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CRICINAL

BEFORE THEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THEZ STAITZ OF CALIFORNIA

-

In the Matter of the Application of
SOUTHERN CALIFQRNIA GAS COMPANY <o
Increase Revenues 0 0flset Changed Gas
Costs Uncer Its Approved Purchased Gas
AdJustments in the Price of Natural Gas
Purchased from TRANSWZSTERN PIPZLINZ
COMPANY, EL PASQ NATURAL GAS COMPANY
and PACIFIC INTEZRSTATE TRANSKISSION
COMPAXNY; ancd to AdJust Revenues Under
the Supply AdJustment Mechanisz o
Reflect Greavter Than Anticipated
Collegtion of Revenues Due to Increases
in Nazural Gas Supplies.

Application No. HELL6
Filed Seprvember 17, 1676

(L P LWL WL WL WL L WL L N W

TZARING AND

cons for rehearing and reconsideration ¢f Decision

No. 51077 have been filed by California Manufacturers Association
ané General Notors Corporation. Also, & document entitled
"Petvition of Roecxwool Indusiries, Ine. for Rehearing and Reconsi-
deration of Decision No. 91077 has been filed on behall of ROCKWOOL
Industries, Inc. (Rockwool). Southern California Gas Co (So Cal)
f4led a response to all three petitions on January 22, 1980 asxing
That they be denled.

We note preliminarily that Rockwool Ls not a party %0 these
proceedings and does not allege a pecuniary ‘nterest in So Cal.
T follows that it 1s not an entity which may {ile a petition for
rehearing pursuant ©0 Section 1731 of the Pudblice Utilities Code.

Qur consideration of the allegations of error in these
petitions causes us to conclude that good cause for granting
rehearing has not been shown. However a further discussion on the
issue of setting rates for GN-1 and GN-2 customers and for the 2nd
tier of residential rate blocks 1s in order. As we stated on pages

’




A.59146 . .

18 and 19, mimeo. of Decision No. 91077, we found meris in she
recomnmendation of So Cal that these rat es be set at an equal level.
So Cal's rate witness explained his rationale for =his position iIn
hls prepared testimony and in response to questions from other
partlies. We are also aware thar none o these customers are
required to have alternate fuel capadbllity. TFor all these reasons
we concluded that So Cal's recommendation, in this instance, shoule
be adopted. '

As $0 why we set these » v€S at the level recommended by the

Lor GN=1 customers, that reflects our desire <o maintain a

flcant rate differential besween the lifeline and the non-
lifeline residential rate bloek. We discussed thls Zn the fiwmss
full paragraph on rpage 19, and mention <3 again merely to make %=
clear now that discussion relates to the adopted wate levels. o

ther Issues need be discussed. Therelore,

<7 IS EEREBY 0ORDIRED than rehearing and Teconsideration of
Decision No. 91077 is dented.

The effective date of this ordex is the date hereor. :

Dated on __ MAR 4 1980 > 1580 at San Francisco,

California.
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Comniasioner Cle.iro '2. Dodrick, 'bei.ncto
recessarily absent, 4id not particips
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