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This decision modifies the rate case plan and the
schedule for processing energy offset proceedings. These changes
were made to reflect the requirements of Public Utilities Code
$ 311 (§ 311), develop realistic schedules for processing rate
proceedings, and facilitate the issuing of gereral rate case
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:
(1) establishment of a generic annual cost of capital proceeding
for energy utilities, (2) separate rate design decisions and annual
xate design windows for major electric utilities, and (3) separate
proceedings for energy reasonableness reviews.
Procedural Background

On November 13, 1987 Orxder Instituting Rulemaking (R.)
87-11-012 was issued to: (1) reflect the requirements of § 311 in
the processing of general rate cases and enexgy offset proceedxngs,
(2) develop reasonable time schedules for processing genezal rate
cases and energy offset proceedings, and (3) consider changes to
general ratc cases that could ease the buxden of ;psuxng year—end
decisions. ' ‘
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Comments on these matters were solicited from utilities,
our staff, and interested parties and a prehearing conference was
held before Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Ferraro on January 19,
1988. At the prehearing conference the procecding 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 Februaxy 1988. Further workshops
without the ALJ in attendance were conducted by the Division of
Ratepayexr Advocates (DRA). As a result of these workshops &
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 reguirements of § 31l 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 16, 1988 for the offset
proceeding phase and June 28, 1988 for the general rate case phase.

Finally, by memorandum dated August 18, 1988 DRA states
that DRA, Southern California Edison Company (Edison), San Diege
Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E) have agreed to certain modifications to the
consensus enexgy cost adjustment clause (ECAC) schedule to
accommodate the inclusion of incremental energy rate (IER) xelated
issues.

mments

In accordance with § 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 Sexvices. (DGS), Southern o
California Gas Company (SoCal), Toward Utility Rate Normalzzatxon .
(TURN), PG&E, and Edison. These comments have been revxewed and
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carefully considered by the Commission. Any changes required by
the comments have been incorporated in the final decision.

On December 5, 1988, Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPPC)
filed a motion for an extension of time to file comments together
with proposed comments. SPPC believes acceptance of the late-filed
comments is reasonable because they do not affect the other
parties, they are brief, and the filing of a 1990 test year xate
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 DRA, the only party impacted by the comments,
filed a reply. Since this is & rulemaking proceeding 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.

Discussion

Although we will modify the consensus proposals, we arxe

grateful to the parties that participated in the workshop process.
. Their hard work and cooperation have resulted in a considerable
savings in time and litigation expenses.

Initially this proceeding was intended to address the
requirement of § 311, mailing ¢f the ALJ’s proposed decision prior
to a final decision. Howevexr, it soon became apparent that othex
items needed attention. Firxst we will address our concerns for
general rate cases followed by offset proceedings. To assist the
reader in following oux 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
effective dates for enexgy utility rate changes.
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Notes:
8/ These are the scheduled effective dates. Other factors may determine when they actually take effect.
b/ SCE has Palo Verde Unfts 1, 2, and 3 which have rate changes on February 1, September 19 and January 20,
respectively. These changes will continve for 8 years for units 1 and 2 and for 10 years for unit 3.
€/ SDCAE has a Steam ECAC adjustment on Jamuary 1 and July 1 and' a Heber Geothermal ad,;uwnent on NAY 1.
d/ Trigger tilings effective & months later if o prede'cem(md condition- occur':. ‘ 8
e/ Sessonal adjustments may only affect certain customers..
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onexral Rat ages .
Qur 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 electxic
rate design more often than every three
years.

Incorporate § 311 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 yeaxr
basis. The fixst approach, which is recommended in the consensus
proposal, is to remove consideration of the utility’s cost of
capital from genexal rate cases and establish a generic annual cost
of capital proceeding. The annual cost of capital proceeding would
be decided prior to December each year with rates effective
January 1. Also included in the consensus proposal is the phasing
of electric rate design for Edison, PGEE, and SDG&E with a decision
issued after the generxal rate case decision and the provision for
annual electric rate design windows. Marginal ¢ost and revenue
alliocation issues would continue to be addressed in the generxal
rate case decision. These changes, which are detailed in Appendix
B and C, would eliminate two major components 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 desxgn advice
letter £ilings.

Because these recommendations will ease the end of year
crunch experienced in processing general rate decisions they should
be incorporated into the rate case plan. However, in xesponse to
the concerns expressed by the parties, we will make some minor ’
changes. First, the annual cost of capztal schedule»will 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/oxr preferred stock or actual
changes for existing variable rate issues, and (3) include & xeply
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 summexr 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
Company (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 rxate design
windows for these utilities. Consistent with our txeatment 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 desion windows. DGS states that these changes will
make it moxe difficult for intervenors to participate in generxal
rate cases and forecast energy ¢osts 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 design 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 rate design
issues, but provide a forum to address these lssues 1nstead of ECAC‘Z
proceedings and advice lettexr f;l;ngs.
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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 are 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
DRA’s master data reguests. DRA has recently developed generic
data requests that identify data that DRA typically requires of
utilities in processing rate xegquests. The utilities were in
general agreement that, if sufficient lead time is provided,
responses to the general rate case master data request can usually
be submitted with the tendered NOI. SoCal in its comments asserts
that DRA’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 xequest
should not be a condition for acceptance of the NOI.

For offset proceedings, DRA 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. DRA 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 xequire
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 that it is
reasonable to expect utilities to respond in a t;mely fash;on.
Accoxdingly, if DRA prov;des ut;l;tzes thh a. master data :equest
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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 considering 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 DRA plays a special role
during this phase in helping to determine the completeness of the
NOI. We arxe anxious to take advantage of DRA’S expertise in
determining completeness without confusing the distinction between
the compliance function and DRA’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, but 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 comsensus proposal
requirement for designating the ALJ and the:asgigned Commissionexr
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 DRA’s list of
deficiencies will be able to file a written protest with the
Executive Directoxr. The Executive Director’s determination will be
£final. An NOI deficiency is gemexally considered to exist when a
utility has not provided an item in the "Standard Requirement List
of Documentation Supporting an NOI" shown in Appendix B. Although
the requirements contained in this list of documentation ihclude‘
the dexivation of each individual utility estimate, 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 DRA’s proposal to schedule general rate cases on a
fiscal year basis. DRA’s proposal would establish test years that
are aligned w:th the £our quaxters of. the year. Each,of the four
majox enexrgy utilities would start their test year on a different
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quarter. For a three year rate case cycle, every nine months there .
would be a genmeral rate decision issued and a general rate o
application filed.

All of the major energy utilities were adamantly opposed
to DRA’s proposal, stating that a fiscal year rate case would:

Cause confusion in the financial community.

Make it difficult to use quantitative models to
forecast return on equ;ty, sales, and other
items.

Result in an increase in work in order to
adjust calendar year data to a fiscal year.
Interestingly enough, while the major energy utilities 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
requirez a calendar year xate filing and that it has not
experienced difficulty filing fiscal year rate cases in other
jurisdictions.
While we are not convinced by the arguments of the major .
enerqgy wtilities, we’ are inclined to delay consideration of a
fiscal year rate case. The consensus proposal appeaxs 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 £iling deadlines and adhering to the rate case plan, we
will provide 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 case
or attrition adjustment until rate design changes axe effective.
This would allow SDG&E to avoid multiple rate changes, but still
change its authoriﬁed margin on Januaxy 1. Other parties also .
expressed an interest in’ SDG&E’s proposal however, it was unclear
how' such a mechanism’ would work. Since there is no specific

- 10 =
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proposal before us, requests for the deferral of rate changes
should be addressed in utility rate proceedings.

The parties also recommend some minox changes to the
consensus schedule for processing general rate cases.

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 ¢f rate changes be
minimized by coordinating the rate desxgn decision with other rate
changes, including seasonal rate changes.

While TURN recommends an annual rate proceeding for each
utility, including fuel, its only concexn with the schedule is that
there is insufficient time allowed foxr the £illng¢o£ intervenor
testimony. TURN recommends and PG&E supports providing intervenors
14 days at a minimum and preferably 21 days from the £filing of
DRA’s cost of capital testimony. .

The City of San Diego recommends that public comment
hearings be moved from Days 220-312 to an earliex time in the
proceeding. This would allow public comments to be taken into
consideration in developing the recorxd.

SoCal is concerned that the wording in the consensus
proposal could be interpreted to give the DRA 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 changed to: (1) make the DRA 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 DRA
states that:

public comment hearings were scheduled between

~ Days 220 and-312 to.inform'the public of:DRA’s

rate design recommendations, which .axe. not o
_finalized until Day 219.( o sl e

ot ’- o
S Ay .
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"i

It is not opposed to including a reply brief in
the cost of capital schedule, but is not ,
cextain how to accommodate it. : '

SoCal‘’s recommended text changes to make DRA’s
project manager the coordinator for
transmitt;ng deficiencies in the NOI and to
require rate design exhibits should be adopted.

DRA’s project managexr should have the

responsibility of 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 alternate to the consensus proposal for a generic
annual cost of capital proceeding, DRA recommends a .trigger
mechanism. Undexr this approach, the only annual cost of capital
modifications for all energy utilities would be an update %o
reflect changes in long-term debt and/or preferred stock, a fairly
mechanical procedure. Return on equity modifications would be
considexed for utilities with a general xrate proceeding, but not
for other utilities unless a predetermined index had changed by .
more than a preset amount. This would signify potential risk
changes exceeding the normal month~to-month fluctuations.

Although DRA’s alternate proposal received little
attention from the parties, we feel it could provide significant
benefits duxing times of economic stability. However, we are
reluctant to consider DRA’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 concexnm over DRA’s responsibility
foxr accepting NOI changes. Additionally, we will include language
which pxovides tor-f‘(l) informal confexences, (2) ‘an- appeal
process for disputes over NOI deficiencies, and (3) an expanded
annual cost of capital schedule for reply briefs and the p:ocessing
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of the decision. These changes are reflected in the adopted rate
case plan, attached as Appendix B, and the adopted annual cost of
capxtal schedule, attached as Appendix C.

Since DRA is required to review a utility’s NOI £iling
and prepare exhibits within the time provided in the rate case
plan, we believe DRA’S project manager should have primary
responsibility for accepting NOI changes. In the eveant a utility
wishes to appeal the DRA‘s determination it can do so by filing a
formal motion for acceptance of its NOI changes.

Finally, the consensus proposal recommends that SPPC,
Southwest Gas Corporation (Scuthwest), 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 DRA’S workload evenly.

In its comments to the proposed decizion,SPPc regquests
that it be allowed to:. (1) refrain from £filing a general rate case
for test year 1950, (2) waive any filing of an attxition case for
1989, and (3) f£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 unforxeseen increase in the level of regulatory
activity in its other jurisdictions, (2) preliminary reviews
suggest no material 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 adopted in the
proposed decisioen.

DRA opposes SPPC’s request and arques that a 1990 test
year general rate case application is essential because SPPC’s last
test year was 1986. Seven years without a general rate case and an
attrition £iling might lead to revenues and rates that exceed
reasonable levels. [ DRA-believes that it is the function of & -
| gemeral rate case to detexmine whether that is or is not: the case.
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We agree with DRA that a periodic structured review of
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
scheduling proceeding, that DRA does not have the luxury of waiting
until SPPC can find a clear date on its calendar.. SPPC has an
obligation as a regulated utility to adequately staff to respond to
all the Jjurxisdictions in which it serves. Unless SPPC and DRA can
agree to a procedure which allows DRA to discharge its
responsibilities to SPPC’s California ratepayers, SPPC will be
expected to follow the general rate case schedule adopted in this
decision. The Executive Director will be authorized to- approve any
agreement between SPPC and DRA which allows SPPC to deviate from
the adopted general rate case schedule..

The adopted changes to the rate case plan will only apply
to general rate proceedings for test yeaxs 1991 and beyond. For
general rate applications with test years prior to 1991, we
encourage the parties to incorporate our changes, including rate
design windows, where appropriate.

Our key objectives in reviewing the schedules for offset
proceedings are to: (l) even out the workload during the year, (2)
incorporate § 31l requirements, and (3) make scheduling
modifications where appropriate. As with genexal rate cases the
parties have presented us with a consensus propesal .which addresses
our objectives. The consensus proposal revises the f£iling dates
and schedules for energy offset proceedings. However, we have two
major ¢oncerns with the consensus propesal. :

First, while the workload was spread throughout the year,
we believe there is room for improvement. The comsensus proposal
would require Edison’s ECAC and SoCal’s annual cost allocation ...

proceeding (ACAP) to«be'processed simnltanoousry. Edison and SoCai
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have consistently made the argument that these two proceedings

- should be linked to minimize the xisk associated with forecasting
Edison’s gas purchases and SoCal’s gas sales. TURN argques that:
(1) traditionally, these proceedings have not been linked, (2) the
risk should be split between the two utilities by separating theix
£ilings by six months, and (3) it would mot be able to participate
effectively in both proceedings if they are processed ‘
simultaneously. _

While we are sympathetxc to Edison’s and SoCal 8 concerns
over risk, forecasting purchases and sales is a noxmal part of
doing business. Our regulatory process is not Ln cended to
eliminate risk for ut;litzes, but rather to~simulate a competitive
market. Accordingly, we will schedule Edison’s ECAC filing
approximately three months after SoCal’s. Th;s provides a better
distribution of workload and eliminates a rate change by combining
Edison’s ECAC and general rate case effective dates. In fact,
delays in Edison’s 1987 ECAC resulted in a coincident effective
date with its last gemeral rate casg,decxsion.

In its comments to the p;éposed,decision Edison_proposes
that it be authorized to modify its 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 rxevision solely to reflect the impact of SoCal’s
change in gas prices to Edison. The AER revision would not include
resource mix changes, and Edison believes it would be non-
controversial, easy to adminlster, and minimize risk to both
ratepayers and shareholders. We will not adopt Edison’s proposal
in this proceeding, but will allow Edison to address th;s issue
more fully in a future ECAC filing.

The second concern involves. coordimti.ng SDG&E’s and
SoCal’s ACAP- Historically, these two proceedings have beexn .
combined because of the number of issues they'have in. common. Due:
to recent changes in the gas induatry,{the consenzus.proposal R
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recommends a four-month gap between SDG&E’s and SoCal’s ACAP
£filings. DRA believes that the two filings should-nd’ionger be
combined because the processing of ACAPS now requires additional
work which would overburden DRA‘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,
including DRA, agree that if the two ACAPs are not combined SDG&E
would be disadvantaged compared to other gas utilities.
Additionally, TURN states that it would be a more efficient process
to combine SoCal’s and SDG&E’S ACAPS because: (1) SDG&E’s load
forecast is an’ important input in SoCal’s ACAP, (2) one witness
could develop a spot gas price for both companies, and (3) many
elements for the proceedings would need to be done thce 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 SDGSEE that does not exist for
other gas utilities we requlate. Finally, although DRA may
experience an increase in workload, we believe that it is a
necessary sacrifice to achieve the benefits previously mentioned.

The consensus proposal has SDG&E’s ECAC and ACAP filings
occurring simultaneously four months aftexr SoCal’s ACAP and
Edison’s ECAC filings. While our adopted schedule for offset
proceedings will combine the SoCal and SDG&E ACAPS, SDG&E’s ECAC
will not be processed coincident with its ACAP. Again, we are
concerned with the distribution of workload. Accordingly, we will

move SDG&E’S ECAC by approximately three months to avoid an overlap

with Edison’s ECAC. This will maintain the four month gap between
Edison’s and. SDG&E*s ECACs that is con:a;ned,in the consensus
proposal. ' L

-

N
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Additionally, there are some minor issues suxrounding the
specifics of thé"pfocessing schedule for offset;proceédings that
require modification of the consensus proposal.

PGSE recommends that: .

ECAC Forecast

The consensus proposal be modified to eliminate
reference to a record period and a staff audit
in the forecast schedule. : :

The prehearing conference be moved from the
19th day after f£iling to the 7th day or that a
second preheaxing conference be added at Day 7
to address IER issues. In order to make clear
the parties’ responsibility in the woxkshops
that are now required to be held in ECAC, as
well as to address the significant discovery
ratters that now seem to be arising, PG&E
believes it is necessary t¢ have a prehearing
§9Egerence as soon as possible after the ECAC
iling. :

Specific dates be identified fox IER workshops.
The first workshop to examine the utility’s
showing and establish a base case is ‘
recommended for the 10th day after filing. A
second workshop is recommended for Day zg to
examine the base case developed by DRA and
iggeivenors using their preferxed computer
nodels.

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

Intervenor testimony be filed 1S5 days prior to
hearings -instead of 4 days. PG&E requests.
additional time to review intexvemor, filings

and prepare for hearings. . .

. e e et
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DRA’s report be mailed 1l days earlier to.
reflect the filing of intexrvenor test;mony 15
days prior to hearing.

The alterxnate proposal which would add a week
to the consénsus proposal to resolve IER issues
be adopted.

The implementation date be coordinated wmth
other rate changes.

W

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

ic g 8

DRA and intexvenor reports be filed 15 days
earlier to provide PG&E enough time to
adequately review the testimony, send data
requests, and receive data responses.

SoCal recommends thaﬁ*

Reference to a xecord period in the ACAP
forecast be deleted.

Responses to DRA’S master data request be fmled
with the application or Day 28 for responses
that are not ready to be filed with the
application.

The forecast period be clearly iden;ified;

Reference to an effeétive date for rates in
connection with a reasonableness proceeding be
deleted as inappropriate.

Consistent with the consensus: proposal for

general .xrate cases DRA’S Project Manager and
other Commission personnel should be assigned
prior to £iling the applicationm~ I
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. A prehearing confexence should be added to the
reasonableness xeview schedule. :

Certain langquage in the consensus proposal-be:
clarified. '

Edison recommends cextain clarifying language c¢oncerning
the updating of data and the treatment 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
DRA and intervenors have to prepaxre their cases
not be adopted. The consensus proposal
represented a weighing of every part{'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 parxties.

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

In response to the recommendations of other paxties DRA
states that:

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

There i3 a need for audits in ECAC and ACAP
proceedings to review the history of their
xespective balancing accounts.

A fixed date should be established for the
forecast period.

rhere is a needgto}claxify ceitainplahguage‘in,
the consensus proposal including the updating

w

of data. "= -

o
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The ECAC prehearing conference should be
scheduled for Day 19 to provide adequate time
to review workpapers, develop data requests,
assess DRA’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, DRA‘s memorandum dated August 18, 1988 indicates
that DRA, Edison, SDG&E, and PG&E agree that the consensus schedule
should be modified. - They recommend that the schedule provide moxe
time to review intervenor testimony and that a’ second preheaxing
conference be added to resolve IER related workshop issues. We
consider their recquest 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 heaxrings.
To accomplish this the filing dates are moved
up, while the record period, start of hearings,
and effective dates are unchanged.

A second prehearing conference is added ten

days pr;or to hearings to 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 consensus
proposal which are not in dispute, except PG&E’S request to
identify specific dates for IER workshops. Since our Commission
Advisory and Compliance Division (CACD) is responsible for the
coordination of and arbitration in the IER workshops, we do not see
a need to identify specific workshop dates. The undisputed
recommendations are reflected in Appendix D', Additionally; we will
adopt the fo;lowing changes to the consensus-propoaal-

Since PG&E’s ECAC apflication £1ling date will
be moved up, PG&E will no-longe: be able to
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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 and allow
coordination 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
balancing accounts should eliminate the need
foxr the March 1 snow survey.

The alternate consensus proposal which provides
a schedule for certain IER issues will be
incorporated into the ECAC schedule. This will
include an ALJ ruling on resource mix ’
assumptions and additional hearings which
address the impact of the ALJ ruling on the
parties’ IERs and revenue requirement -
estimates. : .

Responses to DRA’s master data request should -
be submitted with the application, but not
considered a formal filing requirement. We
will expect the utilities to make a reasonable
effort to respond to the master data request on
gime. Extensions of time should be agreed to
¥ DRA. . , ! -

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. '

with the addition of the second prehearing
conference for ECAC proceedings the first
pgehearing will be moved up from Day l9 to Day
10.

Consistent with the assignment of persomnel in
the general rate case plan, utility and DRA
project managers and other project tean
personnel should be assigned on Day -60.

In recognition that gas rate design and revenue
allocation issues are not addressed in gemeral
rate cases, ACAP applications should propose .
gas rate design and revenue allocation'critexria -
for gemeral rate case and attrition base .. .
..Xevenue requirement changes. . . .. . 000




R.87=11=012 ALJ/FSF/cac *w

D.83-02-076 concludes that a semiannual ECAC
f£filing should be made if it is determined that
the annual revenue effect of a change in rates
to offset revised energy cost estimates and to
amortize the balancing account in six months
exceeds + 5% of the total annual revenue. The
st;pulation adopted in D.86-12-010 states that
in addition to the ACAP, utilities shall file a
semiannual CAM application if the average corxe
rates would increase by at least 4%. Based on
the discussion in these decisions language will
be added to the ECAC and ACAP schedules which
indicates that trigger (semiannuval) filings are
mandatory.

Finally, SoCal and PGS&E take exception to the reguirement
in the consensus proposal that the utilities explain why all
assumptions used were the best possible choice. In response to
their concerns DRA agreed to substitute the language contained in
the consensus proposal for general rate cases which states "list
all the assumptions necessary for the derivation of each individual
estimate and explain the rationale why the assumptions were used".

‘Since SoCal and PG&E agreed to acceét this change, we will use the
same requirement for both general rate cases and coffset
proceedings.: | |

Three transitional issues surfaced in implementing the
revised schedule. The first issue is how to account for the AER
over- or under-collect;ons 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 reasonableness review
filing. Finally, because the transition period extends the time
between ECAC £ilings, Edison and SDG&E have filed comments that

large over- ox under-collections could occur in the Ecac'balanclng .

account. To minimize thiz occurrence the~existing procedural

schedule for ECAC trigger filings shall remain fn: ef!ectluntil thefi R
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first annual ECAC filing adopted by this decision and shown in
Appendix D. This dees not preclude utilities from requésting
additional relief with adegquate justification if the tzigger filing
criteria shown in D. 86-12—010 are met. o

For AER over- or under-collections arising froﬁ'the
revised schedule, we. w1ll p:ov;de ECAC balancing account ‘treatment
during the transition’ per;od. The transition periocd for the
utilities is as follows: ,

PG&E Mg 1, 1989 Oct 31, 1989 3 Months:

SPPC Jan 1, 1989 Max 31, 1989 3 Months:

SDG&E . Nov 1, 1989 =- Apr 30, 1930 6 Months"

Edison Jun 1, 1989 Dec 31, 1989 7 Months

Decision (D.) 88-09-031 suapended Edison’s AER until the
end of the forecast period, May 31, 1989. Since this decision will
move Edison’s next revision date to January 1, 1990, as shown in
Appendix D, we will extend the suspension of Edison’s AER through
December 31, 1989. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC will be -
authorized to credit or debit the ECAC balancing account by the
recoxded AER gain or loss experienced in the above gpeeified
months. The AER rate will not be revised during this period.

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 3chedule w:ll
increase the likelihood of meeting scheduled revision dates,
unforeseen cixcumstances could prevent this from happening. One
approach that could ease the pressure in highly contested ECACs is
an automatic suspension of AER, if the revision date is not met.
Since this proposal was not addressed in the workshops and
hearings, we invited the parties to include conments: on an
auvtomati¢ AER suspension mechanism with their filed commenxs on the‘
ALJ proposed decision-- These commen:s are shown below.._m,d" ‘
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Ediseon :

"The purpose of the AER procedure is to provide
utility management & direct stake in its fuel
nanagement decisions and an incentive to
ninimize its fuel- and enerxgy-related ‘costs’
during the Forecast Period. An AER predicated
upon the forecast fuel costs in one period
bears no relationship to the fuel costs
incurred in & subsequent period and thus cannot
provide the intended incentive.

*In the past, when the yrevised AER could not be
made effective on the Revision Date, the
Commission recognized that there was a
likelihood that either a utility’s ratepayers
or sharcholders may be harmed or enxiched, 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 foxr 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
formalizeg jwhat has been occurring in
practice. Therefore, Edison supports the
automatic suspension of the AER...

*S/ D.88=-05-074, May 25, 1988 in A.88-02-016;
D.88-09-036, September 14, 1988 in A.88-04-020;
D.88-09-031, September 14, 1988 in A.88-02-016;
D.86-04-007, April 2, 1986 in A.85-02-042; and
D.85-05-067, issued May 15, 1985 in
A.85-02-042."

SRGEE

SDG&E shares the belief that while "the

proposed ECAC schedule will improve the chances:

of meeting scheduled revision dates, the

Proposed Decision should anticipate that
conditions may prevent a final decision from

being reached priocx to the scheduled revision

date. SDG&E believes that the automatic '
suspension of the AER mechanism is an. - .~ =~ o
appropriate response in such circumstances and . - -

grggsithe Commission to so provide in its final = -
ecision.” o - B S




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

RGSE

*"PG&E supports the automatic suspension of the
AER when the revision date is not met precisely
because nothing is gained within - the
regqulatory process by keeping the AER mechanism
in place with an explicitly outdated fuel
forecast. . . . PG&E also suggests that the
Proposed Decision be c¢larified to state that
the automatic AER suspension is t¢ continue ™
until such time as the new ECAC AER rates are
placed into effect.” _

DPRA

*Automatic suspension of the AER eliminates all
risk for the utility and should be rejected.
Suspension 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, €.g., a utility delaying- its own

. proceeding to trigger the automatic - .
suspension.” ' '

RGS

"It is impossible to know in advance what the
actual rate impact on various customer classes
will be of an AER suspension. However DGS
notes that an automatic suspension does appear
to be at odds with the goals of the
Commission’s Risk, Return, and Ratemaking
proceeding. IX.86-10-001. In that proceeding,
the Commission is reviewing its requlation of
electric utilities to make sure that the
utilities bear the risks of their actions. The
suspension of the AER will lead to ECAC :
treatment of items during the suspension period
and thus remove the utility from risk. In this .
regard, the suspension would appear to be at
odds with the goals of the Risk, Return, and
Ratemaking proceeding.”

. We disagree with the DRA-.and DGS comments. DRA states
that automatic suspension of a:utility’s AER would 'create an ' -
incentive for ‘a‘utility to-delay its ECAC proceeding.” ‘Since 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 to be
underestimated. This is an unrealistic expectation. Contrary to
DRA’s argument a utxlity currently has an incentive to delay its
proceeding if- its AER is. h;gher than its forecasted fuel expense.
Automatic suspension of the AER mechanism would eliminate this
incentive. ' : _ | , :

DGS argues that it is impossible to know in advance what
the actual impact of an AER suspension would be on various customer
classes. As DRA points out there should be no gaming with the AER
mechanism. It is not intended to benefit one customer class over
another. Automatic suspension of a utility’s AER mechanism
perfectly matches the AER portion of fuel rela:ed;ievenues 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 AEXR mechanism should be for short pericds we believe it will .
maintain the incentives for utilities to manage fuel expenses cost-
effectively.

Accordingly, we will provide for an automatic suspension
of AER mechanisms when the forecast period upon which the AER was
calculated ends. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC will be directed to
file revised tariffs which reflect this change.

The reasonableness review record period covers 12 months
ending 60 to 75 days prior to the ECAC/ACAP filing date. Since we
are revising the fil;ng schedules, the record period in the first
reasonableness review filing will change for. some utilities. The
utilities in their next reasonableness review filing should covexr
the following record period. _

PG&E/ECAC - : Feb 1, 1988 ~- Dec 31, 1988 11 Months

PGSE/ACAP Feb 1, 1988 -- Dec 31, 1988 11 Months .

C SPPC/EC‘AC o Jul 1, 19‘88 Jun 30,'1989;‘\_& -12 Mont.hsf o
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SoCal/ACAP ©  Apr 1, 1988 -- Mar 31, 1989 12 Months

SDG&E/ECAC:: ~ ‘May 1, 1988 -~ Jul 31, 1989 . 15 Months

SDG&E/ACAP'.  May 1, 1988 -~ Jul 31, 1989 15 Months

Due to the reforms under consideration in the
telecommunications'regtructuring investigation, Oxder Instituting
Investigation (I.) 87-11-033, this decision will only modify the
rate case plan for telecommunications utilities with respect to
§ 311; in all other respects, the existing rate case plan will
continue to apply. The changes we will adopt are consistent with
the modifications made to the rate case plan for energy utilities
which increase the rate case schedule by 19 days. 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 cue on Day 364, reply comments due on Day 371, and the
final decision issued oq'Day 384. For rates to become effective at
the start of the test yedr, general rate cases will need to he
filed at least 19 days eaxlier.

Contraxy to DRA’s statement in its January 11, 1988
£iling in this proceed&ng, it now recommends that the modifications
to the rate case plan for emexgy utilities apply to
telecommunications utilities. The primary reason foxr this
recommendation appears to be the possibility of a general rate
f£iling by Pacific Bell. While many of the modifications adopted
for enexgy utilities may also be applicable to telecommunications
utilities, that issue should be addressed in I1.87-11-033.
Additionally, Pacific Bell has assured us that if it files a
general rate case prior to a revision of the rate case plan for
telecommunications utilities, it will work with DRA to establish
ground rules for the processing of its. application.

Since, the rate case plan for energy utilities adopced by
this decision will not appLy to telecommun;cations utilities, ‘
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will delete all requirements for telecommunications utila.ties .
contained in the consensus proposal. :
EABQHEELSﬂLEEEE

1. R;B7-ll-012 was issued on November 13, 1987 to reflect
the requiremehts of § 311 in the rate case plan and enexrgy offset
schedules, develop realistic schedules for these proceedings, and
consider changes that would facilitate the issuing of general rate
decisions. _ o

2. Workshops were held after which consensus proposals that
addressed the-issues raised in the rulemaking were submitted by the
parties. ‘ S
3. Bearings were held to discuss the consensus. proposals,
the ALJ’s comments, and other positions of the"parties.

The consensus proposal for general rate cases recommends:

Generic¢c annual cost of capital proceedings
‘for energy utilities. .

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

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

Modifzcatxons to the rate case plan and
processing schedule to clarify its intent,
reflect current procedures, and ;ncorporate
$ 311 requirements.

Public comment hearings be scheduled
between Days 220 and 312, after DRA’s rate
design exhibits are mailed.

Staggered general rate case filings for
SPPC, Southwest, and PP&L. SPPC and PP&L
would be.xrequired:to: delay their next .
..general rate case filings by one year, but.
"ggf?grized to make an additional att:ition o
q- . L . ’ PR N
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4. The annual cost of capital proceeding recommended in the
consensus proposal requires interested parties’ exhibits to be
submitted seven days after DRA’s exhibits, does not provide for a
late-filed exhibit to reflect the issuance of new debt and/er '
preferred stock or actual changes for existing variable rate
issues, and does not include a xeply brief.

S. SDG&E requests that it have the flexibility to defer xate
changes in total ox in part. A specific proposal 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 requxxe-annual adjustments.
for changes in long-term debt and/or preferred stock. Return on
equxty would be considered fox enexgy utilities with a general rate

gse but not for other utilities unless there had been movement in
a predetermlned index by more than a set amount. A detailed
proposal which explains how this txigger mechaniam would work was
not presented.

7. DRA has developed master data xequests for general rate
cases and offset proceedings.

8. DRA is required to review utxlity NOI filings, issue a
deficiency list, and prepare exhibits in response to NOI f;lings
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 coordinatoxr
for transm;tting deficiencies, provide an acceptable appeal pxocess
for disputes over deficiencies, provide for informal confexences
between parties’ witnesses, and reflect the need for gas utilit;es
to file rate design exhibits.

1l. SPPC in its comments requests that it be allowed,to (1)
refrain from filing a genexral rate case for test year 1990, (2)
waive any filing of an attrition case for 1989, and (3) file its )
next general rate case on schedule in 1992 tor a/1993 test yearc




R.87=11-012 ALJ/FSF/cac w«

-12. The consensus proposals increase the number of rate
changes for major emergy utilities during each yeax.

13. The consensus proposal for emergy offset proceedings
as modified by DRA, Edison,‘SDG&E, and PG&E recommends:

a. ‘Separate reasonableness proceedings.

b. Revised ECAC and ACAP filing dates to
coordinate with general rate cases and
other offset proceedings.

Modifications to the current schedule to
¢clarify its intent, reflect current
procedures, and incorporate § 311 and IER
requirements.

14. DRA, Edison, SDG&E, and PG&E by memorandum from DRA dated
August 18, 1988 agreed that the ECAC schedule contained in the
consensus proposal should be modified to pro@ide'additional time to
review 1ntervenor testimony and hold a second prehearing
conference. :

15. The consensus proposal for energy~o££set proceedings
would require Edisen’s ECAC and SoCal’s ACAP to be’ processed
simultaneously and create a four-month gap between SoCal s and
SDG&E’s ACAPs.

16. SDG&E’s and SoCal’s ACAPs have histerically"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 SoCal’s and SDG&E‘’s ACAP decisions.

18. DRA may experience an increase in workload if SDG&E’s and
SoCal’s ACAPs are combined. S

19. Gas rate design and revenue allocation issues are
addressed in ACAPS, not gemeral rate cases and attrition filings.

20. TUnder the consensus p:oposal SDG&E would £ile its ECAC
applzcation fonr months after the»filing of EdIson’s ECAC
applicct;ons.\ - i g

" o
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21. CACD is responszble-for coordinatxng and presiding in the
IER workshops.

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

23. The consensus proposal for energy offset proceedings does
not identify when utility and DRA personnel should be assigned.

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

25. The offset schedule for emexgy utilities does not clearly
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 £or use in offset
proceedings. o

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 ECAC'balancing account.

28. D.83-02-076 and D.86-12-010 require ECAC and ACAP trigger
applications to be filed when certain conditions 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. D.88-09-031 suspended Edison’s AER until May 31, 1989.

32. The consensus proposal recommends revisions in the xecoxd
period for reasonableness xeview f£ilings.

33. I1.87-11-033 is an investigation to consider reforms which
would restructure the telecommunications industﬁy

34. Pacific Bell-states that, if it files-a gene:al zate
application’ prior to revisions to—the-rate-caae plan for

P oz , ia _.‘4.’ ;
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telecommunications utilities, it will woxrk with DRA to establish
procedures for the processing of its application.
1. The consensus proposal for general rate cases is

reasonable and should be adopted with the following modifications:

a. The annual cost of capital proceeding
should provide intexvenors additional time
to submit their exhibits, 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 include a reply brief.

gtilities, in their tendered NOI, shall
make a reascnable effort to respond to
DRA’s master data request.

DRA’s project manager should be the
designated coordinator for transmitting NOI
deficiencies. Utilities should be allowed
to appeal DRA‘’s list of deficiencies by
filing a protest with the Executive
Director. The Executive Director’s
determination should be final.

DRA’s project manager should have primary
responsibility for accepting changes to the
utility’s NOI £iling. Utilities should be
allowed to appeal DRA’s determination by
filing 2 formal motion for the acceptance
of NOI changes.

Except for Southwest, gas utilities should
include in their general rate applications
rate design exhibits which conform with the
rate design criteria adopted in theixr
latest ACAP. ,

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

Public comment hearings should be scheduled
during the results of operations hearing
phase. This will allow public input.to be
considered in developing the xecord.‘.

®
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Lanquage should be added to provide
informal confexences which would facilitate
the understanding 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. Starting in 1989 for rates effective in 1990 a generic
annual cost of capital proceeding should be established for all
enexqgy utilities. : . R _

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 proceedings. o

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

7. SPPC should be authorized to make an attrition filing for
rates effective in 1989, and PP&L should be authorized to make an
attrition £iling for rates effective in 1990. -

8. The consensus proposal for enerqgy offset proceedings
should be adopted with the following modifications:

a. The ECAC schedule should be expanded by
requiring utilities to file 15 days’
earlier. This provides additional time to
review intervenor testimony and hold a
second prehearing conference. '

SoCal’s and SDGSE’s ACAPs should be
combined.

Edison’s and SDGSE’s ECACs and
reasonableness reviews should be filed

three months later than the dates contained
in the consensus proposal.

CACD‘shbﬁidaschedula'IER workshops.
Utility and DRA project managers and other '

project team personnel should be assigned:
on Day -60. This is consistent with-the .

R
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assigning of personnel in the general rate
case plan. .

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

DRA’s rxecommended language spec;fg;ng when
it is appropriate to update and t c¢an be
updated should be adopted..

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

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

IER issues should be addressed in the ECAC
hearings scheduled for day 88 through day
- 108. Additional hearings which address the
impact of the ALJ ruling on resource mix
-assumptions for IER models and revenue -
requirements should be scheduled for day
146 through 148.

8. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC should ‘suspend the AER
mechanism whenever the forecast per;od upon which the AER was
calculated ends. During the suspension of the AER mechanism, PGSE,
Ediseon, SDG&E, and SPPC should receive 100% ECAC balancing account
treatment £oxr AER revenues and expenses.

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

10. The xevised schedule for ECAC and ACAP filings, excluding
triggex f;linqs, should be implemen:ed on the effective date of
this decision..

1l1. In accordance with D.83-02-076 and D.86-12-010 the

trigger filings shownuinzthe_adopted.EcacnandrACA?;schedulesﬂshouLi'”
be mandatoxy.. Edison should be allowed in a future ECAC filing to -

. -,
CemtoLt
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address its proposal to revise its AER coincident with SoCal ACAP
revisions.

12. The suspens;on of Edison’s AER mechanlsm should be
extended through Decembexr 31, 1989.

13. Energy utility AER mechanisms should be automaﬁically
suspended if the forecast pexiod upon which the AER was calculated
ends. Adoption of a new AER forecast perlod should reinstitute the
AER mechanism.

14. The reasonableness review record period‘for'zdison, PG&E,.
SoCal, SDG&E and SPPC should be revised to reflect the dates shown
in Appendix D.

15. The next reasonableness review filing for Edison, PGSE,
SoCal, SDG&E, and SPPC should cover the recoxd’ perxod contained in
the discussion portxon of this decision.

16. Revisions to the rate case plan for telecommunications
utilities, with the exceptxon of § 311, should be addressed in

I.87-11-033. |

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

18. If Pacific Bell files a general rate application prior to
revisions to the rate case plan for telecommunications utilities,
it should work with DRA to establish procedures for the processing
of its application.

 ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The consensus proposals for general rate case and energy
offset proceedings-with.the medifications discussed in this
decision a:e_reasonnble and aro adopted as shown in.Appendixes-B, ‘
C, and D.
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2. A generic annual cost of capital proceeding, as shown in .
Appendix C, shall be adopted for all energy utilities. Southern
California Edison Company (Edison), Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), Southern
California Gas Company (SoCal), Pacific Powexr & Light Company
(PP&L), Sierxa 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 attxition filing for test

 year 1989. o - '

4. PPrslL is authorized to make an attrition filing for test
year 1990. S

5. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC shall file revised tariffs
which suspend the AER mechanism whenever the forecast period upon
which the AER was calculated ends. Adoption of 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 thxs dec;sxon is
adopted for Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC. _

8. The adopted ECAC and ACAP schedules, excluding trigger
£ilings, shall be implemented on the effective date of this
decision. h

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 record pexriod for Edison, PG&E,
SoCal, SDG&E, and SPPC shall be revised as shown in Appendix D.

12. ' The next reasonableness reviGW'leing for: Edison, PG&E,-
SoCal, SDG&E, 'and 'SPPC shall’ cover~the :ecord period as shown in
this decision. SR
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13. The rate case plan for telecommunications utilities shall
be expanded by 19 days in accordance with the discussion in this
decision.

This orxrder becomes effective 30 days from today.
Dated _ JAND2T 1S at san Francisco, California.-

) CERTIRY THAT TS DECISON
" WAS,APPROVED BY THE ASOVE:
COMMISSIONERS TCOAY.. .
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APPENDICES
ENERGY UTILITY RATE CASE AND OFFSET PLANS

Topic
Appendix A - Appearances
Appendix B - General Rate Case
Summary of Rate Case Plan
Summary of Electric Rate Design Window
Table 1 -~ Summary ¢f Electric Rate Design Window
Rate Case Plan
Electric Rate Design Window
List of Applicable Energy Utilities -

Standard Requirement List of Documentation
supporting an NOI

Standard Requirement List of Documentation
Supporting Staff and Other Parties Exhibits
and Testimony ‘

Standard Update Exhibit Filing Requirements
List

(Sample) Notice

Appendix C - Cost of Capital
Annual Cost of Capital
List of Applicable Energy Utilities
Standard Requirement List ¢of Documentation

Supporting an Annual Cost of Capital
Application

Appendix D - Qffsets
Table 2 - Summary of ECAC Review Schedule
Table 3 - Summary of ACAP Review S¢hedu;e}a

Table 4§ - S of‘Reaéonhbieneéstné§iéwQ ;~m
' Schedu{e T
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Table 5 - ECAC/ACAP/Reasonableness Schedule
Annual ECAC Review Schedule

Annual ACAP Review Schedule

Annual Reasonableness Review Schedule
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APPENDIX A
List of Appeazences

Respondents: Thomas G. Hanklev and Bruce J. Williams, Attorneys at
Law, for San Diego Gas & Electric Company; Richard K. Durant,
Carol B. Henningson, Frank J. Cooley, and James M. Lehrex,
Attorneys at Law, f£or Southerxn California Edison Company;
patricia L. C. Mahoney, Attorney at Law, for Pacific Bell;
Richard M. Cahill and Kenneth K. Qkel), Attorneys at Law, for GTE
California, Incorporated; Reger J. Petexrs and Mark Huffman,
Attorneys at Law, for Pacific Gas and Electric Company; Robert
B. Keeler and Jeffrey E. Jackson, Attorneys at Law, and Rovy M.
Rawlings, for Southern California Gas Company; Pacific Power &
Light Company; Scuthwest Gas Company; and Sierra Pacific Power
Company.

Interested Parxties: Lindsay, Hart, Neil & Weidlex, by Mi
Algantaxr and Paul J. Kaufman, Attorngys at Law, and Drazen-
Brubaker & Associates, Inc., by Donald W. Schoenbeck, for
Cogenerators of Southern Califoxrnia; Barkovich & Yap, by Barbaxa
Barkovich, and Jackson, Tufts, Cole & Black, by Allan J.
Thompson, Attorney at Law, for CLECA; Nancy Thompsgn, fox
Barakat, Howard & Chamberlin, Inc.; Exi¢ Eisenman, £ox Enxon
Corp. and Transwestern Pipeline Company: Michel Petex Floxieo,
Attorney at Law, Mark Barmore, and Sylvia M. Siegel, for TURN;
Noxman ¥Fuxuta, Attorney at Law, for the Department ¢f the Navy;
John J. Gezelin, Attornmey at Law, fox Sierra Pacific Powex
Company; Orrick, Hexrington & Sutcliffe, by e . >
Attorney at Law, for Continental Telephone Company of
California; Willism B. Mareus, for JIJBS, Energy, Inc., and
Independent Enexrgy Producers Association; Reed V. Schmids, for
California City-County Street Light Association; Joan W. Witt,
City Attorney, by Willlam §. Shaffrzan, Deputy City Attorney, fox
the City of San Diego; Michael Shames, Attorney at Law, £or
Utility Consumers Action Network; Bruge Tulloh, for Westezn
Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command: Robke
Wejisenmiller, for Morse, Richard, Weisenmiller & Assoclates,
Inc.; Antonia D. Radille, Attorney at Law, fox the Califorxnia
‘Energy Commission; and Rian Gmueneich, Attorney at Law, for
California State Department of General Services.

AN,

.Division of Ratepayer Advocates: Rhilip Scott Weismehl, Attorney
at Law, Mahendra Jhala, John Yagex, and B. . Lee.

(END OF APPENDIX A)
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APPENDIX B

RATE CASE PLAN
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Day Schedn le

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

within 25 days after tendering, applicant to
be notified of deficiencies by DRA Project
Managex

Accepted NOY filed

Except for electric rate design, application
is filed

Date, time and location set for prehearing
confexence and public comment heazrings

Prehearing Conference held

Except £or electric rate design, staff submits
all exhibits including 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, othex parties
submit evidence including marginal cost and
revenue allocation

Evidentiary hearings on initial showing
completed

Applicant, staff and other parties file
rebuttal exhibits

Rebuttal hearings begin
Utility submits updated electric rate design

Eearings completed except for update mater;al
scheduled for Day 294

Note:
Por SCE, the schedule days- marked with an ”*”‘Wlll be
increased by 30 days. , ,
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Ray Schedule

(cont’d)

Comparison Exhibit mailed 12 days aftex end
of hearings

Opening Briefs filed 28 days after Comparison
Exhibit mailed

Reply Briefs filed 14 days after Opening
Briefs

Staff submits electric rate design exhibits
Applicant and all other parties may submit
othexr than 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 hearings begin
Electri¢c rate design hearings end

Electric rate design rebuttal exhibits
submitted

Electric rate design rebuttal hearings begin
Electric rate design rebuttal hearxings end
ALJ Draft filed and served on all parties

Electric xate design opening briefs filed and
served on all paxties

Initial Comments on ALJ Draft due
Reply Comments on ALJ Draft due

Electric rate design reply br;efs £1led and
served

Note:

For SCE, the schedule days ma:ked with an S will be
increased by 30. days. : :
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Ray Schedule
(cont’d)

Final decision expected by this date (except
electric rate design)

ALJ Draft electric rate design decision filed
and served

Initial comments on ALJ electric rate design
Draft filed

Reply comments on ALJ electric rate des;gn
Draft filed

Final electric rate design decision expected '
by this date

Note:

For SCE, the schedule days mnrked wich an'“*” will be
increased by 30 days.
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| SUMMARY_OF ELECTRIC
. RATE DESIGN WINDOWS

.nw;mn.ei

Parties may file proposed electric rate

design revisions from July 20th to 25th2,

November 20th to 25th> or December 20th to

26th? prior to an attrition year with copies v’
served on all other parties

July, November or December 26th (see V/,
footnote) of Test Year and first Attrition

year

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

Replies to comments to be submitted and
served

ALY ruling on the necessity to reopen the GRC
for consideration of any or all electric
rate design proposals

Hearings begin

Last day of hearings

Concurrent briefs submitted and served.

ALT Draft decision filed and sefved on all
parties

Initial comments on ALJ Draft filed and
served

Reply comments on ALY Draft filed and sexved
Final decision expected by this date ‘

. ‘.,,,,»‘ L

1 If Day falls on Saturday, Sunday or holiday, theu
working day should be cbserved. By g

2 PP&L and SPPC will be in July. -

3 PG&E and SDG&E-w:ll be in Nbvember

4 SCE will be in Decenber.
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF ELECTRIC RATE DESIGN WINDOW SCHEQULES

Day ‘SCe soeie PPEL
Schedule Date Date Date Date

seusRassssrlissscaseNsRaRE RS sswsenccne sssssssew sssssnsee sembans eesdenan

Proposed electric rate desion revis{ons filed. 25=Nov 25-0ec 2W=Nov 25-Jdul
Commenta on proposed revisions due. 25<Dec 0 2%=Jan  25~Dec 26,Aug
Reply to comments due. : 08=Jan 07+Feb 08=Jan 07-Sep
ALJ rules on reopening GRC. 22-Jan : 21=Febd  22=Jon 21+Sep
Hearings begin. . 05-Feb 07-Mar  (3=Fab 05-0ct
Last day of hearings. 09=Feb 11=Mar 09=Feb. 090ct
Concurrent briefs submitted. 16=Feb 18=Mar 16=Fab 16+0¢t
ALJ draft decision due. . 12-Mar © 11-Apr. T2eMar  09=Nov
tnitial commenta on draft due. 01-Apr 0=May 01=Apr 20NV |
Reply to comments on ALJ draft due. 06=Apr Cé~May  06=Apr 04=Dec
F{nal decisfon due. 16=Apr 16-May 16=Apr 14-Dec
Date rates become effective, 01=May X a/ 0f=May Q1-don’

a/ Rates are effective the firat Sunday in June
Note:
14 the above dates fall on Saturday, Sunday, or holiday, the next working day should be cbserved.
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RATE_CASE PLAN®

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

Docket Office and Commission staff for review. Within 7 days
Staff Counsel and project team are designated. The Executive
Director notifies the Docket Office when the NOI has béen accepted
by the staff, whereupon the Docket Office files the NOI. However,

the requirements for the tendered NOI are listed under day -60.

The utility shall keep the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA)
advised of the progress of its preparation ¢f the rate case ahd
the expected date of tendering the NOI so that the pRA,qqn ‘

designate a Project Manager at least 30 days iﬂ.advance.of-the~.

actual Tendering of the NOI.

The NOI shall contain a brief statement of the amount of increase’
sought and the reasons for the proposed increase. An original and
12 copies of all documentation, prepared testimony, draft exhibits
including complete explanations and summaries éupparting the
increase shall comply with the standard requirement List”

and shall be tendered at the same time that the NOI is tendexred.
An additional 10 copies of the NOI and all documentation, prepared
testimony and draft exhibits plus 5 sets of the applicant's‘
wo;kpaper; shall be delivered to the DRA Project Manager no later
than the day that the NOX is tendered. .

"

4 Page B 20 conta;ns a. list ot the energy utilitiesxto I
which the RCP-applies. ' .:. 77 P ,ﬁﬁﬁfm ”y__Hﬂ4

S See page B 21.
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Although the final notice of deficiencies does not have to be sent
to the utility until 25 days after tendering, the‘DRA should
identify and traﬁsmit 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 RCP. In the event that the utility disagrees with DRA‘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 deficieecies and state the
reasons f£for its conclusion. The Executlve Director’s
determination is fiﬁel. sze consumlng and/or anonsequentlal
deficiencies may be corrected accoxding to-a schedule-egreed upon

by the DRA Project Manager and the applicant..

The NOI may contain material such as previouslywlitigated

issues on which the Commission has taken . a position. This
material must. be clearly Ldentlfled and contain a complete
justification £or any policy change. Showlngs on such material
will be presented at the end of the hearing schedule, unless
otherwzse scheduled by the ALJ thh the advice and consent ¢f the

assigned Commlssioner. '

Qgg;_gg (Accepted NOI is flled)
An original and 12 copies of an NOI is accepted by the Executlve

Director and then filed by the Docket Office. within five days
after the NOIX has beenAaccepted, applicant shall. sexve a copy of

the NOI on all appearances in its last general rate case, and file
a certificate of. service., Thereafter, -all. filed.material shell

be £urnishedlby appllcant to-lnterested partiesionlwritten

request.; Applicant'snworkpcpers shall be medeeaveilable on

RS -
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within seven (7) days of tendering the NOI, the applicant and DRA
should begin informal meetings wherein the applicants witnesses
(oxr other persons intimately'familiar with the workpapers) explain
the workpapers to the DRA’s witnesses. DRA witnesses should be
familiar with applicant’s workpapers prior to the informal
meetings. These 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 concurrently, separate from the determinat;9n o£

completeness of the NOI.

In those instances where DRA has submitted data requests (called
Master Data Request) to the ﬁtility at least six months prior to
the anticipated Tendexing of the NOI, the applicant shall make a

reasonable effort to provide responses with the tendexed NOI.

Applicant shall furnish a copy of the tendered NOI material to
any interested party upon regquest. |

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

test year used by the Commission in setting applicant’s existing
rates. For example, if 1988 was the lastc 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 in
its required supporting materials evidence supporting the
requested attrition allowance. The NOI shall not be=filed\until.
all of the above requirements are met. | | U

Applicant wzll be not;fied by the DRA Project Manager of

deficiencies in’ the NOI w:thin 25 days of the tendor date. ~:. 7 ”

®
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Although the final notice of deficiencies does not have to be sent
£o the utility until 25 days after tendering, the-DRA should
identify and transmit each def;c;ency to the applxcant as soon as
possible. The acceptance of the NOI w;ll be based upon whether
the applicant has substantially complied with the=requ;rements of
the RCP. In the event that the. utility disagrees with DRA’s list
of deficiencies, a written protest may be filed with the Executive
Director. The protest should identify the items that the~ntility
believes are not properly classified as deficiencies and state the
reasons for its conclusion. The Executave Director’s |
determination is ‘;nal. Time consumanq and/or anonsequential
deficiencies may be corrected according to-a schedule agreed upon

by the DRA Project Manager and the applicant.

The NOI may contain materiai such as previously liticated

issues on which the Commission has taken.a positien.- This
naterial must be cleaxly identified and contain a complete
justification for any policy change.~ Showlngs on such mater;al
will be presented at the end of the hearing schedule, unless _
otherwise scheduled by the ALJ w;th the-advice and consent of the

assxgned Commassxoner.

ng__gg (Accepted NOI is filed)
An oragrnal and 12 copies of an NOX is accepted by the:Executive

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

the NOI on all appearances in its last gemexal rate case, and f_le

a certaf;cate ofuservice; Thereafter, all filed.material shall

be furn_shedrby appl;cant to-anterested parties nfwritten

AT

\
g ' S

request. Applicant's 9°;kP§P0rslshaIl be made available on’z"‘
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request.

The application may Be filed no sooner than than 60 days a£ter

the NOI is acceptéd.' Theldate the applicatibn‘is filéd’wiii

determine Day 0 under the rate case plan.

The utility shall provide to. the Commission’s Public Advisor a
proposed notice to customers in a format similar to that shown on

page B 27.

Rav O

1. The applicaticn shall be filed and served in conformity
with the Rules of Practice and Procedure. The utility
shall provide notification to customexs, within 45 or 75
days as required by Rule 24. -

The application shall include final exhibits except
electric rate design, prepared testimony, and othexr
evidence, and shall be sexved on all parties to the last
general rate case. The application, final exhibits, and
all othex evidence that is filed shall incorporate the
changes, additions, and deletions requirxed for acceptance
of the tendered NOI. No bulk or major updating
amendments or recorded data to amend the final exhibits,
prepared testimony, oxr other evidence shall be allowed,
except as provided on page B 26 on Day 280, and on page
B 21, item 3.

Applicant shall file a comparison exhibit showing
changes that have occurred between the draft exhibits
submitted with the NOI and the final exhibits submitted
with the application. All the changes ox revisions
shown shall have been agreed to by the DRA Project
Manager in an informal confexrence before £iling the
application. Should the applicant and the DRA Project
Managexr disagxee on what revisions are acceptable, the
applicant may file a formal motion with the Docket Office
for acceptance of its NOI changes. All changes in’
figures between the tendered NOI and the application
shall be suppoxted by workpapers which show the new
figures and a reconciliation with the workpapers

. previously tendered. :

4. Applicant shall deliver ten complete sets of the o
application and final exhibits plus five complete sets
- of the workpapexrs supporting the application and final™
exhibits to the DRA Project Manager.  The workpapers -
- shall. incoxrporate allﬁchanges;andﬂaddition3%:hat;were?.~‘.'pw“H“J;v
necessary to gain acceptance of the tendered NOI. = . - . .
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determine Day 0 under the rate case plan.

Ray O

L.

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

The application shall include final exhibits except
electric rate design, prepared testimony, and other
evidence, and shall be served on all paxrties to the last
generxal rate case. The application, final exhibits, and
all other evidence that is filed shall incoxporate the
changes, additions, and deletions xeguired for acceptance
of the tendered NOI. No bulk or major updating
amendments or recorded data to amepd the final exhibits,
prepared testimony, or other evide¢nce shall be allowed,
except as provided on page B 26 Day 280, and on page
B 21, item 3. '

Applicant shall file a comparigon exhibit showing
changes that have occurred between the draft exhibits
submitted with the NOI and the final exhibits submitted
with the application. All the changes or revisions
shown shall have been agreed to by the DRA Project
Manager in an informal confference before £iling the
application. Should the applicant and the DRA Project
Manager disagree on what yevisions are acceptable, the
applicant may file a formal motion with the Docket QOffice
for acceptance of its NOX changes. All ¢changes in
figqures between the tendered NOI and the application
shall be supported by workpapers which show the new
figures and a reconciliation with the workpapers
previously tendered.

Applicant shall deliver ten complete sets of the
application and final exhibits plus five complete sets
of the workpapers sypporting the application and final
exhibits to the DRA Project Manager. The workpapers
shall incorporate 4ll changes and additions that wexe
necessary to gain acceptance ¢f the tendered NOI.

Applicant, staff,/ and interested parties shall send two
copies of all exhibits, prepared testimony, and otherx
evidence filed after Day 0 to the ALJ. One copy shall
be served on thg Reporting Branch and on each party.
Prepared testimony should not be filed in the Docket
Office after DAy 0; only briefs, comments on the ALJ
proposed decigion, and other pleadings are to be filed.

A copy of the decision in applicantfsﬂlast‘geheral rate
case shall ke furnished by applicant upon written: -

v’
v

“
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5. Applicant, staff, and interested parties shall send two
copies of all exhibits, prepared testimony, and 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 0; only briefs, comments on the ALJ
proposed decision, and other pleadings are to be filed.

6. A copy of the decision in applicant’s last general rate
case shall be furnished by applmcant upon wrltten
request.

Day 2

The ALJ in concurrence with the assigned Commissioner shall set:
the day, time, and place for the prehearing conference and shall
inform applicant and all parties to the last gemeral rate case.
Also at this time, the ALJ shall set the day, Fime and place for
public comment hearings. At the appropriate t.me, the utility
shall give notlce of the Public COmment Hearings, pursuant to

Rule Sz, uszng the format shown on page B 27.

Day 40 _ -
A prehearxng conference is held.

1. To take appearances.

2. To raise and resolve any procedural matters.

3. To schedule hearings and specify axeas of participation
if known, and specify dates for testimony if necessary
to expedite the hearing procedure.

Ray 77
Except for electric rate design, staff shall submit all exhiblts,
prepared testlmony, and ev;dence including marglnal cost and

revenue allecatlon,‘and shall serve coples on.all parties. No

allowed thereafter, except as provided on page Bp°6‘and Day 280.,‘l
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Staff workpapers shall be available within five days of this date
(see page B 25). | '

DRay 90

Applicant shall file a complete electric rate des;gn ‘exhibits and
testimony. No bulk or major updating amendments or recorded data
to amend the exhibits or prepared testimony shall be allowed -
thereafter, except as provided on page B 26 and Day 190%.

Ray 91-177
Public comment hearings will be held during this period. They

may be held concurxently with evidentiary hearings if. necessary

to complete the, hearings according to this plan.

Ray 98
Evidentiary hearings begin.

1. Hearings shall ordinarily be held not less than 15 days
a month.

2. Where an agreement between applicant and staff is
disputed by other parties, those parties shall have
the right to cross-examine applicant and staff in

that order. The examiration will be closely
controlled to prevent an undue consumption of time.

Ray 122

Except for electric rate design, parties other than staff and
applicant shall submit. therr exhibits, prepared. testlmony, and
evidence including marginal cost and revenue allocatxon, and shall
serve copies on all parties. These documents shall reflect theo:
rulings and agreements made at the prehearing conference. No»bﬁlk
or major updating amendments or recoxded data to amend the ' |
exhibits, prepared testimony, or other evidence shall be allowed ,
thereafter, ezther by prepared testimony, oral testimony, or "

exhibits, except as provided on Day 280 and on page B 26., Also, '
all workpapers shall be available ‘on this date (See pege B 25). -
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Ray 177
Evidentiary hearings on initial showing completed.

Ray 280

1. All rebuttal evidence except electric¢ rate design shall
have been distributed by Day 180. Rebuttal evidence
shall refute the evidence of other parties and shall not
reassert or reargque a party’s direct evidence. No bulk

or major updating amendments or recorded data shall be  allowed
in rebuttal evidence. Additional witnesses, cumulative
testimony, and unproductive cross-examination shall be
minimized.

2. Rebuttal evidence shall clearly reference by number the
exhibit or transcr;pt page of the direct ev;dence of the
party rebutted. :

When a witness has not testified on direct. examinatzon

before Day 170, the ALJ may set a later date for
distributing rebuttal evidence as to that witness.

Ray 190
Rebuttal heaxings begin to xeview the showing provided concexning
the data described in Day 180. No more than five days of -

hearings shall be set for th;s review.

Day 190+

Applican: nay submit upd&ted'electfic-rete desién exhibite (see'

ﬁage B 26).

Day 104
Hearings are to be completed no lnter than this date, excepc !or

electxic rate des;gn hearings and hearings scheduled for Day 294.

Note:

Foxr SCE, the schedule days- marked with an,.mwe will be
increased by 30 days. C ; ‘

e e e e P B R L s
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If oral argument before the Commission en banc is to be held, the’

ALJ shall announce the date and time.

Day 206

An exhibit comparing the DRA and utility final positions/numbers
shall be joxntky prepared by DRA~and the utilxty then maxled

by this date.

Day 234
Opening briefs shall be filed 28 days after thefmailing'of the
comparison exhibit. The ALJ may outlinehSpéciiiC‘issues~to be

briefed. Briefing of additicnal issues is optional.

Ray 248 \

Reply Briefs may be filed 14 days after Opening Briefs.
Day 250" “
Staff electric rate design exhibits and testimony shall be

submitted and served. No bulk or major updating amendments or

recorded data to amend the exhibits, prepared testimony, ox other
staff evidence shall be allowed thereafter. Staff. electr;c rate

design workpapers shall be ava;lable w;th;n f;ve days of th;s date
(see page B 25).

Day 280

Applicant, staff, or any ;nterested party may dlstr;bute Ln
prepared testzmony'form, and serve on all partzes, shcwzngs
containing the most recent data for the other. than electx;c xate

design factors described in the Standard Updating Filing

Note:

For SCE, the schedule days marked with an‘“*“'w:ll be
increased by 390 days. :

“ oL RETN
. ST T .
Lot
° .
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Requirements list on page B 26. This is the only updating which
will be permitted. -

o
Parties other than staff and applicant shall submit their
exhibits, prepared testimony, and evidence concerming 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 oxr
recoxded data to amend the exhibits, prepared testimony, or othex
evidence shall be allowed thexeafter, either by prepared
testimony, oral test;mony, or exhibits. All workpapers shall be
available on this date (see page B 25).

Day 294

Abbreviated hearxngs begin to review the'ahowing provided
concerning the data described in Day 280. VNp_more than five days
of hearings shall be set for this review. | ' -

Ray 298 | |
Last day of evidentiafy hearing exéept for'éleétric rAte désign.
Day 31)*

Electric rate design hearings bogin. . .

Ray 3232+

Electric rate design hearings end. . .

Note:

Fox SCB, the schedule:days 3 marked wi:th an ~~*~’w5.11: be
increased by 30 days.
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Day 323+
Electric rate design rebuttal exhibits shall be distributed by -

this day. See Day 180, Items 1 and 2 for requirements of rebuttal.

evidence.

Ray 333+
Electric rate design rebuttal hearings begin to- review the showing
provided concerning the data described in Day 329v. No more than

five days of hearings shall be set for this :eviéw.~»

Day 243+ ,
Electric rate design rebuttal héarings are‘to beﬂcompleied_no

later than this date.

Day 344

ALJ proposed decision, except for electric'rate design issues, but

including margxnal cost and revenue allocat;on xssues to be filed

and served on all parties.

Day 361*

Electric rate design opening briefs shall be filed 18 days after
the completion of the electric rate design rebuté&l heaiings. The
ALJ may outline specific rate design issues to be briefed.
Briefing of additional elect:ic:raterdesign issueS'is optional.

Day 364
Initial Comments on ALJ proposed:decision to be filed. and served
on all parties. |

Note.

.-Foxr SCE, the schedule days marked with,an - wiII be
increased by 30 days. ‘ |

.’

. N . - . ' ‘
R
el T e
oo k3 to
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Ray 371 ‘ .
Reply comments on ALJ proposed decision to be filed and sexved on

all parties.

Ray 375* :
Electric rate design xeply briefs may beAfiled,14'daysﬂafte:‘rate
design opening briefs.

Day 394
A Final Commission decision is expected by this date (except for
electric rate design issﬁes). Anyrrevenueyincrease/dec:ease'will

become effective by Januarxy 1 of the test vear.

Day 459+ ‘.
ALJ proposed electric rate design decision to be filed and served

on all parties.

Day 479~

Initial Comments on ALJ‘brbposéd electric raté'design decision to
be filed and served on all parties. o

ay 4&5*

Reply comments on ALJ proposed electr;c rate des;gn decision to be

filed and sexved on all parties.
Day 502+
A Final Commission decision on electric rate design is expected by

this date.

Note: i R
For SCE, the schedule dnys marked with an "*“ will be
increased by 30 days. ' . ! .
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ELECTRIC RATE. DESIGN WINDOWS’
Day. 9 ‘
Any party to the last general rate case may propose revisions to
the adopted rate designs from July 20th to 252h°, November-20th
to 25th’ or December 20th to 26th*? prior to an attrition year.
All proposals must be complete and include: ' '
1. The proposed revisions
2. Full justification for the revisions
3. an explanation-&hy the revision should
be considered prior to the next general
rate case
A reconciliation with the latést adopted
revenue requirement and class allocations
An original and 12 copies shall be filed with the docket office
and copies served on all parties to the rate case. Workpapers
shall be delivered by Day 0 to the DRA and utility project
managers and any other p;xtyireques;ing them.(sée pages B 21
through B 25). | '

Day 29
Any party served may comment on the proposals within 30 days.
The comments shall be limited to responding“tq the filings and

shall not raise new proposals. Such comments shall be submitted

and served on all parties.

7 12 Day falls on Saturday, Sunday or holiday, the naxt’.
working day ‘should be observed. . B

8 P&L and SPPC will-be inJuly.. -~ -~ "~ o 0w
9 PG&E and SDG&E will be in November. . - S e
10 SCE will be in December. . : "
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Day 44 .
Reply comments may be submitted and served on all parties within

14 days.

The ALJ who heaxd the rate designlﬁropqsals_in the general rate
case (or other ALJ as the Commission may assign) shdl; rule by
Day 58 on the necessity to re-open the GRC for consideration of

any or all rate design p:oposals.

Day 72
Hearings begin on re-opened‘rate désigﬁ(iséués; 'No more than

five days will be allowed. _ .

Day 76
Last day of hearings.

Concurrent briefs may be submitted.

DRay 107
ALJ Draft decision filed and served on all parties.

Day 127
Initial comments on ALY Draft filed and served.

Day 132
Reply comments on ALJ Draft filed and served.

Final decision expected by this date‘with~#até§~to-bqébﬁq‘ :

effective twelve months after the effecfiﬁaﬂd&te dffthé§ia$tirﬁté .

design revisions.
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Pacific Gas and Electric Company
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
Southern California Edison Company
Southexn Califormia Gas Company .

The smaller energy 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 (TY 1989) o
2. Siexra Pacific Power Company (TY 1990) -
3. Pacific Power and Light Company (TY 1991)

Smaller enexzgy utility rate applications are

processed on an expedited basis generally being -
completed within a year from the tendering of
the NOI assuming adequate Commission staffing. :




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

STANDARD REQUIREMENT LIST
QF DOCUMENTATION SUPPORTING AN NOT

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

When Cost of Capital issues are consolidated into a generxic
case for all utilities and are not part of the general rate
case the utility shall use the most rxecently 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 curxently 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.

Revenues at present rates in the Results of Operations report
shall include a base case derived directly from authorized
tariffs in effect on or after May 1l prior to tendexing the
NOI and on or after October 1 prior to filing the
application. The utility shall update the results of
operations exhibit by January 15 to incorporate any and all
tariff changes which become effective on January 1 following
the filing of the application.

Draft exhibits and prepared testimony (similaxr to those
presented in final application form) shall conform to the
requirements o©f Rule 23, except that the provisions of Rules
4 through 8 and 16 are not applicable.

Complete explanation of exhibits and special studies
furnished.

Workpapers (S5 sets) showing calculations and documentation to
support the utility’s draft exhibits and special studies. 1In
order to meet the NOI criteria, workpapers must comply with v//
all of the following:

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

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 why the assumptions were used. . _

2. Show how each assumption was used?ih,éégh éstimntew
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3. Where judgment iz involved in setting an estimate
level, explain why that particular level was adopted.

4. Furnish base year historical and estimated data and
subsequent Kears with evaluation of changes up to and
including the test yeax.

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

State management’s review criteria including the
factors considexred by the utility’s management in
approving various expenditures levels. :

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

Justification for the methodology used to develop each
estimate shall be included. However, the adequacy of
the justification will not be considered an NOI
deficiency.

Be appropriately indexed and legible.

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

Show the development of all adjustments, including thosze
associated with affiliates. If an adjustment is based on
a Commission ruling, reference the Decision and provide a
copy of the relevant portionm of the ruling. -

Include at least five vears of recorded data for each
FERC account used in the development ¢f the test year
revenues and revenue requirement. Where subaccounts
and/oxr other than FERC accounts axe used to develop

test year values, include at least five years of

recoxrded data supporting those values also. All data

for expenses shall be stated in recorded dollars and
dollars inflation adjusted to a constant base year.

The format shall be mutually agreed to by the utility and
DRA project managers.

In addition to the reguirements of ¢ above, the following
draft exhibits shall be submitted:

A. All studies and information regquired to be sthmit iz L//,
the rate case by the Commission in prior rate decisions
and subsequent policy statements or decisioms.

Recorded data, in wesults of operations format, shall be
provided for at least the latest recorded year available:

a2t the time of tendexring the NOI. -~
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If the NOI contains material previously litigated but not
allowed by the Commission it shall be clearly
identified.

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

When controlling affiliates provide guidelines ox
directions to the company’s presentation, these shall be
set forth in the direct showing or available in the

workpapers. _
FOR ELECTRIC UTILITIES:

1. Cost allocation studies by classes of service.

2. Marginal cost data in sufficient detail to allow the
development of rates for each customer class.

3. Demand Side Management cost effectivenoss 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, locad impacts, and
cost effectiveness of each program.

The Utility’s current Resource Plan.

The NOI may be tendered without a final rate design
proposal. However, the tendered 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.

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

a. A full and complete set of bill frequené{
analyses for each existing tarxriff schedule.

b. Alternative rate designs based on current
Commission policies.

A computer tape with detailed customex bill
frequency data compatible with the Commission’s
computer should be provided with the workpapers
for the latest available recorded year. All
billing determinants for each tariff schedule must
be included. Adequate documentation should be -
provided to allow the staff to use this tape to
develop alternative rate designs. - .
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F. FOR GAS UTILITIES:

L.

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.

At the present time gas utilities marginal cost and
rate design are litigated in the Annual Cost
Allocation Proceeding (ACAP) pex OII 86-06-005.
Therefore, marginal cost data, alternative rate
designs, and alternate fuel use will not be required
exhibits in the general rate case £iling 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.
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Complete explanation of exhibits and special studies
submitted. If the exhibits contain material previously
litigated but not allowed by the Commission, it shall be
clearly identified.

workpapers showing calculations and documentation to support
the exhibit. Workpapexrs 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-labox,
labor, and other.

Be appropriately indexed and legible.

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

Show the derivation of each individual estimate.

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

Show how each assumption was used in each estimate.

Where judgment is involved in establishing an
estimate level, explain why that particular level was
recommended.

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

If there was no precise basis for certain estimates
and the derivation was purely subjective, the
workpapers should 3o state.

6. Supporting material must have a clear tieback %o
base data from the stated expenditure.

3. A complete set of workpapers shall be deliveredito‘thé-DRA
and utility Project Managers and any other party requesting
them, on the appropriate day noted in the Rate Case Plan.
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*

STANDARD UPDATE EXHIBIT
EILING REQUIREMENTS LIST

Other than electric rate design:

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 tender of the NOI or
known changes that result from updated data using the
same indexes used in the original presentation during
hearings.

Changes in non-labor escalation factors based on the
same indexes the party used in its oxiginal
presentation during hearings.

Known changes due to governmental action such as
changes in tax rates, postage rates, or assessed
valuation.

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

Electxic Rate Design:

Applicant may update electric rate design testimony or
exhibits. Any testimony and exhibits for updating shall be in
fully prepared form and served on all appearances on Day 190%
as indicated 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. g
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(SAMPLE)
NOZTICE

The California Public Utilities Commission will hold
public comment hearings as listed below on the request of
R to increase its rates by §$
per yvear. If the entire amount is approved by the Commission,
the impact on customers will be as follows:

(Brief description ¢of which rates the utilicy
proposes to raise or lower and the $ and %
amount. The effect on the average residential
¢ustomex’s monthly bill shall be shown. The
effect on rates of all customer classes shall
be shown. A statement of the reasons for the
rate increase shall also be included.)

The hearing dates listed below give you, an opportunity
to express your views to the Commission. You may submit written
comments or make a brief oral statement at the hearing.

DATES AND LOCATIONS OF PUBLIC COMMENT HEARINGS
IN APPLICATION (No.) BEFORE THE
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION.

(List dates, locations, and times of specifically
designated 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 stat
that you are writing about Application (No.) of

(atility) .

A copy of (ueilityrs)y application maf be
inspected in its local business office or at its headquarters.

The above notice is only a sample format. A utility may
suggest other formats that would better communicate the
required informatien. ‘

All notices must be submitted to'thé;Commissicn’s‘Public-
Advisor’s Office for review at least five working days -
prior to the printers deadline. S e s T e

(END OF APPENDIX B)
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APPENDIX C -

ANNUAL COST OF CAPITAL PROCEEDING
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PROCEEDING FOR ENERGY UTILITIES

Application filed by utilities by May 8§ of
each year. See page C 3 for list of
utilities to which this plan applies and
£iling regquirements.

ALJ, staff counsel and Commissioner assigned
Prehearing Conference

Staff submits cost of capital exhibits.
Utility may file updated testimony*

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 actual 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.
Decision to become effective on Januvary 1 of
each year. :

*

Updated testimony and late-~filed exhibit shall be limited
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 submitted cost of capital
nodels reflecting more recent financial and economic data..
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ENERGY UTILITIES 7O WHICH ACC PLAN APPLIES

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
Southern California Edison Company
Southexrn California Gas Company
Southwest Gas Company

Sierra Pacific Power Company
Pacific Power and Light Company
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OF _DOCUMENTATION SUPPORTING AN
ANNUAL_COST OF CAPITAL APPLICATION

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

Exhibits and prepared testimony in final application form
shall conform to the requirements of Rule 23, except that the
provisions of Rule 8 are not applicable.

Complete explanation of exhibits and special studies
furnished.

Workpapers (2 sets) showing calculations of documentation to

support the utility’s application shall be delivered to the

DRA 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.

Show how each assumption was used in each estimate.

Where judgment is involved in making an estimate,
explain why that particular estimate was adopted.

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

Be appropriately indexed and legible.

Computer printouts must be accompanied by & detailed
description of the program. The recorded data used
should be identified, the various assumptions of
variables used should be clearxly stated and any adopted
Conmmission rules governing computer models adhered zo.

(END OF APPENDIX C)
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APPENDIX D

ECAC/ACAP AND REASONABLENESS REVIEW SCHEDULES \///
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. SUMMARY OF ECAC SCHEDULE

Day PGaE $PPCO- sce SDCLE
Schedule Date Date Date ~ Date
Record period ends. I1-Dec 30«Jun X1=Mar Itedul.
Informal meetings to discuss draft 31-Dec 30edun 31=Mar 31=dul
date request begin.
Informal meetings end. 15-Jan 15=Jul. 15-Apr 15-Aug
tnformal (Master) data request to 15=Jan 15«Jul 15=Apr 1%=Aug
utilities due. ‘
8/ Staft sudit begina. 08=Feob 08-Aug 09=-May 08+Sep
a/ Statt audit completed. L2eFed> 22-Aug B=May ~ 22-~Sep
Application filed with workpapers. 01=Apr 29=Aug - S0=May . 29-Sep-
First Prehearing Conference (PHC). 11=Apr 08-5ep OP=dun 09=0ct
formal staff cata requests to utility due. 15=Apr 12=Sep: 13~Jun 13=Qct
b/ IER Workshops. b/ b/ -74 b/
Utility responses to formal dats 20=Apr 28=Sep 27~dun 27-0ct
requests due. .
Statt report mafled w/ workpapers. 3T~May 28-0ct 29=Jul 28=Nov
Intervenor’s teatimony due, 10=dun. O7=Nov 08-Aug 08-Dec
¢/ Second Prehearing Conference. 18=Jun 15=Nov: 16+Aug 16s0ec’
Heari{ngs begin. - 28~Jun. 25-Nov 26+Aug 26+0ec
Hear{ngs end. 16=dul 13-Dec i13=Sep 13=Jan
Briefs due. 30=Jul 27-Dec 27=Sep- 27-Jon
_ Reply briefs ¢ue (Optional). 06°Aug 03-dan 04-0ct 03=Feb
7AW Muling on resource mix fssued. 13-Aug 10=Jon 11-0ct 10~Feb>
1ER exhibits f{led by all parties.. 20-Aug 17=Jon 18-0ct 17«Feb
1ER hearings begin. 257Aug - 22=Jan 23=0¢t 22+Fab-
IER hearings end. 26-Aug 23=Jon 260t 23~ Fab-
Dratt ALJ decinion {ssued. 12-Sep 09=Fed- 10=Nov 12=Mar
Comments on AlLJ draft due. 02-0ct 01-Mar 30=Nov 0TeApr
Reply to comments on ALJ draft due. 07+0ct  O4=Mar  0S-Dec  06-Apr
becision afgned. 27-0ct 26~Mar  25-pec 26-ppr
Rates effective/Forecast perfod begins. 01=Nov 01=-Ape 01-Jan 01-May
d/ Teigger f{ling. 19=don 18=Jun. 19-Mar 19=Jul
Trigger DRA report. 18=Fob 18=dul - 18-Apr 18-Aug
Trigger PAC B=Feb Bedut L3eApr LrAug
Trigger hearings begin, 28-Feb- 2Bedul 28-Apr 2B=Aug
Trigger hearings end. 04=Mar 01-Aug 02-nay 01-Sep-
Praft ALJ Trigger dacisfon {asued. 18=Mar 15-Aug 16=May 15=Sep-
Comments on ALJ Trigger decision. due. 07-Apr 04-Sep 0%=Jun. 03=0ct
Reply To comments on ALJ Trigger dec. due. 12=Apr 09=Sap. 10=Jun 10-0¢t
Trigger decision signed. 2-Apr . B=Sep 2h=dun’ 2%=0ct
Trigger filing rates take effect. 0T-May 01=0ct  0%-Jul 0T-Nov
a/ The staff audit for the forecast and the record pariods wiLl bo co«binod uhmr posMbLe.
b/ To be decided by CACD Arbitrator.
¢/ Additional PNC TO tdentify fasues, positions of pcrthc, aress for utipul-:ion, lchodutﬂ
of witnosses, otc. . o .
a/ Trigger #1lings based on the conditions A D.83~02-076- un mndnory. S RV
Note:. )

14 the above clates fall on Saturday, Sunday, or hoUd-y, the next uor-ldnq dny uHL be oburved. )

“D2e
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TABLE 3
‘ SUMMARY OF ACAP SCHEDULE

Day Event PCLE SoCal SOGAE
Schedule Date Date Date
=40 Informal meetings to discuss draft 16=dun 15=Jan 15«Jdan
data requeat begin.
=45 tnformal meetings end. 01=Jul 30-Jan 30~Jan
=45 Informal (Master) data requests to 01-Jul 30-Jan 30~=Jan
utility due.
=21 Staff audit begins. 25-Jdul 23-Ted L=Fed
-7 Staff audit completed. 08=Aug 0B=Mar " Q8eMar
0 Application filed with workpapers. 15-Aug 15=Mar 15-Mar
14 Formal staff data requests to utility due. 29-Aug - 29-Mar 29=-Mar
19 prehearing conference (PHC). 03-Sep 03=Apr 03=Apr
28 Utility responses to formal data 12=Sep 12=Apr 12=Apr
requests due.
60 Staff report mailed w/ workpapers. 14-0ct 1eMay ' 14-May
70 Intervenors’ testimony due. 24-0ct 26=-May 2beMay
80 Nearings begin. 0Xedov 03«dun. 0%=Jun
o8 Nearings end. 21=Nov 21eJun: 2imdun.
112 b/ Briefe due. 12=Dec.  05-dul 0S-dul
119 b/ Reply briefs due (Optiomal). 19-De¢ - 12=dul 12=dut
149 ¢/ Draft ALJ decision {saved. 2B=Jan 11=Aug 11=Aug
169 ¢/ Comments on ALJ draft due. 14=Feb- I1-Aug 3=Aug
1764 ¢/  Reply to comments on ALJ draft due. 19=Fab- 05-5ep . 05-Sep
130194 ¢/  Decision signed. 11-Mar 25-Sep 25-Sep
Rates Effective/Forecast period begins. 01=Apr 01-0ct Q01-0ct
279 d/ e/ Trigger filing. 21=Jun. 19=Dec 19=Dec
309 o/ Trigger ORA report. 21=Jul 18-Jan. 18=.]an
X% d/  Trigger PHC. 2b=Jul’ 23-Jan 23-Jan
319 o/ Trigger hearing begins. 31=dul 28~Jan 28-dan
23 d/ Trigger hearing ends. 04-Aug 01=Feb. 01=Feb
337 ¢/ Draft ALJ Trigger decision {ssued, 18«Aug 15-Feb>» 15-Fab
357 d/  Comments on ALJ Trigger decisfon cue. 07-Sep 07-Mar 07=Mar
362 d/  Reply to comments om ALJ Trigger dec. due. 12=5ep 12-Mar 12~Mar
376 d/  Trigger decision signed. 26~Sep 26-Mar 26-Mar
Trigger #1ling rates take effect. 01-0ct. 01=Apr 01-Apr

8/ SOGEE’®m ACAP application shall be filed not later than two weeks after
receipt of SoCal’s final ACAP application workpepers. This may require

other events in SDCLE’s ACAP schedule to be delayed.

b/ Add 7 days for PGLE schedule.

¢/ Add 14 days for PGLE schedule.

d/ Add 31 days for PGLE schedule.

e/ Trigger #ilings based on the conditions im D.86-12-010 are mandatory.

Note:
If the above dotes fall on Saturday, Sundsy, or holiday, the mext working
day will be observed.
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TABLE &
SUMMARY OF ELECTRIC AND/OR GAS REASONABLENESS. SCHEDULE

Day PCAE SPPC - SCE sSocal SDGBE
Schedule Date Date Date - Date Dote
Record perfod ends. 31«De¢  30-Jun 31eMar - 31=Mar o/ J1eJul
Informal meetings to discuss draft 01=-Feb  30~Jun 31=Mar 09~Apr o/ 16-Avg
datn roquest bogin. :
Informal meetings end. 16+Fob  15-dul 15-Apr 30=Apr  31+Aug
Informal (Master) data requests tO 16=Feb  15-Jdul 15~Apr 30-Apr T1vAug
utfLity due.
b/ Staff audit begins. 11=Mar 08-Aug - 09=May 2e=May  2baSep
b/ Statt audit completed. . 25=Mar 22°Aug 5-May 07=dun 08-0ct
Application f1led with workpapers. OT=Apr  29~Aug’ 30=May T4edun  15-0ct.
Formal staff data requests to utility due. 2-Apr  19-Sep 20-Jun 05=J4ul 0S+Nov
Utitity responses to formal cata 04-May  03-0ct  © O4=Jul 19«dul  19-Nov
requests due. '

b ¢/ statf report mailed w/ workpapers. 15+Jun 12=Nov 13Aug 28-Aug 29eDec

or T 30dul ¢/ 27<0ac ¢/  2T-Sep ¢f WB-Aug  2Tedon ¢/
39 or T+ Data requests to staft begin. 13-Aug 10-Jan 11=0ct } 10=Fed
103 or T+28  Data responses from staff due. 27=Aug  24-dan 25+0ct 24=Fob
114 or T+39  Intervenors’ testimony. due. 07-Sep  (4-Fab 05=Nov - Q7=Mor
118 or T=(3  Prehearing conference. . 11-Sep  (8+Fad 09=Nov o 1ieMar
124 or T«49 Hear{ngs begin. 17-5ap-  l4-Fad 15=-Nov A\PeMar
138 or T+63  Hearings recess. 01=0ct  28-Fob 29*Nov 31=Mar
153 or T«78  Hearings resume. 16=0ct  15<Mar 14-Dec’ 15-apr
157 or T+82 Hear{ngs end. 20+0ct 19-Mar 13=Dec - 19-Apr
187 or T+112  Briefs due. 19=Nov  18-Apr 17=dan 19-May
201 or T+126 Reply briefs due (Optiomal). 03-Dec  02-May edan 02=Jun
246 or T+171  Draft ALJ decision issued. ‘ 17=Jan  Téedun. 17-Mar 17-dut
266 or T+191  Comments on ALJ draft due. Obefeb  06-Jul 06=Apr 06=-Avg
271 or T+196  Reply to commenta on ALJ draft due. 1M=Peb  11-dul T1-Apr 12-Mar 11-aug
297 or T+216 Decision signed. 03=Mar  31°Jdul 01=-May 01=Apr  31-Aug

Actus! elapsed processing days. X6 a7/ 3369/ 3364/ N 320 o/

- - -e sessnrsbw LXY XY 0

a/ Events 1 & 2 begin on days =75 L =66, respectively.

b/ The staff audit for the forecaat and the record pericds will be combined whenever possible.

¢/ Mailing day corresponds to Day 75 or T ("Briefs dus* date, Table 2), whichever {s later.

d/ ™he total number of days exceeds 297 as a result of the staff mefling date controlling.’

Note: ' e

It the above dates fall on Saturday, Sunday, or holiday, the next working day should be obeerved. -
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ECAC/ACAP/REASONABLENESS SCHEDULE
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ANNUAL ECAC REVIEW SCHEDRULE

Day -60
Record period ends.

- =4
Informal conferences to discuss draft data requests may be held

with the applicant, staff and any interested parties.

Day ~45 .
Informal (Master) data requests to utility due.

- =7
Initial staff audit conducted. The utility shall make available to

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

other information applicable to the ECAC review as requested. v/,

»

Ray O

l. The application required by the Commission‘’s Rules
of Practice and Procedure shall be filed and sexved.
Three additional copies of the application with
supporting workpapers* including responses to all
outstanding master data regquests shall be sent directly
to the assigned project manager.

T™wo 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 utility’s last formal ECAC proceeding.
A copy shall also be filed with the Commission’s
Reporting Branch.

* Workpapers must be arranged in orderly sequence, numbered,
dated and initialed by the preparer. List all assumptions
necessary for the derivation of each individual estimate 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 detailed
description of the program. The recorded data used should be
identified and the various assumptions of variables used should be
clearly stated. ' , : .
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-

Staff engineer’s field investigation begins. The
utility shall make available to the staff all records
pertaining to power plant operations and maintenance,
purchased power transactlons, power pooling, gas
gathering facilities, dispatch center and other
information applicable to the ECAC review as requested.

Day 190

First prehearing conference

Day 24
Formal data requests to utility due.

I to he d ined by CACD arbitrad
IER workshops held. Workshops should occur early in the
proceeding to allow the parties sufficient time toxinvestigafe
modelling issues and develop 2 base case set of assumptions. Any
party using a production 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 fashion a final report to the
presiding ALJ that deseribes: (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

Ray 69
Staff report with workpapers mailed to all parties.

Updated data restricted to changes 1n ruel m;x, tuel prxces and

the balance in the balanczng account p:cv;ded by'the utmlxty to |

all participants.
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Ray 70

Intervenors’ testimony with supporting workpapers filed.

Ray 738

Second prehearing conference held to identify issues, establish

position of parties, identify areas for stipulation, set schedule

of witnesses and other related matters.

Ray 88 to 2106

Public hearings held. Unless directed otherwise by the assxgned
ALY no bulk or major updating amendments or recorded data to

amend the final exhibits, prepared testimony, or other ev;dence
shall be allowed other than the recorded changes in fuel mix, fuel
prices and the balance in the balancing accounts. Xf time permiﬁs,
the last two days of hearings will be set aside for limited

rebuttal testimony.

Ray 120

Briefs due.

Day 127
Reply briefs due. (Optional)

Day 134

ALY ruling on resource mix issued.

Day 141 _

Incremental Energy Rate (IER) exhibits filed by all pa:txes.- -
These exhibits are to address only the changes in- IER calculatlons'
and revenue requirements resulting !rom the ALJ's resource mlx

ruling. No other changes in input assumptxons ox model
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conventions are permitted from those presented'in the earlier

exhibits and hearings (Days 88-106).

4 47

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 ALY in the ruling of’ day 134.

Ray 164

ALY draft decision issued.

Ray 184

Comments due on ALY drarft decision

Day 189

Reply comments due

pay 194=209

Decision signed by Commission.

Ray 200-21¢

Rates become effective.

Day 293

If the conditions set forth in D.82-02-076 are met, a trigger
filing shall be made. Such f£iling is mandatory unless a tiﬁely
petition for relief from this requixement, Specizying the xeasons
for requesting exemption, has been made and. granted by the'ﬁk

vv—‘v..‘(u

Commission.

Day 323

Staff report with workpapers on trigger\riling‘mailgdﬁtc«all:”
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Day 328

Prehearing conference on trigger f£iling held.

Ray 333 to 337
Public¢ hearings on trigger filing held.

Day, 301

ALJ draft decision on trigger filing issued.

Day 371

Comments on ALY draft decision due.

Ry 376

Reply to comments on ALT draft decision due.

Ray 390

Decision on trigger filing signed by Commission.
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‘

ANNUAL ACAP REVIEW OCHEDULE
- =4

Informal conferences to discuss draft data requests may be held:

with the applicant, staff and any interested paxties.

Day =45
Informal (Master) data requests to uwtility due.

Ray =21 _to =7
Initial staff audit conducted. The utility shall make available to
the staff any and all recoxds, accounts; receipts, contracts,'and

other information applicable to the ACAP review as requested.

Day 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 workpapers* including responses to all
outstanding mastexr data requests shall be sent directly
to the assigned project manager.

Two copies of all exhibits, prepared testimon{, and
other evidence prepared by the applicant shall be

subnmitted to the presiding ALJ and copies served on all V//
a A

parties to the utility’s last formal ACAP proceeding.
copy g@all also be filed with the Commission’s Reporting
Branch. ‘ '

* Workpapers must be arranged in orderly sequence, numbered,
dated and initialed by the preparer. List all assumptions -
necessary for the dexivation of each individual estimate and
explain the rational why the assumptions were used. Each work
paper should be properly indexed, cross-referenced, and legible.

A computer printout nust be accompanied by a detailed.
description of the program. The recorded dats ‘used should be
identified and the various assumptions of variables used should be
clearly stated. - ' a - . _
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Staff engineer’s f£ield investigation begins. The
wtility shall make available to the staff all xecoxds
pertaining to power plant operations and maintenance,
purchased power transactions, power pooling, gas
gathering facilities, dispatch center and othex
information applicable to the ACAP review as requested.
ACAP applications shall include gas rate design and
revenue allocation criteria for generxal rate case and
attrition base requirement changes.

SDG&E’s ACAP application shall be filed not latex than
two weeks after receipt of SoCal’s final ACAP
application workpapers. This may require other events
in SDG&E’s ACAP schedule to be delayed.

Ray J4
Formal data requests to utility due.

Ray 19

Prehearing conference

Formal data responses from utility due

Ray 60
Staff repoxrt with work papers mailed to all parties.

Updated data restricted to changes in fuel mix, fuel prices and
the balance in the balancing account provided by the utility‘td

all participants.

Day 70

Intervenors’ testimony with supporting work papers filed.

Day 89 to 98

Public hearings held. Unless directed otherwise‘byvthe assignedf

ALJ no bulk or major updating amendments or recoxded data to

amend the final exhibits, prepared testimony} oi other'evidénce“

-D 12 -
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shall be allowed other than the recorded changes in fuel mix, fuel
prices and the balance in the balancing accounts. If time permits,
the last two days of hearings will be set aside for limited.

rebuttal testimony.

pay 112 1/

Briefs due.

pay 129 Y/
Reply briefs due. (Optional)

Day 149 2/

ALJ draft decision issued.

Day 169 2/
Comments due on ALJ draft decision

pay 174 2/

Reply comments due

Day 180-194 2/

Decision signed by Commission.

Day 200 (PGLE 229)

Rates become effective.

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

v e
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Day 279 3/

If the conditions set forth in D.86-12-010 axe mer, a trigger
filing shall be made. Such filing is mandatory unless a timely
petition for relief from this requirxement, specifying the reasons
for requesting exemption, has been made and granted'by the

Commission.

pay 309 ¥/
Staff report with workpapers on trigger filing mailed to-all

parties.

pay 314 3/

Prehearing conference on trigger £iling held.

pay 319 to 323 %/
Public hearing on trigger filing held.

pay 337 3/

ALJ draft decision on trigger f£iling issued.

Day 357 37/
Conmments due on ALJ draft decision.

pay 362 3/

Reply to comments on draft decision due.

pay 376 3/

Decision on trigger f£iling signed.

3/ Add 31 days for PG&E
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-7 -

Record period ends (see Table 4 for details).

- -4
Informal conferences to discuss draft data requests may be held

with applicant, staff and any interested partioes.

Ray =45 _
Informal (Master) data requests to utility due.

Day =231 %0 -7

Initial staff audit conducted. The utility shall make available
to the staff any and all records, accounts, xeceipts, contracts,
and other information applicable to the Reasonableness Review as

requested.

Ray O

1. The application required by the Commission’s Rules of
Procedures shall be filed and served. Three additional
copies of the application with supporting workpapexrs*
including responses to all ocutstanding master data
requests shall be sent dzxectly to the assigned project
managexr.

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

* Workpapers must be arranged in orderly sequence, numbered,
dated and initialed by the preparer. List all assumptions .
necessary for the derivation ¢f each individual estimate and.
explain the rational why the assumptions were used. Each workpaper
should be propexrly indexed, cross-referenced, and leqmble.

A computer printout must be accompanied by a detailed
description of the program. The recorded data used should be
identified and the various assumptmons of var;ables used s_cn‘d'be
clearly stated.
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parties to the utility’s last formal ECAC/AER
proceeding. A copy shall also be filed with the
Commission’s Reporting Branch.

Staff engineex’s field investigation begins. The
utility shall make available to the staff all rxecoxds
pertaining to power plant operations and maintenance,
purchased power transactions, power pooling and other
information applicable to the ECAC/AER review as
requested.

Day 21
Formal data requests to utility due.

Ray 35

Formal data responses from utility due.

Ray 75 ox T
Staff report with workpapers mailed to all parties.

Day 89 ox T+14
Data réquest to staff begin.

Ray 103 ox %+28

Data responses from staff due.

DRay 114 ox T+39

Intexvenors’ testimony with supporting work papers due.

Day 118 ox T+43

Prehearing conference held.

Day 124 to 138 ox T+49 to T+63
Public hearings held.

Note:

*T* refers to briefs due day (see Tabie 2} ECAC“Schedule).?7

- D 16 -
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.

> 7 +7 -+

Second set of hearings for rxebuttal testimony, if any.

7 +112

Briefs due.

Ray 202 ox T+126
Reply briefs due. (Optional)

Ray 246 or T+17)

ALJ draft decision issued.

Ray 266 ox T+191

Comments due on ALJ draft decision

Ray 271 ox T+196¢

Reply to comments on draft decision due.

Ray 291 ox T+216

Decision signed.

Note:

»p* refers to briefs due day (see Table'2¢,3¢1c'3cheduié);".‘

‘ (END OF APPENDIX D)
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Decision

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STA&E OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to )

revise the time schedules for the ) -87=-11-012

Rate Case Plan and fuel offset ) (Filed/November 13, 1987)
proceedings. g -

(See Appendix A for ai;7arances.)

QR INIXON

SummAxy

This decision modifies He rate case plan and the
schedule for processing energy offset proceedings. These changes
were made to reflect the requirements of Public Utilities Code
§ 311 (§ 311), develop realist%c schedules for processing rate
proceedings, and facilitate the issuing of general rate case
decisions. Additionally, fo:/the first time energy offset filings
have been coordinated with each other and with general rate cases.

The important innovations this decision adopts are:

(1) establishment of a generic annual cost of capital proceeding
for enexgy utilities, (2)/ separate rate design decisions and annual
rate design windows for major electric utilities, and (3) separate
proceedings for energy reasonableness reviews.

Rrocedural Backaxound

On November /13, 1987 Order Instituting Rulemaking, (R.)
87-11=-012 was issued fto: (1) reflect the requirements of § 311 in
the processing of gemeral rate cases and energy offset proceedings,
(2) develop reasonable time schedules for processing general rate
cases and enerqy 3:£set proceedings, and (3) consider changes to
general rate cases that could ease the burden of issuing year-end
decisions. ' ' LT
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v

Comments on these matters were solicited from utfi;£ies,
our staff, and interested parties and a prehearing conference was
held before Administrative Law Judge (ALY) Ferraro.gnfaanuary 19,
1988. At the prehearing conference the proceed%yg was bifurcated
into a general rate case phase and an offset proceeding phase. The
initial workshops, attended by the ALJ, util%' es, our staff, amd
interested parties, were held in February 1988. TFurxther workshops
without the ALY 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 proégeding to telecommunications
utilities. The ALY ruled that only/ changes necessary to
incorporate the requirements of 5/611 would apply to
telecommunications utilities.

Oon May 26, 1988 the Aﬁé issued two rulzngs which
scheduled hearings to address the consensus proposals and the ALY’s
comments. Hearings were held/on June 16, 1988 for the offset
proceeding phase and June 28, 1988 for the general rate case phase.

Finally, by memorandum dated August 18, 1938 DRA states
that DRA, Southern Califo 'ﬁa 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 .enexgy.-rate. (IER) related .. ... .. .

issues.
. .
Although w will modify the consensus proposals, we are
grateful to the part es that participated in the workshop process.
Their hard work and/cooperation have resulted in a considerable

savings in time and litigation expenses.

In;tzall this proceeding was 1ntended to address the
requirement or § 311, mailing of the ALJ's proposed dec;saon prxorf,f
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to a final decision. However, it soon became apparent that /other
items needed attention. First we will address our concerxrns for
general rate cases followed by offset proceedings. Tp assist the
reader in following our discussion Table A below shows the adopted
dates for energy utility rate case and offset procdeeding hearings
and decisions; Table B below lists the present aé& adopted
effective dates for enexgy utility rate changes. '
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ECAC/ACAP/REASONABLENESS/RCP SCHEDULE
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TAGLE B

EFFECTIVE DATE OF RATE CHANGES

sensmnnmn woma

Current schedule a/ Adopted schecule
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These are the scheduled effective dat% .. Dther. factors. may determine when.they actually take effect.
SCE has Palo Verde Unita 1, 2, end 3 chh have rate changes on February 1, September 19 and Jenvary 20,
respoctively. These changes will oon:inuo for & yesrs for units 1 and 2 and for 10 years for unit 3.
SOGLE has & Steam ECAC adjustment on Lanvary T and July T and & Kebor Geothersal oCiusTment on May 1.
Trigger filings effective & months Later {f a predetermined condition occurs.

Seasonal ad]ustments may only affect/certain cu:tomors.




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

Genexal) Rate Cases .
our key objectives in reviewing the rate ci#se plan are:

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

Provide a mechanism to address glectric
rate design more often than evéry three
years.

Incorporate § 31l requlrem ts and other
scheduling modifications that may ke
appropriate.

We believe there are two viAble options to reduce the
conplexity of processing general rate decisions on a calendar year
basis. The first approach, which ﬂzerecommended in the consensus
proposal, is to remove cons;deratién of the utility’s cost of
capital from general rate cases and establish a generic annual cost
of capital proceeding. The annual cost of capital proceeding would
be decided prior to December each year with rates effective
January 1. 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. narginal cost and
revenue allocation issues wdCld continue to be addressed in the
general rate case decision./ These changes, which are detailed in
Appendix B and ¢, would eliminate two major components from the
general rate case decision.

Because thesc recommendations will -ease the end of year-
crunch experienced in protessing general rate decisions they should - ~
be incorporated into the/rate case ‘plan. - However,: in- response-to - - -
the concerns expressed by the parties,. we will make .some minor... .
changes. First, the 1 cost of capital schedule will be-—-
nodified to: (1) provi le additional time for interested parties to
subnit their exhibits, (2) allow for a late-filed exhibit to
reflect the issuance of new debt and/or preferred: stock, and
(3) include a reply brief and additional t;me for process;ng the .
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decision. Second, to minimize the number of rate ges during
the year the electric rate design decision for majdr utilities will
be made coincident with summer season rate changés. The summex
season starts May 1 for PG4E and SDGLE and the/ first Sunday in June
for Edison. These changes are reflected in Lhe rate case schedules
included in Appendix B.

Since electric rate design for facific Power & Light
Company (PP&L) and Sierxrra Pacific Power/Company (SPPC) is less
controversial, the consensus proposal gecommends that rate design
¢hanges continue to coincide with th¢ January 1 effective date for
general rate cases. However, the cgnsensus proposal is silent with
respect to rate design windows forfthese utilities. Consistent
with our treatment of the major electric utilities, we will provide
rate design windows with January/l effective dates for PP&L and
SPrC.

We will also meodify fhe consensus proposal to include
langquage which encourages informal conferences among the parties’

witnesses to facilitate the dgderstanding and acceptance of the
notice of intent (NOI) and tﬂe processing of the application. The
rate case plan now providesf for informal conferences, but no
provision is made for them/in the consensus proposal. Because
general rate proceedings ?re extremely complex, we believe that the

rate case plan should expxxcitly provide for informal conferences
to minimize the time invoflved in litigating issues. _
There was-discyssion during the proceeding. concerning .
DRA’s master data requests. DRA has recently develqud generic
data requests that idend§ry data that DRA typically'requires of
utilities in processing/rate requests._ The utilities were in
general agreement that,/ if sufficient lead time is provided,
responses to the generaﬁ rate case master data request’can:usually
be submitted with the Tendered NOI. | o
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For offset proceedings, DRA agreed/that responses to the
the utility’s
application, but that the responses should not be a formal
requirement. DRA stated that it would dike 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 responsey with their tendered NOIX.
However, we believe the use of a gaster data request ¢an facilitate
the processing of general rate applications and that it is
reasonable to expect utilities £o respond in a timely fashion.
Accordingly, if DRA provides utilities with a master data request
at least six months prior to fhe tendered NOXI, we will expect the
utilities to make a reasonable effort to provide responses with the
tendered NOI.

Finally, we willfdelete the consensus propesal
requirement for designating the ALY and the assigned Commissioner
prior to acceptance of NOX. Instead of this requirement, we
will provide utilities with an appeal procedure for disputes over
NOI deficiencies. A utiflity that disagrees with DRA’s list of
deficiencies will be able to file a written protest with the
Executive Director. e Executive Director’s determination will be
final.

rate cases is DRA’s proposal to schedule general rate cases on a
fiscal year basis. DRA’s proposal would establish test-years that
are aligned with thelkour quarters of the year. Each of the four
major energy utiliti{s'would start their test year on a different-
quarter. For a three year rate case cycle, every nine months there
would be a general rate decision issued and a general rate
application filed.

All of the| major energy utilities were-adanantly-opposed
to DRA’s proposal, skating that a ziscalfyear‘rate}cggé¢would:.,“,

The second ;iable option for the processing of general
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Cause confusion in the financial community.

Make it difficult to use quantitative/models to
forecast return on equity, sales, and other
items. :

Result in an increase in work in/order to

adjust calendar year data to a fiscal year.

Interestingly enough, while the major epfergy utilities are opposed
to a fiscal year rate case, PP&L.suzzzst the idea. PP&L states
that California is the only jurisdictdon in which it serves that
requires a calendar year rate filiyg’and that it has not
experienced difficulty filing fiscal year rate cases in other
jurisdictions.

While we are not convinced by the arguments of the major
energy utilities, we are inclined to delay consideration of a
fiscal year rate case. The consensus proposal appears to be 2
serious attempt by the parties to address our objectives in
reviewing the rate case plan/ Since the parties are responsible
for meeting filing deadlined and adhering to the rate case plan, we
will provide them with the épportunity to make the consensus
proposal work. Future consideration of a fiscal year rate case
depends on the success of fthe consensus proposal.

Finally, SDG&Ejrequests that it have the flexibility to
defer in total or in part a rate change for the general rate case
oxr attrition adjustment until rate design changes are effective.
This would allow .SDG&E.- to avoid.multiple.rate.changes,.but_still......_.
change its authorized marg;n on.January 1. Other. parties.also
expressed an interest ﬂn SDG&E’s proposal; however, .it.was unclear
how such a mechanism would work. Since there is no.specific
proposal before us, requests for the deferral of rate changes
should be addressed in utility rate proceedings.

The parties jalso recommend some minor changes to the ‘
consensus schedule 107 processing general rate cases-

|
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at least six months prior to the tenderxed NOX, we will e
utilities to make a reasonable effort to provide responées with the
tendered NOI.

Finally, we will delete the consensus proposal
requirement for designating the ALJ and the assigned Commissioner
prior to acceptance of the NOI. Instead of this/requirement, we
will provide utilities with an appeal procedure/ fox disputes over
NOI deficiencies. A utility that disagrees wyth DRA‘s list of
deficiencies will be able to file a written protest with the
Executive Director. The Executive Directoy’s determination will be
final. An NOX deficiency is genexally cofisidered to exist when a
utility has not provided an item in the /*Standard Requirement List
of Documentation Supporting an NOI* shgwn in Appendix B. Although
the requirements contained in this list of documentation include
the derivation of each individual ufility estimate, adequacy of the
utility’s justification for its esfimating methodology will not be
considered an NOI deficiency.

The second viable option for the processing of general
rate cases is DRA’s proposal schedule general rate cases on a
fiscal year basis. DRA’s proposal would establish test years that
are aligned with the four gyarters of the year. Each of the four
major energy utilities would start their test year on a differxent
quarter. For a three yeaf rate case ¢ycle, every nine months there
would be a general rate decision issued and a2 general rate
application filed.

All of the major energy utilities were adamantly opposed
to DRA’s proposal, syating that a fiscal year rate case would:

Cause confusion in the financial community.

Make it /difficult to use quantitative models to
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Edison recommends that the generic cost Of capital
proceeding be modified to provide for reply briefds and a late-filed
exhibit to update the embedded cost of debt. -

PG&E recommends that the number of /rate changes be
ninimized by coordinating the rate design décision with other rate
changes, including seasonal rate changes.

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

The City of San Diego recommends that public comment
hearings be moved from Days 220-3&2 to an earlier time in the
proceeding. This would allow puél;c comments 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 give
the DRA project managexr 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¢hanged to: - (1) make the DRA
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 DRA: - -
states that:

Public comment /hearings were:scheduled between -

Days 220 and 312 to inform the public-of DRA's-

rate design  recommendations,- which- are-not = ~----—- -
finalized until Day 219. .

It is not oppesed to including a reply-br;e.a
the cost of chpital schedule, but is not - =
certain how ts a.ccommodate ie.
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Interestingly enough, while the major energy utilities arg opposed
to a fiscal year rate case, PP&L supports the idea. PPAL states.
that California is the only jurisdiction in which it gerves that
requires a calendar year rate filing and that it hag/ not’
experienced difficulty filing fiscal year rate casgs in other
jurisdictions.

While we are not convinced by the ar
enexgy utilities, we are inclined to delay contideration of a
fiscal year rate case. The consensus proposil appears to be a
serious attempt by the parties to address r objeectives in
reviewing the rate case plan. Since the parties are responsible
for meeting filing deadlines and adhering to the rate case plan, we
will provide them with the oppeortunity /£o make the consensus
proposal work. Future consideration ¢f a fiscal year rate case
depends on the success of the consenfus proposal.

Finally, SDG&E requests that it have the flexibkbility to
defer in total or in part a rate ange for the general rate case
or attrition adjustment until rayYe design changes are effective.
This would allow SDG&E to avoid/multiple rate changes, but still
change its authorized margin January l. Other parties also
expressed an interest in SDG&E’s proposal; however, it was unclear
how such a mechanism would york. Since there is no specific
proposal before us, requesys for the deferral of rate changes
should be addressed in utflity rate proceedings.

The parties algo recommend some minor changes to the
consensus schedule for processing general rate cases.

Edison recomfiends that the generic cost of capital

to provide for reply briefs and a late-filed
exhibit to update the embedded cost of debt. ‘ ‘

PG&E recofimends that the numbexr of xate changes be
minimized by coordinating the rate des;gn decxsxon with other rate
changes, includirng seasonal rate changes.
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SoCal’s recommended text changes to e DRA’s
pro:ect nanager the coordinator for
transmitting deficiencies in the NOY and to
require, rate design exhibits sho:;g’be adopted.

DRA’S project manager should have the

responsibility of determining what changes can

be made to the NOI. The text the consensus

proposal is intended to maintyin the current

practice in approving changes/ to the NOI.

As an alternate to the consénsus proposal for a generic
annual cost of capital proceeding, recomnends a trigger
mechanism. VUndexr this approach, only annual cost of capital
modifications for all energy utilities would be an update to
reflect changes in leng-term debt/ and/or preferred stock, a fairly
mechanical procedure. Return on/ equity modifications would be
considered for utilities with a/general rate proceeding, but not
for other utilities unless a pfedetermined index had changed by
more than a preset amount. T?&s would signify potential risk
changes exceeding the normal month-to-month fluctuations.

Although DRA’S alternate proposal received little
attention from the parties, we feel it could provide significant
benefits during times of ecénomic stability. However, we are
reluctant to consider DRA'g proposal without a more ceomplete
record. Accordingly, parties interested in pursuing the use of a
trigger mechanism for ret Irn on equity should address this matter
in a future annual cost. o; capital proceeding.- -

We will adopt  all--the recommended--changes-to-the - =~ -
consensus proposal except SoCal’/s ¢oncern over DRA‘s responsibility
for accepting NOI change%- _Additionally,:we_wilx;includeplanguageqm'
which provides for: - (l)fintormal conferences, - (2)--an appeal -
process for disputes over NOX deficiencies, and (3) an expanded
annual cost of capital schedule for reply briefs and the processing
of the decision. These; changes are reflected in the adopted rate
case plan, attached as %ppendxx B, and the gdopted annual cost-ot
capital schedule, attached as Appendix c. o
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While TURN recommends an annual rate proceeding
utility, including fuel, its only concern with the scheduYe is that
there is insufficient time allowed for the filing of inpervenor
testimony. TURN recommends and PG&E supports providing intexvenors
14 days at & minimum and preferably 21 days from the/filing of
DRA’s cost of capital testimony.

The City of San Diego recommends that plblic comment .
hearings be moved £rom Days 220-~312 to an earlifr time in the
proceeding. This would allow public comments/to be taken into
consideration in developing the xecorxd. ‘

SoCal is concerned that the wording in the consensus
proposal could be interpreted to give th¢/ DRA project manager veto
power over the utility’s decision to make changes to its NOI
filing. SoCal also recommends that t)e text in the consensus
proposal be changed to: (1) make thé DRA project manager the
coordinator for transmitting deficfencies in the NOI and (2)
reflect the need for the £filing gas rate design exhibits.

In response to these ¢oncerns and recommendations DRA
states that: '

Public comment heafings were scheduled between

Days 220 and 312 Yo inform the public of DRA'S

rate design recopmendations, which are not
finalized until /Day 219. :

It is not oppgsed to including a reply brief in
the cost of c¢apital schedule, but is not
certain how o accommodate it.

SoCal’s regommended text changes to make DRA’S
project mfnager the coordinator for
transmit¥ing deficiencies in the NOI and to
require /rate design exhibits should be adopted.

DRA’s foroject manager should have the
ibility of determining what changes caa
de to the NOI. The text in the coasensus
proposal is intended to maintain the current o
prActice in approving changes to the NOI. . . - -
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Since DRA is required to review a utili¥y’s NOI f£iling
and prepare exhibits within the time provided iy the rate case
plan, we believe DRA’s project manager should have primary
responsibility for accepting NOI changes. the event a utility
wishes to appeal the DRA‘s determination iy can do so by f£iling a
formal motion for acceptance of its NOI changes.

Finally, the consensus propos recommends that SPPC,
Southwest Gas Corporation (Southwest), /and PP&L stagger their
general rate case filings. To accomplish this, SPPC and PP&L would
be recquired to delay their next genefal 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 DRA‘’s workload evenly.

The adopted changes to/the rate case plan will only apply
£o general rate proceedings for/test years 1991 and beyond. For
general rate applications with/test years prior to 1991, we

i rate our changes, including rate

design windows, where appropriate.

our key objectivel in reviewing the schedules for offset
proceedings are to: (1) even out the workload during the year, (2)
incoxrporate § 311 requirements, and (3) make scheduling
modifications where appropriate. As with general rate cases the
parties have presented us fwith a consensus proposal which addresses
our objectives. The consensus proposal revises the filing Qates .
and schedules for energy joffset proceedings. However, we have two
major concerns with thesfonsensus proposal. . " -

First, while the workload was spread throughout the year,
we believe there is room for improvement. The consensus proposal
would rxequire Edison’s ECAC and SoCal’s ACAP to be processed
simultanecusly. Edison and SoCal have' consistently made the:
argunent that these two proceedings should be linked to m;n;mzze
the risk associated wi forecastlng-sdzson's gas purchases and

ot L
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As an alternate to the consensus proposal for a gencxic
annual cost of capital proceeding, DRA recommends a trigger
mechanism. Under this approach, the only annual cost of
modifications for all energy utilities would be an upda

more than a preset amount.
changes exceeding the normal month-to-month

Although DRA‘s alternate proposa) received little
attention from the parties, we feel it cglld provide significant
benefits during times of economic stabiXity. However, we are
reluctant to consider DRA‘sS proposal yithout a2 more complete
record. Accordingly, parties intereSted in pursuing the use of a
triggexr mechanism for return on egdity should address this matter
in a future annual cost of capitdl proceeding.

We will adopt all the/ recommended changes to the
consensus proposal except SoCZl’s concern over DRA‘S responsibility
for accepting NOI changes. Additionally, we will include language
which provides for: (1) iyformal conferences, (2) an appeai
process for disputes ovexr/NOI deficiencies, and (3) an expanded
annual cost of capital gkchedule for reply briefs and the processing
of the decision. Thesg changes are reflected in the adopted rate
cas¢ plan, attached Appendix B, and the adopted annual cost of
capital schedule, attached as Appendix C.

Since DRX is required to review a utility’s NOI filing
and prepare exhibits within the time provided in the rate case
plan, we believe/DRA’s preject manager should have primary
responsibility fox accepting NOI changes. In the event a utility
wishes to appeal the DRA‘s determination it can do so~hy faling &
foxmal motiof for acqeptance of its NOI. changes~ : -
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SoCal’s gas sales. TURN argues that: (1) traddtionally, these
proceedings have not been linked, (2) the risX should be split
between the two utilities by separating thefr filings by six
months, and (3) it would not be able to p icipate effectively in
both proceedings if they are processed ultaneously.

While we are sympathetic to Rdison’s and SoCal’s concerns
over risk, forecasting purchases and les is a normal paxrt of
doing business. Our regulatory progéss is not intended to
eliminate risk for utilities, but yather to simulate a competitive
market. Accordingly, we will schddule Edison’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 effective dates. In fact,
delays in Edison’s 1987 ECAC Yesulted in a coincident effective
date with its last general riate case decision.

The second concerr involves coordinating SDG&E’s and
SoCal’s ACAP. Historically, these two proceedings have been
combined because of the number of issues they have in commen. Due
to recent changes in the gas industry, the consensus proposal
recommends a four-month gap between SDG&E’s and SoCal’s ACAP
filings. DRA believes that the two filings should no longer be
combined because the progcessing of ACAPs now regquires additional
work which would overburden DRA’s staff.

Since SoCal’s ACAP is likely to result in a change in ite
fixed charge to SDG&E;/ SDG&E would be-unable to recover any change
for the period between the two ACAP decisions.  Other parties,
including DRA, agree. that if the two;ACAPs¢aremnot;combinedrSDG&E}
would be disadvantaged compared to othexr gas utilities.’
Additionally, TURN states that it would be a more efficient process
to combine Socal’s a,x'ad SDGSE’s ACAPs because: (1) SDGAE’s load
forecast is an impo t input-in SoCal’s ACAP, (2) one witness
could develop a spot gas price for both*companies,‘and”(z}-hany,‘

o
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Finally, the consensus proposal recommends th
Southwest Gas Corxporation (Southwest), and PP&L staggexr 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 additional
attrition year £iling. We consider this a reasgnable apprdach to
distribute DRA‘’s workload evenly.

In its comments to the proposed defision SPPC regquests
that it be allowed to: (1) refrain from filing & generxal rate case
for test year 1990, (2) waive any filing ¢f an attrition case for
1989, and (3) file its next general rate/case on schedule in 1592
for a 1993 test year. SPPC cites the following in support of its
request: (1) an unforeseen increase fn the level of regulatory
activity in its other jurisdictions,/ (2) preliminary reviews
suggest no material general rate r¢lief 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 adopted in the
proposed decision.

DRA opposes SPPC’s request and argues that a 1990 test
yvear general rate case appligation is essential because SPPC’s last
test year was 1986. Seven years without a general rate case and an
attrition £iling might lead to revenues and rates that exceed
reasonable levels. DRA hflieves that it is the function of a
general rate case to detlrmine whether that is or is not the case.

We agree witly DRA that a periodic structured review of
SPPC’s overall operatifns as they relate to California is
necessary. The dilemia is how to accomplish this with the
cooperation of SPPC sand without the distractions of SPPC’s othex
jurisdictions. SPEC should recognize, especially in light of this
scheduling proc ing, that DRA does not have the luxury of waiting
until SPPC can fikd a clear date on its calendar. SPPC has an
obligation as a /regqulated utility to adequate;y_staf£ftoﬁr§$bdndu;o _
all the jurisdjctions in which it serves. Unless:SPPC and DRA can,
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elements for the proceedings would need to be done” twice if the
cases are separated.

We agree with TURN that it should more efficient to
combine SDG&E’s and SoCal’s ACAPs and that fombining these two
proceedings eliminates a risk to SDG&E thyt does not exist for
other gas utilities we regulate. Finally, although DRA may
experience an increase in workload, we felieve that it is a
necessary sacrifice to achieve the bepefits previously mentioned.

The consensus proposal has/SDG&E’s ECAC and ACAP filings
occurring simultaneously fouxr mon after SoCal’s ACAP and
Edison’s ECAC filings. While our Adopted schedule for offset
proceedings will combine the SoCal and SDG&E ACAPs, SDG&E’s ECAC
will not be processed coincident/with its ACAP. Again, we are
concerned with the distribution/of workload. Accordingly, we will
move SDG&E’s ECAC by approximately three months to avoid an overlap
with Edison’s ECAC. This will/ maintain the four month gap between
Edison’s and SDG&E‘’s ECACs that is contained in the consensus
proposal.

Additionally, therg are some minor issues surrounding the
specifics of the processing jschedule for offset proceedings that
require modification of the/consensus propesal.

PG&E recommends

ECAC Forecast
The consensus proposal be modified to eliminate

reference Lo .a. ecord.perlod-and.a.stazz_audxt_____*;-"ﬁ_“-.__m.;.

in the forecast {schedule.

The prehearing: conference be moved:- from.the . .. -2 ... .
19th day after filing to the 7th day or that~a~-~*-—f
second prehearing-conference-be-added-at-Day <7 e
to address IER fissues. In order to make clear

the parties’ rgsponsibility in the workshops

that are now required to bhe held in ECAC, as

well as to address the significant d;scovery

matters that now seem to be arlsmng, PG&E '
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agree to a procedure which allows DRA to discharge its

. responsibilities to SPPC’s California ratepayers, SPPCAill be
expected to follow the general rate case schedule adepted in this
decision. The Executive Director will be authoriar to approve any
agreement between SPPC and DRA which allows SPPCto deviate from
the adopted general rate case schedule.

The adopted changes to the rate cas¢ plan will only apply
t0 general rate proceedings for test years 2991 and beyond. For
general rate applications with test years
encourage the parties to incorporate ou changes, including rate
design windows, where appropriate.

Qur key objectives in reyliewing the schedules for offset
proceedings are to: (1) even out/the worklecad during the year, (2)
incorporate § 31l reguirements,/and (3) make scheduling
modifications where appropriaté. As with general rate cases the
parties have presented us with a consensus proposal which addresses
our objectives. The consengus proposal revises the filing dates
and schedules for enexgy fset proceedings. However, we have two
major concerns with the ¢onsensus proposal.

First, while rhe workload was spread throughout the year,
we believe there is rgom for improvement. The consensus proposal
would require Edison’s ECAC and SoCal’s annual cost allocation V//
proceeding (ACAP) tg be processed simultaneocusly. Edison and socal
have consistently wmade the argument that these two proceedings
should be linked Lo minimize the risk associated with forecasting
Edison’s gas purtchases and SoCal’s gas sales. TURN argues that:

(1) traditionally, these proceedings have not'been linked, (2) the
xisk should split between the two utilities by separating theix
filings by si& months, and (3) it would not be able to paxtxcxpate

effectively/in both proceed;ng if they are processed

simultaneo sly.
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. believes it is necessary to have a prehearing
conference as soon as posszble after the/ECAC

Specific dates be ldentlfled for IER/workshops.
The first workshop to examine the ufility’s
showing and establish a base case Is
recommended for the 10th day aftexr filing. A
second workshop is recommended for Day 28 to
exanine the base case developed/by DRA and
inteivenors using their preferyed computer
nmodels.

The date utility workpapers Are submitted be
moved from the date of the Application to three
days after the application/is filed. PG&E
states that it operates orf a very tight time
schedule between the date/ of the 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 gﬁ filed 15 days prior to
hearings instead of 4fdays. PG&E requests
additional time to réview intervenor f£ilings

and prepare for heaxings.
/

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 a week
to the consensus proposal to resolve IER issues
be adopted. ki

The implementation date be coordinated with- .
other rate changes**““*"‘“'

Consistent w;th its recommendations for the ,
ECAC forecast that: (1) references to a record
period and an audlt be eliminated, (2)

workpapers be filed 3 days after the

appl;catmon, 3)-dates for the tllzng of DRA

and intervenor testimony be revised, .and . (4)
ACAP be coordinated with other rate changes.‘” -




R.87=11-012 ALJY/FSF/cac +

While we are sympathetic to Edison’s and SoCal’s concé;ns
over risk, forecasting purchases and sales is a normal part of
doing business. Oux regulatory process is not intended t
eliminate risk for utilities, but rather to simulate a '&petitive
maxket. Accordingly, we will schedule Edison’s ECAC ling
approximately three months after SoCal’s. This provides a better
distribution of workload and eliminates a rate chajge by combining
Edison’s ECAC and general rate case effective dafes. In fact,
delays in Edison’s 1987 ECAC resulted in a coiptident effective
date with its last generxal rate case decision/.

In its comments to the proposed défcision Edison proposes
that it be authorized to modify its ECAC Hariff if the three-month
lag with SoCal’s ACAP is adopted. Edisofi’s proposal would provide
for revision of the annual enexgy rate/(AER) coincident with
SoCal’s ACAP revision solely to xefleft the impact of SoCal’s
change in gas prices to Edison. Th¢ AER xevision would not include
resource mix changes, and Edison bélieves it would be non-
controversial, easy to administey, and minimize risk to both
ratepayers and shareholders. Wge will not adopt Edison’s proposal
in this proceeding, but will #llow Edison to addrxess this issue
moxre fuily in a future ECAC filing.

The second concerpi involves coordinating SDG&E’s and
SoCal’s ACAP. Historical these two proceedings have been
combined because of the r of issues they have in common. Due
to recent changes in thé gas industry, the consensus proposal
recommends a four~-monthi gap between SDG&E’s and SoCal’s ACAP
filings. DRA believes that the two filings should no longer be
combined because th¢ processing of ACAPs now regquires additional
work which would operburden DRA’s staff.

Since SHCal’s ACAP is likely to xesult 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,
including DRA/ agree that if the two ACAPs are notjcombingdeDG&E
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DRA and interxrvenor reports be filed 15 ys
earlier to provide PGAE enough time to/
adequately review the testimony, send ta
requests, and receive data responses

SoCal recommends that:

Reference to a record period in
forecast be deleted.

Responses to DRA’s master data

with the application or Day 28 /for responses
that are not ready to be filed/with the
application.

The forecast period be c¢learly identified.

Reference to an effective te for rates in
connection with a reasonabYeness proceeding be
deleted as inappropriate. _

Consistent with the cons Isus proposal for . .
general rate cases DRA’s oject Manager and
other Commission personnel should be assigned
prior to filing the application.

A prehearing conference' should be added to the
reasonableness review schedule.

Certain language in the consensus proposal be

clarified. r

Edison recommends cextain clarifying language concern;ng
the updating of data and the treatment 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

DRA and lntervenors{have to prepare their cases

not be adopted. The-consensus proposal-:-----
represented a welig g of every party’s’ .. .
Lnterests-n.waevez,_due to the.complexity. oz.__ e
IER test;mony.additional.txme,could.be p:ov:ded--""..

o
1
§
{
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would be disadvantaged compared to other gas utilities.
Additionally, TURN states that it would be a moxe eff Cient process
to combine SoCal’s and SDG&E‘’s ACAPs because: (1) SDG&E‘’s load
forecast is an important input in SoCal’s ACAP, (2 one witness
could develop a spot gas price for both companiey, and (3) many
elements for the proceedings would need to be dbne twice if the
cases are separated.

We agree with TURN that it should noxe efficient to
combine SDG&E’s and SoCal’s ACAPs and that/combining these two
proceedings eliminates a risk to SDG&E thet does not exist for
other gas utilities we regulate. Finally, although DRA may
experience an increase in woxkload, w¢/ believe that it is a
necessary sacrifice to achieve the bfnefits previously mentioned.

The consensus proposal hays SDG&E’s ECAC and ACAP filings
occurring simultaneously four monyYhs after SoCal’s ACAP and
Edison’s ECAC filings. While ouyf adopted schedule for offset
proceedings will combine the S¢lal and SDG&E ACAPs, SDGEE’s ECAC
will not be processed coincidgnt with its ACAP. Again, we are
concerned with the distrxibutdon of workload. Accordingly, we will
move SDG&E’s ECAC by approyimately three months to avoid an overlap
with Edison’s ECAC. This/will maintain the four month gap between
Edison’s and SDG&E’s ECAELs that is contained in the consensus
proposal.

Additionally/, there are some minor issues aurrounding the
specifics of the progessing schedule for offset proceed;ngs that
require modificatioy of the consensus proposal.

PG&E recgmmends that:

The c¢gnsensus proposal be modified to eliminate
refeyence to &a. record period and & staff audit
e forecast schedule.

The prehearing conference be moved from the .
19£h day after filing to the 7th day or-that a’
seécond prehearxng conference be added at Day 7
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s

in the ECAC proceedings, if it did not reduce
the time for other parties.

c1ar1£y1ng langquage is needed to idenfify when
it is appropriate to update and what/data can
be updated.

In response to the recommendations of othex parties DRA
states that:

Responses to the master data yequest should be
submitted with the applicatioh, but DRA is not
proposing that it be a formad filing
requirement. DRA would likg responses as soon
as they are available and yot have them delayed
four weeks.

Thexe is a need for audiy¥s in ECAC and ACAP
proceedings to review history of their
respective balancing acgounts.

A fixed date should be/established for the
forecast period.

There is a need to clarify certain language in
tgedconsensus proposal including the updating
o ata.

The ECAC prehearing conference should be
scheduled for Day 19 to provide adequate time
to review workpapers, develop data requests,
assess DRA‘s participation, and identify
particular probl .

There should be o change in the dates
contained in the consensus proposal except for-. .
IER issues. - -

A prehearing copference should be:addedzto:the :* '~:

reasonableness feview schedule. at.Day 19.0.: .

Finally, DRA’s memorandum dated August 18, 1988 indicates
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 intexvendr testimony and that a second prehearlng
conference be added to resolve IER related workshqp 1ssues.‘ We
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. to address IER issues. In order to make ¢lea
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 prehegring
conference as soon as possible aftexr the ECAC
filing. ‘

Specific dates be identified for IER/workshops.
The first workshop to examine the uyfility’s
showing and establish a base casc

recommended for the 10th day aft

second workshop is rxecommended

examine the base case developed/by DRA and
ingeivenors using their prefexred computer
models.

The date utility workpapexsfare submitted be
moved from the date of the/application to three
days after the applicatigp is filed. PG&E
states that it operates ¢gn a very tight time
schedule between the da¥e of the snow survey
and the date the appliglation is filed.
Traditionally, workpapers have not been
available until threef days after the filing of
the application.

Intervenor testimojy be filed 15 days prior to
hearings instead of 4 days. PG&E requests
additional time %0 review intervenor filings
and prepare for fhearings.

DRA’s rxeport b mailed 1l days earlier to
reflect the f£¥ling of intexvenox testimony 15
days prior t¢ hearing. ‘

The alternate proposal which would add a week
to the congensus proposal to resolve IER issues
be adopted. :

The implémentation date be coordinated with
other rAte changes.

Consistent with its recommendations for the
ECAY forecast that: (1) references to a record .
pexpod and an audit be eliminated, (2) - . =
workpapers be filed 3 days after the .-~ . ..
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. consider their request reasonable and will adeopt the follewing
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 dateg are moved
up, while the record period, start of hearings,
and effective dates are unchanged

A second prehearing conzerence//s added ten
days prior to hearings to ide eptify issues, the
parties’ positions, and aread of stipulation
and to schedule witnesses. /[Ahis prebearing
conterence is not llmlteddyo IER issues.

We w;ll adopt all recommegded changes to the consensus
proposal which are not in dispute, /fexcept PG&E’S reguest to
identify specific dates for IER workshops. Since our Advisory and
Compliance Division (CACD) is regponsible for the coordination of
and arbitration in the IER workghops, .we do not see a need to
identify specific workshop datis. The undisputed recommendations
are reflected in Appendix D. fAdditionally, we will adopt the
following changes to the consensus proposal:

Since PG&E’s ECACJapplzcatmon Liling date will
be moved up, it will no longer be able teo
reflect the March/l snow survey in its
application. Although this will provide PG&E
with adequate tine to file workpapers with its
application, it fexcludes data which would

give a more preg¢ise indication of PG&E’s
expected hydrofgvazlablllty. PG&E will be
allowed to revise its revenue requirement t¢o-
reflect the-lafest availablesnow:survey.: o =
Unless directed otherwise by the ALY, the only
revision allovyed will-be for the latest - -
avalilable snow survey. - There sheuld be 'ne
changes in m odology and/or assumptzons.
PG&E’s revised revenue requirement will be due
no later than Day 127.

The alternate consensus proposal whick provzdes
a schedule for certain IER issues will be
incorporated into the ECAC schedule. . .
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. application, (3) dates for the £filing of DRA
and intervenor testimony be revised, and (4)
ACAP be coordinated with other rate changes.

Electric and s Reasonableness

DRA and intervenor reports be filed 15
earlier to provide PG&E enough time to
adequately review the testimony, send Lata
requests, and receive data rxesponses.

SoCal recommends that:

Reference to a record period in
forecast be deleted.

Responses to DRA’s master daty request be filed
with the application or Day for responses
that are not ready to be filed with the
application.

The forecast period be ¢learly identified.
Reference to an effectife date for rates in

connection with a reasgnableness proceeding be
deleted as inapproprigte.

Consistent with the/consensus propeosal fox
general rate cases ORA’s Project Managexr and
other Commission pérsonnel should be assigned
prior to £filing the application.

A prehearing copference should be added to the
reasonableness freview schedule.

Certain languAge in the consensus proposai be
clarified.

recommendation to reduce the time that
d intervenors have to prepare theixr cases .
~adopted. The consensus pxoposal -
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Responses to DRA’s master data request should .
be submitted with the application, but not
considered a formal f£iling requirement. We
will expect the utilities to/make a reasonable
effort to respond to the magter data request on
time. Extensions of time ghould be agreed to
by DRA.

PG&EE’s ACAP filing will be moved back one month
to allow the effective date for rate changes to
coincide with the 2april 1 seasonal rate change
for certain gas custoners.

with the addition of/the second prebearing
conference the firsy¥ prehearing will be moved
up from Day 19 to Day 10.

Consistent with thle assignment of personnel in

the general rate se plan, utllxty and DRA

project managers/and other project team

personnel should/be assigned on Day ~60.

Finally, SoCal and PG&E take exception to the requirement
in the consensus proposal that the utilities explain why all
assumptions used were € best possible choice. In response to
theixr concerns DRA agr to substitute the language contained in
the consensus propeosal /for general rate cases which states “list
all the assumptions negessary for the derivation ¢of each individual
estimate and explain ¢he rationale why the assumptions were used”.
Since SoCal and PG&E pgreced to accept this change, we will use the
same requ;rement for (both general rate cases and offset
proceedings. = o - '

Two major.jtransitional. issues.surfaced. in implementing
the revised schedule. ' The f£irst issue is' how.to.account for the
annual energy rate ((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 transztzon
period, the utilities and the ratepayerstarexgt r;skfy The second
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. represented a weighing of every part{'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 is needed to identify when
it is appropriate to update and what data can
be updated.

In response to the recommendations ¢f other parties DRA
states that:

Responses to the master data request

submitted with the application, but

proposing that it be a formal filin
requirement. DRA would like respojises as soon
as they are available and not havg them delayed
four weeks.

There is & need for audits in LCAC and ACAP
proceedings to review the hisfory of their
respective balancing accoun

A fixed date should be es lished for the
forecast period.

There is a need to claylfy certain language in
the consensus proposal/ including the updating
of data.

The ECAC prehearing/conference should be
scheduled for Day A9 to provide adequate time
to review workpapg¢rs, develop data xequests,
assess DRA‘s paryicipation, and identify
particular problems.

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

A prehearinf confexence should be added to the
reasonableness review schedule at Day 19.

Finally, ORA‘s memorandum dated August 18, 1988 incicates
that DRA, Edison, ADGLE, and PGLE agree that the consensus schedule
should be modified. They xecommend that the schedule provide moze
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issue is what record period should be covered in the/utilities’

next reasonableness review filing. 9{//
For AER over or under collections arising from the

revised schedule, we will provide ECAC balancirig account treatment
during the transition period. The transitiod periocd for the
utilities is as follows:

PG&E Aug 1, 1989 Oct 31, 1989 3 Months

SPPC Jan 1, 1989 Maxr 34, 1989 3 Months

SDG&E Nov 1, 1989 Apr 30, 1990 6 Months

Edison Jun 1, 1989 Dec/31, 1989 7 Months

Decision (D.) 88=09~03)1 sugpended Edison’s AER until the
end of the forecast periocd, May 31,/1989. Since this decision will
move Edison’s next revision date tg January 1, 1990, as shown in
Appendix D, we will extend the susgpension of Edison’s AER through
Decembexr 31, 1989.  Edison, PG&%/'SDG&E, and SPPC will be
authorized to credit or debit the ECAC halancing account by the
recorded AER gain or less expefﬁenced in the above specified
months. The AER rate will notfbe revised during this perioed.

In addition to Edisén, PG&E recently had its AER
suspended. Both suspensionsf/were the result of heavily litigated
ECAC proceedings which made/the scheduled revision dates
unworkable. Although we be&ieve the adopted ECAC schedule will
increase the likelihood off meeting scheduled revision dates,
unforeseen circumstances could prevent this from happening. One
approach that could ease éhe pressure in highly contested ECACs is '~ .
an automatic suspension ?: AER, if the revision date is not met.
Since this proposal was not previously addressed in the proceeding, .:
we invite the parties t? include comments on an -automatic AER
suspension mechanism wi their filed comments on the ALJ proposed
decision.

The reasonableness review record period covgrs‘lz‘months
ending 60 to 75 days prior to the ECAC/ACAP filing date.  Since we .
are revising the filing schedules, the record period: in the first -
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time to review intervenor testimony and that a second preliearing
conference be added to resolve IER related workshop issyes. We
consider their request reasonable and will adopt the

recommended changes to the consensus schedules:

Fourteen days are added between the maildng of
intervenor testimony and the staxt of 1

To accomplish this the filing dates a

up, while the record period, start of hearings,
and effective dates are unchanged.

A second prehearing conference ig/added ten

days prior to hearings to identify issues, the

parties’ positions, and areas stipulation

and to schedule witnesses. This prehearing

conference is not limited to/IER issues.

We will adopt all recommenged changes to the consensus
proposal which are not in dispute, gxcept PG&E’S request to V//
identify specific dates for IER workshops. Since our Commission
Advisoxry and Compliance Division/(CACD) is responsible foxr the
coordination of and arbitration/in the IER workshops, we do not see
a need to identify specific woirkshop dates. The undisputed _
recommendations are reflected in Appendix D. Additionally, we will
adopt the '

following changes to the consensus proposal:

Since PG&E’'s ELAC application filing date will g
be moved uZ;ﬁPG&E will no longer be able to

reflect the March 1 snow survey in its
applicationd This change will provide PG&E
with adequate time to file workpapers
coincident with its application and allow
coordination of the ECAC revision date with
PG&E’s November 1 seasonal rate adjustment. A
forecast period starting November 1 coupled
with £he latest balances in the ECAC and ERAM
balancing accounts should eliminate the need
for/the March 1 snow suxvey.

The alterxrnate consensus proposal which provides
4 schedule for certain IER issues will be ‘
incorpoxrated into the ECAC schedule. This will
include an ALJ ruling on resource mix .
assumptions and additional hearings which
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reasonableness review filing will change for some ut;l;txes///rhe
utilities in their next reasonableness review filing should cover
the following record period.

PG&E/ECAC Feb 1988 Dec 31, 1988 11 Months
PG&E/ACAP Feb 1988 De¢ 31, 88 11l Months
SPPC/ECAC Jul 1988 Jun 989 12 Months
Edison/ECAC Dec 1987 Mar 1989 16 Months
SoCal/ACAP Apxr 1988 1989 12 Menths
SDG&E/ECAC May 1988 1989 1S Menths
SDG&E/ACAP May 1988 1989 15 Months

) i cati Utiliti
Due to the reforms under consideration in the

telecommunications restructuring investigation, Order Instituting
Investigation (I.) 87-11-033, this degision will only modify the
rate case plan for telecommunicationg utilities with respect to

§ 311; in all other respects, the existing rate case plan will
continue to apply. The changes wef will adopt are consistent with
the modifications made to the ra?e case plan for energy utilities
which increase the rate case schedule by 19 days. Accoxrdingly, we

will add 19 days to the rate e plan for telecommunications
utilities. The ALY draft decigion 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 /384. For rates to become effective at
the start of the test yvear, general rate cases will need to be
filed at least 19 days,earl{er.

contrary to DRA's statement in-its-Januvary 11, 1988
filing in this proceedxng,f:t-now recompends-that-the-modifications - - -
to the rate case plan for jenexgy utilities . apply to. . ... .. .
telecommunications utilities-"rhe?primary reason-for this -
recommendation appears to be the possibility of -a-general rate.
filing by Pacific Bell. Lle many of the modifications adopted
for energy utilities may/alsc be applxcable to telecommunzcatzons
utilities, that issue shpuld be addressed in I. 87-11-033-u _ _
Additionally, Pacific Bell has assuxed us that if it files a
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address the impact of the ALJ xuling on the
parties’ IERs and revenue requirement
estimates.

Responses to DRA’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 xe

time. Extensions of time should be agrged to
by DRA.

PG&E’s ACAP application will be moved to allow
the effective date for rate changes/to coincide
with the April 1 seasonal rate chafige for
certain gas customers.

with the addition of the second/prehearing

lo.

Consistent with the assignfient of personnel in
the general rate case plaf, utility and DRA
project managers and othér project team
personnel should be assigned on Day =-60.

In recognition that gds rate design and revenue
allocation issues are/ not addressed in generxal
rate cases, ACAP applications should propose
gas rate design and/revenue allocation critexia
for general rate cise and attrition base
revenuve requiremext changes.

D.83-02-076 concdudes that a semiannual ECAC
filing should made if it is determined that
the annual revegnue effect of a change in rates
to offset revifed enexrgy cost estimates and to
amortize the Palancing account in six months
exceeds + 5% /of the total annual revenue. The
stipulation padopted in D.86-12~010 states that
in addition/to the ACAP, utilities shall file a
semiannual /CAM application if the average core
increase by at least 4%. Based on
the discuision in these decisions language will
to the ECAC and ACAP schedules whick -
that trigger (semiannual) filings. are -
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general rate case prior to a revision of the rate case plan for
telecommunications utilities, it will work with DRA/%o establish
ground rules for the processing of its application.
Since the rate case plan for energy utézities adopted by
this decision will not apply to telecommunicat(gns utilities, we
will delete all requirements for telecommunidgtions,utilities
contained in the consensus proposal.
Pindi r Fact

1. R.87=11-012 was issued on November 13, 1987 to reflect
the regquirements of § 311 in the rate c‘ée plan and energy offset
schedules, develop realistic schedules/ for these proceedings, and
consider changes that would facilitate the issuing of generxral rate
decisions.

2. Workshops were held aftex which consensus proposals that
addressed the issues raised in thef rulemaking were submitted by the
parties.

3. Hearings were held to discuss the consensus proposals,
the ALJ’s comments, and other p?sitions of the parties.

The consensus proposal for general rate cases recommends:

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

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

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

A

between genexal rate cases.

Modifications to the rate c¢ase-plan-and -
processing schedule to clarify its-intent, - - ..
reflect curfent procedures, and incorporate

§ 311 requifrements.

Public compent hearings be scheduled . L
between Days 220 and 312, after DRA’s rate
design exhibits are mailed. - - T
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Finally, SoCal and PGL&E take exception to the r
in the consensus proposal that the utilities explain why
assumptions used werxe the best possible choice. In respdnse to
their concerns DRA agreed to substitute the language c¢gntained in
the consensus proposal for general rate cases which gtates "list
all the assumptions necessary for the derivation of each individual
estimate and explain the rationale why the assumptions wexe used”.
Since SoCal' and PG&E agreed to accept this chanfe, we will use the
same regquirement for both general rate cases
proceedings.

Three transitional issues surfagkd in implementing the
revised schedule. The first issue is hgk to account for the AER
over~ or under-collections for the monyhs between the end of the
old and the staxrt of the new forecast/period. Since AER revenues
and expenses <o not enjoy dbalancing/account treatment and the AERs
have not been set for the transitifn periocd, the utilities and the
ratepayers are at risk. The secgnd issue is what xecord period
should be covered in the utilitles’ next reasonableness review
£iling. Finally, because thef/transition period extends the time
between ECAC filings, Edison fand SDG&E have filed comments that
large over~ oxr under-collecyions could oceur in the ECAC balancing
account. To minimize this/occurrence the existing procedural
schedule for ECAC trigger/filings shall remain in effect until the
first annuval ECAC filing/adopted by this decision and shown in
Appendix D. This does fot preclude utilities from requesting
additional relief witl adequate justification if the trigger filing
¢riteria shown in D. _

Fox AER oyer~ or undex-collections axising from the
revised schedule, ye will provide ECAC balancing account treatment
during the transiyion period. The transition period foxr the
utilities is as follows: - c |

Aug 1, 1989 -- Oct 31, 1989. -3 Months =~
Jan 1, 1989 -- Maxr 31,.1989 ' 3 Menths - . .

v
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Staggexed general rate case filings for
SPPC, Southwest, and PP&L. SPPC and PP&L
would be required to delay their next
general rate case filings by one year, but
authorized to make an additional attrition
filing.

4. The annual cost of capital proceeding re¢commended in the
consensus proposal requires interested parties’ exhibits to be
submitted seven days after DRA’s exhibits, deoes not provide for a
late-filed exhibit to reflect the issuance of?:ew debt and/or
preferred stock, and does not include a xeply brief.

5. SDG&E requests that it have the flexibility to defer rate
changes in total or in part. A specificproposal that would detail
how such a mechanism would work was not/presented.

6. DRA recommends an alternate o the proposed annual cost
of capital proceeding that would only/require annual adjustuments
for changes in long-term debt and/or/preferred stock. Retuxrn on
equity would not be adjusted for eﬁgrgy utilities with a generxal
rate case 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 work was not presented.

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

8. DRA is required to review utility NOX filings, issue a
deficiency list, and prepare ¢xhibits in response to NOI filings
within the time specified in fthe rate case.plan.. .. ..

9. SoCal is opposed td DRA having veto:power: over-the
utility’s decision to make ¢hanges 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, provide for informal conferences
between parties’ witnesses, and reflect the need for gas. utzlzt;es
to file rate design exh;bits. ' -

]
]
!
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SDGSE Nov 1, 1989 -- Apr 30, 1990 6 Months

Edison Jun L, 1989 -- Dec 31, 1989 7 Months

Decision (D.) 88-09-031 suspended Edison’s until the
end of the forecast period, May 31, 1989. Since this/decision will
move Edison’s next revision date to Januvary 1, 1990/ as shown in
Appendix D, we will extend the suspension of Edis¢n’s AER through
December 31, 1989. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SP
authorized to credit ox debit the ECAC balanciflg account by the
recorded AER gain or loss experienced in the/above specified
months. The AER rate will not be revised

In addition to Edison, PGS&E regéntly had its AER
suspended. Both suspensions were the r¢sult of heavily litigated
ECAC proceedings which made the scheduded revision dates
unworkable. Although we believe the/adopted ECAC schedule will
increase the likelihood of meeting gcheduled revision dates,
unforeseen circumstances could preient this from happening. One
approach that could ease the pregsure in highly contested ECACs is
an automatic suspension of AER,/if the reviszion date is not met.

Since thir proposal was not addressed in the workshops and
hearings, we invited the p es to include comments on an
automatic HER suspension mechanism with their filed comments on the
ALJ proposed decision. Th¢se comments are shown below:

Edison

*The purpose offthe AER procedure is to provide
utility managgment a direct stake in its fuel
management deCisions and an incentive to
minimize itsffuel- and energy-related costs
duxing the Forecast Period. An AER predicated
upon the fokecast fuel costs in one period
bears no rélationship to the fuel costs
incurred in a subsequent period and thus cannot
provide the intended incentive.

*In the phast, when the revised AER could not be
made effective on the Revision Date, the
Commissfion recognized that there was a
likeli}ood that either a utility’s ratepayers
ox shayreholders may be harmed oxr enx;ched not
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. 1l. The consensus proposals increase the number of rate
changes for major energy utilities during each year.
12. The consensus proposal for enerqgy offset proceédings
as modified by DRA, Edison, SDG&E, and PG&E recommendss

Separate reasonableness proceedings.

Revised ECAC and ACAP filing dates fo
coordinate with general rate cases/and
other offset proceedings.

Modifications to the current scifedule to
clarify its intent, reflect ent
procedures, and incorporate § S1ll and IER
requirements. .

13. DRA, Edison, SDG&E, and PG&E by/memorandum from DRA dated
August 18, 1988 agreed that the ECAC schédule contained in the
consensus proposal should be modified t¢ provide additional time to
review intervenor testimony and hold a/second prehearing
conference.

14. The consensus proposal for fenergy offset proceedings
would require Edison’s ECAC and SoCal’s ACAP to be processed
simultanecusly and create a four-month gap between SoCal’s and
SDG&E’s ACAPs.

15. - SDG&E’s and SoCal’s ACA¥s have historically been conmbined
pecause of the number of issues ey have in common.

16. SDG&E is unable to recdver changes in SoCal’s fixed
charge for the periecd between'Saéal's‘and‘SDG&E*S‘ACAP*decisions:"““~

17. DRA may experience an/inerease in workload if SDG&E’s and -
SoCal’s ACAPs are combined. - - -

18. Undexr the consensus proposal SDGAE would make’ its ECAC -
filing four months after Edison’s ECAC filing. =~ =~ 7~

19. CACD is responsible (for coordxnatzng and preszding 1n the
IER workshops. L
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. 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 suspensi
of the AER on the ECAC Revision Date when
delays in the proceedings of ECAC applicatidns
prevent the revised AER from being made
effective on the Revision Date simply
formalizeg/what has been occurring in
practice. Therefore, Edison supportsy/the
auvtomatic suspension of the AER...

"5/ D.88-05-074, May 25, 1988 in A.88-02-016;
D.88-09-036, September 14, 1988 in A.88-04-020;
D.88«09=-03)1, September 14, 1988 in/A.88-02-016;
D.86-04~007, April 2, 1986 in A.83-02-042; and
D.85=05-067, issued May 15, 1985/in
A.85-02-042."

SDGEE

SDG&E shares the belief that/while "the
proposed ECAC schedule will /improve the chances
of meeting scheduled revisjon dates, the
Proposed Decision should afiticipate that
conditions may prevent a final decision from
being reached prior to t}ie scheduled revision
date. SDG&E believes ti{at the automatic
suspension of the AER mechanism is an
appropriate response ifi such circumstances and
urges the Commission Yo so provide in its final
decision.”

RGSE

"PG&E supports the/automatic suspension of the
AER when the revAsion date is not met precisely
because nothing/is gained within the
regulatory progess by keeping the AER mechanism
in place with/an explicitly outdated fuel
forecast. . PGLE also suggests that the
Proposed De¢ision be clarified to state that
the automayic AER suspension is to continue.
until suci time as the new ECAC AER rates are
placed ipto effect." A ‘ ,
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20. If PG&E’s filing'date in the consensus proposal 4is moved
up, it will not have sufficient time to include the Mare¢h 1 snow
survey data in its ECAC application. '

21. The consensus proposal for energy offset 9roceedings does
not identify when utility and DRA personnel should/be assigned.

22. The consensus proposal schedule for reasonableness
reviews does not include a prehearing conferencd date.

23. The offset schedule for energy utilifies does not clearly
state when it is appropriate to update and whAt data can be
updated. , '

24. SoCal and PG&E agreed to accept - e language for
justifying assumptzonS-used in general rate cases for use in offset
proceedings.

25. No provision exists in the congensus proposal for
adjusting AERs to reflect the proposed ¢hange in the AER revision
dates. v

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

27. D.88=09-031 suspended Edisen’s AERAuntll May 31, 1989.

28. The consensus proposal red@mmends revisions in the record
pericd for recasonableness review f; ings.

29. I.87-11-033 is an mnvest.@atxon to consider reforms which
would restructure the telecommunications industry.

30. Pacific Bell states thatL if it files a general rate
application prior to revisions to/the rate case- plan for
telecommunications utilities, it will work with DRA to establish
procedures for the processing of [its application.
conclusions of Law

1. The consensus proposall for general raée casés is
reasonable and should be adopted with the following modifications:
a. The annual cost o capztal proceeding

should provide interxvenors additional time
to submit their exbibits, allow for 'a late- '
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"Automatic suspension of the AER eliminates all
risk for the utility and should be rejected.
Suspension 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 o
proceeding to trigger the automatic
suspension.”

prici]

"It is impossible to know in advance whay the
actual rate impact on various customer/classes
will be of an AER suspension. DGS
notes that an automatic suspension

to be at odds with the goals of th

Commission’s Risk, Return, and Ragémaking
proceeding. I.86~10-001. In thaft proceeding,
the Commission is reviewing its fegulation of
electric utilities to make sur¢ that the
utilities beaxr the risks of their actions. The
suspension of the AER will l¢ad to ECAC
treatment of items during tife suspension periocd
and thus remove the utility from xrisk. In this
regard, the suspension woyld appear to be at
odds with the goals of the Risk, Return, and
Ratemaking proceeding.”

We disagree with the and DGS comments. DRA states
that automatic suspension of a/utility’s AER would create an
incentive for a utility to deday its ECAC proceeding. Since a
timely ECAC decision matchey the AER to the forecast of fuel
expenses, & utility would 4nly have an incentive to delay this
decision if it expected ¥he adopted fuel forecast to be
underestimated.. This ié an unrealistic expectation. Contrary to
DRA’s argument a util y currently has an incentive to delay its
proceeding if its AER is higher than its forecasted fuel expense.
Automatic suspensigh of the AER mechanism would eliminate this
incentive. | e
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' filed exhibit to reflect the issuance o7
new debt and/or preferred stock, and
include a reply brief.

Utilities, in their tendered NOI,/shall
make a reasocnable effort to respond to
DRA’s master data request.

DRA’s project manager should de the
designated coorxdinator for transmitting NOX
deficiencies. Utilities should be allowed
to appeal DRA’s list of deficiencies by
filing a protest with the/Executive
Direetor. fThe Executive/Director’s
determination should be, inal.

DRA’s project manager éﬁould have primary
responsibility for accepting changes to the
utility’s NOI filing./ Utilities should be
allowed to appeal DRA’s determination by
filing a formal motion for the acceptance
off NOI changes.

Gas utilities should file rate desi
exhibits with general rate applications.

]
Electric rate design decisions should be
coordinated with{seasonal rate changes to
ninimize the nquer of rate changes.

Public comment ﬁearings should be scheduled
during the results of operations hearing
phase. This will allow public input to be
considered in qevelopinq the recoxd.

!
Language should be added to provide
informal conferences which would facilitate. - - - .
the understanding—and:acceptancerof~the: NOI=m= = wm=-mee = -
and the proce?sing of the application.. .
2. The adopted chang%s to the rate'caséyplan*should apply to
general rate proceedings for test.years 1991. and.beyond. ... . . ..
3. Starting in 1989§£or test year 1990 a generic annual cost
of capital proceeding should be established for all energy -
utilities. ' -
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DGS argques that it is impossible to know in advapCe what
the actual impact of an AER suspension would be on varioys customer
classes. As DRA points out there should be no gaming with the AER
mechanism. It is not intended to benefit one customgr class over
another. Automatic suspension ©f a utility’s AER peéchanism
pexfectly matches the AER portion of fuel related/revenues and
expenses through the ECAC balancing account. e AER mechanism is
designed to produce the same result with the dnly difference being
the absence of 2 balancing account. Sinciégéfomatic suspension of
the AER mechanism should be for short pexriods we believe it will
maintain the incentives for utilities to/manage fuel expenses cost-
effectively.

Accordingly, we will provigé for an automatic suspension
of AER mechanisms when the forecast/period upon which the AER was
calculated ends. Edison, PG&E, S E, and SPPC will be directed to
file revised tariffs which reflz;é this change.

The reasonableness re¥iew record period covers 12 months
ending 60 to 75 days prior tothe ECAC/ACAP filing date. Since we
are revising the filing schedules, the record period in the first
reasonableness review £iling will change for some utilities. The
utilities in their next rodasonableness review filing should cover
the following recoxd pexiod.

PC&E/ECAC Feb 1, 1988 Dec 31, 1988 11 Months

PG&E/ACAP Feb 1, 1988 Dec 31, 1988 11 Months

SPPC/ECAC Jul 1, 1988 Jun 30, 1989 = 12 Months

Edison/ECAC Dec 1, 1987 Mar 31, 1989 16 Months

SoCal/ACAR Apxr 1, 1988 Maxr 31, 1989 12 Months

SDG&E/ECAL May 1, 1988 Jul 31, 1989 15 Months
snc&z/Aigp 1988 Jul 31, 1989 15 Months

Due t¢ the reforms under ¢onsideration in the
telecommunications restructuring investigqtion,~0rder Instituting‘
Investigationf/(I.) 87-11-033, this decision will oﬂxyﬁmodify;ihé'
rate case plan for tolecommunications utilities with respect to
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4. Requests to defer rate changes should be addresged in
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.

The ECAC =schedule should be expanded by
requiring utilities to file 15 days
earlier. This provides addifional time to
review intervenor testimony /Aand heold a
second prehearing conferencg.

Socal’s and SDG&E’s ACAPs should be

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

CACD should schedule IER workshops.

PGLE should be allowed to revise its

revenue requirement reflect the latest
available snow survey no latexr than Day

127. Unless directed otherwise by the

assigned ALY, PG&E‘’S revision should net.be :
a change. in methodolegy. or. assSumptionS... cveman o ...

Utility and DRA project managers:and: other .. .. .
project team persconnel should pe:assigned .. .
on Day =60. This /is consistent with- the- :
assigning of pers¢nnel-in-the -general -rate.-
case plan.

The first preheaying conference in ECACsS .
should be scheduled for Day 10 and a- -
prehearing conference should be included 1n
the schedule for reasonableness: reviews.: - -
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which increase the rate case schedule by 19 days. Accopdingly, we
will add 19 days to the rate case plan for telecommu

utilities. The ALJ draft decision will be mailed on/Day 344 with
comments due on Day 364, reply comments due on Day 71, and the
final decision issued on Day 384. For rates to hécome effective at
the start of the test year, general rate cases ¥ill need to be
filed at least 195 days earliex.

Contrary to DRA‘s statement in its/Januvary 11, 1988
filing in this proceeding, it now recommends that the modifications
to the rate case plan for energy utilitieg apply to
telecommunications uvwtilities. The prim reason for this
recommendation appears to be the possifility of a general rate
filing by Pacific Bell. While many the medifications adopted
for energy utilities may alsoc be applicable to telecommunications
utilities, that issue should be addressed in X.87-11-033.
Additionally, Pacific Bell has asbured us that if it files &
general rate case prior to a reylision of the rate case plan for
telecommunications utilities, It will worxk with DRA to establish
ground rules for the processifig of its application.

Since the rate cage plan for energy utilities adopted by
this decision will not appXy to telecommunications utilities, we
will delete 2ll requiremeyts for telecommunications utilities
contained in the consensgs proposal. '

Findings of Fact

1. R.87-11-012 awas issued on November 13, 1987 to reflect
the requirements of § 311 in the rate case plan and energy offset
schedules, develop fealistic schedules for these proceedings, and
consider changes that would facilitate the issuing of gemeral rate
decisions. | oS
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DRA’s recommended language specifying when
it is appropriate to update and what can be
updated should be adopted.

The language for just;tYlng assunptions
used in general rate ¢ases should also be
used for energy offset proceedings.

8. During the transition period for the revised ECAC
schedule, PG&E, Edison, SDG&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 this decision shoula be adopted.

10.. The suspension of Eﬁison's AER should be extended through
December 31, 1989.

11. The reasonablenesgs review record period for Edison, PG&E,
SoCal, SDG&E and SPPC should be revised to reflect the dates shown
in Appendix D. ' '

12. The next reasonableness review £iling for Edison, PG&E,
SoCal, SDG&E, and SPPC s?culd cover the recoxrd period contained in
the discussion portion oz this decision.

'13. Revisions to the rate case plan for telecommunicatxonu
utilities, with the except;on of § 311, should be addressed in '
I.87-11-033.

14. The rate casé plan for telecommunications utilities
should be expanded by 19 days in accordance with the discussion in
this decision.

15. ::.Pacizic_quJ.J:tu=aua:;ene:al“xane_applica;icn.priox.to.m-

revisions to the rategcase plan for telecommunicationﬁ«utilities,
it should work with DRA to establish procedures. fox. the processing .
of its application.
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2. Workshops were held after which consensus proposals that
addressed the issues raised in the rulemaking werxe submitted by the
parties. '

3. Hearings were held to discuss the consensus proposalks,
the ALJ’s comments, and other positions of the paxties.

The consensus proposal foxr general rate cases recommends:

Generic annual cost of capital proceeding
for enexrgy utilities.

Separate electric rate design decisio
Edison, PG&E, and SDGS&E.

Annual rate design windows for all /felectric
utilities. With adequate justifi i

rate design changes would be allgwed
between general rate cases.

Modifications to the rate ca

processing schedule to clarjfy its intent,
reflect current procedures,/ and incorpoxate
$ 311 requirements.

Public comment hearings scheduled
between Days 220 and 3Y2, after DRA‘s rate
design exhibits are mgiled.

Staggered general rfte case filings for
SPPC, Southwest, apd PP&L. SPPC and PPLL
would be required/to delay their next
general rate cas¢ filings by one year, but
auvthorized to e an additional attrition
filing.

4. The annual cost ¢f capital proceeding recommended in the
consensus proposal requirgs interested parties’ exhibits to be
submitted seven days after DRA‘s exhibits, does not provide for a2
late-filed exhibit tzéreflect the issuance of new debt and/ox
preferred stock or agtual changes for existing variable rate v
issues, and does not include a xreply brief.

5. SDG&E xeQuests that it have the £lexibilmty to defer rate
changes in total ox in part. A specific proposal that ‘would detaml
how such a mechanism would work was not presented.a_
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QRDPER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The consensus proposals for general rafe case and‘energy
offset proceedings with the modifications discuéi;d«in this
decision are reasonable and are adopted as shown in Appendixes B,
¢, and D.

2. A generic annual cost of capital proceeding, as shown in
Appendix C, shall be adopted fLor all eﬂérgy utilities. Southern
California Edison Company (Edison), Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas & Eleck¥ric Company (SDG&E), Southern
California Gas Company (SoCal), Pacdfic Power & Light Company
(PP&L), Siexra Pacific Power Company (SPPC), and Southwest Gas
Company shall make their first f£ilings under this procedure in 1989
for rates effective in test year 1990. \ ¥

3. SPPC is authorized to make an attrition riling for test
year 1989. a/

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

5. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC, shall receive 100% ECAC
balancing account treatment for AER revenues and expenses during
the transition period zqr the revised ECAC schedule.

6. The ECAC trans;t;on period as shown in this decision is
adopted for Edison, PGgf, SDG&E, and SPPC.

7. The suspensfon of Edison’s AER is extended through
December 31, 1989.

_ 8. The reasoqableness review record period for Edison, PG&E,
SoCal, SDG&E, and SPPC shall be revised as shown in Appendix D. -

9. The next/reasonakleness review filing for Edison, PG&E,
SocCal, SDG&E, and /SPPC shall cover the record peziod as shown 1n
this decision. '
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A

6. DRA recommends an alternate to the proposed annuval cos
of capital proceeding that would, only require annual adjustmenys

case but not for other utilities unless thexe had been

a predetermined index by more than a set amount. A deyailed
proposal which explains how this trigger mechanism welld work was
not presented. ,

7. DRA has developed master data requests AZoxr general rate
cases and offset proceedings.

8. DRA is required to review utility NI £filings, issue a
deficiency list, and prepare exhibits in xegponse to NOI £filings
within the time specified in the rate cas¢/plan.

9. SoCal is opposed to DRA having/veto power over the
utility’s decision to make changes to jyts NOI filing.

10. The consensus proposal doeg/not designate a coordinator
for transmitting deficiencies, provide an acceptable appeal process
for disputes over deficiencies, prbvide for informal conferences
between parties’ witnesses, and yeflect the need for gas utilities
to file rate design exhibits.

11l. SPPC in its commenty requests that it be allowed to (1)
refrain from filing a general rate case for test year 1990, (2)
waive any £filing of an attrxdtion case for 1989, and (3) file its
next general rate case on/schedule in 1592 for a 1993 test year.

12. The consensus proposals increase the number of rate
changes forxr major enexrgy utilities during each year. |

13. The consensys proposal for energy offset proceedings
as modified by DRA, Bdison, SDG&E, and PGS&E recommends:

a. Se te reasonableness proceedings.
b. Revised ECAC and ACAP filing dates to

cogrdinate with general rate cases and
other offset proceedzngs. ‘
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. 10. The rate case plan for telecommunications /wt:ilities shall
be expanded by 19 days in accordance with the discussion in this
decision. |

This order becomes effective 30 days from today.
, at San Francisco, California.
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Modifications to the current schedule to
clarify its intent, reflect curxent -
procedures, and incorporate § 311 and IER
requirements.

14. DRA, Edison, SDG&E, and PG&E by memorandum from DRA dated
August 18, 1988 agreed that the ECAC schedule containgd in the
consensus proposal should be modified to provide additional time to
review intexrvenor testimony and hold a second preMearing
conference.- _

15. The consensus proposal for energy offset proceedings
would require Edison’s ECAC and SoCal’s A to be processed
simultaneously and create a four-month gap/ between SoCal’s and .
SDG&E’s ACAPs.

16. SDG&E’s and SoCal’s ACAPs haye historically been combined
because of the number of issues they have in common.

17. SDG&E is unable to recovel changes in SoCal’s fixed
charge for the period between SoC¥l’s and SDG&E’s ACAP decisions.

18. DRA may experience an Ancrease in workload if SDG&E’s and
SoCal’s ACAPs are combined. '

19. Gas rate design and/ revenue allocation issues are
addressed in ACAPs, not gendral rate cases and attrition filings.

20. Undexr the conse /ﬁs proposal SDG&E would file its ECAC
application four months After the filing of Edison’s ECAC
applications.

21. CACD is rxesponsible for coordinating and presiding in the
IER workshops. '

22. If PG&E’9Y filing date in the consensus proposal is moved
up and the March 2 snow survey data is not required it can file
workpapers coincddent with its application.

23. The cbnsensus proposal for enexrgy offset proceedings does
not identify en utility and DRA personnel should be assigned.

24. Th¢ consensus proposal schedule for;réasongbléness |
reviews doeg not include g’preheaxingiconferenééﬁdate,¢'
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25. The offset schedule for energy utilities does not clearly
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 for use An offset
proceedings.

27. The transition period in the consensus propgbal extends
the time between ECAC filings, which could result in/large over- or
under-collections in the ECAC balancing account.

28. D.83-02-076 and D.86-12-010 require ECAC and ACAP trigger
applications to be filed when certain conditiond are met.

29. No provision exists in the consensuj propbsal'for
adjusting AERs to reflect the proposed changé in the AER revision
dates.

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

31. D.88~09-031 suspended Edisof’s AER until May 31, 1989.

32. The consensus proposal recbmmends revisions in the record
period for xeasonableness review filings.

33. I1.87-11-033 is an investigation to consider reforms which
would restructure the telecommuiications industry.

34. Pacific Bell states hat, if it files a generxal rate
application prior to revisiojs to the rate case plan for
telecommunications utilities, it will work with DRA to establish
procedures for the procesging of its application.

Conclusions of Law
1. The consensuy proposal for general rate cases is
reasonable and should /be adopted with the following modifications:
a. The arfiual cost of capital proceeding
should provide intervenors additional time
to sibmit their exhibits, allow for a late-
f£filed exhibit to reflect the issuance of
nokr debt and/or preferred stock or actual

anges for existing variable rate issues,
and include a reply brief.
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. Utilities, in their tendered NOI, shall
make & reasconable effort to respond to
DRA’s master data request.

DRA’s project manager should be the
designated coordinator for transmitting NOI
deficiencies. Utilities should be Allowed
to appeal DRA’s list of deficiencifs by
£iling a protest with the Executife
Dirxectoxr. The Executive Direct
determination should be final.

DRA’s project manager should/ have primary
responsibility for accepting changes to the
utility’s NOI filing. Utjylities should be
allowed to appeal DRA’s determination by
filing a formal motion for the acceptance
of NOI changes.

Except for Southwest/ gas utilities should
include in their gefieral rate applications
rate design exhibifs which conform with the
rate design criteria adopted in their
latest ACAP.

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

Public comment hearings should be scheduled
during the¢ results of operations hearing
phase. This will allow public input to be
considered in developing the record.

Language should be added to provide
informal conferences which would facilitate
the understanding and acceptance of the NOI
and £he processing of the application.
2. The adppted changes to the rate case plan should apply to
general rate proceedings for test years 1991 and beyond.
3. St:zéing in 1889 for rates effective in 1990 a generxic v
annual cost ;

capital proceeding should be established for all
energy uwtilities. ‘ - ,

4. e Executive Director should be authorized to approve a
deviation /fxom the schedules adopted. S
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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 triggey
mechanism for return on equity should address this matter
future annual cost of capital proceeding.

7. SPPC should be authorized to make an attritidn filing for
rates effective in 1989, and PP&L should be authorizd to make an
attrition filing for rates effective in 1950. v’

8. The consensus proposal for energy offget proceedings
should be adopted with the following modificapions:

The ECAC schedule should be
requiring utilities to file A5 days
earlier. This provides additional time to

review intervenor testimoyfy and hold a
second preheaxing conferfnce.

SoCal’s and SDG&E’s ACAPs should be
combined.

Edison’s and SDG&E”Zs ECACs and
reasonableness reviews should be filed
three months lat than the dates contained
in the consensuy propesal.

CACD should sghedule IER workshops.

Utility and LRA project managexrs and other
project teayt personnel should be assigned
on Day =60/ This is consistent with the

assigning/of personnel in the general xate

The £irst prehearing conference in ECACs
should/be scheduled for Day 10 and a
preheAring conference should be included in
the gchedule for reasonableness reviews.

*s recomnmended language specifying when
it/ is appropriate to update and what can be
updated should be adopted.

he language for justifying assumptions
used in general rate cases should alsc be’
used for energy offset proceedings. . .~
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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 88 through

108. Additional hearings which addre
impact of the ALJ ruling on resource/mix
assumptions for IER medels and revepue
requirements should be scheduled £4r day
146 through 148.

8. Edison, PGSE, SDGLE, and SPPC shou}d suspend the AER .
rechanism whenever the forecast period upoy/ which the AER was
calculated ends. During the suspension the AER mechanism, PG&E,
Edison, SDG&E, and SPPC should receive Y00% ECAC balancing account
treatment for AER revenues and expens

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

10. The revised schedule fof ECAC and ACAP filings, excluding
trigger filings, should be impl#mented on the effective date of
this decision.

11. In accorxdance with/D.83-02-076 and D.§6-12-010 the
trigger filings shown in thé adopted ECAC and ACAP schedules should
be mandatory. Edison shoyld be allowed in a future ECAC filing to
address its proposal to Yevise its AER ceoincident with SoCal ACAP
revisions. _

12. The suspensifn of Edison’s AER mechanism should be
extended thxough Dec r 31, 1989.

13. Energy utflity AER mechanisms should be automatically
suspended if the fprecast period upon which the AER was calculated
ends. Adoption of & new AER forecast period should reinstitute the
AER mechanism.

14. The rpeasonableness review record period forfEdison,‘PG&E}‘
SoCal, SDG&E dﬁd SPPC should be revised to reflect the dates shdwn- 
in Appendix D( R
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15. The next reasonableness review filing for Edison, PG&E,
SoCal, SDG&E, and SPPC should cover the record period contained in
the discussion portion of this decision. :

16. Revisions to the rate case plan for telecommunications
utilities, with the exception of § 311, should be addressed in
I.87-11-033. |

17. The rate case plan for telecommunications wu¥ilities
should be expanded by 19 days in accordance with the discussion in
this decision. _

18. If Pacific Bell files a general rate Application prior to
revisions to the rate case plan for telecomm catipns'ﬁtilities,_
it should woxk with DRA to establish procedyftes for the processing
of its application. | ‘ |

IT XS ORDERED that:

1. The consensus proposals for general rate case and energy
offset proceedings with the modi%ications discussed in this
decision are reascnable and a é adopted as shown in Appendixes B,

C, and D.

2. A generic annualfcost of capital proceeding, as shown in
Appendix C, shall be adopted for all enexgy utilities. Southern
Califorxnia Edison Company (Edison), Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E), San Dfeqgo Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), Southexn
California Gas Company (SoCal), Pacific Power & Light Company
(PP&L), Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPPC), and Southwest Gas
Company shall mﬁve their first £filings under this proceduxe in 15989 _
for rates effective January 1, 1990. S
3. SPPC is authorized to make an attrition-filing.fqr‘test_ |
year 1989. | o T
4. PPsL is authorized to make an attrition filing for test
year 1990/ o : B




R.87-11-012 ALY/FSF/cac *

S. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC shall file revised tapiffs
which suspend the AER mechanism whenever the forecast pexi
which the AER was calculated ends. Adoption of a new AEW forecast
will reinstitute the AER mechanism. /

6. Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC, shall receiye 100% ECAC
balancing account treatment for AER revenues and expenses during
suspension of the AER mechanism. ‘ | V//

7. The ECAC transition period as shown j#n this decision is.
adopted for Edison, PG&E, SDG&E, and SPPC.

8. The adopted ECAC and ACAP schedules, excluding trigger
£ilings, shall be implemented on the effective date of this
decision.

9. The Executive Direc¢tor is aythorized to approve
deviations from the adopted schedul

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

1l. The reasonableness rﬁyiew record period for Edison, PGLE,
SoCal, SDG&E, and SPPC shall revised as shown. in Appendix D.

12. The next reasonabl¢ness review filing for Edison, PG&E,
SoCal, SDG&E, cover the record period as shown in
this decision. '
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Annual ECAC Review Schedule
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SOMMARY, OF RATE CASE PLAN

Ray Schedule

Tendered w;th;n 7 days of tendering, Staff Counsel,
Project Manager, and the project team shall
be assigned

within 25 days after tendering, appl;cant to
be notified of deficliencies by DRA Project
Manager

Accepted NOI filed

Date set for prehearing/conference and
Public Comment hearings

Application filed

Prehearing Conferénce held

Except for rate/design, staff submits all
exhibits incluwding marginal cost and revenue
allocation

Evidentiary/hearings »egin. At least 15 days
of hearings per month.

Except for rate design, other parties submlt
evidence fincluding marginal cost and revenue
alloca?;on

Evidentiary hearings on initial showing
compqued

Applicant, staff and other parties file
rebugtal exhibits. )

Reb.fttal..hear:.ngs:.beg,xnv T
Utility submits updated rate design

Hearings completed except for update material
stheduled for Day 294

Comparison Exhibit mailed 12 dajs atter end
£ hearings

Opening Briefs-filed 23 days a:ter Comparlson:v
Exhibit maxled e S

Reply Br;eru tlled 14 days a:ter Openlnq
Briefs ‘
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Ray Schedule

. _RGCP (cont’d)
250> ' starf subm;ts rate design exhibits

280 Applzcant and all other parties may submit
update material (See page B 25).

290* Other parties submit rate design

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

298 Last day of evidentiary hfarings (except rate
design) .

311w Rate design hearings pegin

322 Rate design hearin

329% Rate design rebuftal exhibits submitted
339« | Rate design reblttal hearings begin

343 Rate design rAbuttal hearings end

344 ALY Draft filed and served on all parties.

361w Rate desigg’openxng briefs filed and served
on all p ies _

364 InitiaZ/CQmments on ALY Draft due

371 Reply Comments on ALY Draft due

375% Rate design reply briefs filed and served

384 Final decision expected by this date (except
ratef/ design) o
459% ALJf Draft rate desxgn ‘Gecision filéd ‘and ’
se?ved : -
479%* %n&tlal comments on - -ALJ. rate design Draft
ed .....

486% Reply comments on ALJ rate design Dra:t :zled
502% anal rate -design decision expecte& by this

%ate

Note:
For SCE, the schedule days marked wlth an ”*” will be

. increased by 30 days.

i
i
RS
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SUMMARY_OF ELECTRIC
RATE DESIGN WINDOWS

Parties may file proposed elecfric rate
design revisions from July 20th to»zsth,
November 20th to 25th or Dégember 20th to -
25¢hY with copies sexrved on all other
parties

July, November or December 25th (see
§2§§pote) of Test Year and first Attrition

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

Replies to comments to be submitted and
served

ALY ruling ﬁg the necessity to reopen the GRC
for consideration of any or all electr;c
rate designfproposals

Hearings begin

Last day of hearings

Concurrept briefs submitted and served.

ALY Draft decxsmonrf:led and served cn all
part:.es ST : . ,

Initial comments on:- ALJ Draft filed. and

serve?’ |
Reply!{comments on ALY Draft filed-and sexved- ------
Fira¥ decision expected by this'date

1 PP&L and SPPC will be in July.
PGSE and SDGAE wifll be in Neovember.
SCE will be in Décember.
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SUMMARY OF ELECTRIG RATE DESIGN MINDCW SCHEDULES

Day ' PGLE SPPC SCE soGLe PPLL -
Schedule Date Dote Date Date Date

sessseccpssaveasnnnn sesseswee vosssss mersssenw senpsea sessnpus

Proposed electric rate desfgn revisions 25-Noy  25=0ul 23*Dec  25-Nov 25-Jul
Comments on proposed revisfons due. 25-Dec  2b6-Aug: 2b=Jan  25=Dec 24-Aug
Reply to comments due. 08=Jan 07-5ep- 07-teb  08-dan 07=-Sep
ALJd rules on reopening GRC. ' Redan N-Sep 21=fad.  22=Jan 21=Sep-
Near{ngs begin. 05=Feb  05-0ct 07-Mar 03«Fed 05-0ct
Last day of hearings. 09=Feb  09-0ct 11=Mar 09-red- 09-0ct
Concurrent briefs submftted. 16-Feb 16~0ct 18=Mar 16=Feb 16-0¢ct
ALJ dreft decision due. 12-Mar 14=Apr 12*Mar - Q9=Nov
Initial comments on draft due. QT=Apr 01=May 01=Apr 29*Nov

*

Reply to comments on ALJ drafe 06-Apr- O6=May  Q6~Apr 04=Dec
Final decision due. 16-Apr 16=May  16~Apr 14=Dec
Date rates become effective. 01=May af 01~May 01=don’

LY T ¥ S =ssweevs

8/ Rates are offective the f{ Sunday 1n June
Note:

I the above dates fall on Shturday, Sunday, or holiday, the mext warking dsy should be observed.
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SUMMARY OF ELECTRIC
RATE RESIGN WINDOWS

Parties may file proposed electric rate
design revisions from July 20th to-25th1,
November 20th to 25th® or December 20th to
25th3 prior to an attrition year with copies
sexved on all other/parties |

July, November or/December 25th (see
§g:§note) of Test Year and;fi;st Attrition

Comments on proposed rate design revisions to
be submitted apd served on all parties

Replies to comments to be submitted and
sexrved g

ALJ ruling the necessity to reopen the GRC
for consideration of any or all electric
rate designf proposals

Hearings begin

Last day ¢f hearings

Canurredé briefs submitted and served.

ALJ Draft decision filed and served on all
parties/t

Initia%,comments on ALJ Draft filed and
servedf

Reply comments on ALJ Draft filed and served
!

Final /decision expected by this date
/ : V

/

1 PP&L and SPPC will be in July.
_ 2 PGS&E and SDG&E wil) be in November.
. 3 SCE will be in December.
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RATE CASE PLAN®

Before Day =60 the Notice of Intent (NOI) is tendered £o the
Docket Office and chmissioﬁ staff for review. Within 7 days
Staff Counsel, Project Manager, and project tean are designated.
The Executive Director notifies the Docket Office when the NQI has
been accepted by the staff, whereupon the JQocket Office files the
NOX. BHowever, the requirements for the/fendered NOI are listed

under day =-60.

The utility shall keep the Division/ of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA)
advised of the progress of its prgparation of the rate case and
the expected date of tendering the NOI so that the DRA c¢an
designate a Project Manager at/fleast 30 days in advance of the

actual Tendering of the NOIX.

Day =60 (Accepted NOIL is filed)

An original and 12 copies of an NOI is accepted by the Executive
Director and then f£iled by the Docket office. The NOI shall
contain a brief statemeng’or the amount of increase sought and
the reasons for the prol sed increase. An original and 12 copies
of all_documentation,..p epaxed.testimcnx*-dratt,exhibits”"‘.'
inecluding complete-explanations and. .summaries. supporting the: -
increase shall comply with the standard'requirements'list3

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

An additional 10 copies of the NOI and all documentati n,-prepaied‘

2 Page B 19 contains a list of the energywutiiities to’
which the RCP applies. VAP

3 See page B 20.
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testimony and draft exhibits plus 5 sets of the applicant’s -
workpapers shall be delivered to the DRA Proj@ct Manager no later
than the day that the NOI is tendered.

within seven (7) days of tendering the XOI, the applicant and DRA
should begin informal meetings whereigl the appliqants.witnesses
(or other persons intimately familifr with the workpapers) explain

the workpapers to the DRA’s witnegses.

In those instances where DRA ha&é submitted data requests (called a
Master Data Request) to the utility at least six months prior teo
the anticipated Tendering offthe NOI, the applicant shall make a
reasonable effort to provi%e responses with the tendered NOI. .

Applicant shall furnish ajcopy of the tendered NOI material to
any interested party upop request. '

The proposed test year ;shall be three years from the last adopted
test year used by the Commission in setting applicant’s.existing

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

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

If applicant requests an- attrltlon allowance, 4t shall include in
its required support;ng materials evmdence suppc.';J":-'tmn.ng“1":11;3”'””~
requested attrmtxom allowance. The NOX shall not be filed unt;l

all of the above r?quirements are-mets - e oo

t
. . ! o :
Applicant will be notified by the DRA Project Yanage:'o‘"

deficiencies in NOI within 25 days of the tender date.
Although the fznal notice of deficiencies: does not'have'to be sent

to the utility until 25 days arter tenderlnq, the DRA.should

identify and transmit each de-*c_ency To the appl_canr as soo“ as
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possible. The acceptance of the NOI will be based upon whether

the applicant has substantially complied with ZZﬁ/fgéuirements of

the RCP. In the event that the utility disagreés with DRA’s list
of deficiencies, a written §rotest may be fiYed with the Executive
pDirector. The protest should identify the/items that the utility
believes are not properly classified as geficiencies and state the
reasons for the conclusion. The Execwéiie Directors determination
is final. Time consuming and/or inc nsequéntial‘deficiencieS'may
be corrected according to a scheduﬂépagreed upon by the DRA

Project Manager and the applicant

The NOI may contain material s as previously litigated

issues on which the Commissior/ has taken a position. This
material must be clearly identified and contain 2 éomplete
justification for any policy change. Showings oﬁ such material
will be presented at the exd of the hearing schedule, unless
otherwise scheduled by th' ALY with the advice and consent of the

assigned Commissioner.

Within five days after the NOI has been accepted, applicant shall
serve a copy of the NOIf on all appearances in its last general
rate case, and file a ertificate'o£~service;'~=Therea£ter;'all

filed material shall ¥e furnished by applicant to interested.

parties on written refpuest. Applicantfsuworkpapefs;shaltfbexmade,;.u,

available on recquest.

The application may filed no sooner than than*GO days-azter
the NOI is accepted. .The date the appllcatlon ls fllﬁd,ﬂlll

determine Day 0 under the rate case plan.
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within seven (7) days of tendering the NOI, the applicant and DRA
should begin informal meetings wherein the applicants witnesses
(oxr other persons intimately familiar with the workpapers) exp‘éin

the workpapers to the DRA’s witnesses. DRA witnesses should

familiax with applicant’s workpapers priox to the informal

meetings.

In those instances where DRA has submitted data requegts (called a
Mastexr Data Request) to the utility at least six mogths prior to
the anticipated Tendexring of the NOI, the applicant shall make a

reasonable effort to provide responses with the Lendered NOI.

Applicant shall furnish a copy of the tendered NOI material to

any interested party upon regquest.

The proposed test year shall be three yeats from the last adopted
test year used by the Commission in setfing app;icant's\existinq
rates. For example, if 1988 was the Yast adopted test year, the
next test year to be submitted in ay NOI would be 1991.

If applicant requests an attritiofi allowance, it shall include in
its required supporting materials evidence supporting the
requested attrition allowance,/ The NOX shall not be filed until

all of the above requirementf are met.

Applicant will be notified by the DRA Project Manager of
deficiencies in the NOI Aithin 25 days of the tender date.
Although the final notlce of defxcienc;es does ot have to be sent
to the utility until /25 days after tenderinq, the DRA should
identify and transmit each def;ciency to the applicann as soon as '

possible. The acgeptance of the NOI will be based upon whether
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Day =35
The ALY in concurrence with the assigned Commissioner/shall set

the day, time, and place for the prehearing confepénce and shall
inform applicant and all parties to the last gemeral rate case.
Also at this time, the ALY shall set the dayy time and place for
public comment hearings. At the approprisfe time, the utility
shall give notice of the Public Comment jHearings, pursuant to

Rule 52, using the format shown on pa

The application shall be/filed and served in conformity
with the Rules of Practife and Procedure...The utility
shall provide notificatdon to customers, within 45 or 75
days as required by Rule 24.

The application shall/ include final exhibits, prepared
testimony, and other/evidence, and shall be served on

all parties to the Jast general rate case. The
application, final gxhibits, and all other evidence that
is filed shall incorporate the changes, additions, and
cdeletions regquired/ for acceptance of the tendered NOI.

No bulk or major/updating amendments or recorded data to
amend the final ibits, prepared testimony, or other
evidence shall bg allowed, except as provided on page

B 25 on Days 19¢* and 280, and on page B 20, item 3.

Applicant shall file a comparison exhibit showing

changes that have occurred between the draft exhibits
submitted witi the NOI and the final exhibits submitted

with the application. All the changes or revisions

shown shall have been agreed to by the DRA Project

Manager in ap informal conference before filing the
application,/ Should the applicant and the DRA.Project . — oo . .
Manager ‘disagree on what revisions are acceptable, the .
applicant may file a formal motion with the Docket Office .. .-
for acceptince of its NOI changes. -All changes in . . .
figures between the tendered NOI- and the:applicatien - -

shall be supported.by workpapers which - -show the new - -
Zigures apd a reconciliation with the workpapers

previously tendered.

Applicant shall deliver ten complete sets of the
application and final exhibits plus five complete Sets -
of thetgorkpapersusupporting_the~applicationﬁandg£inal-
exhibits to.the DRA.Project Manager. - The workpapers.. . .
shall ircorporate all changes and additions: that were' -
necessaﬁy,to gain- acceptance of the tendered NOL. . = -
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the applicant has substantially complied with the requirements of
the RCP. In the event that the utility disagrees with DRA’s list
of deficiencies, a written protest may be filed with the Exec
Director. The protest should identify the items that the upllity
believes are not properly classified as deficiencieé and f£rtate the
reasons for its conclusion. The Executive Director’s
determination is final. Time consuming and/or incondequential
deficiencies may be corrected according to a szche le agreed upon

by the DRA Project Manager and the applicant.

The NOI may contain material such as previously litigated -
issues on which the Commission has taken po;}tipn. This
material must be clearly identified and/contain a complete
justification for any policy change. /Showings on such material
will be presented at the end of the/hearing schedule, unless
otherwise scheduled by the ALJ with the advice and consent of the

assigned Commissioner.

Day —60 (Accepted NOI is filed)

An original and 12 copies ¢f an NOI is accepted by the Executive
Director and then filed by the Docket Office. within five days
after the NOI has been accepted, applicant shall sexve a copy of
the NOI on all appearances in its last generxral rate case, and file
a certificate of sexrfice. Thereafter, all filed material shall
be furnished by applicant to interested parties on written
request. Applicant’s workpapérs shall be made available on

request.

The applicatifn may be filed no soonex thanfthdnj60 qaySha£terFV«'ﬂ

the NOI is accepted. The date thefappliéitioﬂfiﬁﬂfilédfwilxj‘g'ﬂ
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5. Applicant, staff, and interested parties shall send Two
copmes of all exhibits, prepared testimeny, and other
evidence filed after Day 0 to the ALJ. One gopy shall
be served on the Reporting Branch and on each party.
Prepared test;moay should not be filed 1 the Docket
Office after Day 0; only briefs, comments on the ALJ
proposed decision, and other pleadljzﬁ/are to be filed.

6. A copy of the decision in applicant/s last general rate

case shall be furnished by applicamt upon written
request.

Ray 40
A prehearing conference is held:

1. To take appearances.

2. To raise and resolve any procedural matters.

3. To schedule hearings and specify areas of participation
if knmown, and specify jdates for testimony if necessary
to expedite the heai;pg procedure. .

Day 77 ;

Except for rate design, staf:fshall subnit all exhibits, prepared
testimony, and evidence . 1nclrd;ng marginal cost and revenue
allocation, and shall servejcopies on all parties. No bulk or
majoxr updating amendments or recorded data to amend the exhibits,
prepared testimony, or otnér staff evidence shall be allowed
thereafter, except as proyvided on page B 25 and Day 280. Staff
workpapers shall be avairable within five days of this date

(see page B 24). f

Ray 91-177 f
Public comment hearing? will be held during this period. They
nay re neld concurrently with ev;dentxary hearzngs ;~ necessary

to complete the hearings accordlng to thls.planw f,ﬁ'g.-“;"i
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determine Day 0 undexr the rate case plan.

The utility shall provide to the Commission’s Publiec Advisor a
proposed notice to customers in a format similar to that shown on

page B 27.

The application shall be filed and sexved conformity
with the Rules of Practice and Procedure. /The utility
shall provide notification to customers, Within 45 or 75
days as required by Rule 24.

The application shall include final exMNibits except
electric rate design, prepared testimghy, and other
evidence, and shall be sexved on all art;es to the last
general rate case. The appllcatlon final exhibits, and
all other evidence that is filed shall incorporate the
changes, additions, and deletions fecuired for acceptance
of the tendered NOI. No bulk or ajor updating
anendments or recorded data to apmend the final exhibits,
prepared testimony, or other evidence shall be allowed,
except as provided on page B 26 on Day 280, and on padge
B 21, item 3.

Applicant shall file a compyrison exhibit showing
changes that have occurred hetween the draft exhibits
subnitted with the NOI and the final exhibits submitted
with the application. the changes or revisions
shown shall have been agfeed to by the DRA Project
Manager in an informal conference before filing the
application. Should thie applicant and the DRA Project
Manager disagree on wMat revisions are acceptable, the
applicant may file a/formal motion with the Docket Office
for acceptance of if¥s NOI changes. All changes in
figures between th¢ tendered NOI and the application
shall be supported by workpapers which show the new
figures and a regbnciliation with the workpapers
previously tendeted.

Applicant shall deliver ten complete sets of the
application agd final exhibits plus five complete sets
of the workpapers supporting the application and final
exhib;ts to . _The workpapers

, staff, and interested parties shall send two
copies all exhibits, prepared testimony, and other
evidencg filed after Day 0 to the ALY. One copy. shall

ed on the Reporting Branch and on'each party.
ed testimony should not be filed in the Docket
after Day 0; only briefs, comments on the ALJ
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Ray 99

Evidentiary hearings begin.

.

2.

Day 122
Except for rate design, partiez/ather than staff and applicant

Hearings shall orxdinarily be held wot less than 15 days
a month.

Where an agreement between applicant and staff is
disputed by other parties, thoge parties shall have
the right to cross—examine applicant and staff in
that order. The examination/will be closely
controlled to prevent an undue consumption of time.

shall submit their exhibits, prepared testimeny, and evidence

including marginal cost and r¢venue allocation, and shall serve

copies on all parties. Thes¢ documents shall reflect the xulings

and agreements made at the prehearing conference. No bulk or

major updating amendments dé recorded data to amend the exhibits,

prepared testimony, or other evidence shall be allowed thereafter,

either by prepared testimény, oral testimony, or exhibits, except

as provided on Day 280 ard on page B 25. Also, all worxkpapers .

shall be available on th}s date (See page B 24).

Ray 277

/

/

Evidentiary hearings on/ initial showing completed.

Day 180
1.

|

t

All rebuttal evidence except rate design shall have been
distributed by Day 180. Rebuttal evidence shall refute
the evidence- of other parties  and shall-not: reassert or:
reargue a party’s direct evidence. No bulk or major
updating amenﬁments or recorded data shall be allowed in
rebuttal evidence. Additional witnesses, cumulative
testimony, unproductive cross—examination shall be
ninimized. oo T

Rebuttal evidence shall clearly rererénée'byfhhmﬁér;thew fa‘V.g
exhibit or transcript page of the direct evidence of the ~ * . .

party rebutted. ,
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Ray 2

The ALJ in concurrence with the assigned Commissioner shall set
the day, time, and place for the prehearing confexence and shall
inform applicant and all parties to the last general rate case.
Also at this time, the ALY shall set the day, time and place for

public comment hearings. At the appropriate time, the utility

shall give notice of the Public Comment Heaxings, pursuant to

4

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

Ray 49
A prechearing conference is held:

1. To take appearances. / _

2. 7o raise and resolve any péocedural mattexs.

3. Te schedule hearings and specify areas of participation
if known, and specify dates for testimony if necessary
to expedite the hearing/procedure.

Ray 77

Except for electric rate design,f staff shall submit all exhibits,
prepared testimony, and evidengﬁ including marginal cost and

revenue allocation, and shall sexve copies on all parties. No

bulk or major updating amendm?nts or recorded data to amend the
exhibits, prepared testimony, or other staff evidence shall be
allowed thereafter, except as provided on page B 26 and Day 280. v
Staff workpapers shall be available within five days of this date
(see page B 25).

Ray 90

Applicant shall file a complete electric rate design exhibiﬁs and

/
testimony. No bulk or major updating amendments cr recorded data

to amend the exhibits or prepaxed test;mony shall be allowed




w
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proposed decision, and other pleadings are to be filed.
6. A copy of the decision in applicant’s last general rate

case shall be furnisbed by applicant upon written
request. ,

Day 2

The ALT in concurrence with the assigned Commissioner s

the day, time, and place for the prehearing conferency¢ and shall
inform applicant and all parties to the last general rate case.
Alse at this time, the ALY shall set the day, tipfe and place for
public comment hearings. At the appropriate e, the utilityl
shall give notice of the Public Comment Heayings, pursuant to

Rule 52, using the format shown on page B/27.

Day 40
A prehearing conference is held:

1. To take appearances.

2. To raise and resolve Any procedural matﬁers.

3. 1T 1 and specify areas of participation’
if known, and spedify dates for testimony if necessary
to expedite the hearing procedure. ‘

Day 77

Except for electric raté design, staff shall submit all exhibits,
prepared testimony, d evidence including marginal cost and
revenue allocation, fand shall serve copies on all parties. No
bulk or major updating amendments or recorded data to amend the
exhibits, prepffed testimony, or other staff evidence shall be

allowed thereafter, except as provided on page B 26 and Day 286.:

Sstaff workz;pers shall be available within tivé,days éfffhisAdg£¢ V~
25). o ' ' a . , _u“,..,_-_‘ . e .

(see page
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3. When 2 witness has not testified on direct examination
pefore Day 170, the ALT may set a later date for
distributing rebuttal evidence as to that witness.

Day 190
Rebuttal hearings begin to review the showingﬂg;pvided concerning
the data described in Day 180. No more than five days of

hearings shall be set for this review.

Day 190%
Applicant may subnit updated rate desigh exhibits (see page B 25).

Hearings are to be completed no latér than this date, except for
rate design hearings and hearings fscheduled for Day 294. If oral
arqument before the Commission e banc is to be held, the ALJ |

shall anncunce the date and time.

Ray 206 «
An exhibit comparing the DRA and utility final positions/numbers |

shall be jeointly prepared by/DRA and the utility then mailed
by this date. ’

Day 234
Opening briefs shall be filed 28 days after the mailinq of the
comparison exhibit. The 7LJ may outline specific iésﬁés to be

bricfed. Briefing of-additional -issues is optional.

Day 249

Reply Briefs may be filed 14 days after‘Opgning‘Briefs.':
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thereafter, except as provided on page B 26 and Day 190+.

Ray 91-177
Public comment hearings will be held during this period. They
may be held concurxently with evidentiary hearings if necessary

to complete the hearings according to this plan.

Day 98 /
Evidentiary hearings begin.

1. Hearings shall orxrdinaxily be held not less than 15 days
a month.

2. Where an agreement between applicant and staff is’
disputed by othexr partiesé/those parties shall have
the right to cxoss-examine/ applicant and staff in

that order. The examinatfion will be Closely
contxolled to prevent anf/undue consumption of time.

Ray 122

Except for electric xate design, parties other than staff and
applicant shall submit their jexhibits, érepared testimony, and
evidence including marginal fcost and revenue AllQCQtion, and shall
serve copics on all parties. These documents shall reflect the
rulings and agreements made at the prehearing conference. No bulk
or major updating amendments or recorded data to amend the
exhibits, prepared testimony, or other evidence shall be allowed
thereaftor, either by prepared testimony, oral testimony, or
exhibits, except as pfgvided on Day 280 and on page B 26. Also,
all workpapers shall available on this date (See page B 25).

Day 177

Evidentiary hearings on initial showing completed. .
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Ray 20 . |
Applicant shall file a complete electric rate design ‘exhibits/and |
testimony. No bulk or major updating amendments or recorde dﬁta
to amend the exhibits or prepared testimony shall be alldwed
thereafter, except as provided on page B 26 and Day 1 05.

Day 91-177
Public comment hearings will be held during thif periocd. They
may be held concurrently with evidentiary he ings if necessary

to complete the hearings according teo this

Day 98
Evidentiary hearings begin.

1. Hearings shall ordinarily/be held not less than 15 days
a month.

2. Wherxre an
disputed

Day 122
Except for electric rate design, parties other than staff and

applicant shall submif their exhibits, prepared testimony, and
evidence including parginal cost and revenue allecation, and shall
parties. These documents chall reflect the
rulings and agregments made at the 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 test;mony or
exhibits, gxcept as provided on Day 280 and on page B~26. Also, |

all workpapers shall be avallable on th;s»date (See page B 25).,« .
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Day 250%

Staff rate design exhibits and testimony shall be submitted -
and served. No bulk or majgr updating amendments or recorded
data to amend the exhibits, prepared testimony, or othex staff
evidence shall be allowed thereafter. Staff rate d vign
workpapers shall be available within five days of

page B 24).

Day 2890

Applicant, staff, or any interested partymay distribute in
prepared testimony form, and serve on all parties, showings
containing the most recent data for thé other than Rate Design
:actoré described in the Standard Upgating Filing Requirements
list on page B 25. This is the only updating which will be
permitted.

Day_290%

Parties other than staff and applicant shall submit their
exhibits, prepared testimeny,/and evidence céncerning rﬁte
design, and shall serve copigs on all parties. These documents
shall reflect the rulings and agreements made at the prehearing
éonzerence. No -bulk.or.major updating.amendments.or. recorded.. ..
data to amend the exhibits, prepared testimony.,. or. othex. evidence

shall be allowed thereafter, either by prepared testimony, oral.

- testimony, or exhibits. [All workpapers shall be available on

this date (see page B 24).
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All rebuttal evidence except electric rate design shall
have been distributed by Day 180. Rebuttal evidence
shall refute the evidence of othexr parties and shall not
reassert or rearque a party’s direct evidence. No bulk
or major updating amendments or recoxrded data shall be
allowed in rebuttal evidence. Additional witnesses,
cumulative testimony, and unproductive cross-examination
shall be minimized. ;

¢
{

Rebuttal evidence shall clearly rei;fence by number the

exhibit or transeript page of the direct evidence of the
party rebutted. '
when a witness has not testified ¢n direct examination
vefore Day 170, the ALJ may set a later date for
distributing rebuttal evidence &s to that witness.
Day 190 |
Rebuttal hearings begin to review the /showing provided concexning
the data described in Day 180. No more than five days of

hearings shall be set for this review.

Ray 130*
Applicant may submit updated ele¢tric rate design exhibits (see
page B 26).

Ray 194

Hearings are to be completed mo later than this date, except for

electric rate design hearingznand hearings scheduled for Day 294.
If oral axgument before the Commissiop en banc is to bé‘held, the

ALJ shall announce the date and time.

Note: : _ . A,
For SCE, the schedule days marked with an "** will 'be
increased by 30 days. I




R.87-11~012 ALJ/FSF/frc™”

Ray 177

Evidentiary hearings on initial showing completed.

Rebuttal
the data

hearings

Day 1950w

All rebuttal evidence except electric rate design shall
have been distributed by Day 180. Rebuttal evidenge
shall refute the evidence of other parties and shXll not
reassert or reargue a party’s direct evidence.

or major updating amendments or recoxrded data

allowed in rebuttal evidence. Additional wityesses,
cumulative testimony, and unproductive crossfexanrination
shall be minimized.

Rebuttal evidence shall clearly referenced by number the
exhibit or transcript page of the direct evidence of the
party rebutted. | 7

When a witness has not testified on direct examination

before Day 170, the ALY may set a lxter date for
distributing rebuttal evidence as ¥o that witness.

hearings begin to review the ghowing provided concerhing
described in Day 180. XNo mgre than five days of

shall be set for this review.

Applicant may submit updated electric rate design exhibits (see

page B 26).

Day 124

Hearings

are to be compXeted no later than this date, except for

electric rate design Nearings and kearings scheduled for Day-zsé.

If oral argqument before the Commission en banc is to be hgldr‘the

ALY shall announce/the date and time.

Note:

/
For SCE, the schedule days marked with an '*' will be

incre ed by 30 days.
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Day 294 ////,/
Abbreviated hearings begin to review the showing provi:jjk/,

concerning the data described in Day 280. No more thanfive days

of hearings shall be set for this review.

Day 298 _
Last day of evidentiary hearing except for rafte design.

Ray 313*
Rate Design hearings begin.

Day 322*

Rate design hearings end.

Day 229%
Rate design rebuttal exhibits shall be distributed by this day.
See Day 180, Items 1 and 2 for requirements of rebuttal

evidence.

Day 339+
Rate design rebuttal heayings begin to review the showing
provided concerning the/data described in Day 329%. No more than

five days of hearings shall be set ror“thiswreview.

Dg}c 342*
Rate design rebuttal/ hearings are to befcompleted-horlater than
this date.

Day 344
ALY proposed decigion, except for rate design 1ssues, but _
including marginal cost and revenue allocatzon 1ssues to~be flled -

and served on all parties.

Y
)
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Day 206 o . .
An exhibit comparing the DRA and utility final positigns/numbera///

shall be jointly prepared by DRA and the utility then mailed
by this date.

Day 234
Opening briefs shall be filed 28 days after the maiXing of the
¢comparison exhibit. The ALJ may outline specifig’ issues to be

briefed. Briefing of additional issues is optdonal.

Day 248
Reply Briefs may be filed 14 days after Opening Briefs.

Day 250%

staff electric rate design exhibity and testimony shall be
submitted and served. No bulk o major updating amendments
recorded data to amend the exhibits, prepared testimony, or opher
staff evidence shall be allo thereafter. Staff electric rate
design workpapers shall be Available within five days of this date
(see page B 25).

DRay 280
Applicant, staff, or Any interested party may distxibute in

prepared testinony form, and sexve on all parties, showings

containing the mj?g’recent data for the other than electric rate
design factors dgscribed in the Standard Updating Filing

.Requirements list on page B 26. This is the only updating whiéh_
will be permitted. ” DT

Note:
For SCE, the schedule days marked with an e will be
eased by 30 days. , .
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Day 361*

Rate Design Opening Brizfs shall be filed 18 days aftexr the
completion of the rate design rebuttal hearings. ,The ALJT may
outline specific rate d:sign issues to be brie éf' Briefing of |

additional rate design issues is optional.

Day 364
Initial Comments on ALS proposed decisidn to he filed and served

on all parties.

Day 2371

Reply comments on ALJ rropoced defdision to he filed and served on

all parties.

Day 375w
Rate design reply brieZ:s may be filed 14 days after rate design

opening briefs.

Day 334
A Final Commission decision is expected by this date (except for
rate design issues). 2Any revenue increase/decrease will become

effective by January 1 the test year.

Dgx 4 52*
ALT proposed rate design decision to be filed and served on all

parties.

Day 479%

Initial Comments on AL proposed rate design]decisioﬁytdlbe':iledﬁ

and served on all partiss.
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Day 290~

Parties other than staff and applicant shall submit theix
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
prehearing conference. No bulk or major updating amendmeyts or
recorded data to amend the exhibits, prepared testimony, or othex
evidence shall be allowed thercafter, either by prep#red
testimony, oral testimony, or exhibits. All workpgApers shall be

available on this date (see page B 25). ) , v/(

Ray 234
Abbreviated hearings begin to review the shdwing provided
concerning the data described in Day 280,/ No more than five days

of hearings shall be set for this revi

electxic rate design.

Electric rate design heayings end.

Ray 329
Electric rate design/rebuttal exhibits shall be distributed by /
this day. See Day /180, Items 1 and 2 for requirements of rebuttal

evidence.

Note:
For SCE, the schedule days marked w;th anf'*" wxll be
increased by 30 days. .
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Day _486*
Reply comments on ALY propesed rate design decision to be fxled’f

and served on all parties.

Ray 502*

A Final Commission decision on rate design is exgected by this

Note:

For SCE, the/schedule days ‘marked: wmth an ”*”‘wxll be   {;;_~
increased byl 30 days. , -
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-
r

Day 339*
Electric rate design rebuttal hearings begin to review the showing //
provided concerning the data described in Day 329%. No more th

five days of hearings shall be set for this review.

Day 343~
Electric rate design rebuttal hearings are to be completed no v

later than this date.

Day 344
ALJ proposed decision, except for electric rafe design issues, but [~
including marginal cost and revenue allocapion issues to be filed

and served on all parties.

Ray 361*

Electric rate design opening briefs/shall be filed 18 days after v~
the completion of the electric rate design rebuttal hearings. The

ALJ may outline specific rate dgsign issues to be briefed.

Briefing of additional electric rate design issues is optional.

Ray 364
Initial Comments on ALJ phoposed decision to be filed and served

on all parties.

ay 37

Reply comments on proposed decision to be filed and served on’

all pazties.

Note:

Fox Séz, the schedule'dayﬁ,marked‘with-aﬁ .;5”wii1gbé'ﬂ”‘.
incoeased by 30 days. | ST
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ELECTRIC RATE DESTCN WINDOWS

Any party to the last gener&l rate case may propose reviSions to
the adopted rate designs from July 20th to 25th, Noyémber 20th to
25¢h or December 20th to 25th’ prior to an attritdon year. All
proposals must be complete and include:
1. The proposed revisions
2. Full justification for the revisjbns
3. An explanaﬁion why the revisioy should
be considered prior te the ne general
rate case
A reconciliation with the lAtest adopted
revenue requirement and c¢lfss allocations
An original and 12 copies shall bg filed with the docket office
and copies served on all parties to the rate case. Workpapers
shall be delivered.by Day 0 to/the DRA and utility project
nanagers and any othexr party Yequesting them (see pages B 20
through B 24).

Rav 30

Any party served may commert on the proposals within 30 days.
The comments shall be limited to responding to the filings and’
shall not raise new propogals. - Such comments shall be submitted

and sexved. on all parti

4 July for PP&L and SPPC.
Novenber for PG&E and SDG&E.
December for SCE.
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Ray 375*
Electric rate design xeply briefs may be filed 14 days after rate
design opening briefs.

Day 384
A FPinal Commission decisicn is expected by this date (epCept for
electric rate design issues). Any revenue increase/décrease will

become effective by January 1 of the test year.

Ray 459+
ALJ proposed electric rate design decision Yo be filed and sexved
on all parties.

Day 479«
Initial Comments on ALJ proposed eYfectric rate design decision to

be filed and served on all part

Ay 486*
Reply comments on ALJ prop¢sed electric rate design decision to be /

filed and served on all parties.

Day 502*
A Final Commission decision on electric rate design is expected by S
this date.

Note:

For SCE, the schedule days marked wzth an "*" wmll be
increased by 30 days. ‘
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Day 44
Reply comments may be submitted and served on all parties within

14 days.

Ray >3
The ALY who heard the rate design proposals in the general rate

case (or other ALY as the Commission may assign) shxll rule by
Day 58 on the necessity to re-open the GRC for ¢ ‘ ideration of

any or all rate design proposals.

Ray 72

Hearings begin on re-opened rate design Assues. No more than

five days will be allowed.

Day 7¢

Last day of hearings.

Ray 83

Concurrent briefs may be submitted.

- /

ALY Draft decision filed ané sexved on all parties.

Initial comments on ALY Draft filed and served. ... ....

Ray 132 - ~
Reply comments on ALJ Draft filed and served.

Day 142 : ,
Final decision expectéd by thzs date with rates to~become~~w‘u>'tl

effective twelve months afier the ezfect;ve date ot the last :ate‘”‘\

des :Lgn revisions.
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ELECTRIC RATE DESICN WINDOWS

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

the adopted rate designs from July 20th to ZSths, November 20th v/

to 25th7 or December 20th to 25th8‘prior to an attrition year. “

All proposals must be complete and include:f
1. The proposed revisions /
2. Full justification foxr the revisions
3. An explanation why the revision should
be considered prior to the next general
rate case
A reconciliation with the Yatest adopted-
revenue requirement and class allocations
An original and 12 copies shall be filed with the docket office
and copies served on all parties to the rate case. Workpapers
shall be delivered by Day 0 to/the DRA and utility projéct
managerslﬁhd any other party /requesting them (see paées B 21 t:,
through B 25). '
Ray 30
Any party sexved may comment on the proposals within 30 days.
The comments shall be limited to respondiﬁg to the filings and |
shall not raise new proposals. Such comments shall be submitted

and served on all parties.

§ P&L and SPPC will be in July.
7 PGSE and SDG&E will be in November.
.ﬂ 8 SCE will be in December.
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Ray 44
Reply comments may be submitted and served on all parties within

14 days.

Day 58
The ALJ who heard the rate design proposals in the gengxal rate

case (or other ALJ as the Commission may assign) sha
Day 58 on the necessity to re-open the GRC for condideration of

any or all rate design proposals.

Day 72
Hearings begin on xe-opened rate design isgues. No morxe than

five days will be allowed.

Ray 76
Last day of hearings.

Day 83

Concurrenévbriefs may be submitted.

Ray 107
ALJ Draft decision filed amd served on all parties.

Ray 127

Initial comments on Draft filed and served.

Day 132
Reply comments o ALJ Draft filed and served.

Final decision expected by this date with]:a;es‘tGNbécomég

effective fwelve months after the effective date of the last rate =

design re¢visions.
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.‘ LIST OF ARPLICARLE ENERGY UTILITIES

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
Southern California Edison Company
Southern California Gas Company

The smaller energy utilities ly¥sted below
shall alse file general rate Applications
every three years beginning with the test
year noted after their names

1. Southwest Gas Company (TY 1989)
2. Sierra Pacific Powgr Company (TY 1950)
3. Pacific Power and/Light Company (TY 1991)

Smaller energy utidity rate applications are
processed on an expedited basis generally being
completed within/a year from the tendering of
the NOI assumin

adequate Commission staffing.
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QF DROCUMENTATION SUPRORTING AN NOL

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

When Cost of Capztal issues are conseolidat inte a generic
case for all utilities and are not part of the general rate
case the ut;l;ty shall use the most recedtly authorized rate
of return in its calculations supporti the NOI. For the
application the utility may include ehibits and testimony
requestlng a different cost of capitAl. However, the
application must use the currently Authorized cost of capital
as a base case. This testimony mayy be updated and
re-submitted at the appropriate ling time for the generic
cost of capital case.

Revenues at present rates in t)he Results of Operations report
shall include a base case derfved directly from authorized
tariffs in effect on or aftey May 1 prior to tendering the
NOI and on or after October /L prior to filing the
applzcatlon. The utility shall update the results of
operations exhibit by January 15 to incorporate any and all
tariff changes which becope effective on January 1 following
the f£iling of the appl;:7t;on.

Draft exhibits and prepidred testimony (similar to those
presented in final app cation form) shall conform to the
requirements of Rule 23, except that the provisxons of Rules
4 through 8 and 16 arg not applicable.

Complete explanation fof exhibits and special studies
furnished.

Workpapers (5 sets)/showing calculations and decumentation to
support the utility’s draft exhibits and special studies. In
ordexr to meet the NOX criteria, workpapers -muast: -

Be arranged in an orderly sequence.and.be. .dated and
initialed by fthe preparer.. Where. appropriate, each
expense itemy/should:be broken:down-inte Laber, non-labor, .
and other.

Show the derivation of each individual estimate.

1. List all of the assumptions necessary- for the ‘
derivation of each individual estimate and explain
the r:f;onale why the assumptlons were used-v_ ‘ .
Show How each assumption was, used 1n each est;mate.;_g_=

Where [judgment is 1nvolved ln ettan an ‘estimate . ;
level | explain whv that particulax level was adopted. '
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4. Furnish base year historical and estimated data and //////

: subsequent vears with evaluation of changes up teo and
. including the test vyear.

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

State management’s review criteria anlud;ng the
factors considered by the utility’s managément in
approving various expenditures levels. ‘

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

Be appropriately indexed and legible.

Computer printouts must be accompanied by a detailed
description of the program. The recprded data used
should be identified, the various agsumptions of
variables used should be clearly sfated, and any adopted
Commission rules governing comput models adhered to.

Shew the development of all adjugtments, anlud;ng those

associated with affiliates. If/an adjustment is based on
a Commission ruling, reference fthe Decision and provide a
copy of the relevant portion of the ruling.

Include at 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 FERC accovnts are used to develop

test yvear values, include 2t least five years of
recorded data supporting those values also. All data

for expenses shall be stated in recorded dollars and
dollars inflation adjuStaé to a constant base year.

The format shall be mutually agreed to by the utility and
DRA project managers.

In addition to the requlremggts of 4 above, the following
draft exhibits shall be. submitted:

A. All studies required to be submitted in the rate case by
the Comnission in prior  rate deczsxons and subsequent
policy statements or decisions.

Recorded data, in results of operations format, shall be
provided for at least the latest recorded year avaxlable
at the time of tendering the NOI.

ILf the NOI contains/material previously: lxt;gated but not
allowed by the Commission it shall be clearly ‘ ‘
identified. .

When estimates are/made by account or subaccount thﬁse E
estinated amounts shall ke included xn the dxrect
showing. S
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D. When controlling affiliates provide guidelines or
directions to the company’s presentation, these shall/be
set forth in the direct showing or available in the
workpapers.

FOR ELECTRIC UTILITIES:
1. Cost allocation studies by classes of sefvice.

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

Demand Side Management cost effgctiveness as
identified in the Standard Pradtice Manual for
Econonic Evaluation of Demand/Side Management
Programs and consistent with/the DSM reporting
requirements manual. This ghall include a full
description, funding regquinpéments, load impacts, and
cost effectiveness of ecachfprogran.

The Utility’s current Regource Plan.

The NOI may be tendered/without a final rate design
proposal. However, the¢ tendered NOI shall include
the full amount of the/ requested revenue change,
marginal costs, propoged class revenue allocations;
and a sinmplified proposal for implementing the
revenue change at thé beginning of the test year.

A complete rate desion proposal shall be filed with
ghelagplication on /Day 0. The proposal shall
include: .

analyses shal/ll be provided for each existing
tariff schedgle.

a. A full and c§§plete set of bill frecquency

Altermative/rate designs:

i. Prepared by applicant .in developing the
NOI. .

ii. Requested previously by.ustaff based . on.

current Commission policies regardinq'raté'
alternatives to be considered. - _

|
,
\
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. iii. A computer tape with detailed customer bill

frequency data compatible with the”
' Commission’s computer should hig/prcw'i.t:lec‘.

for the latest available recorgded year. All
billing determinants for each/tarirff
schedule must be included. Adecquate
documentation should be provided to allow
the staff to use this taaﬂ'to develop

alternative rate designs
F. FOR GAS UTILITIES:

1. Demand Side Management cost effectiveness as
identified in the Standard Prxctice Manual for
Eeonomic Evaluation of Demangd Side Management
Programs and consistent witl the DSM xeporting
requirements manual. This Shall include a full
description, funding requirements, load impacts, and
cost effectiveness of each program.

At the present time gas Atilities marginal cost and
rate design are litigated in the Annual Cost
Allocation Proceeding (ACAP) per OIX 86-06-005.
Therefore, marginal cost data, alternative rate
designs, and alternateé 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(f utilities should submit a
proposed rate design to reflect the revenue
requirement changeg in its application.
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Complete explanation of exhibits and speciyl studies
submitted. If the exhibits contain materjial previously
litigated but not allowed by the Commissfen, it shall be
clearly identified.

Workpapers showing calculations and ddcumentation to support
the exhibit. Workpapers must:

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

Be appropriately indexed ahd legible.

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

Show the derivation of each individual estimate.

1. List all the assumptions necessary for the
derivation of e individual estimate and explain
the rationale why the assumptions were used.

Show how each a¥ssumption was used in each estimate.
Where judgmenty is involved in establishing an

estimate level, explain why that particular level was
recommended. /[

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

If there wag no precise-kasiz forx-certxin estimates:
and the derfivation was purely- subjective,:the. . -~
workpapers should s¢ state..

6. Supportingmaterial must have a clear tieback to
base data from the stated expenditure.

3. A complete set of wprkpapers shall be delivered to the DRA

and utility Project Managers and any other party requesting
them, on the appropriate day noted-in~thegRate%CasgyP£an;i:_

l
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STANDARD URPDATE EXHIBIT
EILING REQUIREMENTS LIST

Other than rate design:

Any update testimony orxr exhibits filed byfapplicant, stafs,
or interested party shall be limited to:

Known changes in cost of labor bas¢d on contract
negotiations completed since the ténder of the NOI or
known changes that result from updated data using the
same indexes used in the original presentation during
hearings.

Changes in non-labor escalatiorn factors based on the
same indexes the party used infits original
presentation during hearings.

C. KXnown changes due to governmental action such as
changes in tax rates, postage rates, or assessed
valuation.

The update exhibit may include;éecreases as well as increases
in the above categories. All testimony and exhibits for
updating shall be in fully prepared form and served on all
appearances on Day 230 as indicated in the rate case plan.

Rate Design:

/

The applicant may update itsfrate design testimony or
exhibit. Any testimony and exhibits for updating shall be in
fully prepared form and serfed on all appearances on Day L9Q0w
as indicated in the rate case plan.

At least 30 days prior to ahy rate design update the
applicant shall meet with staff to discuss and explain its
forthcoming update. .
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(SAMPLE)
NOTXICE

The California Public Utilities Commission #will hold
public comment hearings as listed below on the request of
(ueiliey) to increase its rates by $
per year. If the entire amount is approved by the/ Commission,
the impact on customers will be as follows:

(Brief description of which rates the/utility
proposes to raise or lower and the §/and %
amount. The effect on the average yesidential
customer’s menthly bill shall be s

effect on rates of all customer classes shall
be shown. A statement of the reagons for the
rate increase shall also be inclyded.)

The hearing dates listed below give you an opportunity
to express your views to the Commission. / You may submit written
comments or make a brief oral statement At the hearing.

DATES AND LOCATIONS OF PUBLIC/ COMMENT HEARINGS
IN APPLICATION (No.) BEFORE THE
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES LOMMISSION.

(List dates, locations, and/ times of specifically
designated public comment hearings.)

The Commission welcomes yqQur 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 wrxiting about Application (No.) oL

(utilicv) .

/
) A copy of atilityis) application may be
inspected in its local business office or. at. its headquarters., .

The above notice is only a sample format. A utility may
suggest other formats that would better communicate the
required information. o

All notices must be submitted to the ¢ommission?szPublic
Advisor’s Office for review at least five working days
prior to the printers deadline. P

(END OF APPENDIXN B5)

\

- B 26 -
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APPENDIX C

ANNUAL COST OF CAPITAL
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PRQCEERING FOR ENERGY UTILITIES

Application filed by utilities May 8 of
each year. See page C 3 for

utilities to which this plan pplmes and
filing requirements.

ALY, staff counsel and Cofnissioner assigned
Prehearing Conference

Staff submits cost offcapital exhibits.:
Utility may file updAted testimonyw

Interested parties/submit cost of capital
exhibits

Hearings begin

Hearings complefted no later than this day
Late-filed exiibit reflecting issuance of new
debt and/or preferred stock. Concurrent
briefs filed fand served on all parties

Reply briefg. filed and served on all parties.

ALT proposqd decision filed and served on all
parties

Final deci é.:.on expected by this date.
Decision to become effective on January 1 of
each yeaxf. ,

/
:

* Updated testimony pnd late-filed'exhibit:shall-be limited i~ .-
to changes in cost of capital reflecting issuance of new
debt or preferred {stock since the application was filed,
and revisions to previously submitted cost of capztal
models reflectingimore recent financial and economic data.
No further. updatzng'wzll be. pe:m;tted w&thout.specxfzc
ruling from the an;gned ALT. :

\
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ENERGY_UTILITIES TO WHICH ACC PLAN ADPLIES

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
San Diego Gas & Electric Company
Southern California Edison Company |,
Southermn California Gas Company
Scuthwest Gas Conpany

Sierra Pacific Power Company
Pacific Power and Light Compan
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STANDARD REQUIREMENT LIS

Brief statement of amount, reason for, and ry supporting
the increase/decrease.

Exhibits and prepared testimony in £inal application form
shall conform to the recquirements of Ru 23, except that the
provisions of Rule 8 are not applicable

Complete explanation of exhibits and gpecial studies
furnished.

Workpapers (2 sets) showing calculations of documentation to
support the utility’s application shall be delivered to the
DRA Project Manager on the same day the application is filed.
Workpapers must:

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

B. Show the derivation of eac?/individual estimate.

1. List 2all of the assumptions necessary for the
derivation of each individual estimate and explain
the rationale of why the assumptions were uoed.

Show how each assumption was used in each eatlmate.

Where judgment is inveolved in making an estimate,
explain why that particular estimate was adopted.

If there was no prdLlse basis for certain estimates
and the derivationfwas purely subjectlve, the
workpapers should so state.

Be appropriately indef d and legible.

Computexr printouts- must“be accompanied by & detailed -
description of the program. The recorded -data-used -
should be identified the~wvaricus assumptions-of-.-. - .
variables used should be clearly stated and any adopted
Commission rules gov ing computer models adhered to.

o , o
(END QF APPENDIX- Q)i+t v rowiv =/ o
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APPENDIX D

ANNUAL ECAC REVIEW SCHE
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SUMMARY OF ECAC SCHEDULE

Doy ’ PGLE $PPCO
Schecule Date Date

Record period ends. 31-bec 30-dun
Informal meetings to-discuss draft 31=Dec 30=dun.
data request begin. ‘
Informal meetings end. 15=Jan 15=dul
Informal (Master) data request to 15=Jan 15=dul
utilities due,
a/ Statf audit begina. 08-Feab
8/ Staft sudit completed. 22=Feob
Application f{led with workpapers. 01=Apr
Pirat Prehearing Conference (PHNC). 11=Apr
Formal staff data requests to utility due, 15~Apr
b/ LER Workshops.
Utility responses to formal data
requests due.
Staff report mailed w/ workpapers.
Intervenor’s testimony due, Q7-Nov 08-Aug
¢/ Second Prehesring Conference. 8=Jun 15=Nov- 16~Avg
Hear{ngs begin. 28=Jun 25=Nov- 26~Aug
Hear{ngs end. 16=Jul 13-Dec 13-Sep-
Briefs due. 30-dul 27-Dec 27-Sep
d7 Reply briefs due (Optional). 06-Aug  O3-Jan  O4-Oct
ALJ ruling on resource mix {ssued. 13=Aug 10=-Jan 11=0ct
1ER exhibites filed by all parties. 20=Aug 17=-dan 18-0¢t
IER hearings begin. 25=Aug 22=Jan 25=0ct
IER hearings end. 26=Avg 25-Jon 2be0ct
Draft ALJ decision {saued. 12-Sep- 09=reb 10=Nov
Comments on ALJ draft due. 02-0ct 01+Mar 30-Nov
Reply to comments on ALJ draft due. 07«0ct 06=Mar 03-Dec
Decision signed. 2r-0ct 26=Mar 25-0e¢ .
Rates effective/Forecast period 0%=Nov 0l=Apr  0l-Jan
Trigger filinger —iizm=a oo f. - 0 S 19=dan - ui8mdun. ccA9=Mer
Trigger DRA report. 18-Feb- 18=Jul 18=Apr
Trigger PHC -~ ‘ 25=Feb - W=gul.  B=Apr
Yrigger hearings begin. - ./ . 28-Feb> 28~Jul -28=Apr
Trigger hearings end. 0b4=Mar 01-Aug 02-May
Draft ALJ Trigger decision s 18-Mar 13-Aug 14=May
Comments on ALJ Trigger decifion cdue, . O7=Apr O0b=Sep 05=Jdun
Reply to comments on ALJ Trigger doc. duo. 12=Apr 09=Sep- 10=-dun
Trigger decision signeds- [ - 2Wenpr B-Sep - Zedun
Trigger 4{ling rates take &ffect. 0T=May 01-04:: : M-Juf,_“; E

a/ The staff audit for the forechat: and-the record- periodo will. bm-combinod uhmr pom‘lble. .
b/ To be decided tyy CACO Arbitrgtor.
¢/ Miditional PHC to Tdentity idsues, pontfou of pur-t-rn, areas for wlpuutfon, schodukn
of witnesaes, etc.
d/ PGLE’S revised revenue requirement due.
Note:
If the above dates fall on Saturday, Sunday,

-p2-
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. SUMMARY OF ECAC SCHEDULE

Day poRE - sce
Schedule Date Date
Record period enda. e/ 31-Dec 31-Mar
Informal meetings to discuss draft 3=dan 31=Mar
dats request begin.
Informal meetings end. 15=Fab- 15=Apr
Informal (Master) data request to 15-Feb> , 15«Apr
utilities due. AR '
a/ Statf audit begine. 11-Mar C o 09sMay
a/ staff audit completed. 5=Mar 22-Sep
Application filed with workpapers. 01=Ape 30-M 29-Sep
First Prehearing Conference (PHC). T1=Apr 09-0ct
Formal staff data requests %o utility due. 15=Apr 13-0ct
IER Workshops. b/ b/
Utfiity reaponses to formel data 29=Apr - 27-Qct
requeats due.
Staff report mafled w/ workpapers. 31=May 28=Nov
Intervenor’s Testimony due. . 08=Dec
Second Prehearing Conference. : 16-Dec
Nearings begin. . = Rb=Dec
Nearings end. ‘ ' v S 1% Jan
Briefs due. 27-Jan
Reply briefs due (Optiomal). ' 03=Fab
ALd ruling on rescurce mix issued. : 10-fad
IER exhibits f{led by all parties. . 17=Feb-
IER hear{ngs begin. W2-Feb
IER Mearings end. ' Z3-Feb
praft ALJ decis{on issued. - - 12=Mar
Commenta on ALJ draft due. 02-0ct 01-Apr
Reply to comments on ALJ 07=0ct - QbeApr
Decision signed. 27-0ct . 26~Apr
Rates effective/For 01=Nov { 07-May
d/ Trigger t{ling, 19=Jan ‘ 19+Jul
Yrigger DRA repo 13-Fab- _ 18-Aug
Trigger PNC L3=Feb- : 25-Aug
Trigger heapfngs begin. 28-Feb- © 28-Aug
Trigger hehrings end. O4Mar 01-Sep
Trigger decisfon fesued. 13=Mar ay = 15-Sep
ta on ALJ Trigger decision due. O7=Apr 05-0ct
y to comments on ALJ Trigger dac. due. 12-Apr ' «
igger decision signed. 2L=pApr - 2e=Qes
Trigger #iling rates take effect. QTeday o T UteNow

The ataff audit for the forecaat and the record por{od: uf u. be cub‘md uhmr poufble.
/ To be decided by CACD-Arbitrator. o
¢/ Additional PHC to Tcentity {saues, positions of pnrtin. lun foc- u:ipuut(on. uh-du\n
ot withesses, €tC. TS
d7 Trigger *{lings based on the conditions in D.&-OZ-OM Lo d mndntory
o/ Dows not retlect Day *60.
Note:

If the above dates fall on Saturday, Sunday, or holiday,: thc next unrldnc day uﬂ.l. be ctwerved.

e 2~
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SUMMARY OF ACAP SCHEDULE

Informal meetings to discuss drafg 15=Jan .
data request begin,

tnformal meetings end. 30=Jan 30~Jan
Informal (Master) cdata requests to J0rJan 30=Jan
utility due,

Staff audit begins. : ' 23-Feb 23-Fady
staff sudit completed. 08-Mar 08~Mar
Application filed with workpapers. 15=Mar 15=Mar
Formal staftf dats requests to utility due. - 29«Mar 29-Mar
Prehearing conference (PNC). s 03-Apr 03-Apr
Utility responses to formal data 12=Ape 12=Apr

requests due.

Staft report mailed w/ workpapers, 14-May Te=May
Intervenors’ testimony due. . 2beMay 2LbseMay
Hearings begin. 28-May 28-May
Hearings end. 15edun  15edun’
8riefs due. 29=dun. 29=Jun
Reply briefs due (Optional). Qb~-dul 06~Jdul
draft ALJ decisfon {ssued. 05-Aug 05=Aug
Comments on ALJ draft due. . - 25-Aug 25~Aug
Reply To comments on ALJ draft due. 30-Aug 30-Aug
Decision signed. 19=Sep- 19=Sep
Rates Effective/Forecast perict begins. 01=0¢t 01=0ct
Trigger #1l1ng. / 19-Dec  19-Dec
Trigger DRA report. 18=dan  18-Jan
Trigger PHC. 23-Jan 23-Jan
Trigger hearing begina. 2B-dan 28-Jan
Trigger hearing ends. 01=Feb 01-Feb
Dratt ALJ Trigger decisfon [{ssued. 15=Feb 15=Feb.
Comments on -ALJ-Trigger des:’iﬂon-dw."""-“ Tl Q7-Map T O7~Mar
Reply to comments on ALJ Trigger dec. due. 12-Mar- T2=Mar
Trigger decinion signed. T 26-Mar. 26-Mar
trigger filing rates ukeloﬂoct. e  Ql=Apr 0T=Apr

Noter
If the above dates fall i Saturday, Sunday, or holiday, the next working
day will be observed. '
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TABLE 3
SUMMARY OF ACAP SCHMEDULE

Day Event PGLE SoCal sDGLE
Schodule Date Date . Date
=60 Informal meetings to discuss draft 16=Jun 15eJdan 15=Jan
data request begin.
=45 Informal meetings end. 01=Jul 30=Jdan X0~Jan
=45 informal (Master) data requests to - X0=-Jan 30~dan
utility due.
21 Staff audit begins. 2%~Feb 25=Fad
-7 Staft sudit completed. 08-Mar Q8eMar
0 Application #{led with workpapers. 15=Mar 15=Mar
1% Formal staff data requests %o utility due, 29=Mar 29+Mar
1 Prehearing conference (PHE). 05-Sep 03-Apr 03=Apr
28 utility responses to formal data 12-Apr 12=Apr
requeats due.
&0 Stat? report malled w/ workpspers. - Ye-May 14=May
70 Intervenors’ teatimony due. 24=May  24-May
80 Hearings begin. 03=Jun 03=Jun
o8 Hear{ngs end.. 21-dun 21=Jun
112 b/ Briefs due. 0%=-dut 05=Jdul
119 b/ Reply briefs due (Optional), 12=dul 12edul
149 ¢/ Dratt ALJ decisfon {ssued, 11=Aug 11=AUg
169 ¢/ Comments on ALJ draft due. : Ne-Avg 31=Aug
174 ¢/ Reply to comments on ALJ draft due, : 05-Sep- 03=5ep-
180-194 ¢/ Decision signed. 25+Sep 25-S%ep-
Rates Effective/Forecast period begins. 01=0ct 01-0ct
270 d/7 Trigger filing. . 19-Dec 19-Dec
309 &/ Trigger ORA report. 18=Jdan 18=Jan.
314 d7 Trigger PHC. 3=Jan - W3=Jdan
319 d7 Treigger hearing begins. 3M=dul 28=Jan 28~Jan
323 ¢/ Trigger hearing ends. Ob=Aug 01+Feb 01=Feb
337 d/ DOraft ALJ Trigger dochim sued. 18=Aug 15-feb 15=Feb
357 d7 Comments on ALJ Trigger sion.due. 07~Sap- 07=Mar O7+Mar
362 d7 Reply To conments on ALJ Trigger dec. due. 12~Sep. 12-Mar 12-Mar
376 d7 Trigger dectision signed. 26-Sep 26Mar 26°Mar
Trigger 14ling rates talﬁn effect. 01-0ct 01=Apr 01=Apr

a/ SOCLE’s ACAP appUcatio'n ahall be filed not Later than two weeks after
receipt of SoCal’s final ACAP application workpapers. This may require
other events {n SDGEEFs ACAP schedule to be delayed.

b/ Add 7 days for PGLE schedule

¢/ Add 14 days for PGEE schedule

d/ Add 31 days for PGIE schedule

Note:
1f the above dates fall on Saturday, Sunday, or holiday, the next working-
day will be observed.
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TABLE 4
SUMMARY' OF ELECTRIC AND/OR GAS REASONABLENESS SCHEDULE

Event PGLE SPPC Socal SOGEE -
Date Date bDate Date
Record period ends. Iedec Stemar 3=Mar &/ 3T-Jul
Informal meetings to discuss draft 01=Feab 31-Mar 09=Apr 8/ 16~Aug
data request begin. ‘

Informal meetings end, 16=Fab 15-Apr 30-Apr  3T-Aug.

informal (Master) dats requests o 16-Heb 15=Apr 30=Apr  JirAug
utflity due.

b/ Staff audit begins. 11-Mar Q09=May 24=May 2b5ep

b/ Staff audit completed. 25+Mar ) L5=May 07-Jun 08-gct

Application f{led with workpapers. 30-May 14=Jun 15-0ct

formal ataff data requests to utility due. 20=Jun 05=Jul. 05=Nov

Utility responsas to formal data Obeduil 19=Jul 19=Nov

requests due,

cassspsnsesa aspess

by ¢/ Staf? report mafled w/ workpapers. 13-Aug *B-Aug 29=Dec

or T : S'p-JuL c/ 2T-Dec ¢/ 2AT=Sep-¢/ 2WrAug  27=Jan ¢/
89 or T+14 Data requests to staff begin. 13-Aug 10=dan. 11-0ct 11~Sep 10~Feb.
103 or T+28  Data responses from staff due. 2r-Aug  24=Jan 5-0ct 25-Sep  2b-Feb
114 or T+39 Intervenors’ teatimony due. 07-Sep  O4-Feb QS=Nov 04-0ct  Q7-Mar
118 or T#3  Prehearing conference. 11-5ep-  08~Feb 09=Nov 10=0ct  11-Mar
126 or Tel9 Hearings begin. 17-5ep  14~Feb 15=Nov 16<0ct 17=-Mar
138 or T=43 Hear{ngs recess. 01=0ct  28-Feb- 29=Nov 30-0¢ct  31-Mar
153 or T+78 Nearings resume. 16=0ct 15«Mar Y=Dac Th=Nov 15=Apr
157 or T+82 Hearings end. 4 20-0ct 19=Mar 18=Dec 18=Nov 19=Apr
187 or T+112  Briefs due. 19=Nov 18=Apr 17=dan 18<Dec 19=May
201 or T=126 Reply briefs due (Optional). 03-Dec  (R=May 31=Jan 01=dan  02=Jun
246 or T+171  Draft ALJ decision issued. 17-dan  1é~dun 17=Mar 15=Feb  17-Jul
266 or T+191  Comments on ALJ draft due. 06~Feb  0b=Jul 06=Apr 07-Mar  06-Aug
271 or T+196  Reply to comments on ALJ draft.due. .f_ _....713=Feb . 11ajul. .. 1leApr. . 12-Mar 11-Aug.
291 or T+216 Decision signed. 03«Mar Xredul 01~May 01=Apr 31-Aug

Actual elapsed proceasing days. .. o 36 dr 336.4/. 33607 291 . . 320 .¢/

a/ Events 1 & 2 begin on days =73 & =66, fespectively.
b/ The staff audit for the forecast and the record periods will be combined whenever posaible.
¢/ Mailing day corresponds to Day 75 or T (8riefs due* date, Table 2), whichever {s later.

d/ The total number of days exceeds 291 a result of the staff mafling cate controlling.
Note: :

If the above dates fall on Seturday,|Sunday, or holiday, the next yorkfnﬁ day shouldbc 'oburwd.v :

-
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ECAC/ACAP/REASONABLENESS SCHEDULE
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Day =60
Record perioed ends.

=4
Informal conferences to discuss draft fata requests may be held

with the applicant, staff and any interested parties..

Day =45
Informal (Master) data requests f£o utility due.

IZQV —2: ;Q —:Z f
Initial staff audit conducted{ The utility shall make availakle to

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

other information applicable to the ECAC/ACAP review as requested.
Day O ’
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 workpapers* including responses to all

outstanding master data requests shall be sent directly
to the ass;gged project manager.

Two copies o& all exhibits, prepared testimeny, and
other evidence prepared by the applicant.shall. be..:.

submitted to the presiding ALT and copies served on all
parties to ?he utility’s last formal ECAC/ACAP - e

4

* Workpapers musk be arranged in oxderly seguence, numbered,
dated and initialed the preparer. List all assumptions - .
necessary for the derivation of each individual estimate 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 detailed . -
description of the p am. The recorded data used.should be '

identified and the various assumptions of variables used should be ©

AN

clearly stated.
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proceeding. A copy shall also be filed with the
Commission’s Reporting Branch.
Staff engineer’s field investigation begins. The
utility shall make available to staff all records
pertaining to power plant operatjions and maintenance,
purchased power transactions, ppwer pooling, gas
athering facilities, dispatch/center and other
information applicable to the/ECAC/ACAP review as
requested.

Ray 10
First prehearing conference

Ray 14

Formal data requests to utili

Ray 14 to 19 .

IER workshops held. Day td be determined by the CACD arbitrator.

Day 28

Formal data responses frgm utility due

Day 60

Staff report with wor RApers mailed to all parties.

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

the balance in the ballancing account provided by -the utility to

all participants. - ' ‘
]

— |

Interveners’ testinmony with supporting workpapers filed.

Second prehearing cohference held to identify issues, establish' =
position of parties,|identify areds for stipulation, set schedule

of witnesses and othér related matters. -

i
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Staff engineer’s field investigation begins. The
utility shall make available to the staff all recoxds
pertaining to power plant operations and maintenance,
purchased power transactions, power pooling, gas
gathering facilities, dispatch center and other
information applicable to the ECAC review as requested.

.

Day 10

First prehearing conference

Ray 14
Formal data requests to utility due)//

bo d ined_by CACD axbi

F -

) .
IER workshops held. Workshops should occur early in the

proceeding to allow the parties/sufficient time to investigate
/

modelling issues and develop q/base case set of assumptions. Any
party using a production sim?&ation model shall run a base case
set of assumptions on its preferred model and make the result

available to all paxties. /
i
/

4

Day 28 !

/
Formal data zesponses from utility due

[

;
/
!

Ray 60

Staff report with workbapers mailed to all parties.

Updated data restricted to changes in fuel mix, fuel priées and

Pl
i

the balance in the balancing account provided by the vtility to
§ ) . . ) :

all participants. |
i
/

Ray 70 !

Intervenoxrs’ testﬁmony with supporting workpapers f£iled. . ... oo

/

!
i
N

:’
L
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Day 88 to 106
Public hearings held. No.bulk or major updating amendments or

recorded data to amend the final exhibits,/prepared testimcgy, or
other evidence shall be allowed other tham the recorded changes in
fuel mix, fuel prices and the balance iy the balancing accounts.
If time permits, the last two days of earings will be sét aside

for limited xebuttal testimony.

Day 120
Briefs due.

Day 127
Reply briefs due. (Optional)

Day 134
ALY ruling on resource mix issued.

Ray 141
Incremental Energy Rate (IER) exhibits filed by all parties.

Day. 146 to 147
IER hearings held. -

Day 164

ALY draft decisien issuedf

Day 184
Comments due on ALT draf deciSion.

Day 189
Reply comments due
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Ray 78
Second prehearing conference held to identify issues, establish
position of parties, identify axeas for stipulation, set schedule

of witnesses and other related matters.

Day 88 to 106
Public hearings held. Unless directed otherwise by the assigned v

ALJ no bulk or major updating amendments or recorded data to
amend the final exhibits, prepared testimony, or otheé'eyidence
shall be allowed other than the recorded changes in fuel mix, fuel
prices and the balance in the balancing accounts. If time permits,
the last two days of hearings will be set asi&e«for limited

rebuttal testimony.

Ray 120

Briefs duve.

Day 127
Reply briefs due. (Optional)

Ray 134

ALJ ruling on resource mix issued.

Day 141

Incremental Energy Rate (XER) exhibits filed by all parties.

These exhibits are to adzzess only the changes In IER calculations
and revenue requ;remen s resulting from the ALJ —esouxce~m*x
ruling. No other < ges in input’ assumptions or model

conventions are permiftted £xom those presented in the earl;er

exhibits and hearxn%?»(bays 88-106) .
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Day 194-200

Decision signed by Commission.
Day 209-216

Rates bhecome effective.

Day 293
Trigger filing is made if the condiyions set forth in D.83-02-076

are met.

Ray 323
Staf? report with workpapers on/ trigger filing mailed to all

parties.

DAi.lZ&
Prehearing conference on trigger filing held.

Ray 333 Xo 337

Public hearings on triggi% filing held.

Day 351
ALY draft decision on trigger filing issued.

Day 371

Comments on ALY draft decision due.

Ray 376

Reply to comments on ALJS draft decision due.:

Day_390 _ S "
Decision on trigger f£il ng‘siénéd)byLComhiésidhﬁﬂffﬂﬂﬂf
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4 47
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 ALJ in the rﬁling of day 134.

Ray 164

ALY draft decision issued.

Ray 184

Comments due on ALJ draft decisien
Ray 189

Reply comments due

Ray 194-209

Decision signed by Commission.

Ray 209-216

Rates become effective.

Ray 293

If the conditions set forxrth in D.83-02-076 are met, a triggexr
filing shall be made. Such filing is mandatory unless a timely
petition for relief from this requirement} specifying the reasons

for requesting exemption, has been made and granted by the

Commission.

Day 323

Staff report with wdrkpapers on«triggerrfiliﬁg;mailé@{;b@&ilﬂq

parties.
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ANNUAL ACAP REVIEW SCHEDRULE

Informal conferences to discuss draft data requests may be

arties.

»

Iaformal (Master) data regquests to utility due.

Day =21 to =7
Initial staff audit conducted. Theutility shall make available teo

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

other information applicable to fhe ECAC/ACAP review as requested.

Day. ©

1. The application reqhired by the Commission’s Rules
of Practice and Procedure shall be filed and served.
Three additional cppies of the application with
supporting workpapers* including respenses to all
outstanding master data requests shall be sent directly
to the assigned project manager.

{

Two copies of all exhibits, prepared testimony, and
other evidence prepared by the applicant shall be
subnitted to the presiding ALY and copies served on all
parties to the utility’s last formal ECAC/ACAP
proceeding. A fopy shall alse be -filed with the .
COmmission*s-R7porting~Branchrwwwudw"mw~~ﬂ S

* Workpapers must bé arranged in orderly sequence, numbered,
dated and initialed by the preparer. List all assumptions
necessary for the derivatiorn o2 each individual estinate and
explain the rational why the assumptions were used. Zack work
paper should be properlﬁ irndexed, ¢ross-referenced, and legible.

A computer printout must be accompanied by a detailed . - ,
description of the program. The recorded data used- should:'be’ . .-
identified and the varicus assumptions of variables:used should be: .
clearly stated. = - S S

\
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Day 328

Prehearing conference on trigger £filing held.

Day 333 to 337

Public hearings on trigger £iling held.

Day 351

ALJ draft decision on trigger filing issued.

Day 371 °
Comments on ALJ draft decision due.

Day 376

Reply to comments on ALJ draft decision due.

Day 290

Decision on trigger £filing signed by Commission.
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staff engineer’s field investigation begins. The
utility shall make available to the staff all records
pertaining to power plant operations/and maintenance,
purchased power transactions, power/pooling, gas
gathering facilities, dispatch cenfer and other
information applicable to the ECHC/ACAP review as
requested.

Day 14
Formal data requests to utility due.

Day 19

Prehearing conference

Day 28
Formal data responses from utility due

Staff report with work pape:( mailed to all parties.

Updated data restricted to-éganges in fuel mix, fuel prices and
the balance in the balancigg account provided by the gtility to
all participants. g

Intexrvenors’ testimony wiéh supporting work papers filed.

Day 74 to 92

Public hearings held. N% bulk or major updating amendments or
recorded data to amend tﬂe final exhibits, prepared testimony, or
other evidence shall be a&lowed other than:the«rec@rdg&«changes in

fuel mix, fuel prices andithe balance in.fhelbaldnciﬂ§¢$&¢oﬁht3§- ‘

If time permits, the last two.days of hearings will be set aside o

R
for limited rebuttal testimony.
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Day 106
Briefs due.

Day 113
Reply briefs due. (Optional)

Dav 143

ALT draft decision issued.

Day )63

Comments due on ALY draft decision

Day 168
Reply comments due

Ray 174=188

Decision signed by Commission.

Day _188-200

Rates become effective.

Ray 279 .
Trigger f£iling is made if the conditions set forth in D.86-12=010

or its successor are met. .

Day 309
Staff report with workpapers on trigger filing mailed to all
parties. '

Day 314

Prehearing conference on 't igger filing hé;i?-' :;f;_,,
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Day 319 to 323
Public hearing on trigger. filing held.

Day 337
ALY draft decision on trigger filing issued.

Day 237
comments due on ALJ draft decision.

Ray 362

Reply to comments on draft decision dye.

Day 27¢
Decision on trigger filing signed
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Day_=75_to =60

Record periocd ends (see Table 4 for details).

=4
Informal conferences to discuss draft data Yequests may be held

with applicant, staff and any interested yarties.

Informal (Master) data requests to upility due.

Initial staff audit conducted. e utility shall make available

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

and other information applicalfle to the Reasonableness Review as

regquested.

Ray ©

1. The application gequired by the Commission’s Rules of
Procedures shall be filed and served. Three additional
copies of the 2 plication with supporting workpapers*
including respgnses to all cutstanding master data -
requests shall/be sent directly to the assigned-project: . -
manager.

Two copies of /all exhibits, prepared testimony;- and-
other evidencg prepared by the applicant shall be-
submitted to fthe presiding ALY .and .copies .sexved on all

* Workpapers must be arranged in orderly sequence, numbered,
dated and initialed by|the preparer. List all assumptions
necessary for the derivation of :each indivicdual estimare and:- - -
explain the raticonal why the assumptions were used. Each workpape* ,
should be properly. ind xed, crous-rezerenced,uand.legible-«.-_‘. .

A computer print t nust be accompanied by a detailed -
description of the program. The recorded. data used should be o
identified and the varfous assumptzons of. variables used should be‘”
clearly stated.: e . W
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parties to the utility’s last formal ECAC/ABR,/////
proceeding. A copy shall also be filed with/the
Commission’s Reporting Branch.

Staff engineer’s field investigation begins. The
utility shall make available to the staff all records
pertaining to power plant operations afd maintenance,
purchased power transactions, powex pooling and other
information applicable to the ECAC/ review as
requested.

Day 21
Formal data requests to utility due.

Ray 32

Foxrmal data responses from utility

Day 75 ox T

Public hearings held.

+7

Second set of hearings fé{\rebuttal testimonf,,ir-any.
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Day 187 ox T+112
Briefs due.

Day 201 ox T+126
Reply briefs due. (Optional)

ALY draft decision issued.

Ray 266 ox T+121

Comments due on ALY draft decision

Day 27) ox T+196

Reply to comments on draft decisigﬁ due.

Day 291 ox T+216

Decision signed.

Note: H
wp# yefers to briefs

(=D OF APPENDIX D
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