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Decision No.507:::4. 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITI~ CO~il~SSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the ~~tter of the Application of ) 
PACIFIC GAS AND E.LECTRIC C01~iPhNY } 
for an order of the Commission ) 
authorizing applicant to increase ) 
its present rates and charges for ) 
natural gas service in the manner ) 
and to the extent herein set forth. ) 

Applicati0!l No. 35256 , 

(Appearances and list of witnesses 
are set forth in Appendix B) 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company, a California corporation,. 
operating public utility electric and gas systems and relatively 

minor water and stean~ heat systerus in northern and central California ,. 

filed the above-entitled application on l'{arch 1S, 1954 seeking an 

increase in gas rates by approximately ~7,250,000 annually because 
of an increase in the cost of outwofwstate gas. 
Public Hearings 

After due notice, four days of public hearing were held 
on this application before Co~~issioner Kenneth Potter and Examiner 

l~!. 'v:. Edwards at San Francisco, California, on August 25, 26, 27 and 

30, 1954. The :matter W(tS submitted upon the receipt of briefs of 

the City of Palo Alto bJr September 10, 1954 and of the applicant by 
September 15, 1954. 

~ppl.~c~!l~.~ ~ Posi tio~ 

Applicant seeks, by this pr~e.edine, to obtain a 
revenue increase to offset in maj or part ,: although not in whole, 

the increased cost of gas to be purchased from El Paso 
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Natural Gas Cocpany in 1954- El' Paso increased its resale gas 

rates on Januury 1, 1953 under bond. Applicant did not immediately 

apply, as several other utilities did,lI for authority to increase 

its natural gas rates to the extent necessary to offset the 
increased cost of gas. Applicant states ttat it hoped and expected 

that increased sales of gas to its customers and a reversal in the 

long continuous rising trend of material prices, taxes, salaries, 

and wages would enable it to overcome, in major part, said increase 

in the cost of purchased out-of-state gas. Applicant further states 

that its hopes and expectations were not realized and that, as a 

result, in 1953 it absorbed out of earnings approximately $5,340,000 
of additional cost for purchased gas with consequent material 
reduction in its Gas Department's r.:t'te of return. 

In the event that the Federal Power CommiSSion orders 

El Paso to make refunds, applicant proposes to make refunds to its 

custo~ers in accord~~ce with a plan contained in Exhibit No. 7 in 
this pro,ceeding. 

Nature of Evidence 

Evidence was offered by applicant, the Commission staff and 

one of. the interested parties. Counsel for the staff and counsel for 

certain interested parties ~adc statements ~~d cross-examined the 

witnesses. The City of Palo Alto challenged applicant's -. proposed spread of the rate increase on the basis that the present 

1 Coast Counties Gas and Electric Company Application No. 34107, 
I eei sion No. 484$4. South~rn California Gas Con.pany Application 
No. 33700, Decision No. 47992, Dece~e~ 2, 1952. Southern Counties 
Gas Company of Californi~ Application No. 33699, Decision No. 47991, 
December 2, 1952. 
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rate to Palo Alto is unjust and inequitable.~ The Presiding 

Commissioner ~led that in an offset rate proceeding of this nature 

such issue is not proper but should be raised in an appropriate 

proceeding in which the City of Palo Alto could present its case.lI 

Counsel for ~he city took exception to the ruling of the Presiding 

Co~issioner, suggested an interim decision as far as the general 

case is concerned, and suggested that the Palo Alto matter be held 

in abeyance until the city had time to present its case_~ Palo 

Alto fi1ea its brief on this matter on September 10, 1954 and the 

applicant filed its reply brief on September 13, 1954-
Earnings Position 

Applicant's earnings position in its Gas Department is 

shown in Exhibits Nos. 5 ~~d 8. After adjusting for average 

temperature and preCipitation conditions, app1icant Ts earnings 

position for its Gas Departn.ent may be summarized as follows: 

Ap~licantTs Summary of Earnings - Estimated Year 1954 

~ 

Operating Revenue 
Sales of Gas 
Other Revenue 

Total Operating Revenue 
Oneratin~Expenses 

Production 
Transmission 
Distribution 
Customer Accounting 
Sales Promotion 
Administrati ve and Genp.ra1 ;. 
Adjustment for WagP. !nc:~ase 

Subtotal 
Taxes 
Deprecia tion Annuity ':':ld Ir:terest 
Amort. of Plant Acquis. Adjustment 

Tot~l Operating Expe~scs 
Net Revenue 
Depreciated Rate Base 
Rate of Return 

ZJ Transcript page 270, line 19. 
11 Transcript page 279, lines 7, et seq. 
~ Transcript page 410, lines 2, et seq_ 
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Present Rates Proposed Rates 

100, 4,000 
1$,663,000 
$,.360,000 

104,000 
127,341,000 
15,.359,000 

315,622,000 
4.$7% 

$149,39.3 ,000 
~~4,OOO 149,7 7,000 

100,0,000 
22,429,000 
$,360,000 

104.000 
131,149,000 
18,578,000 

315,622,000 
5.$9% 
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The above rev~nue under proposed rates does not include 
~46,000 of estimated revenue resulting from a minor revision in 

applicant's proposed rates as set forth in Exhibit No.6. The 

~ffect of this revision on rate of return is less than one 
one-h~~dreth of one per cent. 

For, the p'J..-.,:>ose of showing it s over-all system earnings, 
including the electric, water and steam.-heat operations, applicant 

submitted Exhibits Nos. 9 and 9A. These exhibits show the earnings 
pOSition under both the present and proposed gas rate levels and 
may be summarized as follows: 

All Operating Departments - Estimated Average Year 1954 

Item -
Gross Operating Revenues 
Expenses (Incl. ·Taxes and 
Net for Return 
Ra~e Base (Depreciated) 
Rate of Return 

Depr. ) 
$ 

With Gas Dept. 
at Present 

Rates 

407,397,000 
331,620,000 
75,777.000 

1,502;527,000 
- 5.04% 

$ 

With Gas Dept. 
at Proposed 

Rates 

414,424,000 
.3.35,68'2,000 

7e,742,OOO 
1,502,527,000 

5.24% 
In the above two computations applicant assumed average 

year conditions of temperature a.nd precipitation and stated that for 

estimates on departments other than gas it used prices for oil and 

gas, wage levels, penSion plan proviSions, and tax rates comparabl~ 
with those used in-theestimates for the Gas Departffient. 
Rate Increase Proposals 

Applicant's rate proposal as finally revised is to increase 
the firm service classes, except those in the Humboldt Division and 

in Coast Counties Gas and Electric Company territory,21 by 6.32 per 

cent, rounding the initial charges to the nearest one cent and the 
block rates to the neesest one one-hundreth cent; to increase the 

interruptible rates by 1.2 cents per Z~!c1"; anci to increase the stean.-
electric plant rates by 0.7 cents per l"lcf. --
i7 The Humbold~ Divlslon is served by local gas supplies an~ is-not 

interconnected in such a way as to receive any out-of~state gas. 
Customers for~er1y served by Coast Counties Gas and Electric' 
CO!:lpany already have had their rates increased for the higror 
costs of I,ut-of-state gas. 

-4-



A-35256 ET 

". 
~~ ... , , . ~ 

'.' ,' .. ~,l : : ' .~' . 

The California Ivianufac'turers Association was concerned 
i"_' • 

over applicant's proposed spread of the increase pointing out that 
the increased billing was predominan~ly .in the demand category, 

........ --.-' ....... 
62 p~r cent o£ the incrcQ.sc in the billing o£ ga.s £rom El Paso Na:eural 

Gas Company being demand and 3S per cent commodity. Its ~.tness 
introduced Exhibit No. 12 and on the basis of its proposal ~hat 

~one of the demand costs be assigned to interruptible servicc 1 

suggested an increase of 0.$5 cents per Mcr,to cover the ·increased 
commodity costs. The Association's witness 3uggested that the 

denand cost increase be spread among the firm,. classes on their 

relative deruand responsibility or amount conte~plated to be served 
on ~ design peak day. Then he suggested that any, manner which ~h~, 

Commission deemed proper for the expression of this derr~nd cost ,in 
rates, either in Mct charges or additional fixed or ffiinimum ~~arges, 

would be appropriate. 

Counsel for the City of Oakland on cross-examination of 

applicant's witnessY brought out the fact that applicant '·s proposal 

would increase tbe minimum charge by 6.32 per cent and that the 

minimum charge includes certain costs which are not affected by the 

increase in cost of gas. Couns~l furthe r brought out the fact 
that with a straight cents per !viCr increase the larger user would 

pay a greater increase, around 9 per cent, and the smaller user a 

lesser increase, with a minimum user having 103s than a 1 per cent 

increase. 

The City of Palo Alto, while in general opposing any 

inc~ease Without further hearing, had its rate consultant cross-

ex~~ine applicant's witness on rates from the standpoint of how 

the incrca~ed cost of gas should be equitably distributed among 
the applicantts customers. The consultant's view on this particular 

§j Transcript page 401, lines 3, et seq. 
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pOintll w~s: n~ouming th0 und~rlying r~t0s ~s exist ~rc ro~sonnblo, 
the logic~l allocation would be en the basis of commodity, or 

assessed on an equal percentage basis. 

Discussion of Rate Spread Proposals . . 
The increased cost of gas if uniformly spread among all 

users, except those exempted, on a commodity basis would be about 

2.2 cents per Mcf and on a uniform percentage price basis about 

5.1 per cent. If an increase of 2.2 cents per Mcf were ~ be added 

to the interruptible services (including steam-electric plant 

interruptible sales) the applicant contended that the resulting 

price of gas on a heat unit basis would exceed the competitive cost 

of fuel oil. The applicant's position was th~t incre~ses of 0.7 
cents per l"lCf to the steam-electric plants represent the excess 

of the average cost of gas over the present con~odity rate to these 

plants and 1.2 cents per ~cf tothc regular interruptible customers 

w~s the maximum that it could reconmcnd and still maintain a 

competitive position. On the other hand, if a uniform price 

increase basis of 5.1 per cent were to be added it would be greater 

than applicant recommended for the interruptible classes.~ 

With applicantts proposed incre~se of 0.7 cents to steam-
el~ctric pl~nt sales and 1.2 cents to regular interruptible s~les, 

the remaining scrv1c os hove to be incrc.lsed by gr~atcr .:lmounts in 

order to yield the requested revenue increaso. 

Y Tro.nscript page .342, ---lines 17-22 inclusi vo. 

Y Under applicant'S proposal 0.7 cents for steam-electric plants 
is equival~nt to 2.47 per cent increase and 1.2 cents for regular' 
interruptible is equivalent to 3.62 per cent incrcnse. 
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In the other three similar offset r~te increase cas¢3, 

involving the Southern California Gas Company, the Southern Co~~tics 

Gas Company of California, and the Coast Counties Gas and Electric 

Company, the increase was spread on a unifor:n I~'icf commodity basis 

of 2.4 cents, 1.6 cents, and 0.9 cents, respectively, to all classes~ 

Applicant's main objections to a uniform spread of the increase 

on a commodity basis were: (1) it would adversely affect the 

interruptible and interdepart~ental sales, (2) it would result in 

inequitable treatment as between customers due to a wide difference 

in Btu content of bas delivered in the s~vcral arecs of the system 

3nd (3) it would complicate the refund plan. Applicant's witness 

stated that applicant developed unci presented what it thought wcs 

th~ most equitable plan~ The staff generally concurred in 

applicant's plan in this instance. 

The California ¥anufacturers Association took the pOSition 

that in an offset proceeding such cs this no factors other than cost 

~re appropriate for consideration unless they serve as a limiting 

factor or ceiling in the imposition of cost ~esponsibilities of th8 

v~rious classes and that other factors in eddition to cost are 
appropriate when the proceeding is sufficiently general in scope 

so that a thorough ~nalysis and investigation of thes~ other factors 

can be included. In the Associationrs opinion this proceeding does 
not represent a general proceeding. 

Refund Plan 

Applic~nt's refund plan is se~ forth in Exhibit No.7. 

Its purpose is to return to customers any increase collected from 

them in excess of ·the increas~ finally determined to be due 

El Paso N~tural Gas Company during the period in which the proposed 

rates are in effect. Applic~~t proposes that the total amount to be 

refunded will be the total amo·~t of offset inc~~ase charged the 

customers less applicant T s out-of-pocket increased costs of 

purcm sed. gas for the offset period. 

-7-
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Applicant proposes th~t if the average amount to b~ 

refunded is less than ~O.25 per customer then the refund .. shal~_ :be 

based on the recorded revenue from each such customer for the.last 

full monthly billing period in the offset period. If the average 

amount of refund is $0.25 or more, individual customer refund~_will ~. 

be made on the basis of charges IM.de during the offset;.period ~. 

Wherever practical.. refunds will be made by credit to the. customer' S.-

account. Refunds on closed accounts will be made by chec~._ mailed 

to the last known address. However, where the refund on a closed 

account is less than 13 cents no refund will be made and where the 

refund on a closed account is less th~~ 25 cents but is 13 cents or 

over~ a refund of 25 cents will be made. 

The plan proposed in Exhibit No.7, applicant states"is 
desi~ned to keep costs of refunding as low as possible by using 

simplified methods where the refund to individual general service 

customers 1s 30 small that the loss in accuracy will mean very 

small departures from the results achieved by more elaborate methods 

which would involve disproportionate expense in calculating the 

refunds. Applicant'S witness testified that non'€! of the costs 

incurred in making the refund will be deducted in determining the 

total amount to be refunded to its customers. 
Commission Staff Analysis 

The staff made a thorough check of the applicant'S exhibits 

nnd ns to those points where the company did not concur in the staff's 

views" the staff presented independent testimony in the record .. 

However 1 these differences were largely offsetting. The re'sults 

of the staff's investigation are set forth in'Exhibit No. 11 ~nd ----indicate a rate of return of ;.87 per cent for the estimated 

-8-
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year 1954 under applicantTs proposed rates. This rate or return 

is within 0.02 p~r cent of that computed by the applicant, heretofore 
summarized. 

Findings 

After considering the record in the case we find that: 

1. ApplicantTs revenues aIter an offset rate 
increase to the extent proposed in this appli-
cation will not result in unreasonably high 
earnings for the Gas Department, such earnings 
being below the 6.0 per cent rate of return 
last authorized by this Commission in DeCision 
No. 4626$, dated October 2, 1951, under 
Application No. 31466 when computed under a 
52 per cent federal income tax basis. 

2. The offset rate increase proposed herein will 
not result in unreasonably high earnings for 
the company as a whole on a consolidated basis. 

3. The Commission takes official notice that the 
federal tax laws provide that the income tax 
rate of 52 per cent will be reduced to 47 per 
cent on April 1, 1955. To insure that appli-
cant's customers will not be required to provide 
more than the amount of taxes properly chargeable 
to operating expenses, rates to oecome effective 
April 1, 1955 on a 47 per cent federal income tax 
basis will be provided herein. 

4. ApplicantTs proposal as set forth in the appli-
cation and in Exhibit No.6 is a reasonable 
proposal for distribution of the increase among 
the various classes of customers, ~~d is the 
most equitable of the several proposals presented, 
considering the facts of this particular proceed-
ing. 

5~ An order should be issued increasing the rates 
of applicant to the full extent proposed up to 
April 1, 1955. In order that applicant's 

-9-
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eDrnings may not exceed 6 per cent thereafter, 
unless otherwise ordered applicant will be 
required to reduce the authorized increase by 
approximately .:~1,,00 ,000 if a 47 per cent 
federal income tax rate becomes eff-ecti·ve on 

, that date. 

With regard to the suggestion of the City of Palo Alto 

that an interim decision be issued as far as th~ genc~al aspects 

·of the application are concerned in order that Palo Alto may have 

,time to presbnt its casEl, in view of the limited scope of this case 

we find this suggestion inapprop~iate for this proceeding. The 

Presiding Commissioner has already ruled that this is not a proper 

proceeding to test the justness and equitableness of present rates 

heretofore fixed by this Commission, and pointed out that the City 

in an appropriate proceeding may present its position to the 

Commissio,n. The City of Palo Alto at any time may initiate such eo 

proceeding, ,therefore the ruling of the Presiding Commissioner is 

affirmed. 'The request of the City of Palo Alto in its brief that 

it be permitted to present its evidence in support of a decre~se 

in the existing ~ates in the course of this hearing is denied. It 

should be pointed out that the increase being authoriz€d, co~puted 

on ap€rcentage of revenue baSis, results i~ a lesser increase 

per Mcf for the firm load of Palo Alto than for the firm load of 

the gene'ral s(:rvice customers of the applicant and is less tha."l if 

a uniform increase per It.cf were spread to all customers. 

This appecrs an opportune time for the Commission to require 

certain changes regarding applicant's gas rat, zoning practice. 

In the last electric rate increase proceeding of applic~nt (Decision 

No. 47$32, 52 CPUC lll) th~ Commission stated that city limits are 

-10-



not the sole criterion to 'oe 'J.sed in establishing electric rc.te 

zones. Similarly, in connection with g~s rat~ are~s, the city 

limits should not be thB sole crit~rion and gas rate arcus should 

b~ established taking into account density and other pertinent 

factors. The applicant should take the initiative in applying 

criteria to properly establish and revise gas rate area bo~~darics 

so as to classify custo~ers in the future at appropriate rate levels. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company having applied to this 

Commission for an order authorizing increases in rates and charges 
for gas s~rvic~, public hcarinz having been held, the matter having 
been submitted and being ready for decision, 

IT IS HEREBt FOUND AS A FACT t~t the increases in rates 

3:'ld charges au,thorized herein are ju~tified and tlul. t present rates 
. -, ", 

and cr~rges, in so far as they differ-from those herein prescribed, 
- . 

for the future are unjust and unreasonable; therefore, 

1. 

2. 

4. 

IT IS H BREBY OR.D1RED as follows: 

~pplicant is authorized and directed to file in 
quadruplicate with this Commission after the effec-
tive date of this order, in conformity with General 
Order No. 96) revised schedules 0 f rates as 
specified in Appendix A ~ttached hereto, and, after 
not less than five daysr notice to this Commission 
and the public to make said rates effective for 
s~rvice rGndered on and after December 1, 1954. 

Applicant shall keep such records of sales to 
custOl!lerS durine the effective period ,of ,this cost-
of-gas offset r~te as .will enable it to detcrndne 
readily the total offset charge- and_the total refund 
that may be:due, if ant, to each customer. 

Applicant shall d-etermine refu.."lds by th e method 
contained in' Exhibit 7. . After deternJinc.tion, refunds 
shall be madcin the rrcnner proposed by applicant in 
this proceeding. 

Unless other~~sc ordered, applicant shall prior to 
April 1, 1955 refile the necessary tariff schedules 
to be effective April 1, 1955 reducing the offset 

-11-
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percentage for firm service fro~ 6.3 per cent ~. 
to 4.Ver. cent .. 

5. Upon final d~i3ion in the El Paso Natural Gas 
Company matter by the F~deral Power COmmission, 
applicant shall file a supplc~ental application 
herein containing its proposed perrr~ne~t rate 
offset plan for final detcr~ination and authori-
zation by this COD~ission. 

6. If the tax liability of the applicant is reduced 
in any manner under the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 by using a basis differing from that used by 
the applicant in this proceeding, applicant shall 
promptly notify the Commission. 

The effective date of this order shall be twenty days 
after the date hereof 

Dated at;t;#:;;4///L'.r",~ California, this $-d 
day of.l:1z/ht (4:7.{ 4/-{ / , 1954. 

( , /1 ' \'---> . .- ' -. I~ J 
. .' t7) ! /j \ President 

,'/14'/&..£4. .)/, {5(~/ 
(J~ ,u / "Ii ,.~g;;; 
Q ~~ 
~~ Commissioners 
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APPENDIX A 

The presently eftective ~tes, ch~rge3 and conditions are ch~ged as 
set forth ir. this a.ppendix. 

1. Increase rates to those set .forth in E:x:hi'oit J attached to the n.pplic.:l.tion 
~s revised by da.ta in Exhibit No.6, in this proceedL~7 and as revised 
by chMges in territory served and in heati."lg value of natural gls served 
in specific ar(laS during tho period from the d3. te of filing of the 
application herein to December 1, 1954. 

2. Include appropriate clauses L"l the rate sections of its schedules settL"lg 
forth the al'PlicablG ~rcE)ntago or cents piJr Met contingent offset chargo 
:md Decision No. as follows: 

In Genera.l Service, Firm Ind\lStrial, Gas Engi."lo, I'l:lol(;s;uc S(!hcdulcs: 

Cont~"lgont Offset Charg~: 

The above rates include ,~~ offsei-,~~~c of 6.3 pcr cent 
in accor:.a.."lCC with Decision No. ~,( ....... 4 of the 
Californil Public Utilities Commission, which charge is 
subject ~o possible rcf~"ld. 

In Interruptible Schedules: 

Contingent Offset Ch.'lrgc: 

T~~ ~aaV8 Om. p(qtes inalua~ an oJl',~t cnilrge of ~ ~". < 
1.2 contes'"" P<::'I" j.jC~ in accordance 'With D('!ci~ion No • ..,0.,...." ... 4. 
0: t.he Cal.Uorn1a !''lJ.hl.:\.c Ut.:il.:\.t.j.()C Comm1.ee.1.on~ which 
charge is subject to possible refund • 

.... For Schodu~c No. Ci-55, 'the orr:let. charge:1.3 0.7 cont.:J. 

3. No ch.:l . .'''l.ges in th~ ;p:-e3ently effectiVe! r:ltes in the H'Jl'Oboldt Division ~~ 
authorized. 

I..... Presently effective Schedule::; 0-63 a..~d 0-64. shJ.ll :'lOt be combined. into 
5chedulc 0-63 .:loa proj:Oscd in Ex.."'l.ibit J a.ttached. to tho .3.pplicntion. 

5. The territory clause roi'crring to incorpo~.t,.;;:d city limits sh:D.l be 
modified to r~ad as follows: ''W'ithin the incorporatod city limits 'lS 

they existod on the dJ.tes shown i!'l tho !r.dex of Cities of ••• " 
Applica.!'l.t shall fUe in its tariff schedules ll."l Indox of Citit;s setting 
forth tho incorporntcc. cities or to'V.ns being $ ervoc. gas by it and 
showing the design~ted dates of the corpornto limits o.f such citic5 or 
towns. 

6.. No changes in nUI:lborine of schec.ulcs, applicol'oility, territory, or 
speciil c~nditions sh~ be ~~dc in the tariff schcd~cs except as 
rcq\:irod tv bo consistent with changes authorized hcrei."l. 
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APPEND~ B 

LIST OF APPE~~CES 

For Applici.lnt: Robe~ H. Gerde::;. R. ',V. DuVal Ilnd F. T. Set~l"ln. 

Prot0st~~t~: City of Richmond by Tho~s M. Carlson, W. E. Thompson, Grnnt G~ 
Cn.lho1.ln .s..~d John T. Garvoy; City of F.?lo Alto by Robert E. Mich,~~ki and 
John Bn.1.ler. 

Intcrcst~d P~rtico: City and Cou.~y ~~ San Fl"anci::;co by Dion R. Holm, 
',!>,,\u1 Beck and ThOl!\.'\s A. Toomoy, Jl".; City of O~.klll."ld. by Joh::"l W. Collier; 
Co.l.iforni,'l M.'lI'lu!ucturors Azoociation by Robe!'t ~. Lo:.n:;y; of Brobeck, Phlegor 
J.m! P.:lrrioon; C~lii'orni.'3. Fa..""m BUI'Cau Federation by Edson Abel; City of 
Stockton by Willi,ttm Bidd iek, Jr. 

For the Co~=sion St.lt!: Bori5 H. L~kustR, ChArles W. Morn, and John Donov~n. 

LIST OF WITNESSES 

Evidcmcc was prooentcd on bch!))'f of the .:l.pplicnnt by: E. vi. Hodges (financinl 
sto.tcment.s, .;WJ.ocation of gcncr.~l ~X'pense::; and tsxt.:s, .:l.drnir.istro.ti~ and 
gener;ll expenseo, taxI;; s)" L. ~. Kna.pp (:l1loco. tion of c ommon utility plant 
;Uld mJlteri.<J.ls .'lI'ld zupplics, fiXed capital, r.aterie.ls an.d. supplies), 
J. F. Brenn~~ (depr~ciation expense - co=oon utility pl~~t, depreciation o.nd 
amortizo.tion), J. S. Y~ulton (L~troduction, gas oper~tions, eozt of gas, 
~~.ry of earnings, conclusions, results of system op~r~tions), 
J. It!. Ellis (SumIn:u-y of operating revenue o.t pl"csent rates, customers, sllles, 
revenues), J. F. Roberts (revenues at proposed rp.tes, revised rates, plan 
for refund), Roy D:wis (production [.1.00 tr.?:'lSr.ission opcr:;>.tion expenseo)." 
S. B. Bnrton (production, tr~n~~ssion and Ci~tribution maintenance expenses, 
r~tc basc~fixed capital), H. H. Bl~sdalo (distribution cxpenses, customers' 
~eeounting and coll~cting expens~s, sales promotion expenses, income taxes), 
F. J. Carr (ad valorem taxes), K. C. Christensen (working cash), C. W. Delvey 
(custooer distributivn, u31lge, density) and .:J.ver,'lgc rates). -

Evidence was presented on beno.lf of C~if~rnio. Y~~ufaeturerB Association by 
H. R. Ross. 

Evider.ce was presented on behalf of the Co:::nission st::!.!!' by: R. L. Davis (rat,o 
base), ';Ililli3!:l W. Eyo:-s (~a.s De'Oartment rcv\3nucs)" Geo:-gc C. Dor~"'l. (adminis-
trative A..."ld general expense a.djust ::t;nts), Stewart vleber (s1'r:r"ary 0 f ea:-nirlgs). 

-
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