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TALLAHASSEE 

October 7, 1996 

HAND-DELIVERED 

Blanca S. Bayo, Director 
Division of Records and Reporting 
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2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0870 

Re: Unbundling of  Natural Gas Services 
Docket No.: 960725-GU 

Dear Ms. Bayo: 

Enclosed for f i l ing and distribution are the original and f i f teen copies of City Gas 
Company of Florida’s Comments on Issues Addressed a t  First Unbundling Workshop 
in the above docket. 

Please acknowledge receipt of the above on the extra copy enclosed herein and 
return i t  to  me. Thank you for your assistance. ACK _I_ 

Yours truly, 

Vicki Gordon Kaufman L/ 
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CITY GAS COMPANY OF FLORIDA'S 
COMMENTS ON ISSUES ADDRESSED A T  FIRST UNBUNDLING WORKSHOP 



' .  

Q1. Should the Locai Distribution Compmy (LDC) be required to be the supplier of 
last resort? 

A. No. The Company should not be required to be the supplier of last resort. 
However, the Company is w:hg to pravide this senke provided that it is fiiuy 
compensated for providing sach service E d  rhat all costs aswckted with the gas 
suppiy, cqicity, and any other seervices necessary tc stand ready are passed along 
oxdy to the customm that haw subscribed to or Will be the benefichies of such 
SeMces. 

Q2, Snouid the LDC be required to oEer transportation seTVi,ccs to dl ehses sf 
cistomers? 

A. NT-3 belleves that unbundled se-yice shouid be m d e  available io all son- 
residential cwm". Currently, BiuT s Florida DiGsion, City Giu Company of 
Florida, mikes transportation service available :o ccriiercial customers 
umspohg mora than 'i30.000 t h e m  a year. The CQ~FZI I~  beiiwes the 
threshhold. shouid be efknirxtted for this class, %%Is regard :a the residedal ciass, 
the Compaii  Sekves that jndividuzl Compmy designed pilot F r o g "  would 
be the most asivmtagecus w i y  for each of Yne LDC's to aain experience. M e r  
2-3 years of sqerisnce, the Commission could fjrther wduate ur&undLig io tlic 
residemiat class. 

43. Should the LDC have the obligation to offer back-up or no-notice for & i  

t ranspodon customers? . 

A. The Company believes that h amsportxion astcmers shculd have the 
option of recehing backup or no-notice s e d e  the LDC, provided  hat the 
rate for the service is cast based, As with issue No. 1 and dsu a fdture isme thEx 
we have not addressed regarding capacity costs, ai1 case kccmed by the Company 
t3 provide such seervice shtluld be dkcated only :a dte subscribers ta the service. 

Q4. Should the LDC be relieved of its obligatior, to f-cusport if the cumcner faiis to 
m ; e  h suppiy QF back-ilp service. 

A. Yes.  The Ccmpany should not be teqdred to deliver sas udess the 
customer has contrscted for standby or no-notice ad the Company is 
compensated for being a supplier cf last reson. Ecwever, for s m d  cmmercid 
customers, it is unlikely that the Company would be able to c i i d l  I;e.+ce to these 
c-stomes, thaefcre, 3 :he customer deez not er;;er ktc 3 back-up or ~ ~ ~ o t i c e  



sewke with the Company, they would feceive gas but: pay an unauthoxized use fe 
fbr such consumption. 

One of the hallmarks of the E- e n t k m " t  is customer choice and with 
choice comes responsibility. O m  a customer has chosen h r n  the m u  of 
d c e s  offered by the LDC, it should not be allawed to unilaterally avail itself of 
non-subsmid sewices to the detrment d t h e  LDC snd I t s  other customers. 

QS. Should the LDC be dowed to use f i e  traaportation customers' gas in critical 
needs situations? 

A. Critied needs sitations shouid be o!early d&md either by the Commission 
or in the Company's frled C U " ~  pian which has been appmved by the 
Commission. Generally, a trmqortation customer and a l e s  cusomer should bc 
treated equally. However, if dthc a d e s  cr transportation customer has aiternate 
%el capabifiries and :he aeed arises t o  *&e their sss for 5 critical needs situstion, 
the (3"any should be dowed to use the customer's Lmspocation gas and 
provide the c.mcmer 5iir c c q " t i o n .  

Qb, Should the LDC be ailowed 10 alrtail gas seTy;.ce to a iirm transportation customer 
who has demonstrated that their gas supply arrived ax the rizy gate? 

A. Generalry speaking, no, the Company should not be ailowed to curtail a 
h transportation customer when his 3as has arrived at the city gate. However, 
as rhe Company stated in No. 5 ,  an exzepion for criticd netds siruations should 
be clearly defined in the Company's curtailment plan, Also, the Company shouid 
have the ability to curtail service for cparational reasons 01' not accept gas at the 
city gate if the customer is outside acsptable i m b d m x  toi,raxices. 

QS. Should the LDC be allowed to q u i r e  transportatior. custc" using 3as fbr 
essential human needs to comact for standby serqica? 

A. Yes, at least initially, The dereguiated gu market is still evolving, 
Smaller transportation customers may not be as soFhisticate:! rss; larger, Lidustrial 
users m d  my require tine to understand the new gas m k e ? ,  a id  its reliability, 
Moreover, FIorida is served by only one interstate pipeline znd does not have the 
diversity of other ari?as, where back-up could be more esdy procdred using Dther 
pipehe qaems. 



Q8, Should the LDC be required to offer customers the ability to u " h e  unbundled 
and bundled services? 

A. No. It has been NUI's experience in its New Jersey Division that allowbig 
a customer to use both 3 bundled and ;mbundied service in the s m e  month creates 
m uawarranted ad&stntive burden and also perrnits gaming on tho, system. 
Tierefore, the Company would be opposed to aliowing both a bundled and an 
unbundled service within the same montk, howevtr, the Company would support a 
proposal that d l ~ w s  8 customer :o make an election whe?ker they prmt to receive 
their gas in a bundled or unbundled rnan.neT for a p d d a r  month provided that 
the Compaq has the akhility to  prcvide the bundled smdce. 

Q9. Should the LDC be petmit.ced to stream 6s an B ccmpettitive basis using 3 
negotiated rats? 

A. Yes. Tie Company should be pennittd :c purchase specific 
sdpplies t:, sene c&oma eiigibie for transpcrt3iicn service. These cwicmea 
already have the aption of purchashg from any non-regdated mzrketter or supplier 
ope ra th  within the State ofFlorida; the Li3C should be plzced on an eqrjal 
fOO&l& 

QlQ. Should *Ufie LDC be subjec: to unbundling? 

A, Yes. Unbundling provides Lbe Custom$? with an oppor&ur!!xy to FurGhase 
the tyPe of s d c e  the customer desires. NUT S U F ~ ~ S  $vhg cus:omers 
choices. 

Ql l .  Should all LDC sedces be performed pursuant to fled t&& md should any 
desired rate flexioiiity be dfectuated under a filed rider7 

A. No. The C O X E ~ ~ Y  be!kves that as competition in-creases, the Campany 
should not be required to provide service only pursumt to ks tarifi. The 
Compzziy needs to be able to respond tu mht hrces and provide seM= on a 
competitive basis. There is no r a sm that he Company should be handicapped 
&om compe?ing head-to-head with ncn-repIgttzd entities with respect tc nm- 
traditional services. Therefore, as mrtrkets become compadtbe, #iiSlargpage md 
restrictions should be removed. 

412. Should the LJ3C have the rig!% to u~~kterd'ly tetrrrinm tfar,spcrtztim a g r e e "  
without cause? 



A, No, the only +Lime the LDC should be permitted to teminate the agreement 
is if the customer has breached the terms of the agrement or “mitted a breach 
under general GantiaiA law principles. 

413. Should LDCs be required ID “m teasonable” ana should “sale discretion” 
provisions in tariffs read “reasonable discretion”? 

A. Yes. TSe Company agrees that wherever sole ciiscretion appears that the 
Cornpany should ~ l s t  reasonable discretion. 

Qld+ Should the LDC be allowed tc require a waitkg period to transportaeon 
customers wantiag to retun to bundled service? 

A, h’L? SeGeves that a Customer should be required to rcxain a transportation 
customer for the rmaining term of his transpcrtaticn service agreement. At the 
end of his transportation service agreement, the customer would be considered, as 
would any other nsw customer coming on to the system. If the Compmy has 
supply and capacity available, they then could rstxn to sles service. 

QlS. Should the price for LDC senice be based on cost ai‘ service principles? 

A. No, not necessariy. Market forces and competitive forces will dictate the 
price thzt a customer is willing to pay for a competitive szrt4ce. Thsrdote, as 
markets open and become competitkx, we must r d k t  our traditional ratemaking 
and cost recovery mechanisms. 

427. Should LDCs be required to have aggregition tariffs’? 

A. The Company believes that there is an importmt distinction t o  be made 
*ahm discussing aggregation. The Company views aggregation f?om both an 
operaticnd and a revenue perspective. With rzgard to operational awegation, 
the Company believes that a marketer should be able to aggregate for the puvose 
of gas purchasing, nominathg, and balancing. Xcwever, wit!! regard to revenue 
and rate schedule classification and application, the Compa~y does not believe thzt 
customers should be aggegated. 

The Company tkrther supports the siimhation of a minimum thstzhold 
requirement, therefore, aggregation would not be necassaq for non-iesidmtid 
customers to quaMj for transportation servim!. 



Q2S. Shouid capacity release to qgreptors be subject to r e c d  to correct my mismatch 
between customer !cad and assigned capacity cutside a determined tolerance? 

A. KO. Cqacity release shouid be baed  or. mstomzs DCQ and there ~ h ~ ~ l d  
be provisions in the C a m p y ’ s  rar5ieg.3rChg bdaiicing to correcr any mimtsh 
between actual bum m b  delivettd quantities. 

429, Shouid aggregators beeom the customer aŝ  the LDC rather Than the individual 
mstomer whose loads art being aggregated? 

A. No, however hl. views both the marketer snd the end use customer as 
customen cn its system. 

430, Do LDCs tell suppliers, aarkzers, md brckzrs how mwfi  gw to deiiver h t o  
LDCs system fgr a g p g t i o c  customers or do suppliers, xzrketers, 3 ~ i d  brokers 
:ell LDCs how much ip they are deliverhg, how are imbahces har,dIec!, and who 
has kancial responsibXityl 

A, bekves t !at  the l a r p  ̂ , U s t Q ~ ~ S  shmid 5e d ~ h  to make their o m  
decidcns regarding the quaities f:, de!ker ~6 how Lrribalances are hafidkd and 
also bear the P~iuiciai :esFmsibility ot‘swh dccisions. With regard to smali 
customers, hWI beiieves thzr the LDCs shw!d $e required to notify The markets 
how much tu deliver and thar it -wol;!d be the marketer’s rcsponsibdky to deliver 
the required “ m t .  

X3 has deait with t5is issue in its New Jersey Division by requiring large 
customers to have an automatic meter reacing device w!i& enables the Company 
to balance these customers on a daily basis if ~ ~ s s s a r q .  and wh-ou: my 
imbalance between their acxd burn and their delivcrsd quantity, With its smaller 
customers, it is FroFosed that AMR devices \kill not be required, however, 
the broker is required to br ig  h an average daily delkery quaIlfify. To the extent 
that amul bums differ f?om the averzge daiijl delivery qumtity, that amount is 
trued-up in a subsequent month. 

431. Shodd aggregators be &le to order trmsportation sentice by phone or imply ask 
their agents to take cart of the details ~ f ~ m ~ g i n g  service? 

A. requires each ascomer to have a transpcrtaticr! service agreemefit on 
fie with the Company. The service 3g~eemer.t kp cut th: contrabW t q  the 
daily delivery quxities, and other pminsm infmrarion required to manage he 
&CCOUI~;~. X U ’ S  33s administration grog? bas s~ecific nomimtion procedures t k a  
must be fd1awed by marketers who are operztkg on the system. 



432. Should aggregators be afforded the sane load management took used by the W C  
it its capwity as supplier of bundied service? 

a2 
E 
3 
c 

Hold the upsuczm czpacity oftheir astornen if uked to do sa? 
Receive a d  pay thek customers transpomtior! bIils? 
Balance all of their customers usap  as one pool? 
Choose :o ! w e  .ci! TLDC penalties and opentlonal orders directed at their 
pools rather dhzn their customers pools? 
Awegate my colleaion of custom.er?? 
A4ggregate upstream capacity for the puqose of submitting one ciry gare 
norination for their customers? 

=! 

A. NUI believes t h t  a customer shodd be rsquired IO take their capadty and, 
&ercfcre, it supports the i d a  of having the marketer h d 3  she ~ p s t r e ~ i ?  c;rFaCity of 
its customers. The Compaay, however, disagees wk!~ having the marketer pay 
the citomers trampomtion bills. The Campmy bezcves that I t  is importent thar 
the custmners s d l  recognize the utility as an integra! component oftheir gii 
service prknairily becmse of sdmj ~ssces, The Coinpany supports :he nlarketer 
balancing all af  their customer :Isage in one pool. The Ccnpaq dso suppons 
having the LDC penalties and operztiona! orders dirrced at the marketers pcoIs 
rather than at the customers'. The Compay supports aggpgating uptream 
capacity for the purposes cf subrnittilg one citj? gare noiziixitim ,and 'Se CCX-IIFZE~ 
believes that the marketer ~t broker should be required to nominate fcr their 
customers. The Company n e d s  fmher c!arification of what was neant by 
awegate any coUection of cimomerS as it was unclear on $he !kt of Issues. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of  City Gas Company of 

Florida's Comments on Issues Addressed at First Unbundling Workshop has been 

furnished by U.S. Mail t o  the fol lowing individuals, on this 7 th  day o f  October 1996 :  

Beth Culpepper 
Division of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2 5 4 0  Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 

Stuart L. Shoaf 
St. Joe Natural Gas Company, Inc. 
Post Off ice Box 549  
Port St. Joe, Florida 32457-0549 

Sebring Gas System, Inc. 
3 5 1 5  Highway 27 South 
Sebring, Florida 33870-5452 

Colette M. Powers 
Post Office Box 8 
Indiantown, Florida 34956-0008 

Ansley Watson, Jr. 
MacFarlane, Ferguson & McMullen 
2 3 0 0  First Florida Tower 
1 1  1 Madison Street 
Tampa, Florida 33602  

Marsha E. Rule 
Wiggins & Villacorta, P.A. 
Post Office Drawer 1 6 5 7  
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

David Rogers 
Post Office Box 1 1 0 2 6  
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Norman H. Horton, Jr. 
Messer, Caparello, Madsen, 

Goldman & Metz  
Post Office Box 1 8 7 6  
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1  876 

Barnett G. Johnson 
Johnson & Associates, P.A. 
Post Office Box 1 3 0 8  
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

Robert Scheffel Wright 
Landers & Parsons, P.A. 
Post Office Box 2 7 1  
Tallahassee, Florida 3 2 3 0 2  



Mr.  Robert Cooper 
U.S. Gypsum Company 
1 2 5  South Franklin Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60606-4678 

Joseph A. McGlothl in 
Vicki Gordon Kaufman 
McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin, 

Davidson, Rief & Bakas, P.A. 
117 South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 2 3 0 1  
Telephone: (904) 222-2525  

Attorneys for City Gas Company 
of Florida 


