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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application of )
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY . : b
for authority to increase rates ) A’?%iggglggngo% 5&;;3)
charzed oy it for electric service. ) o

)

ORDER_DENYING REHSARING

By motion filed on Novemper 4, 1975, Southern
California Edison Company (Edison) requested that the Comaission
3rant a partial general rate increasc as an initial phase of
these wroceedings, based upon the Commission staff's recomuen-
dations, to be effective on or before January 1, 1976.

At the hearing neld November 4, 1975, the opportunity
was afforded to the appearances in this nroceedins to make state-

lents regarding Edison's Noveuber 4, 1975 motion, 4% the request
of several of the nartics, bricls were submitted on the issues

of doth the amount and anportionment of any partial increase 6o
The various custouer grouns served by Edison.

After statements and briefs were received from a
number of the partlies to this proceeding, the Commission issued
Decision No. 35204 on December 30, 1975. In Decision No. 85204,
the Commission granted Edison the authority for an $80 million
partlal increase vased upon the stalfls estimated 1076 test year
results of operations, to provide for the 12.25 »ercent return
on equity as previously set fortha in Decislon No. 51919, The
Commission apportioned the partial inereasc to =dison's customers
on a uniform cents per kilowatt nour basis, with the excention
of generally exemdting the lifeline nortion of domestic custoners
(1.e., 0 to 300 kilowatt hours ner menth) froa the inerease. The
increase granted was to be effective December 31, 1975.




bo  A.54046

On January 8, 1976, California Manufacturcrs
Assoclation (CMA) filed a2 oetitlon for reheariny of Decision No.
85204, requesting that the Comuission stay and susnend the order
in Deelsion No. 85204 mending reheardng, or in the alternative,
stay and susoend the order and suostitute therefor an order
apportioning the inerease to all of .idicon's custouers on a
unllorn percentage of revenue Pasic. In its petition, CMA
takes lssue with botn the granting of  partial relief and the
gencral exemption of dowestie usage below 30C kilowatt hours
ver uonth from the increasec. However, our review of CMA's
arguments does not nersuade us thst good cause for rehearing,
guspension or a stay has been shown.

The grant of partial relicf in Decision No. 85294
¥as based upon the Coumission staffls estimates of revenues,
expenses and rate base and was sranted S0 that pending a final
deeision in this matter, Edison would earn the return on eQquity
previously envisioned in Deeision No. 81919, issued Sentembor 25,
1973. CMA argues that the nartial inerease was not Jjustified on
the basis of the record and should not nave been granted absent
a showing of either some financial cmerseney, or the agreecent of
the narties. Ve have previcusly found that the absence of an
emergency condition does not reeuire the denlzal of requested rate
relief where the record will support a2 finding that the increase
iz justified (Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Deelsion No. 82517,
issued February 20, 1974). Section 454 of the Public Utilities
Code requires that rates set oy the Commission in the exercise of
1ts ratemaling vowers be Justified and rcasonzdble. We note that
the figures contained in the staff estimate adopted for the pur-
a2 °f the partial increase are the most conservative contained
in the record in thigs proceeding. Ve further note that with re-
spect to Edison's motion, material issues were not raised ¢oncern-
ing the sufficiency of the staff's estimetes in particular for use
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as the basis for »roviding partial rate relicf, but to the very
concent of wroviding such relief in the absence of a finding of
financial eumergency. Having asein reviewed the record, we are
convineed that the record docs, 2t a minimum, sunport the nartial
relief granted, and that the rates established in Decision No.
85204 are justified and reasoneble for the resolution of the
initial phase of this matter.

In apportioning tiie partlal increase which was granted
on a uniform cents per ldluwett hour basis with the zeneral excep-
tion of decmestic customers in thae O to 300 kilowatt hour ner
month energy block, we specifically recognized that final avpor-
tionmaent of the rate increase to various customer grouns would
not be appropriate until the record was commlete with respect to
the issue of rate design, and also recognized the provisions of
Aszembly Bill 167, the lifeline bill, were to take effecct on
January 1, 1976, Jjust one day after the effective date of the
order in Decision No. 85204. Although a very swall increase was
apportioned £o very low level usage within the O to 300 kilowatt
hour »er month energy block, anportionment of more than tais
minimal awount would not, in our view, have been appronziate.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that rchearing, susnension or
stay of the order in Decision No. 85294 iz herevy denied.

The effective date of this order is the date hercof.

Dated at San Francisco , California, this _owef

MARCH , 1976.

Presldent

. Commissioners




