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00315 -MAY 2 2 1~ Decision No. _______ . 
\..-

BEFORE !BE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF '!BE S'I:ATE OF CALIP'ORN'IA 

Investigation on the Commissiou's ) 
own motion into the effect of tbe ) 
enactment of the Revenue Act of ) 
1978 on the rates of the ) 011. No. 33 
California public utilities and ) (Filed December 12, 1978) 
transportation companies subject ) 
to the ratemaking power of the ) 
Commission named in Appendices A ) 
and B attached hereto. ) 

) 

(For appearances see Appendix A.) 

INTERIM OPINION 

This Order Instituting Investigation (OII) was issued 
for the purposes of determining the effect of the Revenue Act of 
1978 on the federal corporate income taxes allowable for rate
making purposes, and the corresponding effect, if any, which said 

Act should have upon rates set by the Commission and charged by 
the respondents to the public. 

On November 7, 1978, President Carter signed into law 

mt-135l1, the Revenue Act of 1978 (or "the Revenue-Act"). 
BR.-13S1l bec:ame effective on January 1, 1979. '!he Revenue Act 
reduces the federal income tax'" rates assessed on corporations, 
including companies· -regulated by the. California. Public Utilities 
Coim:idssion. -.- ---- .. - -- -. ..~ 
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Certain public utilities and pipeline companies listed on 
Appendices A and B to 011 No. 33 were made respondents.. the 

respondents listed in Appendix A thereto (except Tbe Bacific 
Telephone and Telegraph Company (PT&T)) and the communication 
companies listed in Appendix B. are utilities wb.ich .. bad no rate 
proceed1l:1gs on file and awaiting decision as of December 12, 1978, 

. or had not been authorized step rate increases in recent decisions. 
The utilities specifically excluded as respondents were listed in 
Appendix C to the 011. 

On or before December 22~ 1978~ each respondent listed 
on Appeudix A was ordered to file witc the Commission a report 
setting forth the es:imated amount of the reduction, pursuant to 
the Revenue Act of 1978, of federal corporate income taxes last 
adopted by the Commission in the decision or resolution setting 
the present rates. The'report also was required to include a 
calculated rate reduction based on the t:raethod set forth in . 

Appendix D. C~plete working 'papers supporting all calculations 

were required to be made available to the staff concurrently with 
the filing of such reports. Each respondent listed in Appendix A 
was encouraged to file by December 27, 1978, an advice letter 
requesting a :rate reduction, to become effective OJ! January 1, 
1979, reflecting reductions in federal income taxes ?resen.tly 
included in rates. 'l'he rate reductions were to conform to the 
standards set out in Appendix D. 

Order~g Paragraph 9 directed that after Janu.:r-ry 1, 1979 ~ 
all rates collected by respondents to cover federal corporate 
income tax expenses shall be collected subject to refund, -rate 
adjustment, or bal.ancing account treatment pending further order of 

the Commission .. 

-2-



• • 011 33 ai 

Duly noticed public hearings were held before Administrative 
Law Judge Mallory in San Francisco on January 22, and February 15, 
16, and 21, 1979, and the matter was submitted subject to the filing 
of concurrent briefs. 

Evidence was presented by the Commis~;ion staff (staff),. by 
Pacific Powe~ and Light Company (PPL), Pacific Gas and Elec_tric· C~y" __ 

(PG&E), and General Telephone Company of california (General). 
Motions to be dismissed as a respondent in the proceeding were filed 
by PPL, Southern Pacific Pipeline Company (SPPL) and San Diego 
Pipe Line' C~?-y (SDPL). In additiop., Standard p:£,peline Company 

(Standard) presented in Exhibit 4 an income statement indicating 
that no federal income taxes were incurred by Standard in 1977 and 
1978. 
Communication Utilities 

Staff Exhibits 2, 8, and 9 concern coumunication utilities. 
PT&T is named as a respondent in Appendix A to 011 No. 33 and, as 
such, was directed to furnish a report stating the estimated reduction 
of "federal income taxes resulting from the Revenue Act of 1978 based 
on the federal income computation adopted as reasonable in PTaxls 
last general rate proceeding (Decision No. 88232 dated December 13, 
1977, in Application No. 55492). PT&T also was directed to revise 
its station-to-station statewide toll rate schedule to produce a 
reduction in revenues equal to the estimated tax savings. '!'he 
telephone companies named as respondents in Appendix B to OIl No. 33 
were directed to file a concurrence in the toll rates filed by 

. _o-..-.~ ~ 

PT&T, or file written reasons for not concurring~1/ For those. 
telephone utilities whose toll rate settlement reduction would exceed 
their intrastate federal corporate income tax reduction, the difference 
in revenues may be made up by an appropriate advice letter filing to 
increase service connection charges. 

1/ Those respondents named in Appendix B to the OIl which have a . 
standing toll rate concurrently -on file ar-e not" required to'-"fiIe 
a concurrence by the order in OIl No. 33. 
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PI&T advised the staff t~~t it would experienee an 
increase in the employer's share of Soeial Security (FICA) taxes 
concurrently with the federal corporate ~ax reduction, and asked the / 
staff to give consideration =0 the FICA tax increase as an offset to 
the federal ineome tax reduction. 

Staff Exhibit 2 contains the following computations 
showing the effect of toll rate reductions: 

.--------------------~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~---. 

Pacific Telephone $14,297 $ 8,246 

2,314 

438 

236 

General Telephone 4,012 

Continental Telephone 760 

All Others 409 

Total $19,478 $11,234 

PT&T and the independent telephone utility respondents 
objected to the filing of rate reductions at this time. Staff 
Exhibit 2 contains the following recommended alternatives for the 
Commission to consider to ensure that ratepayers receive the 
benefits of the federal tax revisions: 

(a) An immediate toll rate decrease. The 
Commission would determine PI&T's 
revenue requirement in its disposition 
of P!&T's current request for increased 
rates in A?plication No. 58223 (PT&T's 
current general rate increas~ application). 
The revenue windfall collected between 
January 1, 1979, and implementation of the 
toll rate decrease would be returned to 
the ratepayers in the fore of a one-month 
n.egiltivc surcharge (credit) applicable to 
the intrastate message toll charges for 
that month. 

-4- / 



• 011 33 a1 

(b) 

• 
No rate reduction until disposieion of 
Application No. 58223. Any overcollection 
in toll revenues from January 1, 1979, 
would be passed through to the ratepayers 
in the form of a one-month negative surcharge 
(credit) as in (a) above. 

We ~ll adopt the second alternative. !he record is 
complete in Application No. 58223, and the Commission' s Regulatory 
Lag Plan antieipates a deeision will be issued by July 14, 
1979. The da~a submitted therein gives ef;ect both to the 
income tax and FICA tax changes effective January 1, 1979. 
Alternative rate spread proposals were submitted by our staff in 

that proceeding which deal with the subject matter under considera
tion herein. Full consideration can be given to federal income 
reductions (and FICA tax increases) in Application No. 58223 in the 

context of all other pertinent rate setting considerations. Any 

windfall overco11ections also can be dealt with in the rate levels 
established therein' without undue delay and without adverse effect 
on telephone utility customers or prejudice to the independent 
telephone utilities named in Appendix B of the 011. .. 

In view of our conclusions seated above, that portion 
of 011 No. 33 dealing with. telephone utilities will be consolidated 
with Application No. 58223 and OII No. 21 for consideration therein. 
Energy and Water Utilities 

The majority of the utilities named as respondents in 

Appendix A of the on have voluntarily placed into effect, by advice 
letter, the rate reductions contemplated in 011 No. 33. These 
utilities and other utilities which should have been excluded in this 
proceeding as well as those which have indicated their intent to comply 
with the prOVisions of this OII are listed in Appendix B hereto. Those 
utilities who have not done so are listed in Appendix Chereto. 

The staff's Exhibit 1 eontains the amount of the annual 
revenue reductions for each of these utilities (or districts) 
determined in the manner provided in the 011. PPL and PG&E 
presen~ed evidence in opposition to the reduction in rates contem
plated by our order. 
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Pacific Power and Light C9mp!nI 
PPL, among other things, pointed out that it bad attempted 

to file a formal application in October 1978 requesting a general 
rate increase on an adjusted historical year basis. PPL t S witness 
testified that FPL was informally advised by the staff that the 
Commission would consider only a filing based on future test year, 
estimates, and that PPL should revise its application on that basis. 
PPL presented evidence to show that its current earnings are 
unsatisfactory to it. PPL contends that historical test year 
operating results are acceptable as a basis for rate adjustments by 
all other state and federal jurisdictions under.which it operates, . 
and that if a filing prepared on that basis was accepted when offered 
PPL would have been listed in Appendix C (rather than Appendix A) and 
would not have had to comply with the order to reduce rates. 

PPL was advised ~ connection with its last rate increase 
order (Decision No. 87071 dated March 9, 1977, in Application 
No. 56395) that historical test year expenses may not be accepted 
in its next general rate increase application; therefore, it was 
on notice that it should present data on a .. future test year basis. 

PPL also raised the issue of app~opriate offsets to the 
federal tax reduction. The staff agreed that the amount of the 
increased FICA taxes that became effective concurrently with the 
tax reduction could be used as an offset. The staff disagreed with 
the contention of PEL that other changes in expenses mandated by 
governmental action since the date of its last general increase 
(Decision No. 87071, supra) also should be used, suCh as federal and 
state unemployment taxes; postal rates, federal black lung taxes on 
coal mining operations; royalty payments on federal coal leases, 
and severnnce, extraction, and impact taxes for coal mining 
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• 011 33 ai • 
operations.~1 PPL presented evidence to show that the total 
annual increased revenue requirement from all of the aforementioned 
expense increases is $323,000, compared to the $108,000 revenue 
requiremen~ decrease proposed by the staff as a result of the 
Revenue Act of 1978. 

PPL furtber contends that it has not earned its allowed 
rate of return in any quarter since Decision No. 87071 became 

effective. FPLargues that because the mandated increases 
documented above exceed the tax reduction', and because it has 
failed to earn its authorized rate of ret:urn, the Commission staff 
has not sustained the necessary barden of proof to accomplish its 
recommended rate reduction. 

We agree witb. our staff ehat only concw:rent tax 

increases should serve as offsets to the tax reduction. PPL's 
Exhibit 4 shows. an FICA. offset of $71,000. However, this amount 
represents the annual effect of accumulated increases in FICA for 
the years 1975 through 1979. !he record does not disclose the 
annual increase in FICA taxes resulting solely from Janu::r.ry 1, 1979, 

FICA tax revision. The data supplied in Exhibit 4 cannot be used 
as the ap'propriate FICA offset on the basis adopted. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
PG&E's current gas and electric raees were established 

pursuant to Decision No. 89316 dated September 6, 1978. PG&E 
presented, in its Exhibit 13, data designed to show that its gas 
and electric departments have not earned the last autborized rate 
of return for these departments, and that its earnings would be 

~/ PEL generates electrieity in nearby states. The principal 
e~ergy source for its electric generation is coal. 
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further decreased if rates were reduced to reflect the federal 
tax reduction. iG&E urges that other expense :ttems such as 
negotiated union wage increases be considered as offsets to the 
tax reduction. In line with our prior discussion only the . 
concurrent FICA tax increase should be an offset to the tax 
reduction. Special means have been established for the recapture 
of majo: expense increases of gas and electric utilities, such as 
ECAC and GCAC procedures. This proeeeditlg is in the nature of 
a special procedure for reducing revenue requirements when a major 
expense item is reduced. 

At the suggestion of our staff, the appropriate revenue 
reductions to offset the federa'l income tax reduction for PG&E' s gas 
department are being considered in PG&E's current ~ proceeding 
(A.58470) which is under submission. 

The record does not disclose the amount of FICA tax 

offset to the federal tax income reduction that is appropriate for 
PG&E's electric department. PG&E will be d~rected to file 
appropriate rate reductions for its electric department that 
reflect the net revenue requirement reduction resulting from the 
concurrent federal tax reduction and FICA tax increase. 

Pipelines 
Five pipeline corporations are named as respondents in 

Appendix A. they were directed in Ordering paragraph 4 of 011 
No. 33 to file with the Co~ssion "a report setting fo=tl:l tb.e 
estimated amount of the. reduction, pursuant to the Revenue Act of 
1978, of federal corporate income taxes last adopted by the 
COtIIllission in the decision or resolution setting the present rates." 
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The report was also to set forth a calculated rate reduction in 

cents per barrel. Complete working papers supporting all 
calculations were required to be made available to the staff 

concurrently with the filing of said report. 
Responses filed by SDPL and SPPL were to the effect that 

neither of them bad bad their current rates approved by the 
Con:mission. in formal rate proceedings; therefore, they could not 
comply with the directive in Ordering Paragraph 4 quoted above. 

l'he Commi~s10n' s 'transportation Division staff, in 
Exhibit 3, presented evidence to show the am.ount of ra1:e reduction 
resulting from the tax decrease based on financial reports for the 
year 1977 filed with the Commission. 

The staff strongly urged that SDPL and SPPL be ordered 
to reduce thei: rates to give effect to the tax reduction. SDPL 

and SFPL oppose that recommendation on the basis that the order 
in 011 No. 33 specifically provided the manner in which the decreases 
were to be calculated and no other basis, such as that proposed by 

the staff;, can be used. 
Orderly procedure and due process require that an 011 be 

so drawn as to fully inform the respondents named therein of the 
action contemplated by the Commission and the manner in which that 
action is to be accomplislled. (Constitution of the State of 
California, Article XII;- Section 2.) Failure to properly provide a 

basis for a reduction in rates with which the pipeline corporations 

could comply is a deficiency that can only be remedied by the 

issuance of an amended or a new 011. 
cross-examination of the staff witness indicated a lack 

of sufficient detail in the financial reports for our staff to 
properly evaluate the effect of the tax reduction on the pipeline 
corporations. The staff witness did not make an in-depth stucly of 
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pip~line operAtions and services ~nd w~s not certAin concerning the 
VAlidity of the financi~l reports with respect to components of 
fcdcr~l and state income tAX dat~ incluccd in the financial 
reports. In general rate increase proceedings we carefully 
scrutinize the federal income tax cooponcn: of the expenses adopted 
in the rate proceeding. That careful scrutiny must be also given to 
the financial data of pipelinc corporations to be used in determining 
~ny rate reductions appropri~te here. The financial reports of 
SDPL and SPPL show large accruals for deferred fcder~l And state 
income taxes. The proper treatment of such tax deferrals for rate
making purposes must be determined in AdVAnce of any deterQination 
of the Amount of rate reduction that should be ordered for those 
companies. 

Should the Commission staff inform us Chat the neceSSAry 

detailed analyses of SDPL and SPPL rcvenl;cs .:lnd expenses nt/v-=: ':Jeen / 

completed, we will consider issuing ~ new 011 for the purpose of 
determining the effect on the pipeline corporations of the Revenue 
Act of 1978. We will cismiss those pipeline corporations as respon
dents in this proceeding. 

The three s~~ll pipeline companies ~lso should be 
dismissed as respondents in Appendix A to Olr No. 33. There is no 
current financial report on file for Four Corners Pipe Line Company 

(Four Corners), as tb~t com~ny's initi~l tariff was filed 
effective V~y 1, 1978. No reduction in rates WAS proposed for Four 
Corners by the staff. Standard showed ~ net loss of $481,000 for 

the year 1977. No current financi~l stntcment is on file for 
Vallecito Pipeline Company (Vallecito). The tariffs of both 

Standard and Vallecito became effective ~re than 20 years ago. 
Because the rates ~ve remained on file for such a long period, 
the staff recommended that no rate reductions be ordered for these 
companies. 

..10-
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Other Respondents 
None of the other respondents listed in Appendix A of 

011 No. 33 offered evidence, although some made statements or filed 
briefs opposing the action proposed in OIl No. 33. R.espondents 
listed tn Appendix C are those which have not made advice letter 
,filings, and which will be directed to make such filings based on the 
annual gross revenue reductions set £ortn in the staff's Exhibit 1. 
FICA Offset 

By our directives herein we have authorized, after hearing, 

specified utilities to offset the annual amounts of federal tax 
reduCtion by the amount of the concurrent FICA tax increase. Many 

of the respondents that submitted advice letter filings in response 
to this OIr did not consider the FICA offset in determining the 
levels of their reduced rates. We will authorize such respondents 
to make new advice letter filings which give effect to the conearrent 
FICA tax increase, subject to staff approval. 

In all other respects, our 'actions in this proceeding 
parallel those taken in OIl No. 19 (see intertmDecision No. 90000 
issued February 27, 1979). We iterate that this is not a general 
rate proceed'ing. We established our jurisdiction over the subject 
matter of this OIl on December 12:J 1978:J the date of issuance of the 
OIl. The tax reductions which concern us are for the year 1979. 
We have consistently held that we may reduce rates based on a signifi
cant change in a sing1~ item. of expense in the same manner that we have 
established procedures for granting rate increases similarly based 
on a single item of expense. 
Findings of Fact 

1. With the exception of pipeline corporations, all of the 
respondents listed in Appendix A to OII No. 33 have filed the report 
required in ordering Paragraph 4 of that OIl setting forth the 
estimated amount of the reduction of federal corporate income taxes 
pU%suant to the Revenue Act of 1978 based on the data adopted in the 
utility I s last general rate proceeding. Such calculations have been 
approved by the staff as set forth in its Exhibit 1 herein. 
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2. The maj ority of the respondents listed in Appendix A 
to 011 No. 33 also have voluntarily made advice letter filings 
requesting a rate reduction to reflect the reduction in federal 
income taxes presently included in rates. 

3. Hearings have concluded in which all respondents and 
interested parties bad opportunity to offer evidence. 

4. Several respondents presented evidence in opposition to 
the rate reductions contemplated in OIl No •. 33. 

, 5. It is just and reasonable that the federal income tax 

red~tion~ accruing to respondents named in Appendix A pursuant to 
the Revenue Act of 1978 should be- passed, through, to 'rate=-
payers, in the form of lowered rates;' except a~ speci;ied' in" 
subsequent findings. 

6. The employer I s share of the FICA taxes: was'increased on 
January 1, 1979. Such increase in FICA taxes should serve as an 
offset to the concurrent reduction in federal income taxes pursuant 
to the Revenue Act of 1978. 

7. MOst respondents described in Finding 2 submitted advice 
letter filings wbich were not predicated on the FICA taxes described 
in the above finding and, thus, the rate reductions are in excess of 
those found reasonable herein. 

8. The deduction of other changes in operating expenses 
mandated by governmental action which became effective prior to 
the change in federal income taxes is improper and will not be 
considered herein. 

9. The manner in which 011 33 was drafted and practical 
considerations militate against pipeline corporations remaining 
in Appendix ~ ,tc? OIl No .~3. 

10. For respondents listed in Appendix C hereto the revenue 
overcollected since January 1, 197~and the date of implementation 
of the rate decrease ordered herein is unreasonable and should be 
refunded to the ratepayers in the form of a one-tfme negative 
surcharge (credit). 
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11. T.he deerease in rates ordered by this decision is 
justified and reasonable; the present rates of respondents listed 
in Appendix C hereto are unjust: and. unreasonable eo the extent 
they exceed the rates resulting fr~ our order herein. 

12. Issues eoncerning the reduction in federal ineome taxes 
pursuant to the Revenue Act of 1978 and the concurrent increase 
in FICA taxes, as well as ehanges in intrastate toll rates for Pr&T 

and independent telephone companies, have been raised in PT&T's 
general rate increase proceeding in Application No. 58223 and 
consolidated OIl No. 21. That proceeding is under submission and a 
final decision therein is due on or before July 14, 1979, pursuant 
to our Regulatory Lag Plan (Resolution A-4693). 
Conclusions of Law 

1. the Commission has ratema.kiog jurisdiction over each 
respondent with respect to the Revenue Act of 1918, and the 
resulting decrease in each utility's federal income tax liability for 
raeemaking purposes. 

2. this is a special proceeding not constituting general 
ratemaking and is not violative of the rule against retroactive 
ratemaking. The actions t:aken herein are consi:stent with the actions 
taken in Decision No. 90000 dated February 27, 1979, in OIl No .. 19. 

3. Uniform. ratemaking considerations require that the 
respondents which have not voluntarily filed advice letters reducing 
rates, as more specifically listed in Appendix C hereto, should be 
ordered to do so. Such respondents should be authorized to offset 
the amount of th~~ reduced revenue requirement from the lowered tax 

rate by the increase tn the revenue requirement resulting from the 
concurrent increase in FICA taxes. 

4. Respondents listed in Appendix A to 011 No. 33 that have 
voluntarily reduced rates as a result of advice letters filed before 
the date of this order should be authorized to refile such advice 
letters to give effect to increased FICA taxes. 

5. Pipeline corporations "shoulcf be" removed fr~ Appendix A 
to OIl No. 33 and a new OIl should be issued should our staff advise 
that it is prepared to proceed. 
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6. OIl No. 33 should be consolidated with Application 
No. 58223 ~nd 011 No. 21 (now uncer sub~ission) for implementation 

of ~~te reductions and revenue credits for overcollections flowing 
from the Revenue Act of 1978 upon the revenue requirements of PT&T 

and the telephone cor?or~tions listed in Appendix B to OIl No. 33. 
7. I~plemen:ntion o~ ~~~~ ~educ~ions and revenue credits J 

:0:"' ovc:--coll ec :ion5 f1 0· .... i:1 0 .:.~:-o~ ':.he :~('vl~:1L.le Act of 1978 ~?on 

h .... 0'" :>G~" t .... ;l ... ""'c~a""~""p-",) ..... .;]' be accot.1-,,1'; shed t e rcve.'1ue r~qu::.. re:':1('!i.... ... -:.:::. ,'J -.~. ;.; :". ,~." _...... .. - - ". - - • 

in the decision in A?plic~:ion ~o. 58~70. 

$. The following order should beco~e effective on the date 
hereof so that the fedcr~l t~x reductions stemming from the Revenue 
Act of 1978 can be reflected in utility rates as soon as possible. 

INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED th~t: 
1. Respondents listed in Appendix C to this order sh~ll> 

within twenty d~ys ofte~ the effective d~te of this order, file 

t~riffs which will reduce their rates to the extent of the ~mounts 
shown in Exhibit 1 to this proceeding tor such utilities, less the 
amount of increased employer's sh~rc of Social Security (FICA) 

t~xes effective January 1, 1979. The increase in FICA shall be 

determined on a basis com~r~blc to that used to determine the 
reduction in federal income taxes, namely, the difference between 

the adopted test ye~r ~:~oll ~t the 1978 rate and base and the 

1979 race and basco Such reductions shall be ~dc in the ~nner 
designated in Appendix D to 011 No. 33. 

2. Respondents listed in Appendix A to OIl No. 33 t~t have 

voluntarily reduced their rates in compliance with OIl No. 33 may 
make new advice letter filings giving effect to the increase in the 
employer's sh.:\re of FICA that became effcct.ive JanUolry 1, 1979, if 

such advice letters are received within thirty days after the 
effective date of this order. The increase in FICA should be 

determined in the same ~nner as stated in Ordering Paragraph 1 above. 
3. Pipeline corporations arc deleted ~s respondents from 

Appendix A to orr No. 33. 

, I 
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4. 011 No. 33 is consolidated with Application No. 58223 and 
011 No. 21 for implementation of rate reductions and revenue credits 
for overcollections flowing from the Revenue Act of 1978 on the 
revenue requirements of The Pacific Telephone and Telegrapb Company 
and the toll rates of that company and the independent companies 
listed in Appendix B to 011 No. 33. 

5. The revenue overeollected by the respondents listed in 
Appendix C hereto since January 1, 197~ and the date of implementation 
of the rate decrease ordered by Ordering Paragraph 1 above shall be 
refunded within sixty days from the effective date of this order to 
the ratepayers in the form of a oue-time negative surcharge (credit). 

The effective date of this order is the date hereof~ 
Dated at SeA It'ran~ ) California, this l~~ 

day of MAY , 1979. -
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF APPEARANCES 

Respondents: William V. Caveney, for Southern California Water 
Company; Pillsbury, Madison & Sutro, by Noel ~er, Attorney 
at Law, "for Standard Pipeline Company; Thomas • Clarke and 
David B. Follett, by David B. Follett, Attorney at Law, for 
Southern California Gas, Company; Malcolm H. Furbush, Robert 
Ohlbach, and Shirley Woo, Attorneys at L8.'W', for Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company; George M. Galloway, Attorney at. Law, 
and Fredric D. Reed, for Pacific Power and Light Company; 
Orrick, Herrington,R~ley & Sutcliffe, by Robert J. Gloistein 
and James F. Crafts,' Jr., Attorneys at Law, for Continental 
Telephone Company of California; Donald Houck, for California 
Water Ser..rice Company; William R. Johnson, for Citizens 
Utilities Company of California, Sacramento County Water 
District, and Washington Water and Light Company; Patrick T. 
Kinney, Att,:)rney at Law, for Sierra Pacific P~er Company; 
A. M. Hart, H. R. Snyder, Jr., and Kenneth K. Okel, Attorneys 
at Law, by Kenneth K. Okel, for Gene~al Telephone Cocpany of 
California; Jeffrev R. Pendergraft Attorney at Law, for 
Four Corners Pipe tine Company; ~obert O. Randall, for Southwest 
Suburban Water Company; Walter J. Sl~eth, Attorney at Law, for 
The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company; Carol Harris, 
Attorney'at Law, for Southern Pacific Pipeline, Inc.; F. R. 
Pfrommer, Attorney at Law, for San Diego Pipe tine Company; 
Dinkelspiel, Pelavin, Steefel & Levitt, by Alvin R. Pelavin 
and Douglas P. Ley Attorneys at Law, for Calaveras Telephone 
Company, Capay Valiey Telephone System, Inc., Dorris Telephone 
Company, Ducor Telephone Company, Evans Telephone Company, 
Foresthill Telephone Co., Inc., Happy Valley Telephone Company, 
Hornitos Telephone Co., Livingston Telephone Company, Mariposa 
County Telephone Company, Inc., Pinnacles Telephone Co., The 
Ponderosa Telephone Co., Sierra Telephone CoQ?any, Inc., The 
Siskiyou Telephone Company, and the Volcano Telephone Company. 

Interested Parties: Ed Perez, Attorney at Law, for the City of 
Los Angeles; William Shaffran, Atton,ey at Law, for the City 
of San Diego; Victor A. Silveira, for California Independent 
Telephone Assoc:.ation; Leonard L. Snaide~, Attorney at Law 'I 
for the City of San Francisco; ano Frank S~ellman, for himself. 

Commission Staff: Robert Cagen, Attorney at taw. 



• • OT! 33 kd /a1 

APPENDIX :s 

The following respondent utilities named in Appendix A 
to OIr No. 33 have (a) co~plied ~~th the intent and purpose or OII 
No. 33, (b) have indicated their L~tent to comply in the next 
advice letter or rate application proceeding, or (c) should 
have been included in Appendix C of orr No. 33. The ut~ities 
(or districts or departments thereof) n~ed below are dismissed 
as respondents in Appendix A of OIl No. 33: 

Energy Utilities 

Sierra Pacific Power Company 

Water Utilities 

California·American Water Co. (all districts) 
California Water Service Co. (all districts) 
The Campbell Water Company 
Citizens Utilities Companv of California 
(Sacramento' County ;'la'ter Dist.rict) 
East Pasadena Water Company 
Fruitridge Vista Water Co. 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (all water districts) 
Park Water Company (all districts) 
San Gabriel Valley \'later Co. 

Washington Water & light Company 
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APPENDIX C 

The following utili~ies n.:lmcd as respondents in Appendix A 

to OIl No. 33 h~ve not filed advice lctters requesting rate reductions 
pursuant to Ordering ?aragr~ph 5 of 011 ~o. 33 or otherwise complied 

with the intent of OIr No. 33. 

Energv Utilitics 
Pacific G~s and Electric COm?3ny 

Electric Dep~rtment 

Southern Californi.:1 ~';ater Co. 

Be~r Valley Electric District 

W;lter Utilities 
Southern California Water Co. 

Ardc~ - Cordov~ Dis~rict 

Borston District 
Bay District 
Big Bear District 
Central Basin District 
Cow.:1n Heights District 
Culver City District 
Desert District 
Orange County District 
Pomon~ Valley District 
San Dimas District 
San Gabriel V~lley District 

S.:1nta Y~ria District 
Simi Valley District 
Southwest District 
Wrightwood District 

Southwest Sl!burban Water CO:Tl?any 
San Jose - Whittier District 

" 


