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Decision No. __ 7_5_4_29_ 

BEFORE 'IRE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF '!'HE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the, Matter of the Application of ) 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY for ~ 
an increase in gas rates to offset 
higher eosts oecasioned by an increase Applie.at:ion No.. 50713 
in the rates of its supplier El Paso (Filed November 29, 1968) 
Natural Gas Company, to utilize certain) 
gas cost reductions, and for other ) 
revisions in its tariffs. S 

(Appearances are listed in Appendix B) 

OPINION ON REQUEST 'FOR RATE INCREASE 

Consolidation 

By concurrently filed Applications Nos. 50713, 50714 

and 50715, Southern California Gas Company and its affiliates, 

Southern Counties Gas Company of California (SoCouDties) and 

Pacific Lighting Service and Supply Company (PISS), seek among 

other things authority to inere.ase their rates for gas service. 

The inereases are sought to offset the effects of an imminent 

increase in the cost of gas supplied from El Paso Natural Gas 

Company (E1 P aGo) and of an increase in taxes attributable to 

the lO percent federal income.tax surcharge (Surtax) after 

utiliza~ion of certafn gas cost: reductions. These applications, 

which have been consolidated for purposes of hearing and 

companion deciSions, contemplate dividing authorizations 

sought into two pbsses. Ten days of public hearing relating 

to Phase I were held in Los Angeles before Commissioner 

Morrissey and/or Ex:Jminer Main during the period from 

Janu~ Z, 1969, through February 7, 1969.. P .. t the conclusion 

of oral argument held on February 13, 1969, before 
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. . 

Comroisoioners Morrissey ~d Symons, and Ex.aminer }Iain, the Phase I 

portions of these o.pplic:ltions were t.'lken under submission .. 

Applie~trs Reguest 

By the above-entitled ~pplieation Southern californiA 

Gas Company requests in Phase I: 

(1) Authority to increase gas rates so 4S to yield: additio~l 

gross revenue of approximately $12,940,000 in the test year ending 

December 31, 1969, as compensation for the net effect of Surtax and 

increased cost of gas supplied by El Paso after utilization of 

certain ggs cost reductions .. 

(2) Permission to utilize in conjunction with its affiliates, 

SoCounties and PLSS, $1,100,000 of gas cost reductions as compcns~tion / 
for Surtax for the three-month period October through December 1968, 

and to utilize similarly such reouctions as compensation for Surtax 

at a monthly rate of about $360,000 for the period January 1, 1969 

to Y~ch 7, 1969. 

/ 

(3) Approval of its methods of ca1eul.:lting refunds which could 

become available and of distributing such possible rcfunds_ 

In Phase II, ~pplicant re~ucsts: 

(1) Authority ~o revise the provision$ of its tariff schedules 

for adjusting heating values from a present b~sis of 25 Btu steps 

to 10 Btu steps with adjustment at 1,000 foot intervals for dif-

ferences in al~itude in the area of service. 

(2) Authority to ch~ngc its rate design for nat~al gas 

service so as to rel~te revenues more closely to eost under various 

temperature conditions. 
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Th!s decision rela~es to Phase I and will deal only 

with the increase in rates for gas service sought by applicant. 

A subsequent decision will be issued on the request of applicant 

and its affiliates to utilize gas cost reductions to offset Surtax 

prior to March 7, 1969. 

El Pas~ RP69-6 Filing 

On September 6,. 1968, El Paso filed .an application,. 

~der Docket No. RP69-6, with the Federal Power Commission seeking 

authority under the Natural Cas Act to increase its rates for 

service to its Southern Division customers,. inc1uditlg applicant. 

The Federal Power Co~ssion has suspended the effective date of 

El Paso's proposed increased rates until March 7, 1969. On that 

date, the rates and char.ges for gas applicant purchases under 

El Paso's Sehedule G can be increased as follows: 

Demand Charge 
Cormnodi.ty Charge 

El Paso Rates 'Per Mcf 
Fresent EffectiVe 3-7-69 

$ 2.055 
21.05¢ 

$ 3.171 
21.00¢ 

(
Increase) 
Decrease 
$ 1.116 

@.b$¢) 

These new rates may be eollected subject to refund until 

such time as an order of the FPC establisbiXlg just and rea.sonable 

rates for El Paso has become effective. For test year 1969 the 

increase in cost of El Paso gas plus ~be related increase in cost 

of California-source gas amounts to $13~598,OOO. 

-3-



" 

A-50713 - LR/ds * 

Applicant's Position 

Applicant's basic position is that its present level of 

earnings is not sufficient to absorb the higher costs occasioned 

by tbe El Paso R.P69-6 fi1iDg and t:ha.t it should be au:borizcc. 

t:c=eased revenues ~~ order to maintain t~e cc-~ing 

position it would have experienced in test year 1969- had the El 

Paso rates prior to Marcb 7, 1969, continued in effect. the 

revenue increase thus sOught amounts to $12,943,OO~ and assum~S 
that Surtax and a portion of the increased cost of gas relate~ to 

the E1 Paso increas~ has been reduced by cost of gas reductions 

resw.ting from FPC actions in Docket No. RP67-8 and RJ?67-9 and in 

the Permian Basin Area. Rate Case (AR.61-1). 

We observe that ~ complete review of applicant's rates 

and operations was made by the C0mx;Lssion in Applicaticn No. 41860 

resulting in DeciSion No. 60615 issued August 23, 1960. By tb..at 

decision applicant was granted a general increase in rates 

calculated to produce a rate of return of 6.6 pe:rcent in test 

year ending June 30, 1961. 

/ 
/ 

/ 

Because of this lllPSC: of almost nine years, ./" 

applicant's approaca to rate relief for gas cost and tax 

increases, which is essentially that of maintaining its 

recent earnings pO'~entia1 under aver~8e year conditions, 

merits careful consideration ~d should be tested; the test 

should be whether or not it produces reasonable rates. In tl1i$ 

rcgnrd~ it is appropr1nto to po1u~ out t~t ~~Cocolss1on ~kcs 

------ -------------":'" -.--11 'I'b.e development of this additional revenue req,uirem~nt is 
shown on Table 19-A of Exhibit ScCal-4. 
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continuing informal reviews of the earning posieion of maj or 

utilities and gives consideration to f~etors affecting reasonable 

levels of rate of return in instances where the last general rete 

proceedings date back several years. 

Earnings Comearison 

Applicant presented ~urnmaries of its earning position 

for the years 1966, ISG7 and 1968, on a recorded and on an 

adjusted basis (to give effect to the condition of average temper

ature and to abnormal items on an average b.as.is» and for estimated 
2/ 

year 1969 and test year 1969- at present retes and at proposed 

rates. The Commission staff analyzed applicant's operations 

!! Test year 1969 differs from estimated yc~r 1969 in assuming 
additional gas sup,ly increments (.gl Paso 154.!M2cfd-Docket 
No. CP67-217 and Transwestern 110M2efd-Doeket No. CP68-181) 
and the El Paso rate increase (Docket ~jo. !U'69-6) in effect 
for full year. 
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and presented an es'timate for test year 1969 operations. !he'. 

rates of reeurn developed are: 

Period 

Year 1966, Recorded 
Year 1966, Adjusted 
Year 1967, Recorded 
Year 1967, Adjusted 
:Year 196&, Recorded 
Year 1968"Adjusted* 
Year 1969', Estimated. 

At Present Rates 
At Proposed Rates 

Yea: 1969, Test Year 
At Presen't Rates 
At Proposed. R..a.tes 

Rate of Return 
on Depreciat~ Rate Base 

Applicant 

6.53% 
6.61 
6.75 
6.51 
6.02 
6.76 

5.91 
6.75 

5.81 
6.92 

croc S'ta.ff 

-
5.901.. 
7.01 

* Without flow t~ru of gas cost reductions 
from Per.mian Basin A:ea RAte Case 
(AR61-1) .. (With full flow mru.: 6.681.. /' 
Wi'th applicant's ~roposal for compensation 
for Surtax: 6 .. 76%) .. 

Comparative summaries of earnings for test year 19&9 of 

Southern California Gas Company and Pacific Lighting Utility 

System, which represent the consolidated opera.tions of applicant 

and its affiliates_ SoCounti.es .and I!lS.>, are set forth in Table 1 

which follows. 
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TABLE I 

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS 

Sou~hern California Gas Company and 
Pacific Ligh~ing Ueili~y Sys~em 

1969 'l'es~ Year 

: So. Cal Cas Co. : Pac. L~g. u~i!ity System: 
: : CPUC :SOcal?soco: cftic : 

: Item 
: Applicant: Staff : and PLSS : Staff : 
:Ex.SoCal-4 :Ex.SoCal-40 :Ex.Series 4:Ex.SoCal-40 : 

~erat:ing Rev. 
as Sales 

Other 
Total 

Operating Exp. 
Production 
Storage 
'!ransmissio'O. 
Distribution 
Customers 
Sales Promotion 
Admin. & Gen. 

Subtotal 

Depreciation 
Taxes 

'Iotal 

Net Operating 
Rev. 

Acljustment for 
Flow 'Ihru From 

(Do lIars in 'l'b.ousands) 

Presen~ Rates 

331;721 

198,591 
1,621 
4,211 

25,234 
14,543 
10,169 
23,,035 

277,404 

18,660 
29,981 

326,045 

25,676 

$348,044 
3,677 

351,721 

19S,591 
1,621 
4,211 

25,234 
14,543 
10,169 
22.469 

276,S38 

18,660 
30,138 

325,636 

26,085 

$735,522 
6,437 

741,959 

482,536 
2,760 

13,395 
38.,059 
22,406 
15,777 
37--:834 

6r2,767 

32,298 
49 .. 491 

694,556 

47,403 

$735,,522 
6 .. 437 

741,959 

482·,536-
2,760 

13,395 
38,059 
22,406 
15,777 
36 z985 

611,9IS 

32,.298 
49,843 

47,900 

Supply Co. __ .:;.5S..:;..;..7 ___ ~58':,,!.7 ___________ _ 
Adjusted Net 
Rev. 26,263 26,672 

Rate ~e 
(Depree'd) 

Rate of Return 

451,963 

5.81-: 

Proposed Rates 

Additional Net 
Rev. $ 5,003 

Net Revenue 31,266 

Rate of Return 6 .. 927. 

$ 5,003 

31~675 

7 .. 011. 
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821,312 

5.771. 

$ 9,154 

56,557 

6.89% 

47)900 

821,312 

5.831. 

$ 9,154 

57,054 

6.951. 



A. 50713 - SW 

1'h~se summaries of ea.rnings do not reflect an expected 

wage 1~erease or ~ae flow through to customerG of the reduction 
, 

in c('st to be realized when the gas supply from 'IraaG'W'entern 

reach~8 the 750 M2cfd level. For the test year applicant esti

mates that the wage increase will reduce the Pacific: Lighti.ng 

Utility System rate of return by at least 0.2 perceat ~ the 

Tranawes.tera reduction flow through will reduce it by a. further 

0.06 pere~t. 

!he higher rates of retura deee~d by the Gtaff for 

th~ operatio-al results of ~uthern California Gas c.mpany result 

from applicant's estimate of ~perating expenses bef~re inc~ taxes 

exeeeding that of the staff by $932,000.. In this regard the staff 

adjusted downward applicant's est~te of administrative and 

general expenses by $566,000 eo exclude for rate~king purposes 

applicant'~ share of Sy$t~ Investor Ownership ~lie Relations 

Adv~rti&ing, based on the viewpoint thoat this expense should more 

apprQpriately be borne by the stockholders. than by the ratepsyare. 

The staff also adjusted d~wnward applicant's estimate ~f ad valorem 

taxes by $366,000 J .although applicant's cievel"pmel'!Lt of t:axest:imat:es 

generally conforms to staff practiees. In this iustance and as a 

departure from the customary use ("<f the l.ast knO'wn effective rate 

for estimating ad valorem taxes, the staff examined the tax rates 

and the ratio$ of assessed value to bis~rical c~st ~f the aAse~~ed 

property and projected separately the tax rates and the ratios, 

rec~gnizing that ehe latter t~ to seabilize7 to arrive at an 

estimate r~~.ativ~ of Ad VUt'lo%'~ J:JCKeI:. for test year 1969. 
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Applicant took exception to the staff adjustments but did 

not dwell upon them at length, in view of the evidence presented by 

the staff.supporting a rate of return of 6.95 percent for the P~cific 

Lighting Utility System. 

The production expenses of applicant and its affiliates, 

SoCounties and PLSS, reflect purchases of California-s?urce gas. 

The evidence discloses that Pacific Lighting Utility System is taking 

substantially all out-oi-state gas ~vailable anc tl~t the price paid 

by PLSS for California-source gas compares favorably with that paid 

by Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas & Electric Company 

and Long Beach Municipcl Gas Department. 

In the test year the coses of such gas appear reasonable. 

However, this should not be construed as a finding of reasonableness 

for rate-fixing purposes of the pricing provisions contained in 

PLSS's California-source gas purchase contracts, except for the test 

year. The burden of proof of reasonableness of tl~e cost of gas rests 

upon applicant and its affiliates and is a continuing responsibility. 

/ 
/ 

Afeer adjustment for ehe flow ebrough of reduction in gas 

costs corresponding to the Transwestcrn supply re~ching the 750 M2cfd 

level> either the operational results presented by applicant or those 

presented by the staff would show that 3pplicent's rate of return 

will not exceed 6.96 percent. We therefore find that the operationel 

rC$ults of SouthcrnC~lifornia Gas Co~any for test year 1969 will 

not yield at· its proposed retes a rate of return in excess of 6.S6 

percent on a depreciated rate base of $45l,SGS,OOO. We also find 

tha~ after further downward adjustment for the expeeted wage in

crease that applicant's rate of return at proposed rates will not 

exceed 6.76 percent. Sfmil~rlY7 we find the operational results, 

after adjustc~t for the Transwestcrn Supply~ of the Pacific Lighting 
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Utility System for test year 1969 will not yield At proposed r~tes 

a rate of return in excess of 6.90 percent on a depreciated rate 

base of $821,312,000. We also find that after further dowaward 

adjustment for the expected wage increase that the Pacific Lighting 

Utility System rate of return at proposed rates will not exceed 

6.70 percent. 

Rate.of Return 

The rate of return should be at a level that will permit 

applicant to perform its public duty, ~intain its credit, attract 

capital and finance the expa~ion of facilities reasonably nec

essary to render adequate service to present and prospective 

c'UStomers. 

The rate of return witness for applicant concludes that 

a rate of return of 6.92 percent for applic.a.nt and of 6 .. 89' percent 

for the Pacific Lighting Utility System are neither unreasonably 

high. nor excessive.. In his approach, he shows the changes in 

cost of money since 1960 and ~~s two calculations. First, he 

derives the return on common stock equity allowed applicant 

(9.79percenQ and its affilia~es in their last rate eases and 

recalculates the rate of return using the 1969 embedded debt cost 

and capital stru.cture. He finds the resulting rate to be 6 • .s~ 

percent for applica.nt and 6.83 percent for the Pacific Lighting 

Utility System. Second 1 to reflect the substantial change in the 

capital stru.cture. of PlSS since 1962 he increases the' ::ate of 

return from 6.83 percent to 7.02 percent for the Pacific L~ting 

Utility System by using for PLSS the average of the derived 

re~urns on common ~qui~y previously ~llowed applicant and 

SoCounties. 

The rate of return witness for the staff concludes 

that a rat~ of Zetuxn of 6.95 pe~cent for the Pacific Lighting 
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Utility System should not be considered excessive. This conclusion 

was reached after reviewing the results of earnings on total capital 

and equity of comparable companies (15 gas companies) but without 

studies of the individual risks or the integrated capital structure 

of applicant and its affiliates. 
3/ 

The City of Los Angeles- and the Military department and 
4/ 

civilian agencies of the Federal government- take the position that 

rates of return in this range are full, fair and sufficient. '!hey 

therefore would not antieipate in the foreseeable future appliea~ 

tions for general rate increases on the part of applicant and its 

~ffiliates. The Southern California Edison Company does not consider 

such rates of return to be adequate. 

We have previously found that the increase in revenues 

sought by applicant will yield a rate of return not in excess of 6.96 

percent for test year 1969 after adjustment fo~ the Transwestern sup

ply and 6.76 percent cfter further ~djustment for the expected wage 

increase. Based upon ~'l.e C"Me:l.CC presented 'tile further find that 

suc~~ rates of return lie within the zone of re.csonableness. ~-;",/ 

Authorized Revenue Increase 

Applicant is entitled to increased net revenues in the 

amount of $5,003,000, an amount sufficient to compensate for the 

effects (after utilization of certain gas cost reductions) of Surtax 

and the El Paso RP69-6 filing ~d yield (after adjustment for the 

Transwestern flow thru) a rate of return not in excess of 6~96 per

cent, and after furcher adjustment for the expected wage increase a 

rate of return not in excess of 6 .. 76 percent. When such an increase 

is reflected in gross revenues an increase of $12,943,000 is re

quired, which is also the increase developed by applicant in T4blc 

19-A of Exhibit SoCal-4. We find that such an increase is fully 

justified. 

1/ Tr. 1240. 
4/ Tr .. 1286. 
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Spread of Revenue Increase Among Classes 

The major contested issue in this proceeding is the 

oprea.ci of the requested revenue increase a:nong classes of service .. 

The City of Los Angeles and its Deparrment of Water and Power and 

the Southern California Edison Company support applicant's 

requested spread of increases. The California V~nufacturers 

Association, the City of Long Beach and the Commission staff 

oppose the requested spread. 

Applicant requests increases in gas rates as set forth 

in Exhibit B attached to the application ~b!ch it estimates will / 
5/ 

produce $12) 937 ,000- of additional annual gross revenue based 

upon its estimate of gas sales in the test year 1969, segregated 

to classes of service as follows: 

S~ OF REQUEStED REV'ENUE INCREASE 
TE.>l' YEAR. 1969 

Applicant's 
~stimate of Sales 
- 1000 Per-Class of 

Se'rVice J:.1c£ cent 

Gas Engine 3,408- 0.6 
Reg. Interru.ptible 146,340 24.8 
Resale 20,075 3.4 

SUbtotal 169,823 28,.8 

Ste~ Electric and 
Cement Plant l63,892 27.7 

Firm Natural Gas 257,:219 43 .. 5 
Iotal Gas Sales 590,934 100.0 

Requested Revenue Increase 
Per Percent 

Amount Mcf of Total 

M.$ 72 2.1¢ 0.6 
3,073 2.l 23· .. 7 

422 2.1 3.3 
3,507 2 ... 1 tl.t; 

523- 0 .. 32 4 .. 0 
8 2847 3.44 68' .. 4 

12,937 2 .. 19 100.0 

Applicant proposes that 27 .. 6 percent of izs requested 

increase come from the gas engine, regular interruptible and 

resale claasifications, 4.0 percent from the steam elect:ic an~ 

2..1 This falls $6,000 short of required revenue increase devclope<:l 
in Table 19-A of Exhibit SoCal-4 but reflects within praetic~l 
limits changes to existing unit rates eommc~urate with the 
required rcven~e increase. 

-12-
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cement plant classifications and 68.4 percent from the fixm natural 

gas classification. In this spread of increases the latter classi

fication absorbs the depart~es from a uniform assignment of 2.19 

cents per Mcf. 

Beeause of the terms of its contracts for service under 

Schedule No. G-58 7 Natural Gas Fuel Eor Utility Electric Generatio~ 

applicant is precluded from requesting an increase in the rates in 

this schedule to a level above the contractual ceiling price of 

29.75· cents per million B·tu's (3l.65 cents per Mef for 1064 Btu 

gas) except to the extent of certain specified tax effects. The 

contract also provides that applicant must give three years' 

written notice to the customer of its intention to increase tbe 

, ceiling price before doing so; tbe customer in turn has the right 

to shorten the te~ of the contract to ~ three-year period of 

such notice. 

In view of these limitations and the marked departure 

::Zrom a uniform cents per Mef spread of the revenue requirement 

increase, applicant sponsored a cost allocation study. The study 

supports the departure as ~~ relates to the much greater than 

average cents per Mef increase for firm natural gas service and 

the correspondingly less than average increase proposed for the 

large steam plant and cement plant customers. 

Applicant fails to convince us on this record that its 

cost allocation study is the long sought answer to the question 

of how costs should be apportioned between fir.m gas service and 

interruptibl~ gas s~rvic~. In th~ory or philosophy, applieant's 
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cost allocation study, called the /flndepen<ient Systems Me1:hodfl , 

purports to determine the cost of serving the fir.m classifications 

only. This cost results from a hypothetical independent system 

for firm service after credit for a pro rata share of economies of 

scale and benefits of diversity attributable to combining two 

hypothetical independent systems - one for the firm service and 

the other for interruptible service - into one hypoebetical full 

service systeI!l. The point of view that the firm classes should 

bear such adjusted cost of a hypothetical independent sys'terJJ. to 

serve them only as their share of the cost of the actual sys'tetll 

results in the remaining costs of the actual system being assigned 

to the interruptible classes. The "Independent Systems Method" 

through this procedure lacks confirmation by failure to appro3Ch 

the allocation from the other, or interruptible, side, i.e., a 

determination firs't of costs to serve interruptibles and then, by 

the elimi~ating process, the costs to serve the fi~. Such an 

approach does not appear feasible as long as interruptible service 

remains interruptible. 

By its nature) the "Independent Systems Method" :reflects 

~he syst~rs capability to meet extreme peak day fir.m requirements 

and to meet cold year fi~ requirements plus commitments for 

deliveries to interruptible customers. To the e~ent these 

extreme peak day and cold year conditions are used, results are 

not responsive eo the use made of gas supplies and of syste= 

capacity in an average or test year. 

In turning from the theory to the ~pplic~tion of the 

"Independent Syst.e-ms 'M.?thodfT
, we point to the question raised of 
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whether .·or not consiste~t results would be achieved by t'Wo 

independent groups of experts in the fields which this study 

encompasses. Included among the reasons for this question are 

the· observations that the designing and costing of three hypo

thetical systems, together with the related computer program, 

probably involve many areas of judgment and that the end results 

of the cost allocation study are particularly sensitive to cost 

credits for storage requirements of hypothetical systems. 

While we cannot adopt applicant's cost allocation 

methc.d, we recognize the extensive efforts that have gone into 

its formulation over the past several years and into its a.ppli

cation for this proceeding.. We feel compelled, h~ever, to observe 

that the outlook is not promisiDg £0= any single cost allocation 

method or array of such methods to provide results for the Pacific 

Lighting Utility System which could serve as more than at best an 

approximate guide within one of the import2nt elements considered 

in ~tel:lllining reasonable rates for the various classes of serJice. 

From Southern California Gas Company 1 58 Cal PUC 7S 

(1960), ~e quote: 

"In our opinion both capacity and usage are 
Significant elements in respect to the capi~l 
outlay for a pipeline system and need to be 
given signi£i~ant ~eight in de~e~ning eost 
of jOintly used facilities. If 

T": .. c weight to be gi-J'en ~;o each element is c judgment determina

tion which, it would eppear, cannot be suppor~ed by true cost 

ffr,dingc, and controversy can therefore be expected to 

continue, 
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In prior rate proceedings of Southern California Gas 

Company, the price of heavy fuel oil exercised an important in" 

fluence in fixing rates for gas service to large interruptible 

euseomers. With the advent of air pollution control measures 

becoming increasingly more stringent, such interruptible custo~rs 

have become more dependent on natural gas or other more expensive 

fuels. ':rhus J absent the competition of heavy fuel oil and the 

results of additional cost allocation studies ~hich we can 

consider, our indicated course appears to be to consider tbe 

existing rate relationships, to consider the rate history, to 

r~e in assignmen~s of the increase in the cos~ of gas the ~ 
lower level of service!/rendered to large steam elec~ric plant and 

cement plant customers, and to consider such other faetors on 

.. .. .. . .. .. 

which evidence has been adduced. 

The table below summarizes by classes o£ gas customers 

the reven\le incre.ases which we find to be re~on.able. 

SUMMAm:' OF AU'.l'HORIZED INCREASES 

:Aajustea ana : AutttorIzed Increase 
:Adopted Sales: . EqUivalent fer .. 

Class of Service : 1000 Mcf : Amount .. Me: . 
Fim Natural Gas 261,385 10'$ 8~254 3.l6<; 
Gas Engine·. 3,408 71 2.08 
Regular In~errup~ible 146,340 2,877 1.97 
S~eamand' Cement Plants 159,726 1,341 0.84 
Resale 2fL075 400 1.99 

'X01:a.l Gas S.a.les 59li,g:34 12,943 2.I9 

The adjusted and adopted sales shown in this table are 

considered more representative of the load· mix than their test 

.. 
• .. .. .. .. 

~ Such lo~er level of service in conJunction with undergroUDc!. 
storage provides most of the seasonal load equation needed to 
meet the winter heating load of firm customers. Deliveries 
represent 78 percent of requirements of steam electric and 
eemen~ plant classifica.tions in tes~ year 1969(Exhibit SoCal-10)_ 
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year couneerparts duriDg the first l2-month period in wbich 

increased rates for gas service will be in effect; the total gas 

sales, however, are at eb.e same level as estimated by applicant 

for test year 1969. The authorized increase in the amount of 

$12,943,000 consists of $3,609,000, equivalent to 0.61 cents per 

Mcf, eo reflect the effect of the 10 percent surcharge on fe~e=31 

income taxes and ~9,334,OOO, equivalent to l.58 cents per Mef, to 

~~flect the effect o~ the net increase in t~c cost of gas occasioned 

by El Paso RP69-6 filing after utilization of gas cost reductions .. .. 7/ 
set forth in Table 19-A of Exhibit SoCal-4.- The au~orized rate in-

cy.eases specified in ,L'?endix A to this decision provirJc for eompen-
I 

ce:i:!.on for the effect of the 10 percent surcharge to federal 

income tax upon applicant by increasing by 1.00 percent the total 

of each customer's bill computed under rates, wb:teh of course ex'"!' 

clude the Surtax effect, set for~ in the schedules for the various 

classes of service. 

The authorized increase in 'the.' .amOtmt of $l,341,000, 

equivalent to 0.84 cents per Mcf, to the steam electric and cement 

plant classifications is derivable by increaSing present rates in 

two specific amounts~ 0.32 cents per Mef which raises the rate 

under Schedule No. G-58 to the contractual ceiling of 29.75 ce~ts 

per million Btu's and 0.2 cents per Mcf which accounts for the 

portion of the El Paso RP69-6'increase attributable to the 10 per

cent surcharge on federal income taxes on El Paso, and by applyiD8 

the aforesaid 1 .. 00 percent ,t~ the 'bills which would be computed 

at the resulting rate levels for these schedules. 

21 This treatment introduces a minor discrepancy in ~ distribu
tion of the allowance for uncollectibles and francl:d.se fees 
between the Sw::e.ax auG. cost of gas components. 

, " 
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The amount of the increase authorized for fir.m natural 

gas service:refleets making up the departure of 1.06 cents per 

Mcf for the ste~ electric and cement plant classification iraQ 

the average of 1.58 cents per Mcf for the cost of gas component. 

The remaining classes of service have been assiSDc4 ~be zverage 

of 1.58 cents per Mef for said component. 

Applieant will be authorized to file revised rates for 
. 

'the steam electric and cement plant classifications which reflect 

a.ll or a:ny portion of the increase (up to an equiva.lent o£ 0.84 

cents per Mcf) assigned to these classifications. Thus~ and 

properly 50 1 it will be up to applicant to interpret and act 

upon the pertinent contractual provisions relati~g to Schedule 

No. G-58. 

Our action herein gives implicitly our disposition of the 

pOSitions of the various parties on rate spread. We would add, 

however, that the City of Long Beachrs position is far from 

convincing because of its unreasonably restrictive view on how 

its composite gas supplies provide service to its customers, its 

reliance upon applicant's COSt allocation study and its irihe:ent 

assumption that other classes of service should be called upon to 

offset any downward adjus~t in its proposed share of the 

revenue increase. 

Concomitant Tariff Provisions 

Provision for expiration or change of the surchArge of 

one percent on g.:J.S bills when the Surtax expires or changes and 

provisions for dispOSition of possible rate reductions a.:ld 

refunds related to FPC Docket No. RP69-6 should be incl~d in 

-18-
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revised tariff schedules filed to place in effec~ the authorized 

rate increases. Such provisions are specified in Appendix A ~o 

this decision. 

'!he conti'Ogent offset charges 7 to be included in base 

and effective rates and to be used in connection with the possible 

rate reductions and refunds, reflect potential rate decreases if 

all cost increases resulting from El Paso RP69-6 filing and amount

ing to $13.822,000 were voided S$ the result of the FPC action. It 

should be po1nted out that the $9,334.000~ equivalene to lv58 cents 

pe~ Y~f. fou~d ~eeesscry to compensate for the effect of the net ~ 
increase in the cost of gas corresponds to $l378227000, equivalent 

to 2.34 cents per Mef, before utilization of the gas cost re-

ductions set forth in Table 19-A of Exhibit SoCal-4 except for the 

minor discrepancy in uncollectibles and franchise fees previously 

noted and a minor exchange revenue effect. summarized below by 

classes of service is a comparison of 1:he contingen1: offS~1: eb..1.rge~ 

which result and the gas cost po:eion of the rate increases 

authorized. 

Classes of Service 

Fi~ Natural Gas Service 
Gas Engine 
Regular Interruptible 

Gas Cost Portion 
of Rate Increases 

AuthorizeC!. 
Cents per Mef 

2.23 
1.58 

Steam and Cement F'lants up to 
Resale 

1.5& 
0.52 
1 .. 58· ws-Weighted Average 

-:19-
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up to 0.77 
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Any refunds received from El Paso as result of FPC 

action in Docket No.. RP69-6 are to be made to the various customer 

classes in proportion to the contingent offset charges eollected 

during the period to which the refunds app,lyoO 

In addition, a~licant will be required to include in 

its revised tariff schedules a contingent rate reduction provision, 

sUbstantially as set forth in Exhibit SoCal-20, relating to 

TranS'tI1estern Pipeline Company and:FPC Docket Nos .. CP6S-l81 and 

CP67-339oO 

Findings 

1. For test year 1969 the increase in cost of El Paso gas 

plus the related increase in cost of California-source gas is 

$13,598,000. These incrQases are occasioned by the El Faso 

:RP69-6 filing. 

2. For test year 1969 the tax increases from Surtax amo~t 

to ~l,442,OOO and the portion of applicant's requested increase 

in gross revenues to compensate for the effect of tax increases 

Surtax 3mO\UltS to $3,285,000. 

3. Gas cost reductions, either directly available to 

applicant or by flow through from its affiliate PLSS, resulting 

from Eederal Power Commission action in Docket Nos. RP67-S, RF67-9, 

and in AR61-1, plus California gas cos~ reduc~ions re13~cd to 

Docket No. AR61-l, amount to $4,084,000. 

4. Applicant is in need of additiona.l revenues; inerea~d 

net revenue in the amount of $5,003,000 would be sufficient to co:o.

pensate for the effects (after utilization of the gas cost reduc

tions set forth in Ftc~ing 3 ebovc) of Surt~ ~ the El Paso ?J?69-6 

-20-
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filing.. After downwm:o (ldjustment for the Tr.ons'Wcste.rn flew 

through, such increase in net revenues will yield a rate of return 

not in excess of 6.96 percent on a depreciated rate base of 

$451,963,000 in test year 1969; after further downward adjUstment 

for the expected wage increase the rate of re~ would be not in 

excess of 6.76 percent; based upon the evidence presented such 

rates of return lie within the zone of reesonzbleness. 

5. Applicant is entitled to increased Det revenue in the 

amount of $5,003,000 ~hich corresponds to $12,943,000 in gross 

revenue in tes'C year 1969. Such an increase is fully justified 

and represents a 3.7 percent increase in gross rev~ues. 

6. Applicantfs proposed increase in rates to the steam 

electric and cement plant classifica'Cions is unreasonably low; 

applicant's cost alloea'Cion study which supports the proposed 

increase in rates lacks confir.mation in both theory and application. 

7. The authorized increases in rates specified in Appendix A 

to this decision represent a fair and reasonable spread of ~he 

au~horized increase in gross revenues of $l2 1 943,000 to the various 

classes of service. 

8. The portion of the authorized incre~se in gross revenues 
I 

corresponding ~o Surtax which flows through into rates is 

$3,609,000 rath~r than the $3,285·,000 specified in Finding :2 above. 

'Ibis reflects flowing tl?rougb. tbe Surtax effect on, and from, PLSS 

but does not ehatlge tbQ: tota.l irJcr~/il.Sc. in gross. rl!!V'e~s of 

$12~943rOOO Au~horized. 

9. The tariff provisions specified in Appendix A to this 

decision covering contingent offset charges, possible rate 

reductions and refunds and elimination or ch3nge in surcharge to .~ 
each customer's bill re13ting to Surtax are proper, f~ir and 

rC3sonable. 

-21-
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10. A tariff provision for contiDgent rate reduc~ion relating 

to Trm'lSWestern Pipeline Company and to FPC Docltet Nos .. CP68-1S1 and 

CPG7-339 is contemplated in granting applicant rate relief herein; 

filing of the provision set forth in Exhibit SoCal-20 will satisfy 

this condition~l aspect of said rate relief. 

11. The increases'in rates and charge~ authorized herein ~re 

justified, the rates and charges authorized herein ~re reasonable, 

and the present rates and charges, insofar as they differ from those 

herein prescribed, are for the future unjust and unreasonable. 

Cone lus ion. 

Based on. the foregoing findings, the Commission concludes 

tha~ the portion of Phase I of the application oesl~ with herein 

should be granted to tl'le extent, and under the conditions, set forth 

in the oreer wh1ch£011~1s., 

Hearings will be scheduled for Phase II to consioer the 

applicant's proposals for: 

1. Adjustment of tariff schedules for heating values. 

2. Rete design related to temperature conditions .. 

ORDER .... __ .... -

IT IS ORDERED tha.t:· 

1. Southern california G.g,s Company is authorized 1:0 file with 

this Commission on or after the effective d~te of this order 

revised tariff schedules with changes in rates, charges and 

conditions as se~ forth in Appendix A a~1:a.ched hereto. Such 
.... ... ....... • • _ •••• r .... 

fili~g shall comply with General Order No. 96-A. The effec1:ive 

date of the revised schedules shall be the date the incre3sed 

El Paso rates, lawfully, are allowed to go into effect by the 

Federal Power ~ission or one day after the date of filing, 

whichever is later. !be revised sehedules shall apply 

-22-
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only to service rendered on and after the effective date 

thereof. 

2. In the event applicant places such rate increases in effect, 

a~ Applicant's plan for determining refunds shall 
be consistent with the pertinent tariff provi
sion authorized herein, shall be submitted to' 
this Commission prior to making any refunds, 
and specific Commission approval sh3l1 be 
obtained of the plan at that time .. 

b. When rates are ordered reduced ~~r Federal 
Power Commission Docket No. RP69-6, applicant 
shall file its proposed plan, for rate reduc
tions consistent with the pertinent tariff 
provision authorized herein, for fi~l 
determination and authorization by this Com
mission .. 

c. Applicant shall file a report by May 1, 1970, 
for the first full 12-QOnth period that offset 
charges are in effect compering increased 
purchased gas costs with increased revenues 
resulting from the authorized offset charges .. 
If appropriate, applicant may file revised 
offset charges, subject to Commission approval, 
based on the relationship between the volume 
of gas purch,ased from El Paso and the total 
volume of gas sales. 

d. Applicant shall have filed with the Commission, 
in conformity with General Order No. 96-A~ a 
eon~ingen~ rate reduction prOvision relating ~o 
Transwestern Pipeline Company and having 
substantially the same contents as Exhibit 
SoCal .. 20. 

The effeetive date of this order shall be the date hereof. 

Dated .at s.1.n F'ranci:3cd , california, this I ~ ~ 
d f Il ~.ARCr 1969 ay 0 __ • _______ , • 

comoi~$ioner' __ JA~w~.~GA~=~QV~--------

-23-
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1. Surcharge Prov1eion 

APPENDDC Ii 
Page 1 ot 11 

'l'b.e to11ewing :peregraph shall be iccluded. 1ll the P:relim1cary Steteme::lt 
ot the tcritt3: 

"Utltil the 10 pereent Federal s'Ul'cb.arge to Federal ~cc:ne tax 
1:1 removed" b1llc ear.puted ~der tiled. rate schedules, except 
for Schedule No. G-30, ..,1ll 'be increaced 8J:ld include a charge 
of 1.00% ot the 'total bill tor such s'Ill'chllrge.. At such time 
as this IJ\:rtax is dfectively susPeJ:d.ed or ter.tine.ted., in 
'Whole or ill part, and not replo.ced by tl. substitute tax baaed 
on income, the above perce:ltage shell be el!m1:lat~ or 
reduced to the extent ot the oet reduct1ol:l of the te.x .. " 

appendix. 
'l'he presently ettect1ve base rates are cl'lAnged as set forth in this 

2. Firm Natural Gas Service Sehedulee G-l through G-2 

G-l G-2 
?~r M~~er Month -Per Meter p~ YJOnth 

:Btlae :R8tes Baae Rates 
1100 Btu 1100 :Btu 

"Mil "au "Mn "H" 
Cemmodity Charge: 

First 200 ct or leaD: 
November-April, incl. $2.19 $4.13 $2.l9 $4.13 
V.ay-october, 1oc1. $2.19 $0 .. 1942 $2.19 $0.1980 

Next 2,800 e!, :per 100 e! 8.18¢ 9.7J,¢ 8.39¢ 9.90<1-
Next 7,000 ct, per 100 e! 8.77¢ 8.89¢. 1.98¢ 9.~ Next 30,000 ct, :per 100 et 7 .. 48¢ 8.46¢ 7.61¢' 8 .. 'I' 

"M" a,nd. fiR" ''M'' t.lnd "lilt 
Msy- Nov.- !I.ey- lJov.· 
Oct. A?r. Oet. Ap,r. 

Next 60,000 ct, per 100 ct 6.42.¢ 8.00¢ 6.42¢ 8.00¢ 
Nex~ 200,000 c!, per 100 ct 5.11¢ 7.'j4¢ 5.11¢ 1.34¢-
Next 100,000 ct, per 100 ct 5.35¢ 6.92¢ 5.35¢ 6.92¢ 
Next l,OOO,OOO ct, per 100 ct 5.0l¢ 6.59¢ 5.0l¢ 6.59¢ 
Over 2',000,000 ct, per 100 ct 4.8l¢ 6.'3i¢ 4.8l¢ 6.37¢ 
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Commodity Charge: 
First 200 ct or lesz: 

November-April, incl. 
May-October, iocl. 
N~ 2,800 et, 'Per 100 ct 
Next 1,000 et, ~..r 100 ct 
Next 30,000 e't, per 100 c! 

N ext Go, 000 et, p~ 100 ct 
Next 200,000 ct, 'Per 100 et 
Next 100,000 cf, per 100 c! 
Next 1,000,000 cf, per 100 c! 
Over 2,000,000 c!, per 100 et 

Commodity Charge: 
Firat 200 ct or less: 

November-April, iDcl .. 
May-October, 1l:l.el. 

Next 2,800 et, per 100 et 
Next 7,000 c1:, :per 100 ct 
Next 30,000 ct, per 100 e! 

Next 60,000 ef, per 100 ct 
Next 200 ,000 ef, per 100 ct 
Next 100,000 ct, per 100 ct 
Next 1,000,000 et, per 100 cf 
Over 2,000,000 et, per 100 ct 

Q:l 
Per Meter Per Month 

Bat.:e Retes 
1100 :Btu 

$2.24 
$2.24 

8 .. 58¢ 
8 .. 11¢ 
"( .. 8a¢ 

$4.23 
$0.2022 
lO.ll¢ 
9.3Q¢ 
8.87¢ 

''M'' Q~d. ''X'' 
MIly- Nov.-
Oct. A12r .. 
6.42¢ 8.00¢ 
5. if¢ 1.:;..¢ 
5.35¢ 6 .. 92¢ 
5 .. 0l¢ 6.59¢ 
4.8l¢ 6.37¢ 

G-5 
Per Meter Per Month 

:&I.se Rates 
llOO Btu 

''M'' 9!'le "E" 
Vay- Nov.-
Oct. kpr .. 
6.42¢ 8:~· 
5.77¢ 1.34¢ 
5.35¢ 6.92¢ 
5.0l¢ 6.59¢ 
4 .. 8l¢ 6.37¢ 

G-4 
Per MetUPer lI.oIlth 

Boee Ra't;!/.!' 
noo :Btu 

$2.29 
$2.29 
8 .. 19¢ 
8.3e¢ 
8.07¢. 

''M'' and "R" 

C-b 
Per Meter:?er Month 

Base Rates 
1100 :Btu __ 

"M" ffa il 

"M" SZ'ld ~f' 
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Commodity Charge: 
First 200 c: or les c : 

Novetliber .. AprU, 1.oe1. 
May-October .. 1ncl~ 

Next 2,800 cf, per 100 ct 
Next 7,000 c~, per 100 ct 
N~ 30,000 cf, per 100 e'! 

Next 60,000 ef, per 100 e! 
Next 200,000 ct, per 100 ct 
Next 700, 000 or, per 100 cf 
Next 1,000,000 e!, per 100 et 
Over 2,000 .. 000 c!, per 100 ct 

Commodity Charge: 
Firat 200 ct or lees: 

November-April, locl. 
Mey-October, incl. 

Next 2,800 efT ~~ 100 ct 
Next 7,000 et, per 100 ct 
Next 30,000 et, per 100 et 

Next 60,000 ct, pel' 100 ct 
Next 200,000 or, per 100 ct 
Next 700,000 ct, per 100 et 
Nd:t 1,000,000 cf, per 100 et 
Over 2,000,000 ct, per 100 ct 

G-7 
Per Meter:?er Month 

Bnze Rate::/ 
1100 lltu 

"M" "K" 

$2 .. 58 
$2.58 
10.7P4 
9 .. 58¢ 
8 .. 97¢ 

$4."(2 
$0.2542 
12:1'l¢ 
ll .. 49¢ 
9 .. 881 

"M" 8nd "H" 

G-2 

Nov .. -
k':>r~ 

8.33¢ 
7 .. 63¢ 
7 .. 2'JJf, 
7.00¢ 
6 .. 7S¢ 

Per Meter Per Month 
Bllse Rates 

llOO Btu 
"M" "Hft 

$4 .. 00 
$4 .. 00 
lO .. 99¢ 
9 .. 89¢ 
8.981 

$7 .. 50 
$0 .. 2676 
13.3e¢ 
1l.18¢ 
9 .. 88; 

''M'' o.rod "R" 

c-8 
Per MeteiP'er Month 

J38ce RtJ.tec 
llCO :Btu 

$4.00 
$4.00 
12 .. 36¢ 
1l.10¢ 
10.1Q¢ 

$7 .. 50 
$0·3022 
15 .. ll¢ 
l2 .. 59¢ 
1l .. 10¢ 

"M" Bnd "H" -May.. Nov.-
Oct. Ap"r .. 
8.0~ 9 .. 59¢ 
7 .. 0'fj¢ 8 .. 58¢ 
6 .. 39¢ 7.90¢ 
5 .. 88¢ 7.39¢ 
5 .. 48¢ 6.99¢ 
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• 

Withdraw ~reoent apeeinl di:count rate tor air coneition~ 10 
Schcd\JJ.es C-l through. G-7 8.%l.d insert new ~a.grnph and rates o.a ::hown 8.3 tollow~: 

Speeial Rate tor Air Conditioning U~age 

UpOD 8pplica.tioD, euctomers who hove ine-talled Slld are uc1l:lg gas o.1r condi'tion1D.g 
equipment will be billed. tor cerv1ce turtU.ahed during the monthz of May 'to October, 
incluaive, a.t the follOWing rates tor monthly consucpt1on up to 5~OOO cubic teet 
per rated tull ton ot such equipment, provided. that th~ first· 200 cubic teet or 
the totc.l monthly conS\lmption sllsll be billed at the 4p,p11cs.ble c~it:r charge 
rate, 

First 
Next 
~ext 
Next 
Next 
Over 

10,000 eu.:rt., per 100 cu.!t. 
15,000 cu,tt., per 100 cu.tt. 
25,000 eu.tt., per 100 cu.1't. 

150,000 eu.tt., per 100 cu.tt. 
800,000 cu.n .. , per 100 cu.tt. 

1,000,000 eu.tt., per 100 cu.tt. 

Per Xeter 'Per Y.onth 

c-8 
~ .. oi¢. 
5.22¢ 
4.72¢ 
4 .. 3l¢ 
4.0l¢ 
3 .. 9l¢· 

The Special C01:1dit:f.orls ot each tax-itt' schedule ::lloll 1Ilclude the 
:following: 

Contingent Oftaet C"Mrge3 Related to ?P.C. Doeket No. P.?69-6 

The base and effective r~tes include on offset charge or 0.330 cent tor 100 cubic 
teet related to increa.::red coat ot gas both !rcc El Paco No.t\U'aJ. Gns Comp811Y and. 
t~e relDted inereace in coct ot S~C :rem Pec1t1c L1gbting Service and Supply 
Company. ~o the extent that the FPC orders reduction 1n the r~tes tor El Paso 
ga.: with rC$\JJ.t1ng et't'ect Ol:l coct ot gCLC :!:rom the s.bove .. ~oted soureelJ" the ot't'::et 
Will be reduced. related. to the amou:ot ot 3uch reduction in coct ot ge.s !'rom these 
:ources. 

Refunds of Contingent Offcet Illcrease Related. to F.P.C. Docket No. RP69 .. 6 

Retunds received from El Paso Natural G~ COCIpOny a.t: related. to thi3 docket "Will 
be made to vuiouc C'U:3tomer clas:es in :pro:port1o:l to the cont1Dgent 0'!'t3et eh/lrgec 
collected during the period to which the re!".mds a.pply. 



A-50713 

3· G~ Engine Servie~ 

Y.s.y .. Octo 'ber 
First 25 Me~,. per V.:t 
Next l75 Y.c't,. per Met 
Next 800 lw"'.c't, per Met 
Over 1,. 000' Met, per Met 

November-A'or11 
Firct 25 Met,. per Met 
Next 175 Met,. per Y.ct' 
Next 800 Y.ct, :per Met 
r::tver l,ooO Met, per Y.et 

APPEmlIX A 
Page 5 of 11 

0-42 
Per 'tI..eter Per Month 

Bs.se RAtes 
llOO Btu 

62-0~ 
53-51 
47.1~ 
45.5i 

69'.8t. 
61.31. 
54 .. ~ 
53.2t 

c-41 
Per M~er p~ Y..on'th 
~ RB.tcs 
lloo Btu 

65.5~ 
57.0~ 
50.~ 
49.~ 

74.3~ 
64.$i 
58.31 
56.7~ 

Tbe Special Conditions o't ee.ch tar1tt sehed\:le s~ inel'U4e tbe 
following: 

Contipgfl!rrt Offset Chare.;es Related to F .P.C. Docket No. RJ?69-6 

Xbe base and effective rates include an ottset charge ot 2.34~ per Met ot da1ly 
max1:m.ml demand related to increased. co st ot gas both 1'1"0::1 El Paso Nat1.:l'.e.l Ga.z 
COm'pe.:lY and. the ::oelated 1ncrea.se in cost of gas. 'from Pn.e:tt'ie Lighting Serv1ce and 
SU'pply Co~ - ':'0 the extent t:bat the FPC orders reduction ~ the rates tor 
El Paso gac with resulting ettect on cost or gas trom the above noted sources, the 
offset will be reduced related to tbe amount 01' such reduction in cost ot gas 
trom these sources. 

Refund!; of Contingent O'ftset Inere.e.se Related to F.P.C. Docket No. RP69-6 

Retunds received trom El Paso NatureJ. Cc.e Comps.rJy as rela.ted to tl:l1s docket Will 
be made to vs.riou::: custO'l:Ce:t" classes ill proportion to tbe conti:lge:lt ortset cbe.rges 
collected. during the period. to- io'h1ch the rerund~ apply. 
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4. ReffillEl.r Interruptible Na.tural Cas Serv1c:e Schedules 

Q:.2Q G-52 
Fer Y~ter Per Y~nth 

Base Rates 
llOO"Btu 

Per ~.eter Per Y.onth 
&.Be RAtes 

llOO Btu 

Commodity Cherge:. 
First 200 Mcf, per Y.e! 
Next 800 Me! T :per Y..cf 
Next 2,000 Met, per V~t 
Next 3,000 Met, per Mer 
Next 4,000 Mct, per YJCt 
Next 10,000 Mc:f~ ,er v~t 
Over 20,000 Met, per VlCt 

Commodity Charge: 
F1r~t 200 Iv'.e:t" I' per Me!' 
:Next 800 '!I1f:'!, per Met 
Next 4,.000 Y.et,. ;per Met 
Next 5,000 Met, per JlAC! 
Next 10,.000 'Mt.:t, :per Met 
Over 20,000 Met, per Met 

S~eia.l Ra.te tor Air Conditioning UstlJl;e 
First 200 Mer, per Met 
Next 800 '!I.e!, per }tACt 
Over l,COO V.e!., per VACt 

~ 
Per v.eter Per Month 
~ Rates 

1100 Btu 

Contirlgent orrset Chs.rges Related to F.P.C. Docket No. R?69-6. 

The base o.nd etteet1ve rates include o.n offset c:herge ot 2.25 cents ~r !I.et 
related to inc:re~ed eost ot gas botb trom El Paso Natural Gas Co~ ~ tbe 
rela.ted increa.ce 1n eoct or gas trom Pa.cU'ie :t1gbt1~ Service 8.Xld S'1..7,Ply Co~. 
To the extent that the F.l?C order: ree.uet1on in tbe rates tor El Paso gtJ.S 'With 
rezultitlg etrect on eost ot g.a.s tram the Ilbove :ooted :::ourees, the ottoet will be 
reduced. related t¢ the amount ot sueh reduetion in eost ot ga::; tram t~:;e courees. 

Ret'l.lt!ds or_Contingent Offset Inerea.se P.ell!tted to F .. ?C .. !)OCket No. RJ?69-6 

Refund..s reeeived trom El Pe.eo Natural Cas C~~ os relo.ted to tl:iz docket ..nll 
be made to varioU3 eustom~ c~ces in proportion to the contingent o~t~t eb8:geG 
colleeted during the :period to wbieh the re~und$ c.:;;>;>ly. 
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5. 9J?::!:ionel. Inte!"r'U"Otfble II'Jdustri8.l Natt:ra.l eM Service .. Clo~ Sehed.tlle 

COllmlod1ty Charge: 
First 40,000 Met', per !I.e! 
Next 60,.000 Met', per !I.er 
Over 100,000· Met, per Met 

Spee1a.l Rate· tor Air Conditioning Usa.o:~ 
F1rst 200 Y~:r, :per Yd 
Next 800 Met',. per Y.c:t' 
Over l,OOOMet', per Met' 

G-53A. 
'Per M~ Per Moath 
~ Ra.tt!G 

1100 Btu 

Cont!rlgent Ot'tz(!'t ChAr.ees Related to P .P.C. Doeket ~o. RP69-6 

'l'be bQ.Ge and e1::t'eet~:ve ra.tes i:lclooe en oftset charge of 2.34 cents per Met 
related to 1:ncreased eo::t ot' gas 'both trom El Paso· Nat'Ul"al Gas CompellY o;od tbe 
related 1ncre~e in cost 01: gas trom Pacific Lighting Service aDd Supp~ Co~. 
~o the extent tb.a.t tbe FPC orders reduction ill the rates tor El Paso gas 
with resulting etrect on eost ot gaG trom tbe above noted sources, the ottset will 
b~ reduced related to tbe a=ount ot sucb reduction 1n cost ot g&S trom tbese 
zo'tJrces. 

Rt!t'unds or Contingent ottset Incre~ Reo1a.ted to F .P.C. Docket No. RP69-6 

Retunds received from El Paso Natural. Ge.s Company as relo.ted to this doeket will 
be made to various c~tomer classes in :proportion to the cont1Dgent ott'set cb.o.rges 
collected dur1:lg tb.e :period. to 'Which tbe ret'\mds appl::r ~ 
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6. Optional. Inter;:r:uptible Industrial N'llturtll Gas Service - Therm Rn:te Sehed.ules 

G-2<Yl' G-22T G-2~T (;-22U 

Commodity Charge: Per P~r Per Month 

First 440,000 tl:l.erm=, ~r therm 3~7~ 4.11~ 3.51~ 3 .. ~ 
Next 660,000 ther:m:;, per therm 3 .. 5 ~ 3.ss,! 3 .. 291 3.5~ 
Over 1,lOO,000 therms, per tber:%l 3.47~ (8.) 3.2l~ 3.451-

S~e1al Rate tor Air Conditioni~ Us!Se 
3.29i 3.29t 3.~ F1rst 11,000 therms, per 'therm 3.~ 

Over 11,000 therms, per them 3.2i~ 3.21~ 3.21~ 3.21i 

(.Q.) Next 1,650,000 therms 3,.72 centD ~ them; 
all over 2,150,000 tberms 3.55 cents ~ thermo 

Contingent Offset Cb.B.r~es RelA.~d to P.P.C. Docket No. RP§9-6 

The base o.:cd ettect.ive rates include ~ ottset charge ot 0.22 cent :per therm 
related to incres.Ged. cost or gas 'both 'fro=. El Po.so Natw:-al Ge.s Compe.l:Y .Md the 
related increase in cost of gas trom Pacifie Li~ting Service and SUPPlr Comp~ .. 
To the extent that the FPC orders reduction in the rate~ tor El Paso gas Yith 
resulting e1'tect on cost ot gas trom the a.bove noted. sources, the on'::et Will 
be reduc~d related to the amount ot sueh reduction in cost ot gas trom these 
sourees. 

R~t'Ullds ot Continp;ent Of'1'set Increase ~elAted to F.F .C. Docket No. R?69-6 

Refunds received trom El Pe.so N1.ttursJ. GM Cczpe.r.y s.:: relAted to tb.1c docket 'Will 
'be made to various customer classes in proportion to the conti:lgent o'ttset CMl:'g<!C 

collected during the period to ~h1ch the refunds app~. 
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7. Utility St~am El~ctrie Generating Station and Cement Plant Retail Natural Gas 
Serviee.: Schedule No. G-54. 

Commodity Charge: 
Per Met 
First 10 Mct per lI.onth per Mct 
ot Contract Volumetnc &te 

Next 10 Met :per r~th per Mt:~ 
ot Contract Volumetric Rate 

Next 10 Mef r;er 1Icnth :per 1I.e'! 
ot Controet Voluoetric Rate 

Base Rates~· 
1100 Btu 

Winter Summer 

35.92¢ 

32.52¢ 
Exce:; 0 :per Met 

~~~ r~te~ ~er.mio~i~le ~ecr tltiz oreer. 
Continp;etlt Offset Related to !".r.C. Docket No. R?69-5 

The bose and effective rate: include an offset charge ot 0.77 cent ~r Y.e! reloted 
to increased coct ot gn:: bo~h t.rom. El Pl.' eo ~llturl).l Gas C~a::y ~n~ t~~~ :elotee 
increase in co~t ot Gas trom Pac1t1c Liehting Service and Supply Comp~y. To the 
extent that the :FPC order:: reduction in the rate: for El Paso gas with result1Dg 
effeet oncost ot ga.: t:ro:n the above notci cources, the offset Yill be reduced 
relo.t¢d to tbe a.'llount ot such reduction in co:t ot gllS from these SOUrces. 

Befunds ot Contingent ottset Increase Rnlatod to ?P.C.Doeket No. RPG9-~ 

Refund: received from El P:'1S0 Nntural eao COlllp(tlly as rela~ed to this docket will be 
'millie to VIlr10US C'Ucto:ner clacces in :proport1on to the eo~t1tlg~t offset cMreea 
colleeted during the period to which the ret'unds "'pply ~ 
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8. Utility Steam-Electric Generating Station Service 

SlJlMIer Period 
- Fir:t 5,400,000 therms per month 

Ove~ 5,400 I 000 ther.n:: 3:ler month 

iiinter Period 

_ ....•....• 
............. 

Basic Gas ••• ~ •• _ •••••••••••• _ •••••••...•••• 
Exee~s Cas ••••• , •••••••••••• _~ •••• _ ••••• _.~ 

oj!. Max1mum ratec permissible under th1~ order. 

ff"Ati Rtltes "S" Rate-c 

The Special Conditione of each tariff 'sch~ule chall' incluee the 
following: 

Contin~ent Offset Cnnrqec Related to ~P.C.Docket No. RP69-6 

Theee rates include an o~fcet charge of O.~72 cent ~e: therm related to increased 
coct ot eas both from El Paso Notural Gas Coopany and the related 1~creese in cost 
or gac from Pacific Lighting Service and ZUW1.., Co*ny.. -Xo the eXtent teat the 
FPC orders red.~ction in the rlltt;)z tor El Paso eas ..... ith rec,.:lting e!tcct on coot o! 
g3.Z from the a'bove noted sources, the o'!t:;et ~1ill be reC!.uced rela.ted. to the amount 
ot such reduction in cost of glls troc these sources. 

Refunds of Cont1n,?ent O!'fset Increase Related to F.P.C. Docket No. RP69-6 

Retunds received. from El Paso Natural Gas Con:pany as related. to this docket v!.U be 
mc.de to various eustomer clas:;es in proportion to the eontingent o!f'set charges 
colleeted du.r1Dg the period to which the re!unds e:pply. 

All Gas ., ... (IJ ... ., ....... _ •••••• ., .......... •.•••• _ • • A ::l8x1:n...~* ra.te o! "29· 94¢ 
per million J3tu 

* McY.1mum rates permissible under this order. 

The Speeia.l Condit1onz of each tari!! schedule &hall include the 
tolloving; 

Contingent Offset Charges Related to F.? .C. Doeket No. R?69-6 

/ 

This rate includes an offset chorge o! 0.72 cent per ~i1l1on Btu related to 
increased cost ot saG both !roo El ?QSO ~ot~ral Gas C~y and the reloted increase 
in cost 0'£ gas from ro.cific Li3ht1ne Service c::e. Sup::?ly Compan~~. 1'0 the extent 
that the FPC orders reduct1~n in the r~tes tor El Paco ge~ with result~l e1!eet 
On cost ot eaa from. the a.bove note<! $o'.:.:'ec~, the ot:f'set • ... i11 'be ree.ueed relJlted to 
t~e &~ount of cucb. reduction in eost of' eas from these sources. 

Rl"tunds or Co.~1n~::t o!~--ln.ereaGe Rek~ed to y.1?C. 'Docket No. RP69-6 

Refunds received from El Paso Natural Ga~ Company as related to this docket will be 
made to v~r1ous customer elasses in proportion to t~e contingent offset charges 
collected during the periOd to ~hieh the rerundt ~pply. 
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e-6o -
MO~thly Demand Charge ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $2.53 ~ Me! of 

daily contract demand 
Commodity Charge .--, ••••••• ~~ ••••••••••••••••• _....... 32.58¢ ~er Me! 

Cont1np;ent Offset Charge:::: Related to F.P.C. Docket No. 'RP69:6 

The base and effective rates include an ortset charge or 2.34 cents per Met 
related to increased cost ot eas both t'rom El Paso NI).turo.l Cas CompMY I.lnd. the 
related increase i~ coct or gas from Pacific Lighting Service and. Supply Compcnj. 
To the extent that the FPC Order~ reduction in the rates tor E1 Paso gas with 
resulti~g eftect on cost of eas f~ the above noted sources, the ortset will be 
reduced. related to the emount or such reduetio~ in cost or gas from these sources. 

Retundo of Contingent ott'set Increase Related. to F.F .Co Docket No. ?P69-6 

Re:f'u~ds rece1v«l from El Paso Neture,l GOo::: Compcny os related. to this <!oeket will be 
made to various customer cldsses in proportion to the contingent Offset charges 
collected during the period. to which the retundc apply. 
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LIST OF APPEARANCES 

FOR APP'LICANT 

K. R. Edsall and Harvey L. Goth. 

FOR PR.OTESTAI~ 

Roy M. Rick, appearing in his own behalf .. 

FOR INTERES'l'ED PARTIES 

Rollin E. Woodbury, Harry W. Sturges, Jr .. , William 
E .. Marx, by Rollin E .. 'WOOdb~, for Southern 
California Edison Company; ckering & Gregory, 
by ShertlUln Chickerins;:, C.. Hayden Ames and Donald 
J. Richardson, Jr.; s~anley Jewell for San Diego 
Gas & Electric Company; C. H. McCrea, for 
Southwest Gas Corporation; Brobeck, ?hleger « 
Harrison by Robere N. Lowry and Gordon E. Davis, 
for California Manufacturers Association; 
Robert E. Bure) for California Manufaeturers 
ASsociation; Roger ArDebergh by Charles E. Y~ttson, 
Deputy City Attorne~, for Ciey oz LOs Angeles; 
Robert W. Russell, for Department of PUblic 
Uti14ties and Transportation, City of Los Angeles; 
bouis Possner, for Bureau of Franchise ane PUblic 
utilities, City of Long Beach; Leonard L. Bendinger, 
Roy A. Wehe and Ec.ward C. 'Wri~, for Municipal 
Gas Department, C1~Y of Long Beacn; Alfred H. 
Driscoll, John o. Russell and Lloyd B. AdamS, for 
LOs Al'l~eles-Departmellt of Water ana 'Power; 
'Q. L. Knecht and Ralph Hubbard, for California 
Farm Bureau Federation; Lt. Col .. Jack C. Dixon, 
U.S .. Air Force HQ AF Contract Management DiviSion, 
for Department of Defense and all other agencies 
e£ Federal Government; Hen;), F .. Lippitt II) for 
California Gas Producers Associat10n; Eaward T. 
Butler, City Attorney, and .rOM W .. Witt, t1i!ef 
Deputy City Attorney, for City of San Diego; 
Leonard Putnam, City Attorney, Harold A. Lingle, 
Deputy C1.ty Attorney" and Robert: W.. Parkin, Deputy 
City Attorney, for City o£r:cng Beach; JOM A. 
Van Ryn; Ciey Attorney, for C:1.~ of santa Maa:a. 

FOR THE CO~SION STAFF 

Sergius M. Bo:1kan,. CCUtl9e.l, .:md Park Boneysteele. 


