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Introduction
On April 9, 2004, Arizona Public Service Company (“APS” or “Company”) filed for
Commission pre-approval of cost recovery for participation in the Silver Canyon natural gas
pipeline project. The Silver Canyon pipeline project is a proposed new pipeline which Kinder
Morgan Energy Partners (“Kinder Morgan”) would build from the San Juan supply basin in
northwest New Mexico to Phoenix and then to the California border at Ehrenberg. APS’ filing is
pursuant to the Commission’s on- going Notice of Inquiry on Natural Gas Infrastructure, which
the Commission initiated in April, 2003, to consider issues related to natural gas infrastructure
and their impact on natural gas service in Arizona. This Staff Report represents Staff’s
evaluation and recommendations regarding this APS filing.
Previously Southwest Gas made a similar pre-approval filing related to Silver Canyon
pipeline capacity with the Commission in Docket No. G-01551A-04-0192. In Decision No.
67091 dated June 29, 2004, the Commission approved Southwest Gas’ application, subject to a
number of conditions. Staff recommends that the Commission approve the APS filing, subject to
a number of similar conditions.
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Source: Silver Canyon
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Description of Silver Canyon Pipeline Project
The proposed Silver Canyon pipeline project runs southwest from the Blanco hub in the
San Juan supply basin in northwest New Mexico to the Window Rock area and then west,
roughly paralleling the northern pipeline system of El Paso Natural Gas Company (“El Paso”) to
a point east of Flagstaff. The pipeline then runs south to Phoenix, skirting the Phoenix metro
area on the north and west sides. The pipeline would then run west to Ehrenberg, roughly
paralleling El Paso’s southern system. The pipeline would provide additional direct access to
San Juan gas as well as indirect access to gas in the central Rockies area, including possibly the
Piceance, Paradox, Green River, Uinta, and Powder River production areas in Utah, Colorado,
and Wyoming. The pipeline would have a capacity of 750,000 dth/day or more and would likely
interconnect with the El Paso, North Baja, and Southern California Gas pipeline systems. The
proposed timeline for the pipeline project is for Kinder Morgan to file with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) in the fourth quarter of 2004, construction to begin in the
fourth quarter of 2005, and to commence operation in the third quarter of 2006. Kinder Morgan
held a binding open season on the Silver Canyon project from January 21, 2003, to April 30,
2003.
Siting of the proposed Silver Canyon pipeline is not at issue in this proceeding, which
addresses cost recovery by APS of costs related to the Silver Canyon pipeline capacity.
However, to provide a general overview of the siting and related processes, attached as Appendix
A is a summary which APS provided to Staff of the various FERC and other processes the
proposed pipeline would be subject to, as well as opportunities which Arizona entities would
have to provide input in those processes.
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Background
Natural gas is a vital fuel for a wide variety of important activities in Arizona, including
power generation by electric utilities and others, residential consumption for a number of uses
including home heating, and a wide variety of commercial and industrial uses. Virtually all of
Arizona’s natural gas supplies have been provided through the El Paso pipeline system which
accesses the San Juan, Permian, and Anadarko production areas which are primarily in Texas
and New Mexico. Until the restructuring of the natural gas industry in the 1980s and early
1990s, El Paso both sold the natural gas commodity to Arizona buyers, and provided the means
to transport the natural gas supplies to their destinations in Arizona. Natural gas industry
restructuring resulted in El Paso no longer selling the natural gas commodity, but rather
consumers such as electric utilities and local distribution companies directly purchasing natural
gas supplies from producers and marketers in the supply basins, with El Paso still providing the
interstate transportation service. The El Paso pipeline system provides natural gas transportation
service to Arizona, New Mexico, western Texas, and much of California. Traditionally natural
gas prices in the San Juan supply basin have been lower than prices in the Permian supply basin.
And given that most El Paso shippers had system-wide receipt rights, most shippers accessed as
much San Juan gas as possible, with Permian gas meeting the rest of the shippers’ needs. For
many years Arizona shippers, including APS, were full requirements customers of El Paso. Full
requirements shippers were able to access the full amount of pipeline capacity needed to meet
their usage requirements, with their cost responsibility determined in El Paso rate proceedings,
such as those that led to the 1996 El Paso rate proceeding settlement (FERC Docket No. RP95363, March 15, 1996). Full requirements customers were generally required to take all their
natural gas transportation service from El Paso. Such circumstances provided Arizona Shippers
reliability of gas supplies, but it appears it might have been difficult for other pipelines to
successfully enter the Arizona natural gas market.
The southwestern natural gas market has seen drastic swings in the availability of
pipeline capacity in the last decade. In the mid 1990s major California shippers, particularly
Pacific Gas and Electric, turned back a large amount of pipeline capacity to El Paso, creating a
sizable glut of excess pipeline capacity. The 1996 El Paso settlement addressed this pipeline
capacity glut through a variety of conditions. However, within 4-5 years, certain shippers were
complaining that El Paso was not providing the amount of firm service contracted for in their
transportation service agreements with El Paso. These claims, in combination with the
California energy crisis and other factors have led to a great deal of controversy regarding
pipeline capacity rights and service on the El Paso pipeline system in the Southwest. Driving
factors in the controversy included:
• Significant growth in the demand for natural gas in the Southwest, particularly for
electric generation
• Bad Northwestern hydro conditions resulting in much greater natural gas demand in
California, particularly in 2000-2001
• The lack of construction of additional infrastructure by El Paso or other entities in the
Southwest
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APS Rate Proceeding
On June 27, 2003, in Docket Number E-01345A-03-0437, APS filed a general rate
proceeding with the Commission. At the time of the preparation of this Staff Report, the rate
proceeding is on-going and it is unclear what the final results of the rate proceeding will be. This
Staff Report does not address rate case issues, but only notes that the final resolution of certain
rate case issues in that proceeding may have direct or indirect relationships to issues under
consideration in this pre-approval proceeding. For example, the issue of whether APS has a
power supply adjustor (“PSA”) and if so what costs are passed through the PSA and what form
the PSA would have are at issue in the rate case. Potentially the pipeline capacity costs for APS
of the Silver Canyon project could be passed through the PSA. If the end result of the rate case
were to be that there was not approval of a PSA through which pipeline capacity costs were
passed through, then the issue of cost recovery of APS’ Silver Canyon pipeline capacity would
have to be addressed in some other fashion if the Commission approves APS’ Silver Canyon
filing.
Additionally, APS has indicated that its request for pre-approval is not dependent upon
APS acquiring the Pinnacle West Energy Corporation (“PWEC ”) generating units, because APS
will be more dependent upon gas generation in the future and will utilize the Silver Canyon
pipeline capacity to supply its own generating units, the PWEC units, or other gas-fired units
through some form of tolling arrangement with an electric generator depending on future
circumstances and needs. However, the presence or absence of PWEC units could indirectly
relate to this proceeding in that it could have some impact on APS’ planning for pipeline
capacity and natural gas supplies in the future.
Rather than trying to address issues in this proceeding in ways that would account for all
possible outcomes of the rate proceeding, an undertaking that would be speculative, Staff
believes that the best way to address any connection of this proceeding with the rate case is to
simply have APS make a so-called “clean-up” compliance filing with the Commission after the
conclusion of the rate case to ensure that the results of the Silver Canyon proceeding comport
properly with the results of the rate case. Such a filing would, at a minimum, address the any
cost recovery circumstances for net pipeline capacity costs resulting from the rate proceeding as
well as reporting requirements related to the Silver Canyon capacity.
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APS Generating Capacity
APS has a variety of peaking, intermediate, and baseload electricity generating units
using a portfolio of fuels including uranium, coal, natural gas, water, oil, and solar. This section
provides a general overview of APS’ generating capacity and how the natural gas fired
generating units fit into the overall generation portfolio. The breakdown of the fuel sources in
APS current generation portfolio, by MWs of generating capacity, is shown in the table below.
Fuel Type
Coal
Uranium
Natural Gas
Gas/Oil
Oil
Other

MWs of Generation Capacity
1712
1113
695
413
70
9

Percent of Total Capacity
42.7%
27.7%
17.3%
10.3%
1.7%
0.2%

Inclusion of the PWEC generating units in APS’ generating portfolio would increase the
natural gas component from 695 MW to 2,288 MW, which would then be 40.7 percent of APS’
overall generation capacity.
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The maximum natural gas consumption per day of the APS and PWEC gas- fired electric
generation units are shown in the table below.
Generation Unit 1
West Phoenix CC 1
West Phoenix CC 2
West Phoenix CC 3
West Phoenix CT 1
West Phoenix CT 2
West Phoenix CC 4 (PWEC)
West Phoenix CC 5 (PWEC)
Ocotillo ST 1
Ocotillo ST 2
Ocotillo CT 1
Ocotillo CT 2
Saguaro ST 1
Saguaro ST 2
Saguaro CT 1
Saguaro CT 2
Saguaro CT 3 (PWEC)
Yucca CT 1
Yucca CT 2
Yucca CT 3
Redhawk CC 1 (PWEC)
Redhawk CC 1 (PWEC)
Total

Maximum Daily Consumption (mcf/day)
18,500
18,500
18,500
18,100
18,100
23,300
90,500
27,200
27,200
18,100
18,100
29,800
27,200
18,100
18,100
21,200
6,500
6,500
17,800
85,700
85,700
612,700

Additionally, on June 1, 2004, APS filed for Commission approval of the acquisition of
the Sundance natural gas-fired electric generation facility from PPL Sundance Energy, LLC. If
this acquisition continues to fruition, this would present another potential demand for natural gas
for APS.
Within APS’ overall generation portfolio, APS has indicated that all the existing APS
generating units (Ocotillo, Saguaro, West Phoenix, and Yucca) are considered peaking units.
Additionally, the PWEC Saguaro 3 unit, and the PPL Sundance unit (if the acquisition is
completed) are considered to be peaking units. The PWEC combined cycle units (Redhawk and
West Phoenix) currently operate as intermediate units under their current contract with APS, and
may be used as baseload units in the future depending on load growth and other issues.
In 2007, APS projects that its generation mix, in terms of MWH, will be 27 percent
nuclear, 32 percent natural gas, and 41 percent coal.

1

Note: CC indicates combined cycle, CT indicates combustion turbine, and ST indicates steam.
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Current Uncertainties Related to Natural Gas Service in Arizona
Despite a great deal of opposition from Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas parties, FERC
forcibly converted the full requirements customers, including APS, to limited contract demand
capacity rights, effective beginning in September 2003. This conversion has led to a great deal
of uncertainty regarding the cost, nature, and availability of current and future natural gas
transportation service on the El Paso pipeline system for Arizona shippers, including APS.
Sources of concern include:
• Reduced Access to San Juan Gas – As a result of recent FERC actions, Arizona’s natural
gas supply has seen a significant shift away from the San Juan supply basin to the
Permian supply basin, with a similarly situated California shipper having greater San
Juan access than an Arizona shipper. Traditionally San Juan gas has been cheaper than
Permian gas, so a shift away from San Juan gas results in a higher overall gas cost for
Arizona. Reduced access to San Juan gas also reduces Arizona’s ability to access
Rockies gas, which is the only on-shore supply basin in North America which is
projected to grow in production volume in the near future. Further, the El Paso system
contains significant constraints on moving gas from the northern El Paso system to the
southern El Paso system. This is particularly true for Arizona and other East of
California shippers who were put at a disadvantage in acquiring such north-south
capacity in recent FERC proceedings, as they were not allowed to move delivery points
to the southern system for north system capacity which was assigned to them.
• Questionable Firmness and Accessib ility of Some El Paso Capacity Serving Arizona –
When FERC reallocated pipeline capacity on the El Paso system in the recent RP00-336
docket, Arizona shippers were given a number of different types of capacity. Some
capacity was existing firm capacity which can reasonably be relied on for firm service,
absent force majeure circumstances. However, other capacity which was allocated to
Arizona shippers is of questionable reliability in the short term. First is capacity resulting
from El Paso’s Line 2000 power up project. At the time FERC’s reallocation of pipeline
capacity took effect, the Line 2000 power up capacity was not in operation and FERC’s
capacity pool provision only partially filled the gap until Line 2000 capacity becomes
available. However, as of June 11, 2004, the Line 2000 power up project was fully
operational and therefore Line 2000 capacity can reasonably be considered fully firm.
Second, approximately 30 percent of Arizona shippers’ capacity is Block 2 capacity,
which through the end of 2005 is recallable by California shippers. If this Block 2
capacity is recalled by California, Arizona shippers may have a difficult time meeting all
their service needs, particularly during peak periods. After 2005, the Block 2 designation
disappears and this capacity would reasonably be considered firm, absent any other
complications. Lastly, some capacity allocated to Arizona Shippers is San Juan to
Topock capacity on El Paso’s northern system. Given that the vast majority of Arizona’s
natural gas use is in the vicinity of El Paso’s southern system, such San Juan – Topock
rights do not provide firm deliverability to Arizona shippers’ southern system delivery
points. Arizona shippers have to accept using this capacity on a less than firm basis,
trade the capacity for other capacity (likely less attractive Permian capacity), or find a
way to somehow bring the gas from Topock to El Paso’s southern system. One possible
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option which would make such capacity available to serve southern system loads would
be El Paso’s Line 1903 project, if it goes forward.
Operational Flexibility Issues – Through a variety of actions by El Paso and FERC,
Arizona shippers have seen their operational flexibility on the El Paso system
significantly reduced in recent years. Examples of such restrictions include the
imposition of D-Code deliveries, loss of full requirements service, loss of system- wide
receipt point rights, and the looming threat of more strict imbalance requirements (with
associated penalties, possibly substant ial) on the El Paso system. Attempts to recover
such operational flexibility will likely carry additional costs for Arizona shippers. One
positive development is the July 9, 2004, announcement by El Paso that it would begin
offering bounce service at the California Border service to its shippers, enabling Arizona
shippers to acquire gas supplies that have been delivered to the California border and
“bounce” them back to meet their needs in Arizona. While such service is likely to be
more expensive than typical service to Arizona shippers, such bounce service does
provide a degree of additional operational flexibility.
The Failure of Natural Gas Infrastructure in the Southwest to Grow in Proportion to
Natural Gas Demand – While there have been some pipeline capacity additions in the
Southwest in recent years, the growth in demand for natural gas, particularly in the case
of new natural gas- fired electric generation, has outstripped the existing natural gas
infrastructure in the Southwest. According to Energy Information Administration
statistics, natural gas delivered to consumers in Arizona grew by 57 percent from 1999 to
2002, including deliveries to the electric power sector growing 166 percent during the
same period. Further, a large number of gas-fired electric generation units have been
constructed in Arizona in recent years, with the majority located in the proximity of El
Paso’s southern system. As these generating units gradually come on- line, it is highly
questionable that the existing natural gas infrastructure is robust enough to provide the
service needed by both these new generating units and other existing natural gas
consumers. Additionally, Arizona has no natural gas storage facilities and no such
facilities are currently under constructio n, though there is a developing awareness of the
need for natural gas storage. The construction of natural gas storage, particularly in
market areas, would likely enhance the ability of all market participants to manage
natural gas supplies in Arizona. Recent legislative action provides added uncertainty
regarding the development of natural gas storage facilities in Arizona.
The California Settlement With El Paso Regarding Market Manipulation Allegations –
This settlement makes it easier for California shippers to recall Block 2 capacity from
Arizona shippers. This settlement also provides for the appointment of a California
special master to rule on disputes related to the terms and conditions of the settlement.
This development seems likely to add to the complexity and uncertainty of service on the
El Paso system in the future.
Current and Future El Paso Pipeline Proceedings – El Paso currently has a number of
matters before FERC which impact service to Arizona shippers, including the Order 637
proceeding, the imbalance services filing, outstanding transportation agreements with
converted full requirement shippers, and various tariff and other filings. Additionally, El
Paso, under terms of the 1996 settlement agreement, is required to file a rate case with
FERC, such that rates would go into effect beginning January 1, 2006. The cost and
service implications of this rate proceeding are unclear, but potentially significant. In
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combination, all these proceedings create a great deal of uncertainty regarding the cost
and nature of service which Arizona shippers will have in both the short term and long
term on the El Paso proceeding.
Current Concentration of Arizona Regulatory Risk at FERC on Natural Gas Matters –
Given the dominant position El Paso currently holds in Arizona’s interstate pipeline
market, an adverse regulatory ruling at FERC can have an enormous impact on the
Arizona natural gas market, as shown in several recent proceedings. To the extent
Arizona’s interstate natural gas service is provided by two or more different interstate
pipeline operators, rather than a single operator, the impact of an adverse FERC ruling
regarding any one pipeline would be much smaller on the aggregate Arizona natural gas
market.
Uncertainty Regarding Future Regiona l Natural Gas Market Dynamics – There is a
sizable amount of uncertainty regarding numerous factors in the Southwestern natural gas
markets, including shifts in supply and demand, the construction or lack of construction
of other natural gas infrastructure in the region, the extent to which natural gas continues
to be the fuel of choice for newly constructed electric generation units, the impact of
national energy policy decisions, and the potential for sizable step downs in service on
the El Paso system by California shippers and/or others.
The National Concern Over Natural Gas Supplies and Prices – Most natural gas
production basins in North America are mature and reflect declining production volumes,
with only the Rockies, Arctic, deep Gulf, and other offshore areas presenting
opportunities for enhanced natural gas production. Drilling for natural gas has increased
to some extent in response to higher natural gas prices, but even with increased drilling, it
appears the exploration and production sector is having a difficult time maintaining
current production levels, let alone increasing production. Drilling concerns are
increased when it is recognized that most drilling now is secondary drilling in existing
fields, rather than new field development, and that decline rates for existing wells have
increased. Additionally, there is environmental and other opposition to development of
many of the remaining new potential sources of natural gas in North America.
Liquid natural gas (“LNG”) imports are increasingly being looked at as a sizable source
of natural gas supplies in the future, though siting issues remain for LNG facilities. At
the same time, natural gas demand has increased (though this trend has been stunted by
recent high prices). The end result is a disappearance of the “gas bubble” of the 1980s
and early 1990s, and a very tight natural gas supply/demand balance. This has resulted in
both much higher natural gas prices and unprecedented natural gas price volatility. There
is widespread concern nationally regarding the availability and price of natural gas
supplies in the future. This concern is exacerbated by doubts as to whether national
energy policies reflect the realities of the natural gas marketplace, given that such policies
generally encourage additional natural gas consumption, particularly in the electric
generation sector, while it is not clear where sufficient future supplies will come from,
whether domestic or imported.

The confluence of all these circumstances raises significant questions for Arizona
regarding the extent to which its current natural gas infrastructure is sufficient to meet the natural
gas needs of Arizona consumers in the near and long term future. Given the importance of
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reliable natural gas supplies to the health, safety, and economic well-being of Arizona residents,
actions which can enhance Arizona’s natural gas infrastructure must be given careful and
thorough consideration.

General Issues Related to Natural Gas-Fired Electric Generation
This Staff Report deals specifically with APS’ application in regard to Silver Canyon
pipeline capacity. However, there are a number of electric generation/natural gas related matters
worth noting in the context of this discussion, even though such matters are of broader concern
than the issues being addressed in the pending APS application. The enormous increase in
natural gas fired electric generation in Arizona and its impact on the state’s natural gas
consumption as a whole is shown in the charts below:
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11

M a y - Sep- Jan- M a y - Sep- Jan02
02
03
03
03
04

Arizona Natural Gas Consumption by Sector
25000

20000

Residential

MMcf

15000

Commericial
10000

Industrial
Electric
Generation

5000

Ma

Ja

n-

01
r-0
Ma 1
y-0
1
Ju
l-0
Se 1
p0
No 1
v0
Ja 1
n0
Ma 2
r-0
Ma 2
y02
Ju
l-0
Se 2
p0
No 2
v-0
Ja 2
n0
Ma 3
r-0
Ma 3
y-0
3
Ju
l-0
Se 3
p0
No 3
v-0
Ja 3
n04

0

Source: Energy Information Administration

While residential, commercial, and industrial natural gas consumption has been relatively
stable in recent years, electric generation sector natural gas consumption has risen significantly
in recent years. Nationally a major topic of discussion is the increasing connections between the
natural gas and electric industries, which can have major ramifications for both the price and
reliability of utility service.
One general area of discussion is the impact of the higher, more volatile natural gas
prices of recent years on the prices seen in electricity markets. In the recent past natural gas
prices have generally been much more volatile than the price of other major fuels for electric
generation, such as uranium and coal. To the extent a state or region becomes more reliant on
natural gas- fired generation, that state or region may see higher and more volatile electricity
prices as the price characteristics of natural gas used to generate electricity flows through to the
cost of electricity. Arizona is generally recognized as a state where natural gas is the fuel which
is used to generate the marginal supply of electricity most of the time, meaning that fluctuations
in natural gas prices will likely have a noticeable impact on the market prices of electricity in
Arizona. This situation, in concert with other issues related to natural gas costs and supplies,
raise broad public policy questions regarding the continued growing reliance on natural gas as
the fuel for new electric generation facilities.
At the recent National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (“NARUC ”)
summer committee meetings, held July 11-14, 2004, in Salt Lake City, Utah, the NARUC board
of directors adopted a resolution supporting fuel diversity for electric generation. The resolution
notes that since the early 1990s, new electric generation has been predominantly natural gas-fired
and that between 2000 and 2003, 187 gigawatts of new electric generation capacity was added,
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93 percent of which is natural gas- fired. The resolution urges support of fuel diversity, while
recognizing that various local factors are very important in making fuel diversity decisions for a
given utility or region.
A second area of discussion is the importance of a reliable natural gas supply in ensuring
that electricity service is reliable. In contrast to a fuel such as coal, where a generation facility
often has weeks or months of fuel supply on site, natural gas fuel for Arizona’s electric
generation facilities is provided on a real time basis through the interstate pipeline and local
distribution systems. As natural gas fired generation becomes a larger part of the generation
portfolio of a utility or region, the reliability of natural gas supplies becomes more and more
critical. A further factor is that natural gas-fired electric generation takes natural gas service at
high pressure levels off the interstate pipeline system and if natural gas supply pressure drops
below certain thresholds, the electric generating unit would trip off. So if the pipeline sees a
significant drop in pressure on its system, it appears likely that the natural gas-fired electric
generating units would be among the first El Paso shippers to see their service impacted. The
loss of natural gas supply to one or more electric generation facilities could have significant
ramifications on the reliability of electricity service, particularly in electric load pocket areas
such as Phoenix, where virtually all of the in-pocket electric ge neration is natural gas- fired.
Electric generating units, by their nature, have large swings in demand for natural gas
fuel, as they cycle on and off at various intervals to meet the changing demand for electricity.
With the growing consumption of natural gas for electric generation in the Southwest in recent
years, the impact of such swings in demand on the interstate pipeline systems is a matter worth
considering. In recent years, in a variety of forums, El Paso has expressed a concern regarding
the future ability of its current system to meet the growing swings in demand, particularly on its
southern system where the majority of the natural gas-fired generation in Arizona is located.
During the recent Palo Verde out age and Westwing substation fire, El Paso experienced
significant unscheduled natural gas pulls on its system, resulting in El Paso issuing Operational
Flow Orders, warning that shippers whose deliveries onto the El Paso system did not match their
takes off the system would be subject to unauthorized overpull penalties. While El Paso’s ability
to maintain service to shippers during these recent events highlights the fact that there is some
service flexibility in the system currently, the continued growth of electric generation highlights
the need to pursue greater means to ensure natural gas service reliability in Arizona.
Two common ways of addressing possible concerns with gas supply reliability and
flexibility are the development of natural gas storage, particularly market area natural gas
storage, and the ability of natural gas- fired electric generation to have a backup fuel source
which it could rely on in cases where natural gas supplies were interrupted temporarily. In
Arizona, older gas- fired generating units generally have some form of backup fuel capability, but
none of the newer, recently sited gas- fired generating units have any backup fuel capability.
Backup fuel capability is especially important in electricity transmission constrained areas such
as Phoenix, Tucson, and Yuma, where local electric generation can play an important role in
ensuring that reliable electricity service is maintained. The previously mentioned NARUC
resolution supporting fuel diversity for electric generation notes that there are economic benefits
of gas-fired electric generating units having dual- fuel capability, including the dampening of
electricity prices and natural gas demand during peak periods.
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The development of natural gas storage has in recent years been widely recognized as an
important issue in enhancing the natural gas infrastructure in Arizona. The existing natural gas
storage on the eastern end of the El Paso system, such as Washington Ranch, provide system
benefits, but it takes several days for natural gas to travel from west Texas to Arizona, so
production area storage does not provide the same ability to quickly respond to rapidly changing
local conditions in market areas, such as the recent Palo Verde generating station outage or the
recent Westwing substation fire. While a number of potential natural gas storage projects have
been discussed in recent years, including Red Lake, Desert Crossing, Copper Eagle, and a
Unocal project in Pinal County, it is unclear at this time if or when natural gas storage facilities
will be constructed in Arizona.
In combination, growing demand for natural gas in Arizona, primarily as a result of its
increased utilization for electricity generation, the lack of backup fuel capability at many gasfired electric generation units and the lack of natural gas storage in Arizona will place the
reliability of Arizona’s natural gas supplies at risk.
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The Commission Notice of Inquiry on Natural Gas Infrastructure
On April 15, 2003, the Commission initiated its Notice of Inquiry (“NOI”) on natural gas
infrastructure, issuing a list of questions to solicit input from interested parties. A total of 20
parties provided responses to the NOI questions. On September 10, 2003, the Commission held
a workshop regarding the NOI on natural gas infrastructure. Prior to the workshop, Commission
Staff had circulated a strawman proposal for discussion at the workshop. Following the
September 10, 2003, workshop, the Commission solicited an additional round of comments from
interested parties regarding the strawman proposal and other issues discussed at the workshop.
Comments were received from 17 parties following the September 10, 2003, workshop.
On December 18, 2003, the Commission issued its Policy Statement Regarding New
Natural Gas Pipeline and Storage Costs. In this document, the Commission made specific policy
statements about supply/infrastructure diversity, supply/infrastructure planning, the Commission
approach to new infrastructure projects, the general Commission approach, individual utility
circumstances, and reporting.
The policy statements included in the December 18, 2003, document are as follows:
I.

Supply/Infrastructure Diversity
1. Diversity in Arizona’s natural gas infrastructure, including interstate pipeline
facilities, natural gas storage facilities, and related aspects of natural gas service, is
beneficial and should be actively pursued by Arizona utilities as a way of providing
greater supply reliability and flexibility and possible lower costs.
2. Arizona utilities as a general principle should pursue a diverse natural gas supply
portfolio which takes into account relevant factors including cost, reliability,
flexibility, safety, and price stability.
3. Arizona utilities should consider natural gas storage as an integral component of
their efforts to develop a diverse natural gas supply portfolio, recognizing the variety
of potential benefits of natural gas storage, including enhanced reliability,
operational flexibility, more efficient use of pipeline capacity assets, and reduced
natural gas price volatility.
4. The current monopoly on interstate pipeline service in central and southern Arizona
is not beneficial to the state of Arizona. The Commission encourages development of
alternative natural gas supply options, including one or more new interstate pipelines
and natural gas storage facilities. Reduction over time of Arizona’s reliance on a
single pipeline system reduces the risk to Arizona of operational, regulatory, or other
problems which may occur in regard to any given pipeline system.

II.

Supply/Infrastructure Planning
1. Arizona utilities should plan for natural gas infrastructure needs on a long term
basis, recognizing that some decisions may not necessarily lead to the lowest cost in
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the short term. Such planning should take into account the lead time necessary to
construct and put in service natural gas infrastructure in Arizona.
2. The Commission endorses voluntary efforts to analyze and plan for the present and
future natural gas supply needs of Arizona and encourages Arizona utilities and
others to actively participate in such activities.

III.

Commission Approach to New Infrastructure Projects
1. The Commission, as a general proposition chooses not to endorse specific
infrastructure projects. The Commission believes that the region’s natural gas
consumers and infrastructure developers play a fundamental role in determining how
to best address the region’s infrastructure needs. The Commission anticipates
continued active involvement in FERC proceedings related to Arizona’s natural gas
infrastructure, as the Commission deems appropriate.

IV.

General Commission Approach
1. The Commission NOI on natural gas infrastructure activities recognizes the
jurisdiction and central role of FERC in developing new natural gas infrastructure in
the Southwest and anticipates the Commission’s NOI initiative as being
complementary to FERC’s activities, recognizing that both state and federal
regulators can play a role in Arizona’s natural gas infrastructure development.
2. The Commission encourages open, on-going and substantive communication between
Arizona utilities and the Commission as Arizona’s natural gas infrastructure is
developed in the coming years.
3. At this time the Commission believes that the best method for the Commission to
address natural gas infrastructure matters is to encourage utilities to file
applications, including requests for alternate cost treatment, in order that the
Commission can consider specific requests for cost recovery proposals appropriate to
the circumstances for each individual application.

V.

Individual Utility Circumstances
1. As individual Arizona utilities consider their participation in the development of
natural gas infrastructure, the Commission recognizes that each utility’s
circumstances and needs are unique and participation in natural gas infrastructure
projects will vary accordingly.
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VI.

Reporting
1. Reporting for any additional pipeline services should be consistent with the method
and content of current reporting by utilities for their current pipeline services.
2. Reporting requirements for natural gas storage activities will need to be developed,
given the lack of current natural gas storage availability in Arizona. Utilities should
work with Staff to develop the proper reporting format and content to be included in
reports to the Commission, including possibly through existing monthly adjustor
reports or other reporting methods as deemed appropriate.

The document also discusses the Commission’s consideration of alternate cost recovery
methods, such as pre-approval, as well as the way such costs have traditionally been considered
and that the traditional method is the preferred way.
On February 13, 2004, the Commission held another workshop regarding the NOI on
natural gas infrastructure. Topics of discussion at the workshop included Arizona natural gas
infrastructure issues, updates on pending pipeline and gas storage projects, and the National
Petroleum Council study, Balancing Natural Gas Policy: Fueling Demands of a Growing
Economy, which was issued in September 2003.
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APS – Silver Canyon Precedent Agreement
On September 29, 2003, APS entered into a precedent agreement with Silver Canyon
Pipeline LLC (“Silver Canyon”), which in effect, and subject to various terms and conditions,
commits APS to taking pipeline service from the Silver Canyon project. Exhibit A of the
precedent agreement lists the contemplated volume of service to be taken as well as the rates for
service. The term of the initial agreement with Silver Canyon would be ten years, beginning July
1, 2006, or the in-service date of the pipeline. The reservation charge would be the lesser of
$0.46 per decatherm/day (dth/day) or the applicable FERC approved transportation tariff rate for
Silver Canyon. The reservation charge is much larger than the other pipeline charges, which
include the volumetric rate, the fuel rate, and the applicable surcharges. The volumetric rate is a
rate per dth which applies to all natural gas shipped on the Silver Canyon system. The actual
volumetric rate has not been determined, but APS estimates that it will be $0.0138 per dth. The
fuel rate is a percentage which reflects the amount of gas which the shipper provides to the
pipeline for service on the pipeline. The actual fuel rate has not been determined, but APS
estimates that it will be 1.72 percent. Because the fuel rate provides the pipeline with a volume
of natural gas purchased by and provided by the shipper, the fuel rate becomes more important as
natural gas prices increase. Lastly, the applicable surcharges include the Gas Technology
Institute (“GTI”) surcharge (which is being phased out and was formerly known as the Gas
Research Institute surcharge) and the annual charge assessment (“ACA”), which is the FERC
regulatory assessment. The applicable surcharges have not been determined, but it appears that
they will likely be generally similar to such charges on the El Paso system and quite small in
comparison to the overall Silver Canyon costs.
The precedent agreement contemplates a monthly daily quantity (“MDQ”) which is
shaped from month to month, with greater capacity during the summer months when APS
experiences its peak demand for electricity. The precedent agreement also provides APS with
1/16 hour service. APS has a given amount of capacity it may use during a given day. 1/16 hour
service allows APS to use that capacity during a 16 hour period, in effect enabling APS to use
150 percent of its pipeline capacity volume for 16 hours, as long as it stays within the overall 24
hour capacity allocation. APS can therefore target the use of all of its capacity to the periods of
peak need, while not using the capacity during off peak periods. Such flexibility can be of
substantial benefit.
The Silver Canyon capacity would originate at the Blanco Hub in the San Juan basin and
terminate at Silver Canyon’s interconnect with El Paso’s southern system. If the Redhawk units
are transferred to APS, Silver Canyon might provide direct service to Redhawk, without
requiring interconnection with El Paso to provide such service. The precedent agreement also
contains pressure guarantees. APS has indicated that El Paso will not provide pressure
guarantees at new service points. Pressure guarantees are important to electric generators to
ensure that the generating units do not trip off due to low natural gas inlet pressure. Such
pressure guarantees would only be of direct benefit if APS took service directly off of the Silver
Canyon pipeline, as is possibly contemplated at the Redhawk unit s.
The precedent agreement contains termination rights for both APS and Silver Canyon,
such that either party can terminate the project at certain points if various conditions or events
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occur or do not occur. If the Silver Canyon project moves forward as contemplated in the
precedent agreement, APS would at some future date enter into a transportation service
agreement with Silver Canyon.
The following table shows the capacity APS would acquire through its precedent agreement with
Silver Canyon, in dth/day.
Month
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Average

Volume (dth/day)
90,0000
65,0000
80,0000
130,000
150,000
150,000
150,000
150,000
150,000
150,000
120,000
120,000
125,781
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What Does Pre-approval Mean and Why Pre-approve?
APS’ application in this matter specifically requests Commission pre-approval of the
costs identified in the application for recovery. As stated in the December 18, 2003,
Commission Policy Statement Regarding New Natural Gas Pipeline and Storage Costs:
“Traditionally Arizona entities have not sought and the Commission has not
granted pre-approval of cost recovery from participation in infrastructure projects
or other projects. Rather utilities made their own business decisions on those
projects. At a later time the Commission addressed cost recovery in proceedings
such as rate cases and adjustor mechanisms. One important reason for this
traditional approach has been to ensure that the Commission has a full opportunity
to evaluate the actions taken and costs incurred by the utility for prudency and in
the best interest of Arizona’s utility consumers. This approach provided incentive
to utilities to pick the most cost-effective project. This traditional approach to
utility participation in infrastructure projects, including natural gas pipeline and
storage projects, is still available to utilities that wish to continue using this
method.”
While the traditional method should still be the standard way to address participation in
such infrastructure or other projects, the unique and extraordinary circumstances present in
Arizona’s natural gas infrastructure at this time support Commission consideration of new
methods which may enhance the state’s ability to address natural gas infrastructure concerns in a
timelier manner.
One concern that is expressed at times regarding the traditional method is that a utility
will have a strong inclination to always pick the least cost option because it is often considered
the easiest to justify in the future when the Commission scrutinizes its actions, even if there are
strong considerations which indicate that an option other than the least cost option may be a
reasonable and viable course of action. Recognizing that each case must be measured on its own
merits, there certainly are cases where less tangible benefits may be substantial and outweigh a
higher cost, at least in the short term. One can argue that such a case currently exists in
considering the development of Arizona’s natural gas infrastructure.
For example, it is widely recognized in the natural gas industry that having competition
between multiple pipelines to serve a given area is a positive benefit. This harks back to basic
economics as a seller of a good in a market with no competitors is not likely to have the same
motivation to reduce the price of the good as that seller would have if there was one or more
other competing sellers of the same good in the same market. Applying this reasoning to the
Southwestern natural gas market, one could make the argument that El Paso does not have the
same motivation to reduce the cost of service to its Arizona shippers (with no pipeline
competition in Arizona) as it does to reduce the cost of service to its California shippers (who
have multiple pipeline options, including the recently concluded expansion of the Kern River
pipeline). The introduction of another pipeline to central and southern Arizona, such as the
Silver Canyon pipeline, would introduce at least some level of pipeline competition to the major
Arizona markets.
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Certainly utilities may choose to pursue other pipeline options absent pre-approval of
such actions, but taking such action is likely more difficult in the current market with so much
uncertainty. Also, it would appear that the financial difficulties being experienced by many
entities in the energy business would lessen the industry’s appetite as a whole to participate in
new infrastructure projects, even if they are needed and beneficial. Given the unique
circumstances and needs of the Arizona natural gas market at this time, providing properly
conditioned pre-approval in the current circumstance could provide an additional incentive for
Arizona utilities to participate in infrastructure projects whic h at least on an up front cost basis
may appear more costly than the existing infrastructure option.
APS’ application specifically requests pre-approval to for recovery of the reservation
charges, volumetric rate, fuel rate, and applicable surcharges associated with the Silver Canyon
project. Other costs APS could incur, such as authorized overrun costs and costs of acquiring
released capacity on the Silver Canyon pipeline are not being considered in this proceeding. In
the case of APS, the exact method for recovering Silver Canyon pipeline costs is uncertain at this
time, due to the on- going rate proceeding. Pre-approval in this case would reflect Commission
approval to recover those previously identified specific costs for the ten year period of the initial
contract with Silver Canyon. Such costs would not begin to be incurred until such time as the
pipeline project is built and APS begins taking service through the pipeline, currently projected
to be late 2006. APS is currently incurring similar pipeline capacity costs for its pipeline
capacity on the El Paso system. As a general principal, pipeline capacity costs on different
pipelines should be recovered in a similar manner to avoid providing an artificial incentive to
favor pipeline capacity on one pipeline over another.
However, while pre-approval would provide for the recovery of these costs to ratepayers,
it would not in any way reduce the Commission’s ability to determine the prudency of the
operation and use of APS’ pipeline capacity rights, whether on the Silver Canyon pipeline or
other pipelines. APS still has a standing obligation to maximize the value of all its pipeline
capacity assets for the benefit of the APS ratepayers who pay for the capacity. So if the
Commission in the future determined that APS had not prudently managed its Silver Canyon or
other pipeline capacity, it could take action to disallow such costs, just as the Commission can do
with APS’ present pipeline capacity.
It should be noted that even if the Commission provides pre-approval of APS’
participation in the Silver Canyon project, the project, for a variety of reasons, could still end up
not being constructed. However, it does appear that Commission pre-approval would positively
impact the Silver Canyon project’s likelihood of moving forward.
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Staff Evaluation

Silver Canyon Capacity Versus other Options
The Silver Canyon pipeline project is one of a number of proposed pipeline projects
which have been put forward by various parties to provide additional pipeline capacity to
Arizona. Other projects in recent years have included the Desert Crossing, Sun Devil Lateral,
Picacho, Coronado, El Paso Line 1903, and North Baja projects. The purpose of this discussion
is not to assess whether the Silver Canyon project is the best available project, as this would be
virtually impossible to ascertain definitively, given the amount of uncertainly entailed by such an
analysis. Additionally, it is not the Commission’s policy to specifically endorse any given
infrastructure project over other projects. Every project has a variety of differing characteristics,
many of which are difficult or impossible to accurately quantify if a definitive comparison were
to be undertaken. Rather, this discussion considers whether the Silver Canyon project is a viable
and reasonable project for APS to participate in, given APS’ circumstances.
It is very difficult to compare the rates for service under the precedent agreement on the
Silver Canyon project with other proposed pipelines simply because no other pipeline project has
moved forward to the point where comparable price data is readily available. Additionally, each
pipeline project put forward has different characteristics, such as location, length, operating
characteristics, and services offered to shippers, making a direct comparison even more difficult.
APS has indicated that other projects were not sufficiently developed that they could be
considered likely alternatives. One positive factor for the Silver Canyon project is that Kinder
Morgan is generally recognized as being a company with a strong financial position and operates
other natural gas pipelines in the United States, factors which indicate the Kinder Morgan would
appear to have the resources to undertake the Silver Canyon project.
The area where a comparison of some sort can be undertaken is with service on the El
Paso system. The table below shows a comparison of the various charges currently in effect on
the El Paso system with the projected costs on the Silver Canyon system.
Rate Element
Reservation Charge ($/dth)
Volumetric Rate ($/dth)

Fuel Rate
Surcharges

Current El Paso Service
$0.25975
$0.0202 (San Juan)
$0.0230 (Permian)
$0.0310 (Anadarko)
3.20 %
$0.000 - 0.0040 (GRI) 4
$0.0021 (ACA) 5

2

Silver Canyon Service
$0.462
$0.01383
1.72 %3
Likely similar to those on the
El Paso system

If the FERC approved rate is below $0.46/dth, APS may choose to accept the FERC approved rate.
Estimated by APS
4
GRI refers to the Gas Research Institute (now known as the Gas Technology Institute). This surcharge is being
phased out and should not be in effect by the time the Silver Canyon project becomes operational.
5
ACA refers to the annual charge assessment, which is the FERC regulatory assessment
3
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Despite lower fuel and volumetric rates, the higher reservation rate, which is by far the
largest rate element, results in a higher cost when directly comparing the proposed Silver Canyon
project’s rates with the current El Paso rates. However, a number of factors complicate this
comparison. First, El Paso has a pending rate proceeding before FERC, the first since 1995, such
that new rates will go into effect beginning January 1, 2006. There are a variety of uncertainties
regarding what the outcome of the upcoming El Paso rate case will be, but it appears likely that
the rates paid by Arizona shippers will increase from those currently shown in the above table.
APS, in supporting documents, provided comparisons of its projected annual total natural
gas fuel costs in 2007 and 2015, comparing a scenario where they continued to rely on El Paso
for all capacity and a scenario where they had the Silver Canyon capacity and a lesser amount of
El Paso capacity. The tables below summarize the scenario results reported by APS.
2007 Scenario

Fixed Costs

El Paso Only6
$24,145,822
El Paso and $36,231,081
Silver Canyon7
Difference
+$12,085,259

$30,991,934
$29,956,826

Commodity
Costs
$268,191,597
$264,974,277

-$1,035,108

-$3,217,320

+$7,832,831
(+2.4%)

2015 Scenario

Variable Costs

Total Costs

$55,064,346
$52,634,304

Commodity
Costs
$433,191,993
$431,537,955

-$2,430,042

-$1,654,038

$3,183,697
(+0.6%)

Fixed Costs

El Paso Only8
$55,283,493
El Paso and $62,551,270
Silver Canyon9
Difference
+$7,267,777

Variable Costs

Total Costs
$323,329,353
$331,162,184

$543,539,832
$546,723,529

Given the total cost of natural gas service, the variances between the El Paso and the El
Paso/Silver Canyon scenarios are relatively small and variations in things such as basin
differentials and unanticipated rate changes on the El Paso system could be much larger than the
differentials shown above.
Second, given the age of the El Paso pipeline system and therefore its high level of
depreciation, it is highly unlikely that any new pipeline project, lacking such a level of
depreciation, would be able to have directly competitive rates. But at the same time, a new
pipeline would be less likely to have the amount of maintenance and other issues associated with
6

2007 El Paso Only case assumes a daily average capacity of 235,000 MMBtu, annually.
2007 El Paso and Silver Canyon case assumes a daily average capacity of 143,000 MMBtu on the El Paso system
and 125,000 MMBtu on the Silver Canyon system, annually.
8
2015 El Paso Only case assumes a daily average capacity of 460,000 MMBtu, annually.
9
2015 El Paso and Silver Canyon case assumes a daily average capacity of 310,000 MMBtu on the El Paso system
and 125,000 MMBtu on the Silver Canyon system, annually.
7
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a much older pipeline and would effectively reduce the overall age of the region’s infrastructure
as a whole. According to a presentation at the recent NARUC winter committee meetings, 88
percent of United States pipeline capacity was constructed prior to 1970. Third, Silver Canyon’s
ability to offer seasonal capacity and significant daily flexibility provides significant benefits
which are not directly captured in a simple comparison of the rates, but provide flexibility which
would likely require APS to incur additional costs on the El Paso system to duplicate. In the
current circumstances, with the number of uncertainties facing Arizona shippers, a comparison of
relative costs, while still important, should not be relied on too heavily in decision- making, as a
variety of factors, many of which are difficult or impossible to accurately quantify, will have a
large impact on the nature, quality, and cost of service which APS will end up incurring on the
Silver Canyon pipeline or other pipeline.
In the first year of service from Silver Canyon, APS would pay approximately $21.1
million in reservation charges. Charges related to the volumetric rate and fuel rate are dependent
on the volume of throughput. Assuming a hypothetical 75 percent load factor, a volumetric rate
of $0.0138 per dth, a fuel rate of 1.72 percent, and a gas price of $5.00 per dth, results in annual
volumetric charges of approximately $467,000 and annual fuel charges of roughly $2,961,000,
for a total approximate annual cost for Silver Canyon service of $24.5 million.
APS would
likely incur some additional costs for taking short haul service on El Paso lines, which APS
estimates could be approximately $0.05 per dth. Such short-haul costs could at least be partially
avoided if APS acquires the PWEC Redhawk units and the Silver Canyon pipeline connects
directly to the Redhawk facilities.
In an era of much higher natural gas prices, the cost of pipeline capacity becomes a much
smaller piece of the overall cost of acquiring natural gas supplies for a company like APS.
While higher natural gas commodity prices unfortunately lead to a higher overall cost of natural
gas to Arizona consumers, the higher commodity prices overwhelm small changes in pipeline
capacity costs and also provide more incentive to develop natural gas infrastructure which may
help reduce the high commodity costs. For example, when natural gas used to cost roughly
$2.00 per dth, a $0.46 per dth reservation charge is roughly 20 percent of the overall gas cost.
Conversely, if natural gas now costs $5.00 per dth, a $0.46 per dth reservation charge represents
less than 10 percent of the overall cost of gas. APS’ fuel cost estimates, previously discussed,
ranged from approximately $325 million in 2007 to $545 million in 2015. In comparison, the
annual cost of the Silver Canyon capacity of approximately $24.5 million annually is relatively
small. Further, if APS did not acquire the Silver Canyon capacity, it would have to acquire a
similar amount of capacity from some other source, which would likely at least approach the cost
of the Silver Canyon capacity.
An important factor in APS’ overall natural gas pipeline capacity portfolio is that APS
has step-down rights in its contracts with El Paso. Step-down rights allow the shipper to turn
back capacity if they choose to do so at certain points in time. APS’ contracts allow APS to step
down capacity on El Paso in August 2006, September 2008, and September 2013 (when their
contract with El Paso expires). APS is required to provide El Paso with a minimum notice of
one year, and there are other terms and provisions for step-downs. With the various types of
capacity APS has been allocated in the recent proceedings at FERC, APS has a sizable number
of separate contracts with El Paso now. While having a large number of such contracts can be
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operationally cumbersome, they provide the shipper with greater flexibility in choosing which
contracts to pursue a step-down on. In summary, the step-down rights provide APS with
additional flexibility in shaping its pipeline capacity portfolio. APS has indicated that one reason
it has sought timely Commission action on this application is to provide the Company some
certainty as to the viability of Silver Canyon capacity, with sufficient time to exercise their 2006
step down rights if they choose to do so. APS could choose to step down some of their capacity
rights from the Permian basin and in essence replace those rights with the Silver Canyon
capacity from the San Juan basin. Or APS may determine that it needs both the Silver Canyon
capacity and all of its current El Paso capacity, depending on load growth and other factors.

San Juan/Rockies Versus Permian Gas
One long- held principal in Southwestern natural gas markets is that San Juan gas is
cheaper than Permian gas, so gas buyers generally pursue San Juan gas when possible. This
principal has generally held true, though the basin differential has fluctuated to some extent over
time. It has also been generally true that when there are price spikes, Permian spot market prices
rise much more quickly and much higher than San Juan prices, which is not surprising, given the
greater eastern market access of Permian gas. A number of factors impact the basin differential
between San Juan and Permian gas, including pipeline operational circumstances, regional
demand fluctuations, growth or decline in supply development in each basin, access to other
markets including the eastern and Midwestern markets, and the development of additional
pipeline capacity in the region. Some market participants believe that the basin differential
between San Juan and Permian gas will largely disappear in the long term, while others believe
that there will continue to be a price premium paid for Permian gas in comparison to San Juan
gas. Whether a basin differential will be maintained and what size the differential will be are
hard to ascertain and given the many variables, reasoned arguments can be made both ways.
Given historic pricing patterns, it does seem likely that at least under certain circumstances San
Juan supplies would continue to have at least a small price advantage over Permian supplies, at
least in the short term.

25

The chart below shows the differential between the daily spot market prices at the El Paso-Non
Bondad (San Juan) and El Paso Permian pricing points, as reported in Gas Daily, since June
1997.
San Juan vs. Permian Differential - Daily Spot Market Prices
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Over the period shown in the chart above, the basin differential generally increases when natural
gas market prices are displaying a high level of volatility and to date, the differential between the
supply basins has continued. The graph also demonstrates the high level of variability in the
basin differential between the San Juan and Permian basins.
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The table below shows the average daily spot market basin differential for each month at the El
Paso-Non Bondad (San Juan) and El Paso Permian pricing points, as reported in Gas Daily, since
June 1997.
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-$0.080
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The previous graph showed that there were small blips where San Juan gas was more
expensive than Permian gas, but as this table shows, there isn’t a single month since June 1997
where on average San Juan gas has not been cheaper. The monthly averages vary from a low of
$0.048 per dth in March 1998 to a high of $1.165 in February 2003, which is reflective of the
major short term price spike seen at that time.
Similar to San Juan gas is gas from the Rockies supply basin, which is the main domestic
production basin where natural gas supplies have grown significantly in recent years. Rockies
gas at times in the past has shown a significant discount in price to natural gas supplies from
other production basins. The basic reason for this is that there has been more production
available in the basin than there was takeaway capacity on pipelines. Then when additional
takeaway pipeline capacity was built into the supply basin, such as the Kern River pipeline
expansion in May 2003, the differential between that basin and other basins is reduced. A good
example of this is when the Kern River pipeline expansion began service in May 2003,
increasing takeaway capacity out of the Rockies supply basin. When the Kern River pipeline
expansion went into service, the price of Rockies gas immediately shifted upward to be much
closer to other western supply basins. It would then be expected that absent additional takeaway
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capacity, the basin differentials would begin to grow again as more supplies come online in the
Rockies area.
It is important to illustrate the impact basin differentials can have when comparing the
cost effectiveness of various pipeline options. A simple sensitivity analysis can be done
comparing the savings from purchasing San Juan gas instead of Permian gas with the costs of
taking service on a given pipeline, varying the San Juan/Permian differential. Using estimated
total cost numbers contained in the previous section, which indicate APS’ service on the Silver
Canyon pipeline will be approximately $24.5 million annually, the following estimated savings
under different basin differential scenarios can be compared.
Estimated Silver
Canyon Pipeline
Annual Service Cost
$24,500,000
$24,500,000
$24,500,000
$24,500,000
$24,500,000

San Juan – Permian
Basin Differential
($/dth)
$0.02
$0.05
$0.10
$0.20
$0.50

Hypothetical
Annual Volume (dth)
34,432,500
34,432,500
34,432,500
34,432,500
34,432,500

Annual Savings From
Basin Differential
$688,650
$1,721,625
$3,443,250
$6,886,500
$17,216,250

As shown in the table above, even a relatively small basin differential of $0.10/dth (which equals
just $0.01 per therm) can have a major influence over the actual total cost of gas to APS of
taking service over one pipeline in comparison to another. In APS’ cost scenarios, the Company
assumed a basin differential of $0.28 per dth in 2007 and $0.10 per dth in 2015.
Acquisition of the Silver Canyon capacity will significantly increase the percentage of
APS’ capacity with San Juan access, with the exact percentage dependent upon an number of
factors including whether APS turns back Permian basin capacity in the near future and what if
any other pipeline capacity APS acquires or steps down.
Given the increased reliance on Permian gas as a result of recent FERC actions, a case
can be made for acquiring additional San Juan and/or Rockies capacity from a diversity
standpoint. And to the extent San Juan and/or Rockies gas prices do maintain a price advantage
over Permian gas, this provides additional motivation to access non-Permian gas supplies.

Impact on an APS Customer Bill
Given the estimated annual cost of the Silver Canyon pipeline capacity of $24.5 million
and APS’ total retail sales in 2003 were 24,562,305,000 kwh10 , the direct cost to APS ratepayers
of the Silver Canyon pipeline capacity would be approximately $0.00100 per kwh. An average
APS residential customer consumed 8,722 kwh in 2003 (727 kwh per month) according to APS’
FERC Form One. An average residential customer would pay approximately $8.72 annually for
the Silver Canyon pipeline capacity. However, this cost should be kept in the context that if APS
10

Based upon APS’ 2003 FERC Form One.
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were not acquiring Silver Canyon capacity, it would likely need to acquire additional capacity
elsewhere to meet its growing demand.
APS costs comparisons of the El Paso Only versus El Paso and Silver Canyon scenarios
showed additional costs of $7,832,831 in 2007 and $3,183,697 in 2015. The annual impact on
an average residential customer would be $2.78 in 2007 and $1.13 in 2015, based upon average
residential consumption in 2003. And to the extent there are greater savings through increased
San Juan access compared to buying more Permian gas, the costs of the Silver Canyon capacity
to a typical residentia l customer could be reduced. In summary, while there may be a small
additional incremental cost to APS customers for the Silver Canyon capacity, this amount of cost
appears to be outweighed by the long term benefits of this additional natural gas infrastructure in
Arizona.

APS’ Participation in the Silver Canyon Project in Light of the Commission’s December 18,
2003 Policy Statement
The Commission’s December 18, 2003, policy statement addressed a number of policy
issues related to new natural gas infrastructure in Arizona. This section of the Staff Report
considers how APS’ application conforms to the Commission’s December 18, 2003, policy
statement.
Section one of the policy statement addresses supply/infrastructure diversity. APS’
Silver Canyon capacity would provide additional natural gas infrastructure diversity, would
enhance Arizona’s access to San Juan and Rockies gas, and would help reduce the current
monopoly pipeline service situation existing in central and southern Arizona.
Section two of the policy statement addresses supply/infrastructure planning. APS’
participation in the Silver Canyon project does represent an effort to undertake long term
planning for APS’ natural gas needs, recognizing that a great deal of uncertainty exists regarding
pipeline service in the Southwest in the coming years.
Section three of the policy statement addresses the Commission’s approach to new
infrastructure projects. As previously noted, the Commission in this proceeding is in no way
providing a specific endorsement of the Silver Canyon pipeline project in comparison to other
projects, but is rather assessing the individual circumstances represented in APS’ filing.
Section four of the policy statement addresses the general Commission approach. APS’
application is consistent with the Commission’s indication that it would consider specific
requests by utilities for cost treatment of new infrastructure costs.
Section five of the policy statement addresses individual utility circumstances. APS’
application is reflective of the individual pipeline capacity and service needs of APS and its
customers through such features as seasonal capacity focused on summer cooling season months
as well as daily operational flexibility.

29

Section six of the policy statement addresses reporting requirements. APS has indicated
a willingness to provide information to the Commission regarding its Silver Canyon capacity.
In summary, APS’ filing addresses a number of the policy issues which the
Commission’s December 18, 2003, Policy Statement identifies for Arizona natural gas
consumers.

The Silver Canyon Capacity as Part of APS’ Overall Pipeline Capacity Portfolio
APS’ current pipeline capacity portfolio on the El Paso system contains pipeline capacity
with a variety of features, including differing supply basin receipt rights, differing firmness,
differing delivery points, and other terms and conditions. The capacity on the El Paso system is
also seasonally sculpted, with the majority of APS’ capacity concentrated during the summer
months when air conditioning demand drives APS’ peak usage.
The table below summarizes APS/PWEC’s 11 current pipeline capacity on the El Paso system.
Volumes are shown for August, the month when APS/PWEC holds the most capacity, as
APS/PWEC’s capacity volumes vary by month.
Description of Capacity12

Volume
of
13
(mcf/day)

Block 1 – Permian to PG&E Topock
Block 2 - Permian to PG&E Topock (recallable to California)
Block 2 – San Juan to PG&E Topock (recallable to Califo rnia and
constrained north to south)
Block 3 – Permian to Ehrenburg
Current Agreements – San Juan to Arizona Delivery Points
Current Agreements – Permian to Arizona Delivery Points
Line 2000 Conversion - San Juan to Arizona Delivery Points
Line 2000 Conversion – Permian to Arizona Delivery Points
Line 2000 Power Up – Permian to Arizona Delivery Points (phase 3
in service as of June 11, 2004)
Total (including Anadarko)

Capacity
1,718
43,303
74,968
2,604
67,172
39,559
38,542
22,722
85,257
375,845

APS projects that its peak annual natural gas demand will grow from approximately
400,000 MMBtu/day in 2007 to 623,000 MMBtu/day in 2015.
11

It should be noted that in this report, the current capacity portfolio is referred to as the APS/PWEC portfolio. This
is because currently PWEC and APS take service from El Paso under the same contract and APS/PWEC have
indicated they allocate the current pipeline capacity portfolio with APS having 40 percent and PWEC 60 percent,
based upon recent burn projections. Prior to the September 2003 conversion from full requirements rights, such an
allocation was unnecessary.
12
APS also holds a very small amount of Anadarko supply basin capacity, approximately 42 mcf/day.
13
Note that for purposes of discussing capacity in this report, 1 mcf = 1.023 dth. One mcf is a thousand cubic feet
of natural gas. In contrast, dth (as well as Btus) is a measurement of heat content and 1 dth = 1 MMBtu.
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It is possible that APS will either need to acquire additional capacity if demand growth is
quicker than expected, or APS could have more capacity than it needs if demand growth is less
than projected. APS has a variety of options which can help it align the amount of pipeline
capacity it holds with its expected demand, including purchasing and selling capacity on the
release market, turning back capacity (consistent with the step-down terms of any given
contract), and acquiring additional capacity on a pipeline.

Impact of Pre-approval on APS’ Level of Risk
APS, as a public service corporation providing electricity service in Arizona, is subject to
a variety of risks as it conducts its business. As a general principal, utilities such as APS attempt
to reduce the level of risk they face, as a reduced risk level is looked upon favorably for a variety
of reasons. APS’ risk is typically one factor which is considered in certain Commission
proceedings, including general rate proceedings. Pre-approval of the cost of acquiring a given
asset, would seem to shift some level of risk from the company to the ratepayers. In this case, if
the Commission grants pre-approval of APS’ acquisition of Silver Canyon capacity, it would
seem to reduce APS’ risk in relation to this particular asset. The question of what this apparent
reduction of risk means to APS’ overall level of risk is a more difficult question, as APS faces a
variety of different risks, both in its gas supply acquisition activities, and in various other
segments of its business. APS has indicated that it does not believe that Commission preapproval of the acquisition of Silver Canyon capacity has a discernable impact on APS’ level of
risk. Whether there is a discernable impact on APS’ risk and if so, what the proper treatment of
the shift in risk would be are issues which are more properly considered in future APS rate
proceedings, when risk and other matters are considered in setting APS’ rates. In such future
rate proceedings, all parties can review this issue and make recommendations as to the proper
treatment of any shift of risk resulting from Commission pre-approval in this proceeding.
Therefore, Staff recommends that any effect pre-approval of this project may have on APS’ risk
be determined in a future rate proceeding.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
It appears likely that a good deal of uncertainty will continue to exist regarding natural
gas supply issues in Arizona and the southwest, given current circumstances in the region.
However, there is little doubt that given the burgeoning natural gas demand in Arizona and
elsewhere in the southwest that additional natural gas infrastructure will be needed to ensure
continued reliable natural gas service. While the Commission traditionally has not pre-approved
recovery of costs related to the acquisition of pipeline capacity, the present, serious conditions
existing in regard to Arizona’s natural gas infrastructure argue for action beyond the normal
course of business at the Commission. APS’ acquisition of Silver Canyon capacity can play a
role in moving toward a more robust natural gas infrastructure in Arizona and reducing the
possibility of natural gas supply disruptions in the future. Further, APS’ acquisition of Silver
Canyon capacity will likely only have a minimal upward impact on APS’ customers and could,
under certain circumstances, actually reduce the overall cost of gas either short and/or long term.
Given the many variables currently at play, it is difficult if not impossible to make a
definitive statement regarding whether a specific course of action will in fact be the best course
of action. However, a reasonable assessment of the information available can at least enable
decision makers to reach an informed conclusion for assessing possible courses of action.
APS’ participation in the Silver Canyon project addresses many of the policy statements
contained in the Commission’s December 18, 2003, policy statement. Staff believes that APS’
participation in the Silver Canyon project is reasonable given the information available at this
time. Staff recommends that the Commission pre-approve APS’ specific costs (reservation
charges, volumetric rate, fuel rate, and applicable surcharges) discussed herein related to the
proposed Silver Canyon pipeline project.

Proposed Conditions to Pre-approval:
1. The Commission retains full authority to review APS’ gas procurement activities,
including its management of all pipeline capacity and related activities, recognizing that
the Commission is pre-approving the underlying acquisition of the Silver Canyon
capacity during the initial ten year term of the agreement with Silver Canyon. The preapproval being granted in this proceeding would expire upon completion of the initial 10
year term.
2. The impact, if any, on APS’ risk profile resulting from pre-approval of costs related to
Silver Canyon pipeline capacity would be considered within the context of future APS
rate proceedings.
3. APS shall file a status report on the Silver Canyon project and APS’ participation in the
project with the Commission every six months until either APS begins taking service
from Silver Canyon or APS’ participation in the project is terminated.
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4. APS shall notify the Commission when the exact volumetric and fuel rates are set for the
Silver Canyon pipeline, within ten days of such rates being set.
5. APS shall notify the Commission within ten days of when the Company knows with
certainty that it will participate in the pipeline capacity volumes identified in the
application.
6. APS shall notify the Commission within ten days of each of the following events
regarding the Silver Canyon project: Silver Canyon filing with FERC for approval of the
pipeline, FERC granting approval of the pipeline, Silver Canyon beginning construction
of the pipeline, Silver Canyon completing construction of the pipeline, and APS
beginning to take service from the Silver Canyon pipeline.
7. APS shall notify to the Commission if at any time either APS or Silver Canyon exercise
termination rights pursuant to the precedent agreement or any other events significantly
impact APS’ participation in the Silver Canyon project, within ten days of any such
action.
8. Pre-approval of the specific costs related to APS’ acquisition of capacity on the Silver
Canyon pipeline is granted based upon the specific and unique conditions considered in
this application and will in no way commit or predispose the Commission regarding any
future considerations of pre-approval of costs. Rather, the standing presumption would
be that the Commission would not grant pre-approval in future proceedings, absent a
careful consideration of unique, serious, and important circumstances which would
require such action.
9. None of the pre-approved costs will be passed on to APS’ ratepayers until all of the
following occur:
• The Silver Canyon pipeline is built and operational.
• APS is receiving service on the Silver Canyon project consistent with the
precedent agreement and this order.
• APS’ filing in compliance with condition number 10 is approved by the
Commission.
10. APS shall meet with Staff and RUCO within 60 days of the final order being issued in the
current APS general rate proceeding to identify any issues in this proceeding that may be
impacted by actions taken in the rate proceeding and shall submit a compliance filing
with the Commission within 120 days after the final order addressing any such issues
identified. Such issues may include, but are not limited to, the cost recovery mechanism
for Silver Canyon pipeline capacity costs (net of savings) and the reporting requirements
related to Silver Canyon pipeline capacity.

Staff, APS, and RUCO have met a number of times to discuss this matter. It is Staff’s
understanding that both RUCO and APS generally support the Staff Report and the
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accompanying proposed order, based on discussions with those parties. Staff has sent an e-mail
to all parties on the e- mail distribution list for the Commission’s Notice of Inquiry on Natural
Gas Infrastructure, indicating that APS has made the filing in this proceeding. Staff has placed
the APS application on the Commission’s website to facilitate public access and contemplates
placing further documents related to this proceeding on the Commission’s website. Staff will
also notify parties on the NOI e- mail distribution list as matters develop further in this
proceeding.
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Appendix A – Summary of Processes Related to Siting of The
Proposed Silver Canyon Pipeline
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