
Decision No .. SOSS8 NOV 6 tS1S. 

3ZFOru:: 'IEE PUBLIC t..'!II..ITIES COMMISSION OF '!'HE 
, 

Inves~ig3.tion on the Commission's ) 
own Motion intO' the Adequacy ~nd, ) 
R~liabi~i:y of the Energy and Fuel ) 
R~uirements and Supply of the ) 
Zlecttic Pub lie Utilities in the } 
s~ te of ~lifornia. 

!nves~iga:ion on the Commission's 
own t:1Otion,. into the na tural gas 
su?ply- and requirements of gas 
public utilities in the State of 
C:lliforo.ia. 

Case No. 9581 
(Filed July 3" 1973) 

Case No. 9642 
(Filed Dec~erlS:" 1973) 

ORD~~ D~NYING ~QU~ST TO MODIFY DECISION 

By Decision No. 85-189 dated December 2, 1975, and 
'Codified by Decision No .. 86357' dated September 1,' 1976. weestab
lishcd a statewide end-use priority system for natural gas. 

The Cot:nission staff recommended a number of modifica-
tions to the priority system as established and, by letter'of 
January 5, 1979, to the interested parties, asked for comments with 
regard to the proposed staff modifications. After review of the COIn."nents 
a::.c. af':er puolic hearings were held p we issued Decision No. 90776, • .... here
i::. we st;.ostan'tia.J..ly ao.opt.ed. the firs': two of the sta£..f p.roposals. 

Furthe: hearings have been scheduled with respect to the 
staff's third proposed modification. In effect, the third proposal 
would essentially require extensive reclassification ofla~ge 
co::mercial and institutional customers and' industrial boiler r..:el 
users with peak day demands between 750-1,500 Mef to bring. state 
curtailment criteria in alignment with existingfederaleriteria 

, ' 

applicable' to int~state gas pipelines servin~ california. 
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C.9SS1, 9" Alt.-ALJ-fe/ks . 

Uncertainty surrounding 'the federal, criter;a has. caused· 
the deferral of hearings with respect to this issue. Hearing.s. 
a=e scheduled to begin in December.. However,. because 0: the delays 
to date, and perhaps further delays, a decision with respect to 
:he staff's third proposed modification may not be issued until 
af~er the winter of 1979-1980. 

On October 8, 1979, Central Plants, Inc. (CPl) and 
Cet1.tul:y City, Inc. (eCI) (petitioners), referring to the. above scaff 
recotm:lendation,. sought interim rel~ei" moving peti tione~., and others 
similarly sitttated, from their currently assigneO: P=iority 4 to· 
Ptiority 3 pending further hearings and a decision therein.!/ 

CP! is in the business of providing energy to several 

complexes in Southern Californi.:t through the use of a central plant 
at ea.ch location. One of these complexes is at Century City in to,s 
Angeles where CPI furnishes energy to 16 buildings (commercial, 
residential, hospital, hotel,. .:Lnd office). CPI proVides the energy 
requirements of those buildings for both heating and cooling and,. 
in some cases, for cooIq,ng, laundry and domestic hot water ,thr:ough' 
a central eisttibution system operated by CPI. This' energy is 
fur.:l.ished by CP!. tm=ough a central boiler plant which provides 
steam, chilled water ~ and high temperature hot water to the. buildings. 

eel, the other petitioner~ is a wholly owned subsidiary 

of Alcoa Properties, Inc. which is. in turn. wholly owned by-the 

Aluminum Company of America. CCI owns or manages the Century 
Plaza Hotel and ewo office buildings located in the Century 
City Development. !he office building and hotel are served by CPI 
pursuant to a contract with CeI. 

Under the staff's proposedmodific3.tion.to the priority 
,. 

sys:e::t) the uses of CPI) and others similarly situated; would .be re~lassi-
fiecl to a higher priority bringing state criteria in alignment with 

, . , '. 

existing federal criteria. The customers, which ·couldbe thus.:, .' 
reclassifie~ include schools, hospitals,1ns.:itutions, and,. military, 
establishments. 

1:.1 The petition seeking interimr~lief was serVed on: all'parties: o·f· 
record. 
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C.95S1, 9. Alt.-AlJ-ks 

We are not convinced that the petition has merit. and, the 
:-elief :-equested should not be g:-anted. There is no evidence that 
?::-io:-ity I.;. cus~omers will be curtailed this coming winter and any' 

change to ~he present priority scheme is purely cosmetic.. Further, 

hearings on the third staff proposal to bring the state criteria 
in alignment with the existing federal priority scheme are now 
scheduled anc- it. would be premature t? make a judgment. withou"e 

evidence. -

The proposed :::lodification would affect the exis:;ing, 

vested rights of other gas customers to receive gas, and such, 
::lodi:"ication should only be made after a careful evaluation', of our 
gas priori ties policy. A piecemeal approach to modifying 'gas 

priOrities could, while expedient to some, work to the detriment of 

the overall public interest; such modification should be 'don,e only 
, , 

upon cO:::lpelling circumstances, which we find absent in the ins·tant ,', " 

petition for modification. ' 
":'-; '. f ,.. ~~na~ngs 0 .act 

1. Decision No. $5189 as modified byDecision'No~' 86357:, 
est.ablishes an end-use priority system for thestateW:i:de ,allocation 

of nat"..lral gas. j 

2. The stafr has proposed three separate modifications to the' 
end-use priority 'system described in Finding, No.1. 

:3. The Commission has received comments with respect ,to all 

~h:-ee staff proposals, has held hearings, and issued Decision 

No. 90776 adopting the first two staff proposals'. 
I.;.. Under Item 3 of the staff proposal, the petitioners herein 

and others s~larly situated would be reclassified to,a higher 
priori~y. Hearings on this proposal are now scheduled. 
Conclusion of Law 

The relief requested should be denied. 
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C.9581~ 9642 Alt.-ALJ-fc/ks 

IT IS ORDERED tbae ehe relief requested is d'enied. 
l'be effective date of this order shall be thirty days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated· NOV 6 tg~ 

J- ~~~. 
y~~/.~~. 
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