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Decision No. 851.89 
BEFORE 'l'HE PO'BLIC UTILITIES COMMISSlOK OF THE STATE" OFCALIF~ . 

Investi~atioll ..... on t~e Commission's 
~~. M-ot.on into the A<!equacy and 
Relia1>ility:; of the' Energy and Fuel 
'Requirements and'Supply of the 
EleetricPtlblic"Utilit1es in the 
State of· California .. 

Investigation on.the Commission's 
own motion into tbe natural gas 
supply and requirements of gas 
public utilities in tbe. State of 
california. 

Investi$ationon the Colnmission's 
own mot~on into the establishing 
of priorities·among.the1types of 
categories. of customers~:of every 
e leco::tcal corporation .'1nd every 
gas corporation in tbeSeate of 
californ1a·and among the uses of 
electricity or gas by such 
customers. 

--------------------------~) 

. Case No.· 9581 
(Filed", July ,3~,'l973) 

Case No •. 9642' 
(Filed December 18, 1973) 

Case' No.' 9884 
(Filed, March 11, 1975), 

(See 'Appendix A for appearances.) 

INTERIM OPINION 

On Dececber l8" 1973 the Commission in case No. 9642 
instituted its investigation into Californiafs natural gas supply and 
requirements. Hearings were held on a consolidated: record with Case 
No .. 9581, the Com::c.ission's investigation into· the adequacy-and 
reliability of the fuel requirements and supply of;' the State' ~.' electric 
public utilities* Hearings on the gas· portion o~ those eonsolidat~d . 
proceedings. were held on alternate weeks in San FranciSco~ LOS:Ange~es) 
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and San Diego beginning January l8~ 1974. After 26 days of hearings 
the proceedings were adjourned anti1 furtber notice. 

Acting on petitions for emer8en~ relief filed by Collier 
Carbon and Chemical Corp. ~ Chevron Chemical Corp., and Shell Oil 

Company, the Commission issued Decision No. ... 83612' 00. October 16, 1974" 
That decision, amoog other things, acknowledged the importance 

CalifOrnia agriculture plays in the State's economy, that the supply 
of natural gas is so critical that wbatis now classified as "firm" 
load could soon beCOtlle sul>ject to curtailment ,andtbat the California 
gas distribution utilities have been calling to the atten~ion of their 
customers the growing Shortage of gas supplies since 1970'. 

On December 10, 1974 the Commission issued Interim Decision 
No. 83819. Ibat decision extensively reviewed the problem of tbe 
insuffiCient supply of natural gas confronting the California 
utilities and focused on the adoption' of an end-use priority system. 
for allocating supplies. The decision noted that, in addition to 
the california Energy Planning Council and most industrial users 
advocating an end-use priority system as an alternative to the 

present method of allocating. supplies, the Federal Power CommiSSion 
(FPC) had adopted an end-use curtailment plan for El Paso Natural 

Gas Company (El Paso) and that the California Legislature, bad' added 
to the PublicUti11ties Code Sections 2771 ... 2775 requiring" the 
COmmission to establish a system of priorities among categories of 

custome=s and uses in descending order) starting with those which 
"provide the most important public benefits and serve the greatest 
public need." '!bat decision also restricted the gas distribut:lon 

utilities from. providing new nonresidential service with requirement/' 
over 200 Mcf/d without Comcission approval.. '" 
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On March 11, 1975 the Commission issued its CrdeJ: of 

Investigation., Case No. 9884, which because of the interrelatio:l.Ships 
of the subject matter. was consolidated for hear1ng .. with Cases 

~1os. 9581 and 9642. Case No. 9~ recited tbcevents to date in 
cases Nos. 95S1 and 9642, refencd to. the FPC ol'!.nion. 
affecting de1ivel;ies of natural gas by El Paso to· California, noted 
the emerging national policy requiring less dependence upon foreign 
oil, and quoted Section 2772 of the Public Utilities Code concerning 
priorities. It sought to establish priorities for both gas and 
electric use which would 1:Ieet the Section 2771 tests of "most 

important public benefits" and "greatest public needfY and sought to 

dcte:mine if not establishing any priority system would bave,tbe 
effect of reducing t~e a~unt of gas to be allocated to califo~ 
under fedel:al law. It expanded Case Nc. 9642 to consider whicb, eas 
J:ate structures would achieve high levels of conservation:. It 

ordered an investigation into :nutual a$sistance between the gas 
cOttpanies and between the electric companies to deal with' shcrtage.s. 
'l'his latest CrdeJ: of Investigation was coo.solidated for heaJ:irig 

wit~ cases Nos. 9581 and 9642. 
Hearings. on t!:le consolidated l:latter.s began on April 21, 

1975 and were conducted i:4 San Francisco, :"os .A:lgeles ).andSanDiego, 

for a to:al of 21 hearing days to the date of closing on June30,~ 

1975. 
Issues 

The prima:y issue for decision is whetoer the present 
price-vol~ prio:ity system of allocating gas in ~lifornia s~oalG 

continue or whether an end-use method of allocation should ~ 
Sc.op:ee.. If it is decided that an end-use method of .allocati~n of 
gas sbould be adopted, the city of $<tn; Diego- (San Diego) has pu.ti~'l; 
issue whether any order chac.&inz t!le :>resent ~thcxr of alloc~ti."~ 
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c.a:l ~e implemented before a:l E::wiro:lClental Impact Report (EIR) is 

issueci, pt.:rsuant to the California Environmencal Quali~ 'Act (CEQA). 

It also must be detercined whether the tariffs. filed ~th the FPC 

07 El ~so wil:' have an effect u?O:'l. the distribution ofEl paso gas 

within California. Fi:lally ~ issues arise with resyeet to: each of 

t.ae five priority classes rccotm:l.e::.cied by the staff. 

Simply seated~ since tbesupply of natural gas is not. 

eX?3nding as ~a?idly as demand, ho~ should~his lioited suPp17 be 
allocated a~ong the numerous cUlwnts? 

The Present Price-Volume Methoa 
of.Allocating Gas L~ Cali=ornia 

'!'be California gas distribution u~ilities presently operate 
tb~ir systecs uneer the ~0-ea11ed pric~-volume or price-priority 

system of curtail:lent):l Under t~1.is systeQ customc-rs a~eelassi~ied 
as either firm. or interrupt::'ble with SO:l<!" cl.:stO!:1crs ,rece.ivineboth 
f!.=-~ .:loci i:l.te=rup~ible se:::vice. Under this ~yste::l~ cyopting. for 
i~t~rruptible service ~ ti,le custo~r isrewcrded 'to.~:h lower, rates but 
1:bcT.eby exposes himself to intc::-ruption whenever sl.:?p:ti~s are. not 

adeqUolee to :neet fir: demands. U:lder toe priGe':'volume priority 

sys:e:n these inte=ruptible users <generally those requi!l:ingm:>re than 
" , 

200 ":.1c£/&) are req,uircd by utility ::ariffs te> have an ~!.t~te fi.Icl 

eapa~ility. 

T~~ ~T::lff Fl.:tn 
Decision ::0. 83819 set forth an initial base ,on which .;..::'t 

,I I I 

e:l<!-uce ~ystem could be adopted. The Co::cissioc ,staff ~tlt:roduced ' 

Exhibit 203' :JoS their reeo:cended end-use curt.:l.illtent ?riority?:tac 

1/ Ro,;les currently in effect <lre :PG&E Rl,lle 21,. SoCal Rule Z3<,.:ind 
- SDG&E Rule 23. 

-4-



.e 
C.9581 et a1_ ·lte 

through witnesses Leigh Stame~s zne! Donald. L. lU.n&. Witness Stamets 
analyzed volumes of gas consumed by the interruptible customers of 
PG&E~ SoCal, and SDG&E under the criteria of· Exhibit: 153 and \mder 
the present price priorities system. Staff end-use priority 

recommendations were presented br witness King. An analysis of 
natural gas re~uiremenes for each major utili~yunde~ the present 
cl.tt"tailment procedures and under the staff proposed curtailment 
procedures also was presented. 

The seaff proposed a fiv~ priority end-use allocation system 
" 

to operate on 3. stateWide basis so as to protect Priorities 1 and 2. 
The overall staff-proposed plan closely· resembles the'lnterim El Paso 
curtailment plan now in effect under FPC supervision. The m3jor 
distinction between the two is that under theEl Paso· Plan. Priorities 

4 and 5 are based on volumetric a:lOunts while the sea"ff' plan 'looks 
to end-use. 

Issues arising under each priority classification as 
proposed will be discussed below, in. order of descending priority. 
Priority 1 ... All Residential Use Regardless of Size. 

All Other Firm ~se with Peak-Day Demands 
Less Than 100 Meffd. 

Fundamental to the staff recommended criteria is the conce?t 
tha~ utility customers with no present alte~te fuel capacity be 

protected from ~ureailment to the extent permitted by' available. 

supplies and load equating facilities. Generally-customers now on 
firm schedules who therefore are not required to have a'lternate, fuel 
capability tend to fall in this category.; Fust "and· foremost to' be ' 

protected are the rcsidenti.llusers and scall commercial userS of 
gas who- historically have been. on firm seaedules an<i have little or 
no capability to convert. !'he staff cr:tteria attempts to define 
end-use priorities i.~ tertlS of customers' presen~ status in order tc 
oinit:lize :he con.£usio~ .J,ssociated wi'tn determining .the end-use 
stttusof indivicl\.:al custOt:lers. 
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The staff ini~ially proposed tha~ customers ~th ~pQak-
day ~·::quiremen~ of less ~han SO Mcf/d be placed in 'Priority 1. Row­
~ver) analysis by the staff of SoCal) PG&E) and SDG&E customer 
~cccunts indicates tha~ ~ total of approxfoately 1,200 e~stomers now 
~n firm schedules L'laVe peak-day requirements of, beer.:een. 50 ar.d 100 

i.1cf/d and have total ;J.nnual requi:::e:c.cnts estimated to be approxi~tely 
lS,OOO MMcf. This represents 1.8 percent of 1975 estimated total 
firo requirements. These 1,200 customers 'WOuld increa'se the nucber .. 
of customers presently subject t~ eurtailmen't by 50 percent.. In't!:le 

. staff's opi~on the cdcinistrative burden to the utilities of 
:lor4itoring' .lnG eniorcir.g cu::tailment of an additional 1,200 customers 
for the relatively s:all impact on total fuel requirecents eanno~ be 

justified under present estioatcs of su?~ly availability .. , Accordingly) 
in the i:l.'terests of econOt:lY and' efficiency, all firm use with peak;.;;eay 

d~,:ands less than 100 I1cf I d would be placed in Priority i ~ Futth~r' 
th~ s~ff recoccended ~hat uses not: excc\.:<!ing 2$ Mcf/d. on, a peak'd.:y 
be placed' in t:he r.ext hig~'ler priority where such use is part of. ~ 
tl".:llti- or split priori::y cus.tomer's total use. Requests· for, new 
:'lon:esidential connections in excess of SO Mcffd or e:-:pansio:l 0: 
present service to a level above 50 Mcffd' should not be g::anted . 

..... ~:hout specific C0m:tl;ission authorization in each case. 
Si~ce it: is possi~le that supply conditions·even.:und~= -:hc 

~tz;.ff: proposals may not meet: future priority require:nent:s,:to:e '(.."111 
rCCi.·.:ire the utilities t:o caintain and report cus~omer' and'eonsU'tn}>t:ic.o. 
&.t:3. on nonreside:ltial peak-doly usage between 50 and 100' Meffd. , 

Under tcis plan, gas service to Qultiple unit, dwel!.ings 
requi:!:'ing an excess of 100 Mcffd for water hea~ing or" st:eamgene:!:'at:ton 
f~= space he::lting would not be classified z;s' Priority 1" but ,to t,b.e: 
cx:en~ an alternate fuel capability e,:,ists wou:'d, be classified :lS 

:?rio:ity 3. 
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Priority 2-A - Where Pri~ry U$e Is As a Feedstock 
With No Alternative. 
current Firm Nonresidential Use With 
peak-Day Demands Greater Than 99" Mcf/ci: 
~ere Conversion To-Alternate Fuel 
Is ~ot Feasible. 
~·rt'le=e Conversion'!o Alternate Fuel 
Is Feasible. 

Electric Utility Start-up and 
Igniter Fuel. 

P=iority 2-A contains three categories of uses with no 
prese'C.t: alternatives to natural gas: Feeds-eock custo::ers, non­
residential users .. nth peakday use greater than 99 Mcf/d, and. ~:ilit:ies 
which require gas zor ignit:ion y star-e~up, and flame stabilization. 
Curtail'Cent: of natural gas to feedstock cust:omers and present fi= 
notlX'esid~ntial custOtlers with peakday' use greater than 99' l{efid 'Will 
have substantial ad·J'erse effects upon the economy ar:.d t?e· public:. 

Curt.lilment of gas to elec-eric utilities fo: ignition, sta:t-up-, a:ld 
flame stabilization use would restrict their abilieyt:o provide·· 
electric service. 

Feedstock. This catego::.r includes customers who use, na tur.al 
gas as a raw material to produce an end product. A Priority 2-A 

~eeds~ock CUS1:omer bas no present c:.a.paoilfty of using an alternative 
fuel. Total estmated annual re<!uireme;l1;s tor this category are: 

17 ,580 ~1.-~cf 00. ,tbe SoCal system and 12 ,040 MMc:f 0:1 the PG&E. ,system. 
Current firm nonresidential use with peak-day decands 

¢-eate: than 99 Mcf/cl.Residen:i.al use is service tc custCn:le:s .. ..;h::.ch 

consists of direct nat~al gas usage in a resic.ential: dwelling., for 

space hes.ti-cg, air conditioning,. cooki:lg, w.1ter:-heat:tn.g, .and other 
resic.ential uses.. The fol::'ow-o.g in~!'udes all fire use toat is'not 
residential use and exceeds pea~-Gay Ge:Jand S gre.:tter than 9$ 116f/ d : 
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Cus1;ocers 

So"...?l SYStem ' 

~04" 

l?G&E. System 

591.', 
SIX;&E'Sys::en 

28 

1975 Estimated Requirements 
Alteroa te FUel Not . 

Feasible' Feasible 
. (MMcf):'· 

15,920·' 

12 750$ 

710 .. 160 
'!he steff recor:cende<i that the custOt:lers in Priori:::r 2,-A 

co:c.sidered capable o~' convertin,z to an alterna.te fuel be, transiened 
to the appropriate lower ,riority by Oetobe: 1, 1977 ortwe years 
fro~ th~ effective date of t~is decision, ~~ichever ~s later. T~ey 

empb..asize tbat: Cil$1:oQers in P".ciority 2-A. !:lave no present alte:r:.a~ive .. 
~o tae use of natural gas. The ti:tle sp.:.n recoc:encee is considered 
reasonable to convert to alternate fuel capability. A custo'Qer'~ho , , 

car~~t realistically convert within the reco=:ended.period'of tiQe 

may apply to the Coccission for a specific deviation u~n a" 
s1.!os1:antial showing. 

Electric utility igp.iter, start-up: .a.~c. flru::.e stab:;:l-izat;.o~ 

~. There is no present ~lternative to the use of natural gas for· 
these .lp?lications. Both SoCal and :tC&E have indicated thC'y are ,~o~' 
studyi:lS the cost of converting to alternate' fuels:~ after which ~e '(·1ill 

d~-=ertt:.i:le whether t~ese uses should be assigr..ed to Priority2-A 
permnen:ly. The utilities, will oc required to provide <!et.s.iled 

cost es:i::.ates of converting to a ,light oil 0: other alternate wi,tl:-.i.n: 

on.~ year of' the Ga'Ce of 'Chis decision so that we, r:JAy deter.nine the­
feasibility of transferring :~u.s :reCluir~ent: to' Priorit:y S. 

~s- . 
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Estioates of annual requirements for electric utility 
ignition, start-up, anc flame stabilization are: 

SoC.a.l System. ....... ' •..••••. e ........... _ •• 5,064 MMcf* 
" . 

~ ....••.....•...•..•••..••••• __ ... 1,.008 'ft, 

~~ ...............•........••...... 144 " 
* Incluces requiret:lents of the Los' Angeles Dep.ar~nt 

of Water and Fower. ' 
The requirements listed above represent the total estimated 

P=iority 2-Arequirements on the utilities' systems that have, been 
included in the tables in Cha?ter 3. of t!le staff report. 
Priority 2~B - Current Interrupti~le Custocers 

With Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) 
Or Other Gaseous Fuel Standby Facilities: 

Wbere Conversion To Alternate Fuel 
Is Not Feasi~le. 
Where Conversion ToAlter~te Fuel 
Is Feasible. . 

T~is zroup includes all cu.-rent ~~terrupti~le users who use 
L?'; as an .a1ternate to natural ges,. plus that portion of pctroleUI:l 
::cfinery use which is de?endent upon l.PG or othe::'internally gener:1ted 
gaseous fuel during perioes of curtailment. 

The number of custooers and estimated annual requirements 

Custotlers 
SoCAl Szstem 

1.20 

PG&E S)"stec. 
132 

SDG&E Svste::l 

22 

Estimated Annual Reguirecents 
Alternate ,Fuel Not 

Feasible Feasible 
(MMc£) 

10,310 4,150 

15,070 52,510'; 

soo 560 " 
The above requirements represent total esticat:ed Sbtewicc' 

requirement:s in Priority 2-B.", . 
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Tee staff recom:::encied that customers in Priority2-B: 
eonsic.ered capable of convcI:ting to an alt<::rnatefuel be transferred 
to ~a.c appropriate lower priority on October l~ 1976 or one year from 
~he ef:ective date of this decision) whicaever is later. Staff 
'tIr.i:.tnoass Sta::ets provided the following testimony relating to the 
criteria by which eo Gcte=cine the feasibility of a conversion~ 

n'Ihe cOt:.vcrsio:l to- alternate fue-l should be 
considered feasible if the conversion can be 
aceot:lplished by 'Cae installation of alternate 
fuel burners, con'Crols and supporti.'i.g facilities, 
ST.lch as pip ins and storage> and further, where 
the use of au al~ernate fuel would ~ot cause 
significant adverse effects on product quality 
or process equipment. It is intended taat 
rfeasible conversion' will include conversions 
which may requir2 small changes in cquip~ent 
such ~s mlnoroociific3eion t~ allow burner 
placetlcnt or 'the s:ta'll addi'Cion of re£rac'Cory 
~terials. Boilers~ excep'C those with 
'a~ospheric burners' ) afpear f~.asible for 
conve=sio~ under this cr.te~ia. ;~so tais 
criteria shoulc ~esul'C in the conversion of 
s~ch equi~~t,as certai~ erycrs, ltilns>~nd 
fu:r:'l.Clces w~e=e :latur.1l sas or propane continues 
to be used as a £:.:el priI:Jarily as a, matter of 
convenience and cost. 

"In this regard it is recognized tb.:l~ cxtenua;ti~..g 
circuostances will exist causing feasioility of 
conversion to be questionable for soo.~ gas users. 
Exa:oples may ~ code restric~,ions or s!,-,-ce 
l~t:ations. These instances"will '::l.eed to be 
considered oc e c.:lse-by-case bac.is." 
It was e:lpbasizedthat electricity should not norcallyb-s. 

cO:l.Siderec as al:ernate usc- since it !!I.ustbe presumed tooc just as 
$car-:e a~ natural gas. Likewisc)- a l~ng-te:r::l conversion f=ac zac ::0 
a precess not rcquirine gas to produce the product will not be 

considered .:l reason.o.ble alt:ern.etivc for current, conver'sioris. Builcing 
code restrictions or space limitat::'ons cay be, conside::ed au, 
c~en~~ingcircumstancc_ 
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Tne seasonal interruptible customer without alternate fuel 
fac:='lities was not included in tbe staff's priority ,system,;. In our 
~pinion this customer should. be incllJdeo in' this category and 
evai~ated to determine whether be should have permanent or teoporary 
stetus. 

Much discussion focused upon the clefinition of process gas 
and t~1e reasons for sucb use being included in Priority 2. Certain 
existing process gas use~s have inseallea eqUipment that is not 

capable of burning a fuel other than natural gas.. However ,in most 
instar:.ccs, if s~h cuscot:ler, had no gas available the customer coul.d 

have installed substitute equipment that would eliminate the need 

fo= natural gas. Accordingly ,the staff recommended 'tha:t an industria!. 
eustooer desiring to use natural gas for new or additional equipment 

aust conVince the Commission that ~ as a practical matte;r,. there is 
no other equipcent that is capable of producing thedesiredproGu~t or 

that there is no other equipcen: that is ea~l:>le of burning alternate 
fuel. We concur with the sUlff. 
P:::'iority 3 - All Use Not Inclu(!ed in Another Prio:r:itv~ 

This priority distinguishes coccercial boiler fuel usage 

frOQ that of industrial and utility steam-electric generation use and 
includes central boilers in multi-unit apartment houses using more 
tho'ln 100 ':!..cf/d. The staff recOtlmerided that interruption ofserVicc: to . 

Priority 3- be t:linimized by cycling seor.age under circumstances thit 
would not jeopardize higher priority service. 

With respect to the financial ability of .a particular 
custO'CeX' to convert to alternate fuel capability" the recommended 
priorities are based on general cono.ie10ns' and to the ext:en.e'eertain 
cust:omers, fro:l a co:npetitive standpoint, may be forced,outoi 
business, the Cot:%mission will consider an exception. ' Tbecustomer 
concerned, however" would have to make a very strong showing ,in: order 
to jt:Stify a change in priorities. 
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Priority 4 - Industrial Boiler Fuel Where Capability 
of Utilizing an :~ternate Fuel is Present. 
Cement Plants ~ -

"Indusa:ial use" is service to customers. engaged prima.rily 
in a p:ocess which creates or changes raw or unfinished materials 
into another form or product. Industrial use maybe further defined 
as t;Se in the, categories fallin2~ under Divisi?n :s:~ mining; Division C, 
construction; and Division D, ma,nufac~ing,. in the Standard Industrial 
Classification manual issuedby'/the Exe~utiV'e Office of t~'1e President,. , 

" 

Office of' Management and Budget' .. 
, Generally, use of gas in industrial processes occurs in 

subs1:ant1al volumes. It is cousistent witb. existing interruptible 

service to place the largest volume users, i:l. a position least 
protected froe. curtailment.. On' current interruptible schedule~ such 
industrial users are required to be equipped with standby fuel 

capability. 
A principal problem of industrial users who fallintbe 

prO?Osed Priority 4 category is' the substantially higher cost of 
,'alternate fuel. . It must be e::tphasized that the proposed priority 

system is based on a general approach. If an industrial cus,tome: 

has space limitations similar eo- that of cOtllIilercial customers~ speci.e:' 
consideration may be given by the Commission to a possible higher 
level of service. Priorities cannot be written in a manner to-provide 
for all special conditiOns; some will have to be handled individually .. 

Cement plants were placed in Priority 4 due in- part to the 
large volumes of gas cous~d and in part to their ability to sQif~ 

to. alternate fuels. There are indications that some c:ementplants 
are already shifting to the use of coal in preparation for deeper 
curtailments in their level of gas service. 

-12-
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Priority 5 - Utility Steam-Electric Generation 
Plants and Utility Gas Turbines. 

Consistent with the policy that the highest volume users 
are the first to be interrupted or curtailed 011 present service 
schedules and because of their ability to substitute oeber fuels, 

steaxn-clect:ric generation plants are placed in the" lowest priority of 
service. 

Gas eonstImed by steam-electric utilities in th!s category 

Ulust be distinguished from those uses temporarily in Priority Z-A 
where gas is used for boiler ignition, start-uP;. audflame 
stabilization. 
Other Plans· 

In addition to the staff's proposal, curtailment plans were 
introduced by SoCal (Appendix C) and General Motors Corporation (eM) 

~ppenc!ix D). 

'!he GM proposal was presumably int:roduced to be implemented 

by the Commission in California. It is patterned alotlgtbelines 
of the FPC El Paso curtailment plan wh1ch:~ as we have indicated) is 
similar to the staff's proposal and, ~rA:!fore, we will not make· /' 
further comment. 

SoCal's plan was introduced as an alternate to, the staff's 
proposal should it be determined that end-use should be adopted. 
SoCal's pliln is similar to the staffts but there are differences 
which should be noted. First SoCal proposes that industrial and 

commercial boiler uses be classifie~ in the same priority while the 
staff t s proposes that industrial boiler use is inferior te> commercial 

and that a social objeet:ive is achieved by placing cOtDmercial 

boilers in a higher priority. Second, SoCal proposes that. 

Prior~~y 3 would be sUbbloel(ed on a volumetric basis and 
curtailed in the order of size to- provide the u:ili1:y 
with tbe flexibility neeessary to,meet the demands placed on 

-13-



C.958l et a1. ltc 

i~~ system, based on the theory ti:lat larger ~tomers are better 
eq~ipped to deal with curtailment and if larger customers are 

curtailed first larger quantities of gas within that priorityv~ll 
ce .svailable. The staff believes that all custocers Within Priority 3 

Si10W.d. ::ee.~ive ;qOlal levels of- ser-vice on an annUal pasis. Third, 

SoCal asserts that a ~o:atori~ or limitation on new or existing 
loads in excess of 99 l1ef/d is 1.:nnecessary at this, time . because 
(1) t~e requirement to install alternate fuel capability wOuld 

prev~il and (2) t~e vi~wthat an existing customer bas a prior or 

vested right to ft:ture gas supplies is unaeceptable~ 
'2'!:>siticn of Respondent Utilities . 

The gas utilities are united in their opposition to the 

proposed chauge from tbe current, priee-volume cuetai~ent proceeure 

to an end.-use priority system,albeit for varying =easons. !hey 

a=g'.!e that there are significant differences in the operations. and 
systecs" of the various utilities which are reflec~ed in their . 

:er.,cetivc curtailment rules and that the'sc differenee$ sl'\oulc.be 

reco~~ized when considering the feasibility of an end-use'syste~. 
They point out tM'!: certain. users now scrved as ':fi=" custotler~ 

under exis'l:l.ng ra te- schedules 'Would be t::ansfer::ee to .. a lower fir~cr::' t:: 
under an e~-use system. and thus be subject to earlie~ cur~e.ilment. 
and teat these customers would be :eq1.!i::ed to ::lake la:::ge expend:l:tiJ.re.: 

for alterr..a.te :uel burning and storage equipcent': 
PG&E opposes the concept of a statewide end ....... se syste: := 

alloCJ!tion allegi:l.g eha: its present: Rule 21 dealing with cu::ta:'J..:cn: 
w:.ll best serve tne: customers on its syste:. It also states ~ha~ 
the o~ration of t:'lC SoCal system is di£fere~t frO:l· PG&E.'s rind such 
<!i:.Eerences sho,,;:i.d be reeognized when considerine: the feasibility of 

~n enci-t:Se systex:1~ 

-14-
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SoCal opposes the adoption of an end-use priority system 
a::J.~g~.:lg it is not now ~ecessary' since firtl customers on their 

system. will not be sflbjected .to' cur'tailment until 1978-79 based 0': 

cu=rer.t esticates O'f availsble s~?plies and that'any change' would 
~nt.a.il administra-:ive berosb.ip' :esulting in disruptien and 
ci:'slecaticn of. ind1.:strial/com::ercial ~custo:ners wiehout ~ cO'rrelative 

bene=i~ to' residential custemers :lnd that an end;"use syste::t will.net 
change the basic requirements O'r sl;.pply of' natur<ll gas.,. butYdIl 
ha,,"C' ..:1 tremendous econcmic impact. SoCal alsO' asserts that the 

ene-use cO:1cept is ::.et a realistic approach to' es:ablis!:dr.tg: p:iorities. 
San DiegO' cpposes the adopticn 0': end-use because in its 

opi~ion ~d-use places '~oo much eo.phasis en the ability to' conV'er~ 

co- an ~lte::.cloJte fuel, =hat nO:l.e ~f the ene-use plans sub--..citted for 
. . 

cO:l~icieratj.on considers the custo:ncrs; and uses of g.:lS which p=o~ri.ce 
t~e w~st important public benefit$~ ehat the full impact of eco~o:rd.c 

. . 
feasibility to convert oosnot been considered~ ~hat.nocoasidera~iori 
~s given to o:>erational bu:rde:ls placed. on ehe utilities~ and ebat a~ 

"I' . 

'~nci-use systec. would result in large vclumes' of gas transferred' frc:I. 
one gecgraphical area.to another. 
Disct:S5ion 

'rhe ki:d of ~tu=<ll gas short2.ge ::.acing Collifornia i':O'Gay 
is =l.&.r diffezer.t fro:l that contemplated by ehe concept of inter­
::up~ib::'lity as it was !(r,.ow-n in the 1950 '$ .:Lnd 1960' s. The Co::mtission 
is now cen£rontee ·.nth .a situation where it must :c~S:sess'Che a:bil:::',=y 

of Vc=:;:'ous gas consu:ers to' cope ...nth e::tenc!cd· ~r:r.ods 0: =;.:rtailr~~t 
::.nd not sit:l?ly the bri~£ intcr=t.:pcions oc~sioncd by :lCl~l';,pca:c-d.::y' 
demand.. The existing utili1;ycurt.r!ilt:len.t: rules d~ not :r~spO~d:' 

acle~~ltely to toeayts circUQStances. 

-15-' 
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... ... 

e-

The ability of the various classes o~ customers- to respond ... 
will "la-ry regardless of whetber such customers happen ~o be ITf:tr:::l" 

0:' Ilinterru!'tible" under one or another of the current" schedules 
ziled w~~h 'Cue Commiss~on_ rae Commission has a duty to- conside~ 

such differing cap.;lbilities in a meaningful fashion 4ndto adopt 

appropriate ~odifications to the current regulations governing priori:y 
of se:vice in order to ~revent what we believe- 'tliould othenn.se be-. , 

unlawful discritlination. It seems clear tha't, the Co:::cissiori cOl.!lc. not 

countenance a rulf! promulgated by a utility which' purported to tre.:.t 

custo~rs similarly cituated in a dissimilar manner, whether such 

tre.att:lent be with respect to rates, c:l.ua1ity of service, or wha::ever_ 
The pre.\"'e'O.tion of such discriminatory treatment is one of the 

histo:ical cornerstones of utility reg;llation. 
,I ' 

The facts indica;:e t::.at 'the critical period for california, 

fre:n 'a gas sup?ly stancpoint ~ is the ne~ two-to-four years. Foll~'tt1-

ing thatinter,ral, we expect new natural gas supplies frOQ Alasl~ 

aild other sources, perhaps new s~ppliesfrotl coal' gasificat!oc;, a!lc 
a switcl'l froe gas to other socrees of energy by large users. 

The pre~~t system of priorities was principally econ~c 

in ~~tur~ and developed during a period of plentiful· supply w~cn 

piFelin~ companies were ac~..:ally competing to serve the Califo:n!.a 

market for :l.atural gas. The limitation. on firm service of 200 11.cf/e, 
~dthou~ significant distinction in priority of '.lse, was adeq~tc 

'to serve the cual pur?Ose of keeping utilities' lines at full' c~?:eity 

-in or~er to allow maximum utilizatio~ of facilities to tbebenefi~ , 

of the S1""..all consumer, and of ~intainin~ a substantial cw:hi.o:l. 0:1· 

inte:!:rUt>tible se:vice \o1b!.c!l could be forced o::f t!:l~ lines d-::ring, 
pe;:t!< periods of relatively sbort duration. The '. degr~e of, ic·;:er­

ru?tibility in those happier days was not usually· a sieni£ic~nt ,o~,: 

-, 
"'J.":>-
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of discussion between the utility and .a new. industrial customer'.. Thus, 
a n~l industrial concern ceuld make a rather .. fine decisien'regarding 

which rate it might pay and still be reo!1senably assured ofO'btaining, , . '. 

i.1:S o'lero!.l ::eeds for n.:tural ease 

r~e State Lezislature ~~S expressed its concern witb 
respect to' tbe diminishins. =upply Si1:U4tion in Senate Bill NO'. 1476, 
which .ldds Chapter 4.5 to' Part II, Divisien 1, to the Publ,ic 

Utilities Code (Sees. 2771-2776)., ~s amendment requires the 
Cocmissien to' establish priorities amO'ng thecategO'riesef customers 
O'f every electrical cerporatien and every gas cerpo:ationin California 

a:lG. to' est.'lblish priorities among' the uses ef e1ecttieity or ga.s by 
customers. '!he. Co:o:oission is directed to determine which, categeries 

and uses provide the oost important public benefit and serve',the,,' 
sreate.s't publiC need.. ..Ul custemers and r.:ses are to' be categerize<i 
in order ef descending ~riority based upon those standards. The 

priorities Olre to' be used for the allocatio:l of SOlS er, .'electricity . 

in tittes ef shO'rtages. (See Oreer Instituting InvestigAtion in Case 
NO'. 9834 catce March 11, 1975.) 

'!'he recerd in. this ease consists ef ::lasses of data showing 

a <!ecliniug sup?ly ef natural gas .available for all classes of 
sen-icc. Under the present price-velu:me method of· allocation, 

interruptible ct.:stocers are eenerally required to r.ave alterna-cc 

capability, inst-'llled. Curtail::K!nts of :1 greater ::u:gnl.tudc'than 

historically experienced my be expected. Fer examp.le"Socal may 
have nO' interruptible gas by 1979'. 'I'hI,lS, we recognize :b.at a sys~e::l 

ef al~ocatien ::lUst be ad?pted that will give the highest priori~ to 

these whO' bave nO' feaSible substitute fuel. 

·li-
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~ " Ibat this Commission has tbe power toal~er, existing 

Co:ltracts and utility company tariffs by wbichserviee is, supplied to 
their customers in times of gas saoreag2s, so as ~oallocate gas fo= 
the greatest pub11cbene£i~, is well establisbed. (Sutter Butte 
Canal Co •• ~ Rai1.~oC:L~ CVillm. (19Z7) 202 Cal 17~ affirmed (1929} 73. L ed 
637; IotArket Street Rail~.;oav Co. v 'FG&E (1925) 6 F 2d 533; Traber v 

Railroad Cocm. (1970) 183 Cal 304.) 
The-record in this case clearly demonstrates the urgent , 

need for a system of allocation of na~ura1 Sas that will minimize 
adverse economic and social impacts resalting fr?Dl the continuing, 
decline in the supply of nattIra1 gas (Decision No. 83612 ~'Ced 
October 16, 1974, Decision No. 83819 dated December 10', 1974, and 
Decis~o1'l No .. S3923 dated Dece:lber30, 1974). 

!he s~ff's proposal is a comprehensive and detailed plan 
which answers tbe qu~stions facing tbe Co~ssion relative to the 
gas supply problem while followiDg the directive imposed on the 

Co:::tnission by the Legislature. An underlyinz cO::lSideratioll in 

adopting the staff's plan is tile consideration given to"th~ econoci: 

and technological feasibility of conve=sion ~o alternate fuels by 

th~ various gas use=s.. Indeed, the implementation of this feature' 
will, in our opinion, ease any ~urden or hardship on users'wilile' 
indirectly takinb into account the social value of theendprodl:Ct. 

Ye recognize that eac~ gas dist~ibut10ll system bas its 
differences both in operation and supply_ Howev~r,differences 0: 
systems .and their operation are not of p:-imary importance.. . Ratb.er , 

we are faced wita an ec.ergency situation in which our nat~al gas 

supplies are being depl~ted without a::t offsetting increase, in 
.. ' 

reser.ves.. We must dete:mio.e how best such supplies csn benefit the 
eitizecsof California. 

" 
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rr. ~doptinz 4he end-use sys~em as contained in Appeucix 3) . 
we reeognize tha: m.:.:l.Y i!ustocers of the utilities will be placed in 
~ lower prioriey than they pr~sentlye~joy. In the order that 
follows we will provide th.<lt: a lSO~day notice from. the. effective 
ea'~e of this order be gi'"en to all C\,lstcmers subject to a change in 
priority. 
Statew-ide P~ity 

The present ~&E-SoCal gas interehange emergency a~eecent 
basical::'y provides t~t either of the. parties will eivert: gas £roo 
their O~~ storage facilities anQ~ if necessary> t:~eir inter:uptible 
customers if the o~her cocpany's =irc service eus~ocers are in 

,,' 
jeopardy. The 3greeQ~nt is d~signed to 11Ieet ~ tct:lpors.ry ope-ca:,ins 
eoergency or an a~norcal pe~k-day load situation whenever firm· , 
se:',,"'l.ee is ta:-ea tened. 

The- Comm.ission staff :'l.as pro?Osed that 'tne as~ist3nce 
agree=ent be expanded to assure statewiee serviee for Priority; 1 a~ci 
?l:!.e:ity 2 requirem~nts· of the s'taff t s proposed plan. 'n"le ?:-opo.:ed 
ser~~ce would provide pro~ec~ion for Priority 1 and Priori~j2 
c~s:omers o:Zar.I.Y ut:ili~y to the extent r.~t :.uch I=-ro:ect:'one.:n be· 

,:ssl.:J.cd wi.thoot jeop.:l:<!izinz· deliveries' to the P;:iority 1.,anG 
Pr~ori::)· 2:-equirer::ents of 'the' delivering utility .. 
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Assuming that the staf!f s proposal is adopted,PG&E feels 

that :?riority 2 customers capable of convert·ins.: t6an alternate" fuel 
sb.o~ld be transferred to the appropriate lower priority prior· to 
ioplec~~~ation of the ~taiffs reeoccendation. PG&E·asserts that ii 
tt"tis were nct done) :cc&E would expe:::'ience severe operational" problems 
in atte:pting to ~ove increased volumes of gas to southern California. 
PG&E also poin:~s out that discussions regarding. mutual assistance 
with So~lh..lve taken place and are continuing. 

SoCal supports thest3£f's concept· of~ negotiatedagreet:ler.t 
to protect Priority 1 and Priority 2 customers on botnsysteos but 
$uggests that.a separate agree-o.ent be negot~tedrather thanexpandine 
the agreement that is presently in effect. 

We agree that Priority 1 and Priority 2custocl!rs on . both 
systems should be protected. Accordingly, to :na inta in: aeonstant 

. . 

level of service for Priority 1 and Priority 2 customers, we" will 
expect PG&E and SoCal to expand their existing contract or negotiate 
~ se~rate agreeoent, keeping the Commission advised of the progress. 
W~ conclude) however, that because of the different systems, stat~n.ee 
parity of service for all levels of priorities is inapprop:::'ia~e. 
Ig~:!.:~~= ~ St2.rt-upz .:lnc. Fkoc Stabilization 

Th~s issue is critie.:ll and r~q~i=cs aclditional co=ent. 
':he bulk of Califor..1.ia's elec1:rieity is generated by oil- a.nd.zas­
fi:ed turbines. With the advent of the natural gas shortaec;and 'i:he 

conse(r~en: low priority given it for '!:>oiler use, the electr!.c 
utilities have been required :0 use alternate fuels. However, a· 

~=tion of the gas cons~ed by electric utilities is for boiler 
ignition,. start-up, and flame stabiliza'tion. !he.u-:iltties and the 
staff argue tMt gas for this purpose- is vital to" maintain "electric 
se=v"i.ce, that the:e is no present practical alte:nate ::u.el for tais 

, 
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use, that any change would require major redesign of all units, and that 
electric service is vital to the health and welfare of thecit1zens 
of the State and consequently should be given a highprior1ty.' 

we: 3gr.CE:: r.:.a: IUltural g.':l:s forigc.ieion, start-up-,.. and­
flame stabiliz.olt:ion puys an iutegral part in generating electricity 

and that any curtailment of gas for this purpose has the ,potential 
not only to disrupt basic electric' service but also todra~:tc:ally, 
affect the health and 'Welfare of the citizens of the State_ 

!he rapidly changing fuel situation made it diffieultfor 
the electric utilities to aecuratt!ly project their igniter. fuel 
requirements for the 1975-1976 season. The quantities' projected 
i.::tc!icate those requirements to be a small percen: of t'otal require-

. cents and deliverability. By assigning igni~er fuel to Priority 2) 

we can better assure the citizenry of continued firm electric service. 
We believc,however, that because of the supply situation) it is 

. . 
necessary to make an accurate determination of the igniter ::fuel 

, 

requirements of all of Califo=nia electric utilities. Aec:orcinsly,. 

hearings 'Will be held p=~tly and the utilities will be ordered to 
supply past usage and future requirement statistics. 

In addition 'He expect the electric utilit~es in coo~rs.tioQ 
with the ~s distributors to. pursue a research program witbthe a~ 
of findi:lg substitutes for natural gas to be used for, igniter purpos-es. 
Alo~~ this li~e we will require quarterly reports on the pr~e~= of 
t:h~ research programs. To the extent that customers of tbegas 

u~ili-:ies have their own source of supply and are physically able to' 
use such ,supply to ~et their own requirements,. theob-l:tgation of 1:.ce 
gas utility should be equivalently reduced s~rting with the hig~st 

pcio~ity under which the customer receives· service. 
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Petition of Collier carbon and Chemical Cor~. 
for Extension of Emergency Relief 

On October 16,. 1974 in Decision No. 83612 the Co'lIllXlission 
granted Collier carbon and C~emical Corp. (Collier) the right to, 
transfer for w period of 12 t:lOnths from SoCal Schedule G-5'3T to 
Schedule G-SOT thereby allowing Collier to be curtailed with SoC3l's 
B Block priority customers. On August 18, 1975 Collier filed for 
an extension of the interim relief for an additional year or until 
such t1x:le as an end-use system being considered'in' this case. ~'l3S ' 
been fmplemented. 

Ihe staff' s proposed end-use plan recogni."es that some 
cust~rs use natural gas as a feedstock and bas provided for those 
customers by placing s\,lCh use in Priority 2-A. Priority 2-A would 
place Collier and others similarly situated in a priority higher,' 
than they presently enjoy. However,. since end-use, priorities; '. .," 

cannot be implemented for this coming. winter,. Collier's request for 
an extension of interim relief was granted by Decision No. 85073' 

dated October 28, 1975. 

Also, by Decision No. e3~23-, cer~inpe'CrochemcOll, ,cw;tO:le.--:$ 
on tbe SoCal's syste1:1. were allowed to transfer to CEloekpriority 
until December 31, 1975 or the issuance of a decision on. overall 
service priorities, whichever eatle first. It is now evident that 
the end-use priorities established here will not be, applicable 
until after December 31, 1975; therefore, an extension of t:tc 
authorization inDecision No. 83923 'is ,necessary. 

-2~-
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S~vironmental I::o.ac1! Rep~ 

On April 14" 1975 San Diego filed a motion.' %equesti'!l$ t:~t 
the ~ta£i pre,are an ec-"iroamental data statement (EnS) purs~nt to' 
:~l'ti~ 17.1 c= t~~ Cor::"'l ssio:. t $, Rules o!: P:'actice. before adoption . of 
zn e::-1-o.~ syste::l of p~iorities for the allocation of natural sase 

San Diego ae:d.ts that there is a shortage of natural gas~but a=gues 
t::at the prese:lt: price-voluce priority systet:l,works and that tae 
pa:::ties supporting an end-use syste:n are corif~sing an emerg~I:.cy Wi~h 
a change in .:llloc:ation of gas. 

roe staff 3grced with San Diego but ars~ed that ·th~ . 
p:tcparat:ton of an EDSwas necessary only prio:t to the. adoptiot:. of a 
fin21 c~tailment plan order an~ th3t the fsc: of rapidly d1m~nishinz 
s .... pply o~ na:ural ga$~ in addition to the legislative :Ja::.d2.te in 

~ctio'C. 277l, requires the adoption of 3:l interim plan. 'We .. ~lieve 
the urgency 0:: the situation rectuires prom;?t adopti~n of the staffts 
end ... t.lSe proposal on zn interim basis with hearings to, reso·lve.";lnY 
iS$ues arising frc:l ~he impl~nt.o.tion of an, e!l.~-use· plc:t.n which may 
be subject to CEQA and to Coccission Rule 17.1. (See reSo·.Cal. Gas 

Deeision No. 34512 dated June ·lO, 1975 in App:!.ic<:tion No. 537~7.) 

'We .lgree that :ae end-use concept·i$ oru.y achangefro~ one 
. , 

.llloca~i.:>n sys'J:et:t to an:)~hc:_Howevcr~ the eritical point· is.t:hat 

the end-\;::e syste::l as pro?osed by toe s::zff is designC<i to'·· prQ:teet 
;;c.os~ ~ers who have no technically o.~ economically fea:;.ible· al~e::-· 
nr..ti~e te :r,e use of r-.. '2.tu=.::tl gas as opposed ,to th!>se relyi'cg on the 
~resen:: ?:ice-vo:'ut:::e priol:'i~ysy~tem whereby a ~r:ycansC'!e=ti:l:(:' 
scbec!u~.c i: de~:rmi.nes c:ltl best serve its need's. witaout rcga::e:. to:: 
s..::.pply. 
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'l'be FPC was faced with a simla: ques1:ion in the El Paso 
cl.:rtailUlent case) Docket No. R.P72-&. In its Decision No. 697, 
pp. 22-27) the F:EC held that eompliance with the procedural .. rectu.iX'e::ents . . 
of the Na~ic-...z.l E::.vi~o~ental J?olicy bet: (l~PA) with respect' to-

':i,j.virv~utal i~ps..:t s-cat~en1:S in cu:tailment cases is '~not, meaning­
fully possible". In view of the clese similarity bee-ween ~"EPA 3:ld 
CEQA and given the fact teat sCbstan~ial curtailments in ~the use of 
natural gas will take place, whether \!1lder ?resent interruptible­
scb.~dule& or under a system of end-use pric:r:ities, we believe .an E:;:R 
is n~t required' prier tc 'Che isso.anc:e of an interim.orderadopting 
a'C. end.-use cu:rtai~nt plan. 

We are convinced tba t an EIR must be prepa=ed before 

ado?tio~ of 3 final pe~ent cu:tai1men.t pl.an. Rowever, to tbe 
c>..-tcnt tbat the s~f=is now preparing. at:. EDS at the examiner'~ 

re~uest, we are of the opinion that because ~f' the urgency, of t!:le 
situation an EDS is not necessary for adoption ofan'in:erim end-l.:se 
slloc~tion plan. 
The Effect of the El ?aso Tariffs on califo:=nia Su,?plies 

On Deeember 19~ 1974, the FPC issued its Opin:.o!l No., 697-A 
i~ ~ocket No. RP72-6, ,:nodifTMlS and cla.rifying Zl:r:asot's effectiv~ 

in'Ce=i~ curtailment plan. Since t,hat o?inion sta::es that vo-lumet:ic 
ent::'~!.ements a.e inde~o.den: of all ;,ut total suppliessvailable to· ,. , 

El Paso and hist~:ical end-use profiles,. curtail-crentproced\:.re-& ie 

ca1.ifor.nia -will ~ve :-"0 etfect on the a:!lOunt of g&$ available frCOll 

El ?as~. 

In April lS75, ::::1 Pas~ filed wIth thp. FPC its proposed 
i '. • 

final curtailIl:ent plan. Of the several ~n1:e=pre't.ations of th~' firi&l 
pl.:-.n it appears ~hat supplies of gas in each. prio:ity catego=?, ~;ould 
be ;;rozen at existing levels and w"Ould Oe di:n;nfshed permoln.etl::11't;?o~ 
any ::epo~ted reduction in daily usage ~& ccrc:paredeo t:he'~r.~-:ial 
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pr~file. Many protests have been filed with the FPC t~ thisElpaso 
p~!.t.) including one from thi_s Commission. El Paso is presently 
t.lloC3ting supplies pu::,suant to- FPC i.nteric orders 634 and 634-A. 

On June 17, 1975 tile FPC i.ssued a Notice of Intention to' 

Ac: and Order Granting Intervention wherein it set fortb. its intention 

to act on protests and. motions filed by inter.ested' parties liresponse 
to pcrtions of El Paso· t is plan. Thus the outcome· is still in doubt 

whether intrastate allocations wO\lld 0l)e affected· by tbe final El Pa's~ 
curtailment plan. 

'. 
Cc)'O.ser.vatien 

Conservation received considerable attention during this 
proceccli:l.g. In Decision. No. ~902 we recognized ~hat conservat:i.on 'by 

f~= customers does not result in a reduction of the vol"Jmeof gas 
consum~d because any decrease in usage is ta~enu?by the interru~ti~le 

~nd ste.:.m electric custocers. We are convinced, based on the testiQOny. 

in this· proceeding, that we I:l\!st prepare guidelines, for conserVation 

i::l:?lc:tLentation by the gas utilities to' protect the-publ:i:cinterest .. 
It '.>."ill therefore be ordered that each gas utility under our j.u.risdie­

tion shall: 
1. 

2. 

Report every six ::O:ltbs on its present and 
future pla~s relative to conserv~tion. The 
first sue~ re?Ort is to be filed no later 
than December 30, 1975. 
~ch utility sha:'l file witb the Cormnission 
quarterly a detailed ana lysis of: 

a. ~udgetary expendieures for tne past 
six oO:l:hs for conservation and 
expeneiture forecasts. 

b. Conserva:ion ~ctivities ~nd results 
~'"ith present interruptible and ste:ct:il 
electric customers. 
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c. Conservation aytivities and results 
with all other customer classes. 

d. Insulation act1vities~ 
e. Customer informati~n regarding 

conservation. 
We ~ll also expect each utility to work in concert with 

all parties interested in conservation including the conservation unit 
to be established within this Commission. 

Ye stress that adoption of this end-use system of priorities 
shou.ld not be construed in any way as a ceans to relieve the utili-:ies 
or their custOt:lCrs of their. responsibility to conserve natural gas. 
We will expect the respondent utilities to continue tbeir efforts· 
and progracs toward a reduction of usage. 

Findir:gs 
1. The toeal supply of natural gas available to Califo%nia has 

become increasingly inadequate in recent years to' serve thetota'l 
demand for this premium fuel by all types of custot:1ers of the S·tate "s 
gas utilities. Sup?lies and reserves are expeceed to ~ecline fur~h~=. 

2. Existing priorities of service among different classes of 
cu::to:lers evolved when gas supplies were plentiful and the State's 
gas utilities were expanding their facilities ata rapid rate to 
serve new ct.:.stomer loads brought about by bot:h in~easing pc.pul.4 tiOll 
3t1.d commercial and industrial demands for natural gas. 

3. Present tariff filings of the gas utilities require int2r­
rup~ible custo=ers to l:laintain the capability to· burn fuels othe= 
taan natt;ral gas> with e~eeptionszranted to those which,. because' of 
the uaeure 0: their indus1:rial processes, can use onlY' r..atural.sas •. · 
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4. Supply deficiencies projected for the next two to- three 
ye2.::'s will require extensive, curtail~ent of the gas utilities r 

interruptible eustQQers ~nd, unless add.itional anticipated sap?lies 
-;'.:.co:;)'=! ::w:.::';'~ble :.n scb€.dule,. wha-:: is now classifice as "fi=m.fr l~d,.. .. 
,:cl,J,ld become $ubj ect t:) curtailr:le::lt by' 1978 .. 

5. Curt.'lilments of supply to interrupti'!:>le custoeers in the 
magnitudes projected have required reco~sideration of present rules 
a'C.d :policies to reflect the f\.l1:da:nental changes wMcb. have occurrec 
in the availability of ~tural zas for industrial and' other large 
users. 

s. !he critical considerc:tion which must be contro-lling in,any 
e:Z~rt to reason.?bly dist:r::i;1:>~tei the effects of a sustained sb~rtage 
in a n'l.:lne: which is tae least adverse t.o ~he ?ublic interest: is the 
rl!J.ati,,·e eapability of different classes of customers to-utilize fuels 

, 
other than natural gas. ' 

7.. An. end-use priority systet:l of allocating the natural gas 
sup?ly is the only fair and reasonable way to prO'tect those with'ebe 

le~st capabiliey to- convert to, aleernaee fuel. 

S. The staff's proposed end-use cortailmene pup as modif5.ee 
by to.is decision is fair and reasonable and in· the be,st interests of 
all of California. 

9. The resiclential gas customer' is ehe one wi'Ch the least 
~mount of economic or practical flexibility to change his use f=c: 
g3S to sOQe other fuel. 'I'his conclusion may alsO' be true for SOQC 

other users such as small commercial and industrial custocers. 
10. Present ::esiclential and small coccercial and; i:ldustrial 

eustomers should be aceo::ded the,highest priority because O'f the' . 
co:npa:ative i:ubility of such customers to conve:!:t to' the us,~ o~ 

al~e=n3te fuels. 

.' ,,, 
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1::" Custo:::e:.:s w~ose usc ,of Mtural gas is for feedstock purposes 

ae defined in Appendix 3 should be placed on a priority St3tus just 

below that of those customers using gas for residential and small 
cOt:Clercial and industrial purposes. 

,< "r 

12. Interruption of service to Priority 3 should be minimized 
by cycling storage under eirct.t:lStances 1:ha,t would not jeopardize 
higher priority serviee. 

13.. To the extent tha.~ customers of the gas uti.lities h.ave their 
own source of supply and are physically able to' use such supply to 
meet: their own requirements, the obligation of tbe delivering utility 
should be equivalently reduced. 

14. The respondent gas utilities should, within 150 days of the 
effective date of this order,,. file new t:ari££ propOsalsincQrporating, ... 
the priorities of service set forth in Appendix B. 

15. The outcome of deliveries of gas to California, ba~edon 

the E1 Paso Natural Gas Co... curtailment plan 'filed with the Federal 
Power Comc.ission in FPC Docket No. RP7Z:" 6 is' still in doubt,., 

16. Adoption 0:': an end-use priorit:y system of alloca,tion will 
cause problems for' many utility customers. Customers req,uired to 

switch to an alternate fuel should be allowed sufficient' time to 
implement the change. 

17. Customers in Priority 2-A who are considered capable of 

converting to an alternate fuel should be transferred to an appropriate 

lower priority two years from the effective date of this decision •. 
Customers una.ble to convert -within the two-year period, may app-ly'to 
the Commission for an extension of time. 

18. Priority 2-S customers considered eapableo; converting 
to an alternate fuel should be transferred to a lower.priority. one· 
year fr~ the effective date of this order. 

. 19. Electricity should not be considered as, an alternate e?-ergy' 
source for purposes of conversion. 

-2e-
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20. There is no present altern..ltive to the use of natur31. gas 

for e:ect:ic utility igniter, SUtrt-up, and flatle stabilization ~uel. 
~le¢r.=ic utilities should uncertake studies todeterminec the 
:easibility anci cost of conversion to alternate fuels· fer igniter, 
s::a=-::-1:.p, and £la:ne stabi!.iz.a1;ion uses and,report' progress totl1e 
C~ssion quzrterly. 

21. Hearings shall be held to dete:"Clinc the electric utility 

r~'1uiretle:l.ts for igllite::, start~up·) .:tod flao.e stabilization. fuel. 
22. l?G&E' sand SoCcll t s m:.lt:ual assis1:a.nce agreement shot.lld' be 

e~n1ec to assure state-..:ide service for Priority 1 and Priority: 2 
requirements to the extent possible. SUH:cwide parity is . in.appropriate". 

23. Respondent utilities. shall mainULin reco:t'ds 3:ld r.eport 
C\!$to~~ consumption data on nonresidential peak-day uses be:ci:een 
50 and 100 Mcf/d. 

24. Implementation of this. interim order is of such urgency 
:br-:t an Enviromnen'tal I:o.pact Report is not req=ired" prior to·. the 
acioption of an interiI:1 end-use p:iority systemo:t . .allocation. " 
::Ie.:~ings on the environmcnt..'ll issue should be sco:eduled after 
t'!:!..str"ibu:ion of the staff" s Envi:onment:al Data S~tement. 

25. Copies of this decision shot.:ld be served ,upon all ":e::'--ers 

vi :he California Congressional Delega:ion~ the Governor ,aIid t:etJ.bers 
of the ~e~{slature. 

26. California utilities should continue to e'CphD.size .. to::heir 
customers the importance of cc~serving natural gas. They should. 
~:~?Cn<i cxis~ing co:tServation progr.:l1llS, especially those in 'tolIlicc 
~asto~ers ~re given an incentive to conserve. 

27. The .:lutaorization provided by DecisionNe>. 83923.,£0: certain 
p'~tr~chcmieal co::npanies on the So~l syste:n shoule be- extcna~cit:.n1:il 

tn.:.: end-use priorities eS1:a.blisbed herein beco:e effectiv.a ... 

-29-
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INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

l. A SystCUl of. end-use priorities for st:atewide, allocation of 
natura.l gas based on the criteria set forth in Appendix :Sof this 
decision is .. hereby adopted on an interim basis pending. resolution' of 

any environmental impact issues. Tariff schedules reflecting the, 
end-use priorities established herein shall be filed by the respondent 
utilities in accordance with General Order No. 96-A to become 
effective within one hundred and eighty days from the effective date 
of this order. 

2.. Soutbern California Gas Company (SoCal) > pacific Gas and 

Electric Company (:EC&E) > and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) 
shall maintain data and report to the Commission q,uarterly on the' 

number of customers .o.nd cOIlStrIXlp-:ion of nonresidential customers with 
peak-day demands between 50-100 Mef/d .. 

3. California gas utilities shall not provide service to new 

customers> or additional service to current customers> when, the 
customer's new requUe:lent will be in excess of SO Mef! d and that 
requirement can be met with au alter1'late fuel. 

4. Cocmission approval will be required before a gas utility 
can (1) provide service to any new nonresidential customer with a 
demand in excess of 50 Mef/d and (2) install additional facilities t~ 
provide additional service to a nonresidential customer when ~be new 
level of demand is in excess of 50 Mcf/d. 

5. SoCal,. EG&E~ and SDC&E shall file ~th the Commission 
within one hundred and twenty days after the effective date' of this 

, , 

or,de: lists of e~tomers falling. in~o the categories ,of, Priority 2~A 
and p,:iority 2-3 permanent, and :priority 2-A. and Priority Z":Ste~~ary. 

-30-
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6. :G&E and Socal shall e~nd t~eir mutual assistance 
... .Ir! 

agr~~nt or negotiate a sepa~ate agreement to protect de11vexies 
to Prio:ity 1 and :Frio:ity 2 customers or. .l statewide basis.: 

7. 7'~;) $~;) and Soutbern Califcrnia Edison Company (Edison) 
s!:lall s~t to the Co:l:ml.ssion within on~ hund~ed and eighty days 
frotc. 'the effective ,~t~ of this order a . detailed esti1l:late of the 
cost of converting igniter, start-up;) .:and flame stabilization'fuel 

, ,J" 

r~quirements and a detailed analysis of tae'quantities ,used for 
these purposes. 

8. :tca: ... SD(;.t.£, and Edison shall initiate a progr~, dcsi8;ned 

to convert to an alternate fuel the natural gas now used: for igniter, 
start-~p;) a:ld: fl.al:le subilization pu=poses. 

9. t'ses not exceeding 25 Meffe. on a ~~<:day ::lay be in, the 
1'lZ:~ hig1::er priority where such use is a part, of a' mu1ti- or',split- , 

priority custocer t s to:aJ. use. " 
10. PG&E, SDG&'£, Edison, and SoCal s!:ull report every six 

~~ths on present and future ?lans relative to conservAtion. The 
first :;uch xeport is to be filed no later than Decen:ber 30" 1975. 

11.:fC&t, $DG&E;) Edison, and SoCal sh:lll file quarterly a 
d~t3iled ~lysis of: 

~. Expenditures for tbz i:m::edi2te past six . 
~o~t~ for conservation and expenditure 
forecasts. 

b. Conservation activities and results with 
present interruptible anG steac-electric 
CUS1:ou:ers • 

.. 
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c. Conservation ac:~:[vi.ties and results with 
all other customer classes. 

d. Insulation ac't1v1eies .. 
e. Customer information regarding energy 

conserv.:.tion. 

12. Tbe a.uthoriza'tioll inDecision No. 83923 for certain, petro­
checical companies to transfer to C Block priority is hereby extende4 
until the end-use priorities authorized herein become effecti~e. 

'Ibe effective date of this order is the date 'hereof.' 
Dated at __ --.;;San;..;.;.;.;._F'r3.n __ dBe_Oo ___ " California,. this· .-<~. 

day of __ .... nu;.E ... C .... ;.w.Ml.I.BE ..... R~ ___ ·,. 197'>. 

~ " , , 

,', . 
".,. 

" .'. ,",.'. 

-- ".-~" 

"" 
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LIST OF APPEARANCES 

Respondents: Chickering & Gregory, by c. Hayden Ames~ David A. 
Lawson, III~ and Edward P. Nelsen, Attorneys at taw, Jobii H. 'Woy:~ 
Paul L. HathawaYt 

Jr., and Stanley Jewel1~ General Counsel, for 
~ Diego <SS & lectric Company; Dennis G. Monge, Attorney at Law, 
for Southern california Edison Company; Harve¥ L. Brown, John P. 
Vettomile, and Donald .J. Caroan, for CalifortU8. Pacific Ut!iities 
~o.; ROiI$ p. cromer.., Johii Miidirtaga, and Richard G. Ca;;npbell, 
General unsel, for Sierra Pacific Power Cocpany; Bernard J. Della 
Santa, Malcolm H. Furbush, and John C. Morrissey, Attorneys at Law, 
for Pacific GaS and Electric eompany; A. E. Engel, for Plumas­
Sierra Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Ivan Lewis Gold and 
Ro~t F. Ra.rrlngton, Attorn~s at Law, and Geo~e L. Iroagrs, 
COrporation counsel, for Pacific Power & Light mpany; crIes H. 
McCrea, General COunsel, for Southwest Gas Coxporae1on; K. R. Edsall 
and David B. Follett" Attorneys at taw, for Southern California GiS 
Company; Cecilia Ai'Oold~ for Bay Point Light & Power Company; 
Mrs. H. na5biCIier, for Alex 3row. Electric Plaut; 'toT. V. Caven&, 
for southern california Water Co.; Donald w. Ricks, for Surprl.se 
Valley Electrification Corp.; o. M. Spear, for VaIley Electric 
Association; P. F.. Stewart, for !Se! None Gas Company and 
Garberville GaS COrporation; Carl Swanson) for Lake County Utility 
Cocpany; D. F. McClendon, for Mccloud Gas Company, Inc.; 
~ .. J. MunZer,. for PetxoIane Sierra Gas Service; Dean tv. Knight, 
tor Rolling Green Utilities, Inc.; N. E. waltenspiei~ for RUssian 
River Gas COmpanY1 Inc.; George Pang60rn~ :tor The sea Ranch Gas 
and water Co.; and E.' H. SCh!lel.der> :cor Siskiyou Vangas .. 

IntereseedParties: Lou A .. Papais 1 for Ad-Art,. Inc .. ; G. J. Whittlinge=, 
for Am:a Electric COOperative, Inc.; Lee Adler,. for california 
Grain & Feed Association; Vaughan) Paul & Lyons, by John G. liOns, 
Attorney at Law, and Sidne*li:. Bierl~ for ca.liforniaFertii er 
Association; Edward A. B6e er, for liforn18. Ammonia Company; 
w. 3. ~d,. Attorney at Law~ for california State Outdoor 
Advertl.sJ.ng Association; Geor~e c. Bond and Kenneth L.. Riedman, ~r .. :­
Attorneys at Law, for Union olo1 CO:lpany of cal:i..:cornia; c. Rex Boyd 
and John I.. Williford, Attorneys at Law, for Phillips Petroleum 
Company; James f. BrOdie,. for Pasadena. Water and Power; Donald C. 
Burns, for Siililming Pool Industry Energy Conservation Task Force; 
BrobeCk,. Phleger & Ha.rrl.son,. by Gordon E. Davis and Robert N. Lo:.zrx., 
Atto::neys· at Law, and Robert: E. Burt:, for Ci'1ifornia ~nu:5ict:urers . 
Associad.on; Tom Burton, Ateorneyat !.a.w, and R. R .. Fritz, for 
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Continental Oil Company; Pillsbury, Madison & Sutro, by James L. 
Wan.,7j.g, Attorney at LaW,. NCQ!p%er, Attorney at Law, and c. J. 
carJ.ton, for Standard Oil y of California; Grant cattaneo, for 
california Hospital Association; James A. Chil~ for National 
Electrical Contractors Association; Edward E .. Clark and D. A. 
Freavy, Attorneys a~ law, for Atlantic RiChfield company; 
J. T.. Hugill" ;;;or Liquid Idx, Ine .. ; &:do;o1in S. iiurs t and \,7alter 
ShellShear" for Gulf Oil; Scott Poole, for Gulf 6il Company of 
cali1brnia; !..eRo>" Jackson, At'Comey at Law, and John McKinnon, 
for City of Torrance; Ronald L. Johnson, Attorney at taw, and 
William Sbaffran, Deputy City Attorney, for City of San Diego; 
Thomas G. JohnSon" James W .. McCartnev, Earl A. Radford, William G .. 
R!ddoch, Chester D .. wa,li, and william A. WOOd! Jr., Xttorneys at -
Law, for Shell oil Co:npany; Gordon B. Jones, or Ine Irvine Cocp.a.ny; 
Donald W. Kolstad and Robert L. scl'il5aIi, Attorneys at taw, for 
Amstar COrporation; Tho~s A. Lance, Attorney at Law, for The 
Atchison, Topeka & santa Fe Railway Company; Thomas M. O'Connor, 
City Attorney, and Robert R. laugheae, for City and County of 
San F:ancisco; Arch!eA .. Messenger and Baker & Botts, by John P. 
Mathis, Attorney at: Law, for Union Carb'ide Corporation; Henry F. 
lippitt, II, At~orney at Law, for California Gas Producers 
Association; Skorcia, Rosenblum & Gyemant, by Tho~s A. Skornia, 
Attorney at Law, and Robert lorenzini, for WEMA; COrbertt,. WeIaen, 
Kane & Ha.rt::::la.n, by Jacguines Roo WeIden, Attorney at Law, and 
R~bert A. Loudon, for .American Sign eSc Indicator Corporation; 
Robert G. tunche and John S .. Nevitt, for Los Angeles County Air 
pollution Control District; Thomas W. Lynch, Attorney at Law, fo= 
Amerada Hess Corporation; N. W .. Matthews,. for Surprise Valley 
Elcca'ification Corporation; MCDonough, Holland, Schwartz & Allen, 
by Martin MCDonougt Attorney at Law, for Northern california Power 
Agency; M. E. Rose ey, for San Gabriel Water Company; Robert N. 
Noyce, ror-Intel COrporation; Dave W.. Paradis, for Arcadia ChSmber 
oCCotm:le:ce; Louis Possner" for City of Long Beach, Burea.u of 
Franchises and Public utilities; Robert O. Randall, for Suburban 
Water Systems; Don Reining,. for Southern caIifornia Rock Products 
Association; Gerson Ribru.ck~ for The Heating & Air Conditioning 
Industry of the State of california; Robert 'toT. Russell,. for City eof 
'Los Angeles, Dcpartc.eut of ~lic Utilities ana Transporeation; 
Sylvia M. S1e~el, for COllSucer Federation of ~lifornia, et 801.; 
Roward J. smi ey.. for california Broadcasters Association;: ,James F. 
Sorensen, xor Friant Wat:er Users Association; Jan Staklis,. :tor 
State Department of Water Resources; William E .. Stili, Att:orney at 
Law, for Southern Pacific Transport.:l.tion COmpany; <;licksberg.,. 
Kusbner & Goldberg, by Terrance !.. Stinnett, Attorney at Law·, fo= 
Qpt1cal Coating Laboratory; Lawrence j .. ~ttawz Jr., Attorney at :(;1w, 
for Mobile Oil Corporation; Robert 1.. Sullivan, Attorney at LaW,. for 
Sun Oil Co:c.pa~; Robert W.. ThOt:l;)son, for Metropolitan We.ter District 
of Southern :i.fo=n:i.a; Bert Trask" for California TrIlC~ 
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Association; Philip Tyner~ for Powerine Oil Company; R. D. Copley,-­
.Jr ... and L .. E .. Kef I, Aetorneys at Law" for Getty 011 company; 
IiWler" 'e1G & Hill" by Riehard D. De wee" Attorney at Law~ .snd 
William F .. Marsh" for Air PrOducts ~ Chem1.cals" Inc.; Arthur T. 
tiMiie" Rifph Guy Wesson. and Fredenck H. Kranz, .Jr., A~torneys 
at Law" for city of LOs Angeles" Depa.rt:ment of Water & Power; 
Col .. Frank .J. Dors~" Attorney' at taw" for Exec:utive AgenCies of the 
U.S.A." Office of the Staff Judge Advocate; cassandra Dunn~ AttoJ."'''',:t' . 
at Law" for u.s. Environmenea.l Froteetion Agency; Alan R. Ws.~ .. 
Attorney at Law" George H. Edwards" and Henry Wiley, for ""C-r-fj" of 
Anaheim.; William H. Edwards, Attorney at Law" Ralph O. Hubbard" 
and William L .. Knecht~ for ca11forrda Farm Bureau FederatIOn; 
William H. Fell and Richard 1. .. Young" for City of Glendale; E .. .J

1
-

$'erguson" for COunty of orange; Donald F.. X. Finn, for Geotherma 
Eiiergy Institute; 'William R. FrehSe, for Federal Aviation 
Administration; c. H. FUller Jr." for california Coin-op 
Association; Gerala Ge;ger, for Energy CrisiS Task Foree; Albert 
Gluekson~ Attorney at taw for Computer Sciences Corporation; 
eba±Ies "L.. Hair and Kenneth .J. Mellor" for Sacramento Municipal 
utility Distric't:; .James H8mers~, Attorney at Law" for Aluminum 
Recycling Association; Walker Hiitirion for Suburban Water Systems; 
.Argue, Freston & Myers, by Stephen F: Harbison, Attorneya1: Law, 
fo~ Axmco Steel Corporation - l10wry , SilliOn, Bi1(er & Murchison" by 5 Cha%d S. Harrell" Attorney at law" for .American Olean Tile Co., 
.wc.; william R. Harris for The Rand Corporation; A. M. Hart and 
Kennet!i' k. oke!,. Attorneys at taw, for General TelephOne company 
of canforii1:a:; Walter W. Henderson" Attorney at Law" for El Puo 
Natural Gas Company; wifnam R. Veal" Attorney at taw, for EXKOn 
Companc y,. U.S.A.; Willi8.lii D .. waSt> for California & Hawa1;1.&nSUgar 
0.; John w. 'Whitsett, i5eputy county Counsel~ for Couney of 

los Angeles; James D. Woodbu%n, for City of Burbank; Joel S. Wight, 
Attorney at taw" for General Electric Company; BoriS R. takliSta, 
Attorney at taw, and .john Clark for Collier carson esc cheliiical 
Corporation; Dtmne" Phelps & MIils, by Robert M. Durme. Attorney 
at Law" for ADOGA; Morrison" Forester HOlloway" clinton & Clark, 
by .James :I. Garrett" Attorney at Law,," for Hercules Incorpora'ted; 
Milton J. carlSon for Union Sugar Di.v1sion of Consolidated Foods eo.; Cbiiles J. ~ell~ for InterPace Corporation; Downey" :srand~ 
Seymour & ROs.wer~ by Mrl.11? A. Stohr" At~~ at taw~ for General 
Motors Corporati.on; Dr. J. o. Bray" for S ord Research Institute; 
~ Williams,. Attorney at Liw ~ for Valley Nitr.Ogen Products, Inc.; 
PeXiI'nS-~-_~ufr attclcy~ for Powerine Oil Company; and Tom Wilson". for/ 

Comm:I.ss1on Staff: Rufus G. Thayer, Jr., Attorney 3t 
Law" Page E. G.9~ .John E._.tQ.~80,.;!,. lind Colin Ga:rritx. 
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End-yse Cureailment 

1. Toe following will establish an end-use priori~ system to 
replace the exist:ing price-volume priorities under which 
t:he gas distribution utilities presently curtail deliveries 
of natural gas. 

2. The criteria for categorizing the uses of natural gas . of the 
customers of record as of the cffcc1:ivc <i.lte of· this ·decision 
is as follows: 

Priority 

1 

Description 

All residential use regardless of size. 

All other firm· use with peak-day demands 
less than 100 Mcf/d. 

2-A Where pri.I:lary use is as a feedstock with 
no alternative •. 

Current firm nonresidential use with peak­
day demands greate1: than .99 Mcf/d: 

Where conversioc; to alternate fuel· 
is not feasible .. 
Where conversion to alternate fuel 
is feasible~· 

Electric utilities start-~1> and igniter fuel. 
2-B Current interruptiole custocers with Ll?C or 

other gaseous fuel standby facilities: . 

3 
4 

5 

Where conversion to alternate fuel 
is not feasible. 
Where conversion to alternate fuel 
is feasible. 

Other interruptible customers with 
CPUC-approved deviation from requirements 
for seandby faCilities. 
All ~se not included in another priority. 
Industrial boiler fuel where· capability of 
utilizing. an alternate fuel is. present. 
Cement plant::s. 

Utility steam-electric generation plant:s 
andutiliey gas· turbines. 
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The following definitions are to be associa1:ed with the criteria: 
Alte::'l'late fuels: Nongaseous fuels; part:icularly 

excluding SNG) LNG) and LPG. 
Boiler fuel: Gas ~sed specifically to fire 

boilers, regardless of the end 
use of the steam produced. 

feasible alternate fuel: 

Feedstock usage: 

Firm customers: 

Interruptible customers: 

peak-clav demand: 

l'be condition of a eus1:omer who 
currently has no capability of 
using an alternate fuel (as 
defined above), but where conversion 
to alternate fuel is technologically 
possible and economically practicable, 
within the context of the customer 
in CLuestion. 
Na tural gas used as raw material 
for its ehemical properties in 
creat:ing an end prcxiuct. 
Customers currently purchasing gas 
under firm natural gas service 
schedules. 
Customers currently purchasing gas 
under interruptible natural gas 
tariff schedules. 
A customer's highest:onthrs re~uire­
ment divided by the n~er of days 
of operatioo.in that. month. 

Re~ide~tial use: Serviee to customers which eonsists 
of direct natural gas usage in a 
resiaential dwelling" for space 
heating) air conditioning, cooking, 
water heating, and other. residential 
uses. 

I~duserial use: Serviee to eustocers engaged primarily 
in a process which creates or changes 
raw or unfinished materials into 
another form or product:. 

Note: !ndustrial use is further defined as uses in the 
categories falling under Division B~ Mining:) 
Division C" Construc::ion, .l:ld Division D, 
Manufacturing in the Standard Industrial Classi­
fica~ion Y~nualissued by the Execu~ive Office of 
the P=esident:) Of=ice of }fAnagement and Budget. 
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Use for which alternate fuels are 
not technically feolsible such as 
in applications requiring precise 
temp,erature cont::ols and precise 
£lace char~cteristics. 

Electric: utility natu=al goilS use· 
~.,.here no ~ltern3~e fuel c.lpa.bility 
exists for: (1) heating the boil~r 
system ade~uate:ydu=ing start-up 
to en3ble efficient oil burning to 
eeet pol!.utio:1. standards; 3:1.d 
(2) insuring coneinuousignition 
and fla~e st~bili~tion within the 
boiler. 
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DEFI!nnONS FOR SOU'l'HERN CALIFORNIA. GAS COMPANY. t S 
PROPOSED PRIORITY SYSTEM 

1. Peak -day Volt::le - '!he average daily usage during the customer's 
peak :ont:h OJ: operation in calendar year 1973. When nO' 
Market Services infor::ation is present, the peak load day 
will be calculated according to' the following taole: 

DayslMonth . 
Residential ' 30'. 
Commercial 2'6-
Indastrial 22 

2. Customer - A~ter or eo=bination of met:ers which cO'nstit~te 
one Sill. 

3. Alternate Fuel - Co:mercial Standard ~n (CS2) or heavier cil. 

4. Central Boiler - A central steam O'r hot water boiler which 
will supply t:he dOI:lestic hot water~ space he.ating~ or O'ther 
heat energy requir~ents for multiple residential. units' .. 

5. Nonresidential Service - Service to custOt:lers for, other" than· 
Qirect uses within a residential dwelling unit and utility 
electric generation. 

6. Se>ondary F.uel Capability - The ability to utilize another 
fuel such as LPG, coal" O'r gasO'line as an interchangeable 
alternative to' natural gas. 

7. Utilitv Electric Generation - service to' electric ,utilities 
engaged in the prO<iuctiO'n of electric power tbrooghthe use 
of boilers .lrui turbines'. 

8. Fa~ly Dwelli~8Unit - A grou~ of rooQS; such as a hO'use~. a 
£lat~ O'r an apart:lent which prO'vides c~lete family living 
facilities in which the occupant normally cooks meals,. eats, 
sleeps, and carries on the household operations ineident to 
eo=estic life (as de::ined in Co. Rule ~ro. 1). 

9. Feedstock - !~atural gas used as a raw material £or:its 
chemical prope:ties in creating an. end· product. 
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DEFL~InONS FOR SOU'I'FLERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMP.A.i.W ~ S 
PROF~SZD PRIOR!TY SYSTEM (Contd.) 

10. In~er:\!ptible Service - Service to custOtlers under the 
P.ov~s40ns of an ~n:erruptible rate schedule. 

11. ?lant Protection - Y~n~um volumes required to prevent physiczl 
harm eo tr~ pla~ facilities or danzer :0 plant, personnel when 
such protection ca~ot be affor~ed through the use of an 
.:.lterc.ate fuel. This includes the protection of such ma.terial 
i:l process as wol.:ld. otherwise b~ destroyed;. but sl::a11 no'!: 
include deliveries required to maintain plant production. 

12. Residential - Gas service, for' use at family dwelling u..-uts. 
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SOUIHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY ~moroSED END ... USE 
PRIORITIES - ~ NO. 964Z 

Priority 
1 

Description 
New residential. (1) 

2 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Existing firm residential. (2) 
Otberexisting firm and new custooers peak-day 
demand of 99 Mef/day or less. 
Customers in this priority will be categorized 
by subbloek,. in accordance with the following 
and curtailoent will be in inverse order 
beginning with Priority 2-C. 

A. New nonresidential loads with a peak­
day demand of 100 Mcf or morel day 
without alternate fuel capability. (3) 
Plant protection. 
Existing firm nonresidential loads with 
a peak-day demand of 100 Mefor morel 
day. (4) 
Existing seasonal interruptible customers 
'Without alternate fuel facilities. (4) 

Wherebtalpea~day load of the customer is 100 Mef or more/ 
day, central ~oilers w~ic~ can use an alternate fuel will 
be placed in P::iority 3. 

Where total r-ak-day'load of the custoacr is 100' Mcf'or morel 
day) central boilers which can use an alternate fuel. will 
be place.<l in Priority .3) 24 months after effective date 
of decision. 
Thzt equiPQcn: which cannot use alternate f~l requires 
Co==ission approval. If refused may qualify £orPriority 3 by 
installins seconeary fuel capability. 
Equipment which can use altert):ate fuel will be ,transferred 
to Priority 3, 24 rlonths after effective date of decision~ 
Balance of equipoent =e:Jains in Priority 2-A~ 

" 
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SOUl'HERN CALIFO~"IA GAS COMPANY ~OPOSED END-USE 
PRIORITIES - CASE NO-.. 9642 (Contd.) 

_ Prioritl Description 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

4 

:Sa Existing feedstock. (5) 
Igniter service. (6). . 
New feedstoek. (7) 

C. Existing interruptible customers with 
installed LPG facilities. (8) 

Existing interruptible loads wit.h installed 
altern.lte fuel facilit.ies. New residential 
boilers where the cust.ocers' total peak-day 
load is 100 !1cf or !:J.ore/ day. 
New nonresidential load~ with a peak-day 
decand of 100 Mc£ or more/day with alternate 
fuel capability or which have 'been refused. 
F=io::ity 2-A elas·sifica~ioQ .:lnd MVC installed 
secondary fuel capability. 
Custooers in this priority will be categorized 
by subbloek, in accordance -with the following 
peak day us.;:.ge and curcail:tent will be in 
inverse order beginning with Priority 3-D. 
A. 0-499 Mcf/day .. 
B. 500-149~ Mcf/day. 
C. 1500-4999 ::1cf/day •. 
D. 5000 ~cf/Cay and greater. 
Utility electric generation, including boilers 
and turbines. 

Volumes ~ll be lic.ited to 1974 usage adjusted for curtailment. 
Transfer to Priority 4, 24 c.onthsafter effective date of· 
cecision. . 
Requires Comcission approval. 

Equipment ca~able of using an alternate fuel transfers to 
Priority 3" -U t::onths after effective Gate. of decision. 
:5.llanee of eqo.ipoent ::~ins in Priority2-C:.. . 
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GENERAl.. MOTORS PROPOSED DEFINInONS 
(MOdified per Ricca Iesticony) 

Residential: Service to customers which. consists of natural gas 
usage in a residential dwelling for s~ce heating, air conditioning, 
cooldng, water heating,. and other resl.dential uses. 
Commercial: Service to custocers engaged primarily in the sale 
ana distrl.bution of goods or services including institutions and 
local and federal governtlent agencies for uses other than. those 
involving manufacturing or electric power generation. 
Industrial: Service to customers engaged priQarily in a process 
wEich creates or changes raw or unfinisbed materials into another 
form or product including the generation of electric power. . 
Plant Protection Gas: Minimum volumes required to prevent physical 
harm to the £ac~ll.t~es or danger to personnel when such protection 
cannot be afforded tllrougb. the use of an alternate fuel. This 
includes the protection of such ma.terial in process as would other­
wise be destroyed. It shall not include deliveries required to 
maintai-n .pLant production, except for ignition Bas where alterIlAte 
fuel faci.lities have not been installed. For the p1..lrposes of this 
definitio:c., propaue and other gaseous fuels shall not .be considered 
alternate fuels. "\ 

Feedstock Gas: Natural gas used as a raw material for its chemcal 
properties ~ creating an end product. . 

Process Gas: Natural gas use for which. alternate fuels are not 
technically or economically feaSible, such as in a~lieations 
requiring precise tempera~ure controls ane pr~cise fl~e character­
istics or other premium a?plications, including fla1:le stabilizatio:c. 
for coal-burning units where altern.a.te fuel facilities :'laVC' not ~en 
installed.. For the purposes of this definition, propane and other 
gaseous fuels shall not be considered a·ltern.ate fuels. 
Boiler Fuel: Natcral gas used as a fuel for the generation of stea~ 
or electricity, the utilization of gas turl>i:J.es for the 
genera~ion of electricity, compression, or pumping, and all other 
indirec:t~,£ired applica tions. 
Alternate Fuel Capability: Where an alternate fuel could have been 
utilized Whether or not the facilities for such use have actually 
been installed, provided, however, .where the use of natural gas is 
for plant protection, feedstock, or process uses and the only . 
alternate fuel is propane or another gaseous fuel, then the cons1J::l~r 
will be treated as if he bad no alternate fuel capability.. . ... 
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GENERAL MOTORS t 

COM?OSI'I'E cOR'tA!L'1ZNT "'PRIORITIES 

l?r.iorit:y 1. 

Priority 2. 

Prioritv 3. 

Priority 4. 

Priori::v 5. 

Residential usage; plant protection 
gas~ including ignition gas; and 
all 5:la.ll usage (SO Mcf/day or less). 
otherwise. 

Laree (more than 50 !1cf/day) cOt::mlercial 
and indust:rial users with no alternate 
fuel capability andlor feedstock 
available; process eas~ :tncluG.ing 
flame stabilization gas;. and storage 
injection gas. 

Large eocrnerci.al and industrial users 
~th alternate fuel capability ~ and/or 
feedstock capability~ wh.ether or not .. 
presently installed. 

Co~ercial and industrial requir~­
ments for boiler-fuel use. 

Utility electric generation plant 
requireoents includinggas-tlJ%'Dines 
used for sener,.'ltion of :electr.icity. 



• C. 9581 
C~ 9642 .. C. 9884 
D.85189 

COlViMISSIONER BA TINOVICH.. CONCURRING: 

• 

While I concur generally in the priOriti.es established 

by this deeision~ I believe that this order does not go far ' 

enough in regard. to determining respective priorities between 

existing and future residential users •. If the rnainrationale 

for priorities is to protect Priority 1 then: wby do we cot:;ltinue 

to expand Priority 1 customers a.t the expense of other equally 

important customers, who affect aJl consumers? 

December 2 .. 1975. 
Sac. Frac.ciseo~ California 



•• Decision No. S5139 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC OTILr.tIES COMMISSION OF" TEESTA'XE OF, CALIFORNIA· 

Investigation on 'the Commission's ) 
Otim Motion into the Adequacy and, ) 
Reliability· of . the- Energy a.."ld Fuel ) 
Re~ui~ents- and Supply of the y 
Electric PuDllc 'tltill.ties:L.'"I. the ) 
State of, califOrnia. ) 

-------------) . ) 
L'"I.vestigationon the Commission's 
own',motion into. the natural. gas 
supply and 'requil'elnents of gas 
l'Ublicutillties in the State of 
califOrnia. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

~------------------------) 
Inves'tigation on the Cor.mission T s 
own motion into- thees1:aDlishing 
of priorities among' the types of 
categories ofc:us'tomers of eve:y 
electrical corporation' and evert'· 
9'ascorporatio~ in the State of 
california and, among the uses of 
electricity or gas by,such 
customers. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

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

CaseNo~ 9581,. " 
(F:Ued:Jul; 3· ~973.) , Y '~'" . 

Case No~9642 
(Filed December-.1S,. '1973)' 

case No-,., 988'4', 
(Filed Marchll,:' 1975) 

£ONC!lRRING OPINION OF COMMISSIONER. ROSS 

., ., 

I concur in the decision of the majority, but I feel that greater 

c~ity and detail are necessary in a final disposition of this. ma~er: 

(1) '!he differences :between our priorit:y system and' the El Paso· 

sys'ter.l shoulct ~ clearly 01.!tlined and defended~ and. an estimate should be 

made of 't.."'le amount of gas potentially lost as a result of these differences. 

(2) Dist1nctions between industtial and comme%'Cialuser$-: should 

be dofended more explicitly> or else reformulated on the basis of volume of 

usc. 
>-
" , 

(3) We should, whe~ poSSible, differentiate essential" from 
• " . t' 

luxury uses within each priori,:),. Forcxa:nple, we, should curtailti.'leuseof 

-l-
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gas for heating of newly-:i..."lStallcd stdmrrdng poalsT anaphase .ClUt' use flY.." 

existing pools. 

(4) We should give detailed consideration to air ~~L~ti~n 

problems in allocating' gas Detween regi~ns- of t'llc S~te dur:L.'"lg cri'Cical 

65mmissioner .' '. .' . 

December' 8, 1975 

.. 

• 


