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On May 19, 2010, Commission Staff submitted a survey to NARUC with a 
request that the survey be forwarded to NARUC’s gas subcommittee members for 
response. As of the date of this letter, Commission Staff has received the enclosed 
electronic mail responses, which have been filed in the record of the above-referenced 
proceeding . 
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Maine 
South Dakota 
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Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

From: David Lewis [David-Lewis@psc.state.ar us] 

Sent: Thursday, June 03, 201 0 11 :00 AM 
To: Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

Subject: Natural Gas Customer Choice - Arkansas PSC Survey Response 

Small volume transportation (residential customer choice) is not available in Arkansas. Residential natural gas customer choice 
has not been strongly considered by the APSC. Transportation service for larger volume (commercial and industrial) customers is 
available in Arkansas and was implemented to retain and prevent those customers from bypassing the LDC to purchase and 
transport natural gas from other sources 
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Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

From: Calvin Timmerman [CTimmerman@psc state.md.us] 

Sent: Wednesday, June 09,2010 11 :46 AM 
To : Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 
cc: Gunter Elert 

Subject: RE. Survey re Small Volume Transportation - Maryland 

Attachments: Naruc Survey Questions (AM) Maryland .doc 

A N d i e c I  is Marylaiid’s response to your suivey Please feel free to call me or Guriter Elert (410) 767-8026 if you have ally 
( 1 1  lc!\iloils 

( X v i r i  I ii)iiitt:riiiaii 

Ass is I a i 1 t Ex ecx t ive D i rec to r 
Maryland FJublic Scivice Coiiwiissioii 
6 SL Paul Street 
t3altiniore, MD 21 202 

r’i1011e 41 o 767 cos8 
F ;ix 410 333 6086 
Einaii ctiii?merman@psc state mtl us 

From: Deana Dennis [mailto:ddennis@naruc.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 11:55 AM 
To: NARUC Subcommittee on Gas 
Cc: anital. mitchell@ ky .gov 
Subject: [gas] FW: Survey re Small Volume Transportation 

[Rcply to reply only to the message author, Reply All to include the entire list.] 

The Kentucky General Assembly has directed this Commission to investigate natural gas retail competition 
programs to determine whether such programs could benefit Kentucky consumers. 

To carry out this directive and meet the deadline established, the Commission’s staff has drafted survey 
questions to elicit information from other states as expeditiously as possible. Commission Staff respectfully 

6/ 14/10 
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requests that your association assist us in this endeavor by forwarding these survey questions, which are 
attached hereto, to your gas subcommittee members for response. 
most, if not all, responses by June 15, 2010. 

Staff is hopeful that it can receive 

All responses should be sent to me at: AnillrlL.Wlitcl?ell(ky_cJov 

Your assistance in this matter is greatly appreciated. 

Anita L. Mitchell 

Staff Attorney 

Kentucky Public Service Commission 

21 1 Sower Boulevard 

Frankfort, KY 40601 

1 .  Is small volume gas transportation (‘‘SVT”) available in your state? 

If no: Please state whether your state has considered implementing SVT and, if so, why SVT has not iinpleniented. 

If yes: 

2. Is your SVT established by statute, regulation, Commission Order, or some other method? Please provide a 
citation or link to any eiiabling statute, regulation, or Order. 

3. When was SVT established in your state? 

4. Was it  established to operate on a perinanent or temporary/pilot basis? 

5.  Is SVT available in  the service territories of all the gas local distribution companies (“L,DCs”) in your state? 

6. Is SVT mandatory or voluntary on the part of the L,DCs? 

7.  What idhas been the customer participation rate per participating utility and on a statewide basis for each year 
SVT has been iiiiplemented? 

8. How iiiany marketers are currently participating in each SVT program approved in your state? How many 
marketers have participated in each program since the date of inception of the program? Are there a certain 
number of marketers required to establish workable competition before a program may coininence? 

9. What is the process by  which marketers are certified to participate? What is the role of your Comiiiissioii and 01 
the participating utility iii the marketer certification process? 

IO.  What oversight role does your Commission maintain over marketers and SVT programs? 

6/14/10 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

1s. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

What coiisuiner protections are in place in  your SVT program(s)? 

Are therc established penalties for inarketer misconduct? If yes, explain the penalties available and identiry 
who enforces the penalty. 

Has any niarketer participating in your state failed to perfonn or ceased to provide service? 

In the event that a marketer has been disqualified, failed to perform or ceased to provide service, state what 
entity is the supplier of last resort. 

What are the general provisions for billing, uncollectibles, and disconnections? 

Are there codes of conduct in place for the utility, the utility affiliates participating in the program and the 
marketers? If yes, state whether the codes of conduct were established by statute, regulation or Coinirksion 
Order. Please provide a citation or link to any statute, regulation or Order. 

What is the role of utility affiliates as participants in  sinall volume programs? 

What are the general provisions for transition and stranded costs? 

What are the provisions for program marketing costs? Are these borne by marketers, utilities, or both? 

What infonnation, if any, does the Coininission require its participating utilities and/or marketers to track and 
file with the Commission? For example, are customer savings tracked and filed for each approved prograin? It 
so, will you provide a link or IJRL to reports in the public record? 

If not provided in response to previous questions, please provide a link to any assessment of choice program 
performed by the Coinmission or utility. 

(It may be necessary to cut and paste the above URL if the line is broken) 

This einail has been scanned by the MessageLabs Einail Security System. 
For more infonnation please visit http://www.inessagelabs.eoin/einail 

6/14/10 
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I. Is small volume gas transportation (“SVT’) available in your state? 
Yes, but we refer to it as Gas Customer Choice. 

If no: Please state whether your state has considered implementing SVT and, if so, 
why SVT has not implemented. 

If yes: 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6.  

7.  

Is your SVT established by statute, regulation, Commission Order, or some other 
method? Please provide a citation or link to any enabling statute, regulation, or 
Order. 
Our Gas Customer Choice was originally established by Commission 
Order. In 2000 statutory authority was established for supplier licensing 
and consumer protections (PUC Section 7-601 through 607 

When was SVT established in your state? 
Customer Choice was established in Maryland as a pilot in 1995. 
Subsequently, Customer Choice was established permanently in 1997, for 
certain gas utilities. 

Was it established to operate on a permanent or temporarylpilot basis? 
Customer Choice was established on a pilot basis but was subsequently, 
implemented on a permanent basis for certain gas utilities operating in 
Maryland. 

Is SVT available in the service territories of all the gas local distribution 
companies (“LDCs”) in your state? 
Customer Choice is available for all customers in the service territories of 
our three largest gas utilities (Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, 
Washington Gas and Columbia Gas of Maryland). Customer Choice is also 
available for non-residential customers in the service territory of 
Chesapeake Gas (Maryland Division) and Elkton Gas. 

Is SVT mandatory or voluntary on the part of the LDCs? 
Customer Choice is now mandatory for the gas utility companies and their 
customers as noted in answer five (5) above. 

What is/has been the customer participation rate per participating utility and on a 
statewide basis for each year SVT has been implemented? 
The participation rates have varied. Our most recent participation rates in 
the Customer Choice Program are available on our website 
http://webapp.psc.state.md.us/intranetlgas/gasenrollmentrpt~new.cfm. 
Overall approximately 12% of residential customers, 30% of firm 
commercial and industrial customers and nearly 90% of all large volume 
Daily-Metered customers are participating in Customer Choice. 



8. How many marketers are currently participating in each SVT program approved 
in your state? How many marketers have participated in each program since the 
date of inception of the program? Are there a certain number of marketers 
required to establish workable competition before a program may commence? 
We currently have 15 marketers (suppliers, brokers) participating in the 
service territories of BGE and Washington Gas, and seven (7) marketers 
(suppliers, brokers) operating in the service territories of Columbia Gas 
and Chesapeake Gas. The number of marketers was small at the beginning 
of this program. There is no ideal number of marketers that one needs to 
start a customer choice program, but obviously the more marketers the 
more choices that customers may have. 

9. What is the process by which marketers are certified to participate? What is the 
role of your Commission and of the participating utility in the marketer 
certification process? 
Marketers (suppliers, brokers) need to be certified by our Commission. 
They must fill out an application and be able to meet certain minimum 
financial and operation qualifications. A copy of the certification 
application is available on the Commission’s website. See 
http://webapp. psc .state. md. us/I ~ t ~ a ~ ~ ~ l a ~ ~ ~ .  cfm. 

10. What oversight role does your Commission maintain over marketers and SVT 
prog ra ms? 
The Commission’s oversight is generally with respect to the terms and 
conditions of service by marketers, suppliers or brokers. Contracts 
between the marketers and customers must specify term and conditions of 
service and agreed upon price for service. However, the Commission does 
not regulate the price offers by marketers. The Commission’s oversight of 
gas marketerslsupplierslbrokers is guided by the Code of Maryland 
Regulations COMAR 20.54 Gas Suppliers and 20.59 Competitive Gas 
Supply. Specific provisions may be reviewed on our website 
http://webapp.psc.sea8e.ta7di.Lss/$ii8rasiet/laoine.cfsn under Resources. 

11. What consumer protections are in place in your SVT program(s)? 
See COMAR 20.54 and 20.59 (from above). 

12. Are there established penalties for marketer misconduct? If yes, explain the 
penalties available and identify who enforces the penalty. 
Penalties may be levied by the Commission under its Civil Procedures in 
the Maryland Statute or Maryland Public Utility Companies Article and 
Related Laws 5 13-201, (pp. 363). 

13. Has any marketer participating in your state failed to perform or ceased to 
provide service? 

http://webapp
http://webapp.psc.sea8e.ta7di.Lss/$ii8rasiet/laoine.cfsn


Yes. 
offering their services here in Maryland. 

Some marketers have either filed for bankruptcy or have ceased 

14. In the event that a marketer has been disqualified, failed to perform or ceased to 
provide service, state what entity is the supplier of last resort. 
The supplier of last resort (also known as Provider of Last Resort or POLR) 
is always the gas utility whose service territory the marketerlsupplier is 
operating in. 

15. What are the general provisions for billing, uncollectibles, and disconnections? 
In Maryland, disconnections can only be effected by the operating gas 
utility (for gas service). For marketers operating in Maryland, billing and 
uncollectibles are governed by the provisions of COMAR 20.59. 

16. Are there codes of conduct in place for the utility, the utility affiliates participating 
in the program and the marketers? If yes, state whether the codes of conduct 
were established by statute, regulation or Commission Order. Please provide a 
citation or link to any statute, regulation or Order. 
Code of Conduct for utilities and utility affiliates can be located in COMAR 
20.40.02. Non-affiliated marketers are governed by COMAR 20.54 and 
20.59. 

17. What is the role of utility affiliates as participants in small volume programs? 
Utility affiliates that provide the gas commodity as a supplier or  marketer 
do not have any special role, but must abide by the applicable COMAR. 

18. What are the general provisions for transition and stranded costs? 
Suppliers serving firm service customers are assigned transportation and 
storage capacity which they pay for at the weighted average cost of those 
resources. For utilities with peak shaving facilities (LNG, Propane-air or 
storage owned by the utility), peak load is served for all customers by 
those facilities (suppliers deliver the remaining share of load not served by 
peak shaving). These provisions eliminate the issue of stranded cost and 
provide economic transportation and storage resources that suppliers 
need anyway. Systems and related costs for the initial transition were 
considered base rate costs. Subsequent improvements have been 
recovered in the fees charged suppliers for utility provided services. 

19. What are the provisions for program marketing costs? Are these borne by 
marketers, utilities, or both? 
The Commission has recently determined that costs related to the 
marketing of Customer Choice are to be borne by the participating 
marketers. 



20. What information, if any, does the commission require its participating utilities 
and/or marketers to track and file with the Commission? For example, are 
customer savings tracked and filed for each approved program? If so, will you 
provide a link or URL to reports in the public record? 
The Commission does not currently track savings for customers that 
participate in Customer Choice programs. However, the Commission does 
provide on its website information on marketers, including a web address 
and telephone number. The Commission requires that the gas utility 
companies provide quarterly data on customer participation in gas 
Customer Choice, which is available on the Commission’s website (noted 
in item 7 above). 
If not provided in response to previous questions, please provide a link to any 
assessment of choice programs performed by the Commission or utility. 
There is no current assessment of choice programs that has been 
performed by or on behalf of the Commission. 

21. 
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Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

From: Myers, Richard A. [richard.myers@cpuc.ca.gov] 

Sent: 
To: Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

Subject: California PUC response to survey 

Monday, June 07, 2010 3 9 2  PM 

Anita: Here is a response to your survey questions regarding "small volume gas transportation". I am 
assuming that when you refer to "small volume gas transportation", you mean a program under which gas 
supplies are provided by non-utility suppliers to small gas consumers. 

Richard Myers, California PUC Energy Division 

1. Is small volume gas transportation ("SVT") available in your state? 

Yes. In California, this program is referred to as "core aggregation" or 'lcore transportation" 

If no: Please state whether your state has considered implementing SVT and, if so, why SVT has not 
implemented. 

If yes: 

2. Is your SVT established by statute, regulation, Commission Order, or some other method? Please 

Core aggregation was adopted by CPUC Decision 91-02-040. The decision was issued in the early 1990's 

provide a citation or link to any enabling statute, regulation, or Order. 

so we don't yet have the decision available electronically. 

3. When was SVT established in your state? 

In 1991. 

4. Was it established to operate on a permanent or temporary/pilot basis? 

It was established on a permanent basis. 

5. Is SVT available in the service territories of all the gas local distribution companies ("LDCs") in your 
state? 

It is definitely available in all of the major gas utility territories, but I don't know if it is required in the very 
small utility areas. 

6. 

It is mandatory for all of the major gas utilities to allow core aggregation. Core aggregation is an 

Is SVT mandatory or voluntary on the part of the LDCs? 

optional service for the customer 

7. What idhas been the customer participation rate per participating utility and on a statewide basis for 
each year SVT has been implemented? 

6/14/10 
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I don't have participation rates available, but the last time I checked (about 6 months ago) about 2% of 
residential customers participated. 

8. How many marketers are currently participating in each SVT program approved in your state? HOW 
many marketers have participated in each program since the date of inception of the program? Are 
there a certain number of marketers required to establish workable competition before a program may 
commence? 

I don't know the number of marketers who participate. We don't have that information. There is no 
minimum required number of marketers. 

9. What is the process by which marketers are certified to participate? What is the role of your 
Commission and of the participating utility in the marketer certification process? 

There is no certification process. 

I O .  What oversight role does your Commission maintain over marketers and SVT programs? 

We have little oversight role. Core aggregators must however follow CPUC-adopted utility "rules" for the 
program . 

11. 

The CPUC has not adopted any specific consumer protections related to core aggregation since we don't 
regulate those marketers. Core aggregators must however follow CPUC-adopted utility "rules" for the 
program. 

What consumer protections are in place in your SVT program(s)? 

12. Are there established penalties for marketer misconduct? If yes, explain the penalties available and 
identify who enforces the penalty. 

No. 

13. Has any marketer participating in your state failed to perform or ceased to provide service? 

I don't know 

14. In the event that a marketer has been disqualified, failed to perform or ceased to provide service, 
state what entity is the supplier of last resort. 

The utility is the supplier of last resport. 

15. 

These provisions are stated in the CPUC-adopted rules for each utility. The rules are part of the utility tariffs 
and can be found on utility web sites. 

What are the general provisions for billing, uncollectibles, and disconnections? 

16. Are there codes of conduct in place for the utility, the utility affiliates participating in the program and 
the marketers? If yes, state whether the codes of conduct were established by statute, regulation or 
Commission Order. Please provide a citation or link to any statute, regulation or Order. 

The CPUC has affiliate transaction rules in general but not specifically related to the core aggregation 

6/14/10 
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program. 

17. What is the role of utility affiliates as participants in small volume programs? 

I don't know what this question intends. 

18. 

I don't know. 

What are the general provisions for transition and stranded costs? 

19. What are the provisions for program marketing costs? Are these borne by marketers, utilities, or 
both? 

There are no marketing costs. 

20. What information, if any, does the Commission require its participating utilities and/or marketers to 
track and file with the Commission? For example, are customer savings tracked and filed for each 
approved program? If so, will you provide a link or URL to reports in the public record? 

None. 

21. If not provided in response to previous questions, please provide a link to any assessment of choice 
programs performed by the Commission or utility. 

6/14/10 
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Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

From: Daniel Lee [DQLee@PSC.STATE.FL US] 

Sent: Friday, June 11, 2010 11.08 AM 
To : Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

cc: ddennis@naruc org; Cheryl Bulecza-Banks; Connie Kummer 

Subject: [gas] FW: Survey re Small Volume Transportation 
Attachments: Naruc Survey Questions Gas.doc; 12934-02 pdf; 12977-02.pdf; 05588-04 pdf 

Anita, 

Please see the attached response with PDF files of the orders cited in our response. I hope our description of Florida's 
approach is helpful to you. 

Daniel Lee 
Division of Economic Regulation 
Florida Public Service Commission 

(8.50) 41 3-6836 

6/ 14/10 



1. Is small volume gas transportation (“SVT’) available in your state? 

If no: Please state whether your state has considered implementing SVT and, if so, 
why SVT has not implemented. 

If yes: 

Yes, transportation service is available to small-volume residential gas customers 
of some Florida LDCs by tariff provisions. 

2. 

3.  

4. 

5.  

Is your SVT established by statute, regulation, Commission Order, or some other 
method? Please provide a citation or link to any enabling statute, regulation, or 
Order. 

The requirement for LDCs to offer the transportation of natural gas to all non- 
residential customers is established by Rule 25-7.0335, Florida Administrative 
Code, adopted in April 2000. The rule further provides that each LDC may offer 
the transportation of natural gas to residential customers when it is cost effective 
to do so. (“Enabling rule”.) 

Based on the enabling rule described above, 3 LDCs (Central Florida Gas, which 
is the Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation, lndiantown Gas 
Company, and Sebring Gas System, Inc.) got approval to convert their residential 
and commercial sales customers to transportation-only service as part of 
experimental transitional pilot programs. See Order No. PSC-O2-1646-TRF-GU, 
issued November 25, 2002, Order No. PSC-O2-1655-TRF-GU, issued November 
26, 2002, and Order No. PSC-04-0499-TRF-GU, issued May 14, 2004, for 
Chesapeake, Indiantown, and Sebring respectively. 

When was SVT established in your state? 

See response for No. 2. While the enabling rule was established in 2000, 
approvals by orders in 2002 and 2004 established experimental transitional pilot 
programs for specific LDCs. 

Was it established to operate on a permanent or temporary/pilot basis? 

See responses for No. 2 and No. 3. 

Is SVT available in the service territories of all the gas local distribution 
companies (“LDCs”) in your state? 

No (See response for No. 2.) 



6. Is SVT mandatory or voluntary on the part of the LDCs? 

Voluntary on a utility by utility basis. (See response for No. 2.) 

7. What is/has been the customer participation rate per participating utility and on a 
statewide basis for each year SVT has been implemented? 

All customers of the 3 LDCs with approved experimental transitional pilot 
programs were converted to transportation service with certain guidelines and 
safeguards. (See response for No. 2.) 
Based on EIA data (http:l/www.eia.doe.qov/natural qas/restructure/state/fl.html), 
14,440 of those customers were residential as of December 2009. This 
compares with 452,038 residential customers as of December 2008 at 4 LDCs 
not offering or adopting residential transportation service. 

8. How many marketers are currently participating in each SVT program approved 
in your state? How many marketers have participated in each program since the 
date of inception of the program? Are there a certain number of marketers 
required to establish workable competition before a program may commence? 

The enabling rule does not specify a certain number of marketers that are 
required to establish workable competition before a program may commence. 
Most begin with a single marketer chosen by the LDC. Customers of 
Chesapeake have a choice between two gas marketers and from several pricing 
programs since the company's request for Phase 2 was approved by the 
Commission in May 2007. In January 2008, the company held the first open 
enrollment period where customers could choose. In addition to gas marketer 
choices during the enrollment period, residential customers could also choose 
from two rates for transportation service. If no selection was made, the standard 
price and transportation option would apply. A second open enrollment period 
was held from January to March 2009, providing a wider range of marketer and 
pricing options. 

9. What is the process by which marketers are certified to participate? What is the 
role of your Commission and of the participating utility in the marketer 
certification process? 

The Commission does not certify marketers. Marketers are specifically exempt 
from Commission oversight per Florida Statutes. 

Section 366.02 Definitions.--As used in this chapter: 

(1 ) "Public utility" means every person, corporation, partnership, association, or other legal entity and 
their lessees, trustees, or receivers supplying electricity or gas (natural, manufactured, or similar 
gaseous substance) to or for the public within this state; but the term "public utility" does not include 

http:l/www.eia.doe.qov/natural


either a cooperative now or hereafter organized and existing under the Rural Electric Cooperative Law 
of the state; a municipality or any agency thereof; any dependent or independent special natural gas 
district; any natural gas transmission pipeline company making only sales or transportation delivery of 
natural gas a t  wholesale and to direct industrial consumers; any entity selling or arranging for sales of 
natural gas which neither owns nor operates natural gas t.ransmission or distribution facilities within 
the state; or a person supplying liquefied petroleum gas, in either liquid or gaseous form, irrespective 
of the method of distribution or delivery, or owning or operating facilities beyond the outlet of a meter 
through which natural gas i s  supplied for compression and delivery into motor vehicle fuel tanks or 
other transportat.ion containers, unless such person also supplies electricity or manufactured or natural 
gas. 

IO. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

The LDCs have established minimum qualification requirements that marketers 
must meet in order to actively market to customers of the LDC. During the 
transitional process, the LDCs select the marketers to participate in the pilots, 
and the LDCs are set up as suppliers of last resort, should a marketer default. 

What oversight role does your Commission maintain over marketers and SVT 
programs? 

See response to 9. The PSC maintains full rate base regulation over the LDC’s 
transportation charges and practices. 

What consumer protections are in place in your SVT program(s)? 

All rates and charges by the LDC are subject to Commission approval. The 
Commission also maintains oversight over tariff and consumer complaints. By 
design, the LDC remains the supplier of last resort if the customer’s chosen 
marketer defaults, although the customer may pay higher rates for gas as a 
result. 

Are there established penalties for marketer misconduct? If yes, explain the 
penalties available and identify who enforces the penalty. 

See response for No. 16. There are no specific provisions for penalties in the 
rule. Marketers are not regulated by the Commission. 

Has any marketer participating in your state failed to perform or ceased to 
provide service? 

Not to our knowledge. 

In the event that a marketer has been disqualified, failed to perform or ceased to 
provide service, state what entity is the supplier of last resort. 

The LDC remains the supplier of last resort. 



15. What are the general provisions for billing, uncollectibles, and disconnections? 

By Rule 25-7.0335 (a), Florida Administrative Code, the utility is responsible for 
the transportation of natural gas purchased by the customer. The utility is not 
responsible for providing natural gas to a customer that elects service under the 
transportation service tariff. If the customer’s marketer, broker, or agent fails to 
provide the customer with natural gas, the utility may disconnect service to the 
customer or provide natural gas under its otherwise applicable tariff provision. 

16. Are there codes of conduct in place for the utility, the utility affiliates participating 
in the program and the marketers? If yes, state whether the codes of conduct 
were established by statute, regulation or Commission Order. Please provide a 
citation or link to any statute, regulation or Order. 

Yes. By Rule (25-7.072, Florida Administrative Code, adopted July 2002 and 
amended June 2003.) 

17. What is the role of utility affiliates as participants in small volume programs? 

See response for Questions 14-16. 

18. What are the general provisions for transition and stranded costs? 

Rates for transportation service are set by the Commission based on the cost of 
the investment. Utilities were also allowed to recover costs for establishing billing 
and other services necessary to effect transportation only service. There are no 
specific provisions for stranded costs. 

19. What are the provisions for program marketing costs? Are these borne by 
marketers, utilities, or both? 

No specific requirements other than the Code of Conduct provided by Rule 25- 
7.072 that the utility must apply its transportation service tariff provisions in the 
same manner to all similarly situated affiliated and nan-affiliated marketers, 
brakers, and agents. See orders listed above for specifics on allowed costs. 

20. What information, if any, does the Commission require its participating utilities 
andlor marketers to track and file with the Commission? For example, are 
customer savings tracked and filed for each approved program? If so, will you 
provide a link or ,URL to reports in the public record? 

Like any other regulated entity, LDCs file periodic surveillance reports on its 
regulated operations to allow the PSC to monitor earnings. Utilities are not 
required to file any information on customer savings. The PSC does not regulate 
marketers. 



21.If not provided in response to previous questions, please provide a link to any 
assessment of choice programs performed by the Commission or utility. 

http://www. floridapsc.com/publications/pdf/~eneral/factsandfi~ures201 O.pdf 

Links to Orders cited in response to previous questions: 

Order No. PSC-02-1 646-TRF-GUI issued November 25, 2002 
http://www.floridapsc.coi~i/lihraly/filin~s/O2/12934-02/12934-02.PDF 

Order No. PSC-O2-1655-TRF-GU, issued November 26, 2002 
http://www.floridapsc.com/libran//filin~s/O2/12977-02/12977-02. PDF 

Order No. PSC-04-0499-TRF-GUI issued May 14,2004 
- http://~.floridapsc.com/librar\/lfi1in~s/04/05588-04/05588-04.PDF 

http://www


BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Peti.tion of Florida 
Division of Chesapeake Utilities 
Corporation for authority to 
convert all remaining sales 
customers to transportation 
service and t o  exit merchant 
function. 

DOCKET NO. 020277-GU 
ORDER NO. PSC-02-1646-TRF-GU 
ISSUED: November 25, 2002 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of 
this matter: 

L I L A  A. JABER, Chairman 
J. TERRY DEASON 
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L_ ORDER APPROVING PHASE I OF CHESAPEAKE UTILITIES CORPORPITION'S 
PETITION TO CONVERT ALL REMAINING S U E S  CUSTOMERS TO 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICE AND TO EXIT THE MERCHANT F'UNCTXON 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE is hereby given by the Florida Public Service 
Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in 
nature and will become final unless a person whose interests are 
substantially affected files a petition for a formal proceeding, 
pursuant to Rule 2 5 - 2 2 . 0 2 9 ,  Florida Administrative Code. 

I. BACKGROUND 

In Aprjl 2000, we adopted Rule 25-7.0335, Florida 
Administrative Code, which requires each local distribution company 
(LDC) to o f f e r  the transportation of natural gas to a l l  non- 
residential customers. The rule further provides that each LDC may 
of fe r  the transportation of natural gas to residential customers 
when it is cost effective to do so. 

On March 28, 2002, Chesapeake Utilities Corporation filed its 
Petition for Authority to Convert All Remaining Sales Customers to 
Transportation Service and to Exit Merchant Function. In this 
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Petition Chesapeake proposes to require all remaining sales 
customers to switch to transportation service. 

The number of Chesapeake's non-residential sales customers has 
decreased substantially in the past few years due to restructuring 
of  the gas industry. A s  these customers started buying gas on the 
open market, Chesapeake's transpbrtation volumes increased and its 
sales volumes decreased. Prior to 2000, transportation service to 
non-residential customers comprised 70% of the Company's total 
system throughput, and it now comprises 96% of that throughput. 

The remaining sales customers include 663 non-residential 
customers, all of whom are in the low usage rate classifications, 
and 9,587 residential customers. The non-residential customers 
account for 2.5% o f  the total system throughput and the residential 
customers account for 1.5% of the total system throughput. These 
customers require a small and seasonally variable volume o f  gas, 
factors that make the cost of the gas expensive. 

Chesapeake believes gas marketers can sell gas to its 
remaining sales customers less expensively than Chesapeake can. 
Chesapeake has concluded that the only cost effective approach 
available to it is to completely exit the merchant function, and 
require all remaining sales customers to convert to transportation 
service. Chesapeake's Petition is for a new tariff which allows a 
gradual transition from sales service to transportation service for 
the remaining sales customers. 

Customer meetings were held on June 25, 2002, in Winter Haven 
and St. Cloud, and an June 26, 2002, in Plant City and Crystal 
River. 

Jurisdiction over this matter i s  vested in the Commission by 
several provisions of Chapter 366, Florida Statutes, including 
Sections 366.03, 366.04, 366.05, 366.06 and 366.075, Florida 
Statutes. 

11. PROVISIONS OF THE PROPOSED TARIFF 

[Jnder Chesapeake's proposal, a Transitional Transportation 
Service (TTS) tariff would be established to facilitate the 
conversion of remaining sales customers to aggregated customer 
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pools. Chesapeake would retain qualified gas marketers to 
administer the pools. These Pool Managers would have the 
capability of combining the gas supply requirements of customers in 
the TTS pools with other cwtomers served by the Pool Manager, both 
on and off the Company's distribution system. 

Chesapeake believes its cus'tomers' gas supply needs are best 
served by a gas marketer with the ability to "rebundle,' the 
Company's small volume gas users into a diversified, state-wide 
customer group consisting of i.ndustria1 and commercial customers 
with different levels of weather sensitivity and peak usage. The 
increased market power of a larger overall customer group, with 
greater gas volume requirements, would result in a higher 
probability of obtaining lower gas costs than would be achievable 
by the decreasing sales service volumes on the Company's system 
alone. 

Chesapeake's approach will allow all stakeholders adequate 
time to develop the knowledge and experience needed for a 
successful transition to a fully competitive open market. 
Chesapeake would maintain a contractual relationship with the Pool 
Manager(s) throughout the transition period, which is designed to 
provide reliable service at reasonable prices, while gradually 
introducing more options and choices to a better informed customer 
group. 

The TTS tariff includes a phased in transition period to be 
completed over several years. In addition, to avoid any conflict 
of interest or appearance of impropriety, the Company will exclude 
its own marketing affiliate from participating in all phases. 

The implementation of Phase One would be for a two-year period 
where all remaining residential. and non-residential sales customers 
would receive gas supply service through one qualified Pool 
Manager, selected by the Company through a Request for Proposals 
(RFP) process. The TTS agreement between the Company and the 
selected Pool Manager would be structured to provide customFrs the 
opportunity to select bet.ween two pricing aptioris: a monthly 
indexed price, similar to the current PGA pricing mechanism, or a 
fixed price option that enables customers to mitigate the potential 
price volatility of the monthly indexed price. 
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Near the end of the initial two-year period, the Company would 
evaluake customer acceptance of the program, assess its own 
capabilities to expand program options, and make a determination of 
the feasibility and timing for initiating Phase Two. Chesapeake 
would also report to the Commission on the results of Phase One, 
and the customer education and implementation plan for Phase Two. 
After submi tti.ng the report, Ches’apeake would petition for approval. 
to start implementing Phase Two. 

Phase Two would expand the choices available. The Company 
would retain, through an RFP process similar to that used in Phase 
One, a minimum of two Pool Managers. The Company would require 
each Pool. Manager to offer a range of gas pricing terms and 
conditions. Customers would have the ability to choose between the 
two Pool Managers, and select the pricing option that best matched 
their individual circumstances. At the end of Phase Two, the 
Company would report to us on the results of Phase Two, and the 
Phase Three customer education and implementation plan. The 
duration of Phase Two is left open, but is expected to be at least 
one year. 

Phase Three would completely transition customers to a fully 
competitive marketplace. With its customers being better informed 
and having several years of experience with gas marketers and 
various pricing options, the Company would replace the TTS tariff 
with i t s  Aggregated Transportation Service Program. Customers 
would be free to choose any Pool Manager authorized to deliver gas 
on the Company‘s distribution system, and negotiate price and other 
terms with no constraints imposed by the Company. Pool Managers 
would be authorized to directly solicit any and all customers for 
gas supply services. 

The Company’s proposal is carefully designed to avoid exposure 
of its customers to t h e  risk of service disruption. The TTS 
Agreement provides for severe financial. penalties and potential 
termination of the agreement in the event that the TTS Pool Manager 
fails to deliver gas. The Company is prepared to act as the 
supplier of last resort in the case of longer term problems. 

The TTS Agreement. would specif i.cally define the Pool Managers’ 
actions or omissions constituting a default, including: failure to 
observe the terms and conditions of the TTS Agreement; failure in 
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performance of essential duties and obligations such as failing to 
deliver gas for an extended period without prior approval, force 
majeure, or re-relinquishing capacity outside the contract limits; 
engaging in price gouging, slamming or other improper or unlawful 
activities; and, failure to maintain financial viability. 

Chesapeake would implement procedures and provide the 
oversight necessary to ensure continuity of service to the pool 
customers in a default situation. If the Pool Manager defaults 
during Phase One, the Company would act to terminate the TTS Pool 
Manager and, as the supplier of last resort, would recall the 
interstate pipeline capacity, arrange for gas supply, and perform 
all other necessary functions to ensure delivery to affected 
customers. If during Phase Two, eitsher of the two TTS Pool 
Managers defaults, the non-def aulting Pool Manager would assume gas 
delivery responsibilities for all customers until arrangements to 
qualify a replacement Pool Manager could be made. If both Pool 
Managers default, the Company would act as the supplier o f  last 
resort, would recall the interstate pipeline capacity, arrange for 
gas supply, and perform all other necessary functions to ensure 
delivery to affected customers, until arrangements to qualify 
replacement Pool Managers could be made. 

For the residential and small commercial customers 
transi.tioning from sales to transportation service, the Company 
would maintain the customer service function, maintain customer 
account transaction records, and provide gas supply billing and 
collections indefinitely. Customers would continue to receive one 
monthly bill, and the Pool Managers‘ charges would appear in lieu 
of the Company’s purchased gas adjustment. The Company would 
follow a prescribed hierarchy in applying customer payments. All 
payments would first be applied to any taxes and fees imposed by 
government; second, to Pool Managers’ charges for gas supply; and 
third, to the Company’s regulated transportation charges. 
Customers currently taking service under the transportation tariff 
(primarily large commercial and indust.ria1 customers) would have 
the option of getting billed directly from the marketer serving 
them or through Chesapeake. 

This payment hierarchy would enable the Company to retain the 
capability to disconnect customers fox non-payment in the event of 
a partial payment. Applying the payment to the Pool Manager‘s gas 
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supply cost prior to the Company's regulated charges would prevent 
customers from taking advantage of the absence of the Pool 
Manager's service disconnect authority by paying only the regulated 
charges. However, this arrangement would not provide protection to 
the Pool Manager in the event that the customer failed to pay at 
all. The Pool Manager would have the authority to appropriately 
secure customer accounts througli cash deposits or similar means. 

Chesapeake currently has the authority to collect a charge 
from Pool Managers opting to receive customer billing and payment 
processing services from t.he Company, in the amount of $5.00 per 
bill, applicable to the limited number of non-residential customers 
receiving transportation service. The Company proposes to reduce 
this charge to $2.00 per account per month applicable to all 
accounts receiving service from Pool Managers. The charge would be 
mandatary for the TTS Pool Managers, but remain elective for Pool 
Managers and other gas marketers serving non-residential accounts 
in the Company's aggregated or individual transportation service 
programs. The revenue generated by this charge will go to offset 
the COSLS needed to implement the computer systems necessary to 
accommodate a total customer transportation service environment. 

As the Company prepares to exit the merchant function, 
participation in the purchased gas cost recovery proceedings will 
no longer be necessary. The Company filed iLs final true-up for 
the calendar year 2001 in the PGA docket in May 2002, indicating an 
over-recovery. Projected filings are due in September 2002, to 
determine the PGA cap for the year 2003. However, upon the 
activation of servi.ce by the Phase One TTS Pool Manager, there 
would cease to be any need. for the Company to have an active PGA 
mechanism. We will review whatever over or under-recovery may have 
accrued at that time for appropriate disposition by the Company. 
Chesapeake proposes to address that matter in a subsequent filing 
within ninety days of the termination of i ts  gas sales merchant 
function. Based on the most recent data, it appears that the 
company will be in an over-recovery state for the period ended 
August 31, 2002. 

The Company has submitted revised tariff sheets that 
incorporate the changes necessary to implement transportation 
service to all remaining sales customers. 
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111. ANALYSIS 

Chesapeake cites Rule 25-7.0335 , Florida Administrative Code, 
as authority for approving the Petition. The rule requires that 
each local distribution company (LDC) "of fer" the transportation of 
natural gas to all non-residential customers. The rule further 
provides that each LDC "may offisex" t.he transportation of natural 
gas to residential customers when it is cost effective to do SO. 

Chesapeake's request in the Petition falls outside the scope 
of the rule. The rule requires that LDC's "offer" transportation 
service to non-residential customers and that LDC's "may offer,, 
such service to residential customers. The rule does not allow 
LDC's to require that any customer switch to transportation 
service. Chesapeake's proposed TTS tariff requires customers to 
switch from sales to transportation service and so the rule is 
inapplicable. 

Under Section 366.075 Florida Statutes , we have the authority 
to approve experimental and transitional rates. This section 
provides sufficient authority for the action we take herein. 

Because Chesapeake's proposal presents us with a case of first 
impression, and is a step toward rest.ructuring of the gas industry 
in Florida, we wish to proceed with caution. Based on the 
Company's Petition, we find that Phase I of Chesapeake's proposal 
to convert all remaining sales customers to transportation service 
and to exit the merchant function is appropriate and reasonable, 
and is hereby approved as an experimental and transitional pilot 
program pursuant to Section 366.075, Florida Statutes. In addition 
to the two-year report contemplated in the Company's Petition, 
Chesapeake shall provide a similar interim report to this 
Commission regarding Phase One. The report shall he submitted no 
later that 90 days from the conclusion of the first twelve months 
of the implementation of Phase I. The tariff shall become 
effective on November 5, 2002, and the interim report is due no 
later than 90 days after November 5 ,  2003. Further, all of the 
revenues and costs associated with the implementation of Phase One 
shall be accounted for above the line. 

We believe it is reasonable and prudent to monitor the results 
of the implementation of Phase One before ruling on the Company's 



ORDER NO. PSC-02-1646-TRF-GU 
DOCKET NO. 020277-GU 
PAGE 8 

request regarding Phases I1 and 111. Therefore, we will not 
address nor make a determination as to Phases I1 and I11 at this 
time. Any change to Phase I, either to terminate its 
implementation or to proceed to Phases If or 111, shall require an 
affirmative act of this Commission. 

If a prot,est is filed withfn 21 days of this Order approving 
Chesapeake's tariff by a person whose substantial interests are 
affected, the tariff shall remain in effect pending resolution of 
the protest, with any charges held subject to refund pending 
resolution of the protest. If no protest is filed, this docket 
shall be closed upon the issuance of a Consummating Order. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Phase 
I of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation's Petition for Authority to 
Convert All Remaining Sales Cust.omers to Transportation Service and 
to Exit Merchant Function is approved as an experimental and 
transitional pilot program pursuant to Section 366.075, Florida 
Statutes. It is further 

ORDERED that in addition to the two-year report contemplated 
in the Company's Petition, Chesapeake shall provide a similar 
interim report to this Commission regarding Phase I. The report 
shall be submitted no later that 90 days from the conclusion of t h e  
first twelve months of the implementation of Phase I. It is 
further 

ORDERED that the tariff shall become effective on November 5 ,  
2002. It is further 

ORDERED that all of the revenues and costs associated with 
implementation of Phase 1 shall he accounted for above the line. 
It is further 

ORDERED that any change to Phase I, either to termhate i t s  
implementation or to proceed to Phases I1 or 111, shall require an 
affirmative act of this Commission. It is further 

ORDERED that if a protest is filed within 21 days of th i s  
Order approving the tariff by a person whose substantial interests 
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are affected, the tariff shall remain in effect pending resolution 
of the protest, with any charges held subject to refund pending 
resolution of the protest;. It is further 

ORDERED that if no protest is filed, this docket shall be 
closed upon the issuance of a Consummating Order. 

By ORDER of the Florida P u b l i c  Service Commission this 25th 
day of November, 2002. 

__I-- 

and Administrative Services 

( S E A L )  

MKS 

CONCURRENCE 

Commissioner Palecki concurs in the decision. 
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NOTICE OF2URTHER PROCEEDINGS 

The Florida Public Service Commission i s  required by Section 
120.569 (1) , Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders t h a t  
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and tim@ limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Mediation may be available on a case-by-case basis. If 
mediation is conducted, it does not affect a substantially 
interested person’s right to a hearing. 

The Commission’s decision on this tasi.ff is interim in nature 
and will become final, unless a person whose substantial interests 
are affected by the proposed action files a petition for a formal 
proceeding, in the form provided by Rule 28-106.201, Florida 
Administrative Code. This petition must be received by the 
Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative 
Services, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-  
0850, by the close of business on December 36, 2002. 

In the absence of such a peti,tion, this Order shall became 
final and effective upon the issuance of a Consummating Order. 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 
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ORIDER APPROVING PHASE ONE OF PETITION FOR ALTTHORTTY 
-___I_____ CONVERT ALL REMAINING SALES CUSTOMERS TO 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICE AND TO 
TERPIINATE MERCHANT FUNCTION BY TNDTANTOWN GAS COMPAblf 

MOTICE is hereby given by the Fl.orida P u b l i c  Service 
Commission that the action discussed herein is preliminary in 
nature and will become finai unless a person whose interests are 
substant,i.ally affected files a peti.ti on for a formal proceeding, 
pursuant to Rule 25-22.029, Florida Administrative Code. 

BACKGROUND_ 

Ln Apri.1 2000, we adopted Rule 25-7.0335, Florida 
Administrative Code, which requires each local distribution compariy 
(LDc:) to offer the transportation of natural gas to all non- 
residential customers. The rule further provides that each SDC may 
offer the transportation of natural gas to residential customers 
when it is cost effective to do so, At the time of our adoption of 
Rule 2.5-7 .0335,  1ndiant;own Gas Company (Indi-antown or the Conpany) 
d i d  not offer transportation service. 

At present, only one industrial customer (a r i t ru s  plant) iS 
taking transportation service, arid accouiits for 3Ok of the total 
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system throughput. At the end of December 2001, the remainhg 
sales customers on the Company's system included one industrial 
(cogenerat,ion Pacility) customer who accounts for 65% of total 
s ys t em throughput, and approximately 2 5 non- r es ident ia 1 customers , 
w h o  account for 2.5% of total system throughput. The 600 
resideriti a1 customers account for the remai.ning 1.8% of system 
t.hroughpiit. The one industrial (cogeneration facility) is planning 
1.0 transfer to transportation service in September 2002. 

Given the reduced level of it,s system throughput associated 
with sales service, and the continuing migration of its non- 
residential customers to transportation service, the Company 
believes that if it were to remain in the merchant functicr;, i t  
would find it i..ncreasingly difficult to deliver gas to i t s  
customers at competitive prices. Based on the Company's 
experience, the number of pwodr~cers and/or marketers interested iii 
provi.cling gas supply for such a diminished level of usage on a 
stand-alone basis is limited. 

Indian(-own has conc,luded that the only cost effective approach 
available to it is to completely exit the merchant funct-ion, and 
require all remaining sales customers convert to transportation 
service. A customer meeting was held on J u l y  11, 2002, in 
Lndiantown. No customers chose to speak at the customer meeting. 

We have jurisdiction over this matter pursuant. to several 
provissons of Chapter 366, Florida Statutes, inclrrding Sections 
366.03, 366.04, 366.05, 366.06, and 366.075, Florida Statutes. 

APPROVAL OF PHASE I 

On May 24, 2002, Indiantown filed its petition f o r  authority 
to convert all remaining sales customers to transportation servicc; 
and to exit the merchant function, -to become e€fecti.ve NovemLjer 5, 
2002. Our analysis consists of two sections. The first section 
addresses the provisions of the proposed tarlff and t.he second 
addresses our authority to approve the tariff. 

Provisions of the Proposed Tariff 

Under Indialitown's proposal, an Aggregated Transportatioc 
Service (ATS) tariff would be established to facilitate the 
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conversion of the remaining sales service customers to aggregated 
customer pools. Qualitled gas marketers would be retained to 
ac3minister the pools. These Pool Managers wotiLd have the 
capability of combining the gas supply requiremenEs of customers in 
t.he ATS pool(s) with other customers served by the Pool Manager, 
both on and off the Company’s distribution system. 

Indiantown believes its customers‘ gas supply needs are best 
served hy a gas marketer with the abi1it.y to “rebundle” the 
Company‘s small volume gas users into a diversified, state-wi de 
customer group consisting of industrial and commercial customers 
with different levels of weather sensitivity and peak usage. The 
increased market power of a larger overall customer group with 
greater gas volume requirements, would result. in a higher 
probability of obtaining lower gas costs than would be achievable 
by the decreasing sales service volumes on khe Company’s syst.em 
alone. Indiantown’ s approach will allow all stakeholders adequate 
time to develop the knowledge and experience needed for a 
suc:c,essful transitiorl t o  a fully competitive open market. 

Lndiantown would maintain a contractual relationship wit.h the 
Pool Manager (s) throughout the transition period, which i s  designed 
to provide reliable service a t  reasonable prices, while gradually 
introducing more options and choices to a better informed customer 
group. The ATS tariff includes a phased-in transition period t.o be 
completed over several years. 

The implement.at.ion of Phase One would he for a two-year period 
where all remaining residential and non-residential sales customers 
would receive gas supply service through one qualified Pool. 
Manager, selected by the Company through a Request for  proposal..^ 
( R F P )  process. The ATS agreement between t.he Company and the 
selected Pool Manager would be structured to provide ciistomers the 
opportunity to select. between two pricing options: a monthly 
indexed price, similar to the current. Purchased Gas Adjustment 
(PGA) pricing mechanism, or a fixed price opti.on that enables 
customers to mit.igat.e the potent,ial price voIat,i.li ty of the monthly 
indexed price. 

Near the end of the initial two-year period, the Company would 
evaluate customer acceptance of the program, assess its own 
capabiliti es to expand progrm options, and make a determination of 
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the feasibility and timing f o r  initiating Phase Two. Indiantown 
would also report to this Commission on the results of Phase One, 
and the customer education and implementation plan for Phase Two- 
After submitting the report, Indiantown will petition this 
Commission for approval to start implementing Phase Two. 

Phase Two would expand the choices available. The Company 
would retain, through an RFP process similar to that used in Phase 
One, a minimum of two Pool Managers. The Company would require 
each Pool Manager to offer a range of gas pricing terms and 
conditions. Customers would have the ability to choose between the 
two Pool Managers, and select the pricing option that best matched 
their individual circumstances. At the end Phase Two, the Company 
would report. to the Commission on the results of Phase Two, and the 
Phase Three customer education and implementation plan. The 
duration of Phase Two is left open, but is expected to be at least 
one year. 

Phasc Three would completely transition customers to a. fully 
competitive marketplace. Wi.th its customers being better informed 
and having several years of experience with gas marketers and 
various pricing options, customers would be free to choose any Pool 
Manager authorized to deliver gas on the Company's distribution 
system, and negotiate price and other terms with no constraints 
imposed by the Company. P o o l  Managers would he authorized to 
directly solicit any and a11 customers fo r  gas supply services. 

The Company's proposal is carefully designed to avoid exposure 
of its customers to the risk of service disruption. The ATS 
Agreement provides f o r  severe financial penalties and potential 
termination of the agreement in the-event. that the ATS Poo l  Manager 
fails to deliver .gas. Indiantown is prepared to act as the 
supplier of last resort in the case of longer term problems. 

The ATS Agreement would specifically define the Pool Managers' 
actions or omissions constituting a default, including: failure to 
ohserve the terms and conditions of the ATS Agreement; failure in 
performance of essential duties and obligations such as failing to 
deliver gas for an extended period wit.hout prior approval, force 
majeure, or re-relinquishing capacity outside the contract limits; 
engaging in price gouging, slamming or other improper or unlawful 
activi ties; and, the failure to maintain financial viability. 
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Incliantown would implement procedures and provide the 
oversight necessary to ensure continuity oi service ,to the pool 
cust.omers in a default. situation. If the Poo l  Manager defaults 
during Phase One, the Company would act to terminate the ATS Pool  
Manager and, as the supplier of last resort, would recall the 
interstate pipeline capacity, arrange for gas supply, and perform 
a l l  other necessary functions to ensure delivery to affected 
customers. if during Phase TWO, either of the two ATS Pool 
Managers defaults, the non-defaulting Pool  Manager would assume gas 
delivery responsibilities for all customers until arrangements to 
qualify a replacement.. Pool  Manager could be made. T f  both Pool 
Managers default, the Company as the supplier of last resort, 
woiil.d, recall the interstate pipel iine capacity, arrange for gas 
s u p p l y ,  arid perform all other necessary f u n c t i o n s  t.o ensure 
delivery to affected customers, un.til arrangements to qualify 
replacement Pool Managers cou1.d be made. 

For the residential and small commercial customers 
transitioning from sales to transportat:.ion service, the Company 
would maintain the customer service function, maintain customer 
account transaction records, and provide gas supply billing and 
collections indefinitely. Customers would continue to receive one 
monthly bill, and the Pool  Managers’ charges would appear in lieu 
of the Company’s purchased gas adjustment. The Company w o u l d  
follow a prescribed hierarchy in applying customer payment.s. All 
payments would first be applied to any taxes and fees imposed by 
government; second, to Pool Managers‘ charges for gas supply; and 
thiwd, I.0 the Company’s regulated transportation charges. 

This payment hierarchy would enable the Company to retain the 
capability to disconnect customers for non-payment in the event of 
a partial payment. Applying the payment to the Pool Manager’s gas 
supply cost prior to the Company’s regulated charges would prevent 
customers from taking advantage -of the absence of the Pool 
Manager‘s service disconnect authority by paying only the regulated 
charges. However, this arranqement would not provide protection to 
the P o o l  Manager in the event that the customer failed to pay at 
all. The Pool Manager would have the authority to appropriately 
secure customer accounts through cash deposits or similar means. 

As the Company prepares to exit the merchant function, 
participation in the purchased gas cost recovery proceedings will 
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no longer be necessary. The Company filed its final PGA true-up 
for the calendar year 2001 in May 2002. The filing shows an over- 
recovery of $ 3 2 , 8 6 9 .  Projected filings are due in September 2002 
for the determination of the PGA cap for the year 2003. However, 
upon activation of service by the Phase One ATS P o o l  Manager, there 
would cease to be any need f o r  the Company to have an active PGA 
mechanism. Whatever over or under-recovery may have accrued st. 
that time will be reviewed by the Commission for appropriate 
disposition hy the Company. Indiantown proposes to address that 
matter in a subsequent filrcng within ninety days of the termination 
of its gas sales merchant function. Based on the most recent data, 
it appears that the Company will be in an over-recovery state for 
the period ended August 31, 2002. 

The Company has submitted revised tariff sheets that 
incorporate the changes necessary to implement transportation 
service to all remaining sales customers. 

Cornmission's Jurisdiction 

Indiantown cites Rule 25-7 .0335,  Florida Administrative Code, 
as our authority for approving the Petition. The rule requires 
that each local distribution company (LDC) "offer" the 
transportation of natural gas to all non-residential customers. 
The rule further provides that each LDC "may offer" the 
transportation of natural gas to residential customers when it is 
cost-effective to do so .  

Lndiantown's request in the Petition falls outside the scope 
of the rule. The rule requires that LDC's "offer" t.ransportation 
service to non-residential customers and that LDC's "may offer" 
such service to residential customers. The rule does not allow 
LDC's to require that any customer switch to transportation 
servi ce. Indiantown' s proposed ATS tariff requires customers to 
switch from sales to transportation service and so the rule is 
inapplicable. 

Section 366.075, Florida Statutes, provides that we are 
authorized to approve rates on an experimental or transitional 
basis for any public utility, to encourage energy conservat.ion or 
ef f i.ci ency .  This section provides sufficient auth0rit.y for the 
action we take herein. 
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Conclusion 

Based on the Company’s petition, we find that Phase One of 
Zndiantown’s proposal to convert all remaining sales customers to 
transportat,ion service and to exit the merchant. function is 
appropriate and reasonable, and is hereby approved as an 
experimental and transitional pilot, program pursuant to Section 
366.075, Florida Statutes. In add.ition to the two-year report. 
contemplated in the Company‘s Petition, Indiantown sha.1.1 provide a 
similar interim report t.o this Commission regarding Phase One. The 
report shall be submitted no later that: 90 days from the conclusion 
of the first twelve months of the implementation of Phase One. The 
tariff shall become effective on November 5, 2002, and the interim 
report is due no later than 90 days after November 5, 2003. 
Further, all of the revenues and costs associated with the 
implementation of Phase One shall. be accounted f o r  above the line. 

We believe It is reasonable and prudent to monitor the results 
of the implementation of Phase One before ruling on the Company‘s 
request regarding Phases Two and Three. Therefore, we will not 
address n o r  make a determination as to Phases Two and Three at this 
time . Any change to Phase One, either to terminate its 
implementation or to proceed to Phases Two or Three, shall require 
an affirmalive act of this Commission. 

If a protest is filed within 21 days of this Order approving 
Indiantown‘ s tariff by a person whose substantial interests are 
affected, the tariff shall remain in effect pending resolution of 
the protest, with any charges held subject: to refund pending 
resolution of the protest. If no protest is filed, this docket 
shall be closed upon the issuance of a Consummating Order. 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Phase 
One o f  Indiantown Gas Company’s Petition for authority to convert 
all remaining sales customers to transportation service and to 
terminate merchant function is approved as an experimental and 
transitional p i lo t .  program pursuant to Section 366.075, Florida 
Statutes. It is further 
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ORDERED that in addition to the two-year report contemplated 
in t.he Company’s Petition, Indiantown shall provide a similar 
interim report to this Commission regarding Phase One. The report 
shall be submitted no later that 90 days from the conclusion of the 
first twelve mont.hs of the implementation of Phase One. It is 
further 

ORDERED that the tariff shall become effective on November 5, 
2002. It is further 

ORDERED that all of the revenues and costs associated with 
implementation of Phase One shall be accounted for above the line. 
It. is further 

ORDERED that any change to Phase One, either to terminate its 
implementation or to proceed to Phases Two or Three, shall require 
an affirmative act of this Commission. ~t is further 

ORDERED that if a protest is filed within 21 days of this 
Order approving the tariff by a person whose substantial interests 
are affected, the tariff shall remain in effect pending resolution 
of the prot.est, with any charges held subject to refund pending 
resolution of the protest. It is further 

ORDERED that if no protest is filed, this docket shall be 
closed upon the issuance of a Consummating Order. 

BY ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 26th 
day of November, 2002. 

BLANCA S. BAYi), Director 
Division of the Commission Clerk 
and Administrative Services 

-- By: 
Kay Fltnn, Chfef 
Bureau of Records and Hearing 
Services 

( S E A L )  
JSB 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.569(1), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 01 1 2 0 . 6 8 ,  Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean a l l  requests for an administrative 
heari.ny or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Mediation may be available on a case-by-case basis. If 
mediation is conducted, it does not affect a substantially 
interested person's right to a hearing. 

The Commission's decision on this tariff is interim in nat.ure 
and will become final, unless a person whose substantial interests 
are affected by the proposed action files a petition for a formal 
proceeding, in the form provided by Rule 2 8 - 1 0 6 . 2 0 1 ,  Florida 
Administrative Code. This petition must be received by the 
Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative 
Services, 2 5 4 0  Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399- 
0 8 5 0 ,  by the close of business on December 17, 2 0 0 2 .  

In the absence of such a petition, this Order shall become 
final and effective upon the issuance of a Consummat.ing Order. 

Any objection or protest filed in t .his docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Petition for authority to 
transfer all remaining sales ORDER NO. PSC-04-0499-TRF-GU 
transportation service, to 

DOCKlET NO. 031123-GU 

ISSUED: May 14,2004 
function, and for approval of certain tariff 
changes on experimental basis, by Sebring Gas 
System, Inc. 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of this matter: 

BRAULIO L. BAEZ, Chairman 
J. TERRY DEASON 

LILA A. JABER 
RUDOLPH “RIJDY” BRADLEY 

CHARLES M. DAVIDSON 

ORDER GRANTING PETITION TO CONVERT REMAINING 
SALES CUSTOMERS TO TRANSPORTATION S E R V a  

AND TO TERMINATE MERCHANT FUNCTION 

BY THEi COMMISSION: 

In April 2000, we adopted Rule 25-7.0335, Florida Administrative Code, which requires 
each local distribution company (LDC) to offer thc transportation of natural gas to all non- 
residential customers. The rule further provides that each LDC may offcr the transportation of 
natural gas to residential customers when it is cost effective to do so. 

At the time of our adoption of Rule 25-7.0335, Sebring Gas Company (Sebring or the 
Company) did not offer transportation service. At present, Sebring serves approximately 900 
residential and commcrcial customers with no large demand industrial users. Total annual 
system throughput varies but is less than 650,000 therms. The system’s small customer base, 
and corresponding low overall level of usage contribute to the challenge of procuring gas at 
competitive prices for Sebring’s customers. Given the low level of its system throughput 
associated with sales service, the Company believes that if it were to remain in the merchant 
function, it would find it increasingly difficult to deliver gas to its customers at competitive 
prices. 

Sebring concluded that the only cost effective approach available to it is to completely 
exit the merchant function, and require that all sales customers convert to transportation service. 
Accordingly, on December 22, 2003, Sebring filed a petition for permission to convert and 

FPSC - C O M M l  S S IO N C t. E f? 5 
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transfer all remaining sales customers to transportation service, to terminate the merchant 
function, and for approval of certain tariff changes on experimental basis. A letter of 
clarification regarding Sebring’s petition was filed January 27, 2004. Our staff‘s 
recommendation on Sebring’s petition was deferred from the February 17, 2004 Agenda 
Conference, so that the Company could send out a notice of the petition to its customers. 
Customer notice has been mailed to all customers explaining Sebring’s petition to transfer all 
sales customers to transportation, and exit the merchant function. 

We have jurisdiction over this matter by several provisions of Chapter 366, Florida 
Statutes, including Sections 366.03,366.04, 366.05, 366.06, and 366.075, Florida Statutes. 

Under Sebring’s proposal, it would establish two transportation service programs through 
its tariff. The first program would revise Sebring’s existing “pro-forma” transportation tariff to 
establish an Individual Transportation Service (ITS) Program as an option for customers using 
over 100,000 thernis per year. Under the proposed ITS program, larger customers would be able 
to select a gas marketer, negotiate the terms of service and individually schedule gas deliveries to 
the Company’s distribution system. 

The second program, an Aggregated Transportation Service (ATS) tariff would be 
established to facilitate the conversion of the small volume sales service customers using less 
than 100,000 therms per year, to a single aggregated customer pool. A qualified gas marketer 
would be retained to administer the pool. This Pool Manager would have the capability of 
combining the gas supply requirements of customers in the ATS pool with other customers 
served by the Pool Manager, both on and off the Company’s distribution system. 

Sebring believes its customers’ gas supply needs are best served by a gas marketer with 
the ability to “rebundle” the Company’s small volume gas users into a diversified, state-wide 
customer group consisting of industrial and commercial customers with different levels of usage. 
The increased market power of a larger overall customer group with greater gas volume 
requirements, will result in a higher probability of obtaining lower gas costs than would be 
achieved by the decreasing sales service volumes on the Company’s system alone. Sebring’s 
approach will allow all stakeholders adequate time to develop the knowledge and experience 
needed for a successful transition to a fully competitive open market. 

Sebring shall maintain a contractual relationship with the Pool Manager throughout the 
transition period. The transition period has been designed to provide reliable service at 
reasonable prices, while gradually introducing more options and choices to a better informed 
customer group. The ATS tariff includes a phased-in transition period to be completed over 
several years on an experimental basis and is similar to proposals by the Florida Division of 
Chesapeake Utilities Corporation (Chesapeake) and Indiantown Gas Company (Indiantown), 
approved by Order Nos. PSC-02-1646-TRF-GU, issued November 25, 2002, in Docket No. 
020277-GUY In re: Petition of Florida Division of Chesapeake Utilities Corporation for authority 
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to convert all remaining sales customers to transDortation service and to exit the merchant 
functions, and PSC-02- I655-TRF-GU, issued November 26, 2002, in Docket No. 02047 1 -GTJ, 
In re: Petition for authority to convert all remaining sales customers to transportation service and 
to terminate merchant function by lndiantown Gas Company. 

The implementation of the programs shall be for a period where all remaining residential 
and non-residential sales customers will receive gas supply service through one qualified Pool 
Manager, selected by the Company. Sebring has an established relationship with a marketer who 
has purchased for Sebring its total gas supply for the past ten years. This marketer has 
committed to offer fuel and capacity management services under the same terms and conditions 
for gas supply as that obtained by Request For Proposal for the Commission-approved programs 
of Chesapeake and lndiantown. The ATS agreement between the Company and the Pool 
Manager is structured to provide customers the opportunity to select between two pricing 
options: a monthly indexed price, similar to the current Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) 
pricing mechanism, or a fixed price option that enables customers to mitigate the potential price 
volatility of the monthly indexed price. 

On January 27, 2004, Sebring filed a letter of clarification to its petition, stating that the 
initial program offering would be on an experimental basis for a period of two years, consistent 
with our decision on similar requests from Chesapeake and Indiantown. Sebring is agreeable to 
providing reports and information consistent with our decisions in those orders. Near the end of 
the initial two-year period, the Company will evaluate customer acceptance of the program, 
assess its own capabilities to expand program options, and make a determination of the 
feasibility and timing for continuing further. Sebring will report to us on the results of the 
programs. After submitting the report, Sebring will have to petition us for approval to continue 
or end the program. The report shall be submitted within 90 days prior to the conclusion of the 
initial period of the program. 

The Company’s proposal is carefully designed to avoid exposure of its customers to the 
risk of service disruption. The ATS Agreement provides for severe financial penalties andor 
potential termination of the agreement in the event that the ATS Pool Manager fails to deliver 
gas. Sebring is prepared to act as the supplier of last resort in the case of long term problems. 

The ATS Agreement specifically defines the Pool Manager’s actions or omissions 
constituting a default, including: failure to observe the terms and conditions of the ATS 
Agreement; failure in performance of essential duties and obligations such as failing to deliver 
gas for an extended period without prior approval, force majeure, or re-relinquishing capacity 
outside the contract limits; engaging in price gouging, slamming or other improper or unlawhl 
activities; and, the failure to maintain financial viability. 

Sebring shall implement procedures and provide the oversight necessary to ensure 
continuity of service to the pool customers in a default situation. If the Pool Manager defaults, 
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the Company will act to terminate the ATS Pool Manager and, as the supplier of last resort, will 
recall the interstate pipeline capacity, arrange for gas supply, and perform all other necessary 
functions to ensure delivery to affected customers, until arrangements to qualify a replacement 
Pool Manager could be made. Should the company be required to provide such temporary 
emergency back-up service, the cost of gas charges will be allocated to customers through the 
Operational Balancing Account mechanism in the Company’s tariff. 

For the residential and non-residential customers transitioning from sales to 
transportation service, the Company will maintain the customer service function, maintain 
customer account transaction records, and provide gas supply billing and collections indefinitely. 
Customers will continue to receive one monthly bill, and the Pool Manager’s charges will appear 
in lieu of the Company’s purchased gas adjustment. The Company will charge the Pool Manager 
$2.00 per ATS customer per month for providing such service. The Company will follow a 
prescribed hierarchy in applying customer payments. All payments will first be applied to any 
taxes and fees imposed by government; second, to the Pool Manager’s charges for gas supply; 
and third, to the Company’s regulated transportation charges. 

This payment hierarchy will enable the Company to retain the capability to disconnect 
customers for non-payment in the event of a partial payment. Applying the payment to the Pool 
Manager’s gas supply cost prior to the Company’s regulated charges will prevent customers 
from taking advantage of the absence of the Pool Manager’s service disconnect authority by 
paying only the regulated charges. However, this arrangement will not provide protection to the 
Pool Manager in the event that the customer failed to pay at all. The Pool Manager will have the 
authority to appropriately secure customer accounts through cash deposits or similar means. 

As the Company prepares to exit the merchant function, participation in the purchased 
gas cost recovery proceedings will no longer be necessary. Further, upon activation of service 
by the ATS Pool Manager, there will cease to be any need for the Company to have an active 
PGA mechanism. We will review whatever over- or under-recovery may have accrued at that 
time for appropriate disposition by the Company. Sebring proposes to address that matter in a 
subsequent filing within ninety days of the termination of its gas sales merchant function. 

The Company mailed a notice to its customers on March 12, 2004 describing the new 
program. The customers that responded to the notice supported the program. The Company has 
submitted revised tariff sheets that incorporate the changes necessary to implement 
transportation service to all remaining sales customers. 

Sebring cites section 366.075, Florida Statutes, as our authority for approving the 
petition. That section grants us the authority to approve experimental and transitional rates. 
Approval of the petition pursuant to Section 366,075, Florida Statutes, is consistent with our 
decisions in Order Nos. PSC-02- 1646-TRF-GU and PSC-02-1655-TW-GtJ. 
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Based on the foregoing circumstances, we find that Sebring’s proposal to convert all 
remaining sales customers to transportation service and to exit the merchant function on an 
experimental basis is appropriate and reasonable, and is hereby approved. The tariff shall 
become effective on April 20,2004, the date of our vote on this matter. 

Rased on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Sebring Gas System, Inc.’s 
petition for authority to convert all remaining sales customers to transportation service and to 
exit the merchant function on an experimental basis, is hereby approved, effective April 20, 
2004. It is further 

ORDERED that Sebring Gas System, Inc. shall file a report with this Cornmission 90 
days prior to the conclusion of the initial period of the program. The report shall contain 
information regarding customer acceptance, an assessment of Sebring’s capability to expand the 
program, and a determination of the feasibility of continuing the program. It is hrther 

ORDERED that if a protest is filed within 21 days of the Commission Order approving 
this tariff by a person whose substantial interests are affected, the tariff shall remain in effect 
pending resolution of the protest, with any charges held subject to refund pending resolution of 
the protest. It is further 

ORDERED that if no protest is filed, this docket shall be closed upon the issuance of a 
Consummating Order. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission this 14. day of m, w. 

Division of the Commission Clerk 
and Administrative Services 

( S E A L )  

JSB 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 120.569( 1 ), Florida 
Statutes, to notify parties of any administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders 
that is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as well as the procedures and 
time limits that apply. This notice should not be construed to mean all requests for an 
administrative heating or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief sought. 

Mediation may be available on a case-by-case basis. If mediation is conducted, it does 
not affect a substantially interested person's right to a hearing. 

The Commission's decision on this tariff is interim in nature and will become final, unless 
a person whose substantial interests are affected by the proposed action files a petition for a 
formal proceeding, in the forni provided by Rule 28- 106.201, Florida Administrative Code. This 
petition must be received by the Director, Division of the Commission Clerk and Administrative 
Services, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850, by the close of 
business on June 4.2004. 

In the absence of such a petition, this Order shall become final and effective upon the 
issuance of a Consummating Order. 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the issuance date of this order is 
considered abandoned unless it satisfies the foregoing conditions and is renewed within the 
specified protest period. 
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Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

From: ZIMMERMAN Ken [ken.zimmerman@state.or.us] 

Sent: 

To: Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 
Subject: Survey Response 

Thursday, May 27, 2010 1027 PM 

1. Is small volume gas transportation (“SVT”) available in your state? 

2. 
(volumes and $) to  warrant the trouble associated with such services as SVT. 

No, l ittle interest among customers. Natural gas service is not considered of  enough importance or size 

If no: Please state whether your state has considered implementing SVT and, if so, why SVT has not implemented. 

If yes: 

2. 
citation or link to any enabling statute, regulation, or Order. 

Is your SVT established by statute, regulation, Commission Order, or some other method? Please provide a 

3.  When was SVT established in your state? 

4. Was it established to  operate on a permanent or temporary/pilot basis? 

5.  Is SVT available in the service territories of all t,he gas local distribution companies (“LDCs”) in your state? 

6. Is SVT mandatory or voluntary on the part of  the LDCs? 

7. 
year SVT has been implemented? 

What is/has been the customer participation rate per participating utility and on a statewide basis for each 

8. How many marketers are currently participating in each SVT program approved in your state? How many 
marketers have participated in each program since the date of inception of  the program? Are there a certain number 
of marketers required to  establish workable competition before a program may commence? 

9. 
of the participating utility in the marketer certification process? 

What is the process by which marketers are certified to  participate? What is the role of your Commission and 

10. What oversight role does your Commission maintain over marketers and SVT programs? 

11. What consumer protections are in place in your SVT program(s)? 

12. 
who enforces the penalty. 

Are there established penalties for marketer misconduct? If yes, explain the penalties available and identify 

13. Has any marketer participating in your s tate failed t o  perform or ceased to  provide service? 

6/14/10 
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14. 
entity is  the supplier of last  resort. 

In the event that a marketer has been disqualified, failed to  perform or ceased to  provide service, state what 

15. What are the general provisions for billing, uncollectibles, and disconnections? 

16. Are there codes of  conduct in place for the utility, the utility affiliates participating in the program and the 
marketers? If yes, state whether the codes of  conduct were established by statute, regulation or Commission Order. 
Please provide a citation or link to  any statute, regulation or Order. 

17. What is the role of  utility affiliates as participants in small volume programs? 

18. What are the general provisions for transition and stranded costs? 

19. What are the provisions for program marketing costs? Are these borne by marketers, utilities, or both? 

20. . What information, if any, does the Commission require i ts  participating utilities and/or marketers to  track and 
file with the Commission? For example, are customer savings tracked and filed for each approved program? If SO, 

will you provide a link or URL to  reports in the public record? 

21. 
performed by the Commission or utility. 

If not provided in response to  previous questions, please provide a link to  any assessment of choice programs 

Kenneth R. Zirnniennan, Ph.D. 

Senior Analyst 

Oregon Public Utility Commission 

550 Capitol Street NE 

Suite 2 15 

Salem, OR 97301 

(503) 373-1 553 (office) 

(503) 559-9694 (cell) 

k.ziinineiinan@puc.state.or.us 

6/14/10 
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Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

From: MacLennan, Carol [Carol.MacLennan@maine.gov] 

Sent: 

Cc: 

Subject: RE: [gas] FW: Survey re Small Volume Transportation 

Thursday, May 27, 2010 12:48 PM 
Mitchell, Anita L (PSC); Huntington, Faith; Smith, Lucretia; Cook, Christine R 

Please see responses below. 

Carol A. MacLennan 
Senior Staff Attorney 
Maine Public Utilities Commission 
242 State Street 
#18 State House Station 
Augusta, Maine 04333 
207-287-1 393 - tel. 
207-287-1 039 - fax 

From: Deana Dennis [mailto:ddennis@naruc.org] 
Sent: Thu 5/27/2010 11:55 AM 
To: NARUC Subcommittee on Gas 
Cc: anital. mitchell@ ky .gov 
Subject: [gas] FW: Survey re Small Volume Transportation 

[Reply to reply oiily to the message author, Reply All to include the entire list.] 

Metnbers of the N A R U C  G a s  Staff Snbcotnrriittee, 

The Kentucky General Assembly has directed this Commission to investigate natural gas retail competition 
programs to determine whether such programs could benefit Kentucky consumers. 

To carry out this directive and meet the deadline established, the Commission’s staff has drafted survey 
questions to elicit information from other states as expeditiously as possible. Commission Staff respectfully 
requests that your association assist us in this endeavor by forwarding these survey questions, which are 
attached hereto, to your gas subcommittee members for response. Staff is hopeful that it can receive 
most, if not all, responses by June 15, 2010. 

All responses should be sent to me at: AnitaL.Mitchell@ky.gov 

6/14/10 
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Your assistance in this matter is greatly appreciated. 

Anita L. Mitchell 

Staff Attorney 

Kentucky Public Service Commission 

21 1 Sower Boulevard 

Frankfort, KY 40601 

I f  no: Please state whether your state has considered implementing SVT and, if so, why SVT has not inipleinented. 

I f  yes: 

2. Is your SVT established by statute, regulation, Coininission Order, or soine other method? Please provide a 
citation or link to any enabling statute, regulation, or Order. Order approving t a l i  l‘t’s 1)N 300547. A\ L I I I ~ I ~ I ~ ~  
011 o w  11 chsitc. onliiic tioctiiiicnts, Vii iiial ( ’iisc 1 ; i l c  

4. Was it established to operate 011 a petinanent or temporary/pilot basis? I’crnwiicnt. 

5.  Is SVT available in the service territories of all the gas local distribution coinpanies (“LDCs”) in your state‘? 
J‘CS. 

6. Is SVT inandatory or voiuntaiy on the part of the L,DCs? 1I4andatory i f  tlic load t i t s  
tciriis & condi(rons oI YCII icc 

ithin the c i~lci~: \  01’ ih, 

8. How iriariy marketers are curt-cntly participating in each SVT program approved in your state? How inany 
marketers have participated in each program since the date of inception of the program? Are there a certain 
number of marketers required to establish workable competition before a program inay coinmence? N( 
iill11ilTllllll i1lii1ihcr 01 11l;ii I \ c ~ c ~  
111<11 I\ctcr\ h ;1 \  \ ill lCCl l lCf\ \  cell 1-2 lo 4-5. 

1cclliirc<l. I3cillg ii \tllilII \tatc Iviih \i1iilll  gii\ I o ~ I ~ J s ,  th<’ ilLil11l’ei 01’ : I C ~ I \  c g(1‘3 

6/14/10 



9. 

10. 

1 1 .  

12. 

13. 

14. 

1s. 

What is the process by which marketers are certified to participate? What is the role of your Coinmission and ot 
the participating utility in the marketer certification process? 13ccaiisc only C'jI custonici s arc cligihlc. l l i c  
( ' o ~ i i ~ ~ i ~ \ ~ l ~ ~ ~ i  tloc\ 110t cci-tily liiiii  I\ctci 4. I Ilc Inarlictcis Illus1 111ec1 the critci ia cst:iblisliccl I)? tlic iitility ;IS ~ t ~ ~ t c t l  
I l l  t a l l l I  

What consuiner protections are in place in your SVT program(s)? See : r l ~ ) \ ~ c  

Are there established penalties for marketer misconduct? If yes, explain the penalties available and identify 
who cnforces the penalty. I hc t,ii 1115 contain halaii( iiig pcn,iltic\ \\ h i c h  the t i l i l i I j  c i i ioi~~c\ 

Has any marketer participating in your state failed to perform or ceased to provide service? Oiic nix1 lictci \ \  citl 
h a n l \ l l i p t .  

In the event that a marketer has been disqualified, failed to perform or ceased to provide service, state what 
entity is the supplier of last resort. I I ) ( ' .  

What are the general provisions for billing, uncollectibles, and disconnections? Sce C'liaptcr X I S  of hll'li(' 

16. 

17. 

IS. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

Are there codes of conduct in place for the utility, the utility affiliates participatiiig in the program and the 
marketers? If yes, state whether the codes of conduct were established by statute, regulation or Conmission 
Order. Please provide a citation or link to any statute, regulation or Order, N o  cxccpt tor oiir liiilc on :it'liIiali. 
t1c;ilings. ( 'Iiaptci 820 

What is the role of utility affiliates as participants in sinall volume programs? Scc C'liaptcr S20. 

What are the general provisions for transition and stranded costs? See i cspoiisc to 2 

What are the provisions for program marketing costs? Are these borne by marketers, utilities, or both'? 
ib!alkc~tY\ C l l > \ O l  I1 I l l L ~ I l '  OLZ I1 11 lJ I  I\clrllg c\pci15e< and l i t l l r l lc5 I,c.:u IJlclr acllllrnl~tlall\~c co\t\ 

What infoi-niation, if any, does the Coinmission require its participating utilities and/or marketers to track and 
file with the Commission? iVi:ii~l~ctc~r\ ai-c I eqLi i iu1 to rcy\tci coiitnct iiifot-mation with the C'oniiiiissitm I)! 
!dattitc For example, are customer savings tracked and filed for each approved program? If so, will you 
provide a link or IJRL to reports in the public record? Nonc 

If not provided in response to previous questions, please provide a link to any assessment of choice program 
perfoi-nied by the Coinmission or utility. 

6/14/10 
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Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

From: David.Jacobson@state.sd.us 

Sent: 

To: Mitchell, Anita L (PSC) 

Subject: 

Attachments: Naruc Survey Questions (AM).doc 

Thursday, May 27, 20 10 12: 19 PM 

FW. [gas] FW: Survey re Small Volume Transportation 

I.-’ IC -.; ply : fi-orii South Dakota Puhlic Utilities Cornrnission 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Deana Dennis [mailto:ddennis@naruc.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2010 10:55 AM 
To: NARUC Subcommittee on Gas 
Cc: anital.mitchell@ky.gov 
Subject: [gas] FW: Survey re Small Volume Transportation 

[Reply to reply only to the message author, Reply All to iiiclude the entire list.] 

Menibers of the NARIJC Gas Staff Suhcoiniiiittee, 

The Kentucky General Assembly has directed this Commission to investigate natural gas retail competition 
programs to determine whether such programs could benefit Kentucky consumers. 

To carry out this directive and meet the deadline established, the Commission’s staff has drafted survey 
questions to elicit information from other states as expeditiously as possible. Commission Staff respectfully 
requests that your association assist us in this endeavor by forwarding these survey questions, which are 
attached hereto, to your gas subcommittee members for response. 
most, if not all, responses by June 15, 2010. 

Staff is hopeful that it can receive 

All responses should be sent to me at: AnitaL.Mitchell@kyLgov 

Your assistance in this matter is greatly appreciated. 

Anita L. Mitchell 

Staff Attorney 

6/14/ 10 
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Kentucky Public Service Commission 

21 1 Sower Boulevard 

Frankfort, KY 40601 

1. 

If no: Please state whether your state has considered implementing SVT and, if so, why SVT has not implemented. 

If yes: 

Is small volume gas transportation (“SVT”) available in your state? 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5.  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11.  

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

Is your SVT established by statute, regulation, Commission Order, or some other method? Please providc a 
citation or link to any enabling statute, regulation, or Order. 

When was SVT established in your state? 

Was it established to operate on a pelinanent or teinporarylpilot basis? 

Is SVT available in  the service territories of all the gas local distribution companies (“LDCs”) in your state? 

Is SVT mandatory or voluntary on the part of the LDCs? 

What is/has been the customer participation rate per participating utility and on a statewide basis for each year 
SVT has been implemented? 

How inany marketers are currently participating in each SVT program approved in your state? How inany 
marketers have participated in each program since the date of inception of the program? Are there a certain 
number of marketers required to establish workable coinpetition before a program may coinnieiice? 

What is the process by which marketers are certified to participate? What is the role of your Commission and of 
the participating utility i n  the rnarketcr certification process? 

What oversight role does your Commission maintain over marketers and SVT programs? 

What consumer protections are in place in your SVT program( s)? 

Are there established penalties for marketer misconduct? If yes, explain the penalties available and identify 
who enforces the penalty. 

Has any marketer participating in your state failed to perfoiin or ceased to provide service? 

In the event that a marketer has been disqualified, failed to perform or ceased to provide service, state what 
entity is the supplier of last resort. 

What are the general provisions for billing, uncollectibles, and disconnections? 

Are there codes of conduct in place for the utility, the utility affiliates participating in the program and the 

6/14/10 
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marketers? If yes, state whether the codes of conduct were established by statute, regulation or Commission Order. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

--- 

Please provide a citation or link to any statute, regulation or Order. 

What is the role of utility affiliates as participants in  sinall volume programs? 

What are the general provisions for transition and stranded costs? 

What are the provisions for program marketing costs? Are these borne by marketers, utilities, or both? 

What information, if any, does the Coinmission require its participating utilities and/or inarketers to track and 
file with the Commission? For exainple, are customer savings tracked and filed for each approved program? If 
so, will you provide a link or IJRL, to reports in the public record? 

If not provided in response to previous questions, please provide a link to any assessment of choice programs 
performed by the Commission or utility. 

( I t  may be necessary to cut and paste the above URL if the line is broken) 

6/14/10 



South Dakota PUC response 
Dave Jacobson 
Utility Analyst 

1. 

If no: Please state whether your state has considered implementing SVT and, if so, 

Is small volume gas transportation (‘SVT,’) available in your state? Yes., 

why SVT has not implemented. 

If yes: 

2. Is your SVT established by statute, regulation, Commission Order, or some other 
method? Please provide a citation or link to any enabling statute, regulation, or 
Order. Proposed by Company via tariffed rates, then approved by Commission. 

When was SVT established in your state? Over 10 years ago. 3. 

4. Was it established to operate on a permanent or temporary/pilot basis? 
Permanent. 

5.  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

I O .  

11. 

Is SVT available in the service territories of all the gas local distribution 
companies (“LDCs”) in your state? We have 3 LDCs. One has specific SVT rate. 
One has no minimum volumes. One has minimum volumes. 

Is SVT mandatory or voluntary an the part of the LDCs? Voluntary. 

What idhas been the customer participation rate per participating utility and on a 
statewide basis for each year SVT has been implemented? Very small 
participation. Too much administrative work, meter expense, etc. to be viable. 

How many marketers are currently participating in each SVT program approved 
in your state? Few. How many marketers have participated in each program 
since the date of inception af the program? Few. Are there a certain number of 
marketers required to establish workable competition before a program may 
commence? No. Marketers have expressed that margins on gas sales are very 
thin and only economically viable with larger volumes. 

What is the process by which marketers are certified to participate? What is the 
role of your Commission and of the participating utility in the marketer 
certification process? Marketers are not certified or regulated in South Dakota. 

What oversight role does your Commission maintain over marketers and SVT 
programs? Marketers = no oversight. LDC SVT rates approved by Commission. 

What consumer protections are in place in your SVT program(s)? Same as for 
sales service. 



12. Are there established penalties for marketer misconduct? No. If yes, explain the 
penalties available and identify who enforces the penalty. 

13. Has any marketer participating in your state failed to perform or ceased to 
provide service? No, not without seemless shift to other providers. 

14. In the event that a marketer has been disqualified, failed to perform or ceased to 
provide service, state what entity is the supplier of last resort. Chosen by 
customer. No supplier of last resort. 

15. 
Same as for sales customers 

What are the general provisions for billing, uncollectibles, and disconnections? 

16. Are there codes of conduct in place for the utility, the utility affiliates participating 
in the program and the marketers? No. If yes, state whether the codes of 
conduct were established by statute, regulation or Commission Order. Please 
provide a citation or link to any statute, regulation or Order. 

17. 
perform marketing function. 

What is the role of utility affiliates as participants in small volume programs? Can 

18. 
customers returning to sales service via rider. 

What are the general provisions for transition and stranded costs? Assigned to 

19. What are the provisions for program marketing costs? Are these borne by 
marketers, utilities, or both? Might be included in rates via rate case. 

20. What information, if any, does the Commission require its participating utilities 
and/or marketers to track and file with the Commission? For example, are 
customer savings tracked and filed for each approved program? No. If so, will 
you provide a link or URL to reports in the public record? 

21. If not provided in response to previous questions, please provide a link to any 
assessment of choice programs performed by the Cornmission or utility. NA 

Note: Tariffed SVT rates and conditions for service can be found on our wehsite at 
http://puc.sd .gov/Tariffs/naturalgastariff .aspx 

http://puc.sd

