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(List of Appearances in Appendix A.)
INTERIM OPINION ON PEASE IT
Ou September 28, 1973, during the course of the hearings
on Southern California Gas Company's .(SoCal) request for a-general
rate Increase of $53, 151,000,5/ Southern California Ed:’.’so’ri;Cbmpahy‘
(Edison) filed a motion requesting the Commission to __covnsidét? evidence
relating to reallocating the deliveries of ‘gas by SoCal to its retail
steam electric (C-58) customers (of which Edison is the ;Iérgeét)‘,"; to
San Diego Gas & Electric Cbmpany (SDG&E), its G-Gl cuéftom'ex‘,-’ fo:crt_xs.e'
in SDGSE's steam plants, and to apbl:[cént-"s,. i:egula.‘if_’im‘:érfxiptible_ Ny
A-block customers (G~53-T). The city of San Diego (San' Diego). £iled
4 motion to require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) on’ the gas
reallocation issue, pursuant to the. California Envirommental Quality
Act (CEQA) and Rule 17.1 of the Commission's Rules of 7"Prdéédﬁfg";' _‘ |

- .

1/ Decision No. 83160 dated July 16, 1974 authorized a rate -
increase of $33,693,000. Decision No. 83443 dated September 11, -
1974 contains modifications of -Decision No. 83160, but does not. -

~ affect. the rate relief granted. T AU TER IR
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SoCal, fearing dela.y and loss of earn:{.ngs, moved that
the Commission issue a rate orxder prior to det:ermin:.ng the real-
location issue, and that the reallocation issue be handled : :m. a
separate set of hearings (kmown as Phase II). Decision
No. 82414 dated January 29, 1974 granted the request for separate
Phase IT hearings and held that an EIR was not needed to deter— :
mine the reallocation issue because that issue is part of a: rate
case and an EIR is not required in a rate case. : - -

~ Decision No. 82414 describes the drastic decline in
gas supplles available to SoCal, most of which was absorbed ‘by
increased steam electric curtailments, between' test yeax 1°72
reflected in Decision No. 30430 dated August 2%, 1972 :Ln o
Application No. 52895, and SoCal s estimated test year 1974

' Decision No. 80430 evaluated the requ:.rements o;. the
various util:.ty electric generating customers served by - SoCal
and the requirements of SDGEE for utility electric: generat:.on.
The decision established Daily Contract Quantities (DCQ) to be'
used for puxposes of curtailment classification of util:‘.ty
electric gemeration service on a paxity basis, which :f.ncludes a2
DCQ of 157.1 MPcfd for SDGSE, and also established the floor
concept of minirum: a.nnualy deliveries to SDG&E Pa:ity was
designed to achieve a level of service -.the ratio. of delivenes |
destined for stea.m plant use-—-/ to potential requa.rements on’
SoCal's system - to SDG&E. approximat:ely- equal o ‘the- 1eve1 of
serv-:[ce to Edison and to the Los Angeles Department of Wacer )

2/ 291 Mzefd-'times 365 or 366 'days

‘3/ SDG&E supplies gas to its firm and :.nterrupti‘ble classeq of

customers and to its own. electric generating plants the 1a1:ter‘ 3
undm: Schedule G-Sla-.. o ,
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and Power (DWP). SoCal's 1973 deliveries to its G-58 and G-ol
customers for steam plant use were ‘based upon their respective
DCQ's. In commection with the DCQ's we stated~

"The establishment of the&bove DCQ's

is consistent with their application

in arriving at our adopted operational
results for test year 1972/and provides
a fair basis from which to determire
henceforth curtailment classification
for utility electric generation semce.
In addition, such establishment of DCQ’'s
makes it neither necessary nor construc-
tive{ so long as there is minimal or mo
'S-2' gas availability, to settle the
controversy which developed during the
course of the proceeding as to whether
or not the gas requiremento input for
such curtailment classification should
be based on annual forecasts of such
requirements oxr on the most receat
annuzl requirements actually experienced,
problem areas being involved with either
basis. Commission approval must be:
sought to- chan.ge these da:f.ly contract.
quant:‘.t:tes. _

Utility electric requirements on ..,oCal's system of G~585

or G-51 customers are the sum of potential deliveries under three
curtailment priorities, s-2, s-1, and A, The A-block’ 1:.m:£t for
utility steam electric generat:xon serv:.ce, mclud:‘.ng wholesale
steam electric requirements, is 21 percent of the then effective
maximum contracted for daily demand contained im the service
- agreements of SoCal and its af...iliate for the purchase of out-
of-state gas. SoCal's G~53-T customers also obtain gas ‘del :iver-“
~ ies under the A-block priority. The:DCQ for a uta'.lity- electric
customer consists of the sum of its, potential daily S-l and
A-block entitlements. SoCa.l endeavora to equal:’.ze the. curt:a:.l--
ments for -each. priori.ty bloek ' ' :
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The estima.ted potential requirements on: SoCal s system:
for a utility electric gemeration customer is derived by esti-
mating its total. electric energy requirements and subtracting
therefrom estimated outside sources of energy which may include
nuclear, coal fired and hydroelectric gereration, purchased
electricity, energy exchanges, and gas/ ofl generating require—
ments proposed to be met by other suppl:.ers.' 'I.'he esta':ma.ted ‘
amount of gas needed to meet the remaining generating: require— ‘
ments. of the electric utility is its potential requirement on -
SoCal's system. Most of this potential requirement(i/ is met by -
burning fuel oil because of gas delivery curtailments made by
SoCal. In Phase I, SoCal's rate design witness and the ‘staff’ s‘
rate design witness did not recommend modification of the G-58
DCQ's when considering the then Icnown changes in potential
requirements of G-58 customers on SoCal

Arguments arising out of the Edison motion and of
motions made in response to that motion consmed several days
of hearing time in Phase I of this proceeding. Decis:.on ‘

No. 82414, which set a prehearing confexence date for Phase II,

vas served on the customers of SoCal whose gas deliveries could

be affected by revised allocation procedures discussed in the
oxder, After 42 days of public. hearings, held in Los Angeles

and in San Diego, from May 16, 1974 to December 13, 1974 before
Coumissioners Symons, Sturgeon, and McDavid, and Examiner Levander,
and after the completion of two days of oral argument before the
Commission en banc, Phase II was submitted. on an interim basis

subject to the receipt of lat e-filed Reference Item CC which has
been received- ' o : ‘

4/ Diesel fuel is used in some. generating un:’.,.t:."?.‘l_.‘i |
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In Decisfon No. 82614 -we directed‘,ﬁthév“pl:od“'-‘l‘-‘fiépft@fi ¥;-'_ BRI
certain evidence and set parameters for the 'e"id‘e.ﬁti,a.ryi»pfe'selﬁ_ .
tation.in Phase II, as follows:. .:‘7 ‘ ‘ pre; =
(@) Thexe would be no evidence taken .o'n'thei_
g‘;g;’?i?n of indemnification:or repara-

(b) There would be no evidence taken on the
inclusion of G-53-T, A-block, customers' .
requirements in a common pool with
(A plus S-1) yretail or wholesale steam
requirements.®. . S

A shift in A-block priorities from a2 -
price volume prioxity relationship to -
an ead use priority should ‘be brought-
Up on a. statewide basisc rather than on
2 single company basis if desired by the
Commission, =~ = e

Evidence would be taker on the question -
of the floor versus parity as between the
G-53 customers and the SoCal deliveries

tég SDGSE used: for steam electric genera-

In addition to evidence on ‘the Edison .
motion, environmental effects, and .
further modification of rates would
also be considered. S

3/ Edison had suggested that the nonmprevailing party or partics would
pay indemnification to the prevailing party for costs incurred
substituting fuel oil for any excess of gas deliveries to it '
based upon current priority arrangements as opposed to delivery
made under the authoxized basis in the Phase II decision..

8/ We take official notice of Federal Power Commission Opinfon
No. 697-A in Docket No. RP 72-6 dated December 19, 1974 which"
appears to have eliminated the possibility that changes in .
delivery priorities based upon a common pool or end use could-
‘result in further curtailments of out-of-state gas deliveries. L
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(£) Evidence would be taken showing the effect
of limiting parity treatment so that gas
deliveries to A-block regular int tible
customers would not be modified.Z/

(g) Evidence would be taken evaluating if there
should be a freeze of the G-53-T Asblock
priorities at 1974 levels.

(8) Evidence would be taken.evaluating.whether :
or not the ratio of G~53-T deliveries, as
compared to steam plants under situatiom (£)
above, should be frozen at 1974 levels.

A witness for the California Gas Producers Assocxation
(Producers) raised the issue of the underutilization of Californla
gas supplies by Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) due to warm
weather, to the availability of additional hydroelectric energy,
and to PG&E's conmtractural obligatioms to purcﬁase fuel oil. He
stated PG&E cut back purchases of gas from.northern.California
by 47.3 percent. Be recommended that statewide parity between
northern amnd southexrn Californis gas utilities be 1mplemented‘-‘
that SoCal or its electric utility customers b¢ encouraged oo
secure additional gas £rom northern Call‘oruia including. gas

which PGSE is not now utilizing; and that utilitles provide
~ incentives to smell gas producers to incresse their drmlling for
gas supplies. We concur in the examiner s ruling.that these .
matters should appropriately be dealt with in our investzgation ]
into the natural gas supply requirements of gas public ‘atilities
in the State of Califormia, Case No. 9642. 1In Decision No. 83819&
dated December 10, 1874 in Case No. 9642 and related matters, we
agreed with the staff’s position that wheelinggf by utllltiesv;'

2/ this would mean that the A-block.pool would be broken Into two -
: pools, one for regular intexrugtxble G=-53-T customers, and the -

other based on the present G~5S and G—61 A-blook.priorities. ;

3/ Utility company tranSportation or diSplacement of gas, prxvately

owned by a consumer, from the point of- production.to~the point —
of consumption. _

5
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would provide undue competition for California gas and ‘iz'ould"'tehd“‘
to circumvent the utilities' curtailment programs approved by the
Comnission. Implementation of Producers recommenda.t:.ons would
encourage such wheeling. : : o .

| ‘Decision No, 83819 also sets out provisions of Senate '
Bill 1476 (Chapter 1319, Statutes of 1974) wh:{ca was sngned by
the Governoxr and made effect::.ve on September 26, 1974 ‘This: b:.ll
adds Chapter 4 5 to ‘Part 2. of Division 1 of the Publ:.c Ut:.la.ties
Code: (Sections 2771—2776). S L

Section 2771 provides as follows-

"Section 2771. The commission shall
establish priorities among the types

of categories of customers of every
electrical corporation and every gas
corporation, and among the users of
electricity and gas by such customers.:
The commission shall detexrmine which of
such customers and users provide the
most- important public.benefits and serve
the greatest public need and shall cate-
gorize all other customers and uses in’
ordex of descending priority based upon
these standards. The commission shall
establish no such priority after the
effective date of this chapter which -
would cause any reduction in the trans-
mission of gas to California pursuant

t?_ any- federal rule, order, or refrula- -
tion.”™ . o

The 1egislat1ve macdate. to establish gas prionties is
being fmplemented in Case’ No. $642. Among other‘ things, _Decision

No. 83319 provides for the fil:.ng of end use data and related
rate Spreads by PG&E, SDG&E and SoCal ’ '
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This proceeding need not be reopened for end use alloca-
tions. Case No. 9642, ‘which deals with the iscue on a statewide
basis is the appropriate forum. The common pool. eoneept combining
G-53-T, G-58, and G-61 A-block priorities fs moot?/ in light of
the passage of Sections 2771—2776 of the: Publa'.e Ut:\’.l:tt:{.es Code.
It Ls still appropriate to go fomard with the issue of whether
ox not the floor, parity, or modified par:!lty should govern
deliveries to the affected customers.

DW? opted to purchase power at costs h:l'.gher than the,
cost of burning gas in its generating stations and: lower than |
the cost of fuel oil burned in its generating stations o meet_
a portion of its total system requ:!‘.rements.. DWP contends that'
use of cuxrent requirements estimates. would penal:.ze it due to
its more effective emergy curtailment program vis-a-vis otne.r
utilities and that the above-mentioned ‘amounts of. purchased
power not be deducted from its estima.ted total requirements on
SoCal's system in determining levels of gas serviee. The-
following criteria, used in Decision No. 82614 to evaluate an
Information request motion of SDGSE regarding Edison' s ‘outside
sources of gas, applies to the DWP purchased power Tequest:

"In Phase II our area of concern relating
to SDG&E's motion goes the reasonableness
of SoCal's levels of deliveries to G-58 .
steam plants and SDG&E's steam plants not
to alternate supplies (or cost § used by’
SoCal's customers for electrie generatn.on.

Decision No. 82057 dated March 25, 1974 granted a stay
of the effective date of Deeision No. 32414 e e

/

Appro:d.mately 35 pexrcent of G—53-1‘ requirements and all of
the G-58 and SDG&E's G-54 reqai:ements ::all in the lcwest
FPC end use prioxrity class:.flcat:f.on.. '
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We amplified our response to SDGEE's argumen;t coneerning
the equitable reallocation) of natural gas in Decision No. 82745
dated April 16, 1974 as follows- o - :

"As indicated in Decisn.on No. "2414- the purpose of the
Phase II proceedings is to! determine whether discrimnation exists
in SoCal's service to electric generation utilities. I undue
discrimination is found to eucist the Comission is 1egally 'oound
to eliminate it. To the resolution of t:his metter we hsve no
discretion. S : . BN

""SDG&E's argmneut oun the other hand seems to concem ‘
the different and distinct questiou of whether the Comission |
should comsider the equitable reallocation of a scaxce source of
enexgy - i.e., natural gas. It is thereafter urged: that if this
question is to be evaluated, the Comnission must have a full record ”
upon which to justify both the need for a reallocation and ‘the
particular reallocation to be required,

' "The issue, as raised by SDGSE, involves the exercise

of our powers in a discretionary manner. Thus, instead of
focusing upon SoCal and its allegedly discriminatory conduct
SDGEE chooses to look at the involved customers of SoCal and the
resulting overall impact any allocation of SoCal gas will heve
upon them. This difference in emphasis converts an otherwise
mendatory proceeding to. eliminate discrim:.netion iuto a dis- o
cretionary action to reallocate gas. - L
' "In opting mot to exercise our discretionary powers
at this time and thereby declining to broaden the scope of the
Phase I proceedings, we are guided by the following considera- .
tiong: (1) the effect of such regulatory action on the n.ncentives '
of the utilities to prudently procure fuel supplies would likely |
be undesirable, (2) such action would represent a fundamental
change in the very nature of utility regulation in Celifornia and
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should not be entertained lightly; . (3) a reallocation. proceeding
cannot be logically limited to gas but should,. instead include
counsideration of all fuel suppl:.es 5 (4) such a broad proceeding

if feasible at all, would require an extremely long pern.od of time
to hear and decide' and. (5) such a proceeding nay, as a legal
matter, be beyond the sccrpe of our existing powers. =

"We thexefore reaff:f.rm the determination made J’.n Deci- -
sion No. 32414 not to consider the "broader scope of realloca-
tion., Rather, the lim:y.ted quest:f.on., to be dec:.ded in Phase II
are (1) whether discriminetion by SoCal exists and (2) whether
2 particular reallocation designed to take the place thereof
if npecessary, is nondiscriminatory.”

In Decision No. 32745 .,oCal s G-Sa and G—61 customers ,
were oxrdered to be prepared to ecpla:f.n the basis of ‘their respec-
tive estimated requirement ~and ordered ‘the city of Long Beach
(Long Beach), SoCal's G-50: customer, to be- prepared to. explain |
the basis of its gas deliveries to Edison, rehear:'.ng of Dec:f.s:ton ‘
No. 82414 vas granted, lz'.mited to the issue of wbether an EIR is
required for the Fhase. II proceedings, _and the stay granted :'.n
Décision No. 02657 was term:f.nated | : L

|  After reexam:..nation of the environmental :l’.ssue, Dec:‘.sion -
No. 83573, dated- October Sy 1974- ‘was :!’.ssued wherein among other )
th:.ngs, we found that: )
Q ¥2. The CEQA. proceedings are appropriate to Pb.ase II
of this proceeding and an EDS. should be prepared -« ‘
"3, Edison is the prcponem: and shou‘ld prepare ‘the.
EDS. : A R A

o SDGEE's motiou for an :Lnterim order d:.reeting the
 preparation of an EIR should be denied because it was. premature. :
Undexr Rule 17 1 motions are permitted aft:er the prepa.rat:{on of an




| A.53757 - s

"5, The CEQA procedures do not apply in a normal

rate case where the sole impact includes det:a:m:.nation of a
total revenue requirement and the apportiomment of a change
in revenue requirements to different classes of customers.’
The Commission will consider potential emrironmental impacts
in normal rate cases. When environment:al issues are brought
to light by our staff: o"' other paxties appropﬁ.ate findings
will be made thereon.‘ : :

6. The expe&:.tious resolution of our constitutional |
and statutory obligations to ﬂx Just and reasonable rates, with
no unreasonable discrimination, requires the issuance of an-
:Lntenm order in apphcant s Phase II rate increase appllcat:f.on,
upon completion of an' adequate record.,” | ' '

Decision No. 32810, da.ted December 10, 1974 denied
the petitions 0f SoCal and Ed:L on for. rehearing of Dec:’.s:r.on
No. 83573 and denied Ed;'.son s request for a stay of that order.

Decision No, ' 83867, dated December 17, 1974 corrected
certain references in Decis:f.on No. 83310, , o ,,

Resolution No. DE-122 ordered Edison to transmit one-_ j
third of the $S3 500 deposit to pay est:.mated Commiss:.on ecpen- '
ditures in connection with Ed{son's gas reallocation proj ect.
Edlsonfcomplied w:f.th tb.:’.s order.
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Estimated Requirements on SoCal's System and Levels of Service

The issue of the apportiomment of: :x.nterrupti‘ble gas
supplies from SoCal and its affiliates to utility electric |
generation customers and large A-block customers has been ‘before
the COmmission at various times for approximately 18 years.
During this period of time the level of service has been set to -
yield higher levels of service, lower levels of service, and ‘.Paﬁt)' _' :
of sexvice for SDGS&E steam p...ants v:[s-a-vis SoCal s retai‘.l. electr:Lc
customers. Afr pollution: standards and relative fuel costs. weref'
also issues in prior proceedings before this. Commss:.on.- Levels -
of service were significantly higher in prior years. .

Decision No. 54331 dated Apr:l.l 10, 1957 in Appl:'.cation
No. 38527 authorized the filing of new G-54 rate schedules by -
SoCal and by its affiliate. Southern Counties Gas Company of
California (Southern Countie.,)— for utility steam electric _
generating plants and cement plant customers. We stated there:z.n
“After considexring the Tecord in this matter, the Comm:[ssion .
concludes that the proposed- schedule G-54 should warrant the
applicants in anticipating firm needs ‘urther in. ‘the future in
procuring more gas than without schedule G-54; that it would prov:.de
for a more equitable distribut:.on of gas bet:ween the var:.ous ‘'steam
electric plants and eement plants than under present schednles,

‘1
L X

"While San Diego may rece:ive a. 1esser quant:i‘.ty of steam
plant gas under present schedules, it does not appear that the
lessened quantity will upset the economic position of San: D:’.ego
- in the gas business, and that at worst :Lts load factor: of opera-'. o
tion would st:!'.ll be 72 percent wh:.ch is cons::.derably higher thans o

10/

Southern Counties has merged with SoCal.
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the load factor of operation of applicants of 58 percent. Further-
more, San Diego's present contract with Southern Counties provides
that the avallability of gas for use in San Diego steam electric
plants at deliveries above the level of 95,000 Mcf per day shall be
subject to apportionment under the operation of any uniform.rate
schedule for steam electric plant use by all customers of the .
applicants. Since schedule G-54 will be such a’ unifbrm schedule,
we find the applicants' position to be fair and. reasonable."

Exhibit 71 shows the following levels of. service for 1967:
Edison 81.9 percent; DWP 81.2 percent; SDGSE- 88. 8 percent Burbank =
89.6 percent; Glendale 91.1 percent; Pasadena 90. 6 percent' and- the -
average for all of the electric generating\customers supplied by
SoCal (including SDGSE) 82.8 percent. For the years 1968-1972 the
follcwing tabulation shows the average levels’ of service to all of .
these electric generating customers, the levels of service supplfed .
to the three largest electric. custowers, Edison, DWP, and SDG&B and’
the percentage differential by which the average . for che steam»plants
exceeds ox 1s less than the level of service for SDG&B. . : o

' Level of Service )
H _ ‘ Year '
: Customer N 1969 19/0

A Avg. Utility | o
Electric Plants = . N
(incl. SDGSE) . 80.2%  75.9%

B Edison | 80.5 75.2 ;

c nwp N | 7. 8l 78 oé"_-__'

D SDGSE a1 784 '7‘3‘..9” -
'ﬁ*xll X 100 | |

Avg. exceeds
SDG&E
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SoCal has been periodically provided with estimates of
potential requirements on its system by its G-58 customers and" by
. SDGEE for its G-54, steam plant customer. Electric urﬂity es.timates.
"‘ut:tlized by SoCal in Phase I of this application for test year 1974
were furnished in- 1972. 'Edison, the largest of these customers,
supplied its 1972 10ad estimate based upon a February 1971 smdy. . ;

During the course of the Phage II proceedings evidence was o
taken on past levels of service,ll/ upon 1974 est:(mates of gas
deliveries and requirements for electric generati:g customers ‘based.
upon SoCal's test year estimate, upon updated estimates including
the adopted test year contained in Decision No. 83160, upon .
estimated electric demands with var:'.ous levels of curtailment, and
upon a composite of recorded 1974 data and best estimates of the
several utilities of thei.r electrical loads and of ant:tc:!;pated
enexrgy resources ava*.leble to meet these loads for. the remainder of
1974, ‘ o
SoCal's G-58 and G-61 customers prepa.red their earlier
estimates of gas requirements for electrical generat:ton for 1974 :
based upon their ongoing projections of growtb. of energy demands on
t"xeir systems and of the expected availability of energy sources to
meet these demands, exclugive of those which could be imposed _
on the SoCal system. Actual 1974 electric system demands were
depressed by conservation measures taken to meet the energy cra.s:x.s, |
by above normal temperatures, by depressed economic conditions o

11/ SoCal's estimates for 'SDGSE previously reﬂected capacity

lim{tations on SoCal's system which produced levels of- serviee
vabo:: .hose der:!.ved from potent:f.al requirements on S'oCal s
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causing cutbacks in Industrial demands, by our orders directing
reductions ir usage, and by ordinances providing for 'billing
penalties if mandated reductions in energy consumption were not
wade. During the early portion of the year, some of the 0-58
customers were faced with the possi'bility that they would lack |
sufficient low sulfur fuel oil to meet thelr generating require-
zents, Conservation measures include reduction of heating end
cooling requirements by lowering heating temperature settings and
Increasing cooling texperature settings, cutting heat: losses through _
the use of better insulation, restricting use of- equipment, elimina—‘
tion of nonegsential uses, and restricting bours for certain uses.
Demands may have been affected by price ela.sticity, and by .
deviations In customer growth rates from prog ected estimates. ‘I'he
electric utilities' earlier enexgy supply estimates for 1974 did

not anticipate the abnormally high availa‘bility of hydroelectrz.c _
power due to above normal rainfall conditions in the chific north—-
west, :
The following tabulation shows: estimates of levcls of
service for Edison, DWP, - SDG&E, and for total steam plant for
average year 1974 under floor deliveries ‘based upon SoCel' '
Phase I estimates of supply and requirements in Application

No. 53797, adjustments to show the effects. of parity or. modified
parity, and upon the gas balance underly:.ng adcpted test’ yea.r

1974 utilized in Decision No. 83160 for deliveries 'based upcn
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'Leve.l of Service :[n Percent

- SoCal Estlmate = "D. B
s  Exhibit 57 H Bas:f...

WP
SDGSE

Total Steam Plant

(incl. SDG&B) o

Edison -
DWP
‘1&% .StS%%-grE I)’lant

Edison

DWP

SDGSE
Totél Steam Piant
(:[ncl SDG&E)

a/

Floor =
0.8
111

%1
f“12~7 8/ -

,’_‘11.'_’9 .
12,2
12.4
| 12. 12 a/

Mbdified Parxgy§‘
12.5
12.9°
13*1‘*
12,78 al

- SoCal excluded G-58 deliver:’.eo to and requi’.rements of Imperial

Irrigation District (ID). Inclusion of ‘these amounts would
not change these totals. L G SR T P
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A cursory review of the emergy supply situation ic the last
year and a half shows that the availability and cost of natural gas
and/ox fuel oil is subject to significant and rapid cha.nges. 'rbis
country is seeking ways to cut growth in energy demands in meet...ng
individual, commercial, governmental, and industrial requ:trements.
Estimates based upon relatively ample supplies of low. cost. fuels to
meet relatively unrestricted growth in electric demands are not
adequate to determine current requirements on SoCal's system; 'l‘he
latest estimates made in this proceeding of electric utility require~
~ ments on SoCal which are based upon partially recorded a.nd best
estimates for the balance of the 1974 estimated: yeaxr, are the
appropriate ones to use, with a modification: related to the treatment
of Edison's deliveries from the city of Long Beach (LODS Beach),
determining the reasonableness of the levels of: service p::ovided
SoCal's G-58 customers and SDGSE's generating plants.

The Long Beach Gas Departument system 'J.s supplied ﬁ:om
Long Beach's own gas supplies and from wholesale purchases ma.de under
Schedule G-60 from SeCal. SoCal's G-60 tar:‘.ff and serv:[ce agreement
provides for an annual contract quant:[ty, a daily contract ‘demand;
and an additional peaking demand The G-60 ta:n'.ff provides for
monthly demand charges based upon the daily cont:ract demand quantity
and an annual charge for additional. peaking demand. The commodity
rate charged for G-60 gas increases as additional deliveries are made
on a dai’.ly basis to meet sea.sonal volmnetr:[c requ:'.rement& and pealdng‘ :
requirements. ,. : e : |
- SoCal provides the gas necessary to meet that portion of.
Long Beach's xequirements which are gre.ater than can be met from
Long Beach's own supply. Long Beach's interruptible customers are
curtailed in parallel with SoCal's interrupt:tble cust:omers. Long
Beach 1Is able to provide retail service to. Edison under a prov:.'.sion
of the G-60 gas service agreement wh:[ch glves Long Beach re DCQ of -
40 Mefd, 16 M2c£d of which falls Tmdex the A-block pr:tori’.ty and
24 Mchd under the S-l priorl.ty. L




Long Beach's tidelands gas supplies are delivered at .
pressures of 30-35 psi. Long Bedch cannot deliver tidelands. ges
to Edison’s Alamitos or Huntington Beach plants unless
its compressor statlons increase pressures to 95—100 p..;:..

The recent usage of these compressors was nominal, Most of Long
Beach's recent deliveries to Edison :anolved transmission of gas
recelved from SoCal at sufficient pressures to supplyr Edison.

Long Beach contends that SoCal's gas should 'be used 4
£irst in meeting Long Beach's £irm and :Lnterruptible gas delZ ver:[es,
that Long Beach's own supplies should be utilized for Supply:'.ng
any remainfng £irm and regular Interruptible deliver:te3° and- that
any excess thereof should be sold to Edison. Long Beach desires
to rece:I.ve the annual contract qnant:!’.ty of gas from’ SOCal $0 as to
realize prof:tts arising from its sales to Edison. Long Beach
contends that if it cannot obtain the annua.l contract q\.antity tha"
there should be an adjustment of its. demand ch:.n:ges and indicated ‘

that this point would be raised in the:tr contract negot:.at:tons with
SoCal., If Long Beach desires to make an ev:[dentiery show:tng on ;'3

this matter it may do so in Application No. 55345, SoCal's pcnding
general rate Increase application. o

The Long Beach deli.veries to Edison are dependent ‘upoa the L
availability of the SoCal supply. To the extent these suppl:i‘.es are
availeble they are furnished to Edison and have ot been treated es -

a SoCal supply or as a potent:tal SoCal requirement. On. the other hand,
deliveries to SDGSE's G-54 customer above those governed by its DeQ.
(parity) to maintain the anmual floor of del:[.ver‘.’.es are included in
determinations of SDGSE's level of service. There should be-a’ grecter
degree of consistency in the treatment of SoCaI's G-60- and G-Gl whole-
sale- deliveries for electxric generation in determining levels o.«. S

.
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sexrvice based on réquirements on SoCal. ‘In our determination of’ the _
requirements of Zdison on SoCal we are including the deliveries whichf.
Edison receives from Long Beach. , ‘

- The following tabulation sets. forth the adoPted 1974 e
potential requirements on SoCal's system by its G-SS customers and
by SDGEE's G-54 customer. e

on.SoCal o e of

) ok 2p W

1976 Potential Re Requirements Percentfg W

s Total  5@*  

o | e ji’;‘;f;-"'_"_'?‘-,?'zo.69ii"‘
Glendale | S e |
Burbank

| Pasadena - | o B . ;iffifﬁtf" f *i f g 1 16i.*“fw“”

T6t51i1974 Potential Requiremehts‘ . u-478;6175ﬂ fa'_f;f';'1qotqqkyf“~

- 2/ Includes 2,483 Mocf now supplied by Long Beach -




A. 53797 1

The following tabulation shows levels of" service der:f.ved.
from the adopted requirements tabulated above and the deliveries
underlying Decision No. 83160, which were utﬂ:t.zed in deriving ‘the
rates and revenues in Phase I of this proceed'.'.ng. |

Dellverfes™ - = i':evel

Requﬁ:cza ' D—83%60 Basis

Customer
Edlson 291,089 39,2638/
WP | 99,025 . 17, 303;;

_ Glendale 4,866 1,054
" Buxbank s 354%_ ',
' Pasadena 5,566
m - 329

e vy
I INY

Subtotal G-58 406,229 60, 0773/

SDGSE 72,388 20 809

© Total 478,617 80,8863/
2/ Excludes deliveries from Long Beach.

Long Beach estimated that it would be able to provide
Bdison with 4,783 M 1f SoCal delivered the anmual ¢ ontract
quantity of 15,513 MCE (42,500 Mcf per day X 365 days). For the
year ending Jume 30, 1974 SoCal delivered 13, 056 Mzef to Long Beach
ana Long Beach prov:tded Edison with 3,459 Mzef Ed:tson s estimates
of rece,.pts from I.ong Beach for 1974 vacied from 2, 301—- I'Eef to
4 4"3—2/ Hz f Edison s 'best estimate of 1974 reeeipt:s f:.'om

LZ../ Be's"e‘d-jupon conversion factor of 1.06 billion Btupernzefofgas—. o
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Long Beach, which inéludes 'seven -mdnths._ °firé¢o::d‘ed '_d"‘-_’-ta' is ,2’43_3‘
cf. SoCal's estimate of A-priority ‘deliveries to Long Beach,
destined for Edison, is 2,420 'Mch‘..- A mod‘:tficatiopnﬁ"ofj_thg ‘1¢vei1‘;.°f_
service ta’bulatic‘ﬁ_‘r_x, supra, adding the highest ,éé‘timaﬁg‘v"of;\'_Lbn‘g',Beach»‘

deliveries (4,783 Mcf) to Edison's deliveries and requirements
would increase Edison’s level of sexvice to 14.89 percent, the )
overall level of gexvice to G-58 customers to 15,78 percent, and the
total steam plants (including SDGSE) to 17.72 percent.
The levels of sexrvice av&ilable-to\SbC&lfg;Gg&&ucgscomers
8s compared to SDGSE's G-54 customer differ to an excessive degree==.

13/ In 1ts closing argument SDGSE contends that actuel 1974 G-58
deliveries will be 50 percent above SoCal's Phase I estimate

and that Edison's estimate of levels of service was deceptive.
However, SDGSE admitted that its corresponding G-54 deliveries
were 40 pexcent above the earlier estimate. operating under the
floor. SDGSE's increased G-54 deliveries were stated to be due
to firm customer conservation, extra hydropower, and warmer ,
temperatures not due to an Increase in gas supplies. from SoCal.
The updated estimates do nog support SDGSE 's argument. |
. 6=58 deliveries of 92,049 MZ2cf and SDGSE G-54 deliveries of
29,488 Mccf (50 and 40 percent over SoCal's Exhibit 57 estimates)
would result In levels of service on SoCal's basfs of 16.39
percent for G-58 and 33.73 percent for SDGSE's G-54- deliveries.
SoCal's updated estimates (Ref. Item, CC) are G-58 ~ 102,167
¥oef (11 uonths recorded, 1 month estimated), SDGSE ~ 28,524
M°ef (10 wonths recorded, 2 months estimated), The levels of
sarvice using these latest delivery estimates plus the latest
estimate of Long Beach deliveries to Edison, 2,483 Mlcf, applied
to our adopted requirements result in. levels: of service of- =
25.76 percent for G-58 customers and 39.40. pexrceont . for SDGEE's -
G-54. deliveries. oy B T S AL

13/



SoCal estimates that under the floor it:s deliverie
'G-~58 cus stomers will be 42,479 Mocf {n 1975 and deliveries for: SDG&B s
G-54 sexrvice will be 19 390 Mzef and that SDG&E's G-54 supply would
Ye reduced to 7,796 Mch on a parity basis. (See reference; item CC.)
If Long Beach supplied 2,483 M2ef to Edison in 1975 and’ 1975 require-
ments on SoCal did not vary from adopted 1974 requirements ‘1oor Lo
levels of service would be 11.07 pexcent for G-53 customers and
26.79 percent for SDGSE' s G-54 customers.
The ratio of eaca of the G-58 customexs A-bloclc entitlement; :
to its total requirenents va.r:tes widely. The record shows that: this
- results in excessive variations of leve...o of service for the s:[x
G-58 customers. g L
Additional reasons for our t:hreshold determin&tion tna.t a
| contiuuation of deliveries based upon present. del:!.very priorities
governed by the floor would result in unreasonable’ di’.scrim:tnation
as to future deliveries by SoCal to its G-58. customers and- oy SoCal
to SDG&E for its G-54 deliveries are contained in the balance of this
opinion. There should be an equitable sharing of the 'burden caused
by present and contiming reductions in that portion. of SoCal s
evaileble gas supply used for electric generation by its G-58 o.rstomero‘
and by SDG&E. ‘I’herefore, we find it Just and’ reasonable to esca‘blish
a new system of delivery priorities under which: SoCal's G-58 L
customers and SDG&E's G-54 customer’ w:tll obtain’ comparable levels -
of service. : : .
Long Beach's: sales to Edison shov.:ld be cons:tdered as a
portion of Edison’s supply from SoCal and as a requirement on the
SoCal system. Outside gas suppl:'.es should not: normally be consz.dered
in determining levels of service from SoCol. SDG&E po:[.nts out: that ‘ ‘
ia determining levels of service; it could be prejudiced by one of IR
the following conditions-f"" Bl T

* .
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(a) Any diversion of %as wb...ch would normlly be

delivered to SoCal's system which is delivered
to an out-of-state generating plant owned by
a SoCal G-58 customer.

(b) Any arrangement where gas from a nonregulated
supplier presently utilized for generation in
California by a SoCal customer is transferred,
substituted, or exchanged for del:‘.veries to
cut-of-state generating plants. ‘

These types of diversions benefiting one or more of the affected
electric utilities would otherwise work to the detriment of the other‘
utilities in: allocating SoCal's gas supply. : :

The initial pro rata a.llocation of gas ava:[lable for
electric generation by SoCal's 0-58 customer and by SDG&E's G-54
customers should be based upon the percentages of gas. requirements
on SoCal's system, 3et forth in the tabulation on page 19 herein
multiplied by the total gas supply available for such generat:ton.
The deel:l’.ne in gas supplies available for electric generat:[on :ts .
continuing-_ SDG&E anticipates no gas will be available.for electric |
‘generation In 1976. The pexcentage of deliveries to ‘each' of the
G-38 and G-61 customers should be updated on a monthly basis to
equitably apportion the remaining gas supplies. Each utility should
be required to report its recorded system load on a calendar month |
basis together with the resources used to meet this montb.ly loa.d and
its net potential requirement on SoCal's system in a manner con-
sistent with our deriva.tion of such requirements here:f.n Tb.e .
reports should be ft:rnished to the Commission, to SoCal and to the
othexr affected electric util:tties seven days after the end ofa .
month Based on these reports SoCa.l should. revise the alloca.ti.on o
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) - : . . . " - . PR

A. 53797 IB

percentages tabulated on pa.ge 19 herein and file, by advice letter,
revised allocation percentages for electric generation. . The. revised
allocation percentages should be. used for deliveries commencing on
the 15th day after the end of a month. Deliveries should be
prouptly adjnsted—l’- to reflect any quantitative difference between =
the actual and calculated deliveries for the prior month. Edison's
requirements should consist of two- parts, 40 Mchd relating to the |
Long Beach deliveries and the balance of. {ts requirements directly ‘
from SoCal. This would fncrease’ SoCsl's G-60 deliveries. ‘

' We turn now to the isgue of whether to reallocate the gas
supplies on a parity or on'a nodified parity relationship. SoCal's
witness favors parity over modified parity because parity would be-
a continuation of priority arrengements developed over the years
prior to the institution of deliveries based upon the floor, ‘because
electric utilities can obtain alternate fuels more easily then |
G-53~T customers, and because of a possible drop in deliveries o
SoCal from its out-of-state suppliers due to the operation of the:
FPC's interim curtailuwent plan (see footnote 5 herein) . He. testified-
that freezing the ratio of non-stea.m plant deliveries to stesm
plant deliveries in future years or of freezing 6-53-1' A.-block |
Pr:.orities would result in greater curtailment of non-steam plant
A-block customers than under parity and that such freezes would
. preserve some of the featm:ea he o‘bjected to regarding modified
paritY- |

1/ The adjusting deliveries should not “be included in the

. determination of- levels of se'rvice for the period in wh:tcn they S

~ were supplied.
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In Decision No. 82&14 we noted the greater relative |
decline in levels of service for the electric generating customers
compared to G-53-T customers—l-é-/ and decided not to shi.ft A-block
priorities from & price volume reletion.,hip to an end’ use priorz.ty
in this proceeding. Approximately sucty-four percent of the _
G~53-T A-block requirements are in higher FPC curtailment priority
categories than the boiler fuel category applicable to ‘electric
Povwer plants. -Adoption of a modified parity approach ‘would, tend ,
to reverse the differential. decline levels of service. It appears
that adopting a2 modified parity approach would be at. variance with’
the intent 1f not with the letter of the law contained in recently‘
enacted Sections 2771—2776 of the Pu'blic Utilities Code (supra)

We will adopt a parity approach in reallocating between SoCal' -
G-53-T,~~'G-58, G-60, and G-61 customers.  Our’ adopted ‘rate des:.gn .

~ herein w:.ll glve recognition to the relatively higher levels of
sexvice the G-53-T customers will receive.

. The total A-priority requirements for all. of the G-58
customers  and for SDG&E should be 541 Mchd which is the sum of -
the present 525 M2c£d contained in SoCal's. Rule 23 and of Long Beach's
16 cfd. The 21 percent out-of-state requirement limitation w"xich
is contained in Rule 23 should be increased. to 21.64 percent t:o '
Incorporate Long Beach's A—priority gas. Each. of the G-58 cus-
tomers and SDG&E should be entitled to A-block deliveries based

ou the pro rata proportion of their total requi.rements on SoCal -
asdescri’bedabove. - o L o

15/ Most of the g-as supplied to IID by SoCal s delivered nnder
- Schedule G-5

16/ SoCal's affiliate transports gas for producers for fees.
Some of this gas is transported: subject to curtailment when
A-block gas is curtafled, SoCal purchases’ the volumes not
delivered. Revenues and expenses relating to these inter--

ruptible exchange deliveries are. affected by SoCels s cnrtail-'
ments. o _ L ‘e '
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' Rate Chang_s ' . .
SoCal’s rate witness” who testified about the reason-
ableness of SoCal’s proposed Phase I rates, evaluated further rate.
design changes if parity or modified parity were adopted .based
upon applicant s proposed rates in ‘Phase I of this procecding._
He testiffed that under modified parity there will essentially be
no change in revenues to SoCal because gas volumes shifted from |
SDGSE to the.G~58 customers would be sold at the same commodity
rate; that if parity were established SDGSE's steam plants would
lose approximately 10 »206 Mch of gas, 6,069 Mch of which would g0
to retail steam plants and the balance to the G-53-T regular
interrupti‘ble customers and for additional exchange’ A-block _
deliveries; that Edison would receive ap'proximately 3,974 Mef
(38.9% percent of the total reallocated from SDG&E) 3 that under
parity that portion of the gas shifted from SDGEE to G—S3-T cnstomers
and to additfonal exchange A-block deliveries' would increase SoCal' -
net revenues by $206, 000 (a revision incorporating: different gas
balance data increased ‘the differential to $209 000). 'bccause SoCal's
proposed regular intexrruptible rates per therm were h:!gher than the |
G-61 commodity rate. (See footnote 6 herein.) He stated that the
percentage Increase to SDGSE at proposed rates undex parity condi-
tions s very close to the system average increase initially pro- -
posed and that since allocated costs to SDG&E,under parity continues
to exceed revenues no change in rates is warranted.‘ He considered
~ that the additional revenue ‘which would be generated was not
sufficient to recommend any rate. ‘modification. o

Edison's rate witness testiffed that Decision No. 80430
confirmed his view that when rates are f£ixed to cover the ‘payment .
of full demand: costs they should entitle a cnscomer to full demand
rights and. that, conversely, if a customer is not entitled to: demand
rights he should not be assessed any demand costa, tb.at Decision |
No. 81802 confirmed the inability of SoCal to increase contract
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aily demand commitments to SDchE and confirmed the reasonableness _‘
of SoCal providing load equati, on se:vice to SDG&E from comm..tments,
already made; that for average year 1973 Edison's level’ of sexvice
was approximately 27.9 percent SDGS:E s level of service was
approximately 28.4 percent, and the other’ steam plaats ' level of
service was approximately 25, 8 percent,. and that parity was
operative in 1973; that SDGSE's level of steam plant service dn
1974 would. be approximately 24 percent and the 1eve1 of service to
Edfson would be about 11 percent and that these percentages would ’
be changed to about 12 percent for both SDGSE. and Edison on & parity“
basis. He pointed out that in about 1958 the Commission indicated
cact steam electric generesting stations in Soutkern. California
served by SoCal and by SDGSE should share in excess gas on a parity
basis; that since then because. of swpply limitations the then e..cce"s-
supply of steam plact gas h..s become a deficiency, a.nd that the. |
current pro'blem becowes one of sharing the defi c...ency._ He staCeo |
that at current frel prices this volume of gas would: ~'ep::esent: an
inerease of fuel expemse to SDGSE of approximately $21.5 willion
undex parity as opposed to the floor and a difference of $20 3
willion comparing modified parity to the floor essum:.ng a cost of
fuel oil of $2 per Mzbtu ard 1,052 bt:n per cubic foot of gas and a
eor*esponding reduction of fuel costs to other SoCal customers of"
about the same amount: that there would be a dif‘e:ence of
approximately 10, 206 Mch between deliveries to SDGEE |
undex parity vs. the floor and a diffemnce of 9 633 Mzci nnder ‘
modified parity vs. the floor. :




He tes tified that rate determinations of other rate

fixdng jurisdictions affect our rate design since there :’.s a
comparison of the rates undex review with the rates being
charged by other utilities for similar competing forms. of -
service; that these impacts are indirect and difficult to-
quantify; that in this case the impact which nmst be coﬁs’:’.d‘e*ed
results from actions of the FPC which first 'brought: to an end
the pattern of amnual increments in growt:h of supply smcI sub-
sequently the necessity to restriet deliveries undexr- om: tanding
comnitments; that the imposition of delivery li.m:f.tat:’.ons and"

the classifications of priorities for wholesale dgl:_z.veries raise
a number of mew questions not heretofore present but which
ronetheless precent real modifications in ratemaking factors
which must be reflected in the detem:’.nat:!.on of. just and
Teasonable rates; that in the past the separat:’.on of" 1arge |
steam plant users between A-block use and S-1 use has been a
matter of operating convenience and customer treatment; that a
mumber of years ago the present ass:x.gxxment of a swall pomon
of A-block to large steam plant schedules arose as a ‘result of
Edison's complaint that the contimued use of gas by the smallu'
3enerat:’.ng utilities when Edison was required to use fuel oil
gave rise to public criticiem of Edison which in its op:f.nion ,
wac undeserved; and that under present circumstances it may
well be that any distinction between A-block and -1 for :Euel
use in furnaces ought to be removed. Edison s witness recom- R

mended tha.c assmning parity, .e., t:he same relative level of L

,

A. 53797.- swlep *



A. 53797.- SW/ep *

gas service to SDG&E's steam plants as to Schedule G-53 steam
plants, there should be a reexamination of the number, size, rate
level, and customer criteria fox pr:!.ori.ty blocks of intermptible
rates; a review of cost of service evidence and reduction in

the commodity rate for steam plants of between 5 and. 7 cem:s |
per Mcf based upon such review; ‘that the revenue lost through
such reduction in commodity rates be recouped througa chan.,gi.na
demand rates to reflect any changes in demand rights occasioned
by the need to adapt to the current supply defic:.encies;‘ a:nd

that deliveries of available interruptible supplies w:f.thin the
priority blocks on a daily entitlement basis should be based

on requirements and limited by ab:.‘.lity to use..

He concluded that the Commission, in f:u:[ng the rates
resulting from the additional considerations present in th:[s
proceeding, must make a finding that the rates under the’
applicable conditions of serv:!.ce are just and reasonable and
that such rates cannot be found to be just and reas onable if -
they may Inherently contain elements of undue. discrimination,‘
that in his view parity in del:‘.ver:i’.es of gas for steam plant
fuel is the only equitable solution between customers of
electric utilities under the current curtailment priority
decisions of the FPC because of inord:f.nate dlfferences in ‘
fuel costs. He would malke. tar:’.ff changes to accomplish. this
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shavmg of scarce and highly sought-ai‘ter and relatively 1nex-‘
pensive fuel by including in Schedule G-51 & provision
controlling deliveries of gas for steam electr:.c generation to
& pro xata share, based upon their aoility to use. such’ gas, of
all gas delivered. directly or indirectly by SoCal for. such
purposes, or to revise SDG&E's contract w:.th SoCal to- reduce the
contract demand to a lower level to result: in del:.ver:.es by
SDG&E for stemn electric plant use at the sanme- proportiona te
level of service as SoCal prov:x.ded te its G-53 customers* that:
in either case SDGSE's ‘demand charge would be reduced‘ from
present levels; and that he preferred the latter altema.t:ive.
~ SDG&E points out that Edison's proposed reduction of

its daily cont-:act demand would result in the hifting of much’
of its present daily contract demand which s utilized for .
meeting its firm loads into the more e:cpens:i‘.ve pea‘q.ng, gas
category; and that this would result:.in large increases im
peaking demand charges and pealq.ng commod:tty charges. SDG&D
states that it would lose appro:cimately one-eight.z of :Lts gas :
suppl ly and wn’.nd up paying higher chaxges for the gas :Lt: rece:.ves.
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Dec:Ls:Lon No. 83160 did mot adopt any cost allocati.on;‘ SR

procedure for rate design nor did it adopt Edison s proposal \
for a reduction of its commodity charge. This record does not
convince us to reverse that dec:!'.sion.‘ ' S
SDGSE presented evidence: concerning the evolution of
its service agreemeunt with SoCal. The basic egreement between )
Southern Counties and SDGEE was entered into ‘.[n 1963 SDG&B
assisted SoCal in ~contracting for tew increments of out-of-state
gas by signing & long tern contract and agree:'.ng to buy add:E- :
tional quantities of gas as SDGSE's loads increased SDG&E ‘
witnesses . contend that SDG&E Is a £irm wholesale gas company
with demand rights; that the 6-58 customers do not have demand
rights; that SDG&E has paid demend charges of $76 534 000 from
1963 to April 30, 1974 to preserve its. demand r ts, that ‘
SDG&E's contract permits it to ‘demand up to 21 fd per day
from SoCal;. that SDGSE's system contains 1£quefact:[on fac:’.lit:[es
for meeting i’.ts peek:f.ng demands and which lessen the peaking
requirements on SoCal's system, that SDG&E is entitled to a
con..inuat:‘.on of deliveries on the contracted for besis' that
SDGSE bas an integrated system which provides retafl f:[rm '
serv:!.ce and regular interruptible 3erv:£ce , and interdepartmental ‘
G-54 service for electrical generation, that . reallocation ona.
parity basis would cost San D:'.ego s customers $33.43 per year,
per electric customer, and $1. 9% per year, per gas cnstomer, |
and that under pari.ty increa.sed costs per customer :l'.n the o
San D:[ego area would 'be se.vera.l times greater tban the reduction‘-,
in costs per electric customer of the G-58 utﬂit:[es served 'by
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SoCal because SDG&E has fewer customers than the G-58 utilities.17/ o
These amounts include revenues from large commercial industrial '
and institutional customers, SDG&E states the impact for the
average residential electrical customer with a 1973 demand of |
5 822’kwhuwould be $12,17 per year,l§f the impact per average o
residential gas customer with a 1973 consmmption of 837 therms
would be $1.32 per year on- the basis of increased fuel (the
differential between the cost of fuel ofl at §2.2581 per. nzm:u
and gas at $0.4869l pexr Mthu) > transportation, and storage costs
of approximately $19 827,000, : e R .

~ SDG&E’ requests a demand charge adjustment of approxi-
mately $5,194,000 and. elimination of It»; $1, 170, OOO facility
charge ($97,500 per month) by rolling the facility charge into
its basic commodity charge in the event that gas reallocation
ou a parity basis is oxdered, ‘ e o L

SoCal's cost of service stndy assigned a $7 195 000

:.nvestment cost and aunual charges, excluding local :Eranchise
fees, of $871,000 to exclusive use facilities for its G-S&
customers. o
. SDG&E objects to being the only cnstomer of SoCal .
required to pay a facility charge. - SDG&E showed that. if the
fixed charges it pays for gas remained unchanged the unit price N

17/ Edison presents the other side of the coin, that if present

priority arrangements unfairly discriminate against the 6-58
customers of SoCal, the G-58 utilities and ultimately their

customers are bearing the burden of subsidizing SDG&E'
customers. . -

18/ This would increase to $18.75 per. year on an incremental
cost basis if replacement fuel oil cost $20 per barrel
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would increase due to the reduction of gas voiumes delivered*-i““
under parity., SDG&E proposes that SoCal obtain.rate relief

of approximately $5, 194 000 from SoCal's othexr customers to:

make up the revenue requirement de‘iciency~relating.to its
proposal. ‘ ' B

SoCal has not been.willing to. increase SDG&E's daily
contract quantity in recent years. The increases in SoCal 'S
deliveries to SDG&E required for meeting SDG&E's,seasonal and
peaking.requirements are being met by increasing theApeaking

gas volumes on a dailly and seasonal basis.

Most of the SoCal's deliveries to SDG&E are physrcally
delivered from a tramsmission line connecting an out-of-state ‘
supplier's facilities to SoCal 8. load center. Tke transm.ssion -
iine deltverles to SDG&E.provide operating convenxence for SoCal
but nevertheless SoCal must Lnject sufficient quantit les. of gas
underground to meet the seasonal and peaking load requirements
on its system of its retail and wholesale customers._[ o

SDG&E contends that the Commission found just and
reasonable rates in Decision No. 83160; that the Commission could
not do so if such rates were unreasonably discriminatory, and that
the Commission could not now'modify such rates in the same
proceeding. This issue was discussed in Decision,No. 82414 (see
Flndings 5 and 6 therein). ‘ -

: SDGSE contends that SoCal attempted to modlfy the
nake-up gas provisions in its present contract to achzeve parmty
in Application No. 52696 and that the Commission rejected that '
approach in Decision No. 80430.

Decision No. 80430 reduced the level of service for
SDG&E's G-54 sexrvice vis-a-vis the G-58 customers and with ouxr
concurrence established a parity relationship, with an overrzde
provision, without modifying the G-61 contract. The new inter-

.ruptible service priority arrangements adopted herein wirl requ:re
modifzcations of the u-61 contract. C |

'-333‘-
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In its petition for rehearing of Decision No. 82414""‘SDG&E‘
asserted that we have already decided the parity issue as evidenced
by our posture before the FPC in Docket No. CP'72-211, the =
Transwestern Coal Gasification Coumpany proceeding ‘We st:r:ongly
rejected that contention in Decision No. 82745 (mimeo pa.ge 2)

SDGSE now assexts that If we authorize & modiffcation of its sexvice
contract with SoCal providing for parity' our action would be incon-
sistent with ouxr posture in the 'rranwestem curtailment case. This
| Commission's Transwestern &ppeal was based upon the FPC"-* estab.i.:!.sh..ng
]  curtailment procedures which affected rates without substantial
' evidence and without a hearing after the FPC had fssued a. pol:’.cy
statement without notice and hea:ing upon tke FPc's shifta.ng the"
burden of proof from an applicant to an :tntervenor, and upon the
failure of the FPC to evaluate the environmental irmpact of the
cn.r..ailment plan. This decision, walike the FPC dec:.s:ton s oa.sed
upon & voluminous body of evidence and it conta:.ns a.n eva...uation |
~of the environmental Ixpact of a gas reallocat:.on based npon the
evidence received at lengthy Phase IT. hearfngs. We. w:(.ll not
evaluate or act. upon Edison's motion reqnest:’.ng a negative aecla::a— o
t;'.on based upon Edison' s Environmental Data Statement :Ln th..s |
{nterim oxder. ‘

San Diego generally supports SDGSE's opposi”:!.on to “ \
reallocation of gas and modifica.tion of SDGSE' s contract. San ‘Diego
argues that comservation efforts of SDG&E's customers na.ve 'bene ited
the San Diego area in providing lower fuel costs :Eor industr:.al
and commerc:i:al puxposes, which re.sulto in more joos. o
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DWP argues that SDG&E admits that it received full value in o
the past for the charges it has paid for gas; that SDGSE admits that
G-58 customers were not in a position to obtain better. levels of
service for their steam plants while SDG&E could;’ t'bat SDG&E benef:.ted 3
from Commission decisfons rather than by foresight; that the crux of |
the unjust. discrimination issue 1ies in the inability of the G-58f
customexs to negotiate for equivalent service vis-a-vis SDG&E- taat
the Commissfon must detexmine an equitable basis for administer ing
parity; and that DWP favored allocations based on requirements on an B
average yeaxr ba,s:[s, ' S o . L S
S IID requests s fair and equitable disposition of this
_ p*'oceeding : ‘ o
The Comission staff argues that parity, or at 1east modified‘ |
parity, should be ordered at this time. The staff supported a parity |
position in Application No. 52696 which differed from SoCal's. parity
proposal at tbat time in that the staff recommended and the Conmission
gpproved of the inclusion of the smaller G-58 customers aa well as
T‘Edison, nw1> and SDG&E oo SO |
, The staff argues that the similarities between the electrical -
utilities operations of SDGSE and the G-58 customera far’ outweigh the .
differences between them when weighed in light of the diSparities in
levels of electric gemerating service arising out of the" gas’ supply
shortage. These differences are related to SDG&E s operations as a
wholesale customer, operating an integrated gas system' which supplies
£irm, regular interruptible, and utility electric gas’ service compared
to G-58 utility electxic operations. The staff also argues that if
existing curtailment priorities are continued there might be adverse
effects on out-of-state ‘gas supplies because of FPC end-use curte.il-
ment. priorities (see footnote 6 herein) 3 and that modified parity
might not be appropriate in light of the intent of SB 1476 xegarding
'-enduae— . : ,4 ‘
Appendix B, attached hereto, contains authorized ratea based -

19/ SDGSE -argues that no evidence on' end use was - permitted and it
would not be appropriate to: consider this staff argument. i

3
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upon the above-descr:.bed pa;rity arra.ngemenc desig:zed ‘to prov-' de equal :

levels of service for SoCal's G-58 and SDGS&E's G-54 customer. 'rhe
authorized rates eliminate SDG&E's $1,170, OOO facil:f.ty charge aud
increase commodity charges to SoCal's G-58, G-60, G-Gl ~and G-53-T
customers, increase excha.nge Tevexues, and" decrease SoCa" 's ‘gas cost.
The rate increases have been spread on a. weighted basis, g:tv:[ng ‘
consideration to the differential in levels of service between regu.nar
_ J.nterruptible and utility electric customens, and to the Pba.,e I
test year volunes. Theze will be RO net. increase Iin revennes Lo

SoCal ans:r.ng out of t.he«e cha.nges re.t:es, exchange revenues, and
gas cost. o ' | :

It is not appropriate to modify the daily' contract demand

or the demand chnrges contained in SoCal's Schedule” G- 61. SDG&E will '

still be able to demand deliverie., of 21 Mzefd plns cont:raeted for
nesking deliveries every day sneh del:l.veries are’ needed fo- meeting
its firm requirements, consistent with the other’ prov:'.sion... cf the

agreement. It will no longer be entitled to a higher level of servxce“ R

for its G-54 service to meet an annual floor lev\.l of - del:'.veries..

SoCal's gas service agreement w-.f.th SDGSE should be modr‘:’.ed
To show that:

() 'rhe da.il}" contract demand relates sper'if:'.cally |
to SDG&E's firm requirements.

(b) SDGEE's regular interruptible and G-54 sexvice
should be curtailed in parallel with SoCal’s
regular interruptible and G-58 customers. 20/

(¢) The make-up gas provisions and the provi sion——
that peeking gas volumes are not additive to
total volumes deliverable to buyer under otaer
provisions of the agreement (i.e. > the annual
£loor) should be elim_nat:ed | |

20/ SDGSE's Exhibit 69, the gas . service agreement between SoCal
and SDGSE as. amended to date by the parties, does not: con..ain
the disputed modification to the agreement filed in" Soc.-.l'
Advice Letter No. 857 which we adopted :t.n Decis:!.on No. : 802
-dated Amsc 28, ...973 in Case No. 9674 SR S

y-;és;f.“"

<«
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SoCal's Rule 23 should be modified to prov:lde for the |
apportiomment of gas to its G-58 customers and to SDG&E'S customer
as described above. Provisions of Rule 23 which have been supex-~
seded by this order should be elimiuated (i.e., inclusion of ‘the
first 4 Mchd of the DCQ in the A-prior:f.ty and the footnote govern-:‘
ing service to SDG&E contained in Supplement B to Rule 23). |
Supplement B to Rule 23 should be modified to include the’ monthly
pPro rata apportiomments of 541 Mchd in the A-block curtailment _
classification for each of the G-58 customers, including 16 Mchd*
for potential Long Beach deliveries to Edison, and for SDGSE's
G~54 sexrvice., The balance of the current DCQ's should be: 3hown
in the S~1 block, adding 24 Mchd for the potential I.ong Beach
deliveries to Edison. No change is ‘Tnecessary regarding curtaﬂ-
ment practices for regular i’.nterrupti‘ble service, Inclusion of
Long Beach's A-priority gas as a portion of Edison s supply wonld
increase the gas volumes received by Loug Beach if there is no. . |
reduction of the 541 Wefd A-block:. prior:[ty available for electric
geveration., Therefore, an increase :Ln Long Beach's initial com- |
‘modity Tate is appropriate. ‘ o

'SDGSE states that there would be a very substant:’.al .
impact upon it 1f It had to absorb Increased fuel. costs without
rate relief. We will permit SDGSE to file a ‘Tequest. for rate
relief on its fuel adjustment clause to offset increased fuel.
costs and direct a PGA fi‘.ling to reflect changed gas’ costs.

Edison is the only utility under our jurisdiction wh:‘.ch would :
benefit from reallocation, Edison should be directed to file an
offset rate reduction. Such f:tl:[ngs should: be based on current
. estimates. ‘

Fuel Supply Storage & Transport' ' e -

SDGSE submitted evidence to show that it would: ha.ve o,
replace 10,206 Mch of . gas with. epproximately 1.59 milli’on R
barrels of low sulfur fuel oil which would heve adverse emr:[::on- S
mental effects in the San D:Lego Adr Basin* that :I’.t wonld have to;f, S

-37--
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contract for such fuel oil supplies om a long-term basis; that -
this additfonal fuel oil might cost more than-existing:supplies,
possibly as much as $15 to $20. a barrel; that’its-present’oil-
storage was being fnlly utilized; that it wonld have to- congtruct
approximately 800,000 barrels of new. storage and would require -
new facilities to transport the oil and provide for barging of
oi{l; that it would have to obtain San Diego Coast Regional Com~
nission approval to comstruct these facilities; that its capital
outlay for these facilities would be approximately 11-1/2 million
- dollars; that it would take SDG&E over ome year to put the ' new
facilities {nto operation; that most of the added oil wonld have
tobe burned at its South. Bay plant' and that the oil would have
to be transported at a cost of approximately 35-cents per barrel
from its Encina plant to its South Bay plant..  SDG&E rafsed the
possibility of its need to shed electrical loads because of lack
of fuel ofl if reallocation should occur. ' o

As noted above, SDG&E anticipates ‘that it wonld not
have any gas for electrical generation in 1976 SoCal shows ‘
anticipated deliveries of gas for electrical generation throngh
October 1975, ' ‘ S :

Pexriodic estimates of anticipated gas supplies‘are
being provided to the affected electrical utilities.. All of
these electric utilities are faced with the problem of obtaining
fuel oil to meet their full potential reqnirements-on the SoCal
systen beginning in the latter part of this yeax, and of the o
necessity of providing storxage, and/ox othex- facilities to accomplish
this purpose. In oxrder to preveunt ome of ‘the electric utilities
from- ‘being faced with actual load curtailment as a; result of the

'reallocation ordered herein (e.8., SDGEE. or IID) the GbSS and G-61
contracts should be modified torprovide for emergency supplies , .
‘ jover and above the potential deliveries for steam,electric purpoaes,r




oo ‘ o

‘ possibly by an arrangement similar to that which bas been efforded» ‘
to Edison by PG&E at Edison's Coolwater. plant. Edison obtains gas
deliveries at Coolwater over and above its entitlemenc from PG&E z1
by paying for the additional gas the equivalent pr:[ce of fuel oil

to PG&E. Such a provision should be subject to- the' a‘b:[lity of the
electric utility giving up gas. ‘to meet its own. generating requ:[re-:

~ ments. Prudent electric. utility management should be making the
necessary arrangements to utilize ofl for a11 of its. reqt:iremem:s
which are now met 'by ScCal. .

SoCal states that Decision No. 80430 requires :: t:o
curtail its B- through E-block regular interruptible customers and
firm customers, 1f necessary to meet the annual floor of deliveries
to SDG&E. The highest priority of gas which can be utilized for
SDG&E's G-54 deliveries is its A-block priority. SDGSE's’ t:ar:{.ffs «
provide that gas cannot be delivered under SDG&E s A, §-1, ox 3-2
- priorities if higher priority B—block gas is being cuzrte:tled. .
SDG&E's regular interruptible-customers are curt:ailed in- parallel
with SoCal's regular interruptible customers. At: the present: ‘time:
SDG&E suppl:[es regular interruptible sexrvice under B to E pr:(orit:tes.

SDG&E is correct in stating that SoCal need not provide
: deliveries to meet the floor if no A—block gas 1is available. |
. Interin Order | | R
SDGE&E contends that we. cannot go fo:maxd and rea.llocate gas
_‘om an :Lnterim 'bas:[s w:!.thout havi.ng completed the env:f.ronmental

21/ PG&E's ability to provide higher levels of service to :f.t:s ‘
. electric generating customers than SoCal can provide to its -
G=-58 and G-61 Custcmzs :f.s not: gemne to t:his proeeeding
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procedures set forth in Rule 17.1 of our Rules of Practice and
Prccedure. SDGSE ignores the discussion of this issue contained in
Decision No. 83573. We said: - BT S

"The presiding examiner also received briefs regard-
ing whether the Commission should issue an interim ,
order either reallocating gas supplies ox preserv-
ing the status quo pending issuance of a final
decision after completion of the CEQA proceedings.

* % Kk

"Applicant antfcipates further deterioration in the
level of available ias supplies to meet steam plant
requirements after 1974. Applicant states that

diax opposition will prevent several utilities,
including itself, from obtaining a hoped-for gas
supply (see discussion on pages 7 and 73 of ‘

Decision No. 83160). The record shows that
completion of the CEQA procedures, if.an EIR is
required, may take over ome vear. lEmpﬁis added. ]

"We concur with the examfner's ruling that there
should be an expeditious resolution by interim
order of whether or not the denial of realloca--
tlon (L.e., presexvation of the floor) will result
In unreasonable  discrimination for the future. ' The
examiner stated that after the receipt of evidence
the matter should be submitted for interim order
after short oral arguments covering the concepts
involved; that envirommental evidence will be taken
for consideration in an interim order; and that {f
the record discloses that there is unreasonable
discrimination, such diserimination should not )
continue without any action on our part pending

1 preparation of all necessary documents to
conform to the CEQA procedures. These rulings are
reasonable. If unreasomable discrimipation does
not exist the CEQA procedures are moot. :
unreasonable discrimination exists, the CEQA pro-~
cedures will be fully complied with prior to our
issuance of a final oxder in Phase ITX. . &




"Edison petitioned the Commissien to issue an
interim ordex, pending final disposition of the
issues, containing indemnification provisions.
Edison contends that such an Interim order would
lewfully promote the ends of justice in ight
of the prima facie showings of disparities in

Projected 1974 levels of sexrvice for electric

utility generation contained in this record;
that most of the gas under consideration is for
the same end use, utility electric generation; -
that there are inordimate cost differences

between natural gas and low sulphur fuel ofl

(the higher-priced fuel needed If the gas is not

used for generation); and that this procedure
will elim/nate the possibility of any advantage
accruing to any party by delaying the Phase. IT
proceedings till the gas supplies available from
the applicant are reduced to ne§ligible amounts. "

(Decision No. 83573 at pp. 5-7.) e

Legislative policy on CEQA is contatned in Sections 21000 and 21001 .
of the Public Resources Code. L T o
Section 21001 states in part:

21001, The Legislature further finds and declares
that it is the policy of the state to: (a) Develop
and maintain a high-quality environment now and in
the future, and take all action necessary to - '
pProtect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmenta
quality of the state....(d) Ensure that the long-

term protection of the romment shall be th
Exphasis added.) | , | L ;
: The Supreme Court in No 0il, Inec. v City of los A:ngel‘es’ | <
(1975) 13 C 3d 68 recognized the long-term protection requirement when :
it quoted CEQA approvingly: "In CEQA, the Legislature s¢ught to
prbtect. the enviromment by the establishment ofjadmin_‘istrgtive ‘p‘ro'-_
cedures drafted to "Ensure that the lopg-term protection’ of the
enviromment shall be the guiding criterfon in public decfsfonms.’"
(13 C 2d at 74.) The action we are taking herein-will have short-term ‘.

i
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rather than long-term consequences. : 'rbe procedural constraints of
CEQA, when applied to the special fact situation :'.n thJ'.s proceedz.ng,
operate to defeat rather than promote the salutary purposes sought-
to be achieved by CEQA. The record in this proceeding. shows that
whethex OF not reallocated, it is probable that all gas subject to
reallocation will be gone by the end of October 1975. The record
ic this. proceeding has dealt snbstantially wit:h the environmental
issues. :

_ The staff estimated that it would t:alce roughly n:f.ne months
after receipt of an EDS to complete a Draft EIR (see '1‘-2236 ff)
The examiner estimated that there would be a two-month rev:f.ew period
of the Draft EIR; that anothex month would probably be requ:.red for
hearings on the Draft EIR; that add:.tional time would be: needed for
the preparation of a Final EIR by the examiner- and’ that rev::.ew and
comments on the Final EIR would take another one and one-‘half ‘months.
All of this time would have to pass pr:.or to- the preparation and o
issuance of a decision based on the Final EIR. '

Edison filed its EDS, accompanied by a motion for a .

Negative Declaration on March 20, 1975. San Diego and SDG&E filed
pleadings in opposition to the Edison motion. The Com:!.ss:[on staff
bas circulated Edison's EDS for review and comments and is proceed:.ng
with its obligations under CEQA. It is reasonably certa:[n tbat by the'
time a Draft EIR is completed, circulated, modified, heard, and an
EIR is prepared circulated, considered, and a final decis:!;on. rendered,
there would be no gas left to reallocate. ('rhis result would ocecur
even 1f Edison had filed fts EDS in October 1974 rather than o
March 1975.) On the other hand, there is some evidence that =
additional gas supplies may become ‘available so :Lt is necessary to
complete the requirements of CEQA. This- COnmiss:.on would fail in the
exercise of its constitutional mandate in i.mplementing the powers
conferred upon it by the Leg:[slature, wh:[.ch Anclude. Sections 451 453
and 454 of the Public Utih'.t:[es Code if :l'.t permitted ‘the perpetuat:.on

e s i a e e m s e
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of unjust, unreasonable, and d:{.scrlminatory rates and service. Our.

action bherein is necessary to fulfill those obligat:.ons while there
is A-block gas available for reallocation and sale to SoCal s G-58,
G-53-T, G-60, and G-61 customers. :

_ CEQA should not be interpreted to place form before
substance, to do so could result in an ordex requiring reallocation.
when there is no gas to reallocate. (C£. Atlanta Gas Light Co. v FPC
(5th Cir 1973) 476 ¥ 2d 142; American Smelting & Refining Co. v FPC
(DC Cir 1974) 494 F 2d 925.) Stxict adherence to the CEQA. procedures

- would preveat this Commission from el:'.m:f.nat:tng discrimination and: =
from micigating short-term air quality effects both in the g:eater Ios
Angeles area and in San Diego County by changing gas. del:.very patterns-t_;'-

by SoCal and by SDGSE. - |
 This interim decisfon implements SeCt:l.on 21000 (g) of the

Y
T > ‘ _._../ LT L
B NN i s W o - - . .
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Public Rescurces Code:

"It is the intent of the Iegislature that a11
agencies of the state govermment which regulate

activities of private individuals, corporations,
and public agencies which are found to affect =
the quality of the environment, shall regulate
such activities so that major considerat:.on is.
given to preventing environmental damaige. . ‘

San Diego and SDG&E participated full g in developing a
complete record on the negative emronmental aspects of this -
proiect on the San Diego area. This ‘opinion sets forth their
evidence and. -arguments and provides for mitigating the adverse _
environmental impacts of reallocation on SDG&E and- provides for a
new method of deliverins available gas to customers affected by
reallocation . to reduce air pollut:l.on dovnwind of their plants. ‘
Because of these adverse effects and method of mitigation:, a Negative ot

Declarat:[on is not appropriate. -

NN S PN R e o
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Case No. 9884 dated March. 11, 1975, the iovestigation
on the Commission’s' own motion imto the establishing - | -
of priorities among the types of categories of "¢t9tomer81 of every
electrical cOrporation'and;every g&s‘cbrpératiqﬁﬁidpthg,Stgte—of"
California and among the uses of electricity or gas by such
customers, states in part: | S o |

"The operation of a plan for the allocation of ‘gas,

or electricity during a period of continuing shortages,
must not be deferred until the full pamoply of CEQA
Procedures has been followed where, as now in the case
of gas, there is a real and urgent mneed for the. present
operation of an allocation plan, If such a plan
could not be placed Into effect for perhaps several
years peunding resolution of inevitable eavironmental
controversles under CEQA, we would be confronted with
2 statutory Impossibility to pexrform ouwr pr k
constitutional and statutory responsibilities of
assuring safe, reliable and efficient operation of

gas and electric utilities for the public benefit,
Moreover, the constraints of time in SB~1476 itself
Seem to preclude a full development of CEQA procedures
In the establishment of am initial set of priorities
for the allocation of gas and electxicity. ‘ :

"Accordingly, the procedures of CEQA will not be
required with respect to the initial setting up of
priorities for the allocation of ‘gas and electxicty

in time of shortages thereof., If it appears during
these proceedings that CEQA requirements are appli-
cable, subsequent hearings will be set for the
“ulfiilment cf thogse requirements and possible further

refining of the allocation priorit - systems as. initially
established. PRIOKILY. systens. as. fndtially

This is.notvtofsay that envirdnméﬁtal‘isSues{will not
be considered herein. - When envirommental issues are
brought to light by oux staff, or other partfes,
appropriate findings will be made thereon,” = *
Envixonmental Impact. o , SR R

o The fssue of tﬁe envtrthgnta1 impdét‘éffféAIiéqation“\ -
was ralsed by San Diego. SoCal,rEdiSon3'SDG&E;‘and‘Saﬁip;egoﬁéllﬂ\"
made presentations onm the exvirormental Impact of reallocatfon.

N .
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The envirommental impacts of . reall&@:ét;ioq of gas o
relate to the combustion by-producté‘ released into the atmosphere
when either gas or fuel ofl are burned. for geﬁerating;,"eleéti‘icity,,
or for industrial uses, and of the interaction of these by-products,
Including interactfons with other afr pollutants, usually im the
presence of sunlight., The production of oxides. from such fnter- -
-actions could not be quantified fn this _proceeding. The' effect
~ of reallocation in the San Diego area would be to require’ burning of
greater amounts of fuel ofl 4n SDGE's generating stations primarily
at its South Bay plant, to substitute for- lost volumes of gas. In
four affected afr basins within the SoCal service area théré.‘ ‘would
be a greater avaflability of gas and & decline ‘in usage of fuel ofl
to SoCal's G-58 and' G-53~T customers. 'The evidence shows that the
only air basins where possible «'signiﬂcan: alr quality changes might |
occur would be In the South Coast Air Basin (SC Basin) pr:tmarily the
greater Los Angeles area, and the San Diego Afr Basin (SD: Basin). -The
dwning of fuel ofl releases greater quantities of nitrogen oxides
(ch) into the atmosphere than does the burning of gasftd‘.: meet g _
glven heatiog requirement. Standards have been set for.concentrations
of ore constituent of NO,, namely, ,ﬁiti:'bgen f“d:r.o:;ide_' (NOé);;.“\f "i’];hel_” o
burning of fuel ofl releases quantities of sulfur dioxide (S0,) and
©of particulate matter which are not present In the; by-products of -

- The testimony of the comp&ny witnesses of "S‘dCélf‘at;&;‘ N o
Ed{son showed varfous air pollution standax_ds-,_a‘nd the aﬁticip‘»af_ted\.
tonnage of contaminants which ‘would‘f'bel\re.lea;sec‘l-im:‘(’:{{‘ the atmosphere

i€ parity, wodified ‘ﬁarity, o_r_“; the floorgovernedSocaJ.'sa;llocat:tons. o
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Their testimony stressed the far greater level of pollution in .

the SC Basin as opposed to the SD Basin, Edison contends that

waximum concentrations of these contaminants exceeded Federal

Envirommental Protection Agency (EPA) standards in the sC Basin

but did not exceed EPA standards in the SD- Basin. o |
SoCal's estimate for its average year 1974 shows that

on an average day under the floor ‘there would be 30 1. t:ons of Nox

produced in SDG&E's steam plants, plus 45.5 tons of' soz and"4.5 tons
of particulates, Ou a parity basis. these quantities would in- ‘

crease—-z-/ to 31.2 toms per day of NO 52,4 tons of SOzp and 5.2
tons of partfculates. Edison modified a 1270 i_nventory of alr
contaminants in the SC and SD Basins to show. changes in’ generating
loads and the anticipated effects of gas reallocat:ﬁon. and derived
the concentration of these contaminants as follows.

Projected Max{mum Annual 9?211utant Concentration ‘
. 1 7 ‘ , '

. Tarticulages :

 in ug/m”

anmual: geometric
mean -

| Sulfur
- Dioxide
ingppm

Nitrogen
. Dioxide
___ 1o ppm

" e 1) e
LN RN Y AN ]
u‘u [1) "_o
*e ll.‘IQ“!O

South Coast Alr Basin o o
0,094 0.055 108
Moaitled Parity 009 .8:82?' S Jl.'gsf'
, San Diego Afr Bagin = . -
‘Floor - 0.025  0.008 S8
Parity . | o.ozs: - 0,009 . - 58"
Modified Parity 0.025 0,009 28
- Natfonal Standards .
005 003 75

22/  There would be a lesser increase in switchi from the. floor
| to modified pax:!.ty. o S ‘ng ‘ O
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SDG&E Presented evidence showing that there were later
enissions inventory data.for the SC Basin and’ the SD '.Basin’ that R
between 1970 and 1972 pollutants In the SC Basin changed as. follows.‘
NO, increased by two percent, S0, Increased by 30 percent;’ and |
particulates increased by 15 percent; that" the corresponding changes
for the SD Basin were NO increased by 37 percent, S0y increa.sed '
by 51 percent, and particulates decreased by 67 percent; that
weasured maximum pollutant concentrations differ from changes in
pollution discharges; that use of long-time periods and averagin& |
on a basinwide basis tend to obscure the actual changes in ait quality
Impact which would result from reallocation of gas. 2

SDG&E ‘Stressed localized effects downwind of its South
Bay plant where it anticipated most of the snbstitution of fuel ofl’
for gas would have to take place in the event paxity was' instituted
SDGSE stressed. percentage changes in’ levels of conta.mi‘na.nts v.mder
various meterological conditions and extreme adverse 3hort-term
ground level concentrations which might be expected. if ofl was
substituted for gas at South Bay. Table 1 shows SDG&E's estimates
of maximum one hour. concentrations of NOZ burning o1l only and
bu‘-'ning gas only at varifous generating stations iIn the SC and sD .
alr basins under three meteorological conditions- 1imited: mi:d.ng (LM) >
regular dilution (RD), and plurze breakup (PB) - . These estimates were
based on modifications to EPA's. programs develOped by the consulting
firmengaged'byS’DG&E su23 e

F.

e

E‘d"isori'has employed the sexvi “ ces ofSAIfor .otlie:; studies. R
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Table 1

SDGYE Estizate of Maximne?
Ope Eour Concen.tration of NO,
NO, Full Load on Oil (ppm) = NO, Full Load or Gas (ppm)
ix %eomlog:.cal Corditions = %eorolog:.cal Conditions
MW RO ~ FB - '

o A7 0 142 . 22
175 °°2",1 - eQ5 , -"‘6’ -02
150 L0200 L0 8B o 02
220 W05 W8 W58 «-05"";-1,{,1. P

124 .02 - 1.ozf.f ;oi-~{?.-f.' o

’3109'/ ‘ A3 o o L 0
A R

oY 0 09 3 w08
. 589. ‘ .86 . o .04 L
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Cahfomiu one hour _standard 0.25 Ppo.

" Ba Edison D WP G - G]‘.endale B B\u'bank ®- Pasadena. s s:x;&z
) lf.ae;nou.a. and Olive Stations ‘

: Broadway snd. Ga.-mm Sta.t:[ons
- Plus 1.530 - not :.n use 11/1?
2/ 360.MW eold mndby
Pluxs 121 MW, pea)cx.ng unit

'é-/ SDGLE. or-:!.ginally ma.do st error in caleulation resulting .I.n ha.gher concentra— o
tions than ‘shown above and characterized its original calcule.tzon a8
representing “very adverse™. condi‘tions.
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"Table 1 shows that if SDGSE's South. Bay plant utﬂized 311 o:Ll or: all "

gas at full load the following One hour maximum Noz concentrations I

could occm'-

:”  Extreme : Eas
:Meteorological: T % callf. I Conc. = % Calif L

:__Condition -hour Standarc‘.* in ppm_ ‘hour Standaxd
Linfted m_;d_ng | 28 . 0. 03 R 2
Regula:: D:!.lut:t.on - 0.08 32 . 0.04 f L
Plume Break‘up ) 28 o3 128
SDGSE's consultant testified that- a marimum plume. breakup cond:t-
‘tion could be e:cpected to. occur once in several years, based upon '
SAx ptogxams. . ' S | | :
| o The evidence shows that there are few aﬁ: quality mea.surin&
stat:!.ons in the SD Basin and that most of the earl:f.er measurement:s were
not representative of the emissions which cawe from the South Bay
'plant SDG&E recently established a weather sta.tion dovmwind of "
South Bay and used weather data from this station in. its. ana.lysis

- SoCal's environmental witness test:f.f:[ed that the acute
: health Problems were associated with short-term high level concen-
trations of pollutants. o

The Health Officer of Sa,n Diego County, who also held the
title of Afxr Pollution Cont:r:ol Off:[cer for the count;; test:'.fiecr for
San Diego in opposition to reallocation. He was primrily concmed
with the 609.2 tons per year (13.7 percent) :anrea.se of ox:[des of |
nitrogen which would be produced from SDGSE's South’ ‘Bay power plants \

as_a result of parity, He was also concerned w-.tth :anreases dn-.
sulfur d:r.ox‘.[de. and particulates. ' He . teat:tfied that hydrocarbons, No

toh -

PR T
|

! I -
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and ozone interreact under an inversion layexr in the presence of sun-
1ight in a mgnner which affects people with chronic lung.disease and
heart trouble, which irritates eyes, noses, and throats, ‘which affccts
plants, soils materials and cracks rubber; that state and. federal
ambient air quality-pollutant standaxds were. developed in response

to research reports on adverse effects from the above “f' - a
meationed pollutants; that he desired to reduce pollutants

in the SD Basin and meet ambient air standards at all times, o

- that such standards have built in safety features, that the State Afr -
Resources Board requires:that these standards be’ met by 1977' that
San Diego County established wore stringent: rules to control dis-
charge levels of pollutants, e.g., reduction of the concentration of
NO to l25«ppm using gas and 225 ppm:using fuel oil, requiring the \
use of low sulfur fuel oil for large boilers, and regulations to
reduce particulate discharges, that state and federal governments are
controlling automobile exhaust discherges: of No, ,‘and that he was
encouraging the use of nuclear plants to'generate power for the SD
Basin. ‘ . o i ;

He further testified that with the control strategies

in force the State Air Regources Board did not. anticipate ‘that. the
San Diego Basin would have a pro'blem in meeting the ambient NO,
standaxds in 1977, but that the effects of gas reallocation were not
considered by the Board; that S0,. emissions were not a problem and.
he did not foresee them being a problem in the future° that there

were excessive levels of particulates and of oxidantS' that transport o

of contawinants from the sc Basin and‘frow Mexico caused eP13°des :
where federal standards were'exceeded that particulate concentrations
at San Ysidro, which were nearly double that recorded at any-other
monitoring station, are a result of emfssions from uncontrolled
particulate sources south of the borderg—/ (e.g., unregulated open

25/ In the first quarter of 1974 the state particulatc standards

were exceeded 80 percent of the time and the federal: standards
were exceeded 20 percent of the time at San’ Ysidro.a,-l.,‘

. -So-
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bming of combustible refuse); " that in 1973 the more stringent state
particulate standards were exceeded at all ‘monitoring stations while
the federal standards were exceeded one percent of the time at one
station; that SDGSE advised his office that their fuel. o:[l usage .
would increase from 3—1/2 willion barrels in 1969 to. eight to nine |
willion barrels in 1974, and to about 20 million barrels :Ln 1980.
, Exh{bit 80-1 shows that the ma:dmm one-hour average of
NO, measured in downtown San D:!'.ego was 0.20 pro In 1973 and in 197& :
The one-hour: Noz highs measured a.t Oceanside were O 27 ppm :Ln 1973 and~f
015ppm1n1974 . - : o
If. past increases :Ln fuel o:'.l usage by SDG&E a.ud expected
Increases to an anticipated usage of 20 mfllfon barrels of. fuel o:f.lf
by 1980 would not poge problems in meeting the 1977 N0, or so2 _
standards, {t {s difffcult to envision how an increase of under two
‘willion barrels of fuel ofl as a ‘substitute for gas, under a parityf.
situation rea.llocation of gas , would prevent the realization of thev;
NO, and S0, standards, SR o
The record does not ind:[cate :!.f particulate standards ccmld :

be met absent the transportation of particulates from othex: air '
basing. The ambient measurements sre so far In excess of any pre- h
dicted concentrations enpangting from the South ‘Bay plant that it 1is
" unlikely that g switch from floor to parity deliveries wov..ld ‘
signi_ficantly affect meeting the 1977 stancrards, even If SoCal could
supply substantisl volumes of gas for electric’ generation pu:.-poses :tn
1977. This situation would require a substantial augmentation of
SoCal's gas supply between the winter of 1976 and ‘the. winter of 1977
since no SDG&E G-54 deliveries are anticipated i.n 1976. L N
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The following tabulation shows the change in fuel m:!.x .
used at SDGSE's fossil fuel generating plants from 1967 to 1973..

Fuel Burned For SDG&E

Electric Generation

1967-1973

- Total ?uel-

ST INTET]

Reaiduéi ,

01l
(Bb1)

“«°y N NP e

I NET)

N&tm.'a?[

é’

!'400 D'

(Mzc

expres sed

'Gas Lével

-:Cn Percent

814,533
1,304,148
1,701,182
2,276,560

3,356,865
5,047,755
8,274,718

40,748.0

-

40,4704

39,149.9"
41,216.4

42,541.5
42,541.9

. 32,201.2

| 45,875.0 -
48,707, 3:}} ‘
50,0076

55,781.6. . .
64,347.3
74,789.1
84,229.9

“‘2;5‘ ]lﬂ
783
L7309

66,1

sz

~:0f" Sexrvice =

s
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The following tabulation shows SDGSE's. estimates off .
tonazges of contaminants produced by fuel source for 1967 to 1
1973: . :

Ionnage Of Contaminants
Discharged SDG&E
1967-1973 -

Oxides of Ni:ro§en éTonsPer Year) -
~» Resgidua : _:.Eota .

‘ 831 . 5 . 5 159
1,410 8.0 5 6671_
1,840 ' 19 , 5 964¢

2,462 % 6 811[

3, 630' ' 104 8,171

5 4595 106+ ' 9‘996\

8-949 . 72 12 3317,

Sulfur DioxIde (Tons Per Yeaxr) .
Gas - Residual : Diesel .. i—"Total‘

4,031 1.6 4,033
6,455 . 8.4 . 6,463
8,421 20 841
11,269 .36 . 11,305
10,892 109 - 11,001
8,328 111 8,439
13 653 75 13,728 .
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SDG&E's estimates of tonnage of con:aminants which ‘~
would be produced by its gemerating pLEmt:s in 1974 under the floor,.
parity, and modified parity are tabulated‘below-' ' '

Estimated1Tonnage of
Contaminants Discharge 1974

Oxides Of Nitrogen (lons Per Year)
Delivery Method Natural Gas  : Fuel OII ¢ _Total

Floor. 2,044.0 | 8,92.5. 0 986.5
Parity 1,058.5  10.328.5 1138800
Modified Parity 1, 095.0° 10 256 s o 1, 351 5;

o Sullfur Dioxide (Tonsﬁ’er Year -
Delivery Method Natural Gas - Fuel O:[l . Ot&l

Floor - 16,6075 16, 607.5
Parity - 1901260~ 197126.0
Modified Parity . S 0,16.5 - 19,016.5

Delivery Method‘

Flogr o
Parit ‘
: Modi.f{ed Parity‘ .




|
. |
v FI 3 .
f
.

L. 53797 IBJep **

SDG&E s. estimates of annual changes 1n emission from
prior years are tabulated belcw. Ll

Chagge In Total Emissions By Year 1968-197&

: _!lew
2 Change -

Oxides Of Nitrqgenggrons Per Yéar)

- 508.0.
o 297.0°

.

80

[ ]
QNNQ-—

ey

» h

HNNN
»
O

SNolNeRwne
W

R Y

(Estimated) Floor
Parity
Modified raxny

NN

-f*

60.3.:
30.6
33.9
a
23,

ff(

N
N
MY

WWN
Q00
(VYXIERN

LS

CEstim#ted) Floor -
B Parity
mmmnﬂpuuv

ED ]

Particulates (Ions Per Yéa:)

- 1968 - S | L
1969 . ‘ S ._”1%3'8.;__4ﬁj_ 
1370 ' < L 132. 05 L
1971, o D 257.0.
- 1972 _‘\‘ S 381,
1973 o S 720
1974 CEstimated) Floor o “f"' o

- Parity :
m&ﬁnﬁPuﬁv

REZ

SR T P
RHRNN0W

CeTN=e el ey
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The following tabulations show Edison s estimates of max:[mm

» .and. -pa.rticulates expressed as

wmicrograms per cublc meter (ug/ o’ ), State .and National Amb:[ent A:tr
Quality Stendards, and the ratio of concentrations to the standards

~ under floor and par:[ty‘ conditiong:

Ca.lifornia.

1 hom: - 0 25 ppm or 470 ug/m3 o

: H Maxiomum Annual ¢ Concentrations of - s
: :____Pollutants in M:[c-o ams per cub:[c metg:é'a - :
: : : ‘ al o :
:___Pollutant : Floor :  Paricy : St'andards ¢ -Stzndards -
S0, .08 — T I.06 . 80 IR
NO5 0.56 0.66 100 RPN
Patticulates 0.09 - 0.14 75 pr 260
. Particulates : 60 secondary e
: : Maximum Annual Ground-Level Concentrations*?e:centage :
s : As Percentages of National Standards Increase =
: : | G ‘ ¥ :frorn@floor‘ 2
:__Pollutants - Floor: . : Parity _:to ‘Pa’-"-f-tY e
302 0.85 1.35 "S55
a:%t 0.56 | .0, 66"-, o 18
Pafticulates 0.12 o - 0,19 55.,
ercentage of State Standards = o
Patticulates‘ 0.15 -~ 0 23 ‘ :
- Other air auality standards are‘ S L
(2) Sulfur Dioxide | o
California L —_
24 hour' -~ 0.10.ppm or 260 ng/ms e
1 bour - 025 ppm or 1,310 u_g/nr"; |
Natlonal
26 hour primary - 365 u 0 14 ppm S
| '3 howr secondary - 1,300 or 0.5 ppm
(b) Suspended Particulate Matter ST
Californ:l’.a R
2% hour - 100 ug/m3
National . '
24 hour primary 260 - m3
E 24 howr secondary 150; ug/ul3
(e Nitrogen. Dioxide
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Edison's w:[tness states: that these annual values assume
100 percent conversion of NO_ which. he feels are probably overstated
by at least 50 percent; that the above tabulated ground: level con—
centrations are less than those allowed in a Class I (‘best afr
quality) areaz under EPA's recently promulaged significant detereora-
tion regulations; that {f background values for the. 3evera1 pollutants
were taken into consideration the percentage :anreases in g:toun& _
level concentrations in ‘going from floor to par:tty :l’.n average year
1974 would be about one percent. because of the higher’ starting levels, |
that he concludes that the m:f.mrte differences between: annual ground
level concentrations which would result from the operat:ton of SDG&E 'S
South Bay. pPlant under floor and par:f.ty cond:ttions ca.nnot be mea.suz'ed
at all by any knowm monitoring procedure, that any attempt to. d:‘.ffer-
entlate between ground level concentrat:[ons of pollutants which would
result from parity rather than floor conditions at South Bay :£n o
average year 1974 {is nisleading and unwarracteds and that the South
Bay plant can be operated under parity conditions w:tthout any dele- ‘
tericus effect on the air quality of SD Basin. -

Edison's study shows the following SO rates for the fom:
South Bay steam plant units; Unit 1 - 325 lb/hr Unit 2 = 310 lb/hr,
Unit 3 - 312 1b/hr, Unit 4 - 126 lb/tm. ' ‘ -

The 126 1b/hx average S0, enission rate for Unit 4 the
least used of the units, appears to 'be about 60 percent Iow. 'because
it includes downtime in the average. It appears that there would be
an understatement of hourly enission rates with all four' units A
operating of appro:ctmately seven’ percent for sulfates and part:’.culates:
and a 1esser percentage for- NOop.
| . Edison's study used the average year gas-o:[l fuel m:[x
‘at South Bay, Lind'berg Fi’.eld meteorological da.ta-, and the EPA
Climetological D:Csperaal Model (C.’DM). R g




A, 53797 --m/bl_.*/ep. *

An SDGSE  witness tabulated 1974 gas and ofl deliveries
aaticipated to be made to SDGSE's South Bay plant and rat{os of ofl
to gas based upon: ‘ A S

(a) Monthly, seasonai, and annual. gas and oil fuel -
consumption at SDG&E's South Bay plant using
8 March 1974 estimate. This estimate showed
an annual decline in gas deliveries from 17,767
under the floor to 7,881 Elicf under parity.
The difference of 9,886 M2cf, would have to
be made up by substitution of fuel ofl for
gas to meet SDGSE's generating loads. =

() A simflar analysfs of 10 months recorded and
two months of estimated,data for 1974 showing
a decline from 14,704 M2cf under the floor to
11,038 gﬁcf under parity a difference of =
3,666 Mécf, S TR

(e) A modiffcation of (b) to eliminate out of

‘ pattern deliveries caused by rescheduling gas
deliveries destined for SDGSE.

(d) 4n alternative wherein deliveries in excess
of the f£loor were eliminated by spreading
above parity deliveries to South Bay of
9,886 Mccf In six equal increments from the
months of May through October 1974,

(e) An alternative wherein deliverfes in excess
of the floor were eliminated by spreading
above ﬁgrity delivertes to South Bay of
9,886 Mccf In four equal increments from
the months of July through October 1974,

The tons of varifous cozz_tam:'.’nants‘ produced under floor ,
and parity conditions based ‘upon these fuel usages were -shown on a -
ronthly, a seasonal, and an“annugl‘ basis for all of the;alternat'ives,v
together with the percentsge change for each time span. The .
accompanying text explained the method used: and evaluated the differ-
ences expressed as pexcentage changes to show adverse effects of
zeallocation.. S g e s T
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Edison was ‘critical of the use of’ SDG&E's methodology of
Stressing percentage changes of - pollutants rather than on absolute
levels of pollutant concentrations and pcrmissi‘ble limits for such
pollutants, ' Co ‘ .

An extreme example of such play on percentages :[s con-
tained in Table 16 and the accoupanying text on pages 3.2-28 and
3.2-29 of SDGSE's Exhibit 106. Table 16 shows, ter alfa, an
increase in 802 of 3,798 percent in July 1974 1in go:f.ng from floor
to parfty, an annual total of 4,563 tons of S0, wder parity, which |
equels 380 tons pPer average month and a produetion of 802 in July
1974 of 346.9 tons under par:’.ty. Thus' :[n a month where. the tonnage
of .302 produced would be lower than the average monthly product:[on =
of th:t.s contaminant the table shows ' a 38-fold :f.ncrease :!'.n production
of th:ts particular contaminant. :

~ SDG&E's witness derived a hypothesis to just:[fy h:l.s
Incredible conclusion tb.at "the maximum fmpact from burning oil at
the South Bay power plant is probably less than the alr quality
{mpact that would occur from a switch: from :Eloor to par:Cty._" (See
Exhibit 106 pages 3.4-6 ££). |
- SDGSE's witness testified that the primary effect of .

reallocation would be felt 4n the summer and fall months when ‘mMOST
of the add:l'.tional gas curtaflment would occur during periods of
adverse meteorological conditions, that the actual rather tharx the
projected deliveries ‘are more realistic; that the plant perameters _
and emfssions used fn SDGSE's Exhibit 68 are probebly wore appropriate, :
for average load condftions st South Bay than for full load conditions
&nd were used in its CDM calculations; that if full load conditions .

were used for long perfod air quality calculations it is possi'ble
that the predicted maxfmm. alr qual 'f.i:y I.mpact for the full load

si‘*t.ation may. ‘oe less than that for the a:vercge J.Oa.d e-l.tu.at:l:ou since
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the increase in emissions under full 1oad is offset by t:he increase
1z plume height leading to greater dispers,.on of. contaminants, that
the maxiwum monthly air quality {mprovement: downwind. °§5,7he Alamitcs
plant is 29 percent compared to a 120 percent increase™==' in afr
pollution downwind of South Bay in going from all gas to all oil; that
institution of parity would double the days under. which all o1l or
mostly oil would have to be burnmed at South Bay; tb.at there would be
a greater impact and a greater probabﬂity of higher short-term o
concentrations of pollutants under these conditions; that d:!:fferences
betweer day. and night production. of pollutants and meteorological
conditions and carry-over of pollutants from one day to the- next
when there Is a persistent stagnant air condit:[on nust: be: evaluated- ,
that wind speed data "{ndfcates that the moderate to. strong cr:!.tlcal_ ‘
wind speeds associated with the absolute maximum downhill concentra-»
tions frow the regular dflution and plume breakup model are within |
the realm of feas{bflity"; that measured S0, - concentrations: dowxzwind
of SDGC&Z's South Bay power plant "are well below the applica‘ble
California and federal afr quality standards, but are large enwsh

to be cons:[dered significant above the background level a.nd the
threshold of detection for the alr quality monitoring mstrument -
being used"; that "Significant concentrations of the two pollutants
are defined ss being S0, concentrations of greater ‘than or' equal to-
0.10 ppz and nitrogen dioxide concentrations greater than or equal _
to 0.25 ppu'"; that 1f Edison's and DWP's G-58: gas were used at their
Alamitos and Haynes plants there would be g maximum benef:'.t msofar
as lessening the fmpact of. local air pollut:ton and a benefit to the.

SD Basin 1n zeducing pollution when there was- a movement of a:b: from‘ X
. the SC Basin to the 5D Bas:tn ' i o

—

iz:gr vement" downwi.nd of Alamitos or downw:t.nd of the closely- :
situa Alamitos and Haynes plants would be eater In absolute-

vagnitude t he.n the total coneentration of. polgtants downwind of o
South Bay. ‘ ‘ _ R

gg/
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SDGSE's witness. testified that t:he EPA CDM program :f.s not
valid in the southern California area., ‘that he was disr'ussing possible 3
changes of the EPA CDM with EPA'S: meteorologists; that a definitlve
nodel validatior would be necessary to resolve the issue of which alr
quality model was the apprOpriate one to use in the SD Basin;. that
ruwoning its data through the SAT CDM prograxn results in predicted
¢oncentrations of pollutants three times h:’.gher than’ the EPA CDM'
that Edison's results were understated by a:pprox:’.mately 25 percent :
because of its use of Lindbergh Field meteorological data. rather. than
SDGSE's meteorological station downwi.nd27/ of South Bay because the
prevailing wind directions differed and. because ‘the contam’.nants ‘being_
discharged frow the South Bay plant would be confined to 'a narxower
axe downwind of the plant than would be predicted using the L:!‘.nd'bergh |

Field data; that tnere is some preliminary model validation for the '
M condition. | S NI

/ Edison attacks the stat:r.st:!.cal valid:tty of us:t.ng short—term wind
measurements near SDGEE's. South Bay plant g , ‘
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The following tabulation contains SDGSE's estimate of -
1974 anmugl waximum pollutant concentrations downwind of its SOuth ‘
Bay power plant, downwind of Edison's Alamitos plant and downw:f.nd
of both the Alawitos plant and DWP’s Haynes plant., The appropriate
annugl standards and the rat:'.o of these discharges to. the ‘mOSt
stringent annual standards have been incorporated in the tabulation.

SDG&E Estimate of Ground Level Concentrationa Of
Pollutants Downwind of Selected Power Plants.

Poe

!‘ (2]

 Ratfo of 01l
‘Concentration to:

*e ¥

 Annual’ - Ann'ual
Concentrations :___Standards -
Fue : al | - Most /Stringent

GII : -@ :Nationalt State AnnuaL Standard
SDGSE South Bay Plant 639 Megawatts B !
S0, (ppm) 0.0034 - . 0 0.03. - - 11.37,
NO, (ppm) 0.0020 0.0009 - 0. 05 Y 51 EEE
Particulates = -+ o / e

(ug/,)"":f 0.9 0
Edison Alam:[tos Plant (1,950 Megawattg) R
SO, (ppm) 0675 . 0 003 - . 225
NO, (ppm) M69 0. 0332 - 0,05 - 93 8
Particulates | , o
- (ug/w) 217 0 60 3 362 ,
Combined: Edison Alamitos ‘and DWP Haynes Plants (3 530 Megaw.atts)
302 (ppm) 0.1109 0 - 0,03 : - . 369.7 |
NO, :(ppm) 0.1068 0.0588 = 0.05 .~ __-2o"1*~*-’s‘.n
Particu ates . . . v/ I

(uglm) | 3.5 - 0 75- 60 55 8“

Primary standard to be met three years after EPA adoption of

J'.mnlementation plan. Secondary standard to be met within- -
reasonable time" after EPA approval of {mplementation plan,
Primary and Secondary levels are the same for soz and: NOZ. :

b Secondary standard 60 micrograms per cubic meter._ e

Pollﬁtants

Y n‘u_' e}

9 BF ey v 20
LI AL IR Y )

LA Y ] l.

Selected Plants:

Cus

too-62-




e : ) . . o S
; . . R . , - Lo
p

A. 53797 ~IB/ep *x |

SDGEE's estimate of maximum monthly concentrations of
pollutants downwind of ‘certain power plants is tabulated below.
There are no monthly national or. California standards for these
pollutants.,J ' L : R '

o TMbntHIy Maximunt
Pollutants __Concentrations ' -
at - . » Fuel -~
Selected Plantg Oil : Gas
 SDGSE South Bay Plant (689 Mggawatts)
S0, (pw) 0.0064 0
N0, (ppm) 0. 0038 ‘tO.QOI7?f
Particg&ates S L
(ug/ D D 1. 7 i ‘ _0’,‘1‘5-'
Edison Alamftos Plant (1,950 Meﬂawatts) -‘ﬂ L
802 Cppm) » L1380 00
N02 (ppm) o .OQGOfi‘ | 0680
Particul. tes \ S
Combined.Edison Alamitos and DWP Hgynes
Plants‘g3,530 Megawatts)
'S0, (ppm) - 52272
NO, (pom) 2066
Particul tes IR

KNI IR

Moderate to strong critical wind speeds’ are associated
with the gbsolute max{mum downwind concentrations under RD or PB
conditions. These wind conditions are not necessarily coincident
with the attainment of maximum concentrations from pollutant sonrcesf"
otber than from generating»plants. - e
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SDG&E's March 1974 projection shows thar oil usage at -
South Bay would provide approximately SO percent of the plant 8
fuel requirements at the floor level of deliveries and: 78-percent
of the plant's fuel requirements at parity deliveries.‘ SDGEE's: .
"actual basis"gg/ for ten months recorded and November and. December
1974 estimated shows that SDGSE cut "actual" gas usage from its
March 1974 orojection of 17,767 M?cf to 14,709 M?cf a decline of.
3,058 M?cf or 17.2 percent, at South Bay'while its total G—S4 suppry
Increased by approximately 40 percent. over earlier estimates and
that oil usage represents approximately 56 percent of “actual" South
Bay fuel usage at the £loor and would kave represented approximately,
67 percent at parity (See~pages 3.2-2 ££ of Exhibi: 106).;\ G&E's .
naximum South Bay‘progections show the'worst case, a switdh from.all -
gas-burning‘to all oil burning. S

The recoxd shows that SoCal has flex:[‘bﬂity in the o |
scheduling of its gas delxveries to Its G-58 customers and to SDG&E’
G-54 customer ' SDGAE's smaller and older Silvex Gate and Station B
plants are operated. primarily on o1l because it is. easier for SDG&E
to meet the higher NO, -discharge permitted using ofl compared to-
using gas to.avoid lowering the allowable generating capacity at
these plants. Station.B is located In downtown San. Diego;, a hish

~ population density. area. Silver Gate is 1ocated in an Industria.

area on ‘the outskirts of San Diego.

28/ The November and December estimates of deliveries constitute B
.4 percent of total 8as deliveries for 1974. The use of
purchased liquified natural gas (LNG) from an independent.
supplier for electric generation was not discussed on this
record. LNG vaporization facilitles exist at South Bay. -
SDGSE has contracted for an ING supply equal. to- approx*mately
~ two percent of its South Bay fuel requirement S

. o ,. e oy oo Lt N [
PR o eIl R A
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Had SDG&E delivered a pro. rata.pr0portion of its increased
G-Sd gas supply to South Bay the alr pollution impact of switching
from floor to parity would have been lessened. considerab1y~for 1974.
SDGSE prefers not to use gas at South Ray to—lessen incremental
costs and reduce total $D Basin emissions.

SDGSE's analysis of maximum ground 1eve1 concentration
of pollutants utilizing all ofl or all gas for generating: power at |
its South Bay plant provides the: limics of potential: ‘maximum -
levels of pollutfion which could occur. The use of all oil 1s not
representative of what might be expected on- an’ annual basis for 1974.
However, it could well be representative of .vhat night be expected
in 1976 when no gas from SoCal is available. The potential for use
of all gas at South Bay has disappearcd along'with the decline in
SoCal’s supplies. Uader parity the frequency of occurrences of
higher levels of pollutfon would increase and' there would be a
greater possibility of attaining a maxioum level. o )

SDGAE's estimates of increased annual maximum concentrations
of particulates and S0, in switching from all .gas to all oil at’
South Bay are below the respective allowab1e~pollutant concen-
tration increase permftted In a EPA Class I and Class II. air quality
area. Only 44 pexrcent of the South Bay fuel requirements were

supplied by gas under floor . conditions for SDG&E s'"actual" 1974
_ _estimate.
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After 1975 the effects of the switch from floor to
p2rily compared to preserving the floor are as follows- ,

(a)
(b)

There would be no effect if no gas could‘-:be-_.
supplied by SoCal for electric generation,

A. change in end~use priorities could further
reduce electric generation levels of service
compared to what would be obtalned under the
Present price volume priorities regardless
of any action tzken herein.. ‘

There would be little effect if there were a
substantial auguentation of SoCal's gas supplies
S0 that 1t could make deliveries on g parity
basis for all of {ts retail and wholesale -~
custowers. S

If SoCal should contract for limfted added -
gas supplies which could be made available
for electrie generation, SDGA&E would lose
gas in a switch from floor to parity if there
was a difference between the quantities of gas
Tequired to meet its firm and regular inter-
Tuptible deliveries and the annual floor.

In ozder to witigate potentlally high short-term air

quality impacts downwind of the South Bay and Encina\"l'pi&ﬁtsi SDG&E
should take the following actfons: S

(a)

)

()

Monitor meteorbl’ogical conditions and 'pred"ic'tions-
of expected adverse meteorological conditions. .
iﬁ the vicinity of its South Bay and Encina
plants. — C e

Work out an arrangewent with SoCal's: dispatcher

to provide available A-block gas during periods-
of unfavorable weteorological conditions.,

Schedule 1ts own deliveries of gas to Encina
and to South Bay to minimize pollution during
pexriods of severly adverse metaorological
condftions., - e

'.“-6_6-'-‘ .
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SoCal should confer w:'.th ite G-58 customers to work out .

2 procedure such as outlined above to ‘utilize gas in a manner ‘to
minimize air pollution in the sC Basin. Edison and DWP th.ch
have numerous plants in the SC Basin, should review the 1 ,
suggestions of SDGEE's witmess concerning the. maximtm use of gas ’
at locations where air pollution from their steam plants is at®
& maximm. We do not know what operat:.ng problems would be
attendant upon our ordering that all of the A-bloc’c gas be . _
delivered to a particular plant(s).  An effort. should be made to
ascertain the feasibility of scheduling deliveries of available
gas supplies to minimize air pollution particularily when adverse
meteorological conditions exist. If such arrangement., ean be ,
reduced to writing they should be incorporated in SoCal s ‘I‘anff o
Rule 23 and the respective service agreements. e
: Findings _ : S . \ S
1. Decision No. 80430 evaluated the requirements o"" the
various utility electric generating customers served by SoCal
and the requirements of SDG&E for utility electric generation. .
The decision established DCQ's to be used for puxposes of ‘cuxr-
tailment of utility electric generating service’ on & parity |
basis, which includes a DCQ of 157, 1 Mcfd for SDGSE; and also
established ‘the floor concept of min:fmum &nnual del:.veries to-
2.“ Test year' 1572 is embodied’ in Decis:.on No. 804-30. -
Estimated 1972 sales were approximately 97% M'?’cf which excluded
special contract deliveries of 44 M3cf sold for utiiity electr:.c
generat:.on by SDGSE and SoCal's G-58- customers. : 'rest year 1972
reguIAr G=58 deliver:.es were 207, 275 MC3 £. : L B
3. As a2 result of declires in SoCal's gas supply the floor '

overrode parity considerations for deliveries destined for’ SDG&E .

~steam plante in 1974, Deliveries to SoCal’ s G=58,. 6-53-1‘, and-.

G-60 customers and interruptible A-block exchange deliveries weref;-;._" DR
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further curtailed to provide the oifference between parity~and
flooxr deliveries to SDGSE. '
4. The Phase I test year 1974 is embodied in’ Decision |
No. 23160. Adopted. test. year sales-contained in.Decision ‘
No. 83160 total 782,850 M°cf, which includes: G-So-deliveries of
50,077 M2ct and deliverfes for SDGSE's G-54 customer of . =
20 809 M?cf In addition there wonld be a net injection into
storage of 39 354 MPef to insure adequate supplies for meeting
SoCal's peak>firm.requirements.‘
5. The Phase I proceedings were necessary-to arrive at |
the required additional revenues to yield a reasonable rate of
return for SoCal and Pacific Lighting Sexvice’ Company based -
upon. existing interruptible service priorities.  The issues
of further rate wodifications, which include priorities of
service, and of environmental considerations were—deferred
to a separate Phase 11 proceeding. o : - -
6. This proceedrng Is not the appropriate one for deter- \
\Jggning end-use-allocations of gas. by SoCal. ‘A common: pool concept ‘
combining. G-53-I 'G-53, and- G-61 A and Shl priorities is: contrary .
to the-intent of Sections 2771 to 2776 of the. Public Utilities
Code. . _ S
7. In Phase IT it is: necessary for us to determine the f
reasonableness of the existing priorities and" the resulting
levels of sexvice to SoCal's G-53, G-50, and G-SB-I customers B
and to SDG&E's G-54 steam plant cuctomex, An investigation of
altermate fuel or energy supplies and the costs related’to other
fuel or energy supplies used by-SoCal s customers for electric o
generatron.is not germane to the—priority of service-issue.;'
8. All of the bases upon which levels of service-were
considered herein show an excessive preference and unreasonable

discrimination in favor of SDGSE as compared to the G-53 customer :
class. S ‘ SRR
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9. There are excessive variations in levels of service'

between the individual G-58 customers. |

10. 7The evidence in the Phase I proceedings shows that undue
discrimination would erist if'we allowed SoCal to make' future '
deliveries of natural gas based upon. present delivery priorities to.
{ts G-53-T, G-58 G-60, and G-61 customers.‘ -

11. We have an adequate record: vhich will permit us to«issue
an interim order in SoCal's Phase II rate increase—application- The
expeditious resolution of our constitutional and- statutory obliga-
tions to fix just .and reasonable rates with no-unreasoneble
discrimination requires the. issuance of an interim order based upon ,
our determination: that there would be unreasonable-discriminstion if
deliveries are permitted to continue on the present priority basis. o

12. The latest estimates made in this proceeding of electric
utility requirements on SoCal, vhich are based -upon: partially ,
recorded and best estimates for the balance of the 1974 estimated
year, are the appropriate ones to use, - -with a modification.related
to Iinclusion of Edison's supply from the: city of. Long: Beach in the
determination of levels of service provided SoCal s G-58 customers
and SDG&E’s G-54 customer. : : =

13. There is no»need to}divide the present A-block supplies of
gas into g regular interruptible grouping and a steam plant grouping. |

14. The total potential A-block requirements for retail and
wholesale steam plant use contained fn SoCal's: Rule 23 should be |
fncreased from 525 Mcf to 541 Mlcf to include Long Beach's A-block
requirement A-block deliveries to Long Beach.are resold to-Edison.
The corresponding ‘change in SoCal’s A-block out-of-state limitation |
for steam plant use should be an’ increase. from 21 percent to 21 64'per-
cent to incorporate Long Beach' s»A-block.gas- Each of the G-58
customers and SDGSE should be entitled to Arblock deliveries of. such
supplies as are availsble based upon the prOvrata proportion of. their o
total requirements to the total requirements of thc group The

- -69f;t.
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initial percent:ages of total requirements t:o be used in apportioning
the 541 MZcf potential A-block requirements of the G-58 and G-61

- Customers should be the percentages shown on the tabulation on page 19
herein. Revised $-1 potential requirements should 'be det:ermined by
subtracting A-block potential requirements from present: DCQ s for

each of the companies. In the case of Edison, its total requirements
should be split into a portion supplied directly by SoCal and a por-
tion supplied on a resale basis from Long Beach. Edison' s present.

DCQ should be increased by 40 Mlefd to reflect inclusion of I.ong
Beach's potential A and S-1 requirements. '

15. The above described revision of SoCal's Rule 23 sets up a
new system of delivery priorities under which SoCal's G-58 customers |
and SDG&E's G-54 customers will obtain: comparable levels of sex:vice.
This revision of SoCal’s Rule 23 is just and reasonable. Long Beach's
sales to Edison should be considered as a port:ion of Edison's supply
from SoCal and Long Beach's potentfal A and S-1 entitlements should
be considered as requirements on SoCal's system. '

16. A gas supply which is not a part of SoCal's gas supply
should not be considered in determining levels of senr!.ce, with the
exception of out-of-state diversions of SoCal's gas supply ox of
nonregulated G-58 gas supplies as described on page 23. '

17. The decline of gas supplies avaflable for electric genera.-
tion i3 contimuing. It is not anticipated that any gas' w:tll be
available for electric generation in 1976. The percencage of
deliveries to each of the G-58 customers and 6-61 customers should be
updated on & monthly basis to equitably apport:ton the rema:[ning gas
supplies by following the procedures out‘.l.:t.ned :r.n th:!.s op:f.nion. -

B AN
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18. Adoption of a modified parity approach would be at o
variance with the intent of the law contained in recec.tly evacted
Sections 2771-2776 of the Public Utilities Code. -

19. Continuation of present priority arrangements wouldt result
in a subsidy by the G-58 utilities and ultimately the:[r customers of
SDG&E and ultimately SDGSE's. customers. |

20. Appendix B of this decision contains rates wbich will be
avthorized which are based upon the parity arrangement adopted.
bherein designed to provide equal levels of service for SoCal 8 G-53
customers and SDGSE's G-54 customer. The aut:hor:r.zed rates
eliminate SDGSE's $1,170,000 facility charge and increase commodity
chaxges to SoCal's G-58, G~60, G-61, and G~53-T cuscomers, increase
exchange revenues and decrease SoCal's gas costs. The rate increases
bave been spread on a weighted basis, g:tving consideration to the
differential in levels of service between regulax. inte*rupti‘ble and
utility electric customers and to the Phase I test year 1974
volumes. There will be no net increase in reveuues to SoCal arising
out of these changes in rates, exchange revenuea, and gas costs.

21. SoCal's gas service agreement with SDG&E should be
nodified to show that:

(a) The da.:[lx contract demand relates specif:tcally
to SDGEE's firm requirements.

(b) SDGSE's regular interruptible and G-54 serv:tc:e
should be curtailed in parallel with SoCal's '
regular :Lnterruptible and G-58 customers.:

(¢) The make~up gas provisfons and the provision
that peaking gas volumes are not additive to
total volumes delifverable to buyer under
other provisions of the agreement (J’. e., the ‘
annua.... floor) s‘bou]d bo elimtnated o
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22, The average cost of gas’ for SDG&E's gas department will
ckange as. of the effective date of - SoCal s revised Rule 23 SDG&E
should be directed to file & purchased gas adjustment clause appli-‘
cation for a rate change on a prospective year basls beginning on the
effective date of SoCal's Rule 23. £filing. ‘ ‘ ,

23. SDG&E's electric department expenses will increase because
of its need to substitute more costly oil to make up for the '
decline in gas volumes expected to be: available under Schedule c-sa
and because of higher average gas costs. SDG&E- shonld be authori..ed‘
to file a fuel adjustment clause application for rate relief: for a
prospective period begimning on the effective date of the re‘vised

PurChased gas adjustment filing. e S
' 24, I.ong Beacb. will receive increased" volumes of A—block gas
becauae of reallocation. | _ - ol e T

"25-. * Edison is the only utility under our jurisdiction which
would benefit from. reallocation. - Edison’ should be" di.rected to file
an offset rate reduction. Such filings 8hould be based on cment
estimates, , A «

26, 1In order to prevent one of the electric utilities from
being faced with’ actual load ctrrtailment as & result of the real- |
location ordered herefn SoCal shonld file: modified G—58 and G-Gl .
contracts to provide for emexgency del: very of gas to & G-58 or
G-51 customer which is sbove its allocated share of gas for steam
electric purposes and to provide for compensation to the utility
relinquishing gas on an alternative or substitute. fuel basis. .

Such provision should be subject to tke ability of" the electric
utility giving up gas to meet its own gemerating requirements. o

27. The enviroumental impacts of reallocat fonm of gas relate
to the combustion by-products released into ‘the atmosphere when ”
either gas or fuel oil are ‘burned for generating electricity, or for |
industrial uses, » and of the Interaction of these. by-prodncts, includ-" ‘

ing interaction with other air pollutants, usually in the prcsence
of sunlighr o , ' . :
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28. The effect of reallocation in San Diego area would be to
require burning of greater amounts of fuel ofl in SDGSE's generating.
stations primarily ac its South Bay plant, to substitute for lost
volumes of gas. In four affected air basins within the SoCal service
area there would be a greater availability of gas and a decline in
usage of fuel oil to SoCal's G-58 and G-53-T customers. The only
aixr basins where possibly significant air. quality changes might oceur:
would be in the SC Basin primarily the: greater Tos. Angeles area, oo
and' the.SD Basin. _ ‘

29. The burning of fuel oil releases _greater: quantities of No,.
into the atmosphere than does the burming of gas to meet a given
heating requirement. Air quality standards have been set for con-.
centrations of a constituent of NO,, namely, NO,. The ‘burning of
fuel oil releases quantities of So2 and. of particulate matter which
are not present in the by-products of burned natural gas.

30. The degree of air pollution in the SC Basin is far higher
than in the SD Basin. 'l‘ransportation of pollutants from: the SC Basin
and from Mexico to the SD Basin have caused episodes when federal air
quality standards have been exceeded. The effect of the reallocation
of gas on the SC Basin will be to reduce aix pollution in the sc Basin.

31. Acute health problems have been associated w:'.th short-term
high level concentrations of air pollutants., ‘
32. SDGSE's oil usage for electric generation has increased by
over 7.5 million barrels from 1967 to 1973.  SDGSE expects to use
approximately 20 m:!.ll:[on barrels of oil for electr:[c generation by
~ 1980. ‘

33. Reallocation of gas would have requ:f.red increased o:[l usage
of under two mlllion barrels in 1974. No. gas :Erom SoCal 1s’ expected
to be available for SDGSE electric generat:[on in 1976. The availa-

bility of gas for SDGSE electr:f.c generation :l'.n 1977 :Ls not certain. :
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34 The Health and Ai.r Pollution Office:: of San Diego County
was aware of anticipated increases in ofl usage for SDGSE's genera- .
ting plants. He testified that with the county's air pollution
control program in force the State Air Resources Board did not ,
anticipate thit the SD Basin would have & problem in: meeting ambient
NO2 or S0, standaxds in 1977, but that the effects of gas reallo--
cation were not considered in that deteminntion. :

35. SDGE's estimate of annual maximun concentrations of
pollutants, downwind of its South Bay plant burning oil, using short- :
term weather data from its own weather station and ‘the. SAI CDM pro-.

gram, are equal to the following percentages of the wost. stringent
of State or National standards soz - 11, 3 percent N02 - 4 O percent,
and Particulates 1.5 percent, The coupara‘ble percentages downwind of
Edison's Alawitos plant are SO, =~ 225 percent, NO, - 93.8: percent nnd
Particulates - 36.2 percent, The comparable percentages downwind of
both Edison s Alami,tos plant and the Tnearby DWP Haynes pla.nt are 802
369.7 pexcent, N02 - 201.6 percent > " and Particulates 58.8 percent

36. Edison's estimates of annual maximum concentrations down-~
wind of SDG&E's South Bay plant based upon’ an ‘estimated gas oil-mix

~ long-term Lindber:gh Field meteorological data, and’ the EPA. CDM- pro-
gram show minor increases in ground’ level . concentrations in- going
from the floor to parity, even when the emission rates for Unit 4
are corrected as described herein, o -

37. SDG&E’s prediction of excessive maximum one hour concen-
trations of NO, downwind of South Bay equals 284 percent of the
California one hour standard burning ofl &nd 128 percent of the
California one hour’ 3tandard burning gas, based on SAT programs, |
under a plume breakup meteorological condition which could be
expected to occur once In several years. Under limited m:bcing
conditions and reg'ular dilution cond{tfons the maximm one honr
concentrations are. well below Californin standards. -
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38, SoCal has flexibility in the scheduling of its gas
deliverfes to its G-58 customers and to SDGSE's customers. ;

39. The EPA is reviewing. the obgections of SDG&E s consultant:
as to the validity of the EPA: CDM model fn Southern California. o
Further work is necessary to validate the accuracy of the theoretical
air quality models. | :

40. SDGSE has flexi'bility in delivering gas to its major
generating stations. The concexrn SDGSE expressed at- the hearings
about adverse effects of increased oil usage at South Bay was not-
reflected in its distribution of increaaed overall G-54 gas deliv- _
eries, .

41, SDGEE should follow the procedures outlined herein to |
nitigate potentially high short-term alr quality impacts downwind of .
its Encina and South Bay plants. - ‘ o

42‘.- SoCal should confer with its G-58 customers to provide
G-58 gas In a vanner designed to minimize air pollution fn the SC
Basin, Edfson and DWP should review the suggestions of SDG&E’
witness concerning the maximum use of gas at locations where ai.r
pollution frow their steam plants is at a mecimum, ' |

43. SoCal should ascertain the feasibility of scheduling
deliveries of available gas supplies to minimize air pollution
particularily when adverse meteorological conditions: exist If suehﬁ.
arrangements can be reduced to writing they should be incorporated
in SoCal's Rule 23 and the respective service agreements. ; :

44. The more critical short-term air quality impact of bu:.'ning ‘
01l rather than gas at SDGSE's South Bay plant’ can occur at any time
under either the floor or parity. In "actual" year 1974 56 percentf -

of the South Bay plant's fuel requirement was met with oil operating o

under floor conditions. The percentage of oil would increase under
the authorized reallocation. o o :
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45. Implementation of <he nitd &arﬁg p-'ocedu-es discussed _
herein would reduce the more critical short-term air quality impact -
attendant to reallocation of gas. i ' : : :

46. To prepare an Environmental Impact Report in this proceed-' |
ing would require at least an additional' 12 months. By the time a
final decision, based on an EIR, was issued in this proceeding there
would be no gas left to reallocate.

Conclusions , : IR o
'1." There has been a drastic decline in gas volumes availa‘ble e

to SoCal, most of which was absorbed by increased steam plant |

curtailments. -

2. SoCal's present curtailment practices do mot provide for
a8 just and reasonable apportiomment of declining volumes of gas
available for electric gemeration by its G-58 customers and by -
SDGSE's G-54 customer or for a just and reasonable apportionment of
gas to its G-53-T or G-60 customers.

3. SoCal's curtailment priorities, which are contained in its
Rule 23 should be revised as described herein to provide for a just.
and reasonable apportiomment of declining volumes of gas to- be used
for electric generation by SoCal's G-58 customer and by SDGSE' s
G-54 customer and for the apportiomment of gas to SoCal's G-53-T and
G-60 customers. Further monthly modifications of SoCal s curtailment’
pr:..orities should be filed to reflect changed gas’ requirements on
the basis described herein, to provide for a just and reasonable -
apportiomment of gas used for electric generation 'by its G-58 customers
and by SDG&B's G-54 customer _ - SRR

4. SoCal's present rates are just and reasonable based upon
present curtailment practices. : I

5. The revision of rates of. SoCal's G-53-'1' 0—58 G-60 a.nd

G-61 customers contained in Appendix B, attached to this order should

be filed to establish just and reasonable rates based upon SoCal' '
revised curtailment priorities.- R e e P I
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6. Revised service. agreements between SoCal and its affected
retail and wholesale customers. should be filed to conform ‘to the
rew curtailment practices. ‘ - .

7. ScCal, should file wodified G-58 and G—S‘.l. contracts pro-
viding for emergency delivery of gas to a G~58 or 6-61 customer which
{s above its allocated share of gas for steam. electric pnr:poses and
providing for compensation to the utility able to relinquish gas, on
an alternative or substitute fuel basis. ‘ :

8. SDGSE should consider short-term high pollution concentra- :
tion impacts as well as incremental cost and total SD Basin emissions
in its G-Slr dispatching. . ’ e | o

9. SDG&B should be permitted to file an application for S
electric r&te relief , ‘ : e o
10. Edison should ‘be ordered to file an offset electr fc: rate
,‘ reduction. - o

1%. " SoCal and SDG&E should confer on a procedure for scheduling
the dispatch of available A-block or of lower priority gas £rom SoCal
to SDGSE to minfmize potentislly bigh short-term air ‘quality . impacts o
in the SD Basin during periods of adverse meteorological conditions. IR
SDGSE should revise 1ts own. dispatching procedures to conform to this o
goal. , LT ’,'
12, SoCal and its. 0-58 customers should confer ona procedure
for scheduling the dispatch of A-block or of lower priority gas from
SoCal to the G~58 customers to lessen potentially high short-term
air quality impacts fn the SC Basin during periods of adverse
meteorological conditions. Edison and DWP- should review the
feasibility of utilizing available gas supplies at the most
advantageous pl.ant location(s) to wminimize alr pollution.

13. SDGsE 3hould be ordered to £ile a revised PGA to: reflect
changed gas costs. ‘

14. Because there may be no gas to reallocate in 1976 th:.s
decision will be. made effective on the date of issuance. S

| 'r77-il’.:pi‘:”
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mm OR.;F’ N P".ASE II

IT IS ORDERED that: »

1. Southern California Gas Company is: authorized and directed \
to file the revised G-53-1‘, G-58, G-60, and G-61 tariff schedules with‘ |
chauges in rates, charges, and conditions set forth iu Appendix B of ‘
. this® decision, ‘and concurrently to cancel {ts present schedules for :
these classes of service. Such filing shall comply with General Order'
No. 96-A. The. filing date shall be ten days after the’ effective date
of the order herein. The effective date of the uew and reviaed tariffl ,_
sheets shall be the date of fil:z.ng. - : P

2. Southern Califomia Gas Company is. authorized and directed |
to file & revised Rule 23 consistent with Findings 14,15, 16, and
17 herein. The filing date shall be ten days after the effective -
date of the order herein. Such £iling shall comply with. General |
Order No. 96-A. The effective date of the new and revised. tariff
sheets shall be the.date of filing. The new and: revised scbedules _
shall apply only to service rendered on and after the effective date
thereof. : : T :

3.. Southern California Gas Company is’ authorized and directed
to f£ile a new gas service agreement with San Diego Gas & Electric |
Company in conformity with Finding 21 herein. This agreement shall
be filed ten days after the effective date of the order hexein.. Such .
filing shall comply with Genmeral Order No. 96-A. The effective date
of the new and revised gas service agreement: shall be the’ date of
filing. If San Diego Gas & Electric. Company disputes the language
proposed by Southern California Gas Company it shall file a proposed
gas sexvice agreement consistent with Finding 21’ herein ten days after
the effective date of this order. This Comission shall resolve any
dispute regarding the new G-61 gas service agreement.‘ In the ‘event. of
such a dispute Southern California Gas Company's" revised Rule .£3 shall
govern deliveries until ‘the: Comission resolves the dispute.
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4. San Diego Gas & Electric Company is authorized and
directed to file a puxrchased gas adjustment clause application for &
rate change on a progpective year: 'basis beginning on the. effective
date of Southern California Gas Company's Rule 23 filing. =

5. San Diego Gas & Electric Company is. authorized to file
a fuel adjustment clause’ application for rate relief for a promc- |
tive period beginning on the effective date of the revised purchased I
gas adjustwent £iling. , s

6. Southern California Edison Company is authorized and
directed to file an offset fuel’ adjustment clause application for a
rate reduction. This reduction shall be based on reduced fuel costs‘
for a prospective period begirning on ‘the effective date of Southern
California Gas Company's Rule 23 £iling. This application shall be
filed ten days after the ef..ective date of ‘the order herein,

7. Southern California Gas  Company 1s. authorized to file
modified G-58 and G-61 contracts to provide for emergency delivery
of gas to a G-58 or G-61 customer which is- above its allocated share
of gas for steam electric purposes which provides for compensation to
the utility relinquishing gas on an al ternative or substitute fuel
basis. Such a provisfon shall be subject to the ability of the.
electric utility giving up gaa to meet its own generating requirement.;.
Southern California Gss Company shall. file these: ‘contracts: on or-
’oefore ten days. after the effective date of this order. P
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8. San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall monitor predicted
and actual meteorological conditions at its South Bay end ‘Encinz -
plants and modify its own G-54 dispatching in & manner designed to
minimize potentielly high short-term air quality :[.mpacts downw:tnd
of these plants. ‘

9. Southern California Gas Company shall confer w:[tb. :f.ts G-58 S

and G-61 customers to determ:[ne what modif:[cetions of its dispetchirg«‘
procedures are possible to minimize potentially high short-term .
adverse air qnelity dowrwind of the 6-58 and - G~61. generating

plants affected by its. deliveries.r Southern Calrfornia Gas’ Company
shall report upon the results of its negotietions concerning re-
vised gas dispatching procedures. for electric generation purposes
twenty days after the effective date of thig order. 'Ihe report
shall include a discussion of conrentrating gas. deliver:[es to a
Plant(s) to minimize potentially high short-term. adverse a;Lr
quality impacts and of proposed- meteorological monitoring pro-
cedures and reporting to be carried out by Southerm Celifornia
Edison Company, Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, and San
Diego Gas & Electric Company. 4ny revised: dispatching arrange-
zents consistent with these objectives wb.ich bave been rednced to
writing shall be fncorporated in Southern Celiforn:[a Gas Company' 8
Rule 23 and in the respective serv:!.ce agreements w:l.th the G-.58 -
and G-61 cu.stomera, ' ‘ et o
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10. A final order in this proceediug shall resolve the issues
related to Southern California Edison Company's Environmental Data
Statement in compliance with Rule 17 1 of this Commission s Rnles of
Procedure. If necessary, any required modifications to. the realloca-

tion procedure, rates, or service agreements ordered he're:r.n shall 'be
made.. : '

The effective date of this order is r.he date hereof .

Dated at ___San Frandlsco Cal:[fornia th:ts ':Lv};'
dagof _______JUNE = - 1975. |




A. 53797 IB

bl

Page 1.0f Z

APPEARANCES

APPLICANT

Robert Salter and Devid B. Follett, Attorneys -
at Law, for Soutkernm Callfornia Gas Company.

INTERESTED PARTIES

Chickéring.&. Gregory, by Donald Richardson f.and- v
David Lawson; and' Gordon FPearce, Attormeys at
Law, for San Diego Gas & Electric Company..

John W, Witt, City Attorney, by Willfam S.
Shaffran, V. P. DiFiglia, and Ronald L.
Johnson, Attorneys at Law, for City of

an Diego. o | | -

Rollin E. Woodbury, Robert J. Cahall and
H. Robert Barmes, by E. Robert Barnes,
Attorneys at Law, for Southerm Callifornis
Edison Company. L o

Arthur T. Devine and Frederick E. Kranz, Jr.,

Attorneys at Law, for Los Angeles ngarcmgnt

of Water and Power.

Burt Pines, City Attorney, by lLeonard L.
Snafder, Attorney at Law; and Manuel Kroman,
for Department. of Public Utilities amd
Transportation, City of Los Angeles. -

Leonard Putnam, City Attorney, by Harold A.
Lingle and Robert W. Parkin, Deputy CIty

Attorneys; and Edward C. Wright, General.
Manager, Long Beach Gas Departuwent, for.
City of Long Beack. S ' :

Roy A. Wehe, for C:tﬁyf of I,ong Beach a.nd S
. foﬁm?uhl,.“miga;iou, Distriet.
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INTERESTED PARTIES (Continued) |

Frank R. Manzano, Senior Assistant City
Attorney, and Peter C. Wright, Attorney
at Law; and W. H. Fell, Byw S. Miller,
for City of Glendale. S ,

Eldon V. %gr, Attorney at I.aw, and-
awes D, Woodburn; and Warren D. Hinchee,
by L L. McArthur, for Public Sexrvice
Department C"Ity of Burbank. -

Earl R. Steen, Deputy City Attorney, for
CIty of Fasadena.

Brobeck, Phlegex & I-I.arx.-ison, by Gordon B,
Davis, Attorney at Law, for Callform
Ma.nEacturers Association. B

Earl A. Radford, Attorney a.t Law, for S‘nell
ompany. ‘

g Morrison, Attorney at Law, for Regents ‘
e Unlversity of California, Los: A.ngeles.
Huﬁh M. Flanagan and J Randol h" T-‘lliott
ttorneys. at for California PortIand
Cement Company & Associates.. o

Evan A. Santell, Attorney at Law, for -
tlantic Richfield Company.

F. Lippite 2nd Attorney at I.aw for"
—_D&'ECE%EC&_‘IEHmers Association. o

FOR THE COMSSION S’I!A‘FF

Jenice E. Kerr, Attorney at I.aw Eugene S.
Jones, and Chris Bassett o
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Rates a.u'thorized include tracking ofrsets a.nd GEDA increases 'bo Apr:‘.l 2, 3.975.

SCHEDUIE I\O G-EBT

Commodity Charge: | . . ":Per Meter Fer Womh: < -
Regula.r Usa.ge., R ‘ﬂ"‘_._ ‘

First  ULA40,000 therms, per therm | - 8.uszp

Next. 660,000 therms, per therm o ' 8.223

Over 1 »100, OOO thexzs, per them‘ - 8.0%8

Specisl Rate for Alx COnd..tioning Usage y
May - through. Octo‘ber- : R o o T |
Pirst 1,000 thexms, pex- thers o ' s 7.96695' S
- Next' ll,OOO thems, per thcm ' ‘ - - ’

scmz NO. G-58

The rate for all ga.s sx:pplied under this ..chcdule is 75.2.k-¢ pe:- m:L‘Llion "
Bru. .

SCEEDULE NO. .G-60
Monthly Demand Charge: - _
~ Per Mef of Daily Comtract Demand
Commodity Charge, per éhém- ‘
Up to hz,soo Mef on a.ny d&}'

For usage be'tween hegoo and 684,000‘ or any dav:
Up %o accumalated usage of - ' o
1,000,000 Mef during contract year
Ir excess of 1,000,000 Mef during contract year
Mirimum Anewal Chaxge ror Addi'tiona.l Pea.mng Demand
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SCEEDULE NO. G=61

RATES.
Monthly Demand Cbarge- .
Pe:Mcifor Cont, mc‘bDaa.JyMaadm:mDemnd |

Commodity Charge, per millfon Btu

Adddtional Peaking Demand Gas:
AnmmlCha:gerorPcakingDema.nd ‘ o
Comodity Cha:ge per mi.‘l.lion Btu of Mont.‘l\v Delivery"




