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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION THE STATE COF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Application
of PACIFIC TELEPHONE & TELEGRAPE
COMPANY, a c¢corporation, for
authority %o inerease certain
intrastate rates and charges

applicadble %o telephone services
furnished within the State of

California due %o ingreased
depreciation expense,

Application £2-11-07
(Filed November 4, 1982)

In the Matter of the Application
£ THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND
TELEGRAPH COMPANY, a corporation,

for authority %o increase ¢ertain
intrastate rates and charges
applicadle to telephone services
furnished within the State of
California.,

Applicasion 82-01-22
(Filed Jazuary 17, 1983)
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(See Prehearing Conference Memorandum, Attachment A,
gated March 15, 1983, in Application £3-01-22 for appearances.)

Application £82-11-07 Appearances

Marlin D, Ard, Attorney at Law, for The
Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company,
applicant.

John Wi:t, Cicy Attorney, by William
Shaffran At:orney at Law, for whe City of
Jan 5zego, interested parey.

Dean Evans, for the Commission staf’f,




INTZRIM ORDIR ON PROCEDURAL MOTIONS

Appiicant's Bifurcation Recuess

- by

) 8%=01=22 reques+

ed into a revenue
requirement phase and a rate spread phase. PTAT declared that:
"Upon the conclusion of the revenue requirement
phase of the case, Pacific may reguess interim
rate relief, pending £inal reszolution of +he
rate spread phase o0f the cace. Such relief
would be requested by separate motion.”

A prehesring conference in A.8%7-01-22 was held in Sen
Prancisco on February 24, 198%. C(Counsel for PT¢T s<ated

Applicant in these proceedingz, The Pacific Telephone
Telegraph Company (PT&T), in Application (A.
consideration of that application de bifuren

that it was
the wtility's intention *o present %0 the Commission, some %ime in
July, the effects of divestiture of PT&T by i%s parent corporation,
American Telephone and Telegrapp Company [AT&T).
indicated that PT&T planned, asz “he proceeding prog
current the reviced results of operation. 7Two of PT&T's witnes
have declared that they intend %o file supplemensal
case progressed.

After comments vy the other partie
movion by Toward Utili<y Rate Wormalization

1o haze and in
phase.
TURN's Motion

fter being apprice " PRET intentions, TURN moved %hat
the Commission deny the = prejudice %o its being
refiled in Janvary 19R4, 8 alternative, %ha< %he Commiszion
defer action until the Juls Vg s are nad
supported by all the inte

staff recommended that %

. TURN's nmotion was
cXing t0 be neard. Mhe
proceed with the ¢nsze as
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contemplated in the Cozmission's Rate Case Plan (RCP).1 A copy of
the schedule according to the RCP is attached as Attachment 1 to this
ruling.

Administrative Law Judge's iction

The acministrative law judge (ALJ) expressed his opinion
that the assignec Commissioner, Priscilla C. Grew, did not posLess
authority %o rule on either pariy's motion. Granting of TURN's
motion would reguire a substantial departure from the schedule
prescribed by the RCP. Since that sehedule had been estadblished by
formal Commission action, subdstantial variance ‘rom the plan would
also require formal action Dy the full Commission. Alternatively,
TURN's motion contemplates the final determination of <he
proceecing., Rule 632 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure reserves final determination of proceedings o the
Commission itsel?.

PT&T's Proposal

PT&T riled its written motion on Mareh 4, 1983. The
utilivy proposes that the first phase of the rate case deal witr
PT&T's 1983 test year results of operations and that an interim order
be issued not later than September 28, 1983, The interim decision

would establish PT&T's revenue requirements and provice for a method,

such as a surcharge on some or all basic exchange rates, to recover
the established revenue requirements.

! The Rate Case Plan is the Commission's standing plan and schedule

for processing major utility general rate cases. The most recent
version, adopted October 20, 1982, by Resolution ALJ-149 and modified
slightly by Decision (D.) £2-12-072, is a successor to a previous
plan known as the "Regulatory Lag Plan for Major Utility General Rate
Cases™, which was adopted by Resolution A-4693 dated July 6, 1977 and
modified by Resolution M=4706 dated June 5, 1979.
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The seconcd phase would adjust the established revenue
requirements for PT&T's 1984 estimates to recognize the effects of
divestiture. The second phase would also consider rate spread and
the establishment of access charges.2
PT&T's Proposed Schedule

PT&T supplied a schedule for its proposed bifurcated
proceeding as an attachment %0 the written motion. The text of the
motion contains a general description o0f the schedule but <he

description is not precise. There are discrepancies between the
textual description and the numerically defined schecdule iz the
attachment.

2 "Access charges" are tariff charges assessed for origination and
termination of interexchange service. The terms for interstate
access charges are specified by the "Third Report and Order" dated

February 23, 1982 in FCC Doecke:t CCN 78~72 Phase I and are to bde
effective by January 1, 198%4.
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The following list of target events and associated
scheduling data was compiled from PT&T's attachment:

Rate

Case

Plan Working
PT&T Proposed Day Days Required
Targetr Events C Number From Previous Event

Phase I

Hearing Starst €1 -
Hearings Zad 7/ 166 SL%
Briefs Filed 8/1 197 20%
Oral Replies 8710 222 7
Decision Issued g/28 255 25

Phase IT

Hearings Start on Rate Spread 8/8 204
Hearings Znd on Rate Spread g/22 250
Update Material Filed 10711 268
Hearings Start on Update

and Rebuttal 10/ 18 275
Hearings Znd on Update

and Rebuttal 10/28 285
Coneurrent Briefs 11/23 311
Oral Replies 1278 125
Decision Zssued 127320 348

*Txcludes State holidays.

P77 recognizes that its schedule is based on estimates of
fon and the availability of posi-

Ty waras that subsequent events may

require adjustment in the proposed schedule and, accordingly, PT&T

proposes that 1ts schedule De used as a guideline. PT&T suggests

that the Commission coafirz the ALJ's autherity to adjust the

the extent 0f ¢cross-examinast
divestiture data. The utild

schedule as necessary.
PT&T's proposed schedule is attached to this ruling as
Attachment 2.
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. PT&T's Justification of Bifurcation

In support of bifurcation, PT&T, in its written notion,
pestulates that its proposal would permit the orderly and efficient
cevelopment of the information which has so concerned the parties to
the case, The 1983 results of operations presented by PT&T are, it
states, the lirst opportunity for the Commission to see the effects
¢f the Federal Communications Commission's (FCC) Second Computer
inquiry, which will continue in effect in 1984. Further, because
PT&T must be in a solid financial position as it approaches
divestiture and because divestiture may not occur as early in 1984 as
he utility argues that consicderation of the
s are especially important. According to
the consolidation of A.82=11-07 with A.83-O1-223 makes early
consideration of the 1983 results of operations even more urgeat., In
addition, the 1982 results of operations must fors the basis for
considering the eflfects of divestiture. Similarly, the post-
divestiture rate spread must be considered in relation %o proposed
access charges. PT&T maintains that these conceras would de most
efficliently addressed by phasing this proceeding in accordance with
its proposal.

PT4¢T notes the Commission has phased other utility cases
processed under the RCP? or predecessor regulatory lag plans., For
instance, doth the current and prior Pacific Gas and Electrice Company
(PG&E) applications (A£.60153 and A.82-12-48) have beem and are being
handled with separate sets of hearings for revenue requirements and
rate spread. Similarly, A.59788 by San Diego Gas & Electric Company

3 A.83-01-22, PT&T's application for increase in annual revenues of
$165.9 million to offset increased depreciation expense was,
subsequent to the prehearing conference in A.82-11-07, consolidated
with A4.83-01-22 by ALJ Porter's ruling of Mareh 3, 1983,

-6 -~
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was hancdled in phases under the effective regulatory lag plan with
separate briefing of the phases. Thus, PT&T asserts, there it ample
prececent for the phasing it proposes. Furthermore, aceording to
PT&T, its proposal accomplishes the stated objective of the RCP 20
devise a procedure that is workadle, avoids unnecessary regulatory
delay. and is fair,

TUBN's Position

At the prehearing conference TURN cdeclared that information
on the 1983 test year would have no validity in view of <he drastic
restructuring facing the company, and that its review would be 2
waste of six months' of the staff's and parties' time.

In its writlen response to PT&T’'s motion, TURN points out
that under the regulatory lag plan then effectiive PTET could have
filed to seek 1983 relief on a timely basis. TURN also questions

N

whether relief is required., TURN speculates that divestiture zay
eliminate subsidies so that exchange surcharges will de unneeced.
TURN's position is thast

"It is imperative that no rate increase
whatsoever be issued until all issues,
including rate design, are heard. [27&T's)
proposal of allocating the izmmediate soughs
rate hikes to the basic exchange services will
be challenged in the California Supreme Cours
as a ceclision macde without supporsing
evicence. The rate design aspects of any
pencing telephone increase will generate as
nuch interest and heat as the revenue
requirement and rate of resurn issues. A rate
case nust bDe considered in all of its parts and
not the selected few that [PT&T] prescribdes."

TURN concludes its reply by asking thac, should PT&T's plan
be adopted, an immediate hearing be held %o reduce the 17.4% return

- hb

on common equity granted by the Commission's 1981 rate decision "to a
nore realistic present and prospective prevailing figure."
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Positions of Other
Interested Parties

At the prehearing conference, TURN's oral motion was
supported by all the interested parties asking to be heard. Written
responses in opposition to PT&T's motion %o phase the proceeding were
file¢ by the Cities of San Francisco and San Diego ( ities), Jointly,
by the California Bankers Clearing House Association (CBCHA) and the
Tele-Communica:ion; Association (TCA), jointly, and by the Western
Burglar and Fire-Alarm Association (WBFAA).

The Cities argue that PT&T by collateral atzacku is
challenging the Commission's RCP. The Cities contend that other
utilities and all intervenors are able to function under <he RCP and
that a major eleetric and a major gas utility, each having a 1983
test year, have already had their cases completed and rates adopted.,
The Cities say that while PT&T's motion explains in detail how the
company can be given expedited special sreatment in a "rush %o
Judgment” proceeding, the filing provides no basis why PT&T, whieh
filed i3 case late, should be given such special treatment. PT&T,
not the Conmission, chose a date on which PT&T filed its case and
therefore PT&T must live with that conseguence and “he RCP.

According to the Cities, there is no defect in %the RCP. The plan
provides extremely stringent time consiraints and the Cities assert
that no Justification has been provided for even further constraints.

The Cities urge the Commission not £o se: rates without
receipt of relevant rate evidence. They rejeet the current PG&E
application cited by PT&T as valid prececent. Although the PG&E

. Collateral attack is an attewpt to avoid the force and effect of
a judicial proceecding in an incidental proceeding not provided by law
for the express purpose of attacking the primary proceeding.

-8 -
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application
rate ¢esign and the other the renaincer
the PG&E case i3 being heard within the time frame and
the RCP. The plan has not been azended to accommodate
phasing. The decision and the briefls will be dasec on 2 total
record, not a record lacking rate design evicence. The Cities delare
emat rates should be acdopted only after the full record is availabdle
upon which the Comzmission can cecice ultizate issues and upon
which parties may preszent arguient, . Cities <o not objecr to the
shasing method used in the PG&E case.

e Cities close their statexent Dy saying:

"Rate design is an integral Issue (0 rate
setting. ' design evidence must [precede]
the rate s , 0% follow it as [27T&T]
proposes. = legally izperzissidle to set

tening to relevant evicence.
{P7&T] prop imoly o set rates then listen
to relevant nce on rate design. The
hanging =must ke trial."”

CBCHA and TCA, in their response, state that P7&7T is zaking
the unprecedented request that it be allowed to file, prosecute, 2anc
obtain rate reliefl in two general rate proceedings in 1983. While
“he Commission's RCP calls for the processing of one general rate
proceeding every two vears, PT&T's motion would simply turn the plan
on i%s head, allowing PT&T to obtain rate reliel three months sooner
than i¢ would have 47 the proceedings were %o follow their normzal
course., The rates thus established would not reflect the actual
gconditions facing PT&T after Jamuary 1, 1984, so a second rate case,
based on test year 1984 conditions, would be processed during the
second half of 1982. The rates prescrided in 1983 could not be in
effect for more than three months.

CBCHA and 7CA submit that PT&7T's proposal would reult in a
cremendous waste of time, effort, and dollars bdy all the pariies 1o
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the proceecing. They concece that PT&T is free t0 seek emergency
interim relief in 1983 but stiroagly oppose two successive “ull scale
rate cases, They support processing 2 single test year 1984 case on
an expedited basis bDeginning in July 1983, leading %0 a decizion at
the end of the year,

WBFAA submits that the proposal of PT&T is not orderly,
plays havoc with the RCP, and is unfair to the pudlic and %o the
interested parties in this proceeding. The interested parties and
the pudblic should be adle %o rely on the material filed with the
application and on the final rate spread of +the staff which is due o3
RCP Day 84 for the purposes of determining how or in what manner they
will participate in this proceeding.

Should the proceeding be bifurcated, orderly discovery
would be impossidle. Without knowing the rate spread and supporting
cost stucies, WBFAA asks, how can an interested parity effectively
concduct discovery on these issues and when would that discovery
begin? Under PT&T's revised plan the rate spread would not bde
tendered until Day 170, ye:t hearings would commence 2W days later and
the testimony of interested parties would de due 41 days later. It
would be impossidle for the staff, interested parities, o= the public
to respond properly to the rate spread under such a schecdule, WBFAA
observes PT&T's response to discovery demands has been slow in
previous rate cases, making it preposterous to0 assugme that a full and
fair hearing could be conducted within the time frame PT&T has
proposed.

Staff Recommendations

In 1ts reply the staff said that it does not oppose the
start of hearings in mid-April as proposed by PT&T. There appear to
be material benefits to establishing an up-to-date rate base on whieh
to make adjustments reflecting divestiture,
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Given the foreseeadle magnitude of the =wo filings proposed
in July, the staff believes the July-August interval for review 2o be
too short for adequate preparation. The staff recommends that the
hearing schedule be determined according to the completeness and
accuracy of the underlying work paperss submitted in support of the
July filing as well as the volume of material to be reviewed.
Although the stafl has received assurance that work paperss for the
July filings could be available as early as the end of May, Judge
Greene5 may not have completed hic review of ATLT's Plan of
Reorganization by that time. C(hanges in the work papers may Dde
required following Judge Creene's ruling. The proposed star: of
hearings in August should be changed accordingly. The sta®? notes
that, under orders of the FCC, interstate access charges will go into

ffect on January 1, 198%, An interim order in the rate cesign phase
of this case may therefore be necessary (0 estadblish intrastate
access charges effective January 1, 108%4,

Accordingly, the staf?f proposes thas a further prehearing
conlerence should be held after the filings are made 2o estadlish a
reasonadle hearing schedule to allow adeguate opportunisy for
discovery and preparation of testimony and exhibits. TFurther
scheduling conferences may be necessary as the situation changes.

The staff cautions that extreme care should be taken to
avoid a rush to judgment, The major restructuring of the Bell Systenm
and of the telecommunications industry should not bDe allowed %o
overshadow this proceeding so as to prevent the development of a full
and adequate record for the protection of ratepayers.

The staff warns that an equitadble rate siructure should be
developed before rate relief is granted. The rate design phase

5 Judge Harold E. CGreene ¢of the Districes of Columbia, Federal
District Court. Judge Greene is the Judge in the United States v,
AT&T anti-trust case. ’




A.82-11-0T7, A.83-01-22 ALJ/kn/vcl

should be completed before granting any rate relief unless the
Commission determines that overriding financial considerations
require interinm relief in order %o protect the pudlic.

Staff refers to press predicetions that the restructured
operations of PT&T could result in rate ingreases of substantial
magnitude. Such increases are attridbuted to major shifts in cost
allocations to various classes of service resulting froz
reorganization. These events form the background for PT&T's evolving
ratemaking philosophy of developing rates for each class of service
based on the costs associated with the particular service.

Because of the substantial changes in cost weighting
foreseeadle in the rate design phase of this proceeding due %o
reorganization, the loss of toll revenues and the imposition of the
customer access line charge, the rate design may draw upon revenue
sources proportionately ¢ifferent from previous years. Accordingly,
the staff forecasts that the rate design to recover the revenue
requirements developed in the results of operations phase of the case
will be intimately interrelated with the develooment of the cost dasta
in the results of operations phase.

In order to assure an equitable spread of revenue
requirenents over the rate classifications, the staff bdelieves thas
rates should not bde raised on an interim dasis., The rate design
portion of the record should bYe completed Zirst %o achieve the most
equitable result. The only overriding consideration would be a
Tinding by the Commission that the Liamediate financial requirements
of the company are such that an interinz increase would be necessary
10 maintain adequate levels of service to the pudlic.

Should the Commission decide it is expedient to phase +the
proceeding in order to assign a second ALJ to preside over the rate
design portion of the ¢ase, the staff recomzends that doth
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proceecings should be on a2 consolidated record consecutively.
Appropriate Intervals should De designated for briefing each phase as
necessary. This would allow effective participation by interested
parties.

Consolicdation of Proceedings
Anc Press Release

Sudsequent to the prehearing conference, A.82-11-07 was
consolicated by ALJ's ruling with A4.83-01-22. This ruling was issued
on Mareh 3, 1982 and granted 2 motion by the Cizy and County of San
Francisco. The ruling declared that the pudblic witness hearings
schecduled for March 15, 1982 4in San Traneiseo and Mareh 16, 1682 4n
Los Angeles would be held as scheduled, 50 as not %o inconvenience
the pudblie.

The stall had prepared exhidits and testimony in £.82-11-07
and asked the ALJ to reserve hearing dates in the near future so that
the staflfl involved could complete their work and bde free for other
assignoents. The ALJ reserved tentative hearing dates. Before they
were cleared wiih the assigned Commissioner, they were inadvertentl
incorporated in a March 9 press release announcing the
consolicdation.

Several of the parties referred %o the press release in
their responses as a2 sinister indication that the Commission has
prejudged the parties' positions. Such is not the case, The
reserved hearing dates never appeared on the Commission's Daily
Calendar and they have since been made availadle for other
proceedings. Since the reserved dates were never approved by the
assigned Commissioner, or any of the other Cozzissioners, they cannog
be construed as indicating any prejudgment by the Cozmission as to
the merits of the motions or of the parties’ responses.

Evaluation of Commission Authorit

In evaluating the requests and positions of the parties and
its staff, the Commission takes official notice of the historical
context on which they were made.
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The impending restructuring of the Bell System is an
unprecedented legal and business event, except for the disgexberment
of the Standard 0il Trust (Standard 0Ll Co, v United States (1911)
22 US1 55 L.E¢. 619), 7The electric holding company divestitures of
the 1920s pale in comparison. The Commission's RCP, while designed
0 cope with turbulent economic times, presumes a stadle c¢corporate,
legal, and regulatory eavironment. Needless to say, the
communications utilities ¢o not enjoy preospects of sueh stability at
the present time., Their upheaval is compounded by 3 simultaneous
technological revolution.

PI&T's proposed schedule, while appearing ambitious beyond
the power of the Commission to accommodate, L& still merely a

proposal to adjust the RCP %0 conforn to conditions as perceived dy

PT&T. It does not appear to be an attack on the plan itsell, either
¢ollateral or head on.

The Commission cannot acdhere studbbornly %0 the strictures
of RCP, without considering the effect of abnormal circumstances,

circumstances presently peculiar 20 communications utilities., If it
did, the Commission would abandon its responsibility to establish
rates and charges which are just and reasonable under prevailing and
reasonably foreseeabdble circumstances. (PU Code § 457.) 1In the early
days of the Commission's history the Supreme Court found that the
Commission could depart from its established rules, so loang as rights
of the parties were maintained (Ghriest v CRC (1915) 170 Cal., 63).

The Commission will, therefore, conclude that it may take
advantage of its duly conlerred power and will use common sense in
applying the RCP t¢ this proceeding, and, if the procedural facts
warrant, modify the RCP schedule to accommodate existing
¢ircumstances as the Conmission perceives themn.

Several parties maintain that the Commission is constrained
from granting an interim rate inerease "until all Issues, including
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rate design, are heard." 1If the Commission accepted such a
restriction, it would have been paralyzed in the face of the two OPEC
fuel price shoeks. Similarly, it would now be prevented froz flowing
through the savings resulting from the deescalazion oF oil costs.
Fuel cost electric and gas rate acdjustments pursuant to the
Commission's Energy Cost Adjustment Clause (ECAC) and Consolidated
Adjustment Mechaniszm (CAM) are typically made several times a year
without exhaustive consideration of rate spread evidence.

The California Supreze Court long ago determined that
Commission had "a very large, 4f not almost an unlipited dis
with relation to the inception, order, and conducs of proceeding
before Lt" (Saunby v CRC (1923) 191 Cal. 226).

The Connission therefore finds that 47 the facts so
indicate it may adjust rates on an interinm dasis before concluding
evidentiary hearings on all the issues.

Consideration of
TURN Request for Delay

As mentioned the Cities' response, PT&T was entitled

‘
under the RLP, to file for 2 general rate increase, effective January
1983. It did not do so. Even under PT&T's optimistic schedule, 2
rate adjustment could not be made until the first of October, nine
months late. TURN's proposals would extend ¢

rate adjustment from six months to a year. In the meantizme, the
external forces operating on the utility as a result of many years of

he effective date of a

e -

inflation will continue to operate. Among these are: maturation of
old lower cost debt and its replacement by new higher cost debt;
retirement of obsolete plant and replacement by modern plant:
addition of new plant to meet continuing growth of demand; issuance
of debt at present higher ¢cost %o pay for plant additions; and
escalating wage rates built into collective bargaining contracts.
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Although PT&T did not take its regular turn aceording to
the Regulatory Lag Plan and RCP, the Commission agreed <o process
PT&T's rate increase application. When PT&T postponed its filiag, it
Cic s0 at some risk that the Commission, its staff, and interested
parties would not be able to accomzmodate an expedited proceeding.

The Commission is committed, however, to a schedule 4hat dalances the
interests of all parties, including PTE&T.

The Commission will deny TURN's motions for further delay
in this proceeding and will proceed to consider now it can best
accommodate the demands on its resources of this most unusual rate
case.

Formulation of a Schedule

The schedule proposed by PT&T is a cruncher, to say the

t consultation with

s of this agency. The
time allocated for the various activisies T7&7's proposed Phase II
is not realistic. The most glaring examp of PT&T's unrealistic
expectations is its proposal to allow 2 mere 17 days to weigh
evidence and argument on the most drastic rate restructuring of the
company's history, to formulate reasoned findings and conclusions, o
draft a decision that would withstand cours serutiny, to review, to
type, and to distribute the decision, and for it to receive careful
consideration Dy the assigned Commissioner and by the Comzmission as a
body. The Commission's acceprance of PT&T's zchedule could be
construed as an advance adoption of PT&T's showing as the decision,
because there would be no time to consider any alternative,
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PT&T's proposal for 11 straight weeks of hearing in Phase
15 and seven Iin Phase II, with no interval for other necessary
activity, is also unrealistic. The Cozmission is pro¢essing two
other major rate cases concurrently with PT&T's. Hearing days have
already been reserved for the three major cases, and provision must
be mace for smaller proceedings which are as iaportant ¢o the
participants as this proceeding is to PT&T. The 15 hearing days per
nonth announced by the ALJ at the prehearing conference are already
taxing the Commission's ezpacity to the limis.

More than 15 days of hearing a month would regquire a
massive expenditure of voluntary overtime as the Commission's budges
will not permit any expansion of paid overtime. The Commission does
not Intend to izmpose voluntary overtime for the purpose of
accelerating the processing of this rate case,

Apparently, PT&T misunderstands the Commission's
capabilities as PT&T's proposal for an interim decision on RCP
Day 255 suggests. Conceraing a possibdle interim revenue adjustment,
the RCP states:

Day 2565

The Executive Director and appropriate division
directors shall recommend to the assigned
Comanissioner whether to consider granting a
partial general rate increase or deerease,

7o suggest that the Commission construe this directive,
which plainly contemplates merely a recommendation Lo consider
whether an interinm decision should be prepared, as calling for a
finished decision, cozplete with findings, conclusions, and order,

duly deliberated and voted om by the Comnission, is to sugges: to the
Commission that it does not understand its own RCP.

6 The text of PT&T's motion calls for nine weexs, but the
attachment to the motion sets out 11 straight weeks.

17 -
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The scheduling recommencations of the staff in this case
deserve special consiceration by the Conmission for two reasons. The
first is that the staff has practical experience with the processes

£ the Commission and the time reguired for their operation. The
secont reason is that the sta
acceleration or celay.
Summarized, the staff recommendations are:

1. Results of Operation (R/0) hearings stare
April 18,

2. Rate spread hearings should not start in
August but adequate time provided for review
of PT&T's post-divestiture R/0 and rate
spread proposal for July 5 (RCP Day 16¢) by
PT&T's proposed schedule.

A further prehearing conference should be
scheduled after the July 5 filings are
made,.

Rates should not be ingreased on an interinm
basis unless the Commission determines
overricing financial oonsicderations so
require., The rate design portion of %the
record should be completed firss,

An finterim orcer may be necessary ¢
establish intrastate ag¢cess charges
effective January 1, 1684,

Should the Commission decide t0 phase the
proceeding in order %o assign a second ALJ
L0 preside over rate design, doth
proceedings should be on a consolidated
record consecutively. Appropriate intervals
should be allowed for briefing each phase.

Prescribed Schedule

)

If this case is to proceed with "the orderly and efficient
development of the information™ which PT&T seeks, the record cannot
be kept in a state of turmoil by constant revision. The intencded
normal functioning of the RCP requires procedural stability. The
plan therefore provides that the applicant's final exhidits, prepared
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testinony, and other evidence are to be filed and served with the
application. No major revision may be made until Day 265, and

list of categories. The spirit of the RCP must be maintained

there is to be an orderly and efficient development of information in
this proceeding. This spirit requires the setting of definitive dus
realistic target dates for introduction into the proceeding of zthe
information necessary to recognize the divestiture of PTLT by AT&T
and the reconstituting of the nation's communications systemn.

Orderly processing can best de accomplished by bdifurcating
the proceeding, as requested by PT&T, into “wo phases. One phase
would cover R/0 and the other, rate design. Each phase would be
referred to 2 separate ALJ. Each phase must be scheduled to
accommodate the substantial changes which will be fmposed on PT&T by
its divestiture by ATET.

Three key events bear upon the scheduling of the
proceeding. These are the already calendared first day of hearing on
April 18, the submission of post-divestiture data by PT&T on July 5,
1083 as designated in PT&T's proposed schedule, and the January 1,
1984 effective date for access charges.

Of these three, we are especially ¢oncerned with the
resolution of access charges because of the effects of the recent FCC
ruling on PT&T and its customers. We believe the most reasonadble
course iz to proceed to evaluate PT&T's R/0 as filed, without
modification. The purpose of evaluating the R/0 as filed is %o
estadlish a 1983 rate base and revenue requirement so thas
adjustments can be made for the effects of divestiture and access
charges which will be effective in 1684, Only if the results of the
proceeding so warrant, will we consider adjusting present rates on an
interim basis to take effect January 1, 1084, At that time, we will

take Iinto account the matter of access charges %0 the extent
appropriate.
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The Commission will therefore proceed To examine the R/0 as
filed, considering the evidence available as to the access charges.
If the record so warrancts. we will consider issuing a joint interinm
decision on these matters which would be submitted by the two ALJs to
the Chief ALJ on September 29, 1982, Day 255 under the RCP. The
Commission's clerical staff would have limited, dbut sufficient, time
to process the interim decision draft for the Commission's
consideration. The Commission would then have the option to issue
an order establishing interim rates (if the R/0 record and extra-
ordinary circumstances surrounding divestiture so warrant), including
intrastate access charges, to be effective January 1, 1984.

The Commission's dec¢ision to proceed to examine the R/0O
as filed should not be construed as a predectermination that rate
relief will be granted, Our primary goal is to provide a baseline
R/0 to account for the effects of divestiture and access charges,
as discussed previously. The followingz discussion of the mechanics

of implementing rate relief should not be misunderstood; we mercly
intend to keep the option of granting rate xrelief open in the event
PT&T sustains its burden, and demonstrates overriding financial

need for rate relief, Assuming that PT&T sustains this heavy burden,
we will then have the flexibilicy to act.

We now proceed to a discussion of the mechanics of
implementing an interim rate decision, should the Commission £ind that
overriding financial considerations require emexrgency action to
authorize interim adjustments. Any such interim adjustments would be
made on a surcharge basis, Hearings on surcharge design will be held
during the week of June 27, 1983, with the primary isstves fox
consideration to be:

1. Vnaich classes of sexrvice should bear the
surcharge.

2, Whether the surcharge should be a uvniform
vexcentage increase in the rates or charges
for the various classes of scrvice affected.
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Whether any simple exceptions to such a
wiform percentage surcharge are feasible
and, 1f so, what they should be.

To what extent and in what ways the impending
divestiture must necessarily be taken into
account in fashioning interim surcharges,

Whether the impending divestiture
necessitates negative interim surcharges with

respect to rates oY charges for any classes
of serxvice.

Submissions of testimony and evidence on these issues should bde
formulated in cognizance of the compelling need for simplicity in
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surcharge design, availadbility of only one week for nearings on
this sudbject, and fact that interim surcharges, if authorized,
will be in effect for no more than a few months prior to
authorization of a final rate design reflecting the effects of
divestiture,

The staff will be expectecd to sudbmit its prepared testinmony
ang evidence on surcharge design dy the same dat its rate design
exhidbits are due, April 25, 1983, Day 99 under the RCP. Exhibizs on

surcharge design are to be subzitted by intervenors by May 13, 1983,
Day 113 under the RCP. PT&T also should sudbmi: evidence on surcharge
design by Day 112, including alternative designs addressing the issue
of whether it is practical to apply an interim surcharge %o

intrastate message toll services (intraexchange and/or interexchange)
anc, if so, how such a surcharge should be set,

In orcer to provide adequate time to coansider issues
related to the determination of intrastate access charges and %o
reach a cecision on these matters %0 de effective January 1, 1684,
the Commission will require PT&T to file no later than June 30, 1683,
its planned application for authority %0 estadlish such access
charges. DPT&T will be required £o provide the $ta’f with 4its
prelinminary design and work papers related to access c¢harges no later
than May 30, 1983,

Upon completion by the ALJsS of their interim draft order,
should one be required, hearings would resume. Rate design, exceps
for access charges and the determination of interinm surcharges, if
any, would be taken up for the first time, and effects o0F the
divestiture on rates would bde included in that consideration.
Hearings on the R/0, updated for the divestiture, would not proceed
concurrently with rate design. Two additional days for pudlic
witness hearings will be scheduled in mid-Novemder %o give the pudbliec
an opportunity to comment on the effects of divestiture on rates.
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One of the constraints operating in the proceeding is that limited
resources of the intervenors will not permit ¢onecurrent hearings, nor
hearings during briefing periods. Thus, the adopted schedule will
provide for rate design issues and divestiture issues to be heard on
different days. Under this schedule, the ALJs would sudmit their
Joint decision draft on April 12, 1984, Day 452 of the RCP, and z
decision would be anticipated before June 1, 198%4,

In its £iling on Day 169 showing the effects of divestiture
on its results of operations, we expect PT&T 40 submit results for
the three entities which the Commission will de regulating after
divestiture: PT&T, AT&T's intrastate toll company, 3nd the "embedded
base organization” providing customer premises equipmens under
regulation. These three companies comprise the current operations of
PT&T, and we would expect that the comdination of the results of
operations for the three companies would equal the total company
results we arrive at in this general rate case. We put parties on
notice that in the final decision based on the record developed in
this case, we expect to set rates not only for what remains of
PT&T,but also for the two AT&T subsidiaries operating in California.

The Commission's acopted processing plan for this
proceeding is shown in detail iz Attachment 2 t0 this ruling. Should
the July filing of divestiture information by PT&T not permit
adequate evaluation of the effects of divestizure, the schedule will
be extended accordingly. The schedule provides for an additional
prehearing conference on July 11-to consider scheduling revisions as
appropriate. The Comzission delegates +o the assigned Commissioner
the authority to pernit deviation from this schecdule should
procecdural conditions indicate.

The Commission believes that this schedule would meet mos?t
of the concerns of the parties. The effort expended in analyzing the
initial filing would not be wasted but would lead %o the
consideration of the establishment of interim rates. Should the




A.82-11=07, A.83=01=22 ALJ/uz/vel/3it */vdl *

record indicate at the time of the interim decision “ha%t <he present
_allowéd return on equity should be modified, it could be changed a%
tﬁat time. If rate relief is not indicated, as some of the parties
imply, that fact will de apparent from the record as developed.

Ve believe our adopted schedule will allow 4he case %o

roceed in an orderly manner, and permit 4he i t0 decide on the

extent of <their parsicipation. Witr %he : and good will of
the parties, this case, which probadly is the mo nrocedurally
unuzual the Commission has encountered, c¢a 28 expeditiously
and efficiently as the regulastory process

Because thiz ruling does not permit the postponemens
requested by TURN, TURN's motion will be denied. Because hearings
are scheduled %0 begin on April 18, 1987, which is less than 4wo
weexs from today, this order should be effactive immediately.
Pindings of Taet

1. Because of the circumstances of +thisz rate case concerning
the divestiture of PT&T by AT&T and changes in +the Tederal scheme of
regulating coamunicationzs utilities, the Commission's presently

stoblished RCP is procedurally inadeguate.

2. The Commission's worklosd can permit the processing of +his
proceeding during 198% and 1084.

5. PT&T's rate increase applications. alithough not filed on a
timely basis, according to the RCP and i%s predecessor Re gulatory Lag
Plan, can be processed $0 that they will no< subject any of the
parties to disadvantage or interfere with any of their right

4. ifurcation of the proceeding wi
this proceeding in an orderly and effxcion* nanne

5. The Commission ¢annot fairly adjudicato P“&T'" appiications
under the accelerated schedule proposed by PTET

6.  The schedule established by “his order is a reasonable
schedule for the processing of this consolidated proceeding.

re
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P

- “Conclusions of Law
1. The reguest of PT&T

RCP doez not coastitute 2 collatera
2. The Commission posszesses

when circumstances require.

X. The assigned Commiszioner chould be granted authority +
permit deviation from the establiched schedule should procedural
conditions indicate.

4. PT&T's motion, %O
schedule established by this

5. TURN's motion should

I? IS ORDFRED that:

1. The schedule attached to this order
establiched as +he schedule for processing A.8
A.83=-01=-22.

2. The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company (PT&T) shall

{le its application for authority to establish intrastate access

charges no later than June 30, 1983, wi<h preliminary design and work
papers related to access charges to be provided %o the 3taff no late
than May 30. 1987%.

Z. To the exten®t <hat PT&T's motion conforms to the
es4ablished schedule, the motion is granted.

4. The as igﬁod Commissioner 2z authority o permi+t deviation
from this achedule.




‘The motion of Toward Utility Rate Normalization is denied.
This order is effective <oday.
Dated April 6, 1983, at San Prancisco, California.

LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR.
President
VICTOR CALVO
PRISCILIA C. GREVW
DONALD VIAL
Comnissioners
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ATTACEMENT 1
THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND IELEGRA.PH COMPANY “

NOI AND APPLICATION TIME SCHEDULE
Per Dec. 82-12-072

Date Dav _Schrecyle

Augsst 30, 1982  Tendered Wishin 25 dowe ofzex tencexing, apalicant o te
informes ¢f cericicrniens,
Novezber 17, 1982 -60 NOI filed.

Novezber 24 ALY and Sz22ff Coumsel 2ssigned.

November 26 2 Informal Conferences (Spplicant, Szaffl, Interest
Parties) ~ fune frum Day =52 through ~35.
- - £,
Decesber 1 ALJ set date for prehearing,con.ercnce

Jamzary 17, 1983* Application filed.

February 24 Prehearing conference
April 4 Staffs submits final exhibits except rate spread
April 11 * Staff final rate spread exhidit filed

April 18 * Bearings start Issues and areas of agreedent
’ designated. At least 15 days of hearing per month.

April 26 Appl. Te notice of date, etc. for pudblic witness
hearings. (Appendix C)

May 13 117 Interested parties evidence

.June 15-27 150=-160 Public witness hearing held concurrently with
evidentiary hearings to ccaplete according to this
plan.

July 5 170 Applicant, staff and other parties file reduzzal
exhidizs.

L ¢
July 11 . 175 ALY and assiznel Comn. to provide status Teport 1o

Cozz. with issues and positions of parties anc
. schecule for rexaining hearings and sutmission daze.

August 4 200 Bearinps comnlased exceot updates scheduled Dar 275.
ALJ =ay require compariscn exhibiz.

w
September 6 230 Concurrent briefs

September 2€ 255 The Executive Director amd apprepriate division
directors shall recoz=ernd ccnsideration ¢of a partial
generel rate increlse or decrease.

"
October 11 - 265
October 13 . 275

All parties may file update material (Appendix D o RCPP)
N Abbreviated kearings begin re update exhibits.
Uctober 24 280 Last day of eviceatiary heurings.
x
Novexber 14 300 Draft decision to Chief ALJ's office.
' ol
. Jamuary 16,198 365 . Final decision expected by this date.

* Day fell on Weekend or Boliday - Next work day used

821227 (END OF ATTACHVENT 1)




Date
Janvary 17%
February 24

April 4%

April 18-22%

‘\pril 25
April 25-29

April 26

May 2%

May 2-6
May 9-13
May 13
May 16-20

May 23-27

Phase I
1983 Revenue Requirement
and Attritlon Hechanisn
Day Schedule

T

APPLICATION \@-01-22
RATE CASE PLAN SCHEDULE

Phase 11
1984 Overlay & Rate Spread
Day Schedule

PACIFIC TELERMONE PROPOSAL

APTACIMENT 2
Page 1 .

Description

0
40
7

104

106-110
113-119
113

120-124

127-131

"% pay fell on Weekend or Holiday - Next work day used

Application filed.
Prchearing conference.

Staff submits final exhibits except rate
spread, and attrition.

Evidentiary hearings begin Phase I Revenue
Requirement 1983 (applicant).

Staff subnits attrition exhibit.
Continued evidentiary hearings (applicant).

Applicant re-notice of date, etc. for publie
witness hearings. (Appeadix C)

Staff and other interested parties sutolt
comnents on Rules.

Continued evideantiary hearings (applicant).
Continued evidentiary hearings (applicant),
Interested parties evidence filed.

Continued evidentiary hearings (Staff),

Continued evidentiary hearings (Staff).

X IPA/SS/OTY/ ZT-TO~ESTY ‘LO-TT-ZeY




PACIFIC TELEPHONE PROPOSAYL ATTACRINT 2
APPLICATION 83-01-22 Page 2
RATE CASE PIAN SCHEDULE

Phase 1
1983 Revenue Requirement Phase 11
and Attrition Mechanism 1984 Overlay & Rate Spread

Date Day Schedule . Day Schedule

— ———

Hay 30-June 3 134-138 Continued evidentiary hearings (Staff).

June 6-10 141145 Continued evidentiary hearings (Interested
Partles).

June 13 148 Continucd evidentiary hearings (Interested
Parties).,

June 14 149 Public hearings SF afternoon & evening.

¥ TPA/WM/0oTY/ ZT-10-22°% ‘LO=TI~28°Y

June 15 150 Public hearings SF daytine.

June 16- 151152 Fvidentiary hearings SF (Interested Parties).

155 Public hearings SD evening.

June

June 155 Applicant Staff & Intcrested Parties file
rebuttal exhibits.

June 156 Public hearings LA ecvening.

June 157 Public hearings LA daytime.
158-159 Rebuttal to the extent Public hearings are not
required (applicant, Staff & Interested

Parties).

June

27-July 1 162-166 Continued Rebuttal (applicant, Staff &
Interested Parties).

% Day fell on Weekeand or Holiday ~ Next work day used
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PACIFIC TELEPHONE PROPOSAL ATTACIENT 2
T AFPLICATION 83-01-22 Page 3
RATE CASE PLAN SCHEDULE

Phase I
1983 Revenue Requircment Phase 11
and Attrition Mechanisn 1984 Overlay & Rate Spread
Day Schedule Day Schedule . Description

166 Record closed Phase 1 Revenue Requivexents.

Applicant files Phase II post divestiture
results of operations and rate spread
cxhibits.

ALJ and assigned Comafissioner to provide
status report to Comntsston with issues,
positions of parties, schedule for remaining
hearings and subnission date.

File simultancous Bricfs-Phase I (applicant,
Staff & Intcrested Parties).

August 1

August Y Applicant shall tegin notice of amended
application.
August 8-12 204-208 Evidentiary hearings begin Phase 11
(applicant).,

Oral replies to Phase I Brlefs: case on

August 10
Phase I subnitted,

Avgust 15 211 Staff & Intcrested Parties prefiled
testimony and exhibits - Phase 1I.
August 15-19 211-215 Continued evidentiary hearings Phase II
(applicant).
August 22-26 218-222 Continued evidentiary hearings and pudlie
witness hearings Phase Il {applicant).

% pay fell on Weekend or Holiday - Next work day usecd
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ATION §3-01-22

RATE CASE PLAN SCHEDULE

Phase 1
1983 Revenue Requirement Phase 1I
and Attrition Mechanisn 1984 Overlay & Rate Spread
Date Day Schedule . Day Schedule

ATTACIMENT 2
Page 4

Description

tuge t 29-Septenber 2 225-229

Septeadber 6-9 233-236

Septenber 12-16 239-243
Septeaber 19-23 246-250

Septenber 28

Qctoter 11* 265
Octoter 18 275-278
Qctoder 24-28 281-285

Novenber 23 311
Decenber 6 324

Decenber 30 348

* Day fell on Weekend or Holiday - Next work day used

3/1/83 (END OF ATTACIMENT 2)

Continued evidentiary hearings Phase 11
(staff),

Continued evidentiary hearings Phase II-
(Staff)u

Continued evidentiary hearings Phase I1
(Interested Parties).

% TPA/W/LTY TZ-T0-€8°Y “LO~TT-Ze"Y"

Continued evidentiary hearings Phase II
(Interested Parties).

Interim order Phase 1.

All parties may file updated raterial
(Appendix D to Rate Case Plan).

Evidentiary hearings on updated material and
rebuttal material (all parties),

Evidentiary hearings on updated materfal and
rebuttal material (all parties).

Concurrent briefs - Phase 11,
Oral replies - Phase II.

DPecision - Phase 11,
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Date

1/17/82
2/24
2/14&15

474
4748

Ls25

Ls26

5/13

5/30

ATTACHEMENT 3
Page 1

THE PACIFIC TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY

Schedule fo

Schacdyle
Dav

Results of Operations
Events

0 Application Filed
38 Prehearing Conference

Public Witness Hearings,
First Series
taff R/0 Exhibics
Distridbuted

Hearings Start - R/Q as
Filecd

taff Attrition Exhibits
Distridbuted

Interested Parties R/0
Evicdence Distributed

Hearing End - R/0 as
Filed

r
A.82-11-07 and A.82-01-22
r Processing Consolidated Proceeding

Rate Design
Events

Application Tiled

caff Rate Design Exhidbits
Distriduted and Sur-
charge Design

Notice of Public Witness
Hearings, A~82-01-22

PT&T and Interested
Parties Surcharge
Design Evidence Dist.

Access Charge Design &

Work Papers Provided
to Stars

Public Witness Hearings
Second Series

Public Witness Hearings
Second Series

Bearings Start -
Surcharge Design

Access Charge Application
Filed

Hearings End - Surcharge
Design
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TTACHMENT 2
Page 2

Divestiture R/0Q Effects
Furnished by PT&T

Joint Prehearing
Confereance to discuss
Divestiture R/0 and
Access Charge Schedule
Revisions

Briefs Filed - R/Q as
Filed

Oral Replies ~ R/0 as

taff Divestiture R/0
Effects Distriduted

ALJs Submit Interinm
Decision Drafe, 47
required, %o Chie?
ALJ, R/0 as Filed
and Access Charge

Joint Prehearing
Conference

Hearings Stars,
Divestiture R/Q

11714 & 11/18 301 & 305

Divestiture and Access
Charge Rate Effects
Distributed by PT&T

Joint Prehearing
Conference to discuss
Divestiture R/0 ane¢
Access Charge Schedule
Revisions

taff and Interested
Parties A¢¢ess Charge
Evidence Distridutad

Hearing Start ~ Access
Charge

Hearings End - Access
Charge

ALJs Submit Interi
Decision Drafs, 4F
required, t0 Chier
ALJ, R/0Q as Filed
aad Access Charge

Joint Prehearing
Conference

Hearings Start -
Divestiture
Rate Design

caff Divestiture
Rate Design Evidence
Distributed

Interested Parties,
ivestiture Rate
Design Evidence
Distridbuted

Pudblic Witness
Hearing=s, Third
Series
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1/1/8%

ATTACEBMENT 3
Page 3

Interim Decision

Issues, if required,

R/0 as Filed and
Access Charge

Interinm Rates, if
required, and

Access Charge in
Effect

Hearings End,
Divestiture R/Q

Briefs Filed,
Divestiture R/0
and Rate Design

Oral Replies,
Divestiture R/0Q
and Rate Design

Final Decision Drafs
to Chief ALJ

Final Decision Issues

(END OF ATTACEMENT 2)

Interinm Decision
Issues, if required,
R/Q0 as Filed and
Access Charge

Interin Rates, if
required, and
Access Charge in
Effect

Hearings End, Rate
Design

Briefs Filed,
Divestiture R/0
and Rate Design

Oral Replies,
Divestiture R/0
ané Rate Design

Final Decision Drafe
0 Chief ALJ

Final Decision Issues
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COMMISSION RULING ON SUBSTANTIVE PROCEDURAL MOTIONS

Applicant's Bifurcation Regquest

Applicant in these proceedings, The Pacific Telephone and
Telegraph Company (PT&T), in Application (A.) £2-01-22 requests that
consiceration of that application De difurcated into a revenue
requirement phase and a rave spread phase. PT&T declared that:

"Upon the c¢conclusion of the revenue requirement
phase ol the case, Pacific may request interin
rate relief, pending final resolution of the
rate spreac phase of the case. Such relie”
woulc De requested dy separate moition."

; prehearing conference in A.83-01-22 was feld in San
Francisco on February 24, 1983. Counsel for PT&? stated that i+ was
the utilicy's intention to present to the Commission, some time 4in
July, the effects of divestisure of PT&T Dy its parent corporation,
American Telephone and Telegraph Cozpany/(AT&T). Counsel also
indicated that PT&T planned, as the pp ceecing progressed, to make
current the revised results of operation. Two of PT&T's witnesses

have declared that they intend to/File supplemental testimony as the
case progressed.

Alter comments by e other parties and on alternate oral
motion by Toward Utilisy RaxZnNormalizazion (TURN), PT&T's counsel
declared that he would supmit a written motion seeking rate relief
following a revenue requirement phase and in advance of a rate spread

phase. ////
TURN's Motion

After being apprised of PT&T's intentions, TURN moved that
the Commission deny the application without prejudice to its being
refiled in January 1984, or, as an alternative, that the Commission
defer action until the July revisions are made. TURN's motion was
supported by all the interested parties asking to be heard. The
staff recommended that the Commission proceed with the case as
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The Commission will therefore proceed to examine the R/Q as
£iled, comsidering the evidence available as to the access charges.
1f the record so warrants, we will consider issuing a joint interim
decision on these matters which would be submitted by the two ALJs to
the Chief ALY on September 29, 1983, Day 255 under the RCP. The
Commission's clerical staff would have limited, but sufficient, time
to process the interim decision draft for the Commission's
consideration, The Commission would then have the option to issue
an order establishing interim rates (if zhe R/0 record and extra-
ordinary c¢ircumstances surrounding divestiture so warrant), including
intrastate access charges, to be effective Januar i, 1984,

The Commission's decision to proceed fo examine the R/0
as filed should not be construed as a predgperminazion that rate
relief will be gramted. Our primary goal/is to provide a baseline
R/0 to account for the effects of divestézl:e and access charges,
as discussed previously, The followiﬁg discussion of the mechanics
of implementing rate relief should ot be misunderstood; we merely
intend to keep the option of granfing rate relief open in the event
PT&T sustains its burden, and démonstrates overriding financial
need for rate welief. Assumi‘g that PT&T sustains this heavy burden,
we will then have the flexibé?icy to act.

We now proceed a discussion of the mechanics of
implementing an interim xate decision, should the Commission find that
overriding financial considerations require emergency action to
authorize interim adjpustments, Any such interim adjustments would be
made on a surcharge é:sis. Hearings on surcharge desigzn will be held
during the week of Junme 27. 1983, with the primary issues for
consideration to be:

1. Which classes of service should bear the
surcharge,

2, Wnether the surcharge should be 2 wniform
percentage increase in the rates or charges
for the various classes of service affected,

-20-
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record indicate at the time of the Interim decision that the present
allowed return on equity should be md&ified, it ¢could be changed at
that time. If rate relief is not indicated, as some of the parties
imply, that fact will be apparent from <he record as developed.

We believe our adopted schedule will allow the case %o
proceed in an orderly manner, and permit the parties %o decide on <he
extent of their participation. With the cooperation and good will of
the parties, this case, which probadly is the moss procecurally
unusual the Commission has encountered, can progress as expeditiously
and efficiently as the regulatory process allows.

Because this ruling does not permit the postponement
requested by TURN, TURN's motion will be denied.

Findings of Fact

1. DBecause of the circumstances of Lhis raze Sgse”concerning
the divestiture of PT&T by AT4T and changes in iapffederal scheme of
regulating communications utilities, the Commiszsion's presently
established RCP? is procecdurally inadequate

2. The Commission's workload can.dermit the processing of this
proceeding during 1982 and 108L4,

3. PT&T's rate increase app¥ications, although not filed on 2
timely basis, according to the 'E and Its predecessor Regulatory lag
Plan, can be processed so that/izey will not subjeet any of <he
parties to disadvantage or JAnterfere with any of their rights.

L. Bifurcation of fhe proceeding will facilisate processing of
this proceeding in an orderly and efficient manner,

5. The Commisafgn cannot fairly adjudicate PT&T's applieations
under the acceleréﬁéé schedule proposzed by PT&T.

6. The scheédule established by this order is a reasonabdble

schedule for g;e processing of this consolidated proceeding.
Conclusionsof Law

1. The request of PT&T for a variance fropm the Commission's
RCP does not constitute a collateral attack on the RCP.
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2. The Commission possesses legal authority to £odifly the RCP
when c¢circumstances reguire. ‘

2. The assigned Commissioner should be granted authority to
pernit deviation from the estadlished schedule should procedural
conditions indicate.

L, T&T's motion, to the extent that it conforms L0 the
schedule established by this order, should bde granted.

5. TURN's motion should be denied.

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. 7The schedule attached 2o this orderras At<achmens 3 is
established as the schedule for processing/A.82-11-07 and
A.82-01=-22.

2. The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company (PT&T) shall
file its application for authoritx/ég establish intrastate access
charges no later than June 20, 1983, wish preliminary desigan and work
papers related to access c¢harges $o be provided to <he staff no later
than May 30, 1982,

2. To the extent that PT&T's motion conforns Lo <he
estadlished schedule, ti}/&Otion is granted,

4, The assigned Commissioner has authority to
froz this schedule, /
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. 5. The motion of Toward Utility Rate Normalization is denied.

This orcer decomes elfective 2o~igretrommtoday. /(,b

&= *
Dated AR 6 t933 » at San Francisco, California,

TRON L ™T o v ~“®
.Ua-io-\-‘d..D Y™ CR-—:":S. vdle
r— zreniécns
vrooon

OT S
LY RN




Date

PACIFIC TEREPHONE fRefsoe?

APPLICATIONG-01-22

RATE CASE PLAN SCHEDULE

Phase 1
1983 Revenue Requirenment
and Attrition Hechanisn
Day Schedule

Phase Il
1984 Overlay & Rate Spread
Day Schedule

L
ATFACIMENT 2
Page 1

Description

Janvary 17%
February 24

Aprll 4%
April 18-22#

April 25
April 25-29

April 26

Hay 2%

May 2-6
May 9-13
May 13
May 16-20

May 23-27

0

40

.
.

17 A
\\\\\<

S
99 | \\“\\\
99-103 \\\\\\ﬁ\\\

100

A

104

106~-110
13-119
113

120-124
127-131

* pay fell on Weekend or Holiday — Next work day used

~
\

Application filed.
Prchearing conference.

Staff submits final exhiblts except rate
spread, and attrition.

Evidentiary hearlngs begin Phase I Revenue
Requircment 1983 (applicant).

Staff submits attritfon exhibit.
Continued evidentiary hearings (applicant).

Applicant re-notice of date, etc. for public
witness hearings. (Appeadix C)

‘\gtaft and other Interested partlies sutalt
mments on Rules,

Contlnued evidentlary hearings (applicant).
Continséqievidentiary hearings (applicant).
Interestedkparties evidence filed.
Continued evidentiary hearings (Staff).

Continued evidentiary hearings (Staff).

TT-70-€87Y “LO0=T1I8"Y

v/ LY/




PACIFIC TELEPHONE @dfﬁ:}g v ATTACIMENT 2
APPLICATION 83-01-22 roge 2
RATE. CASF. PLAN_SCHEDULE

Phase 1
1983 Revenue Requirement Phase 11
and Attrition Mechanisa 1984 Overlay & Rate Spread

Date Day Schedule DPay Schedule
134-138 Continued evldeatfary hearings (Staff).

Description

221068 L0-TT-28"¥

May 30-June 3

June 6-10 141145 Continucd evidentiary hearings (Interested

\\\\ Parties).
\‘«.

Continued evidentiary hearlngs (Interested
Parties).

use/ oo/

Jure 13 _ 148

Public hearings SF afternoon & evening.

LA

June 14 149

June 15 150 Public hearlngs SF daytlme.

June 151-152
155 Public hearings SD evening.

Evidentiary hearings SF (Interested Parties).

June
Applicant Staff & Interested Partties file

June 155
rebut?hl\z:hlblts.

June 156 Public hea 13;5 1A evenlng,

\\
157 Public hearfugs LA daytime.

Rebuttal to the extent Public hearings are not
required (applicant, Staff & Interested
Parties).

158-159

Continued Rebuttal (applicant, Staff &

27-July 1 162-166
Interested Parties).

% pay fell on Weekend or Holiday - Next work day used




PACIPIC TELEPHONE A};ff,w{, ' ATTACIMENT 2
APPLICATION 8§3-01-22 age 3
RATE CASE PIAN SCHEDULE

Phase 1
1983 Revenue Requirement Phase 11 |
and Atgrition Mechanisn 1984 Overlay & Rate Spread
Day Schedule Day Schedule Description

Record closed Phase I Revenue Requirementa.

Applicant files Phase Il post divestiture -
results of operations and rate spread
exhibits,

W/OTY/ TZ=TO-E8°Y (L0118

ALJ and assigned Conmissioner to provide
status report to Coamisstion with issues, |
positions of parties, schedule for reaaining
hearlngs and subaission date,

August 1 File simultaneous Briefs-Phase I (appllcant,
Staff & Interested Parties).

August Applicant shall beglin notice of amended
application.

August 8-12 204-208 Ev{ﬁentlar; hearings begin Phase II
(applicant).

August 10 Oral féplles to Phase I Briefs! ocase on
Phase I subtaitted.

August 15 211 Staff & Interested Partles prefiled
testimony and exhibits ~ Phase II,

August 15-19 211-215 Continued evidentiary hearings Phase 11
(applicant).

August 22-26 218-222 Continued evidentlary hearings and publie
witaess hearings Phase II (applicant).

* Day fell on Weekend or Holiday - Next work day used




Phase 1

1983 Revenue Requireament
and Attrition Hechanisa

Date Pay Schedule

PACIFIC TELEPHONE ﬁyaué’.,

APPLICATION 83-01-22

Phase 11
1984 Overlay & Rate Spread
Day Schedule

ATTACHHMENT 2
Page 4

Description

August 29-Septeader 2

Septeaber 6-9

Septeaber 12-16

Septeaber 19-23

Septeaber 28

October 11%
Qctobdber 18
Qctober 24-28

Novemder 23
Deceadber 6

Deceader 30

225-229

233-236

239-243

-250

265

275-278

281-285

i
324
348

% Day fell on Weekend or Holiday — Next work day used

3/1/83

(END OF ATTACIMINT 2)

Cont Inued evidentiary hearings Phase 1l
(staf[)-

Continued evidentiary hearings Phase 11
(staff),

Continued evldentliary hearlngs Phase 11
(Interested Partles).

Continued evidentiary hearings Phase 11
(Interested Partles).

Interinm order Phase 1,

All parties may file updated materfal
(Appendix D to Rate Case Plan).

W/DTY/  ZZ-T0-€8°Y ‘L0=-TT-28°Y

Evidentiary hearlngs on updated materfal and

rebuttal material (all parties).

Evidentiary hearings on updated material and

rcbuttal material (all parties),
Concurrent briefs - Phase I1I.
Oral replies - Phase II,

Decision - Fhase 11,




