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BEFOBE TEE RA.II.ROAD COMMISSIODT OF THE ST"otT] OF CALIFORNIA 

Ci ty and. County or Sen Francis 00 , 
a mun1c1pcl co~oratio~, 

Complainant, 

vs. 
Gre~t Weste~ Power Co~peny or 
Cal1fornia, a corporat1o:, 

Defendant. 

C1 ty and County ot Se.!l Francisco, 
a :unicipal corpore~1on, 

Complainant, 

vs. 
Pac1fic Ga: and. Electric Company, 
a corporat1on, 

Detende.nt. 

C1 ty ot Oakland, a mun1c1pal cor-
porat1on, 

Complainant, 

vs. 

Great Western Power Company ot 
Cal1tornia, a corporation, 

Defendant. 

C1ty of Otikland, a mun1c1pal cor-
porat10n, 

Compla1na.nt, 

vs. 

Pac1r1c Gas and Electr1c Company, 
a corpo::-e.t1on, 

Detendc.nt. 
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Case No. 2l43. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Ca.se No. 2144. 

~ 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Case No. 2153. 
) 
} 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) Case No. 2154. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 



City ot Berkeley, a municipal ) 
corporation, ) 

) 
COI:l.plainant, ) 

) 
vs. ) Case No. 2l89. 

) 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company» ) 
a corporation, ) 

Defendant. ~ 

City ot Berkeley, a munici:l,)e.l ) 
corporation, ) 

) 
Complainant, ) 

) 
vs. ) Case No. 2190. 

) 
Great Western Power Company ot ) 
California, a corporation, ) 

) 
. Detendant. ) 

City of Piedmont. a municipal ) 
corpore.tion, ) 

) 
Com,la1nant, ) 

) 
vs. ) Case No. 2200. 

) 
Pacific Gas and ElectriC Com?any, ) 
a corporation, ) 

) 
Detendsnt. ) 

City or Fiedmont, a :m.un1c1:pe.l ) 
corporation, ) 

) 
Complainant, ) 

) 
vs. ) Case No. 2201. 

) 
Great Western Power Company of ) 
Calitornia, a corporation, ) 

) 
Defendant. ) 

In the Matter ot an Investigation ) 
on the Commission's own Motion ) 
into the Reasonableness or the ) 
Rates and Charges of the Pacific } Case No. 2225. 
Gas and Electric Company for ) 
electric service. ) 
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Iu the Matter or an>~vest1gation 
on the Co~ssion's own Mot1on 
into the Rates and Charges of . 
Great Western Power Com.~y of 
California, tor electricity. 

The California State Grange, 
George Sehlmeyer, et al, 

Pla1nti1'fs, 

vs. 

Pacific Gas and Electr1c Company, 
a .corporation, and Grea~ Western 
Power Company, a co=poration, 

Detendants. 

) 
) 

~ 
) 

Case No. 2235. 

Case No. 3086. 

~o~ J. O·Toole, City Attorney, and 
D1.on R. HoJ.m.. epOQ:I.~ Cou:c."o:L.. Ro.t~ Litigat10u t ror the Clty and county 
o~ San Frnno1~oo. 

c. stanley Wood., City Attol'ney, end Homer 
'W. Buolaey. Assistant City A.ttorney. 
tor the City o~ O~and. 

Fred C. Hutohinson, City Attorney, 
tor the C1ty or Berkeley. 

Archer Bowden, City Attorney, ~or 
the City or San Jose. 

w. D. Tillotson, City Attorney, tor 
the City of Redding. 

No~an z. Malco~, for the City or 
MO'Ulltain V1ew. 

c. P. CUtte~, tor Pacific Gas and 
Llectrlc Co~pany. 

Guy C. Earl and Chaffee E. Hall, by 
Che.:rree E. Hall, :ror the Great 
Western power Company_ 

J. J. Deuel and L. S. Wing, for tbe 
California Far.m Bureau Federation 
and Recl~at1on Districts 348, 548, 684 
and. 20ZS. 

W1ll1am M. Abbott, Ivor R. Dains end K. W. 
Cannon, tor Ma=ket Street.Railway 
Company. 

L. N. Bradshaw, for sacramento Northern 
Ra1lway end Tidewater Southern Rail-
way, Intervenors. 
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C. W. Durbrow, tor Central California 
Traction Company, Northwestcr~ Pa-
cific Railroad Company, Petaluma 
and Santa Rosa Re1lroad Co~any, 
Peninsular Railway Company, San Jose 
Railroads and the stockton Electric 
Railroad Company, Intervenors. 

Jones, Patterson and Douglas, by Herbert 
C. Jones, tor certain domestic oon-
sumers. 

c. D. ~~1, for the International 
Brotherhood or Electrical Workers 
of San Francisco. 

George S. Sehlmeyer and Chas. O. Busick, 
tor California State Grange. 

R. B. Mltchell, tor the Henry Cowell 
time Be Cement Company. 

L. S. Read.y, tor the East Con.tra Costa 
Irrigation District, California 
ASsociation ot Ice Industries and 
Paciric states Cold Storage Ware-
housement~ Association. 

lillian Bell, in propria persona. 

J. v. Costello, tor the San FranCisco Dry 
Coods Assooiation. 

Frederiok ~n1tton, for the Building Own-
ers and Managers Association ot San 
Francisco. 

H. J. Hankins, for the Glenn-Colusa 
Irrigation District. 

The complaints in the above ?roceed1~s, with the ex-

ception ot Case No. 308S, were tiled w1th the Commission by the 

variouz cities dur1ng the last ~alr or 1925. The investigations 

'Upon the COmmission's own motion were ordered early in 1926. Tho 

comple.int or California State Grange (Ce.se No. 3085) was r11ed 

JUne 30, 1931, and consolidated with the other cases following a 

hearing. 

In its Decision No. 1~S97 (31 C.R.C. 239), dated Febru-

cry 23, 1928. the Commission ordered. a reduction in certain 
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lighting, domestic and agricultural po~ar rates of these com-

panies represe~t1ng an aggregete s~ving to such consumers ot 

nearly $2,000,000. a year and at the request of the Darties the 

consolidated proceed1ng was t~porar11y dropped from the calendar. 

The proceedings were subsequently re,stored to the calendar or the 

Comc1ssion wh1ch, atter hearing, 1s~ed lts orders to the re-

spective companies requir1ng that they show cause, 11' any they 

had, why interim rates, lower than those the~ in effect, should 

not be made ertective dur1ng the pendency or the proceedings. 

Following further hearings the Commission in its Decision No. 

22031 (34 C.R.C. 21l), dated January 15, 1930, ordered Pacific 

Gas and Electr1c Compan~and in its DeCision No. 22088 (34 C.E.C. 

305), dated Feb~ary 4,1930, ordered Great Western Power Company, 

to put into ettect, with res,ect to most classes or serVice, re-

Vised rates estimated to represent a further sav1ng or $2,lOO,OOO. 

a year to consumers of Pacific Gas and Electric Companr, and 

$332,000. a year to consumers of Great Western Power Company. 

These orders provided that the proceedings should be dropped tro~ 

the Comm1ss10n's calendar subject to restoration thereto upon re-

Cluest of interested. parties or order of the Commission. The Com-

mission denied petitions for rehearing filed by eaeh of the com-

panies with respect to the rates so estab11she,d, (Decisions NOS. 

22125 and 22204). 

Pursuent to per.mission granted by the Commission' in 

its DeCision No. 22432 (34 C.R.C. 66l), decided May 14, 1930, 

Pacir1c Gas and Electric Compenr aoqUired all the shares or com-

mon stock o~ Great Western Power Company. 

The Calitorn1a State Grange, by George Sehlmeyer, 

Master, on June 30, 1931, filed its complaint (Case No. 3685) 
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with respect to the agrlcultural power rates or Pac1tic Gas and 

Electric Company and Great Western Power Company, pray1Dg tor a 

reduction 01: twenty per cent in the demand and energy charges tor 

agricultural power service. 

By letter, under date of November 23, 1931, the City 

and County or San Francisco requested that their complaints be 

restored to the oalendar or the COmmiss1on and a date for hearing 

sat. This was aODe ~d a hearing was had on December 2, 1931. 

Furtho: ho~~~nes were had in tho conao~14ated eaSGS lCase NOe 

3085 being consolidated with the other cases toll.wins a separate 

hearing in Sae.re.mento on Me.rcb. lOt 1932} on April 20 • .rune ~, 

"August 31, September 7, 15 and 29, an~ Octooer l, 1932, when the 

!llatters were submitted on .motions of the City end County of San 

Franc1sco and Pac1l,'ic Gas and Electric Company. the main hear1ngs 

to be removed tro~ the calendar until docision on the motions. 

U~on the conclusion ot the showing by the City and 

County or San FranCisco and California Far.m Bureau Federation at 

the hearing on A~st 31, 1932, counsel tor the City by motion 

urged that the COmmission issue an order tor a t~porary reduc-

t10n in electric rates on a percentage basis to all classes ot 

consumers pending further hearing in the matter. Counsel tor 

Paoif1c Gas and Electric Company made a motion that the proceed-

ings be dismissed, cla1ming that there had been rate reduct10ns 

in the aggregate amount ot $6,000,000. per year since the cases 
were started in 1925. 

Speetal pleas, supported by testj~ony) for rate ad-

justments were made by representat1ves of electric railways, by 

the Building O~ers and Managers Association and Reta1l Dry Goods 

Associat1on, both or San FranCiSCO, and by those representing 

agr1cultural interests. 
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Witnesses tor the City and County of San Francisco 

presented certain compilations ot data relating to general econ-

omic conditions and the net earnings ot the consolidated co~­

pan1es available for surplus and dividends and it was urged, 

based upon probable earnings ot $2.25 per share ot common stock 
in 1932, with 75 per cent of the net assigned to the electric 

depar~ent, that a six per cent dividend might be paid and a sur-

plu= of $3,513,000. remain and that the rate payers Should im-

:ediately receive the benerit of a reduction in'electric rates 

i~ this amount. While the Commission is not concerned over the 

protection or the present eight per cent dividend rate of Pa-

cific ~as and Electric Company, it is unwilling to tollow the 

method proposed tor fixing rates. 

It tor the purposes or this decision the historical 

rate base suggested tor the con~ol1dated Great Western Power 

and Pacific Gas ~d Electric electriC properties by witness tor 

the City or San Francisco and the Farm Bureau, as modified on 

cross-examination be accepte~, the earn1ng position of these com-

panies for 1932 should bo tested against approximately the sum 

of $388,000,000. This ra";e base iIl.cludes lands as appraised as 

ot 1921 tor p~c1ric Gas and ElectriC, with additions at cost 

since that date, while Great Western lands are ut actual or est1-

:ated historical cost. It excludes all reservations and exclu-

sions made 07 the Comm1ssio~ i~ Dec1sions Nos. l1457 and ll466, 

as 'well as any cons1derE:.t,ion ot Grec.t Western Power Company water 

r1gcts. The same witness est~ted that the companies would have» 

tor the ye~r 1932, a net available tor return ot $26,698,500. 

based on a six ~onths' actual exper1ence w1th six months est1-

~ted, while witness for the oompan1es, upon the bas1s of eight 

::nonths' actual e~ericnce, with :rour months esti:o.ated, est1me..ted 
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the net aVG.ilable for return for the year to be $26,146,995., 

assuming sub-normal accruals for injuries and damages and un-

collectible bills on the theory that reserves heretofore ac-

cumulated would be dravm upon to care for the expenditures in 

excess of the allowances ~ade_ 
Using the lowest rate base suegested and the r~ghest 

estimate of the amount available for return, it appears that 

for the year 1932 the consolidated companies will cam a return 

of less than 6.~ PCI' cent on their electric operations, while if 

the net estim~ted by the company is used the return on the same 

rate base is ~pproximntely 6.75 per cent. 

From the record it does not appear too.t ea.rnings of 

these comp:mies upon any rea.sonable consolidated rate base will 

in 1932 materially exceed 6.75 per cent. Such an earning, in 

vie\'," of the dovmward trend of' company revenue and other conditions,. 

co.nnot be held to b~ SUCh Qln earning as will justify this· Co~­

mission in issu:lng '-ts ol"dcr l"cducing ~.ny o£ the ele.ctric rateS 

Since it is concluded that no order can be ~isued 

reducing any rates, th0 motion o£ the co~p~ics dismissing 

these compla~ts will be gr~ted. 
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ORDER 
~ .... -.---

Public hear1ngs having been held in the above en-

titled proceedings, the matters having been submitted on me-

tlons and now being read~r tor d.ecision, 

THE RAIlRO.CJJ COMMISSION OF TB:E STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

BEREBY ORDERS AND DECLARES that said compla1nts and investiga-

tions be and they are hereby dismissed. 

The foregoing Opinion and Order are hereby approved . 
and o::::d.ered tiled as the Opinion and Order or 'the Ra1lroad Com-

~ssion of the State 01' Calitornia • .. ' 

Dated at San FranCisco, California, this day ----
of November, 1932. 

CO='lr:l1ssioners. 


