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L/G'I'O/bjk EX- 2 

.. 88 05 077 MAY 25 1988 
Dec~s~on __________ __ 

BEFORE 'I'HE PUBLIC trl'ILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

In the Matter of the Application of 
SO'O"I'HERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY to 
revise its rates under the 
Consolidated Adjustment Mechanism 
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---------------------------------) ) 
Application of PACIFIC GAS AND 
ELECTRIC COMPANY for authority to 
revised its gas, rates 'and tariffs 
effective April 1,,19'86,. under the 
Gas Adjustment Clause. 
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In the Matter of the Application of 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY' 
for authority to decrease its gas 
rates and, charges pursuant to its 
filed Consolidated 'Adjustment 
MeehanislIl'(CAM) .. ' ' 
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----------------:) ) 
Investi<1ationon:theCommission's 
own mot~on into the rates. and . 
operations ,of the Southern california. 
california Gas Company. 
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--------------~---------) ) 
Investigation on the Commission's 
own motion into· tberatesand: 
operations of the Paeif'ic Gas and, 
Electric Company. 
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Investi~ation on the Commission.' s 
own mot~on into the rates and., 
operations of the' San Diego Gas & 
Electric Company.. . ' 
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Application 86-03-058 
(File~narch 2S, 1986)' 

Application 86-0-3;:;'030 
(Filed March 17, 19S6): 

Application86-04~02'7 ' 
(Filed April 1~;"J.986), 

. I .. 86-03-0:lS 
(Filed March 19,. .•. 1986):, ' 

I .. S6-03-0:>& " 
(Filed March 19" 198.6:), 

I .. 86-03-0,3-7 
, (Filed 'March 19, 198-&)i' . ,'. 
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A.86-03-058, A.86-03-030, et al • L/GTD/bjk 

ORDER DENYING REHEARING OF DECISION CD,j 8S-0Z-Q5;~ 

Application for rehearing of D. 88-02-056 was filed by, 
Pacific, Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). PG&E in its 
application 'asserts that theComlnission's policy regarcling the 
qranting, of fee enhancements fo= exceptional results in attorney 
fee cases. is too burdensome and, vague. PG&E also- complains that 

$6,716.20 of theattorneysfees'approved in D. 88-0'2-05-6 were 
unfairly allocated, to PG&E. Towardtrtility Rate Normalization, 
filed a response in opposition~" Southern california 'Gas, company 
filed a response which supported,PG&E'S- claim regarding,fee 
enhancements..;;and opposedPG&E's claim. regarding the misallocation:" 
of the $6,,7£6..20. We have reviewed each and every alleqation in': 
the application, and are of the' opinion that suffieient 9'X'ouncls, 
for qrantingrehearing have not been ,~own~ Therefore, 

IT IS ORDERED that_ rehearing- Qf 0.88-02-056 is hereby' 
denied. 

This order is, effective today. 
Dated ' lAY Z:SlS'8S, ' at San Francisco., California. 
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