Decision No. 85294' | ‘ @RH@H N A[L -
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIF ORNIA-

In the Matter of the Application of )

SOUTEERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY ; Application Nb. 54946
for authority to increase rates (Filed June 7, 1976)
charged by it for electric sexrvice. )) _

(Appearances are listed in Appendix 4)

ORDER PARTIALLY GRANTING MOTION

Southern California Edison Company (Edison) seeks authori-
zation to implement rates designed to Increase revenui:s from its
California jurisdictional electrical sales approx:[mately $339,000,000
(21 percent) at the estimated 1976 level of sales. “Such revenues, :
if effective for the full year 1976, axre fntended to provide a rate
of return of approximately 9.6 percent and a return on common equity
of approximately 15 percent on California jxn'xsdictional operat:.ons. \
Eddison alieges that the requested increase will provide Ed...son the
ninimum 2wount necessary for it to mamtain its fma.ncial :.ntegrity,
to preserve its credit standing, and to att-act on a reasonablr. '_
basis, the capital funds requi.red to. £inance necessaxy plant add:.-
tions.

As of October. 30 1975, 85 days of publ:.c hea*ing had. b‘eenf
held on this matter. At that time the recoxd included 97 exh:.b:u:s
and wore than 7,000 pages of transexript. Further hear:mgs were '
scheduled through December 12, 1975 (ox.b..»equently extended- tb::ough
Jasuary 9, 1976). The time required to complete the bearings and
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orief the many ccmplicsted issues, coupled wrth tne time normally
required for this Coumisslon to issue a decisfon on a matter. as _
complex as this led Zdison to ¢onciude z decision would mot be issued
before the second quazter of 197§, if then, with the result that
revenues\broduced during the year 1976 would necessarily fall short,
on an average year basis; of those found to be required for the test
yveexr Susisdictional sales. Consequertly, on November 4, ¢975 ‘Edison
woved that this Commissinn grant, as an Initial phase of this pro-
ceeding, a partial general rate increase, to be effective on Qx
before January 1, 1976, in the amount shown by the recoxrd to de
justified based on the Commission staff's estimates of revenues,
expenses, and ratce bzse as related to its recommended rate ofwreturp.‘
Edison clieges that the requested partial rate rellef Is required at
this time to help protect it from further erosion in earnings during .
the test period, will enhence its 2bility to raise capital upon
reascnable terms, will reduce the risk of naving Its sccurities
derated, ard is consistent with the recognized need to take'measures
to expedite needed rate relief 2s set forth in concurring opinions
in Decision No. 84902 dated Septexber 16, 1975 on Pacific Gas & _
Electric Company's (PGSE) Applications Nos. 54279, 54280, and 54281.
The specific axouwnt of the partizl rate increase sought
is $95,400,000. This figure Is based on the Commission staff estz-
mated 1976 test year results of operation =t present ratesl and’
represents the 2mount requrred to ralse the—estimated rate of return

1/ Exaibit No. 97 - Table 2-A.
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¢f 7.67 percent Zor California jurisdictional operations)up to 8.9
percent, the top of the range of reasonableness of 8.6 to 8.9 per-
cent=' testiffed to by the Commission st2ff's financial examiner.
Edison further stated in its wmotion that it believes the
partial gemeral rate increase, if grented, Should~be-appo:tiohed*
to the various customer groups in proportion to the Commission staff's
recommendations at the 50 percent of requested imcrease level as set
forth In Exhibit 95. The adoption of Edison's pfoposai would“résult

in tke following appcrtionment of the requesced partial general rate
increase. :

- Incréésé'
Custouer Group SM L

Domestic 14,597
Lighting and Small Power = 22,966
Large Power 32 737
Very Laxge Power 19 2281
Agricultural and Pumping. 3 296

Street L 2 477;-“
0ff Peakigh g . 115

Totzl : 95, 416"

Tiwe was provided at the hearing on Nbvember 15, 1975 o
permit appearances to make short stetements setting forth their. ;
position as to the graating of the requested partial genera; rate ;

crease. Sevexal of Chese parties requested that both the amouat
of increase and the zpportiomment of zny such increase to the.various
custower groups be the subject of either oral-argumentfbefore'the
Commission en banc or of written briefs. Consequently;|brief§; due

2/ Exhibit No. 45 - Table 27.

3/ Computed including 0. 969 cents per kilowatt hour fuel adJustment
. biliing factor.
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December 8, 1975, were permitted on these two issues. Statgmgnts of
Positions and/or briefs were received from the Commfssion staff,
Toward Utility Rate Normalizatfon (TURN), the California Manufagf“
turers Association (CMA), the ‘Comm:l.ttee to Protect California Econouy
(Coumittee), the California Farm Bureau Federation (Farm Bureau),
and the Consumer Interests of the Executive Agencies of the United
States (Government). ’ L
Position of the Commission Staff o A
The Commission staff stated that it does not oppose the‘
granting of the motion provided: the increase be limited to the
return on equity of 12.25 percent set forth in Finding No. 3:I.n
Decisfon No. 81919 dated September 25, 1973 on Ed{son’s Appliéation
No. 53488 for & general rate increase; the design of rates be based
on staff Exhibit 95; and Alternative No. 2 of the three staff recom-
mended lifeline rates be adopted. It was stated that in arriving at
this position, the staff considered the duration of these as yet
unconcluded proceedings, the concern of the Commission and the Legig-
lature with the problem of regulatory lag, and the current state
of Edison's earnings as disclosed by the wonthly 074 reports ‘which
indfcate earnfags less than Edison's last authorized retwrn on both
recorded and adjusted bases. ' o
Position of TURN | o
TIRN opposes the granting of the motion fn its entirety on
the basis that it is in effect a request for the-;iat'e:im?rate,relig'f‘ :
anc that finenclal emergency has not been proven. To the contrary,
it 1s alleged by TURN, the record fndicates that Edison is in far
better financfal condition: than utilities such as’ San Diego |
Gas & Electric Company that have been granted interim _rel’:f.éf.~\‘ Part
of Edison's favorable financial position, accordfng to TWRN, is due
Lo It being the ‘benef:[ciary of'huge'overcdliecﬁiéns by t:t_zé.way jéf _the
fuel cost adjustment tarf{ffs. RERE

TURN further stated its beldef that aipartial increase at
this time would yield unjust and xmreas_onable rates, . '

4=
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Position of Governunent

Goverrment takes the position that if the partzal general
rate increase requested Is to be granted without considered resolu-
tion of the conflicting positions of the parties, then It must de
relief a2s to which no party takes iIssue, since, only in this way
nay each party be accorded due process.

Government further states that vhile the CommiSQioﬁ staff's
low end of its recommended rate of re*urn (872 million increase) may
be without controversy the subject of rate design is not. Govern-
ment 2lleges that Edison’s statexment that its proposal reflects
increases prevortionsl to the stafs's 56 percent Tate sp*ead pro-‘
posal is only trve with regard to residemtiel but not other sched-
ules. Government aileges that, contrary to stated legislative in~-
tent, the Commission and its staff have impléménted and reccmmended
1ifelize concepts prior to both the epactmeat and effectiv~ date
of lifeline legislation. Covernment recommends that: (1) no relief
be granted; (2) if relief is granted, increase all cl«sses by Lnlform
percentage; (3) if relief is granted and a lifeline comcept is adop~ed
for domestic schedules then the rates be restructured and 1ncreuses
for otber classes be deferred until Janusry 2, 1976 in order that the
base for implementstion of lifeline is not urtifically increased
Position of OMA T

QA takes the position tkhat Ediszen's motion should be
denied in the form requested. In suppert of this positlon Q. con-
tends that, absent & ¢claim of emergency need requiring expedxted .
action in the troad public interest, partial rellef ghould be gran~edV‘f'
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only 1f all responsible parties concede that the ut:.l:‘.ty is entitled
to an iIncrease in rates, or all pertinent evidence on- the subJects at
issve in the partial increase has been vreceived and tested so that
the contested matters are ripe for decision. CMA contends that |
not only is the amount reguested of $95,400,000 at issue but that a
substantial dispute exists regarding how such an :mcrease should be
imposed. - o ‘ |
In addition, OMA po:[nts out that Edison has-_just: recently'disj
tributed additional proposed testimony and exhibits which bear on the
subject of rate design whichhave not yet been recelved in evidence..
Further, CMA 2lleges, that evea if all evidence werc now complete,
- there has not teen sufficient opportunity for the parties to pi'epare
recasconed conclusicns £rom that evidencn and to present t..em to J:xe
Commission for considexation. _ o

A major portion of CMA's brief Is devoted to _a_« discusslioh
of staff's rate esign, adopted by Edison for the purpose of Ats
motion for partial relief as it relates to the prov:.s:[ons of the
Miller - Warren Energy Lifelinme Act (Public vcilities Code Secti‘on |
739). It notes that the key provision of Section 739 is that rates
for lifelinc service way not be incressed after January 11_,, 1976, wmtil
the average system rates have Increased 25 percent or more over the
Joauery 1, 1976 level. CMA points out that any increase granted
before that date world not werk toward £ulfitlment of the 25 pei'cent
increase provision. Ir additfon, the implementation of the propesed
rate design would provide rate reductions Zor assumed lifeline
volumes and less than system average Increases for 1arger res.s.dentn.al
custouexs, which as 2 group already provide the lowest return to. the
utility. Such 2 rate design, CMA alleges, is so :!'.nherently wrcason-
able that it comstitutes a violation of the due process and equal
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protection clauses of the U. S. and State constitutions. On this
basis CMA takes tke position that any partial increase should be

spread on 2 unifcrm percentage basis thus preserving the existing
rate relationships pending full coasideration of the evidence and“

argusent.
Position of Farm Burezu

Farm Bureau indicated that although it does not’ oppose
reasonable increases after a showing thzat such increases a:e,needed,
it believes that the ifmmediate imposition of a lifeline rate would
be premature. It further stated that if a rate structwe is going
to be adopted to subsidize certain members of the domestic c1a3a,
then it iIs incumbent upon the Commissica to recognize di fferenccs in
basic necessitous use based upon geograzhic areas and the. lack of
natural gas, which the rates proposed in the motion do not do.
"Position of Committee “

Commitree has taken the position that because of'the implied
reduced financing requirerents resulting from a decline in sales
growth, the z2wotnt of need for the partial rate Increase is in ques-
tion. Committee Irdicated that Edison's rebuttal witness has been
cToss-exanined on projected sales growth and his testimony indicztes
2 reduced futwre growth rate. Consequently, according'to'Committee,:
Edison's weduced financing requirementS*will not support the adoption
at tkis time of the wpper limit cf the zone of reasonableness o‘ the
Commission staff’'s recommended zate of retuxnm. :

Committee further alleges that the proposed allocation
of the rate increase to the verious customer groups is eomp;etely
unsupported on the record. In fact, according to Committee, the
record clearly supports 2 smaller increase to the lerger:pewer"and
very iarge power customer groups than to the system as a whole. '
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Position of Edison o
Edison's basis for xequesting the partial general rate
increase is set forth in fts motion. 'Consequently,-EdiSonflimited
1ts statement of position and its brief to refuting adverse positions
set forth by the various parties as foliows: , | ,

1. There is no serious question of the lawful authority of
this Commission to grant the motion because the record developed
to date clearly sets forth an adequate basis for the partzal general
rate ‘ncrease sought by the wotion and thusrsatisfies the require-
ments of Public Utilities Code Section 454 that rate Increases can
be made effective on a2 showing before and a finding by the Commission
that such an increase Is justified.

2. Edison s not basing its request on a claim of "financzal
ewergency", although its current and prospective earnings,are sub-
stantially below the level of return (8.2 percent) authorized by the
Commission as the minimum reasonable rate of retnrn.required.

3. There is no legal or equitable basis for not author1z1ng
that portion of Edison's total rate increase request shown by the
record not to be reasonably subject to dispute.

4. The revenue increase conteuplated by the partial genera;
rate increase requested could be achieved altergtely to the staff s
proposal‘by across~the-board percentage increases. '
Need For Partial Increase

" The ever iIncreasing cost of goods and services, the
current high level of the cost of money, the imp031txon of env:ron-
menta;xy related regulztory requirements, and the substant.al
increase in the need for capital have combined to require frequent
formal f£ilings by all the utilities resulting in 2 backlog of formal
proceedings unprecedented inm this Commission's histo:y.‘ In,addltzon,-
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participation in these proceedings by heretofore non-exfstant or
relatively inactive consumer groups has rapidly accelerated. The
unzavoidable effect of the increase in both the number.ofyfbrmal
filings and the number of participants at the hearings on these
matters coupled with a flood of utility related legislative acts.
has been a substantifal increase in the period between the filing of
an application and the Issvance of a decisfon on the matter. Such
condZtions exist throughout the country as well as in California.
No correlation has ever been established between the extension of
regulatory proceSsing tize and the numerous deratings of utility
financial offerings but it is axiomatic that delays in providing
required rate relfef do nothing to mitigate the earnings attrition of
a utility faced with possible derating of its securities. It is
obvicus that measures must be taken to comnteract the deleterxous
effect of prolonged regulatory processing_perzods on | '
both the investor and ratepayer. The grant ing of a pa:tmal general
rate Increase as requested by Edison im its motlon is omne such
measure that could be effective. o |

It is wore than 18 montks since Edison filed this applica- ‘
tion. The record is quite clear that at present rates, Edison will
not earn Its last authorized rate of retwrn during the test year 1976.
The primary request for an increase of $339 million is based on test
year %976. Obviously, delays beyond Janwary I, 1976 in effect_ng the
increase ultxmately determined as reasonable will reduce Edzson s
opportunities to earn the authorized increase during the‘test year.
In addition, to prevent further attritifon in Edison's earnings while:
providing time for full and deliberate consideration of the record |
after appropriate brilefing, a partxal rate. increase~appears Jus*ified
at this time. '
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Amount of Partial Increase Presently Justified

Both the Commission staff and Edison bave presented full
showings on recommended rate of return for Edison for the test year
1976. Such presentations occupied meny days of hearing and all
parties of record were afforded ample opportumity to cross-examine
the respective witnesses. Edison's financial vice pres:tdént“ presented |
testimony and exhibits in support of Edison's requested rate of
return of 9.6 percent to yield 2 retumn on equity of 15 per_cent.

The Commission staff's financial exeminer presented testimony and

exhibits supporting a recommended ramge of rate of return of

8.6 percent to 8.9 percent to provide a return on equity of

11.99 pexcent to 12.77 perceat. While it would appear thag: the

recoxd is presently complete concerning the revenue requiremem:s of

Edison's jurisdietional operations it would be premature to det:e*m:!ne
te of return without the benefit of frll brief.{ng and ample time

to thoroughly considexr the entire record. -

It is noted, howevexr, that the return on equ:tty of 12 25
percent set forth in Decision No. 81919 is toward the lower edge of
the staff's recommended zone of reasomb].eness. Under those circm-
stances, granting a portion of the requested 'I.ncrease S0 as to main-
tain the return on equity last found reasonab - as recommended by
the Commission staff would not be :Lnequ:.tab...e to either the ra..epayer
or the investor. Because of the increased irbedded cost of debt and
change in financial structure which has occurred since the issuanc._
of Decision No. 81919 a rate of return of 8.7 percent is present]y

required to provide a return on equity of 12.25 percent as contra.stedf S
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to a rate of return of 8.2 percent-authorized‘By Decision No. 81919.
The financial structure adopted in Decision No. 81919 and the esti-.
nated 1976 test year financial ‘structure as set fbrﬁh in Exhibzt 45
are set forth in the following tabulation:

“Decision No. 81919 : Stati Exhibit 45
cipItaI Cost :We igEteH:EEpitaI: Cost :Weigﬁtea
Ratio :Factox: Costs : Ratio':Facto:' Costs :
Long Term Debt 49.75% 5.657% 2.81% 48.22% 6--,357: 3. 167:.‘
Preferred and . B o L s o
Preference Stock 13.48  6.45 87  13.11 6.87 .91
Common Stock Equity  36.77 12.25  4.50 38.67 12.2’5»:‘ 4.7
Totals 100.007. -~ 8. 18% 100. OOZ‘ - 8. 702-

Ooly the Coumission staff and Edison presented complete
showings on revenues, expenses, rate base, and recommended rate of
retun. The comparative results of Operations for Californla Jurxs-
dictional sales at present rates are set forth for the test year 1976
in Table 2-A of staff Exhibit §7. As shown therein the staff s esti—_
mated rate of return is 7.67 percent om a depreciated rate base of
$3,642,095,000 and Edison's estimated rate of return is 5 47 percent
on a depreciated rate base of $4,121,160,000. Edison's motion is
based on the staff's estimate or the theory that such estlmatc reflects
the most conservative estimzte in the record. On this basxs we wil’
adopt the staff's estimate at this time for the express purpose of
computing the additional revenue required for a partial increase to
provide the above discussed 8.7 percent rate of retuwrn. Based on the -
staff's estimates, the additional revenue required ‘to- prov1de a rate.
of return of 8.7 percent is approximately $80 million. The ensuing

zder will authorize rates designed to produce additzonal 1976 test
year revenues of $80 million. Our utilization of the staff s esti- ‘
mates for this stated purpose is not to be construed as our final -

findings on this matter. ' N

Item




Allocation of Increase to Customer Groups

' The summaries of positions of the various parties

indicate that the apportiomment of any granted partial increase to the
various customer groups would appear to be of greater concern to the
parties than the actual amount of any increase to be granted
Testimony on the appropriate apportiopment of rate increases has been
eatered into evidence by Edison, the Commission staff, TURN,
Government, and Committee. As pointed out by some of the parties

all the exhibits and testimony on rate design and the allocation

of revemue increases to the various customer groups bave mot yet been
included in the record of this proceeding. It is obvious- that the

- final decision on the appropriate apportioument of authorized rate
increases can only be made after careful deliberation on the full
and complete record of the proceeding, including appropriate briefs.
Because the record is mot yet completed or fully argued'on'fhe'
appropriate rate design for the apportiomment of the authorized
partial gemeral increase, we are not in a positicn to logically.

. apportion this increase to the various customer groups in accordance
with one rate spread recommendation in preference to anccher.
Consequently, with one exception, we will apportion the partial
increase of $80 milliom to the various customer groups on 2 umIiform:
cents pex kilowatt hour basis. The exception is tke lifeline
portion of the domestic, i.e., from 0 to 300 kilowatt hours a #onth;
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We bave noted that Assembly Biil 167 added Section 739

to the Public Utilities Code. This section provides that this
Comnission shall require every electrical and gas corporation to file
a schedule of retes azd charges providing 2 lifeline rate. The life- |
line rate shall be not greater than tke rates in. effect on ...anuary 1,
1976. In Decision No. 84902 we took tke e first step in the establish-
went of such lifeline rates for PGAE by specifying 2 simplified

rate structure consisting of 2 customer charge, a minimm 1ife1:{;ne |
tlock of from 300 to 500 kilowatt hours pex montk, depending on
geographic location, and a %allblock. These rates provided for no
increase at the upper end of the iifeline block &nd for gemerally
increzsing rates above that poimt so that at the 1,500 kilowatt bour
per moath consumption poimt, the Increase for those users app*oocmated ‘
the overall increase. The staff witness in this preceeding
recommended three alterncte domestic rate aes:'.g:zs patterned after.

tke authorized PGSE domestic rates. These three alternatives are
conceptually similar snd vary only in the placement of emphasis in
the customer charge versus the energy blocks. -The staff recommends
the adoption of Altermative No. 2 which will be authorized in the
ensuing order.éf It will be noted thzat this rate desigr mcludgs )
small increases to the very low user snd, for this reason, umnless

4/ Alterpative No. 2 provides for 2 customer charge. double tbe present
~ customer charge in each xate zome.
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these domestic xates are implemented before’ Januaa:y 1, 1976
AB167 would preclude their establishment wuntil such a time as the
average rates have been Increased 25 percent above their .J'anuary 1,
1976 level.
In simplifying the domestn.c rate structure with th:Ls
order, we have reduced the number of energy rate blocks for the
first 300 kwh from three to ome block and for energy sales above ,
300 kwh from two blocks to ome block. The elimination of two rate.
blocks in the first 300 kwk of usage in conjuction with the
authorized increase in customer charges while a2lso maintaining the
same bL1l for 300 kwh usage per month has resulted im bill reductions
for those customers using between approximately 70 kwh and 300 kwh
_ach month. Therefore, the domestic lifeline sales will receive an
overall minor reduction in rates as indicated on the tabu_.ation om
page 15. /
in pass..ng we note that we have pending three matters
vhich relate directly or indirectly to lifeline rates. Case _
No. 9804 is an investigation into the design of electric rate
Structures to comserve emexrgy, Case No. 9836 is an investigation
into electric utility fuel cost adjustment procedures, and Case
No. 9988 is an investigation into the establishment of 1ife1:£ne
volumes of gas and quantities of electricity. Bavmg once taken the .
first step in the establishment of lifeline rates as author:’.zed in
this dec.f.s:.on. any rate changes resulting from those ot:her '
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watters will not increase the lifeline rate charges and will, there-

fore, not conflict with ABL67. The increases for the various customer R

groups authorized by this decision on the Initial phase of the pro- '
ceeding are as fbllows. '

, : ‘Increase“
Customer Group. gx %

o
¥
O

Domestic Lifeline (2 367)
Domestic Balance 14,052 -
Lighting and Small Power 18'911
Large Power : 24, »649
Very Large Power - 18 857}.
Agricultural and Pumping 4 082~

Street Lighting 1 269
Off Peak "172

. Total ‘ 79’625fa
() Denotes negative figure. '

Arals
T

L]

| f~F>V

Findings . , ” .

1. Southern California Edison Company's testimony and evidence
in this proceeding reflects test year 1976 results in anticipation
that any authorized increases would be In effect for all or subscan-‘
tially all of the test year. |

2. Because of the probabilmty that a decision in this matter
will not be {ssued in time to provide the test year 1976 revenpes‘
found necesssry for jurisdictional operations, a partiglfgeneral
increase in rates, to be construed as an initisl phase in this pro-
ceeding, 1s reasonable and justified to arrest EdiSon’s‘ccn:inuingi

. D “:,
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erosion of earnings and to materially improve its financial
performance, to enhance its ability to raise additional capital
required for financing its continuing comstruction progxams to
provide better Investor acceptance of Edison's securities, and
to reduce the risk of derating of its securities.

3. The granting of a partial general increase to provide a
‘rate of return of 8.7 percent on rate base is Justified at this-
time and Is consistent with the recognized need to take measures to
expedite the authorization of needed rate relief. '

4. The amount of increase, based on the staff showing at
this time, to produce an 8.7 percent rate of retwrn is $80 million
which will provide a return on equity of 12.25 percent.

5. Our adoption of the Commission staff results of operation
and the authorization of rates designed to produce our last autho-
rized return on equity is just and reasonable for the resolution of
the initial phase of this matter but should not be considered as our
£inal disposition of this matter.

6. The increzses In rates.and charges authorized herein are
reasonable as an initial phase of this proceeding and the present
rates and charges insofar as they differ from those prescribed
herein are for the immediate future unjust and unreasonable.

7. The domestic rates authorized herein provide substantially
no increase in the 0 to 300 kilowatt hour a month comsumption blocks
and should be considered as the first step in the- establishment of
lifeline rates for Edison as required by ABlL67.

8. All rates other than lifeiine shall be 1ncreased oma !
unifora cents per kilowatt hour basis. ~

The Commission concludes that Southern Caleorn;a Edison
Company's motion for a partial gemeral rate increase should be
granted to the extemt set forth in the order which follows.
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IT IS CRDERED that after the effective date of this order
Southern California Edison Company is authorized to file revised rate |
schedules with rates increased from present levels by 0. 200 cents per, {
kilowatt hour for all rate schecules except for the first 300 kilowatt
bours of domestic (lifeline) service. Rate schedules for domestic ;
sexvice shall be modified in accordance with Appendix B of this ' i
decision. Such filings shall comply with General Order No. 96-A. !i

The effective date of the revised schedules shall be
December 31, 1975. The revised schedules shall apply only to service
rendered on and after the effective date hereof.

The effective date of this oxder is the date hereof. =

Dated at ____San Francio , California, t:h:.s 2
dey of _ NECTMRER , 1975, |




APPENDIX A
LIST OF APPEARANCES

Applicant: Rollin E. Woodbury, Robert J. Cahall, William E. Marx,
Dennis G. Monge by William E. Marx, Dennis G. Monge, and Richard
K. Durant, Attorneys at Law, Zor Southern California Edison
Couwpany. Co

Protestants: George Gilwore, Attorpey at Law, Dr. Eugene CO&}E, and
Sylvia M. Siegel, for Toward Utility Rate Normalizatfon, Consumers
edexration o lifornia, Fight Inflation Together, Energy Reform
Group, Citizens of San Bexnardino, Upland, etec.; Robert D. Rudnick
Attorney at Law, for POWER (People Cutraged With Electric Rates).

Interested Parties: T. W. Anderson and A. W. Hooton, for Geperal
Portland, Inc., Callforniz Division; Best, Best & Krieger by
Michael D. Harris, Arthur L. Littleworth, and Gien E. Stephens,
Attorneys at Law, for Desert water Agency, City of Palm Springs,
Palwm Springs Unified School District, Desert Hospital District,
and Desert Hot Springs County Water Agency; Will H. Braunle, for
Safeway Stores, Inc.; Brobeck, Phleger & Harrison, by Gorden E.
Davis, Thomas G. Wood, Attorneys at Law, and Robert E. Burt, for
Callfornia Manufacturers Association; Richard 0. DeLuce, Attorney
at Law, Edward Sherry, and Dr. Harris Nissel, -for Aixr Products
and Chemicals, Inc.; Frank J. Dorsey, Attoxrney at Law, and Daniel
J. Reed for Consumer Tnterecsts of the Executive Agency of the
United States; Enright, Elliot & Betz by Norman Elliott, Attormey:
at Law, for Monolith Portland Cement Co. and Committee to Protect
California Ecomomy: Paul P. Hendricks, For City of Vexnon, William
L. Knecht, and Williem H. Edwaras, Actormeys at Law, for California
Farm Bureau Federation; Artour X.rgel, aad Joe Westmoreland, Zfor
City of Riverside; W. C. Leist, and R. F. Smith, for Union Carbide
Corp.; Overton, Lywan & Prince, by Donald E. Ford, Attorney at
Law, for Southwestern Portland Cement Go.; William M. Pheiffer,

- and David B. Follett, Attorneys at Lew, for Souchern CaliZornia
Gas Company; Joan R. Phillips, Attornmey at Law, for Plancing and
Consexvation League; Burt Pines, City Attorney, by Frederick H.
Kranz., Jr., Attorney at Law for Los Angeles Departuent of water
and Power; Louis Possner, for City of lLong Beach; Kemneti M. _
Roobinson, Attormey at Law, and George B. Scheer, for Kaicer Steel
Corporation; Robert W. Russel by Keaneth &. cude, for City of
Los Angeles; R. M. Shillito, for Califormia Retailers .Association;
James F. Sorensen, for Friant Water Users Association; Joha 2.
Terry, for Los Angeles Department of Water and Power; Robert P.

» John M. Davenport, R. D. Twomev, and Gerald Winerman,
Attormeys at Law, for Metropolltan Water District of Southern
California; and M. Keate Worley, Attorney at Law, for Texaco, Inc.

Coumissfon Staff: Timothy E. Treacy, Attorney at Law, Robert C.
Moeck, and Kenneth K. Chew. , e
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APPENDIX B

RATES- SOUTHERN CALIFORNTA EDISON COMPANY

SCHEDULES NOS. D-1, D-2, D3, D4, D-5 and D-6

DATES S
Charges Per Month -~ |

T p) 3 & .5 &

Customer Charge: . 52,00 $2.20 $2.40  $2.60 . $2.80 -$3.00

Enexgy Chexge (To be added to the Customer Charge): . . L
First 300 lwhr, per kvhr 3.07 3.13. 3,20 - 3,27 3,35 - 3.47
Excess Xvhr, per kwhr 2,24 2,26 2,246 2. 24 2. 24 b 2,24

Mindmum Charge:  The monthly mindmum charge Shall be the mont:hly
Customer Charge. : .




