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92018 Decision No. ________ _ 
~UL 21983 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILItIES COMMISSION OF rAE STAtE 

In ~he Mateer of the Applic3tion of ) 
SOUTH-'C'R.~ CAl.I'FOR...'HA C.A.S COMPANY for ) 
Authority eo Increase ~tes C~~rged ) 
By It for Gas Ser.rice. ) 

Application No. 57639 
(Filed October 28, 1977) 

) 

David B. Follet~ ~nd Robert B. Keeler, 
Attorneys 4~ Law, for ~pplic~nt. 

John W. Witt. City Attorney, by 
~il1i~m s. Shaffr~n, D~u~y City 
Xttorney~ for City of San Diego; 
~nd Burt Pines, City Attorney, by 
Ed Perez, Deputy City Atto=ney~ 
!or City of Los Angeles; inte=ested 
panies .. 

Tho~s F. Gr~nt, Attorney ~t Law, for 
the Commiss~on st~ff • 

OPr.;ION ON !.D!I!ED REHE.A.~L.\G 
ON ~~ER~ DECISION ~O. 90105 

D.90105 dated Y~=ch 27, 1979 ~s the third decision 
iss~ed on Southern California Gas COQ~ny's (SoCal) A.S7639 
seeking ~uthori~tion to increase its rates approxi~te1y 
$334.0 oi1lion (33.5 percent) ~nnua11y at the esti~~ted test 
year level of sales. D.89208 dated August S, 1978 on this 
matter granted a ~rtial general incr~se of $118.6 million 

1 

and D.S9710 da~ed December 28, 1978 granted SoCal an additional 
$82.9 ~illion, ~ total of $201.5 million over base r~:es in 
effect in July 1977. '!he total increase ....as intended to ?l:'ovide 
an overall ra~e of r~~u~ of 9.73 p~rcent ~nd a return on c~on 
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equity of 13.49 perc~nt ~s shown in the following t~bul~tion ~s 
i~ appears on mL~eo page 23 of D.897l0: 

:------------------~::::;;;;A;a~o~p~~~e]a;=ca~:p~~~~~3~~1:~S~~~~ru~;c~~~u;r~e:::;:;:: .. 
• C~pi~~l • Cost : We~ghtcQ .. 
: ______ ~I~t_em ________ ~: __ ~Ra~t~i~o~ __ ~: __ ~F3=c~t~o~r~~~ __ ~CO~s~t~s ___ " 

Long-Term Debt 
Prefe=red Stock 
Common Equity 

To~al 

50.41% 
9.99 

39.60 
100.007. 

7.6Zi. 
5.47 

13.49 

3.84i. 
0.55 
5.34 
9.73% 

On February 23, 1979 SoCal filed a petition for modi­
fica~ion of D.89710 re~uesting an 4dditional $12.411,000 in 
revenues to correct an ~llegedly erroneous income tax c~lcu~­
tion reflecting the inclusion of interest on short-term debt 
~s ~n income tax deduction ~Jhen D.S9710 excluced short-term 
deb: from the ~dopted c~pital structure. According to So~l 
the inclusion or exclusion of shor~-te~ debt interest in 
income deductions for tax purposes should coincide ~th the 
inclusion or exclusion of short-term debt in the eapie41 
structure. On March"1, 1979 Tehachapi-C~ings County Water 
District (Tehachapi) filed a response to SoCal's petition 
requesting the petition be denied or at least that it not be 
granted ex parte. ~~ parte D.90l05 dated MArch 27, 1979 
granted SoCal's request by ~odifying D.89710 to increase SoCal's 
revenues ~n additiOnAl $12,411,000. This decision ~s, however, 
granted on ~n interim basis with the 4dditional revenues subject 
to refund in order to provide Tehachapi a full opportunity to 
present its evidence in public hearing provided an offer of 
proof established the need therefor. On ~~rch 29, 1979 the 
cities 0: Los Angeles and San Diego (Cities) also filed 4 

protest to So~l's petition and on April 23, 1979 filed ~ 
petition for rehearing of D.90l0S. On ~~y 5, 1979 SoCal filed 
a response asking that Cities' petition be denied • 
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Cities' petition for rehearing of D.90l05 filed April 23, 
1979 alleged that So~l's Petition for Modification of D.897l0 was 
procedurnlly incorrect in that such petitions are properly utilized 
only for minor changes and the $lZ,SOOpOCO sum in dispute is not 4 

minor c~nge; that the proper vehicle ~th respect to this issue 
was a petition for rehearing which our Rules of Procedure and the 
Public Utilities Code mandate must be filed within thirty days of 
the entry of the deeision which had lapsed on January 12, 1979; 
that the treatment of short-term debt in D.9010S is erroneous and 
results in a confiscation of ratepayers' property without due 
process of law; end that in the CD.se in issue, short-tent debt is 
properly includable in the capital structure. 

The thirty-day mandate in our Rules of Procedure and the 
Public Utilities Code referred to by Cities relates to the reten-
tion of eligibility for judici~l revie'w but doe!:; not preclude this ./ 
Commission from granting rehearing should the petition be filed 
more than thirty days after the issuance of the decision. 

After careful consideration of each and every a.llegation 
of error in Cities' petition, this Commission concluded that good 
cause existed for granting rehearing and issued D.90472 on June 19, 
1979 ordering a rehearing of D.90105 "limited to the receipt of 
evidence and briefs on the question of the appropriate ratem3king 
treatment of SoQ::.l' s short-term debt." It should be noted that 
the rehearing was not limited to consideration of whether or not 
short-term debt interest should be included in tAX deductions for 
income tax calculations, but also encompa.ssed the broader issue 
of the appropri.'lte ratemaking trea.tmC!nt of Socal' s short-term 
debt • 
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The limited rehearing ~s held before Administrative 
I;w Judge (ALJ) N. R. Johnson on October 10,. 1979 in I.os Angeles 
and the matter was submitted upon receipt of concurrent briefs 
due November 28, 1979. Testimony w:ts presented on be~lf of 
SoCs.l by its manager of revenue services in the regulatory 
affairs, depart=e~t, w. F. Seanley; on beh41f of Cities by.Manuel 
Kroman; and on behalf of the Commission staff by Bertram Patrick. 
Position of Cities 

Testfmony and briefs presented on be~lf of Cities 
indicated tha.t: 

1. Short-term debt should be included in the ado~ted 
capit.J.l structure of SoCal while maintaining the a.uthorized 
rate of return of 9.73 percent. 

Z. '!'he exclusion of short-term debt from the adopted 
capitalization is to employ a hypothetical capital structure, 
.a t odds with rea.li ty • 

3. It is proper to include the short-term debt interest 
in income tax deductions When computing the test year 1979 
income ~ expense irrespective of ~ether or not short-term 
debt is included in the capital structure. 

4. !he inclusion of short-term debt in the capital seruc­
ture would necessitate a return on common equi~/ of 1:3.80 percent 
instead of the adopted 13.49 percent to ~in~in the allowed 
rate of return of 9.7:3 percent. According to the testimony of 
this witness,. ho~er, these torwo amoun'Cs are equivalent ~en 
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p~oper consideration is given to the generally ~cknowledged 
inverse relationship between retu~ on e~uity capital and the 
equity ratio. 

S. D.90l05, if affirmed will have the anomalous effect 
of significantly increasing r~tes so as to give recognition ~o 
.~ trivial amount of Allo~nce for Funds Used During Cons~ruc­
tion (AFT..'DC). 

6. Federal Power Commission (F?C) Order No. 561 is appar­
ently predic~ted on the proposition that the sum of a utility's 
pe~~nent capital st~cturet plus short-term borrowing~ is equal 
to the sum of ies rate base plus interest-bearing constructicu 
work in progress. In this ease, however, the utility'z 
average test year 1979 pe~~nent capital plus short-term debt 
is less than the rate base even before giving consideration to 
Construction \'.brk in Progress (CW!?). 

7. !he interest expense attributable to short-term 
I'·· ... ~s ':"ves"'e~ oi ... C"!"'!"":)':s .I' a .,.. ~a·l ": .: ... 0 ..... co. .0{, """ ...... w-. ........ v '- _.. "... 0... ~ e~ \if. ve .. y •.. c ... .;,e ...... en ....... a~ 
~uc.e; ~he~e£orp., it is clearly erroneous ~o excluc.e all 
short-te~ cebt in~erest expense from the inco~e tax 
calculatio::'l.. 

S. The $12,411,000 rate increase authorized by D.90105 
r~s been erroneously computed inthac the product of the amount 
of short-te~ debt of $80 million and the applic~ble interest 
ra:e of 7.i5 pe~cent is $0.2 million rather than the approxi-

, mately $12 million used in computing the a.dc.itional revenues 
required. 
Position o·f SoCal 

rhe position of SoCnl, as set f¢rth in the record and 
argued in its brief, is as follows: 

1. !he inco~e tax calculation adopted for the test year 
1979 ~s incorrect because the interest on short-term debt ·~s 
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included as an income tax deduction wnen sho~-~erm debt ~s 
excluded from the capital structure with the result that SoC31 
~s precluded from earning its ~uthorized return on common 
equity. 

2. This Commission recognized the validity of SoC3l's 
cla~~ of incorrect income tax computations and corrected this 
deficiency by issuing interim D.90l0S granting SoCal additional 
annual revenues of $12,41l,000. 

3. Mr. Kroman's testimony indicates that the matching of 
authorized expenses with corresponding comput:~t:ions of income 
tax eY.pense is re~uired (Question and Answer 11). 

4. !'he use of Mr. !<roman's recommended capi:al structure, 
including $80 million of short-term debt at an interest rate of 
7.75 percent, is ~proper because the issue ~s resolved by 
D.89710 and the period for timely petitions for modification has 

long ~ssed. In addition, a 7.75 percent interest r~te would be 
entirely inadequate in light of the existing high level of the 
prime interest rate. 

5. Although ostensibly objecting to the eo=rection of the 
incorrect income tax computation, Cities is actually attempting 
to relitigate the issue of the inclusion of short-term debt in 
t~e capital st=ucturc even though the issue ~s resolv~d by 
D.S9ilO, the time for app~l has expire~and !1l parties are 
esto??ed from seeking ~n alternative determin4tion. 

6. the short-te~ debe is used to pay for plant construc­
tion andy l~t:ely, to finance underc.ollcctions ca'IJ.Sed by purchased 
gas coses rising more ra?idly than revenue collections. 
Position of the Commission Staff 

The Commission staff's position ~s presented in~o 
evidence and argued in its brief is that: 

1. The staff confirmed that D.89710 inadvertently under­
stated the income t~~ expense by $12.411,000 as ~ result of the 
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~ exclusion o! short-ter.m ~ebt from SoCal's adopted capital structure 
~~thout similar exclusion o! interest on short-term debt from the 
income deductions tor income tax calculation purposes. 

• 

~ 

2. The treatment of short-term debt should be consistent in 
the capital structure and income tax calculation. 

3. The incorrect income tax computation resulted because o! 
inadequate consultations betwee~ the two stat! witnesses who prepared 
the rate of return and results of operations ey~ibits. 

4. Interim D.90105 was proper and should be a!firmed. 
5. Several reasons unconnected with AFUDC tor excluding 

short-term debt from SoCal's capital structure were advanced by the 
staff's rate of return witness including (a) the short-term debt in 
question constitutes advances from associated co~anies and is not 
classified as debt on the company's books and (b) the payables to 
associated companies represent a return on a ~ortion o~ dividends which 
have been ~aid to SoCal's yarent COm?any rather than short-term borrowing 
from a lending institutio~ • 

Discussion 

Decision No. 89710, dated December 12, 1978 sets forth the 
capital structure adopted by the Commission after consiaeration of 
the exhibits and testimony of all parties. The Commission determinec,\ 
that short-term debt shall be excluded as a component or the capital 
structure and states the following rationale on page 17: 

"By D.89578 dated October ;1, 1978 in Cases Nos. 4230 and 
6998, our investigations relating to the adoption of revised uniform 
systems o! account, we concluded that Federal Energr Regu1ator.1 
Comcission (PERC) Orders Nos. 561 and 561A should be adopted. Such 
rules ~rescribe a formula tor determining the maximum allowance tor 
funds used during construction (AFUDC) rate. The inclusion o! short­
term debt in determining the allowed rate of return, cou~led with 
the FERC formula for computing AFUDC, would result in a double c~untine 
o! short-term debt. To avoid such a double counting, we will exclude 
the short-term debt from the cost of capital computations." 
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!n a~Qition, statt witness Leonar~ L~ testitying as 
to why he exclu~ed the shortterm debt from his capital structure 
stated on transcript page 1162: 

Q. 

'A. 

ffMay I explain why ! did not include those 
figures 1..~? Certainly. '1 

I think there are several reasons, first ot all, 
I 

the tables, the l..~terest on these advance$ from 
; 

~ssociated companie$ are not really classified as 
debt ~~ the company's books, as I understand. 

I 

They are current liabilities. They are not 
! 

classi:1e~ as notes payable, but payables to 
associated companies, numbe~ one. Secondly, I 
th~~k any amount that you would ,consider in 

I , 
arriVing at these interest f1gu:es would have to 

I some kind of an average be~ause:the payable to the 
associated companies fluctuates from month-to-month, 
and you loo,k at one month there may not be a balance 
in there at all, zo you would have to average it out 
Over the year." 

In the limited rehear1..~gs on Interim Decision No. 90l0S 
So Cal witness St~~ley, testitied ~~ response to cross-examination 
by statt counsel as to the use of the Short-term debt by the company 
o~ transcript pages 4208-4211 as follows: 
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Q. I think it would help the record and help the Commission 
~ this ~=oceeding to !~d out what the short-te~ borrowed tu=ds 
are actually used for. So le~ me ask you, can you tell us, well, 
car. you tell us what the 1'unc..s are, "oor=owed on a short-ter:n basis-- • 

A. Yes. 
~. -by you: company are actually used !orT 

A. ~he Pacific Lighting Utilities co~anies operate like most 
utilities: th~ satis!y the ~ediate need 01' their !~ds 1'or 
co:st=uctio:o., o~erating pu--poses by short-te~ oorro~.ng, short-ter.z 
debt, and as soon as that reaches a signi!icant amo~t, they replace 
it with lo:o.g-term deot. 

Now~ ~reviouslr, and this was true in this ease that's i:o. 
eo~sideration now, when it was ~ut to~ether it was be!ore we had the 
so-called Su~~ly Ac~ust~~nt ~ech~ism~ and the ~as comna:y is very 
susce~tible to the variatio:o.s in weather. (Em~hasis added) 

In e!1'ect, SoCal had to borro· ..... large 3:l0'Wlts ot short-te:m 
debt ~o operate du:ing the wa.~ periods 01' the year and then in the 
~~tertime, whe: the weather was colder, it would pay back that 
short-ter: debt. 

That was taken into consideration when we put this case 
together prior to the time S~ was authoriZed. 

~. Is the institution 01' SAr. the meehanis~ you re1'er to as SAM, 
~clusion of that, is that going to a!!ect t~e short-te=m bor=owings 
i::l the !utu:e o! the co:o:panj'? 

A. !'es. 
We ~o longer have to porrow on a seasonal basis as we have 

i:l the past. 
Q.. You will be c.oi:.g less short-term borrowing? 
A. It's ~ard to s~ whether we will be do~g less. 

I think the absolute magnitude~ it all other things would 
• be equal, we will have less sho:'t-ter.n borrowings, yes. 
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Q. Still I don't think your answer to my original question 
W3.S quite specific enough .. 

What I was wondering was what actually is the money used 
to ~urchase, to buy, where does it go? 

A. The money is actually used to ~ay for plant construction, 
to put pipelines in the ground, build buildings and that kind 01" 
thing. 

Also, another use we have for our short-term debt, one 
that has becoce very apparent lately is the tact we have very 
significant undercollections in our ~urchased gas adjustments. 

We have to pay these increased gas costs before we get the 
money 1"rom our customers; so, theretore, we have to borrow money to 
allow it to, just to operate and p~ tor these increased gas costs. 

Q. SO, essentially you have two things, the capital expenditures 
to~ pipes, et cetera, and the second one is on purchases or gas? 

A. Yes .. " 
Therefore, the use 01" the short-term debt as originally 

est~ated by SoCa1· (S80 million) can be summarized as 1"ollows: 

1. Weather va:iations. 
2. Construction. 
3. Undercollection in Purchased Gas Adjustments. 

The company, however, was not able to specifically identity 
a dollar amount associated with each item. 

The record before us is clear that the short-term debt 
as originally estimated by SoCa1 01" 580 million included an amount 
which is no longer applicable because or the adoption 01" S~. 
Regardless or the adoption of SAf'J., hO~1ever, short-term borrowillgc tor 
such a pu~ose as weather conditions would not be properly includable 
in the capital structure. Also short-term borrowings used to finance 
the underco11ections in the Purchased Gas Adjustments (PGA) are not 
properly includable in the capital structure. It must be noted that 
SAM and PGA proceedings both provide ror the recovery or interest costs 
by the company; theretore, including the short-term debt associated 
wi th SAM and PGA in the capital structure would mean that the ratepayers 

would be p~g tor interest costs twice. 
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The ~ema~g ite~ tor which the short-te~ debt was 
used was pl~t co:structio~. The ~clusion ot short-term debt in 

the ca~ital structure used in dete~~g the allowed rate ot retu.~, 
coupled with the ?ERC !o:':l.ula for cot:l'uting AFO'DC, would result in 

a double cOU'Q.ti:lg ot short-te= debt. The cottpa::ly was not able to 
speci!y the amount ot short-term debt associated ~~th plant construction. 
Al though there is some '1JJlcerta.i::lty =ega.:-ding the amount ot short-te=m 
debt associated with plant construction, there is nothing in the record 
to con~-:ce us that we should change our original !~dings that 
sho=t-term debt should ::.ot be included in the capital structure adopted 
in Decisio~ No. 8970l. . 

Another tactor which must 'be considered in this proceeding 
is the :-ate ot :-etu.~ 0::' equity of 1;.49% ar.d the resulting =ate ot 
retu-~ on :-ate base of 9.7;% !ound reasonable by the Co:cissioll in 

Decisio::. No. 89710. ~ adopting these retu.-:s, which were based on 
a capital st:-ucture which excluded short-te~ debt, the Co::c.ission 
stated on p.23 ot D.89?l0: 

"This :-eturn Oll capital is the minimum needed to attract 
capital as a reasonable cost and not impair the c:-edit of SoCal. This 
:-ate ot retu-~ will p:-ovide an approximate ti:es interest cove=age 
after i:.col:e taxes o! 2.53 ti::les a:c.d all interest plus preferred 
c.ivic.e::.c. cove:-age ot 2 .. 22." 

Ead the Commissio~ consi~e~~d a capital structure whic~ 
included the $80 ~llion o! short-te=o ~ebt, the !ollo~-ng wo~d have 
~esulted: 

: : capital : Cos,: : we:l.g.tlteo. : . Item : Ratio : Factor : Costs : . 
Long-Te::l Debt 47.52% 7.62% ;.6~~ 
Short-Te:o:l De"ot 5.73 7 .. 75 .44-
?re!erred Stock 9 .. 42 5.1J.? .. 52 
Comon Equity ~7·?2 12·JJ.9 2·0.tl. 

100 .. 00% 9.62% 
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:::::. will DC noted th:..J.t t;h~ above prov~.de:.:; a I'ate of return 

o~ 9.62 percent, a timez interect coverage of 2.37, and a combined 

coverage ~actor for all interect and preferred ztock dividendz of 

2.10 cOmpared to 9.13, 2.53, and 2.22, rccpective1y, set forth in 
Dcci~ion No. 89110. 

The rc~u1ting difference:.:; in rate of return, time: interect 
coverage and combined coverage for interest and preferred ztock 

~icht have cauced the Commlczion to adopt a retu~n on equity and 

rate of return different than that adopted 1n Decision No. 89710. 
For ~xample, the resulting times interest coverage of 2.37, as 
contra~ted to the original 2.53, might have been considered 1n­

~.l.d0qlliltC o.t th::l1~ time, :,;uj1port:i.nc: an incrcace 1n return on common 
(..''1 u :i. ~~y '.:.0 r:1:i.:;c thl..' '.:.:i.rn(~~; interect coveraJje to .'1 more appropr:i.atc 

lev'.)l. 

The Commic3ion therefore dctcrminc~ that a recomputation or 
'.:.be capi tal :.:: t..ruc; t u.rc :ldopted in Deci:ion No. 89710 ic not 

~ppropri~tc at thi~ timc. 

With rccpcct to the treatment of the lncom0 tax effect of 
SoCal ':,j :.::hor't-tcrm debt, :t t should be noted th::tt the generic 

qucstionc of whether to include lnterc~t cxpen~c for construction 

work in progre~g or on debt that is not part of a utility'z capital 
ctr~cture When calculutln~ income tax expense for test year rate­

makin~ purp03CZ i:.::, a~ pointed out in Deci~ion No. 89710, the sub­
ject or Order In~titutinG Inv~st1gatlon No. 2~. 

However, i 1; :::~ not re~::;on:lb1e to put off Making a dcci0ion on 

th;.1t i~~uc in trd.:; proccC'dinr.:; bccau:::;c \'IC arc faced with the !"act 

th~t:~ we h:;.vc ~llI'(:a<.iy udl)ptcd :J. fa:i.r and rC8.zon:J.blc ra'cc of return 

ro~ ~oCal. Any rctro:::;pcctlve chan~c in tax treatment would 
nccc~~a~ily affect SoCal':.:: intcrc:::;t coverage and return on cquity 
:J.nd Y'cquire :.1 !'c:unaly:.::l:::; 0;'· tho:Jc l:.:::::ues. SoCal ':. rate of return, 

hO'l:evcr w:;.::, not :In i:.::::uC' :i.:1 th:1.::: rche.:1.ring • 
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/I.::. 'NC prcvlou01y noted when f::..c~d with :J. ~:i.milo.r problem .'J.Z to 

Pacific Cas ~nd Electric Co. 

It ••• to unil~terally ch~nge the method u~cd to 
estimate incrca~e t~x cxpcn~c without cono1dcring 
the ~rrect on po~t-tax intcrc~t coverage ~nd return 
on equity (in Q proceeding where authorized rate or 
return could, if w~rranted, be adjusted) would not 
':)e f::.ir or in the bczt interezt of.' m.:J.in'co.ining 
financ:Lally :;ound utilitiez •••• " (Decizion No. 
89315 (1978) CPUC ____ , at paec 28 mimeo.) 

Therefore, 'Ne zh~ll adopt the ::.t~rf': tax treatment of 
30Cal'~ ~hort term debt intere~t expensc, rather than that of 

the Citie::., for purposes of this proceeding. 

Findin~= of Pact 

J.. 'i'hi.: :~oO lil~.J.11on or :':';oC;;.l'::~ 1979 tc::.t yco.r zhort-term 

debt includod an ~mount no lon~er applico.blc because of the 

adoption or the Supply Adjuztment Mechani~m (SAM). 
2. The $80 million of SoCal'3 1979 test year short-term 

dcb~ is u~cd ror construction; undcrcollections a:soc1ated with 

?~rch~zcd Cae Ad,justment:; ~nd to o~fzct fluctuatione in carninez 

due to wcuthcr v~riation~. 
3. Short-tc'r'm U<:.'lJt for' rC~l::;on: !lttr1buted to SAlv'! or PGA ie 

not properly includable in the capital structure because the 
recovery or interact co::;t: ~z::;ociated with euch debt arc provided 

for in the respective proceeding:. 
~. Short-term debt ~ttributcd to interest-bearing construction 

work in progress (CWl?) is not propcirly includable in the capital 
structure bccau::.e coupled with the FERC formula for computing AFUDC, 

incluzion of short-term debt in the capital structure would result 

in double countin~ of ~hort-t~rm debt • 

J.1:.l 
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For thiu proceedine, the methodology used in Deci~1on No. 

89710 to calculate SoCal'~ revenue requirement and rate of return 

necQ~3ita:c3 that interest expcn:QZ for debt, wh~ch was not part 

of the utillty'~ ~doptcd capital structure, be excluded when cal-

cul~tinc SoCul'c tect year income tax expensc. 
(. v. BccaU3C tc~t year 1979 is past, and it ic problematical 

whether we would have found the coverage factorz resulting from a 
return on equity of l3.~9 percent with $180 million of short-term 
debt included ~n tho capital ~tructure adequate, it is inappropriate 

at thlc time to recompute the 1979 capital structure adopted in 

Deci3ion ~o. 897JO. 
7. The ~~n~ric quuctlon~ of whether to include intercct 

cxpcnce for conutructlon work 1n progress or on debt that ic not 
part of ~ utility's capital structure when calculating 1ncomc 

tax Cxpc::3e for tc~t year ratcmak1ng purpozes iz, az pointed out 

~n Dccizion No. 89710, the subject of Order Inztituting Invcsti~ 

gation No. 24. 

Concluzionz of Law 

1. The ~& ratc~ authorized for SoCal in Interim Decision 

~o. 90105 are just and rca~onable. 
2. The CO~~iz3ion concludes that the application should be 

granted to the ~xtent ~ct forth in the order which follows • 
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• o R D E R - - - --

IT IS ORDERED that: 

The rates authorized by Decision No. 90105 are made 
.,/ 

final. 

The effective date of this order is the date hereof. 

Dated ___ ·4_U_L __ 2_1_9S_0 ____ ~ at San Franc1'>SCo, 

California • 

• 

• 


