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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Investigation on the Commission's ) 
OWn Motion into the Adequacy and ) 
Reliability of the Enerqy ana Fuel ) 
Requirements and Supply of the ) 
Electric Public Utilities in the ) 
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-------------------------------) 
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own motion into the natural Qas 
supply and requirements of gas 
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) 
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-------------------------------, 
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(Filed December 18, 1973) 

(See Decisions Nos. 87510 and 90998 for appearances.) 
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'" ~........ .. '-: ::-.-~ ..... 
..... . ---:.:::. ," -. .... ' _ ' ___ .. v ..................... 

SUPPI.EMENTAI. OPINION. " .. . -,. ~ ~ ..... , 

Stmmary ... 
" .. ... 

On· December 2.,. 1975-,. :In·.Decision .lio;:: 85189'r~·we: establ:1s.hed 
an ·end-t1Be. ·priority system for a.tatewideallocad.OILof .Dataral<,u;'; 

The. 'prioritye' sys.tem· bas been mod.if1ed·:byDecia1cms Nos...: B63'S·7~·: :8:75.1"0, 
88664, and 90794. ." '.. .... ~ .. ' : .. :' '.:::.'.::: .... >:, 

OD. Jarm.a:ry. 5-, .. 1979;, the Comm1asion .solicited 'corzmenu-from:'" 
all interested parties on the staff's proposal' eha.t .the~ acl....a.e·· . ~ 
system· be eba%2,ged: as. follows:: :" .. ' ,. :;'. .' 

1.. Re.ass1grrmrnt: ,of ':certa1:n central'heatiDI plants.: ':',:: . 
se:viDc residential and commercial complexes ,to, . 
Priority ,1. 

2. Reassigrwent of electr1c"util1ty gas turbines" 
to' P%iority 3 from· Priority 5. ' 

.3. Extensive reclassification of large coumercial 
and institll'tional customers and industrial boiler 
fuel users with ~ak-da.y requirements between 
750 and 1,500 MCf to brtng state criteria closer 
to the federal criteria • 

. Jl4.~r b.ear1:ag, Items ,1 and 2 were adopted by :Decision No .. 90776 dated 

. September 12, 1979. ''1'b:ree days of heari:Dgs':In July 1980 considered: 
l. ReelassifieatiOll of large commercial and inst1-

tutiooal customers and 1udast:r1a.l boiler fuel 
users with peak-day requirements between 750 and 
1,,500 M:f to bring state criteria closer to 
federal criteria appl1eable to fnterstate pipe-
lines. . 

2. Creation of a new' priority for cogenerators par­
suant to Section 454.7 of the PUblic Utilities 
Code. 

3. ~eellanecus items affec~ interested parties, 
1.nclu<l.ing Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power Seattera:ood t7n:f.t 3, el:fnrtnatiOil of Priority 
2A (t~ora.ry) and out of sequene:les seasoaal 
curta1liDeDt. 

'Based OIl an imprcwed outlook for J4S aupply,. the dee1s:Loa 
(1) ellPina:ea tbe P-2A. (te.porary) claaaificat1C1L\ mov1Dc these 

customers persaa:raently to P-2A,,, , (2) approves with certa:ln atipalatioa.s 

.. ~ ' .... 
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, , . ",/-..' . - .' 

Introdtlction , ... r ... • ' 

.~ " -.... 
By Decision No. 85189 dated December 2, 1975; as Tmodified 

by Decision No> 863571/ dated 'September 1; 1976, this C6~is~ion'--
.- .. " .< ... ,'" -.' 

establishee an end-use -"priori ty' system: for' tbe statewide allocation 
" ...... , 

of natural gas. _ , _ ,n 

On January 5, 1979' :the' Commission solicited comments from 
respondents and all interested parties in Case No .. 9'642' on the 
followin; staff-proposed changes to that end~use' priority"system: 

"1. The assiqnment of certain central heat1nQ' - , 
plants servin; residential and co~~ercial 
complexes to Priority 1 from the presently 
effective Priority 3. -

"2. The assiQ'nment of electric: utility Q'as 
turbines to Priority 3 from the presently , 
effective Priority 5. 

"3. Extensive reclassification of lar;e 
commerCial and institutional customers 
and industrial boiler fuel users with, 
peak-day requirements between 750 and 
1,SOO'Mcf to brin; the state criteria 
closer t~ the federal criteria applicable 
to interstate pipelines servin; California." 

. , .. 
By Decision No. 90776 dated September 12, 1979, we -rede£ined_ 

:,esidential use wherein P-3 cent:'al heatin~ plantmulti~u~~: 
residential/co:n.~ercial complexes ·,.,i th a peak-day ,demalj,d, qreater- than 

- , .. . r, ... ~. . . 

11 After hearinq Decision No. 86357 provided that when a boiler fuel 
use c:ustomer has a peak-eay oemano of 750 thousand cubic: feet 
(Mc:£') or less ,th~ customer -fal'ls -in -Pri-or"ity-('P}" -3;-- -wh'i"le~o'!J:e-r-­
fuel use Cilstomers,with a -peak-day demandof,rnore'"than 7S0 Mc: 
fall ioto P-4. 'A complete chronology 0'£ -.e.ec:islolj,S' issued :-::.::.. , 
affecting the priority system appears in 'Appelj,dix 'A • 
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Further hearinQs were ileld -July 14, 15, and 16,:i9S0:to 
consider additional· circumstances whi-ch affect ·the end-use . priori ty 
curtailmc:lt' plan. Items addressed included:. (l)~ proposed extensive 
reclassification of larce commercial and institutional customers ana 
industrial boiler fuel users with peak-day require:'!'lcnts between 750 
and 1,500 Mc: to brinQ the state criteria closer to the federal 
curtailment criteria applicable to interstate pipelines, (2) tile 
Federal Enerqy Requlatory Commission (FERC) Order No~ 29, and (3) 
Section 454.7 of the Public Vtilities.·Code (AB-524). In adeition to 
the above, other parties maee presentations on their own behalf 
recruestinQ elevation in.priority. 
St,ff presentation 

The staff testimony and exhibits were sponsored by~ 
~aymo:e G. Parks, assistant utilities enQineer. Parks testified· 

.. 
that to demonstrate the diverse impaets of Item 3 of the Commi'ssio~ f s 
January 5, 1979 mailinQ, FERC Order. No~ 29 and Section 454.7 on the 
end-use curta:l.lment system, he developed three theoretical:revisions 

. . . " 

of the curtailment plan r These' revisions· from Exhibit 224,- whi~h 
illustrate the impact- of the staff-proposedchan;es to the-' eurt'ail.-nent 
plan, fo110f1l:' 
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SUPPu:MENTAL OPINION 

1""\ \ ~ "" -.... ,,..~~ ('~ , " '" ,,- ... / ....... "" . 

On· December 2.,. 1975,.,.in .Decision-Ho,;85l89:~" we: established 
an .end-use: ·priority system f~ statewide ·a1.1oeatiOll~of .natura],;::,u.: 
The priority:sya,tem· has -been 1DOd1f1ed .. by ·Dec:lsicms· Nos..;: 363S.7-~~:8.7510,.. 
88664,. and 90794. .-... " ,- "~:-=:. :.:.,. " >:. 

On~ Jarm.ary: >" 1979. the Commission .,aolic1tec1·eouaaenes:~from:,: 
all interested parties OIl the staff's proposal' that ~tbe:'.e:nc1-use::: •. , 
system be changed: as, follows: -- : ,.. "' ::.. ., 

1. Reassipment~ of :eertain central. beatq plantS..:: -.:;.;'7' .. ' :; .. ,.~. ". 

ae~ resiclential audcoaaercial complexes .to" " . _ _ 
Priority 1.' - - ,. -.," , ' 

2. R.eass!gjiiiient of electric utility . gas turb1tles" -
to Priority 3 from Priority 5. _ . ,- . 

3. E%tensive reclassification of large coamere:lal 
and institational customers and industrial boiler 
fuel users with ~ak-day requirements between 
750 and 1,500 ~f to bring state criteria closer 
to the federal criteria • 

. ~ter hearing" Items. 1 and 2 were adopted 'by Decision No. 90776 dated 
'September 12, 1979.. ''!l::tt-ee clays of hearings' in July 1980 considered: 

1. Reelassific.atiOll of large coaDercial and :lnati­
:ut:Loaal customers and industrial boiler fuel 
'tISers with peak-day requirements between 750 and 
1~500 MCf to bring state eriteria closer to 
federal criteria applicable to interstate pipe-
lines. ' 

2. Creation of a Dew priority for cogenerators pur­
suant to Section 454.7 of the PUblic Utilities 
Code .. 

3. ~cellanecas items affec~ interested parties~ 
1uclucl1Dg Los ADgeles Depa.rr:ment of Water and 
Power Seatterxood 'ODit 3, elimination of Priority 
~ (tempora.:y) and oat of sequencies seaBoraal 
curtailment. 
Baaed on an improved oa.t1ook for au supply, the clee1s1011 

(1) e11m1natea tbe P-2A (te.porary) clasaificat1C111 ~ these 
C'aStQaen perwmetltly to p-~, (2) approves with certain atipalatiOl1S 
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':.::~ \ '_ ... .. ':' .~/'.! ,... 
If' ... - ........ ' ...... --

the elevation of the l.JJ'JlP . Scatte:good" 3·"UD.1t to P-3 from P-S, 
(3) elim:lnates the requirement that Corzmias1oo. approval be obtldned 
prior'to a utility" aerrixlg a 1leW ,:lndastr:l.alcustomer;·.liB:rilJg a peak_ 

day demand in excess. of 300 Hcf" ·anet, (4) el1m1n a tes":out: :of'<aequenee 
curtailment of seasonal use customers for purposes<of: curtanment <" 
equalization withi:c. a given priority. It also creates a' DeW,- . 

Prioriey3A for cogeneration in. ·compliance with~ Section, 454.7 of 
the "O.·'l..l'ic ''"tilia.Z ... - ,"_,.2 __ . • ---'.' ' . • w.u: '" '-~ ~_ _. _. ,.~_ .. " ..... ~. __ . _' _ ..... 

The decisiOl1 alao reviews the: status- of; the',perma:o.ent;·:·. 
El Paso curtai']ment plan aubmitted forF.ERCapprO\"al~· Ie, ;exp.14:£xts 
that while no weight· em 'be liven El' Paso'S' plan' ~~l:'!:nc approval, 
future ,as deliveries to Califo:aU.a will be 1ndepenclent~. of; any, 

, . . "', , . ~ .. ~ ., ~ " .. .. -, .. 
differences in El Paso's and california' a.:curtailmeDt'; ·,plans. 

.~ ... .. ",.- " "~ ,.... ,. ", .. -' 
'-' .. -~ -- .... ' .. ,.._. 

• ,- I"- ~.. . .. - .. -
"","'" ',-..... -'. .-,.-' ........... ,..., - -. r' . 

.... ~.- ..... '"., ... ' "-,, ..... .-'~".'.'~. ' ... - + •• - .. \,,-, ... ~ .... ,.". ' .. _, '. . ~ .... .... . _..... . .. _.... .." _. -- ..... _. ~ ... , 
1', • .. ·f .. • .,,¥.-,,.~ ~"""' __ '_' - ." .... _' ___ 

.. ..... . .... " 
~". . .... -._,' ... " , .... ' ... , ... , ~'.' , _." -.;. ...·,f"T ~ .. _., • _" ~ .......... ' ........ ~ ... -.......... __ .... ~.~".-..- ......... _ .. '--'" 
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". "','", . .... '" 

.. ' -' ,~ 

Introduction 
,.- .-- ,.,,-! ,--.-

By Decision No. 85189 dated'December'2, "1975~ as~modified 
by Decision No~' 863571/ dated 'september 1; ,1976, this Commission' "" 
established an end-use ~priorlty:'system :'f'or·:the '~tatew:!'de ~ aii~eatiori " 

, > • • ~", - ." 

0: natural gas. , 
On January' 5, 19'79' 'the' Commission solicit~d "domments from 

respondents a.nd all interested parties in Case No. "9'6'42' ~n t~~" . . ~ 
::ollowin; staff-proposed changes to that end~use pr~;;ity:'~yste~: 

.. , . -) , 

"1. The assiqnment of certa.in centra.l heatinQ 
plants serving residential an~ commercial, 
complexes to Priority 1 from the presently. 
effecti ve Priority 3'. '" 

"2. The assignment of electric utility gas 
turoines to Priority 3 from the presently' 
effective Priority 5. 

"3. :=:xtensive reclassification of large 
commercial ant! institutional customers 
an~ industrial boiler fuel users with 
peak-day requirements between 750 and 
1,SOO, MC: to bring the state criteria' 
closer t~ the federal criteria applicable 
to interstate pipelines serving California." 

By Decision No. 90776 dated September, 12, 1979 we redefined, 
residential use wherein P-3 central heatin; plant :l.ulti-unit, 

.'. ,.. - . 

residential/co:':'I . .'nercial complexes ~"i th a.. peak-day deman<S.. grea.ter than 
, . .. ." . /. . --... . 

11 After hearing Decision No. 86357 provided that when a boiler fuel 
use customer has a peak-day demand of 750 thous~~d cubic feet 
(Mcf.) or less , . the-customer falls' in "Priorit~r'cpr'3'~- 'wh'i"le-bo'!l-er-' 
fuel use customers with a peak-day demand ofmore"tb.an 7S0 Mc: 
fall into P-4. A complete chronolo~ of deCisions issued' ,~~ .:.'~, 
affectin9 the priority system appears in Appendix A • 
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100 Mef ~ere transferred to P-l and electric utility qas turbines 

were reassigned from P-S to P-3, puttinQ' into effect Items.· 1, ,and:',2.,:.­
On October 8, 1979,Central Plants, Ine_-(CPI) and Century . . .. 

City, Inc. (CCI) (petitioners) sou<;ht interim relief to·, transfer, 

CPI and others similarly s1ta.ate4 from their, currently assigned :,P-4 
to P-3, pendinq further hearin;s. Because of the lack. of "evidence 

on any impending curtailment of P-4, customers for .. the -l,~79~eO winter 

and because hearings on Item 3 of the staff proposal ,had .. been 

. ' 

scheduled, we concluded that any decision 0:0. the ',requestwas-p::emature. 

By Decision No. 90998, dated Nov,ember, 6,1979 we Aenied-~petitioners' 

:-equest and by Decision' No. 909"96 dated'Novel"!'tber &, 1979 in 
. " '" 

Applieation No-. 57326 we also"denied' CPI I S request foi ~restoration 

to ?-3.Y 
HearinQ's held Dec~er 11, 19~9a~ Los ~Q'eles and January 

17, 19S0 at San Francisco before Ad!'ninistrativeI..~w JudQ'e BanKS were 

restricted to the receipt, of evide~ce and ~estim~n~ r~'lati've to the 

reclassification of customers makinc; ener<;y: ef=~~enCY_investrnents 

(solar, coqeneration" andP-4 con~ercial and institutional customers 

with central heatinQ' plants);. Parties were encou:'a<;eo.' 'to present 
-' .-

testimony to support any changes they miqht recommend in this reqard 
.' '. .'~' ... ' 

for the Co~ission's consieeration. Tbe sta::~ throu~h its witness, 
::lade no specific recom.~eneations at this time, but~ s't'atedthat,'1f " 

. ..... -.... '. ........ . .. 

a priori ty \lp~=adinq were. proposed merely to rew(!'rd' customers' '£or' , 

-~ i t l' t' ~ ~ f~" - ' t ~ 1 l~ ..... e ns a ... a ~on 0 ... e .. er9)"-e ... ~c:~en ... equ.prnen I SUC;'l a propos a ·".ou '"" 
be inconsistent ~ith the end-use curtailment concept and therefore 

inapPZ;:°j>ria,te. . .•.. --.. ,-.... - .. -- ... --.'""' .. ~--,-~'--. -'-
,.. ,--

" .. " \'" 

Y CPI was down;raded toP-4 byc'Soutbern -Californ1a':'Gas:Company:"",,: 
(SoCal) as a r,esult of ,Decision' No;. 86357 ~ ,: -:: "- ,- - . 

• - "'"~ • - - < •• ' . ~ . ,'" ... .. .... 
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Furtber hearin9s were held -July 14; ];5, and 16,: i9BO .:to 
consider additional'circumstances which affect the end-use-priority 
curtailment' plan. Items a<idressed included_ (1): proposed extensive 
reclassification of 1arge commercial and institutional customers and 

-industrial bo.iler fuel users with peak-day reqUirements between 750 
and 1,500 Mcf to ~rin9 the state criteria closer to the federal 
curtailment criteria applicable to interstate pipelines, (2) the 
Federal Ener9Y Requlatory Commission (F~RC) Order No .. 29, and (3) 
Section 454.7' of the pU~lic Utilities. 'Code (~524). In addition to 
the above, other parties made presentations on- their own ~ehalf 
re~~estin9 elevation in_priority. 
Staff Pres~ntati9M 

The sta:f testimony and exhibits were sponsored by:_ 
Raymond G. Parks, assistant utilities enQineer. Parks testified~ 

•.. 
that to demonstrate the diverse impacts of Item 3 of the Co~ssio~'s 
January 5, 1979 mailin9,_ FERC Order. No. 29 and Section 4S~. 7 on the 
end-use curtailment system, be developed three theoretical' :revisions 

. . " 

of the curtailment plan~ These revisions from- Exhibit 224,-whieh 
illustrate the impact- of the staf=-proposed.chanQes to the: eurtailment 
plan, follow: _, 

-4-
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~, "':: .,. .,.. .... .-.' ,:.,....~ _ •.. _--. ............. _--_ ....... -_ ....... -
,. Revision- A ~ 'is the;' mo~t ,'like' 'th~:::Ei '~a~6·': Nit-:diai: Gas. 

- .... - -, ., .. ... -~ . - ,,' ~'.. . .. ",', '- .. , _. ,..... .',., -., ~,.... ,""" ... '. -"~ .-' 

Company· eEl Paso~curtailment'plan~" aJ.:th6u9hthe~ numerical ,priority" 
~." '. • ........... ", ... ~ .' -w :. _ .. ':::, :' .... : ..... _:.--::' ... "_.,, _"..... ', __ '; •• :.:: 

desiQ'nations are" di:ferent.' In- Revision A, "the,}'hi9h priority users" 
, ........ ....... ."~ - ~ .. ~: ..... _. ~: :-'--:-',~~'~" ...... ,-.. :" -.~' ... '/:'..;-

are i:n:P-l~A and "essential" agricultural users"are in P.-lB. ,P-2A 

contains i=.d~~trial feeest~~k ano: p~6ce~~ us~s';' ~~d':P~2B =~e~inS",'~h~ 
", •• ' ..,.. -'< ~ ',-- , ~: ..... <"':,' -:::- .:., .. ,' .:~ .... _.~.~.:._: :: ...• __ .• .;.--..1 ..... -

sa."':\e. P-2C is' new and contains former "P-3 and P-4 cornmercial_". ~" 
. .'~. ~.. .~.,' . . •.• .. .' -, .,:~., ... ~ ...... ::. ,.,"1' .-;.::..... ... .. ~.,....... :.:: ... , 

customers" over"' IOO Mcf on a peak dav. P-3A is new and contains 
- ." . . .... ,.. .' .. _ ... ~ .'--~ ,., .. ".: . ,::. ' .. -:..- ,.~.~, ".: ~, ... '" - -.:':. .... ~ .. :....,: .... ",:.,,,,. "-:~""'I' ... ~: ... ~ ... -

c0generation.' P-3B contains'all use not in another ~ri,~l:',it}".- ... P~4, __ 
... - _ ..... ..•• ..1'- .-...,.. 

contains industrial use only, and P-S remains the same. " 
,-, ", In 'Revisi~n B, a, ~p~,bial P-2'C :l.s'c:::e~ted';f'or":f~~er _~-3.and 

'-. .. ~ ','.'-' '.. ... . .. ' ""'-~-:-~".-'~"'-.-.'.' .. -.. ':~ '-,,:;.::' .. , .... -,.-...: ......... ~ ... -~~ .. , ... ~-,,~ 
?-4 co:n.-ncrcia! customers, arid a'spe-cial P-3A is created, for. _", 

., .. " •• :' .... ,~.: ,:, •••••• (.~ _. ",'.~ _.: :.-'~ ':::': '"~- 0" '~:,::::_ .. <.::.,~ ...... ~~:,;.'~~, .. : ." ':"' ... 
cOQ'ene'ration. P-3B contains all use, not in _another priority. ..... .. '.~ . .,',. _. _,'¥ _, _r"< _ ~ •• _." _........ r 

Revision C is the same asthe"ex1st1nt; 'cu~a1Iment--plan" w 

c. ~ M. ." ' ~ - ',.,. -. .-

'except:: that: ~ sPe"~ial:P";3A ·is createe" for eOQ'enerat::Con:- pursuant to 
the new~Seetiort" 454"~'7 ~f the :p~bi:i.~ Otilitie:i .. code:;:~a"ni t~~ ~i~i' p~I:: 

-0, _ .~. '(-' .. ~, "" '.. .., _ ".... :.' .'. ~ ,".:: '.~::'_ ::C' ... ::, ~,":I ___ ::~ 
'cecomes P-3B. It should be not'ed', however, that, no:,: a.ll co~eneration 

. _...... ,......., _ .. _ • . _t 'r-- • ... • " -N'_ • ~ ,. :~.... ,"" ,:. ~. - ... ' :'_ 

must be in "P ... 3A'. - If "a'''customer :[s- in a hfqhe'r -pri6i:ity than P-3A 

before "'he ~makes' . ~' eo~enera ti~n"'eon~er~s ion ," ~th~ri 1'ii"-~il' r~m~ln, \i; :" :: 
that", hiqher priori iy . .. ~ "T'hu's;'::n;': ':cust~~~r ~~~til:d 'b,e":d6~~r~(ie~: -~il'" "", -,,:, 

'.~ ..... .. _ .. _ .,' _'. ' "'. ·0 •.. _.,. .... '-"', c ..... ' ~-. ~:._ '~.~ '~.7::~: :'::. ": ........ :::.~. ~.:....-. ,:'.~. 

priori'Cy'by vi:tue' 'of anycoqen'erat'!on "ins't"allation he miqht" make • 
•. ' •. ,- '-+' ,- ...... -".,' , .. ~. -~:' ........... ' .. -... .. ,_ .• , --:.' •••. :..:.~. ~--::.:.: (',I~.: 

In Revision A. for-examp'!e,'~f acoqcne=at"or "f's als"o" a hiQ'h prio:i-:)': 
. ~. ..... ....... '.' .~ ... ' .... ," ..... .'~.' ....... .. "'~ .... -- . . 

use= ~o: "'an":essenti:al a;=icul tural user,. -e"te'., 'then, 'b;E'v£~fue' c;f" this 
speciii ..:serstatus -i 'Ii; 'wd~li, :oe" ~clas-;ifi'e'd'~ in '~':'p~:iorit;' ':'h:!.~he= ;than 

" .... ,~ ~ ....:. . _.. -,- . ',-:- :':. '.' :.>~:., :~:' :.~~,:'-" .. ":" ... :-' ";. -:. 
3;". This ..... ould also,ap?!_y.~t~_, a~ exis-:!nq customer in P-l or P-2. ' 
If a large apartmen,t- "complex·,..:in- P-l has a cOQ'e:c.~~~t~n unit 

installed to prOdUCe elee~r~~ity and hot water, th~n the qas usee 
in such a coqeneration uni t-- would remain in P-l and not be reduced 

" ,'" 
to P-3A • 
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Staff Analyses 

If Revision Avere 1n effect. as the Comadssion'a curtail­
ment plan in 1978', the staff exhibit shows that statewide gas require­
ments of 401 million cubic feet per day (JIlMcf/ d) weald shift from 
lower priorities to P-lA and P-lB. Of th:ls 401 MKef/d, 78,percent 
would either have fael oil or liquid petroleum gas (:LPG) StaDc1l?y: 
facilities installed anel reac1:y for operat1cm.. at the time of transfer. 

" . ..~ .. . 

!he 1979 data shows that 81 percent of the requirements .h1fted to _ 
P-l 1mder Revision' A woald be capable of baru1:ag. :fuel oil or 'LPG at, 
time of' transfer. . ."" . " 

Revision ~ is less drastic than RevisiOll A." and.the staff 
exhibit shOW's only an elevation of 75 !tScf/d in 1978<with.alte~te,. 

fuel capability from P-3 to 1>-4 to the new P ... 2C. Using 1979 data, , 
the transfer amounts to 70MHCf/d. 

In Revision C the only ehB=ges from the present eurta1lDent 
plan are the elass1f'icat1on of cogeneration in ?-3A. and the ,classi­
fication of the old P-3 as a new 1>-3B. 

It shoald be "Aoted that 1n each revision the .total r;as 
requirements are not challged. Only customers with alte%rLate fue~ , 
capab11:Le:Les are movecl to higher priorities .mel ,"2'-4 :ts,made~ller .. 
'Ihis 0Il.1y exposes P-3 customers to curtailment sooner" vh11e -those 
who can use an alternate fuel are elevated to. a b:lgber priority 
and prO"ri.ded with a greater degree of protection from curcail:lent •. 

'!'be following table shows the percent reduction in the .P-4 
requirements for each revisicc in 1978- and ,197.9: . 

RevisIon 
'A:': 

B­
e 

-7-
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Percent of Redaction 
1978' 1979 - -", : 8~':', ".J '73:-' '. ,"" 

" ·.43;. -, "c'" .32, - ,"r-'''2f'' ' . ., 16' ... , 
,. r" 
o' _" .. .~ .. . -.. ' 
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With respect to the reclassificationof:lar;e commercial 

a~d i:o.sti tutional customersano. ino.ustrial boiler fuel u'sers 'with' 
peak-o.a:z" requirements between 750' ano. :1;$00 Mcf·,to 'aliQn' state;' ". 
criteria with federal criteria, the staff does' not: prOpose" :any -" 

chanQ'e~. It .,recommended that the- break between7 P-"3B" ~boi"ler-f'Uel 'and' 

P-4 boiler fuel r.emain at 750' Mcf/d on a pea;:', day';' Staff" "alle~es'" 

that t,here appears t~ be no, advantaQe in reducinQ 'the si-ze-o£'P-:4" 
as a curtailment' block .b.ut t.hat· it is preferable' to" 'keeP: P;"'4 "as: larQe-:: 

as possible to protect P-3B ano. P-3A from curtailment. 
,The state curtailment. plan establisbed;' by the Com:nission 

in :Oecisions ~os. 85189· a~e 86357, is ::todeled 'aft'er the' PERC ,. 

procedures applicable to El Paso. OriQ'inally,· the, pr~decessor 6f;"' 

PZ?C, the Federal Power Comlnission (FPC), in Order No. 467~B-r~"~reated:' 
an end-use plan which was a, statement': of "policy establishin<; 

interstate pipeline curtail::tcnt cateQories and'their relative 
priority. However, the· two plans (state and federal) ·:now differ 

s1.:'bstantially af~er"F~RC issueo. its pe~nent.,curtaii~e~~ "~le (Order 
~o. 29) to implement Section·.401 (a) of the ~aturalGas P,oliey Act. 

o _. • ,_ ~ 'W ., ..... 

The staff witness, Parks, :eviewed several pr6visi,~ns 

of the FERC El Paso tariffs, namely, the so-called ",hiQ~·pr'i.o·ri~~ 
c-" • ' ....... ". ." • 

users", the essential a~ricult~ral ,users, commerc-{al1:..sers., and the 

peak-day vol~~es separatinQ P-3 ~~d P-4~ 
However, as' sta:,= wi tr..ess Parks' noted,. the COrn::UsS;ion in 

Decisions ~os. 8518·9 and 86357 established an end-use priority syste:':1 
ar..d concluded that a true end-use. plan req1:..ires that' the use~of ~as 

ana not the end product should deter:nine the ap:9ropria~'e cu's,to:ner 
priority. It found tbata. distinction basea on customer ;'~:~:~ 
classification,. i.e •. , industrial. ana" commercial rather~ than bow the 

<;as is used at the burner tip' is. a social" jua;ment, a;~' ~~~)~~sea on 

the end-use concept. " " .", .. :. ~- -, " ... ' .... 
... -. -.' ~ ,', ....: ,.,~ '.::, 

-8-
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Finally, ,in its Decision No, .. 851'8:9 dated~Decemher' 2, 1975, 

the Com.-nission upon orderinq the es,tablishment· ~of : itsend':,l'se :'prior1ty 
systeI':'l for the statewide-allocation of natural ;qas 'expressed i'n 

Findinq 6 tile cornerstone of the system: namel'y, "'rhe-' crit'ical ,," 

consieeration whi,ch must ~e controllinq in any effort- 'to 'reasonably 

eistribute the effects of a sustainedshortaqe in~: 'manner which 'is'-' 

the least adverse to the- pu~lic' interest, is: the relat:ive-eapabil:ity'", 

of different classes of customers to utilizefuel::s- Othe'r than:: -natural' 
qas." 

'rhe staff, therefore, rejected-Revisions A: and 'B-' concerninQ' 
-:he new revisions of" FERC Oree: No., 29~ and Item 3, of the:' Commission f s· 
January 5,1979 mailino_ 
eogeneratiO\":' 

• t .... ';' -:::"':' : 

S-:ats. 1979" Chapter 922'addee'Section 454.7 to,the"Public 
Utilities Code; to read: 

"The Commission shall" to the extent 'Oer:nitted. 
bv federal law and consistent with Section ' 
277l, prov;i.decoqene:at'10n tecMoloqy projects 
with the hiQhestpossible pr10rity for the 
purchase of natural gas." 

Section 2271 provides: 

'''!'h'e com::ission shall establishprio:i ties 
~~onq the types or cate;ories of customers 
of every eleet:ical corporation, ancl evert qas 
corporation, and ~~on9 the uses ~f electricity 
or c;as by such C1.:stomers. The eo:::cissior.. 
shall ,determine which of such eustomer's and 
uses provide the most important public 
benefits and serve the qreatest public need 
ane shall eate;orize all other customers and 
uses in order of descendin; priority based, 
upon these standards. The commission shall 
establish n~ such priority after the effective 
~ate of this chapter which would cause any 
reduction i: the transmission of gas to" 
California pursuant to any federal rule, 
6rder, or requlation." 

-9-
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~hestaff states" that it believes that P,::".3;'" for .. 
.. .... ,., ',' .. ". ~ .", .... . ~ -' 

coc;eneration technoloqy is' a balance of 'Sectio?s 454.7 and .. 2771 of _ 
'. -

the Public Utilities Code." It states that c0generation will. involve. 
boilers and qas turbi~es which can use an al te~n'at; fuel." . ·This.. . .. , 

, .. ,,' I, .• :. ~...:' ••.• _ y '. • .. ..-.~ - • 

places coc;eneration technoloQ'Y in .. the hic;hes:t possible alternate. 
fuel capability classification .• . .' - . . / 

Other' Minor Recommendations _ .. 
. ••• i. 

...".--. - , 

P-3;'" and :>-3:6 and that P-2 (temporary) .be abolished. •. P-3A WOUld.. . '. 
... , .~,"'" '":- .... ~~ ... -.- .. ~~ ... , 

contain coc;eneration proj eets and P-32 would. cover, the .. re:na~n~~r, .. of 
old P-3. 

. " . ., .... _' 
Decision No. 90794' determined that the aeadline.of ~_ 

October 1, 1979 for the transfer of all P-2A (t.em~ra~y) ·'c;as. 
. , .' . ,', .... ~ 

customers to a lower priority did not apply to (a) commer.cial and 
. . ... ,,' ... - . 

institutional customers and (b) qualified essential aqricultural.use 
custome=s. There are 125 . suchcustomer~ in northern C~iif~~ia' ... 

.... -' .. - .... ' .... ' " ..... -
re<=;;uiring a. 7 Mef/d and 30 i"n southern California re~irinc; 13.1. 

• •• • r -, •• '". .," " • ' ... _ ' 

~cf/d. These former "firm" customers were never required,to nave 
. ,":. . . -,,', ~,~ '. .. 

standby fuel facilities, and in the lic;~t of .present,day qas..forecasts, 
the staff proposed that thev be ~xempt':from .i%l~tailin~stand.bY £.u~l ,. 

, • _. . "~ ':.. _~'. : .• ' ... ." "j,.' •• ,. ...... _, _.. .... ' _ ,. _T'" _ 

The staff ~lso :-e'com:nended that P-l., customers :W?~ exceed 
100 Mcffd and P-2A (t.emporary)" customers betransfe:t:.r.ed to. P-2.2,. .' '" 
"Cust'omers' wi th cpcc~appro'ved dev{atio~s fr~m' th~ ,r~~irem~~~s- of" '".. .. 

standbY fuel facilities." It" stated that since pre;~'nt" d~; qa~ ,sup~ly 
- • , ," P"-" " .... 

fo:-eeasts have improved, thisreco~~endation would eliminate the 
administrative burden on all concerned of processinC; on a case-by-case 
basis' any such'forme'r- "fir:n"cust'omers seekil~,-q-hirdSh~:p-·=eiiei,~b-:o;:'" ,. 

. . ,. "" .' ~ ",.' .' ., .. , ........ 

the standby fuel facility requi=e~ents of P-3B. 
Finally, the staff recommended that seasonal use eustomers 

be exempt from out-of-sequence curtailment in order to equalize annual 
curtailment levels amonq all the customers in a qiven priority class. 

-10-



It was statee that seasonal use customers require Qas wher .. demane 
, . ' 

from a distribution utility is at its lowest, i.e., the s:urnme:. " . ". ,.-..' 

and ~all months. The requirements to equalize, .curtailment~or.ces 
. . . .. ' 

the seasonal use customer's to ourn Oi,l unnecess,ari.ly~ and restri.cts 

the 1.!tili ty' s £lexi~iii ty in the use, ant! stora;e of 9as .• 

Southe~r.'C?lifo£nia Gas Company (SoCal) 
Frank X. Morris, Cotr.:nercial/lne.ustrial Market Services . ' . . /' 

ManaQ'er, testified on behalf of SoCa.l. H~ stated it sup.portsthe 
. , "," 

staff reco~~ndation for the creation of a P-3A co~eneratio~ 

prio:ity. In its'support SoCal ~tate~ that 'this cla~sific~tion should 

be available only to 'lIq~alifiee It cOQehe:ation ficili ti~s as" ~efil'l~d: y ., . 
in F~RC Order ~o. 70. SoCal states that the staff definition is 

,.~ .-
too broad and its use would permit de minimis 0: token uses of . . ' . 

- . . . ., . 

• 

cOQe:-.. eration as well as more, ~eanin;ful ~pplica't:iC?ns.,~, It. arQues ~,tha~ • 
by compa:ison uneer the operatinQ' and efficiency s:~andards, of Order . 

... ,- '" .. ' - ." 

~o .. 70, only bona fide cOQene:ation uses would qualify for P-3A _" 
.'~ . .' . '. .... 

class1:ication assurin9 more substantial results in the, e££ici,ent use 
of natu:al Qas, oii, 0'; othe: primary en~'rQY re~:ourc~~.· - ... ', 

w:;th respec't to u~ii1 ty c0gen~ratfon f~ci."l'ities, . it. is. ,. 
. . "- - '.". " ' . : -- '~:', ~ " -. ' 

a:;uee that electric utility customers would tend, to maximize. _ 
electrical output rather than fuel efficiency and :that '~h~; ,~o.uid have 

ade~\!ate incentive by assi;:-.ment 0: their facili,:ties to P-3,B. 

SOCal also ac;rees with the st~if '"th~t pre;s.~~t P~l and 1'-2 .' 
, •• ...., ..... " .• ~', • _'''' :' t. 

C\!ston".ers wi th co~eneration 'facili ties shOUld continue to' enj oy thei~ 
hiqhei cl:assification so lo~'; as' 'they' conti~~~'~O-qualri:i;~~;' i~~ -. _ .. 

independently. 

.... . "-,'" ~~ -

' .... , ...... .,.-. 

;"11-

o .. ' .. ,. _ or.: _T' .... '~ .. - .... ' , -

. . 
o •• -. .... 

.. 
. '. , 

'~O'., "'::. '.':"~.'~ 

. ~ ..... : "":~. ,.,.~:. . - . 

. ..... ' ...... ... .... --- ,.~ ._' -, .' 
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SoCal. opposes tbe staff proposal to el'iminate P:2A::··· 

(tempora:y) ane.transfer'nonresie.ent1al, alternate fuel:feais:i:ble,' 
ane above 100 Mcf/dona peak-aay to·P-2B •. It"arques-'that si:nce"the:·· 

inception. of the end-use priority system,' a number ~of-::P.::.l'~:customers:c~ 

whose, cons u.":lpt i on , increased' to': a level:,where they~ no:-·longer qUalifY-­

for that priority have been transferred to P-3'and'reC!uirea~to'!nstali 
alternate fuel facilities. Further; there are eXisting:,p~l'-eustomers;' 

who are ca~able of using an alternate·fuel· (formerly!nterruptible 

customers) . ane. it does not: make sense to create a speeiaI :cri'teri'on 
for P-2A Cte:nporary).-andcerta:in P-J>customers ... ·J

·:· ,-<:::: .. >:::~:::--.. ,~:.:.-
SoCal states. that the 'word "process" in t1'le·'staff .~ ".:, 

definition of P-2A- s!lould tie replaced with the· term "~nQnresidentiai" ,::: 

to insure that all commercial a.."'ld manyine.ustrial us'ers with' no' 

alternate fuel ca;,abi-lity qualify for ·P-2 cJ:assif,:tcat:ton:;-':~ ~ 

With respect to the interested: parties', most- -not·.,bly the:­
schools and hospitals' seeking reassign:ncnt 0,: ·tne:ir· priority-" -:' 

classification, SOCa-l states that- the common themetbat~one~rnust 

promote the social utility-of the pa.-eicular~ endeavormust:'be-' 

rej ected. SoCal -states tha:t such is. cont=ary ·to.--theend·~us-e--: system 

which has been .so carefully thou~ht out ane.:that:" the ,b~:s-ic~ "rule" that 

those with si:':'lilar access to alternate fuels betreated:- similarly' :in: ' -

service classi:ic-ation has not been sbown. to· operate un£'-ai·rly. 
Further, SoCal states that 'any char.~es int'hecurrent·end~use priority' 
syste:':'l must be justifiee on the basis of- c;ene'ral.: ~ene:,it,s to: all- of 
SoCal's custo:':'lers and not merely because of the supposed relative 
merits of a particular: end proe.uct.'-
j?acifie Gas and Electric Companv (PG&E) - :: 

PG&E supports the staff recommendation-· to·abolis'h:-P~2A'­
(temporary) but states that. these customers should be t'ransferred ~ . 
to eithe= P-3 Qr P-4 as appropriate rather ~han P-2S'as recommendee. 

by the staff. PG&E supports ae.option of a cogeneration priority and 

-l2:" 
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feels that ,no distinction,shoule:be mac.e for: c09enerationfacilities 

owned by utilities. Without takin9-a position 'on whether., or': not::· the', 

Los,Ar..;eles Department of Water-and'Power:s '(LAnWP) .request"::to·serve,-:,~ 

Scatter;oodGeneratin;,Station Unit 3 ,(SGS-3) in' P-3, is: valid;: PG&E:" , 

states it s!lould be, given such treae:nent only unde:- cert.:tin:;eondi'tions. 

Finally, PG&E .,a9r eed with ,staff' srecommendation that· all seasonal ',:, 

use custotle:s should be exempted from out-of-sequence curta11ment-;' , 

With respect to the elimination of P-2A (temporary), uses:: -', 

by transferrin9 such uses to :P-2B, PG&E states ,that ,this -could lead:': 
to dissc.tisfaction ~ong former: P-2.tI. (temporary), custOt:lers who' ._' .. 
installed 

to P-3, or 

penalty: 

and (2) a 

alternate fuel capability-and were'subsequently;transferred 

P-.; -: PG&E arques that· these"customers ~receive a~donble - _ 

(1), incu::ed capital co'sts for additional planned :facili'ties 

lo· .... e:- prior:i.ty while exper:i.enein;:hic;her fuel bil'1s . upon' 
heine; transferred to the lQwer priority..PG&E: states:tnat,while 

p:esent qas supply forecasts are favorable ~" forecastsare,"subj"ect ,·to.: 

chan;e r ~:ther I once reassiQnee to P-2B: such ,customers 'cou'ldinstal'l, 

additional equipment: or, -rep-lace existinq facilities. with:.equipmerlt 

that does not have alternate fuel capability.: PG&E- 'arqueS:':tbat: : -: _ 

assi<;nment of· P-2A ~te:nporary) c:ustorne:s to P-3 or P-4. 'would avoie:~ 
this potential proolem. 

. On LADWP' srequest, PG&Etakes the position: ,that sbould':' 
the Co~~ission ~rant the request, the s~~e' conditionspropo"sed by 

San !>iec;o Gas & Electric Comp~ny (SDG&E) should be. :i!'!'1posee~ .' , . 
~DC&'Z -., ' " 

SDG&E expressed concern over the' staff-- proposal-:-' to:abolish 

P-2A (te::'lporary) and the transfer of these eus~omers ,'to_ P';'2B .,and" _ . 

the request of'LAOt-.1? to. elevate ,SGS-3. to P-3:. on'a per:nanerit- basis. 

SOO&E stated that tbe transfer of: P-2:1-.. (temporary) customers to:- p-za" 
'. --.. _ , . _~. ..-, _ I':~ _ '" i" • 
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should be :limited to- their 'exi-stinQ ~_equ'ipmer .. t only.:- .::Shoutd: exis-tinQ:; ,­
equipment ce replaced .. or: -capaei-ty enlarQed, 'J.t' s'houJ:d -carry a: _p_:> ,( .. 
or P-4 classifi-cation,. , .,' . - -. -' .. -- .. , ,_', ....... , 

With re;spect: ,t~ SGS-3, SDG&E ·states,it"is-·~troubled'·at a. 
:nove of the ma;nitude ,requested·· at t'he~ expense of other: .eu'stomers.'~' 
SDG&E states t'hat the ,LADwP,request should only be QranteQ..:.uneer'the' 
followin; conditions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4~ 

SGS-3 should- 'be placed in a new P-3C 
eate,90ry placinQ it, just above P-4 ' 
custome=s. ' 
LADr,..'p- should seek federal relief throuQh' 
a FEF.C order:. to raise SGS-3 deliveries'. ' .. 
to a federal ,-3. 
SGS-3 should burn P-S gas when it is 
available • 
Rates for'P-3C gas should be at the' sa:ne 
level as for P-3B customers. 

5. 'Any reassiqnment,of SGS-3~be temporary 
subject to annual Commission review to 
determine whethe= it should continue to 
enjoy such a high classification. 

" ,.... 

SDG&E supported the staff proposal for creation. of·. a . P-3A ' 
classification for cOQeneration. It took exception to.the:Socal:--

. . .. " .. ,~. 
proposal for adoption of the FERC definition of owne:shipfor-
qualified cOQeneration facilities. It is argued that the rZRC 

purposes of the Na~ral Gas Policy 
Act (~GPA), which exempt eOQeneration frorntne 
and the PUblic Otilities Holdi~; Compa~YAct. 
S9~thern California E9ison C9mp~ny (Edison) 

. . - . 

Federal Power Act 

.... 

Edison opposes the LADWPrequest to elevate SGS-3 from 
_ • .'., ,r' .,." ,-

P-S to P-3 ano. recommends that t1'le CommiSSion should urqe LADwp·'to ' 
........... --" seek' federal relief from" FERC. Edison" arques t1'lat . (1) 'any" elevation 

, , -, . 
. .1 .", 

-14-

..... I" """''''' . , ...... ' 



C.958l, 9642 ALJ/km '. ," r"< 

of SG5-3 to P-3 without 'a prior .FERC 'authorization and without -

pay back of qas to other P-5 electric qenerat!onqas 'users woulc' 

emasculate the concept of parity among electric utilitY<9as' users' "" 

and (2) elevation of SGS-3 without 'a similar prior curtailment priority 

chanc-e by FERC in El Paso's curtailment plan couId result.~'in a> loss 

of qas to' California in. violation. of 'Sect'ion 2'771 .. 

LAOWP . -," 

1'estifyin9 for LJ..DWP was its qovernment~l aff~irs' 

coordinator ,ja."nes E.. Helt and fuel supply a<im1n.1strat,or,.John 0.. Russell. 
L;..Dw? requests that it, SGS-3 be permanently ela~sif1ed- ,as P.-3. It 

argues t.hat (1) SGS-3 has no alt~rnate fuel eapa.bil"ity: (2) the 

Com:nission reco~ized SGS-3's problems by qrantinQ' a ~~3 class:!.fication 

in Resolution ~o. G-2311i (3) it makes no sense to have.a $'120 million 

facility idle for lack of fuel while other industrial facilities 
with alternate fuel capability areburnin9' 9asi (4) overall fuel 

cons~"nption would be reduced because SGS-~ is LADWP's most efficient 

uni t i (5 ) it would help firm _ up' t~e State's electric. p,ow,er supply: 

and (6) there would be no 'effeet on parity with' other" electric 
utilities u::.til 1983.' ,- ...... 

California-Farm. Bureau 
Feder~tio~ (Farm Bur~,u) 

Fa~ Bureau favors. adoption ?fRev1sion A o~ Exhibit 224, 

wherein all. a~ricultural use is, placee in P-1B,. , I:t arques ,that. this -
-

revision most closely approximates the FERC curtailment plan ane, . " 

· .... oule thus assure proper allocation of, interstate ;as to- California. 
, ' . 

!t also ar;ues that California '.S current curtailment plan is based on -
. ,-' •.. - -. -... " , ... -.--. , -- ... . 

end-use rather than end product and this coupledwith.commission 

priein9 policies creates inequitable economic co~ditio~s:w1!ich'could 
not occur if the state plan is patte::-ned a~ter the"~ERc,~pl,an~.,:-:::rinally,, 
it ~rques that sinee a;riculture is of the utmost puclic cenefitl 
it shoule be accorded the hiqhest priority. 
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Lel;,nd Stanford University (St.,nford) ,~ ,-_ ,.,' , -" .. ' .. :' .,.. 

Stanford's ener~ pr09'ram mana9cr'I,,:i:ltdawefsberq testifiee 
that notwithstandinQ'- the alternate fuel eapab:tlity of sc'ho-6ls'and:' -" 
hospi tals" they' should enj oy a hi9'h priority class"i'fieation in' keepinq­
wit~ the p:-iority classi"fication provided by' NGPA~"Stanfo:-d·s- position 
is tha.t' such a classification is mandatory because Seetl'on-:-277'l- ' 

proVides that n~ priority shall be establi"shed 'that' would' cause: any .. 

reduction in' the" transmission of: Qas to- California pursuant' 'to any 
rule~ order, or re9ulat:ion. It also: ar;ues': that (1" SeCtion '739 ',' 

recr..:i:-es hi~h priority for lifeline quant1tie's' of --Qas"-';seQ.~~for~'-·'· " 

residential anc"life-suppo=t purposes; (2) continuinQ' low priority 
:0:- larQe sehools is unjust becnuse'it results in'; uncqUa"lti-eatment: 

• 

(3) the volume of gas shifted because of such an' elevation-i's sl'n3'll' , 
ane. would not have a sionificant effect on' the'priority SCheme': and';' 
(4) the, staff failed to consider as a!1 alternative to fuel'=eurtailment· 
that users in a lower priority be curtailed only ·SO·, percent' 'before' 
users 'in the next hi9her priority are curtailed.' '., .... -:' 

Stanford also obj ected to the- receipt· of ' any·' evieence"~ on· 
the elevatio=- of SGS-3:to a hig-her priority_ It-states,that~the' 

hearin; was noticeQ as limi teo. to' determine: incon'sisteney in the', state' 

, 3:i:;9~,~e.ge,:;::~1 eurt';'ilrlent pl=.ns ~ :me ~ince SG~,-3' is trc3tc'e:t~e"s~c" in . 
',~,e.o,t~ .,;~~;~l,,?-n~t s,tate~systems" ,~~~ is', ~ypropriate'to 'he~r'the' '::equest 
, of ~~ " ....' -,- ._"". -. .,' 

A:lI::lonia.: Pr'OGUcers . :-,~, -,''', ".-

, ' ' .. " . The'· Valley Nitrogen Producers, Inc .. and'· UniOn': Cl'lemieals~~~ "'," ••. f. __ ,. _ . f.1 _..... , ............. • • , • .' 

)~?:~iO"J;l; '2; :O¢AA •. 9:;'~ Cocp:Lny' of Ca.~ifo~a. (~On:ra Produc~~rs) ': 
~·.2'~::~~~:~ ~e;tr .. brie~· t;hat-- after revi~g' ~~~ .st3ff-proPosed rev:i~ . 
, sions cOntained in Exhibit 224' and' consider:t:Dg their" pos':i"tibn':'With . : 
_. __ ,.. • • • • , • ......, ., oj • • ••• _ I .,0, .... ".. 

respect "to, the NGFA and: California r s-' curtailment" plan," the.Y'were· ",,-: 
. s~tisi1~'d:--with' thei~::-- P--2A 'classificatio~'~'~ . , :. '.,. '. .-,~-::~ ..:: ----:~: .:' --

• ....... ...... ",::: ....... ~ ":I','~ . 
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Canners League of Californ.i~ (L¢~gueJ· ... 

Mr. E_. D.Yates .. , vice-presioent ofJ .. eaQue-,' testified in 

support of the staff recommendation that·· seasonal· use :C'I.lstomersnot 
be subjected to out-of-sequence curtailment. Yates' objected that 
staff's reco:l."nendation (Revision C,' of· Exhibi:t. 2.24) dio., not:: identify: .. 
essential at;:'icu.l tural uses a~e. place. aQricul ture in i:ts appropriate 

priority alont; .fe~eral criteria lines.. Yatesal.so- statea that Leaque-·· 

believed .the staff;failect to ao.equately evaluate .. the: n.at~ral 9~s::: ' .. ' -

supply and de~d-: p:i.ctu~e .in. california in making i ts ·recommendat:1.ons.·~ 

General Motors Corporation (QM) .. ..," ,- - . ,'" . 

, G~ s.:tates .. tl~at, ,none 0: the, proposals .. for .. priority uJ?9radinQ' '.~ 

of certain customers or. classes... of customers, justifies. a o.eparture.: ~:_ 
- -, . - ," - . ' 

fro:n the end-use concept. .It arques that the rationale: of· .. change·: for-

con:~rI:\ity t.o federa?- curta~lIr.ent criter,i.a. is • .... eak since: the:-:, common _ '. 

denominato,r of all. such proposals is the introduction: of: eno. .. proeuet, 

i.e., social utility. considerations. which dilute the. effec:tiveness ~. ': 

of the eno.-use concept .. GM sta:tes tha.~ ~he impOSition·. of~·end::·product 
considerations . U~O;Q. az:a.. end-use· curtailment, system. renders ..... that system 

, .-. ..., -, -. ~ . 

less effective: in accomplis~?; its. central purpose·,:: namely.,. _::''-'' ",', .. 
minimizin; the. total co~~,.of n~turaL gas shortages, to society. ,oy- first­

curtaili::g those c~tom~rs_ who do 1!ave. al ternate: fuel.:· capaoi.li ty., ~ 

To the ex.tent .custome:s havin;- alternate fuel capability.-ar.e:::: .. :.<:~. . " . . .,.. ...-". '. '-"'" .... - . 

elevatec in ~riority because their "product" is deemed to have. ~>-:_ .. : ';,­
greater social value, more of any curtailment burden wi'll-:l:>e-,·im~se~:::,~ 
upon custo:ners· lackin; altern~te ,fuel_ ca~ability. ·:wi·th:a· cor;r.esponc.inqly 

,_ . _. r' .. .,'w _ ._ ...... • - • • • _ 

t;:'eater conversion cost .. to society as' a ..... bole -_, ' :"~ .. _, .. _" ~ . _ .' '. . _0 ., ". ..... _._ .. 
, .... , ......... ,..' • I,.' I'"~ 

.. GM sta:tes th~t NG?A. does.: not ma~date: sta:te: ~on·f.orm1ty.::.: ':: :,: ,~ 
with federal· PFiori.ties.. GM:~P01nts:out, ,tha:t: 'l'itle:-·IV:·,~f:. NGPA::;:;::.:'";:'::',' 

expressly appl,ies to interstat~-.:pipelines an~ 1:hat·ther:le9isla:t.iye~ .. -:'. :~ 

history of ~GPA reveals that t~e:,House·and~ Sena:te'~:Conferees,,::'for~:tbe::=:," 
NGPA specifically rejected a proposal to extend federal control to 

the bUr:ler tip. 
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GM also stated that the contention"of,many::'of"the part1es-< 
that California will lose g-as if it does not-'co;'fOm'"to- -~11e':'f~de~~i ", 
criteria is sheer speculation. It states tiia{~~ettl~~~t::'~~90tiations 
in El,Paso's curtailment cas~s (rERC~:oocket'No;"RP 72~6'~:et"ai:') , " 
are currently underway and that based onthe:;:o:n.~i :tee "S'~QiS'eus:~ions­
to date it appears ,that El Paso's deliveries, as between California 
distributors and east 'of :California d:tstribut~r~;'wili>oe'bas~d ~~' .' 
fixed, historic end-use :pr6files for their resp'ecti~e sys'~~its: ~nd:': 
thus will'not affeet:the':manner in whi'Ch tbe Cal£i;~~ii;'di;irisJt;r'~:: 
sell natural ;as.'" 

.~ .."' " -" _ > ,,. ," ...... - -,. ..'"+ .~ .:;, 

Lorna Lil'la? Uni versi ty '(L'2m2 til'l-dri) 
... -, .,...-... ~-' - . ' .. , -

"'J¢hn H~'Kriley,: physical plant administrator for -Lorna Linda" 

testified that Lorna Linda' is p'resently classified as'p:"4 ~edaud~ "i't; , 
peak-day d~and is over 750' 'MC:: and r~quested that' I..om~Liric3:i' ;~ " . - ' 

,_ .. r • _~ ..... - _'. __ - , ..... -, 

\!p;raded to ?-3. Kriley stated that Lorna Linaa," has ",a-new--en,er;y--'·- -, 

conserVation:proqram which in'cludes the installation of' a new central 
boilerfaeilityto proVide· hot 'and ehille-e: ~~t'er"throuQ'hout "th~' " -, 

. ~ •.•• '. • - • .,' '".,. ,\.' -I '" '"', ~.~ .:. ':.' " ,.,,~ '"_ _. 

campus buildinqs. He stated that this new sj"stemis 'desiQ-nea to 
• • I • ~. .' • - ~ r - -. '.' ,. ,-.. • 

repla'ce ,three inef'ficient'bOilers now be'inq utilized and that" the 
. ..... . . . _.. ~~, , ..... ,"'"'.- ~." '_ c: ' ,,, . _:-

central'ized' heating- and' cooling- will provide :naximu."I\- ene-rqy efficiency, .- .-. ..... , 

while reducing enerQ'Y eosts-~ In addition, in' conj'unction with the 
' •• ' 'f 

installation of the cent:al ~oiler facility; Loma'Linda"is plannin9 
to: install' two ste'a,."n turbine' qeneratinq" units b'etween the" boi'i~;s' , .. -~' 
and the stea:n absorbe:s to qenerate' a'portion o,~,·, i~~' ~'~~~t;i~i~y.:·~-: :~. 

,I. -.' 

On cro'ss-examination Kriley would~ not a;ree -that ' :. .. - <-: . 
.... .- , .... ~-

industrial ?-4 customers who convert individual units to a central'·'­

facility or initially construct a central facility should be afforded 

the ?-3 classification, statinq that he saw a distinct difference 

between an educational institution and a manufacturer • 

..la---
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California ·A.sphalt-.·~avement,: .. " ... , .. 
Association (Association) , 

.' . _"I'", _ .. " ... ~ .. , -, .•. ---' .'. 

Robert R. Munro testified on behalf of~ the Association-.· 
. .-

, ' 

The Association's ,memoers are. producers of aspbal tic. concrete·- which 
• • •• ,' • • ..1'. - - , 

is used' :0:' the ~onstruction and maintenance of streets. and:-hiqhways. 
• '.C ,0' • ~ • 

Members are presently classified as P-3 .. because their peak~day ... ' _ .. 

demand is less tban 7S0,.Mc: and are opposed to elevating. any:P~4.~·· 
Ci:stomers becau.se of the. installation of. ,acentra~ ....pl.ant "ot:;a , . . ..... 

" ..-. -', 

coq~neration facility.. MUnro.. stated that, ~eleva.tinQ )-::4 ,customet:s to : 

P-3'only increases the likelihood that present P-3 cu~tomers:will '. 

face more :reque'!'l.t and larc;er curtailment. Further I he ... statedth~:t=.:' 
.,.. + •• -" ... - ......... ~. '- -- .. -.-

because most central .plants have. thecapabi~ ty. t~. -.J~u:z::n' a. rl~)'w"~rade 

alternate fuel, their costs are not as qreat as .. the s~ll. P:-:;3 :.cus;tomers 

who must burn the more expensive. ~o. •. 2 diesel-as an, al.te.rnate; f?e,l .. 
Glass co!,tainers Co!'p. (GCC). .. '.--. " . ,. 

Richard Carroll,. mar.ac;er. of ener;y util/ization:~for~GCC:I':' . 
• ' -, _ •• , •• c" _, '" ., • • --

testified that asa manu£_aeturer 0; .. glass. co.r..t'a1ners ,.f.or.all...:-.ty.p~s 
-,.,' ... -- " ." .. . ~ -

of com."':Ioditi~.s and the employer. of ca~proxima't:ely 1,100, peopl.e; .with:~an :. 

an.."lual payroll of some $1.5' million, GCC".is opposed to"tbeeJ..ev.ati-on:··· 
~ .' • .._ c...·.. ' . .- . " .. . 

of any: 1'-4 customers to P~3. He, sta::ed .that sue~ ac.ti.on .would;o.nly:" ~ 

dilute ~he 1'-3 ;3S_ presently available to P-3.customers ane -::.edu:ee-
r" " ~ ••• 

quant:i.t:i.es available for operations where. alternate fU,el.use:;.has:.' .. 
de~rime:ltal effects. He also .. stated that,. throuc;h var:f.~us .. cons.eryation'. 

:,:\et.hods GCC has reduced :f. ts .. ener;y consu."!'I~tio:n. by .. approximately 1·5: 

percent since 1972 in t· .... o of its plants and a third plant's furnace .. 

is scheduled to under;o major re~uildi1lq in 1980 .. to .increase.-

. ..... .. .... "':: : - ..... - ......... ,'-:- ... ~ 

-,.. ',- . -,' . .' -_ ........ ' .... _'., .... 

' ...... ~. ' .. , ~ ... '" ~" ,. 
-,- ,u, .,. - 'r'.: ..... : .,. .... ... ' ~, .... _. _, 0", h .... '" • 
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~ 

University of C;;.liforni:; (University) 
'the Unl:versity appeared ane filee ~ ~'brief ~reque~:tinQ""'(l}:lth~"' 

elevation from P-2A' (temporary) to P-l' for four :dorm:ttory:iac!iitie~ " , . 

at its Los Mgeles campus:- (2)' an 'overall hi;h'"pr:to"rit:{' d~~i~riat'iori:-'>' -.- "-

:or se:-vice to schoOls ano. hos~i tals ;ane (3) an overal1. bl:;h priority 
for service to c0generation facilities. 

.. ~ .. ; ... I, -: 

to a P-3 and P-4 priority serv'icc 'and sc'rved 'under the-:·sa.~e rat'e' ~ 

scbedules as industrial customers with the s~~e priority classification. 
He statee that' the Uni versitysupport'ed the provis:i;onS- 'of' the' NGPA, 

wherein schools and hospitals 'are classifiee as 'hi9'h~pr£or'iti us'~rs:" 
, , '. 

a:'!d exe:npt frol':'l inerel':'lental or alte'rnative "fuel-rel'ateo. :ir'ici:lQ"~ ""ie" 
statee t'hat t'he University propose"s that schools and "hosp1'tais " 
currently with P-3 and P-~ priori ties, but exempt from inc:-ementaf""' 
pricin; uno.erNGPA, should be reassi;ned to 'P~l.· . Such a reas'si<;n."I1ent 
would t'hereby eXe!:'Ipt the school""s and 'hospitals from 1ncrement'"af'" " 
pricinq since the only rate schedules based on" alternative "fue"f~ , 
capability are P-3 and P-4". At the July: 15 hearinq," Winteri='te'st1fied" 
that while requestin~ a.n elevation in prio:-ity, 'he pUrPose'lY" om1ttee: 
the request for P-l beeause it rnay not· be'aeeo:nmodatee:. ~He-: stated~ 

the Unive::sity could ·support either Revisions 1\ or B' of:~taf:f::- ~"~ 
'-,"" Exhibit 224." ",' ,~""'., 

On cross-exalnination ·,Unte::s stated that the' present~' - "­
priority schel':'le, as well as the utilities I rat~{ schedules>;' fail to 

:nake a distinction betweeninstitut'ional and' industri~l/eornmer'ei'al­
usa;e which he feels should be :nade-. He·" ad%ni ttec- that no'":camius'~ had~ , 
been curtailed but': state"d 't'hat at" one' time'" the Irvine campus':bad~'a -:-: ~ ';" "--

.; ... '::' .~: : .. - -:. ;~~ ... : -- .,~:: ,;..' .. : -,; - ./ . 
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supply of only 24 hours of alternate fuel., ,.Winters-statee that all . 
.. .. , ••. , ...... ,.., ...... ~ ... . _.r _ ....... , ... , ....... ,. ~ ~ r -

schools ane hospital s should be affordee. a ,P-l priori.ty . but , ·aemi tteo 

that he had no idea of the effect of his recommendation -·on·:the 

quantity of Q'as or the_number of schools or hospitals that would be. 

affected. Finally, Winters stated that part of the mo.tivation for 

requestinq P-l service, in addition to an assuree supply of· qas,·was· _ 
the differential in rates oetween P-l and P-4. 

With respect to the . .four dor.n.itoryfacilities., the ,Oniver:sity·' 

ar;ues. that P-l is the proper classification. since·.p-lis;fo:r:·. 
-

reSidential use and the dor:nitories are,strictlyresieence halls ... 

C?.I 

• 

CPI's position is that .it is unfair and il.1oQ'i<:al.·to 

classify its central facility.at. Century Cityir .... P-4 since :l.ess: 

enerqy-e,fficient boilers c0U:ld h~ve been installed at e.ach.-9f .the . • 

buildings served by it ano. yet each. would qualify .for ·the :hiQ'he:-· 
... - ~ . . 

P-3 priority._, . .. 

Testifying for CPI at the December 10,,1979 ·hearinQ",,- .. 
" . 

Lee H. Freeman stated that CPI's natu=al~.as-burninq.central,plant is 

siq:nificantly more enerqy-efficient t.han sepa=ate ~,ilers: installed:" 

at each respective building. Free~n transla~ea· the estima~ed. 

peak-eay demana of ene=;y receivee by th,e various buildings ,-in the 

complex servee into Mcfs. This tabulation. shows .. tl'-.at each: bu·ildinq", 

in the complex. has a peak-day dema.."'le of. less .. than 750 Mcf .' . Thus.,. . 

each buildinq would receive p-3 service if it were served throuQ'h· i:ts :.'­

own Q'as-fired boiler. : 
In explaining how the CPI facility is mOre ener9Y-e:ffi~;ient,: -::~' 

than indi:vidua~~y fired. beatin; ana cO,olin; .. ; l,lni.ts r Freemanstatee 

that efficiency. is. br~uQ'ht:about in two ways:~ fiJ:'st, by install,inQ''' 

different types of equipment than, would be generally po.ssible..: in:,:. 

individual ~as-fired plants and, second, by the operatinq flexibility. 

made possible by having a multiplicity of machinery at the central • 
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• 

locatioI'!. He estimated that CPI ,has .saved .ove:::·.4'O··million·.:.':_the=:ms .. ·. 

0: gas' in the past 13 years bytbe instal1ation-of:1ts cent'ral 

boiler facility. 

CPI stateo.·.in its. brief that. it .supported"the··creation:-of 

a coqeneration priority and arqueethat the same lOQic~for 
rewardin~ cOQenerators should apply to' customers like. CP:::- whO': have' 

demonstrated siqnif icant·· ener~. savings,:. by virtue of: the", establisbrnent 
of central plant facilities. . . '. -. ,- - -' . 

CPI ar'ques that : it is. essential that .. the" state·: and federal,: 

curtailment plans be'in line with"each'other, since· interstate'9as: 

wi th a hiQ'h priority, should be received by the" intended ultimate " hi9h' 

priority user and not • d:i.vertee , to lower priority,-customers .. : It:.:. 

:u:"t.her ar;ues that ass:i.qning a lower, p:ior:i. ty to California"; 

custome:s would violate Section 2771 of the Public Uti1iti~.s_:.coe~:." 
GM obj eets to elevatinc; CPI and other P-4 :'eustomers to 

P-3, statinq that it" is, premature, that no- eompelling::c:i.rC\lrnstances. 

for any elevation· have· been shown, and :tp.at i(::;~:~~~~is·1;:¥,l.t ~~h . 

. ~:oUnd '~d·':'is~~·~eUi~.e:~lt:i~nt,· pri?~ip les ~ 
Canners Steam Company, Inc. (canners} 

Canners, a customer-owned and ope:ated central steam facility 

se:vinc; tuna and related fish product processors at. Terminal Island 

in southe=n California,. did not pa:ticipate in 'the' ·hearin9::.but·~fi1ee. ." 

a let.ter suppo:tinQ the ,elevation of" eentral stea."n':plants ~ to:<?-3 _ :.:' 

Canners states that the present P-4 classi:ication':is 
pc.nitive to Canners in· that· its central boiler replaced-some ... 22 :': 

inefficient boilers usin9 less t.han 750' ·Mef/e. and· that.:i.£ such:.actio1'l' 

had not been taken" all 22 inefficient boilers would 'be classified -:' .. ' 
as P-3. CaJm.ers believes there should .. bean incentive~for'the> ,'~'. ",'-,":".-:: 

consolidation 0: less efficient P-2and P-3, ·boiler.£uel.c:ustomers into 
more efficl.ent central enerqy· fac:i.li ties. -.~ .- .. - .. --:' ,-: .:.. ::. ""::'::, ' . 

.-22-
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Californi, M,nuf,eturers Association (~), -- . 

CM1\"s position is that the Public Utilities Code~~'which ' 
:-equired the establishment of a priority system, precludes:tbe. 

elevation of customers'because of efficier.cy~ CMA ar;ues""t'hat the 

fundal':lental basis for the present priority system, is the- ease~ ane' " , 

expense of providing alternate fuel in the event of~' interruption' of,' .. 

service and that tbe request for·elevation'ignores'tbis~basic'pr:l.neiple. 

Further I CMA ar~es that while there may 'be some· sound.:- public' poli'cy"'; 
baSis for alloeatin~ natural gas on efficiency of use-and:sueh would 

add. to the incentive for conservation, it should not 'be'done:':piecemeal. 

Finally, CY.J.. states that legislation is required. if- efficiency is to-' 

be a criterion for rev1e-.rin;'the present priority .. system rather,: than" 

the criteria used in Decision No.'S'S189. 
Other Pa,;ties: " -, ' 

Alan R.', Ross representin~' the Eospi tal- Council' of:: Southern 

California stateethatunder'eurrent curtailment priorities~hospitals­

are in an' extremely vulnerable: position ~ His position::: is, 'that ':­

hospitals need the flexibility afforded:,them 'by'a ... hi;her natural gas': . 

priori ty. He feels that the security' of a reaeily: available' .supply ~~, _', 

of fuel oil is frequently in jeopardy. ". .. ....... 

Ronald B. Ha:-ris made-'a presentation on behalfof:"the' 

California COr:l.."nunity Colleges. ' The'Boareof Governors,: adopted;' a 

resolutioneated April 24, ·1980 that all 'community coll:ege~districts 

should develop and maintain a program of energy and resource 

conse:,vation for eaeh of their :'espective collegiateocgeoQ'raphic'areas. 

Har:-is ur~ed that the community colle;es be upgraaee', in priority 
statin; that such was in the public interest ·'because::of the services 

provieed. Sealso arqued that" the ,California ,plan must -::recoQ'Dize' the 
hi;h pr:i.o:-i ty, afforeee, schools uneer . the federal' curtailment: plan:' to:::, 

insure delivery of gas during" curtailment· 'of:tnterstate qas.;: .. ::: - ' 
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Robert 1.. scbmider,of Thatcher,Gla~s Mal;\lfacturin9 Co. 
testified that he too was fearful that the upqradinq.,ofP-4 'central· 

, ' . . ....... 

boiler customer~ to 'P-3 would dilute the, preseI?-t,av~ila.p11,i,tyof ,P~3: . 
qas and, in addition to more frequent interr'Uption "of s,ervice, would 
require the use of an alternat'e £~el,:wh£ch:woule:'~cc~i~;at~" furnace 

..... , .. ,,~ . ~ 
deterioration. ..-" ,- - ~."" -"---., ... 

" _.. ...... -

DiSe\lssio!'l 

From the above sum:naries,' it is 'clear that, .rev:"i.1On of the .,. . ~ ... - .... 

end-use priority system, is favored by those parties: ,seek'in9~ an 

elevation in priority. The utilities' are' neUt:'ra'l~ The: r~-:a;ons 
advanced include effic{ency of operation, thereby con-serving. a natural 
resource" the puni t-i ve -effect of certain ~oiume't~ic' cr1 t~;i~:~,': an'i the 
need toassureqas to' California oy' 'ali9nin~ the ~tat~' p~'id£rty , ~::' 

~. ,"- ." . ., .... '. - -~ " 

classifications more closely to those of' NG?A.' 

Those opposed befieve it'is'pre;'~ture t~ alter the scheme 
. . ,'''. .,:' .. :: ':-' ,~: .. -' .". . 

prior to completion of hearinq from all' affected ~ustomers." They 
.. , ..... 

arQ'ue tllat any reVision at tllis time would 'be' a piecemeal or 
band-aid 'approach' with the pot'ential for- 'setting. a' tre;-dthat would 

be an ad:ninistrati ve niQ-htmare.' 
po .. • .. , rr " • ',~: '': i:" : -:. ~. -

The ener.;.use priority scheme now'-in eff~ct was ~ adopted'" in " , 

Oece:.'\ber 1975 after 2l days of hea'rin~ in'San Pr~nci~~o/' 1.O'{An9~les> 
a::!e San :Oie~o. It> is a comprehensive, worka~le', and detailed l?~a~" 
which ansWe:"s' most of the troublesome questions' faCinQ', this ," ,'" 
Contnission relat±veto' the State's~:qas suppiy> As:pointed:out;in-~ , 
that: eecision, 'the'" basis', for- any erlo-use'- priority', pian::"'i~-\l~W:; t~e~ :..", -

Qas is'to be used'at the burner'tip with an'-und~riYin9' c;nsid~ritio~' 
.," . - ," ~ .... " .. - "" I~""" ", ,...-

of the economic' and technoloQ'ical feasibility"'of conversion" to an" 

alternate fuel. c. _ •• ____ •• ~ ••••• ".,,' "_~'_'''_H''-''''-'''''_''''_'_'''''' __ ''_'''' __ ............ .-..,-_.-... --..-.- .. 
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In' Oecision·'No .. 8'518'9 'we distinQ'uished'betwe,en" ;as for 

indust:'ial boiler fuel use and eom.-nereial boiler -:u~e, 'cut in "Decision 

~o. 86357 we eliminated that distinction statinq that: 
"A true' end-use plan ;:egtlires t'h.,t the us·e 
of the ga 5 Sind not the end...;eroduct . shou'ld 
determine the appropriate customer prioiitv. 
As pointed out and concurred in by most 
participants, a distinction based on customer 
classification, i .. e., industrial ,and ... 
corn:nercial, rather than how the ¢as is'used 
at ,the burner tip is a social" Jud~ent and 
not. cased on the end-use concept." _, ~ 
AS' stat,ed 1,y many participants, the cOmmo,n den0rni~ator 0:. 

all the proposals for uPQradin; is. the introduction of, .end ,product and . ~ . - ," - ~ -
social utility considerations which,dilute the effectiveness of- a 
curtailment system based on, end use. 

, ,', 

Thewholesalee1evat"ion of present P-4 cust?mers .. ~o a 

'hiqher prio:i ty . make,S no sense • 
. .. 

There is no evidence of any, pendinQ' curtailment .. of ,P-4 ' 
. ' . .'. . --' . -. . " 

c:usto::'lers and consequent associated hardship to justify ,any.chanQ'e . .' - - " ,,"" " .. 

:!on priority.. In fact, present supply forecasts indicate .. li,ttle, if 
" .. . ~ - , .. '. '" 

any, curtailment thro~;h mi~-1980.. F:urther". t~ese p~~ customers have 

the abili tv to burn an alternate fuel. " ... . 

A."lothe:, ::'Ia-eter related to qas supply forecasts .is tl,'le,': 

rest:'iction placed on utilities to prohi1:lit service to, c:erta.:!n,llew'-,: c:us­
to':lcrs .:me to prohibit increased service to certain ~,~st~ ... eu~tome'rs. 
Since es:ablisl'n:lent of its end-use priority system" fo::.~ c:ul:tail::lent, of:. 
natu:-al Q'as in late 1975, t~is Commission bas acknowlecQ'cd, improvements 
in ;as supply forecasts by relaxinq these r~stri~ti~n~.41 .. ~" ,,, 

- -,,~ ... , . 

!I Decision No. 89337 lifted the moratorium on Q'as service to 
customers ove:- 50 Mcf/d and required Commission approval only for 
new industr:!oal boiler loads over 300 Mef/e. 
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.... ''', 

We feel it is time aQain to evaluate our position on qas 
'. - ~ ... 

service restriction"s in two areas; na.~ei~,.,:the :ins:L"St~n"e~-:6~ "~J\d~ate" 
fuel capabili ti"es for P-2A " (t:e:nporary) customers:~ "':and :the: ei"i~li~~t-i~; ~: 

, . 
of the requirement for: Commiss1on appro:ral: :before servin;: ne,,4~l~d~st~~"al 
boiler loads over 300"Mef on a peak day. 

. .. ", - -.... 

?-2A (temporary)" eusto::lers are" those customers who,~under 

the firm/interruptible system' were firm, nonresidenti"al" C\lst~~e~'s" " 
not subject to- curta"ilment ano "who:, therefore," oid"uot:maintain-:altema:tc 

fuel faeilities. They were" classified as P-2A Cte:nporarY)·be~au.se/ _ 
althou;h it was technically feasible'fo:::-":them to burn an alternate 
fuel, they did not have the alternate f\:el system installee': '; In the 

.. ~. 

past when such customers inst~lled alternate fuel sys~~, they were 
t:::-ansferred to"'a lower priority and became subject to curtailment. 
Today those customers remaininq inP-2A (tempor"ary)" are"~ "s~iiqr~~p" 

, .: .. -, .... ~. . . - ... ",' - - ,--, 

of commc:::-eial and institutional customers and essentialaqricultural 
use eustome:::-s who were exempt" f:-om tne" October "1,1979 ""deadii';e . i;;i- -
transfer to" a lower priority by"Decision ~o". 90794 eated" sept~embe"r";12; ~ 

,.-.' "", 

1979. ... ,- ,..."- .. , ..... 
The staff wi tness: ~roposed that P-ZA (temPQrary)-" 

.- -' ... ~" 
classification "be abOlished, and those remaininq customers be 

- •• ," • - , .... 1- .. ' " ... -

t:ansferred to P-2B, "Customers with cpuc-approved devi"at'i-on's from 
~ ., _ .. 

standby fuel :equire:nent"" i'li th respect to the arqurnent' that 
abolition of priority classi=ication P-2A (temporary) and "the' 
movi.r.q'ofthese customers to P-2B would be unfair to th~se'~'ho h.ave 
expended funds to-install' alternate fuels and' a:-e now in a" lO'",er" "" 
priority, as test"1fied by witness Parks,since the adopt'ion of':. tbe' "'­
end-use priority scheme, the"" supply" pi"ctur"e" has chan~ed dramaticaiiy"' .: 
from what it was in 1972-1974. To require these eust¢~ers: t~y" to- ': 

make unnecessary investments in standby fuel facilities based on 
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, . 

conditions prevailint; ,in 1972-1974 .is :mj.usti£ied and: .. unwar.ranted.:.. '/' .. 
In the lit;'ht of present day. Q'as supply £oreeasts, we~ aqr.ee: .wi.thtbe~' 

staff I S Positio'n that those' re~~inin; P-2A. (temporary)~: cus:tomers 

should not oe required to insta~l alternate. fuel· facilities •.. )we . 

propose to a~olish P~2;"., (te:npora:y) as a. priorityclassif.ieatior. and 

transfer those remaininq custor.'lers to P-2A rather than t~ P-2B'.·. 'l'be' : 

staf~"?ropo~ed transfe:::-. to P-.2B· is· cosmetic/ involves,: small volumes 
of gas, and docs not affect the system in any notable way •... P-2A. 

a::.d P-2B, for all intents and purposes, are equally protected. It~.'. 

should be noted that these transfers are unique .ar..d apply. only to 

those customers involved in the abolit:1.on of p-2A(temporary)· .'. 
A coroliary to this transfer of P-2A (temporary)·toP-2A' 

is the ?-l custo::-:er who exceeds 100 ·Mc: on a peak day· for:.three· . 

cor.secuti ve :nonths • Such a P-l .customer ·shall also "be .~ transferred 

to ?-2';"; provided that the only .;as-ournin; .equipment. inv:olved·,~is 

the sar.'le ectuipr.'Ient oy ,· .... hich the customer was. cl:ass.i.fied,::as P~l in the ., .. 

first place. A.~y former P-l or P-2A (ter.'lporary) customer who is 

transferred to P-2':" asa re.sul t of this order may , .. at .. the customer I s 

option, eleet to install standby fuel· faeili.ties .. aDd· be transferred 
to the appropriate. lower priori ty ~ .' -- '." 

A;ain, oased on the i!':'Lproved, eurren.t qas-, s'lJ.pply: for.ecasts" 

we feel that the. li:ni.tati.ons on· new industri.al bo;ilet:; ·service: imposed. ~. 

by Decison ~o. 89337 dated Septembe= 6, 1978 are: no;longcr,rC(tuired .. -.. 
We shall pe:':'li t utili ties to serve all new customers wi;tl'lout-:·· 

restriction; however I the se:niannual report on the.> numb:er. of :ne'W:" 
conneeti.ons where the peak-ea.y: requirement. of· the .cus1:omer.exeeeds. 
50 Mcf shall be c~ntinu~Q in eff~~t.¥ . I ~ .:/ 

21 Decision ~o. 89337, Orderinq Paraqraph 3. 
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' ... 

With respect to the alle9ation that central boilers are 
more efficient but small individual boilers are entit-led" "to' abiQ'iler 
level of, se:Vice, tile fact remains that thevolumeo{ 9as' ec.ul'sulnee 
that would be transferred to a" hi9her priority is "extremely~ la~rge':-:' 
and, as arQ"Ued by many, dilutes tile 9as available to the 'hi~ber ' 

. " ....... 
~rio=ities increllsin; the likelihooe tilatpresent P-3 'customers'will 

,,'. . ... -", ....... ,~. , 

face more frequent and larqer curtailment. ... e_' ' .......... -,~" • ., 

With respe'et' to· tile various alleqations that" 's'ehools and 
, - ~ 

hospitals should be elevated, to- P-l pursuant' to the NGPA, we-' only" .. 

point out that with' the" exceptIon of the' incremental" pr'fein9~' pr'ovisions, 

the ~GPA does not require state re9ulatory a9cneies to~adopt .. the'rules 

or orcers issuec by the Feeeral Departinent of Enerqy"." Title IV of -

~G?A expressly applied to interstate pi~lines only. As we stated-

• in ParaQ':.'aph '* of Resolution No. G-2334 dated ~ove:nbe=. 3~, 1979,~" 
wherein the utilities filed requests to implement aproeedure to file 
revised ta:if£ sheets relatinQ'to incremental pricinq:-" 

II 4 • The Cornlnission, t'hro\i;h a ru!emakin; 
procedure, "will seek comments on a 
rulemakin; procedure from interested 
parties, on the proposed tariffs ,to 
i.":'Iplernent incrc:':1.ental prieing ::>e:ore", 
issuing a final order." , 

l~ is worth notir.z that the University wit~ess ~t~t;ccr on e~~ss.~ 
exa:':~inatio::l that a pri::'1a:-y reason for seeki::lQ' a change ,in pr1orij:y ,,,' . ' ,~ ~'. " .'.. . ... . . ,. 
was :orthe U::liversitv to receive more favorable rate treatment. ~~ile .. . " " ,- -" ...... .-

that is an ur.derstandablet;oal, Case ~o .. 9642' was institut'ed to- _. , 

• 

i::lvestiqate t'henatural' gas supply and r~~iremen;~'o"ftheSta:t:e' s" .. _ 
, "T" _ ' ,.:: --: ;.~..... • -::: -: , __ •• ..'"_ ' -,... - • , 

gas utilities 'and is not tile" proper foru.":'I for this, issue. Rate de,si911_ 
" ,-~.-:: . ','.' . :,~ -.. ," ....... 

is an issue for a <;eneral rate proceedin9. If that is the eoncern of 
the Univers±ty, it should be pursued in a rate proeeedin<; involvin; 

the utility servin; the various campuses • 
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With respect to ,the eontention by,some~parties:that 

California will lose qas to east of California ~custo:ners, -EJ;.rpas() and; 

its custo:':'ters, a:Eter nine years ofe:E:Eort .. are .still' "lithout an~. . '" 

allocation plan on ,whi~h they:nay relyane 'plan for the-:future' •. 

Indeed, the ultimate res,olution of those i.ssues involvinq-the'present': 

pla~ whic,h :'equireresolutior.. either before the. FERC_'or ~the courts: " 
re:.c:.in uncertain. - _, . ,.,. 

The Corr.missio:c. is prohibited, 0:" Section -2771:. 'of: :the Public 

Ctilities. Code from es:taolishinq .. any' priority: which would; cause any' 

reduction in the. transmission of qas to~, California pursuant' to any 
federal rule, oreer, or. regul<ltior., o\:t until a permane:.t alloeat'ion 

plan is approved by_ .FZRC for El Paso~, a final deterr.tinat1on". of _ the:.': ~--

p:"onioitior.. in sect;on 2771 car.not be maee •. , 

At present ... :::1 Paso, which ': chaired a settlement cOl':'.mittee 
of interested parties (ineludinq members from PG&E .. SoCal;;,-ane:the " 

Co::tT'.ission) to write a new ,per:nanentallocationplan,..has submitted . 

• 

• 
the pla~ to the FERC :Eor approval." The new. per:nanent plan will allocate 

Zl Paso I s gas to its California and east of Californi'~('customers based 
,., '.. ~: ,-' ., ' ~ " ." 

on ::ixed, ene-i:se profiles. While noweiQ'ht. can b.e qive:c. to this 

plan until FERC approves it, future ,qas :'de~:Lvcr:ies .t,~=.sa~ifornia will 
be i:'lde'Oe:'ldent of any differenees in 1:':1, Paso I sand ,.California' .. s.-, _ , 

flo, '~' ~:' ,'.', , '" •• ' ': ... ,,~. ....... • ...... ' .... ... _ .' _ ,'" • ...-. .... ' ,;0 ~ " ... ....... ,1 , 

curtailment plans. FERC approval is expeeted in late .sprin90f ~1,981 ... , 
If the new, permaner.t El pas'~ alloca'tion plan, .as ~·app::~~~e.·bY.·FERC·;' . ,. 

results in any potential to "r'educe 'or ae~ually eO,es :~,ed~c'e .,Qas· ,'. 
" .' .. _.... J ' 

delive=ies to California as a re'sult of e1fferences, in .. the, .El .Paso. 
....' '- .. '. ' ~ ••• ' , • wi ... " 

and the Califor::.ia' eurtailment plans, then Case :-roo. 9642"will . .be" " .. 
,- • ,a.. •• '. ,- ,,,' . ' , ... ' .' ..... " -.- n' _.' .. 

reopene'e to resolve 'tbose a:ifferences II 
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The Calvo Bill·:(AB.·524).addedSeetion 454;'7=to::"tbe Publi'e': 

Utilities Code as fo,llows:~" -~' ,"" . ..../ 

"The Commission· shall,. to the extent permitted "by' : 
bv federal law and consistent with Section .2711,.. ' 
p~ovide co~eneration technology projects with .. 
the highestpossib-le priority::or: the: purchase ,,~ 
of natu::al. gas .. " _._ " _. '.'." .,., .' 

, - ~~ . . . - ,-

Staff witness Parks recommended in. ,his testj.mony that the .commission,. 
• • •• ". '~, _: : ~ :' .: :. "- ',_ ,J ,. _.. or, '. :--" _',J _', ~ _, ... •• • ........ _. '.' _ _ 

create a new p::ior,i:ty P_-3A, for cog,eneration technolQ9Y"since,.i.t,.would 
be a balance 'between 'sec'tion~ 454.7" and' 277J.~ ,of 'th'~' ~bli~ Utili~ie~~. 

~' • . '. "" '.,' • :': • ~ ~ - ..: •• - - - - ._ 'J _, -.~ ., " .~' .... _ -.."' • p_ .,.. 

Code. Cogeneration .will .. i,nvolve boiler,S, .and, qas tur.bines, both ,of..., , 
, .. :.. .:. ~ ~. ... .'~' ,,' _. ---",' ..'-. .- .. .. - ....... ~ ,-

which can use. al ter:late fuels, and therefore by placin; coqeneration. , 
.' .. --- .'. . "' . . '- '. .... , .. ".' . .' .. ' - ....., - ...... -.. -

in P-3A it would b_e in ,the, highes,t pos.sible. al,ter.nate: .fuel eapab1aty,~ 
•• •• • .~- • • ". ~ - > • • -'. , 

classification •. The sta.ff was, ,qenerally supported in.,i,ts· 
"+, , , -

recom."nendation. We concur in placir..g co~ene=,a.tio:l ,technolo~.in,a,,, ' . 
.,-.' "" • • - •• _. •• I • • '_" ......, _ , , 

new P-3A classificatior...I. and what was" .the old P-,3 wil,l be, redesiqnated 
•• ._" ,~. ...... ~. I • .~ -r " _ • ." '''".... ......... '., - •• -, 

P-3B. However, by creatinq P-3A., we do not intend that all . '. 

cogeneration must be c.lassif,ied. ther,e. '. We. intend that~, cus,tomers 
.. ". .', _ •• __ ,., -'- • In' ". 

·,.,ho are in a lower prior,ityand deyelop cO,generation projectsr,will 
- 'P' ' • , ••• .' ~ • • • 

be moved up to P-3A., 'I'hos,e c~stomers in a hi~he=, prior;ty.w~o.. . 
eevelop eoqeneration projeets, will remain in s:ueb~hi9he= .. priority and 

• . • • : • T' •. ~ _ _ J. '", _. ...' .' _ /' •• _. , " •• ' _ .~. -. , ',' " ..... • • 

not be dOWl'lq=aeed to ,P-3A by, virtue of, any co;enera:tion. installatio:l~ '. 
- ," - . . . ., .... -. , '. '- -. " .,' 

they :liSh: tlal~e.,. ' . ' '','' .. '_ :'>:'~: '._ 

SoCal supports P-3A for, 0'1.1altf.ied cogeneration":acilities,, 
.. _ . -.. ..- .... -,. _ .-. .. _ -. " 

ane believes that this priority should be available, to only those .... ~_' ~ . 
customers ·,.,ho meet" the operating andeff1ciency standards .in 18 CUt, 

. '., ,-
Part 292.205 (a) and (b) .. and theowr.ership. criteria, specifiee in,,18 ern, 

- , _..~"T . .... . _ • .' 

Part 292.206 as set forth in nRC Order No. 70 •. ou:pllrp'~~e,h~r.~ i~.:: 

simp,~y to rank the c09'eneration priority in the state I s_,curtai1ment, ... 

... ..~ '", ,L. __ ,.'j", . 
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system as mandated 'by the .Calvo Bill." -The 'proceed1n~is-:~in '.Application 
~o. 59459 et al. will prescribe how co<;enerat1on::volumes·wi~1:'-be':'--·-·~· 

determinec. for oillin;purposes and will',. there.fore·,~'~fine:'"the volu.-nes 
eligible for P-3A. 

-< " .' I' •. -' _+ ..... ~ < ~. :..;,~ _... • ...... 

The tADWP, .requests that its -SGS--3". a:mod.ern .$l20:~million 
-~ !,,' - .,..... 

stea:o:-. electric generation plant built without' stan'eby'fuel--faeilities, 
•.. _" ','.' • ._.",'... ~._ •• ,'k _', ,.""" '>.... ,,' "" , ,:' :.' --.: .",. .:,,::.: ,_ .. 

be' reclassified from p~s to' P-3. Since- it beQ'an'cornmerc:Lal operation 
in ~ovcin~er 197 4', it has operated only i~te~itteritlYb-:ee~~;~ 'p-s:·' , 
gas 1s~the first to 'be curt:;:i.led dur'i'nQ a supply: ~hor~~~~ .-': 'ihe 'staff' 

witness durin;eross-examination te'stified tbat" SGS;';3~' ~~:s'~~i~e ·arii~ 
that it- be treated as a P-3 cus-to:ner but :"'ith two sti'pulat16n~': .- -.: 

na .. ~eli,· -(1:') SGS-3 pa~i the hi9her nonresieual i~er '~:ate:"io~ :<;as"'a~d 
(2) that if L;..D~"P acquires its' oWn source of 9~S supply· tl'la-t: ~S~~:"3" 
revert to' P-5·. 'SDG&L~, . supported ~y ?G&E, sta:te-e~ 'tha'tthe: i~~. -. 
=e~est shot:.le;~ be Q'ranted only uneer certai~ conditions ~ot-~~ .-

earlier. 
,-' • ....... • ... -:::. ~ ~ I '/' •• '-

We fi~d that it is in tn'e pu:Olic interest th~t': SG:S~'3 operat'e 
on a more stable and :':lore consistent basis.. SGS~:r sh~t.idbe-i~ -a -, , 
new cate~o=y '?-3C" ar.c-' should be served"\lIlder s;cal" s'Rat~- --r 

Schedule' G~-32. Further, if LADWP acqu'ires its' 0"";: ~o~rc~ o'f' ... 

natural ;as supplies in the future, then the p-'3Crequire~~;~:',i:'!'11?O~e~~ 
on the SoCal system should :Oe equivalently reduced. SoCaJ:"'sl"lould-

:'!'1odify its :'!'1onthly pro rata allocation of P-S ;as available'under 
supplement A of Rule 23 to reflect the transfer of SGS":'3-- to '·P:"'3C.· 

q • .,' ~. 

Finally, the staff reco~~endee that seasonal use customers 
be -exempt from out-of-sequence curtailment.. . Under such a cui:-taiim~'~t 
procedure, the utility is required to cu:tail seasonal customers'in-. -

_ • c" .'.~ _ ("' -. ... r''''·~·-' 

the sa:ne pr~portion of annual requirements that permanent eustome'rs-- '. 

in the s~~e, priority class were curtailed in the precedin9 curtailment 
year. We concur with staff's recommendation and have already approvec 

~ 

• 

such an action for PG&E in Resolution ~o. G-221S dated May 16, 1978. ~. 
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The revised end~us,e pri~ri ty criteria" are. s'\llnm.arized in 
Appenclix B. 

Findings of Fact. .. '.u 

, .. 

1. A priority syste:n for the statewide. allocation .. of' natural ... 
~ . . - ...... 

gas based on e~cl-use was. established by Decisio~_~o. ~518~ ~ated 
December 2, 1975 and modified by Decision No. 86357.dat~d .. 
September 1, 1976. 

. . " • .••• +'" ••• 

2. The critic'll consicleration usecl in establishinq, the . end-use ._ 
0, • ~. '. • ". • '. ~. • _,I ". • '" • 

priority system was how the qas is used at the burner _·tip"ancL the .... 
~ . ,- . - .... -' ~.... ,-, ...... ~ ~~ 

ability of customers to convert their facilities to use .. of an 
,'. -.' 

alternate fuel. . .. 
. - ~, ...... ~ '.' 

3. On January 5, 1979 the COmr.\ission staff so~ici t~~ ':~I?rnmen~s 
:rom respo~dents and all il'lterested parties in Case No •. 9642 on ... 

- .--- -- - -'."--. - ....... - . 
proposed ehanc;es to the end-use priority system. .0 

4. By Decision No. 90776 dated September 12, 1979, IIResidential. 
. . -

tise" was rede:ined w~erein P-3central~heatinc; plant ~ulti-unit 

residential/commercial comple~es with a pe~k-~a! .demand qre.at,er ... 

than 100 Me: were transferred to ~-l.That deCision also recla~s.ified . , 

electriC utility c;as turbines from P-S to P-3. . , ..... , ' 

5. Based on the lack of evidence on anype~dinc;. "curtailment 
• '... '" ,J., ~ • • • , • ,. , .... , ,. .. 

of P-4 customers and because hearinc;s on Ite:n 3 of.th~ staff 
.. " 1_. _, .. 

proposal of January 5, 1979 had not been completed, Decision 
.,.., , .. , 

~o. 90998 dateQ ~ove::'\ber 6, 1979, denied ·tne-'-petitions of CCI and CPI 
t.o be elevatee to P-3. ,.,-.'-, .. , 

6. Because of DeciSion No. 86357 SoCal.rec"lassified CPI to. 

P-4s-:atus. By :DeCision No. 9099'6 Ciated. Nove~r6 r197'9~ CPI 's:" ~ 

application for rest.oration of P-3 status.: -was ·aeniea·:~·-· , -' .' .. ,. --

7.. Item 3 of· the· Commission's Janua...-y 5-,..':19"9- ma11iIl<;. would 
:eclassi:y large comrriereial and institutionaJ .. cus"tomers.· ana boiler 

- . " . '.... .' '.' ." 

fuel users with peak-day requirements between 7.50ane 1,:$00 Mcf to 
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" 

b!"inq the state curtailment criteria closer tothefeaeralcriteria 
applicable to interstate pipelines servinq California. 

__ r· --. 

8. El Paso bas f1led a rev:!.sed qas customer allocati"on'plan 
for FERC' s approval in Docket~o. RP 76-2" et ai ~'ba's~a::~~':: fi~ea:' 

. . ...... ~.. " . . ~ . 

end-use profiles and indepenclent of the El Paso or Calif~~ia" . 
curtail~ent syste~. 

9. SGS-3 is a p-5, stea."':i electric qeneration plant'which 
-. ....~,,' ~ ,- '," .... ..- -', .... 

cannotwit~stand;as'eurtailment since it does 'not' have 'any installed 
.~ - .,' - .. . " 

sta.~dby fuel capability.;' . ,,' 
.. ,' -. -. 

10. The COr.l.-n1ssion, in Resolution No. G-221S dated' May 16, 

197$, abolished out-of-sequenee curtailment on the PG&E SYS~~ for 
seasonal customers. 
ConclusiOns '0= ;.a ..... ·( 

, , 

1. The end-use priority system for the stat~~ide allocation 
of natural gas 'is a reasonable ana workable system., 

2. The ene-use" priority syst'em shou1a be ~ended \0 create 'a, 

new coqeneration~riority. ' 
3. It 1s in tbe public interest to have theb~nefits of an' 

on-line SGS-3. ..' " ,': ' ... :: " .. ' .. : ,: :,:J ::.- -::.: • 
. ..,. , ,.- . " 

4'. The i.":'lprovement in qas supply forecasts permit. a reJ.a:!:ad.cn 
in current qas serJice limitations. 

SUP?LEMEN~~L ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. The end-use priori ty . system e.stablished ,in -Deci·sion 

' . .. ,', 

~o. 85189 a.."'ld- modified by Decic:ions Nos .863.57', 8:7510~,. "886.64 rand 9079'4-
is tloei£icd and aIlle:lde.d· as '£0110'>'1s: - ' ,.,,' 

a. Create 'a- .new priority 3A for goas, use 'in~' ~ 
coqene:c:a:cion pr.oj ects as determinea .by ~the_ .. , 
Commission in response to' Appl~cat'ion .-
~o .. ·: 59'459. e't al.. ~ .-.~' ~. -.. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 
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. 
' . 

b. Create a new Priority 3B to inelude all use 
not in another priority and electrie utility 
qas tur~ines. 

e. Create a new Priority 3C to inelude the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power's 
Seatter~ood Generatinq Station Unit 3. 

d. Abolisb Priority 2A (temporary) and transfer 
the remainin~ customers to Priority 2A. 

e. Caneel orderinq Paraqrapb 2 of Decision 
No. 89337 requirinq Commission approval 
before a qas utility can provide service 
for new industrial boiler fuel use with a 
peak-day demand in excess of 300 thousand 
eubic feet. 

f. Eliminate out-of-sequence curtailment of 
seasonal use customers for purposes of 
curtailment equalization within a qiven 
priority • 



• 

. . 
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~ 

2. Tariff scheeules reflectinQ the end-use priority chanQes 
established herein shall be filed by the respondent utilities in 
accordance witb General Order No. 96-A to become effective within 
thirty days from the effective date of this' order. 

The effective eate of this order shall be thirty days after 
the date hereof. 

Dated ______ FE~B~1_8 __ 1S_~_1 ______ , at San Francisco, California • 

Commissioners 
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APP:E:~DIX A 
Pa;e 1'0: 2 

.- " -

Chronoloqy of ~ecisions 
Issued'Affectinq the California End-Use 

prio:ity/Cur:~ailmen_t System 

~.' 

December 2, 1975 

Septe~~cr 1, 1976 

.June 28,' 1977 

Au~ust 30, 1977 

Ap:il 4, 1978 

]l,CTIO~ 

Deci.si9l'l~2.;85189 established the 
California End-Use Priority/Curtailment 

,System. 

Deeisiol'l No-. 86357 placed all -inter­
ruptible gas 'use with peak-day demands 
of 100 Mcffe or less in Priority 1, and 
chan;ed Priority 4 from industrial bOiler 
fuel where capability of usin; an alternate 
fuel is present to existinq interruptlJ~le 
boiler use ~~th a peak-day demand ;reater 
than '750~ Mcf/d • 

Decislon' No. 87'51~ modified Findin9' 13' of' 
Dee:.sion No-., 8'5189, conccrnillQ ;as utility 
delivery obliqations to customers with 
"own-source" 9as supplies. The "own-source" 
qas definition exeluded 9as acquired by 
public utilities for resale or for existinq 
independent supplies which are below pipeline 
standards. Resolution No. G-2280, dated 
May 22, 1979 for all intents and purposes 
eliminated Fiodin; 13. 

Dee1siol'l No. 87784 extended the deadline 
established by DeCision No. 85189 for the 
transfer of all Priority 2A (temporary) 
customers to a lower priority from 
Dece~er 2, 1977 to October 1, 1978. 

Decjsi9~ NO. 88664 extended the deadline 
estab1isheQ by DeCiSion No. 87784 for the 
transfer of all Priority 2A (temporary) 
customers to a lower priority from 
October l, 1978 to October l, 1979 • 



• 
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APPENDIX B 
Pa.ge 1 of.2 .. 

Ene-Use CUrtailment 

. , 
.... _ .. 

The criteria for classifyin~ the uses' of '12'tUr3l';as in the Caufo~ 
End-Use cu..""tail.~t. syst~ are as follows: . 

1 

3;.. 

Description 

All· residential use r~ess of. size. ,. '. . 
All other use ~th a peak-&y dem;mdof 100 Mcf/c., or less. 

Nonres1dentJ:al us~ in exces'soflOO':Hef! cl where the use 
of an alternate f\lel is not feasible. . " 

Ot.ier \.lSes where specific O?tJC- aUthOrization has beer. 
~ted. 

...; , ~;. ' . " 

" " .. '" -". . 
se..~ce 'tocustcrnerswith LPG 'or'othe:,~1JS" f\leJ;~.:, 
faeil:Lties, 'whe=e conversion to"an alternate:f\Jel is not . , . 
feasiole. ,... '.. '~ ,,~ , '-" . 

-,". to.'~' 

CQo-erieration.' ": : 
.... , . .-. ... .. .. ~ 

..... -'... . 
.. , ... , 

, .. 

3B Electric utility ;as t\lrbines and all use not"includeO in 
another riori..,;..,..', " d. , ' •. , • + P ... .1 . ..' .•. 

" . - .". '"' ' 

3C los An;eles'Department 'of Water 'and: POwe::Seatter;ood 
Genera~ Stati~·t.'"nit 3. . 

4 Boiler f!Jel· \lSe with a peak day C!er.\and ';reater':~ 
7SO, Yd/d not i."lcludeC in ar.other priority.. ' 

All \lSe in cement pla."'lt ld.lns. 

5 All use in utility S~'Tl eleet...-ic ~eneratlrl.; plants, 
exel\lC1nQ COQeneration, start-up and iQ'liter f!Jel uses, 
and los AnQeles Department of Water and Power 
ScatterQoocl Unit No.. 3 .. 
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;..pPE~DIX A 
Page 1-0£ 2 

.~ . . 
I. 

Chronoloqy 0: Decisions 
Issued Affectin9 the California End-Use 

priority/Curtailrnen.t System 

DATE. -
December 2, 1975 

Septe~~er 1, 1976 

.June 28, 1977 

;..u;ust 30, 1977 

Ap:11 4, 1978 

ACTIO~ 

Deeislon ~o_ 85189 established the 
California Ene-Use Priority/Curtailment 
Sys'tem. 

Deeision No:- 86357 placed all-inter­
ruptible gas use witb peak-day demands 
of 100 Mef/d or less ir. Priority 1, ane 
ehan;ed P:iority .; from industrial bOiler 
fu~l where "capability of usinQ .an alternate 
fuel is present to existinQ interrupti~le 
~oiler use with a peak-day demand ;reater 
than '750Xcf/d • 

DeCision No. 8751.0 moQ.ified Findinq 13" of' 
Deeision No. 8-S189, conccrninQ qas utility 
ae-livery obli9ations to customers with 
"own-source" ;as suppl.ies. The "own-sou:ce" 
~as definition excluded qas acquired ~y 
public utilities fo: resale or for existin9 
independent supplies which are below pipeline 
standards. Resolution NO. G-2280, dated 
May 22, 1979 for all intents and purposes 
eliminated Findinq 13. 

DeCiSion No. 87784 extended the deadline 
esta~lishee by Decision No. aS189 for the 
transfe: of all Priority 2A (temporary) 
customers to a lower priority from 
Oeec~er 2, 1977 to October 1, 1978. 

DeCiSion ~o. 88664 extended the deadline 
established by DeCision No. 87784 for the 
transfer of all Priority 2;.. (temporary) 
customers to a lower priority from 
Octo~er 1, 1978 to October 1, 1979 • 
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~ 

Septe~~e: 6, 1978 

Septe~~e= l2, 1979 

SeptemCer 12, 1979 

APPE~DIX ;. .. 
PaQe 2 of 2 

.. 
.. :, ACTION 

... - ., 

DeciSion NO. 89337 lifted the moratori~~ 
on ~as service to customers over 50 Mcf/d 
promulgatee by Orderin~ Para~raphs 3 and 4 
of Decision ~o. 85189, and required 
Co~ission approval only oefore.prov1d1nQ 
service to new industrial boilers with 
peak-day demands over 300 Mcf/d. 

DeCision No. 90776 modified. the Decision. 
No. 8'5189 definition of "residential Use", 
thereby movinQ multi-unit residential/ 
co~~ercial complexes with central heatin~ 
plants over 100 Mcf/d from Priority 3 to 
priority 1, and reclassified electric 
utility Qas turbines from Priority 5 to 
Priority 3. 

D~ei5.io~ No. 90794 exempted all Prio:ity 2;... 
(temporary) commercial ane institutional 
customers, and all essential aQricultural 
use customers from the transfer to a lower 
priority on October 1, 1979 as ordered by 
Decision No. 88·664 • 

• n ,_ c· 

• 

• 
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J..?PENDIX B 
Page 1.0£ 2 

Er.c-Use 9urtai lrrent 

The cn:te::ia for classifyin; the uses of nattttal ;as in the califomia 
E:'ld-Use cu..-tail:rent syste:n are as follows: . 

Ptioti:tY Descriptl9l'l 

1 All residenti~ 1.lSe r~ess of size. , 
)11 other use w:.th a pe~y, ~' of lOO.MC:/d, or less. 

Nonresi:dentia1 use in excess '0£ '100 -:Hcf/ d where the use 
of &l al te:nate fuel is not feasible. 

_. • '.T 

Ot."er uses where spee~f:!:e Q?OC a\. .. thor~zation has been 
~ted. 

Electric utility start-up and· iQni ter f1.lel: -, .. , 

Se:vice-toet.:stcrners with !.K;'orOthe:":iaseous' fueJ;s~', . 
facilities, whe:'e conversion' to" an al te.rnate" fuel is: not· , 
feasible _ "," ," ': '~, '...-

-.. ........... . ,,~ . ", ... . 

'. '-,' 

3,:.. Cc:Qe:oeration.· - .~ ~... _ .......... - ,- -" . 
•• ".,..1 .••• 

3B Electric utility ~ turb:Lnes and ,all use not_.i'o.cl\ldeQ in 
another priOr1ty~ ," " "_ ,,_' .. ,.' ,., ' , . 

3C los Anl;eles'Departrne:nt '0: "Water-ane Powe:<scatterQOOC 
Genera~ Stat~~ ,t"nit 3.", ' , 

4 Boiler fuel- use with a peak 'day' deri-'arid;reat:er "~tron 
750 Mcf/d not i.."'lcluded in another priority. ' 

AU use in cenent pla."'lt ld.lns. ' 

5 All use in utility stea."n eleet...-ic ~erlerati..~ pl&lts, 
excluCinq ~eneration, start-up ane i~ter :fuel uses, 
ano. los AnQeles Depa.ttrent of Water and Power 
5eatterQood tJnit No.3 • 
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APPE::':tlIX B' 
Page 2 of 2 

The :011O'v.~ defirJ.tion:~ are to be associated with the. criteria,: 

;:J:::e:"!':~te fuels: 

;:.lte:"!':ate fuel 
~ot feasible: 

Boile:- 'fuel: 

N~aseous fuels: ~cularly excltJdinQ' SNG,' LNG' end LPG. 

Altel:Mte fuel 1s considered not feas~le if the QaS is used 
as a raw mate...~al for its che:nieal properties in creatin; an 
end proo.uct, or if tlie use of al tecate fuels is not 
tec.T.ically fea.si:Jle such as in applications requirinQ precise 
t~rature cont:o~ .and precise flM'e. er~acte.'""istics. 

Gas used specifically to fire boilers: . r~ess of the end 
use of the ste~ proeuced.. 

. " 

The sequential production of electriCit~i and heat, ste~"n or 
useful work fran the _ saI'!'Ie fuel source. 

.. 

• 

Electric utiljt;ies Electric utility natural Q'as use where the use .of an alte:r..ate 
sta:"':-1..:p 3:':0 fuel is not feas~le, for: (1) 'heatin;' the l:>oiler system • 
:'cr::. ter fuel: adequately eurir~ s~up' to ena:cle efficient. oil ~ 

to meet pollution standards: a."d (2) insurinQ continuous 

Seaso~al use: 

iQlition a."ld flwe ,~ilization within the boiler. 

A custaner 's h1Ql"lest n-onth 's requ:i.re=nent eli viCed by the nUTlber 
of days of operation in that r.cnth. ' 

" 

Service to ~s wh1ch eor.sistsof natural. 9a5 use in 
se.."'Vi."lQ a residential dwellin<; or =Wti-urJ.t Cwell~ for space 
hea~" a1r coneitionil'l;, cooki..~, water, bea~, and other 
residential uses, ~eept for central heati.."lQ pJalts se~ a 
catlCination of residential a."lC carrnereial uses where tl'le 
cart:'let'cial l=Ortion of the use is in excess of 100 Mef per' QaY 
or is ::"Ore ~ lSX of the totalna.tural oas requirements. 

service to C\lS'tO'nOrs with .20% or less. of their :annual 
=equire:re:lt oc:eu.""I'l.."lt; :iJl the :ront.":s November throu;h March. 

,," . 
. .. '. - -'" 

.. " ..... "," .. -" ..... '.. . - - -~ -. 
. ~-~-, """,.--" 

" -.. -" .- .,.., 


