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I,f C, dnJ! 1m I '~!M~ 'ul liI!:;-;:lj~ ~ 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE ST~E 0 ~ , 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to 
revise the time schedules for the 
Rate Case Plan and fuel offset 

, . 
) 
) R.S7-11-012 
) (Filed November 1~, 1987) 
) proceedings. 

-------------------------------) 
(See Appendix A for ~ppearances.) 

o P I NJ 0 N 

Summa;r:y 
This dee is ion modifies the rate ease plan and the 

SChedule for processing energy offset proceedings. These changes 
were made to refleet the requirements of Publie Utilities Code 
S 311 (S 311), develop realistie schedules for processing rate 
proceedings, and facilitate the issuing of general rate ea$e 
decisions. Additionally, for the first time energy offset filings 
have :been coordinated with each other and with general rate cases. 

The important innovations this decision adopts are: 
(l) establishment of a generic annual cost of capital proceeding 
for energy utilities, (2) separate rate design decisions and annual 
rate design Windows for major electric utilities, and (3) separate­
proceedings for energy reasonableness reviews. 
lb;'oce<:iux:al SaeJcg;round 

On November 13, 1987 Order Instituting Rulemaking (R.) 
87-11-0l2 was issued to: (1) reflect the requirements of S 311 in 
the processing of general rate cases and energy offset proceedings, 
(2) develop reasonable time schedules, for proceSSing 9'en~ral rate 
eases and energy offset proceedings, and (3) consider.ehAnges to 
general rate cases that could ease the bU%'den of issuing year-end' 
decisions . 
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Comments on these matters were solicited from utilities, 
our staff, and interested parties and a prehearing eonference' was 
held. before Ad.ministra'tive Law Judge (ALJ) Ferraro on January 19, 
1988. At the prehearing conference the proe~ing was bifurcated. 
into a general rate case phase and an offset proceeding phase. The 
initial workshops, attended by the ALJ, utilities, our staff, and 
interested parties, were held in February 1988. Further workshops 
without the 'ALJ in attendance were conducted :by the Division of 
Ratepayer Advocates (DRA). As a result of these workshops a 
consensus proposal for each phase was submitted to the ALJ. 

Also discussed at the prehearing conference was the 
applicability of this rulemaking proceeding to telecommunications 
utilities. The ALJ ruled that only changes necessary to 
incorporate the requirements of S 311 would apply to 
telecommunications utilities. 

On May 26, 1988 the ALJ issued two rulings which 
scheduled hearings to address the consensus proposals and the ALJ's 
comments. Hearings were held on June l6, 19'88 for the offset 
proceeding phase and June 29, 1998 for the general rate case phase. 

Finally, by memorandum dated August 18" 198'8 ORA states 
that DRA, Southern California Edison Company (Edison), San Diego 
Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) have agreed to certain modifications to-the 
consensus energy cost adjustment clause (ECAC) schedule to' 
accommodate the inclusion of incremental energy rate (IER) related 
issues. 
C2mments 

In accordance with S 311 the proposed decision of ALJ 
Ferraro was mailed on November 9, 1988. Timely comments on the 
proposed decision were filed :by the follOwing parties: SDG&E, DRA, 
California Department of General Services, COOS), SOuthern 
California Gas Company (SoCal),' Toward, Utility Rate' Normalization 
(TURN), PG&E, and Edison •. These comments have been' reviewed'~nd" 
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carefully considered by the Commission. Any changes required by 
the comments have been incorporated in the final decision. 

On December S, 1988, Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPPC) 
filed a motion for an extension of time t~ file comments together 
with proposed comments. SPPC believes acceptance of the late-filea 
comments is reasonable because they do not affect the other 
parties, ~hey are brief, ana the filing of a 1990 ~est year rate 
case would be a waste of time. Although SPPC's proposed comments, 
attached to its motion, were late,· they were within the time for 
reply comments and ORA, the only party impacted by the comments, 
filed a reply. Since this is a rulemakingproceeding to- schedule 
rate proceedings for SPPC and other utilities, we will accept 
SPPC's comments as filed. SPPC's comments are discussed in the 
section on general rate cases. 
Oiscuss;"on 

Although we will modify the consensus proposals, we are 
grateful to the parties that participated in tho work~hop proces~ • 
Their hard work and cooperation have resulted in a considerable 
savings in time and litigation expense&. 

Initially this proceeding was intended to address the 
requirement of S 311, mailing of tho AtJ's proposed decision prior 
to a final decision. However, it soon became apparent that other 
items needed attention. First we will ad.dress our concerns for 
general rate cases followed by offset proceedings. To assist the 
reacer in follOwing our discussion Table A below shows the adopted 
dates for energy utility rate case and offset proceeding hearings 
and decisions; Table B below lists the present and adopted 
effeetive dates for energy utility rate changes • 
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General Rate Cases 
Our key objectives in reviewing the rate case plan are: 

1. Reduce the complexity of processing general 
rate decisions at year-end. 

2. Provide a mechanism to address electrie 
rate desiqn more often than every three 
years. 

3. Incorporate S 31l requirements and other 
scheduling modifications that may be 
appropriate .. 

We believe there are two viable options to reduce the 
complexity of processing general rate decisions on a calendar year 
basis. The firs~ approach, which is recommended in the consensus 
proposal, is to remove consideration of the utility'S cost of 
capital from general rate cases and establish a generic annual cost 
of capital proceeding. The annual cost of eapital proceeding would 
be decided prior to December each year with rates effective 

" January l. Also included in the consensus proposal is the phasing 
of electric rate design for Edison, PG&E, and SDG&E with a decision 
issued after the general rate case decision and the provision for 
annual electric rate design windows. Marginal cost and revenue . 
allocation issues would continue to be addressed in the general 
rate case decision. These changes, which are detailed in Appendix 
Band C, would eliminate two major component~ from the general rate 
case decision. Additionally, the electric annual rate design 
windows should eliminate the consideration of rate design issues in 
ECAC proceedings and minimize the number of rate design advice 
letter filings. 

Because these recommendations will ease the end of year 
crunch experienced in processing general rate decisions they should 
be incorporated into the rate CAse pl.o.n. However, ~ res:POnse to' 
the coneerns expressed :by the pArties, we will lMke, .. some minor 
changes. First, the annual cost of capital scheclulewill .. be '. 

, . (', 
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modified to: (1) provide additional time for interested parties to 
submit their exhibits, (2) allow for a late-filed exhibit to, 
reflect the issuance of new debt and/or preferred stock or actual 
changes for existing variable rate issues, and (3) include a reply 
brief and additional time for processing the decision. Second, to 
minimize the number of rate changes during the year the electric 
rate design decision for major utilities will be made coincident 
with summer season rate changes. The summer season starts May 1 
for PG&E and SDG&E and the first Sunday in June for Edison. These 
changes are reflected in the rate case schedules included in 
Appendix B. 

Since electric rate design for Pacific Power & Light 
Comp4ny (PP&L) and SPPC is less controversial, the consensus· 
proposal recommends that rate design changes continue to coincide 
with the January 1 effective date for general rate cases. However, 
the consensus proposal is silent with respect to rate design 
windows for these utilities. Consistent with our treatment of the 
major electric utilities, we will provide rate deSign windows with 
January 1 effective dates for PP&L and SPPC. 

DGS is the only party which opposes the phasing of 
electric rate design in general rate cases and the creation of 
electric rate design windows. DGS states that these changes will 
make it more difficult for intervenors to participate in general 
rate cases and forecast energy costs because the proceedings will 
take longer to. process and yearly dramatic rate design changes 
could occur. We do not agree with DGS's assessment of the adopted 
electric rate desiqn changes. First the adopted rate case plan 
does not expand the time for processing rate design issues; it 
merely delays their consideration. Second., electric rate deSign 
windows are not ·intended to increase the litigation of ra~ design 
issues, but provide a forum to address these issues instead of ECAC 
proceedings and advice letter filings .. 
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We will also modify the consensus proposal to include 
language which encourages informal conferences among the parties' 
witnesses to facilitate the understanding and acceptance of the 
notice of intent (NOI) and the processing of the application. The 
rate case plan now provides for informal conferences, but no· 
provision is made for them in the consensus proposal. Because 
general rate proceedings a%e extremely complex, we believe that the 
rate case plan should explicitly provide for informal conferences 
to minimize the time involved in litigating issues. 

There was discussion during the proceeding concerning 
ORA's master data requests. ORA has recently developed generic 
data requests that identify data that ORA typically requires of 
utilities in processing rate requests. The utilities were in 
general agreement that, if sufficient lead time is provided, 
responses to the general rate case master data request can usually 
oe submitted with the tendered NOI. SoCal in its comments asserts 
that ORA's master data request was not discussed during the 
proceeding. SoCal has apparently forgot that this issue was 
addressed at the workshops held in February 1988. At the workshops 
SoCal agreed that it would attempt to respond to, the master data 
request in a timely fashion, but that the master data request 
should not be a condition for acceptance of the NOI. 

For offset proceedings, ORA agreed that responses to the 
master data request should be submitted with the utility'S 
application, but that the responses should not be a formal 
requirement. ORA stated that it would like responses as soon as 
possible, but did not want responses delayed four weeks. 

Consistent with this approach we will not require 
utilities to provide data responses with their tendered NOI. 
However, we believe the use of a master data request can facilitate 
the proceSSing of general rate applications and thati.t ,is 
reasonable to expect utilities to respond in a timely fashion. 
Accordingly, if ORA provides utilities with a.masterdata· request, 
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at least six months prior to the tendered NOI, we will expect the 
utilities to make a reasonable effort to provide responses with the .. 
tendered NOI. 

In considerinq the revisions we adopt today to' the rate 
case plan, we have been particularly concerned with the process by 
which an applicant's NOI is accepted. Our ORA plays a special role 
during this phase in helpinq to determine the completeness of the 
NOI. We are anxious to take advantage of ORA's expertise in 
deter.mining completeness without confusing the distinction between 
the compliMce function and ORA'S role as an active party in the 
forthcoming case. We believe that the procedures we establish 
today ensure that this distinction will be drawn, ~ut we will be 
keenly interested in watching the actual operation of the 
procedures to ensure that that is in fact the case. 

Finally, we will delete the consensus proposal 
requirement f~r desiqnating the ALJ and the as~iqned Commissioner 
prior to acceptance of the NOI. Instead of this requirement, we 

~ will provide utilities with an appeal procedure for disputes over 
NOI deficiencies. A utility that disagrees with ORA's list of 
deficiencies will be able to file a written protest with the 
Executive Director. The Executive Director's determination will be 
final. An NOI deficiency is qenerally considered to exist when a 
utility has not provided an item in the ~Standard Requirement List 
of Documentation Supporting an NOI~ shown in Appendix:S. Although 
the requirements contained in this list of documentation include 
the derivation of each individual utility esti:m4te, adequacy of the 
utility'S justification for its estimating methodology will not be 
considered an NOI deficiency. 

• 

The second viable option for the processing of general 
rate cases is DRk's proposal to schedule general rate cases on a 
fiscal yeax' basis.. .DRA"s proposal would estAb11sh test years that 
are aligned rlth ,the,fo~ quarters of "the year~ ,Each of, the. four 

,--, " ....,.,. . . ,. ,",.', ' 

major energy ut1l,1ties would start the.ir test"year on" a d.1.fferent 
.. - . ..., .. , ,~, I. • j ~ "', '. " ., ",' ,;, ,,, 
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quarter. For a three year rate case cycle, every nine month3. there 
would be a general rate deci$ion issued and a general rate 
application filed. 

~l of the major energy utilitie$ were ad4m4ntly opposed 
to ORA's proposal r statinq that a fiscal year rate case would: 

cause confusion in the financial community. 

MAke it difficult to use qu~titative mOdels to 
forecast return on equity, sales, and other 
items. 

Result in ~ increase in work in order to 
adjust calendar year data to a fiscal year. 

Interestingly enough, while the major energy u~ilities are opposed 
to a fiscal year rate case, PP&L supports the idea. PP&L states 
that California is the only jurisdiction in which it serves that 
requires a calendar year rate filing and that it has not 
experienced difficulty filing fiscal year rate cases in other 
jurisdictions. 

While we are not con'Vinced by the arguments o,f the major 
energy utilities, we'are inclined to delay consideration of a 
fiscal year rate case. The consensus proposal appears to be a. 
serious attempt by the parties to address our objectives in 

reviewing the rate case plan. Since the parties are responsible 
for meeting filing deadlines and adhering to the rate case plan, we 
will pro'Vide them with the opportunity to make the consensus 
proposal work. Future consideration of a fiscal year'rate case 
depends on the success of the consensus proposal. 

Finally, SDG&E requests that it have the flexibility to 
defer in total or in part a rate change for the general rate ease 
or attrition adjustment until rate design changes are effective. 
This would allow SDG&E to avoid multiple rate changes, but still 
change its authorizect margin' on Januaxy l. Other pa:rtl.es also 
expressed' An ".1llterestinSDG&E "sproposal:;~ hoWever ~ ~t was unclear 
how'; such' a';' meehan1sm~ Would.'· work~"" Since': there'. is' 'n'o' speCific:' 

, ''-:', 
, , 
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proposal before us, requests for the Qeferral of rate changes 
should be addressed in utility rate proceedings. 

The parties also recommend some minor changes t~ the 
consensus schedule for processing' general ,rate eases. 

Edison recommends that the generic cost of capital 
proceeding be modified to provide for reply briefs and a late-filed 
exhibit to update the embedded, cost of debt. 

PG&E recommends that the number of rate changes be 

min;m;zed by coordinating the rate design decision with other rate 
changes, including seasonal rate changes. 

While TORN recommends an annual rate proceeding for each 
utility, including'fuel, its 'only concern with the ,schedule is that 
there is insufficient time allowed for the filing"of intervenor 
testimony. TORN recommends and PG&E supports providing intervenors 
14 days at a minimum. and preferably 21 days from the filing: of 
ORA's cost of capital testimony. 

'rhe City of San Diego recommends th.4t publiC ,comment 

hearings be moved from Days 220-312 to an earlier time in the 
proceeding. 'rhis would allow public comments to be taken into, 
consideration in developing the record. 

SoCal is concerned that the wording in the consensus 
proposal could be interpreted to give the ORA project manager veto 
power over the utility's decision to make changes to· its NOI 
filing. SoCal also recommends that the text in the consensus 
proposal be c:hmlgedto: ( 1) make the ORA project manager the 
coordinator for, transmitting deficiencies in the NOI and (2) 

reflect the need for the filing: of gas rate design exhibits. 
In response to these concerns and recommendAtions ORA 

states that: 

Public comment hearings "were scheduled 'between 
Oays220 and,',l12, to.info:cm\.thepublie of.ORA's 
rate design recommendations,. wh.1c:h"are',not, " 
f1n4l1zed. -until "Oay 219 :' ',', ,"," '. '.'.~" , 

~~., •• I ., ........ ~:,<. ,,~,~. l~,·.~~ ", ,",:.',:: •.. ,,', ",.' ..... i' ...... ', '" ,", 
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It is not opposed to including a reply brief in 
the cost of capital schedule, but is not, 
certain how to accommodate it. ' 

SoCal's recommended text chanqes to make ORA's 
project manager the coordinator for 
transmitting deficiencies in the NOI and to 
require rate design exhibits should be adopted .. 

ORA's project manager should have the 
re,sponsibilityof determining what changes can 
be made to the NOI. The text in the consensus 
proposal is intended to maintain the current 
practice in approving changes to the NOI. 

• 

As an al temate to the consensus proposal for a generic 
annual cost of capital proceeding, ORA recomme~d~ a ,trigger 
mechanism. Onder thi.s approac!t, the only annual cost of capital 
modifications for all enerqy utilities would be an update to 
reflect changes in lonq-term d.ebt and/or preferred stock, a fairly 
mechanical proced.ure. Return on equity modifications would be 
considered for utilities with a general rate proceeding, but not 
for other utilities unless a predetermined index had changed by ~ 
more than a preset amount. This: would signify potGntial risk 
changes exceeding the normal month-to-mon~ fluctuations. 

Although ORA's alternate proposal received little 
attention from the parties, we feel it could provide significant 
benefits d.uring times of economic stability.. However, we ue 
reluctant to consider ORA's proposal without a more complete 
record. Accordingly,.parties interested in pursuing the use of a 
trigger mechanism' ·for return on equity should address this matter 
in a future annual cost of capital proceeding. 

We will adopt all the recommended changes to the 
consensus proposal except SoCal's concern over ORA's responsibility 
tor acceptil:lg !:lOI change~- Additionally, we will include lanqu.age 
which provides,for:. .. ();) info:aaal conferences, (2) an" appeAl. 
process for d£sputes'over NO! deficiencies, and:., (l)' ,an exp.ul.de<:t 

, ,...., -'" ,"r .' ,", 

annual cost of capital schedule for reply" briefs" Mel- the' proceS3ing 
. "..' , 
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of the decision. These changes are reflected in the adopted rate 
case plan, attached4s Appendix B, and 'the 4dopted. annual cost of 
capital schedule, 4ttached. as Appendix C. 

Since ORA is required. to review a utility'S NOI filing 
and prepare exhibits within the time provided in the rato'case 
plan, we believe ORA's project manaqer should have primary 
responsi})ility for accepting NOI chang-es. In the event a utility 
wishes to appeal the ORA's determination it can do so oy filing a 
formal motion for acceptance of it~ NOI chang'es. 

Finally, the consensus proposal recommends that SPPC, 
Southwest G4s Corporation (Southwest), and: PP&L· stagger their 
general rate case filings. To accomplish this, SPPC and PP&L would 
be required. to delay their next general rate case ,filings by one 
year~ however, they would be authorized to make an. additional 
attrition year filing. We consider this a reasonable approach to 
distribute OR...'\'s workload, evenly. 

In its comments to the proposed decision SPPC requests 
that it be allowed to:- (1) refrain from filing· a general rate ease 
for test year 1990, (2) waive UJ.y filing of an attrition ease for 
1989, and (3) file its next general rate case on schedule in 1992 
for a 1993 test year. SPPC cites the following in support of its 
request: ( 1) an unforeseen increase in the level of regulatory 
activity in its other jurisdictions, (2) preliminaxy reviews 
suggest no materi41 general rate relief is needed in California at 
this time, and (3) it expects to file revised marginal cost studies 
and rate designs· during the rate design window ~Qoptedin the 
proposed decision. 

DRA opposes SPPC's request and argues that a 1990 test 
year general rate case ~pplieation ,is essential because SPPC's last 
test year was- 19~6. Seven years. without a gene:al rate- case and an 
attrition filing might lead. to-"revenues and rates' that' 'exceed 
reason.able levels~: DRA" believes~ that :it: i:s the :funct.ion cfa ""., 
qener41 rate cASe::to'cetexmine whether thAt,is ora' no:tthe case. 
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We agree with ORA that a periodic structured" review o-f 
SPPC's overall operations as they relate to California is 
necessary. The dilemma is how to accomplish this with the 
cooperation of SPPC and without the distractions of SPPC"s other 
jurisdictions. SPPC should recognize, especially in light of this 
schedulinq proceeding, that ORA does not have the luxury of waiting 
until SPPC can find a clear date on its calendar... SPPC has an 
obligation as a requlated utility to adequately staff to respond to 
all the jurisdictions in, which it serves. Unless SPPC and ORA can 
agree to a procedure which allows ORA to, discha.rg-e its 
responsibilities to SPPC's California ratepayers, SPPC will be 
expected to fo-llow theg-eneral rate case schedule adopted in, this 
decision. The Executive Director will be authorized to· approve any 
aqreement between SPPC and ORA which allows SPPC to- d.evia.te from 
the ad.opted general rate case schedule. 

The adopted changes to the rate case plan will only apply 
to g-eneral rate proceedinqs for test years 19,91 and, beyond. For 
general rate- applications ,with test years prior: to 1991,,, we 
encourag-e the parties to incol;'pOrate our changes", including rate 
design windows, where appropriate. 

Offset EroeAWings 

OUr key objectives in reviewing- the schedules for· offset 
proceedings are .to: (1) even out the workload during the year, (2) 
incorporate S 311 requi.rements., and (3) m41ce scheduling 
modifications where appropriate. As with general rate Cases the 
parties have presented us with a consensus proposal ,which addresses 
our objectives. The consensus proposal revises the filing- dates 
and sched.ules for energy offset proceedings. However,. we have two 
major concerns with the consensus proposal .. 

First,. while the workload. was spre.ad. tllrouqhout the year, 
we believe there is room., for improvement.. ~he. consensus proposal 
would require Ecl1.son.'s ECAC . and. , SoCal.",s annual cost allocation .. " . 
proceecLinq (ACAP) to; b&',processed.: simult4neollS1Y:~-'Ed.iSOll.cmcl' SoCal. 
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have consistently made the ~gument that tbese two proceedings 
should be link~ to minimize the risk associated with forecasting 
Edison's gas purchases and Socal's gas sales. toRN argues that: 
(1) traditionally, these proceedings have not been linked" . (2) the 
risk should be split between the two utilities by separating their 
filings by six months, and (3) it would not be able to part~cipate 
effectively in both proceedings if they are processed 
simultaneously. ,. 

While we are sympathetic to Edison's and. SoC41's concerns 
" over risk, forecasting purchases and sales is a normal part of 

doing business. Our regulatory process is not int~nded to 
. ~ 

eliminate risk for utilities, but rather to sim';1late a competitive 
market. Accordingly, we will schedule Ed.ison~.s ECAC filing 
approximately three months after SoCal's. This provides a better .. 
distribution of workload and eliminates a rate change by combining 
Edison's ECAC and. general rate case eff~ctive dates. In fact, 
delays in Edison's 1987 ECAC resulted. ,.in a coincident effective 
date with its last general rate case .. decision. .. -

In its comments to the ~roposeddecision Edison proposes 
that it be authorized. to modify ~ts ECAC tAriff if the three-month 
lag with SoCal's ACAP is adopted. Edison's, proposal would provide 
for revision of the annual energy rate (AER) coincident with 
SoCal's ACAP revision solely to reflect the impact of SoCal's 
change in ga$ prices to Edison. The AER revision would. not include 
rosource mix changes, ~d Edison believes it would be non­
controversial, easy to'administer, and. minimize risk to both . , 

ratepayers and shareholders. We will not adopt Edison's proposal 
in this proceeding., but will allow Edison to address thi.s. issue 
more fully in a future ECAC filing. 

The seconci concern involves .. coo.rd.inating SDG&E" s and ,. . 

SoCal ' s ACAP-.'" Historically, these two proc:eeding-s have l::>eell 
I . . . 

combined. bec'ause of the number of iasuesthey have.: inc,ommon.. Due 
to recent ,chAnqes 1n the g4S inciuatry', theconSenaus."propOsAl, .. ( , .. . 

lS -
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recommends a four-month gap between SOG&E's and SoCal's ACAP 
filings. ORA believes that the two filings should n~ longer be 
cOmDined because the processing of ACAPs now requires additional 
work which would overburden ORA's staff. 

Since SOcal's ACAP is likely to result in a change in its 
fixed charge to SDG&E, SDG&E would be unable to recover any change 
for the period between the two ACAP' decisions. Other parties, 
ineluding ORA, agree that if the two ACAPs are not combined SOG&E 
would be disadvantaged compared to'other gas utilities. 
Additionally, TORN states that it would be a more' efficient process 
to combine SoCal's and SDG&E'S ACAPs beeause: (l) SDG&E's load 
forec'ast is an'important input in SoCal's ACAP", (2) one witness 
could develop a spot gas price for both eompanies, and (3) many 
elements for the proceedings would need to be done twice if the 
cases are separated. 

We agree with TURN that it should be more efficient to 
combine SDG&E'S and SoCal's ACAPs and that combining these two 
proceedings eliminates a risk to SDG&E that does not exist for 
other gas utilities we regulate. Finally, although ORA may 
experience an increase in workload, we believe that it is a 
necessaxy sacrifice to achieve 1:he benefi1:s previously mentioned. 

The consensus proposal has SOG&E's ECAC and ACAP filings 
occurring Simultaneously four months after SoCal's ACAP and 
Edison'S ECAC filings. While our adopted schedule for offset 
proceedings will combine the Soeal and SDG&E ACAPs, SOG&E ' s· ECAC 
will not be processed coincident with its ACAP. Again, we are 
concerned with the d1stribution of workload. Accordingly, we will 
move SOG&E' s ECACby approximately three months to' avoid.' an overlap' 
with Edison's ECAC. This will Dlaintain the four month gap between 
ECti:son's and sDG&E'S ECACs that i.seon:ea.ined.:1n the consensus 
propoS4.l. 

, ," 
., ·' .. l' ...... ", • ,,' 

,I. ' 

..... :: ',.;.'." , ' ..... ,. " '. 
., ," 
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Addi~i~nally,·there are some minor issues surroundinq the 
specifics of the processing schedule for offsetproceed.ings that 
require modification of .. the eonsensus proposal. 

" . 
PG&E reeommends that: 

:eCAC Forecast 

The co~ensus proposal be modified t~ eliminate 
reference to a record period and a staff audit 
in the forecast schedule. 

The prehearinq' conferenee be moved from the 
19th day after filinq to the 7th day or that a 
second prehearinq conference be added at Day 7 
to address IER issues. In order to make clear 
the parties' responsibility in the workshops 
that are now required to be held in ECAC, AS 
well as to Address the signifieant discovery 
mAtters that now seem to be arising, PG&E 
believes it is necessary to have A prehearinq, 
conference as soon AS possible after the ECAC 
filinq. 

Specific dates be identified for IER workshops. 
The first workshop to examine the utility'S 
showinq and establish a base ease is 
recommended for the lOth day after filinq. A 
second workshop is recommended for Day 28' te> 
eX4IIline .the base case d.eveloped by ORA and 
intervenors using their preferred computer 
models. 

The date utility workpapers are submitted. be 
moved from the date of ,the application to three 
days. after the applieation is filed.. PG&E 
states thAt it operates on a very tight time 
schedule between the date of th~ snow survey 
and the date the application is filed. 
Traditionally, workpapers have not been 
available until three days. after the filing, of 
the application. 

Intervenor testimony be filed 1$ days prior to 
hea.rinqs "instead of 4 days .PG&Erequests 
add1tion4ltime,te> reviewintel:YeDor,;:filings " 
and prepare for" .;hearings.. . ''7.,:~?<., ;,.< 

-"17'"- ' 
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DRA's report be mailed 11 days earlier to" 
reflect the filing of intervenor testimony 15 
dAYS prior to hearing. 

The alternate proposal which would add'aweek 
to the consensus proposal to resolve'IER issues 
be aClopted. 

~he implementation date be coordinatea with 
other rate changes. 

l&AP F9:rec::4s't 

Consistent with its recommendations for the 
ECAC forecast that: (1) references to a record 
period. and en audit be eliminated, (2') 
workpapers be filed 3 days after the 
application,. (3) dates for the filing of ORA 
and intervenor testimony be revised,. and (4) 
AC1J! be coordinated with other rate changes. 

Electric and Gas Beg.,s9pablwes;;r 

ORA end intervenor reports be filed 15- days 
earlier to provide PG&E enough time to 
adequ.ately review the testimony, send data 
requ.ests., andreeeive dAta. responses. 

SoCal recommends thAt: 

Reference to a record· period in the A~ 
forecast be deleted. 

Responses to DRA'g master data request be filed 
with the application or Day"2S for responses 
that are not ready to be 'filed with the 
application. 

~he forecast period be clearly identified. 

Reference to an effective d4te for rates in 
connection with a reasonableness proceeding be 
deletea as inappropriate. 

Consisten't.',with the consensus·~ propo8Al' for 
general ·rate cases DRA's Project XmlAger .and 
other -COmm.tssionpe:rsorinel should·be asSl.gned' 
prior to filing the application.... -, -_.,.: ,-, ." 
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A prehearing conference should be added to the 
reasonableness review schedule. 

Certain lanquage in the consensus 'proposal· be 
clarified .. ' " 

Edison recommends certain clarifying lanquage. concerning 
the updating ofdA.ta and· the treatlDent of AER, revenue due to­
changes in the ECAC schedule. 

TURN recommends that: 

The ECAC schedule be modified for IER issues. 

PG&E'S recommendation to reduce the time that 
ORA and intervenors have to prepare their cases 
not De adopted. The consensus proposal 
represented a weighing of every pArty's 
interests. However, due to- the complexity of 
IER testimony additional time could be provided 
in the ECAC proceedings, if it did not reduce 
the time for other parties. 

Clarifying language ie needed to identify when 
it is appropriate to update and what data can 
be updated. 

In response to the recommendations of other parties ORA 

states that: 

Responses to the master data request' should be 
submitted with the application, :but ORA is not 
proposing that it be a formal filing 
requirement.. ORA would like responses ae soon 
as they are available and not have them delayed 
four weeks. 

~here ·is a need for audits in ECAC and ACAP' 
proceedings. to review the history of their 
respective balancing accounts. 

A fixed., date should be estal)lished for the 
forecast period. 

, There is: a need ,to ,clarify certain .language in 
the consensus propoaal1ncludinq' the "upclatinq 
of dau;.':,,: ;:,;"': '. ,.:. " " .; ,; ':""",,;' , ,'", " ' 

, ",I"," . 

""'" .". ~. -. '. .. 
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The ECAC pre hearing conference should be 
scheduled. for Day 19 to provide adequate time 
t~ review workpaper~, develop data requests, 
assess ORA's participation, and identify 
particular problems. 

There should be no change in the dates 
contained in the consensus proposal except for 
IER issues. 

A prehearing conference should be added to the 
reasonableness review schedule at Day 19. 

Finally, ORA's memorandum. elated. August 18, 1988 inelicates 
that DRA, Edison, SDG&E, and PG&E agree that the consensus schedule 
should be modified., They recommend that the schedule provide more 
time to review intervenor testimony and that a*second prehearing 
conference be added to resolve IER. related workshop' issues. We 
consider their request reasonable and will adopt the following 
recommended changes to the consensus schedules: 

Fourteen days are added between the mailing of 
intervenor testimony and the start of hearings. 
To accomplish this the filing dates are moved 
up, while the record period, start of hearings, 
and effective dates are unchanged. 

A second pre hearing conference is added ten 
days prior to hearings t~ identify issues, the 
parties' positions, and areas of stipulation 
and to schedule witnesses. This prehearing 
conference is not limited to IER issues. 

We will adopt all recommended changes to the consensu~ 
proposal which are not in dispute, except PG&E's request to 
identify specific dates for IERworkshops. Since our COmmission 
Advisory and Compliance Division (CACD) is responsible for the 
coordination of and arbitration in the IER wor~hops" we do not see­
a need. to identify specific workshop dates.. The un<1i.sputed 
recommendations are .reflected in Appendix 0. Addit.:r.onally, we will 

< .~. • • ','. d. " .1'.' ," " 

adopt the folloWing cliariges to theeonsenaU$ propo&;af:. . . 
Since PG&E's ECAe application f11ingcl4tewill 
be moved up, PG&E will no longer be able. to . 

- 20 -
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reflect the March 1 snow survey in its 
application. This change will provide PG&E 
with adequate time to file workpapers 
coincident with its application ana allow 
coord.inatio:c. of the ECAC revision date with 
PG&E's. November 1 seasonal rate adjustment., A 
forecast period starting November 1 coupled 
with the latest balances in 'the ECAC and' ERAM 
balancinq. accounts. should eliminate the need 
for the March 1 snow survey. 

The alternate consensus proposal whieh provides 
a schedule for certain XER issues will be 
incorporated into the ECAC schedule. This will 
include an ALJ ruling on resource mix 
assumptions and additional hearinqs which 
address the impact of the ALJ rulinq on the 
parties' IERs 4nd revenue requirement 
estimates. 

Responses to ORA's master data re~est should 
be submitted with the application, but not 
considered a formal filinq requirement. We 
will expect the utilities to make a reasonable 
effort to respond to the master data request on 
time. ExtensiOns of time should :be aqreed to 
by ORA., . 

PG&E',s ACAP application will be moved to' alloW' 
the effective date for rate changes to coincide 
with the April 1 seasonal rate change for 
certain gas' customers. 

wi~ the addition of the second prohearinq 
conference for ECAC proceedinqs the first 
prehear1ng wil~De moved up from Day 19' to Day 
10. 

Consistent ~th the assignment of personnel in 
the general rate case plan, utility and ORA 
project' managers and o'ther project team 
personnel should be assigned on Day -60 .. 

In recoqnit10n that gas rate design'and revenue 
allocation issues are not addressed in general 
rate cases, .A!:AP' applications should propose .. 
gas rate"design and revenue allocation··e:ri.teri4 
for: general: rate ease:: and ~attrition.. base .: ",' . , 

_ .re~.enu~ ~~e~ent:e~ge5~, .,0 .,.' 'j 
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0.83-02-076 concludes that a semiannual ECAC 
filing should be made if it is determined that 
the annual revenue effect of a change in rates 
to offset revised ener~ cost estimates and to 
amortize the Dalancing account in six months 
exceeds: 5% of the total annual revenue. The 
stipulation adopted in 0.8'6-12-010 states that 
in addition to the ACAP, utilities shall file a 
semiannual CAM application if the average core 
rates would increase by at least 4%. Based-on 
the discussion in these decisions language will 
De added to the ECAC and Ac;..p schedules which 
indicates that trigger (semiannual)filinqs are 
mandatory. 

Finally, SoCal and PG&E take exception'to the J:equirement 
in the consensus proposal that the utilities explain why all 
assumptions uSeQ were the best possible choice: In response to 
their conceXns DRA. aqreed to sul:lstitute the language con1:ained in 
the consensus proposal for general rate eases which states ~list 
all the assumptions necessary for the derivatio~ of each individual 
estimate and explain the rationale why the assumptions were used~ • 

- . , 

Since SoCAl and PG&E aqreed to accept this change, we will use the 
same requirement for both general rate cases and offset 
proceedings. 

Three transitional issues'surfaced in implementing the 
revised schedule. The first issue is how to account for the AER 

over- or under-collections for the months between the end of the 
old. and the start of the new forecast period.. Since AER revenues 
and expenses do not enjoy balancing account treatment and the AERs 

have not been set for the transition period, the utilities and the 

ratepayers are at risk. The second issue is what record periOd. 
should be covered in the: utilities' next re48on4l>leness review 
filinq. Fina.lly, becAuse the transition period extends the' time 
between SCAC fllings, .Eclison dnd. SDG&E have flled. ,comments that 

- - , 

large over- or ,under-c:ollec:tions could occur ,intbe ,Ec:AC'b4laneinq 
·.·b _', •. ,J. ' .• ' '0 ... ' . . ', . 

account. To m; n imi ze 'this ,ocCurrence- th&exist.ing', ,px-ocedur4.1, ' ' 

SChedule for ECAC trigger :filings, s~l~'renliiin: :tn':'e!f~ ,mUl the' 
" . 

,'~ , . 
", ,', 

• 

• 
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first annual ECAC filing adopted by this decision and shown in 
Appendix o. This does not preclude utilities from/requesting 
additional relief with adequate justification if the trigger filing 
criteria shown in o.85-12-0l0 are met.' " 

For AER ove::- or under-collections arising from:: :the 
revised schedule, we,~ll provide ECACbalancingaccount'treatment 
during the transition'period. The transition period for th& 
utilities is as follows: 

PG&E 
SPPC 
SoG&E, 
Edison 

Aug 1, 1989 -- Oct 31, 1989 
Jan l, 1989 -- Mar 31, 1989 
Nov 1, 1989 ~- Apr 30, 1990 
Jun 1,. 1989 -- Dec: 31,. 1989' 

:r Months: 
3 Months', 
6 Months ': 
7 Months' 

Decision {Do: >. ,8S-09-031suspended. Edison"s AER. until the 
end of the forecast period, May 31, 19a9. Since this decision will 
move EcU.son's next revision date to January l, 199'0, as shown in 
Appendix 0, we will extend the 3uspension of Edl.son" s AER through 
December 31, 1989. Edison, PG&E, SOG&E, and SPPC will be 
authorized to credit or debit the ECAC balancing account by the 
recorded AER gain or loss experienced in the above specified 
months .. 'rhe AER rate will not be revised during th1speriod .. 

In addition to Edison,. PG&E recently had its AER 
suspended. Both suspensions were the result of heavily litigated 
ECAC proceedings which made the scheduled revision' dates 
unworkable. Although we believe the adopted ECAC schedule will 
increase the 'likelihood of meetLng scheduled revision dates,. 
unforeseen circumstances could prevent th1s from happening.. One 
approach that could ease the. pressure in highly contestee ECACs, is 
an automatic suspension of' AER,. if the revision date is not met .. 
Since this proposal was not addressed. in the workshops ane 
hearings, we invited the parties to include eomments.",onan 
autom,,:cic AER sU8pension mecbltniSlll with'· ,the1r·'·flledcoimnents on 1:he 

;;LJ proposed deeisio~ ... ' ,'.rhese' co~nts 'ue s~: belw:' 
.• ,'-''''. , '.> • 
'-- . " . " ,'" ~" ' .... '. j ' .. ~ >- .. " 

. , '~ ~ , ............ ~ "of 
.r,. y' ~ ", " •• "~', 'n. ..... ~'.'~' • I'~" 

.. t':·J...''; :'~/<·. .'.", 
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Edison 

~The purpose of the AER procedure is to provide 
utility management a direct stake in its fuel 
management deeisions and an incentive '"to 
minimize its fuel- and enerq,y-related 'costs 
during the Forecast Period. An AER predieated 
upon ~be forecast fuel costs in one period 
bears no relationship to the fuel costs 
incurred in a subsequent period and thus eannot 
provide the intended incentive. 

"In the past, when the revised AER could;' not be 
made effective on the Revision Date, the 
Commission recoqnized that there was a . 
likelihood that either a utility'S ratepayers 
or shareholders may :be hdrmed or enriched, not 
because of a utility'S actions or inactions, 
but merely because the current period cost of 
fuel differs from the adopted cost of fuel in 
the previous period. Modifying the ECAC 
tariffs to provide for the automatic suspension 
of the AER on the ECAC Revision Date when, 
delays in the proceedings of ECAC applications 
prevent the revised AER from being made 
effective on the Revision Date simply 
formalize!Jwhat has been occurring in 
practice. ~herefore, Edison supports the 
automatic suspension of the AER ••• 

tt'U D.88-05-074, May 25, 198:8 in A.88-02-016J 
D.88-09-036, september 14, 1988 in A.88-04-020~ 
0 .. 88-09-031, September 14,,1988 in A.8S-02-016; 
0.86-04-007, April 2', 1986 in A.S:S-02-042; ,ana 
0,.85-05-067, issued May 15·, 1985· in 
A.85-02-042." 

SpG&E 

SDG&E sbues the ):)alief' that while "the 
proposed ECAC sched.ule will improve the- cbances' 
of meeting scheduled revision dates, the 
Proposed Decision should anticipate that 
conditions. may prevent a final decision from 
being reached prior to the scheduled. revision 
<:tate. SDGitE believe$ that the AutOlnAtie . . 
suspension of the AER mecMn.ism is .. an, ... .,' ',,' 
appropriate response in such eirCUlZUJtances and:· 
urges the Comm1ssionto, so provide 1n its 'fin4.l . 
d.ecision...· " . 

• 

• 

.' 
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"PG&E supports the automatic suspension of the 
AER when the revision date is not met precisely 
because nothing is gained within the 
requlat~ry process by keeping the AER mechanism 
in place with an explicitly outdated fuel 
forecast. '. • • PG&E also suggests that the 
Proposed. Decision be clarified. to .state that 
the automatic AER suspension is to continue .. 
until such time as the new ECAC AER rates are· 
placed into effect." 

"Automatic suspension of the AER eliminates all 
risk for the utility and should be rejected. 
Suspension may be appropriate in lim1ted 
situations if warranted and approved by the 
Commission, as is now the case. However, 
automAtic suspeD.3ion every time the revision 
date can't be met would promote inappropriate 

, game-plAying, e.g., a utility delaying·its-own 
proceeding to trigger the automatic " 
suspension." . ' 

"It is impossiJ)le to know in ad.vance wMt the 
actual rate impact on various customer clAsses 
will be of an AER suspension. However OGS, 
notes th4t an automatic suspension does appear 
to be at odds with the goals of the 
Commission's Risk, Return, and Ratemaking 
proceeding. I.86-10-001.' In that proceeding, 
the Commission is reviewing its regulation of 
elec~ic utilities to make sure that the 
util.i.ties bear the risks of their aetion5. 'l'he 
suspension of the AER will 'lead to ECAC , 
treatment of items during the suspenSion period 
and thus 'remove the utility from·-risk~ Inthis 
regard., the suspension would. appear to be at 
odds with the gOdls of the Risk, Return, and. 
RAtemll.king proceeding." 

We disagree W£th' the ;DRA,a.nd DGS COJmDen'CS.DRA.. states 
that. automatic sU8:J?8DSi~nOf ~,~utuitY~s. AERwOuI.d::6:~~te an," 
incent! ve for:a c:ut!l! ty :.to~de14Y ! ts 'ECAC proceed.!n:q~':: :'sine~ a· 
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timely ECAC decision matches the.AER to the forecast of fuel 
expenses, a utility would only have an incentive to delay this 
decision if it expected the adopted fuel forecast t~ be 
underestimated. This is. an unrealistic expectation. Contrary to 
DRA's argument a utility currently has an incentive to delay its 
proceeding if· its AERis.higher· than its forecasted fuel expense. 
Automatic suspension of the AER mechanism would eliminate this 
incentive. 

OGS argues that it is impossible·to· know in advance what 
the actual impact of an AER suspension would be on various customer 
classes. As ORA points out there should be no gaming with the AER 
mechanism. It is not intended t~ benefit one .customer .class over 
another. Automatic suspension ofa utility'S AER mechanism 
perfectly matches the AER portion of fuel related~revenues. and 
expenses through the ECAC balancing account. The AER mechanism is 
designed to produce the same result,with the only difference being 
the absence of a balancing account. Since automatic suspension of 
the AER mechanism should be for short periods we believe it will 
maintain the incentives for utilities to manage fuel expenses cost­
effectively. 

Accordirigly, we -..rill provide for an automatic 3uspension 
of AER mechanisms· when the forecast period upon which the AER was 
calculated ends. Edison, PG&E, SOG&E, and SPPC will be directed to 
file revised tariffs· whieh reflect this change. 

The reasonableness review record period covers 12 months 
ending 60 to 75 dayS prior to the ECAC/ACAP filirlq date. Since we 
are revising the. filinq schedules, the record: period' in the first 
reasonableness. review filinq will change for, so~e . utilities. The 
utilities in their next reasonableness" reviewfilinq'should cover 
the following record period. 

- 26 -
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soCal/.ACAP ' , 
SDG&EZECAC: : 
SDG&E!ACAP ':" 

, " 

Apr 1, 198:8: -- Mar 31~ 1989 
'May 1,. 198:8: -- Jul 31, 198:9 
May 1, 198:8 -- Jul 31, 1989 

:relecOllllll1lJ1ica'tion§ Vtilitie6 

'12 Months 
15 Months 
15 Months 

Due to the xefo:ms under consideration in the 
telecommunications re~tructuring investigation, 'Order Instituting 
Investigation (I.) 8:7~11-03~, this decision will only modify the 
rate ease plan for telecommunications utilities with respect t~ 
S 311; in all other respects, the existing rate case plan will 
continue to apply. 'rhe,changes we will adopt are consistent with 
the modifications made to the rate ease plan for energy utilities 
which increase the rate case schedule by 19 daY8- Accordingly, we 
will add 19 days to the ,rate case plan for telecommunications 
utilities. The ALJ draft decision will be mailed on Day 344 with 
comments due on D4Y 364~ reply comments due on Oay 371, and the 
final decision issued on~, Day 384. For rates to. become effective at 
the start of the test year, general rate eases will need to be 
filed at least 19 days earlier. 

Contrary to ORA's statement in its Janu~ 11, 198:8 
filing in this proceeding, it now recommends that the modifications 
to the rate ease plan for energy utilities apply to 
telecommunications utilities. 'rhe pr~ reason for this 
recommendation appears to be the possibility ofa general rate 
filing by Pacific Bell. While many of the modifications adopted 
for energy utilities may also be applicAble to telecommunications 
utilities, that issue should be addressed in I.8:7-11-033. 
Adcii tionally, Pacific Bell has assured us, that if it files a 
general rate case prior to a revision of the rate ease plan for 
telecommunications utilities, it will workw1th,DRA to establish 

, . 

ground rules for the processing of its application. 
Sinee_

i 
~e:rate,: eASe plan: .for , enerqy ': utlli'l:1e$ adopCect, Dy 

this decision rill not' ;pply ·to- teleco~uiliC:at!o"ns.:utilit!es,· we· 
,,··i • 
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will delete all requirements for telecommunications utilities 
con't.ained. in: the consensus proposal. 
findings ofY.act 

1. R'.87-11-012 was issued on' November 13, 1987 to reflect 
the requirements of S 3ll in the rate cMeplan and energy offset 
schedules, develop realistic schedules for these proceedings, and 
consider changes that wouldfac1litate the issuing of general.rate 
decisions. 

2. Workshops were held after whieh·coneensus proposals that 
addressed. th&~issuesra.ised in the rulemaking were submitted by the 
parties. 

3. Hearings were held. to discuss the consensus, proposals, 
the ALJ's comments,. and other pos.itions of the·parties. 

The consensus proposal for.general rate cases recommends: 

a. Generic dIUlual cost of capital proceedings 
for energy utilities. 

b. Separate electric rate design decisions for 
Edison, PG&E, and SDG&E. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Annual rate design windows for all electric 
utilities •. With adequate justification. 
rate design changes would be allowed 
between general rate cases. 

M~difications to the rate case plan and 
processing schedule to clarify its intent, 
reflect ~ent procedures, and incorporate 
S 311 requirement·s. 

Public comment hearings be scheduled 
between Days 220 and 312, after ORA's rate 
design ~xh1bits are mailed .. 

Staggered general rate case f1l1nqs for 
SPPC, SOuthwest, and' PP&L.~ SPPC and' PF&L 
would. be .. requi:r:ed.:. to-' delay their next . 

. ,general rate case. fil1ngs, .by, one yea:t'I', .but. 
, authorized to' make an aclcfit.ional attrition 
filinq_.~; '.' '.,'. ',:'; ,,-, '. . .. ,..',," ".' 

-.2.8 ... -
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4. 'the annual cost of capital proceeding recommended in the 
consensus proposal r~ires interested parties' 'exhibits t~ be 

submitted seven days after ORA,"s exhibits, does. not provide for a 
late-filed exhibit to reflect the issuance of new debt and/or 
preferred stock or actual changes for existing variable rate 
issues, and does not include a reply brief. 

5. SOG&E requests that it have the flexibility to defer rate 
changes in total or in p4%t. A specific proposal that would detail 
how such a mechanism would work was not presented. 

6. ORA recommends an alternate to the proposec1 annual cost 
of capital proceeding that would only requir~ annual adjustments 
for changes in long-term debt and/or preferred stock. Return on 
equity would De considered for energy utilities with a general rate 
case :but not for other utilities unless there had been movement in 
a predetermined index :by more than a set Amount •. .. A detailed 
proposal which explains how this trigger mechanism would ~ork was 
not presented.. . .,. 

7. DRA has developed master data requests for general rate 
eases and offset proceedings. 

S. DRA is required to review utility NOI fil1ngs, issue a 
deficiency list, and prepare exhibits in response'to NOI filings 
within the time specified in the rate case plan. 

9. SoCal.is opposed to DRA having veto- power over the 
utility'S decision to make changes to its NOI filing. 

10. The consensus proposal does·not designate a coordinator . . . 

for transmitting deficiencies, provide an acceptable appeal process 
for disputes over deficiencies, ~ro,vicle for inform41 co~~renees 
between parties' witnesses, and reflect the need for qdS utilities 
to file rate design exhibits. 

11. SPPC in. its comments requests that ;it be allowed to (1) 
.• "'·c • - . '. ' . 

refrain from f1l1nq a general rate ease for test yea:r 1990,. (2) 
waive ~y filing of an attrition case for 19a9'~ and. ·(3,.-:·f11;" its' 
next 9'eneral rate case on schedule in 1992 'for &199'3 ·testyear .. 

." " 
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12. The consensus proposals increase the number of rate 
changes fo~.majo~ energy utilities.durinq each year. 

l3. The consensus proposal for energy offset proceedings 
as modified by ORA, Edison, SDG&E, and PG&E recommends: 

a. .' Separate reasonableness. proeeecl1ngs. 

b. Revised ECAC and ACA'It filing dates to 
coorciinAte with general rate cases and: 
other offset proceedings. 

c. Modifications to the current sched.ule' to 
clarify its intent, reflect current 
procedures, and.' incorporate S 3:11 ,and: IER 
r4!q!.l:i.rements. 

, , 

14 • ORA, Edison, SDG&E, and PG&E by memorandum from ORA elateel 
August 18, 1988 "'qreedthat the ECAC sched.ule contained in. the 
consensus propos",l' should be mod.i.fied to provide·' add.i tional time to 

review intervenor testimony and hold '" second prehearing , 
conference. 

15. The consensus proposal for energy offset proceedings 
would require Eclison's'ECAC and SoC",l'sACAP to':be'processed 
simultaneously and create a four-month gap between SoCA1's and 
SOG&E's ACAPs. 

16. SDG&E's and Socal's ACAPs have historically been combined 
because of the number of issues they have in common., 

17. SDG&E is unable to recover changes in SoCal's fixed 
charge for the period between SoCA1's anel SDG&E:'5 'ACAP elecisions. 

l8. ORA 'Dl4Y experience an increase in Workload.' if' SOG&E' s anel 
Socal ' s ACAPs are c:ombine<l. 

19 • Gas rate' eles.ign and revenue allocation':1ssues are 
addressed in ACAPs, not general rate eases' and" attrition filings. 

20. 'Onder the consensus propo84l SDG&E wculd'.file:" its' ECAC 
application foUr months': 'after the: filing 'of Ed:tson's'ECAC. 
applica.tions.:' ,:.', .:: ',: :',:' , '," :," ' .. 

.. ,', .:'>~.' t.?·~.. "''' ' ..... ' "'" 1,1"':':': ' .. 

,,'," 
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21. CACO is responsible for coordinating' and: pres.iding' in the 
IER workshops. 

22. If PG&E's filing' date in the consensus proposal is moved 
up and the March 1 snow survey data is not required it can file 
workpapers coincident with its application. 

23. The consensus proposal for energy o,ffset proceed.ing's d.oes 
not identify when utility and ORA personnel 'should be assigned. 

24. The consensus proposal schedule for reasonableness 
reviews does not include a prehearing' conference date. 

25. The offset schedule ,for energy utilities does not clearly 
state when it is oppropriate to update and what data can be 

updated. 
26. SoCal and PG&E agreed to accept the lanquaqe for 

justifying' assumptions used in general rate cases for use in offset 
proceeding's. 

27. The transition period in the ,consensus proposal extends 
the time between ECAC filings, which' could :result in lArge over- or 
under-collections in the ECAe balancing account. 

28. 0.83-02-076 and 0.86-12-010 require ECAC and ACAP trigger 
applications to be ·filed when certain cond1tions,are met. 

29. No provision exists in the consensus proposal for 
adjusting AERs to reflect the proposed change in the AER revision 
dates. 

30. AER revenues and expenses do not normally receive 
balancing account treatment. 

31. 0.8"8-'09-031 suspended Edison's AER until May 31, 1989. 
32. The consensus proposal recommends revisions in the record 

period for reasonableness review filings. 
33. I.87-11-033 is an investigation to consider reforms. which 

\rIOuld restructu:re the telecommunications industry., 
34. Paei£ie Bell-states that, ,if 1t'·flles-a. general. :a.te 

• '", • ,. " .' ',~, ... • ~q • • f' , i oj 

applicat;lon "pr:for ;.,1:0 'reviaioris.·to- the-, ,rat&' CAse, 'pIan. for . 
. r ""~.,.. ,..' ,",: < • A ' ',' 1 ~ " ',' I ,. ',," " 

, 'r:' . .~.,. .,1 ...... f 
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telecommunications utilitie$, it will work with ORA t~ establish 
procedures for the processing of its 4pplication. 
concl:9si.on§ of Law 

1. ~he consensus proposal for general rate cases .i5 
reasonable and should be adopted with the following modifications: 

a. The annual cost of capital proceeding 
should provide intervenors additional time 
to submit their exhibits, 4lloW' for a late­
filed exhibit to reflect the issuance of 
new debt and/or preferred stock or actual 
changes for existing variable rate' issues, 
and include 4 reply brief. 

b. Utilities, in their tendered NOI, shall 
make a reasonable effort to respond to 
ORA's master data request. 

c. ORA'S project manager should be the 
designated coordinator for transmitting NOI 
deficiencies. Utilities should be allowed 
to 4ppeal ORA's list of defiCiencies by 
filing a protest ,with the Executive 
Director. The Executive Director's 
determination should be final. 

d. DRA's project manager should have pr~ 
responsibility for accepting chAnges to the 
utilitY'$·NOI filing. Utilities should be 
allowed to appeal ORA's determination by 
filing a for.mal motion for the acceptance' 
of NOI changes .. 

e'. Except for Southwest, gas utilities should 
include in their generalrateapplication8 
rate design exhibits which conform with the 
rate desi'gn criteria ad.opted. in their 
latest ACAP. . 

f. Electric rate design decisions should be 
coordinated with seasonal rate changes to 
minimize the number of rAte chAnges. 

9. Public comment hearings should :be :s:ched.uled. 
during the results of operations hearing 
phase. This ·:w1l1 allow 'public input to be '. 
considered in. developing the record. . . 

• 

• 

•• 
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h. Language should be added to provide 
infoJ:mdl conferences which would facilitate 
the understandinq and acceptance of the NOI 
and the processing of the application • 

.. 

2. The adopted. changes to the rate case' plan should apply to 
general rate proceedings for test years 1991 and beyond. 

3. Start.in.q,in,19S9 for rates effective in 1990 a generiC 
annual cost of capital proceeding should be established for, all 
energy utilities. 

4. The Executive· Director ,should be authorized to approve a 
deviation from the schedules adopted~ 

5. Requests to,defer rate changes should be addressed in 
utility rate proe~d1nqs. . 

6. Parties interested in pursuing the use of a trigger 
mechanism for return on equity should address this matter in a 
future annual cost of capital proceeding. 

7. SPPC sh~?ld be,',authorized to make an at~rition filing for 
rates effective in'1989, and PP&:L should be authorized to Wlke an 
attrition filing for rates. effective in 19'90. 

S. The consensus proposal for energy offset proceedings 
should be ad~pted with the following modifications: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

The ECAC schedule should be expanded by 
requiring utilities to file lS days 
earlier. This provides additional time to 
review intervenor testimony and hold a 
second prehearing conference. ' 

, 

SoCal's and SDG&E'S ACAPs should be 
combined .. , . 

,.. " , 

Edison's and SDG&E's ECACs and 
reasonableness reviews should be filed 
three months later than the dates cont4ined 
in the consensus proposal. 

CACl> should scheclule' n:R workshops. 

e;. Utility"cd DRA.prOj'ectmaM.gers.',and'other:: 
project team personnel should, beasa1gnect 
on ~ay. -60. This, is consistent with-the, 

• T" •• 
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f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

j. 

assigning of personnel in the general rate 
case plan. 

The first prehearing eonferenee in ECACs 
should be scheduled for Day 10 and'a 
prehearing conference should be included. in 
the schedule for reasonableness reviews. 

ORA's recommended language specifying when 
it is appropriate to update and what can be 
updated should be adopted •. 

The language for justifying assumptions 
used in general rate cases should also be 
used for enerqy offset proceedings. 

ACAP applications should propose gas. rate 
design and revenue allocation criteria for 
general rate case and attrition base 
revenue requirement changes. 

IER issues should be addressed in the ECAC 
hearings scheduled for day SS through day 
108. Additional hearinqs which address the 
impaet of the ALJ ruling on resouree mix 
assumptions for IER models and revenue 
requirements should be scheduled for day 
146 through 148. 

8. Edison, PG&E, SOG&E, and SPPC should. suspend the AER 

mechanism whenever the forecast period upon which the AER was 
calculated ends. During the suspension of the AER meehanism, PG&E, 
Edison, SOG&E, and SPPC should receive 100% ECAC balancing account 
treatment for AER revenues and expenses. 

9. The ECAC transition period contained in the discussion 
portion of thi= decision should be adopted. 

10. The revised schedule for ECAC and ACAP filings, excluding 
trigger filings, should be implemented on the effective date of 
this decisio~ .. 

ll. In accordance with D.~J-02-076 4nd D.86-l2-0l0 the 

trigger filings shown·.in.· the. adopted. ECAC. and ~ .. ' schedules .. shoulcr 
be mandato:z:y",. ,Edison should be. allowed·.in. a .. futw:e ECAC' filinq "to 

.... ' - .... , .. '.... , .... " ',. .. \.. ,' ..... "."." .... '. " .' . 

I' ~ , 
~. ",'. ';. ;, .' r,' , '. 

..... ..",,' 
, ~.' ,',' ,. 
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address its proposal to revise its AER coincident with SoCal ACAP 
revisions. 

12. ~he suspension of Edison's AER mechanism should be 

extended through December 31, 1989. 
l3. Enerqy utilityAER meehanisms should be automatically 

suspended if the forecast period upon which the AER was calculated 
ends. Adoption of a new AER forecast periOd should reinstitute the 
AER mechanism. 

14. 'rhe reasonableness review record period' for Edison, PG&E, 
SoCal, SOG&E and SPPC should be revised to reflect the dates shown 
in Appendix 0. 

l5. The next reasonableness review £il~q for Edison, PG&E,. 

Socal, SOG&E, and SPPC should cover the record-period contained in 
the discussion portion of this decision. 

15. Revisions to the rate case plan for telecommunications 
utilities, with the exception of S 3ll, should be addressed in 
I.S7-11-033. 

17. 'rhe rate case plan for telecommunications utilities 
should be expanded by 19 days in accordance with the discussion in 
this decision. 

18. If Pacifie Bell files a qeneral rate applieation prior to 
revisions to the rate ease plan'for teleeommunicat1ons. utilities, 
it should work with DRA to establish procedures for the processing 
of its application. 

ORDER 

r.r·IS ORDERED that: 
1. 'rhe.~onsensusproposals for general rate ~ and energy 

offset,p~~9'S: .~:th the 7"C('i f~cations" <:l1.scu.ssed.ill,. tll:£s 
clec:.is.ion axe ..rea.sonable., and. a:e aclopte<t as shown. in. Appenctixes.S, 
C, 41lcl D. - '" .- '.' '" .. -. --.'" . .... ... ". '.- .,' ... ' .. .- .... , .. ,....... . 

• :' I, ~,:',:) , ',,,~ .• ,,,-, '" ," 

.:~ ..... 
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2. A generic annual cost of capital proceeding, as sh~w:c. in • 
Append.ix C, shall be adopted. for all'energy utilities... Southern 
California Edison Company (Edison), Pacific Gas and Electric 
Compo,ny (PG&E), San Diego GAs & Electric Company (SOO&E), Southern 
California Gas Company (SoCal), Pacific Power & Light,company 
(PP&L), Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPPC), and Southwest GAs 
Company shall make their first filings under this procedure in 1989 
for rates effective January 1, 1990. 

3. SPPC is authorized to make an attrition filing for test 
year 1989. 

4.. PP&L is authorized. to make an attrition filing for test 
year 1990. 

S. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC shall, ~ile revised tariffs 
which suspend the AER mechanism whenever the forecast period upon 
which the AER was calculated ends. Adoption ot a new AER. forecast 
will reinstitute the AER mechanism. 

6. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC, shall receive 100% ECAC 
balancing account treatment for AER revenues and expenses during 
suspension of the AER mechanism. '. 7. The ECAC transition period as shown in this decision is 
adopted for Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC. 

8.. 'rhe adopted ECAC and ACAI! schedules, excluding trigger 
filings, shall be implemented on the effective date of this 
decision. 

9. The Executive Director is authorized to approve 
deviations from the adopted schedules. 

10.. The suspension of Edison's AER is extended through 
December 31, 1989. 

11. The reasonableness review recorcl period for Edison, PG&E, 
SoCA1, SDG&E, and SPPC s11411 be revised as shown in Appendix D. 

12' • The next reasonablenesS' review filing ~ forEdi sOn, PG&E, 

SoCal,. SDG&E, '=.ct"'SPPC ~sh4ll/cover;,the>':reeOl:d:"periOd' ... 4's': shown ":!n' 
this deeil5:Lon. ' ", :'," 

", I 

- 36 
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",," 

~ 13. The rate case plan for telecommunications utilities shall 

• 

• 

be expa~ded by ~9 days in accordance with th~ discussion in this 
deeision. 

This order becomes effective 30 days from. today. 
Dated J~Nt7 $. , at San Francisco, California. 
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APPENDIX A 

~j,st of bpp1aJ.:9P~:J. 

Respondents: Th9m~S G. H~n$l~ and Bruce J. Williams, Attorneys at 
Law, for San Diego Gas & Electric Company; Richard K. Durant, 
Carol B. Henningson, Frank J. Cooley, and ~m2$ M. Lehxe;, 
Attorneys at ~w, for Southern California Edison Company~ 
~ricia L. ~. Mahoney, Attorney at Law, for Pacific Bell; 
Richard M. Cahill and ~enneth K. O~eb' Attorneys at Law, for GTE 
California, Incorporated.; Roger J. l'eter.§ and: Mark Huffman, 
Attorneys at Law, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company; Robert 
B. Keeler and Jeffrey E. Jackson, Attorneys at Law, and. BOX 11 •• 
~a~lings, for Southern California Gas Compa~y; Pacific,Power « 
Light Company; SOuthwest Gas Company; and S~erra Pacif~c' Power 
Company. 

Interested parties: Lindsay, Hart, Neil & Weiqler, by Mi9h¢el P. 
blcantat and Paul J. Kaufman, Attorneys at Law, and. Orazen­
Brubake~ & Associates, Inc., by Donald W. Schoenbeck, for 
Cogenerators of Southern California; Barkovich « Yap, by :eaua;a 
Ba;c)S9vich, and Jackson, 'ru·fts, Cole & Black, by Allan· J. 
Thompson, Attorney at Law, for CLECA; ~9ncy Thomp§on, for 
Barakat, Howard & Chamberlin, Inc.; Erie E~senm~n, for Enron 
Corp. and 'l'ranswestern Pipeline Company; ~ichr:l Pet~t F1Qrio" 
Attorney at Law, Mark ':Barmore, and Sylvia M. Siegel, for 'l'URN; 
~hj!lan rur!t.;t.~, Attorney at Law, for the Department of the Navy: 
J2hn J. Gekti'),J..n, Attorney at Law, for S·ierra pacific Power 
Company; Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe, by BoRp,n J. G12istp,in, 
Attorney at Law, for Continental ~elephone Company of 
California; William :So -*"rcy.s, for JES, Energy, Inc., and 
Independent Energy Producers Association; Reed v. S~hm~, for 
California City-County Street Light Association; John W. Witt, 
City Attorney, by ~illiam S. Shatiran, Deputy City Attorney, for 
the City of San Diego; ~c:hael Shames, Attorney at Law, for 
Utility Consumers Action Network; B~~e Ty.llon, for Western 
Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command; Bobert E 
weisenmill~r, for Morse, Richard, Weiseruniller & Associates, 
Inc.; bntonia p. BadiU2, Attorney at Law, for the California 

'Energy Commission; and Pian Gru~n~ich, Attorney at Law, for 
California State Department of General Services. 

,Division of Ratepayer Advocates: Philip Scott w2ismehl, Attorney 
at Law, Mahendra J.hala, John yPsekf and. B. Y. ~~ 

(END OF APPENDIX A) 
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Pay S9hedule 

Tendered 

RC? 

- 60 

o 

2 

40 

77 

90 

98 

122 

177 

180 

190 

190* 

194 

SUMMARY OF ~TE CoSE PLaN 

Within 7 days of tendering, Staff Counsel and 
the project team shall be assigned 

Wi~n 2S days afto~ tendering, applicant to, 
be notified o,f deficiencies by ORA ~oject 
Manager 

Accepted NOI filed 

Except for electric rate design, application 
is filed 

Date, time and location set for prehearing 
conference and public comm!nt.hearinqs 

Prehearinq Conference held 

Except for electric rate desiqn, staff sU,bmits 
all exhibits includinq marginal cost and 
revenue allocation 

Applicant's complete electric rate design 
proposal filed 

Evidentiary hearings begin. At least 15· days 
of hearings per month 

Except for electric rate design, other parties 
submit evidence including marginal cost and 
revenue allocation 

Evidentiary hearings on initial showing 
completed 

Applicant, staff and other partios file 
rebuttal exhibits 

Rebuttal hea~ings begin 

Otility submits updated electric rate design 

Hear~qs completed except for update material 
scheduled for Day 294 

Note: 
For SeE, the schedule days marked, w1th an .. ,.;...: will be , 
increased by 30 days. 

- B 2 -
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pay Schedule 

~ __ ~R~C~p ___ (cont;d) 

206 

234 

248 

250 .... 

280 

290 .... 

294 

298 

311-

322-

329-

339-

343-

344 

361* 

364 

371 

375 .... 

Note: 

Comparison Exhibit mailed l2 d4YS after end 
of hearings 

Opening Briefs filed 28 days after Comparison 
Exhibit mailed 

Reply Briefs filed l4 days after Opening 
Briefs 

St4ff submits electric rate design exhibits 

Applicant and all other p4rties may submit 
other th4n electric rate design update 
material (See page B 26). 

Other parties submit electric rate design 
exhibits 

Abbreviated hearings on updated information 
begin. No more than 5 days allowed. 

Last day of evidentiary hearings (except 
electriC rate design). 

Electric rate design hearinqs beqin 

Electric rate design hearings end 

Electric rate design rebuttal exhibits 
submitted 

Electric rate design rebuttal hearings begin 

Electric rate design rebuttal hearings end 

ALJ Draft filed and served on all parties 

Electric rate design opening briefs filed and 
served on all parties 

Initial Comments on AL~ Oraft due 

Reply Comments on ALJ Oraft due 

Electric rate design reply briefs filed and 
served 

, . 
For SCE, the schedule days: marked with· ,an ."'" ":,will·):)& " 
incre4sed by 3·0" days .. ' .' , 

- B 3 -
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Day Schedule 

Bep (cont'd) 

384 Final decision expec~ed by this date (except 
electric rate design) 

459* 

479* 

502* 

ALJ Draft electric rate design decision filed 
and served 

Initial comments on ALJ elec~ric rate desig'n 
Draft filed 

Reply comments on ALJ electric rate desiqn 
Draft filed 

Final electric rate design decision expected 
by this elate 

Note: 
For SeE, the scheelule ci4YS marked with' an' .. ..;;,;;. viii ,be 
increased by 30 days. ",'" " 

- B .; -
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~BX OF 'ELE9XaIC 
UTE DESlyN WINDOWS 

~ Day Sch~dule1 
R~P 

• 

• 

o 

30 

44 

58 

72 

76 

83 

107 

127 

132 

142 

Parties may file proposed electric rate 

design revisions from July 20th to 25th2 , 

November 20th to, 25th3 or December 20th to 

26th4 prior to an attrition year with copies ~ 

served on all other parties 

July, November or December 26th (see 
footnote) ot Test Year and tirst Attrition 
year 

Comments on proposed rate design revisions to 
~e submitted and served on all parties 

Replies to comments to ~e s~mitted and 
served 

AL:1 ruling on the necessity to reopen the GRC 
for consideration of any or all electric 
rate de~ign proposals 

Hearings begin 

Last day ot hearings 

Concurrent briefs submitted and served. 

ALJ Dratt decision filed and served on all 
parties 

Initial comments on AIJ Draft filed and 
served 

Reply comments on ALJ Dratt tiled and served 

Final decision expected by this date 

1 It Day talls on Saturday, Sunday or holiday,. the',:next 
working day should be observed.. ", 

2 PP&L and SPPC will' be in July • 
:3 PC&E and SDC&E will be in November. 
4 SCE will be in December. 

-:ss-
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TABLE 1 

SUMMARY OF EI.ECTRIC RATE DESIGN WINOOW'SCHEOULES 

Day Event PC&E SPPC SCE SOC&E 1>1>&1. 

schedule Olte Olte Oltlt Date Date 
.••......••.....•••......••......•••.. _-_ •••......•••.... •••...... . ......... ....... 

0 P~opoaed elect~fc ~.te de.ion reviaiona filed. 25·1010'1 25-Jul 25-0ec 25-Nov 25-Jlll 

30 COftIIIenta on pt"opoMCl ~eviafon. due. 25-0« 24-AuO 24-Jln 25-0ec 24-AUO 

44 Reply to commenta due_ Oe-Jan or-Sop Or-Feb 08-Jon 07-Se" 

58 AI.J ~ul&a on ~eopen{ng CRC. 22·Jan 21-S.,:> 21-'01>, 22-Jon 21 -Sop 

'72 Hea~fnoa booin. 05-Fob 05-OCt Or-Mar 05-Feb OS-Oct 

76 I..at day of ho.~inga_ 09-'el> O9-Oct 11-Mar O9-'eb 09'Oct 

83 Concurrent briefa lubmitted. 16-'ob 16-Oct 18-Mar 16-'ob 16-Oct 

10r AI.J dr.tt declalon·due. 12-M.r O9-NOV '1-Apr 12-Mar 09-Nov 

• '27 Initi.l comment. on draft ~. 01·Ap~ 29-Ne .... 01-May 0' -Ap~ 29.Noll . 

132 Reply to COMMent. on ALJ drIft due. 06-Apr- 04-0ec 06-May 06-Apr 04·0ec 

142 Final decfaion due. 16-Apr- 14-0ec ,6-M.y 16-Apr 14·0ec 

O.te ~at .. become effective. 01·May OhlIn II Or-May 01'-Jon' 
......••• --_ ..... -_ ....•••.. __ .........•••••.......... --- .. ----_.- ........... 

a/ R.t .. a~e effective the fl,..t Sunday In June 
Note: 

If the above dates f.lL on SatIJl'd.y. Sunday, or holid.y .. the next working day allOl.lLd be obsel'"lled~' 

• 
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R.S7-11-012 ALJ!FSF!frc* 

Before Day -60,the Notice of Intent (NOI) is tendered to the 

Docket Office and Commiss.ion staff for review. Within 7 clays 

Staff Counsel anQ project te~ are designated.. ~he Executive 

Director notifies the Docket Office when the NOI has been accepted. 

by the staff, whereupon the OocketOffiee files the NOl. However, 

the requirements for the tendered NOl are listed under day-50. 

~he utility shall keep the Division of Ratepayer ,Advocates (ORA) 

advised of the proqress of its preparation of the rate case and 

the expected date of tendering the NOI so that, the DRAc:an 
-designate a Project Manager at least 30 days inad.vance of the 

actual Tendering of the NOl. 

The NOl shall contain a brief statement of 'the amount of increase 

• sought and the reasons for the proposed. increase. An origin",l and 

12 copies of all dceumentation, prepared t~stimony, draft exhibits 

including complete explanations and summaries supporting the 

increase shall comply with the standard requirement listS. 

and shall be tendered at the same time that the NOI is tendered. 

An additional 10 copies of the NOI and all documentation, prepared 

testimony and dr4ft exhibits plus 5 sets of the applicant'S 

workpapers, shall be, d.elivered to the ORA Project Manager no later 

than the day ,that the ~OI is tendered. 

'" r, . "" ,..'" ~'I 

4 Page B 2'0" contaks .a~,itst of the, energy utilit:te~ ',to 
which :theRCl>,app-lies. '< .,< ~ ;:~" """ ",;;, , 

~ 5 See page B 21. 

-B.7-
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R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc·· 

Although the final notice of deficiencies does not have to be sent 

to the utility until 2S days after tendering, the ORA should 

identify and transmit each deficiency to the applicant as soon as 

possible. The acceptance of the NOI will be based upon whether 

the applicant has substantially complied with the requirements of 

the Rep. In the event th4t the -, utility disagrees with ORAf-s list 

of deficiencies, a written protest may be filed with, the Executive 

Director. The protest should identify the 'items that the utility 

believes are not properly classified as deficiencies and state the 

reasons for its conclusion. The Executive Oirector's 

determination is final. Time consuming ~d/or' inconsequential 

deficiencies may be corrected according to~a schedule agreed upon 

by the DRA Project Manager and the applicant. 

The NOI may contain material such as previouslylitiqated 
,. 

. ,. ," 

issues. on which the Commission has t4ken ,a posit1.on .. , This 

1M.terial must-be clearly identified and contaiD.:a complete 

justification for any policy change. Showings on such material 

will be presented at the end. of the hearing 'Sched.ule,. unless 

otherw-ise scheduled by the" ALJ' with the advice,'and consent of the 

assigned Commissioner. 

p~ -&2 (Accepted NOI' is filed) 

An original and 12 copies of an NOI is acceptec:l by the Executive 

Director anc:l then,' filed by the Docket Office. Within five- days 
after the NOI has been 4ccepted., applicant sh4llserve 4 copy of 

the NO! on all apPearances in its last general, ra.te ease, and file 

a certificate of:, service:. ,', There4£ter,'411. filed,.mater:lal shall 

befw:niahed.:.by: applic4il~ 1:6.' .iit~~e~~ed:; ~ie's:':~n.:wri ~ten' . 
. , ~"~." ~l":";' ~~':':".'l'-'~:"-':"~'t'<. "1 '" I~' .. ' ..... : ,-f':.~;-:,<r.'~.,'.(.;.:<,,:~-l,. ,',' .~';'" 

:eques-t •. ~ " Applicant:: s: wo:kp4pe:s~.sh~ll be .. mAcie-,;: ~vail:al¥e"oxi 
, .• '1' 4', ,.' 

. ',~, '" 

- B 9 -
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R.87-ll-0l2 'ALJ/FSF/frc·· 

Within seven (7) days of tendering the NOI, the applicant and ORA 

should beqin informal meetinqs wherein the applicants witnesses 

(or other persons intimately familiar with the workpapers) explain 

the workpapers to theORA's witnesses. ORA witnesses should'be' 

fAmiliar with applicant's workpapers prior to the informal 

meetings. 'I'hese conferences shall be for explanation of the 

workpapers only, and' we will not allow them. to be used for the 

purpose of discovery. Appropriate discovery may of course 

continue concu~ently, separate from. the determination of 

completeness of, the NO.I. 

In those instances where ORA has sUb~tted data requests (called a 

Master Data Request) to the utility at least six months prior to 

the anticipated 'I'endering of the NOI, the applieant shall make a 

reasonable effort to provide responses with the tendered,NOI. 

• 

Applieant shall furnish'a copy of thetendere¢ NOI material to ~ 
any interested party upon request. 

The proposed test year shall be three years from. the last adopted 

test year used :by the COmmission in setting appl.icant' 3 exis,t.ing 

rates. For example, if 1988 was the last adopted test year, the 

next test year to be submitted in an NOI would be 1991. 

If applicant requests an attrition allowance, it shall include ~, 

its required supportinq materials evidence supporting the 

requested attrition a.llowance. The NOI shall not l» filedWltil 

all of the above requirements are met. 

Applieant Will be notified bytbe DRA Project. Manager' of ' 
•• '''' ,.'. .••• -.- • ,.'.>, -.,. '. ' , . o" "', ", ',- ~", • .., j't " 

deficieneies in the NOI within 25 days of, the tenderd.Ate,;;.,:, .,' 
" ... 

- B 8 -
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R.87-ll-0l2 ALJ/FSF/frc .... 

A1 though the final notice ef deficiencies· does not have to be sent 

to' the utility until 25 days after tendering, the ORA sheuld 

identify and transmit each deficiency to' the applicant as soon as 

possible. The acceptance ef the NOI will be based upon whether 

the applicant has substantially complied with the· requirements O'f 

the RCP. In the event that the. utility disagrees with ORA's. list 

ef deficiencies, a ~itten protest maybe filed with the Executive 

Director. The pretest should identify the 'items that the' utility 

believes are net preperly classified as deficiencies and state the 

reasons fer its conclusion. The Executive Directer's 
I 

determinatien is final. ~ime cens~ing and/or inconsequential 
: 

deficiencies may be cerrected according- te>· a sehedule" ag-reed upon 

by the ORA Preject MAnager and. the applicant. 

The NOI may contain material such as previously litigated 

issues en which the' Commission has taken ,a position •.. : This 

material must be clearly identified. and centain"'.a cemplete 

justificatien fer any policy chang-e. Showin9s on such material 

will be presented. at the end' ef the hearing schedule, unless 

etherwise scheduled by. the ALJ with the advice and cenSent ef the 

assigned. COmmissiener. 

pay -60 (Accepted NOI is filed) 

An eriginal and 12 cepies of an NOI is accepted bythe.Exeeutive 

Director and· then· filed. by the Docket Office. Within' five days 
after the NOI has been accepted., applicant shall. serve a copy of 

" . 

the NOI en 411 a.pPearances in. its last qene=a.l ra.te ease, and £.ile 

a certificate, of:- servie&.,~. Thereafter",all:filecl:,.mater.!al, shall', " 

be "fu%nished..by,apPlie~t;.·:t6: :i.n~~~es~~:~~'-~~~:~itt:en ' ' 
p_,." ' . '" .~ .. ~f~. :~."~~·;"l lo·::.",t ...... :-~r":.~ ... ;:,." '~:"'" \'", :" :.~ • ... ~"::;",f;'~~:~~'.;~:,';'!.~ . • ,'."·.~'.·.:·1 ..... " .Iy ', .. 

reques.t.;~, ,Applieant::.s~,wOrkpapers-::shall: be:,:.made~,Avallal)l.'oxi~> . 
. , ' '.' ',~ , 

.. ~;"'-'::.":"'" .. :: ..... :;.. .... ~., ... " ... " .. :·<r"·'.~· 0 •• \ "~~''''':''.'c .",~IO ~,.",,,c, . 

- B- 9 -
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R.87-1l-0l2 ALJ!FSF!frc*** 

request.. 

The application may ~ filed no sooner than t.han 60 days after • 

the NO! is accepted. The date the application is filed ~ill 

determine Day 0 under the rate case plan. 

The utilit.y shall provide to, the· Commission's: Public Advisor a 

proposed notice t.o <:ustomers in a ·format similar to thdtshown on 

page a 27. 

o~ Q 

1. The application shall ~ filed and served in conformit.y 
with the Rules of Practice and Procedure. The utility 
shall provide notification to customers, within 45 or 75 
days as required by Rule 24. .' 

2. The application shall include finalexhibit.s except 
electric rate desiqn, prepared t.estimony, and other 
evidence, and shall ~ served on all parties to the last 
general rate case. The application, final exhibits, and 
all ot.her evidence that is filed shall incorporate t.he 
changes, additions, and deletions required for acceptance • 
of the tendered NOI. No bulk or major updating 
amendments or recorded data to amend the final exhibits, 
prepared testimony, or other evidence shall be allowed, 
except as provided on page B 2& on Day 280, and on page 
B 21, item 3. 

3. Applicant shall file a comparison exhibit showing 
changes that have oecurrea ~tween the draft exhibits 
submitted with the NOI and the final exhibit.s submitted 
with the application. All the changes or revisions 
shown shall have been agreed to by the ORA Project 
Manager in an informal conference before filing the 
application. Should the applicant and t.he ORA Project, 
Manager disagree on what revisions are acceptable" the 
applicant may file a formal mot.ion ~ith the' Docket Office 
for acceptance of its NOI changes. All changes in' 
figures between the tendered' NOI and the application 
shall be supported by workpapers which show the new 
figures and a reconciliation with the workpapers 

. previous'ly tenderecf:. 

4. Applicant shall deliver ten complete sets of 'the 
application 4nd. final exhibits plus five.complete sets 
of. the workpapers.s.upporting'the'applic:at.f.on'and. final·' 
exhibits to' the DRA Project Manager.. . 'rhe,workpapers· . 
Shall, incorporate all:~ch4nqes:~4nd;·:addl.tion:s:: :that: .were';· 
necess4%'Y to gain acceptance' of the',tend.e;e<t, NO:t~ 

- B 10·-
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R.87-ll-0l2 M...J/Fsr/frc* 

determine Day 0 under the rate case plan. 

pay 0 

1. 

2. 

The application shall be filed and served in conformity 
with the Rules of Practice and Procedure. The utility 
shall provide notification to customers, w~hin 45 or 7S 
days as require~ by Rule 24. ~ 

The application shall include final exhi~its except 
electric rate design, prepared testimony, and other 
evidence, and shall be served on all p~ies to the last 
general rate case. The application, ~nal exhibits, and 
all other evidence that is filed sh 1 incorporate the 
changes, ad~itions, an~ deletions re ired for acceptance 
of the tendere~ NOI. No bulk or rna or updatinq 
amendments or recorded data to arne Q the final exhibits, 
prepare~ testimony, or other evi~ ce shall be allowed, 
except as provided on page B 26 Day 280, and on page 
B 21, item 3. ' 

3. Applicant shall file a compari on exhibit showing 
changes that have occurred be een th-e draft exhibits 
submitted with the NOl and t final exhibits submitted 
with the application. All t e changes or revisions 
shown shall have been agree to by the ORA Project 
Manager in an informal con renee before filing the 
application. Should the plicant and the ORA Project 
Manager ~isagree on what evi~ions are acceptable, the 
applicant may file a fo al motion With the Docket Office 
for acceptance of its'NO changes. All changes in 
figures between the ten ered NOt and the application 
shall be supporte~ by rkpapers which show the new 
figures and a reconcZ'l ation with the workpapers 
previously tendered. 

4. Applicant shall deli er ten complete sets of the 
application and fii'n exhibits plus five complete sets 
of the workpapers s pporting the application and final 
exhibits to the 0 Project Manager. The workpapers 
zhall incorporate 11 changes and additions that were 
necessary to qain~ccePtance of the tendered NOl. 

5. Applicant, staff,/~n~ interested parties shall send two 
copies of all exhibits, prepared testimony, and other 
evidence filed ~fter Day 0 to the ALJ. One copy shall 
be served on~h' Reporting Branch ana on each party. 
Preparea test' ony should not be filed in the Docket 
Office after 0 y 0; only briefs, comments on the ALJ 
proposed deci ion, and other pleadings a:ce 'to be filed .. 

6. A copy of the deciSion in applieant"s last general rate 
case shall be fw:n.ishea by applicant upon w:r.i:t.t,en' . request. ,. . .,.. , 

- B 10 -
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Day 2 

5. Applicant, staff, ana interestea parties shall sena two 
copies of all exhibits, preparea testimony, ana other 
evidence filed after Day 0 to the ALJ. One copy shall 
be served. on the Reporting Branch and on each party. 
Prepared testimony should not be filed in the Docket 
Office after Day O~ only briefs, comments on the ALJ 
proposed aecision, and other pleadings are to' be filed. 

6. A copy of the decision in applicant'S last general rate 
case shall be furnished by applicant upon written 
request. 

The ALJ in coneurrencewith the assigned Co~ssioner shall set 

the day, time, and place for theprehearingconference and shall 

inform applicant and, all parties to the last" general rate case .. 

Also at this time, the ALJ shall set the day, time and place for 

public comment hearings. At the appropriate time, the utility 

shall give, notice of the Public ,Comment Hearings, pursuant to 

Rule 52, using the format shown on page S 27. 

• Day 40 

• 

A prehearing 'conference is held: 

Day 77 

1. To take appearances. 

2. To raise and resolve any procedural matters .. 

3. To schedule hearin<1s and specify areas of 1?4rticipation 
if known, and spec~fy dates for testimony ~f necessary , 
to expedite' the hearing procedure. 

Except for electric rate desiqn, s,taff shall submit all exhibits, 

prepared testimon~, and evidence includinqmarqinal cost and 

No revenue allocation, and shall serve copies on.al~, parties. 
. "., .. 

bulk 0: major updating 4mendments or recorded:-d4ta',to4mend .the 

exhib~ts, p~~~~. t~~~im~~;', or,~th~~'S~ff~i~~~6~ ~ball' 00, 
" ::' . .' ~ ,"' ,,' :~':~.'!':'~:' ,«:- ,:~, .. :~. ~., .: .... ': .. :, .. , ~'" .. ~l:" _.':"-,, :~.;, '"'''' •. ,,>', :: A', /,. '::~,~', ,'.'.,';:....~. I "; ",'~ 

allowed thereafter, except as provi,ded on page 'B, 2&0<1:; Day 280/ 
• , ','. > _..... ,- , " ." • ., ' •• ', ' '. ", J • , ~/ '" , ...... "j' _,~.,' ::. ,.:'. .' "'" '; • '" ',' i, "," 
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Staff workpapers shall be available within five days of this date 

(see page B 25). 

OM' 90 

Applicant shall file a complete electric rate de~ignexhibits and 
testimony. No bulk or major updating amendments or recorded data 
to amend the exhibits or.prepared.testimony shall,be .allowcd 
thereafter, except as ·provid.ed. on page a. 26 and. Day 190*. 

O"v 91-177 

Public comment hearings will :be held. during this"perio<l.. They 

may be beld concurrently. with evidentiary hearings if neces~ 

to complete the, hearings according to this plan. 

Ray 98 

Evidentiary hearings begin. 

1. Hearings shall ordinarily be held not les~ than lS days 
a month. 

2.. Where an agreement between applicant and staff is 
disputed by other parties, those partie~ shall have 
the right to cross-examine applicant and staff in 
that order. The eXl'lmi~ation will be closely " 
controlled to prevent an undue consumption of time. 

J2.9.y 122 

Except for electric rate design, parties other than staff and 

applicant shall submit their exhibiu, prepared. testimony, and 

evidence including marginal cost and revenue allocation, and shall 

serve copies on all parties. These d.oeuments shall reflect the· 

rulings and. agreements mad.e at the prehearing conference. No. bulk 

or major updating &nendments or recorded. data to .ame%ld tlle 

exhibits, prepared' testimony,' or other evidence' shall :be' .. 'allowed 

thereafter, eith~r·'l:>Y p;';~Pared. testimony,' o~al te~~~~riy> 0;' ",' 
\ "r " , 1'" ~. 

exhibits, excePt 4S prOv.1.ded. onDa~"280 and on.'pageli26.~ ."'AlSo.,. 

all 'worJcpapers~haJ.l. ,'~, a~4ilaDi~'~ ~n this:'~tQ ~(~ ;~~'B2S) .:' :, 

- B 12 -
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Day 177 

Evidentiary hearings on initial showing completed~ 

pay 18.Q 

1. All rebuttal evidence except electric rate design shall 
have been distributed by Day 180. Rebuttal evid.ence 
shall refute the evidence of other part1es and shall not 
reassert or reargue a party's direct evidence. No bulk 

or major up<1ating amendments or recorded data shall be allowed 
in rebuttal evidence. Additional witnesses, cumulat1ve 
testimony, and unproductive cross-examination shall be 
minimized. 

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

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

Day 190 

Rebuttal hearings begin to review the showing provided concerning , 

the data described in Oay lS0. No more than five days 0,£ 
-, 

hearings shall be set for this review. 

Pu.l9Q* 

Applicant may submit updated electric rate design exhibits (see 

page B 26). 

Day 194 

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

electric rate d~si~ heariUgs and'h~~rin9'S sChedul~d for oay 29~. 

Note: 
For seE, the, seheduledays-marked:w.ith 4n>''''::willbe> 
.incre4sec1 tty 30 days. " ',,' ,,', 

,.",', ., I 

""'",../."" :.,''''' ... " .. , .... ~, C ,"'_: """~t~' ,. ~\, .. ' 

.. ;,. '. ' 
.' ... ~ '" :~: >~.':~, .:' 

,",,'. ';""::-'!~~" . 
,,' 

.... ·1 •• ' < 

- B l3 -
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R.S7-11-0l2 ALJ!FSF!fre-w 

If oral argument before the Commission en bane is, to be helc:r~, the 

ALJ shall announce the elate and time'. 

Pay 206 

An exhibit comparing' the' ORA and. utility final, POSitions/numbers 

shall be jointly prep~ed :by DRA. ana' the utility: then maile(!. 

:by th.i.s o."te. 

Day 234 

Opening briefs shall :be filed 28' d.4.ys. after the mailing of the 

comparison exhibit. The ALJ may outline specif,ic issues, to- be 

:briefed. Briefing of add.it1onal issues ,is optional. 

Pav 748 

Reply Briefs may be filed 14 days after Opening Briefs. 

pay 250-

Staff electric rate design exhibits and testimony shall :be 

submi'Cted. and served. No bulk or major updating amendments or 

recorded data to- amend the exhibits, prepared testimony, or other 
staff evidence shall be allowed thereafter. Staff electric rate 

design workpapers shall be available within five days of this, 'date 

(see page B 25). 

Day 280 

Applicant, staff, or any interested party may distribute in 

prepared testimony form, and serve on all parties, sho~gs 

eon'1:aining '1:he most recent dat4 for the other.'th4n,electric .. rate 

design factors d.escribed in, the' Stanclard, O'pdAting,Fil!ng':" 
.', ~_ "/'. """",:~' "'J, ",'. ~ '" , 

, , 

, ",' 

Note: , -
For SeE, the schedule days marked with an: ,.,"'.. will:; 1:>&, 
increased by 30 days. ' " , " " 

- :a 14 -
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R.S7-ll-0l2 ALJ/FSF/frc** 

Requirements list on page B 26. This is the only updatinq which 

will be permitted • 

pay 290-

Parties other than staff And applicant shall sUbmit their 

exhibits, prepAred testimony, and evidence concerning electric 

rate design, and shall serve copies on all parties. These 

documents shall reflect the rulings and agreements made at tho 

prehearing conference. No bulk or major updating amendments or 

recorded data to amend the exhibits, prepared testimony, or other 

evidence shall be allowed thereafter, either by prepared 

testimony, oral testimony, or exhibits.. All wor)cpapers shall be 

available on this date (see page B 25) .. 

pay 294 

Abbreviated hearings begin to review the showing provided 
. ., 

.' . 

concerning the c\ata c\escribed in Oay 28"0. . No more than five days 

of hearings shall be set for this review. 

Day 298 

Last day of evidentiary hearing except for electric rate design. 

pay 311* 

Electric rate design hearings bogin.: , 

Day 322* 

Electric rate design hearings end;;. .. 

Note: 
For. seE, the sehecl.ule~ days' marked,w1th an ,' ..... It ,.,wil.!:'be: ", 
increased by 30 days. .' ' '. .., ......... , . ~"'~: :' 

-B 15-
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P4X 329* 

Electric ra'te desi911 rebuttal exhibits shall ~.distribu'ted. by 

this d.ay. See Oay lao, Items 1 and. 2 for requirements o'f rebuttal· 

evidence. 

OlJ,y 339* 

Elec'!:ric rate design. rebuttal hearings. begin. to·· review the showing 

provided. concerning the data d.escribed in Day 329*. No more than. 

five days of hearings shall be set for this review.' 

Day 343-

Electric rate design re:buttal hearings are. ,to be > completed. no 

later than this date. 

Day 344 

ALJ proposed deCision, except for electric:- rate design issues, :but: 
"' , . . 

• '. " I 

including marginal cost and revenue'allocation issues to be filed. 

and. served on all parties. 

Oay 361* 

ElectriC rate d.esign opening briefs shall be filed. 18 days after 

the completion of the electric rate design rebut'!:al hearings.. The 

ALJ may outline speeific rate deSign issues to' be briefed.. 

Briefing of additional eleetr1e,ratedesiqn 1ssues'isoptional. 

Pay ~64 

lni1:ial comments on AL:J proposedt;deeision.... to- be £:Lled -dnd: ser.recl 

on all p~ies. 

Note: .. ForSCE"the sehedule'_~daysmarlced.w.1than:~.":::.~J:l~;be. 
increased :by 30 daY5.. -,- ". . 

- B 16 -
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R.87-11-0l2 ALJ/FSF/frcww 

pay; 37..1 

Reply comments on ALJ proposed decision to be filed and. served on 

all parties. 

pay 375* 

Electric rate desigu reply briefs may be .tiled. 14 days. after rate 

design openinq briefs., 

pay 384 

A Final Commission decision is expected by this date (except for 

electric rate desiqn issues). My revenue increase/decrease will 

become effective by January 1 of the test year. 

pay 459-

ALJ proposed electric rate desiqn decis.ion to be filed and served 

on all. parties • 

Day 479;W 

Initial Comments on ALJ proposed electric rate design decision tQ 

:be filed. and served. on all parties. 

ay 4S§w 

Reply comments on ](LJ proposed electric rate design decision to be 

filed and served on all parties. 

pay 502* 

A Final Commission decision on electric rate design is expected by 

this date. 

Note:, .... .~. . . ,( 
For SCE, the schedule dAys·marlced. with"'.an ' ...... ,' will; be' .... 
increased by 30 days";. , ' . " .,' .',.:, , ,:' .' , 

- :s 11 -
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Day 0 

Any party to the last general rate case may propose revisions to 

the ad.opted. rate desi911s from July 20th to 2S'Ch,8, :N'ovember"20th 

to 25th9 or December 20th to- 26th10 prior to· an attrition year. 

All proposals must be complete and include: 

1. The proposed revisions 

2. Full justification tor the revisions 

~. An explanation why the revision should 
be considered. prior to- the next qeneral 
rate case 

4. A reconciliation with the latest ado~ed 
revenue requirement and class allocations 

An original and 12 copies shall ~ filed with the docket office 

and copies served on all parties to the rate eaSe. Workpapers 

shall be delivered by Day 0 to the DRA and utility project 

manaqers and any other party requesting them. (see pages :a. 21 
, ,'. , . 

throuqh B 25). 

Day 3Q 

Any party served may comment o.n the proposals within :30 Clays. 

The comments shall be limited to responCling.te> the filings and 

shall not raise new proposals. 

and served on all parties. 

Such comments shall be submitted 
' •••• ,,< 

7 If O~y fall~ o:n saturday, Sunday .... or. holiday"the.llGxt:'.,", 
working 'day . should be observed. " , " " . . 

8 P&L and,. SPPC will·':bein<J:uly.,,· ''''. " . , '., ... ~'''. 
9 PG&E and. SOG&E will be in November·." ", ~ '" '~:".;> 

10 SeE will be in DecelllDer. 
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Pay 44 

Reply comments ~y :be submitted and served. on' all parties within 

14 d.ays. 

Day 58 

~he ALJ who heard the rate d.esign proposals in the general rate 
, , 

case (or other ALJ as the Commission'tM.y assign) shal~ rule by 

Day 5S on the necessity to re-open the GRC for consideration of 

any or all rate desiqn proposals. 

pay 72 

Hearings begin on re-opened rate desiqn issues. No'more than 

five days ~ll be allowed. 

pay 76 

Last day of hearings. 

• pay 83 

• 

Concurrent briefs maybe Submitted. 

Day 107 

ALJ Draft decision filed and served on all parties. 

pay 127 

Initial comments on ALJ Draft filed and served. 

Day 132 

Reply comments on ALJ Draft filed and served.. 

pay 142 

Final deeision expected by this date 'With··rate~ ,to beC.ome . 

effective twelve months after the effective'dateof<1:he·~.last rate 

desi9'll revisions,. 

- B 19 -
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kIST OF ~PPL!C~BtE ENERGY UTILIT!ES 

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company z. San Die9~ Gas &.Electric Company 
3. SOuthern California Edison Company 
4 .. Southem California ~s· Company 

The smaller enerqy utilities listed: beloW' 
shall also- file general rate applications 
every three years beginning with the test 
year noted after their name. 

1. Southwest Gas Company (':Y 1989) 
2. Sierra PacifiC Power Company (TY 1990) 
3. Pacifie Power and Light Company (TY 1991) 

Smaller energy utility rate application3 are 
pr~essed on an expedited baSis qenerallybeing 
completed wi thin a year from the tendering 0'£ 
the NOI asswning adeqnate Commission' staffing .. : 

. ',,'(' 
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STANDARP REQUIREMENT· LIS! 
QF PQCVMENTbTION SYPPORTING AN NQI 

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

2. When Cost of Capital issues are consolidated into, a generiC 
case for all utilities and are not part of the general rate 
case the utility shall use the most recently authorized rate 
of return in its calculations supporting the NOI. For the 
application the utility may include exhibits and testimony 
requesting a different cost of capital. However, the 
application must use the currently authorized cost of capital 
as a base case. This testimony may be updated and 
re-submitted at the appropriate filing time for the generic 
cost of capital case. . 

3. Revenues at present rates in the Results of Operations report 
shall include a base case derived direetly·from authorized 
tariffs in effect on or after May 1 prior to tendering the 
NOI and on or after October 1 prior to filing the 
application. The utility shall update the results of 
operations exhibit by January lS to· incorporate any and all 
tariff changes which become effective on January 1 following 
the filing of the application • 

4. Draft exhibits and prepared testimony (similar to those 
presented in final application form) shall conform to the 
requirements of Rule 23, except that the provisions of Rules 
4 through S and 16 are not applicable. 

s. Complete explanation of exhibits and special studies 
furnished. 

6. Workpapers (S sets) showing calculations and documentation tc 
support the utility'S draft exhibits and special studies. In ~ 
order to meet -ehe Not criteria, wor)cpapers must comply with V 
all of the following: 

A. Be arranqed. in an orderly sequence and be dated and 
initialed by the preparer. Where appropriate, eaeh 
expense item should be broken down into labor, non-labor, 
and other. 

B. Show the derivation of each individual estim4te. 

1. List all of the assumptions necessary for the . ' 
derivation of each individual estimate and explain 
the rationale why the assumptions were used.'~ . , 

2. Show how each ass.umption was used:i:neaeh. estiIMte. 

- B 21 -
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3. Where judgment is involved in setting ~n 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 the test year. 

5. If there w~s no preCise basis for certain estim~tes 
and the derivation was purely subjective, the 
workpapers should so state. 

6. State management's review criteria including the 
factors considered by the utility~s management in 
approving various expenditures levels. . 

7. Supporting material must have a clear tieback to base 
data from the stated expenditure·. 

S. Justification for the methodoloqy used to develop each 
estimate shall be included.. However, the- aclequacy of 
the justification will not be considered an NOI 
deficiency. - . 

C. Be appropriately indexed and legible. 

o. Computer printouts must be accompanied by a detailed. 
d.escription of the program. The recorcled clata used 
should be id.entified, the various assumptions of 
variables used should be clearly stated, and any adopted 
Commission rules governing computer models adhered to . 

E. Show' the development of a!l adjustments, including those 
associatecl with affiliates. If an adjustment is based on 
a Commission ruling, reference the Decision and provide a 

F. 

copy of the relevant portion of the ruling. . 

Include ~t least five years of recorded data for each 
FERC account used in the development of the test year 
revenues and revenue requirement. Where subaccounts 
and/or other than PERC accounts are used to develop 
test ye~ values, include at least five years of 
recorded data supporting those values also. All dat~ 
for expenses shall be stated in recorded· dollars and 
dollars inflation adjusted t~ a constant base year. 
The format shall be mutually agreed to by the utility and 
ORA proj ec::t numagers. 

7. In addition to the requirements of 4 above, the following 
draft exhibits shall be submitte<i: 

A. All studies and information reqt:ired to be sc.l:m.:t:c'eed i:. ,/ 
the rate ease by the Commission in priorrat&deeisions 
and subsequent poliey statements. or' decisions ... · . 

'.,. , 

B. Recordeddat4, in results. of operat:r.~nS'forma.t~r:shall .be-. 
provid.ed for at least the latestreeorded' yeaJ::.available 
at the time of tendering the NOl.:: 

- :s. 22 -
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If the NOI contains m4t~ial previously litigated but not 
~llowed by the Commission it shall be clearly 
identified • 

C. When estimates are made by account or subaccount, those 
es~imatea amoun~s shall be included in the direct 
showing. 

O. When controlling affiliates provide guidelines or 
directions to the company's pr~sentation, ~hese shall be 
se~ fo~h in the direc~ showing or available in the 
workpapers. 

E. FOR ELECTRIC UTILITIES: 

1. Cost allocation s~udies by classes of service. 

2. Marginal cost data in sufficient detail ~o allow the 
development of rates for each CU3~omer class. 

3. Demand Side MOnagement cost effectiveness a8 
identified in the Standard Practice Manual for 
Economic Evaluation of Demand Sid~Management 
Programs and consistent with the OSM reportinq 
requirements manual. This shall include a full 
description, funding requirements, load impacts, and 
cost effectiveness of each proqr~. 

4. The Utility'S current Resource Plan. 

5. The NOI may be tendered without a final rate design 
proposal. However, the tenderee NOI shall include 
the full amount of the requested revenue change, 
marginal costs, proposed class revenue allocations; 
and a simplified proposal for implementing the 
revenue Change at the beginning of the test year. 

6. A complete rate desiqn proposal shall be filed no 
later than Day 90. The proposal shall include: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

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

Alternative rate desiqns based on current 
Commission policies. 

A computer tape with detailed customer bill 
frequency data compatible with the Commission's 
computer should be provided with the workpapers 
for the latest available recorded yedr. All 
billing dete~nants for each tariff schedule must 
be included.. Adequate documentation should be 
provided to. allow the staffto,usethis.'tape-'to 
develop alternative- rate designs.,' ',' '. ',. 
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F. FOR GAS UTILITIES: 

1. Demand Side Management cost effectiveness as 
identified in the Standard Practice Manual for 
Economic Evaluation of Demand Side Management 
Programs and consistent with the DSM reporting 
requirements manual. This shall include a full 
description, funding requirements, load impacts, and 
cost effectiveness of each program. 

2. At the present time gas utilities marginal cost and 
rate design are litigated in the Annual Cost 
Allocation Proceeding (ACAP) per OII 85-06-00S. 
Therefore, marginal cost data, alternative rate 
designs, and alternate fuel use will not be- required 
exhibits in the general rate case filing unless the 
Commission moves the issues back into the general 
rate case. However, utilities should submit a 
proposed rate design to- reflect the revenue 
requirement changes in its application • 

- B 24 -
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1. 

2. 

SlANPARP REQUIREMENt L1S1 OF PO~NTAIIQN SQPPOB1ING 
STAFF AND OTHER paRTIES EXHIBIIS AND IESTIMONX 

complete explanation of exhibits and speeial studies 
submitted. If the exhibits eontain material previously 
litigated but not allowed. by the Commission, it shall ~ 
elearly id.entified. 

workpapers showing ealculations and. documentation to' support 
the exhihit. workpapers must: 

A. Be arranged. in an orderly sequence and be dated and 
initialed by the preparer. When appropriate, each 
expense item should be broken down into· non-labor, 
labor, and other. 

B. Be appropriately indexed. and legible. 

c. Computer output must he accompanied by description of 
the program. The input data 'used should· be identified 
and the various assumptions of variables used should be 
clearly stated. 

O. Show the derivation of each individual estimate. 

1. List all the assumptions necessary for the 
deriv4tion of e4ch individual estimate and explain 
the rationale why the assumptions were used • 

2. Show how e4eh assumption was used in each estim4te. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Where jud.gment is involved in establishing an 
estimate level, exp14in why that particular level was 
recommended. 

Furnish or provide reference to base year historical 
and estimated data and subsequent years with 
evaluation of ch4nges up to and. including the test 
year. 

If there was no precise basis fer certain estim4tes 
and the derivation was purely sul:>jective, the 
workpapers should sO' state. 

Supporting material must have a clear tieback to 
base data from the stated expenditure. 

3. A complete set of werkpapers shall he delivered to the ORA 
and utility Project MAM.9'ers and. ~y other party requesting 
them, on the appropriate day noted. in the Rate,c".se: -Plan.' .. . 
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STANDaRp UPPATE EXHI§IT 
FILING REQYIREMENTS LIST 

1. Other than electric rate design: 

2. 

Any update testimony or exhibits filed by applicant, staff, 
or interested party shall be limited to: 

A. Known changes in cost of labor based on contract 
negotiations completed since the tend.er of the NOr or 
known changes that result from upc!.ated. d.ata using the­
same indexes used in the original presentation during 
hearings. 

B. Changes in non-labor escalation fac~ors based on the 
same indexes the party used in its oriqinal 
presentation during hearings. 

C. Known changes due to goverxunental aetion such as 
changes in tax rates, postage rates, or assessed 
valuation. 

The update exhibit may include decreases as well as increases 
in tho above categories. All testimony and exhibits for 
updat~nq shall be in fully prepared form and served on all 
appearances on Day 280 as indicated in the rate ease plan • 

Electric Rate Design: 

Applicant may update electrie rate design testimony or 
exhibits. Any testtmony and exhibits for updating shall be in 
fully prepared form and served on all appearances on Day 190'" 
as indieated in the rate case plan. 

Applicant shall meet with staff at least 30 days prior to any 
rate design update to discuss and explain its update. 
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The California Public Utilities Commission will hold. 
pu~lic comment hearings as listed below on the request of 

(u~i1ity) to increase its rates by S ~ __ ~~~--. __ ~ __ 
per year. If the entire amount is approved. Dy the commission, 
the impact on customers will be as follows·: 

(Brief description of which rates the utility 
proposes to raise or lower and. the Sand % 
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 ~ou.an opportunity 
to express your views to the Commission. You nt4y submit written 
comments or make a brief oral statement at the hearinq. 

DATES AND LOCAXIONS OF PUBLIC COMMENT HEARINGS 
IN APPLICATION ~o.) BEFORE THE 
CALIFORN~ PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION. 

(List d.ates, locations, and. times of specifically 
d.esiqnated public comment hearings.) 

The Commission welcomes your comments. If you cannot 
attend. these hearings, you may submit written comments to the 
Commission at one of the addresses listed below. Simply state 
that you are writinq abQut Application (No.) 0'£ 

(utility) 

A copy of (utility'S) application may be 
inspected. in its local business office or at its headquarters. 

Notes: 

1. 

2 .. 

The above notice is only a zample format. A utility may 
suggest other formats that would better communicate the 
required info=mation. ' 

All notices must be submitted to the Commission's PUbl~e 
Advisor's Office for renew a'e·least five working-days 
prior to the printers deadline~ ..' . 
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APPENDIX C 

ANNUAL COST OF CAPITAL PROCEEDING 
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PAY Sehecl.)1le 

o 

7 

42 

84 

98 

108 

112 

122 

129 

152 

190 

mJAN FOR ANNUAL C~t OF· CNUm (ACe) 
PRQGEEpING FOR ENERGX UTILITIES· 

Application filed by utilities by May 8 of 
each year. See page C 3 for lis~ of 
utilities to which this plan applies and 
filing requirements. 

ALJ, s~aff counsel and Commissioner aSSigned 

?rehearing Conference 

Staff submits cost of capital exhibits. 
Utility may file updated testimonyw 

Interested parties submit cost of capital 
exhibits 

Hearings begin 

Hearings completed no later than this day 

Late-filed exhibit reflecting issuance of new 
debt and/or preferred stock or aetual changes 
for existing variable rate issues. Concurrent 
briefs filed and served on all partiesw 

Reply briefs filed and served on all parties. 

ALJ proposed decision filed and served on all 
parties 

Final decision expected by this date. 
Oecision to become effective on Janu~ 1 of 
each year. 

w Updated testimony and late-filed exhibit shall be limitea 
to changes in cost of capital reflecting issuance of new 
debt or preferred stock, or actual changes for existing 
variable rate issues, since 'the application was filed,'."" 
and revisions to previously subm.itted cost of eapit41 . 
models reflecting more recent financial,. and economic data •. . . , 
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• ENERGY UTILItIES T9 WHICH Ace PLAN APPLIES 

• 

, 

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
2. San Oieqo Gas & Electric Company 
3. Southern California Edison Company 
4. Southern California Gas Company 
S. Southwest Gas Company 
6. Sierra Pacific Power Company 
7. Pacific Power and Light Company 
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RlhRPbBP REQUIREMENT LIS! 
OF OOCPMENtA1I9N SUPPORtING AN 

ANNUAL COST.QF CAPITAL APPLICATION 

1. Brief statement of amount, reason for, and summary supportinq 
the increase/decrease. 

2. Exhibits and prepared testimony in final applic~:t.ion form 
shall conform to the requirements of Rule 23, except that the 
provisiOns of Rule 8 are not applieable. 

3. Complete explanation of exhibits and speci~l studies 
furnished. 

4. workpapers (2 sets) showing calculations of documentation to 
support the utility'S application shall be delivered to the 
ORA Project Manager on the same day the application is filed. 
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. List all of the assumptions necessary for the 
derivation of each individual estimate and explain 
the rationale of why the assumptions were used. 

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

3. Where judgment is involved in mak.ing an estiM.!lte,. 
explain why that pa~icular estimate was adopted. 

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

C. Be appropriately indexed and legible. 

o. Computer printouts must be accompanied by a detailed 
description of the proqram. The recorded data used 
should be identified, the various assumptions of 
variables used should be clearly stated and any' adopted 
Commission rules governing computer models adhered to. 

(END OF APPENDIX C) 

, I 
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APPENDIX D 

ECAC/A02 ANt> REASONABLENESS REVIEW SCHEDULES 
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• SUMMARY 0' E~C SCHEDULE 

Day Event PGIoI! $~ set $I)"! 

Schedule Date Date Date Date 

...... -.. ... -.••.••...•..• ~--.---.---.. -... --.. -... ----.-_ .. . .......... . .......... .. ... -- .... 

·60 Record peri od 0I'Id1. 31-De<: :SO"Jun :St-Ma,. :st'Jul 

'60 Infol'l1llll meetinga to dfacun dra1t :S1 ·oec :SO"Jun 31 'Mar 31-Jul 

date request begin_ 

-4S I nfol'l1llll. meeti nga 0I'Id. 1S-Jan 1S-Jul 1S-Apr 15-AuO 

-45 tn40~l (M.ater) dlt. requeat to 1S-J.n 1S·Jul 1S-Ap,. 1S·AvO 

util It!es due. 

'21 _I Staf1 .udft begln._ 08-'.0- IJ3.AUQ 09-May Oa-l;op 

-7 _I Staff ~ft c~leted. 22-'eO- 22-101.10 23-May ZZ-SOP 

0 AppLication fHed with workpapera. 01 -API" 29-Aug 3O-May 29-sep, 

10 FI,..t Prehoa,.fng Conference (PHC). 1'-AP,. 08-$e!)· O9"Jun 09'Oct . 
14 'OI'llllL ltaff data requnt& to utlll.ey due. 15-101>1' 1Z-Sep 1:S-Jun 1:S'Oct 

bl bl I£R Work&hopa. bl bl bl bl 
28 Uti L 1 ~ rea~ to forma l dat .. 29-AP,. ,u-Sep 27-JloIn 27-0ct 

I'equnta due_ 

60 Staff ,.epo~ mil led wI workpaper&. :S"'May 28-OCt Z9-JloIl 2S-NOV 

70 Inter-veno,.'a testimony due. 10-Jun 07-NOY 08-10I0I0 OS-Dec 

78 cl Second Prehe.,.ing Conference. 18-Jun 1S-NOv- 16-,1.1.10 16-0ec 

e3 Hearinga begin. ZS-JI.II'I· 25-NO'I 26-AUg 26'Oec 

106 He,Mnga end_ 16-JloIl 13-0« 13-$ep 13'Jan 

• 120 Brl efa dI.Ie. 30-JIoII. 27-0ec 27-Sep 27'Jan ./ 
127 . Reply brief. dI.Ie (Optional)_ OO-AI.IQ 03-Jon 04'Oct O~Feb 

134 ... 'ALJ Nling on ~rc. mix iaauod .. t~-AUII 10-Jen 11-Oct 10-'eI> 

141 IER exhiblta filed by all pa~lo. •. 20-,1.l.1li 17-J8/\ 18-oct 17"'ob 

146 I£R hearing. begin_ 25-Aug 22-Jan 23-Oct ZZ"'ob 

147 I£1t heaM nga end .. 26-Aug 23-Jon 24·~t 23-'eb 

164 Oraft ALJ deCi&ion la.ued. 12-S~· D9-'eI> 10·NOV 12-Mor 

184 Commtnta on ALJ d~aft due. 02-Oct 01 -Ma,. 30-NOV Ot·Apr 

189 Rep~y to' commenta on ALJ draft due. 07-Oct 06-Ma,. OS-Oec OO·Ap~ 

194-209 Decilion a{gned. 27·~ 26oMa,. 25-0ec 26-AP~ 

Rat .. effectlve/,orecaat po~lod bttgfnl. 01-NOv 01-AP,. 01-Jan Or-Hay 

Z93 dl r,.lgger 1i~{ng .. 19-Jan· 18-JI.II'I· 19-Mar 19~Jul 

:523 T,.{ gger ORA f'eI)Or-t- 18-'.0 18-Jul 18-API" 1S-Aug 

:S28 Trigger PHC :z3.Feb 23-Jul 23-Apr 23"Ayg 

333 T,.igge,. hearing. begin. Z8-Feb· 28-JYl U-ApI" 28-AU; 

3Z7' r,.lg;e,. ~el~fng&end_ O4-Mlr 01-Aug OZ-May 01-Sep. 

351 Draft ALJ Trigg.,. deClolon laaYed. 18·Mar 1S-Aug 16-May 1S"SeJ> 

3i"! COmnInta on ALJ T,.igge,. decision, dI.Ie_ 07-ApI" 04-Sep OS-JIoIn. O5-Oct 

376 Reply to' COIIIMI'Ita on ALJ T~f gger dec_ dI.Ht_ 12-ApI" D9-s.p. 10-JUI'I 10·~t 

390 T~fgg.,. dtcl.1~ .igned .. 26-~ 23-s.p. 24-.1l.1l'i 24-Oct 

TMggoI" fl Ung r.to. t.ke ~f~. OT-"...,. O'f~ O'hlloll OT-Nov 

....... -... ---.-.-.----.--.. ---.--.. ---...... ~---...... -. --... -._ . ................ . ......... . ........... 
al The ataH audft fo,. the fOl'ecaat and the recol"d p4trfOdl wUl be cornbl~ whOnoverpoas.lbLo •. 

bl To be deCfded by CACO Arbitrator. 
cl AdcIltfonal Pin: to' 1denti".,. rawo-. poaltlona 01 pe~I .... ~ .... 101'.atll'Ul.tlon. ·Ichedul .. 

of wftne.~. etc. , <II T,.lgg.,. fHingabeNd on the condition. 11'1 D.a:s·02~076-.• ,..l'ftII'Id.tory. V 
Note:. 

If the above det .. 1aLl on Slturday. SlofIday. 0,. hol.idey.' the next' working day wi U bcP observed •. 
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TABLI!t l 
SI.IMHARY 0' ACAP SCHEDULI!t 

Day Event PC'! soc:.L SOCi&! 
Schfldul~ 08te Oate Oat~ 

.•.••.... ...... ---_ ....... ---........ -.......... ---
-60 Informal IIIMtingll to dillcuu drIft 16-Jun· 1S-Jan 1S"JIn. 

data requcpst ~fn_ 
-45 Informal meeting& end. 01-Jul 30-Jan 30-Jan 

-4S Informal (Mallter) data request' to 01-.Jul 30-Jan :SO-Jan 
utili ty dut'. 

-21 Staff audit ~In •• 25-JloIl 23-'11) 23-'eb 
-7 staff audl t c~l~ed. oa-AIJQ Oa-Mar . ca-M.r 

0 Appllc.tion flltd·wlth workpaper •• '5-AIJQ 'S-Mar 1S-Mlr .1 
14 'orm.l Itaff diU requellta to utility due_ 29-Aug Z9-Mar 29-Mar 
19 prehearlng confer.nce (PHC). 03-Sep O~Ap,. 03-Apr 
2a utfllty rnponaea to fOI'lML datI 12~Sep 1Z-Apr 1Z-Apr 

requnta due. 
60 Staff report mailed wI wol"kpaper~. 14-Oct 14-MaV 14-May 
70 Intervenor.' tntlmony due. 24-Oct 24-May 24-May 
~ Hearil1\Ja 1»;11'1. 03-Nov O~JUI'\ Q3-JUI'\ 
98 Hell"ings end. Z1-Nov Z1-JUI'\ 21"JIoII'\. 

112 bl 8rlefl due. 1Z-0ec OS-Jul OS-Jut 
119 bl Reply brief. due (Optlonal)_ 19-0ec ' 1Z-Jul 1Z-Jul 
149 cl orlft ALJ deel.ion l.sued. %S-Jln 11-Au; 11-Aug 
169 cl ComntoI'Itl on ALJ dl"lft dI,W. '4-'1~ 31-AIJQ 31-AUg 
174 cl Raply to comment, on ALJ dl"aft due. 19-'1t> OS-Sep OS-Sap· 

180-194 el Oeclalon ,Igned. ,,-Ma,. 25-Sep 25-Sep 
Rat .. Eff~tIYe/Foreca.t pel"lod begll'll. 01-Ap,. 01-Oct 01-Oct 

279 d! el Tl"lggel" filing. 2"'1 un, 19-Dec 19-0ec 
2'I-JloIl ,a-Jan· ,a-Jan 309 d! Tl"fgg~.- ORA report. 

314 dl Trigger PHC. 26--Ju:': Z-Jan 23-Jan 
319 dl Tl"lgger hearing be;lns. 31-Jul za-Jan 28-Jan 
323dl Tl"lgger hell"ing endl. 04-AIJQ 01-'eb 01-Fe~ 

331 dl Ol"lft ALJ Tl"lgger declalon Issued. UI-Aug 15-'11> 15-'11> 
357 dl Commentll on ALJ T.-Igger decillion due. 07-Sep 07-Mar 07-MII" 

362 dl Reply to comments on ALJ Trigger dec. due. 1Z-Scp 12-Mal" 12-MII" 

376 dl Tl"lggel" deciaion signed_ 26-Scp 26-Mlr 26-MII" 
Tl"iggel" filing rat~ tlke e1fect. 01-Oct 01-Apl" O'-API" -_ ......... --... ~--... ----.. --... ---... --.. ~---..... -a, SOCi&E'. ACAP' application lII'Iall I» fHedl'lOt later theft two week" after 

receipt of ~l'a final ACAP application workpapera. Thfa .. y requll"l 
othor eveflta in SDc:&E'. ACAP schedule to be delayed_ 

bl Add 7 days fOI" PCi&E act'ledule. 
cl Add 14 days for PCi&E schedule. 
d! Add 31 days for PCi&E Ict'leck.lle_ 
01 Triggel" fllfngs baatd on the condftionr. in 0.86-12-010 are lIII~tOI"Y. 
Note: 

If the above dat" fallon Saturday, Sunday, ~ holiday, the I'IIl« wol"ltfng' 
day wi II be oI:Iael"Ytd. 

• 03· 
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"'.' , 
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TAULI! 4 
SUMMARY 0' ELeCTRIC ANDIOR CAS· ItI!ASONABLI!NI!SS· SC"I!DUL!! 

Day Event PC&! SI>I>C Set Soeal SDC&E 

$clledl.lle Date Dlte CIte eate Oote 

.... _---_ ... ----------------------_._-------.--.------ ... "" ....... . ........ 
Itecord ~riod endl. 31 -Dec: 30-.1\,11'1 :n-Mar 3"Mor 0/ :'-JI.IL 

'60 Informal meetingl to df&Cl.lla dratt 01-Peb 30-.1\,11'1 31-Mor 09'''pr ot· 16-Al.lg 

data reqI.ICIa t bog i n. 
-loS Informal meeting. end. 16-/leb, 1S-JI.Il 'S-Apr 30-,,1'1" 31·AI.IO 

-loS Informal (Hlater) data reQl.le&ta to '6-'eb· 1S-JI.Il 'S-Apr 30-Apr 31 ·Aug 

I.Itfl Ity due. 

-Z1 bl Staff audit begina. 1"Hlr 08-1.1.10 09-HlY 24-MIlY 24.Sep 

-1 bl Sta1f audit c~leted_ 25-Mlr 22-1.\10 23-May 07-Jun oe-OCt 

0 Application 1iled wftll workpapera. 01-Apr 29-1.1.10 3O-Hay 14-Jun· 1S-O<:t 

21 /lormal Itll11 datil requeltl to utility due_ 22-Apr 19-$01> 20-Jun OS-Jul 05-NOY 

3S utH I ty rftponHS to 10l'llllll data 06-",y 03-oc:t • O4-JI.Il 19-Jul 19-NOV 

reqt.lHtl due • 
............ . __ ..............•.............•.......... _----_ ...... --.-........•... --... -.~ .•••••••........... 

7'5 cl Staff report maf led wI workPlipera_ 1~-J\,II'I 'Z-Nov '3-1.1.10 2~-"l.Ig 29-0cc 

01" T 30-JI.Il cl :r-o«: ct :r-s.,:> ct 28'Aug 27'Jon cl 
....•......• . __ .---_. __ . __ . __ .-----_ .............................. ------.. -.-~ •....................... -..... -
8901" T-'4 Oata requests to steff begin. 13-1.l.1li 10-Jan 11-oa '1-$~ 

10301" T-U Oltll responses 1rom sta11 due. :r-Aug 24-.1l1l'i Z-~t 25'S~ 

'14 or T-39 Intol'Wt'\Ol"l>' tfttimony, p_ 07-Sep 04-'.1) OS-NOV Q6aOct 

118 01" TOo43 PrehelMIIg conference_ 11-Sep 08-'.b- 09-NOV 10-0c:t 

124 01" T.w.9 H •• ringl begin. 17-s.p· 14-'eb 1S-Nov 16-0c:t 

138 01" T4063 Heal"1ngl roc .... 01-Oct 28-'eb 29-NOV :SO-OCt 

1S3 01" T-78 Helll"lngl resume. 16-oa 15-"11" 14-0ee '4-NOv 

1S1 01" T-SZ Hellringi end_ 20-Oct 19-Mal" 1a-Oec: 1a-NOv 

,a1 01" T."Z Briefl due_ 19-Nov 18-Apl" 17-Jln ,a-Dec 

201 01" T.126 Rep~y b1"1e11 d~ (Optional)_ 03'Oee OZ-May 31-Jlln 01-Jlln 

246 01" T-1." Dra1t AU decision iHued. 17-.11" 16-.1\,11'1 17-MIII" 1S-~eb 

266 01" T-191 Comments on AU draft due_ O6-'el) 06-Jul 06-Apl" Or'Mar 

2'1'1 or T.,96 Rep~y ~o CCIIIIM'I'Ita on AL.! dr.ft clue. "-Fob 11-JI,I~ "-Apr 12-Mol" 

29' 01" T-216 Oecision signed. 03-1'111" 3'-JloIl 01-MlY 01-Apl" 

ActUlll elapa«! procouing daya. 336d/ 336 dl l36d/ 291 
....•......• .................•........................ . ........ .......... . .... "' ... 

al Eventl 1 & Z begin on day. -7'5 & -66, "npectively_ 
bl Tile lta11 ludit 10r tile forecast and tile record pel"iodl wHl be concined whenevor ponible. 
cl Mlli ling dIy COI"~1'Ot'da to Day 7'5 or T C".r1efl due'" date, Table 2), wIIfdtever fl latel"'. 
d/ TIle total I'I\IIOet" 01 ~ exceeds 291 •• I mult of' tllo ItII1'1' ... flingdato eontroUfng. 

Note: 

10-Fcb 
24-/101) 
07-1'101'" 

"'MIII" 
1.7'1'101" 
31'MIII" 
1S-Aj:)1'" 
19-Apl" 
,9-May 
02',jun 
17-Jul 
06-Aug 
1"AI,I\j 
31-Aug 

320 dl 

11 the above dltea 11U on Saturday, Sunday. 01'" IIOt1d1y. til. ~ worlcfno <lay ~td be Ob&eI"VeC!. 



• • Table 5 

ECAC/ACAP/REASONABLENESS SCHEDULE 
1988 1989' .... ! .... 1990 ...! 

NO!JFMAMJJA so SONoiJFMAM JJA so . ;J F M A M J J A • 
! PG&E ! 

ECAC I 
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ACAP I 
Reasonal>l.ness i 

; 
SPPC I 
eCAC i 
Reasonal>leness • 
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• seE I 
• ECAC I 

Reasonableness • 
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R.87-11-012 ALJ /FSF / frc ." 

hNNU8]:' ECAC REVIEW SClfE'OULE 

Day -60 

Record period ends. 

pay -60 to -45 

Informal conferences to discuss draft data requests may be held 

with the appliean~, staff an~ any interested parties. 

pay -4.5 

Informal (Master) data requests to utility due. 

pay -21 to -7 

Initial staff audit conducted. The utility shall make available to 

the staff any and all records, accounts, receipts, contracts, and 

other information applicable to the ECAC review as requested • 

O.,y 0 

1. The application required by the Commission"s Rules 
of Practice and Procedure shall be filed and served. 
Three additional copies of the application with 
supporting workpapersw including responses to all 
outstanding master data requests shall be sent directly 
to the assigned project manager. 

2. Two copies of all exhibits, prepared testimony, and 
other evidence prepared by the applicant shall be 
submitted to the presiding ALJ and copies served on all 
parties to the utilityrs last formal ECAC proceeding. 
A copy shall also be filed with the Commission's 
Reporting Branch. 

<It Workpapers must De arranged in ord.erly sequence,. numDered, 
dated and initialed by the preparer. List all assumptions 
necessary for the derivation of each individualestimAt& and 
explain the rational why the assumptions were used., Each work 
paper should be properly indexed, cross-referenced, and. legible. 

A computer printout must be accompanied' by d.'etailed 
description of the pro9r~. The recorded data used should be· . 
identified and the various assumptions of variables used should be 
clearly stated .. 

- D 6 ... 
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** R.87-11-012 'A't.:1/FSF/fre 

3 • 

~y 12 

Staff engineer's field investigation begins. The 
utility shall make available tc the sta~t all reeords 
pertaining to power plant operations and maintenance, 
purchased power transactions, power poolinq, gas 
gathering facilities, dispatch center and other 
information applicable to· the ECAC review as requested. 

First prehearinq conference 

Day 14 

Formal data requests tc utility due. 

pay tQ...be dd;~rmined_bv CACD awtt:~to;r;; 

IER workshops held. Workshops should oceur early in the 

proceeding to allow the parties sufficient ti~e to investigate 

It\odelling issues and develop a base ease set ot assumptions. Any 

party using a produetion simUlation model shall run a base case 

~ set of assumptions on its preferred model and make the result 

available to all parties. The arbitrator as a result of the 

workshops shall provide in a timely ~ashion a ~inal report to the 

presidinq ALJ that describes: (1) base case resource plan 

assumptions, (2) base case modelling conventions., and (3) the 

parties' explanation of differences in model results. 

• 

Day 28 

Formal data responses from utility due 

Day 60 

Staf~ report with workpapers :mailed to all· parties., 

Updated data restricted to ch~gesin:rUelili," t~~:pr:tc~·s.ancl 
the balance in the balan~inq· aceountproVided·:~;~~'!'~~il.it;'·:t~.· .' 

. ,' .....• i " . 

all participants. 
. , . '~. ~ " 

- 0 7 -
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R.87-ll-0l2 AL:J/FSF/frc 
'if. 

~y 70 

Intervenors' testimony with supportinq workpapers tiled. 

Day 78 

Second prehearing conference hele to identify issues, establish 

position of parties, identify areas for stipulation, set schedule 

of witnesses and other related matters. 

~88 to 196 

Pu~lic hearinqs held. Unless directed'otherwise ~y'the assignee 

ALJ no bulk or major updatinq amendments or recorded data to 

amend the final exhibits, prepared testimony, or other evidence 

shall be allowed other than the recorded chanqes in tuel mix, tuel 

prices and the balance in the balancing accounts. If time permits, 

the last two days of hearinqs will be set aside for limited 

rebuttal testimony. 

pay 120 

Briefs due. 

Day 127 

Reply briefs dUe. (optional) 

p,y 134 

ALJ rulinq on resource mix issued. 

Day 14~ 

Incremental Energy Rate (IER) exhibits tiled by all,~arties. 

These exhibits are to address only the chanqes in'IER.calculat"ions " 
" '" 

and revenue requirelnentsresultinq from the J.J.:f's"resouree~ mix 

• ruling- No other changes in input assumptions or model 

- D S -



R.87-11-012 AL'J/FsFltrc •• 

• conventions are permitted trom those presented in the earlier 

exhibits and hearings (Days S8-106). 

• 

• 

~y 146 to 147 

IER hearings held. These hearings are limited to consideration of 

the final IER numbers adVocated by each party and the impact of 

the resource mix adopted by the 1U.J in the ruling of day 134. 

Day 16A 

ALJ draft decision issued. 

Comments aue on ALJ draft decision 

pay 18.2 

Reply comments due 

pay 194-209 

Decision signed by Commission. 

Day 229-216 

Rates become effectiVe. 

Pay 2V 

If the conditions set forth in D.8Z-02-076 are met" a trigger 

filing shall be made. Such filing is mandatory unless a timely 

petition for relief from this requirement, specifying· the reasons 

for requesting exe:nption, has :been made and .. qrantec:I . by' the 
. ,I,." ? 

commission. 
'1\',. 

, '~II.", "', I, ~. 

Dav 323 

Staff report with worJcpapers on trigger filing. mailed'to all 

- D ~ -



R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc ** 

• parties • 

Day 328 

Prehearing conference on trigger filing held. 

Day 333 tQ 337 

~lic hearings on trigger tiling hela .. 

Day 351 

ALJ draf.t decision on trigger f.iling issued. 

~av 371 

Comments on A1J draft decision due. 

Day 376 

Reply to comments on ALJ draft decision due • 

• pay ~9Q 

Decision on trigger filing signed by Commission • 

• 
- D 10 -
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R.S7-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc* 

'Q.IJy -60 to -4.5 

Informal conferences to discuss draft data requests may be held 

with the applicant, staff and any interested parties. 

Pay -4~ 

Informal (Master) data requests to utility due~ 

"Q9y -21 to -7 

Initial staff audit conducted. The utility shall make available to 

the staff any and all records, accounts~ receipts, contracts, and 

other inform.d1:ion app1ie~le 1:0 the ACAP review as requested. 

Day 0 

1 . 

2. 

The application required by the Commission's Rules 
of Practice and Procedure shall be filed and 'served. 
Three additional copies of the application with 
Gupportinq workpapers w' including responses to all 
outstanding master data requests shall be sent directly 
to the assiqned project manager. 

Two copies of all exh~its, prepared testimony' and 
other evidence prepared by the applicant shal be 
submitted to the presiding ALJ and copies served on all 
parties to the utility'S last formal ACAP proceeding. A 
copy shall also be filed with the Commission's Reportinq 
Branch. 

.. Workpapers must be arre.ng'ed in orderly sequence, nt:::l:>e::ed., 
dated and initialed by the preparer. List all assumptions 
necessary for the derivation of each individual estimate and 
explain the rational why the'assumptionswere used., Each work 
paper should. be properly indexed, cross-referen.cedl' and legible. 

A compu~er printout must be accompanied by 4 detailed 
description of the proqram.The recorded dat~'1J:sed ,showld. be· 
identified. and. the various ass.umptions·of variables usee should be 
clea:t'ly stated6 

- 0 11 -
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R.S7-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc* 

3. Staff engineer's field investigation begins. The 
utility shall make availablo to the staff all records 
pertainl.nq to power plant operations and. mainteMnce, 
purchased power transactions, power pooling, gas 
gathering facilities, dispatch center and other 
information applicable to- the Ac}'p review as requested. 

4. ACAP applications shall include gas rate design and 
revenue allocation criteria for general rate case and 
attrition base requirement changes. 

5. SOG&E's ACJ\P application shdll be filed not later than 
two weeks after receipt of SoCal's final ACAP 
applicat'ion workpapers. 'J:h.i.s may require other events 
in SOG&E's ACAP schedule to· be delayed. 

Pay 14 

Formal data requests to utility due. 

pay 19 

Prehearinq.conf~rence 

!2AY 2.8 " 

Formal data responses from utility due 

2av 60 

Staff report with work papers mailed to all parties. 

Updated. data restricted to changes in fuel mix, fuel prices and 

the balance in the balancing account providea by the utility to­

all participants. 

pay 70 

Intervenors' testimony with supporting work papers f11e4. 

p"y 80 to 98' 

Public:: hearings held. Unless directed otherwise by. the assigned 

ALJ no bulk or major updating amendments or recorded data to.: 

amend the fin41 exhJ.bitS-, prepa:ed testimony, or other evidence 

- D 12 -



R.87-ll-012 ALJ/FSF/frc* 

4IIP shall be allowed other than the recordea chanqes in fuel mix, fuel 

prices and the balance in the balancing accounts. If time permits, 

the last two days of hearings will De set aside for limited. 

reouttal testimony. 

• 

, 

poy 112 1/ 

Briefs d.ue. 

Day 119 1/ 

Reply oriefs due. (Optional) 

pay 149 2/ 

ALJ araft decision issued.. 

payJ69 2/ 

Comments d.UG on ALJ araft decision 

poy 174 2/ 

Reply comments due 

poy 180-194 2/ 

Decision signed by Commission. 

Day 290 <?G&E 229) 

Rates become effective. 

1/ Ad.a 7 days for PG&E 
2/ Add 14 days for PG&E 

- D 13 -
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R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc* 

411' Q~ 279 3/ 

•• 

, 

If the conditions set forth in 0.86-12-010 4~e me~, a trigger 

filing shall be maQe. Such f111ng is manQatory unless a timely 

petition fo~ relief from this requirement, specifying the reasons 

for requesting exemption, has been made and qrantedby the 

Commission. 

"pav 30j 3/ 

Staff report with workpapers on trigger filing mailed to' all 

parties. 

pay 314 3/ 

Prehearing eonference on trigger filinq'belQ. 

0«1 319 to 323 3/ 

PUblic hearing on trigger filing held. 

pay 337 3/ 

~ draft decision on trigger filing issueQ. 

P9Y 357 3/ 

Comments due on ALJ draft decision. 

pay 362 3/ 

Reply to comments on draft decision due. 

Day 376 3/ 

Decision on trigger filing siqned. 

3/ AQQ 31 days for PG&E 

- 0 14 -
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R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frcw 

bNN'PNc REASONABLENESS Bm:EW SCHEPULE 

p..,.y -75 to -60 

Record period ends (see Table 4 for details). 

Pay -60 to -45 

Informal conferences to discuss draft data requests may ~e held 

with applicant, staff and any interested parties. 

pay -45 

Informal (Master) data requests to utility due. 

pay -'J to -7 

Initial staff audit conducted. The utility shall make available 

to the staff any and all records, accounts, receipts, contracts, 

and other informat~on applicable to the Reasonableness Review as 

requested:. 

Day 0 

1. The application required by the Commission's Rules of 
Procedures shall be filed. and serveci. Three additional 
copies of the application with supporting workpapers·, 
including responses to all outstanding master data 
requests shall be sent ciirectly to the assiqned project 
manager. 

2. ~o copies of all exhibits, prepared testimony, and 
other evidence prepared by the applicant shall be 
submitted to the presiding ALJ and copies served on all 

• Workpapers must be arranged 1n orderly seqaenee, numbe:e<:!, 
dated and initialed by the preparer. List all ass~ions 
necessary for the der1vation of each individual estimate and 
explain the rational why the assumptions were used.' Each workpaper 
should be properly indexed, cross-referenced, and legible. 

A computer printout must be accompanied bya:d:et.ailecr : 
ciescription of the proqram. The recorcied data used should be 
icientified and the various assumptions of variables used ~<X:.lC'! be 
clearly stated. . 

- D l5 -
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R.S7-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc* 
......... ~ . 

parties to the utility's last formal ECAC/AER 
proceeding. A copy shall also be filed with the 
Commission's Reporting Branch • . 

3. Staff engineer's field investigation begins. The 
utility sh~ll make ~v~ilable to· the staff ~11 recorQS 
pertaining to power plant operations and maintenance, 
purchased power transactions, power pooling and other 
information applicable to the ECAC/AER review as 
requesteQ. 

pay 21 

Formal data requests to utility due. 

pay 3S 

Formal data responses from u~ility due. 

pay 75 or T 

Staff report with workpaper$ mailed to all parties. 

pay 89 or T+14 

Data request to staff begin. 

Day 103 or T+28 

Data responses from staff due. 

Day 114 or T+32 

Intervenors' testimony with supporting work papers due. 

pay 118 or T:f:43 

Prehearing conference held. 

pay 124 to 138 or T+49 to T+§3' 

Public hearings helQ. 

Note: 
~TW refers to briefs due day (see Table 2r ECAC Schedule). 

- 0 16 -



R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc 
-', ..... 

• Oa" 153 to 157 or T+78 :to T+82 

Second set of hearinqs for rebuttal testimony, if any. 

pay 187 or T+112 

Briefs due. 

Ogy 2Q1 or T+126 

Reply briefs due. (Optional) 

Pay 246 or T+171 

ALJ draft decision issued. 

pay 2~6 or T+.191 

Commenta due on ALJ draft decision 

Pay 271 or 1+19& 

~ Reply to comments on draft decision due. 

, 

Day 291 or 1+21§ 

Decision signed. 

Note: 
.. 'tot refers to. briefs d.ue day (see Table 2" ECAC Schedule). 

(END OF APPENDIX D) 

- 0 17 -



or 

AIJ/FSF/cac 

Decision -----
BEFORE THE POBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE S~A~E OF CALIFORNIA 

Order Instituting Rulemaking to ) ~ 
revise the time schedules tor the) ~87-11-012 
Rate Case Plan and fuel offset ) (File November 13 1987) 
proceedings. l ~ , 

(see Appendix A for apPjarances.) 

o p :r; N :r; oiN 
~ / 

This decision modifies ~ rate case plan and the 
I 

schedule for processing energy o~set proceedings. These changes 
were made to reflect the requir~ents of PUblic Utilities Code 
§ 311 (§ 311), develop realistic schedules for processing rata 

I 
proceedings, and fa~ilitate the issuing of general rate case 
decisions. Additionally, fox/the first time energy offset filings 
have been coordinated with ~Ch other and with general rate cases. 

The important innbvations this decision adopts are: 
(1) establis~ent of a ge~ric annual cost of capital proceeding 
for energy utilities, (2~Separate rate design decisions and annual 
rate design windows for ;major electric utilities, and (3) separate 
proceedings for energy~eaSOnableneSS reviews. 
Pxoe~l Ba~d 

On November 13, 1987 Order Instituting Rulemaking.(R.) 
87-11-012 was issuedjt0: (1) reflect the requirements of § 311 in 
the processing of general rate cases and energy offset proceedings, 
(2) develop reason~le time schedules for processing general rate 
cases and. energy offset proceedings, and (3) consider changes to .. 
general rate case that could ease the burden of . issuing year-end 
decisions. 

- 1 -
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R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/cac 

/.rr· 

Comments on these matters were solicited from uti~ities, 
our staff, and int,erested parties and a prehearinq conte'f'ence was 
held before Administrative Law Judqe (ALJ) Ferraro ~January 19, 
1988. At the prehearinq conference the proceeding was bifurcated 
into a general rate case phase and an offset pr~edinq phase. The 
initial workshops, attended by the ALJ, utilitfes,.. our staff, and 

I 
interested parties, were held in February 19..88. Further workshops 
without the ALJ in attendance were conducZ~ by the Division ot 
Ratepayer Advocates (DRA.).. As a result of these workshops a 

1
/· consensus proposa for each phase was snbmltted t~ the ALJ. 

. h I. Also d~scussed at the pre e~ln9' conference was the 
applicability ot this rulemaking prod~edinq t~ telecommunications 
utilities. The ALJ ruled that Only/' changes necessary to , 
incorporate the reql.lirements of § III would apply to-
telecommunications utilities. I . 

On May 26, 1988 the AiJ issued two rulings which 
scheduled hearinqs to address the consensus proposals and the ALJ~s 
comments. Hearings we~e hel1.on June 16, 1988 for the offset 
proceeding phase and June 281 1988 for the general rate ease phase. 

Finally, by :memorandum dated August 18, 1938 ORA states 
that ORA, Southern calif0rlia Edison Company (Edison), San Diego 
Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Pacific Gas and Electric 
company CPG&E) have aqreea to certain modifications to the 
consensus energy cost a06ustment clause (ECAC) schedule to 
accommodate the . inclusi~n .. of .. incremen:tal. .. enel:gy-ra.te.. (.I.ER.~.related.. ~ __ .. __ ,. 

issues. j 
Discussion 

Although w J ~ill modity the consensus proposals, we are 
grateful to the part~es that participated in the worksho~ process. 
Their hard work and cooperation have resulted in a oonsieerable 
savinqs in time an litigation expenses. . 

Init1al.~ t1Us procee<li~ was inte.nd.e<I. tc ac\d.ress .. the 

requ1rement ct§ (ll:' maiHnq-o! .the" AI.1'Sprcpo,u,d.:· d.eCi .. ~cn" prior" 

- 2 -
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R.87-11-0lZ ALJ/FSF/eac 

/~ 

to a final aecision. However, it soon became apparent tha~r 
items needea attention. First we will address our concer's for 
general rate cases followed by offset proceedings. ~assist the 
reader in following our discussion Table A below shows the adopted 
dates tor enerqy utility rate case and offset pr~~eding hearings 
and decisions; Table B below lists the present and adopted 
etfective dates tor encrsy utility rate ehanq~ • 

- 3 -
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TABLE A 
ECAC/ACAP/REASONABLENESS/RCP SCHEDULE - Typical'Year ... I ... 

J .. , 
J F M A M J J A S 0 N 0 • I 

ECAC I . .t!- 0 

PG&E • .. ~ ACAP I 0 

Reasonableness : 0 
H , 

• 
I 
• 
I 

ECAC I 0 -~ SPPC • 
Reasonableness I H 0 • 

..r-

-~:::::::+-- ,.t1-
SCE 

EC ' ,', .. 0 

Reasonableness I r--..... 0 H 

ACAP " ~ UU-SoCAL I ~ 
.. 0 

Reasonableness ~ 0 H 

'" ECAC tH 0 "' H ,.... 
~ SDG&E I 

" 

ACAP .. 0 

Reasonableness i H '" 0 

! .. 
I 
• 
I .. 
~ 
• 
I 
• 

• 
I 
• 
I 
• 

R RCP 
-, H H ~ H 01 : - - I 

A f Rate Design T " T • 02 

'" 
H H 

• PG&E/SOG&E I - .... 
0 

. 
E t SCE i D2 H H' 

r ~ --. -, 
C 0 Rate Design Window ! 

,I~ I : '''! 0 PG&E/SOG&E I I) 

A n SCE 
H 0, 

, .!,~ -S ~ PP&l~PPC i " 
' , 

" ~ .' I 0' "! 

• 
I 
• 
I 
• 
I -[, ... " 

E Cost of Capital 
-.- " ,'" .. ,~ "' .. , , '0,' 

,,' • . ',.' '.d' ," 
, " " , f. 

'" ·',,1. ' " \'"' I 

H • 'H.aring~ Dates, ' , ' ' ',,' ,~:'./.'" ,Final D.clSIon' . 'x, ' 
,H 1:a SDG&E H_arings Held Aft.rSocill'" 'D1z" F"mal Decisioa (excl.. rat. design) 

" I. t" II 

t i • I: 

DZ a Finalt>eCis.io.n ('ra'\:.,o.~)'" \\ 

.,' , 
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TAB!.! a 

!"'ECTIVE DAT£ OF RATE CHAt4C(S 

:~-••• --••• - ••• -.-•• - ••• - •••• - ••••• - ••• --••• :: •• •••••••••••• * ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : 

Current schedule al 
:-.-._ ........ --.... _ .. _ ..... _ . .-._ ... _-.... :----_ .. --_ ..... _--.... -.. _._--_ ...... --..... : 

sPPC I see bl SPPC Set bl 
: •••••••••• -... ............ ........ ..-.. ~ .-:.: .... --_.- -- .... - ............................ --•••. ! 

ConeroL Rate ea •• I Attrition I , .. 
Coat of CAI)\ tol : Jan 1 .len 1 Jan 1 Jon 1 :: .len 1 .I.,,' Jan , Jeri 1 .len 1 

Rate Desio" , . .. 
Electric : .10" 1 Jan 1 .1111'1 1 :: May 1 .1.1'1 1 1. t Sl.lrlday MIIY, , 

., In ,jUM .. 
eal : AI)/' 1 Jul , :: Al)r 1 Oct , Oct 1 

,.' .. 
ECAC 1 ERAM 1 AER dl : Aug 1 .,Ia" 1 Nov 1 :: Nov 1 AI)/' , Jlln 1 I'IIIY 1 : 

.. 
ACAP dl : Al)r 1 Jul 1 :: AI)/' 1 Oct 1 Oct , 

, . .. 
.,. o. Seasonal Rate AdJultment/SI)/'lng e/: 

Electric : /llay 1 1 .. t S~Y MIlY 1 :: May 1 'It Sunday 

i" J~ " In Jun. 

May 1 

Caa ./ AI)I' l' ApI" ;.: AI>/" 1 Apr 1 ApI""f • 

I MIlY 1 n M.y 1 

S. .. onal Rate AdJustment/F.U e/: •• 
Electric : Nov' 's,t Sunday OCt 1 :: NOV , '&t Sunday Oct' : 

Total Al"InUIl Rat. Changes 
Electric: 

: In Oct. .. 11'1 Oct. ; 

: Nov 1 • L' Nov 1 Dec 1 :: Nov 1· • Nov 1 Dee 1 : 
: Oec1:: Oec1: 

····;··-···;·l·····;·······~·······;····· ... ;.~ .. -.. ;_ ....... ; ........ ~ ... -.. ; .... . 

~tK: I 
4/ These .I"~ the sclleduled e1'1'octlvo dat~ •. Other 111<:.tors. may deteMniM .. wllen .•. they IIctl.lllUy to~e e1'1'eet. 
'01 see he. I>alo Verd4- unita '. 2. end 3 which have rate cllll'l;" on '.01"1.181"/ 1, ~tewQe/' 19 ar'ICI Jlll'll.Ulry.20. 

ra~f"'~y. TMM c."1M1Q8 wHl contini.» tor 3 ye&1"& tOl" ~its , M'ICI 2: end 101" 10'fNl"S. 10r ~It 3. 
C/ SOC&t t\ar.. Ste- [CAe lIdJuatlllent: on~ln.IAry 1 W July': end. Nebel" Ceo\:N,...t-=jw~ on"-Y 'to 

f •. 
d/ Trigge/' l'flft"ll& eftecti.,. 6 month. latl'l" if a ~"""fl'led conc1it~M occurs • 

• / -, "1"'-" """ "'y ... ""1" .... ' .... ,.,. .... 
\ 

\ 
\ 
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General BAte cases 
Our key objectives in reviewing the rate 

1. Reduce the complexity of processin 
rate decisions at year-end. 

2. Provide a mechanism to address leetric 
rate design mQre often than ev. ry three 
years. 

3. Incorporate § 311 requirem 
scheduling modifications 
appropriate. 

We believe there are two v' 10 options to, reduce the 
complexity of processing general ra~ decisions on a calendar year 
basis. The first approach, which ~ recommended in the consonsus 
proposal, is to remove considerat~n ot tho utility's cost ot 
capital from general rate cases ~d establish a generic annual cost 
of capital proceeding. The annJal cost of capital proceeding would 
be decided prior to December e~h year with rates effective 
January 1. Also included in ~e consensus proposal is the phasing 
of electric rate desiqn tor ~ison, PG&E, and SOG&E with a decision 
issued atter the general rat? case decision. Marginal cost and 
revenue allocation issues would continue to be addressed in the 
general rate case decision./ These changes, which are detailed in 
Appendix Band C, would eliminate two major components from the 
general rate case decisio • 

Because these' 'r commendations', will 'ease the endot, year' , 
crunch experienced in pro essing general rate decisions 'they should-­
be incorporated into the rate casc,'polan·.··· However,i:, i,n"response-to 
the concerns expressed b the parties,.- we will make ,some· minor .. ', ' 
changes. First, the 1 cost of 'capital schedule-will- be--" 
modified to: (1) provi e additional time tor interestea parties to 

I ' 
submit their eXhibits, , (2), allow tor a late-filed exb.il:>it to 

reflect the issuance of ~ew debt and/or preterred' stoek,.and 
(3) include a reply brief and additional time tor proeessing:the: 

- 6- -
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decision. Second, tO,minimize the number of rate 
the year the electric rate design decision for ma' r utilities will 
be made coincident with summer season rate chan T~e summer 
season starts May 1 for PC&E and SDG&E and th first Sunday in June 
tor Edison. These changes are retlected e rate case schedules 
included in Appendix B. 

Since electric rate design tor acific Power & Light 
Company (PP&L) and Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPPC) is less 
controversial, the consensus proposal 
changes continue to coincide with th 

ecommends that rate desiqn 
January 1 effective date for 

general rate cases. However, the c nsensus proposal is silent with 
respect to rate design windows for these utilities. Consistent 
with our treatment ot the major ectric utilities, We will provide 
rate design windows with January. 1 effective dates for PP&L and 
Sl?l?C. 

We will also modify e consensus proposal to include 
language which encourages inf rmal conferences among the parties' 
witnesses to tacilitate the J6derstanding and acceptance ot the 
notice of intent (NOl) and the processing of the application. The 
rate case plan now prOVide$/~or informal conferences, but no 
provision is made tor them/in the consensus proposal. Because 
general rate proceedings ~e extremely complex, we believe that the 
rate ease plan should explicitly provide tor informal conferences 

~ 
to minimize the time inv~ved in litigating issues. 

There was.dis<=1ss.ion ,during" ,the, proce.edinq·, concerning, " 
ORA's master data reques!=-s. ORA has"recently devel<?p~d generic 
data requests that identlify data that ORA typically requires of 
utilities in prOCeSSing/rate reql.1ests. _ The ·ut,ilities were in' 
qeneral aqreement that, if SUfficient lead time is provided, 
responses to the gener* rate case master data request can' usually 
be sUbmitted. with the t:enclerecl' NOI. 

I 

t 
• \ 

\ 
\ 

- 7 -



, 

• 

• 

-. 
R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/cae 

For otfset proceedings, ORA agree 
master data request should be s~mitted wi 

the 

application, but that the responses shou not be a formal 
requirement. ORA stated that it wou14 ike responses as soon as 
possible, but did not want responses elayed tour weeks. 

. Consistent with this appr leh we will not require 
utilities to provide data response 'with their tendered NOI. 
However, we believe the use of a aster data request can tacilitate 
the processing of general rate a plications and that it is 
reasonable ~o expect utilities 0 respond in a timely tashion. 
Accordingly, if ORA provides 
at least six months prior to 
utilities to make a reaso 
tenc'iered NOI. 

ilities with a master data request 
e tendered NOI, we will expect the 

. e effort to provide responses with the 

Finally, we will consensus proposal . 
requirement tor designating the ALJ and the assigned Commissioner 
prior to acceptance of ~ NOI. Instead of this requirement, we 
will provide utilities with an appeal procedure for disputes over 
NOI deticiencies. A ut~ity that disaqrees with ORA's list ot 
deficiencies will be ab1e to file a written protest with the 
Executive Director. TJe Executive Oirector's determination will be 

final. I 
The second VJiable option for the processing of general 

rate cases is ORA's Pfoposal to schedule general rate eases on a 
fiscal year basis. ORA's proposal would· establish test· years. that 
are aligned with the If our quarters of the year. Each o,f the tour 
lUaj or enerqy utili tiJs 'would start, their' tC'st: year on·' a' different-

I quarter. For a thre1 year rate' case 'cyele, every nine'months there 
would be a general rate decision issued and a general rate 
application filed.. I 

All of the major'energy utilities were ·adll:tal':tly·opposed 
tc> 'ORA's Pl:0POsal., Srtmq that a :t1S""l: year ""te, 'ease. "",uld: 

\ - s. -
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.. "1 ./ Cause confUS1on 1n the f1nanc~a commun~y~ 

~e it difficult to. use quantitative~odels to 
forecast return on equity, sales, and""~~er 
items. . ~' 
Result in an increase in work in rder to 
adjust calendar year data to a 'seal year. 

Interestingly enough, while the major e~rqy utilities are opposed 
to a fiscal year rate case, PP&L suppo~s the idea. PP&L states 
that California is the only jurisdi~on in which it serves that 
requires a calendar year rate filin,fand that it has not 
experienced difficulty filing fisc«l year rate cases in other 

jurisdictions. " 
While we are not convtced by the arquIl1ents of the maj or 

energy utilities, we are incli~ed to. delay consideration o.f a 
fiscal year rate ease. ~he eo~ensus proposal appears to- be a 
serious attempt by the parties to- address our objectives in 
reviewing the rate ease planl Since the parties are responsible 

f 

f,or meeting filing deaclline~ and adhering to the rate case plan, we 
will provide them with the,bpportunity to make the consensus 
proposal work. FUture con5ideration of a fiscal year rate ease 
depends on the suecess Of/the consensus proposal. 

Finally, SDG&E fequests that it bave the flexibility to 
defer in total or in part a rate change for the general rate case 
or attrition adjustment!mtil rate design changes are effective. 
'this would .allow .. SDG&E-to .. avoid.:multiple-rate .eb.anges.,. .. but_still __ ~ ----

! . 

change its authorized margin on January 1. Other. parties .. also 
( 

expressed an interest jJn SDG&E'·s .propo$al~however,·"it.was unclear , 
bow such a mechanism would work. Since there is no..,specific 

1 proposal before us, requests for the cleferral ot rate changes , 
should be addressed ~ utility rate proeeeclinqs., 

Tbe parties lalso recommend some minor -chang-es to- the. 
consensus schedule fOl processinq qeneralrate cases~ . 

I 

- 9 -
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at least six months prior to the tendered NOI, we will 
utilities to make a reasonable effort 
tendered NOl. 

Finally, we will delete the consensus pro 
requirement for designating the AL~ and the assig 
prior to acceptance of the NOl. Instead of this requirement, we 
will provide utilities with an appeal procedur for disputes over 
NO! deficiencies. A utility that disagrees w'th ORA's list of 
deficiencies will be able to file a written 
Executive Oirector. The Executive Directo 's determination will be 

final. AnNO! deficiency is generally coidered to' exist when a 
utility has not provided an item in the Standard Requirement List 
of Documentation Supporting an NOI~ sh wn in Appendix B. Although 
the requirements contained in this 1· t of documentation include 
the derivation of each individual u ility estimate, adequacy of the 
utility's justification for its es imating methodology will not be 
considered an NO! deficiency • 

The second vi~le opt'on for the processing of general 
rate cases is ORA's proposal 
fiscal year basis. DRA's pr 
are aligned with the four 

schedule general rate cases on a 
sal would establish test years that 

Each of the four 
major energy utilities wou d start their test year on a different 
quarter. For a three yea rate case cycle, every nine months there 
would be a general rate ecision issued and a general rate 
application filed. 

All of the jor energy utilities were adamantly opposed 
to ORA's proposal, sating that a fiscal year rate case would: 

usion in the financial community. 

~ffieult to use quantitative models to 
return on equity, sales, and other 

in an increase in work in order to' 
calendar year data to" a fiscal year~ , 

- 9 -
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Edison recommends that the generic cost~f capital 
proceeding be modified to provide for reply bri~s and a late-filed 
exhibit to update the embedded cost of deb~. ' 

PG&E recommends that the n~er of ate chan~es be 
minimi%ed by coordinatin~ the rate design cision with other rate 
changes, includin~ seasonal rate change~.~ 

While TORN recommends an annu~ rate proceeding for each 
utility, including fuel, its only conc~ with the schedule is that 
there is inSUfficient time allowed foxtthe filing of intervenor 
test~ony. TORN recommends and PG&tUpports providin~ intervenors 
14 days at a minimum and preferably 1 days fron the filing of 
DRA's cost of capital testimony. 

The City of san Diego r~om:mends that public comment 
hearings be moved from Days 220-~2 to an earlier time in the 
proceeding. This would. allow Public COmlllents to be taken into 
consideration in developing th~record. 

Southern california fas Company (Socal) is concerned that 
the wording in the consensus proposal could be interpreted to qive 
the ORA project manager vetojPower over the utility's decision to 
make changes to its NOI filing. SoCal also reeomlllends that the 
text in the consensus propoJal be ehanqed to: '( 1) make the DRA 
project manager the coordi~tor for transmitting deficiencies in 
the NOI and (2) reflect the need tor the filing of gas rate design 
exhibits. I 

In response' to these concerns' 'and recomlllenclations:DRA"' . . 
states that: I 

Public comment /bearings were', sehecluled:):)etween· ...•. ~~,; 
Days 220 and 3?-2 to infor-al' the' public' ofDRA"s" .. ~.' 
rate design' recoIDlnendati:on'S',~ wbieh- are-not ---.. ---. 
finalized unt~l Day 219. 

It is not opJsed to including- a roply brief, in· 
the cost of qpital schedule, but is. not ,~ 
certain how tt> accomlnodate it • 

- 10 -
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Interestingly enough, while the major energy utilities a 
to a fiscal year rate case, PP&L supports the idea. PP 
that California is the only jurisdiction in which it 
requires a calendar year rate filing and that it ha 

experienced difficulty filing fiscal year rate cas s in other 
jurisdictions. 

While we are not convinced by the ar 
energy utilities, we are inclined to delay co ideration of a 
fiscal year rate ease. The consensus propos 1 appears to be a 
serious attempt by the parties to address r objectives in 
reviewing the rate ease plan. Since the arties are responsible 
for meetinq filing deadlines and adheri to the rate case plan, we 
will provide them with the opportunity make the consensus 
proposal work. Future consideration f a fiscal year rate case 
depends on the success of the cons en us proposal. 

Finally, SDG&E requests at it have the flexibility to 
defer in total or in part a rate ange for the general rate case 
or attrition adjustment until ra e design changes are effective. 
This would allow SDG&E to avoi multiple rate changes, but still 
change its authorized margin Other parties alsc 
expressed an interest in SDG 's proposal; however, it was unclear 
how such a mechanism would ork. Since there is no, specific 
proposal before us, reques s for the deferral of r""te changes 
should be addressed in ut lity r""te proceedings. 

The parties a1 0 recommenQ some minor changes to the 
consensus schedule for rocessing general rate' c,,"ses. 

Edison reeo 
proceeding be modifi 
exhibit to update t 

ends that the generic cost of capital 
to provide for reply briefs and a late-filed 

embedded cost of debt. 
PG&E ree ends that the number of rate changes be 

minimized by coor nating the rate design decision with, other',rate­
changes, includi g seasonal rate ehanges • 

- 10 -
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SoC&l's recommended text chanqes to e ORA's 
project manager the coordinator for / 
transmitting deficiencies in the NOl1and t~ 
require. rate desiqn exhibits shou~be adopted. 

ORA's project manager should hav~the 
responsibility of determining w~at changes can 
:be :made to the NOI. The text :m the consensus 
proposal is intended to mainz:'n the current 
praetice in approving change to the NOI. 

As an alternate to the cons nsus proposal fora generic 
annual cost ot capital proceeding, recommends a trigger 
mechanism. Under this approach, only annual cost of capital 
modifications for all energy util' ies would :be an update to 
reflect changes in long-term deb and/or preferred stock, a fairly 
mechanical procedure. Return on/equity modifications would :be 
considered tor utilities with a/general rate- proceeding,- :but not 
for other utilities unless a predetermined index bad changed :by 
more than a preset amount.. ~is would signify potential risk 
cbanges exceeding the normal ~onth-to-month tluctuations • 

4- • 

Although ORA's alternate proposal received little 
attention from the parties, ,~e feel it could provide significant 
benefits during times of economic sta:bility. However, we are 
reluctant to consider ORA,J proposal without a more complete 

I 

record. Accordingly, parties interested in pursuing the use of a 
trigger mechanism for retJrn on equity should address this matter 

I 
in a future annual cost'Ot capital proceedinq.·--

We will adopt· all-l-the- recommenaed--chall9'es--to-the·-·----· -­
consensus proposal excep~ Socal·' s concern -'over ORA..':$ - responsibi:li ty 
for accepting NOI ehange~. Add.itionally,;~we_ wilJ;, include~-,language __ 
which p;,ovides '''for: - (1)/1.. informal- conferences-, '-' (·2-)- .. an ·appeal .... 
process for disputes over NOI deficiencies, and (3) an expanded 
annual cost of capital ~ehedule for reply briefs and_the prooessinq 
of the decision. Theseichanges are reflected in the, adopted rat~ 

I--

case plan, ~ttached as Appendix :a, anci the- 'adopted'- 'annual-cost- ot- ' 
\ . ,- , . 

capital schedule, attached as Appendix C.' -, .' .. 

\ 
\ 
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While TURN recommends an annual rate proeeoQ.i:n.g 
utility, including fuel, its only concern with the· schedu e is that 
there is insufficient time allowed for the filing of in rvenor 
testimony. TURN recommends and PG&E supports providi inte~enors 

14 days at a minimum and preferably 21 Qays from the filing of 
ORA's cost of capital testimony. 

The City of San Oiego recommends that 
hearings be moved from Days 220-312 to an earl' r time in the 
proceeding. This would allow public comments 
consideration in developing the record. 

in the consensus SoCal is concerned that the wor 
proposal could be interpreted to give th ORA project manager veto· 
power over the utility'S decision to m e changes to its NOI 
filing. SoCal also recommends that t e text in the consensus 
proposal be changed to: (1) m4ke t ORA project manager the 
coordinator for transmitting' defic encies in the NOI and (2) 
reflect the need for the filing gas rate design exhibits. 

In response to these oncerns and recommendations ORA 
states that: 

Public comment hea iogs were scheduled between 
Days 220 and 312 0 inform the public of ORA's 
rate design reco endations, which are not 
finalized until aY 219. 

It is not 0PP ed to including a reply brief in 
the cost of pital schedule, but is not 
certain how 0 accommodate it. 

SoCal's re ommended text changes to make ORA's 
project m nager the coordinator for 
transmit ing deficiencies in the NOI and to 
require a~e design exhibits should be adopted. 

roject manager should have the 
ibility of determining what changes can 

de to the NOI. The text in ~he consensus 
pr sal is intended to maintain the current 
p:z: ctice in approving changes to the NOI., 

- 11 -
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Since DRA is required to review a utili y's NOI filing 
and prepare exhibits within' the time provided 
plan, we believe DRA's project manager should 
responsibility for accepting NOI changes. the event a utility 
wishes to appeal the ORA's determination i can do so' by filing a 
formal motion for acceptance of its NOI c anges. 

Finally, the consensus propos recommends that SPPC, 
Southwest Gas corporation (SOuthwest), and PP&L stagger their 
general rate case filings. To accomp ish this, SPPC and PP&L would 
be required to delay their next gene al rate ease filings by one 
year~ however, they would be author. zed to make an additional 
attrition year filing. We consid this a reasonable approach to 
distribute ORA's workload evenly. 

The adopted changes to the rate ease plan will only apply 
to general rate proceedings for test years 1991 and beyond. For 
general rate applications with test years prior to 1991, we 
encourage the parties to inco rate our changes, including rate 
design wind~~, wh~re appropr ate. 

2ttset Prgeeedings 
Our key objective in reviewing the schedules for offset 

proceedings are to: (1) ev~n out the workload during the year, (2) 
incorporate § 311 reqy;.iremJnts, and (3) malta scheduling 
modifications where appropriate. As with general rate eases the 
parties have presented usrwith a consensus proposal which addresses 
our objectives. The consensus proposal' revises. the· filing d'ates . 
and scbedules for energy !offset . proceedings. However, we have two· 
maj or concerns with the consensus proposal'.. . ~ ,.:, .... .' 

I 
First, while the workload was spread throughout the year, 

we believe there is roo for improvement. The consensus proposal 
would require Edison's CAC and socal' s ACA.P' to be processed 
simultaneously.. Ediso and SOCal have~ consistently-made' tlle,' 

argument that these tw proceedings should be linJeed' to minimize 
the risk aSSOCiatec;l""wi/ "foreeastinq-"Eciison' s ".qas ... p~s .and,' 

\ 
l 
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As 4n alternate to the consensus proposal for a qene ic 
annual cost of capital proceeding, DRA recommends a trigger 
mechanism. Under this approach, the only annual cost 'of pital 
modifications for all energy utilities would be an upda to, 
reflect changes in long-term debt and./or preferred st k, a fairly 
mechanical procedure. Return on equity modificatio would be 
considered for utilities with a general rate proc ding, but not 
for other utilities unless a predetermined inde ad changed by 
more than a preset amount. This would signify' otential risk 
changes exceeding the normal month-to-month 

Although ORA's alternate proposa 
attention from the parties, we feel it c ld provide significant 
benefits during times of economic stab" ity. However, weare 
reluctant to consider ORA's proposal ithout a more complete 
record. Accordingly, parties inter ted in pursuing the use of a 
trigger mechanism for return on e ity should address this matter 
in a future annual cost of capit proceeding • 

We will adopt all th recommended changes to the 
consensus proposal except SoC l's concern over DRA's responsibility 
for accepting NOI changes. dditionally, we will include language 
which provides for: (l) i formal conferences, (2) an appeal 
process for disputes ove NOI deficiencies, and (3) an expanded 
annual cost of capital hedule for reply briefs and the processing 
of the decision. Thes changes are reflected in the adopted rate 
case plan, attached 
capital schedule, a 

Since D 

Appendix S, and the adopted annual cost of 
ached as Appendix C. 

is required to review a utility'S NOr filing 
ts within the time provided in the rate case 

plan, we believe DRA~s project manager should have pr~ 
responsibility or accepting Nor changes. In the event ,4 utility 
wishes al the DRA's dete:cnination it can do so. by'f£linq a 

for acc;eptance of its NOI changes_ '" 

- 12 -
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Socal's gas sales.. 'I'O'RN argues that: tionally, these 
proceedings have not ):)een linked, (2) the ris should. be split 
between the two utilities by separating the r filings by six 
~onths, and (3) it would. not be able to p icipate effectively in 
both proceedings if they are processed. ultaneously. 

While we are sympathetic to 
over risk, forecasting purchases and 
doing business.. Our regulatory pr 

~ison's and SoCal's concerns 
les is a normal part of 

5S is not intended to 
eliminate risk for utilities, but ather to simulate a competitive 
market.. Accordingly, we will soh dule Edison's ECAC filing 
approximately three ~onths after SoCal's. This provides a better 
distribution of workload and el 'nates a rate change by combining 
Edison's ECAC and general rate case effectiVe dates. In fact, 
delays in Edison's ~9S7 ECAC esulted in a coincident effectiVe 
date with its last general r te case decision. 

The second conce involves coordinating SOG&E's and 
So cal ' s ACAP. Historieall, these two proceedings have :been 
combined because of the n er of issues they have in cOIlllnon.. Due 
to recent charlges in the as industry, the consensus proposal 
recommends a four-month ap between SDG&E's and SoCA1's ACAP 
filings. ORA believes~at the two filings should no longer be 
combined because the pr essing of ACAPs now requires additionar 
work which would overb den ORA's staff. 

Since Socal' ACAP is likely to, result in a change in it~ 
fixed charge to S'OG&E;/SOO&E, wQuld.be--unable to recover'any change 
for the period :betwee1 the two ACAP decisions. Other parties, 
including ORA, aqree£at. if the two .ACAPs."are·-.not-combined, SDG&E, 
would be disadvantag d compared to other gas utilities.' 
Additionally, TORN s tes that it would :be a more efficient process 
to combine SoCal's abd SDG&E's ACAPs :because: (l) SI)G&E's load 
forecast is an jJnpor{tant· inpttt -in 5oCal~s ACAP, , (2') 'one witness 
could develop a spot qas price for both'companies, and C~} ~~y 

",'.. ,.',.' 
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Finally, the consensus proposal recommends th 
Southwest Gas Corpo~ation (SOuthwest), and PP&L stagge their 
general rate case filings. To accomplish this, SPPC and ~P&Lwould 
be r~quired to delay their next general rate case lings by one 
year; however, they would be authorized to make 
attrition year filing- We consider this areas nable approach to 
distribute ORA's workload evenly. 

In its comments to the proposed de ision SPPC requests 
that it be allowed to: (1) refrain from f' ing a general rate case 
for test year 1990, (2) waive any filing f an attrition case for 
1989, and (3) file its next general rat case on schedule in 1992 
for a 1993 test year. SPPC cites the llowing in support of its 
reques't: (1) an unforeseen increase n the level of regulatory 
activity in its other jurisdictions, (2) preliminary reviews 
suggest no material general rate 
this time, and (3) it expects to 
and rate designs during the rate 
proposed decision. 

ORA opposes SPPC's 

r ief is needed in California at 
ile revisedmarqinal cost studies 

design window adopted in the 

1990 test 
year general rate case appli at ion is essential because SPPC's last 
test year was 1986. Seven ears without a general rate case and an 
attrition filing might le to revenues and rates that exceed 
reasonable levels. DRA lieves that it is the function of a 
general rate case to de is or is not the case. 

We agree wit ORA that a periodic structured review of 
SPPC's overall operat' ns as they relate to California is 
necessary. The dile a is how to accomplish thi,s with the 
cooperation of SPPC nd without the distractions of SPPC's other 
jurisdictions. SP should recognize, especially in light of this 
scheduling proc 'ng, that DRA does not have the l~o£waiti:~ 
until SPPC can f' d a clear date on its calendar. SPP,C has an· 
obligation as a egulated utility to adequatelystaff:'to,respOnd,to 
all the jurisd· ctions in which it serves. TJnles~·: SPI>C and:OttA,Can, 
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elements tor the proceedings would need to be 
cases are separated. 

We aqree with TORN that it should 
combine SDG&E's and Socal's ACAPs and that 

more etticient to 
ombining these two 

proceedings eliminates a risk to SDG&E th 
other gas utilities we requlate~ Final 

aoes not exist tor 
, although DRA may 

experience an increase in workload, we elieve that it is a 
necessary sacrifice to achieve the be etits previously mentioned. 

The consensus proposal has SOG&E's ECAC and ACAP filings 
occurring' simultaneously four mon after SoCal's ACA'P and 

Edison's ECAC tiling'S. While our dopted schedule tor offset 
proceedings will combine the Soca and SOG&E ACAPs,. SOG&E's ECAC 
will not be processed coincident with its ACA'P. Again, we are 
concerned with the distribution ot workload. Accordingly, we will 
move SOC&E's ECAC by .a.pproxima ely three months to. avoid an overlap 
with Edison'S ECAC. This wil maintain the tour month gap between 
Edison's and SDG&E's ECACs th t is contained in the consensus 
proposal. 

Additionally, ther are some minor issues surrounding the 
specifics o.t the processing schedule tor offset proceedings that 
require modification of the 

PG&E recommends 

EC'A& Forecast 

propo.sal. 

The consensus Pf:Posal be modified to· eliminate . 
~eterence . to. ,a_ ecord_period-:and.4. s.ta!.:t....aucli.t_.:.----=- _____ , __ 
ln the forecast schedule. 

The prehe.a.ring' onterence, .be moved, from.the ~ " . .;... ,-.' .. ..: . 
19th day 'atter ~iling to. 1:b:e '7th 'daY-"or -that' 'a .!.,. •• - • -

second preheariln.9' .. con!erence·-be·addeQ~-at·-Day -7 .. _.-._. 
to address IERi:issues. In order to make clear 
the parties' r sponsibility in the worksho.ps 
that are now r quired to be held. in ECAC, as. 
well as to ad,ess. the significant discovery 
matters that n w seem to :be arising-,. PG&E 

. . 

\ 
~ 
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agrQe to a procedure which allows DRA to discharge its 
responsibilities to SPPC's California ratepayers, SPPC 
expected to follow the general rate case schedule ad ted in this 
decision. The Executive Director will be authoriz t~ approve any 
agreement between SPPC and DRA which allows SZPC '0 deviate from 
the adopted general rate case schedule. 

The adopted changes to the rate ca plan will only apply 
to general rate proceedings for test years 991 and beyond. For 
general rate applications with test years 
encourage the parties to incorporate ou changes, including rate 
design windows, where appropriate. 

Offset PhOCeedings 
Our key objectives in re ewing the schedules for offset 

proceedings are to: (1) even ou the workload during the year, (2) 
incorporate § 311 requirements, and (3) make scheduling 
modifications where appropria As with general rate cases the 
parties have presented us wi a consensus proposal which addresses 
our objectives. The conse ~s proposal revises the filing elates 
and schedules for energy fset proceedings. However, we have two 
major concerns with the onsensus proposal. 

First, while he workload was spread throughout the year, 
we believe there is r m for improvement. The- consensus proposal 
would require Edison' ECAC and SOCal's annual cost allocation 
proceeding (ACAP) t be processed simultaneously. Edison and Soeal 
have consistently ~ade the argument that these two proceedings 
should be linked 0 minimize the risk associated with forecasting 
Edison's gas pur. hases and SoCal's gas sales. TORN argues that: 
(1) traditiona y, these proceedings have not'been linkeo, (2) the 
risk should split between the two utilities by separating their 
filings by six months, and (3) it wollld not be able to particip"'te 
effectively in both proceedings if they a%'e processed: 

- 14 -
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believes it is necessary to have a prehea 1ng 
conference as soon as possible after th ECAC 
filing. 

Specific dates De identified for IER orkshops. 
The first workshop to· examine the u ility's 
showing and establish a base case s 
recommended for the lOth day afte filing. A 
second workshop is recommended t r Oay 28 to 
examine the base case develOrPd y DRA and 
intervenors using their prefe ed computer 
models. 

The date utility workpapers re submitted be 
moved from the date of the pplication to three 
days after the application is filed. PG&E 
states that it operates 0 a very tight time 
schedule Detween the dat of the snow survey 
and the date the appliea ion is filed. 
Traditionally, workpape~ have not been 
available until three ~ys after the filinS'of 
the application. L 
Intervenor testimony filed 15 days prior to 
hearings instead of 4/ days. PG&E requests 
additional time to review intervenor filings 
and prepare for he~gs. 

I 
ORA's report be mai;l.ecl 11 clays earlier to . 
reflect the filing{of intervenor testimony 15 
days prior to hearIng. . . 

The alternate proposal whiCh would add a week 
to the consensus proposal to resolVe IEa issues 
be adopted. l 

The imPlementatJn date '~e coordinated with· 
other rate"ehanc;(eS".- ---- -- . - ... -. - ' .. - '" _... -... ' .. -

~ 

Aq.P Forec;aS1C 'I' 
Consistent wi~ its recommendations for the 
ECAC forecast that: (1) references' to, a record. . 
period and an Audit be eliminated, (2) 
workpapers be}!iled 3 days after the 
application, (1'3') ·,dates for the 'filing Of. -DRA. 
and intervenor testimony be revised, . and ., (4)' 
ACAP be COOrd[rlated with other rate, chanqe"., 

" 

, - lS -
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~ While we are sympathetic to Edison's and SoCal's co~~~s 
over risk, forecasting purchases and sales is a normal part~ 
dOing 'business. Our regulatory process is not intended to!' 
eliminate risk for utiiities, but rather to simulate a ~petitive 
market. Accordingly, we will schedule Edison's ECAC ~ling 
approximately three months after SoCal's. ThiS~ pov. des a better 
distribution of workload and eliminates a rate ch ge by combining 
Edison's ECAC and general rate case effective da es. In fact, 
delays in Edison's 1987 ECAC resulted in a coi ident effective 
date with its last general rate case decisio • 

• 

• 

In its comments to the proposed cis ion Edison proposes 
that it be authorized to modify its ECAC riff if the three-month 
lag with SoCal's ACAP is adopted. Eais 's proposal would provide 
for revision of the annual energy rate (AER) coincident with 
SoCal's ACAP revision solely to refl t the impact of SoCal's 
change in gas prices to Edison. Thi'AER revision would not include 
resource mix changes, and Edison bllieves it would be non­
controversial, easy to adminiS~~~ and minimize risk to both 
ratepayers and shareholders. ~ will not adopt Edison's proposal 
in this proceeding, but will low Edison to address thi$ issue 
more fully in a future ECAC iling. 

The second concer. 
SoCal's ACAP. 

involves coordinating SDG&E's and 
, these two proceedings have been 

combined because of the r of issues they have in common. Due 
to recent changes in t gas industrY, the consensus proposal 
recommends a four-mon gdp between SDG&E's and SoCal's ACAP 
filings. ORA believ s that the two filings should no, lon9'er be 
combined because th processing of ACAPs now requires additional 
work which would 

Ca.l's ACA:2 is likely to- result in d change in its 
fixed charge to DG&E, SDG&E would be unable to- recover any change 
for the period tween the two ACAP decis.ions. Other parties:,' 
including DRA agree that if the two ACAPs are not, combined'SDG&E 
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El~rlc and Gas ReosoDablenes§ 

DRA and intervenor reports be ti1e4 15 
earlier to provide PG&E enough ttme tol 
adequately review· the testimony, send)1ata 
requests, and receive data responses/ 

Socal recommends that: 

Reference to a record period 
forecast be deleted. 

Responses to DRA's master data equest be filed 
with the application or Day 28 for responses 
that are not ready to be file with the 
application. 

The forecast period be clear y identified. 

Reference to an effectiveyete for rates in 
connection with a reasonab eness proceeding ~e 
deleted as inappropriate.. . . 
.• I 

Cons.l.stent W.l. th the con~sus proposal for . 
general rate cases ORA's oject Manager and 
other Commission perso . 1 should be assigned 
prior to filinq the app~ication. 

A prehearinq conference/ShoUld be added to the 
reasonableness review schedule. 

certain lanquage in ~ consensus proposal ~e 
clarified. I 
Edison recommends ce~in clarifying lanquogeconcerning 

the updating of data and the treatment of AER revenue' d.ueto·· 
changes in the ECAC schedule.' /. 

TORN recommends tha~:.. . . . . 

The ECAC schedule be modified for IER issues • 
• 1 im PG&E's recommendat.l.on to reduce the t e that 

ORA and intervenors! have to prepare their cases 
not be adopted.' .1'*~consenstrS·proposal..""·· ~ ,,~. -
represented a we.l.g g of every party's~ ... . 
interests .. ".HoweveX1 ~ .due .. to the._ complexi ty. ... of:. _ _ ... .. 
IER testimony ..additioMJ.. ... t1:ma .. could ..be.px:ovided. _ .. ~ .. 

~ .' j , ' • • ' 

\ 
I 

\ 
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would be disadvantaged compared to other gas utilities. 
Additionally, TURN states that it would be a more eff cient process 
to combine SoCal's and SOG&E's ACAPs because: ,(1) SOG&E's load 
forecast is an important input in SoCal'5 ACAP, (2 one witness 
could develop a spot gas price for both companie rand (3) many 
elements for the proceedings would need to be ne twice if the 
cases are separated. 

We agree with TORN that it should more efficient to 
combine SOG&E's and SoCal's ACAPs and that combining these two 
proceedings eliminates a risk to SOG&E t t does not exist for 
other gas utilities we regulate. Final y, although DRAmay 
experience an increase in workload, w believe that it is a 
necessary sacrifice to achieve the b nefits previously mentioned. 

The consensus proposal h SOG&E's ECAC and ACAP filings 
occurring simultaneously four mon 
Edison's ECAC filings. While 0 

s after SoCal's ACAP and 
adopted schedule for offset 

proceedings will combine the S a1 and SOG&E ACAPs, SDG&E's ECAC 
will not be processed coincid nt with its ACA:P. Again, we are 
concerned with the distribu Accordingly, we will 
move SOG&E's ECAC by appro ~ately three months to avoid an overlap' 
with Edison's ECAC. This will maintain the four month gap between 
Edison's and SOG&E's E s that is contained in the consensus 
proposal. 

Additionall , there are sorne minor issues surrounding the 
specifics of the pr ssing schedule for offset proceedings that 
require modificatio of the consensus proposal. 

PG&E rec mmends that: 

The c nsensus proposal be modified to eliminate 
refe ence to a.recordperiod and ~ staff audit 
in ~ forecast schedule. 

Th prehearl.n9 conference ~ moved from the 
19 h day after filing to the 7th day or·: that a 
s cond pre'hearing conference be added. at . Day 7 .. '. 
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states 

in the ECAC proceedings, if it did not re uce 
the time for other parties. ~ 

Clarifying language is needed to ide ity when 
it is appropriate to update and wha data can 
be updated. .I. 

tha~: response to the recommenda~tiO of other parties 

Responses to the master data equest should be 
submitted with the applicati , but ORA is not 
proposing that it be a torm~ tiling 
requirement. ORA would 1ik responses as soon 
as ~ey are available and ot have them delayed 
four weeks. 

There is a need tor audi s in ECAC and ACAP 
proceedings to review history of their 
respective balancing ac ounts. 

A fixed date should be established tor the 
torecast period. 

There is a need to c arify certain language in 
the consensus propos 1 including the updating 
of data. 

The ECAC prehearin conference should be 
scheduled for Day 9 to provide adequate time 
to review workpapers, develop data requests, 
assess DRA's part~cipation, and identify 
particular probl ' • 

There should be 0 change in the dates 
contained in the consensus proposal· except ·for······· 
IER issues.· . :.-:--

A prehearing co erence' shonld be:. added:. to:: the. ",:' 
reasonableness eview schedule.:. at.: Day 19'_' _~: ,_'. 

ORA 

Finally, ORA's emorandum dated August 18, 1988 indicates 
that ORA, Edison, SOG&E, and PG&E agree that the consensus ~edule 
should be modified. Th reeommend····tbat.the . schedule' provide. ;more· 
tilne to review inter..ren r testimony and that a see:oncl.prehearinq 
conference be added to esolve IER related·.worksh.oi>:-issueS~: ..• we', 
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to address IER issues. In order to make clea 
the parties' responsibility in the workshops 
that are now required to be held in ECAC, a 
well as to address the significant discove 
matters that now seem to be arising, PG&E 
believes it is necessary to have a prehe 
conference as soon as possible after th 
filing-

Specific dates be identified for IE, workshops. 
The first workshop to ex~ine the ility's 
showing and establish a base caso s 
recommended for the 10th day aft- filing. A 
second workshop is recommended r Day 28 to 
examine the base case develope by DRA and 
intervenors using their p~rfe oed computer 
models. 

The date utility workpaper are submitted be 
moved from the date of th application to, three 
days after the applicatio~ is filed. PG&E 
states that it operates on a very tight time 
SChedule between the ~a e of the snow survey 
and the date the appli ation is filed. 
Traditionally, workpa rs have not been 
available until th:reEt days after the filinq o,f 
the application. ~ 

Intervenor testimo be filed lS days prior to 
hearinqs instead f 4 days. PG&E requests 
additional time ~ review intervenor filings 
and prepare f~r earings. 

DRA's report b mailed 11 days earlier to 
reflect the f' inq of intervenor testimony 1~ 
days prior t hearing. 

The altern ~ proposal which would add a week 
to the con 'ensus proposal to resolve IER issues 
be adopte • 

The imp mentation date be coordinated with 
other r te changes. 

stent with its recommendations ·for'the 
ECAforecast that: ( 1) references,:to a record 
pe odand aD. audit be eliminated, (2) 
wo kpapers be filed 3- days after the: . 

- 17 -
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consider their request reasonable and will adopt the following 
recommended changes to the consensus schedules~ ;f 

Fourteen days are added between the ~iling of 
intervenor testimony and the start of hearings. 
':1:0 accomplish this the filing datei are moved. 
up, while the record period, sta~ of hearings, 
and effective dates are unchangeQ. 

A second prehearing conference/(s added ten 
days prior to hearings to ide~~ify issues, the 
parties' positions, and area~ot stipulation 
and to schedule witnesses. J,rhis ~rehearing 
conference is not limited ~ IER ~SSUes. 

We will adopt all reeomme~ed, changes to .the consensus 
proposal which are not in dispute,;(except PG&E's request to 
identify specitic dates for IER workshops. Since our Advisory and 
Compliance Division (CACD) is re/ponsible for the coordination o,t 
and arbitration in the IER workJhops"we do not see a need to 
identity specifiC workshop datJs. The undisputed recommendations 

" . 
are reflected in Appendix D. jhdditionally , we will ad.opt the 
following changes to the con~nsus proposal: 

Since PG&E's ECAC~pplication filing date will 
be moved up, it w~ll no lonqer be able to 
reflect the March/l snow survey in its 
application. Al~ough this will provid.e PG&E 
with adequate ti~e to file workpapers with its 
application, itkxeludes data which would 
give a more pr:!'ise indication of PG&E's 
expected hydro vailability. PG&E will be 
allowed to rev'se its ~evenue requirement to .. - -
refleet"'the,-J:aF.est avlt:rl;abJ:Q':CSnow:~surv.ey-.:~~:~::-":'.~!.·---": --,-';' 
Unless direct~ otherwise by the AL'1, the only . 
revision alloved'will'be 'for the 'latest '., .... -
available sno'fil survey. There should. be 'no" ~.. ' 
changes in m~odoloqy and/or assumptions. 
PG&E's revis~d revenue requirement will be due 
no later thai Day 127. 

'rhe al ternateconsensus proposal which .provicles-· .. 
a schedule for certain IER issues will be 
incorpora~ into the ECAC sch<;dule., 
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application, (3) da~es for the filing of ORA 
and intervenor testimony be revised, and (4) 
ACAP be coordinated with other rate changes. 

Elgct&ie and Gas Reasonableness 

ORA and intervenor reports be filed 
earlier to provide PG&E enough time to 
adequately review the testimony, send 
requests, and receive data responses. 

SOCal recommends that: 

Referenc~to a record period 
forecast be deleted. 

Responses to ORA's master dat 
with the application or Day 
that are not ready to be fi 
application. 

The forecast period be c 

request be filed 
for responses 

d with the 

Reference to an effect' e date for rates in 
connection with areas nableness proceedinq be 
deleted as inappropri te.' 

Consistent with the consensus proposal for 
general rate eases RA's Project Manager and 
other Commission rsonnel should be a~signed 
prior to filing e application. 

A pre hearing co ference should be added to, the 
reasonableness eview schedule. 

Certain lan 
clarified. 

ge in the consensus proposal be 

Edison rec 
the updating of dat 

ends certain clarifying language concerning 
and the treatment of AER revenu~ due to 

schedule. changes 

C schedule :be modified for IER issues ... 

recommendation to reduce the time that 
d intervenors have to prepare their cases 
adopted. The consensus proposal 
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Responses to DRA's master data :equest should, 
:Ce submitted with the al?plicatj(on, :but not 
considered a formal fillnq reqUirement a We 
will expect the utilities to/make a reasonable 
effort tG respond to the ma~er aata request on 
time. Extensions of time :ihould :be aC]%'eed to 
by DRA. 

PG&E's ACAP filing will e moved back one month 
to allow the effective ate for rate changes to 
coincide with the Apri 1 seasonal rate change 
for certain gas custo ersa 

with the addition of the second prehearing 
conference the firs prehearing will be moved 
up from Day 19 to y 10. 

Consistent with ~·r assignment of personnel in 
the general ratre ~se plan, utility and DRA 
project manaqers and other project team 
personnel shoul be assigned on Day -60. 

Finally, SoCal pd PG&E take exception to the requirement 
in the consensus proposai that the utilities explain why all 
assumptions used were ttje best possible choice - In response to 
their concerns DRA aqr~ to substitute the lanquaqe contained in 
the consensus proposal for general rate eases whieh states Wlist 
all the assumptions n essary for the derivation of eaCh individual 
estimate and explain e rationale why the assumptions were usedW• 
Since Socal and PC&E greed to accept this Change, we will use the 
same requirement for·both general rate eases and offset 
proceecli-nqs·.·~ .. -~:.--......... , _. - --,," ' . -. ... -~ - ....... - - ... - . _ ...... '", .... " ...... "_ .. _ .... ~. 

'!Wo maj or -transitional. issues. surfaced. -in.. il'llplem.enting 
the revise'd schedul _ 'rhe: -first issue is: how. to·.-account for. the 
annual energy rate -(AER)' -over- or 'under col·lections ·tor· -the months. 
between the end of the old and the start of the new torecast 
period. Since AER revenues and expellSes do not enjoy balancing 
account treatment d. the AERs have not been set tor .the transition 
period,. the utilit es.· and' the ratepayers. are at risk.·~ 'rheseconcl·· 
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represented a weighing of every party~s 
interests. However, due to the comple~ty of 
IER testimony additional time could be provided 
in the ECAC proceedings, if it did not reduce 
the time for other parties. 

Clarifying language is needed to identify when 
it is appropriate to update and what data can 
be updated. 

In response to the recommendations of oth 
states that: 

Responses to the m4ster data request 
submitted with the application, but 
proposing that it be a formal filin 
requirement. ORA would like respo es as soon 
as they are available and not hav them delayed 
four weeks. 

There is a need for audits in 
proceedings to review the hi 
respective balancing accoun 

A fixed date should be 
forecast period. 

CAC and ACAP 
ory of their 

for the 

There is a need to cla 
the consensus proposa 
of data. 

fy certain language in 
including the updating 

The ECAC prehearin conference should be 
scheduled for Day 9 to provide adequate time 
to review workpa rs, develop data re~ests, 
assess DRA's p iCipation, and ident1fy 
particular prob ms. 

There should b no change in the dates 
contained in he consensus proposal except for 
IER issues. 

A preheari conference should be added to the 
reasonable ess review schedule at Oay 19. 

ORA 

that DRA, Edison, 
should be modifi 

M's memorandum dated August' lS, 1985, indicates 
DG&E, and PG&E agree that the consensus schedule 

They recommend that the schedule provide.' more 
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issue is what record period should be covered in th utilities' 
next reasonableness review filing. L 

For AER over or under collections ari nq from the 
revised schedule, we will provide ECAC balanc~ account treatment 
durinC] the transition period. 'I:he transZ'tiO period for the 
utilities is as follows: 

PG&E Aug 1, 1989 Oct 3 , 1989 3 Months 
SPPC Jan 1, 1989 -- Mar 3~, 1989 3 Months 
SDG&E Nov 1, 19$9 -- Ai::PO, 1990 ~ Months 
Edison Jun 1, 1989 -- Dec 31, 1989 7 Months 

Decision (D.) 88-09-03~ su ended Edison's AER until the 
end of the forecast period, May 31,~989. Since this decision will 
~ove Edison's next revision date to January 1, 1990, as shown in 
Appendix D, we will extend the suJpension of Edison's. AER throug'h 
December 31, 1989 •. Edison, PG&E/ SDG&E, and SPPC will be 
authorized to credit or debit ~e ECAC balancing account by the 
recorded AER gain or loss expe:lienced in the above specified 
~onths. The AER rate will not! be revised during' this period • 

In addition to Edisbn, PG&E recently had its AER 
suspended. Both suspensions/!were the result of heavily litigated 
ECAC proceeding's which made the Scheduled revision dates 
unworkable. Although we b~ieve the adopted 'ECAC schedule will 
increase the likelihood Of/meeting scheduled revision dates, 
unforeseen circumstances could prevent this from happeninC]_ One 
"'pproach that could ease /the pressure in hiC]hly contestecl· ECACs ·is. .~ 
an automatic suspension of AER, if the revision date is not met. ' 

I • 
Since this proposal was rot previously address~d'in the . proceeding ; . : 
we invite the parties to include comments on an'automatic AER .. '.' 
suspension ~echanism w,l their filed comments on the ALJ proposed 
decision. 

The reasonab eness review record period covers 12 months 
end inC] 60 to 75. days ior to the ECAC/ACAP" tiling. date.. Since· we· .. 
are reyisinq the fil' C sehedules, the rec:ordperiod: in the firSt. 

\ 
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time to review intervenor testimony and that a second pr earing 
conference be added to resolve IER related workshop iss es. We 
consider their request reasonable and will adopt the llowinq 
recommended. changes to the consensus 3chedules: 

ng of 
arings .. 
moved 

hearings, 

Fourteen days are added between the mai 
intervenor testimony and the start of 
To accomplish this the filing dates a 
up, while the record. period, start 0 
and effective dates are unchanged. 

A second. prehearing conference i added ten 
days prior to hearings to ident~y issues, the 
parties' positions, and areas ~ stipulation 
and to schedule witnesses. T $ prehearing 
conference is not limited to ER issues. 

We will adopt all recommen d changes to· the consensus 
proposal which are not in dispute, xcept PG&E'$. request to 
identify specific dates for IER w kshops. Since our Commission 
Advisory and Compliance DiVis~.on (CACO) is responsible for the 
coordindtion of and arbitratio in the IER workshops, we do not see 
a need to identify specific w kshop dates. ~he undisputed 
recommendations are reflectel in Appendix 0.. Additionally, we will 
adopt the ;' 
following changes to the consensus proposal: 

/ 
Since PG&E's ECAC application filing date will ~ 
be moved UPV.G&E will no longer be Able to 
reflect the arch 1 snow survey in its 
applieatio This change will provide PG&E 
with ade~te time to file workpapers 
coineide~ with its application an~ allow 
coordin~ion of the ECAC revision ~ate with 
PG&E's November 1 seasonal rate adjustment. A 
fo~ec~t period starting November 1 coupled 
with~he latest balances in the ECAC and ERAM 
b~;~cin9 accounts should eliminate the need 
fO;r the March 1 snow su--vey. 

Tpe alternate consensus proposal which provides 
a schedule for certain lER issue5 will be 
incorporated into the ECAC schedule. . This-will 
include an ALJ ruling on resource mix 
assumptions and additional hearings which 
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for some utilitie/The reasonableness review filing will change 
utilities in their next reasonableness review 
the following record period. 

PG&E/ECAC Feb l, 1988 -- Dec 
PG&E/Ac:AP Feb 1, 198-8 -- Dec 
SPPC/ECAC Jul 1, 1988 -- Jun 
Edison/ECAC Dec 1, 1987 -- Mar 
Socal/ACAP Apr l, 1988-
SDG&E/ECAC May 1, 198-8 
SDG&E/ACAP May 1, 1988 

-- Mar 
-- Jul 

Jul 

Telecommunications utilities 

" filing sh~Uld cover 

/ 
1900 11 Months 
l..9'88 11 Months 
!989 l2 Months 
1989 1& Months 
1989 12 Months 
1989 1S. Months 
1989 1S. Months 

Due to the reforms under cons' eration in the 
telecommunications restructuring intvs iqation, Order Instituting 
Investigation eI.) 87-11-033, this de ision will only modify the 
rate case plan for telecommunicatio utilities with respect to 
§ 311; in all other respects, the ~sting rate case plan will 
continue to apply. The changes W,tWill adopt are consistent with 
the modifications made to the rate case plan for energy utilities 
which increase the rate case sC~dule by 19 days. Accordingly, we 
will add 19 days to the rate ~e plan for telecommunications 
utilities. The ALJ draft decifion will be mailed on Day 344 with 
comments due on Day 364, reply comments due on Day 371, and the 
final decision issued on Day j38-4. For rates to become effective at 
the start of the test year,/.;eneral rate eases will need to be 
filed at least 19 days earl era 

Contrary to DRA,J statement in· its-January 11, 1988 -

filinq in this proceedinq,f±t-now-recommends~hat-the-modifications 
to the rate case plan for jenergy utilities ,apply .to ....... -.~ -
telecommunications utilities. -The :primary reason--for .this 
recommendation appears t be the possibility of-a--qeneral rate· 
filinq by Pacific Bell. 'le many of the modifications adopted 
for energy utilities may also be applicable to telecommunications 
utilities, that issue sh uld be addressed in I.87';"11-033_ 

Additionally, Pacifie 1 has assured us:that ifit·t'iles a 
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address the impact of the ALJ ruling on the 
parties' IERs and revenue requirement 
estimates. 

Responses to eRA's master data request should 
be submitted with the application, but not 
considered a formal filing requirement. W 
will expect the utilities to make a reaso 
effort to respond to the master data re st on 
time. Extensions of time should be agr ed to 
by ORA. 

PG&E's ACAP application will ~ move to allow 
the effective date for rate changes to coincide 
with the April 1 seasonal rate c ge for 
certain gas customers. 

With the addition of the secon 
conference for ECAC proceedin . the first 
prehearinq will be moved up om Day 19 t~ Day 
10. 

Consistent with the assi cnt of personnel in 
the general rate case pl , utility and ORA 
project managers and oth r project team 
personnel should be ass"gned on Day -60. 

In recognition that g s rate design and revenue 
allocation issues ar not addressed in general 
rate cases, ACAP ap ications should propose 
gas rate design an revenue allocation criteria 
for general rate c se and attrition base 
revenue requireme t changes. 

0.83-02-076 con udes that a semiannual ECAC 
filing should made if it is determined that 
the annual rev nue effect of a change in rates 
to offset rev' ed energy cost estimates and to 
amortize the alancing account in six months 
exceeds = $% of the total annual revenue. The 
stipulation dopted in 0.86-12-010 states that 
in addition to the ACAP, utilities shall file a 
semiannual CAM application if the average core 
rates wou increase by at least 4%. Based on 
the diseu sion in these decisiOns language will 
be added to the ECAC and ACAP schedules which . , 
indicat that trigger (semiannual) filings..are 
mandato 
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general rate ease prior to a revision of the rate case plan for 
telecommunications utilitie$, it will work with oRAlto establish 
ground rules for the processing of its apPlicati~ 

Since the rate case plan for energy utilities adopted ~y 
this decision will not apply to telecom:municatlons utilities, we 
will delete all requirements for telecom:muni~tions utilities 
contained in the consensus proposal. L 
rindings or Pact: 

1. R.87-11-012 was issued on Nove er 13, ~9S7 to reflect 
the requirements of § 311 in the rate ~~e plan and energy offset 
schedules, develop realistic schedule"tor these proceed.ings, and 
consider changes that would tacilitZ the issuing of general rate 
decisions. ~ 

2. Workshops were held afte which consensus proposals that 
addressed the issues raised in th/elrulemaking were submitted by the 
parties. 

3. Hearings were held to discuss the consensus proposals, 
..... ...:I I. . i '-Uoe AJ.i]'s comments, an .... other posl.tl.ons of the part es. 

/J 

The consensus propo~ for general rate cases recom:mends: 

a. Generic annual clost of capital proceedings 
for energy util!ties. 

1 · I. d' . . b. Se~arate e ectrl.C rate eSl.gn decl.sl.ons for 
Ed~son, PG&E, and SOG&E. 

c. Annual rate dJSign windows for· all electric 
utilities •. wA.th .adequate .. j.ustiliC'l..tion .. __ .. _ ....... ,..", 
rate design ~anges would be allowed. . 
between general rate cases.' ...' .... 

d.. Mod.ificatiork 'to the rate case ~plan "'and' , .. 
processing s.chedule to-clarify·its·intent, 
reflect current procedures, and incorporate 
§ ~ll re~ements. 

e. Public corm/tent hearings. be· scheduled., . 
between Da s 220 and 312,. after" DRA;'s rate 
design e 1bits are mailed. .,' 
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, I 

Finally, Soeal and PG&E take exception to the r 
in the consensus proposal that the utilities explain why 
assumptions used were the best possi~le choice. In res nse to 
their concerns ORA agreed to su~stitute the language c ntained in 
the consensus proposal for general rate ates "list 
all the assumptions necessary for the derivation 0 each individual 
estimate and explAin the rationale why the assum ions were used .... 
Since SoCal'and PG&E agreed to accept this ch e, we will use the 
same requirement for both general rate cases nd offset 
proceedings. 

Three transitional issues surfa in implementing the 
to account for the AER revised schedule. The first issue is h 

over- or under-collections for the mon s between the end 0·£ the 
old and the start of the new forecas period. Since AER revenues 
and expenses do not enjoy balancing account treatment and the AERs 
have not been set for the transit" n period, the utilities and the 
ratepayers are at risk. The sec d issue is what record period 
should be covered in the utilit es' next reasonableness review 
filing- Finally, because th transition period extends the time 
between ECAC filings, Edison nd SOG&E have filed comments that 
large over- or under-collec ions could occur in the ECAC balanCing 
account. To minimize this occurrence the existing procedural 
schedule for ECAC trigger filings shall remain in effect until the 
first annual ECAC filin adopted by this decision and shown in 
Appendix O. This does ot preclude utilities from requesting 
additional relief wit Aaequate justification if the trigger filing 
criteria shown in D. -12-010 are met .. 

For AER 0 r- or under-collections arising from the 
revised schedule, e will provide ECAC balancing account treatment 
during the transi ion period. The transition period for the 
utilities 

Aug 1, 1989 -_. Oct .:).1, 19S9·,3,Months. 
Jan 1, 19,89 -- Mar 3,'1", .. l989' 3, Months 
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",/' 

t. staggered general rate case filings for / 
SPPC, Southwest, and PP&L. SPPC and PP&L 
would be required to delay their next / 
general rate ease filings by one year, but 
authorized to make an additional attrz' 'on 
filing. 

4. The annual cost Of capital proceeding r commen~ed in the 
consensus proposal requires interested parties'~Xhibits to be 
sUbmitted seven days after ORA's exhibits, do~ not provide for a 
late-filed exhibit to reflect the issuance otlnew debt and/or 
preferred stock, and does not include a re~t'y brief. 

S. SOG&E requests that it have the~lexibility t~ defer rate 
changes in total or in part. A specificJProposal that would detail 
how such a mechanism would work was not/presented. 

6. DRA recommends an alternate to the proposed annual cost 
of capital proceeding that would Only/require annual adjus~ents 
for changes in long-term debt and/or/preferred stock. Return on 
equity would not be adjusted for en~r9Y utilities with a general 

J, , . 
rate case unless there had been moyement ~n a predeterm1ned 1ndex 
by more than a set amount. A deta'iled proposal which explains how 
this trigger meehanism. would wor,/ was not presented. . 

7. ORA has developed mastr data requests for qeneral rate 
cases and offset proceedings. 

S. ORA is required to rfview utility NOI filings, issue a 
deficiency list, and prepare 1xhibits in response to NOI filings 
within the time specified in Fe rate ~se.plan •. , '..' . 

9. Socal is opposed· t ' DRA having veto:·power· over-the"",..';'"'' ~, " 
utility'S decision to make anges to its,NOIfiling. 

10. 'rhe consensus pr osal does not designate.a .,coordinator 
for transmitting deficienc es, ,provide an-acceptable ,appeal· process 
for disputes over defici ies, provide for informal' conterences 
between parties' witnessei, an4 retlectthe need, tor gas, utilities 
to tile rate desiqn exhib~ts. 

I , 
I 
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SDG&E Nov 1, 1989 -- Apr 30, 1990 
Edison Jun 1, 1989 -- Dec 31, 1989 7 Month" 

Decision (D.) 88-09-031 suspended Edison's ~ntil the 
end of the forecast period, May 31, 1989. Since thi~e~:Sionwill 
move Edison' s next revision d.ate to January 1, 199'0 as shown in 
Appendix 0, we will extend. the suspension of Edis 's AER through 
December 31, 1989. Edison, PG&E, SOG&E, and SP will be 

authorized to credit or debit the ECAC balanc' 9 account by the 
recorded AER gain or loss experienced in the above specified 
months. The AER rate will not be revised ring this period. 

In addition to Edison, PG&E re ntly had its AER 
suspended. Both suspensions were the r sult of heavily litigated 
ECAC proceedings which made the sched ed revision dates 
unworkable. Although we believe the adopted ECAC schedule will 
increase the likelihood of meeting cheduled revision dates, 
unforeseen circumstances could pr ent this from happening- One 
approach that could ease the pre sure in highly contested ECACs is 
an automatic suspension of AER, if the revision date is not met. 
Since thi~ proposal was not a essed in the workshops and 
hearings, we invited the p es to include comments on an' 
automatic ]~R suspension me anism with their filed comments on the 
ALJ proposed decision. Th se comments are shown below: 

~dison 

-The purpose of the AER procedure is to provide 
utility manag ment a direct stake in its fuel 
management d isions and an incentive to 
minimize its fuel- and energy-related costs 
during the orecast Period. An AER predicated 
upon the f ecast fuel cos~s in one period 
bears no r lationship to the fuel costs 
incurred' a subsequent period and thus cannot 
provide t e intended incentive. 

"In the 
made ef 
Commis 
likeli 
or sh 

st, when the revised ABR could nO't. be 
eetive on the Revision Date, the 
on recognized that there.was a 

cod that either a utility"sratepayers .. 
eholders may be harmed or enriched, not 
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11. The consensus proposals increase the number of rate 
changes for major energy utilities during each year. ~ 

12. ~e consensus proposal tor energy offset prOC~dings 
as modified by DRA, Edison, SDG&E, and PG&E recommendst. 

a. Separate reasonableness proeeedinqs. 

b. Revised ECAC and ACAP tiling dates ~ 
coordinate with general rate cases and 
other oftset proceedings. 

c. Modifications to the current s edule to 
clarify its intent, reflect ent 

re~irements. . 
procedures, and incorporate

f 
11 and IER 

13. DRA, Edison, SOG&E, and PG&E by emorandu:ro. from ORA. dated 
August lS, 19Sa.agreed that the ECAC sch dule contained in the 
consensus proposal should be modified t provide additional time to 
review intervenor test~ony and hold a second prehearing 
conference • 

14. The consensus proposal for energy offset proceedings 
would require Edison's ECAC and SO~'s ACAP to· be processed 
simultaneously and create a tour-mo th gap between SOCal's and 
SDG&E's ACAPs. 

lS. SDG&E's and Socal's A $ have historically been combined 
b~cause of the number of issues ey have in common. 

16. SOG&E is unable to ree ver changes in SoCal's fixed 
charge for the period between- s06.1" is"' and SOG&E" s ACAJ!' decisions';';' .. 

17. DRA.-may-experience an/increase in workload 1~SDG&E's and" 
SoCal's ACAPs are combined. . 

18. Under the' consensus roposal SOG.&E would make its ECAC . 
tiling four months after Ediso 's 'ECAC' filing .... 

19. CACt> is responsible tor coordinating and presiding in the 
IER workshops • 
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because of a utility's actions or inactions, 
but merely because the current period eost of 
fuel differs from the adopted cost of fuel in 
the previous period. Modifyinq the ECAC 
tariffs to provide for the automatic suspenso n 
of the AER on the ECAC Revision Date when 
delays in the proceedings of ECAC applicat" 
prevent the revised AER from being made 
effective on the Revision Date simply 
formalize~/what has been occurrinq in 
practice. Therefore, Edison support 
automatic suspension of the AER ••• 

.. ~/ D.88-0S-074, May 25, 1988 in A.8.-02-0l6; 
0.88-09-036, Septeml:>er 14, 1988 in .88:-04-020; 
0.88-09-03l, September 14, 1988 i A~88-02-0l&; 
0.86-04-007, April 2, 1986 in A.S -02-042; and. 
0.85-05-067, issued. May l5, 198:5- in 
A.85-02-042." 

SPG~E 

SOG&E shares the belief that while .. the 
proposed ECAC schedule will improve the chances 
of meetinq scheduled revis' n dates, the 
Proposed Decision should ticipate that 
conditions may prevent a inal decision from 
beinq reached prior to t e scheduled revision 
date. SOC&E believes t at the automatic 
suspension of the AER chanism is an 
appropriate response' such circumstances· and 
urqes the Commission 0 so provide in its final 
decision ... 

"PC&S supports th automatic suspension of the 
AER when the rev. sion date is not met preCisely 
because nothing. is gained within the 
regulatory pro ess by keepinq the AER mechanism 
in place with an explicitly outdated fuel 
forecast. PG&E also suqqests that the 
Proposed De ision be clarified to state that 
the automa ic AER suspension is to continue· 
until sue time as the new ECAC AER rates are 
placed i to effect ... 
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20. If PG&E's filing'date in the consensus proposal~ed 
up, it will not have sufficient time to include the Maroh 1 snow 
survey data in its ECAC application. / . 

21. The consensus proposal for energy oftset ~oeeedings does 
not identify when utility and ORA personnel shoul~e assiqned. 

22. The consensus proposal schedule ,for re~onableness 
reviews does not include a prehearing eonterenc~d.ate. 

23. The offset schedule tor energy utili does not clearly 
state when it is appropriate to update and w t data can be 
updated.. 

24. Socal and PG&E agreed to accept e language tor 
justifying assumptions used in general rj' cases for use in offset 
proceedings. 

25. No provision exists in the co~ensus proposal tor 
adjusting AERs to retlect the proposed Change in the AER revision 
dates. / 

26. AER revenues and expenses dc/not normally receive 
balancing account treatment. I 

27. D.S8-09-031 suspended Edis9n's AER until May 31, 1989. 

28. The consensus proposal redommends revisions in the record 
period tor reasonableness review tiiings. , 

29. I.87-11-033 is an invest¥gation to consider retorms which 
would restructure the telecommunications industry. 

30. Pacific Bell states thaJ, if it tiles a general rate 
application prior to revisions to/the rate'case-pl~"fO:z:. 
telecommunications utilities, it/Will work with ORA to establish 
procedures tor the processing of its ,application. , 
Conelusi9ns of Uw - . 

1. The consensus proposaJ./ tor general rate eases. is 
reasonable and should be adopte1 with the following modifications: 

a. The annual cost Of capital proceeding' , 
should provide in1=ervenors additional time 
to slWmit their ekhi))its.,. allow tor .. ·,a late-
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"Automatic suspension of the AER eliminates all 
risk for the utility and should be rejected. 
Suspen5ion may be appropriate in limited 
situations if warranted and approved by the 
Commission, as is now the case. However, 
automatic suspension every time the revision 
date can't be met would promote inappropriate 
game-playing, e.g., a utility delaying its 0 
proceeding to trigger the automatie 
suspension." 

"It is impossible to know in advance wha the 
actual rate impact on various customer. classes 
will be of an AER suspension. Howev DGS 
notes that an automatic suspension 
to be at odds with the goals of th 
Commission's Risk, Return, and Ra 
proceeding. I.S6-10-001. In th proceeding, 
the Commission is reviewing its equlation of 
electric utilities to make sur that the 
utilities bear the risks of t ir actions. The 
suspension of the AER will 1 d to ECAC 
treatment of items during t suspension period 
and thus remove the utilit from risk. In this 
regard, the suspension wo d appear to be at 
odds with the goals of t e Risk, Return, and 
Ratemaking proceeding." 

We disagree with the ORA states 
that automatic suspension of a utility'S AER would create an 
incentive for a utility to d ay i~s ECAC proceeding. Since a 
timely ECAC deeision matche the AER to the forecast of fuel 
expenses, a utility would nly have an incentive to delay this 
decision if it expected e adopted fuel forecast to be 

underestimated .. This' an unrealistic expectation. Contrary to 
ORA's argument a util· y currently has an incentive to delay its 
proceeding if its}.:£ is higher than its. forecasted £uel expense. 
Automatic suspensi of the AER'mechani~would eliminate this 
incentive. 
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filed exhibit to reflect the issuance of 
new debt lJ:Ild/or preferred stock, Zd 
include a reply ~rief. 

b. utilities, in their tendered NO!, shall 
make a reasonable effort to resp,ond to 
DRA's master data request. I 

c. ORA's proj ect mana<;er should /Je the 
designated coordinator for transmitting Nor 
deficiencies. utilities s~uld be allowed 
to appeal ORA's list of~e iciencies by 
tilinq a protest with the e cut ive 
Direetor. 'I'he ExecutiVe irector's 
determination should bel inal. 

d. ORA's pro; ect manager sb.oUld have primary 
responsibility for acceptinq changes to the 
utility'S NO! filinq.1 Utilities shoulCL be 
allowed to appeal DRt's determination by 
filing a formal moti~n tor the acceptance 
of NOI changes. I 

e. Gas utilities should file rate desiqn 
exhibits with general rate applications. 

/' 
f. Electric rate de~iqn decisions should be 

coordinated withcseasonal rate chlJ:Il<;es to 
minimize the number of rate chan<;es. 

r 

<;_ PUblic comment ~earings should be scheduled 
during the results of operations hearing 
phase. This w~l allow public input to be 
considered in developing the record. 

~ 

h a' . • Lan~ge shoul be added to prov~de 
informal confe:i:'ences which would facilita.te~_.= '. :." 
the undGrs.tandin~ ana·: ·ac<:eptance---:-o't.-:.the···~ ·NO'I~ .~~-> ',~7-~ . _. -. - - ,,.,~ . 

and the processing of the application- .. 
) 

2. The adopted Chan<;es to the rate' case plan-should apply.to 
1 

. j 
genera rate proceed~ngs for test .. years 1991. lJ:IlcLbeyond. 4 .... __ •• " 

3. Starting in 19S9 ifor test year 1990 a <;enerie Annual eost 
of capital proceeding shouid be established~ora11 energy 
utilities. I • 

I 
~- 2&-
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OGS arques that it is impossible to know in ~dva. e what 
the actual impact of an AER suspension would be on vario customer 
classes. As ORA points out there should be no q~nq th the AER 
mechanism. It is not intended to benefit one custo~ class over 
another. Automatic suspension of a utility'S AER chanism 
perfectly matches the AER portion of fuel relate revenues and 
expenses through the ECAC balancing account. e AER meehanism is 

the absence of a balancing account. Since tomatic suspension of 
the AER mechanism should be for short per' ds we believe it will 
maintain the incentives for utilities t manaqe fuel expenses cost­
effectively. 

Accordingly, we will provi for an automatic suspension 
of AER mechanisms when the forecast eriod upon which the AER was 
calculated ends. Edison, PG&E, S E, and SPPC will be direeted to 
file revised tariffs which reflec{ this change. 

the reasonableness r7~iew record period covers 12 months 
ending 60 to 7S days prior to /the ECAC/ACAP filing date. Since we 
are revising the filing sche~les, the record period in the'first 
reasonableness review fili~ will change for some utilities. The 
utilities in their next r~sonableness review filing should cover 
the followinq record per~d. 

PG&E/ECAC /Feb 1, 1988 -- Oec 31, 1988 
PG&E!ACAP Feb l, 1988 -- Oec 3l, 1988 
SPPC/ECAC Jul 1, 1988 -- Jun 30, 1989 
Edison/ECA- nec 1, 1987 -- Mar 31, 1989 
SoCal/A~ Apr 1, 1988 Mar 31, 1989 
SDG&E!ECAC May l, 1988 Jul 31" 198'9 
SOG&E!AcAP May 1, 1988 -- Ju1 3l, 1989 

'un-eat-ons t- -t- S 

the reforms under consideration in the 

11 Months 
11 Months 
12 Months. 
16 Months 
12 Months 
15 Months 
lS Months 

restructuring investigation,Ord.er Instituting 
87-l1-033, this. decisionw.i:ll only::mcxiify.the 
telecommunications., utilities with respect to 
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4. Requests to deter rate ch.anges 
utility rate proceedings. 

5. Parties interested in pursuing the USe of a 
mechanism for return on equity should address this 
future annual cost of capital proceeding. 

6. SPPC should be authorized to make ~ at for 
test year 1989, and PP&L should be authorized to ake an attrition 
filing for test year 1990. 

7. The consensus proposal for energy of set proceedings 
should be adopted with the following modifica ions: 

a. The ECAC schedule should be e anded:by 
requiring utilities to file IS days 
earlier. This provides addiiional time to 
review intervenor testimony d hold a 
second prehearing conferenc • 

b. Socal's and SDG&E's ACAPs hould be 
comJ)ined. 

e e Edison's and SDG&E' s ECA s and 
reasonableness reviews shOUld be filed 
three months later than the dates contained 
in the conse~us propo 1. 

d. CACD should schedule I workshops. 

e. 

f. 

q. 

PG&E should be allowe to revise its 
revenue requirement reflect the latest 
available snow surve no later than Day 
l27 e Unless directe,d. otherwise by the 
assigned 'AL'!,PG&E'-s revision should not· be . 
a chanqe. in .lne.:thOd.ofoqy",o:r:: ... ~umPti~f.1.S..-. =- __ . _____ ..•.. _ ~ 

utility and ORA. pr~'ject manaqers~and::. other _::... . 
project te~ perso el should:be:assigned 
on Day -60. This is consistent· wi tb; the-' 
assigning -of· pers nnel·in··the··general··ra·te-· e •. 

case plan. 

The first prehea inq conference in ECACS . 
should be sched ed tor Oay 10 and a· 
prehearinq cont renee should be included in 
the schedule to .. reasonablenes$~· reviews-.··· 
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S 311; in .all o~her respects, the exis~ing rate ease plan wil 
continue to apply. The changes we will adopt are consisten with 
the mOQi£iea~ions made to the rate case plan for energy u ~lities 
which increase the rate case seheQule by 19 days. Acco ingly, we 
will add 19 days to the rate case plan for ~elecommu . ations 
utilities. The ALJ draft deciSion will be mailed 0 Oay 344 with 
comments due on Day 364, reply comments due on Day 71, and the 
final decision issued on Day 384. For rates to come effective at 
the start of the test year, general rate eases ill neeQ to be 
filed at least 19 days earlier. 

Contrary to ORA's statement in its January 11, 1988 
filing in this proceeding, it now reeommen . that the modifications 
to the rate case plan for energy utili tie apply to 
telecommunications utilities. The prim reason for this 
recommendation appears to be the possi ility of a general rate 
filing by Pacific Bell. While many the modifications adopted 
for energy utilities may also be ap icable to telecommunications 
utilities, that issue should be ad ressed in 1.87-11-033. 
Additionally, Pacific Bell has a ured us that if it files a 
general rate case prior to a re ision of the rate case plan for 
telecommunications utilities, t will work with DRA to establish 
ground rules for the process' 9 of its application. 

plan for enerqy utilities, adopted by 
this decision will not app to telecommunications utilities, we 
will delete all requireme ts for telecommunications utilities 
contained in the consens s proposal. 
findings o£ fact 

1. ~.87-11-012 as issued on November 13, 1987 to' reflect 
311 in the rate case plan and energy offset 

ealistic SChedules for these proceedings,. and, 
t would fdcilitate the issuing of 9'enera~r4t~ 

the requirements of 
schedules, develop 
consider changes 
decisions. 
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h. ORA's recommended lanquaqe specifying when 
it is appropriate to upda e and what can De 
updated should be adopted. . 

I 
i. The lanquage tor justi~ing assumptions 

used in general rate cases should also be 
used for enerqy oftset proceedings. 

8. During the transition P~iOd for the revised ECAC 
schedule, PG&E, Edison, SOG&E, arid SPPC should receive 100% ECAC 
balancing account treatment forJ'AER revenues and expenses. 

9 • 'rhe ECAC transition period contained in the discussion 
portion ot this decision shouid be adopted. 

10.. 'rhe suspension ot idison's AER should be extended through 
December 31, 1989. I 

11. The reaSOnablenre review record period tor Edison, PG&E, 
SoCal, SDG&E and SPPC shou d De revised to reflect the dates shown 
in Appendix 0.' . 

l2. The next reaS03ADleneSS review filing for Edison, PG&E, 
SoCal, SDG&E, and SPPC S~OUld cover the record period contained in 
the discussion portion of this decision. 

• • j i . 13. Rev1s1ons to the rate case plan tor telecommun cat10ns 
utilities, with the exckption ot § 311, should be addressed in . 
I.87-11-033. , 

14. 'rhe rate easJ plan for telecommunications utilities 
~ 

should be expanded DY ~9 days in accordance with the discussion in 
I 

this decision. ~ 
15. It Pacific ..Bell..fil.es .. a.~q.eneral..J:.a.te._appl.i.ea.t.ion. prio):. to. _ ... _ 

~ , 

revisions to the rateicase plan tor telecommunications. utilities, 
it should work with D~ .to es't.23blishpr.ocedures.~or .. the .. p.rQCessing .. , 
of its application. 1 

I 
I 
I 

\ 
\ 
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• 2. Workshops were held after which consensus proposals that /' 
addressed the issues raised in the rulemaking were submitted by tl)e 

• 

parties.' - / 
3. Hearings were held to discuss the consenSU$ proposaJk', 

the ALJ's comments, and other positions of the parties. / 
The consensus proposal for general rate cases r ommends: 

a. Generic annual cost of capital proceeding 
for energy utilities. 

b. Separate electric rate design dec'isio 
Edison, PG&E, and SDG&E. 

c. Annual rate design windows for all electric 
utilities. With adequate justifi ation 
rate design changes would be all wed 
between general rate cases. 

d. Modifications to the rate ca plan and 
processing schedule to claro y its intent, 
reflect current procedures and incorporate 
S 3ll requirements • 

e. Public comment hearings scheduled 
between Days 220 and 3 , after DRA's rate 
design e~its are m iled. 

f. Staggered general r te case filings for 
SPPC, Southwest, a d PP&L. SPPC and PP&L 
would be required to delay their next 
general rate cas filings by one year, but 
authorized to e an additional attrition 
filing. 

4. The annual cost capital proceeding recommended in the 
consensus proposal requir. s interested parties' exhibits to be 
submitted seven days af er DRA's exhibits, does not provide for a 
late-filed exhibit to;reflect the issuance of new debt and/or 
preferred stock or actual changes for existing variable rate 
issues, and does no~ include a reply brief. 

5. SDG&E r~quest$ that it have the flexibility to defer rate 
or in part. A s~cifiC proposal that would detail 

nism would work was not presented •. , 
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ORDER 

IT IS ORDERl!!D that: 
1. The consensus proposals tor general raJ'e case and. enerqy 

offset proceedings with the ~odifications dis~sed in this 
decision are reasonable and are adopted LS s wn in Appendixes :S, 

C, and D. 
2. A generic annual cost of eapit proceeding, as shown in 

Appendix C, shall be adopted for all e~rqy utilities. Southern 
California Edison Company (Edison), P~ific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E), san Diego Gas & Elect'ric Company (SDG&E), Southern 
California Gas Company (5oCal), pacific Power & Light Company 
(PP&L), Sierra Pacitic Power comp~y (SPPC), and Southwest Gas 
Company shall make their first tJlings under this procedure in 1989 
for rates effective in test yea~ 1990. , 

3. SPPC is authorized to make an attrition tiling for test 
year 1989. I 

4. PP&L is authorizealto make an attrition tiling tor test 
year 1990. J' 

5.' Edison, PG&E, S~&E, and SPPC, shall receive 100% ECAC 
balancing account treatm~t tor AER revenues and expenses during 
'the transition period fo,: the revised ECAC schedule. 

6. The ECAC tr~ition period as shown in this decision is 
adopted for Edison, PG/E, SDG&E, and SPPC. 

7. The suspension of Edison's' AER is extended . through. 
Oecelt\l:ler 31,1989. I ... -.. - """ ~-'" .............. . 

8. The reasonableness review 'record period for Edison, PG&E, , 
SoCal, SDG&E, and Sf PC shall be revised as shown in Appendix D •. , 

9. The next/reaSOnai:>leness review filing for Edison, PG&E, 
SoCal, SDG&E, and FPC shall cOVer the record period as shown in 
this decision • 

- 2'9 -
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6. ORA reconunends an al temate to the proposed annual cos 
of capital proceedinq that would, only X'eq\.\ire annual adju5tmen s 
for changes in lonq-term debt and/or'preferred stock. Retu 
equity would be considered for energy utilities with a go 
case but not for other utilities unless there had been vement in 
a predetermined index by more than a set amount. A de ailed 
proposal which explains how this trigger mechanism w 
not presented. 

7. DRA has developed master data requests or general rate 
cases and off3et proceedings. 

8. ORA is required to review utility N I filinqs, issue a 
deficiency list, and prepare exhibits in re nse to NOI filings 
within the time specified in the rate cas plan. 

9. SoCal is opposed to ORA havin veto power over the 
utility'S decision to make changes to's NO! filing. 

10. The consensus proposal doe not designate a coordinator 
for transmitting deficiencies, prov'de an acceptable appeal process 
for disputes over deficiencies, p vide for informal conferences 
between parties' witnesses, and eflect the need for qas utilities 
to file rate design exhibits. 

11. SPPC in its comment requests that it be allowed to (1) 
refrain from filing a genera rate ease for test year 1990, (2) 
waive any filing of an att tion case for 19S9, and (3) file its 
next general rate case on chedule in 1992 for a 1993 test year .. 

12. The consensus roposals increase the number of rate 
changes for major ener utilities during each year. 

13. The consens proposal for energy offset proceedings 
as modified oy DRA, ~ison, SDG&E, and PG&E recommends: 

a. te reasonableness proceedinqs. 

b. Rev sed ECAC and ACA:P' filing dates to 
c rdinate with general rate cases and 
o er offset proceedings. " 
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~ 10. The rate case plan for telecommuni~tions ~s shall 
be expanded by 19 days in accordance with the dis~sion in this 
decision. 

• 

• 

This order Decomes 
Dated ____________ __ 

{ 
I 

! , 
\ 
\ 
~ 

/ 

/ 
I 
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c. Modifications to the current schedule to 
clarify its intent, reflect current 
procedures, and incorporate S 311 and'IER 
requirements. ' 

14. DRA, Edison, SDG&E, and PG&E by memorandum fr 
August 18, 1988 agreed that the ECAC schedule contai Q 

consensus proposal should be modified to, provide a 
review intervenor testimony and hold a second pre earing 
conference. 

time to 

15. The consensus proposal for energy 0 set proceedings 
would require Edison's ECAC and SoCal's A to l:>e'proeessed 
simultaneously and create a four-month qa 
SDG&E's ACAPs. 

16. SDG&E's and SoCal's ACAPs ha e historically been combined 
because of the number of issues they ave in common. 

17. SDG&E is unable to recov 
charge for the period between SoC '$ and SDG&E's ACAP decisions. 

18. DRA may experience SOG&E's and 
SoCal's ACAPs are combined. 

19. Gas rate design an revenue allocation issues are 
addressed in ACAPs, not ge~ ral rate cases and attrition filings. 

20. Under the conse us proposal SDG&E would file its ECAC 
application four months fter the filing of Edison's ECAC 
applications. 

21. CACD is res nsible for coordinating and presiding in the 
IER workshops. 

22. If PG&E' filing date in the consensus proposal is moved, 
up and the March snow survey data is not required it can file 
workpapers coine dent with its application. 

23. The nsensus proposal for energy offset proceedings does 
not identify en utility and ORA personnel should· be assigned. 

24 • 'rh consensus proposal schedule for. reasonableness 
include a prehearing· conference" date • 
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25. The offset schedule for energy utilities does not 
state when it is appropriate to update and what,data CAn be 
updated. 

26. SoCal and PG&E agreed to accept the language for 
justifying assumptions used in general rate cases 
proceedings. 

27. The transition period in the consensus ~%'O~~al 
the time between ECAC filings, which could result 
under-collections in the £CAC balancing account. 

28. D.83-02-076 and 0.86-12-010 require and ACAP trigger 
applications to be filed when certain condil.o.l.1.1J.U>- are met. 

29. No provision exists in the proposal for 
adjusting AERs to reflect the proposed ¥J.M~'~~~ 
dates. 

30. AER revenues and expenses normally receive 
balancing account treatment. 

31. D.88-09-031 suspended ~~.~w~l~ 
32. The consensus proposal 

period for reasonableness review 
reviSions in the record 

33. I.87-11-033 is an to consider reforms which 
industry. 

, if it files a general rate 
to the rate case plan for application prior to 

telecommunications utili 
procedures for the n~oej~S!~~!~~ 

, it will work with ORA to establish 
of its application. 

CQnclusiQns of Law 
1. The 

a. 

for general rate cases is 
adopted with the following modifications: 

cost of capital proceeding 
;;:>~,..., ... """'" """", .... ?-, intervenors add.i tional time 

their exhibits, allow for a late­
exhibit to reflect the issuance of 

debt and/or preferred. stock'or actual 
for existing variable rate issues" 

lude a reply brief. 
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b. Utilities, in their tendered NOI, shall 
make a reasonable effort to respond to 
DRA's master data reques~. 

c. DRA's project manager should be the 
designated coordinator for transmitt'ng NOI 
deficiencies. Utilities should be llowed 
to appeal DRA's list of deficienc' s by 
filing a protest with the Execut' e 
Director. The Executive Direct's 
determination should be final. 

d. DRA's project manager s.houl have primary 
responsibility for accepti changes to the 
utility'S NOI filing. Ot' ities should be 
allowed to appeal DRA's etermination by 
filing a formal motion or the acceptance 
of NOI changes. 

e. Except for Southwes , gas utilities should 
include in their 9' eral rate applications 
rate design exhib' s which conform with the 
rate design cri7ia adopted in their 
latest ACAP. 

f. Electric rate design decisions should be 
coordinated w. th seasonal rate changes to 
minimize the number of rate changes. 

g. ent hearings should be seheduled 
during th results of operations hearing 
phase. ~s will allow public input to be 
conSide;ed in developing the reeord. 

h. :r..an9'l=e should be added to provide 
info al conferenees which would faeilitate 
the derstanding and aceeptance of the NOI 
an~he processing of the applieation. 

2. The a~pted changes to the rate ease plan should" apply to 
general rate~r. ceedings for test years 1991 and beyond. 

3. Sta ing in 1989 for rates effective in 1990 a generie ~ 
annual cost capital proceeding should be established for all 
energy util' I ieee . 

4. e Executive Director should be lI.uthorize<1 to approve -a I· . 

rom the schedules adopted. 
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S. Requests to defer rate changes should be addressed in 
utility rate proceedings. 

6. Parties interested in pursuing the use of a tr ~~.~~ 
mechanism for return on equity should address this matter 
future annual cost of capital proceeding. 

7. SPPC should be authorized to make an attrit filing for 
rates effective in 19S9, and PP&L should be a 
attrition filing for rates effective in 1990. 

8. The consensus proposal for energy of proceedings 
should be adopted with the following modif 

a. The ECAC schedule should be ~·!;JClI:1Ut::IU. 
requiring utilities to file 
earlier. This provides 
review intervenor 
second prehearing 

b. SoCal's and SDG&E's s should be 
combined. 

c. Edison's and SDG&E ECACs and 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

reasonableness should be filed 
three months 1 than the dates contained 
in the proposal. 

r"><-...lLL"", ..... ule IER. workshops. 

project managers and other 
personnel should be assigned 
This is consistent with the 
personnel in the general rate 

prehearing conference in ECACs 
,",HL.HLL'L1.I be scheduled for Day 10 and a 

ing conference should be included in 
chedule for reasonableness reviews. 

s recommended language specifying when 
is appropriate to update and what can be 
ted should be adopted. 

language for justifying assumptions 
used in general rate cases·should,also·be 
used for energy offset proceedings.. 

- 33 -
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i. ACAP applications should propose gas rate 
design and revenue allocation criteria for 
general rate case and attrition base" 
revenue requirement changes. ' 

j. IER issues should be addressed in the E C 
he~inqs scheduled for day 88 through y 
108. Additional hearings which addre the 
impact of the ALJ ruling on resource ix 
assumptions for IER models and reve ue 
requirements should be scheduled r day 
146 through 148. 

8. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC shou a suspend the AER 
mechanism whenever the forecast period upo which the AER was 
calculated ends. During the suspension the AER mechanism, PG&E, 
Edison, SDG&E, and SPPC should receive 00% ECAC balancing account 
treatment for AER revenues and expens 

9 • The ECAC transition perio contained in the discuss'ion 
portion of this decision should be adopted. 

10. The revised schedule f ECAC ~nd ACAP filings, excluding 
trigger filings, should be impl ented on the effective date of 
this decision. 

11. In accordance with .83-02-076 and O.a6-l2-010 the 
trigger filings shown in t adopted ECAC and ACAP schedules should 
be mandatory. Edison sho d be allowed in a future ECAC filing to 
address its proposal to evise its AER coincident with SOCal ACAP 

revisions. 
12. The suspenso n of Edison's AER meehanism should be ~ 

extended through oee~r 31, 1989. 
13. Energy utility AER meehanisms should be automatically 

suspended if thZf/reeast period upon which the AER was calcul~ted 
ends. Aaoption 0 a new AER forecast period should reinstitute the 
AER mechanism. 

14 • The asonableness review reeorci period for Edison,PG&E, 
Socal, SOG&E ~d SPPC should be revised to reflect the dates shown . 
in Appendix rf. . 
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15. The next reasonableness review filing for Edison, PG&E, 
Soeal, SDG&E, and SPPC should cover the record period contained 
the discussion portion of this decision~ 

16. Revisions to the rate case plan for 
utilities, with the exception of S 311, should be 
I.8"7-l1-033. 

17. The rate case plan for telecommunications 
should be expanded by 19 days in accordance with 
this decision. 

in 

18. If Pacific 
rev:tsions to the rate case plan for 
it should work with ORA to establish n~n~j~~\~~'C 

ication prior to 
c;.J.(;1n~ utilities, 

for the processing 
of its application. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. The consensus proposal for general rate case and energy 

offset proceedings with the modifications disc~ssed in this 
decision are reasonable an:za , adopted as shown in Appendixes B, 
C, and D. 

2. A generiC annua cost of capital proceeding, as shown in 
Appendix C, shall be adopted for all energy utilities. Southern 

,I 
California Edison Comp~y (Edison), Pacific Gas and Electric . 
Company (PG&E), San 09'0 Gas & Electric Company (SOG&E), SOuthern 
California Gas Comp~y (SoCa1), Pacific Power & Light Company 
(PP&t), Sierra pa¥'fic Power Company (SPPC), and Southwes,t Gas 
Company shall ma~ their first filings under this procedure in 198:9 

I ' ' 
for rates effe9tive January 1, 1990. . ' 

3. SPP~is authorized to make an attrition filing for test 
year 1989. / " .. :" 

4. ~&L is authorized to make an attrition,. filing for test 
year 1990. 

- 35- -
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S. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, 4nd SPPC shall file revised 
which suspend the AER mechanism whenever the forecast 
which the AER was calculated ends. Adoption of a new 
will reinstitute the AER mechanism. 

6. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC, shall rece 
balancing account treatment for AER revenues and e~oer~se 
suspension of the AER mechanism. 

during 

7 .. 'l'he ECAC transition period as shown 
adopted for EQison, PG&E, SOG&E, and SPPC. 

decision is. 

8. The adopted ECAC and ACJJ! 

filings, shall be implemented on the 
,,~~~~.~, excluding trigger 

date of this 
decision. 

9. The Executive Oirector ized to approve 
deviations from the adopted 

10.. 'l'he suspension of .c.1.I. . ..L.~~,U.43 is extended through 
December 31, 1989. 

11. The reasonableness 
SoCal, SDG&E, and SPPC shall 

12. 'l'he 
SoCal, SDG&E, 
this decision. 

record period for Edison, PG&E, 
revised as shown.. in Appendix D .. 

review filing for Edison, PG&E, 
cover the record.,per.1.od as shown .in 
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APP.D."'OICES 

ENERGY U'l'ILIT"l P.An: CASE AND OFFSET PLANS 

Topic 

AppenQix A - Appearances 

Appendix B - Rate C~se Plan 

Summary of Rate Case Plan 

Summary o~ Electric Rate Oesiqn WindOw 

Table 1 - Summary of Electric Rat~eSign Win~ow 
Rate Case Plan / 

Electric Rate Design win~ow t 
Li~~ of Applicable Energy C~i i~ie~ 

Standard Requirement List 0l~ Ccc~~e~t~t:on 
supporting an NOI .' 

Standard Requirement List Jot Documentation 
Supporting Statf. and Othe Parties Exhibits 
and Testimony 

Standard 'O'pdate 
List 

(Sample) Notice 

Appendix C - Annual Cost of,lcapital Proceeding 
Plan for Annl,lal costf of C~pit~l (ACe) 
Proceeding fo~ Energy utilities 
Energy Utl:li"ti es ~t1 ~hj;ch- --ACe: ?lan .. App-l.ies .... • 

Standar~ Requirem~t List.o~ Doc~mentaticn 
SupportJ.ng an Annual. Cost of. CapJ.-:~l ' .. 
Application / 

App~ndix D - Annual ECAC Review Sched.l,lle 
~ . 

Ta=le :2 - S'U!:l:ar..r of. ECA.C Revie".- Sc!:.ec!c.:'e 

Table Z - s~k ot.: ACAI> Ravie~" Sc:.."ledule 
I . :. . 

Table ~ Summ~ry o! Reasona~leness Review 
Scb.efUle ' 

1 

\ 
- ::. -

page 

A2 

B 2 

B 4. 

B 5 

B 6 

B 17 

E :.~ 

B 20 

B 26. 

C 2 

C :3 
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Tabl~ 5 - ECAC/A~/Reasonableness Schedule D 5 

Annual ECAC Review Schedule 0 Q 

Annual ACAP Review Schedule 0 10 

Annual Reasonableness Review Schedule 0 l4 

I 

~ 
I 

! 
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APPENDIX A 

~1st 9: App¢araDC¢~ L 
Respondents: Thomas G. Hank1~ and Bruce J .. Williams" A orneys at 

Law, for San Dieqo Gas & Electric Company; Richard ~Durant, 
Carol B. Henningson, Frank J .. Cooley, and Jam2s M. ~rer, 
Attorneys at Law, tor Southern California Edison Obmpany~ 
~trieia L .• C. MahQ~Y, Attorney at Law, for Pac)(fic Bell; 
Richard M. Cahill and l\enneth 1<. Okel, Attorne~ at Law, for GTE 
California, Incorporated; Roser J. Peter~ a~d rk Huffman, 
Attorneys at Law, for 'Pacific Gas and Electr' Company: and 
Robert B. Keeler and Jeffrey E. Jackson, At orneys at taw, and 
Roy M. Rawlings, for Southern California GJ's Company. 

Interested Parties: Lindsay, Hart, Neil & ~iqler, :by Michael e. 
Alcanta~ and Paul J. Kaufman, Attorne~s t taw, and Drazen­
Brubaker & Associates, Inc., by Oonald • Schoenbeck, for 
Coqenerators of Southern California; rkovich & Yap, by,Barbata 
Barkovich, and Jackson, Tufts, Cole Black, by Allan J .. 

'Thompson, Attorney at Law, for CLEcM Nancy Thompson, for 
Barakat, Howard & Chamberlin, InC.;!Eric Eise~, ror Enron 
Corp. and Transwestern Pipeline Co:tllpany; Michel Pew Florio, 
Attorney at Law, Mark Barmore, an~Sylvia M. Siegel, for'I'URN: 
Norman Furuta, Attorney at Law, t.or the Department of the Navy; 
~Qhn J, Gezelin, Attorney at Lawl for Sierra Pacific Power 
company: Orrick, Herrington & S\ttcliffe, by Robert J, GIQistein, 
Attorney at Law, for Continenta,J. Telephone Company of 
California: William B. Harcvs,/for JBS, Energy, Inc., and 
Independent Ener9Y Producers ~sociation: R~ed v. SChmi~~~ for 
California City-county Street/Light Association~ John W. Witt, 
City Attorney, by William S. Shaffran, Deputy City Attorney, for 
the City of San Diego; Micba~l Shames, Attorney at Law, tor 
Utility Consumers Action Network; Bru~e Tulloh, for Western 
Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command: BObe~ B 
Weisenmillet, for Morse, Richard, Weisenmiller'Oc'Assoeiates.,. 
Inc.; and. ,antQniap.- Radi'lXo, Attorney-at··I.aw;-fo:z: .. ·the .. --.-~~ .. 
Calitornia Energy Commission~ 

f 
Division of Ratepayer ·Advoca~es:. .. Ph-ilip·Se2l;t,Wei$lllehl-~. -Attorney.: ~ .. 

at Law, Mahendra Jh.ala,.,~hrl Yager" and.,B . .y,' Lee. ., , ____ ".". 
J 

I 
J (1 OF 'APPENDIX :A}" ",', , 
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~y S~hed'Ul¢ 

'I'end.ered. 

~p 

- 60 

- 3S 

0 

40 

77 

98 

122 

177 

180 

190 

190* 

194 

206 

234 

248 

S}ZMM?RX QF RATE CASE PLAN 

Within 7 days of tenderinq, statt Counsel, 
Project Manager, and the project team shall 
be assiqned 

Within 2S days after tendering, app,licant to· 
be notified of deficiencies by ORA roject 
Manager 

Accepted NOI tiled 

Date set for prehearin 
Public Comment hearin ~ 

Application filed 

and 

EXcept for rat desiqn, statt submits all 
exhibits inciinq marqinal cost and revenue 
allocation 

Evidentiary~earinqs ~e9'in. At least lS ~ays 
of hearing:! per month. 

EXcept fol rate design, other parties 'submit 
evideneelineluding marqinal cost and revenue 
alloca~l'On 
Eviden~iary hearings on initial showing 
eompl~ed 

APP1~nt, s~a~f and. other parties. file 
rebu~tal. .. exh.ib"-.t..s.. _______ •. _ > •••••• _' •.• __ ._ 

R~tt"l_ 'Aearinqs,.'1>eqin· . '. . .. 

UtIlity submits updated rate 'design 

Hearings completed e~eept for update material 
iChe~uled tor Day 294 

Comparison Exhibit mailed 12 clays a!ter e.od 

~
' f hearings 

opening- Briefs,filed 2S-,days after,Comparison: 
Exhibit mailed 

I Reply Briefs tiled 14. days: after Opening 
Briefs 

\ . 
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pay ~~ll~2.~l~ 

Rep Ccont'd) 

250* 

280 

290* 

294 

298 

31l* 

322* 

329* 

339* 

343* 

344 

361* 

364 

37l 

37S· 

384 

459* 

479* 

486* 

502* 

Starf s~mits rate desiqn exhi~its 

Applicant and all other parties may sub~t 
update material (See page B 25). 

Other parties submit rate design 

Abbreviated hearings on updat 
~gin. ' No more than S days 

Last day of evidentiary 
design). 

Rate design hearings 

Rate desiqn hcarin 

(except rate 

Rate desig'n 

Rate design 

exhibits submitted 

hearing's begin 

hearings end 

AIJ Draft! ed and served on all parties. 

Rate desi~ opening' briefs riled and served 
on all PLies 

InitialjComments on ALJ Draft due 

Reply domments on ALJ Draft due 

Rate!:sign reply briefs tiled and served 

Fina decision expected ~y this date (except 
rat, design) 

At:1J Draft rate 'design -c!ecision ·fl~ed "and' ;- - ." Sered -.' . - ., . ' 

Initialcomments-on,ALJ. -rate 'desi-qn Oraft 'tfee. . ---.;. , , --. 
Reply comments on ALJ rate desi~ Draft filed 

Jr,.,al rate ~deS'iqn -decis-ion 'expected:. by this 
,.te 
l/ 

Note: i 
:For SCE, the schedule days marked with-an' ."*'" will 'be 
increased by 30 days. 

\ 
\ .... 

- B 3 -



t 

• 

• 

R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/fre 

pay Schedule 

Rep 

o 

30 

44 

58 

72 

76 

83 

107 

127 

smtMARY' OF ELE~IC 
RATE DESIGN WINPOWS 

Parties may file proposed ole 

design revisions from July ~th to, 25th, 

November 20th to 25th or ~cembor 20th to 

2Sth1 with copies servia. on all other 

parties / 

July, November 'or oeco~or 25th, (soc' 
footnote) of lest ;tear and first Attrition 
year I 
Comments on prop¢sed rate design revisions to 
be submitted and served on all parties 

l ' I , ~ Rep 1es to comments to be sUbm~tte~ and 
~~~ I ' 
AlJ ruling op the necessity to reopen the GRC 
for considelZation of any or all electric 
rate desi~proposals 

. , .. .1. He.ar1ngs legJ.n 

Last day of hearings 
l, ' Concurrent brJ.efs submJ.tted and served. 

#' 
ALJ Dratt decision-:filed:-and:served:on all' 
partie~1 ~:,: ~':.;:-;;'= .': :" ," -"",'. , ' , 

Initial comments on"AI,J·· Draft; ·tile.d .. and, . , 
served{ , ' : ' -

132 Reply.{comments on AI.:J'Draft fi'led-and'served~~--~' '.-' 

Find decision expected by this date " 142 

1 PP&L and SPPC wil be in July. 
PG&E and SDG&E w' 1 be in November • 
SCE will be in D~cember. 

I 
l 

" - :s 4 - / ... 

, " 

, ' 
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SUMMARY OF ELECTRIC RArE OESIGH 

Oay EV«It PGlE sPPC SCE SOC&£ 1>1>&1. 
SChedut~ I>at~ Oat~ Date Oat~ Date 

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

0 I>ropoled ~lectric rat~ desion revi,iona 2S-Nov :z5.Jul 25·0~ 2S-NOV 25-Jul 
30 Conments on proposed l"eYiafona due. 2S-oec 24-Aug 24-Jal'l' 2S-oec 24-Aw 
44 Repty to comments du&. oa-Jan 07-Sepe 07-'eb 08-Jan 07-Sap 
58 ALJ ruln on reopenfng IiRC_ 22-Jan Z'\-s.p 2''''eb 22"J.n 21-Sej> 
'l2 Hearf"Ol btogfn_ 05-'eb OS-Oct 07-"'.r 05"lfeb 05-OCt 
16 La.t dey of no.rfnga. 09"'~ 09-oet '1-""r 09-~eb- 09-OCt 
83 Concurr~t brfef. submitted. 14-'eb 16-01:t 18-I4ar 16-'eb 16-Oct 

• 
107 ALJ .dra~t decf'fon due. 12-Mar O9-NOV '1-AP,. 12·",.,. O9-NOY 
127 %l'Iitfal COIm*lts on dr.~t due. 01'·API" 2'9-NOV 01-"'.y 01-Apr 29-NOV 
132 RepLy to comments Oft AU d,..~t _ 06-Apr 04-04tC 06-M.y 06-ApI" 04·0~ 

..... ::: .... ~~~::~:.~:::~:::~ ............. 
16-Apr 14·0« 16-"'1Y 16-ApI" '4-0~ 
01-,...y 01-Jan .f O,-I4ay 01-Jan -_ ........ . ......... . ......... 

a/ RatK .r~ ~~ectf~ th~ ~f Sunday fl'l June 
Note: 

If th~ a~ dot~ ~all on turday, Sunday. or hoUday. th .. next worKing dey allould be obaerv«l. 

- as· 
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pay Schedule 

BCP 

o 

30 

44 

58 

72 

76 

83 

107 

127 

132 

142 

SUMMbBY OF ELECTRlC 
BAlE RESIGN WINPOWS 

Parties may file proposed electric rate 

desiqn revisions from July 20th to 25thl, 

November 20th to 25th/or December 20th to 

25th3 prior to an att.rition year with copies 

arties 

July, November or December 25th (see 
footnote) of Tes Year and first Attrition 
year I - . 
Comments on pr~osed rate desiqn revisions to 
be submitted a;rd served on all parties 

Replies to comments to be submitted and 
served l 
ALJ rulinq qh the necessity to' reopen the GRC 
for consideration of any or all electric 
rate desi~proposalS 

Hearinqs beqin 

Last day if hearinqs 

concurre~ briefs submitted and served. 
t 

ALJ Dra~ decision filed and served on all 
p4rties/_ 
Initia11. comments on ALJ Draft filed and 
served , 

j 

: 
Reply comments on ALJ Draft filed and served 

I' 
Fin411d.ecision expected by th..is date 

; 

I • 

1 PP&L and SPPC wil~. in July. 
2 PG&E and SDG&E wil ~ in November • 
3 SeE will be in De ember. 

- B S -
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BAn: CASE ~ 

Before Day -60 the Notice of Intent (NOI) is tencerec to,'the 

Docket Office and commission staff for review. Wi~~ 7 days 

Staff Counsel, Project Manager, and project te 

The Executive Director notifies the Docket 0 fice when the NOI has 

been accepted by the staff, whereupon the ocket Office files the 

NOI. However, the requirements for the encored NO! are listed 

under day -60. 

The utility shall keep the of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) 

advised of the progress of its pr paration of the rate case and 

the expected date of tendering e NOI so that the ORA can 

designate a Project Manager zt 

actual Tendering of the NOl. 

30 days in advance of the 

Day -60 (Accepted NO! is fi~ed) 

An original and l2 c~pies eff an NOr is accepted by the Executive 

Director and then filed bj the Docket Office. The NOr shall 

contain a brief statemenJ of the amount of increase sought and 

the reasons for the pro~sed increase. An original and l2 copies 
I 

of all.doeumentationi-p epaxecLtestimony.,._ciraft eXhibits,_ .. , . 

ineluding' . complete~:exp anations· and.:summaries -supporting. the • 

increase shall comply' ith the standardrequirement:'list3 ,"',­

and shall be tendered at the same time that the NOI is tendered. 

An additional lO cop' es 0-: the NOI and all. doeu:nentatio::., _:?re~ed 

.. , 

2 Page B 19 contai a list of the energy utilities . to' .' 
which the RCP appties • 

:3 See page B 20_ \ 

- B 6 -
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testimony and draft exhibits plus S sets of the 

workpapers shall be ct Manager no, later 

than the day that the NOI i~ tendered. 

Within seven 

should begin informal meetings where' 

OI, the applicant and ORA 

applicants witnesses 

(or other persons intimately famili r with the workpapers) explain 

the workpapers to 

In those iristances where ORA h submitted data requests (called a 

Master Oata Request) to the u ility at least six months prior to 

the anticipated Tendering of the NOI, the applicant shall make a 

reasonable effort to proviOf responses with the tendered NO!. . 

Applicant shall "!Urnish ~Opy of the tendered NOI material to 

any interested party u~ request. 

The proposed test yearthall be three years from the last adopted 

test year used by the fom:mission in setting app,licant' s existing 

rates. For example, if 1988 was the last adopted test year, the 
II 

next test year to be lsubmitted in an NO! would be 1991. 
1 

If applicant reqtlesJ an·.attrition allowance, ·it shall· include in 
$ --. --"" - - --- --- -"- -_ .• '., _ .. , .,' ~, , .• '<' •• '.' 

its required suppo~in9' ,_ materials evidence supporting, the 
~ ,. " . ",', . ,', ' .. 

requested attritiod.allowance ..... · ·The·NOI shall not be fj;leduntiJ: " f ' , 
all of the above requirements"a-re-met;: "-' --." 0,'. ..., 

4 
t 

Applicant will be hotified 'by the ORA Project ¥..ar.aqer o~ " 

deficiencies in NOI within 2S days o,f the, ,tender date. 

A1 though the notice of deficiencies' does not'-have -to'be" sent 

to the utility unt' 1 25 days. after tendering, the, ORA. :ihoul.d' 

identify and tra.nsl.it each deficie.."lCY "eO ~e ~PPl:!:.~"e ~~ $~ as' 
, . 

- S 7' -
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possible. The acceptance of the NOI will be based upon whether 

the applicant has substantially complied with th~quirements of 

the RCP. In the event that the utility disaqr~ with DRA'S list 

of deficiencies, a writte-n protest may be f/ed with the Executive 

Director. The protest should identify thi"items that the utility 

believes are not properly classified as~eficiencies and state the 

reasons for the conclusion. The Execw{ive Oirectors determination 

is final. Time eonsllllUnq and/or inejnse.<fO.CntialdofieieneieSmay 

be corrected accordinq to a sChedu~ aqreed upon by the ORA 

Projeet ~naqer and the apPliea~ 
~he NO! may contain material:Z~ as previo~$l¥ liti~~tod 

issues on which the Commissio has taken a position. This 

material must be clearly ide ified and contain a complete 

justification for any POliCy'Change. Showings on such material 

will be presented at the e~ of the hearin~ schedule, ~ess 
otherwise scheduled by the! ALJ with the advice and consent of the 

• 
assigned Commissioner. L 
Within five days after e NO! has been accepted, applicant shall 

serve a copy of the No~on all appearances in its last qencral 

rate case, and file a rertificateO! -service.: -1'herea'fter,' -all 

filed material shall yefurnished :by applicant: to inte:r.ested, ' 

parties on written rarest. Applicant':s.,workpapers.:sh.aJ;J:;-:be,made. -... ; 

available on request. 

I 
The application may[ filed no 'sooner than than '60"days,wafter 

the NO! is accepted . The ,date the, applica.tionJ:s !l;led._....,.ill: 

determine Day 0 und r the rate case plan. . ....' , ... 

- B S -
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Within seven (7) days of tender±ng tho NOI, the applicant and ORA 

should begin informal meetings wherein the applicants w~tnesses 

(or other persons int~ate1y familiar with the workpapers) exp'in 

the workpapers to the ORA's witnesses. ORA witnesses should 

familiar with applicant's workpapers priQr to the informal 

meetings. 

In those instances where ORA has submitted data reque ts (called a 

Master Data Request) to the utility at least six mo 

the anticipated Tendering of the NO!, the applica 

reasonable effort to provide responses with the 

shall make a 

Applicant shall furnish a copy of the 

any interested party upon request. 

NOI material to 

The proposed test year shall be three ye s from the last adopted 

test year used by the Commission 

rates. For example, if 1988 was the 

next test year to be submitted in a 

applicant'S existing 

test year, the 

If applicant requests an attriti allowance, it shall include in 

its required evidence supporting the 

requested attrition allowance The NOI shall not be filed until 

all of the above requiremen 

Applicant will be notifie 

deficiencies 

ORA Project Manager of 

days of the tender date. 

Although the final not ce of deficiencies does ::c>t. h4ve -::0 be sen:: 

to the utility until 5 days after tend.erinq, the·DRAshould. 

possible. 

each deficiency to· the applicant'as.sOo~,as 

eptance of the' NO! Will ~·~Sed,'.upon:'wh~th~r 

- :a. s -
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O!'J.y -35 /. 

The ALJ in concurrence with the assigned commiSSione~ll set 

the day, time, and place tor the prehearing co~ce and shall 

inform applicant and all parties to the last g9neral rate case. 

Also at this time, the AL:1 shall 

public comment hearings. At the 

shall give notice of the Public 

Rule S2, using the format shown 

and place for 

the utility 

pursuant to· 

pay 9, 

1. The application shall be filed and served in conformity 
with the Rules of Pract' e and Procedure •.. The utility 
shall provide notifica on to customers, within 4S or 7S 
days as required by Ru e 24. 

2. The application shal include final exhibits, prepared 
testimony, and other evidence, and shall be served on 
all parties to the ast general rate case. The 
application, ~inal ~xhibits, and all other evidence that 
is filed shall incorporate the changes, additions, and 
deletions requir~for acceptance of the tendered NOI • 
No bulk or major upd.ating a:m.end:ments or recorded data to 
amend the final ibits, prepared testimony, or other 
evidence shall b allowed, except as provided on page 
B 25 on Days 19 * and 2S0, and on paqe B 20, item 3. 

3. Applicant shal~/ file a comparison exhibit showing 
chan~es that hAve occurred between the draft exhibits 
subm~tted wi~ the NOI and the final exhibits submitted 
with the applAcation. All the changes or revisions 
shown shall ~ave been agreed to by the ORA Project 
Mana~er in ap informal conference before filing the 
applJ.cationt Should the applicant and the DRA._Proj . .e.ct-_ -- ___ . 
Mana~er--di~qree' on • .... hat revisions are acceptable, the . 
applJ.cant ~yfile a formal motion with· the' Docket Office 
for accept~nce of its NOI changes. All changes in .. ' _ 
figures' .l:le.tween the tendered' NOI· and 'the' application . . 
shall be :fupported.by,workpapers .which-show the-new-- ,­
figures ~d a reconciliation with the workpapers 
previous~ tendered. 

4. Applicant shall deliver ten complete sets of the 
apPlicat~on and final exhibits plus five comp·!ete sets 
of the WJOrkpapers, . supporting the application and· final 
exhibitS. to -the DRA . .ProjeetManager., .. Theworkpapers·,." 
shall ~corporateall changes and. aclditions:~that were:'; 
necessa~ to gain. acceptance o'f the tencle,rect <N·OI·~.' . 

- B 9 -
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the applicant has substantially complied with the requirements of . 

the RCP. In the event that the ut1lity d1saqrees w1th DRA'S ll.sY 
of deficiencies, a written protest may be filed with the Exec ~ve 

Director. The protest should identify the items that the u 

believes are not properly classified as deficiencies and 

reasons for its conclusion. The Executive Director's 

determination is final. Time consuming and/or inco 

deficiencies may ~ corrected according to a sche 

by the ORA Project Manager and the applicant. ~ 

the 

The NOI may contain material such as previo~ litiqated 

issuos on which the Commission has taken ~pos:ti~n. This 

material must be clearly identified an contain a complete 

justification for any policy change. Showings on such material 

will ~ presented at the end of th hearing schedule,. unless 

otherwis~ scheduled by the ALJ w' h the advice and consent of the 

assigned Commissioner. 

p~ -60 (Accepted NOI is fil~d) 

An original and l2 copies ~ an NOI is accepted by the Executive 

Director and then filed ~ the Docket Office. Within five daya 

after the NOI has been ccepted., applicant shall serve a copy-of 

/ 

in its last general rate case, and. file 

Thereafter, all filed. material shall 

to interested parties on written . 

request. :t ' s workpapers shall be made available on 

request. 

The applicat' n may be filed. no sooner than-than· 60' ,daysafter, . 

The date the'apPlic~tion'is'fi~e~will 

- B 9 -
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Dav 40 

," 

5. Applicant, statf, and interested parties shall ~~' two 
copies of all eXhibits, prepared testimony, a~other 
evidence filed after Day 0 to the ALJ. One~opy shall 
be served on the Reportinq Branch and on e~ch party. 
Prepared testimony should not be filed i~the Docket 
Office after Cay 0: only briefs, corunentS on the AI:! 
proposed decision, and other Pleadinq~are t~ be tiled. 

6. A copy of the decision in applicant~ last general rate 
ease shall be furnished by applica~ upon written 
request. 

A prehearinq conference is held: 

pay 77 

1. To take appearances. 

2. To raise and resolve an procedural matters. 

3. To schedule hearings and specify areas of participation 
if known, and specify /dates for testimony if necessary 
to expedite the hear,.'> procedure. . 

f 
Except tor rate desiqn, staff/Shall s~mit all exhibits, prepared 

testimony, and evidence inclJdinq marqinal cost and revenue 
I' 

allocation, and shall serve/copies on all parties. No bulk or 

major updatinq ~endments o~ recorded data to amend the exhibits, 

prepare~ testimony, or oth~r staff evidence shall be allowed 
l thereafter, except as prorided on page :e 25 and Day 280. Staff 

workpapers shall be avai1able within five "days ·of this date 
f 

I (see paqe B 24). 

~y 91-177 I 
. . 1"1 1 . " i PUbl~c COMment hear~ngs w~ 1 be he d dur~ng th~s perod. T.ney 

" t 
may be held concurrent,!:I.y with evidentiary hearingsi:! necessary 

" J ". ' , to complete the hearrQS "ccord~nQ. to tills. plan. .. . 

I 

l - B lO -
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determine Oay 0 under the rate cas'c plan • 

The utility shall provide to the commission's Public Advisor a 

proposed notice to customers in a format ~imilar to that shown on 

pag-e B 27. 

pay Q 

2. 

3 • 

.. ..... d d Ii The appl~cat~on shall ~e t~led an serve conform ty 
with the Rules of Practice and Procedure. The utility 
shall provide notification to customers, ithin 4S or 7S 
days as required by Rule 24. 

The application shall include final e ibits except 
electric rate design, prepared testim9hy, and other 
evidence, and shall be served on alljParties to the last 
general rate case. The application/final exhibits, and 
all other evidence that is filed shall incorporate the 
changes, additions, and deleti~OS 'equired for acceptance 
of the tendered NOI. No bulk or ajor updating 
amendments or recorded data to end the final exhibits, 
prepared testtmony, or other ev dence shall be allowed, 
except as provided on page a 2 on Oay 280, and on page 
B 2l, item 3. ~ 
Applicant shall file a comp ison exhibit showing 
changes that have occurred etween the draft exhibits 
submitted with the NOI an the final exhibits submitted 
with the application. ~ the changes or revisions 
shown shall have been a~eed to by the ORA Project 
Mana~er in an informal on!erence before filing the 
appl~eation. Should e applicant and the ORA Project 
Mana~er disagree on w at revisions are acceptable, the 
appl~cant may file a formal motion with the Docket Office 
for acceptance of i s NOI changes. All changes in 
figures between th tendered NO! and the application 
shall be supporte by workpapers which show the new 
figures and a re nciliation with the workpapers 
previously tiind ed. 

4. Applicant shal deliver ten complete sets of the 
application d final exhibits plus five complete sets 
of the workp rs supporting the application and final 
exhibits to e ORA Proj ect Manager. ~he workpapers 
shall inco rate all changes and additions that were 
necessary 0 gain acceptance of the tendered NOI. 

s. Appliean , staff, and interested parties shall send two" 
copies all exhibits, prepared testimony, and other 
evidene filed after Day 0 to the 'AJ.J. .. One copy. shall­
be s ed on the Reporting Branch and on.each party .. 
Pre ed testimony should not be tiled .. in the Docket 
Offi after Day 0; only briets, comments· on the KrJ· -

- B 10 -
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pay 98 

Evidentiary hearin~s begin. 

1. Hearings shall ordinarily be held ot less. than 15 days 
a month. / 

2. Where an aqreement between app~cant and staff is 
disputed by other parti~s, th~~ parties shall have 
the right to cross-exam~ne appl~cant and staff in 
that order. The examinatiorVwill be closely 

pay 122 eontrOlled,to prevent a~nduethCaOnnssumta::i~nndOf t~l'~e. 
Except for rate des~qn, partles~ther __ ~ app ~cant 

shall submit their e~ibits, p~pared testimony, and evidence 

including marginal cost and r~enue allocation, and shall serve 

copies on all parties. Thesi documents shall reflect the rulings 

and agreements made at th~ Jrehearing conference. No bulk or 

major updatinq amendments Jr recorded data to amend the exhibits, 

prc~ared testimony, or o~r evidence shall be allowed thereafter, 

either by prepared testim~ny, oral testimony, or exhibits, except 

as provided on Pay 280 aid on paqe B 25. Also, all workpapers, 

shall be available on thrS date (See paqe a Z4). 

pay 177 I 
Evidentiary hearings on! initial showing completed. 

I 
pay laQ I 

1. All rebuttal ~vidence except rate design shall have been 
distributed by Day 180. Rebuttal evidence shall refute 
the evidencc·of'other parties" and shall~not'reassert'or' 
reargue a party's direct evidence. No bulk or major 
updating amenaments or recorded. data shall be allowed in 
rebuttal evid~nce. Additional witnesses, cumulative 
testimony, unprod,ueti ve cross-examination shall.be 
~nimizeQ. . 

2. Rebuttal evi nce shall clearly reterenee· byntllnber .. : the" 
exhibit or t anscript page of' the d:ireet}e.yidenee,:o·'! the 
Pc:l.rty reblltt d. :" ., .. 

- B II -
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pay 2 

The ALJ in concurrence wi~h the assigned Commissioner shall set 

the day, ~ime, and place for the prehearinq conference and shall 

inform applicant and all parties to the last qeneral rate ease. 

Also at this time, the ALJ shall se~ the Qay, time anQ place for 

public comment hearings. At the appropriate time, the utility 

shall qive notice of the Public Commen'!: Heari:nqs, pursuant to 
l 

Rule 52, using the format shown on page B 27. 

Qay 40 / 
A prehcaring conference is held: 

1. To take appearances. / 

2. To raise and. resolve any p?ocedural- matters. 

3. To. schedule hearings and~pecify areas o.f participation 
if known, and specify d es for testimo.ny if necessary 
to expedite the hearinq procedure. 

• 12q.y 77 

• 

Except for electric rate design, shall submit all exhibits, 

prepared testimony, and evidence including marginal cost and 
I 

revenue allocation, and shall serve copies on all parties. No 

bulk or m,,-jo.r upd."-ting amendsne~ts or recorded data to. amend the 
I 

exhibits, prepared testimony I or other staff evidence shall be 

allowed thereafter, except as provided on page B 26 and Oay ZSO. 

Staff workpapers shall be aJailable within five days of this date 

(see page B 25). 

pay 90 

Applicant shall file a complete electric rate desiqu exhibits and. 

testimony. No bulk or rrtajbr updating amendments or recorded d.ata 

to amend the exhil>its orjprepo.::ec. tostimony shall be,al.l~ , 

- B 11 -
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proposed decision, and other pleadings are t~ De filed. . . 

pay 2 

6. A copy of the decision in applicant's lastqeneral 
case shall be furnished by applicant upon written 
request. 

The ALJ in concurrence with the assigned Commissioner O'¥~ •• 

the day, time, and place for the prehearinq ~~"~~~~. 

intor= applicant and all parties to the last n~~~~~·~T 

set 

shall 

Also at thi's time, the 'AL:t shall 

public comment hearings. At the appropriate 

shall give notice of the ~lic Comment n~'~~.~,,~ 

and place tor 

, the utility 

, pursuant t~ 

Rule 52, using the format shown on page 

b!ay 4.Q 

A prehearing conference is held: 

p~y 77 

1. To take appearances • 

2. To raise and resolve procedural matters. 

3. and specify areas. of ~articipation' 
dates for testimony 1f necessary 

procedure. 

Except tor electric staff shall s~mit all exhibits, 

prepared testimony, jPd evidence including marginal cost and 

revenue allocationl'and shall serve copies on all parties. No 

bulk or major upd~ing amendments or recorded· data to amend the 

exhibits, prep~ testimony, or other staff evidence shall :be 
/ ' 

allowed therealter, except as provided on pac;e S'2&and Day 280 .. , 
/ ' 

Staff workI>?ers shall be availaJ:>le within five days "()~:Hthis ctate .' 

(see page r/2S).' ',.. ....... '> " 

-Bll-
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3. When a witness has not testified on direct examination 
betore Day 170, the AlJ may set a later date tor 
distributinq rebuttal evidence as to ~a/t.Witness. 

pay 19Q 

Rebuttal hearings ~egin to review the showing p~vided concerning 

the data described in Oay 180. No more than ,(ve days of 

hearinqs shall be set for this review. 

Dav 190* 

Applicant may submit updated rate desi exhibits (see page B- 25) • 

DDv 194 

Hearings are to be completed no la r than this date, except tor 

rate design hearings and hearings cheduled for Oay 294. If oral 

argument before the commission e is to be held, the ALJ 

shall announoe the date and time. 

t ~y :~ . . th M! t'l't oIi 1 't' ... _"" An e 1b1t oompar1ng e O~ Anw U 1 1 Y • na pos~ ~ons/nw,~ers 

• 

shall be jointly prepared by ORA and the utility then l'I\ailed 

by this date. 

Day 2~4 

openinq briefs shall be filed 28 days after the mailinq of the 

comparison exhibit. The r. maY,outli·ne speoific issues to· be 

briefed. Briefing of· acld:ttional ,issues iz optional·. .. 

pay 248 

Reply Briefs Eay be 14 days atter Openin;-Brl.ets .. 

- So :"2 -
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thereafter, except as provided on page B 26 and Day 190w • 

• pay 91-177 

• 

, 

Public comment hearings will be held. during this period.. They 

may be held concurrently with evidentiary heal:ings if necessary 

to complete the hearings according to this plan. 

Qay 98 

Evidentiary hearings begin. / 
1. Hearinqs shall ordinarily be held not less than lS days 

a month. L 
2. Where an agreement between ., pplicant and staff is' 

disputed by other parties, Jthose parties shall have 
the right to cross-examinEfapplicant and staff in 
that order. ~he eXami~~on will be closely 
controlled to prevent at undue consumption of time. 

pay 122 / 

Except for electric rate design, p~rties other than staff an~ 

appliCAnt shall S1.Wmit theirfxhibits, prepared testimony, and. 

evidence including mar9'ina~cost and revenue allocation, and shall 

serve co~ics on all ~rtie~. These documents shall reflect the . ~- I 
rulings and agreements made at the prehearinq conference. No bulk 

I 
or major updating amendments or recorded. data to amend the 

exhibit3, prepared test~ony, or other evidence shall be allowed 

thereafter, either by trepared testimony, oral testimony, or 

exhibits, except as ploVided on Day 280 and on page B 25. Also, 

0.11 workpapers available on this date (See page' B 2$). 

'O.,y 177 

Evidentiary hearin s on initial showing completed. 

I 

- B 12 -
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tlav 90 

Applicant shall file a complete electric 

• testilrlony. N~ bulk or maj or upclating amendlnents or recorde 

to amend the exhibits or prepared testilrlony 

thereafter, except as provided on page B 26 

• 

Dav 91-177 

Public comment hearings will be held during th' 

may be hela concurrently with evidentiary he 

to complete the hearings according to this 

They 

if necessary 

Day 98 

Evidentiary bearings begin. 

1. Hearings 
a month. 

e held not less than lS days 

2. Where an agreement be een applicant and staff is 
di~puted by other pa ies, those parties shall have 
the right t~ cross- amine applicant and statt in 
that order. Thee ination will be closely 
controlled to prev nt an undue consumption ~f tfme. 

Qav 142 

Except for design, parties other than staff and 

their exhibits, prepared testimony, and 

evidence including arqinal cost and revenue allocation, and shall 

serve copies on a parties. These documents =hall refleet the 

ents made at the prehearinq conference. No bulk 

amendments or recorded data to amend the 

ared testimony, or other evidence shal.l be .allowed 

thereafter, either by prepared testilnony, oral testilI:ony, ,or" 
',' , 

xcept as provided on Oay 280 and on ~9'e, B- 26.. 'Also", 

shall be available on this. 'da~e'c~e:~~e,-B2$):~ , 
"I" 

- B 12 -
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Day 2~* 

staff rate design exhibits and testimony shall be suJ:)mi tted /" 

and served. No bulk or major updating amondments or recorded 

data to amend the exhibits,' prepared testimony, or oth ~taff 
evidence shall be allowed thereafter. Staff rate d 

workpapers shall be available within five days of (see 

page B 24). 

pay 2aQ 

Applicant, staff, or any interested party ay distribute ,in 

prepared testimony form, and serve on a parties, showings 

containing the most reeant data fQr t Qther than Rate DeSign 

factors deseribed in the 

list on page B 25. ~his 

permitted. 

omr 429* 

ating Filing Re~irements 

updating which will be 

Parties other than staff and a plicant shall' submit their 

exhibits, prepared testimony, and evidence concerning rate 

design, and shall serve copi s on all parties. These documents 

shall reflect the rulingSfd agreements made at the prehearing 

conference. No ,bulk-. or. ·lfla· or upd,a ting .. amenc1lnents .. ox:.. z~oJ:c:led.. . . ..' 

data to amend the exhibit, prepared testimon~,_or, othe~evidence 

shall be allowed thereafJer, either by prepared-testimony,' oral 

testimony, or exl>il:>its.! All workpapers shall be ava11ai,i~"on 
this date (see pa~e S 2/) .. 

( 

, " ,"., 

\ 
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pay 180 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Oay 190 

All rebuttal evidence except electric rate design shall 
have been distributed by Day 180. Rebuttal evidence 
shall refute the evid.ence of other parties and shall not 
reassert or reargue a parey's direct evidence. Nobulk 
or major updating amendments or recorded data shall be 
allowed in rebuttal evidence. Additional witnesses, 
cumulative testimony, and unproductive cross-examination 
shall be minimized. 

1/ 
Rebuttal evidence shall clearly ref;rrence by number th~ 
exhibit or transcript page of the a rect evidence of the 
party rebutted. . 

I 
When a witness has not testified Ion direct examination 
before Day 170, the ALJ may set a later date for 
distributing rebuttal evidence &s to that witness. 

Rebuttal hearings begin to review the showing provided concerning 

the data described in Day 180. No more than five days of 

hearings shall be set for this reviiw. 

Day 129" . / 
Applicant may submit updated electric rate design exhibits (see 

page B 25). 

Pay 194 

Hearings are to be completed;n0 later than this date, except for 

electric rate d.esign hearin~ and hearings. scheduled for Day 294. 

If oral argument before thj/COmmis.1on en bane i. to be held, the 

'ALJ shall announce the date and time. 

Note: 
For SeE, the sfedUle days 
increased by 3 days. 

tM.rked with· an 

- B 13 -
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Day 171 

Evidentiary hearings on initial showing completed. 

pay 180. 

1. All rebuttal evidence except electric rate design s 
have been distributed by Oay 180. Rebuttal eviden e 
shall refute the evidence ot other parties and s 11 not 
reassert or reargue a party's direct evidence. 0 bulk 
or major updating amendments or recorded data all be 
allowed in rebuttal evidence. Additional wit esses, 
cumulative testimony, and unproductive eros examination 
shall be minimized. 

2. Rebuttal evidence shall clearly referenc by number the 
exhibi t or transcript page ot the direc evidence of the 
party rebutted. 

3. When a witness has not testified on irect examination 
before Oay 170, the ALJ may set alter date for 
distributing rebuttal evidence as o-that witness. 

D,SlY 199 

Rebuttal hearings begin to review the 

the data described in Day 180. 

hearings shall be set for this 

Day 190* 

Applicant may submit updated 

page B 26). 

Day 124 

owing provided concerning 

than five days ot 

rate Clesign exhibits (see 

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

electric rate c:lesign earings and hearings s~hedulec:l for Day 294. 

If oral argument be~re the Commission en bane is to be held,. the 

AL3 shall announc the date and time. 

Note: >", ," " 

For S~, the schedule days markecl with an ".,,'will' be Ul<::rlsed by ~o days. . . ... ... . 

- B 13 -
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Day 294 ~ 

Abbreviated hearings begin to review the showing proviaed~ , 

concerning the data descrioed in Day 280. No· more thanAfive days 

o~ hea~ings sh~ll be set ror this review. 

pay 298 

Last day of evidentiary hearing except for 

Pay 311* 

Rate Design hearings begin. 

pay 322* 

Rate design hearings end. 

Oay-...322* 

Rate design rebuttal exhibits hall be distributed by this day. 

See Day lSO, Items 1 and 2 f requirements ot rebuttal 

evidence. 

pay 3.3.9* 

Rate deSign rebuttal hea ings begin to review the showing 

provided concerning the data described in Day 329*. No more than 

five days of hearings hall be set for. this... review ~ 

12AY 343* 

Rate design rebuttal hearings are to be·completedno later than 

this d~te. 

Day 344 

A!.:J propesed deci ion, except fer rate design issues,· but '. 

including margina~ cest and revenue alloc~tion':~ssu~s to:be tiled. 

and. served on all ~arties.. ' , 

- a l.~ -
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pay 206 

An exhibit comparing the ORA and utility final POSitions/number/'" 

shall be jointly prepared by ORA and the utility then mailed 

by this d.ate. 

Day 234 

Opening briefs shall be filed. 28 days after the rna 

comparison exhibit. The ALJ may outline specifi 

briefed. Briefing of additional issues is op onal. 

pay 248 

Reply Briefs may be filed 14 days after 

pay 250'" 

to be 

Staff electric testimony shall be 

submitted and served. No bulk 0 major updating amendments or 

recorded data to amend the exh' its, prepared testimony, or other 

staff evidence shall be allo 

design workpapers 

(see page B 25). 

Pay 2SQ 

thereafter. Staff electric rate 

five days of this date 

Applicant, staff, or ny interested party may distribute in 

prepared testimony orm, and serve on all parties, showings 

containing the mo~ recent data for the other than el~ctric rate 

desiqn factors dlseribed .in the Standard: Updating Fi.linq 
/ . / Requirements l' t on ~9'e B 25. this is the only updating which V 

Note: 
For SeE, the schedule days marked with. all ~ .... ~' W11l:be' .•.. • J eased by 30 days. 

- B 14 -
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Dav 361* / 

Rate Oesign openinq Br:~!s shall be filed 18 days af~er the 

compl~tion of 'the rate ~esi~ rebuttal hearings.~ ALJ may 

outline specific rate c';:sign issues to be brie d. Briefing of 

ao.ditional rate desiqr. :~ssues is optional. 

Day 364 

Initial Comments on AI: proposed decisi n to ~e filed and served 

on all parties. 

pay 371 

Reply comments on ALJ ~=oposed de ision to be filed and served on 

all parties. 

Day 375* 

Rate design reply ~rie~~ may days after rate design 

• opening ~riefs. 

• 

Day 384 

A Final Commission dec::'::.;ion is expected l:Iy this date (except for 

rate desi~ issues). )~/ revenue increase/decrease will become 

effective by January 1 

pay 459* 

ALJ proposed. 

parties. 

pay 479* 

the test year. 

filed .and served on all 

Initial Comments on ¥ ... proposed rate designdecisi,Onto- be filed 

and served on all part:' as •. 

I , ': .. ;" 

I 

\ 
I 

l 
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pay 290* 

Parties o~her than staff and applicant shall submit their 

exhibits, prepared testimony, and evidenee eoncerning electric 

rate design, and shall serve eopies on all parties. These 

doeuments shall reflect the rulings and agreements made at 

prehearing conference. No bulk or major updating amendme ts or 

recorded data to amend the exhibits, prepared testimon , 

evidence shall be allowed thereaf~er, either by prep 

testimony, oral te~~imony, or exhibits. 

available on this date (see page B 25). 

~ay 294 

Abbreviated hearings begin to review the s 

concerninq the data described 

of hearinqs shall be set for this revi 

shall be 

No more than five days 

• Day 298 

Last day of eviden~iary hearing e for electrie rate d.esign. 

pay 311-

Electric 

Olav 322* 

Electric 

pay 329-

Electric 

this d.l!J.y. 

evidence. 

Note: 

exhibits shall be distributed by 

1 and 2 for requirements of rebuttal 

, the sched.ule days marked with . ~n""'-:~ will be; 
d by 30 days." ' , ,'. 

- B lS -
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Dav 486* 

I Reply comments on A!.J proposed rate design decision to be tile~/ 
and served on all parties. 

pay 502* 

A Final commission decision on rate ~esign is 

date. 

, 

Note: 
days, marked' wi than "*''';will,· be 

• 
- B 16 -
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P,,-y 339'" 

Electric rate design rebuttal hearings begin to review the showing 

provided concerning the data described. in Cay 329'*. No more 

five days of hearinqs shall be set for this review. 

Ray 343'* 

Electric rate design rebuttal hearings are to be COln~J~~;eQ 

la~er ~han ~his date. 

Rn 344 

ALJ proposed decision, except for electric 

including marginal cost and revenue alln~'~T~ 

desiqn iss~es, but .,/ 

issues to be filed. 

and served on all parties. 

pay 361'* 

Electric rate d.esiqn opening brief shall be filed 18 days after ~ 

the completion of the electric desiqn rebuttal hearings. The 

iqn issues to b& briefed.. ALJ may outline specific 

Briefing of additional 

Ray 364 

Initial Comments 

on all parties. 

Ray 37.1 

rate design issues is optional. 

ttr<:)tx:>sea. decision to be filed and served. 

Reply comments 

all parties. 

proposed decision to be filed and. served on 

Note: 
the schedule dAys marked.' with an:. ....... wi!l be 

e:ce~aSEK1 by 30 d4ys. 

- B 15 -



I 

I 

• 

R.S7-11-0l2 ALJ/FSF/t.rc 

m.rnrC RATE PESryN' WINDOWS 

DAY 0 

Any party to the last general rate case may propose 

the adopted rate designs trom July 20th to 25th, 

25th or December 20th to 25th4 prior to an 

proposals ~ust be complete an~ inelu~e: 

1. The proposed revisions 

2. FUll justitication tor the 

:3 • An explanation why the 
be considered prior to 
rate case 

4. A reconciliation with the 1 test adopted 
revenue requirement and cl 55 allocations 

All 

An original and 12 copies shall filed with the ~ocket office 

and copies served on all partie Workpapers 

shall be delivered.by Day 0 to e DRA and utility project 

managers and any other party equesting them (see pages B 20 

through B 24) • 

Day 30 

Any party t on the proposals within 30 days. 

The comments shall be 'l:tm:' ed 't'o responding to the tilinqs a'nd" 

shall not raise new propo ls.· Such cononents shall be s\lbmi tted 

and served. on all parti 

4 July t.or PP&L and SPPC • 
November tor PG&Z and SDG&E~ 
Oecember tor SCE. 

- B 17 -
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pay 37.5* 

Electr1c rate design reply briefs may be filed 14 days after ra~& 

design openinq briefs. 

pay 384 

A F1nal Commission decision is expected by this dAte 

electric rate des1gn 1ssues). Any revenue increase/ 

become effective by January 1 of the test year. 

04Y 459'" 

ALJ proposed electric rate design decision 0 be filed and served ~ 
on all parties. 

pay 479" 

Initial Comments on ALJ proposed e rate design decision t~ ,/ 

be filed 

ay 486" 

Reply comments rate ~esiqn decision to be ~ 
filed and served on all 

Day ~2'" 

A Final Commission ecision on electric rate design is expected by v' 
this date. 

Note: 
For SeE, the schedule days marked.· with a.n ..... " .will··· be ..• 
increased by 30' days. .' ,'. 

- B 17 -
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pay 44 

Reply comments may' De submitted and served on all parties within 

14 days. 

pay 58 

~he ALJ who heard the rate d""ig'n proposals in the qenL 

as the COl'Mlission may assiqn) Sh:ti rule by case (or other ALJ 

Day 58 on the necessity to re-open the 

any or all rate o.esiqn proposals. 

Day 72 

Hearings begin on re-openeo. rate 

five o.ays will be allowed. 

Day 16 

Last o.ay ot hearings • 

pay 83 

coneurrent briefs :may be Sub

7
mit.teo.. 

pay 107 

io.eration of 

No, more than 

ALJ Draft decision tiled and serveo. on all parties • 
.I 

Day 12Z ! "'f . 
Initial comments on. ALJ Draft .filed and .. s.erveo._ .~ ~ ..... . 

pay 132 
/ 
i :1:4:omments 

on ~LJ)ratt tiled and served.... . .... ' . 

Final decision expect d by this o.ate with. rate~, ,to>become~-.. . ... , .. I' .... . ~ ... '., .. :".'" " . .' .... , ' ... 
effective twelve months. after' the effective o.a.teof.,the' .. last'rate 

~ desiqn revisions. 

- B :'S -
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ELECTRIC RaTE DESIGN WXNOOWS 

Pay 0 

Any party to the last general rate ease may propose revisions to 

the adopted rate designs from July 20th. to 2Sth6 , November 20th ,/ 

to 25th7 or December 20th to 25th8 prior to an attrition year. ~ 
All proposals must be eomplete and inelude:, 

;' 
f 

1. The proposed revisions / 

2. Full justifieation for the revisions 

3. An explanation why the reVisi~ should 
be eonsidered prior to the next general 
rate ease ~ 

4. A reeonciliation with the ~atest ado~ed· 
revenue requirement and e~ass al1o~~tions 

An original and 12 copies shall b~ filed with the docket office 
I 

and copies served on all partiea to the rate ease. Workpapers 

shall be .~live""d by Cay 0 tithe CRA and utiUty p~oject 
managers and. any other party equestinq them (see pages B: 2'1 

through B 25). 

D~y 30 

My party served may eomment on the proposals within 30 days. 

The comments shall be l~ited to responding to the filings and 

shall not raise new prdposals. Sueh eommen'ts shall be submitted 
I 

and served on all parties. 

6 P&L and SPPC will be in JUly. 
7 PG&E and SDG&E will be in November. 
8 SeE will be in December. 

- B 18 -
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Pay 44 

Reply comments may be submitted and served on all parties wi thin 

14 days. 

Dav..5S 

The ALJ who heard the rate design proposals in the gene al rate 

case (or other ALJ as the Commission may assiqn) sha 

Oay 58 on the necessity to re-open the 

any or all rate design proposals. 

Pay 72 

Hearinge Oegin on re-opened rate design 

five days will be allowed. 

Pay 76 

Last day of hearings • 

pay 83-

Concurrent briefs 

P9y 1Q7 

No more than 

ALJ Draft decision filed d served on all parties. 

:Cay 127 

Initial comments on filed and served. 

DAY U2 / 

Reply comments O~ALJ Draft filed and served. 

Ray 142 

n expected by this date with rates to 'become 

after· the effeetiveClateofthe last rate 
.. '/ 

- B 19 -



R.S7-11-012 

• 

ALr/FSF/frc 

~IST OF bPPLICABLE ENERGY UTILITIES 

1. Pacific Gas and Electric company 
2. san Diego Gas & Electric Company 
3. SOuthern california Edison Company 
4. Southern california Gas Company 

~he smaller enerqy utilities 
shall also file general rate 
every three years be~inninq 
year noted after the~r nam . 

l'sted below 
pplieations 

ith the test 

1. Southwest Gas comp~TY 1989) 
2. Sierra Pacific ~~r Company (~"l 1990) 
3. Pacific Power :;r Liqht company (TY 1991) 

Smaller enerqy ut~ity rate applications are 
processed on an e~dited basis generally being 
completed Withi~a year from the tendering of 
the NOI aSS1J1Aj adequate COlDll\ission staninq • 

. " 

- B 19 -
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

STANDARP REQqIREMENT LIST 
OF POCUMENTATION SUPPORTING AN NOI 

Brief statement of amount, reason for, and 
the increase. 

When Cost of capital issues are consolidat into a generic 
case for all utilities and are not part 0 the general rate 
case the utility shall use the most rec tly authorized rate 
of return in its caleulations the NOI. For the 
application the utility may include e ibits and testimony 
requesting a different cost of capit • However, the 
application must use the currently uthorized cost of capital 
as a base case. This testimony m be updated and 
re-sUbmitted at the appropriate ling time for the generic 
cost of capital case. 

Revenues at present rates in t e Results of Operations report 
shall include a base case der'ved directly from authorized 
tariffs in effect on or afte May 1 prier to tendering the 
NOI and on or after October prior to filing the 
application. The utility ~ all update the results of 
operations exhibit by Jan ry lS to' incorporate any and all 
tariff ehanges whieh beeo 0 effective on January 1 following 
the filing of the apPlit.ion • 

Draft exhibits and prep red tcs~imony (similar to thos0 
presented in final appUication form) shall conform to the 
requirelUents of Rule 23, except that the provisions of Rules 
4 through Sand 1& ar not appl.icable. ' 

5. Complete explanation ef exhibits and special studies 
furnished. 

6. Workpapers (S sets) showing caleulations and documentation to 
support the utilit 's draft exhibits and special studies. In 
order to meet the OI criteria, workpapers "must·: .. 

A. 

B .. 

Be arranged i ·an orderly sec;p.:Lence cand. be, .dated and 
initialed bIhe preparer. Where appropriate, each 
expense i tem- shottld be. .broken:. down' into :labor;' :-non-labor, 
and other. 

Show the de ivation of each individual estimate. 

1. List ajl of· the assumptions necessary· for the 
derivation of each individual estimate and explain 
the rarionale why the assumptions were used..:·· 

2. Show Jow each assumption was, used in. each estimate. 

3. Where I judgment i" involved in setti"q an e;~;:"';~ . 
level \ explain why that pa..-eieular level: was .. adopted • 

\ 
! 
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estilnz>.ted data and // 

7. 

4. Furnish base year historical and 
subsequent years with evaluation 
including the test year. 

of changes up t~ and 

S. If there was no precise basis for certain 
and the derivation was purely subjective, 
workpapers should so state. 

6. State management's review criteria includ;ng the 
factors considered by the utility'S mana ment in 
approving various exp~nditures levels. 

7. supporting material must have a clear 
data from the stated expenditure. 

C. Be appropriately indexed and legible. 

o. Computer printouts must be a.ccompani by a detailed 
description of the program. 'the ree rdeel data used 
should be identified, the various a sumptions of 
variables used should be clearly sated, and any adopted 
Commission rules governing comput models adhered to. 

E. Show the development of all adjU~ments, including those 
associated with affiliates. If~~ adjustment is based on 
a Commission ruling, referenc:jthe Decision and provide a 
copy of the relevant portion Jr the ruling. 

F. Include at least five years Of recorded data for each 
?ERC account used in the dev~lopment of the test year 
revenues and revenue requirement. Where sUbaccounts 
and/or other than nRC accoilnts are used to develop 
test year values, inc~ude ~ least five years of 
recorded data support.l.ng those values also. All data 
for expenses shall be stat"ed in recorded dollars and 
dollars inflation adjuste~ to a constant base year. 
'the format shall be mutudlly agreed to- by the utility and 
DRA proj ect managers.. L 

In addition to the requirem nts of 4 above, the following 
draft exhibits shalJ. be __ sul:kittect:. 

A. All studies required Jo ~e s~m.i tted in the rate case l:ly 
the Commission-in- priQr- rate decisions-and-'suJ)sequent 
policy statem.ents or dec±sions~ 

B. Recorded elata,- in reJults of 'operations format, shall be 
provided for at leas the latest recorded year available 
at the time of tend ing the NOI. 

C .. 

If the NOI contains material previously litigated but-not 
allowed by the Comm' ssion it shall be 'clearly' . . , 
identified. . 

showing. .. . . ,.. . .. 

When estilllates are .made by account orsubaccount,.,'those' 
estimated amountS-(hall be included in the dire. ct.· -: . , , 

." , 

\ 
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D. 

E. 

When controlling affiliates provide guidelines or /'/ 
directions to the company's presentation, these shalllbe 
set forth in the direct showing or available in the 
workpapers. 

FOR ELECTRIC UTILITIES: 

1. Cost allocation studies by classes ot s 

2. Marginal cost data in sufficient deta to allow the 
development of rates for each custom r class. If the 
method used by the utility to calc ate marginal cost 
differs from the method specified y staft, both 
should be presented. 

3. Demand Side Management cost eff ctiveness as 
identified in the Standard Pra tice Manual for 
Economic Evaluation of Demand Side Management 
Programs and consistent with the DSM reportinq 
re~irements manual. ~his all include a full 
description, funding requi ments, load impacts, and 
eost effectiveness of eac program. 

4. The Utility's current Rc ource Plan. 

s. 

6. 

The NOI may be tendered without a tinal rate design 
proposal. However, th tendered NOI shall include 
the full amount of th requested revenue change, 
marginal costs, propo ed class revenue allocations: 
and a simplified pro sal for implement1n~ the 
revenue Change at the besinning of the test year. 

A complete rate de~qn proposal shall be filed with 
the application on ay o. The proposal shall 
include: . 

a. A full and c~Plete set ot bill frequency 
analyses sha bo provided for each existing 
tariff sehed le. 

b. rate designs: 

i. Prep red by applicant. in: developing the 
NOI. 

ii. ReCN-este.d: _pJ:e..\d..ousJ.y .:.b.y:~t.aU. ~ased:. .on. - .. ' 
CU%j:'ent ~ommission poli~ies regarding rate 
alt,ernatJovesto be consJodered.· . 

I 
I 
J 

\ 
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iii. A computer tape with detailed custo~:bill 

frequency data compatible with ~Qf 
commission's computer ZhOUld~be provicled 
tor the latest available recor ed year. All 
billing determinants for cac tariff 
schedule must be included. ~dequate 
clocumentation should be prQVided to allow 
the staff to use this tap. to- develop 
alternative rate desiqns~ 

F. FOR GAS U~ILI~IES: 

1. Demand Side Management cost ef ectiveness as 
identified in the Standard Pr ctice Manual for 
Economic Evaluation of oemanl Side Management 
Programs and consistent wit¥theDSM reporting 
requirements manual. This phall include a full 
description, funding requ¥=ements, load impacts, and 
cost effectiveness of eacA program. 

At the present time gas~tilities marginal cost and 
rate design are litigatfld in the Annual cost 
Allocation Proceeding !ACAP) per OII 86-06-005. 
Therefore, marginal coSt data, alternative rate 
desiqns, and alternat~ fuel use will not be required 
eXhibits in the gene~l rate case filing unless the 
Commission moves t:b.e/ issues baek int.o the ~eneral 
rate case. Howeverl utilities should sub~t a 
proposed rate desi~ to reflect the revenue 
requirement chAnQjl ~n its application. 

/ 

\ 
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1. complete explanation of'eXhibits and speci 
submitted. If the exhibits contain mater'al 
litigated but not allowed by the Commiss'on, 
clearly identified. 

studies 
previously 
it shall :De 

workpapers showing calculations a~nd d. cumentation to support 
the exhi~it. workpapers must: 

A. Be arranged in an orderly se ence and ~e dated and 
initialed by the preparer. en appropriate,. each 
expense item should ~e l:>rlk • -down into,-non-lal:)or, , 
labor, and other. 

B. Be appropriately indexed d legible. 

C. Computer output must l:>e accompanied. by description of 
the program. ~he inpluaata used should be identified 
and the various asswnp ons of variables used should be 
clearly stated. 

o. Show the derivation 0 each individual estimate. 

1. List all the ass~Ptions necessary tor the 
d.erivation of ! ind.ividual estimate and explain 
the rationale wythe assumptions were used. 

2. Show how each ssumption was used in each estimate. 

:3. Where jUdqmen,J is involved in establishing an 
estimate leve~, explain why that particular level was 
recommended. : 

4. FUrnish or pJovide reference to base year historical 
and estimate~ data and subsequent years with 
evaluation ot changes up ,.to, and . .including ~the .,test 
year. '" -'1 

s. If there' wa no prec:i=se. '.basi;s', for :eertrin-':"esti'lUates' 
and the derli. vat ion. was .purely -subjective,. : the· . 
workpapers tshould .so state. _ _ _ 

6. supportinq material must have a clear tieback to 
~ase d.ata rom the stated. expend.iture. 

3. A complete set o~ w rkpapers shall be delivered to the ORA. 
and utility Proje Managers and any other party 'requesting' 
them, on the appro iate day noted in the Rate:, case> Plan.. -

, ,'~ " .. 
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$XbNPbBP UPPATE EXHIBIT 
FILING~EQUIREMEijXS LI~ 

1. Other than rate ctesign: 

Any update testimony or exhibits filed ~ 
or interested party shall ~e limited to: 

statf, 

A. Known chan~es in cost of labor bas~ on contract 
negotiations cQmpleted since the tkn~er o! the NO! or 
known changes that result from updated data using the 
same ind.exes used in the original! presentation during 
hearings. 

B. Changes in non-labor escalatio 
same indexes the party used i . 
presentation during hearings. 

on the 

c. Known changes due to governmQntal action such as 
changes in tax rates, postagp rates, or assessed 
valuation. I 

The update exhibit may inclUde/decreases as well as increases 
in the above categories. All ;!:estimony and exhibits tor 
updating shall ~e in tully pr~ared torm and served on all 
appearances on Day 280 as indxcated in the rate case plan • 

/ Rate Design: 

The applicant may update its/rate design testimony or 
exhibit. Any testimony and Fxhibits tor updating shall be in 
tully prepared torm and serv,ed on all appearances on Oay 190w 
as indica~ed in the rate ca$e plan. 

At least 30 d~ys prior to a~y rate design update the 
~~~~~rn~~i.~~t vith ~~~ to ~iseuss and explain its 

f 

I 
I ; , 
\ 
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(SAMPLE) 
H.2XJ:~:&; 

'rhe California public utilities commission 
public comment hearings as listed below on the 

(utility) to increase its rates by $- ~ __ ~~~ __ ~~ __ _ 
per year. If the entire amount is approved 
the impact on customers will be as tollows: 

(Brief description of which rates the utility 
proposes to raise or lower and the $ and % 
amount. The effect on the average ezidential 
customer's monthly bill shall be s wn. The 
effect on rates ot all customer cl sses shall 
be shown. A statement of the rea ons for the 
rate increase _shall also be incl Qed.) 

The hearing dates listed below ive you an opportunity 
to express your views to the Commission. You may submit written 
comments or make a brief oral statement t the hearing. 

DATES AND LOCATIONS OF PUBtI COMMENT HEARINGS 
IN APPLICATION (No,) B FORE THE 
CALIFORNIA POSLle UTILITIES OMMISSION • 

(List dates, locations, an 
designated public 

times of specifically 
omment hearings.) 

'rhe commission welcomes y ur comments. If you cannot 
attend these hearings, you may subm t written comments to the 
Co~~ission at one of the addresses isted below. Simply state 
that you are wri~i~g about Applica ion (No,) of 

A copy of (utility's) application may be 
inspected in its local-business 0 fice or. at .. its headquarters., . 

Notes: 

1. The above notice is only a sample format. A utility may 
suggest other formats ~at would better communicate the 
required info~tion. . r 
All notices must be Subf·tted to the Commission's Public 
Advisor's Office for re iewat least five-working days 
prior to the printers d dline., ," - , 

- -

(END OF APP~":~ S) 

\ 
\ 
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ANNUAL COST OF CAPITAL OCEEDING 
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~N FOR ANNUAL COST OF CAPITAL (A~C) 
PROCEEpING FOR ENEE~Y UTILITIES 

"I"~" 

Day Schedule 

o ApPlicat~on rile~ DY utilities ~or 
each year. See page C 3 t.or st of 
utilities to which this plan pplies and 

7 

42 

84 

98 

108 

112 

122 

129 

152 

190 

filinq requirements. 

ALJ, stat.! counsel and 

Prehearinq Conference 

issioner assigned 

Staff submits cost" of capital'exhibits. 
Utility may file upd ted testimony. 

Interested parties 
exhibits 

Hearings begin 

eO. no later than this clay 

Late-t.iled e ::Lbit reflecting .issuance of new 
debt and/or p eferred stock. Concurrent 
briefs filed and served on all parties 

Reply brief . filed and served on all parties. 

AtJ propo a decision filed and served on all 
parties I 
Final deciSion expected. by this date •. 
Decision to become eft.ective on January 1 of 
each year! .. 

I 
I 

• Updated test.imOny,tnd' l.ate-t.iled' exhibit,. shall- be 1,ilU'ited,:, '­
to changes in COSi of capital reflecting issua ..... l.ce of new . 
d.ebt or preferred. stock'since the' application was ~i1eo:, 
and revisions to reviously submitted cost of capital 
mOQels reflectin~.more recent financial and· economie data. 
No further, updatJ.~~ will be, perm.itted',without:.specific ;.,. " __ 
ruling from the arsigned ALJ.. . " .. : ' ,.'. .... ... \ . 

- C 2 -
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1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
2. San Diego Gas & Electric Company 
3. Southern california Edison Company 
4. Southern California Gas Company 
5-. Southwest Gas Company 
6. Sierra Pacific Power Company 
7. Pacific Power and Light Compan 
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S'tANPbRP ~EQUlREMENT LIST 
OF DO~TA'tIQN SUPPORTING AN 
~AL COST'Or CAPITAL ApPLICATION 

1. Brief. statement of. amount, reason f.or, and 
the increase/decrease. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Exhibits and prepared testiInony in final,.application form 
shall conform to the requirements of R~~ 23, except that the 
provisions of Rule 8 are not apPlieabli' 

Complete explanation of exhibits anzeCial studies 
f.urnished. 

workpapers (2 sets) showin~ caleula ions of. documentation to 
support the utility's appl:l.cation sjlall be delivered to the 
ORA Project Manaqer on the same day the application is tiled. 
workpapers must: I 
A. Be arranged in an orderly sequenco and be dated and 

initialed by the preparer_J 

B. Show the derivation of eac individual estimate • 
.f 

1. List all of the ass~p,t:ions necessary tor the 
derivation of. each inaividual estimate and explain 
the rationale of. why;the assumptions were used., 

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

3. Where judgment is i~olve~ in making an estimate, 
explain why that particular estimate was adopted. 

4. If there was no prJcise basis for certain estimates 
and the cierivation!was purely subjective, the 
workpapers should so state. ' 

C. Be appropriately inde~d and legible. 
t 

o. Computer printouts·must :be- -accompanied-.by.;a: 'detalled: , .. ,; .. 
description of. the program.' 'rhe rec:ordec:l"clata-··used. 
should be identi!±e-d",1tho-'-var1-ou-s' '~ssu:mpt'ions'·ot·· .. ··--- -.. ""­
vari~l~s used shoUldlb~ clearly s-eated and anyac:lopted 
Co~ss~on rules qov~nq computer models adhered to. 

1 
(END FAPPENOIX- C)-/-;' 

. '. \ 
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, R.87-11-012 A.LJ/FSF/frc TA.BLE 2 

/ SUMMARY 01' teAC SCHEDULE 

Day Event PC&E SPPCO 5eE Sl)Q.E 

Schedl.lLe Oat. Oat. Oat. 

--------- ................ _________ •••••••••• w ••• ___ --_ ....... .. ------
-60 Record period·~. 31-Dec: 30-JIoIn 31-Jl,Il 

-60 InfOl'llllll meetinga to·diacl.l&a draft 31-0ec 30-JI,II'I, 31-Jul 
~ta ~t begfn. 

-45 InfoM!llL meetfnga end. 15-Jan 1s.:Aug 

-45 Infol'llllll (Maater) dota request to 15"Jan 15~A.UO 
I,ItHftlea due. 

-21 a/ Staff a~ft beglna. 08-I'eb 09-Hay oa-Sep, 

-7 a/ Staff audit completed. 22·lIeb Z5-May 22-Sep· 

0 A.ppL ic:ation filed with worlcpepera_ 30-May 29-Sepo 
10 'frat Prehearfng Conference (PHC). 09-JUI"I' O900et 
14 'ol'llllll ataff dota r~ta to utHity due. 13-JUI"I 13-Oct 

bl bl lEl Uorlclhopa. b/ bl 
28 utfl i ty reapol'laea to fol'lll8 L data 26-5ep 27-Jun 27-Oct 

r~ta dIoIe_ 

60 Staff report maiLed w/ worlcpepers_ 28-Oct 29·JuL 28-NoY 
70 Intervenor'. testfmony due. 07-NOV 08-A.I,IQ 08-Dec 
78 c/ second prehear1ng Conference. 15-NOV 16-A.t.IO 16-0ee 

M H.al"ingr. beGin. ZS-NOV' 26-A.t.IO 26-0ee 
106 Hearinga end. 16-Jul 1:S-0ee 1:S-Sep 13-Jon 

• 120 Briefs due. 3O-Jul 27-oec 27-5ep, 27-Jai"l 

127 dI ltepLy briefs due (OptiOl"l8l). O6-A.t.IO Q3-J." O4-Oet O:S-Feb 

134 AI..I I'\Iling on resource mix ioued. 13-Aug 10-Jan 11·Oct 10':Feb, 

141 Itlt .l(hibita fi led by all p.m ... 2O-A.ug 17-J." 18-Oct 17-'.1> 
146 IER h .. ring& beGin. Z-A.ug 22-Jan 23-Oct ZZ-'.b 
147 IEIt hearinga end. 26-At.IO Z5-Jen 24-Oct 23"eb 
164 Draft ALJ deciaion issued. 12-Sep 09-'.b 10-NoY 12~l'1ar 

184 Commenta on ALJ draft due. 02-Oct 01-Mar :SO-NoY 01-Apr 

189 Iteply to commenta on ALJ draft dlole_ 07-Oct 06-l'1ar 05·0ec O6-Apr 

194-209 Oeciaion signed. 27-Oct 26-Mar Z-Ooc 26-Apr 

Itatea ef1ectiw/For~&t per10d 01-NoY 01-Apt' 01-Jan .' 01-May 
Z93 Trigger fi:~i.ng.:;~ -::-;-::::' '-19-Jan ' ':,'.1 a. • .Jur1. :' ::'!9.-"ar ~~r~I,IL ..- .... 
3Z5 Tr, ggor 01tA. report. 1S-'0I> 1S-Jul 1S-Apt' 18-Aug 

328 Trigger PHC Z5-lIeb, 'Z-J\ll '.z5.-Apr '23-:-At.IO 
m Trigger hearing. begin. 28-1101> 2a.JI,IL ·28-Apr ' '2a.AIoIO 
m Trigger heeringa end. 04-Mar 01'-Aug 02-Mey 01-Sop 

351 Or.ft 1.1..1 Trigger deciaion i. 'S-Mar 15-Aug 16-Hay 15-5ep 

371 Commenta on AI..I Trfgger decf ion clue. ' 07-Apt' .04-Sep 05-JI,II'I OS-Oct 
376 Iteply to cOlll!lenta on AU Tr1 or dec. due. 12-Apr 09-s.ep. 100M 10-oct 
390 Tl"igger decision aionect.-- 26-Apr 23-Sep , 24--JcIt '''~ 

Trigger fflfngratea talce ON4ay O1-oct O'f-Jut ' Ot-NOV 
, , 

---------------------------------------- _ ....... _ ...... _. .... ---_ .. _ .. _--- ._._-_. . ........ 
. , "t. 

el The staff ~ft,for,the forec at' end -ttl. record -per1(1dawH l .. bf, .c0llC1 ned.wh..,.....l"'. poaa.fblo~ 

b/ To be decided by eACO Arbftr tor. 
c/ Addftf~l PHC to, identify i SIoleS. poaitfona of parti .. , areaafor atiplol,lat.ion .. sch4CNt .. , 

of wi tnKMS, etc_ 

• dl PC&E's I'M sed I'eYOI"II,IO requi 1'_'1: dIoIe_ 

Note: ) 
If the above dat .. fat t on Sa1:l,ll'day, SUl"lday,. 

• D 2 .. 
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Day 

Schedule 

-21 
·1 
o 

10 

14 

bl 
2a 

60 
70 
78 

8IJ 
106 
'20 
1Z7' 
134-
141 
146 
141 
164 
184 
189 

194·209 

TAal.! 2 
SUMMARY Of ECAC SCH£OU~£ 

....... -..... -...... ---.-.. --~---.--...... .._._---. 
Ile<:ord period end.. 0/ 3'-Oec 
rn1'ol'1lllll meeting. to dfacua. drl'ft 3'-.1." 
data I'equelt begi n. 

lni'ol'1lllll IIIMdng. end. 
In'fol'1lllll (Maater) data reQUeat to 
utH~tl .. due. 

a/ Staff audIt beglna. 
al Staff audit eompleted. 

Applle.t~on filed with workpapara. 
'frat ~reh .. ring Confer~e (PHC). 
'ol'1lllll naff datil reqve.ts to \ltfLlty due. 

bl I£R Uorkahops. 
UtILity reaponaa to 'formal data 

request. duo. 
Sta'ff report mal led wI worlcpapara. 
Intervenor'. teatlmonydue_ 

al second ~rehellring Conferente_ 
Hearings begin. 
H .. rlng. end. 
8rl..,s due. 
R~lY brief. due (Optfonal). 

AU !'\Jlfno on resource mix f .. u.<I. 
rER exhfbfta ffL.cI by ILL partl ... 
tER hearings bogin_ 
IER hMrfnga end .. 

Draft AU decl .. lon fNUed. 
CQmntnta on AU draft clue. 
RepLy to COtllllOnt. 01'1 AU 
oeeiaion ~Igned. 
~t .. effective/For 

dl Trigger filino. 

Tl'igo-l' hea no. begin. 
Trigg ... h ringa and. 

Tl'igo-,. decision 1nued. 
ta on AU TI'Iggef" ~f.fondw_ 

R y to COIIIIIeI'Ita on AU Trf 000" doc. due_ 

iggel' deci .. ;()I't .. faned. 

"-"-1' 
25-1411' 
a1-Apr 
1'f-ApI" 
1S-ApI" 

bl 
29-Apr 

26-AU; 

12-Sep' 
OZ-OC1: 
01-0C1: 
21-OCt 
01-NOV 
19-.Ian 
18-'tb 

23-'''' 
28·'''· 
04-"-1' 
1a-"11' 
Or-Api" 
12-Apr 
2/;-1tpr 

O'T"'/IIey 

SP~Co set soc&! 
Oate Date Date 

'30-.1l,ii'i0 3,'-1411' 3't-Jul 
3D·Jun 31-1411' :S'-JuL 

oa-Aug 

22-Aug 
29-Aug 
08-s.p 
1Z-s.t> 

25-NOV 
"-Oec. 
21-0.c 
03-.Ian 
10-.Ian 

11-.111'1 
22-.Ian 
Z5--Jen 
Q9-fel> 

Ot-Mal' 

O6-Ma" 
26-Mal' 
01-Apr 
1a-.IU1"1 
1a-Ju!. 
ZS-.1Ul 
28-.11.11. 
01-Aug 
1S-Aug 
~Sep-

09-s-p. 
zs..s. 
O't~ 

29-J\ll 
De-Aug 
1t1-Aug 
26-Aug 

. 1:S-~ 
21·SeJ> 
04·OCt 
"-OCt 
1a-Oct 
ZS-oet 
24-oCt 
10-Nov' 

:SO-NOV 
05-0ec 
2S-oec 
01'-Jan 

19·"1" 
1 a-Api" 
23~ApI" 

za-Apr 
02-MIY 
16-May 
O~·JUI"I 

10-.1111 

2'-""". 
O'hlUt 

13-oct 
bl 

21-0~t 

28-1/0'" 
oa-oec 
16-0ec 
26-0ec 
1:S-Jal'l 
21-Jal"l 
03·~eb 

10-'eb 
17-'ob 
22-'eb 
ZS-Feb 
12-Mal" 
O'-AI=>I' 
06-Apr 
26-Apl" 

01-May 
19~Jul 

'a-Aug 
23-Aug 
2a-Aug 
01·~ 

1S-s.p 
O5--OCt 
10-Oet 

24-Oc': 
OT-Nc/V 

•• __ •• _ •• __ ..... __ ~. ____ ~ __ ... __ • __ •• ___ ... __ ....... . .. --..... ___ ~.... _ • .-e .... 

The .Ui',!, audit for the' i'orecut and the l"tCol'd perioda wHI. ~'COllOined~~1' ~ible. 
I To be decided by CACD'Arbftl'atol'. 

C/ Additional PHC t~ identify {UUft,. poe.itfON01' PIIrti ... '.I"MI for "dpu~tfOn.:lIdI.oul_ 
Of wit,....... .. etc. 

ell Tl'lggeI" 1'Hfnoa baMd (11'1 tM conditiON in O.G~"~ .,... "tOt-,~ 
e/ 00. not Mlect o.y -60. 
Note: 

t1' the abow det .. fall en Saturday, Sunday, or hoUday. tn. next. wol'king day wfll be otIMrWd. 
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TABLE 3 
SUMMARY 0' ACAP SCHEDULE 

Event 

·60 Informat rneeting~ to dfacull drift 
elltl requnt begin. 

·'S tn"ormal meeting. et'Id. 

·4~ In"ormaL CMllter) dati requestl to 
utflfty due. 

·Z1 Steff audit begins. 
-1 Stiff audit cOft'4)le'(ed. 
o ApplfCition .,iled with workpeperl. 

14 'ol"llllll Itaff dati requests to utH ity due. 
19 Prehearfng conference (PHC). 
za UtHity rftlpoMel to formal data 

requestl <Ne. 

60 Staff report lMi led wi worlCpepers. 
70 Intervenors' tfttimony duot. 

7' Hearings begin. 
92 Hearinga end. 

1 06 81'1 efa due. 

PC&E 
Dlte 

17-Jul 

14-No'l 
24·Nov 
Za·NOV 
16-0ec 

30·Dec 

23-'11> 
Oa-Mlr 
1S-Mlr 
Z9-Mar 
O:S·Apt" 
1Z·Apt" 

,4·May 
Z4-Mly 
Za·May 
1S-Jun, 

Z9-Jun 

23-'el> 
oa-Mar 
15-MII" 
29·Mal" 
O!-Apt" 
1Z-API" 

~4·May 

24·MlY 
za·May 
1S-Jun . 

29-Jun 
113 Reply b,.fef. ~ (Optional). 06-JM 06-JIoIL 06-JIoIL 

143 Draft ALJ decisfon faslJed. OS-,eb OS-Aug 05·Aug 
'63 Conmenta on AU draft due. zs.'eI)., 25-Aug ZS"Avg 
168 RepLy to COIIIIIenta on AU draft due. OZ·M,,. 3O"AIJg 3O"Avg 

174·1M Oecf~lon afgned. I 22"Mlr '9-Sep- 19 .. sep, 
Rates Effect1ve/'orecaat period begfna_ 01-Ap,. 01-OCt 01·OCt 

Z79 T,.fgge" fHing. I Z1·JIM'I' 19·Dec 19-Dec 
309 Trlgg.r ORA report. ZT-Jul 'a-Jan ,a-Jan 
314 Trigger PHC. Z6-Jul 23-Jan Z!-Jan 

319 Trigger hearing begins. 31"Jul 28·Jan 28-J,n 
323 Trigger hea,.ing end~. 04-Aug O'·'eb OT-Feb 
337 Draft ALJ Trigger decision iaaued. 1S·Aug 'S·Feb; ',5,· Feb. 
351 Comnenu on 'ALJ,wT1'"fgger 'def1sion-'dIw."w_w_-·-'''07-Sep-':' 07-Ma,.. , '0700f0!er 

362 Reply to cOII'IIIenta on ALJ ffgger dec. due. 1Z-Sep 1Z·M,,. 12·M.,. 
376 Trigger deciaion' afgned. 26-Sep 260Ma~, Z6-Mar 

.......... :::~~::·:~::~·::~::·~~l· :::~~:-.... -~~. ~::~~. ~:~~. ~~~:-
Note: 

If the abow dates fall Sat\.lrdly. SUnday. or l'Iolfday, the next working 

day will be oI»el"Yed • 
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-60 

·45 
-45 

-21 
-7 
o 

14 
'9 
28 

60 
70 
eo 
98 

"2 bl 
,,9 bt 
149 el 
'69 CI 
'74 C/ 

180-194 c/ 

AI.J/FSF/fl'C .. 

TABLe ~ 
~RY 0' ACAP SCHEDUI.! 

... ~.-.......... --........ --•.....••.... -. 
Infol'n\llL meetinga to dlac\ltla dl'aft 
data I'equest booll'l. 

Informal meetinga end. 
InfoPmal (Meatel') data roqueata to 
utH f 1:Y dI.Ie. 
Staff audit begin •• 
Staff audit completed. 
AppLlcetl~ fiLed with wol'kpape..s. 
Formal ataff data Nlql,lftt. to utilitY clue. 
PI'Oh.a .. ing conference (PHC). 
UtilitY .... ponMS to formal data 

01-Jul 30-Jan 
0' -Jul / :SO-J.n 

25-JUL~ 23·',~ 
oe·Aug oa-M ... 
,S-AQg 15-M." 
29-AuO 29-MI" 
03'-Sep, 03-A~ 
2-Sep- '2-A~ 

30-.101'1 
30-Jan 

23·',~ 
ca·/oI.,. 
15-Ma,. 8/ 
290 M ... 
03-"pl' 
'2-Ap .. 

requet.ta duIo. 
Staff repol't mal L«:I wI wol'kp.pe.... H.-Oc::t 14·May 14·Mey 
Intervonor.' teatimony due. 24·OCt 24·Mey 24-MlY 
HH .. fng. t.gln. 03-/jov 03-.1"", Ol-Jun 
He.l'fnga tnd.. 21·NOV 21-Jun 21-Jun 
a,.lefa 01.1*. 12·0ec _ O'S-Jul OS-Jul 
Reply briefa due (Qptionel). 19-0ec 1Z-,sul '2~Jul 
0l'e1t AU eleclaion 'aautd. 25-.1'" 11·Aug "·Aug 
Comment. on ALJ dl'.ft due. ,4-'ob, 31-Aug 31·AuO 
Reply to COIII!Ienta on AI.J draft due. 19-Ift!> 05-s.p. 05-$01)-
Oecialon algned. "-Ma.. 2S.Sep 2S-l:ep 
Rat .. !ffectfve/Fol'ecaat pe,.lod ~Ina. O'-Ap!" 01·Oct 01·Oct 
T,.loge .. fHing. L 21-Jun, 19-0ec 19-0ec 
Tl'looe,. ORA repof't. 2' -JuL ,a-,s,n 1a-J8n, 
T .. lg001' PHe. 26-Jul 23-.181'1 23-.1 an 
TI'Igg.,. Ple ... lng booln.. 31-Jul 28·.111'1 28-Jen 
Trigge .. !lea .. ing end.. ' 04-Aug O'·f'eb 01-Feb 
Draft AI.J Tl'lgge .. ~dalon S aued_ ,a·Aug U-,eb 1S·'eb 
COIII!Ienta on AI.J Tl'igoe .. ~alon,due. 07-~· 07·Mal' 01-Ma .. 
Reply to CQllllllnta on ALJ rlggel' dec. due. 12·Sep 12·M.1' 12·M.,. 
T,.looe,. declaion aigned. 26-Sep 26-M8" 26-Ma .. 

......... ~:~~~~~-!~~~~-~~;~-;~~-~:~::--.... -.-- ~~:~~. ~~:~~. ~~:~~~. 
al SOC&E'a ACAP appllcati~ aPlall be 1'1 led not lete" thin tWO we.k .. after 

receipt of SoCaVa fl.,al ACAP application workpape .... Ttli. may "«/I.II,.e 
othe .. ~ta in $0(0&1'/1 ACAP achedule to be' delayed. 

27"> dl 
309 d.! 
314 d.! 
3'9 d/ 
mev 
'Sl7 d/ 
357 dl 
36l d/ 
376 ev 

bl Add 7 days fo .. PC&E ,schedule 
c/ ACId 14 days for PG&t scheduL. 
dl Add 31 days for PC&'E achedule 
Note: / 

If the ebove dat~ falL on Saturday. Sunday. 0,. holiday. the next working 
day wHL be obHt'ved • 

.. 0 l .: 

I 
I 
I 
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TABLE 4 

SUI'OIAR'f 0' £I.I!CTRIC AND/OR CAS RtASOMAIL£NtSS SClI£DUl.f 

Day Event PC&f $PPC Soca~ SDC&f 
Schtdl.lle Dote Oete Olte O.t. 

............. ••••• __ w ••••••• _~ •••••• __ •••••••••••• _ •••• . ........ . ....... 
Record period enda. :n·Oec 31-M.1" a/'3T-JuL 

-60 Irlformal !!INti nga to df lC\,I&a draft 01-,...b- 31-MII" O9-... PI" a/ 16-... \.10 
dar. l"equHt begin_ 

-45 Informal meetinga end. 16-'eb 1S· ... ~1" 30·Apr- 31-... "'g. 
-45 tn~ormal (Hlater) data reque.ta to 16-'el) 1S·Apr- 30-API" 31· ... ug 

",tHlty clue_ 
-21 01 Staff audit begin •• "·Mar O9-May 24-Hay 24-Sep 
-7 b/ Sta1~ audit comp~eted. 23-May 07-Jurl oa-OCt 
0 APP~ I catf 01'1 filed with WOl"ltpeper-a_ 30·May 14-.11,1/\ 15-0ct 

2' Formal _taf~ dato roquesta to "'tl~itY due. 19·5.p 20-Jun 05·Jut 05-NOv 
35 Utility responMa to formal data 03·OCt 04-Ju~ 19·JuL 19-NOv 

requate due_ 
.............. . .. -.--..... -.-...... ---...... --~ ... -..... -....... . .. -..... -... --~ ...... ---..... ---....... --.... 

75 c/ Staff "e~1"t maf led w/ workpepe,.._ '2-Nov ':I-Aug U-Aug 29-oec 
01" T 3'-J"'~ c/ 27-Dec cl 27·SOI> c/ 28· ... ug 27-.181'1 c/ 

........ "".-- -* ........ --_ •••• _--••••••• ---••••••• --•• --..... ..---•• __ •••• - ••• _-_ •••••• --•• ------•• _ •••••••• - • 

8901" T.14 O.ta "equests to _t.ff begin_ 13-AI.IQ 10-Ja" '1-OCt 1'-Sep 
103 or T.28 Oata responses 1rom ataff dI.ie_ 27· ... ug Z4-J.n ZS·Oct 2S-Sep 
"4 01" T.39 Xntervenol"l' testimony duIo_ 07-Sep- 04·'eb OS-NOV 06-Oct 
'1~ or ToOI,3 p,.ehea,.ing con1e,.ence~ 11·Sep- oa-,eb O9-NOV 10-Oct 
1Z4 01" T-49 He.,.ing_ begin. 17-Set> 14-,et> 15·NOY 16-Oct 
138 0,. To063 Hea,.; l'IQa recesa_ 01-0Ct 2~-'lb· 29"NOV :SO-Oct 
153 or T.7a Heal"fl'lQ_ resume. 16-0Ct 15-Ma,. 14-0ec 14-NOV 
157 or T.82 He.,.fl'lQa end. 20-OCt 19-Mal" 1~-Dec 18-NOY 
'~7 or T.112 Bl"iefa due. 19-NOV 1~·Apr 17-J.1't 18-0ec 
201 01" T.,26 Reply br-iefa due (Optional). 03-0« 02-M8Y- 31-Jan 01·Jan 
246 or T.,71 Draft A~J decision isaued. 17-Jan 16-.1l,1l'i 17-M.,. 1S-'eb· 
266 01" T.191 Comments on ALJ dr.1t due_ 06-'eb Q6-Jul 06-",p,. 07-M.r 
271 or T.196 lIep~y to COlmlel'lta 01'1 AI.J dr.ft.due ....... __ ". __ 1.1,-'eb _ 1'-JuL n·Apr. '2-M.r 
Z91 01" T.216 Decision aigned. 03-M.,. "-JI.IL 01-MIlY 01·Apl" 

ActueL el8paed procnafng. daya~ 336 dr 336· .dl .336- d/ 291 ' .... __ ...... .•••• ~ ••••• _ ••• __ ••••••••• _ •. _..... w._ .•• .•...•••. --......... .._ ... --
a/ Eventa 1 & Z begin on days ·75 & -66, espectively-. 
b/ The ataff audit 10r the fo,.ecaat anO • reco,.d' ptl"foda wfl~ be combined whenever poaafbl •• 

c/ Moilfng ~y corresponds to Day 75- 0" r C"B,.iefa QWt ~te, T.oLe 2), whichever' la l.ter-. 
d/ 'The total nunber of cIIya IXCHda 29'1 • ,.esult of the ataff mafLfng date ~Uino. 
Note: 

10-Feb 

24-'eb-
01-M.,. 

1'-Har 
17-M.1" 
31-Mor 
1S-Apr-

19-"p" 
19-M.y 
OZ-J",n 
17-juL 
Q6-Aug 

" -A1,Ig. 

:51-"\10 
320·d/ 

If W .cow data faU on s.tyrday. ~, Of" holiday. ttHP I'\e,¢ WOf'ldng'~ thout<f be otIMt'wd. 

·,.1'.' 

- 0 4 .. 
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R.87-11-012 AI:J/FSF/frc 

ANNUAL ECAC RMW SCHEDULE: 

Day -60 

Record period ends. 

Day -69 ;1;9 -45 

Informal conferences to, discuss 

with the applicant, staff and any i 

ata requests may be held 

pay -45 

Informal (Master) o utility due. 

pav -21 to -7 

Initial statf audit conducted. 'rhe utility shall :make available to 

the stat! any and all recorls, accounts, receipts, contracts, and 

other information ECAC/ACAP review as requested~ 

Pay 0 

1. 

2. 

'rhe applicatio~ required by the Commis~ion'~ Rules 
of Practice a~ Procedure shall be filed and served. 
1hree additio;al copies of the application with 
supportinq wo~kpapers~ includinq responses to all 
outstandin~ ~aster data requests shall be sent directly 
to the ass.~ed project manaqer. 

Two copies ~ all exhibits, prepared testimo~y, and 
other eVider/ce prepared by :the applicant .. shall. be:. :. 
submitted to the presidinq ALJ and copies served on all 
parties to the utility's last formal ECAC/ACAP . 

i 
---~-------------~---~--~----~----~~-------~--~---~------~---~----~ Workpapers mu~ be arranqedin orderly sequence, numbered, 
dated and ini tialed ~ the preparer. List all assumptions . 
necessary for the de~ivation of each individual. estimate and 
explain the rationa~hY the assu:mptions were used .. Each.work 

paper A ~:::t: :::J:: :::x::' a:::::~::;C:::a:::tgil>le. 
~escr;p~ion of the p~am.. The re90rded data.:u:sed,.shouldbe:' 
.dent1f1ed and the var.ous assumpt1onsof var.ables used.;,shoU:ld be 
clearly stated. \. '. 

\ 
- D 6 -
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R.87-ll-0l2 1U.:J /FSF./frc 

procee~inq. A copy shall also be filed/with the 
commission's Reporting Branch. ~ 

Staff engineer's field investiqatio~ begins. The 
utility shall, make available to ~ staf! all records 
pertaining to power plant operat~ons and ~intenance, 
purchased power transactions, p wer, pooling, qas 
~atherin~ tacilities, dispatc center and other 
1nformat~on applicable ~o th ECAC/ACAP review as 
requested. 

First prehearing conference 

pay 14 

Formal data requests 

pay 14 to 19 , 

IER workshops held. determined by the CACD arbitrator. 

• p.§y 28 

• 

Formal data responses tr m utility due 

pay 60 

Stat! report with wor pers mailed to all parties. 

Update~ data restricte to changes in fuel mix, fuel prices and 

the balance in the'ba account provided by-the utility to 

all participants. 
, 

Dav ZO 
t . i '-~ rt' kp ":'ed estl.:ol).Y WJ..... suppo Ulq wor apers ........ Intervenors' 

pay 78 
• u '. ,. 

Second prehearinq erence held to, identify issues;; 'establish' 

position of parties, identify areas forstip~lati~n,..~et'Sehedul~ 
r related matters. 

- 0 7 -
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R.S7-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc w-

3. 

pay 10 

Staff engineer's field investigation begins. The 
utility shall make available to the staff all records 
perta~nq to power plant operations and maintenance, 
purchased power transact;Lons, power pool;Lnq, gas 
gathering facilities, dispatch center and other 
information applicable to the ECAC review as requested. 

First pre hearing conference 

pay 14 

Formal data requests to utility 4ue~ 

Pay to be determined, 'by c}'CO arbitrator 
/ 

IER workshops held. Workshops should oecur early in the 

proeeeding to allow the partie3~Ufficient time to inveztigate 
I 

modelling issues and develop a/base case set of assumptions. 'Any 
• 

party using a production simulation model shall run a base case 

set of assumptions on its pr'ferred model and make the result 
I 

available to all parties. / 
! 

/ 
pay 28 ! 

i 
Formal data responses f:om utility due 

pay 60 
,I 
; 

I 

Staff report with workpapers mailed to all parties. 
I 

Updated data restricted to changes in fuel mix, fuel prices and 
/ 

the balance in the b~lancinq account provided by the utility to 

all partieip4nts. ,: 
/ 
I 

• 
Day 70 i 

I 
I 

l 
testiinony with supPQrtinq worxPaPers!1<led:. 

I 
Intervenors' 

J 
I 
I . 
I 
I 
J... 

- 0 
.. 
J -



R.S7-ll-0lZ AL3/FSF/fre 

, Dlly 88 :to 106 /' 

Publie hearings held. No. bulk or major updating amendments or 

• 

• 

recorded data to ~end the final exhibits,~pared testimony, or 

other evidence sball be allo~ed other tha~ the recorded changes in 

fuel mix, fuel prices and the balance iJ'the balancins accounts. 

. 1 d I.· '11 ' If time perm~ts, the ast two ays ear~nqs W~ be set as~de 

tor limited rebuttal testi~ony. 

Day 120 

Briefs due. 

~y 127 

Reply briefs due. (Optional) 

DaY 134 

ALJ ruling on resource mix i$sued. 

I 
Day 141 

Incremental Energy Rate exhibit$ filed by all parties. 

Day 146 to 147 

IER hearings held •. 

Day 161 

AL7 draft decision issUedt 

Day 184 i 
Comments due on AL:1 drat decision. 

Day 189 \. 

Reply comments due 

- 08-



R.87-ll-0l2 ALJ/FSF/frc*. 

~ Pay 78 

~ 

, 

Second prehearinq conference held to identify issues,. establish 

position of parties, identify areas for stipulation, set schedule 

of witnesses and other related matters. 

Oay 88 to 106 

Public hearinqs held. Unless directed otherwise by the assiqned 

ALJ no bulk or major updatinq amendments or recorded data to 

amend the final exhibits, prepared testimony, or other evidence 

shall be allowed other than the recorded chanqes in fuel mix, fuel 

prices and the balance in the balancinq accounts. If time permits, 

the last two d4ys of hearinqs will be set as~de' for limited 

rebuttal testimony. 

pay 120 

Briefs due. 

pay 127 

Reply briefs due. (Optional) 

pay 134 

ALJ rulinq on resource mix 

pay 141 

Incremental Enerqy Rate y,tER) exhibits filed by all parties. 

These exhibiu are to akess only the ch4nges. in. :ER calculations 

and revenue requiremenls resul t~9' :from, the ALJ"s :esow:c& mix' 

rulinq. No other 'c~es in input 'assumptions or',model ' 

conventions are permJ,ted from: thos&presented',;~: ,the 'e4l:1ier. ' 
I, " ' ,', 

exhibits and hearingt (Days S8-10&).' ' " , , " , 

- D g -

• I 
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R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc 

Day 194-2Q~ 

Decision signed by Commission. 

pay ?09-216 

Rates Decome effective. 

Day 293 

Trigger filing is made 

are met. 

pay 323 

Statf report with workpapers 

parties. 

Day 328 

set forth in 0.83-02-076 

tit Prehearinq conference on tr qqer filing held. 

Day 333 to 337 

Public hearioqs on triqqet filioq held. 

pay 351 

AIJ draft decision on t qqer filing issued. 

pay 371 

Comments on AtJ draft drcision due. 

pay 376 f... 
Reply to comments on ALJ draft deeision due. 

pay 390 
', .. ' 

Decision on trigger signed·:;y,co~ssion~ 

• 
- 0 9 -



R. 87 -11-012 liLJ /FSF / frc 'If.. 

• Pay 146 to 147 

• 

I 

IER hearinqs held. These hearinqs are limited to consideration 0-£ 

the final IER numbers advocated by each party and the impac~ of 

the resource mix adopted by the ALJ in the rulinq of day 134. 

ALJ draft decision issued. 

DO-Y 184 

comments due on ALJ draft decision 

pay 189 

Reply comments due 

pay 194-209 

Decision siqned by Commission • 

Day 209-216 

Rates become effective. 

Day 293 

If the conditions set forth in 0.83-02-076 are met, a trigger 

filinq shall be made. S~h filinq is mandatory unless a timely 

petition for relief froJthis requirement, specifying the reasons 

f . / d or request~ng exemption, has been rna e and qrantedby the 

COmmission. 

pay 323 

Staff report: wi~h w rkpapers on~riqger filing mailed to: all . 
~ .. ' .. " .. 

".' '. 

parties. 

- t> 9 -
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R.87-11-012 ALJ /FSF /t.rc 

~AL ACAP Bmw SCHEOULE 

PAY -l!2 to -4~' / 

Informal conferences to discuss draft data re~ests may be held 

with the applicant, stat! and any intereste 

pay -4~ 

Informal (Master) data requests to uti lty due. 

pav -21 to -7 

Initial staff audit conducted. tility shall make available.to 

the staff any and all records, ac ounts, receipts,. contracts, ano. 

other information applicable to~e ECACjACAP review as requesteo.. 

pay 0 I 
1. The application reqUired by the commission's Rules 

of Practice and Procedure shall be filed and served. 
Three additional c~pies of the application with 
supporting workpapers* incluo.ing responses to all 
outstano.inq master data requests shall be sent directly 
to the assi~ed P,roject manager. 

f 
2. Two copies of al~ eXhibits, prepareo. testimony, ano. 

other evidence prepareo. by the applicant shall be 
submitteo. to thQ presiding AI:! and copies served on all 
parties to the utility's last formal ECAC/ACAP 
proceeding. A popy Shall also be,·,f1leo.·with the ' 
commission.l'S-RT°J:t-in(j-sranch'.-" ...... ~.-.. .......... ,.. . 

{ __ ~ _______ ~~ ____ ~_~ _____ L ________ ~ __ ~ __ ~ __ ~ ___________ ------~--~--
* Workpapers must b¢ arranged in orderly sequence, numbered, 

dated and initialed by the preparer. List all assumptions 
necessary for the deriv~~ion o! each individual es~i-a~e ane 
explain the rational wh::j the asst.::lptions were usee .. Zac · .... o=k 
paper should be pro~rl~ indexeci, cros~-refere~c~,. and .1~iDle~ . 

A computer printoui must~e acc:ompanied.by'.a· detailed. ' . 
description of· the pro<;nt~.·'I'herecord.edd.a.ta.used:should,be· . 
identified. and the· vari us. assu:mptions..o!var.iables.::;used shou'ld be···· 
clearly stated.. ' '. ''':, . .' 

\ - 0 10 -



R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc* " 

-
~ Day 328 

Prehearing conference on trigger filing held. 

Oay 333 to 337 

Public hearings on trigger filing held. 
, 

pay 351 

ALJ draft decision on trigger 

/ 

filing issla.o 

pay 371 . 

Comments on ALJ draft decision due. 

P"v 37~ 

~ 

Reply to comments on ALJ draft de 

Dl\Y 390 I 
Decision on trigger filing S~~d by Commission. 

- D lO -
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R.87-11-012 AI.:J/FSF/frc 

3. 

~!~c ".' 

Staff engineer's field investigation be~The 
utility shall make available to the statf all records 
pertaining to power plant operati~ns and maintenance, 
purchased power transactions, powe pooling, gas 
qathering facilities~ dispatch ce erand other 
information applicable to the E IACAP review as 
requested. 

pay 1:9; 

Formal data requests to utility due. 

pay 19' 

Prehearing conference 

pay ~ 

::~: data responses from ut!~~itY due 

Stat.t report with work paper mailed to all parties. 
I 

Updated data restricted to dhangeS in tuel mix, fuel prices and 

the balance in the balanci~~ account provided by the ~tility to 

all participants. 11 

pay 70 , 
. , 1 

Intervenors' testl.lnony w~th supporting- work-pa.pers tiled. , 
I 

pay 74 to 92 I 
1 

Public hearings held. N~ bulk or major updating amendments or 
l 

recorded data to amend ~ tinal exhibits, prepared testfmony, or 
1 

other evidence shall be allowed other than: the recorded' changes in 

fUel mix, fuel prices and \ the balance in the b~~anCl:n~ a~,:"ts. 
It. tilne permits, the last two days ot hearingS: wi.ll, be.'setaside 

, . \ .. ' , , 
.' .. ' 

tor limited rebuttal testimo.ny. 
\ 

'" .: 

- D 11 -



R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc 

I Day lO~ 
Briefs due. 

• 

• 

pay 113 

Reply briefs due. (Optional) 

Day 14' 

ALJ draft decision issued. 

~y 163 

Comments due on ALJ draft decision 

pay I§§. 

Reply comments due 

l2Ay 174-188 

Decision siqned by commission. 

DilY 188-209 

Rates become effective. 

pav 272 

'I'riqqer filinq is made "if e con<:litions set forth in 0.86-12-010 

or its successor are met •. 

pay 309 . . f 
Staff report with workpapeks on triqqer tilinq mailed to all .' 

parties. 

Day 314 

Prehearinq conference 

- 0 :t2 -



R.S7-11-012 AlJ/FSF/tre 

Day 319 to 323 

Publie hearing on trigger. filing held. 

pay 337 

AlJ draft decision on trigger tiling issued. 

pay 357 

Comments due on ALJ draft decision. 

pay 362 

Reply to comments 

pay 376 

Decision on trigger tiling signe~ 

- 0 13 -
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R.S7-11-01Z ALJ/FSF/frc 

ANNW,L REASONABLENESS RMW SCHEPULE 

pay -75 to -60 

Record period ends (see Table 4 tor details). 

Day -60 to -45. 

Informal conferences to discuss draft may be held 

with applicant, staff and 

)lay -4~ 

Informal (Master) data 

Day -21 to -7 

Initial staff audit conducted. e utility shall make available 

to the staff any and all recor , accounts, receipts, contracts, 

and other information apPlica~c to the Reasonableness Review as 

requested. 

~v 0 

1. 

2. 

The apPlicationtequired by the Commission's Rules of 
Procedures shal be tiled and served. Three additional 
copies of the a plication with supporting workpapers* 
including resp ses to all outstanding master data . 
requests shall be sent directly to-the assiqnedcprojcet:·~·: 
manager. 

Two copies of all exhibits, prepared ·testimony.;.:a:nd w • 

other evidenc prcparedby the applicant shall ,-be . ; . 
submi tted ,to c presiding ~ ~and. .c.opies .serv.ed on ~all 

~-----~---~~----~-- -~~-~--~-----------~-----~--~-----------* Workpapers must be arranged in orderly sequence, numbered, 
dated and initialed by the preparer •. List all assu:PCio~ 
necessary for the deri: ation of :each indi-vic!ua1: .es:e--==-at:o -;-a:nc:! -,. 
explain the rational wythe assumptions were us~. Each workpaper 
should. :be properly i:ld xed" cross-referenced,. _and.~eqil:tl.e~ .. -.. -.":.. .. ' .. 

A computer print t must :be accompanied by a detailed. .. 
description of. the pro ram. The recorded. data used should be: ., 
identified. and. the var ous assumptions of variables used..· should ~e 
clearly stated .. 

- D l4 -
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R.87-11-012 AIJ/FSF/frc 

parties to the utility's last formal ECAC/AZR/ 
proceeding. A copy shall also be tiled with e 
commission's Reporting Branch. 

",-

3. Statf engineer's field investig~tion beq'ns. ~he 
utility shall maXe available to the st ~ all records 
pertaining to power plant operations d maintenance, 
purchased power transactions, power ~olin~ and other 
information applicable to the ECAC/ rev~ew as 
requested. 

pay 21 

Formal data requests to- utility due. 

pay 3S 

Formal data responses from utility 

pay 75 or T 

Staff report with workpapers 

Day 89 Or T¥14 

Data request to staf~ begin. 

pay 103 or T+2a 

Data responses from staff 

Day 114 or T+39:.:: -~ ~.::: -:-

Intervenors' testimony wi.supporting"work papers due. 

pay 118 or T¥43-

.P:rehearing 

PUblic hearings held. 

pay 153 to 157 or T¥78 t9 ~+82 

Second set of hearings !o~ rebuttal testimony, it any. 
\ 

- 0 l5 -
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R.87-11-012 ALJ/FSF/frc 

Day 187 or T+1U 

Briefs due. 

pay 291 or 1+126 

Reply briefs due. (Optional) 

pay 24§ or T+171 

ALJ draft decision issued. 

pay 266 o~ T+191 

Comments due on ALJ draft decision 

.. 
Day 271 or T+196 

Reply to comments on draft decision due. 

Day 291 or T+21§ 

Decision signed. 

I 

i 
/ 

/ 
i' 
I' 

l 
{ 
A 

! 
~ 
I 

f 
~ 
~ 

I 
i 

i 
! 

t 
--~------~-----~~~---~--~-----------~----- --~---------~,------Note: 

"'1:" refers 
I , 

to briefs ttue 
J 

\ 

day (see Table 2~,ECAc. Schedule).' 

(END OF APPENDIX 0, 

~ 
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