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61713 Decision No'. ______ _ 
.. 

BEFORE nn::. PtmI.IC UTILITIESCO:MMISSION OF 'llIE STATE' OF CALIFORNIA 

In t:b.e Matter of the Application of ) 
PACIFIC GAS MID ElECUUC COMP..b,.NY ) 
for au'tho:i.ty, among other thil:Jgs,) Application No.' 42225-
to increase its rates and charges 
for gas service. 

(Appearances axe listed in Appendix ~) 

o PIn 10 l~' 
-.- -.. ...... -' _ .... j 

Original Reguest 
, :,1/ 

On Hoy 6 ~ '1950, Pacific Gas and Electric Company- ,filed 

the above-entitled application requesting authorization' to· increase 

gas rates by a total annual amount of $26~615"OOO"as follows: 

1. Effective August 25-, 1960 ~ to l.nCX'ease gas 
rat:es by $9"SlO"OOO~ subject to refund, as 
an interm offset to the annu.a1 increase 
whichEl Paso ~latural Gas Company (El Paso) 
commetlced charging applicant on that date,· 
~ursua:c.t to the higher rates whS.ch El Paso 
filed with the Federal Power Coramissiou' 
(FPC) under Docl(ct ~!o. R.P60-3. 

2. ' Effective at the earliest possible date, to 
increase its charges for gas,. under a 

" §eneral zate proposal" by an additional 
ql~L805"OOO to permit applicant to- realize 
6.WI. retu...-n on its gas operations. 

Interim ?.eliei 

Followtng. four days of· public hearing devoted to the .Bl , 

Paso offset portion of this application" the Commission, on 

)J Pacific Gas and Z,lectric Co!DPany, a' California co~ration, is 
engaged principally in the busiiless of furnishing, electric al'ld 
gas service in Dorthem and central California. Applicant also 
distributes and sells water in a number of communities and pro
vides ste3ln heat service in parts of S<lU Francisco ~d Oaldand. 
As of December 31> 1959" applicant served l,628,.269 g8$customcrs 
located in 33 counties, 159 cities and 130 other commtm1ties., 

',. 
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. A." 42225 

.' ., 

August lS~ 1960:. issued Decision l\!o. '60537 authoriz:l:ng' interim, r,ate 

relief. Based on the evidence' adduced prior totald.ng: ap~licant' s 

motion for an interim offset:Lncrease under submission, ,the Commis-
" 

sian denied. applicant's specific %equest: to increase firm ',rates by 
. . . '. 

3.6¢ per Mcf and interruptible rates by 0.5¢ ,per Mcf. Instead, the 

Commission granted intertm authoriz?tion to applicant to recover the 

increase: in E1 Paso Charges by increasfn& its base rates for all 

classes of natural gas service' by aurdform offset of:l.S64<':per Mcf" ' 
'.-" 

effective August 25, 1960. Tae,: intertm offset rates are,now in 

effect. 

AIDended Request 

On September 19:. 1960, applicant amended its reCluest on. the' 

record to: (1) reflect the effect of its election to use liberalized 

depreciation for income tax purposes during the test year 1961; 

(2) reflect the effect of the depreciation changes authorized,by 
, '2/ ' 

Commission Res.olution U-93&, dated August 30, 1960;- and (3)· provide: : 

tb.at artyreflmd of the latest' El Paso increase for gas 'used:. on or 

after the effective date of the rates authorized by thisdec:i:sion,-

be made ent:t:rely to the firm. classes of cU$tomers~ 

The amendment reduces the total annual .amount of the 

increase". requested by $3, COO ,000, from $26; 615 ~ 000 to$22~ 815',000, 

or :C"'rom 9.JZ to 7.Z"1. of test year gas service revenues at'rates 

effective prior to f ... ugust 25, 1960,. Because the net result of .~ 
changes in applicant's depreciation practices is to·redace its 

revenue requirement by $3,800,000:. tl1.e 3Dlendment has no. effect· on the 

rate of return sought herein by applicant. 

.•.. ,. 

y 'Xhc ~es authorized by Resolution U-9$S provide for: (1) the 
cb.3:.o.ze OJ: applicant's boolt depreciation accrual meti10d from Z7t> 
sinl-..ing fund to straight-line remaining life effective .January 1, 
1961; (2) the concurrent establishment of a single straight-line 
rema~ life depreciation rate for each depreciable plant ac
cO\Ult; (.:» the extinguisbment of the investment in standby gas· 
production plants; and (4) the accrual of income taxes for the 
balance of the year 1960 on the basis of straight-line c1eprecia~ 
tion deductions, and the tr:msfer:. as· of December 3,1, 1960, of 
the liberalized depreciation tax reserve to tbeboo!t depreciation 
reserve. ' .. 
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1: .... 42225 • 

Further Rearings 
.. 
',. 

" . 

Seventeen additio~.al"days of public hear~ relating to 

applicant's general rate proposal' were held at San Fr.onciscobefore 

COrrzenissioner Theodore H. Jenner and Exmnine: James F • Haley duriXlg, 
I . 

the ~riod ... ,\ugust 15 to October 21> 1960.'I'he :n.atter was ,submitte<:l: 
I "\1',' • 

subject to the reeeipt of opening briefs on November 2:S;~ 1960>.. and ~: 
reply briefs on December 12, 1960. 

Applieant's·position 
, 

Applicant, st.'ltes that, in' 'addition to repeated increases in 

the cost of gas supplied by E1 Paso, other costs ~verisen despite 

its continued efforts to keep them. down~Applicant repres,ents' that' 
, ' l 

it has :improved the efficiency of its gas operations) but that: these 

improvexnents have not been sufficient to offset the higher expenses 

inCl:Xred for labor> materials, services and taxes. 

It is applic:mt's contentionwt the costs of its gas 
, 

operatio~ have been affected markedly by. invest:nent in new facili-

ties and :in replacement of existing. facilities at unit costs 

subs t3ntially above those prevailing in the past. Ap~licant further 
, , . 

contends that. the cost of money has increased since' the' COmmission 
r, 

authorized a rate of return of 6.527. for its' gas 'department tn 

Decision No. 56967, issue<i July 9~ 195& in App1icationt-lo. 38663:, 

applicant's last general gas rate proceeding. Applicant recites tb4t 

itse~rnings hllve been fa1:' below this. authorized rato ofretU:rc.; that 

its e~~;ngson the depreciated rate base of its gas- department for 

the ye.n-s 1955 and 1960w~re, in each instance, less than 6'.; and 

that, at present: rates, the outlook for the future is no better. .It 

is applicant's position that it is entitled to and reasonably requires' 

a level of rates whi~.h will produce a rate of return'olf 6.e%'on' its' 

gas operat-Zons. 
i: . 

~eeord-on Applicant's General Rate Proposal 

Evidence was presented by the:applieaut, tb.e Department of. 
• i 

Defense and other ~cutive agencies of" the U'o.:tt.eod St.at~s. G()vern~t~ . 
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" 

, ',"',' . ,',,2.1 
the Comcission staff, the City and· 'County of San ~rancisco, . .. 

. • • • 'f • 

California Farm. R.esearch and Legislative Committee, . California 

Manufacturers }..ssoeiation, Southwest Gas Corporation, Campbell Soup 

Company» Permanente Cemene Company,. Califoxnia Portland Cement C0m

pany, Rive::side Cement, Company and Southwestern Portland Cement 

Company. Applicant: and the Commission staff offered: evidence' .! 

relating to all.phases .,0£ applicant's gas operationsandtb.eresul~ 
" 

of such operations. The presentatiOns of other parties' to ·tbe •. pro-'· 

cecc~ing pertained primarily to rate spread and rate of retuxn., 
" . . 

The record on applicant's general rate p::oposalshows thSt' . ,,' . , 

t1le~e are two principal issues t:O be resolved by tb:is· opinion and> 
.' . '. . 

order. 'I'hese issues are: (1) what amount of gas seMce'r~venue$-: 
has applicant demons~ated that it reasonably requires;' and ~ (2}bow' 

. ' 

shall such revenues be spread among the' seve:ral classos; of: CUs1:~ers~ 

Applicant's Earntngs 
, . 

-'Xhe rates of re'tUX'nest:Unated by applicant and by the' 

Comcission staff·. for the test year 1%1 are as follows:' 

Rate Level. 

I!.t Rates Effective 
Prior to 8/25/60 

AtInter1m Rates 
Effective 8/25/60 

At Applicant's 
Proposed R.a.tes 

..... : -
Rate of Return 

4.77'1 •. ' ~Tot Shown·' .... 

Not Shown. 

G.OO 7.0l:· 

11 '!'he position of the City and County of San Prancisco in this 
proceeding was concurred in by the foll~ public and' private 
~ara:o.ces: Consumer Counsel, State of California; Counties. 
of l';~da,. Kern, l'larin and I1erced; C~ties of Bakers~ield, El,' 
Ce-rr~to, Gonzales> Milpit<lS; Morg3n Hl.ll, Mou:ntain V-;;.ew, Palo, 
Alto, Redwood City l' Saer.:tmento~ santa Clara and 'Sunnyvale;. 
Califcrnia Farm Research and Legislative Commi.ttee; and Nortb:cm 
California Citizenship Cotmc:U United Automobile ::~'Torlters) -ML-
CIO. . ., . 

. - ~. . .. 
" ,.1" 
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The tabulation below" compares the, estimates, of 'the :resolts, 

of applicant's operations for the test year 19613$ presented by the 

applicant .and the staff. 'I"ae results' shown' reflect·: app~icant:r s : 
revised rate proposal, liberalized :depreeiation for' income tax pur-' 

poses and, straight-l:£ne depreciation for boo!<;parposes., 

'RESU'L:S OF OPER..'\TICNS .', GASDEPAR'XMEl'l'T 
FOR TEST YEAR' 1961 AT'PROPOSED RATES' 

, Applicant CPtTC Staff' 
(E::cb..' No. 29) " (exh. No,. 54) 

OperatUlg Revenaeo 
Fil::n Natural Gas Service: 

General: Service $1e4,'S4Q ,000 ' $136,190,000 
Fixm Ind. ¢ Gas Engine 9,576,.000 9,576,000 
Resale 2:t736 JOOO 21.736. 2000 

Total 'Firm ll!at. Gas 197~rs2,00o 198,502,00'0 
lnterruptible Natural Gas 67,353,000 67,3/.:·7,000 
InterdePartmental Nat. Gas 50,336,000 50,1l:-1,000 
Propane Gas . ' 34:$,000 3':05,000 . 

. Other Gas l1evenues 364'02000 364:t000 
Iotal Operatine' Itev. ns,GOO,ooo 316,099",000 

Operating Expense$-, and Taxes' 
132,540,000 lS3;,OZS,00O Production Expenses 

Transmission Expenses 3,6.54.,000 3,766,000- . 
Distribution Expenses 13,669,000 14·,0$5,000 
Cust. Acctg. & Coll. EX}? 9,lZ3,000 9,4.31,000 , 
Sales Promotion Expense 1,970,000 2,025,000 
Adm. & General Expense 9,':05,000 9,l':70,000 
Provision for Wage Increase 1,251,000 
Depreciation Expense 17,032,000 17,823,000 
Taxes Other Thall Income 18,520;,000 17,5S4.,000 
Income Taxes 23~2Z9z000 242596:000 

'rotal Expenses & Tax tur;31C,ooo 2Z1,ll1~,ooo 

Net Operating Revenues 34,232,000 .34,820,000 

Rate, Ease S04,13C,OOO 49l:· ,459',.000 

Rate of ~eturn 6~80% ' '7.04% 

Adopted" 
Results. 

$1Z4, 840 ,,000 
9,576',000, 

' 2 2736 2000 
197,13.2,006 

67,353,000 
50306 000 , , . 

3405,.000' 
364. 000: : . 

3iS , Goo, 006 

le2,540,OOo' 
3>766~OOO 

14~035-"OOO, 
9,4.29,000: 
2,02'>,.000 
9,l~63,OOO 

-
17,CZ3,000, 
17,59[:.,000 
2[,.z 300 z 000 

181,025,000-
I 

34~,575)OOO 

. 4.9~.;l:.S:9 ,000 
'1' 
ii 

'. 6 .• 991., 

The above estimates of gas depa:tment :results" of' operatioci;." . 
- • '", > , 

for the test year are extremely close, except as to: five items: whe-re' 
. . " 

there are differences of significant magnitude betWeen ~p?,licant' anel' 

staff •. These· items of diffe=encc' a:e: (1), ope~atin& revenues'and,' . 

corolla..-y production expe%lSes; (2) admiDistrative and general ex- ' 
I " ~ , 

penses; (3.) ad valorem taxes ; (4) deduction from. rate base: of funds 
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. A. ,.[;,2225 • 

generated by, the use of accelerated amortization for. tax',pUrposes; •. , 

and (5)' 'Wc,rld%:g ea:lh allowance. 

Revenues I 

The largest differencebetw~en the figures of applicant 

and staff lies in ,the estimatesofoperating'revenu.es. This. 

diffex-ence :Is ma~y related to revenues' from, tl~ general service 

class of c~~tomer ~ tIle' est:im:Jtes of revenues derived from other 
. , 

.' : 

classes beiliLg :in sabstantial agreement •.. Appl'icantestimated 'that the 
" 

zene:al serv-;,ce class 'Would produce operat:tng revenues, o£"$l3l,.~840)O()O 

for the tes1: year: at the proposed rates. 'Ibe staff estimatccLthat 

this class of customer> which consists primarily of domes.tic' users:» 

would prodace $lus.>l90~OOO for the same period. ,'I'b.ediffe:en~e' of 

$1~350)OOO is attributable to divergent estimates of the ~era3e sas 
" , 

consumption per: custome:, as applicant and staff agree' upon' the 

number of such eustocers. 

P ... pplicant estimated the average use 'per general 'service 

cost:omer for the test year 1961 to be 1~!8.& Mcf, whUe the',~taff ' 
" • • j • • 

estimated tbeuse to be 130 Mcf, adiff~rence- per customer·ofl.211cf 

per ye;x.c. T.aese usages were developed in two: steps: first,. tb.e 

aetttal sales for recent years were adjusted to noxmal or average' 

temperatu:i:e conditions, anei. then tb.eadjusted sales 't~ere trended 'into 

the test period. Applicant and staff differed ill each of these, steps •... 
". , 

\-1h":1 e we p:efer the staff's: method 'of adj ustingto normal tem~.ratu:re' 

conditions) we are of the view that applicant's trende'd result· ~~e 
• • I . "h 

nearly reflects the conditions wluch.may obtain in the first, Ye·ar 
• " '. L 

after this oree: becomes' effective. Accordingly,we adopt: foX'·,,'pu.r~ . 

poses of this c1ecision~applicant' s figu:eof $315>600,000: :Eor 
, '.' , 

operatios revenues at proposed rate~ for the test year'1961;:~ 
:'~ 

Ope;.at:i.ng Experises 

. 1'.ppliCant's 'est:imate of production expenses 'for,'the test 

ye;;rr is $lBZ,540,OOO; the staff'::test:iJnate< is $133,039',.000. 
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)" 

Production expenses consist almost entirely of,' the cost, of; gas.", 

pu:cb.ased, and the difference of $549,000 reflects ,'the ¥gb.er gas 

sales upon which the staff's es1::f.mate 'of operatingrevenu.e i.s based ... , 

vre ~dopt for production expenscs:J for ptrrposes: of· tl1.iSproceed:i.ng~ the 

amount of $lS2,SL:.Q,OCO, which is compatible with the opezo3ti..ng. 

revenues heA:einbefore adopted for the test year. 

In view of the fact that such a substantial portion of its 

opeJ:ating expenses is the cost of ot.:Lt-of-state pw:chasesofgas',. 

3P'plic:ane is hereby placed on· continu.ing notice' that this' CommiSsion 

expects and "i:ill reqo.i:rc" it in each and every SllOWirig' for changes.:in 

rates resulting from Changes in costs of purchased gast6 demonstrate 

the exercise of all reasonable efforts to protect its rigl1.ts and' 
, . 

~terests in ma:intaini:c.S such costs at their"lowest reasonable . level. : 

In transmission, distribution, customers' :lCeounting; and 

collectin.g:J atld sales promotion.. expenses, the differences' 'between 

estlmates result: mainly from. the staff's allocation ,of the effects of 

the 1960 wage increase among these several, categories of operdtfng 

expenses, where3s applicant did not allocate the wage increase. 

Instead;p applicant included an over-all lump S\lrIl adjustment of, 
, . . 

$1~251,OOO in its results of operation·estimate. ~·re adopt the 

following amotmts, which include the effects of the lS60· wage 

:increase;p as :reasonable fo. test: period purl?oses: transmiss:Lonex .. 

pen$CS;p$S,766,OOO'; distribution expenses, $14,.OoS,OOO; customers t 

accocntins and collecting e:h."J>CnSes,. $9,429,000; ands'ales. 'promotion 

expenses, $2,025,000. 

At first glance;p the staff's est:f.mateo£ $:9,.L::7,0 ~OOO~for 
, '." 

aOministrative and general expenses appears to exceed applicant I s 

estllnate of $9,405,000. However, if the effect of the 1960 wage: 

increase were to be removed from. the staff,'s estimate' to, mak~it. 

cOtnparable to applicant's figure, it would be. s.een that tl1e,;t,aff't:;. 
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A.42225 • 

estimate of administrative and ge:neral expenses :[s actually. some 

$300~OOO lower than applicant's •. This difference islarge-ly 

.:lttribu:table to tbe amount of common expenses allocated' to .ga~ 

operations. Amon& the causes of this difference are the follcwtng: 

the staff estimate~ injuries. and damages expense on· tl'l.e basis of the 

number of employees~ whereas applicant based its est~te on n~r 

of customers; in ·the computation of employee group life'insurance 

expense, the staff related premium reftmds. to the yes:rin which the 
, 

premium was paid~ whereas applicant "related sucl"l.refund$ to the; year 

following payment of premium; and in es timating miscellaneous general 

expense" the staff excluded certain dues~ donations .and contributions 
, 

in accordance with usual Commission practice inthisreg~rd. t.1e· 

f:ind the staff's estimate . to· be more reasonable than applicant IS, 

and we adopt for test period: purposes for adminis~at1ve and general 

expenses at. proposed. :rates the amount of $9:~463-,OOO> which represents· 

the stafft s. figure adj us t~d for the lower franchise requir~ents, 

rela~e<i to adopted revenues. 

Both applicant and staff computed depreciation expense 

according to tbe straight-line rema:i.ning. life method pursuant. to' 

Comcission Resolution !~C>. U-988. 'l'b.e difference between the two 

eep:i:eciatiotl estimates is only $9~OOO" which:i.s not a significant' 

amount in this proceeding.. We adopt the' amount of:$17 ~e23)OOO·a$. 

reasonable for depreciation expense for the test period. 

Taxes 

Applicant' $ estimate of taxes other tha:n1ncome is 

substantially higher than the seaff's·.!he difference amounts to 

$926~OOO and lies principally in the item of ad valorem taxes. 

Applieant~ :in estimating ad valoret:1 taxes' for the test period~ used 

directly trended assessment ratios and tax rates) where~sthe3t.aff 
.. , 

used. the-latest ImO'Wtl. tax rates and ..assessment ratios;.· !he. 

,... 
-0-
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.. 
Coan1ssiou is of the opinion that ~e simple trending of the . ad . 

valorem tax factors of previous years does. not produce· reliable: 

estimates £0:::' test period purposes •. 'I'b.e use of the latest available 

3S$es~t rat:ios and tax rates has been the 1.:D:U£ormly applied ;' 

practice of this Com:ni.ssion and has proven to betl'le most re(lsona1>le 

l.'Dethod of estimat1!lg future ad valorem. taxes. toTe tb.ereforefind 

the staff estimate of $17.594>000 to be reasonable for taxes other .. 

than income during the test period.' 

Dtc:'~ the pendency of, this proeeedi:c.g., applicant announced 

its intention to continue to elect to- use liberalized deprec:tation. 

for income t:ax purposes. Both applicant and, staff usedth1s method' 
, .' 

of clep:eciatiou 1n computing their respective est:f.m8tcs of income 
"." 

taxes,. and both, normalized the income tax effects· of acc::eleratecr 

.::nnortization.. '!'be amount ,of $1,307,000 by which the staff's figure 

£04' income tmces exceeds the app11e~tts·reflects the h!gher·operat;" 

1ng revenues and lower operating expenses estimated by the staff .. 

Based on the revenues and expenses adopted .herein,. we . 

eomptlte and find reasonable the amount of $2£:'7300,000 ~orincome· 

taxes at proposed rates for the test year 1961. The income taxes . 

adopted and used herein are computed in conformity with, Decision 1-10'. 

59926, dated April 12, 1960, which spe~i£ies. the- treatment t~,b~ 
3ccorded liberlllized tax depreciation for :rat~m.ald.nspurposes. " 

Rate Base 

The following tabulation compares the development of 

weigbted average depreciated rate bases· for the test year 1961 

-9-

,. 



A.4·2225 • 

as presented by· the applicant and' the staff; 

Gas Plant: 
'VTeighted Average Plant 
DedtlCtion for Depr. 

Net Gas Plant 

Adjustments: 
Contrib. :in Aid of Constr. 
Customers Ad:v. for Constr. 
Accumulated Income Taxes -
Accelerated Amortization 

'Iotal Adj us-tments 

Work~Capital: 
Materials and Supplies 
Gas in Storage 
vTorldng Cash Allowance 

Total v10rldng Capital 

Total W~~tedAverage 
Rate Base 

Applicant. Staff. 

$672~670 :.000 $672~670 :.000 $672:.670,000 .. 
172,183,000 171',981,.000'171.1981,000. 
500~4&7,OOO 500,689:.000 Soo,6g9,OOO' 

<12:., rOO 3Mo} 

2,.L:·3S,OOO 
828,000 

14,485,000 
17,751~ooo . 

504,138,.1000 

<Red Fi@e) 

(4,$45,Qoo). 

(f8 J §45,;og<n 

12,415,000" 

494,459,000 

@,545,OOQ)" . 

Cl¥,§S,O@) 

2,i!.3S~OOO . 
, 823,000: ' 

9 , 1[,.9,000 . 

'. ' 

Both applica:o.t and staff estimated total we 19h.te d average 

gas plant: :in the amount of $672',670 ,~OO~ which .. we find to be . 

reasonable and adopt. Consistent with the depreciationexp~'Ses 

h~re:i.nbefore found reasonable,. we adopt. the staff's deduetion:for 

depreciation intbe amount of $171,981 )000 • There isn<?- d:[£f~rence 
. , 

between the two' estimates for contributions in aid of'- cons truction" 

nor between tlle two estimates for customers' advances for' construc';'; . '. 
tion. We adopt) for test year purposes') the amount of $10)984,000 .' 

, ,"," . 

for contributions in aid of construction and the amount of $3-,116,.000, 

for customers' advances for construction. 

Tae staff hasadjus.ted rate.base by deducting accumulated 

deferred income taxes resulting. from tile use o{ acceler:at~d8mort.iza- ' 

tion. Applicant bas not made a correspOnding. acljcstm.~t.The'staff's 
. , 

adjostment is different 1n form but consistent intheor'}" with the 

treatment aceo:rded such de£er:red taxe's ih 1:ecent CotmniS~s ion. d~ciSionS' 

-10-
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, ' ' 

. , ., 

j 

wherein interest on the, accumulatea:" balance w8sdeducted :from :Income-
, , ' 

taxes rather than directlydeduet:f.r.gsuch balance :£:""I'om rate base. 
',. 

We find the staff's adj'ustment to 'be reasonable .and proper , and the ' 
. , " 

adopted rate base will reflect, a deduction of ~,,54$,OOO,·m' 
," " . .' .... '.' . 

recognition of the availability to and the use by the-applicant of,., 

the funds generated:tbrougb. the us'e:,of accelerated amorti23ti~n £or:'~ , 
. ,. . ~'. . 

:income, tax porposes. 

'!here is no difference between the es·timatesofehe staff, 

and applicant for materials ano. supplies and gas in storage .. 'We· 

adopt the amount of $2,,43S~OOO for materials andsupplie~:'aticl" 
$S28,OOOfor gas in st6rag~. 

, t,t J. 

" 

Working Cash· Allowance' 
",,' 

The allowance for worl<:ing cash included byapplicane in its' 

rate base 8mOt.mts to $14,485,000, while that included, by the staff· is 

$9,149,000, the <li££erence '~~ing $5,336,000. Both the applicant'an<i: 

staff developed worldng ca..~ allowance by the" same' general procedure 

of determining gross 'Working cash reCJ.uirem~t ,as indicated by 

.analysis of certain balance, sheet accounts and then deducting. from 

such gross requirement amounts not supplied by stocl<hOld~xs. 
• v 

l .. ppu'cant 3Il.d staff ar:rived:,atgross requirements, which are- sttbstan

t1ally the same,. c.eterm1n1:c.g $14,152,000 and $14,230,000, . 

~espectively, as the gross 'Worlting cash requirement. They parted' 

wuy5, however, on the deduction .!-romgross :requirem.entiof ·amounts. ne>t 

supplied by 'stoel~lders. T.ae difference between the amount ,of the 
" I, ' 

world1lg cash allowance ultim:iltely determined,by each is contained ~, 

one component of such dec1uctjlou> namely> the average amount of 'cash:: 
I·' " 

available as a result of applicant's,~payment of its expense,s, la~g::~ ;:: 

behind the collection of such e:::penses in the. form of revenues',from' 

its ratep:ayers. Applicant, in determining the dollar 'effect· of this 
. '". ,\ , 

p~t lag,. has improperly used it's revenues with respec:t: to-
, ,>, , "' !'. . 

-11-· 
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. ' 
" , 

• I , ' 

collections rather than its expenses. Applicant seeks thereby' to, 
I 

" 

increase its revenue requirement, by the compounding process 'of 

obtalu'ing a return upon the retuxu portion of its revenues. ,,'!he 
staf£~ on the other hand, 'has properlydetermiried such lag' by 

, ' , 

- , 

relattDg both payments andcollections'to expenses. 
, i 

Another factor contributing to: the':-gr~ater . working cash' 

, '. . ~ 

allowance claimed by applicant is its' failure to treat' bone!·' interest 
. , 

as an item of expense. In our opinion, applicant t s t:reatmentof 

bone! interest is improper. For purpos~s of, deteraiiningw~rId.ngcash 

allowance, bondholders, unlike stoe!dlolders,are>a class of 

c:editors. !be sole justification for includinga,workfng·cash 

allowance in the rate base- is to provide the stockholders a rettml" , ' 

upon ~t portion of their invested capita.l which is necess:ary' in 

the u.tility's operations and upon which they 'wouldnototberwl.se" 

receive sretarn. 

In estilllating worldngcash allowance, 'the staff nbxma-lized' 

the :income tax effects of accelerated, amor:'l:ization. Applicant 
.-

contends that, since the staff deducted,:th4~1ncome tax resexve for 

aceeler.1ted amortization from rate base, it 'should not incl~de' the·' 

accrual to such reserve in the income taxes used in the deterinination 

of worldng cash. The staff' s trea~t of accelerated amortization 

for working cash purposes is in harmony with its computat:[~n of tes.t 

year ineome taxes and is, therefore," appropriate • Applicant ' s 

position. here is at odds with its own computation of testy~ar 

income taxes, in which it normalized the effects of aecele:rated 
, " 

amortization. 
I ~ • ' 

v7e find the staff's figure for working cash allowance, and '~~, 

the method by whi6h it was dete:mined to be reaso~bie.andproper.:·" 
. " . ' . '. . J: , ", . ~ II~", .'.,'. • , .:' :. • • 

'VJe adopt the anoutlt of $9,149,,000' for wor!dng, cash allowance for' the' 
: . ','" " . ,,',' .'~"'."". " " 

". I 

test y~r 1961. 
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'.1 .. , 
",. ,',' 

" ' . 
Sucmary of Adopted Results , , . 

\. 

'I'be following tabulation' summarizes the adopted results' 

of ope:ation of applicant's gas department for t~ test'year·1961 
. . ", . , 

at the several rate levels under consideration-herein: 

S'UMMARY OF ADOmD RESULTS 
TEST'YEAR 1961 

At Rates 
Effective 
Prior to 
S{25/60 

Adopted' Amounts 
At IUter- ,At. . '. 
1m Rates Applieant's 
Effective Proposed 
8125{60 _Rs.;;.t;;:.;;e;;,;;s_. __ 

At 
Authorized 

. Rates 

Revenues $292,,785,.000 $302~596,OOO $3-15)600~OOO $307,.415,000 

Expenses & Taxes 2G3,ls.67 ~OOO. 273',85-7,000" 281,025-,000' Z76~Sll,OOO 

Net 'Revenues-

Depr. Rate Base 

r...ate of Return 

Rate of Return 

24~318,OOO 

494,459',000 ,. 
. \. 

4.92'7. 

2&,739,000 3[10,575,000,," 3O~904,00Cr 

491.1.,459·,OOO .49lJ".459·,OOO, .. 49,4, 459',009:i, .' 

5·.811.-

, , 
. , 

'G-;.·2si:' " 

Applicant seeks a rate of return of G.8% on the ':deprecia- '. 
, . . 

ted rate base of i~; gas department for the test year 1961~ .... 'Its . 

f~cialwitness) in testifying: in sUpport of, this' rate ~f' retUrn 

asserted tb.at applicant' should, earn not less than .12.5'7., ~n' 'that 

portion of:. its common stocl, equity associated with the, gas- depart:~ . 

ment. Re presented evidence showing that in 1959' eleven selected . 

maj or scaight, natural gas. companies esrnect from' 9.9'7. to- !7.7%on .' 

common stocl( equity and13~2% on. the ave~'age • 
. , , -

'!'he fallacy in applicant's position- istb.at it' bases: its . 

comparisons on results of ope~ation of 'straight natural .. gas companies' 
, '. 

and considers' ·its own gas department. as standing alone.. The facts ... 

a:e that applicant is a combination electric and gas utility~i.t, 

finances as such a comb:CnationutUity and not: by- departments" and 

its ope:ations and'management are closelY.,integrated.-: 't'J'e find:.,i~~· 
, ",.,. 

. .' 
• j. '\ 
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reasonable 1;0 consider applicant as a combination utility in 'arriving 

at the :rate of :returri. allowable in this proceeding. 
, ' 

'Ib.e record clearly shows that~ln general, combination 

utilities have been earning on their ~ommonstoe!~ equity s.ubstantially 
, 1, 

less than the 12.Sk claimed as reasonable by applicant's witness. 

Exhibit No. 59, lntl:'O<luced by the 'Comau.ssion staff, shows an average 

:ange of earnings on common stock equity of'com.bination- companies, 

for the five-year period 1955 through 1959~ of 7.rJ70 to 13:.81 .. ; with 

the average and median beingapprox:i.mately 10.5%. '!he exhibit 

further shows average earnings on total capital of 5.3% 'to 7.4i'.;with 

the .average and median being approximately6i'... It is significant: 

to note £rom the exhibit that, on the a'w~rage for the five .. ye~ 
, , 

period, Pacific Gas and Electric Company earned 9.5% on its year~end 
. .. ' ~ 

comnon stock equity .and "5.5% on its year-end total capital, ~nd, 

duriDg the same period, increased the, book value of its common shares' 

from $32.89 to $39.82 and its .annual dividends from $2.20 to $2.60. 
, I 

i 
Upon 3; full ~eyiew of the record~ we find and, conclude that 

a rate of xoeturn of G.2S'k applied to' the ado~tcd rate base of 

$49.( .. ~L,.59~OOO for ~ 1:est year 1961 is fair and reasoczble for 'appli- /. 

cantts gas operations. Such a return, when ~onsidered with costs of V 
. , 

bond money of 3.37% and preferred stocl~ money of 5.30%" "should. produce 

an .ac1equate and reasonable return on the eormnon stoele equity at,tribu.,.;/ 

table to applicant's gas departmL~t. 

'Ib.e adopted test ,year results show that the presently 

effective inte:im rates. would. yield': applieant 5.8l% ~ or less than t1 

fair rate of return on theoperatio~ of its gas department. Appli

cant is clearlyentieJ.ed to' rate relief 'over 'and above the $9~SlO,OOO 

El Paso offset authorized by Decision No. 60537. "v7e find, howeve-.r,. , 
, , 

th3t authorization of the full ~ount of the additionalincrea.se· '6£ 

more than $13,000,000 requested by applicant h,.. its, general rate 

proposal would produce a rate of return'well in excess of that: '~ 



, ' 

he:-ei::uibove found fSlz and reasonable. v1,e will authorize 'applicant 

to increase its zas rates by the amount of $4,819',000 over the 

interim levels established by Decision l~o;. 605S1, which amo~t will. 
, J"" 

yield' 8pt>licant a 6.25% rate of return on: the test year basis. 
, ' 

ADp1icane's General Rate Proposal: 
" . 

, 
>' 

Applicant:' s amended genl~ral rate proposal is set forth, in 

Exhibit No. 29. The following tabulation,.: using. adopted gas sales) 

sbows the effect which applieant"t s proposal would have on tile ' several " 

classes of cuStomers: 

Class of 
Service 

Firm: 
General 
Industrial & 
Gas Engine 

Resale 
Total Fim. 

Interrupt.Indust. 

Interdepartmental 

Total Natural Gas 

Liqui.d Propane 

SUMMA..'r{Y OF REQUESIED INCREASES, 
TEST YEAR 1961 

Adopted 
Sales 
1000 Ncf 

Adopted 
Revenue 
At ,Rates 
Effective 
8/25/60 

Reguested, Increase' 
Per-, Per 

Amount cent:,' Mef 
-; ----

Average 
Revenue 
. Per Mcf , 
After, ' 
Increase 

219,39S $168,862,000, $15,97$,000 9.46% 7,.28¢84.2S¢ 

15,141 8,7S2,OOO 794,000 9.04 5,.2.!:. 63.25 
5,049 2,523,000 213,000 8.44 4.22' 54 ... 1'9 

239,5SS ISO , IS7 ) 000 16, 9U5 , 000' 9. 4.3, 7 .,09 82. '!'1"' 
'" 162,293- 69,503>000 {2,t5S z000)<rJID g~ [:.1'.50 
" , , 

139,569 52,223,000 (I zS?! .,ot50}(hg)' 0;.32) 36-.10 
, 

541,.450 30 1, :398-,.000 12,. 993~~OOO [:·.30 2.40. 5$.1S. 
136- 334,000 11,000 3.,2J 8,09 2,5.3,GZ: 

.I, 

7ota1 Gas Sales 541,5t6 302,232,000 '13,.004,.000 4,.30 2.L:O' SC'.21 

(Decrease) 

Applicant's proposed tariff changes as presen~lyb.efore the '. 

COtmnission 'Would: 

(1) Increase rates to the finn classes of natural gas 

c\:Sto~s by an .:vcr.:geof. 7 .09¢ pe~ Mcf. This would amount 

to. $16,.985,0001

,. or9~t!o:rI.,. on the adopted test year b.o'l.sis.' 
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(2) Reduce rates to. the fnterruptibleclasses of natural 

g~ eustol:Ders by .l'.3~'¢ per Mcf. On the test year basis,. .. this .. 
. ' "...' .. 

Wo.uld amount to. a -reduction o.f $3.,992,000, or 3-.2870 of revenues 

at present offset rate$. 

: (3) Increase liquid propane rates by an average· o.f' S~09¢ 
. " 

pe~ Mcf. O'1l:the test year basis, this .. would amount ,to $11,000, 
I • , 

or, an increase of 3.297. over presently effec~ive rates. 

(4) Remove from the conditions of service o.f its .sched~les· 

G-55 and G-55.1, under which applicant's steam-electrie plants 

.3re served, the clausG which excepts the s team-e.~ecttic p1ant.s: 

:C40t1:1 inte:-.:uption ttd~lng peri~ of existing, or tb:re.;'ltened:' 

emergencies". 

(5) ·'Conso.lid.lte, ac1j us t and clari!-y, as set forth in, 

Exhibits lQos. 24 and 38, the rate' zones of applicant's rate . 

areas·> particularly in the Bay Area,. to·accox:~<with' changes 

in customer densiti.es and otber facto.rs·. 

The' specific details of the rate changes propO'sed by 

applicant may be $lmanarized;as follows: . 

'!he initial blOC!~ o.f each general serv1ceschedule would·· 

be increased by about 49¢ per customer Per month .after .. zone changes. 

Applicant represents that the present initial block cha:ges' fall ~ar 

short of covel.-ing the fixed costs. of serving a customer) ·exclusive· 
. . . ...:' ..' ..... . '; .. ... . 

of any cost for gas. The secone! bloc!: would be increased by approxi-
':; , . . 

mately 6.7¢ per Mcf~' the third block by 3.2¢ ~r Mc:(~ and subsequent 

bloclcs by lesser amounts down' to 1.3¢ per Kef in the: ~teraiinal b:1oc!t 
, :1. 

of each g~eral service schedule. Included in .the> proposed.general' 
, . , . . 

service :>ehedules is an inCl:'ease from 1. 864¢· pe~ 116£ to- 4.236(: per. 

Mcf in the amount· applicant desires to be considered as the· offset' 
I • ." ' 

charge to ge.oneral' service custome'rs related to. the El?aso inc'reas~ 

of August 25 ~ 1960. .. . ~ , 

,d •• 

]' 
.\ 

". ,'. 



Applicant states that its proposed increases to fi....-,u 
" 

industrial cU$tomers over the rates of' August 25, 1960, 'arc.: de$igc.~d 

to obtain approximately the same. over-all percentage' a's . from: . the 

increase in gene=al service rates. Aeeo-::-ding 'to 'applicant,' the 
, , 

initial and intermediate blocks have been designed so as not to 

exceed the level of rates proposed for.' general serviee schedules 

with the balance of the increase which would be o'btailled' from. this 

co~ nom a proposed increase of 3.'3¢ per 11cf in the. terminal 

block. As in 1:be case of the general service class, applicant. 

requests that the offse~ charge :included in its pr~posed ftrm·, , 

industrial rates be considered as 4.23()¢ per Mcf rather than 'the 
, I'· 

present' 1.S6~"¢ per Mef. 

.. For the resale schedules ,applicant states that the" pro- _ 
,1 • " 

posed tCcrease is approxfmately eqaalt~ the percentage increase 

proposed for fir.n servi.ee overall. According: to- applicant a'bouthalf 

the percentage lnc:ease is assignable- to the demand component and' 

half to the commodity portion. For firm resale se~ce, ,app~icant' 

proposes t:lat, as in the other f1:rm schedules, there be an· increase 

£rom. l.~¢ per Mcf to 4.236¢ per Mcf in the amount to be considered 

~s om o"ffset to the El Paso lncrease of August 25, 19GO'~ F~r .:the, 

interruptible portion of :resale service ~ applicant proposes that 

rates be redaced by el;minatmg the 1.864¢ per Mcf offset charge of, 

Augast 25) 1960~ and inereased by a general increase in the base rates 

of O.5¢ per Mef., 

Applicant proposes to eliminate the August 25, 1960 offset 

cbarge of l.~ per Mef from all interruptible schedules by a general 

inc:ease in the base rates of O.s¢ per Mcf.It is applicant's. 

intention the%eby to· obtain a, reduction in' 'the rates for interruptible 

service to the rate levels originally proposed in the applic~ion but 

at the same tixDe to ellm'i:nate the interruptible custOll'lersfrom 
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participation ~ my otherwise. e.pplieable El Paso refund relllted to· 

gas used subsequent to the effective date of the rates authorized 
• " -<,' 

by this decision. 'Xb.e proposed 'rw-'o$ion of the' offset charge pro-' 

visions of the firm. schedules i-rOlll l.364c per 11cf to: 4. 23<5¢ .. per Mcf' 

would thus increase the amount of firm. service :revenues whieh' would be 

sUbject to ~efund. Under applicant's refund propoSal> the· amoutit of . 

revenue subject to xefund to fixmcustomers would be the" total· amount 

subject to refund to all classes. of customer under the August 25> 

1960 offset eb.o:ses, less ~y refund due interruptibles as a result 
" 

of .. gas usage between August 25). 1960 .and the effective date .. of the ' 

rates authorized herefn. 

'EgaivalentCost of 'Fuel· Oil 

Applicant's· asserted reason for proposing to decrease· 

interruptible rates to 1.36l;¢ pe:= Mcf below the :interim rate'levels, 
." ," .' 

established 'by Decision No. 60581 is that such rates are, it alleges, 

highe: than the equivalent eost of fuel oil •. Applicant represents 
, >' " I • • 

that siuce 1953) when its gas rates were last determined>. the cost 

of !-uel oil has declined) . resulting in a. loss of interruptible s;lles. 

Applicant states that during the one-year period preceding, establish.:" 

ment of present :interim rates) it had lost, as a: result '.0£ competitive 

fuel oil prices> interruptible sales amounting to over $3-,000,,000' on 
o' . 

an annual basis. Applicant concludes that it will lose a much 

greate: volume of its interruptible sales if the p.resent inte:rim rates' . 

for such sales are made permanent by tb.1S decision. It is appl,icant r s 

contention that the loss of ,interruptible sales wiliulti.mately 

%'esult in rates for firm service being substan:ially higher' than they

-;.~oald otherwise be. 
" 

According to applicant) many of its interruptible' customers 

switching to . fuel oil would find' it econOmical and prudent: to- sign 

long-term. fuel oil conttacts,and some of these customers would" 

-18-
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obtain" as others have already" a favorable pricing. arrangement·· 

whereby the price of oil would escalate downward as well as upw.a:::d in· 

relation to :ates for interruptible gas, service. Applicant ,contends .' 

tru:t" even at rates lower than i~ now proposes , it, could not expect 

to entice lost ~tomers back to gas" anct that customers who switch. 

to :(-uel oil will. be lost for one to> 'ten years, producing a . prolonged 
. " ., 

adverse effect on its revenues, which could' onlybecor.rectedby . 

rais~ r~tes for firm service. 

Applicant :introduced Exhib'1t No.. 10' and presented tcst:i'.mony 

to show that the posted: price of fuel oil has declined considerably 

since 1953. Applicant states that the generally' prevailing actual 

price of fuel is substantially below the posted price. 

During the. bearings held subsequent to issuance of the 

interim order herein" 15 witnesses for industrial users of . fuel 

testified that, in vlew of the- price at which fuel oil is .available 

to them, present rates for intenuptible gas serVice exceed the value 

of such service on an energy basis, and that the use· of fuel' oil :in 

.all or part of the operations of their companies. can be shown' to' be 
, . 

cheaper than. the use of natural gas. The' Califomia· Manufact1.lrcrs 
',' 

.~oeiation (Cl-f..A) ~ which produced mose of these industrial witnesses, 

ta!.~s the position th8t applicant's proposed 10terruptiblerate levels' 

meet in substantial -measure the . competition of fuel o:U~ but that 

rates higher than proposed by applicant exceed the value' ofservi.ce 

.an& 'tri.ll :result in the loss of interruptible business to- the- detriment 

of the utility and its customers alike. v1ith' respect to' w.i:tl'lholding 
, ,-

:::ny -refund to interruptible' custocers, however, Cl1A. talces. the-position 

that applic.s:nt r s proposal is unreasonable ~ unl.swful and' ·discrimina~ory • . y , . 
Five of applicant's desert: customers, . whose plants in 

the Mojave Desert ncar the Topock-Milpitas t:ansmission line- are 
Y P.mel.'"ican Fotaa.h & Chemical Co=POX'ation; California Por.tland Cement' 

Company; Riverside Cement Company, Division of American Cement· . 
Corporation; Southwestern Portland Cement Company; and U. S. Borax 
&. Chemical Corporation. 
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servea large voltmles. of gas on an interruptible basis, j ointly~ take' 

the posi~ion that, from a value of service concept,' the record 

~ilnlishes no justification for arty increase' in '1nterrupti~le-
. . . . I 

industr."'-al rates at transmission level 'above those prev8iling.prior" 

to the Au.gust 25, 1960 interim order • The '. d~sert customers concur'::;' 

in the view of CMA that interruptible service' confers large' benefits 

,'., ,',' 

on the firm classes and that it 'would be improper to ris!~ 'the loss .. 0£ 

substa:ttial interruptible business by increasing interrUptible rates, J ,: 

which, they allege, were alXeady failing, to meet the C.:tition.' of, . 
, ."..' • ':; I , 

alternate fuels· before such rates were increased by the interim order 
, . , 

hereln. 

Despite the great amount of testimony on value of service" '. 

the record is devoid of definitive evidence' either as to present 

actual prices of fuel oil or as to authoritative predictiOns of 

fut\.l:t'c prices~ The testimony on this subject was characterized .by a 
" . , 

, , 

general~-llingness of the, witnesses, ostensibly for busines:s 

reOlsons, to disclose the dollars-and-cents 'prices and ,the: real terms 

on which they, could purchase fu, el.· oil. 'V1hile the record ·,e ... learly··· , 

cstllblisb.cs that natural gas 3Ud fuel, oil are m strongcom,pe:tition . ./'-: 

for the California" indUstrial marlcet,. it fails. to bear oot the' 
. II' 

allegations of applicant and its industrial customers that present 

intorim r.:t'te levels are pricing gas' out· of that marlcet. 

Costs by Classes of Service 

In support of its proposal to -decrease interruptible 

rates below present interim levels ,applicant introduced, as Exhibits· 

No.9 .and l~o. 40, a cost of service stody' purporting to show the . 

costs it incurs in servlng its various c:~asses· of' natural gas. 

customers. Applicant's study is based on the premise that: to serve 

its firm customers only would require subs.tantiallythe same' plant 
. . ,,' 

facill.ties and over-all investment . as ar~.' required to serve' bothtb.e 
' .. ' " , 

., 
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fir.m and interruptible load. On this bas.:ts:. applicant's,tcost" 

incurrence" study assigos int:erruptible"customers less ,than three 
, , 

percen~ of the total fixed costs of ,the gas department. l'hestudy 

alleges that at proposed rates' the. fixm classes of cus.tomer~'WoUJ.d 

p::odace rcvences which 'Would· fail by, more than. $30 ,000 ,t<OOO . to- meet 
, I . . '., 

the cos:' of providing them service plus' a ,6.8% return" and~tb.atthe 
, ' " . 

inte~tible classes would be making. up- this $30,OOO,OOOdef!c:[eney 
, " 

.' •• 1 

by paying rates which would yield this amount over m:"d ab.ov~' the ". <:o'S1:'" . 
, • , ", I ' ' ., 

of rendering inter.z:uptible service." 

'!'he Commission staff introduced as Exhibit No~'S5 a study 
. .,. 

wb.icb. allocates ~ costs of providing' gas service according' . to, the-' 

use that is made of the system. by each·class. It isthe'sta~~'s 

contention that use is the best gauge for ,determining. how cost~" 

should be allocated to the several classes, of customers who, benefit, 
, " 

from the existence and ft.mctioning of the jointly. used -fac!lit,!es',of .,., 

a' gas utility system •. 

The following. tabulation' shows' the rates 'of return, which , 

according to- the staff t s study would 'be ,realized in the test' year 
, -' 

from the several broad classes o£natural. gas service:, 

Class of Natural Gas Service 

Firm .and· Resale' 

Interruptible Indus trial 

Steam Elec'tric 

Transport 

Total N'atura~ Gas System 

Rate. of Return ' .. 
Test 'Year 1961' 

, At . S725760 ". ItXpplicant is 
Rates Proposed:.ltates 

S.43"k 
, ' 

8.13' 

6.59' 

l~Sl'", 

I," • 

6.71', 

.4.45> 

1.51. ' 

i.06' 

, CMA takes the position that applic~t's study is the proPer 

type of cost study for the Commission, to consider in .d~t~rmi.nini'rate 
. . ..... "'" . " ... 

levels. A witness for CMA. :testified that ~ staff, study is:l'1ot, 
- " (r 
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limited to a study of costs but that it includes non-cost elements. 
. . ',' . 

such as flbencfits" and costs of standby facilities installed by and . 

at thc expense of interruptible customers.. CM:\. contends that . the . 

study Ooes not measure class cost responsibility and is.,. therefore,. . 

valueless to t1'1o Comnissionas an' aid .. in ratemal~inz.· 
\ . 
!he ~sert customers contend that. both applicant's. and 

, ' 

staff's cost studies show that inte%'XUptible industrialser-ncc, at ' 

transmission level yields applic3nt far in excess of the rate of 

:return :requested for applicant! s gas dep<rrtment as a whole' •. 1b.e", 
. . 

desert custome:s tal<e . the position that: they are and. should:"be 

treated as a' separate class of service' by -reasOn' of physical:loca- .. 

t100 and~ost'of service. , . 

'Vlc do not regard applicant's cost of service, studytobc": 
. II • ," . i 

a :reasonable' guide intb.e, spread of rates among classes o(~ service ... , ' 

1b.e study ar.rives at a final answer which is quite the samcas its 

beginning assomption,. ru:tmely~ that the cos't of servinggas'te> the 
interruptible a:ld steam-electric' classes is incxemental to th~::cost 

of serving the fi%m. In assigning. facility costs' almost exclusively. 

to, ~tb.e fil:m classes, applicant ignores the hard fact that, well over', 

50% of its volume of gas sales is made to the inte~tible and. 

steam-electric classes. In our opinion~ the sT;affrs cost allocation 

- study, which gives a significant weighting to the actual use'made of 

the system, provides a better guide 'to the Commission iD. the spread' 

of rates among. classes of. service., . 

Spread of Authorized Rates 

!'be Commission has carefully weighed all of the considera-':, 

tions pertinent to the spread <>f rates,.includ:f.ng value of service', 

costs by classes of ser.~ce, the :rates now and heretofore ine£fect,.: 

the elimination of discximiDation among classes and zones,. and the' 

general effect of 'rates upon the gr~rtb., and development of'applicant's 
I ' • ~ 
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gas. sales. vIe find it reasonable to spre'ad tb.e' additional: revenue. 

increase of $4> 819 »000 authorized herein 3IXIOng appiicant' s· firm 

classes of service, as specified in ApPendix A" hereto. However, no . 

showing has been made which would jus.tify the Comm.ission in requiring 

the firm classes to shoulder the additional burden· of $3,,992,.000 

which applicant proposes to sh:tft onto them from the interruptible 

classes. Accordingly, the interim rates for all interruptible . 

classes of service este1>lisbed by Decisi.on No. 60S87· shall· rema:i.n in 
.,! 

effect. If, after surveying its market,.. however, applicant concludes 

that it may further improve its earnings by reducing its rates· to, 

its interruptible classes of customers, it will be permitted to· file 

such interruptible rates as, in the exereise of its best business 

judgment" will st:lmul.ate gas sales,· provided that .··in no instance;· 
. ., 

. . 

shall applicant fUc a rate 'Which :is less than ~. per Mcfh1g1ler 

than the corresponding rate which was in effect. prior to August:2S, 

1960. 

General Service 

Applicant proposes extensive cb.a:nges in general service 

~ate areas and zones ~ as detailed in Exhibits Nos. 24 and 38 • The , 

:ezordng p:oposal will result intreat:i.ng· communities adj:acent to.: one 

another", and generally s~r.red :CL'om the same source .0£ gas supply, 

as regional or met:opolitan areas without regard to municipal o~ 

cot.mty lines. !he effect of the proposec1chanses Qn customers 

.c:ssigncd to lower rate zones will be to decrease the rate levels. 

which would otberwiseapply. None of· the proposed· changes -assigns 

customers :tohigher rate zones. 

v1e f!nd applicant's rate zone and rate area boundary' 

r~-s:i.ons to be reasonable and such revlsions will be· authorized. 

Applicant's present descri.ptions of rate areas as· ,on -. file ' 

with the Commission are by city l:tmits as of certain dates with 
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revisiOtlSindicated by, axmexation numbers ~r by metes and, bo\mds 

descrl.ptions. v7hile sach deseriptions accUrately define rate areas" 

they po::;e difficulties in detcmining' the locations of iri.d~vidaal 

customers with respect to rate area boundaries •. The ord~r herein 
, ." .,,' . 

will provic1e Oat applicant shail file' appropriate maps deliruiat:i.ng 

each of it:s rate a:eas. 

Applicant r S present and "proposed general service rate 

levels and tboseauthorized her~~ are as follows: 

.. . : . : 
:-_______ --::o-_~--:.:RA:;:.rg:~ .. _S::;;:C~REO=_:t[t;;:ES=-. ,.;(1::.:1::;.;00::-• .,:;:B,:.. 'r:..::.~U;.: ..:;;Ba.~:'J~i::.s }"':' .. :--__ i 

:-__ ~~~~~~~g~ ______ ~:~~~1~:~~~2~:~~~3~~:~~~ __ :~~~5_. ~:~~~,·~:~~~7~: 

First 200eu.ft. or less 
Per 100 eu.ft.: 
Nc=et 2,,~OO eu.tt. 
Next. 17,;00 cu..tt. 
Next 8O,.OOO·cu.tt. 
Next 4,.900,000 ~.rt. 
07(f!1." 5,,000,000 eu.!t. 

First ZOO cu.£t. or lesS' 
Per 100 eu.ft,.: 
Next. 2,300 cu.!t. 
Next. l'7,SOO eu.:f't. 
Next $0,.000 C'C..i"t. 
Next4,9~,OOO.cu.rt. 
Over ;,,000,000 eu.ft. 

First 200. eu.f't. or lASS 
?tJft' 100 eu.ft.: 

Next, 2,300 .eu.1"t. 
Next 17?500 ~.tt. 
Neh~ 80, 000 ~.rt. 
Next 4,.900,000 cu.!t. 
Cver 5,000,.000' eu..ft. 

$0.964 $1.064 $1.164 $1.264 $1.36/. $1.514 $1.364 . . . 

6 .. 66t 6~9;1 7.'JSI ' 7.90~ . S-47p 9:.17~ 9.9014~. 
6J.,l 6.6$ 6.90 7.20 7.53 7~SS, (9.2014' 
6 • .32- 6 • .37 6.4$ 6.55 6.63 6·'.728:.:5514 
6.27 6 .. .30 6.:n 6.44 6.5l 6.;S. S~4514 
6.1; '6.1;, 6.15 6.15- 6.15- 6.15 8.1614 

APPLICANT ts PROPOSED RATES 

$J...40 $l.6O $l.70 $1.80 

7.131 7.62p 8.o;t 8.57i 
6.73 6.97 ' 7.22 7.52 
6.6.3 6.6.3 6.63 6.'72 
6.60 6.60 6.60' 6.61 
6 • .3} 6~3 6.33 6.33· 

AUTHORIZED RATES 

$1.165- $1..26$ $1.:365 $1.465-

6.S6,! 7.15t 7 • sa~ s.101 
6.S4 6.7S 7.0,3:; 7 ~33 
6.43 6.4S 6.56 6.66 
6 • .32 6.35- 6..42~ 6.49 
6.20- 6.20 6~20 6.20' 

$1.90 $2.05- $1.90 

9.141 9.84t! . lo..;7i 
7.8$. 8.20· 9-.52 
6.80 '6-.89· . 8 .. 72" 
6.6~ 6.75. 8".61 
6:-33: 6.33 ' S.33;· 

$1.565 $1~7l5· $1.'56;· 

S.67,! 9.37110~lOp 
7.66 . 8.01 ',9.:r~ '. 
6. 74 6-~83::: 8.66-' 
6.56- . 6·.6}· . 'g, .. ;O - . 
6~20' . 6.20-· S.21'·, 
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Applicant also ';hasgeneral serviee rates' for eertain areas 

which are subzones of the ?-zonei:,t rate plan: for' the .system.: "Increases 
" , ,I 

essentially proportional to those listed above are authorized for' 

these subzones. 

!he offset charge for the Augus~"25, .1S60:El, Paso,i:D.erease , 
, " jl • 

included in the general servieerates 'authorized here:tn is '. i.~ " 
~ Mcf. 

Firm Industr...al and Gas' Engine Service 

The increases authorized for the firm industrial 'and g3S, 

engine classes of sel.-vl.ce amount to 2.72%, or an average inCrease-' 

of 1.5S¢ ,P,er 11cf :(-rom. the present average level of' 5-3,.00: cen.ts" to , 

59.53 cents per Mcf. 

The offset charge, included in authorized rates for' firm 
industrial and gas. . engine service is 1.864 cents per Mef. 

Res.r!le Serl1'ice . 

Applicant renders resale fi%m, service to the, cities ',of 

Palo Alto and Coalinga under Schedules <;-60 and G-61, respectively. 

The i:o.creases being authorized u:c.der these resale schedules amoant 

to 2.59% or an average increase of 1.32¢. per Mcf from the present -./" 

average lcvel of 5O.97¢ per tvIcf to 52.2% per Mef. ~ 

Under Schedule G-62) applicant renders both firm and' 

interruptible resale service to two gas distributing utilities 

located near its Topock-Milpitas transmission line in the "des,ert" 

area. The record s.hows that a further increase in" this. schedule 

would place an tmdt:e burden on the customers of the purehas:tng , 

utilities. 'I'herefore> the order herein will provide for no increase 

in Schedule G-62 rates. The interruptible portion of resale service .' 

under this schedule is included in the option being afforded· to' 

applicant to elect lower:iute:rruptible. ,rates than those ,otherwise 

specified herein. 
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The offset charze included in authorized rates for firm' 

sales u:o.de::: :csale service is 1. SG4¢, per Me£. 'l'be offset, charge 

included in rates for inte~~tible salesandcr resale service is,t~ 

be detem.incd on the same basis as specified hereinafter for ' inter

ruptible industrial SC'rVice. 

'!he offset "included in the rates 'now in effect for :r:egul.-;z~ 
'" 

inte:r::uptible sales is 1.864¢ per :tvIcf. '!be order herein willl'ro

vide that, if appl1c311t elects 'to exercise the optionextende'd to 

it to file lower :interruptible rates, the offset included in the 

lowar rates and a:rry .. refu:o.d related to' sales made at such lower rates' 

$hall be reduced accordingly. This ,contemplates that, after ' 

determining the available ;:rmou:o.t per Mcf 0-£ :refund on the basis of 

all gas sales" the refund on interruptible' s.91es made at the' lower , 

l:'ates shall be :reduced by the amount of the optional 'reduction ':in 

rates. 

InterAAPartmental ,Service 

'!be option to file lower interruptible rates. does not 

extend to interdepartmental' gas service. 't-Tef:indthat the-presently' 

effective rates for interdepartrrlental gas sales are at themin:f.mum. . 

level consistent with the rate spread considerations hereinbe£ore 
". ,-

dUcussec1. !'he offset: charge included, in such rates" is 1~e64¢ per 

. 
" 

" 

He!. ;;': 

He have given consideration to applicant's proposal to- ' 

remove £rom the conditions o,f the schedules under which. its steam

electric plants are~ served the, clause which excepts, such plants' from 

interruption "during periods· of e,xisting or threatened emergency"" 

~1e find that the removal of this clause would not: be- inthc'public 

interest. ~id proposal will not be .authorized. 
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Propane Service 

Applicant proposes an increase of $11~OOO or 3-~29'1om it:s 

:ate scl!edules for propane gas service. In view of ·the f.act that. the 

:i.nte~im. order in this app~ieation did not provide fo:: any inCl:ease· 

in the rates for propane service,. ~ proposed'increase'inpropane 

:rates is, in our opinion, :reasonablle' and will be authorized. 
. '. 

N~offset charge is ~cluded fti the a~thorizedrates for 

propane service~ 

Sqrpmary of Authorized'-Increases 

'!he table below st'unmarizes by' classes of . gas customers ~ the 
. . 

effects of the authorized rate increases specified :in Appendix A to . 

this decision: 

~"UMMAR.y OF AUTHORIZED INCREASES 
'!EST 1~ 1961 

Adopted 
Sales 

Class of Service 1000' Mcf 

Adopted 
Revenue . 
At Rates 
Effective 
8[25}60. 

. Ave-r:age 
Revenue 

Authorized Increase' Per"Mc·f·· 
Fer- 2er . After' 

Amount eent.;Mcf'· Increase· 

Fim.: 
General 
Industrial & 

Gas Engine 
Resale 

219,398 $163,862.,000 

15,14.1 S, 782·,000 

---....- -'--,' 
", 

.',' 

'XotOll Firm 
5,0492J 523,000' 

4.,80t~OOO 2.67 . 2.01 77.21 

Interrupt.Indust. 162,293 69,50&,000 None 

Iuterc':epartmental 1391 569' 52 1 223,000 l'lone 

. . , 

- None 42.8:>: 

- None 37'.42 

Total Natt::ral Gas 541,450 301~S93~000 4:tSOS~OOO 1.SS .Sg:56.6S· 

Liqu.1d Propane 13(; 33L:.,000 11,000' 3.29 8 .. 09 253·~6.8· .. 

Total Gas sales 541,586: 302,232',000 4,.819",.000 1.~59.S9. 56.69 
,,' , 

Pindings and ConclusiotlS '. . . .' 

The CommiSsion has .carefully wei~~d and considered' alf'the' ..... 

evidence of :record:. vle f:i.nd that,.on the test yearbas:ts~ tbe:'r~tes 

"~I .' 

• I. 
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autbo:ized herem will produce a gross revenue increase of $[:',,319,000 

.and will yield applicant a rate of return of 6~25%onthe operations 

of its gas department. We further find that the changes. in rates, and. 

charges authorized herein are j ustified,'that the rates and charges 
, , 

authorized herein are reasonable,and that the present rates" and 
, , ' 

eharges ,:insofar as they differ from those herein prescribea", are 

for the future unjust and unreasonable. ' 

The Commission has given consideration to all po~tsraised 

and to all motions ~de although each: may not have been specifically 

treated herein. The Commission now rules that. all motions not 

heretofore acted upon and ~hich ~e consistent ,with the findings and 
, , 

conclusions of this opin:t~n and order, are ,granted, ,andthos~' which 

are not consistent therewith are denied. 

Ol!DER - ... "- .... -

Pacific Gas . and Electric Compal'1y having' applied to this 

Commission for'an order authorizing increased rates and'charges for 

gas service, public hearin$ having been held, the matter having been 

submitted and now b<.d.n.s ready for decision; therefore, . 

Il' IS ORDER,...'r.1) that: 

1. On or after the effective date of this order;, . applicant 

is authorized to fUe the following itl quadruplicate with this 

Commission in conformity 'with the provisions of General Order t~a., 
. . ',', .' 

96: 

(3) R.evised tariff, schedules with changes in rates, '. 

charges and conditions as set fortb. in Appendix A attBchedhereto 

and) on. not less than five days I notice to the public and,to the' 

Commission to lllake sa1d-r3tes effective' for, ;lll sexv-1.c0' rendered on.. ~/ 

and after April 16~ 1961. . , . 
, ., \, 
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Co) Revised or nen schedules of interruptible" rates as,·. 
. . . . 

in the exercise of applicant's best business j udgm.eO.t" will stimulate·' 

gas sale!;:. provided that :in no instance shall applicant file:a rate . 
• • " L, 

under this authorization.which is hiSher tl:ulxl. presently.effective· 
• < " ; " " . ' " . ' 

rates or which is less than ~ per Mef higher than the corresponding 
• , I . • ' I • 

, . 

rate which was. in effect prior to AugUst 2S, 1960. Such" revised' or. 
. '1,'. , ". , '. '. ' ~'.. ~ ~ ., I 

new schedules of ~ates shall be fUed using the . form shoWn \:m'~er 

Paragraph II e of Appendix A. 3nd shall become effect1ve on tell days t 

notice to the public, and to the Commission. 'lb.1..o;'opti~ri·to> file 

lower interruptible rates does not. extend tointerdepartm.ent~l sales. 

an.d 'IllUS1:. be exercised on or before Jtme 30, 1961.· On interruptibl~ 

sales ~ the basis for aay refund related to: the August, 25:, 1960 

inCl:ease shall be 1.864¢ per Mcf, except that,. where applic'sUthas 

exere:is ed the option herein. extended to: it to £fie lower rates., . the' , 
. . , 

, I' " 

refund to each customer on sales made at said lower rates:shall:be 

reduced by the amount which tbechargesrelated to such sales are: .. 

lower t:h.an the charges which would, have been made at the· corresponding . . ' " 

rates.now fne££ect. 

2. Applicant shall·continue to show in its tariffs the tlmo~eS 
, . 

of offset cha:gec > and their respective effective dates," included: in .. 
. '. I 

the rates which may be subject to refund upon . final 'determinatiOn of· .' 
,I • • 

.11 " 

'the severo'll El Paso, Natural Gas ~any1ncrea$es'reflected:in ;sueh-' 

offset charges. '; .. 

3. Tb.eprovisions of ordering paragraph 2 of Decision No'.' . 
, I. 

605S7 .,pertaining to records> :reports, submission of ar~fund plo;m.> 

and statement of offset c~ges in: applicant'starlffshall,cone,iriue 

in ftrJ.l 'fo:ce and effect., 

L>~ v1hen final detennnation has been made witl1. respect:tO' 
'. ' 

any of the' several El ,Paso Natural Gas Company' iricreases reflected 
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i.n the offset charges ineorpo:rated in its gas rates:, applicant ',shall 

file a supplemental application containing its proposed rate plan to 

:eflect such final detemina!:ion for authorization by this" . 

Commission. 

5. Applicant is authorized to revise its rate zones ,and areas 

as proposed he~efn. Applicant shall file revised rate area descrip- I 
tions inc:o:rporat:.ng the authorized revisions and maps of a suffi~ '/ 

c1ent17 la:ze scale to- closrly delinea~' eacli. of itz, ::a:e, a:e3S. . 1 

The effective date of thi::order sl'l..:lll be: twenty days 

after the date hereof. ' 

Dated 'at ~..-:.c~ " 
;2/4::'dKxy of ~ 

J California, this 
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The pre~ently oi"f'ect1vo ro.tc:J SZld conditions e.:r,e ch~cd as~et 
forth in this app«ldix. ", 

I - Proli.."'lary Statement. 

a. Witbd:r-a'"r and cancel, tho followixlg sehedules~ tl.nd transtEXr'the, 
eustom<9%':J andterritorios"to-thenew:schedules as indicated in: the 
tabulation belo'W'.' , 

Schedules 
:t» 'be Caneeled 

Customers and Territones 
to be Transfmed 40." 

, 0-24' 
C-25: 
Ci-27 

0..:23 " 
~', 

, ' 

Ci-25" 
"( ,\ . 

b. Renumber erld r~1tl~ the' followinS' schedules as, 1lld1cated'beio'W'! 
.. '., 

Schedule No. T1tl@ of Cl8.:f{~', o:rSetyic~ " , 
Authorized I ' 

" , 

f ,I 

G-Sl. 0..4,2 Firm Industr!&.l Ne.tur~l,GllsServ:i.ce 
0-91 O-SS: Interruptible Natural Gas I ,Service 
0-93 G-S9 Interrupt!bleNatural G8:$' Sor'O'1ce . ' 
C-SS: G-Sl Ge:nerel: Se:'vice-hopaue::·CiE!.$ 
c;.:S9 0-82' GeneralSe:r-nce' -' Propru:le"Oa~F" 

c. ~ithdre.v and' cancel Schedule No. C-6..4 and transfer eUstomersL\l:1d 
territory to Schedule No. G-6.1. 

d.. ~:f:'er CUStomers ~nd t¢X'X'i tory in Stockton Division supplied from ' 
6-1nch main east or RlXlt Road f"iom Sehedule No-. c-6~3 to Schedule' 
No. 0-6.1. ' 

e. Revise Schedules Nos. G-40~ 'G-45~ G-SOand G-53 so that 'the 'specific 
exclUSions for each echedule Will 'be: , ' 

H~ldt Div1sion7 

Portions of Colgate olld Drum Division supplied b:om tho 
totll"-1nch gas main extending from Main 123, to-Loomis, 

Portions of Slnsta Division mlppllecl !'rom V:L\in 177nerth. 
of Corning Field., 

Pertions of Stockton Division Sllpplied' from the transmission 
main between Lodi Cas Field. and IasV1nas, .s.nd 
from the six-inch gas :nain ~cnding east on Lindon 
Roe.d 1:'1:om. e. point ~O feet ee.ot of White IAn6 to !.:triden, 
and, ' .' ' 

Portion of Son Jose Division. in the' San' Lorenzo'V8.lley 
Service Area. ' 

Territory supplied on Sehod.ulc~ G-42'~ G-5S and'G-59 

f. Revise territorial descriptions of' proposed Seh~Ules Nos. G-42', 
C-$8' end G-59 so that these sehed:ules for firm industr!$.l ~ervice . 
and. interruptible service will be' generally applieable throughout. 
tho e:c:tire terrl:to:'j" scrvod bY' former Coast COlJlltios Gas and Elee;.. 
trie Comp8lly'~ exeept the '$tm r..ren.zoValley Scrrviec,,Area • 

. .. 
'" 
~. 

~"' ... 

~ .' . 
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g. Add tho following ~ee1al condition to Schedule No. 0-45,. Gas Engine 
AgrieulturAJ. Naturo.l G6.s Service: 

~s 3ob.edule 1: e.:pplice.bleo~ to those customers 
ttDd ptml.p~ plantz whieh'W'ere being served. herecmder 
on ••• ~.*~ , 

* wert here t.b.e erteetive date of the schedule 
authorizecl by the C.P".U.C.dee1s1on to be rendered' 
hereunder. 

a. ~ the General Natural' Gas Service base rates per meter per month' 
. to t.b.e following: 

Schedule :Sehedule~, S<:hedw.es:Sehedule~ 
No.. : No.; : Nos .. ·: Nos. " 
G-1 : C'-2" :G-3 & G-21:Ci:4 &0-22' 

1100 Btu :llOO Btu: 1100· Btu, :llOO'Btu 

First 
Next 
Next 
Next. 
Next 
Over 

200 cu .. ft .. or less $1.165 
2,.300 eu. ft.,per 100 cu .. ft.. 6.86/ 

17,.;00 cu. ft..,.per 100eu. ft. 6.54 
80,.000 cu. rt.,.pe:- 100 cu. ft.. 6.1S 

4,.900,.000 cu.. rt.,.per 100 cu. ct. 6.32 
5,.000,.000 eu.ft.,.pe:- 100 C'U.. ft. 6.20 

$1.265 
7.15i 
6.78 
6..4S 
6.35 
6.20 

$1.365' " 
7.$81 
7.03' . 
6.56· 
6..42 
6.20; 

p~ Meter Per Month 
Schedules: Schedule: Schedules :SChedule 

Nos'; : No. : Nos. : ,No·. 
0-5 & 0-23: G-;'.l :e;..6.& G-26: ~.l , 

llOO Btu': 1100 BtU! 1100 Btu ':1l00 Btu 

Co:r=odity ~ge;· 

Fi:'et 200 eu. ft.,. or les3 $l.565 
Next ,~,,)OO cu .. ft.,. per 100 cu. ft.. 8.671 
Next 17,.500 cu. ft.,. per 100 cu .. ft. 7.66, 
Next. $0,.000 cu. ft.~ per 100 cu. ft. 6.74 
N~, 4,.<;00,.000 cu. ft.,. :per 100 eu. ft. 6.56 
Over 5,.000,000 cu. ft.,. per lOOeu. ft. 6.20 

$1.815 ' 
, 1l.23.e 

10.12 
9.00· 
S.Bl 
8'.0$ 

$1.715,' $2~3l5 
9~371 1l.9S,i 
8·.01 10:~;9 
6.~ , 9.~35 
6.63 9~Ol 
6.20 $.OS 

----------------------"::-~=--~~~-.=---' ',," . Per Meter Per Month '.' " ,',:: "" 

Co:::lodity Charge:. 
" .1 

F1:st200 cu. ft. or less' 
Next. 2,.300 cu. ft.,.. per 100 cU. ft. 
Next 17,.500, CUe ft,.,.·perlOOcu~ rt. , 
Next. 80,,000 cu. t:t." per 100 C'J.. f:t.. ' 
N~' 4,,900,000 ' eu. it.,. :perlOOc cUe rt •. 
Over 5,.OOO~OOO cu. ft..,. :per 100. cu • .ft. ' 

SehedUie : Selled.ule' ~ Sched.ulo 
N<>~ ,;:: I No . .-,; :',1 'No\.·.·, ".,',' 

0-6.2 " :, G-6~); :·0;..7. .,. 

1100 Btu: 1100 Btu: : lloo' Btu' 

'" .', ' 

$1.715' $2.615:: ·$1.565" ,,' 
9~'371. ,14~0'3i: ". 10;lo..r 
S~Ol ' ll~S~' . 9~:3'/, ' 
6.83, 10 ... 35:': e.w:' .' 
6.63' 10'~lS:' '8~50:':-
6.20 .' . . 9 .• 22 . :S::2l'c 



b. CbaDge the base re.tes of the Nm.!1nd.ustris.l and gs.s eDgine agricultural: 
:natural ge.3 service to tho following: . . 

Firm Indu'stl"ialCae Engine Agrieul turs.l . 
Natural Gas S<n-n.ee Nstu:rsl Ce.~ ·Serviee . 

:Pex: Meter Per liofopth 
:Schedules:Sehedule 
: Nos.: No. 
:C-4O&G-42: . 0-40.1 
:1100 Btu '·1100 Bt1; .•. 

: Per Meter 
,: Per Month. 
: sehed.'Ule 
: No. 0-45 . 
: 1100 Btu 

Comodi ty Charge:. CommOdi tY' Cb.arge~ 

100 Me!",. per Met 
. 900 Mer? per Me! 

2,.000 Mer, per Mer 
3 ,000 Mer, per Met" 

64.115 
6l.l 
60 .. 0 
5$_8· 

70.1,£ 
67.1 
66.0 
64.$'· 

First 14Mef',. per Mer,· 6'J~7l 
N e:lCt14 Mef / per Met 54~5 
OVer ··2SMe1.'~· per Mef 4S;~ 

e.. Form. to be used. in revising interruptible Il8.tural gas semee schedules 
1£ the· option to reduce rates is exercised: . 

.. .. .. .. : Adjusted· :Orfset· i . 
: ·Opt1ow .. Ba.:;o :Cbtl.rge~: . . 

: 
Base· 
Rates : Adjwstmec.t*: RAtes~. : Effective Rates 

------------~---------------------1100 Btu 
Co::mOdi ty Chargo: 

'* The optional lldjustotmt :shsll not exceed l.')64t;'Y.ef.. Offset c:he.rges'i:cr· V 
El Paso, :Ooeket RP· 60-J oh8.lleomPr~e 1.S6~/Mer less the amouo.t of the 
optional adjust::.ent. .:/ 

d. Cha:o.gc the· base rates for ress.lona.tural ga.s· service (llOO Btu) as .. 
follow.: . . 

Schedules N~s. c;....6O ~c-61 
Rates: 

Demand Cho.rge: 
Based on the Max1mtIm B11li:Dg. Month 

Consumption, per Me! 

Cotc:nodity Charge: 
T~ be added to. theD~d Charge: 
For all gs.c deliveries, per Mci': 

~~25{ 
BaGe·Rate 

e. Change the genertlJ. servieo propanega.s. base rD.tes. to· the· !'ollowixlg:· 

Sch~'W.eNo. G-Sl 

Re:t.e: 

FirDt 300; cu. ft. or less 
Next 1,200 cu. ft..,. per lOO:cu. ft. 
Next 1,000 eu. rt., per 100 cu. ft. 
Next 7,$00 cu. ft.,. per 100 cu. ft. 
All C7e%' lO,ooo eu.. ':Ct.,.,. per .lOO .• cu.. ft. 

Schedule No •. G-82 

'Rate:· 

First 200 cu •. ft., or le~s 
N ext sao cu.. rt., per 100· cu~ ft. 
Next 700 . cu. ft., per 100 cu. ft ... 
N~ 4,800 cu. ft.., per 100 cu. ,!t..: 
All. CO't!tt: 6,500 eu.. tt., pex- 100 eu.. :f.'t. 

Per Meter 
p~ Month 
·$1~7; 
:30~ot 

'·2$.0 . 
·18'.0' 

• l;;..O 

PEI'r.Meter 
Per Mon;th. 

$l.75 , 
"-Ol 
37 .. 0 
26.0 
22.0 

", 
',. 
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APPENDJX A ' 
Page 4 of lJ: 

" . 

:u::I-Revise t.he rate areas and rat.e zones as detailed in Exhibits Nos;. 24 
and 387 and. .f'ile maps delirJ.eating rate areas. Mod.11)' 1rldex' o.f' rate 
areas 'to elimixlat.e re.f'erence to. incorporated area" show map .re.f'erences 
and remove metes .llld 'bounds descriptions. ' 

IV-ReVise and re!Ue tdble o£ contents., . 

", 

.. 
" 
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APPEl.'IDIX B 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

For Applicant: F. T. Searls, J'?hn C. M..Q!ri.ss.ez andJ's.hn S.Cooper .. 

For Protestants: O'Melveny & Myers, by Lauren M. Wright, for 
Riverside Cement .Cottpany, Divl.sion of American 
Cement Corporation;, Overton, Lyman anctPrinc~,. 
by Donald H. Ford, for Southwestern Portland 
Cement Company; J. J. Deue 1 and William Knecht ~ 
for California Farm Bureau Federation; Grace . 
McDonald, for California Farm Res~areh & Legisla
tive Committee and Northern California Citizen- . 
Ship Council, United Automobile Workers - AFL-CIO; 
!=- H. McCrea and John L. Holleran,. for Southwest/ . 
Gas COrporation; Robley t. Morgan and Edwin J •. ..,r 

Moor~, for City of Santa Clara;, Robert J. COoney; 
for City of El Cerrito. 

For Interested Parties: . John P. Vetromile, for California
Pacific TJtilities Company; L. M. Windle

S 
for 

Richfield Oil Corporation; Kenneth M. &0 inson~ 
for Permanente Cement Company and Raiser AluminUm. 
and Chemical Corporation; Wallace Ie DowneY, for 
California Portland Cement Company;' , eo:leman & ' 
MCDonald,. by Robert L. Starkey,. for United States 
Borax & CbemicaLCorporation; Gibson, Dunn & ' 
Crutcher, by Richard L. Wells,. for Americ~'Pota8h 
& Chemical Corporation; Ricnard Edsall for 
California El~etrie Power Company; p~Iisbury, 
Madison & Sutro, by Francis N. Marshall and James 
B. Atkin, for Standard oil Company of <:!alifornia; 
Brobeck, Phleger & HarriS()n, by Robert, N. Lowry 
and John E. SparkS, for California Manuf3ct.urers 
AssocIation; Rowland & Paras, by Gilford'G. Rowland, 
fOl~ Campbell Soup Company; Charles McCrory, for 
Pacific States SteelCorporatiol."l; Harold Goldl' 
Reuben Lozner and Gerald Jones, . for Depar~ent of 
Defense and other executive agencies of the 
TJnited States Government; . Helen Nelson, Consumer 
Counsel for State of California; Robert Paul Hamil
ton and Kenneth J. Hedstrom" for California 
Department: of Water Resources; Dion R. Holm, 
Orville I. Wright and Robare It. Laughead", for 
City and County of San Francisco;J. ".F. ,Coakley, 
by John A. Lew.i.s, for County of Alameda; Roy 
Gargano, by Orville I. 'Wright, for County of Kern; 
everett M. Glenn, for City of Sacram~t~ .. i' Robert 
T. Anderson and Robert: P. Berkman, for ~l.ty of 
Berkeley; John R. Stokes, for City of Arcata; 
John R. Johnson, for city of Menlo Park; Robert 
E. MichalSki, for City of Palo Alt~; Donald C. 
At:kinson for City of San Jose; Haskell M. Goodman, 
by Orville I. Wrightl' for City of'Milpitas;' 
Kenneth w. Hoagland, by Orville I. Wright,. for 
City of Bakersfield; Rober~ J' .. eostello, by . 
Orville I. Wrisht, for Ciey of Redwood City; Frank 
Gl.II~o, by Orvl.J..le I. Wright, for City of Sunnyvale; 
Rodney R. Atchison, by Orville I~ Wright~ for ' ' 
Ci'ty of Mountain View; ernest RUsconi, by Orville 
I. Wright, for City of Morgan Bill. 

For Commission S'taff: Haro-ld J., McCarthy, Johri Gillanders and' 
Kenj i :romit:a. . 


