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OPINION ON REHEARING 

Proced~r~l His~orv 
b 

Interim Decision (D.) R2-04-0~8. ~~t0d Apr1l 8, 1082. mad~ 
signi:-icant changes in thE' rules under wI, j. eh l';:rl.S ~md elect ri c 

u~ilitics contribute to the extending of service to new custom~rs 
under their tariff line, extension rules. Under the old format, an 
applicant for new service rec0ives a fr0~ nllowanc~ of gas main 
ex~ension foo~age ~nd/or electric line Axt~rLsion foot~ee va~ying with 
the a::ount of enerf!Y con~umE'd in the new Gt~u<7ture. 

D.R2-04-06~ provides: 

1. Six months from the effective dat~ of 
D.82-04-06A. new custom0rs will be elieih10 
for or.ly 2/3 of the ~.llo\"::I.~lG~ they would ho.ve 
been entitled to under the nrecent rules. for 
both gas and electricity (Phase 1). In order 
to remain neutral on the promotional aspects 
of the pre~ent rules. this allownnc0 will be 
determined without inquiry being ~ace ~s to 
the appliances installed. For the purpoce of 
c~lcul~tinR the fr0e footA~~ limit. it will 
be nzsumed-that thp customer hnc inct~11ec 
the m::l.x:lmum number of rtppli.nnccG for which 
the uti Ii ty ... ,ffordc ::t.11owntlcl'"'::::. Tn no ~vent 
will Any customer receive ~n nllownnce for 
more th3n 2/3 of hie or hrr ~ctuul 
('x~en~ion. 

2. It in the Commi:::::,-;iorl 1c irlt0nt t.hat. three 
years after Ph~se 1 hns become effective. new 
customers will be cligib10 for only 1/~ of 
the amount they would h~vc been entitled to 
undf~r the present rules. c(''T;('rmi ned on th~ 
c~mp b~sis AS ~bovc (Phns0 ?). 

3. Dut'ine: the "':hird ycar of Phn.::::c 1, th0. 
Commission will review the operation of the 
new rules to determine whpt;her th~ direction 
pt'opo~ed for Phase 2 io the most approprintp 
way to proce>?d. 'r.his revi0W will OCcur. 
the~efore. prior to implem~ntation of 
Phase 2. During this review. it will Qlco be 
determined how lon~ Phase 2 Ghould l~ot ~nd 
w~nt the n~xt Dtcp-Zhould he. 
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D.B2-04.-0h8 stated that t.h0 COm:rl1 :::~iorJ eli.a riot ft.dopt r~ 

special free foot~gc nllownn~~ for nny CP00ific customer cl~ss b~sed 
on location of that cln:?3. A proJ.ifernbOrt of sp0c:r.~1 rrl.t0 

., . .r • ... • . "'. bl d ... he" t . d. c_as::n ... lC3.v~On::: 1£ Un",eSlr:'l. /).:1.n ,,0,ommlSClon w~,s no, P01'":::U:i,a,e 
that compellirlg grounds for a specirll. cJ.~I.:)r;ific.'ltion for line 
extension to agricultural customers exist~. 

Several appJic~tions for rehcnring. or for modification or 
clarification of D.A2-04-068 were filed. n.R2-07-040, issued and 
effec~i ve July '7, , 982. susptmd~d D .P.2-0ft -068 .:1.tl<1 cert~l irl compl j,:)nce 
filings ordered by that decision until furt~e~ notice of the 

Com:ission. 

Ey D.R2-09-"O dntcd September 22. 1Q82, we'grant0o 
re!1earing and :r:odification of D.R2-0'!-Oh,q~· ':'h~.t dec:Lsion. modifi0C. 
por~ions o~ -<;he dincussiorJ, fi fid ings of ~'rict, n.nd concluoion~ of If.'4W 

in D.82-0t-068. D.82-0Q-'10 also di~ected respond~nto to file 
::l.d.di~ional i'::l.ctual mn.o;.e:-in.1 n.nd direct.ed t:he st,8ff. t.o file cOr.'1m~nt:3 

~ with respect to nu~h m~t~ri~1. 
Ordering Parngraph ~ of D.R2-0Q-110 rcn.d~: 

~3. Rehe~rin~ of D.~2-04-n~A is ~rn.nted. limited 
to :rE'ceipt of cvidC>rlCC ~.no rlrr:um.:nt. (HI the i:':m..l0 
0"1: • .... hct.hc'r th""r,:- .'1r'" r:I.r.tOT"~ whi(~h -i\l:~1".ify 
est.'l b 1 i n 11 i n.,'3 s pee :i. :''t ~ ]. j n (' 0 x 1; (. r I r~ -j 0 r I •. rill ('::: f 0 ~ n, 
class of 'agriculturnl' customer~. different from 
free footoSE' rll10wn.ncAo granted to oth"!r' h()W 

custo~ers. This issue neceso~rily sh~ll include 
proposed definitions of '~griculturnl' cus~om~rs 
for the purpose of line extension. policios. The 
Comcission staff is directed to pn.rticipate ful.ly 
in all :lspects." 

By Ordering P~rn.erRph 1 (d) of D.R?-09-1'O. re3pond~nts were 
ordered. to fil~: 

"A propose~ definition of ~n '~~ricultur~l' cJns3 
of cuctomers. which the Commission could 
c.esigna'!':e for the purpose of Gr('ci.:-~l trE'::1.tm.~nt 

rr - I _ 
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within new line extension tariffs. This 
submission shall be limited to factual support­
for an 'agricultural' class; arguments concerning 
the appropriateness or inappropriateness of such 
a designation are to be reserved to the hearing 
ordered below. It 
Respondents have filed proposed definitions for an 

"agricultural" class of customers. 
D.82-09-110 further order~d that the suspension of 

D.82-04-068, ordered by D.82-07-040, be continued in effect until 
further action of this Commission. 

D.82-12-039, issued December 1 p 1982, modified D.R2-09-110 
to make it clear that the 1/?5 phasing program adopted in D.82-04-06? 
applies to all new customers, not merely to residential and priority 
one commercial customers. D.82-12-0;9 also denied rehearing of 
D.82-0Q-110. 
Rehearing 

Rehearing as directed in Ordering Paragraph ; of e D.S2-09-110 was held on November 22 and 23, 1982 in San Francisco. 
0:-3.1 a.rgument on the issues was held on November 2<;', 1982, at which 
time the matter was submitted. 

EVidence was presented on behalf of respondents Southern 
California Gas Compa~ (SoCa1 Gas) and Southern California Edison 
Company (Edison), the California Farm Bureau Federation (Farm 
Bureau), and the Commission staff (staff). 

Ar~ment was presented on behalf of the above parties and 
by Pacific Gas and ElectriC Compa~ (PG&E), San Diego Gas ~ Electric 
Company (SDG&E), California Euilding Industry Association (Builders), 
a.'I'ld Associated General Contractors of California (Contractors). 
~ackground of Electric Line ExtenSion 
Rules for Agricultural Customers 

Under electriC line extension rules now in effect, an 
applicant for new serVice receives a free allowance or electric line 
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e- ex~ension footn.ge Vr:J ry inf!, ' ..... i th the r-.mOUTlt. of (:'llcrN' consumed. Tn e 
f:-ee t'oo"':3.ge 3.11o"mnc€'s · ..... ere de3ign~d "to promote e:!lt!rfl.Y demand nnd 
load growth so that economies of sCRle coula he realized with 
resul tine 10, ..... er unit 1"atE'e to all r.'1. t8payer:::. 

under current economic conai tiOllS nnd. 0rlCT't!y production' 
costs, g-reate::." er;er&y aeI:ltlnd no longer producer; lower r8.tcs. Those 
factol"s caused +,he Commiscion to :initiiltc Cn.~Q (C.) 102f;O. to 
reevaluate the existing 1ine extension rult;s dcsil?,ned to promot~ 
consu:nption. 

In our first interim order in C.1Q260. D.OI32~ iZOU0d 

?eoruary 13. 1980 (.~ CPUC 2d 27/.). we:: ::tdoptea n. propocal to en.neel 

the basic free footage n.] J. OW::UIC <:'0 nnd ~l)h3t jtUt0 ~r~d it::; ior 

conservation~ ~ut offer0ct the opportunity,for parties to r~quest 

sdditionr.\.l h(,3.rin\~3 n.imf'd n,t mocii.fyitl,~ the TlT"OpOC:'1J. '::h~ proposn.l 
I 

would have canccl~d the b~sj~ free fOOth~0 nllowanc0c ~nd cub~tituted 

credits '!or conc0rvn.t.ion. l!lcludjn,~ in:;lt,~l.l.1.'1,tion of {';::ts .'1.ppl:i.nnc~~ in 
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lieu of electrical applinncea where gns wn~ ~vailnblc.1 We stated 
(at page 294): 

"1'fe conclude tho.t ~'l has ic elect r i"'~ ~.J.J.ow~.nce 
should not be ~dopted if we 3r0 to achieve our 
objectives of encouraging the use of gas nnd 
encouraging efficient use of electricity_ Only 
conse!"vation allowancPG will be t1.doptcd for 
electr!c linee. • •. rF]or rn81d0n~i~J. premices 
in areas where ~~3 is not avo.il~ble. we will 
~dopt nllowance~ which both crc~t~ incAntives for 
conserv:J:~ion 3.nd take into consideration 1:.hc 
speci~l circurnstanc0C that exist." 

As o.n exception to the 1?~nern.1 ruJ>' ·stn.tcd above. we 
p!"ovided for a 700-!oot free foo~age Rllow~nce for B~r1cultur31 
custO!:!le:-s. Our- rat ionale. ::to sta tee. 3. t pr:!.~(",s 20 4-2'05 .. w~s as follows: 

"Agricultur-nl customers occupy n ·ra~her unique 
. position in thnt the normal COnservation mensures 

cannot be adapted to most agriculturnl 
o'Oer-ations. !n .'1ddition. thr;- :,w:1.il~.b:tlity of 
n;'tu~o.l gas se!"vice for at;r-icul turnJ. opc!'"s.tionc 
is severely limited. Concequently~ the viable 
alte:-natives normally available to suc~ customers 
are elect.ricity .'i.nd fossil fu""l,C'o ~~tlB:in~8 and/or 
devices. Under these circumstances. the 
utiliza~ion of electriCity !or agri~ultur~l 
purpos~s is to b0 pncour~~ed. Consequently. we 

, In our discussion (at p:1.f';0 286). we ~~tClted: "'.'fe recor.firm ::"l.t 
this tice ~he policy conclusion. enuncintpd in D~cicion N6. Rq177 in 
~he Liq,ui!ied N~.tural Ga8 ':!.'ermi n~.l proc('~~d irl(;. th8t on bo1~h ecortomic 
and environ!:!lental grounds. natural gas is the preferred fuel for 
~esidential en(!r',~ tH~eas. 'I'he ndopt~d oytenzi On r1l; cs sot forth in 
the ensuing or-der are designed to strongly favor the use of n~tur~l 
gas for cooking and space Qnd water hc~tinR wh0rc it is Rvnilable and 
the uce of electrteity fo~ these purp080~ where nntural e~s is 
unavailable nnd :1] tcrn:'ltc (~nert-.,y sourcE'~~ :I.r(~ l,~s3 0conOr.lico.l and/or 
efficient than clectrj.ci ty. Under thE':::c ,-:1. rcur.lstrl.tlCCC. the ~ffect of 
the adopted rules orL the I"0Jativ0 number of nll-cle~tric homeo should 
be negligible." 

... 
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will ado~t electric allo~ancez for RRricultu~al 
load eo..ual to 700' feet which is !"oul .. ~hly the 
aver~ee length of ::I.gricul turrtl 11l1c 0xtensions. 

D.9'1328 p:-ovided thnt unlesr. fur'~h0r heo,rirl,,?:s wer~ scheduled. in 
response to comments, the rules preccribed in D.Q132P would b~com~ 
e!!ective 45 aays afte:- Febru~ry 1? 1~80, the date of the order. By 
:1otice dated Febru~r:r 28, 1980, the Commission set ~ddi tionr1.1 

henrines i:1 C.10260. By its own terms. th~refore, D.91328 never 
became effective. 

In interic D.82-04-068, issued Apri~ 8, 19P2, both the 
conservation credits approach to line extension allowances and the 
special sgricul~u!"nl tariff which h~d been propoced in D.o1~2R were 
not adopted.:' The new rules provide that ~.ix months after the 
effecti~e date of D.82-04-068 new customers will be eligible for only 
2/3 of t!'lC allow~.nce they " .. ould hnve be-en entitJ..:-d to urlder present 

rules. The allowance will bE' dctf'rmirlCd without j,nquiry 't'Ieing m~,de 
as to the number or kind of a.ppliances inst.alled. Instead. it wi:Ll 
be assu::ted that the custom~:r hns installed the mn,ximum number of 
appliances ~o:r which th~ utility ~fford~ QllowRnce~. After this 
calculation. the ut.ili ty \d 11 pr:l.y 2/'1 of th(' free ~~oot:".ge .'l11ownnce 

calcul3.ted by thin method. but in no C'vent more than, 2/3 of th,~ 

actual extension-
The gencrnl policy eo~l enunci~ted in D.R2-n4-0~8 for Rl1 

end use sectors (including agriculture) is the ntt~inment of the 
least cost !:Iix of conservation invC'st:nC'nts (1,na J. 'ife cyc1 e enert?Y 
costs. 

.... 
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As agricultural interests had no opportunity to present 
evidence on the issue of agricultural extensions in the hearings held 
between D.91;28 and D.82-04-068~ we granted limited rehearing for 
that purpose. 
Motion for Continuance and 
Por Production of Data 

On November 17, Farm Bureau filed its motion for 
continuanee o-! the hearing and to compel responses to data requests 
csde upon respondents. 

Fa~~ Bureau was requested to file an offer of proof at the 
hea~ing on Novemb~r 22 so that the Commission would be adVised of the 
evidence that would be produced by Farm :Bureau if the data. requests 
we~e answered in full and if a continuance was granted. The offer of 
proof s~at~s that Farm :Bureau had not reeeived responses to data 
requests from certain respondents and those that were received were 
inco~plete and unresponsive. Farm :Bureau states that the two major 
concerns of the Co~mission, as perceived by it, are: (1) line 
extensi~n rules should not encourage the use of energy and 
(2) existing ratepayers should not suffer a burden as a result of the 
line extension rules. Farm Bureau has argued that existing line 
extension rules for agricultural customers do not encourage usage of 
energr and do not impose a burden on other customers. 

Farm :Bureau acknowledged in its offer of proof tha.t it is 
not certain what it could prove on the above two pOints,. as it had 
inco1:l.plete data, 'but it u~ged that a revenue-to-investment analysis 
of agricultural customers might be possible which would dispel the 
Com1:l.ission t s concerns. 

The motion was denied by the administrative law judge (A~J) 

at the hearing on November 22. It appeared that the sole basis for 
the motion was that Farm Bureau could not proceed without the 
i~ormation in the data requests which apply only to economiC issues 

- 8 -
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and that Fa:-:: :Bureau co~ld ~:"roceed' wi th production of evidence on 
nonecono~ic issues. Moreover. respondent~ indicated th~t dRt~ in the 
form :-e~uested by Farm Eureau could only he produced at. a v~ry 
conside!"able effort and cost, and. that i~ would require several 
months.. Par:!. Bureau did not offer to present n.ny evidence and stated 
it would rely on'the showing of other part icc ~n& croso-examin~tion 
to develop ito point~ .. 

We affirm the A1J's ruling acnyiile; F'i-trm Bureau's motion. 
The :Evidence 

Different app!"oschec to free foot~.t;~ rlJ.lowar,ces 'Were taken 
by Edison. SoCa.l Gas, and staff. Edison opposed the granting of 
special a~lo ..... :mces for agricultural customers. SoC~.l :Gas proposed a 
eost/revenue test for agricultural custome~s, which SoCa1 Gas would -extend to all commercial customers, if authorized. Staff proposed 
that agricultural customers receive the sarno freE' ::t'ootag(!' s.llowances 
as residential customers on the aS$u~ption that most new agricultural e extensions are to locations which include 13. rcsidence. All of the 
aoove recommenda~ions were mad~ under ~ mist.aken interpretation that 

D.82-04-068 provided no free footaee n..llowances 'for other 
than residenti~l and priority one commercial customers. (As noted 
above. this pOint was c1o.rificd by D .82-1 2-0~o isoued o.ft~r 

sub~ission of this phase of C.10260.) 
Edison's Evidence 

Edison reiterated its position tsken in earlier phases of 
this p~oceeci~g tha~ to establizh speci~l line extension rulee which 
provide for electric free footage allowances for agricultural 
custo:ers) and which ::'..!"c mOre liberal t'nn.n al1ow:=tnc~:J for other 
nonresidential customers, would not be in th0 hC3t interests of 
Edison's gene:al ratetayers. Ed i son I s wi tness test iied th:).t existing 
electric line extensi~n rules were promule~ted when the marginal 
costs of electric utilities wer~ declining. EXisting rules encourage 
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new load growth on the premise that the resulting economies of scale 
would reduce rates for all ratepayers. Since there is no longer any 
justification for encouraging additional electrical use, there is no 
longer any justification for special electrical free footage 
allowances for agricultural applicants. Edison's witness stated 
that, although no studies are available which quantify the financial 
i::pact on the general ratepayer resulting from granting more 
favorable treatment to agricultural customers, Edison believes that 
'by their promotional nature more favorable allowances would 
unnecessarily contribute to overall high charges for electrical 
ener~. 

Edison yresented data in Exhibit 91 reflecting a 25% 
sa.:lpling of its 1981 agricultural line extensions and all of its 1982 
agricultural line extensions through September annualized as 
summarized in Table ,. . 

- 10 -
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TABLE 1 
SOU'IFIERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPJ>.NY 

AGRICULTU~ LI~~ EXTENSIONS 
:l'otal Feet:Number of: Est. Cost :Average Feet:Est. Cost: 
: of :Customers:Per Customer:of Extension: Per Foot: 

:Year ~ Category : Extensions: (Meters'): 'S : Per Cus tomer: $ 
1981 Overhead 

Underground 
59.969 76 4.443 789 5.63 

, 10,979 '23 ' '2' ,'S86 ill.. , 6.05 
Total 70,948 99 4.082 717 5.70 

1982 Overhead 
Underground 

166,116 
1',084 

262 
'4 -

3,837 
3,'481 

634 
'271 

6.05, 
12.84 

: . 

Total 167.200 266 3,832 629 6.10 

Table 2 'shows, for the 1981 sample. the free footage 
allowances under present rules for agricultural line extensions. 

TABLE 2 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

AGRICULTURAL LINE EXTENSIONS 

Number :'Iotal Feet: Total : Total : 

:Type of Extension 
: of : of :Free Feet:Free Feet:Average Feet . 
:Extensions:Extensions: Granted :P'er Rule :Per Extension; 

Overhead 62 59,969 58.297(a) 744,065 967 

Underground 19 10.979 10,659 (b) 146.950 578 

(a) Two overhead extensions required footage in excess of allowance 
under present rule. Total excess footage equals 1.672 feet .. 

(b) Three underground extensions required footage in excess of 
allowance under present rule. Total excess footage equals 
320 feet. 

" 
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Table 3 shows the,range of electric line extensions for 

agricultural customers~ 

.TAEtt 3 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA. EDISON COMPANY 

RANGE OF AGRICULTURAL LINE EX!ENSION LENGTHS 
(1981 'and' '1982) 

:0-500: 501-1000: 1001-1500: 1501-2000: 2001 .. 25·00 : 25,01-Up : 
: _________ ---=' :.,;.F,;:;,e,;;.et=...-;:;...· _' .,;.'F,;:;,e,;;.e t.:.,· _ . ....:' ::...-' .:.,'F..;::;,ce;:;,,·t=-' _ . ...;,' =_. ...;F:;..;e:.;e:.,:t;...' _. _. ...;.....' ...;;F;..;:e:.::e;.:t:.-·_~...:F...:e:.=e-=-t : 

Number of Line 
Extensions 
Engineered 
in 1981 
(257. Random Sample) 

Overhead 30 
Underground 15' 

Number of Line 
Extensions 
Engineered 
in 1982. 
(January-September) 

Overhead 
Underground 

105 
3 

12 
2 

2S 

o 

9 
1 

17 
o 

5 
1 

5 
o 

1 
o 

5 
o 

(a) Lengths of Extensions were 2,670 feet, 2.757 feet, 5,235 feet, 
5,722 feet, and 7,657 feet, respectively. 

5 (a) 

o 

S(b) 

o 

(b) Lengths of Extensions were 2,744 feet. 3,207 feet, 3,389 feet. 
3.622 feet, and 17,221 feet, respectively. 
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SoCal Gas Evidence , . ... ,. 
. 

SoCal Gas stated ~hat since th~ first phase of this 
proceeding, it has advocated that gas 1 inc extension allowances s.re 
important to maintaining a benefi cial (1nerey balance. SoC~J. a·as' V 
witness explained that all farms Bnd busin~sses need and ~re served 
electricity. whether or not they arc accorded a free footage 
a.llowance, but not a.ll agricul tur!?l customers need. to receive gas 

/ 

service. SoCal Gas believe~ th~t aericultural customers may forgo 
gas service completely to avoid the addition~l costs of gas main 
extensions. Such customers may install eledttic equipment for use 
where gas e~uipment is more efficient to avoid payment of gas main 
extenSion costs if no gR.e f::-ee :f'ootage t'l.11owancE'S ore ·O,ccorded the 
agricultural ·customers. SoCal Gas believes that providing a 
reasonable gas free footage allowance will not encouraee energ:';/ use 
and may, in fact, decrease energy use. 

There~ore, SoCal Gas proposes the cost/revenue formul~ 
advanced by witness Sokolow in Exhibit 93. Acsertedly under thnt 
~o:-mula any ne ...... agricultural customer will be sel:f-sustainine~ :9.S the 
new customer must show that its expected revenues eq,unl the rec..uired 
revenues that cover t!'le cost of gas plus t.h~~ i tlcremental costs 
associated with investment (return. depreCiation, taxes. and 
maintenance of pipe) or the customer must contribute to its g~s main 
extension. According to the witness, the break-even rRtio is 2.0 
(rounded). If a Cust.omer meetz the 2.0 r:1tio, it is self-custainine 
and would not hnve to pay advances for construction. If the customer 
falls below th~ 2.0 ratio. it would pay the eiffE-rence between the 
estioated. investment and the allowable investment. 

vli tness So~olow analyzed a repr€'sent::tti v~~ sample of 
17 agricultural extensions made in the first nine months of 1082. 

The analYSis showed that. as a group. the o.11own.b1e investment of 
$759.000 exceeded the required investment of $~50~OOO. Two of the 
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17 customers fell below the required investment and thus would have 
been required to make advances for their gas main extensions under 
SoCal Gas' proposed rule. The witness stated that there was no 
mininum or maximum free footage allowance for gas main extensions 
under SoCal Gas' proposed rule. 

Staff Evidence 
The staff, in Exhibit 94, states that there is no appa.rent 

reason to support a separate extension rule or provisions for 
agricultural customers. The staff witness recommended that, as some 
agricultural customers reside on the agricultural premises, it is 
appropriate to include agricultural customers in the same class as 
:::-esidentia1 customers. That recommendation was made in conSideration 
of the staff's view that D.~2-04-068 eliminated free footage 
allowances for elect·ric service for all customer classes other than 
reside~tial. As pOinted out before, the Commission clarified its 
prio:::- orders by indicating the 1/3 phase-out applied to all 

~ customers, not merely residential and priority one commercial 
customers. 

Another reason advanced by the staff for not establishing a 
separate agricultural class is that there is no generally accepted 
definition which distinguishes an individual with a f~w animals and a 
gareen plot from another with commercial acreage and large numbers o~ 
animals, so a specific definition of agricultural class would be 
needed if special agricultural extension rules are adopted. 

Definition of Agricultural Customer 
Edison, SoCa1 Gas, and the staff proposed different 

definitions of agricultural customer. 
Edison's definition, a:p:plicable only to electric service, 

is the definition now set forth in its tariffs a:p:plicable in 
connection with the several rate schedules for agricultural service. 
That definition is restrictive in that it applies only to growing of 
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food and field crops and animals, and to the processing of such 
products on the premises where grown. 

SoCal Gas proposes that we use the defini t.ion 0'£ "essential 
agricultural uses" adopted by the United States Secretary of 
Agriculture (10 CPR Part 580) under the Natural Gas Policy Act of 
1?i8 (NGPA). That definition includes food processors and 
manufa.cturers of equipment used or usable in e.gricul tural production 
and is not limited to activities directly associated. with the growing 
o~ crops or animals. 

The staff proposes t~e following definition: 
Agricultural activities, for line extension 
purposes, is defined as "growing, harvesting, and 
required on-site treatment of plant and/or animal 
products. for sale." For purposes of determining 
minimum requirements or qualifications for 
obtaining a service extension to provide utility 
service under an agricultural claSSification, or 
rate schedule, ~~ applicant must demonstrate: 
A. Projected gross annual income, from the areas 

to be served, in excess of ~~O,~OO from the 
agricultural activity. 

E. A minimum area to be used for agricultural 
purposes of more than 10 acres. 

Each of the proponents of an agricultural definition argued 
fo':' its de~inition and opposed the definitions proposed by others. 
Farm Bureau, in its closing argument, asked that present tariff 
definitions apply-
Discussion ot Special 
AgriculturAl Class 

None of the parties presented evidence why agricultural 
customers should be considered as a special class for electriC line 
extenSion purposes. The evidence concerning agricultural customers 
addressed the effects of according special service to that class .. 
Fa.rm Burea.u's offer of proof indicated that it hoped to present 
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evidence showing thnt a special line extetlsion rul~ for a~ricultur~l 
customers would not create an economic ~urden on other customers. 
SoCo.l Gas proposed D. line ('xtenr:ion rulc· for r,as service which it 

asserted would not burden other custom0rs. hut SoCnl C~S also 

indicated such ~ rule woulo be nppropriat0 for ~ll commerci~l ~as 
custo~ers. and ~$=erted that the benefit.s of its propozed rule would 

not be li:ited to g~s m~in ext0nsions for ~gricultural customers. 
Thus. the trcshhold issue of why ~gricultur~l, cu=tomerz should be 
considered as a special class was not ~dctreszed. 

The staff propos~l was mnde under"thp r~asonabl~ 

interpretation thnt our order in n.~2-04-0~8 cJimin~ted free foot.a~e 

:lllo",·nnces for nll customer~:: oth0r thrl.tl r0:J:Ln ('In t. 'La 1 ~1.t\d priority one 

co::n.me:'cial customers. vIc recogni zed thr1. t··n .P·?-04 -O;;p· d io not. cl en.rly 

:'"eflect the CO!llI:lission'z int8nt. and we rlS'vi::::cd ~.82~OO-1'~ to more V 
directly expreso our intent. that all customers wlll 00 subJect to the 
1/3 phase-out program ~nuncintAd in D.R2-04-06~. As this is our 

intent, there io no need to include agricu].tural customers in the 
:,e~identi~l cl~$s to ensurr;- t~."l.t ::t,c:riC1.l1t.urr1.J Cllstomers would 
continue to !"eceive zom~ m''':'1.surE.' of frt'f'l :foo~.r1./~0. n.llow~.nces r1.C 
p:'oposed by the stRff. 

P:J.r::n 3ure:).u pointl:'c out i.n itc ~J.08inr: ['j.r,?,Um0fltr:: that 

ta:'iff rules propoced by the Joint Utility CommittAc to implement the 
p:,ovisions of D. 82-04-068 d. id not provi d (' n.!ly free footn.ge n.1J.owr.moez 

fo:, ae:'"icultur~l customers. which appeared corltrnry to the dic~a in 

that decision. It is F~rm Burenu': position thnt ngricultural 
cuztomerS opernte under th0 C."l.m~ conditions ."l.S other customer~ nne 

thBt aericultur~l customers ohould be 0xt~nded free footage 
allowances ~o the same extent ~c other customers. on the basis that 

free foo~age allowQnceo for ngricultur~l ~uctom"rs cre~te no er~~ter 
burc.e!1 O!l ratep~yE'rr, as a whole t"'rl.tl do nny oth("r custom~:r gl"oup. At 
presen~ agriculturnl customers are ~ccorded elcctric free footnge 
allowances under the rules generally RpplicRble to commercial 
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customers for commercial usage. nnd undpr ru10S applicnhle to 
re~identiBl cu~tomers for personal usn~0. UndAr the clRrificntion of 
our prior order ~ericulturnl customers will. be nccorded these ~~me 

allowances. subj cct to t.he 1 /~ r-educt ion .'1.1'P 1. i.cnbl~ t:e nlJ. 

custo:ne:-~. Thus. no differ ('nt t rCfl.tmr;:-nt wi] 1 h~~ n,ccord eO. 
3.gricult"Ural customerc. Aericultl,lrr'l.l customers win. continu.c t.o 
receive free footage ~llownn~cs und0r the cnM0 conditions ~ccorded 
other p:-ospective customprc. ~his is th~ ~nd result sought hy nIl 

pa:-ticipants. This result is nlso con~tct~nt with our desire to 

p:-event the unnecessary proliferation of clnsoes of cuctomerc. 
subject to distinct tr("').tment. Tn thit. pn:rt.icuJ ,"),r 8itur.'i.tion. no 
special characteristics hnvp been shown which would justify special 
trea~ment ofagricultu:-al custorn~~s. 

The difficulty in describing or defining ngricultural 
customo?I"S for th'? purpose of est::Lhlishin,,,: a o0j:>8.rat0 class for J.ine 

exten.sion purpos~c is ~pp~rt2'!it from the aisparat0 d~finitions 

advanced bJ~ the prl,rti~s. No need for such 0. dcfini tion exist!) unless 
n. separate n.ericul tUl":'I.l clD,cs is cct:'"I."t:'>l ishc'd for line extension 

purposes. Farm Bureau recognized thesp factors ift r0comm~nding that 

line exte:lsion rulf'S nOw in ~~"f'fc'ct for .'l{,:riClllturnl cur:tomcrs b,c~ 

re":ained Itnd th::tt d('fini~ion8 j.n th0 r~\r.~ t~rH:'fa Of'N1.ch uti.lity 
continue "to :lpply. 

;';e conclude from t.h0 forc,~oin,n: thnt; it is ~lot r ..... nco!\nhlf! or 
necess~ry to est~,blish :l special ngricul 'f:ural cl,qs~ for 1.='1ectriC'E\,nd 

g:'lS line extension pu::-poses. :::n tn.kin,o: t.hi;::\ n.ction~ v:0 r..,,:lterate our 

position stated in D.R2-04-o6A ~nd D.R2-0o-11n ~on~0rnin& 
ag::-icultul"a,l. l"u:onJ. nnd f:!imil~.r cIa::;::; di:::;t:ir,ction:::. Wi? hnVl:O' n"'ver 

i:nposed on the utili'ties :'"!,ny ~b301ute ob}il~~.tio!l to provide 

~110wo.nce::; :'-0::" 0xt.€'nsions under ~11 cir(,11m3t,,':l,tJ~eG. '.:'0 do 30 could 

impose unreasonable hurd~nG on 0xi8tine utilIty ~ustomers. R~ther. 

ou::- line ex~cnsion decisions havE' always r..t~('tl bns0a on f.t ''.':'.In,ncing of 

~he inte::-ests of ~xistinF. nod new utility customers. D.82-00-110 
traces ~hi$ o:\lnr.cing to Luki'awka. ~!ld to the Commission'r: 1°15' 
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order establishing the first zct o~ uniform extAnsion rules. D.2689 
(in C.68). dated August i2. 19':5.7 eRe 8'';0). 

Lukrnwka cn.::::ts the new customer:') I :;:;ide of the ba.lr:mce .CJ.S a 
question '~hether o. II rE'!?:.sono.ble nec,:"!sct ty" t:'xists for :=tddi tionA.l 

utility expenditures in orcipr to providp new customers with a 
reasonable opportunity to receive service. In D.82-09-110 the 
COI:lmission found that no such rC:)':3on~.ble necessi ty has so far been 
de=onstrated which would jus~ify tre~tment'of n~ricultur~l customers 
other than thro\;.eh the Ph::tsc 1 poJ.ici~')c. The r,~cord prior '1':0 this 

rehearing did not demonstrat~ th~t new ~~ri6ult;ural customers would 
be denied their reasonable opportunity to r~cciVA zcrvice by n 
limitation 0'1: free foot8.l~e to 2/3 of th0 c:ost:s of exten:::::ton:::: witl1in 
the o.dopted distnnce limits. 

!n D.S2-04-0~8 and D.82-00-110. we determined th~t existing 
f~ee footage policies impose unreasonable burdens on existin~ 
custO!:lers. Ro .... :ever, we dcter-mi ned to phf1.8C out free foota.ge 
allowances to minimize any transition~l hurden on new customers. The 
furthe~ evidence ~ciduced on rehearing cOIl('!er!d.nt~ rtf,ricul tur,'?,l 

customers did not show that a r~asonab10 ncceccity exists for 
a.gricultural free f'ootsge poJicie:::: otn(lr "thnn t:hc Ph:1.CC 1 T"1l1f's. Our 

prior findings and conclusions continu 0 to be just n~d reason~bl~ and 
should be reaffirmed. The pro~r~ms ectnhli8hcri in D.A2-04-0~A ns 
amended by D.82-00-1'0 and n.R?-'2-0~o c~ould be made effectiv~ under 
a timetable sit:liln~ to that ::\c.opt~d j,n n.p,2-04-0h8. 

Outstanding Petitions for 
Modi~ication and Applications 
Por Rehearine._ 

In order to reinst~te our prior orders. we must dispose of 
pending applications for rchcRrine. petitiollS fo~ modific~tions. nnd 
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certain procedur31 motions. Th~ pleadings aescribed in footnote 2 
below, :t"iled b,,!ore the i08UanCE.' of D .82-00-1 i 0, were not :f\~lly 
c.:!.spoced 0: i:1 that order. 'tthilc some of the is:3u~:::: l'"8.ised in those 
pleadings were discu.osed nnd disposec of In D.82-09-110. the 
pleadings 'l:ere not specifically ,o:ranted. or denilS'd. We conclude t.hat 
the pleadings lictec. in footnotl":' 2 should he d!?nied to th~) extent not 
eranted in D.82-0~-1'O. 

2 

D3.te -May 7, 1982 

it.ay 7, i 982 

May 7, 1982 
!':ay i 0 y 1982 

May i O. i o,~2 

:viay 21 • i9P2 

May 21 , 10 P,2 

PINtd i ll~ 
Applica t ion ::~or Rehear int: of D. P2-04-0~P. hy Ftl.rm 
Bul"c.').u. 

Application for Rehe~l"inR of D.A2-04-0~e on behalf of 
Land Developers in the Nor~hern Counties Area. 

Appl ication. for Rchct1.r:i. nf': of I) .P.2-04-0h8 of PGvI'~E. 
P~ti tion of "';ne C~liforrd,'l Bn0T"p,y Cornmis:::ion for 
Modific~tion of ~.82-04-0GR. 

App1 icn.tion for Rehc.'lrinf, of )).82-04-068 on b0h~.lf of 
Regional Council of RurnJ Counti~o. 

Peti~iOn hy SDC&E for Morijfjc~tion of D.p.2-04-n6A. 
Petition of Edison for Modific~tion of 
:>.82-04-068. 

June 7, ~982 Peti~ion of SoCal Gas for Clnrification of 
D. 82-0~.-068. 
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Additionally, appeals to'ALJ rulings and petitions for 
:lodii'icat:'on have been madc as listed in footnote ?i. We h:\ve 
oa.:oe!ully reviewed the pleadings listed in footnotl? ":i and conclude 
those petitions also should be denied. 
Joint Utility Committee 
Submission of D:oa!"'t Line Extension 
And Service 3xtension Rul~s 

As :oe~uired by Orderine Paragraph j of D.82-04-068~ 
respondents formed a JOint Utility Committbe to draft rules in 
con!ormance with the policies of the deci~ion. ~he filing was made 
on Ju.~e 7, 1982. It was among the i terns ::3u::3pendcd by D .82-07-040. 
The status of the Committee and its product is uncertain. 

The filings made by JOint Utility Committee "should be 

revised.in consideration of changes in D.R2-09-110. D.R2-'2-0~9. Bnd 

Date 
September 3, 1982 

September 7. 1982 

October ,. ~ 9~2 

October 8. 1982 

October 8. 1 9P,2 

Plead in,'7, 
Petition of Builders for Modification of 

D.82-04-068. 
Petition for Modification of D.82-04-0~8 by 
Contractors. (This includes a request to ' 
partiCipate as a ~~rty in nny rehearing of 
D. 82-04-068. ) .. . 

Appe~l to the Commission of Ruling of the ALJ 
~iled by Contractors. 
Appeal to the Commission of Ruling of the ALJ 
Denying Respond~ntst Request for an Extension 
of Time filed by Contractors. 

Reply to Petitions for Modification of 
D.R2-04-0~8 and Petition of the Aesociat~d 
General Contractors of CaJifornia to Modify 
D.82-09-110. 
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this decision. The Joint Utility Committee should be directed to 
tile and serve on the parties its recommended rules within 60 days 
atter the effective date of" this order., and responses t,o' tha.t 
proposal should be filed with the Commission (directed to St,aff 
Counsel Philip Weismehl) ,0 days thereafter. 

SDG&E Advice Letter 567-E and Edison Advice Letter 5~3-E 
tiled in response to D.S2-04-068 and suspended by D.82-0'7-040 should 
be rejected. and. new advice letter filings should be made after new 
uniform rules are proposed by the Joint Utility Committee. 
D.82-04-068 Complia.nce Filings 

Under Ordering Paragraphs ;., 4, and 5 of D.82-04-068, 
respondents and interested. parties were r~quired to submit filings 
concerning certain cost information and treatm~nt recommendations 
concerning extension costs. These filings were also suspended by 
D.S2-0'7-040, subsequent to their submission. The types of 
iniormation in those filings are no longer relevant B.nd they will 'be 

~ permanently suspended. 
Findings of Fact 

1 .. In D .. 82-04-068 we estab'-ished new principles under which 
new customers will be a.ccorded free footage al~owances for electrie 
and gas line extensions. 

2. Under those prinCiples all new utility customers will be 
eligible for only 2/, of the allowance they would be entitled-to 
under present rules. 

3. An application for rehearing of D .. 82-04-068 was granted 
limited to the receipt of evidence and argument on the issue whether 
there are factors which justify establishing special line e>:tension 
rules for a class of "agrieultural~ customers, different from the 
free footage allowances gra.nted to other new customers. 

4. Such rehearing was held at which respondents and a.ll 
interested parties had opportunity to be hea.rd. 
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5. ~he evidence adduced at the rehearing did not specifically 
ade.:-ess the issue cor,cl:":'rnin,g !'~'l.ctor:J whi.ch m~,y juct:i fy ~, ~1pecj.n.l 

clQ$$ of agricultural customer which mny he nccordcd free footage 
allowances different than those for oth~r cl~zsee of customerc. 

6. No reason has been c~own why there should h~ established ~ 
. 1" ~ . It • t f' 1"" d '1 ' specla c~ass O~·agrlCU .. ura~ cus.orner .or e. ec~rl~ nn gas ln~ 

extension purposes. 

7. Under electric and RaG lin~ cxt~h8ion ru]es ~dopt~a in 
D.82-04-06B as clarified by n.p2-1?-O~C. n~ricultur~l customer~ will 
continue to receive fre~ footage allownnc0c'b~seri on the ty~e of 
service received by the customer. 

S. Reducing the free footage :1.110w~HlcPz :1.ccord ed all future 

customers requiring gas or electric servicb extensions by 1/~ and by 
'1/3 for g~s service instr~lJ.ationo on private property to the maxi'mum 
3.:lO'lnt per::lissible u.nc.~r present :-ules will not ca.use undue 
pre~erence or prejudice between Bny cuotomer clnnses. including ~~ 

4It agricultural class. 

9. 'l'~is order should be t"fft"ctiv0 toc."J,y so t~3.t revised rules 
~ay be est:lbl ished 0.0 soon ."),8 pOG~~ i bl.). 

Conclusions of Lnw 

,. Our findinQ:s :lrlct conclucionr:: '~Xpr0G~10r. in bJ~2-04-0hF~ :q:z 
modified by D.82-09-110 Rnd n.p2-12-0~n chould h0 ~ffirmed. 

2. To the t"xtent not ,~rr'nt("d by pri0r ordf'!'8. 01.l'!'::::t:l tldjn f:. 
applications for rehearing. pc~itionE for moaificntions~ nnd Rpp0~ls 

of :-u1ines. ::\.s morE." speci:::'ic:ll.ly descri bl')ct in footnotes 2 ::tnd "i 

should be denied. 

3. Respondents should b~ order0d ~o imp10ment the free footage 
allowance program f9r electric nnd g~s line ext0nsions described in 

D.82-04-068. ~s amended by D.B2-09-110. D.A2-12-0~o. ~nd this order. 
~. The rules drafted by th~ Joint Utility Committee in 

con~Or::lance with the policies expressed in D.R2-04-068 should b0 

- 22 -



C.10260 ALJ/vdl 

withdrawn, and new rules should be drafted by the Committee in 
conformance with D .. 82-04-068, D.82-09-110, D.82-12-0;9, and this 
decision. 

5. SDG.PeE Advice Letter 567-E and Edison Advice Letter 593-E 
should be rejected, subject to the filing of new advice letters after 
revised rules are drafted by the Joint Utility Committee. 

6. Compliance filings ,by respondents made under Ordering 
Paragraphs ;;, 4, e.nd 5 of D .. 82-04-068 should be permanently 
suspended. 

ORDER ON REHEARING 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. The stay of DeciSion (D.) 82-04-068 ordered by D.82-07-040 

and continued in D.S2-0~-110 is lifted. 
2.. The Joint Utility Committee formed by respondent gas and 

electric utilities shall prepare a draft o'! line extension and 
se:-vice extension rules to implement the principles and policies 
exp:-essed in D.B2-0A.-068, as amended. by D.82-09-110, D.82-12-03Cl, and 
this deciSion. The rules shall 'be uniform, to the extent pOSSible, 
for all utilities. The draft rules shall be filed with the 
Comcission's Docket Office as a compliance filing and shall be served 
by those filing upon all appearances of record within ~O days after 
the effective date of this decision. 

Parties and the staff shall have 30 days thereafter to file 
comments and suggestions in triplica.te with the a.ssigned St.a:f'f 
Counsel Philip Scott Weismehl. Wi thin 30 days theree.fte'r the 
utilities shall file, by advice letter, their individual tariffs for 
subsequent approval by Commission resolution. 

3. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG~E), San Diego Gas & 
ElectriC Company (SDG&E), and Southern Ca,lifornia Edison Company 
(Edison) shall file, at the same time they file the tariffs required 
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by Orde:-ing Parag:-aph 2, in accorQ.t=l.nce with the procedure prescribed 

by Gene:-al Order o6-A. thAir respective proposed Rule 1 - D0finitions. 
4. Unless further postponed hy thio Commicsion. the tariffs 

and de~ini tions filed in compl i:lnC(, wi tr (\ rderifl,:. Pr-'!.r,<),,~r:'"l.phz 2 ana 'J; . 
of this decision shall become effective 6 months ~fter the effective 
d~te of this decision. 

5. Edison and Southern Cn.lifornin. G:'I.C Comp:=tny shall include in 

~heir 1984 advice letter attri ti.on -::i1ill/': .'"L.ll reduced capi t9.1 

expenditures resultin,:: from this decision. 
6. PG&·E ::mc:. SDG&.B shn.ll filp, exhih i t.~; ohowinp: :':1.11 reduc(>('1 

capital expenditures resuJ.tinr: from this dt"'cision in the coU1"sc of 
p:-oceedings on thei1" current ,~enernl rate' n.pp.l. i cat ions. 

7. The remaining gas and electric utility respondents shall 
, .p '1' .. ~ .;. ... h 11 . f . 0 d 'P h ,. =aKC a .l lng Slml~ar wO w.oae ca eo or 10 r erlng ar~Rrap ~ 

above as par~ of their next general r~te C~800. 
8. Respondent utilities and st~ff sh~ll cooperate to develop 

uniforo methods for o.CCoullting :-'.na :r-eportin;.; li.n0 C'xt.8nsion 
expenditures. to be applied on a prospective bRSi~ as promptly ~s 
practicable. !ntereG~ea parties chnll h0 invit0d to particip~tc. 

9. SDG&E Ac.vicc L~t'tE'r 56'7-E .'lnO Bliizon Advice Letter 593-E 
a:-e reject€'d. 

1 O "'h 1 . t ' of:" ,. .... • t ' .(.' d . l' . t' . • ~ e o.pp lC~. lons ... or rencarlnr:. p0 ... 1 ,10tlr~ .~or mO.1 lca,lon. 

and appeals of rulings listed in footnotes ? ~nd ~ of the preceding 
opinion are denied to th~ extent not grnnted hy D.R2-00-110. 
D.82-12-039. ~nd this order. 

1 L D.R2-04-0tSP. :'l.a mOd1.fif·C hy D.R?-0C-1 10 ... ~nri 1).P..?-1 :?_(')'r,q .. is 
hereby a!firI:':ed. 
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, 2. Pilings made to dn:te by ·recpondE)lltc o.nd inte:-ected pn.rtj.es 
by O~de~ing Pa~agrnphs ~~ 4: and 5 of D.R2-04-0~8 8nd suspended by 

D.S2-07-040 ~re percanently suspended. 
This ordc:- is effectiv~ tod~y. 

Dated ~"..9~r 1.5~_19S2-' :It San. P:-n.ncieco, Californirol .• 

I cisse~t. !n ~y view a full 
rehearing should have oeen--­
granted and a f~l record 
developed oefore ~he Commission 
took ~-ther action in this 
matter. 

. lsi RICHARD D. CRAVElLE 
Commissio!'ler 

I dissent ~or the same reasons 
as ~~ the, prior deciSion. 
. lsi r..zOKARD M. CR!!·:BS 

Co:nmissioner 
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4t OPINION ON REHEARING 

Procedural History 
Interim Decision (D.) 82-04-068, da.ted April 8, 1982, made 

signi~icant changes in the rules under which gas and electric 
utilities contribute to the extending of service to new customers 
under their tariff line extension rules. Under the old format, an 
applicant for new service receives a free allowance of gas main 
extension footage and/or electric line extension footage varying with 
the amount. of energy consumed in the new structure. 

D.82-04-068 provides: 
1. Six months from the effective date of 

D.82-04-068, new customers will be eligible 
for only 2/3 of the allowanc~ they'would have 
been entitled to under the present rules 9 for 
both gas and electricity (Phase 1). In order 
to remain neutral on the promotional aspects 
of the present rules, this allowance will be 
determined without i ~uiry being made as to 
the appliances instal ed. For the purpose of 
calculating the free f otage limit, it will 
be a.ssumed that the cus omer has installed 
the maximum number of ap liances for which 
the utility affords allow nces. In no event 
will a.ny customer receive n a.llowance for 
more than 2/' of his or her actual 
extension. 

2. It is the Commission's intent that three 
years af'ter Phase 1 has become effective, new 
customers will be eligible for ~ly 1/3 of 
the amount they would have been e~titled to 
under the present rules, determineo., on the 
same basiS as above (Phase 2). "-, 

3. During the third year of Phase 1, the 
Commission will review the operation of the 
new rules to determine whether the direction 
proposed for Phase 2 is the most appropriate 
way to proceed. This review will occur y 

therefore, prior to implementation of 
Phas~ 2. During this review, it will also be 
determined how long Phase 2 should last and~ 
what the m~:;t a:p~ i a ! e next step should 
be., , 
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D.82-04-068 stated that t,he Commission did not adopt a 
, -, 

special :rree :rootage allowan~e ou~omer 'Class ~ 

~X2rS~~~ c~ssw·, ~~ i...ek~ 
~~~+ ,. ,'~,.,~ ~~~1:' OI ,i"Ve'l1"il'r'b'a'n-
c".~ .. w" .~ • ~ wl·~c·e"":'t'll·a"- 'e-r-~';;:; .. ;= 
tI"'..-L,~- M ""-. U~ ~....,....L~--",.:-."c;,- ~~~ '41..""'-.,,~~b.,----~ 
~l~o-t'~-"~e'g'1"s"I'a"t'u"r ;-""Tat-n-e-r-t-ha:n-ti'l'i'-s-C"o lIlr~'"¢'n-- r(;/ 

Several applications for rehearing~ or for modification or 
clarification of D.82-04-068 were filed. D.82-07-040, issued and 
effective July 7, 1982, suspended D.R2-04-068 and certain compliance 
filings ordered by that decision until further notice of the 
Co::::ission. 

:By D.82-0~-110 dated·September 22, 1982, we granted 
rehearing and modification of D .. 82-04-068. ~hat deciSion modified 
:por~!ons of the discussion, findings of fact, and conclusions of J.aw 
in D.82-04-06B .. D.82-0~-110 also directed respondents to file 
addit.ional factua.l materi~ .. l and directed \ he stat! to file comments 
with respect to such material. 

Ordering Paragraph 3 of D.A2-09-1 0 reads: 
n3. Rehearing of D.82-04-06S is gr nted~ limited 
to receipt of evidence and argument on the issue 
of whether there are factors which j stity 
establishing special line extension r les for a 
class of 'agricultural' customers, aif erent fro~ 
free footage allowances granted to oth~·~ew 
customers. This issue necessarily shall~include 
proposed definitions of 'agricultural' cu~omers 
for the purpose of line extension policies. The 
Commission staff is directed to participate ully 
in all aspects." . 
:By Ordering Paragraph 1 (d) of D .R·2-0~-11 0 ~ respondents were 

o~dered to file: 
nA proposed definition of an 'agricultural' class 
of customers~ which the Commission could 
deSignate ~or the purpose of special treatment 
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extension ~ootage v~ry1ng with the amount o~ energy consumed. The 
~ree footage allowances were designed to promote energy demand and 
load growth so that economies of scale could be realized with 
resulting lower unit rates to all ratepayers. 

Under current economic conditions and energy production 
costs, greater energy demand no longer ~roduces lower rates. Those 
factors caused the Commission to initiate Case (C.) 10260 to 
reevaluate th~ existing line extension rules designed to promote 
consumption .. 

In our first interim order in C.10260, D .. 9'3~issued _.~ . _ .~~~ , 
• !<2-/.,N-~ I./:: ~ ~ 40 ~ 

Fe2~,~3 CPUC 2d 27,4), weft-i:n~ cancel tM bas1.c-

~ee footage al~owances and substitute credits for conservation, 

\ 
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including installation of gas appliances in lieu of electrical 
appliances where gas was available.' We stated (at page 294): 

~We conclude that a basic electric allowance 
should not be adopted if we are to achieve our 
objectives of encouraging the use of gas and 
encouraging efficient use of electricity. Only 
conservation allowances will be adopted for 
electric lines. • ~. [FJor residential premises 
in areas where gas is not available, we will 
adopt allowances which both crea.te incentives for 
conservation and take into consideration the 
special circumstances that exist. II' 
As an exception to the general rule stated above, we 

provided ~or a 700-~oot ~ree ~ootage allowance ~or agricultural 
customers. Our rationale, as stated at pages 294-295, was as follows: 

"Agricultural customers occupy a rather unique 
position in that the normal conservation measures 
cannot be adapted to most agricultural 
operations. In addition, the availability of 
natural gas service ~or ag~cultural operations 
is severely limited. Conse~uently, the viable 
alternatives normally availa~le to such customers 
are electriCity and fossil fu~led engines and/or 
devices. Under these circums~nces, the 
utiliz~tion of electricity for~gricultural 
purposes is to be encouraged. onsequently, we 

, In our discussion (at pe.ge 286), we stated: "We rec-onfirm at 
this time the ~~~ conclUSion, enunciated in Decision'N,o. 89'77 in 
the Liquified Natural Gas Terminal proceeding, that on both 
economic and environmental grounds, natural gas is the preferred fuel 
for residential energr needs. The adopted extension rules set forth 
in tbe ensuing order are designed to strongly favor the use of 
natural gas for cooking and space and water heating where it is 
available and the use,of electricity for these purposes where natural 
gas ip. unavailable a~alternate energy sources are less economical 
and/or efficient than electricity. Under these circumstances, the 
effect of the adopted rules on the relative number of all-electriC 
homes sbould be negligible." 

- 6 -
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~Will adopt electric allowances ~or agricultural 
~ad equal to 700 ~eet which is roughl~ the 
aVerage length of agricultural line extensions. 

D.91;28 neve~ecame effective. 2 

In i~erim D.82-04-068, issued April 8, 1982, our approach 
to line extension allowances changed. We abandoned the conservation 
credits approach ~o line extension al1'owa.nces which had been proposed 
in D.91 '328. \ 

The new rules provide that six months after the effective 
\ ' 

date of D.e2-04-068 new customers will be eligible for only 2/3 of 
the allowance they WO~ld have been entitled to under present rules. 
The allowa.nce will 'be d~termlned without inq.uiry be,ing made as to the 
nUJ:loe:- or kind of appliances installed. Instead, it will bE' assueed 
that the custOtler has in~alled the maximum number of appliances for 
which the utility affords \llowances. After this calculation, the 
utility will pay 2/3 of the\free foota.ge allowance calculated by this 
method, but in no event more~han 2/3 ~the actual extension. 

:he general policy ~al enunc'ated in D.82-04-068 fo'!' a.1l 
end use sectors (including agri~l ture) . s the attaint:lent of the 
least cost tlix of conservB.tion i~estment\\ and life c;rcle energs 
costs. We did not adopt a specia.l\free fo\tage allowance for any 
specific customer class based on th locati n of that class, thus 
retloving the 700-foot free footage a1 owance to new agricultural 
customers proposed in D.01;28. 

2 D.91~2~ provided that unless further hearings we e scheduled in 
response to comments, the rules prescribed in D.9132? would becom~ 
effective 45 days after February 13, 1980, the date 0'£ the o,rder. :By 
notice dated February 28, 1980, the Commission set add'i t,ional 
hearings in C.10260. By its own terms, therefore, D.91;28 never 
became effective. 
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and that Farm ~ureau could proceed with production o~ evidence on 
noneconomic issues. Moreover, respond.ents indica.ted tha.t da.ta in the 
form requested by Farm Bureau could only be produced at a very 
considerable effort and cost, and that it would require several 
months. Farm Bureau did not offer to present any evidence and stated 
it would rely on the showing of other parties and cross-examination 
to develop its pOints. 

We a~rirm the ALJ's ruling denying Fa.rm :Bureau"s motion. 
The Evidence 

Different approac~es to free footage allowances were taken 
by Edison, SoCal Gas, and staff. Edison opposed the granting of 
si'ecial a.llo .... ·ances f"or agricul tUl"al customers. SoCaJ Gas propos'ed So 

cost/revenue test for agricultural customers, which SoCal Gas would 
extend to all commercial customers, if autho Staff proposed 
that agricultural customers receive the same ree footage allowances 
as residential customers on the assumption th t most new agr1eultural 
extensions are to locations which include a re dc;:.ee. All of the 

~~ 
above recommendations were made under a~~inter~~eT.ation that , 
D.B2-04-068 provided no free footage allowance~ for other than 
residential and priority 
this point was clari~ied 
this phase of C.10260.) 

Edison's Evidenee 

... 
one commercial customers. (As noted above, 

~ 
by D.82-12-039 issued after submission of 

'( 

\ 
\ . 

Edison reiterated its position taken in ~arlier phases of 
\ 

this proceeding that to establish speeial line exten~ion rules which 
provide for electric free footage allowances for agric~tural 
customers, and which are more liberal than allowances for other 
nonresidential custo~ers, would not be in the best interests of 
Edison's general ratepayers. Edison's witness testi~ed that existing 
electric line extension rules were promulgated when the marginal 
costs of electric utilities were declining. Existing rules encourage 
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SoCal Gas Evidence 
SoCal Gas stated that since the first phase of this 

proceeding~ it has advocated that gas line extension allowances are 
important to maintaining a. beneficial energy balance. BoCal Gas' 

:;.~ witness explained that all farms end businesses need an~ are servec 
electricity, whe-ther or not they s,re accorded a free footage 
allowance, but not all agricultural customers need to receive gas 
se~vice. SoCal Gas believes that agricultural customers may forgo 
gas service completely to avoid the additional costs of gas main 
extensions. Such customers may install electric equipment for use 
where gas equipment is more efficient to avoid payment of gas main 
extension costs if no gas free footage allowances are accorded the 
agricultural customers. SoCal Gas believes that providing a 
reasonable gas free footage allowance will not encourage energy use 
and ~ay, in fact, decrease energy use. 

:herefore, SoCal Gas proposes the cost/revenue formula 
adv~~ced by witness Sokolow in Exhibit ~3. Assertedly under that 

't 
for~ula any new agricultural customer\will be self-sustaining~ as the 
new customer mus't show that its e~ected revenues equal the requirec 
revenues that cover the cost of gas P1U~ the incremental costs 
associated with investment (return, dep~eciation, taxes, and 
maintenance of pipe) or the customer mus~ contribute to its gas main 
extension. According to the witness p the~reak-even ratio is 2~O 
(rounded). If a customer meets the 2~O raf1o, it is self-sustaining 

\ 
and. would not have to pay advances for construction. If the customer , 
falls below the 2.0 ratio, it would pay the dif.~rence between the 
estimated investment and the allowable investment~ 

Witness Sokolow a.nalyzed a representative sample of 
17 agricultural extensions made in the first nine months of 1?82. 
~he ana11sis showed that, as a group, the allowable investment of 
$759~OOO exceeded the required investment of ~?50,OOO. Two of the 
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evidence showing that a special line extension rule for agricultural 
customers would not create an economic burden on other customers. 
SoCal Gas proposed a line extension rule for gas service which it 
asserted would not burden other customers, but SoCal Gas also 
indicated such a rule would be approp~iate for all comm~rcial gas 
customers, and asserted that the benefits of its proposed rule would 
not be limited to gas main extensions for agricultural customers. 
Thus,. the treshhold issue of why agricultural customers should be 
considered as a special class was not addressed. 

The st~r proposal was made under the reasonable 
interpretation that our order in D.82-04-068 eliminated free footage 
allowances for all cus+.omers other than residential and priority one 
comcercial ~stomers. We recognized that D.82-04-068 was unclear and 
did not clearly reflect the Commission's intent, and we revised 
D.82-0?-1'O to clearly express our intent tha.t all customers will be 
subject to the ,/~ phase-out program enunciated in D.82-04-068. As 
this is our intent, there is no need to ihclude agricultural 
custo~ers in the residential class to ens~e that agricultural 
customers would continue to receive some m~sure of tree footage 
allowances as proposed by the staff. \ 

Farm Bureau pOinted out in its clo~ing arguments that 
tariff rules proposed ~y the Joint Utility CO~ittee to implement the 

\ 
provisions of D.82-04-068 did not pro~ide any ~ee footage allowances 
for agricultural customers, which appeared con:r~y to the dicta in 
that decision. It is Farm Bureau's position that ~~CUJtural 
customers operate under the same conditions as other~ustomers and 
that agricultural customers should be extended free fO~ge 
allowances to the same extent as other customers, on the basis that 
~ree ~ootage allowances ~or agricultural customers create no greater 
burden on ratepayers as a whole than do any other customer group. At 
present agricultural customers are accorded electric free footage 
allowances under the rules generally applicable to commercial 
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customers for commercial usage, and under rules applicable to 
residential customers for personal usage. Under the clarification of 
our prior order agricultural customers will be accorded these same 
allowances, subject to the 1/3 reduction applicable to all 
customers. Thus, no different treatment will be a.ccorded 
agricultural customers. Agricultural customers will continue to 
receive free footage allowances under the same conditions accorded 
other prospective customers. This is the end result sought by all 
partiCipants. ~hi~. resoul t is also consistent with our general policy l.;-----
against the creation of distinct classes of customers, subject to 
distinct treatI:lent.. In this particular situation, no special 
characteristics have been shown which would justify special treatment 
of agricultural customers.~ 

The difficulty in describing or defining an agricultural 
custo:ers for the purpose of este;~lishin~ a separate class for line 
exte~sion purposes is apparent from the d~sparate definitions 
advanoced by the parties. No need for such ~ definition exists unless 
a separate agricultural class is establishe\ for line extension 
purposes. Farm Eureau reco~~ized these fact~rs in recommending that 
line extension rules now in effect for agricu\tural customers 'be 
retained and that definitions' in the rate tari~s of each utility 
continue to apply. 

We conclude from the foregoing that it s not reasonable or 
necessary to establish a special agricultural c1ai~for electric and 
gas line extension purposes. In taking this actiOn,.~'e reiterate our 
position stated in D.82-04-068 and D.82-09-110 concer~ing 
agricultural, rural, and similar class distinctions. w~ave never 

'-imposed on the utilities any absolute obligation to provid~ 
extensions under all circumstances. To do so could impose 
unreasonable burdens on, existing uti::'ity customers. Rather, our line 
extension deciSions have always been 'based on a balancing o~ the 
interests o~ existing and new utility customers. D.82-09-110 traces 
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~ certain procedural motions. ~he pleadings described in ~ootnote 3 
below, filed before the issuance of D.82-09-110, were not fully 
disposed of' in that order. While some 0'£ the issues raised in those 
pleadings were discussed and disposed of in D.S2-09-110, the 
pleadings were not specifically granted or denied. We conclude that 
the pleadings listed in footnote 3 should be denied to the extent not 
granted in D.82-09-110. 

Date 
May 7, 1982 

May '7, 1982 

May i, 1982 
May 10, 1982 

May 10, 1982 

May 21 , 1982 
May 21, 1982 

( 
\ 
\ 

Plead g 

Application for Rehearing \of D .. 82-04-068' by Farm 
:Bureau. \ 
Application for Rehearing 0 D.82-04-06~ on behalf of' 
Land Developers in the N'orthe n Counties Area .. 
Appli cation for Rehearing of D. '2-04-068 of PG&E. 
Petition of the California Energy CommiSSion for 
Modification of D.82-04-06e. '" 
Application for Rehearing of D .82-04-06,8 on behalf of 
Regional Council of Rural Counties. 
Petition by SDG&E :f"or Modi:f"ieation of" D.82-04-068. 
Peti ti'on of Edison for Mod ifieat·ion of 
D.82-04-068. 

June 7, 1982 Petition of SoCal Gas for Clari:f"ication of 
D.82-04-068 .. 
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Additionally, appeals to ALJ rulings and petitions ~or 
modi~ication have been made as listed in ~ootnote 4. We have 
carefully reviewed the pleadings listed in footnote 4 and conclude 
those petitions also should be denied. 
Joint Utility Committee 
Submission of Draft Line Extension 
And Se~vice Extension Rules 

As required by Ordering Paragraph 1 of D.82-04-068, 
respondents formed a JOint Utility Committee to draft rules in 
conformance with the policies of the decision. The filing was made 
on June 7, 1982. It was among the items suspended by D.82-07-040. 
=he status o! the Committee and its product is uncertain. 

~he ~ilings made by Joint Utility Committee should be 
reVised in consideration of changes in D.82-09-110, D.82-12-039, and 

4 
Da.te 

September ;, 1982 

September 7, 19&2 

October 5, 1 982 

October 8, 1982 

October 8, 1982 

\ 
Plea\ 

Petition of Builders fo Modification of 
D.82-04-008. 

Petition for Modification O! D.82-04-068 by 
Contractors. (This include~a request to 
partiCipate as a party in any~ehearing of 
D.82-04-068.) ~ 

Appeal to the Commission of RUlin~f the ALJ 
~iled by Contractors. ~ ~ 
Appeal to the Commission of Ruling of t,he ALJ 
Denying Respondents~ Request for an Extension 
of Time filed by Contractors. 
Reply to Petitions for Modi~ication o~ 
D.82-04-068 and Petition of the Associated 
General Contractors of California to Modify 
D.82-09-110. 
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e by Ordering Paragraph 2, in accordance with the procedure prescribed 
by General Order 96-A, their respective proposed Rule 1 - Definitions. 

4. Unless further postponed by this Commission, the tariffs 
and de:rinitions 1"iled in compliance with Ordering Paragraphs 2 and 3 
01" this decision shall become effective 6 months a.1"ter the effective 
date. 

5. Edison and Southern California Gas Company shall include in 
their 1984 advice letter attrition filing all reduced capital 
expenditures resulting from this decision. 

6. PG&E and SDG&E shall file exhibits showing all reduced 
capital expenditures resulting from this decision in the course of 
proceedings on their current general rate applications. 

7. The remaining gas and electric utility respondents sha.1l 
J:lake a :tiling Similar to those called for in Ordering Paragraph 6 
above as part of their n'ext generaiyate cases. 

8. Respondent utilities and staff shall cooperate to develop 
uniform methods for accounting and re~rting line extension 
expenditures, to be applied on a prospective 'basis as promptly as 
practicable. Interested parties shall ~~ invited to pa,rticipate. 

\ 9. SDG&E Advice Letter 567-1: and E~son Advice tetter 593-E 

are rejected. " 
10. The applications for rehearing, petitions for ~odifieation~ 

and. appeals of rulings listed. in footnotes '3 l"tld 4 of' the preceding 
opinion are denied to the extent not granted b~.P.2-09-110, ... 
D.82-i2-0'39~ and this order. 
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4It OPINION ON REHEARING 

Procedural HistorY 
Interim Decision (D •. ) 82-04-068, dated April 8 J 1982, made 

signi~icant changes in the rules under which gas and electrie 
utilities contribute to the extending o~ service to new customers 
under their tari~f' line ex ension rules. Under the old format, an 
applicant for new service r eives a ~ree allowance of gas main 
extension footage and/or ele it;ric line extension footage varying with 
the amount of energy consumed n the new structure. 

D.S2-04-068 provides: 
1. Six months from t~ effective date of 

D.82-04-068, new c stomers will be eligible 
for only 2/3 of the allowanc~ they would have 
been entitled to und r the present rules, for 
both g~s and electri~·tY (Phase 1). In order 
to remain neutral on he promotional aspects 
of the present rules, his allowance will be 
determined without inq~iry being made as to 
the appliances installed. Por the purpose of 
calculating the free foo~age limit, it will 
be assumed that the customer has installed 
the maximum number of appliances for which 
the utility affords allowances. In no e\rent 
will any customer receive an allowance for 
more than 2/;; of his or her- actual 
extension. 

2. It is the Commissionts intent th~t three 
years after Phase 1 has· become effective, new 
customers will be eligible for only 1/3 of 
the amount they would have been entitled to 
under the present rules, determined on the 
same basis as above (Phase 2). 

;. During the third year of Phase 1, the 
Commission will review the operation of the 
new rules to determine whether the direction 
proposed for Phase 2 is the most appropriate 
way to proceed. ~his review will occur, 
therefore, prior to implementation of 
Phase 2.. During this review, it will also be 
determined how long Phase 2 should last and 
what the next step should be. . 

-------_._---
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D .. 82-04-068 stated that the Commission did not adopt a 
special free footage allowance for any specific customer class based 
on location of that class. A proliferation' of special, rate: ~ .. . ', I 
classifications is undesirable, and the-Coromission'was not persua~~~~ ! 
that compelling grounds for a special classification for line- ':;'.' ~.' : 

f extension to agricultural customers exists. " 
S~~eral appIlcations ror rebearing, or ~or moaif-i'-c-a-t-i-o-n-o-r---------­

clarificatio~ of D.82-04-068 were filed.. D.S2-07-040, issued and 
effective July 7, , 982, suspended D.R·2-04-068 and certain compliance 
filings ordered by that ~cision until further notice of the 
Coc:ission. ~ 

By D.82-0~-'10 da~d September 22, 1982, we granted 
rehearing and modification Of~D.82-04-06B. ~hat decision modified 
por-:ions o! the discussion, fi~ingS of fact,. anci conclusions of '.8.W 

in D.82-04-06A- D.82-0~-110 al~ directed respondents to file 
a~dit.ional factual material and ~rected the staf! to file comments 
wit~ respect to such material. \~ 

Ordering Paragraph; of D~2-09-110 reads: 
"'3. Rehearing of D.82-04-0&8 is gra.nted, limited 
to receipt of evidence and ~gument on the issue 
of whether there are factors\which justify 
establishing special line ext~sion rules for a 
class of 'agricultural' custom~s, ciifferent from 
free footage allowances granted\to other new 
customers.. This issue necessari~ shall include 
proposed d~finitions of 'agricultural' customers 
for the ~urpose of line extension policies. The 
Commission staff is direct~d to participate fully 
in all aspects-~ \ 
]y Ordering Paragraph 1(0.) of D.A2-0~-110, respondents were 

ordered ~o file: 
~A proposed de!inition of an 'agricultural' class 
of customers, which the CommiSSion could 
deSignate for, the purpose of special treatment 
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extension footage vS,rying with the amount of energy consumed.. The 
free ~ootage allowances were designed to promote energy demand and 
load growth so that economieS'. of scale could be realized with 
resulting lower unit rates to all ratepayers. 

Under current economic conditions aI').d energy production 
eosts~ greater energy demand no longer produces lower rates. Those 
factors caused the CommiSSion to initiate Ca.se (C .. ) 10260 to 
reevaluate the existing line extension rules designed to promote 
consumption. 

In our first interim order in C.10260, D.91328 issued 
:- t:_d~fJ-r;-L .' ." 

:E'ebruary 13, 19$0 (3 CPUC 2·d. ,274), we ~mmeJt'b"'=O;n.. a "proposal 

to cancel tbe :basi.c free footage allowances and 'substit'lte: creci.i ts. 
,.<.-1 f-<. "/ .. ·t-/.. . y.i-- ,.-1-. :/..t-..) for conservation, ~ '" :'-:, ,.I ... L'....... ,~, t:,-i'-/:.{:"v( 1(. ('/ () ... __ ' 

--.... 
--:~ 4-~ .. ::;:::::::~J{ ~;,.~ ~~ oX 
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including installation of gas appliances in lieu of electrical 
appliances where gas was available .. 1 We stated (at page 294): 

WWe conclude that a basic electric allowance 
should not be adopted if we are to achieve our 
objectives of encouraging the use o~ gas and 
encouraging efficient use of electricity. Only 
conservation a.llowances will be adopted tor 
electric lines. .. •• [F]or reSidential premises 
in areas whe~e ~s is not available~ we Will 
adopt allowances 'which both crea.te incentives for 
conservation and take into consideration the 
special circumstan~es that exist. tt 

\ 
As an exception to the general rule stated above, we 

~rovided for a 700-foot free f~otage allowance for agricultural 
custooers. O~r rationale, as s~ated at pages 294-295, was as follows: 

"Agricultural customer~ occupy a rather unique 
position in that the normal conservation measu::-es 
cannot be adapted to m~st agricultural 
operations. In additio~ the availability of 
natural gas service for agricultural operations 
is severely limited. Co sequently, the viable 
alternatives normally av~lable to such customers 
are electricity and fossil fueled engines and/or 
devices. Under these cirdumstances, the 
utiliz~tion of electricity for agricultural 
purposes is to be encourage.. Consequently, we 

\ 
1 In our discussion (at pe,ge 286), we stated: ~We reconfirm at 
this time the policy conclusion, enunciated in DeciSion No. 8917~ in 
the Liquifieci Natura,l Gas 'terminal proceeding; that on 'bot~ 

__ economic_ ana..... envir.onm.en,ta1_ q,X'.o:unds.l._nat:ura13tas~is __ tb:e:_J:~ref.e:o:.ecL£ucl. 
"tor residentia'l energ:{ needs. The ado:pt~d extens~on rules' set !~rt,h 
in the ensuing order 'are designed to strongly favor the use of 
natural gas tor cooking 'and space and wat-er heatin'g where 'i t is 
available~and the use of' electrie1ty 'for these purposes,where natural 
gas is unavailable a~dalternate energy sources are less economical 
and/or ef:Cicient than/'electricity. Under these circumstances~ the 
e"t:Cect of the adopted rules on the relative number of all-electric 
homes should be negligible." 
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will adopt electric allowances for agricultural 
load equal to 700 feet which .. is roughly the 
average length of agricultural line extensions. 

D.9l328 provided that unless further hearings were scheduled in 
response to comments, the rules prescribed in D.91328 would become 
effective 45 days after February 13, 1980, the date of the order. By 
notice dated February 28, 1980, the Commis.sion set additional 
hearings in C.10260. By its o\wn terms, therefore, 0.91328 never 
became effective. 

In interim 0.82-04-06\, issued April 8, 1982, both the 
conservation credits approach to\line extension allowances and the 
special agricultural tariff Whic\ had been proposed in 0.91328 
were not adopted. The new rules provide that six months after the 
effective date of 0.82-04-068 new~ustomers will be eligible for 

\ 
only 2/3 of the allowance they would have been entitled to under 
present rules. The allowance will be determined without inquiry 
being made as to the number or kind\of appliances installed. Instead, 
it will be assumed that the customer\has installed the maximum number , 
of appliances for which the utility affords allowances. After this 
calculation, the utility will pay 2/3 \Of the free footage allowance , 
calculated by this method, but in no ev.~nt More than 2/3 of the 
actual extension. \ 

The general policy goal enunciated in 0.82-04-068 for all 
end use sectors (including agriculture) is the attainment of the 
least cost mix of conservation investments and life cycle energy 
costs. 
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and that Farm Eureau could proceed with production of evidence on 
noneconomic issues. Moreover, respondents indicated that data in the 
form requested by Farm ]ureau could only be produced at a very 
considerable effort and cost, and that it would require several 
months. Farm ]ureau did not offer to present any evidence and stated 
it would rely on the showing of other parties and cross-examination 
to develop its points. 

We affirm the AtJ's ruling denying Farm :Bureau's motion. 
':he Evidence 

Different appro~~es to free footage allowances were taken 
by Edison, SoCal Gas, and ~aff. Edison opposed the granting of 
special allowances for agri~ltural customers. SoCal Gas proposed a 
cost/revenue test for agricu~ural customers, which SoCal Gas would 
extend to all commercial cust~ers, if authorized. Sta:f'! proposed 
that agricultural customers reeeive the same free footage allowances 
as reSidential customers on the~ssumption that most new agricultural 
extensions are to locations whic include a residence. All of the 
above recommendations were made 'Il d~r a. mistaken· interpretation that 

\ - ------_._-_._------D.82-04-068 provided no free foot~ge allowances for other than 
residential and priority one commel\cial customers. (As noted above, 

this point was clarified by D.82-12~~O;9 issued after submission of 
this phase of C.10260.) 

Edison's Evidence 
Edison reiterated its posi ti n taken in earlier phase-s of 

this proceeding that to establish spec{al line extension rules which 
provide for electric free footage allowances for agricultural 
custome:-s, and which are more liberal than allo~ances fo-r other 
nonresidential customers~ would not be in the best interests of 
Edison's general ratepayers. Edison's witness testifed that existing 
electric line extension rules were promulgated when the marginal 
costs of electric utilities were declining. Existing rules encourage 
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SoCal Gas EVidence 
SoCal Gas stated that since the f'irst phase of' this 

proceeding, it has advocated that gas line extension allowances are 
important to maintaining a 'beneficial energy 'balance. SoCal Gas~ 
witness explained that all farms and 'businesses need and are served 
electr1ci ty, whether or not they s.re accorded a free foota.ge 
allowance, 'but not all agricultural custoIDers need to receive gas 
service. SoCa1 Gas belie~s that a.gricultura1 customers may forgo 
gas service completely to a,oid the additional costs of gas main 
extensions. Such customers ~y install electric eqUipment for use 
where gas equipment is more e ficient to avoid payment of gas main 
extension costs if no gas free footage allowances are accorded the 
agricultural customers. SoCal s believes that providing a 
reasonable gas free footage a,110 nce will not encourage energy use 
and may, in fact, decrease energy sea 

Therefore, SoCal Gas prop ses the cost/revenue formula 
advanced 'by witness Sokolow in Exhib t 03. Assertedly under that 
foroula any new agricultural customer will be self-sustaining, as the 
new customer ~ust show that its expect d revenues equal the required 
revenues that cover the cost of' gas plus the incremental costs 
associated with investment (return, depr\ciation, taxes, and 
maintenance of pipe) or the customer must\rontribute to its gas main 
extenSion. According to the witness, the break-even ratio is 2.0 
(rounded). If a customer meets the 2.0 rat~o, it is self-sustaining 
and would not have to pay a.dvances for construction. If the customer 
falls below the 2.0 ratio, it would pay the difference between the 
estimated investment and the allowable investment. 

Witness Sokolow analyzed a representative sample of 
17 agricultura.l extensions made in the first nine months o~ 1982. 
The analysiS showed that, as a group, the allowable investment of 
$759,000 exceeded the required investment of ~;50,000. Two of the 
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~ evidence showing that a special line extension rule for agricultural 
customers would not create an economic burden on other customers. 
SoCal Gas proposed a line extension rule for gas service which it 
asserted would not burden other customers, but SoCal Gas also 
indicated such a rule woula be appropriate for all commercial gas 
customers, and asserted that the benefits of its proposed rule would 
not be limited to gas main extensions for agricultural customers. 
Thus" the treshhold i sue of why agricultural customers should be 
considered as a specia class was not addressed. 

The staff pro osa1 was made under the reasonable 
interpretation that our rder in D.82-04-06B eliminated ~ree ~ootage 
allowances for all cus+.om rs other than residential and priority one \ ' . 
commercial customers. We ~c09'nized that D.8:2'-04-068. did not' clearly 1 
reflect the Commission's in\ent,. and we revisedD_8.2-09-1l0, too, 

more directly express our in~ent that all customers w±ll be ---~~;;e~:-::r-t~:~:~~~p~:::~o::-~O!:::~u~:~~:-:!-:~~~-~:~~~~:~-6'8~-AS---"'--'" 
~ cus'tomers in the residential Cl~S to ensure that agricultural 

custome:'$ would continue to rece ve some measure of free footage 
allowances as proposed by the st f. 

Farm Eureau pOinted out ~its closing arguments that 
tariff rules proposed by the Joint ~i1itY Committee to implement the 
provisions of D.S2-04-068 did not pr~ide any free footage allowances 
~or agricultural customers, which appe~red contrary to the dicta in 
that decision. It is Farm Bureau's position that agricuJtural 
customers operate under the same conditions as other customers and 
that agTicu1tura1 customers should be extended free footage 
allowances to the same extent as other customers, on the basis that 
free footage allowances for agricultural customers create no greater 
burden on ratepayers as a whole than do any other customer group. At 
present agricultural customers are accorded electric ~ree footage 
allowances under the rules generally applicable to commercial 
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customers '£01" commercial usage', and 'lnder rules app~icable to 
residential customers for personal usa.ge. Under the clarification of 
our prior order agricultural customers will be accorded these same 
allowances, subject to the 1/3 reduction applicable to all 
customers. Thus, no different treatment will be accorded 
agrieultural customers. Agricultural ~stomers will continue to 
receive free footage allowances under the same conditions accorded 
other prospective customers. This is the end result sought ,by all 

, o'.;£-,A.V..-D> ,{l/_VX,;'.::::( 
participants. This result is .als~consistent with ou'r1 ge.ne.r41 p~-o-y. 

---/J.. ~~ ~"!" .... ;...r-v-..\ 
ag4~t t~ cr~~ti~f~~~~ctn~asses of customers, subject to 
distinct treatment. In this particular situation, no special 
characteristics have been shown which would justify special treatment 
of agricultural customers. 

The difficulty in describing or defining agricultural' 
customers for the purpose f establishing a separate class for line 
extension purposes is appal" nt from the disparate definitions 
advanced by the parties. No need for such a definition exists unless 
a separate agricultural class is established for line extension 
purposes. Farm Eureau recogni d these factors in recommending that 
line extension rules now in eff t for agricultural customers be 
retained and that definitions in he rate ta.riffs of each utility 
continue to apply. ~ 

We conclude from the fore~ing that it is not reasonable or 
necessary to establish a special agr~cultural class for electric and 
gas line extension purposes. In taki~ this action, we reiterate our 
position stated in D.82-04-068 and D.82-09-110 concerning 
agricultUral, rural, and similar class distinctions. We have never 
imposed on the utilities any absolute obligation to provide allowances 
extensions under all circumstances.. To do so could impose 
unreasona.ble burdens on, existing utility customers.. Ra.ther? our line 
extension decisions ha.ve always been based on a balancing of the 
interests of existing and new utility customers. D.82-09-110 traces 
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this 'balancing to Lukrawka, and to the Commission's 1915 order 
establishing the first set of uni~orm extension rules, D.2689 (in 
C.6B3, dated Augu.st 12', 1915, 7 CRC' 8;0). 

Lukrawka casts the new customers' side of the balance as a 
question whether a "reasonable necessity" exists for additional 
utility expenditures in order to provide new customers with a 
reasonable opportunity to receive service. In D.82-09-110 the 
CommiSSion found that no such reasonable necessity has so far been 
demonstrated which would justify treatment of agricultural customers 
other than through the Pha~e 1 policies. The record prior to this 
rehearing did not demonstra\( that new agricultural customers would 
be denied their reasonable o~ortunity to receive service by ~ 
limitation of free footage to\f/3 of the costs of extensions within 
the adopted distance limits. '\ 

In D.82-04-068 and D.82-0~-110, we determined that existing 
free !ootage policies impose unr~sonable burdens on existing 
customers- However, we determine~ to phase out free foote.ge 
allowances to minimize any transitional burden on new customers. =he 
further evidence adduced on reheari~g concerning agricultural 
customers did not show that a reasonable necessity exists tor 
agricultural free footage policies other than the Phase 1 rules. Our 
prior findings and conclusions continue to be just and reasonable and 
should be reaffirmed. The programs established in D.82-04-06? as 
amended by D.82-09-110 and D.82-12-039 should be made effective under 
a timetable similar to that ad;opted in D.R2-04-0~8. 
Outstanding Petitions for 
Modification and Applications 
For Rehearing 

In order to reinstate our prior orders, we must dispose of 
pending applications fO,r rehearing, petitions for modificat.ions, and 
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e certa.in procedural motions. 'Xhe pleadings described in footnote.Z, 
below, filed before the issuance of D.82-09-110, were not fully 
disposed of in that order. While some of the issues raised in those 
pleadings were discussed and disposed of in D.82-09-110, the 
pleadings were not specifically granted or denied. We conclude that 
the pleadings listed in footnote ~::~ should be denied to the extent not 
granted in D.82-09-11 O. 

2-
Date -May 7, 1 ~82 

May 7., 1982 

May 7, 1982 
May 10, 1982 

May 10, 1982 

May 21 , 1982 
May 21, 1982 

\\\ Pleading 

Application fo~ R&hearing of D.82-04-068 by Farm 
:Bureau. \ 

\ 
Application for Reh~aring of D.82-04-06~ on b~half of 
LSl'l.d Developers in the Northern Counties Area. 
Application for Rehearing of D.82-04-068 of PG&E. 
Petition of the California Energy Commission for 
Modification of D.82-04-06e. 
Application for Rehearing of D.82-04-068 on behalf of 
Regional Council of Rural Counties. 
Petition by SDG&E for Modification of D.82-04-068. , 
Peti ti'on of Edison for Mod ification of 
D.82-04-068. 

June 7, 1982 Petition o~ SoCal ~as for Clarification of 
D.82-04-068. 
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Additionally, appeals to ALJ rulings and petitions for 
modification have been made as listed in foot.note ~~ We have 
carefully reviewed the pleadings listed in footnote ~ and conclude 
those petitions also should be denied. 
Joint Utility Committee 
Submission of Draft Line Extension 
And Service Extension Rules 

As required by Ordering Paragraph 1 of D.8'2-04-068, 
respondents formed a Joint Utility Committee to draft rules in 
conformance with the policies of the decision. The filing was made 
on June 7, 1982. It was~ong the items suspended by D.82-07-040. 
~he status of the Committ e and its product is uncertain. 

The filings made by Joint Utility Committee should be 
revised in consideration of ~anges in D.82-09-110, D.82-12-039, and 

... 
,) 

Date 
September;, 198:2 

S~ptember 7, 1982 

October 5, 1982 

October 8, 1982 

October 8, 1982 

\Pleading 
Peti tion of Bu:£;.lders for Modification of 

D.82-04-068. 
Petition for Modification of D.82-04-068 by 
Contractors. (This includes a request to 
participate as a party in any rehearing of 
D.82-04-068.) 
Appeal to the Commission of Ruling of the ALJ 
filed by Contractors. 
Appeal to the Commission of Ruling of the ALJ 
Denying Respondents' Request for an ExtenSion 
of Time filed by Contractors. 
Reply to Petitions for Modification of' 
D.82-04-068 and Petition of' the Associated 
General Contractors of California to Modify 
D.82-09-110. 
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5. The evidence adduced at the rehearing did not specifically 
address the issue concerning factors which may justify a special 
class of agricultural customer which may be accorded free footage 
allovances different than those for other classes of customers. 

6. No reason has been shown why there should be established a 
special class of agricultural customer for electric and gas line 
extension purposes. 

7. Under electric and gas line extension rules adopted in 
D.S2-04-06$ as clarified by D.82-12-0,o, agricultural customers will 
continue to receive free footage allowances based on the type of 
service received by th~customer. 

8. Reducing the f~ee footage allowances ~ccorded all future 
customers requiring gas o~ electric service extensions by 1/3 and by 
1/3 for gas service instal~tions on private property to the maximum 
amount permissible under pr~ent rules will not cause undue 
preference or prejudice betw::\n any customer cla,sses~ including an 
agricultural class. 

9. This order should be ffective today so that revised rules 
~ established as soon as p~ssib1e. 

Conclusions o~ Law ~ , 
1. Our findings and conclus~ons expressed in D .82-04-068 a.s 

modified by D .82-0<?-11 ° and D .82-12-,039 should be affirmed. 
\ 

2. To the extent not granted by prior orders~ outstanding 
applications for rehearing~ petitions for modifications~ and appeals 
of rulings, as more specifically described in footnotes 2 and 3, 
should be denied. 

;. Respondents shOUld be ordered to implement the free footage 
allowance program for electric and gas line extensions described in 
D.82-04-068, as amended by D.82-0~-110, D.82-12-039, and this order. 

4. The rules dr~fted by the Joint Utility Committee in 
conformance with the policies expressed in D.82-04-068 should be 
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tt by Ordering Paragraph 2, in accordance with the procedure prescribed 
by General Order 96-A, their respective proposed Rule 1 - De~initions. 

4. Unless further postponed by this Commission, the tariffs 
and definitions filed in compliance with Ordering Paragraphs 2 and 3 
of this decision shall become effective 6- months after the effective 
date of this decision. 

S. Edison and Southern California Gas Company shall include in 
their 1984 advice letter attrition filing all reduced capital 
expenditures resulting from this deciSion. 

6. PG&E and SDG& shall file exhibits showing all reduced 
capital expenditures resu xing from this decision in the course o~ 
p~oceedings on their curren general rate applications. 

7. The remaining gas Sfd electriC utility respondents·sha.ll 
make a filing simila~ to thOS\called for in Ordering Paragraph 6 
above as part of their next general rate cases. 

8. Respondent utilities ~d staff shall cooperate to develop 
uniform methods for accounting a~ reporting line extension 

\ 
expenditures, to be applied on a ~ospective basiS as promptly as 

\ practicable. Interested parties shall be invited to pa.rticipate •. 
9. SDG&E Advice Letter S67-E\and Edison AdVice Letter S93-E 

a~e rejected. \ 
10. The applications for rehearing, petitions for modification, 

\ 
and appeals of rulings listed in footnotes 2' and 3, of the preceding 
opinion are denied to the extent not granted by D.P.2-09-110, 
D.82-12-039, and this order. 

/1. D •. 8'J..-O'l-_C68) a...v ~r~ ~o D .. fJ._6 9 _ IJ (1 /G..­

.~r-.d- D, 3,)._ /~_o.3'1J <A ~I; ~_ 
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;r 
,~ Filings made to dat'e by respondents and interested parties 

., 
by Ordering Paragraphs 3, 4, :~nd 5 of D.82-04-06R and suspended by 
D.82-07-040 are permanently suspended. 

This order is effective today. 

Dated Dee~r 15, 1982 , at San Francisco, California. 

1 dissent. In my view a full 
rehearing should have bee~ 
granted and 4 full_record 
developed before the Commis$ion 
took further action in this 
matter. /s/ RICRARD D. GRAVELL 

Commissioner 

1 dissent for the same reasons 
as in the prior decision. 

/s/ LEWARD M. GRIMES 
Commissioner 
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