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Decision No. 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application ) 
of SOUTHEP~ COUNTIES GAS COMP)U~ ) 
OF CALIFORNIA for a general in- ) 
crease in gas rates under Section ) 
454 of the Public Utilities Code. ) 

Application No. 3$211 
amended 

Appearances an~ witnesses 
are listed in Appendix A. 

SECOND INTERIM OPINION 

AnolicantTs Reguest 

Southern Counties Gas Company, of California filed the 

above-entitled application on June 29, 1956, and filed amendments 

thereto on September 22, 1956 a."'ld February 6, 1957, requesting an 

increase in rates designed to produce additional gross revenue of 

$6,443,000 or a 9.5 per cent increase, on its estimated 1957 revenue 

of $68,017,000 unc.er present rate levels. Because of delays in com­

pleting the main proceeding which were occas~one~ by requests of 

certain interested parties ~or additional time ;~ prepare and com­

plete exhibits, the applie.ant, on March 13, 1957,. made a motion that 

it be authorized.to continue the winter level of general service 

rates during the sumcer period. 
. , .. 

~linter' :and Summer Rate Dif£erences 

Applica..."'lt presently has higher winter rate levels than 

summer rate levels in its general service rates, Schedules 0-1 

through 0-6.2; military servic;e rates, Sehedules G-20 and G-21; 

multiple dwelling rates, Schedules G-25 a..."'ld. G-26; firm i.ndustrial 

rat~s, Schedules 0-40 and C-4lj and gas engine rates, Schedule 0-45. 

The d.ifference between the winter and sumoer rate levels varies as 
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. between the several, schedules. These differences may be' su~a.-ized 

approximately as ·£¢llows: 

Schedule Numhers 

G-l through 0-6.2 

G-20 and G-21 
0-25 
0-26 
0-40 and G-4l 
G-45 

Winter Rate Higher than Summer 

13 to 14 cents per Mc£" beyond t,ooo cu.tt. 
per month usage. 
12 cents per Mcr, all usage above minimum. 
12 cents per Mcr, all usage above minim~~. 
13 cents per Met, all usage above minimum. 
S to 9 cents per Mcr, all usago above minimum. 
1 to 4 cents per Mcr, all usage above minUlu:n. 

Applicant is proposing in the main rate case that the 

summer-winter rate differentials in the general service schedules 

(G-l through G-6.2) be eliminated, bu't to continue the seasonal form . 

of rates for the other schedules en'U.Clerated above. Where the present 

winter rate levels would be hi~~er than the proposed new summer rate 

levelS, applicant's present request is to limit the rate after ~ay 1, 

1957, to such proposed new summer rate level. 

Public Hearing 

Thus far, seven days of public hearing have been held on 

this application, az amended, before CommiSSioner Rex Hardy and 

Examiner Manley Til. Edwards during t.he period November 14, 1956, .to 

March 15, 1957, inclUSive, in Los Angeles. Following the first day 

or public hearing on ~hiz application the Commission authorized an 

interim increase in the resale service rate for service to San Diego 

Gas & Electric Company.1 The instant motion was made on March 13, 

1957, and on March 15, 1957, the applicant submitted three exhibits, 

Exhibits Nos. 28, 29 a..""ld 30, and the testimony of.,two witnesses in 

support of its second interim rate proposal. This second in'terim 

request was submitted £or Commission deciSion on M~ch 15, 1957, 

subject to a late-filed exhibit by the Cocmission staff as to the 

~ DeCision No. 54233 dated December II, .19~6~-
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effect of this second interim rate re11~f request. Such staf! 

exhibit W.:l~ tiled on M.lrch 22, 1957 and a ~tatement by the City of 

Los Angeles with reference thereto was £ile~ on April 1, 1957. Thi~ 

second interim request is now ready for decision. The next day of 

hearing on the main rate ca~e i~ scheduled tor April 16, 1957, at 

10 a.m. in the Mirror Building, Los Angeles. 

~plicant's Position 

Applicant's position is that it would be very confusing·to 

tho general ~ervice customers to have the pr~sent lower summer rates 

go into effect on May 1, 1957, and =hortly thereafter to have the 

rates inereased substantially if a uniform year-round rate were 

authorized by the Commission. Also, the present level of winter 

rates would produce some additional revenue to applicant during the 

period whila the proceSSing of its case is being ,delayed through no 

fault of its own. 

Applicant's Exhibit No. 28 shows that continuation of the 

winter rates in the manner previously discussed would result in the 

!ollowing interim increases eompared to the final increases being 

requested: 

Proposed Proposed 
Int~rim Pinal 

Month Increases Increases 

May,1957 $J96,OOO ; S04.,Ooo 
June 1957 323,000 740,000 
July 1957 212 z000 644.~OOO· 

Total 9ji,ooo 2,reS;Ooo 

By Exhibit No. 29 applicant computes that the effect or 

this interim proposal is to increase the average revenue per meter in 

May by 65 cents, in June by 52 cents, and in July by 34 cents. 

As to the effect of this interim. proposal on the system 

results or operation, applicant's Exhibit No. 30 shows the following 
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estimated ra.tes of retu.rn a!"ter all'owing tor tho 1ncro'Q'so'd interim. 

revonu.os: 

POl"1od 

12 months eno.oo,Me.y· '31, 19$7 
12 months ondoo. 'JWlO 30-, 19$7 
12 months cno.oe Ju.ly 31-, 19,,7 

,Rato or Roturn 

'Cop1oo or o.ppli'eo.nt',:s propoaod dofinitivo torirf :schoduloo 

to accomplish this Changos:ro e.t'taeho'e to rovisod Exhibit No. 31-. 

Tho City or Los Arlgo1os obj octs to the granting ot an 

intor1m 1n:croa.~o unloss ne'eo3sary to moot an emorgoncy .. 

,StD.:t£,'.A.nalY!l1s 

Tho statt ostimated that continuat10n or 'the wintor ro.tos 

,into May wou.ld rosult in c.n increase or rovonuo ot $401.;:;000 a.nd 'into 

Juno or $300,000,. Ba.$od on tho sto.rr' 3 o.no.lys1s or'th.o appl~eo.nt·' $ 

earn1ngs', 0.3 shown 1n Exh1b1 t NO'.~ 21, the continuo:t'-1on 'ot 'the co 

w1nter rates tor the'months ot May and June would bAvo'tho ott~et ¢t 

1neroC,'sing tho not revonue a.tter'trucos by $3l8,600 and would bring 

tho ra.to or roturn up to 6-~64por cento, it' o.ccolor&tod tax 

dopreeiation is 'usoe, arid '.'$;$0 por cont'" it streight lino tax 

-. 

, '2 
depreciation is usoc. Therofore" tho rate of roturn on tho socond 

ba$1~ or computation would not oxeood tho 6 per~eont found roa30nnblo 

in Decision No. 509027 if tho interim rat~s requestod' wore in otroct 

tor tho months ot May and Juno. 

2 Tho Comm1osion ho3 not eotorm1nod what rnto troatmont to accord 
tho o.c'coloratod tax d.opro-e1at1on mothod.~ 
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Findin~s end Conclusions 
. 

The record in the mc.in'proceoding shows thc.t cortain 

~p~c~r~nces have requested such '~ddition~l time for tho' filing of 

evidenti~ m.-ltter, Which, toget.her-,with coiricid~ntalrcqlles'ts for 

dir~ct c.nd cross-cx.."Uninc.tion, will '~xtend ,th~ ,·hc.:u-ings. The 

rc.:::ult.'lnt final decision on the.: mdttcrwill, thcrci'orc, .probably 

not be issued 'untii c.£tc~' He.y 1, 1957~' 'Cc.lif'orni:1 I1anufc.cturcrs 

i.ssoci~tion, .:tn'interested party her'c'in'7 desires to o~£er into 

evidence c. cost of service study whico'h6s been in prepurc.tionfor 

c.n extended period of' time. ;~pplic.lnt t s . o'ffer to wc.i vc cross­

oxcminD.tion ·lS to the lc..te f'iling 'of' such c. cost of service study, 

o.s well·e.s to lc.tc-filcd prep~red tC'si±l:lony in rclc.tion thereto, 

''''0.$ not c.ccepted by co'unscl for' Ccli!ornio. Y.:c.nufc.cturcrs Associ~tion. 

The City of Los 1.n;;elcs, an ir:t crested "p".rtY:l through its counsel 
, , 

, , 

cont~ndcd that the cost of servico study ~roposcd to ,be offered by 

Cc.lifornic. l~ic..nU£ccturors 1.ssoc iction w~· 0. proper cl(;tlsnt to be 

considered by the COmmission, ~d would not ~gree to ~ivc cross-

eX01!liro. tion nor to wlli vc the right to of!¢r rebuttal evidence to 

such cost of service study. Counsel for C~i£ornic Farm Burco.u 

Federation took a pOSition ~like to thct of counsel for the City 

of Los :~ngeles. Counsel for Sc..."l Diego Gas & Electric COJ:lp.:::.ny, .::m 

interested po.rty 1 w~s not willing to ·...r.z:.ive argUtlent in br!.efs. 

The st~f counsel tooit the position th::.t C.?li!ornio. r'~u1".:::.cturers 

.h.5S0cio.tion WetS entitled to its dely in Court., 

Because' of the ~orcso.id' clcmc~~s counsel for the appliccnt 

:lloved, in open heering, tMt applico.nt T s';wintertiI:lc rLltcs bo con­

tinued until final deciSion in the ~itcr'in order that 0.11 pc.rtics 
• t'· 

ho.ve complete opportuni~1 to present t~¢ir evidence and process 

the cllse in D.n orderly f=-.shion. During the heax-ins on March 15, 1957~ 
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turthor d1scussion was h~d and ev1denec was roceived on the motion 

as msdo by the ~pp11cant on March 13~ 19S7. Tho presiding 

Cocm1ssionor stated that tQo Commiss1on statf would "00 expected to 

tilG e. statemont with tho COmmission as to its position on tho 

motion by ~rch 22~ 1957, and that all other appoarancos might 

tilo statements'ot pos1tion by March 29~ 1957.' Only two st~tomont3 

of posit'ion have 'boen rcceived--one £rom the City ot Los ~elo3" 

which stated its objection to tho intor~ increAses" as sougnt, 

1n tho absence of an emGrgency cond1tion, and the other from the 

Comm1ssion statt" wh1ch found that tho L~terim increases~ as 

sought" it authorized for not longer than 49 days attar ¥~y 1, 19$7, 

would not cause applicant Ts rate of roturn und~r most liberal 

assumptions to excoed 6 per cent last found to be reasonable "oy 

tho Commission by Decision No. $0902, issued Decembor 28" 19$4, 

in Application No. 35742. 
While a.pplicant T s show1ng is to tho ettect toot evon 

with tho sought cont1nua.."'l.CO of v/1ntor ratos" its o,st1mD.tod rate 

of return would only be slightly in oxcoss or S pc r eent, the sta~ 
......... 

analysiS shows an ost~tod rate 0: return o! 6.04 or 5.56 p~r cent 

, 
as $hovm abov~ using alternato tax mothode, it tho oxisting ratos 

were cont inuod in offoct tor tho :uonths ot 'J/I1).Y and. Juno. Ane while 
i 

. ono of these esti.--:w.ted rates of return does not oxeood tho 6 per cont 

tound roo.sono.ole 1n DeCision ~10. $0902, novortheloss" :111 evidenco 

in this metter has not beon reco1ved by tho COzm:liss1on. ;.,.:; stated, 

tour more doys ot hoar1ng, at loast, aro scheduled ooforo the 

entire Co.so can be submitted. 
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With full apprec1at1on of the s1tuat10n 1n which applicant 

is placed, there 1s no question but that the rates last heretofore 

authorized by the COmmiss10n are presumed to be both lawful and 

reasonable unt1l changed by the Commission. Regulation does not 

guarantee a net prof1t to a ut1lity, and before app11cant 1s 

entitled to an increase in rates, 1t must accept and sustain the 

burden of proof jUstifying the increase. It cannot be fairly said 

that it has sustained that burden until all pert1nent evidence has 

been rece1ved by the Commiss10n. The sought continuance of the 

Winter rates, now scheduled to be decreased automat1cally on May 1, 

1957, can be noth1ng but an increase 1n.rates, and, it 1s noted 

app11es 1n the great part to the general service or domest1c 

conSumers. The CommiSSion 10 not perm1tted by law to be generous 

to a uti11ty. The rates author1zed by the Commission must be just 

and reasonable only. It c~~ot be said that applicant 1s in ~~ 

emergency or perilous financial cond1t1on. v~ether app11cant is 

ent1tled to the rate 1ncrease sought by 1ts applicat1on, as amended, 

or any 1ncrease whatever, 1s immater1al at this juncture or the 

matter. That fact will be determined by the Commission in or.derly 

manner after all of the evidence has been received. 

We therefore tind and conclude and it is our judgment 

that app11cant's motion should be denied. 
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.... .... .... 

This order shall not be construed as a tinal determination 
.. 

of any of the1ssues raised by the app11cation, as amended, herein. 
"'I In v1ew of the delays that have been occaSioned 1n th1s I // 

matter .to date, we direct that all cloS1ng statements shall be . J 

f1led with1n ten days after eompletion of the hearings in th1s 

!l"'.atter. 

INTERIM ORDER 

Southern Count1es Gas' Company of California having 

entered a motion for an order authorizing· an interim increase in 

rates pending complet1on of the ma1n rate case, public hearing 

hav1ng been held, and it appearing to the Commission that the 

motion should be denied, therefore, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that applicant's motion for an order 

authorizing the continuance of its w1nter rates after May 1, 1957, 
be and 1t 1s hereby den1ed. 

The effect1ve date ot this order shall be twenty days 

after the date hereof. 

Dated at ___ Srul_Fntn __ o,.,e_"_X> ____ , ca11fornia, this /6.zz!", 
day of a,&-c 
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• 

-~ 
• 

~~~. ~. 

~ 

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

. -
.. 

... ~ , , " 

~ 
~ 

• 



, . . 
... .' A-;SZll NB 

APPENDIX A 

LIST OF A?PE~NCES 

For applicant: Milford Springer and J .. R.o Rensch. 

Interested Parties: Chickering & Gregory by Sherm~~ Chickerin~ and 
C. Hayden Ames, for San Diego Gas & Electric Company; Bruce 
n.enwick, !lollin E .. Woodbury, Harry ~l. St1.4rges, Jr., a...~d John R. 
~7 ~or Southe:-n California Edison Coopany; Uan G. Ca:npoeI.L., 
1'. M. Chubb, R .. \'l. Russell and P. A.. Erickson, for City of Los 
Angeles; Wahlf~ed Jacoosen by tesl~e E. s~~Il ~~d Henry E. Jordan, 
for City of Long Beach; Wendell ~. Thom~son, for C~ty of Pasadena; 
Frederick B. Holoboff, for City of San biego; Robert G. Cockins 
and Robert D.o Ogle, for City of Santa MOnica; J a.':les Don ReIJ.er, 
for Co~~ty of San Diego; J. J. Deu~l and Bert buzz~n~, for 
California Farm Bureau Feaerat~on; ~robeck) ~hleger ~ .Harrison by 
George D. Rives, for California Manufacturers Association; W .. D .. 
M:lcK::.LI of Commercial Utility Service, for The Exchange Orange 
~Oducts Company; OfMelvcny & Myers by Lauren M. Wri~ht, for 
Riverside Cement Company. 

Protestant: James Torolf appearing on behalf of petitioners in 
protest against increase or gas rates. 

For the Commission st~ff: Mnrtin Porter, Harold J. McCnrthy, 
Theodore Stein and C:lrol 'i'. Coffev. 

LIST 0:;' ~!ITNESSES 

. Evidence was precented on beho.lf of the applicant by: Guy ""1. 
Wadsworth, Cecil L. Du.~~, J~es S. McBride, J. C. Millen, Jay 
Davis, Jr.) George S .. Coates, Frank M. Seitz, Jerold Q. Abel, 
Roy A .. !,IIehe, John H. Jensen, M .. J. Reis and Herbert J.... Greenwood. 

Evidence w~s presented on behalf of the interested pa.~ics and 
proteztants by: H. G. Dillin, Jonas Toro1£, Willi~ L. Wood and 
Manuel Kroman. 

Evidence was presented. on behalf of the COr:ll::lission'Staff by: 
Donald Steger, ~lbert t. Gicleghem, Wm .. W. Eyers and Kenneth J. 
Kindblad .. 
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

For applicant: Milford Springer and J .. R. Rensch. 

Intere~ted Parties: Chickering & Gregory by Sherman Chickering and 
c. Hayden Ames, for San Diego Gas & Electric COmpany;. Bruce 
ncnwick, Ro~lin E. Woodbury, Harry W. Sturges, Jr., and John R. 
~ur~, for Southern California Edison Company; Alan G. Cao?be~~, 
'1. •• Chu'bb, R. ~O[. Russell and P. A. Erickson, for City of Los 
Angeles; Wahl fred Jacobsen by tez~~e E. s~~I~ and Henry E. Jordan, 
for City of Long Beach; Wendell ~. Thompson, for Ci~y of Pasadena;' 
Frederick B. Holoboff, for ci~y of San ~~ego; Robert G. Cockins 
and Robert D. Ogle, for City of Santa Monica; Jaoes bon KeI~er, 
for County of San Diego; J. J. Deuel and Bert .ouzz~ru., for 
California Fare Bureau Feaerat~on; Brobeck, rhleger & Harrison by 
George D. Rives, for California ~anufacturer$ Association; W. D. 
M~cKav of CommerCial Utility Service, for The Exchange Orange 
~oducts Company; OTMelveny & Myers by L~uren M. Wright, for 
Riverside Cement Company. 

Prote~tant: .J::uncs Torolf appearing on behalf of petitioner::; in 
prot ezt agains~ ,increase of gas rat es. " 

For 'the Commission staff: Martin Porter, Harold J. McCarthy, 
Theodore Stein and Ca.rol 'I'. Coffey. 

LIST OF vlITNESSES 

Evidence was presented on behalf of the applicant by: Ouy W~ 
Wadsworth, C·eci1 L. Dunn, Ja=les S. McBride, J. C. Millen, Jay 
DaviS, Jr., GeorgeS. Coates, Frank M. Seitz, Jerold Q.Abel, 
Roy A. Wehe, John H. Jensen, M. J.Reis and Herbert A. Greenwood. 

"'. 
Evidence w~s prczent~d on behalf of the intercst~ parties and 

prote~tants by: H. G. ,Dillin, Jonas Torolf, William L. Wood and 
Manuel !\roman. 

EVidence was presentc~'on behalf of the CommiSSion Staff by: 
Donald Steger, Albert L. Giele~~em, Wm. W. Eyers and Kenneth J. 
Kindblad. 


