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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

EVALUATION & COMPLIANCE DIVISION 
Energy Branch 

RESOLUTION 

RESOLUTION G-2102 
November 14. 1986 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (PG&E). REQUEST FOR 
AUTHORITY TO UP-DATE PG&E's SERVICE AREA HAP FOR SAN 
BERNARDINO COUNTY 

By Advice Letter No. 1380-G. filed October 3, 1986, PG&E requests 
authority to update its San BernardinQ County Service Area Hap; 
there is no change in the service territory. The service area map 
was developed On the basis ot past Commission decisions which_ 
outlined PG&E's certiticates of PubliC t6nvefiie~ce ~nd necessity 
in San Bernardino County. 

Ih addition. PG&E requests a tlarific~ti6n cOntethifigDecisiOn 
49101, issued Septembei 15,19~3j OtdetinA Paraitapb 6 Qt 
D. 4~101 state~. "Before rendering s'i~ice to bny new c~st6mer 
within the certificated area ih Sa~ Bern~rdino County~(PG&E) 
shall first submit the name, location,snd proposed gas load of 
such customer to this COmmissiOn." PG&E believes that this 
lahguage requireS only that PG~E notify the Commission, not that 
PG&E obtain COmmission authorization. 

PG&E also claims that filing such information would violate 
customer confidentially by making customer-specific information 
part of the pubiic record. Thus PG&E requests th~t the . 
commission clarify the reporting requirements tot new custorners in 
D. 49101 to determine if compliance with Ordering Paragraph 6 
requires further Commission apprOval. . 

BACKGROUND 

The claritication i~ SOught as a result of series of events 
described as followst 

(a) On April 18, 1986. in conpiiance with De~isiori:49101.­
PG&E submitted by letter to the COmmission. its notification 
of intent to serve two new customers in its certificated area 
in San Bernardino County. One custOmer. LUZ Engineering, 
(LUZ) has asked PG~E to serve tvo of its plants whose 
combined estimated annual gas use is 3.110.000 therms. The 
other customer is All American Pipeline (AAP) i~qu~stin8 gas 
service at two plant locatiOns with loads tanging from 
8pproxim~tely 8.000 to 40,000 thetms per day. 
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(b) On August 6. 1986. Southwest Gas Corpotation 
(Southvest)submitted to the Commission a letter opposing 
PG&E's proposal to setve the new custOmers. Southwest 
cOntended that PG&E's prOposed att~on would ptejudite then­
eurrent distussions betveen Southwest and PG&E reeatding 
Southwest's right to serve these customers. TheretOte, . 
Southwest requested the Commission to hold any further action 
in abeyance, pending possible resolution of the disagreement 
between PG&E and Southwest. 

(c) On September ~1 1986. PG&E replied to the'C6~missibn 
that it believed that Southwest's August 6. 1986. protest vas 
without metit. but that informal discu$si6ns betwe~nthe 
utilities would continue. in an effort to resolve the 
concerhs 6f Southwest. 

(d) On September 1~. 1~~6. Hr. Geor*e Am~~oli. Chief6t the 
Energy Branth of the Evaluation & Compliante Division ot the 
Commission in 8 letter to PG&E advised the utility that,.nIt 
is Our Legsl Divi~i~n'$ opiniO~ thA~ Otd.rin~ PatAgraph No.6 
of Decision No. 49101 requires the Commission to take some 
discretionary actiOn On yout April 19. 1986, ~rOp~s,r, before 
you c~n serve those two custOm6rs~ To achie~e ~Ofumi~~i6n_ 
action, ve recommend that you file an advice letter request­
ing permi.si6~ to ser~~ those twO cu~tomei~.n 

(e) Accordingly, PG&E filed Advice Letter 1380-G. as 
described above. 

DISCUSSION 

Southwest and PG&E have gas franchises granted by the County of 
San Bernardino cOveting the entire county, Southwest and PG&E 
al~o have been granted vArious cerificates of public, cO'r\veniente . 
and necessity by the Commi~~ton in *'id c6unty,.fotthe ~~~t,p~rt 
by r¢ferente t6 townships. Foi the pait ~everal m6nths, Southwest 
and PG&E have continuedviih disCussion. and cOirespondente in An 
efiott to Come to s6me agreement regArding t6eir adjacent 
customers involved. 

'-...::: -": 

The Stalf of th~ Evaluation & COmpiiiric6 Division ha* been kept 
aware and Appraised of the discussions, but has mad~ no attempt to 
intervene Or per*uade eith'r party as to a course of actiOn. 

Ori Ottbber 16, 1986. Southwest ftled ~n application tor.s , 
Certificate of Publie Convenience and Necessity, (A86-10~042) to 
extend and modify the boundaiie~ of its San Bernardino County 
service area. Southwest alleges that it has been 22 yeats sinc~ 
it last requested Commission certification to extend this service 
area. 
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Additionally, on October 17. 1~86. Southwest submitted a lettet of 
protest to Advice Letter 1380-G. The letter notes that some of 
the atea which PG&E seeks to "update" into its certificated area 
by this Advice Letter overlaps on territory which Southvest 
asserts is, or should be within its certificated service area. 

Southwest further states that it was the £ailuie of any agreement 
with PG&E which led to Southwest's application to extend its 
certificated territory in the Victorville area, 

Southwest protests the PG&E filing and requests that no resolution 
of the issues raised by the Advice Letter be considered until the 
related matteI's set forth in Southwest's application are also 
considered and resolved. 

However, Southwest specifitaliy requests that pending resolution 
of the disputes between Southwest and PG&E as to authotizationto 
serve in the ateas at issue, the Commission take no action <to 
impede construction or other activity by either party to provide 
natural gas service to customers in the disputed areas. 

By telephone conference < tall on October 30, 1986, PG&E. . 
Southwest, and the Chi~f of Cpue Energy Branch agreed tb alloy 
PG&E to pr~vtde two services to one of the new customers. LUZ 
Engineering on a temporary basis commencing on or after 
November 1. 1986. The Parties further agreed to provide to the 
COmmission a letter confirming the agreement. including the 
stipulation that service to this tus~amer by PG&E vill b~ vithout 
any ye~ted intetejt of a~y kifid to PG&E arid ~il1 b~subjectto 
further consideration or change by the Commissiofi in A 86-10-042. 

No other protesis to Advice Letter 1380-G have been reteived hy 
the Commission. 

In accordance with General Order 96-A PG&Ehas provided a copy of 
this Advice Letter to other utilities and interested parties. 

FINDINGS 

1 ~.. PG&E has filed Advice Letter 1380-G in accordanceyith the 
request of the COmmission Staff and pursuant to Decision No. 
49101. 

2. PG&E and Southwest have legitimate concer~j regarding 
adjacent service area boundaries in San Bernardino Caunty. vhich 
should be resolved by this Commission. 

3. PG&E and Southwest agree that neither of the utilities or the 
Commission should take any action at this time vhich vould . 
preclude the prompt service of gas to the customers concerned in 
Advice Letter 1380-G. and in PG&E's ~otification letter of 
April 18, 1986. 
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4~ This request to serve two customers wIll not increase ~ny 
rate or charge, cause the withdrawal of service nor conllict with 
other schedules or tules, of PG&E. 

5. The request by PG&E to up-date its Service Area Hap (or San 
Bernardino County should properly be addressed in Application 
86-10-042 t~ allow fot con~idetation of Southwest's c6~cer~s. 

6. Th~ request by PG&E for clarification of the Commts~iOri's 
intent in Decision 49101 should be addressed to the Commission by . 
Formal Application with due notice to all Parties concerned. 

THEREFOREt 

1. Pacific Gas & Electric Company is authorized to tempotatiiy 
serve two new customers, LUZ Engineering and Ail American Pipeline 
at theit plant locatiOns in San Bernatdin6 County.~~ndin~ the 
further determin8tio~ of who should ultimately serv~ these 
customers On a permanent basis. 

2. Pacific Gas & Electric Company's request to up-date its San 
BernardinO County Service Area map is denied without prejudice. 

3. Pacific Gas & Electric Company is.hereby made a co-respon­
dent in Application a6-10-042, to determine the relationship of 
PG&E'S and Southwest Gas Company's adjoining service areas in San 
Bernardino County. 

4. Approval of 8 portion of Pacific Gas and Electric Company's 
Advice Letter 1380-G to temporarily serv~ -two ~~w c~st6m~rs 
locations, shall in no vay be view~d to pte-judge Or limit the 
Commissions findings in Application 86-10-042. 

5. PacifiC Gas & gle~t~lc Compariy is het.by pla~ed on riotic~ 
that itiauthority fot tempot~iy service to.LUZ en&ine~tihg~nd 
All American Pipeline may be terminated by further otder of this 
COmmission at any. time. 

6. This Resoiution shall be served on all Parties in ~pplication 
86-10-042. 


