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9:1326 FEB 131980 Decision No. ____ _ 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC POWER & ) 
LIGHT COMP~l[ Under Section 454 ~ 
of the Public Utilities Code of 
the State of California for 
Authority to IIlcrease Rates for 
Electric Service. . 5 

Application·No .. 5860'> 
(Filed January l7? 1979) 

Rives. Bonyhadi & Smith, by Marcus Wood and 
Leonard A. Girard, Attorneys at taw 
(Oregon), for Pacific Power & Light 
Company, applicant .. 

Michel Florio, Sylvia Siegel, and Ann Murphy, 
Attorney at Law, for Toward Utility Rate 
Normalization, protestant. 

Nicholas R. Tibbetts, for Assemblyman 
DOuglas H. BOsco, 2nd Assembly District, 
illtervenor. 

Glen J. Sullivan, Attorney at Law, for 
california Farm Bureau Federation and 
Siskiyou County Farm Bureau, interested 
parties. 

James J. Chern? Attorney at law? and Francis 
Ferraro? or the Commission staff. 

INTERIM OPINION AND ORDER 

Pursuant to Section 454 of the Public Utilities Code 
applicant, Pacific Power & Light Company (Pacific), requests 
Commission approval of an tncrease in electric rates:for its 
California service. 

Pacific operates as a public utility in Yashington, Oregon? 
Idaho, . Montana, Wyoming, and California. About 98 percent of its 
revenues are derived from its electric utility business. The 
remaining revenues come from water systems in Oregon, Montana, and 
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wyoming and a steam heating service in Portland. Applicant's 
only business in California is, elee~ric servieeli; by any reasonable 
measurement its Ctlliforni.l business is less thAn 5 ,percent 
of Fhe system total. 

Pacificts last general rate increase in California was 
effee~ive Ap:il 4~ 1977 pursuant to Decision No. 87071 dated 
March ~, 1977. Since that increase there have been two reductions 
in rates. The first was a reduction of $319,000 pe:: year effective 
May 1, 1979 as a result o~ a decision by the Co~ission in 

Order Instituting Investigation (OIl) 19 ~ the ~ond a reduction 

of $95,OOO"Per year rettoac::tiV'e to January i, 1979 as a result of a 
decision ~:r the Commission in OII 33. OIl 19 involved the effect on 
utility t4x payments resulting from 'passage of PropoSition 13 and 
OIl 33 involved reduction of the federal income tax rate from 4S 
perce:'1t 6 46 perc~t hy t~e 'Re-venue'Act 'of 1978 • 

... __ , Hearings before Administrative Law Judge (AlJ) Albert C. 

Porte:: were held at three locations for a total of 12 days in 
1979; June 5 in Yreka~ June 7 and August 20 through 23 in Crescent 
City, and June 26 through 28 and July 10 through- 12 in San Francisco .. 
In addition to the hearings, a public meeting chaired by 
Claire 1'. Dedrick" the assigned Com::nissioner for this matte.r~ was 
hel<i in Crescent City on August 18., 1979 for t.he purpose of 
obtaining broader public input. The'matter was submitted" on 
August 23, 1979, subjeetto ehe receipt of lat,e-filed exhibits from 
Pacific and the Co~ssion staff' (staff)" which were mailed on or 
prior. to August 31,. 1979 and upon receipt ofopeningbriefs,duc. 
October 3,1979 and closing briefs due October 17,1979. 

1/ Pacific serves the northernmost regions of Califomia in the 
counties of Del Nort.e~ Modoc,. Shasta~ and Siskiyou;: the 
tlajor cities of that area are Alturas, Crescent City~ Dunsmuir" 
Mt. Shasta, Weed, and Yreka. 
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In addition to the staff and numerous members of the 

public, the following major parties participated in the public 

hearings: the california Farm Bureau Federation (Farm Bureau), 

Toward Utility Rate Normalization (TORN), and Mr. Nicholas R.Tibbetts. 
(Tibbetts) for Assemblyman Douglas H. Bosco}:..! 

Based on estimates. for the calendar year 1979 as a test 
year, applicant r~uests an increase in electric rates of $0,287,000, 
~hich is 37.1 percent above the revenue estimate at present· 

rates of $10,943,000 for the same period. 

The staff recommends that Pacific be allowed an increase 
of· $5,449,000 or 32.2 percent above present rates. This would 

proVide a return on common equity of 13.5 percent. In contrast 

the company recommends 14.5 percent. The difference in revenue 

requirement between the two recommendations is $838 9 000. 
On the first day of hearing9 which was held in Yreka, 

a member of the public stated that applicant had recently agreed' 
to a 7 percent increase in Oregon. A witness for applicant' 

corroborated this, testifying that applicant had requested an Oregon 
increase of 15 percent, that the Oregon commissioner's staff had 
recommended 11.5 percent, and that the Oregon Public Utility 

Commissioner and applicant had agreed to a 7 percent increase 

effective June 4, 1979. Upon hearing this, the ALl asked applicant 
if it would consider a similar procedure in california subject to 

the concurrence of all appearances and acceptance by the COmmission, 
a procedure whiCh could save considerable time and expense to all 
parties. Applican~ indicated it would·. At the hearing held June 27 
in San Francisco applicant, staff, and Farm Bureau, the only 
parties to the pro:.eeding at that time, presented a stipulated 

II Assemblyman Bosco's district includes Del Norte County. which 
is served by Pacific. 
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proposal to the AlJ for consideration and' possible presentation 

to the Commission. That proposal would have prOvided,. based on the 
rate year 1979. an increase to applicant of $4.276-,000 or 25.2 
perc·ent over present revenues. In addition it wa.s stipulated that 
the rate increase would be effective August' 1, 1979 and Pa.cific 
would not seek any further general rate increases" to be effective 
prior to January 1, 1981. Part of the reason, of course, for 
applicant's willingness to accept a lesser amount, which indeed 
was considerably lower than its original request and the staff 
recommendation, was due to the fact that it would have become 
effective August 1. 1979, considerably earlier than would occur 
if the matter ran its usual regulatory course. 

At the hearing on June 27, 1979 Tibbetts entered an 

appearance and at the hearing on July 10, 1979' TURN entered its 
. Appearance., Tibbetts and l'tJRN both opposed the stipulated rate' 
increase entered into by the parties to the proceedtngpr1or to 

that time. At that point the AL.J declared the stipulation null and 
void without prejudice to any of the parties. 

At the hearing on July 12, 1979 Pacific made a motion for 
a partial general rate increase subject to refund should the 
partial general rate increase produce excess revenues over those 
found to be reasonable by the Coamission in any final order in 
this matter. SuCh refund, if any, would be based on the difference 
between the amount of partial general rate increase· approved 
and the lesser rate increase, if any, ultimately approved by the 

Commission. Pacific specifically requested immediate partial 

general rate relief sufficient t~ produce aanual reveouesbased 
on a 1979 test year of $21,219,000. The proposed increase on a 

pro forma basis, and reflecting all adj.ustments to rate base 
revenues, expenses, and capital structure made by the staff up to 

that time in the hearing process, would ?roduce an overall rate. of 
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return of 8.87 percent and a return of 10. S percent on common equity. 
Pacific pointed out this would be less than the amount received by 

Pacific in its last general rate increase approved by the Commission 
effective in April 1977. The estimru:ed re"J'enues, expenses, income 
taxes, net revenues, ra te ba se, and rate of return on rate basis 
found reasonable with respect ~o the partial general rate increase 
authorized herein are set forth in Appendix:&. The dollar increase 
for the partial general rate increase would be $4,276-,000 over the 
rates presently in effect based on the rate year 1979 including the 

,r 

effect of the two rate decreases brought about by OIls 19 and 33 
previously mentioned which total $308,000 for the test year. The 
increase over rates which were authorized in Apr.il 1977 'Would be 23-.. 0 
percent, whereas the increase over present rates with the two 
reductions in effect would be 25.2 percent. 

A review of the record in this proceeding indicates that 
-there are several issues to be decid~d by the Commission. These 
can be summarized as follows: 

.' 

1.. Appropriate rate of return. 
2. Jurisdictional allocations. 
3. Rate design. 
4. Yage/Price Guidelines comp11anc~. 
5. Property tax savings flow-through. California 

and, Oregon. 
6. Affiliate relationships. 
7. Expense estimates. 
8. Conservation programs. 
9. Customer lifeline ~ligibility and status. 

10. Possible refunds due to lifeline 
mischarging. 

11. Adequacy of lifeline quantities for Del 
Norte County. 

12. Master metering/submetertng. 
13. Impact of rate increases on schools .and 

hospitals. 
14. Appropriate allowances for residential well 

pumping. 
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15. Appropriate items for inclusion in rate 

base .. 

16. Conservation voltage regulation .. 
A ~eful review of the record' shows that all of the 

above issues CltIl be decided. by the Commission on the record made 
to this point with the exception of jurisdictional allocations and 
~ppropriate lifeline allowances for Del Norte County. 

In the matter of alloeations. Pacific use<!' a number 
of methods to allocate the different types of costs it incurs. 
The most important allocations made were the allocation of demand
~elated generation and transmission costs and the allocation of fuel 
~nd purc~ed power eosts. The allocations procedure used by 
Pacific assumes that for major generation and transmission eosts. 
~lifo~a is served from an indivisible~ integrated power grid 
~Qvering five states~ Idaho not.being included since it is under 
special "contract rates.. The treatment of systemwide generation 
~d transmission costs as an undifferentiated whole and' the peak
d~nd 41location method have been brought into' question during 
tlle hea.rings on this application. Pacific has four hydroelectric 
!n&ta.llations located in the State of California. Two, questions 
ha~e bee~ raised-about these resources .. First~ should these power 
sou~ces,."be considered the property of California citizens and . . 
qevoted solely to the benefit of California2 Seeond~ is it 

... 
possible to determine on an engineering 'basis whether the ,energy 
i.n~rat~d at these hydroeleet:-ie plants is physically del~vered'in 
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&reater proportion to California customers who, at least, in 
Siskiyou County~ are situated closer to these plants than to . 
out-of-st~te generating plants? Another question raised on 
allocations involves the relative ~owth of electricity consumption 
1n California compared to other states and the total Pacific 
territory. Tables 1 and 2 (whiehfo11ow) shed some light on this 
s~tuation: Table 1 shows that the estimated average number of 
~~ectrie' customers on the system from 1963 to 1979 has increased 
~~ perc~t, whereas in Califo:nia the increase has been 3-1 percent. 
~so, the average ki1owatt~hour use per residential customer for 
t~e systen has increased 2$ percent. whereas in California it has 
;Lncreas~d IS percent~ Table 2 shows that the sales in kilowatt-hours 
~~i the S-'lne period increased on ,the syst.em by 94 percent,. whereas 
for CAlifo:nia they increased 53 perc~t.. Whether projections 
which the company has made appropriately take into account the fact 

" 

~ilat Caiifornia is declining year-by-year as a total percentage of 
tne'system remains in doubt. 

On the appropriateness of lifeline quantities for Del 
llC~;te CollIlty, the record shows that Del Norte County is a unique 
~+~matie·'4rea. The summer months in Del Norte County, and in 
p'articular the Cresc';ent City area, have tem?eratu1:'e ranges which . . 
equal those of the winter months in some of the lower coastal·· 
C41:1.fomia areas. ~e have addressed and will fU1:'ther consider 

, .. ' , 
~ 

apl'ro?ri&te lifeline qu.a:ntities in generic proceedings and will . ' 

U()t consider such separately in this proceeding. However,. we are 
ipterested 1n taking evidence on how lifeline allowances in Del 
"orte CoUnty could be administered so as. to, accomplish more-even 

, . ' 

billings over typical annual periods. , 

... . 
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TABLE 1 

Source: Exhibit 1, Witness Geiger 
Tables 1-4 & .1-5, 

Average Number of Annual Average kWh Use Per Res. Oust. 
Electric Cust.-Indexed kWh calif .. OVer Indexed 

~vstem ~lif. System --calif. ~stem ~stem QiIif. 
. (I) (2) (3)" (4) -(4).,(3) (6) (I) 

1968 100 100 10,788 12,061 112 100 100 . 
1969- 102- 101 11,493 12,685 110 107 lOS 
1970 105 103 11,539 12,542 109 107 104 
1971 lOS 105 12,237 13,371 109 113- 111 
1972 112 107 12,331 13,183 107 114 109 
1973 118 110 12,391 13.,252 107 lIS 110 
197~ 122 113 12,251 12,901 105 114 107 
1975 124 116 12,856- 13,984 109 119 116-
1976 126 119 12,876 13,748 107 119 114 
1977 131 123 12,783 13,939 109 lIS 116 
1978 137 127 12,614 13,432 106- 117 111 
1979* 139 131 13,462 13,812 103·· 125- 115 

*Estimated 
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TABLE 2 

Source: EXhibit 1, Witness Geiger 
Tables 1-4 & 1-5 

Calif. As kWh Sales-Thousands 
k~ Sales-Millions Percent Of Indexed 

System ~Iit. System System . t4Iif_ 

1968 11,867 528 4.45 1.00 1.00 
1969 12,199 499 4.09' 1.03 .95, 
1970 13,321 534 4.01 1.12 1.01 
1971 14,425 577 4.00 1.2'2 ,1.09 
1972 16,568 639 3 .. 86- 1 .. 40 1.21 
1973 17~709 685 3.87 1.49' 1.30 
1974 16,477 61l 3.71 1.39 1 .. 16· 

'1975 18,249' 706 3.8;7 1.54 1.34 
1976 20,014 761 3.80 1.69 1.44 
1977 19,691 748 S .. 80 1.66- 1 •. 4Z 
1978 2Z,502 836- 3'.72 1.90 1.58, 
1979*' 22,980 806- 3 .. 51 1.94 1.53 

'*Estimated 
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Based on the record developed thus far. we will grant 

'Pacific's motion for an interim increase subjec.t to refund· and '.' 
reopen these proceedings for additional evidence in thelimitea 
areas of jurisd1ctional allocations and appropriateness of lifeline 
~u.antities in Pacific's California service area.. We will defer 

," 

to the final decision a resolution of the other issues enumerated 
above so that the interim increase can be effective as soon as 
possible. It has been more than one year sinc.e Pacific. filed this 
4pplication. In accordance with our regulatory lag ?lan for major 
utilities in California our intent is to conclude rate eases within 
on~ year; Pacific should not be treated differently • 
. ~ we will co~tinue the proceedings in the following manner.. f 

They will be limited to receipt of evidence on (1) allocations 
4~:to (a) hydroelectric resources allocated to California. (b) I 
peak-demand allocation procedures, and (c) appropriate consideration j 
of,·the t;-end in California consumption factors as a percent of , 
sy&te:tt, and (2) to evidence on the spread of Del Norte County lifeline I 
allow~c~s over the calendar year. 

" . All parties are put on notice that they: are to make any 
dat~ requests of other parties as expeditiously as possible with 
~opies of such requests to the assigned ALJ. These requests will be 

considered at a ?rehearing conference to be held on March 10, 1980 
1n .. Cre$ce~t City; also. at that eime further hearings will be 
s~hedulecr'for testimony on the subjects of the continuedproeeeding. 
We 'put all parties on notice that we will not tolerate unnecessary 
d~lays i~ this proceeding.. and it is our intention tocoriclude this 
~t::er by June 30, 1980. 

• Appendix A shows the rate design adopted in this phas~ of . 
the proceeding. The increase to customer classes is allocated· on 
4 'uuiform cents pe: kilowatt-hour basis with the exception of '. . 
11~elin~ which is adjusted to reflect the rate design policy outlined 
in'Decision No. 91235 dated January 15, 1980 in Application No: .. 58:732 

of 'San Diego Gas & Electric Company. In the matter of the increase 
in lifeline rates pursuant to the requirements of Section 73~,(c); 

.... 
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we have disposed of the concern voiced by Tml~ in our Decision 
No. 90967 dated October 23, 1979 in Application No. 58764 of 
tp.e Southern California Edison Company.'ll 
Findings of Fact 

1. By this application Pacific requests increases in its 
electric service revenues for its California customers in the 
amount of $6,287,000 or 37.1 percent over revenues under present 
rates based on the test year 1979. 

2.· Pencing final resolution of this matter, Pacific requests 
a partial general rate increase to produce additional·revenueso£ 
$4,276,000 or 25.2 percent over revenues under rates presently in 
effect based on the test year 1979. Appencix B sets forth the .. :; 

ad?ptcd revenues, expenses, rate base, and rate of return with 
~~spcct ~o the p.l::tial general rate increase. 

3.· Duly noticed hearings in this application were held at 
~h~Ch all interested parties had an opportunity to be heard. 

4. The issues of the appropriateness of Pacific t s juris
d~ctional allocation procedures and the administration of lifeline 
quantities ::or Del Norte County are issues wh.ich cannot be 5a.tis-

, , 

£.uctori1y decided on the record so far developed in this proceeding.. 
S. This matter should be reopened to take further evidence 

?tkthe issues discussed in Finding No.4. 
. 6.. Pencing final resolution of this application by the 

Cotnmission, Pacific should be ~anted the partial general rate 
relief requested • 
.' . . 

7. The par~ial general rate relief granted should be made 
su'bject 1:0 refund should the Commission find that the relief , 

st That ·decision determined that lifeline rates could be increased· 
~. in the same proceeding; in which the average system rate would 

exceed the statutory differential between the average: system 
rate' and the lifeline rate. ,.. 
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gran~ed exceeds that determined to be reasonable in the final 
decision on this matter. 

S. The rate design adopted to produce additional revenues 
of $4.276.000 on an annual basis, which is, shown in Appendix A, 

is reasonable for purposes ~f this interim decision. 
9. The increase in rates and charges l> authorized by this 

decision is justified .and is reasonable; the present rates and 

charges, insofar as they differ from those prescribed by this 
decision,. are for the future unjust and unreasonable .. 

10. There is an immediate need for the rate relief authorized 
herein because Paeific is already incurring the costs which will 
be offset by the rate increase authorized because 1979,. the rate 
year for which the increase has been calculated, is now pas~. 

Conclusions of Law 
1. Pacific should be'authorized to place into effect the 

increased rates found to be reasonable in the findinss set forth 
above. 

2. This matter should be reopened as provided in the 
following order for the purpose of taking additional tes'timony on 
the two issues enumerated in the findings above. 

3. The effective date of this order should be date hereof 
because there is an immediate need for rate relief. 

rr IS ORDERED that: 
1. After the effective date of this order Pacific Power & 

Light Company (Pacific) is authorized to file revised rate schedules 
reflecting the adopted rate design shown on Appendix A of this 
decision and conc:urrently withdraw and cancel its presently 
effective schedules. Such filing shall comply with General Order 

No. 96-A. 

2. The effective date of the revised schedules authorized 
by Ordering Paragraph No. lsh.all be four days after the date of 
filing. the revised sChedules Shall apply only to service rendered 
on and After the effective date thereof. 
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3. The increases auehorized by this decision shall be 

subject to refund should the Commission find, in a future decision, 
thAt such increases are excessive. 

4., This applieation is continued to a prehearing conference 
on ~rch 10, 19S0 at 10:00 a.m. in Creseent City before Administrative 
Law Judge Albert C. Porter for the limited purposes~enumeratedin 
this opinion. 

, , 

5. To the extent possible,. all parties shall make any data 
r,quests of other parties required fo= the development of the . " 

r~~Qrd fo~ the limited purposes indicated by the reopening· of' this. / 
PX'?ceeding prior to March 10, 1980 with copies of such requests to- ./ 
A4m~nistrative law Judge Porter. 

!he effective date of this order is the date hereof. 
Dated FEB 1 S 1980 ' at' San Francisco, Cal1fonda. 
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APm"DIX :.. 
Page ::. o~ 2 

Pe.ei~ie Power & tight Company 

RA...~ - EUX:rRIC 

• 

~lie.:mt:s electrie ra.tes~ cruu-ges, and conditions are ehanged 
to tl:::.e level or extent se-: fo~h in this ~e1x. '!he present· f!fnerg;r 
ra.te:; :l.."l.d ~ charge zha.ll be ineretl.Sed by the :'.l.Qou."l.t ~hO".m :or the 
foll~.ng :ehedule~. : 

!'i!elin~ Rate::.., per it·~ll ........... _ ••••••••• 
Non-Ut'eline Rl::.tc::~ :t>er kWh. ... ~ ............ .. 

Y.inimu:l Olarge 

Ufel!neRates .. -.. ~ ........ --......... -. 
NOtl-L1teline Rat.e::. • _ ...... ~ .. _ ... __ ....... .- ..... .. 

Schedules A-32~ A-33, A-36, Kr-41, Al'-48 
AfJK-31, E-70, !S-51)' OL-15, OL-42~ 
PA-20 

Energy Cbarge~, ~ ~~ ••• _ ••• ~ •••••••••• 

Per Meter 
Per Month .. 

O.085¢ . 
1 . ..200¢' 

4¢ 
60¢" 

.646¢ 
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Residential 

Lifeline-
Nonlife-line 
Subtotal 

Other Cl.a:!J~es 

USBR 

Total Syst.en 
., Re51d.ent.ial 

Nonli.!'el.1ne-
over I.i1"eline 

Sy:Jte::VRC$.I./L 
Sj":!Jtem/R~. 

• 

Sa.le:!J 
kw'h 

l64~639·· 
161~.22Q· 
332,.~ 

:323,.$9S 
15~6 

671~643 

APPENDIX A 
Page 2 ot .2 

Paci!ic Power and I.igh't.. Co:n~ 

Cal1tornia ~atior.., 

• 

lQ7Q S3l~s nnd· Revenues - In ~ou~~ds 

$ 4,.022 2.442 
4 1lS: 2 .. 590 

$ 8,.372 2.517 
S 8,.436- 2 .. 605 

135 0.892 
$16,.943 2 .. 523 

1.06-
1.03 
1 .. 00 

Authorized 
Re,!cnue ~2kw'h 

$ 4,.158 2 .. 525 
6~-26~ 3 .. 788 

$lO~52l 3.163 
$10,.52<) 3.251 

169 1.ll8 
$2l,.219' 3 .. 159· 

1 .. 50 
1.25 
l~OO 

!ncreMe 
Revenue t!k\t,'h: Percent 

$ 137 ... 083 3.4-
2,012 l.1ge· 4&2. 
Si~9 ':··0.646 2$.7 

, "\l 

$2,.093 '0· .. 646 24 .. S 

31.: O~226.· 25 .. 2 
S4,27? O .. 6?/7 25 .. 2 

Y Retleet& rate d.e~es due to ons 19 and 3.3-· 

', .. 
"'., 
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APPEl."DIX B 

Pacific Power and Ught Company 

Estimated Results of California Operations 
Year 1979 

Under Partial General Rate Increase 

Operating Revenues: 
Sales to UlttmAte Consumers 
Other 

Total 
Operating Revenue Deductions: 

Operating Expenses 
Depreeiation and Amortization 
Taxes Other Than Federal Income Taxes 
Federal Income Tax 

Total Operating Revenue Deduc.tions 
Net Operating Reyenues 
Rate Base-Average 
Rate of Return 
Retum on Common Equity 

Source: Exhibit 17,. Witness Reed 

$21p219 
.2,156-

$2.l~:315· 

$10,,. 735-

3: 191 ,. . 

1,485-
297 

.$15,708 
$ 7,.667 
$86-,.483: 

s.sn , . 

lO~·S01. .. 


