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BEFORE mE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE SlATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of 
SOU!r~~ CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
for an order of the Public Utilities 
Commission of the State of 
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increase r~tes charged by it for 
ele.ctric service. 
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(Filed July 1, 1968) 

(Appearances are listed in Appendix A) 

OPINION - ......... ~ ....... .-, 

the applicant Southern California Edison Company 

C1eretnaftcr sometimes called Edison) filed its application for 

authori~ to increase its rates for electric service on July 1,' 

1960. The proposed changes in rate schedules subject to this 

Commission's jurisdiction aecord~g to the applieation ~ould 

produce in 1969 an estimated increase in gross annual revenue of 

approximately $60 million and a rate of return of about 7.60% 

on a depreciated book cost rate base. 

Alt~ether [loS days of hearing were held before 

Commissioner Symons and! or Examiner Cline, of ....,hich 46 days 

~rere in Los Angeles and one day eaeh in Visalia and San 

Bernardino. Some 94 exhibits were introduced into evidence, 

and there were 5,446 pages of transcript. Concurrent opening 

briefs were filed YJAY 26 7 1969, concurrent answering briefs on 

June 23, 1969, and the closing bri~f by Ed~son on July 37 19697 

at ~1hich time: the "Oatter was :aken 'U:lder submission .. 
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The follo~~ issues have been raised by the parties 

and require resolution by the Cocm1ssion: 

I. Wb:te level should the Commission authorize for 
Edison's rate of return? 

II. Should the Commission authorize rates which will 
provide a reasonable rate of return on, total 
systec operations or rates which will provide a 
reasonable rate of return only on C&lifornia 
jurisdictional operations? 

III. What are the proper methods of allocating costs 
and rate base between jurisdictions? 

1!l. Should the Commission authorize rates which will 
produce no more thzn a 67. rate of return on the 
net investment of Edison in hydroelectric facili­
ties licensed to Edison under the Federal Power 
Act? 

V. Which of the differing estimates of revenues~ 
expenses ~ rate base and resulting rates of reOJrn 
sh~uld be adopted as reasonable! 

VI. How should the effect of the Federal Income Tsx 
Surcharge be reflected in rates? 

VI!. 'What are the ~aditional r~vcnuc requirements of Edison? 

VIII. Should the ag=icultural and ptmzping group be 
given lesser increases in rates than those 
proposed by Edison? 

IX. Since any increase in the cost of street lighting 
will be paid for wough an increase in taxes, 
should any such increase be coree by the rate­
payer in the lighted area rather than through an 
iacrease in the rates for street lighting? 

X. Should the incrcas~s in rates for large power 
services ~ those provided the A-7 customers ~ be 
less than those proposed by Edison? 

XI. vTbat findings and conclusions should be xnade by 
the Commission? 

I. 111htLt level should the Commissicn authorize for EdisOft's rate 
of return? 

Edison's pOSition is that it is entit~ec to a 7.607. r~te 

of return on its entire rOltc base, based upon the calculated 
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composite cost of capital for 1969 of 7.60%. This computation of 

the cost of money and return on equity is set forth on page 46 of 

Exhibit No. 68 as foll~1S: 

Ratio Rate Total -
Long-Term Debt 54.5 x 4.85 - 2.64 
Preferred Stock 7.0 x 5.06 - .35 
Convertible Prefe~ence 
Stock 2.8 x 5.33; - .15 

Equity 35.7 x 12.50 - 4.46, 
7.60 

Edison ha~ pointed out t~at in its 1957 Decision No. 55703 this 

Commission recognized a need for a rate of return greater than 

11.5% on equity when the record showed an average return of 11.35% 

on equity predicated on the average earnings of 48 of the largest 

electric public utilities in the United Seates. Tables 9 and 11 

of Exhibit No.1 in this proceeding show that the average returri. 

on common equity of 36 of the largest electric utilities midyear 

in 1967 had increased to 13.11%. Furthermore, according 1:0 

Edison's most recent estimates the rates proposed in the applica­

tion 'Will now provide :cevenue increases of about $60.4 million 

based on estimated 1969 sales which would produce only about 7.45% 

retu..""U on rate base and about 121. on common equity. In Edison' $ 

calculation of the cost of money the imbedded cost of debt 'Qt'J.y 

be understated in view of the further rise in interest rates 

since Edison's January 1969 debt issue at a cost of 7.131.. !he 

fuztner rise in interest rates is reflected in the rise in the 

p::ime rate to 7.5'. in Y.tareh 1969, the increase in the redisc~t 

rate to 5% in Apr:Ll 1969 and a 7.547% cost of the recent: $30 tlil::'!on 

debt issue ~\pril 9, ~S(9) of Aa rated Pa~ific Gas and Elec~ric 

Company bond:;. Even if interest re.tcs do not increase the i:ib.add.cd 
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cost of bonds will rise with the sale of new bonds at current 

rates of interest and the redemption of earlier issues previously 

sold at lO'to1er rates of interest. 

The staff f~cial witness testified that in his 

optnion a rate of return of 7.0% to 7.3% on the rate base subject 

to the jurisdiction of the Cotmnission would be reasonable. Th:Ls 

range for ~ate of return was translated into specific rates by 

the Utilities Division staff witness through the use of an assumed 

mid!?oint rate of return of 7.15%. The increased revenue require­

ments based on the· staff's estimate of revenues, expenses and rate 

base of $2,290,759,000 for 1969 are $32,688,000. A return in the 

range of 7.0% to 7.3% on the basis of the staff's estimates would 

necessitate additional revenue requirements of $32.5 million to 

$49.2 million based on the staff's total rate base estimate of 

$2,430,700,000. On the sace rate base the staff's est~tcd rate 

of return under present rates for 1969 is 6.42%. 

EdiSon's estimated rate of return under present rates 

for 1969 based on its own total rate base estimate of $2,432,000,000 

is 6.36%. A~cording to Edison's esticates the additional revenue 

requirements for rates of return in the range between 7.01. and 7.31. 

overall on the forego inS rate base would be $35,600,000 to 

$S2,SOO,OOO. 

The staff witness started with .an examination of the 

operating performance of Boisen and the eight largest electric 

utilities, six of which at the time were seeking rate relief. 

EXl1ibit No. 49 shows a five-year 1963-1967 average e~rniogs on 

total capital for the eight co:ap.o1lies of 7.00% .:md ear:Ungs on 

eotm:lon e<;,uity of 11.64%.' It also shows a 1967 average ea..~s on 
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total capital for ehe eigh~ companies of 7.20% .and earnings on 

C01Ilmon equity of 12.16%. If Consolidated Edison is excluded from 

the list of eight companies as clearly nonrepresentative in 

accordance with the contentions of Edison, the five-year 1963-1967 

~ver~ge return on capital for the eight companies is 7.20% and 

the return on common equity is 12.10%, and for the year 1967 the 

average ret'Urrl. on capital is 7.41% sud the average ret:urn on 

common equity is 12.65%. 

With Consolidated Edison included in the list, the 

5-ycar average common equity ratio for the eight companies is 

39 .• l ;3% compared with Edison t s 38.017.. T"oe 1967 average common 

equity ratio for the eight companies is 38.09% compared with 

35.75% for Edison. Toe staff witness testified that he expects 

Edison's common equity ratio to be lower than 35% by December 3l, 

'1969. vlith Consolidated Edison exclud.ed, the 5-year average 

common equity ratio for the seven remaining comp~es is 40.42% 

and for 1967 is 3~.OO%. 

The staff witness testified that in the exercise of 

informed judgment tn determining a reasonable range for rate of 

ret~-n he considered various factors, some of which are positive 

and come of which .are negative. 

The positive factors are: 

(a) Edison's capital structure; 

(b) The growth potential in Edison's service arC3; 

(c) The trend towar~s higher debt cost; 

(d) Edison's continufng need for large amounts of 
external f~cinS; 

(e) Edison's deteriorating interest covcr~ge; ~d 

(f) The effects of continued inf~tion_ 
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The negative factors are: 

(3) The size of Edison; 

. (b) Edison r s experienced earnings; m1d 

(c) The continuing trend toward increased consumption 
per customer. 

'Xhe staff ~1itness testified that the positive factors 

'C'1ould cause him to recommend a higher r~tc of return, whereas the 

negative factors 'Would cause him to recommend a lower rate of 

return. 

In its brief. Edison points out that since the eight­

company average of total revenue ana also the average of the total 

~evcnue for the seven comp.3nies, excluding Consolidated Edison, 

was larger than Edison f s the size of Edison should have been 

considered as a positive rather than a negative factor. 

Edison also urges that the Commission consider Edison r s 

~~erienced earnings as a positive factor because of the decline 

in 1968 recorded earnings on common equity which continues through 

estimated 1969. Also Edison1s earnings on common equity haye 

ciu:::.ng the period 1~63 through 1967 increased only 0.04 percentage 

points, or about 0.3%. In contrast, for the eight companies 

during the same five-year period the increase in average return on 

common equity ~7as 1.28 percentage points, or about 171.. For the 

seven companies excluding Consolidated Edison the increase would 

be even morc because of Consolidated Edison's increase in earnings 

on cotmnon equity from C.45% to 8.77'/., or about 4%, during this 

same period. 

The City of. Long Beach in its brief requested the 

Cocmission ~o disregard the recocmended .ato of re:urn percent2gc 
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£igur~s mad~ by the 'Witnesses in this ease and set a rate based 

on the information presented plus general information given to 

the Commission in other recent rate eases. 

In its bric~ the Friant Water Users Association pointed 

out that the staff witness testified that the :rat:e of return should 

be in the range of 7 .. 0 to 7.37.. Ie also contended that this 

Commission has a responsibility to see that it does not condone or 

act in a manner to perpetuate higher and higher interest rates and 

that the Commission should establish the rate of return at the 

lo~?'est level which will assure that Edison will be able adeq\latcly 

to provide service to all loads. 

The Commission finds ~bat a reasonable range for the r~te 

of return for Edison at tbis time is 7.2 to 7.5%. 

II. Should the Commission authorize rates which will provide a 
reasonable rate of return on total system operaeions or raees 
whieh will provide a reaso~ble rate of retu:n only on 
California jurisdictional operations? 

In this proeeeding both Edison and the staff have 

segrcg~tcd Edison's revenues ~nd alloc~tcd expense a~d rate b3se 

items as between those subject to t~e ju:isdiceion of this Commis­

sion and those subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal Power 

Commission. This was the result of ebe decision in City of Colton 

v. Southern California Edison Co., 376 U.S. 205 (1964). In this 

case the Supreme Court of the United States sustained the Federal 

Power Commission in its assertion of jurisdietion over sales to the 

City of Colton for resale, even though the seller Edison had no 

eustomers outside of california, and the interstate energy involved 
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was about one percent of the total energy on Edison's system. 

Both Edison and the staff agree that the Federal Power 

Commission and not this Commission has sole jurisdiction ever t~ 

resale rates. 

The staff has taken the position that because of the 

dual regulatory jurisdictions involved the additional revenue 

requirements to be determined and the rates to be authorized by 

this Commission to produce such additional revenue should be based 

solely on a consideration of California jurisdictional revenues~ 

expenses and rate base and the California. jurisdictional rates 

themselves. 

Edison has introduced evidence to show that the Schedt:le 

R-l resale rates have been maintained at essentially the same level 

as the Schedule A-7 rates and the Schedule R-2 resale rates at the 

sace level as the Schedule A-8 rates for many years for competitive 

re~sons~ a relationship established by the Commission when it was 

ex~rcising jurisdiction over the resale rates. 

Edison's rate witness testified that if the fccrease 

proposed by Edison for the SeheduleA-7 customers waS applied to 

the Schedule R-l resale customers, ml increase of only about $7,000 

in revenue for 1969 would result:. At: the staff r s recoxmnended level 

of increase for t:OO Schedule A-7 rates the corresponding revenue 

increase from the Schedule R-l resale customers would be even less. 

TL1e staff ~grecs with the proposed retention of the Schedule A-S 

rates at present levels for coope:itive reasons. 

Edison asserts in its opening brief that chere is no 

rate relief available from other non-CEOC jur1sd1etio~~1 eustomL~S, 
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a:z the only other revenue of consequence is the revenue from the 

Pacific lntertie transmission service contracts with the Ptiblic 

Agencies. Those rates are fixed by long-term contracts. 

Edison furtaer points out that if the recommendation of 

the staff that the Commission conce:n itself only wi.th the revenue 

requirements to produce a reasonable rate of retu=n from CPUC 

jurisdictional rates on a QUe rate base, the relief granted will 

fall far short of meeting Edison's overall financial requirements. 

The future burdens which may result from the 2,ranting of ixladequate 

rate relief will be borne almost entirely by CP'C'C j1lrisd:1ctional 

customers. 

However, Edison presented no exhibits to suppo:;:'t its 

pOSition that a lower than average system rate of re~ was 

justified for resale customers. !he only objective b~es available 

to the Co=.ission are the cost allocation studies set for1:h by 

Edison in Exhibit No. 57 and the staff in Exhibit No. 59. 

The Commission finds,that cost is an iDdispcns4ble 

faC'i:or in the setting of fair and reasonable rates for service .. 

Under the circumstances of this proceeding the Comm1ss1on .concludes 

that it should authorize California jurisdiceional rates which ~ll 

provide a reasonable rate of reeurn only on Californi~ jur1s~ie­

tional operations. 

-9-



• . . 

A. 50363 ds/ms"lt 

III.. What are the proper methods of allocating costs and 
rate base between jurisdictions? 

A. Allocation between the interstate resale customer 

group and the other six in'Crastate customer groups. 

The seven customer groups to which revenue, costs 

and rate base have been allocated both by Edison and by the staff 

are (1) domestic, (2) light.ing and small power, (3) large power, 

(L:.) very large power, ($) agricultural power, (6) street: light:i.ng, 

.and (7) resale. 

Both Edison and the staff utilized the load factor -

diversity factor method in preparing their allocztion of costs ~ 

rate base in Exhibits Nos. 57, 59 and 77. Tae load factor -

diversity factor me1:hod is one of the average .and excess dema::d' 

methods of allocation in which the commodity component is allocated 

in accordance with average group demands .and tl'le demand component 

is allocated in accordance with customer group excess demacds. 

Hence, the relative utilization of f.aeilit.ies 'j)y the varioUS 

customer groups is measured on an annual basis by considering 

bO'~h the group demands and the annua.l group average use. Both 

Edison and the suff agree that an average and excess cIezn.md 

method of cost allocation is preferable to a peak responsibility 

method. 

Prior to this proeeeding EdiSon, the staff and this 

Commission used the load factor - diversity factor method in 

malting a one-step allocation among the sevce customer groups 

listed above for the purpose of ee~ermining the portion of the 

total costs and the total rate base applicable to eaea customer 
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group. This one-step method of allocation is sometimes called the 

"customer-group-withi:l.-a ... systec,H method and ::"s the method 'Which 'rI1aS 

again used by Edison in this proceeding "as a part of the juris-
" 

dictional separation which has been made by Edison in Exhibit 

No. 57 as a result of the Colton decision. 

The staff in making its allocations has adopted a two­

step method, the first step of which ,is for jurisdictional purposes 

and has been ca.lled by the staff a "system--within-a-system" method 

anci the second step of which is the customer-group-mthin-a-system 

method in which the cus'tomer groups are the six customer groups 

over '(I7hich this Commission has jurisdiction. In both steps the 

stafi used the load factor - diversity factor method. 

The staff contends the system-within-a-system method ic 

properly used for the ''Resale'' customer group because this group 

is ~ composite of customer groups whose charaeteristics approximate 

the composite of the siX customer groups comprising "Other than 

Resale.f! and there£:ore tA~ Re~l~ group contributes relatively 

minor, if any, diversity benefits to the system as a whole. Under 
, . 

the i:irst step of the staff method the Other than Resale group 

has no diversity because the peak demand of 7,569.3 ~ occurs at 

the time of the system ~~ 'Ihis~ of eotrrse~; means that the peak 
, , ". 

of ';;l1e Other than Resale group is the coincident peak of the six 
c, , 

, . 
cus~omer groups act'l3.11y comprising 'the Other th.a:o. Resale group. 

The only diversity is that contributed by the Resa.le group since 

the. noncoincident demand for this group is 636. 9 ~ ~ whereas the 

coincident winter pealt demand is 532.6 M-l. The' diversity factor 

for the two groups is the noncoinc!dent demand of the two groups 
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(7 )569.3 W + 636 .. 9 x,z,r - 8~206.2 MW) divided by 1:he coincident 

demand of the two groups (7,569 .. 3 W + 532. G 1'117 • 8~ 101. 9 W) .. 

(C,20G.2 m -: 8,10l.9 W - 1.013 diversity factor .. ) '!he diversity 

£acto~ of 1.013 is used to allocate demand costs to the Other than 

:Resale group as well as to the Resale group in the first step of 

the staff method even though none of the diversity is contributed 

by the Other 'than P..esale group. The table aecompanying Chart 2 

of Exhibit No. 73 saows the effect of this method on the allocation 

of detnand costs :eo the ewo groups as follows: 

Diversity Contribution 

Resale 
Other than Resale 

Diversity Benefits Contribution 

Resale 
Other than Resale 

~ Percenr 

104.3 
0.0 

100 
o 

~ Pereenr -
4.9 

99 .. 4 
4.7 

95.3 

Hence, under the sta~f method the Resale group is deprived of 

95.3% of the diversity benefits actually eon~ributed by the Resale 
, . 

group. 

Exhibit No. 85 sets forth the relat;.onship beeween ta.e 
demands of the Resale group and the Other than Resale group for 

each month of the year. !his data indicates that the diversity 

contribution of 'the Resale group is greater than provided in the 

staff studies. On the ~ther hand~ Edison has not established 'the 

appropriate diversity £ae~o.~ by load ~csting and engineering 

aw1ysis .. 

We find that for purposes of allocating coses a:cl 

rate base between the interstate resa.le eustoc.er group .and the 
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other six intrastate customer groups for rate-mcldng purposes the 

=esult of the method used by Eclison in Exhibit 57 is reasonable and 

~ucb. method should be used in this proceeding. Edison is placed 

on notice, however, of its responsibility to develop more refined 

data and tmproved cost allocation methods for future proceadings. 

B. Allocation of Pacific Intertie costs and rate base 

bet":'7een the Federal PO'1er Comniss1on jurisdictional service to 

the PUblic Agencies and Edison's service sUbject to the jurisdiction 

o~ this Commission. 

The Paci~ic lntertie facilities are described in 

Chapter 3 of the staff Exhibit No .. 59. These facilities include 

the t'W'o 500 lev alternating current transmission lines extending 

in five segm,ents from the Oregon-california border to Lugo Sul::>­

station in Southern California and the Vincent-Sylmar 230 lev con­

nection.Pacific Gas and Electric Company owns the three segments 

from Midway Subs1:3.tion to the north with the exception of portions 

near the Oregon border owned by Pacific Power and Light Company 

and the United States Bureau of Reclamation. Edison owns the 

segments south of Y.d.dway Substation and the Vincent-Sylc:rar connec­

tion. All of the agreements per~aining ~o the Pacific lntertie 

have been filed with the Fed.eral Pewer Comnission since they 

involve transmission service in interstate commerce. 

Costs associated with the use of any lntertie fscilities 

by the owning company in its system operations are borne by such 

company. Costs associated with the use of the Pacific Intertie 

for delivery of North":1est Fewer arc shared by tho three participati:g 

companies, Pacifie Gas aDd Electric Compa:ly ~ Edison., and San Diego 

Gas & Electric Compa:ly, and are computed en a ~thly basis. In 
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general such cost shartng results in a balancing payment by both 

San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Edison to Pacific Gas and ,. 
Electric Company. Costs cover all costs involved ineluding a 6.5 

pc~cent rate of return on the faeilities and amounts paid and 

~~enses incurred in the use of the portions owned by Pacific 

PO't'1er and Light Company and the United States Bureau of Reclamation. 

lntertie shared costs are apportioned among the companies in 

proportion to their relative size pereentages which are set forth 

in the Intertie agreement as: 50 percent for Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company ~ 43 percent for Edison, and 7 percent for San 

Diego Gas & Electric Company. Revenues received from the Public 

Agencies are apportioned to the companies in these same percentages~ 

Transmission capaeity for each company is cIeten:dncd by 

multiplying the Assu=ed Intertie capacity by the :Relative Size 

Pcz-can'tage of such company. Assured Intertie Capac:Lty is ra.ted 

capacity reduced by capacity provided to the Public Agencies. 

In Exhibit No. 59 of the staff the jurisdictional 

division of the Intertie costs and rate base has been made on a 

fully allocated basis. Costs allocated to the Public Ager:eies are 

based on transmission capacity equivalent to deliveries agreee to 

~or 1969 and reduced by an amount corresponding to the layoffs 

(amounts sold back) o~ transmission service by the Public Agencies 

to tl1.e california c01n!'anies. 'the allocation of eosts assoeiatad 

with service to the Public Agencies is on the same basis as the 

shared cost allocations set forth in the lntertie Agreement fo= 

the Firm Shared Cost capacity available to Edison.. The rate of 

return reflected in the development of the ~iJlly allocated costs is 

the 6.5% annual rate wl'lieh was agreed to' by tlle Californis 

companies in the Pacific Intertie agreement. 
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Staff Exhibit No. 59 shows that the transmission 

capacities agreed to with the Public Agencies, as of· April 1969, 

arc. as follows: 

u.s. Bureau of Reclamation 
California D~t. of Water Resources 
L.A. Dept. of Water and Power 
Sacramento ~icipal Utility District 

Total 
Kilowatts 

200,000 
300 000 
430;000 

33;,790 

After Layoff 
Kilowatts 

200,000 
25,000 

430,000 

During the test period 1969 the capacity layoffs made by Sacramento 

¥~icipal Utility District and the California Department of Water 

Resources result in tbe allocated sales to these agencies befog 

absorbed by Edison and San Diego Gas & Electric Company. 

Exhibit No. 59 also shows the assured capacity to the 

companies for April l~G9, including the layoff amount, is as 

foll~7S: Kilowatts 

Southern cal~fornia Edison Company 713,279" 
Pacific Gas nod Electric Company 515,605 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company 116,116 

In Exhibit No. 59 the payments from the four Public 

Agencies are estwted to total $2,959,000 in 1969 and Edison's 

share of these revenues amounts to 43 percent of the total, or 

$1,272,000. The revenues reflect the contract rates applied to 

t~e amounts of transmission service available to the Public 

Agencies in the year 1969, even though portions of the allocated 

capaci'~ are not taken by the Public Agencies. The fully allocated 

cos~s of Edison in 19G9 of $2,580,000 are the costs associated 

~ri..th the Intertie capacity used in part to provide service to the 

Public Agencies during the year. 
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. In Edison's cost. allocation study,. the re"/enues· from 

the public agency transmission are in effect credited to Intertie 

expense and the balances remaining are the costs allocated to the 

transmission service stibjec~ to the jurisdiction of this Commission. 

Edison gives three specific reasons for allocating ehe Intertie 

costs in this manner: 

(1) The revenues from the Public Agencies 

arc fixed by contract commitments which have made 

possible the building of the Pacific Intertie. 

(2) The p~~ purposes for building the 

:Pacific Intertie, however, are system reliabiliey ~ 

emergency support: and residual uses for the systems 

of the califo~ Comp~es and not the provision of 

transmission service to the Public Agencies. 

(3) 'Xb.e revenues from. such transmission service 

to the Public Agencies are really just plus factors 

and thus, in effect, credits which tend to reduce 

the cost to the California Companies of the Facific 

Intertie. 

We are nevertheless convinced by the record in this 

proceeding and find that the fully allocated costs of providing 

se~lee to the Public Agencies should be considered by the 

Comc:dssion. We therefore further find that the method used by 

the c.taff in allocating the costs and rate base associated with 

the Intertie facilities is reasonable and should be used in 

this proceeding. 
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IV. Should the COmmission authorize rates which will produce no 
more than a 6% rete of return on the net investment of Edison 
in hydroelectric facilities licensed to Edison under the 
Federal Power Act~ 

In the application herein and in its briefs Edison points 

out that in licensing hydroelectric projects 7 the Federal Power Ace 

and the regulations thereunder impose a duty on the licensee to set 

up an amortization reserve out of earnings in excess of a rate of 

return of 6%. Such reserve may be used to reduce net inve$ement 

and, presumably, may reduce payments by successors to the originsl 

licensee in the event the project is recaptured. Whenever financial 

conditions establish a level of reasonable rate of return 400ve the 

level of the rate of r~turn specified in the license, the excess is 

subject to this treatment. Applicant urges this Commission, 1~ 

order to avoid the creation of an amortization expense which should 

be allowed as an expense in this proceeding, to make the following 

finding: 

That such new rates and tariffs will produce earnings 

of not more than 6% on the net invesement of Ediso~ 

in hydroelectric facilities licensed in 8ccord~ee with 

the Federal Power Ac~. 

The Commission will take official nceice of Order No. 370 

issued on September 27, 1968, by ~he Federal Power ecmm:ission under 

Docket No. R-297 to which reference has ~en made in the answering 

brief of the staff. This rule fIW.y be summarized DB follows: 

1. The standard against which "excess earn:I.:Dgs" is to be 

measured is one and one-half t~s the weigbced average- annual 

imbedded cost rate of lcng term debt, or 610, whichever is higher. 
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2. calculations are to be made for each and every year the 

project is under license. 

3. If the net operating revenue allocated to the project for 

the year is less than fair return upon the net invesemcnt in the 

project, the accumulated excess earnings total for all years shall 

be reduced by the amount of the deficit. 

4.. Excess earnings are charged off against the investment or 

earnings base for the year incurred, so that excess earnings 

write~offs compound. However, deficiencies may not be compounded. 

5. The alloc:atien of system. earnings between proj ect plant 

and non-project plant is on the basis of original cost less 

depreciatieu ef the cemponents,respectively. 

6.. The rule is merely a guide. On the basis of 8 satisfactory 

showing by the licensee, net investment could be calculated in a 

different manner. 

TQe above limitations are limitations imposed by the 

Federal Pewer Act and the regulatieus thereunder and net by this 

Commission. This Commission can permit Edison to earn a reasonable 

rate of return en such facilities but it cannot change the 67-

limitation. That is a matter for the Federal Power Commission. 

On October 25, 1968, this Commission filed a petition for rehearing 

requesting that Order No. 370 be modified so as to give proper weight 

to the rate regulatory role assigned to the states by the Federal 

Power Act. Rehear~ has been gr4nted. 

This record does not reflect the amount of the rate base 

which represents the net investment of Edison in hydroelectric 

facilities licensed to Edison under :he Federal Power Act, a:d so 

the Commission, even if it desired to do so, could not adjust the 

-18-



A.. 50363 hj:t'-

revenue requirements to reflect a 61. rate of return on such facilities 

and a 7.35% rate of return on the balance of the facilities.. If the 

Commission allows a 7.35% rate of return on the net invcse=ent in 

hydroeleetrie facilities licensed to Edison, the 1.351. additional 

revenue will offsce the 1.35% amortizat,iotl expense. 'the estimates 

of rate base in the record herein have not been adjusted to reflect 

any such amortization. 

'the Commission will not make the finding requested by 

Edison pertaining to earnings on the net investment of Edison iu 

hydroelectric facilities licensed in accordance with the Federal 

Power Act. 

v. Which of the differing estimates of revenues, expenses, 
rate base and resulting rates of return should be adopted 
as reasonable? 

Edison's estimates of revenues, expenses and rate base 

differ from those of the staff as follows: 

ttem 
. 
Edison Staff Difference - (Dollars ·inThousandS) 

Operating Revenues $636,422 $634,300 $2,122 

Ooerat1ng ~enses 

Production 154,816 154,300 516 

Transmission 22,525 22,000 525 

Distribution 41,174 39,900 1,274 

Customer Accounts 17,136 17,200 (64) 

Sales 9,032 8,.800 232 

Administrative & General 46,121 43,900 2,221 

Subtotal $290,804 $286,100 $4,704 

Depreciation 80,988 81,000 (12) 

Taxes Other than Income 75 z358 7$.,200 158 

Subtotal $447,150 $442·~300 $4,8-50 
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'Item Edison Staff Difference -
Excluciin~;10% FIT Surcharge 

'Taxes Based on Income 

(Dollars ~ Thousands) 

Total Operating Expenses 

Net Revenue 

$31,120 

$478,270 

$158,152 

$32.1 500 

$474,800 

$159,500 

Rate Ba.se $2,432,000 $2.430,700 

Rate of Return 

Including '10% FIT Surcharge 

Estimated Surcharge 

Taxes Based on Income 

$ 

Total Operating Expenses $ 

Net Revenue 

Rate Base 

Rate of Return 

A. Operating Revenues. 

6.501. 6.56% 

3,404 $ 3,500 

34.524 36%000 

481,674 $ 478,300 

154,748 $ 156,000 

6 .. 361. 6.421. 

$(1:380) 

$3,470 

$(1.348) 

$1,300 

(0.06)1. 

$ (S6) 

(1,476) 

$ 3,374 

$ (1,252) 

$- 1,300 

(0.06)1. 

Edison has estimated more revenues than the staff based 

primarily upon higher estimated kilowatt hour sales. , We fine. that 
. " 

the estimate of $S36,422,OOO~for operating revenue is reasonable 

and should be adopted. 

B. Production Expenses. 

Edison's higher estimate of production expense is 

consistent with its higher estimate of sales. We find the estimate 

of $154,816,000 for production expense 'is reasonable and should be 

adopted. 

c. 1969 wage Increase. 

In its estimates 'of operating expenses Edison used 7% fo~ 

the additional wageinercase package in 1969. !he 7% is halfway 
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between the hourly raise of 6 1/2% and the estimated total cost of 

7 1/2% for the entire wase increase package. The staff in its 

estimates of operating expenses used 6 3/47. for the additional wage 

increase in 1969. 

Edison's witness estimated that the additional cost for 

birthday holidays would amount to .41'7.. He also estimated that an 

additional .1% would be added to the labor eost because of an 

increase in shift differential; an increase in the per diem travel 

allowance for employees on temporary duty; an increase in the 

allowance for lead man where two men at the same wage scale are 

working together and one of them has to be paid a differential; 

an increase in the overtime meal ~ense allowed for steam production 

employees; and an increase in the r~ and weekend travel allowance. 

He estimated that the change in the double time provision, liberaliz­

ing the point at which an employee draws double time pay, will add 

somewhere between 1/2 i. and 11. to the labor cost. 

We find that the allowance of 71. for the additional 

labor costs in 1969 is reasonable and will be adopted in this 

proceeding. 

D. Transmission Expense. 

Edison's higher esttmate for transmission costs in part 

is attributed to the difference in Edison's and the staff's 

evaluation of the effect of the 1969 wage increase. 

It is also the result of different estimating eeebniques. 

Edison's estimate of transmission expense is b~sed upon separ~te 

estimates for each of the primary ~ccounts which in turn are based 

upon anticipated operation and maintenance w~rk for e4ch division 
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resi>0nsible for the work. Proposed new line additions and new sub .. 

station facilities and additions to existing substations were 

considered in a~iving at the estimates. On cross-examination the 

staff sought to show that Edison had iucluded in its estimate certain 

maintenance items in 1969 wbich were non-recurrent and the cost 

of which should have been spread over a number of years. Edison's 

witness, however, testified that such treaoment of maint6~nce 

expense would be incorrect since the maintenance expenses are incurred 

each year on the Edison system even though they do not occur with 

respect to the same facility each year. 

The staff estimates for the 1969 transmission expenses 

were made separately for eaeh of the accounts in the transmission 

group of expenses. Consideration was given to recorded data from 

January, 1965 through August:, 1968. Estimates were based on trends, 

averages and a review and analysis of Edison's work pa~ers. 

The Commission has already adopted the higher operating 

revenue estim.lte and the higher WJ1ge increase estimate of Edison. 

We find that the estimate of $22,525,000 for transmission expense is 

reasonable and should be adopted in this proceeding. 

E.. Distribution Expenses .. 

The following tabulation indicates the recorded dis­

tribution expenses for the years 1965 through 1968 and the estimated 

distribution expenses for the year 1969, together with the year-to­

year percentage increases in such figures: 
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Year 

Recorded 

Increase Over 
Prior Years 

Average Year Increase 
(1965-68) 9.3% 

Estimate TJsiug Ave. Inc. 

Edison's Estimate 

Increase Over Prior Year 

Staff's Estimate 

Increase Over Prior Year 

1965 -

Distribution ~enses 
(Do!lars in ~usands) 

1967 1969 -
$28,026 $30 7 762 $35-,458 $36,451 

9.8% 15.3% 2 .. 8% 

$30,632 $33748l $36?59S $39,998 

$4l,l74 

131. ~ 

$39,900 

9.41. 

The year 1967 was a year of relatively high distribution 

expense and the year 1968 was a year of relatively low distribution 

expenses compared with previous years after taking into consideration 

growth in the plant.. This was due primarily to the effects of 

different amounts of storm damage in 1967 and 1968 and to a change 

in accounting methods which took place January 1, 1967, which resulted 

in an increase in the amounts charged to distribution expense and a 

decrease in the smounts charged to customer accounts expense. 

Edison used man-days to estimate labor costs and then 

applied the wage rates. The staff estimates were made separately 

for each of the accounts and were based on trends and a careful 

analysis of Edison's estimating methods and work papers. The seaff 

est~tc in Exhibit No. 48 was incre3seG. $1.2 million to reflect :) 

G 3/4% wage incre~se of $1 7 634,000 and 3 decrease of $434,000 as a 

resule of an accou~e analysis of 1968 reco~ded figures ~Q latest 

available data. 
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In its brief Edison urged that the recorded year 1968 

should not be considered a normal year to which a normal one-year 

increase should be added. 

The staff estimate will be increased by $200,000 to reflect 

increases by reason of the adoption of the higher revenue estimate 

of Edison and the 7.0% wage increase for 1969. We find that an 

estimate of $40,1~O,OOO for distribution expense is reasonable and 

should be adopted in this proceeding. 

F. Customer Accounts. 

We find that the estimate of $17,136,000 for customer 

accounts is reasonable and should be adopted in this proceeding. 

G. S:lles Expenses. 

rae following tabulation shows the recorded sales for 

the years 1965 throu~ 1968 and the estimated sales expenses for 

the years 1968 and 1969 together with the year-to-year percentage 

increases in such figures. 

Year 

Recorded 

Increase Over Prior 
Year 

Edison's First Estimate 

Inc=eaze. Over Prior Year 

Staff's First Estimate 

Increase Over Prior Year 

Edison's Revised Estimate 

lncrease.Over Prior Yea: 

Staff's Revised Esti~te 

Increase Over Prior Year 

1965 -
$6,833 

-24-

Sales EX'Oenses 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

1966 -
$7,108 

4.07. 

1967 1968 1969 - - -
$7,368 $8.,334 

2.67. 13.01. 

$8',,411 $8,800 

14.11. 5.71. 

$8~17S $8,650 

11.07. 3.67. 

$9 "C32·· 

S .. 5% 

$8.,800 

5 .. 71. 
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Edison's revised estimate reflects a 7.0% increase in 

wages and an expcct~tion of further recovery in the housing market, 

including a growth in the percentage of Medallion custocers. 

The first staff estfmate was cased on a review and 

analysis of trended recorded data from 1964 through June, 1963. 

Special consideration was given to the marked er~nge in residential 

construction trends starting in 1967 in eormection with the Y.cd.a.llion 

Program. and in Edison t s expenses relating thereto. '!he staff f s 

revised estit:n.ate reflects an allowance o:f $191,000 for a 6 3/41. wage 

incr~asc. In our opinion the staff esticate should be adjusted 
. 

upwards to reflect a 7.0% wage increase ~nd additional sales expen~e$ , 
by reason of increased hous~ starts and higher operating revenues. • •• 

We find that $8,941,000 is a reasonable estimate for sales 
~ 

expense and such estimate should be adopted in this proceeding. 

H. Administrative and General Expenses. 

I11e following is a tabulation of the first and the revised 

est~tes of administrative and gener~l ex?enses which were ., 
introduced into evidenee~y Edison aud by the staff • . \ 

Revised Estimate 

First Estimate 

, 

Increase in Revised Estimate 

-25-

Adminis~rative and 
General Ex2.eo.ses for 1969 

Edison Suff Differenee 
(Dollars in fhousatidi) 

$46,121 $43,900 $2,221 

41,691 41,800 (109) 

$ 4,430 $ 2,100 $2,330 
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The total unusual storm damage expense incurred by 

Edison in January and February of 1969 was $4,405,000. Edison 

included one-fifth of this amount or $880,000 in its revised 

estimate of administrative and general expenses for 1969. the 

staff included only one-fifth of the unusual storm expense in 

January of 1969 in the amount of $2,085,000, or $417,000 in its 

revised estimate. This accounts for $463,000 of tbe $2,221,000 

difference in the two revised estimates. 

Edison's re~ised estimate for Account 920, Administrative 

and General Salaries, included $255,000 for an additional 2i.w8ge 

increase adjustment for lS6S since a 51-wage increase adjustment 

had already been reflected in its original estimate plus an ~dditiocal 

$782 1 000 for increase in the labor base. The staff revised est~te 

included $979,000 for a 6 3/4% wage rate increase in 1969 but did 

not include any additional amount for increase in the labor base. 

The staff's estimate was based on a five year trend. Edisonfs 

estimates were based on function budgets prepared by each department. 

Edison's revised estimate for administrative and general salaries 

is $842,000 larger than the revised estimate of the staff. A part 

of this difference results from the exclusion by the staff of 

legislative advocacy expense in the amount of $35,000 for 1969 as ~ 

rate-f~ing adjustment consistent with Decision No. 67369 issued in 

Case No. 7409, Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company~ 62 CPOC 775~ 

853. (1964). 
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Edison increased its revised estimate for 1969 employee 

pensions and benefit$ from $12,797,700 to $14,278,800, an increase 

of $1,481,100. The $502,000 increase in the staff estimate from 

$13,714,000 to $14,216,000 was based on the recommendation of 

Edison's actuary. ~e revised Edison estimate for 1969 employee 

pensions and benefits is $62,000 larger than tbe staff estimate. 

The Bolsa Island Desalting Plant write-off by the staff 

in its revised estimate was based on a five-year amortization of 

the total cost amounting to $200,000 per year. Edison included the 

total balance to be written off of $420,000 in its revised est~te. 

This accounts for $230,000 of the difference in the Edison and 

staff revised estimates. '!he staff's estimate for office supplies 

~nd expenses does not include $31,500 which Edison estimates it will 

pay to Chambers of Commerce and similar organizations.. The st.af£ 

estimate for miscellaneous general expense excludes $332,500 for 

donations and contributions to social, charitable and political organ­

izations and donations and grants to colleges. These cxc:'usions are 

consistent with the Comrnission action pre"'..riously ~ken in Decision 

No. 67369 issued in Ceze No. 7409 7 Pacific Telepl'lone and Telegraph 

Ccr.:::any, 62 CPUC 775, $52 (1964), in ~hic:'l. t1'lis. Commission said: 

r.'Dues, donations, .and contributions, if included ·as an 

expense for rate-making PUX'?oses, becoc.c an involuntary' levy 

on ratepayers, who· because of the monopolistic nature (f . 

utility service, are unable to obtain service from anotler 

source aud thereby avoid such a levy. Ratepayers shoulc be 

encour3gedto contribute directly :0 worehy causes ~nd ~ 
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involuntarily through an allow~ce in utility rates. 

Respondent should noe be permiteed eo be generous with 

ratepayers' money but may use its own. funds in 8.ny 

lawful manner. II 

'!his language 'to.ras quoted with approval by the California 

Supreme Court in Pacific Telephone and T~legraph Company vs. 

Commission, 62 cal. (2d) 634 at 668-69. 

The Commission will adopt the staff estimate for 1969 

administrative and general expenses of $43,900,000 increased by 

the following adjustments: unusual storm damage expense, $463,000; 

additional wage increase of 1/4%, $36,000. We find that an estimate 

of $44,399,000 for administrative and general expense is reasoe3ble 

and should be adopted in this proceeding. 

I. Revenues, Expenses, Rate ~se ~d 2esulting 
Rates of Return. 

We find that the following cst~tes of revenues, 
expenses) rate base and resulting rates of return are reasonable 

1/ 
and should be adopted in this proceediug.-

1/ Both Ecison and the st~ff, however, are placed on notice that 
noe only are sales of electric energy for resale ~der Schedule 
R-l and R-2 within the jurisdiction of the Federal Power Com­
mission but that other sales for resale such as sales for resale 
to shopping ccn'Cers,. office bu11<1ings, Cl1)artmene houses and 
trailer courts may be sales for resale within the jurisdict:ion 
of the Federal Power COmmission by reason of the decision of 
the U. S. Supreme Court in FPC v. Souther.n California Edison 
Company, 376 U. S. 205, 2l~l 1.. ed.. 638,. GliS"" (19l;4). 
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Operating Revenue 

Qooerllting Ex'Denses 
Production 
'l':t-3n~~:lion 
Di~tribution 
Cuotomer Accounts 
Sales Expen3es 
Adm. & General 

SubtotsJ. 
Depreeintion 
Taxe' Other than Income 

Subtotal 

Excluding lQ! FIT Sureh.'lr~e 
TJlXe:5 Based. on Income 

Total OperAting ~. 
Net Revenue 
Rate Ba:Je 
Rate of Return 

Including l~ FIT Sureh~rge 
E::timated. Sureh:l.rge 
Taxo:5 ~eri on Ineooe 

Total Operating Exp. 
Net Revenue 
Rate Base 
Rate of Roturn 

(Tnou"anri Do~) 

Icer 1969 
?re~ent RAtes 

636,,422 

15.4,,816 
22,$25 
40,100 
17,136 
8,941 

44z222 
287,917 
$0,988 
Z2z2~ 

444,263 

22 ziS1 
476,644 

' 159,578 
2 .. 431,350 

6.56% 

',S09 
~61Q20 

4130,353 
156,069 

2,4,31,350 
6.42% 

"i C/J.r 1969 
AdjU3ted For 
?~¢itie Intortie 

635,,244-

154,,816 
22,151 
4fJ,100 
17,136 
8,941 

44,2Z2. 
2E!7,52) 
80,634 
Z21Q.Q.2. 

443,166 

2~z174 
4.7 ,340 
1$8,904 

2,411 .. 525 
6.59% 

',509 
26,6$3 

429,81.9 
155,395 

2,411,525 
6.J.J$ 

YetJr 1969 
CPt1C 
Juri:sd1ctionaz I 
wi ° Ca:ta.lina.!;/ 

606,,763 

ll..2,680 
20,62:.3 
JJJ,042 
17,097 
8,941 

4;'1.021 
'Zl2,404. 
'n,29S 
n~~ 

4.2l, 

22 ,207 
454,167 
152,596 

2 .. 304. .. 240 
6.62% 

3 .. 479 
22,~..6 

457, 46 
149,117 

2,304,240 
6.47% 

VI. How should the effect of the Federal Income Tax Surcharge be 
reflected in ~ates? 

The Commission will take official notice of the extension 

of the 10 percent Federal income tax surcharge through December 31, 

1959. 

Edison is urging the Commission to treat the Federal ineocc 

tax surcharge as though i~ were to continue indefinitely and to defer 

consideration of the effect of i~s discontinuance until such time as 

it actually is discontinued through the failure of Congress to re­

enact an extension of the tax. This could be cone (1) under the 

Commission's policy of continuous surveillance of utility operating 

pcrfo~nce znd, if justified, t~;o~gh the ncgoti~tion of rate re­

ductions, or (2) during some future applic~tion of Edisor. for rate 

increases. 

~/ Catalina Island is not a part of Edison's integrated syst~. 
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The staff recommended that a surcharge of 1.827. to 

reimburse Edison for the full 10% Federal incoce tax surcharge be 

applied to billings under all rate schedulez which are recommended by 

staff for rate increase. The staff further recommended that ~t such 

time as the surcharge is effectively suspended or terminated, in 

whole or in part, and not replaced by a substitute taX based on 

income, the surcharge shall be elit::dnated or reduced to the extent 

of the net reduction of the tax. The seaff recommendation is cor:.­

sistent with action taken by this Commission in other recent pro­

ceedings. See Decision No. 74836, issued October 15, 1968 in 

Applications Nos. 50[:48, 50449, .and 50485 of Southern california 

'V1ate::- Co::pany and Decision No. 75429 issued Y.ICl%'ch 18, 1969 in 

Appliea~ion No. 50713 of Southern california Gas C~ny. 

In its briefs Edison urges that the procedure recommended 

by the staff has three major defect:s: 

1. It applies a 'Uniform percentage to revenue wder each of 

the rate schedules recommended for rate increase. This procedure 

ignores the fact that the sur~ is a :unction of return and thus 

is related to return to the customer group or alternately rate of 

return and rate base for the group. 

2. It picks out for such treatment the only item of expense 

that might reasonably be expected 'Co go down and ignores ~ery other 

item of expense that; could, and very likely ~:rill, go UP7 including 

the incOtc.e tax burden in other forms such as inve$~t t~ credit. 

S. It only propose S to caver certain l:"..in.ds of Federal income 

tax substitutes for the surtax.. Renee it does not realistically 

ana efficaciously c.eel with ~e prob1e:n in ~ ~'"U1e::- calculated ~o 

minimize the frec;.uency with which Ediscn may be required to res.!?pl)", 

to the Commission for relief as a result of subsequen~ tax changes. 
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We find that under the eireu~stace~s of this proceedi~g, 

i.c. 7 since the Feeercl 1ncc~e tcx su:charge i$ to conti~ue in 

effect under present l~w only until December 31, 1969, the reeom­

~ndation of the staff with respect to the cetbod of the hAndling 

of the Fcder~l i~come tax s~=eh&rs~ is reaccnable and it ~~ll be 

~dopted. 1.1~e actual pcrcent~ge r3te to be applied to the billings 

under the rate schedules which a=e increased will be specified 

elsewhere in this decision. 

VII. What a:e the additional revenue requirements of Edison~ 

The midpoint of the reasonable r~nge fo~ the rate of 

r.eturn of 7.2 to 7.5% is 7.35%. Be~~e the Co~ssion has found 

that (1) the Commission shocld authorize r~tes which will proviGe 

3 r~sonable rate of return only on Califor~ia j~~sdi~tio~~l 

opcrations 7 and (2) tae fully allocat~d cos~s of pro~lding ser~.~e 

tbrough the Pacific !ntertie should be eon~~Cered by t~is Commission; 

the e~~ut~tion of the additional revenue rc~uirements ~ll be b3sed 

on the esti~tes in the fi~dings set forth on page 29 for Calif~rn~a 

juriseietiona1 operati~~s without Catalina for year 1969. 

We find that Edison shculd be au:corizcd to inerease its 

rates $0 t~t it will have the op~ortu~ity to e~~ addi~ional 

revenu~ without curc~=ge of $35,139,COO and adei~io~ll sure~aroe 

revenue of $11,529,000, and so that itz r~tc of return will be 

7.35% on the California ju=isdietioncl rate base withou~ catalina 

of $2,304,240,000. 

We further f~nd that ~c=ed on the ea?italiza~ioo sho~~ in • 

Eclison's Er.hibit No. 68 the lev~l of return OD equity to be aeopted 
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as reasonable for purposes of authorizing rates in this proceeding 

should be 11.79% on California jurisdictional operations. 

We further find :bat the surcharge on ehe rates which are 

authorized to provide for additional revenue without surcharge of 

$35,1:39,000 should be 2.00'7., and that such percentage .as .a. surcharge 

on paid rates will provide for additional surcharge revenue of 

$11,52S,OOO. 

VIII. Should the agricultural and pumping group be given lesser 
increases in rates 'tha:o. those proposed by Edison? 

Friant Water Users P~sociation po~ts out in its brief that 

Edison is proposing to increase its rate of return from the 

Agricul tural and La.:ge Pumpixlg· group to a level which would be 831-

above its rate of return in 1957 from the same group and claims that 

this is an excessive incre.as e when recognition is given to the poorer 

competitive and payment capacity of the agricultural group. 

Fr~t Water Users Association also points out that. the 

agricultural and 1''I.11'Ilpl.ng group loads and delivered energy have 

remained quite stable durixl.g a period of time when the increasing 

loads for other groups have forced Edison greatly to increase its 

generation and long 4istance transmission facilities. The $~er 

peaks and the winter peaks have each been successively higher 'Chan 

both the previOUS stmmler peak .and "",inter pe.:.k. Although the agri­

cultura.l and p'\Zping loads a.re relatively he:l.VY during the sux:cmer 

season, they are at a minimtml . during the wit:.ter season except for 

minor wind maehine loads. 

As evidence of the fact that the electric service rates for 

the agricultural and pumping group are becoming less competitive with 

other power sources FX'iant'Vl.ater Users Associ.3.tion refers (1) to the 

bonus of $25 per horsepower which has been offered to agricultur~l and 

pumping power users as 3n indueem.ent: to· change £.o:n other powe: 

services to electricity, and (2) to the fact t:hat only tl. very' few of 
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the wind machines installed for frost protection in the San J'o4quin 

Valley in recent years have been electrico '!he Water Users Associa'ticn 

also urges in its brief as justification for its position ~e fact 

that the agricultural water users as individuals pay demand or service 

charges and that the water districts which are owned by the water 

users also pay demand 04" service charges although the water districts' 

pumps do not generally run at the s..w.e time as the ind='.vidual 

customers f units run. 

Edison ill. its brief points out that the pumping load 

contributes substantially to the SUEllC'ler monthly peaks, and the sw:::r.ner 

pealtS OlX'C as ~ortant as winter peaU in detcxminixlg capacity 

requirements. The use of noncoincident: clc::ta:ld for all<?cating cost:s 

betwcen cus tomer groups gives the cus tomers and cus tomer groups the 

bC!llcfit of whatever diversity is derived from each cl.ass of customer 

or load. In this Commission's 1957 Decision, Re Southern California 

Edison Co .. , 55 C::?UC 743, 769, the Commission gave recognition to the 

off-peak nature of the p't..'lmp1ng load which existed at thet time> but 

stated that in time the growth of air conditioning may' swing Edison's 

system over to summer pe.aks. Pendillg such change in system character­

istics, the Commission said it would give agriculture some credit for 

off-peak load. The Edison system presently; and has for a number of 

years, been both a suc:mer .and winter peaking sys tem. 

Edison also contends tb.a.t 'the a.rgiJment tha.t the demand or 

service charges paid by the individuals .and by the wate::- district .are 

duplicate charges because the water district ~umps do not gecerally 

run at the s,ame times as the i:lc1ivi.d~l c~'tomerf$ units is wit:hou~ 

:ncrit. Edison poin~ out ~h.o.t the eiversity has· .o.lre.a.dy been taken 

into consideration in allocating cos es ~OUZ the Ct:.$ tomer gro'.lPS and 

in designing the rate schedules applic~le to each CUS1:Omer within a 

customer group. 
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The agricultural and pumping rates which will be authorized 

herein will be lower than those :requested in the application because 

the revenue requirements are less than the $60,000,000 requested by 

Edison. In establishing these rates, however, recognition will be 

given to our finding that Edison is both a summer and w:i.nter pcaI~ 

system anel to our finding that the load factor-diversity factor method 

of allocating costs gives sufficient considerat1on to ~ diversity 

exiseing between the individual pump:i.ng customers and to the Water 

District customers in their pumping operations. Consideration will 

also be given to the competitive situation shown to exist by our 

finding that $25 per horsepower bonus payment has been offered 4:0 

agricultural and pumpixlg power users for conversion to electricity 

and to our finding that very few of the wind machines ins tallec1 for 

fros·t protection in the San Joaquin Valley in recent ye:rrs have been 

eleetric. 

IX. Since any increase in the cos t of s erect lighting will be paid 
for through an increase in taxes, should any such increase be 
borne by the ratepayer in the 11gb.ted area rather t:han through 
an increase in the rates for street lighting? 

In its brief the City of Long Beach states that the cost of 

street lighting, in general, is borne by the ratepayer in the lightec1 

area, and that any increase in the cos t of s trect lighting ~ll be 

paid for by an increase in taxes and then by payment: to the utility. 

I~ urges that it would be more ef£ie~ent: to spread 8rJ.y justified 

increase over other classes of service, rather tb.an to inerease the . 
street lighting tariffs. 

'VIe .n-c not convinced by their argt:llent... There is nothing :in 

the record 'to show that the ratepayer in the lighted 3rea. is the s.a:c.c 

as the bXpayer or that their rcspeeti .... ·e burdens would be the same if 

justified increases in the street lighting rlltes were SP'rcaM over the 

other classes of ser.n.ce. 
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x. Should the increases in rates for large -power services~ those 
provided the A-7 cus tomers, be less tnan those propos eO. by 
Edison? 

The california Manufacturers Association~ hereinafter called 

~1A, in its opening brief states that CMA takes no position as to wh3.t 

total revenue increase should be allowed to Edison~ but that, whatever 

total revenue increase is required, there is no justification for 

major increases in charges for service to industry generally and that 

no increase at all should be imposed on Scbedule p .. -3. It may be noted 

here that no increases in the Schedule A-3' rates have been proposed by 

Edison or urged by ehe staff or any party to this proceedillg. 

t-7ith respect to the Large Power customers CMA urges that ~ 

small share of ra.te reduction since 1957 rece1veci. by A-7 customers 

justifies a similar limitation on the increases in A-7 rates. Tl'le 

listed rate changes in Exhibit No. 32 from the first in May 1958 to 

the most recent in August 1968 total $29,394,000. Of that amoont, 

~ contends that only $1,627,000 or 5.41. is attributable to reduc­

tions in rates under Schedule A-7, while \mder 'Edison's proposed rates 

the A-7 customers would provide 11.761. of tile propooed increase in 

system revenues. !he rate spread proposed by the staff would obt.'J.i...,. 

14.39% of the increased revenue suggested by the staff from 1 .. -7 

customers. CMA further points out tl'l8.e while the staff based its ra.te 

spread on a. revenue requirement of 54% of that sought by Edison, its 

proposal for Schedule A-7 is appro~tely 71.2 percent of Edison's 

proposal for this schedule. Hence if the staff rate spread is applied 

to a laxger revenue increase than that proposed by the staff, the 

rates in Schedule A-7 could be b.izher than those proposed by Edison. 

The staff recommended~ however, that '0.0 schedule should oe st:bj ccted 

to .an increase higher than that proposed by Edison. The staff rat:e 
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spread produced a grea1:er percentage of the required revenue from A-7 

customers than did Edison's rate proposal becaus~for the reduced 

revenue requirement, it nonetheless adopted Edison's proposed incre3Sc 

in the minimtlm demand for Schedule A-7 from 75 kw to 200 kw. 

~ contends. d~t although Edison's rate witness testified 

d~t in null(ing his specific rate proposals he did consider the fact 

1±.at the rate of return on service to Large Power and Very 'Large Power 

customers has been increasillg while that for other classes such as 

Domestic customers has been decreasing, greater weight eould well have 

been given to such cost of service data in propositlg rates for Large 

Power customers. 

CVA argues that the load factor-diversity factor method of 

eost allocation used by Edison and by the staff results in an over­

allocation of costs to hi~~ load factor customers and that a more 

reasonable assi:;mnent of costs in accordance with the unonc:oincidex:.t 

demandH method would show even hizher rates of return for Large 20wer 

customers. 

In its brief Edison responds to the contentions of ~ by 

pointing out that a less than system average fncrease is proposed for 

P..-7.customers under both Edison's and the staff's proposals. T"tlis 

suggests that some adjustment in the present relationship, favorable 

to the A-7 customers, is appropriate but: not that the adjustments made 

since 1957 should be completely reversed. A substanticl part of the 

increase in the present Schedule P..-7 customers is the result of 

reclassifying that customer group by changing the qualifications for 

service onder -:l':.e 1..-7 schedule. It is proposed tha~ the smaller 

customers now served on Schedule A-7 (those betweet: 75 k'.,.;r and 200 k.v 

of dcma.nd) be tr~£er-.ced to Schedules A-l to A-6 which have highe: 

rate levels than Schedule A-7. The power factor adjustment "'.I."ill be 

a,plicable to all customers on this schedule. 
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In its br1ef the staff points out that in addition to the 

$1~627)OOO reductions granted A-7 customers referred to· by CMA that 

in July, 1963, an additional $2,255,000 of reductions was granted to 

former A-7 customers transferring to the new Scbedule A-B. The to1:al 

reduction to the A-7 customers wuld therefore be $3-)882,000 or 12.99% 

of the total reductions of $29,894)000 to all customers. Tae 12.997. 

is a figure between the 11.76% figure of Edison and the 14.897. figure 

of the staff representing the percentage of the increased total 

revenue from all rates to be produced by the respective proposed in­

creases in the Schedule A-7 rates. The staff also notes that cost­

of-service is only one of the gu~delines utilized in the est&blishment 

of rates. 

Since CMA did not submit any studies utilizing the non­

coincident demand method and Since the studies of Edison and the 

staff both utilized the load factor-diversity facto:.- method, we find 

that the utilizat1onof the load factor-diversity factor method of 

cost allocation is reasonable in this procee~ing as a guide to rate 

design. The Schedule A-7 rates ~thout surcharge 'Which will be 

authorized herein in no C~$e will be higher than those" proposed by 

Edison and on the 'tt.Thole will be lower beca'".lSe the revenue require:n~ts 

ar~ less than the $60)000,000 re~stcd by Edison. The adopted r~te. 

design will p~eclude ra:~ reductions below present rates to large A-7 

customers upon removal of the surcherge. 

XI. ~~t findings ana conclusions should be made by the Commission? 

Based upo~ a careful consideration of the record herein the 

Commission finds as follo~: 

1. A reasonable range for the rate of return for Edison in thi~ 

proceeding is 7.2 to 7.5%. 

2. The level of return to be ~doptec ~$ re3So~ble £or'7~r?oses 

of authorizing rates in this proceeding should be 7~357. on Ca11£orni& 

jurisdictional operations ~thout Catalina. 
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3. The level of return on equity to be adopted as reasonable 

for purposes of authorizing rates in this proceeding should be 

ll.79% on California jurisdictional operations. 

4. For purposes of allocacing costs and race base between the 

interstate Resale customer group and the other six intrastate 

eustomer groups for rate~king purposes tbe result of the method 

used by Edison in·Exhibit No. 57 is reasonable and such method should 

be used in this proceeding. Edison is placed on notice, however, 

of its responsibility to develop more refined data and improved 

eost alloeation methods for future proceedings • . 
5. The method used by the Commission staff in allocating the 

costs and rate base associated with the Pacific Intertie facilities 

is reasonable and should be used in this proceeding. 

6. The fully allocated costs of providing service to the 

Publie AgenCies through the Pacific Intertie and the system rate 

base adjusted for the Pacific Intert1e should be considered by the 

Commis'sion. 

7. Toe finding requested by Edison pertaining to the limita­

tion of earnings to 6% on the net investment of Edison in hydro­

electric facilities licensed in accordance with the Federal Power 

Act should not be made. 
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8. The estimates of revenues, expenses, rate b.1se, and 

resulting rates of return for the year 1969 at present rates set 

forth in the table on page 29 of this decision are reasonable and 

should be adopted in this proceeding. 

9. Edison should be a~thorized to increase its rates so that 

it will have the opportunity to earn additional revenue without 

surcharge of $3S,139,OOO and additional surcharge revenue of 

$11,529,000 and so that its rate of return will be 7.3570 on the 

California jurisdictional rate base without Catalina of 

$2,304,240,000. 

10. The surcharge on the rates which are authorized to provide 

for additional revenue without surcharge of $35,139,000 should be 

.2.00%, and such percentage as a surcharge on said rates will pro­

vide for additional surcharge revenue of $11,529,000. 

11. ·The recommendation of the staff with respect to the method 

of the handling of the Federal income tax surcharge is reasonable 

and it should be adopted. 

12. Edison is both a summer and a winter peak system. 

13. The load factor-diversity factor method of allocating 

costs gives sufficient consideration to the diversity ey~st1ng 

between the individual pumping customers and to the Water District 

customers in their pumping operations. 
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14'. A bonus of $25 per horsepower has been offered to agricul­

tural and pumping users for conversion to electricity. 

15. Very few of 'the wind machines installed for fros t protection 

in the San Joaquin Valley in recent years have been electric. 

16. There is nothing in the record to show that the ratepayer in 

the lighted area served by street lighting customers is the same as 

the taxpayer in such area or that their respective burdens would be the 

same if justified increases in street lighting rates 'Were spread ove: 

the: other classes of service. 

17. The total reductions to the A-7 customers from the first in 

May 1958 to the most recent in August of 1968 is $3,882,000 or 12.991. 

of the total reductions of $29,894,000 to all custome:rs during this 

period. 

18 • Cost of service is only one of the guidelines utilized in 

the establishment of ra~es. 

lS • The utilization of the load factor-diversity fae1:Or method 

of cost alloeatiO'O. is reasonable in this proceeding as .a guicle to rate 

design. 

20. The "test year" 1969 used by both Edisoll 3!ld the staff fo:: 

their principal showings on the results of operation is r~onable fo'r 

dete:mination of Edison's future rates~ 

2l. Cost is an indispensable factor in the setting of fail: ane 
reasonable rates. 

22. Edison is entitled to increased gross intrastaee re'V'enue:; In 

the .amo\m,t of $46,668,000 which baset! upo"C. 'the test year :i.s jw;t:if'1.ed .. 

23. The 'rates au:thorized by this Commi~sion .as set forth in 

Appendix B hereto ar~ fair, jus'C =.d. re.::sonable .. 
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Based upon a consideration of the record and the foregoing 

findings the Commission concludes as follows: 

1. The application herein of Edison should be grsnted to the 

extent set forth in the preceding findings and in the following order 

and in all other respects should be denied. 

2.. The increases in rates and ch.a.rgcs authorized herein are 

justified. 

3.. The rates and charges authorized herein ue just and reason­

able and present rates and charges insofar as they differ therefrom 

ue for the future unj us t and unreasonable. 

4. All motions consistent with these findings .and conclusic!:S 

should be granted and those inconsis tent therewith should be denied. 

ORDER ----- ..... ..-

IT IS ORDERED tb.a.t: 

1.. After the effective da.'te of this order, applicant Southern 

Cnlifornia Edison Company is authorized to file rates revised as set 

forth i:c Appendix B attached hereto. Such filirlg shall comply with 

General Order No. 9G-A. The effective date of the revised rate 

schedules shall be four clays after the date of filing. The revised 

rate schedules shall apply only to service rendered on and after the 

effective da~e thereof .. 

2. The applieat:i.on of Soutbern Califor.lia Edison Company in all 

other respects is .denied. 
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3. All motions consistent with the findings and conclusions set 

forth above in this decision are granted, and those inconsistent 

therewith are denied. 

The effective date of this order shall be ten days after the 

date hereof. 

Dated at _____ San __ ;[I'ran_d!!CO __ ~, Californi.a.~ this .. J2.t. -r..; 
day of ______ A_UG~ .. U_S_T _ _', 1969. 

/ 

,I-... .,' ..... /.·-i 
' .. -/ .. ~~ '~ .. " ... ~ ~ . "-
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APPENODC A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

A.PPLICA.N'J:: Rollin E. Woodbury. H. W. Sturges, Jr., and William E. 
~LarX, for Southern California. Edison Company. 

PRO'!ESTANX: James F. Sorrenson, for Friant Water Users Association .. 

INrERESTED PARTIES: Lawler, Felix & Hall, by Richard D .. DeLuce. 
for Air Products and Chemicals, Inc .. ; William Knecht and 
P..alph Hubbard, for California Farm Bureau Federation; Henry 
l:'. Lipl(ittfl: 2nd, for california Gas Producers Associa.tion; 
Brobec , P leger and Harrison, by Gordon E.. Davis, and 
Robert E. Burt, for California Manufacturers ASsociation; 
Clayson, Stark, Rothrock and Mann, by Geo~ge C. Grover, for 
CalifOrnia Mutual Water Companies Associatl.on; GOrdon W. RoyE, 
Utilities Director, for City of Anaheim; Paul D. F0X'C010rthy, 
City Adminis'trator, for City of Azusa; Keith F. Mulroone~, 
City Y~ger, for City of Claremont; Louis Possner and Ai~hur 
Y. Honda, Deputy City Attorney, for ci~ of Long Beach; 
ROger Arnebergh, City Attorney, and Robert 'VI. Russell, Chief 
Engineer and General Manager, Department of Public Utilities 
and l'ransportation, by Kenneth E. Cude, and K .. D. Wal-pert, 
Department of PUblic Utilities ana trans~ortation~ fo~ity of 
Los Angeles; Lloyd B. Adams, for City of" 1..os Angeles Department 
of Water and Power; Victor E. Barton, for City of MOnroVia; t:erne H. Tindell, for City of Santa Ana; Robert W. Hutton, for 
1ty of ~ta Barbara" Charles H. McGovern, for eiey of 'Cernon; 

W.. C .. Avery, Sr .. , for' CO\mty service Area 4F8, San Bernardino 
Co'l.lnty; Kenneth M .. Robinson and John W. Feist, for Kaiser 
~teel Corporation; Henr E. Walker, for Perfectaire YWlufa.etur­
long Company; H. L .. Got , John QrmaSJl, K. R. Edsall and Lionel 
E.. Goff, Jr .. , ~or Southern califOrnia Gas Company, Southern 
Co'Unt1es Gas Company anc1 Pacific Lighting Service & Supply 
Company; Overton, Lyman & Prince, by Donald H. Ford, for 
Southwestern Portland Cement Company; Ronald M. Kolda, for 
Traffic Department ~ DiviSion of S1ghways ~ State of c:alifo~; 
J. 1<. Curnm1DfS, Chief, by Robert P. Ramilton, for Power Offl.ce, 
Department 0 Wa.ter Resources, St:ate of tafifornia; Ceor~ A. 
~cker, in his own behalf; Vic tor V. 13ow!<:er, for Tu].8.re tlXlty 
National Farmers OrganizatiOn; ROser~ F. Smith and Walter C. 
~1st, for Union Carbide Corporaeion; Harola GOld, Manuel 
BriSKin and Stuart Foutz, for Department of Defense and other 
executive agencies of the United States of America; William E. 
Rhodes, for United States Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Southwest Division; and :r'red A .. Strauss for Vandalia Irrigation 
District, Xea Pot Dome Water D!strict. 

COMMISSION STAFF: emil H .. Sar~aaG Counsel, YJanley 'tV .. Edwards, 
General D1.V1sion ngineer~ an ymond E. Hey;ens. 
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.APPENDIX B 
Page 1 o'! 8 -

JQpl:i.eant'~ r~tes, eha.rgeB a:o.c!. eonc1:!.tio1'l:J a..'"'e ~ee to· 'tC.e level 
or extent set tortb. in this a.ppendix .. 

PreHm1nar;r Sta.tement 

Moditied ~ prol'OBed. :i.n Sheet D-l of Exhibit "D" to App1iea.t:1.on No .. 50%3 @(i 
a new' seetion added to read as followz: 

H .. 'PRoVisION FOR 10 P~ FEDERAL INCOMe T.AX SORCBAP.GE 

Until i".b.e 10 percent surcll4rge ~ Federal ineome tax i~ removed, bills 
eomputed \llld.er tiled tar1t'!B, oeer ~ Scl1edule No. A-S, will 'be in­
eNazed 'tor such ~e ~ set torte. on the taritt scl:.edules. At 
auch time as this surcharge is ett'eetively suspe:d.ed or temi%~4:ted, in 
whole or :i.:c. part, and not r~laced by a. substi tl.tte tax bQ.3ed on ineome, 
the a.bove surcharge sb.a.ll be eliminated. or reduced to the extent ot tb.e 
net reduetion of the tax. 

Schedules Nos. A-1, A-Z, A-2: A.-4, A.-5 and A-~ 

RATES 

RATE A 1 2 3 4 5 6 

CUstomer Charge: single ~e $0.75 SO.8S $0·95 $1.05 Sl.15 $1.25 
three ~o 1·75 1.85 l·95 2.05 2.l5 

~rgy Charge: 
F:trst 100 kwhr, per k-.dlr ~·9¢ 4.1¢ 4.J¢ 4.5¢ 4.8¢ 
Next 400 kw.hr, per kwb.r 3·7 3·9 4.1 4.) 4 .. 5 
Next 1,000 kwhr, per kwhr 2.7 2.7 2 .. 7 2.7 2.7 
Next 1,500 kwh%', per k'~ 2·3 2·3 2.) 2·3 2·3 
Exeess ~, per kwh%' 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 

Mi 'J'li!Tl!:tm Cb.a.rgc: 
~e monthly mj'J'linmm cha.r~ .sb.a.ll be tb.e montb.ly CutI'tomer Charge. 

Dema.nd. Cb.a.rge: 
Fir~t 20 kw or lees 

'oil' j l"l8' deDWld (No chargo) 
All Excess bill1ng demand 

2.2S 

5 .. 2¢ 
5·0 
3·3 
2·3 
1.6 

per kw •..••••••..•••..•••• $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 $1.00 

Cu$tomer and. Ener8Y Charges (to 'be a.c!d.ed 'to Demand. ~ge): 
Fi.-st 150 kw.br 

,Per kw bil1~ c,CI:lD:lc. 
First 3,000 kw'.cr, ~r kwh: 
EXce~~ k-o'Ihr, l>Cr kr.J.lr 

Next 150 kwh%" 
:;>er kw bill~ .~ 

?ix'at 15,000 kwbr, per k'N:llr 
Excet::l kwbr, ;>er kwllr 

Over 300 kw.tI.r 
per k'o\/' ot billing demand 

M1 n"irrw Ch.4:ge: 

1.2 
0.8 

0.6 

, S'"' .... ,.. 

1.2 
0.8 

0.6 

S~e ~ RAte A. 
1.5¢ l·S¢ 1·5¢ 

1 .. 2 
0.8 

0.6 

J .2 
0.8 

0 .. 6 

1.2 
0.8 

0.6 

The monthly r:d'J'limlt'l charge 3h.aJ.l be $1.00 ;per kw ot Bil1iLg Dc:::la:ld. 

1.2 
0 .. 8 

0.6 



Schectule3 Nos • .A.-l, .A.-2, A-3, bo4, A-5 3%lCl. ;.,..6 (Cont'd) 

.Add. a new "pec1al condi tio:c.: 

6. Federal Income Tax Surcharge: Until the 10 ;percent :rurellarg& to Fod.eral 
Income Tax 1,0 removed, bill., under the a.bove ta.ritt' will 'be :!.ncre~ed. 'by 
2.00 percent a.$ oet forth in Section R of the Pre1im~ Statement .. 
(Except :1.n Seh.ed.ule A-6 this is Sl>ec1al Conc!j,.tion No.7) 

APPLICABILITY t TERRITORY a."'ld other SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Mod.:I.ticd. as proposed. :1.n sheet" No". D-2 tb.rough D-13 o! Exb.ioi t "D" to 
Application N' 50363. 

S¢hedule No. '-.2 

~ Charge: 
F1rst 200 kw or 1e~s 01' 'o:l11;"g ~emand 
Next 1,800 k'..r of b111iDg demand, per kw 
Next 8,000 kw 01' bjl' ;"g decand, per kw 
Next 40,000 kw o! b1l1ing dem.:md, per kw 
All excess kw ot b1l1ing demand., per kw 

Energy Ch.u-ge (to 'be added. to Demand Charge): 
P.!.rst 150 kwbr ~r kw of billillg ~: 

F1r:lt 30,000 k'Nhr, per kw:llr 
Bala.:c.ee o! kw.b.r, per kwb.r 

Next 150 kwb.r per kw ot billing demDlld., per kwb.r 
All exceos kwb.r, °per kwb.r 

1I.d n:l Xl:m:J OlArge: 
'l'he montbly m1 nj rm:rn eb..a.rge ::lla.ll be tl:.e montJ:lly Dema.:lci Charge. 

Add a. new special condition: 

$205.00 
0.85 
0.75 
0.60 
0 .. 55 

1·50¢ 
1.00 
0.80 
0.60 

9· Federal Income Tax Surcharge: Until the 10 percent sureh3.rge to :Federal 
Income Tax 13 removed, b111s under the above tar1t1' w1ll 'be :i:lcre4:led 'by 
2.00 percent a.s set forth in Sect10n H 01' the Prel~mjnary Sta:temen't. 

J.:PP'Z-ICJS'U.-Wf. TERRITOR'{ and other S'PECIAL CONDITIONS 
. 

Mod.i!1ed as pro,POsed :!J:I. ~eet3 Nos. :0-14 ar.d. D-15 or Exb.ib:i. t "D" to 
Applica.tion No. 5036;. 

Sehedul~ No .. A.-8 

Mod1fiedw proposed in .5ilect3 NO!J. D-lo, D-17 and. D-l8 01' Exhib1t "D" tQ 
~plicat1on No. 50363, Without the 4d.d.1 t10:o. 0: a. 10 pereen't Fed.er.aJ. I:c.c~ 
Tax Sureh.Q.rge :pecioll condition. 
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1 2 
Charges Por Month 

5' 4 5 . 6 

Customer Cha.rge $0.75 $0.85. $0·95 $1 .. 05 $l.15 $1 .. 25 

Bner,o;y Charge (to 'be added to Cu:ltomer Charge): 
4·3¢ 4 .. 5¢ 4.B¢ Firot 60 kwhr, per kwb.r 3.9¢ 4.1¢ 

Ne~ 90 kwllr, per kwbr . 2.5 2.7 2·9 3 .. 1 3·3 
Next l50 kwhr, por kwh%' 1 .. 8 l.8 l.8· 1.8 1.8 
Next 600* kwb.r~ per kw:b.r 1 .. 4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 
Exce3S kwhr, per l.Gd:lr l.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 

Mj '!"I:l mm" Charge: 
The monthly m:S '!"Ii mum charge shaJ.l 'be the monthly Cu3tomcr Charge. 

.... Where the cuetomer as o! , 1969 (e:t':t'ec't1 ve date 0: 
Ord.er) ~ an electric wa.ter hea'b1Ilg 1lWtallat:i.on co.Il!omi:cg to 
Me No. 32, the ra.te tor monthl.:r usage 'bet'~een 300 .and 600 kw:hr 
is l.2¢ per kwhr ~ the :period. , 1969 
(e!:f'octive da.te of order) through. , 197_ (tb.ree 
year~). 

APPLlCABIL!TY' and TERRITOR':{ 

Modit'1ed. as proposed. in sheets Nos. D-19 through. D-24 ot .Exb.i'b1 t "D" to 
~:plica.tion No.. 50%3 .. 

Add anew special ~%ld.i tio:c.~ 

SPECIAL co~~rTION 

Federal Income Tax Surch.arge: Until 'the 10 percent su.rc:llArge to FederaJ. 
Income Tax 10 removed, bills \mder the above t4r1tt w1ll 'be 1ne~~ed 'b:r 
2.00 percent as :set 'forth. in Section H ot t.hc I>reHm:Snary Statement. 

SChedule No. :oM 

Mod.itied as' proposed in sheet No. D-25 o! Exb.ibi t "D" to Applica.tion No. 
50%3. 

Add under "Energy Chargert the tollowing sentence: 

"Where the water he.a.tiDg ra.te is Awl1ca.'ble, the :t'irst 300 k'~ of tho 
600 kwbr 'block, .IllI,u:tip1ied. by tb.e l:U!llber of ::Ii'I"Igle-tsmily a.ccoc::nod.a.­
tion.:! recoi ville S\lc:h service, w:t..:.l 'be accorded. 'the cpeeial' 1.2 cent ,er 
kwh%' ra.te." 

Add. a new special condition: 

SPECr At CONDITION 

2. Federal Income T.3X SurehArge: Until the lO percent ~e to Fed.era.l 
Income Tax is removed., 'bills und.er the above taritt ~ 'be incroased. by 
2.00 percent as set t'ortb. in Section Ii ot' the ~1~"'1 '!"Iery Statement. 

5 .. 2¢ 
3.6 
1.8' 
1.4 
1.2' 
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RA.1'ES, - SO'O'I'RE:RN CALIFORNIA. EDISON COMP A.W: 

Schedule No. DWL 

Modif':l.ed a.s proposed 1n :3lleet No. D-26 0'[ Exb.:l.'bi t nn" to' ~lieation No .. 
50363, except the monthly :t:a.e1litie~ eharge :1.s to be cha:lged. from compa:oy's 
prol)O$eQ. $0.0135 per dollar 0'[ utility :l.nve$tment to the present $0 .. 0125 
per dollar otut:l.lity icvestment. 

Ad.d. a. new .special condition: 

5. Federal Income Tax Surcharge: Until the 10 percent surcharge to F9deral 
Ineome Tax 1.s removed, b:l.lls '\meer the above tar1:t'! w....11 be increA3«i ~.. ' 
2 .. 00 pereent as set forth in Section H ot the Prel~m~nary Statement • 

.§:.ehedule No. LS-l 

RATES 

1,000 lumens 
2, SOO Ll.:Imens 
4,000 Il:Imel::lS 
6,000 ~:o.B 

10,000 Lumens 

Merc:ury Vapor Lamp" 

7,000 I.ume:rJ.3 
11,000 lumens 
20,000 lUmens 
35,000 I..ume'M3 
55,000 Ixzme:o.s 

Delete special c:ond1tion 4 and in pla.ce th~reo:C add: 

Per Lamp 
Per Month 

$ 2.25 
3.4.5 
4 .. 20 
4.85 
6 .. 8¢ 

4.20 
4.90 
6.05 ' 
8 .. 95 

ll .. lO 

4. Federal Inco~ Tax Sul'eharge: Until the 10 l>ereent ~ge to 
Fedoral Income Tax 13 removed., b:l.l13 'Wlder the above taritt' will be increa,.,ed, 
'by 2.00 percent a,., .set torth in Section E ot' tlle Prelinrlnary St"."tement. 



e 
" 

Sehednle No. LS-2 

.APPENDIX B 
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: Per Month : 
: All Night st'rv1ee~ 1tddnie;ht $e.ol"V'1ce : 

.:J:lW. "'"J,:ole : •. SS}:;!..~e i ~'Rlf'!;: 2~~~.J. 

For each. kw 0'£ lamp load., per kw $7.40 Z5,75 

: :Per Meter Per Ymlth ~ 

Meter Charge: 
Mll tiple Service 
Series Service 

Energy Cl:w'ge (to be added. t<> Meter Charge): 
First 150 kwbr :por kw of lamp load, per kwhr 
All exceS:l kwhr, per kwh.r 

RATE C - MAJ:NrENA.NCE SERVICE - OPTIONAL: 

Mod1fied. ~. proposed. in aheet No. D-29 o'! Exhibit "D" to ~lication No .. so,36}, 
@3Ee~ reduced 'oy 2 .. 0%. 
Add 8. new :9~c1al condition: 

6. Fede:al Income Tax Surcharge: Until the 10 :percent surcharged:to Fecleral 
Income Ta.x is removed, bills \lllder "the above tari...4"f will be :1.:lerea."ed by 
2.00 :percent a..s 5et 'tortb. in Section 13: ot the Preliminary Sta:tement. 

othe!!:" SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Modified a3 proposed in shoot" Nos.. D-30 and. 1)-31 o't Exb.1l:>i t "D" to Applicat1oz:. 
No .. 5O}5} • 

..schedule No. OL-l 

RATES AND SPECIAL CONDITION'S 

Modi!ied. AS proposed in sheets Nos.. D-32 a:od. D-33 o't Ex:h.1bi t "D" to .Applica.tion 
No. 50363, except add. ~ciaJ. condition No.7: 

7.. Federal Income Tax St..1rcllArge: Until the lO ;percent ~ge to· Fed.eral 
Income Tsx is removed., bills ucder the above ta.ritt 'Will 'be in.ereMed 'b7 
2.00 percent as ~et tortll in Section I:t ¢,! th~ ~limill.llJ:"y Statement. 
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RAXES - SOO'tEZRN CALIPORNlA EDISON COMP.AN.t 

: MonthJ.y : Energy Cb.arge Be .Ad.<!ed. 'to. 
: Serv1ce : Service Charge Rate Per X:wbr 

· · · · :Ho'1:sepower o'! : Charge : tor- Monthl.y Consumption o'!: : 
: Co:r.mected Load .:..: .....;::;.Ic.;;;..----~-.. -s-t-l..:OO:...::.:...:.:;::~='O ... N..;:;ext.;:;::;;:;.;:1~OO~=-=-~;.:;....Al~1~OV-e-r--=2"':"OO'=-.... : 

: : Per 9S Kwhr P~r Hp: Xwhr Per Rp : Xwhr Per Hp 
2 to 9.9 

10 to 24.9 
25 SJld. t:Nt!:r 

Mjnjmll" ChArge: 
'Ib.e montbly mjn1mnm charge shall be the monthly Service Charge. 

A?PLlCABILlT'l 

Add the followil:lg elauoe: 

Tl:li:l sehedule is closed to n.ew customers as o'! _____ - (Uteeti ve date 
of ordo'r). 

Add. a new opeeial co:c.<i1. t1o:c.: 

7. Federal Income Tax ~e: Until the 10 ;pereent surcharge to Fe<1eral 
Income Tax i" removed, bills 'Und.er the al:>ove tarit! 'Will 'be i:l.ereaze<1 'by 
2.00 percent as set forth 1n Section B 0'£ the Preliminary Statement. 

Sch~du1e No. P-2 

Existirlg Selledule No. 1'-2 is canceled and ~ tlld.r8:W:l and those whose dema=ds 
are 'below 200 kw tLre to 'be transferred. to Rate "B" ot General Service S<:.h.ed\lles 
NOB. /1.-1 tb.rougll A-6 and. those ~ose dema:ncb are 200 kw or more will 'be 
't,ra:Q.5ferred to General service SchedW.e No. A-7. 

Schedule No. PA.-l 

RATES : ~rlllaJ . E:c.ergy Charge To Be .A.c1d.ed. to . 
: Service: Service Ol.Brge Rc.te Per Kwh:-

:Horsepower of : Charge : 'lor' ~.w:tI1aJ. Consumption 0'£: 
: Connecwa. ~ad : F1:r5t lOOO . NeXt lOOO · .All Over 2000 . · : Per HP : 1<whl" Per H2.. : Kwh::." Per Hp · K'Whr Per 'FIE · 2to 4:9 ~9.oo 2.0¢ 0.85¢ 0·59¢ 

5 to 14.9 8 •. 00 1.8 0.85 0·59 
15 to 49.9 7·50 1.7 0.85- 0·59 
50 to 99 .. 1 7.00 1.6 o·Bs 0·59 

100 and. Over 6·50 1·5 0.85 0·59 
M~n;iim= Cllarge: 

The 8l"lT'lnaj, minimum charge shall 'be the Annual Service Cllarge. 

Add a special condition: 

11. Federal Income Tax Sureha.rge: 'Vnt1.l the 10 percent surcllarge to FederaJ. 
Income Tax is removed., bills tmder the &bove ta.r1..."t' will be incre.a.s04 by 
2.00 ~rc~nt 8.3 set forth. in Seetion R o! tb.e P:z:o-t~ S1-.• 8:~nt. 

: 
: 
: . . 
: 
: 



Sehedu1~ No. PA-2 

RATES 

Demand. Charge: 

APPEND:OC B 
Page 7 of 8 

First 75 kw or less of 'billirlg demand. 
.All excess kw of b:lllj.ng demand, ;per kw 

Energy Charge (to· be added to Dem8:cd Charge): 
First 150 kwhr, per kw of biJH"8 demand. 

First lS,. 000 kwbr, per k'.odlr 
Exce!:$ kwb.r, per k-whr 

Ne~ 150 ~, per kw of bil11"g demand. 
All excess kwhr, per kwhr 

Mi:o:l mum Cb.arge: 

Per Meter 
Per Month 

$72.50 
0.88 

l·SO¢ 
1.18 

0.78 
0·59 

'!be :nonthly :ni n1m'TQ cb.a.rge :shall be tb.e monthly Dema:ad. C!large. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

Mod:tt1ed. a.B ;proposed. in 3heeUl No",. n-40 and. D-41 ot Exb.1b1 t "D" to .Applica.tion. 
No. 50)63, except to add.: 

6. Pederal Income Tax SUrCharge: Until the 10 f)ercent 3Ul'eharge to Federal 
Income 'Xax i$ removed, bills Wld.er the above ta.r1:tt ~ be inc:re8.3ed. by 
2.00 percent 4$ set forth 1n Sect:!.on H ot the Preliminary Statement. 

Schedul~ No. TC-l 

Establish A new sclledule No. TC-l, 'I'rattic Control Service, b.3 "at :t'or..b. on 
proposed sheet ~42 of ~'bit "D" to Appl1ca.tion No. 50363, exce;pt to set 
the ter.oinal energy' ~e :ra.~ at l.6¢ and e.ci4 the tollowixlg :special condition: 

2. Fed.oral Income Tax SUrcl:.a.rge: Until the 10 percent surcharge to Fecieral 
Income Tax is removed., bills under the a.bove tal'i.t.""t will be increased by' 
2.00 pereent as set tortb. in Section H of the PreJ1mi ,,1ll"Y Stateme:lt. 

Schedule No • .A. .. e.l 

1'.b.e e~stirJg closed. ocll.edule M.l i5 to 'be canceled and.witMrawn a.nd the 
customers trSllSferred to Ger.eral Service Seb.edule No. A-6. 

Schedule No • .A.-24 

Tlle ex1s~ closed. seh"'dule A-24 i$ to be canceled and. 'Ni t:b.drawn ~ the 
c:us'tomcr3 tra.tl8~e~ to G/IIn. ... r&1. ~rviee Scll~e No. ~. 

Schedule No. CAD-20 

Moditied. a.5 prop03ed. in sheet No. D-48--A. ot Exhibit ''D'' to J\ppliC4t:f.¢r ... NI). 
50~3, excep~ revioed to ~ire in 1:.hreOlt yeArS ra:t'.h.r tClJl\t) two years. 
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Modii'ied. as proposed in ~eet No. D-49 ot Exb.i"01t "D" to Appl:!.ca:tion No. 
50363, except to ex;p1N 1n -::cree years and. add. the tollowing spee1.a.l 
condition: 

9.. Fcd.erl.lJ. Income Tax SUrcharge: Until the 10 );)ercent su:roharge to Federal 
Income Tax is ~oved, b111s 'Ullder the above taritf will be increased. 'by 
2 .. 00 percent ao set :forth in Section H o:f the PrGl;minary Statemont. 

Sclledule No. LS-22 

This closed. scll<Xl:ule is to 'be ea..":lceled. mld withdrawn. and a.eeOWlto trano­
terred. to appropriAte street 1:ten~ seheOUes .. 

Sehcdule No. PA-20 

This cloe«l. schedule is to 'be canceled and wi thdraw.c. and. a.ccounts tra:lB­
ferred to $.ehoI"A:u.les Nos. PA-1 and. PA-2 as s.~ropria.te .. 

Rule No _ 1 ~~~ tions 

Applicant's det.1ni t:l..oZlS are mod:l.:!'ied as proposed in sheets Nos. D-55 a.:c.d. 
D-S6 ot Exhibit "D" to Applica::ion No. 5036,3, excep: as ~ollows: 

~·neral Sertice: Service to any ligl:lt1ng or power :tn"taJ.la:tior. 
except those eligible tor ~erv1ce on single 'family domestic, 
street lighting, OIJ.tC.oor a..""'ea l:ig.b.ti:c.g, tra;ttic c:or.tx'Ol, re~ale, 
or standby sclled:.le. 

P.uJ.~ No.2. Description of Service 

Applicant's description ot service sball not be m~1ed as pro,ooee in 
sheet No. D-S7 ot Exb.i'oit "D" to ~plica.tion NO. 50363, except to add. 
under Section H the !oll~-ng condition: 

.3.. '!'here shall be added. to ~ bills 'I.:lld.er ":.b.i.s Section E. 'U:ltil the 10 
percent ~ge to Fed.eral IncOQ(~ Tax is :'e:loved, 2'.00 ;percent as :Jet 
fortn 1n Sectio~H of the Preliminary Statement. 

Rule No. 22. Special Conditions 'tor Domestic 'Water Eeati..::g $c!"'Jiee 

No ~e from present ~e No. 32 is tl.Uthor1zed.. 

!nd~x o~ C~ties 

Modi!ied. as proposed in sheets Nos. D-59, :0-60, :0-01, D-62 a:ld. D-63 o! 
Exhibit "D" to Applica:t1on No. 50363. 

In~x of R3.tP. ~M 8...'"'l.d Rate Zor.ing MaEs 

MOdified. a.s proposed. in sheet:! Nos. n-04, :0-65, D-66, D-67, D-6S, D-69 
and D-70 of Exhibit "D" to ~lica:t:!.O%l No. 50363. 


