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Decision ___ 82_' _0_6_0_65_ 
I 

,JUN 1 519Wl 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC GAS 
A.~ ELECTRIC COMPANY for 
autbority, among other things. 
to increase its rates and 
charqes for eleetric and Qas 
service. 
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-------------------------) 
APplidation of PACIFIC GAS 
AND ELECTRIC COMPANY for 
authority to increase its 
electric rates and cbarges 
effective Auqust 1. 19S1 .. to 
establish an annual energy 
rate aDd to make certain other 
rate charges in accordance 
with the energy cost adjustment 
clause as modified by Decision 
92496 • 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

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

Application 60153 

Application 60616' 

ORDER DENYING REQUEST' FOR FINDING 
OF ELIGISILiTY FOR COMPENSATION 

Decision (D.) 93268; dated October 20 .. 1981, in Application 
(A.) 60616 was an interim decision which held open certain issues 
regardiDg rate design. The COIlU'nission indicated that further hearings 
would be beld on the undecided issues. 

By D.82-02-075 dated February 17, 1982; the Commission 
granted rebearing of D.9lS8-7 in A.60153, Pacific Gas and ElectriC 
Company's (PG&E) general rate proceea1nq. The Commission l~ted 
the issues to rate design and consolidated the rehearin9with 
A.60616 • 
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l~ ~.60153 was :~le~ on Decemoer 21. 1980. 

2. '!''he ini ti."ll ?::ebea:,l.nc; Cor.ferc:1ce in A.€OlS3 \or.!S beld 

O~ January 5~ 1981. 
3. D.93387 ...... as iss".!ed 01'4 Decerr.::e: 30, 1981" 

4. Re'hea::ing on D.93887 was Q:a.:lted on Feb::uary 17, 1982· ... 

5. A prehearing conf~re~ee wa: held o~ March 11. 1982. 

6. :o~tra Costa ·Co1.:.nty (Cor:.t:'a Costa) filee for eliqioi1ity 
for ?~blie Utilit.~l ReQ1l1atory policies A.ct. 0;; 1975 (PURPA) 

co::\pe~s~tion on AprilS, 1982. 
7. contra Costa s\!ppo~ted its· a,llegation of :inaneial 

a deficit 0: S5 rnil1io~. 
8·... Contra Co-~ta alleges (! cOS'C of pa::-cicipatior. i:l this 

p=oeeedi~; to be ir. ti,e ranqe 0: S60. 000. 

• Disc~ssie~ 

• 

Co::tra Costa· s app::ication !or el igib·ility will be 

d.e::.ied. 

.. signi! ica."'l. t -= i~a:'lei~!. h"=es hip .. (l) (C)o.E 

allegation 

~i;le 76.0S(c) 2 sc~s f~rth e.s a g=01.!~c.s:o'C eligio.ility 

" ... ~~c ~cono~ic i~~e~ds~ of the i~divic~al 
~~~e=s 0= ~he ~rou~ 0: or~~~i=at:o:'l. is 
...... a~ ~ ~.. -o""''O'''r~ o:oon··o t .... ~ - .... 0·· .... - 01: (!>.fl: ",...t~ vr--
i.:)"," ... ~ -:--... ~ .... ~ ....... t - 0..1 .... ............ • .;" ... .;, ....... - t:.,; - - ;.. 

-~-~·e'- ....... ··o ... , .... - .... "" 'O"'o""'/!'>~;,·"'("! S"c'" t,"II'~ .. '-7 .:''-_ ...... "i. ....... ': • - '-- ~"'''' •• ''~. 'IMo •• 1 

~~o~.~g sh~ll eonst~ti;~e a ?=~~~ fac~e 
.:le~o~stra ~io:l 0: neec. ;3.= re~~j. r~c. :o:{ 
~~l,= 76 ~ 05 ~e) 1 {C) ~ ,. / 
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A.60153, 60616 ALJ!iy * 

It. appears that the t.otal econotlic interests or bene.fits to each 
of the residents cf the county are sn:al1 in compa.rison t¢the 

cost of participation. However, this is only a prima facie showing 

and is not conel~sive. 
Cont.ra Costa is an entity with. th.e power of tnxation. 

If ~ .. were to allow eligibility for th.e potential owa.rd of" PtrRPA 
intervenor fees to entities that have' the po,wer of taxation, we 
would place PG&E9 s ratepayers in the position of funding activity 
that can ~.:t should be funded by taxpayers.. Th.ese agencies­
participate on behz.l£ of taxpayers. We never intended t.h.lt 

gove~ental entities with the power of taxation be eligible for 

PURPA intervenor compensation; nor is there any indication in 
the legislative history o"f ?URPA that Congress intended PURPA 
intervenor :tees be provided to governmental cntit·ies wi'th the power 
of taxation. 

Cur decision should in no way demean the presentatio,n 
of Contra Costa County in this proceeding. The County rcade a 
si~ificant contribution on the ~erits* 
Conclusions of Law 

1. Contra' Costa has failed. t.o meet the requirement of 
Rule 76.05. 

2. Con~ra Costa is a governmental e~tity with taxing power 
and, as such. is not eligible for compensation. 

3. Cont:a Costa's request for ?URPA eligibility should' be 
denied. 

, . 
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A. 60153, 60616 . AlJ/ eC/iY 

IT IS ORDERED that Contra Costa County's Request for 
Finding of Eliqibility for Compensation is denied .. 

This order is e:rfeet.ive t.oday_ 

Dated JUN 15J9f2 , at San Francisco, California. 
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10HNE. ~RYSON 
Pre:llcer:t 

RleHAF.O D~cnA VEtI.E 
LEOXASD M; ~ ]a 
VIC"FORCAl.VO· 
FRISellA c: CR,,£W 7 

Cot:l:o~iOllers-
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A.&OlS3, 60616 ;.;LJ/iy/el Alt:.-tMG 

It appears that the total economic interests or benefits to' each 
of the residents of the county 'are small in compariso~ to" the cost 
of participation. However, this is only a prima facie showing 
and is not conclusive. 

Contra. Costa. is an entity with the power of taxation. 

If we/were to allow eligibility for the potential award of PO'PJ>A 
" 

intervenor fees to entities that have the power of taxation, we 
would place PG&E's ratepayers in the position of fundinqactivity 
that can and should ~e funded by taxpayers.. These agencies 

, 

participate on behalJ, oj....i;~s ~Jeze~inte~~t • 
governmental entitie~.el~~ible~ pum in~enor compensation. : r Our decision should in no way demean the presentation of ' 

I Contra Costa County in this p oceeding. The County made a 
.! significant contribution on the merits • 

, 
f 

Conclusion of Law 
I 
i 

1. Contra Costa has failed to meet the requirement of j 
Rule 76.05. ./ . 

2. Contra Costa is a governmetal en.tity wi1:.h. taxing power I 
t 

and, as such, is not eligible for com ensation. 
3. Contra Costa's request for P A eligibility should be 

denied. 
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