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INTERIM OPINION 2//"

Southera California Edison Company (Edison) seeks an order
modifying Resolution ALJ~149, as amended by Decision (D.) 82-12-072
and D.83-01-001. Resolution ALJ~149 adopted a revised versioa of the
rate case plan for mejor utility general rate cases (RCP).
D.82-12-072 amended Resolution ALJ-149; and D.83-01-001 corrected
some errors iz D.82-12-072. _ ‘

The modifications to the RCP +that Edison proposes are. o8
follows:

1. Minor updating or adeandmeat of testimony by
all ‘parties should be allowed ten days pr;or
to hearings oz such testimony.
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2. Conservation testimony should be submitted by
staff and interested parties ten days earlier
than the current schedule calls for.

3. The nature of the rebuttal showings should be
clarified and the administrative law judge
(ALJ) should de given additional flexibility
to set redbutial testimony submittal dates.

The ALJ should have discretion st the
Prehearing conference o limit and set the

apount of reduttal testimony that will be
allowed.

Minor notice of intent (NOI) deficiencies
. should not delay Processing of the general
rate cases.

Work pepers of staff and interested parties
should be made available on the dates
testimony is to be sudbmitted.

Relitigetion of policy issues should not
necessary be constrained by +the availlability
ol remaining hearing dates.

A tentative rate case schedule that reflects
all relevant procedural dates should be

served on all parties early in the RCP
process.

On April 6, 1984, a prehearing conference was held before
ALJ Baer. The parties agreed that the proceeding could be subnmitted
upon the filing of opening comments (due May 7, 1984) and ¢losing
comments (due May 21, 1984). Accordingly, Pacific Bell, Pacific Gas
and Electric Company (PG&E), Commission stass (Iegal Division), San
Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Toward Utility Rate
Normalization (TURN) filed opening comments and SDG&E and Edison
filed closing comrments.

Minor Amendments or Corrections
of Final Exhibits

The RCP requires that final exhibits, prepared testinony,
and other evidence be submitted by various parties on Days 0, 77, &%
117, 140, 150, and 170. The RCP generally prohidbits major updating
of the exhibits, prepared testinmony, or other evidence submitted on

i 4
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Days O, 77, 117, and 170. Xo statement is made regarding updating in
the RCP at Days 84, 140, and 150. At Days O and 77, the RCP states:

"No dulk or major updating amendments or recorded
data to amend the final exhidits, prepared
testimony, or other evidence shall be allowed
thereafter, except as provided in Appendix D and
Day 265."

At Day 117 the RCP states:

"No dbulk or major updating amendments or recorded
data to amend the final exhidits, prepared
testinony, or other evidence shall be allowed
thereafter, either by prepared testimony, oral
testinony, or exhibits, except as provided in
Appendix D and Day 265." :

At Day 170 the RCP states:

"No bulk or major updating amendments or recorded
data shall be allowed in rebuttal evidence."

Zdison proposes to add the following sentence +o the texs
o< the RCP under Days 0, 77, 84, 117, 140, 150, and 170:

"Minor written amendments or corrections to
exaibits, and additional direct testimony will be
allowed provided the material is submitted to the
ALJ and copies are served on all rarties ten days
before the witness is to testify.™

Edison's purpose in proposing the above additions to the
RC? is t0 clarify tha®t the allowance for updating najor categories on
Day 265 does not preclude parties from making the minor additions and
changes to their showings that are commonly required because these
documents are normally filed far in advance of hearings. 7The
Proposed modifications would also ninimize hearing time +aken %o
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 RCP allows parties to distridute repared
testinony containing recent data on cost of capital, cost of labdor,
changes in nonlabor escalation factors, and changes due to

‘ governnental action.
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when the witness would be heard will provide parties adequate time to
review the changes before cross-exanmination.

Pacific Bell, TURN, and staff oppose Edison's proposal,
while PG&E and SDG&E support it. We believe it is not necessary to
make the change Edison proposes. The current language of the RCP
confers sufficient discretion upon the ALJ to allow minor changes and
exclude major ones, as several parties observed. Pacific Bell
contended that to require minor changes t¢ be made in advance in
writing would be nmore cumbersome than allowing the witness t0 mekxe
then during testinmony. We agree. This proposal would inject an
unnecessary formalism into general rate proceedings and would not
solve any significant prodlen.

Scheduling of Conservation
Exhibits and Testimpony

Edison has withdrawn its request for a change in the

scheduling of comservation exhibits and testimony. Accordingly, it
is not necessary o discuss this itenm.

Scheduling of Redutt
Testinony

Zdison proposes a change 4o the RCP at Day 170, dealing
with rebuttal <testimony. ZEdison's proposed additions are underscored:

"All reduttal testinony and evidence by
applicant, staff, and other parties shall have
been distriduted to all parties dy this date.
Rebuttal shall de 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
anendments or recorded data shall be allowed in
rebuttal evidence. ZIvery attenpt shall be made
t¢ minimize unproductive, cumulative testinony,

and ¢ross-—exanminations. The additional witnesses
shall be kept to a minimum.

"Rebuttal testinmony shall bBe clearly referenced
to an exhibit number or transeript page to
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indicate what direct evidence of which party is
being rebutted.

"Rebuttal testimony shall be filed ten davs

alter cross-examination o0f the witness whose
tTestinony 18 being reduttec, anc at least ten
days prior tO the oral testimony oi the reouttal
witness. (opies shall be served on all parties.
In the event some partles have not yvet testilled
on waeir direct showings prior to lay 1/Q, the
ALJ shall schedule a later date Zor subnitting
reduilial testimony tnat 1ollows apearings on tnat
subjeet magter.

"IZ oral argument before the Commission en banc is

to be held, the ALJ shall announce the datve and
time."

Edison believes that the RCP is not clear whether rebuital
evidence will be admitted throughout hearings dbefore Day 170, or
whether a single rebutital showing should be filed on or before Day
170. Zdison proposes that the Ten~day rule concerning the filing of
rebuttal testimony that existed under the regulatory lag plan
(Resolution M-4706) be added to clarify that hearings concerning
rebuttal evidence may occur at any time before Day 170. Edison also
proposes +to 2llow the ALJ the flexidility to schedule other reduttal
testimony on dates after Day 170 if some maitters have not been heard
by that tize.

PG&E supports Edison's proposal in part. PGEE observes
thet it makes no sense to require rebuttal evidence to be filed
before a witness has tesvified because that evidence night he
obviated by cross-examination. PRPGEE contends that witnesses often
testify after Day 170, and that, therefore, Day 170 should not be the
absolute cut-off date for rebuttal evidence.

PG&E does not support the proposal that rebuttal testimony
shall be filed ten days after cross-examination of the witness to be
rebutted. The RCP currently calls for rebutital Yestimony by Day
170. TUnder Edison's proposal rebuttal testinony could be due as
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early as Day 101.2 PG&E believes that the early stages of the
hearing process should not de cluttered up by rebuttal testinmony.

SDG&E, without argument, 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. TIURN supports the proposal in total,
except that It would not require the ALJ to schedule a date after Day
170 for the submission of rebuttal testimony. It suggests that the
language be made permissive, rather than nandatory. Staff supporis
Edison's proposal because it "is aware of the logical inconsistencies
in the [RC?) with regard to scheduling of rebusttal testimony," (Staff
Comments, p. 2) and also because it "follows both the letter and the
spirit of the tez day rule." (Id. p. 3.)

2dison's proposed modification of the RCP at Day 170 is *two
pronged: (1) it would state that all rebut+tal Testineony is to be
distributed within ten days after cross-examination of the witness %o

. be redbutted and at least ten days before the date the redbuttal
witness is called, and (2) it would require the ALJ to set dates for
the distridution of reduttal testimony after Day 170 if the witness
to be redbutited has not been called defore that date.

The current language of the RCP7 does not preclude the
distridution of rebuitial evidence nor the calling of rebuttal
witnesses before Day 170. ZEdison's proposal, however, by imposing
rigid time limits might actually encourage more redbuttal evidence to
be filed, a result we 40 not wish to foster. Accordingly, we will
not adopt the Lirst part of Edison's proposal. Eowever, we note in
Passing that, if the ALJ allows rebuttal witnesses before Day 170,
Rule 68 (Prepared Testimony) should be observed.

2 Evidentiary hearings commence on Day 91.

> "Day 170. All redbuttal testimony and evidence...shall have heen
distriduted to all parties by this date."

-6 -
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The proposal to allow the distridbution of rebuttal evidence
ter Day 170, when parties have not testified on direct before Day
170, could obviate the need Ffor some rebuttal testimony when opposing

parties are able to make their points through c:oss—examination of
the other party's witness. We will, thefefore,‘adopt the second part
of Edison's proposal with TURN's suggested change. Accordingly, the
ALJ may set dates later than Day 170 for the submission of rebuttal
evidence where the direct witness did not testify before Day 170.

The adopted language appears in the Appendix. Other changes %o the
text of the RC? at Day 170, including the correction of the
typographical error, have been nade as well. EHowever, these are
editorial changes and do not have any substantive effect.

ALJ Disecretion Regarding
Rebuttal Testinmony

Edison believes that the ALJ should have discretion %o
limit the amoun?t of redbuttal testimony that will be allowed.
HEowever, in its reply brief Zdison conceded that the ALJ already
enjoys the discretion to limit redbuttal testimony. It has withdrawn
its propesal. No further discussion is required.

NOI DeZficiencies
Edison proposes to change the procedure for the acceptance
£ the NOI by adding the following underscored language to the RC?
unéder Day ~60:

"e..applicant will be notified of deficiencies in
the NOI texnder within 25 days of the tender

date. The NOI will not be accepted for filing
until the deficiencies are corrected, but may de
conditionally accepted by & written agreement
petween tne utllilty and tahe stal project nmanager
that sets out a schnedule Tor correcting all
dellicliencies Brior toO Or ¢oncurrent wita tihe
Ixllng ol the application.”
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Edison states that following tender of the NOI, the staff
identifies any deficiencies that exist in the NOI, bdut some
deficiencies may be time—consuming to correct. Edison argues that
the exisgtence of such deficiencies often does not damage the quality
of the NOI sufficiently t¢ warrant delaying the’processing of the
rate case. Edison states that its proposed nodification will only
formalize what has, in practice, been agreed upon by utilities and
the Commission's staff in the past.

PC&E does not support the proposal oL EBdison, dbut it did
propose another change that Edison later accepted. PG&E's suggestion
is that the RCY? be nmodified at Day -60 to read:

". . . Applicant will be notified of deficiencies
in the NOI tender within 25 days of the tender
date. The formal acceptance of the NOI shall be
based on tne 1ssue of whetaer the usility has
sudbstantially comnliec wita the reguirements set
Torzh iz %he Raté case Plan. Time consuming

anc/or iaconsecuential celliclencies will be
correctec accorcing To a time schedule agreed
uoon bota by the (ommission stafi and the
urilizy." (rZe&s's Comments, p. 4.)

PG&E argues that a NOI will never satisfy all staf?
witnesses' requirements for data. By forcing a timely'deéision
whether the utility has substantially complied with the RCP, the PGXE
proposal will require the stafl to evaluate the relative importance
of the perceived deficiencies. If there is a substantial deficlency,
then the NOI should not be accepted until the deficiency is _
resolved. However, time—consuming, data-related deficiencies or
inconsequential problems should not be allowed to interrupt the RCP
schedule. SDG&E also supports PG&E's proposal.

Stalf does not support Edison's original proposal; and
since it did not Tfile reply comments, it to0k no position on PGEE's
counterproposal. TITURN similerly opposed Edison's proposal, but took
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no position on PGEE's alternative because it f£iled no reply
comments. Pacific Bell took ro position on this item.

PG&E's proposal has merit. The staff remains in control,
because it must determine which deficiencies are so substantial thet
they should be corrected before the NOI is acceﬁted. Otker
deficiencies may be corrected after acceptance in the manner and on
the schedule $o which bdoth staff and utility agree. We believe that
this change will expedite the handling of the NOI and for this reason
we will adopt it. We have made certain editorial changes to the
language proposed by PGEE (see Appendix).

Avallability of Staff ang
Interested Party Work Papers

The RC? now requires at Day O and Day 117 that work papers
be made available by applicant and other parties, respectively, on
the same date that testimony and exhibdits are filed. The text of the
RC? on other days either does not make a statement regarding work
papers (Days 84, 140, and 150) or states that work papers shall be
available within five days of this date (Day 77) or states that all
work papers shall be availabdble on this date (Day 117).

Edison proposes t0 amend the RCP at Days 77, 84, 117, 140,
and 150, %o make the requirement for paking work papers available
consistent throughout and for all parties. Edison's proposed
language to be added to the text under the five days above-mentioned
is as follows:

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

PG&Z, SDGEE, and TURN support Edison's proposal. Pacific
Bell took no position. The staff opposed this item.

Staff opposition is based upon the administrative
difficulty of publishing many exhibits and also copying work papers
gll-on the same day. Staff argues that the five-day lag is designed
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To permit the work papers to be reproduced and forwarded in a tinely
panner but in 2 way that will not interfere with the production and
copying of staff reports, exhidits, and testinony.

The modest delay does not produce any demonstrable
prejudice. Where the RCP makes no statement about work papers we
will add the following language:

At Days 84 and 140 add: "All staff work papers
ghallwbe available within five days of this
ate.

At Day 150 add: "Also, all work papers shall be
availadble on this date."

ince the staff has the greater burden, it is reasonsble +o

allow the staff five days to make ita work papers available.
Applicant and other parties should make their work papers available
on the day the RCP requires their exhidbits or testimony to be
subnitted or mailed.
Relitigation of Policy Issues

Edison proposes to amend the RCP unéer Day -60. In the
following text the underscored material indicates new language and
the language t0 be deleted is indicated by slashes:

"The NOI may 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 zaterial will be presented at the end of the
hearings schedule, BuY ¢nYy If WHyged KEZYivg
ik ¥¥ dyLiXAPY¢ unless otherwise scheduled by
the ALJ."

The RCP now provides that previously litigated issues may
be presented only if time is availadle at the end of the hearing
schedule. ZEdison reasons that changed ¢ircumstances may. require 2
review of a policy. Eowever, if no bearing time remains 10 consider
Policy issues, then the Commission could be denied a fair opportunity
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t0 take evidence and decide such policy issues. Edison argues that
the proposed modification would allow the Commission greater
Tlexibility to respond to the relitigation of policy issues and would
Temove any incentive to waste hearing time to ayoid the relitigation
of previous Commission policies. BEdison believes the ALJ should have
the discretion to take evidence on such policy issues.

SDGXE and PGXE support this proposal without additional
discussion. TURN and staff oppose the modification. Pacific Bell
tooX no position.

As staff and TURN point out, Edison’'s proposal is stated
only in the abstract. No facts are cited to suppert 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. TFor this reason the RCP now allows
such evidence only if unused hearing time is availadble. EHowever,
circunstances, laws, and Commissioners do change and policy issues
need to be relitigated from time t0 time to determine if such
policies should be continued in the Luture. Thus, we believe that
the ALJ should have the discretion to set hearing days at other times
to take evidence on policy issues, but they should do so only after
consulting with the assigned Commissioner. We will adopt Edison's
proposal as modified.

Tentative Rate Case Sckedule

A%t Day 175 the RC? now requires the ALJ and assigned
Conmissioner to provide the Commission with a status report that
includes a schedule of importan®t remaining hearing dates, expected
subnission dates, and other benchmark dates. Xdison dbelieves that a
rate case schedule similar to that required oxn Day 175 that reflects
izmportant rate case procedural <Jays would dbe a useful tool to all

parties especially if it were developed and made available early in
the rate case process.

- 11 =
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Edison proposes to insert a reguirement a%t Day 60 that
applicant develop a teatative rate case schedule 20 days after the
prehearing conference that sets the procedural dates for the case.
After the ALJ verifies the schedule, it would be served ¢n all
parties. BEdison's proposal is as follows: '

"Day 60

A tentative rate case gchedule that reflects all
bencanark cates seT Iorth in the rate case dlan
as a¢tual calendar daves, and all firm or
tenvative cates estadblished at the »prehearing
goalerenge DY TaAe ALy shall pe craXtec by tae
anpL.icant anc preoilered ToO the AlLJ Ior
verification. The ALJ shall serve The annroved
Tave case schecu.le upon all parvies.”

SDG&E, PG&E, and IURN support this proposal. Pacific Bell
took no position. Staff opposes the proposal, stating that the staff
provides a tentative schedule with the NOI acceptance letiter; that
both the staff and applicant use that schedule Lor planning purposes
in <he informal conferences preceding hearings; and that the ALJ
provides ¢coples of the tentative RCP schedule at prehearing
conferences or with prehearing conference orders.

In practice the schedule that Edison advocates is already
being produced by the staff. It is appropriate that the staflf
continue to draft this schedule and o make it available to the
parties. If the utility or any other party takes exception to it,
the ALJ may consider <the matter at the prehearing conference.

Edison's proposal is not necessary and will not be adopted.

Editorial Changes
Suggested by Staff

The RC? calls for public witness hearings to occur between
Days 150 and 160 and hearings are %0 be completed no later than Day
200, except for hearing scheduled for Day 275. EHowever, the text of
the RCP at Day 230 states:
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"Concurreat dbriefs may be ‘1led 30 days after the
completion of public witness hearings.

It is obvious that the words "public witzuess" in the quoted
rial should be deleted and we will make this change while
reissuing the RCP pursuant to Edison's application.

In addition, noansubstantive editorial changes have been
made to the RCP oa Page 1, and at Days O and 265 ia order to improve
the language or to correct typographical errors. These changes are
reflected in the revised RCP attached hereto
En Bane Hearings

Since the filing of Edison's application, the Commission
has izitiated an ea bane hearing procedure in Edison's Twst Year 1985
general rate case. The procedural guidelines for these! uear‘“ y 28
distriduted to all parties in the case, are presented below:

"During the evidentiary hearings oa SCE's ,g,eneF'a’1 rate case,
the Commission will hold three en banc hearings, 2s described below.
The objectives of these hearings are to:

Facilitate involvement of Commissioners at an

early stage of the proceeding in the
identification of issues.

Aid parties in focusing their participation
ncluding dl“ec*/croes-examlnatzon time) on'the
ssues of primary importance to the Conmissioz
and develop a2 full record on those issues.

Enable parties 4o preseat positions on issues and
answer Commissioners' questions at iatermediate
stages during +the hearing process.

1. In Banc Hearing #1: April 11, 1984 in Los Angeles

The purpose of +this en banc hearing is 1o enadble parties %o
identify and discuss issues before the Commissioners, nuch in the
style of a verbal "scoping memo". The issves presented should
represent those that the parties consider of major importance in tzis
proceeding, with particular emphasis on:
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Issues where recent Commission decisions have

indicated a resolution--but they are raised agazn
in the utzlity'o filing.

Issues where circumstances may warrant 2 change

or reconsideration of past/current Commission
policies.

Issues that are unigue to SCE in this particular
filing and require resolution.

Issues that were left unresolved in past

decisions, and where clear policy guidance will
be needed in this proceeding.

This first en banc hearing is an opportunity for parties
and the Commissioners to interac®t on what issues they believe require
the most development, evaluation and consideration in this proceeding.

Involvement of Commigsion Staff. The Commission staff
will make a presentation of the issues they have identified.

Other Formal Appearances to this proceeding may also
participate in an oral presentation of the issues in this case..

Other Procedures. For the first en banc hearzng:

The hearing will be recorded by a court reporter,
and transcripts will be made available.

Commissioners and the ALJ will be +he only
persors allowed to question individual parties.

Questions will be limited to clarification 0f the
issues-and policy questions raised by the
parties, and not the position of the parties on
any issue.

Bach party's oral presentation is limited to 20
ninutes for Commission 3taff and for the utility,
10 nirutes for other parties making formal
appearances.

withirn 14 days after the en bawc hearing, .
President Grimes will forward o all parties 2
list of issues the Comnmission desires to have
addregsed in the ¢ase waich were not identified
by the parties and/or are the ones about wkhich .
the Commissioners are mos+t concerned. This list
will reflect any issue any Commissioner wishes to
include. : ' ' L
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2. En Banc¢ Heuring #2: May 22, 1984 in San FPrancisco

The purpose of this cn bane heauring i3 %o enable parties 1o
resent positions on the issues addressed thus far in the evidentiary
proceedings, namely, rate of return, marginal cost avoided cost,
rate design, and RD&D.

The zecond and third en banc nearings (see below) are
different frou traditional oral argumenis in that:

They will not be preceded by written briefs.

Por the Conmnission staff, the staff attorneys,
project manager and, ag required, technical and
policy witnesses will p*euent positions and
answer questions.

They will be on the record, dut nonevidentiary in
nature. ,

All Parties which have filed formal appearances in the
proceeding may develop and preseny an oral sunmmpary of their positions.
Other Procedures. For the second (and third) en danc

hearing:
The hearing will be recorded dy a court reporter
and transceripts will be made available.

Commissioners and the ALJ will de the only
yersons allowed To question individuel parties.

Bach pa*ty'o oral prosentation will be limited in
time. * The ALJ will irform parties of thoge
limits after the prehearing zeeting.

%. Er Ban¢ Hearing #3: July 12, 1984 in San Francisco |

The purpose of this en bance hearing is 1o enadle parties %o
present positions on the issues addressed in the evidentiary hearings
subsecuent to en banc hearing #2 (e.g.: cogeneration, results of
operations, comservation, and load management). )

In every o%ther way it will be conducted similar to en banc
hearing #2, as described above. ’
4. OQOral Arguments: November 2, 184 in Los Angeles

The oral arguments will occur after briefs are filed and
approximately 2 weeks from subnission of the ALJ advance dralt to the
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Comzmission (Day 300). The purpose of the oral argumeats will dbe or
all parties %0 briefly suzmarize their positions on major issues in
the cage. This hearing will be conducted iz a manner similar to
traditional oral arguments in previous ra%e cases.” »

We believe that these en bane hearings should de a
scneduled part of the Rate Case Plan. Therefore, we dlwect our st
1o develop a modification of the Rate Case Plan which would
iacorporate an en banc and oral argument vchedule similar to the one
adopted for EBdison's TY1985 general rate case. The dates and aumber
oZ en baane hearings should be left to the discretion of the lead
Commissioner, but 2% leazt one "issue scoping” en banc would ‘e held
ea*ly on iz the rate case schedule. One or two additional ea danc
hearings could alsc be scheduled during +the pfoceeding for.partiés’
positions o be discusséd. A final oral arsument; precedéd by the
ALd's advance draft of the decision, should be incorpofatgd‘intb the
plan. | B

Witkin 45 days from the effective date of +this interi
decision, staff is directed to circulate %o all parties‘in this
proceeding and to file with the 0ffice of Administrative Law proposed
modifications to the Rate Case Plan, incorporating the changes
adopted in this ;nte-im decision and the en dene hearzngs degcribed
above. A second round of comments will de scheduled t0 hear yparties’
positions on <%he en dbaac modifications. he comments will be limited
ia scope <0 those changes resuliting from 1ncorporat1ng an en danc

aring schedule into +the Ra te Case Plan.

Conclusions of Law

1. An application or petition for modific *ion of a Commission
order is addressed to the Commission's dlsc*etmon. | o

2. The RCP should be amended to'*equxre subs an*ial comp iance
with the RCP before acceptance of +the NOI; and tlme coansuming or
inconsequential deficiencies should be corrected according to a
schedule agreed upon by the siaff and 4he applicant.
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%. The ALJ should be zauthorized to schedule the distridution
rebuttal evidence later than Day 170 when 2 witness has not
testified on direct examination before Day 170. '

4. ;he stall should be regquired to make its work papers
available wx*h-“ five days of the distridution ol its reports,
testimony, or exhibits. - ‘ ‘

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

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

7. OQOther changes to the RCP of an editorial and nonsubstantive
nature should be made on page 1, and a% Days 0, 170, 230, and 265 to
improve or ¢orrect the language. | .

8. All substantive and noasubstantive change° to the RCZ?
adopted in this interim order are reflected in the Appendix.

9. Zxcept a3 indicated in Conclusions 2 through 6, the
applicatior should be denied. :

10. Purther modifications to the Rate Case Plan should be made,
reflecting the en banc hearings and oral arguzents schedule adopted
in Zdison's test year 1985 gereral rate case. o

11. The %otal rumber of en banc hearings should be left to the
discretion of the lead Commissioner; however, at least one issue-
s¢coping hearing should be held early on in the rate case schecdule.

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

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

-
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INTERIM ORDER

IT IS ORDZRED +that: _

1. The Rate Case Plan (RC?) is ameaded at page 1, and 8%t Days
-60, 0, 8, 140, 150, 170, 230, and 265 as set forth in the‘appendix.

2. In all other respects the application is denied.

%. Within 45 days from the effective date of this interinm
order, stalff is to circulate to 2ll parties in this proceeding
modifications to the Rate Case Plan, incorporating the changes
adopted and the en bane hearings descrided in this interim order.

4. A second round of comments will be sckeduled; the scope is
limited to the changes resulting from incorporating an en banc
hearing schedule into the Rate Case Plan.

This oréder is effective today.
Dated Septezber 6, 1984, at Sen Francisco, Califorais.

LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR.

- : President
VICTOR CALVO
PRISCILIA C. GREW
DONALD VIAL
WILLIAM T. BAGLEY
Commxssxonere

T CERTYFY TFAT THIS DECISION
WAS APPRCVED BY_THE ABOVE
COMMISSIOSERS TCRAY:,. .




PUBLIC UTILITIZS COMMISSION OF CALIFORNIA

San Prancisco, Califoraia
Date: October 20, 1982
Resolution: ALJ-149, as
anended by Decision 82-12-072
in Application 82-11-=%6 and
by D.84-09-028, in

A. - 83"’01 —42 -

SO0LUTUTION
Subject: Revised Rate Case Pla;

Recognizing that regulatory lag was a substaatial prodlem
coanfroating the regulatory process, the Commission adopted the
Regulatory lLag Plan for Major TUtility General Rate Cases by
Resolution A-£69%, dated July 6, 1977, which was modified dy
Resolution M-4706, dated June 5, 1979. That Plan superseded any
conflicting provisions of the Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure under Rule 87 of those Rules.

Zaving gained experience with the processing of rate
increase applications by the major utilities sudbject +o the Plan, <he
Commissiona has, from time to time, made modifications to the Plan to
nake it more workable and to better easure that regulatory delay is

nininized, while providing an administrative forum that affords
fairness to all.

A pudblic meeting was held May 7, 1981 and iaterested
rarties presented suggested modification to the Plan. In addition
aunerous written comments and recommencations were filed by the
wtilities, the Commission staff, and interested parties who
varticipate in the regulatory process.

The most significant modification to the current Plan is
the provision for filing of and hearing on certain updated material
late in the schedule to complete a record hased on *the most” current
information available consisteat 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 de
nade available to interested parties on request. Numerous changes
have been made within the framework of the Plan to provide for
additional hearing days eack moath, to provide extended time for
staff reports, and for the staggered L£iling of staff reports on rate
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design and conservation. fThe second Prehearing conference has been
eliminated and pudlic witness hearings have been rescheduled to taxe
place near the end of the evidentiary presentations of all parties.
All of the changes are designed to facilitate the processing of
general rate applications of major utilities.

The revised Plan applies to all Notices of Intent accepted
for filing after the effective date of tais resolutiorn.

Wherefore, under Rule 87 of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure, the Commission coneludes that the attached
te Case Plan should de adopted, on an experimental basis, effective
immediately and superseding the Plan adopied by Resolution M-4T706
dated June 5, 1979. The attached adopted Plan shall apply to the

,utllities prospectively.

27 IS RESOLVED that the attached Rate Case Plan for Major
Utility General Rate Ceases is adopted, on an experimental basis, %o
apply prospectively to Notices of Intent accepted Lor £iling after
the effective date of this resolution, un*til further order or
resolutvion of the Commission. The adopted Plen shall supersede the
existing Rules of Practice and Procedure wherever in contliet with
those Rules. A copy of this Resolution shall be served oz the
utilities listed in Appendix A, and the ALJ Division shall send a
COPy “O the parties who frequeatly appear in the general raze
Proceedings of those utilities.

This resolution is effective today.

I certify that this resolution was adopted at the
Commission's regular conference held on Octoder 20, 1982. ZThe
following Commissioners approved:

RICHARD D. GRAVELIE

LEQNARD M. GRIMES, JR.

VICTOR CALVQ :
Commissioners

I will £ile a 2issent.

/8/ JOEX E. BRYSON
Comnmissioner

I will file a concurrence.

/8/ RICEARD D. GRAVELLE
Commissioner

/s/ JOSEPE E. B0DOVITZ
Xecutive Director
Public Utilities Commission
State of Californis

-2 -




RATE CASE PLAN]

Before Day ~60 the Notice of Iatent (NOI) with 2ll workpapers is
sendered to the Docket 0ffice and Commission staff for review. The
Executive Director notifies the Docket 0£fice whea the NOI has been
accepted by the sitaff, whereupon the Docket 0ffice files the NOI.

ngever, the requirements for the tendered NOI are listed under Day -

Day =60 (Accepted NOI is filed)

An original and 12 copies of an NOI is accepted by the Executive
Director and then filed by +the Docket 0ffice. The NOI shall coatain
2 brief statement of the amount of increase sought and the reasons
for the proposed increase. An original and 12 copies of 2ll
documentation, prepared testimony, draft exhidite including complete
explanations, and summaries sgpporting the ing¢rease shall conmply with
the standard requirement listc of the Public Staff and shall be
tendered at the same time that the NOI is +tendered. Three sets of
applicaat’'s workpapers shall accompany the %tendered NOI. IL figures
are changed later, supporting workpapers shall accompany the tendered
NOI. If figures are changed later, supporting workpapers shall show

+he new totals and a reconciliation with the workpapers provided with
the teadered XOI.

Applicant shall furanish a2 copy of the tendered NOI material o any
interested party upon request.

The NXOI shall s%ate +that +the tect period adopted dy applicant is

acceptadble +o gtaff. EKowever, in no eveat shall the proposed tesi
period be less than two years inclusive fron the last adoplted test
year used by the.Commission in setting applicant's existing rates.
Tor example, if 1979 was the last adopted test year, the next test

year %0 be submitted in an NOI would have been no earlier than
1981.

The required supporting material shall contain a results of
operations study for +the sest 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 supportinag
naterials evidence supporting the reguested atitrition allowance. The
YOI shall not be £iled until all of the above requirenents are nmetd.

1 Appendix A contains a list of <the major utilities to whick the
RCP? applies. ' . ‘

2 see Appendix 3.
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Applicant will be notified of deficiencies in the NOI within 25 days
of the tender date. The acceptance of the NOI will de dased upon
whether the applicant has subdbstantially complied with the
requirements of the RCP. Time consuming and/or incomsequential
deficiencies nmay be corrected according to a schedule agreed upon by
the stafl and the applicant.

The XOI may coantain material such as p“eviougly litigated 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 oz such material will be presented at
the end of the hearing schedule, unless otherwise scheduled by the
administrative law judge (ALJ) with the advice and comsent of the
assigned Commissioner.

Within five days aflter the NOI has been accepted, applicant shall
serve a copy of the NOI on 2all appearances ia its last general rate
case, and file a certificate of service. Thereafter, all f£iled
zmaterial shall be furnished by applicant to interested parties on
written request. Applicant's workpapers shall be nade availadble on
request after the NOI has been accepted.

The application may be L£iled 60 days after the NOI is accepted.

Day -53

A project teanm, staff counsel, and an ALJ and 2 Commissioner shall be
assigned.

Day =52 through +35

Informal conference(s) may be held with applicant, staff, and any
interesgsted parties, at which minor revenwe requirenent matters will
be adjusted, the issues formulated, and the policy positions of the
Commission identified. The staff project manager and staff counsel
shall act as cochairmen and shall set the time, »lace, and agenda of
such conference(s).

Day =35

The ALJ in concurrence with the agsigned Comzmissioner shall set the
day, time, and place ZLor the prehearing conference and shall inform
applicant and al’ parties to the last general rate case. I the
Commission staff holds informal pubdblic meetings in conjuaction with
its investigati on of the adeguacy of utility service, applicant may

be required to send notice of the date and location 0f the public
meetings.

Day O
1. The application may be Liled and served in
conformity with the Rules of Practice and

. Procedure.




The application shell include final exhibiss,

prepared testimony, and other evidence, and shall

be served on all parties to the last general rate
case. No bulk or mejor updating emendments or

recorded data to amend the final exhibits,
repared teatimony, or other evidence shall be

§lloggg, except as provided in Appendix D and on
8y .

Applicant shall file a comparison exhidit showing
changes *that bhave occurred between the draft
exhibits submitted with the NOI and the final
exhibits submitted with the application. All the
changes or revisions shown shell have been agreed
t0 by staff in an informel conference before
filing the application. All changes in figures
between the NOI anéd the application shall be
supported by workpapers which show the new
figures and a reconciliation with the workpapers
previously tendered.

After Day C two copies of all exhidits, prepared
testimony, and other evidence of applicant,
steff, and interested parties shall he sent %o
the ALJ and copies served on 2ll parties and the
Reporting Branch. Prepared testimony should not
be filed in the Docket 0ffice; only bdriefs end
other pleadings are to be filed.

A copy of the decision in applicent's last
general rate case shall be furnished by applicent
upon written reguest.

A prehearing conference is held:

5.
Day 40
a.
b.
c.

To take appearances.
To raise and resolve any procedural matters.

To schedule hearings and specific areas of
participation if known, and specific dates for

testinony if necessary o expedite the hearing
procedure.

To set day, time, and place for public witness

testimony. Applicant shall notify its customers
by bill insert notice beginning on Day 100 using
the format shown in Appendix C.




e e v e - e

ALJ/;it

Day 77

e

Staff shall submit ell final exhidits, prepared testimony, and
evidence, except concerning rate spread and conservation, and shall
serve copies on all parties. XNo bulk or major updating awendments or
recorded data to amend the final exhibits, prepared testimony, or
other evidence shall be allowed thereafteér, excépt as provided in

Appendix D end Day 265. All staff workpapers shall be available
within five days of this date.

Day 84

Steff fLinel rete spread exhibits and testimony shall be filed and

served. All staff workpapers shall be available within five days of
this date.

Day 91

1. Eearings begin witk the following preliminary
zavters:

&8. Specific issues upon which evidence and cross-
: examination shall be heard are designated.

b. Specific sreas of sgreement are placed on the
recoréd, together with the original position
of applicant, staff, and interested parties.
Applicant shell provide an exhidit indicating
which portien, if any, of staff's
presentation it is prepared to accept. The
exhidbit should show the effect of such
acceptance on the wtility's request for
increased rates.

2. Applicant's presentation commences.

a. Hearings shall ordinarily be held not less
than 15 days a mon+th.

b. Where an ggreement between applicant and
“all is disputed by other parties, those
parties shall have the right to cross—-examire
gpplicant and staff in thet order. The
exemination will be closely controlled to
prevent an undue consumption of time.

Daz 24

Each party requesting compensation under PURPA § 122(a)(2) and the
procedures established in Article 18.5 of the Conmmissiorn's Rules of
Pragctice and Procedure (Rules) shall sudbmit its Request for Finding
of Eligivility for Compensation and serve copies on all perties.
This petition shall conform to Rule 76.0% of the Rules.
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Daz 100

Applicant shall notice the date, time, and place of the public

Tpess hearings beginning with the next billing eyele. The notice
shall follow the format in Appendix C.

Day 104 i

Statf and any other party shell submit their comments on any Rules

and sl):al-l Serve copies on all parties (References: Rule 76.0% of
Rules).

Day 117
Parties other than stafs and applicant shall sudmit their exhibits,
prepared testizmony, ané evidence, except on conservation, and shall
Serve copies on 2ll parties. These Cocuments shall reflect the
Talings and agreemens made at +the prehearing conferences. No bulk
r major updating amendments or recorded dats to azend the final
exhibits, prepared testinony, or other evidence shall be allowed
thereafter, either by Prepared testimony, oral testimony, or
exkibits, except as provided in Appendix D and Day 265. Also, 211
worxpapers shall be aveilable on this date.

Day 140

st mr——

Stalff shall suboit finsl conservation exhidits and testimony and

skall serve copies on all perties. All stafll workpapers shall de
availadle within five days of +his date.

Day 150

Porties other than staff and epplicant shall sudbmit final

conservation exhidbits anc testinony anéd shall serve copies on 8ll
parties. Also, 2ll workpepers shall be available on this date.

Day 150-160

Public witness hearings will be held concurrently with evidentiary
hearings if necessary 1o cozplete the hearings according to this plen.

Davy 170

e ———

T. All rebuttal evidence skall have been distriduted
by Dey 170. Rebuttal evidence shall refute <the
evidence of other parties and shall not reassers
OF reargue & party's direct evidence. XNo bulk or
mejor updeting amendments or recorded dota gheall
be allowed in rebuttal evidence. Additional |
witnesses, curuletive testinmony, and unproductive
cross—-exanination shall be minipized.




Rebuttal evidence shall clearly reference by
number the exhibit or transcript rage of the
direct evidence of the party rebutted.

When witness has not testified on direct
éxanination before Day 170, the ALJ may set a
later date for distriduting rebuttal evidence as
to that witness.

If oral argument before the Commission en bdanc 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 sckhedule for the remainder of the

hearings, the expected date of subzission, and other benchmark dates
set forth in this Plan.

Day 200

————

Hearings are to be completed no later than this date, except for
bearings scheduled for Day 275. The ALJ may require the applicant

and/or staff to sudmit a comparison exhibit setting forth the reasons
for differences.

Day 230

Concurrent driefs may be filed 30 days after the completion of

hearings. The ALJ sball outline any specific issues to be driefed.
Briefing of additional issues is optional.

Day 255

The Executive Director and eppropriate division directors shall
reconzend to the assigned Commissioner whether to consider granting a
Partial general rate increase or decrease.

Day 265

Applicant, staff, or any interested Party may distridbute in prepared
testinony form, and serve oz 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 permittied. -
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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 exhidit mey be
Trequired dy the ALJ. : .

Day 280
Last day of evidentiary hearing.

Day 300

The draft decision shall be in the Chief ALJ's office.
Day 365 _

A final Commission decision is expected by this date.




APPENDIX A
LIST OF MAJOR UTILITIES®

1. General Telephone Company of California
2. Pacific Gas and Electric Company

3. Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company
4. San Diego Gas & Electric Company

5. Southern California Edison Company

6. Southern California Gas Company

®Smaller ezergy and telephone utility rate
applications, including those utilities
previcusly listed in Appendix A, are
processed on an expedited bdbasis generally
being completed within a year f{rom the
filing of the NOI assuming adequate
Commissior staffing.

(END OF APPENDIX A)




APPERDIX B
Page 1
CALIPORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSIOR

STANDARD REQUIREMENT IIST
OF DOCUMENTATION SUPPORTING AX NOI

Brief statement of amount, reason for, and summary supporting,
the increase. :

Draft exhidits and prepared testimony (similar to those pregsented
in final application form) shall conform to the requirements of

Rule 23, except that the provisions of Rules 4 through & and 16
are not applicadble.

In addition to the requirements of 2 adbove, the Lollowing draf+t
exhidita shall bDe submitted:

All studies required by the Commiasion in prior

rate decisions and subsequent policy statements or
decisions.

Recorded data, in results of operations format,
shall be provided for the latest recorded year
avallable at the time of tendering the XOI. The
format shall be satisfactory to staff and when

requested by staff, more than one recorded year
shall de shown

The NOI may contain material (suck as test year
dollars for policy issues previouely litigated dut
not allowed by the Commission) which is not%
acceptable to staff. Such material must dbe clearly
identified together with the reasons for staf?
objection. Showings on such material will de
rresented at the end of the hearing schedule if
unused hearing time is available.

When estimates are made dy account or subaccount,
those estimated amounts shall be included in the
direct showing.

When controlling affiliates provide guidelines or
directions to the company's presentation, these
shall be set forth in the direct showing or
avallable in the workpapers.
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For Electric Utilities:

(1) Cost allocation studies by classes of
service.

(2) Marginal cost data in sufficient detail to
allow the development of rates for each
customer class. If the method used by the
utility to calculate marginal cost differs
from the method specified by staff, both
should be presented.

A full and complete set of bill frequency
analyses shall be provided for each existing
tariff schedule.

Alternative rate designs:
a. Prepared by applicant in developing NOI.

b. Requested previocusly by staff, e.g.
multitier inverted residential rates,
T.0.D. rates based or specific
consideration of marginal cost data, solar

incentive rates, conservation oriented
rates.

Rates based on marginal costs using method
to determine marginal costs approved by
staf?.

A computer tape with detailed custonmer
bill frequency data compatible with the
Commission'’s computer should de provided
for the latest available recorded year and
for the estimated test year(s) of the rate
case. All billing determinants for each
tariff schedule must be included.

Adequate documentation should be provided
to allow the staff to use this tape to
develop alternative rate designs.

Conservation effectiveness, including data
and/or studies recommended by staff and the
status of outstanding compliance reports or
studlies. .

Data descrided in Subparts C and D of the FERC
regulations implementing § 133 of PURPA, with
additional data described in OII 67, Appendix
B, Chapter 4. BT
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Load managenent program.
2. Complete program descriptions.

b. Program Funding - Annual revenue

requirement, showing personnel and other
costs.

¢. Program Impacts - Energy savings and
custonmers affected.

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

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

(1) Marginal cost data.

(2) Alternative rate designs.

a. Prepared by applicant in developing NOI.

b. Requested previously by staf?, e.g.
multitier inverted residential rates,
T.0.D. rates based on specific
consideration of marginal cost data, solar

incentive rates, conservation orlented
rates.

Conservation effectiveness and coxpliance with
past Commission decisions.

Alternate fuel use.

a. Information on alternate fuels used in the
utility's service area. In the case of
©1il, this information shall inmelude, but
not be limited to, the delivered price per
barrel, lot size, and Btu content.

b. The alternate fuel capabdbility of its
customers and the volumes (therms)
assocliated with each alterpate fuel.

For Communication Utilities:

(1) Separated results of operations by class of
service. 7Total company, interstate,
intrastate, state message toll, state private
line, and exchange irn total and by exchange
grouping. Settlement revenue &ffects of all
adjustments shall de skown. S
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(2) Rate spread exhibits containing detailed cost
R studies supporting proposed rate increases.
Cost studies shall include appropriate
Compission ratefixing adjustments. Rate
Spread exhibits shall also contain settlement
revenue effects on the utility and on the
Other California telephone utilities.

(3) When a comdination of "bottoms-up” and *top-
down" estimated results of operations is used,
ac adequate sampling shall be included in the
workpapers to show typical dottoms-up
estimate, including use of overall
guidelines. :

(%) Alternate rate designs when requested by
staft.

4. Complete explanation of exhibits and special studies
furnished.

5. Workpapers (3 sets) showing calculations of documentation %o
support the utllity's draft exhibits and special studies. In
order to meet NOI criteria, workpapers must:

. A. Be arranged in an orderly sequence and be dated and
initialed by the preparer.

B. Show the derivation of each individual estimate.

(1) Contain all the assumptions necessary for the
derivation of eack individual estimate.

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

(3) Where jJudgment is involved in setting an

estimate level explain why that particular
level was adopted.

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

(5) If there was no precise basis for certain
estimates and the derivation was purely
subjective, the workpapers should so state.

(6) Show management's review eriteria including
the factors considered by the utility's
Danagement in approving various expenditures

levels. For example, what welght was given to
the availabdbility of capital.
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(7) Supporting material must have a clear tieback
to base data from the stated expenditure.

Be appropriately indexed and legible.

Computer printouts must be accompanied by a
detaliled descriptiorn of the program. The recorded
data used should be identified and the various

assumptions of variadles used should be clearly
stated.

Show the development of adjustments, including
affiliate, based on the Commission's latest
decision involving such adjustments.

(EXD OF APPENDIX B)
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NOTE: Applicant public utility shall use this
notice format with information filled in as
necessary for pudblication, posting, and mailing
notice.

The California Public Utilities Commission will hold pudblic
hearings as listed below on the request of (utility)
to increase its rates by $ per year. If the entire amount
%slgpproved by the Commission, the impact on customers will De as
ollows: :

(Brief description of which rates the utility
proposed to raise —or lower- and the $ and ¥
amount. The effect on the average residential
customer's monthly bill shall be shown. The
effect on rates of all customer classes shall be

shown. A statement of the reasons for the rate
increase shall also be included.)

The hearing dates listed below give you an opportunity to
xXpress your views to the Commission. You may submit written
omzents or make a dbrief oral statement at the hearing.

DATES AND LOCATIONS OF PUBLIC WITNESS HEARINGS

IN APPLICATION (OR NOI) (No.) BEFORE
TEE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

(List dates, locations, and times of specifically
designated pudlic witness hearings.)

The Commission welcomes your comments. If you canuot
attend these hearings, you may submit written comments to the
Commission at one of the addresses listed below. Simply state that
you are writing about Application (or NOI) (No.) of

(utility) -

. " A copy of {(utility's) application (or NOI)
may be inspected in its local business office or at its
headquarters. :
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Additional hearing days will dbe devoted to apalyzing the
need for the requested rate increase and ways of sllocating any
approved increase among residential, commercial, and industrial
customers. At these hearings the Commission will receive tiae
testisony of (utility) , and the testimony of other
interested parties, and the Commisalon staff. The Commisaion ataff
consists of engineers, accountants, econonists, and attorneys who
independently evaluate the proposals of utilities for rate increases
and present their analyses and recommendations to the Commission at
pudblic hearings.

Further information may bDe obtained from (ntility)

at its headquarters at
i1ts local business offices, or fron the California Public Utilities
Commission offices: .

350 McAllister Street
San Francisco, CA 9102

107 South Broadway
Los Angeles, CA 90012

NOTE: If the utility is located in only northern or
southern California list only the appropriate Commission
office; if statewide list both and 1f in central
California list both.

(END OF APPENDIX C)
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STANDARD UPDATE EXEIBIT
FILING REQUIREMENYS LIST

Any update testimony or exhidits filed dy applicant, staff, or
interested party shall be limited to: ‘

a. Changes in cost of capital reflecting issuance of
new dedt or equity since the NOI was accepted.

b. Known changes in cost of lador dbased on coptract

negotiations completed since the tender of the
NOI.

Changes in nonlador escalation factors based on
the saze indexes the party used in its original
presentation during hearing.

d. Known changes due to governmental action such as

changes in tax rates, postage rates, or assessed
valuation.

The update exhibit may include decreases as well as 1ncréase3 in the
above categories. All testimony and exhidits for updating shall de
in fully prepared form and served on all appearances 10 days before

. hearing.

(END OF APPENDIX D)
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Decision S% CO 028 SEP & 1984 iR

BEPORE TEE PUBLIC URILITIES COMMISSION OF TEE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of ze Revised _Application 83-01-42
Rate Case Plan. (Piled January 20, 1983)

£

Jazmes K. Lehrer and Finn Jespersen, Atidrzeys at Law,
Zor Southern Californiz Edison Comgany, applicant.
David B. Follett and Frederick B. John, Attorneys at
Law, Zor Southern TaliZoroic Ggs Company and
Pacific Lighting Gas Supply Company: William L.
Reed, Randéall W. Chiléress, ¢ Jeffrey Lee
utrero, Avtorneys at law, Zor San Diego Gas &
Zlectric Company; Peter Wa/ganschen,and William H.
Zéwards, Altorneys &t Law, 20T Faci<ic Gas andé
Electric Company; Danie¥ J. MeCarthy and
Randall E. Cape, AZzor eys a%t Law, for Peecifie
Bell; Jon 7. Elliot 4nd Michel Peter florio,
ttorneys at Law, Zor Toward Utility Rate
Normalization; and Brobecx, Phleger & Harrison, by
. Gordon Z. Davis, WAlliam E. Booth, and Riechard C.
Earper, Attorneys/at Law, for Californis
Manufacturers AssSociation: interested pesrties.
Thomas Corr, Attozpey at Law, and Ida Goalwin, for
“ae Comnission/s=afys. .

(MTELI A

- sam  aae  wes  amw
- e

Southern Cal?fornia Zdison Company (Edison) seexs an order
modifying Resolution ALJ-149, as amended by Decision (D.) 82-12-072
and D.83-01-001. Resolution ALJ-149 adopted a revised version of the
rate case plarn for ﬁgjor utility general rate cases (RC?).
R D.82-12-072 amended Resolution ALJ-149; and D.83-01-001 corrected
some errors in D.82-12-072.

The modifications to the RCP that Zdison proposes are as
follows:

1. Minor updating or smeadment of testimony by
all parities should be allowed ten days prior
to hearings on such testimony.
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-,

"Concurrent driefs zmay be filed 30 days after the
completion of pudlic witness hearings.”

It is obvious that the words "pudblic witness™ in the quoted
material should be deleted and we will make this change while ,
reissuing the RCP pursuant to Bdison's application. . '

In addition, nomsubstantive editorial changes have been
made to the RCP on Page 1, and at Days O and g§5/in order to improve
the language or to correct typographical errors. These changes are

_reflected in the revised RCP attached herg#é.
En Banc Hearings -

Since the filing of Edison's/application, the Commission
has initiated an en banc hearing procedure in Edison's Test Year
1985 genexal rate case. Tke procedural guidelines for these

hearings, as distributed to all parties in the case, are presented
* below:

——- . - s - m— - — . . - -

ce e s mts iy T .

"During the evidenti@ry hearings orn SCE's general rate case,
he Coznission will hold three en banc bearings, as descrided below.

The otjectives of these he;74ngs are to:

coFaciiitate involverent of Commissioners at an
early stage of /the proceeding in the
identification/ of issues.

o Aid parties Lé focusing their participation
(including direct/cross examination time) on the
issues of primary iaportance to the Commission
an¢ develop/a full record on those irsues.

© Enable partics %o present positions on issues anc
aaswer Comnissioners' questions at interczediate
stages d7r:ng the hearing process.

1. Ez Banc Hearings #1: :Ap:il";;; 1984 in Los Angeles

Lo

/
The purpose of this en bane hearing is to enable parties ¢o
icentily and discuss issues before the Comzissioners, much in the
style of a verbal/"scoping memo™. The issues presented should

represent those that the parties consider of zmajor importance in this
proceecing, with’/particular ezphasis on: :

- - f—— e — —
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. QIssués where recent Commission decisions have
indica:eé a resolution~--but they are railsed
again in the utility's filing.

o Issues where circumstances may warrant a change
or reconsidzaration of past/curreat Commission
policies.

olIssues that z2re unique to SCE in this particular
filing ans resquire resolution.

o I=sues that were left unreselved in past
decisionz, arnd where clear policy guldznce will
be needed in this proceeding.

N FUE PRI SE L

C e e T L Am———

© m o amies e m - -

This first en banc hearing is an opperiunity for parties aand
the Commissioners to interact on what issues they believe require the
zost development, evaluation and consideration in this proceeding.

Invelvement of Commission Staff. The Commission staff
will zake 3 presentation cf the issues they rave idectified.

Qther Formal Appearances to this proceéding may also
participate in an oral presentation of toe issu€s in this case.

Other Procedures. For the first ed banc hearizg:

.The rearing will record by a ¢ourt reporter, and
. transeripts will be made avacflable.

. 7 '
.Comzissioners and the ALJWill be the only
rpersons 2llowed to questfon individual parties.

-Questions will be limited to clarification of the
izsues and policy questions raised by the

parties, and not the position of the parties on
any isesue. .

-Each party's coral/presentation is licited to
20 minutes for Commission staff and for the

utility, 10 mijutes for other parties making
formal appearztices.

.dithin 14 days after the en bacc hearing,
President Grimes will forward to all parties a
list of Issues the Commissicn desires to have
addressed/in the case which were not identified
Oy the parties anc/or are the ones about whieh
the Commissioners are most ¢oncerned. This list

will refiect any issue any Commissioner wishes to
include.

2. En Barne Hearf;g #2: May 22, 1984 Ia San Fraacisco
P4
The purpose of this en banc hezring is to enmable parties to

present positions oa the issues addressed thus far in the evidentiary
.;«roceedinss, nagely. rate of return, marginal cost, avoided co3at,,
Tate design, and RD&D.

e = e e
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. The second aad third en banc hearings (sce below) are
differeat from traditional oral arguxents in thati:

.They will not de preceded by written briefs.

.For the Ccrmmission staff, the staff attoraeys,

project zanager and, as requirecd, technical and
policy witnesses will present pesitions and
answer zuezticons,

.They will be o the record, bve aonevidentiarx/’////f
in nature.

- - - ’ - N tT ' )
All Parties which have filed forz2l appéarances in the

proceeding may develod and present an ¢ral summary of their
positions. :

Other FProecdures. For the second (and third) en bdanc

hearing:

.The hearing will be recorded by a court reporter
ané transcripts will made availadle.
.Coomissioners and the/iLJ will be the only
persons allowed to question individual parties.

.Zach party's oral/presentation will be limited in
. time. The ALJ wAll inform parties of those

limits after tie prehearing meeting.

L)

. Ea Bane Fearing #2:/ July 12, 1684 in San Francisco

The purpose/;f this en banc Rhearing is to ezable parties to
present positions oo/ the issues addressed in the evicentiary hearings

cubsequent to en banc hearing #2 (e.g.:  ¢cogeneration, results of
operations, conservation, and load managezment).

In every other way it will be conducted similar to en bane
tearing #2, as/desceribed above.

4. Oral Arquments: Nbﬁembeiiﬁ,‘1984.in Los hhaéleéf

The oral argtments will occur after briefs are filed and
approximately 2 weeks from subzission of the ALJ advance draft to the
Commission (Day 3200). The purpose of the oral arguzmenis will be for
all parties to briefly summarize their positicuns on major issues in
the case. 7This hearing will be conducted in a manner similar to.
traditional oral arguzents in previous rate cases.” .

=-13b~-
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. 0 We believe that these en banc hearings should be a scheduled part of the Rate
Case Plan. Therefore, we direct our staff to develop a modification of the
Rate Case Plan which would incorporate an en banc and oral argument schedule
similar to the one adopted for Edison's TY1985 general rate case. The “final Axlhy anrd_}
number of en banc hearings ﬁ'/oa-rl-d'(b% left to the discretion of the lead v
Commissioner, but at least one "issue scoping” en banc would be held early on
A il 2ok
in the rate case schedule. One or two additional en banc heari ng‘f%d 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 45 days from the effective date of this interim decision, staff is
directed to circulate to all parties in this proceeding modifications to the
Rate Case Plan, incorporating the changes adopted in th{s%tem’m decision and
the en ban¢ hearings described above. A second prehearing conference will be
scheduled to hear parties® positions on the en bant modifications. The
prehearing conference will be Timited in scop}/to those changes resulting from

incorporating an en banc hearing schedule into the Rate Case Plan.
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. Conclusions of law o o

1. An spplication or petition for modification of a Commission
order is addressed to the Commission's discretion.

2. The RCP should be amended to require subdstantial compliance
with the RCP before acceptance of the X0I; and time consuning or
inconsequential deficiencies should be corrected according to a )
schedule agreed upon by the staff and the applicant. z/”’#//,)"

3. The ALJ should be authorized to schedule the distribdutio
oL reduttal evidence later than Day 170 when & witpess has
testified on direct examination before Day 170.

4. The staf?f should be reguired to make its
available within five days of the distridution
testimony, or exkibits.

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

6. ZEvidence on policy issues zlay be taken at times other than
at the end of the hearing schedule, if the ALJ, with the advice anéd

.consent of the assigned Commissioner, so directs.

7. Other changes %o ?;e RCP? of an editorial and nonsubstantive
nature should ve made on page 1, and at Days 0, 170, 230, ard 265 %o
improve or correct the quage.

L4

Tk papers
<8 reports,

8. AN substantivs/and nonsubstantive changes to the RCP adopted in
this interim order are‘;eflected in the Appendix.

9. Except as indicated in Conclusions 2 through 6, the application
should be denied.

10. Further/modifications t0 the Rate Case Plan should be made,
reflecting the en banc hearings and oral arguments schedule adopted in
Edison’s test y@ar 1985 general rate case.

11. The total number of en banc hearings should be left to the
discretion of the Tead Commissioner: however, at least one issue-scoping
hearing should be held early on in the rate case schedule. i

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 sheuld be available to the

. Commissioners prior to the final oral arqument,

~138~
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IT IS ORDERED that:
1. The Rate Case Plan (RCP) 5 amended at page 1, and at Days -60, O,
84, 140, 150, 170, 230, and 265 as set forth in the Appendix.
2. _In all other respects the application is denied.
3. Within 45 days fron{ the effective date of this interim order, staff
is to circulate to all parties in this proceeding modifications to the Rate

Case Plan, incorporating the changes adopted and the en banc hearings described
in this interim ord

er
4. A second péhean' ng conference will be scheduled; its scope is

ﬁ' -
1imited to the ch/anges resulting from incorporating an en banc hearing schedule
into the Rate Case Plan.

This/vérder becomes effective today.
Da}:éd SEP 6 1984 , at San Francisco, California.

ZIEONARD M. GRIMES, JR.
President
VICTOR CALVC
PRISCILLA C. GEEW
NONALD VIADL .
RILLIAM T. BAGLEY
Commissioners




PUBLIC UIILITIES COMMISSION OF CALIFORNIA

San Prancisco, California
Date: October 20, 1982 .
Resolution: ALJ-149, as
anended by Decision 82-12-072
%n %pplication 82~11=-36 and

Y -
A.83-0 f—4-{§.
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Subject: Revised Rate Case Plan

Recognizing that regulatory Jag was 2 subsiantial prodlenm
confronting the regulatory process, the Commission adopted the
Regulatory lag Plan for Major Utility General Rate Cases by
Resolution A-4693%, dated July 6, Y977, which was modified by
Resolution M-4706, dated June 5,/1979. That Plan superseded any
conflicting provisions of the Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure under Rule 87 of those Rules.

Eaving gained exyperience with the processing of rate
increase applications by,cthe major utilities subject to the Plan, the
Commission has, from tipe t0 time, made modifications to the Plan %o
make it nmore workablzxdgd to better ensure that regulatory delay is

ninimized, while providing an administrative forum that affords
fairness to all.

A publi¢ meeting was held May 7, 1981 and interested
parties presented suggested modification %o the Plan. In addition
numerous writtex comments and recomzmendations were filed by the
utilities, the Commission staff, and interested parties who
participate iy the regulatory process.

The most significant modification to the current Plan is
the provisién Lor 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 dbe
nade available to interested 'parties on request. Numerous changes
have been made within the framework oL the Plan to provide for
additional hearing éays each month, to provide extended time for

. staff reports, and for the staggered filing of steflf reports on rate




RATE CASE PLAX

Before Day -60 the Notice of Intent (NQOI) witk all workpapers is
tendered to the Docket 0Lfice and Commission staff for review. The
Executive Director notifies the Docket Office when the NOI has been
accepted by the stalf, whereupon the Docket 0ffice files the NOI.

ggwever, the requirements for the tendered NOI are listed under Day -

Day =60 (Accepted NOI is filed)

An original and 12 copies of an NOI is accepted by _the Executive
Director and then filed by the Docket Q0ffice. The NOI shall contain
a brief statement of the amount of increase sodght and the reasons
for the proposed increase. An original and 12 copies of all
documentation, prepared testimony, draft ivits including complete
explanations, and summaries sgpporting e increase shall comply with
the standard requirement list® of the Revenue Requirements,

Ttilities, and Coamunications Divisions and shall be tendered at the
same time that the NOI is tendere Three sets of applicant's
workpapers shall accompany the tehdered NOI. If figures are changed
later, supporting workpapers shéll accompany the tendered NOI. If
figures are changed later, supporting workpapers shall show the new
totals and a reconciliat::;/with the workpapers provided with the

tendered NOI.

Applicant shall furnish a3/ copy of the tendered NOI material to any
interested party upon requesw.

The NOI shall state thet the test period adopted by applicant is
acceptable to staff. /However, in no event shall the proposed test
period be less than two years inclusive froz the last adopted test
year used by the Commission in setting applicant's existing rates.
Por example, if 1979 was the last adopied test year, the next test
yegr $0 be sudmitted in an NOI would have been no earlier than
1981.

The required supporting material shall contain a resulis of
operations sqﬁdy for the test year hased upon the adjustments adopted
by the Commission in applicant’s last general rate case and
subsequent policy decisions of the Commission. IZ applicant requests
an atirition allowance, it shall include in its regquired supporting
materials evidence supporting the requested attrition allowance. he
KOI shall not be filed until all of the above requirements are met.

.1 Appendix A contains a list of the major utilities to which the
RCP? applies.

2 see Appendix B.




