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Decisio~ 84-09-028 
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UTILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE SThlE OF CALI FORNI 

I~ the Matter of the Revised ) 
Rate Case Plan. ) 

Applieation 83-01-42 
(Filed January 20,. 1983) 

------------------------) 
James M. Lehrer ~d Fi~ Jespersen,. Attorneys at Law, 

tor Sou~hern Califor~ia Edison Comp~y, applicant. 
David E. Follett and Frederiek E. John, Attorneys at 

Law,. tor Southern California Gas Company and 
Pacifie Lighting Gas Supply Comp~~y; William L. 
Reed, R~~dall w. Childress, and Jeffrey Lee 
Gu:t-:ero, Attorneys at Law .. "for S~"'l Diego Gas & 
Electric Cocpany; Peter W. Eansehen and William R •. 
Edwards, Attor~eys a-: Law, tor Paeific Gas and 
Electric Company; Daniel J. McCarthy and 
R~dall E. Cape. A-:-:orneys a~ Law, for Pacific 
Bell; Jon F. Elliott and Michel Peter Plorio, 
Attorneys at Law,. for Toward Utility Rate 
No~alizatio~; and Brobeck, Phleger & Harrison, by 
Gordv~ E. DaVis',. William H. Booth,. and Richard C • 
Ear~r,. Attorneys at Law, tor California 
ManUfaeturers Assoeiatio~; interested parties. 

Thomas Corr, Attorney at Law, and Ida Goalwin~ ~or 
t~e CO~i3sion st~t~. 

INTERIM OPINION 

Southern California Edison Company (Edison) seeks an o~der 
modi~ying Resolution ALJ-149, as amended by Deeision (D.) 82-12-072 
and D.83-01-001. Resolution ALJ-149 adopted a revised version of the 
rate case plan tor major utility general Tate cases (Rep). 
D.82-12-072 am-ended Resolution ALJ-149; and D.83-01-001 eor.reeted 
some errors in D.82-12-072. 

!ollows: 
The modifications to the RC~ that Edison proposes are. as 

1. Minor updating or ~endment of testimony by 
all "parties sh'::>~ld be allowed ten days prior 
to hearings on such ~eztimony. 
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ALJ Baer. 

2. Conserva. tion testimony should be sub:ci tted by 
stat~ and interested parties ten days earlier 
than the current schedule calls for. 

3. The nature o~ the rebuttal showings should be 
clarified and the administrative law judge 
(ALJ) should be given additional flexibility 
to set rebuttal testimony subm ttal dates. 

4. The ALJ should have discretion at the 
prehearing cont'erence to 11.m t and set the 
amount of rebuttal testimony that will be 
allowed. 

5. Minor notice of intent (NO!) deficiencies 
. should not delay processing o~ the general 

ra.te cases. 

o. Work papers of stat! and interested parties 
should be made available on the dates 
testimony is to be submitted. 

7. Relitigation of poliey issues should not 
necessa~ be constrained by the availability 
of remaining hearing dates • 

8. A tentative rate ease schedule that reflects 
all relevant procedural dates should be 
served on all parties early in the RCP 
process. 

On April 0, 1984 p a prehearing conference was held betore 
The parties agreed that the proceeding could be submitted 

upon the tiling of opening comments (due May 7~ 1984) and closing 
comments (due May 21p 1984). Accordingly, PaCific Bell, Paci~ic Gas 
and Electric Company (?G&E), CO:u:Ussion statt (Legal Division), San 
Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Toward Utility Rate 
Normalization (TURN) filed opening co~ents and SDG&E and Edison 
filed elosing comments. 
Minor Amendments or Corrections 
o~ Final Exhibits 

The RCP requires that final exhibits, prepared testimony, 
and other evidence be submitted by various parties on Days Op 77, 84, 
177,. 140, 150, and 170. ~he RCP generally prohibits major updating 
o~ the exhibits p prepared testim0n7,. or other evidence submitted on 
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Days O~ 77~ 117, and 170. No statement is made regarding updating in 
the RCP at Days 84~ 140~ and 150. At Days 0 and 77, the RCP states: 

"No bulk or major updating amendments or recorded 
data to amend the ~inal exhibits, prepared 
testimony, or other evidence shall be,allowed 
therea.f'te~, except as provided' in Appendix D and 
Day 265." 
At Day 117 the Rep states: 

"No bulk or major updating amendments or recorded 
data to amend the ~inal exhibits, prepared 
te$timony~ or other eVidence shall be allowed 
therea!ter~ either by prepared testimony, oral 
testimony, or exhibits, except as provided in 
Appendix D and Day 265." 
At Day 170 the Rep states: 

"No bulk or major updating amend=ents or recorded 
data shall be allowed in rebuttal evidence." 
Edison proposes to add the ~ollowing sentence to the text 

o! the Rep under Days 0,. 77, 84, 117,. 140,. 150, and.: 170: 

"Minor written amendments or corrections to 
exhibi~s, and addi~ional direct tes~imony ~ll be 
allowed provided the material is submitted to the 
ALJ ~~d copies are served on all parties ten days 
before the witness is to testify." 
Edison·s purpose in propOsing the above additions to the 

Rep is to clarify that the allowance for updating major categories on 
Day 265 does not preclude parties ~rom making the minor additions and 
changes to their showings that are co::on1y required because these 
doeuments are normally filed far in advance o~ hearings. The 
proposed modi!ications would also minimize hearing time taken to 
correct minor clerical errors. Edison believes that the requirement 
that parties submit their changes ten days in advance of the date 

1 At Day 265 the Rep allows parties to distribute prepared 
testimony containing recent data on cost' of capital, cost of labor, 
changes in nonlabor escalation f'actors, and changes due to 
governmental action. 
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when the witness would be heard will provide parties adequate time to 
review the changes before cross-examination. 

Pacific Bell, TURN, and stat! oppose Edison's proposal, 
vhile PG&E and SDG&E support it. We believe it,is not necessar,r to 
make the change Edison proposes. The current lan~age of the RC? 
conters suf~icient discretion upon the ALJ to allow minor changes and 
exclude major ones, as several parties observed. Pacific Bell 
contended that to require minor changes to be made in advance in 
writing would be more cumbersome than allowing the witness to make 
them during testimony. We agree. This proposal would inject an 
unnecessa~ formalism into general rate proceedings and would not 
solve any significant problem. 
Scheduling of Conservation 
Exhibits and Testimony 

Edison has withdrawn its request for a change in the 
scheduling o~ conservation exhibits and testimony. Accordingly, it 
is not necessa~ to dis~~ss this item. 
Scheduling of Rebuttal 
Testimony 

Edison proposes a change to the RCP at Da:y 170, dealing 
with rebuttal testimony. ·Edison's proposed additions are underscored: 

~All rebuttal testimony and evidence by 
applicant, staff, and other parties shall have 
been distributed to all parties by this date. 
Rebuttal shall be limited to refuting the 
presentations of other parties and shall not 
consist of rearguing or reasserting a party's 
direct showing. No bulk or major updating 
acendments or reco~ded data shall be allowed in 
rebuttal eVidence. Ever.y atte:pt shall be made 
to minimize unp~oductive, cumulative testimony, 
and cross-exa:inations. The additional witnesses 
shall be kept to a minimum. 
~Rebuttal testimo:y shall be clearly re~erenced 
to an exhibit number or transcript page to 

'. 
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indicate what direct eVidence o! which party is 
being rebutted .. 

reou ~ ~es lmony 
subJect ma't'ter. 
"I~ oral argument be!ore the Commission en banc is 
to be held, the ALJ shall announce the date and 
time:" 
Edison believes that the RCP is not clear whether rebuttal 

evidence will be a.d:n tted throughout hearings be~ore Day 170, or 
whether a. single rebuttal showing should be filed on or betore Day 
170. Edison proposes that the ten-day rule concerning the filing ot 
rebuttal testi:nony that existed under the regulatory lag plan 
(Resolution M-4706) be added to clarify that hearings concerning 
rebuttal evidence may occur at any ti:ne betore Day 170. Edison also 
proposes to allow the ALJ the tlexibility to schedule other rebuttal 
testimony on dates after Day 170 it some ::lS.tters have not been heard 
by that time. 

?G&E supports Edison'S pro;?osal in pa.rt.. PG&E observes 
that it makes no sense to require rebuttal evidence to be filed 
before a witness has testified because that eVidence might be 
obviated by cross-examination. PG&E contends that witnesses otten 
testify after Day 170, and that, therefore, Day 170 should not be the 
absolute cut-oft date !or rebuttal evidence. 

PG&E does not support the ;?roposal that rebuttal testimony 
shall be ~lled ten days after cross-examination of the witness to be 
rebutted. The Rep current~ calls tor rebuttal testimony by Day 
170. Under Edison's proposal rebuttal testimony could be due as 

• 
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early as Day 1 01 • 2 PGQ:E believes that the early stages o:f the 
hearing process should not be cluttered up by rebuttal testimony. 

SDG&E, without a~~ent, supports this proposal. Pacific 
Bell does not support this proposal because it believes it is not 
needed and that, as applied in practice, ··the RCP already gives ALJs 
the flexibility they need. TURN suppo~ts the p~oposal in total, 
except that it would not require the ALJ to schedule a date afte~ Day 
170 fo~ the submission of rebuttal testimony. It suggests that the 
langllage be :lade permissive, rathe~ than :a.ndatory. Staff suppo~ts 
Edison's p~oposal because it "is awa~e of the lOgical inconsistencies 
in the [RC?] with regard to scheduling of ~ebuttal testimony," (Staff 
Comments, p. 2) and also because it "fOllows both the lette~ and the 
spirit of the ten day rule." (Id. p. 3.) 

Edison's p~oposed modification of the RCP at Day 170 is ~o 
pronged: (1) it would state tha-c all rebuttal testimony is to be 
distributed within ten days after cross-examination of the witness to 

• be rebutted and at least ten days befo~e the date the rebuttal 
witness is called, and (2) it would ~equi~e the ALJ to set dates for 
the dist~ibution of rebuttal testimony after Day 170 if the witness 
to be rebutted has not been called before that date. 

The current language of the RC?:; does not preclude the 
distribution of ~ebuttal evidence nor the calling of rebuttal 
witnesses before Day 170. Edison's proposal, however, by impOSing 
rigid time limits mignt actually encourage more rebuttal evidence to 
be filed, a result we do not wish to foster. Accordingly, we will 
not adopt the first part of Edison's proposal. However, we note in 
pasSing that, if the A.LJ allows rebuttal witnesses be:t"ore Day 170, 
Rule 68 (Prepared Testimony) should be observed .. 

2 ~dentiar.r hearings commence on Day 91 • 

• 
:; "Day 170. All rebuttal testimony and evidence ..... shall have been 
distributed to all parties by this date." 
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The proposal to all~ the distribution of rebuttal evidence 
after Day 170, when parties have not testified on direct be~ore Day 
170, could obviate the need ~or some rebuttal testimony when opposing 
parties are able to make their points th~ougn c~oss-examination of 

, . 
the other party's witness. We will, therefore, adopt the second part 
o~ Edison's proposal with TURN's suggested change. Accordingly, the 
A'LJ maz set dates later than Day 170 for the submi ssion of rebuttal 
evidence where the direct witness did not testify before Day 170. 
The adopted lan~age appears in the Appendix. Other changes to the 
text of the Rep at D21 170, including the correction of the 
typographical error, have been made as well. However, these are 
editorial changes and do not have any substantive e~fect. 
ALJ Discretion Regarding 
Rebuttal Testimony 

Edison believes that the ALJ should have discretion to 
limit the ~ount of rebuttal testimony that will be allowed • 
However, in its reply brief Edison conceded that the ALJ already 
enjoys the discretion to limit rebuttal testimony. It has witherawn 
its proposal. No further discussion is required. 
NOI Deficiencies 

Edison proposes to change the procedure for the acce~tance 
of the NOI by adding the following underscored language to the Rep 
under Day -60: 

ff ••• applicant will be notified of deficiencies in 
the NOI tender within 25 days of the tender 
date. The NO! will not be accepted for filing 
until the deficiencies are corrected, but may be 
conditionall acce ted b a written a .eemen~ 

tAe sta:_ roect mana er 

• 
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Edison states that ~ollowing tender of the NOI, the staff 
identi~ies any deficiencies that exist in the NOI, but some 
det'1ciencies may 'be time-consu:ming to correct. Edison argtles that' 
the existence of such deficiencies often does not damage the quality 
of the NOI s~ficiently to warrant delaying the" processing o£ the 
rate ease. Edison states that its proposed modification Will only 
formalize what has, in practice, 'been agreed upon 'by utilities and 
the Commissionts statf in the past. 

PG&E does not support the proposal of Edison, but it did 
propose another change that Edison later accepted. PG&B's suggestion 
is that the RCP 'be modified at Day -60 to read: 

" 

omments, p .. 
PG&E argues that a NOI will never satisfy all staff 

witnesses' requirements for data. By torcing a timely decision 
whether the utility has substantially complied with the RCP, the PG&E 
proposal will require the staff to evaluate the relative importance 
of the perceived deficiencies. It there is a substantial deficiency, 
then the NOI should not 'be accepted until the deficienc.r is 
resolved. Rowever p time-eon~ng, data-related deficiencies or 
inconsequential pro'blems should not 'be allowed to interrupt the Rep 
schedule. SDG&E also supports PG&E's proposal. 

Statf does not support Edison'S original proposal; and 
since it did not tile reply co~ents, it took no position on PG&E's 
counterproposal. TURN s1::lilarly opposed :Edison's proposal, but took 

• 
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no position on PG&E's alternative because it tiled no reply 
comments. Pacific ~ell took no position on this item. 

PG&E's proposal has merit. ~he staff remains in control, 
because it must determine vhich de~iciencies are so substantial that 
the.1 should be corrected betore the NOI is accepted. Other 
deficiencies may be corrected after accept~~ce in the manner and on 
the schedule to which both staff and utility agree. We believe that 
this change will expedite the handling of the NOI and tor this reason 
we will adopt it. We have made eertain edi~orial changes to the 
language proposed by PG&B (see Appendix). 
Availability of Sta!f and 
Interested Par~ Work Papers 

The Rep now re~uires at Day 0 and Day 117 that work papers 
be made available by applicant and other parties p respectivelyp on 
the same date that testimony and exhibits are filed. The text of the 
Rep on other days either does not make a statement regarding work 

• papers (Days $4, 140p and 150) or states that work papers shall be 
available within five days ot this date (Day 77) or states that all 
work papers shall be available on this date (Day 117). 

• 

Edison proposes to amend the Rep at Days 77,84, 117, 140, 
and 150p to make the reqUirement for making work papers available 
consistent throughout and for all parties. Edison's proposed 
lan~age to be added to the text under the five days above-mentioned 
is as follows: 

"All work papers supporting such testimony and 
exhibits shall be made available on this date. n 

PG&E, SDG&E, and ruRN support Edison's proposal. Pacific 
Bell took no position. The staft opposed this item. 

Staff OPPOSition is based upon the administrative 
ditficulty ot publishing many eXhibits and also copying work papers 
~l on the same day_ Statf ar~es that the five-day lag is designed 
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to perm t the work pa.pers to be reproduced and i'orwarded in a. ti:lely 
manner but in a wa:y that will not interi'ere with. the production and 
copying of staff reports, exAibits, and testi:lony. 

The modest delay does not produce any demonstrable 
" " prejudice. Where the RCP makes no statement about work papers we 

will add the following lan~ge: 
At Days 84 and 140 add: "All stat! work papers 
shall b~ available within five days of this 
date." 

At Day 150 add: "Also, all work papers shall be 
available on this date." 
Since the staff has the greater burden, it is reasonable to 

allow the stat! tive days to make its work papers available. 
Ap~licant and other parties should make their work papers available 
on the day the RCP requires their exhibits or testimony to be 
submitted or mailed • 

• 
Relitigation ot Policy Issues 

Edison proposes to amend the Rep under Day -60., In the 
following text the underscored material indicates new language and 

• 

the lan~age to be deleted is indicated by slashes: 
"The NOI =ay contain material such as previously 
relitigated policy issues on which the Commission 
has taken a position. This material must be 
clearly identified and contain a complete 
justification for any policy change. Showings on 
such material will be presented at the end of the 
hearings schedule, ~~t ~~i it ~~~~¢~ X¢~ii~g 
tX=¢ f~ aya~X~¢ unless otherwise scheduled br 
the ALJ." 
The Rep now provides that previously litigated issues :lay 

be presented only it time is available at the end of the hearing 
schedule. Edison reasons that changed circumstances may. reqUire a 
review of a policy. However, if no hearing time remains to consider 
policy issues, t.hen t.he Commission could be denied a fair opport.unity 
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to take evidence and decide auch policy issues. Edison argues that 
~he proposed modi~ieation would allow the Commission greater 
tlexibility to respond to the relitigation o~ policy issues and would 
remove any incentive to waste hearing time to avoid the relitigation 
ot previous Commission policies. Edison'believes the ALJ should have 
the discretion to take evidence on such policy issues. 

SDG&B and PG&E support this proposal without additional 
discussion. TURN and stat! oppose the modification. Paci~ic Bell 
took no position. 

As staff and TURN point out~ Edison's proposal is stated 
only in the abstract. No ~acts are cited to support the proposal and 
no instance of unfairness has been mentioned. 

We agree that the relitigation of policy issues could take 
an inordinate amount of time. For this reason the Rep now allows 
such evidence only if unused hearing time is available. Eowever, 
circumstances, laws, and Co~issioners do change and poliey issues 
need to be relitigated from time to time to determine i~ such 
policies should be continued in the future. Thus, we believe that 
the AIJ should have the discretion to set hearing days at other times 
to take evidence on po1iey issues, but they should do so only a.!ter 
consulting with the assigned Commissioner. We will adopt Edison's 
proposal as modified. 
Tentative Rate Case Schedule 

At Day 175 the Rep now =equires the ALJ and assigned 
Commissioner to provide the Commission with a status report that 
includes So schedule of ilnpo:-tant re:laining hearing dates, expected 
submission dates, and other benchmark dates. Edison believes that a 
rate case schedule similar to that requi:-ed on Day 175 that reflects 
important rate case procedural days would be a use!ul tool to all 
pa..-t.ies especially i! it were developed and ma.de avail.a.bl.e early in 
~he rate case process • 
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Edison proposes to insert a requirement at Day 60 that 
applican~ develop a tentative rate case schedule 20 days ~ter the 
prehearing co~erence that sets the procedural dates ~or the case. 
~ter the ALJ veri~ies the schedule. it would be served on all 
parties. Edison's proposal is as follows: 

"Day 60 

A tentative 
benc.c.ma.rk aa~es 

SDG&E, PG&B, and TURN support this proposal. Pacific Bell 
took no position. Sta.i"f opposes the p:-oposal, stating that the stai'f 
proVides a tentative schedule with the NOI acceptance letter; that 
both the staff and applicant use that schedule for planning pu.~oses 
in the infor~l conferences preceding hearings; and that the ALJ 
proVides copies of the tentative Rep schedule at p:-ehearing 
conferences or with p:-ehearing conference orders. 

In practice the schedule tha~ Edison advocates is already 
being produced by the staff. It is appropriate that the s·ta!f 
continue to draft this schedule and to make it available to the 
parties. If the utility or a.ny other party takes exception to it, 
the ALJ may consider the ~atter at the p:-ehearing conference. 

Edison's proposal is not necessar,r and will not be adopted. 
Editorial Changes 
Suggested by Staff 

The Rep calls for public witness hearings to occur between 
D8\Y's 150 and 160 and hearings are to be completed no later than Day 
200. except for hearing scheduled ~or Day 275. However, the text of 
the Rep at Day 230 states: 
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"Concurrent briefs ~ay be filed 30 days after the 
completion o! public witness hearing$.~ 
It is obvious that the words "public wi t!J.~SS" ::1 the quoted 

~aterial should be deleted and we will make this change while 
reissuing the Rep pursu~t to Edison's application. 

In addition 7 nonsubst~~tive editorial changes have bee~ 
made to the RCP on Page 1 p and at Days 0 and 265 in order to improve 
the language or to correct typographical errors. These changes are 
reflected in the revised RCP attached hereto. 
E~ Bane 5e~rin~s 

Sinee the filing of Edison's application~ the Cocmission 
has i:1i tiated an e:1 banc hearing procedure in Edison· s T(~'3t Year 1985 

general rate case. The procedural gJ.idelines for these>i.learings, as 
distributed to all parties in the case, are presented below: 

"During the evidentiary hearings on SCE's general rate case, 
the Commission will hold three en bane hearings,. as deacr-ibed below. 
The objectives of these hearings are to: 

Facilitate involve~ent of Commissioners at a~ 
early stage of the proceeding in the 
identi~ication of issues. 
Aid parties in focusing their participation . 
(including direct/cross-exa:nination ti:le) on'the 
issuea o~ pri~ar.7 i:lportance to the Co~ission 
a~d develop a full record o~ those issues. 
E~able parties to prese~t positions on issues anc 
answer Commissioners' ~uestio~s at i~termediate 
stages during the heari~g process. 

1. En Banc Rearing #1: April 11. 1984 in Los Angeles 
The purpose of this en banc hearing is to enable parties to . 

identity and discuss issues before the Co~issionersp much in the 
style of a verbal "scoping ~e~o~. The issues presented should . 
represent those that the parties consider o~ major import~ce in this 
proceeding, with partic~lar emphasis on: ... 
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Issues where recent Commission decisions have 
indica~ed a resolu~ion--bu~ they are raised again 
in the u~ility'$ filing. 
Issues where circumst~~ces may warrant a change 
or reconsideration of past/current Commission 
polieies. .. 
Issues that are unique to SeE in this particular 
filine and require resolution. 
Issues that were left unresolved in past 
decisions~ and where clear policy guidance will 
be needed in this proceeding. 
~his first en banc hearing io an opportunity ~or parties 

and the CommiSSioners to interact on what issues they believe require 
the moat development~ evaluation and consideration in this proceeding. 

Involvement of Commission Staff. The COmmission staff 
will ~e a presentation of the issues they have identified. 

Other Forcal Appearances to this proceeding ~y also 
participate in an oral Il·resentation of the issues in .this case. 

Other Procedures. For the first en banc hearing: 
The hearing will be recorded by a court reporter~ 
and transcripts will be made available. 
CommiSSioners and the AIJ will be the only 
persons allowed to question individual parties. 
Questions will be limited to clarification of the 
issues"and polie,r questions ra.ised by the 
parties~ and not the position of the parties on 
a.n:y issue. 
Each party's oral presenta.tion is limited to 20 
minutes tor CommiSSion stat! and for the utility~ 
10 minutes for other parti~s making formal 
appearances. 
Within 14 days after the en banc hearing~ 
President Grimes will !orward to all parties a 
list of issues the Co~ssion desires to have 
addressed in the case which were not identified 
by the parties and/or are the ones about which . 
the CommiSSioners are most concerned. This list 
will reflect any issue any CommiSSioner wishes. to 
include • 
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2. E~ Bane RearinR #2: May 22. 1984 in San Francisco 
The purpose of this on bane he~ring i3 to enable parties to 

present positions on the issues addressed thus far in the evidentiary 
proceedingsrona.mely, ra.te of return, margina.l cost, avoided cost, 
rate design, and RD&D. 

The second and third en bane hearings (see below) are 
different from traditional oral arguments in that: 

They will not be preceded by written briefs. 
For the Commission staff. the staff attorneys, 
project manager and, ~s required, technical and 
policy witnesses will present positions and 
an~Ner questions. 
They will be on the record. but nonevidenti~ry in 
nature. 
All Parties whieh have filed formal appearances in the 

proceeding =ay develop and present an ora.l summary of their positions. 

hearing: 
Other Procedures. Por the seco~d (and third) en bane 

The hearing will be recorded by a court reporter 
and transcripts will be made av~ilable. 
Commissioners and the AlJ will be the only 
persons allowed to question individual parties. 
Each party's oral presentation will be limited in 
time •. The ALJ will in:"orm pa.rties of those 
limits after 'the prehe~ring meeting. 

3. En Eanc Hearing #3: July 12. 1984 in Sar. FranCisco 
The purpose of this en bane hearing is to enable parties to 

present'positions on the issues ~ddrecsed in the evidentiar,y hearings 
$ubseq~ent to en banc hearing #2 (e.g.: cogeneration, results o~ 
operations, conservation, ~d load :anag~ment). . 

In every other way it will be conducted similar to en banc 
hearing #2, as described above. 
4-. Oral Argu.?ents: November 2, 1984 in Los Ange'les 

The oraf-arguments will occur after briefs are filed and 
~pproxi~tely 2 weeks from submiSSion of the ALJ advance draft ~o the 
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Cocmission (Day 300). The purpose of ' the O'ral a~~:ne:lts will be ~or 
~ll parties to briefly su~marize their positions on major issues in 
the case. This hearing will be conducted in a :tanner similar to 
traditional oral ar~ents in previous rate cases." 

We believe that these en b~~c hearings should be a 
scheduled part of the Rate Case Pl~~. Therefore, we direct our staff 
to develop a modification of the Rate Case Pl~ which would 
inco!"pora":e an en banc ane oral argument schedule similar to the one 
adoptee for Edison's TY1985 ge:leral ::-ate case. The dates and number 
of en b~c hea.::-ings should be left to' the discretion of the lead 
Co~issio:ler, but at least one "issue scopi~g" en banc would be held 
early on in the rate case schedule. One or two additional en banc' 
hearings cOl:.ld also be scheduled during the proceeding 'for,:parties' 
positio:ls to be discussed. A ti:lal oral argument, preceded by the 
ALJ's advance d::-aft of the decision~ should be incorporated, into the 
pla.~. 

Within 45 days from the effective date of this interim 
decision, staff is di::-ected to circulate to all parties in this 
proceedi:lg and to file with the Office of Administrative Law proposed 
modificatio:ls to the Rate Case ?l~~, i:lcorporating the cha:lges 
adoptee i:l 'this i:lterim eecision a:ld the e:l banc hearings 'described 
above. A second round of comments will be scheduled to hear parties' 
positio:lS O:l the en ba:lc modificatio:ls. The comments will "be limited 
i~ $co~e to those changes resulti~g !rom incorporating an en ~anc 
heari~g schedule into the Rate Case Pl~. 
Co~clusionso! Law 

1 • 

orde::- is 
A:l. applicatio:l.or petition for :nodi~icatio:l of a. Commission 

addressed to the Co~ission's discretion. 
2. The RCP should b€ a::le~ded to· re~uire ·s:;.bstantial com:plia~ce 

with the RCP oefo::-e acceptance of the NOI; and time consu=ing or 
incon3eql:.e~tial deficiencies should be corrected accordi~g to a 
schedule agreed upon by the sta!f a..~d the applicant._ 
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3. The ALJ should be authorized to sChedule the distribution 
of rebuttal evidence later than Day 170 when a witness has not 
testified on direct examinationbe!ore Day 170. 

4. The·staff should be required to make its work p~pers 
available within five days of the distribution of its reports, 
testimo~~, or exhibits. 

5. The applicant and other parties should make their work 
papers available the day their testimony or exhibits are distributed. 

6. Evidence on policy issues may be taken at times other than 
~t the end of the hearing schedule, if the ALJ, with the advice and 
consent of the assigned Commissioner, so directs. 

7. Other changes to the RCP of an editorial and nonsubstantive 
nature should be made on page 1, and at Days 0, 170, 230, and 265 to 
improve or correct the language. 

8. All substantive and nonsubstantive ch~~ge3 to the RCP 
a.dopted in this interim order are reflected in the A.ppendix. 

9· Except as indicated in Conclusions 2 throu&~ 6, the 
application should be denied. 

10. Further modifications to the Rate Ca.se Plan should be made, 
re~ecting the en banc hea.rings and ora.l arguments schedule adopted 
in Edison's test year 1985 general rate case. 

11. The total number of en banc hearings should be lett to the 
discretion of the lead Coc:lissioner; however, at least one issue­
scoping hearing should be held early on in the rate case schedule. 

12. One or two additional en banc hearings should be scheduled 
during the proceeding for parties' positions to be discussed. 

13. The ALJts advance drat~ deciSion should be availab~e to the 
Co~ssioners prior to the final oral argciment • 
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INTERIM ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. T~e Rate Case Plan (RCP) is ame~ded at page 1~ and at D~ys 

-60 1 0, 84~ 140, 150, 170, 2;0, and 265 as set forth in the app~ndix. 
2. In all other respects the application is denied. 
;. Within 45 days fro~ the effective dat~ of this interim 

order, staff is to circulate to all parties in this proceeding 
~odi!ica.tions to the Rate Ca.se Plan,inco::-porating the changes 
adopted and the en b~c hea::-ings described in this interim order. 

4. A second round o~ comce~t3 will be scheduled; the scope is 
limited to the changes reeulting !rom incorporating an en b~nc 
hearing schedule into the Rate Case Pla.~. 

This order is effective today. 
Dated September 6, 1984, at San Pr~~cisco, California • 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF CALIFORNIA 

San Francisc~~ Califor~ia 
Date: October 20, 1982 
Res~lution: ALJ-149. as 
ame~ded by Decision 82-12-072 
in Application 82-11-36 and 
by D.:84-09-028, in 
A.8;-01-42. 

RESOL1!!!ON 

Subject: Revised Rate Case Plan 

Recognizing that regulatory lag was a substantial problem 
confronting the regulatory process. the Co~issio~ adopted the 
Regulatory Lag Plan for Major Utility General Rate Cases by 
Resolutio~ A-469;, dated July 6. 1977, which was moeified by 
Resolution M-4706. dated June 5, 1979. That Pl~~ superseded ~y 
co~licti~g provisions of the Commission's Rules of Practice ~~d 
Procedure under Rule 87 of those Rules. 

Having gained experience with the processing of rate 
increase applications by the major utilities subject to the Plan, the 
Commission has. from time to time, made modifications to the Plan to 
make it more workable and to better ensure that regulatory delay is 
minimized, while providing an administrative forum that affords 
fairness ~o all. 

A publ~c meeting was held May 7, 1981 and interested 
parties presented suggested modification to the Plan. In addition 
numerous written comments and recommendations were filed by the 
utilities, the Commission statf, and interested parties who 
partiCipate in the regulatory process. 

The most significant modification t~ the current Plan is 
the provision for filing of and hearing on certain updated material 
late in the schedule to complete a record based on the most· current 
information available consistent with rapid proceSSing of complex and 
lengthy applications. 

The Plan has been renamed the Rate Case Plan to more 
accurately reflect its purpose. Copies of the tendered NOI will be 
made available to i~terested parties on request. Numerous:changes 
have been made within the framework of the Plan to provide for 
additional hearing days each month, to provide extended time for 
staff reports, and for the staggered filing of statf reports on rate 
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design and conse~va~ion. The second prehea~ing conference has been 
eliminated and public vi tness hearings have been rescheduled to take 
place near ~he end of the evidentiar.y presentations of all parties. 
Allot the changes are designed to tacilitate the processing of 
general rate applications of ~jor utilities. 

. . 
The reVised Plan applies to all Notices ot Intent accepted 

tor tiling a!ter the effective date ot this resolution. 

Wherefore, under Rule 87 of the Co~ssion's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure, the Co::dssion concludes that the attached 
Rate Case Plan should be adopted~ on an experimental basis, effective 
immediately and supe~seding ~he Plan adopted by Resolution M-4706 
dated June 5, 1979. The attached adopted Plan shall apply to the 

,utilities prospectively. 

IT IS RESOLVED that the a.ttached Rate Case Plan for !1aj or 
Utility General Rate Cases is adopted, on an experimental oaSis, to 
apply prospec-:ively to Notices of Intent accepted for filing after 
the ettective date ot this resolution, ~~til fu~ther order or 
resolution of the Coc:ission. The adopted Plan shall supersede the 
existing Rules of Practice and P~ocedure wherever in conflict with 
those Rules. A copy o~ this Resolution shall be served on the 
utilities listed in Appendix A, and the ALJ Division shall send a 
copy to the pa~ties who ~requently appear in the general rate 
proceedings o~ those utilities. 

This resolution is effective tOday. 

I certify that this resol~tion was adopted at the 
COmmiSSion's ~egular con!erence held on Octooer 20, 1982. The 
!ollowing Co:Qissioners approved: 

I will file a dissent. 
lsi JOHN B. BRYSON 

COtu:lissione~ 

I Will tile a concurrence. 
/8/ RICEA....'PJJ D. GRAVELLE 

Com.::U.ssioner 

RICHARD D. GRAVELLE 
LEONA?.D M. GRIMES 7 JR. 
VIC~OR CALVO 

Commissioners 

lsi JOSEPH E. BODOVITZ 
Exeeut~ve D~rector 

Public Utilities Commission 
State of California 
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Before Day -60 the Notice of Intent (NOI) with all workpapers is 
tendered to the Docket Office and Commission statf for review. The 
Executive Director notifies the Docket Of~ice when the NOI has been 
accepted by the sta!f~ whereupon the Docket Office files the NOI. 
Rowever~ the requirements for the tendered NOI are listed ~der Day -
60. 

Day -60 (Accepted NO! is filed) 
An original and 12 copies of an NO! is accepted by the Executive 
Director and then filed by the Docket Office. The NOI shall contain 
a brief statement of the amount of increase sought and the reasons 
for the proposed increase. An original and 12 copies of all 
documentation p prepared testimony. draft exhibits including complete 
explanations. and sumcaries szpporting the increase shall comply with 
the st~~dard requirement list of the Public Staff and shall be 
tendered at the same time that the NOI is tendered. Three sets of 
applicant's workpapers shall accompany the tendered NOI. If figures 
are changed later~ supporting workpa~ers shall accompany the tendered 
NOI. If fi~res are changed later, supporting workpapers shall show 
the new totals and a recon¢iliation with the workpapers provided with 
the tendered NOI • 
Applicant shall furnish a copy of the tendered NOI material t~ any 
interested party upon request. 
Th~ NO! shall state that the teet period adopted by applicant is 
acceptable to staff. Eowever~ in no event shall the proposed test 
period be less t~ two years inclusive ~rom the last adopted test 
year used by the. Commission in setting applicant's existing rates. 
For example~ it 1979 was the last adopted test year, the next test 
year to be submitted in an NO! would have been no earlier than 
1981. 
The required supporting ~aterial shall contain a results of 
operations study for the test year based upon the adjustments adopted 
by the Commission in applicant's last general rate case and 
subsequent policy decisions of the Commission. If applicant requests 
an attrition allowance, it shall include in its required su~porting 
materials evidence supporting the requested attrition allowance. The 
NOI shall not be ~iled until all o~ the above require:ents are met. 

1 Appendix A contains a list o~ the major utilities to which the 
RCP applies. 

2 See Appendix !. 
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Applicant will be notified of' deficiencies in the NOI wi thin 25 days 
of the tender date. The acceptance of the NOr will be based up~n 
whether the applicant has substantially complied with the 
requirements 01" the RCP. Time consuming and/or inconsequential 
det1ciencies may be corrected according to a schedule agreed upon by 
the stat! and the applicant. :: 
~he Nor may contain material such as preViously litigated poliey 
issues on which the Co~sgion has taken a position. This material 
must be clearlY identified and contain a complete justification for 
any policy change. Showings on such material will be presented at 
the end of the hearing schedule p unless othe~ise scheduled by the 
administrative law judge (ALJ) with the advice and consent of the 
aSSigned Co~ssioner. 
Within five days after the NOI has been accepted~ applicant shall 
serve a copy of the Nor on all appearances in its last general rate 
case p and file a certificate of service. ~hereatter, all tiled 
material shall be ~rnished by applicant to interested parties on 
written reques~. Applicant'S workpapers shall be made available on 
request after the NOI has been accepted. 
The application =ay be tiled 60 days atter the NOI is accepted. 

• 
Day -53 
A project te~, staff counsel, and an ALJ and a CO:u:.issioner shall be 
assigned. 

• 

D~ -52 through +35 
Informal eOni'erence(s) :ay be held with applicant, stat!, and any 
interested parties, at which minor revenue reqUirement matters will 
be adjusted, the issues tor~ulated, and the polia,y positions o~ the 
Commission identified. The staff project manager and staff counsel 
shall act as cochair~en and shall set the time, place, and agenda ot 
such conference(s). 

Day -'35 
The ALJ in concurrence with the assigned Co~ssioner shall set the 
day, time, and place tor the prehearing con~erence and shall intor~ 
applicant and all parties to the last general rate ease. It the 
Commission statt holds intormal public meetings in conjunction with 
its investigation of the adequacy of utility service, applicant may 
be required to send notice o! the date and location o~ the public 
meetings. 

Day 0 
1. The application cay be ~iled and served in 

conformit,y with the Rules o~ Practice and 
Procedu!"e. 
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.... 

2. The application shall include final exhibits, 
prepared testimony, and other evidence, and shall 
be served on all parties to the last general rate 
case. No b~lk or major updating amendments or 
recorded data to amend the final exhibi~sp 
prepared testimony, or other evidence' shall be 
allowed, except as provided in Appendix D and on 
Day 265. 

3. Applicant shall tile a comparison exhibit showing 
ehanges that have occurred between the draft 
exhibits submitted with the NOr and the final 
exhibits ~~bmitted with the application. All the 
changes or revisions shown shall have been agreed 
to by staf! in an informal conference before 
filing the application. All changes in !ig~res 
between the NOr and the application shall be 
~~pported by workpapers which show the new 
!ig~res and a reconciliation with the workpapers 
previously tendered. 

4. After Day 0 two copies of all exhibits, prepared 
testimony, and other evidence of applicant, 
staff, and interested parties shall be sent to 
the ALJ and copies served on all parties and the 
Reporting Eranch. Prepared testimony should not 
be filed in the Docket Office; only briefs and 
other pleadings are to be filed. 

5. A copy of the deciSion in applicant's last 
general rate case shall be furnished by.applicant 
upon written request. 

Day 40 

A prehearing conference is held: 
a. To take appearances. 
b. To raise and resolve any procedural matters. 
c. To schedule hearings and specific areas of 

participation if known, and specific dates for 
testimony if necessary to expedite the hearing 
procedure. 

d. To set day, time, and place for public witness 
testimony. Applicant shall notify its ~~stomers 
by bill insert notice beginning on Day iOO using 
the ~ormat shown in Appendix C • 
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Day 77 

~ Stat~ shall ~~bmit all ~1nal exh1bits p prepared testimony, and 
ev1dence, except concerning rate spread and conservation, and shall 
8erve copies on all parties. No bulk or major updating amendments or 
recorded data to amend the final exhibits, prepared testimony, or 
other evidence shall be allowed thereafter, except as provided in 
Appendix D a.~d Day 265. All staff workpapers shall be available 
within ~ive days of this date. 

• 

• 

Dey 84 

Staff final rate spread exhibits and testimony shall be filed and 
served. All staff workpapers shall be available within five days of 
this date. 

Day 91 

1. Hearings begin with the following preli:inary 
matters: 
a. Specific issues upon which eVidence and cross­

examination shall be heard are designated. 
b. Specific areas of agreement are placed on the 

record 7 together with the original position 
o! ap~lic~~t, staff, and interested parties. 
Applicant shall provide a.~ exhibit indicating 
which portion, if any, of staff's 
presentation it is prepared to accept. The 
exhibit should show the effect of sucb 
accepta.~ce on the utility'S request for 
increased rates. 

2. Applicant's presentation commences. 
a. Hearings shall ordinarily be held not less 

than 15 days a month. 
b. Where an agreement between applicant and 

s~a~~ is disp~ted by other parties, those 
parties shall have the right to cross-examine 
applicant and staf~ in that order. The 
examination will be closely controlled to 
prevent ~~ undue con~~ption of time. 

Day 94 

Each party requesting compensation under PURPA § 122(a)(2) and the 
proeedures established in Article 18.5 of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (~~les) sball ~~bmit its Request ~or Finding 
o~ Eligibility tor Compensation and serve copies on all parties. 
This p~tit1on shall conform to Rule 76.03 of the Rules • 
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Day 100 

Applicant shall notice the dater timer and place of the public 
Y1tness hearings beginning with the next billing c,ycle. The notice 
ehall ~ollow the format in Appendix c. 
Day 104 

Stat! and any other party shall s~bmit their comments on any ~Jles 
and shall serve copies on all parties (References: ~~le 76.04 of Rules) • 

Day 117 

Parties other than statt and applicant shall submit their exhibits~ 
prepared testimony, and eVidence, except on conservation~ and shall 
serve copies on all parties. These do~~ments shall reflect the 
rulings and agreements made at the prehearing conferences. No bulk 
or major updating amendments or recorded data to amend the tinal 
exhibits, prepared testimony, or other evidence shall be allowed 
thereafter, either by prepared testimony, oral testimony, or 
exhibits, except as provided in Appendix D and Day 265. Also, all 
workpapers shall be available on this date. 

Day 140 

Staff shall submit final conservation exhibits and testimony and 
shall serve copies on all parties. All statf workpapers shall be 
available within five days of this date. 

Day 150 

P8rties other than staff and applicant shall submit final 
conservation exhibits ~~d testimony ~~d shall serve copies on all 
parties. Also, all workpapers shall be available on this date. 

Day 150-160 

Public witness hearings will be held con~~rrent1y with eviden~iar.1 
hearings if necessar,y to co:p1ete the hearings according to this pla~. 
Day 170 

1. All rebuttal evide~ce shall have been distrib~ted 
by Day 170. Rebuttal eVidence shall refute the 
evidence of other parties and shall not reassert 
or rear~Je a party's direet evidence. No bulk or 
=ajor ~pdet1ng amendments or recorded data shall 
be allowed in rebu~tal evidence. Additional , 
witnesses, ~~~letlve testimony, a~d ~nproduetive 
crOss-examination shall be minimized • 
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2. Rebuttal evidence shall clearly refe~ence by 
number the exhibit Or ~ranscript page of the 
direct evidence of the party rebutted. 

~. When witness has not testified on direct 
exatlination be:f'ore Day 170, the ALJ l'.:lay set a 
later date for distributing rebuttal evidence as 
to that witness. 

4.. If oral argument before the Commission en banc is 
to be held, the ALJ shall announce the date and 
time. 

Day 175 

The ALJ and the assigned Commissioner shall provide the COmmiSSion 
with a status report on the proceeding setting forth major issues and 
the positions of parties on each and the dollars involved. The 
status report shall include a schedule for the remainder of the 
hearings, the expected date of submiSSion, and other benchmark dates 
set forth in this Plan. 

Dar 200 

Hearings are to be completed no later than this date, except for 

• 
hearings scheduled for Day 275. The ALJ may require the applicant 
and/or sta!f to sub~it a comparison exhibit setting forth the reasons 
for differences. 

• 

Day 2;0 

Concurrent briefs may be filed :;0 days after the completion of 
hearings. The ALJ shall outline any specific issues to 'b-e briefed. 
Briefing of additional issues is optional. 

Day 255 

The Executive Director and appropriate division directors shall 
recommend to the assigned Co~ssioner whether to consider granting a 
partial gen,eraJ. rate increase or decrease. 

Day 265 

Applicant, staff, or any interested party ~y distribute in prepared 
testimony ~orm, and serve on all parties, showings containing the 
most recent data for the factors described in the Standard Updated 
Piling Requirements list, attached as Appendix D. This is the only 
updating which will be per:dttedo. 
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Day 275 

Abbreviated hearings begin to review the showing proVided concerning 
the data described in Day 265. No more than three days of hearings 
shall be set for this review. An Updated Comparison exhibit may be 
required by the ALJ. 

Day 280 

Last day o~ evidentiar,r hearing. 

Day ZOO 
The draft decision shall be in the Chief ALJ's o~tice. 

Day :;65 

A ~inal Co~ission decision is expected by this date. 
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APPEMDIX A 

LIST OF MAJOR UTILITIES. 

,. General Telephone Company or california 
2. Pacirie Gu and Electric Comt>allY 
3. Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company 
4. San Diego Gu & Electric Company 
5. Southern C&li,tornia Edison Company 
6. Southern Calirornia Gu Company 

·Smaller energy and telephone utility rate 
applieat1on~, including those ut1l1t1e3 
previously listed in Appendix A, are 
proce~sed on an expedited basis generally 
being completed within a year from the 
riling or the NOI assuming adequate 
Commission starring • 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 
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CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

STAIrn.um R!Q'O'IREMENT LIST 
OF DOCUME!~ATION SUPPO~ING AN ROI 

1. Brier 8tatement or amount. reason ~or, and summar,y 8upporting, 
the increase. 

2. Dratt exhibits and prepared te8timo~ (similar to those presented 
in ~inal application ~orm) 8hall centorm to the requirements o~ 
Rule 23, except that the provisions of Rules 4 through e and 16 
are not applicable. 

3. In addition to the requirements of 2 above, the following dratt 
exhibi te shall be 8ubmi tted: 

• 

• 

A. All studies required by the COmmission in prior 
rate deCisions and subsequent polie,r statements or 
decisions. 

B. Recorded data, in results of operations format, 
shall be provided for the latest recorded year 
ava!lable at the time of tendering the NOI. The 
format shall be satisfactor,r to stat! and when 
requested ~ st~~, more than one recorded year 
shall be shown 
The NOI may contain material (such as teet year 
dollars for policy issues previously litigated but 
not allowed b,- the CO:mm1s81on) vhich 115 not 
acceptable to sta!f. Such material muet be clearly 
identified together with the reasons for stat! 
objection. Showings on such material vill be 
presented at the end of the hearing echedule i! 
unused hearing time is available. 

C. When estimates are made by account or eubaccount, 
those estimated amounts shall be included in the 
d:irect shOWing. 

D. When controlling ~~i11atee provide guidelines or 
directions to the comp~'s presentation, these 
shall be set forth in the direct shoving or 
a.vailable in the vorkpapers • 
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For Electric Ut111tie:s: 
C') Cost allocation studie:s by clas:ses of 

:service. 
(2) Marginal cost d.&ta in sufficient deta1lto 

allow the develop.ent of rates for each 
cu:stomer class. It the aetbod used by the 
utility to calculate aarginal cost differs 
from the .ethod spec1t1ed. by staft, both 
should be pre:sented. 

(3) A full and complete set or bill frequency 
analyses :shall be p~V1ded tor each existing 
tariff schedule. 

(4) Alternative rate designs: 

a. Prepared by applicant in developing NOI. 
b. ReqUested previously by starr, e.g. 

multitier inverted residential rates, 
T.O.D. rate:s based. on specific 
conSideration or marginal cost data, solar 
incentive rates, conservation oriented 
rates • 

c. Rates base<1 on marginal costs using method 
to <1etermine marginal cost:s approved by 
starr. 

<1. A computer tape With detailed customer 
bill frequency <1ata compatible with the 
COmmission's computer should be proV1<1e<1 
for the latest available reeor<1e<1 year an<1 
tor the estimated test year(s) or the rate 
case. All billing <1eterminants for each 
tarifr schedule must be inelu<1e<1. 
Adequate <1oeumentat10n should be prov1<1ed 
to allow the starf to use this tape to 
<1evelop alternative rate designs. 

(5) Conservation effectiveness, including data 
an<1/or stu<1ies recommended by starr and the 
status of outstanding com~11anee reports or 
stu<1ies .. 

. . 
(6) Data described in Sub~ar.ts C and D or the FERC 

regulat1on~ implementing § 133 or PORPA, ~th 
a<1~1t1onal data <1eseribe<1 in OII 67, Appendix 
B, Chapter 4 • 
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APPENDIX B 
Page 3 

Load management program. 
a. Complete program de~cr1pt1on3. 
~. Program Punding - Annual revenue 

requireaent, 8hoving ~rsonne~ an4 other 
costs. 

c. Program Impacts - Energy savin~ and 
eustomers arrected. 

d. Estimated Program Cost-Errectiveness and 
bow it is derived. 

(8) The Utility's current Resource Plan. 
F. For Gas Utilities: 

(1) Marginal cost data. 
(2) Alternative rate de3igns. 

a. Prepared by applicant in developing NOI. 
b. Requested previously by starr, e.g. 

multitier inverted residential rates, 
t.O.D. rates based on speeiric 
consideration of marginal cost data, solar 
incentive rates, conservation oriented 
rates. 

(3) Conservation efrectiveness and com~liance vith 
Pa3t COmmiSSion decisions. 

(4) Alternate fuel use. 
a. Information on alternate fuels used in the 

utility's service area •. In tbe case of 
Oil, this information shall include, but 
not be limited to, the delivered price per 
barrel, lot size, and Btu content. 

o. !be alternate ruel capability or its 
customers and the volumes (tberm3) 
as~ciated With each alternate fuel. 

G. For Communication Utilities: 
(1) Separated results of operations by class of 

service. Total company, ,interstate, 
intrastate, state message toll, state private 
line, and exchange in total and by exchange 
grouping. Settlement revenue effects or all 
adjustments ~hall be shown • 
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(4) 

APPEIfDIX B . 
Page 4 

Rate spread exhibits containing 4etaile4 eo~t 
studies supporting proposed rate increase~. 
Cost studies ahall include appropriate 
Commission rat.f1x1ng adjustments. Rate 
spread exh1b1ts ahall also contain settlement 
revenue e~~eets on the utility and on the 
other Cali~orn1a telephone utilities. 
When a eoab1nat1on or "bottou-up" and "top-­
down" e~t1mated result~ or o~rat1ons is used, 
an adequate sampling shall be included in the 
workpapers to show typical bottom3-up 
estimate, including use or overall 
guidelines. 

Alternate rate designs when requested by 
start. 

4. Complete explanation or exhibits and special studies 
turnished. 

5. Workpapers (3 sets) shoving calculations ot documentation to 
suppo~t the utility's drart exhibits and speCial ~tud1es. In 
order.to meet NOI criteria, vorkpapers must: 
A. Be arranged in an orderly sequence and be dated and 

1nitialed by the preparer. 
B. Show the derivat10n ot eacb individual estimate. 

(1' Contain all the assumption~ neces~ary tor the 
derivation or each indiVidual estimate. 

(2) Show how each assumption was used in each 
estimate. 

(3) Where judgment is involved in setting an 
estimate level explain why that particular 
level vas adopted. 

(4) Furnish base year historical and estimated 
data and subsequent years with evaluation or 
changes up to an4 including test year. 

{S) It tbere was no preCise basis tor certain 
estimates and the derivation was purely 
subjective, the workpapers should so state • . 

(6) Show management's review criteria including 
the tactors cons1dered by the uti1ity'a 
management in approving various e~n4itures 
levels. For example, what weight was liven to 
the availability or capital • 
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c. 
D. 

E. 

aPENDIX B 
Page 5 

(7) Supporting aaterial must have a elear tieback 
to base data from the stated expe~4iture. 

Be appropriately indexed and legible. 
Computer pr1ntoats auat be aeeomp&rlied by a 
detailed deseription of the program. The recorded 
data aaed should be identified and the various 
a~~umpt1ons or Tar1ables used should be clearly 
stated. 
Show the development of adju~tments, including 
affiliate. ba~ed on tbe Commission's latest 
decision involving such adjustments. 

(END OF APPENDIX B) 
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NOTE: Applicant public utility 3ball use this 
notice tormat with intormation tilled in as 
neces3ary tor, publication, posting, a~d ma111uI 
not1ce. 

.OTICE ------- .... 
The Californ1a Public Utilities COmmission vill hold public 

hearings as listed below on the request of (utility) 
to increase its rates by $ per year. It the entire amount 
is approved by the Comm1~~ion, the Impact on customers ~ll be as 
rollow:s: 

(Brier description or wbich rates the utility 
proposed to raise -or lower- and the $ and J 
amount. The etfect on the average residential 
customer's .onthly bill shall be shown. The 
erfect on rates of all customer classes shall be 
shown. A statement or the rea:sons tor the rate 
increase shall also be included.) 
The hearing dates listed below give you an opportunity to 

•
xpre:ss your views to the Commission. You may submit written 
omments or make a brier oral statement at the hearing. 

DATES AND LOCATIONS OF PUBLIC WITNESS HEARINGS 
IN APPLICATION (OR NOI) (No.) BEFORE 
THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILItIES coMRlSSION 

(List dates, locations, and times or :specifically 
de~ignated public witness hearings.) 

The Comm1s~ion welcomes your comments. It you cannot 
attend these hearings, you =ay submit written comments to the 
COmmission at one or the a44re~ses listed below. Simply state that 
you are writing about Application (or NOI) (No.) or 

(utility) 

• A copy or (utility's) application (or NOI) 
may be inspected in 1ts local bUSiness orrice or at its 
headquarters • 

• 
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APPENDIX C 
Page 2 

Additional heariDI days will be devoted to acalyzing the 
need tor the r~ rate 1ncre&3e and ways or alloeatinc any 
approved increase among residential, commercial. aDd industrial 
ouatoaer3. At these heariDlS tbe CoaaiasioD will reo.iTa the 
teat~n1 or (ut11ityL. and the test180ny or other 
at.rested parties, aad the COiiisslon ,statr. , The COaa1as1on sta.rr 
c0ll81sta or enCineers, accountants, eeonoll1sts, and attorneys who 
independently eYaluate the proposals ot utilities tor rate 1nerease3 
and present their analyses and reoo .. endationa to tbe Co.a1ss1on at 
public hearings. 

Further 1nroraation aay be obtained from (utility) 
at its headquarters at , 

~1~ts--l~o-ea~1 business ottiees, or from the Cal1rornia Public Utilities 
Commission orfices: ' 

350 Mclllister Street 
San FranCiSCO, CA 9~l02 

107 South Broadway 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

MO.'l"E: It the utility is l~ated in only northern or 
southern Cal1torn1a list only the appropriate Coamiss1on 
otf1ee; it statewide list bOth and it in central 
Calitornia list both. 

(!XD OF APPEKDIX C) 
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APPENDIX D 

STANDARD UPDATE EXHIBIT 
FILING REQUIREMENTS LIst 

. 
ATJ."I' update test1mony or exhibits tile<1 })y applicant, statt, or 
interested party shall be limited to: 

a. Changes in cost ot capital retlecting issuance or 
new debt or equity since the HOI vas accepted. 

b. Known changes in cost or labor basec! on contract 
negotiations completed since the ten4er or the 
NOI. 

e. Changes in nonlabor escalation ractors based on 
the same in4exes the party used in its orig1nal 
presentation during hearing. 

d. Known changes due to IOvernmental aetion such as 
changes in tax rates, postage rates, or assessed 
'nluation. 

The update exhibit cay 1ncluc!e c!ecreases as well as increases in the 
above categories. All testimony anc! exhibits tor updating 3ball be 
in tully prepared torm an4 served on all appearances 10 4ay:s 1:>etore 

• hearing. 

(END OF APPENDIX D) 
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Decision __ ~ ____ C_9 ___ 0 __ 28 SE? S 1984 

EEFORE T~ PUBLIC U~ILITIES COMMISSION 

In the Matte:- of the Revised l Application 83-01-42,./ 
Rate Case Plan. . (Pil$d J8Jluary 7 ml 

Ja:es K. Lehrer and. Finn Jespe~senp Att¢rneys at Law~ 
:::or Southe:"n California Edis'on Com(any. applicant. 

David B. Follett and F~ede~ick E. Jonn, Attorneys at 
Law, "!o~ Southern c81i£ o~ni a (;a,s Company and 
Pacific Lighting Gas Supply C~any; Willia: L. 
Reed, Randall w. Childress,~d Je:::~=ey Lee 
Gu~~ero, Attorneys at Law, o~ San Diego Gas & 
Elect:-lc Co~any; Peter W~anschen. ~~d Willi~ R. 
Edwa:-d.s, Attorneys at Law, to~ Faclfic Gas and 
Electric Cocpany; Daniel' J. McCarth~ a.~d 
Randall E. Cape, Attorpeys at Law, .Or Pacific 
Bell; Jon F. Elliott~d Michel Pete:" FloriO, 
Attorneys at Law, to; Toward Utility Rate 
No:-malization; and~~obeck, Phlege:" & Harrison, by 
GO:"don E. DaVis, W!.lliac E. Eooth, and Richa:"c C. 
Ea=per, Atto:"neysiat Law, fo:" California 
~~utaetu:"e:"s AsSociation; interested parties. 

Tho:as Corr, Attor'ey at Law, and Ida Goalwin, for 
tne COmmissio staff. 

,." - - - ..... 
OPINION - .... _-- ...... 

Southern CalUfo:"nia Edison Company (Edison) seeks ~~ order 
I 

modifying Resolution ~-149, as amended by DeciSion (D.) 82-12-072 
and D.83-01-001. Re!olution ALJ-149 adopted a revised version of the 
rate case plan fo:" ~jO~ utility general rate cases eRC?). 
D.82-12-072 acended Resolution ALJ-149; and D.83-01-001 corrected 
some e:"rOrs in D.82-12-Q72. 

tollows: 
The modifications to the RCP that Edison proposes are as 

'1. Minor updating or amend.ment of testimony 'by 
all :pa:t1es sh9u1d 'be allowed ten d.ays prior 
to hearings on such testimony • 

- '1 -
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A.S}-01-42 ALJ/vdl/rys , AL'l'/ COM/I.MQ 

-. 
"Concurrent brie~a =ay be ~1led '0 days after the 

\ completion o~ public witnes8 hear1nss." 
It 18 obvious that the yorda ·public witne8S- in the quoted 

... ter1al should be deleted and YO nll. make this ehange Yhi1e , 

reissuing the RCP pursuant to Edison'a app11cat1on~~ . 
In addition, no:o.substantive editorial changes have been 

made to the Rep on Page 1, and at D8\V'8 0 and 2&5 in order to improve 
/ 

the langu.age or to correct typographical errO~8. ~hese changes are 
_~e!l!eted in the reVised Rep attached here~. 
En Bane Hearings . -, / 

Since the filinq of ,Edison' yapPlic:ation, the· Commission 
has initiated an en bane hearing procedure in' Edison's Test Yeal: 

1985 general ra.te ea.se. '.rhe proee~a1 guidelines f~r these 

___ ::=g~~ __ AS distr:ted :~L~ in th~ :se~_~epre5ent~ ____ _ 

"During t~e ev1denti~y hearings o~ SeE's general rate ca~e, 
~he Co:m1s3ion will bold three en ~anc hearlng~, a~ de~er1be4 below. 

the o~jectives of these hezangs are to: 

a>Faci11tate 1~vo ve~ent or Commissioners at an 
early :tage of/the proceeding in the 
identification/of i~ues. 

I 
o Aid ~arties ~ focusing their partieipation 

(including direct/eross examination time) on the 
1S3ues 0: piicary icportanee to the CommiSSion 
an~ ~evel0o/a r~ll record on tho~e i~sue~. 

o Enable ~a~tie3 to present positions on 1$3ues and 
answer Com~issionerst questions at 1nterce41ate 
stages d~ing the hearing process. I .. -. , 

~ ,-_·--'''_1. . 
, .. En Bane Hea:"'1ngs ,,: .:'April"11', 198~ in Los Angeles 

J 
The ~urppse o~ this en bane hearing i~ to· enable parties to 

1Gentify and Qiscus~ issues betore the Com=~~sioner~, muc~ in the 
~tyle of a verbal/~seeping ~emoft. !he issues presente~ ahould 
represent those that the parties eonsider of major importance in this 
proceeding. vith/particular emphasis on: 

-c.' •• 
"_ .. _. _r _____ .--__ _ 

- •• ------ ..... -- -P • ._ • 

• 
-13-
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• 

' .. 

~Is$ues where recent Commission decisions have 
indica~ed a resolut1on--but they are raised 
again in the ut11ityt~ filing. 

o!~sue~ where e!rcum~tance~ may ~arrant a change 
or reeonsiceration or past/eurrent Commiss1on 
pol-1e!.es .. 

oIss~e$ that are uniQue to SeE in this part1eula~ 
filing an~ re~uire resolution. 

o!~su~s th~t wer~ left unresolved in pa~t 
dec1s1~~~, ac~ "he~e clear policy guid,nce will 
~e needed i~ ~bis proceeding • 

. -•. ___ . .. _.,r. __ ~.' _ ,._.... .-~_ .. ___ ................ ---..... _______ ... __ ., ..... _ 

This first er. bane hearing is an oppcrt~nity for partie3 and 
the Cocz!ssioners to interact on what issues they believe require the 
cost developcent, evaluation and consideration in ~t.1s p~ee~1r.g. 

Involvement cf Com~i5~ion Staff. The Comm~$S1on sta!f 
will :r.ake a presen'tatlon e! the i~sue:s. th-ey cave ide-r{t1f'iec1-. 

/ Other For~al A2?~a~anees to this proc&e~ing may also, 
participate in an oral p~e3~n~at1oa of the 1S~ues in this case. 

Other Proce~ures. For the first en bane hearicg: 

/ d-.!he hearing will r~eord by a eou~t reporter, an 
tran$crip~s will ~ made av&!lable • 

/ . 
• Com=1ssioners an~ the A~~ll be the only 
persons all~wed to ques~on 1n~lvidual parties • 

• Qt!e~tions ~:ill be limi.-tec1 to clarification of the 
i~su~s and policy qu~tions raised by the 
parties, a~d not th~pos1t1on of the parties on 
any i~ssue. J' 

.Each party'S ora~presen~ation is licited to 
20 cinutes for ~oomission starf ar.d for the 
~tility. 10;r:i tes for other part±es making 
ro~al ap~~ar ces • 

• ~ithin 1~ ca ~ after the en bace hearing, 
Presider.t Grimes will forwarc1 to all parties a 
list o~ !siues the Cocmission desires to have 
ad~re$Sed/in the case whlch were not identified 
~y the p~tie$ anc/or are the ones aoout whicb 
the Com~/.ssione~s are most concerned. !h1s 11~t 
will r~flect any issue any Co~1s~ioner w!shes to 
inelu~e. 

2. En Bane Rearing 12: May ~2t 1984 1:1 Sa!l Fra:lciseo­
J 

The purpoee of tb1s en bane tearing i~ to enable pa~t1es to 

•

present P03itions o~ tr.e issue3 addressed thus tar 1n the evidentiary 
;.~oeeec11ng~, namely. f'ate of return, margi!".al cost, avo14~d CO:1t" -
ra~e ~e$ign, and RD&D. 

. . ' .... - .. - ----- -~ ...... 
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.4It !h~ ~eeond a~d thir~ e~' b~ncheariag~(sc;-belOw) are 
different tro~ traditio~al oral argu~ents io that: 

• 'I'h-:-y will not be prece4e4 by wri'tten tlr1e!.s .• 
• For the Ccc~is~ion ~tart, the st~rr attorneys, 
project :anager ~r.d. a.s requ1re~. technical and 
policy ~it~e~ses wi!l present pos1tions and 
an~wer ~~e:ti~~s. ~ 

.'I'tey will be o~ the record, b~~ r.onev~aentiary~ 
in r.ature. . . t _. / ' 

All Partie~ \o:!:l::'c~ h.lve riled ror=~l ap,p'ear:l::lces 112 the 
~roe-eec!lng may deve:'o, artC: ,resent an oral ~um::!8ry of tbeir 
positions. 

Other Proeed~re3. nc (and third) en bane 
!'leariog: 

.The hearing will be reco ~ed by a court report~r 
and tran=c~ipts will ma4e available • 

• CoQ~1s~ioners an~ th~ALJ v1ll be the only 
person~ allowed to}iuest1on 1nd1vi~ual parties. 

• 

.Eacb party's oral/Preseat&t1on will be limited in 
time. ~he ALJ ~ll intor. parties Qt tho~e 
!1m1~s arter t~ prehear1ng meeting. 

3. En Bane F.earir.g ~?:;lJ~lY 127 1984 in Sa~ Francisco 

~he pur~o~elor this en banc hearing is to enable p.rtie~ to 
?re~ent positions o~the issues a~4re33.4 in tee evi~ent1ary hearings 
~ub~eguen: to en o~ne hearing 12 (e.g.:· eoger.erat1oD, result~ or 
o~rationst ecnse~vation, and l04a ma~agemeot). 

In ev~y other way i~ will be conducted similar to en bane 
tea~~l:g 1'2 p a1c!e~eri!:)ei! ab~~~. _ .... '. 

4._ Oral Arcruments: November '2,. '1984. in Los AnCfeles 

The or~l arg~~ents will occur at~er briefs are filed an~ 
~pproximately 2 ~eeks froe submission or the ALJ advance 4raft to the 
Comm1s~1on (Day 300). :he purpo~e or the oral arguments Will be for 
all par'ties to ~rie!ly suomarize their positions on major issues 10 
~he ca:e. :his hearing will be con~ueted in a :anner similar to. 
t~ad1tio~al oral argu:ents in previous rate cases.- . 

--.~.- .. ---....---------..... --....... '" ~ • 
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•• 

• 

• 

. 

We believe that these en bane hearings should be a scheduled part of the Rate 

Case Plan. Therefore. we direct our staff to devel~ a modification of the 
Rate Case Plan which would incorporate an en bane and oral argument schedule 
similar to the one adopted for Edison's TY1985 general rate case. The -f~ ~ 
nurreer of en. bane hearings~..(~'eft to the discretion of the lead -/ 

Commrissioner. but at least one Missue scopingM en banc would be held early on 
/I " .. UM 

in the rate ease schedule. One or two additional en bane hearin~ be 

scheduled during the proceeding for parties' positions to be discussed~ A 
final oral argument. preceded by the ALJ's advance draft of the decision. 
should be incorporated into the plan. 

Within 4S days from the effective date of this interi.m decision. staff is 
directed to cirOJlate to all parties in this proceeding modit:i'cations to the 

Rate Case l>lan. incorporating the changes adopte<! in th~teMm decision and 

the en bane hearings described above. A second pre~ng conference will be 
scheduled to hear parties' positions on the en b~ modifications. The 

prehearing conference will be limited in scoPyto those changes resulting from 
incorporating an en bane hearing schedule i to the Rate Case l>lan • 

! 

-13e-
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.• Conclusions 0'£ Law 

1. An application or petition ~or modi~ication of a COmmission 
order is addressed to the COmmission's discretion. 

2. The RCP should l'1e amended to require substantial compliance 
vith the RCP~e~ore acceptance 0'£ the NOI; and time consuming or 
inconsequential de~iciencies should be corrected according to a 
schedule agreed upon by the stat! and the applicant. ~ 

~. The ALJ should be authorized to schedule the distributio.~ 
of rebuttal evidence later than Day 170 when a witness has ~. 
testified on direct examination betore Day 170. 

4. The stU'~ should be required to make 1 ts 
available within five days of the distribution 
testimoDY, or exhibits. ~ 

5· Xhe applicant and other partie~hould make their work 
papers available the day their testim~ or exhibits are distributed. 

6. Evidence on policy issues~1 be taken at times other than 
at the end 0'£ the hearing schedul~ i,£ the AL1, vi th the a.dvice and 

.consent ot the assigned COmmis~ner, so directs. 
7. Other changes to the RCP o~ an editorial and nonsubstantive 

/ 
nature should be made on p~e 1, and at Days 0, 170r 230, and .265 to 
improve or correct the ~~ge. 

• 

8. An sUbstantivi-d nonsubstantive changes to the Rep" adopted in 
this interim order are teflected in the Appendix • 

.I 

9. Except as indicated in Conclusions 2 throug, 6, the app1ieation 

should be denied. I 
10.. Further modifications to the Rate Case Plan shou1d be made. 

1
1

, 
reflecting the en bane hearings and oral arguments sehedu e adopted ,n 

/ 
Edison's test year 1985 general rate case. 

11. The ,total r •. unber of en bane heari ngs shoo 1 d be 1 eft to the 
discretion of the lead Commnssioner; however, at least one issue-seoping 
hearing should be held ear1y on in the rate case schedule. • 

12. One or two additional en banc hearings should be scheduled during 
the proceeding for parties· pOSitions to be discussed. 

13. The ALJ's advance draft decision should be available to the 
Commissioners prior to the final oral argument. 

-13d-
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I N T E R I ROE R 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. The Rate Case ?lan (ReP) s amended at page 1. and at Days -60. O. 

84. 140. 1SO. 170. 230. and 265 irS set forth in the Appendi x. 
2. In all other res~the application is denied. 
3. Within 45 days frot the effecti ve date of this interim order. staff 

I 
is to circulate to all parties in this proceeding modifications to the Rate 

Case Plan. incorporatinlthe changes adopted and the en banc hearings described 

in this interim order! 
4. A second ~heaMng conference win be scheduled; its scope is 

t 

Hmited to the changes resulting from incorporating an en banc hearing schedule 

into the Rate cale Plan. 

, 
I 

I 
I 

! 
i 

/ 
r 

! , 
...... 

This/~rder becomes effective today. 
Dated SEP 6 1984 • at San Francisco. California. 

; 
,I , 

I 

! 

, -14-

20N!~ M.. GR-TXES.. JR. 
?re~!de:lt. 

VIC';O~ C:.;L70 
~!sc:::,r....:.c .. G'PZ1l 
DCS~'tJD v:;::" 
r;Iu.!.i\.~ ':' .. BAGLEY 

Co:m:lisSl.o:lero 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF CALIFORNIA 

San Francisco~ Cali~ornia 
Date: October 20~ 1982 
Resolution: . ALJ-1.49,· as 
amended 'by Decision 82-12-072 
in Application 82-11-)6 and 
by D. ,. in ,. 
A.83-,j1-4.2. // 

RES 0 L UTI 0 N 
-~--~- .... ------. 

Subject: Revised Rate Case Plan 

Recognizing that regu.latory ):ag was a subs'tantial problem 
confronting the re~ato~ process,. the Commission adopted the 
Re~lato~ Lag Plan ~or Major Util~(y General Rate Cases by 
Resolution A-4693, dated JU1Yid 6977, which was ~odified by 
Resolution M-4706, dated June 5 1979- That Pl~~ superseded ~~y 
co~licting provisions of the~·o~ssion's Rules o! Practice and 

• Procedure under Rule 67 0'£ t~se Rules .. 

Raving gained e~rience with the processing of rate 
increase applications byjthe major utilities subject to the Plan, the 
Commission has, from~vi e to time, made modifications to the Plan to 
make it more workable d to better ensure that re~lator.1 delay is 
minimized, while pro .ding ~~ administrative forum that atfords 
fairness to all. - / 

A pUblicimeeting was held May 7, 1981 and interested 
parties presente~suggested modification to the Plan. In addition 
numerous WTitte~ comments and recom=endations were filed by the 
utilities, t7~ommission staff, and interested parties who 
participate i7 the regulatory process. 

The most significant modification to the current Pl~~ is 
the provisipn ~or filing of and hearing on certain updated material 
late in the schedule to complete a record based on the most current 
1ntormatidn available consistent with rapid processing of complex and 
lengthy ~plications .. 

/ The Plan has been renamed the Rate Case Plan to more 
accurately re~lect its purpose. Copies of the tendered NOI will be 
made .available to interested 'parties on request. Numerous changes 
have been made within the ~ramework o~ the Plan to proVide tor 
additional hearing days each month~ to provide extended time tor 

• staff reports, and for the staggered filing of stat! reports on rate 

- 1 -
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RATE CASE PLAN' 

~!ore Day -60 the Notice of Intent (NOI) with all workpapers is 
tendered to the Docket O~fice and Commission staf'f for review. The 
Executive Director notifies the Docket Office when the NOI has been 
accepted by the staff. whereupon the DoCket Office files the NOI. 
However. the re~uirements for the tendered NOr are listed under Day -
60. 

Day -60 (Accepted NOI is filed) ~-
An original and 12 copies of' an NOI is accepted bY~E~e~tive 
Director and then filed by the Docket Ottice. 1h~ NOI shall contain 
a brief statement of' the acount of increase s gnt and the reasons 
for the proposed increase. An original and 2 copies of' all 
documentation, prepared testimony. draft ibits including complete 
explanations, and summaries s~pporting e increase shall comply with 
the standard requirement list of the evenue Requirements, 
Utilities, and Communications Divis ns and shall be tendered at the 
same time that the NOI is tendere Three sets of applicant's 
workpapers shall accompany the t dered NOI. ~f' figures are changed 
later, supporting workpapers s 11 accompany the tendered NOI. If' 
figures are changed later, su~orting workpapers shall show the new 

• totals ~~d a reconCiliatzon 1th the workpapers provided With the 
tendered NO!. . 
Applicant shall furnish copy of the tendered NOI material to any 

" interested party upon r~uest. 
I The NOI shall state that the test period adopted by applicant 1s 

acceptable to staf!.;lHowever, in no event shall the proposed test 
period be less than~o years inclusive from the last adopted test 
year used by the CpmQission in setting applicant's existing rates. 
For example, if' 1~79 was the last adopted test year. the next test 
year to be sUb~ited in an NOI would have been no earlier than 
1981. 
~he required ~upporting material shall contain a results of 
operations st~dy ~or the test year based upon the adjustments adopted 
by the CommiSSion in applicant's last general rate case ~~d 
subsequent policy decisions of the Co~mission- I~ applicant requests 
an attritidn allowance, it shall include in its re~uired supporting 
materials evidence supporting the requested attritlon allowance. ~he 
NO,! shall not be tiled until all of the above requireI:lents are met • 

• 
1 Appendix A contains a list ot the major utilities to which the 
RCP applies. 

2 See Appendix B. 
- , -


