
• • EX-4 ' 

~ 1. 8 1980 

BEFORE TEE PUBL!C UT!LITr-~ COMMISSION OF TrlE STATE OF CALIFORN!A 

Applicat~on o! PACIFIC GAS Ah~ 
ELEC'nUC CO!o!PA.:.'lY !or authority ~ 
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Application No. 58545 
(Filed. Dece::J.ber 26)" 1919) 

Application No. 58546 
(Filed Dece::loer 26, 1979) 

... 

ORDER MODIFYING DEC!S!ON NO. 91107 
AND GR£~TING LIMITED REHEARING 

PetitiOns tor rehea:-~ng ot Decision No. 91107, which was 
issued in th!s proceeding on Dece~ber 19> 1979~ have been tiled 
oy Airco, Inc. ~~d. Gene~al Motors Corporation (collectively 
reterred to as GM), and the Calitornia Manutactu.-ers Association 
CCMA). We have considered each and every allegation ot e~ror ~ 
these petitio~ and are ot the opi~on that rehearing ·should be 
~anted l~ted to the issue ot the ::lost app~opriate treat::lent ot 
PG&E's d1stri~ution costs ~~ the Co~ss10n's to~ulat10n o! 
~S1nal cost rates. 

In add.ition, the petitions have identi!1ed several areas ot 
a:noiguity · .... b.ieh we take th.!.s oppo::'tu:U.ty to clar~ty. Specitically, 
we will ~r1etly au~ent our discussion on lifeline rates and we 
will clarity the basis tor setting gas rates ~~der Schedule G-2. 
We will also correct several erro~s in ~he decis~on • 
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IT IS THEBEPORE ORDERED that :-ehea:1ng 1s gran-:ed 'tor the 

pu.~ose of alloWing the pa.~1es to submit evidence and conduc-: 
cross-ex~nat:ton w1th :-espec-: -:0 the ~ted issue of -:he :ost 
app:-opr:tate treat:ent o! PG&E's a:tstr:tbut10n costs 1n the 
Comc1ss10nT s 'tor.:ulation of ~~rginal cost ra-:es. Sa1d rehearing­
shall be had before such Commissioner or Adm1n1strative Law Judge 
and. at such t1:e and place as may here~ter be des1gnated. 

IT IS ~'OP~R ORDERED that Dec1s1on No. 91107 shall be 
modified as follows: 

1. The second sentence in the second paragraph on page 113> 
=1:eo> 1s deleted and. the following sentence shall be substi­
tuted:. 

nSect10n 139(c) ot the Public Utilities Code 
authorizes the Comm!ss:ton to raise 11feline 
rates when the syste~ average rate is 25 per­
cen-: or more above -:he J~~u~y 1> 1910> level 
but does not requi:e that lifeline rates be 
raised when the 25 percent d1fte~ntial is 
rea11:ed. n 

2. The 'tol:OWing discussion shall be added ~~d.er the sub­
heading entitled. Electric Dep~ment-Ado~ted Rate S~read:. 

We reite:-ate our ~ew that the lifeline legislation> Public 
Utilities Code Section 739> ope:-ates as a constraint on the a:ount 
of 1nc:-ease wh!ch can be ~posed on resident1al life11ne :-ates. 
We also reiterate our determination that the burden i:posed by our 
decision to keep the lifeline rate moderately low should be shouldered 
by the rest of the resid.ent1a~ class> ~~d not by o-:he:- classes. 

taken into cons1d.erat10n both -:h1s ext:-a ou:-c.en and. -:b.e releva.~t 
~~al cos~s !or this class> to adop-: ~~ 1ncrease 'to~ the non-
l~~e'~ne ~es~Ae~·#a' -a·e o~ ,~ 28~ ........ fIIIIo .~ ... ..., ..... _ IItfI ......., • jO. 
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1ncrease~ it is tempered by the fact that c~stomers nave the 
opportunity to moderate its ~pact by decreasing ~be1r usage. 
In add1tion~ :t sbo~ld be noted that the residential nonl!tel!ne 
rate now approaches its marginal costs. 

We recogni:e that at present> no e:p1r1cal data eXists with 
respect to the price elast!city of de~d tor lifeline and non­
lifeline residential ~uant1t1es ot electricity Within PG&Zts syste~. 
lie believe such data can be of 'bene!1:e in de·,elop1ng and refin1ng 
rate design in the !~ture> and in our :ost recent ?G&E ECAC decision 
(Dec1s10n No. 9l335~ issued Februa.-y 13> 1980)~ we have ordered 
PG&E to 1nitiate a study ~s~ acceptec statistical :etbods to 
detei=1ne the effect ot the rate des1~ adopted there~ on c~stomer 
usage. T~s study w1l1~ ot co~se~ take into a~count the rates 
adopted in the instant proceedi~. 

3. Tbe first two pa.:-agrapns on page 149 ~ ::l.1::.eo ~ shall be 
deleted ~d the following discussion substituted therefor: 

~ie have ~aly=ed both proposals and reach the con­
clusion that neither proposal produces a satisfactory 
result _ 'rhe 0-2 Schedule 1s applicable to small 
businesses. These custo:ers are not eligible tor 
the lifeline rates av~lable to residential cus­
tomers and~ ~~l1~e ~b.e low-priority eo=mercial ~~d 
industrial customers~ they are not rec.~red to 
~ve alte~ate ~~el capability. As a ~esult~ 
t~e ~val~e ot se~ee~ 'bas~s !or ~ate~~g 
whieh historically has bee~ applied to :~e low­
p~1or1ty customers is less appropriate for G-2 
cus'tome~. 

ffln view o~ these !acts~ t~e 0-2 customer is 
now what may :a!r17 be characte~ized as the 
ffaverage eusto~er~~ i.e.> a ~i~ custocer whose 
rates are ~ot su~Seet to 11!eline policy restraints. 
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reasonaole> 
class ~e set close ~o the average system rate) 
exclusive o~ li~eli:'le sales and revenues." 

4. F1ne1ng No.2 on page 208> rni~eo) is hereoy corrected 
to read as ~ollows: 

sh~p noted in Section 739 o~ the ?u~11c 
Ot~l~:ies Coce reaso:'la~ly ~urther the purposeS 

was e!'l.actec. .. "" 

by deleting the last sentence thereo~ and shall read in ~~11 as 
~ollowz: 

"8. Se~vice under Schedule G-2 (nonresidential) 

reasona~le to ma1nta~n Schedule C-2 rates at or 
near the average system rate in cents per therm 
(less the 11~e11ne sales ~~c. reve!'l.ues). The 
c\.:.s:O:lers se:-ved under this schedule are ~g.."'l 

pr~ority customers) who do no: hav~ tr.e cap­
a~1l1ty to use alternate tuel) ~~d who are no: 
accorded l~:el!.ne rates and a1lo'oIlances. n 

o~ Decision No. 91107 as mod1~ied herein is hereoy denied. 
The e~~ec:!. ~/e c3.t,e o~ th!.s o~der is ~be c!a~e hereo~. 

MAR 1S 1980 Dated. 

CO~~S~!o~or Cla:~e T. ~ed~~e7.. b~~~ 
~oeozoc:ily ab:o~t. ~!d ~o~ ;~~!c~~~e 
1:. .:tJ:;.o d!.C:pQD!. ~!.c::. 0: tA!.s ~rOCQolii::g. 

rehearing 


