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QRDER MODIFYING DZCISION NO. 92753
AND DENYING REHEAHING

~.

Pevitions for rehearing of Decision No. 92753 have deen

flled by Southern California Zdison Company (SCE), by Continental
Telephone Company of Callifornia ané C’ National Corporation, and
by General Telephone Company of California. We nave carefully
reviewed each and every allegation in said petitions and are of
the opinion that good cause for granting rehearing has not been
shown. However, Decision Jo. 92753 should be modified in ordexr %o
clarify the scope of the personnel records exclusion set forch in
Section 2.5 of General Order 66—0. Also, the decision should he

clarified as to the Iintent of the certificasion reguired of

-

parties regarding their use of recoxrds of pudblic utility respondents
obtained by the Commission starl?l.
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1) Section 2.5 of General Order 56=C

Section 2.5 of General Order 66-C excludes certain
personnel records Irom public inspection. However, in our mention
of Section 2.5 4in DecisiZon No. 92753, we Aid not indicate thas
the sectian has specific appllcation only to the personnel records
of Commission persomnel. Accordingly, we shall delete a
recitation of Section 2.5 from the last sentence of the firs

viv wln U

paragraph on Page 11 of D. 92753 and will add 2 footnote tO the
same page which specilies the scope 0L said section. The revised
sentence and the added footnote read as follows:

a) "General Order No. 56-C sets forth certain
public records which are net open to pudblic
Inspection, *nc‘udiﬁg records or information
of a confidential navture furnished to or
obtained by the Commission; records or
information specifically precluded L
disclosure by statute; and records, “epo,.g,
and information reguested or reguired by the
Commission which, 1L revealed, would place
the regulatved company at an wafair business
disadvantage.” 2/

’

"2/ Seetion 2.5 of General Order 66-C, which
excludes from pudlic inspection '[plersonnel
records, otaer Har present Job classification,

& o

Job specification and salary range,' has
applicavion only o Commission personnel.”
2) Intent of Certificarion Regarding Use of Information
In Decision No. 92753 we set forth a certificate procedure
for partles regarding the use of Information obtained by the Commis-
sion staff on the employment and c¢ontracting practices of respondent
public utilities. We require that parties wishing to make use of
this information confine such use to This proceeding, at least until
such time as the Information has been entered in the publie record.
We wish to make c¢lear that the intent of this certification is to
not only preclude the use of sueh information Iin any Commission
roceeding other than the instant case, but also %o preclude use
of the Information Iin the courts or Defore any other administrative
agency. In oxrder to specify this intention, we will make the
following modifications in Decision No. 92753:
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(a) The last sentence of the second paragraph oa page 1l
. (mimeo) is modified To read zas follows:

"We will makxe &isclosure of the responses to %the
data recuest contiﬁge“_ on prior cexrtification in
wrlting 0 our Zxecutive Director by any party o
=his p*oceed*“ that none of this matexrdial will be
disclosed to others not a party %o Case No. 10308,
and +that 41t will not be used Iin any other proceeding
vefore this Commiss ion, before any other administra-
tive agency, or In the courts, unless or until i1t
shall be entered in the pudblic record of this
proceeding as written evidence or testimony.”

£ Fact No. 5 is modified to read as follows:
Informavlion in the data request responses
is p*esen:l relevant only %o Case No. 10308 and
therefore should not be made avallable for use in
Commission proceedings other than this one, nor
before any other adnministrative agency, nor in the
courts.”

(¢) Ordering Paragraph No. 2 Is modified %o read as
follows:

"2. Upon certific cion in writing to the

:xecutive Director that the -1formacion Zs for use
only in Case No. 10308 and will not be disclosed
<o o*he*s noT & party o this proceeding, nor Le
u,ed in the courts ncr vefore any other administra-~
ive agency, ny parsvy 1) Case No. 10308 may reguesst
o* any respondent copy ¢f that respondent's
response to the stalfl data *eques* dated July 18,
1980, and amended Sep,e mher 2, 1980."

Rehearing of Decision No. 92753, as modified herein,
deniled.

The effective date of this order is the date hereof.
Dated JUN 21381 2% San Francisco, .-i*o*nia.

Commisszioncr Prisecilla C. Trew, deing
ecessarily adsent, did not partici
the dispositio; of this procce

Commissioners




Decision No. 92753 March 3, 1981
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Investigation on the Comeigsion's
own motion into the regulation of

)
)
;Ré%mnt ractices of PACIFIC
ONE

TELEGRAPH COMPANY,
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY,
GENERAL TELEPHONE COMPANY,
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY,
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC

COMPANY, CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE Case No. 10308

COMPANY, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
WATER COMPANY, SIERRA PACIFIC

(Piled April 12, 1977;
amended June 30, 1980)

POWER COMPANY, CP NATIONAL
CORPORATION, SOUTHWEST GAS
CORPORATION, CITIZENS UTILITIES
COMPANY OF CALIFORNIA, and .
CONTINENTAL TELEPHONE COMPANY OF

CALIFORNIA,

Respondents. i

INTERIM ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR CONFIDENTIALITY OF RESPONSES

TO THE STAFF DATA REQUEST DATED JULY 18, 1980

I. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

On July 18, 1980 the staff of the Public Utilities Coumissio:
(staff) served its initial data request on each respondent to the

above-captioned matter.

The data Tequest asked for information in

eleven major categories as listed below:

I.
1I.
IIl.
v,
v.
VIi.
VII.
nII.
IX.
X.
XI.

Affirmative Action Program

Complaints and Litigation

Data Summaries

Recmitnent/Apﬂicnnt Flow

Selection/Testing

Promotion Section

Form and Policies

Contracting with Minority and Women-Owned Business
Complaints and Litigation Concerning Contracting

Recruitment
a6 2 - gubstance concerned with Minority

(no bea
Business Enterprises)

-1-
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The data request was modified by letter dated September 2, 1980
to permit exclusion of actual case names from Items II and VI
above and to substitute langusge contained in Item VIII above.

On September 8, 1980, Southern California Edison Company
(Edison) filed a motion for an order requiring confidentiality of
the information furnished in respomse to categories XIII, IV, V, VI,
and VII above. On September 15, 1980, the Administrative Law Judge

issued a rTuling requiring responses to this motion by October 15,
1980.

The following parties filed responses supporting the
motion for confidentiality: Southern California Gas Company (SoCal),
The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company (PI&T), General Telephone
Company (General), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), and
Citizens Utilities Company of California (CUC). The response of
SoCal requested that confidentiality be ordered with regard to all
portions of the data request and not be limited to the sections

Edison identiffed.

The following parties filed responses in opposition to the
motion: the Commission staff (staff), and a group of tem iInterested
parties calling themselves the Minority Group Interested Parties
(Minoxity Group). The Minority Group requests submission of employ-
ment and contract data into the public record of these proceedings
within fifteen days and requests an award of attorneys' fees and cost:
pursuant to Decision No. 91909 dated Jume 17, 1980. Public Advocates
Inc. representing the Minority Group also filed a separate request
for a finding of eligibility for compensation on Decembexr 9, 1980.
The issue of compensation will be addressed in a separate ruling on
that motion.




C.10308 ALJ/ec

II. ARGUMENTS OF PARTIES

Edison

Edison addresses the portions of the data request
pertaining to employment practices in response to Sections III,
IV, V, VI, and VII in its motion for confidentiality. It makes
three basic arguments in support of its motion.

l. That the iInformation concerning enzloy-:nt
practices furnished to the Commission
should be held in strict confidence by the
Commission and its staff as a matter of
policy under the spirit of the federal
mandate prohibiting disclosure of informa-
tion given to the Equal Eugcloyment
mortunity Commission (EEOC) and under
ta California Fair Employment Practices

t;

2., 7Tbat General Order No. 66-C should be
interpreted as closing to public inspection
the employment practices data furnished on
the ground that it {s not information
specifically required to be open to pudblic
ingpection. In the alternative, Edison
recommends that to the extent that any
information furnished by respondent
utilities and disclosed in the interests of
& full and fair hear be coded to protect
disclosure of the particular utility with
Tespect to such ormation; and

3. That nothing contained in the California
Public Records Act requires that any
information pertain to respondents’
employment practices ighed in these
proceedings be made public.

SoCal

SoCal supports Edison's motion for confidentiality and
recommends in addition that all material furni{shed in response to
the data request be kept confidential. SoCal argues that both the
Congress of the United States and the Legislature of California
have expressed a clear statutory intention to maintain the
confidentiality of employment information obtained during
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investigations by governmental agencies of employment practices,

and that the Coumission should give strong considsration to this

fact in making its decision. It further argues that the

Commissions own procedures under Public Utilities Code Section 583
and General Order No. 66-C provide for uinuining the confidentiality
of the employment and contracting data.

SoCal goes on to state that release of the information
would serve no interest that outweighs the detriment of disclosgure
to SoCal. It states that the material will include highly
confidential information about salaries, pay schedules, hiring,
promotions, testing (including the names of tests), contracting,
goals, timstables, and internally developed employment practices
and procedures, all of which could be used for digruptive or
harassment purposes, for fueling private lawsuits, and possibly
for the competitive advantage of others especially through release
of precise salary information for certain positions. Socal,
together with Edison, stresses that in the interests of candid

and open communication between the Commission and the respondents,
the responses to the data request should be kept in confidence by
the Commission.

SDG&E

SDG&E argues that when the power to investigate employment
practices is legislatively granted to a government agency, it is
accompanied by limitations on the use of the power, and that since
there is no specific grant of power to the Califormia Public Utilitie:
Commission (CPUC), there were no limitations put on the power. It
argues that limits must be imposed on CPUC because refusal to do so
will contravene clear legislative intent to limit the investigatory
power into employment practices and because if 1limits are not
{mposed, utilities will be subject to a greater burden than otber,
sonutility companies, without justification for the increased burden.
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SDGSE mekes essentially the same arguments with respect
to disclosure under federal statute relating to EEOC and under
General Oxder No. 66-C as do Edison and SoCal. In addition,

SDGSE has an extensive discussion of the California Pair Employment
Practices Act, Labor Code Sections 1410-1433, which applies
specifically to the Department of Industrial Relations' Fair
Employment Practices Division and which prohibits disclosure of
anything which transpired in the course of any endeavors to
eliminate the unlawful employment practice through conference,
conciliation, and persuasion. SDG&E argues that by this requirement,
the Legislature clearly intended to prevent disclosure of facts
gathered in fair employment practices investigations. To allow the
power to investigate employment practices to be assumed by the CPUC
witbout similar safeguards would be to permit an end rim around
the Fair Employment Practices Act. Further, it would subject the
utilities’ employment I{nformation to greater public scrutiny than
that of other employers who are subject only to the jurisdiction
of the Division of Industrial Relations.

Generxal '

General adopts Edison's points and authorities in support
of its motion and goes on to point out that Genmeral Order No. 66-C,
Section 2.5, exempts percomnel records "from any public disclosure”.
It argues that the employment information requested by the staff
constitutes, in effect, "persomnel records”™ and should, therefore,
be kept confidential.

General also makes the argument that respondents' privacy
rights entitle their employment data to confidentiality except in
cases of compelling public interest. General wmaintains that it
treats the employment data as private and confidential and,
moreover, bas had a £irm expectation that such data would remain
private because both the state and federal laws specifically
dealing with employment practices guarantee confidentiality
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absolutely. General suggects that the public interast can be served
by associating appropriate experts with the staff to evaluate the
data supplied rather than by throwing the respondents' confidential
Tecords open to the public.

msT

PI&T agrees with the arguments made by Edison which
direct our attention to the confidentiality provisions of the
Public Utilities Code and the federal and state equal employment
opportunity scheme. PI&T emphasizes the important role that
confidentiality plays in achieving the ultimate goal of equal
employment opportunity in the federal scheme and the reasons why
confidentiality will aid the Commission in achieving this same
goal. It argues that the Commission should follow, rather than
destroy, the confidentiality requirements of the federal scheme.
cuc

CUC argues that disclosure of the information contained
in the data request would violate the Trade Secrets Act (18 USC 1905).
CUC aclnowledges that the Commission 1s not an agency or department
of the United States and is therefore not subject to the Trade Secret:
Act, but argues that the California Public Records Act specifically
exempts from its disclosure requirements records which are exempt
or prohibited from disclosure pursuant to provisions of federal or
state laws. It argues that the informatfion sought is exempt from
mandatory disclosure under the federal Freedom of Information Act
and prohibited from discretiomary disclosure by the provisions of
the Trade Secrets Act and therefore is exempt from disclosure under
California Government Code Section 6252(k).

CUC also points out that the stated nonadversarial nature
of this proceeding militates against disclosure of the requested
information, wuch of which it fears will be used against it by
interested parties with their own particuler ax to grind.
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CUC requests that if any portion of its response to the
data request is released by the Commission, its identity with
respect to any such information not be disclosed.

Minority Group

The Minority Group makes four arguments: that the Public
Utilities Code allows public disclosure of employment dzta, that
the Califormia Public Records Act requires public disclosure, that
the federal regulations applicable to the EEQOC are not applicable
to Commisgsion hearings and that constitutional due process
requirements for public hearings requirs disclosure. It argues
that denial of open access is a denial of the right to participate
meaningfully in the Commission's hearings and that no attorney can
prepare a case regarding discrimination or exclusionary employment
practices without some form of discovery. It asserts that, unlike
a private attorney seeking informstion to pursue a private action
againgt an employer, it only seeks to participate in the hearings
conducted by the Public Utilities Comuission and its actions
in support of disclosure are simply a part of a public agency's
regulatory efforts. Minority Group stateg that it is Impossible
to comprehend how the current hearings could even approach the
status of full and fair hearings without cpen and equal access to
this data.

Minority Group asks that the Commission require the
submission of employment and contract data into the public record
of this proceeding within fifteen days.

Staff

The staff opposes Edison's motion for confidentiality on
the grounds that Edison has not shown that the information which
it has produced would be held confidential by the EEOC, that there
1s no legal {mpediment to permitting full disclosure, and that for
policy reasons the Commission should exercise its discretion in
favor of full disclosure. The staff points out that meny minority
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groups have intervened in this case and are participating actively
and aggressively in the proceeding. It argues that if these groups
are to participate in this case meaningfully K they must be given
the means to inspect and evaluate information which relates to
them.

Supplemental Statement

On November 25, 1980, Edison filed a supplemental statement
to its motion taking issue with Minority Group's characterization
of the proceedings in Case No. 10308 as a compliance review, rather
than a cooperative effort to evaluate progress in the area of equal
employment opportunities_ It notes for the record that the Mimority
Group bas made a misstatement of fact if it believes that the
Public Utilities Commission bas already ordered public disclosure
of employment data in this case and requests that should there
be any question about the reasonableness and propriety of Edison's
motion, the Commission should order oral argument on the
wotion. | :

. ITII. DISCUSSION

We are going to deny the motion for confidentiality and
release the information submitted by respondents in response to
the staff data request dated July 18, 1980 and amended September 2,
1980, subject to certain restrictions, for the reasons set forth
below.

With respect to the federal statutes relating to disclosure
respondents concede that they do not apply to this Commission
directly. They urge instead that the policy underlying these
statutes be adopted by this Commission in support of a decision not
to disclose. In urging us to adopt the underlying policles,
respondents overlook some essential differences between our
investigations and the proceedings before federsl bodies such as

-EEOC. EEOC proceedings involve a specific complaint from an
4ndividual (or group) against an employer over specific acts of
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alleged discrimination. The preferred enforcement scheme

is comprehensive negotiation and settlement through conciliation,

if possible, and by suit, if not. It is only during the period of
negotiation and settlement that disclosure is prohibited, and it

is prohibited for the purpose of encouraging settlement. Disclosure
i{s not prohibited after suit bas been initiated.

The stated purpose of the investigation in this proceeding
{5 "to consider what joint efforts the respondents and this
Commission can make to evaluate the progress to date...in imple-
menting employment programs to engsure equal employment opportunities
and to eliminate discrimination in employment..and to consider...
what consideration may be given to the goals of equal opportunity
and anti-discriminatory practices in the contracts and agreements
regspondents may enter into with other parties for the provision
of goods and services". (Order Instituting Investigation in
Case No. 10308 dated April 12, 1977.)

We are not concerned in this proceeding with providing
specific relief to individuals or groups with claims of individual
acts of discrimination. Accordingly, there is no need for a period
of negotiation and settlement prior to further legal action since
there is no individual claim to settle, and therefore no need for a
policy of confidentiality on the grounds that disclosure would
impair settlement efforts.

The case of Burroughs Corp. v Brown, 22 EPD ¢ 30,846
(ED Va 1980) has been cited by some respondents in support of their
contention that disclosure would expose them to substantial
competitive, financial, and comercial injury and should therefore
not be permitted. They allege that the information in Burroughs
which was to be disclosed included work force data, organizational
and job function lists and charts, job descriptions, applicant
flow data, promotion lists, Affirmative Action Programs, and EECC




C.10308 ALJ/ec

reports, and is substantially the same as information furnished
pursuant to the staff data request. The court in Burroughs
concluded as a matter of law that disclosure of the documents
would violate the Trade Secrets Act, 28 USC 1905,

Respondents concede that the Commission is not subject
to the Trade Secrets Act but argue that California Government
Code Section 6252(k) exempts from disclosure all those records
which are exempted or prohibited from disclosure under the
provision of federal law. However, no respondent bas made a
showing that individual documents contain the same Information,
including the specificity, that the documents in Burroughs did, nor
has any showing been made as to specific competitive,
fipancial, and commercial injury, with the possible exception of
SoCal's assertion that release of salary data could lead to
employee xaiding by others, We have examined a sampling of the
responses and f£ind them, for the most part, to be information of
a general, rather than of a specific nature. Accordingly, we do
not have any basis by analogy to Burroughs to prevent disclosure
of the responses to the data request, subject to certain restric-
tions discussed later.

The state statutes, particularly The Fair Employment
Practices Act, bave restrictions similar to those under the federal
scheme. For example, California Labor Code Section 1422 prohibits
disclosure of what has transpired in the course of any endeavors
to eliminate the unlawful employment practice through conference,
conciliation, and persuasion; but Section 1425.5 provides that only
the contents of discussions or endeavors at concilistion are excluded
from evidence if the matter goes to hearing. BHere again the purpose
of the nondisclosure provision appears to be facilitation of
sei’tlement of individual matters prior to more formal action.

Our investigation, albeit nonadversarial in mature, is
simply not one which addresses individual specific fair employment
or contracting matters, seeking to settle them first by conciliation
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and then by adjudication. Thus, the statutes and considerations
that bind EEOC and the California Fair Employment and Housing
Commission in the interests of conciliation are not applicable
to our proceedings.

 This Commission clearly has the authority under Public
Utilities Code Section 583 to disclose information furnished to
1:.1/ General Order No. 66-C sets forth certain public records
which are not open to public inspection, including records or
information of a confidential nature furnished to or obtained by
the Commigsion; records or information specifically precluded from
disclosure by statute; records, reports, and information requested
or required by the Commission which, 1if revealed, would place the
Tegulated company at an unfair business disadvantage; and personnel
records, other than present job classification, job specification,
and salary range.

Specific showings, relating to individual documents con-
tained in the response to the data request, have not been made to
justify placing any of the responses in the above-mentioned
categories exempting them from disclosure under Gemeral Order
No. 66-C. We have,ingtead, wholesale assertions by respondents
that all or major portions of the responsesare confidential, are
specifically prohibited by statute from disclosure, and/or if
revealed would place the respondents at an unfair business
disadvantage. Balanced against these general assertions, we have
assertions that fallure to disclose will hawmper third party
participation in the investigation, inhibit assessment of
the progress made by respondents toward the objectives of the
investigation, and effectively deny third parties the right
to a full and fair hearing process.

1/ P.U. Code Section 583: "No information furnished to the commiss
by a public utility, except such matters as are specifically
required to be open to public insgpection by the provisions of

s part, shall be open to public inspection or made public

sexcept on order of the commission or by the commission or a
caifss.’ oner t ‘course or a ar oY procee ..
l!iﬁ'isiEa a;%g.; : 1
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A balance must be struck between the potential hazards
of complete disclosure and the rights of the parties to a full
and fair hearing. After consideration of all the arguments, we £ind
that good cause has not been shown for refusal to disclose the
documents submitted in response to the staff -data request dated
July 18, 1980 and amended September 2, 1980, and the motion of Edison
and SoCal to require confidentiality should be denied.

We are concerned, however, with the potential use of
such documentation outside of this proceeding. We wish to
encourage full participation and resolution of the generic issues
facing us with respect to employment and contracting practices in
this proceeding and to pursue the application of our decision in
this matter to specific utilities in subsequent rate proceedings.

We will make disclosure of the responses to the data request
contingent on prior certification in writing to our Executive
Director by any party to this proceeding that none of this material
will be disclosed to others not a party to Case No. 10308, and that
it will not be used in any other proceeding before this Commission
unless or until it shall be entered in the public record of this
proceeding as written evidence oxr testimony.

We will deny Minority Group's Tequest that the documenta-
tion be entered into the public record within fifteen days. Such
a request should be renewed at hearing if the specific document or
documents are required for crogs-examination or are shown to be
relevant in support of a position.

We will also deny respondent Edison's request for oral
argument at this time. At such time as specific documents are
offered in evidence, after a showing of relevance, respondents
my again argue tbat the specific document should not be disclosed
oun the public record.
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We did note in our review of some of the responses to the
data request that individual names had been furnished together
with salary information in response to certain questions.

It is not our intent to explore ind{vidual cases in this investi-
gation. Since we recognize that this infermatien may be sensitive
to the individuals involved and since the information was not
requested with this degree of specificity, the names may be deleted
prior to furnishing the documents to other interested parties.
Similarly, some salary information has been provided together

with specific positions which are held by so few persons that
individual salary information becomes readily apparent. In this
case the positions may be coded in such a way that individual
salaries are not revealed. We have not provided for further coding
as requested by some respondents because in our opinion this would
be unwieldy and would render much of the data meaningless. We
believe that we have provided sufficient safeguards by restricting
use of the data to this proceeding and by requiring nondisclosure
beyond the parties to this proceeding.

The request of the Minority Group for compensation is
denied. This issue is discussed fully in our decision on Public
Advocates' motion for a finding of eligibility for compensation,
signed concuirently-with this order.

We do note for the record that Minority Group's response
to Edison's motion contains a misstatement of fact on page 4,
whexe it states: "The requirements of Section 583 have
been followed by this Commission in the current proceeding, and an
order to make employment data part of the public record has been
issued”, and again on page 6 where it states: "In ordering public
disclosure of utility employment data, the Public Utilities
Commission has acted in compliance with the provisions of its own
vegulations.” The Commission has not previously ordered that
employment data be included in the public record in these proceedings
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and does not do so now. Our order herein will make the respondents'
Tesponses to the staff data request available, with certain
limitations, to other parties in this case solely for thelr use in
the course of their participation in this investigation.

Findings of Fact .

1. Release of the responses to the staff data request dated
July 18, 1980 and amended September 2, 1980 is & matter within the
Comuission's discretion and is not prohibited by either state or
federal statute.

2. The rights of all parties to this proceeding to full and
fair participation in the iuvestigation outweigh the interests of
respondents in nondisclosure of the responses and therefore compel
the disclosure of the responses to such parties.

3. Coding the responses to eliminate the identity of the
respondent defeats the purpose of making the information available
to all parties, that fs, full and fair participation im the
proceedings.

4. Cexrtain respondents have provided specific names and/or
positions together with salary information which, if disclosed,
could be sensitive to the individuals involved, and should therefore
be deleted orx coded to preclude disclosuxe of this specific
information.

5. The information in the data request responses is presently
relevant only to Case No. 10308 and therefore should not be made
available for use in Commission proceedings other than this ome.

6. Entry of all the responses into the record of this
proceeding at this time is premature since there are as yet no
witnesses to be cross-examined and no testimony to support or rebut,
and hence no showing of relevance of specific documents.

7. No good cause has been shown for further oral argument
on the fssue of confidentiality.
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8. ¥No good cause has been shown to justify an award of
attorneys fees and costs pursuant to Decision No. 91909 dated
June 17, 1980.
Conclusions of Law

1. The motion for an order requiring confidentiality of the
responses to the staff data request dated July 18, 1980 and amended
September 2, 1980 should be denied.

2. The request for further oral argument should be denied.

3. The request for attorneys' fees and costs should be denied.

4. The request to code the responses to eliminate the identity
of respondents should be denied, but responses coutaining salary
information identifiable with a specific individual way be coded
to preclude identification of the individual.

5. The request to enter the responses into the public recoxrd
of this proceeding should be denied as premature.

6. Certain limitations on the availability of the responses
should be and are incorporated in the order set forth below.

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. The motion of Southern California Edison Company and :
Southern California Gas Company for an order requiring confidentialit ‘
of the responses to the staff data request dated July 18, 1980 and
awmended September 2, 1980 is denied.

2. Upon certification in writing to the Executive Director
that toe information is for use only in Case No. 10308 and will
not be disclosed to others not a party to this proceeding, any party
to Case No. 10308 may request of any respondent & copy of that
respondent's response to the staff data request dated July 18, 1980
and smended September 2, 1980.

3. After such certification and upon request, each respondent
shall furnish a copy of its response in the same form as that provide
to the Commission staff except that where individual names were
furnished together with salary information, the names may be deleted
and where information concerning positions and salary information

-15-
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would lead to identification of an individual's salary, the
positions may be coded so as to not disclose this information.

4. The requests for further coding of the Tesponses, for
further oral argument on the motion and for attorneys' fees and
costs are denied.

The effective date of this order shall be thirty days
after the date hereof.

Dated March 3, 1981 » &t San Prancisco, California.

JOHN E. BRYSON:
Pregident
RICHARD D, GRAVELLE
LEONARD M, GRIMES, JKR,
VICTOR CALVO
Commissionexs -




