 
socal nor SDG&E prefer to forecast these revenues. SDG&E would 
credit them at the end of a ratemaking cycle adding interest to 
the balance, while socal_would true-up the accumulations on a 
monthly basis. PG&E prefers to forecast the revenues, oredit 
customers on a regular basis, and adjust the final amounts at the 
end of the ratemaking period-. CACO recommend~d that all three 
uti~ities distribute the forecasted or actual funds consistently, 
preferably Qn a monthly basis. However, because SDG&E had 
complied with the decisions, CACO could not recommend to the 
commission that it order SDG&E to change its stated method. CACD 
has no additional recommendations to make to the Commission 
concerning,this issue. CIG should submit a petition to modify 
0.90-09-089 and Resolution G-2948 regarding this issue • 

Public Filing of Gas service Agreements 
The City of san Bernardino (San Bernardino) filed a protest to 
SoCal's Advice Letter 2035 on June 14, 1991. This advice letter 
contains a pro forma copy of the Gas Service Agreement appiicable 
to service for all noncore customers and those core customers 
whose gas usage exceeds 250,000 therms per year. The Gas service 
Agreement (Form No. 6533) is to replace the current Contract for 
Gas Service (Form No. 6412). . . 

In the body of the advice letter, socal requests authorization to 
submit to CACO only those aoreements for noncore transmission 
service which contain negotIated rates, rather than to submit ali 
the noncore transmission contracts. In addition, soCal requests 
that only the negotiated contracts be made available to the 
pUblic. 

San Bernardino asks the Co~~ission to deny both portions of 
SoCal's request, for it believes that keeping the entire 
agreements open to public scrutiny serves a valuable public 
purpose. S~n Bernardino argues that public disclosure of these 
agreements in their entirety is the cities' only effective means 
of determining the extent of gas bypass taking place within their 
boundaries. The informati~n is used by t~e cities to verify and 
forecast revenues derived from their gas franchise agreements and 
utility users' tax ordinances. san Bernardino argues that this 
information is needed for both 10ng- and short-term noncore 
agreements . 

-14-



• , 

• 

• 

• 

R.90-02-00a/G-2959/awp· 

San Bernardino also co~ents that due to the recent changes in 
the gas industry, oities such as San Bernardino can become 
noncore customers themselves, or ~ombine their munioipai gas 
requirements with the gas needs of larger industrials within 
their boundaries to develop joint gas supply activities. San 
Bernardino asserts that public access to the noncore customer 
agreements provides cities and other potential rt6ncore customers 
the necessary information to lOcate potential partners with which 
to pursue possible joint ventures. 

on July 12, the City 6f san Bernardino withdrew its protest of 
Socal's advice letter 2035, conditioned upon a letter presented 
by SoCal and discussed below. 

Discussion 
Under 0.86-12-009 (p.39) which provided the original rule changes 
for the gas restructuring, the Commission expressed its concern 
regarding misuse of the pricing flexibility it was adopting and 
con~equently ordered the utili~ies to submit to CACD under 
confidentiality rules copies of ,all contracts,for noncore . 
transmiSsion service less than five ye~rs in length. Under 0.8~-
03-044, the Commission removed the confidentiality provisions of 
D.a6-12~009 for these contracts, in order to provide the public 
with information about which customers had negotiated 
transportation ~ates and which ones di4 not, In a related 
decision, D.88-03-085, the Commission further ordered that such 
contracts would be submitted to CAC9 within,fiv~ days of their 
execution and would be made available by utilities for public 
inspection at their general offices. Contracts with termS 
greater than 5 years are submitted to the CACD under an advice 
letter. 

In its advice letter, SoCal submits that since the initial 
implementation of the gas restructuring, it has been burdensome 
to copy a 20-page contract for each of its 1,000 noncore --
customers, when fewer than 10 percent of th~se contracts contain 
negotiated rates~ most-customers pay the default transportation 
rate. Socal also states that it has been concerned with 
providing public access to custo~er-specific data, such as 
employee names and gas broker and gas usage data, available under 
the contracts, in addttion to the contract rate information, 
which had been the Commission1s primary concern. 

SOCal held a discussion with san Bernardino and wrote a follow-up 
letter outlining the concerns and clarifications that resulted 
from this meeting. In the letter, Socal states! ·Our discussion 
of July 11 clarified the City's objectiont continued access to 
the current level of information about customers who transport 
natural gas on SoCalGas' system.-

The letter continues, stating that -[s]ince the current public, 
access file does not contain volume information, it does not aid 
any entity in the verification and forecasting of revenues from 
gas franchise agreements and utility user tax ordinances • 

-15-



• 

• 

• 

R.90-0~-008/G-2959/awp 

However, the file does provide information on potential gas 
supply partn&rs and opportunities·. 

socal then promises to meet the City's need tor intormation 
available in the public access file for those customers 
transporting natural 9as within the city limits. sbCal then 
states that a listing of names and addresses can be generated on 
a regular basis for all such customers. Under these conditions, 
the City of San Bernardino withdrew its protest. 

CACO admits that the volume ot all the contracts submitt~d br· 
socal, by PG&E and by SDG&E, containing negotiate~ and defau t 
contracts of customers for transportation and sales ot less than 
five years, is cumbersome. The contracts are also difficuit to 
organize in a tile to provide public access, which 1s also 
unwieldly for the public to review. Additionally, CACD has had 
very few requests to view these files, and would prefer to house 
only those contracts c~ntaining negotiated rates with summary 
information available from the util~ty by r~quest. CACD 
recommends that the Commissi~n modify its current requirement to 
instead require that the utilities and CACD only prOVide public 
access to all transportation contracts which c~ntain negotiated 
rates, rather than include those containing default rates as 
well. 

In addition, should the public need access to the utilities' 
customers for the purpose .0£ locating potential partners for 
transporting gas, such information will be available through the 
use of the utilities' electronic bulletin boards. CACD believes 
that this accessability should provide sufficient information 
access, while protecting customers' rights to confidentiality. 

SDG&E storage Banking program 
University Cogenerat~~n (University Cogen) filed a-protest to 
SDG&E's Advice Letter 757-G on June 27, 1991. This advice letter 
contains SDG&E'S newly proposed Schedule G-STORE and a pro forma 
contract, which will be used in providing SDG&E noncore customers 
access to the storage rights held by SDG&E under its contract 
with SoCal. University Cogen argues that the filing is 
internally inconsistent and protests that the proposed schedule 
would unduly discriminate against SDG&E customers electing to 
procure gas from SDG&E by denying them access to the schedule. 

University Cogen points to inconsistencies between SDG&E's 
proposed schedule and its proposed pro forma contract, where the 
schedule allows only self-procuring noncore and UEG customers to 
participate, while the contract additionally prQvides that 
·customers procuring gas supplies from the utility shall receive 
storage service as part of their services provided by the 
utility· • 
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university Cogan asserts that there ianO reason to diatinguisha 
utility procure~ent custo~ar fr6~ a self-~rocurement customer and 
that both customers _ s~ould be _ afforded the oppOrtunity _ ~6 ._ 
participate in SDG&E's storage program. vniversity Cogen states 
that although the contract announces that ·utility prOcurement 
customers may receive storage as part of their service provided 
by the utility·, such a statement is insufficient to guarantee 
that utility procurement customers maY,also participate under the 
program,.since the~e customers are excluded from the . 
applicability section of the tariff. University Cogen recommends 
that SOG&E clarify this inconsistency to reflect that any noncore 
customer may part cipate in the storage banking program. 

SDG&E responds that University Cogen is correct that as proposed, 
its advice letter is inconsistent and discrirninatory~ SOG&E 
states that it will refile a supplemental advice letter to allow 
utility procurement customers to participate in its storage 
program. 

Discussion 
CACD concurs with university Cogan that as proposed, 5DG&E'S 
storage program inconsistently allows its procurement customers 
to participate under the contract, but does not include 
these customers in the applicability section of the storag~ 
schedule. As a consequence, these customers are excluded from 
participating. SDG&E has promised to revise this inconsistency 
in its supplemental tiling, ,to provide a nondiscriminatory 
storage service to both self-procuring and utility-procuring 
customers. 

Excess Core Gas sales Pilings 
DRA protestsSocal's Advice ~etter 2048.And PG&E's Advice Letter-
1651-G establishing tariffs for sales of excess core gas •. DRA 
requests that the Commission reject the advice letters as filed 
and also recommends that the CommissioQ reconsider its directives 
concerning the sales of e~cess core gas. 

Operational Impacts 
DRA believes that the advice letters may have serious 
repercussions in how the utilities manage their.core procurement 
and gas storage operations, and that the sale of core gas by the 
utilities should not be encouraged. DRA believes that the 
utilities should not be in the business of marketing gas. 

Instead, DRA believes that the utilities should be managing. their 
core gas procurement and gas storage properly, so that selling 
core gas at the pipeline receipt point should not be necessary. 
DRA is concerned that by allowing the utiliti~s to sell excess 
core gas in order to avoid contractual penalties, the Commission 
is sending an improper signal by indirectly encouraging the 
utilities to enter into contracts with associated penalties. DRA 
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states that the sale of core 9as by the utilities should be 
limited to onlI ~hose infrequent instances when it is 
operationally nfeasible to move the gas into st6rage. . 

BothPG&E and SoCal disagree with DRA. PG&E states that contrary 
to DRA's suggestion that the submission"of an excess sales gas 
tariff may be inappropriateI the Commission's rules provide for 
reasonableness review of al utility sales of excess core gas to 
noncore customers. SOCal adds that it is in the best interest of 
the ratepayers, the shareholders, and the commission for any 
contractual penalties to be be avoided or mitigated in the first 
place through the sale of excess core gas. 

Jurisdictional Impacts . 
The adopted rules for the sales of excess core gas preclude the 
utilities from using their interstate capacity rights to 
transport excess gas. The utilities must transfer ownership of 
the excess core gas at the pipeline receipt points out-of-state. 

DRA is concerned that, based on the differing and ambiguous 
language used by PG&E and SoCal regarding such a.sale, it is not 
clear that .the utilities can conduct the sales of excess core gas 
o~tside of california without being subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). ORA warns 
the Commission that out-of-state sales made by the utilities may 
lead to jurisdictional problems and complications • 

PG&E's filingstatest -No sale will be made under this excess 
supply schedule which will subject PG&E to the jurisdiction of 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) under provisions 
of the Natural Gas Act-. 

On th~ other hand, SoCal's filing st~test -Inasmuch as . 
transferred ownership of the gas will tAke place at pipeline 
receipt points on the interstate pipeline system outside 
California, any sale of excess core gas is contingent upon 
authorization of such sale by the Federa!Energy Requl~tory 
Commission. Such authorization must permit the sale of excess 
core gas withou~ affecting the status of the Utility under 
Section 1.(e) of the Natural Gas Act-. 

ORA believes that the tariffs setting forth the sale of excess 
core gas outside of the intrastate market will iead to future 
problems and will cause the Commission to revisit the issue 
again. 

PG&E responds that without the ability to transport the excess 
core gas using their Oh~ interstate capacity rights to California 
for resale, the utilities' sale of excess core gas would be 
subject to FERC jurisdiction, but that PG&E would comply with the 
applicable FERC regulations. SoCal replies that ORA misreads 
both its and PG&E's statements quoted above. SoCal asserts that 
it is consistent for PG&E to state that no excess sale will 
subject it to the jurisdiction of the FERC and for SoCal to state 
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that any sale is contingent upOn authorization ~f such sale bI 
the FERC but without affecting the status of SOCal under Sect on 
1(0) of the Natural Gas Aot (NGA). socal believes both· 
provisions to mean that excess sales will. be conducted in such a 
manner as to protect the Hinshaw exemption afforded the 
utilities under the NGA. . 

Bidding programs. _ 
Under the adopted rules, the utilities must provide sales of 
excess gas und~r a bidding program. DRA criticizes SoCal's 
requirements of prospective pa~icipants# which cAUses bidders to 
prequalify by meeting certain financial criteria and/or . 
submitting a security deposit as a prequ.alificationto bidding 
partioipation. DRA notes that SoCal offers no details on the 
standards or rationale for the.prequalification procedure, and 
that PG&E places n6 such requirements on prospective bidders. 

ORA is additionally concerned th~t, given the very limited 
disclosure on t~e socalprequalificAtion requirements, SOCal 
could potentially discriminate against certain participants, in 
its determination of which parties qualified. 

SOCal responds that its inclusion of.prequ~lification language 
will simplY allow it to establish a list of parties to be 
contacted in the event that an excess core gas sale appears 
necessary. SoGal states that given the time con~traints involved 
and the size of the possible transactions, it will be necessary 
for such parties to meet certain standards to be placed on such a 
list! so that it contacts only serious, financially capable 
part1es. 

Discussion 
The Commission has r~quired the utilities to fil~ tariffs 
outlining the sale of excess core gas. The tariffs would be . 
exercised in order to avoid contrActual penalties, which miqht 
otherwise be passed on to California ratepayers and shareholders. 
DRA's primary concerns' seek to modlfy the Commission's decisions 
ordering the utilities to file these tariffs. CACq recommends 
that DRA submit its concerns in a petition to modify the 
procurement decisions • 
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PINDINGS 
1. PG&E'S accounting' fee amounts to over $650,000 per l·ear for 
all customer identified gas sales customers. 

2. The purpose of PG&E's accounting 
administrative costs associated with 
maintenance of a separate accounting 
confidentiality. 

fee is to offset the 
the development and 
group to maintain price 

3. socal has deleted the brokerage fee from its targeted 
schedule to comply with Resolution G-2948. 

sales 

4. PG&E's customer identified gas schedulo erroneously limits, 
the service to Service Level 2 customers, excluding as-Available 
service to Service Level 3 customers. 

5. As-available transportation service is limited only to the 
amount of remaining, unused capacity. 

6. The alternateiuel requirem~nt is repealed {or those 
customers having installed facilities where use will be not be 
permitted due to air quality regulations. 

7. Customers with installed but unusable systems due to changed 
air quality regulations must curtail when requested to do so. 

8. PG&E has not included a Cogeneration Gas Allowance based on 
PG&E'S most recent ECAC proceeding in its supplemental 
procurement filing. 

9. PG&E has incluqed an updated Cogeneration Gas Allowance in a 
new advice letter filed in June. 

10. Implementation of the gas procurement decisiOns will occur on 
August 1, 1991. -

-
11. SoCal has omitted 1anguage required to forgive use-or-pay 
penalties as a result of an interruption caused on the interstate 
system. 

12. Standby service shall have the lowest priority during periods 
of curtailment and shall be curtailed prior to curtailment of the 
service levels. 

13. Standby service will be available to SL-l and SL-2 customers, 
but a balancing penalty will apply to SL-l when service is 
curtailed to SL-2. 

14. SoCal's Rule 23 does not require customers to balance 
deliveries and usage on a daily basis, except under curtailment 
conditions • 
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15. socai requires that customers balance deliveries and usage on 
A daily basis during a defined curtailment period! but will be 
allowed their monthly nomination limits plus the 0, tolerance 
band. 

16. SoCal custOmers may not trade imbalance quantities exceeding 
the 10\ tolerance band. 

17. SoCal's procurement filing continues to make a distinction 
between the P28 and industrial classes. 

18. SOG&E will credit surcharge revenues at the end of a 
ratemaking cycle, adding interest to the balance. 

19. The utilities submit copies of all contracts for noncore 
transmission service of less than five years to CACD. 

20. The utilities submit all contracts for noncore transmission 
service for greater than five years by advice letter. 

21. Fe~er than 10\ of socal's noncore transmission customers have 
negotiated transmission rates. 

22. SDG&E's proposed s~orage program erroneously exclUdes 
procurement customers from participation. 

23. The utilities may not use interstate capacity rights to 
transport excess gas. 

24. The utilities must transfer ownership of excess core gas at 
the pipeline receipt points out-of-state. 

CONCLUSIONS 
1. PG&E should establish a memorandum account to track the 
accounting fee associated with customer identified gas sales. 

2 •. PG&Eis accounting fee-account funds should be subject to 
refund, with interest calculated using the 3-month commercial 
paper rate. 

3. PG&Es' accounting fee rate design should be either a set 
customer charge or an hourly rate billed per transaction. 

4. PG&E's accounting fee, memorandum account, and rate design 
concerning this fee should be adjudicated in its TY'93 General 
Rate Case. 

5. PG&E should modify its customer identified gas schedule to 
provide as available transportation for Service Level 3-5 
customers • 
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6. PG&E should specify under its customer identified gas 
schedule that as-available service in only limited to the amount 
of unused capaoity remaining. 

7. PG&E and socal should clarify their d$scxlptlons of the 
conditions under which alternative fuel'requirements are required 
and not required. 

$. The utilities and customers should initiate conferences to 
develop proposals to refine the current rules for nominations and 
curtailments. 

9. socal should co~reot its schedules to reflect that use-or-pay 
penalties shall be forgiven due to a force majeure event occuring 
on either the interstate or the intrastate system. 

10. Socal should state in its Rule 23 that under a declared 
curtailment, customers will be r~quired to maintain a balance 
within their monthly nomination limits plus the 10% tolerance 
band. 

11. Socal should clarify its Rule 30 to state that customers may 
not trade imbalance quantities exceeding the 10\ tolerance band. 

12. The utilities should file tariffs. implementing rate design 
changes o~dered under D.91-05~039 no later than July 22, 1991, to 
become effective August 1, 1991 • 

13. SDG&E's method of distributing surcharge revenues complies 
with D.91-02-046. 

14. The uti~ities shoul~ file only those noncore transmission 
contracts of less than five years which contain negotiated 
transmission rates. 

15. SDG&E should revise its storage program to provide 
nondi.scriminatory serv"ice to both self-procuring and utility 
procurement customers • 
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that. 

1. Paoifio Gas and Eleotrio Company shall file 
revised advice letters and tariff sheets in 
compliancewlth the provisions 6f General Order 
96-A, consistent wlth each of the findings and 
conclusions listed above. 

2. Southern California Gas company shall file revised 
advice letters and tariff sheets in compliance with 
the provisions of.General Order 96-A, consistent 
with each of the findings and conclusions listed 
above. 

3. San Diego Gas and Electric Comp~ny shall flle 
revised advice letters and tariff sheets in 
compliance with the provisions of qeneral Order 
96-A, consistent with each of the findings and 
conclusions listed above. 

4. Pa9i(ic Gas and Electric Company, Southern 
California Gas Company, .and san Oe1go Gas and 
Electric.~6mpany shall file revised advice letter 
and tariff sheets five business days from the 
effective date of this resolution. 

5. PAcific Gas and Ele~tric Company Advice Letter 
16~4, Southern California GAs Company Advice Letter 
2009, and San Diego Gas and Electric Company Advice 
Letter 740-G and the respective tariff sheets shall 
be marked to show that they were supplemented. 

6. This Resolution is effective today. 

I hereby certify that ~his Resolution was Adopted by the Public 
Util~ties Commission at its regular meeting on July 24, 1991. 
The following Commissioners approved it: 

PATRICIA M. ECkERT 
PresIdent 

G. MITCHEll WlLK. 
JOHN 8. OHANIAN 

DANIEL Wen. FESSLf~ 
NORMAN O. SHUMWAY 

Commis.sJonen 
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xecutive Director 


