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Dec1s10n No. ------------------
BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES coro~SS!ON OF TEE STATE OF CALI?O~~!A 

In the Matte~ o~ the App11ca~10n 0: ) 
SOU'I'HERN CA.1!?O?..'.;!A GAS corr.? A..'JY to ) 
Increase Reve~ues to O~:set Ch~~ged Gas ) 
Costs U~de~ Its App~oved Purchased Gas ) 
Adjust:e~ts i~ the Price o~ Nat~al Gas ) 
Purchased f:-o::. TRAI';SWESTEP-X ?r?E!..II~E ) 
COM?A.'o'"Y> E:' PASO NATURAL GA.S CO'M?AXY ) 
a..~d PACIF!C INTE?.s'Z'ATE TR.A:~S:t.!SS!O:\ ) 
COI~ANY; a."ld to Adjust Reve~ues U!'l.c.er ) 
the Supply Adjust:ent Mecha!'l.!s: to ) 
Reflect Greater Tna..~ ~"lt1cipated ) 
Collection of Revenues Due to Increases ) 
1!'l. Natural Gas Supplies. ) 

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

Peti :10:;.s !"o:::- ~ehe~1~S a.~d :-econside:-ation o~ DeciSion 
No. 91077 have been filed by Cali~o~n!.a Manufact1.:.!'e:-s Association 
a.~d Ge:1e:-al !<!otors Co:-poration. Also> a docu::lent e~ti tled 
"Petition o!' Roc~~ool !ndust:-!es~ Inc. for Rehearing ~~d Reco:;.si­
deration o!' Dec1sio~ No. 91077 has been !'11ed on b~hal!' of Rocc~ool 
Industries> Inc. (Rockwool). Southern Cali!'ornia Gas Co (So Cal) 
!'iled a response to all three petitions 0:1 Ja.~uary 22~ 1980 asking 
that they be denied. 

We note preli~narily that Rockwool is not a party to these 
p:-oceedings a.~d does not allege a pec~~iary interest in So Cal. 
It follows that it is not a."l entity which may ~1le a petition fo~ 
rehearing pursua.~t to Section 1731 o!' the ?ublic Utilities Code. 

O~ consideration or the allegations or er~o:- in these 
petitions causes us to conclude that good cause for granting 
rehearing has not oeen shown. However a fu:-the:- discussion on the 
issue of setting rates for GN-l a.."ld GN-2 customers and for.~he 2nd. 
tier of residential rate blocks is in order. As we stated. on pages 
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·' , 
A.59146. • 

18 and 19> ~eo. o~ Decision No. 9l077, we to~~d meri~ in ~he 
recommenda~10n o~ So Cal tha~ these rates be set at an equal level. 
So Cal's rate ~~~ness explained his rationale tor this P¢s1~10n !~ 
his prep~ed testimony ~~d in response to questions from othe~ 
parties. We are also aware that none o~ these customers are 
required to have alternate fuel capability. For all these reasons 
we concluded that So Cal's reco~~endat1on~ in this 1nst~~ce> snoule 
be adopted. 

As to why we set these rates at ~he level reco~ended by the 

11~el!ne residential rate block. We discussed this ~n the 
~ull parag:aph on page 19, a~d mention it again ~erely to =ake it 
clear how that discussion ~elates to the adopted rate levels. :~o 
other issues need be discussed. The~e~o~e, 

IT IS EE?£BY ORDERED tha~ rehear!~s ~~d reconsideration o~ 
DeCiSion No. 91077 is denied. 

The e:~ect1ve c.ate o~ this order is the da~e hereof. 
Dated on K6R 4 1980 , 1980 at Sa.,,: ?ra."lc~SCO, 

Cali~orn1a. 
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