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D"cision 98-06-028 June 4, 1998 

MAtI. OAT .. : 
618/98 

BE FORE TIlE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF, TIll> STATH 0fft..I.IFORNIA 

In the ~1allct of the Application of (!tIIMn~Urnl~l L 
Rose"lIle Telephone Company to 
Restructure Intrastate Rates and Charges 
and To Inlplemellt A New Regulatory 
Framework for Telephone Services 
Furnished Within the State ofCalifomia. 

Otder In~stittiting Investigationlr'lto the 
Rates, Ch~rgeSJ Servi~e, Practices ~and 
ReguJationof Roseville Telephone 
Company 

A.95-0S-030 
(Filed ~fay 15, 1995) 

.1-95-09-001 
(FiledSeplember 1, 1995) 

ORDERGRANTJNG LIMITED REHEAluNG 
OF DECISION 96-12-014 ON SPECIFIED ISSOES AND 

OTHER\VISE DENYING REHEARING 

l. SUMMARY 

On January 23, 1991, Roseville Telephone Company (Roseville) filed an 

application for rehearing of Decision (D.) 96.12-074, in which the Commission 

authorized a general rate increase in conjunction with adopting a new regulatory 

framework (NRF) fot Roseville that is sJmilar to that deVCloped for Pacific Bell and GTE 

California Incorporated. The proceeding leading to our decision was a major undertaking 

requiring aCOI1\prehensive review of Roscvillets operations. 

Roseville now applies for rehearing ofthe decision with respect to the 

calculation of certain data on \\'hkh the <new, authorized rates wete based. Pursuant to 

Section 1732 ofthe California Public Utilities Code, Roseville argues that findings of fact 

with respect to these c'alcuhitiorts ate legally required, but are not included in the decision. 

and that some calculations \\'tlich can be detemlined fronl <the d~cision may be in error. 
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Aller careful r~\'ie\\' of Roscville's application, wc hereby 8mnt rehearing, 

with Qnc exception, and remand this matter to the assigned Adminislrativc Law Judge 

(AlJ) to allow for clarit1caVon ofthc calculations in question, and to modify andlor 
. \ .... , 

supplcn\ent the t1ndings of f.1ct and rate orders as shall be dctt;ffilined necessary. \\'c 

deny rehearing, however. ofRosc\'ilfe's clain! to as 1.8 million increasc of its revenue 

requirement. (Application, p. 4, re: correction of rate design calculations.) This particular 

issue was resolved by D .91·12-045 in which the Commission modified our original 

decision to increase Roseville's rates effectlve January 1, 1998 by approximately $1.8 

million annually. (0.91 .. 12-045, Finding ofFacl2, Ordering Paragraph I, Attachment 2.) 

II. DISCUSSION 

A. Review To Clarify Calculations and Establish Findings of 
Fact. 

\Vith respect to the requirements of Section 1705 ofthe California Public 

Utilities Code, We first detcrJ1line that certain matters discussed by Roseville in its 

application arc material to our decision. and. therefore, require some supplemental 

explanation and findings on how we weighed the record evidence. These n'tatters are! 

a) the output growth factor 0(4.5% which we relied on in Findings of Fact 19 and 20 of 

D.96-12-014; b) thc customer operations expense gro\\1h (actor of 6% \\'hich is used to 
. 

set Roseville's expenses~ c) the allowance for funds used during construction which 

inlpacts the test year numbers; d) the telephone plant in service wc employed in our 

calculations; and c) the reduction of expenses for three emplo)'ees. \Vhere appropriate. 

upon rehearing findings of fact will be stated and appendices sumn\arizing pertinent 

calculations will be developed to supplement our original decision. 

B. Rt\'iew and Correction of Calculation Error 

In addition to challenging the decision for omitted findings on nlaterial 

matters. Roseville also olaims that the decision erroneously appJiesa portion o(the 

disallowance o[FTI'C expenses twice, and does not explain the calculations. (See 0.96-

2 



".95-05-030 ct 31. I1mal t 

12-074, p. 77, anti Findings of Fact 42-43.) Roseville is correct. In otlr decision we 

found it r~asonablc to disallow S520.18 7 for the cost of FTTC in excess of the cost of 

copper. In error, however, we twicc attributed 30% oflhis aOlount in our calculation of 

Roseville's rate base. Accordingly, we will immediately correcl this item and order in the 

present decision the reinstatement 0[5156,056 in rate base. However, we shaH allow 

Roseville the opportunity to review the rdated rate catculatlons affecte<t by th.is change as 

part of the rehearing procedure. 

III. CONCLUSION 

We want to make clear that rehearing is limited to the Identified matterS for 

the purpose ofconfirn\irig the data~ explaining the caIculations~ and foimulating the 

required findings of fact. This proceeding, which newl)· applied to Roseville the rate 

design principles adopted in the Intplementation Rate Design ORD) deciSIon, D. 94-09-

065, restructur~dand reset Roseville's rates. The proceeding has been complex, and the 

decision here challenged by Roseville was lengthy. Rehearing should assure the accuracy 

of a few of the remaining details oCour comprehensi\'~ rate order which sets the basis for 

Roseville's new regulatory framework and brings Roseville into the emerging 

competitive market of teleconlmunicatioJlS carriers. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED: 

l. Thc. application for rehearing of D. 96-12-074 is denied with respect to a 

shortfall of$1.8 million in Roseville's revenue requirement since the matter complained 

of was corrected in D. 97- J 2·045 wherein the Commission increased Roseville's rates 

effective January I, 1998 by S 1.8 nlillion annually. 

2. The application fortehearing ofD. 96-12·074 is granted, as discussed 

above, with respect to the following matters: a) Oulput Gro\\1h Factor of 4.5%, b) 

Customer Operations Expense Gro\\1h Factor of6%, c) Allowallcc (or Funds Used 

During Construction (AFUDC), d) Telephone Plant In Service, e) Reduction of Three 

Employee Expenses. 
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3. The application for r~hearing of D. 96.12.~74 is also granted with respect to 

increasing Roseville's rate base by S156,056, as -discussed above in Se<-tion B (~) 

regarding the FTTC disallowanc~. The inlpact of this change in rate base shall be part of 

the rehearing proceeding established pursuant to OrdenngI>aragraph 2. 

4. This matter is renlanded to the assigned ALl for limited rehearing which 

shall be conducted in such n'anner as shail hereafter be detennined ne<-cssary. 

5. The Executive Director shall provide notice of such limited rehearing to the 

paitiesto this proceeding, and all other ~rs()ns and entitles appeari';g on the setvice Ust 
_F. • . - . 

of these consolIdated proceedings, in the martnef prescribed by Rule 52 of the . 

Commission's Rules o(Practite and Procedure. 

This order is effective today. 

Dated June 4,1-998, at San Fr~ncisco, California. 
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RICHARD A. BILAS ' 
President 

P. GREGORY CONLON 
JESSIE J.KNIGHT, JR. 
HENRY M. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

CommissionerS 


