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IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

Section 1. AS 42.05.711 1is amended by adding a new
subsection to read

Nonprofit electric cooperatives organized under AS 10.-5
shall, upon affirmative resolution of their respective
boards of directors, be exempt from the provisions of
Article 5 of this Chapter in regard to any rates or

rate schedules which have been adopted by representatives
of the consumers serving as the board of directors of

that cooperative.
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Senate Bill No. 133 would exempt from economic regulation

J - v

the following non-profit cooperative corporations:
or- -

Alaska Village Electric Cooperative, Inc. ( AVEC)

- S

Chugach Electric Association

Glacier Highway ElectricvAsscclatxon

m\ m, y-"'m m
Golden Valley Electric Association
*o _— < e

Homer Electric Association
Kodiak Electric Association
Kotzebue Electric Associaton
Matanuska Electric Associatjf
Naknek Electric Associatioﬁnl

Nushagak Electric Cooperative

0TZ Telephone Cooperative, Inc.

Bristol Bay Telephone Cooperative

Copper Valley Telephone Cooperative, Inc.

Matanuska Telephone Association

Nushagak Telephone Cooperative, 1Inc.
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The number of customers served by the above named electric

. i L wi; ?2MIs v v m
cooperatives 1is approximately 72;000 and the telephone

w o m $ - .
cooperative consumers who would.be affected by this bill are
approximately 20,000. Under the existing statute the
Commission provides public protection to these 92,000

consumers in the determination of reasonable and fair rates



practices, rates and charges, quality and availability of
service. In addition the Commission has provided a streamlined
procedure for approval of rate increases necessitated by an
increase in the cost of fuel, guaranteeing tc the consumer

that documented increases in fuel costs have been received

An analysis of the action taken by the Commission during the
past two years in regard to cooperative utilities indicates
minimum discrepancies between the revenue requirement
requested by a utility and granted by the Commission. In
the area of rate design, however, the Commission has responded
to innovated requests by both electric and telephone cooperatives.
The Staff has and is currently performing analysis of and
recommendations for the following specific rate design
requests’
(1) A reserve capacity ch for residential,
commercial and large er consumers of Matanuska
Electric Association
(2) The elimination of el ctric heat promotional
rates;
(3 Changes in the traditional electric declining
block rate structures;
(4) Elimination of numerous rate
schedules for various types of electric

consumers;

(5) The "unbundling"™ of telephone rates of Matanuska

(6) seasonal electric rates.



In addition, the Commission was directed and funded

by the 1977 State Legislature to provide a cost-of-

service and management audit of AVEC in order to avert

an economic crisis created by the refusal of the REAA schools
to sign purchase power contracts with AVEC because the

schools believed.the rate structure to be discriminatory.

The position of the Consumer Protection and Information
Section of the Commission may be of interest in that it
specifically provides assistance to the consumers of all
utilities, when a customer, j.fter first contacting the
utility, has been unable to resolve a problem or complaint.
The attached table provides information regarding the number
of complaints received by the Commission in 1978 and a
breakdown of those customer complaints of cooperative electric
and telephone utilities. When asked to provide input in
regard to SB 133, the Consumer Protection and Information
Section provided the following opinion:

"This Section does not perceive an% difference

between REA cooperatives or any other public

utility even though their Boards of Directors

are elected by consgﬂer members of the Association.

The consumer complaints reaching the Staff are

identical to those of the investor-owned utilities.

It is evident that the customers of REA cooperatives

experience the same problems in the resolution of

their complaints as do the customers of privately-

owned utilities. Further, it is apparent to this

Section that customers of the cooperatives do not

perceive a difference between utilities regardless of
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the ownership structure. The question as we perceive

it is not one of.who "owns"™ the cooperative but who

"controls™ the cooperative.
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Ther are a number of 1issues that the Legislature may wish

Ir -
to consider in making a determination of whether this bill

il "
is in the p

-V i7pl;

1) The Public Utilities Regulatory Policies Act of
- ® e

1978, a part oflthe National Energy Act requires that at
| . *Hrm*, * -

least one electric cooperative, Chugach Electric Association,
j n R A

J ,
.V, & -

if not regulated by a State Commission, submit to FERC

regulation for the purpose of conside ng standards to carry

out the Federal purposes conservation of energy supplied by

utilities efficicient use_of utility resources; equitable
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rates. Those ratemaking atandards that either a federal or

. r ..
state regulating agency must address for an electric utility
selling more than 500 million kwh annually, include;

cost of service
declining block rate

time of day rat s

1 \ 1 ok qf oo I
seasonal rates .

:|,-_

interruptable rates

1 m R coll i
load management techniques

1 K -

1 i
Five additional regulatory policy standards must also be
addressed, 1including:

master metering

automatic adjustment clauses

) ] i ) '""|j-.
mfornit.tron to consumers
=k 41 - i
procedures for term¢nat|on of electric service
. - |

advertising.



2) The recent and rapid developments in tolecommunica-
. _ B} | ) ’ L Fe
tions indicate possible confrontations between CATV and

-m e
local exchange telephone utilities which could, 1in the

r-:.
absense of regulation, result in waﬁteful duplication.
< .

3) Funding

The Commission has rioiknowledge.at this time of

——.

whether the passage of this Lsgiglation would jeopardize REA

funding to any of the telephone and electric cooperatives in
; I -mm

the State. During the year 1978, the former field representative
of REA indicated that one-quarter of the annual monies
available to cooperatives in thg P.S. was allocated to
. n —
utilities within the ﬁtate of Alaska.
As some of the I’egislator.s—ﬂfa*rve .2\;vare, the Tlingit Haida

Regional Electric Authority (THREA) which, although not

effected by this bill, has been exempt from regulation since

I m V., e
its inception. However, to receive additional REA loan
>**.

monies, in order to avoid bankruptcy, REA required THREA to
submit to regulation by the Alaska Public Utilities Commission.

r

The Commission is available to answer_ any questions of tne
. oo [, St e T
i

. 3
Legislature in its determination of whether the public

interest would be ser"ad by the economic deregulation of

; . - r
electric and telephone cooperatives within the State of

Alaska. -



Billing practices

Rates and Charges
Quality of Service

Line extensions or
service availability

Total

Table 11 All REA Cooperative electric and telephone

Billing practices
Rates and Charges
Quality of Service

Line extension or
service availability

Total

All Regulated
Utilities

262

464

[oe oo

1 N3

268

1,268

Coop-Electric and
Telephone Utilities

107
108

93

160

468

utilities

Electric Telephone Total
88 19 107
86 22 108
53 40 93
96 64 _ 160
323 145 468



SENATE BILL 133

Testimony by David Hutchins, Executive Director
Alaska Rural Electric Cooperative Association

SENATE COMMERCE COMMITTEE
March 8, 1979
The purpose of SB 133 is to scale down APUC regulation of
non-profit electric cooperatives to the same level of

regulation now provided by law for municipally owned utilities.

The current responsibility of the APUC to provide very
intensive regulation is more than can be adequately performed
by the commission with the resources that have been provided.
The Legislature needs to make a very basic policy decision:
(1) The responsibilities of the APUC must be reduced or,

(2) Very substantial 1in :reases in funding and staff salaries
must be made In order for the APUC to attract and retain the

expertise needed to make intensive regulation work.

In his resignation statement as Administrator of the APUC in
January, Mr. Ronald Lindes stated that "he believes the
agency"s control of utility businesses is excessive."
Certainly, In so far as electric cooperatives are concerned,
we believe Mr. Lindes 1is correct. We believe that the
reduction of regulation contemplated by SB 133 is the clear
choice 1in resolving the current problems rather than Investing

large new sums of money in the present level of regulations.

We believe that the public Interest would be well served by

de-regulating the electric cooperatives because:



-(2)

3)

an

HERENTLY SELF-REGULATING.

The affairs and business practices of the
cooperative are directly controlled by a
member - consumer Board of Directors which 1is

elected by and reports to the membership at
least annually.

A BOARD OF DIRECTORS COMPRISED OF CONSUMERS 1S A
BETTER REGULATOR THAN A GOVERNMENT AGENCY.

When the applications to the APUC for rate
changes are examined, it is found that in
nearly every case the rate increases requested
have been less than the facts justified based
on rates of return allowed by the APUC.

ANY RATES WHICH MIGHT BE CHARGED BY A COOPERATIVE

IN EXCESS OF THOSE ALLOWED BY THE APUC WOULD

SIMPLY INCREASE THE CONSUMER ™S EQUITY IN THE

COOPERATIVE.

No profits are paid to any outside 1investors.
All assets are used for the benefit of the
consumers, and each consumer®s equity is
returned to him when he ceases to be a member.

REGULATION BY THE APUC SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASES THE
COSTS OF THE COOPERATIVE WHICH MUST BE PAID BY THE

CONSUMERS.

The attached sheet provides examples of recent
costs of regulation incurred by Alaska“s
electric cooperatives.



ALASKA RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE
ASSOCIATION, INC.

HI
801 W. Fireweed, Suite 101, Anchorage, Ak. 99503
Sample Costs of APUC Regulation
. Direct Cost

Cooperative 75 - 78 Remarks

GOlden Va”ey $ 116,591 $8.75 per Consumer
"Regulatory Lag" cost
estimated at $2.5 million

Matanuska $ 68,563 $7.20 per Consumer

Copper Valley $ 31,275 $14.40 per Consumer

Nushagak $ 4,700 $9.40 per Consumer

Glacier Highway $ 11,472 $15.40 per Consumer

David Hutchens
March 1, 1979

DEMOCRACY |N ACT'ON .+ .0.F the people ... by the people ... fOI‘ the p60p|e



SENATE BILL 133

Testimony of David Hutchens, Executive Director
Alaska Rural Electric Cooperative Association

Senate Commerce Committee
March 13, 1979

The bulk of tha testimony given by Commissioner Carolyn Guess
of the APUC on March 8 dealt with the need perceived by the
Commission to retain jurisdiction over telephone service and to
retain authority to provide consumer protection and information
services for the consumers served by the electric cooperatives.

In response to these comments from Commissioner Guess, a pro-—
posed substitute for SB 133 has been drafted. This proposal res—
tricts its application only to non-profit electric cooperatives.
Also, the exemption for these electric cooperatives would apply
only to rates. The APUC would still retain all other jurisdiction
including certification of territories to be served (Article 3),
standards of service and facilities (Article 4), accounts,
records, and reports (Article 6), financial and management regula—
tion (Article 7), penalties and enforcement (Article 8), and miscel —
laneous provisions (Article 9).

The only exemption which this proposal would grant the electric
cooperatives is an exemption from the APUC ratemaking process.
Commissioner Guess testified that there have been "mi mum discre—
pancies between the revenue requirement requested by a .ility and
granted by the Commission." But despite the fact that we have
eventually been granted the rates which the APUC concedes have been
reasonable, it is this rate making process which provides a finan—

cial burden on the electric cooperatives.



among those raised by the Commissioner is the question of rate de—
sign. As a member of the APUC, the Commissioner would like to re—
tain fTull control over exactly how the rates should be structured.
We believe that this is a matter which should properly be left to the
discretion of the elected representatives of the consumers. We know
that our consumers are intelligent people who are quite capable of
running their own cooperatives.

I would close by reiterating the point | made on March 8. The
APUC is not now able to attract and retain the expertise required
to make the current scheme of intensive regulation work. The
Legislature needs to decide either to provide the additional funds
the APUC needs to do the job it now has, or reduce the job required
of the APUC. We believe that the rate regulation of non-profit
c?ectric cooperatives 1is one area in which the public interest
would be well served by reducing the responsibility of the APUC,

and I urge the adoption of the proposed substitute for SB 133.



Alaska Rural Electric Cooperative Association

Senate Commerce Committee
March 10, 1979

The bulk of the testimony given by Commissioner Carolyn
Guess of the APUC on March 8 dealt with the need perceived
by the Commission to retain jurisdiction over telephone
service and to retain authority to provide consumer protection
and information services for the consumers served by the
electric cooperatives.

In response to these comments from Commissioner Guess,

a proposed substitute for SB 133 has been drafted. This

proposal restricts its application only to non-profit electric
cooperatives. Also, the exemption for these electric cooperatives
would apply only to rates. The APUC would still retain all

other jurisdiction including certification of territories to

be served (Article 3), standards of service and facilities
(Article 4), accounts, records, and reports (Article 6),

financial and management regulation (Article 7), penalties

and enforcement (Article 8), and miscellaneous previsions

(Article 9).

The only exemption which this proposal would grant the
electric cooperatives is an exemption from the APUC ratemaking
process. Commissioner Guess testified that there have been
"minimum discrepancies between the revenue requirement
requested by a utility and granted by the Commission."” But

despite the fact that we have eventually been granted the



this rate making process which provides a financial burden
on the electric cooperatives.

IT the proposed substitute is adopted, the only issue
remaining among those raised by the Commissioner is the
question of rate design. As a member of the APUC, the
Commissioner would like to retain full control over exactly
how the rates should be structured. We believe that this 1is
a matter which should properly be left to the discretion of
the elected representatives of the consumers. We know that
our consumers are intelligent people who are quite capable
of running their own cooperatives.

I would close by reiterating the point | made on March
8. The APUC 1is not now able to attract and retain the
expertise required to make the current scheme of intensive
regulation work. The Legislature needs to decide either to
provide the additional funds the APUC needs to do the job it
now has, or reduce the job required of the APUC. We believe
that the rate regulation of non-profit electric cooperatives
is one area in which the public interest would be well
served by reducing the responsibility of the APUC, and I

urge the adoption of the proposed substitute for SB 133.



Non-profit electric cooperatives shall be exempt
from the provisions of Article 5 of this chapter
in regard to any rates or rate schedules which
have been adopted by representatives of the con-—
sumers serving as the board of directors of that
cooperative and which have been approved by the
Rural Electrification Administration or its
successor.



ALASKA RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE
ASSOCIATION, INC.

801 Vi. Fireweed Lane, Suite 101, Anchorage, AKk. 99503

THE MEMBER OWNED NON-PROFIT COOPERATIVE IS INHERENTLY SELF-REGULATING.

The affairs and business practices of the cooperative are
directly controlled by a member - consumer Board of Directors
which 1is elected by and reports to the membership at least
annually.

A BOARD OF DIRECTORS COMPRISED OF CONSUMERS 1S A BETTER REGULATOR
THAN A GOVERNMENT AGENCY.

When the applications to the APUC for rate changes are
examined, it is found that in nearly every case the rate
increases requested have been less thin the facts justified
based on rates of return allowed by the APUC.

ANY RATES WHICH MIGHT BE CHARGED BY A COOPERATIVE IN EXCESS OF
THOSE ALLOWED BY THE APUC WOULD SIMPLY INCREASE THE CONSUMER™S
EQUITY IN THE COOPERATIVE.

No profits are paid to any outside investors. All assets
are used for the benefit of the consumers, and each con-—
sumer®"s equity is returned to him when he ceases to be

a member.

REGULATION BY THE APUC SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASES THE COSTS OF THE
COOPERATIVE WHICH MUST BE PAID BY THE CONSUMERS.

The attached sheet provides examples of recent costs of
regulation incurred by Alaska®s electric cooperatives.

David Hutchens
March 1, 1979

DEMOCRACY IN ACTION ... of the people ... by the people ... for the people



ALASKA RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE
ASSOCIATION, INC.

801 W. Fireweed, Suite 101, Anchorage, Ak. 99503

Sample Costs of APUC Regulation

Direct Cost
Cooperative "75 - 78 Remarks

Golden Valley $ 116,591 $8.75 per Consumer
"Regulatory Lag"™ cost
estimated at $2.5 million

Matanuska $ 68,563 $7.20 per Consumer
Copper Valley $ 31,275 $14.40 per Consumer
Nushagak $ 4,700 $9.40 per Consumer
Glacier Highway $ 11,472 $15.40 per Consumer

David Hutchens
March 1, 1979

DEMOCRACY IN ACTION ... of the people .. by the people ... for the people



Ms. Karan Bernstein
Information Officer
Department of Commerce

and Economic Development
Pouch D
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Doer Ms. Bernstein:
Enclosed " SENATE BILL 133 relating to public utilities.

I would appreciate your comments/position papers on this
SENATE BILL to include a fiscal note, if appropriate. If
you decide that a fiscal note is not required, please make
such a statement in your reply. IT your Department recom—
mends specific changes, 1in addition to general comments, |
would prefer that they be keyed to page and line numbers.

IT you know of other departments or agencies that have an
interest in this legislation, please let me know so that |
may get the benefits of comments from all knowledgeable and
interested parties.

In consideration of a productive and expeditious session, we
request that your comments/position be returned to the
Senate Commerce Committee within 10 days.

Sincerely,
.’ X ’ (
Brad Bradley
State Senator
Chairman
Senate Commerce Committee
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Introduced: 2/12/79
Referred: Commerce

IN THE SENATE BY COLLETTA, KERTTULA AND BRADLE

SENATE BILL NO. 133

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

A BILL

For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to public utilities."”
IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 42.05.711(b) is amended to read:

(b) Public utilities owned and operated by a political subdivision
of the state or by a nonprofit cooperative corporation (AS 10.25) and
none of whose utilities, excepting the furnishing of collection and
disposal service of garbage, refuse, trash or other waste material, 1is
in competition with any other utility, are exempt from the provisions of
this chapter, other than the provisions of AS 42.U5.221 - 42.05.281,
unless the owner and operator elects to be subject to all provisions of
this chapter. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter,
municipalities providing collection and disposal service of garbage,
refuse, trash or other waste material within their corporate boundaries
are not subject to regulation by the Alaska Publié Utilities Commission

unless the municipality elects to be subject to the provisions of this

chapter.

3B 133
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Introduced: 2/12/79
Referred: Commerce

IN THE SENATE BY COLLETTA, KERTTULA AND BRADLE

SENATE BILL NO. 133
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
ELEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to public utilities.”

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 42.05.711(b) is amended to read: [/
dOAChUC _ . _ . o
(b) emPuhl-ie utilities owned and operated by a "oT-i-t-tcal.-64ibdiv4sion
0d -0/clia. c>E. yD~-J-LiC.
of the state or b;x cL-nortprof-it cooperative corporation ((AS-Q 0.25) Zand
0 jJO-iSr a*a_ ¢? & fF Nou

none of whose utilities, excepting the furnishing of collection and
disposal service of garbage, refuse, trash or other waste material, is
in competition with any other utility, are exempt from the provisions of
this chapter, other than the provisions of AS 42.05.221 - 42.Q5.281,
unless the owner and operator elects to be subject to all provisions of
this chapter. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter,
municipalities providing collection and disposal service of garbage,
refuse, trash or other waste material within their corporate boundaries
are not subject to regulation by the Alaska Public Utilities Commission

unless the municipality elects to be subject to the provisions of this

chapter.

SB 133



SUBSTITUTE FOR SB 133

Amend AS 42.05.711 by adding a new subsection to read:

Non-profit electric cooperatives”shall be exempt from the
provisions of Article 5 of this Chapter in regard to any
rates or rate schedules which have been adopted by repre—
sentatives of the consumers serving as the board of direc—
tors of that cooperative and which have been approved by
the Rural Electrification Administration or its successor.



BILL ANALYSIS

2123179
ASSIGNMENT DATE.
UNASSICNED
DEPARTMENT SPONSOR (F7TNCIPAL) BILL NO.
Commerce Colletta, Kertitula .and Bradley SB 133
DEPARTMENT POSITION
DATE
Guess COMMISSIONER DATE
Alaska Public Utilities Commission
GOVERNOR®S OFFICE USE o
"emm L] L]
[} POSITION NOTED 1 POSITION APPROVED 1 POSITION DISAPPROVED
ml’l
1Y: DATE: I -

SUMMARY

(1) RELATED BILLS (SIMILAR OR CONFLICTING)
(2) OTHER AGENCIES AFFECTED BY BILL

(2 ,b. ORGANIZATIONAL OPPOSITION TO BILL

(@) PROGRAM EFFECTS OF BILL

(4) FISCAL IMPACT 0 NONE 0 FISCAL ANALYSIS ATTACHED

(6) COMMENTS:



APUC COMMENTS ON SB 133

Senate Bill No. 133 would exempt from economic requlation

the following non-profit cooperative-corporations:

Alaska Village Electric Coogperative, Inc. ( AVEC)

Chugach Electric Association

Copper Valley Electric Association ._

G.la :ier Highway -Electric.-/Association

fzagpranm m *

S -9 . N
Golden Valley Electric Association

Homer

Electric

Kodiak Electric Association

Kotzebue Electric Associaton

Matanuska Electric Association

Naknek Electric Association
! LW

V o "oy

= _ > &

Nushagak Electric Cooperative
j VMW

\ki

1 1 . :
0TZ Telephone Cooperativeb Inc.

* [ ] ] YY Ir ;
*.jt s Kl

Bristol Bay Telephone Cooperative

Copper Valley Telephone Cooperative, Inc.

Matanuska Telephone Association

Nushagak Telephoﬁe Cooperative, 1Inc.

c - (

o*

customers served by the above named electric
| | e&/F*1"—*-:-uSr ™

cooperatives 1is approximately -;72i000 eand the telephone

cooperative consumers who would be affected bv this bill are

approximately 20,000. Under t@g existing statute the
.

Commission provides public protection to these 92,000

consumers

in the determination of reasonable and fair rates



and the resolution of consumer complaints regarding billing
practices, rates and charges,”quality and availability of
service. In addition the Commission has provided a streamlined
procedure for approval of rate increases necessitated by an

increase in the cost of fuel, guaranteeing to the consumer

that documented increases in tiq{ costs have been received
ei V.
by the Commission. ;51
\ v*
An analysis of the action taken by the Commission during the
.’H/i.';'—

past two years 1in regard to cooperative utilities indicates
minimum discrepancies between the revenue requirement
requested by a utility and granted by the Commission. In
the area of rate design, however, the Commission has responded
to innovated requests by both electric and telephone cooperatives.
The Staff has and is currently performing analysis jf and
recommendations for the following specific rate design
requests:
(1) A reserve capacity charge for residential,
commercial and large poqg; consumers of Matanuska
Electric Association;
(2) The elimination of electric heat promotional
rates;
(3) Changes in the traditional electric declining
block rate structures;
e *e *y
4) Elimination of numerous rate
schedules for various types of electric
consumers;
(5) The "unbundling" of telephone rates of Matanuska

Telephone Association; ! 1,

(6) Seasonal electric rates.



In addition, the Commission was directed and funded

by the 1977 State Legislature to provide a cost-of-

service and management audit of AVEC in order to avert

an economic crisis created by the refusal of the REAJ\ schools
to sign purchase power contracts with AVEC because the

schools believed the rate.structure to be discriminatory.
I m

The position of the Consumer Protection and Information
Section of the Commission may be of interest in that it
specifically provides assistance to the consumers of all
utilities, when a customer, after first contacting the
utility, has been unable to resolve a problem or complaint.
The attached table provides information regarding the number
of complaints received by the Commission in 1978 and a
breakdown of those customer complaints of cooperative electric
and telephone utilities. When asked to provide input 1in
regard to SB 133, the Consumer Protection and Information
Section provided the following opinion:

"This Section does n jt perceive any#difference

between REA cooperatives or any other public

utility even though their Boards of Directors

are elected by consumer members of the Association.

The consumer complaints reaching the Staff are

identical to those of the investor-owned utilities.

It is evident that the customers of REA cooperatives

experience the same problems in the resolution of

their complaints as do the customers of privately-

owned utilities. Further, it is apparent to this

Section that customers

of the cooperatives do not

perceive a difference between utilities regardless of



the ownership structure.

it is not one of who "owns"
J * F* Y* e
"controls™ the cooperative.

The qguestion as we perceive

the cooperative but who

Ther are a number of issues the Legislature may wish
to whether this bill
Ill -
;IS in
| mj» . .
V.tv
eter
L =-1i) Policies Act of
I_P )
1978, a requires that at
least one oc:
, submit to FERC
k considering standards to carry
-/ X3 =} ) . )
al purposes conservation of energy supplied by
. P MY ke e
ficicient use of utility resources; equitable
.. : JIl- ;! - mm | :
ratemaking standards that either a federal or
VL, . *
state regulating agency must address for an electric utility
J

selling more than 500 million kwh annually,

cost of service
declining block rate
time of day rates

seasonal rates "

i | - | mk\ " j dq.r
interruptable rates

techniques
- Ve [l

- - L M
load management
Five additional

addressed, including:
i

master metering

automatic adjustment %dauses

information to consumers*®

termination of

. *

sy =

regulatory policy standards must

include;

also be

electric service



2) The recent and rapid developments in telecommunica-
) o [ v - i
tions indicate possible confrontations between CATV and

local exchange telephone utilities which could, in the
y

absense of regulation, result in wasteful duplication.

3) Funding o .

_*. —f r|1 . »%[ -.[77' ' 5 mbef-r*-f* - *
The Comm|33|on has:no knowledge at this time of

whether the passage of this Legislation would jeopardize REA

LAY
funding to any of the telephone and electric cooperatives in
" -
the State. During the year 1g18, ﬁpe former field representative

of REA indicated thaﬁ one- quarter of the annual monies

t;ﬁ

f
1!
available to cooperatives 1in the U S.

was allocated to
utilities within the State of Alaska.
L =
As some of the legislators are aware, the Tlingit Haida
Regional Electric Authority (THREA) which, although not

effected by this bill, has been exempt from regulation since

its inception. However, to receive additional REA loan

Ps S';\'-' * *eo .4.‘ *
- LA
monies, in order to avoid bankruptcy, REA required THREA to
: vV T7-

submit to regulation by the Alaska Public Utilities Commission.

The Commission is available to answer any questions of the

Legislature in its determination of whether the public
_*

interest would be served by the economic deregulation of

electric and telephone cooperatives.within the State of



CONSUMER COMPLAINTS RECEIVED BY APUC-1978

Billing practices

Rates and Charges
Quality of Service

Line extensions or
service availability

Total

Table 11 All REA Cooperative electric and telephone

Billing practices
Rates and Charges
Quality of Service

Line extension or
service availability

Total

ke

All Regulated

ut

Electric

88

86

53

96

323

ilities

274

262

o*

v
- 1464

* o
263

1,268

Coop-Electric and
Telephone Utilities

107
103

93

160

468

utilities

Telephone Total
19 107
22 108
40 93
64 _160
145 468
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