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Decision No. 90935 OCT 23 1979 

BEFORE THE Pt:Tm..IC UTII.ITIES CCHnSSION OF THE STA'XE OF CALIFORNIA. 

A1>pl1cation of Pacific: Gas and' 
Electric Company for authority 
to· revise its gas rates and 
tariffs under the Gas Coat 
Adjustment Clause and. the 
SU1)ply 'Adjustment Mechanism 
and to· ' change gas· rate design. 

(Gu) 

Al'Plication of Pacific G.a..Cl and 
Electric Company for anthority 
to revise its gas rates and' 
tariffs under the Gas Cost' 
Adjustment Clauaeto reflect 
the effect of an increase' in 
the border export price of 
Canadian gas. 
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Awlication No. 58392 
(F:tled· May, 25,. 1979)' 

A1>t»lic:ation No., 5,9045, 
(Filed: August 6,.1979) 

(Appearances are lis ted' in Appendix A.) 

INTERIM OPINION 

. :,'" 

" 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). requests authority 
in Application No. 58892 to- increase, effective July 1, 1979", its gas 
rates and charges under the G&s Coa.t Adjustment Clause (GCAC) and the

Supl)ly Adjustment Mechanism. (SAM) set forth in PG&E' s tariffs. The 

proposed increase reflects (1) the balance in the Supply Adjustment 

Account, (2) the effects of differences in SAM current period: sales , 
from adopted test year sales on the adopted test year gas marg~~ as . 
authorized in Decision No. 89316 issued September &" 1975:~ (3) the 
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balance 111 the Gas Cost Balance Account (GeM), and (4) the portion 
of PG&E's current ~urchased gas coat expense not recovered' tn current 
gas rates. 

Approximately 34 percent of PG&E' s total natural gas' supply 
comes from. El Paso Natural Gas Company (El' Paso) whose rates are· 
regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). On 
June 2, 1979 El Paso's price' to PG&E,. including the June 1" 1979' 
general increase, the April 1, 1979 Purchased: Gas Adjustment (PGA), 

the Louisiana First Use Tax Adjustment, and the January 1, 1979- Gas 
Research Institute (GRI) surcharge, is $1.79' per decatherm (Dth). 
PG&E receives approximately 50 percent of its natural gas supply from· 
Pacific Gas l'rausmission Company (PGT) which obtains virtually'all of 
its gas from Cauada. The border export price for'the Canadian gas. is , 
established by order of the National Energy Board of Canada (NEB). 
'!he June 1, 1979 price- of PGT Canadian gas to PG&E is $2~3& per Dth. 
Each of the above prices are increased over gas prices reflected in 
PG&E's last CCAC and SAlt proceeding: (Decision No. 90424 dated, June 19, 
1979 in Applications Nos. 58469 and 58470). The annual increase 
initially sought in Application No. 58892 is $303,,200, 000 ~ 

A~plieatiOD No. 5904S (originally filed as. an advice letter 
filing under 1'4ragraph 5 of PG&E t sGCAC tariff) seeks an additional 
revenue increase of $180,231,000 to offset an increase effective 
August 11, 1979 of PGT Canadian gas from $2.30 per million British 
themal unit (Btu) to $2.80 per million Btu. 

On July 11, 1979 PG&E filed a petition for an fnterfm order 
authorizing an immediate increase in· rates in App·lication No •. 58892 •. 

Applications Nos .. 58892 and 59045 were consolidated' for hearing. Duly 
noticed public hearings were held, before Administrative Law Judge· (ALJ) 

Mallory in San Francisco on August 16-, 17, 23, and 24, 1979. PG&E's: 

request: for interim. relief was extended to· App-lication No. 59045", The 
requests for interim. relief were submitted on August 24, 1979' sub-ject 
to the filing of concurrent closing statements on August 3.1, 1979'. 
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Evidence tn the interim phase of the consolidated 

proceedings was presented on behalf of PG&E, the Coamission staff, 
california Manufacturers Association (CHA), Western Mobile Home 
Association (WMHA) ~ and california G&a Producers Aasociation;. Closing 
statements were filed by PG&E; elle Commission staff; CMA.; .. lCerr-McGee· 
Chemical Corporation, and Amstar Corp, Spreckels Sugar Division 
(jotntly Xerr-McGee); General Motors Corporation (General Motors); 
and the City and CountY of San Francisco. (San Francisco). 
Issues Involved 1n 
Request for Interim Relief 

The Commission staff concurred in PG&E I S request for interim· 
relief. The staff differs tn a small degree with PG&E as to the 
amoant of the GCAC undercollection and fn the level of ffnal· rates 
that should be established. PC&E and the staff are in general agreement 
as to the manner in which rates are to be spread between different· 
-classes of customers. In an effort to expedite the proceeding, PG&E 
and the staff, at the direction of the A'LJ, prepared a joint interim 
rate proposal designed to give effect to the additional revenue 
requirements calc:ulated by the staff.. The joint Pc;;&£: and staff rate 
proposal is opposed by CHA,. Kerr-McGee, and General Motors principally 
on the ground that rates for Priority 3. and 4 (P-l and· P-4) industrial 
c:uatomers subject to Schedules G-50 and G-52 are set on a· level 
reflecting the costs of alternative fuels (fuel 01l)!/. . 

!I Schedule G-50 is apl>licable for natural gas service to uses 
classified in Rule 21 as P-3 and P-4. Schedule G-52 is applicable· 
to natural gas service to uses classified in RUle 21 as P-J. and 
P-4, for which the alternate fuel is exclusively oil with a 
viSCOSity higher than 150 Saybolt Seconds Universal (550) at 
lOOOF (commonly referred to as Grade No.5 and Grade No. 6. fuel 
oil) • Alternative fuel pricing method· is also used for . 
Schedule G-55 which is applicable for natural gas service t~.use8 
classified in Rale 21 as P-2A and P-5 to steam electric gener&ting 
~lants owned and operated by PG&E; and Schedule G-57 is a~plicable 
for natural gas service to uses classified in RUle tl as p ... 2A" and 
P-S utilized for boiler fuel in the steam electric generating· 
l>lant owned and operated by Southern California Edison Company. 
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DecisiOD. No .. 90424, supra, found that for rate' design 
purposes, it is reasonable to- base the price for low priority customers 
on 'the average price of CO'a1ll'4!ting alternate, fuel in the absence- of 
c~lliDg evidence that significant demand will be' lost, resulting 
in a loas. of contribution;' that there are many factors besides 
comparable Btu prices that control the judgment whether to burn gas 
or oil; an.d that basing th~ gas price on the average' oil price results 
in greater stability by not maktng the price dependent on occasional 
quirks in the market such as might occur if the price is. based on the 
lew or high end of oil price ranges. PG&E was ordered to- submit , 
alternate fuel cost reports covering its service. area and its 
interdepartmental operations to the Coamission' a Gas Branch 011 a 
quarterly basis. 

Petitions for rehearing of Decision No. 90424 were· filed' by 
O!A.,. General Motors, WMBA., and F'G&E.. Decision No,,. 908'21 dated. 
September 12, 1979' ordered rehearing of Decision No. 90424 limited to. 
receipt of evidence and" argament on the issue of rate design.. The 

reheariug of Decision No.. 90424 was consolidated: with the .. further 
hearings mandated by the California Supreme Court in 0« .. et al~ v CPUC: 

(1979) 24 C 3d 263.~f Hearings:t:D the remandedproceedlngs. have not 
been set. 

Since the record was .. ade in PG&E's last GCAC-SAK proceeding 
(Decision No .. 90424~ supra) fuel oil prices (as well as other 
petroletml product prices) have increased' substantially.. The, result 

1:.1 The Supreme Court annulled Decisions Nos .. 87585- and' 87996, in 
Applications Nos. 57124 and 57138 which granted PG&E increases in 
revenue of $58.000,000 to offset an increase in the cost of 
purchased gas.. The Commission allocated the inerease among 
residential utility users by an taverted rate schedule charging a 
higher rate for increased consumption to further conservation 
goals. Also. industrial rates were set at the price o,f alternative 
fuel. The co~t ):1~lF.~Qa.t the method~; allocation adopted was ~ 
supported by ~ findings 'lOetDe evidence~ and it 
remanded to the Co=nission to determine an appropriate method' to 
spread the rate increase to which the utility was entitled~. 
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of using eb.e rate design criteria £O\md reasonable in Decision 
No.. 90424 is to increase rates in Schedules G-50 and- G-52 by greater 
percentage ammmts than for other rate schedules .~I 

Q!A. proposed- that rates be increased based on cost-of-service 
criteria. An interim rate proposal based on those criteria was 
submitted by QfA.. Under the Q!A.. interim rate proposal,. Schedule G-50 
rates would be increased 7 percent, Schedule G-52 rates would'be 
increased 25 percent, and the overall average rate increase would~ be 

23: percent .. 

The Commission recognizes the urgent need _ for immediate 

rate relief due to PG&E's cash-flow problema stemming from the' 

substantial undereollection of GCAC revenues as a result of PG&E:' s .. 
inability to fmmediately reea~ture the large 1ncreas~8 in purcbase~ gas 
costs resulting from' the higher gas prices as they are assessed,by 
PG&E's tw~major suppliers .. 

The parties to- the proceed'ing do not dispute the need, for, 
interim relief, nor the amount of revenue, requirement to' be generated: 
by increased rates Ut the interim phase of this proceeding.. There are

maj or differences, hC7otlever, wi1:h respect to the appropriate criteria. 
to be used in the development of the rates d'es!gned, to recover the 

necessary revenue fncreaae. 
Because of the urgent need for rate relief and so' as not 

to cause undue prejudice to any customer elass pending our final 
determina1:ion of the appropriate criteria on which to eS1:ablish final 
rates in this proceeding, we will adOl)1:, as inter:l:m rates, the Joint 

'2.1 Under the joint PG&E-staff interim rate proposal, Schedule G-50 
rates would be increased by 40.0 percent and' Schedule G-S2 rates 
would be increased by 40 .. J. percent.. The overall increase in 
rates under that proposal is 22 ... 2 percent ... 
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PG&E-staff rate l>roposal modif:r.ed to the extent that the Schedule G-52 

rate docs not exceed the Schedule G-55 rate. The Schedule G'-52 

interim rate of 30 cents per therm is less th.an the Schedule'" C~2' / .. ' '. 
interim ::::te of 32.369 cents pcr thenr/!/. The Schedule "G-50, ra~e of 
33 cents is 3 cents higher than the Schedul~s G .. 55 and G.:57 interim:rate 
of 30 cents pc::: the:-m. Residential interim. rates for all se~v:tce 
except lifeline exceed 32,cents per thermo 

Under the interim rates ~doot~d herein therevenue!ucrease . '. 

on an annual basis is' $371,293,..000 or 19 .. 9 percent above"the ,rates .; 

authorized fn Decision No. 90424. 
Additional Revenue Requir~ents 

FG&E seeks 8: combined total reV'cnueincrease in- Applications 
Nos .. 58892 and 5904> of $463,78&,000 (Exhibit 24)." It seeks-, as, 

interim rate relief, s co:nbined total of $415,721,000 or 90· percent 

of the total a:nount sought (Exhibit 13) .• 
The Commission st:1.ff concurs in the supply est1m4tesupon 

which PG&E's revent:e projections arc based butdis3.grees with PG&E's 

underlying dat~ in conn.eetion with sales estimates. The area of:,: 
disagree::lent principally involves the amount of gas .to be injected' 

into storage. The st.::ff's estimate of $3;lcs for the12-monthpe.riod
ending J'tCle 30~ 1980 is 7,374 million. therms eompe.recl with' PG&E' s 

estl::n.a.te of 7,237 million therms. Adoption o'f the:. s.t3fft~ sales' 

est1:m:::.te would =educe PG&E's est:tm.:::ted revenue recp.1irements by 

$5,.416,000; this issue will be resolved in the final opinion on these 

matters. 

There is no dispute concerning. tl1e 3mcn..'"nt 0·£'· addit'ional 

revenues to be recovered in the interim rates. The staff andPC&E, 

concur in the revenue data set forth in' Exhibit 13. CMA "$ interim 

~/ Schedule G-52 is applicable fo= n:l.:ural gas ~ervice to. 
nonresidential uses el~ssified in Rule 21 as. P-l, P'-2A" or P-2:S: 
but excluding elec:rie utilities' start-up:m.dign.iter fuel. ! 
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r'a.te proposal set forth in Exhibit 22- would: produce $414,939',000 . 
additional revenue on an annual basis. 
Rate Design 

The contested issues in this- proceeding involve the criteria
to be used, in rate design. 

PG&E. and the staff, in general, adopted"· the same rate 
criteria in developing proposed rates, as fo·llows: 

1. The rates for thoae customers with alternate 
fuel c&l'4b11ity (P-3, P-4, and· P-5) are 
proposed at levels commensurate with costs 
of alternate fuels. 

2. The resale class is established at 
&vproxtm&tely the system average 
percentagewise increase. Development of 
rates. for customers within this class 
follows relationships and principles 
adopted in PG&E's last general rate increase 
proceeding. 

3. Generally, uniform increases are spread' to 
the remainder of the customer classes, 
except reSidential lifeline ra.tes. The 
average increase in revenue requirement 
not borne by alternate fuel and resale 
customers is a~plied uniformly to non11feline 
residential rates and' to nonresidential high 
priority rates (Schedule G-2). The final 
rates for the lifeline tiers are set at 
90 percent of the rates for nonlifeline 
residential usage~ Exhibit 13 establishes 
intert= lifeline rates which approxtmate a 
relationshi~ of about 83 percent of the 
system average rate for lifeline rates. The 
seaff~ in Exhibit 23, ~roposes a different 
b-locld.ng of residential rates whi.ch produces 
lifeline rates approximately 82.6 percent 
of the system average rate. -

CMA presented~ in Exhibi.t 22~ proposed rates based solely on 
a cost-of-service concept.. PG&E's test year 1980 allocated- cost-of-study 
results (12~onth method) were introduced into evidence in this 
proceeding as Exhibit 18.. The data in Exhibit 18: were rev1sed~ in 
Exhibi t 19 to reflect the increased costs of purchased'· gas sought, to, 
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be recovered herein. The allOcated' costs so develo~d were, us'ed> as a 
f01lX1datiOll for the rates proposed by QfA. in Exhibit 22.. Separate 
allocations of broad categories of expenses are made in Exhibits' 18 
and 19 and coats are assigned based on customer usage.. Several 
alternative methods of allocating costs of service were presented in 
the general rate proceeding. Only the allocated costs of service on 
a l2~onth baaia were presented herein. 

Under QIA'. proposal the monthly customer charge for 
residential and high 'Priority commercial customers would:, be' increased 
from $-1.20 to $J. ... OO~ or 150 percent; residential rates (as a- class) 
would increase 47 percent; high priority commercial rates (Schedule G-2) 

-would be increased 12 percent; and Schedule G-SO rates would be 
increased only 7 perc~t. The thrust of CKA' s 'Proposal i8- to bring 
rates for P--3~ P-4, and P-5 industrial customers below the level of 
the rates for residential and small commercial c:uatomers. 

The fol1oving table compares. the present GCAC-SAM, rates 
with interim rates proposed in Exhibit 13 (PG&E) and~ Exhibit 22 (CMA) .. 
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Residential 
C'.;.stomer Cb.a.rge 
Tier I-A. 
Tier I-B 
:'ier n: 
:'ier m 
Tier rv 
c-.v./S/7-N 

!'o~al 

Non.~sidentiaJ. 

G-2 Customer Charge 
Commodity 
Su.btotal 

G-50 
G-52 
C-55 & 0-57 

Total 

Resale 
a:6O . I.i!'el:i.:c.e 
~ Noilireliue 
G-61 !.i!eline 
0-61 Nolll.i!'eline 
G-62 !j:"eline 
c-62 No%lli!eline 
G-63 I.i!eline 
G-63 No%lli!'eli'c.e 

Total 

Soc.u Gas 

':'otal 

... 

'''::,' 

TABLE 1 

PACI."'IC GAS AND:El.EC'I'.RIC COMPANY 
(GAS DEPARTMENT) 

SUMMARY OF PRESENT A..~ PROPOSED 
INTERIM CiCAC AND SA!>! RA ~ 

COollan per Them) 

FG&E-Sta!r 
Exhibit 13 

6-19-79 
E...""!"ective Int.erim Percent. 

Rate Rates Increa.se 

$1.20 $1.20 
.18322 • 226u. 2;.4 
.20002 .~2 21.5 
.2834.7 .32639' 1S.1 
.29937 • 34229 U. .. 3 
.:37327 .41619' U .. S 
• 30817 ·35109· ll:2: . 

17.8 

$1.20 $1.20 . 
.28077· .32:369 ~ 

15.2 
.26791 • 37S00 40.0 
.22691,: .32000 40.:3 
.24081 .30000 ~ 

24..4-

.17922 .. 21967 22~6 

.22)86. .264)1 lS.1 

.174.67 .21759 24.4. 

.22742 .2703.4- 18.8· 

.17'397 .21689' 25.0, 

.22672' .26964. 18.7 

.17097 .21389' 25.1 

.22492 • .267S4 !2::1 
20.4-

.24460 .2954k. 21.0 -. - 22.2. . 
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CMA. 
Exhibit' 22 

Interim Peree:c.t .. 
Rates Increase 

$:3.00 150, 
.269 . 4.7 
.:3061 54. 
.3424';' 21 . 
.3886 . 30· 
.44lS 1S'. 
.:3896 ..E:. 

4.7 .. 

$3·00 150 
.3131 . 12" .- U·' 
.2872 7 
.2825' 2$ .. 
• 265S .J:1, 

-

--
.254.9, 2Lt. 

.29544 ~ ... " 

- 2)' ... 
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Alternative Fuel Price Data 

In response to the directives in Decision No .. 90424, PG&E 

and the staff developed data with respect to, alternative fuel prices .. ' 

PG&E's Exhibit 7 contains comparisons of the high, and"low 
prices for .. No~ 2 fuel oil and high and: low sulphur and No.6, fuel 
oil based' on data set forth in Platt's Oilgram for the months of 
3anuary through August 1979~~/ and the weighted average ~rices 
cieveloped from its customer survey ordered, in Decision No. 90424 
for No. 2 and' No. ,6 fuel oil for May and August 1979., 

The Platt's Oilgram data shows generally increasing prices 
in the compared mOl1ths. The following. are the August 1979 data: 

Price 

'High 
Low 
Average 

TABLE 2 

Fuel Oil Spot Prices as Reported· in, 
Platt IS Oilgram for August 19'79' (Cents per Therm)., 

No.2' 
Fuel Oil 

51 .. 09 
45.80 
43.45 ' 

No:~ ,6 
High 

Sulphur" 

29'.71 
29'~91 
29 .. ,31 

,No,. 6· 
. Low" 

Su·lphur ' 
,J. " 

38 .. 45/:.: '., 
38:;..13;'" ' 
38:.,29', 

Similar data to the above were- introduced' by ,the staff,:tn 
Exhibit 11. 

The following table seta, forth the results of PG&E1s· 

customer survey: 

i/ Platt's OilSUam data, as ret>Orted for the first trading'dayof 
each monS, .. 5 .. Tank Car l'ruc:kl'ransport Lots, Los Angeles and 
San Francisco. Prices. are to, j obbera and' distributors., FOB: 
refineries~ pipeline terminals, and· inland waterway barge 
texminals. No west coast prices are quoted for low sulphur . 
(0.5- percent maxi:mcn) content fuel. oil. Prices for low su11'hur 
content fuel oil are estimated' for the west coaat based', on east 
coast l'rices. 

-10-
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Fuel TyPe 

No.2 Oil 
No. 6. Oi1

3
/ 

No. 6 Oil:. 

TABLE 3· 

PACIFIC CAS AND EI.EC'tItIC COMPANY 

REStlLT OF COS'ra1Elt SUllVE! ON 
ALTERNATE FUEL PRICES, AUGUST 19791:/ 

Number of / 
Customers ReapondingZ. 

8 
6-
4 

Weighted. Average Price: . 
Per MKB'l1f 

August 1979'· May 1979'~ .:: 

$4 .. 2S:" . ' ", $3;~2Z,·. 
2.,41 :2 ~,31' , 
2 ... 62' 2.3·3', ' 

1/ August 9 and 10, 1979"; telephone interv1ewsof 56 
P-3 or P-4 cuatomers ... 

~/ Fifteen customers had purchased a fuel within the 
last thirty days.. One had purchased' propane-. 

'1./ Four customers -provided estimates of price of. 
No. & oil.. ' , 

The Commission staff, in Exhibit, 17, presented' the following 
price information for fuel oil purchased by PG&E and Southern 
California Edison ~any (SeE. or Edison) for steam· electric- 'Plant 
boiler fuel (for comparison with Schedule G~55 gas rates): 

-11-
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TABLE 4 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

STEAM ELECTRIC PLANT FUEL COST 
(Weighted Average Monthly Delivered: Coat Including Sales Tax!/) , 

Item. -

April> 

$/m>l 
: Thems/Bbl 

t/Tb.erm. 

May 

, $/301 

Thems/l\bl 
tlTb.fttr4 

June - $/3b1 
'I:herms/Rbl 
~ITherm.' 

July 

$/Bbl 
'!herma/Bbl 
, i/1:b.etrm 

1:/ 
~/ 

No.6-Fuel Oil' 

PG&E SCE 
(O.st (0.257-

Sulphur) , Sulphur) 

No.. 2 Fuel Oil 
(Includes' Diesel) 

PG&E SCE - -

TotalPurehaaes~l 

PG&E' SCE" 
'-...-,. -, 

Year 19'79" 

" 

17.70 19'.92 17.09' 17.63; 19'.83 
61 .. 80 61 .. 09' 5S.60 i -' 

61~7S,': 60~39: <' 
~ . ", . . ' 

28.64 32.60 29'~16 2S;~5J.:: " 32 .. 84>' 

17.54 20 .. 04 19 .. 23- 17:..53: " 19,:..95·< 
61_75- 61_12 Sa .. 40- 61 .. 71.,' 60' .. 24,:,' , 

28-.40 32:..79- 3'2.92 2S:49'< lJ;'':lZ ,',' 
•• ' i. 

. 
17.53 20.14 19 .. 85- 17:..58:- 20:02 
61.71 61.14, .58.,30 6-1~70' , 60.12: 
28.40 32.94 34.05· 28: .. 49, 33~30' ' 

22' .. 72 - 22' .. 79';, 
61 .. 24 '6o·~:i3::·. 

, . 
29.80 37.10 37~9.0'·: 

Prices exclude deferral and deletion charges. 
Includes purchases of turbine fuel

i 
jet fuel, 

used auto oil, used transformer 01 , e,tc. 

-12-
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Certatn inf1r.m1eies appear with the respect to the data set 
forth in Tables 2 and 3·. Platt's Oilgram data 'are spot prices at 
refineries a:o.d shipping. points. The data a'f)pear to be maximum prices 
offered by ea~h seller at each loc:ation at which data are gathered. 
There is no infomatiou available to determine whether actual sales 
are made at the prices set forth in Platt's 01lgram; nor whether 
negotiation between buyer and seller may result in lower prices than 
those set forth in Platt r s 01lgram .. 

Certain infirmities also appear with respect to the s&nl>ling., 
of fuel oil prices of PG&E's customers. The data are gathered; over 
the telephone; there is no verification of the data by review of 
1uvoices and records. The data are averaged· by numbers of customers. 
No data were gathered with respect to the amounts purchased at each 
price so that a weighted average price may be determined. 

The testimony of PG&E's witnesses indicates that fuel oil 
prices after August 1979 (the latest specific 'information in the 
record) appear to have softened and that fuel oil prices may be· expected 
to level off or drop from the high August 1979' levels. 

The record shows that most of PG&E's industrial customers 
that can use No. 6 fuel oil, burn oil with a 0 .. 5 percent maximum -
sulphur content. The price differential between high and low sulphur 
residual fuel prices in Boston and New York locations in Platt', s
Oilgram ranges from $3.75 to $5-.33 per barrel (Bb1) and appear~ to' 
average about $4.00 per Bbl. 

Application of Alternative Fuel Price Data 
PG&E and staff rate witnesses used the· data· see foreh· in 

Tables 2~ 3~ and 4 to arrive at the levels of rates proposed· for P-3:, 
P'-4~ and P-5 customers in Schedules G-50, G-52~ G·-55·,. and G-57. The 
Schedule G-55 (PG&E) rate reflects the data in Table 4. ScheduleG-57 
rate (Edison) is the same as. Schedule G-5-S rate.. In general~ the 
proposed rate for Schedule GAS2 reflects prices for N~.. 6· low sulphur 
fuel oil~ and the rate for Schedule G-SO is based: on No.2 fuel oil .. 
The Commission staff and PG&E recommend' the following final rates 
based on those criteria: 

-13-
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TABLE· 5 

PROPOSED RATES (IN CENTS PER'l'HEBM)' FOR P-3~ P~l, AND 
?-5 CUSTCttERS WHICH REFLEC'I' ALTERNATIVE FUEL 1JA.TA 

PG&E Staff. -
Percent Percent: 

Schedule Rate Increase Rate Increase - -
G-50 37.5 40.0. 40·~0' 49.3: . 

I 

G-52 32.0 I 41.0 34.0 4~.8 
G-55 and G-57 30.0 24.6- 27'_0 12'.1 

Coucern~ interf= rate relief, the staff brief states, that 

t:b.e staff participated in the formulation of the rates set. forth in' 

Exhibit 13 and supports them because it cons.id'ers them t~ reasonably 
reflect. for interim purposes., the alternate fuel gas pricing: policy 
endorsed by the Commission.!! 

§/ In PG&E GCAC DeciSion No.. 89316- dated· September &, 1978; in 
Applications Nos. 57284 and 5·7285, the- Commission, in discussing 
its adopted gas rate design, stated: 

"For the future, PG&E's semiannual Gas Cost 
Adjustment Clause (GCAC) and SAM filings should· 
be used to develop and· maintain rates that are 
current and courpetitive with respect to· 
alternative fuels and new gas supplies .. " 
(Page 69.) , 

In Decision No. 90424 dated June 19', 1979' in Applications 
Nos. 58469 and 58470, PG&E previous GCAC-SAM proceedlng,· the 
Commission declared: 

"For rate design purposes, 1t is reasonable to
base the price for low priority customers on .. 
the average price of competing alt:ernate- fuel 
in the absence of compelling evidence that: 
significant demand will not be. lost, resulting 
1n a loss of contribution." (Finding No. lO~ 
page 25 .. ) 

-14-
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Natural ~s Policy Act 

The staff further states tha't 11 principal r:ea:s'on fQr 

pro?osing in the instant GCA.C-SAM proceeOing-a,rn.ee' dc-sign :ehat is 

based on alte:-nate f'\:el t>rices is the need tOi comply with "the, 

antieip3.ted mposition o.t National Energy Act pri:cingpoliciesunder 
the Na:u.ral Gas Policy Act (NGPA)'. Among other things, the Olct',provides 

that,. effective Janua:y 1, 1980" a utility-,whose gas rates fo,r 
industrial users lag behind the j>rice of alternate fuel can: be' 

required to remit the difference to' the t,ransmi;s.sion 'P'ipc-line, company 

supplyi~6 such gas. In light of this imp~nd:tngp~.liey'"th~, ,staff 

~sserts that it behooves California to ha.ve its u::ilityg~s' r.ates 
for industriQ,l customers set as close to the price'of .alte:rna,tefUel 

as reasonably j>ossible:not doing so will result in ol.'n~edle:s:s- drain· 

of dollars from California for utilization oue,s'!dc the s,t'~~te,:.. 
We take official notice of FERC OrderN,o'.,Slis.sued' 

Se:>tember 28',. 1979 in Docket No. RM79-2-1. Thactorder's.t;,.te's·,~ in \'>4rt., , 

as follOW"S: 

"Section 201 of the Natural· Gas Policy Act of!97'S: 
(NGPA) (Pub. L. 95-62'1} require,s t:ha.~t the gas " 
used in cercai::l industrial boiler fuel fac-ilitic's 
shall be subject to incremental pricing. by means 
of certain surcharge-s.. SC2:ction 204'provid.e's, 
however, that: such surcharges may n-o-t c'4usethe 
rates cbarged for natur.::tlgas to incrementally 
priced industrial faciliti.esto rise above- the 
app:c-opriate alternative fuel 'P,rice. By- this 
order. und~r authority of subsection 206;(d) 0,£' 
the NGPA, the Commiss.ion approve's and' t,ransmits 
to Cong:-es's a rule affecting: the- applicable' 
alternative f~el price or ceiling. Therule 
provides tha.t, until Novcmbe:r l~ 19'5O~ each 
'::''Pplicablc industri~l bO'ilcr fuel facility 
shall be exempt f,rom in'crement-al pricin'gabove 
the level of the 'price of No,. 6 high S".Jlfur fuel 
oil it-! the incremen,tJl,l ,!,rieing region in. which 
such facility is located." 

*** 
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?This rule is 8\lbjeet to Congression.:::.l rev!ew and 
may be di~'P'ProV'ed by either Ho~ of Cong:re'ss~ 
The rule will take e£fec't December 1,. 19'79' . 
unless, during. the firs.t 30 days of continuous· 
session of Congress after a copy o,f the, rule has 
been subr::itted to 'each Rouse of Congress, ¢'ither 
House :J.oo'P,ts a resolution of disnpproval.If, 
however, Congress per=.its the exetn?tion, e:nbod,iecJ: 
in thi!: ::ule to take effect. the, rule shall hold' 
in abeyance \!ntil November I 1" 19&0 so much o,f ,: 
the three-tier regulntions as are ineonsisten'c: 
with h:lving 4 high sulfur No.. 6 ceiling .. 

"The exe:nption which this order implements will 
expire on October 3,1,. 1980. On Nove::nbeX' 1.,. 198;0,· 
the three tier ::'PPr'oach adopted in the eompanfon, 
Final Rule in this docket will become fully 
effective,. unless thD.t rule is amended in· the 
intertm or 4 further ex~tion rule is 
tranG::litted to Congress and net disapproved." 

In the fina·l rule con<:u:T("""tly \s~\led. in Doc'ke,t No-. RM79:-21 
(C:<!c= ~o .. 50) tU.: Fike promulgatea a t"o:ec-parc ccil:r:ng sys,tem~ which../' . 

pr~de::;. ::~':.at, depenciing u'Oon :l fa~ility~s installed' c,:tpab:tlitY.lnd:lega'l: 

autho:-i t)'" to use eert3,in fue ls ~ -~n incrementa11y. pr:(ced f4cil itywoU:ld> 

h:tve its ceiling price for na:tural g::t:s' set at the l~vel of the: 
ap~ro?:::iate region3.1 p,r1ee of N.o. 2, low sulphur No, •. 6., ,o.rh:tgh' 

sulphur NO'. 6 fuel oil. The FERC found: tha.t. suc:n a sys,tem,bes'c' met 

the Congre'ss'lonal purpose embodied inT'itle II o·f NGFA. However) 'FERC 

also concluded that it would he' in. the ?'Ub1ie in~terest:.toho'):d:the·· 

upper :Wo' tiers of the sys'tem in llbeyaneein thcperiod:J«ntxs,ry 

thr,ough October 1980·· Co- t>rovid~' ,.:1 period dU'r,ingwhich- ai. bc,tcter 
und;erstandin.g. of the ehree,-tier 8PP'ro.:1ch can· be·obc'ained, •. 

-16-
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Western MObile Home Association 
In this proceeding WHHA seeks to restore the rate 

differentials created in DeC'isicm No,. 89907 dated' January 39, 1979 in' 

case No. l02Til' WMHA asks we restore the same rate b-loeld.ng: in PG&E's 

Schedule G'r (applicable to park operators) as in PG&E' s. Schedule G-l. 
(applicable to park tenants). 

WMHA states that Schedule GT was, created, by PG&E in 
reS'pOnse to Decision No. 89907. In that decision .it was d~termined' 
that for mobile home parks the discount on lifeltne usage 'should be 
iucreased to 15 percent for gas service and' 30 percent for electric 
service in order to produce the differentials required by Public 
Utilities Code Section 739' .. 5. After the increase in discounts ordered 
by Decision No. 89907 went mto effect, parks providing service 
through submeters received PG&E service under Schedule GT and~ other 
entities such as a.partment houses providing' service through submeters' 
received PG&£ service under Schedule GS. 

2' Decision No. 89907 found. as follO"AS: 
1. Public Utilities Code Section 739 .. 5 requires 

apartment houses and mobile home parks to· be 
conSidered separately in establishing rate 
discounts for master meter customers who .. 
submeter. 

2. Public Utilities Code Section 739.5 re~1res, 
evidence of the actual average costs incurred 
by master meter customers in providing submeter 
serrice before the discount can be increased. 

3. The evidence of actual costa: for mobi.le home 
parks pertains to- the PG&E service area and our 
toqairy on rates for mobile home parks that 
submeter is limited to the PG&E service area. 

4. The current discount for mobile- home parks that 
submeter in the PG&E service area is inadequate. 
Adequate discounts include the effeet of 
diversity and are 30 percent for electric and· 
15 percent for gas. 

5. Other modifieations to the discount for mobile 
home parks aud apartments can best be 
determined in eachut111ty's general rate 
eases and will be examined in those proceedings. 

-17-
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'WMF..A alleges that Decision No. 90424 modlfied,the'ScheduleG'r 
blOCki:18 in t:he sa:ne manner as it modified' the o locking of Schedu'le GS",' 

thus creat:ing a disparity bet'Ween the blocking for Schedule Gr' and for 
Schedule G-L 'Io."MHA further alleges that: since submet:ered customers o,f .' 

a l'&rk :.ust: pay t:he sam.e r~t:es as if sexved clirect:ly by PG&E, under 
Schedule 0-1,. t:he rebloeking of Schedule GT has no imt)act . whatsoever 

on the actual use:: of the gas" i.e., the subtne,tered customer.. The 

only impact of t:he reblocking is on the master meter customer (the 

park) served under Schedule G'I'. That customer asserted'ly suffers a 
tremendous detri:cent by virtue of the fact that while the tenant:s pay 

. . . 

tailblock rat:es only for us.::tge above 78 therms" the'park must pay, . 
t3.ilblock raees under the multiplier schedule forus.age over'46therms. 

~"MP.A seeks the restoration of the IS l>ereent differential. 
established in Decision No. 89907.. 'WMHA' s Exhibit 12~ cont:ains rate 
compariSons which s'U"P'POrt: its proposals. 

For the purposes of interim rate relief,. PG&E ancl the 
CommiSSion s~aff propose tha~ the s-pecific rate differentials 

established in Decision No. 39907 be restored and that: consideration 
of ~be request to maintain those different:ials. at 15< percen,t be 
considered in the final phase of this proceeding. 

j 

The follO"vling t:able de-pictsthe present residential blocking. 
and adjusted residential blocking which would restore' the differentials 
sought by WMHA. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ::r.:ex:'.rRIC COMPANY 

MODIFICA~ON OF :RAXE BLOCKS 
UNDER SCKE:OULES G-1, GM. GS! G~ 

Ado'Oted Reside:ltia1 Blockins; Y 
Baeic (~) and. \!Iinte%" 

Tier Summer (X) . VI X - -
G-l L\ 10 50· 50 

IS 16 3l ;6-
II 26 30 30 m 26 Excess Exce:sa 
IV Excose 

IA 8 30 30 
I3 l}, 24- 39 
n l5- 20 20 
m l5 Exces.s E:K:cess. 
rv Excess -' 

GS.,G~ n 10 SO· ;0 
IB 16 3l. 56 
II 10 30 ;¢ .. 
III 10 Exces.s Excess 
IV Exces.s 

RAte BloeM !or Sched.ules GS & G'r 

Basic (B) and. \!linter 
Schedule Tiel" Summer (H) w X - -

GS.,Gt n 10 50 SO' 
IB 16 3l.: 56 
n 26- 30 30' 
m 26- Excess Excess 
IV Exce58 

:£ 

50 
91 
30 

Exceu 

30' . 
50, 
20' 

E:K:ceo$s 

SO 
91. 
30 

Exee.s.s 

X'. -
SO 
91 
30' 

Exceu 

Nc:c.life1ine(N) . 

,150.· 
300, 

Exces:s' 

~. I'· 

.A.ll 

All 

- . 

Nonli:Celin. (N)· . 

1/ From CP'crC Staff Exhibit 5, Page 2-l in Applieations. Nos. ~469and58470 . 
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California Gas Producers Association 
The California Gas Producers Association (Producers) ~J%'ges, 

that the Commission revise its policy concerning, the amounts. of~ 
California gas purchased by PG&E. Producers contends that: .(1) the 
price of CAlifornia. gas is less than the prices offered, by other 
suppliers; (2) there is more California gas available than is being 
purchased; and (3) increased purchases of California gas would, ,benefit 
both PG&E's customers (in that rates would be lower) and, Producers' 

members (in that their sales would be increased). The, foregoing" issues 
are more al'propriate for consideration in the final phase of thi.s 
proceeding and need not be resolved in the interim phase:. 

Producers.also contends~ and presented evidence t6 show, 
that low-price California gas is a viable alternative ~el for 
industrial customers because sufficient 8ul'ply is available at various 
locations at prices well below PG&E's prices if they are set at the 
level of alternate fuel oil rates. It is Producers contention that 
substantial increases in Schedule G-50 and Schedule G-52 rates would 
cause additional large users of boiler fuel to investigate the costsc 

of construction of pipelines to nearby sources. of California gas., 

Position of the Parties 
In their briefs~ PG&E~ the CoaDission staff, and San, 

Francisco urge- the Commission t~ set tnter~ rates based,~ the last 
adopted ratemald.ng criteria in Deci.sion No. 90424 (sUl)ra). 

San Francisco states' that interim rates at the level set 
forth in Exhibit 13 should not result in any loss of customers to. 
PG&E because most of PG&E' s customers are required to use low sulphur 
fuel and~ for practical purposes ~_ with the climbing costs and limited: 
supply of fuel oil, the ability to' switch to' alternative fuels is 

extremely limited. San Francisco concludes that in- tne instant case. 
the al't>lication of the Commission's adopted alternative ~el test 
will pros})4!ctively allow the Commission· to charge fair rates'to- its 
industrial customers. 

-20-
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It is the position of QfA. that the PC&! and: staff ,proposa;l$ 

are based on the "what the traffic will bear" pricing~ which is < 

inappropriate and unlawful. CMA. claims that NGPA of 1978 provides no 
SU'P?<,rt for alternative fuel 'Prieing. by this. Coamission; that PG&E 
and the staff rely solely on 'Put Commission 'POlicy; that eost data 
a:e essential to a rational determination of just) reasonab-le~ and' 
n01\oiseriminatory rates; that eost-of-service indicates that PG&E's 
present and proposed rate are unlawfully diser:tminatory and that lifeline
rates must be increased in this 'Proceeding in an effort to' bringehe 
rate of return for such sales eloser to zero. 

CMA. concludes that it has demonstrated' that the purported: 
rationale offered in support of "what the traffic will bear" pricing 
is invalid and inconsistent.. QfA. asserts that the sole rationale of . 
that pricing method is to maximize profits from one group of customers 
in order to benefit other customers. Assertedly', thi.s, is beyond the 
power of the Commission and represents an abrogation of its regulatory 
res-ponsibility. CMA. also asserts, it bas demonstrated' that the presen,t 
rates and the rates proposed by PG&E and the staff will''Produce huge 
revenu~ shortfalls on sales to residential customers. ~ cla~ that 
the proposed rates it has offered will continue a subsidy to- residential 

customers but will place clear limits on the extent of the subsidy .. 

CMA. believes this Commission is under a mandate of the Califom1a 
Supreme Court to consider cost evidence such. as that presented by CMA 
in an effort to arrive at rates which are just and reasonable- and 
nondiscrtmtnAtory as between c:ustomers~ 

The- arguments of Kerr-MeGee .. General Motors, and, Southwestem 

Cement are essentially those advanced by ~ .. 
Discussion 

PG&E is in urgent need' of additional revenues beeause the 
substantial undercollections in its GC~. In order to provide immediate 
additional revenues .. we will not attempt to finally resa.lve in this 
interim deciSion the many rate design iss\1'.es 'Presented;, resolution of . 
such issues should await our ftnal order. 
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We will adopt for the purposes o.fgran'ting interim' rettef', .' 

the rate design criteria s.et forth inPG&E' s last. GCAC-SA."!' proceedin'g., 

Decisioc No,. 90424. However, we sh~ll com:nen·ton some 0..£ . the. evidence 
and argttCcnt in applying t.hos.e r.a.t:e- desi:gn erit'er"ia to the fact:·s· in' 
this proc:eed:ing. 

Remand'eo Proceed'ings 

The p&rtiesOl),?<>sing the us.e ·of a.lternative fuel prices as 

4 guide to'· s~tting Schedules (;-50' and G-$Zrates c 1a1m Chatth~'t'ei.s·· 
no evidence in 1:he r~eord and nO' lawful ratemnk1ng'theory upon,wh-ieh 

I \ ,'. 

the Seheo\1l1e G-SO and Schedule G-S2 rates 'Proposed' in.' thePG&E.;"'s:t:af'f 
, ,'I r. . 

interim. rate' design proposal can be· im?l~en~~ed by't':nis' ·Comm!S8'i.on· 

consistent with the mandate-of the' Supreme Court in Ctll:tforniJl' 

~...:lnufacturer8 Association v Public Ut·iliti.es Commis'sion.,supr'a",.'lnd, 

the goverc,ing requirements of the Public Utili,ti.es.· Code;'e'ither on' .an 
, t '"', 

interim or: pe1"M4nent 't>.::lsis .. 
I . , 

'We catmo-t . ag,::ee • The Supreme Court in' the· c i:ted: ,proceeditig: 
" , . 

did not condemn and prohibittheu'se of alternate, .fuel p-ric-ing, 
criteria; our orders were retn:tnded' in order that we proV'id'e, It' ,ra-tc 

design. which is consistent 3nd,fully suppo·reed' on .:1' factualbas1.'s~. W:e 
,believe th~s. reeord con::c.ins the fac't:s.wh.ich w;tll sup'Po,r·t: ,th~rn:t':ton~a!e 

for the rate design ad'opted herein. 
NG?A -

We strong,ly d'is:tgree with CMA concerning ,the' ef'feC'tofNG!~A 

on t:he ra·te design issues ,in this proceeding. The' n:RC ntle,s, 

heretofore referred to, will become effective JanUo'lry 19'80.00, and 

after that: da'tc we must abide by such rules absen,tanexemp,tion' from·, 

FERC. PG&Z's large customers· :lrewell llWa.re o'fthe purpos:e's .underlying 
'NCPA. 3nc of the rules 3cl opted to place suchpotlieies in" e.f'fecJt:: . By' 
adopting the pricing policie's of NGPA in· advanee:o£ their ef:feot"ivene:s,s' 

on a federal level, we are carrying out· the purp¢s.es for whleb those: 
pricing policies were adop·ted, which are to protect: resid~n'tialJ ,'aud. 'o,ther' 
high priority customers from the initial brune' o,£g.:lS: co:st"i.ner.e>l:s:~s·re-

, , ' ',' 

sulcing. from the p~sed deregulation of domestic nat.ur~~ 8'3.:$' r>r~ce$ .. 

-22-
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Canadian Gas Prices 
PG&E's ?rincipal ga:: supplier is its affiliate-~ PGT ~,' whose 

main source of supply iSc Canadi~n gas. The Canadian government: has'an, 

.announced policy of pricing u.:l.tural gas sold to" this country-at a 
level comparable to' the cost of C3n&di~n fuel oil imported into ,_ 
C3s~ern Can~da. It appe~r:- reosonable to 
policy at this end of the PGT pipeline by 
PG&E"s Ci.!s~omers th~t have the ability to 

g"-s ::lt the level of the!Uel oil prices. 
Alternative Fuel Oil Price Dat~ 

follo-w a. similar. p~icing_' 
, -

pricing gas for so,le to 
, ,'"j . 

use either fuel· oiL or 

M discussed heretofore~ the' alternative fuel price data. of 
record which are cert.'l-in at this time nre the fuel oil prices, paid 
by regulated utilities .. The record contains data, for' PG&Eand' for 
Edison.. We- will consider ,those cl~ta for the purpose _ of establishing. 

interim ra.tes for Schedule G-50 and- G~52, as. well as the fae-t:.th:1t' 

under FERC reles. effective Janua~ 1, 1980,. only -the costs ~f No'~ " 6 
high sulphur fuel oil initially are to be cons:r.dcre~r: in imt>lementirig 
the ?ricing policies of NGPA. 

Lifeline Ou3n~ieies 

A key part of CMA's rate proposal is to increase the monthly 
cus::omer charge for residentia.l:ln<i smallcommercia.l customers. fr= 

$1.20 to $3.00 (150 percent inc.re."lse). The effect: o·f that increase 

is to r.::.ise the charge for lifeline quantities by substant::i:ally:g.reater· 
. . ,.. . ' " ~ 

&:lo ... -nts th3.t the average- increase. The following table demonstrates. 
the effect of the PG&E~s-taff nn<i CMA propoSAls on charges forli:fel.ine-

'. 
quantities .. 
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TABLE 7 

PACIFIC GAS AND EI.ECTRIC COMPANY 
(GAS DEPARl'MENT) 

COMPARISON OF PROPOSED CHARGES FOR 
LIFELINE QUANTITIES OF GAS 
(INCLUDING CUSTOMER CHARGE) 

PG&E- Percent 
Lifeline Quznti~ Present Staff Increase 

Summer (26, therms) $- 6.23 $ 7 .. 34 li~8: 

Winter (106 therms) 21.56 26:.11 21.1 
Average Rate Increase 22~4 

CMA. 

~lO,.S9: 

33:.59 

Percent 
Inc:rease 

70~,O,' 

55.8;, 
23.0 

In the' parallel PC&! ECAC proceeding (Decision No. 90869: 
dated October 10, 1979' in Application No. 58819) we determined that a 
reasonable level of lifeline rates for electrie service (includ:1ng. 
customer charge) is 16.47 percent below the average system rate.,' For 
gas service the present average system rate is 25 ... 34 cents per them, 
and the average system rate under the interim proposals approxfmates 
30.97 cents per therm.. The relationship- between the average system 
rates and the lifeline rates for gas service would be substantially 
changed under CHA's proposal but would rematn more near;y constant under 
the PG&E-staff proposal. The lifeline quantities of gas service 
established: by Commission decision at the direction of the Legislature 
represent the level of service necessary to generally meet the min~ 
essential needs of residential customers for each of, several basic types 
of service. Accordingly, within those- quantities, the demand: is 
generally inelastic~ inasmuch as those quantities represent basic or 
minimal amOUtlts of service. Therefore, we can expect less conservation 
to be achieved in lifeline blocks where demand is inelastic than in, 
other residential blocks where the demand: is considerably more elastic.' 
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It 1s reasonable from. the standpoint of conservation toincreaae rates 
for lifeline owmtit1es in an amO\:lllt the same or less tbarl the average 

increase in rates in order to'preserve the intended conservat:Lon
oriented benefits of lifel1ne rates· and, to' tncrease by greater amounts 
the rates for services which are SUbject to greater elasticity of 
demand. !he interim rate proposal of PG&E-staff would achieve those 
~ses while CMA,' s rate proposal would produce contrary resu:Lts. 

, Q!A.' s proposal would shift to the lifeline blocks percentagewise 
increases in rates 2 to 3%' times the average increase in rates. Even 
if increases in lifeline- rates of such magnitude were just1f1ed,,. the 
ultimate level of lifeline rates to be- reac·hed should be achieved~ 
over more than one proceeding. 

It will be reasonable to adopt the alternative level of 
lifeline meT nonlifeline residential rates recommended by the staff in 
Exhibit 23 for the purposes of the interim, phase of this proceeding .. 
!he effect of the staff proposal is to establish a lower increase for 
lifeline amoants than in Exhibit 13 and to increase the remaining 
resident1&l blocks by a sufficient amount to' offset the revenue 
reduction for lifeline quantities. This blocking gives effect to· the 
conservation potential inherent in the lifeline block. 

The following table depicts the rate spread· found: reasonable 
for the purposes of this interim-proceeding .. 
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W.U1.E 8 
PAr.JFIC O"S AND l'l,l-),}TRIC OOXPANt 

GAS DJo;PAR'nreNl' 
SUW.ARY 0.- REVENUES 

RArE DESIGN D.&.SED ON AL1'tlUlATE YUtL 
DffllVATIOll OF AlXWfED INTERIM It-.'CRF.ASE _ 
~-- , .--~--. . - - -~ - - - -- - -

'--- -

",('t'. 6-19-'/9 Inlci'iro Increase (a) 
Bffect.ive 6-19-'19 It 

Int.criro 
Line Sales Rat.e Revcn'Je AmOCln~ Rates 

No. Hth $LTh :.n ~ M~ Percent $/Jh 
(A) , (D) (e) - To (E) (p) - \fJ 

Rcsident.i 81 
1 Cuslo:ner Honths :n,'.73.4 $1.20 3~' t 768 $1.20 
2 Tier I-A 8$8, /,19 • H1J22 162, 'nb .0/.11.91 66 292 22.6 .221,',1 
3 Tier I-B 709,370 .2(X)O~ 11.1.888 .01.149 ' 'X).7 .21,151 
I. Thr II 312,452 .2831.7 88,5"11 '0461U 16.3 .32958 
5 Tier III 216,1.87 .z:)937 64.810 .01.611 33.060 15.4 .3t.548 
6 Tier IV 79.41Q .)7321 z:}.641 .04611 12.4 .1.1938 
'1 G!{!sjr-N 108j 63() .30817 33,4'/1 .01.61 _-= ),5.0 ,35/,?,8 

8 - TQt,a,l 2, ,311, ,7b$ 558.931 99,)52 17.8 

llon-Rc$idcntia1 
9 0-2 Ousto~er ¥~nlhs .. 2.025.8 $1.2"0 2,4)1 Sl.20 

10 C01}lloJHy . 1, 755.540 .~ .20071 492,90:! .0',2]2 "5,348 .!.hl .32;369 
11 S-Jbt,Qt..al 1,755,5!.0 495,331. 75. J/.S 15.2 
12 0-50 90~,9J:> ~26T}1 21.1,904 .o6m 56.053 23,.2 • JYX» 
13 0-52 ' 18g,98J .27.691 43, IO?, .O'13'.YJ 13,886 32.2 .30::») 
14 G-55 & 57 h 811.LHO_ ' .2M)81 ~~682. .05919 107.,J3~ 21,.6 .JOOOO 
1~ - Tot~1 4,661, &*0 1,217,02$ 252i63,2 2;).~ 

R~$ale 
16 . C-6'J Li fel ine 15,140 ,17922 2, ?13 .01.045 ·613 22.6 .219~7 

17 G-~ ~onlifeline 2f},780 .22386 6,667 . ~O4045 1,206 1$.1 • 2643l. 
1$ . 0-61 Lifeline 1,990 ~i7467 348 " .04292 85 24,1, ~21759 

19 0-61 Nonlifeline "- -----~ --..,."-- 1,6$0 .?27/.2 3~~ . ,01,2<)2 72- 18.8 '.27034 
20 G-62 Lifelino M:1O .17397 . SO . ,04292 20 25.0 ,214$9 

. 21 G-62 Nonl1feline , 't30 ,','22,672 166 .042<12 . Jll.13.7 . ~.26961., . 
2g ,_ .G~63I..ii~Hlle__ ,21: t 2,30,_ , ;1~llfJ7 ' J,~30 .04292 911, .. 25,1 . .,' :2lJ.$9 
~J G~6J NQnlife1ine 31,220 .,g2~92 '1 r022 '. ,04292 lrJ40" 19.1 '. ,267#Jt. 

24 Total, "'102,'230 . - -'21,m - .tH~278· 2O.t. ' ~ 

.. 

'7l-.529, .Q5084~ .1.5~'031 2\.0 .~~544 . 25'· -S9C.al Gas . 295.6$Q '(j) .241 •. , . 
29 Tot.al '1.}'111;46$ ,.. . ~"'$6$.499', .... '.' ~ .. '-1l,29J ·'19,9 ~~OJ'I~ 

- . c· .. · 

(a) S~es, r~ven'.1cs and J'~:vei)li~ requ~r~ment, based (m CJ>ijQ :;;ft~f(, E?:O~l>i~, 11 (as~Qrre~t~d) in 
}.pp~icat~OJ)~N<?;,~ ~m2i ~ m\\), r,~v~h1,1i? r~qu\r~m~n\/~(ij\l~tedJC)r' Autli~"~ llr-191'l'\mi,tl,~9$t of 

. i')1' g~~.,~¥~1\'.ln.&.pP\\~~~~9Jl,'~o.,- .s904~.:' " ", . ,,"'. -, " ..... " ", '.' .', -

> • 
VI 
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Findings of Fact 

1. In Ap~lic3.tions Nos. 58892 and,' 5904;5,. PC&E, seeks a com~ined 
tot:tl increase in Gas Department revenues of $463:, 786,.000 or 25.3, 
percent for the revenue forecast perloo of July 1, 1979' through, 

Decembe:.- 31, l~79. Those requests reflect: principally tbe'inel:eases 

in purchased g~s obtained from· PG&E"s principal supp11e:.-s, E:lPa.:s.o an,d 
, ,', 

?GT (Canada). 

2. Substantial undercolleetions of revenue result from, the' 
:lbove-mentioncd increases, in the cose of purchased ga,s' which.,. under. the' 

GCAC 'Proc:edu~es adopted by the Com:n:tssion~ are recoverable,', in the" 
i' . 

period begin?ing July 1". 1979. J ...•. ':. 
3. The aforementioned substantial undercollection·s 

have adversely affected pG&E,1 s cash flow,. a..."d thus ,PG&E.· should: be 

granted interim relief pending resolution of the rate d'esignando,ther 
issues raised in these proceedings. 

4. The interim relief sought by PG&E is set, forthin·its 

Exhibit 13 in the mmual amount of $415,.721,000 or 22:.2 pereen't.. The 

Ccr.muission s·taff concurs that interim relief should ,be gran:ted:and joins 

in the recommendations set: forth in Exhibit 13: (except 3:"p,rovioed in;, 

Exhibit 23).. '. 
. . 

5.. The Commission in PC&E-' s lllSt GCAC-SAM proceed,tng-, (Decision 
No. 9'(424) found that in future GCAC-SAM proceedings it- isreasonab·le 

for rate design purposes ~o base the. price .for low- priority 'gas 

customers on the average. price of competing.a.lternate· fue1~ In' 
response to directives in th8t deCision, PC&: and the' staff presented 
evidence with respect to current fuel oil prices .. 

o. The rates. for l~ priority customers (Schedules ·'C-SO.~C;-S··2',. 
~ .." . 

G-55,.:md G-S7) in Exhibit 13 reflect the eosts ofnlte::nate fuels:" . 

exeept that the rates for low priori ty indus trialcustocers (Schedule's 
G-SO and G-52) 3re below the levels proposed' byPG&E ~n·d; the' s.t~ff' in 
their final p:.-oposals. Pending final decislon 'in

d 

these proceed,.ings.,,· 
it will be re~sonable to usc the da.ta in Table 4.4S theapl>rop·r1ate 

basis of setting rates in Schedules G-SO and C":SZ .. 

-27-
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7. CMA h3.s not demonstrated that its proposedr3.te design.would 

serve .3.$ a gret:;~e't' i'!lcJucemen.t to encourage c:ons;ervation. th:m th3e 
I 

proposeo by the staff and PG&E. ! .. 
S. ?G&E receives it~ gas from various suppliers at vZlriou$ 

prices, with Ca~dian gas being the ~ost expensivc~ 

9. If C:m:tdi:m gas deliveries to PG&E 'W'ere subst:mtially 

reduced, PG&E' would not be 3.ble to serve many of its, low priority 

(industrial) cuseomers .. 

10. Cauac!ian gas deliveries to· PC&£. most directly ~enefitlOW' . 

priority custooers bce~use without this gas they could. be curt:ail~ ... 
11. Us.e of average system gas costs t,e> dete:rmitH! the contribution 

of various classes of customer (low priority and high priority). to 

overall revcu~e reCfU,irement does not reflect the fsct that incremental 

so~rces serve various priorities. 
l2.. The highest priced g:lS PG&'E ?urchases se!"Ves the" lowest. 

priority customers, witbout such gas those users would have to,use 
~lternative fuels. 

13. The C4nadian government eSbblishcs a border sale price fo.r 

Canadian gas Ole the level of ~lte:rn&tive fuel prices in Canad'a~ 
14. The revised· gas rates :Ldop.ted herein will provi'de PG&E's 

customers with an economic sign.:::.l as to the cost of en~rgy. 
15. Cas rates est.a.l>lished close to the cost of :ilternate energy 

will provicJe incentive for commercial and industrial customers to' 

1:l3Ximize efficiency and eonserv:l.t'ion in their use of <!nergy .. 

16. Alte:-natc fuel cost pricing retains benefits to California. 

high prio!"i t.y customers th~ t. otherwise l:'lily be lost. bcc~u5e" o'£' federal 

incre::e:" .. t.~l pricing policies to be implement-cd unJ.er theNGPA. 

17. An incre3s~ in the lifeline ~uanti,ty' :'nte . in excess of 

4.119 cents' -per thercl could lessen the effectiveness. ().f the conservation 
'PO-:enti~l inherent in the rela~:tOt'lship <>f lifeline' ~o" nonlifeline' 
qu:meities for the residential class. 

'1$. The rste <!esign features of ~hibi:: 1:) are based on those 

adopted as reasonable in prior PG&Z G~C-SAM proceedings. The rate· 

levels set forth in Exhibit 13 modified' sO' that the Schedule G-SZ"rate. 
level is t:he same as t:he Scheoule G-55 raee level a..~d modified, so· that 

. i 
\ , ,. 

o ) 

~ 
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res1den~i31 lifeline and nonlifclinc ra.~es are on the level sc't 

forth in st:lff Exhibit 23 are reasonable ano justified. 

, , 

19. The in~erim r:.tcs described in the t>receding fin~'ing. will 
produce :In' a.n:nlal revenue incrc:lsc 0,£ $371,,293,000 or 19 .. 9' percent .. 

20.. !n the 13St GCAC-SAM proceeding Tiers. II :s.nd III ofPG&E's 

B3.sic .:tnd Su:::ner b-lccking of PG&E's rate Schedules GS and GT were 

changed from the equivalent blocking of PG&E's Schedule' (;;-1. This 
change wcrks to the Qetrfment of mobile home park cperators~th 
submetered customers without offsetting benefit .. ' The ma:ximum monthly 
revenue effect of this change -per submetered tenant isapp:co:x.iniately 

I' . , 

$2.62. 

, .. , 

, , . 

21. Because there is an icmcdi:lte need fcr the authorized interim 
.. j 

.y 

ra.te relief, the follcwing order should be mace effective the date 
hereof .. 

22. the increase in rates and ch:l'rges authcrized by this deciSion 
is jl.!st1fied and reasona1>le; the present rates and charges.,.: insofar 
:lS they differ from those 'Prescribeci by this decision" are. fcr' the 

future unjust ~d unreasonable. . 
Conclusicns of ~ 

l. PG&E should be authcrized to increase its gas rates cn an 

interic basis as set fcrth in Table S. 

2. The blocking of PG&E's rate Schedules GS and,GT should be 
made the same as Schedule G-l from. the effective dAte of the tariffs 
filed by PG&E under the ~uthorization of Decision No. 90424. 

3. PC&: shculd renmd any overcharges to mcb-ile home- 'P-'ork 
cperatcrs ccllected during the period from June 1 i,. 1979tothe.effeetive 
date of this crder. 

4. PG&E should charge the amounts cf the refund to its GCBA cr 
such succeSSOl: accounts as Authorized by this Commi'$sion~' 

-29-
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INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

I. After the effective date of this order ,Pacific G.a.s and 

Electric Com:pany is authorized to file the revi'sed' rate schedules 
attached t~ this order as A?pendix Band concurrentlyto-wiehdrnw'and 

-' . . 

cancel its presently effective schedules. The effective' date ,of the 
revised schedules shall be four days. after the date of filing. The, 
re\-ised schedules shall apply only to service rendered on ancr after 
the effective date thereof. 

2 ~'P"acific Gas ~nd Electric Company shall make refunds. to, 
Schedules GS and GT customers as. provided- in Conclusion 3 of the, 

preceding o?inion~ and it shall charge such re'fund:s to its Gas Cost 

Balancing Account or to successor aecounts~ 

The effective date of this order is the d'ate hereof .. 
Dated OCT 2'3 1$19 Franeiseo-~ Cal: 

CoCl1s:1onor Vornon L. S'turgeon .. be1:Og 
neco:::s~11;,· ~b:::ellt.. :d.1d not participate 
in 'the '41spo:::1Uon ottll1s pro¢ee41llg-: 
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APPENDIX A 

'LIST OF APPEARANCES 

Applicant: Malcolm H. Furbush.. Robert Ohlbach~ and Shirley Woo-, 
A1:torneys at Law, for Pacific-Gas and Electric Company. 

Protestant:: Sylvia Siegel, for TURN. 

Interested Parties: Henry F. LiPiitt, II, Attorney at Law, for 
california Gas PrOducers ISsoc at!ou; Graham & James, by Boris H. 
Lakusta, David J. Marchant, and Thomas J. MacBride. Attorneys at 
taW, for Western Mobile Home Association; Downey, Brand, Seymour & 
Robwer, by PhiliLA. Stohr, Attorney at Law, for General Motors 
Corporation; Bro ck,. phleger & Harrison, by Gordon E .. Davis and' 
William H. Booth, Attorneys at taw, for California Manufacturers 
ASsociation; OVerton, Lyman & Prince, by John parc;e, Attorney at 
Law, for Southwestern Portland Cement Company; orge Agnost, 
City Aetorn~, by Leonard Snaider, Attorney at Law,. for the City 
and County of San Francisco; MOrrison & Foerster, by James P. 
Bennett and Thomas R. Cochran, Attorneys at LaW,. for Kerr-McGee 
Chemical Corporation; W .. Randy Baldsemm, for the City of Palo· 
Alto; and Ham K. Wint:ers, fOr the University of California. 

CommisSion Staff: James T. Quinn and Jasper Williams, Attorneys at 
Law .. 
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APPENDIX B· 
Page 1 or 2 

Pacific GM and Electric Co~ 
Gas Department 

1. Applicant' s rates and charges are changed to the level or extent set forth in 
thi.5 appendix (includes 1'CAC ad.jU4tment). 

&. CU5to~r C'ha::ge 
Scb.od.ules G-l .. G-2~ GK. GS. GT 

'c. Commodity Charge 1/ 
Schedules G-1. GM.. GS.. G'r:-

Tier IA.. - All d.eli venes.. per th,,&::m ................. . 
Tierr IB, "" t't ff' ......... ••• ' ...... . 

Tier II It If " " ......... ' ........ 
Tier nI " I~' " It 

•• ' ................ r 

~er IV " U ". U ..................... 
GM;..N~ G5-N ~ GT-N - " It It ". ... ~: ... : .... ;... .... 

Per Meter-. 
Per Month .... 

.' 

.' 

$ .0.22471 .. 
0.24151, 
0,.32958· " 
0'34% '. 

.. 0:419;a·;'. .', 
0.353::09":: C .. ~'.lf~9' . ' -.,.. .'~/7 .. 

All d.el.:i.veries~. per therm ................ "' .................... ,. ' S 0.32;69. ': 
Schedule G-2 

I , . 
Schedule G-;o. 

1'0 ~ :inereased comme:o.aurately' with. Sehedule G-2 

Schedule a-59 . 
All d.eliveries .. per them ....................... .............. S' 0.33:)00' 

Schedule G-52 
~ clel:i.veries. per th.erm •• _ ............ · •• -:i-.... .................. $. 0: •. ;0000··: 

Schedules G-55.1 G-57 , '. 
All d.eliveriee,. per therm. ................... ; ...................... ',$ 0.;0000' 

~esale Schedules a-6o G-61. G-62 ~G.: First (Lifeline Volume). 33 .. ~ .53.* ~: 
per therm, ••••••••••••• $0.21967 50.217.59' $0 .. 21689 $0.21389 .• 

Excess. per the:r:om ....... 0.26431 0.:27034' 0.26964' 0.26781+ . 
. , 

2. 'the gas ai:-eond.:i.tioning li!elino- allowance shall: be' b:i.lled. at the Tier IB'rate. 

Y Residential quantity bloeke arit shown on page. 2 of 2 O!Awend:i;x:a~ . . 
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P~e 2 of 2 

PaO....~e Gas a:cd neetr1eComp~ 
.:.'., GM Department .'. 

Rate J3loclcs for Schedules G-1. OM',. GS, GO:-
Basie(B.) and "inter 

~ Summer (H) w X 
IA. 10 50 SO., 
IJ3. 16- 31 % 
II 26- 30 ;0: 
m 26 Excess; Exc:ese. 
rw Exce5S . ; -i 

I 

IA. 8 30 30 
IB' 1; 24 , 39-
n 15 " zo· 20 I. 

m I 15- Excesa I Excess 
rv Exc:elSa - ! I: 

IA. 10 50 50 
Ia. 16 31 I 56 
II 26 :;0 I 30 
m 25 :&xcesa . Excess. 
IV Excess -

y 

SO 
91 
30' 

ExceGs: -
. 30: 
60 

" ZO" , 
Excess. 

" 
" 

" , 

SO-
91', 
30' . 

. Excess , 
-:,~'\~. 

Non-L:Lfe-' .. 
line(N) . 

-',. 

: "r 

'1., ., 
-: .. ", 

. All<: . , 

,-. " 


