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Decision No. __ 8_G_2_34~'_ 

BEFORE TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CAlIFORNIA 

In the ~~tter of the Application of ) 
San tiego Gas & Electric Company) a ) 
corporation~ for an order authorizing 1 
Certificates of Public Convenience and 
Necessity Autborizins it to Exercise Application No· .. 52250 
Electrie and Gas Franchise R.ights in (Fi;ed October 16" 1970;, 
tbe City of San Diego) autho=ity to Modif~ed November 25, 1970, 
increase rates by surcharging for 
additional franchise fees and authority 
to deviate from Applicant's Rule 31. 

" 

Chickering & Gregory, by Sherman Chickering) 
C. Hayden Ames and Edward P. Nelsen) 
Attorneys at Law, ana Gordon Pearce, 
.. ~ ... ttorney at La,'to71' for applicant .. 

C. M. Fitzpatrick, Chief Deputy City Attorney, 
for City of §an Diego. H. Cushman Dow, 
Attorney at Law, for General :bynamics. 
Convair Aerospace Division, and William R. 
Kronber~er, Jr., Attorney at law, tor City 
of san iego, interested parties. 

Donald C. Meaney,. Attorney at Law, for the 
commIssion staff. 

OPINION ----_ .... ---
This application was heard be-fore Commissioner Moran 

and/or Examiner Coffey at San Diego on January 11;. March 1" 2) 3; 
June 14 and 15, 1971, and wa.s subtlitted upon the receipt of r~ply· 
briefs on September 7, 1971. Copies of the application and notice 
of hearing were served in aeeo:dance witn the Commission's. procedural 
rules. 

On October 16, 1970, San D1e&o Gas & Electric Company 
(SDG&E) filed lthis application for an order as follows: 
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It ••• (l) declaring, that it will issue certificates 
of pub-lie convenience and necessity after 
Applicant has obtained the contemplated $as and 
electric franchise for the City of San Dl.ego, 
(2) authorizing Applicant to increase rates. by 
surcharging gas and electric bills for customers 
in the City of San Diego for additional franchise 
fees~ and (3) authorizing an increased electric 
underground conversion program and appropriate 
deviation from Applicant's Rule 31." 

On October 21, 1970, the City of San Diego (City) filed 
a petition for a hearing in which it supported SDG&E's application 
for items 1 and 3 above, urging ex parte or early appropriate action 
on said items and in which it requested a hearing on the authori­
zation to increase rates by surcharging customers in City. 

On October 27~ 1970 the Commission issued Decision No. 
77879 indicating it would issue the requested certificate of pu~lic 
convenience and necessity after SDG&E had obtained the contemplated 
franchises, 'authorized the requested deviation from Rule 31, and 
pending £u:ther hearing authorized SDG&E to insert a franchise tax 
surcharge clause in all rate schedules applicable within City of 
1.9 percent for electric service and 1 percent for gas service, 
subject to :efund with 7 percent interest if after hearing the 
Commission determined that the rates, the rate spread or the surcharge 
are unreasonable or discriminatory. 

On November 25, 1970~ SDG&E petitioned thst Decision No. 
77879 be modified to make it applicable to franchise specifications 
authorized on November 24~ 1970, by City. 

On November 30, 1970, City agafn petitioned for a hear~g . 
on item 2 above and again stated that it had no objection to'an 
ex parte order on item 1 above or to an order on item 3 above, ... 

Oc. December 1, 1970 in Decision No. 78025, the Commission 
applied Decision No.. 77879 to the gas and electric franchise speci­
fications au:ho:ized OIl. November 24 ~ 1970 by the City Coune:il of the 
City of San Diego. 
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!hereafter, beginning on January 11, 1971, six days of 
hearing. in this matter were held. 
':ssues 

!he basic issue in this proceeding is "Is it appropriate 
to surcharge the gas and electric customers wi.thin the City of Sa:l 

Diego to offset increased franchise expenses which are substantially 
above the level paid by SDG&E and other California gas and elect:1e 
utilities to other cities and where customers tn other eities will 
not benefit from such increased franchise fees7" 

. City maintains that the reasonableness of the entire 
spectrum of SDG&E's tariffS, rates and charges is an issue since 
applicant r~ctuest:s a finding "that Applicant's ?t'opooed eariffs-" rates 
and charges are just and reasonableTT 

6' Applicant t s counsel inte'rp~~t~d 
~he foregotng request as being intended to refert~proposed rates 
and tMt the surch~=ge is the only proposed rate change .. 

We find that the reasonableness of existing rate tariffs 
and the spread of rates between tariffs is not an issue raised by 

applicant. However, hearings in the matter have been held to,afford 
City au opportunity to demonstrate tha.t rates charged withi:l. City 
or that the rate sp=cad is unreasonable. 

The Commission staff 3.:ld City have also raised a ques.t:ton. 
as to whether the surcharge for electric service 'Would result in 
excessive earning by SDG&E t s Electric Department.. The staff does 
not propose a change in the present 1 percent gas frsnehise surcharge 
but reeotcmends that the electric franchise surcharge of 1.9 percent 
be made effective April l~ 1971. City would have the request for 
the s~Charges denied. 
History 

On November 22, 1920, City granted a franchise for the 
use of City's streets to provide gas and electricity to. the' 
customers of SDG&E. Pursuant to that franchise SDG&E agreed to 
pay City a fee eq,ual to 2 percent of its "total gross, anr:.ual receipts 
arising from the use, operation or possession of sai.d franchise~n 
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After making a,propriate adjustments for revenues derived from gas 
and electricity served under the constitutional franchise for 
lighting purposes, SDG&E has been paying City an amount equal to, 
approximately 1.1 perce~t of its gross receipts from the sale of 
electricity within the corpo::ate limits of City and approximately 
2 percent of its gross receipts from the sale of gas within the 
limits of City. This franchise expired on September 27,1970~ 

Prio= and subse~uent to the expiration of the franchise, 
protracted negotiations between SDG&E and City took place concerning 
a new franchise. City, because 0:': the requirements of its charter 
p:cvisions, asked for bids before the granting of franchises. City 
drew up specifications for the new gas and electric franchise which 
called for a payment of 3 percent of gross receipts derived from 
the sale of gas and electricity within the corporate limits of 
City. The City Council of San Diego awarded the franch1se to-

SDG&E based on the 3 percent fee. 
For many years, t1:lCvarious cities in tte sct"V'ice area of SDG&E 

requi::ed franchise payments from SDG&E, which the applicant "buried" 
~ the rate structure~. Prior to the franchise which is the su~ject 
of this applicatio~, franchise payments made to City were the same, 
to the nearest one-tenth of one percent, as the average payment to" 
all the various loc~l cities requiring such a payment. 
Surcharge 

Applicant argues that the surcharges c:r.re appropriate in·· 
view of the substantial increase in franchise fees required,by 
City, that these franchise fees are s.ignificantly higher than the.· 
level of fees paid by SDG&E to other eities and counties where it 
serves, that the fees are substa:l.tially higher than the level of 
fees paid by any of the major gas or electric utilities. :tn. the 
State of California and that ~ the absence of surcharges, SDG&E 

customers outside the City would have" to help support these 
additional costs without receiving any benefit therefrom. 
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Representatives of the Cities of Chula Vista" El·Caj.o':l 
and La Mesa" all stated they are opposed to the customers tn thei: 
cities paying for the increased San Diego franchise fees. The· 
Mayor of La Ylesa said" "We feel that the peop-le of La Mesa should 
not bear the added cost of the franchise fee that the City of San 
Diego has used. '!he Mayor of El Cajon stated, ''We figure it should 
be a surcharge so that only those people are pay".ng for the ber..efits 
that are only going back to San Diego." 

The staff agreed that the surcharges are appropriate, but 
recommends a refund of the electric surcharge collected for 
essentially the first quarter of 1971. 

City's evidence is di=ected almost exclusively st the 
undc~lyiug basic electric rate~. 

City has confused the distinction between basic rates 
and surcharges. The basic rates are those designed to reco~p. the 
cost of serving all customers. They are the ::'egular rates set 
forth in SDG&E's published tariffs and very by customers' classes 
and by zones. A surcharge, on the other hand, is superimposed on 
the basic rates for the purpose of paytng for a particular expense. 

The merits of a surcharge and the particular expense 
giving rise to the req,uested surcharge can and shOUld be considered 
separately from problems concerning the basic rates. 

Prior to the current 3 percent franchise fees ~ SDGO£' was 
paying the City 1.1 percent of its gross electric revenues and 
2 perce~t of its gros~ gas revenues withtn the City. In comparison 
with the new 3 percent fees, in 1969, Pacific Gas and E'lectric 
Company paid 0.7 percent of gross revenues for gas~ franchises· and' 
0.6 percent for electric; Southern California Edison Comp~y paid 
0.7 percent for alectric franchise~ and the Pacific Lighting 
companies paid 1.2 percent of gross revenues for gas. franchises .. 
The new 3 percent fees substantially exceed the fee requirements 
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of the Broughton and 1937 Franchise Acts (Public Utilities Code, 
Sections 6006 and 6231). Based on 1969 figures; the annual amount 
of the su::charge would be $24l,400 for gas and $937,,500 for electric, 
totaling $1,178,900. 

City has p::esented no evidence supporting the reasonable­
ness of the 3 percent fees. It reco~ends that these increased 
costs be reflected in the basic rates and argues "Between major 
rate cases the=e may be many changes in levels of expenses that are 
not reflected in surcharges or offsets, such :::.s wage incre3ses, 
material price increases, and fuel oil p:'ice increases." City 
does not differentiate between wages, material a~d' fuel costs that 
have a c¢mpauy-wide effect that should be bome by all customers, 
2:o.d the, San Diego franchise fees that arc geographically limited 
a::.d may be applied to the cost of operations -..,ithin the City:, City 
does not come to grips with the basic issue in this. proceeding--1:he 
appropriateness of the surcharge to recoup the added expense of the 
City's, bigh franchise fees. 

To reflect these incre3sed costs in basic rates would 
mean all customers would share fn paying for the City's highe:: than 
average fra:tchise fees. City does not demonstrate any special 
benefit to custOQcrs outside of City that warrants their support 
of the 3 percent fees .. City doestlOt differentiate between SDG&E's use of· 
the st:eets of San Diego, as opposed' to the streets of Nati.onal 
City, Coronado, or Chula Vista, that justifies all customers to 
defray the 3 pe.cent £r~chise fees. It is t=ue that beeween major 
rate cases, there are changes in levels of expenses" which a~e not 
reflected· in "surcharges or offsets".. It is just astn\e that 
:here are levels of expenses ,,'hich can reasonably be reflected in 

Itsurcharges or offsets" without going, tbrougha general rate case. 
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the surcharges for electric and gas service, 1.9 percent·· 
and 1 percent, respectively, re'Presentsthe increase in tmnew electric and· 
gas franchise fees over that City received 'Under the old franchise. 
The surcharge percentages are also the same as the difference between 
the 3 percent now paid to City and the average of franchise payments 
made by SDG&E throughout the. rest of its service territory .. 

City points out that franchise fees vary among communi­
ties throughout the State. However, the magnitude of the variation 
nowhere approaches that which exists between City and other 
communities in SDG&E's service territory. 

The franchise fees which counties can charge tn this State 
are set by the Broughton Act (Publi.c Utilities Code, 5 6001, et seq.). 
Those which general law cities can charge are set by either the 
Broughton Act or the Franchise Act of 1937 (Public Utilities Code, 
§620l, et seq.). Because these statutes set fees on a formula 
basis relating in part to the amount of equipme:ltutilities have 
on public property, some variations are inevitable.. Since San Diego 
is a charter city, it is not bound by these provisions. 

The position of the staff is that whether or not the city 
is correct as to any adjustment fn the rate spread or the zones, 
there should be a separate statement of the additional franchise 
payment .. 

Public policy favors. tnforming the ratepayers of a 
particular locality that part of their utility bill is levied by their 
local government. .Any other treatment of this request would 
be tantamount to a:l. invitation toother charter citi.es in the S,tate 

to fncrease franchise fees to gas and electric utility companies 
in anticipation that the utilities will increase their rates 
throughout their service territories and recou~ these expenses from 
ratepayers in general law cities and uuiacorporated territory, 
thus transferring a large portion of the increasedb~~=n af charter 
city levies to customers of the utility residing outside the charter 
cities .. 
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Rates and Rate Spread 
City maintains that the rate "spread'" and the zoning ar~ 

such that because of allegedly lower costs to serve ratepayers1n 
City, there should 'be a downwa:rd adjustment in rates that would in 
effect offset surcha=ges to the ratepayers in City. 

City's witness attacked the level of basic rates and, the 
str~ctu=e of individual rates, recommended six zone rates instead 
of the present four, a rate of return of 7 percent instead of 7.4 
to 7.6 percent, higher rural rates and lower urban rates. 

SDG&E and staff maintain that this issue belongs in a 
general rate caSe rather than in an offset p.roeeeding, arguing. that 
public policy requires that the necessity for separately stating 
each :atepayer's share of the increase in the franchise payment 
applies whether or not City is correct that its rates should be 
lowered to an extent which would offset the additional franchise fee. 
With an abundance 0: caution, we have off~red City every opport'.lnity 
to demonstrate the reasonableness of its position, but we are not 
persuaded by City's presentation that present electric rates, ei.ther 
in level or spread are unreasonable. At most, City's presentation 
suggests that additional studies might demonstrate the soundness of 
its position. Since on August 10, 1971) SDGSE by Applicstions 
Nos. 52800, 52801 and 52802 has req,uested general increases in rates 
for electric, gas and steam services, City will have amp,le. oppor­
tunity to make suCh showing as may be appropriate and to test those 
of SDG&E and the Commission's staff relative to rate levels and 
spread. We will not discuss in detail City's showing herein wh::ch 
is adequate~y reviewed in the briefs. 
Surcharge Effective Date 

The staff agrees with the appropriateness of the surcharges) 
but urges that the amounts collected for electric surcharge prior. to' 
April 1, 1971 be refunded. Since the surcharges went int~' effect 
December 17, 1970, the staff in effect recommends refunding the 
electric surchar~ am.ounts collected in the first Cl,ua::terof 1971 .. 
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The follo'(>ring tabulation sets forth rat~ of return shown 
by applicant for the test year 1971 on two bases ~;. one, reflecting' 
increases in the cost of gas, cost of fuel oil and wages on the dates 
when theyw1l1 occur and the second assuming the increased.eosts 
were effective on January 1: 

Ra tes of Return 
1971 Estimated 

Phased Costs 
Annualized Costs 

Electric 

7.45% 
6.21% 

Gas. -
7.13% 
6.97% 

Combined. 

7.371. 
.6·.36% 

The staff recommends> based on phased costs, that SDG&E 
should not be granted any offset increase which' would· allow it to-
earn at a level in excess of the last authorized return.!/ . 

The above results indicate that in 1971 the earnings level 
on a pro forma baSis for the Electric Department will have dropped 
below the range in rate of return of 7.4 percent to 7. 6percetlt 
authorized in Decision No. 77581. However. since two of. the 'factors. 
that caused the rate of return to decrease occurred March 1, 1971 (wage 
increase) and March 31~ 1971 (cost of gas increase) thestsff 
recommends that the proper tfme to make the electric franchise' 
surcharge effective would be April 1> 1971. 

If the re:fund is made as recommended by the staff~ the 
Electric Department rate of return drops to 7 .. 4 percent. 

The staff advocates that an offset rate' increase should 
not be made effective until the point of time in which the rate of 
return falls below the last authorized rate of return. 

1/ Finding No.5, in Decision No. 77581, dated August 4,. 1970,. in 
App-1ication No. 51574" reads: riA range of 7.4 to· 7.6 percent 
in rate of return for the future is reasonable~ and a rate of 
reeurn of 7.5 percent is reasonable for the test year 1970. 
Such rate of return on rate base will produce es.timated yield' 
on eommon equity of 10.75 percent." 
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SDGOE submits that the Commission has held that~, an 

offset ease, the rate relief may not result in earnings which. 
exceed the last authorized rate of return and that the staff pre:aise 
that offset relief cannot be granted until earnings d:o~ below the 
last authorized rate of return is witho~t any supportfng Commission 
decision. 

The City argues that Finding No. S in Decision NO'. 77581 . 
is inapplicable in this proceeding insofar ssthe electric department 
is concerned beca.use Application No. 51674 was for a gas· rate 
increase. In making this argument City overlooks the fact that 
the finding speaks to return on common equity which includes all 
departments of the company. The rate of return finding is· on a 
co:npany-..dde rathe= than departmental basis. SDG&E has not hsd at! 

electric g~eral rate increase s~ce 19S5 at which time the 
Co~ssion found 6.25 percent to be a reasonable rate of return. It 
would be· inappropriate to follow City's suggestion by taktng 
the positim:. that no electric offset can exceed the 6.25 percent 
founci reasonable in 1958. Decision No. 77581 contemplates a reason,­
able rate of return for the entire company and can reasonably ~e 
applied to current electric operations •. 

We :lote that Application No. 51674, although an application 
to offset higher gas costs, was, in effect, a general rate increase 
proceeding in which the applicant presented' 13 witnesses, the 
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staff siX witnesses and in which the record comprised 681 pages of 
transcript and 28 eXhibits. 

To demonstrate the reasonableness of its earnings ~ SDG&E 

presented Exhibit No.1. a three page earnings statement of its 
Gas Department,. Electric Department, and combined department for 
the year ending October, 1970. as recorded and adjusted ... Exhibit 
No. 12 was a revision of Exhibit No.1.. Exhibit No·. 13- is a two page 
est1m8.te of electric, gas and combined earning for ~he year 19i1 
with increases in costs phased and annualized. 

!he staff Witness testified that he had reviewed applicantTs 
exhibits and the associated work papers; discussed by telephone 
with company personnel the background of certain of the adjustments 
reflected in the work papers, and that his review did not represent . 
the type of detailed study the staff would perfor.m in a general 
rate increase proceeding. 
Findings~and Concl~_ions 

We find that: 
1. The City Council of the City of San Diego on November 24, 

1970, autborized gas and electric franchises for SDG&E which 
specify a fee of 3 percent of gross receipts derived f~om the sale 
of g3~ and electricity Within the corporate limits of City-

2. Said 3 percent gas franchise fee is 1 percent greater 
than the average payment in terms of percent of revenue for gas 
franchises in the service territory outside City. 

3. Said 3 percent electric f~anchise fee is 1.9 percent 
greater than the average payment in terms of ?ercent of revenue 
for electric franchises in the service territory outSide City. 

4. Pacific Gas and Electr:te Company in 1969.pa.:td 0 .. 7 percent 
of gross revenues for gas franchises and 0.6 percent for electric 
fl:'anccises .. 

5. ?acific Lighting Corporat:ton in 1969 paid 1 .. 2 percent of 
gross reven~s for gas franchises. 

6. !his ~ecord does not demonstrate any benefit· to custo~~rs 
living outs:!.de City from franch!se fees paid to City. 
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7. Customerswith1n City receive substantial benefit from 
franchise fees paid to City. 

8. It is reasonable that gas and electric franchise fees 
paid to a city or other political subdivision above the averages 
paid to other po11tieal subdivis.ions within the utility's territory 
should be borne alone by customers within said political subdivision 
or subdivisions. 

9. It is reasonable that surcharges be added to the' bills 
of gas and electrie customers Within City to eompensate SDC&E for 
franchise fees paid City in excess of the average gas and electric 

,franchise fees paid in the territory outside City. 
10. This proceeding is not a normal or general rate increase) 

being essentially a request for authorization to apply a surcharge 
to present rates and charges~ which are reasonable until otherwise 
demonstrated) to compensateSDG&E for franchise fees paid City in 
excess of those paid outside City. 

11. It is reasonable in this ~offset~ proceeding to limit the 
earnings of SDG&E so as not to exceed the rate of return last 
found reasonable in a recent SDG&E general rate proceeding. 

12. It is reasonable in an offset rate proceeding to rely on 
a recent general rate proceeding that current revenues~ expenses 
and rate bases are reasonable if such items are adj'tAsted as found 
reasonable in said recent general rate proceeding. 

13. On August 4) 1970) Decision No .. 77581) in Application Nc> .. 
71674, for a gas rate increase a range in rate of return of 7.4 to 
7 .. 6 percent and a rate of return of 7.5 percent for the test year 1970 
Was found reasonable. 

14. In Decision No .. 79562) on January 4) 1972,. in Application 
No. 52800~ a request for a general rate increase for electric 
service, the Commission stated its opin1on~ that the range in rate 
of return for the future) found reasonable in Decision No,. 775S1, 
,e,pplies to combined gas) electric) and steam operation. of SDG&E and 
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therefore is appropriate for use in determin1ngthe reasonableness 
of an intertm electric rate increase during a general rate proceeding 
to off$et the cost of fuel oil. 

15 .. The rate of return. range, 7.4 percent to 7.6 percent, found 
reasonable by Decision No. 77581 in a gas rate increase application, 
is a reeently established rat2 of return range applicable both to 
applic.ent's ga:: department and electric department for purposes of 
this offset proceeding. 

16. " The last decision in a general electric r~te increase 
proceeding was Decision No. 57509, dated October 21, 1958, in 
Application No. 396eO. 

17.. Decisio:l. No. 57509 is a decision in a ra:e proceeding 
that is not recent and therefore it is inappropriate to rely on 
the r.-:te of retu=n a.utho=ized in said proceeding for purposes of 
th~s offset proceeding. 

18. In the year 1971, SDG&E w!ll earn a rate of return of 
7.~3 percent on its gas operations and 7.4S"percent on its electric 
operations before p.eyment of incre8Sed franchise fees to City. 

19. Payment of increased gas franchise fees to City in 1971 
Will <!ecrease the rate of return in 1971 on SDG&E gas operations 
substantially below 7.13 percent anG the range in rate of return. 
last found reasonable •. 

20. A rate of ;-eturn on gas operations that is 7.1S percent 
or less is unreasonable. 

21. A surcharge of 1 percent for gas service in City will 
maintain earnings for gas operations at 7.13· percent and is 
reasonable. 

22. Payment of 1ncr~ased electric franchise fees to City in 
1971 Will deerease the 1971 Electric De?artment rate of return below 
7.45 percent> to a "point which does not exceed the 7.4 percent -
7.6 percent r~nge in rate of return last found reasonable • 

.... 
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23. A surcharge of 1.9 percent for electric service in City 
will ~1nea1n earnings for applicant's electric operations at 
7 .. 45 peT<::e'e..t, which is not in excess of the recently established 
7.4 pe'l'cent - 7.& percent range, and which is reasonable. The staff 
r~ommendation that April 1, 1971 is the proper time to mske 
effective an Electric Depart:nent surcharge is reasonable. 

24. On this record, City has not demonstrated that an :L"lCreasc 
in the n~ber of SDG&E rate zones from 4 to 6 is reasonable.' 

25. 00. this record, City has not demonstrated that the 
p~esent zone rate spread is inconsistent with the zone dens1cy spread. 

26. On this record, City has not convincingly demonscrated 
that the present zone rate spread is inconsistent with zone costs 
to serve .. 

27. It is not appropriate to consioer rate levels and zone 
rat~$ in an offset rate proceeding inasmuch as many 1nterested 
p.arties would 'receive no notic~ in such a proceeding .. 

28.. City ~..:lS hs.lQ further opportunity in the current SDG&E L----' 
gcne=al 'r.et~ proceedings, Applications Nos. 52800, 52801) and 52802, 
to e~onstrate the ~ea$onablene$$ of its views on rete spread and 
-zou:i.ug. 

29. De~ision No. 77~79 authorized the requested Gev!at1on 
£-rom. Rule 31. 

We conel~de that SDG&E should be authorized to insert ~ 

f-ranch1se t3X s.urcha't'ge.clause !on .;.11 rate schedules app-7.icable 
within City, that the g~.s $e't'V1c~ $u"t'charge r&te should be l .. O per­
cent, the electric su:charge rate should be 1.9 percent until further 
authorization of this Commission, snc. t'tlat SDG&E should refur .. ';' with 
7 percent 1:eter~st all amo'UOts collected by the 1. 9· p.e,:,ec~C surcharge 
on eleetric service:- unde't' autho'rity of Decision No .. 778i9,prior to 
Ap=il l~ 1971. 

The certificate to the Price COmctlission by this. Comrr"..i.s.-:;ion) 

r~q".:.1':'ed by h"ice CO:::miS3ion. 't'eg"'::'o.t!.o'l.1. Section 3CC.:!.6(e), is not 
~ne1~ded he-re.with since P'rice Co:mission reg:'..1lBt:io~ Section 300,.16(c) 
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specifically exe~ts from the requirement of reporting end certifi­
cation those price increases resulting from the pass-through of 
taxes, except income taxes, if the increase is not objected to by 

the appropriate regulatory agency an~ is authorized by statute, 
regulation,. or order of the appropriate regulatory a.geD.cy, or by 

an approved tariff provision. 

ORDER .... ~-----
IT IS OPJ)EREJ) that: 

1. 'I'b.e authorization of Sau Diego Gas & Electric Company to 
insert a surcharge clause in all rate schedules applicable to gas' 
and electric service within the City of San Diego is continued. 

2. Sau Diego Gas & Electric Company is authorized to,' continue 
to apply a surcharge r~te of 1.0 percent to gas service within 

the City of ~ Diego. 
3. San Diego- Gas & Electric Company is authorized to continue 

to apply a surcharge rate of 1.9 percent.to electric service within 
:he City of San Diego. 

4. Witntn ~~ days after the effective date of this order, 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall tender to this Commission 
for fili,::),g a refund plan to refund to customers, with interest at 
7 percent per an-o.um,. amounts which it collected pr;:or' to April 1, 
1971) by applying the 1.9 percent surcharse for electric service 
wi~n the City of San Diego. Upon approval by this Commission of 
a reasonable refund plan;» Sau Diego Gas & Electric Compeny shall 
make refund in accordance with such an approved plan. 

S. On or before MarCh 1, San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
a~ually shall prepare and file with this Commissio~ ~writtcnreport 
setting forth the amounts and percentages of gross revenue it paid 
during the preceding fiscal year to each grantor of a franchise and 
the aver~ge of the amoun~s and pereen~~ges of gross revenue paic -
to grsntors of franchises other t:lan the City of San Diego>. All 

amounts and l'ercentages 8Mll be separated between gas and electric 
operations .. 
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6. All motions c:onsistaut with the findings &ld conclusions 
of tb.1s opinion and order are granted; those not consistent there­
with are denied. 

the Secretary of the Commission is directed to cause a 
certified copy of this order to be served forthwith upon San, Diego, 
Gas & Electric Company and cause a copy to be mailed to' each 
appearance of record. 

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

San Fro.nclaeo ~ Dated at _. ________ , California, this --::",L..%' __ _ 
_____________ ~J~~ly!'!!!!~ day of ~, 1972. 

• :t ~\$3&"-'~ : 

< S ~~-c~Q)I'----",. ....... -"'..I 
CommiMionez: 

-
" 
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