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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Southern California Gas Company (904-G) For Authority to Continue Low Income Assistance Programs and Funding Through 2000.


Application 99-07-002

Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902-E) For Authority to Continue Low Income Assistance Programs and Funding Through 2000.
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Southern California Edison Company for Approval of Year 2000 Low Income Energy Efficiency Program Plans.


Application 99-07-011



Application of Pacific Gas & Electric Company for Approval of Year 2000 Low Income Programs (U 39 M).


Application 99-07-012



ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING
REGARDING MOTIONS TO STRIKE

The purpose of this ruling is to address the motions to strike that were filed after the close of evidentiary hearings.  They are:

· Motion of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) to Strike a Portion of Late-Filed Exhibit 74, filed December 23, 1999.

· Motion of San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Southern California Gas Company (SDG&E/SoCal) to Strike a Portion of the Opening Brief of Contractors’ Coalition and a Small Portion of Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s (PG&E) Brief, filed January 11, 2000.

· Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) Motion to Strike Portions of the Contractors Coalition’s Reply Brief, filed January 21, 2000, and

· Motion of SDG&E/SoCal to Strike Portions of the Reply Brief of the Contractors’ Coalition, to Strike New Post-Hearing Testimony of the Contractors’ Coalition, and to Strike a Portion of the Supplemental Opening Brief of the Contractors’ Coalition, filed February 2, 2000.

Contractors’ Coalition and PG&E responded to the motions, as discussed below.
  Before addressing the motions and responses, I want to emphasize that nothing in today’s ruling prohibits this Commission from considering any evidence on the record in making its final determinations.

ORA’s Motion To Strike Portions of Exhibit 74

During evidentiary hearings, I directed parties to prepare and submit late‑filed Exhibit 74 as a “stipulated statement of fact on the leveraging dollars available in California as a result of the low-income energy efficiency program.”
 I assigned Contractors’ Coalition to coordinate the preparation of this exhibit.  

In its motion, ORA argues that Contractors’ Coalition, in preparing the exhibit, “included some unrelated and irrelevant material in the mailed version of the document that no party had notice of until they received the Exhibit in the mail.”  (ORA’s Motion, p. 3.)  In particular, ORA objects to the inclusion of the last 14 pages of the document, which are excerpted from standard contract language used by the California Department of Community Service and Development (CSD).

With regard to the issue of relevance, I note that these pages provide the procedures by which CSD contractors can use and combine the federal funds with non-federal funds (e.g., utility low-income energy efficiency funds), and thereby qualify those funds as a basis for receiving future federal grants. Therefore, they appear relevant to the issue of how leveraging can occur in California.   

Moreover, I am persuaded by Contractors’ Coalition’s response that ORA did receive appropriate notice about the availability and inclusion of this material in Exhibit 74.  First, these pages should not be totally unfamiliar to ORA, because they are excerpted from documents distributed to the parties by CSD during evidentiary hearings to explain the leveraging concept and procedures.
  Second, the planned inclusion of these pages was stated in each draft version of Exhibit 74 distributed to the parties, and ORA was afforded two extensions of time to propose modifications to that exhibit, and did so.  No other party objected to the planned inclusion of these pages.  ORA’s contention that this was “extensive new materials…that were not contemplated nor agreed to by any of the other parties to this proceeding” appears  unfounded. (ORA Motion, p. 2.)  

For these reasons, ORA’s motion is denied.

SDG&E/SoCal’s Motion To Strike Portions of PG&E’s and Contractors’ Coalition’s Opening Briefs

SDG&E/SoCal argues that portions of Contractors’ Coalition’s brief introduce testimony concerning the comparability of inspection pass rates that was excluded as an exhibit in this proceeding.  Moreover, SDG&E/SoCal contends that both Contractors’ Coalition and PG&E present factual assertions in their briefs related to pass rate comparisons that are not supported by the record.  SDG&E/SoCal seeks to strike approximately 10 pages from Contractors’ Coalitions’ Opening Brief, and a portion of one page from PG&E’s Opening Brief.

SDG&E/SoCal misconstrue my ruling to reject Contractors’ Coalition’s analysis of inspection pass rates as testimony in this proceeding.  Exhibits on inspection pass rates were introduced during cross-examination and, therefore, no party included an analysis of those rates in opening or reply testimony.  Contractors’ Coalition wanted to introduce an analysis as additional testimony of its witness, Mr. Esteves.  After considerable discussion, I ruled that any analysis of the inspection pass rate information presented during evidentiary hearings was to be presented in parties’ briefs, and not in the form of supplemental testimony.  I specifically stated that any party could perform simple mathematical operations on the pass rate tables, present a different grouping or cross-section of numbers for comparison purposes, and draw conclusions from such an analysis in their briefs.  I also cautioned parties that any briefing needed to be based on the record in the case.  (Reporter’s Transcript (RT) at 301, 689-690, 692; ALJ Ruling dated November 22, 1999, pp. 3-4.)  Therefore, the fact that Contractors’ Coalition introduced such analysis in its Opening Brief is not contrary to my ruling—in fact, it is entirely consistent with it.

In its motion, SDG&E/SoCal argues that the tables presented in Contractors’ Coalition’s Opening Brief do not adequately cite the record, and 

should be stricken for that reason.
  I disagree.  At the outset of the discussion concerning differences in pass rates, Contractors’ Coalition references the exhibits upon which its analysis is based.  (Contractors’ Coalitions Opening Brief, p. 32.)  In its Reply Brief, Contractors’ Coalition includes a step-by-step crosswalk from the exhibits to the tables that was inadvertently omitted as an appendix to the Opening Brief.  (Contractors’ Coalition Reply Brief, pp. 38-39.)  Clearly, it would have been preferable if Contractors’ Coalition had included that crosswalk in the Opening Brief.  However, I do not believe that this omission warrants striking these tables and accompanying discussion (nearly 10 pages) from that brief, as SDG&E/SoCal requests.  

I will, however, afford parties the opportunity to comment on the accuracy of the calculations presented in the tables, as described in the Contractors’ Coalitions’ crosswalk.  Comments will be due no later than five working days from the date of this ruling, and reply comments are due five working days thereafter.  All comments should be served by US mail and electronically to the appearances and state service list in this proceeding.
In addition, SDG&E/SoCal argue that there is no foundation for PG&E’s assertions that “the same contractors and administrators doing the same work at the same time in different service areas had lower pass rates in PG&E’s program than SoCalGas and SDG&E’s programs, comparable to the overall difference in pass rates.”  (SDG&E/SoCal, p. 3.)  Similarly, SDG&E/SoCal contends that Contractors’ Coalition presents unsupported assertions in its brief when it states:

“EOC works in both the PG&E and SoCalGas programs.  It is not only the same company, but it treats the same county (San Luis Obispo) under the same management, using the same supervisory team and the same installation crews.  Winegard Energy does the same in another set of counties (Kern and Tulare.)” (SDG&E/SoCal Motion, p. 3.)

Both PG&E and Contractors’ Coalition respond that the evidence supporting these assertions is on the record and that SDG&E/SoCal’s motion represents a second attempt to object to a line of questioning that was overruled during evidentiary hearings.  I agree.  With regard to PG&E’s assertion that the same administrators, doing the same work in PG&E’s and SDG&E’s service territory, receive different pass rates, foundation is provided by Exhibit 18, p. 7, Exhibit 23, Exhibit 53, Exhibit 43, p. 7 and the Declaration of George Sanchez.  Foundation for the assertions in both Contractor’s Coalition’s and PG&E’s briefs regarding the comparability of pass rates is provided by the cross-examination of Mr. Esteves by PG&E.

In sum, I find no merit to SDG&E/SoCal’s motion to strike, and will deny it.

SCE’s Motion to Strike Portions of Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief

SCE argues that portions of Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief are in violation of my ruling that “Reply Briefs are limited to responding to what parties present in their Opening Brief.”
  SCE proposes to strike approximately 14 pages, as discussed below.

Discussion of Late-Filed Exhibit 76

SCE proposes to strike Section 5 of Contractor’s Coalition’s Reply Brief, which addresses late-filed Exhibit 76.  SCE argues that this material raises new arguments that were not addressed in other parties’ Opening Briefs.  Contractors’ Coalition responds that its comments on Exhibit 76 respond to assertions in the Opening Briefs of several parties that existing programs are “efficient” or “successful.” 

I believe that SCE’s motion has merit on this issue.  Although several parties make general assertions in their opening briefs concerning the success, efficiency or reasonable cost of existing and proposed low-income energy efficiency programs, none of them refer to Exhibit 76 in support of such contentions.  In fact, the only reference to Exhibit 76 that I could find in Opening Briefs was the discussion by Contractors’ Coalition, in which it voices objections to the manner in which the document was compiled and to the underlying assumptions.  With regard to the availability of this exhibit, I note that all parties had the same amount of time (approximately one week before Opening Briefs were due) to consider this material for inclusion in their Opening Brief.  Contractors’ Coalition’s discussion of this exhibit in its Reply Brief  (Section 5) attempts to augment its original objections to the exhibit, instead of being responsive to arguments raised by other parties in their Opening Briefs.  Therefore, Section 5, beginning on page 12 and continuing until the top of page 14, of Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief is stricken.  

However, I will permit Contractors’ Coalition to clarify the source of the table on cost-effectiveness ratios in Exhibit 14, page 75.  Contractors’ Coalition submitted this clarification (to its Reply Brief) on February 17, 2000.  I note that I specifically asked Mr. Esteves to provide me with the source of this data during my questioning of him on November 19, 1999.  (See RT p. 1147.)   

Pricing Concerns and Weights In The Bidding Process and Lack of Objective and Transcript Bid Criteria

SCE also requests to strike several pages of Contractor’s Coalition’s Reply Brief that address pricing concerns, weights in the bidding process and transparency in the bid criteria. SCE argues that these sections are unresponsive to arguments in Opening Briefs, and Contractors’ Coalition argues the opposite.

I believe that most of these sections of Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief are responsive to the arguments and positions set forth in Opening Briefs.  In these sections, Contractors’ Coalition responds to objections made by several parties to its proposal for a two-tiered evaluation process, and for revealing the weighting of evaluation criteria. In response to arguments made by SCE concerning the reasonableness of its bid evaluation proposal Contractors’ Coalition presents its arguments as to why that proposal is deficient.  In response to arguments that bidders should not be selected based on the lowest cost, implying that this was the framework with which PG&E has bid out its program in the past, Contractors’ Coalition responds that there is no evidence or testimony to support that contention. 
  

However, in Contractor’s Coalition’s opening commentary concerning the positions of parties, there is no factual foundation for Contractors’ Coalitions’ discussion of  “price advantages” of CBOs and for musings over what the positions of the parties “should” be (pp. 15-16).  Nor is there foundation for Contractors’ Coalition’s assertions concerning a “switch” in the primary concerns of the utilities, or of the “environment” that “lulls” utilities into certain actions (p. 16, 17.) 

Therefore, the following language is stricken from Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief:

· All of pages 15, continuing through the top of page 16 through the first sentence of the first full paragraph.

· The second sentence of the last paragraph on page 16, beginning with “At any rate, their primary concerns have switched…”

· The first full paragraph on page 17.

Additional Facts Outside Of Evidence

SCE asserts that Contractors’ Coalition improperly introduces other unsupported evidence in its Reply Brief.  I have reviewed the assertions, Contractors’ Coalition’s responses and the record, and rule as follows:

· Contractors’ Coalition’s discussion of its C-2 license (page 4) is directly responsive to assertions about SESCO’s licensing status that appear in Southern California Agencies’ Opening Brief.  However, while the issuance of the C-2 license in 1995 is on record (Exhibit 72), I found no evidence regarding who Contractors’ Coalition consulted with in obtaining that license.  Therefore, the phrase “After consultation with the Contractors State Licensing Board and SDG&E” is stricken from the second sentence of the first full paragraph on page 4 of Contractor’s Coaliton’s Reply Brief.

· The statements about “utilities perceived as competing with energy services companies” (pages 4-5) represent Contractors’ Coalition’s interpretation of the Commission’s prior decisions regarding the use of public goods funds and competitive bidding, in support of a legal argument.  This argument is responsive to assertions made in Opening Briefs concerning licensing issues.
· The complementary comment about RHA that appears on pages 5-6 does not appear to be offered as evidence.  Rather, it is a statement about the procedure followed by the parties to prepare a late-filed exhibit after the close of hearings. 
· Contractors’ Coalition’s statements concerning the content of late‑filed Exhibit 73 (pages 6-7) is based on the comments attached to that exhibit, namely PG&E’s comments on pages 29-31 and Contractors’ Coalition’s comments on page 33.  
· Contractors’ Coalition’s statement that “the lower pass rates of SESCO and Winegard is the result of a large influx of new employees” is not supported by testimony on the record.  Therefore, that sentence is stricken from the last full paragraph on page 11.

· Contractors’ Coalition’s response to the affidavits filed with the utilities’ Opening Briefs is permissible, as discussed further below. 
· Contractors’ Coalition’s critique of SCE’s bid evaluation proposal and characterization of the testimony of SCE’s witness is based on evidence on the record (RT pp. 450-451).  
SDG&E/SoCal’s Motion To Strike Portions of Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief, New Post-Testimony and Supplemental Opening Brief

SDG&E/SoCal requests that several sections of Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief and Opening Supplemental Brief be stricken.  In addition, SDG&E/SoCal requests that certain testimony presented at the public participation hearings also be stricken from the record. 

SDG&E/SoCal argues that Appendix A to Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief was late-filed because it was emailed to the parties after 5:00 p.m. on the due date, and  should therefore not be accepted.  I note that the hardcopy version of the Reply Brief was not late-filed.  Moreover, Appendix A is directly responsive to the arguments in the Opening Briefs of several parties, including SDG&E/SoCal. 

The only issue here is whether the Commission should reject the filing because of a 38 minute delay in emailing a complete version of the Reply Brief.  I note that many other documents in this proceeding (including SDG&E/SoCal’s supplemental reply brief) were emailed after 5:00 p.m. on the due date, and no party has been prejudiced by such delays. SDG&E/SoCal’s motion to strike Appendix A is denied.

SDG&E/SoCal also request that statements made by Mr. Esteves at the public participation hearings, as well as a document and verbal statements of Mr. Rago, be stricken from the record.  SDG&E/SoCal argue that these submissions violate my ruling that parties limit their comments to a one-page summary of their positions in the case.  SDG&E/SoCal mischaracterizes my ruling.  I stated that we would be “reserving most of the time at the time at the public participation hearings to hear from individuals and organizations who have not submitted testimony”…and stated that “if time permits”, parties may have the opportunity to make brief statements.  (ALJ Ruling dated December 6, 1999, pp. 3-4.)

Accordingly, several representatives of parties to this proceeding offered comments during the public participation hearings, including Mr. Esteves, Mr. Burt, Mr. Shaw and Mr. McLennon.  In addition, numerous other members of the public, who are affiliated either with community-based organization (CBOs) or private contractors that have an interest in this proceeding had something to say about the quality of work in both northern and southern California, the licensing issues raised in this proceeding, the role of CBOs in bidding and the intent of Assembly Bill 1393.  Mr. Rago was only one of many who presented comments and submitted written material at the public participation hearings on either side of issues litigated during evidentiary hearings.  If documents and oral testimony are to be stricken from the record of the public participation hearing because they were not presented under oath, and subject to cross-examination, then all such documents must be stricken.  This would include those documents attached to the opening and reply supplemental briefs of various parties. 

I will not strike any material presented at the public participation hearings, as SDG&E/SoCal requests.  However, I do note that the Commission can only base its decision on substantial evidence in this proceeding.  Statements or documents that have not been certified under penalty of perjury by the person preparing such material cannot be admitted into evidence. (See Public Utilities Code Sections 1710 and 1757.)

SDG&E/SoCal also argue that Contractors’ Coalition make unresponsive and unsupported assertions in its Supplemental Opening Brief concerning hazard fails.  I disagree with SDG&E/SoCal’s characterization.  Contractors’ Coalition’s discussion of hazard fails is directly responsive to statements made at the public participation hearings.  Several members of the public expressed their opinion that PG&E’s competitive bid program has resulted in a high number of life-threatening hazard fails and that the quality of the program in southern California was significantly higher than PG&E’s program.  Accordingly, it is reasonable to expect that Contractors’ Coalition would respond with its understanding of how PG&E’s safety inspection program identifies hazardous fails and how that might be different than the method used by the southern California utilities.

There is also nothing improper about Contractors’ Coalition’s presentation of a calculation to illustrate this difference, in terms of the potential impact on hazardous conditions.  As Contractors’ Coalition points out, SDG&E/SoCal misquote the brief by deleting reference to the specific assumptions that Contractors’ Coalition introduces as it performs those calculations.  Each of these assumptions, i.e., the percentage of hazard fails in PG&E’s program and the number of homes that SDG&E and SoCal currently weatherize per year, are on the record. SDG&E/SoCal may disagree with these assumptions, or with Contractors’ Coalitions understanding of how PG&E’s inspection practices differ from those used by other utilities.  SDG&E/SoCal was afforded the opportunity to make such a critique in its supplemental reply brief.  It is not a proper basis for a motion to strike.

Utility Affidavits Regarding Responses For Permission To Participate In Commission Proceedings

Like SCE, SDG&E/SoCal moves to strike portions of Contractors’ Coalition’s response to the affidavits attached to the utilities’ Opening Briefs.  Those affidavits were provided at my direction:

“During the course of this proceeding, there was discussion about contract language contained in current Southern utility contracts that allegedly required the utility’s permission before an energy efficiency contractor or subcontractor may participate in a Commission proceeding, such as this one.  Southern California Gas Company, SDG&E and Southern California Edison Company should include in their Opening Brief a sword affidavit that states whether or not such permission was requested and denied, or if the utility made any statements to contractors (without a request for permission) that such permission would be withheld. Richard Heath and Associates should include a sworn affidavit stating whether it or any of its subcontractors requested such permission, whether such permission was withheld, or if any statements by utility representatives were made to them that indicated that such permission would be withheld, if requested.” (ALJ Ruling dated November 22, 1999, p. 6.)

The affidavits received in Opening Briefs stated that none of the utility contractors or subcontractors requested a waiver of the confidentiality provisions of their contracts for the purpose of participating in this proceeding.

In its Reply Brief, Contractors’ Coalition contends that such a request for a waiver was made and rejected by SDG&E/SoCal’s counsel.  Specifically, Contractors’ Coalition states that its counsel, Mr. Meek, requested SDG&E/SoCal to waive the confidentiality provision for the purpose of participating in this proceeding for not only RHA, which SDG&E/Socal agreed to, but for all of its other contractors and subcontractors.  This request was made via an email correspondence that Contractors’ Coalition included in its Reply Brief, along with the response of SDG&E/SoCal’s counsel.  Contractors’ Coalition also argues that it again requested this waiver in its written motions submitted at the November 1, 1999 hearing, where counsel for SDG&E/SoCal again rejected it.  

SDG&E/SoCal and SCE move to strike this entire section of Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief.  SDG&E/SoCal argue that the emails were not part of the record, and on that ground alone should be stricken.  Moreover, SDG&E/SoCal argues that neither Contractors’ Coalition nor Mr. Meek have any basis upon which to request a waiver of any provisions, since they are not a party to a contract with the utilities, and Mr. Meek does not represent any contractor or subcontractor of the utilities.

I do not believe that Contractors’ Coalition’s reply testimony on this issue should be stricken—it is directly in response to affidavits appended to the utilities’ Opening Briefs.  Moreover, Contractors’ Coalition has authenticated the referenced email correspondence.  The underlying issue raised by the testimony and subsequent motions is really whether or not the utilities’ affidavits are responsive to my ruling.  This, in turn, seems to depend on how that ruling is interpreted.

SDG&E/SoCal and SCE interpret my ruling to ask whether any requests for a waiver made by the actual contractors or subcontractors involved in the utility programs were denied.  Contractors’ Coalition interprets my ruling to ask whether any requests for a waiver made by an entity acting generally on behalf of those contractors and subcontractors were denied.  The former interpretation is more consistent with my ruling.  What I wanted to ascertain was whether any of the contractors or subcontractors involved in the program had been led to believe, either directly through the utility’s refusal to grant a requested waiver or indirectly through unsolicited statements by the utility, that they could not freely participate in Commission proceedings.  I find that the affidavits are responsive to that inquiry.

IT IS RULED that:

1. 
Within five working days from the date of this ruling, parties may comment on the accuracy of the calculations presented in Tables 1-5 appearing on pages 32-40 of Contractors’ Coalition’s Opening Brief.  Interested parties should refer to the crosswalk between exhibits and these tables that is presented on pages 38-39 of Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief.  Reponses to the comments may be filed no later than five working days thereafter.  All comments and responses should be filed at the Commission’s Docket Office and served both electronically and by US mail on the appearances and state service list in this proceeding.

2. 
The following text is stricken from Contractors’ Coalition’s Reply Brief:

· The phrase “After consultation with the Contractors State Licensing Board and SDG&E” that begins the second sentence of the first full paragraph on page 4.

· The first sentence of the last full paragraph on page 11, which reads: “The lower pass rates of SESCO and Winegard is the result of a large influx of new employees.”

· All of Section 5, which begins on page 12 and continues until the top of page 14.

· All of page 15, continuing through the top of page 16 through the first sentence of the first full paragraph that ends “…since enactment of AB 1890.”

· The second sentence of the last paragraph on page 16, beginning with “At any rate, their primary concerns have switched…”

· The first full paragraph on page 17 that begins with “In fact, high costs…”

Dated March 9, 2000, at San Francisco, California.







Meg Gottstein

Administrative Law Judge

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I have by mail this day served a true copy of the original attached Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Regarding Motions to Strike on all parties of record in this proceeding or their attorneys of record.

Dated March 9, 2000, at San Francisco, California.



Antonina V. Swansen

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 ensure that they continue to receive documents. You must indicate the proceeding number on the service list on which your name appears.

� Contractors’ Coalition filed its response to ORA’s motion two days late.  Contractors’ Coalition explains that it received ORA’s motion via email several days after the document was mailed, and did not realize that I had shortened the response period.  No party is prejudiced by this delay.  Therefore, Contractors’ Coalition request to accept its late-filed response is approved.


� ALJ Ruling dated November 22, 1999, pp. 4-5.


� In fact, my recollection is that ORA’s witness invited the CSD representative to the hearings and helped her distribute these materials to me and interested parties. 


� SDG&E/SoCal reiterate this objection in the February 2, 2000 motion.


� RT p. 903, lines 7 – 18, p. 905, lines 9 – 28, p. 906, lines 1 –6, p. 910, lines 17 – 25.


� ALJ Ruling Regarding Briefs and Requests for Comments, dated November 22, 1999, p.4.


� See, in particular, SCE’s Opening Brief, pp. 20-22; RHA Opening Brief, p. 6.;  SDG&E/SoCal Opening Brief, pp. 22-25;  ORA Opening Brief, pp. 12-14;  Southern California Agencies Opening Brief, p. 6.


� Contractors’ Coalition laments that SCE and other parties have engaged in “unsupported hyperbole” in describing the motives behind Contractors’ Coalition’s positions in their briefs. That may be.  However, Contractors’ Coalition did not file any motions to strike to which I would have responded with the same considerations.


�  SDG&E/SoCal also object to this language in the February 2, 2000 motion, along with a broader discussion of licensing that begins on page 3 and continues through the first full paragraph of page 4.  I do not find merit to SDG&E/SoCal’s objection to the rest of this language; it is legal argument in response to issues raised regarding SESCO’s licensing requirements and refers to the record and prior Commission decisions.  The SDG&E/SoCal motion also appends a document not in the record (the SDG&E-SESCO DSM Bidding Pilot Contract), contradicting SDG&E/SoCal’s position that such documents should not be recognized.


� I note that there is some confusion in the motion with respect to which language SDG&E/SoCal proposes to strike.  On page 3 of its motion, SDG&E/SoCal states that it is also requesting to strike pages 18-20 and 35-36 of Contractors’ Coalitions Reply Brief, as well as the other sections discussed in this ruling.  However, there is no discussion for the basis of this request in the motion, and these pages are not referenced in any other section of the motion.  I am only ruling on the language that SDG&E/SoCal discusses in the body of the motion, and I note that Contractors’ Coalition only responded to the same.    
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