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Decision No.- ____ : ...1:1190~322~ __ MAY 221979 

BEFORE Tr~ PUBLIC v~ILITIES COMMISSION OF THE S!ATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the'Matter of the A??li~ation of ) 
SOU'!'EElL~ CA.LIFO&'~IA GAS COMPA,;.'\ff to ) 
increase revenues to offset ccanged ) 
gas costs under its approved PGA ) 
procedures resulting from adjus~~ents ) 
in the price of natural gas purchased ) 
from '!RANSWES'I'ER..~ PIPE1I~"E COMPANY, ) 
EL PASO NATURAL GAS COM?~~ and PACIFIC ) 
INTERSTATE 'l'RA.I.~SMISS!ON COMPA1-r'; to ) 
adjust revenues under the supply ) 
adjustment mechanism to reflect greater ) 
than anticipated collection of revenues ) 
due to increases in natural gas supplies; ) 
to adjust revenue requirements as a ) 
result of the operatio~ of the tax ) 
change adjustment clause; to revise ) 
Section H of its Preliminary Statement; ) 
and to implement an air conditioning ) 
lifeline allowance. ) 

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

Application No. 58724 
(Filed March 2, 1979) 

(Appearances are listed in Appendix A.) 

I~"1'ERDf OPINION 

Southern california Gas Company (SoCal) seeks autho=ity 
to increase its rates to provide additional gross revenues of 
$398,737,000 for the 12 months ending ~Arch 31, 1980 to offset 
the increased cost of purchased gas of ~598,537,000 under its 
approved Purchased Gas Adjustme~t (PGA) proeedure~ to reflect 
a Supply Adjustment Mechanis~ (~~) reduction in the amount of 
$201,65S,00C~and to utilize the Tax Change Adj~stmen~ Clause 
(TCAC) to :ecover ~~enue deficiencies of $10,858,000. SoCal 
also seeks au~horitj to revise Section H of its Prel~nary 
Statement and to implement a lifaline allo~nce for certain 
air conditioning load. 
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The Commission staffts review of the application indi­
cated that undercolleetion~ for the cost of gas are cu~ently 
accruing at an average rate of $31,000,000 a month. Under­
collections of such magnitude necessitate, in the staff engineerts 
opinion, immediate interim rate relief. Consequently. early 
hearings in the interim portion of ~his matter were held before 
Administrative Law Judge N. R. Johnson at Los Angeles on April 26 
and 27, 1979 and May 1 and 2, 1979, and the interim phase ~s 
submitted with further hearings on the case-in-chief scheduled 
for June 1979. Testimony was presented on behalf of SoCal by 
its manager of rates and tariffs. M. J. Douglas; by a research 
engineer in the regulatory affairs dc?artment, R. t. Fowler; 
by a revenue service sys:ems coordinator, R. L. Sallcw; and by 
Eric Rcdd, the manager of ~lternate fuel reporting of Lundberg 
Survey, Inc., a finn ret.'lincd by SoGal. Testimony was presented 
on behalf of Valley Nitrogen Producers, Inc., and the Union 
Chemical Division of Union Oil Company (A~onia Producers) by 
the Deputy Director of the California Department of Food and 
Agriculture, J. D. Scribner; by the president of Valley Nit=ogen 
Producers, Inc., J. H~ Lindley; and by the president of the 
Chemicals Division of the Union Oil Company of California, 
T. C. Henderson. Testimony ~~s presented on b~half of the 
Commission scaff by a senior utilities engineer, J. L. Fowler, Jr. 
Position of SoCal 

SoGal argues that it is undeniable that ~mmediate rate 
relief is needed and fully justified and requests that this 
Commission act on the rn.attcr of interim relief no later than 
its May 8, 1979 conference. 

SoGal notes that the staff's proposal will admittedly 
result in an undercollection of approximately $10 million a 
month and that this undercolleetion sl~~~tion is compounded by 

the fact that the rates were not effective.as of April 1, 1979 v' 
as provided in the tariffs. 
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SoCaI interprets the staff's presentation as assigning 
some intrinsic worth to a uniform cents-per-therm increase to 
all classes of customers ~nile at the same time failing to con­
sider various critical factors that differentiate the classes of 
customers. SoCal urges adoption of its proposed interim rate 
proposal because it differentiates between classes of customers 
on the basis of whether or not they have the capacity to utilize 

J 

alternate fuels, it ~ll reduce the relative amount of under­
collection, it will help to mitigate critical cash flow problems, 
and, especially if the interim is granted subject to refund, it 
will not adversely prejudice any class of customer. 

El Paso Natural Gas Company (El Paso) and 'I'ranswestern 
Pipeline Company (T=answestern) filed revised PGA's resulting in 
a reduction in Socal's requested revenue increase from 
$394,271,000 down to $350,740,000 (~~cluding the Gas Exploration 
and Development Adjustment (GEDA)), a reduction of $43,531,000. 
According to the record, the translation of this reduced revenue 
requirement to the hoped for effective date of the new rates, 
May 15, 1979, would result in an average proposed increase of 
4.762 cents per therm as compared to the 4.750 cents per therm 
originally requested for the period of April 1, 1979 to 
March 31, 1980. Under these circumstances, SoCal proposes that 
~he interim increase be computed by the application of the 
original average proposed increase of 4.750 cents per therm to 
the residential, GN-l, GN-2, and Wholesale rate schedules. For 
rate schedules GN-3, GN-4, and GN-5, Where the customers have 
the ability to burn alternate fuels, Socal proposes that the 
average increase be limited by the low end of the range of the 
cost of alternate fuels so that these customers ~ll have no 
incentive to leave the system to burn such alternative fuel. 
SoCal computes the ~~imum allowable increase on this basis 
to be 3. 075 --c~nts ~r _ thirm: --SoCal-estiill,ite"s -its--propOse<.C interI;"-
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increase ~uld yield $358,889,000 additional revenue were it 
to be in effect for the forecast year ending March 31, 1980. 
Position of Commission Staff 

!he staff's proposal is that a uniform cents-per-therm 
increase equal to SoCal's proposed increase to schedules GN-3, 
GN-4, and GN-S, or 3.075 cents per therm, be granted for all 
classes of service. Such an increase would provide additional 
revenues of $255,094,000 on the forecast year basis. 

The staff argues that its recommended interim proposal 
is highly conserva~ive and is reasonable for an inter~ increase. 

The staff does not concur in the adeq1Jacy or accuracy 
of info:t:'mB.tion presented by SoCal and believes that the record 
so far is definitely inexact as to many of the major issues 
before this COm::l:lssion. 

The staff further argues tr.at this record contains no 
basis in economic and ratemaking terms that support preferential 
treaecent for the ammonia producers' problems. 
Position of Ammonia Producers 

\ 

The Ammonia Producers note that inc=eased and restruc­
tured gas rates have resulted i~ the closure of six' of the eight 
ammonia plants in California. Accordi:lg to the testimony, 
California previously was able to produce approx~tely 110 pe~­
cent of its ammonia require:nents, but that with s1...",< of eight 
plants currently out of service, it is able to produce only 
about 40 percent of the california cemand. According to the 
testimony presented by the ~onia Producers, the facilities 
in this State are presently inadequate to service substantial 
increases of imported a~onia ~N.ith the result that if the two 
remaining plants' close there wil~ be a shortage of ammonia 
resul:ing in a Shortage of nitrogen fertilizer. A shortage 
of nitrogen fertilizer, according to the testimony of 
Mr. Scribner of the caliio=nia Depart:nent of Food and 
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Agriculturc, would result in substantial reduction in agricul­
tural production of this State. Mr. Sc=ibner notes that 
CAlifornia is the largcst ~gricultural state in the country 
and annually produces approximately ten billion dollars worth 
of agricultural products. The lessening of this State's 
agricultural output, according to the testimony, would have a 
very serious adverse impact on the economy of the State. 

Testimony presented on behalf of the two re~~ining 
ammonia plants al::'egec. tha~ 03.::'1 i.ncre,':\se il"l the p::-ice of t.he 

gas fuel stock would force the closing of these two plants. 
Eventually, the required ammonia ~ight be acquired from Russia 
and Mexico. According to the record, howcvcr~ the present 
price of Russian and Mexican ammonia is purposely held at c 
low level to capture the market. The witnesses believe that 

once this is ~ccomplished, the price of ammonia will skyrocket, 

Tne Ammonia Producers also note that ~he increase to 
the Priority 3, 4, nnd 5 users is limited to the cost of alter­
nate fuel so that SoCal will be able to ret~in these customers· 
""h t '. p~ ·1, ... "'''' t;",- ~h 4 ..... ·c .. e ..... 'o.,.' '" J.. e "nlP..onl,,) ... OUL:ccr." ::l.CUC •• ~·v "' .. e ......... '"' hi" ..... 0" t.::e SoCal 
system is just a~ neceSS.:lry 3.S t.he rl")':.0~~ion of ti'.c F:-io~i.ty ;, 4, 

~nd 5 cu~to~crG. 

SoC~l and, therefore, the retention on the sys:em of th~ Ammoni~ 
Producers would be of benefit to SoCal's ope~ations and the other 
SoCal customers. The producers contend the g<lS r.hey receive could ./ 
not be sold to other customers. The record indicates, however, that 
any excess supplies probably could be sold to Priority 5 customers 
for electric ~eneration. 

The A~onia Producers anticipate that as the effect of 
the short supply of ammonia begins to manifest itself, the price 
of ~~monia will increase. As the price of a~~onia increases, 
the Ammonia Producers would expect to pay increased gas rates 
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up to the full amount paid by the balance of the GN-2 customers. 
In this respect the Ammonia Producers recommend_~:~~qua:~_er_ly=~_--=-:"= 
_or~semiannual~ r¢~_:'~~~~!li:a= p;;~~§_ ~4 ~ c~sts~~o_~~~~~to =~_=_-==-
evaluate the amount of gas price increase ~o be applied to ~he 
Ammonia Producers. 
Position of Tehachapi-C~ngs Countv water District 

Tehachapi-C~ings County water District (Tehachapi) 
argues that the objective of SoCal should be to minfmize gas 
prices insofar as possible to all customers and operate on an 
efficient basis rather than to try to sell all the gas it can. 
on this basis Tehacr~pi argues that the possibility of decreasing 
the take of high-priced gas to the overall benefit of SoCal's 
operations sho~ld be carefully explored in setting the final 
rates. 

Tehachapi recognizes SoCal's need for interim relief, 
but argues that any increase granted on other than a unifo~ 

cents-per-the~ basis will prejud£ce the pOSition of some 
customer ~oups. Tehachapi further argues that for the first 
time the price of gas is approaching the equivalency of oil 
prices and that the parties to the proceeding have a right to 
further test the situatio~ before an imbalance is produced in 
the rate structure, particularly after it was so vehemently 
argued in the last general rate proceeding. 
Position of california ~..a.nuiacturers Association 

California Manufacturers Association (~A) argues 
that GN-3, GN-4, and GN-5 rates, based on the price of 
alternate fuels, do not, as implied by sooe parties to the 
proceeding, give these customers some sort of a subsidy, but 
rather are designed to exact every last cent from them before 
they exit the system. ~A objects to the use of alternate 
fuel costs in any situation o~her than the situation ~ere 

-6-



• A.58724 S"~dz • 
using cost of service information to set gas rates would result 
in loss of utility load. CMA notes that Priority 2, 3, 4, and 5 
customers are paying in excess of fully allocated costs and argues 
that gas rates should be based on the cost incurred by the 
utility to provide the service. CMA stated its intention to 
submit evidence in the fi21 phase of the proceeding proposing 
rates on such a basis. 

CMA further states that the proposed three-cent 
increase to ?riority 3, 4, and 5 customers is excessive based 
on the cost of se:vice and that it is inappropriate to increase 
Priority 2 customers more tr~n three cents in that they are 
providing greater than fully allocated costs at this time. ~~ 

stat~4 . that· it .is· sYmpatheti~ ,;0 ~S~lrs .n~ed ,to' get .. its' i~enue ~--_:-_~ 
increase .. iD. ~~eff~~).n~ s.~p~~ '~he sta_ff.rs_pro~~al __ ~s' .. more - . 

. · .. r·easonable-t~n. S~.~.t s -proposal. 
Position of General Motors 

General Moto=s (GM) feels that the instant case, one 
of the first to go forward ~der the neyly adopted SAM procedure, 
is a classic example of the crunch that can develop between the 
need of the utility to recover its incurred costs and the 
legitl-~te aspirations of interested parties to question the 
requested inc::-ease and to exert: some influence on the manner 
in 'Which the increases will be sp::-ead to the various customer 
classes. 

GM states it is unable to support Socal's profferec 
interim increase on the basiS t~~t substantial issues not be 
prejudiced by the interfm action. It recommends the Commission 
staffts proposal on the basis it balances the competing con­
side~ations in te~ of dollars for both the utility and the 
interested parties. 
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GM furthe:: argues that value of service may be a valid 
ratemaking consideration but that cost of service is the single 
most important ratemaking criterio~ and that this C~tssion's 
failure to recognize that fact is in itself largely responsible 
for the loss of utility load and the resulting revenue loss Which 
has become a critical concern of the gas ~tilities. 
Position of california Gas Producers 

!'he goal of the California Gas Producers (CGP) is to 
maintain the maximum market for California gas and for natural 
gas in California. According to CGP this Commission's decision, 
in July 1977 implemented restructured and inverted gas rates. 
CGP claims that SoCal's proposed Priority 3 and 4 increases to 
these restructured rates, reSUlting i~ rates of 23~988 cents 
per ther.:n before GEnA, has pushed them to the "edge of the 
cliff" in many instances and "ove= the cliff" for the An:nonia 
Producers. CGP argues that such rates place this Commission 
in the same position that the Energy Commission w~s in when it 
killed the Sundesert plant, that the Air Resources Board was 
in when it practically killed the SORIO project, and that the 
Department of Resources w~s in when it killed the DOW chemical 
plant. CGP suggests a "lifeline :-~,,':.e" ~o t.he A..":'.::onia ?rod.::.:.cers 
as a first step in encouraging the cevelopment of an industrial 
market for r..a.tural gas in California. CC? notes that 'the 
Priority 5 market has been virtually lost~ together with 
55 billion cubic feet of the Priority 3 and 4 market. According 
to CG?, the remaining 67 billion cubic feet of the Priority 3 
and 4 market is teetering. 
Position of Southern California Edison ComDany 

Southern California Edison Company (Edison) states 
that it has refrained from ~xtensive cross-examination of the 
various witnesses during the interim portion of the proceeding 
to acco~odate the =esolution of SoCal's cash flow problems~ 
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but does not wish its accommodation to be interpreted as a lack 
of concern. Edison believes it inappropriate to fix rates of 
a regulated utility by reference to alte~ative fuel oil prices con­
trolled by the Arabs or o~bers. Edison ~urther states ~hat even if 
rates are to be fixed on such a principle, it has not been 
properly applied by Socal. Edison stated its intention to 
develop these matters in the main case and reserves all its 
rights to do so. Edison urges t~~t all interim rates be made 
subject to refund and s~ggests that if such refunds result in 
a deficiency from a rate ulticately authorized in these pro­
ceedings, such an amount be accounted for in an appropriate 
balancing account. 
?osition of the Citv of Los An~eles 

The City of Los Angeles (LA) does not agree with the 
concept of injecting interim rate relief in a PGA offset case. 
LA states that SoCal has not demonstrated it faces a financial 
crisis justifying the requested interim relief. LA recommends 
that should interim relief be granted, it should be done on a 
uniform cents-per-therm basis. 

Position of the Cit1 of San Diego 
The Ciey of San Diego (SD) also does not agree ·with 

the concept of interic rate relief in a FGA proceeding. SD 
notes that the spread of the fir~l =evcnue increase in rates 
will be hotly con~ested and~ ~herefore, urges that any interim 
rates be made subject to refund. 
Position of San Diego Gas & Elect~ic Cempanv 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) urges that 
any =evenue increase allowed, whether for the interim phase or 
the final phase, be allocated to customer classes on a uniform 
cents-per-therm basis, consistent with past Commission practice. 
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SDG&E notes that SoCal' s interim proposal .... "ould saddle 
SDG&E with more than the system average increase per therm with 
the result that SoGal will be prematurely overcharging wholesale 
customers at a rate of approximately $4 million a year. 
Position of the City of Long Beach 

The City of Long Beach (I..B) agrees 'With SDG&E that 
wholesale, as well as other rates, should be increased on a 
uniform cents-per-therm basis. LB etated its intention to 
participate vigorously in the second phase of this matter to 
amply demonstrate the needs of the wholesale customer. 
Position of V. Edward Duncan 

V. Edward Duncan (Duncan) stated his belief that at 
this time the record of the proceeding is inadequate. Duncan 
argues that the inverted rate stn:cture has led to conservation 
and is in keeping with the national energy policy. He believes 
the ammonia manufacturers should not receive "li:-eli:l~" consL:.era­
tions and should be able to develop alternative proposals to 
cop~ with their problems. 
Discussion 

One of the p-rima::y purposes of i."O.plementing the PGA 
and SA.~ clauses is to adjust rates to reflect changes in the 
utility's net operating revenues, both upward and downward, on 
a timely basis when such changes are caused by price changes or 
operating conditions that cannot be accura~ely predicted and/or 
controlled by the utility. It would no~lly be expected that 
tariff changes -resulting from such filings could be analyzed~ 
heard, and decided in an expeditious manne-r so that such changes 
can be effected on or close to the tariff dates of April 1 and 
October 1 of each year. Ir. this instant pr-xeeding,. however. 
the magnitude of the requested increase, the fact that this is 
Socal's first S~~ filing, the ~-roposed deviation from a unifor: 
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ccnts-per-therm increase to ~ll schedules, ~nd the unusually 

active participation of many parties to the proceeding have 
all combined to preclude early disposition of the matter. 
The record is quite clear that a: this time SoCal is under­

collecting in excess of $30 million a month. It is axiomatic 
that undcrcollections of this magnitude will create a very 
serious cash flow problem. Such a serious cash flow problem~ 
coupled with the compounding effect of the undercollection on 
the next PGA/S&~ filing, fully justifies immediate interim 
rate relief. The 3.075 ccnts-pcr-thcrm increase, equal to 
SoCal's proposed increase for CN-3, GN-4, and GN-5 ra:e 

schedules, proposed for all schedules by the Commission staff, 
appears reasonable and will therefore be adop:ed. !he partici­
p~nts to this proceeding are in almost unanimous agreement that 
at this time many complex issues remain to be resolved. To 

preclude the possibility that the authorized interim increase 
will be unjustifiably adverse to any customer class, the monies 
collected for the interim increase will be made subject to 
refun? Any SoCal ~CV8nU0 shortfall created by monies subsequently 
refunded as a resul~ of any subsequent rate design chanees in this 
proceecin0 will '00 :-~flec~ed in the approp:-iate balancine account. 

'T'l-,l'S r'o"~").·"'<·'on .l.'''' ".:>11 ... ··'a .... e or "he .;"" ............ t ... nce 0 ..... ...... V U .. H~ ":>-..).J.. ~..,..~ on,... .. v .. ~ ... ''';;'V A t".l.~ J. 0 

healthful aericultural industry on the economic welfare of the 
State. Accordine to the testimony of the Deputy Director of 
the California J~~0rt~~nt of Food and Ag:-icul~ure, the agricul­
tural industry couJ~ b~ ~dv8rGely affected by the decrease in 
t.hc .:lvaiJ.o'oi"i.ity o:~ !1itrot:cn i'ertilizer th<'tt. would result from 
t.he closure of t:~0. .r'"cmtl in in ... two .1.:r.rro:lia ~lants in California. 

~ . 
In adJition, SoCal has ~ro~osed that t.he increase to . . 

its custo~ers that h~ve the ca~abilitv of utilizin~ alte:-nate 
. ' /J 

fuel be li~it.(~d tc the :ow ranee of the cost of .'llternate fuel 

so as to main~3in these c~5tomers' loads. According to the 
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record, the ';::".::.0:1 in ?rocit:cors 'l:i11 cont.inue oper;)t.ions only if.' 

their raw m~teri~l gas C0stc :;r~ not increased unt.il t.he cost 

Accordins to th~ ~evenue ~er therm received . 
fro~, the Am~onia ?roducer's ~xceeds t.he average price per t.herrr: 

paic net. be~e!'it to SoCal of 
:r.aintaininc the :\~l'T'O:1iA ~roc\..lc~rs' lo.:?<"i. To maintain t.hc 
Amrnoni8 ?roc!u c~r:;' : 0,,)'; ~ no preclude potentially serious and wice­

spre8c ;'tdv~rse c:':r;cts tc t::e c~ J. ifor:"! ia agricultural industry, 'lie 'lIi11 

not ;)t this ti:r:c alJt!1orizp. .'):; increasc~ in r;}tcs by t.his interim 

The extent tc 'I!hich the A~::,onia ?roducers should be required 

to sh::lre ordcrr.:d in t.his 
. ., .... ~"' ..... " nco ........ gv ,,0 0,,; 

hpld ,,., T ..... 'O"'C 1'"", ""'l'r ...... ,... , ..... ~:. ..... f~\ •• ,,; .... ." 1/ .. ".I •• (J ~.t .... vc~eCl .... ::;. The favorable treatment accorded 
the Arnrnoni~ ?roducors at this ti~c is justified by the urgency of 
SoCal's n~ed for interim rntc relief anJ the consequent necessity to 

defer full consici0r'-1tion of final rntes for the A:'!m:onia ?roc\.:.cers 

until ~ l~ter date. :h~s r~sult should not be interpreted as any 
Guor:Jntc0. t:IVt the !,!':'T.,Oni2 ?roduce:-s .... il1 be shielded from an increased 

or in ~ubsequent prcccedines. 

final order in this proceed­

to grant special economic 
protection for a ?~rticul~r industry or custo~erz within a customer 

class is a publ ie pol icy q\.:.estion not normally · ... ·ithin the con.petence 

of the ?vblic Utilities Comrr.i~sion to determine. h decision to grant 

require a subsidy of the 

::tmr::"n iA industry by otnp.r c,~sto:r.ers in its class or by ot.her customers 

of SoC;! 1, 

F'i!"ldines 
.. 
J .• 

deviat io~ increase t.o 

'Oro'Oosed . . 
a':' -- custcmer 

classc~, ~nd the incre~s~J l~vel c~ participation in the proceeding by 

vnrious pnrti0~ have c0r.'lt:.in(,G te precluce e:J.rly :i:1a::' disposition 

of this rr.att~~r. 
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2. At the present time SoCal is undercollecting revenues 
at a rate in excess of $30 million a month. 

3. Such undercollections, unless mitigated by immediate 
interim rate relief, will create serious cash flow problems. 

4. Such undercollections would also compound the effect 

of increased gas costs at the next PGA filing. 
5. An interim uniform increase of 3.075 cents per therm 

should be granted to all customers and customer groups except the 
Ammonia Producers. 

6. If California's remaining ammonia producing plants close 

D~~rA~ion, the ~tate ~ould be totally aepend~nt on foreign 
prod~ced ~onia. for which exiscing distribution facilities 
are inadequate. 

7~ The interim increase herein authorized should be collected 
subject to refund and subject to increase for the AmmoniA Producers. 

8. Because there is an immediate need for the authorized 
interim rate relief, the following order should be made effective 
the date hereof. 

9. The increase in rates and charges authorized by this 
decision is justified and is reasonable; the present rates and 
charges, insofar as they differ from those prescribed by this 
deciSion, arc for the future unjust and unreasonable. 
Conclusions 

1. SoCal should be authorized to increase its rates to all 
customers) except the Ammonia Producers, 3.075 cents per thermo 

2. All monies collected pursuant to this interim decision 
should.be subject to refund and the Ammonia Producers should be 
subject to a rate increase from the date the revised rates 
authorized herein become effective if the Commission determines 
such increase is reasonable. 
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3. The effective date of this order should be the date 

hereof. 

INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that after the effective date of this 
order, Southern California Gas Company is authorized to file the 
revised rAte schedules attached to this order as Appendix B, and 
concurrently to withdraw and cancel its presently effective 
schedules; th(~se revised rates shall be collected subject to 
refund. The Ammonia Producers served by Schedules GN-2 and GN-4, 
as set forth in Appendix B, are subject to increase from the date 
the rates in Appencix B become effective if the Commission determines 
such increase is ~easonable. Such filing shall comply with General 
Order No. 96-A. The effective date of the revised schedules shall 
be four days after the date of filing. The revised schedules shall 
apply o~ly to service rendered on and after the effective date 
thereo:. 

The effective date of this order is the date hereof. 
Dated at em FrsndeGO , California, this M&rSL 

day of _____ .--iiIMI,I.i:Au.Y ____ _ 

C0'!::I:!3sio:l,cr Clairo T. Dod.::,iek. being 
IIoeo+:s:lo.rily a.bsent. did not p~rticipa.te 
tn ~ho dispOSition o! this ,:ocoodi:g. 

1979. 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

Applicant: Les E. LoBaugh and Robert Keeler, Attorneys at Law. 
Protestants: Herman Mulman, for Seniors for Political Action; 

Martin E. Whelan, Jr., Inc., by Martin E. Whelan, Jr., and 
Carl Faller, 'Jr., Attorneys attaw, tor Tehachapi-Cummings 
County Water District; and Burt Wilson, for CAUSE. 

Interested Parties: Brobeck, Phleger & Harrison, by Gordon E. 
Davis and William H. Booth, Attorneys at Law, for California 
Manufacturers Association; John R. Bury, H. Robert Barnes, Jr., 
Larry Cope, and R. E. Woodbury, Attorneys at taw, by R. E. 
Woodbury, for Southern California Edison Com?any; Steohen A. 
Edwards and Jeffrey Lee Guttero, Attorneys at Law, tor San 
D~ego Gas & Electrie Company; William E. Emick, Jr., Vernon 
Cullum, and Steve Leslie, Atto~neys at taw, ~o~ C~ty of 
Long Beach Gas De?ar~ment; Gr~ham & James, by Boris R. 
Lakusta, David J. Marchant, and Thomas J. MacBride. Jr., 
Attorneys at Law, for Valley Nitrogen Producers, Inc. and 
Union Chemical Division of Union Oil Company; Henrv F. 
Liooitt, 2nd, Attorney at Law, for California Gas ~oducers 
Assoe~ation; Burt Pines, City Attorney, by Edward J. Perez, 
De?uty City Attorney, for City of Los Angeles; DOwney, Brand, 
Seymour & Rohwer, by Philio A. Stohr, Attorney at Law, for 
General Motors Corporation, Otis M. Smith, General Counsel, 
and Julius Jay Hollis, Esq.; Warren L. Williams, Attorney at 
Law, for Valley Nitrogen Producers, Inc.; Harrv K. Winters, 
for University of California; John W. Witt, City Attorney, 
by William S. Shaffran, De?uty City Attorney, for City of 
San D~ego; and J. Eaward Duncan, for himself. 

Commission Staff: Patrick J. Power, Attorney at Law. 
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Southc~~ Cali!o~nin enG Company 

• 
Applicantr~ rntcc nnd chor~~c 
in this appendix. 

~~e changed to the l~vel or extent cet forth 

Schedules C~ and GS 

Customer Chnrgc 

Commodity Char+~ 

Billb.g Code 1 (S"nce Hentine: Only )~ 

Summer 

All Zones 

First 0 
Next 100 
Ovcr 100 

Billins: Code ) 

Yir~t 
Next 
Over 

26 
100 
126 

Wi:-Lte~ 

Zol'l(> 1 

55 
100 
155 

(Bnsic nlus 

31 
100 
181 

Zone 2 

80 
100 
180 

S'O.:lce 

106 
::'00 
206 

Zo:'lC :2 
115 
100 
215 

Helltin",) 

'l'herms • pc:, therm . 
Thc:,ms. 'PCT therm 
':herrns, per them . 

~h~~ms, per therm • 
Therms. ?er the~ • 
Therms. pcr therrn 

Snme ns summer for Eillbg Cocie 3. except n?plicablc ~ll yctJ:r-

Schedule GM 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

19.719~ 
23·819 
29.219 

19.719~ 
23.819 
29.2l9 

Same structure and ratc~ as fOr Schedule CR except ~ith npproprinte rnoditicAtion~ 
to reflect lifeline ~uD.l'ltitie5. 

Schedule G-30 
~te~ to be incren:.ed co~~en$urntcly. 

~edule GN-l throu.:oh G~i-5 

GN-l~l/ 
GN-p 
GN-3l1 
GN-Lj:/ 

GN-5 
11 I~clucing the following: 

Customc:' Chnrge Per 
Xcter Per Month 

s 5.00 
10.00 
15.00 
15.00 

100.00 

All Deliveries 
Pcr Therm 

25·357: 
24.245 
24.245 
24.245 
24.245 

"Temporary e;uj:lj:llemc!ltlll cervice to :lmmoni~ p:,ocucc:-:::: 
Not· .... ith5to.r.c.ing llnythinF) ~lse .... here eO;ltll.inec. i::. this cchedule the 
commodity l"ntc to ll.mmonia prOdU(;6:re ~ho.ll be 21.170 centc per'therm." 

./ 
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Wholesale Schedules, G-6o and G-61 

Schedule G-6o 

• 
Commodit1 eharge, per the~ ................... . 

No chaJ:::.ge in regular or :peaking d.emallei cluLrge.5. 

Schedule G-61 

Commodi t1 charge. per million Btu ...... 
Peaking eommodi ty charge, per cillion Btu 

. . . .. 
No cha:ge in regular or peaking dezand charges. 

.. .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . 

17.890 ¢ 

179.V¢ 
199.32 

Note: The a'boV'e are e!!eeti ve tari!! rates :.r.clude the GEDA. ad -iustment of 
0.313 ¢/the~. v 


