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Dec1s10n No. 50075 ---........ .;..;;::;~ 
BT"....FORE TIlE PUBLIC UTItITIE:S COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CAIlFORNIA 

In the Matter of the .Applj~cation of PACIFIC ) 
GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY for a certificate ) 
or certificatos of public convenience and ) 
necesoity·under Article 1 of Chapter $ of ) 
the Public Utij.it.ies CodoJ' to conotruct., " ) 
operate ~nd maintain the natural gas projoct ) Application 
herein described and to e,~ercise franchise ) No. 34813 
rights in connection there,w1th; a.nd far ). 
authorizotion to supply natural gas service ) 
in the City of Folsom ~d adjacent creas in ) 
the County of Sacramento ~md to mike effective ) 
rates applicable to such ~I ervice. ) 

(Natural Gns Project - Folsom) ) 
--------------------------------------) 

R. W. DuVal (lnd J. C. Morrissey for applicant. 
William w .. """"E'rers and Goorge C .. YOtln~ for the 

Commlssioil:Sto.ff •. 
< ,., • '.',.. , ... ~ -. 

OJ?INION AND ORDER 

By Decision No. 49$78dot¢d Jonu~r.1 18, 19$4, in Application 

No. 34813, Pacific Gas ~d Electric Company was granted,a certif1coto , 

of .publi~. convenience and necessity to construct,. operate ,end· 

lt01nta.in nno.turo.l gas pr<'ject in the City of Folsom o.nd adjllcent 

areo.s, subject to cortnin conditions. On Fobruo.ry 23., 1954 tho, . . 

Commission granted.o. .rehe:ll'ing. to detormine whether s\:1ch conditio::u:J 
ohould bo removed. Rehca:ring WOos hold beforo Exo.minor Daly on 

kpril 22, 1954 at San Francisco • 

. Docision No. 49578 authorized applicnnt to extend natural 

gas servi~e from north of Fnir OOoks to the City of·Fo1som ~d thonce 

to Folsom Prison a. disto.nco ot o.pproximately nino milos.. Tho Prison 

roquiros both f·irm ond interruptible servico~ To provi<;le ,tho firm 

sorvice would require 0. 6-inch main to the City and a. 3-1nch ~in to 

tho Prison. To provido both services would requiro an 8~inch main 

to tho City o.nd 0. 6-1nch main to tho Prison. Section E2(~) ot 

Pacific Gns and Eloctric Company's Rulo and,Regulation NO~ 1$ 
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providos that an applicant tor an extension ot interruptiblo sorvice 
shall pey, "an o.mount of monoy oquc.l to tho ostima.tod cost of toot 

portion of such oxto~1on and/or onlargement of capacity nocossory 

to supply such a.pplicant t3 loa.d. ll In a.ccordance therewith, the 

Depa.rtm~nt of Finance approved an agreement of the Department ot 

Correction to pay $98,986.~o. Said amount consists of the 

estimated difference in cost between laying a 3-inch main and a 

6-inch main ($16,666.00), and one-half of the estimated cost of 'the 

8-inch main ($82,320.50). Tho Commission concluded that the 

estimate should be based upon the difference in coot between laying 

a 6-1nch main and an 8~inch main ($31,365) ruther than one-halt 

the cost of an 8-1nch main ($82,320.50). The Comcission therefore 

requirod that any payment made pursuant to agreement be based ,upon 

actual cost and in no event more than $48,0310 ($31,365 ~ $16,666). 

The Commission further retluired that applicant maintain records in 
, " 

ouch a manner that actual costs could be determin·9d readily' and 

that certain information pertaining thereto be filed with the 
" 

Commission annually for a three-yoar period. These conditions 
,n, . " 

applicant asserts are erroneous and place upon it an undue burden. 

Applicant cont~nds that Seotion E 2 (b) of Rule and Reg~la

tion No. 15 is' app11cablo to intorruptiblo extensions only and does 

not cover tho situation whero the extons1on is for the ,purposo of 

applying both firm and interruptiblo service. 

Exhibit 7 indicates that if the Prison were required to 

pay 1n accordance with tho ratiO that the domand f'or interruptiblo 

service boars ~o tho tot~l capacity or the mains, it would have to 

pay $106,613. 
Applicnnt arguos that the arrangemont was entirely 

o.groeablo to tho Prison roprosentatives. The savings to the Prison 
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v.s tbo rosult of tl.sfng gv.s in tho placo ot oil would llsscrtodly 

pnythe extonsion cost in ~ relatively short time. In ~ddition 

~pp11cant nrgue3 that the agroemont occords tho Prison more than 

its proper 3haro of tho savings in capitol cost arising out of 

combining tho two projocts, namely, service to tho City and 

adjacent areas, and the extension to tho Prison. 

Applicant indicated that Section F 01' Rule ~d Rogulation 

No. 1$ provides for excoptional cases. l't ronds in part" "In 

unusunl circumstances when the application 01' tho provisions of 

this rule appoars impro.cticnl or unjust to either party ••• tho 

company or the applicant may refor tho m~ttor to the Public 

Utilitios' Commission of tho st~to of Cnliforn1~ for special ruling, 

or for tho approval of any special conditions which may be mutually 

ngroed upon. tT This is the section that o.pp11co.nt should have 

rolled upon in tho f1rnt instanco. Applying said section to the 

addit1,onal ovidenco receivod and cons1d€Jr1ng the fact tho.t no 

protost was entored by oither tho Department of Finance or the 

Dop~rtmont of Correction thoro ~ppocrs to be sufficiont justif1c~

t10n for deleting from Decision No. 49578 the condition relating 

to the paJ"IllCnt of $48,031. 
It is noted thQt Section F of Rulo and Regulation 15 

makos no montion ~s to whether ~ctual or ostimDtod costs ~rc to bo 

used. Applicant h~s presented porsuasive arguments in support of 

its uso of ostimnted costs in its detorm1~t10n of tho amount that 

the State must pey for this'oxtension. Thorofore, tho condition 

requiring that the l.ldv~1nce payment be based upon s.ctuall~ogts w11l 
also be deleted from Decision No. 49578. 

With. re~peet to the keoping or certs,in reeox-ds, Applicant 

argues that such practice is usually limited to instances where 
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higher rates are charged. This proceeding does not involve any 

authority to charge higher r~tes. In addition applicant asserts 

that maintaining 3uch records would result in great expenso and 

would constitute an undue burden. In line with the above conclusion 

this oondition also will be deleted from Decision No. 49$78, 
Thorefore, good cause appoar1ng~ 

IT IS ORDERED; 

(1) That Decision No. 49578 dated January 18~ 19$4 in 

Application No. 34813 is hereby amended by deleting thorefrom 

ordering paragraphs 2 and 4. 
(2) In all other respects Decision No. 49578 shall 

rem.e.in 1n full torce and Orrtci. 

• Datod at Kiq'!l ;~c )''1-<: (l·:rl.~ ,California., this 

o? .. J) .~ day or.----/)..-100t-01(-a ...... 7....-----. __ ; 19.54. 

Commissioners 


