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COMMENTS OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39 G)

IN SUPPORT OF THE REVISED PROPOSED DECISION

OF COMMISSIONER BILAS

Pursuant to Rules 77.2 and 77.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, and the procedural schedule set forth in the Chief Administrative Law Judge’s memorandum to the parties in this case, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”), an interested party in these proceedings, hereby provides its Comments in support of the “Revised Proposed Decision of Commissioner Bilas,” dated October 11, 2001.  

1. PG&E commends the Commission, and Commissioner Bilas in particular, for continuing to consider the issues presented in this important proceeding, in light of dramatic changes that have occurred in energy markets.  PG&E believes that the Commission’s ongoing deliberations in this case, including the full panel hearing conducted on May 22, 2001, have helped clarify the record in important respects.  The Commission now has a fully-developed record for adopting a solution that best serves the public interest.

2. PG&E recommends that the Commission adopt Commissioner Bilas’ revised proposed decision, which approves, with minor modifications, the Comprehensive Settlement negotiated by a broad spectrum of parties to this case.  Although PG&E was not a signatory to the Comprehensive Settlement, PG&E believes it generally provides a balanced and appropriate solution to problems on the Southern California Gas Company (“SoCalGas”) system.    

3. In accordance with Rule 77.4, PG&E has attached, as addendum to these Comments, some proposed, minor changes to footnotes 10 and 13 in the revised proposed decision, to state that PG&E supports the Comprehensive Settlement.

4. The proposed decision correctly observes that the SoCalGas Comprehensive Settlement “follows the structure of the PG&E Gas Accord, which, by all indications, has been working very well even under the extreme market conditions that presented themselves last year.”  (P.D., mimeo, p. 9.)  The Comprehensive Settlement will yield for SoCalGas customers the same benefits the Gas Accord has yielded for PG&E customers.  Among other things, the contract-based transportation and storage rights provided in the Comprehensive Settlement will make progress towards eliminating problems that have plagued the interface between SoCalGas’s system and upstream pipelines (including PG&E).  A more robust, competitive city-gate market can be expected to emerge in southern California under the Comprehensive Settlement, just as it did in northern California under the PG&E Gas Accord.  This will benefit all gas consumers.

5. As the Commission is aware, SoCalGas has initiated four capital projects during 2001 to increase its receipt point capacities.  The new capacities at the affected receipt points are not reflected in the Comprehensive Settlement.  Accordingly, it will be necessary for SoCalGas to update, via advice letter, the assignment of firm primary and secondary rights at these interconnects.  

6. The revised proposed decision states that it does not constitute “approval of tariffs not yet submitted for review or allocations not yet proposed.”  (P.D., mimeo, p. 118).  In turn, Ordering Paragraph 29 requires SoCalGas to file advice letters to implement the decision.  SoCalGas should be ordered to update the appropriate interconnection capacities and the allocation of the primary and secondary rights at the time the tariffs are submitted for approval. PG&E reserves its right to review SoCalGas’s advice letters, and to propose changes as appropriate.  PG&E specifically emphasizes that it reserves the right to scrutinize how SoCalGas proposes to allocate capacity at the Wheeler Ridge receipt point, and to recommend changes that will ensure fair and non-discriminatory treatment of all shippers, regardless of the source of their gas.  PG&E’s position is that there should be no undue preference given to Rocky Mountain or Southwest gas suppliers over the Canadian gas suppliers who ship gas to southern California via the PG&E system.

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, PG&E recommends that the Commission adopt the revised proposed decision of Commissioner Bilas. 

Respectfully submitted,

JOSHUA BAR-LEV

FRANK R. LINDH

By 



FRANK R. LINDH

Attorneys for

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Law Department, B30A

Post Office Box 7442

San Francisco, CA  94120

Telephone:  (415) 973-2776

Facsimile:  (415) 973-5520

E-Mail:  FRL3@pge.com

Dated:  October 19, 2001

PG&E’S SPECIFIC CHANGES TO THE

PROPOSED DECISION

As stated in PG&E’s Comments, PG&E recommends only two minor changes to the revised proposed decision, in footnotes 10 and 13, to reflect the fact that PG&E supports the Comprehensive Settlement.  PG&E’s specific proposed changes are shown with revision marks below (bold indicating new text, and strikeout indicating changed text):

Footnote 10:


0 For instance, the California Industrial Group and the California Manufacturers Association (CIG/CMA) and Coral Energy still support the IS if the Commission does not approve the CS.  PG&E, an IS signatory, still supports both the IS, and not the CS.  The Utility Reform Network (TURN) and the Southern California Generation Coalition (SCGC) support the IS as part of the Post-Interim settlement, but only SCGC was a signatory initially to the IS.  Aglet Consumer Alliance (Aglet), though not a signatory, supports the IS as part of the PI.  The Department of General Services, though not a signatory, wholeheartedly supports the IS.  The position of the other original signatories is not clear, although a number of them support the IS as part of the PI.  
Footnote 13:


3  Parties supporting the CS include: California Cogeneration Council; CIG; California Manufacturers and Technology Association (CMTA, formerly known as CMA); California Utility Buyers; Calpine Corporation; City of Vernon; Coral Energy Resources; Dynegy, Inc.; El Paso Natural Gas (possibly with reservations); Enron, Inc.; GreenMountain.com; Amoco Energy Trading Company; BP Amoco Corporation; Burlington Resources; Chevron U.S.A. Inc.; Conoco Inc.; Occidental Energy Marketing Incorporated; Texaco Natural Gas Inc.; ORA; PG&E, REMAC; SDG&E; Shell Energy Services; Southern California Edison Company (SCE); SoCalGas; Southwest Gas; SPURR; Transwestern Pipeline Company; TXU Energy Services; United Energy Management; Utility.com; Watson Cogeneration Company; Western Hub Properties; Wild Goose Storage Inc.
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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