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Decision No. 84890 r <.,', 

" 

" 

BEFORE mE, PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STAXE OF cALIFORNIA ' 

JOBNS'-MANVILI.EFIBER GLASS INC., 
a corporation>-

) 

CoaI!>lainant. ~ 
v •. 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELEctRIC COMPANY:t" 
a cO%pOrat:ion, 

Defendant. 

J'ORNS-MA.NV1l.LEFIBER; c:LASS INC., 
a corporat:Lon:t ' 

Complainant, 

v. 

SOO l'HERN C'ALIFORNIA. GAS COMPANY, 
a corporation, 

Defendant. 

~, 
~ 

Case' No. 9734 
(Filed May ,13, 1974) 

C8seNo. 9735 
(Filed May' 13, 1974) , 

(Appearances are lis ted ,in Appendix A'e) 

.0 PIN ION 
---~-- .... -~ 

, ' ,I •. 

... 
'. 

On March 29, 1974 complainant .Johns-Manville Fiber Glass 
Inc. (J'-M), by letter~ requested defendant Southern california Gas 

Company (SoCal) to supply 1,046,676,000 cubic feet of natural gas for 
twelve months beginning November 1, 1974 for its plant located at 
Corona, CalifOrnia. By letter dated March 29, 1974, SoCal denied the 

, request pursuant to its Gas Rules 19' and 23. 

By letter dated April 25, 1974, J-M requested firm natural 
gas service of 2,400 Mcf per day for its plant located atW!llows, , 
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california.. from defendant Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) .. 

By letter dated May 6. 1974~ PG&.Erefused the request_ stating that 
pursuant to its Gas Rule 19 firm service could be supplied· up to 
200' Mcf per day> and that QD.y excess must be on an interruptible basis. 

On May 13, 1974 the subject complaints were filed alleging 
abuse of discretion in the application of filed tariffs-and prayeel 
for a Cottmission order to grant the requested fixm serv:i.ce. 

On November 19. 1974 the Commission granted the motion of 
the ps.rties to consolidate the subject complaints with :ease No. 9642, 
the Comnission investigation into the natural gas· supply _and require- . 
ments of the state's gas public utilities. 

','r'· 

Pursuant to Decision No. 83819 dated December 10., 1974 in 
case No. 9642, hearings were helel in San Francisco, Los Angeles, and 
San Diego on April 21-25, April 28-30, May 1-2, May 19-23,:, June l6-20, 
anel June 30, 1975 to ta.lte evidence for the establishment of a state
wide end-use priority system for the allocation of· natural. gas •. 

On March 11, 1975 the Cottmission in Case No. 9884 on its 
own motion instituted an investigation into the establishment of 
priori.ties of customers and uses of natural gas. :the Commission 

therein noted that since July 1973 it has been conductirig.,. in cases 
Nos. 9581 and 9642, an ongoing investigation into the a~uacy and 

reliability of the energy and fuel requirements of the state's gas 
and electric public utilities. 

On April 30 and May 1, 197> J-Mpresented four witnesses to 
support its- request to transfer to a firm sUvice sched~e~ .The 

thrust of their presentation was that J-M supported the'. end;"use 
priority allocation concept~ that its production facili::tes use 
natural gas as a process fuel to produce fiberglass. insulation~ that 
propane is the only alternate fuel and it is in short supply, that 
fiberglass insulation should be promoted by the Commission as an 
energy conservation tool" and that the producers of fiberglass insu
lat~on should enjoy a high priori.ty for_ natural gas. service because of 
energy conservation. 
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At the conclusion of J-Mts presentation, SoCal and PG&E' each 

moved ~t the subject complaints be dismissed' for failure of 

complainant to sustain the burden of proof that the utilities improper
ly applied theix tariff rules. 

Ihe record in Case No. 9642 clearly demonstrates the serious
ness of the natural gas situation confronting the gas distribution 
utilities. 'this bas been pointed out in several past, Coamission 

decisions and need not be repeated herein (see Decis!onNo. 81931 

dated'September 25, 1973, Decision No. 82139 dated November 13, 1973, 

Decision No.. 83612 dated October 16, 1974, and Decision No. 83819 
dated December 10, 1974). 

Bearings in Case No. 9642 on the adoption of an end-use 
priority ~ystecn of allocation of natural gas have been completed and 
concurrent briefs have been filed. Test~ny and evidence have 
established some industrial dependence on natural gas fora. feedstock 

and process fuel. '!he record also discloses that the u.tilities filed 

and implemented ~ with Coamission approval,. tariff rules w~eh preclude 
a customer from elevating himself to a higher level of service because 

of the present critical supply and projected continuing decline in 

reserves of natural gas. Under these circums tances to grant the 
req,uested relief 'WOuld be premature to the establisbmentof an end

use priority system and not in the pu1:>1ic interest. J.r1y change in 
priorities of service must await a decision in Case No. 9642. ' 
Findings and Conclusions 

1. J-M manufacturu fiberglass insulation in 3 plants in 
california. 

2. Natural gas is used in the manufacture of fiberglass insu
lation as a process fuel. 

3. J-M is presently receiving. natural gas from SoCal and PG&E 
on 1nterrupti~le schedules. 

. " . 

4. '.1-H requested SoCal and PG&E to furnish natural gas on firm 
schedules. 
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5. SoCal and PG&E denied J'-~s request: based OD. tariffs on file 
With this Cmmfssion. 

6. SoCal and PG&E cOrrectly interpreted· their tariff rules in 
rejecting3-Mt s request for firm natural gas service. 

7. J-H's status as a consumer of natural gas will be detet:mined 
wheu a decision on priorities of seX'\T1ce in case No. 9642 is. issued .. 

8. !he relief requested incases' Nos. 9734 and 9735- should be 
denied. 

ORDER 
--.~-~--

IT IS ORDERED that 'the relief requested in Cases, Nos. 9734 
and 9735 is denied •. 

'lb.e effective ,date of this order shall be twenty days· after . '. 
the date hereof. 

Dated at San F'ra.Dci8c0- • california,,' this /()~ 
day of ___ S=E;..;...PT~E;.;.,MB:E:R::::_-~_-~.-l:-97-5-,.--

, .coamISsloners 
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LIST OF 'APPEARANCES 

Comp;a.inant: George Mabry, Attorney at Law, for Johns-Manville 
Fiber Glass Inc. . 

Defendants: Bernard 3. Della Sant:a, Malcolm H. Furbush, and John G. 
Morrissey, Attorneys at LaW, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company; 
and K. R. Edsall and David B. Follett, Attorneys at Law, and 
John ~. Abram, for Southern caIifornia Gas Company. ' 

Interested Parties: Chickering & Gregory, by Coo Hayden Ames, David A. 
Lawson, III, and Edward P. Nelsen, Attorneys at Law, John R .. Woy, 
Paul L. Hathaway! jr_~ and Stanley 3ewell, General Counsel, for 
sati'l5'iego Gas & ieetric eompatiy; Dennis G. Monfe~ Attorney a.t Law,. 
for Southern california Edison ComPany; Hal:Ve¥oo Br~~ .19hI;l r. 
~tromile& and Dona.ld Joo Carmaar for califo~ Pacif~e Ut~l~t~es 

.; Ral~ Poo Cromer, John Ma iaga, and Richard G. ~bell,. 
Gener:i!ounsel, for Sierra Pacific Power COmpany; A. ~EXigcl, 
for Plumas-Sierra Ruzal Electric Cooperative,. Inc.; Ivan Lewis 
Gold and Robert F. lla.r=ington~ Attorneys at Law,. andGeo~ 
ROQg'ers, COrporation COunsel, for· Pacific Power & Light y; 
C£a:ries H. McCrea, General Counsel~ for Southwest Gas Corporation; 
~cilia Arnold, for Bay Point Light & Power Company; Mrs. H. 
~ambaclier, ~or Alex Brown Electric Plant; w. V.. caveney" for 
Southern california Water Co.· Donald w. HickS~ for Surprise Valley 
Electrification Corp.; o. M.; ~~ for Valley Electric AssociatioZl; 
P .. F .. Stewart,. for Del Norte ompany and Garberville Gas . 
~rpo!:ation; carl Swanson for Lake County Utility Company; D'. F .. 
McClendon,. for MCcloUd ~ Company, Inc.; .!.. c. Abram, for Pacific 
Li&h:ixlg Service Company; R.. .J.. Munzer~ for Petrolane Sierra Gas 
Service; Dean W.. Knight,. for ROiling. Green Utili ties, Inc .. ; 
N. W. WaltenspieI, for Russian River Gas Company, Inc.; Geo~e 
!angSorn,. for The Sea Ranch Gas and Water Co.; Eoo H. Schriei r,. 
or siskiyou Vangas. 

Interested Parties: Lou Aoo Papais, for Ad-Art, Inc.; G • .:1 7 ~iFtlingcr, forAnza Electric cooperative~ Inc.; Lee Adler~ for eall.forn.l.B. 
Grain & Feed Association; Robert M. Aran~ Attorney at Law" for 
California Electric Sign ASsociation- Vaugha.n~ Paul & Lyons,. by 
.John G. Lyons, Attol:ncy at Law, and Sidnev H. Bierl!, for california 
Fertilizer Association; Ed,wsrd A. BOehler,. for cali ornia 'AIlmonia 
Company; w. :1. Begaard, Attorney at Law, for California Stat:e 
O~tdoo::, AavertisJ.ng Association; Goerge C. Bond and· Kenneth L.. . 
Rl.eOman, 3r.~ Attorneys at Lav~ for Union Oil COmpany of califorru.a; 
~. Rex Bovd and .John L. Willif~ Ateorneys at Law:. for Phillips 
.. eeroJ.etIIIlComp.any; James T. ,Brod e, for Pasadena Water and Powe~; 
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Donald G. &1rn8~ for Swinming Pool Inclustry Energy Comervation 
Task Fo:ree; Brobeck~ Phleger & Harrison" by Gordon E. Davis. and 
Robert N. ~, Attorneys at Law~ ClCi Robert E. Burt,. for 
californUi-:c:1facturers Assoeiation; Tom BUrton~ At~rney at Law> 
and R. R. Fritz" for Continental Oil Company; Pillsbury, Madison 
& Sutro, by James L. Wanvig, Attorney at Law> and Noel Dyer" 
Attorney at Law,. and C. J. Carlton, for Standard Oil COmpany of 
California; Grant cattaneo, for california Hospital Association; 
..lames A. ChiI\(o, for National Electrical Contractors Association; 
Edward E. cLirk and D. A. Prerr.' Attorneys, at Law, for Atlantic 
RiChfield COmpany; ,J. f. Rugi~ for Liquid Air, Inc.; Edwin S. 
Hurs t and "W'al ter Shel1snear for Gulf Oil; Scott Poole" for GUlf 
Oil CO~y of california; LeRoy Jackson,. Attor.tey at Law, and 
John McKinnon, for City of forra.nce; ROnald L. Johnson, Attorney 
at LaW, and William Shaffran" Deputy City Attorney, for City of 
San Diego; Thomas G. johnson James W. HcCcrtney, Earl A. Radford, 
~illia:n G. Rl.ddoch" Chester O. walz, and w~Ill.am A. woOd, Jr.,. 

ttorneys at taW, for Sheli oii company; GOrdon k. Jones, for !he 
Irvine ~any; Donald w. Kolstad and Robert t. ScllDialZ" Attorneys 
at Law, for Amstar COrporation· Thomas A. tancOm? Attorney at I.aw~ 
for ':the Atchison, Topeka & Santa. Fe Riilway any; Thomas M. 
0

1 
Connor" City Attorney, .and Robert R. Laughead~ for City and 

and COunty of San Francisco· Walter c. Leist, John R. Morgan, and 
It. p. Smi~ for Union Carbide COrporation - LiIide DIViSion; 
~ch;e A. senger, for Union Carbide Corporation; Henry F. 
Ll.ppl.tt, II, Attorney at Law for California Gas Producers 
ASsociation; Skorn1a, RosenbilD & Gyemant, by Thomas A. Skornia, 
Attorney at Law~ and Robert Lorenzini, for WEMK; corbett, welden, 
Kane & Hartman,. by .Jac~es R. Welden~ Attorney at Law, and t bert A. Loudon, forrlcan Sign 6( Indicator Corporation; 
obert G. Lunche and John S. Nevitt, for Los Angeles County Air 

pollution COntrol District; Lawrence S. Luton and Paula L. Nuschke, 
for Program. in Public Policy Studies of the Claremont Colle~es; 
Thomas W'. Lynch> Attorney at Law" for Amerada Hess Corporatl.on; 
N. w. Matthews~ for Surprise Valley Electrification Corporation; 
MCDOnoiigh, Hol1and~ Schwartz & Allen, by Martin McDonough,. Attorney 
at Law~ for Northern California Power Agency; M. E. MOseley, for 
San Gabriel Water Company; Robert N. Noyce for IXitel COrporation; 
Dave W. Paradis, for Arcadia Chamber of ~erce; Louis Possne!.", 
for City of LOng Beach, Bureau of Franchises and PUblic utilities; 
Robert o. Randall~ for Suburban Water Systems; Don Reining" for 
SOuthern caIifornia. Rock Products Association; c;erson R1bniek, 
for ".ale Heating & Air Conditioning Industry of the State of 
Califoxnia; Robert W. ~sel1~ for City of· Los Angeles, Department 
of Public UtU'ities arl 'transportation; Sylvia M. Sie~el~ for 
CoUS1lU1er Federation of cali.fornia, ee aJ..; lioward J • miley, for 
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California Broadcasters Associa'tion; James F. Sorensen» for Friant: 
Water Users Assoc1ad.on; Jan Staklis, for State nep:artment of 
Water Resources; William E. seill, Attorney at Law, for Southern 
Pacific Transportation company; Glicksberg, Kushner & Goldberg, 
by Terrance L .. Stinnett, Attorney at: Law, for Optical Coating 
l'..a.bOratory; Lawrence J.. Suaw,. Jr., Attorney at Law, for Mobile 
Oil Corporation; ~t L. ~ullivan, Attorney at Law, for Swi 
Oil Company; ROoerEIJi 'l'hOmi?son, for Metropolitan Water District 
of Southern califo ; Bert Trask, for california Trucldng 
Association; Philil> mer, xor powerine Oil Company; R. D. Copley, 
~. and L. E. Kelr: ttorneys at LaW, for Getty Oil Company; 
Lawier, FeliX & Hall, by Richard D. De Luce, Attorney at Law, and 
Willi.am F. Marsh, for Air PiOducts & Cheuacals, Inc.; Arthur T. 
BeVitie, Ralph Guy Wesson, and Frederick H. Kranz, Jr., Attorneys 
at :caw, for City of LOs Angeles, DePartment of Water & Power; 
Col. Frank J. Dorset, Attorney at Law, for Executive Agencies 
of the U .s:1., Office. of the Staff Judge Advocate; Cassandra Dunn, 
Attorney at Law, for u.S. Environmental Protection Agency; Alan R. 
Watts, Attorney at Law, Georc H. Edwards, and Beta; WilS" for 
~ity of Anaheim- William It. ~ards. Attorney at ,. Rij)h O. 
Hubbard,. and Wiiltam t. lGiecht for California Farm Bureau Feaera
tion; William H. Fe!! and Richard L. Young,. for City of Glendale; 
E. J. Fernon, for COunty of orange; DOnald F. X. Finn, for 
Geotherma Energy Institute; William R .. FrebSe. for Federal 
AviatioXl Administration; C. R. Fuller, Jr., for California Coin-op 
Association; Gerald Gei!Wr, for Eliergy Crisis Task Force; Albert 
Gluekson,. Attorney at , for Computer Sciences Corporation; 
Charles L. Hair and Kenneth .I. Mellor, for Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District; .James Haniersley, Attorney at Law, for Aluminan 
Recycling AsSOCiation; Qa1ker Hannon, for Suburban Water Systems; 
Argue, Freston & Myers,. by StPohen F. Harbison, Attorney at Law, 
for Armco Steel Corporation; awry, Simon, Baker & Murchison, by 
Richard s. Harrel~ttorney at Law, for American Olean 'rile Co., 
Inc.; QlliLmi R. is. for 'I'he Rand Corporation; A. M. Hart and 
Kenneth K. Okel, Attorneys at Law, for General Telephone company 
of" C81ilornI:a; Walter W. Henderson, Attorney at Law, for El Paso 
Natural Gas eompany. William It. veal, Attorney at Law, for Exxon 
Company, U.S.A.; William b. Watt, for California & Hawaiian Sugar 
Co.; John w. Whitsett, DePuty COunty Counsel, for County of 
Los Angeles; James n. Woodburn. for City of Burbank; .Joel S. Wight 
Attorney at LaW, for General Electric Company; Boris H. takUS ta, 
Attorney at Law, and ..John Clark, for Collier carbOn 1St Cbem!Ci1 
Corporation; Dunne;t Phelps. 'Mills, by Robert M. Dunne ;.'Attorney 
at Law" for A.DOGA; Morrison, Foers1:er;t Holloway 1 Clinton & Clark, 
by James J. Garrett. Attorney at Law_ for Hercw,e$ Incorpora~; . 
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• 
Milton .J. Carlson~ for Union Sugar> Division of CoZlSolidated 
FOOdS CO.; Charles .J. Maxwell, for Interpaee Corporatioll;Downey, 
Brand~ Seymour & ~, by Phili¥ A_ Stohr, Attorney at L.1w~ for 
General Motors Corporation; John • MiithiSJ Attorney at,Law, for 
Baker & Botts; Dr. J: O. Bray, for Stanford Research Institute; 
Warren Williams~ Attorney at Law, for Valley Nitrogen Produces Inc. 

Commission Staff: Rufus G.. Thayer, Jr. it Attorney at 
Law, Page E. Golsan, John E. JoSiiion, Blld Colin Garrity. 


