SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC CO. & SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS CO.

(Omnibus Application – A.06-08-026) 

4th DATA REQUEST FROM DRA

____________________________________________________________

QUESTION PZS4-1:

The 2006 California Gas Report (CGR) shows differences between forecasted end-use   requirements for SoCalGas customers from 2006 to 2010 (in MMcf/d) versus those presented in the 2004 CGR.  For instance, in the 2004 CGR under average year temperature, the SoCalGas core forecast was 982 in 2006, 984 in 2007, 991 in 2008, and 1,013 in 2010.  On the other hand, in the 2006 CGR, the same core forecast is 1,001 in 2006, 997 in 2007, 999 in 2008, and 1,008 in 2010.  The 2006 CGR shows higher requirements forecast by core end-use compared to those in the 2004 CGR.  Please explain what accounts for the apparent increase in SoCalGas’ core requirements forecast.  If actual 2006 data is available, please provide them to DRA.

RESPONSE PZS4-1:
The differences in SoCalGas’ core gas demand forecasts for the CGR 2004 and CGR 2006 forecasts are minor, from 1.9% higher in the 2006 CGR forecast for the year 2006 to a 0.5% lower forecast for the year 2010, as shown in the attached Excel spreadsheet. These minor differences can be explained by the use of updated modeling parameters based on 2 additional years of actual data, 2004 and 2005, used to re-estimate the CGR 2006 core forecasting models and by higher energy efficiency therm savings forecast for 2010 due to a renewed emphasis on energy efficiency programs in California. 
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QUESTION PZS4-2:

In the 2004 CGR under average year temperature, the requirements forecast by end-use for SoCalGas’ noncore (in MMcf/d) was 885 in 2006, 874 in 2007, 871 in 2008, and 770 in 2010.  On the other hand, in the 2006 CGR, the same noncore forecast is 1,186 in 2006, 1,214 in 2007, 1,263 in 2008, and 1,092 in 2010.  The 2006 CGR shows higher requirements forecast for SoCalGas’ noncore end-use compared to those in the 2004 CGR.  Please explain what accounts for the apparent increase in the SoCalGas’ noncore requirements forecast.  If actual 2006 data is available, please provide them to DRA.

RESPONSE PZS4-2:

The differences of non-core forecasts for SoCalGas for the CGR 2004 and CGR 2006 forecasts are as shown in the Excel spreadsheet attached to response PZS4-1. These differences can be explained by the use of updated modeling parameters based on 2 additional years of actual data, 2004 and 2005, used to re-estimate the CGR 2006 forecasting models.  Items that contributed most to the change in EG volumes were higher electric demand forecasts (that were met with gas fired generation) and updates in assumptions about the startup and operation of new and existing power plants based on public information.

QUESTION PZS4-3:

SDG&E’s forecast requirements by end-use for its core in the 2006 CGR compared to those in the 2004 CGR for the period 2006 through 2010 under average temperature   show only minimal changes.  For instance, the forecast for year 2006 increased from 139 to 140, both forecasts for year 2007 were 140, and the forecast for 2008 decreased from 142 to 140.  In 2010, the 2006 CGR forecast is 142 versus the 2004 CGR forecast of 146.  In short, compared to the previous CGR, SDG&E’s core requirements in the forecast period appear s to stay about the same with no drastic changes anticipated.  Please explain what would account for the apparent minimal changes in SDG&E’s core requirements forecast as noted by DRA. If actual 2006 data is available, please provide them to DRA.

RESPONSE PZS4-3:

The differences of core forecasts for SDG&E for the 2004 CGR and 2006 CGR forecasts are minor, from 0.7% higher in the SDG&E core 2006 CGR forecast for the year 2006 to a 2.7% lower forecast for the year 2010, as shown in the Excel spreadsheet attached to PZS4-1. These minor differences can be explained by the use of updated modeling parameters based on 2 additional years of actual data, 2004 and 2005, used to re-estimate the 2006 CGR forecasting models and by higher energy efficiency therm savings in 2010 due to a renewed emphasis on energy efficiency programs in California. 

QUESTION PZS4-4:

SDG&E’s forecast requirements by end-use for its noncore in the 2006 CGR compared to those in the 2004 CGR for the period 2006 through 2010 under average temperature appears to show slightly higher requirements.  For instance, in the 2006 CGR, the forecast noncore requirements are: 190 in 2006, 174 in 2007, 181 in 2008 and 187 in 2010.  On the other hand, in the 2004 CGR, the forecast noncore requirements were: 148 in 2006, 169 in 2007, 216 in 2008, and 216 in 2010.  Compared to the previous CGR, SDG&E’s noncore requirements in the forecast period appears to be slightly higher up to the year 2007 and then goes down in 2008 and 2010. Please explain what would account for the apparent changes in SDG&E’s noncore requirements forecast. If actual 2006 data is available, please provide them to DRA.

RESPONSE PZS4-4:

The differences of non-core forecasts for SDG&E for the CGR 2004 and CGR 2006 forecasts are as shown in the Excel spreadsheet attached to response PZS4-1. These differences can be explained by the use of updated modeling parameters based on 2 additional years of actual data, 2004 and 2005, used to re-estimate the CGR 2006 forecasting models. Items that contributed the most to higher EG loads were higher electric demand forecasts (that were met with gas fired generation], and the start-up and operation of new and existing power plants based on public information.  

QUESTION PZS4-5:

On page 98 of the 2006 CGR, the table shows recorded data for years 2001-2005 for SDG&E’s storage injection and withdrawal.  Please explain whether the recorded year means this is for a calendar year, or from April of one year to March of the following year.  Please explain whether the storage data presented in the table is for all SDG&E’s customers or only for SDG&E’s core customers.  Please explain how the difference between the storage injection and the storage withdrawal data should be properly interpreted.  For instance, in the year 2005, storage injection indicates 12 MMcf/d while storage withdrawal is 21 MMcf/d.  Does this mean that at the end of 2005, there was a deficit in storage?

RESPONSE PZS4-5:
The recorded year data on page 98 is based on the calendar year.  Injection takes place from April 1 to October 31 each year. Withdrawal of stored volumes depends on weather conditions during the November 1 through March 31 withdrawal period.  The data for 2005 indicates that there was very little gas withdrawn in the months of November and December during 2004 and high withdrawals during January, February and March of 2005 using volumes injected in the 2004 injection season and withdrawals in November and December of 2005 of gas injected during the 2005 April 1 through October 31 injection season.  Therefore there was no deficit in storage at the end of 2005. To demonstrate this point, please see the table below. When adding the five years of injection from 2001 through 2005 we have 27.76 BCF injected and 26.29 BCF withdrawn over the 5-year period showing that, over time, injections generally equal withdrawals. 
 

	 
	SDG&E Storage Activity 2001 - 2005

	Year
	Injection MMcfd
	Injection BCF
	Withdrawal MMcfd
	Withdrawal BCF

	2001
	12
	4.38
	7.00
	2.56

	2002
	11
	4.02
	16.00
	5.84

	2003
	20
	7.30
	18.00
	6.57

	2004
	21
	7.69
	10.00
	3.66

	2005
	12
	4.38
	21.00
	7.67

	Total
	 
	27.76
	 
	26.29


Source: 2006 CGR p. 98
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_1232968849.xls
CGR 2004 vs. 2006 Volumes

		Southern California Gas Company												San Diego Gas & Electric Company

				2004 CGR		2006 CGR		Difference 2006 -2004								2004 CGR		2006 CGR		Difference 2006 -2004

		Forecast Year		SCG Core MMcfd		SCG Core MMcfd		SCG Core MMcfd		% Difference 2006 -2005				Forecast Year		SDG&E Core MMcfd		SDG&E Core MMcfd		SDG&E Core MMcfd		% Difference 2006 -2005

		2006		982		1,001		19		1.9%				2006		139		140		1		0.7%

		2007		984		997		13		1.3%				2007		140		140		0		0.0%

		2008		991		999		8		0.8%				2008		142		140		-2		-1.4%

		2009		-		1,007		-		-				2009		-		141		-		-

		2010		1,013		1,008		-5		-0.5%				2010		146		142		-4		-2.7%

		2006 Actual		985		985								2006 Actual		133		133

		Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		-3		16								Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		6		7

		% Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		-0%		2%								% Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		4%		5%

				SCG Non-Core MMcfd		SCG Non-Core MMcfd		SCG Non-Core MMcfd		% Difference 2006 -2005						SDG&E Non-Core MMcfd		SDG&E Non-Core MMcfd		SDG&E Non-Core MMcfd		% Difference 2006 -2005

		2006		885		1,186		301		34.0%				2006		148		190		42		28.4%

		2007		874		1,214		340		38.9%				2007		169		174		5		3.0%

		2008		871		1,262		391		44.9%				2008		216		181		-35		-16.2%

		2009				1,146								2009				202

		2010		770		1,092		322		41.8%				2010		216		187		-29		-13.4%

		2006 Actual		1,208		1,208								2006 Actual		188		188

		Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		-323		-22								Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		-40		2

		% Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		-36%		-2%								% Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		-27%		1%

				SCG EG MMcfd		SCG EG MMcfd		SCG EG MMcfd		% Difference 2006 -2005						SDG&E EG MMcfd		SDG&E EG MMcfd		SDG&E EG MMcfd		% Difference 2006 -2005

		2006		517		745		228		44.1%				2006		148		178		30		20.3%

		2007		506		779		273		54.0%				2007		169		163		-6		-3.6%

		2008		508		833		325		64.0%				2008		216		169		-47		-21.8%

		2009				725								2009				190

		2010		413		671		258		62.5%				2010		216		175		-41		-19.0%

		2006 Actual		726		726								2006 Actual		177		177

		Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		-209		19								Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		-29		1

		% Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		-40%		3%								% Difference 2006 Forecast vs.2006 Actual		-20%		1%
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