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ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING REVISING SCHEDULE 
 

This Administrative Law Judge’s (ALJ) ruling memorializes the e-mail 

ruling issued on June 27, 2012, and revises the dates for filing opening and reply 

briefs in response to five questions posed in the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling 

Amending Scope of Proceeding to Add a Second Phase (Amended Scoping Memo) on 

June 8, 2012.1  Opening Briefs shall be filed on July 16, 2012; reply briefs shall be 

filed on July 30, 2012.  The schedule for resolving cost and cost allocation issues 

remains unchanged. 

The Amended Scoping Memo had divided the schedule for this proceeding 

into two parts.  The first part addressed legal issues concerning the opt-out fees 

and the community opt-out option that would not require evidentiary hearings.  

                                              
1  See Amended Scoping Memo at 5-6. 
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The issues were contained in a list of questions found on pages 5 and 6 of the 

Amended Scoping Memo.  The second part would address all cost and cost 

allocation issues requiring evidentiary hearings.  The Amended Scoping Memo 

anticipated that the briefing of legal issues would be concluded, and a proposed 

decision issued, prior to evidentiary hearings. 

On June 26, 2012, Southern Californians for Wired Solutions to Smart 

Meters (SCWSSM) sent an e-mail requesting an extension of time to file its briefs 

in response to the questions posed in the Amended Scoping Memo.2  In response to 

this request, I informed SCWSSM that, due to my limited availability a proposed 

decision on the legal issues would not be issued until January 2013.  Therefore, I 

asked parties whether they would support an extension of time if it resulted in a 

delay in issuing a proposed decision. 

Most parties responding to my inquiry either supported or did not oppose 

SCWSSM’s request for an extension of time.  Based on the potential delay in 

issuing a proposed decision, some parties proposed that the time to file opening 

briefs be extended to three weeks.  Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego 

Gas & Electric Company, Southern California Gas Company and Southern 

California Edison Company (jointly, the Utilities) all stated that they could not 

support an extension of time if it resulted in delaying a decision until  

January 2013.  Aglet Consumer Alliance (Aglet) stated that it could not support 

the extension if it resulted in delaying the schedule for evidentiary hearings. 

                                              
2  A copy of this e-mail is found in Attachment A. 
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After considering parties’ comments, I sent an e-mail ruling to parties on 

June 27, 2012 granting an extension for filing opening briefs on the legal issues.3  

This Ruling memorializes that e-mail and revises the schedule for legal briefing 

as follows:   

EVENT DATE 

Opening Briefs July 16, 2012 

Reply Briefs July 30, 2012 

Proposed Decision Mailed January 2013 

Comments on Proposed Decision 20 days after mailing 

Reply Comments on Proposed Decision 5 days after Opening Comments 

Final Commission Decision February 2013 

I understand the Utilities’ concerns with respect to the delay in resolving 

the legal issues and agree that it is in ratepayers’ interests to have these issues 

resolved as promptly as possible.  However, I believe that an extension is 

warranted in this instance.  The revised schedule takes into consideration the 

dates for submitting testimony to ensure that there is no unnecessary delay in 

addressing the cost and cost allocation issues.  Aside from the revisions 

contained in this Ruling, there are no other changes to the schedule contained in 

the Amended Scoping Memo. 

Those parties intending to seek intervenor compensation for their 

participation in this proceeding are reminded that they must coordinate their 

                                              
3  A copy of this e-mail is found in Attachment B. 
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analysis and presentation with other parties to avoid duplication.4 

IT IS RULED that the schedule for addressing the legal issues is revised as 

indicated in this ruling. 

Dated July 3, 2012, at San Francisco, California. 

 
 
 
  /s/  AMY C. YIP-KIKUGAWA 

  Amy C. Yip-Kikugawa 
Administrative Law Judge 

 
 

                                              
4  See, Pub. Util. Code § 1801.3(f) and § 1802.5. 
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(END OF ATTACHMENT A)
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