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commisSion staff. 

OPINION .... - .... _----
Southwest Gas Corporation (SW) seeks authority tOo 

increase gas rates in its North Lake Taboe District (Taboe) to 
produce additional annual revenues of $313,289:,. a 28,.85 percent 
increase" which were designed to yield a rate of return of 7.4 
percent. ~ estimates that revenues at present rates for test 
year 1973 total $1,103-,,293 and that 1973 revenues woul,d' increase 
to $1,421,582 at proposed rates. SW requests a lower rate of 

return than tbe 9.3 percent requested in Application No· .. 53727 

for its San Bernardino County District (SBCD).. SW states. that 
the rates it proposes are limited due to conaiderations·ofthe 

, " . ~. 

costs of alternate fuels for its customers.. SW' requests that· its 
revenue requirements ratbertban the lower rate of return~itrequests 
should govern the Commission's determination. 

SW) a california corporation" distributes. and sells: 
natural gas in portions of San BArnardfuO. cCunty.and' Placer County 

. -1-



e e, 
A-S3747 CM/JR * 

as a public utility subject· to this Commission.' s :juxisd1ctiou •. ,It 
is also enga.ged in intrastate transmission,. sale, and ·distribution 
of natural. gas as- a public utility in portions of Nevada' 
and Arizona,. and is a natural gas compauy subject to· 'the, jurisdic­

tion of the Federal Power Commission with reS1)ect to· intersta.te, 
. ." " ' 

transmission faeilities and Sales of natural gas for resale. . . 
SW's principal office is in Las Vegas, Nevada,. where 

ce'O.b:aJ.ized adtrdnistrative and office functions are performed. The 
staff cnd-of-year 1973 csti::2ate of custoocrs served in Taboe. is 
4,343 (approximately 3 percent of SW's. customers). 'the Tahoe ser­
vice area is located in unincorporated portions of Placer ·County,. .. 
north and west' of Lake tahoe, adjacent to its Northstar :distr1ct . 
(Northstar) • 

After notic:e, ·public hearings were. held before Examiner 
Levander on July 10 and 11, 1973 in tahoe City. Cer~'ain exhibits. 
or portions of exhibits prepared by SW or the Commission staff 
were applicable to both SBCD and Tahoe and were put in evidence 
in both proceedings. The testimony regarding these exhibi.ts which 
was presented' iuApplication No. 53727 and certain related argu- : 
ments were i'tlcorporated' i.n this p?=oceeding by reference. The mat- . 
ter was subtdtted 0'0. closing arguments on July ~l~ 197$ su1>j.eet to 
the ~eeeipt of late-filed exhibits, which have been received. 

Decision No. 82417 in Application No,. 5372", ~ated 
February 5) 1974 sets forth in detail certain arguments which 
were raised in both proceedings and Ot!%' disposition of the dis-· 
puted poiuts. 

A customer testified that StY's present rates were Un­
reasonable on a per therm basis as compared' to' those of Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company in the :say area. !he revenue, requirements" 
of each utility are affected by factors peculiar to it. Tbese" 
factors include differences in' customer density, reasonable':al:" 
lowances for operating expenses, and taxes', plant and investment I 

.. ,,, ..... ,:; 
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nece.ssary for the customers served, debt ·req\;a,1:.r~Q';· and 'return 
on C~ital. 

the latest general rate increase for the Placer district. 
was aut~rized in Decision No. 77349: dated June 9~ '1970 in Applic'a­
tion No. 49704. SW's rates have been subsectuently: changed to, ' 
reflect c~es in the cost of gas. 

Decision No. 82124 dated November 13~ 1973,' authorized 
gas rate changea designed to offset changes in the operational 
costs for SW's Placer district attributable to Federal Power Com-

. ", .. 

mission (FPC) authorized revisions in ra.tes in FPC Dockets. No.s. 
, , , 

RP' 73-99 and RP 73:-109. Decision No. 82124 a.uthorized' alternate 
relief to that sought i.n the f1rst and second" amendments 'to the 
subject application. Therefo.re~ there is no. need toiivefurther 
cousideratio.n to the relief sought in: these amendments in this 

. decision. 

Results of Operation 

The tabulati.on on the following page compares SW' and 
Commission staff estimated snmmar,ies of earnings for'test year 
1973 at April 17, 197i}:/ rates and' at proposed'rates, and'sets 
forth the adopted summary of earnings at the Aprill7" 1972' 
rates ~~r test year 1973.. The bases for the adopted results' 
are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

11 The tabulation excludes the effect of changes in rate schedules 
to track ,gas cost modifications after April 17 ~ 1972. 

-3-
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Item 

Summary of Earnings ' 
(Estimated' Year 1973) 

~Southwest Estimated~ Staff Estimated;~APr~~Z17,~ 
: April 17, :Company : Apr 11 17, :'Company : Rat~s~j 
: 1972 :Proposed: 1972 :Proposed::Adopted: 
: Rates : Rates : Rates : Rates :Results: 

(Dollars in Thousands) " 
Operating Revenues 

Cperating ZXpe'DSes 
Oper .& .Maint", al 
Adm. & Gen. & Misc. al 
Taxes Excl. Inc. "'SI 

$1,103.3 $1,421.6 $1,164 .. 2' $1,49~'.6-$1,164'.2':, 

646-.6 648~.2', 641:"9; 643.> 6S~~Z' 
70.S, 70.6 6&.G 66'.6,' 71 7' , '. :;' 

108.9 112.4." lO9~2' 
Income Taxes -
Depr.. & Amortz. 

112 .. 2 109'.2',' 
3.4 ro_U) 23:.Z (1$9.7) 

205.2 205-.2 208-.. 1 20a~1 , 2tr~'. 
Total,Oper. Ex? .. 1,031.3 8-74'.9' '8S1.-:3:' 

Associated Co.. Adj .. 
Adjusted Oper.. Exp. 

1,039:6 1,053.:.8-
~)' ~), (>;3)': " --- 869'.6, 1,031.3 1,03:9.6-, 1,048.:5: . 876; • .5-

., .. ' '" 

72.0 382.0 294.6, 4S,t.l' "", 287",;,7:' 
S~166.2 5,,166.2' S:,.34&~7 ,,s)34&~7'< 5 2'80..1",' 

, " ." " 

-' (~'lIJ·) (22J.ll (273.3) - --5>166.2 5,166.2' 5,073-.4 5,.073:.4 'S)Ol~'~4 
. ," 

Net Revenues 
DepreeiateaRate Base 

Associated Co. Adj .. 
Adjusted Rate Base 

Rate of Return 1.~397. 7.391. 5.81% 8:.~%::· 5..:74%' 

!!;I Include.s payroll taxes. 
'kl Excludes, payroll taxes. ' 

Operating Revenues 

(Inverse ttem) 

, " 

The differe.nces in estimates for gas sales are due' primarily 
to the period used in developing the average ,usage per customer in 'the 

firm categories and to differences in estimated'numbers of customers 
in the heating only subclass of general service. SW stipulated to< the 
stiff estimate of the nilmber of- c:us.tomers taking; heat~ng service.-

The methods used for crending,usage per customer prepared by 
StY and the staff are similar to the methodology used' in A ... 53-.727. We' 

adopt the staff t s firm usage and revenue estimates which are'based ,on 

trending over a longer time' period and a' longer temper'ature base 
period than the corresponding SW estimates. 

,I .. , '. 
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In regard to interruptible service ,the staff testified 
that the uaage of two lodges was more dependent on occupancy than 
on temperature variatiotls; that this usage should be averaged' ; 

unless these c.ustomers added units. or beating; loads; that the 
temperature adjusted data used by gw, ~a's. not closely tied to sales; 
and that there was not a good temperature sale's correlation for 
three customers. (A fourth interruptible customer switched to: a 
firm scbedule after SWtts estimate was prepared.) 

We adopt the staff's interruptible revenue estimates 
based on one year's recox-ded data for a new school and the tbree­
year average by months, for the two- lodges. 

the staff estimate for other revenues, service establish­
ment charges~ is based upon a higher level of activity than 'the SW 

estimate. We adopt the staff's higber estimated number of. customers 

for the test year and the staffhestb.ate of other revenues. 

Operation'and Maintenance Expenses 

Both SW and the staff estfmated production expenses (the 
cost of purchased gas) upon rate Scbedule G-l, Wholesale Firat, 

Service, filed with the FPC effective April 17'~ 1972. '.'Chis rate 
schedule is $W's FPC jurisdictional schedule applicable to; sale 
to California-Pacific Utilities. Company (Cal-Pac) for resale ;at 

South Lake Tahoe, cal iforn1a"and to 'Sierra Pacific Power Company 
(Sierra) for resale in tbeRell()-Sp4rks~ Nevad&~. area •. 

SW purchases gas 'from :£1 Paso- Natural Gas Company (El 
Paso) at the Idaho-Nevada border under FPC j.urisdictional Rate' 
~chedules P~4, Firm, and PL-S~ Interruptible' Large Industrial 
Service. SW trausports the gas to its own' distr1but:f.on . systems 

across north Nevada to its two wholeSale" customers and t<> its 
Northstar and Tahoe service areaS-in, C.uiforU!a~ In prior rate 
proceedings before this Commission both staff' and utility pro­
duction expeuse ~stixD.ates, were' b.a.ae.d' on the PL-4 rate a:t1.d,did. : 

." .... 
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not assign any of the northern Nevada transmiss.ion.costs· to 
Tahoe. SW and' the staff used the four-s~ep' G-lgasrate schedule 
so that the production cost chargeable to>Taboe would.include El 
Paso's charges plus the costs incurred, in transmitting: gas. acrosS' 
Nevada..!b.e cost considerations are simi.lar for supplYtnsTahoe 
and Northstar as compared to Cal-Pac and Sierra. 'r.le Commission 
staff participated in the G-1 settlement. Approximately' ,ewo-thirds 
of the rate increase request is attributable to the new.basis for' 
calculating the cost of purcb.s.sed gas. 

The difference between SW and. the staff's, estimates are 
due to the differences in estimated sales requirements plusunac­
counted for gas> and by the differences·in b111iugfor gas purchased 
for the Tahoe and l'!orthstar areas. The staff estimate is based: 

upon combining. the estimated gas requirements for Tahoe and 

Northstar and allocating the billing cost to Tahoe. and to Northstar 
on a volumetric ratio. SW's estimate for the FPC determination 
of G-l rates separately bills the volumetri.c requirements. for. Tahoe 
and Northstar. We adopt the staff estimate .of 0.61 percent for 
unaccouneed for gas based upon past experience. All of the j gas: 
for Tahoe and Northstar passes through a common meter. 'We adopt 
the staff billing treatment and purchased gas voltm1es. 

SV1 adjusted it:s recorded expenses for ebe 12 mont~ ended: 
July 31. 1972 by using then current wage levels to: derive its esti­
mates of the other operating. and.maintenance accounts for tlle year 
ended December 31~ 1972. SW' s 1973: test' year estimates were. 
derived by annualizing a 5.5 percent wage i.ncrease est:tmated to 
take effect on April 1. 197~. The actual wage increase granted 
and included in staff estimates was 6.0 percent. The Cost' of 
Living Council did not modify this increase. 

~:: 11le staff reviewed recorded transmission and distribution 
expenses for the five years ending December 31,., 1972'. The:' staff. 
couc..u:red wieb. SW· stransmission and distribution est'imate,sexcept: . . 
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A­•• 

for a $4>900 difference in· Aceounts887 and 892,. maintenance of 
mains .and services. The staff contends that sW's e'stimate was .' 
inconsistent wi.th the trend of past expense levels for these 
accounts. SW" s base period,. which was used to- develop" its esti­
mate,. does ':lOt include allowanees 'for new corrosion pr.otection 
requirements contained in General Order No. 112 .. C. The adopted .. 
test year amo\mts for transmiSSlon and distribution expenses are 
$300 and $59,200> respectively. : 

The only difference between SW a:l.d' the st~f in 't;he 
customer aceO'UIlts expenses related 'to uncollectible accounts .• 
Consistent with our adoption of the- staff's revenue estimates 
we adopt the staff custOtlor .::.eeount cS'i:it:l:ttes;.. 

There is a $-13-,.900 difference between SW and' staff 
est.im&.tes in Accotmts 911,. 912,. and 913. Approximately 96 percent 
of the expeuses._ in these accounts are service related .andapprox!-

. . 

=te1y 1 percent ar~ promotional. The sales activities. are prima-
. ~ 

rily dir(!cted to new customers and the stdf's est:tm.a.tes are made· 
, 

on a cost per customer added basis. The staff adJusted five~ years 

of recorded data to 1973 wage levels and derived an average. cost' 

per customer added. The staff t s estimate of $29',.200 is. the "product 
of its per customer added cost and the estimated number of new' 
'customers. The labor adjusted per customer added averages for. the' 
five years are $17'.86 for 1968,. $46.49 for 1969',. $79~S-l for- 1970,.. 
$90 .. 42 for 1971,. and $78.06 for 1972. The' adopted sales',eXpense 
of $38~OOO applies the staff methodology to 1970 to:, 197Z:d'~ta .. 

',\., 
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The operations and maintenance expenses as estimated. by . 
S'W and the staff, and' as a.dopted,. are as follows: . 

. .. 
•. .. , . 

Item .. SW . Staff .. Adopted' -.. . ~, .. 

Production Expenses $479.0 $492.0 ;$492 .. 0: 

~3,' 
'-11', ' 

'X=ansm.is s ion Expenses .3 " ' , 3: ., .. 

" 

Distribution Expenses 61.4 55.7'" 5-9.,2> , 
Customer Accounts. Expenses 63 .. 2 63-.7'. 63;~7' , 
~ales Expenses 42~8, 29'~2 3"~.:O; . II • 

$646.7' $641 •. 9' $S.sj~2: ' 

Administrative and General Expenses , . 

The staff· estimates of allocated central office expenses 
trended certain expenses, calculated administrative' andgeneraf 
salaries on a recorded-adj.usted b4Sis:. and used 4 fivc~yearave=age 
for injuries and damages which did not consider a premium. rate 
c~nge or the biriDg of a safety manager. ' 

SW and the staff both included, $12,000 for amortizing 

expenses of the prior rate proceeding:.. The staff was of the 
opinion that the magnitude of the prior amortizat1on:prec:luded' a.n, 
allowance for amortizing expenses incurred. in. this- proceeding.. 
SW' amortized an estimated $9,000 over three years for this pro­
ceeding. tate-filed Exhibit, 10 shows actUal expenses recorded 
through .June 30, 1973 were $1,381. 

" 

Tbe adopted amount of administrative' and general,expenses 
is $71,700. It c01lSists of the staff r S est:J.mateS;. w:tth) tbe,following~ .' 

exceptions: $5,300 for injuries and damages; ·$14,.800: ·for regu­

latory commission expense,. including; a $1.).000. ~r year .. a·llOwarJ.ce . 

", ,,' 

.' . . 
C 'j. ' 
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(over 'three years) for this proceeding; ancf ,an additional: $3:,,600 
four-factor allocation to Tahoe of 3,.22' percent (staff, all~cation" 

basis adopted) 'of the central office' rental.!/ 
Rate Base 

The staff ' s cstit:late of utility plant' is base.d upon later, 
information than SW's. The staff's, cst:iJ;late' differed: froQ SW's by, 

the addition of ,$100,000 to upgrade pressure regulati.ng. s,tat!ons 
to meet the requirements for over-pressure protection set ,forth 
in General Order No. 1l2-C and by the deletion of $13,800 for mains 
which are not used and useful. SW and~> the, staff both included' an 
allocation for the new office building which will not be'completed 
until 1974. The staff depreciation reserve is, bas~d' upon e'stilllated 
1973 accruals and recorded' end of 'Year' 197Z d,:ata. SY7 used an end 
of year 1972 estimate in deriving the',reserve~ for depreciation., 
The staff used revised and 'Cotnmission approved' 'deprec:tatian ,raies, 
for 1972 to 1974 as compared' to SW t s use of previous,lyautborized , 
depreciation rates. Both estimates reflect anticipated' test year 

changes in utility plant and previously ordered deletions from, 
u~ility plant and the related reserve adjustment. We adopt the 
staff utility plant and depreciation reserve estimates lesS' the 
new central office building allocation. 

!he adopted working cash allowance of $77,900 is based upon 
adopted operating expenses. We adopt SW's esttmates of contribu­
tions in aid~ of construction~ material$. and: supplies~andi'ts 
modified estimate of $234)500 for advances for construction.' (Ex .. 

hibit . 9, which is' bJl.Sed upon. later da~a). 
>, 

3.1 This allocation is cons:Lstent with the rental, allocation in 
lieu of including the uncompleted central. off1cebu11d:tng, 'in 
rate base discussed. in Decision No. 8'2417-.· . 

... 9-
'''.' 
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Tbe staff showing in Applica.tion No.. 49704 (SW's, prior 
general rate increase request fo~ the Tahoe District) contained, 
adjustments to rate base for const:uction 'Work performed by then 

associated companies. The downward adjustment to' SW','s plant was" 

$335,000. In this p:oceedi.ng the staff assoc'1ated company' rate, ' 
base adjustment is $273,300. The ad'justmentis based upon a7 per­

cent rate of return for the work, performed for 'sw by the tben 

associated companies. In addition, the" staff computed' a negative 

ext>ense adjus1:xrent of $5·,.300.. This expense adjustment" which 
eliminated depreciation expense and ad' valorem tax, as:sociated 

with the plant adjustment, was reduced by the' additional 's,tate 

corporation franchise tax and federal income tax liabi.lities 
related to the depreciation ,and ad' valorem e~cnse" adjustments 
and to the excess liberalized tax depreci.ation related' to, 'the 
excluded' plant. 

SW did not cross-examine the staffts witness on,these 
adjustments.. SW argued that the Commis,sion did not make any' 

, ' , 

fi'1ldiUgs in. Decision No. 77349 as to' that type of' adjus:tment; and 
that its findings were that the companies were associated' with" SW 
dU1'ing eO'D.s.truc~ion of the North 'tahoe' system and" that Sw's.' manage­
ment was imprudent in authorizing the use of these, companies in, 

the construction of North Tahoe system. 

Decision No. 77349 states in part: "Applicant's amended 

level of rates does not exceed the value of service'. These' rates. 
related to the expenses and rate base shown in'the proposed report, 
modified to reflect rate case costs and; conversion costs 'as s.et 
forth in Exhibit 48, show an estimated rate of return of 3-wlp,er- . 
cent." this 3..1 percent rate of return ties back to thesumma:y 
of earnings contained on page 23 of the exam.:U:l:er's'proposed'repo~t 
issued in Application Nc>.. 49704 whicb- includes the associated, .. 

t ' ' , . .. " .' " 
cOt:lpanies adjusttrlents. Therefore, we adopt thesta.f£'~ s assOciated 
companies r rate base and· operat:tng: expensesadJust:ments. The 
adoptee rate base is $5,013,400. 

-10'-
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Other Income Deductions 

The other deductions on income are b'ased upon the follow..; ,: 
iug modifications to staff estimates which were' based'on more. 
eur:ent inforl:lati.on' t!:um that used by sw:-

a. City and county franchise taxes have been adjusted tCl " 
reflect the adopted revenues;, 

b. Depreciation expense has beenmod1fied for the exclusion 
of the Las Vegas office, furniture ~ and' equipment; 

c. Income taxes have be,en based on upon current tax rates, 
(at present rates a calculation resulting, in negative income taxes', 
is appropriate)~ ado?~~drevenucs ruld. operating expenses, liberal-

, , 

ized depreciation on a flow-tbroughbasis~, investment tax credit ' 

based upon the average of,1971 to 197~pla.nt ,additions". and anti-
cipated interest expense;, '" ' 

, . 

d. Adjustments to, depreciation expense, ad valorem" tax" and 
the excess liberalized tax depreciation, all related,tothe as­
sociated companies plant adjustments; and 

e. 'the interest deduction reflects: the capitalization set: ' 
forth in Decision No. 82417~, 
Summary of Earnings 

We have previously adopted' operating revenues::a.t 'the 
April 17, 1972 rates, operating expenses,depreciation expense, 
taxe~, net revenues, aud rate base for the Tahoe district, for' 

test year 1973. These net revenues yield a rate' 'ofre-turn 
on rate base of 5.74 percent. The corresponding. rate of return 

at propo.ied rates (exclusive of traclcing changes suhsequelltto 

April 17, 1972) is 8.86 percent., The- rates:,;.we willauthor:[zew~ll' 
yield a rate of return on rate base of 8.75: percent which will"· 
result in an increase in revenues of approximately $324 ,000 ~a· 
28 pereene increase.. 'this increase is approximately $6,~OOO, higher 
than the dollar amount requested by SW but it is approximately 
$11,000 below the amouo.t which the proposedrates,would'bave 
yielded. , ' 

-11-
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Rate of Return 

The issues· pertaining to rate of return,were extensively 
ciiscussed in Decision No. 82417. The allowable rate· of:returD.;for 
the Tahoe district should be the same as- the rate. of return. for" 
SBCD. 
Rate DesiS!': 

SW stipulated to the staff's: methodology; in spreading 
rates. The staff's proposal would:' 

a. Provide for different, service establishment changes for 
regular hours and fo= after hours service based upon average time 
and labor costs to perform the service. 

b. Close Schedule G-16, street and lightingnatura1 gas 
service, to new service and would apply the. system average· increase 
to each block of the present rate schedule .. 

<:. Increase each block of Sc'hedule G-60by 71.'2 percent at 
100 percent of SW's requested increase". Service to these cus'tomers ~ 
which are large motels and a~school~ has not been interrupted~· The 
ilS~e of the interruptible customers usage is too small~to'obtain 

. . 
g~s from El Paso on an interruptible basis. Consequent::;Y·, the 
staff recommended a differential for these customers-of not more 
than 15 to 20 percent from the general service- schedule. 

d. Apply al1 remaining increases to' each b-lock of 
Schedule G-10~ General Natural Gas· Service, as an equal percentage .. 

'When ~ changed from cubic footblockings to:· a therm 
basis the therm blockings were calculated by multiplying the 
numbers of cubic feet by the Btu value of the gas for eachbloc1r-. 
SW shoul<i: give consideration to rounding and s:i.mpli£yingits· rate 

schedules in a future proceeding. A bill' frequency analysis 
should be provided prior to SWts .. generalrate increase proceeding 
to permit consideration of alternate rate,blockings. 

We will adopt the basiC' approach of st:aff in allocllting 
revenues between cust.oc.~ classes except' that the re-sidua'l:tncrea'ses 

. '1. . 

-12-
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assigned to Schedule ~-lO is hi.gher' than, avcras~ for the c.in:i:t:l.um~ 

blocking rather than spread uniformly in order, to'mitigate the ' 
effect of possible declines in sales volumes caused'by' compliance: 
requested by public officials to conserve· energy at this.titrie, of 

shortage,and to thus enable SW to recoup more of itsfixe:d charges' 
• ',01 

in the minimum. block. The cl?sing of Schedule G-16 to new' customers 
to eliminate growth in thiG ornamental type of usage a.Dd" the 1n-' 
creases in the 1nter.:uptible schedule . should" tend' to' promote, gas. 
cO:l.Servat:ton. 
Finding,s 

1. A reasonable estimate of 5W t s Tahoe district results of 
opera.tion for test year 1973 at April 17,1972 rates is: 

ADOPTED 1973 sm,~·JARYOF EAR...'f\!'Ii.\GS 
AT APRIL 17, 1972- RATES 

.---------------.--------------.. " I :. . 
: _____ I_t_etn ___ -,-____ --=-: __ N_o_rt~h"'!"', _La_k_e_'_T_ab._o_e_D_l._·s_t_r_i_C"_t_, '_.' _" • 

(Dollars in Thousands) 
Operat::.t1g Revenues _$1;1~'.2 

O~rati~ E?:2enses', ~'. 
~peratIon& l1iintenance a/ 

Adm.. & Gen." &' Yd.sc'.. a/ -
Taxes Excluding Income b/. 
Income Taxes - , : 
Depreciation & Amortizatiou 

Total. ,C,peratiug Expenses: . 
Assoeiaeed· Company Adjustment 
Adjusted Operatiug Expenses 

Net Revenues 

Depreciated Rate Base 

Associated Compauy Adjustment 
Adjusted Rate Base 
Rate of Return 

::.,/ Includes payroll taxes. 
'E.l Excludes payroll taxes 

'287":.7.' ' .. 
' .... 

5,t8G·~7:., ' .. 
'(27}~~)," 
·5)013:4 

(Inverse Item): S:~:747.', 

-l~ 



e 
A-53747 JR: * 

2. A rate of return of 8.75 percent for SW'I s Tahoe district.' 
is reasonable. Tbe corresponding return on common equity' .~der 
the adjusted capital structure adopted would 'be 12.57 percent. 
This rate of return would be achieved with operating :revenues of' 
approximately $1 ,488~OOO which would be an increase 0'£ approximately 
$324~OOO or 28 percent. 

3. The sta.ff's methodology for, apportioning. the rate"increase, 
is reasonable except that the residual portion of the increase which 
tbe staff proposes to be spread on a uniform percentage basis 1~ 
each class should, for Schedule G-lO, be higher than average for 
the minimum blocking rather than spread uniformly in. order' to 
mitigate the effects of possible declines in sales volumes: caused' 
by compliance with requested energy conservation requests. This 
rate design will enable SW to, recoup more of its fixed charges 
in the minimum block. Schedule, No. G-l6 should be closed in\ the 
interest of energy conservation. 

4. SW was authorized to increase its rates to- offset increases 
in the cost of its gas in. Decision No. 82124 as alternate' relief 
to that sought in the first and second amendments to this applica~ 
tion. There is no need to consider further relief relat:tng to' 
these amendments in this decision. 

S,. The increases in rates and charges authorized by this . ' 

decision are jus.tified and are reasonable;. and the present rates 
and charges, insofar as they d.iffer £rom those prescribed by tbis 
decision, are for tbe future unjust ana unreasonable. 

&. SW should prepare meter density statistics and, bill 
frequency analysis studies as rate design tools for use ina 
future general rate increase proceeding •. 

The application sboul.d. be graneed to ehe extene set 
forth in the order which follows. 
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A. 53747 JR. * 

ORDER -------
IT IS ORDERED that after the effective date of this order.)­

applicant Southwest Gas Corporation is authorized to, file tbe,re~ 
vised rate schedules attached to this. order as Append:tx~A. Such 

, , 

filing shall comply with General Order No.. 96-A. Tbe effec,tive 
date of the revised schedules. shall be one day after the date of 

filing. The revised'schedules shall apply· only to service' rendered 
on and after the effective date of the revised, schedules. 

Tbe effective date of this order shall be ten days 
after the date hereof. . -}-'t..;> 

Dated at __ Sa.n __ '~ __ dac» __ . __ , California,. th1s:~9 __ _ 
day of APRIl'· ,. 1974. 
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APP:ENDlX 'A 

Southwe~t Gas Corporation 

-.- e 

Applicant's rates, charges, rules and conditions are chang~d to the level " 
:>r extent set forth in th1s appendix. 

Ra.tet lis~d below include tra.cking illcreases, totalling, ~~487¢/'J:b.e:rm 
tro:r. ApriJ. 17, 1972 tQ.',J'anU8.X'y 1,. 1.974 as auth:>ruea 'by the ,Comm1ss1on,~ 

Desc:rij#tion 

GENERAL NATURAL GAS SERVICE" 

~, 

Firzt2 therms or less' 
Next ,26 the:rms., per them' 
Next 64 the:rms,:per them 
Next 274 them :per' theX':l1 , 
Next 548~ them per them ' 
N~..xt 1828 them, per them -
Nex!; 6398- therm per ,them " 
Over 9140 therm.per'€herm 

~' 'NA.XO'RAL GAS SERVICE 

Rat~s -
Fil'~t 525 therms per therm 
N~ 525' thermsper them 
Nextl050 tbems per them ' 
Next 8400 therms per them 
Over 10,500 therms :per them 

STP.EET.JUm' O'OTDOOR' tIGBTING 
NATURAL, GAS, SERVICE 

Rates -, 
1~99 eu..1:t./'rJr. or less 
2.<»,- 2.49 cu.'f:t..jbr. 
2·50 - 2 .. ~eu.ft./hr. 
3·00~ 3.99'eu.~ '!t./b.r~ 
4.00 - 4.99 cu., tt..jh:r: 
5.00 ,:... 1.49' cu" tt./Jj;r 

' .. " ." 

Per' Meter' Per: Month, ," 

G-6o, ' 
~'.',' 

22.J:07¢ , 
18.484' ' 
16~758' 
14~861. 
13.3~' 

Per tamp Per Month 
'G-16 ,', 
~\", 

$2~52':' 
3.,38;' 
3~74' 
4 '46';.' .. " 

5.06 
6.74,' 

, , ' 

:nus sehed~e il) closed to new' serv1ce as :>f the ~N'eet1~eda.te;of 
this deeision. 


