
~cisiou No. 77976 

BEFORE mE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

~ the Matter of the Application of ) 
SOOTHERN COUNTIES GAS COMPANY OF ) 
CAI.IFORNIA for Authority: (a) to ) 
Increase Its'Gas Rates to Offset ) 
Righer Costs Occasioned by an ! 
Increase 1n the Rates of Suppliers 
of Out-of-State Gas to the Pacific 
Lighting Utility System. (b) to 
Continue the Advice Letter Procedure 
for Tracking Increases in Purchased ) 
Gas Cost Based ou Federal Power ) 
Commission Dockets Nos. RP70-ll and l 
RP70-l9" and (c) for a General 
Increase in Its Gas Rates. 

------------------------------) 

Application No. 51568 . 
(Filed December 19,' 1969) 

Phase I -- Parts (a) and 
(~) Of Authority Sought 
As Set Forth in Title 

Phase II -- Part (clOf 
Authority Sought As Set 
Forth in Title-

(Appearances are listed, in APpeo.d~"A) 

OPINIOt-T IN PHASE II . 
In the Phase II portion of the above-entitled application, 

1/ ' ' " 
Soutbern Couuties Gas Company of California (SoCountie$) seeks 

autbority to establish a general 'increase in its x:ates f~rgas 
" 

service. >-

This application and Application No,., 51567) filed con

currently by applicant's affiliate, Southern Calif~rnia Gas Company 

(SoCal), were consolidated for purposes of hearing, and companion 

decisions in each of the two phases under which, the authorizations 

sought have been divided.. After public hearing held earlier thi.s, 

17 AS of JUly 31;, 1970, and pursuant to DecisIon No. 77010 datea 
March 31;, 1970 in Application No. 51657, the merger between 
Soutbern Californ~ Gas Company and' Southern Counties '. Gas Company 
of California has been consumated. Southern California Gas 
Company, as the surviving corporation, has aclopted the effective 
tariff schedules of Southern Counties Gas Company of California. 
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year in Phase I, the Commission' issued on April 14, 1970, Decision 
" ' 

No. 77100 in Application No. 51568, and Decision No. 7710l,in 

Application No. 51567 in which applicant and SoCal were granted 

authority to increase their rates for gas, service' in order to meet 

increased purchased gas costs as incurred relative to rate increases 

placed in effect by £1 Paso Natural Gas Company (El Paso) and 

Iranswestern Pipeline Company (Transwestern). 

Public hearing in Phase II of these applications was held 

in los Angeles before Examiner Main during the period Apr U 8 to , 

May 29, 1970.. Upon the conclusion of 14 days of public hearing 

within this period, the matters were submitted subject to· the re

ceipt ·of briefs mailed or filed on June 30" 1970. 

Phase I Authority 

Pursuant to authority granted in Decision No. 77100 .. 

supra, Southern Counties Gas Company of California: 

(1) increased its rates and charges for natural gas service on 

April 16.. 1970.. so as to provide additional annual gross revcnues of 

$7,775,000, based on test year 1970, to offset the increased cost 

of gas it purchases from El Paso, the so-called Zl Paso baS'ic 

increase in FPC Docl~et No. RP70-l1, and the related effect on the 

cost of California gas purchased from Pacific Lighting Service,. . 

Company (PLSC); 

(2) further increased, its rates on June 16·, 1970, to yield 

$8,929,000 of additional annual gross revenues bas~d on test year 

1970 in order to offset tbe increased cost of gas purcbased from 

PLSC attributable to the increased cost of gas from 'I'ranswestern" 
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the so-called Transwestern basic increase in Doc1<etNo. RP70-19, and', 
.' 

to the related effect on the cost\; of california gas; 

(3) has further increased its rates from time-to-time through . 
an advice letter procedure established for the purpose o,f tracking. 

additional increases in purchased gas cost based on Dockets 

Nos. RP70-ll and RP70-l9 occurring during 1970. The maximum 

potential annual increase under the tracking authority thus 

established for these dockets is $8',878,000; 

(4) spread the above basic increases and tracking. increases 

a~ong the various class of service on a uniform average cents per 

Mcf basis subject however to one-third of the average being 

allocated to the steam electric generating, plant service classifi

cation with the remainder compensated for by the general service 

and firm industrial service classifications. 

It was recognized in Phase I that the spread of the above 

basic increases among classes of service might not be compatible 

with one which would result from, an in-depth study of 'the' rate 

relationships among the various customer classes'~ Such study was 

not undertaken in Phase I because of t~e ltmitations imposed by 

the then tmminent basic increases by El Pas~ and Transwestern. 

For purposes of rate spread in Phase II the starting 

point will be applicant's rates in effect for gas service on 

December 25, 1969, and the spread will therefore concern',both the 

El Paso and Transwestern basic increases and -the general rate" 

increase sought in Phase II. 
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Phase II Request 

Originally applicant sought in Phase II authority to 

increase its rates by $16~200,OOO annually due to increases in costs 

other than the increased cost of purchased gas. During the course 

of hea:iugs tn Phase II applicant revised its request for an 

increase iu annual revenues in Phase II downward to· $11,807,000. 

'this revision came' about tbrough exclusion of the federa.l income: 

tax surcharge and applicant's accept~ adjustments to' its test 

year 1970 estimated operational results consistent with certain 

staff estimates. Applicant stresses that these adjustments were 

accepted fn the interests of expediting the proceedfng ane without 

acquiescence in their propriety. 

As the matter now stands, applicant seeks· authorization to 

make effective basic rates which will produce revenues which,exceed 

those from rates in effect on December 25-, 1969, by $28,511,000 

annually. The basio increases but not the tracking fncre~ses 

authorized fn Phase I are included in this amount. 

Applicant's Position 

Appl:tcant states that, in addition to r~ed' inC7reascs 

in the cost of gas~ other costs have recently risen despite its 

continued efforts to keep them down. Applicant represents that 

i~ ~ imp:o=oved the efficiency of its oper\:.tio~~, but 1:~t these 

im?:ov~:tots are no longer suffieieo,t to o=fsct' the higher expenses 

it is now er.r>e=iaucing related to· wages, emplcyec bcn~f~~s, cost of' 

capi'Ull, a:ld ot~er increased costs as a rE.~ult of i::.:€lati¢n. 

Applic=nt cOlltencs th.at, even with 411 1:e:-ea..::ed 8':'S pureD.~sed 
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costs offset, the est:lmated,.rate of return for applicant in test 

year 1970, without the requested general rate increase,. would be 

only 3.69 percent. It is applicant's position that it requires a 

level of rates which will'produce a rate of return of at least S' 

percent and, that this' is the minimum level of fair rate of return 

for it. 

R~ord in Phase II 

ENidenee was presented by the applieant and-its affil

iates, SoCal and PLSC, the Commission staff, the City of Los 

~~eles, the City of Long Beach, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, 

and ~tb.ers. Applicant and its affU i ates and the ColllI:lission staff 

offered~videneerelattng to all phases of the Pacific L1Sht~ 

Utility Syst-em (the ccmbined system of applic4ut, SoCal, and 

PLSC) operations. The participation of other parties, including 

the City of ~n Diego, Southern California Edison, Company, .Los 

.Angeles Departmmt of Water and Power and California Manufacturers 1 

Association, pertained primarily to rate spread or rate of return. 

!be record on applicant's general rate proposal shows 

that there are two principal issues to be resolved~ These iS8UOS 

are: (1) 'Qha.t anount of gas se:viee revenues. has applicant demon

sttated that it reasonably requires,; and (2) how shall, such 

revenues be spread among the several classes of customers. 

A~plieant's Earntngs 

The rates of return estimated by applicant and by the 

~S$ion staff for the test year 1970 are as follows: 

Rate Level 

.. t..t rates in effect 12/25/69' 

At applicant's proposed rates as 
revised 

-5-

Rate of··Return 
Applicant Staff rEX.' 1F3b) , , . (Ex'. '1145> 

3-~69'~ 4.06';, ' 
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The tabulation below compares the estimates of the 

results of applicant's operation for the test year 1970 as pre

sented by the applicant and the staff.. The results shown for 

applicant reflect its adoption of the test year gas balance spon

sored by the staff including. staff's estimates of gas sales and gas

required for company use and applicant's acceptance of cert.rln 

other staff estimates. 

Accordingly, we find that the estimates of $2S0~186,.000 

for operating revenues) $58.7,000 for storage expense and· $6~ 068:~OOO: 

for transmission expense, which are not in contention as between 

applicant and staff, are reasonable and sh,.,uld be adopted. 

Summary of Earnings 

Test Year 1970 
At Rates in Effect December 25, 1969' 

Item 

Adopted 
Operating 

Applicant Staff' R.esults -

(Dollars in Thousands) 

~era.t~ Revenues 
Gas es $249,185 $249-,18'> $ -
Other 1 z002 l z001 

Total 250,I81 250,186 . 250 ,186"""" 

~erati:tg Expenses· 
?rod-;.:ctiOi"i 169',968 170,367 170,321 
Storage 587 587 587 
TransItission 6,068 6,068 6,,068 
Dis~bl;.~ion 15',327 14,041 14,920 
Customer Accounts 9,083 8,643 8,863., 
Sales 5~69'> 5,695 $,.69'> 
Administrative and General 14 z59B- 14.2~~9 14 2008: 

Subtotal ·m,326 zf9, . ~ :t20,462 

Depreeiation 10,545, 10,545, 10,571 
Taxes 8~102 8.z826 8'z174 

Total Operating Expenses 239,973 239,101 239,,201 

Net Revenue 10,214 11,085- 10:,979' 

Rate Base 276,946 273,150 274,,078; . 

Rate of Return 3.691- 4~06% . 4.011. 
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Production Expenses 

The production expenses of the Pacific Lighting: Utility 

System depend in part upon the rate of return component in the cost 

of service tariff of PLSC under which wholesale natural gas service 

is provided to SoCal and SoCounties. In Appendix :s. attached to this ' 

decision the operational results of PaCific Lighting Service Company 

based on test year 1970 which we find reasona~le' and have adopted 

for the purposes of this proceeding are set forth. 

the staff es'timates higher production expenses 'than the' 

applicant based on a higher derived rate of return for PLSC (4.51 

percent by staff vs. 4.19 percent by applicant and its affiliates) 

which more than offsets applicant and its affiliates higher estimate 

of PLSC's rate base. Consistent with the staff gas balance' and a 

4.50 percent rate of return for PLSC, we find that an estimate of 

$170,321 for production expenses is reasonable and' is adopteda.s 

shown :in the above tabulated operating results. 

Distribution Exp~es 

Applicant's estimate of distribution expenses for the test 

year is $15,327,000; the staff's estimate is $14,041,000. 

Distribution expenses represent two areas of activity, 

distribution and customer service. The distribution activity 

covers principally operation and maintenance expenses of the 

physical distribution system. including meters and regulators; the 

customer service activity covers expenses relating to work done on 

customers I premises. The labor component in these expenses pre

dominates, accounting for roughly 70 percent of the total expenses. 

Applicant and staff employed' basically d:tfferent methods 

of estimating distribution expenses. Applicant's witness testified 

that SoCounties estimates were prepared as follows:. . ", 
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For Distribution Activity: "Estimates for distribution 
expenses were prepared by the appropriate functional 
areas. In general these accounts were estimated through 
development of unit cost factors which were applied to 
anticipated standard hours, footage of mains, number 
of services, or other units of work expected to, be 
accomplished .. " . 
For Customer Service Activity: "Basically these es.timates 
were developed on a cost per meter basis using recorded 
costs for the 12-month period ended September 30, 1969',. 
adjusted to the April 1, 1969 wage level and expected mean 
connected meters for both 1969 and 1970. The 1970 esti
~tes were further adjusted by the accounting department 
to reflect wage rates expected to be in effect during 
1970. An additional upward adjustment was made to reflect 
changes in our service policy and residential heating 
equipment and leak investigation procedures. 1I 

In estimating distribution expenses the staff witness 

used, in general, a basic method of trending which reflects the 

history of recorded expenses for the period 1964 through 1968 with 

such adjustments as were, in his judgment, fitting. With the trend 

developed from the 1964 through 1968 data the staff witnes.s then 

esti~ted expenses for the year 1969 using in most instances ten 

months recorded data and two months estimated. To this 1969 esti-, 

'COlte he added the slope of the trend developed for the'period 1964 

through 1968 to ar=ive at his 1970 estimates. 

Applicant contends that the' staff underestimated expenses 

for 1969~ t'b.us starting its test year -estimate from too low a base,. 

and that the staff's trend applied to that base does not adequately 

reflect either the 1970 wage increase or changes in service policy. 

On residential heating equipment and leak investigation pr,ocedures,. 
,'. 

" 

On the other hand the st~ff contends that applicant's expense budget 

approach is designed to reflect estimated actual expenditures. in 

1970 without identifying and adjusting, for rate f1Xingpurposes, 

abnormal or non-recurring items. 
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After consideration of the, entire record' including the 

need for proper application of either:.applicant's or staff's-

basic forecasting method~ each of which:,:[sreasonably sound, and 

the lack of a convincing or adequate basis upon which to make 

selective adjustments within either method) and the recent changes 

'in system operations at the transmission level with attendant effect 

on allocations of supervision and engineering expenses,. the imminent 

merger of SoCal and SoCounties, the pattern of wage increases through 

recent years and the changes in service programs,. we find ,reasonable 

and adopt for the test year an estl.mate of $14,920,000 for'distribu-

tio'O. expenses. 

Customer Accc-unts Expcn,ses 

Applicant's esttmate of customer accounts expens~s for 

the test year is $9,083,,000, including proviSion for uncollectibles 

at December 25, 1969, gas r~te levels; the staff's estimate is 

$8,643)000. The=e exper.ses include the cost of meter reading., 

billing and eustocer accounting activities, collecting, credit 

i:l.vestigations and the provision for uncollectible accounts. 

Directly c~~rged labor is the most sisnific~t i~em of expense in 

customer accounts expenses, accou:l~in3 for about 60 pc:cent of the 

total for such ~~enses. 

The S&le general issues between .3~?1:Lc:ant and staff that 

exist for di$tribution expe:lses are pZ'~sen't in this category of 

operating e.~C!lSC!s. Consistent with ou: tre:!tment of distribution 

expenses we find as reasonable and adopt for the test year an 

estimate of $8,86:>,000 for customer accounts expenses. 
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Administrative and General Expenses 

Applicant's estimate of Administrative and General 

Expenses for the test year is $14,598,000, includins franchise 

r~rem.ents at December 25, 1969', gas rate levels; the s.taff's 

estimate is $14,329,000. The difference between the estimates is 

accounted for almost entirely by a reduction of $265,000 by the 

staff in the $577,000 researchanc1 development program as estimated 

by the applicant for the test year. Also requiring consideration, 

however, in this category of operating expenses is a staff witness's 

accounting recommendation concerning capitalizing a' portion of 

pensions and benefits.. 

In their respective estimates of administrative and 

general expenses both applicant and staff treat pensions and 

benefits entirely as an expense. To give effect to· capitalization 

of pensions and benefits applicable to construction payroll the 

staff's esttmate of administrative and general expenses for the 

test year would be reduced by $528,000. Xhe staff accounting 

recommendation in this regard is sound and its effect is adopted 

for rate fixing purposes. 

As to applicant's research and development program the 

record is clear that expend! tures for this program. have increased 

markedly year by year sinee 1967. The largest budgeted expenditure 

within the program is one for developing a fuel cell (TARGET) and 

amounts to $ll7,000 in the test year. TARGET represents an 

accelerated effort and the staff considered amortizing its four

year cost over a longer' period. Quan eight-year amortization 
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basis 4 mOl:¢~~t.able distribution in the amount of $58,.000 per 
, . . 

yea:r: results for rate fixing purposes. 

Viewed in the context of the research and development 

activities required in the gas industry" ap~~lieant 's resea.:reh and 

development progra:n. is not 'uureasonable and a,?pl:te.o.nt appears to 

be pursuing worthwhile projects. Greater ~phasis should be placed, 

however, on proj ects h:l.ving the obj ective of mit:tZ.:lt:i.ng air pollution. 

or othe.rwise protecting the envirotmlent and on p::cj eccs directed 

toward raising the heat content of natural 83.$ s~rvedby app,l:Lcant .... 
to its customers. In this regard we are not ~ndful of the 

en~~ronmental considerations associat~d with IARCET end point out 

th.at the .amortiz.:.tion of expenditures for this proj ect merely 

provides a more appropriate spread of its cost for re.te fWng 

purposes. 

Our order herein will require the f!lin&~of q~arte~ly 

reports to mo~to:: progress of exizting research and development 

projects and the character of new projects undertaken. 

We find reasonable and adopt for the test .. year an amount 

of $14,008~OOO' for administrative and general expenses. 

DepreCiation Expense 

Applicant's estimate of depreciation exp~nse for the 

test year is $lO~545~000; the staff's estimate is also $10,545,000 .. 

Consistent with our adopted estimate of 'gas plant, we 

find r~sonable and adopt for the test year an estimate of 

$10,571,000 for Qepreciation expense. 

-11 .. 
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Taxes' 

In the area of taxes the difference between the applicant 
, ')' . 

and the staff relates oUly, to ·inCome taxes and concerns calculation 

of the interest deduction and the related taxes' paid depending. 'upon 

the estimated net revenue before income taxes. Thus for the purposes 

of this proeeediug applicant accepted the staff estimates for the 

test year of taxes other than on income eonsisting'of$S,429,OOO in 

ad valorem taxes and $1,225,000 in payro-11 taxes. However, to be 
, 2/ 

consistent with our adopted esttmate of gas plant in service7 the 

staff estimate of ad 'Valorem taxes should be d.ecreasedto $8,426,000. 

In the calculation of taxes based on income the staff used 

a year-end composite interest rate for combining short-term and long':' 

te~ debt to determine' the test year interest deduction. Applicant 

contends that it would be more proper to apply the year-end interest 

rate for short;.texm debt to the weighted average short-tent debt 

d~ng the test year and the year-end interest rate for long-texm 

debt to the weighted average long-term. debt during the test' year. 

Had this been done the interest deduction used for SoCal would have 

been lower. The reason for the lower result Is tb.at the amount of 

long-term debt is relatively less at year-end compared' to the average 

amounts of long-term and short-term debt outstanding during the test 

year and the year-end interest rate for long-term debt is substanti

ally below the 8.5 percent rate derived for short-term· debt. 

!:/ Ad valorem taxes are a function of gas plant in service at 
beginning of year .. 
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The staff's use of a year-end composite: interest ,rate 
" f~:, cO"!l~i'O.ed short-term and long-term debt to dcterm1n~, test year 

i-ctere$t de<luctions for the calculation of't~c$ basod on income 

is con~istent with rate of return studies wr.ich invo'1.v~ 1:1 effect 

a?plJ~ year-end cap~tal cost rates with w~igh~cd average capital 

durtt:.e the tet:t ~"ear) in view of the relations'h1.p ,of swch capital ' 

to :'.lt~ base and the fc.ct that the revenue requirement on which 

rates are to be based is, in part, the product of a rate o·f return 

and a weighted averag~ rate base. In concept the sta~f approach 

te.:c.ds to bri-o.g income taxes and rate of return, as e1e:nents o·f the 

total cost of service or revenue requirement, into synchronization. 

Without such approach, the allowance for income t~es within the 

revenue requirem.ents for the test year would tend".to become 
h~<.'·7 • 

excessive the following year. 

Based on the revenues and expenses founct reasonable and 

adopted herein, we compute for the test year a negative amount of 

$1,477,000 for income taxes at the rates· for gas service in effect 

December 25, 1969. 'We find as reasonable and adopt· for the test 

year an ~timate of $8',174,000 for total taxes. 

-13-
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The components of weighted average depreciated rate base" 

for the test year as presented by the applicant and by the staff 

are compared below: 

Item -

Weighted Average ~prGC~d Rate ~se 

Test Year 1970 

Applicant Staff Adopted' 

(Dollars. in Thousands). 

Gas Plant: 

Plant in Service - Beg. of 
Year 

~e1ghted Average 
Net Additions 

Non-interest Bearing Const. 
Work in. Progress 

Total Wtcl. Avg. 
Gas Plant 

Adjustments: 

ContrlbutiollS & Cus·t. 
Advances for Const. 

Dep. Res. Gen.. Plant 
Other Reserves. 

Total Adjustments 

World.ng Capital: 

Worlctng Cash Allowance 
Mats. & Supplies 

Total Working 
Capital, 

Total Wtd. Avg .. 
Depreciated Rate Base 

$3711 875 

8,562 

841 

381,278 

(9',281) 
(96,062) 
(1,087) 

(106,430) 

1,000 
1,098 

2~O98· 

$27&,946 

( ) - Red, Figure 
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$371,.553 

7,5-71 

841 

379,.965, ' 

$371,.440 

a:~6·30 

841' 

380 911· , , . 

(9,281 
(95,888 

1 087" 

(106,243) (l06,,256) 

(1~675)' (1,.675)-
1,098:,: 1,098 

(577) (5·77)', 

$273,14> $·274,0,78: 

I 
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The difference in rate base as esttmated by applicant 

end the staff arises from their respective estfmates of gas plant 

in-service at beginning of year~ weighted average net add1tions~ 

depreciation reserve for gas p1ant~. and working cash allowanc~. 

To develop our adopted estimate for weighted average 

gas plant, end of year 1969 recorded gas plaut and· weighted 

average net plant additions reflecting plant budget estimates 

and peusious and benefits costs applicable t~ construetion payroll 

have been used. We find the weighted average gas plant in the 

amount of $3S0~9l1,OOO thus developed to be reasonable. We also 

find and adopt as reasonable the amount of $95~888,OOO for the 

deduction for depreciation reserve which is consistent with the 

depreciation expense heretofore found·reasonable. 

As to working cash, applicant's allowance is based upon 

judgment without substantial supporting evidenee. '!he staff's· 

allowance also represents judgment but is developed through an 

analysis of ope:ational cash requirements and deductions for 

amounts generated from operations and not supplied by investors. 

In the staff analysis the operational working eash requirement of 

$3,587,000 is offset by $5,262,000 resulting from an excess o,f 

credits received over credits extended. A negative working cash 

allowance in the amount of $1,675,000 results which represents. 

funds supplied by employees, suppliers, and customers. This amount~, 

not furnished by investors, is treated by the staff as a deduction 

in determining rate base. Its matmer of developing and treating, 

negative working cash allowance is consistent with DecisionNo~ 

67369, dated June 11,1964, in Case No. 7409 re The Pacific 
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Telephone and Telegraph Company and Decision No,. 75S.73~ dated'July 1, 

1969 ~ in Application No. 49835 of General Telephone Company of 

california. In Decision No. 67369) the justification for including, 

a negative allowance for worldng cash in rate base was cotmnented , 

upon as follows: "'Where, as in this ease,. the funds supplied to· 

responC:ent by others than i'C.,l"estors are grester than tl'le amount 

re~=~d by reSp¢n~ent for worki~~ cash, ~d the excess amount is 

not dce-ucted frem rate base,. cus:o:ners would be 'C1lreasonably re

quiree to pay a return on funds- C'Upplied by then! to defray 

rcaso~ble expenses and t~es and to provide a rcasona.ble return 

on invested funds." 

TAe j'\!S~ification for incl~eing a. positive' allo"~ance'for 

working. cash in rate b&se is to 'provide the investors a' return 

upon that portion of their invested c.:pital ~lhich is· necessary in 

the utility's operations and upon which they 'wo~ld not otherwise 

recei,,·e a ret".n-n. Ap:?lic2nt h~.; failed to so justify its judgment 

amoun~ for.worl<ing eaCh; its contentions th~t the staff trea~ent 

of Fed:!~al !:lco:r.e Ta.""<: acc~ls in the "lead' lag" study is, arbitrary 

and that the comp~s~:ting b~nk balances used by the staff in 

~sse$siDg o?erational cash requirements fails to give reasonable 

rccogr~tion to its open account arrangement with ,its parent 

corpor:tion,. Pacific Lighting Corpora~on, remain on this record 

.:.s me:cly con~en~ions and appear to laek <ia:onstrable merit., 

'We find as reasonable and adopt a negative e.llowanee for 

working cash in rate base of $1.675,.000 as developed by the s.taff. 
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The rema.1tu.ng components of the weighted average rate base 

which we have adopted are at the levels used by both applicant and 

staff.' We find reasonable and adopt a rate base for the test year 

of $274~07a)OOO. 

Rate of Return 

Applicant seeks a rate of return of 8: .. 0 percent on its 

depreciated rate base and, together with :Lt:s affiliates, a rate of 

return of S.O percent on the depreciated rate base of the Pacific 

Lightiug. Utility Systero.. 

In depth presentations on the reasonable level of rate 

of re~ were made by applicant and its affiliates) the staff and 

t:he City of Los Angeles.. 'the witness for applicant and its 

affiliates recommended a range in rate of return of 8.0 to 8.25 per-" 

cent, the staff witness recommended a range of 7.35· to' 7.65 percent:, 

an,d the" witness for the City of tos Angeles reeommende<i a rate of, 

return of 7.35 percent. 

The witnesses used different year-end 1970 capital ratios 

ion. their respect:Lve studies. Applicant and its affiliates and the 

City of Los Angeles employed the composite capital structure of the 

Pacific Lighting Utility System: and, in a modified derivation, 

applicant and i t8 affiliates attributed the preferred stock of 

Pacific Lighting Corporation, the parent corporation, to the 

capital structure of the Pacific Lighting Utility System. The 
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Commission staff derived the year-end capital ratios ·for its study 

f:om ~e capital structure of Pacific Ligl'lting c.,rpor:ltion. In 

tabul::.:,: fo:t:'Q the year-end 1970 capital ratios used in ,the several 

Year-end 1970 CaRital Ratios 

I1:~ Applicant Staff· L.A. City -
tong-term Debt 45.6% 45.61- 43.277- 45.61. 
Short-texm Debt 4.4'. 4.41. 2.717- 4.41-
Preferred Stock 2.57. 12.07.* 11.007- 2 .. 57-
Cotmnon Equity 47.5% 38.0"" 43.02% 47.5% 

Total 100.0% 100.0'7. 100.00% ttm.o% 
*Includes preferred stock of Pacific Lighting 

Corporation .. 

The rate of ret:urr.L witness for applicant and .itsaffili-· 

ates calculated at 8.0 percent rate of return the earnings rate 

which wo~d flow to common stock equity for the Pacific Lighting 

Utility System. In his calculation he used a year-end composite 

cost rate of 5.46 percent for debt. the .resultant earnings for 

common stock are 10.78 percent based on the 47.S percent equity 

ratio and a preferred stock cost rate of 6 percent. This increases 

to 12.34 percent on net common equity when the preferred: stock of .. ' 

Pacific Lighting Corporation is attributed to the utility system 

and makes the effective cost rate of preferred stock decrease" to 

4.83 percent. 

His rate of return recommendation takes into- account the 

system's size, capital structure, growth potential,. requirements 

for capital, effects of inflation, interest coverage,. and the 

competition in its serviee area) as well as special factors,. 

including the growing problem of obtaining additional gas supplies 

and the de.t~oration in heating. values of its gas supplies 

generally. 
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As the principal support for his recommendation, the 

witness relies upon the test of earnings comparability. For pur

poses of this test, he used as a primary group 20· large natural 

gas operating utilities and as a second groUp, the 20 largest 

straight electric utilities. For the S-year average, 1964-1968, 

the capital ratios for the primary group were approximately 54 

percent debt, 6 percent preferred stock, and 40 percent common 

stock; the straight electric companies' capital ratios averaged 

about 52 percent debt, 8 percent preferred stock, and 40 percent 

common stock; the capital ratios of the Pacific Lighting' Utility 

System averaged 43.6 percent debt, 13,.6 percent preferred stock 

including Pacific Lighting Corporation's preferred and 42:'.8: per

cent common stock. The average earnings on common stock equity were 

12.45 percent for the 20 gas utilities, 13.16· percent for the 20 

electric utilities and 10.76 percent for the Pacific Lighting 

Utility System. The earnings on total capital were 7.63 percent 

for the 20 gas utilities, 7.68 percent for, the 20electrlc utilities 

and 7.10 percent for the Pacific Lighting Utility System. The times 

interest earned after taxes were 3.27 for the 20 gas utilities, 3:.7S 

for the 20 electric utilities and 3.88 for the Pacific Lighting 

Utility System.. 

The staff financial witness does not rely primarily on 

the comparable earnings approach but uses it as a· guide... The 

companies he used are ten of the largest gas companies and ten of 

the largest combination gas and electric companies. His recommended 

range in rate of return from 7.35 percent to 7 .. 65 percent reflects' 
i 

his judgment as to the needs and c:ireumstances of the Pacific 
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Lighting group ~f utili~ies. Based on the capital ratios of Pacific 
.. . ,I: ',::'", ,. :, "~Po •• ', I 

Lighting Corporation, his recommendation· prOvides' a ransQ : of retu~. 

on common equity from 10.09 to 10.79 perc,ent. 

~s recommendation reflects many ,of thefaet~rs c:on$;ide.a:ed, 

by the ,financial witness for applicant and its affiliates.. ,As 
.,. '.' . 

partially offsetting to the effects of contin~ng.inflation" the 

staff witness expressed the view, that applicant and its affiliates . . 

will probably continue to realize: gains through purchasing. at sub-
~ " . 

stantial diseounts their bond issues bearing lower coupon rates and 

disposing of them at par for sinld.ng fund purposes~ and observed 

that efficiencies and substantial operating costs savings are 

anticipated iu t.i1ne from the imminent merger of applicant and 

SoCal. 

The rate of return witness for the City of Los Angeles did' 

not use the comparative earnings test and stressed the deficiencies 

in his opinion of the applicant "s eVidence. He pointed out in 

essence that the problem. w1th a comparative ,earnings test· is two

fold in that first, a standard for comparison must be a proper and 

valid one and 7 second, valid comparisons must be made.. In. arrivi:ng 

at a recommended rate of return of 7.35 percent)" this witness' relied 

heavily upon this Con:m:i.ssion' s treatment of rate of return in the

f~llow1ng decisions: Decision No. 74917) dated November 6, 1968. .. 
in Applic.ntion No. 49'142 of The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 

Company; .~eeis1on No. 75873, dated July 1, 1969 in Application 

No. 49835 of General Telephone Company of' California; Decision 

No. 76106, dated August 26, 1969 in Application No;. 50363, of 

-20-_ ."" 



A-S1568 - ul gf * 

Southern California Ed1son Company; and Decision No. 76655., dated 

January 6~ 1970 in Application No. 50779' of The, Pac1f:tc Gas & 

Electric Company. 

His recommendation is intended to reflect a reasonable 

correlation between this Commission's recent rate of return· 

allowance to the other major California utilities .and· the rate of 

return to be found reasonable for applicant and the 'Pacific 

'Lighting Utility System in these- proceedi,ngs. In his op1n:ton~ 

proper effect has been given to differences in capital structure, 

cost of imbedded debt, and risk. Other factors he has takeQ ineQ 

consideration are the size, character,. history andreputat!on of' 

applicants, the adequacy of interest coverage,. the burden.)u the 

C01lSUmers, and the re'tU1::n to the stockholder. 

In the final ·analysis,. the rate of return deter.d.nation 

devolves upon the judgment of ehe COmmiSSion,. after' weig1ing the 

evidence presented by all of the experts who, by their t2stimouy,. 

have sought to advise the CommiSSion, to determine and ~o' set a 

fair and reasonable rate of return. Upon a full consi~ration of 

the record,. we find and conclude that a reasonable ran$e for.. the 

rate of return for applicant and the Pacific: Lighting:Jt:f.lity System 

at this time is 7.65 to 7.85 percent. Such a range 0: return,. when 

considered wi:h the cost of debt money of 5.46 perc~t and. preferred 

stock money of 4.83 pereent~ sho~ld produce re~ on common stock 

equity attributable to the Pacific Lighting Utility System of. 11.42 

percent to 11.95 percent, based on a capital structure of 50 

percent debt, l2 percent preferred stock, and 38 percent cotmllon 
equity. 
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Authorized Revenue Increase 

The adopted t~styear results at December 25,) 1969 gas 

rates yield applicant a 4.01 percent' Tate of return. This is less 

than a fair return. 'We will authorize applicant to. increase its 

December 25, 1969 gas rates by the "amount of $24~45'2,.OOO' in the 

manner hereinafter described) which amount should yield' applicant a 

7.75 percent rate of return onr'the adopted rate base of $;274,078,000 

for the test year, 1970. The adopted results at rates being 

~uthor:Lzed herein may be 

Operating Revenues 

Operating Expenses & Taxes 

Net Revenue 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

Rate Sp:-o:ead 

Adopted: Results ,', 
At Authorized Rates 

$274" 638-~,OOO 

253,398:,000 

21,240,000 

274,.,078,000' 

, 7'.75"/.' 

For purposes of an overall rate spread we are confronted 

with the bsk of allocating revenue requirements of $2'73,637,000 

(excl1.lSive of Phase I tracking iUCTeases) to app,licant' s var:tous 

classes of Service. 

All classes, however,. should bear a portion of the total 

increase with reference to the rates in effect December 2$,. 1969, 

but ~ as anticipated in. Phase -1, certain, classes of service may 

receive a reduction in rates'from those authorized i.n Phase I 

corresponding to the El Paso and Transweste:n basic increases 

depending upon the rate spread adoptedhere!n. 
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A comparison in tabular' form of, rate spread proposals by 

applicant and So~l =nd the staff is provided on the following 

page. The factors considered by apt>licant, . and the staff in 

developing their respective spreads include,' cost allocation, value 

of service, competition, rate history and,. 'in; the case of applicant,. 

its contractual obligation'uot to· apply for an increase in rates for 

Schedule No. G-SS serving Southern California' Edison Company and the' 
, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power which would exceed on a . 

cents}>er Mcf basis one-third of the system average increase, sought. , 

To the extent applicant relied on cost of service, its 

proposed rate spread reflects the results of its new cost, allocation 

method called 'the Base Supply and Load Equation Method'. The staff 

does not advocate the use of anyone cost' allocation method and 

supports the concept of giving consideration to the range of results 

produced among several allocation met~ods includ1ngthe one 

sponsored by applicant. 

As poi.nted out in Decision No. 7542$ in the 1969 rate 

p::oocee-:!.ing of applicant, the outlook does not appear promising for 

any sicSle cost allocation method or array of such methods to 

p:-oviee results for the PaCific Lighting Utility Systemwh:tch could 

seNe SoS l:lOre than at best an approximate guide within one of the 

important elements considered in determining reasonable rates for ' 

the various classes of: service .. 
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COMPARISON OF STAFF AND COMPANY 

'" RECOMMENDED INCREASES J-' 
TO CLASS~SOF $ERVICE '" 0'\ 

C9 

Revenues !;; -at 12-2$-69 Recommended Increases Relat!Qnship Qf ~ Increases --., 
Rates Staff - Exh. 33A (Table. 3Al Com,esnx - Exh. 41 To Class To Aver~se X Increase a 

Company and Class of Service M$ M$ 2,/Mcf ,; H§ etHef --L Staff pomp an>!, ,. 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 

Fit'ea Natural Gas Servl~e 254,383 20,921 7.6~ 8.2 29,196 10.66 11.48 1.03 1.09 
Ga~ Engine 1,846 140 3.80 7.6 135 ~.67 7 .~1 0.95 0.69 
Re8~18~ Interruptible 54,322 4J6~4 3.37 ~.S S,74~ 4.18 10.56 1.06 1.00 
Steam Blectric and Cement P1t~ 4~,191 3,212 2,21 1,1 3,148 2.18 6·81 0.89 0.64 
R,essle 61516 248 1.60 3.8 233 1.50 3.54 Q.& 0.33 

Total 363,318 29,21~ 5.09 8,0 38,458 6.69 10.58 I.QO ~.OO , 
t 

SOUTHERN COUNTIES GAS COMPANY 

General Serv~ce 1~6, 114 13,834 9,56 10,2 18,334 12.61 13.47 1.12 1.16 
PiT1D Indu~trial ,/ 7,675 354 2.81 4.6 666 5.40 8.68 0.51 0.75 

~ 

Subtotal 14),189 14,188 9.04 9.9 19,QOO 12.10 13.21 1.09 1~14 

Gas F;ng{n~ 797 90 ).47 11,3 9S 5.78 11.92 1.24 1.03 -Reg~l~r Int~rrup~i\lle 19,910 l,689 . 3~41. a~~ 2 ,3Q~ . 4.66 11.~6 Q~9) 1.00 
$t~am El~~tr~~ Plants 4,9,247 3,491 2.27 7.1 3,3~1 2.l8 6.60 0.78 (),~9 
Who1.,sale .32_1453 22949, 3.4~ 9.1 3,760 4.33 11.59 l~OO 1.00 

':rqtal 246,196 22,407 5.QQ 9.1 ~8,~11 61~6 ll.~~ 1',00 l.Q() -
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In the base supply" and load equation method~ the load 

equation feature adjusts rolled-in or common costs for service 

interruptibility. This is done by imputing the load equation 

contribution of interruptible service as an estimatedadd1tional 

or incremental cost cbarged to firm gas service and credi:ted to 

interruptible gas service. The end-results of thiscos,t, allocation 

method are markedly influenced by the level of' the imputed 

additional load equation costs. If it were assumed that such costs 

would have materialized at the level estimated for the system of 

about $28~OOO~OOO without the load equation contribution of 

interruptible service, the imputation made would reflect the cost 

benefit to the firm service from the interruptibles. What, is 

missing in this consideration, however ~ is its counterpart: a 

measure of the cost benefit of firm service to interruptible service, 

wbich exists because of firm service and receives over SO percent of 

t!le gas volu::les sold in the test year, for the gas'supplies and 

facilities jointly used by all classes of service in warm years) 

<!verage ye&:'s and cold years, albeit subj ect to substantial curtail

m,C'c.~ i:i. the case of certain very large interruptible customers. 

T..~is is a. serious shortcoming of the ba'se supply and load equation 

method and serves to point out the difficulties experienced over the 

years in devising a method of cost allocation which meets satis

factorily the test of an equitable cost apportiomnent between firm 

gas service and interruptible gas service where certain measures of 

cost benefit appear indeterminate and rigorous cost findings 

probably cannot be made. 
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We also observe that the base supply and' load equation 

method ~ as was the case with the independent systems method used: 

by applicant in the 1969 rate proceeding~. reflects the system's ' 

capability to meet extreme peak-day firm requirements and to meet 

cold-year firm requirements plus cold-year deliveries to interrup.t

ible customers. To the extent these extreme peak-day (based on an 

occurrence experience of once in 30-oddyears) and cold'wyear condl

tions are used~ allocation results are not responsive to the use 

tnade of gas supplies and of system facilities in an average or 

test year and to the estimated results of operation for such a 

test year. 

As an over-all rate design consideration in their 

respective proposals ~ applicant and staff have attempted to' make 

the features of applicant's and SoCal's rates, more nearly alike 

for comparable classes of service. 

The rates authorized herein for the rate schedules 

applicable to the various customer classes have been developed 

after considering all of the factors inherent :1:0. rate spread, 

including, cost of serv1ce~ value of service~ level of service 

to interruptible customers, and history of rates. 

General Service (Schedules G-l tbr.ough G-,! G-IO and G-20) 

Applicant proposes that $18,334,000 or 64 percent of 

its requested increase~ be obtained from customers, who will 

require approximately 32 percent of the total gas sales in 

the test year. This is an average increase of 13.47 

percent,. or 12.67 cents per Mef of gas estimated to be sold 

to this class of service. Under both appl:teant' s proposed rates 
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and the staff recommended rates, the initial block charges 
". 

Schedules G-l through G-7 would be increased substantially to cover 

a larger portion of the fixed costs of serving customers. 

In view of the evidence~ we will authorize increases 

in the rates in the firm natural gas service schedules estimated 

to yield additional annual gross, revenues of $-15,410,000 as' 

" compared witn the rates :tn these schedules:- in effect'" Decemb,er ~2'5,~~~·--:-

1969~ based on gas sales in the test year. This is an average 

increase of 11 .. 32 percent, or 10.65 cents per Me£ and 1.005 cents 

per thermal unit .. 

Apart from its requested increase in rates, applicant 

proposes and, the staff supports the following changes coneern~ 

the firm natural gas, service schedules: (1) eliminate separate 

'~tt rates for heating only and in Schedule G-20 summer-winter 

rate differentials; and (2) establish a new schedule designated 

G-10, Optional Residential General Natural Gas Service. Schedule 

G-lO is intended to be a lower cost option to residential customers 

with very small monthly use and to be available as such in all 

rate areas.. About 40,000 customers may find it advantageous to, 

take service under this optional schedule. 
',. .'. ' :" '". ... I " . ~ I . ", ,'." . 

We find the proposed modifications, includ:lngthe 

establishment of Scbedule G-10, to be reasonable and they will 

be authorized. 

Based on a comparison of the authorized rates set forth 

in Appendix C hereof and of the basic increases, in rates. placed . 
in effect pursuant to our decision in Phase I, with the rate 
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levels in effect on December 25, 1969', a typical monthly1ncrease 

for an average household using 100 thermal units' of gas a month 
I . 

under Schedule G-l would be $1.10 .:lot the rates' authorized 

herein or 52 cents above the Phase I rate levels. 

Firm Industrial Service (Schedule G-40)·· 

. App-l;cant proposes to eliminate winter-s.~~~~_;-~te· __ .... _.~.,,,, ........ 

differential and increase rates so as to produce a revenue increase 

of $666,000 equivalent to 5.40 cents per Mcf of'estimated sales 

to the firm industrial customers. 

We find and adopt as reasonable an annual revenue in

crease of $479,000, or 6.24 percent, which is equivalent to 3.S8 

cents per Mef, based on estimated sales :tn this service classif:[

cation for the test year. Consistent with our disposition of the 

winter-summer rate differentials in other schedules we find their 

eli~ation from Schedule ~40 to be reasonable and· sueh·elimina-· 

tion will be authorized. 

Gas engine Service (Schedules G-45) 

Applicant proposes to eliminate winter-summer rate 

differentials, and to increase rates so as to yield an annual 
,., .' '. ,. ·.f'~ ... : •. ,' •. \1 "'r .. 

revenue increase of $95,000. This is a revenue increase of 11.9'3 

percent from this service category and equates to an average in

crease of 5.78 cents per Mef •. 

Applicant's proposal concerning. the summer-winter rate, 

differentials is supported by the staff and has not been contested' 

on this record. Such proposal appears reasonable and will be 

authorized • 

-28-
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We find that an annual increase of $8$,000 representing 

a 11.04 percent increase in test year r"!ven:ues from the' gas engine 

class of service is reasonable and will be adopted. This increa.ses 

the average rate level for gas engine service customers by ,5 .• 35-

cents per Mcf, 'alaking the average level 53. SO cents per Mc:f(5 .• 07S, 

cents per thermal unit), based' on gas sales in the test year. 

Regular Interruptible Service (Schedules G-50 and G-52) 

An annual increase of $2~305,000 is sought by applicant 

in rates for the regular interruptible service customers. This' 

is approximately an increase of 11.& percent for this classifica

tion, or an average increase of 4.66 cents per Mcf~ This increase 

applies to 11 percent of the total gas estimated to be'sold in,the 

test year and represents approximately 8 percent of the total 

revenue increase requested of $28,511,000. 

, 

Proposed changes in Schedules G-50 and G-52 have been > 
limited to increases in rate level and include a proposal to in- ;:: 

crease the minimum charge fo:.: Schedule G-SO to $lOOper month, 

cumulative to $1200 per year, which is the present and proposed 

~nimum charge in SoCal's' Schedule G-SO. 

In view of the evidence, we find that an increase in 

rates for this classification to yield additional annual gross 

revenues of $1,910,000, which includes, provision for increasing 

the minimum charge in SchedUle G-:-50 as proposed) is reasonable and 

should be adopted. The authorized increases in rate levels set 

forth in Appendix C hereof reflect for this class'ification an 

average increase of 3.86 cents per Mcf, or a 9.59 percent increase 

based on the est1ma.ted sales of gas to regular interruptible .cus-> 

tomers in tbetest year. 
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Steam-21ectric Generation Service 

This class of service. covering Schedules G-54, G-55·,. 

and G-58, is made up· of 2 steam.-electric generating plantcustom.ers 

accounting for over 35 percent of the gas sales volume :tn the test 

year .and by far the maj or contribution to both seas:onal and peak-: 

day load equation a'tllong the classes of service subject to cur

tailment. In test year 1970, the level of service is about 71 

percent to the steam-electric generating plant customers excluding. 

special contract deliveries. Including the special contract sales, 

the level of service increases to- about 75 percent. 

Applicant proposes essentially a uniform· increase in 

rates, equal to one-third of the average cents per Mef increase 

on the system., for gas delivered to· its steam-electric generating. 

plz.nt customers. On this. basis, an annual increase of $;J;,.351,.OOO: 

equivalent to 2.18 cents per Mcf and representing a 6.80 percent 

increase,is sought. This increase represe~ts approximately 12 

percent of the total revenue increase sought of $28,511,000 and 

applies to 35 percent of the total gas estimated to' be sold in 

the test year. 

On this record, we find an increase in rates for. 

Schedules G-54, G-55, and G--58 to yield additional annual gross 

reve~ues of $3,342,000 to be reasonable. The authorized increases 

in rate levels set forth in Appendix C hereof reflect, in relation 

to the rate levels in effect December 25, 1969, for these schedules, 

an average increase of 2 .. 18 cents per Mcf, or a 6.79 percent in ... 

crease, based on the estimated sales of gas to this service cate

gory in the test year. 
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This finding should be 'Viewed, however, in the context of 

our continuing concern that equitable rata levels for stea1,U

electric generating plant customers are particularly sensitive to 

changes in the over-all gas supply/requirement relationship and 

to changes in the costs of applicanets gas supplies. 

Wholesale Service to San Diego Gas & Electric Co. (Schedule G-60) 
" . 

An annual increase of $3,760,000 is sought by app.licant 

in Schedule G-60 rates. This is a revenue increase of, 11.59 per

cent from. its wholesale custom.er, San Diego Gas & Electric- Co. 

(San Diego), and equates to an average· increase of 4.33 cents per 

Mcf based on the esti-m.ated sales of gas to San Diege> in the test 

year. 

A cost allocation study 1$ sponsored in this proceed ins .by .•.. 

San Diego wb.ich results in a substantially lower cost assignment to 

it t~n by the o~her mcthoG$ in this record. Such a result is 

attrib";J.~able to a basic departure from an integrated' system and 

cOtl:lmon gas s.upplies appro~ch to cost allocation. Because of this 

departure the San Diego study is not a very reasonable guide for 

use in the spread of rates among classes of service. 

~s~d on t~~s record we find and adopt as reas6na~le an 

increase in Schedule G-60 rates estimated tOe yield' additionaL,.annua~ .. ,. 

gross reven\,es in the 3"OOU'Ut of $-3,223,000. This is a 9.93· percent 

increase o~ an ~ver~gc of 3.71 c~nts per Mcf of test year gas sales 

to $.:ln Diego. 

In response to Decision No. 76597 dated December 23:', 1969 

in Application No. 50714, applicant and, San Diego have reached the' 
I 

following ~utually acceptable basis for converting Schedule G-60' to 

th~ rates: ~fter two consecutive months with average BTU of gas 
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deliveries to San Diego at 1050 Btu or less the conversion would be 

filed by advice letter; at that ti~e, the demand charge, thefac1lity 

charge and the commodity charge would be adjusted to a therm- basis 

at 1050 Btu; the contract demand level would continue to-be on a 
volumetric basis. ". 

The staff urged that the rates for sa1~s to- San Diego ~s 

& Electric Co'Olpany~ like the rates for all other classes; of service, 

be converted to a therm basis and that the conversion be made at the 

present time. The staff proposed that the conversion be made in the 

COmmodity Component of the rate and that it be based on a system

average heating value of 1062 Btu per cubic foot. 

During the course of the hearings, San Diego r s witne'ss 

'Urged that were the Commission to order,the conversion at th:ts tiUle 

and not accept the agreement between applicant and San Diego then 

both the Commodity and demand rates should be converted.on the'basis 
of a 1060 Btu level. 

The record does not indicate preCisely when the average 

heating value for two consecutive, months can be exp'ected to reach 

1050 Btu on delivery to- San Diego. Since there are seasonal varia

tions in heating value the proposed measure is,. in any event" not 

indicative of average year heating value •. 

We shall accept applicant's and San Diego's. criteria of 

conversion of all charges to a them basis at 1050 Btu. These rates 

will, however, be ordered into effect upon the heating value 

reaching 1050 :stu or less for two consecutive months or as of May 

1, 1971 whiChever occurs first. This will provide for a d'efini

tively scheduled conversion to thermrates, and a reasonable revenue 

impact from any deterioration in heating value. 
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Summary of Authorized Increases 

The table below s'mrmarizes~ by classes of gas customers" 

the effects of the authorized rate increases (exclusive of 

tracking increases subsequent to December 25" 1969) specified in 

Appendix C to this decision" based on the staff estimated 1970 

sales of gas adopted herein: 

Summary of Authorized Increases 
Test Year 1970 

. ~----<- .. - : : Adopted: Authorized :Avg .• Rev. : 
: : Adopted : Revenue·: Increase : Per Mcf : 
: : Sales :at 12-25-69: : Per- : Per: After 
: Class of Service: MMc;.f : Rate.s : AtIlOunt : cent : Mcf : Increase : 

. . 

General Service 
Fim. Industrial 

Subtotal 

Gas ~ine 
Regular Interr. 
Steatll Elec. PInt. 
Wholesale 

Subtotal 

144" 682M$l.36" 114 
12,339 7,675 

157,,021 

1,645 
t: .. 9,471 

15:>,586 
86,838 

143,,789 

797 
19,,910 
49,247 
32,453, 

448,561 246,196 

Spec. Steam Plnt. 8,382 
Other Gas Revenue 

2,,989 
1.001 ---

Total iloS6,943 250,186 

Contingent Offset Charges 

M$15,410 11.32 10.6,,St 104.7.3¢ 
_...;..;47;..;..9' 6 .. 24 3',88 66 .. 08: 

15,889 11.05 10.12 101.69 

88 11.04 5 • .35 53.S0: 
1,910 9.59 3.86 44.11 
3,342 6.79 2.18 34.24 
3z223 9.93- 3~71 41 .. 08: 

24,452 9'.9~ 5 .. 45, 60.34 

-' 

InPbase I, by Decision No. 77100, applicant was author

ized to place into effect in proper sequence rates increased to,' 

include as offset charges' the April 13, 1970, EIPaso basic increase 

in Docket No. RP70-11 and the June 16, 1970,· Transwestern basic 

increase in Docket No. RP70-19. Such offset charges are collected 

subject to refund, and reduction depending upon the level of j;ust·~ 
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and reasonable rates the Federal P,ower Commission ultimately 

determines for El Paso and Transwestern. 

As mentioned previously, the rate spread in Phase II 

concerns both the n Paso and' !ranswestern basic' increases and 

the general rate increase sought in Phase II. Neither applicant 

nor the staff, bowever, in their respective rate des.:[gns segre

gated increases as between cost of gas increases andother(general·· 

cost)inc't'eases. 

Under these circumstances we are confronted by the 

question as to whether there is a more appropriate basis for 

determining contingent offset charges in view of the record 

developed in Phas~ II. 

In our view, the contingent offset charges established 

by our decision in Phase I should not be altered at this t~e. 

FX'cm a cost behaviorial standpoint, reasonable relationsh:£.ps 

appear to be maintainec! 811long the various classes of service by 

relating cos't of gas increases, or' decreases, to a uniform'cents 

per Mef distribution with some adjustment for levels of service 

to customer classes subject to curtailment .. 

" 

For sitnilar reasons, we do, not deetn it appropr:£.ate that 

tracking incX'eases which 1My be filed' under the advice letter 

procedure established in Phase I, but occurring after our' decision 

herein, be spread to elasses of service on a uniform percen~age 

basis. In our opinion, proper rate relationships among the various 

elasses of service are being established by this decisi.on,. and' 

from a cost behaviorial standpoint, it is not appropriate' .to 

spread cost of gas increases on a uniform percentage basis. We' 

will not change the spread authorized in Phase I applicable to

traek!ng increases. 
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Findings 

1. In Phase I,. by'Decision No. 77100, applicant was author-' 

lzed to increase its gas rates to offset higher costs occasioned by 

increases in the rates of El Paso and Trans-western,. the so-called' 

basic increases in FPC Docket Nos. RP70-l1 and: RP70-19.. Such 

increases in rates are expected to yield additional annual gross 

revenues of $16,.704,.000, as compared with applicant's rate levels 

in effect Oll. December 25, 1969, based on test year 1970. 

2. In Phase II, applicant seeks authorization to make 

effective basic rates which will produce revenues which exceed' 

those from rates in effect on December 25-, 1969, by $28,511,000' 

annually. The basic increaees, but not the tracking. increases., 

authorized in Phase I are: included in this amount. ThUS,. the 

net increase in gross revenues sought by applicant in Phase II 

is $11,807,000. 

3. Under the rates and charges for its gas service in 

effect December 25, 1969, applicant's earnings during. the 1970 

test year produce a rate of return of 4.01 percent on a rate base 

of $274,078,000. The adopted estimates of operating revenues, 

operating. expenses, and rate' bas'e, previously discussed herein, 

yielding this earnings level, depend in par't on the tes t year 
, , 

operational results of applicant's 'affiliate, PLSC. The· test 
\ ..' . 

year operational results of PLSC, which we find" reasonable and 

adopt,: are set forth in ~ppendix B attached to, this decision.' 

4. A reasonable range for the rate of return for applicant 
, , 

and the Pacific Lighting. Utili.ty System in these proceedings is' 
, ' 

7.65 to 7.85 percent .. , Such a range of return should produc:e. 

-35-



returns on common equity attributabl.e to the Pacific L1.ght:tng 
, ,. ... 

Utility System of 11.42' percent to 11.,95 percent. 

S. The level of return to be adopted as reasonable for 

P'UrPO~s. of authorizing rates herein should- be 7.75 percent on 

applicantts rate base of $:274,078,000 in the test year. 

6. Applicant is entitled to increased" net revenues in 

the amount of $10,261,000 an amount sufficient to· raise its 
, 

1970 test year rate of return to the 7. 75: 'percent level. An 

increase of $24,452,000 in gross revenues,'based upon the test' 
., .. ,t 

year, is justified. Accordingly, app1ic~nt should be authoriZed 

to incr~ase its December 25, 1969, gas rii(!. levels to- the extent' . ' 

indicated in Appendix C hereto (exclusive :of. subsequent' tracking .. ", \ 

increases) so as to yieldaddit10nal annual8?:oss revenues in the 
" 

amount of $24,452,000 based' upon the test Ye~r. 
, 

" ' 

7. All classes of serVice should bear ;a portion of the 

required revenue increase of $-24,452,000. 

8. The rates authorized by this Commission, as set forth 

in Appendix C hereto, reflect a fair and reasonable spread of 

the authorized increase in gross revenues of $24;4~2',OOO to the 

various classes of service. 

9. Applicant's proposed revisions in the rate form and 

design ',of the general service schedules, including.: establishment 

of SchEidule G-10, as set forth herein and in greater detail in 
,. 

Exhibit No. 9.2, are reasonable and should be authorized. Similar 

proposals concerning the schedules for" firm industrial service 'and 

gas engine service appear reasonable and also should be 'authorized •. , 
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10. Conversion of the rates in Wholesale Schedule G-60 to' 

a therm. basis as s~t foz'th herein is re,,"soe.::i,ble .. 

11. Neither the continzent offset cha.::ges nor the spread of 

the so-called tracking incrc~cs established by our decision in 

Phase I of these proceedings sho\:lcl be altered at. this time. 

12. The rates autb.~rized by this COtIDXlission, as set forth 

in Appendix C hereto, are fair, j~.:st and r~~sonable. 

Based u~on a considcrat~on of the record and the fore

going findinss, the Co~ssien'coneludcs as follows: 

l. !he Phase II portion of the app1ice:ion herein should 

be granted to' the extent set forth in the preceding findings and 

in the following ord2r and in all other respects $hould' be denied .. 

2. The increases in rates and charges authorized herein. 

are justified. 

3. '!he rates and charges authorized herein a.re just and 

reasonable and present rates and charges, insofar 35 they' differ 

therefrom, are for the fut'Ure unjust and unre3.sonc:b1e. 

4. All 'motions consistent with these findings and conclu

sions Should be granted and those inconsistent therewith should 

be denied. 

5. For the period 1971-1973 quarterly reports should be, 

filed with the Co~sion describing. new research and development 

projects applicant Will unde~take' and progressbe1ng made on 

projects underway. 
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IT IS ORDEP'..ED that: 

1. Applicant Southern Counties Gas Company of california 

(now, after the merger) Southern California Gas Company) is authorized 

to file with this Commlss1on,. on or after the effeetive date·o·f this 

order, revised tariff sehedules with ehanges in rates, eharges,.: 

and eonditions as set forth in Appendix C attaehed hereto. Such 

filing s~l comply with General Order No. 96-A. The effective~ 

date of the revised rate sehedules shall be four days after the 

date of filing., The revised rate schedules shall apply only to 

serviee rendered on and after the effective date thereof. 

2. Applicant shall file with this Commission, within thirty 

days after eaeh ealendar quarter of the years 1971through 1973., 

a quarterly report deseribing new research and development proj eets: 

in which it plans to participate, and summarizing progress, on. . 

th~ proj eets underway. 

3. The Phase II portion of the application herein,. in all 

other respects, is denied. 

4. All motions eons is tent with the findings' ,and eonclusions 

set forth above in this decision are gra.nted and those ineonsis.tent. 

therewith are denied. 

The effective date of this ord'er shall be ten days after 

the date hereof. 
, •••• 'I. " 

Dated at san Frtmctseo this a<'~' 
NOVEMBER day of _________ , 1970. 

-38-



A-5l568 - II e "e'" 

Appendix A 

List of Appearances 

FOR APPLICANT 

John Ormasa~ K. R. Edsall, C. Robert Salter, and 
RUfus w. McKinnea; for Southern California 
Gas Company, SOu era. Counties Gas. Company 
of california and Pacific Ligheing Service 
Company • 

.tOR PROTESTANT 

1prenzo Foster, for los Angeles Neighborhood 
Legal serviees and Mrs. Shirlee Goldinger, 
for Association of ca!1fornLi onsumers. 

tOR INTERESTED PARTIES 

Chickering & G~egory by Sherman Chickering, 9. Hayden 
Ames and Donald J. Richardson: Jr.,. tor san Diego 
<:as-& Eleetric Company; Stanley Jewell, Esq., 
V'1ee PreSident and General Attorney, for San 
Diego Gas & Electric Company; Rollfn E. Woodbury, 
Rarrv W. Sturges Jr.,. William ]i. Marx ana 
g411Iam Seaman, £or Southern California Edison 

OtnpallY; Roger Arc.ebergh, City Attorney, by 
~les E. Mattson, Deputy City Ateorney, for Ciey 
o Los Angeles; I. H. Driscoll, Assistant City 
Attorney, and J. O. Russeli, for City of Los 
Angeles, Department ot Water & Power; John w. Witt~ 
City Attorney, and Curtis .M •. _~i~zp.a.~~~ck, chiet 
l)~puty City Attorney) for City of San ':D'"i"ego; 
£,apt41D James Plene Attorney at law, for 
Uepartment of Defens~ and other interested federal 
agencies; John J. O'Connor, Attorney at law, for 
City of Glenaar-e"; -StUa~~~ .. _:r:out:z , Attorney at la'fl!, 
for Southwest DiviSion, Naval FaCilities EngineerJ.ng 
Command; J. K. Stanners and ~ha::les_~. D-<~_s~, for 
thatcher Glass ManUfacturing Company, aivisiotl of 
Da4t Industries, Inc.; K. L. Parker, for City of 
Glendale; Broebeck, Phleger & Harrison by Gordon 
EO' Davis, for California Manufacturers Assocu.tion; 
Bober.t w. __ R~sell, Chief Engineer and Genera.l 
Manager, rer Department of Public Utilities' &. 
Transportation, City of Los Angeles; J.., Randole.,h 
~ll i9t;.~~ Attorney at law> for Califorxda Portland 
Cement CoUlp~ny; !i~.V._E' .•. L,ip~i1:.t~._ 2d.." Attorney at 
law, for Cal i'foraia Gas hoducers Association; 

-1-
~l"! 

.. '~.' 



A-51568 -t 

APPENDIX A (Cont r d) 

List of Appearances 

FOR INTERESTED PARTIES (Cont r d) 

Louis Possner, Bureau of Franchises and Public 
Utilities, Edward C. Wright, Long Beach Gas 
D~Partment~ Harold A. Lingle, Deputy City 
A.ttorney, L. L. Bend1nger and Roy A. Wehe, 
Consulting Engineer, for City of ~ong Beach; 
Knapp, Gill, Hibbert & Stevens by Karl K. Roos, 
and Arthur H. Sulliger, for Valley Nitrogen 
Products, Inc.; J. Anthony Bryan" for City 
of Glendale; Robert F. Smith and Walter C. Leist, 
for Union Carbide Corporation; H. Gary Jeffries, 
Deputy City Attorney, for City of pasaaena; 
fuenneth N. LounsberI.' for City of San Diego-; 
~~lliam L. Knecht, or California Fa:rm Bureau 
Federation. 

FOR THE COMMISSION STAFF 

Elinore C. Morgan and Gary L. Hall, Counsels;. Bruno A. 
DaviS and gg.~ond E. Heytens. 
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Appendix B 

Pacific Lighting Service Company 

SUMMARY OF EARNINGS-

Test Year 1970 - Cost of Service Tariff 

. At · , At .. · .. 4.50% Rate of .. 7.75% Ratyof . · Item : Return1/· : . Retu7:'n ." 

(Do-l1ars in Thousancis.) 

Operating Revenues 
Gas sates. $193,,249' $200,..012 . 
Other 2&249 Zz249' 

Total 19S~498 Z02:~261 

Operating Expenses 
Production 177,345 177'~345' 
Storage 1,328: 1,3,28;: . 
Tr~.uss1on 3,455- 3-,,455-
Distri~~tion -
Custo=~r Accounts 
Sales. -
Ad!"'1:dstrat!."~-e & Gen .. '2~577 --2-'0584 ... 

Su:,~o=al 1847'705- 184.,.712 
Depreciation 3,522 3,.5-22:. 
Taxes 2'z 747 6 2 23:6, 

Total Opero. Expo. 190,947 194.470: 

Net Revenue 4,524. 7,791 

Rs.~e Base 100,.535 100:,,53:5 . 

Rate of Return 4.50% 7.75'0" 

1.1 Weighted average rate of return of Southern California : 
Gas Com?sny and Southern Counties' Gas Company of ' 
CalifOrnia at gas rates in effect 12-25-69. 

.. . . .. 
: 

~/ Weighted average rate of return of Southern CalifOrnia 
Gas Company and Southern Counties Gas Company of 77975 
California at gaa. rates authorized, by Dec!.sion No. 
in Application No. 51567 and DeciSion No.77976 ---1--n-' . 
Application No. 51568:. . . 

.. 
. " 
", 
"// 
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RAZ;S - SOOTEERN CC'tn."'XIES GAS COMPANY OF ~ , 

~?.Y - Within former Southern Counties Gas Company ot 
Cal1:f'or~a. Serv1ce Area.~ 

A~plieant's rates~ Charges ~d cond1tions are changed to the level or 
exten~ set tOJ:"tl:. in this appendix .. 

PP.E:....~ STA~· 

:Jelete the text of" the present Preliminery Statement unde:r "(2) DESCRI'PTION or 
SERYlCE" ~ and ill$ert the:reunder the follt:lW1ng: 

Service is rendered under General~ Optional Residential~ 
Y.1litary, }1U1t:tple Dwelling, Street and Outdoor LightiXlg, Fin. 
Industrial, Gaz ~ine / Interrupti ble Indu~tX'ial" tJtill ty 
5tea::t Eleet:r1c Gencrati%:g Station and Cement Plant Retail" 
ana. \"holesa.le R:lt.g Sehedulcc. All applicants tor se:-viee 
w'...ll ~ zervec1 in accord.a.nce With the rate$~ conditions,. and 
rules set forth in these tar1:.t schedulez. 

Z:le rates s:pecined in these sched~es apply o~ to the 
use of such sa.:: as is regu.l.erly turnished by the compa.TlY in 

t.be loea.l1 ty in 'Which the premises to be served are 51 tuated,. 
the So.s supplied to be of the heat1J:g quality a:cd l'ressurea.s 
~t~~d in Rule No.2. 

PART I - RAz:s AU'l!:EIORIZE:O,. ~CLUDING :IRAClCCNG INCREASES 
Str.aSEQ'OEN'X TO DE~. 25, 1969 .. 

GENERAL N.A1URAI. GAS SERVICE 

Per ~~er ~er ~on~ .. •. -
G-l~ . C-U . G-J2 . G-13 . G-14 : G-12 .. . .. .. 

~ 
--cocmod1 ty C!:large 

F1.rst 2 1'0' or 
less 

Next 18 TO'" 
$2.75* $2.75* $2.80* $2.85* $2'.~' $2 .. 95* 

8 .. 635t 8 .. 834F 9.035p 9 .. 235t lO •. 185t per 1U 8.43~ 
Next 980 TfJ ~ 

1.405 7.010· 7 .. 966· :;>er 1U 7.185 7 .. 315 7 .. 505 
Over 1000 T'J ~ 

6·935 6·935 6·935 6·935 6.935 6·935 pt"!rXO' 

.. G-11 . 

$3·00* 

l2.585p 

8.426 

6·935, 

* For "spe.ee beat1~ onlyll C\.\Stomers Il monthly :=tim.mum. charge of 
~'1ce tb1s amount applies d:uriDg the Nove:!lOer through Apr11b1lling period.s.w 
For the y~ .. throush October bill1Dg :periods tlle rate tor the next 18 theX'm.'ll 
un1 U> .... "ill appJ,y also to the tirst 2 the.""lr.3.l uni t~ e.lld e~cept tor. closing 
bi11s~ 'USage will be aecUl.·n.:.la:tee. to at lea.st 11 thermal unite betore bl111ng~ 
The terc. "space lleo.t:i.~ only" a.pplies to cuc~mers 'Who are us1::g gas 
r.il"1m.atily tor space heating tor h\l:lall eom:t.'ort, e.c ~etermine~ b~c'lJl'Ve~ or
~er the p~sumpt1on that ~tomerc 'Who use less than 11 thermal unitG per 
lllonth du...-ing each of the regular billing :period.::; cnd1:og. in August .an4 
Se)'item'ber a..'""e using gas primarily tor spa.ee heating for huma:c. comfort. ... 

.. 

.. .. 
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~ NA'roRAL GAS SERVICE .. (Continued) 

RATES .. (continued) 

"e ,-

Per Meter Per Month 
: G-ll : G-J2 : G-~3 . G-14 : G-15' G-1Q' . 

~Cherge 
All customers except 

"spa,ce hee.t1~ o~" !~2. 75 $2.75 . $2.80 ~2.85 $2'~90 .$2~95 
"Space heatil:g O~lfeut;t. 

5.60 5.30 N'oV'el:l.Oer tbru Ap.r1l 5·50 5·50 5.70 5·90 
!I~ thru. October NOlle NOlle None NOlle None None 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Delete ~c1al Cond1 tio~ 1,' ~ a:od 3. 

-: G-l7 : 

$3~OO 

6.00 
None 

O?l'IONAL RESIDEr-j"1'IAL FIR.~ NATURAL GAS SERVICE 

RATES 
Per Meter Per Month· 

G .. l0 
CO:::lodi t"/ Cb.8rge: 
I:l r:lte areas 'Where S~ed.ule G-ll,G-12}G-13,C-llJ. or 0.-15 a:pplies: 

P1rst 2 the:rmal utli ts or less 
Over 2' thermal um to., :per \Uli t 

In the ra.te area. where Schedule c-l6a.:£)plies:: 
F1rst 2 thermal units or less 

':'" Over 2' tb.el"'lnllJ. units, per unit 

I:. the ra.te e:rea 'Where Schedule c;-rr El.l'plies: 
First 2' th.er.nal unite or less 
Over 2 thenal un1 ts, per un!. t 

-. 

$ 2.00 
ll.~ 

Y.!.:.1:IIu:l Charge: T.l:.e :nin5'l:!'l'un charge is the charge :Cor the tirzt 2 themo.l 
t!lti.ts or less. 

APPLICABILITY 

Appl1cc:ble to t1rm na.tural; gas service for use in family dwe~ UDit:::-. 

~CONDITIONS 

1. customers served und.er this schedule have :p:riority in the use of gas over 
C1l.S-:~mers served '.:.r.de.r ga.s ~tl4;1ne o,t'lO, inciustrial scl:.cd\lles dot 'tin,e::: ·"'.len 

tl::erc is insu.:f't'1cie:c.t gas to sU'p:l,'ly the d.emand. ot all cu:.tomero .• 

2. A C'C.Ctocer may t:'e.nster trem this schec.ule to ~ot:b.er ~...rtl no.tural «a,$ 
:::el'V1cc cehedule nt o:r;y time 'but,. he..Vins done co, ~. l:ot transfer back 
to'Schedule G-lO tor 0. :period. of 12 months. 
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SChedule G-30to be ~edesignated as G-31 

~ 
Co::nod1"ty Charge: 

First 20 ~ 000 therm.e.l un1 ts ~ :per 'Wl1 t 
Over 20 ,. 000 t.'!lermDJ. Wli ts, :per Wli t 

Y.!.n1:mL1::I. Chsrge 

~ 

Co:::Clodity Charge: 
F:t..""St l~OOO thermal U%l1tc, :pcr uJ:l1t 
~e:tt 2~ 000 themal Ulli tc,. :per urli t 
Ne:::t 17 ~ 000 thcmal Ull1 ts,. :per Wli t 
Over 2O~OOO the..."":lal umtz,. :per Ullit 

~o:m Charge: 
To be :la4e eu:nulative only when tota.l billing 
exee«.s $360.00 per meter at ar::r t:1.me duri:cg 
-:he eont:r'a.et year. 

S?ECIAL RATES FOR AIR CONDITIONIN'j. 't,,"SAGE 

First 
Next 
Next 
Next 
Next 
Over 

100 the%':lal um ~,. per U%li t 
150 ther.:w.l. umt$~ :per unit 
250 -:he:m:ll umts, :per unit 

1~500 thema.l '1.lDits, r:er wnt 
8, 000 th~ 'Wl1 tG" per um. t 

10 ~ 000 'tb.ermaJ. 'Wl1 ~, :per UIli t 

>'e" 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

Q:.gQ 

6.528i 
,6.028' 

Per Month 
,Q:g£ 

~>200.00 

Per Meter Per Month 
0.-40 

Per Meter Per Month 
MaythrOU~OetOber 

. 5.82 ¢ " , 
5·.084 
4.6~4 
4.~~. , 
3.S24 
3.82l~ 

ti')?O:c. appl1eat!.on, eustocers 'Who have i:c.:::.t..'lllec1. and are us:ttlg gas air 
eOZld.1t1o~ ecru1p:e:c.t ".1111 be b1llec1. ullder the ai:' eond1ticning rate 
tor co:c.tllly eC:C&1.l:lpt:tOll up 'to 53 thermal un1 ts :Per rated tull ton of: 
such. equi)?:tellt~ l'rov.ldee. the.t the first 2 the:"I:lal un1ts of the total 
monthly eonc~1o~ tor G-12 through G-~7 custocers shall be billed ~t 
the ra.te e.l"pliea.ble to regular usage-. 
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¥AS :s:rcn:e NATCRAL GAS Smv'ICE 

P.ATES 
~ty Charge: 

F'f.ret 1".000 "the%"t:lOJ. units". per um.t 
Next 4".000 ther.nal um. to., per 1l%l1 t 
~ 5".000 the:-tlt\J. un1 ts, per u:c:tt 
Over 10,000 themal umtc., :Per utI1t 

~ r:;S't'Ul:l Cb.aJ:'ge: 
In!. t1al meter 1nstsJ.J.ation 

To be made eu:nulo.t1ve ocly 'W'hen total bi1l1:oe 
exc~ $84.00 per tleter at tJ:Dy' time duriDgtbe 
eontJ.-tlct year. 

APPUCA.J3ZIJ:T".C 

"'e" 

Per Meter Per M6n~l 
G-46 

6·.109l 
5·539 
5.019-
4.729 

$~( .. 00. 

A:ppll.cable to tirm service tor statiol:l8.l'y internal combllstio(t cngiees 00.1)". 

:£N'I'ERROPI'IBl2 NATCRAL GAS SERVICE 

SCE.:EOOI.E NO.. G=51 
RATES 

Comn:odi ty Charge: 
F1:rst 2,000 thermal u:l1ts, :per unit 
Next 8,000 the:rmal 'Ull1ts, ;per umt 
Next 20".000 the:rtle.l \Ul1ts, -per 'tJlU t 
Next 30,000 thermal iUli t:::., j?er llm t 
,e::t 40 ,000 ther.nal un1 tOo" per um. t 
Next 100,000 thermal '1..U:1ts, per un:!. t 
Over 200".000 tlle:r.-n:nJ.. un:tts .. :per um.t 

§'Peeial Rate tor Air CO:lllitioniM Uoage 
blay 'tbrougb. Oeto~: 

P1..."'"St 2 .. 000 th~ 1l:I1ts, per '!.mit 
N~ 8,000 thermal u:d. to.". :per um t 
Over 10 .. 000 • thermc.l un1 ts, :per u:U t 

Per Meter Per Month 
G-~r=;~ 

5.494~ 
5.064 
4.874 
4 .. 693 
4.5l3 
4·373 
4.263 

Uj;>o:. application, C'UZto::cer:;, who have installed -and £U'e usi~ gas air: 
conC1tio:xt.~ eqU1pnent ~ll be 'billed under the air cond1t10%l1~ ra.te 
:or month.ly eOnsu:::l-pt1on up to 53 thermal. utJi ts ~r rated fu.l.l tOil of' 
such .equ1:pment. 

loti tl:t mll:a:. Charge: 
Per !-1eter p.....r Month $100'.00 
lo be ::.ade ~t1ve only when toW 'bill:t~ exceeds 
$1,200.00 !'er ::etcr at e:tlY' t1:ne d~ the eontract ye3r. 

SCF!EDutE NO. g.- 53V 

!{Am 
-COlrnnodi ty C'herge: 

:First 440,000 t:l:lerms per them 
Next 660 ,000 thel"l:lC, :per them 
Over 1,100,000 thems, ~r them 

S-oee:t.al Eate tor Air Condit10n1~ Usatl:e 
v~ .~ou$. W..ober: 

~...%'$t ll".ooo then:w., ~ 'therm 
Over 11, OOQ.. t:b.erms, ~r ther.c:. 

Pe:ro Meter l'er Month . . 

3.§ii; 
3:.5726 
3 .. 4326 

'Ol:>on apj;)lleat1on, customers "'-'ho have inste.llecl and are us1~ gas a.1r 
cond1t1omng equ1!"lnent ".."111 be 'billed tor "the first port.:ton ot the total . 
::lo:~;th.l:y consumption d.~Dg 1:11 1J.:t~ l'er:i.od.c endin-z in the months. or !1ey to' 
October, 1ncluci·te, up -:0 '55 th~,~ Ji"":r X'l;I.t~lt tt,:tl ton o~ such. eq~tliID~r.rl'~. 
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t'TILITY STEA.'I.-:E:tECTRIC GENZRA'l'ING STt.'I'ION AND CEMENT PLAt"T RETAIL NA~ GAS 
S$VICE 

:RATES 
---coi:.odi ty Cb.arge~ 

All S8.3 

~ce Rates Per Met 
W1n~ . Sumt:.er 

First. 10 M:t per month per lv"'.ct of contra.ct vol'l.'l.metr1e 
ra'te' 

3S .. 320~ 

4O.920,c .. 

37'·920 . 
Next 10 Met per month per Xc! o! con~act volumetric 
ra.te 

Next 10 :.rct :per ::lon~ :per Y.ct of contract volumetric 
rate 

Excess over ebove vol~e= 

QPr!ONAL c;.UARA.~ toNG--TERM ASStJRED .ANNUAL SUPPLY NATO'RAI. GAS SERVICE FOR' 
iJTn.!T'{ S'mAM-ELECTRIC GEm::RATL~ STATIONS 

RATES 
SCHEDULE NO. C-55A 

Con:mod1 ty Charge: 

Sumner ?er..oe.: 
First.. 5,400,000 t'h.ermz per month 
Over 5,400,.000 therm.s per month 

·~nter PeX'1od.: 
J3tLe1e gM 
~ces::-. gas 

'AA~ GAS l"OEL :FaR 'OT!LITY :EI;ECTRIC GENERATION 

SCHEDULE NO. G-58A 

Effective Rc.tcs Per Tllerm 
\'AiF·Ra.tes.· . los-,j Ro.tee 

3.264~ 
3.2043, 

3.2643· ' 
3·0593 

3· .), ... c:: ...... 
.. <;< .... ',j. .. 

3~0593· . 

The rate 'tor all Ga.$ :>u)?plled wX!.er tJl:Ls schea.ule ;ts 32 .243,e l'Cr m1llion :stu. ' 

Scm::D'OLE NO. G- 61 
RATES -

Mo=.t.hJ.y Fae111 ty .CharGe: $97,500· 
MontJ:ly :oe---...and Ch:lrge: 

Per Met of eontrc.et d.a!J.y ma:::tmum demo.nd 
Cocod.1-ty Charse: 

Per :-1c1" o! monthly d.eli very 
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PARr II - PJa.'ES At1.JllCRIZED T mcr..tT.OING ZUl.CKING mCREAS:ES· 'l'RROOOH JT]L"f 2,. 1970 

rtENERAL NATORAI. GAS SERVICE 

Per Meter Per Month 
PATES : G-ll:- G-lZ 

Com::totl1 ty Charge ~ 
:First 2 Ttl 

: 0."11 : 

OX' leS$ ~.752~.,,2.752B2* $2.802B2*$2.85282'M'$2.S0282*$2.952~ $3,.00282*' 
~~~ . , 

:Per 1"J S • .576¢ S.776¢ S.97S¢ 9.176¢ 9.;nS¢ 10 .. 326¢ l2'~726¢, 
:N~ 9eo ro,. 

:per w 7.326 7.456 7 .. 546 7.6l.6 7 .. 757.. 8 ... 107 8:.567 
Over lOOO TO' 
~ ~ 7.076 7.076 7 .. 076 7 .. 076 7~076 

*For "s:pe.ee heo.t1~ oXlly'1 custo~ers a monthly minimum charge ot twice 
th1:: amount a'Ppl1es dur1Dg the November tbrough A;pril billing periods .. 
For the !/JlY through October bill1~ :periods the rate tor the ne.'ICt 18 
thermal. umts W'1ll apply also to the t1rst 2 tb.e%".':llJ.l units and, e-"Ccept 
tor c:losiDg 'b1llc, usage 'Will be acctllllUla.ted to at letl.Stll thermal units 
before b1ll1:cg. The term "space belltil:g OlUy" a.Pl'l1es to customers who. 
are us1:cg gas ~ly tor s:poee heat1Xl$ for h~ comtort,.. as determined 
by su:rvey or under the :pres'Umpt1on ~t customerswbo useless thanll 
thermal U%l1ts :per month d:uri:cg each of the regulcr 'billing :per:t.ods end1~ 
in Augu.s.t and. September ~e us.1:ng gas F1:nar1ly 'for s:ps.ee heat1Dg. for 
h~ cOl:ltort. '. 

M1n1mu:::l. Cb.arge: Pcr Meter Per Month 

All cust. except 
"G,paee heati~ only" 
,'S~ hea.t1~ only" 

eustomers: 

: (1-11 : C-12 : Co-i3 C-i4: 0.:'15 - 0.-10 : (1-17 :. 

NoveIllber tbru. A'p.t'11 
May thro\lgb. (let. 

SP.EC!AL CONDmONS 

$2."(5-

5·51 
No:ce 

$2.1~ $2.80 

5·51 5.01 
NOrle None 

Delete S:pecial Cond:t. tio:cs 1, 2 and 3. 

RATES 
--commod1 ty Charge: 

$2.85 

5 .. 7:' 
NOrle 

$2·90. $2'·95· $3·00' 
~ 

" 

5·81 5~91 6·.01'·· 
None None No:ce 

Per Meter Per Month 
G-iO 

:n rateQ'eas where Schedule G-1lI'o.-12,.G-13 .. G-14 or 0-15 I\ppl1eo:. !, 

:F1rzt2 themaJ. UXl1tc or less $: 1.80282 
Over 2 thermM units" :Per u:c1t 1l.SJJ¢ 

It:. the rate a..-ea where SChedule G-16 e.l'l'li~s:: 
First 2 th~ units or less 
Over 2 therm.a.l 'UZl1 to, ~r -..m1t 

II:. the rate ares. 'Wt.ere Schedule 0.-11 s.l)pl1es! 
First 2 thermal units or less 
Over 2 tohermlll. 1lXl1ts, -per um. t 

M:1.m.mum Charge: The :l1%l1mu.m charge 10. -:he ehooree tor the firs.t 
2 thermal unite or less .. 

$ 2'.00282, 
ll~5JJ¢, 

$ 2.05282. 
13.5J3¢ . 
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~?':'!o~ ~I:r...~IAL FIR.'1 =~TU'AAt GAS ~ERVIct (e~ntinucd) 

APPLICABILITY 

Applicable 1"..0 fi.rr.t %la.tu:rel gas service for use in family d'Well1Dg units .. ' 

SPECIAL CONDmoNS 

RAS 

1. Customers served. under this schedule ha.ve priority in the use or gas 
ever eustome: served UDder gas engine and. industrial schedules at t~mes 
w.en tl:Iere is :tnsutt1c1ent gas to su~pJ.y the de:ns.nd, of all etl.Stomers. 

2. A custome:- 'm.'lY tre.:cste:- !'rom th:r.$ schedule to OJlClther firm natural 833 
se%"V1ce schedule at aJ:Y time bt.l:tl' ha."r1De done so', 'IllSY not transfer 
'ba.ek to Schedule 0-10 tor a :period. of 12 months.. . 

3. Contingent Offset Charges Related to F. P .. C. Dockets 
'J:l:le rates include o:t'1'set cl:.arges as :mown beloW' related to increases 
alld. decreases in cost of' ge.s from El Paso Naturlll GaS Com~ a.nd Pacific 
L1gb.t1ng 8erv1ce Co~ (incl\1C,ing Cal1:f'ornia gas) as £t result of 
F.?C. Dockets Nos .. RP 69-6, RP 69-20 tIond RP 70"'ll or El Paso Natural 
Gas c~ aM RP 69-21 and. RP 10-19 or ':Cranswestern' Pi:peli:ce CompaIly. 

F.P.C. Docll:et 

;Rp' 69-6 
RP69"20 
RP" 6~-21 
RP"{o-:u 
RP °ro-19 

OtfsetCh.tJrge 

O .. 33Sl :per thex1na.l.umt 
0.147~ per the~,un1t., 
O.131~ :per thermal umt, 
0.306A:per therms.l.umt' 
0 .. 3091 ;per thermal un1t 

To the extent tJ:u\t the F.P.C. in these dockets orders reduction in the 
ra.te~ tor El Paso or !t'ro.n::: ..... c:stern sas 'With the X'esult1ns e:N:eet . or.. cost 
f'Jt gas trom the above-noted. sources". t4e offcets w:tll be reduced related 
to the reduction in cost of gas trom these ccurees. . 

4. Rettmd.c o~ ContillSent ~:f':f'set Charses Related. to F.P.C. Docl~ets 
Nos. RP 69-6, RP 69-20". RP 69-27, Rl? 70-ll and RP 70"19. 

RefUnds received from El Pnso Natural GaG Comp~ sed Pscitie L1e;htin; 
Service Com~ as related to these dClC:~ets 'Will 'be made to, various 
eustomer classes in propo.~ion t~ the contingent o!toet eharges collected 
d1JX'1:lg the :Per1~s to which the retun&. apply. 

Commodity Charge: 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

G-20 -
Per Month 

Q:.?2 

F1rst 20".000 themal units". :per U%l1 t 
over 20,<>00 th!-.l:'mI:IJ. um. ts". ;per um t 

Minjr:tl:r.tCharge $200.00 

S~~edule G-30 to b~ rcdesignat~d as G-31 
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FIRM nmos~IAI. NA'l'ORAL GAS SERVICE 

RATES-' -
Commodity Charge 

First 11 000 thermal ~ts" per unit 
Next 2,.000 thermal um. t::, ~r un1 t 
Next 11,000 ther::lS.l units, :per un:t:t 
Over 20,000 thernlSJ. um ts" per un1, t 

~.i1:1mu:cl Cha:rge:. 
To 'be made ~tive only 'When total 'billing e~cce~ 
$360.00 per :n~ter at e:a.y title dW:'itlg the contract year. 

SPECIAL RATES FOR AIR CONDmONn\O USAGE 

, I •. .' . 

Per Meter :Per Month 
G-40 -

7-2971 
5.531 
6.osn 
5.677 

$30.00 

~ C-ll THRQUGR'G-l?, G-20 and. GN 40 

Pirct 100 thel"l:lal. u."li ts,. per unit 
Next 150 ~ermal units, per Ul'l1 t 
N~ 250 'thenal units, l'er 'Ullit 
Next 1,500 the~ 'W.l1tc" per Ullit 
Next 8,000 the~ units,. per umt 
OVe:" 10,,000 ther.tal units, :per \Ul1 t 

:Per Meter Per Month, 
Mar through October. 

5·9'-'5~ 
5.225 
4. 'irs 
4.405 
4.065 
3~s65' 

U'pQn application, cu::tomers 'W'llo have 1n.stalled o.nd. are uoi:--..g gas air 
COI:.Qit,10:c1:lg eC1,1.li.!JmCnt '101111 be billed. 'U:lder the a.:tr cOXld1tiom.:cg rate tor 
:o::.~ CO::lSu:t)?t10n - \:.1' to- 53 thermeJ. unit::; ::;>or ra.ted . lull tor. 0:1:' .such 
eqU1~nt, proViuce. tho:t the :1:'lrct 2 thermal un:i.ts of the tot:!l.l. monthly 
CO~\:CJ;l~ion ~or G .. n t.b:t"o;;¥ 0.-17 eustomcro o:b:lll be'b111ed ",t· the rate ~~p~ca~lc to regular uenge. 

GAS ENGINE NATORAL CAS SERVICE 

RATES Per Meter Per Month 

Com.odity Charge:.. 
First 1,000 tllermaJ.. \:lli ts, per un1 t 
Next 4,.000 themal un:!. ts" )?er -..un t 
Next 5,,000 t.'b.ermaJ. UlU ts l' :per urli t 
Over 10,000 themal \Ulits, )?er un:tt 

M:t.n1mm: Charge: 

.~.-
6~l93¢' 
5.023 
5.103: 
4.813 

Initial meter 1:c.stallation $7.00 
'ro 'be ::a.de ctll:lulat1ve oXlly 'W'hen total billing excee& 
$84.00 :per me'ter s.t ~y time durlDg the contract year. 

APPLICAB!L!TY 

A1?pli'!a'bl~ to rim ::er-ricc for statioc.ary intel"i.'lAl con:bu:stion engines 
or.ly. 
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SCHEDULE NO. C.-51 

.; Camnodi ty Ch.er~e.: 
.;,' :F1r:;.t ~,OOO thermal U%l1ts~ per umt 

Next 8,000 the:rmal UXl1tc, per unit 
Next. 20,000 thermal u:c1ts, per un1t 
'Next 30,000 tb.e:rmaJ. Ul'l1tG, per unit 
Next 40,000 thernW. \U'J1 ts,. per unit 
N~ 100,000 the:rm.al u:01ts, :per wnt 
OVer 200,000 theme.l ~ ts, per 'Um. t 

S-oeeit!.l Rate tor Air Cond.ition1~ Usag~ 
1I.ay tbr01Jgb. October: , 

First ~,OOO ther.:l3l units, :per unit 
~ 8,000 thermal u:1 ts, per U%l1t 
Over 10,000 ther:r.e.l un1ts, :per Wlit 

.. 
/ .-

Per Meter Fer Month ' 
~ 

5·578¢ 
5·148 
4·958 
4·m 
4'·597 
4.457 
4~347 

4.l"r4~ 
3·804 
3.714 

U);>on application, customers .... ho have inctal1ed. Me!. are 'Us1:cg 
ga.s air cond1tion1D(:: equ1;pme2:t 'Will be billed under the air' 
eOlld.1tiom.%lg ro:te tor monthly consumption ~ to 53 thermal 
'U:Cit3 ;per rated ~ 'ton of: such eq~;pment. \ 

!-:t%limur.1 Charge: 

'RATES 

Per Meter Per 1-1onth 
To. "be n:a4e etl%IlUla.tive ohly when total 'billing e."I:eeeds 
$).,.200.00 per meter at tmY' t:tme d:uri:cg the eontract 
year. 

$100.00 

- Per Meter Per'Month· 
c;.-C;qV ' Commod1 tv c:b.arl2:e: 

. FirSt 440,000 therms, :per them 
Next 660, 000 t:b.e~, :per them 
<:Ne'r 1,100,000 the~i per t:b.erm 

S'Pe<:ial. Ra~ .;:~ Idr ~on~ t1om~. U~e 
~ through October: 

, First ll,OOO theme, per them 
Over ll,OOO t:b.er.:lS, :per them 

_., 
3·9270¢· 
3.6570. 
3·5170 

3.6471¢ 
3·5011 

'C'pon ap:pl1eatiO'n, eus'tolr.ers 'Who have ir:.ctelled and. are ucing 
gas a.1r e0!ld1t10lntlg equipnent Will 'be billed tor . the fiX'st 
!'O:rtion ot the tct;e.l mO'z:rtbly CO':ot:'Ul:ll't1011 e!.u:r1~ bill:tllg -penods 
el:.di:os in 'the months o! May to Oc.t¢'be~, inel1."civel' 'up to 55 the~ 

. peX' ra.ted. tun tO'n of such equ:t)?ment .. 
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VTILIT'f STEAoV,-EtECT.RIC CENERATING STATION AN!) c:EMENT PIANT F.ETAIt NATORAL 
GAS SERVICE 

RATES 
--cocnod1ty ~ge: 

All gac 
Fir$t 10 Mc! per 'tIonth per ~t' ot contract 
vol'U'tletr1c ra.te 

Next lO Mc:t :per month :Per M:f' of c:ontrac:'t 
vol'lXmct:r1c: rate 

N'eX't 10 Mct' per month :per 1-1:c:f ot: contract. 
volU!lletric: ra"te 

Excess over a.bove volume$ 

Base Rates, Per Me~ 
W1n~r S~er 

38.M9¢ 
41.229¢' 

38-229 

, 35.229 
37·729' 

omoNA!. GUA.~ LON:F-TERx.r ASsmmD ANNUAL SU?PLY NATORAL GAS SERVICE 
F'O.~ T.i'TILITY STEA.¥.-ELECTRIC GENERATING STATIONS 

RATES 
- Co=odi ty Charge: 

Sl:l::ner Period: 
First 5,,400,,000 thermos :Per month 
Over 5"400,,.000 therms J?er month 

Winter Period: 
Basic: gas 
EXeeGG go.s 

NATURAL GAS FOE!, FOR UTILITY EI.:E~IC GENERATION 

?ATE 

Efieet1 ve Ra.tes Per'l'he:rm 
IrA It Rates ,IS" Rates 

3·2923¢ 
3·2923 
.. ~ ... , 

J.oea;:7~J, 

3·0873 

., . . 

3.4533¢ 
3'.3893 " 

3.4533 
3.0873 ' 

- The rate for all gas sUl'plied under this schedule is 32 -523¢ :per n:ill1on Btu. ' 

WEOLESAI.E NATURAL GAS SERVICE 

SCHEDtlLE NO. C.oo61 
RA~ 

- Mo:c.~ Facility Charge: 
Y.ontnly ~d Charge: ' 

Per z,:et' 01: ~ontract d.e.1l;y max1:mwn demand 
CommOd1ty Clw:'ge: 

Per Mct o't mon~" delivery 

$3-8092' 

28.978? 

" 


