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- PUBLIC UTILITIES COHHISSION OF THE STAEE O? CALIFORNIA

COMMISSION ADVISORx '
AND COMPLIANCE DIVISION
Enexrgy Branch -

 RESOLUTION G-3021
_nzcmm 16, 1992

RESQLUZTION

RESOLUTION G-3021. PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY.
SUBMITS PROPOSED TARIFFS AND RULES: TO FULLY IMPLEMENT'

CAPACITY BROKERING RULES CONSISTENT WITH THE PROVISIONS
IN DECISIONS 92—07-025 AND 91-11—025- -

{BE ADVICE LBTTBR 1714-6, ?ILED ON AHGUST 12, 1992 '

SUMMARY

1. By Advice Letter 1714-G, £filed August 12, 1992, Pacific Gas
and Electric Company (PG&E) re%uests ap Eroval of its proposed
tariff schedules and rules to full ement the Capacity
Brokering program set forth in Decision (P.) 91=-11-025 and D.92=-
07-025. PG&E filed supplementary Advice Letter 1714-G-A on

October 2, 1992 which supplements and supercedes portions of
Advice Letter 1714~G.

2. This: Resolution conditionally approves Advice Letter 1714-~G
except for the rates and service agreements filed therein,
pending submittal and approval of .compliance tariffs filed
pursuant to the modifications oxdered in +his Resolution. The

- rates and service agreements contained ii “dvice Letter 1714~G -

and 1714-G-A will be reviewed in a subsequent Commigsion
resolution. , ,

3. The services and rates offered in the compliance tariffs
will not be available until capacity reallocation programs for
E)l Pas¢o Natural. Gas Company (El Paso) and Pacific Gas
Transmission Company (PGT) have been authorized by the Federal
Ener Regulatory Commission (FERC), the programs are in place,
@.contracts between PG&E. and its customers for interstate
- capacity arxe: accepted by the interstate pipelinea and effective.

o Commission ordered PG&E, San Diego Gas. and: Electric (SDG&E) and
g‘_,_Southern Californxa Gas~Company'(SoCaIGas) to file pro forma

In the Capacity Brokerrng policy decision, D.91-11-025, the
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tariffs for the implementation of capacity brokeringl of
utility interstate pipeline capacity. During subsequent
hearings in the Order Instituting Rulemaking (R.) 88-08-018
proceeding, parties discussed potential changes to the pro forma
tariffs and resolved outstanding issues. In the Capacity
Brokering implementation decision, D.92-~07-025, the Commission
modified and made additional program,changes‘to D.91-11-025.

The utilities were orderxed to file tariffs, by August 12, 1992,
identical to. the pro forma tariffs except to the extent changes

wexre required as set forth in D.92~07-025 or by orders of the
FERC. :

2. In the event the FERC approves the capacity reallocation
programs for one of the following interstate pipeline companies,
El Paso, Transwestexrn Pipeline Company (Transwestern), or

PGT, the Commission, by D.92-07-025, directs the utilities to
broker their firm interstate capacity rights on that one
authorized pipeline pursuant to the provisions of the Capacity
Brokering decisions, D.91-11-025 and D.92-07-025. Such a
scenario has been termed "partial implementation” of the -
Capacity Brokering program. Partial implementation of Capacity
Brokering requires tariffs to be modified to the extent that the
utility would operate with two sets of rules: one set would
govern brokering of firm interstate capacity over a gingle
serving interstate pipeline, the other set would be the
existing rules foxr customers receiving sexvice over the
*unbrokered™ interstate pipelines. Full implementation of the
Capacity Brokering program would occur following FERC approval
of capacity reallocation over all interstate pipelines serxving a

utility. In addition, full implementation would require many
modifications to the utilities’ existing tariffs.

3., On August 12, 1992, PG&E filed Advice Letter(A.L.) 1714-G
in compliance with D.92-07-025. The Commission Advisory and
Compliance Division (CACD) reviewed A.L. 1714=-G and requested
PG&E to file a supplemental ‘advice.letter containing additional
tariff. schedules, revised rates, and service agreements not
~included: in A.L. 1714-G. - oo

. 4. On October 2, 1992,.PGSE filed A.L. 1714=G-A as xe

‘ ‘ queqtéd*byf'-
. CACD to 'supplement and supercede:in part A.L. 1714-G. I

1 r"Capacity Brokering" refers to the method of soliciting
pre-arranged deals for interstate pipeline capacity. These
pre-arranged deals axe subject to a second round of bidding
after the pre-arrangements are posted on the interstate. .
pipeline’s electronic bulletin board. This second round of

- “bidding :is known' as capacity reallocation:and £s under the
- jurisdiction  of FERC. - . LT o

e
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5. In its review, CACD determined that PG&E had not filed
proposed tariffs for partial implementation. CACD requested
PG&E to file, by separate advice letter, its proposed tariff
schedules and rules under partial implementation of the Capacity
Brokering program. PG&E filed A.L. 1720«G on September 11,
1992, as requested by CACD. '

6. This Resolution addresses PG&E’s A.L. 1714-G and
sugplemental £filing A.L. 1714-G-A (A.L. 1714) which incorporates
full implementation of the Capacity Brokering program with the
exceoption of intrastate rates and service agreements which will
- be"reviewed in a subsequent Commission resolution. CACD will

: iddreqsﬁPG&E?Advice{Letterw1720¢Gfin:asaeparate resolution at a
later date. . . oo T T e g

1. ~ Public notice of A.L. 1714 wdsvmaderby publication in the
Commission calendar, and by PG&E”s malling copies to the sexvice

‘1ist of R.88-08~018 and to- all interested parties who requested
notification. - -~ - . : Lo

1. ThevEnergyv Minerals and ‘latural Resources Department and
the State Land Office of the state of New Mexico (New Mexico)

protested A.L. 1714-G on Septembexr 1, 1992. PG&E responded to
New”ngico!suprote;t on Septembe;,101'1992; :

2. Access Energy Corporation’ (Access) protested A.L. 1714-G on
Septembexr 1, 1992. 'PG&E responded to Access’ protest on
Septembex 10, 1992... = _ : I S

3. The Indicated ProducersfprotestedHA;Lw.1714-G'on September

1, 1992. ' PG&E responded to Indicated Producers’ protest on
September 10, 1992. _ o .

4. The California Industrial Group, California Manufactures
Association, and California League of Food Processors ,
(collectively known as CIG), protested A.L. 1714-G on August 31,
1992. PG&E xesponded to CIG's protest on September 10, 1992.

5.  The California Cogeneration Council (CCC) protested A.L.
1714-G in a letter dated September 1, 1992. Due t~ PGLE’s late
receipt of the CCC protest, PG&E filed its response to CCC’s
protest on September September 21, 1992. .

6.  The California Gas Marketers Group (Marketexs Group)
protested A.L. 1714-G on September 1, 1992. PG&E responded to
~the Marketers Group’s protest on September 14, 1992.

'7;7_bﬁ¥b¢£§5§rliz;~lQQ?}fCIG:proﬁéﬁtédf?G&ﬁﬁsqsuppieméntﬁl A.L.
1714~G=A.  PG&E xesponded to CIG’s protest on Octobexr 30, 1992.
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I. Core Aggreqation Program

Access claims that PG&E proposes. to incorrectly determine
the monthly allocation of capacity to core transport
aggregators(CTA’s). According to Access, PGAE assigned capacity
using a simple mathematical formula that did not take into
account the varying load profiles of the individual end users
comprising a CTA Group. Access proposed that the monthly
assignment to the CTA reflect the CTA Group’s aggregate
historical usage for the month in question.

Access argues that CTA’s should be allowed to elect the
extent to which a CTA will accept an allocation from PG&E,
before the allocation is made. In Ordering Paragraph (0.P.) 20
of D.92=07-025, Access believes the Commission intended that
CTA’s should be able to use alternative available capacity and
refuse capacity assignments from PG&E.

The Marketers Group requests that PGLE modify its
provisions regarding amortization ¢f the core purchased gas
account (PGA). When first developed the amoxtization period was
designed to mirrox the utility’s one-year amortization period
for the core PGA under the Annual Cost Allocation Proceeding
process. Now that PG4E uses a Biennial Cost Alleocation
Proceeding (BCAP), the Marketers Group request that the
amoxrtization period be extended to two years. The Marketers

Group have made a similar proposal in PG&E’s current BCAP,
Application (A.)91-11-001.

- In responsge to Access’ protest, PG&E notes that cagacity

allocation assigned to the CTA was approved in D.91-02-040 and

. was.not litigated in the Capacitg Brokering proceeding. PG&E
e

believes that the matter should addressed in another
‘proceeding. .

with respect to Access’ request to refuse a capacity
assignment, PG&E understood that O0.P. 20 of D.92-07-025 allowed
a CTA to use alternative capacity, but PG&E finds that D.92-07«
025-ad0pted PGLE’s proposal for assigning corxe capacity to the
CTA. PG&E believes that D.92-07-025 allows a CTA to broker its
direct. agsignment on the'secondary-open maxket and as a result
Accesa' requeat should be denied.

- " With respect to'the Marketers Group 8 p:otest PG&E noted
that the PGA refund’ is being addressed: in PG&E’s BCAP and was -
' net a subject: of this proceeding.

" .

CACD agrees with PG&E that CTAs will be assigned intexrstate
capacity based on the rules in D.91-02-040. CACD believes that
the capacity brokerxing proceeding only intended to modify core
aggregators rules to make the program function under FERC Order

6- rules. . 'FERC Order No. 636 prohibits direct assignments .
~;o£ capacity without presenting other intereated shippers an
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opportunity to bid on the capacity. The rules adopted in D.9)l-
11-025and D.92~07-025 modify the rules established in D.91=02-
040 to make possible direct assignments of a Local Distribution
Company’s firm interstate rights. The Commission did not intend
to modify the formula for determining how much capacity to .
assign to a CTA. This issue was not addressed in the Capacity
Brokering proceeding. - . '

With respect to Access’ request to refuse interstate
capacity assignments from PG&E, CACD does not interpret D.92-07-
025 to allow this. However, CACD notes that 0.P. 20 and
Conclusion of Law (C.0.L.) 28 of this decision allow a CTA to
secondarily broker its assigned interstate capacity rights. The
Commission allowed secondary brokering to help CTA’s in using
alternative capacity rights. If a CTA wishes to use alternative
capacity, it can secondarily broker its direct assignment,
recovering part or all of the associated capacity costs. The
CTA can then use any interstate capacity it so chooses. The CTA
will still be responsible to the utility for all costs.
asgociated with the interstate capacity it was assigned.

CACD recommends that Access’ protest be denied with respect
to its comments on the core aggregation program. ~However, CACD
does recommend that PG&E inform core customers who receive
direct assignments, that the customer will be required to sign
contracts with interstate-pigelineS-and PG&E for the capacity,
be responsible to PG&E for all applicable pipeline demand
charges associated with the capacity and be allowed teo
secondarily broker capacity with the limitations discussed
above. PG&E should modify Schedule G-CT, Experimental Core Gas
Transportation Service; G-NR3, Gas Transportation Service to
Large Nonresidential Core Customers; and othexr applicable corxe
rate schedules to comport with CACD’s request.

As the Marketers Group and PG&E note, the issue of the PGA
refund amortization period was addressed in PG&E’s BCAP, D.92-
10-051. 1In that decision, the Commission rejected the Marketers
Group’s. request and CACD notices that their protest is
inappropriate and should be denied. CACD reminds the Marketers
Group, that changes tOwrules.governing~coreaaggregation would
require a Petition to Modify of D.91-02-040 and subsequent
Commission Action. " - ' B '

II. | Inxe:imucuidelinéﬁ_for Partial Implementation

Indicatédﬂproducers;'CIG'and~the Marketers Group present

concerns with regard to partial implementation of Capacity
Brokering. = , o ' '

Indicated Producers raise concerns about PG&E’s Proposed
Interim Period Guidelines and the blending ¢f the existing rules
- and service options and those proposed in A.L. 1714-G.

‘ ‘ Althou§h5CIG‘dbpre¢£ates PG&E's~e£fortsfﬁo;providevan eaxrly
- indication as to-its plans in this regard, CIG finds PG&E’s
_supmary3inadgqugt9gfogﬁtg;iff;purpgsez;q cIG$oxprezsed1concerns
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about the firm surcharge/interruptible‘credit and abrogating
existing utility contracts.

The Marketers Group grotests PG&E’s intexrim period
guidelines as inadequate because of insufficient details. To
resolve issues related to the interim Eeriod, the Marketers
Group recommends that a workshop be held. In addition, they
express concexrns about the firm service Burcharge interruptible
credit, how interstate pipeline costs will be allocated to core
customers, intrastate transportation rates for interruptible
service, capacity assignment for core aggregators, and priority
of various customer classes for purpoees ©of curtailment.

~ PG&E. responda to CIG1 Indicated Producera and the Mhrketers
Group by noting that on Septembex 11, 1992, PGLE. would file .
proposed.- tar1££3 for partial implementation."'

' The concerns of the Indicated Producers, CIG and the
Marketers Group will be addressed by the Commission in a

- resolution for A.L. 1720-G.and 1720-G-A, which describe PG&E’S
proposed’ pa:tial implementation program. o

III. Load Aggregation

Indicated Producers note that PG&E did not include in A.L.
1714-G any provision for shippers other than customers to
receive unbundled noncore intrastate transmission service on
behalf of specified customers, as ordered in Appendix B of
Decision 91-11-025. Indicated Producers believe that the
utility’s treatment of aggregators is an important factor in the
competXtive marketplace. To this end, Indicated Producers argue
that PG&E should be directed to provide tariff schedules, rules,
and/or pro forma contracts for shippers who wish to aggregate
noncore customer transmission sexvice.

CIG notes that PGSE’s. tariffs do not contain any provisions
to allow shippers to aggregate their own rights when they have
‘geveral facilities on PG&E’s system. CIG regquests the
Commission to allow customers to aggregate their own rights when

they have multiple facilities through tariff language and
app icable agreements. ,

CIG recommends some language changes to the Balancing

Service Agreement to limit a cuatomers liability for unpaid
imbalance charges.

In responding. to CIG’s and Indicated Producers’ protests,
PG&E notes that it did not expressly include in its tariffs the
rights of shippers to aggregate use-or-pay and balancing
. requirements .because PG&E intends to handle such options in Lts
-standard- form contracts. . PG&E . intends to implement these

.‘/ .
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?G&Efalso‘tésponds,thaﬁ.CIG!s.recommended'language'for the
Balancing Service Agreement is acceptable.

Discussion

CACD agrees with Indicated Producers’ and CIG’s protest
that PG&E should include tariff language explaining what
portiong of a noncore customer’s service can be aggregated.
Also, CACD recommends that load aggregation be extended to
customexrs who own multiple facilities, as CIG requested. CACD

will address all service agreements in a subsequent Commission
resolution. : : '

CACD recommends that PG&E be required to file an advice
letter that includes tariff schedules and/or rules describing
load aggregation options and any necessary agreements. CACD
reminds PG&E that any rules or services offered must have @
supporting tariff language, and that service agreements are not
an acceptable. alternative.  Further, :CACD notes that PG&E did
: notaeven:fileﬂallvthegnaceqsar{;agreements to make its load
.. aggregation program operational. i ‘-l S

IV.  Utility Electric Gemeratfion

A. TUtility Electric Generation Department Contract

Under Schedule G-EG, PG4E’s Electric Generation department
~is not required to sign a service agreement. The Marketers
Group believes that PG&E‘’s electric department should be
required to sign a service agreement like all other noncore
customers. It notes that the Commission "[h]as stated in
nunerous decisions that the Utility Electric Generation (UEG)
department shall be treated like othexr noncore customers."

_PG&E responds that the section discussing the service -
agreement did not contain any language changes from PG&E’s.
current Schedule G-UEG.: The issue of a sexrvice agreement for
- its UEG was litigated.in the Gas Procurement Oxrder Instituting
Rulemaking (OIR) (D.90-09-089)  and, therefore,' remains IR
effective, accoxding to. PG&E.. . ' .0t o 0o

Discussgion

CACD finds PG&E’s zesponse reasonable. Neither D.92-11-025
nor D.92-07-025 addressed the need for a contract between PG&E
and its UEG, and, therefore, CACD recommends that the Marketers
Group’s protest be denied. However, CACD agrees with the
Marketers Group that PG&E’s UEG. should be treated like all other:
noncore c¢ustomers.. To. ensure that PGLE’s UEG is treated like
other noncore customexs, CACD recommends that imbalance penalty
- Charges mentioned in Schedule G-EG. should always apply to PG&E’s
. UEG department. - = - .- 0w Tt T
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B. UEG Coxe Subscription Limitations

In Schedule G-EG, Intrastate Gas Transportation for PG&E’s
Electric Generxation Department, PG&E’s UEG is required to reduce
its core subscription reservation to zero in the fifth year. .
CACD.recommends that PG&E modify this provision to comport with
Conclusion of Law. No. 15 of D.91=-11-025, which prohibits PG&E‘’s
- UEG from purchasing any core- subscription service in year five.

C. UEG Discounts

CCC requests that cogeneration rate schedules be amended
with a provision which ensures that any discount offered to a
UEG will also be offered to cogenerators. Appendix B of D.91l-
11-025 requires any discounts made to UEG interruptible rates
"to be offered to cogenerators, CCC notes.  PG&E has requested
the right to discount firm sexvice rates to its UEG in A.92-07-
049 and {f these discounts are permitted, CCC would want tariff
language requiring similar discounts to be offered to
cogenerators. - L -

CCC proposes tariff language to accomplish rate parity in
D.91-11-025.. CCC’s proposed language would be inserted in
. PG&E”s. Schedule G~CGS at the end of the paragraph entitled
. "Negotiable Options": : : : o

. ‘Any discounts for interruptible or firm service offered
to PG&E’s electric department shall also be offered to
cogenerators. - .

In responding to CCC’s protest, PGLE noted "(t]here is no
provision in D.91-11-025,. D.92~7-025, oxr any other decision,
allowing PG&E to disc¢ount intrastate gas transportation service
to its electric department. Until the Commission xrules on
Application 92-07-049, PG&E cannot discount intrastate gas
- transportation service to its: electric department. PG&E’s
. tariff filing does not require amendment ox modification.*

, L

CACD agrees that PG&E should clarify that rate parity
between PG&E’s UEG and cogeneration customers will include any
discounts obtained by the UEG as stated in Appendix B of D.91=
11-025. Therefore, CACD:recommends that PG&E insert the

language proposed by CCC into PG&E’s schedules for cogeneration
customers and its .UEG. -

Further, CACD believes that in order to maintain rate
parity, any discounts offered for intrastate transportation
sexrvice to UEG customers should be offered contemporanecusly to
cogeneration customers. CACD interprets rate parity to mean
'~ that the average rate.paid by all UEG customers would be equal
to the average rate paid by all cogeneration customers. PG&E
-should . include langquage 'in its UEG rate schedule explaining that
anyﬂd;scountﬂofiexed%tqgthe;UEG“fqrkintraatatemtransportatgon; .
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should be offered contemporaneously to cogeneration customers.
CACD also recommends that PG&E be required to file a separate
advice letter to. accomplish contemporaneous rxate parity between
UEG claas average rates and cogeneration class average rates.

v. Credlt,foraInteratate~Pipeline Demand1Chaxges'£or Long-
Term‘Contract Customers

The Marketers Group argues that the credit given’to long-
term contract customers should be extended to all customers.

The credit is contained in PG&E’s tariff GC-2, Long=-Texm
Intrastate Transportation Service, exception number two and is a
‘rate reduction that reflects the amount of interstate pipeline
capacity the customer has obtained separate from PG&E.
According to the Marketexs Group, the credit for pipeline
capacity should apply to all customers prioxr to the onset of the
Commission's partial implementatlon program.

' PG&E responded that the Marketers Group did not request any
changes to Schedule GC-2, but instead raised concerns regaxrding
the double demand . charge issue. PG&E noted that this ilssue was
addressed by D.92-07=025 which established a tracking account

for. double-demand: chargos and delayed disburaement until further
Commission action. SR c , _

Rigcussion .

In the Marketers Group 8 protest, CACD finds no request to
medify schedule GC~2, but rather a request to modify a
Commis~ion decision. The Marketers Group requested that all
customwss’ rates be unbundled and that they be unbundled before
partial implementation for those customers who acquire their own
interstate pipeline capacity. As PGEE noted in its response,
the Commigsion addressed the issues by establishing “tracking
accounts for interstate demand charges paid by noncore customers
who do not use utility-held interstate pipeline facilities.”
(D.92-07-025, p- 53) The Commission clarified its intent in
D.92-11-014: "(b]y authorizing the establishment of the
tracking account, we merely recognized the doctrine of
retroactive ratemaking, and provided parties a vehicle for
possible future recovery in their intrastate transportation
rate. In D,92-07-025, we deferred determination. of the
allocation of the tracking account dollars among customer
classes pending each utility’s cost allocation
proceeding.“(n 92 11-014, pp. 1=2) ‘

The: Marketers Group 8 protest issue has. already been.

addressed by the Commission and, therefore, CACD ‘recommends that
‘the protest £ssue be denied.

vI,' : Exceas Core Capacity

92—07-025 allows PG&E. to- brokex. excess coxe lnterstate
pipolino capacity, however, Indicatod Producers found no such
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provision in PG&E’s tariff Rule 21.1, Use of PG&E’s Firm
Interstate Rights, which will govern how excess coxe capacity
will be brokered. Indicated Producers expressed concern that
core excess capacity may not be assignable at a predictable
level because of the core’s need for absolute reliability.
"Specifically, the Indicated Producers recommend that PG&E
prescribe a standard by which it will determine whether or not
to broker excess core capacity, the term for which such capacity
will be brokered, and a statement describing the level of
reliability associated with brokered excess capacity. At a
minimum, if PG&4E is unable to define contours of the brokering
rogram for excess core capacity, it should make cleaxr in the
grokering process whether an assignee will be receiving all or a
poxrtion of excess core capacity. In addition, shippers seeking
. to. acquire brokered capacity should be given the opportunity to

reject an assignment of excess core capacity in favor of
unsubscribed noncoxe capacity."

PG&E responded that, "Rule 21.1 is intended to describe the
mechanisms of brokering interstate pipeline capacity that is not
needed by PGAE. This includes capacity in excess of what PG&E
needs to sexve the core and core subscription classes, as well
as. capacity that is temporarily excess within the reservation
for the core and corxe subscription classes.”  PG&E noted that
there will be no difference in reliability or service between
excess. core and noncore capacity as long as the other factors
associated with the capacity match a shippers needs. PG&E . -

. ‘believed that there was no need to further describe the capacity
available for'brokexing. .~ . = L7 PO . -

o

CACD agrees with PGE&E. that the utility should not
differentiate how it brokers excess core and noncore capacity.
CACD recommends that Indicated Producer’s protest be denied.

In D.92-07-025, utilities were required to credit, on a pro
rata basis, revenues received £xom brokering excess core and
noncore interstate cagacity. In its Preliminary Statement, PG&E
included entries to allow crediting of excess core and noncore
cagacity»to-the Core Fixed Cost Account(CFCA), the Core-~
Subscription Pipeline Demand Chaxge (CSPDC) Ac¢count and the
Interstate Transition Cost Surcharge (ITCS) Account. .CACD
recommends that PGSE modify these entries to reflect that they
are. a pro rata share of all revenues received from brokered

excess interstate pipeline capacity. =~

ViI.  ITCS

CIGC protests PG&E’s method for calculating and recording
stranded pipeline demand chaxges. According to CIG, PG&E’s
method will xesult in noncore customers bearing all stranded.
.. pipeline demand charxges. In D.92=-07-025 C.0.L. No. 12, the
.,.cOm%isSionﬂallqwsfa/portionjof;the.ITCS to be borne by coxe’
CUBTOMOXS.. -0 "o e T T
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Further,'CIGvbeliéves that PG&E makes premature references
in its Preliminary statement about recovering the ITCS from.
noncore customers because D.92-07-205 allows a portion of

stranded interstate pipeline demand charges to be borne by the
core.

In its xesponse, PG&E explained that D.92-07-025 required
utilities to include stranded ¢osts in its ITCS account for
recovery under established ratemaking mechanisms. PG&E
explained that the allocation factors used were only for the
purpose of recording costs not recorded in the core and core
subscription balancing accounts.  PG&E notes that the recoxded
entries. in the ITCS. account establish- the amount of costs to be
recovered in the future, not which customers should bear the
costs. T e T L T

Riscuseion :

While CACD agrees with CIG that D.92-07-025 does allow a
portion of stranded costs to be allocated to the ¢core, CACD does
not agree with CIG’s assertion that PG&E’s proposed accounting
prevents subsequent allocation of costs to the core. CACD notes
that D.92-07-025 requires the utilities to establish accounting
mechanisms to allow future recovery of stranded costs. CACD

believes that PG&E’s accounting for stranded interstate pipeline
demand charges is reasonable and that CIG’s protest be denied.

Unlike SoCalGas and SDG&E, PG&E did not include references
in any noncore rate schedule to the ITCS account. CACD
interprets D.92~07~025 as requiring references in each noncore
rate schedule to the ITCS account and the actual surcharge
should appear in PG&E’s tariffs. 1In discussions with PGSE, the
utility stated its preference £or a single line entry that
refers noncore customers to the Preliminary Statement where the
- ITCS account is detailed. CACD believes that PG&E’s proposal is
reasonable as long as the utility explicitly states in each
. noncore rate schedule that each customer will be charged an ITCS
' gnd“theflevel of the surcharge i{s detalled in the Preliminary

tatement. . - o oL

VIIX. Firh-Surcharge/Ihterruptible Ctedit.Account

As a result of full implementation of Capacity Brokering,
the Firm Surcharge/Interruptible Credit (FS/IC) will be
abolished and any balance in the account will be credited to
interruptible customers (Service Levels 3 through 5). CIG
protests PG&E‘s tariff provision that states that disposition of
the balance is detexmined in a: subsequent BCAP. CIG notes that
D.92-07-025 requires PG&E to refund any balance in the account
when the full implementation program starts.

PG&E responds that it does not agree with CIG’s interpretation
of D.92-07~025. In particular, PG4E.does not interpret that
D.92~07-025 required utilities to-refund the.balance in the
Fs%;c;gccountgoutaidepoflqﬁsubsequentLBACP;p PG&E f£inds that the
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decision does not clearly address when the refunds should be
distributed and that the BCAP is. the appropriate forum. PG&E.
did agree to clarify its text.to assure CIG and others, that

PG&E is not ‘attempting to. determine the allocation of the
‘bslance in the account._ _ .

Discussion

CACD -does not agree with CIG that D.92-07-025 requires an
immediate refund of FS/IC account. Nowhere in D.91-11-025 or in
D.92-07=025 does the Commission imply that the balance in the
FS/IC account must be distributed outside of a BCAP. In D.92-
07-025, the Commission does clarify that the balance must be
returned to the customexs using the appropriate service when the
surcharge was collected. As PGLE agreed to in its response,
CACD recommends. that' tariff language in the Preliminary
- Statement be changed: to assure customers that PG&E is not
attempting to-detexrmine how to allocate the balance in the FS/IC

, account. Caco recommends that CIG’s protest be otherwfse

’Ix. | Pull Requirements

CIG argues that PG&E is changing the definition of full
requirements. In Schedule G-FTS, Firm Intrastate Gas
Transportation Service to Noncore Commercial/Industrial
Customers, PG&E proposes that customers taking part of their
service under G~ITS, Interruptible Intrastate Gas Transmission
Service to Noncore Commercial/Industrial Customers, can not be
full requirements customexs. Similarly, PG&E. proposes to
eliminate the full requirements option.from schedule G-ITS. CIG
notes that the changes to G-FTS were not in PG&E’s pro forma

tariffs: and that the changes to G-ITS are inconsistent with
rules adopted in D. 90 09- 089

CIG requests that PG&E remove the prohibition from Schedule
G-FIS and make full requirements an option in Schedule G-ITS.

PG&E responded that it was not changing the definition of
full rezuirements in policy or position, but instead is
attempting to clarify language in PG&E’s existing tariffs. DPG&E.
noted that the proposed definition of full requirements prevents
customexrs from using G-ITS, because the definition is based on
. the fact that all the load at a customer’s facility is met by
the utility. Sexvice under G-ITS will be the equivalent to
Sexvice Level- 5 under the: current Procurement rules which does
~ not have a full requirements option. -Hence, PG&E did not

. provide full requirements ‘as.. an,option when - it developed GQITSZ
_ service.A;~._ S :

A.full rezuirements customer is. defined as a ‘customer who

: uses on1y~util Tty transported natural gas to meet her fossil
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fuel requirements.' An interruptible customer, by definition,

does not have to use utility transported natural gas. to meet her
fossil fuel needs.

CACD believeS-thdt PG&E’s changes comport with D.91-11-025,
0.92-07-025 and rules established in OIR Procurement
proceedings. CACD does not understand what benefit CIG sees in
having the full regquirements option for an interruptible
customer. Under PG&E’s proposed interruptible schedule, G-ITS,
no penalties are apglied to customers based on usage which is
the applicable penalty that is waived for customers using the
full requirements option and firm sexvice. CIG asked for a
service option that does not provide any benefits.‘

In eddition, CIG’s argument shows & misunderstanding of the
definition of full requirxements and its request for full
requirements for intexruptible customers would not follow the
definitions, services and options the Commission has adopted in -
both Capacity Brokering and OIR Procurement proceedings. CACD

- recommends. that CIG’s protest be denied with- ‘xespect to full
requirements. ‘

In PG&E’s core subscription rate schedule, PG&E included
two 14% penalties for customers who fail to curtail sexrvice
during a curtailment. One of the péenalties was to be applied to
the procurement portion of core subscription and the other for
transporting gas during a curtailment. While a curtailment
penalty has been authorized for customers who cease to transport
gas during a curtailment period, the Commission has not
authorized a curtailment penalty for the procurement portion of
core subscription..  CACD recommends that PG&E be required to o
_“eliminate the l4%: curtailment penalty ‘ralated.to procurement. and

- move: the 1l4% penalty for. transporting gas to the applicable o
:_transportntion schedule. R e > _

,X;%vfs"~Curtnilmentsfw-.

"~ A. Curtaiiment Blocks

Indicated Producers requested clarification of the
justification for moving customers among the rotating blocks in
PG&E’s proposed tariffs and when such moves might take place.

Ingicated Producers were interested in seeing nondiscriminatory
rules. : . :

PGSE responded that customexs would only be moved when

: chnnges in customer usage result in blocks that are no longexr of
~equal demand.'. PG&E anticipated: that such: moves. would most
filikely occur after~e biennial open season., oL
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CACD recommends that PG&E address the Indicated Producers
concerns by expanding PG&E‘s tariff language describing
curtailment blocks forxr.firm noncore customers. CACD would
require PG&E to describe how customerxs would be.placed in
blocks, how PG&E will randomize the customer location in the
curtailment queue  and under what conditions PG&E will move -
customers between blocks. ' S .

B. Discounted Interruptible Rates and Curtailments

CCC found PG&E’s definition for the "percentage of default
rate" inadequate. It believes the definition should be included
in Rule 1 of A.L. 1714-G. In addition, CCC suggested a
methodology or definition: The percentage of default rate
should be calculated by dividing the average rate paid. by the.
customer by the average rate the customer would have paid absent
any discounts. CCC provided exemplary tariff language.

PG&E does not object to defining "percentage of default
rate," however, PG&E does object to CCC’s proposed definition.
Accorxding to PG&E, CCC’'s definition is confusing and complex.
PG&E believes that CCC was inaccurate in its use of terms and
should not include fixed charges. PG&E suggested that
perxcentage of default rate should be the rate specified in the

_customer’s Natural Gas Sexvice Agreement divided by the tariff
rate specified in the customer’s. applicable rate schedule. PGLE
also suggests that the definition more appropriately belongs in .
Rule 14, Interruption or Curtailment of Natural Gas Sexvice.

o ecton

In meetings with CACD, PG&E proposed a methodology for
calculating an interruptible customer’s percent of default rate.
PG&E’s proposed methodology is based on only those volumetric
transportation charges subject to discounting. CCC’s proposed
methodol is based on both fixed and volumetric chaxrges. CACD
agrees with CCC that the percent of default rate should be based
on the total of both fixed and volumetric charges. CACD also
believes that all utilities should use the same methodology for
this calculation. Therefore, CACD recommends that PGLE add a
definition of the percent of default rate to Rule 14 as follows:

Percent'of'deféﬁlt rate<shnll bé calcula:ed as £6llowsz

a. The customer’s total transmission charges, including.

. any demand charges or other non~volumetric chaxges:
undex the 'applicable noncore rate schedule, based on
the customer’s prior l2-month’s historical consumption;
divided by, . .~ L o oo L o
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b. The t6ta1Ttariffed'rate that the"custémer would-have
paid absent any discqunt.

PG&E should explain that for customers with individual
demand forecasts adopted through a cost allocation proceeding,
percentage  of default rate should be based on the most recently
- adopted forecast rather than historical consumption.

C. Pro Rata Cﬁrtiilmeﬁt of Interruptible Customers

According to D.91-11-025, ¢curtailment of interruptible
customers should be based on the pexcentage ¢of default rate
paid. Customers paying the same percentage of default rate
would be curtailed pro rata if ‘all customers in the class were
not curtailed fully. Pursuant to D.91l-11-025, p. 27, ‘
curtailment on a pro rata basis means that customers will be
curtaliled on an equal percentage.

In discussions with CACD, the three utilities (PG&E, SDGAE
and SoCalGas) have all indicated that pro rata curtailment as
adopted in D.91~11-025 is not operationally feasible. The
utilities state that they do not have the ability to partially
curtail a customer’s service, and that they can only turn the
customer’s service off-completel{. If this reasoning is
correct, than the utilities should have come forward in a more
timely fashion through a Petition to Modify of D.91-11-025 ox
should have stated this in the sec¢ond phase of the capacity
brokering;groceeding which was intended to-imglement policies
developed in D.91-11-025 and which led to D.92«07~025. CACD
reminds the utilities that they must comply with all Commission
directives. CACD believes it is imprudent and unreasonable for
the utilities to include language in their curtailment rules
which they are unable to implement. It is also not reasonable
for the utilities to tell CACD they do not intend to implement
language contained in their tariffs. Where such compliance is-
not feasible, the utilities have the responsibility to seek
changes to clarify rules adopted by the Commission.

Currently, PG&E proposes to curtail interruptible customers
on a rotating block basis when customers pay the same pexcentage
of default rate. CACD recommends that PG&E modify the .~
.apg:opriate*aections~o£~ita curtailment rule to comport with
D.91=11-025 provisions regarding pro rata curtailment of
interruptible customers. . : S

D. Recelpt Constraint at Interconnection Points

CIvarotests-PG&E's~new proposed procedures for addressing
constraints at interconnection points. The procedures were not
included in PG&E’s pro forma tariffs and CIG states that D.92-

07=025 expressly approved PG&E’s . proposed procedures.  CIG
believes that PG&E should follow the procedures established for
. SoCal'Gas. in C.0.L. No.:231n D.92-07-025.. = ' ..~ SR

[
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PG&E responds that the new provision is in response to
¢.0.L. No. 22 in D.92-07-025 which states that "PG&E should give
priority to firm intrastate transportation customers over Line

300. rather than to interruptible intrastate customexs using the

El Paso system or customers who substitute new capacity foxr El.
Paso capacity." PG&E claims that C.0.L. No. 23 does not apply
to. PG&E. .. SR S }

Riscussion

CACD agrees with PGSE that C.0.L. No.23 in D.92-07-025 does

. not apply to PG&E. The Conclusion of Law responds to an issue

that SoCalGas claimed was. specific to:.its system. CACD £finds

- that' PG&E’s. interpretation of .C.0.L. No. 22 is reasonable. CACD
recommends that CIG’s protest be denied.. .- : ,

E. Assigoment of Pirm‘Rights

CIG protests PG&E’s provision that only customers using an
equivalent amount of gas can have their assignments be effective

- the next delivery day. Accoxding to CIG, D.92-07-025 rejected

PG&E’8s requirement of 72 hours notice for assignments to become
effective when assignment takes place between customers actually
using gas. CIG would like assignments to take place the next
delivery day when customers are actually using-:gas, not just
equivalent volumes of gas. ' _

The MarketerslGrou -aiﬁo‘protests.the next delivery da
provision and believe that all trades should.be processed the
next delivery day when the customer who is trading firm capacity

rights is using at least as much gas as the capacity being
traded. , :

In the proposed rules governing the assignment of firm
rights, PG&E requires assignees -using f£irm rights associated
with core subscription service to purchase the associated core
subscription volumes. The Marketers Group believes that such
trades should not require the assignee to purchase the
associated volumes.  PG&E is protected because the take-or-pay

- obligations will continue to apply under the assignor’s coxe

subscription contract. ."Whether the assignee purchases the .
assignor’s core subscription gas should be a matter of contract

bet:gzn the assignor and the assignee, and not a part of PG&E’s
tar o o ) ' .

The Marketers Group notes that PG&E promises to give
customers as much notice ¢of an impending curtailment as is
reasonably possible. It objects to PGLE’s 72 hour processing
time for assigning firm rights between customers before a
curtailment. - PG&E makes no commitment to providing sufficient
advance notice of a ‘curtailment and, therefore, the Marketers -

~ Group argues that the minimum advance notice for a trade should
-ﬂ.bepfixedvatﬁ48:hours,pexcepthwhen;thewt:ade'occu:g'between K

A uququmgrswgctual1yjugiqg¥9939 i&._ﬂ
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PGLE responded to CIG’s protest by noting that, "the
Commission recognized that minimizing disruptions during a
curtailment was of paramount importance, and if a customer were
not using gas at the start of a curtailment, than having another
customer use those "rights" to burn gas: immediately would
exacerbate an already grave. situation.” . PG&E believed that
requiring equivalent volumes for next day trades follows the

gpifig of the Commission’s decision and CIG’s protest should be
enied. ‘ o

In response to the Marketers CGroup’s protest, PG&E stated
that it had no objections to allowing trades to be effective the
next delivery day if the customexr trading its firm rights is
using at least as much gas as the capacity being traded.

With respect to the Marketers Group’s remaining protest
issues, PG&E noted that nothing in D.92-07-025 required PG&E to
change the objectionable -issues which appeared in PG&E’S pro
forma tariffs.. Therefore, Commission directive allows PG&E to
‘include the proposed provisions in its final tariffs.

Discussion

CACD agrees with CIG and the Indicated Producers that PG&E
should modify the provisions regarding which trades between
customers will become effective the next delivery day. PG&E
agreed to the Indicated Producers’ proposal that when the
assignor in the trade uses more gas than the assignee those
trades should be processed by the next delivery day. CACD
believes that this modification allows customers to receive the
benefits from trades sooner and allows PG&E to plan reasonably
-the number of customers it will need to curtail. If CIG’s
proposal were accepted in full, it is possible that PG&E would
experience insufficient load relief from a curtailment, thus,
exacerbating the situation. CACD recommends that PGLE modif
its tariffs to comport with the Indicated Producexs’ proposal.

CACD agrees with PG&E that D.92-07-025 only modified the 72
hour notice for trades occurring between customexs actually
using gas. The Indicated Producers protested the period as
being too long, it suggests a 48 hour period for processing
trades. CACD believes that the Indicated Producers had ample
opportunity to address this issue in D.92-07-025 because the 72
hour notice was included-in PG&E’s pro forma tariffs filed in
the proceeding. CACD recommends that the Indicated Producer’s

protest be denied with respect to- shortening processing time to
" 48 hours. ; ‘ :

However, CACD agrees with Indicated Producers that
requiring customers to accept associated gas when they are using
core subscription customers firm rights is unreasonable. The
Commission intended that assignment of £irm rights to be a
- mechanism to increase flexibility during a curtailment. PGiE’s

requirement of taking: a core subscription customer’s associated
_ gas: when using their rights frustrates.the mechanism. PGLE is
~+ assured-of cost recovery for gas-volumes not used during.a . .

=17




Resolution G-3021° -
PG&E/A.L. 1714-G and 1714-G-A/jol

curtailment because customers have take-or-pay.obligations
associated with core subscription service. CACD recommends that
PG&E remove any .special requirements for customers using the

firm intrastate rights of a core subscription customer during a
curtailment. '

CACD believes that allowing transfers between f£irm and
interruptible customers could result in a revenue shortfall.
This revenue shortfall would be caused by the trer ler of firm
curtailment xights to an interruptible customer wi pays a
discounted transportation rate. The interxuptible customex
would be curtailed at a lowex priority level and, therefore, any
additional revenue which could have been collected from the firm
intrastate customer would be lost. The revenue shortfall
incurred would have to be allocated to all customers. In order
to avoid this revenue shortfall allocation and still maintain
the flexibility of transferring curtailment priorities among
intrastate customers, CACD ‘believes that the customer who ‘

- xeceives the transfer of firm curtailment rights should be
required to pay the higher of the two otherwise -
.applicable rates. = T L

F. Curtailment of CustomerQOwned G&s

The Marketers Group protests PG&E’s rule allowing it to
curtall customer-owned gas, "[i]f accepting that gas would
require PG&E to purchase gas. that it would not purchase
otherwise, or if it would cause PG&E to incur any additional gas
costs.” Elsewhere in PG&E’s curtailment. rules, PGLE is
prohibited from curtailing customer-owned gas as an economic
supply option for the core. The Marketers Group believes that
PG&E. should not be granted the "unbridled discretion™ to curtail
customexr-owned gas to provide economic benefit to the core.

. PG&E responds that this rule had not been changed in the
Capacity Brokering proceeding. PG&E notes that the rule did not
not prevent a customer from receiving nominated gas nor does it
allow PG&E to divert gas. According to PG&E, the section
protects PG&E from being forced to- accept a nomination for gas
vhen the gas would'cause PG&E to incur additional gas puxchase
costs. Therefore, PG&E believes that the Marketers Group’s

. .suggestion should be.disregarded. - e

In its response PGE&E noted that the provision was not

specifically modified by either Capacity Brokering decision and,
therefore, the protest should be denied. However, CACD

interprets the rules in Appendix B, of D.91-11-025 to prevent

curtailing a noncore customers transportation because it would

result in increased purchase gas costs to PG&E. CACD believes

provisions in AppendixyBuprohibitigg the utilities from using

involuntary diversions as an economic supply source logically

- extend to curtailments. . PG&E did not provide a clear and .
convincing situation-when a customer’s nomination of gas would

-18-
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result in’ PG&E'B having'increased purchused'gae costs. CACD.
recommends that the Maxketers Group’s.protest be accepted and
» that PG&E ' xemove this provision from its curtailment rule-.

G. Curtailment of Balancingiservice

The Marketers Group requests that PG&E should clarxify that
a curtailment of balancing service does not require a customer
to be in perfect balance at the end of the month. According to
the Marketers Group, D.92-07-025 (at p. 36), allows customers to

have imbalances during a curtailment period as long as they are
within the ten percent tolerance band.

In response, PG&E notes that the ten percent tolerance band
provision is included'in its. Schedule G~BAL, Gas Balancing'
‘.Service for Intrastate Transportation Customers.,” and that G-BAL

. is’a - more: appropriate place- than PG&E's curtailment rule, Rnle
14, for the provieion.‘w;~, P L :

s CACD believee that PG&E has addressed the Marketere~Group 8
request: in its G-BAL Schedule. . CACD' recommends that the
'Marketers Group 8 requeet be denied._ .

H. Voluntary Divereions |

The Marketers Group notes that PG&E does not describe when

and in what sequence voluntary gas diversions will be used to
meet core needs during a curtailment.

PG&E responded,h"[u]nless otherwise agreed to by contract
with end-usexs, voluntary‘gaa diversions will ‘be used under the
same circumstances ae, but prior to," involuntory diversions.

. ‘

CACD finds PG&E’s response to the Marketers Group’s concern
adequate, but CACD does not find PG&E’s description of Voluntary
Diversions and Voluntary Core Protection Purchase(VCPP)
-.Arrangements adequate.  CACD recommends that PG&E modify Rule

14, Interruption or Curtailment of Natural Gas Service, sections
G and L to reflect the three types of diversions PG&E is

authorized to perxform and when those diversions are applicable,
as detailed in Appendix B of D. 91-11-025.

CACD interprets Appendix B of D 91-11-025 as allowing three
types of diversions to be used in two different curtailment
situations. When a customer’s service 1s curtailed at the
delivery point. and PGS&E does not need the gas to meet core
. needs, PG&E may enter into a Voluntary Diversion Agreement with
~ the customex.. . The utility is allowed to purchase the customers

‘gas as: long as. the price 8. less than what the utility would payj
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1f the customer had been involuntarily diverted. CACD posits
this type of diversion is intended to allow the utility and the
customer to derive potential benefits from the curtailment. The
utility has the opportunity to acquire gas that would be less
expensive than other supplies to meet core demand, even though
core service. is not threatened with a curtailment. The’
curtailed customer can alleviate themselves of potential
imbalance charges and recoup some of their gas costs.

In a situation where the utility is about to curtail
customers’ service to use thelr gas to meet c¢ore needs, the
utility is authorized to effectuate VCPP agreements. VCPP
agreements were designed to provide core supplies at the time of
curtailment for a price less than utilities have to pay to
involuntary divert customers. - If VCPP agreements do not provide
enoughrgas to/meet core needs, the utility is authorized to
involuntarily divert gas.. The price to be paid for -
igvoluntary diversions is established in Appendix B of D.91l-l1l-
025. C o

CACD recognizes that curtailments are periods of crisis for
a utility and that conditions may warrant departing from the
above Commission directives, and that such actions will be
subject to reasonableness review.  CACD believes the Commission
did not intend that the-utilities use diversions of any 'type .
simply because diversions: may provide the most economic ¢ore
supply option.. .. oo . o SRR

X. Balancing Service Penalty

CIG protests the method PG&E uses to determine which
volumes fall outside the tolerance band and are subject to the
curtailment balancing penalty charge. ' Unlike SoCalGas, CIG
notes, PG&E does not intend to read customer’s meters both

before and after the curtailment period. Rather, PGLE plans on

using average daily usage to determine which, if any volumes,
are subject to a penalty. -

CIG requests that the Commission require PGLE to base

- penalties on actual usage. Additionally, CIG believes that the
$1 pexr therm penalty should be eliminated from the tariffs. CIG

notes that D.92-03-091 reinstated the altexnative fuel

requirement which was eliminated in Resclution G=2948.

Resolution G-2948 replaced the alternative fuel requirement with

the penalty and as a result of the alternative fuel requirement

ggéygvreinstatedy the penalty should be eliminated according to

In its response, PG&E notes that the penalty was not
discussed in either phase of the Capacity Brokering proceeding
and, thexefore, no basis exists for eliminating the penalty.
PG&E notes that most of its noncore customers have electronic .
metering which obviates the-need to manually read meters hefore
~and .after.a curtailment. PG&E disagrees.with CIG7 s . = . .

. characterization of the penalty as a trade~off for the alternate
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stuel requirement and PG&E notes that the penalty was reaffirmed
in its. most‘recent BCAP, D.92-03-091.

CACD believes PG&E’s method of determining volumes that
fall outside of the tolerance band and would be. subject to
curtailment pendlties is reasonable.

The elimination of the $l1 per thexm curtailment penalty was
not discussed in eithex Capacity Brokering decision and,
therefore, CACD recommends that CIG’s protest be denied. In
D.92-03-092, the Commission eliminated the alternative fuel
requirement and increased the curtailment penalty to- $16 pex
therm. The decision sgmgended those changes until further

consideration {n the limited acope'proceeding in OIR 86-06~006
as. ordered by D. 92-03-091. ‘ B

CACD reminds CIG that protests to advice letters are not

the‘appropriate method for changing Commiesion policy deveIOped
'in other. proceedings.n:""‘

XI. Rnlee~Governing Capacity Brokering

A. Additional Comments on Capacity Brokering Rule

CACD believes that Rule 21.1, Use of PG&E’s Firm Interstate
Rights, is not sufficiently detailed to provide customexrs with a
clear understanding of Capacity Brokering - In its Rule 21.1
CaCD recommends that PG&E address the following issues:

A. Brokering of capacity for lees than one month.
B. Detailed explanation of relinquishements and its affect
upon . -Capacity Brokering. -
. C. Explain how -and when pool transfers will occur.
"~ D. Minimum acceptable bid to PG&E.
E. How PG&E will comply with D.92-02-042 which ‘xequires
PG&E»to reject unredsonably low bidz-

o In addition, CACD recommends other chenges to Rule 2 -1 indthis
_Reeolution-,"« IR o '

B.' Direct Ansignments

CIG found PG&E’s description of direct assignments of
interstate capacity without competitive bidding too vague. CIG
believes that direct assignments are possible and does not
oppose them as: long as, the aasignments are nondiscriminatory.

Indicated Producers. protest the section of Rule 21.1 that -
allowa PG&E. to directly'assign interstate capacity to a customer .
~ without competitive bidding. Indicated Producers. find no - - - -
;authority in.either Dv91—ll 025 oxD. 92 07 025 for PG&E to '
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directly assign capacity. Further, Indicated Producers object
to the vaque c¢ondition under which PG&E would make such
assignments. Indicated Producers request that this provision
should be removed fxrom PGSEE’s tariffs. .

The Marketers Group objects to PG&E’s provisions to
directly assign interstate pipeline capacity to customers of its
choice. The only direct assignments to be allowed should be to
core aggregators according to the Marketers Group. Allowing
other direct assignments would not follow the Commission’s
intent expressed in the Capacity Brokering decisions and FERC
Oxdexr No. 636. The Marketers Group is concerned that PG&E would
directly assign capacity to PGLE’s electric department. To
prevent such abuse, the Marketers Group requests that PGLE
include tariff provsions limiting direct assignmests to core
aggregatora only and requiring non-discriminatory capacity
allocation for all other capacity not reserved for the core.

CCC protests PGLE’s provisions allowing for direct
assignment of intexstate capacity without a competitive bid.
CCC believes that any assignments made without competitive bids
would only frustrate the Commission’s efforts in creating a
competitive market for gas. If the Commission is unwilling to
eliminate the direct assignments, then the Commission must

require PG&E to offer equivalent direct assignments for UEGs and
cogeneration customers. '

PG&E responded to CIG’s, Indicated Producers’, CCC’s and
the Marketers Group’s protests that direct assignments would be
used to provide corxe capacity to core aggregators, large. core
transportation customers and wholesale customers. According teo
- PG&E, nothing in Rule 21.l1 is designed to frustrate the intent

of .CCC’s. and PG&E’s. Joint Recommendation on: Notice of UEG -
Interstate Sexvice Elections. . - S S

. o

CACD notes that D.91-11-025 and D.92~07-025 prohibit PG&E
from directly assigning capacity to noncore customers but allow
PG&E to directly assign a part of the core interstate capacity
reservation to appropriate core customers, corxe aggregators and
othexr: direct assignments to wholesale customers.  CACD =
recommends PG&E.change-the direct assignment rule . to clearly -
- state under which ‘circumatances PG&E proposes to directly assign
capacity. . il T e R

C. Bid Deposit

New Mexico protests PG&E’s treatment of earnest money
deposits with regard to two practices. First, New Mexico argues
that PG&E should offer interest on earnest deposits made with
capacity bids. ' -New Mexico notes that PG&E pays interest on
- othex deposits via PG&E’s Rule 7(C) procedures and believes that

~ PG&E.should’ pay-interest on earnest money deposits. :
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Second, New Mexico objects to PG&E’s provision that
capacity bidders lose their bid deposit if they reject their
capacity award, even when the capacity awarded is less than the
bid. In D.91-11-025 at page 57, PG&E is allowed to keep the
earnest money deposit if a bidder refuses the capacity award
that is in conformance with their bid. New Mexico argues that
partial capacity awards, i.e., less than the bidders request,
are not in conformance with the bidders request and PG&E should
not e able to keep the earnest money deposit.

CIG finds that D.92-07-025 s silent on whether PGSE can
charge an earnest deposit. Neither FERC Order No. 636 nox
SoCalGas. contemplate an earnest money deposit and neither should

PG&E. CIG requests that the earnest deposit be eliminated from
PG&E’s tariffs. ( - .

The Marketers Group*objectsvtb‘PG&E's_earnest money deposit
because Rule 1ll, Discontinuance and Restoration of Sexvice,
should be sufficient to determine financial viability of a

potential shipper. They note that FERC Ordexr No. 636 does not
require deposits. : ‘ -

In response to New Mexico’s protest about interest on bid
deposits, PG&E claims that it did not include interest payments
for bid deposits because neither D.91-11~025 nor D.92-07-025
authorized PG&E to include interest.

PG&Z states that it had no
objections to including interest. .

With regaxrd to New Mexico’s concerns about pro rata bid
allocations, PG&E. notes that the bidding form allowed a bidder
to state an amount below which the bidder did not have to accept
the bid. PGAE intended this provision to allow bidders to
reject awards and recelve their deposit back. : _

PG&E responds to CIG’s protest by noting that D.91-11-025
expressly allowed PG&E to require an earnest money deposit.

In response to the Marketers Group, PG&E noted that the
earnest money deposit is necessary to ensure that a potential
shippexr: l)will not request more. capacity than the shipper -
actually needs, with the expectation that the request will be
prorated, and 2) will contract with the interstate pipeline and
PGS&E. should the shipper be awarded. interstate capacity. In -
sddition, D.91~11-025 and D.92=07«025 allows PG&E to require an
earnest money deposit.” =~ . . = D ' '

Discussion

- CACD agrees with PG&E that D.91-11-025 allows it to collect
an earnest deposit, but CACD recommends that the Commission
~adopt New Mexico’s proposal. for paying interest.on the deposits.

' CACD: believes that PG&E has addressed: New Mexico’s concerms
. -about:prxo-rata . awards of capacity through the minimum acceptable
. awardioption in- its bid:/foxm:. .- o e e T
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CACD does not £ind CIG’s or the Marketers Group 8. protests
convinoing and recommends that they be denied.,.

D;‘ Bid Evaluatron |

CI1G finds PG&E’s procedures to. evaluate bids vague and

inadequate. CIG requests PG&E to clarify, among other things,
tie-breaker proceduree.._ ‘

PGSE did not think any tie-breaker procedures were

necessary and could not’ understand what additional tie-breaking
provisions CIG was seekinq.

Di!ﬁﬂﬁﬂiﬂn

CACD agrees with PGE&E that its tariffs provide sufficient
information on how PG&E will evaluwate bids. In particular,
PGLE’s proposal would award a pro rata share of capacity to
. tying bids.. This provision comports with the non-discximinatory

capacity. award criteria in D. 91 11-025.; CACD recommenda that
‘ CIG'e protest be denied C ,

E. Credit Deposit

The Marketers Group objects to PG&E’s provision for a

credit deposit because PG&E does not specify any conditions of
the deposit.

'PGSE reeponds that existinq rulee set forth the
requirements for establishing credit and credit money deposits
and that the deposits. are to ensure that-a party can meet its
financial obligations to PG4E, once capacity has been awarded.

PG&E sees no-need to establish separate-or additional deposit
rules in Rule 21. 1.

Discussion

CACD agrees with the Marketers Group that any credit
deposit that PG&E may require for interstate capacity must be
detailed and specific. If PG&E chooses to implement a credit
deposit for interstate capacity, PG&E must f£ile the proposal via
a separate advice letter 8o all parties may have adequate
opportunity to comment. CACD does not f£ind any authorization
for a credit deposit for interstate capacity in either of the
Capacity Brokering decisions.  Therefore, CACD recommends that
PGLE remove any and all references to. credit depoaits for
interstate capdcity from its tariffs. -

Agreement for Interstate CApacity

‘The Marketers Group-reeerves any ‘and- all objections to
PG&E 8 "Agreement for Interstate Capacity "
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In response, PG&E notes that. all. parties will have an
opportunity to: xeview 'PG&E’Ss. proposed Agreement . for Interstate
Capacity and other.standaxrd: forms when they appear in a
: aupplemental filing. e

R

Toiaccomplish this. supplement, CACD. recommends that PG&E -

. £ile their Interstate Capacity Agreement via a separate advice"
letter. S _ _ _

G. Transwestern‘Capacity

The Marketers Group-requests that PG&E’s Transwestern
capacity either be assigned to core transporters and

aggregatora, oxr the capacity should be made available through
capac ty brokering-

‘ PG&E‘reaponds that the Commission did not authorize PG&E-to
‘make any Transwestexrn capacity available, ‘either through

assignment or:brokering, to- core customera participating in the
core transportation program. .

Discussion

CACD agrees with PG&E that it is not authorized to make any
Transwestern capacity available. In the Caga ¢city Brokering
proceedings, the Commission adopted rules that were intended to
ninimize stranded costs to utility ratepayers. As noted in
D.92-07-025, if the Commission allowed Transwestern capacity to
be included in the coxe’s reservation and PG&LE did not expand
its southern system inlet, line 300, "200 MMcf/d of additional
Southwest capaclty will be stranded whether or not there is
demand for it." Likewise, CACD believes that allowing PGE&E to
brokex its Transwestexn.capacity would shift the risk of
- stranded costs -associated with theicapacity from PG4E to noncore

‘and"core customers. CACD’ recommenda that the Marketers Group-s
protest be denied. ' -

H. Posting Criteria

CCC requests that.any poating ¢riteria developed in PG&E’S
rules governing Capacity Brokering be included in PG&E’s
capacity release programs on the interstate pipelines.

PGSE responds that Rule 21. 1, Section A.3 contains the
~criteria to be used when posting released capacity on the
interstate pipelines. PG&E noted that the criteria are the same
as those used for determining. the successful bidders in the
brokexin progin . PG&E will specify the exact process for
~ detexrmining w. ing bids, for posted capacity once the FERC—V
: approved rulea on each pipeline are. finalized.~ SR

S
. _w‘.
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 CACD finds CCC’s request and.PG&Efresponse to be reasonable
and xecommends- that no-action be xequired of PGLE.

I. Timing of Initial Opén'Seasonquhder Capacity Brokering

PG&E’s Rule 21.1, Use of PG&E’s Firm Interstate Rights,
does not sufficiently explain how customers will obtain brokered
capacity through open seasons and pre-arrangements with the
utility. CACD believes that PG&E should revise Rule 21.1 to
include a section describing initlal open seasons. This will
help to alleviate customer confusion surrounding the initial
implementation of this new program. This sec¢tion should explain
the timeline of events leading up to the posting of pre~arranged
deals on the interstate pipeline bulletin board as discussed
below. PG&E should describe the length and timing of the
intrastate transmission open season, the core subscription open
season and the pre-arrangement period for interstate capacity.
PG&E should clarify that pre~arrangements for the reallocation
of core capacity to core aggregation and core transportation

customers will be handled separately from the pre-arrangements
and posting Of excess capacity. . .

CACD and the utilities, PG&E, SDG&E, and SoCalGas, have
agreed on a timeline for the full implementation of Capacity
Brokering that includes an eight week period for intrastate
transportation service elections and a core subscription open
season. A five week period for pre-arrangements of interstate
firm capacity rights would begin during the last two weeks of
the eight week intrastate and core subscription open seasons.
The utilities will have one week from the time all pre-arranged
bids are submitted to evaluate the bids and award pre-arranged
deals before the‘pre-arranzements that are awarded should be-
posted on the interstate pilpeline’s electronic bulletin board.

CACD believes this timeline of events provides uniformity
among the three utilities and affords customers sufficient time
to make their intrastate and interstate service elections while
avoiding unnecessary delay of Capacity Brokering.  CACD .
recommends that the Commission adopt this timeline. Fuxther,

- PG&E should provide open season :language throughout its tariffs
in accordance with the agreed upon Capacity Brokering timeline

wherever a reference is made to- open seasons in the rate
schedules ox rules. C

Specific dates need not be provided in PG&E’s tariffs and
rules as the dates will be published in materials provided to
- customexs for bidding on interstate capacity. However, PGLE

. . 8should explain: the sequencing of open seasons .and bidding

. periods.foxr pre-arranged capacity in. its tariffs and rules.

! o
oot . ‘
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CACD recognizes the utilities’ concerns that any initial
open season language in the tariffs will eventually become
obsolete. Therefore, CACD recommends that the Commission adopt
a sunset provision for this language. The initial open season
language should remain in PG&E’s tariffs for one year after the
effective date of the full implementation of Capacity Brokering.
After one year, PGLE should eliminate this-language from its
tariff through a compliance filing. PG&E should explain this
sunset provision in its explanation of initial open seasons.

In addition, CACD recommends that PGSE revise Rule 21.1 to
address other significant issues surrounding the implementation
of Capacity Brokerxing as followss:

a. Language in Rule 21.1 should clarify that cogeneration
customers will be notified of UEG sexrvice elections and
interstate capacity bids five days prior to the time
the cogeneration customers must submit service
elections and interstate capacity bids pursuant to
D.91~11-025, Appendix B. Cogeneration customexrs
should, thexefore, be given five extra days beyond the
close of the intrastate open season to submit
intrastate service elections. Cogeneration customers
should .also receive five days beyond the ¢lose of the
pre-arrangement period to submit bids. for firm
intexrstate capacity. PG&E should make these . o
cogeneration deadlines explicit in Schedules G-CGS, G-
EP03 and G-UVEG. ‘ ' '

PG&E. should clarify that the utility will conduct pre-
arrangements for excess capacity after the initial open
season and in subsequent open seasons when initial
capacity brokering contracts expire.

Rule 21.1 should clarify that PG&E may brokexr capacity

for a term of: less than one month. Notice of such an
- offer will be'posted directly to the interstate

pipeline bulletin board. . '~ "~ . - o

XII. Core Subscription Sexvice

In PG&E’s schedule for core subscription service, G-CS, is
a charge for intexstate pipeline capacity. "The Marketers Group
requested a more detailed description of how PG&E determines the
interstate capacity resexvation charge.

The Marketers Group also protests PG&E’s provision that the
first gas through the meter is core subscription gas. According

- to- the Marketexs Group, "“(t]lhis provision is unduly
discriminatory because it ¢reates an unxebuttable presumption

" that.in the event of.an’ ‘ - the imbalance always is
.attributable to the- third-party supplier rather than to the
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utility. The Mhrketers Group subnmits that in a case where a
customer purchases gas from both PG&E and a third-party
supplier, an imbalance should be attributed to the third-party

gas only where PGLE can demonstrate that the third-party
supplier was out-of-balsnce. _

In its response, PG&E includes. workpapers that explain how
the core subscription.reservation fee is calculated.

with respect to core subscription gas being the first gas
through the meter each day, PG&E responds that this issue was
. decided in- the Gas Procurement QIR (D.90-09-089). PG&E claims
that this. issue was not addressed in the Capacity Brokering

proceeding and, therefore, pursusnt to Commission directive,
: remains effective. ‘ P

Discussion

CACD -recommends that PG&E address the Marketers Groups’
- request for additional information about the interstate
reservation charge in their tariffs. CACD recommends that a

brief description outlining the components of the chsrge be
included. in PG&E’s tsriffs.

In the coxe subscription rate schedule, G-CSP, PG&E
proposes that partial requirements customers will be billed upon
a monthly breakdown provided by the customer and full
requirements customers bills will be based on actual usage. .
CACD believes that PG&E has accurately described how intrastate

transmission and procurement. charges will be billed under
Schedule G-CSP.

In CACD’s opinion, PG&E hes not clearly explained that the
associated interstate reservation charge will be based on the
montth forecast Erovideduby~the~customer whether the customer
is full or partial requirements. CACD recommends that PG&E
modify G=CSP to explain that customers’ interstate resexvation
charges are based on theixr monthly forecast.

CACD agrees with PGSE that. the Commission has not changed
provisions effecting the accounting of core subscription _
volumes. In C.0.L. 30 and 0.P. 3 of D.91-11-025, any rules
under OIR Procurement not ‘explicity changed. in D. 91-11—025—would
remain: in effect. . As a’'result, CACD recommends that the -

. Marketers’ Group 8 protest of PG&Eﬁs accounting prectice be
deniedu,A _ Ca ,

-,

XIII, Iiiustrative Rates

In its protest to A.L. 1714-G=A, CIG notes that PGSE does.
not provide- assumptions to the illustrative rates it presents in

. AJL. 1714~G=A.: CIG ¢laims that it has no way of knowing whether.
. these illustrntive rates ore realistic.,g |
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In its-response}‘fééﬁfiﬁciﬁdedfthebaséumpéions-tnderlying-,”
“their. illustrative rates for full. implementation of capacity -
brokering.. ~ - DR T R - T

' 7The rates PGSE proposes in A.L.. 1714-G-A will be addressed.
.~ 'in a subsequent Commission resolution. '~ -~ . o

xIv. Sérvice‘hgtéeméntq”

’Z‘Chébvwili reviéw all aérvice-agréements'filéd’in,A.L. 1714
in a subsequent Commission xesclution. ‘

Xv. PERC Rules for Capacity Reallocation

CACD notes that PG&E should make any necessary changes to
these tariff schedules which are made to comply with FERC rules
for capacity reallocation. . Any ¢hanges to these tariff: =
-schedulgs:should‘bersubmitted'by*advicerletter“for Commission
approval. . o o ‘ - ‘

XvVI. Effective Date of Full Implementation and Taxriffs for
Full Implementation of Capacity Bxrokering.-

Pursuant to D.91-11«025 and D.92-07-025, full
implementation of capacity brokering rules should occur for PG&E
when both Pacific Gas Transmission and El Pas¢ pipelines have
received FERC approval of their capacity reallocation programs.
CACD recommends that all contracts awarded for firm interstate
capacity under the Capacity Brokering program should become
effective on the same date regaxrdless of their texms, i.e.,
short, mid, long-term contracts. This will enable the utilities
to offectively and efficiently implement the initial stages of

Capacity Brokering rules without administrative burdens caused
by different effective dates for the contracts.

PGSE’s tariffs to fully implement capacity brokering should
be effective January 20, 1993, pending submittal and approval of
compliance tariffs filed pursuant to the modifications contained
herein. However, the rates and sexvices in these revised
tariffs with the exception ¢£f Rule 21.1, Use of PG&E’s Firm
Interstate Rights, and the pro forma service agreements should
not be available until (1) capacity reallocation programs
authorized by FERC are in place and (2) the contracts between
and PG&E and its customers are accepted by the interstate
pipeline companies and effective. Rule 21.1, Use of PGLE’s Firm
Interstate Rights, and the pro forma sexvice agreements should
‘be available prior to the availability of the services and
rates. These.two items should be available pending FERC &

.+ approval of the capacity reallocation programs on PGT and EL
.. Paso. ,This earlier availability of Rule 21.1 and-service -

.29
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agreements is‘necessary in order to provide customers with
sufficient access to information prior to the events under
Capacity Brokering, i.e., intrastate and core subscription open
seasons, the pre-arrangement for interstate capacity, etc..

PG&E should include a statement in all revised tariffs
explaining at what point in time the services and rates
contained in the tariffs will become available. The revised
Capacity Brokexing tariffs should be. placed in a separate
saction of the existing tariffs until the rates and services
bacome available as described above. However, the Rule 21.1 and
the pro forma service agreements should be included with the
existing tariffs. - Procurement tariffs affected by the Capacity
" Brokering should not be canceled until all- tariffs under
'Capaclty Brokering program are. available. n

XVIX.- Compliance Flling

CACD recommends that PG&E file compliance tariffs that are
identical to the tariffs filed in A.L. 1714-G and A.L. 1714-G-A
except for the changes described in this Resclution and changes
authorized by FERC under capacity reallocation programs for PGT
and El1 Pago pipelines..  PG&E should also make any other minor
modifications to the tariffs as documented by CACD in
discussions with PG&E. The rates filed  in the compliance £illng

should reflect ‘the most current rates aur“orlzed by the’
Commlssion. '

XVIII. TXtems in A.L. 1714 That are Not addressed- in this
: Resolution._ ‘

CACD will: addxesa the unbundled intrastate transportatlon
rates and prxo forma service agreements filed in A.L. 1714-6 and
A.L. 1714-G-A in a subsequenz resolution.

xxx. Additlonal Filings PG&E is Requlred to Make

CACD reminds PG&E that an advice letter £filing to comply with a
Commission decision requires the utility to include tariff
language. to implement all provisions ¢of the decision and all
rate calculations ordered by a decision must be complete. As a
result of PG&E’s inadequate £iling, CACD recommends that PG&E
file via a separate advice lettex the following items:

A. PGSE’S Agreement for Interstate Capacity.
B. PG&E’s Authorized Agent Agreement.

C. Tariff language to lmplement load aggregation on PG4E’s .
system.

D. Any other service agreements necessary but not
contained in A.L. 1714-C and 1714-G-A for full

- implementation of capacity. brokerlng

E. PG&E’s proposed methodology and tariff language to

maintain class average rate: parity'between cogeneration7
o ;custome:s and PG&E 8 UEG.w¢CH_‘ e B

. "L,
S
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1. CTAs will be assigned interstate capacity based on the .
xules in D.91=-02-040.

2. The capacity brokering proceedinq only'intended to modify

core aggregators rules tod make the program function undexr FERC
Oxdex No. 636 rules. o

3. FERC O:der Nou.6364prohibits direct aasignmenta of capacity

without . gresenting other interested shippers an opportunity to
bid ‘on the capacity.

4. The rules adopted 4in D. 91-11-025 and D.92~07~025 modify the

rules established in D.91-02-040 to make direct easignments of
~an LDC’s firm Aintexstate rights possible.

5. The Commisaion did not intend to modify the formula for

determining how much capacity to assign to a CTA. This issue was
not addxeaaed in- the Capacity Brokering proceedinq-

6. Ordering Paragraph 20 ‘and Conclusion of Law 28 of D. 92-07-

025 allow a CTA to secondarily broker its assigned interstate
capacity rights.

7. The CTA can use. any interstate capacity it so choose,
however, the CTA will still be responsible to the utility for

all costs associated with the interstate capacity that was
assigned to it. :

8. PG&E should inform core customers who receive direct
assignments, that the customer will be required to sign
contracts with interstate piielinea and PG&E for the capacity,
be responsible to PG&E for all applicable pipeline demand
charges assoclated with the capacity and be allowed to
secondarily broker capacity pursuant to PG&E’s tariffs.

9. PG&E should modify Schedule G-CT, Experimental Coxre Gas
Transportation Sexvice; G-NR3, Gas Transportation Service to
Large Nonresidential Core Customers; and -Qther applicable core
rate schedules.to comport with Finding No. 8.

10.- The issue of the PGA,xefund amortization periods was
addresaed in PGEE’S ‘BCAP, D.92~10-051.

11. The partial implemen:ation program as proposed in A.L.

1720-G. and 1720 ~G=A will be addressed in a subaequent Commission
resolution. ' S

12. PG&E did not include any*tariff language to. allow load
aggregation inAA.L 1714-G and A L. 1714-G-A.,

- 13, PG&E intends to-implement load aggregation in its atandard
’.form contracts.;4v, o , _
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14. PG&E ehould include tariff language explaining what
poxrtions of a noncore customer’s service can be aggregated.

Load aggregation should be- extended to customers who own
multiple £acilities. |

15." PG&E did not file all the necessary agreements to make its
load: aggregation program operational.

16.. PG&LE should file an advice letter that includes tariff

schedules and/oxr rules describing load. aggregation options and
any necessary agreements.

17. Under Schedule ‘G=EG, PG&E's utility Electric Genexation
(UEG) department is not’ required to sign a service agreement.

18. Neither D. 92-11—025 nox D. 92-07 025 addressed the need of a
contract between PG&E and its UEG. o

19. The issue of a service agreement for PG&E’e UEG was
litigated in the Gas Procurement OIR (D.90- 09 089) and,
therefore, remains effective.

- 20.. PGSE’S UEG ahould be treated like all other noncore’
customers..

21. Imbalance penalty charges mentioned in Schedule G-EG should
always apply to PG&E’s UEG Department

22. PG&E should olarify that rate parity betwaen its UEG and
cogeneration customers will include any discounts obtained by
"the UEG as stated in Appendix B of D 91-11-025.

23.  PG&E’ should insert the language propoaed by cce in its

protest into PG&E’s schedules for cogeneration customers and its
UEG. : : _

24 In oxder to maintain rate parity; any discounts to UEG
customers for intrastate transportation sexvice should be
offered contemporaneouely to cogeneration customers.

25. PG&E should include language in its UEG rate schedule-

- explaining that any discount offered to the UEG for intrastate
transportation should be. offered contemporaneously to

cogeneration cugtomexrs.

26. PG&E should be required to file an advice - letter to

accomplish contemporaneous rate parity between UEG class average
rates and cogeneration class average ratea.

27. InD. 92-07~025," the utilities wexe required to credit, on a

pPro rata basis, revenues received from brokering excess core and
noncore interatate capacity.

23. PG&E should. modify the appropriate accounts in its
Proeliminaxy, Statement to reflect that the appropriate accounts
. will-xreceive a pro rata share of all revenues. received from ‘
',,.brokered‘exoees interetate pipeline capacity.
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29. PG&E did not include roferences in any noncore rate
schedule to the ITCS account.

30. CACD interﬁrets D.92~07-025 as requiring references in each
noncore rate schedule to the ITCS account and the actual

surcharge should appear in: PG&E s tariffs. PG&E,ahould modify
its tariffs accordingly.

31. In D.91-11- 025, the FS/IC account is abolished when iull
implementation of Capacity Brokering occuxs.

32. In D.92=07~025, the COmmieeion clari!iee that the balance
in the FS/IC account must be returned to the customers using the
‘ appropriate eervice—when the surcharge was collected.

'33. CACD believes it is inappropriate to disburse the balance

in the FS/IC account outside of an established ratemaking
.proceeding. -

34. A full requirements customexr is defined as a customer who
only uaes utility transported natural gas to meet her fossil
fuel. requirementa at her facility. An interruptible customer,

by definition, does not have to use utility transported natural
' gas to meet her fossil fuel needs. , u

35. In PG&E’s coxe eubecription rate. achedule7 PG&E included
two 14% penalties for customers who fail to curtail service
during a curtailment.

36. One of the 14% penalties was to be'applied to the '
procurement portion of coxe subscription and the other for
transporting gas during a cuxtallment.

37. while a curtailment penalty has been authorized foxr
customers who -cease to. transport gas during a curtailment

pexiod, the Commission has not authorized a curtailment penalty
for the procurement portion of core aubscription.

38. PGLE ehould eliminate the 14% curtailment penalty'related

to- procurement and move the l4% penalty for transporting gas to
the. applicable<tranaportation schedule.

39. PG&E should expand its tariff language describing
curtailment blocks for firm noncore customers. PG&E should
describe how customers would be placed in blocks, how it will
randomize the customer location in the curtailment queue and
undex what conditions it will move customers between blocks.

40. - PG&E ehould propoae a methodology for calculating an
~ interruptible customer”s percent of default rate that will be
ubaaed on. the total of . bot fixed,and volumetric’ charges.
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41. PG&E should add a definition of the percent of default rate
to Rule 14 as follows:‘

Pexcent of default rate shall be calculated as follows:

" a. The customer’s total transmission charges, including
any demand charges or othex. non-volumetric charges
under. the. applicable noncore rate schedule, based on

the customer’s. prior 12-month '8, historical consumption,
divided by, _ ‘

b. The total tariffed rate that the customer would have
paid absent any discount.

42. PG&E should- explain.that for customer’s with individual
demand forecasts adopted through a cost allocation proceeding,
percentage of default rate should be based on the most recently
adopted. forecast rather than historical consumption.

43. Pursuant to D. 91-ll-0257 p 27, curtailment on a pro ‘rata
basis means that customers-wil be" curtailed on an equal
perxcentage. .

44. The utilities state that they~do not have the ability to
partially curtail a customer’s service, and that they can only
tuzn the customexr’s service off completely;

45. The utilities should have ¢come forward in a more timel
fashion through a Petition to Modify of D.91-11-025 oxr should
have stated this. in the second phase of the capacity brokering

- proceeding which was intended to- implement policies developed in
D.91-11- 025 and which led to D 92-07- 025..

46. PG&E’s progoses-to curtail interruptible customers on a
a

rotating. block sis when customers pay the same percentage of
default rate. _

' 47. PG&E should modify-the appropriate sections of its
curtailment rule to comport with D.91-11-025 provisions
regarding pro rata curtailment of interruptible customers..

48. PG&E-should modifg the provisions regarding which transfers.
e

of curtailment rights between customexs will become effective
the next delivery day.

49. PG&E should modify its tariffs to clarify that when the
asgignor in the trade uses more gas than the assignee those
trades will be - processed by the next delivery day.

50.. - PG&EAshould remove any sgecial requirements for customers
using: the firm intrastate rig ts of a core: subscription customer -
’ during a curtailment. ‘
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51. In allowing tranafers between firm and interruptible
customers a revenue shortfall could result. This revenue
shortfall would be caused by the transfer of firm curtallment

rights to an interruptible customer who pays a discounted
transportation.rate. :

52. The revenue shortfall incurred by allowing transfera of
curtailment or divexsion rights among firm and interxuptible

intrastate transportation customers would have to be allocated
to all customers.

53. The customer who: receives the transfer of firm curtailment

rights should be required to pay the higher of the applicable ,
firm ox interruptible transportation rates. .

54, PG&E ‘should be prevented from curtailing a noncore

customer’s transportation because it would result in increased
puxchase gas costs to PGEE.

55.. CACD-believes provisiona in: Appendix B of D. 9l-ll-025
prohibiting the utilities from using involuntary diversions as
economic supply sourxce. logically'extends to curtailments.

56. PG&E should remove Section L, Curtailment of Customer~0wned
Gas, from its curtailment rule, Rule 14.

57. CACD interprets Appendix. B-of D. 91-11-025 aa allowing three

types of diversions to be used in two different curtailment
situations. .

58. When a customexr’s service is curtailed at the delivery
point and PGSE does not need the gas to meet core needs, PGLE
may enter into a Voluntary Diversion Agreement with the customer
as long as the price is less than what the utility would pay if
the customer had been,involuntarily diverted.

"59. voluntary Diversions allow the utility and the customer to
derive potential benefits £xom the curtailment.

60._ VCPP are designed to-provide core auppliea at the time of
curtailment for a price less than utilities have to pay to
involuntary divert customers.

61. If VCPP agreemente do not provide encugh gas to meet core
needs, the utility is authorized to involuntarily divert gas.

The price to be paid for. involuntarily'divereions is eatablished
in Appendix B.of D. 91-11-025.

62. The Commiasion did’ not intend that the- utilities use

diversions of any type simply because diversions: may provide the
most economic. core aupply option.

63. In: Rule 21 1 PG&E should addrees the following issues:

A. Brokering of capacity'fer less than one month.

B. Detailed explanation of relinquishements and ita affect'
- upon Capacity Brokerinq.‘ v
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C. Explain how and when pool transfers Will oocur.

D. Minimum acceptable bid to PGLE.

E. How PG&E will comply with D.92-02-042 which requires
~ PG&E to reject unreasonnbly low bids. .

' 64. PGS&E should change the direct aasignment rule to state that

only large core, core aggregation and wholesale core customers
will have capacity-directly'assigned to them.

65. PG&E should pay interest on any earneet money-deposits.

66. PG&E should remove nny and all references to credit:
deposits for interstate capacity from its tariffs.

67. Any“credit depoeit that PGLE mny~require for intexstate

capacity must be detailed and specific and PGSE must file the
proposa{’via & separate advice etter so all parties may have
‘adequate: opportunity to«comment._ ‘ ' .

- 68. PG&E should file its Interstate Capacity'Agreement via a
separate advice letter.

69 . The-Commission ‘aid not authoxize PG&E. to recover the 200
‘MMcf/d of Transwestern capacity in core rates because allowing

PGSE to do this would only increase stranded costs. for core
oustomers.

70. CACD believes that: allowing PGSE toO broker its Transwestern
capacity would shift the risk of stranded costs associated with
the capacity from PG&E to- noncore and core customers.

71.  PG&E’s Rule 21.1, Use of PG&E’s Firm Interstate Rights,
does not sufficiently explain how customers will obtain brokered

Egcity through open seasons and pre-arrangements with the
utility.

72. The Commission should adopt the timeline agreed upon by
CACD and the utilities, and PG&E. should revise Rule 21.l1 ¢
describe initial open seasons per the agreed upon timeline. The.

Commission should aleoxadopt a sunset provision for this
language..

73. PGSE.should clarify'in Rule 21.1 that oogeneration
customers will receive five additional days for intrastate

sexvice elections and’ pre-nrrnnged bidding for interstate
capacity- f““r .

T4 PG&E'should olarify-that the utili will conduct pre~-
arrangements for excess capacity after the initial open season

and .in subsequent open seasons when initial capacity brokering
contracts expire. :

75.- Rule 21. 1 should clari£Y'that PGSE mny brokexr .capacity fox
. a term of less. than one month. "Notice of such an offer will be.
~ posted directly to- the interstate pipeline bulletin board.
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76. PG&E should provide an adequate description ocutlining the
components of interstate reservation charge in its core
subscription rate schedule, G-CSP.

77. PG&E has not clearly explained that the associated
interstate resexwvation charge in Schedule G-CSP will be based on
the monthly forecast provided by ‘the customer whether the
customer is full oxr partial requirements.

78. . PG&E should modify G-CSP to explain that customers

interstate reservation charge is based on their monthly
forecast. ‘ .

79... CACD should address PG&E’s. proposed rates filed in A.L.
1714-G-A.in a subsequent Commission resolution.~

80. CACD should ‘address PG&E'szproposed service agreements

filed in A.L. 1714~G and A. L 1714-G-A in a subsequent Commission
resolution.

81. PG&E should make any'necessary changes to~these tari££

schedules which are made to comply with FERC rules for capacity
reallocation- - _

82. Any changes to PG&B 8 tariff schedules to- comport with FERC

rule changes shOuld be ‘submitted by advice letter for Commission
approval.

83. All initial Capacity Brokering contracts, regardless of
term, should begin on the same date.

84. PGEE’s tariffs to fullg implement capacity brokering should
be effective January 20, 1993, pending submittal and approval of
compliance tariffs that are identical to. the tariffs filed in

A.L. 1714-G..and A.L. l7l4-G-A except for the changes described in
this resolution.,

85. The rates and services in these rovised tariffs with the
exception of Rule 21.1, Use of PG&E’s Firm Interstate Rights,
and the pro forma service agreements should not be available
until (1) capacity reallocation authorized by FERC are in place
and (2) the contracts between and PGLE and its customers are
accepted by the interstate pipeline companies and effective.

86.. PG&E 8 Rule 21.1: and the pro forma service agreements
should be available pending FERC: approval of the capacity
reallocation programs on PGT and El Paso pipelines.

87. PG&E should'include a‘statement in all revised tariffs
explaining at what point in time the services and rates
contained in the tariffs will become available.

88. The revised Capacity Brokering tariffs should be placed in
-+ a separate:gection of the existing tariffs until the rates and
‘:services become available~as described aboVe.'
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89. PG&E’s Rule 21.1 and the pro forma service agreements
should be included with the existing tariffs.

90. . Procurement tariffs affected by the Capacity Brokering
should not be canceled until all tariffs under Capacity
Brokexing are available. ‘

91. The xvates filed in the compliance filin should reflect the
most  current rates authorized by the Commiss on.

92 PG&E ahould make any minor. modifications o the tariffs :
that are documented by CACD in discuesion with PG&E.

23. ‘PG&E should file via a separate advice letter the following
tems:

A. PG&E“s Agreement for Interstate Capacqu.

B. PG&E’s Authorized Agent Agreement.

C. Tariff language to~implement load aggregation on PG&E’s
system.

D. Any other sexvice agreements necesaary but not
contained in A.L. 1714-G and. 1714-G-A for. full

. implementation of Capacity Brokexing..
- E. PG&E"s proposed methodology and tariff language to

- . maintain.class-average rate parity between cogeneration
’ customers and PG&E's UEG.~‘V

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED. that:

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall file revised tariffs
by January 15, 1993 that are identical to Advice Letter
1714-G and 1714-G-A except for any changes identified in
the findings above and any other minor modifications
requested by the Commission Advisory and Compliance
Division. The xates filed in the compliance £iling shall

reflect the most current xates authorized by the
Commission.

' Advice Letters 1714-G and 1714-G-A shall be marked to show
that they have been superseded and supplemented by the new
supplemental advice letter containing the revised tariffs.

The-revised tariffs to fully implement Capacity Brokexing
shall bhe effective January 20, 1993 pending approval by the
Commission Advisory and cOmpliance Division.

The rates and services offered in these revised tariffs
with the exception of Rule 21.1 and the pro forma service
agreements shall not be available until capacit
.reallocation programs- have been authorized by cﬁé Fedaral
Energy Regulatory COmmission, the programs are in place,
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o and the ééntracts between Pacific Gas and Electric and its

customers for interstate,capacityﬂareracqepted by the
interstate pipeline companies and effective.

Pacific. Gas and Electric Rule 21.1. and the pro forma
service agreements shall be available E nding the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission‘’s approval of the capacity
reallocation programs for Pacific Gas Transmission Company
and El Paso Natural Gas Company. - e a

Procurement tariff affected by the Capacity Brokering
program shall not be cancelled until all tariffs are under
Capacity,Broke;;ng;arezavail;ble. : \ ‘

Pacific Gas and Electric shall file an advice letter by
January 15, 1993.presenting & proposal to -accomplish
contemporaneous rate parity between utility electric .

‘generxation (VEG) class average rates and cogeneration class
average rates. , _ ' : :

Pacific Gas and Electric Company shall file an additional
advice letter £iling by January 15, 1993 that shall contain
anyfaddi;ionaliservicegagreements.necessary“to~full- RPN
implementation of, capacity brokering, tariff language to
implement -load-aggregation and ‘any othex changes not - -
authorized in this Resolutien. '~ . - .- -

‘This Resolution is effective today. ~ . =
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