

Q.
Please state your name and business address.


A.
My name is John R. Weaver.  My business address is El Paso Natural Gas Company, P.O. Box 1492, El Paso, TX 79978-1492.

Q.
By whom are you employed and what are your current responsibilities?

A.
I am currently Director of the Pipeline Planning Department at El Paso Natural Gas Company (EPNG).  In this capacity I am responsible for all pipeline design for EPNG and its affiliate Mojave Pipeline Company.  

Q.
Please describe your educational and professional background.

A.
I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Mechanical Engineering from Texas 

Tech University in 1969.  I began my career with EPNG in January of 1971 as an engineer in the Southern Division in El Paso and moved to Tucson, Arizona as Area Engineer in 1978.  In 1983, I moved to the Dispatching Department as Manager of Technical Services and Gas Scheduling.  In 1985, I assumed responsibility for operation of the pipeline as Manager of Pipeline Operations in the renamed Operations Control Department (Dispatching).  In 1989, I was made Director of the Operations Control Department where I had responsibility for the computer systems, gas scheduling and pipeline control.  In 1991, I moved to Midland, Texas as Director of the Midland Division, one of four operating divisions within the company and in 1993, I moved back to El Paso as Director of Operations Optimization where I had responsibility for improving the operating efficiency of the pipeline system.  In 1994, I became Director of the Central Engineering Department with responsibility for the engineering design and drafting groups.  I assumed my current position in 1999.  

Q.
What is the purpose of your testimony?

A.
I am testifying on behalf of EPNG in support of the Comprehensive Settlement and in rebuttal to testimony offered on behalf of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) concerning the allocation of receipt point capacity rights at Southern California Gas Company’s (SoCalGas’) Wheeler Ridge receipt point.  As explained more fully in the testimony that follows, EPNG supports the allocation of capacity rights at Wheeler Ridge contained in the Comprehensive Settlement and opposes the alternate allocation advocated by PG&E.  The Comprehensive Settlement allocates primary and secondary rights appropriately based upon the actual physical capability of the SoCalGas system and interconnecting pipelines.  PG&E’s proposal, in contrast, assumes physical limitations on the delivery capacity of the Kern/Mojave Pipeline (Kern/Mojave) that do not exist and proceeds from this false remise to several erroneous conclusions.  PG&E’s resulting recommendation is fatally flawed and would unnecessarily restrict the range of choices available to and flexibility of shippers on the SoCalGas system.  

Q.
Please briefly describe how receipt point capacity at Wheeler Ridge would be allocated under the Comprehensive Settlement.  

A.
The Comprehensive Settlement addresses receipt point capacity rights at section 1.1. generally, and at section 1.1.3.3 and Appendix B, more specifically.  Under these provisions of the Comprehensive Settlement, receipt point capacity into the SoCalGas system at each interconnecting pipeline would be unbundled and a system of firm, tradable, intrastate receipt point capacity rights would be established.  The amount of capacity SoCalGas would allocate at each point would be equal to the maximum firm operational capacity of the system at each receipt point.  At receipt points such as Wheeler Ridge, where more than one pipeline interconnects with the SoCalGas system, primary and secondary rights would be defined based upon the delivery capacity of the interconnecting pipelines and the takeaway capacity of the SoCalGas system.  Such rights would be defined in order to provide shippers with a high degree of certainty that firm capacity will be available for use by shippers holding such rights on a regular and consistent basis and to determine the relative priorities of shipper nominations at each receipt point.  Shippers with firm primary rights at a particular receipt point would have scheduling priority over shippers with secondary rights at the same point.  And, shippers with secondary rights would have priority over shippers using interruptible service.  SoCalGas’ Wheeler Ridge receipt point consists of a complex with interconnections to PG&E and Occidental Petroleum (Oxy) at a northern point, referred to in the Comprehensive Settlement as “Wheeler Ridge-North,” and a separate interconnection with Kern/Mojave at a point further south. The total aggregate takeaway capacity from the Wheeler Ridge complex into SoCalGas’ system is 680 MMcf/d.  In order to reach this full capacity, however, SoCalGas must take at least 160 MMcf/d from Kern/Mojave.  This is necessary because the total amount of capacity that SoCalGas can provide through the Wheeler Ridge complex if all of the gas is received from PG&E and Oxy is only 520 MMcf/d.  Thus, to achieve full capacity, 160 MMcf/d must be taken from Kern/Mojave.  On the other hand, if the full 680 MMcf/d were received from Kern/Mojave only, it could all be transported by SoCalGas downstream from Wheeler Ridge.  The Comprehensive Settlement would allocate receipt point rights in a manner consistent with these physical and operational realities.  As a result, the Comprehensive Settlement would establish the following primary and secondary rights at Wheeler Ridge:

Wheeler Ridge Receipt Point Rights

Under The Comprehensive Settlement

Firm Capacity tc \l1 "Firm Capacity 
(MMcf/d)


Primary Interconnection tc \l1 "Primary Interconnection 
Secondary Interconnectiontc \l1 "Secondary Interconnection


Wheeler Ridge-North
520
PG&E, Oxy, Kern/Mojave 
None

Wheeler Ridge-South
160
Kern/Mojave
PG&E, Oxy

Total
680



Q.
Please briefly describe how PG&E proposes to allocate receipt point capacity at Wheeler Ridge.  

A.
PG&E has proposed an alternative allocation of receipt point capacity at Wheeler Ridge through the testimony of Richard C. Hall.  At pages 8 to 9 of his testimony, PG&E proposes to assign primary rights at Wheeler Ridge in an amount up to what PG&E characterizes as the full capacity of the interconnecting pipelines.  PG&E states that the capacity from PG&E and Oxy is 520 MMcf/d and from Kern/Mojave is 500 MMcf/d.  In reliance on these assumptions, PG&E proposes the following allocation: 

Wheeler Ridge Receipt Point Rights

Under PG&E’s Alternative Proposal

Firm Capacity tc \l1 "Firm Capacity 
(MMcf/d)


Primary Interconnection tc \l1 "Primary Interconnection 
Secondary Interconnectiontc \l1 "Secondary Interconnection

Wheeler Ridge-North
Up to 520
PG&E, Oxy
Kern/Mojave

Wheeler Ridge-South
Up to 500
Kern/Mojave
PG&E, Oxy

Total
680



Q.
What rationale does PG&E offer in support of its alternative allocation?

A.
At page 7 of Mr. Hall’s testimony, PG&E states that the allocation of capacity rights in the Comprehensive Settlement fails to recognize that the Kern/Mojave interconnection has a delivery capacity of 500 MMcf/d.  Based upon this assumption, he concludes that the Comprehensive Settlement could result in curtailments of firm capacity holders if the entire 680 MMcf/d of Wheeler Ridge capacity was nominated from Kern/Mojave.  PG&E states that this would defeat the purpose of defining primary and secondary rights and prevent firm shippers from obtaining the degree of certainty concerning firm transportation rights that they desire.  PG&E also claims that its proposed allocation approach is more market driven and would permit greater customer choice.  

Q.
Do you agree with PG&E’s analysis?  

A.
No.  There are several serious flaws in PG&E’s analysis.  First, PG&E’s entire proposal concerning the allocation of capacity at Wheeler Ridge is based upon a fundamental flaw in its analysis.  PG&E assumes that the maximum delivery capacity of Kern/Mojave into the SoCalGas system at Wheeler Ridge is 500 MMcf/d.  PG&E is mistaken in this regard.  The actual physical capacity of Kern/Mojave is in excess of 680 MMcf/d.  Kern/Mojave has not delivered more than 500 MMcf/d into the SoCalGas system at Wheeler Ridge, to date, because shipper demand has not required the pipeline to be operated above this capacity, but it is physically capable of meeting this level of shipper demand on a consistent and firm basis.  Second, PG&E claims that the allocation proposed in the Comprehensive Settlement would result in curtailments if shippers nominated the full 680 MMcf/d of capacity at Wheeler Ridge from Kern/Mojave and that this would defeat the purpose of the primary/secondary allocation scheme.  This argument fails both because it is based upon the erroneous assumption that the physical capacity of Kern/Mojave is 500 MMcf/d and because firm capacity holders are far more likely to be curtailed under PG&E’s alternative allocation proposal than under the allocation in the Comprehensive Settlement.  PG&E is simply wrong in stating that shipper nominations in excess of 500 MMcf/d from Kern/Mojave at Wheeler Ridge would require prorationing and curtailments.  In order for SoCalGas to transport the full 680 MMcf/d from Wheeler Ridge, it is essential that at least 160 MMcf/d be delivered from Kern/Mojave, but it is not necessary that any volumes be delivered from PG&E or Oxy.  Moreover, under PG&E’s proposal, firm capacity rights in the aggregate amount of up to 1020 MMcf/d would be allocated at Wheeler Ridge even though the total takeaway capacity of the SoCalGas system at this point is only 680 MMcf/d.  As a result, at least 340 MMcf/d of firm primary rights at Wheeler Ridge would be subject to curtailment every day of the year under PG&E’s proposal.  This would not occur under the Comprehensive Settlement because the Comprehensive Settlement would allocate firm primary rights at Wheeler Ridge in an aggregate amount exactly equal to the aggregate takeaway capacity from this receipt point B 680 MMcf/d.  Allocating firm primary rights well in excess of SoCalGas’ takeaway capacity is clearly much more likely to result in curtailments and prorationing than allocating firm rights in an amount matching the takeaway capacity of the SoCalGas system, as would be done under the Comprehensive Settlement.  Finally, PG&E is mistaken in claiming that its allocation proposal is more responsive to the market and to shipper demands.  To the contrary, PG&E’s proposal would limit shipper choice rather than broaden it.  Under PG&E’s proposal, primary firm capacity rights available to shippers would be limited to 520 MMcf/d from PG&E and Oxy, and to 500 MMcf/d from Kern/Mojave.  The amount of primary capacity in the Wheeler Ridge-North block reflects the physical capacity of SoCalGas’ interconnects with PG&E and Oxy, but the amount allocated to Kern/Mojave is well below the physical capacity of the interconnect with Kern/Mojave.  As a result, PG&E’s proposal would unnecessarily restrict the ability of shippers to nominate deliveries on a firm primary basis from Kern/Mojave.  No such limitations would occur under the Comprehensive Settlement.  Firm primary rights up to the full capacity of all interconnects would be available to shippers.  Thus, the capacity allocation proposed in the Comprehensive Settlement would provide greater flexibility to shippers and is more market driven than PG&E’s alternative proposal.  

Q.
Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?  

A.
Yes, it does.  
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