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BEFORE ~HE PUBLIC U~ILITIES COMMISSION OP TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND ) 
ELECTRIC COMPANY !or authority, among ) 
other things, to increase its rates ) 
and charges !or electric a.nd gas ) 
service. ~ 

(Electric and Gas) ) 

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

Application 82-12-48 
(Filed December 20, 1982) 

(See Appendix A ~or appearances.) 

INTERIM OPINION 

In its test year 1984 general rate case tiled i~ December 
1982, Paci!ic Gas and Electric Company (?G&E) proposed a new gas rate 
schedule (Schedule G-,8) which is deSigned to address the proble~ of 
fuel switching by industrial gas customers who have the capability of 
burning reSidual fuel Oil. Subsequently, PG&E attempted to raise the 
G-58 issue in its Gas Adjustment Clause (GAC) proceeding, Application 
(A.) 8;-01-62. By Administrative L~w Judge's Ruling eVidence on the 
G-58 rate was excluded from the GAC proceeding. At the same time 
presentation of the gas rate design testimony was rescheduled in the 
general rate case to be the ~irst r~te design' issue heard. The gas 
rate design testimony was heard during the week of March 28, 1983, 
and upon the motion of PG&E, the matter of early implementation of a ' 
G-58 rate was submitted subject to written closing arguments. 
Proposal 

The tariff sheets describing the p~oposal are attached~ 
Appendix B. The essence of the G-58 proposal is that PG&E will sell 
gas at a low rate to customers that are likely to switch to an 
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alternate fuel. The low rate would be accom,anied by a reduced level 
of service reliability_ The G-58 rate would float based upon an 
index of residual fuel oil prices. Sales of gas at the low rate 
would be stopped whenever these sales did not contribute to PG&E's 
fixed costs. This failure to contribute to fixed cost would oceur .. 
whenever PG&E was required to buy discretionary high cost gas or when 
the alternate price of fuel oil (and the fluctuating G-58 rate) ~e1l 
below a certain level. 
POSitions of the Parties 

PG&E -
PG&E's evidence shows that 97 million therms per year will 

be lost at current rates because of fuel switching. These sales 
would contribute between S10 ~~d S12 million to margin at the 
proposed G-58 rate. In its brief PG&E argues that: 

"Proposed Schedule No. G-5S will succeed only if 
it retains existing customers with alternate 
fuel capabilities or serves forme: gas 
customers who have already switched. If 
Schedule G-58 becoces available to custocers 
other than bona fide fuel-switchers, the effect 
would be to shift revenue requirement from such 
customers to reSidential and small commercial 
gas customers, as demonstrated by the original 
California Public Utilities Commission Staff 
proposal in the GAC (Application No. 8;-01-62, 
Ex. 12). PGandE strongly o~poses any 
modification of its proposal which would have 
that effect." 
A major premise of the proposal is that low priority 

customers can be segmented into three groups as follows: 
1. Those who can, Will, and readily do switch 

between gas and reSidual !uel oil. 
2. Those who have the capability to switch but 

do not do so readily. 
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~. Those who car.not burn residual fuel oil, 
but instead must use higher quality 
distillate fuel oil. 

PG&E's fuel switching model indicates that the potential 
loss of 97 million therms is contained in sales to the first group of 
c~~tomers. It is toward this group of about ~O hi~~ volume customers 
that the G-S8 rate is targeted. Consequently, ?G&E proposes several 
special conditio~s that are deslgr.ed to ensure that only these 
customers will participate in this rate in a manner that will benefit 
all ratepayers. These special conditions were the cause of most of 
the controversy surrounding the proposal. 

Staff --
The Co=mlsslon sta!! (eta!!) in the hearing opposed the 

rate on the economic theory that all sales should reflect PG&E's 
margi~al cost of gas which is the cost of Canadian gas. However, in 
its brief the staff reco&~ized the need to 6itigate the fuel 
switching problem. The staff, with certain qualifications, supports 
the early implementation of a G-58 rate. The staf!'s major concerns 
are (1) the ability of PG&E to pollee the special conditions 
regarding the customer's alternate fuel ar.d (2) the adequacy of 
Special Condition No.2 concerning the security deposit. 

Toward Utility Rate Normalization 
(TURN,) California League of Food 
Processors (Food Processors). and 
Southern California Edison 
Company (SoCal Edison) 
TURN supported the G-S8 proposal as a necessary evil and 

agreed with PG&E that the special conditions be rigorous, at least 
initially, to maintain the integrity of the stated purpose o~ the 
G-S8 rate. Also, TU1t~ supported the concept o~ Pood Processors that 
the eligibility criterion be ~odi~1ed from 2,400,000 ther~s per year 
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to 200,000 therms per month for three months. ~his adjustment is tor 
seasonal customers atld ?G&E acquiesced in it. With this adjustment 
the Food Processors supported immediate implementation ot the new 
rate schedule. . 

. SoCal Edison supports the rate as long as the schedule .. 
explicitly indicates that SoCal Edison will be eligible to receive 
service under G-58. 

El Paso 

El Paso Natural Gas Company (El Paso) indicated that it 

supports the new schedule. It supports the concept because Zl Paso, 
like PG&E, must continue to have high sales in Calitornia to mitigate 
future El Paso rate increases. 

General Motors Corporation and 
Nabisco Brarlds, Inc. (GM), Cali~ornia 
Manufacturers ASSOCiation (CY~), and 
University of California (UC) 

~hese representatives ot industrial commercial users oppose 
the G-58 proposal and instead propose that rates tor all industrial 
sales be lowered to prevent tuel switching. C¥~ argues that the 
special conditions are too stringent to retain existing customers, 
much less attract old customers back onto the sys~em. 

then: 
GM however proposes that it the G-58 proposal is adopted 

1. :he G-52 rate should be maintained. 
2. :he G-58 SChedule should be on an interim 

experimental basis. 

). Xhe overall priority scheme should not be 
changed. 

Borax and Chemical Corporation (BeC) 
~ BCC is an industrial customer with No. 2 !uel oil as its 

alternate fuel and takes service under Schedule G-50. 3CC is also 
planning to become a cogenerator with a Priority )A classification 
and receive service under Sehedule G-55A. 
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BCC is concerned with the lack of a rate similar to the 
proposed G-58 rate that would be available to G-SO customers. It 
feels that the lack of such a rate will induce uneconomic investment 
in No. 6 fuel oil facilities so that current G-50 customers will 
become eligible for the G-S8 rate. Also, Eee ~eels that cogenerators 
shoule retain their Priority ~A claSSification even if they take 
service under the G-se rate. 
Dis~~ssion 

We have considered the comments and arguments of each o! 
the parties and will authorize immediate implementation o~ the G-SB 
rate sche~ule as modified in this order. Service under the 0-58 rate 
will be on a contractual baSis between the utility and the customer 
and the standard contract must be submitted to the Co:cission for 
prior approval. 

The following discussion follows the main subject headings 
of the proposed schedule attached as Appendix E. 

Applicability 

The unopposed modification suggested by the Pood Processors 
to meet the needs of seasonal customers will be adopted. The clause 
will read as follows: 

APPLICAEILITY 

Applicable to natural gas service, estimated by 
the Utility to exceed 2,400,000 therms per year 
or 200,000 therms per month for three months 
capable of burning, as the exclusive fuel on a 
regular ba~is, oil with a viscosity higher than 
150 Saybolt Second universal (SSU) at 100 P 
(commo~ly referred to as Grade No. 5 and ~rade 
No.6 fuel oil). 
TerritOr? • 
The territory clause will not be changed. 
Rates 

~he initial commodity rate of $.46 per therm suggested by 
PG&E is within the range of prices of the alternate fuel oil price 
and was Virtually uncontested and will be adopted. The commodity 
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rate will be indexed according to Special Condition No. 9 and allowed 
to ch~.ge twice each month. The iloor below which the rate will not 
go is $.42 per therm, and the ceiling above which the rate may not 
exceed is a rate equal to the G-52 rate. We recogniz~ that the lower 
G-58 rate will result in a revenue shorttall. This shortfall will 
aceumulate in the GAC balancing account until the next GAC proceeding. 

These parameters are determined on the low side by taking 
the price of El Paso gas to PG&E (5.375 per therm) and increasing 
that figure by 12~. Compressor fuel and line losses account tor one­
third of the 12% figure. The remaining 8~ is a minimum contribution 
to the margin that we will require to receive gas. This concept 
represents our concern for the more than immediate short-term rate 
considerations. We remain concerned with the longer-term supply 
picture. If large volumes of low cost gas are sold because of very 
low rates, then this supply of low cost gas will be decreased 
rapidly. The result will be that in the longer run we will be forced 
to use high cost supplies at a sooner date. Ii the price of fuel oil 
falls below our floor, we do not believe that the best interests of 
the publiC are served by encouraging the sale of gas without 
recognizing the long-term value of low-cost gas supply. 

Denosit Rate 

The deposit rate will be the difference between the current 
G-52 rate and the G-58 rate. 

Minimum Charge 

We have decided to modi~y the minimum charge prOVision in 
order to ensure that customers who elect to take service under the 
G-58 schedule actually purchase subst~~tial volumes of gas. The 
annual minimum charge will be the charge for 40~ ot the ~~nual __ 
prOjected minimum take. 
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Special Co~dition No.1 
The second cen~ence c'.lrron't~:r :-€n.c.s "Servicl) th:-ough this 

meter shall be I)xc:u$iv~ly P6 as defir.ec by contr~c~ with t~c 

customer". 11' .. h~ .. ' ~ ~p .. '!"1.""v~ncc !"l'tl~ll ..... ~ ..... e ..... ov",1 l' n o"~ p'" "'0 +a'tooe 0"'" "'''' ... _ ~. _. _..:;. ." ~ ... _... • ;.. •• " v 1. ..." Q"'J 

reference to the term Priority 6. 3y thiR ord~r we are not ch~~eine 
the priority syotem prgviouoly eEtabliBh~d. Rath~r we are allowing 
cuztomerz to volunta.rily reduce th'?ir service :-p.liabi:'i ty in ex'!hange 

for a lower rate. These CUGtomerz on Schedule 0-58 will be curtailed 
prior to cU3to~ers on SChedule G-55 wh~n ens is unavail~ble. 

Speci~l Condition No.2 
The deposit charg~ wi:l be 3ccumu18~ed over th:-~e monthz 

and will equal the d.eposi t rate ti:nes the the:-:ls t~,}:en in a. month. 

The method for return of ~he deposjt~ as propos~~, rem~i~s unchanged. 
This modification is an ~t~empt to reduc~ th~ deposit 

burden which is made possible by th~ hig~~r mi~i~um chare~ which will 
be included in the contract for servic~. 

Sncci~l Conditio~ No.3 
This condition ollows no flexibility ~eg~rding th~ burning 

of ~ro. 2 i'u~l oil. Scver:;11 :p~rtie;.; an': PG&E :"J.g:'::~.r! th~t unc..:-r 

ce:to.in conditions :'.Ln indus-;!'i[-l,l C1.!::::tom€"r is rc~uir~e to bu:-n tro. 2 
fule oil for ce:-tain purpoze~. 

P;'O-"C' 1' .... r1'l' "''''C Jo ..:. c.- "'0 :no~'; -1' •• .. VQ:;., v.... ",.;..- l.I ~ U' ... "" .... -£0 J thiz condition in 
Tari!! and Stane?r~ Con~r~ct. It shall be ~odi~ied to reflec~ B 

greater ~eeree of fl~xibility. WA Yill not furth~~ define ~h~ 
condi tion ourselves out P-r~ con:fid~n-t th3~ PG&:E. W'orkin~ wi th 01):" 

ztaff~ can s&tisf~cto:-ily ~odify this clause. 
Snecial Condition No. 4 • 
This condition providps for cu:"tnilm~nt when it is 

uneconomical for the utility to cerve G-58 customers. ~he term 
"unecono:nico.l" dcs0!"veB fu:th0r corement. It in o'Jr u!ldC'rstB.ne.ir.e 

that se:-vice will '01=: ~llrt::til~C: or:!.y 0:'1 ~r.c~f::!' c.ayr:. • ..... h~n ~ 

di~cretiono.ry g:lS supply sourc-:, :Ior~ ex:p~!"\::::i vc than 31 Po.ec e~e j.z ~ 
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required. What is unclear is whether s~rvice zhould be curtBil~d if 

the ind~xed rate falls below our ~loor rnte of $.42 per thermo 
Certai!'l parties ~1.reue that cU3tom~rs shou:'e b~ lEl.llowed ~o curtail 
04-h .......... e" v ..... ~ ~h~·04- ~,.. con ..... r.up ·0 b"·~ "",,,, ,,'" ~ "2 ..... p ... "'h~"''''' AVOn l' f W.t;:;;~';". ~:,;.:." w .. ~v • ....." vJ.. .. <pi '" io,tJ/!I../ t:.).o~ U.l.l .J.I+ ),"_'- I." _~w _ ~ • 

the alternate ~uel price index goe: below 3.42 per thermo We agree 
with PG&E tho.t if the? !1A,.,e succc~~!~:::'ly tn.:oeetee th~ a.;,pro?ri~tc 
custo~er group, then this would not occur. Eow~ver, since this 
schedule is to be experimental in c~tur~, we will not provide for 
curtailment i~ the index indicates an alt~rnate fuel price lcss than 
$.42 per ther~. I! ~his occurs. how~ver, it will be ~ strong 
indication that either the ~lternate pric~ ind~x io not prop~r or 
that the custor:::~1" target g:-oup ic not appzoopri2t.-::-. PG&:E chould V 
advis~ us if t~1c occurs. / 

Special Concitions 
Hos. 5.6.7.8. and g 

These coneitions will not be modifiee by tnis oreer. 
COP'enerCltor~ 

Our current policy r0ga:ding COe0n~ratorc will re~ain 

unchanged. Coeenerators will be eligible for th~ lowe~ o~ ~ith~r the 
~3.te norcally ~.pplicr!.bl~ or tnt:' (i-55'" r::lt~">; ;:;130 coel?rJl?r:->-to:-~ will b~ 

E'ligi ble for the G-58 r~te on the- C&.Jt~ ter:':l~ r~nc condi ~ionz ~IS :111 
other C1:.sto:ners. 

C.-50 Cu~tome:o~ 

Th~ issues zoaioee by Bee in its brief were not r~ised 
during the heRrings. :f th~ fRets ~11ce~d by Bee &r~ tru~, ~horc 

~ppenr! to b~ ~ pot0ntial problem rogard!ng these cuzto~ers. 
Although the G-58 ~2.tl? is tn.:eetec to C-52 custocers. the ~ffect:: on 
G-50 customers should be cOl1sice:-ec. PC.?I':E i.s eirl?cted to inv~ctil?:).tl? 

GAC filing. 
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Pindinp:: of ?act 

implement n new g~z rat~ Schedule C-58. 

2. ?G&E h~s l:r::ce a !r.otion that i ~ bl-] 811o/lf:,c to ir::pl(~:r:~n~ thi8 
schedule in an expeeit~e ~a8hior.. 

The 
0.. 

b. 

G-58 ~ro~os21 involve: . . 
~~~~ w~l' ~pl' n~~ ~. ~ • 1.JO-t,j"J ........;.....".J.. r:l''''~ u ... ~ « 

volume customers. 
The gas rate iz i~eexed 
alternate ~uel oil. 

th-:- folJ.owine: 

to the price o~ 

c. Tho lew gas ~Ate is ~coomp~.nied by n 
corr~~pondinf, reduc~io~ o~ z0rvic~ 
:"01ir-lbility. 

4.. PC&E '~i.ll lose 97 million tnc:-rns of ~al('s frOil: the C-52 

to a~~l''1 to c~ztomers who burn 200,000 .. . 
or more per conth ~or 

6. The concept of the G-58 proposal is unt~stec. 

7. The initi[",l comoodity r8.t~ of $.46 per thr::r:n is rensona·ol13. 
8. ?G&E's rIll;thoo o'! ineexing tht? G-58 r~t-:' a.coorcing to 

Special Condition 9 ic rCRsonRbl~. 
9. P. 0-58 r~!t~ of $.42 p~:- thermo 8qt;~: to? ~h.~ [llt8:,na'";~ fllel 

:?:-ic~ of El Paso e:v:;, esc~l(:jt(:d by 1?1. iz r0?.8onnblf.' to ~.3sur'? tn~ 

continu~d 

11. The 0-58 :A~e should not ~xc~ed ~h~ G-52 rate which would 
otherwise be applicabl~ to cuotom~rc who 01~~t ~h~ 0-58 rnt~. 

12. The modific~tion of the G-58 p:-oposal ~~ discusse~ in the 
decizion is reason~bl~. 
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13. Both cogenerators as a c:asz ~nd SoCal Edison are eligible 
!or th& G-58 rate sch~eule under th~ same ter~z ana conditions as G-
52 customers. 

14.. Bec3."..lc~ of the poten'ti81 for :"uel SON: tcn ing and consequ~n-: 
loss of contribution to ~arein, t~iz oreer should be e~fec~ive on th~ 
eate it is signed. 
Conclusions 0:" Law 

1. The G-58 rate proposal, as reoei:"iee h~rc. sho~ld be 
authorized. 

2. The 0-58 rate schedule chould be imple=~n'tee on 3n 
experiment~l b~sis with review in PG&E·s next GAC proce~dinf,. 

,. PG&E ::hould investiga:tlS- the cff~c~ of "tbe G-58 ra.te or. G-50 
customers and should present its recommendations no la~er th~n its 
next GAC filing. 

4. PG&E's motion for early iI:lple~~nt3tion of the G-58 sch~eul~ 
should be granted. 

5. There is ~ need to i~plecent thi~ new ~ch~dule without 
further delay. 

!NT3R!~ O?DER 

IT IS ORDERED ths.~: 

,. Pacific Gns ~.nc Electric Comp!.1.!lY (?C&E) shlOl.ll wi thin '30 
eo.ys file a plan for implE'::'10nts.'tion of :"~.tE' Scnedu.le (;.-58 on an 
experimental b~zic. 
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2. PG&E cha.l1 inv~z'tig~~tc th~ 0!:"P.Ct of the G-58 rate on G-50 

customers a.nd sha.:1.1 present i tz reco::i~er..c.o.tio~z no 18,t~r tho,:'), i tc 

next GAC filing. 
Thi~ orde~ is etfcctivp. today. 
Dated June', 1983. at San Fra~cisco, California. 

- 1 i -

1EO!U1RD i-1. GR::r~S. JR. 
?resicent 

V!C~o? CALVO 
P~:SC!L~A C. GREW 
J)OXAtD VIAL 

Commissioners 
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APPENDIX A 
Page 1 

LIST OF APPEAR~~CES 

Applicant: Peter W. Hanschen, William E. Eewards, Michael S. 
Hindus, and Gail A. Greely, Attorneys at Law, tor Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company. 

Interested Parties: Susan L. Steinhauser p John R. Bury, Charles 
R. Kocher, H. Robert Barnes, David N. Barry, III, Richard K. 
Durant, Prank J. Cooley, and Donald M. Clary, Attorneys at Law, 
for Southern California Edison Company; Robert M. Loch and Thomas 
D. Clarke, Attorneys at Law, for Southern Calitornia Gas Company; 
Biddle & Hamilton, by Richard L. Hamilton, Attorney at Law, for 
Western Mobilehome Association; Robert Kihel, by Thomas Var~op 
tor Naval Facilities Engineering Command; Bruce J. wiIllams, !or 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company; Ma or Robert J. Boonsto~~el and 
David A. McCormick, for Consumer Interest o. epartment o! 
Defense and other affected Federal Executive Agencies; Downey, 
Brand, Seymour & Rohwer, by Phili~ A. Stohr, Attorney at Law, 
for Nabisco Brands, Inc., General Motors Corporation, ~~d Union 
Carbide Corporation (under the desi&~ation "Industrial Users ff

); 

McCracken & Antone, by Michael D. McCrack~n, Attorney at Law, 
for California Street Light Association; Brobeck, ?hleger & 
Harrison, by Richard C. Har~er and Gordon E. Davis, Attorneys at 
Law, tor Cali!or~ia Manufacturers Association; Greve, Cli!tord, 
Diepenbrock & Paras, by Thomas S. Knox, Attorney at Law, tor 
California Retailers Association; George Agnost, City Attorney, by 
Leonard Snaider, Deputy City Attorney, tor the City and County 
of San Francisco; Gary D. F~ and Gregg Wheatland, Attorneys at 
Law, tor California Energy eommission; Willi~ L~ Knecht, 
Attorney at Law, for California Associatlon of Uti!ity 
SharehOlders; Walters, Bukey & Shelburne, by Diana D. Ral~enny, 
Attorney at Law, for Schools Committee tor Recueing uiiri~y 2111s 
(SCRUB); Sara M. Rottman, Energy Coordinator, for Contra Costa 
Co~~ty; Rand~ Baldschun and Donald R. Maynor, Attorneys at Law, 
for City of ~alo A!to; Micpel Peter ~lorio, Attorney at Law,.~or 
Toward Utility Rate Normalization (~URN); Nsner R. Teater and -­
William E. Sw~~son, for Stanford University; Anita F. Arriola, 
Attorney at Law, and D~~ Becker, for Public Aavocates; BroDeck, 
Phleger & Harrison, by William H. Booth, Attorney at Law, and 
Jane S. Kumin, Attorney at Law, tor Natomas Company; Mark R • 

• 
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Farman, for Resource Man&gement International, I~c.; Stephen S. 
Slauson, tor Independe~t Electrical Contractors ot Alameda 
County, Harry K. Winters, tor University of California, William 

··B. Marcus, tor California Hydro Systems, Inc. and Indepenaent 
Energr Producers ASSOCiation; John W. Krautkraemer, Thomas J. 
Graff y a~d DaVid B. Roe y for Enviror~enial De!ense Fund; Craig 
Merrilees, for Ca=paigr. for Economic Democracy; ~ieholas R. 
Tibbetts, for Congressman Douglas H. Eosco; Dou~las M. Grandy, 
~or State Goverr~ent Energy Task Force; Antone • ~Ul1Ch, Jr. ~nd 
Allen R. Crown, Attorneys at Law, for Cali~ornia Parm 3ureau 
Federation; Wayne L. Meek, for Si:pson Paper Compar~y; Earbara 
~Yle, for Citizens Aetlon League; Rita Norton, for the Ci~y of 

an Jose, John T. Owens, for Williaos Erothers Engineering 
Company; James P. Sorensen, for Friant Water Users ASSOCiation; 
E. D. Yate~, ~or California League of Food Processors; Robert 
G. MacFarlane and Richard Owen Eaish, Attorney at Law" tor El 
Paso Natura! Gas Compa:1Y; Norman J. Pu~tar Attorney at Law, for 
the U.S. Department of the Navy; Susan L. Roe~~el! and Wayne L. 
Emery, Attorneys at Law, for vnitea States Steel Co~poration; 
Do~ald G. Salow, for Association of Calitor~ia Wate~ Agencies; 
Hanna & Morton, by R. Lee Roberts, Attorney at Law, ana Douglas 
K. Kerner, !or Ultrasystecs, Inc. and Occidental Geother:al, Inc.; 
John F. Powell, Attor~ey at Law, for Bay Area Air Quality 
Managecent District; John R. Viekland, Atto~ney at Law, tor San 
Prancisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District; Morrison & Foerster, by 
John M. Adler and Charles R. Parrar, Jr., Attorneys at Law, tor 
Unitea ~tates Borax & Che:ical Corporation; and Matthew v. 
Brady, Attor~ey at Law, Graha: & James, by Ja=es D. Soueri, 
Attorney at Law, Lee Martin La=bert, and Robert B. Innes; tor 
thecselves. 

CommiSSion Stat!: Michael Da~ and Thomas Corr, Attorneys at Law, 
Bruce DeBerty, ana Martin . O'Donnell. 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 
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P~eific: Gas and Efearic: Comp:any 
S:m Fr:anc:i$Co, ~Ijforni3 

___ 0,1. P.U.C. Sheet No. _' __ _ 
Oanc:eU;ng Cal. P.U.C. Sheet No. __ _ 

APPl..ICAaIl.ITY 

Sctt.d1,l'Te No. c-~ 

NA'l'lJRA!,. CAS SERVIC~ 

Apphc.oT. to "atur.1 gn servi'ce, .a.tflllot~ by the UtfHty to __ CHc! 2,~O,OOO thcot'lltS 
per ye.r fo" I,IU," c1usf1'f~ by cont,..ct beboHn Clla.tomet'" and Ut:fHty a:t PG .t 1acfHtfe:t 
c.ap4tt>l. of bumfng, n the' e.ICctua.{". 1Uff7 on .. reguT.r 1).,1:.. on .nth • vhco,.fty Mt;"." 1:I'I.n 
750 Se)'boTt S4tconc!a. U"{".,.u'T (sstI) at 'OO-F (cOIMIOnty ,..1.rred to .s c,..dcr No. Sand Ct'a<!. No. 6 fuel ofT). 

TERRITORY 
thi"antf,.. t.,.,.ftor")' .. Ned "atllr.l ~u by th. ~.ny. 

$0 .. 46000 

The .boYe COlMlOd1'ty c:n.rge b 'fnd.)l.ed to the priQ of h1;h aYtfur fu.l 
of1 .... t forth 1" apecial condftfon , below.. • 

Oepo$1t OI."ge: 

Fo,. an gas d.11v.,.1 .. , .X~ n pf'OY'fded for 1n spcrc:1'at • 
condition 8, pe~ the~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• . Annual H1,,1mum Ch."gcr: 
1"h. en.rg. for the 11'''st 5,000 thems per 1Iet:.,. per IIOnth, aeeumuT.t1v. aMu.l1y. 

The n~,. of t!'wtt"IU ah.e11 be deterarfn.d 11'1 .Ccord.nce wi'th Rul. 28 .. 

SPECIAL CONOCTIONS .. ... 
1. $;rv1<:. sh.n be th"OU~h one "/I1:o,.<l1'l'Ig ~ ...... ,. end eqU'!'~ sef'Yed th"ough tMs 

.. te,. ah.n ~ interconnected to no otl'Ia,. acH.tr'e. of nltl,l,..i g... SeN1'ce thl'ougl'l thh 1Mte,. 
ah.1t b. exc1us1ve1y P6 •• c!effned by c:ontr-I<:t wfth the cu~toaIw,.. 

2. Wfth •• g, IIOnthly b1'1'1 t!'Icr eu~toI!IIrr' wf'T'l fncTud4J • rkpoa1t OI.,.~. ~u.7 to the 
D~poaft R.te ti'm"s the nCJl!lt)e,. of therms deBv.r.eI 1'n th.t IIOnth. "floIe Oepos1't Rae. b «:ue'r 
to $ .. 0'% pe" t.""1"11 p11,1s the cl1fference between th4r Sche<Iu1e No. C-SO COIMIOd1ty ch."g. end the 
Sche<Iu T e .kilo. e-sa eotmlOd1' ty ehAI ,.g.. TM s clepos1' t wi'11 be r'~lIt"t'1ed to the Ct.Is~,.. wi'th 
fnte,.nt c..1cv1.,ted 1'n .CCO"/Unce wi'tI'I Rl,rTe No. 7.c • .nth the tfNt bUt ren~e,.ed .fe.,. the 
pus1ng of One "jell,. f,.om the <I.pos1t dete P,.OYi'ded th.t fo,.fe1'tlJre hIlS oot occu",.ed. No Oth.,. pol"'t1on of RuTe No. 7 sn.11 .ppiy to the eeposft O\II,.~. 

3. U ... of en)' tu.1 at ."Y time wftl\ I Y1scos1ty loss thIn thlt .~ fortl'l above wi'11 
"uuTt 11'1 In fllrMc!1'ete fo,,'.h:ur. of the .cc:umui.~ o.posf: o,e,.ge etld inte"est he1d by !:he 
UtfHty .nd oncrlb~ 1ft Sp4tCi'ei Condftfon %. At the UtfH~'s optfon,. .. l"'Vt'c ... n.; 
aybwC/uentT)' be Nde under Sc.I'Iedl,ll. 1'10. c .. SO. . __ 

Advice letter No. ____ _ 
Oecision No. -----------------

Issued By 
W. M. G~rr.lV:ln 

Viee-President-'R.ltes ~nd V:a1u:ltion 

(Cont{~) 

O.,te Fired 
EffeCtive ------
Re'"Alution No. 

~-:--~~~ 



. 
A.82-12-4S /ALJ/km APPE~"D IX B 

pa,<;e 2 

" 

P~c:jfic G:lS and EIeetri¢ Company 
San Franciseo, Cafifornia 

___ CaI. P.U.C. Sheet No
o 
__ _ 

CanceUing Cal. P.U.C. Sheet Noo __ _ 

~",'to No. coOsa 
NAiUlUl. CAS SERVIa: 

CCon'tfn",~) 

.' lj.. SeMce undol" thh schodlol1o h sIoIbject to diSCOf'It1'l'!",anc. 1n wno'TC' Of" ofn p.t/"'t wftl'tOu't 
notice 11'1 cas. of .~-u.'T 01" antic1p.ted aho~~C' of ~tUl"a'T ~.s I"C':r.",1tfn~ f,.om an fl'l:r.uf~fc{ent 
aupp'Ty. inadequate tl".n~fssion 01" de'ive~ capacity 01" fae11it1e~.,ol" stol"a~C' "~"'{I"ement. 
Ser-vfce \U'I<lC'1" tl"lh achodu1. fa .ho sl,Ibjec:-: to dheont1'nl,lanceo f" 'I'I'kQ'T. 01" in p.ert \lpen th,." 
(3) ho",,.s not1'c. ~.."evcrl". at tN S(I'Te dhe,.r;1'on of t."Ie Ut1Hty. the UtfHty ~tcl"lll1n.s that 
it 15 I.Ineconomfc:a7 to p,.ov'l'd. Ml"V1'ce. Servfee undel" thh sch~u1. fs :r.l.lbJ~ to comp'ete 
c:fheontinl.lanee pl"fol" to dhcontfl'!u.nce of ~l"Vfee to PS use:r.. The UtU1ty "n1 not be Ua/)7. 
fOI" d.m.~es oceasfol'!ed by interruption 01" dfseol'!tfl'!Ull'ICo of ~l"V1'e. ,,,,pp'Tfed und.,. this 
schedule. ~ch fnte,.Mlptfol'! 01" dhcol'!tfnuance o-r Hrvfce "rli ~ IBI" "u~uant to th4 con":l"aC: 
and cOl'Ishtel'\t wfth Ru'Te Nos. ,~ an<! %,. 

s. ran",,.e of the cvstome,. to C1,I~n 9u use Ul'0f'I notfffcatfon tI)' 'to"!e Uti'Hty aha1t 
rcrsu'Tt in fmmediate forf"ftur. of the accumutate4 Oeposft Ch.,.g~ and fnte~.st he'Td by ~ 
tltfHty. ran",.. of the cvstOfN',. to C1,It"bn ~n \1M \I9Of'I notfffe.tfOf"l tI)' 'to"'. UtfHty twi'ce 1n 
On~ ':Z~nth timer pe~io<! ah.,i result 'tn ttol"lll1nation of an se.-"ice unde" thh a.c:~ule for 
th.It Custome" at the 101e opt~on of the tltftfty. 

6 .. ~MC. un~.r th'fs aehedu'. is subject to • eontin",ous ,.o<;u(,.~nts ~t ~ 
customer'. exc1usiveo altel"1'late fuei b of a vhcosfty not 1es~ thaI'! tl'wIt Ht fol"'th abov •• 
Prfo,. to the es't.lblisl'lmcrrtt of s.Mce un~er thh schedl.l'le, the C\lstocne,. .nan execute a 
,co"tl"a~ on thCI UtfHty'a. Fom No. • 

7. DOh 10r No,,-Exeft!!)'t !onel" Fuel Custonle"$. The Chal"~ 10r ~u COf'I~\IIlIed shan be the 
higher of the rcrvui.,. ~.s bili (Custom.I" Charge piga ~1ty Charge) 0" ~ A'ternatfve Fuei 
Cost. adjuster<! fo,. local taxes ~I". a;tpHable •• ppH~ to volume:r. detel"Z:lfn~ to be l'\Ol'I~ 
in .cco,.~nc. with Section C.9. of the Prelfmina~ S:.tement p'us the r~l.r Coamod~ty Cha,.~. 
appHe<I to ."'lIII'Ipt "'ol~. if' any. - .. ' , 8. Payment of the d.sft chal"~ Ny be 4ef.,.,.e-d if the cv:r.tomel" p,.cwf~.s ~e<;uatcr 
HCYMt)' tIf'Ifcl'l b aeerptabt. to the UtiHty fn Heu of the ch.a"ge. 

9. The per- thel"'lll ch.,.gcr for gn consUlll4t(! shan be 1nc,. •• se<f 01"' dcc".aH1!1 by the 
t)e,.cel'ltage change fn the of'T pl"i'ee '1ndellt. specfffe<t /)eTCItt'. off that a'Tcvlatfon ahouTd cn.ngcr 
the commod~ty e~I"ge by ~I". than 2~ pel"e,nt. The ofT ~I"i'ce f"dex shall be the ""era~e of 
t."e ",no'Te"a'. prices of No. 6 I"esfdual on fo~ u.s. Tal'\l( ea,. Tn.ck T,..nsl)Ol"t t.o~ 'tn the 
San Fr.nch-co - tut s.y .r •• as q\loted 'tl'! the ~.tt·. 01"tg,..rn P10ice WI"': fOl" tho f-trst 
tra4fng da'1 of t.". t)nHns; IIIOntl'\. Tho peI"'CIHlt.'jjC' cnansoe 1n tI'lcr 01} P"')~O {Me", sha" be 
c:a1eul.te<l over,. the perio<! frOlll th" tnt cOCIIJIOdity ~"go c:h.eng~ to thcr p,..setlt ~nH"9 IIIOnth. 

Advice L~er Noo ____ _ 
C~j~on No. -------

(END OF APPENDIX B) 

Issued By 
w. M. G~U:lV.:tn 

Vice-Ptesicf~nt-R.ltes .,nd V.llu~tlon 

-

Date Filed _____ _ 

Effective 
R~..ofutjo-n~N~o-.-----

".--------.. -,~-.. -- .~ .. -...------- -",~ 
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Syecial Condition No.1 
The second senter~ce currently rea.ds "Service throug.'t this 

meter shall be exclusively P6 as defined by contract with the 
customer". This sentence shall be removed in order to take out any 

/ 
r:~erence to the term Priority 6. 3y this order we ar~ot char~ging 
the priority system previously established. Rather w~ are allowing 
customers to voluntarily reduce· their se~ice relia{ility in exchange 
for a lower ra.te. / 

Special Condition No.2 
The deposit charge will be aecu:u1ated over three months 

/: 
and will equal the deposit rate times the)therms taken in a month. 
The method for return of the deposit, as/proposed, remains unchanged. 

This modification is an att~t to reduce the deposit 
burden which is made possible by th~igher minimum charge which will 
be included in the contract for sepvice. 

Special Condition No. 2;1 
I 

This condition allOwS~!O flexibility regarding the burning 
of No. 2 fuel oil. Several parties and PG&E agreed that under 
certain conditions an indust~al customer is required to burn No. 2 

/ fule oil for certain purposes. 
PG&E is directe~to modify this condition in its filed 

Tariff and Standard Cont~ct. It shall be modified to reflect a 
greater degree of flexiiility. We are unable to further define the 
condition ourselves b~£ are confident that PG&E, working with our 
staf!, car~ satistactr.ilY modify '~his clause. 

Special Condition No.4 
This condition provides tor curtailment when it is 

uneconomical for the utility to serve G-58 customers. The term' -­
"uneconomical" deserves further eommerj,t. It is our ur .. derstandirj,g 
that service will be curtailed only on those days when a supply 
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source more expensive than El Paso gas is required. ·lhat is unclear 
is whether service should be curtailed it the indexed rate falls 
below our floor rate of $.42 per therm. Certain parties argue that 
customers should be allowed to curtail themselves, that is, continue 
to buy gas at $.42 per therm even if the alternate fuel price index 
goes below $.42 per therm. We agree with PG&E that it they haVe 
successfully targeted the appropriate customer group, then this would 
not occur. However, since this schedule is to be experimental in 
nature, we will not provide for curtailment it the index indicates an 
alternate fuel price less than $.42 per/ther:l. If this occurs, 
however, it will be a strong indica~n that either the alternate 
price index is not prope~ or that e customer~target group.is not~ 

# /JJB jr -"'~A.w-tf /'/A7..J' __ ~/...;. c.....-,./( Q.-----~ #_ i4' d q:,..A/ (;(1;;'a/_. appropriate. ~.c .~;~- v ,- 1 

Special Conditions 
Nos. 5ci 6,7% 8, an 9 
These conditionsl~ 11 not be codified by this order. 
Cogenera.tors 

Our current pol C1 regarding cogenerators will re:lain 
unchanged. eogenerator;/will be eligible for the lower of either the 
rate normally applicable or the G-55A rate; also cogenerators will be 
eligible tor the G-5e~ate on the same terms and conditions as all 
other customers. / 

G-50 Customers 

The issues raised by BCe in its brief were not raised 
during the hearings. If the facts alleged by ECC are true, there 
appears to be a potential problem regarding these custo=ers. 
Although the G-58 rate is targeted to G-52 custo=ers~ the e!~ects on 
G-50 customers should be conSidered. PG&E is directed to invest1~te 
these effects and present its recommendations no later than its next 
GAC filirJ.g. 

- 8 -
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Findings of Fact 
1. A.82-12-48 contains a proposal that PG&E be authorized to 

im,lement a new gas rate Schedule G-58. 
2. PG&E has made a motion that it be allowed to im~lement this 

sChedule in ~~ expedited fashion • . . 
3. The G-58 proposal involves the following: 

a. PG&E will sell gas at a low rate to hi&~ 
volume customers. 

// 

b. The gas rate is indexed to t~ ~rice of 
alternate fuel oil. ~ 

c. The low gas rate is a.ccom,anied by a 
corresponding reduction/of service 
reliability. ~ 

PG&E will lose 97 million therms of sales from the G-52 
schedule at present rates. 

5. High volume seasonal customers are not eligible for the 
G-58 rate as pro~osed. 

6. The concept of the G-58 proposal is untested. 
7. The initial com~dity rate of S.~6 per therm is reasonable. 

I 
8. PG&E's method~! indexing the G-58 rate is reasonable. 
9. A G-58 rate less thar. $.42 per therm is unreasonably low. 

I 
10. The modification 0: the G-58 proposal as discussed in the 

I 
decision is reasot.ab,le .. 

/ 
11. :Both coger.erators as a class and SoCal Edisor. are eligible 

for the G-58 rate schedule under the same terms and conditions as G-
52 customers. 

12 .. Eecause of the potential for fuel switching and consequent 
loss of contribution to margin, this order should be effective on the 
date it is signed. __ 
Conclusions of Law 

1.. The G-58 rate proposal, as modified here, should be 
authorized .. 

- 9 -
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2. The G-58 rate schedule should be iQpleme~ted on an 
expe~imental basis with review in PG&E's ~ext GAC proceeding. 

;. PG&E should investigate the e~tect of the G-58 ~ate on G-50 
customers and should present its recoQmendations no later than its 
next GAC :f'1lirlg. 

.. 4. PG&E's motio~ for early implementatio~ o! the G-58 schedule 
should be granted. 

5. There is a ~eed to implement this new schedule without 
further delay. 

INTERIM O?DER/ 

IT IS ORDERED that: / 
/ 

/ 

/ 
1. Pacific Gas and Eleetric;COmp3tlY (?G&E) shall within 45 

days file a plan for implementati¢n of rate SChedule G-58 on an 
experimental baSis. ~ 

2. PG&E shall investigate the effect of the G-58 rate on G-50 , 
customers and shall present;1ts recommendations no later thatl its 
rlext GAC filing. / 

This order is ~ffective today. 
Dated JUN 11' 1~ , at San Prancisco, Ca11!o~nia. 

,/ 
./ 
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