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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instxtut;ng xnvestxgatlon
on the Commission’s motion into
implementing a rate design for
unbundled gas utility services'
oonsxstent with policies adopted
in Decision 86-03-057.

I.86=-06-005
(Filed June S, 1986)

R.86-06=006

And Related Matters. :
‘ (Filed June 5, 1986)

L Nt Nt " N N e N

ORDER DENYING PETITIONS OF CMA AND CLFP
FOR MODIFICATION OF DECISION 87-12-039

The Calltornia Manufacturers Assoczat;on (CMA) and- the
California League of Food Processors (CLFP) have filed petltmons
for modification of Decrslon (D. ). 87—12~039, requestzng that the L
lmplementatlon date of the new natural gas rate-deslgn program.be~:_v
extended beyond the Mhy 1, 1988 date established by that dec;s;on.ijﬁj
CMA requests a 30~ to~6o-day extension to allow for an orderky .

oompletlon of negotlat;ons. CLFP requests that default- status notu;15

be lmposed on food processors. until’ 0ctober 31, 1988 at the e TL:,,
_earl;est, and that the. current interlm rlexible-rate schedules be‘fVA:
extended until then. '

Several parties bave :iled responses to these petxt;ons.ffﬂf;Q

“The University of Cal;forn;a supports the pet;t;ons,’as does the o
;Department of General Servxces. Pac;flo Gas and- Electrlc Company

opposes the petition of CLFP as. requestlng too long a delay and asfjﬂﬂ
being. oriented too much. toward one customer group. however, PG&E \'“>

" does not’ oppose ‘the notion of some delay zn 1mplementat;on, and
would support the shorter delay sought by CMA..

- For the reasons set rorth below; we deny both pet;tlons.}tu“\_
we flrst note that we are extremely disinclined’ to-delayrf['m

1mplementat1on for just one group of customers, whxoh, wh;le
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uncleax, may be what CLFP is seeking. Aside from any due process
problems which this might involve, it would most cextainly upset
the balance we have achieved in establishing the rate structure
such that the utilities have a fair opportunity to recoup the fixed
costs assigned to the noncore market.

Alternatively, delaying implementation for all customers
until the end of October is unacceptable. First, this would mean’
that rate increases would come at the beginning of the winter
heating seasen, when bills are beginning to go up because of
increased winter usage. Secondly, the sales forecasts used to
develop the allocatlon of costs between the core and noncore were '
developed with a view to a ‘May 1 implementation date. Any
significant deviation from this date might necessitate rel;tzgatlon;
of those forecasts, thereby taking attention and resources away
from the procurement issues currently underfinvéﬁtigation.

We remind CLFP that to the extent it séeks.Commission
clarification of specxfxc ”ground rales” tor negotmatlon, it is

seeking inappropriate rellet., A rundamental premxse of our program_“fjji 
is that for customers with service alternatzves, we should not have;'fg 'm
to set detailed rules for obtaining that service. Such details axen\f'\

far better left to the marketplace for resolution, between. the
utility and the customer. It is up to the customer, not the:
Commission, tO»convince‘a'reca;cxtrantwutllmty that it bas economic
alternatives to the default‘tariff. . o ‘
;nally, we are unpersuaded by arguments that the
program, and partmcularly the default tariffs, have taken a long
time to get off the ground, hence customers should be given j
additional tlme to perfect their negot;atlons. The major rate
components of default servxce bave been known since at least
February 1 for both. Pacific Gas and Electric: Company'and Southern
California Gas Company . Customers have had since that time to “
determine whether default service would be econom;cal. None of the
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recent implementation decisions has modified those major
components.

In sum, we will deny both partles’ requests for extension
of the implementation date. We see no crucial issues remaining to
be resolved befone turning the program over t¢o the marketplace, nor .
do we see any szgnltlcant disadvantage accruing to any party due to'
minor uncertainties which still need to be worked out.

IT IS ORDERED that the petltlons for modification f;led S
by CMA and CLFP for . extensmon of the 1mplementatlon date of our new-‘ |
gas rate design program are hereby denied. ‘

This order is efrectlve today.’ ‘

pated _ MAY 25 1388 , in San Francisco, Calz.form.a.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE ZIATE OF CALIFORNIA

Decision

Order Instituting Investigation

on the Commission’s motion into

implementing a rate design for 1.86=06=005
unbundled gas utility services

consistent with policies adopted

in Decision 86=03=57.

And Related Matters. R.86-06=006

ORDER DENYING PETYIIONS OF CMA AND CLFP-

The California Ma facturers Assoc;at;on (CMA) and the s
California League of Food Yrocessors (CLFP) have flled petxtxons E
for modification of Decision (D ) 87=-12- 039, request;ng that the
1mp1ementatlon date of the new natural gas rate design progran” be' ,

extended beyond the May 1, 1988 date established by that deczs;onu”,"

CMA requests a 30- to/60-day extension to allow for an ‘orderly g

completion of negotiftions. CLFP'requests that default status noth”'N;Y

be imposed on food processors until. October 31, 1988 at the-

earliest, and thay the current lnterlm flexlble-rate schedules be f,~'”'*

extended until t)en. , : _

SeverAl parties have flled responses.to these pet;tzons.”g‘
The University of Callrornxa supports the petitions, as does‘the o
Department of General Sexrvices. Pacific Gas and. Electrlc-cOmpany |

tition of CLFP as requestxng too.long a delay and as?"7'""

being orie ted too much toward one customer ‘group: however, PG&E
does not ppose the notion of some delay in. 1mp1ementat1on, and
would support the shorter delay sought by CMA.

For the reasons set forth below, we deny both pet;t;ons;\ﬁs’t
We first note that we are extremely disinclined- to»delay[ji-

implegentation for just one. group of customers, which, whxle :




