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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking on the Commission’s Proposed Policies Governing Restructuring California’s Electric Services Industry and Reforming Regulation.


Rulemaking 94-04-031

(Filed April 20, 1994)

Order Instituting Investigation on the Commission’s Proposed Policies Governing Restructuring California’s Electric Services Industry and Reforming Regulation.


Investigation 94-04-032

(Filed April 20, 1994)

JOINT ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER AND

ASSIGNED ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING

REGARDING FURTHER SCHEDULING

On April 29, 1998, various parties filed reply comments on qualifying facility (QF) contract restructuring and modification issues, as called forth in the February 6, 1998, Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Ruling (the February 6 Ruling), as modified by subsequent schedule extensions.  In some of the replies, various parties stated that they had reached a settlement on the issues, and the settlement is not an “all-party settlement.”  As yet, the parties have not yet filed the proposed settlement or a motion to approve such a settlement, although we anticipate that they will do so soon.

Because of this procedural turn of events, the current schedule is suspended.  Because we wish this proceeding to be processed in a timely fashion, we direct that if the settling parties have not already done so, that they file any motions for approval of the proposed settlement referenced in the reply comments no later than 10 days from the date of this ruling.   If no such motion is filed by that date, and unless modified by further ruling, the matter will be submitted as of that date (i.e., 10 days after the date of this ruling) and references to the proposed settlement in the reply comments will be stricken.  The proposed decision
 would issue no later than 90 days after the submission date.

If parties timely file a motion to approve the proposed settlement pursuant to this ruling, unless modified by further ruling, all parties shall have 30 days after the service of such motion to comment thereon, pursuant to Rule 51.4.  Parties shall have 15 days after the comments are filed within which to file reply comments, also pursuant to Rule 51.4.  At that point, unless further modified by ruling, the matter would be submitted, with a proposed decision to issue no later than 90 days after submission.

The February 6, 1998 Ruling directed parties to request closing argument when they filed their reply comments.  No party filed a request for closing argument, so none is scheduled.

Dated June 8, 1998, at San Francisco, California.







Josiah L. Neeper

Assigned Commissioner







Janet A. Econome

Administrative Law Judge

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I have by mail this day served a true copy of the original attached Joint Assigned Commissioner and Assigned Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Regarding Further Scheduling on all parties of record in this proceeding or their attorneys of record.

Dated June 8, 1998, at San Francisco, California.



Fannie Sid

NOTICE

Parties should notify the Process Office, Public Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francisco, CA  94102, of any change of address to insure that they continue to receive documents. You must indicate the proceeding number on the service list on which your name appears.

�  In order to confirm an appropriate schedule for this proceeding in light of this development, the ALJ contacted representatives from both Southern California Edison Company and Pacific Gas & Electric Company to ascertain when the parties would be filing a motion to approve the settlement referenced in the reply comments.  The ALJ was informed that the settling parties anticipated filing such a motion at the earliest sometime the week of June 8.





�  In the February 6 ruling, we stated that even if we did not have hearings in this case, we intended to afford the parties a brief comment period on the draft decision, since the decision might address technical implementation issues, as well as policy issues, and comments within the scope of Rule 77.3 may prove useful to the Commission.  (See February 6 Ruling at p. 4, footnote 3.) 





21754
- 1 -
- 3 -

