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Dec1sion No .. 91787 MAY 61980 

BEFORE TF.E PUBLIC UTILITIES COr1l'USSION 

App11cation of PACIFIC GAS AND 
ELECTRIC COMPANY for author1ty., 
among other th1ngs, to increase 
its rates and charges for ztea~ 
service provided by the San 
Francisco Stea~ Sales System. 
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STAr.:'E OF CALIFORNIA 

Application No. 57202 
(Filed April 6, 1977; 
reopened June 1., 1979) 

O?.DBR GRMJ':'ING PARTIAL REnEARI1~G 

EX-5 

Pacific Gas and Elec~r~c Co. (PG&E) has filed a petition for 
~ehea~1ng o~ Decision :Jo. 91325 rendered in the above-styled matter. 
That decision authorized a rate increase of $394,800 as compared to 
?G&E'~ requested increase of $1.,131 , 900. ?G&E contends that the 
decision is erroneous in two respects: first, that the "exclusion of 
the capital expense associated with the const~uct1on of Eoiler r:o. 7 
at Station "T" ~!"o:':l !"'ate base is pu.."'l1t1ve and cont!"a!"y to the CO:'l­
:':l1ssion's conse!"vation policies; ~~d, second, that the use of a 
two-facto!" method fo!" allocating ce!"ta1n co~~on plant and a~~1n1s­
t!"at1ve and gene!"al expenses 1~ unsupported by the record. 

With regard to the tirst of these contentions, we remain 
~~pe!"suaded by ?G&E's arg~~ents that the construction o~ Boiler No. 
7 at Station "T" • .... as a p!"udent u."dertaking. This issue was fully 
developed dU!"ing the course o~ this proceeding and we see no !"eason 
to depart ~ro~ our findings and concluz1ons on this issue as stated 
in DeciSion No. 91325. 

We Will, however., g!"ant rehearing with respect to the second 
of PG&E's contentions. In our opinion, further evidence and argu­
ment should be taken as to the propriety of USing a two~., az opposed 
to a four-, factor method of allocating common plant and expenses 
to ?G&E's ste~~ sales system. We should point out that further 
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prosecution of Application No. 57202, inasmuch az that application 
is based upon a 1977 test year and somewhat stale as a result, may 
prove to be from the utility's standpoint ~~ empty exercise of 
principle. ThUS, we would leave to PG&E, as the petitioner in this 
instance" the decision to proceed to rehearing or to dispense with 
rehearing and defer this matter to its next general rate proceedL~g, 
using a more current test year and more timely data. If PG&E should 
choose the latter course,J.t should promptly enter an appropriate 
motion to that effect in this p::-oceeding. 

IT IS ORDERED THAT rehearing is granted only with respect 
to the follOwing issue: 

and, 

Whether the use of the two-factor method of 
allocating certain co~on plant ~~d adminis­
trative and general expenses should be adopted 
for Pacific Gas ~~d Electric Co.'s steam sales 
department; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED TF.AT except as specified hereinabove 
rehear1ng of DeciSion No. 91325 is hereby denied. 

The effective date of this order 1s the date hereof. 
Dated MAY 6 1S8e , at San 


