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Decision 84 08 117 AU T 1884

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC TUTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of SOUTEERN CALIFORNIA )

GAS COMPANY and PACIFIC LIGETING

GAS SUPPLY COMPAXNY for Authority

%0 Revise Gas Rates and Tariffs Application 84-03-3%0

Bffective May 1, 1984, under the (FPiled March 9, 1984)
Consolidated Adjustment Mechanisn. '

(See Decision 84-07-0T1 for appearances.)

QRIXIOXN

Applicants Southern California Gas Company and Pacific
Lighting Gas Supply Cozpany (SoCal) have filed this application
pursuant to the Consolidated Adjusitment Mechanism (CAM) procedure.
Also this year, SoCal is applying for a general rate increase
(Application 84-02-25). In addition, SoCal will file a Fall CAM
application. These three applications have become very interrelated
with most rate design issues moved out of the general rate case and
heard in the two CAM proceedings. A major decision is expected late
in 1984 with rates to be effective in January 1985 which will
incorporate the resolution of the rate design and revenue requirement
issues of both the Fall CAM and general rate increase proceedings.
Today's decision will resolve only those issues which require
resolution at this time.

Because the change in the revenue requirement as calculated
by SoCal is small and rate stadbility is desiradle, Solal seeks no
rate increase In this application. A joint prehearing conference in
this proceeding and the general rate case was conducted in Los
Angeles on March 26, 1984. Nine days of hearing were held in Los
Angeles and San Francisco during April 1984. The case wag subnitted
subject to closing driefs filed June 22, 1984.
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Revenue Reguirement

The first and foremost issues to be decided concerning the
revenue requirement is whether or not a rate increase can be
granted. If a rate increase can be granted then an appropriate
reveane requirement must be developed; if on the other hand, no rate
increase can be authorized, many issues surrounding the revenue
requirement are moot. This issue is highlighted by the differences
of the increesed revenue requirement developed by the compeny ($16.8
nillion) and by the staff ($223.9 million). A major factor in this '
difference is the treatment o be afforded a refund o Sofal from

Transwestern Pipeline Company (Transwestern) which will be discussed
later iz this decision.

In this proceeding, SoCal assumed that its proposed
treatment of the refund would prevail and therefore it would no%t need

$0 increase rates. The staff on the other hand took the position at
the prehearing conference that the Commission might adopt different
treatnent for the refund, thus requiring a rate Increase. The staff

requested that the company renotice its customers to disclose the
possibility of a2 rate increase. The company refused. Toward Utility
Rate Normalization (TURN) in its brief on this issue, argues that we
cannot authorize an increase in rates without proper notice of a rate
increase.

We agree with the TURN's position for the particular facts
of this case and will not autherize az across—-the-board rate
increase. With this decision that there will be no rate increase

authorized at this time (except the ammonia producer rate), the usual
revenue requirenent issues are mooted. '
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Transwestern Refund

On December 1, 1982, Transwestern filed its 1983 general
rate case application, RP? 83-25, with the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC). The application was accepted, consolidated with
Iranswestern's 1981 general rate proceeding, RP 81-130, and suspended
until June 1, 1983. The issue remaining in the 1981 case was the
pinipuz bill structure. Transwestern's paritial settlement of its
1981 rate case was approved by FERC on May 2, 1985. Transwestern
filed %tariff sheets incorporating the 1981 rate case settlement into
the 1983 rate case application effective June 1, 1983. The 1983 rate
case rates were effective June 1, 1983 subject to refund.

SoCal's May 1983 CAM proceeding included the increased
rates fron the 1983 Transwestern general rate case. The rates
reflected in the tariffs approved dy +this Comzission Lor D.83-05-056,
SoCal's May 1983 CAM, became effective May 18, 1983 and were not
explicitly made "subject to refund”. The total amount of the 1983
CAM increase was S$397 million. The amount of the Transwestern refund
here a2t issue is expected to be approximaitely $100 million. This
refund to SoCal will flow from Transwestern as a result of the finel
settlexernt of the 1983 Transwestern case before the FERC. At the
tine of the Liling of this CAM (A.84-03-30), settlement of that 1983
Iranswestern case was imminent dut the precise amount was not yet
firalized. The exact amount will not be known until the finsal
settlement is actually approved early August 1984.
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The issue before us is how to treat this Transwestern
refund. SoCal argues that it should be put in the CAM balancing
account in order to avoid a rate increase %o its customers at this
time. TIURN supports this argument. The commission staff and several
other parties, notably CMA, argue that Public TUtilities Code1
Section 453-52 and California Manufacturers Association v. Public
Utilities Commission (1979) 24 Cal. 3a 836 (nereinafter referred to
as CMA) apply and therefore the Transwestern refund must be
refunded accordingly - i-e., actually paid out and in proportion %o
usage since June 1983.

1 All Code references hereafter will de to the Pudlic TUtilities
Code unless otherwise noted.

2 Section 453.5 states: Whenever the commission orders rote
refunds to be distriduted, the commission shall require public
utilities 4o pay refunds to all current utility custonmers, and, when
practicable, to prior customers, on an equitable prorata dasis
without regard as to whether or not the customer is classifisble as a
residential or commercial tenant, landlord, homeowner, business,
industrial, educational, govermmental, nonprofit, agricultural, or
any other type of entity.

For the purposes of this section egquitadle prorata dasis
skall mean in proportion to the amount originally paid for the
utility service involved, or in proportion %o the amount of such
utility service actually received.

Nothing in tkis section shall prevent the commission from
authorizing refunds to residential and other small customers to be
based on current usage.
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In the CMA case the Court applied § 453.5 and annulled in
part Commission Decisions 88361 and 88751 which had ordered PGEE and
SoCal to put certain gas supplier refunds into balancing accounts
under § 792-5,3 to offset prospective rate increases. We think the
factual and legal situwation in the present case is substantially
ifferent from that presented in CMA case and thus is ¢learly
distinguishable.
At issue in the CMA case were gas supplier refunds to SoCal
and PG&E relating back 2s zuch as five years from our 1977 and 1978
decisions, in the period 1972-1976. There, tariffs had been approved
by the Conmission as a part of the original pass-through rate
increase and were explicitly made "subject to refund”; those tariffs . '
specifically mentioned proportionate customer-class refunds.
The Court referred to the fact that the suppiier refunds were time-
delayed, that the overcollection time period was not immediazely
preceding the 1977 Commission decision, and that the Commission order
was made after certain industrial customers sharply curtailed their
823 usage.

3 Section 792.5 states: Whenever the commission authorizes any
changes in rates reflecting and passing through to customers specific
changes in costs except rates set for common carriers, the commission
shall require as a condition of such order that the pudblic utility
establish and maintain a reserve account reflecting the dalance,
wvhether positive or negative, between the related costs and revenues,
and the commission shall take into account by appropriate adjustment
or other action any positive or negative balance remaining in any
such reserve account at the time of any subsequent rate adjustment.

-5 -
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The Court itself stated the issue. "Because §§ 453.5 and
T92.5 . . . present conflicting legislative directions . . . , we
must therefore determine the scope of § 453.5...." (emphasis added)
(24 Cal. 34 at 843). The Court then determined that section's scope
and stated:

"Within the context of the case before us, we
therelore hold that the statutory term 'rate
refunds' as used in § 453.5, refers to prior
direct rebates received by utilities from their
suppliers for past overcharges and earmarked by
conmission—aporoved tariffs for 'refund’ to
cusiomers." (emphasis added) (24 Cal.3d at
848)

The question then is whether § 453.5, with its scope so
defined and delimited, is applicable to the supplier refund presently
before us. 3Briefly stated here, and +o be analyzed below in the
context of CMA, the facts in this proceeding are:

1. The relevant May 1983 CAM customer increase
was not only not made "subject to refund”,
but there were no tariffs "earmarking”
Proportionate customer classes or any other
type of refund distridution;

The amounts here in question were not "time
delayed™ but instead are forthcoming from an
"immediately preceding rate adjustment" (24
Cal. 3¢ at 842);

There are no parties who have specifically
shown that they would be unfairly
disadvantaged by balancing account
*reatnent;

The relevant May 1983 customer increase did
not even affect industrial rates;

The 1983 CAM proceeding involved numerous
additional interrelated factors and not just
a separate, identifiable gas cost pass-
through. \
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The only seeming similarity between these proceedings is that we are
dealing in doth with a gas cost refund from a supplier. But that
similarity alone does not invoke § 453.5.. Tha% section is invoked
only when the sudject amounts are "included within the separate,
linited category of 'rate refunds'" (emphasis added) (24 Cal. 34 at
846) as outlined in the CMA opinion. IZ not so included, then

§ 453.5 does not apply and thus does not limit § 792.5 or any other
traditional powers of the Commission.

Purther analyzing CMA, we note the Court found that the
Legiélature specifically intended the amounts there at issue to be
refunded as set forth in § 453.5. Second, the sponsor of § 453.5
introduced the legislation to avoid diseriminatory trestment of these
perticular refunds. Ihird, the axount at issue was earlier earmarked
by Commission-approved tariffs not only to be refunded bdut to be
refunded in a specific way. TFourth, balancing account
overcollections did not reflect excessive charges for the period

"impediately preceding rate adjustment”, but instead rate adjustment
for these particular supplier refunds was delayed. Pinally, the
Court in CMA rejected the Commission's argument that no "refund"
occurs until the commission actually orders that a refund be

distriduted. This last point is not an issue in the current
proceeding.

As stated sbove, we are convinced that the Transwestern
refund amount at issue here is distinguishabdble from the gas supplier
"rate refunds” defined by the Court in the CMA case and there made
subject to § 453.5 limitetions.
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The first major distinction is that the resultant rate
increase included in SoCal's May 1983 CAM proceeding (D.83-05-056),
stemming in part from the 1983 Transwestern FERC increase (FERC
docket RP 83-25), was never "earmarked by commission-approved tariffs
for 'refund’ to customers". (24 Cal. 34 at 848) The tariff approved
by this Commission to implement SoCal's May 19835 CAM mekes no
reference to the Transwestern docket RP 83-25 before the FERC. No
ostensidle entitlement to any potential refund was established Zfor
any customer of SoCal's by that commission-approved tariff. In
CMA, Dy contrast, the Commission had earlier approved tariffs of
+he utilities which contained the following language:

"Refunds received frozm El Paso Natural Gas Company
and Pacific Lighting Service company as related
to the F.P.C. dockels listed in subsection "¢"
will dbe made €0 various customer classes in
PrOVOTTION TO The contingent ofiset charges
collecyel curing the periods to whiech the refunds

. 2pp1lv" " (emphasis added).

Given the language ¢f the former tariffs, customers of the
utilities arguably had a legal entitlement to refunds thus earmarked
by the Commission. Under the circumstances of that case, not the
least of which was <the S-year time delay involved, petitioners
certainly had an equitable c¢lainm to the refunds. Those circumstances
simply are not present in this case and thus § 453.5, as specifically
delimited by the Supreme Court, does not apply.s

4 ohis is the SoCal tariff languege spplicadle during the 1972-
1976 period at issue in CMA |

> See 24 Cal. 3d at 848.
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It should be noted that Commission ratemaking procedures
have changed dramatically since the time of the events at issue in
CMA. In the early 1970's, offset rate increases simply passed
through to customers particular gas cost increases imposed by
suppliers. This pess-through mechanism permitted specifis
identification of the portion of the increase borne by each customer
class, as the above-referenced tariffs reveal. The Court in CMA
referred to0 the nature of the dalancing accounts at that time as
adjusting for "variations in a single item of cost, such as natural
gas purchased from suppliers™. (24 Cal. 34 at 842)

Since the adoption of the CAM procedure in 1981 (Commission
Resolution G=2406) all this has changed. 0ffset increases now
include not only specific supplier rate adjusiments, dut prior period
undercollections and a margin component as well. The procedure is,
indeed, a Consolidated Adjustment Mechaniszm. Post 1981 tariffs do
n0t distinguish between c¢charges for gas costs, charges fo& margin
contridution and other consolidated adjustments. I+t is therefore no
longer possible to trace the result of FERC authorized
increases/refunds to specific retail customer classes as it was prior
t0 1981. The tariffs no longer include language that designates
certain amounts as sudbject to refund in each rate schedule pending
resolution of particular FERC dockets.

0f major concern o the Court in the CMA case was the fact
that the refunds represented overcharges ocecurring from 1972 through
1976. The Court expressed concerr that circumstances and identity of
custoners would have changed radically during the intervening
reriod. 3Balancing account treatment of the refund would not properly

have compensateld the customers who actually coniriduted to the refund
anounts.

In this case the refund period is from June 1983 until June
or July 1984, obviously a recent period. The rate design adopted in
the May 1983 CAM is still in place. The customers who have
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contridbuted to the refunld axount are the same customers whose rates
would have been increased today, were we not t¢ authorize SoCal %o
place the Irasnwestern refund in the CAM balancing accovnt. It is
+hese same customers who, if we were to invoke § 453.5, would receive
nonetary refunds based on "current usage". TFurther, and unlike the
facts of CMA, so called low priority industrial and commercial
customers did not contridute to the sudbject overcharge. Their rates
were not increased by our May 1983 order.

Section 453.5 states that rate refunds (as defined anéd
delimited in CMA) are o be distributed "o all current utility
customers and, when practicable, to prior customers..."”

(emphasis added). Even if we were dealing with "rate refunds® as
outlined in CMA, we would then have to determine whether & prorata
prior customer rebate schele met the "practicable™ test of § 453.5.

Webster's New Worléd Dictionary (24 college ed. 1982), at
1117, defines practicable as "practical, useful”. In light of the
above related facts descridbing the genesis of and the contributors o
the amount in issue, the ordering of an actual refund payment to
these ratepayers, and then the increasing of rates to the same group
in order to recoup those same nonies to balance the CAM account is
neither practical zor useful.

Again, the classes of customers who did contridbute to the
refund amount (if any can be traced) were the high priority
residential, G-1, GN-2a, and wholesale customers. These are the
customers who would be entitled to a refund and § 453.5 specifically
and as z qualification states that these customers may receive
refunds based on curreas usage.6 The effect of placing the
Transwestern amount in SoCal's CAM balancing account is virtually the

same as ordering an actuel refund t¢ these same customers, bascd on
current usage. '

& \Vnolesale customers (SDG&E and the City of Long Beach) mus+t be
treated separately as these customers pey Solal's actual cost of gas
each month subjeet to their own balancing account corrections.

- 10 -
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Pinally, as an addition2l aspect of Tpracticality," we
consider, that it is also in the interest of rate stabilization that
we not order a monetary refund and a consequent rate incresse in this
CAM proceeding.

Use of Forecast Rates

Oaly one issue requiring resolution remains to be
discussed. The issue is whether reveaues at present rates should de
computed at rates in effect on the dete of £iling or certain indexed
rates should be forecast for the future CAM period.

In order to determirne 2 rate change we forecast the
utility's revenue requirezent for the future year test period, end
compare that amount to an estinate of the revenue that will de
received over the same period at present rate levels. Generally
speaking, the estimate of revenues at presen% rates has been fairly
non-coniroversial. However, with the adoption of indexed rates,
particularly the indexed GN-5 »ate, the issue of future revenues at
present rates is more prodblematic. The indexed rate is subject o
gutomatic change biweekly depending on changes in the designated low
sulfur waxy residual fuel oil price index.

In caleulating the revenue requirement for this case SoCal
has used revenues at preseant rates (date of filing) for all non-—
indexed rates, dbut has used a forecast average rate as the present
rate for the indexed GN-5 rate. The staff, however, objects %o
using 2 forecast of the indexed rate because it does not reflect the
"present™ rate. In addition, the staff believes using the forecast
rate will invite controversy over the appropriate forecasting
methodology. The staff recommends using the indexed rate in effect

as of the date the application is £iled. TURN argues forcefully for
use of the forecast rate. :
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To use the rate in effect on any given day could result in
a significant error in the revenue requirement calculation which
would be reflected in wide swings in the balancing account. It has
been and continues to be our intent to provide for as stadle rates as
possidle without allowing the balancing account to accumulate large
under- or overcollections. We also note that both our staff and
Southern California Edison Company must produce forecasts of both oil
prices and future GN-5 rates for the Edison offset cases. In this
circunstance, we will allow SoCzl to calculate revenues at present
rate with the forecast indexed rates for the November CAM. However,
the staff may present its forecast on the basis of the rates then in
effect, together with addition2l evidence that might show that the
rate-in-effect method will no% p*oduce large balancing account swmngs.
Rate Design

With the revenue requirement discussed earlier and the
Transwestera Refund issue resolved, rate design is the rexaining
subject to be discussed. As mentioned earlier in this decision,
various rate design issues have been or will be resolved in one of
the three main SoCal proceedings this year. At this point, 2 dasic

outline showing in which case main issues will be decided is helpful
as shown below:

Soring CAM

GN-5 Episode
Day Rate

Indexing
Industrial
Rates

Economic
Curtail-
ment vs
fLloor
pricing on
Indexed
Rates

General Rate Case

Service Establishe
nent Charge

Basgeline
Quantities

Wholesale
Capacity Charge
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Pall CAM

Residential
Tier
Structure
2 or %3 tiers

Relationship of
GN=-1, GN=-2A to
Residential :
Average Rate

Customer Charge
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Spring CAM General Rate Fall CAMf

Ammonia Submeteriﬁg

Producer discounts
Rate '

Food Processor
Rate Continu-
ation

Water Punping
Rate =~

GN-3 applica-
bility Clause

In order to provide some guidance %o parties pafticipaxing
in the Fall CAM, = few comments are warranted based on the evidence
adduced to date.

First, evidence on submetering discounts should enconpass
three scerarios (1) no customer charge, (2) existing customer charge
repains the same, and (3) <he customer charge is increased as

. requested by Solal.

Second, if the number of residential tiers is reduced then
assuxe an elimination of the customer charge. If the customer ¢harge
is increased assume continuation of the three tier structure.

Third, the outline shows that we are interested in the
issue of rate tergeting based on end use applicadbility and whether or
not such a practice should continue.

GN-5 Episode Davy Rate

With these prefatory remarks concluded we car work through
the Spring CAY issues. The first such is whether the GN-5 episode
day rate should be continued. In the past, we have inplexented the
GN-5 episode day rate to help recover the SoCal reverue requirement.
This concept simply recognizes that on episode days Edison has no
alternate fuel. We have set the average retail rate as the standard
for this rate. In this proceeding, although opposed by Bdison, there
wes no evidence produced to warran® the adoption of a different
standard. We do note however, that in Northern Californis the

.compara'ble average TEG rate (6-55) is much closer to the system

- 13 -




'

A.84~03-30 ALJ/3ec

average rate than in the SoCal territory where the average UEG«raxe
is nuch below the systenm average rate. We will continue the episode
day rate which will Dbe based on the forecast average retail rate.
Indexing Industrial Rates |

SoCal has proposed that the GN-32/42 and 36/46 be indexed
in order to prevent 1.3 Bef of additional fuel switching. The GN-
32/42 is to be indexed to Los Angeles area No. 2/diesel fuel prices
and the GN-36/46 rate would be referenced to the U.S. Gulf Coast spot
market prices. The floor price would be the avoidabdle cost plus 5¢
(35.67 + 5.0 = 40.67). The indexing proposal was gernerally supported
and was not opposed by any party. TURN, however, cesutions that the
initial or reference base price be clear and unambiguous. We agree.
We will adopt the indexing proposal as proposed by SoCal, dut we will
set the initial price to be equal ‘to the current tariff rate
(.56776¢/thern) with this rate allowed to change after the date of
this decision iz accordance with the preposed indexing mechanism.

The date of issuance is also the date from which the indexing will de
calculated. :

Beononic Curtailment

A sub-issue of the indexing of rates deals with economic
curtailment. ZEconomic curtailment simply means that {f the indexed
rates should fall below what we consider to be a "floor price™ then
the utility curtails service to that schedule. This theoretically
should not work a hardskip on any customers because these customers
are ready and willing on a moment's notice to switch to an alternate
fuel. ‘

Another option to economic curtailment is schalled "floor
pricing” which simply means that if the indexed rates would indicate
8 rate below our floor price, then the utility would continue to make
sales at the floor price and that customers could curtail themselves
if they s0 desired. This concept was supported by TURN and opposed
by no party. We feel that this is a reasonable alternative to
econonic curtailment in that it will likely result in a greater
pargin contribution if the price of alternative fuel drops
substantially than if economic curtailment is retained.

- 14 =
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Annonia Producer Rate and Surcharge

The Anmonia Producer Rate is legislatively mandated to be
two cents abdbove the price of SoCal's swing source of gas supply. All
parties agree that for the next six montks El Paso is the swing
supply and the rate is the El Paso price plus 2 cents. The major
issue raised in this regard is what should take place in the event
the price of the swing supply should change between o0ffset
proceedings. A second issue is how the ammonia producer surcharge
should be calculated and +then applied.

We will discuss the latter issue first. The "Axzmonia
Producer Rate” is a subsidized rate. The subsidy according to the
legislation is to be made up by non~residential customers throughout
the state. CMA argues that the ammonia rate does contribute to
margin and greater sales produce a larger contridbution which should
result in a smaller surcharge. We disagree. CMA fails to realize
that the rate is a subsidized rate and that greater sales mean that
a greater subsidy is produced which must be made up by other
customers. We find the staff calculation of the surcharge
reasonable. Several parties including the staff agree that the
surcharge should be applied sinultaneously statewide and that there
presently exists no mechanism to accomplish this. We believe that
SoCal should maintein a separate account of the ammonia producer rate
revenue shortfall until a statewide mechanism can be adopted. SoCal
and the steff should cooperatively propose such a mechanism during
the Fall CAM.

The more important issue is how SoCal should respond 1o a
change in the swing source of gas supply. The price of the swing
source not only controls the Ammonia Producer Rete dut also the floor
price of the other industrial indexed rates. Another fact which
complicates this matter is that the nature of g8as supply contracts
nakes it impossidle to know for certain, particularly early in the
year, what source is indeed the swing source. Union 0il in
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recognizing these facts argues that once 2 swing source is projected
by <he Commission that price could not de changed without a hearing.
IURN and the staff teke the position that the company should be
allowed to make an advice letter subject to reasonabdbleness review
whenever SoCal projects a change in the swing source of supply.

We believe that the points raised by Union 0il are valid.
There are indeed many facts that could be contested in arriving at a
conclusion that the incremental source of gas has changed. If we
authorized SoCal to file advice letter rates in this circumstance
then it is very likely the advice letter would Ye legitimately
protested with hearing likely following. Also, it appears that at
this time the dollar effect of an incremental source change would be
very snall because the indexed industrial rates 4o not appear to
approach the price floors for those rates. Thus, the only rate that
is likely to be at issue is the Ammonia Producer rate. The Ammonia
Producer requirezents do not appear great enough %o result ir so
large an impact for other customers that the determination of the
swing source cannot be reexanmined during the regularly scheduled Fall
CAM.
Wholesale Rates

The only other rates, in addition 10 the Ammonia Producer
Rate, that change significantly are the wholesale rates. These rates
are reduced slightly, based on the wholesale rate formula, because of

slight changes in SoCal's average c¢ost of geas and in the Wholesale
Balancing Account.

Pindings of Fact

1. Application 84~03-30 requests no rate increase except in
the ammonia producer rate.

2. The notice of the rate application in this proceeding
indicated no rate increase was sought.

3. 7The GN-5 rate is subject to rapid fluctuations both
seasonally and non-seasonally.
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4. The 1987 general rate increase rates of Transwestern were
effective June 1, 1983 sudbject +o refund.

5. Transwestern's gemeral rate increase rates effective
June 1, 1984 were incorporated in SoCal's May 1983 CAM offset
proceeding.

6. In the May 1983 CAM proceeding (D.83-05-056) there was no
separate earmarking of any potential refunds to0 be handled in any
specific manner. :

7. A Transwestern Refund will be paid to SoCal during early
August 1984.

8. DPriority customers P-~23, 3, 4, 2nd 5 received no rate
inerease in D.83-05-056.

S. Rate design policy in effect in May 1983 remains
essentially unchanged. T _

10. The group of customers on the ges systen during and
following May 1983 is reasorably identical to the group of customers
that will dDe on the system in the near future.

11. Ia May 1983, SoCal's marginal cost was below the average
cost which relationship continues today and should continue in the
near future.

12. After Resolution 6-2406, our balancing account procedure
applicable to purchased gas has changed froz passing through a single
element to multiple elements of cost.

13. Balancing account treatment of the Transwestern Refund will
provide greater rate stability than a one time refund.

14. In May 1983, rates for priority 2B, 3, 4, and 5 customers
were kept at their alternate fuel price.

15. On smog episode days, the electiric generating utilities
have no alternate fuel other than gas.

16. No sufficient evidence has been presented to warrant either
elinination of the episode day rate or a change in the rate standard.
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17. Indexing the GN-32/42 and 36/46 rates will brevent
additional fuel switching. » |

18. A reasonable floor price for index rates is the avoidable
cost (price of swing source) + 5¢.

19. Curtailing customers on indexed rate schedules when the
indexed rate falls below the floor price will result in less

contridution to margin than if sales are allowed to continue at the
£loor price.

20. TFor the next six months El Paso Gas Compeny will represent
the incremental source of fuel for Solal.

21. Staf? calculation of the ammonia producer rate surcharge is
reasonable.

Conclusions of Law

1. No rates except the ammonia producer rate should be
increased at this time.

2. SoCal should be authorized to place the Transwestern Refund
into its CANM balancing account except for that portion of the refund
due to its wholesale customers which shounld be passed through besed
on past usage.

3. The rates set forth in Appendix A are just and reasonable
for the period these rates will be in effect.

4. SoCal should be allowed to file GN-32/42 and GN-36/46 rates
that ere indexed as discussed herein.

5. Tke application should be granted to the extent provided in
the above Pindings.
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CRDER

IT IS ORDERED that on or afier the effective date of this
order, Southern California Gas Company (SoCal) is authorized to file
revised tariff schedules reflecting the rates attached ss Appendix A.
The revised tariff schedules shall teke effect 5 days after the date of
£iling.

This order becomes effective 10 days Trom today.

Datea - AUG T 1984 y 2% San Francisco, California.

LECNARD M. GRIMES, JR.
Yo gy o & -
Cozmizsioner Prizeilla C. Grow, TemoR CALVO“ sident
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Southexrn California Gas Company
ﬂ‘l’ Surmary of Present and Adopted Rates

May 1984, Cam
{Cents Per Thernm)

Class of . Present ‘ Addmmd
Service Rates Rates
Residential

Lifeline 46.484 - 46.484
Tier IIX 71.810 71.810
Tier IIIX 81.810 81.810

Commercial-Industrial

GN=-1 . 71.840 71.840
GN-2A - 71.840 - 71.840

GN-2B 62.156 62.156
G-COG 47.917 47.917%

GN=-32/42 56.776 56.776

(-. GN-36/46 56.776 56.776
GN=~34 First 900 Mth 56.776 - 56.776

Next 600 Mth 45.120 - 45.120

Over 1500 Mth 43.120 43.120

Ammonia Producers 37.620 37.670

GN-6A  Ipside SCAQMD - 48.000

GN-6B Qutside SCAQMD - 44.000

GN=7 - 40.000

Dtility Electric Generation

GN-5 Non-Episcde Day 46.219 ' 46.219*
GN~-5 Episode Day 56.686 56.686

Wholesale

G~60 41.123 40.587

G~61 ' 40.866 40.121

*  Estimated 12 month average.
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