
Decision No. 47223 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of ) 
) 

COAST COUNTIES GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, ) 
) 

a co~poration, for authority to increase) Application No~ 33014 
rates applic3ble to electric service ) 
furnished within the State of California.) 

Appearances for Applicant: w. E. Johns and Pillsbury, 
Madison & Sutro by N~el Dyer. 
Protestants: Santa Clara County, Cities of Hollister and 
Morgan Hill, and Co-ordinating Co:n..llittee to oppose the 
Coast Counties electric rate increase by Bruce McKnight. 
Interested Parties: California Farm Bureau Federation, 
the Santa Cruz, San Benito, Contra Costa and Santa Clara 
County Farm Bur~aus by Ed~on Abel; Office of Price 
Stabilization by John B. Harman; S~n Lorenzo Valley 
Business and ProfessionaI Wom~n's Club by Mrs. Alice Earl 
Wilder; Santa Clara County Co-ordinating com."'Ilittce by 
~~s. Grace McDonald. 
Other Appearances: Walter B. vlessells, John F. Donovan 
and Boris H. Lakusta for the Commission's staff. 

INTERIM OPINION AND ORDER 
DENYING .lVl0TION TO D1sMrss. 

Coast Counties Gas and Electric Company, operating gas 

and electri~ systems in various places in central and northern 

California, filed the above-entitled application on December 26) 

1951 for authority to increase electric rates by $622,000 annually, 

or by 14.34%. After clue notice public heari~gs were held on this 

applicat ion before COn" .. 'l1.issioner Peter E. I·Ti tchcll and Examiner 

M. 1rJ. Edwards on April 16, 17 and lS, 1952, .at Santa Cruz. 

Near the cloze of the hearing on April 1$, 1952, the 

representative for the protestants m.:ade a motion that the portion 

of this application involving the basic $336,500 of the proposed 
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increase be forthwith denied as totally unwarranted in the light of 

past perforffiances or foreseeable future operations. He fUrther 

moved that the portion of the increase, $286,000; which is contingent 

upon a possible increase in cost of power purchased from the Pacific 

Gas and Electric Company be denied on the basis that the request is 

untioely. In arriving at his conclusion "that the request was 

unwarranted in light of past performances, the representa.tive relied, 

mainly on some computations that he h3.d m.1de which showed a. rat.e 

of' return of 6.2% for 1951 operlltions on a deprcciat.ed. rate base. 

In a reply brief, filed on May 23, 1952, applicant avers, 

among other things, that the depreciated rate base used by protes-. 

tants'representative was $36S,25$ less than that contained in the 

record and that the depreciation allowance used by protestants f
. 

re~resentative had been comouted under a method which is at variance . . 
with that contained in the record when a depreciated rate base was 

used. Applicant further contended that the protestants had offered 

no evidence to $upport their argument and that until such evidence 

is pl~ced in the record the zhowing made by applicant should be 

given full weight. 

With re~ard to the second motion,the applicant's position 

was that its request was not untimely and it cited cases wherein 

this Commission had r0cognized th~ possibility of subsequent increases 

in the wholesale price of ~~s and electricity in ~rriving at its 

decision. 

After reviewing the record in this matter it is our 

conclusion that the protestants' representative based his first· r -,/ . .,;--' 
.'./ ., .:j..l.~J 

,..; .. ,._.'..' -".-,!', ',.-' r)'.)--""' 

./ I:lotion,~:in part, on figures, assumptions and computations. that J 

did not appear in .~he record which has been made so far in this 

J ~roceeding and~~~:~\-little or no evidentiary valu~.. Therefore, . 

it is our opinion that the first motion should be denied. The 

second motion by the protestants appears timely. The action by 
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the Commiss10n in cases cited by the applicant in recognizing 

pos~1ble future changes in costs or utility service was to deny 

such inerea~ed costs without prejudice, subject to later filing of 

supplemE,ntal application,., tor the increases subsequently granted. 

Good cause appearing, therefore, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the first motion made by 

representetive for the protestant in this matter be and the same' 

is hereby aen1ed and that tne second motion is gran~ed without ... 
prejudice to the right ot applicant to tile an appropriate 

supplemental application and present supplementary evidence 

regarding any increased cost ot resale power if and when the 

cost to it of such power should be increased, 

The effective date or this order shall bo the date 

hereor~\" 

day of 

I ~. 


